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RANKING AND RATING IN NATIVE-LANGUAGE VERSUS
ENGLISH-LANGUAGE QUESTIONNAIRES:
A METHODOLOGICAL COMPARISON

ABSTRACT

Cross-national research is plagued by many probleatspresent in purely domestic research.
Among these are country differences in responsdsessand the potential of the language of the
guestionnaire to affect the way people respondhikarticle we present a methodological compari-
son of two different response style formats — raglkand rating — and assess the extent to which they
can help to address the problems of response diff#gences and language effects. For rating we
assess the effect of changing the commonly usediri-gcales to 7-point scales. For ranking we
present respondents with short scenarios for wihieir need to rank their top 3 solutions. Our result

- based on two studies of undergraduate and MBAesits in 16 different countries - confirm our
hypotheses that both solutions reduce responséaagdage bias, but that ranking generally is a su-
perior solution.

INTRODUCTION

It has almost become trite to say that the worlshemy is globalising and that multinational com-
panies play an increasing role on the world scelosvever, the resulting increase in interaction be-
tween countries has also made both managers asarchsrs realise that theories and concepts de-
veloped in one part of the world (usually the US®Bight not be applicable across borders. In order
to find out which theories and concepts are unalbrsvalid and which have to be adapted, cross-
national research is necessary. Oftentimes this ¢ypesearch is conducted using surveys. However,
cross-national survey research is plagued by mawtyigms (for an overview see for instance Singh,

1995; Usunier, 1998; Van de Vijver and Leung, 2000)



This article focuses on two of these problems:edéhces in response styles across countries
and the possible impact of the language of thetouesire on the way people respond. Response
styles refer to a respondent’s tendency to systealigtrespond to questionnaire items regardless of
item content (Baumgartner and Steenkamp, 2001yidvre research has shown that there might be
systematic differences between countries with kg@aresponse styles. This makes a comparison of
mean scores across countries a hazardous affasgredusions drawn might simply reflect differ-
ences in the way people respond to surveys ratfaer picking up real differences in the manage-
ment phenomena across countries. Research hashalam that the use of English-language ques-
tionnaires might obscure important differences leetwcountries through a reduced variance in re-
sponses, caused either by cultural accommodatiday arlack of the respondent’s confidence in re-
sponding in a non-native language.

This article evaluates two solutions to the prolderaused by cross-country differences in
response styles and the effect of the languageuesti@nnaire response. The first involves changing
the Likert scale format from the most commonly uSegbint scale to a 7-point scale. The second
involves using ranking rather than rating as a@asp method. We hypothesise that both solutions
can reduce response and language bias, but thamganill generally provide a superior solution in
this respect. Our results, based on two studiedwmad with a sample of 1801 undergraduate and
1675 MBA students in 16 countries generally confoun hypotheses.

The remainder of this article is structured asofwli. In order to substantiate our hypotheses,
the second section reviews the literature on respastyles and language effects in cross-cultural re
search. Subsequently, the third section describesample, measures and method of analysis. After
the fourth section has presented the findings ofeopirical study, the fifth closes with a discussi

and conclusion.



LITERATURE REVIEW
RESPONSE STYLES

A large number of studies have confirmed that tlaeeesubstantial and systematic differences in re-
sponse styles between countries (for reviews sesnBartner & Steenkamp, 2001; Smith, 2004,
Harzing, 2006). The most commonly cited examplesesponse styles are acquiescence (ARS) or
dis-acquiescence (DRS), i.e. the tendency to agrelesagree with an item regardless of the content,
and extreme response styles (ERS) versus middbemss styles (MRS), i.e. the tendency to use the
extreme or middle response categories on ratirgescHarzing (2006) found these response styles
to be related to different cultural dimensions sashpower distance, collectivism and uncertainty
avoidance. Country-level extraversion was also shtmwmpact on both positive ERS and ARS.
One solution that has been proposed to mediaténthact of ERS in particular is to use

Likert scales with a larger number of categoriesisTallows respondents with a relatively strong
opinion to voice a more nuanced position, rathantheing forced to choose the most extreme an-
swer. Hui and Triandis (1989) found that ERS fospéinics disappeared when 10-point Likert scales
were used. In addition, we argue that increasiegniimber of answer alternatives on a Likert scale
might reduce the occurrence of MRS. If respondargsable to voice a rather mild level of agree-
ment or disagreement (as portrayed by 3 or 5 orpaint Likert scale) rather than being forced to
voice the relatively strong level of agreement isagreement represented by the 2 or 4 on a 5-point

Likert scale, they might be less likely to resorthie neutral middle response. Hence:

Hypothesis 1a: Responses to seven-point Likert scales will include a lower proportion of middle response styles
and exctreme response styles than responses to five-point Likert scales.
The provision of additional answer alternativesotlygh 7-point Likert scales provides respondents
from countries with a higher incidence of ERS (&a&tin American countries) with an option to ex-

press a relatively strong (dis)agreement withowtirtgato resort to the scale extremes. It also pro-
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vides respondents from countries with a higherdecce of MRS (e.g. East Asian countries) with an
option to express a relatively mild (dis)agreemeithout necessarily having to resort to the middle
of the scale. We would therefore expect that déffieesbetweencountries for both ERS and MRS

would be smaller when a larger number of answerradtives are provided.

Hypothesis 1b: Differences between countries with regard to middle response styles and extreme response styles
will be less pronounced for 7-point Likert scales than for 5-point Likert scales.
Whereas increasing the number of answer alterrsatnight alleviate the incidence of MRS and
ERS, it does nothing to reduce ARS or DRS. Moreoappropriate translation of scale anchors into
other languages is often difficult. Even if they tlanslate into appropriate local equivalents,ithe
tensity associated with these equivalents may Herelint from the original languadelnstead of
having scale anchors reflect levels of importanc@lis)agreement, they can be incorporated into the
guestion and reflect opposites. Some of the itdmas were used in the Globe study (House et al.
2004) were constructed in this way, e.g. “In thosisty, people are generally: tough/tender” or “I
believe that the economic system in this societyukhbe designed to maximize: individual inter-
ests/collective interests”. This would make thegtiti answer” less obvious and hence would be
likely to reduce acquiescent response bias. It aigo force respondents to consider each question
carefully as most scale anchors would be differsggulting in answers that are more reflective of
the respondent’s true opinion than response styles.disadvantage of this option is that a respon-
dent’s interpretation of the questions would oftenframed by single words, which is problematic as
words that are seen as opposites in some countigtd not be opposites in other countries.
In this study, we therefore used another remedgetyato ask respondents to rank state-

ments rather than using Likert scales. This teammigas been used in some studies comparing cul-



tural values across countries (e.g. Lenartowicza@hR2001) and studies using Rokeach value state-
ments). Ranking generally requires a higher levettention than rating as all answer alternatives
have to be considered before making a choice. Aess@at ranking might lead to higher data quality
(Alwin & Krosnick, 1985). However, asking respontieto rank more than a handful of statements
puts a very high demand on their cognitive abdgi@ad might lead them to discard the questionnaire
altogether. In this study, we therefore construckdrt scenarios with a range of proposed answer
alternatives and asked respondents to select Whgtthought were ththree best answer alterna-
tives. This by definition removes response styleshsas ERS, MRS, ARS and DRS. Therefore, we
argue that using scenarios with ranked solutiorkresult in more well-defined differences across

countries than comparisons based on ratings ameits using Likert scales. Hence:

Hypothesis 2:  Country clusters based on ranked responses will be more well-defined than country clusters based

on Likert scale responses.

IMPACT OF LANGUAGE

A second problem that has been identified in dairggs-national research is the possibility that the
language of the questionnaire might impact on thg people respond. Recent research has found
that when English-language questionnaires were, ubetde was less variance between countries
than when guestionnaires in the native language weed (Harzing et al. 2005). Some studies have
identified cultural accommodation as a reason &sponses effects associated with different lan-
guages (see e.g. Bond & Yang, 1982; Harzing eR@0D5; Ralston, Cunniff & Gustafson, 1995).
However, Harzing (2006) suggested that the redweeidnce for English-language questionnaires
might also be due to an increased tendency tootsitie-fence” in a foreign language, because the

respondent lacks the linguistic confidence to givdecisive answer.

2 A particularly striking example is provided by \&stem, Johnson & Arce (1996) who show that wihiéemagnitude
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Hypothesis 3a: Differences between countries will be larger for native-language questionnaires than for English-

langnage questionnaires.

Respondents’ lower confidence in the foreign laigguaight lead to a preference for more neu-
tral responses, whereas their higher level of damite in their native language might lead to more
extreme responses. The finding that English langueagnpetence was positively (negatively) related
to MRS (ERS) (Harzing, 2006) supports this assumnptiSince in comparison to 7-point Likert
scales, 5-point Likert scales provide a smallegeaaf relatively neutral and relatively extreme re-
sponses, the reduction in variance for Englishdagg questionnaires in comparison to native-

language questionnaires could be expected to la¢egri®r 5-point Likert scales.

Hypothesis 3b: The reduction of  between-country differences when comparing native-langnage questionnaires

with English-langnage questionnaires will be greater for 5-point Likert scales than for 7-points
Likert scales.

In the case of ranking, MRS and ERS effects argresent. However, it is possible that a lower
level of understanding of the foreign language righd to a less consistent and more random re-
sponse, hence reducing variance between cour@iethe other hand, comprehension in our scenar-
ios would be enhanced by the context provided endtenario and the fact that the solution state-
ments are generally longer than statements usktkent scales. Hence, we expect the reduction in
variance between the native-language version aadEtiglish-language version to be greater for

Likert scale questions than for rankings.

Hypothesis 3¢: The reduction of between-country differences when comparing native-language questionnaires with
English-langnage questionnaires will be greater for questions using Likert scales than for ques-

tions using ranking.

estimates for good and very good were 74 and &hglish, they were 91 and 101 in the equivalenadape translation.
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METHODS

SAMPLE AND DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

Data for the questions using 5-point Likert scalese collected in a project conducted between
2001 and 2003. Data for the questions using 7-dokdrt scales and the ranking of scenario solu-
tions were collected in a project conducted betw2@3b and 2006. For both projects the project co-
ordinator recruited country collaborators throughrsgenal contacts and networking at professional
conferences such as the Academy of ManagementcoMhtry collaborators received a 15-page
document containing very detailed instructions atiba aim of the study; items and constructs; re-
sults of the pilot study; translation, data collectand data entry procedures; as well as agresment
about co-authorship. All collaborators receivedessdo the final data set. A document with personal
introductions of all collaborators was preparegtomote group cohesion and facilitate networking
among collaborators. Some countries were droppedo#imers added in the second project. Hence
only the 16 countries that were covered in bothlist (Brazil, Chile, Finland, Germany, Greece,
India, Lithuania, Malaysia, The Netherlands, Mexi&wortugal, Sweden, Taiwan, Turkey, United
Kingdom and the United States) were included intélsés that directly compared the two studiés.
the tests that only compare results from the seguagkct, four additional countries (Canada, Ire-
land, Philippines and Thailand) that were only ceden the second study were included.

In the first study, respondents were final yeawvarsity students following a course in Busi-
ness Administration, Business & Management, Comenerc similar subject. They were generally
between 21 and 22 years old. The gender distribwtaried from 27% female in India to 70% fe-

male in Lithuania, with an average of 49% femalgpomses. International students were excluded

% Data were also collected in France and Japan. Henvéor a variety of reasons, samples in thesetri@ms were not
comparable to the other countries in terms of deayycs and data collection procedures. Hence tinaseountries
were removed from further analysis.
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from our sample, so that our comparisons only khetustudents who could be assumed to be repre-
sentative of the country they studied in. Althowlgita were collected on a voluntary basis response
rates were high, generally between 80-100%. Thdtheg sample sizes ranged from 46 for the UK,
where only English-language questionnaires werd,usel47 for Portugal, but for most countries
were around 100. Data were collected in-class betvidarch 2001 and April 2003.

In the second study, respondents were MBAestigd Their age varied between 25 years for India
and 39 years for the Netherlands, with an averd@2.oWork experience similarly varied from just
over two years for India to 16 years for the Ndtrads, with an average of 9 years. Gender distribu-
tion ranged from 8% female in Chile to 73% femald.ithuania, with an average of 37% female re-
spondents. Again, international students were eeturom our sample and response rates were in
the order of 80-100%. The resulting sample sizaged from 41 for the Philippines to 168 for Por-
tugal, but for most countries were around 100. Datee collected in-class between September 2005
and May 2006. Feedback from students in both stud#es very positive; many students indicated in
their comments that they found the survey intemgstéind thought it was well written or translated.

The use of student samples in both studies poseistions in terms of representativeness.
Especially in developing countries students mightdifferent from the population as a whole and
might be more Westernized than non-students. Homvévis does mean that any cross-country dif-
ferences might be attenuated, so that in fact muatysprovides a more stringent test of these differ
ences (Alik & McCrae, 2004). It is also importaatrtote that the universities included in our study
were generally public universities and hence theidents might be expected to be more representa-
tive of the general population than students ivagig universities. For those countries were data
were collected at private universities, local dodieators indicated that they had no reason to\aelie

that there students represented a different suileeaf society than in public universities.



MEASURES

Two types of questions were used for this artiblestudy 1, students were asked to assess on a 5-
point Likert scale the level of importance of varsowork values in their ideal job after graduation,
e.g. “have an opportunity for high earnings”, “tensulted by your direct superior in his/her deci-
sions”, “have friendly colleagues who help eachedth*have security of employment”. These ques-
tions were adapted from Sirota & Greenwood (1971 Hofstede (1980) and responses have been
shown to differ substantially across countriesofalt of 18 questions were included in the question-
naire. In study 2, the Likert scale was expanded fmwints and the number of questions was ex-
panded to 29, adding questions such as “have ¢hpibs close to where you live”, “have a lot of
autonomy in your job”, “be your own boss”, “do sdimniag you are really passionate about”.

The second study also included six shorhages that dealt with various aspects of manage-
ment such as employee reward strategy, decisionrgakyle, the role of the manager, relationship
with superior, conflict management style and atéttio employee problems. The scenarios and their
solutions as well as the additional work valuesstjoas were developed in three rounds of focus
groups each including 6 MBA or PhD students ofetight nationalities. The management scenarios
were preceded by a warm-up scenario that askee@rgsidhow they would normally address their
lecturer. In this article we only use four of treesarios to ensure that the number of statements (4
times 7) to be compared was similar for the worki®a questions and scenarios. The scenarios deal-
ing with decision-making style and conflict managenstyle were excluded as we felt that the an-
swer alternatives for these scenarios were nokeasly differentiated and less orthogonal than ¢hos
in the other scenarios. In order to be able to nohtests comparing mean scores, the responses for
the scenarios were recoded so that the answerddnkeceived a weight of 3, the answer ranked 2 a

weight of 2 and the answer ranked 3 a weight @iflllgther answers received a weight of 0.
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Middle response style (MRS) was calculated as tlopgrtion of questions that received a
middle (3 or 4) response for each respondent. Silpjlextreme response style (ERS) was calculated
as the proportion of responses at the end of thles¢l and 5 or 7). The level of acquiescent re-
sponse style (ARS) was calculated by dividing thenber of questions that received a 4-5 or 5-7
response by the total number of questions for eegondent. Disacquiescent response style (DRS)

was calculated in a similar way, using the numbejuestions that received a 1-2 or 1-3 response.

TRANSLATION

The procedures for translation differed slightlyviceen the two studies. In the first study, thenbili
gual country collaborators were responsible fortthaslation of the original English questionnaire.
Translations were conducted using translation-liearkslation procedures. The translator and back-
translator were separate individuals who did néeremto a discussion until after they had finished
their translations. Discussions between translabor back-translator usually resulted in the change
of some of the translations. Where difficulties e@ned, a third bilingual person was consulted. The
back-translated versions were verified by the mtogmordinator for consistency across languages,
which usually resulted in further changes and dismns between translator and back-translator. For
several of the European languages the project owindt provided independent verification of the
translated versions.

In the second study, the translations were conduxyebilingual research assistants under the
supervision of the project coordinator. The trareglaversion was subsequently discussed in a focus
group including both the translator and two or ¢hother bilingual students in the presence of the
project coordinator. The other students were icgtaito read the translated instrument sentence by
sentence and indicate whether the text soundedralato them. Subsequently, they were instructed

to look at the original English sentence and as#gssjuivalence to the native version. If the sen-
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tences were not felt to be fully equivalent a lreti@nslation was sought through discussion between
the three or four participants. Where necessawy,ptioject coordinator provided feedback on the
meaning behind the questions. This process todéaat three hours, but for some languages (e.g.
Japanese and Chinese) took several sessions laptiogeight hours in total.

Although, as in any multi-country study, it is vetifficult to guarantee translation accuracy
with absolute certainty, we are quite confidentt ttiee resulting questionnaires are equivalent in
meaning across languages. Further, any potentiathaining translation inaccuracies would be at-
tenuated by two factors. First, we will be lookiagresponse patterns for a total of 18-29 items and
hence translation inaccuracies in one item wouldhawe a major impact on overall results. Scenar-
ios are even less sensitive to translation inaciesaas they are less dependent on individual words
than short Likert-scale items. Moreover they remthe need for scale anchors that are often very
difficult to translate. Second, we are looking aéKall response patterns across 16 countries,ado th
any translation inaccuracies for specific languagesld not have a major impact on overall results.

Questionnaires were completed in either Ehglisthe native language of the country in question
Collaborators were instructed to make sure thatifferent language versions were randomly dis-
tributed. In most countries English and native lsage questionnaires were distributed in the same
class. In the remaining countries, different classiethe same module or a related module were used
to separate English and native language questi@marRespondents were not allowed to choose
which language version they completed. An equal bemof English-language and native-language
guestionnaires were distributed. To verify whetb@taborators had succeeded in the randomisation
process, we tested whether the two language gitfpsed on the questiofiHow similar are your
norms and values to the majority of people in yaitth country?” None of the 24 counties in the 1st

study or the 18 countries in the 2nd study showsigj@ificant difference between language versions
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on this question. Hence, we can be reasonably demffithat the two groups in each country were

equally typical of their home country and only dittd from each other in terms of the language.

ANALYSIS

Oneway ANOVA was used to compare countries on mspctyles and mean responses to the
Likert-scale work values questions. Its non-parammetquivalent, the Kruskal-Wallis H test was

used to compare countries on their mean scoreshédifferent scenario solutions. Hierarchical

cluster analysis was used to test hypothesis 2sas®g) how countries clustered together. Data for
the work values questions and scenario solutiong \West aggregated by country and were subse-
guently subjected to a hierarchical cluster analysing Ward’s method, which is designed to opti-
mize the minimum variance within clusters. T-testse used to compare MRS, ERS and standard

deviation between the different language versions.

RESULTS
RESPONSE STYLES

In order to assess whether the change to a 7-pcaé had an impact on the various response styles
(hypothesis 1a) we compared the four responsesstylea country-by-country level between the two
surveys. As expected all countries showed a reslueti MRS and overall the proportion of middle
responses changed from 21.9% to 13.6% (see Tabl§Hgreas the first is above the expected pro-
portion (20%, 100%/5pt scale), the second is belbgy expected proportion (14.3%, 100%/7pt
scale). Most countries also showed a reductionRs;Fonly Malaysia, the USA and Turkey showed
an increase in ERS. This increase was marginaMfaaysia and the USA, but substantial (from
18.1% to 28.4%) for Turkey. Overall ERS declineahir27.4% to 22.3%. Hence, we find confirma-
tion for hypothesis la. The picture for ARS and DR& more mixed. As expected the overall ARS

and DRS increased, however some individual cowmntieviated from this pattern. The balance be-
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tween ARS and DRS, which by some authors is se¢heabest measure of acquiescence bias de-
creased slightly, with Turkey and Malaysia beingabte exceptions in showing a strong increase in

acquiescence bias.

Table 1: Differences in response style betweeniBtmd 7-point Likert scales

Type of ques- MRS ERS ARS DRS ARS- F-value MRS F-value ERS F-value ARS F-value DRS
tions DRS country dif-  country dif- country dif- country dif-
ferences ferences ferences ferences
Work values 2002 21.9% 274% 67.7% 9.8% 57.9% 9.625 15.505 21.944 27.236
5'p0int Scale *kk kkk *kk kkk
Work values 2006 13.6% 22.3% 71.1% 14.7% 56.4% 4.283 10.867 19.047 24.216
7'p0int Scale Xk k kkk *kk kkk

When comparing response styles between countngsothesis 1b), the variance for MRS
and ERS was reduced and hence countries are nmilarsin this respect when a 7-point scale is
used. This confirms hypothesis 1b. Country diffeenin ARS and DRS remained very similar.
Overall the country patterns in responses styleveny similar between the two studies. The Latin
American countries (in particular Chile & Mexicdhdia and Malaysia show low MRS, low DRS,
and high ARS and ERS, whereas the Western Europmamtries show high MRS, high DRS and

low ARS and ERS.

CLUSTERING COUNTRIES
To test hypothesis 2 and illustrate the advantafiesnking over rating, we conducted a hierarchical

cluster analysis for both the scenario data andaibik values data in the second study. Figure 1
produces the resulting dendogram for the scenatia, dvhereas the dendogram for the work values
data is produced in Figure 2. In Figure 1, our ¢oes cluster very distinctly. Moving from the righ
the first split is in between Western versus Asaad Central/Eastern European countries. The sec-
ond split divides the “English Asian” countries euatries that have English as (one of) their dodfici

language(s) — form a slightly more heterogenous afidEast Asian, South-East Asian and Cen-
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tral/Eastern European countries. The latter griwppigh includes many countries that would be seen
as emerging economies. In the top half of the dgrado, the third split divides the Latin American
countries, joined by Portugal, from the Westerndpean and North American countries. Most of
these clusters have been well-established in puswtooss-cultural studies such as those by Hofstede

(1980, 2001) and Ronen & Shenkar (1985).

Figure 1: Dendogram for management scenarios (nagki
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Dendrogramm using Ward Method
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o = i0 15 Z0
Num +————————— +———————— +———————— ———————— +—————
Era=zil 1 :I—
Portugal 13
Chile 3 :I—
Mexico 10
Finland 3 :Ii
TE 13
TSh 19
Ireland 20 :|_—
Canada 2
Germany = —J
HNether lands 11
Sweden 14 j
India i ___T___
Malavysia =]
Philippines 1z
Taiwan 1a ___T____
Turkey 177
Thailand 15

Gresce 5 |

Lithuania

The accompanying proximity matrix (Table 2) quaesifthe distance between the individual

countries on a scale from 0 to 1 and again confestablished knowledge in this area. Brazil’s clos-
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est neighbours are Portugal and Mexico, the Nethdd confirms its cross-roads position between
Germanic (Germany), Nordic (Sweden) and Anglo cakuUSA, Canada); the USA is closest to
Ireland and Canada; the “English Asian” countriedid, Malaysia and the Philippines form a tight
cultural cluster. Overall, Lithuania shows the Esgdistance from the other countries in the sample
and is particularly distant from the Northern Ewrap countries, its closest neighbour being Turkey.
This confirms an earlier study (Harzing, 2004) telabwed it to cluster with Turkey and the other

Eastern European countries (Bulgaria, Poland, Rlssi

Table 2: Proximity matrix for management scenafiasking)

Proximity Matrix

Rescaled Squared Euclidean Distance

9 0
= § 5 § g &5 =t £ g 2 5 £ &8 5 & ® F >
Z o

Brazil .00 .16 16 44 21 19 45 16 53 30 .07 31 2 00 23 42 40 38 .32 .14
Canada 16 00 28 .17 .03 51 59 .04 .80 .38 21 14 24 .16 13 45 61 71 .05 .05
Chile 16 28 00 31 3 58 .38 .26 47 .24 10 38 34 20 39 28 41 48 .28 .18
Finland 44 17 31 00 34 94 96 .27 99 74 24 40 73 46 25 65 99 96 .08 .22
Germany 21 03 3 34 00 54 79 .10 .88 .50 .36 o9 3 18 16 70 63 76 .24 11
Greece 19 51 58 94 54 00 51 .38 51 43 45 64 52 31 67 55 57 38 .88 41
India 45 59 38 96 .79 51 .00 .62 40 12 58 89 40 56 93 36 .78 51 .78 .66
Ireland 16 04 26 27 10 38 .62 .00 .62 .45 19 2 37 20 .19 36 .32 42 .13 .01
Lithuania 53 80 47 99 88 51 40 .62 .00 30 49 100 .70 63 86 49 64 24 79 52
Malaysia 30 38 24 74 50 43 12 45 30 .00 .37 52 17 29 62 37 .70 43 58 41
Mexico .07 21 10 24 36 45 58 .19 49 .37 .00 39 34 13 22 41 46 47 17 10
Netherlands 31 14 38 40 09 64 89 22 100 52 .39 .00 38 31 .18 66 .70 81 .27 .15
Philippines 22 24 34 73 37 52 40 37 70 17 34 38 00 22 60 53 73 .78 44 36
Portugal .00 16 20 46 18 31 56 .20 .63 .29 .13 31 22 00 27 49 46 57 36 .12
Sweden 23 13 39 25 16 67 .93 .19 86 .62 .22 18 60 27 00 65 53 51 .17 .18
Thailand 42 45 28 65 70 55 .36 .36 49 37 4 66 53 49 65 .00 30 .30 .46 .38
Taiwan 40 61 41 99 63 57 .78 .32 .64 .70 46 .70 73 46 53 30 .00 19 69 42
Turkey 38 71 48 96 .76 .38 51 .42 24 43 47 81 78 57 51 30 .19 .00 .75 54
UK 32 05 28 08 24 8 .78 .13 79 .58 17 27 44 36 17 46 69 75 .00 11
USA 14 05 18 22 11 41 66 .01 52 .41 10 A5 36 12 .18 38 42 54 11 .00

This is a dissimilarity matrix

In contrast to earlier studies, there is a rathmalkdifference between the USA and the Latin

American countries, in particular Mexico. This iigely to be partly due to the fact that data in the
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USA were collected in El Paso, located on the Maxiborder. However, other Anglo countries
(Canada, Ireland and the UK) also show a relatigehall distance to the Latin American countries.
It is possible that these cultural clusters hawevgrcloser together in the past decades with tbe ec
nomic development of the Latin American countriesl ancreased economic interaction through
agreements such as NAFTA.

The dendogram produced based on the work valuagEigiure 2) shows far less differentia-
tion. Moreover, countries that in other studie<l(iding the scenario data in the same study) have
been clearly identified as being similar — suchhasfour Anglo and the three Latin American coun-
tries & Portugal — are separated into very diffeiduasters. This might be caused by the fact theat t
underlying rationale for the clustering seems tibalarity in response styles, rather than sintyar
in cultures. The accompanying proximity matrix (TaB) reinforces this observation. A strong case
in point is the USA. Whereas for the ranking dasaciosest neighbours were Ireland, Canada and
the UK, for the rating data its closest neighboars Malaysia, Turkey, Thailand and Mexico.
Harzing (2006) already showed that the USA hadcapiascence balance (ARS — DRS) which was
much lower than that of Northern and Western Eumopspuntries and similar in magnitude to that
of the Southern European countries. The fact thaur study, the USA even shows stronger acqui-
escence tendencies that approximate the Asian atidl European countries might be caused by the
location of data collection on the Mexican bordathuania is now far less different from the other
countries than it is in the scenario study, althoitg most distant neighbours are still the Nonther
European countries. In fact it is now The Nethattaand Germany, and to a lesser extent Sweden,
Finland and the UK, that are most different frorhestcountries because of their distinct response
style, i.e. a relatively low acquiescence and hdiacquiescence. As a result, we find confirmation

of hypothesis 2: country clusters are more wellraf when using ranking than when using rating.
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Figure 2: Dendogram for work values (rating)
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Table 3: Proximity matrix for work values (rating)

Proximity Matrix

Rescaled Squared Euclidean Distance

(] 0
= § © § g & £ ¢ £ g & £ £ 5 & E & E >
Z o

Brazil .00 .04 .15 32 35 .13 15 12 .19 .15 A1 37 26 02 31 16 16 18 .29 .09
Canada .04 .00 .25 .16 .16 17 17 .04 .27 .24 .21 19 41 02 12 25 20 31 .13 .16
Chile .15 .25 .00 .69 71 .25 .22 .39 .29 14 .07 76 16 .18 .66 .16 .30 17 71 A1
Finland .32 .16 .69 .00 .01 43 43 .18 .57 .63 .56 .03 91 .19 .02 .62 41 .73 .06 .60
Germany .35 .16 71 .01 .00 46 .45 .19 .55 .65 .61 06 93 .23 .05 .63 .45 .78 .06 .61
Greece 13 17 .25 43 46 .00 .10 .20 13 .06 13 .53 15 .16 .45 .09 12 .14 .40 .07
India .15 17 .22 43 .45 .10 .00 .26 .16 .08 .18 .49 16 .14 .45 .06 .10 .10 43 13
Ireland 12 .04 .39 .18 .19 .20 .26 .00 .29 .31 .31 17 51 .15 .15 .34 .23 .39 .09 .21
Lithuania .19 .27 .29 .57 .55 13 .16 .29 .00 13 .31 67 27 .26 .61 .16 13 .15 .52 .15
Malaysia .15 .24 .14 .63 .65 .06 .08 .31 13 .00 .08 72 .03 .21 .64 .00 .09 .01 .61 .02
Mexico A1 .21 .07 .56 .61 13 .18 .31 .31 .08 .00 65 09 13 57 A1 .22 12 .57 .06
Netherlands .37 .19 .76 .03 .06 .53 .49 17 .67 .72 .65 .00 1.00 .25 .05 .69 A7 .82 .05 .68
Philippines .26 41 .16 91 .93 .15 .16 51 .27 .03 .09 1.00 .00 .34 .92 .04 .21 .04 .88 .07
Portugal .02 .02 .18 .19 .23 .16 .14 .15 .26 21 .13 .25 .34 .00 .19 .21 .19 .26 .24 .18
Sweden 31 12 .66 .02 .05 .45 .45 .15 .61 .64 .57 .05 .92 .19 .00 .65 A7 .74 .05 .56
Thailand .16 .25 .16 .62 .63 .09 .06 .34 .16 .00 A1 .69 .04 .21 .65 .00 .10 .01 .61 .06
Taiwan .16 .20 .30 41 .45 12 .10 .23 .13 .09 .22 A7 .21 .19 A7 .10 .00 A1 41 .15
Turkey .18 31 17 .73 .78 .14 .10 .39 .15 .01 12 .82 .04 .26 .74 .01 A1 .00 .70 .05
UK .29 .13 71 .06 .06 .40 43 .09 .52 .61 .57 .05 .88 .24 .05 .61 41 .70 .00 .52
USA .09 .16 A1 .60 .61 .07 .13 .21 .15 .02 .06 .68 .07 .18 .56 .06 .15 .05 .52 .00

This is a dissimilarity matrix

IMPACT OF LANGUAGE

We hypothesised that differendestweencountries would be larger for the native languagsion

of the questionnaire items than for the Englistglaage versions. In order to test this we ran d-spli
sample ANOVA analysis for the 2002 and 2006 Workuga questions and a split-sample non-
parametric K-independent samples test of variaocéhke scenario solutions. As Table 4 shows our
results confirmed hypothesis 3a. In each of theghnstances the overall average F-value or Chi-

square statistic was higher in the native versmmpgared to the English-language version.



Table 4: Between-country variance for native-lang@iand English-language versions

Type of ques- F-value/Chi-square F-value/Chi-square % reduction in F-value- % of items with reduction
tions value native language value English /Chi-square value significant at p < 0.01
Work values 2002 13.31 7.24 46% 72%

Work values 2006 10.14 6.94 32% 69%

Scenarios 2006 60.63 42.11 31% 25%

In hypothesis 3b we argued that using 5-point Lltilseales would lead to a stronger reduction in
variance for the English-language version thangi3hpoint Likert scales. Confirmation of this hy-
pothesis can be found in the fact that the averadaction in F-value is lower for 7-point Likert
scales than for 5-point Likert scales. However, ghaportion of items with a reduction in F-value
significant at 0.01 is similar. The items that shithe largest reduction in variance are similar too:
“Be challenged by your work”, “Work according tcear and fixed rules and procedures”, “Be able
to serve your country”. Hence we find only partiahfirmation of hypothesis 3b.

The reason for expecting the reduction in varidioceéhe English-language version of the 7-
point Likert scale to be weaker than for the 5-paikert scale, was that 7-point scales would s le
likely to induce respondents to choose the middiponse for the English-language version or an
extreme response for the native language versidhisl reason is valid, the difference between the
language versions in terms of MRS and ERS shoulsihtdler for the 7-point Likert scale than for
the 5-point Likert scale. Table 5 shows that teisndeed the case; whereas the difference is in the
same direction for both studies, it is only sigrafit for the study using the 5-point Likert scale.

Finally, in hypothesis 3c we expected ratings tovsla stronger reduction in variance for the
English-language version than rankings. As Tald@aws this is clearly borne out in our results. Al-
though the reduction in Chi-square value for thenacio rankings is similar to the reduction in F-
value for the 7-point Likert scales, the proportmfiitems that has a reduction significant at 091

substantially lower for rankings. Hence, we fineshitionation for hypothesis 3c.
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Table 5: Differences in response styles betweenertnguage and English-language versions

Type of ques- MRS Native MRS English Difference ERS Native ERS English Difference
tions

Work values 2002 20.7% 23.2% £=3.920%** 29.0% 24.3% t=4.593***
5-point scale

Work values 2006 13.1% 13.7% t=1.282 23.5% 22.2% t=1.389
7-point scale

We argued that any reduced variance between cesaritit the scenarios might be caused by
providing less consistent responses in the forleigguage. As Table 4 showed this reduced variance
was generally very modest. When we compared thedatd deviation of responses for the native
language version and the English language versienndeed found the latter to be slightly higher
(0.890 versus 0.875). However, this difference watssignificant (t=-0.645, p=0.524). Most coun-
tries showed similar standard deviations in botiglege versions. Only Brazil and Chile and to a
much lesser extent Mexico, Portugal, Turkey andv@ai showed higher standard deviations in the

English-language version.

DISCUSSION

Our results showed that even though changing frdwpaint Likert scale to a 7-point Likert scale
reduced MRS and ERS, it did not fully eliminate greblem of differences between countries in
their tendency to use middle or end points of ttedes As expected, switching to a 7-point scale did
very little to address the major differences betweeuntries in terms of DRS and ARS. Hence the
risk of attributing substantive country differendeswhat might simply be differences in response
styles still looms large. Of course researchersabanys try to remove response bias after thelfpct
standardisation (Leung and Bond, 1989). This proeetias become increasingly popular in cross-
cultural studies (Fischer, 2004). However, som#hetrue differences across countries in responses

might also be removed in this process. It is vaffjcdlt to assess what part of, for instance, ghhi
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mean score is caused by an acquiescence bias atgari truly reflects a strong opinion about the
subject in question. Our results suggest that regpgrovides an excellent alternative as it complete
eliminates both MRS/ERS and ARS/DRS. Our hieraaihaduster analysis showed that whereas
country clusters formed based on the ranked saesalutions provided meaningful results, cluster-
ing based on the rated work values questions magfilgcted differences in responses styles.

With regard to language effects, we hypothesisatl differences between countries would
be larger for the native-language version of thestjonnaire items than for the English-language
versions. Our results confirmed this hypothesisednh of the three instances the overall average F-
value or Chi-square statistic was higher in theveatersion compared to the English-language ver-
sion. However, the reduction in variance was sméde7-point Likert scales than it was for 5-point
Likert scales. We expected that the reason forwiais that the 7-point scale would be less likely to
induce respondents to choose the middle respomstdoEnglish-language version or an extreme
response for the native language version and folstdthis was indeed the case. Whereas for the 5-
point Likert scales there was a significant diffeze between language versions in this respect, this
was not true for the 7-point Likert scale. Howewee, found that ranking showed an even better per-
formance with regard to language effects. The realuén variance for the English-language version
was very small indeed and only a quarter of thatswls showed a significant reduction in variance.
This was further supported by the fact that stashdiviations were only slightly higher in English
than in the native-language version.

Our results have considerable implications for snogtional research. We showed that re-
sponse style and language effects can be attenbgtiéd use of Likert scales with a larger number
of answer alternatives and even more so by thetisnkings. This finding should allow research-
ers to have greater confidence in the validity rofss-national differences if these response akerna
tives are used rather than the more traditionabibtf_ikert scale. As a result, researchers cangoc
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on studying cross-national differences in substenissues, rather than being hampered by differ-

ences caused simply by the response format oh#teument used in the study.

LIMITATIONSAND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Of course our study is not without limitations. SEjralthough we used the same type of questions
relating to work values for both studies and ordynpared the countries included in both studies, the
studies were separated in time by four years aaddémples were different: undergraduate students
versus MBA students. Hence it is possible thatdifferences found between the studies are due to
effects other than differences in the responsedbmed. On the other hand, the fact that therdiffe
ences in response style patterns between countees generally very consistent across the two
samples gives us confidence that, for the purpotesir study, the samples are comparable. How-
ever, future studies might want to collect dataldoth 5-point and 7-point Likert scales within the
same study. Of course this would increase the datection challenge if respondents are also split
with regard to questionnaire language.

Second, although we collected data on (7-poineitilscale) rating and ranking responses
within the same study, these data related to @iffetopics. It is possible that the more meaningful
clustering of countries and the weaker languagecesffor the ranking data was caused by the topic
of investigation rather than the response formaweéler, hierarchical clustering for the ranking
data showed clear country clusters that generalhfitned earlier research, whilst clusters for the
rating data were far less differentiated and calittad clustering results found in previous studies
Moreover, we do not see any intrinsic reason whgstjans relating to work values should be more
susceptible to language effects than questionsingléo management styles. In fact, given that the
guestions on work values could be expected to lagede more specifically and more directly to the

respondent’s daily working life than the more gemecenarios, if anything we would expect re-
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sponse confidence (and hence the absence of lamgff@gts) to be higher for the work values ques-
tions. However, future researchers might considerguiquestions dealing with the same content area
and differentiating only response format. This vebpiobably necessitate collecting data for the dif-
ferent response options from different respondastg is unlikely that the same respondents would
be willing to both rank and rate the same questignen if they would be willing to do so, a desire
to appear consistent might result in a similarttattwould not be present under normal circum-
stances.

The final limitation relates to the response forthatt was shown to perform best in this pa-
per: ranking of solutions. Although we found thesponse format to perform better in terms of pro-
viding meaningful country clusters and a lack efgaage effect, the statistical tests that can Ipe co
ducted with ranked data are limited. Popular tegphes such as factor analysis and regression analy-
sis can only be conducted with interval data. Hemeery fruitful avenue for further research could
be to apply a technique developed in the Markettegature (Munson & Mcintyre, 1979; McCarty
& Shrum, 1997, 2000): the most-least rating procedtihis procedure requires respondents to first
consider all answer alternatives and rank the modtleast important/applicable. After doing so, re-
spondents are then asked to rate each of the atitera in the usual fashion. This forces resporgdent
to first consider all of the options and hence éases the likelihood that they rate them in a com-
parative manner. Research has shown that thisitpehneduces acquiescence (called end-piling in
these studies) and increases differentiation betviteens (McCarty & Shrum, 1997, 2000), whilst
not increasing the burden on respondents too mlwtihe best of our knowledge Lenartowicz &
Roth (2001) have been the only ones who have usgdechnique in international management re-
search. We would suggest it merits further reseascth might well increase data quality considera-

bly.
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CONCLUSION

In this article we evaluated two solutions to pesb$ caused by cross-country differences in re-
sponses styles and the effect of language of tlestagunnaire on the way people respond. The first
involved changing the Likert-scale format from tmest commonly used 5-point scale to a 7-point
scale. The second used ranking rather than rang r@sponse method. Our results confirmed our
hypotheses that both solutions would reduce regpans language bias, but that ranking would
generally be a superior solution. We showed thiatpossible to ascertain systematic differences be
tween countries by asking respondents to ranktths #is three preferred solutions on 4 scenarios.
Scenarios are less sensitive to translation prablasnthey are less dependent on individual words
than short Likert-scale items. Moreover they remthe need for scale anchors that are often very
difficult to translate. Our study showed that ewelmen asking respondents to only rank their top-
three preferred alternatives, a task that should b®ooverly taxing, meaningful results can be

achieved. Of course not all research questions tniglamenable to being studied by scenarios with
ranked solutions. However, we do think that thishteque merits a wider application in cross-

cultural studies and we encourage researcherségtigate its use more systematically.
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Appendix 1: Example of a scenario used in the study

Imagine you are a manager in a Chilean (varied ewyntty) company that produces a high-
technology product. You and one of your superiges atending a meeting with potential clients.
You have a very good knowledge of the technicaketspof the product that your company sells,
because of your previous job experience as a teehengineer. During the meeting, your superior
makes a mistake in describing the features of thdyzt, because he doesn’t know too much about
technical issues. There is no way to inform yoyesior of his mistake during the meeting without
the clients noticing it. What woulgbu do? Please rarthe best three alternativesfrom 1 to 3.

Politely correct your superior in the meeting.
Pretend to be responsible for the mistake yourself
Mention the correct features in the meeting with@efierring to your superior’s earlier descrip-
tion.
Say nothing in the meeting, but talk to your sigreaifterwards, so that he can decide on a way
to inform the clients of his mistake.
Say nothing in the meeting, but arrange for thents to receive full technical information af-
terwards. In that way the clients can verify thtade themselves.

Do nothing. It is not your responsibility to gitlee clients technical information.
Do nothing. Any action you take would make youpesior lose face.




