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Abstract
A primary research area within the field of international business (IB) is to

establish the extent to which concepts, theories, and findings identified in one
country are applicable to other contexts and which are unique and cannot be

found in other contexts. Researchers in IB acknowledge the importance of the

context in their studies, but the practice of assessing equivalence (or invariance)
is not widely diffused within the community. We first discuss the components of

equivalence (construct, method, and item equivalence), and we offer a three-

step approach to address equivalence in the writing and revision of a paper. We
aim to help editors, reviewers, and researchers produce more reliable research

and navigate the tension between generalizable relationships and context-

specific ones, both theoretically and empirically, before performing analysis and

hypothesis testing. We then apply equivalence to the construct of firm
economic performance as a case study, but the same logic can be applied to

other constructs as well.
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INTRODUCTION
A primary research area within the field of international business
(IB) has been to establish the extent to which concepts, theories,
and findings identified in one country are applicable to other
contexts (Cuervo-Cazurra2012; Sekaran, 1983) or what is inher-
ently unique in a context that cannot be found in other contexts
(Teagarden, Von Glinow & Mellahi, 2018). Central to the search for
standard or generic relationships or uniquely and fully contextu-
alized relationships is equivalence. Neither fully contextualized nor
generalizable relationships between constructs can be achieved
unless researchers can clearly distinguish differences across research
contexts and show that a construct is context-specific or context-
invariant.

Researchers are aware that the measures and constructs used in IB
research need to be made comparable across countries to make
claims about the study findings. Despite this acknowledgement,
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the practice of assessing measurement equivalence
(or invariance) is not widely diffused within the
community (Hult, Ketchen, Griffith, Finnegan,
Gonzalez-Padron, Harmancioglu, & Cavusgil,
2008). For example, we found that only about
15% of studies with a multi-country sample in JIBS
in 2021 and 2020 assessed the equivalence of the
constructs and the instruments. In addition, far
fewer authors have assessed whether the method-
ology of the data collection was comparable across
the samples. Therefore, although researchers know
that the problem exists, the practice of assessing
equivalence across countries has not spread
broadly.

Failing to assess equivalence is the source of
attenuated estimators, which reduce the power of
statistical tests of hypotheses and provide mislead-
ing results (Davis, Douglas, & Silk, 1981; van de
Vijver & Leung, 1997). This has contributed to a
plethora of mixed findings in IB research. Fre-
quently, when there are contrasting findings in the
literature that do not converge over time, there is a
methodological problem (Boyd, Gove, & Hitt,
2005; Ferguson & Ketchen, 1999; Short, Ketchen,
& Palmer, 2002).

On the one hand, the increasing availability of
large international archival databases of firms has
increased the possibilities for academics interested
in cross-country comparisons. Prominent examples
are Compustat Global, ORBIS, fDi Intelligence, and
IBES, as well as large multi-country surveys such as
the International Social Survey Program (ISSP),
European Values Study (EVS), World Values Survey
(WVS), European Union Statistics, and OECD Data-
bank. While the proliferation of these international
sources of data makes multi- and cross-country
comparisons easier (Boyd, Gove, & Solarino, 2017),
it increases the risk that authors will not ascertain
the equivalence of these data. The emergence of big
data further complicates the picture, as big data are
generally collected in automatic ways, possibly
under different conditions, making the assessment
of equivalence even more important.

With this commentary, we aim to suggest ways in
which editors, reviewers, and researchers can pro-
duce more reliable research and navigate the ten-
sion between generalizable relationships and
context-specific ones, both theoretically and empir-
ically, before performing analysis and hypothesis
testing. Therefore, we first discuss the components
of equivalence (construct, method, and item equiv-
alence), offering a list of key questions that should
be addressed in the writing and revision of a paper.

We then apply equivalence to the construct of firm
economic performance because it is one of the most
common constructs used in IB, but the same logic
can be applied to other constructs and measures,
such as R&D intensity or entry modes.

EQUIVALENCE: KEY CONCEPTS
Before turning to a more formal definition of
equivalence, we highlight the importance of the
comparability of constructs and measures as well as
the pitfalls involved when comparability is absent.
When a researcher samples data from two or more
countries, there is a chance that the results of the
analysis might mistakenly make the researcher
conclude that an effect is stronger in certain
countries than in others. Because of the lack of
equivalence in the constructs and measures, subse-
quent studies that try to replicate the findings are
likely to arrive at diverging conclusions, giving rise
to mixed findings. Overall, the lack of equivalence
threatens the generalizability of the findings and
our ability to develop cumulative knowledge.
Equivalence can be absent for a wide variety of

reasons. Van de Vijver (1998) proposed a concep-
tual scheme that organizes the sources of non-
equivalence into three categories: construct,
method, and item bias. Construct bias is the most
fundamental source of non-equivalence and recog-
nizes that a construct itself might have different
meanings across countries, posing a fundamental
threat to international business research. A lack of
theoretical validity results in comparing apples and
oranges. Certain concepts have meanings that are
strongly nation- or culture-specific. Such concepts
are called emic concepts, in contrast to universal or
etic concepts (Triandis, 1972). For instance, we
know that there are several varieties of capitalism
(Hall & Soskice, 2001; Witt & Redding, 2014).
Differences in the capitalism system result in
managers giving different meanings to firm perfor-
mance and being satisfied with different perfor-
mance outcomes (Makino & Yiu, 2014). Comparing
firm performance between US and China (e.g.,
Chan, Makino, & Isobe, 2010) might not be infor-
mative, as the meaning of performance to man-
agers in the two countries is different.
Method and item bias relate to measurement

validity and can be assessed quantitatively (statis-
tically; Meredith & Teresi, 2006; Riordan & Van-
denberg, 1994). Method bias results from three
sources of bias that can emerge from the sample,
the administration, or the instrument used to
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collect the data. Samples might be different because
they are taken from different populations, or
because the subgroups within each population are
not equally represented. Differences in sampling
procedures could result in differences in the under-
lying population. These differences then become
erroneously interpreted as substantive differences
across countries. Different procedures in survey
administration or in the instrument across coun-
tries can also affect the quality of the data collected
and the results of the analysis. In psychology
research, there is consensus that the mean of the
data collection can affect the distribution of the
responses and non-responses, as well as the
response style (Billiet, Koch, & Philippens, 2007;
Harzing, 2006). In the context of IB, the dimension
of the sampling procedures across populations is
particularly relevant (Häder and Gabler, 2003;
Heeringa & O’Muircheartaigh, 2010).

Item bias refers to anomalies at the item level.
Item performances depend on a person’s status on a
target dimension and the errors that exist around
such a dimension. Errors can arise from poor
translations of the items (Harkness, Villar, &
Edwards, 2010) across groups, or because the item
carries different meanings across subgroups. For
instance, Makino and Yiu (2014) revealed that not
only the means but also the kurtosis of ROA varies
systematically across Asian countries. Conse-
quently, unless these differences were appropriately
considered, this item would result in biased regres-
sion coefficients.

MEASUREMENT EQUIVALENCE:
IMPLEMENTATION

To establish equivalence in cross- and multi-coun-
try studies, researchers should follow a three-step
approach. Table 1 displays the process and shows
the key questions journal editors and reviewers
should ask, what authors should do to prove
equivalence to journal editors, and what actions
authors can take if equivalence cannot be
confirmed.

Step 1: Construct Equivalence
To obtain construct equivalence and avoid con-
struct bias, it is crucial to draw thorough insights
into cross-country similarities and differences in
various phenomena. Concepts or constructs used in
management research may be conceptually similar
but do not perform the same function in all
countries. The first question journal editors and

reviewers should ask authors is whether the study
adopted an emic or etic standpoint or where it lies
on the emic–etic continuum. Were the authors
trying to apply a foreign or universal contract to a
local phenomenon, or were they aiming to identify
or assess how a local construct is generalizable
across multiple countries? An example is stock
options. Stock options are tools of corporate gov-
ernance aimed at aligning the interests of senior
managers and shareholders and motivating man-
agers to maximize shareholders’ value. Most of the
applications of stock options in cross-country
studies have shown that they worked well in
Anglo-Saxon countries but failed to deliver the
same results in Europe (Zattoni, 2007). In China,
stock options awarded to managers resulted in
increasing tunneling rather than minimizing the
agency problem (Jiang, Kling, Bo, & Driver, 2017).
The application of stock options as an etic con-
struct with the same meaning that this governance
tool has in Anglo-Saxon countries is likely to be the
source of diverging findings. Applying a construct
without considering the context results in an
incomplete assessment.
Second, journal editors and reviewers should

challenge authors to clarify the relationship
between theory and context and contextualize
theories and variables (theories in context) or
theorize about context (theories of context; Whet-
ten, 2009). Building on the example of stock
options, different findings might be rooted in the
structure of the firms awarding stock options:
whether the firm has, or not, a controlling share-
holders, and on the nature of the controlling
shareholder (state, family, etc.). In some countries
and in the presence of a dominant shareholder,
stock options are often used to reward loyalty
rather than incentivize performance (Melis, Carta,
& Gaia, 2012). In some circumstances, certain
constructs can have partial equivalence – similar,
but not identical, meanings. Therefore, journal
editors and reviewers should ask authors to clarify
the extent of the construct equivalence.
To avoid construct bias, authors should obtain

insight into cross-country similarities and differ-
ences in various phenomena. They could use expert
panels and focus groups to identify cross-national
differences (Harding, 2013; Johnson, 1998). An
understanding of the legal and societal structures
of the countries can help direct the areas of inquiry
and find similar contracts. When authors cannot
empirically prove that the data are comparable
across countries, journal editors should ask them to
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inquire why it is the case. Exploring why variables
across countries carry different meanings could be
an important contribution and will help building
cumulative knowledge. Journal editors should
encourage authors to assess which institutional-
level antecedent can be used as a predictor of such
differences (Cheung & Au, 2005).

Step 2: Method Equivalence
To minimize the risk of method bias and improve
methodological equivalence, journal editors and
reviewers should ask authors to define as clearly as
possible the precise unit(s) of comparison across
which they make final contrasts, and then demon-
strate that, first, the samples and subsamples from
the populations are similar enough to be compared.

Sample populations with different compositions
might affect the results. For example, in a cross-
country comparison of the role of women in society
that includes countries with limited women’s
rights, having an equal representation of men and
women might result in limited data reliability
(Usunier, 1998). Some countries are deeply multi-
cultural. For example, India is made up of highly
diversified ethnic, religious, and linguistic groups.
In contrast, others are explicitly multicultural, such
as Switzerland, which emphasizes the defense of
local particularisms also in politics and economics.
Then there are cases like African countries where
for historical reasons the ‘‘ethnic’’ dimension mat-
ters more than the ‘‘national’’ one. Editors and
reviewers should always ask authors to clarify what

Table 1 Steps and key questions for assessing measurement equivalence

Step 1: Construct equivalence ? Step 2: Method equivalence ? Step 3: Item equivalence

Key questions for editors and reviewers

•Did the authors use an emic or etic

approach?

•Does the construct have the same

meaning across the sample population?

•What is the degree of equivalence

(partial or total)?

Have the researchers followed the

appropriate sampling procedures across

the populations?

Are the subgroups equally/sufficiently

represented?

Have the data been collected under the

same conditions?

What is a ‘‘representative sample’’?

Does the construct show comparable

properties across countries (similar

patterns of convergent and divergent

validity)?

Do the items used to measure the

construct have the same meaning

across the samples?

What the authors should do:

Consult with an expert on the topic to

confirm the (degree of) equivalence

Conduct pilot studies to confirm

equivalence

Demonstrate that the samples are

comparable

Demonstrate that the effect is not

driven by a country with a larger

number of observations

Demonstrate that the variables are

constructed following the same

procedures

In survey research, assess response style,

item wording, reverse items, and

issues with common method bias

Statistically prove item equivalence

(CFA, equality of variance test;

exponential random graph (p*);

Cluster analysis)

What if equivalence cannot be achieved? Authors should:

Look for alternative constructs

Develop a new instrument

Investigate the emic dimensions of the

construct (what are the characteristics

of this unique culturally embedded

construct?

Investigate why the construct has

different meanings in different settings

Resample the data

Perform subgroup analysis

Investigate the source of method bias

Look for alternative measures

Conduct separate analysis for each

group

Suggest how to refine the construct
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they mean by ‘‘representative sample’’. Researchers
often use random samples of listed multinationals
(MNEs) in IB research. However, the differences in
the composition of the populations of firms listed
in different indexes across the world might have
affected the results of the analysis. The population
of MNEs on stock exchanges varies greatly across
countries (e.g., smaller firms in Italy vs. larger firms
in Germany). To avoid method bias, researchers
must not only compare sampling procedures (sim-
ilar sample sizes, stratified samples, etc.) but also
understand the distribution of firm characteristics
in the population to ensure that they are compar-
ing apples to apples. Mandler, Bartsch, and Han
(2021) paid particular attention to balancing the
respondents to their survey in terms of sociodemo-
graphic to ensure that the subsamples captured the
same population across countries, and that the
differences were not due to one country having
more respondents from a sociodemographic group
compared to the other.

Sample equivalence is related not only to the
subgroup population within a country but also to
large imbalances across group sizes. Groups with
larger sample sizes have more weight, masking the
lack of equivalence between the groups. The imbal-
ance affects the results of regressions and factorial
invariance studies and manifests when one group is
twice as large as another (Yoon & Lai, 2018).

Moreover, journal editors and reviewers should
ask authors to demonstrate that in surveys and
interviews, the administration conditions were
comparable across informants. For example, the
conditions in which a survey is completed can
influence the responses (Edwards, 2008). Extensive
literature covers survey and interview administra-
tion and describes how to assure honest and
comparable responses (Aguinis, Villamor, &
Ramani, 2021; Solarino & Aguinis, 2021). Finally,
in survey research, authors should supply evidence
that the survey was not affected by response style,
item wording, reverse items, or issues with com-
mon method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Pod-
sakoff, 2012).

Step 3: Item Equivalence
Finally, assuming that construct and method biases
are absent, journal editors and reviewers should ask
authors to demonstrate that item bias is absent.
Item bias should be addressed statistically. Table 2
presents a synthetic overview of the four method-
ologies discussed later in the commentary. Journal
editors should recommend one of the following

options when authors have not used one, depend-
ing on the nature of the study and the number of
countries involved. We offer a guided application
of the four methodologies in the next section. We
briefly introduce them and describe their strengths
and weaknesses.
The first approach is multi-group confirmatory

factor analysis (MGCFA). MGCFA assesses whether
a construct has the same underlying meaning
across groups. This methodology is suitable for
testing item equivalence across a limited number of
groups (two to three, four at the most), as conver-
gence can be an issue, especially for a comparison
with more than two groups (Asparouhov &
Muthén, 2014). Furthermore, authors should
refrain from testing the equivalence using pairwise
comparison between groups because it will increase
type I errors. In some circumstances, when authors
could not even establish partial equivalence, they
analyzed the data separately across groups (Hirst,
Budhwar, Cooper, West, Long, Chongyuan, &
Shipton, 2008). However, this approach is appro-
priate only if the purpose of the study does not
involve comparing groups (Somaraju, Nye, &
Olenick, 2021), and the conclusions are specific
for each group and not suitable for making com-
parisons among them.
The second approach relies on item response

theory (IRT), which offers a suitable approach for
examining the extent of the differential function-
ing of each item. Researchers should compare not
the mean but the standard deviation of the perfor-
mance measures across countries (Jebb, Morrison,
Tay, & Diener, 2020). This method is particularly
suitable for single-item indicators. If the theory
supports the use of a specific performance measure,
and its standard deviation is similar across coun-
tries, then the researcher can use that specific
performance measure to perform the cross-country
comparison. The difference in the means can then
be explained using the predictor variable. This
approach has the benefit of having no limitations
on the number of groups that can be tested
concurrently. However, it can test only one indica-
tor at a time.
Finally, we propose that researchers can adopt

two network approaches to test for item equiva-
lence. The first is comparable to a nomological
network, where the behavior of the correlations
between performance measures should be similar
enough to allow for a comparison. The nomolog-
ical network has been criticized for not being able
to provide a practical and usable methodology for
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actually assessing construct equivalence and valid-
ity. We propose using exponential random graph
(p*) models as a practical solution. This approach
allows for a large number of indicators in the
analysis. However, this is also a weakness, as it
requires a large number of indicators to assess,
build, and simulate the possible correlation net-
works (at least 20). If the networks created do not
support similarity across countries, then researchers
should try the second network approach we
suggest.

This second network approach consists of using
cluster analysis to identify those performance indi-
cators that behave more similarly and thus belong
to the same cluster. The benefit of this approach is
that it can identify solutions that other methods
cannot. The solution cannot be explained theoret-
ically, only empirically. As with MGCFA, these
methodologies are not suitable for comparing
many groups. However, they can accommodate a
larger number of groups than MGCFA. In the next
section, we apply construct, method, and item bias
to the case of firm performance.

A Practical Example with Organizational
Performance
As a practical example, we compared performance
measures across all listed firms in Mainland China
(hereafter China), Hong Kong-SAR (hereafter Hong
Kong), and Singapore from 2009 to 2018. The
sample was composed of 2451 firms and 26,145
year observations. We chose this sample because
previous studies have often compared Hong Kong
and Singaporean firms with Chinese ones

(Carlsson, Nordegren, & Sjöholm, 2005; Eng &
Spickett-Jones, 2009; Huang, Kerstein, & Wang,
2018; Song, Zeng, & Zhou, 2021). Moreover, studies
using Asian samples have become more numerous
over the last decade (Bai, Du, & Solarino, 2018;
Boyd & Solarino, 2016).
We chose performance as a case study because it

is one of the most commonly assessed variables in
business research (Boyd & Solarino, 2016; Combs,
Crook, & Shook, 2005). However, the discussion
below can be applied to any variable under inves-
tigation, whether innovation, job satisfaction,
leadership, or something else. We collected data
for the most commonly used performance mea-
sures, adapting the list from Combs et al. (2005).
Table 3 reports the list of performance indicators.
Table 4 reports the descriptive statistics of the
performance measures by country.

Step 1: Construct equivalence
Previous studies have found that performance is a
multidimensional construct (Hamann, Schiemann,
Bellora, & Guenther, 2013; Rowe & Morrow, 1999;
Tosi et al., 2000). Those studies were single-country
studies. Not much has been discussed in the
literature about how, and to what extent, the
construct of organizational performance is valid
and reliable across countries. There are good rea-
sons to expect that organizational performance
might not be fully equivalent across countries.
There are several ways for scholars to measure

performance. Accounting measures are defined as
the historical performance of organizations and are
assessed through the use of accounting data

Table 2 Comparison of methodologies

Methodology Suitable for Not suitable Strength Weakness

CFA Few

countries

(2–3)

Single

indicator

Formative

measures

Multiple indicators

Latent variables

Theory driven

Requires a minimum of 3 indicators for

each latent variable

Equality of variance

test

Many

countries

(9+)

Latent

variables

Ease of implementation Can compare a single variable at a time

Exponential random

graph (p*)

Few

countries

(4–8)

Single

indicator

Latent variables

Can compared an unlimited

number of variables

Requires a minimum of indicators (20) for a

meaningful network

Cluster analysis Few

countries

(4–8)

Single

indicator

Latent

variables

Can compared an unlimited

number of variables

Can find solutions that other

methods cannot

Atheoretical
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published in annual reports (Fryxell & Barton,
1990). When observed longitudinally, they can be
interpreted as growth measures. Growth measures,
while logically distinct from accounting measures
(Hamann et al., 2013), are often based on the latter.
Therefore, they suffer from similar issues, and we
treat them jointly.

Each country has its own accounting ‘‘standards’’
or generally accepted accounting principles
(GAAP). For instance, some countries ask to
account for specific balance sheet items in different
ways (e.g., inventory and asset depreciation; Ball,
Robin, & Sadka, 2008). The adoption of the Inter-
national Accounting Standards has not improved

Table 3 Performance indicators

Accounting measures Growth measuresa Market measures

Return on assets* Sales* Stock returns*

Return on sales* Profit* Market-to-book value (Tobin’s Q)*

Return on equity* Earnings per share (EPS) growth* Stock price/earnings (P/E)

Operating margin* EV/EBITDA EV/EBITDA

Net income*

EPS*

Gross margin*

EBITDA margin*

EBIT margin*

79%* of all accounting measures 77%* of all growth measures 75%*of all market measures

41% overall 13% overall 8% overall

62%* of total measured

a To smooth the effect of a single year for all growth measures; we used a 3-year average

*Identified by Combs et al. (2005) and included in the study

Table 4 Descriptive statistics for the performance indicators for the period 2009–2018

Variable China Hong Kong Singapore

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Shareholder return 2343.70 11,311.43 1737.91 9504.62 847.71 3176.16

Tobin’s Q 1.39 3.59 1.27 3.68 0.92 3.52

PE 71.76 440.45 47.42 468.54 36.28 388.84

Turnover 2,579,044 17,900,000 1,066,636 5,381,329 555,815 2,588,535

EBIT 165,960 1,037,927 127,474 869,109 56,489 203,367

Profits before tax 189,869 1,143,120 158,262 1,025,307 70,356 297,763

Profits after tax 105,379 832,247 114,537 781,819 52,161 221,072

Net income 209,930 1,434,188 113,039 771,140 53,777 241,674

ROE (before tax) 8.42 46.13 3.52 60.10 4.89 59.05

ROA (before tax) 4.47 11.42 2.47 16.06 3.38 14.26

ROE (net income) 5.41 42.21 0.27 59.40 2.97 52.55

ROA (net income) 3.16 10.29 1.18 14.74 2.26 14.07

ROS - 0.01 2.44 – 2.14 84.67 – 0.15 9.21

Profit margin 9.73 19.73 7.02 25.86 9.73 24.61

Gross margin 32.38 21.53 40.52 26.68 41.29 26.66

EBITDA margin 14.69 21.31 11.51 24.53 15.93 22.13

EBIT margin 9.17 18.78 6.77 24.51 12.78 24.78

Enterprise value/EBITDA 11.82 15.34 9.16 14.32 10.59 12.77

EPS 0.09 0.41 – 0.41 30.21 0.04 0.16

Turnover growth 8.48 582.17 3.00 189.29 7.01 326.71

Net income growth 3.86 293.59 – 0.22 22.19 – 1.20 60.39

EPS growth - 0.16 6.17 – 0.46 14.77 – 0.25 2.56

Enterprise value/EBITDA growth 0.21 7.41 0.60 20.52 0.33 3.57
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the situation, with significant differences remain-
ing across countries (Barth, Landsman, & Lang,
2008; De George, Li, & Shivakumar, 2016). Further-
more, differences arise among managers’ use of
earnings management techniques (Han, Kang, Sal-
ter, & Yoo, 2010) to smooth or accentuate profits in
a given year, use which is susceptible to the cultural
values that dominate the country. For instance,
individualism is positively related to the magnitude
of earnings discretion, while uncertainty avoidance
is negatively related. Other studies have found that
the quality of information reporting in financial
statements is not consistent across countries
because of differences in how institutions monitor
and enforce adherence to reporting standards. In
countries where regulatory enforcement is weaker,
and penalties for false reporting are minimal
(Holthausen, 2009), accounts are more easily
manipulated. If the cultural dimension is not
considered, accounting measures are only partially
equivalent.

Market measures are computed using capital mar-
ket indicators, such as total shareholder return (TSR)
or stock price changes. Stock market performance
reflects future opportunities and cash flows, in
contrast with accounting returns, which entail a
historical perspective. Also market measures differ
across countries. Market liquidity, market size, mar-
ket regulations, and transparency vary across stock
markets. Market liquidity and size affect the valua-
tionof stockprices, as shares listed in smaller and less
liquid markets have lower valuations (Bleck & Liu,
2007). Moreover, market regulations affect the con-
tent of reportedfinancial information (Alford, Jones,
Leftwich, & Zmijewski, 1993). Market size, liquidity,
and transparency of information are necessary for
the correct functioning of the market. In a transpar-
ent market, shareholders are able to distinguish
‘‘good’’ from ‘‘bad’’ projects and thus achieve the
first-best outcome by liquidating poor projects.
Overall, as markets are highly sensitive to local
dynamics, especially smaller ones, their indicators
are not fully comparable. Finally, hybrid indicators,
such as price-earing (PE), Tobin’s Q, and themarket-
to-book ratio, present the problem of both types of
accounting and market measures of performance.
Overall, we should not expect full equivalence of
performance indicators across countries.

Step 2: Method equivalence
The second step consisted of demonstrating that
the methodology for collecting the data is the same
across countries. This implies that the samples are

not particular or skewed toward a particular dimen-
sion but are representative of the population. In our
data collection, we did not impose any boundary
conditions on the sample (industry, number of
employees, etc.). We collected data from all listed
firms in the Hong Kong, Singapore, and Shanghai
stock exchanges’ main listings. In our case, we did
not collect a representative sample but population
data. The Chinese and Hong Kong samples repre-
sent 45% and 38% of the overall observation,
respectively, while the Singaporean sample repre-
sents the remaining 17%. Given the unbalanced
samples in terms of observations, the largest sam-
ples in the dataset will dominate the ‘‘regression
outputs’’ obscuring the contribution of the smaller
sample, and the different composition of the
samples because the lack of boundary conditions
will further bias the analysis and make it harder to
replicate the results.

Step 3: Item equivalence
Finally, item bias can be mitigated by assessing
which measures behave similarly across countries,
as we show in the examples that follow. Measure-
ment equivalence is a property of the instrument
used to measure the desired variable and implies
that the same concept is measured in the same way
across subgroups. In our case, it is the performance
of firms across countries. Put differently, this occurs
when firms with the same standing on the latent
trait (performance) but sampled from different
groups (countries) have equal expected observed
scores on the assessment (Drasgow, 1987; Mellen-
bergh, 1989).

MGCFA
The first method we used to test measurement
equivalence was MGCFA (Joreskog, 1971; Steen-
kamp & Baumgartner, 1998). We followed Vanden-
berg and Lance’s (2000) multi-step approach to
assess measurement equivalence (or invariance)
across groups. The steps include testing for (1)
configurational equivalence, (2) metric equiva-
lence, (3) scalar equivalence, and (4) measurement
equivalence (or uniqueness equivalence). The first
model tested for configurational equivalence with
all the performance indicators load on a single
factor. The model did not converge. We then tested
the model using three latent factors: one for
accounting measures, one for market measures,
and one for growth measures. Similarly, this model
did not converge. As the final step, we followed
Cheung and Lau’s (2012) recommendation and
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tested a subset of the items. Table 5 reports the
different models tested for configurational and
metric equivalence. Despite several iterations, we
were unable to determine which performance
indicators were equivalent across China, Hong
Kong, and Singapore.

Equality of variance. The second approach tested
for the equality (homogeneity) of the performance
indicators’ variance across countries. We applied
Levene’s test. This test is an alternative to the
Bartlett’s test, which is less sensitive to the skew-
ness of the data (departures from normality). We
also included the variations on the test, as sug-
gested by Brown and Forsythe (1974). The results
are presented in Table 6. Only a few performance
measures had comparable variances across China,
Hong Kong, and Singapore: net income growth,
turnover growth, and EPS (partially) and EPS
growth. The most common performance indicators
(e.g., ROA, ROE, Tobin’s Q) did not have equal
variance across countries. Therefore, only a few
measures are equivalent.

A network perspective
The last methods we suggest are rooted in network
analysis. The first method consists of building a
network across the performance indicators for each
country and then testing their similarity using an
exponential random graph (p*) approach. Faust
and Skvoretz (2002) developed a statistical
approach for comparing networks independently
from the underlying structure, node characteristics,
or other characteristics. This approach is based on a
set of parameter estimates to predict tie probabil-
ities and then compare and contrast those statistics
across n networks. This approach allowed us to
compare structural network effects, escaping the
assumption of dyadic interdependence commonly

adopted in network analysis. The p* methodology
can assess the statistical likelihood of specific
network configurations that explicitly model non-
independence among dyads by including parame-
ters for structural features that capture hypothe-
sized dependencies among ties as a tool for
addressing divergence among networks. In the p*
framework, the probability of a digraph G is
expressed as a log-linear function of a vector of
parameters #,1 an associated vector of digraph
statistics x(G), and a normalizing constant Z(#):

P Gð Þ ¼ expð#0 � x Gð ÞÞ
Zð#Þ :

P* models have several benefits compared to tradi-
tional network analysis. They allow for the com-
parison of networks starting from their parameters
(and do not assume that observations are inde-
pendent), and they accommodate attributes and
structural estimates as predictors of a given network
(Snijders, Pattison, Robins, & Handcock, 2006).
Using this logic, two networks, A and B, are similar
if their structural tendencies and degrees are simi-
lar. If such a condition exists, it should be possible
to predict tie probabilities in one network not only
from its own parameter estimates but also from
those estimated from the other network. Should
the two networks require different # for their esti-
mation, then the networks are different.

In the case study, to assess whether the perfor-
mance metrics were comparable across countries,
we adopted a two-step process. The first step
consisted of computing the correlation matrix
across the performance indicators in each country
to create the ‘‘performance network.’’ We selected
only the correlations significant at 5% or higher to
establish a dyadic relationship between two

Table 5 MGCFA test for item equivalence among performance measures in China, Hong Kong, and Singapore

Model Configurational equivalence Metric equivalence

One single factor No –

Three factors No –

Submodels –

ROE (before tax); ROA (before tax); ROE (net income); ROA (net income) No –

Profit margin; Gross margin; EBITDA margin; EBIT margin Yes No

Enterprise value/EBITDA; EPS; Tobin’s Q; PE; Shareholder return No –

EPS; Tobin’s Q; PE; Shareholder return No –

EPS; PE; Shareholder return No –

Turnover growth; Net income growth; EPS growth No –

Turnover growth; Net income growth; Enterprise value/EBITDA growth No –
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performance measures. The performance indicators
are the nodes of our network, and the 5% signif-
icant relationship is the edge. In the second step,
we compared these networks. We did not consider

whether the relationship was positive or negative,
only if it existed. We used Pnet for the analysis
(Wang, Robins, Pattison, & Koskinen, 2009).

Table 6 Levene’s test for equal variance among performance measures in China, Hong Kong, and Singapore

Levene’s robust

test statistic

Levene’s robust test

statistic (median)

Levene’s robust test statistic

(10% trimmed mean)

Suitable for cross-country

comparison

Shareholder return 27.49 14.22 14.22 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

Tobin’s Q 14.80 12.02 12.73 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

PE 9.89 5.59 5.82 No

(\0.001) (\0.003) (\0.003)

Turnover 80.02 32.62 33.81 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

EBIT 40.61 20.42 21.00 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

Profits before tax 41.07 19.19 19.68 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

Profits after tax 28.20 15.68 15.68 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

Net income 64.51 25.07 25.48 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

ROE (before tax) 44.38 39.41 39.26 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

ROA (before tax) 149.53 136.22 135.37 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

ROE (net income) 55.39 44.68 44.52 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

ROA (net income) 161.31 140.98 139.19 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

ROS 25.39 10.06 10.79 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

Profit margin 91.57 85.07 89.19 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

Gross margin 255.49 192.33 241.62 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

EBITDA margin 20.10 18.35 19.56 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

EBIT margin 124.67 103.62 111.29 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

Enterprise value/ EBITDA 17.78 10.57 10.80 No

(\0.001) (\0.001) (\0.001)

EPS 3.13 0.95 0.95 Partial

(0.043) (0.385) (0.386)

Turnover growth 0.99 0.25 0.25 Yes

(0.370) (0.775) (0.775)

Net income growth 1.43 0.34 0.35 Yes

(0.239) (0.708) (0.707)

EPS growth 1.01 0.60 0.63 Yes

(0.363) (0.551) (0.534)

Enterprise value/EBITDA growth 4.63 3.47 3.49 No

(0.01) (0.031) (0.030)

Exact p values are reported in brackets

In bold, non-significant Levene’s test for equal variance
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We used the networks generated from the per-
formance indicators to predict the Chinese network
of performance metrics (baseline network). The
results are presented in Table 7. Only the Chinese
network can predict itself. Therefore, the relation-
ships between the performance measures in China
could not be predicted by those of firms listed in
Singapore or Hong Kong or by the performances of
Chinese firms listed on the Hong Kong market. As a
robustness check, we also tested whether the Chi-
nese data network could be predicted using data
from Taiwan, without success. Overall, this
methodology suggests that the performance met-
rics between China, Hong Kong, and Singapore are
not equivalent.

The second approach for identifying among
performance measures those that behave more
similarly across countries was based, similarly, on
creating networks of performance measures, but
then identifying which ‘‘cliques of performance
metrics’’ appear similar across all countries. We
used Ucinet 6 for the analysis, and the results of the
clique analysis are displayed in Table 8. The results
show that shareholder return, PE, and EBITDA
margin belonged to the same clique in all three
countries.

This allowed us to provide a solid narrative of
why these three variables should be chosen as
performance metrics. However, we have no theo-
retical justification for why these measures are
more comparable than the other measures.

DISCUSSION
If the goal of IB research is to examine the extent to
which theories, models, and constructs are valid
and applicable across countries or cultural contexts,
scholars aiming to perform cross-country and mul-
ti-country studies should first assess whether equiv-
alence exists for the desired construct and variables.
While STEM disciplines and psychology have been
at the forefront of establishing equivalence in
multi-group/multi-country studies, IB and business
research has been lagging behind. This lag con-
tributes to problems related to the credibility of our
findings (Aguinis, Cascio, & Ramani, 2017; Bergh,
Sharp, Aguinis, & Li, 2017; Byington & Felps, 2017;
Rynes, Colbert, & O’Boyle, 2018).
In this article, we raised the issue and suggested a

series of steps that journal editors, reviewers, and
authors should follow to assess the presence of
equivalence and the absence of biases at the
construct, method, and item levels. The lack of
measurement equivalence has substantial implica-
tions for IB researchers. First, it can lead researchers
to draw inaccurate or, worse, false conclusions,
preventing the accumulation of findings and the
solidification of knowledge. Many debates in IB,
and in business more in general, would benefit
from the assessment of measurement equivalence.
Recent review papers in JIBS and other IB outlets
have highlighted the prevalence of contrasting
findings in our field. For example, a recent review
of top management teams in international business

Table 7 pP* models for tie equivalence among performance measures in China, Hong Kong, and Singapore (China as the base

country)

Observed China Hong Kong Chinese firms listed in Hong Kong Singapore For completeness: Taiwan

Edge 61 26 37 31 39

2-star 475 99 183 137 217

3-star 1171 134 294 217 384

4-star 2021 150 331 271 452

5-star 2546 133 265 255 365

Triangles 102 20 36 22 42

T-ratio

Edge 0.069 – 4.533 – 4.643 – 2.081 0.352

2-star 0.259 – 3.3 – 3.542 – 2.075 0.792

3-star 0.423 – 2.61 – 2.797 – 2.070 1.241

4-star 0.556 – 2.165 – 2.265 – 2.064 1.696

5-star 0.634 – 1.823 – 1.861 – 2.061 2.148

Triangles 0.069 – 2.153 – 2.291 – 2.070 1.731

Networks are similar if the t-ratio is smaller than 0.1.
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Table 8 Clique analysis for clique equivalence among performance measures in China, Hong Kong, and Singapore

Country Cliques

China 1. 13 cliques found.

2. EBIT; Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; ROE (before tax); ROA (before tax); ROE (net income); ROA (net

income); Profit margin; Gross margin; EBITDA margin; EBIT margin; Enterprise Value/EBITDA; EPS;

3. Shareholder return; EBIT Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; ROE (before tax); ROA (before tax); ROE (net

income); ROA (net income); Profit margin; Gross margin; EBITDA margin; EBIT margin; EPS;

4. Profits after tax; ROE (before tax); ROA (before tax); ROE (net income); ROA (net income); Profit margin; Gross margin;

EBITDA margin; EBIT margin; EPS; EPS growth;

5. Profits after tax; Gross margin; EBITDA margin; Net income growth;

6. Turnover; EBIT; Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; Gross margin; Enterprise value/EBITDA; EPS;

7. Shareholder return; Turnover; EBIT; Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net Income; Gross margin; EPS;

8. Profits after tax; Gross margin; Turnover growth; Net income growth;

9. Profits after tax; Gross margin; Enterprise value/EBITDA; Enterprise value/EBITDA growth;

10. Profits after tax; Gross margin; EPS growth; Enterprise value/EBITDA growth;

11. Tobin’s Q EBIT; Profits before tax; Net income; EBITDA margin; EBIT margin; Enterprise value/EBITDA; EPS;

12. Tobin’s Q; turnover; EBIT; Profits before tax; Net income; Enterprise value/EBITDA; EPS;

13. Tobin’s Q pe EBIT margin; Enterprise value/EBITDA; EPS;

14. Shareholder return; PE; EBITDA margin; EPS

Hong

Kong

1. 15 cliques found.

2. Shareholder return; EBIT; Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; ROE (before tax); ROA (before tax); ROE (net

income); ROA (net income); Profit margin Gross margin; EBITDA margin; EBIT margin;

3. Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; ROE (before tax); ROA (before tax); ROE (net income); ROA (net

income); Profit margin; Gross margin; Net income growth;

4. Profits after tax; ROE (before tax); ROA (before tax); ROE (net income); ROA (net income); Profit margin; Gross margin;

EBITDA margin; EBIT margin; Enterprise EBITDA;

5. Profits after tax; ROA (before tax); ROA (net income); Gross margin; Turnover growth;

6. Profits after tax; Gross margin; EPS;

7. Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; Gross margin; Net income growth; EPS growth;

8. Profits after tax; Gross margin; EPS growth; Enterprise value/EBITDA growth;

9. Profits after tax; Gross margin; Enterprise value/EBITDA; Enterprise value/EBITDA growth;

10. Shareholder return; Turnover; EBIT; Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; ROE (before tax); ROA (before

tax); ROA (net income); Profit margin; EBITDA margin; EBIT margin;

11. Turnover; Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; ROE (before tax); ROA (before tax); ROA (net income);

Profit margin; Net income growth;

12. Turnover; Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; Net income growth; EPS growth;

13. Tobin’s Q; ROA (before tax); ROE (net income); ROA (net income); Profit margin; EBITDA margin; EBIT margin;

Enterprise value/EBITDA;

14. Tobin’s Q; Turnover; ROA (before tax); ROA (net income); Profit margin; EBITDA margin; EBIT margin;

15. Tobin’s Q; PE; EBITDA margin; Enterprise value/EBITDA;

16. Shareholder return; PE; EBITDA margin;

Singapore 1. 10 cliques found

2. Shareholder return; Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; ROE (before tax); ROA (before tax); ROE (net

income); ROA (net income); Profit margin; Gross margin; EBITDA margin; EBIT margin; Enterprise value/EBITDA; EPS

3. Shareholder return; EBIT; Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; ROE (before tax); ROA (before tax); ROE (net

income); ROA (net income); Profit margin; Gross margin; EBITDA margin; EBIT margin; EPS

4. Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; ROE (before tax); ROA (before tax); ROE (net income); ROA (net

income); Profit margin; Gross margin; EBITDA margin; EBIT margin; EPS; EPS growth

5. Shareholder return; Turnover; EBIT; Profits before tax; Profits after tax; Net income; Gross margin; EPS

6. Profits after tax; ROE (before tax); ROE (net income); Gross margin; EBITDA margin; EPS; Net income growth; EPS

growth

7. Profits after tax; Gross margin; Turnover growth

8. Profits before tax; ROA (before tax); Gross margin; EBITDA margin; Enterprise Value/EBITDA; Enterprise value/EBITDA

growth

9. Profits before tax; ROA (before tax); Gross margin; EBITDA margin; EPS growth; Enterprise Value/EBITDA growth

10. Gross margin; Turnover growth; Enterprise value/EBITDA growth

11. Shareholder return; Pe; EBITDA margin
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(Cuypers, Patel, Ertug, Li, & Cuypers, 2022) found
that in almost every area of the debate, there are
mixed findings. For example, the top management
team structure might or might not have a positive
relationship with the performance of an interna-
tional joint venture. Cuypers and colleagues right-
fully suggested that we should further investigate
the issue. We also add that researchers should also
assess whether the lack of convergent findings is
due to a lack of equivalence. For example, respon-
dents from international joint ventures often come
from different countries and have possibly diverg-
ing strategic goals. Therefore, they might not
interpret the performance of the international joint
venture in the same way. These differences in the
responses could be a source of mixed findings due
to construct, method, or item bias, rather than due
to an underlying latent theoretical issue we have
not discovered yet.

Other examples of how the lack of equivalence
could be driving the mixed findings in the litera-
ture arise from debates around family firms and
internationalization. A large amount of attention
in explaining differences in findings has been given
to family characteristics (Arregle, Chirico, Kano,
Kundu, Majocchi, & Schulze, 2021), including
resources, compensation practices, and individual-
level characteristics of family managers. Much less
attention has been given to the equivalence of the
measures across studies and multi-country studies,
and how the lack of equivalence in the constructs,
methods, and items contributes to the confusion
on the relationship between family firm and inter-
nationalization. For example, studies on entry
modes by family firms arrived at diverging conclu-
sions regarding whether family firms entering new
markets aim for low-commitment modes to mini-
mize risks (Monreal-Pérez & Sánchez-Marı́n, 2017;
Scholes, Mustafa, & Chen, 2016) or high-commit-
ment modes to maximize control (Abdellatif,
Amann, & Jaussaud, 2010; Pongelli, Calabrò, &
Basco, 2019). Some researchers have attempted to
explore the role of moderators, such as ownership
structure (Pongelli, Caroli, & Cucculelli, 2016). A
lack of measurement equivalence could be a possi-
ble source of these conflicting findings. The con-
textual factors in host countries that are missed
because of the lack of equivalence could make
family firms choose one or another type of entry
mode.

This lack of measurement equivalence within
and between studies has broader implications for
replicating findings. Researchers who aim to

replicate and build on previous literature first need
to replicate the original study and then assess
whether the research findings are due to method-
ological artefacts or are substantive. A lack of
equivalence raises the possibility that there are
biases in published research comparing outcomes
across countries (see ‘‘Making AIB and IB Relevant
and Legitimate’’ in AIB Insights 17(2)), making
replication difficult, if not impossible.

Measurement of Non-equivalence as a Research
area
International business research is often presented
with the tension between context specificities and
attempts to create generalizable knowledge that
can be applied to other research contexts. The lack
of accurate assessments in equivalence has resulted
in mixed and contrasting findings that have
impaired the field’s ability to generate cumulative
knowledge. In contrast, assessing the non-equiva-
lence of constructs across countries could be a
fruitful avenue of research for IB scholars. It will
help researchers uncover truly emic dimensions
and false etic constructs and understand, when
theorizing about a phenomenon, what is what is
truly etic and what is ‘‘contextually specific’’.
Theories could then be developed by considering
false etic constructs and exploring their source of
non-equivalence. This would help researchers gen-
erate studies that capture underlying effects with a
greater degree of precision and avoid ecological
fallacies by assessing and verifying that the under-
lying assumptions are comparable across countries
and samples.
For example, comparative studies on board inde-

pendence have failed to arrive at conclusive find-
ings about the extent to which board independence
matters to firm performance (Dalton, Daily, Ell-
strand, & Johnson, 1998; Mutlu, Van Essen, Peng,
Saleh, & Duran, 2018). On one side of the equation,
there is board independence, which has different
meanings in different countries. Some countries
have gone all-out on board independence, requir-
ing boards to be made up mostly of independent
board members. Other countries have demanded a
few independent board members but granted them
special and veto powers. Overall, the construct of
board independence (and how it is measured today
as a percentage or number of independent board
members) fails to capture that the independent
board in the US has a different role and a different
power compared to the one in Europe (Practical
Law, 2022). Even worse, in some countries,
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independent boards have more a ceremonial than
the substantive role that Western theories assign
them. Board independence and other ‘‘good gover-
nance practices’’ have been adopted in many
countries. However, these practices are often not
helpful in achieving the desired outcome (Chen, Li,
& Shapiro, 2011). Assessing the etic and emic, or
localized, value of board independence could be a
way to develop context-specific researchers who
can inform managers and policymakers. Therefore,
researchers should question the emic and etic
values of the construct and develop more nuanced
theories that account for its etic or emic value. On
the other side of the equation is firm performance.
As discussed previously, this construct has limited
equivalence across countries. Therefore, it is not
surprising that the comparative literature on cor-
porate governance and board independence has yet
to find consensus because of the lack of equivalence
in the constructs under investigation. To solve this
debate, like many others, researchers should iden-
tify which elements (of corporate governance) are
truly generalizable across countries and which
depend on the specific context of a country.

Contribution to the Performance Literature
The discussion of what constitutes ‘‘performance’’
for a firm has puzzled scholars for more than 30
years (Venkatraman & Grant, 1986), and the debate
has yet to be settled (Hamann et al., 2013; Richard,
Devinney, Yip, & Johnson, 2009). For instance,
studies have found that company performance is
represented by three, four, or even eight factors
(Hamann et al., 2013; Rowe & Morrow, 1999; Tosi
et al., 2000) not necessarily strongly related to each
other. In IB, measurement of the performance
construct across countries is further complicated
by the fact that institutions differ between nations,
and these differences substantially affect how
companies report and disclose performance mea-
sures and subsequent market reactions (Kumar &
Zattoni, 2016).

We contribute to the literature on the validity of
construct performance by highlighting the impor-
tance of the context in which performance is
assessed. The previously mentioned studies
explored the multidimensionality of performance
in a single country. Therefore, they were unable to
capture how the same construct dimensionality
would be transferable to other research settings. We
demonstrated empirically that the construct of
performance needs to be assessed, keeping in mind
that it is partially equivalent across countries, at

best, and that researchers need to find which
measures are the most suitable for the analysis
given the countries under investigation.

Equivalence and Big Data
The issue of equivalence will become more pressing
as the use of big data becomes more widespread, as
large amounts of data can be collected from people
and firms from different countries. Depending on
the origin, data processing technologies, and data
collection methods, big data present the same
issues that we have discussed. Furthermore, due to
the automated approach to data collection, these
issues are amplified. Big data are developing their
own measures of data quality, which include
volume, variety, and velocity (Schroeck et al.,
2012). IBM defined a fourth dimension of big data
quality, veracity, which refers to ‘‘the level of
reliability associated with certain types of data’’
including ‘‘truthfulness, accuracy or precision, cor-
rectness’’ (IBM, 2012; Schroeck et al., 2012). Big
data researchers will need to develop an appropri-
ate set of criteria rooted in existing debates on
equivalence. Big data collected from authoritarian
regimes might not be comparable to those in
democratic countries. The conditions under which
these data are collected differ, and users behave
differently because of the limitations on individual
freedoms in authoritarian countries. Existing rec-
ommendations suggest the use of automated
deception detection techniques to increase objec-
tivity by decreasing potential human bias, credibil-
ity tracking tools, and sensitivity to linguistic
dimensions (Lukoianova, & Rubin, 2014). Big data
researchers in IB will have to bring the use of these
tools a step forward by assessing how and whether
there are differences in deception, credibility, and
sensitivity in expressions in each country.

CONCLUSIONS
Leung and Bond (1989) and Hofstede warned us
about the risk of a lack of equivalence, but IB
studies have not been fully responsive to such calls.
Effective changes in publishing norms will require
journal editors to recognize and emphasize that
studies are not informative unless the researchers
can prove that the variables under investigation
carry the same meaning in each country. In many
journals, we have seen the use of multi-country
samples without an assessment of the extent to
which the data collected from these samples were
comparable. The problem of the validity of these
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multi-country samples is worsened by the use of
large datasets and big data, where validity and
equivalence issues are rarely discussed. Second,
journal editors and reviewers should ask researchers
to be more transparent with their methodology.
Readers should be able to check whether the data
were collected using the same procedures across
different countries, and there are no possible
sources of bias that could affect the study out-
comes. Have the measures been properly calibrated
across countries so that they capture the desired
property correctly? Are the samples comparable,
and therefore, no subsample carried more weight in
the analysis, risking possible biased results? Or did
the data come from similar sources so that the data
were collected in a similar manner in all countries?
Assessing and acknowledging partial, full, or lack of
equivalence should be a distinctive feature of IB
research. An analysis of equivalence should always
precede any analysis in a multi- and cross-country
study.

Authors can play a substantive role in the equiv-
alence debate. Multi- and cross-country research in
IB should serve the purpose of creating unique and
novel insights, generating broader concepts, or
identifying local constructs or phenomena that
shape business, rather than purely comparing what
is similar and what is different across countries. In
this regard, authors have an advantage over journal
editors in making the context come alive and
telling stories that would otherwise be unknown.
Extreme situations or boundary conditions on
existing theories can act as a prompt for discussing
why a study is needed, why the contextual differ-
ences matter, and why something works in one
country but not in another.

A primary research area within the field of
international business (IB) is to establish the extent
to which concepts, theories, and findings identified
in one country are applicable to other contexts and
which are unique and cannot be found in other
contexts. Researchers in IB acknowledge the

importance of the context in their studies, but the
practice of assessing equivalence (or invariance) is
not widely diffused within the community. We first
discuss the components of equivalence (construct,
method, and item equivalence), and we offer a
three-step approach to addressed equivalence in
the writing and revision of a paper. We aim to help
editors, reviewers, and researchers produce more
reliable research and navigate the tension between
generalizable relationships and context-specific
ones, both theoretically and empirically, before
performing analysis and hypothesis testing. We
then apply equivalence to the construct of firm
economic performance as a case study, but the
same logic can be applied to other variables as well.
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