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Abstract: Strikes are an important phenomenon in the working world. Nevertheless, cross-cultural psychological research on strikes has been
limited as appropriate scales were missing. Recently, a scale to determine third-party attitudes and behavioral reactions was introduced: the
Strike Attitude and Behavioral Reactions Scale (SABeRS). The applicability of this scale is currently limited to a German context, as it was
developed in German. We thus decided to extend the applicability to other languages, that is, English and French. To test the measurement
equivalence of the SABeRS, we used a British (n = 444), a German (n = 454), and a French sample (n = 463) and ran multigroup confirmatory
factor analyses. Based on multi-group CFA and alignment optimization analyses, the scale was found to be at least partially measurement
equivalent between the groups. The five factors were consistently confirmed in all samples. Overall, this study indicates that the SABeRS is
psychometrically solid and that it is measurement-equivalent in English, German, and French samples.
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Strikes from university lecturers, air traffic controllers, and
hospital staff are three examples of strikes that could hap-
pen in many countries and that can affect the public in their
everyday life. The public can be an important stakeholder
in strikes, especially for unions that call for strikes. Unions
build on the legitimacy and approval of the public for con-
ducting and continuing strikes and hence, on positive atti-
tudes of third parties to strikes (Kelloway et al., 2008). In
such cases, knowing about the attitudes of the public to
strikes would be helpful in the decision-making process
for unions in all these countries – but also for employers,
on the other side of the bargaining table.

Given the importance of public attitudes to strikes for
employers and unions and thus also for everybody inter-
ested in understanding strikes and their consequences, it
also becomes important to measure these attitudes. So
far, only the Strike Attitude and Behavioral Reactions Scale

(SABeRS; Vesper & König, 2022) has been proposed as a
German scale to measure these beliefs and behavioral reac-
tions. The measure is based on the five factors negative
reactions to strikes, legitimacy of strikes, informing oneself
about strikes, behavior in social networks to strikes, and
support of strikers. In their scale development paper, Ves-
per and König (2022) conducted four studies in Germany.
Study 1 aimed at reducing the initial item pool, and Study 2
showed the reliability of the scale consisting of five factors
with a new sample. In Study 3, Vesper and König (2022)
assessed the convergent and discriminant validity of the
scale. They found that the five factors were significantly
associated with attitudes toward unions and willingness to
strike and were not or to a smaller extent related to general
self-efficacy, openness to new experiences, and extraver-
sion. Negative reactions to strikes were negatively associ-
ated with readiness to strike, union attitudes/loyalty, and
having a politically left view, whereas the other four factors
were positively associated with these variables. Further-
more, people with no previous strike participation and
non-union members indicated more negative reactions
and less legitimacy of strikes, informing themselves about
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strikes, strike-related social network behavior, and sup-
port of strikers compared to people who had previously
participated in a strike and union members. In Study 4,
Vesper and König (2022) applied the scale to a specific
strike showing that the scale also works for specific and
not only for general attitudes and reactions to strikes. In this
study, the same pattern of correlations was found as in
Study 3. Furthermore, strikers and individuals not affected
by the strike reported fewer negative reactions than strike-
affected third parties. Strikers also had the highest mean in
all other factors compared to the other two groups.

The SABeRS could also be a useful tool for examining
differences in the attitudes toward strikes within other
countries as well as across countries – differences due to
the different frequency, length, or sectors affected by
strikes in different countries. However, a comparison of
third-party attitudes and reactions toward strikes within
other countries and across countries is currently not possi-
ble because there is only a German version of the SABeRS.
Such a comparison between countries is only valid if the
scale is measurement equivalent between the countries.
Measurement equivalence ensures that the differences
between countries are due to differences in the construct
being measured and not due to different understanding of
items by different groups of participants or improper trans-
lation (Byrne & Van de Vijver, 2010).

Research differentiates between configural, metric, and
scalar measurement equivalence (Vandenberg & Lance,
2000). Configural equivalence assesses whether the exam-
ined groups used the concurring conceptual reference
frame for the construct. If configural equivalence is estab-
lished, the responses of each group can be divided into
the same number of factors, and the same items are
assigned to the respective factors (Meredith, 1993). If con-
figural equivalence is ensured, metric equivalence can be
examined. Metric equivalence exists when the data from
the groups studied demonstrate similar strengths and mag-
nitudes of the relation with the factor and hence, have the
same factor loadings (Bollen, 1989). If metric equivalence is
found, scalar equivalence can be tested. Scalar equivalence
tests for invariance of the vector of item intercepts, with
item intercepts defined as the individual items’ values fit-
ting to the zero value of the underlying construct (Meredith,
1993). The comparison of latent means requires scalar or
strong factorial equivalence. Because it requires that the
scales in all groups be operationally defined in the same
way (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). Thus, measurement
equivalence is achieved when individuals from different
groups with identical latent construct values exhibit match-
ing expected manifest scores (Drasgow & Kanfer, 1985).
Hence, we hypothesize more formally:

Hypothesis 1: The SABeRS will be measurement
equivalent in the samples from the United Kingdom,
Germany, and France.

Methods

Sample

Data were collected through Respondi, an online panel
provider that operates online panels in seven different coun-
tries, including the United Kingdom, Germany, and
France. The dataset is available at https://osf.io/46bdr/?
view_only=bc86163deafd4aa880e5733c4c18e743. Partici-
pants received 0.50 € as compensation. In total, 1,652 partic-
ipants completed the study. The dataset used for the analyses
reported in this paper was also used for two other papers. In
the first, we assessed the measurement equivalence of the
General System Justification Scale (Kay & Jost, 2003; Vesper
et al., 2022). The only overlapping variable between this
paper and the System Justification Scale paper is political ori-
entation. In the second paper, we relied on the results of this
paper and compared the strike attitudes between the three
samples. Hence, this second paper builds on those results,
but reports mean comparisons (Vesper & König, 2023a).
We have uploaded a data transparency table to the Open
Science Framework (OSF) which further explains the similar-
ities and differences between the three papers. Due to the
collection of data on willingness to strike for the other paper,
only those participants who were currently employed filled
out the questionnaire; all other participants were screened
out at the beginning of the survey (n = 92) as these can for-
mally not conduct a work stoppage. To ensure data quality
(Meade & Craig, 2012), we followed several steps. First, par-
ticipants who selected “No” when asked whether we could
analyze their data for scientific purposes (Meade & Craig,
2012) were excluded from analyses (n = 33). Second, to take
care of swift completion, we excluded all participants (n = 78)
who needed less than two seconds per item to answer the
items (Huang et al., 2012). Finally, we examined long strings,
which are defined as how often participants consecutively
selected the same response option. Johnson (2005) recom-
mends checking the data for a so-called “elbow.” In our data,
the elbow appeared at six items, hence long strings above six
items were identified (n = 88). The analyses below were con-
ducted without the data from participants with long strings
(Johnson, 2005; Niessen et al., 2016). With this exclusion pro-
cedure, we followed the information provided in the prereg-
istration for this study (https://aspredicted.org/xf74z.pdf).1

After controlling for these aspects, N = 1,361 people were
included in the analyses.

1 The preregistration includes additional hypotheses that go beyond the measurement equivalence analyses that are the focus of this paper.
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For the overall sample, participants were on average 46.33
(SD = 10.03) years old, 66.9%were female, and 33.1%were
male. In total, 17.4% were union members, and 28.7% had
already participated in a strike. For the UK sample (n =
444), participants were on average 46.82 (SD = 10.68) years
old. Of the British participants, 65.8% were female and
34.2% were male. In the United Kingdom sample, 22.5%
were union members, and 18.2% had previously participated
in a strike. For the sample from Germany (n = 454), partici-
pants were on average 44.80 (SD = 10.64) years old, 65.4%
were female, and 34.6% were male. In the German sample,
13.7%were union members, and 21.8% had participated in a
strike themselves. French participants (n = 463) were on
average 47.36 (SD = 8.53) years old. More than two-third
(69.3%) reported being female and 30.7% reported being
male. In the French sample, 16.2% were union members,
and 45.4% had participated in a strike.

Translation Process

We translated the German SABeRS and the items on willing-
ness to strike (Vesper & König, 2022) into English and French
using a back-translation process based on recommendations
from Schaffer and Riordan (2003). For both English and
French, we consulted two individuals, one of these was either
a native or fluent speaker in English or French, respectively, as
well as German, whereas the second individual was a native
German speaker and trained translator in one of the respec-
tive languages. Differences that occurred between translated
versions were discussed between the translators, who then
decided on the appropriate translation. The German, English,
and French items are uploaded to the OSF.

Materials

We used the 15-item SABeRS with three items per factor.
Items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1 = do not agree to 5 = agree.

Statistical Analyses

Statistical analyses were conducted using R 3.6.1 (R Core
Team, 2019) and several R packages: careless (Yentes &

Wilhelm, 2018), dmacs (Dueber, 2019), lavaan (Rosseel,
2012), MBESS (Kelley, 2022), sem (Fox et al., 2017), sem-
Tools (Jorgensen et al., 2019), and sirt (Robitzsch, 2021).
The comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI), the root-mean-square error of approximation
(RMSEA), and the standardized root-mean-square residual
(SRMR) were used to assess fit in confirmatory factor anal-
yses (CFAs). To assess model fit, we relied on the following
recommendations of Hu and Bentler (1999) who see CFI
and TLI � .95, SRMR � .08, and RMSEA � .06 as indicat-
ing values for good model fit. Correlations between the five
factors of the SABeRS, union membership, previous strike
participation, and political orientation can be found in
Table 1.

For assessing measurement equivalence, we followed the
simultaneous approach using multigroup CFAs (Somaraju
et al., 2022). We decided to compare the German sample
with the British and the French, respectively, because the
original language of the scale was German. Before the first
step of this simultaneous approach, two preliminary analy-
ses had to be done: separate CFAs for each sample and the
definition of a baseline model for the multigroup CFA, with
the latter consisting of similar loading patterns for all
groups, whereas the magnitude of loadings, intercepts, vari-
ances, factor covariances, construct means, and residual
variances are allowed to vary. This free baseline model
(Stark et al., 2006) is then used to assess the configural
equivalence as the first step of the multigroup CFA. Hence,
to evaluate the configural equivalence the same number of
latent variables and the same loading patterns of the latent
variables on the indicators across the examined groups are
specified. Second, metric equivalence, which aims at
ensuring similar magnitudes of factor loadings and regres-
sion weights (from the factors to items) across groups, and
scalar equivalence, the invariance of the vector of the item
intercepts, are tested simultaneously. If scalar equivalences
are established, the latent variables’ means can be com-
pared meaningfully across the examined groups (Chen,
2008). Changes in CFI of .002 (or less) when comparing
a model to a less constrained model indicate that the equiv-
alence hypothesis should not be rejected (Meade et al.,
2008).

Table 1. Correlations between the SABeRS, union membership, strike participation, and political orientation

Negative reactions
toward strikes

Legitimacy of
strikes

Informing oneself
about strikes

Strike-related social
network behavior

Support of
strikers

Variables UK/DE/FR UK/DE/FR UK/DE/FR UK/DE/FR UK/DE/FR

Union membership .22/.25/.29 �.39/�.25/�.29 �.16/�.20/�.28 �.18/�.06/�.33 �.36/�.29/�.30

Previous strike participation .44/.28/.43 �.39/�.36/�.48 �.25/�.36/�.47 �.27/�.31/�.24 �.43/�.43/�.52

Political orientation .29/.07/.33 �.38/�.09/�.32 �.24/�.13/�.26 �.17/�.05/�.12 �.33/�.16/�.36

Note. NUK = 436, NDE = 447, NFR = 454. UK = United Kingdom; DE = Germany; FR = France. Union membership was coded with 0 = union member, 1 = no
union member. Previous strike participation was coded with 0 = previous participation, 1 = no previous participation. Political orientation was coded from
1 = left to 11 = right. Values in bold are significant with p < .001. Biserial correlations are reported for the relations between union membership, strike
participation, and the five factors of the SABeRS.
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Results

Preliminary Analyses

We first conducted separate CFAs for each sample to test
the fit of the proposed five-factor model before conducting
the multigroup CFA, as suggested by Sass (2011). The CFA
for the sample from the United Kingdom showed no good
model fit of the five-factor model based on the recommen-
dations of Hu and Bentler (1999), w2(80) = 306.75, p < .001,
CFI = .94, TLI = .92, RMSEA = .08, 90% CI [.07, .09],
SRMR = .08. However, the CFI, TLI, and RMSEA values
were still close to their respective cut-offs and the SRMR
even lay within the cut-off. Furthermore, the cut-off criteria
from Hu and Bentler (1999) are not without criticism as
they were overgeneralized in their use (Hu & Bentler,
1998; McNeish, 2023). Methodological studies found that
cut-off values can also change depending on model charac-
teristics and data (see McNeish & Wolf, 2023, p. 62 for an
overview). Hence, the model can be assumed to be at least
satisfactorily fitting the data. The five-factor model fitted
the data significantly better than a one-factor model,
Δw2(10) = 617.76, p < .001.

For the German sample, the fit of the five-factor model
was good, with only the TLI and RMSEA lying slightly
below the cut-off criteria from Hu and Bentler (1999),
w2(80) = 254.12, p < .001, CFI = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA =
.07, 90% CI [.06, .08], SRMR = .05. The assumed five-
factor model fitted the data significantly better than a
one-factor model, Δw2(10) = 863.84, p < .001. Finally, the
five-factor model showed a good model fit in the French
sample as well. In this model, CFI and SRMR met the
cut-off criteria, whereas TLI and RMSEA slightly exceeded
the cut-off criteria, w2(80) = 293.23, p < .001, CFI = .95, TLI
= .94, RMSEA = .08, 90%CI [.07, .09], SRMR = .06. In this
sample the five-factor model fitted the data again signifi-
cantly better than a one-factor model, Δw2(10) = 641.74,
p < .001. Figure 1 gives an overview of the three CFAs.

Before specifying the baseline model, we chose the refer-
ent item for each factor and each comparison. For this, we
assessed which item exhibited the highest equivalence fol-
lowing recommendations from Nye and Drasgow (2011).
During the analyses, the referent items’ factor loading
was set to 1 and the intercept to 0 (Somaraju et al., 2022).

Furthermore, we specified a baseline model for each
comparison. The baseline model was calculated combining
the two respective samples and was otherwise similar to the
later used configural model. The fit indices of this baseline
model for the German-British comparison were close to the
cut-off criteria from Hu and Bentler (1999), indicating no
good, but at least satisfactory fit, w2(80) = 490.43, p <
.001, CFI = .941, TLI = .92, RMSEA = .08, 90% CI [.07,
.08], SRMR = .06. For the German-French comparison,

the fit indices also exhibited a satisfactory fit, w2(80) =
492.99, p < .001, CFI = .94, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .08,
90% CI [.07, .08], SRMR = .05. This shows that the groups
display similar loading patterns, while the magnitude of
loadings, intercepts, variances, factor covariances, construct
means, and residual variances are allowed to vary.

Test of Hypothesis

To test for measurement equivalence of the SABeRS
between the German and British sample and the German
and French sample, we followed two analytic steps (see also
above). As a first step, we tested configural equivalence,
and results showed only satisfactory model fit with all
indices not meeting the cut-off criteria in the German-Brit-
ish comparison, w2(160) = 560.87, p < .001, CFI = .944, TLI
= .93, RMSEA = .08, 90% CI [.07, .08], SRMR = .06, and
the German-French comparison, w2(160) = 547.35, p < .001,
CFI = .952, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .07, 90% CI [.07, .08],
SRMR = .05. As the CFI, TLI, and RMSEA were close to
the required cut-offs, we evaluated configural equivalence
as given.

In the second step, we assessed the metric and scalar
equivalence simultaneously. The model fit indices were
all close to the cut-off criteria, indicating no good, but at
least satisfactory fit for the German-British comparison,
w2(180) = 667.72, p < .001, CFI = .932, TLI = .92, RMSEA
= .08, 90% CI [.07, .08], SRMR = .07, and the German-
French comparison, w2(180) = 771.82, p < .001, CFI =
.926, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .09, 90% CI [.08, .09], SRMR
= .07. Compared with the configural model, the change in
CFI was ΔCFI = �.012 for the German-British comparison
and ΔCFI = �.025 for the German-French comparison.
The scale was hence neither fully scalar measurement
equivalent in the German-British comparison nor in the
German-French comparison based on the threshold of
ΔCFI = .002 (Meade et al., 2008).

To further examine scalar equivalence, we decided to
take a closer look at which parameters should be released
and to test for partial scalar equivalence by removing the
constraints on item intercepts based on modification
indices and dMACS and retesting the model (Putnick &
Bornstein, 2016). For the British–German comparison, the
items “Strikes strain myself,” “Strikes are a waste of time,”
and “I would support the strikers’ position in conversa-
tions” had the highest modification indices and the highest
dMACS (0.47, 0.38, and 0.27, respectively). Releasing these
items from their constraints leads to an improvement in
model fit. The ΔCFI was however still above the recom-
mended cut-off with ΔCFI = �.005. We therefore further
released the constraints from the items “I am interested
in the reasons for strikes” and “I take a look at posts about

European Journal of Psychological Assessment �2023 The Author(s). Distributed as a Hogrefe OpenMind article
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strikes on social networks.” This improved the model fit
further. The cut-off of ΔCFI = .002 was however still not
met with ΔCFI = �.003. In a final step, we then released
the constraints from the item “Strikes are necessary.” This
changed the ΔCFI to ΔCFI = .001 and hence below the cut-
off. However, for the legitimacy of strikes factor two of
three parameters were now released from their constraints.
Hence, there is only partial support for the assumption of
measurement equivalence between the German and Eng-
lish scales.

Regarding the German-French comparison, the items
“Strikes are a waste of time” and “I would show my support
to strikers” showed the highest modification indices and the
highest dMACS (�0.57 and 0.38, respectively). Therefore, we
loosened the constraints on these items and tested for scalar
equivalence with the adapted model. The adapted model
had a significantly better fit compared to the scalar equiva-
lence model (ΔCFI = �.006). It was however still above the
recommended threshold of ΔCFI = .002. Therefore, we
released the items constraints of the items “I read news
about strikes” and “I share information about strikes on
social media” after consulting the modification indices. This
led to ΔCFI = .002. Hence, partial scalar equivalence could
be achieved. Following recommendations from Steenkamp
and Baumgartner (1998) and Vandenberg and Lance
(2000) we assumed that the scale was partially equivalent
as the majority of items on the factors were equivalent.
Hence, partial scalar equivalence for the five-factor model

was obtained in the German–French comparison, offering
partial support for our hypothesis.

The multigroup factor analyses were conducted as pre-
registered. However, we added the alignment optimization
analyses to support our results, which were not mentioned
in the pre-registration. To back up our results, we also per-
formed the measurement equivalence test using the align-
ment optimization method (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014;
Magraw-Mickelson et al., 2020), which assumes approxi-
mate rather than exact invariance (see Magraw-Mickelson
et al., 2020 for a detailed description of this method).
Therefore, this method allows for some degree of non-
invariance between the groups. Less than 20% of non-
invariant parameters are considered to be acceptable
(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014). The degree of non-equiva-
lence between the parameters was 0% for three factors.
Only the factors of the legitimacy of strikes and support
of strikes had non-equivalent item parameters. However,
only 11.1% of item parameters were non-equivalent for both
factors, which is below the recommended threshold.

We calculated dMACS as a non-equivalence effect size for
the scales (Nye & Drasgow, 2011). These dMACS are defined
as the proportion that differential item functioning (DIF) has
on the expected score differences for each item. The effect
sizes are defined as follows: 0.40 is a small, 0.60 is a med-
ium, and 0.80 is a large effect (Nye et al., 2018). In our case,
we chose the German sample as the referent group as the
scale was originally developed in German.On the item level,

Figure 1. Results of the confirmatory factor analyses of the three samples. Numbers represent standardized loadings. The order of the results is
British/German/French.

�2023 The Author(s). Distributed as a Hogrefe OpenMind article European Journal of Psychological Assessment
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the magnitude of effects of non-equivalence ranged from
0.04 (“I comment on posts about strikes on the social
media” in the German-British comparison) to 0.57 (“Strikes
are a waste of time” in the German-French comparison;
Table 2). The quantity of observed difference that was attri-
butable to DIF on the scale level (Δmean) ranged from d =
�0.11 for the comparison of informing oneself about strikes
in the German and French samples to d = 0.51 for the com-
parison of the legitimacy of the strike factor among the Bri-
tish and German samples (Table 3). The percentage of the

observed mean difference that was traced back to DIF ran-
ged from 24% (factor negative reactions to strikes in the Bri-
tish–German comparison) to 193% (factor support of strikers
in the German–French comparison), with percentages larger
than 100% indicating that the DIF effects are greater than
the observed mean differences. This was the case in three
comparisons. Overall, the effects of non-equivalence were
rather small, indicating that the scale can be used for further
comparisons. Nevertheless, the respective items should be
considered for further improvements.

Table 2. Effect sizes (dMACS) of the measurement non-equivalence of the SABeRS

dMACS Item Δmean dMACS Item Δmean

Item UKa UK Francea France

I feel disturbed by strikes. – – 0.20 �0.20

Strikes strain myself. 0.47 �0.08 – –

I am annoyed by strikes. 0.30 �0.11 0.22 �0.19

Strikes are necessary. 0.31 0.25 – –

Strikes are justified. – – 0.24 �0.04

Strikes are a waste of time. (reverse-coded) 0.38 0.25 0.57 0.47

I read news about strikes. 0.22 �0.17 0.21 �0.18

I am interested in the reasons for strikes. 0.21 �0.09 – –

I acquire background knowledge about strikes myself. – – 0.08 0.07

I share information about strikes on the social media. – – 0.24 �0.15

I comment on posts about strikes on the social media. 0.04 �0.04 0.12 �0.09

I take a look at posts about strikes on social networks. 0.16 �0.08 – –

I would show my support to strikers. – – 0.38 0.35

I would accept flyers from strikers. 0.07 �0.07 0.08 �0.08

I would support the strikers’ position in conversations. 0.27 �0.19 – –

Note. dMACS (with MACS = mean and covariance structure) = effect size for measurement non-equivalence on the item level. Items without values were
referent items. Numbers in bold represent small effects (> .40). Reference group was Germany.

Table 3. Effects of non-equivalence on scale-level properties

Scale Δmean
Observed mean

difference
% of observed
mean difference dMACS

Negative reactions to strikes

DEa-UK �0.19 �0.79 24% 0.47, 0.30

DEa-FR �0.39 �1.03 38% 0.20, 0.22

Legitimacy of strikes

DEa-UK 0.51 0.90 57% 0.31, 0.38

DEa-FR 0.44 0.41 107% 0.24, 0.57

Informing oneself about strikes

DEa-UK �0.27 �0.24 113% 0.22, 0.21

DEa-FR �0.11 �0.15 73% 0.20, 0.08

Strike-related social network behavior

DEa-UK �0.12 �0.23 52% 0.04, 0.16

DEa-FR �0.24 �0.32 75% 0.24, 0.12

Support of strikers

DEa-UK �0.26 �0.46 57% 0.07, 0.27

DEa-FR 0.27 0.14 193% 0.38, 0.08

Note. dMACS (with MACS = mean and covariance structure) = effect size for measurement non-equivalence on the item level. Negative values in Δmean
indicate that DIF results in higher means for the focal group compared to the referent group. UK = United Kingdom; DE = Germany; FR = France. Numbers in
bold represent small effects (> .40). aReference group.
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Discussion

This study assessed the measurement equivalence of the
SABeRS (Vesper & König, 2022) for a British, a German,
and a French sample. We followed recommendations for
measurement equivalence assessment proposed by Somar-
aju and colleagues (2022) and showed that the SABeRS was
partially scalar equivalent in the German–British compar-
ison and in the German–French comparison. The factor
structure of the SABeRS was validated in all three samples.
Furthermore, the model of the five-factor structure showed
satisfactory to good fit according to the cut-off criteria
specified by Hu and Bentler (1999) in all three samples
and the effect sizes of non-equivalence were of rather small
sizes. We also obtained similar results to Vesper and König
(2022) regarding the correlations of the five factors with
union membership, previous strike participation, and polit-
ical orientation in all three samples (see Table 1). We can
thus conclude that the scale seems to be sufficiently mea-
surement-equivalent once some adjustments have been
made to the English- and French-language versions.

The SABeRS consists of the five factors negative reac-
tions toward strikes, legitimacy of strikes, informing oneself
about strikes, strike-related social network behavior, and
support of strikers. Differentiating between these can help
improve our perception of the concept of strike attitudes
and behavioral reactions: As an example, people may report
negative reactions to strikes but at the same time support
strikers. In addition, people may have negative reactions
to strikes but still value strikes as legitimate. We also found
significant correlations indicating that union members, indi-
viduals with previous strike participation, and politically
left-oriented individuals reported fewer negative reactions
and more legitimacy, informing themselves more, and
more support in all three samples.

The fact that the scale was only partially scalar equivalent
in the British–German comparison and German–French
comparison indicates that some of the items might function
differently in these samples. One reason for this could be
the different strike contexts of the countries. In France,
strikes are more common and an individual right (Guedes
& Balanescu, 2021). Whereas strikes in Germany are more
regulated, for example, in that only unions are allowed to
call for strikes (Büttgen & Clauwaert, 2021). Hence, these
differences could also lead to different experiences with
strikes and thus also to differential item function of the
SABeRS. Researchers using the scale should thus always
consider the context of their data collection.

Although the SABeRS showed only partially scalar equiv-
alence in both comparisons using the multigroup CFA
approach, which was achieved by loosening the constraints
for several items, the alignment optimization method only
flagged two items as noninvariant: “Strikes are a waste of

time” and “I would showmy support to strikers.” A possible
option would be to reformulate these two items. For the
reverse coded item “Strikes are a waste of time” an alterna-
tive could be “The time for strikes is used wisely.” More-
over, partial scalar measurement equivalence could also
be sufficient for the further use of the scale: Byrne et al.
(1989) argued that latent means can be compared under
partial intercept or scalar equivalence as the non-equivalent
item should not affect the latent means comparison to a
great extent. Moreover, Schmitt and Ali (2014) argue that
next to the statistical implications, one should also consider
the practical implications of research findings. They show
that even in instances in which there was a relatively great
lack of measurement equivalence, the practical impact of
these lacks was minor. This is also supported by Leitgöb
et al. (2023), who state that full invariance is almost always
violated at least to some extent. Hence, as full configural
equivalence, full metric equivalence, and partial scalar
invariance have been established, we assume that the scale
is sufficiently measurement-equivalent in the tested lan-
guage versions. This can also be seen regarding the similar
correlation patterns with union membership, strike partici-
pation, and political orientation in the three samples.

Limitations

The main limitation of this study is that the samples might
not be fully representative of their respective country, as
they were acquired via an online-panel provider and partic-
ipants received a small monetary reward for their participa-
tion. Moreover, as these participants are used to filling out
different questionnaires, they might have not filled out the
survey as conscientiously as possible. However, by taking
care of swift completion with the use of long strings and
seconds used per item rates, we tried to minimize at least
this possibility. Nevertheless, it could be useful to validate
the scale further in a representative sample for each coun-
try. This also aligns with the limitation that we only
included employed participants in our sample. To assess
the strike attitudes of the public, future research should also
include participants who are currently not employed,
retired, or have another employment status.

Conclusion

The objective of this study was to examine the measure-
ment equivalence of the SABeRS in English, German, and
French. Our results indicate that the five factors of negative
reactions toward strikes, legitimacy of strikes, informing
oneself about strikes, strike-related social network behavior,
and support of strikers can be found consistently in all three

�2023 The Author(s). Distributed as a Hogrefe OpenMind article European Journal of Psychological Assessment
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language versions. The support of the (partial) measure-
ment equivalence in these three language versions can be
seen as an important step to allow for psychology-inspired
cross-cultural strike research and thus to enrich the litera-
ture on strikes.
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