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Relevance and

research problem.

The issue of measurement in cross-cultural
research continues to give rise to lively and
complex discussions. The theme of validity in
cross-cultural comparisons is contingent on
evidence of comparability of metrics and data.
Specifically, there has been a long-standing
debate regarding measurement invariance
which centers around the effectiveness (and
legitimacy) of meaningfully comparing social,
cultural, and psychological constructs across
different societies without loss of meaning
or its distortion. The issue of measurement
invariance itself has generated a large literature.
“Measurement invariance” refers to statistical
criterion typically considered necessary for using
a metric in more than one cultural context. It
indicates whether or not an instrument assesses
the same construct across different conditions
or samples. Although its advocates insist on
the necessity of measurement invariance for
conducting valid multigroup comparisons, its
critics cast doubt on the underlying premises
on the grounds of measurement invariance
requirements being too stringent, prohibitionist,
or misguided. The landscape of measurement
invariance debate is inherently complex.
This publication systematizes current views
on measurement invariance to present a
historiographic account of the emergence
of different perspectives on measurement
invariance debate in social science. By
unpacking the complex layers surrounding
the measurement invariance issue, as well as
its criticisms and relevant recommendations,
this review highlights key distinctions in the
prevailing perspectives and explores their
implications for the current requirements for
measurement invariance in empirical research.
This debate has important implications for
teaching research methods; emerging insights
could be used to inform and enrich research
design and methods curriculum.

Key words: measurement, measurement
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lNpo6riema BUMIPIOBAHHST 8 KPOC-Ky/IbMypPHUX
00C/IIOXKEHHSIX  MPOOOBXYE CPUSAIMU  XBasUM
ma  KOMIVIEKCHUM  062080peHHsM.  Tema
Ba/liOHOCMI 'y KPOC-KY/IbMYPHUX  MOPIBHSHHSIX
3a/1eXUMb B0  Ookasis MOX/IUBOCTI

Social

ropigHIOBaMU  Mempuku ma OaHi. 30Kpema,
tidcembcsi npo  doszompusasy  OUCKYCItO
CMOCOBHO  iHBapiaHMHOCMI  BUMIPHOBAHHSI,
Wo 30cepedxyembCsi Ha  eghekmusHOCMi
(@ makox camoi MOX/IUBOCMI)  pobuMmu
3MICMOBHI OPIBHSIHHS coujasibHUX,
Ky/TbMyPHUX ma  [CUXO/I02I4HUX KOHCMPYKMIB
MDK  pi3HUMU  cycriibcmsamu  6e3  ympamu
CMUC/lY YU  YHUKatoyu (020  BUKPUB/IEHHSI.
lpo6nemamuka iHBapiaHMHOCMI BUMIPIOBaHHSI
ropoouna 3HadHy 3a 06Cs20M Jimepamypy.
«IHBapiaHMHICMb  BUMIPIOBaHHS1» CMOCYEMbCSI
CMamucmu4Ho20  KpUmepito, WO  Muroso
BBAXKAEMbCSI HEOOXIOHUM O/1s1 O6IpyHMYBaHHS!
3acmocysaHHsi MesHOI Mempuku y  6ibwe
HDK OOHOMY Ky/lbmypHOoMy KoHmekcmi. Lel
Kpumepili  BU3Ha4YaeE,  4U  OOC/IIOHUYbKUL
iHcmpymeHm  ouiHioe 00uH i moll  camuli
KOHCMpYKM 'y Pi3HUX YMOBaxX YU BUGIPKax.
Xoya U020 MPUXU/IbHUKU Haro/si2aloms  Ha
HEeOoOXIOHOCMI  iHBapiaHMHOCMI  BUMIPIOBAHHST
0711 NpoBedeHHs1  BaJliOHUX  [OPIBHSIHL i3
b6acambMa 2pyramu, Uo20 KpUMuKU miooaroms
lioeo nepedymoBu CyMHigy Ha rniocmasi moeo,
wo Bumoau 00 iHBapiaHMHOCMI BUMIPIOBaHHSI
€ Hadmo CcyBOpUMU, Malomb  BUP&KEHO
3a00pOHHULl  Xapakmep 4Yu €  XUGHUMU.
JlaHowaghm debamig W00 IiHBapiaHMHOCMI
BUMIPIOBaHHS1 € 3@ CBOEIO CYMMI0 HENPOCMUM.
Ls nybnikayis cucmemamu3sye cy4acHi noa/isiou
Ha IHBapiaHMHICMb BUMIPHOBaHHSI 3 MeEmoK
HadaHHs1 icmopiogpachidHoOI nepcrekmusy  Ha
YMBOPEHHST Pi3HUX no3uyiti y Ouckycii woodo
IHBapiaHMHOCMI  BUMIPIOBaHHSI Y  couia/TbHUX
Haykax. Poskpugaroyu CKiadHi wapu, Wo
omoyytoms  rpobieMamuky  iHsapiaHmHocmi
BUMIDIOBAHHSI, & MaKoX IX KpUMUKY ma 00muyHi
pekomeHOayli, yel 0271510 BUCBIM/IOE K/THOHOBI
PO3PIBHEHHST Y NaHIBHUX Midxo0ax ma 00C/TIOXKye
IXHIT Br/IUB HA MOCMAHHS MOMOYHUX BUMO2 00
IHBapiaHMHOCMI  BUMIPIOBAHHST Y  EMITIPUYHUX
oocnioxeHHsiX. L ouckyciss  mae  se/iuke
3Ha4YeHHs Q711 BUK/IaGaHHSI  OOCAIOHUUbKUX
memodis; Habymkamu 0620B0pPEHHSI  Ub020
numaHHsi ~ MOXHa  ckopucmamucs — 0/isl
rokpaweHHs ma  36a2a4eHHsi  BUK/IadaHHs!
00CAiOHUYbKO20 ou3aliHy ma Memodis.
Kniouosi cnosa: BUMIPIOBAHHS,
iHBapiaHMHICMb ~ BUMIDIOBAHHST,  Ba/liOHICMb,
Ki/IbKiCHI Memoou, Ky/ibmypa, KpOC-Ky/IbMmypHi
OOC/TIOMEHHS.

constructs such as personality traits or values

scientists and researchers from adjacent disciplines
are often interested in comparing social and cultural
groups. The issue of measurement in cross-cultural
research continues to give rise to lively and complex
discussions, contributing to the examination of
the foundational assumptions and practices of
psychometrics [20]. The problem at the core of this
discussion is whether we can meaningfully and
legitimately compare sociocultural or psychological
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across different societies. Albeit with an expansion
of culture-relevant research cultural influences in
psychological processes are broadly recognized [14]
and a strictly universalist approach is relatively rare
in the social sciences at present [16; 23], there is still
a range of approaches spanning from universalist to
relativist views of cultural impact on measurement
outcomes. While the universalists consider culture
to have universal properties and thus find cross-
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cultural comparisons quite feasible — provided the
standardized research instruments are used (for
example, surveyitems developed by Geert Hofstede or
Shalom Schwartz), — the relativist perspective (which
typically emphasizes the importance of capturing
the culture-specific features) deems such constructs
bound to particular cultures, which, in their view, limits
generalizability and undermines the claim of validity
in cross-cultural comparisons by pronouncing them
practically difficult or even impossible. The third,
more middle-ground perspective seeks to reconcile
the universalists and relativists, by offering options
of using mixed methods or developing culturally
sensitive metrics. Finally, the fourth perspective
focuses on measurement equivalence. Its core idea
is that measurement across cultures is possible,
provided that equivalence is established and the
metrics used in each sample are characterized by
invariance.

The criterion of measurement invariance that
is at the center of the present publication stems
from measurement equivalence [16]. The issue
of measurement invariance itself has generated
a large literature [1; 2; 5; 9; 11; 13; 18; 22; 24; 25]
that spans beyond the social sciences [4; 12].
Despite the importance of measurement invariance
for validity of findings in cross-cultural research,
there is no unanimity in the perceptions of standards
for measurement invariance testing. In fact,
there has been a long-standing debate regarding
measurement invariance which centers around the
effectiveness of meaningfully comparing social,
cultural and psychological constructs across different
sociocultural groups [10; 15]. Indeed, the theme of
validity in cross-cultural comparisons is contingent
on evidence of comparability of metrics and data.
However, despite the growing recognition of the need
for cross-cultural validation to compare values, norms
and similar traits cross-nationally, there is a relentless
tension between the proponents of measurement
invariance and its opponents frustrated with the
incongruence between the stringent standards and
ambiguous recommendations [10; 15]. Practical
matters such as losing valuable culture-specific
scale items due to imperfect item-total correlations,
or finding much smaller than expected psychological
differences across cultures are some of the concerns
[10; 15]. Frustrating for publishing authors and
practitioners and rather confusing for students and
young scholars attempting to find the reliable “middle
ground” and adhere to the “best practices”, the
discussion behind the debate appears too entangled
to be easily resolved — partly due to the diversity
of the perspectives, and partly due to the different
purposes different practices of validation have
been designed to serve. Meanwhile, the application
of measurement invariance techniques remains
fragmented and controversial [15]. This review seeks
to unpack the layers of complexity surrounding the
issue of measurement invariance, tracing their
historical development to reveal how their interaction

has become the source of the ongoing debate. By
peeling off these layers one by one, this review
highlights critical distinctions in the prevailing
perspectives and examines their implications for the
current requirements for measurement invariance in
empirical research.

Review of current research and publications.
“Measurement invariance” refers to statistical
criterion typically considered necessary for using
a metric in more than one cultural context [10]. It
indicates whether or not an instrument assesses
the same construct across different conditions or
samples [15]. It is probably fair to suggest that
measurement invariance topic, despite its remaining
a pivotal concern in cross-cultural research, is rarely
met with much enthusiasm among researchers.
Many practitioners find the procedures required
for demonstration of invariance too convoluted or
lacking in substance; some recount ‘war stories’
about the obstructionist role such requirements
played in the dissemination of so painstakingly
obtained data from multi-sited ethnographic projects.
Although its advocates insist on the necessity
of measurement invariance for conducting valid
multigroup comparisons, its critics cast doubt on the
underlying premises on the grounds of measurement
invariance requirements being too stringent,
prohibitionist, or misguided [10; 15]. The landscape
of measurement invariance debate is inherently
complex, yet it is easy, from a cursory engagement,
to glean a message that any lack of equivalence is
“psychometric ignorance” and any attempts to use
metrics that are not invariant are “fatally flawed”. One
of the downsides of this message is that it tends to
discourage researchers from entering or continuing
cross-cultural work [10]. Literature in favor of less
prohibitionist tone of measurement invariance also
points to the generated nature of data used to design
recommended stringent invariance procedures, as
opposed to the real-life (and imperfect) cross-cultural
data [10, p. 890]. Instead, the emphasis on external
validity is encouraged (as internal validity does not
guaranty external validity), to reach out to real-world
conditions, to avoid imposing the isomorphic similarity
between the individual and cross-cultural differences
[10, p. 893]. A more customized approach, calibrated
to the specific needs of the study is advocated instead
of blanket use of measurement invariance [15].

Although the notion of measurement invariance is
an important benchmark in cross-cultural research,
there is some debate regarding its application,
standards of testing, and reporting. To make the
terrain of this debate more intellectually navigable,
this publication aims to highlight and critically
examine key perspectives with respect to assessment
of measurement invariance, evaluate applicable
methodological practices, and review relevant
recommendations grounded in current literature.
Its educational objective is to (1) enhance teaching
research design by deepening understanding of the
foundational assumptions underpinning measurement
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invariance, (2) trace the theoretical evolution of these
assumptions, and (3) elucidate the impact of cultural
factors on survey research in cross-cultural setting,
thereby supporting the development of cross-cultural
research competencies.

Divergent perspectives on measurement
invariance: Trajectories, critique,
recommendations There exists a spectrum of
views regarding the appropriate level of stringency
for enforcing measurement invariance. Historically,
the motivation to establish measurement invariance
emerged in the context of ensuring fair selection
of candidates for positions [15, p. 3]; therefore
the question of high validity standards due to its
high stakes was a valuable one. For the purpose
of employee selection, the group-level (including
cultural) differences were assumed to be irrelevant
and the application of strict invariance procedure is
understandable as they were developed in response
to social pressures and profound social responsibilities
[15, p. 3]. On the other hand, psychologists and
other social scientists whose interests involve cross-
cultural comparisons, have a different agenda with
comparing individuals, as for them collective-level
attributes are not mere sources of bias or ‘noise’. This
could be argued to be one of the sources of current
divergent perspectives on measurement invariance
standards, grounded in different purposes for which
measurement invariance may be established.
Cross-cultural comparisons are legitimized by the
equivalence of metrics used to assess some attribute
of interest. If metrics are inequivalent, the comparison
across cultural samples is made more difficult to draw
conclusions from. Lack of equivalence, in the most
general terms, ensues from bias in the data. Biased
data lack overlap in the meaning across groups and
are not suitable for cross-cultural comparison. The
key to measurement invariance in crops-cultural
setting is not achieving the absolute invariance but
rather ensuring that the irrelevant forms of bias are
minimized [15]. The purpose of invariance testing
in cross-cultural setting is to establish equivalence
across conditions “so long as those varied conditions
are irrelevant to the attribute being measured” [15].

In light of these nuances, the varied degrees of
acceptance for strict procedures within the invariance
framework become more systematically structured
and comprehensible. As is attested by the literature,
there is a spectrum of perspectives ranging from
stringent requirement for invariance to methodological
re-evaluation [10; 21 for review]. For example, a
traditionalist view of measurement invariance dictates
that invariance is essential for valid comparisons,
which its proponents envision as the way to avoid
distortions in conclusions about group differences.
Its historiographic roots are in the evolution of the
psychometric theory and philosophy of science where
invariance is closely aligned with objectivity and
measurement is expected to be independent of the
sample, behavioral conditions or cultural context [8].
Key psychometric theorists who are credited for laying
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the foundation for strict invariance include G. Rasch,
S.S. Stevens, E.L. Thorndike, and L.L. Thurstone [7].
There are three traditions that gave rise and guidance
to strictinvariance approach: test score tradition which
is concerned with maximized reliability and reduced
error variance (e.g. Classical Test Theory); scaling
tradition emphasizing designing invariant scales (e.qg.
Rasch models, Guttman scaling etc.); and structural
tradition concerned with modeling latent variables
and structural relations (e.g. confirmatory factor
analysis). Strict invariance approach draws heavily
on the scaling and structural traditions which is
reflected in the procedures recommended for testing
invariance (e.g., multiple group confirmatory factor
analysis (MGCFA) where one checks factor loadings,
intercepts and residual variances across different
groups or conditions) (for example: https://dlab.
berkeley.edu/news/testing-measurement-invariance-
using-lavaan-r). This approach also has its critics,
who claim that invariance principle is overstated
and unnecessarily prohibitionist, while violations of
invariance are often inconsequential methods artifact
rather than actual validity threats. When taken too far,
strict invariance testing can misrepresent the nature
of construct studied in cross-cultural comparison.

An alternative, more reform-oriented perspective
views approximation to invariance as more realistic
and practically achievable than strict (complete)
invariance, and allows more flexibility in order to
balance the statistical rigor with practical applicability
in large-scale cross-cultural research [18; 24; 25]. It
stems from hands-on experience with large cross-
cultural data sets and calls for a more customized
use of measurement invariance protocols that
would accommodate the specific research needs.
Among the recommendations is the conceptual
shift of emphasis to external [10] and nomological
[17] validity. For example, construct validity could
be enforced by both measurement invariance and
theoretical network alignment [for example, 17].
As measurement invariance procedures are often
characterized as overly complex, an additional
attraction of appealing to nomological validity lies
within multiple ways of its demonstration. While
structural equation modeling (SEM) is often a default
option, several statistical sources [for example, 3]
affirm that using correlation- and regression-based
analysis is also valid for establishing nomological
validity. It also advocates a conceptual shift paying
more attention to reflective vs. formative constructs
which is essential for valid conclusions in SEM. Amore
reflexive use of measurement invariance suggests
viewing measurement as contextual, as over-reliance
on statistical tests may obscure some meaningful and
interesting cultural differences. Therefore, rather than
uphold rigid statistical thresholds, construct validity,
external validity and interpretative caution should be
emphasized.

Conclusions. As a hallmark of modern science,
measurement is important for research practices and
is critical for an efficient investigation in any social
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context [3; 6; 19; 26]. In the social sciences measure-
ment often involves human characteristics. In social
settings the process of measurement can be under-
stood as connecting unobservable theoretical con-
structs to observable empirical indicants that can be
directly measured. This linkage may blur the distinc-
tion between metrological and statistical (data mod-
eling) paradigms in social science, potentially invit-
ing further criticism [20]. Social research is typically
dealing with theoretical metrics, i.e. latent parameters
that represent the generic and abstract constructs
underlying an informant’s response to a specific sur-
vey item and are by themselves more informative
than this response [3; 26]. Cross-cultural research is
struggling with methodological pitfalls that need to be
addressed by collecting data from different cultural
samples [16]. While the standards for measurement
invariance have intrinsic value for cross-cultural com-
parisons, there is still a complex diversity of perspec-
tives and arguments regarding how validity criteria
should be met and reported. As validity signals appli-
cability of research findings and their authenticity in
the real world, developing valid measurement and
constructing instruments that allow adequate cover-
age of the constructs under study permits claiming
data reliability and legitimizes drawing conclusions.
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