Jiří Vinopal

Testing the Validity of Left-right Self-placement Question by Way of the Immediate Validation Technique

(Draft of the paper)

ESRA Conference 2009; Warsaw, Poland
Session: The study of left and right in political science
Tuesday, 14:00 - 16:00 in Room 2.4.

Coordinators:

Javier Astudillo; Universitat Pompeu Fabra, Spain

Ana Sofía Cardenal; Universitat Oberta de Catalunya, Spain

the Structure of the paper

11. Left-right political spectrum measurement theory


22. Ways of measurement of L-R


22.1. Set of questions


32.2. Self-placement scale


43. IVT introduction


43.1. Basic principles


63.2. Inspiration and sources


73.3. Possibilities of the use of the method


84. Application of IVT on L-R scale


84.1. Survey and data specification


84.2. Instrument description


95. Results


95.1. General distortion of representations


105.2. Different self-placement with different representations


115.3. Non-unidimensionality of a scale


115.4. Way of making self-placement


136. Context effects -> validity of the method testing


136.1. Experiment design


166.2. Effects on basic L-R question results


186.3. Effect on representations


217. Conclusions


217.1. “Robust question”


217.2. Sets better then self-placement scale


227.3. Theory and measurement relationship


227.4. Usefulness of IVT




1. Left-right political spectrum measurement theory

The topic of left and right can be treated from the minimum of three different points of view. 
1. In a purely theoretical view the dimension serves as a general category, terms leftwing and rightwing should mainly allow simpler description of social reality (Inglehart [1984], Sartori [1990], Heywood [1990] Krejčí [1994].) 

2. Second view combines theoretical base with empirical level and typically aims to investigate theoretically defined shape of the left-right dimension or its manifestations in social reality. For this purpose the question in the format of set of statements are used. (Inglehart [1984], Kitschelt [1992], Evans, Heath and Lallje [1996], Kitchelt, Mansfeldová, Markowski and Tóka [1999]) In this case the fact is accepted, that the meaning of theoretical concept is too broad for complete investigation and thus it is intentionally narrowed, defined and operationalized  into only some of its aspects. Typical is that terms leftwing and rightwing usually doesn’t ever appear in the formulation of the question.
3. The third typical point of view is purely empirical, since it tries to measure the left-right dimension directly, without any theoretical basis. This strategy is represented by those simple questions in which respondents should place themselves onto the scale between points named explicitly as leftwing a rightwing. This approach is common for public opinion polls, but applications of this can be also found in Inglehart [1984], Evans, Heath and Lallje [1996] or Novák [1997]). Probably the most important background trait of this view is a reliance, that given dimension really exist in peoples’ minds and that survey respondents know, what the terms mean. This then should be manifested in their ability, to place themselves onto the scale. 

2. Ways of measurement of L-R
Two basic types of empirical instruments are used to classify a person on the left-right dimension: simple self-placement question and set of items, usually statements. 

2.1. Set of questions

Actual content of the set is based on theoretical conception of the dimension made by the author or researcher. Probably the most often used one is economical view, but some times also political, or value dimension are introduced. Although sets of items are usually more complex and precise tools for checking left-right political orientations, even here can occur serious methodological questions, related for example to the content validity, one-sided formulation of the statements or unipolarity of the scale
. But this type of instruments is not the topic of this presentation [for detail see Evans, Heath and Lallje 1996; Vinopal 2003].
Example: Evans, Heath and Lallje 1996

“No I’m going to read some statements, please tell me to what extent do you agree or disagree with each of them.”
1  Definitely agree

2  Somewhat agree

3  Somewhat disagree

4  Definitely disagree

8  Cannot choose
9  Refusal

	a) Government should redistribute income from the Berger off to those who are less well off.
	1   2   3   4    
	8  9

	b) Big business owners benefits at the expense of workers .
	1   2   3   4  
	8  9

	c) Ordinary working people do not get their fair share of the nation’s wealth.  
	1   2   3   4  
	8  9

	d) There is one law for the rich and one for the poor.
	1   2   3   4  
	8  9

	e) Management will always try to get the better of employees if it gets the chance.
	1   2   3   4  
	8  9


2.2. Self-placement scale

The topic for today is the simpler alternative - self-placement scale of left-right political orientation. There are several formal and graphical layouts of the scale differing in:
1. The number of points used (usually from 5 to 11)
2. Labels used, variating from fully labelled to only extreme points labelled scale 
3. Designs using numbers, letters or other symbols.
Examples:
	RADICAL LEFT
	LEFT
	LEFT CENTRE
	CENTRE
	RIGHT CENTRE
	RIGHT
	RADICAL RIGHT

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7


	Leftwing
	Rightwing

	00
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06
	07
	08
	09
	10


	Leftwing
	
	Rightwing

	L           L           L           L            L            0             R              R              R            R            R


What I’m going to present here is how problematic the survey strategy of self-placement can be and thus point out problems with that view, which assume that the dimension exists in peoples’ minds in pure theoretical shape, as is used on highest level for simplifier description of social reality. The strategy, I’ve used for this purpose, is based on the immediate validation technique, that I tried to develop in many consequent surveys and experiments during past few years. So for the first a short info about the method…
3. IVT introduction

The immediate validation technique is based on a methodological branch of cognitive approaches. It addresses questions connected with the measurement errors that can emerge in the course of standardised interviewing, especially on errors that arise in the interpretative phase of the cognitive processes involved in the question response process. 

The theoretical framework of the immediate validation technique is the psychological study of memory and memory structures [Squire 1993; Baddeley 1995; Sternberg 2002], mental representations [Komatsu 1992; Sedláková 2004] and attitudes [Wilson and Hodges 1992; Tourangeau, Rips and Rasinski 2000]. Based on that framework we assume that when respondent hears or reads a question he creates mental representations of the key terms, and for a moment these representations occupy a place in his short-term memory. And it is these that are the subject of the investigation, because actual interpretations influence the answers.

General or standard interpretations of the terms, which people store in their deeper memory structures for example in a shape of attitude database are not the target. Here the object of interest is mental representations, the formulation of which is completed in the context of the survey. 

3.1. Basic principles
The basic practical principles in immediate validation are:

1. to pose a supplementary question relating to the interpretation of the key term immediately after the target question is answered and

2. to do so in the main survey, not during the pretest.

The data collected using this method are quantitative in the sense that they can be processed using mathematical-statistical methods, but the information obtained is very similar in nature to qualitative data.

Retrospective questions can seek various kinds of information to trace different biases that can emerge in each stage of information processing: 

1) how terms or the meanings of questions are understood and interpreted 

2) seeking information that the respondent retrieved from their memory 

3) checking how they made their decision and

4) which criteria they applied in choosing from the possible options.
Figure 1: Possible applications of the immediate validation technique in different phases of the question response process 
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3.2. Inspiration and sources

The method of immediate validation was inspired by other techniques in the rich tradition of analysing research instruments; especially respondent debriefing and cognitive interview which are commonly conducted during the pretest. 

Retrospective questioning of some aspects of question responses has already been done in the past by other researchers. However, either the probing the target question was delayed or it followed somewhat different objectives.  

Delayed:

· After a series of related questions [Bradburn and Miles 1979] – verifying the meaning of the response categories “never”, “not very often”, “quite often”, or “very often” using questions to specify the exact frequency of events;

· Upon completion of an interview [Martin 1986] – examining respondents’ feelings and their interpretations of some key terms, performed as part of victimisation research, e.g. whether they correctly interpreted the time frame “the past six months”;

· Next day [Belson 1981] – examining the interpretations of ambiguous terms like “you” or “children”, and the effect of different interpretations on responses;

· After several days [Almond and Verba 1963] 

Immediate:

· The Random Probe [Schuman 1966] – examining the meanings respondents assign to questions and to the terms used in closed questions in a standardised questionnaire, the results are produced in a quantitative format;

· Ferber [1956] – studying the meanings assigned to some key terms (e.g. “guaranteed annual income”) 

· Cantrill and Fried [1944] – examining the interpretation of a key question and the meaning the respondents assign to the selected response

For example, probably the most similar technique, Schuman’s Random Probe [Schuman 1966]: it also focused on the meanings respondents assigned to terms in a standardised questionnaire and it also provided the results in a quantitative format. However, besides other practical differences, the initial concept was directed at the international context and its aim was to reveal the different meanings some concepts have in different cultures. 

3.3. Possibilities of the use of the method

The immediate validation technique can be applied at four different levels: methodological, interpretative, factual, and theoretical. These are not however mutually exclusive. 

The methodological objective is to test terms and formulations of contentious validity. These may be terms about which there are concerns regarding their clarity (“our society”) or their general comprehensibility (“region”), regarding whether they have been sufficiently operationalised (“crime victim”), or where the existence of their empirical correlates is at issue (“leftwing”, “rightwing”). In such cases the technique can provide information to assess the quality of the measurement or can offer guidelines for evaluating the utility of the given formulation or term in subsequent research. 

Interpretation - finding relevant information about the cognitive background of a term can help in the analysis and interpretation of results, for example, in comparisons with other characteristics. 

The factual level is revealed by immediate validation in cases where the aim is the mental representation of the selected term itself. The method of immediate validation can in this regard contribute to, for example, the study of mental maps.
The theoretical level brings us to cases of research with theoretical aims, such as the analysis of the interview situation and the question response process, the activation of types of memory, or the effect of different contexts on respondents’ answers. 

4. Application of IVT on L-R scale 

Survey and data specification
The results shown here stem from three surveys, in which the technique was implemented. All of them were omnibus public opinion poll surveys conducted by Public Opinion Research Centre of Institute of Sociology of Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic. All of them were carried out on a quota sample basis and with this regard represent common population of citizens of the Czech Republic above 15 years. As you will see later, last two waves were designed as split ballot experiments with three independent subsamples, in 2006 with total N of circa 1 000 respondents, in 2009 with total N of circa 3 000 respondents in three monthly subsequent surveys. 
 “Our Society” survey, January 2004, Public Opinion Research Centre, Institute of Sociology, Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic.
“Our Society” survey, December 2006, Public Opinion Research Centre, Institute of Sociology, Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic.
“Our Society” survey, February, March and April 2009, Public Opinion Research Centre, Institute of Sociology, Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic.
4.1. Instrument description

Common instrument design was as follows: the target question was left-right self-ranking on 11-point scale:

“In politics people sometimes speak about rightwing and leftwing. Where would you rank yourself on the left-right scale?”

	LEFTWING
	RIGHTWING

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11


which was followed by immediate validation questions:

“When you were answering the preceding question, what did the term “leftwing” mean to you? 

(with 2 or 3 possible answers)
“And when answering, what did the term “rightwing” mean to you? 
(with 2 or 3 possible answers)
Additionally, in case of split ballot experiments, the target question was preceded by experimentally specific context questions, as will be shown later.
5. Results

5.1. General distortion of representations

When applied to terms “leftwing” and “rightwing” the immediate validation technique confirmed the assumption that to different people these terms connote things from various different areas, ranging from general categories or political parties to the finer aspects of individual civic freedoms. 

Table 1. Percentage of people for whom the terms “leftwing/rightwing” meant an aspect in one of the categories below

	
	Leftwing
	Rightwing

	Political party 
	32
	23

	Social policy, social awareness 
	16
	8

	Economics (market economy, work, employment, taxes, etc.)
	10
	12

	A specific person, group of people 
	8
	12

	Political regime, system
	12
	8

	Freedom (freedom of enterprise, to travel, to study, of speech, of profession)
	5
	10

	Other attributes of the political system (equality, justice, democracy, order)
	5
	9

	Human attributes and phenomena in society
	2
	7

	The State vs. the individual (the activity and responsibility of the individual, the role of the state)
	3
	4

	Other specified aspects 
	6
	7

	Means nothing to them
	32
	34


Source: “Our Society” survey, January 2004, CVVM, Institute of Sociology AS CR. (N = 1065)
The categories shown here represent reduced form of the coding scheme that contained about 50 coding items in its original version. (Moreover, as you would probably expect, the collection of original individual answers of respondents was even richer.)
5.2. Different representations with different self-placement
As can be shown, differences in the perception of terms are then related, for example, to where the respondent is situated on the left-right scale of political orientations. 
For instance, people with a rightwing orientation more then others tend to see the dimension of freedoms behind both terms, while people with a leftwing orientation much more often then others keep the social dimension. Both camps see terms roughly equally in an economic perspective, but the more detailed analysis shows that the perspective is differentiated into the dimension of the market economy in the view of rightwing oriented people and the dimension of work and employment in the view of leftwing oriented people. People situating them to the centre evidently more often then others are not able to express, what they had in mind, when they were placing themselves onto the scale.
In other words, people with different political orientations evidently apply different interpretation on the key terms when ranking themselves on the left-right political scale, and thus they are actually responding to an at least somewhat different question.

Table 2. Interpretations of terms in subsamples by self-placement on le-right scale
	
	Self-placement

	
	leftwing
	middle
	rightwing

	Political party 
	26
	23
	30

	Social issues 
	19
	3
	1

	Economics 
	7
	2
	5

	Person, group 
	10
	7
	6

	Political system
	5
	8
	9

	Freedom(s)
	1
	3
	8

	Other attr. of pol. sys. 
	4
	3
	6

	Human and soc. attr.
	3
	0
	2

	State vs. individual
	2
	2
	3

	Other aspects 
	2
	2
	6

	Nothing 
	21
	47
	24


Source: “Our Society” survey, January 2004, CVVM, Institute of Sociology AS CR. (N = 1065)

5.3. Non-unidimensionality of a scale

Moreover; further analysis of the variability of imaginations showed, that not only the whole scale is treated differently by different respondents, but also, that both key terms are often treated from different point of views by individual respondent. 

The same dimension with both ends of the scale reported only 45 % of respondents in case of their first [and thus probably the strongest] answer to the IM questions. If we take into account all reported connotations [it means the maximum of three], the proportion of respondents with scale consistent at least in one aspect increases on 61 %. This means, that about a half of respondents understand the terms left and right each from different point of view when situating themselves onto the scale, which is a serious attack on basic methodological request for unidimensional response scales. For example the left is for an respondent represented by job security and the right by the freedom to travel [which is one of a typical attribute in postcomunist countries].
5.4. Way of making self-placement

Naturally the question here arises what is the way, respondents place themselves onto the scale, if opposite points are represented by different issues; and thus in fact two relevant scales are introduced at the same time [one for the extent of freedom to travel and one for the extent of job security]. 

This question was partially solvable by analysis of subjective evaluation, which respondents spontaneously expressed by giving answers on open-ended IM questions. In fact, their responses didn’t contain only the factual dimension, but very often also a subjective evaluation in the form for example: more freedom to travel, higher job security, lower taxes, bad years of communist era and so on. These evaluations were therefore also coded with separate coding scheme and you can see results in the table.
Table 3. Percentages of total of respondents according to evaluations expressed in connection with terms leftwing and rightwing. 
	 
	Rightwing
	 

	Leftwing
	Positive
	Negative
	Neutral
	Total

	Positive
	9
	26
	15
	50

	Negative
	17
	4
	1
	22

	Neutral
	21
	7
	0
	28

	Total
	47
	37
	16
	100


Source: “Our Society” survey, January 2004, CVVM, Institute of Sociology AS CR. (N = 1065)

Remark: only those, who expressed the evaluation in the first answer were taken into the analysis - 47 % of those, who imagined at least anything, i.e. N - 349.)
The results can be summed up in this way: if the respondent understands the term leftwing positively, probably understand the term rightwing negatively and vice versa [this is the case of 43 % of those expressing any evaluation]; or at least one of the term sees positively or negatively and the other one neutrally [this is the case of further 44 %]. 

This would maybe imply that the mental process of self-placing often means: to anchor one side of the scale cognitively by an evaluative representation [“plus”: higher social security] and to find relevant representation with opposite or at least different valence for the other side of the scale [“minus”. higher taxes].  By means of this anchoring respondent overcome [or maybe rather to say even avoid] the problem with fuzzy scale consisting of two scales in fact and situate him/herself onto much more clear scale spreading between the poles with plus and minus sign, without regard to their factual content. 
6. Context effects -> validity of the method testing 

Naturally all previously mentioned results can be trusted only in the case that the immediate validation works as intended: if it is capable to investigate the content of short time memory. 
6.1. Experiment design

Thus, the next step was testing the validity of the immediate validation technique itself by its applications in experimental conditions. Beside the improvement of the method, this investigation offers further consequences for the left-right self placement question.

The issue examined in experimentally designed surveys in 2006 and 2009 was what memory structures respondents use when they respond to immediate validation questions: specifically, whether the results will vary if the context is changed (which would imply the method’s sensitivity to the content of short-term memory), or whether the results remain the same (which would imply it is not sensitive to short-term memory and instead targets areas in long-term memory). 

As part of the experiment two applications of the technique of immediate validation on the terms “leftwing” and “rightwing” were used, along with one control design, which attempted to map the representation of these concepts in the long-term memory. Two dimensions were used: the dimension of the relationship between state and individual and the economic dimension. 

Individual–state context: 

“When you generally consider the current situation in the Czech Republic, do you feel that people take care of themselves more or that the state takes care of them?”

1. People definitely take care of themselves,


2. People take care of themselves somewhat more, 

3. The state takes care of people somewhat more, 

4. The state definitely takes care of people.
5. DON’T KNOW 

Economic (income) context:

„Consider the life standard of your household as
1. Very good, 

2. rather good, 

3. neither good nor bad, 

4. rather bad, 

5. or very bad?“ 

6. DK 

„Please, report your usual net monthly income of the whole your 
„Please, report your usual net monthly personal income...“

The target question was the respondents’ self-ranking on the left-right scale, which was followed by immediate validation questions aimed at interpretation of the two key terms:

Target question (left-right self-ranking):

“In politics people sometimes speak about rightwing and leftwing. Where would you rank yourself on the left-right scale?”

	LEFTWING
	RIGHTWING

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11


Immediate validation questions:

“When you were answering the preceding question, what did the term “leftwing” mean to you?

“And when answering, what did the term “rightwing” mean to you? 

Control design (long-term memory):

The objective behind the control design was different, and therefore the logic of the questions also differed. Our aim was so that respondents search their memory databases as deeply and widely as possible. To help them to do so, contextual questions were asked about their reading habits, formulated in such a way that they would practice searching those particular structures and then automatically proceed in the same manner when confronted with the subsequent questions. Those were also formulated in such a way that should foster respondents to search deeper memory structures, rather then report actual connotations at hand.
“Can you remember what age you were when you probably read a book for the first time?”

“And did you read any book this year?”

1. Yes,

2. No.

“In everyday life the terms ‘leftwing’ and ‘rightwing’ are commonly used. We would be interested in learning here what actually these terms generally mean to people.” 

“When you think about it, what does the term ‘leftwing’ mean to you personally?” 

“And when you think about it, what does the term ‘rightwing’ mean to you personally?” 

6.2. Effects on how L-R question works
It could seem at a first glance, that there is no difference between contexts; as you can see, that basic distribution of self-placements is almost the same, there is no significant difference.
Graph 1. Self-placements in different question contexts [reduced scale].
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Nevertheless, that contextual effect really exists in case of those three introduced experimental conditions, show some results of (till now still only simple) bivariate association analysis. For example we can see that the association with reported personal income is highest in case of economic design and lowest in LTM design,
Table 4. Association of self-placement with reported personal Income
	
	Pearson's R
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Sig.
	N

	Context: economic
	0,32
	0,030
	,000c
	850

	Context: ind. – state
	0,27
	0,034
	,000c
	788

	Context: LTM
	0,21
	0,043
	,000c
	791


…or that association with political situation satisfaction is highest in case of economic design and lowest in individual – state design.

Table 5. Association of self-placement with satisfaction with political situation
	
	Spearman Correlation
	Asymp. Std. Errora
	Approx. Sig.
	N

	Context: economic
	-0,36
	0,029
	,000c
	995

	Context: ind. - state
	-0,12
	0,034
	,000c
	928

	Context: LTM
	-0,17
	0,034
	,000c
	903


Such patterns of association we can find in case of many other attitudinal questions, while - it seems - much less in case of questions about facts like voting intentions or party preferences. This types of analysis still awaits, here I could show only initial results. Nevertheless, I hope we can accept that those different settings led to different functioning of the left–right self-placement question. Then is also meaningful to investigate, if these differences can be found on the level of interpretation of target terms in different conditions and thus if the IVT is capable to catch it. 
6.3. Effect on representations

The tables presented here show three sub-samples by type of context (in the columns) and shortened coding scheme of first answers to IV questions on leftwing and rightwing. The figures show adjusted standardized residuals, that in standardized way show differences between the structures of answers in subsamples. 

For example for “leftwing”, it was found that in the state-individual context the term was more often interpreted along dimensions of social affairs and relation between state and individual while in the income context these both are suppressed. Also we can see that economical dimension is more often introduced in the related economy context and that in the LTM context more general interpretations like specific political systems (capitalism, communism etc.) are more often.

Table 6. Adjusted standardized residuals for respondents for whom in their first response to the question of where they rank themselves on the left-right scale the term “leftwing” meant the given category.
	 
	 
	Context
	 

	"Leftwing" representations
	Income
	Ind. - state
	LTM

	Political party
	1,3
	0,2
	-1,5

	Social issues
	-2,8
	3,4
	-0,5

	Political system 
	0,1
	-2,5
	2,4

	Person, group
	-0,6
	0,1
	0,6

	Economy
	2,4
	-1,3
	-1,2

	Other attr. of pol. sys.
	0,4
	-2,2
	1,8

	State vs. individual
	-2,1
	5,1
	-2,9

	Human and soc. attr.
	1,1
	-0,8
	-0,3

	Freedom[s]
	0,0
	-0,7
	0,7

	Other aspects
	-1,7
	-0,4
	2,1

	Nothing
	-1,3
	3,9
	-2,6

	Don’t knot
	1,6
	-3,7
	2,1

	No answer
	2,1
	-0,5
	-1,7

	N
	1139
	1056
	1038


Pearson Chi-Square sig: 0.000

Source: “Our Society” survey, February, March and April 2009, Public Opinion Research Centre, Institute of Sociology, Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic. 
With regard of the term rightwing, the results are not so clear, only the “individual – state” dimension is more strongly introduced into the interpretation of the key term in related context and the dimension of social affairs is also suppressed here. Interestingly, heighten economic interpretation of rightwing is not visible in the income context. All this could be due to functioning of the response processes in making interpretation of the terms in the course of answering questions as was already hypothesized, or it could be due to the fact, that the term rightwing was checked as a second one and so that the first IV questions served as a cognitively breaking and as own context making variable. 

Table 7. Adjusted standardized residuals for respondents for whom in their first response to the question of where they rank themselves on the left-right scale the term “leftwing” meant the given category

	 
	 
	Context
	 

	"Rightwing" representations
	Income
	Ind. - state
	LTM

	Political party
	2,6
	-0,1
	-2,6

	Person, a group of people
	0,4
	-0,4
	0,0

	Social affairs, social sense
	-2,2
	1,8
	0,4

	Ekonomy
	0,3
	0,1
	-0,5

	Political system, regime 
	1,2
	-3,6
	2,4

	Freedom/freedoms
	-1,4
	1,1
	0,3

	Attributes of political systém
	-1,1
	0,6
	0,6

	State vs. individua
	-2,4
	2,4
	0,0

	Human features and societal phenomenons
	0,5
	0,4
	-1,0

	Other specifications
	-2,5
	-0,7
	3,2

	Nothing
	-0,6
	3,5
	-2,9

	Don’t knot
	0,9
	-2,7
	1,9

	No answer
	1,4
	0,6
	-2,0

	N
	1139
	1056
	1038


Pearson Chi-Square sig: 0.000

Source: “Our Society” survey, February, March and April 2009, Public Opinion Research Centre, Institute of Sociology, Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic. 

Although only some of mentioned differences are to be considered to be statistically significant (of course only hypothetically here - in case of quota sampling procedure…), it must be said, that real differences in percentages are not breathtaking at all. 

Table 8. Percentages of respondents for whom in their first response to the question of where they rank themselves on the left-right scale the term “leftwing” meant the given category

	 
	 
	Context
	 

	"Leftwing" representations
	Income
	Ind. - state
	LTM

	Political party
	43,5%
	42,1%
	40,0%

	Social affairs, social sense
	15,6%
	21,6%
	17,7%

	Political systém, regime 
	7,9%
	6,2%
	9,4%

	Person, a group of people
	4,7%
	5,0%
	5,3%

	Ekonomy
	4,2%
	2,7%
	2,7%

	Attributes of political systém
	2,7%
	1,7%
	3,3%

	State vs. individual
	,9%
	3,0%
	,6%

	Human features and societal phenomenons
	1,3%
	,9%
	1,0%

	Freedom/freedoms
	,7%
	,6%
	,9%

	Other specifications
	5,0%
	5,7%
	7,2%

	Nothing
	1,2%
	2,8%
	,8%

	Don’t knot
	8,6%
	5,1%
	9,1%

	No answer
	3,7%
	2,7%
	2,1%

	N
	1139
	1056
	1038


Table 9. Percentages of respondents for whom in their first response to the question of where they rank themselves on the left-right scale the term “leftwing” meant the given category

	 
	 
	Context
	 

	"Rightwing" representations
	Income
	Ind. - state
	LTM

	Political party
	37,0%
	33,9%
	30,9%

	Person, a group of people
	10,3%
	9,7%
	10,0%

	Social affairs, social sense
	6,1%
	8,6%
	7,7%

	Ekonomy
	6,8%
	6,7%
	6,4%

	Political system, regime 
	6,0%
	3,3%
	6,7%

	Freedom/freedoms
	4,5%
	5,9%
	5,4%

	Attributes of political systém
	3,9%
	4,7%
	4,7%

	State vs. individua
	2,2%
	4,3%
	3,2%

	Human features and societal phenomenons
	3,2%
	3,2%
	2,6%

	Other specifications
	6,1%
	7,2%
	9,8%

	Nothing
	1,3%
	2,6%
	,6%

	Don’t knot
	8,6%
	6,2%
	9,3%

	No answer
	4,1%
	3,8%
	2,6%

	N
	1139
	1056
	1038


On the other hand, being considered with regard to quite strong hypotheses they show that different contexts generally lead to different interpretations of the terms leftwing and rightwing and that by introducing the relevant context the mental representations of both terms are drawn away from their more general conception in the long-term memory. 

The results thus also show that the to some extent immediate validation technique in the form it was tested is capable of mapping the content of short-term memory. It therefore seem to be a valid instrument for monitoring effects of the context on the interpretation of key terms and questions directly in the course of a standardised interview.

7. Conclusions
7.1. “Robust question”

Analysis showed that the concept of left-right political spectrum is far from to be clear on the level of simple self-placing question. How is it then possible that such unvalid question (in the content validity sense) usually gives quite sufficiently valid results (in the construct validity sense)?
The reason is probably very simple. Without regard to unclearness and huge variability of interpretations, these are anyway thickly interconnected and create as a whole one cognitive schema. And even if respondents use different parts of it, it is very probable, that their responses will be consistent with regard to the whole schema. On the empirical level this is regularly represented by expectable associations with other variables and in one of our analysis was documented by patterns of individual representations correlations [Vinopal 2006].
Such a question, that offers usable results although it doesn’t reach classical qualitative requirements, I would call a “robust question” [with intentional parallel to so called analytical methods]. In case of robust question we know that the phenomenon is not measured precisely [maybe its real shape is undetectable], but still the results are meaningful, plausible and helpful, simply “it works”. In no case I mean that such questions should stand as a standard; I only should point out the fact, that in some cases, it is not possible to come with methodologically perfect question. And for such situations is absolutely crucial, that “…some researchers may deliberately accept less than optimal questionnaires. But such a decision should be deliberate, not accidental“. [Sudman, Bradburn and Schwarz 1996: 258]
7.2. Sets better than self-placement scale

As I’ve already mentioned, it is not worth to give up these attempts or leave those types of questions. Both of them – self-placement and sets of items – have some possibility of use and can provide us with meaningful data. Still, it seems – also according to other authors [Evans, Heath and Lallje 1996: 99] - that set of items is more precise instrument than self-placement question. It shows higher consistency of attitudes, better stability in time, stands as a much better predictor of for example party preferences and is better indicator in case of people interested in politics as well as in case of those, who are not interested. Nevertheless, also some usually used sets can have several problematic points…
7.3. Theory and measurement relationship

As I started with, terms leftwing and rightwing can well serve as theoretical tools for description of social reality. Nevertheless, their transformation into empirical indicators is very difficult: robust question uses these terms explicitly, but what is actually measured is still not fully clear; sets of items can measure quite clearly defined dimensions, but these are not explicitly defined as left and right, [rather in political, economical, social etc. terms]. Theoretical conception of the lef-right political dimension as a whole thus remains behind the curtain for most of empirical approaches.

Moreover, the perception of terms leftwing and rightwing is changing along with the course of society and as Inglehart states: “their textbook’s definition are nowadays only partially valid” [Inglehart 1984:25]. Sartori point out the emergence of new types political cleavages instead of traditional single left-right one and says that “economical meaning of leftwing doesn’t explain political meaning of the leftwing” [Sartori 1990: 161]. Together with new interpretations of both terms in real political life and people’s perceptions, Sartori than for example states, that “without regard to ideological validity, scientific validity of the term leftwing is very questionable.” [1990: 163] 

Results of analysis showed here don’t oppose conclusions of those classics and I would conclude that possibilities of left-right political dimension measurement are not very high. But the cause of this doesn’t lie in insufficient methodological treatment. Rather the problem has much broader context of relationship between theoretical and empirical level.
7.4. Usefulness of IVT

As was demonstrated, immediate validation is not technically complicated method to use and in an interesting way it can improve methodological and informative value of standard public opinion surveys and more in-depth social research. Its advantage is that it can be applied within the survey itself, which usually comprises a substantial number of respondents and meets the demands being a representative sample. The results thus become statistically quite strong data, whose methodological value can be further increased by introducing experimental designs of data collection. An important attribute of the immediate validation technique is its ability to preserve the contextual grounding of the studied phenomenon and test the meaning of the terms directly in the context in which they are presented.
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� Unipolar scales explicitly define only one of two ends of the continuum [here it is an agreement with the statement]. The meaning of the opposite end is not mentioned explicitly and its anchoring by some interpretation is up to respondent [it could be disagreement with explicit statement, agreement with opposite implicit statement or any place between them]. For details to the topic of anchoring the scale see Ostrom and Gannon [1999].
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						Context: income		Context: ind. - state		Context: LTM

				Left [1-3]		26%		25%		26%		26%

				Centre [4-7]		37%		40%		38%		38%

				Right [8-11]		27%		26%		26%		26%

				DK		10%		9%		10%		10%

						100%		100%		100%		100%

						Context: income		Context: ind. - state		Context: LTM

						3.7%		3.2%		2.9%		3.3%

				2		6.0%		4.3%		5.3%		5.2%

				3		10.3%		10.2%		10.8%		10.4%

				4		9.4%		9.5%		9.7%		9.5%

				5		9.2%		10.3%		9.8%		9.8%

				6		24.6%		26.6%		26.2%		25.8%

				7		7.0%		6.8%		6.7%		6.8%

				8		11.8%		9.5%		9.9%		10.5%

				9		9.7%		10.9%		11.0%		10.5%

				10		5.2%		5.6%		4.2%		5.0%

						3.1%		3.1%		3.3%		3.2%

						100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%

		Income		Pearson's R		As. Std. E.		App. Sig.		N

		Context: income		0.32		0.030				850

		Context: ind. - state		0.27		0.034				788

		Context: LTM		0.21		0.043				791

		Satisfaction with political situation		Spearman Correlation				Approx. Sig.		N

		Context: income		-0.36		0.029				995

		Context: ind. - state		-0.12		0.034				928

		Context: LTM		-0.17		0.034				903

		source						Value

		NS_0903 - kontext: příjem		Interval by Interval		Pearson's R		-0.35		0.029		-11.782

				Ordinal by Ordinal		Spearman Correlation		-0.356		0.029		-11.988

				N of Valid Cases				995

		NS_0904 - kontext: individuum - stát		Interval by Interval		Pearson's R		-0.094		0.034		-2.872

				Ordinal by Ordinal		Spearman Correlation		-0.115		0.034		-3.513

				N of Valid Cases				928

		NS_0905 - kontext: LTM		Interval by Interval		Pearson's R		-0.187		0.034		-5.72

				Ordinal by Ordinal		Spearman Correlation		-0.174		0.034		-5.29

				N of Valid Cases				903
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List3

		

																																		Context

																														"Leftwing" representations		Income		Ind. - state		LTM

						43.5%		42.1%		40.0%		41.9%								1.3		0.2		-1.5						Political party		1.3		0.2		-1.5								24		.000

						15.6%		21.6%		17.7%		18.2%								-2.8		3.4		-0.5						Social affairs, social sense		-2.8		3.4		-0.5						94.699		24		.000

						7.9%		6.2%		9.4%		7.8%								0.1		-2.5		2.4						Political system, regime		0.1		-2.5		2.4						2.785		1		.095

						4.7%		5.0%		5.3%		5.0%								-0.6		0.1		0.6						Person, a group of people		-0.6		0.1		0.6						3233

						4.2%		2.7%		2.7%		3.2%								2.4		-1.3		-1.2						Economy		2.4		-1.3		-1.2

						2.7%		1.7%		3.3%		2.6%								0.4		-2.2		1.8						Attributes of political system		0.4		-2.2		1.8

						.9%		3.0%		.6%		1.5%								-2.1		5.1		-2.9						State vs. individual		-2.1		5.1		-2.9

						1.3%		.9%		1.0%		1.1%								1.1		-0.8		-0.3						Human features and societal phenomenons		1.1		-0.8		-0.3

						.7%		.6%		.9%		.7%								-0.0		-0.7		0.7						Freedom/freedoms		-0.0		-0.7		0.7								.173		.000

						5.0%		5.7%		7.2%		5.9%								-1.7		-0.4		2.1						Other specifications		-1.7		-0.4		2.1								.122		.000

						1.2%		2.8%		.8%		1.6%								-1.3		3.9		-2.6						Nothing		-1.3		3.9		-2.6								.170		.000

						8.6%		5.1%		9.1%		7.6%								1.6		-3.7		2.1						Don’t know		1.6		-3.7		2.1								3233

						3.7%		2.7%		2.1%		2.8%								2.1		-0.5		-1.7						No answer		2.1		-0.5		-1.7

						100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%								1139		1056		1038						N		1139		1056		1038

																																		Context

																														"Rightwing" representations		Income		Ind. - state		LTM

						37.0%		33.9%		30.9%		34.0%								2.6		-0.1		-2.6						Political party		2.6		-0.1		-2.6

						10.3%		9.7%		10.0%		10.0%								0.4		-0.4		0.0						Person, a group of people		0.4		-0.4		0.0								24		.000

						6.1%		8.6%		7.7%		7.4%								-2.2		1.8		0.4						Social affairs, social sense		-2.2		1.8		0.4						73.250		24		.000

						6.8%		6.7%		6.4%		6.7%								0.3		0.1		-0.5						Economy		0.3		0.1		-0.5						7.256		1		.007

						6.0%		3.3%		6.7%		5.4%								1.2		-3.6		2.4						Political system, regime		1.2		-3.6		2.4						3233

						4.5%		5.9%		5.4%		5.2%								-1.4		1.1		0.3						Freedom/freedoms		-1.4		1.1		0.3

						3.9%		4.7%		4.7%		4.4%								-1.1		0.6		0.6						Attributes of political system		-1.1		0.6		0.6

						2.2%		4.3%		3.2%		3.2%								-2.4		2.4		-0.0						State vs. individual		-2.4		2.4		-0.0

						3.2%		3.2%		2.6%		3.0%								0.5		0.4		-1.0						Human features and societal phenomenons		0.5		0.4		-1.0

						6.1%		7.2%		9.8%		7.6%								-2.5		-0.7		3.2						Other specifications		-2.5		-0.7		3.2								.149		.000

						1.3%		2.6%		.6%		1.5%								-0.6		3.5		-2.9						Nothing		-0.6		3.5		-2.9								.105		.000

						8.6%		6.2%		9.3%		8.0%								0.9		-2.7		1.9						Don’t know		0.9		-2.7		1.9								.147		.000

						4.1%		3.8%		2.6%		3.5%								1.4		0.6		-2.0						No answer		1.4		0.6		-2.0								3233

						100.0%		100.0%		100.0%		100.0%								1139		1056		1038						N		1139		1056		1038
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