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The material value scale (MVS) and the aspiration index (Al) are among the
most prominent measurements of materialism in research. As the names
indicate, the MVS measures materialism in terms of materialistic values,
whereas Al measures it in the matter of aspirations. Although both
instruments have been widely used in research, the question of whether
materialistic values and aspirations are independent of each other remains
open for examination. The answer to this question is important, considering
the inconsistencies in the results of past research. Therefore, this study aims
to assess the construct's similarity and dissimilarity between both self-report
materialism measurements resulting from exploratory factor analysis (EFA).
The study was conducted online in Indonesia in 2019, with 610 participants,
Indonesian version of MVS and Al, the software of Jamovi and R Studio.
The analysis consisted of the Bartlett test, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test, parallel
analysis, minimum rank factor analysis, EFA, and reliability (Cronbach’s a).
The result showed there was an intersection, but each measurement had a
portion of each independence higher, hence was no sufficient evidence of
similarity between both materialism constructs. The construct of materialism
as value and materialism as aspiration is proposed as different. Limitations
of the study and implications for research were discussed.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The word “materialism” has two logically independent doctrines [1]. Philosophy is the field that
initially study materialism. It refers to materialism as the worldview according to which everything real is
material, while ordinary language refers to materialism as synonymous with hedonism or the pursuit of
pleasure and material possessions [1]. Materialism then became an important construct in various fields. It
has surged worldwide since consumer culture emerged in the 20th century [2] as the study of economy and
psychology. Recent literature on the construct demonstrates continued interest in various studies, including
environmental sustainability [3], and consumer behavior [4].

Materialism is a complex construct [5] and concept [6]. There are various definitions of its concept
in the different studies [6] and each seems to be narrowly restricted to its research purposes [7]. There is a
summary of materialism concepts that are widely cited by studies and instruments to measure materialism.
First, several researches [8], [9] conceptualized materialism as a consumer trait that has been subject to
widespread criticism throughout history [10] and developed a measurement of materialism traits [11].
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Recently, questionnaire of dispositional materialism (QDM) was developed to measure materialism as an
individual psychological trait based on Belk’s approach [12]. Robert and Clement [13] considered the
concept of materialism as a trait and concluded that it had limitations, then decided to use the concept of
materialism as a value for their study. Second, materialism as consumer value was conceptualized [14], [15]
and measured by the material value scale (MVS; for a shortened scale) [16], which then underlie the
development of materialism measurement for children [17]-[19]. Further, Gurel-Atay et al. [20] developed
the measure of materialism motives (MMM) that was built on the materialism value concept, but
distinguished motives of materialism from the “state” of materialism itself. Combining both concepts, the
youth materialism scale (YMS), based on both materialism as a personal value and to some extent, a
personality trait was developed [21], [22]. Third, other research [23], [24] conceptualized financial success as
the aspiration to attain wealth and material success. Materialism as extrinsic aspiration was then widely
measured by the aspiration index (Al) [25]. Lastly, Mufiiz-Velazquez et al. [26] shed some light on the
complicated measurement of materialism by developing an implicit assessment of materialism. Among those
concepts, we found materialism as value and materialism as aspiration had lots of intersections hence chosen
as the topic of discussion in this study.

First is the intersection in the concept. Kasser [27] stated that materialistic values reflect the
priority that individuals give to goals such as money, possessions, image, and status. Further, Kasser [24]
combined value and goals focused on wealth, possessions, image, and status comprised materialism, whilst
Wong et al. [7] proposed expanding the view of materialism. Dittmar and Isham [28] conceptualized
materialistic value orientation (MVO), an orientation that people have toward money and material goods
that can be measured by MVS and Al. Then in the study of the consumer goal system, Hidayat [29] stated
that needs, wants, desires, motives, and values may become parts of them. Second, is the intersection of
measurement used in the studies.

Lekavic¢iené et al. [30] combined both materialism concepts for their study, defined materialism
as a value system oriented towards material wealth whilst perceiving it as a major indicator of an
individual’s success and a means to attain happiness and use MVS and Al to measure materialism for their
study. Reyes et al. [31] also used both instruments in their study (Al or MVS) and the result showed that
higher materialism prospectively predicts lower gratitude, which in turn prospectively predicts lower need
satisfaction and higher need frustration. Third is the intersection of terms in which the term of value is
used but the instrument used was Al [32]-[35], whereas Al was developed to measure aspirations.

The aforementioned intersection then might be the underlying cause of the inconsistencies in its
measurement and result of the related study. Whether the terms of value and aspiration with each
measurement should be mixed in a study or not still needs exploration. Two meta-analysis studies explore
both concepts of materialism with varied results [2], [36]. Other studies showed that materialism as a value is
more sensitive to personality than materialism as a pursuit of extrinsic goals [37].

We wanted to assess if items from scales purporting to measure the same (or similar) constructs
loaded on the same factors. We were interested in the measurement construct between both measurements. If
we would find evidence for the dissimilarity between measurements, this could postulate measurement
misuse in the self-report materialism measurement study. We attempted to answer the question by conducting
an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on self-report materialism items.

The research hypothesized that factors that consisted of items from both measurements would
emerge. The goals were to assess the similarity and dissimilarity between both self-report materialism
measurements, observe whether similar items would load on the same factors, and observe other emergent
factors from other items. It was not our intention to propose a new factor structure for materialism.

2. METHOD
2.1. Participants

All participants (n=610, mean age=21.78, 74.77% female) were Indonesian. They were mostly
students (73.11%) at Universitas Gadjah Mada, Indonesia. To be eligible, the participant’s age must be 18
years old and above. Approximately 75% reported as students, 21.8% as workers, and 2.62% listed their
occupation as “other”.

2.2. Procedures

All data collection occurred via an online survey in 2019. We used two surveys to ease the data
collection process. The first was for the community of Universitas Gadjah Mada, and the second was for self-
selected participants spread throughout Indonesia because the link was broadcast through social media.
Participants were required to agree on informed consent to continue on the following sections. Participants
completed a short demographics questionnaire, followed by a set of questionnaires that included materialism
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value (MVS), and materialism aspiration (Al). After the data collection finished, a reward of e-money was
given to randomly selected eight participants.

2.3. Measures
2.3.1. Material value scale

The MVS [14] was constructed based on qualitative research and literature reviews by Richins
and Dawson. It is an 18-item self-report questionnaire that consists of 7 items on centrality, 6 items on
success, and 5 items on happiness. Items were responded to on a scale of 1-5, with higher scores indicating
higher agreement. Eight items are reverse-coded. Examples of the items include “I admire people who own
expensive homes, cars, and clothes” (success), “I enjoy spending money on things that aren’t practical”
(centrality), and “My life would be better if I owned certain things I don’t have” (happiness). The MVS
was translated into Indonesian for the study by Hidayat and Husna (unpublished) [15]. Past researchers
have found that MVS in Indonesian was reliable in the level of dimension and scale (construct reliability
was .77-.91, all above .6), and has a good convergent validity (average variance extracted was .53-.66, all
above .5) [38]. In our sample, Cronbach’s a was .825 for the single MVS scale, and per subscale ranged
from .51t0.7.

2.3.2. Aspiration index

The Al, initially developed by Kasser and Ryan [23], was designed to measure 11 different goal
domains [25]. It is a 57-item self-report questionnaire that consists of 6 items on affiliation, 4 items on
community feeling, 4 items on conformity, 4 items on financial success, 5 items on hedonism, 5 items on
image, 5 items on physical health, 4 items on popularity, 5 items on safety, 9 items on self-acceptance, and
6 items on spirituality. According to Grouzet et al. [25], extrinsic aspiration consisted of financial success,
image, popularity, and conformity; intrinsic aspiration consisted of self-acceptance, affiliation, community
feeling, physical health, and safety; self-transcendence aspiration was most represented by spirituality; and
physical self was most represented by hedonism. For this study, items were responded to on a scale of 1-
10 with higher scores indicating higher importance. No item is reverse-coded. Examples of the items
include “I will be financially successful” (financial success), “I will be admired by many people”
(popularity), and “I will experience a great deal of sensual pleasure” (hedonism). The Al was translated
into Indonesian for the study by Hidayat and Husna (unpublished) [15]. There was no reliability and
validity of Al Indonesian’s version reported, but Grouzet et al. [25] suggested that 11 goal domains
assessed herein each had acceptable internal reliability, measurement equivalence, and notable cross-
culturally across the 15 cultures. In our sample, Cronbach’s o was .948 for the single Al scale, and per
subscale ranged from .65 to .87.

2.4. Data analysis

The computer software used for the study was Jamovi Version 2.3, an online analysis tool [39] and
R [40], [41] with packages consisting of psych (version 2.3.3) and EFA.MRNA (version 1.1.2). Two
techniques to determine if data were adequate for factor analysis included Bartlett’s test of Sphericity and the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test [42]. The procedure proceeded twice for all MVS items with the
combination of: i) including all 57 items of Al, and ii) including 17 items of external aspiration of Al. The
KMO result was .928 (75 items) and .924 (35 items) which was categorized as marvelous. Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was significant, x2 (2,775)=24,889, p<.001 (75 items) and y2 (595)=8,365, p<.001 (35 items),
which means that the rejection of the hypothesis is taken as an indication that the data are appropriate for
analysis. In short, the data (75 items and 35 items) were adequate for factor analysis.

Two methods to determine the number of factors in this study were parallel analysis [43], [44] and
minimum rank factor analysis (MRFA) [45], [46]. The parallel analysis is an objective criterion in
determining how many factors to retain [47] combined with the suggestion from Lim and Jahng [48] of the
number of factors within £1 range of the estimate to consider the interpretational validity of the competing
model. MRFA was reported to be a good choice for identification of the number of the common factor [49]
that yields optimal communalities [50]. The number of factors, then would be determined based on both
results with +1 range of each estimate according to the suggestion from Watkins [51]. Parsimony and
theoretical convergence were also considered.

Common factor analysis, principal axis factoring (PAF) was selected as the method to estimate the
common factor of the study because it has no distributional assumption [52] that accommodates the non-
normal data distribution of this study. The study used Pearson-based matrix correlation. The oblimin rotation
which is known as one of the most popular oblique rotation methods [51] was chosen for the study. It allows
correlation between the produced factor solutions, hence providing a more accurate and realistic
representation of how constructs are likely to be related to one another [53]. A total of 75 items of the
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measures (18 items MVS and 57 items Al) and 35 items of the measures (18 items MVS and 17 items
external aspirations of Al) were used for analysis.

Criteria for determining factor adequacy were established a priori. Because the method of
determining critical value (CV) for loadings by taking sample size into account according to Norman and
Streiner [54] (>.21) showed many complex items (cross-loadings) that contrast the simplicity, hence
irrespective to sample size, this study used cutoff .3 for interpretative purposes. The description measures of
fit to be reported consisted of Chi-square (¥2), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), and
Tucker-Lewis’s index (TLI) as provided by the default from the software. The reliability of each factor was
then calculated with Cronbach’s a.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
3.1. Exploratory factor analysis from 75 items combined material value scale and aspiration index

Figure 1 shows the result of parallel analysis and MRFA for 75 items. Actual eigenvalues
superimposed over eigenvalues simulated by parallel analysis are shown in Figure 1(a). Further, the actual
eigenvalues for the first 9 factors are greater than the corresponding simulated eigenvalues, indicating that up
to a nine-factor model could be valid. Figure 1(b) shows the real-data percentage of explained common
variance superimposed over the mean of random percentage and 95 percentiles of random of explained
common variance by MRFA. Further, the real data for the first 5 factors were greater than the corresponding
mean of random and 95 percentiles percentage of explained common variance, indicating that up to a 5-factor
model was recommended.

Evidence from parallel analysis and MRFA indicated that 75 items of self-report materialism
measurement could be summarized by 5 up to 9 factors. Hence for this study, the number of factors to be
explored was 4 to 10. The summary of the EFA model and each factor is found in Table 1.
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Figure 1. Number of factor determination for 75 items: (a) parallel analysis and (b) MRFA

Although we do not get a satisfactory fit model, the result will still be explored anyway since the
purpose of the study was not to get the fit model. Models based on 75 items from 7-10 number of factors had
RMSEA<.05 and TLI>.8, while the 4-6 number of factors model had RMSEA>.05 and TLI<.8. The
consensus is that a larger RMSEA and smaller TLI values indicate a worse fit [55]. Hence, we focus on the
model of 7-10 number of factors in detail. EFA of 75 items produced salient items, complex items (cross-
loading), and loadings below the cutoff (.3). Among those 7-10 factor model, the 9-factor model (57 out of
75 items have salient loading, explained 46.5% of the variance, all item had item-rest correlation >.3, each
factor had salient item >3) met the reliability requirement, hence was chosen for examination. The other
factor models aside from what is presented in the study are not presented in full detail, more information is
available from the first author upon request.

Table 2 (see Appendix) shows the factor loading for the 75 items in the 9-factor model after oblimin
rotation. Table 3 summarizes the sum of squared loadings (SS loadings), percentage of variance, and
reliability for the 75 items in the 9-factor model. The explanation is given in Tables 2 and 3.
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Table 1. EFA model summary (75 items)

Model based on number of factor

Fit index value

Name of factor

Additional information

4 RMSEA=.0562 F1: Dominated by internal aspiration Salient loadings=62 items;
[90% C1:.0548 - .0578]; F2: Dominated by external aspiration Explained variance=39%;
TLI=.756; F3: MVS and financial success 3 factors (F2, F3, F4) had
X2(7,272)=2,481, p<.001  F4: Dominated by spirituality total 4 items with item-rest
correlation <.3
5 RMSEA=.0532 F1: Dominated by internal aspiration Salient loadings=59 items;
[90% CI:.0517 - .0548]; F2: Dominated by external aspiration Explained variance=40.8%;
TLI=782; F3: MVS and financial success 1 factor (F3) had 2 items
X2(6,567)=2,410, p<.001  F4: Dominated by spirituality with item-rest correlation
F5: Self-acceptance and physical health <.3
6 RMSEA=.0510 F1: Dominated by external aspiration Salient loadings=61 items;
[90% C1:.0495 - .0526]; F2: MVS and financial success Explained variance=42.4%;
TLI=.799; F3: Dominated by internal aspiration 1 factor (F6) had 1 salient
X2(6,055)=2,340, p<.001  F4: Dominated by spirituality item (<3 items)
F5: Dominated by affiliation
F6: Physical health and hedonism
7 RMSEA=.0467 F1: Dominated by external aspiration Salient loadings=58 items;
[90% C1:.0451 - .0484]; F2: MVS and financial success Explained variance=44.1%;
TLI=.831; F3: Spirituality 2 factors (F2 and F7) had
X2(5,298)=2,271, p<.001  F4: Dominated by affiliation each 2 items with item-rest
F5: Physical health and self-acceptance correlation <.3
F6: Self-acceptance and hedonism
F7: Dominated by community feeling
8 RMSEA=.0446 F1: Dominated by external aspiration  Salient loadings=59 items;
[90% C1:.0430 - .0463]; F2: Spirituality Explained variance=45.3%;
TLI=.846; F3: Dominated by financial success 1 factor (F8) had 2 items
X2(4,877)=2,203, p<.001  F4: Dominated by affiliation with item-rest correlation
F5: Dominated by self-acceptance <3
F6: Physical health and self-acceptance
F7: MVS
F8: Dominated by community feeling
9 RMSEA=.0428 F1: Dominated by external aspiration Salient loadings=57 items;
[90% C1:.0411 - .0446]; F2: Spirituality Explained variance=46.5%;
TLI=.858; F3: Dominated by financial success all items had item-rest
X2(4,528)=2,136, p<.001  F4: MVS correlation >.3
F5: Dominated by affiliation
F6: Dominated by physical health
F7: Self-acceptance and safety
F8: Dominated by community feeling
F9: Hedonism
10 RMSEA=.0415 F1: Dominated by external aspiration Salient loadings=57 items;
[90% C1:.0398 - .0434]; F2: Spirituality Explained variance=47.6%;
TLI=.866; F3: Dominated by financial success 1 factor (F10) had 2 salient
X2(4,249)=2,070, p<.001  F4: MVS items (<3 items)
F5: Dominated by physical health
F6: Dominated by affiliation
F7: Dominated by community feeling
F8: Dominated by safety
F9: Hedonism
F10: Safety

Note: salient loadings are the item with loading >.3 that load only on 1 factor; the item-rest correlation is calculated from reliability for

each factor.

Table 3. Summary of SS loadings, percentage of variance and reliability (75 items) for 9-factor model

Factor  SS loadings % of variance  Cumulative (%) Reliability (Cronbach’s a)
1 5.17 6.90 6.90 .90
2 4.59 6.11 13.01 .93
3 4.40 5.87 18.89 .86
4 3.73 497 23.86 .83
5 4.10 5.47 29.33 .84
6 3.69 492 34.25 .82
7 3.34 4.45 38.70 .83
8 351 4.68 43.38 .79
9 2.35 3.14 46.52 a7

According to Table 2, 10 items had loadings below the cutoff (.3) (Al 29, 33, 38, 43, 47, 48, 49,
MVS 3, 13, 15), and 8 complex items (Al 1, 19, 21, 36, 57, MVS 9, 12, 17). The items of Al spread to eight
factors, while the items of MVS spread to three factors. Combined with the information in Table 3, the first
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factor explained 6.9% of the variance, had Cronbach’s a .90 and consisted of 12 items of Al (external
aspiration) and 1 item of MVS (success), hence named as external aspiration. The second factor explained
6.11% of the variance, had Cronbach’s a .93, and consisted of 5 items Al (spirituality), hence named
spirituality. The third factor explained 5.87% of the variance, had Cronbach’s a .86, and consisted of 6 items
of Al (4 items financial status, 1 item hedonism, 1 item safety), and 3 items of MVS (2 items happiness, 1
item success), hence named financial success. The fourth factor explained 4.97% of the variance, had
Cronbach’s a .83, and consisted of 14 items of MVS (6 items centrality, 2 items happiness, 6 item success),
hence named MVS. The fifth factor explained 5.47% of the variance, had Cronbach’s o .84, and consisted of
8 items of Al (6 items affiliation, 1 item hedonism, 1 item popularity), hence named affiliation. The sixth
factor explained 4.92% of the variance, had Cronbach’s o .82, and consisted of 4 items of Al (3 items
physical health, 1 item self-acceptance), hence named physical health. The seventh factor explained 4.45% of
the variance, had Cronbach’s a .83, and consisted of 7 items of Al (4 items self-acceptance, 3 items safety),
hence named self-acceptance & safety. The eighth factor explained 4.68% of the variance, had Cronbach’s a
.79, and consisted of 8 items of Al (4 items community feeling, 2 items spirituality, 1 item affiliation, 1 item
conformity), hence named community feeling. The ninth factor explained 3.14% of the variance, had
Cronbach’s o .77, and consisted of 5 items of Al (hedonism), hence named hedonism.

Table 4 shows the inter-factor correlation matrix of the 9-factor model. Although most factors were
positively intercorrelated, there were exceptions. The spirituality factor correlated negatively with the MVS
factor (r=-.14) and hedonism factor (r=-.02). The MVS factor correlated negatively with the physical health
factor (r=-.05) and community feeling factor (r=-.14).

3.2. Exploratory factor analysis results from 35 items combined material value scale and aspiration
index external aspiration

Figure 2 shows the result of parallel analysis and MRFA for 35 items. Actual eigenvalues
superimposed over eigenvalues simulated by parallel analysis for 35 items are shown in Figure 2(a). Further,
the actual eigenvalues for the first 5 factors are greater than the corresponding simulated eigenvalues,
indicating that up to a five-factor model could be valid. Figure 2(b) shows the real-data percentage of
explained common variance superimposed over the mean of random percentage and 95 percentiles of random
of explained common variance by MRFA. Further, the real data for the first 2 factors were greater than the
corresponding mean of random and 95 percentiles percentage of explained common variance, indicating that
up to a 2-factor model was recommended.

Evidence from parallel analysis and MRFA indicated that 35 items of self-report materialism
measurement could be summarized by 2 up to 5 factors. Hence for this study, the number of factors to be
explored was 1 to 6. The summary of the EFA model and each factor is found in Table 5.

Table 4. Inter-factor correlations, 9-factor model of 75 items
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. External aspiration — 17 4 29 30 .04 16 .18 .33
2. Spirituality — 11 -14 34 38 .09 .38 -.02
3. Financial success — 43 31 22 28 17 31
4. MVS — .08 -05 .03 -14 .19
5. Affiliation — 38 .33 A1 19
6. Physical health — 30 36 .11
7. Self-acceptance and safety — .30 .20
8. Community feeling — .05
9. Hedonism _
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Figure 2. Number of factor determination for 35 items: (a) parallel analysis and (b) MRFA
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Table 5. EFA model summary (35 items)

Model based on
number of factor

Fit index value

Name of factor

Additional information

1 RMSEA=.0875 F1: external aspiration and MVS Salient loadings=27 item;
[90% CI:.0847 — .0906]; Explained variance=25.9%;
TLI=.642; Two items had item-rest
X2(3,178)=560, p<.001 correlation <.3
2 RMSEA=.0640 F1: all external aspiration Salient loadings=30 item;
[90% CI:.0609 — .0672]; F2: MVS and financial success Explained variance=33.8%;
TLI=.808; 1 factor (F2) had 2 items with
X2(1,840)=526, p<.001 item-rest correlation <.3
3 RMSEA=.0542 F1: dominated by external aspiration Salient loadings=30 item;
[90% CI:.0509 — .0577]; F2: MVS Explained variance=36.8%;
TLI=.862; F3: dominated by financial success All item had item-rest
X2(1,378)=493, p<.001 correlation >.3
4 RMSEA=.0512 F1: dominated by external aspiration Salient loadings=29 item;
[90% CI:.0477 — .0548]; F2: dominated by financial success Explained variance=38.9%;
TLI=877; F3: dominated by success 1 factor (F3) had 1 item with
X2(1,199)=461, p<.001 F4: dominated by centrality item-rest correlation <.3
5 RMSEA=.0487 F1: dominated by external aspiration Salient loadings=30 item;
[90% Cl:.0451 — .0526]; F2: dominated by financial success Explained variance=40.9%;
TLI=.888; F3: dominated by centrality 1 factor (F5) had 3 items with
X2(1,054)=430, p<.001 F4: happiness and success item-rest correlation <.3
F5: contentment
6 RMSEA=.0463 F1: dominated by external aspiration Salient loadings=29 item;
[90% CI:.0425 — .0503]; F2: dominated by financial success Explained variance=42.4%;
TLI=.899; F3: dominated by centrality 1 factor (F6) had no salient
X2(924)=400, p<.001 F4: happiness and success item
F5: MVS
F6: conformity

Note: salient loadings are the item that load only on 1 factor; the item-rest correlation is calculated from reliability for each factor.

The 1 and 2-factor models had the RMSEA>.06 (Table 5). The 1-factor model had TLI<.8, while the
models based on 35 items from 2-6 number of factors had TLI>.8. The 6-factor model produced a factor with
less than 3 items with salient loading (indication of over-factoring). EFA of 35 items produced salient items,
complex items (cross-loading), and loadings below the cutoff (.3). Among those 6-factor models, the 3-factor
model (30 out of 35 items have salient loading, explained 36.8% of the variance, all items had item-rest
correlation >.3, each factor had salient item >3) met the reliability requirement, hence was chosen for
examination. The other factor models aside from what is presented in the study are not presented in full
detail, more information is available from the first author upon request.

Table 6 shows the factor loading for the 35 items in the 3-factor model after oblimin rotation.
Table 7 summarizes the sum of squared loadings (SS loadings), percentage of variance, and reliability for the
35 items in the 3-factor model. The explanation is given in Tables 6 and 7.

Table 6. Oblimin-rotated pattern matrix for 3-factor model (35 items)

Item F1 F2 F3 h? Item F1 F2 F3 h?
Ai 11 (conformity) 47 -.29 .06 .26 MVS 1 (centrality) -.02 47 -.08 19
Ai 12 (conformity) .61 -.07 .00 .36 MVS 2 (centrality) -.04 44 A1 .23
Ai 13 (conformity) .59 .00 -.05 .32 MVS 3 (centrality) 12 .09 .02 .03
Ai 14 (conformity) .53 -.25 .10 .33 MVS 4 (centrality) -.08 48 .09 .25
Al 15 (financial success) 27 .02 .57 .60 MVS 5 (centrality) 18 45 .05 31
Al 16 (financial success) .09 .03 172 .62 MVS 6 (centrality) .07 47 21 .39
Al 17 (financial success) .03 .06 .81 .73 MVS 7 (centrality) -17 A7 22 .30
Al 18 (financial success) .01 -.03 .76 57 MVS 8 (success) .22 40 .06 .29
Al 24 (image) .68 .10 .06 57 MVS 9 (success) .01 44 .32 42
Al 25 (image) .59 .09 15 .53 MVS 10 (success) -.04 49 .05 .26
Al 26 (image) .51 27 -.01 40 MVS 11 (success) 21 .39 .07 .29
Al 27 (image) .63 A2 -.03 43 MVS 12 (success) 37 43 -.09 .33
Al 28 (image) .68 .00 -.02 44 MVS 13 (success) 13 44 -17 18
Al 34 (popularity) .82 .10 -.03 .69 MVS 14 (happiness) 10 14 -19 03
Al 35 (popularity) 71 -12 .07 .53 MVS 15 (happiness) 12 .30 .20 24
Al 36 (popularity) .53 -.06 A7 40 MVS 16 (happiness) -.15 14 37 15
Al 37 (popularity) .65 -.08 .18 57 MVS 17 (happiness) -01 42 .37 44

MVS 18 (happiness)

Note: 'Principal axis factoring' extraction method was used in combination with an ‘oblimin' rotation. h2=communality. Salient

pattern coefficients >.3 in boldface.
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Table 7. Summary of SS loading, percentage of variance and reliability (35 items) for 3-factor model
Factor SSloadings % of variance  Cumulative (%) Reliability (Cronbach’s )

1 5.92 16.92 16.9 .90
2 3.56 10.17 271 .84
3 3.39 9.69 36.8 .84

According to Table 6, 2 items had loadings below .3 (MVS 3, 14), and 3 complex items (MVS 9, 12,
17). The items of Al spread to two factors, while the items of MVS spread to three factors. The first factor
explained 16.92% of the variance, had Cronbach’s a .9, and consisted of 13 items of Al (4 items conformity,
5 items image, 4 items popularity) and 1 item of MVS (success), hence named as external aspiration. The
second factor explained 10.17% of the variance, had Cronbach’s o .84, and consisted of 15 items of MVS (6
items centrality, 3 items happiness, 6 items success), hence named as MVS. The third factor explained 9.69%
of the variance, had Cronbach’s o .84, and consisted of 4 items of Al (financial success) and 3 items MVS (2
items happiness, 1 item success), hence named as financial success.

Table 8 shows the inter-factor correlation matrix of the 3-factor model. Further, all factors were
positively intercorrelated. The highest correlation was found between external aspiration and financial
success (r=.6). The correlation between MVS and financial success was .41 and the correlation between
external aspiration and MV'S was .24.

Table 8. Inter-factor correlations, 3-factor model of 35 items

1 2 3
1. External aspiration — .24 .60
2. MVS — 4

3. Financial success —

3.3. Discussion

The use of both measurements in materialism study was vast. However, in the study, there were
found intersections that could not be ignored as they could affect further research and suggestions. Whether
materialism as value and as aspiration was similar or not led to questions of the measurement construct of
materialism. To answer the question, we assessed both measurements through EFA.

The primary purpose of EFA is to arrive at a more parsimonious conceptual understanding of a set
of measured variables by determining the number and nature of common factors needed to account for the
pattern of correlations among the measured variables [53]. In this study, materialism value in MVS and
materialism aspiration in Al were expected to load on the same factors if they measured the same or similar
construct of materialism. The result showed there are items from both measurements that loaded on the same
factor, but in both the EFA results of 75 items and 35 items, dissimilarity was more dominant than their
similarity.

The EFA pattern result of MVS was similar in both 75 items and 35 items. In EFA 75 items, out of
15 items MVS that had loadings >.3, 11 salient loadings items were grouped to F4 MVS, 1 salient loading
item spread into F3 financial success (happiness of MVS 16; Indonesian “Saya tidak akan lebih bahagia
sekalipun memiliki barang-barang yang lebih bagus.*”; English “I wouldn’t be any happier if I owned nicer
things.* ), 3 complex (cross-loaded) items all loaded in F4 MVS where two of them also loaded in F3
financial success (MVS 9; Indonesian “Harta dan kekayaan adalah salah satu ukuran keberhasilan yang
penting dalam hidup ini.”; English “Some of the most important achievements in life include acquiring
material possessions.” happiness of MVS 17; Indonesian “Hidup ini akan lebih bahagia seandainya saya
mampu membeli apa pun yang saya inginkan.”; English “I’d be happier if I could afford to buy more
things.”) and 1 item loaded in F1 external aspiration (MVS 12; Indonesian “Saya suka memiliki sesuatu yang
membuat orang lain terpesona.”; English “I like to own things that impress people.”). In EFA 35 items, out
of 16 items MVS that had loadings >.3, 12 salient loadings item was grouped to F2 MVS, 1 salient loadings
item spread into F3 financial success (MVS 16), 3 complex items all loaded in F2 MVS where two of them
also loaded in F3 financial success (MVS 9 and MVS 17), and 1 item loaded in F1 external aspiration (MVS
12). From the perspective of the factor for EFA 75 items, four items of MVS suspected to have a latent
variable for different construct aside value materialism where MVS 16, MVS 9, and MVS 7 might contain a
latent variable for financial success, and MVS 12 might contain a latent variable for external aspiration.

As for Al, it claimed to measure 11 different goal domains, hence underlying our decision to
proceed with EFA twice (with all items, and with external aspiration items only). We focused more on the
external aspiration item for both EFAs. In EFA 75 items, all 17 items of external aspiration had loadings >.3,
11 salient loadings item was grouped to F1 external aspiration, 4 salient loadings item was grouped to F3
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financial success, 1 salient loadings item spread to F8 community feeling (Al 11; Indonesian “Menjadi orang
yang sopan dan patuh.”; English “I will be polite and obedient.”), 1 complex item loaded in F1 external
aspiration and also in F5 affiliation (AI 36; Indonesian “Disukai oleh orang-orang yang mengenal saya.”;
English “Most everyone who knows me will like me.”). In EFA 35 items, all 17 items had loadings >.3 and
salient, 13 of them loaded in F1 external aspiration, and 4 of them loaded in F3 financial success. The results
pattern was slightly different in Al where two items (Al 11 and Al 36) that were loaded in different factors in
EFA 75 items were loaded in the same factor with other external aspirations in EFA 35. However, the overall
result pattern was still similar in Al. From the perspective of the factor for EFA 75 items, two items were
suspected to have a latent variable for different constructs aside from materialism where Al 11 might contain
a latent variable for construct community feeling, and Al 36 might contain a latent variable for construct
affiliation. Both of the constructs were labelled as an internal aspiration in Al, hence in EFA 35 items, both
items loaded saliently in F1 external aspiration.

Financial success alone was reported as the representation of the measurement of the importance of
having money and possession for its absoluteness, and also for its relativeness along with other aspiration
domains in Al [28]. According to the EFA 35-items, out of 15 items of MVS, only 3 items loaded in the same
factor of financial status (F3). Hence there was still not enough evidence of construct similarity between both
materialism measurements. Further, if Financial Success was used alone, it did not represent the materialism
concept it had (external aspiration), and as for its relativeness along other aspiration domains in Al, the
dissimilarity was shown more than its similarity both in the result of EFA 75 items and EFA 35 items.

Overall, the result was far from showing that materialism as value was similar construct to
materialism as aspiration. It was indeed some items intersected, but the proportion was smaller than the part
of each independent measurement construct. To make it simple, if we refer to the result of EFA 35 items, out
of 33 salient items from both measurements, there were 8 items (5 salient items, and 3 complex items) that
intersected. Further, the independent external aspiration of Al consisted of 13 salient items (F1), and MVS
consisted of 15 items (12 salient items and 3 complex items) (F2). Because there was no reference as
guidance to infer the result we tried to make, we proposed that the construct of materialism between value
(MVS) and aspiration was different. Lastly as the material of contemplation, there were quotations from each
expert:

“Based on qualitative research and a literature review, Richins and Dawson define materialism
as the importance ascribed to the ownership and acquisition of material goods in achieving
major life goals or desired states, and they conceptualize material values as encompassing three
domains: the use of possessions to judge the success of others and oneself, the centrality of
possessions in a person’s life, and the belief that possessions and their acquisition lead to
happiness and life satisfaction.” [16].

“Materialism comprises a set of values and goals focused on wealth, possessions, image, and
status. These aims are a fundamental aspect of the human value/goal system, standing in relative
conflict with aims concerning the well-being of others, as well as one’s own personal and
spiritual growth.” [24].

On the level of concept, the aforementioned quote showed that in materialism, value and goal were
both mentioned. The first quote conceptualizes goal as something to be achieved by the materialistic value
one had, and the second conceptualizes goal and value comprised materialism. But as we drew together both
concepts, the need for aspiration-value relation explanations was still needed and reflected at the practical
level (the use of measurement).

3.4. Limitations and future directions

There are four important limitations to be noted. First, on the use of instruments, this study did not
have documented translation, adaptation, and psychometric characteristic properties of the instrument as
references. Second, in the procedure, the convenient sampling method to recruit participants resulted in the
proportion of gender and age were not balanced, this study did not accommodate the evidence for the absence
of social desirability in the responses, and the participants might have undergone fatigue and lost in focus
when giving respond to a large number of items. Third, on the data analysis, the cutoff for salient loadings for
the item according to Norman and Streiner [54] produced many complex items, hence was not used and this
might skip information that could explain the result in more detail. Fourth, the number of responses to each
measurement was different (5-point and 10-point), considering there is a discussion regarding the same
number of responses requirement for factor analysis. Last, all the produced models did not meet the standard
level of TLI (>.95 indicated a good fit). However, this was not a large concern since we did not propose a
model for fit across all indices. These issues can be addressed in subsequent studies, which included the
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documentation of the adaptation of the measurement, psychometric properties of the measurement, recruited
more balanced sample’s characteristic proportion, the development method for research to minimize
participant’s fatigue in responded a large number of items, and consideration of more suited approach to
answer the research question.

4. CONCLUSION

The current investigation tried to provide evidence on the materialism construct between two widely
used materialism constructs (MVS and Al) that had notable intersections and might underlie inconsistency of
findings. The EFA revealed factors, generally showed that the proportion of dissimilarity between
materialism as value that was measured by MVS, and materialism as aspiration that was measured by Al was
larger than their similarity. The small part of each measurement also showed an intersection in the model, but
considering the concept of each had, materialism as value and materialism as aspiration were proposed as
different measurement constructs. The result hopefully could provide new insight into the use of materialism
measurement in the study and for researchers to elaborate the evidence of materialism construct.

APPENDIX
Table 2. Oblimin-rotated pattern matrix for 9-factor model (75 items)

Iltem FL F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7_F8 F9 I
Al 1 (affiliation) 19 -06 -01 .02 53 .10 ~-12 .31 -09 .57
Al 2 (affiliation) 08 03 -04 06 52 -03 .22 -04 .02 .40
Al 3 (affiliation) 03 05 .04 00 66 .06 .12 -06 -03 .55
Al 4 (affiliation) -11 .02 -02 -02 55 .07 -05 .28 17 .56
Al 5 (affiliation) 02 05 .06 -04 6L 06 .11 .07 .06 .60
Al 6 (affiliation) 12 17 03 06 59 .02 -03 -16 .03 .47

Al 7 (community feeling) -1 00 01 -15 10 21 .08 31 -13 31
Al 8 (community feeling) 01 05 -02 -01 .10 .06 .07 .63 -01 .56
Al 9 (community feeling) 22 02 -08 .05 -02 -02 .23 47 .04 40
Al 10 (community feeling) .01 .08 .06 -03 -02 .10 .16 59 -.04 .56

Al 11 (conformity) 23 22 03 -05 .10 .03 -07 .37 -.05 41
Al 12 (conformity) 43 05 09 -03 .04 -05 -18 .23 .18 40
Al 13 (conformity) 44 A2 10 .03 -06 -04 -20 .23 .10 .38
Al 14 (conformity) 31 17 -06 .01 19 05 21 .22 -03 48

Al 15 (financial success) 18 07 53 .06 .08 .00 -06 .05 15 .59
Al 16 (financial success) 09 09 70 .03 -09 -08 .06 .03 12 .65
Al 17 (financial success) 03 01 69 11 07 .02 .05 -01 .09 .70
Al 18 (financial success) 07 01 68 .01 .10 .03 .04 -01 -.09 .57

Al 19 (hedonisme) -17 -01 11 02 36 .22 -13 -02 .39 41
Al 20 (hedonisme) 14 -06 .08 .03 .01 .19 15 .00 .58 .63
Al 21 (hedonisme) 25 -05 32 -02 .10 -02 .07 .01 .39 .62
Al 22 (hedonisme) 23 -09 14 06 09 -04 19 -01 40 .51
Al 23 (hedonisme) -01 -07 14 06 04 -10 .12 -11 43 .32
Al 24 (image) 57 00 .04 09 04 05 .06 -05 .29 .65
Al 25 (image) 47 06 11 13 -03 .01 17 .03 .23 .58
Al 26 (image) 43 02 06 23 .17 .04 -08 -15 .06 43
Al 27 (image) 44 15 -02 17 00 .02 05 .01 .25 A7
Al 28 (image) 60 -03 03 .06 .04 06 -01 .13 -03 45
Al 29 (physical health) 29 03 15 00 10 .02 .16 .04 .19 .39
Al 30 (physical health) .00 02 00 -01 .03 .84 -02 -01 -01 72
Al 31 (physical health) -01 0 .00 -02 .03 68 .14 07 .04 .62
Al 32 (physical health) .03 04 -07 01 -04 87 -05 -05 .03 .69
Al 33 (physical health) 02 13 -04 01 22 27 14 30 .02 .53
Al 34 (popularity) 75 02 06 .06 06 -03 .09 -07 .08 .75
Al 35 (popularity) 64 06 .11 -05 .10 .05 -05 .10 -.06 .56
Al 36 (popularity) 33 05 12 06 46 -06 -06 .06 -02 .53
Al 37 (popularity) 60 -02 25 -08 .14 -01 11 04 -11 .63
Al 38 (safety) -10 13 17 07 09 23 18 13 -04 .32
Al 39 (safety) -02 -03 32 02 03 29 28 .06 -19 42
Al 40 (safety) -03 13 13 06 .18 16 37 .23 -.06 .59
Al 41 (safety) 07 02 06 .03 15 .04 43 12 .16 A7
Al 42 (safety) 01 24 18 01 15 10 .32 .06 -10 45
Al 43 (self-acceptance) .05 12 06 -02 .04 12 30 25 -.06 .36
Al 44 (self-acceptance) .05 -07 .11 .04 -02 .12 54 .05 .09 45
Al 45 (self-acceptance) .03 -11 .08 -02 -01 .02 54 .04 .15 42
Al 46 (self-acceptance) 00 11 10 -05 17 12 46 20 -.06 .60
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Table 2. Oblimin-rotated pattern matrix for 9-factor model (75 items) (continued)
Item F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 F7 F8 F9 h2
Al 47 (self-acceptance) -12 05 .14 -04 21 21 14 17 16 .40
Al 48 (self-acceptance) -18 22 11 02 09 28 11 26 .08 .48
Al 49 (self-acceptance) -13 12 05 -13 07 28 11 .13 12 .31
Al 50 (self-acceptance) -16 03 15 -05 .10 .33 .17 .14 -06 .35
Al 51 (self-acceptance) 10 -04 -08 .03 09 .02 50 .09 20 43

Al 52 (spirituality) -03 .18 01 -15 -06 -07 -07 35 .28 .25
Al 53 (spirituality) -01 8 06 .01 .00 .07 -01 .00 -03 .78
Al 54 (spirituality) 0l 9 -03 -02 -01 .08 -02 -08 .00 .82
Al 55 (spirituality) -01 94 00 .01 .02 -06 .03 .03 .00 .87
Al 56 (spirituality) 00 93 .00 .00 -02 -03 -04 .01 .01 .8
Al 57 (spirituality) -08 38 06 -04 .13 11 -01 .36 -01 .54
MVS 1 (centrality) -16 -03 -10 52 13 -22 12 .04 .02 .29
MVS 2 (centrality) -09 -05 .14 43 .03 .00 .04 -03 -05 .25
MVS 3 (centrality) .02 .10 .09 .15 .07 .00 -19 12 -05 .09
MVS 4 (centrality) -1 -07 .06 47 -03 -06 .07 -01 .08 .27
MVS 5 (centrality) 08 06 .00 51 11 -03 .11 -08 -01 .35
MVS 6 (centrality) .03 -11 .20 A4 .00 .00 .05 .01 .10 40
MVS 7 (centrality) -15 -14 28 41 01 01 -12 .02 -04 .33
MVS 8 (success) 21 .01 12 43 -07 07 -06 .04 -08 .32
MVS 9 (success) 0 -11 38 3 -09 .10 -08 -02 .06 .44
MVS 10 (success) .00 -03 .18 38 -04 05 -16 -11 -01 .27
MVS 11 (success) 25 -06 .16 .33 -13 .10 -13 .03 .04 .32
MVS 12 (success) 31 02 -06 4 -03 .08 .06 -09 .00 .3
MVS 13 (success) 02 08 -12 48 -02 .00 -12 .04 05 .21
MVS 14 (happiness) 06 .03 -14 20 .02 -04 -13 13 -11 .08
MVS 15 (happiness) 07 -05 24 29 -01 -02 -10 .12 .08 .26
MVS 16 (happiness) -08 -02 34 11 03 .12 -10 -09 .02 .16
MVS 17 (happiness) 02 01 40 38 00 -06 .03 -09 -02 .45
MVS 18 (happiness) 04 -02 06 47 -03 03 -01 .10 -06 .25

Note: 'Principal axis factoring' extraction method was used in combination with an ‘oblimin’ rotation.
h?=communality. Salient pattern coefficients >3 in boldface.
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