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Introduction
Most of attention in studying consumer behavior 

aspects is the consumption behaviors which serve 
to satisfy consumer's identity motives. For instance, 
consumers who need distinctiveness and self-esteem 
motives can satisfy these feelings by purchasing a 
rare, status-linked products (Shrum et al., 2013). In 
doing so, they make connections between positive 
self-identity motives and the symbolic meanings they 
attribute to the products (Ger & Belk, 1996). Due to 
view material possessions as an extension of themsel-

ves, they express their personal identity via consuming 
these products (Belk, 1988). Thus, understanding the 
personality variables and self-motives of individuals 
is prominent to explore the consumption related 
behaviors of individuals.

Although, consumption related behaviors of 
individuals to show their self-worth and superiority 
is intensely studied in the marketing literature, it is 
largely neglected how the trait of arrogance manifest 
itself as a consumer behavior. Psychologist Tim Kasser 
indicated that global consumer culture may evoke of 

ABSTRACT
Consumer arrogance (CA) is a new notion in 
consumer behavior, which is still unclear if CA has the 
same meaning in cross-cultures. The purpose of this 
study  is to test the cross-cultural validation of the CA 
scale in Turkey and Romania, which are considered 
as collectivist cultures and developing countries. 
An empirical study was conducted on 145 Turkish 
and 147 Romanian university students. The cross-
cultural validation tested via configural, metric, and 
covariance methods. A confirmatory factor analysis 
was used to test the validity of the measurement 
theory. The current research demonstrates the 
CA scale has an adequate fit to the data in each 
sample and across-cultural invariance between two 
countries. Also, the results indicate that the CA scale 
can be established as a second order construct and 
it is predicted by materialism. 

Keywords: Arrogance, Consumer arrogance, Cross-
cultural validity, Materialism.

ÖZET
Tüketici kibiri, tüketici davranışı alan yazınında 
yeni bir kavramdır. Bununla birlikte, tüketici 
kibirinin çapraz kültürlerde aynı anlama sahip olup 
olmadığı hala belirsizdir. Bu yazının amacı tüketici 
kibiri ölçeğinin, toplulukçu kültüre sahip olan ve 
gelişmekte olan ülkeler olarak kabul edilen Türkiye 
ve Romanya’da kültürler arası güvenilirliğini ve 
geçerliliğini test etmektir. Bunun için, 145 Türk ve 
147 Romen üniversite öğrencisi üzerinde görgül 
bir çalışma yürütülmüştür. Ölçeğin kültürler arası 
geçerliliği, yapısal değişmezlik, metrik ve kovaryans 
yöntemleriyle test edilmiştir. Ölçüm teorisinin 
geçerliliğini test etmek için doğrulayıcı faktör analizi 
kullanılmıştır. Araştırma sonuçları, CA ölçeğinin her 
bir örneklemdeki verilerle istatistiksel olarak kabul 
edilebilir uyumu ve iki ülke arasındaki kültürel 
değişmezliği gösterdiğini ortaya çıkarmıştır. Ayrıca 
bulgular, CA ölçeğinin ikinci dereceden bir yapı 
olarak kurulabildiğini ve materyalizm tarafından 
tahmin edildiğini göstermektedir.  

Anahtar Kelimler: Kibir, Tüketici kibiri, Çapraz-
kültürel geçerlilik, Materyalizm.
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narcissistic personalities, which are generally acted 
with arrogance (Kasser, 2002). The underlying motives 
of goals that mentioned above are actually satisfying 
the needs of individuals (Vignoles, Golledge, Regalia, 
Manzi & Scabini, 2006). 

Some researchers (Silverman, Johnson, McConnell 
& Carr, 2012) investigated arrogance as a trait and 
examined the situations in which people are perceived 
as arrogant. Also, people are perceived as arrogant 
when they communicate their quality and accentuate 
that it comes from their superiority and global self 
(Johnson et al., 2010). When considering arrogance 
as a personality trait which reflects the tendency to 
communicate one's qualities and self-worth to others 
(Lewis, 2000, 2016), it was extended to the marketing 
literature by addressing consumer arrogance notion. 
CA is conceptualized and defined by Ruvio & Shoham 
(2016) as people's proclivity for demonstrating their social 
superiority through the acquisition, utilization, or display of 
consumer goods (p. 3898). In this contribution, these  
two scholars developed a CA scale as a multi-dimen-
sional trait. This new notion rooted from the symbolic 
meaning of consumption that suggesting consumers 
use products as symbols to create self-identity, to ma-
intain their self-concept, to express their self, to convey 
personal and social achievements and to reflect their 
social status to others (Holman, 1981; Solomon, 1983; 
Belk, 1988; Hirschman & LaBarbera, 1990).

It seems that the scarcity of studies on arrogance 
stems from the lack of the measurement instrument 
of arrogance in marketing literature (Ruvio & Sho-
ham; 2016). To fill this gap, Ruvio & Shoham (2016) 
developed a CA scale to measure it in the marketing 
context. Researchers have investigated CA in the USA 
and Israel which are western cultures also modern and 
developed countries. However, it is still uncertain that 
consumer arrogance has the same meaning across 
different cultures. The validity and reliability of the 
scale in non-Western societies are uncertain as well. 
There is a need to test the cross-cultural validity of CA 
construct in different cultures.

This study is designed to test reliability and validity 
of CA scale that have not been tested yet in Turkey 
and Romania, which are considered developing 
non-Western countries as well as collectivist. With 
this study, it is expected that the CA cross-culturally 
equivalent and valid scale. As mentioned above, CA 
is a new notion, investigating it in different cultures 
will facilitate to improve the comprehension of CA in 
cross cultural setting. In this manner, this study aims 

to establish measurement equivalence across cultures 
and to enrich the consumer behavior understanding 
by using materialism in predicting CA. 

Literature Review
Arrogance is defined as a chronic belief of superio-

rity and exaggerated self-importance that is demons-
trated through excessive and presumptuous claims 
(Brown, 2012, p. 555) and used as to refer one of the 
seven deadly vices, which are strongly correlated with 
dark traits: machiavalism, psychopaty, narcissism (Ve-
selka, Giammarco, Vernon, 2014). Paulhus & Williams 
(2002) considered dark trait an aspect of personality 
traits that are socially undesirable and resembles the 
seven deadly sins. Although the dark traits are un-
desirable traits in the interpersonal context, they are 
favorable on the personal point of view since they 
serve a purpose on the behalf of person instead of 
group (Kurt & Paulhus, 2008). Arrogance is grounded 
on interpersonal dynamics and sense of superiority by 
manifestation of overt and excessive behaviors over 
others (Johnson et al., 2010).

The early studies regarded arrogance as a psy-
choanalytic term which is a component of narcissism 
(Emmons, 1984). Although narcissism with the belief 
of superiority, shares the same meaning with arrogan-
ce they are different from each other. While arrogance 
emerges as open behaviors during interpersonal 
interactions, narcissism involves both open and con-
fidential behavior (Johnson et al., 2010).

Although, arrogance is characterized by the words 
of ‘hubris, contemptuous, vanity, and conceited’, it 
differs from them. The conceptual origins rely on 
pride, which is a two-faced construct: authentic and 
hubristic. However, arrogance differs from pride at 
the attribution of success point. Pride arises from the 
attribution of a specific achievement to the efforts, 
prosocial behaviors whereas arrogance stems from 
the attribution of achievements to one’s global self 
and abilities (Verbeke, Belschak & Bagozzi, 2004; Tracy 
& Robins, 2007).

Arrogance is embedded to social context and 
refers to exaggerate one’s own superiority while 
underestimating others (Johnson et al., 2010). People 
feel better when they perceive themselves superior 
against to others (Locke & Nekich, 2000). Symbolically, 
possessions can be used as clues to show that people 
are superior to others (Hirschman & LaBarbera, 1990). 
Thus, Ruvio & Shoham (2016) suggested that arrogant 
consumers project their arrogant inclinations via 



A Cross-Cultural Validation of Consumer Arrogance Scale in Turkey and Romania

413

consumption. They constructed CA as a multi-di-
mensional trait and developed the original 21-items 
CA scale (see appendix A) consisting of four factors 
which are consumer superiority, consumer bragging, 
exhibitionism-based consumption, and image-based 
consumption. Consumer superiority refers to the indi-
viduals’ sense of superiority. Individuals high on CA 
link their purchasing behaviors to their superior self. 
Arrogant consumers associate the superior quality 
of the products they bought with their global self, 
and they directly derive their superior qualities from 
the quality of products they purchased (Hayward & 
Hambrick, 1997; Verbeke et al., 2004). Furthermore, 
those who scored high on CA regard their purchasing 
behaviours as an achivement and tend to share these 
achievements with others vaingloriously (Verbeke et 
al., 2004). Any such intended behaviours are explained 
as consumer bragging dimension of CA.

Exhibitionism-based consumption refers to the 
social nature of CA. Arogance manifests in social in-
teractions (Johnson et al.,2010) and arrogant people 
need social approval from others to enhance their 
self- views with feedbacks from those surrounding 
others (Aghababaei & Błachni, 2015; Egan, Chan, & 
Shorter, 2014; Johnson et al.,2010). Exhibisionistic 
and conspcious purchases signals their exceptional 
appearance to others and helps to inflate their ego 
(Ruvio & Shoham, 2016).

The desire to project arrogant consumers’ belief 
of superiority over others leads them to purchase 
status products and brands that signal uniqueness, 
conspicious values (Lee, Ko & Megehee, 2015), which 
is called image-based consumption dimension of CA. 
Image-based and exhibitionism-based purchases are 
the way of representing ideal self-image, status and 
superior self to others.

In their study, Ruvio & Shoham (2016), used 
materialism as a predictor of CA and they found a po-
sitive relationship between the two. In the marketing 
literature one of the most common construct linking 
identity motives to consumption behaviors is materi-
alism. Materialism is a construct emphasized the im-
portance the individuals attached on possessions. On 
consumer perspective materialism, a construct that 
potently recognized with consumption, is explained 
as the importance that attached to the possessions. 
Individuals who are high on the materialism scores 
put these possessions on a central place in their life 
with the belief of providing the greatest source of hap-
piness (Belk 1985; Richins & Dawson 1992). Also, ma-

terialism has been considered a kind of self-centered 
traits such as selfishness (Bauer et al. 2012). The most 
widely used materialism scale in consumer behavior 
literature is the Richins & Dawson’s (1992) 18-items 
materialistic value scale that we used in this study 
(see appendix B), which involves three dimensions: (1) 
use of material possessions to make judgement about 
success of others and oneself, (2) acquisition centrality 
that is importance of possessions in one’s life; and (3) 
acquisition of possession as the pursuits of happiness. 
Individuals scored high on materialism regard amount 
of possessions as an indicator of how success anyone 
in life, put material possessions in a prominent place 
in their life and believe material possessions lead them 
to happiness (Richins & Dawson, 1992).

The early studies regarded materialism as a western 
trait that is seen in developed and affluent countries 
since the marketing strategies are driving hedonism 
effectively in that countries. However with the effect 
of globalisation and Westernisation the consumers in 
developing countries or third world countries became 
consumer oriented (Campbell, 1987; Ger & Belk 1996). 
The level of materialism may vary according to the 
level of development of countries. For example, mate-
rialism was found higher in Turkey and Romania than 
in the USA and Europe (Ger & Belk, 1996). 

On the dark side aspect of materialism the relati-
onship between materialism and environmental and 
social concerns are examined. Materialistic values 
effect people negatively and leads them insensitivity 
to environmental and community issues (Clump, 
Brandel & Sharpe, 2002; Kilbourne & Pickett, 2008). 
Materialistic individuals generally consume huge 
amount of natural sources than necessary (Winter, 
2004). Because people detest to think of themselves 
as selfish and environmentally insensitive. There may 
occur an incongruence between material self and 
ideal self that drives the feeling unhappiness and 
dissatisfaction (Kilbourne & Pickett, 2008). CA focuses 
on how consumption-related activities convey the 
superiority of individuals. Consumers with high levels 
of arrogance have a belief that they are superior to 
others in terms of the acquisition and use of posses-
sions and they are linking the superior qualities of the 
products they purchase with their superior quality of 
their-selves which is related to materialism (Ruvivo 
& Shoham, 2016).  Materialism and CA are related 
constructs as they reflect tendencies of individuals via 
consumption; therefore materialism was investigated 
as a predictor of CA in the current study.
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Methodology

Sample

The data were gathered from two countries, 
Turkey and Romania. These two countries exhibit 
cultural similarities based on Hofstede’s (1990) indi-
vidualism and collectivism dimensions. The CA scale 
is developed and validated in Israel and the US. Alt-
hough the American society has been considered as 
individualistic with a score of 91, in Hofstede’s (2001) 
study, the Israeli society is considered as a blend of 
individualistic and collectivistic cultures with a score 
54. Individualism emphasizes on the uniqueness of 
the person, self-reliance and competitiveness. On 
the other hand collectivism focuses on interpersonal 
connection and harmony, not bragging (Markus & 
Kitayama, 1991). According to Alicke & Sedikides 
(2009), people are self-promoting in individualistic 
cultures and when self-promotion suggests arrogan-
ce, it damages interpersonal relationships. In contrast, 
people are more modest in collectivist cultures and 
modesty avoids the risks of arrogance. Maheswaran & 
Shavitt (2000) provide useful literature that shows how 
culture, individualist versus collectivist, differentiated 
consumer behavior. Therefore, current study evaluate 
the construct validity of the CA within and across a col-
lectivist cultural context in Turkey and Romania. These 
two countries were chosen because they are both less 
developed non-Western countries and collectivist 
with 37 (Turkey) and 30 (Romania) individualistic 
scores based on Hofstede’s (1990) cultural dimensions. 
Thus, it is important to investigate the CA scale in a 
non-Western collectivist context.

An efficient way to make the samples comparable 
in two countries university students sample will be 
relatively homogeneous for this study. Therefore, we 
intend to reduce the random error that might occur 
by using heterogeneous sample (Calder, Lynn & Alice, 
1981). The survey applied in the same way via self-re-
port questionnaire administrated to convenience 
samples of university students in class in both country 
as voluntarily and without extra credit. The sample 
included a total of 368 young adults (192 Turkish and 
176 Romanian). After deleting the outliers to reach the 
normally distributed data, the final sample revealed 
as 292 young adults (145 Turkish and 147 Romanian). 
Participants age range goes from 18-26 years old, and 
their average age is 20.76 (Sd = 1.445). The majority of 
the participants were female (71%).

Measures

The questionnaire is consisted 39 items for scales 
and two questions for demographic information. CA 
was measured by using Ruvio & Shoham’s (2016) scale, 
which is included 21 items across four dimensions. 
Materialism was measured by Richins & Dawson’s 
(1992) scale, which is consisted of three dimensions 
a total of 18 items. The materialism scale has been 
tested on the Turkish sample and the Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient for whole scale is .80 (Karabati & Cemalcilar, 
2010). Also, this scale has been tested on Romanian 
sample (Zait & Mihalache, 2014) and alpha coefficient 
was found 0.84. The Likert-type scale with a five point 
format was used for all items. 

The five-step back-translation method of Brislin, 
Lonner & Thorndike (1973, p. 182) was used for trans-
lating the original English questionnaire to Turkish. 
For the Romanian sample, the English version of the 
questionnaire was administrated because the stu-
dents were fluent in English. Because as indicated by 
Albaum, Erickson & Strandskov (1989) using the scale 
with its original language in cross-cultural research 
provides the same results as a translated one.

Data analysis procedure

To assess the construct validity and cross-cultural 
equivalence of the Ruvio & Shoham’s (2016) four-fac-
tor CA (21 items) scale, the procedures that suggested 
by Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham (2006, pp. 
820-833) is followed. The analysis procedure began 
with performing the normality test in AMOS because 
of the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) used with the 
maximum likelihood estimation. The univariate nor-
mality was assessed by using the proposed threshold 
of (Finch, West, & MacKinnon, 1997) for skewness < ± 
2.0 and for kurtosis < ± 7.0 which reveals no significant 
problems in the data.  Multivariate normality is deter-
mined by Mardia’s multivariate kurtosis (Mardia, 1970). 

Then, the internal consistency reliability of the 
original 21-items CA was assessed for an individual 
sample by using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (Nun-
nally, 1979). Because of the data was self-reported, 
we checked a common method variance (CMV) via 
Harmon’s one factor test (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) as 
loading all of the observable items on a single factor 
by using CFA. 

The construct validity of CA assessed with conver-
gent, discriminant, and nomological validity (Garver 
& Mentzer, 1999) for each samples separately as used 
by Ruvio & Shoham (2016). While convergent validity 
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confirms the relationship between the items and the 
factor that they belong, discriminant validity examines 
how the items different from other constructs. Fol-
lowing the procedures of convergent validity propo-
sed by Fornell & Larcker (1981) were used in this study. 
These are the average variance extracted (AVE) and the 
composite reliability (CR) of each construct. Based on 
Hair et al. (2006) recommendation all CR values for 
the dimensions are expected to be a value of 0.70 and 
higher. Also, when AVE values equals or exceeds 0.50, 
convergent validity is assessed to be adequate. Howe-
ver, for discriminant validity, all AVE’s should be higher 
than maximum squared variance (MSV) involving the 
constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). MSV is the square 
of the highest correlation between the constructs. No-
mological validity means that two or more theoretical 
and / or empirical concepts should also be correlated 
(Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).

In evaluating the model fit, we used five types of 
indicators, which are the Chi-Square (CMIN), the Root 
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), the 
Normed Fit Index (NFI), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), 
and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI). The CMIN value is 
the most basic measurement used to test the overall 
suitability of the model. An appropriate model is expe-
cted to give meaningless results at p <0.005 (Barrett, 
2007). RMSEA is a statistic that gives information about 
the compatibility of the hypothesized model para-
meters with the covariance matrix of the population 
(Byrne, 2011: 664). RMSEA can be within the range of 
0.03 to 0.08 in the 95% confidence interval (Rigdon, 
1996: 369-379). The NFI statistic compares the χ2 value 
of the model with the χ2 value of the zero model. The 
NFI value can be between 0 and 1, and a threshold 
value of 0.90 is considered to represent good fit 
(Hu & Bentler, 1999). TLI statistic were developed to 
eliminate the effect of sample size. In addition, the 
threshold value of TLI can be greater than 0.80 and 
high threshold values ​​such as TLI> 0.95 are also found 
in the literature (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Byrne, 2011: 684). 
CFI also takes into account sample size and gives good 
results even in small samples and the threshold is 
generally considered greater than 0.90 (Byrne, 2011).

Since the purpose of this study is to test the 
cross-cultural invariance of the CA scale, the mul-
ti-group analysis of invariance used by assessing 
configural, metric, and factor covariance invariance as 
proposed by Hair et al. (2006). Configural invariance 
means that the construct is conceptualized with 
the same way across-samples without constraints 

imposed across samples. Metric invariance confirms 
that all factor loadings are equal across-samples 
by constraining the factor loadings across-groups. 
Factor covariance invariance indicates that the factor 
loadings and intercepts were equally constrained in 
both samples.

Findings

The results of the univariate normality test showed 
that the value of skewness ranged from -.337 to +1.138 
and the value of kurtosis ranged from -.989 to +1.232 
for the Turkish sample. For the Romanian sample, the 
value of skewness ranged from -.394 to +1.017 and the 
value of kurtosis ranged from -.925 to +.462. Although, 
these values are within the ranges of normal distributi-
on the multivariate kurtosis values revealed as 80.181 
(c.r. = 17.873) for the Turkish sample and 53.593 (c.r. = 
11.438) for the Romanian sample. According to Mardia 
(1974) since the c.r. is < 5, the data suggests multiva-
riate normality distributed (Byrne, 2013). For lowering 
the multivariate kurtosis in this study, we deleted the 
outliers by using the measure of their Mahalanobis 
distances until the multivariate kurtosis index reaches 
the desired level. The second multivariate kurtosis re-
sulted in a value of 14.916, with the 2.889 critical ratio 
(c.r.) for the Turkish sample and in a value of 11.364, 
with the 2.217 c.r. for the Romanian sample. Thus, the 
data supports multivariate normally distribution since 
the c.r. values < 5 (Byrne, 2013) for both samples. After 
deleting the outliers, which are fourty seven from Tur-
kish sample and twenty nine from Romanian sample, 
the final sample included a total of 292 observations 
(145 Turkish and 147 Romanian) which is considered 
adequate sample size for SEM (at least one hundred 
observations) suggested by Hair et al. (2006).  

After normality test, we first assessed the reliability 
of the overall CA for both samples, which are resulted 
in a good Cronbach’s alpha coefficients (α = 0.92 for the 
Turkish sample and α = 0.93 for the Romanian sample. 
Then, the reliability based on four-dimensions of CA 
scale is addressed for the two samples. In the Turkish 
sample, the coefficients ranged from 0.84 (consumer 
superiority dimension) to 0.89 (image-based con-
sumption dimension) and from 0.82 (consumer bra-
gging dimension) to 0.89 (image-based consumption 
dimension) for the Romanian sample. Thus, overall 
CA and all of its dimensions have reliable Cronbach’s 
alpha coefficients, which is considered to be good as 
suggested by Nunnally (1979). 
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Because the data were self-reported, we assessed 
a common method variance (CMV) via Harmon’s one 
factor test (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) as loading all of 
the observable items on a single factor using CFA. The 
results of Harmon’s one factor test revealed a poor fit 
for both of countries (Turkey χ2 = 998.848, dƒ= 189, p 
≤ .000; CFI = 0.56; NFI = 0.51; TLI = 0.51, RMSEA = 0.17 
/ Romania χ2 = 755.749, dƒ= 189, p ≤ .000; CFI = 0.66; 
NFI = 0.60, TLI = 0.66, RMSEA = 0.14). Thus, it can be 
inferred that there is no risk of CMV bias. 

The CFA was carried out to determine the fac-
tor-structure of CA scale with 21 items for the Turkish 
sample and for the Romanian sample separately. The 
CFA results in both samples produced poor fit indexes. 
To improve fit indexes of both samples we followed 
the common practice by deleting five items that factor 
loadings lower than 0.50 (Hair et al., 2006, 133). Thus, 
the original scale reduced to 16 items for to maintain 
its validity. Table 1, reports the results of the CFA for 
the two samples. 

Table 1: Factor Loadings and Correlations between Dimensions of CA – CFA Analysis

Factor loadings Turkey Romania
Image-based consumption   (IBC)            

IBC1 0.92 0.84

IBC2 0.92 0.93

IBC3 0.88 0.85

IBC4 0.80 0.63

AVE 78% 67%

CR 0.93 0.89

Exhibitionism-based purchasing (EPB)              

EPB3 0.81 0.80

EPB4 0.89 0.81

EPB5 0.72 0.74

EPB6 0.60 0.85

AVE 58% 57%

CR 0.84 0.84

Consumer bragging (CB)                                  

CB1 0.74 0.68

CB2 0.94 0.96

CB3 0.63 0.70

CB4 0.54 0.57

AVE 56% 54%

CR 0.83 0.82

Consumer superiority (CS)                                 

CS1 0.68 0.69

CS2 0.86 0.87

CS3 0.83 0.83

CS4 0.66 0.74

AVE 58% 61%

CR 0.84 0.86

Correlations (variances)

IBC EPB 0.44 (0.19) 0.57 (0.32)

IBC CB 0.38 (0.14) 0.51 (0.26)

IBC CS 0.48 (0.23) 0.51 (0.26)

EPB CB 0.56 (0.31) 0.72 (0.51)

EPB CS 0.50 (0.25) 0.57 (0.32)

CB CS 0.54 (0.29) 0.48 (0.23)

All loadings and correlations are significant at p < .001 level.
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The modified measurement model of CA scale 
has a correlated four-factor structure with four items 
loading on the image-based consumption factor (IBC), 
four items loading on the consumer bragging factor 
(CB), four items loading on the exhibitionism-based 
purchasing (EBC), and four items loading on the 
consumer superiority factor (CS) (see Appendix A for 
retained and deleted items). 

Although the re-specified four factor model has 
a significant chi-square (Turkey: χ2(CMIN) = 202.589, 
dƒ= 97, p ≤ .000, χ2(CMIN)/df=2.089  / Romania: χ2(C-
MIN) = 181.098, dƒ= 97, p ≤ .000, χ2(CMIN)/df=1.867) 
other fit indices demonstrate acceptable statistics 
based on Byrne (2011) recommendations (Turkey: CFI 
= 0.93; NFI = 0.89; TLI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.08 / Romania: 
CFI = 0.94; NFI = 0.89, TLI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.07).

All factor loadings are greater than 0.50, with 
dimensions’ AVE values ranging from 54% to 78%, and 
CR values for the four factors above 0.80 are providing 
scale convergent validity.  Additionally, discriminant 
validity was established based on Fornell & Larcker’s 
(1981) procedure. All of the AVEs are greater than the 
shared variance between each pair of factors in both 
of the countries. Thus, this test doesn’t suggest prob-

lems with discriminant validity. In addition, fit statistics 
of the measurement model of four-factor structure CA 
for both countries is good (Table 2). We then further 
examined whether the results from the sample of Tur-
kish students can be cross-validated using the sample 
of Romania students. Table 2 summarizes the results of 
the measurement equivalence a cross-samples. Each 
progressive test supports the cross-validation.

The configural invariance test the same baseline 
measurement model on both countries simultaneo-
usly. The results demonstrated good fit statistics (χ2 = 
383.690, dƒ= 194; NFI = 0.89; TLI=.92; CFI = 0.94; RM-
SEA = 0.05) and supports the four factor measurement 
model in both countries. Constraining the loading 
estimates has not worsened fit of the unconstrained 
model and the change in chi-square in not significant 
(Δχ2 (12) =10.72; p =.553). A non-significant Chi-squ-
are supports that the factor loadings are equal across 
countries. Similarly, the test of covariance invariance 
provides a good fit (χ2 = 402.910, dƒ= 213; NFI = 0.89; 
TLI=.93; CFI = 0.93; RMSEA = 0.05). Thus, statistically 
the model is not different from the baseline model 
(Δχ2 (17) =8.5; p =.291), and it means that the factor 
correlations are equal across countries.

Table 2: Cross-Cultural Validation Statistics for the CA Scale

Model

Ch
i 

Sq
ua

re

df p RM
SE

A

CF
I

N
FI

TL
I

Δχ
2

Δ
df

p
Individual Groups:

Turkey
Romania

202.59
181.10

97
97

.000

.000
0.08
0.07

0.93
0.94

0.89
0.89

0.91
0.93

TF-Factor Structure 
Equivalence 383.69 194 .000 0.05 0.94 0.89 0.92

Factor Loading 
Equivalence 394.41 206 .000 0.05 0.93 0.89 0.92 10.72 12 0.553

Factor Covariance 
Equivalence 402.91 213 .000 0.05 0.93 0.89 0.93 8.5 7 0.291

To assess the nomological validity, materialism was 
used as an antecedent of CA, which is supported by 
Ruvio & Shoham’s (2016) study that found a positive 
relationship. Before the nomological validity, we car-
ried out CFA to confirm the three-factor structure of 
materialism for both countries. The CFA results in both 
samples indicate poor fit for the three dimensional 
materialism (Turkey: χ2(CMIN)=327.019, df=132, χ2(C-
MIN)/df=2.477; p=.000; CFI=.826; NFI=.743; TLI = .798; 
RMSEA=.101 / Romania: χ2(CMIN)= 262.397, df=132, 

χ2(CMIN)/df=1.988; p=.000; CFI=.886; NFI=.797; TLI = 
.868; RMSEA=.085). To improve the fits of the model 
we removed two indicators from success factor, four 
indicators from centrality, and one indicator from 
happiness that factor loadings lower than 0.50 as 
suggested by Hair et al. (2006,133) (see Appendix B for 
retained and deleted items). The modified measure-
ment model of materialism demonstrates acceptable 
fit statistics (Turkey: χ2(CMIN)=111.527, df=41, χ2(C-
MIN)/df=2.720; p=.000; CFI=.90; NFI=.886; TLI =.904; 



Betül BALIKCIOGLU, Müzeyyen ARSLAN

418

RMSEA=.080 / Romania: χ2(CMIN)= 82.089, df=41, 
χ2(CMIN)/df=2.002; p=.000; CFI=.942; NFI=.893; TLI = 
.923; RMSEA=.083). Next, CR and AVEs were computed 
for each dimension. The CR values of success were 0.82 
and 0.84, for the Turkish and Romanian samples, res-
pectively. The CR values of the happiness dimension 
were 0.84 for both of samples. However, the CR values 
of centrality factor with 0.70 and 0.65 values for the 
Turkish and Romanian samples, respectively, were 
failed to fit the recommended level of 0.80. In addition, 
the AVEs reached the required 0.50 values for success 
and happiness dimensions in both samples, except 
for the centrality dimension with 0.44 in the Turkish 
sample and 0.41 in the Romanian sample. Therefore, 
we omitted the centrality factor from the nomological 
validity analysis.

Before to test the nomological validity, CA subjec-
ted to a second order CFA to estimate of the primary 
construct on its sub-dimensions. The second order fit 
statistics of CA are good for both countries (unconstra-
ined model: χ2 = 418.565; dƒ= 200, p= 0.001; NFI=.865, 
TLI = 0.908; CFI = 0.924, RMSEA = 0.06 /the constrained 
model: χ2 = 433.378; dƒ = 215, p = 0.001; NFI=0.865; 
TLI =0 .915; CFI = 0.924; RMSEA = 0.05) and the chi-squ-
are difference between models is not significant (Δχ2 
(15)=14.813; p =.465).  

Then, we assessed the multi-group nomological 
validity with SEM (structural equation model) to un-
derstand the relationships between CA and materia-
lism dimensions which are success and happiness. The 
results showed a good fit with the data (the baseline 
model: χ2 = 806.819; dƒ= 536, p= 0.000; NFI=.830, TLI = 
0.926; CFI = 0.934; RMSEA = 0.042). Then, the structural 
weights were constrained to be equal across the two 
samples. The constrained model was still acceptable 
and statistically not significant (χ2 = 827.142; dƒ= 560, 
p= 0.000; NFI= 0.824; TLI = 0.930; CFI = 0.935; RMSEA 
= 0.041). By this constraint a change in Chi-square is 
non-significant, then the added constraints has not 
worsened the fit (Δχ2 (24) =20.323; p =0.678). There-
fore, the nomological validity of CA supported in both 
countries. The results of the SEM analysis partially 
confirmed the expected relationships. As expected, 
the results indicated that the coefficient of path from 
success dimension of materialism to CA for Turkey (β 
= 0.55, p< 0.001) and for Romania (β = 0.85, p< 0.001) 
were found statistically significant and positive. In 
addition, while the coefficient of path from happiness 
dimension of materialism to CA was found statistically 
significant and positive for Turkey (β = 0.36, p< 0.001), 

no significant relationships were found for Romania (β 
= 0. 12, p=0.226).

DISCUSSION 
This study investigates the configural, metric, and 

factor covariance invariance of the 21-items CA across 
two countries with a collectivist cultural context, Tur-
key and Romania, using multi-group analysis. In line 
with that purpose, the CFA analysis in each sample 
resulted with 16 items after deleting five items that 
factor loadings lower than 0.50 (see Appendix A). The-
se items are IBC5 (The image of a product affects my 
purchase of it), IBC6 (I often buy products that empha-
size my social status), EBP1 (I tend to buy products that 
attract attention), EBP2 (I tend to buy products that 
make me look meticulous), and CB5 (I tend to choose 
showy products). The reduced 16-item four-factor CA 
revealed evidence for full invariance across samples. 
Because, the three invariance tests indicate that the 
factor loading pattern, factor structure, and factor 
covariance revealed to be equivalent across the cultu-
res. Thus, these findings suggest that the 16-item CA 
may use to make comparisons between samples from 
similar cultures. In addition, the results showed that 
CA might be used as a second order construct.  While 
this result supports the findings of Ruvio & Shoham's 
(2016), it doesn’t support Ruvio & Shoham's (2007) 
suggestion that CA is less desirable in a collectivist 
culture. This finding can be explained by Newman & 
Newman’s (2014) argument that the globalization has 
moved cultures to individual values from collective 
values. Although Ruvio and Shoham (2016) confirmed 
the CA scale in Israel and the US, our study also contri-
butes to the etic approach (Triandis & Marin, 1983) by 
supporting the cross-cultural measurement invariance 
of the CA in two countries with a collectivist cultural 
context. 

The nomological validity findings show that ma-
terialism partially predicts CA. Our results show that 
the success dimension of materialism predicts CA in 
both samples and happiness dimension only predicts 
CA in the Turkish samples. Furthermore, the centrality 
dimension of materialism dropped from the analysis 
because of its low reliability. In this manner, our rese-
arch make a significant contributions by displaying 
that materialism tendencies may understandable 
with the same way in collectivistic cultural context. 
This interesting findings may be interpreted in line of 
the problematic psychometric properties of Richnis & 
Dawson’s (1992) materialism scale that found in some 
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studies (Griffin, Babin, & Christensen, 2004; Wong, Rin-
dfleisch, & Burroughs, 2003; Watchravesringkan, 2012). 
As indicated by Webster & Beatty (1997) and suppor-
ted by Watchravesringkan (2012), the mixed-worded 
scales particularly the reverse-worded items reduced 
the scale dimensionality in different cultural contexts. 
In his study Watchravesringkan (2012) found that 
the Cronbach’s coefficient as well as the CR values 
of the centrality dimension of materialism below 
the acceptable ranges as recommended by Nunally 
(1979). Finally, Watchravesringkan (2012) showed 
that the reduced 10-items materialism scale, without 
reverse worded items (eight items), invariant across 
the US and the Thai samples. In addition, although 
our nomological findings do not fully supported that 
sub-dimensions of materialism as predictors of CA, it 
should be noted that Ruvio & Shoham (2016) had been 
used overall materialism score in their study. When 
materialism considered as one the important aspects 
of consumer behavior that influenced by culture (Ger 
& Belk, 1996), also it should be considered that the 
differences will be occured related to its dimensions. 
Thus, future research needs to replicate Richins & 
Dawson’s materialism scale with other short versions 
in non-students samples.

In particular, future research ought to investigate 
the influence of culture at the individual level by clas-
sifying the respondents as independence and interde-
pendence based on Singelis' (1994) self-concept scale. 
Nevertheless, while arrogance is conceptually distinct 

from self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1979), it is related with it. 
High self-esteem is associated with negative qualities 
such as arrogance and conceit (Gecas, 2009). Heat-
herton & Vohs (2000) found that when people with 
extremely high self-esteem they responded by acting 
more arrogantly than people with lower self-esteem. 
On the contrary with that Johnson et al. (2010) showed 
that arrogant behaviors may lead to low self-esteem. 
Although there is some inconsistency in results betwe-
en self-esteem and arrogance in the literature, future 
research may also explore the relationship between 
self-esteem and CA. 

Due to time and cost constraints the most impor-
tant limitation of this study is that the CA scale is not 
translated into Romanian. The future research should 
established transnational equivalence through tradi-
tional translation-back translation procedures. Also, in 
this research student samples used, which is increased 
internal validity. However future research would use 
samples from non-student populations. 
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Appendix

A. The retained and deleted items from original 21-item CA scale (Ruvivo & Shoham, 2016) are shown in  
Table 3. 

Table 3: A list of retained and deleted items from CA and materialism scales

CA scale

Image-Based Consumption

IBC 1. I prefer to buy only name brands.a

IBC 2. I look mostly for name brands when I shop.a

IBC 3. I tend to buy only in prestigious stores.a

IBC 4. I try to buy only expensive products.a

IBC 5. The image of a product affects my purchase of it.b

IBC 6. I often buy products that emphasize my social status.b

Exhibitionism-based purchasing

EBP 1. I tend to buy products that attract attention.b

EBP 2. I tend to buy products that make me look meticulous.b

EBP 3. I make sure to wear clothes that lead others to compliment me.a

EBP 4. I prefer to buy products that make others think that I am fashionable.a

EBP 5. I love it when people show interest in what I buy.a

EBP 6. It is important to me that others realize that I have the best things.a

Consumers' bragging

CB 1. I like to show others what I buy.a

CB 2. I frequently make sure that others know what I buy.a

CB 3. I always tell others how my purchases are the best.a

CB 4. I like to compare the things I have with others.a

CB 5. I tend to choose showy products.b

Consumers' superiority

CS 1. Compared to others, I usually know what the best buy is.a

CS 2. Not many people know the best buy as well as I do.a

CS 3. I tend to buy better products than most people I know.a

CS 4. I usually know where to get the best deals better than others.a

a  Indicates retained items, b deleted items, and * reverse items.
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B.The retained and deleted items from original 18-item Materialism scale (Rihcins & Dawson, 1992) are shown 
in Table 4.

Table 4: A list of retained and deleted items from materialism scale

Materialism scale

Success

MS 1. I admire people who own expensive homes, cars, and clothes.a 

MS 2. Some of the most important achievements in life include acquiring material possessions.a

MS 3.I don’t place much emphasis on the amount of material objects people own as a sign of successb* 

MS 4. The things I own say a lot about how well I’m doing in life.b

MS 5. I like to own things that impress people.b *

MS 6. I don’t pay much attention to the material objects other people own.a

Centrality

MC 1. I usually buy only the things I need.b * 

MC 2. I try to keep my life simple, as far as possessions are concerned.a *

MC 3. The things I own aren’t all that important to me.b

MC 4. I enjoy spending money on things that aren’t practical.a 

MC 5. Buying things gives me a lot of pleasure.b * 

MC 6. I like a lot of luxury in my life.a 

MC 7. I put less emphasis on material things than most people I know. b * 

Happiness

MH 1. I have all the things I really need to enjoy life.a *

MH 2. My life would be better if I owned certain things I don’t have.a *

MH 3. I wouldn’t be any happier if I owned nicer things.a

MH 4. I’d be happier if I could afford to buy more things.a

MH 5. It sometimes bothers me quite a bit that I can’t afford to buy all the things I’d like.b

a  Indicates retained items, b deleted items, and * reverse items.


