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ABSTRUCT

Most researchers refute the perception that all kets are homogenous. They, henceforth, believeutitdrm
marketing strategies cannot be applied to all sextéurthermore, they indicate that cultural vai@ts draw diverse
consumer reactions across countries. Research goés prove that varied cultures have differenfp@sses with respect
to brand perceptions (Aaker et al., 2001) and ppticas of risk and brand loyalty (Kanwar, 1993; dawet al.1992).
Business analysts and academics vociferously stresdsndividuality and uniqueness of every coung@yery market

distinctively, in terms of geography, demograplture and consumption patterns.
KEYWORDS: Refute the Perception, Culture and ConsumptionePadt
INTRODUCTION

Academic scholars have recognized that it is ewosdo try and explain the results of one cultln@sed on
another due to the differences in psychology ofscomption and value associations (Belk 1999). Thebier, mind-sets
and emotions of individuals differs not only frorauntry-to-country but also from cultures and deraphics within a
nation itself. Therefore, to define a public basedearlier studies or set notions can prove toibasttous for marketers
and scholars alike. Analyses need to factor inadpopisychological, demographic, economic and calturfluences to

personify the customer base in question.

While several studies have been conducted, accetiim effects of cultural orientations on variegeking, the
general rule of thumb accepted is that individdedsn collective or inter-related cultures are dedn® be conformists
who seek consistency in their choices, while ped@m independent or individualistic cultures arermrisk-taking and

hence will tend to seek more variety.

Various studies have shown deflection in the pnaslip predefined alliances of culture and varietgkieg. They
illuminate the fact that given various other valia be it of age, dissonance, type of productroply changing mindsets,

there have been noticeable diversities in receptiorariety, at different cultural thresholds.

The robust number of studies on the matter aré/faidicative of the significance of the liaisorgtiveen culture
and variety seeking, to marketers. The culturadrggtions of any market need to be studied witbfolprejudices of the
type of offering and the demographic that it bedulgiressed to. Variety-seeking on its part has kshall advantages to

all marketers alike, such that they augment salessase visibility and help to fight competition.
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It is crucial, therefore, to understand consumeasiety-seeking behavior in context of their cudtuorientations
plus other relative factors and ultimately devebframework that would help leverage marketing apputies in the

sector.

This paper attempts to throw light on how alignidtural orientations and variety seeking in isiolatcan have
non-corroborative results. And hence, a comprekensnarket assessment with fresh variety-seeking euitiral
perspectives for the market in question. The negtiens briefly describe both these variables dsad @account the various
studies that enumerated the general perceptionsultdre and variety-seeking. The succeeding sextigine a new
perspective to how effectively we can align the timoconjunction with other variables to device bettarketing

strategies.
The Variety-Seeking Tendency

Variety-seeking has been defined as the tendency feerson to switch away from a choice made onlake
occasion (Kahn, 1999). This behavior is found todependent on interpersonal and intrapersonal emtidesire for
unfamiliar goods and alteration among familiar pratd and information (Jayasankaraprasad and Kadimyag014). The
need for change, uniqueness and a penchant farsatyriand risk are highly challenged with the dsisrin times and
availability of new entrants in the market. Henegiety-seeking tendencies for individuals, too, ihyodnd evolve over a
period of time. These tendencies, then contouropality traits in people and affect the liberalnesstroversion and

creativity levels which impact the decision makanyd buying behavior of consumers.

Variety seeking is not as pervasive as has beeriopgly suggested (Kim and Drolet, 2003). Individuand
publics are influenced by a set of values, peroeptipreferences and behaviors that are ever afmrgguivalently, age,
life-cycle stages, occupation, economic circumstaridfestyles and societal dynamics, all have angtrstimuluson the

exploratory intentions of an individual.

Of course, one of the key benefits of the consusnerpectation of variety itself i.e. they get a gulkany of
options. (Kahn, 1995; McAlister and Pessimier, 98®%/hen an innate perusal for assortment occuestdwan internal
desire for change, satiation or stimulation by tiyyehen it is considered a direct form of varietgeking. And in this

case, variations in customer behavior across adtare highly likely.
Hofstede’s Typology of Individualism/Collectivism

Individualism (Hofstede, 1980), as a cultural camst measures the importance placed on the wetfatbe
individual as opposed to the group. The importasfcéne group is reflected in collectivism (Shankahesh et al.,2003).
In individualistic cultures, “people look after thselves and their immediate family members onlpd & collectivistic

cultures, “people look after the interests of largmups and collectivities in exchange for loyaliijofstede 1980, p.390).

People who are in collectivistic cultures generalgnt to be enveloped in emotional states of betangess and
conformity. They adhere to the in-group norms arel raore likely to prioritize group achievements ottee self. This

might to also result in the suppression of perséeings or attributes, as the primary focus isbeially appropriate.
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Entities in Individualistic cultures, on the othesind, are motivated by their own personal growthd eearly
believe in self-expression. They value their freadind resent being harnessed. They don’t alwagstdikadhere and are
more like to put their personal goals over socie@ms. They have been raised to liberally voicgrtemotions and

encouraged to be rational.

Culture, thus, has an undeniable effect on our immaitand psychological states and expressionpiealo not
carry separate mental programs for work and norkwituations” (Hofstede, 1980, p.92). Our actioagéhbeen attributed
to our experiences, value systems and our wellghéiherefore, exploratory behavior and variety sgglkendencies are

greatly influenced by our cultural orientations.
Cultural Orientations and Variety-Seeking Tendencies; the General Descents

While variety is deemed attractive by customeralircultures, the decision to seek variety variéth wespect to
the dynamics that different cultures display Consrtarirom different cultural orientations will readifferently to variety

assortment decisions presented to them.

lyengar and Lepper (1999) found noteworthy cultwatiations in the first level of preliminary apal of
choice. The authors compared the Japanese and dsmecultures with respect to their aspiration fboice. This of
course, was indicative of the differences betwéencollectivistic and individualistic cultures. Réts clearly showed that
while in individualistic cultures, a larger choieas always welcome, due to uncertainty of futuefgrences, a smaller
assortment of goods may not be rejected as oftewliactivistic cultures. Not all participants agqually simulated by

choice opportunities (Markus and Kitayama, 2003)

Moreover, Heine et al. (1999) conjecture that psjmtical reactions hinge on ideologies, habits,avars and
actions that have been propelled by cultural vakiegped over centuries, by continual revelatiogytmbols, images and

practices.

The appraisal of self-expression and morals of ugmngss lead adherents of individualistic cultucesee greater
value in choice than members of collectivist cidsiflyengar and Lepper, 1999), where the highegragdals are not self-
consciousness, but social relationships as welhasdentification and confirmation with shared eg@tions and norms

(Hermann and Heitmann, 2006).

Levav and Ariely (2000) clearly enunciated in thedsearch that it is interpersonal choice conteat propels
Americans to make altered selections as they neqibttray traits of uniqueness in their social tetb{Hermann and
Heitmann, 2006). However, this very peculiaritycoihviction and independent surge has negative ¢atioos in many
Asian countries (Bellah et al., 1985; Kim and Makt999; Triandis, 1995). Markus and Kitama (19€dntend that in
collectivistic cultures, choice behavior is enthdiss/ social norms and anticipated expectationseafrp rather than the
inner biddings and personal attributes. In Japaoeleres, individuals exercise great restrairthir inner desires which

might impede group cohesion (Hamaguchi, 1985; Hetrad., 1999).

This would logically lead us to the inference tha@ notions of uniqueness, satiation and simuladianrather
connected to the western cultures, but not with Ak&n or collectivistic ones (Hermann and HeitmaB806). The

aforementioned concepts, in fact, form the vergagrvariety seeking.
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But then there are point of views that augmentunderlying restlessness that subjects as variahtlgnamic as
culture and variety-seeking cannot be mason stoti€He variety-seeking tendency might not be aversal and robust
as previously thought and might just be a psychHobdgroduct of socially and culturally shared humexpressions and
responses” (Kim &Drolet, 2003, pp.380).

Kim and Drolet (2003), in an effort to compare théwo aspects of cultures, compared American aned¢o
students with regard to variety seeking in decisi@king. They too concluded that varying choiceawidr seemed to be
of lesser interest to the Koreans than to the Ataes.But they reiterated the fact that “We canmsume that culture
would affect all forms of variety-seeking in them@mway” (Kim and Drolet, 2003, pp. 379). And sinua all variety-
seeking has the same underlying motivations, angbssibility that was highlighted was that a paErtollectivist group

might be looking for variety seeking simply as aam&to conform to their group dynamics and progabatmony.

Chu and Spriles (1999) established several diffarerin the types of information processing betw&smerican
and Japanese students. The reliability of thedifigs was upheld with the belief of several otlesearches, who felt that
the Japanese are more intuitive than their logielking American counterparts (Reinschauer, 19H8nce, as they
would rely more on qualitative assessments, thehdggical costs of decision making would not bedapendent on

perceived variety as that of the Americans (Hernmeamh Heitmann, 2006).

In view of this account, Markus and Kitayama (199itst came up with the notion that individualsthe Asian
cultures, might not be ill at ease when their bavais shifting vis-a-vis their personal needs, dgese of the inherent

characteristic of how they themselves variate betwtbe interdependent self from their independelfit s

In collectivistic cultures, the self is not a caagted whole, it rather alters with the social esmt(Hermann and
Heitmann, 2006). In effect, making personal chqgidesming judgements and having opinions are of liegportance to
interdependent selves (Wierzbicka, 1994). In sughurces, failures are accepted more readily tharcuhures with

independent selves (Kitayama et al., 1997). Thiddea sense of belongingness to the individuals.

The aforementioned discussion steers in the otientséhat interdependent cultures are less likelforestall the
same degree of regret when choosing out of a higiety assortment. And while, being apprehensive lma negated in

the western cultures, it is but an accepted tnaihé eastern ethos.

It is hence, vital to voice that there are manyarhiing reason why, at times, variety seeking migdhimore of an
accepted trait in collectivist cultures. “Varietgeking hence is not just culturally bound but &sotextually bound” (Kim
&Drolet, 2003, pp.380). It is an amalgamation oteda like cultures, the type of product categoryqumestion,
demographics, and psychographic orientations tlesrly establish the variety-seeking tendencies @onsumer in a

defined setting.
Framework for Organizing the Study

Taking into account the variables of culture andetg-seeking, articles from following managemengrketing,
retail and distribution, hospitality and psycholggurnals from the year 1999-2015 have been indude a detailed and
critical review — Journal of Consumer Psychologyurdal of Indian Management, International MarkgtiReview,
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism, Journal of Paedity and Social Psychology, International JoliofaBusiness and

Management, Academy of Marketing Science Revieverfational Journal of Retail and Distribution Mgament,
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International Journal of Cross Cultural Managenaamt the Journal of Consumer Marketing.
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Research studies are discussed below to enhanogldtienship between culture and variety seeking.

Shukla et al.(2015), outlining the heterogeneityzgian market consumers had summarized that iraJwdhich is
a conventionally categorized as a collectivistilture, other-directed symbolism is significantljlirential on luxury value
perceptions, reflecting the hierarchical naturetlsd society (vertical collectivism). The resultsalobserved that

functional value is deemed to be significant acalsmarkets.

Hermann and Heitmann (2006), reaffirmed that treptharkets as homogenous would be the biggest fioily
any marketer. Substantial cultural differencestarbe expected when variety is provided to conssraesund the globe.
However they stressed that excessive quantitiepaare to be detrimental, as it can decrease rdltlagr decrease sales.

Therefore, to determine the right amount of varistst key challenge.

In a study based on group choice settings by Yoa@h@011),the findings revealed that for Koream® lived in
a highly collectivistic culture, it was natural antinost normative to choose the option that waslairto others and not
standing out from the others was a desirable tBait, it came to light that such a tendency waseplel only when the
participants were not provided with the producbimnfiation prior to the choice. Which translates ith® fact, that had they
been aware, then they would have sought varietsskh implies that there were detrimental effeatsttie American’s
personal happiness, when they tried to align themsewith the cultural norms (e.g. variety seekifgcause that

threatened their personal freedom and autonomy.

Consistent with these assumptions, lyengar and rL¢p@99), shared their findings which suggested tha
individuals with collective norm are relatively ethreatened by the restraint of one’s freedom,itahds minimal impact
on personal happiness. For them, having choice®rogdegular in-group members instead of making then choices
seemed consistently intrinsically motivating, prasibly because it provided a greater opportunitprimote harmony

and fulfill the goal of belongingness to the group.

The findings of Kim and Drolet (2003), also diffdrin a subtle yet meaningful way. They showed feaple in
individualistic cultures tend to vary their choiede use, whereas people in collectivist culturesdt perceive choice as
an act of self-expression. This led to the extrapoh that consumers in collectivist settings nétedecessarily follow the
choice of others in a group choice setting, evenidf normative and socially desirable, becauseeldoesn’t exist a need

to portray their positive self-image through th&ioice decisions.

Similarly, there were some contradictions in theults of the study conducted by Leo, Bennett andeHg2005)
who studied the cross cultural differences in tbastmer decision making styles. For instance, thstralians scored
higher on uncertainty avoidance which went agatinsir nature of individualism. And the Singaporeaosred low on
quality consciousness and higher on their innoeasivopping behavior (variety-seeking) which migeb&upplement the

low uncertainty avoidance.

Khandoker et al. (2011), posited that variety segkiccurs because of an internal desire for chasa&tion or
inspiration by unigueness. But displaying distinetifeelings may not make much sense for intersmel@ultures. In

particular, collectivistic and individualistic culies seem to differ with regard to preferencedigh variety assortments.
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While studying the influence of culture on ImpuksiBuying behavior, Kacen and Lee (2002), hypotlesesihat
the buying impulsiveness trait was more stronggoamted with impuse buying behavior for the indialist than for the
collectivist groups. They also posited that collésts are less driven to act on this trait. Inigidd, getting older, reduced
the impusive buying among the Asian sample but’tliteve a significant impact on the Caucasian samphis finding
supports previous research that found collectivests able to maintain inconsistent attitude-behavidationships
(Kashima et al., 1992).

Imada and Kitayama (2010) made a very interestibgeovation when studying public consumption. Choice
justification was stronger both when Japanese maatd®ice in the presence of social eyes and wheeritkams made one
in the absence of it. This established evidenceutrally different meanings people attach to choivhen they make it

under different conditions. The Americans (indiatlsts) felt that their choice was constrained dgia influence.

Pandey, Khare and Bhardwaj (2015), highlightedgbsitive influence of Indian culture on local stdogalty.
This was guided by cultural dimensions of masctyinpbower distance, and long term orientation angared to low
price. The most important dimension coming outhef findings was masculinity which emphasized aquesfce in society
foe achievement, heroism, assertiveness and matnards. Therefore providing variety in termsrafige to be offered

was suggested as a way to go forward.

Further evidence was provided by Seock and Lin 12@&bnsumer loyalty tendency is influenced by aeltu
particularly the dimension of collectivism. Sucmdings may reflect the individuals’ eagerness ttormgp to and be
approved by the people in their groups or sociElye collectivist notion of interdependence with theroup would seem

to encourage loyalty tendency.

Similarly, Straughan and Miller (2001) conductednalti- cultural to examine cultural influences oastomer
loyalty to local retail stores. They postulatedtttiee more individualistic, members of the societg, the less loyal they
are to retailers. The cultural tendency to avoideauntainty was indicative of greater loyalty to datie retailers. Men

exhibited a stronger loyalty to domestic storestivamen did.

The study made by Wang et al. (2012), was congistih the OSL theories provided by Raju(1980). amers
with different stimulation levels have differentrigty seeking behaviors and different sensitivitestore elements. The
research provides evidence that shoppers with higi8t are more valued customers because they tesgend more

money and time in the retail stores.

Sharma (2014) concluded that sub-cultural diverbag a partially mediated impact on Optimum Stirtiaia
Level and a fully mediated impact on ExploratoryyBig Behavior. The analysis confirmed that longrterientation and
power distance were negatively related to OSLsoAfower distance and collectivism were negativayrelated to

Exploratory buying behavior.

Sapra and Mor (2012) concluded that the conceptlasiire for exploration has emerged as the strongest
motivating influencer for consumer buying behavibine general findings indicate that people withhieigOSLs engage in
exploratory behaviors as compared to people witetoOSLs. Age, Income, Education and Employmehtliaplayed a

positive correlation to the Optimum Stimulation keés:
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Shankarmahesh et al. (2003) studied the culturaledsions in switching behavior of importer-exporter
relationships theorized that firms interested inint@@ning strong and healthy relations should depeh strong and
independent organizational structure characterizgdow levels of individualism, power distance, malgity and

uncertainty avoidance.

Following the line of thought, Lin and Mattila (2809 conducted a study on cultural impacts on reatgu
switching. The results of the study indicated #hatural differences play an important part in meadieg the consumers’
switching and exploratory behaviors. Interestinghg Taiwanese consumers were more likely to svatoth explore new
restaurants than their American counterparts. Tdiseg proposed that since because Taiwanese caltpgg-consumers
have a limited opportunity to express their persbediefs in social settings, they might dependcconsumption choices to

express their individuality.

Table 1 summarizes the research studies examimiagrdlationship between culture and variety seekirige table

includes the sample size and variables along \wittkey findings of the studies

Table 1
Study Sample Variables Key Findings
lvenaar and Leper 105 school . Intrinsic motivation Personal choice is not as critical for
yeng P ; . Ethnicity interdependent cultures as is for the
(1999) children . . L X
. Choice conditions individualists.
’ uD! Collectivistic cultures exhibit higher
233 consumers | ¢ IDV . .
Straughan and 150 business . Age loyalty traits. Age as a factoris
Albers-Miller (2001) . 9 inconsequential. Men emerged mor
professionals . Sex :
i retail loyal than women.
. Retail Loyalty
Study Sample Variables Key Findings

Kacen and Lee (2002

706 students and
non-students

)

. Impulsive Buying
Behavior

Trait buying
Impulsiveness
IDV/Collectivism
Emotional factors

Age

Collectivists less driven as compare
to IDV to make impulse purchases.
Attitude-behavior relationships are
weaker in Coll. Impulse buying
decreases with age in collectivistic
cultures

Individualistic/

and LaTour (2003)

Tendency to switch
Degree of dependenc
Dissolution

_ 343 Collectivistic cultures In coIIectlylstlc_ cultur_es_, other groug
Kim and Drolet undergraduate | Variety seekin members’ choices minimally impact
(2003) and graduate c Y S€ y g the individuals’ choice, as choice is

students ompromise/ Non- not an act of self-expression
compromise condition
. Hofstede’s Cultural | To limit switching firms should
dimensions develop cultures based on low leve
Shankarmahesh, Ford

of individualism, power distance,
e masculinity and uncertainty
avoidance

Leo, Bennett and
Hartel (2005)

534 respondents

Hofstede’s constructs
Sprole’s decision
making styles

Innovativeness
Brand Loyalty

No real differences in brand loyalty
traits were found, but Singapore
fared higher in innovativeness i.e.
Collectivist culture displayed more
variety seeking tendencies
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d

D

Table 1
. Individualistic/ vartety, though of more value in
Herrman and Collectivistic cultures Individualistic cultures. Lepending
Heitmann (2006) - . Perceived Variety on type of product sold_, collectivisti
A LVari cultures seek more variety due to
i ctual Variety stronger effect of regret
Study Sample Variables Key Findings
. IND/ COL Taiwanese more likely to switch
Lin and Mattila 311 College- . SW|_tch|ng be_hawor restaurant providers and explore ngw
. Variety-seeking alternatives than US consumers.
(2006) aged consumers ) X . )
. Vanity —seeking They also had higher ratings on
. Novelty-seeking variety and novelty seeking
. Perceived Variet Substantial cultural differences are
Ahmed, Uddinand | . Cultural Const yt displayed when variety is provided.
Ahshanullah (2009) uitural Lonstructs 1 A culture-oriented market leads to
superior performance
. Choice Justification | Choice justification was stronger fo
Imada and Kitayama | 115 .I .Spreadlng of Eas_tel;n cleljtures in the presence oli
(2010) undergraduates alternatives(SA) social/public eyes. Amencans wor
. Social Eyes harder on a task that is held in
. IDV/COL private.
) Consumers'’ benefits Sovereign cultures place a higher
Khandoker, Faruque | of variety premiurr? on varietyrc):ompareg o
and Rehman (2011) . Perce|ved_ variety collectivistic ones.
. Cultural differences
. Individualism American college students displaye|
Seock and Lin (2011 456 young . Collectivism mgmﬂcqntly greater collectivism than
consumers . Consumer Loyalty their Taiwanese counterparts. And
. Retail store attributes| US showed higher levels of loyalty
. Individualistic/ L
517 order slips | Collectivistic cultures Collectivistic cglture; tend to prefer
Yoon, Suk, Lee and ; group-level uniformity seeking. The
from 1475 . Variety Index e " . .
Park (2011) . ) exhibit positive meanings to being
customers . Uniformity similar
. Conformity
Study Sample Variables Key Findings
. OSL Shoppers with higher OSL had
. Store ambience higher evaluations of store features
Wang, Chang and 147 retail . Design/layout They reported higher hedonic and
Wysong (2012) shoppers . Density elements utilitarian values from their shoppin
. Hedonic values They also spent more time and
. Utilitarian values money in the store
I._evel Optimum Stimulation Desire for exploration emerged as t
25 empirical . Demoaranhic strongest motivating influencer for
Sapra and Mor (2012) ~".. P . grapht consumer buying behavior. The stu
articles variables B :
. Exol d shows a positive correlation betwee
. xploratory tendency | g ang age, education, income
variables
. Retail loyalty Indian consumers’ loyalty towards
Pandev. Khare and . Price bargaining local store retailers is driven by
Y. ! 710 shoppers . Hofstede’s cultural cultural dimensions as masculinity,
Bhardwaj (2015) )
constructs power distance and long-term
. Cosmopolitanism orientation as compared to low pric

NAAS Rating: 3.10 - Articles can be sent to editor @ mpactjournals.us




| Rethinking Cultural Orientations on Variety-Seeking Behavior: A Review Based Article 123 |

Table 1
. Variety seeking
309 university l-ntemlon;ersonality _Satisfactio_n and He_donic value_s
Ha and Jang (2013) students Characteristics impact variety seeking tendencies for
high allocentric groups
. Frequency and
Recency
éehaViolrExploratory Purchase ang term orientatior) and Power
. Optimum Stimulation Dlstancg were neg§t|vely related to
Sharma (2014) 200 respondents Level OSL while Collectivism was
, negatively related to EBB in North
- .Hofstede s Cultural and East India
Dimensions
Study Sample Variables Key Findings
. Horizontal / Vertical | Asian markets are not homogenous.
Shukla, Singh and 626 luxury Collectivism Other-directed symbolism is
Banerjee (2015) consumers . Luxury value significantly influential on LVP for
perceptions Indian consumers.

CONCLUSIONS

The review of the studies revealed that 1) culhae a significant impact on variety seeking tenaencThis is
imperative since the provision of variety is a kagrketing instrument (Kahn, 1998; Lehmann 1998feffg variety
after giving cultural orientation of the markes due consideration can improve sales, boost ligibincrease goodwiill
and affect loyalty. 2) Markets cannot be considdrethogenous. Even established research cannot prdwe exacting
guidelines for further actions. Categories of pidand demographics play an important role indiegithe true nature
and receptiveness of the market concerned 3) Imdigme selves strive harder on a task held in grivdtile consumers in
collectivistic cultures will display strong choigestifications in public consumption scenarios.Légal retail loyalty is a
strong collectivistic trait. The study revealedtthalividuals who exhibit high collectivistic chaxtaristics tend to stick to
the brands or stores they selected. 5) OptimumuSdition Levels have proven to be a strong indicidowvariety seeking
tendencies. And even though, some collectivistituoes demonstrate lower levels of OSL, age, incoetkication and
other demographic variables have an impactingiogiship on the exploratory behavior of the consurfidis changes the

dynamism of the variables in question.

This paper essentially outlines that Cultural backgd can influence Variety Seeking Behavior. Hoarevhis
field of research has had mixed results so fart Ragature shows that variety seeking behavianae dominant among
individualistic cultures (Kim &Drolet, 2003). This based on their high OSL and subsequent hightaisikkg consumer
behavior as compared to individuals from collesti¢i cultures (Kahn & Meyer, 1990). Consumers itletivistic
cultures reflect other-directed symbolism. Espéciahen choice decisions are to be made in pulilioyplicates certain
public or social aspects of the self, and thuss ilikely to be quite important to act in certaiashion, for the inter-
dependent selves. This could be because of theriemm® given to alliances, group-conformities andemse of
belongingness as a true indicator of eastern @dtu€Choices made by in-group members seem cortist@ore
intrinsically motivating because it provides thepogunity to promote harmony (lyengar&Lepper, 1998¢lf-image is

aligned to in-group personalities and it is norveatio graze with the herd.
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However, in contrast to these findings, Hse and &/€h999) found that in certain cases Asians (ctillistic
culture) could be more risk seeking than Americéindividualistic culture). They base their resulta the 'cushion
hypothesis' meaning that as a high collectivistitture, the Asians live in extended families witlose relationships
between each other. That allows them, unlike Anagigc to count on their social network in case ofaation they

undertake that results in a negative, damagingoougc

Lin and Mattila (2006) also encapsulated that theng college-aged collectivists were more likel\statch and
try out newer alternatives as compared to theiividdalistic counterparts. They had higher ratirays exploratory
behaviors and high switching intentions such atyt novelty-, and curiosity-seeking. The studsogoulled emphasis to
the strong influence of Western media that encadagestern consumption activities and behavioreciSeand Lin
(2011), in fact went as far to state that in tlagialysis, the Americans displayed more colleciwisharacteristics than the

Taiwanese.

This result is in contrary to findings in scientifiiterature, but supports the research analoggoAlt is
imperative that we take into account demographatofs, as well as type and categories of produefsré marking
typologies to any consumption behaviors in the mark
Since some collectivistic cultures can be more tadling and self-expressive this leads to the arfee that interdependent

cultures could also engage in a higher Variety BeeRehavior.
Managerial Implications

The study holds important implications for marketand researchers. Variety-seeking and explordtehnaviors
in consumers are a driving force to boost sales \asidility along with enhancing brand image. Theveastigation
underlined that OSL is an effective marketing segagon variable. It has been proved that shoppitts a higher OSL
will spend more time and money in stores. But, aenwdassification of individualist/collectivist dures might not be the
exacting solution for marketers to jump into imptartation of consumer marketing strategies. The ajines of
interdependence and self, albeit peripheral, dgprmtide clear cut alignments of behaviors and agghes. We therefore
need to take into account more cultural orientatitike uncertainty avoidance, power distance anmdedsions like
demographics, product typologies and psychographicsaccount for a real and reflective resoluttonour marketing
positioning.

Directions for Future Research

The study focused on individualistic/collectivistialtures. Other dimensions like masculinity anevpodistance

were not given due importance. Also, we did notngir@ within culture variations and focused morecooss-cultural

studies. Future research should focus on the effefctactors such as demographics moderating fleetefon culture on

variety seeking in specific cultures.
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