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The authors argue that commonly used ranking and rating methods of value surveys
may have low validity in cross-cultural value comparisons because participants’
reports about values can be affected by factors such as cultural differences in the
meaning of particular value terms as well as the possibility that some value judg-
ments are based on social comparison or deprivation rather than on any ‘‘direct
reading”” of personal preferences. Four different value survey methods—ranking,
rating, attitude scale, and behavioral scenario methods—were compared. It was
found that ranking and rating methods of assessing differences between Chinese
and Americans had low convergence with each other and with the criterion of
cultural experts’ independent judgments. Attitude questions had slight and nonsig-
nificant convergence with the expert judgment criterion. A scenario method of
value assessment, however, yielded reasonable criterion validity.

Cross-cuitural value comparison has long been the
main tool for understanding similarities and differ-
ences among people with different cultural and ethnic
backgrounds {Allport, Vernon, & Lindzey, 1951;
Hofstede, 1980; Kluckhohn, 1951; Morris, 1956;
Rokeach, 1973, 1979; Williams, 1968). One of the
most common practices in this area of research is to
ask citizens of a nation or members of a culture o rate
the importance of a standard set of values as *‘guiding
principles in their lives”” (e.g., Schwartz, 1992;
Schwartz & Blisky, 1987, 1990), or to rank the rela-
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tive ““importance of”’ or “‘preference’” for these val-
ues (e.g., Rokeach, 1973, 1979). The cross-cultural
comparisons are then made based on the aggregated
responses on each value or on some sets of values
(e.g., “‘dimensions’’ or ‘‘hierarchies’’). But there is a
question as to how valid this approach is. Do the value
differences based on aggregated self-reported indi-
vidual responses really reflect differences in behavior
and preference? Can we use value survey methodol-
ogy as we please for cross-cultural comparison with-
out considering possible limitations? Perhaps more
important, what are the possible limitations of cross-
cultural vaiue comparison and what are the possible
solutions?

Factors That Might Affect Criterion Validity of
Cross-Cultural Value Comparisons

There are many factors that can affect validity of
cross-cultural value comparisons. Some of them are
obvious such as problems with the contents of value
surveys and the representativeness of survey samples,
but others that are less obvious are caused by indi-
vidual cognitive process, generated by the survey
methodology we are using.

Definitions of Values

Current definitions of value, we believe, may con-
tribute to the validity problems of comparing values
across cultures because they have two opposite impli-
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cations in terms of value-behavior consistency. One
type of delinition implies that value should not nec-
essarily be consistent with the behaviors, such as
Kluckhohn’s (1951) description of value as a “‘con-
ception of the desirable’” (p. 395), Williams's (1968)
definition of value as ‘“‘criteria or standards of pref-
erence,”” (p. 283), and Rokeach’s (1973) statement of
value as ‘‘an enduring belief that a specific mode of
conduct or end-state is personaily preferable to its
opposite’” (p. 5). It is our opinion that if a value is
something that one desires or prefers, then it could be
something that one does not have yet; by the same
token, if value is only a standard or criterion, then it
could mean that one has not successfully accom-
plished it.

However, the other type of value definition sug-
gests a strong causal relation between a value and
behavior. According to social adaptation theory
(Kahle, 1984), values are types of social cognition and
motivation that function to facilitate adaptation to
one’s environment. If values are ‘‘functions’” for
“‘adaptation,”” then they should have consequential
effects on the value-related behaviors. In fact, this
type of approach has explicitly claimed that the causal
influence of value should flow from abstract values to
mid-range attitudes to specific bebaviors (Homer &
Kahle, 1988),

We believe that there are shared beliefs about what
are preferred modes of conduct and end-states within
cultures, which could best be characterized by the
concept of value. However, we do want to make a
distinction between value as collective representations
and values as subjective judgments made by individu-
als. A lesson of social cognition is that self-reports
about attitude or value are subjective products of men-
tal constructive processes, and that the resulis of these
mental processes are subject to various heuristics, bi-
ases, and errors (see Sudman, Bradburn, & Schwarz,
1996; for an extensive review on this topic). This
article is about the potential sources of crror in as-
sessing values across cultures by means of self-reports
by individuals and possible ways to reduce these
sources of error.

Cultural Differences in Constructing Meaning

When participants are asked 1o judge a set of ab-
stract broad values as a guiding principle in their
lives, their conceptions of these values could be idio-
syncratic and could be very different among members
of different cultures just as they are among individuais

within the same culture (Kahneman & Miller, 1986).
Consider, for example, the value of equality. An Af-
rican American might interpret it in terms of racial
equality, a woman might think about gender equality,
a working class or hlue-collar worker might want to
define it as economic equality, and a Chinese person
might emphasize social equality. Hence, the discus-
sion of value preferences or importance at highly ab-
stract and general levels could be misleading because
of tacit definitions that differ across cultures.

Social Comparison Processes in Judgments
About Values

Evaluation of one’s own beliefs or values is likely
to be influenced at least in part by social comparison
processes. The basic assumption of the value survey is
that participants assess their own values according to
their own beliefs, so that we could aggregate each
participant’s independent judgments and use the mean
to represent the culture that the participant comes
from. The problem is that people often make judg-
ments about their own values in relation to their be-
liefs about other people who are salient to them, hence
their responses are relative ones (Festinger, 1954). For
example, an American woman might think she values
the concept of respecting elders very much, because
in comparison to her acquaintances she believes that
she cares a lot about this value. Thus, her rating or
ranking of this value might be higher than that of a
Chinese woman, who, in comparison to her own
people, doubts whether she values that concept as
much as others do. However, by looking at other be-
havioral indicators, the Chinese person might be seen
as much more respectful to elders than the American.
For instance, the Chinese person might walk behind
the elders, sit after the elders have done so, and never
raise her head too high in front of the elders. Thus,
although the two cultural groups in comparison might
actually differ in the importance of certain values in
their life, the relativity of social comparison process
can reduce or even reverse the differences between
them.

Deprivation-Based Preferences

People often express stronger preferences for some-
thing they lack, or believe themselves deficient in,
than they do for things they have. For example, an
American might think the value of respecting elders is
very important because of a belief that elders have not
been given sufficient respect in this culture; on the
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other hand, a Chinese person might think the value of
respecting elders is less important because the value
has been taken for granted. Moreover, Chinese are
more likely than Americans to have experienced that
care of elders can be burdensome (Peng & Chen,
1989). Or consider the value of freedom, an American
might take the state of freedom for granted, as a base
from which other, more salient values could be com-
pared. The citizen of a totalitarian country, however,
might place an extremely high value on freedom be-
cause it is something highly desirable that is not pos-
sessed. Because the perception of deprivation is also
relative (Crosby, 1976; Williams, 1975), it might pro-
duce quite misleading expressions of value prefer-
ence.

Criteria of Cross-Cultural Value
Comparison Validity

According to the American Psychological Associa-
tion’s (1974) Standards for Educational and Psycho-
logical Tests, three principal categories of validity are
usually measured by different procedures, serve dif-
ferent purposes, and allow different inferences to be
made from the measurement results (Anastasi, 1982;
Cronbach, 1984; Peng, 1989). Criterion validity, an
assessment of the degree to which interpretations, de-
scriptions, and predictions on the basis of test scores
or other measures can be supported by behavioral or
empirical evidence such as participants’ perfor-
mances, diagnosis of behaviors, or experts’ judgments
{Messick, 1989}, would seem to be by far the most
relevant for determining whether value surveys are
really informative with respect to cultural differences.

How would we know that value survey results have
good criterion validity? For cultural differences as for
individual differences within a culture, the best evi-
dence that a verbal measure is valid might seem to be
that it actually predicts people’s behavior. If we can
accurately describe and predict how people might be-
have in a specific situation on the basis of the scores
of the value survey, then we can claim that these
results do have criterion validity. In the case of cross-
cultural value comparison, if the test scores suggest
that one group of participants endorse a certain value
significantly more than another group, and these two
groups of people do indeed behave differently on av-
erage in a situation that plausibly reflects the given
value, then we could conclude that the results have
good criterion validity. However, there are many

theoretical and practical difficulties in achieving this
ideal criterion validity.

These difficulties have been demonstrated at the
level of efforts to assess individual differences.
People may wish to behave in a particular way but be
prevented from doing so for pragmatic reasons or be-
cause of felt normative pressure. It is a staple of the
attitude—behavior literature that behavior is often
linked only very weakly to attitudes. Even sotneone
for whom health is a paramount value, for example,
cannot perform all sorts of exercise, eat all sorts of
health food, and so on. Any given behavioral measure
of the health value is therefore likely to be a weak
indicator of people’s actual position on the dimension.
Similarly, people may attend church in a given com-
munity not because of religious feeling but because of
normative pressures to do so. There might therefore
be little behavioral variation but substantial variation
in actual values.

More generally, social psychological studies have
demonstrated that a person’s behavior in a certain
situation may not reflect the person’s values, attitudes,
or beliefs very much but rather may be a function of
the details of the situation. Whether a participant
helps a confederate may be a function of the degree of
hurry the participant is experiencing; whether a par-
ticipant expresses some belief may have less to do
with whether the participant holds the belief than with
the degree of pressure placed on the participant to
express it. Social psychological experiments some-
times can be difficult to replicate even within the
same culture because situational factors are difficult
to reproduce with sufficient subtlety from a reading of
procedure sections. For example, in the early years of
research on cognitive dissonance, some experimenters
failed to get dissonance effects in high choice condi-
tions because they failed to provide just the right mix
of verbally stated assurances that the decision was up
to the participant while producing substantial social
pressure with voice tone and body language. All of
these problems can be made worse in cross-cultural
comparisens by the fact that small details may affect
the constraints in very different ways in different cul-
tures. Thus a failure to show that differences in re-
ported values are reflected in comparable differences
in measured behavior could be misleading. The mea-
sures of value might have validity that cannot be cap-
tured by behavioral tests because the behavioral tests
are subtly different in the two cultures.

A less perfect but relatively easy way of determin-
ing a measurement’s criterion validity is to compare
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its results with those of other tests that are presumed
to measure the same concepts or traits, a technigue
called convergent validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).
When convergence is high, we could hope that this is
because both sets of results have good criterion va-
lidity. The problem is that if the convergence is low,
we do not know which test is invalid or whether both
are invalid. Furthermore, when the convergence is
assessed between two sets of the same or highly simi-
lar measurements to the same group of participants,
the results should be considered more of a reliability
assessment than a validity assessment. Only the con-
vergence of different measurements for the same
characteristics could be considered as an indication of
validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Investigators
studying value differences have seldom compared
each other’s results even for the purpose of measuring
convergence.

Another way of determining the criterion validity
of cross-cultural value measures would be to see
whether they correlate with a set of independent judg-
ments made by cultural experts who specialize in the
understanding of the cultures in question and who
have had considerable systematic contact with people
from the cultures being compared. This method seems
not to have been used in value studies despite its
obvious promise and relative simplicity as compared
with arduous and possibly misleading behavioral
measures. The possibilities for establishing a broad
“‘nomological net’’ (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) would
seem to be greater for studies of cultural differences
than for studies of individual differences. For many
cultures, there is a range of historical, ethnographic,
and literary material that may be drawn on in estab-
lishing validity criteria. If survey results are in accord
with the generalizations prevalent in cultural studies,
this provides genuine evidence that survey results are
capturing something real about cultures and cultural
differences.

Evidence of Low Criterion Validity of
Cross-Cultural Value Comparison

In the field of cultural psychology, there is increas-
ing evidence that what people say is important to them
does not necessarily reflect their actual behaviors or
preferences. For example, Stevenson and his col-
leagues (Stevenson, Lee, & Graham, 1993) surveyed
three groups of more than 3,000 high school students
from Minneapolis, Taipei, Taiwan, and Shendai, Ja-
pan. They asked their participants questions about

how important mathematics, sports, and other activi-
ties were in their lives. They found that Asian children
ranked sports as more important than American chil-
dren did and ranked math as less important than their
American counterparts. But the actual time spent on
the two activities (playing sports, studying math), as
well as their final math test scores, suggested that the
opposite was true (Fuligni & Stevenson, 1994;
Stevenson ¢t al., 1993), In other research, it was found
that Japanese students are more likely than Americans
and Canadians to agree that people should keep quiet
at the dinner table, not fight on the bus, not spit on the
ground, and so on. But real life behavioral observa-
tions suggest the opposite behavioral differences
(Iwata, 1991).

This inconsistency between value reports and be-
havior can also occur among subcultures within a na-
tion. For example, value surveys comparing different
ethnic groups in the United States have shown that
some tinority parents and children gave higher rat-
ings than their European and Asian American coun-
terparts to the importance of education. But the data
indicating the length of time that individuals stay in
school and time spent studying seem to indicate oth-
erwise. This discrepancy has been explained in terms
of real life or envirommental constraints, and in terms
of educational aspirations for some minority groups
(Bratz & Levine, 1978; Hare & Castanell, 1985;
Stevenson et al., 1990), but whatever the reason for
the discrepancies, they pose a validity problem for
value-comparison studies.

In this study, we first checked the convergence of
value survey results within a single culture, namely
the Chinese culture. The convergence between two
sets of results of the same measurement for the same
group of the participants is the test-retest reliability
assessment, but the convergence between two test re-
sults of the same measurement for different groups of
participants may be considered an indication of valid-
ity (albeit a weak indication).

Relatively high reliability of American value sur-
vey results has been reported by several authors. Data
reported by Rokeach (1973) for American samples
show the test-retest reliability of 18 terminal values
(or idealized end-states of existence), range from .51
to .88 and for 18 instrumental values (or idealized
codes of conduct), range from .45 to .70. There are
also numerous reports showing that the rankings of
values are significantly related to individual differ-
ences in many social attitudes and behaviors (e.g.,
Homer & Kahle, 1988; Pitts & Woodside, 1984,
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Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz & Inbar-Saban, 1988; Tet-
lock, 1986; Toler, 1975).

However, we found that the value survey results for
Chinese participants using Rokeach’s Value Survey
(Rokeach, 1973) have had relatively lower conver-
gence. Although most of the studies investigaling val-
ues of Chinese people have used anthor-modified Chi-
nese versions of Rokeach’s Value Survey (Appleton,
1970, 1979; see a review by Yang, 1986) or focused
on more theoretical discussion of cultural differences
(Bond, 1988; Ng et al., 1982), we have found four
studies (five Chinese samples) published in the Inter-
rarional Journal of Psychology that have used the full
scale of Rokeach’s Values Survey, hence providing a
complete picture of Chinese rankings of Rokeach’s
values (Feather, 1986; Katz, Juni, & Shope, 1993;
Lau, 1988; Lau & Wong, 1992). We calculated Spear-
man’s rank correlation coefficients between each pair
of samples, and these are presented in Table 1. The
correlations among these Chinese samples ranges
from low to moderate, with an average around .45 for
Rokeach’s terminal values and .52 for the instrumen-
tal values. It is very clear from Table 1 that the cor-
relation coefficients of value rankings between one
study and another, between one sample and another
sample, one author and another author, even for the
same author at different times for slightly different
participant groups, reflect discouragingly mediocre
convergence. The samples in these studies can
scarcely be defined as anything other than samples of
convenience, but it should be noted that the samples

Table 1
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are all of college students, which would lead us to
expect higher correlations between samples than we
would if samples were more divetse.

Even more ominous for hopes of validity are cor-
relations presented in Table 1 between value rankings
of Chinese samples and value rankings for two
American national samples, reported by Rokeach in
his review of stability of value systems in American
culture (Rokeach & Rokeach, 1989). By the logic of
validation, correlations between samples of allegedly
similar populations should be higher, demonstrated by
the high correlations between two American samples
in Table 1, than correlations between samples of al-
legedly different populations. As may be seen in
Table 1, the average correlation between Chinese
samples is about the same as the average correlation
between Chinese samples and American samples.

Katz et al. (1993) measured convergence of results
in another way. They compared the consistency of
top-ranked and bottom-ranked values of Chinese stu-
dents in their study and two other studies mentioned
above (Feather, 1986; Lau, 1988). They found that the
top four values for each Chinese group and the bottom
four were idiosyncratic across groups with few excep-
tions (e.g., salvation was ranked at the bottom by
three Chinese groups), and not a single value among
the top four and the bottom four were shared by all
four groups of Chinese students (Katz et al., 1993, pp.
768-769). In other words, ranking methods do not
produce consistent results even for the most important
and the least important values for Chinese people.

The Spearman’s Rank Correlation Coefficients of Rankings of Rokeach’s Values Between Samples

Terminal values {end-states of existence)*

Instrumental values (codes of conduct)®

Authors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Lau (1988) — 62 .59 21 .59 39 A5
2. Lau & Wong (1992) .56 — 80 50 38 A5 A7
3. Katz et al. (1993) C 49 24 — 44 78 37 43
4. Katz et al. (1993) A 37 39 48 — 1 55 64
5. Feather (1986) .68 40 51 38 —_— .20 22
6. American-68 (Rokeach &
Rokeach, 1989) .50 .55 .26 61 .29 — 97
7. American-71 (Rokeach &
Rokeach, 1989) 48 43 A1 73 23 95 —

Note. Correlations for terminal values are presented below the diagonal; correlations for instrumental values above the diagonal. Katz-C refers
to the Chinese sample from China and Katz-A refers to the Chinese sample from the US. American-68 refers to the American national sample
collected in 1968 and American-71 refers to the American national sample collected in 1971.

* Average correlation coefficients for terminal values for within American, within Chinese, and between Chinese & American samples are .95,

.45, and .44, respectively.

* Average correlation coefficients for instrumental values for within American, within Chinese, and between Chinese and American samples

are .97, .52, and .42, respectively.
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In this article, we ¢xamine the convergence of
cross-cultural value comparisons as measured by
commonly used ranking methods (e.g., Rokeach’s
Value Survey) and rating methods (e.g., Schwartz’s
Value Survey). We also compare four different meth-
ods of assessing values—the rating scale, the ranking
system, attitude items, and the scenario method-—with
a validity criterion based on cultural expects’ obser-
vations. We focus on comparisons between Ameri-
cans and Chinese, two cultures we are most familiar
with and knowledgeable about. Qur knowledge of the
literature on American and Chinese cultures has
caused us to develop some doubts about the accuracy
and the validity of value survey methods that simply
ask participants ‘‘How important is this value to
you?"’

We also believe that it is possible that one could
improve on rating and ranking surveys by using stan-
dard attitude questions or by asking for responses to
scenarios., The scenaric methed seems particularly
promising because by asking participants guestions
with a specific context—a hypothetical social situa-
tion with various behavioral options—we might be
able to avoid the problems of cultural differences in
constructing value meanings, as well as the problems
of relativity of social comparison-based and depriva-
tion-based value judgments. The reasons are simple:
First, a specific situation has already defined what
value is being measured so that participants would not
have to generate their own conception and mental
representation of the value in the abstract. Secondly, if
this situation is believed to reflect the same value
according to experts’ knowledge about both cultures
being compared, then it could also avoid the problem
of the values having different meanings in two differ-
ent cultures or languages. Thirdly, the behavioral sce-
nario method that we are suggesting only asks about
people’s behavioral preference in a hypothetical situ-
ation, not their judgments about the impoertance of an
abstract concept, which should largely avoid the prob-
lem of social comparison-based and deprivation-
based judgments. Finally, because scenarios ask only
for preferences, problems related to situational con-
straints on behavior should be reduced.

Thus, we believe that commonly used ranking and
rating methods may have validity problems in de-
scribing value differences between American and
Chinese people and more context-based attitude and
scenario questions might be possible solutions to the
problems. On the basis of these concems, we decided
1o actually evaluate the convergence of ranking and

rating methods and to compare them with the results
of attitude and scenario measures. The studies re-
ported here can scarcely be expected to settle any
issues concerning validity for value studies, even for
the relatively narrow question of validity of value
measurement methods for Chinese versus American
culture, but we helieve they do raise important ques-
tions about validation that should be taken into con-
sideration in future research.

Study 1: An Examination of Convergent
Validity of the Value Ranking and
Rating Methods

It seems clear that Rokeach’s Value Survey method
may have limitations for describing Chinese value
profiles. Is this limitation caused by a particular pro-
cedure, namely the ranking method that the Rokeach
Value Survey uses? There has been an intense debate
in the field of value study about the advantages and
disadvantages of the ranking procedure and the rating
procedure in cross-cultural comparisons (Feather,
1973; Ng, 1982; Rankin & Grube, 1980; Rokeach,
1973). The major criticism of the ranking method
concerns its basic assumplions that everyone has fully
developed value systems and a value hierarchy (in
which every single value has its unique rank), which
might not hold cross-culturally (Ng, 1982; Schwartz,
1992). These scholars advocate the rating method for
cross-cultural value comparisons.

In Study 1, we compared results of the ranking
method with two different sets of rating data using the
rating method as in Schwartz’s Value Survey. The
ranking data consisted of the compesite rankings, that
is, the average ranking of Rokeach’s values by Chi-
nese participants in previous studies (Feather, 1986;
Katz et al., 1993; Lau, 1988; Lau & Wong, 1992).
One set of rating data came from a study similar in
terms of procedure, sample, and circumstances to the
ranking studies by Triandis, McCusker, & Hui {1990).
A second set of rating data was collected by our-
selves, again using procedures, samples, and circum-
stances similar to those of the ranking studies. These
data sets allowed us to examine the degree of corre-
lation of ranking and rating methods of culture dif-
ferentiation and the degree of culture differentiation
reliability to be obtained with two sets of rating data.
Poor reliability of the ranking method among Chinese
samples does not preclude the possibility that the
ranking method would differentiate Chinese and
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American samples in the same way as rating data,
thus suggesting that each method might have some
validity.

Method

Participants. A total of 100 undergraduate stu-
dents from Beijing University and 82 undergraduate
students from the participant pool at the University of
Michigan participated in this study during the fall of
1991. Most of them were first-year students attending
introductory psychology courses at the two schools.
Both groups were told that they were taking part in a
study of perception and that the value data were
needed as background information. The gender ratio
was matched between these two groups (60% male
and 40% female).

Maierials. A total of 52 of Schwartz’s values was
used in this study, of which 29 values were identical
with or similar to those in Rokeach’s Value Survey
(Schwartz & Blisky, 1987, Triandis et al., 1990). The
29 values included 16 of Rokeach’s terminal values
{excluding happiness and salvation) and 13 instru-
mental values (excluding cheerful, clean, logical, lov-
ing, and obedient), A Chinese version of these 52
values was translated by Kaiping Peng and then trans-
lated back from Chinese to English by Chen
Chongken, our collaborator at Beijing University.

Procedure. As in the standard rating procedure,
participants were asked to rate how much they en-
dorsed each of the 52 values. Each participant an-
swered the question, ‘“What values are important to
me as guiding principles in my life, and what values
are less important to me?”’ Participants rated values
on a scale from —1 (rejection of the value) to 7 (the
value is of supreme importance).

Resilts

For the ranking measure, we decided to use com-
posite ranking differences from various survey results
as the criterion instead of the results of one survey
because the ranking method of the reliability prob-
lems for Chinese value survey tesults. The average
rankings of five Chinese samples abtained by previ-
ously published studies (Feather, 1986; Katz et al.,
1993; Lau, 1988; Lau & Wong, 1992) and the average
rankings of two American samples (Rokeach &
Rokeach, 1989) were calculated and used as the com-
posite rankings (listed in Table 2, columns 1 and 3,
respectively). The Triandis et al. (1990) cross-cultural
value survey ratings are listed in Table 2, columns 4

and 5, and our own rating results are listed in columns
6 and 7.

Chen, Lee, and Stevenson (1995) suggested that
East Asian students have a moderacy bias that pre-
¢ludes them from moving their responses very far
from the middle of the scale. We followed Triandis’
recommendation to standardize all the scores (partici-
pants’ ratings) across values and participants within
each culture to eliminate this possible cultural differ-
ence in response style on the rating scale (Triandis et
al., 1990). Then ¢ tests were used to examine the sig-
nificance of the mean differences between American
and Chinese participants on the standardized scores
insiead of the raw scores. Results are entirely similar
if analyses are conducted on raw scores, however.

Convergence between the ranking procedure and
the rating procedure. We checked the percentage of
agreement between the ranking differences between
culiures and the rating differences between cultures
for Rokeach’s values. For example, if both measure-
ment results suggested that Americans (A) endorse a
given value more than Chinese (C; A > C), we
counted it as an agreement. However, if one suggested
A > C, the other A< Cor A = C, we counted it as
4 disagreement. For Rokeach’s terminal values, the
average ratings in the Triandis et al. (1990} study
were in the same direction as the composite rankings
for only 7 of 16 values; thus the convergence index
was 44, indicating trivially less than chance-level
agreement. The average ratings in our study were in
the same direction as the composite rankings for only
8 out of 16 values; exactly a chance level of agree-
ment. For Rokeach’s instrumental values, the average
ratings in the Triandis et al. study were in the same
directions as the composite rankings for only 5 of 13
values, for a convergence index of .38, somewhat
worse than would be expected by chance. The average
ratings in our study were in the same direction as the
composite ranking for only 3 out of 13 values, mar-
ginally significantly worse than chance (z = 1.94,p <
10).

The convergence between one rating study and an-
other rating study. We also checked the conver-
gence between the results of our rating study and the
results of the Triandis et al. (1990) rating study and
found that, for the 52 value comparisons, 27 were
rated in the same direction in both studies. The overall
convergence index was .52, which is not different
from chance. The convergence index for 29
Rokeach’s values was .45; for the 23 “‘ather’’ values,
the convergence index was .61.
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Table 2
Comparison of Results of Studies Comparing U.S. and Chinese Vailues

Triandis, McCusker, & Hui's Peng, Nisbett, & Wong’s

Composite rankings® (1990) ratings® ratings®
Us. Chinese U.s. Chinese u.s. Chinese
Values sample sample sample  sample sample sample
Rokeach’s terminal
An exciting life 7>18 4.60 > 3.26%** 04> —60%**
A sense of accomplishment g>10 553 <5.56 B5> 39%
(successful)
World of beauty 11>15 3.52<3.39 =31<  3IwE*
Freedom 2> 3 5.42 > 4,07+ o4 73
Mature love 13> 14 541> 35.11 68> 50
National security 10>12 3.76 < 5.07%** -28< .01
Pleasure 16> 17 433 >4.04 A2< 25
Self-respect 4> 5 5.67>5.63 BH4< 84
Social recognition 12>16 4.25 < 5.48** -13< .15
True friendship 1>11 5.73 > 4.93%** 79> 58
Wisdom 3> 6 4.71 < 5.05 29 < T2¥E¥
A comfortable life (wealth) 15« 9 391>3.35 -6l« -28
A world at peace 7< 1 421<423 -06> -38
Equality 9< 7 443>4.33 22< .64*
Family security 5< 2 5.60>4.96 S6< .61
Inner harmony 14<13 525> 448 68< 78
Rokeach’s instrumental
Capable i>»> 9 513<552 30< .40
Imaginative (creative} 15> 18 3.91 < 4.89%* -10<  42%*%
Independent 913 494 <5.00 22« 56%
Intellectual 3>15 550>4.78 39> 30
Responsible 1> 3 5.26 > 4.81 S4> 20
Broadminded 5 5 4.44 > 4.26 00« 57FF
Polite 14 14 4.25<4.59 -05> .09
Ambitious 3< 2 506 <507 26> 22
Courage (daring) 7< 6 325<3.26 -60< 27
Forgiving 13« 4 4.27>3.70 02> .00
Helpful 1< 7 4.32>3.59 23 > = 30%kx
Honest 6< 1 525>496 52> —D2xr*
Self-controlled (self-disciplined) 13< 10 4.06 < 5.48%** =02 > —74xF¥
Other
A sense of belonging 518> 1.33%* 48> .33
A varied life 451> 3.56%* =32« | 14%F
Authority 3.07> 230 -33> -69
Detachment 1.22 < 1.81 -1.19< -91
Devout 3.14 > 2.33%%% =17 > =1.30%**
Enjoying life 5.42 > 3.07%%* 31> 17
Loyalty 5.31>4.41*% 40> 14%
Meaning in life 5.08>5.00 A40< 46
Respect for tradition 2.94>2.15 —.64 > —1.37***
Accepting my position in life 1.96 < 3.30%** -.61> -.82
A spiritual life 3.03 < 4.33%*x A0« T7FF
Choosing own goals 520<5.63 35« .37
Health 534 <559 33 72%x
Honoring parents and elders 449< 474 =22 > =1.10%**
Humble 3.38 < 3.67 -27> =35
Moderate 205<2.07 -85>— .87
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Table 2
Continued

Triandis, McCusker, & Hui’s

Peng, Nisbett, & Wong’s

Composite rankings® (1990) ratings” ratings®
U.Ss. Chinese U.S. Chinese u.s. Chinese

Values sample sample sample sample sample sample
Preserving public image 335<3.41 -94 < —43%*
Protecting the environment 2.82<3.26 -15> =33
Reciprocation of favors 3.73<3.85 -36< .28
Social order 3.18 < 4.44%** -37< -21
Social justice 4,14 <4.44 -29< 08%
Social power 2.14 < 2,67 -77>-1.10
Unity with nature 228 < 3.03% -52< -01*

Note. *'>," <" and **="" indicate the value difference between two cultures. In the ranking system, the lower the number the higher the

rankings. In the rating system, the lower the number, the lower the ratings.

® The convergence index for Triandis et al.’s results and the composite rankings’ on Rokeach’s terminal values was .44 and the sign test z =
-5, ns. The convergence index for Peng et al.’s results and the composite rankings’ on the same values was .50, and 7 = 0, ns.

® The convergence index for Triandis et al.’s results and the composite rankings’ on Rokeach’s instrumental values was .38, and z = —.83,
ns. The convergence index for Peng et al’s results and the composite rankings’ on the same values was .23, and z = -1.94, ns.

¢ The convergence index for Traindis et al.’s results and Peng et al.’s results on Rokeach’s values was .45, on other values was .61, and on
all the values was .51. The sign test z was ~.63, 1.04, .28, respectively, and all of them were not significant.

*p < 05, % p < 01 ¥ p < 001

Study 2: Criterion Validity of Different Value
Survey Methods

The low convergence between one set of testing
results and other sets of results could be attributed to
one of the measures or to both. In Study 2, we exam-
ined the possibility that the indications of low validity
are not due to the particular criteria we used or the
particular samples we studied. We decided 1o use cul-
tural experts’ judgments about the values of Chinese
and American peoples as a validity criterion and to
use Singapore Chinese, who speak English as a sec-
ond language, as participants of the study. Further-
more, we added attitude scales and scenario methods
in this cross-cuitural value comparison to examine
possible solutions for the problem of poor conver-
gence of methods we found in Study 1. We expected
that attitude scale and scenario method of value mea-
surement might have higher criterion validity than the
ranking and rating methods.

Method

Participants. The participants were business
school students in Singapore and the United States,
Seventy-four ethnic Chinese students were from the
National University of Singapore and 64 American
students were from the University of Michigan.

Unlike in Study 1, the Chinese participants in this
study read an English version of the questionnaire just

like the U.S. participants read. Because one of the
official languages in Singapore is English {Lee,
1978), a linguistic explanation for the low criterion
validity found in Study 1 should be reduced or elimi-
nated.

Materials. We asked a panel of cultural experts’
questions about ““Which cultures should endorse the
following value concepts more?”” These cultural ex-
perts were 17 graduate students in Chinese studies at
the University of Michigan. Three of them were from
China (2 mainland Chinese, 1 Taiwanese) and the rest
were from the United States, All the American gradu-
ale students had been either in mainland China or
Taiwan before and had stayed there for more than 1
year. None of them knew the purpose of the study. No
significant differences in judgments about values
were found between the experts from China and the
experts from the United States (p > .25). Their judg-
merts about the direction of the value differences be-
tween Americans and Chinese are listed in the first
column of Table 3. The numbers inside the parenthe-
ses are the percentage of experts agreed on that di-
rection.

We selected thirteen of the values that had the high-
est agreement among the cultural experts (more than
70% of them agreed on a direction) with a mean of
86% agreement., These experts believed that Ameri-
cans value an exciting life, choosing own goals, dar-
ing, and protecting the environment more than Chi-
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nese, whereas the Chinese value accepting my
position in life, authority, honoring parents and elders,
humble, inner harmony, moderate, respect for tradi-
tion, self-discipline, and social order mere than
Americans.

1t is almost surely no accident that these value dif-
ferences were so highly agreed on by our cultural
experts. The ethnographic, psychological, historical,
and philosophical literature are replete with testimony
that Americans hold the particular values indicated by
our experts and that Chinese favor the particular val-
ues indicated by our experts. Work by Bond (1986),
Hsu (1981), Moore (1967), Munro (1985), Nakamura
(1964), Northrop (1966), and Triandis {1995) enables
us to have confidence in the degree to which our
experts” judgments are shared. More specifically, for
every individual value, we could easily find scholarly
literature to support our experts’ claims. Values such
as accepting my position in life (see Bloom, 1981),
authority (see Singh, Huang, & Thompson, 1962; Ho
& Lee, 1974; Meade, 1970; Meade & Whittaker,
1967), honoring parents and elders (see Ho, 1994; Ho
& Kang, 1984; Lockett, 1988), “‘humble’” (see Chiu
& Kosinski, 1994; Yang, 1970), inner harmony (see
Abbott, 1970; Young, 1982), moderate (see Chen et
al., 1995), respect for tradition (Abbott, 1976) are
traditional Chinese values. The values choosing own
goals, daring, and an exciting life are central to the
concept of individualism {(Markus & Kitayama, 1991;
Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, & Asai, 1988; Triandis
et al,, 1990). Cultural differences on other values,
such as protecting the environment (Goldstein, 1992),
self-discipline (see Ho, 1981; Ralston et al., 1992),
social order (see Bond & Wang, 1983; Earle, 1969)
were also backed by the relevant research. No litera-
ture that we are aware of suggests value differences
that are inconsistent with our experts’ judgments.

In this study, participants were asked to rate and
rank the values according to their importance. The
rating procedure basically followed Schwartz’s Value
Survey by using the same 7-point-scale used in Study
1. The ranking procedure followed Rokeach’s Value
Survey by using a different scale, in which 1 was
assigned to the value which participants thought was
the most important to them; 2 was assigned to the
value which they thought was second most important
and so on, until they had ranked all 13 values. No ties
were allowed.

Twenty-six attitude questions were also created, 2
for each value. One item measured the value in a
positive way, whereas the other measured it in a nega-

tive way. This was dene to balance individual differ-
ences in response set; for example, the “‘yes'’ ten-
dency on Likert-type attitude scales. For example, for
measuring participants’ value of ‘‘accepting my po-
sition in life,”” two attitudinal questions are

1. In general, it is good not to expect too much; that way
one does not have to experience frequent disappoint-
ments or failures. (Positive item)

2. The higher your goal is, the greater your achievement
will be. (Negative item)

We followed two basic principles in the process of
creating scenarios: (a) The situation had to be possible
in both cultures; (b) the behavioral options had to be
specified but would not be seen as absurd or bizarre to
the participants from either culture. A total of 26 sce-
narios were created, 2 for cach value. The following is
an example of how scenarios measured the value of
accepling my position in life:

Scenario 1: Suppose that you have worked very hard
in a big company for quite some time, but for reasons
that are unclear, you have been passed over for promo-
tion many times. How likely is it that you would prefer
to do the following things?

1. Wait for next time and hope for the best.

2. Complain to your supervisors,

3. Threaten your supervisors with a formal protest to the
company head.

4. Lower your aims and try to be content in your current
position.

Scenario 2: Suppose that you had applied for a job
with an organization many years ago, and were offered
a less desirable one instead. Nevertheless, you accepted
the offer and after many vears, you begin to feel satisfied
in the job, which you handle very well. You have a nice
home, family, and have made many friends during this
period of time. Suppose cne day, out of the blue, you are
offered the job which you originally favored with a big
salary increase. The obstacle is that the new job requires
you to go overseas for a long period of time. How much
would you prefer the following options?

1. Stay on current job.

2. Bargain for salary increase on current job because of
this new offer.

3. Go to the new job with some hesitation.

4. Go to the new job without hesitation.

Procedure. The participants were first asked to
rate the 13 values in terms of their importance as the
*‘guiding principle for their life,” as they did in Study
1. Then they responded to the 26 attitude items (the
order had been randomly arranged) on a 7-point scale
from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The instruc-
tion for the attitude scale was ‘‘Please indicate the
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extent to which you agree/disagree with each of the
following statements.”’ After they finished this part,
participants were asked to rank this list of values ac-
cording to their importance.

Next, participants were asked to read each scenario
and choose the behavior they would prefer if they
were in that situation. A 7-point scale from definitely
not to definirely was provided to let participants indi-
cate how likely it was that they would prefer each
behavioral option.

Finally, participants were asked to match the sce-
narios with the values. Participants could correctly
match 88% of the values with scenarios, which dem-
onstrated that the behavioral scenarios had consider-
able face validity to the participants for measuring the
values they were intended to measure.

Results

As in Study 1, participants’ raw scores were con-
verted to standardized z scores though results are en-
tirely similar when it is raw scores that are analyzed.
The z scores of rankings, and of negative attitude
items and behavioral options, were reversed so as to
be consistent with the other scores in the direction of
value endorsement. The scenario z scores were means
of participants’ responses to the two behavioral op-
tions in each scenario. If there were multiple options
in a scenario, the ratings for the most preferred be-
havioral option for Chinese and the most preferred
option for Americans were averaged.

Next, a convergence index was calculated for each
method based on the number of agreements hetween
the experts’ judgments and the value survey results
obtained by each method. The significance level for
each convergence index was assessed by nonparamet-
ric sign test zs as in Study 1. This validity analysis
yielded the following results,

Criterion validity of the ranking and rating proce-
dures of value surveys. We found that the standard
methods of value surveys, both ranking and rating
procedures, had the lowest criterion-related validity.
The convergence index was .42, less than a chance
level of agreement with experts’ opinion. The crite-
rion validities of the ranking and rating procedures
were nearly the same, although the rating procedure
had a trivially higher convergence index (.45 vs. .39).

Criterion validity of the attitude scale. The atti-
tude scale measurements produced a convergence in-
dex of .54, which indicates that only slightly more
than half of the results were consistent with the ex-

perts” judgments (14 out of 26). This of course
scarcely exceeds the chance level of .50,

Criterion validity of the scenaric method, As ex-
pected, the behavioral scenario method had the high-
est convergence index. Eighteen out of 25 pairs were
in the same direction as the judgments of the experts’
(one scenario had the same scores for both groups,
and we did not include this one in the calculation).
The sign test z = 2.20 (p < .05) for the convergence
index of .72, shows that this method was successful in
predicting the judgments of cultural experts.

Discussion

Limitation of Commonly Used Value
Survey Methods

The results suggest that the method of asking par-
ticipants to rate or rank the importance of a set of
values and then aggregating these ratings or rankings
for comparison cross-culturally may not provide a
good picture of true value differences. There has been
an intense debate about the advantages and disadvan-
tages of the ranking procedure and the rating proce-
dure in cross-cultural value comparisons (Feather,
1973; Ng, 1982; Rankin & Grube, 1980; Rokeach,
1973). Our research suggests that the agreement be-
tween these two procedures is not very high, indeed
the agreement of each procedure with itself may
sometimes not be very high, and that neither method
guarantees high criterion validity.

We were not totally surprised by the fact that the
attitude items for the value measurement did not per-
form significantly better than chance. Nisbett and Co-
hen studied violence in different U.S. regional cul-
tures, and found that no cultural differences existed
between northerners and southerners regarding how
much they reported disliking violence and physical
conflict in any of the abstract value surveys or attitude
studies administered. However, with a survey having
specific contextual-based questions or scenarios (e.g.,
concerning defense of one’s propriety, protecting
one’s female companions, or responding with vio-
lence to personal insults), they found that Southemers
were more likely to choose violent behavioral options
than Northerners. These results are consistent with the
actual homicide rates in the North and the South of the
United States (Nisbett, 1993; Cohen & Nisbett, 1994).
A lesson of the great debate about the attitude-
behavioral inconsistency in social psychology is that
when the attitude questions are nonspecific, not ex-
perience-related, and too general, they will not predict
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pecple’s behaviors (see reviews by Fazio & Zanna,
1981; Tesser & Shaffer, 1990). The sorts of questions
in value surveys are of course even more broad and
abstract than those used in most attitude—behavioral
studies.

A Case for Experimentation: Advantages of the
Scenario Method

It appears that the low criterion validity of com-
monly used value survey methods might be avoided
by using the behavioral scenario method. This method
may be useful because it can reduce ‘‘noise,”” such as
differences between cultures in the interpretation of
the meaning of value terms and such problems as the
relativity of social comparison-based judgments and
deprivation-based preferences. For example, Ameri-
cans might say they can ‘‘accept their positions in
life’” when you ask them their preference in an ab-
stract way. However, if there is a chance for advance-
ment with some risks, they may be likely to take it or
encourage others to do so, in which case they actually
do not value “‘accepting my position in my life’’ very
much.

One reasonable question about the current studies
might be the following: Because participants’ self-
reports about values are such unreliable and invalid
indications for cross-cultural value comparison, why
not just observe people’s behaviors in their real lives?
Why bother to ask their behavioral preferences in a
hypothetical situation? The answers to these questions
are based on cne of the fundamental lessans of social
psychology, which is the power of small situational
factors to influence people’s behavior. For people
who live in different cultures, setting up experimental
situations having identical meaning, or even establish-
ing observational settings that have the same mean-
ing, can be extremely difficult. It is hard enough to
ensure even within a culture that such details as per-
ceived degree of choice, attributed status of the ex-
perimenter, and so on, are equated across populations
and laboratories. To be sure of such matters, which
can be crucial to demonstrating a phenomenon, is far
more difficult when comparisons are being made
across cultures. In a sense, the scenario method may
be like a behavioral observation in controlled condi-
tions where unwanted situational factors are mini-
mized. Another difficulty with behavioral observation
is the enormous labor involved in creating situations
and collecting data for a sample of behavioral mea-
sures for each of 40-50 values comparing even two
cultures, let alone many cultures.

Finally, one may ask about the usefulness of doing
psychological research at all if cultural experts’ opin-
ions are to be the ultimate criterion. There are several
answers to this question. First, the opinion of experts
is never meant, in validation research, to be unappeal-
able. If investigators” intuitions, or relevant data, sug-
gest that the experts” opinion (and the larger nomo-
logical net in which these are situated) is in error, such
hypotheses are always testable in principle. The his-
tory of clinical diagnosis is full of instances where
expert views had to yield to evidence from the labo-
ratory or the field. Second, there may be no expert
opinion, or there may exist only highly divided expert
opinion, in the case of some cultures or subcultures. In
such cases, a highly valid criterion is missing, and
research comparing cultures can be carried out only
by means other than inquiring of experts. Obviously it
is preferable 10 use means that have proved valid in
contexts where clear validity criteria do exist. Third,
objective and replicatable measures of values are
needed because cultural values can change rapidly
and must be studied by social scientists, a point made
convincingly by research by Inglehart (1990).

Conclusion and Qualifications

‘We do not wish to be in the position of overgen-
eralizing the results from the present study. It does not
show that rating or ranking methods cannot have
cross-cultural validity, nor does it show that attitude
items cannot be generated that are capable of predict-
ing expert judgments, nor does it show that well-
constructed scenarios will always give more valid re-
sults than other methods—even for the single pair of
cultures we examined. The study should instead be
regarded as an ‘‘existence proof”” of narrow versions
of each of these points: Ranking methods may corre-
late only modestly with themselves and may correlate
little or not at all with rating methods, and attitode
items may not predict expert judgments whereas sce-
nario methods may. But even these relatively narrow
points should serve as a warning that validity for com-
mon methods of cross-cultural comparisons of values
cannot be assumed but must be proved.
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