
61

Received: 2024-10-24. Accepted: 2025-01-28. 
Copyright © 2025 Tadas Vadvilavičius, Aurelija Stelmokienė. Published by Vilnius University Press. This is an Open Access article distributed un-
der the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution Licence (CC BY), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original author and source are credited.

Contents lists available at Vilnius University Press

Psichologija ISSN 1392-0359    eISSN 2345-0061 
2025, vol. 72, pp. 61–68 DOI: https://doi.org/10.15388/Psichol.2025.72.5

A Few Psychometric Properties of Horizontal 
and Vertical Individualism and Collectivism 
Scale in Two Countries: A Pilot Study in  
Lithuania and Turkey
Tadas Vadvilavičius
Vytautas Magnus University
tadas.vadvilavicius@vdu.lt
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1920-1959
https://ror.org/04y7eh037

Aurelija Stelmokienė
Vytautas Magnus University
aurelija.stelmokiene@vdu.lt
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9574-9310
https://ror.org/04y7eh037

Abstract. Culture is an important contextual factor affecting human attitudes and behavior. Reliable and valid 
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Introduction

Cross-cultural psychology has become a popular field of research in the last decade. Glo-
balization, higher numbers of international organizations, higher rates of emigration and 
immigration, changes in the job market, etc., have already resulted in necessity to better 
understand cultures and their impact on human attitudes and behavior, and to provide 
recommendations how to interact with people from different cultures. 

Values are considered as a key component in differentiating and describing cultures 
(Maleki & de Jong, 2014). The first typology for cultures was developed in the 1970s 
by Geert Hofstede who identified four main cultural values: individualism-collectivism, 
uncertainty avoidance, power distance, and masculinity-femininity (Hofstede, 2011). 
Later on, two more cultural values were added – long- vs. short-term orientation, and 
indulgence vs. restraint (Hofstede, 2011). Although all values are important in describing 
cultures, the cultural dimension of individualism-collectivism is the most popular and the 
most researched one (Soler-Anguiano et al., 2023; Steel et al., 2018). Individualism refers 
to the tendency to act and work alone, thinking about personal goals and goods, seeking 
autonomy, while maintaining relatively weak social connections with others (Minkov 
& Hofstede, 2011; Minkov et al., 2017). Meanwhile, collectivism denotes tendency to 
create and maintain close social connections, especially with family and friends, when 
people tend to collaborate, seek wellbeing for others, and maintain equality among others 
(Minkov & Hofstede, 2011; Minkov et al., 2017). 

However, according to Triandis (1996), individualism-collectivism is never the same 
in two different countries as attitudes towards interpersonal relationships may vary. More 
specifically, it has been presented that additional dimensions are required to understand 
individualism-collectivism: specifically, vertical and horizontal dimensions (Triandis 
& Gelfand, 1998). Vertical individualism is characterized by the will to acquire status 
through competition with others, while horizontal individualism represents the desire to 
be unique and self-reliant. Meanwhile, vertical collectivism refers to the shared integrity 
of the group, and even though people should be equal, authority within in-group is accep-
ted, while horizontal collectivism is characterized by seeing all people within in-group as 
equal and similar to each other, without the need for authority.

Considering the need to better understand cultures, researchers require reliable and 
valid instruments. Triandis and Gelfand (1998) refined the scale to measure vertical and 
horizontal individualism and collectivism developed by Singelis et al. (1995) which showed 
good convergent and divergent validity. In this pilot study, two psychometric characteristics 
of the horizontal and vertical individualism and collectivism scale (Triandis & Gelfand, 
1998) will be investigated: internal reliability and factorial validity. Both psychometric 
properties will be tested in the samples of residents of Lithuania and Turkey. 
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Method

Participants and procedure

It total, 190 participants from Lithuania (n = 110) and Turkey (n = 80) participated in an 
online study. The majority of the participants were women (see Table 1 for more details). 

Table 1 
Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample

Variable Lithuania sample Turkey sample Total sample
Size 110 80 190
Women (%) 90 (81.8) 41 (51.2) 131 (68.9)
Mean age (SD) 21.20 (1.52) 23.44 (3.93) 22.14 (3.00)
Higher education (%) 31 (28.1) 73 (91.3) 104 (54.7)
Employed (%) 54 (49.1) 36 (45) 90 (47.4)

The participants were provided with the Lithuanian version of the questionnaire for 
Lithuanians, and the Turkish version for the participants in Turkey. The main Horizon-
tal and Vertical Individualism and Collectivism Scale was translated by using a double 
translation procedure (the original version of the scale is in English). Both translations 
were reviewed by native speakers from Turkey and Lithuania. The data were gathered 
by using an online survey. Invitation to participate was shared in various groups in the 
social media platform Facebook and via student organizations which were working with 
international students in their universities. No compensation/remuneration was given for 
participation in the study. 

Instruments

The Horizontal and Vertical Individualism and Collectivism Scale (Triandis & Gelfand, 
1998) is a 16-item scale developed to measure horizontal individualism, vertical indivi-
dualism, horizontal collectivism, and vertical collectivism. Each of the four dimensions 
comprises four items. Each item is measured from ‘1’ (never or definitely NO) to ‘9’ 
(always or definitely YES). 

Data analysis

The data were analyzed by using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 
version 29.0, R (R Core Team, 2023), RStudio (RStudio Team, 2023), and the lavaan (v. 
0.6-16, Rosseel, 2012) and semTools (v. 0.5-6, Jorgensen et al., 2022) packages. 
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Results

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations, and inter-correlations between the subs-
cales of the main instrument.

Table 2 
Mean scores, internal reliability, standard deviations, and inter-correlations

Variable Mean (SD) α 1. 2. 3. 4. Mean (SD) α

Tu
rk

ey

1. Horizontal 
individual-
ism

7.07 (1.10) .67 .34* -.05 -.04 6.83 (1.28) .75

Lithuania

2. Vertical 
individual-
ism

6.10 (1.47) .68 .29* -.09 .08 6.03 (1.36) .60

3. Horizontal 
collectivism

7.11 (1.15) .64 .12 -.02 .38* 7.12 (1.33) .77

4. Vertical 
collectivism

6.21 (1.57) .67 .08 -.01 .32* 6.27 (1.52) .71

Note. * p < .05

The internal reliability in Lithuania for horizontal individualism, vertical individualism, 
horizontal collectivism, and vertical collectivism was found to equal, respectively, to .75, 
.60, .77, and .71. Meanwhile, the internal reliability in Turkey for horizontal individualism, 
vertical individualism, horizontal collectivism, and vertical collectivism is respectively 
.67, .68, .64, and .67. All internal reliability scores support that the scale can be used for 
group testing. 

In both samples of the Lithuanian and Turkish participants, there were only two 
significant correlations between horizontal individualism and vertical individualism, 
and between horizontal collectivism and vertical collectivism. The mean comparison of 
the individualism and collectivism dimensions revealed that there were no statistically 
significant differences between the attitudes of the Lithuanian and Turkish participants. 

Table 3 presents the results of the confirmatory factor analysis for the structure of the 
instrument.

The baseline models separately in the Lithuanian and Turkish samples revealed that a 
four-factor structure was the most suitable option; however, it was still not ideal for both 
samples (see Table 3). All the items were loaded significantly (p < .05) in the Lithuanian 
sample, while one item was not significant (p = .11) in the Turkish sample. The modified 
model, with additional two covariances between the residuals of items, showed a better 
model fit. Modifications were chosen based on the provided modification indices. Two 
covariances were included only between items from the same factors, thereby suggest-
ing a higher inter-correlation between the items. Also, covariances were significant in 
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both samples. The modified baseline model showed a better fit in the Lithuanian sample, 
compared to the Turkish sample. 

The multi-group confirmatory factor analysis, for invariance analysis, revealed that the 
model with no constraints had a slightly higher CFI for the four-factor model. Adequate 
configural variance suggested that the factor structure was equivalent across both tested 
samples; metric invariance suggested that different groups responded to the items in the 
same way with no bias; scalar invariance suggested that the scale was able to measure 
collectivism/individualism in both countries, and, although some differences might exist, 
they could be due to the group differences and not the ‘false’ of the instrument (Putnick et 
al., 2016). A comparison of nested models revealed ambiguous results regarding the impact 
of model restrictions. While the more restrictive models (with various factor numbers) 
generally improved the TLI, as indicated by the positive ΔTLI values, these improvements 
were not always statistically significant (the threshold for statistical changes is set as .01 
(see Putnick et al., 2016)). Additionally, metric invariance often resulted in lower CFI 
values compared to configural invariance, and only one significant change was found 
between metric and scalar invariance in the four-factor model. However, the ΔRMSEA 
results suggest that the added constraints had an insignificant impact on the model fit. 
In general, the results of the pilot study confirmed that the scale was reliable and could 
be used to make comparisons between two countries, although with certain restrictions. 

Discussion

The main goal of the current paper was to test the internal reliability and factorial validity 
of the Horizontal and Vertical Individualism and Collectivism Scale in the samples of 
Lithuanian and Turkish populations. Results from a pilot study have been presented. In 
general, the results confirmed that the scale was reliable in the Lithuanian and Turkish 
contexts. 

The internal reliability was tested by using Cronbach’s alfa coefficient. The results 
confirmed adequate internal reliability in both samples, although slightly lower scores 
were observed in the Turkish sample. The value of Cronbach’s alfa around .70 is similar 
to the findings of other researchers (e.g., Bobbio & Sarrica, 2009; Germani et al., 2020; 
Györkös et al., 2013). Although internal reliability was slightly lower in the Turkish sam-
ple (.64 – .68), it is still considered as acceptable for research purposes and group testing 
(Taber, 2018). Nevertheless, further studies are recommended to test the reliability of the 
scale in other samples, e.g., different age groups and/or countries. 

Inter-correlation was found only between horizontal individualism and vertical indi-
vidualism and between horizontal collectivism and vertical collectivism. The relationship 
was moderate, and they fit with findings from other studies, e.g., Györkös et al. (2013). 
These correlations in general reveal that different types of collectivism/individualism are 
interrelated and confirm the theoretical assumptions. However, there were no statistical 
relationships between the subscales of individualism and collectivism, while other studies 
found such relationships in samples of Switzerland and South Africa (Györkös et al., 2013) 
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or Italy (Bobbio & Sarrica, 2009). Moreover, other studies found that vertical collectivism 
was not related to horizontal collectivism and horizontal individualism, and that vertical 
individualism was not related to vertical collectivism in samples of the United States and 
Mexican citizens (Soler-Anguiano et al., 2023). One possible explanation is that indivi-
dualism and collectivism are considered as a continuum by suggesting that they should 
not correlate, or at least that they correlate negatively. Another possible explanation is 
that, based on other above-presented findings, the relationship between the subscales is 
weak (r around ~.15), which means that a bigger sample size is needed to capture at least 
a small effect. Considering that other studies found the correlations, further research may 
be needed with an augmented sample size. 

Invariance analysis revealed good model fit when controlling for intercepts, loadings 
and/or error variances, thereby suggesting that the scale was reliable and valid in both 
samples, however, there was some ambiguity in the results. Although Lithuania is con-
sidered to be more individualistic country compared to Turkey (see Hofstede Insights 
official website https://www.theculturefactor.com/), no differences between the countries 
were found. The lack of differences may be due to the globalization process or because of 
the convenient sampling method, and not due to the problems of the scale itself because 
the results suggested that the four-factor scale structure was suitable in both samples. 
Additionally, the four-factor model revealed the best fit, especially when adding few co-
variances for measurement errors. The results correspond to the findings of other studies 
(e.g., Györkös et al., 2013; Soler-Anguiano et al., 2023), thus supporting the best solution 
for the four-factor model. In general, the results of the pilot study are promising; they 
have revealed that the scale can be used for research purposes in Lithuania and Turkey. 
However, further validation with a bigger and more representative sample is still needed. 

The current study is not without limitations. Firstly, the convenient sampling method 
may result in a more homogeneous sample as our research mostly involved younger 
participants who have access to the internet and use social media platforms, and who 
are also more culturally aware. Future studies should devote more attention to gathering 
representative samples from countries. Secondly, the sample size, although appropriate 
for the analysis methods that were being used, can be too small to catch a small effect. 
Finally, no other forms of validity, except for factorial, were tested. Future studies should 
assess the relationship of vertical and horizontal collectivism and individualism with other 
cultural values to add evidence for the construct validity of the scale. 
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