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A B S T R A C T   

Brand authenticity has attracted the growing attention of academics and practitioners for two decades. This study contributes to brand management literature by 
empirically investigating the impact of brand authenticity on purchase intentions through perceived value (functional, emotional, and social) and brand forgiveness 
using a 2 × 2 between- subjects experimental design with a sample of consumers from the UK and Turkey. The moderating role of cross-cultural happiness on the link 
between perceived value and brand forgiveness is also examined. Moderated mediation results demonstrate that brand authenticity positively affects brand 
forgiveness, and this effect is mediated by perceived value. In addition, cross-cultural happiness positively moderates the impact of perceived value on brand 
forgiveness. Findings further reveal a serial mediating effect of brand authenticity on purchase intentions via perceived value and brand forgiveness. This study has 
important theoretical implications and offers international brand and marketing managers practical insights.   

1. Introduction 

Brand authenticity, simply defined as the degree to which consumers 
perceive a brand to be genuine, faithful, and supportive (Napoli et al., 
2014; Morhart et al., 2015), is built on heritage, quality, and credibility 
amongst other perceptions (Napoli et al., 2014). Authentic brands 
withstand the test of time and tend to be strongly associated with 
credibility and trustworthiness (Erdem & Swait, 2004). They are also 
appraised as sincere and caring for their consumers (Morhart et al., 
2015). A recent systematic review (Södergren, 2021) shows that brand 
authenticity elicits favorable brand-related evaluations and emotions 
and increases purchase intentions and brand loyalty. Despite the growth 
of empirical literature on brand authenticity and its obvious contribu-
tion to favorable outcomes in consumer intentions and behaviors, little 
is known on the mechanisms that cause these relationships. In response 
to this shortcoming, there are continuous research calls (e.g., Bartsch 
et al., 2022; Riefler, 2020; Södergren, 2021) for more sophisticated 
research on brand authenticity. 

In order to better understand when and why brands can be harmed, 
protective effects, such as brand forgiveness, need to be investigated 
(Södergren, 2021). Dealing with a crisis in retrospect and trying to re- 
establish brand trust amongst consumers is acceptable. However, if 
brands wish to enhance their recovery opportunities, they should 

understand how brand forgiveness operates. Whilst post-crisis man-
agement is critical in restoring the brand’s reputation, existing research 
(Guèvremont & Grohmann, 2018) shows that brand authenticity is the 
driving force that alleviates the negative consequences of brand scan-
dals, increases forgiveness and, consequently, trust. 

Brands often make mistakes, which are followed by immediate 
backlash in most cases. Gucci’s blackface sweater controversy (Garrett, 
2019), Pepsi’s controversial advertisement featuring Kendall Jenner 
(Dan, 2020) and Peloton’s bike cameo appearance in a popular TV series 
(Swant, 2021) are some of the many incidents that have sparked nega-
tive publicity. In the presence of a scandal, consumers are willing to pay 
more and express affection for a brand they perceive as more authentic. 
In addition, they attach greater responsibility and hypocrisy to less 
authentic brands (Guèvremont & Grohmann, 2018). Therefore, positive 
perceptions toward a brand act as a shield against negative publicity 
and, consequently, consumers quickly return to their pre-scandal atti-
tudes (Kapoor & Banerjee, 2021). Otherwise stated, higher levels of 
brand authenticity can foster forgiveness and reduce harm. 

Despite the increasing importance and interest in brand authenticity 
studies, very little effort has been expended in seeking to understand 
how consumers approach authentic brands and how brand authenticity 
effects vary in different foreign markets (Södergren, 2021). Specifically, 
research on brand authenticity is characterized as fragmented due to a 
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lack of standardized measurement tools. In addition, studies on Eastern 
cultures are limited, with only a few of them (e.g., Phan & Thomas, 
2009) focusing on the cross-cultural applicability of brand authenticity. 
A closer look into our collection of studies (see Table 1) on the conse-
quences of brand authenticity reveals that research on the outcomes of 
this concept in an international marketing context is very limited (e.g., 
Özsömer & Altaras, 2008; Riefler, 2020). This review of studies confirms 
that there is no research that explicitly examines the mechanism of the 
link between brand authenticity and brand forgiveness. Therefore, it is 
essential to understand the role of cultural differences in consumers’ 
willingness to forgive authentic brands’ mistakes. Specifically, instead of 
examining its direct outcomes, additional research should focus on a 
more refined understanding of the moderating and mediating effects 
related to brand authenticity. 

To deal with these research gaps, the current study establishes a 
causal linkage by experimentally investigating whether, and under what 
conditions, brand authenticity affects consumers’ perceived value, 
which in turn increases their propensity to forgive mistakes and pur-
chase intentions. Specifically, we aim to answer the following research 
questions: (1) How does perceived value serve as a mediating mecha-
nism underpinning the link between brand authenticity and forgive-
ness? and (2) What role does cross-cultural happiness play in this link? 
In addition, our study contributes to extant research in four ways. First, 
we investigate the indirect relationship between brand authenticity and 
brand forgiveness. Forgiveness has been investigated primarily in the 
field of psychology and has only recently started to garner interest in the 
marketing and consumer research areas (Christodoulides, 2021). 
Furthermore, it has been explored within brand management, albeit to a 
lesser extent (Casidy & Shin, 2015; Fetscherin & Sampedro, 2019). 
Specifically, only a handful of studies (e.g., Fritz et al., 2017) explicitly 
investigate the brand authenticity–consumer forgiveness relationship, 
despite the latter’s importance as a key outcome of brand authenticity 
(Södergren, 2021). We, therefore, contribute to the brand management 
literature by uncovering a mediating mechanism – namely, perceived 
value – to explain the effect of brand authenticity on brand forgiveness. 
Our findings are expected to provide researchers and managers alike 
with interesting and helpful insights. 

Second, by conceptualizing value as a multidimensional construct 
(Sweeney & Soutar, 2001), we specifically examine the mediating roles 
of the three value perceptions – namely, functional, emotional, and so-
cial – on the link between brand authenticity and brand forgiveness. 
Since these three types of value are known to have differential impacts 
on consumers’ intentions (Kolbl et al., 2020) and behaviors (Khan & 
Mohsin, 2017), comparing their relative importance in this particular 
link would contribute more nuanced insights to the relevant literature. 
Third, our study is one of the first to test a serial mediation model 
exploring the causal mechanisms that help explain why brand authen-
ticity promotes favorable behavioral intention. More specifically, our 
findings broaden existing knowledge by demonstrating that a serial 
mediation model with perceived value and brand forgiveness as medi-
ating variables is capable of explaining how brand authenticity per-
ceptions eventually translate into intentions to buy. 

Fourth, we extend the very limited knowledge that currently exists 
on brand authenticity and brand forgiveness in an international mar-
keting context by uncovering an interesting boundary condition. In 
particular, we show whether consumers’ propensity to forgive mistakes 
by the authentic brands depends on culture, and we introduce cross- 
cultural happiness as a cultural dimension. To the best of the authors’ 
knowledge, this study is amongst the first to investigate cross-cultural 
happiness in the brand authenticity context. Moreover, our findings 
shed some light on the limited knowledge why consumers from different 
cultures have different motivations for brand forgiveness (Ho & Wor-
thington, 2020). This investigation carries notable implications for in-
ternational brand managers on how to effectively employ failure 
recovery mechanisms in different foreign markets in order to encourage 
brand forgiveness and, ultimately, purchase intentions. 

The paper is structured as follows. It first reviews the extant litera-
ture and then presents the study’s hypotheses. This is followed by the 
research context, methodology, and analysis. After discussing the 
empirical findings, the paper highlights theoretical and managerial 
implications as well as the study’s limitations and avenues for future 
research. 

2. Literature review and hypothesis development 

2.1. Brand authenticity 

Brand authenticity is defined as “the extent to which consumers 
perceive a brand to be faithful and true toward itself and its consumers, 
and to support consumers being true to themselves” (Morhart et al., 
2015, p. 202). This concept began to attract the interest of marketing 
scholars and practitioners more than twenty-five years ago with the 
study by Stern (1994). Since then, it has been investigated in several 
market contexts, such as fast-moving consumer goods (Dwivedi & 
McDonald, 2018), restaurants (Zhang et al., 2021), alcohol (Hernandez- 
Fernandez & Lewis, 2019; Pelet et al., 2020) and food and beverages 
(Riefler, 2020), amongst others. When consumers feel that a brand is 
authentic, they begin to develop positive attitudes, such as trust (Her-
nandez-Fernandez & Lewis, 2019), expect higher product or service 
quality (Moulard et al., 2016), are willing to pay more (Riefler, 2020), 
and engage in positive word of mouth (Morhart et al., 2015). 

A closer examination of the pertinent literature reveals a number of 
multidimensional conceptualizations of brand authenticity (e.g., Bruhn 
et al., 2012; Morhart et al., 2015; Napoli et al., 2014). In the present 
study, following Morhart et al. (2015), we conceptualize brand 
authenticity as a second-order construct comprising four dimensions. 
These are: continuity, a brand’s timelessness, historicity, and its ability to 
transcend trends; credibility, the degree to which a brand is willing and 
able to deliver its promises; integrity, the moral purity and responsibility 
of a brand; and symbolism, a brand’s potential to serve as a resource for 
identity construction. 

2.2. Brand forgiveness 

The concept of forgiveness is centuries ago and has its roots in the-
ology and philosophy. Major religions and philosophical streams place 
forgiveness at the heart of their doctrine, whilst art and literature have 
been greatly inspired by this topic. It is generally accepted that 
forgiveness is a construct that has a dual nature; it is common and 
transcendent (McCullough et al., 2000). Forgiveness is a common, uni-
versal phenomenon that is experienced by all religions and cultures 
across the globe. However, it is not experienced in the same way across 
individuals and cultures. Therefore, forgiveness also has a transcendent 
nature (McCullough et al., 2000). Considering its common nature, 
forgiveness is studied using standard psychological methods. It refers to 
behavior. Some people tend to forgive easier than others, but this 
forgiving behavior is not standardized (McCullough & Worthington, 
1999). As far as the transcendent nature of forgiveness is concerned, it is 
religious, spiritual, and philosophical thoughts that shape this concept 
(Enright et al., 1992). Taken together, forgiveness refers to the degree of 
injustice and tolerance, as well as to life stance and harmony (Enright 
et al., 1998). 

Despite being a multifaceted phenomenon, forgiveness has been 
extensively studied in the field of psychology (Christodoulides et al., 
2021). Usually referred to as interpersonal forgiveness, researchers have 
linked it to numerous positive outcomes, such as relationship restoration 
(Zheng & van Dijke, 2020), health and wellbeing (Worthington et al., 
2007; Yao et al., 2017), trust repair (Xie & Peng, 2009), and emotion 
valence (Gençoğlu et al., 2018; Witvliet et al., 2001). 

In the marketing and consumer research domains, research on 
forgiveness still lags behind (Fetscherin & Sampedro, 2019). Research 
on forgiveness can be broadly classified into three main areas according 
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Table 1 
Past research on the consequences of brand authenticity.  

Study Sample Context Method Outcome(s) Mediator 
(s) 

Moderator(s) Relevant findings 

Özsomer and 
Altaras 
(2008) 

NA NA Conceptual Global brand 
credibility 

– Self-construal 
Cosmopolitanism 

It is proposed that global brand 
authenticity is positively 
associated with global brand 
credibility and this relationship 
is stronger for people with highly 
independent self-construals and 
cosmopolitanism tendencies. 

Lu et al. 
(2015) 

228 consumers 
in the US 

Ethnic restaurants Survey Brand 
awareness 
Brand image 
Perceived 
quality 

– – Consumers’ authenticity 
perception positively predicts 
ethnic restaurants’ brand 
awareness, brand image, and 
perceived quality. 

Fritz et al. 
(2017) 

509 German 
consumers 

Various industries Survey Brand 
relationship 
quality 

– Brand involvement Brand authenticity has a positive 
effect on brand relationship 
quality, and brand involvement 
strengthens this relationship. 

Guèvremont 
and 
Grohmann 
(2016) 

Study 1: 114 US 
consumers 
Study 2: 105 US 
consumers 

Sports apparel Studies 1 & 2: 
Experimental 
survey 

Emotional 
brand 
attachment 

– Social exclusion 
Brand engagement 
in self-concept 
Self-inauthenticity 
Enduring personal 
authenticity 

Consumers with a high level of 
brand engagement in self- 
concept show greater emotional 
brand attachment to authentic 
(versus less authentic) brands 
when they feel socially excluded. 
Also, consumers with a high level 
of enduring personal 
authenticity show greater 
emotional brand attachment to 
authentic (versus less authentic) 
brands when they experience 
situations that make them feel 
inauthentic. 

Moulard et al. 
(2016) 

Study 1: 136 
students 
Study 2: 155 
students 

Studies 1 & 2: Coffee shop Studies 1 & 2: 
Experimental 
survey 

Expected 
quality 
Trust 

– – Brand authenticity has a positive 
effect on expected quality and 
trust. 

Lude and 
Prügl (2018) 

Study 1: 382 
consumers from 
Germany, 
Austria, and 
Switzerland 
Study 2: 126 
German 
consumers 
Study 3: 54 
German 
consumers 

Study 1: Wine 
Study 2: Cosmetics 
Study 3: Sparkling wine 

Studies 1 & 2: 
Experimental 
survey 
Study 3: Field 
experiment 

Brand trust – – The positive effect of the family 
firm cue on brand trust is fully 
mediated by perceived brand 
authenticity. 

Hernandez- 
Fernandez 
and Lewis 
(2019) 

738 consumers 
in the USA 

Beer Survey Perceived 
value 
Brand trust 

– – Brand authenticity increases 
both perceived value and brand 
trust. 

Pelet et al. 
(2020) 

Study 1: 21 
consumers 
Study 2: 215 
consumers 

Studies 1 & 2: Wine Study 1: Semi- 
structured 
interviews 
Study 2: 
Experimental 
survey 

Pleasure 
Buying 
intention 

Pleasure Colors 
Visual complexity 

Authenticity of wine labels has a 
positive effect on pleasure and 
the intention of buying wine. 
Pleasure partially mediates the 
brand authenticity–buying 
intention link. Results also reveal 
that authenticity–pleasure link is 
moderated by colors and visual 
complexity. 

Riefler (2020) Study 1: 220 
students in 
Austrian 
university 
Study 2: 182 
consumers in a 
street collection 
Study 3: 198 
consumers 

Studies 1 & 2: Apple juice 
Study 3: Coffee 

Studies 1, 2, & 3: 
Experimental 
survey 

Willingness to 
pay 

– Perceived brand 
globalness 

The positive impact of brand 
authenticity on willingness to 
pay is independent of perceived 
brand globalness. Furthermore, 
brand authenticity positioning 
affects consumer choice between 
local and global brands. 

Kumar and 
Kaushik 
(2022) 

380 Indian 
consumers 

Various industries Survey Consumer 
brand 
engagement 

– Self-congruence Credibility, continuity, and 
integrity have a positive impact 
on CBE and self-congruity 
moderates these relationships. 

(continued on next page) 
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to Fetscherin and Sampedro (2019). The first focuses on the role of 
consumer forgiveness as a psychological mechanism (e.g., Zourrig et al., 
2009); the second research stream investigates forgiveness within a 
service recovery frame (Harrison-Walker, 2019; Wei et al., 2020); and 
the final stream examines forgiveness alongside service and product 
failure (Joireman et al., 2016; Tsarenko & Tojib, 2012). Although the 
research interest in psychology and marketing has been growing over 
the past years, studies on forgiveness with a clear brand management 
focus have only recently arisen (Christodoulides et al., 2021). 

Existing research in brand management highlights the positive 
impact (e.g., Fritz et al., 2017) and importance (Södergren, 2021) of 
brand authenticity on brand forgiveness. We focus on the brand 
authenticity–brand forgiveness relationship and contend that when a 
brand is perceived as authentic, then consumers are more likely to 
forgive the brand’s mistakes. Authentic brands are seen as more reliable, 
honest, natural, and steady (Aaker et al., 2004). Therefore, consumers 
become attached to these brands when experiencing self-congruence. 
When consumers become attached to a brand, they develop resilience 
to negative information about the brand and, consequently, they are 
more likely to forgive the brand’s mistakes (Park et al., 2010). Through 
our study, we build on the strong, yet under-researched, effect of brand 
authenticity on brand forgiveness, and we propose that perceived value 
is the mediating mechanism of this effect. Fig. 1 introduces the study’s 
conceptual model. 

2.3. The mediating role of perceived value 

Perceived value is defined as the “consumer’s overall assessment of 
the utility of a product (or service) based on perceptions of what is 
received and what is given” (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 14). The concept of 
value has been extensively studied in the field of marketing and 
branding with prime examples seen in the work of Zeithaml (1988) and 
Sweeney and Soutar (2001). This body of work has established the effect 
of perceived value on both behavioral and psychological responses 
(Coelho et al., 2020). Specifically, strong empirical support shows that 
perceived value positively affects satisfaction, loyalty, and purchase 
intentions (Grewal et al., 1998; Parasuraman et al., 1991; Sweeney & 
Soutar, 2001). 

In the context of brand recovery and service failure, prior research 
suggests that perceived value is one of the strongest driving forces of 
forgiveness. Specifically, higher levels of perceived value enhance 
forgiveness toward service providers (Maxham & Netemeyer, 2002) and 
encourage consumers to engage in positive word of mouth, which in turn 
increases their willingness to forgive (Kukar-Kinney et al., 2011). 

In this study, we conceptualize perceived value as a multidimen-
sional construct composed of three dimensions– namely, functional, 
emotional, and social dimensions (Sweeney & Soutar, 2001). Functional 
value refers to “the perceived utility acquired from an alternative’s ca-
pacity for functional, utilitarian, or physical performance” (Sheth et al., 
1991, p. 160). An authentic brand raises functional value perceptions 
because it is usually associated with trustworthiness, durability, quality, 
reliability, and high price (Sweeney & Soutar, 2001). Emotional value 
represents “the perceived utility acquired from an alternative’s capacity 
to arouse feelings or affective states” (Sheth et al., 1991, p. 161). Con-
sumers often humanize authentic brands and associate them with pos-
itive emotions, such as warmth, love, and honesty (Beverland et al., 

2010; Johar et al., 2010). Finally, social value is defined as “the 
perceived utility acquired from an alternative’s association with one or 
more specific social groups” (Sheth et al., 1991, p. 161). In particular, 
authentic brands enhance the sense of community with other brand 
users and, consequently, the sense of belongingness (Brown & Dacin, 
1997). 

While consumers who feel that a brand is authentic are prone to 
develop positive attitudes to it, little is known about why such con-
sumers prefer these brands to inauthentic alternatives. We, therefore, 
propose that brand authenticity increases consumers’ perceived value, 
which, in turn, activates higher levels of brand forgiveness. 

Brand authenticity is known for increasing brand equity and adding 
value to consumer experience (Södergren, 2021). Consumers greatly 
value brands that are genuine. Therefore, companies with authentic 
brands in their portfolio positively increase consumer value perceptions 
because their brands align with the company’s core purpose, corporate 
practice, messaging (Vredenburg et al., 2020), and heritage (Hernandez- 
Fernandez & Lewis, 2019). 

In consequence, we suggest that perceived value will have a positive 
impact on brand forgiveness. Consumers who perceive higher levels of 
value will be more willing to forgive a brand. Perceived value can be 
directly enhanced through brand authenticity and its dimensions. Spe-
cifically, perceived social value can be enhanced through strong brand 
symbolism. In addition, consumers can perceive high functional value 
when a brand delivers its promises, while emotional value can be 
enhanced if a brand adds meaning to consumers’ lives, making them 
emotionally attached (Morhart et al., 2015). 

As Tsarenko and Tojib (2015) stress, the perceived value of a rela-
tionship between an individual and a transgressor attenuates the nega-
tive effects of wrongdoing. A study conducted by Grégoire et al. (2009) 
emphasizes that, while strong-relationship customers show more nega-
tive responses to firms’ failures, any attempt at recovery causes a 
reduction in the negative reactions of such customers. Setting this in a 
branding context, we propose that higher levels of value perceptions 
serve as a recovery effort and dampen the negative responses of con-
sumers to brand failures. Otherwise stated, consumers are more willing 
to forgive a brand’s mistakes, if they perceive higher levels of functional, 
emotional, and social value. Against this backdrop, we formally posit 
that: 

H1: Perceived value mediates the relationship between brand 
authenticity and brand forgiveness. 

We further propose that consumers who believe that a brand is 
authentic will develop higher purchase intentions (Kolbl et al., 2020) 
and this effect will be serially mediated by perceived value and brand 
forgiveness. The positive relationship between brand authenticity and 
purchase intentions is empirically supported by numerous studies (e.g., 
Fritz et al., 2017; Ilicic & Webster, 2014; Lu et al., 2015; Napoli et al., 
2014) and is based on the core premise of attitude theory (Ajzen et al., 
2018). Thus, we accept that authenticity evaluations form positive at-
titudes, which, in turn, shape purchase intentions. In addition, brand 
forgiveness can predict purchase intention (Harrison-Walker, 2019; 
Tsarenko & Tojib, 2015; Yuan et al., 2020). In line with existing 
research, we expect that, when consumers forgive brand mistakes, they 
are more willing to purchase or repurchase the same brand in the future. 

H2: The impact of brand authenticity on purchase intentions is 
serially mediated by perceived value and brand forgiveness. 

Table 1 (continued ) 

Study Sample Context Method Outcome(s) Mediator 
(s) 

Moderator(s) Relevant findings 

The current 
study 

284 UK 
consumers 
and 271 
Turkish 
consumers 

Eight industries: soft 
drinks, automobiles, 
fast food, furniture, 
smartphones, cosmetics, 
communications, and 
apparel 

Experimental 
survey 

Forgiveness 
Purchase 
intention 

Perceived 
value 

Cross-cultural 
happiness 

Brand authenticity generates 
forgiveness intentions via 
perceived value, and the effect 
is strengthened when cross- 
cultural happiness is high.  
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2.4. The moderating role of cross-cultural happiness 

Whilst some researchers (Diener, 2000) distinguish subjective well-
being – namely the cognitive appraisal of life – from happiness, which is 
generally framed as the emotional outcome of this appraisal, there is no 
universal definition for this multifaceted and complex construct. Often 
used as an umbrella term, some scholars view happiness as a state of 
mind (Lu et al., 2001), as the ultimate contentment of human life 
(Maltby et al., 2005), or as the main goal in modern society (Veenhoven, 
2012). Nevertheless, they all concur that happiness is a state to which 
individuals aspire. In this study, we adopt Veenhoven’s (2012, p. 334) 
definition that happiness is “the degree to which an individual judges 
the overall quality of his/her own life-as-a-whole favorably”. Moreover, 
we posit that cross-cultural happiness refers to the study of happiness 
across different cultures (Kitayama & Markus, 2000). 

Research on happiness is prolific across different disciplines, with 
large-scale cross-cultural studies being at the forefront (e.g., Diener 
et al., 1995). Happiness is a universal experience, but it is heavily 
contingent on culture (Uchida et al., 2004) as a social construction. 
According to Veenhoven (2012), happiness relies on collective notions 
and values about life, which are shared within a culture and passed 
down from one generation to the next. Therefore, cross-cultural happi-
ness studies investigate how happiness is defined, how it varies, and how 
it shapes people’s experiences, perceptions, and behavior across cultures 
(Diener et al., 2003). For example, happiness levels were found to be 
lower in France compared to the US because earlier French generations 
experienced greater hardship (Inglehart, 1990). Another interesting 
cognitive mechanism that explains the cross-cultural differences of 
happiness refers to the reflective appraisal. Specifically, people in poorer 
or less developed countries (typically associated with lower levels of 
happiness) tend to be less positive about their life and judge their 
happiness according to other, wealthier nations (Veenhoven, 2012). 
Negative labelling from outgroups usually flows into the members of the 
labelled country who define themselves as unhappy. 

Recent empirical findings (e.g., Hur et al., 2018; Liu et al., 2019) 
show that perceived value is positively correlated with happiness. In 
general, people who feel happier are in a positive emotional state and, 
thus, likely to be optimistic and to attribute more value to their expe-
riences (Isen et al., 1987). In the same vein, cultures that are charac-
terized by higher levels of happiness perceive greater value in their 
possessions and experiences because of their flexible and inclusive way 
of thinking (Fredrickson, 1998; Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). 

Happiness has also been linked to forgiveness in that higher levels of 
happiness lead to increased forgiveness tolerance (Maltby et al., 2005). 
People who are happier experience positive emotions, engage in positive 
thinking, are more empathetic, and are less likely to develop negative 
feelings, such as anger and bitterness, which impede forgiveness 
(McCullough et al., 2000). Moreover, when people are in a happy rather 
than sorrowful mood, they tend to evaluate a situation more favorably 
(Swartz et al., 2002) and are ultimately able to successfully cope with 

forgiveness (Diener et al., 2003). 
Taken together, we expect that cross-cultural happiness will mod-

erate the relationship between perceived value and forgiveness. Spe-
cifically, cultures that demonstrate higher levels of happiness will 
strengthen the positive effect of value perceptions on forgiveness. 
Conversely, individuals who report lower happiness levels and hold a 
less positive life stance are, consequently, likely to forgive a brand’s 
mistake to a lesser extent. In that case, the perceived value effect on 
brand forgiveness will be attenuated. Formally: 

H3: Cross-cultural happiness moderates the relationship between 
brand authenticity and brand forgiveness through perceived value. 

3. Methodology 

3.1. Research design and data collection 

We used a 2 (authenticity: authentic vs. inauthentic brand) × 2 
(cross-cultural happiness: low vs. high) between-subjects experimental 
design with a sample of consumers from UK and Turkey. After following 
the literature guidelines (Behling & Law, 2000), we initially designed 
our questionnaire in English, which was translated to Turkish by a 
native Turkish researcher. It was then translated back to English by 
another native Turkish speaker who was proficient in English. The En-
glish version of the questionnaire was distributed via Prolific to UK 
consumers. The Turkish questionnaire was designed and posted on 
Qualtrics; the generated link was consequently distributed via a Turkish 
crowdsourcing panel. All consumers were compensated for their time. 

A total of five hundred and eighty-eight respondents, recruited by 
these methods, provided complete responses to our questionnaire. 
However, we had to exclude thirty-three respondents (twenty-one UK 
and twelve Turkish respondents) who were not familiar with the brand 
and failed the brand authenticity manipulation check. Eventually, five 
hundred and fifty-five respondents were selected, of whom two hundred 
and eighty-four were UK consumers (N = 284, AgeMean = 37.99, SD =
11.93; 49.6% female; compensation $0.70) and two hundred and 
seventy-one were Turkish consumers (N = 271, AgeMean = 30.25, SD =
10.10; 54.2% female; compensation $0.50). Together, they formed the 
sample that was used in our analysis (Table 2). 

To avoid priming effects, we presented participants with the 
dependent variables first. After exposing respondents to a specific brand, 
we measured purchase intentions using a four-item scale (Putrevu & 
Lord, 1994) and brand forgiveness using a three-item scale (Xie and 
Peng, 2009). Consequently, we measured functional value, emotional 
value, and social value (scales adapted by Sweeney & Soutar, 2001). 
Finally, we used established measures (Morhart et al., 2015) for brand 
authenticity, whilst cross-cultural happiness was measured with single- 
item scales. Participants were required to indicate their nationality. All 
responses were captured using 5-point Likert scales. To control for 
brand-specific effects, we measured brand familiarity and included de-
mographic questions (age, gender, income, education, and employment 

Fig. 1. Conceptual model.  
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status). Lastly, we included an attention check question (“Please respond 
to this question as strongly agree”) to control the quality of the re-
sponses. All the measures in our study can be found in Appendix A. 

3.1.1. First pre-test stage: Happiness 
We contend that happiness can be measured through self-reports, 

following Kahneman and Riis’s (2005) view that happiness is “con-
structed according to an objective rule, even though it is ultimately 
based on subjective reports” (p.291). In addition, cross-country happi-
ness comparisons, based on self-reported measures, are very common in 
both the academic literature (Clark et al., 2008; Ferrer-i-Carbonell & 
Frijters, 2004) and global organizations, such as the United Nations.1 

To confirm our assumptions that the UK and Turkey are valid rep-
resentations of high and low levels of happiness among participants, we 
first consulted two major publicly available happiness reports; the 
Global Happiness and Wellbeing Policy Report (The Global Happiness 
Council, 2022) and the World Happiness Report (Helliwell et al., 2022). 
Insights from the latter reveal that the UK (M = 6.94) holds the 17th 
position, whilst Turkey (M = 4.74) comes 112th in a list of one hundred 
and forty-nine countries. 

We further tested our assumptions by conducting a pre-test among 
fifty consumers (twenty-five UK consumers: pre-test 1a, and twenty-five 
Turkish consumers: pre-test 1b). Participants had to answer four ques-
tions that were recorded on a seven-point Likert scale (Subjective 
Happiness Scale: Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999). Results from the pre- 
tests revealed that the UK sample reported higher happiness levels (M 
= 4.67, SD = 1.3), compared to the Turkish sample (M = 3.65, SD =
0.91). We, therefore, concluded that the UK and Turkey are good ex-
amples of high and low happiness levels, respectively. 

3.1.2. Second pre-test stage: Brand authenticity 
Before exposing participants to different brands, we had to confirm 

our authenticity assumptions concerning specific brands. For this 
reason, we ran two independent pre-tests – the first with UK consumers 
(pre-test 2a) and the second with Turkish consumers (pre-test 2b). We 
presented seventy consumers (pre-test 2a: thirty-six UK, and pre-test 2b: 
thirty-four Turkish consumers) with a simple brand authenticity 

definition (Morhart et al., 2015, p. 202): 
“An authentic brand is one that decides to be transparent and 

consistent in its messaging and branding initiatives. It has business 
values it remains true to, and most essentially, it is honest.”. 

Authenticity has been defined as “the extent to which consumers 
perceive a brand to be faithful and true towards itself and its consumers, 
and to support consumers being true to themselves”. 

We asked participants to name, in their opinion, an inauthentic and 
an authentic global brand. After collecting their responses, we assessed 
the frequency of appearance of all brands. We excluded brands based on 
the following criteria: 1) those brands that appeared less frequently than 
others; 2) those brands that may have a global presence but are heavily 
tied to either the UK or Turkish culture (i.e., British Airways and Turkish 
Airlines); 3) those brands that were reported as authentic by one culture 
but inauthentic by the other; and 4) those brands that are not readily 
available for purchase or use in both countries. Combining our findings 
with relevant research studies (e.g., Morhart et al., 2015; Moulard et al., 
2021) enabled us to create a final pool of thirty global brands, half of 
which are generally considered inauthentic across cultures. 

3.1.3. Third pre-test stage: Brand authenticity 
For the third pre-test stage (pre-test 3a and pre-test 3b), we invited 

sixty consumers to participate, divided equally between the UK (pre-test 
3b) and Turkey (pre-test 3b). Initially, we presented them with the same 
simple authenticity definition. Consequently, we asked them to rate 
each of the global thirty brands on a 10-point scale, where 1 corre-
sponded to highly inauthentic and 10 to highly authentic. The brands 
included in this pre-test pool differed in terms of price (soft drinks vs. 
automobiles), utilitarian nature (furniture vs. cosmetics), and 
complexity (telecommunications vs. fast food). 

3.2. Brand stimuli 

Based on the pre-test results, our final selection included eight global 
brands – four that are generally considered inauthentic (Vodafone, 
Pepsi, Xiaomi, and Burger King) and four that are considered authentic 
(BMW, Nike, IKEA, and Mac Cosmetics) by both samples. As previously 
stated, selection of the above brands was based on availability, famil-
iarity, globalness, and past research. Additionally, we selected the 
aforementioned product categories in order to ensure sufficient variance 
in contextual factors, following the same approach with prior global 
branding studies (i.e., Özsomer, 2012). 

We randomly exposed participants to one of eight different global 
brands from eight different product categories (soft drinks, automobiles, 
fast food, furniture, smartphones, cosmetics, communications, and 
apparel), asking them to respond to the remaining questions in relation 
to their allocated brand. 

3.3. Common method bias 

Since we collected self-reported data from individual respondents 
using a cross-sectional research design, our findings might be open to 
common method bias (CMB). Therefore, we used both ex-ante and ex- 
post measures in an effort to reduce CMB (Podsakof et al., 2003). We 
ensured the anonymity of respondents and measured dependent and 
independent variables during different sections of the questionnaire. 
Moreover, we statistically examined the potential impact of CMB using 
the marker variable approach (Lindell & Whitney, 2001). The ques-
tionnaire included a marker variable, “I watch TV very often”, which is 
theoretically unrelated to other variables in the research model. The 
significance of the correlations among the observed variables did not 
change when the effect of the marker variable was partialled out. 
Overall, our data indicates that there are no concerns over common 
method bias. 

Table 2 
Demographics.  

Characteristic  UK Sample = 284 (%) TR Sample = 271 (%) 

Age     
18–25  14.4  39.5  
26–35  34.2  35.0  
36–45  28.5  16.5  
46–55  12.3  6.3  
Over 55  10.6  2.7 

Gender     
Male  50.4  45.8  
Female  49.6  54.2 

Education     
High school  33.1  8.1  
Undergraduate  50.0  64.6  
Postgraduate  16.9  27.3 

Income*     
<2500  52.8  30.6  
2500–5000  38.7  5.6  
5001–10000  1.8  13.6  
Over 10,000  6.7  50.2 

Employment     
Full-time  59.9  51.7  
Part-time  17.3  3.3  
Student  4.9  33.9  
Others  17.9  11.1 

*Income is measured in pounds and Turkish lira in the UK and Turkey samples, 
respectively. 

1 https://resources.unsdsn.org/happiness-and-well-being. 
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4. Results and discussion 

4.1. Measurement invariance 

Cross-national research is required to consider testing measurement 
invariance to prove that differences in research findings are not due to 
disparities in the measurement but to true differences between the 
countries (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). To test whether the 
measurement items used in this study are invariant in both UK and 
Turkey, we examined measurement invariance by performing a series of 
multi-group confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) (Hair et al., 2017; 
Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). 

Firstly, configural invariance was tested by running a multi-group 
CFA with freed factor loadings across all groups. The multi-group CFA 
model, also called the baseline model, fits the data well (χ2 (328) =
986.427, p < 0.00; CFI = 0.93; and RMSEA = 0.060), proving that the 
study constructs exhibit configural invariance between the two samples. 

Second, to test metric invariance across the UK and Turkey samples, 
all the factor loadings were constrained to be equal across the two 
samples. Although the difference in χ2 from the configural model was 
statistically significant (Δχ2(15) = 30.261, p = 0.011), the difference in 
the CFI values met the recommended cut-off criterion of 0.01 (ΔCFI =
0.002) (Byrne, 2009; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). This indicates that 
both samples attribute the same meaning to the latent constructs, con-
firming the presence of metric invariance across the research samples. 

4.2. Materials and procedure 

4.2.1. Brand authenticity 
We manipulated brand authenticity by randomly allocating re-

spondents to a global brand that is either authentic or inauthentic as per 
our pre-test results. To confirm that our selected brands are indeed 
perceived as authentic, we measured brand authenticity on a five-point 
Likert scale (adapted from Morhart et al., 2015) and conducted a one- 
way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to check whether our manipulation 
had the intended effect. The Welch’s F-ratio was significant (F(1, 552.3) 
= 55.26, p < 0,001). Respondents who were presented with authentic 
brands (namely, Nike, Mac Cosmetics, IKEA, and BMW) scored higher 
on the brand authenticity scale compared to those who were allocated to 
inauthentic brands (namely, Pepsi, Vodafone, Xiaomi, and Burger King) 
and scored lower on the same scale. (MAUTH = 3.60, SD = 0.63; MINAUTH 
= 3.20, SD = 0.68, p < 0.001). Our results suggest that our brand 
authenticity manipulation was successful. 

4.2.2. Happiness 
Following on from the first pre-study stage (pre-study 1a and pre- 

study 1b), we invited UK and Turkish participants in our study. We 
captured the individual variation in cross-cultural happiness (Lyubo-
mirsky & Lepper, 1999) on a five-point Likert scale and conducted a one- 
way ANOVA to confirm our assumption that UK consumers tend to be 
happier than their Turkish counterparts. The Welch’s F-ratio was sig-
nificant (F(1,551.3) = 30.00.26, p < 0,001) with UK consumers 
reporting higher happiness levels (MUK = 3.80, SD = 0.83, p < 0.001) 
compared to Turkish consumers (MTURKEY = 3.42, SD = 0.83). These 
results are in line with our assumptions and with the extant literature on 
happiness (e.g., Gaston-Breton et al., 2021). 

4.2.3. Control variables 
Following pertinent studies, we controlled for several variables that 

could influence our outcomes. We included age, gender, education, in-
come, and employment as well as familiarity with the brand (“How 
familiar are you with the above brand”, 1 = not familiar at all, 5 =
extremely familiar). 

4.2.4. Model Fit, validity, and reliability 
We ran confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) for both datasets and for 

the data overall. Fit indices showed that the model fits well with both UK 
(χ2 = 494.273; df = 164; χ2/df = 3.01; p < 0.000; CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.02 
RMSEA = 0.084) and Turkey datasets (χ2 = 492.152; df = 164; χ2/df =
3.001; p < 0.000; CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.91; RMSEA = 0.086). All mea-
surement items had statistically significant factor loadings with high t- 
values. Moreover, all average variance extracted (AVEs) exceeded the 
commonly accepted cut-off value of 0.5 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981), 
confirming convergent validity. Concerning reliabilities, all Cronbach’s 
alpha values were well above the 0.7 threshold (Nunnally, 1978), con-
firming that construct measures were reliable in both datasets (see Ap-
pendix A). Finally, discriminant validity was evident as the square root 
of the AVE for each factor was greater than its correlation with other 
factors (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) in both samples (see Table 3). 

4.3. Hypothesis testing 

To test the mediating role of perceived value on the brand authen-
ticity–forgiveness relationship, we employed PROCESS macro for SPSS 
(Hayes, 2013; Model 4, 5000 bootstrap resampling). Our results 
revealed that brand authenticity has a positive indirect effect on brand 
forgiveness through perceived value (b = 0.31, 95% CI [0.22, 0.40], in 
support of H1 (see Table 4). In order to closer examine the mediating 
role of perceived value, we performed additional analysis by testing all 
three dimensions simultaneously through model 4 of PROCESS macro 
for SPSS (Hayes, 2013; Model 4, 5000 bootstrap resampling). Our par-
allel mediation analysis revealed that emotional value (b = 0.17, 95% CI 
[0.10, 0.26] and social value (b = 0.07, 95% CI [0.00, 0.14] seem to 
power the mediating mechanism, while functional value (CI [-0.01, 
0.11]) cannot explain the effect. 

Furthermore, we used Model 6 of PROCESS macro for SPSS (Hayes, 
2013, 5000 bootstrap resampling) to test our second hypothesis, H2. Our 
serial mediation model includes brand authenticity as the independent 
variable, perceived value, and brand forgiveness as the two mediators, 
and purchase intentions as the dependent variable. Consistent with our 
theoretical reasoning, results show that brand authenticity positively 
affects purchase intentions, and this effect is serially mediated by 
perceived value and brand forgiveness (b = 0.04. 95% CI [ 0.01, 0.08] 
(Table 5). Specifically, we discover that brand authenticity has a positive 
and significant effect on perceived value (b = 0.57, p < 0.001) and, in 
turn, perceived value has a positive effect on brand forgiveness (b =
0.55, p < 0.001). Finally, brand forgiveness positively affects purchase 
intentions (b = 0.13, p < 0.05). The above results provide support for 
H2. 

Our third hypothesis (H3) predicted that cross-cultural happiness 
moderates the mediated relationship between brand authenticity and 
brand forgiveness. Therefore, we performed a moderated mediation 
through PROCESS macro for SPSS to accurately test the aforementioned 
model (Hayes, 2013, model 14, 5000 bootstrap resampling). We find 
that the indirect effect of brand authenticity on brand forgiveness 
through perceived value is significant both for lower levels (b = 0.29, 
95% CI [0.19, 0.40) and higher levels (b = 0.33, 95% CI [0.24, 0.43]) of 
cross-cultural happiness, p < 0.05) (see Table 6). These results provide 
support for H3. A closer look at our results reveals further interesting 
relationships. The indirect effect of brand authenticity on brand 
forgiveness through emotional value is significant for low (b = 0.23, 
95%, CI [0.012, 0.36]) and high (b = 0.15, 95%, CI [0.05, 0.24]) cross- 
cultural happiness levels. Moreover, high (b = 0.09, 95% CI [0.01, 
0.18]), but not low (95% CI [-0.11, 0.08]), cross-cultural happiness 
levels moderate the effect of brand authenticity on brand forgiveness 
through functional value. Finally, the indirect effect of the aforemen-
tioned relationship through social value is only moderated by high levels 
of cross-cultural happiness (b = 0.09, 95% CI [0.00, 0.19]), but not for 
low levels (95% CI [-0.05, 0.16]). In a nutshell, the moderating effect of 
cross-cultural happiness is strongest on the brand authenticity–brand 
forgiveness relationship when explained by emotional value. 
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5. Conclusion 

5.1. Theoretical implications 

The main motivation behind our study was to understand why con-
sumers forgive authentic brands and how this effect varies across cul-
tures. Whilst the extant literature on brand authenticity has mainly 
focused on brand trust outcomes, there has been little research on 
perceived value (Hernandez-Fernandez & Lewis, 2019) despite its 

critical role as a brand authenticity outcome (Södergren, 2021). 
Our study carries several theoretical implications. We contribute to 

the brand management literature by uncovering the mediating mecha-
nism of perceived value. Our serial mediating mechanism provides 
clarification of the complex causal relationships among brand authen-
ticity, perceived value, brand forgiveness, and purchase intentions. This 
allows us to identify multiple pathways and indirect effects of brand 
authenticity. Furthermore, cross-cultural happiness was found to mod-
erate the brand authenticity–brand forgiveness relationship through 
perceived value. Our moderated mediation findings revealed that the 
mediating effect is strongest as the level of cross-cultural happiness 
grows, which applies more to our UK sample, in line with the literature 
on happiness and with western cultures (e.g., Eid & Diener, 2001). This 
technique helps us test the conditional indirect effects of brand 
authenticity on brand forgiveness through perceived value. We can, 
therefore, improve our findings’ generalizability and achieve a more 
nuanced understanding of cross-cultural happiness in an international 
branding context. 

Although levels of happiness can explain when western, individual-
istic cultures tend to forgive a brand’s mistakes to a higher degree than 
eastern cultures, we need to further understand the mechanism under-
lying this effect. Interestingly enough, we found that emotional value is 
the only aspect of perceived value that drives brand forgiveness when 
levels of cross-cultural happiness are low. Otherwise stated, eastern 
cultures that are linked to lower levels of happiness tend to forgive an 
authentic brand only when they derive emotional value from the brand. 
This is a very important finding, which can be explained by looking into 
the philosophical underpinnings of happiness. Happiness, according to 
one of the two dominant philosophical streams, is considered an 
emotion – namely, the balance between positive and negative feelings 
(cf. Goldman, 2017). By enhancing emotional value, consumers char-
acterized by lower levels of happiness will be more willing to forgive 
authentic brands’ mistakes. Overall, we contribute to the brand man-
agement literature by experimentally testing the cross-cultural appli-
cability of happiness and perceived value and offering international 
insights. 

Furthermore, our findings revealed a serial mediating effect of brand 
authenticity on purchase intentions via perceived value and brand 
forgiveness. Pertinent literature on brand authenticity has established 
purchase intentions as an outcome (e.g., Ilicic & Webster, 2014; Napoli 
et al., 2014; see also Södergren, 2021). However, the link between 
perceived value and brand forgiveness in the context of brand authen-
ticity remains underexplored. Whilst there are some notable efforts to 
examine the effect of brand authenticity on brand forgiveness (Fritz 
et al., 2017) and on perceived value (Hernandez-Fernandez & Lewis, 
2019), our study is one of the first attempts to establish a serial link 

Table 3 
Descriptive statistics and discriminant validity.   

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

UK sample (n ¼ 284)         
1. Brand authenticity  0.50  0.50 NA       
2. Functional value  3.86  0.69 0.34**  0.80      
3. Emotional value  3.45  0.98 0.27**  0.60  0.88     
4. Social value  2.83  1.01 0.38**  0.46  0.65  0.88    
5. Brand forgiveness  2.81  0.85 0.10  0.41  0.48  0.41  0.86   
6. Purchase intentions  3.24  1.14 0.18**  0.39  0.65  0.44  0.44  0.87 
Turkey sample (n ¼ 271)         
1. Brand authenticity  0.48  0.50 NA       
2. Functional value  3.67  0.72 0.25**  0.77      
3. Emotional value  3.43  1.00 0.32**  0.71**  0.89     
4. Social value  2.89  1.01 0.30**  0.47**  0.66**  0.88    
5. Brand forgiveness  2.71  0.92 0.10  0.30**  0.43**  0.32**  0.86   
6. Purchase intentions  3.54  0.91 0.04  0.55**  0.61**  0.36**  0.32**  0.76 

Notes: M = mean, SD = standard deviation, NA = Not applicable. Squared root AVEs are shown on diagonals in bold; correlations are shown below the diagonal. 
*Correlations are significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed). Brand authenticity was manipulated (dichotomous) while the rest of the variables were measured on a 5- 
point Likert scale. 

Table 4 
Model 4 – Indirect effect of perceived value.  

Effects Coefficients Bootstrapping 
95% CI 

b SE Lower Upper 

Brand Authenticity → Perceived Value  0.56  0.05  1.99  2.83 
Perceived Value → Brand Forgiveness  0.54  0.04  0.44  0.64 
Brand Authenticity → Perceived Value → 

Brand Forgiveness  
0.31  0.04  0.22  0.40 

Brand Authenticity → Brand Forgiveness  − 0.12  0.07  − 0.27  0.01 
Total effect  0.18  0.07  0.03  0.32  

Table 5 
Model 6 – Indirect effects of perceived value and brand forgiveness.  

Indirect Effects Coefficients Bootstrapping 
95% CI 

b SE Lower Upper 

Total indirect effects  0.36  0.05  0.27  0.46 
Brand Authenticity → Perceived Value → 

Purchase Intentions  
0.34  0.05  0.25  0.43 

Brand Authenticity → Brand Forgiveness → 
Purchase Intentions  

− 0.02  0.01  − 0.04  0.01 

Brand Authenticity → Perceived Value → 
Brand Forgiveness → Purchase Intentions  

0.04  0.02  0.01  0.08  

Table 6 
Model 14 – Conditional indirect effect of brand authenticity on brand forgive-
ness through perceived value moderated by cross-cultural happiness.  

Cross-cultural Happiness Condition Coefficients Bootstrapping 
95% CI 

b SE Lower Upper 

Low  0.29  0.05  0.19  0.40 
High  0.33  0.05  0.24  0.43  
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between brand authenticity and purchase intentions and to show that 
high levels of brand authenticity enhance value perceptions, which, in 
turn, increase the likelihood of brand forgiveness. Subsequently, brand 
forgiveness has a positive effect on purchase intentions, making con-
sumers more willing to purchase those brands that they can easily 
forgive, in line with the existing literature on brand forgiveness (Fet-
scherin & Sampedro, 2019; Ma & Wang, 2021). 

On a final note, a recent review on brand authenticity (Södergren, 
2021) demonstrates that relevant studies (about 48%) in the field 
employ qualitative methods that significantly limit research on brand 
authenticity (Hernandez-Fernandez & Lewis, 2019) through our exper-
imental research design, enabling us to establish cause and effects links. 
By manipulating brand authenticity, we were able to capture its 
perceptual nature more precisely (Morhart et al., 2015) and answer 
researcher calls for experimental investigation on brand authenticity 
(Guèvremont & Grohmann, 2016). 

5.2. Managerial implications 

The positive effects of brand authenticity on purchase intentions 
have already been known to both academics and professionals. Never-
theless, there are still multiple examples of brands, which albeit 
authentic, fail to fully recover after a crisis. Understanding how brand 
forgiveness operates can aid brand recovery and restore brand re-
lationships (Fernández-Capo et al., 2017). Based on our findings, we 
recommend that marketing managers develop strategies that boost 
brand forgiveness. Such strategies should focus on building emotional 
connections, enhancing brand authenticity, and minimizing negative 
emotions. 

Empathy strengthens a brand’s relationship with its customers 
(Singh et al., 2021), therefore, in the first place, we encourage managers 
to develop a customer service strategy that demonstrates empathy as 
well as understanding toward customers. Second, enhancing brand 
authenticity should remain a strategic priority. Staying true to the 
brand’s values, empowering employees, and ensuring honestly and 
transparency will boost perceived value and, consequently, will result in 
a greater willingness to forgive in the case of wrongdoing. Third, we 
urge practitioners to focus on reducing negative emotions among con-
sumers. For example, a customer-support or after-sales-service strategy 
that makes customers feel valued and heard on a personal level and that 
avoids the use of emotionless bots and automated services is vital for 
brand restoration through forgiveness. 

Moreover, our findings highlight cross-cultural differences in terms 
of value perceptions and brand forgiveness. For western cultures that are 
often associated with higher levels of happiness, as the level of perceived 
functional, emotional, and social value grows, their willingness to 
forgive brands also grows. This is not the case in those cultures that are 
characterized by lower happiness levels. Our findings are, therefore, 
particularly relevant for international brand managers who target 
eastern markets with global brands. Eastern-culture consumers tend to 
forgive authentic brands, although at a much lower degree compared to 
their western counterparts, and this relationship is only powered by 
emotional value. Since emotional value is the only driving force for 
brand forgiveness in this case, brand managers need to place their focus 
on this value element to activate higher levels of brand forgiveness and, 

consequently, purchase intentions. 
Furthermore, retail strategists may benefit from our cross-cultural 

findings and build emotional value through, for example, in-store stra-
tegies that can arouse positive feelings in consumers. Finally, it impor-
tant to stress that emotional value can apply to both utilitarian and 
hedonic offerings (Sheth et al., 1991). Depending on the nature of the 
product or service, features such as comfort and design (Homburg et al., 
2015) or more enhanced elements of artificial intelligence and virtual 
reality may appeal to the senses and considerably enhance consumers’ 
perceived emotional value. 

5.3. Limitations and future research directions 

While the present study provides valuable contributions to theory 
and practice, it has some limitations that should be addressed in future 
studies. First, we tested our proposed model using cross-sectional data. 
Longitudinal data would be necessary to see the causal relationships 
between constructs. Second, since we manipulated brand authenticity, 
we were unable to evaluate the specific roles of its dimensions – namely, 
credibility, continuity, integrity, and symbolism (Morhart et al., 2015). 
Therefore, future studies are greatly encouraged to take a granular 
approach to this concept and investigate the specific relationships be-
tween each brand authenticity dimension and the other constructs in the 
proposed model. Third, we restricted our focus to the consequences of 
brand authenticity. Yet, the detailed literature review of this construct 
revealed that there is a need to further understand the brand-related 
factors as potential antecedents to brand authenticity (Södergren, 
2021). Brand competence and brand warmth (Kolbl et al., 2020), for 
instance, would enhance feelings of authenticity among consumers. 
Finally, additional analysis on the dimensions of perceived value 
revealed that functional value does not mediate the brand authentici-
ty–brand forgiveness relationship, whilst emotional value is the stron-
gest explanatory mechanism of the above effect. We encourage 
researchers to further investigate these interesting results to better un-
derstand how perceived value operates across cultures. 
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Appendix A. Construct measurement  

Construct (source) UK sample (n = 284) Turkey sample (n = 271)  

Loading AVE CR Alpha Loading AVE CR Alpha 

Perceived value (Sweeney & Soutar, 2001)         
Functional value   0.64  0.90  0.89   0.59  0.88  0.88 
[BRAND] has consistent quality  0.829     0.786    

(continued on next page) 
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(continued ) 

Construct (source) UK sample (n = 284) Turkey sample (n = 271)  

Loading AVE CR Alpha Loading AVE CR Alpha 

[BRAND] is well made  0.849     0.835    
[BRAND] has an acceptable standard of quality  0.878     0.809    
[BRAND] keeps its promise  0.663     0.717    
[BRAND] performs consistently  0.760     0.688    
Emotional value   0.78  0.95  0.95   0.79  0.95  0.95 
[BRAND] is one that I would enjoy  0.900     0.893    
[BRAND] would make me want to use it  0.946     0.933    
[BRAND] is one that I would feel relaxed about using  0.860     0.813    
[BRAND] would make me feel good  0.883     0.909    
[BRAND] would give me pleasure  0.832     0.882    
Social value   0.77  0.93  0.93   0.78  0.93  0.93 
[BRAND] would help me feel acceptable  0.775     0.903    
[BRAND] would improve the way I am perceived by others  0.928     0.902    
[BRAND] would make a good impression on other people  0.900     0.837    
[BRAND] would give its owner social approval  0.908     0.882    
Brand forgiveness (Xie & Peng, 2009)   0.74  0.90  0.90   0.74  0.89  0.89 
I think I can forgive [BRAND]’s mistakes  0.856     0.765    
I am lenient when [BRAND] makes mistakes  0.911     0.886    
Mistakes made by [BRAND] are excusable  0.818     0.915    
Purchase intention (Putrevu & Lord, 1994)   0.75  0.90  0.90   0.58  0.80  0.80 
It is very likely that I will buy [BRAND] in the future  0.874     0.738    
I will purchase [BRAND] the next time I need such a product  0.773     0.628    
I will definitely try [BRAND] in the future  0.949     0.892     
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