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Abstract
[bookmark: _Hlk14283142]Within the arguments of imitation vs innovation, an interesting perspective arises through which a company can gain the first mover advantage of innovation while bearing the costs of an imitation strategy by entering an entirely new market in a new country with an existing product concept. Despite this perceived win-win situation, there are several issues that arise from pursuing this strategy; from the difference between the market conditions of the country from where the innovation originates, to the market where the imitation strategy is being pursued, namely in the form of cultural, economic and political/legal differences.
The focus of this study is on cultural factors. By considering the following important product categories; food and insurance, further conclusions based on cultural factors can be extrapolated for consumer preferences as a whole. Food products have many culturally specific factors that influence consumer choices. Tradition encapsulates the extent to which unfamiliar products are avoided, akin to Gelfand’s cultural tightness measure. On the other hand, insurance choice differences failed to provide insight on other cultural influences, captured by Hofstede’s cultural dimensions. Overall, findings show that cultural differences occur on the level of Food characteristic, yet there is insufficient evidence to confirm that these same differences occur on the level of food type and insurance. Both theoretical constructs, the Hofstede and Gelfand measures, show no relations to the results obtained in the survey. 
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[bookmark: _Toc13749103][bookmark: _Toc14558745]Chapter 1: Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc13749104][bookmark: _Toc14558746]1.1. Background
Innovation is a way of developing a unique competitive advantage, by creating a product or service that fulfills the needs of consumers through its unique value proposition (Tushman, 1997, p.14). If successful, an innovative product can help provide a firm with unique competencies and a position as first in the market. However, innovation is not without risks, as an innovating firm may have misjudged the needs of the consumers or underestimated the consumers’ willingness to pay a certain price, compared to the cost of developing and marketing the product. Innovation is also costly. As a result, another strategy used by firms is to imitate, which seems to be a less risky alternative to innovating. By negating R&D costs, imitators are able to benefit from the spill-over effect from innovator firms. They can establish a business in hopes of obtaining part of the market share or providing the product or service at a higher value or a lower cost relative to the innovator and end up “winning the market” with significantly less risks involved (Schnaars, 1986, p.31). However, an imitator strategy does suffer from the lack of pioneering advantages (Schnaars, 1986, p.33)  such as lead time and reputational advantages. Timing matters greatly when imitating as the market can become quickly saturated, particularly when barriers of entry are low, yet demand is high. The arguments between these two perspectives lead to a great deal of deal of debate by academics, with the argument swaying in favor of one depending on the nature of the good, the conditions of the industry as well as the national market (Boddewyn, 1986, p.71) 
Focusing in particular on cross-national differences, entering the market in a different country can yield an imitating strategy that shares the same advantages as an innovator, by having pioneering advantages in both timing and reputation. However, some downsides come to light, such as the lack of dynamic capabilities being developed (Lewin and Massini, 2003, p.221). The act of innovation helps a firm develop specific skills that allows them to remain flexible and develop further innovations along the line. The central focus of this thesis is the replicability of successful innovation strategy and the effect that cultural differences have on consumer demand towards the innovative product. 
[bookmark: _Toc14558747]1.2. Scope
The focus of the majority of the subsequently mentioned studies is on export venture companies with established structures, brand images and cultures. By focusing on a clean slate, a generalized guideline can be created which is applicable to; exporting firms, small start-ups based on foreign ideas, and even franchising and licensing. The focus on foreign-inspired startups creates an additional opportunity to study the competitive advantage created through innovation as a result of adapting products to new markets.
Sociology has become increasingly relevant for economic thought due to globalization. By considering the studies of Crossland and Hambrick (2007) of managerial style differences across countries due to national institutions, it is possible to adapt these same cultural values in the study of consumer choice. The study of these values has been restricted to the study of corporate structures, with no focus on the nature of markets. The unprecedented empirical evidence can be used to confirm the impact of culture on the business strategy of start-ups, whether they should focus of replicating the business strategy of their inspiration as close as possible, or focus on adapting to the local culture and market, this question forms the core of the  standardization v adaptation argument. 
The field of cultural studies remains underplayed in contemporary work on strategy, lacking qualitative studies which provide an explanation as to how cultures may affect the success of certain products or services.  Culture as a factor has been identified, but not explored, with the example of cultural specificity as a major factor hampering success in future markets in Cavusgil and Zou’s (1994, p.5) paper. Considering what aspects of a product determines consumer demand based on familiarity and whether needs differ by culture by benchmarking with existing research allows for the beginning of a strong framework to consider the specifics of studying the link between culture and consumer demand.   
[bookmark: _Toc13749105][bookmark: _Toc14558748]1.3. Outline
To study the effect of culture on consumer choices, two distinct product categories were chosen; food and insurance. Food products are often considered to be the most highly influenced by culture. (Boddewyn, 1986, p.73) Concerning food products, two distinct categories will be investigated; food characteristics and food types. There are distinct differences in importance of consumers’ familiarity between the two categories. Not only familiarity may lead to differences in consumer choices, the degree to which tradition is valued in food may indicate the degree to which consumers are unwilling to try non-familiar options. Gelfand’s measures of Cultural tightness (Gelfand et al, 2011)  indicate the general trend of society to act suspiciously towards violations of cultural familiarity.
Insurance is studied by comparing the propensity of each nationality to opt for insurance policies. Are certain nationalities more prone to ward themselves of risk? The cross-national comparisons open the door to comparison with past research, by including the Hofstede’s studies of cultural dimensions (2011). Uncertainty avoidance is the cultural dimension of interest when considering insurance policies.




[bookmark: _Toc13749106][bookmark: _Toc14558749]Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework 
[bookmark: _Toc13749107][bookmark: _Toc14558750]2.1. Innovation v Imitation
From its inception, the term innovation has had several meanings, taking root in the numerous religious conflicts that gripped the European continent in the 16th-17th centuries. The first “innovator” was Henry Burton. In that time, the word innovation was synonymous to heresy and Burton had his ears removed for his ‘innovative’ words against the Church of England[footnoteRef:1]. A later definition of the word emerged during the industrial revolution in the 18th century, when the meaning was associated with technical inventions. In 1942, Schumpeter again altered the meaning of the word in his work “Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy” and created its modern definition; the development of new processes or products for the purpose of commercial exploitation.  [1:  Green, E. (2014, March 20). Innovation: The History of a Buzzword. Retrieved from https://www. -the-history-of-a-buzzword/277067/] 

Schumpeter (1942) coined the term “Creative Destruction”, describing the process of new, more productive innovations displacing old ones. This concept became the focus of most business strategies and the common view emerged that innovation is necessary for gaining a competitive advantage in order to generate economic rent. In response to this, Levitt (1966) published a paper on the topic of imitation as an alternative strategy to innovation, denouncing the approach to imitation as lacking in comparison to the structured innovative process. He defined a new process known as ‘’reverse R&D’’ which should be considered by firms, as firms cannot consistently maintain an edge through innovation alone (Levitt, 1966, p.64). By visualizing an emerging market as an apple, the innovator takes the first, juicy bite. This is followed by early entrant firms, who are the first to observe the revenue generating potential of the new market through the pioneer’s actions and take sufficiently juicy bites to make a profit, while avoiding the uncertainty of pursuing an unknown market. What Levitt tells firms to avoid, is the possibility of being a late entrant, and taking a 10th skimpy bite of the apple, as the market has become saturated and the incumbents cannot be competed with (Levitt, 1966, p.66).
Hence, the tradeoff between innovating or imitating boils down to the following; does the pioneering advantage outweigh the risks of entering an unexplored market and the threat of imitators copying and improving on your product? Texas instruments is a good example of an imitator who managed to beat the innovator in claiming the bigger market share through competitive advantages (Lee and Zhou, 2012, p.1). In the same way, Coca-Cola or IBM are good examples of large companies who were able to maintain their large market share by relying on imitation, in Coca-Cola’s case by quickly imitating competitor Royal Crown’s Diet Rite Cola (Schnaars, 1986, p.33). Coca-Cola’s entry strategy has been described by one of their marketing managers as “taking a step back and watching how things develop”[footnoteRef:2]with the intent of allowing others to perform the costly process of innovating for them.  [2:  "Coke's Big Marketing Blitz," Business Week, May 30, 1983: 58-64.] 

Schnaars expands on the ideas behind innovation vs imitation by considering the advantages and disadvantages companies face when entering emerging markets. The main consideration here is not whether a firm is able to retain sufficient market share by being an imitator, but instead how imitators are able to wrestle the leading market position from the innovator. In the examples of Coca-Cola and IBM, a classic case of ‘’marketing clout’’ (Schnaars, 1986, p.33) can be observed, which occurs when the entrant imitator has stronger market power than the innovator. Large firms who possess stronger market power also possess deeper pockets, which allows for large investments into marketing campaigns, in particularly to enhance the competitive advantage of their new product over the innovator. 
We can see an example of market powers at work in new products and processes developed in the Netherlands. Picnic emerged as a competitor to the leading Dutch supermarket chain Albert Heijn in 2015, by developing an easy-to-use online supermarket platform which delivers groceries direct to your home. Initially, it seemed like Ahold Delhaize, the parent company of Albert Heijn, would be able to benefit from the introduction of this business process by using marketing clout through rapidly adaptation of the process through the use of a rival delivery service and strong marketing campaign. According to Distrifoods[footnoteRef:3] , a Dutch-based supermarket analysis website, Ahold Delhaize led the home grocery market up until Q1 2018 by 44.2%, while Picnic maintained a 33% market share. However, Marketing clout and superior budget soon gave way to Picnic’s competitive advantages. They are cost-efficient due to being online-only: and positioned their brand as a new and hip business that cares about the environment, which they show by using electric transport vehicles and recyclable packaging where possible. As of Q1 2019, Picnic now controls 52.9% of the market in areas of operation, while Albert Heijn has slumped to 30.7%. This is not to say that Picnic is a story of an underdog succeeding to beat Albert Heijn through a competitive advantage that the incumbent giant can simply not imitate. The grocery market requires a large capital investment and Picnic received the backing of some of the wealthiest families and investors in the Netherlands.[footnoteRef:4]They even continue losing money to this day, at the tune of 45 million euros per year, due to implementing a lower order threshold. Most innovators facing a larger and more powerful imitator may not be able to use predatory pricing (Joskow and Klevorick, 1979, p.259) when trying to gain and maintain market share. Yet, in the end, the market for online supermarkets continues to grow and it remains to be seen whether both firms can generate a positive profit and share the market as more customers become available. The ice-cream industry has also faced rapid change in recent years, with Haagen-Dasz, Magnum, Ben & Jerry quickly identifying and imitating the new trend of low-calorie plant-based ice-creams. In this case, it is unclear which companies will come out ahead, by balancing marketing clout and advantage through taste.  [3:  Garstenveld, P., & Meijsen, J. (2019, May 11). Picnic stoot AH van de onlinetroon. Retrieved from https://www.distrifood.nl/formules/artikel/2019/05/picnic-stoot-ah-van-de-onlinetroon-101124290]  [4:  Pas, H. T. (2017, March 29). Drie investeerders al betrokken bij Picnic. Retrieved from https://www.distrifood.nl/formules/nieuws/2017/03/drie-investeerders-al-betrokken-bij-picnic-101106597] 

In their paper, Lewin and Massini (2004) provide arguments for why the ‘’first mover advantage’’, as explored by Schnaars (1986), may in fact be due to the inherent difference between innovating and imitating firms. Instead claiming these differences result in dynamic capabilities originating from two main processes: Learning by doing (Lewin and Massini, 2005, p. 1567) aswell as adaptive tension (Lewin and Massini 2004, p.20). The trial and error process of creating a product leads to innovator firms learning from the process itself, being able to withstand competition from imitators through their superior know-how. It is akin to copying someone’s midterm results, and consequentially finding themselves woefully underprepared for the real exam. Future challenges are far easier mitigated by the firm who went through the product development process and simultaneously gained an insight into the do’s and don’ts in the market. In contrast to the views of Levitt, a ‘’reverse R&D” process may not be lacking in firms with established R&D routine processes, but rather firms that hinge too much on reverse R&D lack the organizational structure to effectively research and develop new products as well as adapt dynamically. This process is referred to as Adaptive tension. Firms who have experience in innovating have the habit of developing a more structured innovation structure and can mitigate this effect. 
A rather big misconception in the study of innovation is that large companies become unable to innovate, as innovative activities become bogged down by increased bureaucratization and being accustomed to the status quo. Small firms can benefit from flexibility and keep market leaders on edge through the process of creative destruction. Innovative activities are lower in large firms relative to their size (Cavuzgil and Knight, 2004, 128). However, a reason behind the perceived higher number of small innovators is due to survivorship bias (Quinn, 1985 p.273). Essentially, while small firms shut down if the idea their business is based on fails to catch on, large business see failed undertakings as a necessary part of R&D.  Larger firms also have more at stake by betting their future on uncertain paths. By pursuing an innovative path, the larger companies risk hurting larger numbers of their employees, affecting their revenue streams through by redirecting capital towards risky projects, as well as cannibalizing their own sales through releasing new products. However, the risks associated with failed projects seems insignificant compared to the possibility of competitors gaining a innovative edge, particularly according to the Schumpeterian (1942) school of thought. Large firms benefit from resource advantage, and therefore can pursue R&D and create an innovative environment outside their usual business operations by forming small separate units with similar structures to start-ups.(Storey and Greene, 2010, p.197) Nonetheless, Quinn (1985, p.83) establishes that the process of innovation shares similar traits across cultures, industries and even companies. By considering innovation a “chaotic’’ process, large firms are able to create an environment known as ‘’organized chaos’’ to promote innovation in their organization. 
In a study by Zhou (2006, p.397) innovative firms are compared to imitative firms on the Chinese market with the goal of determining which type of firm results in better product performance (profits, market power, etc). The study concludes with a productive advantage for innovator firms; the ‘’power of the pioneer’’ surpasses the benefit of a pragmatic, low-cost imitator approach. In this case, the power of the pioneer results from various sources, including the arguments of Lewin and Massini. Firms do benefit from a behavioral difference as a result of being an innovator. Additionally, the first comer advantage is not rejected. By noting the perception of Chinese consumers as frugal and lacking product experience and by extension brand loyalty, results still show a preference for the innovator as the more ‘’pure’’ product. This is due to the pioneer’s ability to create the market, influence consumer behavior and preferences. However, this does not reject the path of imitation, as an imitator’s greatest strength is seen in their ability to identity a better positioning strategy and better means of providing service (Shankar et al. 1998, p.58).
Innovation is not restricted to creating new goods and can be in the form of new processes that increase the efficiency of an older type of value offering. It encapsulates “newness” in many ways (Levitt, 1966, p.63). A distinction is drawn between “Incremental” and “Radical” forms of innovation (Hage, 1980). Radical innovations is met with higher risks and increased resistance from market incumbents. Considering the downsides, the more unique resulting market position can yield a more long-lasting and profitable position (Sumbramaniam and Youndt, 2005). By imitating different markets, competitive advantages result from being first on the market. While James Dyson “imitated” centrifugal separation technology from the lumber industry[footnoteRef:5], his resulting adaptation of its use in the vacuum cleaner market yielded a truly radical innovation that surpassed the efficiency of existing products.  [5:  James Dyson Keeps Innovating. (2007). Retrieved from https://www.cbsnews.com/news/james-dyson-keeps-innovating/] 

A key reason behind creating innovations is the intent to gain a competitive advantage over competition (Drazin and Schoonhoven, 1996, p.1077). Truly innovative ideas, ideas that gain firms a strong competitive advantage, are characterized by strong differentiation and difficulty to replicate by other firms. The feasibility of maintaining a competitive advantage based on innovation is becoming harder to enact due to the modern dynamics of markets, as firms are faced with a ‘’hypercompetitive’’ market (D’aveni, 1995, p.17). D’aveni maintains that the effectiveness of innovation, particularly in more radical and costly forms, is becoming more expensive relative to the gain from competitive advantage. In a later study, Wiggins and Ruefli (2005) test the mean length of innovative advantage across all sectors in the US, yielding interesting results. Not only did the length of time that innovating firms maintain a competitive advantage due to being pioneers decrease, but this effect is also not restricted solely to highly technological fields. Fields like manufacturing are also experiencing hyper-competition, which is partially explained by deregulation and the growth of information technology which allows the easier spread of information on new products and processes. (Wiggins and Ruefli, 2005, p.906)
Referring back to the example of Albert Heijn and Picnic; hypercompetition is a force that explains why despite Albert Heijn’s superior resource base, economies of scale, brand image and marketing power, new entrants are able to enter the market and displace formerly unassailable competitive positions. With the quick spread of information and the fading borders between countries due to globalization, it is becoming easier for firms to ‘’imitate’’ products from one country and become pioneers by entering the market in a different country. While the pioneering advantages can be sustained within the home market through the establishment of entry barriers and the use of an aggressive marketing strategy, most firms will find themselves too overstretched, particularly in their growth cycle, to attempt competing with competition across the world.
[bookmark: _Toc13749109]


[bookmark: _Toc14558751]2.2. Internationalization of business models
Cross-national innovation may appear to stretch the definition of innovation yet introducing an existing product in a new market is not without risks of its own. Taking a product from the Netherlands, for example, and launching it on the Russian market would result in similar pioneering benefits, like being able to partially influence the interests and behavior of consumers. However, certain pre-existing differences in consumer preferences will require adaptation to the new market by adjusting the nature of the product and process. Major national differences can be categorized as; cultural, economic and political/ legal. Yet, many firms can be seen to successfully launch imitations within their national markets, expanding and eventually competing with their original inspiration. Costco entered the low-price supermarket 40 years after Aldi, with a similar concept yet with different positioning and arguably rooted in a richer market. Costco has since surpassed Aldi as the second largest supermarket chain in the world after Walmart[footnoteRef:6]. With the growth of developing markets and the increasing purchasing power of their consumers, it is likely that further competition can be seen from new markets.  [6:  How Costco, Aldi are driving competition and change across supermarket sector. (n.d.). Retrieved from https://www.tandlnews.com.au/2015/10/21/article/how-costco-aldi-are-driving-competition-and-change-across-supermarket-sector/] 

. Most literature is focused on how existing firms can enter new markets via export or simply international expansion (Cavusgil and Zou, 1994; Cavusgil et al, 1993; Jain 1989). However, there is a lack of focus on how an aspiring entrepreneur may reverse engineer the strategy of innovative firms in foreign markets and recreate the concept within the domestic emerging market by creating a superior product. All the while keeping in mind the regular challenges of simply imitating existing products, such as the lack of development of innovation routines. By extension, this strategy can also be adapted to ideas of purchasing power of markets (Ramsay, 1994, p.127). By innovating-through-imitating products from other markets, a company can use the superior power of their home market to become successful and compete with the growing competition from smaller, less resource-rich foreign markets.
[bookmark: _Toc13749110][bookmark: _Toc14558752]2.3. Standardization v Adaptation
The degree to which national differences are important towards a firm’s internationalization strategy is a heavily contested topic. With some distinct schools of thought emerging; standardization (Levitt, 1983; Buzzel, 1968; Ohmae 1985), adaptation (Boddewyn et al., 1986; Douglas and Wind, 1987; Grosse and Zinn, 1990; Hill and Still, 1984) and a combination of the two in the form of a contingency strategy (Cavusgil et al., 1993; Jain, 1989). Standardization advocates argue that standardization is becoming a more viable strategy, providing a cost cutting alternative to seeing marketing as a local problem (Buzzel 1986, 103-104). Ohmae (1985) draws on the example the ‘’triad’’; the markets of the Western Europe, US and Japan having homogenous preferences due to the similarity in their per capita economies. In Ohmae’s study, culture does not play a pivotal role. However, this is in stark contrast to the arguments presented in other works[footnoteRef:7] (Boddewyn, 1981), where higher income countries tend to actually have diverged cultural preferences. These studies argue that distinct national cultures persist and provide a roadblock to globalization.  [7:  Fisher, Anne B. (1984), "The Ad Biz Gloms onto 'Global'," Fortune (November 12), 77-80.] 

The main argument behind Standardization is its cost efficiency. According to Levitt (1983, p.92) the key competitive advantage a firm can possess is price advantage. By implementing one uniform marketing strategy across the world, a globalist firm benefits from economies of scale due to cheaper product manufacturing, process implementation and saving on research costs in marketing strategies. With aggressive marketing and cost advantage having an advantage over any small cultural difference. 
In a direct challenge to Levitt (1983), Boddewyn et al. (1986) denounces Levitt’s views as idealistic, compares him to Marx and refers to his lack of evidence as the weakness of his argument. To prove the need for adaptation, Boddewyn (1986, p.71) lists three types of products: Consumer Non-durables (foods), Consumer Durables (electronic appliances), Industrial Goods (machinery). Through interviews with US company representatives of each sector, he found that Consumer Non-durables faced the hardest difficulty in standardizing their strategy, mostly due to local competition and a very strong cultural and habit effect. Durables were more open to standardization, yet a similar taste and habit effect prevailed, along with a nationalist sentiment in favor of local technology brands. Industrial goods on the other hand, were standardizable. Levitt’s original reason, that low prices prevail, did ring true in the business world, where a mix of quality and low pricing is most important to the rational businessmen. 
Douglas and Wind (1987, p.27) identified that certain markets, such as computers, luxury goods and financial institutions, are indeed able to benefit from a standardized strategy. However, these markets are the exception as opposed to the rule. Similar constraints affect other markets as claimed by Boddewyn et al. (1986), with the addition of restrictions imposed by governments. Grosse and Zinn (1990, p.14) consider a government’s interest in protecting its nascent industry to be amongst the heaviest burdens of adapting international firms. This point is irrelevant for domestic entrepreneurs who aim to imitate foreign firms. However, the other greatest issue is competition amongst local firms who do adapt to the cultural needs of the local population. Hill and Still (1984, p.93) emphasize the importance of culture by considering Non-durable consumer goods more in-depth, dividing the category into food and drink, cosmetics, pharmaceuticals and general consumer goods. Cosmetics and food and drink appear to be influenced by culture while the other categories are not, due to their personal nature. Food and drink is heavily influenced by culture due to their internal nature, while cosmetics is consumed externally, with brand image and external appearance playing a bigger role than culture. 
When merging these two viewpoints, we find the ‘’contingency’’ perspective. Buzzel (1968, p.106) introduced different factors that require adaptation when entering new markets and also mentioned the growing possibility of adapting certain elements of marketing strategy. Some academic papers have considered the standardization v adaptation argument as a continuum where the choice can lie anywhere between the two extremes (Sorenson and Wiechmann,1975; Walters and Toyne,1989) depending on industry and target market. Jain (1989, p.72) provides a framework for future studies of internationalization, with factors based on Buzzel (1968). Cavuzgil et al. (1993, p.485) provides a deeper look at these factors by reorganizing them into three distinct groups: company characteristics, product and industry characteristics and export market characteristics. Each category is then further subdivided into the sub-sections seen in Jain (1989), along with additional categories. 
One key similarity of these two articles is that they separate the notion of standardization into two groups: the marketing program and the marketing process. A firm may enter the market with an identical product, but the positioning of the product can differ completely. For example, Mercedes may be targeted towards the general public in Western Europe with advertisements centered around their family car line, while their advertisements in developing countries with higher wealth disparity target the luxury automobile segment, with more emphasis on their luxury car brands. In Cavusgil et al. (1993, p. 498) When it comes to the degree of contingency, the authors claim that it depends on the nature of the market and firm, but in particular on the proximity of the culture in the export market. When entering multiple markets, the advised strategy is to become more standardized due to the difficulty of catering to many different markets. 
Culture remains the strongest obstacle for any firm entering a foreign market. In later works, Cavuzgil and Knight (2004) explore this issue in the case of born-global firms; firms who have expanded internationally within the first three years of operation. Born-global firms are close analogue to start ups, with less emphasis on the structure of the firm and more on the characteristics of the CEO and export market. Born-global firms, in particular, raise questions about the conventional views of internationalization, as the growth of communication technologies reduces the barriers of entry for firms, no matter how youthful and unexperienced, further developing hypercompetition. 
In an alternative study, Kogut and Singh (1988, p.427) present a statistical link between a firm’s mode of entry and the culture proximity of the chosen market. Offering a first concrete study on the effect of culture on internationalization by using testable data. The degree of cultural proximity indicates the level of compatibility to work together between the businesses, with businesses choosing whether to engage in joint ventures, acquire, or simply start from scratch (greenfield). Results of the test confirm the authors’ hypothesis; firms choose their method of entry depending on cultural proximity. The degree to which the parent firm chooses to exert it’s control by making an entry choice can shed light on how much adaptation a product most go enter a market with the same degree of success as its original market. 
[bookmark: _Toc13749111][bookmark: _Toc14558753]2.4. Culture as a central factor
Despite economical, political and legal and even positive CEO characteristics influencing the success of a start-up based on a foreign idea, culture emerges as by far the most important factor. Food products face the most cultural barriers in comparison to other products. Products like Coca-cola and Nestle are rare exceptions. Schnaars (1986, p.34) explains that these products have shifted to ‘’commodity’’ status. Coca-Cola has become part of a global food diet, with cultures adjusting the quantity consumed, but not the product type. McDonalds operates through the use of a contingency strategy. Their brand image is popular around the world and certain menu items, like the Big Mac, even attained a commodity status. McDonalds formulates its marketing process depending on location, creating location specific menu items and adjusting their advertising based on location.
Zou et al. (2006, p.107) note the limited studies conducted on limits to internationalization from firms with origins in developing countries. The authors also note the one-dimensional notion of the consideration ‘’marketing programme” by considering which elements of the marketing mix are partially sensitive to cultural difference. The product itself and its pricing strategy should remain highly standardized across marketing. Unlike previous publications, which call for highly adapted marketing promotion, the authors take a step forward by specifying the need for adapted peripheral marketing (positioning, endorsements, placement) as well as culture-specific customer service due to its high sensitivity to differing cultures. Cultural differences may even emerge along geographically and economically similar countries, e.g France and Germany, but is even more pronounced between the developing and developed world. Consumers in the poorest nations in Africa have distinctively different priorities and interests compared to consumers in wealthy Norway.  Finally, there are even differences within countries, rural areas consider culture and tradition more important when it comes to product selection for instance. While it may not be realistic to have separate marketing strategies in rural and urban areas within countries, the overall degree of urbanization in a country should be taken into consideration when developing a nation-specific marketing strategy. 
Despite the reinvigorated interest in culture, economic studies are restricted by broad factors, like cultural specificity. This limits the effect of culture to a general factor, which depends on the subjective ratings of international export managers. Studies therefore lack the theory when considering what exactly underlines the factors behind the cultural specificity of goods. It is reasonable to assume that business leaders would pick the most profitable strategy depending on the response of the market. This would however neglect the possibility that other correlates are at play in influencing their success, such as company structure and relationships with foreign distributors. In addition, the retrospective nature of the survey may lead to selective answers due to recall bias (Musteen et al, 2010, p.204). In many cases, the study consists of managers who do not have specific experience in a certain product field and are simply considered trustable based on their experience exporting a small variation of goods (Cavusgil et al. 2003, p. 490). The consumer-sided gathering process offers an entirely different perspective on the study. Cavuzgil et Al. (1993) used surveys to gather the responses of company leaders limited in mid-western USA and as mentioned by Zou et al. (1997, p.107) this method leads to a very Anglocentric view. By considering a more internationalized sample, the study aims to offer a better insight into cultural trends that may be of interest for a standardizing firm as opposed to the strategy specifically implemented by American firms. 
By focusing on the nature of food products, a clear analysis of cultural differences can yield some insight in the way culture plays a role in shaping consumer preferences. The study will prioritize the investigation of cultural differences, the most notable reason for preventing the replication of successful business strategy, using a survey. Respondents will be asked their nationality, as well questions on their preference regarding food characteristics. The questions are based on cultural-specific food characteristics such as a preference for spicy food (Narayan, 1995, p.78), as well as preference for flavor profiles specific to certain regions of the world, food habits (as a leisure activity vs necessity), and ‘’food values’’. Since the nature of food preference is a potentially difficult topic to test due to the influence of non-rational responses, Lusk and Briggeman (2009, p. 192) attempt to identify a generalized measure with no heuristic bias which is applicable to all foods, with the result yielding a set of 10 food values. These values are subdivided into categories such as safety, nutrition, taste and price. 
The fear of the unknown when it comes to food is referred to as the omnivore’s paradox Fischler (1980, p.945). Despite humans being known for eating a very diverse palette of ingredients, the diversity of their food choices is dependent on cultural familiarity, the past which is proxied and partially determined by law, and the economic conditions of a country. A notable example is salmonella, which has led to many countries avoiding the use of raw poultry. Unlike Japan, where stringent quality control regulation has avoided the creation of a taboo towards raw egg and where tamago gohan, a bowl of rice with a raw egg cracked over it, remains a staple breakfast option. Bourdieu (1984, p.3) notes that consumer choice differences emerge and remained entrenched amongst different social groups within societies, divided by class. Using disposable income as a proxy for social status allows us to correct, at least partially, for this within group differences. 
In essence, it is not ‘’iconic dishes’’ that form a region’s food culture, but rather the ingredients most commonly used. However, the study of food habits in the field of human geography is not only limited to ingredients but shapes every aspect of food. A study by Atkins and Bowler (2001, p.15) notes the difference in saltiness perceptions amongst different native tribes across the world, differences in spice perception per region as well as differences within regions of countries when it comes to cultural tradition. Despite using similar ingredients, the food culture in Sichuan may different significantly from the Canton region, even though they are both within China. 
An additional difference between consumer preferences in different countries may emerge based on Hofstede’s research. Consumer preferences shift away from distinct cultural characteristic, towards the idea of cultural dimensions and national institutions (Hofstede, 2011). In addition to being more easily testable than culture, results can be compared considering the already existing model and the scores calculated for each country. The distinct institutions are: Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance, Individualism/Collectivism, Masculinity/Femininity, Long/Short Term Orientation, and Indulgence/Restraint. While these factors are difficult to relate to specific product choices, one area where they do play a role is in the choice of insurance policy. Uncertainty avoidance is assumed to have the strongest link. By considering the difference between responders from different nationalities and regressing their responses to their nation’s respective scores when it comes to this factor, a link can be established between national institutions and product choice which can pave the way to further research on cultural studies on product choice. 




[bookmark: _Toc13749112]
Chapter 3: Survey and Data Description
[bookmark: _Toc13749113][bookmark: _Toc14558754]3.1. Survey
The survey is subdivided into four sections; respondent statistics, food characteristics, food type and insurance section. The purpose of the survey is to ascertain consumers’ habits, by asking questions concerning their food routines, as well as providing hypothetical situations in which respondent decide whether or not to opt for insurance.
The respondent statistics section consists of questions which indicate whether the sample is representative of the general population, as well as indicating which group the individual fits into. Questions are centered around the nationality, age and gender of the respondent, whether they have influences from other cultures, whether they were brought up in an urban or rural setting, their education level as well as their estimated disposable monthly income. These results were gathered and used in the regression analysis sections of the data analysis as independent variables, due to their potential for causing intra-cultural differences. The variable for outside influence is not included into the statistic, instead it is viewed as a cause for skewing the data. A reliable coefficient cannot be estimated as each cultural influence has a different effect and there is no reason to believe that the mix of respondents gathered share outside cultural influences reflective of their general populations. A table of summary statistics, including mean and std. deviation results of respondent statistics divided by nationality is found in the appendix (Figure 1) 
The food characteristics section consists of questions that can easily be quantified. The first question is: What would you consider the Dutch (or Western) definition of spicy? Responses can be given on a five-point Likert scale from too mild to too spicy, quantified from 5 (high tolerance) to 1 (low tolerance). The second question is: How important do you consider your country’s food traditions to your national identity? Responses are again given on a five-point Likert scale ranging from not important at all to extremely important (1-5). The final quantifiable question of this section is: How often do you eat or order take-out? The pre-set responses range from less than once a month to daily, and the results are converted to a 1-5 scale from least to most frequent. 
In addition to quantifiable questions, the food characteristics section also consists of a question concerning food values based on the study by Lusk and Briggman (2009). The aim of the initial study was to determine what values are more important to consumers gathered in the US. The purpose of this section is to investigate whether the importance of certain values changes across different nationalities. A best-worst scaling measure was adapted from the original study. The advantage of this data gathering measure over a simple ranking system is that this method is more reflective of a realistic decision-making process which tends to not be fully rational, with issues in transitivity and suffering from heuristic biases, as the human mind is unable to rank every option accordingly. In ten subsequent questions, respondents are asked to choose the best and the worst food values according to importance, and each food value appears in the questions four times. This allows the food values to be ranked and color-coded in the table in the appendix, with bright green indicating the most highly valued food value, and bright red indicating the least important. 
Following the questions centered around food characteristics, a food type section aims to discern how familiarity of food types is determined by geography and culture. In particular nine distinct cultural palettes have been established based on the regions of Western, Eastern and Southern Europe, South, East and Central Asia, Northern and Sub-Saharan Africa, South America as well as the Middle East (Dan Kopf, 2013). Each nationality is assumed to be part of one of these nine distinctive cultural palette regions. We assume the palettes are specific to geographic locations based on the local crop and available food sources historically. As a result, cultures would have developed habits in consuming certain foods. Respondents are asked to select up to three of the palettes which they use frequently in preparing meals. The responses are converted into percentages, with higher percentages indicating higher frequency of selecting a certain palette within a certain group. In addition, respondents were asked to select a food taboo out of a few common options or indicate their own. 
The insurance section of our survey asks respondents to rate whether they will opt for a certain type of insurance policy or not. The purpose of this section is to deviate from the focus on food and attempt to extend cultural influence to other product categories. However, insurance is based on a separate cultural study known as Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, including uncertainty avoidance, which should positively reflect on the degree to which respondents would opt for these optional insurance policies. Using the same regression approach as in previous sections, the national effect will be isolated and contrasted with the results from Hofstede’s studies. 
[bookmark: _Toc13749114][bookmark: _Toc14558755]3.2. Data Description
The sample set consist of 131 respondents gathered through various multinational online platforms in order to satisfy the need for a representative sample. The survey was posted on platforms known for having a diverse userbase in terms of age and nationalities, such as Facebook and Reddit, to gather the majority of respondents due to their wide outreaches. The survey itself was conducted using the Qualtrics software, which allows for professional description of the data, as well as ease of exporting the results to excel, and later STATA which was used to conduct statistical tests on the data. 
The sample includes individuals of all age groups. The average respondent age of the survey is 27 with a standard deviation of 11 years. The average age per country deviates, some more than others, yet all deviations are within one standard deviation of the general mean. On the other hand, a skewness and Kurtosis test indicates a positive result (0.000 and 0.0003) for both, as a clear skew is seen towards respondents under the age of 30, with a high peak in the 18-24-year-old group. This is due to the method of data gathering being restricted to online surveys, which is a more familiar method of communication for younger demographics. As a result, the data retrieved may be biased towards a younger audience and may suffer external validity issues. Due to the similarity between demographics across countries this still offers the opportunity to study national differences in an internally valid manner. The sample includes 131 respondents from 27 different nationalities and, by taking the threshold of 7 respondents into consideration, yields six testable nationalities. Unfortunately, while the sample does avoid focusing solely on samples from the US, the respondents are still predominantly from English speaking countries. Overall, 30.5% of responses are from the US, yet when combined with the UK, Canada, Australia and Ireland, native English-speaking countries form 51.4% of the sample. Out of the six testable countries, four are English-speaking, with the exceptions of The Netherlands and Germany. Only 19.1% of responses are from individuals outside the Northern European cultural group. As a rule of thumb, only those responses who have a minimal response time of five minutes were included, as this indicates that the respondent took the test seriously and the answers are representative of their opinion.  
When considering the coefficient of individual countries, only the “testable” countries give representative results based on their adequate sample size. The coefficients of the other countries are considered for the purpose of general trends. Reliable results based on respondents from all samples are obtained by using combined groups based on combinations of similar cultures. Based on Vuketic’s (2011) study on the cultural affinity between these countries, a united cultural group is formed based on the countries stemming from Britain’s colonial past. As a result, the “Anglosphere” countries offer a group united by not only ingredients, but also legal code, language, history and traditions. 



[bookmark: _Toc13749115][bookmark: _Toc14558756]Chapter 4: Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc13749116][bookmark: _Toc14558757]4.1. Research Question
Whether or not imitating start-ups should pursue a strategy of adaptation or standardization has far reaching consequences, on both the development of the product as well as its marketing process. Yet the concept of adaptation itself is arguably underdefined in the field of economics. The aim of this thesis is to find out to what extent imitating firms should adapt to their new markets. This shall be answered through the following research question: What are the cultural mechanisms that affect consumer demands? This is important because even though cultural differences have an effect on the demands of consumers, overly cautious firms may be urged to adapt overzealously where needs of consumers are universal or adapt to the point that the product loses its value offering. 
To expand on the research question, two product categories have been selected based on their use in previous studies in the fields of sociology and economics; food and insurance.
Food, or rather consumable non-durables, has been considered to be a product category where the demand is most influenced by culture. Potential cultural influences on food can be divided up into two categories and so will the first two hypotheses. Firstly, whether the ‘food type’, for example particular ingredients used, are familiar to the consumer. Based on this, the first hypothesis is: food type unfamiliarity results in different food preferences across nationalities. Within the research question, this hypothesis tests the weakest sub-section of food, with food types being less ingrained that characteristics of food. As a result, the confirmation of this hypothesis would mean that food unfamiliarity would have a significantly strong effect to prevent certain types of foods from entering new markets, regardless of adaptation. 
Secondly, whether the food characteristics are unfamiliar to the consumer and their culture. Food characteristics are for instance the consumption process and frequency of eating out, but also the saltiness of a dish. The second hypothesis is: Unfamiliarity of food characteristics leads to differences in preferences across different nationalities. This hypothesis helps what characteristics differ across cultures by pinpointing differences within food process characteristics or the nature of the food itself, and to what extent do differences emerge by comparing different groups against each other. 
Uncertainty avoidance is the cultural dimension that may indicate the degree to which a culture may wish to ward itself from risks. This is important in answering the research question because risk aversion may also entail aversion towards new food and products that are unfamiliar. The third hypothesis is: a nationalities’ propensity to opt for insurance choice follows a similar distribution to the Hofstede values for risk aversion. Consumer choices concerning insurance choices can be tested by comparing the results of the survey to the results of Hofstede’s measures of cultural dimensions[footnoteRef:8]. [8: 8Compare countries. (2019). Retrieved from https://www.hofstede-insights.com/product/compare-countries/ offers up to date, combined results of All Hofstede values for each country] 



[bookmark: _Toc13749117][bookmark: _Toc14558758]4.2. Data Analysis
In order to test the hypotheses, the result section is divided into three section, one for each hypothesis. Since many of the nationalities from the sample have few respondents, an arbitrary number of 7 responses per nationality was chosen as a minimum threshold to be considered separately as a representable group, this includes six nationalities: The Netherlands, Canada, Australia, United States, Germany and the United Kingdom. These “testable” nations are used when testing for differences between specific nationalities and to obtain coefficients without the fear that the one or two responses gathered are not representative due to them being outliers. In other cases, tests are conducted by considering nationality groups. The Anglo-Saxon group of countries, referred to as “Anglosphere”,  is used as the main group, which includes: United States, United Kingdom, Ireland, Canada, Australia and New Zealand. The rest of the sample is considered “the rest of the world”. However, a large section of the rest of the world group is based on Northern European responses, and this new group is used as a robustness check by indicating how the Northern European respondents affect the “rest of the world” results. The “Non-English speaking Northern European countries” are referred to as “Germanosphere” in tests, due to their predominantly Germanic origin. This group is formed based on the geographical categories from the food palette section. An overview of the countries per grouping can be found in the appendix below in figure 2
The food type hypothesis is based on the unfamiliarity of respondents towards food types. Taking on a more qualitative approach, the respondents are subdivided based on their food palette of origin (figure 3). The goal is to determine whether respondents are predominantly restricted by their domestic food palette of choice or whether other cultures have had a significantly strong influence and changed the familiarity of the respondents’ food types over time. In addition, taboos are tested by using a one-way ANOVA. The purpose of this test is to determine whether taboos are specific to certain cultures or have become internationalized phenomena, with the exception of some isolated cultures. 
The food characteristic hypothesis, based on the unfamiliarity of respondents towards certain food characteristics, is sub-divided into a spice consumption difference, food tradition, process of food consumption and food values section.
Spice consumption differences are tested using an independent samples T-test for equal variances, with the differences found between the following groups; English-speaking, Non-English-speaking Northern Europeans and the rest of the world (which includes all except for the English-speaking). The goal of this section is to test whether there is a difference in spice tolerance within the group of Northern European nations, while also reinforcing the fact that spice tolerance levels differ across the world. 
The food tradition section involves tests on the differing level of importance of tradition in food by nationality. The first test involves a Kruskal-Wallis test, using only the testable nations to conclude whether there is a significant difference between the countries with a large enough sample size. Due to the limited scope of the testable nations, as they are all part of the Northern European group, a Wilcoxon rank sum test is conducted using the same nationality groups as before. In addition, an effort is made to link the trends amongst responses to traditions to the values of Gelfand’s study on cultural tightness using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. The reasoning behind this connection is that culturally tight societies act harshly against changes against the norm and would therefore reflect in tradition being highly valued in food. 
The food process section involves the use of a regression analysis. The multinomial logit regression is used due to the dependent variable being an ordinal variable with more than two options. The results of the multinomial logit regression show the coefficients per nationality, their significance, as well as any other significant factor that affects responses within nationalities. 
The food values section of the food characteristics hypothesis is based on food values, based on the work of Lusk and Briggeman, and denotes ten values that are part of every food purchase decision. In order to test whether nationalities differ in their responses to each value, a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was conducted for each value. It uses only the English-speaking group, and references its distribution compared to the rest of the world. In addition to statistical tests, a visual analysis is used to deduce the trends amongst the six testable countries, determining which factors are seen as equally important amongst all countries, and noting outliers that are valued more or less than others. 
The insurance hypothesis is based on insurance product choices. The main section consists of a logit model, where the coefficients per nationality indicate the odds ratio, which is the likelihood that a responder of a certain nationality is likely to opt for a certain type of insurance, compared to the reference country; the United States. In addition, the variable Insnum is generated by summing the number of yes responses per respondent towards the total of insurance policies. An average Insnum is found per nationality which is used to estimate the propensity to purchase insurance policies per nationality. These aggregated Insnum values are compared to the Hofstede Cultural dimension of uncertainty avoidance using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for comparing similarity of distributions. 







[bookmark: _Toc14558759]Chapter 5: Results
[bookmark: _Toc14558760]5.1. First hypothesis: Food Types
Qualitative Analysis: Food palettes and taboos
The choice of food palettes is not a question that can be tested using models. Instead, historical precedents must be taken into consideration. Therefore, the following section will involve assumptions based on the interaction of cultures:
Figure 3 shows the responses concerning food palettes, divided into percentages based on the responder’s country of origin. Again, the major focus of these results is on the six testable countries, with other respondents showing extreme due to being limited to very small numbers of respondents. 
Based on the results found, food palettes may not be as robust as initially considered. This is mainly due to the fact that cultures have mixed over time, with Europe experiencing a lot of cross-cultural flow, in particular between the countries of Southern Europe and Northern Europe. Warmer climates tend to produce more rich and diverse food cultures (Van de Vliert, 2007, p.55). Therefore, it comes as no surprise that Mediterranean cuisine has become a staple of many European cultures with American, Dutch and Canadian respondents preferring these options over their own food of origin. Even so, nations with few responses are dominated by Mediterranean dishes including Argentina, Belgium, Brazil, Denmark, Indonesia, Poland, Russia, Slovakia and Sweden, with Non-European respondents sharing close cultural ties due to their colonial past or sharing European ancestry (such as the case for the Indonesian respondent), while Argentina and Brazil traces most of its cultural roots to Spain and Portugal, with Argentina also shares 62% of ancestral lineage from Italy[footnoteRef:9].  [9:   Departamento de Derecho y Ciencias Políticas de la Universidad Nacional de La Matanza (14 November 2011). "Historias de inmigrantes italianos en Argentina" (in Spanish). infouniversidades.siu.edu.ar. Se estima que en la actualidad, el 90% de la población argentina tiene alguna ascendencia europea y que al menos 25 millones están relacionados con algún inmigrante de Italia.
] 

In general, however, it’s clear that with the advent of globalization, almost all ingredient categories are used prevalently across the globe. However, the category used least frequently and having spread less is seen in the Scandinavian/Eastern European food category. Central Asian palettes garnered no responses at all. In general, while cultures tend to stick to their familiar choices, the definition of “familiar” is being continuously stretched with globalization, with more ingredients entering the repertoire of western kitchens as they gain more prominence in markets. 
A brief overview can be found on the responses concerning taboo choices in figure 4. Seventy-four (49.01%) of respondents have chosen horsemeat, being the largest group, with forty-six respondents choosing options other than the ones offered. The largest custom response group includes vegan respondents, which constitutes a life choice rather than a cultural taboo, other major responses like entrails and seafood are not restricted to nationalities that are logically expected to choose these options. Seafood is chosen by British and French respondents, where seafood plays a large role in their national cuisines. The taboo for entrails was stated by a Filipino, and two Brazilian respondents. Perhaps the heavy featuring of entrail-based dishes in Filipino cuisine results in some individuals developing a distaste for them. While the case of both Brazilian responses having a distaste for entrail-based food is interesting. In general, the large variety of “other responses” may indicate that taboos most taboo options being restricted to personal experience, rather than cultural restrictions (other than religious reasons).  Using a One-way ANOVA with taboo options as a variable of interest and the separate nationalities as a categorical variable yields an insignificant response which shows no difference in means between the groups, failing to reject the initial hypothesis with a p-value of 0.876 (figure 5). In fact, this is reflected by the lack of patterns which distinguish certain taboos within certain cultures, it appears that most taboos are international phenomenon. Taking horse meat for example, most respondents, regardless of nationality chose this option as something they would not consider eating. However, this sample lacks Central Asian respondents, who have become accustomed to eating horse meat due for historical and cultural reasons. This conclusion rejects the cultural specificity of taboos, and that most issues with cultural taboos can be circumvented by avoiding “risky foods” such as animal innards and types of animals forbidden by religious law/historical purposes, such as animals traditionally raised for other purposes than animal husbandry. Other taboos result from individual-specific preferences. 
[bookmark: _Toc14283135][bookmark: _Toc14558761]5.2. Second hypothesis: Food Characteristics
Spice consumption differences
[bookmark: _Hlk13482315]As seen in Atkins and Bowler’s (2001, p.15) study, native populations living in isolation from each other have been shown to exhibit different levels of tolerance for salt in their diets. Based on this study, the assumption is made that different cultures have evolved to consume various flavors at different intensities.  Europeans, having access to grazing plains and temperate climates, have developed the ability to digest lactic acid due to the heavy presence of dairy in their diets[footnoteRef:10]. The colder climates of the European subcontinent have led to a small amount of spices grown and because of this, spices are not widely incorporated into their diets. While salt has become a widespread additive to foods worldwide, the resultant difference in spice tolerance could still be seen, which lead to significant differences amongst respondents.  [10:  Thompson, H. (2012, December 28). An Evolutionary Whodunit: How Did Humans Develop Lactose Tolerance? Retrieved from https://www.npr.org/sections/thesalt/2012/12/27/168144785/an-evolutionary-whodunit-how-did-humans-develop-lactose-tolerance?t=1562007580409] 

In order to test for differences across countries, the “Anglosphere” group is first compared to the Non-English speaking Northern European group due to the potential similarity in spice tolerance based on geographic proximity. The difference are tested using an Independent samples T-test. The combined English-speaking/North European sample comprises most of the survey sample (83.7% of respondents), therefore it is crucial to note the effect Northern European respondents have on the ‘’rest of the world’’ sample. The same test is repeated to compare the Anglosphere group to the rest of the world. 
A Shapiro-Wilk test is used to test for the normality distribution of responses of the three groupings considered: English speaking countries, Non-English speaking Northern European countries and Non-English-speaking countries. The resulting p-values are: 0.484, 0.999 and 0.999 respectively, which indicates that the normality of the sample cannot be rejected (figure 6, figure 7).
First, an equality of variance test is performed for the broad sample (main test), as well as the sample omitting all non-Northern Europeans (initial test). In both cases, the two-sided p-values yields results of 0.131 and 0.326 (figure 8, figure 9), which are insignificant. Therefore, we cannot reject the equality of means. As a result, we perform a t-test using equal variances.
In the initial test, the p-value is found to be 0.263 (figure 10), which means the equality of means cannot be rejected. Therefore, we can ascertain that there are no considerable differences between Anglo-Saxon cultures and the rest of the Northern European nations in terms of their spice tolerance. Comparing all Anglo-Saxon cultures to the rest of the world yields a significant resulting p-value of 0.019 (figure 11). Therefore, it can be said that compared to the rest of the world, English-speaking countries exhibit a lower spice tolerance. This effect is particularly strong, as within this sample only 38.2% of responders are outside of Northern Europe. This means that the diluting effect of non-Anglo-Saxon Northern Europeans on the ‘’rest of the world’’ sample was insufficient to prevent a significant difference.  
Tradition values differences
In addition to testing the spice tolerance of respondents, an additional question is asked: “How important do you consider your country’s food traditions to your national identity?” The importance of food tradition may indicate the level of aversion of a society towards violating food norms. In this respect, we may assume that markets with higher indicators of the importance of food tradition may require higher degrees of adaptation or may be completely unwilling to consume foods outside of their familiar ingredients or preparation style. The distribution of the responses has a significant indication of skewness and kurtosis of 0.014 and 0.003 respectively (figure 12, figure 13). This combined with the result of the Shapiro-Wilk test (0.020) as seen in figure 14 provides ample evidence to reject the use of a T-test in estimating the difference between responder groups.
In testing the differences across nationalities, the K-W test is used to test the assumption of whether responses differ in their distributions. An overview of the responses for each nationality can be seen in the histograms show in figure 15. The outcome of the test shows a statistically insignificant outcome (figure 16) with a p-value of 0.103 when accounting for ties and therefore, we cannot make any inferences based on the median. As a result, only mean ranks can be used to infer results. Therefore, the insignificant result shows a lack of differences in the distributions of the responses.  
The second test, a Wilcoxon rank sum test, can be performed by using the Anglosphere country groupings, yielding stronger results for differences between cultures. The difference between the Rest of the world and English-speaking countries yields a very strong p-value of 0.0003 (figure 17). In addition, tests performed between English-Speaking countries and non-English-Speaking countries of Northern Europe show a statistically significant result as well, with P-values of 0.049 (figure 18). Interpreting these results, low ranks can be seen as lower levels of importance of tradition, therefore English-speaking countries seem to value tradition in cuisine more than other Northern European countries, but less than the rest of the world. In a similar fashion, the “rest of the world” results are pulled down by almost 62% of respondents originating from Northern Europe. This therefore shows that the cultural importance to the 38% outside of Europe is large enough to show a higher result despite the opposite effect from Northern European respondents. 
Matching Tradition responses and the Gelfand Measures
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is used to test whether the distribution of gathered tradition scores across testable nations is equal to the scores of the six testable countries in Gelfand et al.’s Study (2011). The initial hypothesis states that tradition scores follow the same distribution. Figure 19 displays the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test output. The test yields a p-value of 0.000, which rejects the initial hypothesis. Hence, the similarity between the obtained tradition scores and the distribution to the Gelfand values is rejected. 
Gelfand’s cultural tightness score measures the social sanctioning of those violating the norms of society. As views towards food tradition differ substantially from these scores, cultural tightness as a whole does not provide a good indicator of how important preparation familiarity, in the form of tradition, is, relative to familiarity of general society as a whole. 
Food characteristics: process
Some cultures may see food purely as an act of subsistence, without thrill, while others view the food as a central part of leisure activities. Therefore, a distinction may be drawn between individuals who spend a lot of time dining out or ordering food home and those who prefer the cost-saving alternative of home-cooked meals. In order to test this, we note the possibility of other factors heavily influencing consumption decisions, such as wealth and age. A regression model may indicate what effect each factor has on whether an individual chooses to splurge on food or pick the cost-conscious decision. 
Using the Cameron and Trivedi’s (1990) IM-test, p-values indicate a lack of heteroskedasticity in Skewness (0.966) as well as Kurtosis (0.327) (figure 20). A multi-variable ordinal regression is used with the dependent variable being the categorical frequency of eating out or ordering food (ranging from daily to less than monthly). The independent variables include dummies for all nationalities, genders, education levels, age, Income and a rural/urban dummy, added with each subsequent model.
Figure 21 shows the output of different models testing Eating out habits, which differ based on the variables used/omitted. The strongest model seen in figure 22  is model 7, selected based on having the lowest p-value and highest R2 value, which includes the factors: Nationality, wealth and (rural/urban) upbringing. Only German and Dutch individuals show a statistically significant effect at 10% confidence level. Dutch respondents show a coefficient of -1.47 compared to Americans, while Germans show a coefficient of -1.19. Other significant results where found from countries with sample sizes under the threshold.  The strength of the tests does not lead to a certain conclusion, but the general trends exhibited by the coefficients of nationalities show substantial differences across national habits on food consumption, with the United States spending more money on food as a leisure option than most nationalities. 

Food Value trends
The food value section uses the insights of Lusk and Briggman’s study to test the preferences of consumers towards a generalized type of food characteristic group including ten values which are applicable to all food types. Examples include the price and taste, as well as less primal consumer interests like environmental impact of the product. In the original study, the test was conducted on American soil but by testing food values on a cross-national scale, an interesting observation can be obtained based on whether consumers differ inherently in their fundamental interests towards the food they consume. 
As the data is not normally distributed, the use of a Kruskall-Wallis test is once again required. A Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is used to test the similarity of shapes within the nationalities in their response for each food value. As there are six nationalities in the sample size, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is only feasible when performed using the Anglosphere grouping, as the test can only be performed with two groups. Therefore, the test is first performed using the KS method, then the similarity between each country is visually analyzed. 
Performing the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (figure 23), all values other than Price, Environmental Impact and Natural/Organic are testable using the Kruskal-Wallis test based on the similarity of their shapes. Results in figure 24 show a significant result which indicates that the mean ranks per category differ significantly per country. The categories that differ are Environmental Impact, Natural/Organic and Tradition. However, clear conclusions can only be drawn for the Tradition value, as the other factors fail to yield similar shapes, a necessary requirement of the Kruskal-Wallis test. 
The table in figure 25 includes a color-coded list of food value mean rank scores, based on their relative importance for each country. Based on this data, it can be seen that despite national differences, food values appear to follow similar patterns cross-nationally. The strongest categories show similarity, in line with (X’s) original paper. Taste and nutrition appear to be the most important categories for everyone, tradition and Natural/Organic are the least important sections. The Netherlands is an exception, as they consider Natural/Organic more important than their Northern-European counterparts. While relative values are the most important, absolute values indicates the level of indifference towards a value when considering the extremes. British voters predominantly pick Tradition as the least important factor, resulting in a score close to 10. Meanwhile, the Dutch responders seem to view Tradition with a less extreme disinterest, yielding the smallest extreme value of 6.7. 
Canadian voters appear to reveal an interesting trend, shifting away from Tradition being the least important category and instead seeing Fair trade and Natural/Organic as least important. It’s particularly interesting to consider the ‘’moral’’ food values, with environmentalism varying greatly across countries. German responders consider the environmental impact of food to be the second most important food value, while American responders appear to view it as a middle option, equal to appearance which generally appears amongst the least important categories to other respondents. Fair trade on the other hand is seen as moderately important for Australian and Dutch respondents, but amongst the least important categories for Canadians. 
It seems that when it comes to major food values like taste and nutrition, all cultures view this as equally important. Yet moral (Environmentalism, Fair trade) and secondary (Appearance and convenience) food values appear to be a heavily disputed category amongst countries. An additional important consideration is the difference between national responses in the safety/regulation category. Germany and the Netherlands have a strict regulatory framework when it comes to food safety (Law, 2003, p.1115) and this results in responders taking the safety for granted, while American respondents see food safety as amongst the most important categories. These differences may lie in the context of the legal framework of the countries, which means that simply looking at culture may result in neglecting of additional factors. 
[bookmark: _Toc14558762]5.3. Third hypothesis: Insurance 
In order to deviate from the food-only implications of cultural differences, responses were gathered on consumer choices concerning insurance policy choices. Questions are based on flight insurance, electronic appliance insurance as well as some optional health insurance options with three possible responses: yes, no and maybe. In order to run a logit model, all “maybe” answers are omitted. 
The use of the logit type model over a probit can be explained by the advantage of displaying results in the form of an odds ratio. All ratios are found using American respondents as a benchmark, with positive values suggesting a higher tendency to obtain a certain type of insurance and negative values suggesting a lesser tendency. 
Using a logit model, the results appear to yield only circumstantial evidence, as most values fail the significance test. By adding Income however, we find that the explanatory power of the model increases, but it does not improve the significance of individual national effects, with the addition of the income effect itself being insignificant. 
The table in figure 26 shows the results of each of the testable nationalities compared to US respondents.  It appears that both Dutch and Australian responders opt for Physical Therapy more regularly than American responders, with a significant result. Canadians responders opt for significantly less eyesight insurance. Dutch responders opt for more Flight insurance than American respondents. Based on the lack of significant results from these tests, we cannot confirm the third hypothesis, yet we cannot outright reject the obtained differences between nationalities.
As a result, a variable was generated (Inssum) which sums the yes values for each insurance plan per individual to arrive at the number of times a yes was chosen by an individual. A Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test (figure 27) was performed to test for significant difference between responder groups. Overall, this test failed to yield a significant result with a p-value of 0.111, therefore it cannot be inferred that Nationalities inherently result in different insurance choices, which suggests the lack of strength of a culture effect when it comes to certain product categories. In addition, a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test on the similarity of distribution between Inssum and the uncertainty avoidance cultural dimension yields a p-value of 0.000 (figure 28), rejecting the similarity between the two distributions and the third hypothesis
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In general, it is considered common knowledge that cultural influences have an impact on consumer choices. In previous studies, managers have been asked to provide their opinions on different product types and how much adaptation is required to successfully market the good. Yet by considering consumer choices directly, our study aims to take a different approach to the issue and provide a more in-depth framework for combining the study of sociology and economics to predict consumer behavior. Having considered two vastly different product categories, food and insurance, the aim of this thesis was to investigate as many cultural influences as possible. The hypotheses based on food products were subdivided into two sections, food type and food characteristics, both concerned with investigating the extent to which familiarity effects a strong influence on consumer choice. In addition to differences across countries, it was noted that the degree to which cultural familiarity matters per culture may be predicted by Gelfand’s measures of cultural tightness. Namely, countries who view the preservation of tradition in food as important should exhibit similar trends in their cultural tightness score. The hypothesis on Insurance however, deviates from the focus on familiarity, and instead focuses on the concept of cultural dimensions. For example, while certain cultures prefer informal hierarchical systems, others may see centralized power as a more ingrained part of their culture. This cultural dimension is known as power distance and is an often-studied concept in the field of managerial discretion (Crossland and Hambrick, 2007, p. 772). In the case of insurance choices, uncertainty avoidance is the relevant cultural dimension to consider. 
There is no evidence for food type familiarity influencing consumer decisions in the long run. Considering different food palettes, it is quite clear that food type choices are no longer restricted to their area of origin, the Mediterranean palette for example has a central presence in almost all culture’s ingredient choices. The trends discovered indicated that consumers enjoy a diversified selection of products from various regions. Almost all regional ingredients are being consumed everywhere, not only within the region, with the exception of eastern European and central Asian palettes. The simple potato is a testament to this cultural diffusion. Many people forget the fact that potatoes originated from the American continent during the colonial period, cementing its place as a staple food in many European countries. One could look to their local supermarket for evidence of this spread, with formerly exotic and unknown fruits becoming more commonplace on their shelves, such as khakis and papayas. 
It seems that in general, food characteristics have far more impact on consumer choices than the type of food considered. Both the traditional elements and spice level of the food yield significant differences. However, the scores taken from Gelfand’s cultural tightness measures failed to predict the obtained tradition values, as the distribution deviated significantly. When considering regional group differences, the test concerning food processes yield less conclusive results. Yet some nations do yield significant results, both in the sample consisting of all nations and just the testable nations, particularly when considering a 10% significance. When looking at intra-cultural factors it shows that a higher average income positively influences the degree to which an individual eats out or orders take-out, while growing up in a rural setting results in a negative coefficient. This indicates that home cooking is more of the norm in a rural setting. 
When it comes to insurance policy choices, national differences occur across specific types of insurance. Some significant results show that Dutch respondents would opt for Physical therapy coverage 2.565 times more than an American respondent. On the other hand, a British respondent would opt for eyesight coverage at 1.705 times less than their American counterpart. When taking insurance policy in general, there is no evidence that countries differ significantly in their propensity to opt for more policies, and by extension, the distribution of frequency of opting for insurance does not follow the distribution of the uncertainty avoidance country scores.
Therefore, it seems that while characteristics of products lead to consumption differences due to cultural influences, specific types of product do not, and consumers are open to trying new product categories. Taking electronics as an example, a new type of product would not face a threat of reduced demand due to cultural factors, but the specific characteristics of the product, such as its origin and design, may influence consumers.  Unfortunately, studies of cultural dimensions and cultural tightness fail to yield a good outline to study these issues further. 
[bookmark: _Toc14558765]6.2. Discussion and Limitation
Despite being considered separately, culture, economics, politics and law are intertwined by considering the concept of institutions. In his Nobel-prize winning paper, Douglas C. North (1991) brought the study of neo-institutionalism to the field of economics by considering the growth of institutions as an unspoken system of implementing social contracts. Institutions are divided into a formal and informal category. Informal institutions have a more primal origin, from the times of tribes and mysticism, and formal institutions such as laws, constitutions and property rights emerge as a result of a developing society. In this respect, we see culture and values as coming first and resulting in laws and policies emerging in order to correct its shortcomings. Overall, the purpose of all institutions is to reduce the transaction costs and impose sanctions on those who choose to violate contractual obligations. In studies of organization theory, Crossland and Hambrick (2007) link together the concept of national institutions and legal systems by relating it to managerial discretion (Hambrick and Finkelstein, 1987, p.375); the idea that systems of governing firms are perceived differently across countries. National institutions run parallel to culture and both are influenced by and have an influence on legal differences across countries (Tabellini, 2010, p.678). Therefore, laws have the power to shift behavior over time. As time goes by, it seems that formal institutions in turn had an influence on the informal institutions of cultures. 
To paint a clearer picture, cultural etiquette, traditions and food habits emerge as a way of maintaining a degree of predictability towards members of societies. As village societies grew into larger towns and cities, the accountability of businesses became less personal. Businesses who sell to large numbers of customers no longer consider the loss of one’s trust as a significantly large punishment for engaging in dishonest practices, additionally, larger cities benefit less from word-of-mouth, and therefore a business owner can get away with more (e.g. overpricing). As a result, regulations are implemented in order to punish businesses who trick their customers into buying rotten foods, which explains the growth of formal institutions as a means of filling the gap left by informal institutions. Taking from our data, respondents from developing nations tend to value food safety more than respondents from developed nations, who have strong regulatory systems in place which makes food safety an issue that western consumers don’t consider when making the decision.  
When considering legal differences across countries, the lack of a strong regulatory framework enforcing consumer safety may result in consumers feeling apprehensive towards products with the potential to cause physical harm, akin to the tamago gohan example mentioned earlier. Yet a nation’s health care system also influences how individuals view the need for additional coverage. Developing the need for consumers to think for themselves and not trust the state may be in part explained by the legal framework as opposed to the culture of the country. Or in certain cases, the legal framework of a country may outright ban products, such as the infamous case of the kinder egg being illegal in the United states. 
When entering a new market, the firm must bear in mind the fundamental differences between the new market and the one from which the idea originates. Taking a Population ecologist perspective (Hannan and Freeman, 1987, p. 931) it is possible that the reason the innovation has not occurred in the new market thus far is due to the unfavorable structure of the market. The competitive advantage that results from the firm entering an untapped market may not be enough to assail the position of market leaders, as despite entering the same industry, cross-national differences may result in vastly different levels of competition across countries. In the opposite scenario, a market may be so saturated that entry into a market will result in failure, particularly with incremental innovations. The competitive advantage derived by the firm through its unique offering may not be enough to sustain growth in the new market. 
Limitations
There are several limitations to the study. A common problem in studying culture is the difficulty of measuring social conventions. While an effort has been made to account for other potential differences than nationality, there are still many factors that cannot be measured, such as the specific culture of the family. In addition, cultural differences may not be divided on a national level, with an example being the Kurdish people, who may exhibit similar cultural traits but are divided into four nationalities. Regional differences also occur within nationalities like the difference in cuisines within China being comparable to the differences between countries on different continents. 
[bookmark: _Hlk12807152]The results of the study show interesting results, but many results do not yield significant values. In the case of factors that influence eating out or ordering food frequency, a 10% significance value was used instead of the conventionally used 5%. Despite this, many countries still failed to yield significant results. The nature of studies based on social constructs is the tendency of responses to not follow a standard normal distribution, which limits the scope of tests that can be used to confirm the hypotheses, as well as their power. While results were gathered on whether individuals had cultural influences from outside their nationality, the use of these influences is impossible to implement in statistical analysis, as depending on the culture, the effect may be entirely different. 
Due to the limited resources of the study, the data gathering process could not obtain a sufficient sample with representation of many nationalities. An insight on responses from non-western countries was one of the goals of this study, yet the issue of Anglo-centrism was only alleviated, not corrected, as most of the sample still consisted of mostly English-speaking respondents, with less than half (48.9%) of respondents from other regions. Most of the sample consists of Western respondents, with less than 15% hailing from outside Europe/North America/Australia. As a result, many cultural differences could not be studied and established through the study. It is possible that differences that may yield insignificant results, could yield different conclusions with a wider sample. 
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[image: ]Figure 1: Summary statistics of all respondents by nationality, divided from testable (sufficiently large sample size) to non-testable
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Figure 2: Overview of country groupings: Anglosphere, Non-English speaking Northern EU countries (Germanosphere), and Rest of the world.
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Figure 3: percentage of individuals per nationality choosing a type of food palette. 

	Taboo Types
	Count

	Horsemeat
	74

	Pork
	5

	Beef
	2

	Dairy products
	2

	Corn
	3

	Koriander
	8

	Large amounts of Garlic 
	10

	Other:
	47

	(animal products)
	7

	(seafood)
	5

	(entrails)
	3

	(rest)
	32


Figure 4: overview of the number of responses per taboo category (bracketed selections are part of the other category)
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Figure 5: One-way ANOVA for the difference in groups between taboo choices. 
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Figure 6:  Distribution of responses concerning Tolerance to spice.
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Figure 7: Figure A, B and C (Anglo-saxon, Northern European and rest of the world) tests for normality of distribution
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Figure 8: Test result for equality of Variance test (Anglo-Saxon to Northern Europe): 
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Figure 9: Test result for equality of Variance test (Anglo-Saxon to Rest of World): 
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Figure 10: Independent samples t-test with equality of variances (Northern Europe):
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Figure 11: Independent Samples t-test with equality of variances (Rest of the world):
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Figure 12: Distribution of Tradition value scores.
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Figure 13: Skewness/Kurtosis tests for normality of Tradition value scores.
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Figure 14: Shapiro-Wilk test for normality of distribution of spicenum variable per tested groups (English speaking, Non-English speaking Northern Europeans, Rest of the world):
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Figure 15: Distributions of Tradition scores per country. 
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Figure 16: Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test (testable nationalities) for tradition values
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Figure 17: Wilcoxon rank sum test for Tradition values (rest of the world)
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Figure 18: Wilcoxon rank sum test for Tradition values (Northern Europe)

[image: ]
Figure 19: Kolmogorov Smirnov Test of fit of the Tradnum value into the Gelfand scores. 
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Figure 20: I-M test for the distribution of Eatnum values
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Figure 21: Overview of all models used to compute Eating out habits. 
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Figure 22: addition regression analysis (ordered only using the 6 testable nations (Canada, Australia, Netherlands, Germany, UK and US)
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Figure 23: Kolmogorov Smironov output table per Food value colour coded based on testability in K-W test

	Food Values
	K-W p-value

	Taste
	0.209

	Price
	0.906

	Nutrition
	0.418

	Convenience
	0.183

	Environmental Impact
	0.046

	Natural/Organic
	0.007

	Safety Regulation
	0.816

	Appearance
	0.989

	Fair-trade
	0.005

	Tradition
	0.033









Figure 24: Kruskal-Wallis test for the difference in groups for insurance coverage choice
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Figure 25: Table of Food value rank averages per Country



	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)

	
	Flight
	Laptop
	PT
	Dental
	Eyesight

	Main
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Australian
	0.452
	1.386
	2.565*
	-0.336
	-0.201

	
	(0.49)
	(1.71)
	(1.97)
	(-0.42)
	(-0.26)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	British
	0.0465
	-0.118
	1.361
	-0.665
	-1.705*

	
	(0.05)
	(-0.13)
	(0.93)
	(-0.95)
	(-2.02)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Canadian
	-0.241
	-0.405
	-12.891
	0.0690
	-0.488

	
	(-0.21)
	(-0.35)
	(-0.01)
	(0.08)
	(-0.59)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dutch
	1.733**
	0.624
	2.901**
	-0.480
	-0.201

	
	(2.90)
	(1.03)
	(2.61)
	(-0.87)
	(-0.38)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	German
	0.298
	-16.159
	1.584
	-1.070
	-1.453

	
	(0.33)
	(-0.01)
	(1.08)
	(-1.42)
	(-1.69)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	_cons
	-1.551***
	-1.386***
	-3.664***
	0.847*
	0.201

	
	(-3.73)
	(-3.51)
	(-3.62)
	(2.46)
	(0.63)

	N
	97
	88
	90
	97
	97


t statistics in parentheses
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Figure 26: Logit regression output for each type of Insurance per country. 
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Figure 27: K-W insurance of Insnum value per testable country
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Figure 28: Kolmogorov Smirnov test for the similarity of the distribution of Insnum values and the values of Hofstede’s “Uncertainty avoidance” cultural dimension. 
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         Dutch    22    1178.00  

      Canadian     7     394.00  

       British    11     403.00  

    Australian     8     299.00  

      American    40    1882.50  

                                 

    National~y   Obs   Rank Sum  

                                 

Kruskal-Wallis equality-of-populations rank test
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    Prob > |z| =   0.0003

             z =   3.655

Ho: Tradnum(Anglos~e==0) = Tradnum(Anglos~e==1)

adjusted variance      44315.21

                               

adjustment for ties    -2852.79

unadjusted variance    47168.00

    combined        131        8646        8646

                                               

           1         67      3652.5        4422

           0         64      4993.5        4224

                                               

 Anglosphere        obs    rank sum    expected

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test
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    Prob > |z| =   0.0490

             z =   1.969

Ho: Tradnum(German~e==0) = Tradnum(German~e==1)

adjusted variance      21328.94

                               

adjustment for ties    -1970.31

unadjusted variance    23299.25

    combined        106        5671        5671

                                               

           1         67        3297      3584.5

           0         39        2374      2086.5

                                               

Germanosph~e        obs    rank sum    expected

Two-sample Wilcoxon rank-sum (Mann-Whitney) test


image22.emf
 Combined K-S:       6.9000    0.000

 Cumulative:        -6.9000    0.000

 Tradnum:           -2.6333    0.000

                                    

 Smaller group       D       P-value  

           GelfandScore

One-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test against theoretical distribution
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               Total        68.67     89    0.9460

                                                   

            Kurtosis         0.96      1    0.3269

            Skewness        17.88     29    0.9466

  Heteroskedasticity        49.82     59    0.7970

                                                   

              Source         chi2     df      p

                                                   

Cameron & Trivedi's decomposition of IM-test
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       /cut4    2.5110882    2.7092313    2.4149701    1.7138008    2.1537272    2.1054497     2.244704  

       /cut3    1.3479041    1.4865017    1.1951562     .4398766    .88230556    .83408994    1.0229961  

       /cut2   -.75773177     -.731283   -1.0438161   -1.8896773   -1.4094535   -1.4648721   -1.2448645  

       /cut1   -2.7220332   -2.8138912    -3.182137   -4.1337824   -3.5551963    -3.615828   -3.4190754  

                                                                                                         

          3                                                                      .04934076   -1.5174506  

          2                                                                     -.24379778    -.5072084  

    Gender_n  

              

          6                                           -.60206215   -.47555568   -.48974986               

          5                                            .16622662    .02204375    .03181017               

          4                                           -1.1368714   -.96882973   -.94189965               

          3                                           -.56399795   -.86158412   -.89567833               

          2                                             .2579628   -.51155417   -.40714761               

EducationL~l  

              

 GrownupR1U0                             -.72270487   -1.0191944                             -.84892245  

Incomemont~R                 .00014684    .00013829    .00012288     .0001353    .00014273    .00015221  

              

     German    -1.1380536   -1.1948763   -1.1916615   -1.8458674   -1.7540302   -1.7191562   -.89062609  

      Dutch    -1.1859109   -1.3540969   -1.4736067   -1.6497974   -1.4917537   -1.4720146   -1.4705442  

   Canadian    -.02944128   -.46638696   -.53934397   -1.1889998   -.88220162   -.84768521   -.46758881  

    British    -1.0231432   -1.1347865    -1.067941     -1.01283   -1.1225366   -1.0105208   -.82438266  

 Australian    -.36441947   -.52807086   -.65741824   -1.2829281   -.91358663   -.94484297   -.71009158  

Nationalit~n  

Eatnum        

                                                                                                         

    Variable     model1       model2       model7       model6       model3       model4       model5    
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     GrownupR1U0    -.7227049   .4081575    -1.77   0.077    -1.522679    .0772691

IncomemonthlyEUR     .0001383   .0000738     1.87   0.061    -6.34e-06    .0002829

                  

         German     -1.191662   .7086258    -1.68   0.093    -2.580543    .1972195

          Dutch     -1.473607   .5083575    -2.90   0.004    -2.469969   -.4772443

       Canadian      -.539344   .7498564    -0.72   0.472    -2.009036    .9303476

        British     -1.067941    .657807    -1.62   0.104    -2.357219     .221337

     Australian     -.6574182   .7829064    -0.84   0.401    -2.191887    .8770501

   Nationality_n  

                                                                                  

          Eatnum        Coef.   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                                  

Log likelihood = -120.73082                     Pseudo R2         =     0.0646

                                                Prob > chi2       =     0.0197

                                                LR chi2(7)        =      16.67

Ordered logistic regression                     Number of obs     =         96
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-

Taste Price Nutrition ConvenienceEnvironmental ImpactNatural/organicSafety/Regulation Appearance Fair Trade Tradition

Combined K-S 1.000 0.045 1.000 0.389 0.039 0.016 0.868 0.639 0.115 0.296

Feasible in KW Test. 

Distribution Doesn’t differ

Infeasible for KW test. 

Distribution differs
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Taste Price Nutrition ConvenienceEnvironmental ImpactNatural/organicSafety/RegulationAppearanceFair Trade Tradition

American 2.0 5.5 2.3 5.7 5.1 6.5 4.8 5.1 6.4 7.7

British 2.2 5.0 3.5 4.6 3.9 8.2 4.6 5.0 4.7 9.3

Dutch 1.8 4.9 2.3 4.0 3.3 4.5 4.8 5.5 4.1 6.7

Canadian 1.1 5.1 3.1 5.0 3.6 7.7 5.3 5.0 7.4 7.3

German 2.3 5.0 3.8 5.3 2.9 6.1 6.0 5.7 5.3 8.3

Australian 2.4 5.1 3.0 5.3 4.1 6.4 5.0 5.8 4.8 8.0
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probability =     0.1109

chi-squared with ties =     8.955 with 5 d.f.

probability =     0.1304

chi-squared =     8.507 with 5 d.f.

                                 

        German     9     304.50  

                                 

         Dutch    22    1331.50  

      Canadian     7     307.50  

       British    11     420.50  

    Australian     8     440.00  

      American    40    1949.00  

                                 

    National~n   Obs   Rank Sum  

                                 

Kruskal-Wallis equality-of-populations rank test
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 Combined K-S:      65.0000    0.000

 Cumulative:       -65.0000    0.000

 Insnum:           -34.6667    0.000

                                    

 Smaller group       D       P-value  

           Hofstede

One-sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov test against theoretical distribution


image1.png
Summary statistics: mean, sd
by categories of: Nationality (Nationality)

Nationality Agenum Gender_n Grownu~0 Educat~l Income~R

American 27.325 1.3 .45 3.1 1129.744 Greek 30 2 0 5 750
11.13642 .4640955 .5038315 1.614041 1242.53 . . . .

Argentinian 21 2 0 4 2700 Indonesian 30 1 1 4 0

Australian 29.125 1.25 .25 2.75 1282.5 Irish 30 1 1 4 100
11.75266 .46291 .46291 1.669046 2092.113 . . . .

Belgian 16 1 1 1 0 Italian 30.5 1.5 0 5 400

. . . . . 13.43503 .7071068 0 0 565.6854

Brazilian 27 1 0 4.333333 366.6667 Japanese 21 1 0 4 1200
5.196152 0 0 .5773503 144.3376 . . . .

British 30.45455 1.818182 .5454545 4 784.0909 Latvian 21 1 0 4 1100

11.41371 .4045199 .522233 1.264911 851.2133 . . . .

Canadian 25.42857 1.571429 .2857143 3.857143 3179.286 Namibian 30 1 0 4 1570
5.940178 .5345225 .48795 1.676163 7425.518 . . . .
Danish 21 2 . 3 0 Polish 34 1.333333 .3333333 3.333333 1440

. . . . . 22.51666 .5773503 .5773503 2.081666 2222.791

Dutch 30.40909 1.409091 .3181818 3.772727 1197.727 Russian 33.66667 2 .3333333 2.333333 10743.33

16.29391 .5032363 .4767313 1.509709 2007.009 14.84363 0 .5773503 2.309401 16714

Egyptian 21 1 0 4 400 Slovak 21 2 1 1 300

Filipino 25.5 1 .5 4 0 Spanish 25.5 1 0 2.5 0

6.363961 0 .7071068 0 0 6.363961 0 0 2.12132 0

Finnish 24 1.666667 .3333333 3.666667 1166.667 Swedish 25.5 1 0 2.5 280

5.196152 .5773503 .5773503 .5773503 971.2535 6.363961 0 0 2.12132 395.9798

French 25.5 1.5 0 4.5 1650 Swiss 21 1 0 5 0
6.363961 .7071068 0 .7071068 2192.031 . . . .

German 24.44444 1.777778 .4444444 3.555556 577.7778 Total 27.72519 1.419847 .3615385 3.458015 1312.923

5.502525 .6666667 .5270463 1.943651 755.8568 11.17487 .5107189 .4823046 1.555435 3317.082
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Anglosphere Non-English speaking Northern EU countries Rest of the world

Australia Belgian Argentinian

Canada Danish Brazillian

Ireland Dutch Egyptian

New Zealand Finnish French

United Kingdom German Filipino

United States Swedish Greek

Swiss Japanese

Indonesian

Italian

Namibian 

Polish

Slovak

Spanish
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Nationalities

Mozzarella, 

Feta, 

Basilicum, 

Olive oil, 

Tomatoes, 

Garlic

Mustard, 

Onion, Black 

pepper, Milk, 

Rosemary, 

Potato

All Spice, 

Avocado, 

Habanero 

peppers , 

Sweet 

potato, 

Achiote, 

Corn

Turmeric, 

Cardamom, 

Chickpeas, 

Sour milk 

(Kifir), 

Yogurts, 

Pistachios

Buckwheat, 

Sour Cream, 

Dill, Paprika,  

Garlic

Beans, Corn, 

Millet, Okra, 

Sweet 

potatoes, 

Yams , 

Tamarind , 

Caraway

Sesame, 

Soya, Ginger, 

Peanut oil, 

Tofu, Fish 

Sauce

Garam 

Masala, 

Cayenne, 

Coconut, 

Curry, 

Cinnamon

Cumin, 

Koriander, 

Ras-al-

Hanout, 

Mint, 

Lentils

American 75.00% 67.50% 30.00% 10.00% 7.50% 27.50% 25.00% 15.00% 5.00%

British 81.82% 81.82% 18.18% 0.00% 9.09% 9.09% 18.18% 18.18% 0.00%

Dutch 81.82% 27.27% 31.82% 0.00% 9.09% 9.09% 36.36% 0.00% 13.64%

Canadian 71.43% 57.14% 42.86% 14.29% 0.00% 28.57% 28.57% 14.29% 14.29%

German 55.56% 55.56% 11.11% 11.11% 33.33% 33.33% 33.33% 0.00% 11.11%

Australian 50.00% 50.00% 50.00% 12.50% 0.00% 25.00% 25.00% 25.00% 0.00%

Argentinian 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Belgian 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Brazilian 66.67% 66.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Danish 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Egyptian 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Filipino 0.00% 50.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Finnish 33.33% 66.67% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.33% 66.67% 0.00% 0.00%

French 50.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 50.00%

Greek 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Indonesian 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Irish 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Italian 100.00% 50.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Japanese 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Latvian 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00%

Namibian 0.00% 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Polish 66.67% 33.33% 0.00% 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 33.33% 0.00%

Russian 66.67% 33.33% 33.33% 0.00% 33.33% 0.00% 0.00% 66.67% 33.33%

Slovak 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Spanish 100.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Swedish 50.00% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Swiss 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%


