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This article responds to the major concerns Craig and Douglas (2011) raise in their commentary essay on
the content analysis of cross-cultural marketing research from Engelen and Brettel (2011). Based upon
theoretical arguments and empirical findings in the extant literature, this reply argues that national
borders are an appropriate major level at which to study the culture construct. This reply also shows that
empirical research on consumer acculturation supports the idea that “whiteness” is present in cross-
cultural marketing research.
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1. Introduction

The present paper replies to Craig and Douglas' (2011) comment
on Engelen and Brettel's (2011) content analysis of 99 survey-based
studies in cross-cultural marketing research. This reply fully agrees
with Craig and Douglas' (2011) contention that cross-cultural
marketing research should have full consideration because this
research stream has important implications for both theory-building
in marketing science and for managerial practice. Although Craig and
Douglas (2011) agree with some of the conclusions Engelen and
Brettel (2011) draw from their content analysis (e.g., over-use of the
dimensions from Hofstede, 2001), they express concern about other
issues, primarily the definition of cross-cultural research, the
conclusion that “whiteness” is present in this research stream and
the journals Engelen and Brettel (2011) include in the content
analysis.

While Craig and Douglas (2011) point to some major issues in this
research stream, this reply disagrees to a certain extent with these
criticisms andevaluates them in light of extant conceptual andempirical
research on cross-cultural research. This reply is important because the
issues Craig and Douglas (2011) raise relate not only to the Engelen and
Brettel's (2011) content analysis, but also to major issues in cross-
cultural marketing research.
2. Criticism of the study of Engelen and Brettel (2011)

2.1. Definition of cross-cultural research

One of Craig and Douglas' (2011) major criticisms is Engelen and
Brettel's (2011) narrow definition of cross-cultural research, which
embraces only studies that explicitly integrate national culture in
their research models and that empirically validate their research
models in at least two different national cultures by means of survey
research.

First, Craig and Douglas (2011) criticize Engelen and Brettel's
(2011) defining cultural regions along national borders. While
national and cultural identity has traditionally been a basic assump-
tion of most cross-cultural research, Craig and Douglas (2011) argue
that “national culture is becoming increasingly meaningless and that
the appropriate culture unit to be studied is often a smaller, more
homogeneous groupingwithin a given geographic location” (compare
also Douglas and Craig, 2006).

While sub-cultures are interesting and promising avenues of
study, this reply holds that strong within-country cultural common-
ality and between-country differences justify the examination of
culture at the national level: From the theoretical perspective, the
people of a nation share a strong similarity in terms of history,
language, and political, legal and educational environment that have
shaped their culture over decades and centuries (Hofstede, 2001).
From the empirical perspective, Smith and Schwartz (1997) examine
cultural differences among samples from three Chinese regions, three
Japanese regions and five regions in the US and conclude that
differences among these groups “were dwarfed by the much larger
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differences between nations” (p. 112). Schwartz and Ros (1995) find
across 13 countries that national culture could explain three times
more variance than could within-country determinants (e.g., age and
education). In a more practical approach, Trompenaars and Hamp-
den-Turner (2004) compare various level of cultures (e.g., functions
within organizations, organizations, nations) and conclude that
nations show the strongest between-entity (i.e., between-country)
heterogeneity and the strongest within-entity (i.e., within-country)
homogeneity in terms of major values. Further, Hofstede (2001) finds
that, in countries with some degree of cultural heterogeneity, the
different ethnic groups share strong cultural commonalities compared
to the other countries. Thus, theoretical and empirical evidence
suggest that national borders are appropriate for defining culturally
homogeneous settings.

Further, the existing research in cross-cultural marketing itself
justifies the equation of national and cultural boundaries. Following
Steenkamp (2001), survey-based studies in marketing that incorpo-
rate cultural effects at the national level provide interesting findings
that the Engelen and Brettel's (2011) overview of studies also reflects.
Steenkamp (2001) argues that, if one assumes no between-nation
differences in culture, “such findings would be hard, if not impossible
to achieve” (p. 36). Thus, the valuable findings in this research stream
justify ex post the choice of national cultures as the major unit of
examination.

Further, from a more practical point of view, surveys show that
nations differ in many respects, including that of corruption indexes
(e.g., the Corruption Perception Index; Svensson, 2005). Again, if
national borders are not appropriate for defining distinct cultural
settings, these differencesmay not emerge. Besides, managerial practice
typically structures international activities along national borders, so
cross-culturalmarketing could lose itsmanagerial relevance by ignoring
the needs of practice, which require support in terms of how to address
different national contexts with marketing activities.

While defending the examination of culture at the national level,
this reply also acknowledges the different layers of culture within
nations. However, the existence of other cultural levels or sub-
cultures should not lead to the rejection of national cultural
examinations, but should, instead, lead to interesting research
avenues (Leung et al., 2005). Studying the interaction effects between
layers of culture, such as those between organizational and national
culture may be worthwhile. For example, Webster and White (2009)
find that certain values of a corporate culture (e.g., values of
aggressiveness or outcome orientation) are more effective in the US
cultural context, while other values are more effective in the Japanese
cultural context.

Overall, contrary to Craig and Douglas' (2011) view, national
cultures are a meaningful and proven level of study. The research
agenda should address the interactions or configuration effects of
national culture with other layers of culture, rather than replacing
national culture with other definitions of cultural boundaries.

Second, in addition to the issue of national and cultural identity,
Craig and Douglas (2011) criticize Engelen and Brettel's (2011)
omission of single-country/single-culture studies from the content
analysis. However, the survey-based examination of two national
cultures is the minimum requirement for a study to be qualified as a
cross-cultural study because, otherwise, virtually all survey-based
studies would qualify as cultural studies. While a survey inherently
reflects the national cultural pre-determination of the nation in which
the survey took place, differentiation between findings that are cultural
artifacts and those that are due to other characteristics of the sample
(e.g., industry sector breakdown) is impossible tomake, as Adler (1983)
and Adler, Doktor and Redding (1986) contend. Thus, survey-based
research projects that aim to find cultural effects require at least two
national cultures in which to analyze a certain research theme.

Further, the distinctiveness of the cross-cultural research streams
lies in part in the specific methodological challenges of these
comparisons. The concept of equivalence is probably the most
important methodological concept since the research must establish
equivalence at several points in a process that incorporates more than
one national cultural setting (Singh, 1995). For example, research
must establish equivalence in terms of sample composition or
measurement invariance. Hult et al. (2008) provide an overview of
the equivalence concept, the methodological concept in terms of
which cross-cultural research differs from most other research
streams. Including single-country/single-culture studies under the
umbrella of cross-cultural research would forfeit this particular
characteristic of cross-cultural research and erase the borderline
between cross-cultural research and related research streams.

2.2. Role of “whiteness” bias in cross-cultural marketing

Craig and Douglas (2011) disagree with Engelen and Brettel's
(2011) finding that cross-cultural marketing research is subject to
whiteness theory, stating that “while researchers may have been
trained in the US or Europe, this does not mean that they necessarily
abandon their cultural origins.” Thus, two theoretical perspectives
compete: Engelen and Brettel (2011) argue that whiteness is, at least
to some extent, inherent in cross-cultural marketing research because
a large majority of published researchers in this research field have US
or European university affiliations, while Craig and Douglas (2011)
argue that whiteness is not inherent in cross-cultural marketing
research.

The question concerning whether or not researchers adopt the
national culture of their host country is essentially a topic of
acculturation (Steenkamp, 2001). Extant marketing research
addresses acculturation by examining the degree to which consumers
adopt products and services from another national culture and give up
products and services from their home culture (e.g., Gentry et al.,
1995; Lerman et al., 2009). While the extant research includes no
studies on the degree to which researchers adopt their host countries'
national cultures, analogies to existing survey-based studies on
consumer acculturation may shed light on the discussion of whether
whiteness is an issue in cross-cultural research. Since researchers are,
in the end, also consumers and since individuals' cultural pre-
determinations shape both their shopping habits and working styles,
this analogy seems justifiable for a first analysis of this topic.

Alden, Steenkamp and Batra (1999) show that the tendency to
adopt a host country's national culture is particularly strong when
those who move to a new country are highly educated. Given that
researchers with publication track records are necessarily highly
educated, this finding suggests that such researchers are inclined to
adopt their host countries' national cultures and to give up at least
some facets of their home cultures. Consequently, researchers
affiliated with western universities, although they invariably retain
some important facets of their home countries, are likely to adopt
their new culture and interpret their findings accordingly.

Thus, while acknowledging that final, empirically derived conclu-
sions concerning researchers' acculturation are not possible, this reply
argues that findings from acculturation literature on consumers give
strong support for the position that researchers adopt their new
cultures, at least to some extent. Thus, the reality is likely to be
somewhere in between the two theoretical positions of no whiteness
and complete whiteness in cross-cultural marketing research. Future
empirical studies should examine the degree to which whiteness is
present in this research stream.

2.3. Selection of journals for inclusion in content analysis

Craig and Douglas' (2011) third major criticism relates to the
choice of journals included in the content analysis. Engelen and
Brettel's (2011) major criterion for a marketing or general business
journal with an international focus to be included in the content
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analysis is its quality, as reflected by widely accepted rankings. This
approach is in line with relevant content analyses in the field of
marketing, innovation and international business research (e.g., Page
and Schirr, 2008; Guo, 2008; Nakata and Huang, 2005). While Engelen
and Brettel (2011) consider journal quality as criterion, Craig and
Douglas (2011) recommend extending the inclusion criteria to
geographic origin by adding journals of non-European and non-US
origin in order to achieve a more comprehensive picture of the
research field.

Craig and Douglas' (2011) recommendation implies that
researchers from non-European and non-US contexts submit their
papers only to these other journals and/or that editors of the
European and US journals are reluctant to accept papers from non-
European and non-US researchers. However, Engelen and Brettel's
(2011) content analysis indicates that an increasing number of
Asia-based researchers publish in prominent European and US
journals (20% and 16% for 2000–2005 and 2005–2008, respective-
ly). This observation rejects the underlying assumption of Craig and
Douglas' (2011) recommendation since Asian researchers have
submitted their research to these journals, and editors have
accepted these contributions. Thus, the journals included in the
content analysis have published high quality research that origi-
nates in non-US and non-European settings.

3. Conclusion

This reply joins Craig and Douglas (2011) in stating that cross-
cultural research is essential to advancing the understanding of the
range and limits of theoretical frameworks in marketing research and
that discussion on the current state of this research streams are
extremely important. This reply responds to Craig and Douglas'
(2011) major points of criticism of Engelen and Brettel's (2011)
content analysis of cross-cultural marketing research. Empirical
findings and theoretical arguments suggest that an examination of
culture at the national level is usually appropriate and that whiteness
is a relevant factor in researchers because of acculturation.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank Tessa Flatten (RWTH Aachen University,
Templergraben 64, 52062 Aachen, Germany, flatten@win.rwth-
aachen.de) and Oliver Schilke (University of California, 264 Haines
Hall, 375 Portola Plaza, Los Angeles, CA, USA, schilke@ucla.edu) for
their insightful comments on a earlier version of this reply note.
References

Adler N. Cross-cultural management research: the ostrich and the trend. Acad Manage
Rev 1983;8(2):226–32.

Adler N, Doktor R, Redding S. From the Atlantic to the Pacific century: cross-cultural
management reviewed. J Manage 1986;12(2):295–318.

Alden D, Steenkamp J, Batra R. Global brand positioning and advertising effectiveness:
does acculturation to global consumer culture make a difference? Paper presented
at the AMA Summer Educators Conference; 1999.

Craig C, Douglas S. Assessing Cross-Cultural Marketing Theory and Research: A
Commentary Essay. J Bus Res 2011;64(6):625–7.

Douglas S, Craig C. On improving the conceptual foundations of international marketing
research. J Int Mark 2006;14(1):1-22.

Engelen A, Brettel M. Assessing Cross-Cultural Marketing Research and Theory. J Bus
Res 2011;64(5):516–23.

Gentry JW, Sunkyu J, Tansuhaj P. Consumer acculturation processes and cultural
conflict: how generalizable is a North Americanmodel for marketing globally? J Bus
Res 1995;32(2):129–39.

Guo L. An analysis of 22 years of research in JPIM. J Prod Innov Manage 2008;25:
249–60.

Hofstede G. Culture's Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviors, Institutions, and
Organizations Across Nations. Thousand Oaks: Sage; 2001.

Hult T, Ketchen D, Griffith D, Finnegan C, Gonzalez-Padron T, Harmancioglu N, et al.
Data equivalence in cross-cultural international business research: assessment and
guidelines. J Int Bus Stud 2008;39(6):1027–44.

Lerman D, Maldonado R, Luna D. A theory-based measure of acculturation: the
shortened cultural life style inventory. J Bus Res 2009;62(4):399–406.

Leung K, Bhagat RS, Buchan NR, Erez M, Gibson CB. Culture and international business:
recent advances and their implications for future research. J Int Bus Stud 2005;36
(4):357–78.

Nakata C, Huang Y. Progress and promise: the last decade of international marketing
research. J Bus Res 2005;58(5):611–8.

Page AL, Schirr GR. Growth and development of a body of knowledge: 16 years of new
product development research, 1989–2004. J Prod Innov Manage 2008;25(3):
233–48.

Schwartz S, Ros M. Values in the West: a theoretical and empirical challenge to the
individualism–collectivism cultural dimension. World Psychol 1995;1(2):91-122.

Singh J. Measurement issues in cross-national research. J Int Bus Stud 1995;26(3):
597–619.

Smith P, Schwartz S. Values. In: Berry J, Segall M, Kagitcibasi C, editors. Handbook of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, Volume 3: Social Behavior and Applications. Boston:
Allyn & Bacon; 1997. p. 77-118.

Steenkamp J. The role of national culture in international marketing research. Int Mark
Rev 2001;18(1):30–44.

Svensson J. Eight questions about corruption. J Econ Perspect 2005;19(3):19-A13.
Trompenaars F, Hampden-Turner C. Riding the Waves of Culture: Understanding

Diversity in Business ed London: Nicholas Brealey Publishing London; 2004.
Webster C, White A. Exploring the national and organizational culture mix in service

firms. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 2009;38(6):691–703.


	Assessing cross-cultural marketing theory and research: Reply to Craig and Douglas' commentary
	Introduction
	Criticism of the study of Engelen and Brettel (2011)
	Definition of cross-cultural research
	Role of “whiteness” bias in cross-cultural marketing
	Selection of journals for inclusion in content analysis

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References


