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Abstract
This study examined the effects of individual-level cultural values of individualism and
collectivism on impulsive buying and money budgeting, and the mediating role of acculturation
to global consumer culture. By applying the person-environment fit theory and acculturation
theory, we argue that people who hold cultural values congruent with the culture they come
into contact with are more likely to acculturate to it, and that those who acculturate to global
consumer culture (GCC) are more likely to display consumption behaviors stimulated by GCC,
namely impulsive buying and poor money budgeting. The findings show that consumers
acculturated to GCC report higher impulsive buying and lower money budgeting, and that it is
not the distinction between individualism and collectivism, but rather between the vertical and
horizontal values that determines the acceptance of GCC and the studied consumption
behaviors. Results revealed that vertical individualists (those who believe in competition
between individuals and who prioritize their needs over the needs of others) and vertical
collectivists (those who believe in the subordination of individuals to groups) were more likely
to be acculturated to GCC. Thus, the acceptance of inequality between individuals amongst
other individuals, or within groups, is related to the acceptance of GCC and impulsive buying
and money budgeting. The level of acculturation to GCC mediates the relations between
vertical individualism and collectivism values and impulsive buying and money budgeting.
Theoretical contributions to the research on horizontal/vertical individualism/collectivism,
acculturation to GCC, and person-environment fit theory, as well as practical implications for
marketers are discussed.

Keywords: acculturation to global consumer culture, person-environment fit,
individualism, collectivism, impulsive buying, money budgeting.
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INTRODUCTION
The Western-style consumption culture, described as global consumer culture (GCC),
continues to be a topic that attracts the attention of researchers (Laroche & Teng, 2019;
Özsomer, 2019). GCC involves the globalization of consumers’ wants and desires, and the
search for, and construction of, the individual concept of ‘self’ through material symbols such
as global brands, products, and services that are similarly understood by consumers around the
world (Appadurai, 1990; Arnould & Thompson, 2005). The expansion of GCC is facilitated
by technological advancements, the existence of global financial markets in which money
flows easily between countries, companies and individuals, international cooperation and
support for free trade, and international travel (Appadurai, 1990).
Whilst the proliferation of GCC has resulted in many positive outcomes for consumers,
it has also been blamed for stimulating less positive consumer behaviors, namely consumerism
and materialism (Cleveland, Laroche & Papadopoulos, 2016). These, in turn, manifest
themselves in more specific consumer behaviors such as impulsive buying and lack of careful
money budgeting (Cleveland et al., 2016; Lysonski & Durvasula, 2013; Albinsson, Wolf, &
Kopf, 2010; Wilk, 2017). Impulsive buying is an unintended and unplanned decision to
purchase, in which thoughtful consideration of all information and choice alternatives does not
take place before the purchase is made (Kacen & Lee, 2002). Money budgeting describes a
person’s tendency to plan, budget, and save money (Luna-Arocas & Tang, 2004). Recent
proposals emphasize that several factors of GCC, such as Western materialistic values and the
spread of consumerism, encourage impulsive buying and careless money considerations (Iyer,
Blut, Xiao, & Grewal, 2019; Atulkar & Kesari, 2018; Podoshen & Andrzejewski, 2012; Unger
& Raab, 2015; Yu & Bastin, 2010; Bonsu, 2008; Roberts & Sepulveda, 1999). Western
economies whose growth and development depend on continuous consumer spending provide
frequent opportunities for impulsive buying, such as online shopping or mobile commerce
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(Henry, 2020). Such opportunities allow individuals to buy products or services instantly, even
when cash is not available by providing ‘buy now, pay later’ systems of payment (Peachy,
2020). This suggests that planning for purchases, and in turn, budgeting money carefully, is
not necessarily encouraged in such economies (Calder, 2009; Erasmus & Lebani, 2008; Mintel
Reports, 2015; Peñaloza & Barnhart, 2011). Not all individuals, however, respond to GCC in
the same way, and the question of why some consumers engage in GCC more than others
remains under-researched (Carpenter, Moore, Alexander & Doherty, 2013). Certain
consumers, more than others, seek and pursue consumption experiences, products, and brands
that GCC offers (Alden, Steenkamp, & Batra, 1999). The process of consumer interaction with
GCC has been conceptualized as acculturation to global consumer culture (AGCC), which
describes “how individuals acquire the knowledge, skills and behaviors that are characteristic
of a nascent and de-territorialized global consumer culture” (Cleveland & Laroche, 2007, p.
252).
How can the variance in the level of one’s acculturation to GCC be explained? One
approach may be to look at the individual themself: what values the person holds and how well
these values match or fit with the culture (Ward, Leong & Low, 2004). Cultural values are one
of the main drivers of consumer behaviors, hence they may also influence an individual’s
likelihood of acculturation to GCC and consumption behaviors (Kacen & Lee, 2002; Lobo &
Greenland, 2017). Individuals usually strive to maintain consistency between their values and
behaviors (Van Viannen, 2018). When faced with new stimuli, including cultural phenomena,
individuals whose existing values and beliefs match the new cultural phenomena are more
likely to acculturate to that new phenomena (Ramos, 2005). Existing research focusing on
examining explanations of why some individuals accept and engage with GCC more than other
individuals is scarce, and our study fills this gap. We propose that the person-environment fit
theory, which posits that individuals’ values influence their responses to cultural phenomena
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and in turn influence specific behaviors motivated by that cultural phenomena (Kristof-Brown
& Guay, 2011), may provide theoretical explanation of why consumers vary in their level of
engagement with GCC and related consumption behaviors.
Examining values of vertical/horizontal individualism–collectivism may shed light on
why some individuals acculturate to GCC more readily than others (Özsomer, 2012). The
vertical and horizontal distinction between individualism–collectivism values has been found
to be an important distinction which may have implications for practice (Cleveland &
Bartikowski, 2018). Vertical individualists value competition and individual achievement,
whilst horizontal individualists see themselves as different from other individuals and value
uniqueness and exceptionalism (Nelson & Shavitt, 2002). Such values are more compatible
with GCC than values of collectivism. Horizontal collectivists value group needs and wellbeing more than individual needs and see themselves as similar to others – they emphasize
common goals with others and interdependence. Vertical collectivists value the subordination
of individual goals to those of their ‘in- groups’, submit to the will of authority, and support
competition between their ‘in- groups’ and ‘out- groups’ (Nelson & Shavitt, 2002). Such values
are less compatible with GCC. In line with the rise in individualism (Santos, Varnum, &
Grossmann, 2017), and the economic and social role of consumption in the success of many
economies (Schor, 2004), it is reasonable to further examine the relations between these
socially and economically important phenomena in detail.
Our study goes beyond those that previously examined general materialism as an
outcome of one’s acceptance of GCC (e.g., Cleveland, Laroche & Takahashi, 2015; Lysonski
& Durvasula, 2013). Therefore, this study is the first to address such questions in the context
of less positive consumer behaviors. Moreover, whilst studies examining consumer
acculturation to the host culture are ubiquitous, few studies have examined acculturation of
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minorities to pan-national, international cultural phenomena such as GCC (Van Oudenhoven
& Ward, 2013). Subsequently, the authors pose the following research questions:
RQ1: Do consumers who are more acculturated to GCC buy more impulsively and
report a lower level of money budgeting?
RQ2: How do individual-level values of individualism and collectivism relate to
AGCC?
RQ3: Does AGCC mediate the relations between cultural values of individualism and
collectivism, and between impulsive buying and money budgeting, which constitute two
consumer behaviors related to GCC?
The results reveal that the cultural fit between values of individualism–collectivism and
GCC, and impulsive buying and money budgeting, rests on the hierarchical nature of the
values. The ‘fit’ occurs for those individuals who believe in hierarchical structures in which
some individuals are more important, or successful than others amongst other individuals, or
within groups.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Acculturation to Global Consumer Culture
Global Consumer Culture Theory (GCCT) posits that there is a global consumer culture
(GCC) emerging which transcends national borders and cultures (Arnould & Thompson,
2005). One of the important positions of GCCT is that, unsurprisingly, consumers exposed to
GCC respond to it in various ways. However, there has been little theoretical or empirical work
on which traits can reliably explain the differences in individual consumers’ responses to GCC,
as this avenue may provide knowledge with significant practical and social applications.
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Individuals faced with new cultural phenomena, such as GCC, may exhibit a range of responses
during the process of acculturation (Shoham, Segev & Gavish, 2017). Acculturation, as applied
to individuals, refers to changes that take place as a result of contact with culturally dissimilar
people, ideas, and social influences, including consumption. Consumer acculturation is a
process by which the attitudes, values, beliefs, and behaviors of consumer culture are adopted
by an individual who is exposed to it (Luedicke, 2011).
Acculturation can take place because of almost any interaction between cultures,
including globalization. Cleveland and Laroche (2007) proposed a specific construct to
describe a response that an individual consumer has towards GCC – acculturation to global
consumer culture (AGCC). Seven distinct dimensions of AGCC were further proposed: 1)
Cosmopolitanism: willingness to engage with ‘the other’ from different cultures and the level
of competence towards the ‘alien’ culture(s) (COS); 2) Exposure to marketing activities of
multinational or global corporations (EXM); 3) English language usage and exposure (ELU);
4) Social interactions, including travel, migration, and contacts with foreigners (SIN); 5)
Global/foreign mass media exposure (GMM); 6) Openness to, and desire to, emulate GCC
(OPE); and 7) Self-identification with global consumer culture in terms of how they dress, what
they read, and how they interact with global brands (IDT).
The question of how consumers respond to GCC and its various elements has been a
topic of limited research (Gürhan-Canli, Sarıal-Abi, & Hayran, 2018). Previous research
approached the problem from the perspective of exploring the consequences of AGCC’s
influence on consumer behavior, for example, the preference for global brands or the
effectiveness of positioning strategies linked to GCC (Akaka & Alden, 2010; Okazaki, Mueller,
& Taylor, 2010; Westjohn, Arnold, Magnusson, & Reynolds, 2016; Westjohn, Singh, &
Magnusson, 2012). However, less focus was given to the important question of antecedents of
AGCC. Limited evidence shows that generational cohort membership affects AGCC, and that
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general individualism is related positively to AGCC amongst American consumers (Carpenter,
Moore, Doherty, & Alexander, 2012; Carpenter et al., 2013; Sobol, Cleveland & Laroche,
2018).

Person-environment fit theory
The theory of person-environment fit is defined as the degree to which individual and
environmental characteristics match or fit, and how that fit relates to behaviors and attitudes
(Caplan, 1987). Personal characteristics include values, and environmental factors include
culture (Edwards, Caplan, & Harrison, 1998). The adequacy of this fit between a person and
the environment can affect their personal behavior, or in other words, the fit between a person’s
values and environment predicts certain behaviors (Van Vianen, 2018). When a consumer faces
a new environment, such as a new culture, the similarity between the values of the consumer
and the environment (culture) enables the consumer to acculturate to the new environment
more successfully (Miocevic & Zdravkovic, 2020; Valenzuela & Rogers, 2018).
The theory builds on the arguments of consistency theories, which posit that individuals
always seek cognitive balance between their values and behaviors and hence are drawn to
things and environments that are consistent with their pre-existing values (Kristof, 1996;
Zajonc, 1960). The theory is based on two fundamental assumptions: 1) human behavior is a
function of the person and the environment, and 2) persons seek congruency between their
values and the environment in order to function effectively (Elfenbein & O’Reilly, 2007;
Miron, Erez, & Naveh, 2004). Often, the ‘match-up hypothesis’ or ‘fit’ concepts are also used
to describe the match or ‘fit’ between two objects of study (Till & Busler, 2000).
The person-environment fit has usually been employed in organizational behavior
research but may also be applied in efforts to explain the link between values and behaviors to
cultural phenomena outside of the organizational context. Variations of this theory have been
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applied in many areas of consumer behavior research; for example, Kamins and Gupta (1994)
investigated the effectiveness of ‘fit’ between the celebrity endorser and the advertised product
and found that congruency resulted in a more positive product attitude and higher
advertisement believability. In the area of branding, consumers prefer brands that are more
congruent with their values (Wallace, Buil, & de Chernatony, 2017). This study employs the
person-fit theory to examine the effects of congruity of values on the acceptance of GCC and
selected consumption behaviors.

Individualism as the endorsed value
The individualism–collectivism dimension has been influential in social science
research since the late 1980s, and numerous studies in consumer research have employed this
framework and its modified versions (Shavitt, Torelli, & Riemer, 2011). The individualism–
collectivism dimension is the broadest and most fundamental cultural value that can effectively
distinguish individuals and societies (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Cultural values are shared
standards of what is acceptable, important, or good in a society (Schwartz, 2012).
The construct of individualism–collectivism deals with the relationship between the
individual and other individuals and groups that is dominant within a society. This dimension
answers the question of whose interests, goals, ambitions, and needs are more important, i.e.,
those of the individual or those of the collective. Individualists are “me”-oriented (Sivadas,
Bruvold, & Nelson, 2008), and individuals are independent of one another (Oyserman, Coon,
& Kemmelmeier, 2002). Individualistic people prefer loose social networks and are expected
to look after themselves and their immediate families only. Collectivists are “we”-oriented
(Sivadas et al., 2008), and group membership is a fundamental aspect of their identity
(Oyserman et al., 2002). Collectivistic people prefer tight social networks and they are
supposed to care for their immediate families as well as relatives, clan, or other members of a

9

group. The relationship between an individual and a group is not only a matter of living together
but is also linked with the norms governing other aspects of life such as economic, educational,
or political spheres of the society (Torelli & Rodas, 2017).
For people who are individualistic, personal interests and goals are more important than
‘in-group’ interests and goals, and their behavior is generally guided by personal beliefs, goals,
and preferences. Collectivists value ‘in-group’ interests and goals as more important than those
of the individual, where personal interests and goals are of less importance (Sivadas, et al.,
2008). People who hold collectivist values see themselves as interdependent with others and
their behavior is usually guided by social norms, group expectations and group hierarchy
(Sivadas et al., 2008).
Researchers have argued that the polarity of the dichotomous individualism–
collectivism dimension did not account for the multifaceted nature of personal differences
within members of individualist and collectivist cultures (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998).
Accordingly, an extended typology, including horizontal and vertical dimensions of social
relationships at the individual level of analysis, was proposed (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). This
expanded categorization enlarged the original dichotomy by proposing four dimensions:
Horizontal Individualism (HI), Vertical Individualism (VI), Horizontal Collectivism (HC), and
Vertical Collectivism (VC) (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). These categories of individualism–
collectivism classify cultures and individuals according to their readiness to emphasize
hierarchy (Shavitt & Cho, 2016). Relationships in vertical societies are structurally
hierarchical, with members of the culture accepting inequality and acknowledging the
importance of social rank, whereas relationships in horizontal societies are structurally
egalitarian, with members accepting interdependence and equal status for all (Nelson &
Shavitt, 2002). The subtle differences between the horizontal and vertical elements of
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individualism–collectivism have been found to be significant in explaining behaviours linked
to individualism and collectivism (Cleveland & Bartikowski, 2018).

Impulsive buying
Impulsive buying is the tendency of a customer to buy goods and services without
thoughtful consideration of all choice alternatives and information prior to the act of purchase
(Kacen & Lee, 2002). Impulsive purchases constitute a substantial volume of goods sold every
year across a broad range of product categories (Hall, 2018), and hence have been recognized
as an important aspect of consumer purchase behavior by retailers and consumer behavior
researchers (Crawford & Melewar, 2003). Impulsive buying constitutes a large part of
consumer spending in the UK and other developed economies. An average consumer in the
UK could save around four times the average annual salary over their lifetime if impulse
purchases were eliminated (Hall, 2018), and this is money that could be invested elsewhere
(NEST, 2013). Impulsive buying may provide pleasure but may also lead to a number of
negative outcomes and regret for the individual and is considered to be unsustainable
consumption behavior influenced by a range of individual, social, and situational factors
(Spiteri Cornish, 2020; Baun & Groeppel-Klein, 2003; Kacen & Lee, 2002).
The advancement of GCC, which places emphasis on material possessions as indicators
of social standing and self-identity, and aggressive marketing activities of brands are all factors
that contribute to impulsive buying (Liao, Shen, & Chu, 2009; Podoshen & Andrzejewski,
2012; Wood, 2005). Combined with the fact that markets provide ever-present opportunities
for impulsive buying, such as mobile commerce and online shopping, which allow consumers
to buy instantaneously (Mintel Reports, 2018), it is important to ask if consumers who are more
accepting of Western consumption-related values may be more susceptible to impulsive
buying. The focus of the vast amount of published research on impulsive buying has mostly
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concentrated on revealing psychological antecedents, socio-demographical correlates, and
outcomes of impulsive buying (Amos, Holmes, & Keneson, 2014; Chen & Wang, 2016). Yet,
examining the influence of cultural factors on impulsive buying can provide additional insights
into this behavior and shed light on the cultural antecedents of such behavior (Zhang,
Winterich, & Mittal, 2010; Kacen & Lee, 2002; Shoham, Gavish, & Segev, 2015).

Money budgeting
Money is an essential tool for participating in consumer culture (Williams Bradford,
2015). Some scholars have labelled it as ‘the common language’ of the world-wide consumer
culture (Roberts & Sepulveda, 1999) because most marketing exchanges involve money
(Williams Bradford, 2015). Conceptually, money is a fundamental element of GCC (Guo,
2013; Arnould, 2011). At both the institutional and interpersonal levels, money moves around
the world easily due to available ‘finance-scapes’. Despite the central role money plays in
GCC, little is known about the relationship between AGCC and money attitudes, and some
argue that studying how consumers approach money fills an important gap in knowledge
regarding consumer cultures (Wherry, 2011).
Money budgeting describes an individual’s tendency to plan, budget, and save money
and emphasizes whether one uses money carefully or not, and whether one plans financially
for the future (Luna-Arocas & Tang, 2004). The importance of money is central to the existence
and operation of market-driven cultures. People perceive, value, and treat money differently
(Engelberg & Sjöberg, 2006; Furnham, 1996). However, to date, no-one has asked the question
of how the consumers’ level of acceptance of GCC – the culture in which accumulation,
possession, and spending of money play not only economic but also social and cultural roles
(Durvasula & Lysonski, 2010) – relates to money budgeting, an important aspect of a person’s
financial well-being (Tatzel, 2002).
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Hypothesis development
Individuals who are vertical individualists (VI) value competition with other
individuals and believe that competition is essential for creating good societies (Triandis &
Gelfand, 1998; Shavitt et al., 2011). Such individuals attribute success to the individual self
(Torelli & Shavitt, 2010). Such individuals are less constrained by group dynamics and group
loyalty and hence may be more likely to engage with culture that is created by ‘out-groups’
(Shavitt & Cho, 2016). The values of GCC are mainly the ones that reflect the values of
Western Anglo-Saxon societies, such as freedom of choice, free market economy in which
consumers are exposed to competing brands, and individual interests which take precedence
over collective interests, and where consumption is used to signal achievement and status
(Özsomer, 2012). Vertical individualism was found to be the main cultural dimension linked
to materialism and status-related conspicuous consumption and such behaviors as brand
consciousness, buying branded products, and shopping in upscale retail outlets, all of which
are important elements of consumer culture (Zhang & Nelson, 2016). Vertical individualists
buy and display foreign brands to signal and maintain social status, gain social capital, and
display their knowledge about, and participation in, practices originating from foreign cultures
(Strizhakova, Coulter, & Price, 2011; Roy & Chau, 2011; Cleveland & Bartikowski, 2018). In
line with the person-environment fit theory, such individuals should feel more aligned with
GCC built on competition and achievement and therefore:

H1: Vertical individualism (VI) is positively associated with AGCC.
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Horizontal individualists value uniqueness and may use consumption to distinguish
themselves from others and thus showcase their uniqueness (Nelson & Shavitt, 2002). Such
individuals may pay attention to the way they dress and behave, and they may want to use the
components of GCC (global brands, visiting foreign countries, speaking a foreign language) as
signals of their distinctiveness from other individuals (Shavitt & Cho, 2016).
Values of uniqueness and individual independence are more compatible with the values
of GCC, a culture which offers consumers the opportunity to use global brands and products,
exposure and openness to foreign cultures (Cleveland & Laroche, 2007). Moreover, as
individualists prioritize their own personal needs and interest over the needs of groups, they
are less likely to be held back by group influence and hence would be more likely to accept
cultural phenomena created and shared by ‘out-groups’ (Shavitt & Cho, 2016). Hence:

H2: Horizontal individualism (HI) is positively associated with AGCC.

Both vertical collectivists and horizontal collectivists see themselves as members of a
group (Zhang, Mandl, & Wang, 2011). Such individuals value their groups and group interests
take priority over individual interests. People who hold vertical collectivism values see
themselves as belonging to a group in which group members have an unequal status. Such
individuals are inward looking, have strong ‘in-group’ identification and, as a result, may be
less likely to accept culture that is foreign and created by ‘out-groups’ (Shavitt & Cho, 2016).
Vertical collectivists are loyal to their ‘in-groups’ and submit to the will of their authority.
Fulfilling duties and obligations towards the group takes precedence over individual goals and
interests, suggesting that values of conformity are important to such individuals (Triandis &
Gelfand, 1998). With its focus on maintaining ‘in-group’ solidarity and respecting hierarchical
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societal structures, vertical collectivists should be more loyal to their ‘in-groups’ and therefore
reluctant to accept and engage in a culture that is created and supported by ‘out-groups’;
therefore:

H3: Vertical collectivism (VC) is negatively associated with AGCC.

Horizontal collectivists also believe group interests take priority over individual
interests. For them, this is expressed as care and cooperation because they see themselves as
similar to others, with the emphasis on common goals with others, interdependence, and
sociability (Shavitt & Cho, 2016). These individuals value benevolence, egalitarianism and
shared social responsibility, not hierarchy nor competition (Shavitt et al., 2011). Group
interests are important to them and hence they will value ‘in-groups’ more than ‘out-groups’
(Shavitt et al., 2011). As a result, they will be less likely to accept a global community of
consumption created and supported by ‘out-groups’, therefore:

H4: Horizontal collectivism (HC) is negatively associated with AGCC.

The degree of acculturation to a culture impacts the behavior of individuals towards
aspects of the culture. Therefore, high levels of acculturation should lead to a high degree of
acceptance of some, or all, behaviors of the culture, depending on the acculturation magnitude
of an individual (Shoham, Segev, & Gavish, 2017; Berry, 2005). The person-environment fit
theory argues that the congruence between an individual’s values and the studied phenomena
should determine the acceptance of this phenomena by this individual. Accordingly, AGCC
should be positively related to an adoption of consumption behaviors characteristic of GCC.
One of the outcomes of the spread of GCC is an extension of global consumerism – consumers
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around the globe tend to exhibit a greater desire for consumer goods (Yu & Bastin, 2010;
Lerman & Maxwell, 2006). This desire for consumer goods may manifest itself in the form of
impulsive buying, which is often communicated in the marketing communication of globally
available Western brands (e.g., Nike’s advertising slogan ‘Just do it’).
Impulsive buying is encouraged by the Western emphasis on individualistic values and
hedonistic pleasure, the international spread of e-commerce (e.g., fast/same-day delivery
services, streaming), and the spread of consumer-orientation (Kacen & Lee, 2002). Consumers
living in consumption-based economies, in which material objects are signals of social
position, are influenced into obtaining such objects and tend to exhibit a tendency to buy
impulsively (Podoshen & Andrzejewski, 2012). Impulsive buying was related to cultural
values (Horváth & Adıgüzel, 2017). Therefore, because of the positive ‘fit’ between AGCC
and impulsive buying, consumers more acculturated to GCC should report more frequent
impulsive buying:

H5: AGCC is positively associated with impulsive buying.

It has been argued that the change in attitude towards money has become an important
catalyst behind the spread of GCC (Bonsu, 2008). Consumer spending is an important part of
most developed economies: spending rather than saving is encouraged in such economies
(Parker, Souleles, Johnson, & McClelland, 2013; Cadman, 2016). Consequently, GCC is a
culture of spending rather than saving, a culture of ‘buy now, pay later’ and of easily available
credit to buy the advertised brands, pay for international travel, or purchase global brands. The
availability of consumer credit in a range of forms is widespread in developed economies, and
retailers often actively encourage the use of such financial instruments (Lee & Kwon, 2002).
Consumers who endorse the materialistic values of GCC have more positive attitudes towards
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debt and borrowing, engage in ‘financially risky behaviors’, and are less concerned about
saving (Richins, 2011). As GCC encourages excessive spending, buying now and paying later,
and the use of credit cards, money budgeting is seen as being incongruent with AGCC, and
therefore:

H6: AGCC is negatively associated with money budgeting.

Mediating Effects of AGCC
The relationships between individual-level cultural values of individualism and
collectivism, and impulsive buying and money budgeting, are expected to be mediated by a
level of AGCC. Acculturation depends on values, and equally has an influence on behavior;
hence it should act as a mediator. AGCC is a potential mechanism by which the values of
individualism and collectivism produce changes on the two variables of impulsive buying and
money budgeting. Cultural values affect how consumers respond to GCC, and this, in turn, has
an effect on how consumers behave towards GCC-endorsed consumption-related behaviors
such as impulsive buying and money budgeting. Cultural values predict the attitudes toward
debt (Dellande, Gilly, & Graham, 2016), and impulsive buying, as explained above, is also
related to cultural values (Kacen & Lee, 2002). Consumers’ levels of AGCC will mediate the
relations between individual-level cultural values and the selected behaviors. In line with the
person-environment fit theory and the argument that the acculturation level determines an
individual’s behavior in relation to the culture, such as shopping preferences (Ownbey &
Horridge, 1997) or levels of materialism (Cleveland, Laroche, & Hallab; 2013), we argue that
the acculturation level will mediate the relations between cultural values of individualism and
collectivism and impulsive buying and money budgeting. AGCC will positively mediate the
relations between individualism and collectivism and impulsive buying, as impulsive buying
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is congruent with AGCC, and AGCC will negatively mediate the relationship between
individualism and collectivism and money budgeting, because money budgeting is incongruent
with AGCC:

H7: AGCC positively mediates the relationship between vertical individualism VI (a),
vertical collectivism VC (b), horizontal individualism HI (c), horizontal collectivism
HC (d) and impulsive buying.

H8: AGCC negatively mediates the relationship between vertical individualism VI (a),
vertical collectivism VC (b), horizontal individualism HI (c), horizontal collectivism
HC (d) and money budgeting.

Control variables
The choice of control variables was based on past research on AGCC, which
demonstrated that the consumer’s age, gender, and duration of stay in the country affect AGCC.
Age negatively associated with multiple dimensions of AGCC, indicating that older consumers
tend to be less acculturated to GCC than younger consumers (Carpenter et al., 2012; Carpenter
et al., 2013). In relation to gender, males are more likely to score higher on two dimensions of
AGCC: social interactions and exposure to marketing activities of international companies
(Carpenter et al., 2013). The length of the period of stay in the UK was also included, as
research suggests acculturation levels depend on how long a person interacts with a culture
(Birman & Trickett, 2001). Figure 1 summarizes the hypotheses of the study, depicting the
direct and indirect relationships controlled for the consumer's age, gender, and length of staying
in the host country.
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[Insert Figure 1 about here]

METHOD
Choice of Country
The UK is an economic power with considerable political and cultural influence around
the world and is therefore suitable for examining the effects of globalization on consumer
behavior. The UK ranks in the top 10 in the KOF Globalization Index for Globalization, in the
top 20 for economic and social globalization, and in the top 10 for political globalization (KOF,
2017). Consumer spending accounts for 60% of UK GDP and is an important pillar of the
economy (ONS, 2018a). The UK is one of the major players in globalization, and is a major
capitalist economy. In the last several decades, the Anglo-Saxon economies, specifically the
USA and the UK, have been the major drivers of the expansion of global capitalism and
consequently, GCC (Cova, 1997). Individuals from non-English speaking non-Anglo-Saxon
countries who move to the UK, are exposed to the influences of GCC more so than if they
remained in their native countries and are thus suitable as participants in studies for levels of
acculturation to GCC.

Participants and Procedure
Data were collected through an online survey from 594 adult immigrants living in the
UK. As this study focused on examining the role of individualism–collectivism values, we
chose this sample to increase the variability of this variable over what might be represented by
a more homogeneous group if we were to study consumers of one national culture. In order to
ensure a heterogeneous sample of immigrants, first we reviewed the types of immigrants in the
UK and the reasons people move to the UK. People immigrate to the UK for three reasons: 1)
study, 2) work, 3) family (Home Office, 2018). In order to target individuals from those three
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groups, we followed a data collection strategy similar to that employed by Cleveland and
Bartikowski (2018). First, online platforms for immigrants in the UK were identified on social
networking sites such as Facebook or www.internations.org – e.g., ‘Poles in Luton’ [‘Polacy
w Luton’] and ‘Nigerians in the UK’ were identified as the largest Facebook groups for Polish
and Nigerian immigrants, respectively, in the UK. Administrators from the selected groups
were invited to collaborate with the research team to help with the recruitment of participants
by posting the link to the survey to the groups, or disseminating the link to the survey through
their e-mail subscription service. In addition, the researchers, with the help of a research
assistant (a graduate student), disseminated the link to the survey via e-mail to contacts who
potentially matched the respondent profile, and to students who were then asked to forward the
link to the survey to their friends living in the UK. The UK has a high market penetration of
internet connection (ONS, 2018b), hence this way of reaching respondents ensured that a large
number of potential respondents was reached, without neglecting a large proportion of the
population, especially when reaching the focal diverse groups.
The eligibility for this study was established by requesting the respondent’s migratory
status in the UK and their nationality of origin. Participants were selected for the study because
they had moved to the UK from non-Anglo-Saxon countries and respondents qualified as
residents of the UK if they confirmed they had lived in the UK for more than six months of the
year or intended to stay in the UK for more than six months. This criterion was used because
it is the standard criterion for establishing tax residence, or when applying for confirmation of
legal residence (HM Revenue & Customs, 2016). This population and sampling approach is
deemed appropriate in order to examine the relations between the selected variables, as it
ensures heterogeneity in terms of the level of individualism and collectivism, assuming that the
participants’ national culture has had an impact on their values at an individual level. This
ensures we have recruited participants of different levels of values and further ensures that
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respondents are exposed to GCC more in the UK than elsewhere, simultaneously having the
option to participate in it to varying degrees.
Respondents represented 35 nationalities (Table 1). Long-term UK residents (more than
1 year’s stay) comprised 57.2% of respondents, 4.2% had just moved and intended to stay longterm, and 38.8% had just moved to study in the UK for more than 6 months. The mean age was
32.85 years (SD=9.37), ranging from 18 to 74 years old. Females made up 59% of the sample.
The majority of the respondents were in employment (58%) and declared holding a degree
(undergraduate – 32%, postgraduate – 42%). Finally, the majority of the respondents’ average
household income per year was within the £50,000–£74,000 category (62%).
[Insert Table 1 about here]

Measures
Individualism/Collectivism values were assessed with a scale of 14 items measuring
four dimensions of individualism/collectivism at the individual level: HC (4 items), VC (4
items), HI (3 items), and VI (4 items) (Sivadas et al., 2008). The items were rated on a ninepoint Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 9 (always). This measurement was selected because
it offers high reliability and validity across multiple cultural contexts (Sivadas et al., 2008).
Cronbach’s alpha scores ranged from 0.73 to 0.80.
AGCC was measured with the 21-item AGCC scale (Durvasula & Lysonski, 2015).
This version of AGCC scale shows high reliability and validity, without deteriorating content
domain coverage of the construct and includes one higher-order AGCC factor and seven firstorder factors of cosmopolitanism (3 items), exposure to marketing activities of multinational
corporations (3 items), English language usage/exposure (3 items), social interactions (3
items), global mass media exposure (3 items), self-identification with global consumer culture
(3 items), and openness (3 items). Each item was rated on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging
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from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). In this study, Cronbach’s alpha for the AGCC
dimensions ranged from 0.73 to 0.90.
Impulsive buying scale comprised of three items extracted from Ridgway, KukarKinney, and Monroe (2008). This scale was used because it specifically addresses impulsive
buying rather than compulsive buying as many other scales do. Cronbach’s alpha was 0.86.
Money budgeting scale was adopted from Luna-Arocas and Tang (2004). The scale
has been replicated across cultures and shows high reliability and consistency (Tang, Tang, &
Luna-Arocas, 2005). Cronbach’s alpha was 0.85. Both impulsive buying and money budgeting
scales were anchored from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Descriptive statistics for
the items used in this study are summarized in Table A1 (Appendix).

Statistical Analyses
All the analyses were computed using the R software environment for statistical
computing (https://www.r-project.org) Version 3.5.1 (Feather Spray). The following packages
were used: psych (Procedures for Psychological, Psychometric, and Personality Research,
Version 1.84) for the descriptive analyses, and lavaan (Latent Variable Analysis, Version 0.62) to fit the structural equation models.

Common method bias
Common method bias was calculated using the common latent factor method to test the
data for systematic response patterns (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). The
items of all latent variables were specified to freely load to a single factor (unconstrained samesource model). The unconstrained model was subsequently compared to a second model, in
which all factor loadings were constrained to zero (constrained same-source model). The fit of
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the unconstrained model was worse than the constrained model, therefore indicating that data
does not have common method bias issues (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

Confirmatory factor analysis
To validate the scales and test for convergent and discriminant validity, all independent
and dependent latent variables were included in one multi-factorial confirmatory model (CFA)
estimated with a full information maximum likelihood algorithm (FIML). AGCC was specified
as a second-order factor consisting of the seven first-order factors (i.e., cosmopolitanism,
exposure to marketing activities, English language usage/exposure, social interactions, global
mass media exposure, self-identification with global consumer culture, and openness). Gender,
age, and the respondent’s length of stay in the UK were added as co-variates while estimating
structural coefficients.
To test the unidimensionality of the CFA model, the items were specified to load into
their specific factors. The error terms were independent and all the standardized loadings
estimates were statistically significant and greater than 0.60. No evidence of cross-loadings
was identified. The tests support convergent validity of the CFA model (Kline, 2011).
Following on from this, we calculated the average variance extracted (AVE) for each
latent variable. The AVEs ranged from 0.50 to 0.76 and were equal to or above the
recommended threshold of 0.50 (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). The square roots of the AVEs were
higher than the correlations across the factors. Altogether, the tests evidence discriminant
validity (Kline, 2011).
To evaluate the CFA model’s goodness-of-fit (GOF) we used the following fit indices:
the chi-square test statistic, the comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI),
and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). Values above 0.90 for CFI and
TLI and below 0.08 for RMSEA indicate a good fit of the model to the data (Kline, 2011). The
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GOF values indicate that the CFA model had a good fit to the data. The values were as follows:
FIMLχ2(896) = 2612.87, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90, and RMSEA = 0.05 (90% confidence interval
CI [0.05–0.05]).
The composite reliability (CR) coefficient helped establish reliability. The CR values
ranged from 0.75 to 0.90, exceeding the recommended 0.70 threshold value (Bagozzi & Yi,
1988). The CR coefficients further support the internal consistency of the scales. Table 2
summarizes the outcomes resulting from the CFA analysis.
[Insert Table 2 about here]

Structural equation model
To test the directional hypotheses, the latent variables were included in a single
structural model. Structural equation modelling (SEM) is used in this study because this
analytical approach estimates the multiple and interrelated dependence of latent variables in a
single analysis and allows for accounting for measurement error (Hair, William, Babin, &
Anderson, 2018). In addition, SEM is used because of the confirmatory nature of this study
(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Gender, age, and length of stay of the participants in the UK
were included as control variables and were regressed on the second-order factor of AGCC.
For robustness, the analysis was computed using 5000 bootstrap draws. The overall model fit
was good as indicated: FIMLχ2(914) = 2401.98, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90, and RMSEA = 0.05
(90% [CI 0.05–0.06]).
Table 3 summarizes the structural coefficients. While the length of stay in the UK was
found non-significant (p = 0.40), results indicated that younger participants were significantly
more acculturated to GCC than older participants (β = -0.28, p < 0.001). In terms of gender,
females were significantly more acculturated to GCC than males (β = 0.18, p < 0.001).
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After controlling for the impact of age, gender, and the length of stay in the country,
vertical individualism (VI) was still significantly associated with AGCC (β = 0.44, p < 0.001),
lending support for H1. This finding is consistent with the results obtained by Cleveland and
Bartikowski (2018) where they found vertical individualism (VI) values to be positively
associated with identity with GCC (a component of AGCC). Carpenter et al. (2013) found that
general individualism was positively related to AGCC.
The second hypothesis tested the influence of horizontal individualism (HI) on AGCC.
This relationship was found non-significant (p = 0.54), leading to the rejection of H2. This
finding is inconsistent with Cleveland and Bartikowski’s (2018) study in which HI values were
negatively associated with identity with GCC.
The next hypothesis anticipated a negative relation of vertical collectivism (VC) and
AGCC. The calculations reject H3 (β = 0.30, p < 0.01). In line with Cleveland and Bartikowski
(2018), our findings show positive association between VC values and AGCC.
The relation between horizontal collectivism (HC) and AGCC was negative and
significant (β = -0.26, p = 0.07), lending support for H4. This finding stands contrary to findings
in Cleveland and Laroche (2018) who found positive association between HC and identity with
GCC.
AGCC was found to be positively associated with impulsive buying (β = 0.60, p >
0.001), and negatively associated with money budgeting (β = -0.48, p > 0.001), supporting H5
and H6.
The results supported hypothesis H7a (β = 0.40, p > 0.001) that AGCC would positively
mediate the relations between VI and impulsive buying. A negative mediation of AGCC
between VI and money budgeting was statistically significant, lending support for H7b (β = 0.21, p > 0.01). AGCC positively mediated the relationship between VC and impulsive buying
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(β = 0.27, p > 0.01), and negatively mediated the relationship between VC and money
budgeting (β = -0.14, p = 0.02).
Finally, no statistically significant mediation of AGCC was found between HI and
impulsive buying or money budgeting, leading to the rejection of H8a (p = 0.54) and H8b (p =
0.55). AGCC negatively mediated the relationship between HC and impulsive buying (β = 0.23, p = 0.06), and positively mediated the relationship between HC and money budgeting (β
= 0.12, p = 0.07), hence not providing support for H8c and H8d. Our findings can be viewed
in the context of the study by Cleveland and Bartikowski (2018) who found identification with
GCC to be a mediator between cultural values of vertical and horizontal individualism and
collectivism and market mavenism, which further suggests that AGCC may be an important
mechanism through which these cultural values affect consumer behaviors.
The SEM model explained 57% of the variance (R2) in AGCC, 53% of the variance in
impulsive buying, and 21% of the variance in money budgeting.
[Insert Table 3 about here]

DISCUSSION
Our examination goes beyond previous studies that focused on AGCC (e.g., Cleveland
& Bartikowski; 2018 Cleveland et al., 2016; Cleveland et al., 2013) by studying the impact of
horizontal/vertical individualism–collectivism values and AGCC on impulsive buying and
money budgeting rather than the general ‘materialism’ construct. In doing so, this study
examines how cultural values and the consumer’s level of AGCC relate to two specific
consumer behaviors: impulsive buying and money budgeting. Consumers who score high on
vertical individualism (VI) and those who score high on vertical collectivism (VC) report
higher levels of AGCC than those who hold horizontal individualism (HI) and horizontal
collectivism (HC) values. In other words, consumers who believe that individuals are not equal
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are more likely to accept and engage in GCC. Individuals who are acculturated to GCC buy
more impulsively and report lower money budgeting. Moreover, the values of individualism–
collectivism affect impulsive buying and money budgeting through the mediating mechanism
of AGCC. For VI and VC values, AGCC acts as a mediator in the expected fashion – that is, it
positively mediates the relations between the cultural values and impulsive buying, and
negatively mediates the relations between cultural values and money budgeting. However, for
HI and HC, the hypothesized mediating role of AGCC was not found.

Theoretical contributions
Theoretically, this study offers two important contributions. First, it contributes to the
debate on the importance of the distinction between vertical and horizontal values of the
individualism–collectivism dimension (Shavitt & Cho, 2016). Our study suggests that it is the
vertical versus horizontal distinction rather than the individualism versus collectivism
distinction that plays a role in explaining consumers’ acceptance of GCC. The level of
adherence to AGCC, and impulsive buying and money budgeting is a function of a person’s
preference for social hierarchies (“me” versus other individuals, and “my group” versus “me”).
The findings underscore the theoretical arguments that the fine-grained differences in the
individualism–collectivism distinction are meaningful and important (Cleveland &
Bartikowski, 2018; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998).
Secondly, the results of the study suggest that the similarity (fit) between a person’s
cultural values, acculturation orientation and the consumption behaviors is an important factor
that explains to a large extent how individuals interact with GCC and the studied behaviors of
impulsive buying and money budgeting. Overall, our study demonstrates that respondents who
are ‘vertical’, that is they report higher values that relate to their position as individuals among
other individuals or as groups, are more acculturated to GCC and report higher frequency of
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behaviors congruent with GCC (impulsive buying) and lower frequency of behaviors
incongruent with GCC (money budgeting). The finding of the importance of vertical
orientation for the acceptance of GCC suggests that consumption-related inequality endorsed
by GCC is more favorably evaluated by consumers who accept inequality and social hierarchies
between individuals, or hierarchies between individuals in groups. This finding holds relevance
to the broader domain of the effects of cultural values on acceptance of GCC and related
consumption practices. Perhaps this offers a potential explanation of the success of GCC and
the spread of consumption practices such as impulsive buying and poor money budgeting in
both individualistic and collectivistic cultures (Cleveland et al., 2013; Guo, 2013; Sobol et al.,
2018; Zhang et al., 2010; Khaer, 2013). We propose that because vertical orientation
emphasizes hierarchy (vertical orientation includes acceptance of inequality) (Shavitt, Johnson,
& Zhang, 2011), individuals who have a ‘vertical’ orientation, regardless of whether it is
individualistic or collectivistic, are interested in using symbols of GCC to emphasize being
different or distinguished from other individuals (VI) and other groups (VC). As horizontal
individualists and collectivists are more egalitarian, AGCC may not act as an important process
of transfer of meaning from values to concrete behaviors for the horizontal orientation.
However, the values of individualism–collectivism affect impulsive buying and money
budgeting mainly through the mechanism of AGCC, which underscores the role of the
consumer’s response to GCC in contributing to such outcomes.

Practical implications
This study provides knowledge that could be useful mainly to consumer organizations
(such as, for example, debt charities) and social marketers that promote more responsible and
mindful consumption behaviors. We propose some possible practical implications of this study
below, but they should be considered with caution given the limitations of the study.
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Our findings suggest that consumer organizations and social marketers should take
consumers’ values and the degree of acculturation to GCC into consideration, since they are
important factors in determining consumers’ level of impulsive buying and money budgeting.
Social marketers could improve segmentation, targeting, and communication efforts to
encourage more mindful consumption and better money budgeting. In order to raise awareness
of the implications of impulsive buying and poor money budgeting, social marketing and
consumer education programs and campaigns should focus on the global outlook of such
consumers and appeal to their vertical individualistic and vertical collectivistic values.
Specifically, messages could explicitly convey or implicitly suggest the individual and
collective benefits of making more considerate purchases or better money budgeting. Appeals
to improving the status of an individual amongst other individuals (to target vertical
individualists) or to benefit one’s family (to target vertical collectivism) may work effectively.
Such messages could be tied to how the outcomes of better planned purchases and money
budgeting could enable individuals or groups to benefit from opportunities that GCC offers.
For example, a potentially effective strategy could be to portray how considerate purchases and
money budgeting can help consumers to save money for themselves and their families to visit
foreign countries.
Commercial marketers, too, can draw from these findings. For example, socially
responsible financial services providers may target consumers acculturated to GCC with
financial instruments that encourage them to budget better and plan financially for the longterm. Financial services providers may be more successful offering such products to individuals
who are vertical individualists or vertical collectivists and are more engaged with GCC. This
can be done, for example, by appealing to their global outlook and the need for emphasizing
their status amongst other individualists (VI) or within an ingroup (VC). For example, brands
appealing to such individuals should portray how the financial product/brand will improve the
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status of the individual amongst other individuals (when targeting vertical individualists) or
how the financial product serves the interests of the person’s family/group (when targeting
vertical collectivists).

Limitations and future research
This study, although carefully planned, is not without limitations. The cross-sectional,
non-experimental research design of this study hinders drawing causal inferences from the data.
Cross-sectional surveys reveal more about individuals’ perceptions of phenomena than the
actual processes that take place between variables, hence results from this study should be used
with caution (Woodside, 2011). The use of an online data collection approach, although
justified here, presents numerous limitations in reaching consumers who do not engage with
social media platforms. The non-probability sampling approach may have biased the results.
The questionnaire was administered in English; hence this already assumed some level of
AGCC amongst the recruited respondents as English language exposure is one of the
dimensions of AGCC. Future research should reach out to consumers in their native languages.
The nature of the sample that we selected for this study, although ensuring the
variability of the constructs under investigation, also presented some limitations and further
research should address these. The fact that consumers are exposed at the same time to the host
culture (British culture), and the cross-national, borderless GCC and how the different levels
of acculturation to these phenomena interact and impact consumer behavior should be
addressed in future studies (Khan, Lindridge, & Pusaksrikit, 2018). This study focused only on
one aspect of an individual’s cultural identity, but future research could explore how hybridized
consumer identities or ‘polycultural consumer identity’ develop in the context of GCC and at
which level the ‘cultural fit’ plays a role (Morris, Chiu, & Liu, 2015; Ryoo, 2009). Our
sampling approach focused on reaching respondents who represent variance in the level of
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individualism–collectivism values, but future studies could incorporate measures of ethnic
identification with host and home cultures as well as identification with GCC and explore
consumer acculturation in multi-ethnic identity contexts (Cleveland & Xu, 2019). Evidence
exists that ethnicity and various levels of acculturation may interact because ethnic minority
consumers, such as is the case in this study, may experience multiple ‘selves’ (Jamal &
Chapman, 2000). Moreover, examinations of how these values and ethnic and cultural
identities interact in the case of respondents living in multicultural communities (Cleveland &
Xu, 2019), or how individuals born to immigrant parents affect AGCC, would further open up
opportunities to explore questions of cultural fit (Noels & Clément, 2015). Our study did not
measure the multifaceted work of integration performed by immigrants, which may have
important implications for acculturation processes and outcomes. Individuals take influences
from multiple cultures and thereby become conduits through which cultures can affect each
other in the context of consumption. In addition, examining acculturation to GCC from a
religious perspective, specifically how consumers navigate cultural contexts in which their own
religious beliefs differ from those of the host culture, is also important (Khan et al., 2018).
Considering the importance of global brands, consumption, and money to the global
economy, as well as the current discussion about the impact of consumerism and consumer
cultures on environments (Wilk, 2017), this area of research offers many important and socially
relevant avenues of investigation. Impulsive buying is more prevalent amongst consumers
acculturated to GCC, and further research investigating the relations between impulsive buying
and money attitudes, including money budgeting, would be useful in explaining how such
buying behavior hinders better financial planning and budgeting (Khare, 2014, 2013; Wang &
Xiao, 2009). Given the centrality of money in the participation of individuals in GCC,
examining the relations between AGCC and money attitudes is also worthwhile. Last,
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examining the studied aspects in other multicultural contexts in other countries is also
recommended.
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Figure 1. Conceptual model
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APPENDIX
Table A1. Descriptive statistics for the constructs and measurements
Standardized
CONSTRUCTS AND MEASUREMENTS
factor
loading
Vertical individualism (Sivadasa, Bruvold, & Nelson,
2008)
I enjoy working in situations involving competition
0.69
with others.
0.70
Competition is the law of nature.
Without competition, it is not possible to have a good
0.73
society.
Vertical collectivism
I would do what would please my family, even if I
0.78
detested that activity.
I usually sacrifice my self-interest for the benefit of
0.83
my group.
Children should feel honoured if their parents receive
0.60
a distinguished award.
I would sacrifice an activity that I enjoy very much If
0.71
my family did not approve of it.
Horizontal individualism
I enjoy being unique and different from others in
0.91
many ways.
0.61
I often “do my own thing”.
0.60
I am a unique individual.
Horizontal collectivism
My happiness depends very much on the happiness of
0.60
those around me.
0.89
The well-being of my co-workers is important to me.
0.82
If a co-worker gets a prize, I would feel proud.
0.60
I feel good when I cooperate with others.
AGCC – Self-identification with global consumer
culture (Durvasula & Lysonski, 2015)
The way that I dress is influenced by the advertising
0.82
activities of foreign or global companies.
Advertising by foreign or global brands has a strong
0.88
influence on my clothing choices.
I pay attention to the fashions worn by people in my
0.60
age-group that live in other countries.
AGCC – Global mass media exposure
0.78
I enjoy watching Hollywood films at the theatre.
I enjoy watching Hollywood movies that are in
0.85
English.
Some of my favourite actors/actresses are from
0.70
Hollywood.
AGCC – Exposure to marketing activities
In my city, there are many billboards, and advertising
0.68
signs for foreign and global products.
It is quite common to see ads for foreign or global
0.75
products in local media.
When I read a newspaper, I come across many
0.69
advertisements for foreign or global products.
AGCC – English language usage and exposure
0.80
I feel very comfortable speaking in English.
0.68
I often speak English with family or friends.
0.82
I speak English regularly.
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Mean

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

5.67

2.14

-0.21

-0.66

6.22

2.03

-0.55

-0.12

5.95

2.31

-0.48

-0.58

5.39

2.35

-0.29

-0.93

5.69

2.26

-0.35

-0.73

7.27

1.99

-1.19

0.78

5.50

2.52

-0.26

-1.06

6.69

2.23

-1.04

0.37

6.68
7.17

1.81
1.65

-0.64
-0.74

0.22
0.20

6.02

2.38

-0.60

-0.53

6.49
6.47
6.56

2.10
2.09
1.88

-0.88
-0.81
-0.70

0.26
0.11
0.33

3.01

1.99

0.63

-0.93

3.05

1.96

0.59

-0.95

3.04

1.96

0.59

-0.94

4.69

2.22

-0.62

-1.15

5.10

2.20

-0.98

-0.61

4.68

2.29

-0.60

-1.23

4.00

2.27

-0.14

-1.55

4.42

2.27

-0.43

-1.40

4.03

2.23

-0.12

-1.55

6.03
5.35
6.04

1.78
2.22
1.78

-2.12
-1.12
-2.10

2.14
-0.39
3.07

AGCC – Openness to and desire to emulate GCC
I think people my age are basically the same around
the world. For example, a 20-something in Nigeria is
basically the same as a 20-something in the U.S.,
Germany, or anywhere else.
I think that my lifestyle is almost the same as those of
my age group in other countries.
I think my lifestyle is almost the same as those of
people of my social class in other countries.
AGCC – Social interactions
I prefer spending my vacations outside of the country
that I live in (reverse).
Visiting foreign countries is one of my favourite
things.
I often think about going to different countries and
doing some travelling.
AGCC – Cosmopolitanism
I am interested in learning more about people who live
in other countries.
I like to learn about other ways of life.
I enjoy being with people from other countries to learn
about their views and approaches.
Impulsive Buying (Ridgway, Kukar-Kinney, &
Monroe, 2008)
I consider myself an impulse purchaser.
I buy things I don’t need.
I buy things I did not plan to buy.
Money Budgeting (Luna-Arocas & Tang, 2004)
I budget my money very well.
I use my money very carefully.
I pay my bills immediately to avoid interest or
penalties.
I do financial planning for the future.
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0.76

2.88

1.91

0.76

-0.68

0.88

2.97

1.90

0.67

-0.79

0.82

3.08

2.02

0.52

-1.12

0.63

5.55

1.57

-1.24

1.00

0.80

5.22

2.03

-1.03

-0.29

0.82

5.42

1.97

-1.30

0.40

0.86

5.85

1.21

-1.42

2.50

0.89

5.99

1.11

-1.76

2.38

0.87

5.97

1.16

-1.57

2.29

0.79
0.85
0.83

3.18
3.19
3.74

2.03
1.85
1.85

0.43
0.54
0.13

-1.13
-0.87
-1.08

0.88
0.86

3.65
3.66

1.05
1.04

-0.41
-0.48

-0.48
-0.41

0.61

4.28

0.87

-1.31

1.65

0.76

3.69

1.08

-0.52

-0.51

Table 1. Nationalities included in the study
Country
Frequency
Pakistan
41
Poland
38
Germany
28
Netherlands
28
India
26
Italy
26
Nigeria
24
Ghana
23
Greece
23
Portugal
23
Saudi Arabia
21
Slovakia
18
Bangladesh
17
Philippines
17
China
16
Spain
16
Latvia
15
Sri Lanka
15
Egypt
14
Jamaica
13
Vietnam
13
Argentina
12
Belgium
12
Bahrain
11
Cyprus
11
Iran
11
Iraq
11
Myanmar
11
Rep. of the Congo
11
Romania
11
Zimbabwe
11
Bulgaria
10
Brazil
8
Chile
6
France
3

%
6.91
6.41
4.72
4.72
4.38
4.38
4.05
3.88
3.88
3.88
3.54
3.04
2.87
2.87
2.70
2.70
2.53
2.53
2.36
2.19
2.19
2.02
2.02
1.85
1.85
1.85
1.85
1.85
1.85
1.85
1.85
1.69
1.35
1.01
0.51
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Table 2. Reliability and validity scores of the conceptual model
CONSTRUCT
Alpha
CR
AVE
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1. Vertical individualism
0.74
0.75
0.50
0.71
0.22***
0.63***
0.11**
0.44***
0.11**
0.05
2. Horizontal individualism
0.73
0.75
0.52
0.72
0.03
0.66***
-0.14**
-0.14**
0.13**
3. Vertical collectivism
0.79
0.82
0.54
0.73
0.21***
0.43***
0.11**
0.09*
4. Horizontal collectivism
0.80
0.82
0.54
0.73
-0.21***
-0.29***
0.28***
5. AGCC
–
–
–
–
0.47***
-0.22**
6. Impulsive buying
0.86
0.86
0.67
0.82
-0.51***
7. Money budgeting
0.85
0.86
0.61
0.78
Age
–
–
–
-0.14**
-0.16***
-0.13**
-0.08**
-0.18**
-0.24***
0.12**
Gender (ref: 0=male)
–
–
–
-0.28***
-0.08**
-0.26***
-0.14**
-0.11**
0.25***
-0.11*
Length of staying in the UK
–
–
–
-0.13**
-0.08**
-0.13**
-0.13**
-0.11**
-0.04
-0.05
Note: The square root of the average variance extracted values appears in italics. CR = composite reliability, AVE = average variance extracted. Cronbach’s alpha, CR, and
AVE for AGCC were calculated for each individual dimension. FIMLχ2(896) = 2612.87, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90, and RMSEA = 0.05 (90% CI [0.05–0.05]); *** p < 0.001, ** p
< 0.01, * p < 0.10; n = 594.
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Table 3. Standardized structural coefficients
HYPOTHESIS

H1. Vertical individualism → AGCC
H2. Horizontal individualism → AGCC
H3. Vertical collectivism → AGCC
H4. Horizontal collectivism → AGCC
H5. AGCC → impulsive buying
H6. AGCC → money budgeting
Control variables
Age → AGCC
Gender → AGCC
Length of staying in the UK→ AGCC
MEDIATION ANALYSIS

β

t-value

p-value

Supported
/Not supported

0.44
-0.08
0.30
-0.26
0.60
-0.48

3.16
-0.60
2.39
-1.80
4.52
-3.34

0.001
0.54
0.01
0.07
0.001
0.001

Supported
Not supported
Not supported
Supported
Supported
Supported

-0.28
0.18
0.04

-4.13
3.73
0.83

0.001
0.001
0.40

–
–
–

Specific indirect β

t-value

p-value

Supported
/Not supported

Indirect effects
H7a. Vertical individualism → AGCC → impulsive buying
0.40
2.97 0.001
Supported
H7b. Vertical individualism → AGCC → money budgeting
-0.21
-2.52 0.01
Supported
H7c. Vertical collectivism → AGCC → impulsive buying
0.27
2.39
0.01
Supported
H7d. Vertical collectivism → AGCC → money budgeting
-0.14
-2.21 0.02
Supported
H8a. Horizontal individualism → AGCC → impulsive buying
-0.07
-0.60 0.54 Not supported
H8b. Horizontal individualism → AGCC → money budgeting
0.04
0.59
0.55 Not supported
H8c. Horizontal collectivism → AGCC → impulsive buying
-0.23
-1.84 0.06 Not supported
H8d. Horizontal collectivism → AGCC → money budgeting
0.12
1.75
0.07 Not supported
Total effects
Vertical individualism → impulsive buying
-0.39
-2.61 0.01
–
Vertical individualism → money budgeting
0.26
2.10
0.03
–
Horizontal individualism → impulsive buying
0.24
1.51
0.12
–
Horizontal individualism → money budgeting
-0.19
-1.45 0.14
–
Vertical collectivism → impulsive buying
-0.06
-0.48 0.62
–
Vertical collectivism → money budgeting
0.12
1.20
0.22
–
Horizontal collectivism → impulsive buying
-0.19
-1.26 0.20
–
Horizontal collectivism → money budgeting
0.27
2.24
0.02
–
Note: FIMLχ2(914) = 2401.98, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90, and RMSEA = 0.05 (90% [CI 0.05–0.06]); Gender ref:
male = 0; n = 594; number of bootstrap draws = 5000.
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