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Abstract
This article investigates the impact of several sources of method bias on the cross-
cultural comparison of attitudes towards gender roles and family ties among non-
Western minority ethnic groups. In particular, it investigates how interviewer 
effects, the use of an interviewer with a shared ethnic background, interview lan-
guage, interviewer gender, gender matching, the presence of others during the inter-
view and differences in socio-demographic sample composition of non-Western 
minority ethnic groups affect the cross-cultural comparison of attitudes towards 
gender roles and family ties between these groups.

The data used in this study come from a large scale face-to face survey 
conducted among the four largest non-Western minority ethnic groups in The Neth-
erlands for which Statistics Netherlands drew a random sample of named individu-
als from each of the four largest non-Western minority populations living in The 
Netherlands. Furthermore, methods are introduced to estimate the potential impact 
of method bias on cross cultural comparisons.

The results show that measurement of both gender roles and family ties 
constructs are full scalar invariant across the different ethnic groups, but that 
observed differences in attitudes between ethnic groups especially towards gen-
der roles are influenced by method bias. This in turn leads to biased comparisons 
between ethnic groups because of differences in the size of the various sources of 
method bias, the differential impact of the same method bias between ethnic groups 
and the combination thereof. 
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Introduction
In general population surveys, non-Western minorities – or ethnic minorities as 
they are sometimes referred to – tend to be underrepresented (Feskens, 2009; 
Groves & Couper, 1998; Schmeets & Van der Bie, 2005). Ethnic minorities are 
difficult to survey mainly because of cultural differences, language barriers, socio-
demographic characteristics, and a high mobility (Feskens et al., 2010; Feskens et 
al., 2006; Stoop, 2005). 

To reduce nonresponse due to language barriers or cultural differences among 
ethnic minorities, it is often necessary to make use of Tailor-Made Response 
Enhancing Measures (TMREM). Examples of these TMREM are the use of trans-
lated questionnaires, bilingual interviewers, and interviewers with a shared ethnic 
background (Groeneveld & Weijers-Martens, 2003; Kappelhof, accepted; Kemper, 
1998; Martens, 1999). 

However, these TMREM may increase the measurement variability of survey 
estimates. For example, interviewers can systematically affect the way respond-
ents answer survey questions, especially with respect to more sensitive questions 
(Tourangeau & Yan, 2007). Furthermore, the ethnicity of the interviewer and the 
language of the interview can systematically affect the way respondents answer 
survey questions as well (Van’t Land, 2000). Needless to say that potential trans-
lation errors in case of translated questionnaires are another source of increased 
measurement variability. 

These TMREM can also affect cross-cultural comparability, for example, if 
there are differences between the ethnic groups in the number or intensity in which 
these TMREM were used. Comparability issues can also arise in case the TMREM 
cause systematic differences between ethnic respondents groups in the way they 
respond to survey questions (i.e., TMREM have a differential impact). A possible 
reason would be, for instance, differing attitudes between ethnic groups towards 
what are sensitive topics (Lee, 1993). 

Also, factors that are not (intended as) part of the survey design can compli-
cate or bias comparisons between ethnic groups if the level or presence of these 
factors varies between these ethnic groups or has a differential effect. For instance, 
culturally specific or different response strategies between ethnic groups, such as 
acquiescence (Billiet & Davidov, 2008; Cheung & Rensvold, 2000), social desir-
ability (Johnson & Van de Vijver, 2003) or extreme response styles (Morren et al., 
2012a; Morren et al., 2011; Morren et al., 2012b), but also other factors such as 
the presence of others during the interview, interviewer gender or a gender match 
between a respondent and an interviewer (Veenman, 2002), may generate such 
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effects. Veenman (2002) discusses a range of reasons for which the presence of oth-
ers during the interview can cause respondents to adjust their answers.

Differences in sample composition of the different groups with respect to 
important background variables can also complicate the interpretation of observed 
differences between these groups (Van de Vijver, 2003; van de Vijver & Leung, 
1997). This may cause problems, especially if one is interested in attempting to iso-
late ‘true’ cultural differences from differences in socio-demographic composition 
in which the latter may also affect survey estimates of the various ethnic groups. 
This can be particularly relevant if one tries to assess the effectiveness of a ‘one size 
fits all’ policy on ethnic groups that differ substantially from a socio-demographic 
point of view. 

In the present study we investigate how these different factors affect the cross-
cultural comparison of two socio-cultural integration constructs – attitudes towards 
Gender Roles and attitudes on Familiy Ties – between non-Western ethnic groups 
living in the Netherlands. Research suggests that questions about sensitive topics 
may elicit more measurement bias (e.g., social desirability) via interviewer-assisted 
modes of data collection (Tourangeau & Yan, 2007). Socio-cultural integration 
issues, such as Gender Roles and Familiy Ties, among non-Western ethnic groups 
in the Netherlands are highly relevant for policy makers. However, the questions 
measuring these sensitive concepts may suffer from a higher degree of social desir-
ability bias, especially when data is collected via face-to-face surveys. The com-
bination of the topics (gender roles, family ties) and the method of data collection 
(face-to-face) in our data is therefore suitable for the aim of this study.

This article sets out to investigate:

1.	 how interviewer effects influence the cross-cultural comparison of attitudes 
on Gender Roles and Familiy Ties between non-Western groups in the Nether-
lands; more specifically, the following aspects will be studied:
1.1	 how the use of an interviewer with a shared ethnic background affects the 

cross-cultural comparison of attitudes on Gender Roles and Familiy Ties 
between non-Western groups in the Netherlands;

1.2	 how the language of the interview affects the comparison of attitudes on 
Gender Roles and Familiy Ties between non-Western groups in the Neth-
erlands;

1.3	 how interviewer gender and gender matching impact the cross-cultural 
comparison of attitudes on Gender Roles and Familiy Ties between non-
Western groups in the Netherlands;

2.	 how the presence of others during the interview affects the comparison of atti-
tudes on Gender Roles and Familiy Ties between non-Western groups in the 
Netherlands;
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3.	 to what degree the observed differences in attitudes on Gender Roles and 
Familiy Ties between non-Western groups can be attributed to differences 
in socio-demographic composition between non-Western populations in the 
Netherlands.

The data used in this study come from a large scale face-to-face survey conducted 
between November 2010 and June 2011. Statistics Netherlands drew a random sam-
ple of named individuals from each of the four largest non-Western minority popu-
lations living in The Netherlands. The next section of this article provides an over-
view of the requirements for conducting valid cross-cultural comparisons and the 
possible sources of bias that can complicate or invalidate these comparisons. This 
is followed by the description of the data and methods used to answer our research 
questions and subsequent results, ending with our conclusion and discussion.

1	 Sources of bias that can invalidate or 
complicate cross-cultural comparisons  
in face-to-face surveys

In recent years, several books describing guidelines and best practices for conduct-
ing cross-cultural or cross-national comparative surveys have been published as 
well as guidelines on how to analyse cross-cultural survey data (see, for example 
Davidov et al., 2011; Harkness et al., 2010; Stoop et al., 2010). This is understand-
able, since a multitude of errors and biases can complicate or even invalidate cross-
cultural or cross-national comparisons of theoretically based concepts (He & Van 
de Vijver, 2012; Poortinga & Van de Vijver, 1987; Van de Vijver & Leung, 1997; 
Van de Vijver & Tanzer, 2004). 

When it comes to cross-cultural comparisons, a number of equivalence 
requirements need to be met before meaningful cross-cultural or cross-national 
comparisons of theoretical concepts can be made. First of all, the intended concept 
needs to be understood and have meaning in the different countries or cultures. 
This is commonly referred to as conceptual equivalence (Hui & Triandis, 1985; 
Johnson, 1998). 

Johnson (1998) refers to the other requirements as forms of procedural equiva-
lence. These forms of procedural equivalence have to do with the way the measure-
ment instrument intended to measure the theoretical concept is constructed and 
they have a hierarchical structure (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). Three types of 
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measurement equivalence are commonly distinguished for the measurement model 
(van de Vijver & Leung, 1997; van de Vijver & Tanzer, 2004).1

First of all there is construct equivalence. Johnson (1998, p. 9.) refers to this 
as follows “A measure can be identified as having this type of equivalence to the 
degree that it exhibits a consistent theoretically-derived pattern of relationships 
with other variables across the cultural groups being examined.” In a multi group 
confirmatory factor analysis approach this relates to configural equivalence (Hox, 
de Leeuw & Brinkhuis, 2010; Vandenberg & Lance, 2000) . 

Secondly, for cross-cultural or cross-national comparison there is the require-
ment of equal metric units of the measurement instrument used to measure the 
concept. This is commonly referred to as measurement unit equivalence, metric 
invariance or weak factorial invariance. 

Thirdly, to ensure fairness and equity of cross-cultural or cross-national com-
parison of concepts, measurement instruments are not only required to use the same 
metric, they are also required to have the same origin. This type of equivalence is 
also referred to as full scalar invariance, measurement invariance, strict factorial 
invariance or scalar equivalence (Meredith, 1993; Meredith & Teresi, 2006; Van-
denberg & Lance, 2000; Wicherts, 2007).

Bias in cross-cultural or cross-national comparisons
Three sources of bias that can threaten the validity of cross-cultural or cross-
national comparisons are commonly distinguished. These are construct bias, item 
bias and method bias (Kankaras & Moors, 2009; Van de Vijver, 2003; Van de 
Vijver, 2011; Van de Vijver & Leung, 1997; Van de Vijver & Tanzer, 2004). Con-
struct bias occurs when the requirement of construct equivalence is not met. This 
can happen when non-identical constructs are measured across cultures or coun-
tries, or when there is only a partial overlap of the construct between the cultures 
or countries. Construct bias happens at the level of the measurement instrument 
designed to capture the theoretical concept.

Item bias happens at the individual question level and occurs when transla-
tions of questions (or items) lead to differences in question meaning or ambigu-
ity. Item bias can also be the result of cultural specifics which can be viewed as 
a form of differential item functioning (DIF) (Mellenbergh, 1989). DIF is a term 
that stems from education testing and happens when persons of equal capability or 
intelligence arrive at different capability or intelligence scores based on the specific 
wording of an item.

1	 Some distinguish more than three forms of measurement equivalence and make a dis-
tinction between strong (no equal residual variances) and strict factorial invariance 
(equal residual variances).
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Method bias happens at survey level and can be introduced by a variety of 
factors which are distinguished in the following three categories: incomparability 
of samples, administration bias, and instrument bias. Incomparability of samples 
refers to differences in the sample composition with respect to important socio-
demographic characteristics of the respondents. Administration bias refers to bias 
that is introduced as a result of differences in how the questionnaire is administered 
(e.g., interviewer effects, presence of others during the interview, interviewer char-
acteristics), differences in questionnaire design, differences in mode of administra-
tion, etc. Instrument bias refers to bias that is introduced as a result of differences in 
familiarity with being interviewed, but also differences in cultural specific answer 
strategies.

Research into different sources of method bias

Within cross-cultural or cross-national research, method bias has received rela-
tively little attention in comparison with construct and item bias (Van de Vijver, 
2011). As far as method bias is concerned, differential answering strategies, such as 
acquiescence and other types of response styles, appear to have received the most 
attention (see for instance, Baumgartner & Steenkamp, 2001; Billiet & Davidov, 
2008; Billiet & McClendon, 2000; Chen et al., 1995; Cheung & Rensvold, 2000; 
He & Van de Vijver, 2013; Hui & Triandis, 1989; Johnson et al., 2005; Marin et 
al., 1992; Morren et al., 2011; Morren et al., 2012a; Morren et al., 2012b; Ross & 
Mirowsky, 1984). This is not surprising, since the respondent is always a part of the 
survey process.

However, many studies concerned with response styles pay relatively little 
attention to other sources of method bias that can contribute to the observed dif-
ferences in response styles, despite the fact that these data are often collected via 
an interviewer-assisted mode of data collection. For example, the SPVA-study –
Social-economic Position of Ethnic groups – aimed to measure the socio-economic 
position and socio-cultural integration conducted among ethnic minorities in the 
Netherlands. This study was conducted face-to-face and further research on these 
data has shown the existence of differential response styles (Morren et al., 2012a; 
Morren et al., 2011). For its data collection through CAPI , the SPVA survey also 
used translated questionnaires, interviewers with a shared ethnic background, 
allowed proxy interviews and family member interpreters (Groeneveld and Wei-
jers-Martens, 2003). So, the question is to which degree these differential response 
styles are the result of characteristics of the respondents themselves and to which 
degree they are affected by different impacts of interview language, the presence 
of others during the interview, gender of the interviewer, the ethnicity of the inter-
viewers, proxy interviews and family member interpreters. 
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Usually, a lack of information on interviewer characteristics and interview 
setting prevents a more detailed analysis of these types of method bias in cross-
cultural research. However, this does not mean that these factors do not bias esti-
mates and, as a result, also lead to biased comparisons. There has been extensive 
research on the existence of interviewer effects and it has been shown that respond-
ents’ answers can be affected by interviewer gender, interviewer race and/or differ-
ences (or similarities) between interviewer and respondent such as gender match 
and race (Anderson et al., 1988; Davis, 1997; Davis et al., 2010; Finkel et al., 1991; 
Rhodes, 1994; Schuman & Converse, 1971; Williams Jr, 1964; Veenman, 2002; van 
der Zouwen, 2006). Especially the match between the race of the interviewer and 
that of the respondent plays a role in the answers given on culturally sensitive ques-
tions (Campbell, 1981; Cotter et al., 1982; Sudman & Bradburn, 1974; Schuman 
& Converse, 1971; Van Heelsum, 1997; Van’t Land, 2000).Furthermore, a meta-
analysis on sensitive questions in surveys by Tourangeau & Yan (2007) shows that 
respondents not only adjust their responses to sensitive questions in the presence of 
interviewers but also in the presence of others, such as family members. 

The incomparability of samples can also bias cross-cultural comparisons (He 
& Van de Vijver, 2012; Kankaras & Moors, 2009). Several studies have analyzed 
the impact of different socio-demographic sample composition of the compared 
cultural groups on the observed cross-cultural differences (Arends-Τóth & Van de 
Vijver, 2008; Fernandez & Marcopulos, 2008; Leung et al., 1998). Several proce-
dures on how to deal with the incomparability of samples, also known as observed 
heterogeneity, have been proposed (Boehnke et al., 2011; Lubke et al., 2003; Lubke 
& Muthen, 2005) as well as other procedures to separate compositional differences 
from ‘true’ group differences (DiNardo et al., 1996; Huang et al., 2005; Oaxaca, 
1973).

2	 Data & Methods

2.1	 Data

The data used in this article come from the Dutch Survey on the Integration of 
Minorities (SIM) that sets out to measure the socio-economic position of non-West-
ern minorities as well as their socio-cultural integration. It is a nationwide, cross-
sectional, face-to-face CAPI survey; and the fieldwork was conducted by GfK 
Netherlands between October 2010 and June 2011 among the four largest non-West-
ern minority groups living in the Netherlands plus a Dutch reference group. For this 
face-to-face survey, Statistics Netherlands drew five samples of named individuals: 
one random sample was drawn from each of five mutually exclusive population 
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strata; Dutch of Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese, and Antillean2 descent and the 
remainder of the population (mostly native Dutch) living in the Netherlands, in the 
age of 15 years and above. The present study focuses on how response enhancing 
measures, interview setting, interviewer characteristics and the incomparability of 
samples in face-to-face surveys can affect cross-cultural comparisons between non-
Western ethnic minority groups. This is why the samples containing native Dutch 
are excluded from this study, the analysis being therefore based on four samples. 

The official definition, as is used in statistical research in the Netherlands, of 
Dutch of Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese, and Antillean descent includes persons 
that were either born in Turkey, Morocco, Surinam or the Dutch Antilles3 or have 
at least one parent who was born there. In case the father and mother were born in 
different countries, the mother’s country of birth is dominant, unless the mother 
was born in the Netherlands, in which case the father’s country of birth is domi-
nant. The four ethnic groups in this study make up about two-thirds of the total 
non-Western population, which amounts to approximately 7% of the total popula-
tion in the Netherlands (CBS-statline, 2014). For the purpose of brevity, they will 
be referred to as Turkish, Moroccans, Surinamese and Antilleans in the remainder 
of this article.

The response rate (AAPOR definition 1, (AAPOR, 2011) of the SIM2011 face-
to-face survey varied between the four ethnic groups and is shown in Table 1. Table 
1 also includes, the gross sample and the sample size of each of the four response 
samples (i.e., the sample of the respondents).

In this article the SIM2011 response data file will be used. The response data 
file contains respondents’ answers to survey questions, but also socio-demographic 
information on the respondent, socio-demographic information on the interviewer 
and interviewer observations (Table 2). Six survey questions measuring socio-cul-
tural integration will be used in this analysis. These questions or a slightly larger 

2	 Including Aruba
3	 or Aruba

Table 1: 	 Response rate (AAPOR definition 1), response sample size and gross 
sample of SIM2011 face-to-face survey, separately for each ethnic 
group

Ethnic Group Response rate (%) Response sample Gross sample

Turkish 52.1 815 1565

Moroccan 48.0 829 1740

Surinamese 41.0 780 1930

Antillean (incl. Aruban). 44.2 863 1974
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set of questions have been used to measure socio-cultural integration of non-West-
ern ethnic minorities in the Netherlands for over a decade (Arends-Τóth & Van 
de Vijver, 2008; Dagevos & Gijsberts, 2009; Dagevos & Schellingerhout, 2003; 
Dagevos et al., 2007). The first set of three questions aims to measure Gender role 
attitudes and the second set of three questions aims to measure Familiy Ties. The 
interviewer observation data are the result of a short form that an interviewer had 
to complete after each interview. In this form they had to record in which language 
the interview was conducted, how well they believed the respondent was able to 
understand and speak Dutch, but also if there were others present during the inter-
view and if they had, according to the interviewer, influenced the answers of the 
respondents.

Hypotheses with respect to the research questions

Interviewer effects
Interviewer dependent correlation between the answers of respondents is not often 
modeled in cross-cultural or cross-national studies, but it has the potential to affect 
the cross-cultural comparison when the data is collected face-to-face. 

Hypothesis: Observed differences between ethnic groups with respect to Gender 
Roles and Familiy Ties can be partly explained by interviewer effects. 

The effect of bilingual interviewers with a shared ethnic background
Interviewers may have an effect on the responses and especially, the use of bilin-
gual interviewers with a shared ethnic background can impact survey outcomes 
in several ways. First of all, they can have an effect with respect to potential non-
response bias. They can interview respondents that would not have participated 
due to language difficulties in combination with functional illiteracy or cultural 
etiquettes. Nonresponse bias on survey outcomes would occur if these potential 
respondents would have a different opinion on those survey topics and they were 
not able to participate. 

Secondly, they can have an effect with respect to potential measurement bias. 
Here we can distinguish two effects: the interview language and shared ethnic 
background. Both have the potential to increase measurement bias. For instance, 
the question delivery or wording of a translated questionnaire can cause a system-
atic difference which is, of course, intertwined with the translated questionnaire. 
Also, their shared ethnic background may elicit more responses that are viewed as 
socially desirable within the ethnic group. 

The use of bilingual interviewers with a shared ethnic background in SIM2011 
does not allow for this level of disentanglement of bias. For instance, all respondents 
of Moroccan or Turkish origin were interviewed by a bilingual interviewer with a 
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Table 2:	 SIM2011 data used in the analysis

Questions on socio-cultural integration
�� [MANGELD] It is best if the man is responsible for the finances. (Ranging from 1= 

completely agree to 5=completely disagree).
�� [INKJONGS] It is more important for boys than girls to earn their own money. (Ran-

ging from 1= completely agree to 5=completely disagree).
�� [VRWSTOPW] A woman should stop working when she has child. (Ranging from 1= 

completely agree to 5=completely disagree).
�� [THUISHUW] It is best for children to live at home until they get married. (Ranging 

from 1= completely agree to 5=completely disagree).
�� [VERTRFAMA] I trust my family more than my friends. (Ranging from 1= comple-

tely agree to 5=completely disagree).
�� [KIBEZOUD] Children that live close to their parents’ home should visit them at least 

once a week. (Ranging from 1= completely agree to 5=completely disagree).

Socio-demographic information on the respondent
�� Ethnicity (Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese and Antillean)
�� Gender
�� Age Group (15-24; 25-34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-64; 64+)
�� Immigration generation (first generation immigrant; second generation immigrant)
�� Education level (max. primary school; lower secondary; upper secondary; tertiary or 

more)
�� Municipality size (over 250000; between 250000 and 50000; less than 50000)
�� Employment status (employed, not employed, not part of the labour force)
�� Has a Children (yes; no)
�� Has a Partner (yes; no)
�� Weight variable (design weight plus nonresponse adjustment)

Socio-demographic information on the interviewer
�� Unique id number
�� Ethnicity of the interviewer (Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese, Antillean, Dutch)
�� Gender of the interviewer

Interviewer observations
�� Others present during the interview (no; yes, but no influence; yes, influence)
�� In which language was the interview conducted (Dutch; mostly Dutch; half Dutch/

half native language; mostly native language; native language)
�� What was the respondent’s Dutch language proficiency level (good; fair, poor, bad)

Note. Original questions were in Dutch and these are translated by the author.
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shared ethnic background. This was a necessary step not only because greater cul-
tural familiarity due to a shared ethnic background increases the willingness to 
respond, but mostly because language difficulties are still quite common among the 
Turkish and Moroccans. This would allow the respondent to answer either in Dutch 
or in their native tongue. 

About half of the interviews among respondents of Surinamese or Antillean 
origin were conducted by interviewers with a shared ethnic background, because 
Dutch is the mother tongue for many, if not all persons of Surinamese or Antillean 
origin in the Netherlands.

The SIM2011 face-to-face survey data do allow for the estimation of how the 
use of (bilingual) interviewers with a shared ethnic background affected the cross-
cultural comparison with respect to potential nonresponse bias. In the SIM2011 data 
information was available on the language in which the interview was conducted, 
the level of the Dutch language skill and the ethnicity of the interviewer (Table 2). 
Here it was assumed that respondents would not have participated because of lan-
guage problems or cultural differences if the interview was conducted mostly in 
their native language and the interviewer also assessed that the respondent’s Dutch 
language proficiency level was poor. A comparison between the model excluding 
and the one including these respondents will show the impact of the increased non-
response on the cross-cultural comparison.

Hypothesis: 	The use of bilingual interviewers with a shared ethnic background 
will have a systematic effect on the cross-cultural comparison. In particu-
lar, it will result in more traditional views with respect to Gender Roles 
and Familiy Ties. First of all, with respect to nonresponse bias we expect 
respondents who otherwise would not to participate due to language prob-
lems or cultural specific reasons to hold more traditional views towards Gen-
der Roles and Familiy Ties. Secondly, we expect that the shared ethnic back-
ground elicits more traditional views toward Gender Roles and Familiy Ties 
because these are felt as more socially desirable within the ethnic group. 

The effect of interview language
The SIM2011 data also allows for an estimate of the effect of interview language 
on the cross-cultural comparison. In this instance, the data about interview lan-
guage was used to create a dummy indicating whether the interview was conducted 
(almost) completely in Dutch or not. Not only among Turkish and Moroccans, but 
also among the Surinamese and Antilleans, some of the interviews were at least 
partly conducted in another language as well. Obviously, the interview language 
will be part measurement and part nonresponse related. Furthermore, the effect 
of the ethnicity of the interviewer will be confounded with the interview language 
and also potential systematic differences introduced by a translated questionnaire 
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can contribute although that effect should be isolated (i.e., indicator and language 
dependent). 

Hypothesis: Interview language has a systematic effect on the measurement of 
Gender Roles and Familiy Ties. If the interview language is Dutch, this will 
lead to less traditional views towards Gender Roles and Familiy Ties.

Interviewer gender and gender match
In the SIM2011 data, information on the interviewer gender as well as the gender of 
the respondent was available (Table 2). This allowed for the construction of both an 
interviewer gender and a matched/unmatched indicator to test how interviewer gen-
der and gender match affect the cross-cultural comparison of socio-cultural issues. 
However, given the topics (gender roles and family ties) and the traditional views of 
some of these ethnic groups, we might expect men and women to react differently 
in the presence of a gender (un)match. For instance, women may give less tradi-
tional answers in the presence of a female interviewer whereas men may become 
more traditional in the presence of a male interviewer. This interaction may be 
masked if only a match/unmatched indicator is fitted. To test this hypothesis an 
interaction term (gender respondent with gender interviewer) was created in order 
to find out if there was an effect of interviewer gender and/or differential effect of 
gender match between men and women. 

Hypothesis: Interviewer gender and gender matching will effect the cross-cultural 
comparability. In particular, we expect that interviews conducted by a male 
interviewer will result in more traditional views towards Gender Roles and 
Familiy Ties from the respondents compared to interviews conducted by a 
female interviewer, especially in the case of male respondents.

The presence (and potential influence) of others
In the SIM2011 data information on the presence of others was available (Table 2). 
This allowed for the construction of a presence (dummy) indicator to test how 
the presence of others affects the cross-cultural comparison of Gender Roles and 
Familiy Ties. A score of ‘1’ (presence) was assigned to the dummy indicator if the 
interviewer assessed that a third party present during the interview exerted a direct 
or indirect influence on the way the respondent answered the questions. In all other 
instances (i.e., no one present or someone present but no noticeable influence) a 
score of ‘0’ was assigned to the dummy. 

Hypothesis: The presence of others during an interview will systematically affect 
the results concerning Gender Roles and Familiy Ties.
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Incomparability of samples
With respect to the last research question – the incomparability of samples – we 
expect that part of the observed differences between the ethnic groups can be 
explained by differences in socio-demographic composition.

2.2	 Methods

A variety of different modeling and analysis techniques have been used to detect 
equivalence of measures in cross-cultural research. See Braun & Johnson (2010) for 
an extensive overview.

In the present study multi group confirmatory factor analysis is used (MGCFA) 
(Joreskog, 1971) to test if the base model – full scalar invariance of the two-factor 
model of socio-cultural integration among the four non-Western minority groups in 
the Netherlands – adequately describes the data. The latent variable Gender Roles 
is measured by the following three items: MANGELD; INKJONGS and VRW-
STOPW (Table 2). The latent variable Family Ties is measured by THUISHUW, 
VERTRFAMA and KIBEZOUD (Table 2). 

The full scalar model is used as the basic model (Model 0) and this article 
does not focus on the question whether a less restrictive model (e.g., configural 
equivalence, metric invariance or partially measurement invariant) describes the 
data better, but rather focusses on the question how method bias can bias the full 
scalar model with respect to cross-cultural comparisons of socio-cultural integra-
tion among non-Western minorities in the Netherlands. 

The MGCFA analyses have been conducted with Mplus version 6.11 (Muthén 
& Muthén, 2011). Both factors have ordered categorical indicators and therefore the 
WLSMV (Mean- and Variance-adjusted Weighted Least Square) estimator will be 
used to address the multivariate normality assumption (Lubke & Muthén, 2004).

In addition, several, non-nested models, corresponding to the research ques-
tions are going to be analyzed and compared, which normally leads to the use of 
AIC or BIC fit indices to compare the models (Kuha, 2004). However, the combina-
tion of WLSMV and the modeling of interviewer effects through clustering does 
not allow for models to be compared using these indices.4 Therefore the fit of every 
model will be judged separately using three often used fit indices: the root mean 
square error of approximation (RMSEA) (Steiger, 1989), the Tucker-Lewis index 
(TLI) (Tucker & Lewis, 1973) and the comparative fit index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990). 

4	 Using a maximum likelihood estimator to compare non-nested models based on cat-
egorical data would allow the use of BIC. Mplus allows for this approach where instead 
of a MGCFA, a latent class approach is used with knownclass and type=mixture in-
stead of the grouping variable. However, this does not allow for the modeling of inter-
viewer effects using unique interviewer id as a cluster variable, because that requires 
type =complex.
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The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) is an absolute fit 
index that examines closeness of fit. A RMSEA value of more than 0.1 is seen as an 
indication of poor fit, a value of 0.05 to 0.08 as acceptable and a value below 0.05 
as good to very good (Hu & Bentler, 1999), although the absoluteness of these cut-
off values has been criticized more than once (see for example Chen et al., 2008). 
The comparative indices “Tucker-Lewis index (TLI)” and “comparative fit index 
(CFI)” compare the fit of the model under consideration with fit of baseline-model. 
Fit is considered adequate if the CFI and TLI values are above 0.90, better if they 
are above 0.95.

Interviewer effects.
This model involves the inclusion of an unique interviewer ID as a cluster variable 
in the MGCFA test of full scalar equivalence (Model 1). This allows for a correction 
of possible interviewer-dependent correlation between the answers of respondents 
that were interviewed by the same interviewer. A comparison between model 0 and 
model 1 would give an indication as to how possible interviewer effects influence 
the cross-cultural comparisons of socio-cultural integration (i.e., gender roles and 
family ties) among non-Western minorities in the Netherlands. For the remainder of 
the analysis, model 1 is chosen to be the reference model, since it more accurately 
describes the data structure. The interviewer effects will also be included in the 
remaining models.

Bilingual interviewers with a shared ethnic background: nonresponse 
In this instance model 1 will be used, but it will be fitted on a selection of the 
respondents (Model 2). The respondents that participated in their native language 
and for whom the interviewer assessed that their Dutch language proficiency level 
was poor were excluded. A comparison between the Model 1 and Model 2 (exclud-
ing respondents due to language problems) will show the impact of the increased 
nonresponse due to language problems on the cross-cultural comparison.

Interview language; the presence of others; interviewer gender and 
gender match.
Interview language, the presence of others, interviewer gender and gender match 
are sources of method bias that are not randomly assigned across experimental con-
ditions, but are confounded with respondent’s characteristics. In order to assess if 
and how these sources of method bias systematically influenced the cross-cultural 
comparison of Gender Roles and Familiy Ties, a multiple group MIMIC model 
(Multiple Indicators Multiple Causes) was used, in which the impact of these 
sources of method bias, together with eight other socio-demographic variables on 
the respondent, were regressed on the latent variables and indicators (see Table 2: 
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Socio-demographic information on the respondent). This will be referred to as 
Model 3 (M3) and if there is no systematic bias introduced by these sources of 
method bias they should not have a significant impact on the latent variables. Fur-
thermore, a comparison between Model 1 en Model 3 will show the impact of these 
combined types of method bias on the cross-cultural comparison.

The incomparability of samples
The four non-Western groups in this study differ in socio-demographic composition 
(CBS-statline, 2014). A propensity score weighting method is used to investigate 
how the incomparability of the socio-demographic composition of samples (IoS) 
between ethnic groups affects cross-cultural comparisons (Bia & Mattei, 2008; 
DiNardo et al., 1996; Huang et al., 2005; Imbens, 2000; Rosenbaum & Rubin, 
1983). 

The selection of important socio-demographic variables for the propensity 
score reweighting was done in three steps. As a first step, ordered logistic regres-
sion was used to ascertain which of the eight socio-demographic background vari-
ables have a significant effect on the different categorical indicators (see Table 2: 
Socio-demographic information on the respondent). As a second step, a check for 
significant differences in the composition of the four ethnic groups with respect 
to these socio-demographic background variables was conducted. As a third step, 
only those socio-demographic background variables were selected to be included 
in the propensity score weighting model for which it was shown that they a) have a 
significant impact on at least one of the categorical indicators and b) show a signifi-
cant difference between at least two ethnic groups. This led to the propensity score 
reweighting of the different ethnic groups with respect to four socio-demographic 
background variables: “Municipality size”, “Employment status”, “Education 
level” and “Immigration generation”. The comparison of the model with propensity 
weighted samples (Model 4) with Model 1 would allow for an estimation of the 
effect of IoS on the observed cultural differences.5 

5	 As a check on the usability of the propensity score weighting method to disentangle 
‘true’ cultural differences from IoS on the cross-cultural comparison of socio-cultural 
integration, the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition (OBD) method was also used (Blinder, 
1973; DiNardo, 2006; Jann, 2008; Oaxaca, 1973). This should yield similar results (Di-
Nardo, 2006).
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3	 Results
Model 0: Full scalar invariance
The results of the three fit indices show that full scalar equivalence (M0) has an 
acceptable fit. This means that both factor means can be compared between the dif-
ferent ethnic groups in a fair and equitable way (Table 3).6 

The factor means of Gender Roles and Familiy Ties of the different ethnic 
groups are shown in Figures 1 and 2 under M0. Figures 1 and 2 show the change in 
relative positions of the factor means of Gender Roles and respectively Familiy Ties 
among the ethnic groups after correcting for the various sources of method bias. 
For details on the numerical values of the parameter estimates and their respective 
standard errors, see Appendix A. It can be seen that Turkish and Moroccans have, 
one average, a similar, more traditional attitude towards Gender Roles and Familiy 
Ties in comparison to the Surinamese and Antilleans, although there is a significant 
difference in factor mean for Family Ties between Turkish and Moroccans (Tables 
4 and 5). There are no significant differences between Turkish and Moroccans for 
Gender Roles as well as no significant differences between Surinamese and Antil-
leans for both Gender Roles and Family Ties (Tables 4 and 5). The remaining group 
comparisons all show significant differences between ethnic groups for both factor 
means.7

Model 1:  
The impact of interviewer effects on the cross-cultural comparison
In model 1 (M1), interviewer effects are taken into account when testing for full 
scalar invariance. The inclusion of interviewer effects where interviewers are 
modelled as a clustering of observations by unique interviewer number resembles 
more closely the actual structure of the sample and has a good fit according to the 
fit indices (Table 3). As could be expected, the correction for interviewer effects 
mainly results in larger standard errors around factor loadings and thresholds for 
the indicators of both means (See Appendix A). The relative positions of both Gen-
der Roles and Family Ties of the ethnic groups are only slightly affected, but this 
does not change the ordering (Figures 1 and 2). However, there is no significant dif-
ference for Gender Role anymore between Moroccans and Antilleans (compare M0 
and M1 in Table 4). This means that the observed difference between Moroccans 
and Antilleans in Model 0 is the result of interviewer effects.

6	 Response samples are weighted to the respective population distribution for gender, 
household size, municipality size, immigration generation, age groups (12).

7	 Based on t-test comparison of means for independent groups using a Bonferroni ad-
justed significant level for multiple comparisons.
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Table 3: 	 Fit indices results for each model

Model RMSEA 0.95
rmseaCI CFI TLI

M0 0.079 0.072 - 0.085 0.940 0.961

M1 0.053 0.047 - 0.060 0.936 0.958

M2 0.055 0.047 - 0.062 0.935 0.958

M3 0.021 0.016 - 0.026 0.938 0.921

M4 0.049 0.043 - 0.056 0.952 0.969
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Figure 1:	 Relative positions on Gender Roles of the ethnic groups
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Figure 2:	 Relative positions on Family Ties of the ethnic groups
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Model 2:  
The impact of a (bilingual) interviewer with a shared ethnic background 
on the cross-cultural comparison in terms of nonresponse bias
The comparison of Model 2 (M2) with Model 1 (M1) shows the impact of a (bilin-
gual) interviewer with a shared ethnic background on the cross-cultural compari-
son in terms of nonresponse bias. Model 2 also has a good fit according to the fit 
criteria (Table 3).

Compared to Model 1, the ethnic groups would have more similar attitudes 
if no provisions were made to accommodate for persons who do not speak Dutch 
or have a cultural specific etiquette when it comes to being asked to participate in 
an interview (see Figures 1 and 2). For attitudes towards Gender Roles only a sig-
nificant difference between Turkish and Antilleans would remain and for Family 
Ties the observed difference between Turkish and Moroccans would no longer be 
significant (Tables 4 and 5).

Since the Tailor-Made Response Enhancing Measures (TMREM) mostly 
affected the Turkish and Moroccans, it can be said that the exclusion of potential 
respondents due to language problems and lack of cultural etiquette leads to less 
traditional attitudes of Turkish and Moroccans. 

Model 3:  
The effect of interview language, interviewer gender and gender match 
interaction, the presence of others on the cross-cultural comparison
Table 6 presents the results of the analysis with respect to the impact of interview 
language, interviewer gender, gender match interaction and the presence of others 
on attitudes towards Gender Roles and Familiy Ties. The complete results can be 
seen in appendix B. Model 3 (M3) shows an acceptable fit (Table 3).

The analysis results show that being interviewed in your native language 
by a bilingual interviewers with a shared ethnic background significantly affects 
the attitudes Turkish, Moroccan and Antillean respondents have towards Familiy 
Ties. In all cases more traditional views with respect to Familiy Ties are reported. 
Among the Surinamese there is no significant effect for interview language. This 
is mostly due to the fact that there are only very few Surinamese interviews con-
ducted in another language.

The Interviewer gender only has an effect among Moroccans and only on atti-
tudes towards Gender Roles. In this instance, Moroccan respondents report less 
traditional attitudes when the interview is conducted by a female interviewer. 

There is an interaction effect for Gender match on attitudes towards Gender 
Roles among Turkish respondents. Turkish male respondents report more tradi-
tional attitudes when the interview is conducted by a male interviewer, while there 
is no significant effect in the case of Turkish female respondents.
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Table 4: 	 Overview of significant differences between ethnic groups for Gender 
Roles, separately for each model.

Gender Roles M0 M1 M2 M3 M4

T vs. M

T vs. S * * *

T vs. A * * * *

M vs. S * * *

M vs. A * *

S vs. A

Note. * = Bonferroni corrected significance level (0.05/n of tests). T = Turkish, M = Mo-
roccans, S = Surinamese and A = Antilleans

Table 5: 	 Overview of significant differences between ethnic groups for Family 
Ties, separately for each model.

Family Ties M0 M1 M2 M3 M4

T vs. M * *

T vs. S * * * * *

T vs. A * * * * *

M vs. S * * * * *

M vs. A * * * * *

S vs. A

Note. * = Bonferroni corrected significance level (0.05/n of tests). T = Turkish, M = Mo-
roccans, S = Surinamese and A = Antilleans

Table 6: 	 The impact of interview language, interviewer gender, gender match 
and the presence of others on Gender Roles (GR) and Family Ties 
(FT), separately for each ethnic group.

Turkish Moroccans Surinamese Antilleans

GR FT GR FT GR FT GR FT

Interview language * * *

Interviewer gender *

Gender match *

Others present * * *

Note. * p = <0.05.
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The presence of others during the interview significantly affects the attitudes 
of Surinamese for both Gender Roles and Familiy Ties, as well as Antilleans’ atti-
tudes towards Family Ties. In all instances the presence of others led to more tradi-
tional opinions. Interestingly enough this effect is not (significantly) present among 
Turkish and Moroccans. The number of interviews in which the interviewer found 
the presence of others to have a biasing effect varied between 5.6 percent of all 
interviews conducted among Antilleans and 7.2 percent of all interviews conducted 
among Surinamese (Turkish 5.8 % and Moroccans 6.4%). 

With the exception of attitudes towards Familiy Ties among Antilleans, 
there is at least one significant source of method bias present that systematically 
affects the attitudes reported by the respondents. Furthermore, there is no source of 
method bias that has a consistent impact across ethnic groups for one or both latent 
constructs. As a result, the cross-cultural comparison of these attitudes is biased 
when comparing the ethnic groups. The actual size of the bias with respect to the 
cross-cultural comparison of latent means between ethnic groups depends on both 
the size of the effect and the number of respondents showing this effect. 

Model 3 (M3) in Figures 1 and 2 shows the (estimated) relative positions of the 
latent means for each ethnic group in case adjustments are made for the impact of 
these sources of method bias. In this case, eight socio-demographic characteristics 
were also included as covariates to take into account the nonrandom allocation 
of these source of method bias. Model 3 (M3) in Tables 4 and 5 show how the 
adjustments impact the ethnic group comparison. In this instance, the adjustments 
resulted in the same significant differences as Model 0 (M0) with the exception of 
the significant difference between Turkish and Moroccans for Family Ties.

Model 4:  
The impact of the incomparability of samples on the cross-cultural 
comparison
A propensity score weighting method has been used to assess the impact of dif-
ferences in socio-demographic sample composition between ethnic groups. A 
summary of the significant differences between the ethnic groups for eight socio-
demographic variables is given in Table 7 (see Table 2 for a description of the 
socio-demographic variables included in this comparison and Appendix C for the 
actual results). For modeling reasons, the original variables – municipality size and 
employment status – have been condensed to dummies – Big city dweller (y/n) and 
Employed (y/n). 21 significant differences are observed between the ethnic groups 
if they are weighted to their respective population distributions.8 Using the propen-
sity weighting procedure described in section 2.2, only seven of these significant 

8	 Weighted to the respective population distribution for gender, household size, munici-
pality size, immigration generation, age groups (12)
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differences remained, observed on two variables – Age Group and Partner – that 
were not included in the propensity score weighting model. The reason for their 
exclusion from the propensity score weighting model was that these socio-demo-
graphic variables did not have a significant impact on the indicators used to meas-
ure Gender Roles and Family Ties (see also Appendix C).

The comparison of Model 4 (M4) with Model 1 (M1) shows the impact of 
differences in sample composition for five socio-demographic variables (Immigra-
tion generation, Educational level, Big city dweller, Employed and Children, see 
Table 7) between ethnic, non-Western groups on the cross-cultural comparison of 
attitudes towards Gender Roles and Family Ties. Model 4 has a good to very good 
fit according to the criteria (Table 3). 

The observed differences in attitudes towards Gender Roles between the eth-
nic groups are to some small degree the result of the differences in sample composi-
tion; the effect is even less noticeable for Family Ties, where differences in sample 
composition hardly affect the results at all (see Figures 1 and 2). With respect to 
Gender Roles, the attitudes are more alike when there is a correction for the incom-
parability of samples, as compared to Model 1, none of the significant differences 
observed between the ethnic groups persist (Table 4). This is not the case for Fam-
ily Ties, where the correction only leads to a non-significant effect between Turkish 
and Moroccan compared to Model 1 (Table 5).

Table 7: 	 Summary of the significant differences in socio-demographic charac-
teristics between the ethnic groups

Variable (no. of categories) Weighted to population  
distribution

Propensity score reweighted

Gender (2)

Age group (6) TS*; MS*; SA* TS*; MS*; SA*

Immigration generation (2) SA*

Education level (4) TS*; TA*; MS*; MA*

Big city dweller (2) TM*; TS*; SA*

Employed (2) TS*; TA*; MS*; MA*; SA*

Children (2) TA*;

Partner (2) TS*; TA*; MS*; MA* TS*; TA*; MS*; MA*

Note: *significant p =<0.01; T = Turkish; M= Moroccans; S=Surinamese and A = Antil-
leans
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4	 Conclusion and discussion 
The present study investigated how interviewer effects, the use of an interviewer 
with a shared ethnic background, interview language, interviewer gender, gender 
matching, the presence of others during the interview and differences in socio-
demographic sample composition of ethnic minority groups can affect the compari-
son of attitudes towards gender roles and family ties.	

The data used in this study comes from a large scale face-to-face survey 
conducted between October 2010 and June 2011 for which Statistics Netherlands 
drew a random  sample of named individuals from each of the four largest non-
Western minority populations living in The Netherlands. The data contained not 
only answers to substantive questions, but also socio-demographic information on 
both respondent and interviewer characteristics, as well as interviewer observations 
regarding the interview.

As a first step, a multi group confirmatory factor analysis model approach was 
used to test for full scalar invariance of the two factor model (Gender Roles and 
Familiy Ties). The model showed an acceptable fit, which meant the latent factor 
means for both Gender role and Family Ties could be compared in a meaningful 
way across the four ethnic groups. 

As for the first research question – “How do interviewer effects influence the 
cross-cultural comparison of attitudes on Gender Roles and Familiy Ties between 
non-Western groups in the Netherlands?” – interviewer effects were added to this 
base model using the unique interviewer number as cluster variable. This reflected 
the data structure well and the results show that the addition of interviewer effects 
as cluster variable mostly lead to increased standard errors for all parameter esti-
mates. The effect on the parameter estimates was marginal, which led to some 
minor changes in the estimated means of Gender Roles and Family Ties. As a 
result of the increased standard errors and a slight change in the relative position 
of Moroccans, it was shown that the observed cross-cultural difference on attitudes 
towards Family Ties between Moroccans and Antilleans was mostly the result of 
interviewer effects. This confirms our hypothesis that the observed differences 
between ethnic groups with respect to Gender Roles and Familiy Ties can be partly 
explained by interviewer effects.

The second research question – “How does the use of an interviewer with a 
shared ethnic background affect the cross-cultural comparison of attitudes on Gen-
der Roles and Familiy Ties between non-Western groups in the Netherlands?” – 
was addressed in terms of nonresponse, in which way does the increase in non-
response due to language problems and cultural differences affect cross-cultural 
comparison between the ethnic groups? The estimated additional nonresponse as a 
result of not using bilingual interviewer was based on interview language and the 
interviewers assessment of the Dutch language proficiency level of the respond-
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ent. The analysis showed that the increase in nonresponse had a significant impact 
on the cross-cultural comparison of Gender Roles. Without the use of bilingual 
interviewers with a shared ethnic background, the attitudes towards Gender Roles 
turned out to be a lot more similar across the ethnic groups. A specific group of 
respondents having a more traditional view would have been missed. This means 
that our hypothesis with respect to the second research question is also confirmed, 
at least with respect to nonresponse bias. The use of bilingual interviewers with a 
shared ethnic background resulted in more traditional views with respect to Gender 
Roles and Familiy Ties. The third research question – how does the language of 
the interview affect the comparison of attitudes on Gender Roles and Familiy Ties 
between non-Western groups in the Netherlands – was assessed in combination 
with other potential sources of method bias. To find out how interview language 
affected cross-cultural comparison a dummy was made which, together with dum-
mies indicating interviewer gender, gender match, the presence of others as well as 
eight important socio-demographic variables such as education, gender, age, etc., 
was regressed as covariate on the latent variables of Gender Roles and Familiy 
Ties. For this a multi group MIMIC (Multiple Indicators MultIple Causes) model 
was used. The inclusion of the socio-demographic variables on the respondents 
was done to correct as much as possible for the inherent confoundedness of these 
sources of method bias with respondent characteristics.

Interview language had an effect on attitudes towards Familiy Ties among 
Turkish, Moroccans and Antilleans. When interviewed in their native language, 
they all give (significantly) more traditional opinions. As for Surinamese, no sig-
nificant effect of interview language was found for either factor. This is not sur-
prising, since only a handful of respondents completed the interview in another 
language. Also in this instance the hypothesis is confirmed. Interview language 
has a systematic effect on the measurement of Gender Roles and Familiy Ties and 
being interviewed in Dutch leads to less traditional views towards Gender Roles 
and Familiy Ties.

There are several remarks that need to be made in order to place this result of 
interview language in the right context. First of all, the effect of interview language 
is confounded with the effect of interviewer ethnicity. However, all Turkish and 
Moroccan respondents were interviewed by bilingual interviewers with a shared 
ethnic background, therefore no further disentanglement was possible. On the other 
hand, some of the interviewer ethnicity effect might already be captured by the 
modeling of interviewer effects.

Secondly, this effect might also partially be the result of systematic differences 
introduced by translation. However, the latter is unlikely, since the effect was not 
detected for just one ethnic group, but for three, one of which never benefitted from 
a translated questionnaire at all. In addition, the effect was measured on the factor, 
not on the indicators.
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Thirdly, it is clear that the measured effect is confounded with potential non-
response bias. The respondents that could not have participated if the possibility to 
have the survey in their native language did not exist did show a more traditional 
attitude. 

Despite the alternative explanations for the effect of interview language, the 
fact remains that it had a systematic effect. This means there is a real trade-off 
between cross-cultural comparability and reducing nonresponse among some eth-
nic groups. 

As for the fourth research question – “How does interviewer gender and gen-
der match affect the cross-cultural comparison?” – the results showed a significant 
effect for interviewer gender among Turkish and gender match among Moroccans 
when it came to attitudes towards Gender Roles. Perhaps not surprisingly, female 
interviewers cause systematically less traditional attitudes towards Gender Roles 
than male interviewers among the Turkish. Also, Moroccan men have more tradi-
tional attitudes towards Gender Roles when they are interviewed by a male inter-
viewer compared to the Moroccan men that were interviewed by a female inter-
viewer. Moroccan women are not systematically affected in their attitudes by the 
gender of the interviewer. In this case the hypothesis is partly confirmed. Inter-
viewer gender and gender matching did effect the cross-cultural comparability, but 
the effect of interviewer gender was only discernible among Turkish respondents 
and the effect of gender match was only present among Moroccan male respond-
ents.

With respect to the fifth research question – “How does the presence of others 
during the interview affect the cross-cultural comparison of attitudes on Gender 
Roles and Familiy Ties between non-Western groups in the Netherlands?” – the 
results show that respondents of Surinamese and Antillean origin offered more 
traditional views in the presence of others. Among Surinamese respondents, this 
systematic effect was present on both factors, whereas for the Antilleans this only 
occurred for Familiy Ties. Also in this instance the hypothesis is only partly con-
firmed. The presence of others during an interview resulted in more traditional 
views towards Gender Roles and Familiy Ties, but only among Surinamese and 
only with respect to Familiy Ties among Antilleans. 

The modeling of the incomparability of samples was done using a propensity 
score reweighting procedure of the socio-demographic variables that showed both 
a significant difference in the distribution between at least two ethnic groups and a 
significant effect on the indicators designed to measure the latent constructs. 

The results for the sixth and final research question – “How much of the 
observed differences in attitudes on Gender Roles and Familiy Ties between non-
Western groups can be attributed to differences in socio-demographic composition 
between non-Western populations in the Netherlands?” – showed that the incompa-
rability of samples explains some of the observed cross-cultural differences on both 
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Gender Roles and Familiy Ties. In the case of Gender Roles, this effect was large 
enough to render all observed differences between ethnic groups non-significant. 
This result confirms our sixth and final hypothesis that part of the observed differ-
ences between the ethnic groups can be explained by differences in socio-demo-
graphic composition.

It is important to be aware of the fact that survey data can be affected by a 
manifold of factors. These can be unwanted spin-offs of survey design choices or 
uncontrollable disturbance factors. In this case, it is clear that tailor-made response 
enhancing measures and other, less controllable sources of method bias affect 
the cross-cultural comparison of non-Western minority ethnic groups, not only 
because they introduce a bias in estimates for an ethnic group, but, more impor-
tantly, because they impact the groups differently. 

In the case of face-to-face surveys designed to compare ethnic groups or coun-
tries, these effects can lead to wrong conclusions about the relative positions of 
countries or groups. This can have serious consequences if the survey results con-
tribute towards deciding whether or not a policy is effective in reducing an observed 
socio-economic or socio-cultural difference or if it informs the decision about the 
allocation of funds.

The comparability bias can be caused by differences in the size of the various 
sources of method bias that affects the groups or countries under investigation, by 
the differential impact of the same method bias between groups or by a combina-
tion thereof.

In the case of cross-cultural studies, it is important for the researchers to be 
aware of how the data were collected and how this can potentially bias survey esti-
mates. This is especially important in the case of unexpected results based on data 
that used different data collection strategies among different ethnic groups. 

With respect to data collected via face-to-face surveys it is recommended to 
take into account potential interviewer effects to avoid spurious effects, especially 
in the context of cross-cultural comparisons. In those cases when no information 
about the interviewer is available, one may consider using stricter criteria for sig-
nificance testing, such as increasing the significance level to 0.01 instead of 0.05. 

With respect to cross-cultural comparison, one also needs to consider how the 
research question is reflected by the results of the comparison. A substitution of 
observed differences between cultures with cultural differences is easily done, but 
that will mostly be confounded with differences in socio-demographic composi-
tion. For instance, observed differences in the Gender Roles between the Turk-
ish and Surinamese group can be interpreted as the average Turkish person being 
more traditional than the average Surinamese person. However, the average Turkish 
person has a different set of socio-demographic characteristics than the average 
Surinamese person. When Turkish and Surinamese persons with the same set of 
characteristics are compared the conclusion might be different. 
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The present study has several limitations that make the interpretation of the 
results not entirely straightforward. First of all, a MGCFA approach was used that 
included a cluster variable to adjust for interviewer-dependent correlation between 
the answers of respondents that were interviewed by the same interviewer. Given 
this modelling approach, it was not possible to compare the competing non-nested 
models using AIC or BIC fit indices. Therefore, the relative fit of the competing 
models was evaluated using fit measures that are not designed for comparing non-
nested models and no conclusions could be drawn as to which of the models best 
describes the data. However, given the observed effects of the different sources of 
method bias on the cross-cultural comparability, we believe that we have adequately 
demonstrated the potential threat to making valid cross-cultural comparisons when 
these sources are not taken into account.

A second limitation concerns the quasi-experimental design used in this study. 
Data collected via this design does not allow for a complete disentanglement and 
entirely unbiased estimates of the different sources of identified method bias. Also, 
the data used in the present study did not allow for the complete disentanglement 
of the different ways (i.e., nonresponse, interview language and ethnicity) in which 
bilingual interviewers with a shared ethnic background can affect cross-cultural 
comparability.

A third limitation of the current study concerns the paradata. Several of the 
indicators measuring the existence of method bias are proxy estimates (i.e., inter-
viewer assessments). A recommendation for further research could therefore be to 
include tape recordings of the interview in order to allow for more direct assess-
ment of the effect of the interview language or of the extent to which others had an 
influence during (parts of) the interview.

As mentioned before, one can view the quasi-experimental design of this study 
as a drawback for this type of analysis. However, one should be aware of the fact 
that both the uncontrollable sources of method bias, such as the presence of others, 
as well as certain tailor-made response enhancing measures are always confounded 
with socio-demographic characteristics of respondents in cross-cultural surveys. 
Therefore, one may wonder if one should put effort in designing a fully randomized 
experimental design to capture these effects. Instead it may be more interesting to 
attempt building a body of evidence based on data collected via more realistic quasi 
experimental designs such as the present one, in order to gain a better understand-
ing of the effect these inherently confounded sources of method bias can have on 
the comparability of cross-cultural surveys and of the extent to which they can 
compromise cross-cultural comparisons. It might be preferable to collect more and/
or more direct paradata and to further develop models that are better suited to cor-
recting or testing for the existence of these effects based on data collected via quasi-
experimental designs.
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Appendix C:  
Observed differences on socio-demographic variables between ethnic 
groups after weighting for population distribution (Table C1) and 
after propensity score weighting (Table C2).

Table C1: 	 Observed differences on socio-demographic variables between ethnic 
groups after weighting for population distribution

Significant differences between  
ethnic groups (bonferonni adjusted)

Variable Ethnic group estimate se Turkish Moroccans Surinamese

Men  
(proportion)

Turkish 0.517 0.019

Moroccans 0.506 0.018

Surinamese 0.464 0.018

Antilleans 0.494 0.018

Age Group 
(mean)

Turkish 2.750 0.052

Moroccans 2.739 0.053

Surinamese 3.079 0.054 * *

Antilleans 2.710 0.052 *

First  
generation  
immigrant  
(proportion)

Turkish 0.693 0.018

Moroccans 0.664 0.017

Surinamese 0.646 0.017

Antilleans 0.721 0.016 *

Educational 
level (mean)

Turkish 2.074 0.039

Moroccans 2.005 0.038

Surinamese 2.607 0.037 * *

Antilleans 2.533 0.035 * *

Big City 
Dweller  
(proportion)

Turkish 0.228 0.016

Moroccans 0.299 0.016 *

Surinamese 0.360 0.018 *

Antilleans 0.254 0.016 *
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Significant differences between  
ethnic groups (bonferonni adjusted)

Variable Ethnic group estimate se Turkish Moroccans Surinamese

Employed  
(proportion)

Turkish 0.489 0.019

Moroccans 0.488 0.018

Surinamese 0.674 0.017 * *

Antilleans 0.601 0.018 * * *

Has child(ren) 
(proportion)

Turkish 0.632 0.019

Moroccans 0.591 0.018

Surinamese 0.615 0.018

Antilleans 0.548 0.018 *

Has partner 
(proportion)

Turkish 0.579 0.019

Moroccans 0.573 0.018

Surinamese 0.506 0.018 * *

Antilleans 0.458 0.017 * *

Note. * p<0.05/no. of pairwise comparisons. Variables included in the population weights: 
gender, household size, municipality size, immigration generation, age groups (12)

Table C1 continued
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Table C2: 	Observed differences on socio-demographic variables between ethnic 
groups after propensity score weighting

Significant differences between  
ethnic groups (bonferonni adjusted)

Variable Ethnic group estimate se Turkish Moroccans Surinamese

Men  
(proportion)

Turkish 0.523 0.025

Moroccans 0.523 0.020

Surinamese 0.494 0.017

Antilleans 0.515 0.019

Age Group  
(mean)

Turkish 2.522 0.049

Moroccans 2.562 0.045

Surinamese 3.141 0.056 * *

Antilleans 2.757 0.051 *

First  
generation 
immigrant 
(proportion)

Turkish 0.621 0.024

Moroccans 0.617 0.021

Surinamese 0.641 0.017

Antilleans 0.639 0.018

Educational 
level (mean)

Turkish 2.628 0.048

Moroccans 2.640 0.045

Surinamese 2.597 0.037

Antilleans 2.621 0.036

Big City  
Dweller  
(proportion)

Turkish 0.352 0.025

Moroccans 0.339 0.021

Surinamese 0.327 0.017

Antilleans 0.326 0.019

Employed  
(proportion)

Turkish 0.687 0.018

Moroccans 0.673 0.018

Surinamese 0.662 0.017

Antilleans 0.671 0.016
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Significant differences between  
ethnic groups (bonferonni adjusted)

Variable Ethnic group estimate se Turkish Moroccans Surinamese

Has child(ren) 
(proportion)

Turkish 0.585 0.024

Moroccans 0.583 0.021

Surinamese 0.617 0.017

Antilleans 0.575 0.018

Has partner 
(proportion)

Turkish 0.632 0.022

Moroccans 0.589 0.021

Surinamese 0.511 0.018 * *

Antilleans 0.499 0.018 * *

Note. * p<0.05/no. of pairwise comparisons. Variables included in the propensity score 
reweighting: Immigration generation, Educational level, Big city dweller, Employed and 
Children

Table C1 continued
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