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Abstract The consumer ethnocentrism tendencies scale (CETSCALE) was developed by Shimp
and Sharma in 1987 to measure consumer ethnocentrism. It is one of the most commonly used
scales in the marketing literature. As well as the original 17-item version, there are many empirical applications using other adapted versions of CETSCALE. These versions differ in terms of
the number (and composition) of items, incorporating additional items and even accounting for
the nationality of the foreign products under study. Some of these papers question the unidimensionality of such a scale. We intend to analyse the dimensionality of the CETSCALE. In order
to do this, an extensive review of previous studies that have considered CETSCALE----whatever
the version----is developed. In addition, we analyse the dimensionality of an adapted version of
the CETSCALE including the product category (vegetables) under study. Our results support the
multidimensionality of the CETSCALE.
© 2012 ACEDE. Published by Elsevier España, S.L. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
Consumer feelings towards foreign products have long been
an issue of great interest both in the ﬁeld of consumer
behaviour and in the ﬁeld of international marketing (LuqueMartínez et al., 2000). This interest has been reinforced
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as a result of the increasing globalization of markets and
increased international competition between products and
services and additionally as a consequence of a new ‘‘global
scenario’’ in which consumers feel more involved with their
cultural identities and ethnicity (Netemeyer et al., 1991;
Vida et al., 1996). In this context, the concept of ethnocentrism plays a major role in the decision to enter foreign markets (Thomas and Hill, 1999), especially because consumer
beliefs, perceptions and emotions linked to the goods’ country of origin determine buying behaviour. Therefore, when
entering into international markets, it is necessary to know
if consumers have an ethnocentric attitude in their buying
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behaviour, because this may be a restriction to successful
market penetration. However, the fact that a consumer is
ethnocentric and therefore has a greater preference for
domestic products does not always have to mean the rejection of those from abroad. Indeed, when domestic production is clearly limited and demand is high, non-ethnocentric
consumer behaviour would be expected as domestic consumption depends on imports from foreign countries.
To measure consumer ethnocentrism, the literature has
extensively used the consumer ethnocentrism tendencies
scale (CETSCALE). The CETSCALE was developed by Shimp
and Sharma (1987) in the context of U.S. consumers; there
are many international studies validating this scale. In
particular, many empirical applications support the unidimensionality and the internal consistency of the scale (e.g.
Netemeyer et al., 1991; Durvasula et al., 1997; LuqueMartínez et al., 2000; Supphellen and Rittenburg, 2001; Orth
and Firbasova, 2003; Kwak et al., 2006; Nadiri and Tümer,
2010). However, as previous studies over the last 20 years
have used adapted versions of the original CETSCALE, which
differ in terms of how many and what items are included,
the results have varied substantially, thereby questioning the unidimensionality of the scale. Indeed, in parallel
with literature that provides support for the unidimensional character of the CETSCALE, there are many studies
undertaken in different cultural contexts that question the
existence of a single dimension, e.g. Marcoux et al. (1997) in
Poland; Mavondo and Tan (1999) in Malaysia; Supphellen and
Gronhaug (2003) in Russia; Douglas and Nijssen (2003) in the
Netherlands; Bawa (2004) in India; Saffu and Walker (2005)
in Russia; Khan and Rizvi (2008) in India; Wei et al. (2009) in
China. These studies obtained two or, in many cases, three or
even four different dimensions that explain the individual’s
ethnocentric tendencies within a speciﬁc cultural geographical context.
Among those studies supporting the multidimensionality of the CETSCALE, there are empirical applications that
use the standard 17-item scale version originally proposed,
other papers that consider the shortened version (10 items)
also proposed by Shimp and Sharma’s (1987) pioneering
study and papers using adapted versions of the CETSCALE.
These adapted versions differ both in the number of items
included (e.g. three, four, ﬁve, 11, 14 or 16 items) and what
items are considered for measuring consumer’s ethnocentric
tendencies. Nevertheless, the common feature of all these
studies is that----beyond adaptation to original citizenship in
each case----they do not modify the items originally proposed
by Shimp and Sharma (1987). We have to note that such
items do not include, in any case, the origin of foreign products attitudes to which are being measured, nor----if any----the
speciﬁc product category under study. As a result, all the
studies named CETSCALE as the scale used in their empirical analysis,1 even if many of them did not use any of the
two original proposals (17 or 10 items) offered by Shimp and
Sharma (1987).

1

According to this practice, this paper will use the term CETSCALE
for all those scales used to analyse consumers’ ethnocentric
behaviour, provided they have the original version of this scale as
a starting point, regardless of the number of items used in each
empirical application.
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Nevertheless, there are two papers that modiﬁed the
original items developed by Shimp and Sharma (1987): the
paper by Douglas and Nijssen (2003) and that by Altintas
and Tokol (2007). The former, in addition to modifying the
original CETSCALE by translating it into Dutch (the paper is
focused on the Dutch context), adds a speciﬁc item related
to the particular relationship between the Netherlands (the
country in which ethnocentric tendencies are analysed) and
Germany (the country of origin of the foreign products under
study). Altintas and Tokol (2007), meanwhile, use only six of
the 17 items of the original CETSCALE to analyse Turkish
consumers’ aversion towards European products, replacing
the term ‘‘foreign products’’ with ‘‘European products’’.
To our knowledge, these two papers are the only examples
of modiﬁcation of the CETSCALE----beyond translation of the
language----used to analyse the ethnocentric tendencies of a
particular group of consumers. On the contrary, there are no
studies in the literature that include the product category
under study in the original item statements.
The goal of this paper is to examine the question of the
dimensionality of the CETSCALE in depth. In order to do this,
we ﬁrst develop an extensive review of the main aspects
of those papers supporting the multidimensionality of the
CETSCALE. The objective of this analysis is to ascertain
what aspects of each empirical application (i.e. CETSCALE
version, items considered, sample size, sample type, etc.)
might be the source of the multidimensionality result. Secondly, given the absence of previous CETSCALE versions that
include the speciﬁc product category in the drafting of the
items, we check the dimensionality of an adapted CETSCALE
including the product category (vegetables) under study. We
should note that vegetables have rarely been used in the
context of ethnocentrism studies. In addition, there is only
one study (Netemeyer et al., 1991) that has analysed the
dimensionality of the CETSCALE in the context of German
consumers. These authors supported the unidimensionality
of the scale originally proposed by Shimp and Sharma (1987).
The sample used in our study is based on German tourists.
Another goal of this paper is, therefore, to establish whether
including the product category in the drafting of the items
may inﬂuence the dimensionality of the CETSCALE version
used.
The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section
2 brieﬂy analyses the concept of consumer ethnocentrism.
Following this, an extensive review of previous literature
considering the question of CETSCALE dimensionality is
developed in Section 3. The empirical study analysing German consumers’ ethnocentric tendencies when purchasing
vegetables is described in Section 4. Section 5 presents the
results of the empirical analysis. We conclude with the contributions of this study and a discussion of both its limitations
and directions for further research in Section 6.

2. Consumer ethnocentrism
Ethnocentrism is a word composed of the terms ‘‘ethnic’’,
which means group, and ‘‘centrism’’, which means focused
(Usunier and Lee, 2005). William Summer introduced the
term ethnocentrism in 1906 from a sociological point of
view and deﬁned it as the ‘‘view of things in which one’s
own group is the centre of everything, and all others are
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scaled and rated with reference to it’’ (p. 13). Thus one’s
own group is construed as the ‘‘ingroup’’ and all others as
‘‘outgroups’’. Ethnocentric individuals believe in the inherent superiority of their own ethnic group.
Following Sumner’s deﬁnition, Luque-Martínez et al.
(2000) state that ethnocentrism represents a universal tendency to see an individual’s own group as the centre of the
universe, thus rejecting those individuals who are culturally different and blindly accepting those who are culturally
similar. Indeed, Chang and Ritter (1976) consider ethnocentrism to be composed of two dimensions: a positive attitude
towards one’s own group and a negative attitude towards
outgroups.
From the sociological and psychological perspective of
the term coined by Sumner in 1906, Shimp and Sharma (1987)
proposed an economic version and developed the concept
of consumer ethnocentrism. The main objective was to analyse the emotional implications for consumers in relation to
buying foreign products, especially in situations where the
domestic economy is not in a strong position.
According to Shimp and Sharma (1987), consumer ethnocentrism focuses on the responsibility and morality of
purchasing foreign-made products vs. consumers’ loyalty
towards products made in their own country. For an ethnocentric consumer, importing products from other countries
is not appropriate because it is not patriotic and is detrimental to the economy and domestic employment (Yagci, 2001;
Supphellen and Gronhaug, 2003). As a result, ethnocentric
consumers will evaluate their own products differently from
those manufactured in other countries (Huddleston et al.,
2000), overestimating the attributes and overall quality of
domestic products, and underestimating those of foreign
products (Sharma et al., 1995).
Nevertheless, the ethnocentric consumer does not always
respond in such a ‘‘radical’’ manner. Although there is a
lower probability of information concerning the country
of origin being considered objectively when the consumer
is extremely ethnocentric (Gurhan-Canli and Maheswaran,
2000), in cases in which the perception of the product is
associated with a good image of the country (e.g. level
of industrialization, political situation, economic development, or admiration for the country), foreign products will
be evaluated positively (Yagci, 2001). Therefore, a consumer
may be ethnocentric with regard to certain products for
which domestic production is obviously superior to that of
foreign products, but at the same time he/she may not have
a negative attitude towards other goods in which his/her
country is clearly deﬁcient or is clearly far from offering
the levels of quality that foreign countries provide. Additionally, the concept of consumer ethnocentrism cannot be
generalized in terms of explaining the stronger preference
for local products given that it may differ depending on the
brand or the product category under analysis (Sharma et al.,
1995). Indeed, previous literature has conﬁrmed that in the
case of generic product categories, the higher the tendency
for consumer ethnocentrism the stronger the preference for
national products and the weaker the preference for foreign
ones (e.g. Netemeyer et al., 1991; Sharma et al., 1995).
However, in the case of particular brands, the conclusions
are not so unequivocal. Thus, many authors (e.g. Supphellen
and Rittenburg, 2001; Li and He, 2013) argue that the positive relationship between ethnocentrism and the preference
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for domestic products still remains and is even stronger;
however, there is virtually no relationship in terms of foreign
brands (i.e. such brands are not rejected by ethnocentric
consumers). In contrast, other authors (e.g. Nijssen and
Douglas, 2004) conclude that the ethnocentric feeling exists
even if local brands are not available.

3. Using the CETSCALE to measure
consumers’ ethnocentrism
The CETSCALE is a 17-item scale (see Appendix 1) developed by Shimp and Sharma in 1987. It was initially designed
to represent the beliefs of American consumers about the
appropriateness of purchasing foreign products. In Shimp
and Sharma’s original work, the CETSCALE explains consumers’ beliefs, attitudes, purchase intention and consumer
choice. Nevertheless, as Shimp and Sharma (1987: 281) point
out, the scale is ‘‘a measure of ‘tendency’ rather than ‘attitude’, because the latter term suggests a greater degree of
object speciﬁcity than the CETSCALE is intended to capture.
‘Attitude’ is used most appropriately in reference to the
consumer’s feeling towards a speciﬁc object’’. Since 1987,
the CETSCALE has been used widely by numerous studies
analysing aspects related to the individual’s ethnocentric
tendencies in different countries and for many different
product categories. Table 1 shows an exhaustive list of the
main papers published since the appearance of the scale and
geographical scope.
As Table 1 shows, the CETSCALE has been used in very
different countries and geographical areas. Nevertheless,
there is a lack of papers analysing ethnocentrism in Latin
American countries.
In many of the works contained in Table 1 (e.g.
Netemeyer et al., 1991; Good and Huddleston, 1995;
Durvasula et al., 1997; Luque-Martínez et al., 2000; Orth and
Firbasova, 2003; Saffu and Walker, 2005; Nadiri and Tümer,
2010), the CETSCALE exhibits a high degree of reliability.2
However, in terms of providing information, the CETSCALE
exhibits many important limitations. Thus, as Al Ganideh
and Al Taee (2012) indicate, the CETSCALE does not allow
the ranking of consumers in terms of their ethnocentrism
level. Bawa (2004) shares this point of view; she notes
that the scale only reveals whether or not the consumer is
ethnocentric, but does not provide information on his/her
ethnocentrism level.

3.1. Unidimensionality of the CETSCALE
A scale’s unidimensionality----considered by many authors
(e.g. Wright and Masters, 1982; Wright and Stone, 1998)

2

Reliability is deﬁned as the extent to which a scale produces
the same results on repeated trials. The way to measure reliability
varies according to the focus of the investigation and the nature of
the data. The most common internal consistency measure is Cronbach’s alpha (Sánchez and Sarabia, 1999; Martínez-López et al.,
2013), which is usually interpreted as the mean of all possible splithalf coefﬁcients. Nevertheless, it is a measure speciﬁcally designed
for continuous variables. Most previous studies analysing ethnocentrism through CETSCALE obtained a Cronbach’s alpha ranging
between 0.88 and 0.96.

Using standard CETSCALE and other adapted versions of the scale for measuring consumers’ ethnocentric tendencies
Table 1

177

Main studies (after Shimp and Sharma’s, 1987 work) using the standard or adapted CETSCALE versions.

Study (chronological order)

Country (countries) of
application

Study (chronological order)

Country (countries) of
application

Netemeyer et al. (1991)

Germany, U.S.,
France, Japan
U.S.
U.S.
Poland, Russia
South Korea
Malta
Canada
U.S., Russia
Poland
U.S.
U.S.
China
Belgium, Greece,
U.K.
Hungary, Mexico
Turkey
Malaysia
Estonia, Hungary,
Poland Czech R.
Russia
Spain
New Zealand
Czech R., Turkey
Iceland
Australia, U.S.,
France, Mexico
Turkey
Poland
Hungary, Poland,
Czech R.
Poland
U.S.
China, India, Taiwan
Hong Kong
The Netherlands
U.S.
Czech R.
Australia
Israel
Russia
United Kingdom
India
Malaysia
U.S.
China
France
Slovenia, Kazakhstan,
U.S.
Canada, Russia
U.S.
Indonesia
China, Russia
South Korea, U.S.,
India

Nadiri and Tümer (2010)

Cyprus

Poon et al. (2010)
Ramsaran-Fowdar (2010)
Saffu et al. (2010)
Shergill et al. (2010)
Ben Mrad et al. (2011)
Chang and Cheng (2011)
Josiassen et al. (2011)
Mangnale et al. (2011)
Ramayah et al. (2011)
Teo et al. (2011)
Al Ganideh and Al Taee (2012)
Bandyopadhyay (2012)

Australia
Republic of Mauritius
Slovakia
New Zealand
Lebanon, Tunisia
China
Australia
Ethiopia
Malaysia
Malaysia
Jordan
Iceland

Qing et al. (2012)

China

Herche (1992)
Herche (1994)
Good and Huddleston (1995)
Sharma et al. (1995)
Caruana and Magri (1996)
Bruning (1997)
Durvasula et al. (1997)
Marcoux et al. (1997)
Nielsen and Spence (1997)
Pullman et al. (1997)
Klein et al. (1998)
Steenkamp and Baumgartner (1995)
Witkowski and Beach (1998)
Kucukerimoglu (1999)
Mavondo and Tan (1999)
Vida and Fairhurst (1999)
Huddleston et al. (2000)
Luque-Martínez et al. (2000)
Watson and Wright (2000)
Balabanis et al. (2001)
Bandyopadhay and Saevarsdottir (2001)
Clarke III (2001)
Kaynak and Kara (2002)
Huddleston et al. (2001)
Lindquist et al. (2001)
Supphellen and Rittenburg (2001)
Klein (2002)
Pereira et al. (2002)
Yu and Albaum (2002)
Douglas and Nijssen (2003)
Lee et al. (2003)
Orth and Firbasova (2003)
Philp and Brown (2003)
Shoham and Brencic (2003)
Supphellen and Gronhaug (2003)
Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (2004)
Bawa (2004)
Hashim and Razak (2004)
Mittelstaedt et al. (2004)
Wang and Chen (2004)
Javalgi et al. (2005)
Reardon et al. (2005)
Saffu and Walker (2005)
Yoo and Donthu (2005)
Hamin and Elliott (2006)
Klein et al. (2006)
Kwak et al. (2006)
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Table 1 (Continued)

Study (chronological order)

Country (countries) of
application

Thelen et al. (2006)
Altintas and Tokol (2007)
Chryssochoidis et al. (2007)
Liu et al. (2007)
Luthy (2007)
Yeong et al. (2007)
Evanschitzky et al. (2008)
Hsu and Nien (2008)
Khan and Rizvi (2008)
Naved and Raza (2008)
Othman et al. (2008)
Vida et al. (2008)

Russia
Turkey
Greece
China
Iceland
Malaysia
Germany
Taipei, Shanghai
India
India
Malaysia
Bosnia and
Herzegovina
China
China
Turkey
Spain

Wong et al. (2008)
Wei et al. (2009)
Erdogan and Uzkurt (2010)
Jiménez and San Martín (2010)

an essential requirement for a scale generating good
measures----implies that a single latent trait or construct is
located at the base of a set of items (Hattie, 1985). That is,
a scale is unidimensional if all the items of the scale measure one common latent variable. While it is true that, in
practice, no measurement instrument can be perfectly unidimensional (Wright and Linacre, 1998), the goal is to ﬁnd
instruments or scales essentially showing dimensionality. In
this respect, it is most important for a measurement instrument to be capable of representing a single dominant factor
with its scores. This is accomplished by obtaining a single
latent attribute explaining as much as possible of the variance in individuals’ responses to the items comprising the
instrument (Embretson and Reise, 2000).
In the original work developed in the U.S., Shimp and
Sharma’s (1987) CETSCALE was proposed as a reliable scale,
showing internal consistency and being unidimensional.
Soon, Netemeyer et al. (1991) validated all these parameters in countries such as France, Japan and Germany (in
addition to the U.S.), conﬁrming the scale’s international
applicability. Nevertheless, these authors suggested that the
scale exhibited problems in terms of its nomological validity. Over the years, studies similar to that developed by
Shimp and Sharma (1987) have been developed. The objective of such studies was to test the internal consistency and
dimensionality of the CETSCALE (using both standard and
adapted versions) when applied to developed countries such
as Spain (e.g. Luque-Martínez et al., 2000), the Netherlands
(e.g. Douglas and Nijssen, 2003), the U.K. (e.g. Balabanis
and Diamantopoulos, 2004), Iceland (e.g. Bandyopadhyay,
2012) and Israel (Shoham and Brencic, 2003); in emerging countries such as China (e.g. Pereira et al., 2002; Wei
et al., 2009; Chang and Cheng, 2011; Qing et al., 2012),
Russia (Saffu and Walker, 2005; Thelen et al., 2006) and
India (Pereira et al., 2002; Bawa, 2004; Khan and Rizvi,
2008; Naved and Raza, 2008); in Eastern European countries
such as Poland (Supphellen and Rittenburg, 2001) and the
Czech Republic (Orth and Firbasova, 2003), and even in more

Study (chronological order)

Country (countries) of
application

‘‘exotic’’ countries such as Jordan (Al Ganideh and Al Taee,
2012), the Republic of Mauritius (Ramsaran-Fowdar, 2010)
and Ethiopia (Mangnale et al., 2011).
Although many of these works conﬁrm the internal consistency of the CETSCALE, not all support its unidimensionality.
Table 2 shows the main features of those studies analysing
the dimensionality of the CETSCALE (as the main aspect or
as a secondary purpose).
As Table 2 shows, most of the studies conﬁrm the unidimensionality of the CETSCALE. These papers include many
different countries, such as the U.S. (e.g. Durvasula et al.,
1997; Mittelstaedt et al., 2004; Yoo and Donthu, 2005),
South Korea (e.g. Sharma et al., 1995; Kwak et al., 2006),
Spain (Luque-Martínez et al., 2000), Russia (Supphellen and
Gronhaug, 2003), Turkey (e.g. Kucukerimoglu, 1999; Kaynak
and Kara, 2002), China (e.g. Pereira et al., 2002; Qing
et al., 2012), Malta (Caruana and Magri, 1996), Iceland
(Bandyopadhyay, 2012), Israel (Shoham and Brencic, 2003)
and Cyprus (e.g. Nadiri and Tümer, 2010).
This variety of geographical contexts is similar in the
case of those studies supporting the multidimensionality of
the CETSCALE; nevertheless, most of them were developed
in Asian countries. This is the case of China (Wei et al.,
2009), Malaysia (Mavondo and Tan, 1999; Ramayah et al.,
2011), India (Bawa, 2004; Khan and Rizvi, 2008) and Taipei
and Shanghai (Hsu and Nien, 2008). Only in Russia (Saffu
and Walker, 2005), the Netherlands (Douglas and Nijssen,
2003) and Poland (Marcoux et al., 1997) do we ﬁnd European
countries in which the unidimensionality of the CETSCALE
has not been conﬁrmed. Notably, the paper by Yu and
Albaum (2002) analyses the consumer ethnocentrism of Hong
Kong residents before and after the change in sovereignty
(on 1 July 1997 Britain transferred sovereignty over Hong
Kong to China in a peaceful manner). In order to do this,
they use both the standard 17-item version and the short 10item version. Using the standard 17-item scale, their results
support the multidimensionality of the scale, obtaining four
factors for the pre-handover sample and two factors for the

Works analysing the dimensionality of the CETSCALE.

Study (chronological
order)

Country

Sample

Sample
sized

Methodology for
obtaining
informationa

CETSCALEb version

Likert
scale

Unidimensionality

Shimp and Sharma (1987)

U.S.

1535

Severale

17-item

7-point

Yes

Netemeyer et al. (1991)

Germany, U.S.,
France, Japan
South Korea
Malta

General population and
university students
Students

290

SA

17-item

7-point

Yes

General population
General population

667
131

SA; PS
PS

17-item
17-item

7-point
7-point

Yes
Yes

U.S., Russia
Poland
Turkey
Malaysia
Spain

University students
University students
General population
General population
General population

204
265
532
186
476

SA
SA
PRS
PRS
PRS

17-item
14-item (1, 2, 6---17)
17-item
17-item
17-item

7-point
n.a.f
7-point
7-point
7-point

Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes

Poland

General population

217

PRS

7-point

Yes

Turkey
China, India,
Taiwan
Hong Kong (UK)
Hong Kong (China)

General population
Students

240
298

PRS
SA

10-item (1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
9, 10, 13, 14)
17-item
17-item

7-point
n.a.

Yes
Yes

General population

684

SA

17-item/10-itemc

5-point

Douglas and Nijssen
(2003)

The Netherlands

General population

253

PRS

5-point

Orth and Firbasova
(2003)
Shoham and Brencic
(2003)
Supphellen and
Gronhaug (2003)
Balabanis and
Diamantopoulos (2004)

Czech Republic

General population

289

PRS

10-itemc +1 item related
to the purchase of
foreign-made products
when no domestic
production is available
17-item

No; Yes (only using
the 10-item scale and
under Chinese
sovereignty)
No

7-point

Yes

Israel

General population

137

PRS

17-tem

7-point

Yes

Russia

General population and
university students
General population

200

SA

7-point

Yes

465

SA

11-item (2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
9, 10, 11, 12, 14)
10-itemc

n.a.

Yes

Sharma et al. (1995)
Caruana and Magri
(1996)
Durvasula et al. (1997)
Marcoux et al. (1997)
Kucukerimoglu (1999)
Mavondo and Tan (1999)
Luque-Martínez et al.
(2000)
Supphellen and
Rittenburg (2001)
Kaynak and Kara (2002)
Pereira et al. (2002)
Yu and Albaum (2002)

U.K.
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Table 2 (Continued)
Country

Sample

Sample
sized

Methodology for
obtaining
informationa

CETSCALEb version

Likert
scale

Unidimensionality

Bawa (2004)

India

Business managers,
university students,
secondary school
students

336

SA; PS

7-point

No

Mittelstaedt et al. (2004)
Reardon et al. (2005)

U.S.
Slovenia,
Kazakhstan, U.S.
Canada, Russia

University students
General population

338
357

SA
PRS

11-item (2, 3, 4, 8, 9,
10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16)
11-item (1, 3, 8, 9,
11---17)
14-item (1, 3, 5---11,
13---17)
10-itemc
4-item (4, 7, 11, 17)

n.a.
7-point

Yes
Yes

University students

263

SA

17-item

7-point

U.S.
South Korea, U.S.,
India
Greece

General population
General population,
University students
General population

213
1.410

SA
SA; OS

5-point
7-point

274

SA

17-item
5-item (n.a.) and
17-item
17-item

Yes (Canada); No
(Russia)
Yes
Yes

7-point

No

General population
University students
General population

617
96
580

PRS
SA
PRS

10-itemc
17-item
4-item (4, 8, 9, 13)

n.a.
n.a.
5-point

No
No
Yes

Wei et al. (2009)
Nadiri and Tümer (2010)
Poon et al. (2010)

Taipei, Shanghai
India
Bosnia and
Herzegovina
China
Cyprus
Australia

754
484
205

PRS
PRS
PRS

16-item (except 16)
17-item
7-item (1, 2, 5, 6, 10,
15, 16)

7-point
7-point
n.a.

No
Yes
Yes

Ramayah et al. (2011)
Teo et al. (2011)

Malaysia
Malaysia

General population
General population
General population,
Asian and Western
migrants
General population
General population

180
398

PRS
SA

17-item
17-item

n.a.
5-point

Bandyopadhyay (2012)
Qing et al. (2012)

Iceland
China

General population
General population

72
535

SA
PRS

17-item
3-item (n.a.)

7-point
5-point

No
Yes (also the
2-dimensions model
offers a high
reliability level)
Yes
Yes

Saffu and Walker (2005)
Yoo and Donthu (2005)
Kwak et al. (2006)
Chryssochoidis et al.
(2007)
Hsu and Nien (2008)
Khan and Rizvi (2008)
Vida et al. (2008)

a
b
c
d
e
f

SA: Self-administered questionnaire; PS: postal survey; PRS: Personal survey; OS: Online Survey.
Between parentheses, items from the standard 17-item Shimp and Sharma’s (1987) CETSCALE version.
Shimp and Sharma (1987: 283, footnote 4; items 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 16, 17).
If the study is using several samples, this ﬁgure reﬂects the total sum of all of them.
Self-administered questionnaire, Postal survey, Phone survey and Personal survey.
n.a.: not available.
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Study (chronological
order)

Using standard CETSCALE and other adapted versions of the scale for measuring consumers’ ethnocentric tendencies
1998 post-handover sample. Using the short 10-item version of the CETSCALE, Yu and Albaum (2002) also obtain two
factors for the pre-handover sample; however, for the 1998
post-handover sample only one factor explaining 62% of the
total variance is obtained.
With regard to those papers supporting the multidimensionality of the CETSCALE, the results point out that there
are between two and four factors explaining ethnocentric
behaviour. Table 3 shows the number of factors and the
main conclusions obtained in those studies not supporting
the unidimensionality of the CETSCALE.
As Table 3 shows, most of the papers support the existence of two dimensions in the CETSCALE. This is the case
in the papers by Yu and Albaum (2002) (in two of the four
analyses developed), Douglas and Nijssen (2003), Saffu and
Walker (2005), Chryssochoidis et al. (2007), Hsu and Nien
(2008), Wei et al. (2009) and Ramayah et al. (2011). In all
these studies, the total variance explained by these two factors is higher than 54%, even achieving 86.72% in the paper
by Saffu and Walker (2005) (for the Russian student sample).
In most of these papers, the two dimensions identiﬁed represent two different perspectives of ethnocentric behaviour:
a dimension showing the individual’s aversion towards foreign products on the one hand and a dimension showing the
individual’s preference for and protection towards domestic production on the other. Chryssochoidis et al. (2007) and
Ramayah et al. (2011) designate these dimensions as ‘‘hard
ethnocentrism’’ and ‘‘soft ethnocentrism’’, respectively,
whereas Hsu and Nien (2008) term them as ‘‘protectionism’’
and ‘‘defensive patriotism’’.
Marcoux et al. (1997), Mavondo and Tan (1999), and Bawa
(2004) (in two of the three samples used) support the existence of three factors. According to Mavondo and Tan (1999),
the CETSCALE can be considered a complex second-order
construct consisting of three components that reﬂect: (1)
animosity towards foreign people and their products; (2) the
group’s ‘‘self-preservation’’ desire through developing economic actions; (3) the moral obligation to support domestic
products. Marcoux et al. (1997) point out that of these three
factors, that representing an individual’s protectionist tendencies is the most important. In contrast, patriotism is the
dimension that least explains the individual’s ethnocentric
behaviour.
Finally, Yu and Albaum (2002) (for the pre-handover sample and using the standard 17-item CETSCALE), Bawa (2004)
(for the university student sample), and Khan and Rizvi
(2008) obtain four different factors explaining----in the case
of the papers by Yu and Albaum (2002) and Khan and Rizvi
(2008)----approximately 60% of total variance. On the other
hand, Bawa (2004) ﬁnds that these four factors underlying
the CETSCALE only explain just over 42% of total variance.
According to Khan and Rizvi (2008), the importance of each
of these factors is similar, reﬂecting that the CETSCALE is
questionable in terms of dimensionality when it is analysed
outside the U.S. context.
Studies supporting the multidimensionality of the
CETSCALE employ different arguments in justiﬁcation. Thus,
many authors (e.g. Marcoux et al., 1997; Supphellen and
Rittenburg, 2001; Bawa, 2004) argue that these results are
mainly a consequence of socio-demographic aspects of the
sample under study because differences in terms of age and
education level can lead to differences in the dimensionality
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of the scale. However, this argument does not seem to be
conﬁrmed according to our literature review. As Table 2
shows, papers supporting both the unidimensionality and the
multidimensionality of the CETSCALE use student samples
and also the general population.
Another argument is related to the version of the
CETSCALE each study employs. As we indicated before, this
is the case in Yu and Albaum’s (2002) study. In our opinion,
this is a very interesting aspect to be analysed. Although
it is true that most previous applications of the CETSCALE
have used the standard 17-item version, other papers have
proposed different adaptations with a signiﬁcantly lower
number of items. Thus, there are many studies using the
short 10-item version3 ----also proposed by Shimp and Sharma
(1987) in their original work----that conclude the CETSCALE
is not unidimensional. This is the case in papers by Douglas
and Nijssen (2003)4 and Hsu and Nien (2008). However, there
are also studies using the same short version and obtaining a
single underlying factor (e.g. Balabanis and Diamantopoulos,
2004; Mittelstaedt et al., 2004); these results make us doubt
whether the use of the 10-item version may cause multidimensional results. Nevertheless, as Table 2 suggests, many
of those studies obtaining more than one explanatory factor
do not use the standard 17-item standard CETSCALE. Thus,
in addition to the aforementioned works that use the 10item version, we can highlight the paper by Marcoux et al.
(1997). These authors analyse the ethnocentrism of Polish
students using a 14-item adapted version (items 3, 4 and 5
were omitted). A similar version (14 items) is used by Bawa
(2004) in her analysis of the ethnocentrism of Indian secondary school students, although she eliminated items 2, 4
and 12 from the original CETSCALE. This study also employs
two different 11-item adapted versions for two additional
samples of business managers and university students.
In contrast, most of the papers supporting the unidimensionality of the CETSCALE use the full 17-item version.
Nevertheless, it is true that there are also studies that
use very few items and support the unidimensionality of
the scale, e.g.: three items (Qing et al., 2012); four items
(Reardon et al., 2005; Vida et al., 2008); ﬁve items (Kwak
et al., 2006); seven items (Poon et al., 2010). Using these
adapted and reduced scales is very common practice, as
Li and He (2013) point out, due to the high internal correlation that items belonging to a scale exhibit when they
are very numerous as in the standard CETSCALE. In addition, Steenkamp and Baumgartner (1995) suggest that it is
an effective and a reliable procedure. However, exempting
the 10-item version, it is conﬁrmed that those authors not
using the full 17-item version consider very different items
in their respective analyses; this seems to be a consequence
of the need to adapt the CETSCALE to the geographical and
socio-cultural contexts in each empirical application.
Another aspect inﬂuencing the results obtained with
regard to the dimensionality of the CETSCALE is sample size. In this respect, those papers supporting the

3 Shimp and Sharma (1987, p. 283, footnote 4; items 2, 4, 5, 6, 7,
8, 11, 13, 16, and 17 from the original 17-item version).
4 These authors add to the 10-item short version an additional
item related to the origin of foreign products (German origin in this
case) when there is no domestic (Dutch) product available.
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Table 3

Factors obtained in those studies supporting the multidimensionality of the CETSCALE.

Study
(chronological
order)

Number of factors

Explained variance
(%)

Marcoux et al.
(1997)

3

55.3

Main conclusions

The ﬁrst factor represents ‘‘protectionism’’. It supposes the
greatest percentage of explained variance (36.9%). The second
factor represents ‘‘socio-economic conservatism’’ and
explains a 10.2% of the total variance. The third factor
represents ‘‘patriotism’’. It supposes a 8.2% of the total
variance
Mavondo and Tan 3
n.ab
The three factors explain: (1) animosity, (2) economic
(1999)
rationality, and (3) morality. The CETSCALE is a complex
second-order construct
69 (17 items); 54 (10 The 10-items short version shows a greater ‘unidimensional
Yu and Albaum
2 (17 items, under
behavior’ than the 17-item standard scale. Indeed, the
(2002)
Chinese sovereignty items) (2 factors)
CETSCALE is unidimensional when using the 10-items short
and 10 items, under 64 (4 factors)
version and the sample under Chinese sovereignty
British sovereignty)
4 (17 items; under
British sovereignty)
Douglas and
2
n.a.
The CETSCALE has a second dimension related to the
Nijssen (2003)
unavailability of domestic production. In terms of statistical
reliability, the scale not ‘literally translated’ from the Shimp
and Sharma’s version appears as superior to that adapted to
the particular aspects of the language and the country under
analysis
62.779 (managers); Ethnocentrism means different things for different samples.
Bawa (2004)
3 (Managers and
Therefore, it is necessary to adapt the scale----e.g., deleting
38.332 (secondary
secondary school
some items----to the socio-economic and demographic
students); 46.215
students)
(university students) characteristics of the sample under study
4 (University
students)
Saffu and Walker 2
86.72
The ﬁrst factor (11 items) explains the greatest percentage of
(2005)a
the total variance (75.63%). The second factor explains a
11.09% and comprises the six remaining items. It is necessary
to examine the ethnocentric tendencies of the individuals
belonging to a particular country from time to time, especially
if socio-political and cultural changes have occurred
Chryssochoidis
2
66.03
The ﬁrst factor (34.72% of total variance) can be denominated
et al. (2007)
as ‘‘hard ethnocentrism’’. It represents a strong preference
towards domestic products and an antipathy towards
foreign-made products. The second factor (31.31% of the total
variance) can be considered as ‘‘soft ethnocentrism’’. It
represents a preference towards domestic products but it does
not imply the dislike for foreign-made production
Hsu and Nien
2
56.94 (Shanghai)
The ﬁrst factor (45.03% and 55.30% of the total variance in
(2008)
66.27 (Taipei)
Shanghai and Taipei, respectively) represents protectionism
(Taipei) and conservative patriotism (Shanghai). The second
factor (11.91% and 10.97%) represents conﬁdence in domestic
products (Taipei) and defensive patriotism (Shanghai)
Khan and Rizvi
4
59.97
The four factors explain a very similar percentage of the total
(2008)
variance: factor 1 (18.93%); factor 2 (14.87%); factor 3
(13.12%), factor 4 (13.05%). Unidimensionality of the
CETSCALE outside U.S. is----at least----questionable
Wei et al. (2009) 2
n.a.
The ﬁrst factor comprises nine items. The second factor
comprises seven items
Ramayah et al.
2
64.94
The ﬁrst factor (‘‘hard ethnocentrism’’) explains a 33.28% of
(2011)
the total variance. The second factor (‘‘soft ethnocentrism’’)
supposes a 33.61%
a
b

They develop the analysis in Russia and Canada. Multidimensionality (2 factors) is only obtained for the Russian sample.
n.a.: not available.
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unidimensionality of the CETSCALE generally use larger samples than those supporting the multidimensionality of the
scale. Indeed, as can be extrapolated from the ﬁgures shown
in Table 2, the average sample size in papers supporting the
unidimensionality of the CETSCALE is 428 individuals compared to 329 individuals in papers supporting the contrary
result.5 Even though there is no ﬁnal criterion regarding
how many individuals are necessary for a factor analysis to
provide reliable results, it seems that larger samples are
preferred to smaller ones because the typical error of correlation coefﬁcients will be smaller. The criteria that can be
considered in establishing the minimum size of the sample
are as follows (Morales, 2011:8): (1) the number of individuals should be double the number of variables; (2) the
sample should not be fewer than 100 individuals (Kline,
1994) even though the number of items may be very small.
This second aspect is, in fact, the minimum criterion. In the
case of the CETSCALE, the former criterion would suppose
a minimum number of 34 individuals in the sample under
study (using the 17-item scale); this number is exceeded by
all the studies analysing the dimensionality of the scale (see
Table 2).
Nevertheless, the criterion most used is that indicated by
Nunnally (1978) and Thorndike (1982) who recommend using
a sample (N) ten times greater than the number of items (k),
i.e. N = 10k. In the case of the CETSCALE (using the 17-item
scale), this would presuppose including at least 170 individuals in the sample. Of all the papers analysed in Table 2,
there are only four (Caruana and Magri, 1996; Shoham and
Brencic, 2003; Khan and Rizvi, 2008; Bandyopadhyay, 2012)
that do not meet this criterion, although there are two other
studies (Mavondo and Tan, 1999; Ramayah et al., 2011) that
use a sample size only slightly higher than 10 individuals per
item (10.94 and 10.59, respectively). Of these six papers,
three support the multidimensionality of the CETSCALE.
Notably, using smaller samples can be acceptable if the factorial structure is very clear (i.e. at least more than three
items comprising each factor and no variable included in
more than one factor), but in practice larger samples offer
a greater guarantee of ﬁnding a clearer factorial structure
(Costello and Osborne, 2003). In fact, those factors existing
in very small samples have a purely descriptive value as they
only indicate how to group items and this structure has to
be conﬁrmed using greater scales (Morales, 2011).

4. Methodology
In order to shed more light regarding the dimensionality of
the CETSCALE as an appropriate scale for measuring consumers’ ethnocentric tendencies, this paper analyses the
case of German consumers, a nationality whose ethnocentric tendencies have scarcely been analysed. Indeed, since
Netemeyer et al.’s (1991) study, no one has analysed the
level of German consumer ethnocentrism. With this goal, we
use vegetables as the category under study. There is a lack of

5 In calculating the average sample size of these papers, we have
not considered the studies by Yu and Albaum (2002) and Saffu and
Walker (2005) given that they obtain ‘‘mixed’’ results (both unidimensionality and multidimensionality) in the same analysis.
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papers using this product category for measuring ethnocentric tendencies; it is more common to ﬁnd studies focused
on other categories (e.g. beverages, personal computers,
motorcycles or appliances). Germany is the strongest market in the EU and one of the most important economies in
the world. Indeed, Germany is the ﬁrst global food importer
with around 40 million tons. Of this amount, 4.2 million
tons relate to fruits and 2.7 million tons to vegetables; with
regard to the latter product category, Germany is the main
EU importer and the second worldwide. In addition, the German market is the main destination of Spanish vegetables
(more than one million tons in 2011); therefore, the relevance of the sample used in this study is entirely justiﬁed.
The most relevant methodological contribution of this
paper is the adaptation of the original 17-item CETSCALE,
considering explicitly the category under analysis (i.e. vegetables) when wording items (see Table 4). Given the lack of
previous studies explicitly incorporating the category under
analysis in the CETSCALE version used, our study will demonstrate whether such an aspect could inﬂuence the existence
of more than one dimension in the scale.
The study was developed between June and September
2009. The survey was deployed in the boarding area of the
international airport in Almería (Spain) while German citizens were waiting for their ﬂight back to Germany after a
stay in Spain; this increased the probability of the participants knowing the vegetables under analysis. More details
of the survey are shown in Table 5.
Of those responding, 43.4% participants were male and
almost a half of them (47.9%) were aged between 18 and
20 years.6 Given the sample size of our study (378) and
taking into account that we were using 17 items, the average number of individuals per item in our study7 (22.235)
is clearly higher than the minimum level of 10 individuals
recommended by Nunnally (1978).
To ensure understanding of the scale, the reverse translation technique was used (Brislin, 1980). Thus, items were
translated from Spanish to German and then three bilingual persons translated the questionnaire back to Spanish.
Finally, we compared the original version of the scale (see
Table 4) and the ‘‘re-translated’’ one. Very few differences
were observed and they were resolved. However, in order to
check that the reverse translation had really been effective
and before developing the ﬁnal survey, the questionnaire
was revised by six German individuals sharing the same proﬁle as the ﬁnal sample.
In order to achieve our goals and after a previous analysis of reliability to measure the internal consistency of the
scale, we developed an exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
aimed to establish whether items included in the scale measure the same dimension (unidimensionality) or whether
there are more dimensions. Using the solution offered by
EFA, we estimated a conﬁrmatory factor analysis (CFA) to

6 More information about the sample is available from corresponding author on request.
7 It should be noted that this average number is exactly in the
median position of the ranking of those papers analysing the dimensionality of the CETSCALE (see Table 2) if such papers are sorted in
descending order of the average number of individuals per item
(14th position if we consider sample size in absolute terms).
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Table 4 German version (vegetables-related) of the
CETSCALE.
No.Item
1 Deutschen sollten immer in Deutschland produziertes
Gemüse kaufen anstatt importiertes Gemüse
2 Es sollten nur die Gemüse importiert werden, die in
Deutschland nicht verfügbar sind
3 Wir kaufen in Deutschland produziertes Gemüse. Wir
halten Deutschland am Funktionieren
4 Deutsches Gemüse, jetzt und immerdar
5 Ausländisches Gemüse zu kaufen bedeutet kein
Deutscher zu sein
6 Es ist nicht in Ordnung ausländisches Gemüse zu kaufen,
denn das bringt einen Anstieg der Arbeitslosigkeit in
Deutschland
7 Ein wahrer Deutscher sollte immer in Deutschland
produziertes Gemüse kaufen
8 Wir sollten immer in Deutschland produziertes Gemüse
kaufen, anstatt zu erlauben, dass sich andere Länder
auf unsere Kosten bereichern
9 Das Beste ist immer in Deutschland produziertes
Gemüse zu kaufen
10 Der Kauf ausländischen Gemüses sollte auf die
unbedingt notwendigen Fälle beschränkt werden
11 Wir Deutschen sollten kein ausländisches Gemüse
kaufen, weil dies den deutschen Unternehmen schadet
und ein Ansteigen der Arbeitslosigkeit hervorruft
12 Die Abgaben und Steuern auf ausländisches Gemüse, das
in Deutschland gekauft wird, sollten erhöht warden
13 Auch wenn es mir auf längere Sicht schadet, ziehe ich
vor deutsches Gemüse zu kaufen
14 Es dürfte den ausländischen Unternehmen nicht
gestattet sein, ihr Gemüse auf den deutschen Markt zu
bringen
15 Der Konsum ausländischen Gemüses müsste mit harten
Steuern belegt werden, und so ihre die Einfuhr nach
Deutschland verhindert werden
16 Wir sollten ausschließlich das ausländische Gemüse
kaufen, das nicht in unserem Land produziert werden
kann
17 Die Deutschen, die in anderen Ländern produziertes
Gemüse kaufen, sind für das Ansteigen der
Arbeitslosigkeit in unserem Land verantwortlich
Source: Adapted from Luque-Martínez et al. (2000) and Shimp
and Sharma (1987).

conﬁrm----in a more robust manner----the dimensional structure suggested by the EFA. In addition, other measures for
conﬁrming the dimensionality of the scale were used.

5. Results
5.1. Scale reliability
The analysis of reliability of the 17-item adapted version of
the CETSCALE offered an acceptable result in terms of three
measurements of internal consistency: the corrected totalitem correlation (homogeneity indexes), Cronbach’s alpha
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Table 5

Survey technical speciﬁcation.

Aspect

Description

Target
population
Sample size
Sample error
Conﬁdence
interval
Sampling
procedure
Field work

German adult tourists

Survey date

378
±5.05%
95.5% (p = q = 50), k = 2
Simple Random Sample
Boarding area in the International
Airport of Almería (Spain)
July---September 2009

Table 6 Indices of homogeneity, Cronbach’s alpha and
McDonald’s omega.
Items

Total-item correlation

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
Cronbach’s ˛
McDonald’s ω

0.483
0.454
0.552
0.626
0.588
0.730
0.758
0.770
0.701
0.678
0.752
0.630
0.645
0.676
0.686
0.542
0.721
0.918
0.953

(Campo-Arias and Oviedo, 2008) and McDonald’s omega
coefﬁcient (see Table 6).
Regarding the values needed to support the consistency
of the scale, it is important to highlight that there is no single rule related to the minimum value. In this respect, Hair
and colleagues (1999) suggest that Cronbach’s alpha must
be higher than 0.7, whereas total-item correlation must be
higher than 0.5, although values over 0.4 reveal an acceptable level of homogeneity of all items within the scale.
Nevertheless, there are authors who propose different values. This is the case with Santisteban (1990), who considers
that the Cronbach’s alpha should be at least 0.5; Nurosis
(1993) considers that the total item correlation has to be
over 0.3. In terms of McDonald’s omega, this is a coefﬁcient
varying within the same interval as Cronbach’s alpha, with
values close to 1 being preferred.
Therefore, according to the above arguments, the consistency of our scale is conﬁrmed; both Cronbach’s alpha
and McDonald’s omega (0.918 and 0.953, respectively) are
at levels considered very acceptable. In the same way, all
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Table 7

Rotated component matrix.

Items
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
11
12
14
15
17
Explained variance (%)

Factor 1

Factor 2
0.776
0.785
0.849
0.571

0.728
0.771
0.803
0.849
0.764
0.664
0.863
0.818
0.881
48.723

19.536

total-item correlation coefﬁcients are signiﬁcant as they are
higher than or similar to 0.5.

5.2. Unidimensionality of the scale
Once the reliability of the scale has been conﬁrmed, the
second step aims to check whether it is composed of a
single factor or dimension. There are several methods and
indexes available in order to conﬁrm the unidimensionality
of a particular scale. In this respect, Hattie (1985) provides
an extensive review of such procedures and indexes. He
classiﬁes them into ﬁve groups: (1) those based on answer
patterns; (2) those based on reliability; (3) those based on
principal components analysis; (4) those based on factor
analysis; (5) those based on latent trait models. In brief, 30
different indexes are supported by more than 80 research
papers.8
This study employs factor analysis in order to evaluate
the dimensionality. This methodology is still one of the most
used and extended techniques at an empirical level (Joan,
1996). Before undertaking factor analysis, the use of two
conﬁrmatory measurements is recommended: Bartlett’s test
of sphericity and the KMO (Kaiser---Meyer---Olkin) measure of
sampling adequacy. In this case, the former (3541.789) is
signiﬁcant (p < 0.01), leading us to reject the null hypothesis
of no correlations between items; KMO (0.909) can be considered more than acceptable. Therefore, according to the
results obtained, it can be concluded that the adapted version of the CETSCALE is appropriate for developing a factor
analysis.
We started by developing an ordinary least squares (OLS)
EFA. Table 7 shows the results of this analysis.9
As Table 7 shows, the EFA estimated by the OLS offers
a two-factor solution; these factors contain nine and four
factors, respectively and together they explain 68.259% of
the total variance (48.723% and 19.536% for the ﬁrst and
second factors, respectively). This solution is obtained once

the initial matrix is rotated10 starting from a ﬁnal scale composed of 13 items after deleting items 9, 10, 13 and 16 which
loaded to both factors with very similar values. Factor loadings over a minimum level of 0.30 are signiﬁcant for a sample
size of N = 350 (Hair et al., 1999). Because our sample size
is 378, all factor loadings follow this rule.
In order to conﬁrm the multidimensionality (two factors)
result proposed by EFA, a CFA was developed. In order to do
this, we estimated (using AMOS software) the measurement
model starting from a global conﬁrmatory analysis for all
scales included. After that, we assessed the quality of ﬁt
indexes and evaluated the quality of all measures.11
All ﬁt indexes conﬁrm that the two-factor structure initially proposed by the EFA does ﬁt our data as all of the
values are within the recommended acceptance levels for
each index. The root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) is 0.091 (value included in the acceptance range);
the goodness-of-ﬁt index (GFI) is 0.912; the comparative ﬁt
index (CFI) is 0.947; the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) is 0.931;
the normed ﬁt index (NFI) is 0.932; the incremental ﬁt index
(IFI) is 0.947. Finally, the value of 2 (2.098) is also signiﬁcant
(Hair et al., 1999; Schreiber et al., 2006; Martínez-López
et al., 2013).
According to the statistical conﬁrmation of the existence
of two factors in the adapted version of the CETSCALE we
developed and taking into account each item loading, factor 1 is designated ‘‘consumer’s negative attitude towards
foreign-grown vegetables’’ (e.g. ‘‘Purchasing foreign-grown
vegetables is un-German’’; ‘‘A real German should buy
German-grown vegetables’’). This factor reﬂects the level
of ethnocentrism with regard to vegetables produced in
foreign countries and it supposes that almost half of the consumers have ethnocentric tendencies (it explains 48.723%
of the total variance of the scale). The other, factor 2 is
designated ‘‘consumer’s positive attitude towards domestic products’’ (e.g. ‘‘Only those vegetables that are not
available in Germany should be imported’’). This factor
reﬂects the preference for domestically produced vegetables (19.536% of the total variance), but it does not
presuppose a negative attitude towards foreign vegetables.
Therefore, there will be ethnocentric consumers who reject
foreign products and other individuals who are ethnocentric to a lesser extent but have a preference for domestic
products.
Consumers showing a negative attitude towards foreigngrown vegetables (factor 1) can respond with a degree
of animosity towards certain countries or certain products. Animosity, a term conceived by Klein et al. (1998)
reﬂecting an antipathy related to previous political, military
and economic events and affecting consumer behaviour in
international markets, is considered an antecedent of ethnocentrism (Shankarmahese, 2006). Indeed, many authors
(e.g. Nijssen and Douglas, 2004; Jiménez and San Martín,
2010) have conﬁrmed the existence of a relationship
between both terms. On the other hand, consumers who
exhibit a strong preference for domestic products but do

10

8

For an analysis detailing the different indexes, see Hattie (1985).
9 For the development of factor analysis, FACTOR software
(Lorenzo-Seva and Ferrando, 2006) was used.
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The Promin method (see Lorenzo-Seva, 1999).
We only offer those ﬁt indexes we obtained. Additional information related to other aspects of CFA is available from the
corresponding author upon request.
11

186

12 These authors analysed the ethnocentrism of Greek consumers
using the standard 17-item version of the CETSCALE. Their results
support the reliability and unidimensionality of the scale, obtaining
an explained variance of 59.6%. However, when they developed a
factor analysis and rotated the loading matrix (using the Varimax
with Kaiser normalization procedure), the scale appeared bidimensional with two factors explaining 66.03% of the variance. In this
second case, the results are similar to those obtained in our analysis.

Table 8

Indices of unidimensionality.

Index

Result

Eigenvalues > 1
1 /2
1 − 2 /2 − 3

2
3.24
3.59

8
7
6

Autovalor

not reject foreign products (factor 2), could be demonstrating a ‘‘seasonal ethnocentric behaviour’’ proper to the time
of year in which the survey was undertaken; this period
coincides with the highest period of German vegetable production and thus this ethnocentric feeling is compatible with
a reluctance to depend on foreign production.
Our results are in line with those obtained by
Chryssochoidis et al. (2007)12 in their analysis of the ethnocentrism of Greek consumers towards food products. These
authors also obtained two factors; furthermore, the items
loading on the ﬁrst factor are the same as those in our study.
They designate this ﬁrst factor ‘‘hard ethnocentrism’’. The
second factor----that in the study by Chryssochoidis and
colleagues is composed of the remaining eight factors----is
described as ‘‘soft ethnocentrism’’, distinguishing between
a ‘‘more radical’’ attitude towards foreign-made products
and another ‘‘more conciliatory’’ one towards imported
products, given that the latter is focused on a preference
for domestic production.
As we indicated before, our results are in line with
those obtained in previous studies in terms of the scale’s
reliability (internal consistency) but not in terms of its
dimensionality. In this respect, our factor analysis indicates a non-unidimensional scale, in line with many previous
authors (e.g. Mavondo and Tan, 1999; Douglas and Nijssen,
2003; Bawa, 2004; Saffu and Walker, 2005; Hsu and Nien,
2008; Khan and Rizvi, 2008; Wei et al., 2009; Ramayah
et al., 2011). Nevertheless, it cannot necessarily be concluded from obtaining several factors that the scale is
multidimensional (Nunnaly and Bernstein, 1994), i.e. that it
measures different and strongly differentiated concepts. In
this respect, as Morales (2011) points out, obtaining several
factors can be compatible with a clear and single interpretation of the whole scale. As a result, in this paper we have
employed alternative rules in order to conﬁrm the multidimensionality suggested by the factor analysis.
In accordance with Hattie (1985), we use four additional
measures to test the multidimensionality of the scale. Some
of such indexes are also employed in the above mentioned
papers by Yu and Albaum (2002), Bawa (2004), Khan and
Rizvi (2008), Hsu and Nien (2008), and Wei et al. (2009), in
which the scale was also found to be multidimensional. The
four indexes or measures are the following: (1) number of
eigenvalues higher than 1; (2) ratio between the ﬁrst and
second eigenvalue; (3) ratio between the ﬁrst and second
eigenvalue difference and the third and second eigenvalue
difference; (4) scree test. Table 8 and Fig. 1 show the results
of these indexes.
As Table 8 shows, three quantitative indexes support
the non-unidimensionality of the scale. First, factor analysis yields two eigenvalues higher than 1; second, the ratio
between the ﬁrst and the second eigenvalues is equal to
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3.24----lower than 4, suggested by Linacre (2008) to conﬁrm multidimensionality; third, the ratio between the ﬁrst
and second eigenvalue difference and the second and third
eigenvalue difference is equal to 3.59, also lower than 4.
Fig. 1 shows the scree test in which the number of
items is shown on the X-axis and eigenvalues on the Y-axis.
The cut-off level for establishing the number of factors is
determined by the peak of the descendent line that puts
together all eigenvalues; in our case, the cut-off point corresponds to item 2. Therefore, from this point there is a
clear inﬂection in the descendent line, again conﬁrming the
non-unidimensionality of the scale.
At this point, it is necessary to offer a justiﬁcation for
the result obtained in the context of our study. Unlike other
studies, we use a sample from a developed country not
exclusively composed of university students. In addition, our
analysis is not focused on general foreign-made products
but only on foreign-grown vegetables. In this respect, we
believe that by including the product category, it is possible
to stimulate the existence of more than one dimension; in
our opinion, this is a consequence of centring----in a more
intensively and tailored manner----the ethnocentric tendencies of individuals beyond a general attitude towards any
foreign-made product for a particular country. Therefore,
all these aspects may have inﬂuenced our results in terms
of moving away from the initial framework established in
the pioneering work of Shimp and Sharma (1987). Indeed,
previous literature has conﬁrmed that the level of intensity of all those factors inﬂuencing consumer ethnocentrism
depends on the culture and country-of-origin under analysis
(e.g. Durvasula et al., 1997; Good and Huddleston, 1995;
Watson and Wright, 2000; Pereira et al., 2002; Balabanis
and Diamantopoulos, 2004; Grier et al., 2006), and varies
between individuals (Balabanis et al., 2001; Kaynak and
Kara, 2002) in terms of their socio-demographic characteristics such as age, gender, level of education or income
level (Wall et al., 1991; Good and Huddleston, 1995; Sharma
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et al., 1995; Vida and Fairhurst, 1999; Douglas and Nijssen,
2003; Lee et al., 2003). In addition, aspects related to
the product itself such as typology or variety should not
be forgotten (Brodowski, 1998; Piron, 2002; Balabanis and
Diamantopoulos, 2004). Taking all these arguments together,
the existence of such heterogeneous results is a consequence of the same heterogeneity that the characteristics
of the extensive studies previously developed also show.
Nevertheless, it is surprising to conﬁrm the ethnocentric
feelings of German consumers when they buy vegetables
given that Germany is a market highly dependent on foreign produce because of their limited domestic production.
This result concerning a seemingly irrational behaviour, as
O’Cass and Lim (2002) and Nijssen and Douglas (2004) suggest, in terms of the application of the CETSCALE----both in its
standard and adapted versions----leads to the conclusion that
consumers exhibit an ethnocentric behaviour (Al Ganideh
and Al Taee, 2012).

6. Conclusions
The study of consumer ethnocentrism is a ﬁeld of great
importance in the marketing literature. It is especially
relevant at the present time as a consequence of the globalization of markets and the considerable opportunities for
companies to enter foreign markets with their products.
Without doubt, the CETSCALE is that most used in the literature to analyse ethnocentric consumer behaviour. It has
been validated in many studies that highlight its internal consistency and unidimensionality. However, in recent
years many other studies have conﬁrmed the consistency of
the scale but not its unidimensionality, suggesting that the
CETSCALE is composed of different dimensions when it is
applied outside the U.S. As a result, Thelen et al. (2006)
warn researchers not to assume that scales developed in a
speciﬁc culture or country can validly be applied to a different context. Indeed, in the same cultural context using
different samples may lead to different results (see Marcoux
et al., 1997; Supphellen and Rittenburg, 2001; Bawa, 2004);
this leads us to believe that ethnocentrism means different
things for each sample, so applying the same type of scale is
not appropriate. The socio-demographic characteristics of
each of sample should be taken into account.
In the same manner, the dimensionality of the CETSCALE
can be conditioned by the number of items employed in
each empirical application (e.g. Yu and Albaum, 2002), or
may be due to considering foreign-made products in general or a particular product category. An example can be
found in this paper; thus, our results are different to those
obtained by Netemeyer et al. (1991) for German consumers.
In this respect, an individual can be very ethnocentric with
regard to a speciﬁc category of foreign-made products but
favourable to other categories of products from the same
foreign country.
In our opinion, the review of the literature and the
empirical application developed open up a clear debate
on the convenience of using the CETSCALE with the same
level of reliability in different geographical contexts, with
different product categories and for heterogeneous samples of consumers. It provides evidence that results may
be quite different depending on the extent to which the
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original conditions under which the scale was developed
change.
Alongside these discrepancies regarding the dimensionality of the CETSCALE, studies such as that of Bawa (2004)
or more recent research such as Al Ganideh and Al Taee
(2012) also call into question the degree of information the
scale provides. In particular, these authors consider that the
CETSCALE shows whether a consumer is (not) ethnocentric,
but it is limited in that it does not quantify the level of
ethnocentrism, thus not allowing the ranking of consumers.
We believe, therefore, that after 25 years of the application of the CETSCALE and a great number of studies showing
the limitations such a scale presents, it might be time for a
re-formulation of the CETSCALE in terms of: (1) unifying the
number of items the scale should contain; (2) allowing levels
or degrees of consumer ethnocentrism to be established; (3)
allowing determination of whether the behaviour is ethnocentric per se or whether it depends on the product category
or the country analysed. In this respect, aspects conditioning ethnocentric behaviour, such as animosity, country image
or product/brand perception, should be integrated in a new
construct that facilitates understanding of the reasons for a
consumer’s behaviour in addition to whether the consumer
is ethnocentric or not. In our opinion, developing a scale
that includes all these aspects would allow an international
comparison of results with a greater level of reliability than
can currently be found in all existing papers.

7. Limitations and further research
In this paper, we have seen that over the last few years
the literature has questioned the unidimensionality of the
CETSCALE and especially the disparity of the criteria used
in each empirical application. In this respect, the number of
items has been the most signiﬁcant factor. Further research
we intend to develop includes the deﬁnition and validation
of a redeﬁned ethnocentrism scale, overcoming the limitations we have observed in this study and allowing a more
direct comparison between those results obtained in different parts of the world. In the same way, we have started to
analyse other elements to examine the real capacity of the
CETSCALE for measuring the level of consumer ethnocentrism. Thus, aspects such as internal consistency, content
validity, criterion validity, construct validity and predictive
validity are being considered in papers on which we are
currently working. Finally, it will be necessary to obtain
new empirical evidence regarding the behaviour of these
‘‘adapted’’ scales in the context of other product categories; the objective here is twofold: (1) to conﬁrm the
internal consistency of the adapted scale and (2) to analyse
its unidimensional character.

Appendix 1. Standard 17-item CETSCALE
version
No.Item
1 American people should always buy American-made
products instead of imports
2 Only those products that are unavailable in USA should
be imported
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No.Item
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Buy American-made products. Keep American working
American products, ﬁrst, last, and foremost
Purchasing foreign-made products is un-American
It is not right to purchase foreign products
A real American should buy American-made products
We should purchase products manufactured in America
instead of letting other countries get rich off us
It is always best to purchase American products
There should be very little trading or purchasing of
goods from other countries unless out of necessity.
Americans should not buy foreign products, because this
hurts American business and causes unemployment
Curbs should be put on all imports
It may cost me in the long-run but I prefer to support
American products
Foreigners should not be allowed to put their products
on our markets
Foreign products should be taxed heavily to reduce their
entry into the USA
We should buy from foreign countries only those
products that we cannot obtain within our own country.
American consumers who purchase products made in
other countries are responsible for putting their fellow
Americans out of work

Source: Shimp and Sharma (1987).
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Investigación de Marketing, ESIC 14, 7---24.
Josiassen, A., George, A., Karpen, I., 2011. Consumer ethnocentrism and willingness to buy: analyzing the role of three
demographic consumer characteristics. International Marketing
Review 28, 627---646.
Joan, P., 1996. Evaluación de la unidimensionalidad de los ítems
mediante Análisis Factorial. Psicothema 8, 397---410.
Kaynak, E., Kara, A., 2002. Consumer perceptions of foreign products. An analysis of product-country images and ethnocentrism.
European Journal of Marketing 36, 928---949.
Klein, J.G., Ettenson, R., Morris, M., 1998. The animosity model
of foreign product purchase: an empirical test in the people’s
Republic of China. Journal of Marketing 62, 89---100.
Klein, J.G., 2002. Us versus them, or us versus everyone? Delineating consumer aversion to foreign goods. Journal of International
Business Studies 33, 345---363.
Klein, J.G., Ettenson, R., Krishnan, B., 2006. Extending the construct of consumer ethnocentrism: when foreign products are
preferred. International Marketing Review 23, 304---321.
Kline, P., 1994. An easy guide to Factor Analysis. Routledge, London.
Khan, M., Rizvi, S., 2008. Consumer ethnocentrism: relevance and
implications for marketers. Journal of Consumer Behavior III,
52---65.
Kucukerimoglu, O., 1999. Market segmentation by using consumer
lifestyle dimensions and ethnocentrism: an empirical study.
European Journal of Marketing 33, 470---487.
Kwak, H., Jaju, A., Larsen, T., 2006. Consumer ethnocentrism
ofﬂine and online: the mediating role of marketing efforts and
personality traits in the United States, South Korea, and India.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 34, 367---385.
Lee, W.N., Hong, J.Y., Lee, S.J., 2003. Communicating with
American consumers in the post 9/11 climate: an empirical
investigation of consumer ethnocentrism in the United States.
International Journal of Advertising 22, 487---510.
Li, Y., He, H., 2013. Evaluation of international brand alliances:
brand order and consumer ethnocentrism. Journal of Business
Research 66, 89---97.
Linacre, J.M., 2012. Winsteps Rasch Measurement (Version 3.63.2).
MESA Press, Chicago, IL.
Lindquist, J.D., Vida, I., Plank, R.E., Fairhurst, A., 2001. The modiﬁed CETSCALE: validity tests in the Czech Republic. Hungary and
Poland. International Business Review 10, 505---516.
Liu, F., Murphy, J., Li, J., Liu, X., 2007. English and Chinese? The
role of consumer ethnocentrism and country of origin in Chinese
attitudes towards store signs. Australasian Marketing Journal 14,
5---16.
Lorenzo-Seva, U., 1999. Prom: a method for oblique factor rotation.
Multivariate Behavioral Research 34, 347---365.
Lorenzo-Seva, U., Ferrando, P.J., 2006. FACTOR: a computer program to ﬁt the exploratory factor analysis model. Behavior
Research Methods 38, 88---91.

189
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