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Cross-cultural researchers often apply post-hoc standardization approaches when dealing with cross-cultural response bias; however,

they run the risk of removing substantive cultural differences with this technique. The present study showed that using best-worst

scaling proactively greatly improved the results obtained across two cultures, without the need for standardization of scores.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
One of the major issues in cross-cultural research is that of 

response bias. Significant cross-cultural response biases have been 
attributed to extreme (i.e., using the end points of a scale) and acqui-
escent (i.e., yea-saying) response patterns. The current standard in 
cross-cultural research is to address potential response biases post 
data collection, using one of the several standardization methods 
recommended for such purposes (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Schwartz, 
1992; Van de Vijver and Leung, 1997). However, the danger of 
this strategy is that substantive cross-cultural differences may be 
removed (Van Hemert, Van de Vijver, Poortinga, and Georgas, 2002). 
Unfortunately, few studies have proposed or examined proactive 
solutions to avoid this, which has meant response bias continues 
to be a major unresolved problem (Campbell, 1996). This issue 
may be compounded in research involving East-Asian samples, as 
a large number of cross-cultural studies have reported fewer nega-
tive correlations in East-Asian than in Western samples. Although 
this has been attributed to East Asians’ dialectical thinking, which 
recognizes a duality in all things, it is unclear whether any of the 
suggested duality might be attributable to response bias due to the 
reliance of ratings scales in cross-cultural research.

Best-worst scaling (BWS; Finn and Louviere, 1992) is a 
relatively new measurement method that has the potential to 
reduce response bias. It has been suggested BWS can reduce 
potential problems commonly produced by ratings scales in three 
major ways, including improving lexical equivalence of anchoring 
terms, eliminating the need to use numerical anchors and removing 
response style effects (Lee, Soutar and Louviere, 2007; 2008). In 
terms of response style effects, BWS does not allow respondents to 
consistently use the middle or extreme points, as they are asked to 
choose the most distinct pairs within each of a set of statements. To 
date, however, BWS’s measurement ability has not been assessed 
against more traditional rating scales in cross-cultural contexts. 
Thus, the major aim of this study was to compare and contrast 
results obtained in a cross-cultural context using BWS with those 
obtained by traditional ratings scales.

As nomological validity is often lower in East Asian than in 
Western countries (e.g., Wong et al., 2003), the study also exam-
ined whether such problems can be reduced by the use of BWS, 
especially when there are expected negative relationships. In order 
to operationalize this, the current study examined a set of expected 
positive and negative correlations between Schwartz’s (1992) 
personal values, which is the most widely used values measure in 
cross-cultural research, and tourism benefits in the United Kingdom 
(UK) and South Korea (SK) using the different response formats. 
The relationships between personal values and tourism benefits 
were chosen to reflect measures that should show less duality than 
personality and traits.

Data were collected from members of commercial online 
panels in the UK and SK. The samples were chosen from online 
panel members aged between 18 and 65 years, who were permanent 
residents of their country and resided in the Greater London area in 
the UK and the Greater Seoul area in SK. The samples were screened 
to include international travelers, who do not work in advertising, 
marketing research or the tourism industries. Schwartz’s (1992) 
values were measured using either the traditional 57-item Schwartz 
Value Survey (SVS; see Schwartz and Littrell, 2005) in a rating scale 

format, or the newer Schwartz Values Best-Worst Survey (SVBWS; 
Lee et al., 2008). The SVS was also standardized using the mean-
centering approach suggested by Schwartz (1992), producing the 
SVSc. Each of these three values measures were used to compute 
the focal higher order dimensions of Openness-to-change and 
Conservation. Travel benefits (developed in conjunction with Tour-
ism Western Australia) were also measured in both a ratings scale 
format and a BWS format. Sample sizes ranges from 201 to 242.

The results showed that, overall, each of the three method 
combinations (SVWBS-Benefits BWS; SVS-Benefits Rating; 
SVSc-Benefits Rating) produced the expected positive associations 
in both the UK and SK. The only exceptions being that the SVSc-
ratings combination in SK did not produce a significant positive 
association between OC and experience a different culture, or CO 
and safe and secure. 

However, the results were very different in terms of the pre-
dicted negative associations. Only the SVBWS-BWS combination 
produced all of the expected negative associations in both the UK 
and SK. The SVSc-rating combination produced the three expected 
negative associations in the UK, but only one in SK. The SVS-rating 
combination failed to produce a single predicted negative association 
in either the UK or SK. Indeed, this method resulted in counter-
intuitive significant positive associations between CO and step into 
the unknown and CO and experience a different culture. Further, the 
average expected negative correlations were significantly (p<0.05) 
higher for the SVBWS-BWS combination than for the SVS-rating 
combination in both the UK and SK, but only marginally (p<0.10) 
higher than for the SVSc-rating combination in SK. 

In summary, the BWS combination was the only method that 
produced all of the expected positive and negative correlations in 
both the UK and SK. Further, the BWS combination was the only 
combination not to have a significant difference between the expected 
correlations in the UK and SK. Finally, the BWS combination worked 
significantly better than the SVS combination for SK, and marginally 
better than the SVSc combination, but importantly, without the post 
hoc standardization of scores that may remove both substantive and 
response bias. As such, cross-cultural researchers should consider 
using the BWS approach when collecting data, especially in East 
Asian cultures. The BWS approach has several advantages for cross-
cultural researchers, as the BWS task produces metric scores that 
are equivalent across cultures and do not need to be standardized, 
issues with lexical equivalence are reduced, the BWS does not use 
numbers, which can often have different meanings in certain cultures 
and the BWS task is simple for respondents, and takes much less 
time to complete than do equivalent rating scale tasks.
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