Journal of
Retailing

Journal of Retailing 77 (2001) 57—-82

Can culture affect prices? A cross-cultural study of
shopping and retail prices

David Ackermaf, Gerard Telli§*

®California State University Northridge, Department of Marketing, School of Business and Economics,
Northridge, CA 91330-8377, USA
PUniversity of Southern California, Department of Marketing, School of Business Administration,
Los Angeles, CA 90089-1421, USA

Received 21 September 1999; received in revised form 22 August 2000; accepted 15 September 2000

Abstract

This study examines whether there are differences in consumers’ shopping behavior and produ
prices in grocery stores due to cultural orientation. The study uses a field setting in Souther
California, comparing samples of American and Chinese culture on two occasions, each five yea
apart. Theory suggests that price sensitivity and the importance of the status of buyers diffe
substantially between Chinese and American cultures. Consistent with these differences, the stu
finds that these two cultural groups have dramatically different shopping practices. Chinese us
multiple senses when examining unpackaged food, and do so far more than American shoppers. Th
also inspect many more items and take much more time to shop.

The differences in shopping behavior correspond to clear differences in prices between grocel
stores serving the two cultural groups. Chinese supermarkets have substantially lower prices acros
range of food products than mainstream American supermarkets. These differences ranged from 37
for packaged goods of the same brand and size to more than 100% for meats and seafood of the sg
type and description. These differences are similar across a span of five years. We argue th
differences in culture provide the most likely explanation for the differences in prices between the twc
types of super markets. © 2001 by New York University. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

The marketing literature differs in its findings about cross-cultural differences in behavior.
One stream of research finds differences that are relevant to marketers. For example, Grah
et al. (1988) and Graham (1983) find that Japanese, Chinese, Koreans and Americans dif
in their business negotiating strategies. They also find that these cross-cultural differences
strategy affect the process and outcomes of negotiations. In a similar vein, Clark (1990) ar
others suggest that national characteristics of behavior are unique and consistent over tin
These unique characteristics are due to shared norms, values and learned behaviors that re
to culture within national boundaries.

However, other studies find no cross-cultural differences among consumers. For exampl
Anderson and Engledow’s (1977) survey of German and American shoppers finds n
significant differences in attitudes toward the purchase process. Douglas and Craig’s (199
review of international marketing finds similarity in the cognitive processes of consumers
Dawar and Parker (1994) find that the relative importance of ‘brand name’, ‘price’, ‘physical
appearance’ and ‘retailer reputation’ as signals of quality for consumer products do ng
change across cultures. Even studies that find differences in consumer behavior acrc
national boundaries explain those differences by factors other than culture. For example, T
(1989) attributes differences in the content of advertising across national boundaries t
economic and political development. Douglas (1976) attributes differences in consume
attitudes to the working status of women. Gatignon et al. (1989) attribute differences ir
diffusion rates of innovations across nations to the sociological and demographic compos
tion of the nations.

These findings have implications for marketers. For example, Dawar and Parker (1994
conclude that “cultural segmentation based on signal-use levels may not be justified.” (p. 91
Douglas and Craig (1992) echo these sentiments when they state that “the increasit
mobility of consumers across national boundaries together with increased exposure
international communications suggests a need to pay greater attention to examining tt
impact of such trends on consumer values, attitudes, preferences and purchasing patterr
Levitt (1983) goes a step further. He assumes that differences across cultures and langua
are small enough as to justify mass strategies such as standardized brand names, packag
advertising and promotions across countries.

Why has this second set of studies not found cross-cultural differences in behavior? Man
factors may be responsible. First, cultural norms or values are not easily measured ar
quantified. Since they are difficult to quantify for study, their effects may be ignored or
attributed to structural factors. Second, some authors seek universals and in so doing, th
may bypass important cross-cultural differences. Third, some past studies have focused
modern industrial products, which have not been established long enough in a particul
society to have stimulated unique cultural meaning and use. Yet, cultural values and norn
can have a profound influence on consumer behavior.

The current study tries to avoid these limitations and makes several contributions. Firs
the study posits major differences in shopping behavior across cultures. In particular, |
suggests that Chinese, raised in a collectivist society that values price consciousness &
sophistication in money-handling, differ from Americans raised in an individualistic society
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that traditionally does not have the same values. Second, the study suggests that retaili
strategy may vary in response to cultural differences. As a result pricing tactics may diffel
in response to or to attract consumers of different cultural orientation. Third, the findings o
this study support the use of observation as an important tool for cross-cultural marketin
research. The differences in shopping behavior observed between Chinese and Americ
shoppers were large and immediately clear. Lastly, this study indicates that the abov
cross-cultural differences and retailer reactions are consistent across a span of five yea
Thus, they are not easily explained by short-term trends or economic cycles.

We focus on Chinese and American cultures for several reasons. First, they are highl
dissimilar. The Chinese have a rich cultural heritage that is distinct in origin and develop-
ment from American culture. Second, Chinese and Americans live in the most populous an
the most economically advanced nations of the world, respectively. These nations have h:
and will continue to have major impact on world culture and economy. Third, economic anc
political changes in the last few decades have brought these two cultural systems in dire
contact, and often in conflict, in the states bordering the Pacific Ocean. Thus a study of the
differential impact on shopping and retailing may be timely and revealing.

The rest of the article is organized into three sections. The first section discusses tr
impact of cultural orientation on shopping behavior, specifically its effect on price con-
sciousness and the status of buyers. The second section describes two empirical studi
Study 1 observes measurable differences in shopping behaviors between “Chinese” a
“American” consumers. Study 2 looks for systematic differences in pricing between super
markets serving different groups that may be due not to structural factors, but to shoppin
behavior. The final section discusses the implications of the study.

2. Cultural orientation and shopping behavior

For purposes of this study, we focus on the culturally based norms (appropriate behavic
in a situation) and values (desirable behavior across situations) that would lead to differenc
in shopping behavior between Chinese and Americans. These values and norms are pas
on from the community to an individual as he or she is socialized within the community.
Consumers learn values and norms about the acquisition, consumption and disposal
products through socialization in their communities (Moschis, 1987). Thus cultural values
and norms become a primary explanation of similarities in behavior of individuals within the
community, and differences in the behavior of individuals across communities.

A community’s social behavior is heavily influenced by language, through which a
culture’s values and norms are communicated (Lamal, 1991). Language, which is th
principal means of communication, evolves closely with the culture of a community, and is
a key means of cultural expression. Communication has been found to be a major detern
nant of cultural orientation among immigrants (O’Guinn & Faber, 1985; Kim, 1977).

This cross-cultural focus suggests two surrogate measures for it; primary language spok
at home and country of birth. Since language is closely related to and is an expression of tt
culture of an individual, the primary language spoken at home would indicate the cultura
allegiance of that individual. Further, since an individual imbibes a community’s culture
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during the early years of socialization, the country of one’s birth would also indicate the
individual’s culture.

Based on these principles, the terdniericans ” refers to those individuals who were
born in the United States and whose primary language is English. Note, that this terr
includes Chinese Americans who were born in the United States and whose primar
language is English. The ternChinesé refers to those individuals who were born in the
People’s Republic of China, Hong Kong or Taiwan and whose primary language is writter
Chinese and any spoken dialect of Chinese, the native language in their original country c
affiliation. Initially, we grouped “Chinese” by country of origin, People’s Republic of China,
Hong Kong and Taiwan, following Tse et al. (1989). The respondents from the People’s
Republic of China were dropped from the study due to their small numbers in the sample
Preliminary results indicated no significant differences in either the survey or the observatio
between subjects from Hong Kong and Taiwan on the measured variables, so the two grou
were merged into one “Chinese” categdry¥he rest of the paper uses the terms “Chinese”
and “Americans” to imply the specific meanings in the definitions above, and not the
meaning of citizens of China and the USA, respectively, that these terms normally have.

Note that the definition of “Chinese” excludes individuals who emigrated from China but
whose primary language is not Chinese, and individuals who were born in the US and whos
primary language is Chinese. The definitions also exclude some bilingual individuals. Suc
individuals share more than one culture, but are not clear representatives of either one. Als
based on our explanation of culture above, we should have measured country of upbringir
rather than that of birth, although we do not think our sample or results would have change
much.

Ethnicity is a demographic characteristic that describes the national or geographic origil
of an individual. Thus people within the US may be ethnic Chinese or Armenian, if they or
their ancestors came from China or Armenia respectively. Studies often measure ethnicity &
surname (Stayman & Deshpande, 1989; Saegert et al., 1985). As with nationality, ethnicit
alone may not be a good measure of cultural groups. The reason is that individuals c
different ethnic groups can share the same culture through assimilation. For example, four
generation descendants of German and English immigrants in the US are often culturall
indistinguishable. Also, individuals who are part of the same ethnic group can have differer
cultures through dispersions. For example, fourth generation Chinese immigrants into Me
laysia and the US are culturally distinct from each other and from Chinese in Mainlanc
China.

2.1. Chinese immigrants in Southern California

Southern California is a good laboratory for studying cultural differences. Large segment:
of first generation immigrants from the same country live together in a city. They form
spatially separate communities, immersing members in media, social life, shopping an
language from their culture of origin. To preserve their cultural roots, they send their childrer
to Chinese school on Saturdays, in addition to regular school on weekdays. The larg
Chinese speaking community in Southern California especially is more affluent, diverse i
educational background and type of business operated than in other parts of the country.
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large part, they do not live in deteriorating inner-core urban centers but in multicenter
middle-class suburban communities (Tseng, 1994). The majority of this population has bee
in the United States less than 10 years and retains strong connections with their place
origin. As Horton (1995) points out, the Chinese immigrants in this area have enough huma
capital and economic resources to avoid the traditional routes of assimilation. On the othe
hand, these immigrants share the same infrastructure, government and resources w
surrounding communities. Thus with care, one can identify groups of individuals that have
the same socio-economic status but differ by the norms and values of their respectiv
cultures.

We recognize that there will be some degree of acculturation. The “Chinese” in Souther
California will be more exposed to American culture than individuals in China. Also,
because Southern California has so many Chinese-speaking residents, the “Americans”
Southern California are more likely to be exposed to Chinese culture than those in other par
of the country. These factors favor the null hypothesis of no differences in consumel
behavior between the two groupsny observed differences in behavior between these two
groups suggest that such differences may be even more pronounced between better rep
sentatives of their cultures

2.2. Distinction from research on subcultures and shopping

Some earlier studies looked at attitudes toward shopping and store pricing among ethn
groups in Southern California. They found differences between those groups in brand an
store preferences as well as in the types of information sources used by consume
(Darymple et al., 1970). Results also indicate that the prices paid by non-Anglo consumei
were higher than those paid by Anglo consumers regardless of the ethnicity of the mercha
(Sturdivant, 1969; Sturdivant & Wilhelm, 1968).

Our study differs from those studies in three important aspects. First, the two groups w
compare (“Chinese” and “Americans”) do not really constitute subcultures. In general, the
“Chinese” as we defined them are members of a large and recent immigrant group that st
speak their native language at home. As such, they are considered distinct from ethn
subcultures because they do not yet have enough contact with the mainstream culture (Mill
et al., 1998; Penaloza, 1994). For example, Penaloza (1994) found that although there w
adaptation by Mexican immigrants to new circumstances, in some areas such as foc
shopping, consumer patterns were very similar to that which they experienced in Mexico
They lived in close proximity to but were distinct from the Mexican American subculture.
Similarly, the Chinese immigrant community in Southern California lives close to but is
distinct from the English-speaking Asian American subculture.

Second, subjects in the “American” group could be part of any ethnic category,
including Chinese American or Japanese American, as long as the country-of-birth is th
United States and the sole language used at home is English. Similarly, subjects in tf
“Chinese” group only include only first generation immigrants whose primary language
is Chinese. Ethnic differences become less pronounced after successive generations
residence in the country. Groups such as the Japanese Americans were quite wi
assimilated at the time of study (Darymple et al., 1970). However, cultural (as we define
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the term) differences are likely to be more evident, and more important in an age o
increasing internationalization.

Third, we use a triangulation of methods to examine cultural influences on shoppinc
behavior, including a survey, interviews and observation of shopping behavior and of stor
prices. Self-report methods alone, such as survey and interviews, may be imprecise methc
for studying cultural differences, because the methods involve culturally based modes c
communication.

2.3. Cross-cultural differences in shopping behavior

There is an extensive literature examining the influence of cross-cultural differences i
consumption (Jacobs et al., 1991; Belk, Wallendorf & Sherry, 1989; Wallendorf & Arnould,
1988; Belk, 1988; Belk, Wallendorf, Sherry, Holbrook & Roberts, 1988; Gilly, 1988; Levy,
1959). Cultural orientation may have an effect not just on product meaning after acquisition
but on the actual process of shopping.

Shopping activity is a social event whose meaning is likely to be even more closely tiec
to culture than the meaning of the product. Although some early research does examir
mundane consumer shopping using ethnographic methods (Wells & LoScioto, 1966), rece
interest in the area has grown (e.g., Miller, 1998; Miller et al., 1998; McGrath & Otnes, 1995;
Otnes et al., 1995). Miller et al. (1998) found that shopping as an activity was not just abou
product acquisition but was very much a part of social relationships. Miller et al. (1998)
document how the shopping place can provide identity for its participants, especially fol
groups that might be gradually losing their distinctive identity.

Shopping does not have to be just for the functional purpose of product purchase. Fc
example, Sherry (1990) examines the role of shopping in the flea market. He suggests th
people are not just led to the flea market for the utilitarian function of the purchase, but als
for the satisfaction they derive from the shopping environment itself, so that the shoppin
activity becomes more important than the purchase of products. Lehtonen and Maenp:
(1997) outline the differences between shopping as pleasure and task. They suggest ti
shopping for pleasure can be an end in and of itself. Some societies also place a high soc
value on the spending out of money while shopping. Miller (1997) finds that in some
circumstances, for Trinidadians spending of money as quickly as possible while shoppin
demonstrates allegiance to friends and family.

Shopping behavior can be learned behavior from school or parents (Carlson & Grossbal
1988; Wackman et al., 1977), but it can also be social behavior that is adopted from societ
norms that define what is desirable (Cialdini et al., 1990). Shopping behavior like any othe
behavior is open to influence by the norms of the social group with which one identifies. One
compares oneself and adjusts one’s behaviors more with similar others than with dissimile
others (Miller et al., 1988). If one’s social group values shopping in second hand thrift store:
on Saturdays, one may then engage in that activity with a much greater intensity than thos
outside of the social or cultural groups.
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2.4. High price sensitivity: the frugal shopper

Chinese differ substantially in their attitude and behavior to public and private consump:
tion goods. For public consumption goods and especially gifts, Chinese shoppers are stat
conscious and not frugal (Yau, 1994). Collectivist and individualist societies provide dif-
ferent motives for luxury consumption (Ahuvia & Wong, 1998; Hofstede, 1980). In a
collectivist culture such as China, the symbolic meanings of public goods are more importar
than in an individualist culture. Social recognition is more important when social relations
are stronger (Schutte, 1998). Social norms of reciprocity in gift giving in China also
contribute to the importance of the symbolic meaning of public consumption goods. Statu
goods and high prices symbolize the importance of the relationship to the giver.

On the other hand, for private consumption goods Chinese are probably quite pric
conscious and pragmatic shoppers (Li & Gallup, 1995). The description of Chinese as pric
conscious shoppers has not only been applied to developing Mainland China (Frankenste|
1986; Pye, 1982), but also to Chinese in other countries, including Taiwan (Roo, 1989) an
the affluent mercantile societies of overseas Chinese (Seagrave, 1995).

Collectivism may be an important factor leading to frugality in private consumption
(Schutte, 1998). Chinese attach a higher value to personal relationships, but a lower value
material goods than consumers in more individualistic societies. This valuation leads t
greater pragmatism in purchases of products for private consumption. This explanation |
supported by recent surveys that indicate Chinese consumers place a low priority o
spending for private consumption (Scarry, 1996).

A social norm of frugality among Chinese also contributes to price consciousness (Wei
denbaum, 1996; Redding, 1990). This norm may stem from a lack of external sources c
social welfare outside of the family in traditional Chinese society (Fang, 1999). Chinese
obtain security primarily through accumulation of wealth within the family, leading to
frugality on purchases of goods for personal use. Note also that Chinese in China, Taiwe
and Singapore (Cao, Fan & Woo, 1997; Leppert, 1990) presently have among the ver
highest household savings rates in the world.

There is a norm of sophistication with money handling that has long existed, especially ir
South China and the mercantile overseas Chinese communities (Redding, 1990; Freedm:
1979). These Chinese did not hoard money, but neither did they waste it. Rather the
invested money to attain the highest return. Freedman (1979) suggests that this norm evolv
from the respectability of accumulating wealth, the relative infrequency with which this
wealth was confiscated and the high degree of financial dealings among friends and fami
in Chinese society.

Price consciousness may contribute to such shopping behavior as widespread haggli
(Fang, 1999). For example, Jacobs et al. (1984) report that more than 50% of all stores the
sampled in Hong Kong, Taiwan and Singapore were retailers that allowed bargaining. Thi
proportion is several times higher than the that of 10% in Latin America and 3% in South
Africa. Of specific interest to this study, Hong Kong, Taiwan and Singapore had the highes
percentage of food and drug stores that allowed price bargaining.

The high price sensitivity of Chinese buyers should result in shopping differences
between “Chinese” and “Americans.” In particular, Kolodonsky (1990) and Doti and
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Sharir (1980) use shopping time as an indicator of price search behavior. Others sugge
that savings on a purchase is a benefit consumers derive from expending time on sear
(Urbany et al., 1996; Dickson and Sawyer, 1990). We apply this reasoning to shoppin
behavior within a retail market. We posit that price conscious shoppers would take mor
time and search through more items before purchasing the best for the money than oth
shoppers. Since the “Chinese” have grown up in a culture that values price consciousne
we hypothesize that there will be more of this type of extensive in-store search by
shoppers. Thus,

H,: When shopping, “Chinese” take more time to search per item purchased than
“Americans” do.

H,: “Chinese” examine more items per product purchased than “Americans” do.

2.5. Impact of shopping behavior on retail prices

Could these differences in shopping behavior influence store pricing? The Chines
come from a society in which the “buyer is king.” Chinese business culture places a higl
degree of importance upon status (Fang, 1999). Due to the higher status of buyers, selle
more readily defer to their interests (Graham et al., 1994; Graham et al., 1988). Grahal
(1983) found that this status difference allowed buyers to do better than sellers relativ
to their counterparts in societies where status of buyers is not as important such as tt
United States.

If sellers yield more to buyers in business negotiations, we can expect them to do the san
in retail settings. Studies on negotiation behavior have traditionally looked at buyers an
sellers within the context of business-to-business negotiations (Graham et al., 1994; Grahe
et al.,, 1988; Schurr & Ozanne, 1985; Clopton, 1984). These findings can explain hov
consumer-shopping differences across cultures may affect prices and quality offered L
retailers. Grocery retailing, especially in Southern California, is highly competitive with
small margins and daily changes in prices. Thus profit maximization based on such consum
behaviors is likely to be not only normal but also necessary.

The economics of information suggests that differences in consumers’ search fo
prices can affect the prices that firms offer (Salop & Stiglitz, 1977; Varian, 1980).
Cultural differences in the shopping behaviors of the consumers may affect their searc
for prices and thus the pricing strategy of firms. So, if &hd H, were true, then
“Chinese” would be much more selective in the products they purchase than “Ameri-
cans.” Customers who are informed and shop carefully for food prompt retailers to
supply lower priced products. Similarly, for food products which have tangible or
searchable attributes, quality conscious buyers would engage in a more extensiy
attribute search, and would be better able to determine whether levels of attributes matc
levels of prices (Rao, 1992). So if,Hind H, were true, retailers would likely offer lower
prices for comparable quality to “Chinese,” than to “Americans.” In contrast, in markets
where consumers are less motivated to search for information, retailers would offe
higher priced or lower quality products (Tellis & Wernerfelt, 1987).

Could lower costsalone drive lower prices? Not necessarily. Just because firms have
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lower costs, does not mean that they will have lower prices. In the absence of consume
sensitivity to low prices, a profit-maximizing retailer with low costs may still keep prices

high to retain profits. Further, the force of demand can affect the way firms manage thei
costs. Demand for low prices can motivate retailers to improve quality or lower costs to mee
demand adequately. Conversely, when demand is less sensitive to price, retailers may be I
motivated to lower costs or increase quality, leading to the existence of inefficient firms
(Salop & Stiglitz, 1977; Tellis & Wernerfelt, 1987). Thus demand can be more of an
influence than supply in motivating firms to lower prices and improve quality. This line of

reasoning suggests that:

H;. Prices in Chinese supermarkets are lower than those in mainstream American
supermarkets for comparable products.

In contrast to the above argument based on cultural orientation and the economics «
information, traditional economic theory suggests a rival hypothesis based on economies
scale. The large chain supermarket can have lower costs because of its ability to buy in lar
quantities, or negotiate lower prices from suppliers (Lusch & Dunne, 1990; Porter, 1985
Berman, 1979). In addition, the large chain supermarket is better able to spread the fixe
costs of building, inventory, and administration over a large base of sales. In the absence
differences in demand across “Chinese” and “Americans,” these economies of scale cou
translate into lower prices at large chain stores relative to nonchain or small chain store
(Mason et al., 1993). Now most Mainstream American supermarkets tend to be larger the
Chinese supermarkets. Hence, a hypothesis based on traditional economic theory and para
to the one we proposed ingl is:

H,g: Prices in mainstream American supermarkets are higher than those in Chinese
supermarkets for comparable products.

3. Empirical research

We conducted two studies to test these hypotheses. Study 1 tests hypothesesHi
through an observation of the behavior of “Chinese” and “Americans.” Study 2 tests the riva
hypotheses . and Hyg by observation of the differences in the retail prices in stores
frequented by the two groups. We first discuss the data collection and sampling for th
studies, and then proceed to describe each study.

3.1. Data collection

The primary method of data collection in this paper is direct observation of both shoppinc
behavior and actual prices. The survey has several advantages over observation. It is fas
more convenient, less costly, and can access unobservable mental processes as well as
phenomena. However, observation has some critical advantages over survey especially -
cross-cultural research.

First, Wells and Lo Sciuto (1966) point out that direct observation tells us “what people
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do, not what they say.” The former is much more revealing of cultural differences than the
latter. Second, people are not always aware of why they act in a certain way. A learne
behavior is often a habitual rather than a conscious act. Common everyday behaviors, su
as shopping behaviors, are especially likely to follow this pattern. They are repetitive
activities that are best described by observation. Third, surveys suffer from self-report bia
since respondents tend to answer in socially desirable ways. Such response can becom
problem especially when an immigrant group is immersed in a dominant culture (Fisher
1993). Finally, if performed correctly, observation can yield rich data about aspects of the
phenomena under study that were unknown before (Hirschman, 1986; Hudson & Ozann
1988).

Observation has limitations as well. In many contexts it cannot stand alone for cross
cultural research. Other research tools that allow us to interpret the complexity of behavior
are helpful. Although we felt it was better just to describe the habitual behaviors involved in
the process of choosing produce, we conducted interviews to ascertain cultural differences
the overall perception of food shopping.

3.2. Research design

This study adopts a quasi-experimental approach, using cities and supermarkets in L
Angeles County to represent the two cultures under study. We use thetersiexperi-
mental because the two conditions (cities and supermarkets) we sampled differ naturally o
culture, rather than because of our treatment. For each study, we chose to take two samp
five years apart to see if the patterns of cross-cultural differences in behaviors were consiste
across time. Perhaps cultural differences could be attributed to rapidly changing fads c
economic cycles. In the present sample, the Southern California economy is robust and tl
East Asian economies are faltering. Five years ago, the situation was the reverse. Southe
California was in a deep recession and the economies of China, Taiwan and Hong Kong we
booming.

In particular, we select two cities in the county, Rowland Heights and Brea. Within these
cities, as within many parts of Southern California, Chinese supermarkets have emerged
cater to the growing Chinese speaking population. These supermarkets are similar in sce
and scope to the mainstream American supermarkets with three exceptions. First, the prodt
mix is more favorable to Chinese tastes, carrying for example, preferred fish, vegetable
fruits and cereals. Second, the supermarkets are more likely to be owned by Chinese th
would many of the leading mainstream supermarkets. Third, employees in these superme
kets are more likely to be Chinese.

Although Chinese immigrants constitute only 21% of the population, Rowland Heights
(US Bureau of the Census, 1994) and neighboring communities have a high concentration
Chinese immigrant-owned retail stores and light industry. We chose Rowland Height:
because it is the location for three Chinese supermarkets even though the customer base
these supermarkets is drawn from an area that extends beyond Rowland Heights. The sam
of “Chinese” is drawn from the Chinese supermarkets. We initially thought of also drawing
shoppers for the “American” sample from supermarkets in Rowland Heights, but the result
of a presurvey revealed that the shoppers at these supermarkets were less educated and
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Table 1

Findings of shopping behavior in supermarkets

English Chinese Test of differences
speaking speaking
consumers consumers
1A. Sample characteristics
Sample size 120 120
Household income ($1000) 45-60 45-60 t(1201.26, p= .21
Education level (years) 15 15 t(126) 1.58, p= .12
Household size (members) 3 3.3 t(126)2.45, p< .05
Commercial lease rates 1.10 1.60
(Average $ per square foot)
Burglary rates 8 14
(Average per 1000 people)
Ratio: working to non-working 67:33 73:27 t(126) 3.33, p< .01
1B. Observations of shopping
(Selection of Bananas
No. of bunches touched per selection: CultireGender:
Male 2.1 4.6 F(1,239)5 12.63, p< .01
Female 1.4 7.4
Time per selection: Cultur Gender:
Male 13.9 38.8 F(1,2395 15.45, p< .01
Female 7.7 54.2
1C. Observations of other
shopping activities*
No. of shoppers smelling fruit 0 13
No. of shoppers digging for fruit 2 40
No. of shoppers scratching and 1 17
tapping skin of fruit
1D. Observations of prices**
Vegetable prices $1.00 $0.45 F(1,29)19.93, p< .01
Meats/seafood prices $6.64 $2.98 F(1,2917.37, p< .01
Packaged foods prices $1.86 $1.35 F(1,2923.56, p< .01
Average prices $3.23 $1.63 F(1,89)32.06, p< .01
1E. Observation of shopping
in same store
No. of fruit touched per selection: 1.7 6.4 t(28)3.02, p< .01
Time per selection: 7.5 18.9 t(29) 3.76, p< .01

* Numbers too small to test.
** Test is nested within categories.

a lower income level than the “Chinese.” These differences do not reflect the situatior
elsewhere in the United States. So we chose the neighboring city of Brea for the “American
sample, because the demographics of the shoppers at the mainstream supermarkets in E
were similar to those of the “Chinese” at Chinese supermarkets in Rowland Heights. Th
percentage of Chinese immigrants was insignificantly small in Brea and the percentage
monolingual English speakers is 83%. A prestudy survey confirmed that shoppers at th
supermarkets in these two cities have similar socio-economic characteristics (Talfle 1A)

The differences between the “Chinese” and “American” sample is signifipantQ.05) only

for ‘household size’'.
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For the sample of Chinese supermarkets, we selected all three supermarkets in Rowla
Heights. For the sample of Mainstream American supermarkets, we drew at random from
telephone directory three supermarkets in Brea. We selected supermarkets so that no t
could be chosen from the same chain or ownership. Each of the two studies involves
comparison of key variables in these two types of supermarkets. Study 1 is an observatic
of the actual behavior of shoppers and Study 2 is a comparison of prices in these two type
of supermarkets.

For Study 1, we observed 1 out of every 5 shoppers entering the produce section to sele
summer fruit. The observer held a clipboard, wore a typed nametag and appeared to |
checking inventory. In a pretest sample of 10, subjects were asked at the checkout line if the
noticed that they were being observed in the store and, if so, where. None of the responder
knew that they were being observed in the produce section. Respondents had to meet t
qualifications to be included in the survey. In the Chinese supermarkets, for a respondent
qualify as a “Chinese”, his or her nation of birth had to be China, Taiwan or Hong kKo,
his or her primary language spoken at home had to be Chinese. In the mainstream sup
markets, for a respondent to qualify as a subject in the “American” sample, his or her natio
of birth had to be the United States and his or her primary language spoken in the home he
to be English.

We approached everybody, regardless of appearance. There were only ethnic Chinese
the Rowland Heights sample and Caucasians, two African Americans and one Chines
American (monolingual English-speaking, born in the United States). The subjects wer:
intercepted for this information (in English for the “American” sample and Chinese for the
“Chinese” sample) immediately after the observation was completed. The rejection rate we
4% at the mainstream American supermarkets and 10% at the Chinese supermarkets.

From the presurvey, we knew that the variables of income, education level and family siz
were approximately equal across the supermarkets for the two cultural groups. We tested a
and marital status in a pilot observation for a sample of respondents; they were not correlate
with behavior. The exception was for those respondents over 65 who showed differer
behavior than those under 65, but this difference may be due to other factors, such as tl
effect of free time in retirement, rather than to age itself.

For Study 2, we selected food products that are commonly used in both Chinese ar
American cultures. The food products were categorized into three clusters: vegetables, me
and fish, and packaged goods. Prices for each food product in every product category al
supermarket were collected on two separate occasions four weeks apart.

4. Study 1: what people actually do when shopping
4.1. Method

This study used direct observation to examine shopping behavior. We examined tw
separate samples of consumers five years apart and for different products. A sample of 2.

shoppers was observed choosing bananas. Five years previous to this data collection, 1
shoppers were observed choosing summer fruit. The data collectors were an American wi
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speaks Mandarin Chinese and a Chinese who speaks Cantonese. We observed the shop
behavior of these individuals and asked subjects demographic information outside the sto
after they finished shopping.

We chose to look at shopping for bananas and for summer fruit (peaches, plums an
nectarines) for several reasons. First, the quality and characteristics of fruits vary from da
to day and require careful inspection by consumers. Second, similar fruits are available :
both types of supermarkets. Third, shoppers are familiar with these types of fruits in bott
cultures. The peach has long had its place in Chinese art and literature, and the plum is tl
national flower of Taiwan. These fruits are quite common in the United States as well. Lastly
these fruits are different enough (edible vs. inedible skin, flavor, etc.) that similar patterns o
shopping behavior differences across the samples can be attributed not to the product but
behaviors consistent with the population.

The observers stationed themselves at the produce section inconspicuously recording t
behavior of shoppers purchasing fruit. If there were a shopping party, only the individual
physically doing the selection was observed. There was no case of two individuals selectir
fruit at the same time in the same shopping party. The observers recorded the number of fr
that individuals physically inspected and the number they actually purchased as indicated |
placement in individuals’ shopping cart or bag. They also recorded the time of the shoppin
episode from the moment individuals’ first physical inspected a fruit to the moment they
placed the last item into their bag or cart. If there were any outside interference during thi:
process, the observation was discarded.

Since shopping behavior is not restricted to sight and touch, the observer also recorde
other senses that individuals used in shopping, such as the tasting, smelling, or sounding
fruit. Interviews were also conducted with a sample of shoppers. The interviews were
conducted in Chinese for the “Chinese” sample and in English for the “American” sample
These interviews allowed us to probe further into the meaning of shopping as an activity ir
each group.

4.2. Results

The results of Study One were consistent across time. The results of the present samy
are displayed in Table 1B. Subjects in the “Chinese” sample touched four times as man
bunches of bananas as subjects in the “American” sample. The difference in fruits touche
to those chosen (6.4 for “Chinese” vs. 1.6 for “Americans”) is significantly different from 0.
Similarly, subjects in the “Chinese” sample took more than four times as long to shop for
bananas per bunch chosen as subjects in the “American” sample. The difference in shoppi
time per bunch chosen (48.3 s per item chosen for “Chinese” vs. 9.9 s for “Americans”) is
significantly different from 0.

Similar results, displayed in Table 3A, were found for the sample taken five years ago
“Chinese” subjects touched more than twice as many fruits as “American” subjects. The
differences in means of fruits touched to those chosen (5.2 for “Chinese” vs. 2 for “Amer-
icans”) are significant. “Chinese” subjects took almost three times as long to shop per frui
purchased as subjects in the “American” sample. This mean difference (19.7 s per itet
chosen for “Chinese” vs. 7.2 s for “Americans”) was also significant.
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We found large differences in results by gender (Fig. 1). The culture x gender interactior
was significant for both number of fruits touchde(1,239)= 12.63,p < .01) and for time
taken to select the fruitH(1,239) = 15.45,p < .01). Men were choosier shoppers than
women in the “American” sample. They took almost twice as long inspecting fruit, and
inspected almost twice as many fruit as women. This result may be counter intuitive to some
as shopping for fruit may not appear to be a ‘manly’ activity by traditional American gender
roles. In contrast to the “American” sample, women took longer and inspected more frui
than men in the “Chinese” sample. These differences may reflect who does the shopping a
budgeting in the family in each of the cultures, as we explain in the discussion section. /
similar culture x gender interaction, displayed in Table 3A, was also found in the earlier
sample.

Our observation of other shopping activities is also quite revealing (see Table 1C)
Subjects in the “Chinese” sample used other senses besides touch, and also use other ty
of shopping actions much more than shoppers in the “American” sample did. Of these, sme
may be the most important because it indicates the freshness and aroma of food. Hum
satisfaction from consuming food is more a product of smell than of taste; that is why arom:
may be an important factor in selecting unpackaged edible goods. Many more “Chinese
smelled fruit before purchase than subjects in the “American” sample. Digging and shifting
produce was very common shopping behavior among subjects in the “Chinese” sample. Oi
third of the subjects in “Chinese” sample engaged in this behavior while only three in the
“American” sample did so. Many “Chinese” also scratched or tapped the skin of the banana:
an action performed by only one of the “Americans.” However, subjects in neither sample
tasted fruit before purchasing. This result may have to do with the nature of the product—
tasting fruit, the size of a peach or nectarine is more akin to shoplifting than inspection.

5. Study 2: what prices people actually pay
5.1. Method

Study Two compares prices in the Chinese and mainstream American supermarkets. /
in Study One, we collected two samples five years apart to determine if the results wer
consistent across time. We collected these data by observation at the same Chinese ¢
mainstream American supermarkets as in Study One. The volume of sales, as observed
the recorded number of shoppers and number of items selected during equivalent tin
periods, wamot significantly different for any of the supermarkets. We collected data by
visiting all of the Chinese and mainstream supermarkets twice, on the same day of the wee
four weeks apart. The data points within each group of stores are the prices of comparab
products across stores.

An important question in comparing prices across supermarkets is the choice of apprc
priate food products. We selected food products that would be commonly used by bot
groups. We also selected three categories of food products: vegetables, meat and fish, &
packaged foods. Within each category, we sampled five food products (Table 2).

We examinechonpromotional and noncoupon pricedle did not consider promotional
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Table 2

Products in sample

Product category Sampled products

Vegetables Spinach, green onions, cilantro, eggplant and sweet potatoes.

Meats and fish Boneless chicken thighs, whole chickens, pork chops, fresh shrimp (small) and
scallops.

Packaged foods Cookies (comparable flavors and sizes of packages), canned mixed vegetables, canne

sweetened condensed milk, cooking oil (same size and type), and corn starch.

prices because stores adopt a great variety of promotional formats, which makes comparisc
across stores difficult. For example, one store may offer coupons while another may offer
“free bag of rice for $20 of purchases.” None of the supermarkets selected had an “every de
low price” strategy.

We used a nested multifactor ANOVA to analyze the data. There are two factors of
interest: Product Category and Cultural Group, each of which has other factors nested with
them. Product is nested within Product Category since the same items do not appear in mc
than one category. Similarly, Store is nested within Cultural Group since the same store dos
not appear in more than one cultural group.

5.2. Results

The results of the present sample are in Table 1D. The table shows clear and significa
differences in the mean prices of products by cultural group. Prices were significantly lowe
in Chinese supermarkets than in the mainstream supermarkets. These differences are
small. The average prices over fifteen food products were more than 20% higher at mair
stream supermarkets than at Chinese supermarkets. Chinese stores also had significal
lower prices than mainstream markets within all three product categories, and for ever
individual food product (%ninese market= $1.63, Xainstream market= $3.23). The main-
stream supermarkets had the smallest difference in price relative to the Chinese supermark
in the category of packaged foods. For packaged foods, food manufacturers may give bigg
price breaks to large chains such as Vons or Ralphs than to the smaller Chinese supermar
chains. Yet, even in this product category, Chinese supermarkets had significantly lowe
prices than the mainstream supermarkets ($1.35 to $1.86). These results support hypothe
H;, and not hypothesis 4.

Results of similar data collected five years previous to this study are consistent wit
present results (Table 3B). At this time, prices were consistently lower in the Chinese tha
in the mainstream supermarketsg¥X.cse marke= $1-69, Xuainstream marke= $2.12). This
was true even for branded, packaged goods,(¥se marke= $2.26, X painstream Market=
$2.42,F(29) = 4.23).
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Table 3
Observations of prices (5 years previous to present data)
Chinese English Test of differences
speaking speaking
consumers consumers
3A. Observations of shopping
Selection of summer fruit
No. of fruit touched per selection: Cultuve gender:
Male 25 45 F(1,120) 14.08, p< .01
Female 15 59
Time per selection: Cultur gender:
Male 9.6 17.5 F(1,120¥% 15.78, p< .01
Female 4.8 22.8
3B. Observations of prices
Vegetable prices $0.80 $0.55 F(1,29)50.56, p< .01
Meats/seafood prices $3.15 $2.26 F(1,29%5.62, p< .01
Packaged foods prices $2.42 $2.26 F(1,29%.23, p< .05
Average prices $2.12 $1.69 F(1,89)50.48, p< .01

6. Discussion

There has been much cross-cultural research in marketing. Some studies have tested
cross-cultural validity of models and theories (Griffin et al., 2000; Aaker, 1997; Dawar &
Parker, 1994). Other research looks at cross-cultural differences in consumption (Zee, 199
Arnould et al., 1989; Wallendorf & Arnould, 1988). Another stream of research provides
ethnographic accounts of shopping in various cultures (Miller et al., 1998; Miller, 1997). Yet,
few studies have examined cross-cultural differences in shopping behavior and its impact ¢
retail strategy.

The findings of this paper suggest that cultural orientation can have an impact on th
behavior of consumers and on firm behavior. Using observation, the current study foun
sharp differences in shopping behavior in supermarkets between “Chinese” and “Americar
customers. Customers in the “Chinese” sample engaged in a more extensive inspection
items when shopping for food than did “American” customers. They examined more
products per item purchased and took more time to make the purchase. “Chinese” used ott
senses more extensively when purchasing food, such as touching and smelling. They al
used taste and sound tests occasionally. For example, melons are not a part of the sample,
subjects in the “Chinese” sample often used melon thumping to test melons by sound.

Our observations also indicated other behavioral differences. At the produce section ¢
mainstream supermarkets, social interactions between single adults were very commc
Social behavior between adults who did not arrive together occurred 12 times in the
“American” sample and did not occur at all in the “Chinese” sample. Marginally more single
customers were in the “American” sample, but the difference was not enough to account fc
the large variation in results. Consistent with this observation, we found that in Chinese
supermarkets shopping is much more of a family affair. Nineteen of the 60 shoppers in th
“Chinese” sample were part of a family group that included children. (We discard data
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involving shoppers who were distracted by anyone including family members). By contrast
only one subject in the “American” sample shopped with children.

To further explore this issue we conducted interviews with five “Chinese” and five
“Americans” (three females and two males in each group). We asked individuals how the
viewed their shopping behavior. At first, both the “Chinese” and the “Americans” were
unaware of their own shopping behavior in choosing produce. It was only after they were
cued with some of observations of shopping that they started to think about how the
shopped.

The interviews revealed potential differences in the perception of shopping as an activity
Words such as ‘fun’ and ‘entertainment’ were commonly mentioned in interviews with
“Chinese.” All of these shoppers worked at full time jobs and saw shopping as a leisure-tim
activity where they could buy the best for their money. In interviews with “American”
shoppers, shopping was viewed more as a task to be performed. Sometimes the spol
shopped for the family and sometimes the spouse did the shopping, but the word enjoyme
rarely entered the conversation. Finding the best value seemed far less important than savi
time. To “Americans,” time spent shopping was time taken away from more important
activities. Even affluent “Chinese” immigrants cared more about shopping and finding the
best value for their money than did similar “Americans.” Our study of price differences
among stores indicates that all Chinese stores had consistently lower prices than mainstre:
supermarkets for all categories that we studied and across five years of time. These diffe
ences ranged from 37% for packaged goods of the same brand and size to more than 10(
for meats and seafood of the same type and description. Visual inspection suggests that t
Chinese supermarkets have as good fresh produce, meats and seafood as the mainstr
supermarkets.

Our analysis rules out food category, individual store policy or time of data collection as
explanations of the effect. Economies of scale also cannot serve as an explanation becal
Chinese supermarkets tend to operate on a smaller scale than the mainstream supermark
The explanation we offer is that cultural differences among consumers lead to more pric
searching and price sensitivity among Chinese consumers, motivating the Chinese sup:
markets they patronize to offer lower prices.

However, our approach raises a number of questions about potential alternate explanatic
for the results such as supermarket environment, managerial style, loyalty to ethnic grouj
gender differences, or superficial traits of the sample. To answer these questions, we carri
out some supplementary research on these issues and discuss them below.

6.1. Cultural orientation versus supermarket environment

Could the observed differences between the “Chinese” and “American” sample resul
from differences in supermarkets shopped rather than to the cultural orientation of it
shoppers? In support of this question, we noticed that fruit seemed of similar or better qualit
at the Chinese supermarkets. However, such a difference would encdesagather than
more inspection of fruit by “Chinese.” Even then, could the differences in environment
between supermarkets explain the differences in shopping behavior better than culture? -
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test this hypothesis, we repeated the studgregmainstream supermarket that served both
“Chinese” and “American” clientele.

We observed the shopping behavior of 30 individuals in shemestore, split equally
among “Chinese” and “American” shoppers. Since both clientele populations shopped in th
same store, the store environment was exactly the same for all individuals. The results (|
Table 1E) are similar to those from the main study (in Table 1B). The same differences ir
patterns of shopping emerge between subjects in the “Chinese” and “American” samples |
terms of the number of fruits touched and time taken for selection. The main effect for
cultural orientation is significant for both the number of fruits touched and for the time taken
for selection activities. The interaction effect of cultural orientation and gender is also
significant for both. The results for the other shopping behaviors and gender differences a
similar to the findings from Study 1. Thus the observed differences by cultural group are
unlikely to be due to difference in store environment.

6.2. Cultural orientation versus managerial style

Are the differences in prices across Chinese and mainstream supermarkets due to diffe
ences in management style? Chinese stores could operate more efficiently at lower costs
enjoy economies of scale. They could also have managers that are willing to accept low
profits.

To explore the cost issue, we collected data on several factors that might affect cos
across the supermarkets serving different the two groups. Starting per-person labor costs «
lower for the Chinese supermarkets than for the mainstream American supermarkets. Tl
average starting salaries at mainstream supermarkets were $9.00 per hour where as they w
only $7.00 per hour at the Chinese supermarkets. For the most part, the mainstrea
supermarkets in the study used union labor that raised costs. The average tenure of indivi
uals on the job was approximately the same (2.2 years in the mainstream America
supermarkets, 2.2 years in the Chinese supermarkets). So the issue of seniority should 1
change the relative salary figures a great amount. Overall, costs at Chinese supermarkets
likely to be lower due to differences in salaries.

However, other cost figures suggest that costs for the mainstream supermarkets are low
than those for Chinese supermarkets. Chinese supermarkets seem to be, on the aver:
staffed more heavily than mainstream supermarkets. For example, the average number
checkout lines (checked at random intervals throughout the day) open at Chinese supermi:
kets was 7 where as at the mainstream supermarkets in the sample this figure was 5. Hig}
traffic is not an explanation for this difference, because Chinese supermarkets also have
fewer number of consumers waiting to be served at each checkout counter: the avera
number is 3 for the Chinese supermarkets and 4 for the mainstream supermarkets. Avera
lease rates in the area where the mainstream supermarkets are located are lower than th
in the area where the Chinese supermarkets are located due to the influx of foreign capit
(see Table 1A). Discussion with police departments in the two areas also indicated lowe
costs for the mainstream supermarkets from theft (Table 1A).

The two types of supermarkets differ marginally in physical size: the average store spac
is 14,000 square feet for the mainstream American supermarkets and 13,200 square feet
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the Chinese supermarkets. This difference could translate into a marginal cost advantage 1
the mainstream markets. Finally, the mainstream supermarkets belong to much larger chair
The 3 mainstream supermarkets used in this study belong to the biggest supermarket cha
in Southern California, the largest of which has 270 stores. By contrast, the largest of th
Chinese supermarket chains has only 7 stores. So mainstream supermarkets could en
economies of scale in purchasing, transportation, inventory and administration.

Thus, the cost analyses do not point unambiguously to lower costs for the Chinese store
In fact, if they point any direction, they would suggest that the mainstream supermarkets i
the sample have a cost advantage over the Chinese stores in the sample.

To explore differences in attitude to profit, we interviewed food brokers serving the two
types of supermarkets. Food brokers serve as the middlemen between producers and retail
and thus would have an uninvolved assessment of retail markets. The food brokers servit
Chinese supermarkets felt that prices and profit margins on many items were lower ¢
Chinese supermarkets than at mainstream American supermarkets. They repeatedly sta
that "low markups’ on products were due to 'stiff competition’. They attributed this com-
petition both to the demand of “Chinese” shoppers and to the aggressive reactions of oth
Chinese supermarkets. Food brokers serving the mainstream supermarkets also mentiol
the heavy competition and low markups in the Chinese markets.

The brokers expressed some initial surprise at the results of the pricing study. Howeve
2 out of 3 respondents compared this result with the past failure of mainstream America
supermarket chains to penetrate the Mexican American market with high-priced, specialt
food stores. Brokers attributed lower prices in the Chinese supermarkets to attitude towal
profits, “They (Chinese managers) don’t mind lower profit margins.”

However, note that a greater willingness to accept lower profits is by itself not a sufficien
condition for a store to offer lower prices. Managers must have a motivation to offer lower
prices, such as shoppers who are sensitive to lower prices or managers’ who are loyal
shoppers of the same ethnic group. For example, if consumers were not particularly sensiti
to lower prices, then managers would have no reason to offer lower prices even if they wer
willing to accept lower margins. Indeed, brokers mentioned that the lower prices of Chines:
supermarkets were at least partly demand-related: “Their (Chinese) shoppers wouldn’t stau
higher prices.”

In sum, Chinese supermarkets do not seem to enjoy lower costs, but they may ha\
managers who are willing to accept lower profits. This latter condition to be effective must
be accompanied by a shoppers’ demand for lower prices (which is consistent with ou
cultural explanation).

6.3. Cultural orientation and gender

Why is there a gender difference in the purchase behavior of subjects in the “Chinese” an
“American” sample? We provide an explanation, but more research is needed to fully explor
the issue. The gender difference may possibly be a result of the differences in the role of tt
family in the two cultures. In the United States, household money decisions are often join
decisions. Cunningham and Greene (1976) found an even split between couples in which tl
spouse handles the money and those in which the spouse handles the money. More rec
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surveys (American Demographics, 1998) including our survey suggest this figure has nc
changed much.

By contrast, Chinese women traditionally handle the household budget. Mitchell (1972
found from a survey of both spouses that twice as many spouses as spouses handle
money. This is true throughout the Far East, where the spouse is often expected to hand o\
his paycheck to the spouse who then is responsible for most household purchases (Schu
1998). The person who handles the budget may be choosier with his/her purchases. If in tl
Chinese family, the spouse handles the budget then she may be choosier than the spot
Thus, differences in management of the family budget in the two cultures provide a potentic
explanation for the observed gender differences.

These gender differences are probably not due to a lack of male experience in foo
shopping. The results indicate that there was no main effect of gender on either shoppir
time or number of items selected. If “American” males deliberated more than females
because they were less experienced, then we should not see the opposite pattern in
Chinese-speaking sample.

6.4. Cultural orientation versus other traits of sample

Is the observed shopping behavior of “Chinese” something deeply embedded in th
Chinese cultural orientation of the shoppers or is it due to some superficial trait such a
demographics or available time? This question may be answered by considering othe
characteristics of our sample. The data in Table 1A indicate that the demographic chara
teristics of shoppers are not a source of major variation between the two samples of shoppe
The time of day, the day of the week and the ratio of working to nonworking shoppers are
also similar between the two samples. So time would not be a major alternate cause of tt
differences in shopping. Observations of nonshopping behaviors as well as interviews wit
ten “Chinese” and “Americans” provide information that could enlighten this issue.

Perhaps the cross-cultural differences were actually due to a robust Southern Californ
economy? The prices could be lower in Chinese supermarkets in reaction to econom
distress in the Pacific Rim countries. If this is true, then we should find different results five
years earlier when Southern California was in a deep recession and the Pacific Rir
economies were still booming. In fact, the earlier versions of Studies One and Two found ir
Table 3 suggest that both shopping behaviors and price differences remained unchangec

7. Conclusions

This study suggests that there are large cross-cultural differences in shopping behavic
We saw big differences between Chinese and Americans in the amount of time searching al
the number of alternatives considered. Results also revealed differences in other shoppi
behaviors, such as scratching, smelling and digging, between the two cultures. The finding
indicate that prices at Chinese supermarkets are consistently lower than those at Mainstre:
American supermarkets. These differences ranged from 37% for packaged goods of the sa
brand and size to more than 100% for meats and seafood of the same type and descriptic
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These differences cannot be accounted for by categories sampled, time of shoppin
supermarket costs or demographics of the shoppers. One plausible explanation is the gree
willingness of managers in Chinese supermarkets to accept lower profits than their counte
parts in mainstream supermarkets. However, this attitude-based factor cannot by itse
account for differences in prices. It must be accompanied by some other motivation to offe
lower prices, such as difficult economic times. Thus, the most plausible explanation for th
price differences is dramatic cultural difference in shopping behavior between the Chines
immigrants and monolingual English-speaking shoppers born in the United States.

Why should retailers care about differences in shopping? Culture impacts not just th
products consumers buy but also consumers’ shopping and the response of retailers. T
study suggests that differences in shopping influences the prices offered by retailers. Ret:
stores hoping to enter foreign markets or those that target domestic markets with a larg
proportion of ethnic or immigrant consumers can use these findings in developing strateg
In particular, they may have to offer a substantially different marketing mix to attract such
customers.

Shopping behavior may also influence the type of retailer preferred by consumers. Fc
example, fussy shoppers who take time to shop are not as likely to purchase food produc
over the Internet or at convenience stores. Note that the Chinese supermarkets in this stu
were large, but they were not one-stop shopping stores. The variety of nonfood related iten
was less than that of the mainstream supermarkets.

Widespread haggling is another aspect of Chinese shopping behavior that may be relat
to price consciousness (Fang, 1999). For example, Jacobs et al. (1984) report that more tt
50% of all stores they sampled in Hong Kong, Taiwan and Singapore were retailers the
allowed bargaining. This proportion is several times higher than that of 10% in Latin
America and 3% in South Africa. Of specific interest to this study, Hong Kong, Taiwan and
Singapore had the highest percentage of food and drug stores that allowed price bargainir
Mainstream retailers may want to emphasize bargains or special deals in promotions.

Assimilation no doubt has an impact on Chinese immigrant shopping patterns. Second ar
third generation Chinese Americans tend not to shop at the Chinese stores except when tf
want to prepare Chinese food. Their food tastes and perhaps shopping behavior belong tc
growing Asian American subculture that would make an interesting topic for future research

This study has several limitations that suggest avenues for future research. First, the stu
was limited to a few food products. Research could investigate whether differences i
shopping behavior exist in other retail shopping contexts. The results regarding in-stor
search could be tested on between-store search to see if they are applicable to comparis
shopping. Also, the type of product may impact shopping behavior differences. Second, th
study was limited to only two cultures. Research could extend the current approach to
comparison of multiple cultures of which adequate representatives are present in Southe
California and other parts of the US. Third, while our comparison of prices across the twc
types of stores was quite robust, our comparison of costs and management style w.
exploratory. A more rigorous investigation of differences in clientele, costs and managemer
style could determine the causes of differences in prices with greater confidence. In pursuir
these areas, researchers may be helped by using multiple methods, especially includi
observation and experiment, in addition to survey and interviews.
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Notes

1. Chinese from Hong Kong and Taiwan probably constitute two subcultures within the
Chinese culture. However, their mutual differences are not as large as their commo
differences against the American culture on the dimensions measured.

2. Requirements for inclusion into the presurvey, language and country-of-birth, were th
same as those of the first study. At the Chinese supermarkets, 12% of responder
failed to meet the requirements where as at American supermarkets the rate was 8¢

Acknowledgments

David Ackerman is an Assistant Professor at California State University Northridge anc
Gerard J. Tellis is the Jerry and Nancy Neely Professor of Marketing in the School of
Business Administration, University of Southern California. The authors thank Robert
Fisher, Debbie Maclnnis and Dennis Rook, reviewers and editors of the journal, as well a
the participants at the Marketing Science Conference in Tucson, AZ for their comments.

References

Aaker, Jennifer (1997). “The Effect of Cultural Orientation on Persuasidaytnal of Consumer Research,
24(December), 315-328.

Ahuvia, Aaron and Nancy Wong (1998). “The Effect of Cultural Orientation in Luxury Consumption,” Pp. 29-32
In Eric J. Arnould and Linda M. Scott (EdsAdvances in Consumer Researdfal. 25, Ann Arbor MI:
Association for Consumer Research.

American Demographics (1998). “Big Picture: Marriage: The Art of Compromise,” 20 (February): 41.

Anderson, Ronald and Jack Engledow (1977). “A Factor Analytic Comparison of US and German Informatior
Seekers,"Journal of Consumer ResearchiMarch), 185-186.

Arnould, Eric J. and Melanie Wallendorf (1988). “Oh Give Thanks for We Are One: A Cross-Cultural
Comparison of the Meaning of Participation in Thanksgiving Rituals,” paper presented at the Annual
Conference of the Association of Consumer Research, Honolulu, HI.

Belk, Russell W. (1988). “Possessions and the Extended Selfi'nal of Consumer Researctb (September):
139-168.

Belk, Russell W., Melanie Wallendorf and John F. Sherry Jr. (1989). “The Sacred and Profane in Consume
Behavior: Theodicy on the Odysseylburnal of Consumer Research,(16ne), 1-38.

Belk, Russell W., Melanie Wallendorf, John F. Sherry Jr., Morris Holbrook and Scott Roberts (1988). “Collectors
and Collecting,” Pp. 548-553 In Michael J. Houston (EAdyvances in Consumer Researdfol. 15, Ann
Arbor MI: Association for Consumer Research.

Berman, Barry and Joel R. Evans (197Bktail Management, A Strategic Approadtew York: Macmillan
Publishing Co. Inc.

Carlson, Les and Sanford Grossbart (1988). “Parental Style and Consumer Socialization of Chitreraf of
Consumer Research, (Jne), 77-94.

Cialdini, Robert B., Raymond Reno and Carl A. Kallgren (1990). “A Focus Theory of Normative Conduct:



D. Ackerman, G. Tellis / Journal of Retailing 77 (2001) 57—-82 79

Recycling the Concept of Norms to Reduce Littering in Public Placésiitnal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 5@8une), 1015-1026.

Clark, Terry (1990). “International Marketing and National Character: A Review and Proposal for an Integrative
Theory,” Journal of Marketing(October): 66-79.

Clopton, Stephen W. (1984). “Seller and Buying Firm Factors Affecting Industrial Buyers’ Negotiation Behavior
and Outcomes,Journal of Marketing Research, @ebruary), 39-53.

Cunningham, Isabella and Green, Robert, T. (1974). “Purchasing Roles in the US Family, 1955 and 1973,
Journal of Marketing, 38)ctober), 61-64.

Darymple, Douglas J., Thomas S. Robertson, Michael Y. Yoshino (1971). “Consumption Behavior Across Ethni
Categories,California Management Review, (Fall), 63—-70.

Dawar, Niraj and Phillip Parker (1994). “Marketing Universals: Consumers’ Use of Brand Name, Price, Physica
Appearance, and Retailer Reputation as Signals of Product Qualitgitnal of Consumer Research,
58(April), 81-95.

Dickson, Peter R. and Alan G. Sawyer (1990). “The Price Knowledge and Search of Supermarket Shoppers
Journal of Marketing, 5@uly), 42-53.

Douglas, Susan P. (1976). “Cross-National Comparisons and Consumer Stereotypes: A Case Study of Worki
and Non-Working Wives in the US and Francddgurnal of Consumer ResearchJ8ne), 12—-20.

Douglas, Susan P. and C. Samuel Craig (1992). “Advances in International Markétitegriational Journal of
Research in Marketing,(®ecember), 291-318.

Fang, Tony (1999)Chinese business negotiating styldnousand Oaks: Sage Publications, Inc.

Fisher, Robert (1993). “Social Desirability Bias and the Validity of Indirect Questionidbmytnal of Consumer
Research, 2(Beptember), 303-375.

Frankenstein, John (1986). “Trend in Chinese Business Practice: Change in the Beijing Watifhtnia
Management Review, @=all), 148-160.

Freedman, Maurice (1979Yhe study of Chinese society: essays by Maurice Freed®t@mmford: Stanford
University Press.

Gatignon, Hubert, Jehoshua Eliashberg and Thomas S. Robertson (1989). “Modeling Multinational Patterns: A
Efficient Methodology,”Marketing Science, (Summer), 231-247.

Gilly, Mary C. (1988). “Sex Roles in Advertising: A Comparison of Television Advertisements in Australia,
Mexico and the United StatesJournal of Marketing, 5@\pril), 75-85.

Graham, John L., Alma T. Mintu and Waymond Rogers (1994). “Exploration of Negotiation Behaviors in
Ten Foreign Cultures Using a Model Developed in the United Stalarfagement Science, @anuary),
72-95.

Graham, John L., Dong Ki Kim, Chi-Yuan Lin, Michael Robinson (1988). “Buyer-Seller Negotiations Around
the Pacific Rim: Differences in Fundamental Exchange Proceskag;ial of Consumer Research,(16ne),
48-54.

Graham, John L. (1983). “Brazilian, Japanese and American Business Negofialmm$al of International
Business Studied4 (Spring/Summer): 47—61.

Green, Robert T., Jean-Paul Leonardi, Jean-Louis Chandon, Isabella C. M. Cunningham, Bronis Verhage, Ala
Strazzieri (1983). “Societal Development and Family Purchasing Roles: A Cross-National Stogipnal of
Consumer Research(March), 436—442.

Griffin, Mitch, Barry J. Babin and Doan Modianos (2000). “Shopping Values of Russian Consumers: The Impact
of Habituation in a Developing EconomyJournal of Retailing, 7@pring), 33-52.

Horton, John (1995)The politics of diversity: immigration, resistance and change in Monterey Park, California.
Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Hirschman, Elizabeth C. (1986). “Humanistic Inquiry Into Marketing Reseaddutnal of Marketing Research,
23(August), 237-249.



80 D. Ackerman, G. Tellis / Journal of Retailing 77 (2001) 57—-82

Hofstede, Geert (1980Lulture’s consequences, international differences in work-related vaBegrly Hills:
Sage Publications.

Hudson and Ozanne (1988). “Alternative Ways of Seeking Knowledge in Consumer Resdanaimal of
Consumer Research, (@lecember), 508-521.

Jacobs, Lawrence, Charles Keown, Reginald Worthley and Kyung-ll Ghymn (1991). “Cross-Cultural Color
Comparisons: Global Marketers Bewarétiternational Marketing Review,(8), 21-30.

Jain, Subhash (1989). “Standardization of International Marketing Strategy: Some Research Hypotheses
Journal of Marketing, 5@anuary), 70-79.

Kim, Young Yun (1977). “Communication Patterns of Foreign Immigrants in the Process of Acculturation,”
Human Communication Researct{Fall), 66—77.

Lamal, P.A. ed. (1991)Behavioral Analysis of Societies and Cultural Practiceew York: Hemisphere
Publishing Corporation.

Lehtonen, Turo-Kimmo and Pasi Maenpaa (1997). “Shopping in the East Center Mall.” Pp 136—165 In Pasi Fal
and Colin Campbell (Eds.)Jfhe Shopping Experiencepndon: Sage Publications.

Levitt, Theodore (1983). “The Globalization of Market$farvard Business Review, @ay-June), 92—-101.

Levy, Sidney J. (1959)Harvard Business Revie87 (July-August): 117-124.

Li, Dong and Alec M. Gallup (1995). “In Search of the Chinese Consuméhfinese Business Review,
22(Sep/Oct), 19-23.

Lusch, Robert F., Patrick Dunne and Myron Gable (19%tail ManagementCincinnati: South-Western
Publishing.

Mason, J. Barry, Morris L. Mayer and J. B. Wilkinson (199Rgtailing.Boston: Irwin.

McGrath, Mary Ann and Celes Otnes (1995). “Unacquainted Influencers: When Strangers Interact in the Rete
Setting,” Journal of Business Research,(Bfarch), 261-272.

Miller, Daniel (1998).A theory of shoppingithaca NY: Cornell University Press.

Miller, Daniel, Peter Jackson, Nigel Thrift, Beverley Holbrook and Michael Rowlands (199®)pping, Place
and Identity.New York: Routledge.

Miller, Daniel (1997). “Could Shopping Ever Really Matter.” Pp. 31-55 In Pasi Falk and Colin Campbell (eds.),
The Shopping Experienckondon: Sage Publications.

Mitchell, Robert Edward (1972)family life in Hong Kong.Taipei: The Orient Cultural Service.

Moschis, George P. (1987TConsumer socialization: a life cycle perspectitexington MA: Lexington
Books.

O’Guinn, Thomas C. and Ronald J. Faber (1985). “New Perspectives on Acculturation: The Relationship o
General and Role Specific Acculturation With Hispanics’ Consumer Attitudes.” Pp. 113-117 In Elizabeth C.
Hirschmann and Morris B. Holbrook (EdsAdvances in Consumer Researdfol. 12, Ann Arbor MI:
Association for Consumer Research.

Otnes, Cele, Mary Ann McGrath and Tina M. Lowry (1995). “Shopping With Consumers: Usage as Past, Preser
and Future Research Techniquédurnal of Retailing and Consumer Services92;-110.

Penaloza, Lisa (1994). “Atravesando Fronteras/Border Crossings: A Critical Ethnographic Exploration of the
Consumer Acculturation of Mexican Immigrantsdurnal of Consumer Research,(2aine), 32-54.

Porter, Michael (1985)Competitive advantagéNew York: Free Press; A Division of Macmillan Publications.

Pye, Lucien (1982)Chinese commercial negotiating styteambridge: Oelgeschlager, Gunn and Hain, Publish-
ers, Inc.

Rajendran, K. N. and Gerard Tellis (1994). “Contextual and Temporal Components of Reference/Poitény
Paper, University of Southern California.

Rao, Akshay R. and Mark E. Bergen (1992). “Price Premium Variations as a Consequence of Buyers’ Lack c
Information,” Journal of Consumer Research,(D&cember), 412—423.

Redding, S. Gordon (1990T.he spirit of Chinese capitalisnBerlin: Walter de Gruyter.



D. Ackerman, G. Tellis / Journal of Retailing 77 (2001) 57—-82 81

Roo, Mark Van (1989). “Researching the Taiwan Market: A Very Different ConsuriMarketing and Research
Today, (February): 54-57.

Saegert, Joel, Robert J. Hoover and Marye Tharpe Hilger (1985). “Characteristics of Mexican Americar
Consumers,’Journal of Consumer Research? (June): 104-109.

Salop, Stephen and Joseph Stiglitz (1977). “Bargain and Rip-offs: A Model Of Monopolistic Competition Price
Dispersion”"The American Economic Review,493-510.

Scarry, Joseph, (1996). “Putting Children FirgEhina Business Review, @3ay/June), 30—-33.

Schurr, Paul E. and Julie L. Ozanne (1985). “Influences on Exchange Processes: Buyers’ Preconceptions
a Seller’s Trustworthiness and Bargaining Toughnes®tirnal of Consumer Research, (March),
939-953.

Schutte, Hellmut with Deanna Ciarlante (1998pnsumer Behavior in AsidNew York: New York University
Press.

Seagrave, Sterling (1995)ords of the rim: the invisible empire of the overseas Chindsaw York: G. P.
Putnam’s Sons.

Sherry, John F. Jr (1990). “A Socio-cultural Analysis of a Midwestern Flea Marletjinal of Consumer
Research, 1(@une), 13-30.

Stayman, Douglas M. and Rohit Deshpande (1989). “Situational Ethnicity and Consumer Behbuional of
Consumer Research, @ecember), 361-371.

Sturdivant, Frederick D. (1969). “Business and the Mexican-American Commuslifornia Management
Review, 1{Spring), 73—80.

Sturdivant, Frederick D. and Walter T. Wilhelm (1968). “Poverty, Minorities and Consumer Exploitafonigl
Science Quarterly, 4®ecember), 643—650.

Tellis, Gerard and Birger Wernerfelt (1987). “Competitive Price and Quality Under Asymmetric Information,”
Marketing Science, (&ummer), 240-253.

Tse, David K., Russell W. Belk and Nan Zhou (1989). “Becoming a Consumer Society: A Longitudinal and
Cross-Cultural Content Analysis of Print Ads from Hong Kong, the People’s Republic of China, and Taiwan,”
Journal of Consumer Research,(March), 457—-472.

Tse, David K., Kam-hon Lee, llan Vertinsky and Donald Wehrun (1988). “Does Culture Matter? A Cross-
Cultural Study of Executives’ Choice, Decisiveness, and Risk Adjustment in International Marketing,”
Journal of Marketing, 5@ctober), 81-95.

Tse, David K., John K. Wong and Chin Tiong Tan (1988). “Towards Some Standardized Cross-Cultural
Consumption Values,” Pp. 387-393 In Michael J. Houston (Etyances in Consumer Researblo|. 15,

Ann Arbor MI:Association for Consumer Research.

Tseng, Yen-Fen (1994). “Chinese Ethnic Economy: San Gabriel Valley, Los Angeles Calouyral of Urban
Affairs, 162), 169-189.

Urbany, Joel E. and Peter R. Dickson (1991). “Consumer Normal Price Estimation: Market versus Person:
Standards,Journal of Consumer Research,(18ne), 45-51.

US Bureau of the Census (19949ounty and City Data BooRWVashington D.C.

Varian, Hal R. (1980). “A Model of Sales,The American Economic Review,(#}) 651—659.

Wackman, Daniel B., Ellen Wartella and Scott Ward (1977). “Learning to Be Consumers: The Role of the
Family,” Journal of Communications, P®inter), 138—151.

Wallendorf, Melanie and Michael D. Reilly (1983). “Ethnic Migration, Assimilation, and Consumptmuinal
of Consumer Research, (Mecember), 292-302.

Wallendorf, Melanie and Eric J. Arnould (1988). “My Favorite Things’: A Cross-Cultural Inquiry into
Object Attachment, Possessiveness, and Social Linkatmnal of Consumer Research, (March),
535-547.



82 D. Ackerman, G. Tellis / Journal of Retailing 77 (2001) 57—-82

Weidenbaum, Murray (1996). “The Chinese Family Business EnterprSalifornia Management Review,
38(Summer), 141-156.

Wells, William D. and Leonard A. Lo Sciuto (1966). “Direct Observation of Purchasing Behavoufnal of
Marketing Research,(3ugust), 227-233.

Yau, Oliver H.M. (1994).Consumer behavior in China: customer satisfaction and cultural valleadon:
Routledge.

Zee, A. (1990).Swallowing cloudsNew York: Simon and Schuster.



