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A B S T R A C T

International segmentation is defined as the identification of groups of consumers with similar needs and wants
in the food domain across cultural units. Four criteria for such segmentations are discussed (theoretical support
for the segmentation base, cross-cultural relevance of the segmentation base, cross-cultural validity of the
measurement instrument, validation by measures of responses to marketing parameters). Three dominant ap-
proaches are identified in the literature: segmentation by importance of product benefits, by means-end chains,
and by food-related lifestyles. Pros and cons of each are discussed and needs for future research are outlined.

1. Introduction

Segmentation is one of the most basic concepts in marketing. It is
based on the conviction that people differ in their needs and wants, and
that any particular product therefore will not appeal to everybody (e.g.,
Kotler & Keller, 2016, or any other marketing textbook). When the
number of potential customers is small – like, say, in the market for very
high end sports cars – the manufacturer can get into contact with each
of them, find out about their needs and wants, and tailor each product
individually. On mass markets, this is not possible, and segmentation is
then invoked as a second best solution: potential customers are grouped
into segments such that their needs and wants are relatively homo-
geneous within segments and heterogeneous across segments. Tools for
doing that are described in every marketing textbook.

Before the age of globalization, segmentation was done at the na-
tional level (Hassan & Craft, 2012). In international marketing, the
common wisdom was to select countries for exporting or more ad-
vanced forms of international business based on macro criteria like
economic affluence, infrastructure, political system and culture, and
then segment the selected markets (Steenkamp & ter Hofstede, 2002).
But with the rise of globalization, there has been much more talk about
international segmentation – here understood as segmenting a group of
potential customers that transcends national boundaries.

While segmentation is about grouping customers according to their
needs and wants, the way segmentation is actually done is not usually
based on measuring needs and wants. This may be related to the fact
that the term ‘needs and wants’ actually is a bit fluffy and has neither a
clear theoretical basis nor an established measurement methodology
linked to it in the marketing literature. Segments are therefore usually
derived based on criteria that are believed to be related to needs and

wants, but not based on measures of the needs and wants itself. The
criteria on which a segmentation is based are also called the segmen-
tation base.

Of the wealth of segmentation criteria that are discussed in the
marketing literature (a useful classification from a food perspective can
be found in van der Zanden, van Kleef, de Wijk & van Trijp, 2014),
many are not specific to any specific product or product category. For
example, consumers have been segmented based on demographic cri-
teria like gender, income and age, or according to the value they pursue
in life, as measured by the List of Value (e.g., Chryssochoidis &
Krystallis, 2005), the Schwartz value domains (e.g., Krystallis, Vassallo
& Chryssochoidis, 2012) or the Inglehart concept of modernity (Gaston-
Breton & Martin, 2011). Since segmentation is about grouping custo-
mers according to their needs and wants, this is based on the assump-
tion that differences in demographic characteristics or in endorsement
of life values imply differences in needs and wants for products and
services, and that they do this across different categories of products
and services. This is sometimes true, but often not, and even when it is
true, the relationships may be weak (Baalbaki & Malhotra, 1993).
Therefore, segmentation is predominantly carried out based on con-
sumer characteristics that are specific to a particular product category
or a specific product domain (Lemmens, Croux & Dekimpe, 2007). One
such domain is food.

This paper is about international segmentation in the food domain.
It is in two major parts. In the first, I will define the concept of inter-
national segmentation and will raise some major issues, both theore-
tical and methodological, in international segmentation in the food
domain. In the second part, I will review approaches that have been
dominant in the literature on international segmentation of food mar-
kets. The paper closes with a list of open issues and an agenda for future
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research.

2. Issues in the segmentation of international food markets

2.1. The concept of international segmentation

The idea about segmentation is closely linked to the basic normative
proposition in marketing that any business activity should start with an
analysis of customer needs and wants. When addressing potential cus-
tomers on different markets separated by national or cultural bound-
aries, it would follow that understanding differences in needs and wants
across national or cultural boundaries is a prime marketing issue. It
therefore caused a lot of stir when marketing guru Theodore Levitt in
1983 suggested to ignore differences that might exist between con-
sumers in different parts of the world and instead provide similar
products to everybody, because consumer needs are converging as
globalization progresses (Levitt, 1983). Remaining differences are su-
perficial, he argued, and by ignoring them one can reap the ensuring
economies of scale and bring prices down, making products available to
a larger group of people. His examples did not include food, and his
arguments were tightly linked to the utilitarian value of products. Ap-
plied to food, the argument would be that ignoring differences in
consumer food preferences could bring the price of food down and
hence alleviate undernutrition in the world. It has not been advanced a
lot, because not only would it not apply to those parts of the world
where over- rather than undernutrition is a problem (e.g., Mazzocchi,
Traill & Shogren, 2009), but there is also evidence that even in a con-
text of food shortage consumer preferences for or against certain types
of food and certain ways of preparing it can be powerful forces (e.g.,
Shah, 1983).

Today, the bold message of ignoring all differences in consumer
needs and wants across national and cultural boundaries has few fol-
lowers. But the Levitt argument has drawn attention to possible simi-
larities in consumer needs and wants across national and cultural
boundaries, not in the sense that all consumers are alike, but in the
sense that we may find similar groups of consumers in different parts of
the world. Steenkamp and ter Hofstede (2002) actually argue that in-
ternational segmentation is the answer to the debate initiated by Levitt,
in that it creates a conceptual framework for offering products that are
standardized across countries by targeting the same consumer segments
in different countries. The main argument is that while the process of
globalization does not result in homogeneous needs and wants, it does
result in groups of consumers with similar needs and wants that can be
found across the globe. Depending on whether these cross-national
segments account for a larger part of the market or not, one can dis-
tinguish between global marketing and global niche marketing
(Broderick, Greenley & Mueller, 2007). There has therefore been an
extended debate on whether such segments exist, how significant they
are from a marketing perspective, and how they can be identified. In
the rest of the paper, I use the term ‘international segmentation’ in this
sense – as a term designating the attempt to find groups of consumers
with similar needs and wants across national or cultural boundaries.

2.2. Unit of analysis

As segmentation (at least on consumer markets) is about grouping
consumers with similar needs and wants, the consumer is the obvious
unit of analysis in a segmentation study. Indeed, national segmentation
has always been done at the consumer level. But in international seg-
mentation, both countries and regions have been used as more ag-
gregate units of analysis in the segmentation process (see Lemmens
et al., 2007, and Steenkamp & ter Hofstede, 2002, for overviews, and
Budeva & Mullen, 2014, for examples).

This can take two forms. Countries or regions can be characterized
by macro factors that are assumed to be relevant for the possible buying
behaviour of the consumers living there, typically geographic, political,

economic and cultural factors (Baalbaki and Malhotra, 1993). Alter-
natively (or additionally), the countries or regions can be characterized
by aggregated consumer characteristics, like country means of people's
value orientations, which may be available from Eurobarometer data or
similar sources (e.g., Budeva and Mullen, 2014; Gaston-Breton &
Martin, 2011).

The selection of more aggregate units of analysis for international
segmentation is often linked to questions of data availability and the
costs of data collection, which can easily become very high, especially
in the era before the advent of the online survey, or when online sur-
veys are not feasible due to low levels of internet access. But there is
also another line of argument. Differences between countries in terms of
macro indicators can be so dramatic that they are believed to capture
the essence of differences in consumer needs and wants. Hofstede
(1991) maintains that nations are the “source of a considerable amount
of common mental programming of their citizens” (p. 12). A two-step
segmentation procedure has therefore often been suggested (Gaston-
Breton & Martin, 2011; Kale & Sudharshan, 1987; Wind & Douglas,
1972), where countries are the unit of analysis in a first step and seg-
mentation at the consumer level then takes place in a second step only
for those clusters of countries that have been found to be attractive.
When implemented this implies a hierarchy of factors affecting needs
and wants, as available country level factors usually refer to factors
concerning the marketing environment, like geographic, political, cul-
tural and economic factors, whereas factors dealing with how custo-
mers react to marketing mix parameters usually require consumer-level
measures (Baalbaki & Malhotra, 1993). Studies actually testing this
assumption have found mixed results (e.g., Aurifeille, Quester, Lockshin
& Spawton, 2002; Lemmens, Croux and Dekimpe, 2007).

Sometimes regions instead of countries are used for aggregate-level
segmentation and this approach may be especially relevant in the food
area. Food cultures are known to transcend national boundaries but
predominate in contagious regions, and may thus correspond to what
Douglas and Wind (1997) termed ‘culti-units’. For example, Askegaard
and Madsen (1998) used aggregated consumer lifestyle and food con-
sumption data from 79 regions in 15 countries to establish food culture
segments, finding that such segments do cross national borders, but
consist of geographically adjacent regions. Ter Hofstede, Wedel and
Steenkamp (2002) have shown how the identification of segments can
be constrained by including requirements on spatial contiguity. In the
following, I will use the term ‘cultural unit’ to denote a population that
shares characteristics that we normally associate with culture, such as
shared and learned systems of values, norms and social behaviour.
‘Cultural unit’ is thus a layered concept and may designate, for example,
a country, a region, a language area or an area with a common religious
belief.

2.3. Criteria for evaluating segmentation solutions

When is a segmentation a good one? One should think that the
answer to this question is rather straightforward, given the definition of
segmentation shown above – namely that a segmentation should max-
imize differences in customer needs and wants across and minimize
such differences within segments. However, this criterion is usually not
formally evaluated. Instead, it is mostly demonstrated that segments do
indeed differ in terms of the variables that form the segmentation base,
and often also in other variables used for profiling the segments, which
can be anything from demographics to actual buying behaviour. In
addition, segmentation solutions are usually evaluated according to
managerial usefulness.

This lack of formal evaluation of segmentation solutions may be
related to the already noted fact that the term ‘needs and wants’ actu-
ally is a bit fluffy and has neither a clear theoretical basis nor an es-
tablished measurement methodology linked to it in the marketing lit-
erature. Segments are usually derived based on criteria that are
believed to be related to needs and wants, but not based on measures of
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the needs and wants itself. As a proxy, segmentations are sometimes
validated by linking them to variables characterizing how consumers
react to marketing parameters. Examples for this are product purchase
intensity (Broderick et al., 2007), purchase volume (Broderick et al.,
2006), average price paid (Aurifeille et al., 2002) and customer loyalty
(Lockshin, Quester & Spawton, 2001). However, even this type of va-
lidation is often not carried out.

In addition to this, the marketing literature is replete with sugges-
tions for criteria to be used for evaluating the usefulness of segmenta-
tion solutions in a managerial context. The most well-known ones are
(Dibb, 1999; van der Zanden et al., 2014; Wedel & Kamakura, 2000):

• Identifiablity – can segments be distinguished from each other based
on the data at hand

• Substantiality – are they large enough to warrant attention

• Accessibility – can they be reached by a specific combination of
media channels

• Stability - are they stable over time

• Responsiveness – do consumers respond to marketing parameters in
a homogenous way within and in a heterogeneous way across seg-
ments

• Actionability – to they suggest ways of addressing them by a certain
type of marketing mix

These criteria are meant for a qualitative evaluation in an applied
context, not for a formal evaluation against a measurable external cri-
terion.

A thorough review of approaches to evaluating the effectiveness of
international segmentations both in the literature and in practice
(Foedermayr & Diamantopoulos, 2008) showed that the literature
usually ignores the issue, and that companies in practice use measures
of bottom-line performance, which are affected by many other factors
in addition to the effectiveness of the segmentation applied. These
authors suggest a complex construct where segmentation effectiveness
is measured in four dimensions, namely targeting performance, posi-
tioning performance, cost reduction and adaptability to changes.

As has been pointed out before (Steenkamp & ter Hofstede, 2002),
in evaluating an international segmentation solution, one should dis-
tinguish between a theoretical and a managerial justification. The
theoretical justification relates to whether there are theoretical argu-
ments, supported by ample empirical evidence, that the measures that
form the segmentation base are indeed related to how customers in the
population investigated react to marketing parameters, and ideally the
presence of this link should be additionally confirmed in the segmen-
tation analysis by measuring at least a subset of such reactions. The
managerial justification relates to whether the segmentation solution is
perceived as useful in a practical context, which is related to factors like
accessibility and actionability of segments, as noted above. Theoretical
justification does not automatically lead to managerial usefulness, and
managers may, at least in the short run, perceive a segmentation so-
lution as useful even though there are neither theoretical nor empirical
arguments for that it indeed is related to how customers react to mar-
keting stimuli and, in the end, buy products and services.

2.4. Criteria for evaluating instruments do derive international
segmentations in the food domain

Based on the above, we can formulate four criteria that any in-
strument to be used for international segmentation in the food domain
should live up to. First, the instrument should measure some variables
or constructs where there is some theoretical justification for that these
variables or constructs are actually predictive of reactions to marketing
efforts and of, in the end, purchase behaviour. Many segmentation
studies actually fail in that respect. Segmentation based on demo-
graphic variables is widely used in practice, but there is no theoretical
justification for how demographic variables affect reactions to

marketing stimuli, unless some intervening variables are specified,
which in turn are not usually measured. For example, higher age is
related to different needs, more experience, and (often) higher afflu-
ence, which in turn affects reactions to marketing efforts. In a national
and pragmatic context, this may be justification enough, but in inter-
national segmentation, we face the issue that the effect of age on re-
actions to marketing stimuli may vary widely between cultural units. In
other cases, the theoretical justification is weak. Human values moti-
vate behaviour across different domains and situations (Schwartz &
Bilsky, 1987), and hence also affect buying behaviour, but the links are
usually weak (Vinson, Scott & Lamont, 1977) as many other factors
have an influence and values, by their very nature of being the most
abstract motivators, influence buying behaviour mediated by other, less
abstract constructs like attitudes or norms (Homer & Kahle, 1988).

Second, when one or more theoretical constructs linked to buying
behaviour are indeed the basis for the segmentation instrument, it
should be made plausible that this construct is indeed applicable in all the
cultural units that are part of the study, a requirement also called con-
struct equivalence (Steenkamp & ter Hofstede, 2002). Much of the
consumer behaviour literature implicitly assumes that the constructs
used are universal, but as published consumer research is very pre-
dominantly originating from Western cultures, this should not be taken
as given. Henrich et al. (2010) have discussed the problems related to
the fact that much of behavioural science research is done with subjects
from what they called WEIRD (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich,
Democratic) societies, given the evidence that such societies indeed
differ from other societies in terms of basic psychological processes.
Cross-cultural consumer research distinguishes between emic and etic
approaches (e.g., Slater & Yani-de-Soriano, 2010), where the first one
concentrates on locally usable constructs, which may hence differ be-
tween cultures, and the second concentrates on those constructs that
are applicable across the various cultures studied. International seg-
mentation by definition assumes that etic constructs exist in the area of
consumer behaviour, but the etic nature of the constructs used should
be argued for and not assumed. It should be added that mixed ap-
proaches are possible (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998), where a
combination of emic and etic constructs are used.

Third, the theoretically supported etic constructs used in the seg-
mentation study should be measured in a cross-culturally valid way. Even
when there is evidence that the theoretical construct(s) used are indeed
applicable across cultures, issues of changes of meaning due to trans-
lation into different languages and of culturally dependent response
biases, such as acquiescence and extreme response style remain
(Harzing, 2006). Cross-cultural validity of measurement instruments
used in survey studies has been widely discussed (e.g., Ares, 2018;
Douglas & Craig, 1997; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998), although the
bulk of the literature applies to instruments where constructs are
measured by multiple items for each construct dimension. In that case,
measurement equivalence can be tested by confirmatory factor analysis,
and different levels of measurement equivalence can be distinguished
(Dimitrov, 2010; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). As a minimum,
configural equivalence should be demonstrated, meaning that the factor
structure of the items in the instrument is the same across cultures. This
means that the meaning of constructs and their dimensions is the same
across cultures, even though the loadings of items and the use of re-
sponse scales may still differ. If no pooled analysis is planned, i.e.,
segments are first derived in a national context and then qualitatively
compared across countries, configural equivalence is actually enough.
Unfortunately, most international segmentation studies do not do that,
but pool the data and then typically perform a cluster analysis on the
pooled data. This requires that you can indeed compare means of in-
dividual items across countries, cultures and languages, which pre-
supposes not only configural, but scalar invariance, where both item
loadings and item intercepts are identical across countries. Complete
scalar invariance is rare, but fortunately, it is sufficient when, for each
construct, at least two items exhibit scalar invariance (Dimitrov, 2010;
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Scholderer, Grunert & Brunsø, 2005; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998).
Finally, the segmentation derived should be empirically validated

by linking measures of the segmentation base to some measures of re-
actions to marketing parameters, to support the theory-based notion
that the constructs forming the segmentation base indeed are linked to
consumer behaviour.

Based on the above, I can now be more concise with regard to re-
quirements for an international segmentation in the food domain. By
international segmentation, I refer to a segmentation procedure that
aims at identifying segments that are identical or at least similar across
cultural units. The segmentation should be based on constructs that are
based on previous theoretical reasoning linking them to how consumers
react to marketing stimuli in the food domain and to their food pur-
chasing behaviour, and this link should be tested. These constructs
should be applicable to explaining consumer behaviour in all culture
units studied. Finally, they should be measured in a way that leads to
cross-culturally valid results.

3. Dominant approaches to international segmentation in the food
domain

In the following, I will review different approaches that have been
used for international segmentation in the food domain. I will not
mention any studies where the segmentation base is without any the-
oretical link to consumer food buying behaviour, and I will not address
studies that segment consumers based on some specific attitude or
potential product benefit, like for example people's view on animal
welfare (e.g., Krystallis et al., 2012), which will only be able to explain
a very small amount of the variation in consumers' buying behaviour.
Three approaches will be discussed: segmentation according to im-
portance of product benefits, means-end chains, and food-related life-
style. I will not attempt to be exhaustive within each of these ap-
proaches, but rather highlight main pros and cons. I will finally also
mention a fourth approach, based on the analysis of food choice mo-
tives, as it appears promising although it has, to the best of my
knowledge, not yet been applied to international segmentation.

3.1. Product benefits

Benefit segmentation is one of the oldest segmentation tools (see
Haley, 1968). It basically means that one measures the relative im-
portances of a range of product benefits to consumers and uses this as a
basis for segmentation. The link to people's buying behaviour is in-
tuitive and has been embodied in a number of theoretical guises, in-
cluding Lancaster's theory of consumer demand (Lancaster, 1966),
multi-attribute attitude theories (Wilkie & Pessemier, 1973) and con-
structive consumer choice processes (Bettman, Luce & Payne, 1998). A
possible theoretical criticism is that many food purchases are most
likely not of a multi-attribute nature and rather based on habits or
heuristics, but one would expect that the relative importance of product
benefits still has some (although theoretically less stringent) link to
both the formation of habits and the choice of heuristics. There is a fluid
borderline between product benefits and product attributes that I will
ignore here, whereas I will retain (in line with van der Zanden et al.,
2014) the borderline to food choice motives, which are more abstract
and not product specific.

Measuring the importance of product benefits requires that there is
a list of such benefits. This list will have to be different depending on
whether the segmentation is to be with regard to food in general or with
regard to specific food categories. At the most abstract level the benefits
that people seek from food are rather generic (Brunsø, Fjord & Grunert,
2002; Grunert, 2005) – people seek good taste, healthiness, con-
venience and sometimes process characteristics, but even at this level
benefits sought are dynamic. For example, sustainability is increasing
being discussed as a relevant benefit of a food product. As soon as
benefits are to be measured for specific food categories, the benefits

need to be more specific as well and need to be derived from an analysis
of previous literature and qualitative research like focus groups.
Whereas the concept of product benefits itself can be assumed to have
cross-cultural construct equivalence, this will not hold for its oper-
ationalization in a list of benefits, where the applicability across cul-
tural units needs to be supported by qualitative research. The most
common measurement instrument used for measuring the importance
of product benefits are rating scales. These are subject to cultural re-
sponse biases, as discussed above, which can be addressed by mean
standardization within the cultural units. Other methods like ranking or
best-worst scaling are less susceptible to these biases.

In terms of research in the food domain, the number of published
studies employing product benefit segmentation is surprisingly small
(Onwezen et al., 2012). Onwezen and Bartels (2011) measured im-
portance of benefits of fruit products in four European countries
(Netherlands, Greece, Spain, Poland) by asking respondents to rank
nine such benefits (tasty, healthy, reasonably priced, safe, natural, ap-
pealing, convenient, locally produced, familiar), thus avoiding the issue
of response bias with rating scales. The list was based on a literature
review. Respondents were then clustered based on the rankings, re-
sulting in three segments. The distribution of these differed con-
siderably over the countries involved – most extreme in Greece, where
almost all respondents were classified into the same cluster (‘naturally
conscious consumer’). Buying intentions for four novel fruit products
were measured, which is the closest the study comes to an actual va-
lidation of the segmentation solution. Bernués, Olaizola and Corcoran
(2003) measured importance of potential benefits of meat products in
five European regions in England, Italy, France, Scotland and Spain.
Importance was measured on a three point rating scale, which was
mean-centred for each individual to correct for response bias. The
benefits used were based on focus groups and expert interviews in the
five regions. The benefits were factor analysed and subsequently clus-
tered; an investigation of the cross-cultural stability of the factor solu-
tion was not carried out. The distribution of the four segments found
differed between the regions, although exact numbers were not re-
ported. There was no validation. In a methodologically ambitious study,
ter Hofstede et al. (2002) segmented consumers not on product, but
store benefits, also in the meat industry. Respondents in seven Eur-
opean countries rated various aspects of store image (product quality,
service quality, assortment, pricing, store atmosphere, distance), which
were then regressed on an overall evaluation of the store, yielding beta
coefficients that formed the segmentation base. Segments were derived
using a model where segments were constrained to consist of re-
spondents in geographically adjacent regions. Five segments were ob-
tained that cover different, partly overlapping parts of the European
map. No validation of the segments with regard to store choice was
carried out.

Onwezen et al. (2012) did a cross-national segmentation based on
general food benefits. In addition, they also investigated whether the
segmentation is sensitive to situational factors, investigating the im-
portance of food benefits both in general, for meals vs. snacks, and for
different times of the day. Benefit importances were measured using
single item 5-point rating scales for benefits relating to health, con-
venience, taste, personal norms, affect and satiety. These benefits were
derived from the literature. Data were collected in four European
countries (Netherlands, Greece, Poland, Spain). Ratings were mean
centred per respondent to reduce response bias. Respondents were then
clustered using a latent class approach. A seven cluster solution was
adopted. Respondents attached different importances to benefits ac-
cording to meal and time of day, but these differences were consistent
within segments. The segments were profiled but some validation with
regard to responses to marketing stimuli is not provided. Distribution of
clusters over countries was not reported, but there was a significant
country effect on benefit importance.

Segmentation based on the importance of product benefits does not
need to be based on self-stated benefit importances. Benefit importance
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can be inferred based on choices between sets of products derived from
a factorial design of benefits and their levels in a choice experiment.
This has the advantage that cultural response biases in scale use do not
play a role. Respondents can then be clustered using individual utility
part worth values or, more elegantly and reliably, by estimating utilities
and segment membership simultaneously in a latent class analysis.
Other forms of conjoint analysis (e.g., based on ratings of product de-
scriptions) can be used as well, but are subject to the usual issues
around response bias. The major limitation of this approach is that the
resulting segmentation is product-specific, as choice sets necessarily
will have to consist of product descriptions drawn from the same pro-
duct category. Studies using this approach for international segmenta-
tion in the food domain do not abound, but some examples exist (e.g.,
Font-i-Furnols et al., 2011; Grunert et al., 2018; Realini et al., 2013 – all
about consumer purchases of meat).

Benefit segmentation has the advantage of its intuitive and theore-
tically reasonably well supported relationship to buying behaviour, and
it can easily be adapted to different levels of abstraction, from very
product specific to very general about any food. As benefit importance
is usually measured by single items, factor invariance cannot be
checked, and issues about cross-cultural validity need to be solved by
ensuring qualitative support for the benefits used and by taking out
some of the bias by mean centration or by using other measures than
rating scales. The major drawback of benefit segmentation is that the
segments coming out are not overly informative. The whole approach is
product-centred and hence not shedding light on aspects of consumer
behaviour not related to product benefits/attributes, and underlying
motivational factors are not dealt with either, although some of this can
be addressed by profiling clusters with food choice motives or values.

3.2. Means-end chains

Using means-end chains for international segmentation is a con-
siderable step beyond product benefits in terms of theoretical ambition
and potential usefulness. It is also considerably more demanding in
terms of both preparation, data collection and analysis, which may be
the main reason why to the best of my knowledge only one interna-
tional segmentation study using this approach has been published (ter
Hofstede, Steenkamp & Wedel, 1999).

Means-end chains (MEC) have been introduced to the marketing
community by Gutman (1982). It is a cognitive construct that maps how
consumers subjectively link product attributes to expected con-
sequences of those attributes and those again to the expected fulfilment
of life values. Means-end chains can therefore shed light on how con-
sumers' descriptive knowledge on product attributes is linked to desir-
able consequences and values, resulting in consumer motivation to
purchase products having those attributes. It thus goes far beyond the
descriptive analysis of product benefit importances, has a basis in
cognitive psychology, and links to the literature on human values as the
ultimate motivators of human behaviour (for an overview of the de-
velopment of the concept in marketing see Grunert, 2010). Means-end
chain research has been used both for the design of marketing com-
munication (Reynolds & Craddock, 1988) and for product development,
not least in the food sector (Costa, Dekker & Jongen, 2004). It thus
seems like an obvious candidate for a segmentation base.

Most means-end research is qualitative employing an interview
technique called laddering (Grunert & Grunert, 1995; Reynolds &
Gutman, 1988), which elicits links between attributes, consequences
and values. A number of techniques have been proposed for quantifi-
cation of MEC results, of which the APT matrix is the most well-known
(ter Hofestede et al., 1998). Two matrices are presented to respondents,
one for links between attributes and consequences, and one for links
between consequences and values. The matrices are empty; respondents
have to tick all cells were they think a link exists. Obviously, using APT
matrices presupposes that it is already known which attributes, con-
sequences and values are salient for consumers in the context of a

particular product category, i.e., that appropriate qualitative research
has already been carried out.

Ter Hofstede et al. (1999) used APT data from a pan-European study
on four product categories, although only the data for the yoghurt ca-
tegory are used in their main publication. Attributes and consequences
come from qualitative laddering interviews carried out in four Eur-
opean countries; the values used are those from the List of Values in-
strument (Kahle, 1986). Data are analysed by means of a model where
respondents' ticks in the two matrices are explained by an underlying
link strength, segment membership, and a response tendency that can
be both cultural and individual. Four segments are derived (healthy and
vital, sensible and secure, healthy and innovative, top quality seeker) of
which only the last one is truly pan-European, as its members come
from all 11 countries that were part of the study. The others were
concentrated on about half of the countries. Grunert and Valli (2001)
tried to validate this segmentation, along with a similar analysis based
on the data for the product category beef, by developing product con-
cepts specifically aiming at each segment and testing it with members
of the segments in 3 out of the 11 countries. The results were mixed; it
turned out that segment membership indeed had an influence on pro-
duct concept acceptance, but highest acceptance was not always by the
segment targeted. All new product concepts had higher acceptance
rates, though, compared to two existing products that were included as
a control.

Using MEC as a basis for international segmentation has the ad-
vantages of being built on an existing well-founded theoretical basis, of
the demonstrated usefulness of the results in developing marketing
parameters, and of the fact that the necessary instruments for data
collection and analysis are available, including ways of controlling for
response bias. The fact that it nevertheless has not been used more is
most likely due to the complexity of the data collection, the technically
advanced data analysis, and not least, the fact that considerable qua-
litative preparation is necessary. Deriving the appropriate attributes,
consequences and values by the laddering method is tedious and re-
source-consuming. It should, ideally, be done in all countries that the
segmentation is to cover.

3.3. Food-related lifestyle

Both product benefits and means-end chains use segmentation bases
that measure how consumers perceive products, and the segmentation
is hence product-focussed and most applicable for segmentation studies
that aim at using the results for questions of product positioning. The
food-related lifestyle (FRL) construct has been proposed as a segmen-
tation tool with a broader approach, dealing not only with what is
important to people in selecting products, but also with aspect of their
shopping behaviour, their meal preparation, their meal patterns, and
their food-related motives. It was developed by Brunsø in 1997 (Brunsø,
1997; Brunsø & Grunert, 1998; see also Grunert, Brunsø, Bredahl &
Bech, 2001) with the explicit aim to be used as a tool in international
segmentation in the food domain. Lifestyle is defined as a cognitive
construct encompassing domain-specific declarative and procedural
knowledge in the areas ways of shopping, cooking methods, importance
of quality aspects, consumption situations and purchase motives. Each
area has several dimensions, each of which is measured by 3 items,
resulting in a relatively complex instrument of 69 items. The basic idea
is that the lifestyle construct mediates between basic motivators, i.e.,
life values, and product-specific cognitions. It thus measures how
people use the food domain to attain their basic life values.

The items were developed with the aim to be used in different
languages and in different cultural contexts. A rigorous analysis of
measurement invariance across several European countries (Scholderer,
Brunsø, Bredahl & Grunert, 2004) showed that the instrument did ex-
hibit configural and metric invariance, but not scalar invariance, in-
dicating that while the meaning attached to the different parts of the
instrument seems to be almost identical across cultures, there are still
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culture-specific biases in intercepts such that scale means of the dif-
ferent dimensions cannot be compared across cultures (a comparison
between Ireland and the UK, however, showed complete measurement
equivalence, O'Sullivan, Scholderer & Cohan, 2005). As a consequence,
when the instrument has been applied for international segmentation,
segments have been derived within each country, and then the emer-
ging segment structures have been compared and similar segments
aggregated (Grunert et al., 2001). The basic segment structure coming
out seems to be relatively stable across countries, with segments dif-
fering in their involvement with food and in the extent to which they
have an innovation-oriented or conservative approach to food (a typical
segment solution distinguished segments called the conservative, the
adventurous, the rational, the uninvolved and the careless, Grunert
et al., 2001).

The instrument has been validated by relating it to various aspects
of self-reported food-related behaviour with good results (Brunsø,
Scholderer & Grunert, 2004a), and it has also been demonstrated that
the lifestyle construct indeed mediates between life value and food-
related behaviour (Brunsø, Scholderer & Grunert, 2004a, b).

While the FRL instrument has been used in more than a hundred
studies, only a few of these were actually international segmentation
studies. Other studies were national, or they were not segmentation
studies at all but used the FRL dimensions as predictors of various as-
pects of food-related behaviours. As noted above, the instrument seems
to work well in Western cultures, but attempts to apply it in other parts
of the world have been less successful (Grunert et al., 2011; Reid, Li,
Bruwer & Grunert, 2001).

The FRL instrument is probably the most complex and best vali-
dated instrument for international segmentation in the food domain. Its
complexity is also a limitation in its applicability, and it seems to be
culturally bound to Europe or at least to Western cultures. Also, as the
instrument is from 1997, some parts of it appear no longer up-to-date.
For example, aspects of social responsibility and especially sustain-
ability are not dealt with in the instrument.

3.4. Other approaches

A few other approaches can be mentioned. Consumer involvement –
mostly product involvement, but sometimes also purchase or situational
involvement - has been used as a segmentation base in international
segmentation studies, and has been related to dependent variables like
consumer loyalty, volume of purchase and average price paid
(Aurifeille, Quester, Lockshin & Spawton, 2002; Broderick, Mueller &
Greenley, 2006; Lockshin, Quester & Spawton, 2001). By definition,
such studies result in segmentations at the product category level.
Askegaard and Madsen (1998) and McArty, Horn, Szenasy and Feintuch
(2007) used secondary lifestyle data for international segmenation, an
approach that is conceptually similar to the FRL, but without the the-
oretical basis and without transparent scale development. Askegaard
and Madsen's study is interesting as it is based on data that were already
aggregated by region, and the segments obtained are mostly geo-
graphically contiguous and support the idea of spatial proximity later
advanced by ter Hofstede et al. (2002). Finally, Steptoe, Pollard and
Wardle's (1995) Food Choice Questionnaire is an obvious candidate for
international segmentation studies in the food area, even though it has
not yet been used in this way. The Food Choice Questionnaire is a
multi-item instrument measuring the importance of different food
choice motives, namely health, mood, convenience, sensory appeal,
natural content, price, weight control, familiarity and ethical concern
and is therefore close to an instrument measuring the importance of
generic food. It has been used for international comparison (e.g.,
Prescott, Young, O'Neill, Yau & Stevens, 2002), but not for segmenta-
tion. A study investigating its cross-cultural validity showed some
problems with reliabilities and factor invariance (Eertmans, Victor,
Notelaers, Vansant & van den Bergh, 2006), but they did not appear so
dramatic that they could not be solved by some multi-country scale

purification.

4. Summary, outlook and future research

Given the considerable attention that the topic of international
segmentation has received at the conceptual level, both in general and
in the food domain, one may wonder why there have not been more
published studies. Only a handful studies live up to the criteria set forth
in the beginning of the paper, namely that the segmentation base has a
theoretical link to how consumers react to marketing efforts in the food
area, that this link is actually investigated for validation, and that the
instrument itself has been tested for cross-cultural validity.

The three major approaches reviewed above have all merit and
potential, albeit in different ways and with different implications for
future research.

Segmentation based on product benefits is clearly the most simple
and robust approach. If the intended use of the segmentation is mostly
in product optimization or product development, segmenting by pro-
duct benefits will often be sufficient. The two major drawbacks that
existing studies suffer from are the ad hoc nature of the list of benefits
used and issues with regard to cultural biases in scale use. It would be
desirable to develop some standardized lists of benefits that consumers
expect from different main product categories, developed on the basis
of existing research and qualitative research in different countries, such
that the cultural boundary conditions for the application of these lists
can be made explicit. Such standard inventories of benefits could then
be adapted according to the information needs at hand. In terms of
measurement it would be highly desirable to gain more insights into the
use of instruments that do not depend on rating scales, like best-worst
scaling.

Means-end chains as a basis for international segmentation has
much promise, but the comprehensive qualitative preparatory work
and the complexities of data collection and analysis may have pre-
vented its widespread application. One way towards simplification
could be to use not only a standardized list of life values, but also a
standardized list of self-relevant consequences, that could be developed
based on the research on food motives that led to the Food Choice
Questionnaire. Again such a standardized list would need to be vali-
dated for cross-cultural usefulness and the cultural boundaries of its
applicability need to be specified. Having such standard inventories
would imply that it is no longer necessary to conduct the resource in-
tensive laddering interviews before conducting a MEC-based segmen-
tation. A software tool for the analysis of APT data would also lower the
barriers of using this approach to international segmentation.

The food-related lifestyle instrument still appears as a promising
tool for segmentation when the aim is to segment consumers not only
with regard to their reaction to products but with regard to how they
react to food-related marketing efforts in general. The complexity of the
instrument, covering 23 dimensions in 5 domains, has been a barrier to
its application, and a revised version of the instrument could have a
modular approach where a core instrument measures some basic di-
mensions like food involvement and food innovativeness, and then
there could be different modules on aspects like product characteristics,
shopping styles and meal preparation that could be added depending on
the specific aim of the segmentation study.

Given the relatively small number of published studies, the different
theoretical and methodological approaches used, and also the differ-
ences in the type of samples involved, there is little cumulative evi-
dence on the existence of international segments in the food domain.
The results from studies using the FRL instrument come closest,
showing that across cultural units, consumers differ in their food in-
volvement, their innovativeness, and their heart-or-brain approach to
food and eating. But overall we can conclude that the evidence for the
existence of international segments, defined as segments that exist
across cultural units and that react to marketing efforts in the food
domain in a similar way, is still sketchy.
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