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This article is part of ongoing studies aimed at validating the
measurement model of honor, face, and dignity in the Armenian
language. Psychometric equivalence of cultural logics of honor, face, and
dignity across age groups was assessed.

In total, 382 participants aged 18 to 47 (Mage=24.03, SD=5.721,
68.5% were women) were included in the analysis. Two age groups
(youngsters, aged 18 to 25, n=273 and adults, aged 26 to 47, n=109)
were defined for measurement invariance analysis. Multiple group
confirmatory analyses were conducted within four model parameters:
configural, metric, scalar, and residual invariance. Full invariance was
achieved for the cultural logic of face across two age groups. Partial
residual invariance was established for the cultural logic of honor. The
cultural logic of dignity was partially invariant based on metric and scalar
levels.

These findings provide a psychometric basis for the valid
comparisons of the means of cultural logics of honor, dignity and face
across age groups. This enriches our understanding of the Armenian
instrument's performance and makes it a useful tool for social-
psychological studies examining the prevalence of these cultural logics
and their associations with other variables such as moral values and self-
construal. Further analysis can focus on exploring the peculiarities of the
non-invariant items.

Key words: Cultural logics of honor, face and dignity, validation,
measurement invariance, multiple group confirmatory analysis.
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MHBAPUAHTHOCTb U3MEPEHUA KYJIbTYP “YECTU”,
“NOCTOUNHCTBA” U “NINUA” CPEAN BO3PACTHbIX I'PYMM MO
OMPOCHUKY HA APMAHCKOM A3bIKE

lpuzopaH A. K. (EpesaHckuli eocydapcmseHHbili yHusepcumem, EpesaH,
ApmeHus)

B cratbe npepcraBneHbl pe3ynbTaTbl MPOLOMMAMOLLUXCA WUCCNEefoBaHui,
HarnpaBs/eHHbIX Ha NPOBEPKY BIMJHOCTU MOAENN U3MepeHUsa KynbTyp “vectn”,
B apmAHCKoM A3bike. OueHuBanacb ncuMxomeTpuyeckas 3KBKBaNEHTHOCTb
KynbTyp “yectn”, “poctouHctBa” M “anua” B pasHbIX BO3PaCTHbIX Fpynnax.

Bbibopka Bkntovana 382 yyactHwkoB B Bo3pacte oT 18 po 47 nert
(MBo3pact=24.03, SD=5.721; 68,5%-#eHwmHbl). [na aHanu3a uvHBapuUaHT-
HOCTW M3MepeHuid bbinn onpepeneHbl Be BO3PacTHblE rpynnbl (Monofexb B
Bo3pacte oT 18 go 25 net, n=273 n B3pocnble, B Bo3pacTe oT 26 po 47 ner,
n=109). MHororpynnoeble noaTBepjatoLLne paKTopHble aHanu3sbl Obinu
npoBefeHbl MO YeTblpeM napameTpaM MOAENU:  KOHMPUIypaLVOHHOM,
METPUYECKOI, CKaNAPHOI M ocTaTo4HOl WMHBapuaHTHOCTW. Bbina gocturhyta
MofHaA MHBAPWaHTHOCTb AAA KylbTypbl “Auua” B ABYX BO3PacTHbIX rpyrmnax.
YacTuyHaa octaToyHaA WHBapuaHTHOCTb Obina ycTaHOBNEHa AAA KylbTypbl
“vectn”. [Ona  KynbTypbl “mocToMHcTBa” 6bINa BblABNEHa YacTUYHaA
MHBApPUaHTHOCTb Ha METPUYECKOM W CKalAPHOM YPOBHSAX.

ITn pesynbTaTbl 0becneynBatoT NCUXOMETPUYECKYIO OCHOBY JJ1A [LOCTO-
BEPHbIX CPaBHEHWIA CPEefHUX 3HAYEHWIN KynbTyp YecTW, [OCTOMHCTBA U InLa B
pasHblX BO3pacTHbIX rpynnax. OTo oborawjaetT Halwe MOHUMaHWe
3pPEKTUBHOCTA apMAHCKOW BEpPCUM WMHCTPYMEHTa U [ienaeT ero MonesHbiM
MHCTPYMEHTOM [/1A COLMANbHO-TICUXONOTMYECKUX UCCNER0BaHNI, M3YyYaroLLmnx
pacnpoCcTpaHEHHOCTb 3TUX KYIbTYpHbIX JIOTMK WM WX CBA3M C APYrvMM
MEepPeMEHHbIMA, TakKUMW Kak MopajibHble LEHHOCTM W  KOHCTpyasbl.
[anbHeiilumnii aHanm3 moxeT 6biTb COCPESOTOUEH Ha M3YYEHUU OCOBEHHOCTEN
HEVHBAPUaHTHbIX YTBEPHKAEHWIT OMPOCHUKA.

Knrouesbie cnosa: «Kynbmypa docmouHcmsa», «Kynbmypa 2opdocmu» u
«Kybmypa nuya», 8anUOHOCMb, UHBAPUAHMHOCMb U3MepeHuli, MHo202pynnosoli
noomsepxdarowuli gpakmopHbili aHanus.

«NUSHUUPPNRE@3UL», «UMFULUNUSYNRE3UL» «HEULL
uNrsLELNk UTUUNMaU3PL AUPNRULENP KU3ULEBRNR
<ursuruvk AUPUUL hLUYUrhULSNRG@3NRLL' CUS SUMPLUSPL
lUPRG P
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Anpgnpywts U. 4. (Gplwuh wbypwlwl hwdwuwpwt, Gplwd,
Lwywuynuli)

<nnudp  «Mwndwuppnipjwiy,  «Updwuwwwnynypjuu» L
«tdpp synpgubny Jowynipwjht swihnwubph hwjwbgnt hwpgwpw-
up Jwipnwghwiht udppjwd owpniuwlwlywu nunwduwuhpnipntu-
ubiph dwu £ Ywgdnid, npnud quwhwuinybip £ Jbpnugjw) swihnwiubipp
hngbswihnnuwu hwdwpdbipnientut’ pun nwphpwhu fudptiph:

Cunhwunyp  wndwdp, Ybpmdytp Gu 382  dwuuwlyhgubph
njjuiutp (M wnwphp=24.03, SD=5.721; 68,5%-yhu): 22wihdwu
hujwphwuwnnigjw unnigdwt hwdwp punpwupp pwdwuyb b Gpynt
fudpbpp  (Gppurwuwpnubp'  18-hg 25 wwpblwu, n=273 UL
dEdwhwuwlubp' 26-hg 47 wnwpblwu, n=109): bpwlwuwgyb; &
pwquwiudpwiht  hwuwnwwnn  gnpdnuwihu  Jbppndnieyniu’  snpu
dnnbutph  hpdwu  Jpw. Ynudbhgnipwy|, dbwnphy, uupup L
duwgnpnwihtu  pujwphwuwmneyniu:  Udpnnowwu  hujwphwuwnnt-
pIntu hwuwnwwnyb] £ «Hadpp synpgubine dowynipwiht swihdwu
hwdwp Gpynt lwphpwiht fudpbpnud: «Mwnywuhpnigjwi» dowynt-
pwihU swipnwp Jwutwyhnpbu hudwphwuwn £ pun duwgnpnwihu
dnnbth, huy  «Updwtwwwwnynypjui»  dowlynipwihu  swithnudp
dwutuwyhnpbu huduphwuw £ pun uqupwp b denphYy dnnbjubph:

Wu wpryntuputipp  hngbswihnnwywu hhdp U wwwhnynid
«Mwuwnywuppnigjwiy, «Updwtwwwwnynigjwiu» W «Hdpp  synpg-
ubin  dowynypwiht  swihnwdubph  wpnwhwynywénie)nuutiph
hwibdwwwywu Jbepnwdnieiniuutph hwdwp: Pwgh wjn, ybpohuu
hwpunmwgund £t dbp  ghwbihpp  hwjwitignt  hwpgwpwup
wpryniuwybnnyejwu  Jepwpbppul  nupdubind - wjiut oguwlwn
Yhpwnwywu gnpdhp unghwi-hngbpwuwywu wnwppbp nwnwuwuh-
pnigniuutph hwdwp, hGwnwgnunbint wpdtpwjhu Ynndunpnanidubph
nwpwdjwsdniginiup Ywd Yuwwbpp wy gnpdnuubph htwn (oppuwy’
pwpnjwywu wpdbpubip, Ynuunpniwjutip b wyv): <Gnmwgw nuniuw-
uhpnipyniuuipp Ywpnn Gu ninnytp hwpgwpwuh ng  huduphwuwn
wunnuubph wnwuduwhwwynyeniuubiph nunwuwuphpdwun:

Lwugnguyhti pwnbipn' «Nwipdwuppnipyuby, «Updwbwwwpydnipyub» b
«Hadpp  synpgbbyne  Bwlnipuyghl  suhnidtlp,  Juihnnygnit,  swihdwb
hudwphwipnienit, pwquwpudpught hwupwpnn gnpdnbwght Yapinidnyeynit:

Introduction
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Recently, the cultural logics of honor, dignity, and face have been
proposed as an alternative way of conceptualizing cultural differences, beyond
the traditional framework of individualism and collectivism. This new approach
is based on the view that cultural differences stem from the interactions
between different types of people and different types of situations that are
commonly encountered in a particular cultural context [13]. Cultural logics of
honor, face, and dignity help to describe various social contexts related to
concepts of personal worth [9].

Leung and Cohen [8] define the cultural logic of dignity as an inalienable
value of a person that does not depend on the evaluations of other people. It
is not granted by others and cannot be taken away. In dignity cultures, persons
act based on their internal standards rather than situational impulses, and guilt
is considered more important than shame. In contrast to the culture of dignity,
honor requires the primacy of internal and external qualities. It is “the value
of a person in his own eyes, but also in the eyes of his society” [p.3]. The
culture of face, similar to honor, emphasizes the importance of others.
However, these cultural logics differ in their origin: honor arises in competitive
environments, while face is a characteristic of hierarchical system. In a system
of face, a person can demand respect based on their position in the hierarchy.
Shame is the punishment for a bad behavior in a system of face [p.4].

There have been many theoretical studies that explored and compared
the cultural logics of honor, dignity, and face [2; 5]. Additionally, some
empirical studies have attempted to measure one or more of these cultural
logics [11]. However, despite these efforts, there is still a lack of a widely
accepted and validated measurement model for this new cultural framework.

Since 2019, our works have been aimed at adapting the measurement
model of cultural logics of honor, face, and dignity in the Armenian language.
It is worth mentioning that our studies are among the few [14; 15] in the field
of cultural psychology that have attempted to assess all three cultural logics
together. Moreover, if the items for cultural logics were based on perceived
norms (researchers obtained ratings of the cultural logics that were perceived
to be prevalent in the participant’s local context) in those studies, our
instrument was based on self-report according to which people evaluate
different social situations related to the three logics from their personal
position. An attempt to assess the validity and reliability of this measurement
model is novel.

Our first study was a part of a larger cross-cultural collaboration [13], in
which we explored the psychometric performance of the measurement of the
cultural logics of honor, dignity and face [7]. Given that some of the items for
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dignity had lower performance, we revised the Armenian version of the
questionnaire and carried out two more studies [12; 6]. Based on the results of
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, we proposed two-subscale
structures for the cultural logics of honor and dignity: “self-orientated honor”
and “family-orientated honor”; and “relation-orientated dignity” and “self-
orientated dignity” confirming that the cultural logics of honor and dignity have
two dimensions and the cultural logic of face has one dimension.

Current research

The main purpose of this study was to assess psychometric equivalence
of cultural logics of honor, face and dignity across age groups in order to
understand whether respondents from different age groups interpret a given
measure in a conceptually similar or different manner.

Measurement invariance was tested in a structural equation modeling
(SEM) framework implementing multigroup confirmatory factor analysis
(MGCFA). Bifactor models for cultural logics of honor and dignity and the
unidimensional model for face were considered in the analysis based on our
previous findings [6].

Method

Participants

In total, 382 participants aged 18 to 47 (mean age=24.03, SD=5.721,
68.5% were women) were included in the analysis. For the measurement
invariance analysis, we defined two age groups: youngsters, aged 18 to 25,
n=273 and adults, aged 26 to 47, n=109 taking into account the unique
characteristics of young adulthood. Young people are particularly sensitive to
value formation and changes due to social-psychological characteristics of this
age, such as identity exploration, attempts at self-determination, and self-
realization [1].

Participants were recruited individually using snowball sampling. Data
collected through an online questionnaire.

Measure

A 30-item questionnaire was used: nine items quantified honor (3-items
for “self-oriented honor” and 6 items for “family-oriented honor”); eight items
quantified face and thirteen items dignity (5 items for “relation- oriented
dignity” and 8 items for “self-oriented dignity”). Participants were asked to
assess a series of difficult situations on 6-point Likert-type scales indicating
how bad they would feel in each situation (ranging from 1 - "not bad at all" to
6 - "extremely bad").

Data analysis and results
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Multiple group confirmatory factor analyses (MGCFA) were conducted via
SPSS AMOS(v21) to evaluate measurement invariance for the cultural logics of
honor, face, and dignity within four model parameters: configural, metric,
scalar, and residual invariance. The models were evaluated in a hierarchical
manner, starting with the assessment of configural invariance (Model 1),
followed by metric invariance (Model 2), scalar invariance (Model 3), and
residual invariance (Model 4).

Model 1 (unconstrained/configural invariance) assessed whether the same
subsets of items were associated with the same constructs in each group. If
there was configural non-invariance, instrument’s factor structure could not
be applied equally for each group. Model 2 (equivalence of the item factor
loadings/metric invariance) determined the strength of the associations
between items and their underlying constructs assessing whether each item
contributed to the latent construct equally across groups. Any source of metric
non-invariance was investigated within backward approach by sequentially
releasing factor loading constraints and retesting the model until a partially
invariant model was achieved. Model 3 (equivalence of item intercepts/scalar
invariance) assessed whether all items indicated the same mean differences in
the latent construct across two age groups. Any source of scalar non-invariance
was investigated using backward approach by sequentially releasing item
intercept constraints and retesting the model until a partially invariant model
was achieved. Model 4 (residual invariance) was the final step in establishing
measurement invariance, evaluating the equivalence of measurement errors
between two age groups. Any source of residual non-invariance was
investigated by sequentially releasing item residual constraints and retesting
the model until a partially invariant model was achieved. [4; 10].

The model fit was assessed using multiple fit statistics [3] including chi-
square (x2) significance test, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA
<0.08), the comparative fit index (CFl >0.9), and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI
>0.9). Measurement invariance was evaluated using the CFI difference test
(ACFI<0.01) [4].

Figure 1 illustrates the graphical representation of the cultural logics that
were utilized in the MGCFA, as shown in the CFA models.
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Figure 1. Graphical representation of the CFAs for the cultural logics of
honor, dignity and face. Fit indices for the CFAs: Cultural logic of Honor
(x2=73.806(17)***, CFI=0.970; TLI=0.940; RMSEA=0.09; SRMR=0.0406);
cultural logic of Face (x2=94.702 (20)***, CFI=0.926; TLI=0.896;
RMSEA=0.09; SRMR=0.0467); Cultural logic of dignity (x2=141.052(52)***,
CF1=0.961; TLI=0.942; RMSEA=0.067; SRMR=0.0342).

Note. HF= items for “family-oriented honor”, HS=items for “self-oriented
honor”, HonF= “family-oriented honor” factor, HonS= “self-oriented honor”
factor, F=items for Face, DR- items for “Relation-oriented dignity”, DS=items
for “self-oriented dignity”, DigR="relation-oriented dignity” factor and DigS=
“self-oriented dignity” factor.

Table 1 shows the results of MGCFA for all cultural logics. Full invariance
based on all four levels was achieved for the cultural logic of face across two
age groups. Partial invariance was established for the cultural logic of honor
with one item (“If my family had a bad reputation”) showing residual invariance
across age groups. The cultural logic of dignity was partially invariant based on
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metric and scalar levels. One item (“If | had failed to speak my mind”)
presented different patterns of factor loadings across age groups, and another
item (“If | had lied to others”) showed non-equivalence of intercepts between
age groups.

Table 1
Fit indices for gender MGFA for the cultural logics of honor, dignity and
face.
Invariance level X2(df) CFI TLI RMSEA ACFI
Cultural logic of honor
Configural 82.460(36)*** 0.975 0.949 0.058 -
Metric 111.120(51)*** 0.967 0.954 0.056 0.008
Scalar 121.486(60)*** 0.966 0.960 0.052 0.001
Partial residual 2 142.511(68)*** 0.959 0.957 0.054 0.009
Cultural logic of dignity
Configural 218.015(104)*** 0.950 0.924 0.054 -
Partial metric 268.069(126)*** 0.937 0.922 0.054 <0.001
Partial scalar © 321.729(138)*** 0.919 0.908 0.059 0.002
Residual 329.646(151)*** 0.921 0.918 0.056 0.002
Cultural logic of face
Configural 130.149(40)*** 0.908 0.871 0.077 -
Metric 142.526(47)*** 0.903 0.884 0.073 0.005
Scalar 157.299(55)*** 0.896 0.894 0.070 0.007
Residual 165.353(63)*** 0.896 0.908 0.065 <0.001

”

e Exception of the residuals associated with the item of “If my family had a bad reputation”.
b Exception of the loadings associated with the item of “If I had failed to speak my mind”.
¢ Exception of the intercepts associated with the item of “If I had lied to others”.

Discussion and conclusion

The present research aimed to assess the psychometric equivalence of
the cultural logics of honor, dignity and face across two age groups (youngsters
and adults). Full measurement invariance was achieved for the cultural logic of
face, whereas partial invariance was found for the cultural logics of honor and
dignity across age groups. These findings provide a psychometric basis for the
valid comparisons of the means of cultural logics of honor, dignity and face
across age groups. Further analysis can focus on exploring the peculiarities of
the non-invariant items.

This analysis is part of ongoing studies aimed at validating the
measurement model of honor, face and dignity. Our findings provide evidence
that the Armenian version of the 30-item scale for measuring the three cultural
logics has acceptable psychometric performance. This makes it a valuable tool
for social-psychological studies investigating the prevalence of cultural logics
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and their associations with other variables, such as moral values and self-
construal.

In our studies, we tested measurement invariance across gender and age
groups, but other demographics (e.g., social class, place of residence, etc.) can
also be considered for a comprehensive validation of the instrument of cultural
logics of honor, dignity and face.
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