SUPPLEMENT 1

Interdisciplinary Measures of Hard and Soft System Thinking in American and Turkish
Communities

TURKISH QUESTIONNAIRE

Degerli Katihimel,

Sistem diislincesini degerlendirmek amaciyla hazirlanan dl¢iim araci, senaryolari ve senaryolara iligkin sorulari
icermektedir. Demografik bilgilerin yer aldigi 6l¢iim aracini yanitlamak, yaklagik 5 dk. siirmektedir. Yanitlar
bilimsel bir calismada sunulacaktir. Katiliminiz i¢in tesekkiir ederim.

I. Kisisel Bilgiler
1. Cinsiyet - [JKadm [ Erkek

2. Uyrugunuz ] TC [ ] Diger ( )

3. Yas

4. Universite :

5. Fakulte

6. BOlim

7. Sif

I1. Sistem Diisiincesi Olcegi

Liitfen HER IFADE ICIN verilen derecelendirmeye gore kutucuklardan birine X isareti koyarak belirtiniz.

7=kesinlikle katiliyorum 1= Kesinlikle katilmiyorum
6= katiliyorum 2= katilmiyorum

5= biraz katiliyorum 3= biraz katilmiyorum
4=kararsizim

Kesinlikle
katiliyorum
katilmiyoru

1. Diinya, tiim yasayanlari ile canli bir sistemdir

2. Diinya’daki biitiin sistemler, iklimden ekonomiye kadar,
birbiri ile baglantilidir

3. Goriinen o ki, bugiin yaptigimiz kii¢iik tercihlerin, biiyiik
sonuglari olabilir

4. Bireyler birbirlerinden goriindiikleri kadar ayr degildir

5. Cevresel sorunlar, sosyal sorunlar ve ekonomik sorunlar,
birbirinden ayr1 konulardir
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6. Bir karar almam gerektiginde, her tercihimin biitiin olas1
sonuglarint dngérme egilimdeyim




7. Bir konunun farkli pargalariin birbiri ile nasil
iligkilendirildigini gorebildigim zaman, en iyi sekilde
ogrenirim
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8. Olaylarm ya da bilgilerin, bilyiik resimde nasil
goriindiigiinii bilmek isterim

9. Sonugta, biitiin problemleri dogru mu veya yanlis m1
diye basit parcalara ayirabiliriz

10. Kurallar ve yasalar zaman i¢inde ¢ok degismemelidir

11. Her sey siirekli degismektedir

12. Sadece ¢ok blyik olaylar, ekonomi ve ekosistem gibi
biiyiik sistemleri 6nemli derecede degistirebilir

13. Bir golii besleyen kaynaga yakin bolgeye kiigiik bir
ciftlik daha kurmak bile, golii kalici bir sekilde degisime
ugratabilir.
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14. Benim sagligimin, diinyada olup biten olaylarla higbir
ilgisi yoktur
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15. Bir toplumun, bir otorite veya hiikiimet tarafindan
planlanmadan da yeni bir diizene kavusmasi miimkiindiir
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I11. Kedi Senaryosu

Bir yerlesim yeri, Doga Koruma Kurumu tarafindan yonetilen bir doga koruma alanina sinirdir. Bu koruma alanina
erisimi veya hayvanlarin koruma alanina girip ¢ikmasini engelleyecek ¢itler veya kapilar bulunmamaktadir.
Koruma alani, 6zellikle, yerlesim yerinin sakinlerinden iki grup igin populerdir — bisikletgiler (iyi parkur 6zelligi
gosteren bisiklet yoluna deger verenler ve vahsi yasama cok dikkat etmeyenler) ve kus gozlemcileri (koruma
alaninin meshur sahin popiilasyonuna deger verenler).

Koruma alaninda saz (Lat. Carex) bitkileri, bocekler, fareler, kertenkeleler ve sahinlerden olusan bir besin ag1
vardir. Bu organizmalarin arasindaki beslenme iligkisi (besin agi) asagidaki semada gdsterilmistir. Birincil
tiketiciler olarak fareler, saz bitkilerinden beslenir. Kertenkeleler boceklerden beslenir. Sahinler hem fareleri hem
de kertenkeleleri temel besin kaynagi olarak tiiketirler ve beslenmede bir besini diger besine kolayca
degistirebilirler. Fareler saz bitkilerinin ¢oklugunu, kertenkeleler de bdceklerin ¢oklugunu kontrol etmede
onemlidir. Bu organizmalarda beslenme zinciri ve her birinin sayisal orani epeyce bir siiredir sabit kalmustir.

Sahinler
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Fareler - \Kert

enkeleler
- M X
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Sazlar ' o \ Bdcekler
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Bob, kisa bir siire dnce yerel bir teknoloji firmasi tarafindan ise alinmis ve bu yerlesim yerinden bir ev satin
almistir. Bob’un kedisi Felix, ¢ok basarili ve segici bir aveidir --- fareleri yakalar ve 6ldirir fakat kertenkele veya
kus avlamaz. Bu yerlesim yerinde (ve koruma alaninda) daha 6nce serbest dolasan bir kedi bulunmuyordu.




Yukaridaki metinde agiklanan iliskileri de diisiinerek Bob'un ailesi (kedi Felix de dahil!) mahalleye tagindiktan
sonra agagidaki organizmalarin miktarinin ne kadar degisebilecegi hakkinda en dogru karari verin. Felix'in en
az yedi y1l daha yasayacagini ve zevkle avlanmaya devam edecegini varsayimn! Bu olayin; koruma alani, koruma
alanindaki organizmalar, insanlar ve kuruluslar tizerindeki etki derecesini belirtmek i¢in asagidaki secenekleri
kullanin.

Buyuk Attt Ayni Azaldi Buytk  Bilmiyorum

Olgiide Kaldi Olgiide
Artt1 Azaldi
1. Fareler
2. Sahinler
3. Kertenkeleler
4. Bocekler

5. Bu yilki saz bitkileri

6. Bu yildan itibaren ii¢ yilda saz bitkileri

7. Bisikletciler

8. Bu yilki kus gozlemcileri

9. Bu yildan itibaren {i¢ yilda kus
gozlemcileri

10. Komgular arasinda ¢atisma

11. Doga koruma i¢in kaynak olusturma

12.Y 6re sakinlerinin evcil hayvanlart kontrol
6nlemlerini desteklemesi
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13. Besin agimin istikrari

Bir etkide birden fazla faktor sorumlu olabilir. Felix'in koruma alan {izerindeki etkilerinden asagidakiler ne 6lglide
sorumludur?

Cok sorumlu  Biraz sorumlu  Hig sorumlu degil  Bilmiyorum

1. Kedi Felix

2.Bob

3. Sahinler

4. Bocekler

5. Bob’un ailesi
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. Bob’u ise alan teknoloji firmas1
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7. Yerlesim yerinin sakinleri

IV. Eczane Senaryosu

Bir klinik, Rust-Belt bolgesinde diisiik gelirli bir mahallede yer almaktadir. Bolge halki, bityiik bir tretim
merkezinin kapatilmasi sonucu siiregen issizlik yasamaktadir. Klinik eczanesinin, yerel ve eyalet fonlarindaki
kesintilerden ve miisterilerin 6deme yapamamasindan kaynakl yetersiz isletme biitgesinden dolay1 yeterli sayida



personeli yoktur. Bu personel yetersizligi dikkate alinarak ila¢ dagitim protokolleri giincellenmemistir ve bu
nedenle, takip edilmesi zordur. Biitge kisitlamalari nedeniyle personel egitimi de olumsuz etkilendi. Son
zamanlarda, bu yogun klinik eczanesindeki bir karisiklik nedeniyle iki ayliktan alt1 yagina kadar olan bazi ¢ocuklar
zarar gordil. Bir eczane teknisyeni, 21 pediatrik hastaya yanlis ilacin verilmesine yol agan bir hata yapar; bu durum
14 hastada bulant1, kusma ve s1v1 kayb1 (dehidrasyon) semptomlariin ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olur.

Litfen asagidaki ifadeleri, agiklanan bu tibbi sonuglari diisiindiigiiniizde, ne kadar onemli olabilecegini
“I=onemli bir neden degil, ... 7=onemli bir neden” derecelendirmesine gore degerlendiriniz. Bir dizi faktor
sorumlu olabilir, ancak bu sorunu degerlendirirken size gore hangilerinin daha fazla veya daha az 6nemli oldugunu
dnemsiyoruz.

1: Onemli bir neden degil .. .. 7: Onemli bir neden

—

. Cocuklara yanlis ilag verildi

2. Eczane teknisyeni hata yapt1

3. Eczane teknisyeni beceriksizdi

4. Eczane teknisyeni dikkatsiz bir ¢aligandi

5. Eczane teknisyeni sorumsuzdu

6. Eczane teknisyeni agir1 ¢aligtiriliyordu

7. 1lag dagitim protokolleri giincellenmemistir

8. Eczanede personel yetersizdi

9. Klinik, personele yeterli egitim vermedi

10. Klinik, yeterli fonlardan yoksundu
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11. Bolge ekonomisi on yili agkin siiredir kotii durumdadir




ENGLISH QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear Participant,

The measurement tool prepared to assess systems thinking includes scenarios and questions related to the
scenarios. Answering the measurement tool, which also asks for demographic data, takes about seven minutes. A
scientific study will provide the answers. We appreciate your participation.

I. Demographic properties

1. Gender : [ Jremale [ ] Male
2. Nationality : [ ] TR [] other (
3. Age

4. University :

5. Faculty

6. Department:

7. Class

Il. System Thinking Scale

Please indicate your choice by placing an X in one of the boxes according to the rating provided for EACH

STATEMENT

7=Strongly agree

1= Strongly disagree

6= Moderately agree 2= Moderately disagree

. . - > — >
5= Slightly agree 3= Slightly disagree > = = “E’_
4=Neutral oQ 2 e 3

h & z =
7 6 5 4 3 2 1

1. The Earth, including all its inhabitants, is a living O O 0O O O O O
system

2. All the Earth’s systems, from the climate to the O O O O O O O
economy, are interconnected

3. Seemingly small choices we make today can 0 O 0O O O O O
ultimately have major consequences

4. Individual people are not as separate from one another 0O O 0O O O O O
as they seem

5. Environmental problems, social problems, and O O 0O O O O O
economic problems are all separate issues

6. When | have to make a decision in my life I tend to 0O O 0O O O O O
see all kinds of possible consequences to each choice

7. Ilearn best when | can see how the different pieces of O O 0O O O O O
a subject relate to one another

8. I like to know how events or information fit into the O O O O O O O
big picture

9. Ultimately, we can break all problems down into what O O 0O O O O O

is simply right or wrong




10. Rules and laws should not change a lot over time

11. Everything is constantly changing

12. Only very large events can significantly change big
systems like economies or ecosystems

13. My health has nothing to do with what is happening
in the world

14. Adding just one more small farm upstream from a
lake can permanently alter that lake

15. It is possible for a community to organize into a new
form that was not planned or designed by an authority
or government
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I11. Cat Scenario

A neighborhood borders a nature preserve managed by the Nature Conservancy. There are no fences or
gates to block access to this preserve or movement of animals into and out of the preserve. The preserve
is particularly popular with two groups of local residents -- bicyclists (who appreciate the well-managed
bike paths and don’t pay much attention to the wildlife) and birders (who particularly appreciate the
hawk population for which the reserve is renowned).

The preserve contains a food web composed of sedge plants, insects, mice, lizards, and hawks. The
feeding relationships (food web) among these organisms are as depicted in the diagram below: the mice
rely on the sedge plants as their primary food source; the lizards rely on insects for food; the hawks, in
turn, rely on both the mice and lizards as their principal food source and can easily shift their diet from
one to another. The mice are important for controlling the abundance of sedge and the lizards are
important for controlling the abundance of insects. The feeding relationships and therefore the
abundance of each of these different organisms has remained fairly stable for some time.

Sedge plants

7 V
)

Bob was recently hired by a local technology firm and has purchased a house in the neighborhood. Felix,
Bob’s cat, is a very successful and selective hunter -- he catches and kills mice but does not hunt either
lizards or birds. This neighborhood (and the nature preserve) has not previously had a free-roaming cat.

Consider the relationships described in the text above and then use your best judgment to assess how
much each of the following is likely to change in abundance after Bob’s family (including Felix the cat!)
moves into the neighborhood. Assume that Felix is likely to live for at least another seven years and will



continue to enjoy hunting. Use the choices below to indicate the degree of impact of this event on the

preserve, on organisms in the preserve, and on people and organizations.

Decrease Decrease Stay  Increase Increase |
Substantially The Substantially Don’t
Same Know

1 2 3 4 5 0
1. Mice [] [] [] L] [] L]
2. Hawks [] [] [] [] ] L]
3. Lizards [] [] [] L] [] L]
4. Insects [] [] [] L] [] L]
5. Sedge plants this year L] L] [] [] [] []
6. Sedge plants this three years from
> S O O O O O O
7. Bicyclists [] [] [] [] [] []
8. Birders this year [] [] [] [] ] L]
9. Birders three years from now ] L] [] [] L] L]
10. Conflict among neighbors ] L] [] [] L] L]
11. Fundraising for the Nature
Conservancy L L [] L] n L]
12.Local neighbors support for pet
control measures L] L] L] L] L] L]
13. The stability of the food web ] ] ] ] [] L]

Multiple factors may be responsible for an impact. To what extent are the following responsible for the

impacts of Felix on the preserve?

Very A little bit Not at all I don’t know
responsible responsible responsible

3 2 1 0
1. Felix the cat [] [] L] L]
2. Bob ] [] [] []
3. The hawks [] [] L] [l
4. The insects [] [] L] L]
5. Bob’s family [] [] [] L]
6. The tech firm that hired Bob L] [] [] []
7. Other residents of the neighborhood L] L] [] []

IV. Pharmacy Scenario

A clinic is located in a low-income neighborhood in a rust-belt state. The community suffers from
chronic unemployment as a result of the loss of a major manufacturing facility. The pharmacy within



this clinic is understaffed as a result of an insufficient operating budget, which results from cuts in local
and state funding and the inability of clients to pay. Dispensing protocols have not been updated to
account for this understaffing and are therefore difficult to follow. Staff training has also suffered as a
result of budget limitations. Recently, some children aged two months to six years were harmed by a
mix-up in this busy clinic pharmacy. A pharmacy technician made an error that led to the wrong
medication being dispensed to 21 pediatric patients, causing 14 of them to develop symptoms of nausea,
vomiting, and dehydration.

Please rate the following items as to how important you feel they might be in explaining the medical
outcome with '1' being 'not a major cause’ and ‘7' being an important cause. A number of factors may be
responsible but we are interested in which ones you feel are more or less important in answering this
guestion.

1: Not a major cause 7: An important cause
—
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. The wrong drug was given to the children 1 O O O OO O [
2. The pharmacy tech made a mistake [ e N e R L O
3. The pharmacy tech was incompetent O O O O O O O
4. The pharmacy tech was a careless worker e e e e O
5. The pharmacy tech was irresponsible 1 I e O A A O
6. The pharmacy tech was overworked [ e e I e I R I R
7. Dispensing protocols have not been updated ] OJ O O O o
8. The pharmacy was understaffed [ I I A A O I
9. The clinic did not provide enough staff training [] [] ] L] [] [] []
10. The clinic lacks sufficient funds I I R T e O I A I e
11. The regional economy has been depressed for more thanadecade [ ] [ ] [ ] [] [J] [ [




SUPPLEMENT 2

Interdisciplinary Measures of Hard and Soft System Thinking in American and Turkish
Communities

We evaluated measure equivalence between our US (N = 578) and Turkish (N = 276) following

Pasca et al. (2018); we used ordinal logistic regression to evaluate whether the scales and

subscales we computed had the same relationship with each individual item in the two cultural

contexts.

For each item, we predicted a participant’s answer to that item from their overall score on the

scale the item was a part of, and their cultural context. To evaluate differential functioning
across cultures, we then added in the interaction term between the scale and cultural context.
We looked at whether the interaction terms were significant, and whether the second model
provided significantly better fit than the first.

Systems Thinking Scale

Following Pasca et al., (2018), we binned participants’ scores on the Systems Thinking Scale
into quartiles. Because there were many empty cells, we also combined the lowest four scale
responses on each item into a single category.

For the Systems Thinking Scale, only one item (Item 13) had estimated interaction parameters
that were significant (Table S1). However, there were no significant differences between the
simpler model with main effects and the models that included the interaction term, including
the model predicting Item 13 (see Table S2). We thus conclude that the Systems Thinking Scale
shows no significant evidence that the items function differently in the two cultural contexts.

ITEM Parameter 1  Parameter 2 Parameter 3 p p p
1I 1.005I 0.092I 0.943I 0.493I 0.909I 0.282l
2 0.531 0.226 -0.24 0.723 0.779 0.798
3 -0.495 -0.342 0.335 0.645 0.571 0.591
4 -0.061 -0.16 -0.104 944 0.753 0.835
5 1.415 0.422 -0.141 0.23 0.521 0.833
6 -0.305 -0.105 0.034 0.72 0.834 0.944
7 -0.084 -0.164 0.449 0.93 0.766 0.409
8 -0.787 -0.427 0.49 0.439 0.462 04
11 0.648 0.703 0.289 0.509 0.209 0.603
12 1.622 0.915 0.636 0.159 0.154 0.316
13 1.99 0.893 1.487 0.039 0.106 0.007

14 -1.762 -0.961 -0.847 0.424 0.4 0.47




Table S2. Comparison of model fit without (Model 1) and with (Model 2) the
Country x Scale interaction term

Model 2 (main effects +

Model 1 (main effects only) interaction) Chi Sqare df p
'—2 Log '—2 Log ' ' '
ITEM Likelihood df Likelihood df

1I 83.989I 4I 80.426I 7I 3.563I Slns

2 75.378 4 74.691 7 0.687 3 ns

3 101.696 4 100.01 7 1.686 3ns

4 109.647 4 109.296 7 0.351 3 ns

5 (recoded) 66.41 4 60.941 7 5.469 3 ns
6 122.773 4 122.474 7 0.299 3 ns

7 96.425 4 94.84 7 1.585 3 ns

8 105.624 4 101.573 7 4.051 3 ns

11 129.971 4 127.044 7 2.927 3 ns

12 (recoded) 69.558 4 67.454 7 2.104 3 ns
13 116.087 4 108.367 7 7.72 3 ns

14 (recoded) 73.496 4 72.646 7 0.85 3 ns

Pharmacy Scenario

We binned participants’ scores on the Pharmacy Reductionist Thinking and Systemic Thinking
subscales into quartiles. Because there were many empty cells, we also combined the lowest
four scale responses on each item into a single category.

The Reductionist Explanations subscale of the Pharmacy Scenario had one item (3) for which
all interaction terms were statistically or marginally significant, and one item (5) that had one
significant interaction term (see Table S3). However, when comparing model fit between the
main-effects model and the model that included interaction terms, there was no difference
between the two for item 3 or 5. Instead, item 4 showed better model fit when the interaction
term was included (see Table S4). We conclude that these items may function differently in
the two cultures, but the evidence is not strong. There was no evidence of differential item
functioning for any of the items in the Systemic Explanations subscale.

Table S3. Pharmacy subscale tests of Country x Pharmacy subscale parameter estimates
for significance

ITEM




Reductionist
explanations

Parameter 1

Parameter 2 Parameter 3 p

-0.282

-0.104

-0.018

0.834

0.972

2 0.761 0.972

3 3.417 1.186 0.839 0.035 0033  0.051 0.051

4 19.755 0.407 -0.075 1 0.386 0.864 0.864

5 2.272 0.364 -0.157 0.031 0.425 0.726 0.726

'Systemic ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
explanations Parameter 1  Parameter 2 Parameter 3 p p

| 6I -1.177I -0.643I -0.126I 0.136I 0.138I 0.789I O.789I

7 -0.649 -0.254 -0.75 0.474 0.599 0.151 0.151

8 -0.241 -0.256 0.256 0.813 0.635 0.656 0.656

9 0.767 0.26 -0.311 0.362 0.566 0.525 0.525

10 0.068 -0.1 0.022 0.936 0.828 0.964 0.964

11 -0.311 -0.063 0.509 0.69 0.88 0.254 0.254

Table S4. Comparison of model fit without (Model 1) and with (Model 2) the Country x
Pharmacy subscale interaction terms

Model 2 (main
Model 1 (main effects +
effects only) interaction)  Chi Sqare df p
' '—2 Log '—2 Log ' ' ' '
ITEM Likelihood df Likelihood df
'Reductionist ' ' ' ' ' ' '
explanations
2 149.722 4 14957 7 0.152 3 ns
3 100.23 4 92827 7 7.403 3 ns
4 102.108 4 92556 7 9.552 3 <.05
5 101.447 4 94209 7 7.238 3 ns
'Systemic ' ' ' ' ' ' '
explanations
6 118.888 4 1159 7 2.988 3 ns
7 106.572 4 104.246 7 2.326 3 ns
8 102.058 4 100.679 7 1.379 3 ns
9 112.828 4 109.541 7 3.287 3 ns
10 101.623 4 101.28 7 0.343 3 ns
11 110.407 4 107.903 7 2.504 3 ns

Ripple Scenario



We binned participants’ scores on the Ripple Impact Accuracy subscale into quartiles, and the
Ripple Responsible subscales into thirds, and followed the procedures outlined above. For the
Impact Accuracy subscale, we found that two items (6 and 8) had one significant interaction
term each (Table S5). When looking at model fit (Table S6), items 3 and 4 showed better fit
when the interaction terms were included. Once again, we see mixed, weak evidence for
differential functioning, leading us to conclude that the items largely function equivalently in
both cultures.

Table S5. Ripple Impact Accuracy subscale tests of Country x Impact Accuracy
parameter estimates for significance

ITEM Parameter 1  Parameter 2 Parameter 3 p p p
1I -1.055I -0.835I -O.OOlI O.389I. | 1I
2 1.903 1.065 0.739 0.221 0.182 0.386
3 1.957 0.128 -0.708 0.09 0.82 0.252
4 1.074 0.839 -0.873 0.347 0.18 0.194
5 -1.702 -0.635 -2.463 0.336 0.495 0.076
6 29.787 15.283 -1.244 <.001 . 1
7 0.967 -0.246 1.218 0.659 0.835 0.309
8 1.034 1.007 1.662 0.377 0.136 0.032
9 0.938 -0.176 0.509 0.528 0.794 0.479
10 1.242 0.43 -0.206 0.31 0.53 0.777
11 1.472 0.235 0.393 0.371 0.768 0.651
12 -0.25 -0.262 0.143 0.839 0.692 0.848
13 -1.433 -1.059 -0.204 0.418 0.27 0.865

Table S6. Comparison of model fit without (Model 1) and with (Model 2) the Country x
Impact Accuracy interaction terms

Model 2 (main
Model 1 (main effects +
effects only) interaction)  Chi Sqare df p
-2 Log ' ' '
-2 Log Likelihoo
ITEM Likelihood  df d df
Impact Accuracy
1 14.222 4 13952 7 0.27 3 ns
2 34.288 4 32351 7 1.937 3ns

3 45.189 4 33323 7 11.866 3 <.05



4 43.068 4 34154 7 8.914 3 <.05
5 33.734 4 29.268 7 4.466 3 ns
6 25.171 4 21773 7 3.398 3 ns
7 36.944 4 30983 7 5.961 3 ns
8 37.694 4 31.097 7 6.597 3 ns
9 33.7 4 30.891 7 2.809 3 ns
10 33.09 4 31176 7 1.914 3 ns
11 29.388 4 28.171 7 1.217 3 ns
12 34.344 4 33.804 7 0.54 3 ns
13 31.389 4 290461 7 1.928 3 ns

The Responsibility subscales showed a similar pattern. Only one interaction parameter was
statistically significant (Item 6, of the ambiguous elements subscale, Table S7). Item 5 of the
ambiguous elements subscale showed better model fit when the interaction term was included.
As above this is weak, mixed evidence that the ambiguous subscale may function differently in
the two cultures.

Table S7. Ripple Responsibility subscales tests of Country x subscale parameter
estimates for significance

ITEM Parameter1 p

Ratings of Responsible Elements

1 -0.702 0.164
2 0.354 0.468

Ratings of Non-responsible Elements

3 -0.689 0.321

4 -0.221 0.761
7 1.022 0.157

Ratings of Ambiguous Elements

5 -0.647 0.112
6 1.287 0.02

Table S8. Comparison of model fit without (Model 1) and with (Model 2) the Country x
Responsibility Subscale interaction terms



Model 2 (main

Model 1 (main effects +
effects only) interaction)  Chi Sqare df p
2 Log ' ' '
-2 Log Likelihoo
ITEM Likelihood  df d df

Ratings of Responsible Elements

1 46.058 3 43871 5 2.187 2 ns
2 55.185 3 5451 5 0.675 2 ns

Ratings of Non-responsible Elements

3 42.906 2 41.776 3 1.13 1ns
4 60.577 2 60.464 3 0.113 1ns

7 45.561 2 43332 3 2.229 1lns

Ratings of Ambiguous Elements

5 35.015 3 26.536 5 8.479 2 p<.05
6 29.863 3 28.076 5 1.787 2 ns

Summary

There is weak and inconsistent evidence of differential functioning for a small number of items
across all scales and subscales. On the whole, we view these results as generally supportive that
these measures function in similar ways into the two different cultures.



