


CROSS-CULTURAL MARKET SEGMENTATION SCALE
TOWARDS A HIGH- AND LOW-CONTEXT CULTURE SCALE 


Abstract
Numerous scales that use cultural segmentation are commonly used and applied to the marketing context. Hall’s theory of Low and High context cultures is the most relevant for marketing as it focuses on commutation style and contextual thinking. Some scholars offered partial measures to his ideas, mainly basing their scales on students’ samples, not examining various countries, not translating the questionnaires into the native’s language, or taking a Western point of view in phrasing the items. This paper aims to develop a reliable and valid scale that can capture Hall’s theory when dealing with other’s scale limitations.  
In four studies (n= 1285) we gain empirical support for Hall’s communication and contextual dimensions. Study 1 aims at identifying the most relevant items to distinguish between two populations (American and Chinese) respectively deemed to be LC and HC; study 2 aims at checking the predictive validity of the scale with a test with samples from both populations; Study 3 extends the predictive validity test to three populations adding an Israeli sample; study 4 examines the preferences of individuals from both countries for ads for watch and fridge with a social claim. 
The scale was reliable and valid as it predicted group affiliation to Chinses, Israelis, and Americans. We gain additional support of its validity, as it succeeds in predicting preference for products presented in ads highlighting a social claim. The scale may help in designing efficient marketing strategies. We hope this scale will promote further research in the international marketing field. 
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CROSS-CULTURAL MARKET SEGMENTATION SCALE
TOWARDS A HIGH- AND LOW-CONTEXT CULTURE SCALE 

Introduction
In recent years, companies face new international markets for reaching more economic growth to gain success; companies need a broader cross-cultural comprehension for both marketing and HRM activities. International companies should develop an efficient and useful strategy to approach specific countries and increase their chances for successful marketing strategies (Yamen et al., 2021). This work aims to develop an efficient and reliable tool for classifying the different cultural contexts of countries for successful marketing purposes. 
Traditionally, scholars and practitioners focused mainly on the Hofstede model (1984, 2011), based on six factors scale originally developed with an organizational prism. Therefore, the model was stretched to international marketing purposes, with several limits (Fougère and Moulettes, 2007). A marketing-related classification is a model developed by Edward Hall of cultural context (1981), dividing the countries by Low or High cultural contexts (LC or HC, accordingly) based on how the people communicate, both implicitly and explicitly. Such a communication-based model can be more suitable to analyze and interpret marketing aspects in different cultures. However, Hall did not develop any scale to rank the different countries in the High-Low continuum empirically (Kaufmann and Durst, 2008). Several attempts were taken to conceptualize Hall’s theory empirically, but most were based on small samples of students, and some were not tested for reliability and validity. Such a reliable and valid scale is relevant for international marketing and HRM purposes.

Theoretical background
Recently, new big countries in the markets arena emerge encouraging the growth of research addressing the relationship between culture and behavior (e.g., Hofstede, 2001, 2011; Schwartz, 1992; Triandis, 1991) and specifically in the communication and consumer behavior fields (Pantano, 2011). Culture is a complex multi-level construct inside the person and society (Triandis, 2004). 
There are various ways to conceptualize culture. Hofstede (1984) refers to it as the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes groups. He identified six cultural factors as the different characteristics between cultures. These relate to power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism-collectivism, masculinity-femininity, time orientation, and indulgence-restraint. 
 Triandis (2012) characterized culture as a shared meaning system definable for a geographical region. The GLOBE project (House et al., 2004) defines culture as practice and values. Schwartz (2009, 2012) used ten dimensions of value orientation to differentiate among cultures. These include self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, achievement, power, security, conformity, tradition, benevolence, and universalism. Gelfand and colleagues (2006) referred to culture using the notion of cultural looseness–tightness, the degree to which social norms and sanctions are enforced within societies. 
Hall (1976, 1981) was one of the early researchers who classified culture into communication style and context between groups. He distinguishes between low and high-context (LC and HC) cultures depending on the importance of communication message elements in providing meanings. In an HC culture, information is implicit and can be understood fully only by the members of a society who share assumptions, experiences, and verbal codes (Ioanno and Zolkiewski, 2009). In this type of culture, much is taken for granted, and there may be problems when people do not understand the unwritten rules of a culture. Hall and Hall (1990) define Korea, Japan, Taiwan, China, and southern European countries as being on the HC culture continuum. LC cultures are defined by clear and explicit information where mass information is embedded in messages (Kaufmann and Durst, 2008). This type of culture is composed of more psychologically distant people; thus, they use more explicit information to communicate. Hall and Hall (1990) consider the US, Germany, and northern European countries as being on the LC culture continuum. Hall’s model remains mainly as a theory (Taras et al., 2009), although we found some scholars offered partial measures of his ideas (Kim et al., 1998; Jin, 2010). Most scales were developed based on students’ samples only, and some were not appropriately checked for reliability and validation (e.g., Reardon and Miller, 2012). Some developed the items with a Western approach (e.g., Kim et al., 1998). Western approach to the items might create a paradox when investigating HC culture using LC methods that might miss the cross-cultural nature of the examination. Most did not translate the questionnaires into the native language, influencing the scale’s performance (e.g., Taylor, 1979; Kapoor et al., 2003).
Furthermore, some developed scales measured only one of the constructs (e.g., only communication, but not a contextual perspective) presented in theory. Communication between people should be considered a broad concept (Hornikx and le Pair, 2017), including examining the predictive ability of the scale when examining marketing implications (and organizational aspects) in which the communication should play a part. These include examination in the consumer behavior, branding, retailing, sales force management, and HRM fields (Ling-Yee Li et al., 2017; Mintu-Wimsatt and Gassenheimer, 2000). 
The importance of the present study is by developing a valid and reliable LC-HC culture instrument that will theoretically represent Hall’s theory and will be practically used by international marketers. No large-scale empirical cross-cultural comparison study has been undertaken to quantitatively position existing cultures along the low–high-context dimensions (Kapoor et al., 2003). Using a valid and reliable scale for understanding the communication style difference between cultures will guide whether designing different marketing adaptations in the content and context of the message is required for each culture. Furthermore, it will enrich the marketing literature with a new relevant cultural segmentation scale for effective communication and message delivery. 

Hall’s theory of cultural differences
The anthropologist Edward Hall tried to understand the complexity of culture by focusing on contextual situations. Such situations may reveal hidden rules that help to communicate between individuals. On a theoretical continuum scale, American, German-Swiss, German, and Scandinavian cultures are at the bottom of the (LC) scale, while Chinese and Japanese cultures are at the top (HC). Comparing to German-Swiss and Japanese cultures, Italian and French ones are a mixture of high and LC situations (Hall, 1990). Although Hall did not develop country scores, his findings show certain robustness for cross-cultural studies (Singelis and Brown, 1995; Würtz, 2005).
Hall’s theory (1981) distinguished between three main cultural elements: 
1. Time (Monochronic vs. Polychronic), General scheduling perception, and the extent to which individuals approach one task vs. multiple tasks at a time; 2. Space (Small vs. Large Distance), general scheduling perception, and the extent to which individuals are comfortable sharing physical space with others. 3. Relationship’s systems.
His important study of time (Hall, 1984) as an expression of culture explains differences in behavior and language, while in his study of space, he developed the concept of proxemics, a description of how people behave and react in different types of culturally defined personal space. A large density of information is intended for close relationships between individuals (e.g., friends, colleagues, or family) in HC cultures (Hall, 1981). HC cultures (remain virtually unchanged over time) are respectful and can easily contact foreign cultures. Studies by Hall have shown that people’s daily communication does not require detailed awareness of events, as they are always aware of what is happening. In turn, LC cultures are distinguished by the practical absence of an informal information network. In such cultures, the relationships between people occur within strict boundaries. At the same time, people themselves share personal relationships. This tendency has led to the fact that LC cultural representatives need a clear and framed understanding of what is going on around communicating with others. Knowing the characteristics of other cultures’ lives is crucial in individuals’ relationships, communication, and behavior (Manrai et al., 2019). Another important component of Hall’s theory is contextual thinking or the adaptation of perceptions depending on different situations. HC cultures are more capable of contextual thinking than LC cultures. Another characteristic of high-context culture is homogeneity in respect to cultural heritage. It means that their members can rely on share symbols more than LC cultures.
The use of linguistic code in sending messages is typical of LC explicit cultures. While the linguistic code is only one part of the communication in HC cultures, it encompasses only part of the message. Sometimes the linguistic code can contradict the real message that is sent by context codes. It happens in many Far East cultures, where the meaning of “yes” (linguistic code) can be “no” if you can read the context codes. Consider, for example, that an event is usually infinitely more complex and richer than the language used to describe it. At least five different categories of events should be considered: the subject or activity, the situation, one’s status in the social system, experience, and culture. In HC communication, most of the information is either in the physical context or internalized in the person, while very little is in the coded and explicit part of the message. In an LC communication, the mass of the information is vested in the explicit code. 
As we aim to test a theory empirically, the identification of empirical attributes that represent the abstract construct presented in Hall’s theory should be first identified (Carpenter, 2018). The scales will capture latent concepts (not directly observed) with a group of concrete statements (Carpenter, 2018). Hall’s theories focus on two central characteristics of culture: 1. The relationship is mainly composed of respect for others, and 2. Contextual thinking is the ability to understand and perceive the situation. In both constructs, the view of time and space is relevant (e.g., both in respecting other’s time and space and contextual perception of time and space).
Thus, we expect two constructs will be relevant in Hall’s LC and Hc theory and scale development:
H1a: Relationship dimension concerning respecting others will load on the first factor 
H1b: Contextual thinking will load on the second factor, will load on the second factor
Both constructs will measure Hall’s theory empirically; thus, the scale’s predictive validity will be examined in the next hypotheses:
H2a: The new scale will predict nationality membership: low scores will predict American affiliation, and high will predict Chinese affiliation.
H2b: The new scale will predict nationality membership: medium scores will predict Israeli affiliation, and high will predict Chinese affiliation.
Another angle to gain predictive validity is the new scale prediction of the importance of social claims in a marketing message.
Social is the utility derived from a product/brand as purchasing is a means of improving their social standing and creating a positive impression on significant others. The social approval or the audience’s reaction to their purchase (Walsh et al., 2008). The social utility can lead to recognition, improve one’s self-esteem and enhance one’s social well-being (Khan and Khan, 2011). The social utility was found to be important to Chinese consumers more than to American, as China is an in-group-oriented culture with people values the social benefit in purchasing material goods that elevate social status (Hofstede 2011; O’Cass and Siahtiri 2013; Triandis, 2010). The differential importance of the social utility for each LC and HC culture can be found in the adaptation of messages to each culture. For example, McDonald’s advertisements in the East have used more nonverbal gestures and communication than in the West, insinuating the social utility of Mcdonald’s with images of people in groups, emphasizing messages in-group solidarity. In contrast, Mcdonald’s commercials in the West have used more images of individuals, and the emphasis is personal enjoyment and fast and linear messaging (Würtz, 2005).
While this type of adaptation was used, no previous research had developed an empirical instrument that can predict these communication style differences between the cultures.
Thus, if the scale is valid, we expect:
H3: The new scale will predict the preference of a product that uses a social claim. Specifically, those who are higher on the scale will demonstrate a higher preference for the product presents in the ad than those who are lower on the scale.
Method
Overview of studies
Study 1 included Chinese and American participants, each answering questionnaire in its language. We first examined 50 items and reduced them to 10 theoretically relevant items to LC-HC concept of Hall’s, using confirmatory factor analysis in Amos software. The reliability of the overall scale was examined. The scale showed differential grades in the LC-HC scale of Chinese or American cultures. Study 2 confirmed the replicability of the theoretical structure and reliability and examined the scale’s predictive validity. Study 3 replicated the theoretical structure, ensured reliability, and examined the scale’s predictive validity. We predicted group membership of Chinese, Israeli or American cultures using the scale items (expecting low will predict American affiliation, medium scores will predict Israelis’ affiliation, and high will predict Chinese affiliation). Study 4 examined the scale’s ability (low and high scores of Americans and Chinese) to predict responses to a message containing a social utility claim gaining another predictive validation.
Scale development
Study 1
Sample and procedure. Overall, 230 participants, 55% females, M age=34.81 (sd=9.09), were recruited to answer an online survey through Prolific (n=126 Americans) and Wenjuan platform (n=104 Chinese). Based on Hall’s theory (1981, 1984, 1990), we collected 50 items based on the three cultural aspects. All items were measured on a 7-point scale where the low end referred to LC culture while the high end referred to HC cultures (full items are available on request). The version was translated into Chinese and then back translated into English. 
	Item ßFactor
	
	
	Estimate
	SE.

	Respect the bureaucracy process

	<--
	F1
	0.605*
	0.102

	Respect other’s honor as a value

	<--
	F1
	1.354*
	0.152

	Respect other’s location

	<--
	F1
	0.888*
	0.118

	Respect for other’s time 

	<--
	F1
	1.000
	

	Respect the space (private/open space)

	<--
	F1
	0.939*
	0.133

	Respect the other’s silence in a conversation

	<--
	F1
	0.535*
	0.088

	Respect the autonomy in time management

	<--
	F1
	0.922*
	0.124

	Contextual levels of message (explicit/implicit)

	<--
	F2
	0.981*
	0.181

	Waiting in a queue should be contextual

	<--
	F2
	1.000
	

	Defining a space should be contextual

	<--
	F2
	0.931*
	0.170


Results. Out of the 50 items examined, 31 yielded differences in an independent t-test examination between Chinese and American respondents. Most items (27) were different between Chinese and Americans in the right direction (e.g., Chinese got a higher rating on the item than Americans). Accordingly, 27 items were examined in factor analysis using Varimax rotation, which identifies the scale’s factors (Carpenter, 2018). We constrained the model to two dimensions as Hall highlighted their centrality to his theory: 1) Relationship 2) Contextual thinking. This analysis yielded 13 items that had loading higher than 0.5. The first factor had eight items and comprised 20.08% of the variance, while the second comprised of five items gained 11.88% of the variance. We then used the factors to create latent variables in AMOS. The fit of the model was not satisfactory. Hence, we deleted three items that had lower loadings. The final model gained a satisfactory fit: CMIN/DF= 1.410, NFI=0.908, IFI=0.971, CFI=0.970, RMSEA=0.042. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.70. Overall, the scale has ten items, seven for the relationship and three for the contextual factor. This number of items is recommended to capture the true center of each dimension (Carpenter, 2018). Results are presented in Table 1. 
*p < 0.001
Table 1.  Study 1- Confirmatory factor analysis results
A single composite score for LC or HC classification was computed by averaging responses to the ten items, as well as averaging each of the sub scales separately. Thus, the possible range of scores on the LC and HC scale is from 1.0 to 7.0, with higher scores reflecting greater HC tendency. Americans got lower scores on both sub scales, compared to Chinese (Americans: M f1 =4.08, sd=0.56; Chinese: M f1=4.82, sd=0.81, t (183.55) = -7.65, p<0.001; Americans: M f2 =2.59, sd=0.95; Chinese: M f2=4.36, sd=1.24, t (193.33) = -11.51, p<0.001. Furthermore, Americans has lower score on the overall scale compared to Chinese (Americans: M overall =3.63, sd=0.50; Chinese: M overall =4.69, sd=0.83, t (170.111) = -10.99, p<0.001).

Study 2
Sample and procedure. Overall, 487 participants, 45% females, M age=34.11 (sd=7.37), were recruited to answer an online survey through Prolific (n=200 Americans) and Wenjuan platform (n=287 Chinese). The ten items were measured, including gender and age segmentation questions.
Results. First, the ten items were examined using Amos to ensure the theoretical construct indeed holds. The results were stable as in Study 1. The final model gained a satisfactory fit: CMIN/DF= 2.619, NFI=0.959, IFI=0.974, CFI=0.974, RMSEA=0.058. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.88. The results of the confirmatory analysis are presented in Table 2.
	Item ßFactor
	
	
	Estimate
	SE.

	Respect the bureaucracy process

	<--
	F1
	0.404*
	0.057

	Respect other’s honor as a value

	<--
	F1
	0.812*
	0.070

	Respect other’s location

	<--
	F1
	1.660*
	0.106

	Respect for other’s time 

	<--
	F1
	1.000
	

	Respect the space (private/open space)

	<--
	F1
	1.248*
	0.085

	Respect the other’s silence in a conversation

	<--
	F1
	0.561*
	0.064

	Respect the autonomy in time management

	<--
	F1
	0.489*
	0.059

	Contextual levels of message (explicit/implicit)

	<--
	F2
	0.786*
	0.042

	Waiting in a queue should be contextual

	<--
	F2
	1.000
	

	Defining a space should be contextual

	<--
	F2
	1.044*
	0.050


*p<0.001
Table 2. Study 2- Confirmatory factor analysis results

We used discriminant analysis to explore the scale’s predictive validity (similar to Denissen et al., 2019). This Discriminant predictive validity examination was conducted when using the overall score of the scale as a predictor. Chinese had a rating of 5.69 (sd=0.97), and Americans had a rating of 3.58 (sd=0.58).  A measure of the size of the effect is the canonical discriminant correlation which was 0.781 (Wilk’s lambada’s p<0.001), stressing a strong relationship between the scale’s score and the group affiliation to the nation segment. Using the predictive function of the scale score, we were accurate in prediction for the true affiliation of the groups: for the Chinese affiliation, we will be correct 86.8%, and for Americans, we will be correct for 93.5%, this is substantially better than random (58% for Chinese and 41% for Americans)—this confirmed H2a.

Study 3
Sample and procedure. Overall, 268 participants, 54.5% females, M age=28.36 (sd=5.06), Chinese (n=91), were recruited to answer an online survey through the Wenjuan platform. Americans were recruited through Prolific (n=87) and Israeli students (n=90) filled an online questionnaire for course credit. The ten items were measured, including gender and age segmentation questions.
	Item ßFactor
	
	
	Estimate
	SE.

	Respect the bureaucracy process

	<--
	F1
	0.683*
	0.119

	Respect other’s honor as a value

	<--
	F1
	0.672*
	0.124

	Respect other’s location

	<--
	F1
	2.005*
	0.218

	Respect of other’s time 

	<--
	F1
	1.000
	

	Respect the space (private/open space)

	<--
	F1
	1.273*
	0.154

	Respect the other’s silence in a conversation

	<--
	F1
	1.017*
	0.137

	Respect the autonomy in time management

	<--
	F1
	0.831*
	0.130

	Contextual levels of message (explicit/implicit)

	<--
	F2
	0.783*
	0.066

	Waiting in a que should be contextual

	<--
	F2
	1.000
	

	Defining a space should be contextual

	<--
	F2
	1.004*
	0.074


*p<0.001
Table 3. Study 3- Confirmatory factor analysis results
Results. First, the ten items were examined using Amos to ensure the theoretical construct indeed holds. The results were stable as in Study 1 and 2. The final model gained a satisfactory fit: CMIN/DF= 2.015, NFI=0.930, IFI=0.964, CFI=0.963, RMSEA=0.062. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.87. The results of the confirmatory analysis are presented in Table 3. Again, we conducted discriminant validity when using the overall score of the scale as a predictor. Chinese had a rating of 5.77 (sd=1.25), Israelis had a rating of 3.85 (sd=0.73), and Americans had a rating of 3.52 (sd=0.49).  A measure of the size of the effect is the canonical discriminant correlation which was 0.795 (Wilk’s lambada’s p<0.001), stressing a strong relationship between the scale’s score and the group affiliation to the nation segment. Unstandardized canonical discriminant functions evaluated at group means are the group means on the new scale. These group means are called centroids, and their overall mean is zero. The American group centroid is -1.152, the Israelis had -0.709, both representing the lower continuum of the LC-HC scale (where Israeli are moderately low compared to Americans). In contrast, the Chinese group centroid is 1.802, a score in the higher continuum of the LC-HC scale. See Figure 1 for the results.
[image: ]
Figure 1. The new scale is predicting group membership differently for Americans (lower scores), Israeli (medium scores), and Chinese (highest scores)

Using the predictive function of the scale score, we were accurate in prediction for the true affiliation of the groups: for the Chinese affiliation, we will be correct 53.6%, and for Israelis, we will be correct for 59.8%, and Americans 83.5% this is substantially better than random (34% for Chinese, 33.6% for Israeli and 32.5% for Americans). As most researchers would accept a hit ratio that is 25% larger than chance, this overall predictive accuracy of the discriminant function of the scale is significantly better than chance—this confirmed H2b.

Study 4
Pretest. A questionnaire aimed to find ads with a social claim and find two product categories that were different in their social utility to gain generalization for two different product categories. We designed two ads promoting a watch or fridge with a message containing a social claim: “You can put it on your living room to impress your guests.” We had two living room pictures to fit each culture for the fridge ad background. For the watch ad, the background contained a blurred picture of social interaction.  
The pretest was distributed to 75 English-speaking students studying cultural marketing courses coming from 15 different Western and Eastern countries (69% Women, 33% Eastern; Mage=28.44, SD=12.44). Respondents were asked to rate the watch and fridge product categories regarding their social utility on a 1 to 5 scale where 1 was low, and 5 was high. They were also asked to rate three commercials (ads are available on request) and choose the most prominent characteristic of each advertisement: social, functional, or hedonic. Results of the pretest confirmed watch category (m=3.08, sd=1.36) was more social than fridge category (m=1.79, sd=1.04), t(74)= -7.4, p<0.001. Furthermore, most respondents claim the most prominent claim in the ad presented is indeed social: 68% said the watch ad was social, 56% said the fridge with the Western background was social, and 61% said the fridge with the Eastern background was social. No significant difference between Eastern and Western students.
Sample and procedure. Overall, 300 participants, 57% females, M age= 26.36 (sd=3.79), were recruited to answer an online survey through the Wenjuan platform (n=150 Chinese) and Americans filled a questionnaire on Prolific (n=150 Americans). The two product categories were randomly shown to each respondent: watch or fridge. After watching the ad, respondents were asked to rate their preference for the product advertised from 1- low preference to 7-high preference. Lastly, the ten scale items were measured, including gender and age segmentation questions.
Results. First, the scale items were examined using Amos to ensure the theoretical construct indeed holds. The results were stable as in Studies 1-3. The final model gained a satisfactory fit: CMIN/DF= 6.06, NFI=0.926, IFI=0.938, CFI=0.938, RMSEA=0.08. Cronbach’s alpha of the overall scale reliability was 0.89. The presented in Table 4.
	Item ßFactor
	
	
	Estimate
	SE.

	Respect the bureaucracy process

	<--
	F1
	0.400*
	0.058

	Respect other’s honor as a value

	<--
	F1
	0.849*
	0.076

	Respect other’s location

	<--
	F1
	1.901
	0.125

	Respect for other’s time 

	<--
	F1
	1.000
	

	Respect the space (private/open space)

	<--
	F1
	1.387*
	0.098

	Respect the other’s silence in a conversation

	<--
	F1
	0.782*
	0.071

	Respect the autonomy in time management

	<--
	F1
	0.779*
	0.074

	Contextual levels of message (explicit/implicit)

	<--
	F2
	0.793*
	0.037

	Waiting in a queue should be contextual

	<--
	F2
	1.000
	

	Defining a space should be contextual

	<--
	F2
	1.107*
	0.041


*p < 0.001
Table 4. Study 4- Confirmatory factor analysis results
Again, we conducted discriminant validity when using the overall score of the scale as a predictor. Chinese had a rating of 5.52 (sd=1.03), and Americans had a rating of 3.44 (sd=0.49).  A measure of the size of the effect is the canonical discriminant correlation which was 0.791 (Wilk’s lambada’s p<0.001), stressing a strong relationship between the scale’s score and the group affiliation to the nation segment. Using the predictive function of the scale score, we were accurate in predicting the true affiliation of the groups. We will be correct 84.0% for the Chinese affiliation, and for Israelis, we will be correct for 94.7%. This prediction is substantially better than random (50% for Chinese and 50% for Americans). 
For analyzing H3, the expected our new scale will predict the preference of a product that uses a social claim in its ad. We used ANOVA, where the scale ratings, the product category (fridge or watch), along with a possible interaction of the two (scale x product category) were the independent variable that predicted preference for the product presented in an ad that highlights the social claim. The scale was a significant predictor of preference for the product F(49, 210) =12.14, p<0.001; The product category was not a significant predictor of preference for the product F(1, 210)=0.51, p=0.474, nor does the interaction of the scale by product category: F(39, 210)=1.00, p=0.473. This means the results hold for both product categories, in the same way, confirming H3 (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. The new LC-HC scale’s ability to predict preference for a product with a social claim in the fridge and watch categories.
Discussion and Conclusion
The objective of this study was to develop a reliable and valid scale based on Hall’s theory of LC and HC cultures. The ten items scale was successful in predicting group membership of Chinese, Americans, and Israelis. The scale gained reasonable reliability and was validated by discriminated analysis. We further validated the scale by examining its ability to predict preference for a social claim when promoting two products considered to have different social utility for the consumers. Specifically, the refrigerator has mostly a functional perception, while the watch has mostly a hedonic and social perception (connecting to the brand image). The preference for the social claim was higher for the Chinese sample compared to the Americans in both products. Being the Chinese culture an HC culture, the social claim is higher understood and preferred. Therefore, our LC-HC scale can predict the preferences of a social claim. This prediction is a confirmation of the scale’s validity, which confirms its potential utility. The scale can be used in identifying where the different countries are in the continuum of LC or HC cultures. As we mentioned above, identifying the level of the cultural context of each country can increase the correctness of the marketing decisions in a cross-cultural context, as a fundamental way to analyze and understand the international market.
The marketing choices can be facilitated further by a better knowledge of the cultural context at least in four more situations: beyond the development of the international communication strategy of a company, adapting the content and the tone of the message to every particular cultural context; for example a) salesforce negotiation in a different cultural context; b) defining the shop experience and atmosphere (both contextual tools) in the international retail design; c) in predicting some aspects of the consumer behavior in different cultural contexts, i.e., LC and HC different in decision making consideration or differences in product use ; d) in describing and underlining the brand values differently in the international markets, as exploring different brand positioning among LC and HC cultures. The scale can further define the relationship and communication strategies towards human resources in a cross-cultural environment, identifying the different contents and tones of the communication to managers and employers in different cultural contexts. However, this paper is only the first step of a broader analysis, which should be conducted involving other countries. The limits of this work can be found in the number of countries and the number of respondents, despite the people involved in the sample are not focused on one demographic segment (i.e., students) as normally used in preliminary research. It will be important to increase the number of countries in the extreme-scale (very LC or HC) continuum from low to high to gain further empirical evidence to Hall’s theoretical continuum. We hope the new reliable and valid scale will open the door for further research in international marketing. Specifically, further exploring this relevant segmentation base that is focused on communication and cultural context and examining related implications of this segmentation to consumer behavior and efficient marketing strategies.
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