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Introduction

The terms left and right are widely used by pditiparties and voters to create political
spaces. The classic view is that the left-righteafigion can form a kind of “super-issue” on
which various party positions or voter positionsnche aggregated (e.g. Inglehart &
Klingemann, 1976; Gabel & Huber, 2000; Blais & Bd2006). Downs argues that “the
political parties in any society can be orderedrieft to right in a manner agreed upon by all
voters” (Downs, 1957b: 142). For example, if oneki® at the aggregated party positions on
the left-right dimension in the Dutch case, one sa@ that the ordering of political parties on
this dimension has been very constant over timdikRan, 2010: 474-475). This study by
Pellikaan has shown that only the positioning @f thligious parties has changed through the
years, which is partly due to the growing impor&o€ the economic left-right dimension and
the decreasing importance of the religious leftrigimension (Pellikaan, 2010: 474-475).
However, for other parties no important changeshaacurred in the (aggregated) ordering
over the years (Pellikaan, 2010: 474-475). Thismsedo indicate that people in the
Netherlands agree to a great extent on the pladesh@mdividual political parties on the left-
right dimension. Looking at this stability and agmeent on the aggregated level, the
impression arises that the left-right dimensiom igseful tool for communication which can
be used by a majority of voters. This specific roldias also often been made in different
studies; these studies have shown that the conokfett and right are commonly understood
by voters in established democracies and it ietbes argued the terms left and right provide
a form of communication between politicians andevetthat is easier to understand for both
groups (Inglehart & Sidjanski, 1976: 225; Fuchs &ngemann, 1990: 203; Langer, 2007:
372; Mair, 2007: 207-211; McAllister, 2009: 579).

However, the usefulness of this dimension is aléenodebated. Some studies have
shown that the terms of left and right have a d#ifé meaning in different contexts; due to for
example what issues are seen as important isduesnéaning of the terms left and right
differ within different countries, different timeegods and different groups of people (e.g.
Inglehart, 1985; Benoit & Laver, 2009; Pellikaaf1R). The findings of these studies clearly
violate Downs’ condition of a single political dim&on for a whole political system (Downs,
1957a) in which the programs of competing politipalrties are summarized within one
super-issue (Budget al, 2001). It also violates Downs’ assumption thae“political parties
in any society can be ordered from left to rightarmanner agreed upon by all voters”
(Downs, 1957b: 142).
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The usefulness of the left-right dimension as a roomication tool can also be

guestioned by looking at the actual placements igeal by respondents of an individual

political party. In the Dutch case for example, gusitioning of political parties on the left-

right dimension varies to a great extent. The figubelow, which show the frequency of

positions given by the respondents of the DutcHidmaentary Election Studies (DPES) in

2010 for four major parties in the Dutch politisgistem, visualize this problem.

Figure 1: Left-right rating of PvdA
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Figure 3: Left-right rating of D66
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Figure 2: Left-right rating of SP
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Figure 4: Left-right rating of VVD
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The figure for the Labour party (PvdA) shows thatrethough most people indicate that the

PvdA can be positioned around a value of two ta fmu the left-right dimension, there are

people that give the PvdA a value of zero (extréeft¢ or even a value of ten (extreme right);

which indicates that some people think that theAPigdeither a very leftist or rightist political

party in the Dutch political system. The same pitarises for the Socialist Party (SP). Even



though most people agree that this party is — aliolegthe Green Left (GL) — the most leftist
political party in the Dutch political system, anstderable number of people position the SP
more to the right side of the left-right dimensidrhis is not in line with the conventional
positioning of the SP on the left-right dimensidihe Democrats '66 (D66) is placed by most
people somewhere on the left side of the middléhefwhole spectrum. A large number of
people, however, position D66 at the far left arright end of the spectrum. The same kind
of situation is visible for the Liberal Party (VVDnost people agree that the VVD is located
at the right end of the scale, but some peopleatdithat the VVD is located at the (far) left
end of scale.

Why is there so much variance in the positioningalitical parties on the left-right
dimension by respondents? And does this indicaertbt every citizen is able to use the left-
right dimension in a meaningful manner? And if tisigrue, is the left-right dimension really
is a useable communication tool for voters andtip@ns? In this study | will try to answer
these questions and investigate possible explarsatar the variance in the placements. The
initial research question of this study is the duling; How can the variance in the
positioning of political parties on the left-rigdimension be explained®b far, no research in
the Netherlands has been conducted to investigetenatter, or at least not from this starting
point. It is unlikely that a single explanation camplain why people place parties on
unconventional positions on the left-right dimemsidhe goal is to explain the variance in the
positioning of political parties by identifying anesting various explanatory factors that
might influence people’s ability to position patisil parties on the correct places on the left-
right dimension. These explanations range fromesgatic biases to random answers and will
be discussed below. The study will conclude withiszussion of the usability of the left-right

dimension for voters.

Scientific and social relevance

This study adds to our understanding of the usefidrof the left-right dimension in different
way than research has done so far. It is impottakhow how well the abstract terms of left
and right are understood and interpreted by votAss.the seminal study conducted by
Converse — that will be further discussed belovas &lready shown, some voters are not able
to talk about politics in abstract terms becausy tho not have enough political knowledge,
or are not politically interested or educated emo(@onverse, 1964: 227). Relatedly, some
people might also not be able to place politicatipa on an abstract continuum like the left-

right dimension. A debate is focused on whethenex@imensional model is a representative



model of a political system, however, no real attenis paid to whether people are able to
use and interpret such a one-dimensional models Ftudy tries to do exactly that by
focussing on possible factors that influence pespiility to place parties on the correct
places on the left-right dimension.

If the results of this study indicate that somepte@re indeed unable to use or work
with the left-right dimension, this can have faacking implications for many theories used
in political science. It not only has consequenfmsthe whole debate that focuses on
whether such a model can be a representative mufdal political system, it also has
consequences for theories that use this one-dimegismodel to make other claims. The
proximity theory for example argues that, all ottténgs being equal, a voter will choose the
party or candidate who is closest to his own pasijtit could thus be seen as an illogical
decision when a person chooses to vote for a galliparty that is further away from their
own position on the dimension than another politeaty* (e.g. Westholm, 1997: 866; Merril
[l & Grofman, 1999: 1) With this argument the asgiion is made that people are able to
position parties on the one-dimensional scale.,Thasvever, might not be the case. As said
before, the great variance in the positioning olitigal parties on the left-right dimension
might indicate that some people have great difficwiith placing parties on the one-
dimensional scale. Depending on the results ofahalysis, the theoretical assumption of the
proximity theory that people are able to placeiparon a left-right scale could be questioned
and possibly needs to be revised.

The societal relevance of this study lies in thefulmess of the findings of this study
for (political) actors in practice, as for examplgitical parties. If the conclusion can be made
that a considerable group of people finds it diffico place political parties on the left-right
dimension due to for example a lack of knowledgditipal parties - when their aim is to
clarify their standpoint - could adjust their ségies and not only talk in abstract terms about
politics but also explain in less abstract termatithey mean when they for example say that
they are a leftist or rightist political party irelgeral or with regard to a specific issue. Not
only is this important for political parties, it iglso important for other actors such as

journalists, interest groups, and of course vateemselves.

! It is acknowledge that such a move could alsaigg in a different way, it would be example begjed as a
strategic move.



Literature review

This study focuses on the usefulness of the Igfttrdimension with regard to the ability of
voters to position political parties on this dimems However, the debate about the
usefulness a one-dimensional (left-right) modébigy and broad; earlier studies have focused
on different aspects of the usefulness of therlgfit dimension. Therefore, before the
theories and hypotheses that underlie this studydiscussed, a discussion needs to be
provided on the usefulness of the left-right dimensn which the most important findings of

earlier studies are discussed.

Arguments against the usefulness of the left-ghension

Some scholars, like Downs, have argued that onéigadl left-right dimension can be
constructed for a whole political system in whibtle programs of competing political parties
are summarized within one “super-issue” (Downs,7E9%ani & Sartori, 1983; Budgs al,
2001). Many studies have examined which issuetearvages exactly constitute this left-right
“super-dimension” (e.g. Inglehart and Klingeman@7@; Huber and Inglehart, 1995; Lipset
& Rokkan, 1967; Benoit & Laver, 2009). Downs hagued that this left-right dimension
reflects the positions taken by political partiestbe issue of government intervention in the
economy (Downs, 1957a: 116). However, many schalarsot agree with the notion that
only issues related to government intervention he tconomy constitute the left-right
dimension (e.g. Lipset & Rokkan, 1967; InglehartARramson, 1994). Lipset and Rokkan
have argued that the classic cleavages of centgheey, state-church, land-industry and
work-capital owner have long constituted the poditispectrums in Western Europe (Lipset &
Rokkan, 1967: 50). This indicates that governmet@rvention in the economy should not be
regarded as the only issue constituting the agtgddaft-right dimension. However, partly
due to the individualization of society and econogiiowth that has led to a decrease of the
differences between those groups, the importanaeaditional cleavages as those brought
forth by Lipset and Rokkan have weakened and tk&lsbackground of voters has become
less of an influence on the political positionsveters (e.g. Inglehart & Abramson, 1994:
350-351). Furthermore, a new post-materialist dgavhas become more important (e.qg.
Inglehart & Abramson, 1994: 350-351). Due to tlse 0f the post-materialist cleavage, on for
example the issue of environmental policy, the-figitt dimension not only consists of
multiple issues, but the meaning of the aggregktieaight dimension has also changed over
time (e.g. Huber & Inglehart, 1995: 90; Benoit &vea, 2009: 136). This change in the



meaning of the issue(s) constituting the overatt-ight is highlighted by Huber and

Inglehart. Huber and Inglehart claim that economunt class conflicts are still the most
important issues constituting the left-right dimens however, the meaning of economic
conflicts has changed from government intervenitiotme economy to deregulation (Huber &
Inglehart, 1995: 90).

The meaning of the overall left-right dimensionoaliiffers per country. The study
conducted by Benoit and Laver, which was focusethoty-eight European countries and six
non-European countries, showed that not one isanebe found that is so important that it
constitutes one overall left-right dimension thatelevant for all countries (Benoit & Laver,
2009: 149). Benoit and Laver therefore argue thah s goal is unattainable because different
issues are salient within different countries (Be&oLaver, 2009: 149). Other studies have
come to the same conclusion as Benoit and Lavgr Y&n der Brug, 2001: 130; Huber &
Inglehart 1995: 90).

The meaning of the left-right dimension and theiéssthat constitute it do not only
differ over time and per country, but also differ tlifferent groups of people (e.g. Pellikaan,
2010). It is argued by some scholars that the ipalitsystem in the Netherlands since the
period of depillarizatioh can be characterized by a one-dimensional lefitrigrale that
represents a “left-right ideology which accounts fogreat deal of voter behavior, party
behavior, and issue formation” (Van der Eijk & Ni@lter, 1987: 17). However, studies have
also shown that the meaning of the terms left &jitt are different per context and therefore
different left-right dimensions can be formed foese different contexts. Pellikaan has argued
that, when looking at different groups within sdgjenstead of looking at the society as a
whole, different groups of people construct diffearéeft-right orderings of political parties
(Pellikaan, 2010: 477-482). One important factattbauses the difference between these
orderings is religion (Pellikaan, 2010: 477-482)eTresults of this study show that voters of
secular parties construct a left-right dimensiormgnch the socialist parties are on the left,
the confessional parties in the middle, and therdib parties on the right side of the scale
(Pellikaan, 2010: 478-481). Voters of religioustfes however deviate from this; especially
voters of extreme religious or more conservativilgigus political parties place socialist

parties on the left, the liberal parties in the dhédand the confessional parties on the right

2 From around 1917 until the 1960s the Dutch sociefys divided into four pillars: catholics, protests
socialists and the looser organized liberals (Aretp& Irwin, 2009: 35-41). The lives of citizens waall taking
place within those pillars; schools, sportclubdjtipal parties, labour unions, etc. were all origad along the
lines of these pillars (Andeweg & Irwin, 2009: 35}4In the second half of the 1960s these pillackd down
(Andeweg & Irwin, 2009: 40-41).



side of the dimension (Pellikaan, 2010: 478-48hg ©rdering of political parties by religious
voters is in line with thantithesd, which indicates that religion is still a very intpant factor
within Dutch politics and the influence of religianindependent from other issues (Pellikaan,
2010: 482). If Dutch voters do not agree on a simglerpretation of the left-right dimension,
the claim made by Van der Eijk and Niemdller thiaé tDutch political system can be
characterized by a one-dimensional socio-econostfteright dimension since the period of
depillarization is not true.

Next to the question which issues constitute the-dimensional left-right dimension,
Downs’s idea yields also another problem. A oneetfisional model would only be
appropriate when political parties are leftist ightist on all issues that are important for the
overall left-right dimension. However, looking fexample at the Freedom Party (PVV) in the
Netherlands, it becomes clear this is not alwagsdhse; the PVV can be called leftist on
economic issues, but it can be called rightist olucal issues. On social welfare, the PVV
takes a socialist standpoint (Party Program for20&0 parliamentary elections, p. 25) and
can therefore be seen as a leftist party on the-smonomic left-right dimension. However,
the PVV takes a monocultural standpoint on integnatand immigration issues (Party
Program for the 2010 parliamentary elections, ).&8W therefore can be seen as a rightist
party on the multicultural-monocultural divide. doch a situation, a multidimensional model
might provide a better representation of a politg&ystem. However, no agreement exists on
how many dimensions are needed to create a prepersentative model of a political system
(e.g. Pellikaan & Van der Meer, 2003; Benoit angdra2009). However, no further attention
will be paid to this debate because this goes blom goals of this study.

Arguments in favor of the usefulness of the lgtttrdimension

Probably the most important argument in favor @& tisefulness of the left-right dimension,
and which is therefore often broad forward, is th@an serve as a communication tool that
makes the understanding of politics easier for ngotand also improves the communication
between politicians and voters. As said earlidfedgnt studies have shown that the concepts
of left and right are commonly understood by voiarsstablished democracies which makes
it a useful communication tool for both politiciam®d voters (Klingemann, 1972: 102;
Inglehart & Sidjanski, 1976: 225; Fuchs & Klingemai990: 203; Langer, 2007: 372; Mair,

% An idea originally of the founder of the Anti-Rdutionary Party in the Netherlands, Abraham Kuypeis a
division of the political system in secular andgius parties in which religious parties are pthoa the right
side of the political spectrum and secular padiesplaced on the left side of the political spatt(Andeweg &
Irwin, 2009: 69-70).



2007: 207-211; McAllister, 2009: 579). Or as Benaitd Laver put it: “This political
spectrum is an explicit or implicit “left-right” s¢e that defines a spatial language understood
by almost every political commentator, from theemested lay observer, to the hyper-
connected political insider, to the political sdish who stands aloof from politics and
attempts to describe this from a distance” (Be&oitaver, 2009: 129). To give an example
on how the left-right dimension can make the urideding of politics easier, the left-right
dimension can provide a “measure of where a padyds ideologically over an extended
period of time” and it thus shows how a party’sipos on the left-right dimension changes
per election (Budgest al, 2001: 19). This can help voters when makingrtiaeiing choice.

It is also important to highlight that if the meagiof the left-right dimension changes over
time and differs per country, this does not meanait not serve a purpose. Per election
period, per country and thus per interpretatioa,|&ft-right dimension can serve as a tool that
makes the understanding of the whole political Bpet easier.

Related to this argument is the stability in thesifponing of political parties on the
left-right dimension. The fact that the positioniafj parties on the left-right dimension by
voters is fairly stable over time (Pellikaan, 204Y.4-475), as already discussed in the
introduction, indicates that there is an agreena@nbng most voters about the position of
individual political parties on the left-right dimsion. This stability supports the argument
made by Downs that “the political parties in angisty can be ordered from left to right in a
manner agreed upon by all voters” (Downs, 1957R).1Bven though one could question the
placements made by voters, the stability in theegi@ents by voters shows that for most
voters the left-right dimension is a usable toalt thas an understandable logic.

Others argue that the usefulness of the left-rititension can also be found in the
usage of this dimension in the generation of pteaghis by different theories, as for example
theories of coalition formation (Budgst al, 2001: 19). Through the usage of the left-right
dimension, party closeness can be used to maképoed on the basis of proximity models
or ideas like the ‘power of the medi&fBudgeet al.,2001: 19).

4 This might seem contradictory to the claim maddierain this study with regard to the proximity trg,
however, this is not true. First of all, the clamade in this study that the left-right dimensiorghtinot be
understood by everybody and consequently mighbadas useful as most people often think is notedlto the
construction of left-right dimensions based on yparograms and expert surveys. Such a dimensiold &y in
the light of the argument made in this study, gasded by different theories like theories aboualition
formation. Secondly, those theories building ort-tefht dimensions constructed by voters do not ediately
loose their value when the conclusion is made thatleft-right dimension is not understood by ewew.
However, such a conclusion bears the consequenteritle should not carelessly assume that everyisoalyle
to use the left-right dimension.
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All the arguments in favor of the left-right diméms show that even though there
might not be a single left-right dimension représgnevery political spectrum, it serves its

own purpose in each different setting as a comnatioic tool for a large group of people.

The contribution of this study to the existing boél{iterature

The above shows that even though a lot of critidiea been raised on the usefulness of the
left-right dimension, the left-right dimension alsas some important advantages. Within this
study one of the advantages of the left-right dishem is tested, namely if the left-right
dimension indeed serves as a communication todlish@asy to use for voters. If one looks
and investigates the usefulness of the left-rigimetsion, one not only needs to focus on the
issues underlying this dimension but also at tresiibe biases or lack of knowledge that have
an influence on the positioning of parties on tiimension by voters. The interpretation of
the “left” and “right” for example can vary betwediiferent groups of people because people
with very strong political views might have biagsefceptions about left and right and about
the position of political parties on the left-rigiitnension. Or some people might for example
be unable to think and talk about politics in abstiterms as “left” and “right”. Some people
might thus not be able to place parties on therigfit dimension or they might place parties
on incorrect positions on the left-right dimensidhat is thus important in this study is
whether the left-right dimension — leaving the delb&bout whether such a one-dimensional
model is a correct representation of a politicatesn aside — is something people are able to

use and interpret.
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Theory and hypotheses

Even though research so far has not focused om'vateility to place parties on the left-right
dimension and the correctness of these placemtngspossible factors that influence this
ability and the correctness of these placementsbhased on existing theories. Two broad
causes can be identified that explain people’stahid position parties on the correct places
on the left-right dimension; the amount of politikaowledge people have and the influence
of systematic biases due to political preferentfepeople do not have enough knowledge
about politics, people might have difficulties wighacing parties on the correct places on the
left-right dimension. It could also be argued thabple that have a biased perception about
political parties and the whole political spectrdoe to partisan or ideological predispositions
have more difficulties with placing parties on th#-right dimension than people that do not
have these biased perceptions.

Before discussing the factors that might influetive ability to place parties on the
left-right dimension in a correct manner, a defamthas to be provided of what a correct
placement is. What can be seen as the correciqrosit a party on the left-right dimension
can be different for different kinds of studies.rélehe actual — or “true” — position of a party
on the left-right dimension based on party manife$or example, it not really important here
because this position does not necessarily rettecposition that is (or can be) perceived by
voters. Here the average perceived position ofldéigad party by voters - on the aggregated
level - serves as the correct position of a pantyhe left-right dimension.

The influence of knowledge
A higher amount of political knowledge may haveiafluence on the ability of respondents
to place political parties on correct positionstoe left-right dimension. Political knowledge
as it is used here, does not only consist outeitiiual knowledge people have about politics
like for example who party leaders are, out of Wwhjgarties a government coalition is
constructed, etc. Political knowledge in the biggense of the word, consists of a cluster of
related factors that need to be taken into accoedtication, political interest, political
knowledge, and party identification.

People with higher education levels have more kadgé about politics (e.g. Scholz
and Zuell, 2012: 1417). This higher level of patti knowledge might also make it more
likely that these people are able to place politgties on (more) correct positions on the

left-right dimension. A seminal study by Converse especially relevant to explain the

12



possible influence of education on the ability face parties on the left-right dimension.
Converse conducted research into the understandingbstract dimensions among the
electorate. As a hypothesis, Converse stated thatyardstick that such an account takes for
granted — the liberal-conservative continuum — ifather elegant high-order abstraction, and
such abstractions are not typical conceptual ttmyishe man in the street” (Converse, 1964:
215). His study indeed showed that the vast mgjaftthe public in the United States was
unable to think and talk about politics in abstraetms like liberal and conservative
(Converse, 1964: 227). In this sense the abstragtinuums like the liberal-conservative
continuum, are not as meaningful as some oftennaesstAll that they show is that poorly
educated people are inarticulate and have difficaitpressing verbally the more abstract
lines along which their specific political beliedse organized” (Converse, 1964: 227-228).
This study thus shows that the educational leveipray other things can have a large
influence on the understanding of abstract termsoatinuums. This might also apply to the
left-right continuum because this is also an abstantinuum. Therefore the hypothesis is as
follows; People with a high educational level are more k& place political parties on a
correct place on the left-right dimensighan people with a low educational levelowever,
education not only has an influence on correctégbe positioning of parties on the left-
right dimension, it also has an influence on whetbeople are actually able to place (all)
parties on the left-right dimension. A lack of edtian can also influence the number of — if
any — political parties people are able to placetlon left-right dimension. Therefore, an
additional hypothesis can thus be formulateeople with a high educational level are better
able to place political parties on the left-righintensionthan people with a low educational
level.

Someone’s interest in politics can also have adoenice on the positioning of parties
on the left-right dimension. People with higher disv of political interest have more
knowledge of politics (e.g Scholz & Zuell, 2012:184 Grovest al, 2004). A higher level of
political interest might therefore also make peopétter able to place political parties on
(more) correct positions on the left-right dimemsi®\ study by Geer has found another
important effect of political interest on the pasiing of political parties on the left-right
dimension. Trying to explain non-response, Geewslabthat item non-response and response
rates were influenced less by education and moriateyest in politics; thus the topic of the
study or research is of importance for non-resp@@ser, 1988: 365). Similar findings have

® Education is not the only factor important in thiatter according to Converse, other factors liigh Ipolitical
involvement are also important (Converse, 1964)215
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been found by Holland and Christian who focusedpean-ended questions in a web-based
survey (Holland & Christian, 2009: 209-210). Indimwvith these findings, Scholz and Zuell
argue that “if interest in the subject matters theterest in politics should matter when
answering questions on politics, and non-responde vary depending on the level of
political interest” (Scholz & Zuell, 2012: 141&)olitical interest has due an influence on two
important things: it influences the level of palal knowledge of a respondent and it
influences the effort people put into the answeh@ question. Both effects are important
for this study. If someone’s level of political émest affects whether and how well someone
answers a question, people with more politicalregeplace more political parties on the left-
right dimension than people with less politicaleitst. Therefore the following hypothesis
can be formulated?eople with a high level of political interest dvetter able place political
parties on the left-right dimensipthan people with a low level of political intere€ine
could also argue that political interest, becausthese two effects, has a influence on the
correctness of the placements provided by the refgas. In shortPeople with a high level
of political interest are more likely to place pgalal parties on a correct place on the left-
right dimensionthan people with a low level of political interest.

Even though someone’s political interest and sorasceducational level are possibly
highly correlated with someone’s political knowled@n independent hypothesis for political
knowledge needs to be formulated. An example canptovided to indicate why an
independent hypothesis needs to be formulated; &waperson is lower educated this does
not necessarily mean that this person will alsoehl@gs political knowledge, because that
person might be highly interested in politics ahdréfore have a lot of political knowledge.
As an example related to political interest, soneedoes not necessarily have to be interested
in politics to have a lot of political knowledgegrseone might know a lot about politics due
to his or her work or study. Another argument inoiaof the usage of political knowledge as
an independent factor comes forth out of the figdiof a study by Price and Zaller. A study
by Price and Zaller on news reception has shownpibiitical knowledge, when compared to
other predictors like education, is the strongest most consistent predictor of news story
recall across a wide range of topics (Price & Zall®93: 157-158). This study thus showed
that political knowledge needs to be treated asndependent predictor next to level of
education and level of political interest; someghihat is also done in other studies (e.qg.
Scholz & Zuell, 2012). The hypothesis is as followgople with a high level of political
knowledge are more likely to place political pastien a correct place on the left-right

dimension, than people with a low level of politikaowledge Again, the argument can be
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made that political knowledge also has an influemeehe actual ability to place parties on
the left-right dimension, therefore the followingpothesis can be formulateBeople with a
high level of political knowledge are better abée fdlace political parties on the left-right
dimension, than people with a low level of politkaowledge.

Another factor that influences the knowledge peoplve about the left-right
dimension is party identification. An associatiamsteen found between party identification
and left—right orientations; people that identihemselves with a political party are more
often exposed to parties’ ideologies than otheds therefore have more knowledge of left-
right orientations (Scholz & Zuell, 2012: 1419). & Meffertet al put it: “a partisan voter is
invested in the political system, and as a “mendbehe polity” likely to be familiar with the
parties, their approximate electoral strengths, ldedly coalitions” (Meffertet al, 2011: 805).
For this study the same logic can be applied; meaplio do not identify with any party are
expected to be less familiar with the left-rightnéinsion, the meaning of this dimension, and
the positions of parties on this dimension thanpteavho do identify with a political party.
Party identification could therefore also have r@ffuence on the ability of people to position
political parties on correct places on the leftatigdimension. Therefore the following
hypothesis can be formulate@eople that do identify with a political party angore likely to
place political parties on a correct place on tlegtdright dimension, than people that do not
identify themselves with a political partBecause party identification can also have an
influence on the ability to place parties on thi-light dimension, the hypothesis goes as
follows: People that do identify with a political party abetter ableto place political parties

on the left-right dimension, than people that doidentify themselves with a political party

The influence of systematic biases
There are three systematic biases that need takem tinto account and that all lead to a
distortion of the perceptions about individual poél parties and the political system as
whole; distortion due to party identification, diging due to the (extremity of) respondent’s
own position on the left-right dimension, distortidue to a different interpretation of the
meaning of the left-right dimension.

The first factor, party identification, can also &gproached in a different way as it is
done in the section above. As described aboveijnitial assumption is that a person that
identifies with a political party is able to plal) parties on the left-right dimension because
he or she is more familiar with politics and pacl#i parties than someone who does not

identify with a political party. However, party idgfication could not only lead to a greater
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ability to place parties on the left-right dimensioit could also lead to more biased
placements due to predispositions that influence’soperception of political parties in
particular and the political spectrum in generdiu3, due to identification with a political
party it might be possible that other parties aesved differently from how they “really” are;
e.g. if one identifies very strongly with the SPeamight view other socialist parties as more
rightist parties than leftist parties because tl@dpoints of the GL and PvdA differ (a lot)
from those of the SP. Research has shown thatsparfpreferences, in particular party
identification, have a powerful influence on pda#i attitudes and perceptions of voters
(Bartels, 2002: 140). In a study on voter’s expgataabout election outcomes by Meffett
al. the expectation was brought forward that everughopartisan preferences “have a
positive effect on the overall accuracy or qualifiy voters’ expectations due to stronger
political involvement and higher levels of politicavareness”, it can also lead to a bias in
these expectations because partisan preferencertdhe expectations for specific preferred
or disliked parties” (Mefferet al, 2011: 805-806). The results of this study showreat
partisan preference indeed affect the voter's egpien about the electoral changes of
(un)preferred political parties and coalitions; @hican however be reduced by political
knowledge and level of education (Meffeet, al., 2011: 810-811). A study by Granberg,
which will be further discussed below, has alsovgihthat the respondent’s political position
has an influence of the positioning of parties potiticians by these people; people tend to
overestimate the similarities between oneself &iednearest communicator and they tend to
overestimate the contrast between oneself and ttwsenunicators that are further removed
(Granberg, 1993: 83). The findings of these studies of importance for this research
because even though party identification can hapesitive influence on the ability to place
parties (on correct places) on the left-right disien, it can also have an opposite effect;
partisan preferences can have a distorting affedhe perceived position of parties on the
left-right dimension by voters. The following hypesis can therefore be formulat&sople
that do not identify with a political party are neolikelyto place political parties on correct
places on the left-right dimension because theylass biased in their perceptions, than
people that identify with a political pafty

A factor related to this bias is people’s own gositon the left-right dimension. As is

discussed by Granberg, some scholars have argaeddbple’s own political positions might

® This hypothesis is thus contradictory to the higpsts formulated earlier with regard to the effetparty
identification on the correctness of the placemepttevided by respondents. This means that if party
identification has an effect on the correctnesglatements, only one of the two hypotheses cambirmed.

16



play a role in the perception of the positions olitical parties. If a communicator is near to
the position of the individual, the individual tentb overestimate the similarities between
oneself and the communicator. If, on the other h#émelcommunicator is further distant from
the position of the individual, the individual tendo overestimate the contrast between
oneself and the position of the communicator (Geaghb1993: 83). However, discussion
exists about to what extent this theory holds iacpce, because one study has shown that
“the tendency to maximize the similarity betweeneself and a preferred candidate is
considerably stronger than the tendency to maxintiiee distance between oneself and a
nonpreferred candidate.” (Granberg, 1993: 79). Etlmough the exact influence of the
respondent’s political position is not exactly cled seems to have an influence on the
positioning of parties and politicians made by ¢hesspondents (Granberg, 1993: 109-110). It
is therefore important to also take this aspeai exdcount. It might be possible that some
people are very leftist with regard to their ownlitzal opinions, views and desires, and
therefore have a lot of dissimilarities with rigittparties and consequently overestimate the
distance with the rightist parties by placing thpaeties on the far right end of the scale. Or,
if some people are very leftist with regard to thewn political opinions, views and desires,
these people might not even regard the SP and Gkaddeftist parties and therefore also
place these parties more to the middle or evenighé side of the left-right scale. Thus, when
making these comparisons, not only the actual iposit the actual number on which parties
are placed - is important, but also the positioroh@ party in relationship the positioning of
other political parties. The positioning of partl®speople with more extreme self-placements
might be judged as incorrect; however, when lookihghe ordering of political parties, the
SP for example might still be one of the most &fparties in the whole spectrum. The
following hypothesis can be formulate®eople that have a moderate / centrist self-
positioning on the left-right dimension are morkely to place political parties on correct
places on the left-right dimension, than peoplet ttha not have a moderate / centrist self-
positioning on the left-right dimension.

As a third explanatory factor, the issues that dielsomeone’s interpretation of the
left-right dimension can also influence the positiy of parties on the left-right dimension.
Different groups of people might regard differeotifical issues as the most important ones
underlying the left-right dimension. People migldoaconstruct different left-right orderings
of political parties due to a different interprétat of the left-right dimension (e.g. Pellikaan,
2010). Earlier research has shown that religiowpleestill formulate a left-right dimension

that is in line with the oldntithese- the division of secular parties on the left aeligious

17



parties on the right — and thus place parties fferdint positions on the left-right scale than
people that interpret that dimension as a sociow@wic dimension (Pellikaan, 2010: 477-
482). The hypothesis that follows from this Reople that deem conventional issues as the
most important political issues are more likelyplace political parties on correct places on
the left-right dimension, than people that deenfeddint — or more unconventional — issues
the as the most important oné&jonventional issues are those issues that therityagd
people regard to be the important issues underlyimg left-right dimension. When
investigating this possible bias, it is therefomgportant to know which issues might by
underlying the left-right dimension in the mindstioé respondents.

Benoit and Laver argue that “perhaps the most comway of imputing substantive
policy content to the left-right scale is to dekerit as a left-right scale of ‘socio-economic
policy” (Benoit & Laver, 2009: 132). This divisicexists out of two important contrasts; the
meaning of left and right is a division betweentéiventionist” and “laissez-faire” economic
policy and a division between “liberal” and “congative” positions on cultural and moral
matters (Benoit & Laver, 2009: 132). Another lafht division that is growing in importance
is the multicultural — monocultural division in vefi parties can be ordered into parties that
favor a multicultural state or society and partieat favor a monocultural state or society
(Benoit & Laver, 2009: 138). Yet another issue timaty constitute the left-right dimension is
religion. As already discussed above, religiousppeeéormulate a left-right dimension in line
with a division of secular parties and religioustigs (Pellikaan, 2010: 477-482). Another
important issue that might constitute the left-tighmension in European countries is
European integration. Within Europe criticism haset raised with regard to European
integration and the European Union in specific.ofdsnong political parties a division can be
made between parties that are in favor of (furtf@mopean integration and parties that are
against (further) European integration (Benoit &é&g 2009: 86). This issue of European
integration can be related to the scope of theaaifyhof the European Union but also to the
speed of European integration (Benoit & Laver, 2088). The left-right dimension might
thus reflect an economic issue, cultural issuégimels issue, and an issue related to European
integration. It is of course possible that there ather underlying issues, however, this is a
selection of issues that has received the moshtatte in the literature as important or
dominant issues underlying the left-right dimensibooking at these four issues, one might
say that the socio-economic issue as a conventissaé in the sense that most people will

probably agree that this is an issue that undettiedeft-right dimension. The religious issue,
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however, might be regarded as an unconventionakisgice only a small group of people
will argue that religion underlies the interpretatiof the left-right dimension.

All three biases are assumed to have a systenfétict en the respondent when the
respondent is positioning parties on the left-riglhtnension. The bias related to party
identification and someone’s own political positiomplies that the positioning of all parties
on the scale are skewed in a certain directionussaas already said before, if some people
are very leftist with regard to their own politiagpinions, views and desires, all parties on the
scale might be skewed to the right side of theescalith regard to the issue(s) that might
constitute the left-right dimension in the eyeshs respondent, the bias is also assumed to be
systematic; a respondent that interprets the igfitrdimension as a division between
religious and secular parties is assumed to cradtdt-right dimension that is to a great
extend similar to that of another respondent with same interpretation of the left-right
dimension.

For all three biases, the relative ordering of plaeties — more for these hypotheses
compared to other hypotheses — is also importaimvestigate. For party identification one
could argue for example that due to political pspdsitions it might also be possible that the
relative ordering of parties is different compatedhe ordering made by people who do not
identify with a political party because if peopéntl to overestimate the similarities between
oneself and the nearest communicator and tenddcestimate the contrast between oneself
and communicators that are further removed, therorg of parties might also be affected.
The relative ordering of parties will then not Ipeline with the correct orderidigThe same
can be argued for the respondent’s own politicaitjom; due to the extremity of some self-
placements on the left-right scale, it might besguae that the relative ordering of parties is
different compared to the ordering made by peopld yWwmore moderate or centrist self-
placements on the left-right dimension. For thedtlgpsis about the issues underlying the
interpretation of the left-right dimension the @ argument could be made; if religious
people make a left-right ordering that is in linghathe oldantithesethe ordering is not in

line with the correct or more conventional orderaigarties.

Reformulating the research question
Now that the possible factors that influence sore&opositioning of political parties on the
left-right dimension have been identified the reskajuestion of this study can be refined.

" Correct in the sense that it is in line with thdesing made on the aggregated or macro levelvitiwe group
of respondents).
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The research question can now be statedHas do education, political interest, political
knowledge, party identification, self-placementlos left-right scale and the interpretation of
the dimension have an influence on people’s abibityposition political parties on correct
places on the left-right dimensiom2low a discussion will be provided of how thelueince

of these factors on the ability to place politigarties on correct places on the left-right

dimension will be investigated.
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Data and method

The Netherlands is a useful case to use for thiticp&ar study. The Netherlands has a
multiparty system which is suitable for the invgation of the differences in the positioning
and ordering of political parties by voters. Foristhanalysis the data of the Dutch
Parliamentary Election Studies (DPES) of 2010 b&lused. Also, within the DPES a certain
type of question is asked which is crucial for ttisdy. The questions about the placement of
political parties on the left-right dimension a@rhulated as followed; “It is [...] said of
political parties that they are left and right. @byou please indicate the degree to which you
think that a party is left or right?”. Consequentlife respondents had to tick a box on a
response-scale ranging from O (left) to 10 (riglv)this questionnaire the meaning of the
terms left and right are not defined, which thusanee that people can give their own
interpretation to the left-right dimension. Thiskea the questions also very suitable for this

study.

The possibility of random answers as a measureprebiem

Before turning to the operationalization and moselup of this study, it is important to
discuss a possible problem for the analyses withig study. One could argue that there is
one more explanation for the variation in the ptaenats provided by the respondents. The
variance in the positioning of parties on the kit dimension could caused by the fact that
the positioning of parties is random. If people éaample do not want to admit that they do
not know how to place a party on the left-right dimsion, people might simply assign
political parties to random positions on the léffit dimension. Even though it is
acknowledged that it is quite hard to judge whethplacement is random or not, it could be a
possible factor that might influence the data dr dnalyses within this study. Therefore a
short investigation of the possibility of randonaggments is necessary.

It would be too big of a task to look at the pasitng of each political party for all the
respondents individually. Also, how can one juddgeether a placement is random? As a
solution for this problem, the placements by a oesient are only judged to be random when
there is no or only a small variance in the positig of all political parties on the left-right
dimension. One could then make a division betwsatematic random answers and really
random answers. When a respondent is placing hficab parties at a seven on the left-right
scale, one can assume that those placements aemayis random. However, random

answers do not have to be this systematic. It stz that there is still a small variation in
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the placements. Looking at Figure 5 below, onesmmthat on average 2 is the minimum and
8 is the maximum scale point that is used to pfaarties by respondefitsThis thus means
that there is a range of six scale points; thusatlerage variation is roughly six scale points.
One could argue that a variation or range of tisgzde points or less is an indication that the
answers provided by the respondent are randomngeraf three scale points or less means
that people have positioned all parties on thedefe, right side or in the centre of the left-

right dimension and there is thus no real diffeeemade between the parties.

Figure 5. Left-right rating of political parties (N = 1750)
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Table 1 below shows that in total 11 people oftFiBO respondents have provided systematic
random answers. When taking into account randorwvensswith a variation of three scale

points or less, 55 respondents (3.1 percent) of 280 respondents — included those eleven
with no variation in their answers - have placddeaht parties in such a way that there is
only a range of three scale points or less. Thishiss a very small proportion of all

respondents included in the analyses of this samy thus does not seem to have a big
influence on the data used in this study. Theipdig of random answers therefore does not

seem to provide any problems for the analysesigfstiady.

8 Within this analysis only those parties are uget most people are able to place on the left-rifjmension,
and only those people are used that have beent@lglesition all eight parties on the scale. Thiea#n is
made because than the problem with people that b the answer “Don’t Know” for certain parties
avoided; if people have only positioned for exanple SP and GL on the left-right dimension the arzge in
the placements is probably very low, this does hav@ot mean that these two placements are ranWdgth.
this selection 1750 respondents are included iratfadysis.
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Table 1. Frequency of range for the eight placemestprovided by respondents

%

0.6
0.2
0.6
1.7
3.4
5.0
11.3
18.0
23.6
22.2
10 13.4

©Ooo~NOOOUITA~WNE,O

(N)Total 1750

Operationalization of the dependent variables
In the first section of the analysis the hypotheaslesut the ability of respondents to place
parties on the left-right dimension are testedtdsi these hypotheses on the party level, the
guestion whether people have been able to placeédodl parties on the left-right dimension
or not is used as the dependent variable. On tsersylevel the number of parties people
have been able to place on the left-right dimenisidhe dependent variaBle

In the second section of the analysis the hypothese the correctness of the
placements due to knowledge are examined. Toltesethypotheses it is important to create
a measure — dependent variable - that can be adeddstigate a person’s level of deviance
from the correct placement(s); the sample meaN{&hin this study the sample mean for
each political party on the aggregated level wéllused as the actual or “right” placement. It
will be calculated how many scale-points the plagethof a party by individual respondents
differ from the mean position of this party. Thiglicator can be used on the party level but it
can also be used on the system level; the meamtd®viis simply calculated by adding the
absolute deviances for the individual parties whidglhthen be divided by the total number of
parties included in the analysis. In this way aamebsolute deviation’ scale is formed that
gives you the mean deviance from the correct platedl parties within the political system
per respondeniThe sample mean might not be the actual or trugigo®f the party on the
left-right dimension; however, it is the best prodyat can be used for the perceived
placement of parties by voters. The mean positfdhase parties are already shown in Figure

5 above.

° For further information of how the variable measgrthe number of parties that has been placehenett-
right dimension by respondents is created, see AgiRe.
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In the third section of the complete analysis thotieer hypothesis are tested, for
which multiple dependent variables will be usedstof all, it will be examined what the
influence of party identification, self-positioningf the left-right dimension, and the
underlying issues is on the actual positioninghef parties on the left-right dimension. So, it
will be analysed what the influence of party idéagition is on the actual positioning of
parties on the left-right dimension. However, asqubto the first two sections of the complete
analysis, here a division will be made between estiees to different political parties. The
same logic is followed when testing the hypothedisut self-positioning on the left-right
dimension. With regard to the issues that mighteulie the interpretation of the left-right
dimension, it will be examined how the respondents position on these issues influences
the positioning of the parties on the left-righinéinsion. Secondly, the relative ordering of
parties is investigated to see whether the relatidering of parties on the left-right scale is
correct or incorrect for different groups of peoewhich also the range of these eight
placements is taken into account. Thirdly, it igeistigated whether the mean deviatfoon
the party system level is different for differembgps of people. It will thus be investigated if
there is for example a difference in the mean dmriameasure for people with more
moderate self-positioning on the left-right dimemsicompared to people with a more

extreme self-positioning on the left-right dimemsio

Operationalization of the independent variables

For the first section of the whole analysis, in eththe hypothesis about the ability to place
political parties on the left-right dimension aested, four independent variables are used,
level of education, level of political interest,vé# op political knowledge, and party
adherenc€. For the respondent’s level of education the redpat’s completed educational
level is used as the independent variable. Fohtimthesis about the effect of someone’s
level of political interest on the ability to plaparties on the left-right dimension the level of
political interest as indicated by the respondémésnselves will be used as the independent
variable. With regard to the hypothesis about tifece of someone’s level of political
knowledge on the ability to place parties on tHéright dimension, a knowledge scale is
used as the independent variable. This knowledgde sis based on the knowledge
respondents have about the name, party and funofi@n politician when a photo of that

10 with regard to the mean deviation measure in tladyars of the issues that may underlie the inteégpien of
the let-right dimension, the mean score is basethereviation from the correct positions of temtipa — thus
including the SGP and PvdD — instead of eight parti

1 Table 3 serves as a summary of the variables nséx idifferent parts of the analysis as discussexe.
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politician is shown to the respond&ntFor hypothesis about the effect of party idecdifion
it is taken into account whether people are adhecea party or not.

In the second section of the analysis, the fourottygses about the correctness of
placements of political parties on the left-rightdnsion that are related to knowledge are
tested. For this second part of the analysis tmeesmdependent variables will be used as
those that are used in the first part of the amalys

In the third part of the analysis the possible &saare investigated. For the bias of
party identification on the correct positioning mflitical parties on the left-right dimension,
the same logic is used for the independent variablthe one used in the earlier analyses on
party identification; the whole group of respondeistdivided into people who are and people
who are not adherent to a political party. Howewedeviation is made between different
political parties to which people are adherenfltus division is important because a bias due
to identification with a specific political partyan not be measured when all parties are
examined together. A bias due to identificationhvétleftist party might be different from the
bias caused by identification with a rightist pcld parties. Due to the fact that the number of
people that are adherent to a certain party isrfost parties quite smaij not all parties will
be incorporated in this analysis. There will oné/ &difference made between people that are
adherent to the CDA, VVD and PvdA. For all threetipa there will due be a difference
made between people that are adherent to thatrceeety and people that are not adherent to
a party.

To test the influence of someone’s own politicakipon on the correctness of the
placements of parties on the left-right dimensithe question “How would you position
yourself on the left-right dimension?” is used astating point for the independent variable.
This variable is then made in to a new scale fdfr@acements in which the intensity of
“extremity” is measured. On this scale 0 is thedtedooint of the scale (scale point 5 on the
old scale) and (-)1 up to (-)5 indicate the exttgroif the respondent’s position on the left-
right scale. A position of -5 or 5 on this scalaghmeans that the respondents has positioned
himself respectively on the most extreme leftistightist position possible (scale point O or
10 on the old left-right scale). This variable wilan serve as the independent variable.

Through the usage of such a scale one can notexalynine the deviation between moderate

2 The creation of the four-point scale is based@dne created in the earlier DPES’s and goes |asv)
people are given one point when they have answateldree questions related to a politicians (napaety and
function) correctly. In total four politicians amecluded in the DPES, which thus means that peoafeget a
minimum of zero points and a maximum of four paints

BcpaN= 103, PvdA: N =119, VVD: N = 125, GL: N39, SP: N = 29, D66: N = 42, CU: N = 30, PVV: N
= 34.
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and extreme self-placements but also the devidiietaveen different levels of extremity.
Also, with this scale a differentiation can be maaéween the left and right side of the scale
to see if there are any differences between peaplthe extreme left side of the scale and
people on the extreme right side of the scale. reigubelow shows the distribution of self-
placements for all 1750 respondents on this sd@dle.PVV, SP and sometimes GL are often
regarded as extreme (populist) parties (e.g. Hakleme & Koop, 2007: 408; De Lange &
Art, 2011: 1229). Looking at the number on whiclked# parties are positioned in Figure 5
above — GL and SP on 2 and PVV on 8 — one mightentlaé claim that respondents regard
these positions — numbers — on the scale as expesigons. One could therefore also argue
that people that have positioned themselves orla?),8, 9, or 10 on the left-right dimension
also have extreme self-placements. On the new sityescale, this might mean that from

point (-) 3 on the scale onwards people have amrge position on the left-right dimension.

Figure 6: Left-right self rating by respondents (N= 1750)
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To test the influence of different important issweslerlying the left-right dimension on the
positioning of political parties on the left-righimension there are four important issues
included in this study that may be important in ihkerpretation of the left-right dimension.
Table 2 below shows which variables will be usedrnesmsurements for these issues. These
variables are all be recoded in such a way thatethhend right end of the answering-scales
correlate with the meaning of left and right on te#-right dimension. The variable used to
measure religion needs some explanation. This Maris used as an indicator for religion
because someone’s opinion on whether euthanasialdsibe allowed or not is strongly

correlated with how religious someone is. If onekl® at the correlation for religious people
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between one’s position on euthanasia and the numibé&mes someone attends religious
services, it becomes clear that people who are madigious — and thus attend religious
services more often than less religious peoplese alore often hold the (stronger) opinion
that euthanasia should be forbidden (Pearson’s.$536, p. = < .001). Due to the strong
correlation between religiousness and opinion aleoihanasia this issue can be used as a

suitable indicator for the intensity of the religgmess of people.

Table 2. The measures that will be used for as isssi

Issue Variables

Economy “Government should not interfere in the economy.”
1 =fully disagree & 5 = fully agree

Cultural “The immigration of Muslims should be stopped.”
1 =fully disagree & 4 = fully agree

Religion “The respondent’s position of euthanasia: forbiddeallowed.”
1 = allowed & 7 = forbidden

Europe “Preferred speed of EU integration.”

1 = as far as possible & 7 = standstill
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Table 3. Dependent and independent variables used this study

Independent variable

Dependent variable

Part I: Ability
Individual party level

Party system level

Part II: Correctness
Individual party level

Party system level

Part Ill: Biases
Individual party Level

Party system level

Education

Political interest
Political knowledge
Party identification

Education

Political interest
Political knowledge
Party identification

Education

Political interest
Political knowledge
Party identification

Education

Political interest
Political knowledge
Party identification

Party identification
Self-positioning

Issues underlying L-R dimension
Party identification
Self-positioning

Issues underlying L-R dimension

Ability to place a party or not.
Ability to place a party or not.
Ability to place a party or not
Ability to place a party ortno

Number of parties that have been placed.
Number of parties that have bglaced.
Number of parties that haverbglaced.
Number of parties that haverbelaced.

Deviation from mean position of a party.
Deviation from mean positionaoparty.
Deviation from mean positionaoparty.
Deviation from mean positicineoparty.

Mean deviation of the positions of the parties.
Mean deviation of the positimighe parties.
Mean deviation of the positimighe parties.
Mean deviation of the posisoof the parties.

Actual positioning of parties.
Actual positioning of parties.
Actual positionafgarties
Relative positioning of allghit parties, range & mean deviation
measure.
Relative positioning of all eigbeirties, range & mean deviation
measure.
Mean deviation meag& relative positioning of all ten parties.




Selection of political parties and respondents

In the first part of the analysis all eleven partthat have participated in the parliamentary
elections of 2010 and which have been incorporatetie NKO of 2010 will be included.
This thus also means that the political party T@Ntluded in the analysis. Even though this
was a fairly new political party in 2010, one casuame that people are able to place this
party on the left-right scale.

In the second section of the analysis a mean dewniameasure is created, there is
however one problem with this measure. If one wdotgreate a proper mean deviation
measure for each respondent, respondents havevéoplogitioned a considerable number of
parties on the left-right scale; creating a “meawiation measure” based on three placements
is not the same as one based on eleven placenTdwtie are two simple ways that can be
used to deal with this problem. Table 4 below shtivesnumber of respondents for each party
that have said they do not know the party and tlaualso not know how to place the party on
the left-right dimension. This group is especidilyge for two of the eleven parties, namely
the Political Reformed Party (SGP) and the Aninidsty (PvdD). Because both parties are
small parties these two parties will be excludenfithe analyses in this party of the study.
The political party Proud of the Netherlands (TOMN also be excluded from the analysis;
this party was a new party in parliamentary elediof 2010 and soon after this election the

party stopped playing a role of significance inioval politics.

Table 4. Percentage of answer “Don’t know party” pe party

Political party %
CDA 9.0
PvdA 9.1
VVD 9.6
D66 12.0
GL 9.7
SP 12.1
PVV 10.8
CU 14.2
SGP 22.6
PvdD 24.4
TON 16.6
N (Total) 2153

Secondly, the respondents that have answered “Boaoiv” for one or more of the remaining
eight parties are also excluded from the analyafisen only those respondents are selected
that have positioned all remaining eight partiestlos left-right dimension a proper “mean



deviation measure” can be calculated. Becausei®t#tection 1750 out of 2153 are included
in this part of the analysis.

For the first two hypothesis of the third parttbé complete analysis also only those
parties are included that most people are abldacepon the left-right dimension, and also
only those people are included that have been tabfsition all eight remaining political
parties on the scale. This selection is made bectna again the problem with people that
have given the answer “Don’t Know” for certain pastas outlined above will be solved.

For the third hypothesis of the third part of tmalgsis, the importance of underlying
issues in the interpretation of the left-right dim®n, the positioning of smaller parties like
the SGP and PvdD is important. Very religious peapight for example place the SGP as
the most rightist party because they constructftaright dimension that is in line with the
antithese Therefore also the SGP and PvdD will be incluiteithis analysis. TON will not be
included in this analysis because the party dodsplay a role in Dutch national politics
anymore. However, when the SGP and PvdD are indludéhe analysis, it is also important
that only those respondents are included in thit gfethe analysis that have also positioned
all ten parties on the left-right dimension; inaiotl423 out of 2153 respondents have
positioned all ten parties on the left-right dimiensand will be included in this part of the
analysis. Also, a new mean deviation measure istoaeting in which the deviation from the

correct position of the SGP and PvdD are also tak®snaccount.

Model setup

To test the four hypotheses about someone’s ahilipface individual parties on the left-right
dimension on the party level, it will be investigatwhether there is a considerable difference
in the expected and observed distribution of pewle have or have not been able to place a
party on the left-right scale by making use of astfuare analysis for people with for
example different educational levels. On the payitem level, it will be investigated whether
there is a considerable difference in the averageber of parties that have been placed on
the left-right dimension by for example people witifferent levels of education by making
use of an ANOVA analysis or T-test.

To test the four hypotheses about the influenc&nmiwledge on the correctness of
placements on the party level, an ANOVA analysisTetest analysis is used to analyse
whether there is a considerable difference in tlegage amount of deviation from the party’s
mean position for people with for example differéenels of political knowledge. On the

party system level it will be analysed if thereassignificant differences in the average
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deviation from the sample means for people witliedént levels of for example political
knowledge by making use of an ANOVA analysis oe$ttanalysis.

For the hypotheses about the bias due to partyifitation and self-placement on the
left-right dimension a regression analysis is fieshducted to see how these two factors
influence the actual positioning of (individual)rpas on the left-right scale. As a second step
the ordering of parties for the different groupdl Wwe analysed by using the average positions
of the parties for the different groups of resporideTo investigate the different in the range
of all placements another ANOVA analysis will beeds Thirdly, it will be investigated
whether there is a difference in the average dewidtom the sample means for people who
do and who do not identify with a political partycapeople with different self-placements on
the left-right dimension while making use of an AM®analysis.

For the final hypothesis about which issues umeléhle left-dimension, a regression
analysis is conducted for each party individuatlysee which issues have the most influence
on the actual position of that party on the leftatidimension. This is done by looking at how
the respondent’s position on the four variables sugag the four issues influences the
party’s position on the left-right dimension. Sedyn the ordering of parties for the different
groups will be analysed by using the average mostof the parties for the different groups
of respondents. To investigate the different in tdwege of all placements another ANOVA
analysis will be used. And finally an ANOVA analgss used to study the difference in the

average deviation from the mean positions of thiégm
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Results

1. The influence of knowledge on the ability tacplparties on the left-right dimension.

Table 5 below shows for each individual party hoany percent of all respondents has been
able to place an individual political party on te&-right dimension. This table shows that the
percentage of people that is able to place a paliparty on the left-right dimension is lower
for smaller parties than for larger political pasti To give an example, only 77.4 percent of
the people has been able to place the SGP on fihegle dimension compared to 91.0
percent that has been able to place CDA on theitgft dimension.

Table 5. Number of people that were able to make glacement per party

Party %

CDA 91.0
PvdA 90.9
VVD 904
D66 88.0
GL 90.3
SP 87.8
PVV 89.2
CuU 85.8
SGP 77.4
PvdD 75.6
TON 834
N (Total) 2153

When a variable is created for the party systeralJeane can see how many parties in total
people have been able to place on the left-rightdsion. These results are shown in Table 6
below. This frequency distribution shows that etleough a large majority of the people has
been able to place all eleven parties on the igfitrdimension, a considerable number of
people (35.7 percent) is not able to place all eateyolitical parties on the left-right
dimension. As all ready shown in Table 5 above,empg®ople find it difficult to place smaller

parties on the left-right dimension.
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Table 6. The frequency distribution of how many paties people have been able to place
on the left-right dimension

Number of parties %
that have been placed

7.2
0.9
0.5
0.6
0.5
0.6
11
14
3.3
5.3
10 14.4
11 64.3

©Coo~NOOUA~WNEO

N (Total) 2153

1.1 The influence of education

The expectation is that people with a higher lefetducation are more able to place parties
on the left-right dimension than people with a lowavel of education. When examining the
ability to place political parties individually, tlsquare tests have shotfrthat there is a
significant difference in the ability to place paston the dimension for people with different
levels of education (all chi squares above criticalue of 9.488); people with a higher
educational level are more able to place politigaities on the left-right dimension than
people with a lower educational level.

On the party system level, Figure 7 below alreadljcates that there is a considerable
difference in the average number of parties pewafile different educational levels are able to
place on the left-right dimension. People with tbeest level of education are on average
able to place eight parties on the left-right disien while people with the highest level of
education are able to place on average ten pastiethis dimension. The results of the
ANOVA analysis also show that there is an overdétistically significant effect of
someone’s educational level on the ability to plpagies on the left-right dimension (Welch
F=36.429, df = 4, p = <.001). There is significkmear trend (F = 115,811, df = 1, p = <.001)
indicating that as the level of education goesthp, number of parties someone is able to

place on the left-right dimension also gets higher.

14 All tables displaying the output of the analysesshown in Appendix 1.
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Figure 7. Number of parties placed on L-R dimensiomy educational level
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* Elementary: N = 107, lower vocational: N = 302cendary: N = 160, middle lower vocational / higherel secondary: N
=822, higher level vocational / university: N =561

1.2 The influence of political interest
Concerning political interest, the expectationhattpeople with a higher level of political
interest are more able to place parties on theridit dimension than people with a lower
level of political interest. While evaluating théility to place individual parties, the chi
square tests showed that there is a significaférdifice in the ability to place individual
parties on the left-right dimension for people wdifferent levels of political interest (all the
chi-square statistics are higher than the critradlie of 5.991) These chi-square analyses thus
show that people with a higher level of politicatarest are better able to place political
parties on the left-right dimension than peopléhwid or a lower level of political interest.
Figure 8 below indicates that on the party systewell there is a difference in the
average number of parties people with differenellewof political interest are able to place on
the left-right dimension. The confidence intervafsthe three groups do not overlap, which
indicated that the difference in the number of iparpeople have been able to place on the
left-right dimension is probably significant. Figu8 also shows that on average, people with
no political interest are able to place eight garton the left-right dimension, while very
politically interested people are able to placeveeparties on this scale. The results of the
ANOVA analysis also showed that there is an ovesgdltistically significant effect of
someone’s level of political interest on the abitib place parties on the left-right dimension
(Welch F = 75.283, df = 2, p = <.001). The affeclinear (F = 164,970, df = 1, p = <.001)

which means that if someone level of political i gets higher, the number of parties that a
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person is able to place on the left-right dimensitso goes up. Overall, the results thus show
that the average number of parties people are tablplace on the left-right dimension

increases significantly with each higher level ofifical interest.

Figure 8. Number of parties placed on L-R dimensiotby level of political interest
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* Not: N = 358, fairly: N = 1479, very: N = 316.

1.3 The influence of political knowledge

Political knowledge should also have a positiveeeffon the ability to place parties on the
left-right scale; people with a higher level of iiohl knowledge are suppose to be more able
to place parties on the left-right dimension thaogle with a lower level of political
knowledge. On the party level the chi square tektsv that there is indeed a significant
difference in this ability the for people with difent levels of political knowledge (all chi-
square statistics are higher than the critical e/adfi 9.488); people with a higher level of
political knowledge are better able to place parte the left-right dimension than people
with a lower level of political knowledge.

On the party system level, as indicated by Figube@w, there is a difference in the
average number of parties people with differen¢lewf political knowledge are able to place
on the left-right dimension. The confidence intériax the group with the highest level of
political knowledge overlaps with the confidenceeimals of some groups with a lower level
of political knowledge; this indicates that thefeience in the average number of parties
people are able to place on the left-right dimemsfor these groups is probably not

significant. Also, for the highest level of polgicknowledge, the average number of parties
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people have been able to place is — surprisinggyer than for the two groups next to it. On
average people with the lowest level of politicablwledge are able to place eight parties on
the left-right scale, compared to ten to eleveriggmby people with a higher level of political
knowledge. An ANOVA analysis shows that there isoagrall statistically significant effect
of someone’s level of political knowledge on thdligbto place parties on the left-right
dimension (Welch F = 51.314, df = 4, p = < .001yek though there is statistically
significant linear trend (F = 115,574, df = 1, p<s001), Figure 9 indicates that the
relationship is not completely linear but u-shapkdone tests for a quadratic trend, the
analysis indeed shows that the relationship isikboear (F = 85.459, df = 1, p = < .001)
which means that the number of parties people e ta place on the left-right dimension
does not go up with every higher level of politik@owledge, but after a certain level of
political knowledge the number of parties people @ble to place on the left-right dimension
decreases. However, overall, one can concludepthidical knowledge has a positive effect

on the number of parties someone is able to pladb®left-right dimension.
Figure 9. Number of parties placed on L-R dimensiotby level of political knowledge
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* Low political knowledge: N= 644, 1: N = 432, 2:N520, 3: N = 210, high political knowledge: N 473

1.4 The influence of party identification

Party identification might also positively effeamseone’s ability to place parties on the left-
right dimension. On the individual party level, theéndeed seems to be an effect of party
identification; the chi square tests show thatehsra significant difference in the ability to

place parties on the left-right dimension betweeapbte who are or who are not adherent to a
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political party (all chi-square statistics are heglthan the critical value of 3.841). Only for

one party, the PvdD, there is not a significanfiedénce in this ability (chi-square = 1.147, p =
.284). However, overall these chi-square analybesvshat people who are adherent to a
party are better able to place parties on therigit dimension than people who are not
adherent to a party.

However, on the party system level, there seembeono real effect of party
identification on the ability to place parties dmetleft-right dimension. Figure 10 below
indicates that there is a difference in the averagaber of political parties people are able to
place on the left-right dimension for people whe and who are not adherent to a political
party, but this difference is not very large beeatisse two groups are respectively able to
place, on average, nine and ten parties on theidgft scale. Thus, even though the results of
the T-test analysis are significant (t-value = 74.4if = 1544.96, p = < .001 (one-tailed)) the
effect of party identification on the ability togule political parties on the left-right dimension

should not be overestimated.

Figure 10. Number of parties placed on L-R dimensio by people who are and who are
not adherent to a party
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1.5 Looking at the four factors at once
When a regression analysis is conducted, one eawlisat the effect of these factors is on the
number of placements for a one unit change in tfegers. Table 7 below shows that with

one unit increase in the level of education the Imemof parties someone is able to place on
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the left-right dimension increases with .502. Tffea of interest in politics is also quite large
(B-coefficient of .830) while the effect of poliit knowledge is a little bit smaller (B-
coefficient of .334). There is a significant changehe number of placements in a one-unit
change for three factors; educational level, pitiinterest and political knowledge. The
effect of a one unit change for the variable maagyparty identification is weak and also not
significant. This is not very surprising when takitme earlier results into account. The effect
size — which is the difference between the averageber of parties people on the first and
last scale point for each factor have been ableeptm the left-right dimension — shows that
political interest has the largest effect on thelitgbto place parties on the left-right
dimension. The effect size of education and padalitinterest is the same, however, remember

that the effect of political knowledge is curvilare Party identification has the lowest effect.

Table 7. The influence of the factors on the abiltto place parties on the L-R dimension

Factors B coefficient Std. error  Effect size
Highest education .502* .055 2
Interest in politics .830* 124 3
Political knowledge .334* .048 2
Party adherence .209 .140 1

* Significant at a level of .05
** R Square = .137
*+* Constant not mentioned in table.

2. The influence of knowledge on the correctnegptacements

In the four subsections below it will be analysduether the deviation measure per party and
the mean deviation measure on the party systenh dexxeeases when someone’s educational
level goes up, when someone is more interestedlitigs, when someone’s level of political

knowledge gets higher, and when someone identifigsa political party.

2.1 The influence of education
The ANOVA analyses conducted for all parties indoally all show that there is a
statistically significant relationship between some’s educational level and the average
amount of deviation from the mean position of aitmall party (all Welch F statistics fall
between 3.180 and 24.991 and p between .014 ad )x.Overall the models show that the
average amount of deviation from the mean posibiba party decreases when the level of
education gets higher.

Figure 11 shows the average score for people wifarent education levels on the
mean deviation measure. Figure 11 indicates thataobn has a positive effect on the

deviation from the mean positions of all eight pcéil parties, because the mean deviation get
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lower when the level of education get higher. Peagith the lowest level of education have
an average deviation of 1.87 and people with tighest level of education have an average
deviation of 1.50 on the mean deviation measure rHsults of the ANOVA analysis also
show that there is an overall statistically sigrafit effect of the level of education on the
correctness of the positioning of parties on tifierlght dimension (Welch F = 38.889, df = 4,
p = <.001). The analysis also shows that thisceitelinear (F = 66.632, df = 1, p = <.001)
which means that the mean deviation from the conpégcements of the parties decreases
when the level of education becomes higher. Sonie@uicational level thus has a positive
significant effect on the correctness of the positig of political parties on the left-right

dimension.

Figure 11. Correctness of placements by educationkvel
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2.2 The influence of political interest
On the party level, the ANOVA analyses all showtthi#ere is a statistically significant
relationship between someone’s level of politiceiiest and the average amount of deviation
from the mean position of a political party (all e F statistics fall between 4.739 and
21.580 ang between .009 and <.001). Thus, the average anobwldviation from the mean
position of a party decreases when the level dfipal interest gets higher.

The mean score for people with different levelspofitical interest on the mean
deviation measure are shown in Figure 12 belowureid 2 indicates that there is a significant

difference in the average score on the mean dewiatieasure for people with different levels
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of political interest since the confidence intesvelb not overlap. On average, people with no
political interest have an average deviation oBlafd people that are very politically interest
have an average deviation of 1.37 on the mean u@vianeasure. An ANOVA analysis
shows that this effect is statistically significgelch F = 41.480, df = 2, p = <.001) and that
this effect is linear (F = 91.416, df = 1, p = <IQ0This means that the average deviation from
the correct positions of the parties decreasesdfsigntly when someone’s political interest
gets higher.

Figure 12. Correctness of placements by level of |ttical interest

3.00

2.00

Mean deviation

1.00-]

T
not fairly very

Interested in politics
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2.3 The influence of political knowledge
The deviation measure for each individual partyabsost all ANOVA analyses show, is
statistically different for people with differenévels of political knowledge (all Welch F
statistics fall between 3.520 and 15.165; p betw66i and <.001). This indicates that when
the level of political knowledge gets higher theage amount of deviation from the mean
position of a party decreases. For D66 the analgBmvs that there is not a significant
difference in the average amount of deviation fittwe mean position of the party for people
with different levels of political knowledge (F-rat 1.028, p = .392). Political knowledge
thus does not seem to have an influence on theatogss of the placements given for D66.
With regard to the mean deviation measure, Fig@Brbelow show that the effect is not
completely linear. There seems to be a signifid#ference in the average deviation from the

mean positions of parties when making a comparizetween people with the two lowest
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levels of political knowledge (deviation of 1.78dah.56) and people with the three highest
levels of political knowledge (deviations betweef8land 1.42)The results of the ANOVA
analysis show that the effect of political knowledig statistically significant (Welch F =
21.645, df = 4, p = < .001). Even though theret&istically significant linear trend (F =
58.408, df = 1, p = <.001), Figure 13, as alreaalyg,sshows that the effect is curved. When
tested for a quadratic effect, the results inddexvsthat the effect is curvilinear (F = 26.819,
df = 1, p = <.001) which means that after a certairel of political knowledge the mean
deviation from the correct positions does not deseebut it increases again. Overall, the
results show that the average amount of deviatimm fthe mean positions of parties

decreases only up to a certain point when the lefveolitical knowledge gets higher.

Figure 13. Average deviation of placements by levef political knowledge
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2.4 The influence of party identification
On the party level the T-tests indicate that thisrenot a significant difference (t-values
between -1.180 and 1.139, p between .113 and d®8-tgailed)) in the average deviation
from the mean position of a party for most parbesween people who are and who are not
adherent to a party. Overall these T-tests thiesadyr show that people who are adherent to a
party are not necessarily more correct in theiritmpeng of parties on the left-right
dimension than people who are not adherent totg.par

Figure 14 below shows that on the party systeml ldna there is no difference in the

average of deviation from the correct positionghaf parties for people who are or who are
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not adherent to a political party because the aeesxore for both groups is 1.52 for this
mean deviation measure. The results on the T-testysis also show that there is a not
significant difference in the average deviation suga between people who can identify with
a political party and those who do not measurealdin party adherence (t-value = -.106, df =
1734, p = .458 (one-tailed)).

Figure 14. Correctness for people that are and areot adherent to a party
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2.5 Looking at the four factors at once

Table 8 below shows the effect of the four factamsthe correctness of the placements for a
one unit change in those four factors. One carefample see that a one unit change in the
level of education causes a .128 decrease in then mdeviation measure. The effect of
political interest is also pretty large (B-coeféni of -.155) while that of political knowledge
is a bit smaller (B-coefficient of -.051). Theseeth factors have a significant effect on the
correctness of the placements of parties on theiggft dimension. The effect size shows that
interest in politics has the strongest effect om ¢brrectness of the placements provided by
respondents. The effect size of 0.56 shows thagplpabat are very interested in politics are
on average 0.56 scale points less removed frontdhect position of a party compared to
people who are not interested in politics. Theafféze of education and political knowledge
is roughly the same, however, remember that thecetf political knowledge is curvilinear.
The effect for a one unit change in party iderdificn is small and also not significant. The

effect size of party adherence also shows thathiwssabsolutely no effect on the correctness
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of placements because the average score on the dex@tion measure is the same for

people who are adherent to a party and people whoa adherent to a party.

Table 8. The influence of the factors on the correéoess of placements

Factors B coefficient Std. Erorr Effect size
Highest education -.128* .014 0.37
Interest in politics -.155* .031 0.56
Political knowledge -.051* .012 0.36
Party adherence .065 .034 0.0

* Significant at a level of .05
** R Square =.103
*** Constant not mentioned in table.

3. The influence of systematic biases on the plantsrof parties on the left-right dimension.

The correctness of the placements of politicaliparon the left-right dimension can also be
influenced by systematic biases. In this sectioreahpossible biases are examined; the
systematic influence of party identification, thgstematic influence of someone’s own
position on the left-right dimension, and finallthe influence of those issues that are

important in the interpretation of the left-rightréénsion by respondents.

3.1 The systematic influence of party identificatom the positioning of political parties on
the left-right dimension.

In this part of the analysis the expected effegbanty identification is the opposite of that in
the analyses above. The expected effect is thagtl@dbat do not identify with a political
party are more likely to place political parties correct places on the left-right dimension
because they are less biased in their percepti@rs geople that do identify with a political
party. Thus, as said before, even though partytifitsation can have a positive effect on the
accuracy of the placements because it leads tag&ropolitically involvement and more
politically awareness, party identification cancalead to a bias in the perceived positions of
political parties on the left-right dimension besaipartisan preferences distort the views on
the positions for specific (preferred or dislikgdirties. So far, no difference is made between
adherence to different political parties. Howeuérmight be possible that, when looking
within the group of people that has indicated tabberent to a party, there are differences in
the positioning of parties on the left-right dimemsfor people who are adherent to different
political parties. Therefore, in this part of theadysis the influence of being adherent to a
specific political party on the placement of pastan the left-right dimension compared to the
placements provided by people who are not adhéoeatparty is examined for three parties:
PvdA, CDA and VVD.
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The results of the regression analyses measthaginfluence of adherence to a
specific political party compared to not being admé to a party are displayed in Table 9
below. Table 9 shows that there is a differencehim three comparisons. People who are
adherent to the PvdA position the SP and PvdA &agmtly more to the left and the CU,
CDA, VVD and PVV significantly more to the right epared to people who are not adherent
to a party. For people who are adherent to the GEEAresults are totally different; these
people place the GL, CU and CDA significantly maoethe left than people who are not
adherent to a political party and there is no sigant difference on the right side of the scale
for people who are adherent to the CDA and peojle are not adherent to a party. For the
comparison with the VVD the results show that peapho are adherent to the VVD place the
SP and PvdA significantly more to the left and B@&6 and VVD significantly more to the
right than people who are not adherent to a p@me can thus already conclude that the party
to which a person is adherent to has an effecthenptacement of parties on the left-right
scale when compared to the placements providecebple who are not adherent to a party.
However, for people that are adherent to the VVIPwedA, this effect is not in line with the
expected effect. The expectation was that partgtifieation would cause people to position
all parties more to the right or more to the |&fis is however not the case because leftist
parties are more positioned to the left and righdasties to the right side of the dimension.
For people that are adherent to the CDA the effedightly different. The most extreme
party — GL and PVV — are positioned more to thetreewhich might indicate that these

people make less of a difference between diffgpefitical parties.

Table 9. The influence of party identification on he positioning of a party split by
adherence to different political parties.

Adherent to: PvdA CDA VVD

Positioning of: B SE B SE B SE
GL -.097 .158 A24* .169 -.084 .153
SP -.493* 192 -.298 .207 -.800* .189
PvdA - 797* .183 -.092 .196 -.484* 176
D66 -.128 151 134 .160 .611* 144
Cu .510* .200 974* 213 .047 194
CDA .580* 182 1.199* 195 .051 175
VVD .559* 192 .061 .206 .627* .183
PVV T47* 246 -.670* .269 .064 244

* Significant at a level of .05
** Constants not mentioned in table.
*** CDA: N = 103, PvdA: N = 119, VVD: N = 125.

Taking into account the mean deviation measure diffierence in this measure for people

who are adherent to the PvdA and people who aredio¢rent to a party is not significant
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different (t-value = .142, df = 1316, p = .444 (déaéed)). Thus, people who are adherent to
the PvdA (mean = 1.51) do not score significantjhbr on the mean deviation measure than
people who are not adherent to a political partggm= 1.52). The ordering of parties shows
only one small difference; people who are adheterthe PvdA place the SP as the most
leftist party while people who are not adherenatpolitical party place the GL as the most
leftist party. The difference in the position oétGL and SP is not a very surprising difference
since these two parties are often positioned vergecto each other. However, the average
range of the placements provided by these two graagignificantly different; the range for
people that are adherent to the PvdA (range of 8da® points) is significantly larger than
that of people how are not adherent to a polipeaty (range of 7,51 scale points) (t-value = -
3.520, df = 149.429, p < .001 (one-tailed)). TH&andicates that people that are adherent to
the PvdA make a clearer or bigger difference betwd#dferent political parties when
positioning them on the left-right dimension.

For the comparison between people who are adhtréhe CDA and people who are
not adherent to a party, the mean deviation measwiso not significantly different (t-value
=-1,407, df = 1300, p = .080 (one-tailed)). Thosople who are adherent to the CDA (mean
= 1.62) do not score significantly higher on theameleviation measure than people who are
not adherent to a political party (mean = 1.52)e Thdering of parties shows some small
differences; a) people who are adherent to the Qx&e the SP as the most leftist party
while people who are not adherent to a politicatypplace the GL as the most leftist party,
and b) the VVD is seen as the most rightist pastypbople who are adherent to the CDA
while people who are not adherent to a politicatypplace the PVV as the most rightist party.
The difference is the position of the GL and SRwggin, not a very surprising. The difference
in the positioning the VVD and PVV is not surprigiwhen looking at Table 9; people who
are adherent to the CDA place the PVV significantlgre to the right than people who are
not adherent to a political party. Also, the averagnge of the placements provided by these
two groups is not significantly different; the ranépr people that are adherent to the CDA
(range of 7,47 scale points) is not larger compéoetiat of people how are not adherent to a
political party (range of 7,51 scale points) (taak .200, df = 1300, p = .421 (one-tailed)).

There is, however, a significant difference in #iverage score on the mean deviation
measure for people who are adherent to the VVDpawple who are not adherent to a party
(t-value = 3.434, df = 170.483, p < .001 (one-@jije People who are adherent to the VVD
score significantly lower on the mean deviation suga (mean = 1.35) than people who are

not adherent to a political party (mean = 1.52)e Tact that the mean deviation from the
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correct positions of parties is lower for peoplattare adherent to the VVD than for people
who are not adherent to a party might indicate thathypothesis of this section should be
rejected; party identification does not lead to iasbin people’s perceptions and in the
correctness of people’s positioning of parties lom left-right scale. The ordering of parties
also shows some small differences; people who @herant to the VVD place the SP as the
most leftist party and the VVD is as the most rigfhparty, while people who are not adherent
to a political party place the GL as the most &fparty and the PVV as the most rightist
party. The difference is the position of the GL & is, again, not a very surprising. The
difference in the positioning the VVD and PVV istsairprising when looking at Table 9; the
VVD is placed significantly more to right by peopido are adherent to the VVD compared
tp people who are not adherent to a political paftye average range of the placements
provided by these two groups is also significardifferent; the range for people that are
adherent to the VVD (range of 7,80 scale pointdpiger than that of people how are not
adherent to a political party (range of 7,51 sgadats) (t-value = -1.892, df = 164.437, p =
.030 (one-tailed)). This also indicates that pedipd¢ are adherent to the VVD make a clearer
or bigger difference between different politicatms when positioning them on the left-right
dimension.

Overall, one can conclude that party identificatileas an influence on the actual
positioning of parties on the left-right dimensibacause it leads to a bias in the positioning
of parties. However, it does not have a very strotityence on the correctness of these

placements when taking the mean deviation measto@ccount.

3.2 The systematic influence of someone’s owniposin the left-right dimension on the
positioning of political parties on this dimension.

The assumption in this study is that people thaeta moderate self-positioning on the left-
right dimension are more likely to place politigarties on correct places on the left-right
dimension than people who do not have a moderafepastioning on the left-right
dimension due to less biased perceptions of palitmarties and the political spectrum.
Therefore, people with a lower value on the neweswity scale should place parties on more
correct places on the left-right dimension compategeople with a higher value on the
extremity scale. Table 10 below shows that — whisredarding the direction of either left or
right - self-placement has a significant influermrethe positioning of most political parties.
Table 10 shows that the more extreme a respondeetfsplacement on the left right

dimension is, the more leftist parties are poséwmn the left side of the scale and rightist
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Position on extremity scale

parties more on the right side of the scale. Howetes effect is again not in line with the
expected effect, because the expectation was #rat lentification would cause people to

position all parties more to the right or morehe teft.

Table 10. The influence of self-placement on the pitioning of a party

Positioning of: B Coefficient  Std. Error

GL -.194* .029
SP -.185* .036
PvdA -.298* .033
D66 -.112* .028
Cu .142* .037
CDA .205* .034
VVD .175* .036
PVV .095* .047

* Significant at a level of .05
** Constants not mentioned in table.

Figure 15 up to Figure 22below show that when taking the difference betwexneme left
and extreme right into account, the effect is mmréess the same. Both groups place leftist
parties more to the left and rightist parties mreahe right compared to people that have
positioned themselves in the middle of the dimemskibowever, one has to keep in mind that
the number of people positioning themselves orvérg extremes on the left-right dimension
is rather small, and therefore these results a® feliable. An ANOVA analysis has also
shown that the relationship for GL, PvdA, D66, ChdaCDA is indeed quadratic, which
means that the relationship is curvilinear (F betwé&.821 and 38.317, p between <.001 and

.005). The relative orderings constructed by tlygeeps of people are roughly the same.

Figure 15. L-R rating of GL Figure 16. L-R rating of SP
5 5.00
b————eo—— 4.00
—e— 3.00 ——e—
F—o— % 2001 e
8
—o—i1 %‘ 1.004 b—o—
—e— % 00 —e—
—o— g 1.004 b
—e— E 2.007 ©
e 3.00 ——oe—+
—e—H 4,00 —e—
—e—— 5.00
1 2 3 H 1 2 3
Position on left-right scale Position on left-right scale

5.5 (extreme left): N = 40, -4: N = 73, -3: N = 162: N =227,-1: N=172,0: N =282, 1: N = 193N =
288, 3: N =213, 4: N = 58, 5 (extreme right): MG&:
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Position on extremity scale

Position on extremity scale

Position on extremity scale

Figure 17. L-R rating of PvdA
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Figure 19. L-R rating of CU
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Figure 21. L-R rating of VVD
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Figure 18. L-R raing of D66
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Figure 20. L-R rating of CDA
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Figure 22. L-R rating of PVV
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This effect is also visible when looking at the garin the placements provided. Figure 23
below shows that the range of all placements igelafor people that have positioned
themselves at the extreme left or extreme righttten left-right dimension. An ANOVA
analysis has shown that the average range for @esjph an extreme self-positioning is
significantly different from that of people withraore moderate self-placement (Welch F =
24.750, df = 10, p = <.001). The analysis has alsown that this is quadratic trend (F =
108.100, df = 1, p = <.001) which means that thHecefis curved. This indicates that people
with extreme self-placements make a clearer ordsiglifference between different political
parties when positioning them on the left-right dimsion than people with moderate self-

placements.

Figure 23. Range of placements split by position @xtremity scale (N = 1750)
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For the average deviation measure, Figure 24 bslmows that the average deviation from the
correct placements of the eight parties for peopte more extreme self-placements on the
left-right dimension is higher than for people wigh more centrist self-placements. An
ANOVA analysis has shown that the mean deviation geople with an extreme self-

positioning is most of the time significantly highfeom that of people with a more moderate
self-placement (Welch F = 20.837, df = 10, p = €)00he trend is quadratic (F = 174.986, df
= 1, p = <.001) which means that the relationskigurved. This means that the average
deviation from the correct positions of parties thwe left-right scale increased when one

moves to the extreme left or extreme right sidthefscale.
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Figure 24. Mean deviation split by position of extemity scale (N = 1750)
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Overall, these results thus provide support for éRpectation that extreme political view
points of respondents (extreme self-placementshenéft-right dimension) have a negative
influence on the correctness of the placementsadfgs on the left-right dimension. However,
the direction of the bias is skewed to both left aight instead of to one side of the

dimension.

3.3 The systematic influence of the issues thaeniedsomeone’s interpretation of the left-
right dimension.

Four possible underlying issues are included ia #nalysis; an economic issue, a cultural
issue, a religious issue and an European issuekihga@t table 11 below, one can see the
difference in the influence of the four issues lba position of individual parties on the left-
right dimension. The economic issue and the culissaie have a significant effect on almost
every party-positioning. The B coefficients of #sonomic issue show that the more a person
agrees with the statement that the government dhwatl interfere in the economy the more
the VVD, PVV and SGP are placed to the left and@heand SP to the right. People with a
desire for a (very) liberal / free economy thus médss of a distinction between leftwing and
rightwing parties. The B coefficients of the cu#bissue show that the more a person agrees
with the statement that the immigration of Muslist®ould be stopped, the more the CDA,
VVD, PVV, and SGP are put to the left and the GB, 8nd PvdD to the right side of the left-
right dimension. People with a desire for a morenowwiltural state thus also make less of a

difference between leftwing and rightwing parties.
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Someone’s position on the European issue only hasgaificant effect on the
positioning of the VVD; the B coefficient shows ththe more a person prefers a slow speed
or stop of further European integration, the mbe\YVD is placed to the right. For the PvdA
and D66 none of the four issues has a significlietieon the positioning of these parties.

Table 11. The influence of issues on the positiorgrof parties on the left-right dimension.

Economic Culture Religion Europe N R
Party B SE B SE B SE B SE
GL 157+ .052 .182* .061 -.007 .032 .005 .035 1423 1.02
SP .287* .064 419* .075 -.022 .040 -.052 .042 1423 60.0
PvdA 107 .060 .025 .071 .004 .037 -.006 .040 1423 .004
PvdD -.024 .061 .214* .072 -.078* .038 -.079 .041 1423016
D66 -.008 .053 -.003 .063 -.061 .033 .034 .035 1423 4.00
Cu -.064 .069 -.066 .081 .091* .043 -.068 .046  142308.0
SGP -.347* .077 -.445* .091 .206* 048 -.006 .051 1423066
CDA -.070 .061 -.229* .072 .140* .038 -.018 041 1423025
VVD -.214* .065 -.463* 077 -.097* .041 .087* .043 1423061
PVV -.238* .086 -.429* .101 -172* .053 104 .057 1423043

* Significant at a level of .05
** Constant not mentioned in table.

Someone’s position on the religious issue has aifgignt influence on the positioning of
religious parties (CDA, CU, SGP) and on the positig of some secular parties (VVD, PVV,
PvdD), however, not on positioning of every parfyie way the positioning of parties is
influenced by the religious issue is also in linghvour expectations; the more a person wants
to forbid euthanasia, the more religious partiespaced to the right side of the scale and the
more the secular parties are placed to the leét sidhe scale.

Figure 25 below provides a graphical presentatiothis effect for the CDA; people
with a more religious standpoint on euthanasiaepfeethat thus are stronger convinced that
euthanasia should be forbidden — place the relgyaurty CDA considerably more to the right
than people with a more liberal standpoint on ensisé.

Table 11 above provides the indication that différgroups of people construct
different left-right orderings. This should be takato account when judging the correctness
of the placements provided by certain respondehts;correctness should be judged with
regard to the relevant left-right interpretatiointhe general ordering — which might be in line
with the socio-economic left-right dimension - sed to judge the correctness of the ordering
made by for example religious people the deviafim@m the correct positions might be

higher.
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Figure 25. The ordering of CDA split by position oneuthanasia
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The average deviation from the mean positions efpérties for people that want (absolutely)
no interfere of the government in the economy ghér than for people that do not hold this
opinion, as is shown by Figure 26 below. An ANOW&stt has shown that the difference
between the average deviation for the people thi figree with the statement that the
government should not interfere in the economytardaverage deviations for people holding
a different opinion is statistically significantq§t Hoc Scheffe, mean difference between
46684 and .56939, p between .000 and .004).

Figure 26. Mean deviation split by position on gowv&ament interference in economy
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* Fully disagree: N = 44, disagree: N = 321, dissgnor agree: N = 398, agree: N = 266, fully agkee:51
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The ordering of parties, as is shown by Figure @b, by people that fully agree with the
statement that the government should not interfarthe economy is different on two aspect
compared to the correct left-right ordering; thedlRwand SP are reversed and the PVV and
VVD are reversed. The reversion of the PVV and VigDogical since the VVD is the most
liberal political party on this issue. The reversif the PvdA and SP is however surprising.
The orderings constructed by people with anotheitjpm on this issue were not different on
important aspects from the correct ordering; ohly $P and GL and the SGP and CDA were

sometimes reversed, however, this is not reallgrsing.

Figure 27. Left-right ordering by people strongly n favor of no interference of the
government in the economy (N = 51)
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As Figure 28 below shows, the average deviatiomftbe mean positions of parties for
people that want the immigration of Muslims to bepped is higher than for people that do
not hold this opinion. The results of an ANOVA aysa$¢ have shown that only the difference
between fully disagree and people that disagreb this statement on the mean deviation
measure is not significantly different (Post Hot\&te, mean difference = .03478, p = .900).
The average score on the mean deviation measur@efople that fully agree with the
statement that the immigration of Muslims shouldsbt@pped is significantly higher than for
people that hold another opinion (Post Hoc Scheffean difference between .34615 and
.61241, p = <.001). The same can be concludedchécomparison between people that agree
with this statement and people that hold anothariop (Post Hoc Scheffe, mean difference
between .23148 and .34615, p = <.001). The ordexfngarties for people that (fully) agree
with the statement that the immigration of Muslistsould be stopped is slightly different
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from the left-right ordering by people with a difémt opinion on this matter; the PvdA is
positioned as the second leftist party and the SSthathird leftist party, however, this might
be due to the fact the PvdA is — more than the &Pparty with a lot of politicians with an
Islamic background.

Figure 28. Mean deviation split by position on themmigration of Muslims
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* Fully disagree: N = 225, disagree: N = 770, aghte 301, fully agree: N = 118.

Figure 29 below shows the average deviation froerttean positions of parties for people
with a different standpoint on euthanasia. Thisifegshows that this deviation is higher for
people with a more religious standpoint on euthiandsn for people with another opinion. If
the error bars for people on point 5 and 6 on tadesare disregarded, since the total number
of people taking these positions on this scalatiser small, an ANOVA analysis has shown
that the average deviation for people that arehenends of the scale — thus people that
absolute allow or absolutely forbid euthanasia significantly higher than for people that
have positioned themselves on the second or thondt pf the scale, and thus take a more
moderate position on this subject (Post Hoc Scheffean difference between .22628 and
46050, p between .000 and .003).
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Figure 29. Mean deviation split by position on eutanasia
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People that think euthanasia should be absolutelyidden, as is show in Figure 30 below,
position the SGP as the most rightist party ofpalities. For people with a different position
on this issue, no important differences in the omde of parties has been shown; the
differences - like the reversion of the GL and S&re-not very surprising. Also, the orderings
constructed by people with position of 5 and 6 bis issue scale might also not be very

trustworthy due to the small number of people tgkhrese positions.

Figure 30. Left-right ordering by people that strorgly forbid euthanasia (N = 69)
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The average deviation on the mean deviation medsurgeople that hold a more extreme
opinion on the speed of European integration ihdrighan for people that hold a more
moderate opinion on this issue, as is shown inrei@i below. The results of an ANOVA
analysis have shown that the average deviatiorpéople that prefer an EU integration of
maximum speed is significantly higher than the agerdeviation for people with a more
moderate position — position on point 2 to 5 - lois issue (Post Hoc Scheffe, mean difference
between .43158 and .54258, p = <.001). The avetagmtion for people that prefer a stand
still of the EU integration is only significantlyifterent for people that take the middle
position (point four) on the issue dimension (Rdést Scheffe, mean difference = .36495, p =
.012). However, there are only slight (not very artpnt) differences in the ordering of all ten
parties.

Figure 31. Mean deviation split by position on EUritegration
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* 1 (as fast as possible): N =100, 2: N = 276\3: 424, 4: N =295, 5: N =152, 6: N = 54,
7 (stand still): N = 55).

Overall the conclusion can be made that the iné¢apion of the left-right dimension has an
influence on the correctness of the placementsoaderings provided by people that hold a

strong position on different issues.
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Discussion
The results show that education, political interastl political knowledge have a positive
influence on the ability to place political parties the left-right dimension. Education and
political interest have a linear effect on thisligpiwhich means that the number of parties
someone is able to place on the left-right dimemsicreases with each higher level of
education or political interest. The effect of piol knowledge, however, is curvilinear,
which means that the number of parties someonblésta place on the left-right dimension
only increases up to a certain level of politicabwledge. After that point, with every higher
level of political knowledge the number of partssmeone is able to place on the left-right
dimension decreases. Looking at the leading questidhis whole study, one can thus say
that people are more able to place parties orefireight scale when they are highly educated
or politically interested or when they have a siéint amount of political knowledge. Party
identification seems to have no significant infloeron this ability. Furthermore, the data
shows that most people are able to place all elgwelitical parties on the left-right
dimension. Also, the percentage of people thabis & place a larger political party on the
left-right dimension is very high. Only for smallparties more people have answered that
they do not know where to place that party on #fieright dimension. Also, when looking at
those people with the lowest level of educatiomdst level of political interest and lowest
level of political knowledge, still a large numbeir political parties has been placed on the
left-right scale. The results of the analyses egldb the ability to place political parties on the
left-right dimension provide a positive picture abthe usability of this dimension for voters.
The results of the second section show that euggbolitical interest and political
knowledge also have a positive influence on theeobness of the placements provided by
voters. Education and political interest, againveha linear effect. Which means that the
correctness of placements increases with each highel of education or political interest.
The effect of political knowledge, however, is agaturvilinear. This means that the
correctness of placements only increases up tataidevel of political knowledge. After
that point, with every higher level of political dwledge the correctness of placements
decreases. When looking at the actual questiorhiefdtudy, one can thus argue that the
incorrect positioning of parties on the left-rigimension by some respondents can be
explained by their lack of education, political argst or political knowledge. Party
identification has no significant influence on therrectness of placements provided by
voters. The expectation that respondents who datifglevith a party are more familiar with

the left-right dimension, the meaning of this dirsi@m, and the positions of parties on this
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dimension than respondents who do not identify vatiparty can thus not be confirmed.
Overall the results of the second section show thast people are able to place political
parties on more on less correct positions on tffieright dimension. Even though some
groups of people - like people with the lowest lesfeeducation and people with no political
interest - are on average almost two scale poam®ved from the correct positions of parties,
one has to remember that this are only small groubsn the whole set of respondents. Here
again, the data provides a positive image of tlabilis/ of the left-right dimension for voters
because the majority of the voters is able to piaost political parties on correct positions on
the left-right dimension.

Party identification only seems to have a limitftect on the actual positioning of
parties on the left-right scale. People that idgntith a political party - in this study with the
CDA, PvdA or VVD - tend to make a clearer distinctibetween leftwing and rightwing
parties because they position leftwing parties ntoréhe left and rightwing parties more to
the right side of the left-right dimension. Partyemtification consequently, also has an
influence on the range of the placements providgdidiers. The range of the placements
provided by people who identify with a party is (@hof the time) larger than for people who
do not identify with a political party. This obsen/bias is not in line with the expected bias
because the expectation was that party identifinatiould cause people to position all parties
more to the right or more to the left. Only for themparison between people who are
adherent to the VVD and people who are not adhé¢ceatparty a significant difference was
found in the mean deviation measure. The fact thatmean deviation from the correct
positions of parties is lower for people that adbexent to the VVD than for people who are
not adherent to a party indicates that the hyp@hafsthis section should be rejected. Party
identification does lead to a bias in people’s pptions and in people’s positioning of parties
on the left-right scale, however, it has no sigaifit influence on the correctness of these
placements. Party identification has also no infagon the ordering of political parties on
the left-right scale.

The respondent’s own position on the left-righhéehsion has a similar effect. People
that position themselves on the extremes of therilglit dimension position leftist parties
more to the left side and rightist parties morehe right side of the left-right dimension
compared to people with a more centrist positionthan left-right scale. These people thus
also make a clearer distinction between differeolitipal parties, and the range of all
placements is also significantly larger comparethed of people with a centrist position on

the left-right dimension. There is however no digant difference found between people
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who position themselves on the extreme left andpleeavho position themselves on the
extreme right side of the left-right dimension wittgard to the positioning of parties on this
dimension. Again, this observed bias is not in lingh the expected bias because the
expectation was that extreme self-placements wealde people to position all parties more
to the right or more to the left. Due to this bias people with extreme self-placements, the
average score on the mean deviation measure isigilser compared to that of people with a
more moderate or centrist self-placement. The iveladrdering of parties on the left-right
dimension is not influenced by the extremity of thepondent’s own position on the left-right
scale. Extreme self-placements on the left-righteadision thus do lead to a bias in people’s
perceptions and in the positioning of parties oma lgft-right scale and it has a significant
influence on the correctness of these placemerasieMer, the average deviation from the
correct positions of parties on the left-right dmmn for all groups is below 2.50 scale
points, which means that the average deviatiopéaple with extreme self-placements is not
extremely high.

The issues that underlie people’s interpretatibriefi-right dimension also have a
biased effect on the placements provided by vofeesple that for example hold the strong
opinion that euthanasia should be forbidden — aniap that is in line with the opinion of
very religious people — construct a left-right ardg in which the SGP is positioned as the
most rightist political party of the whole partyssgm. This ordering is thus more in line with
the old ordering of parties in which religious pestwere positioned on the right side of the
scale and secular parties on the left side of thées Despite the fact that, with regard to the
three other issues, the ordering of parties is swprisingly different from the correct
ordering, people that hold a strong opinion on ¢htbsee issues tend to have a (significantly)
higher score on the mean deviation measure. Stpmiigical opinions that underlie the
interpretation of the left-right dimension thus medo have a negative effect on the
correctness of the placements of parties on theiggft dimension. However, again, one has
to keep in mind that the average deviation fromdbeect positions of parties on the left-
right dimension for all groups is below 2.25 scal@nts, which means that the average
deviation for people a with strong opinion an isgusot extremely high.

Overall, it can be concluded that education, malitinterest, political knowledge,
someone’s own position on the left-right dimensamd the interpretation of the left-right
dimension have a significant effect on the abildyplace parties on the correct positions on
the left-right dimension. Secondly, it can be cadeld that, even though we can not carelessly

assume that everybody is able to use and intetipeeleft-right dimension in the right way,
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most people however seem to have a pretty good ¢anect) picture of how and where
political parties should be placed on the left-tighmension. It thus seems to be a useful tool
for voters. The findings of this study thus provateother argument in favor of the usefulness

of the left-right dimension as a communication timolvoters.

Further research

Further research should focus on more factorsrtgiit influence the ability to place parties
on correct places on the left-right dimension. Rertresearch could for example focus on the
newness of parties. If a party is new people might know the party’s position in the
political system. Consequently, people might alsbyet be able to position it on the correct
position on the left-right dimension which coulds@lresult in a great variance in the
positioning of this party on the left-right dimeasi It is important to focus on this subject
because a lot is still unknown about the actuabilisa of this dimension for voters. If
academics and political actors want to work with-tegght dimensions that are construct by
voters, more should be known about the ability atevs to position parties on the left-right

dimension and the correctness of these placements.
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Appendix 1: Statistical tests (of results section &n 2)

Ability: Educational level
Table 1: Results of the Chi-Square analyses for éagarty individually

Party Chi Square df Critical Value Sign.

CDA 100.852 4 9.488 <.001
PvdA 93.490 4 9.488 <.001
VVD 105.372 4 9.488 <.001
D66 129.728 4 9.488 <.001
GL 130.689 4 9.488 <.001
SP 128.404 4 9.488 <.001
PVV 92.314 4 9.488 <.001
CuU 94.176 4 9.488 <.001
SGP 120.614 4 9.488 <.001
PvdD 81.256 4 9.488 <.001
TON 108.987 4 9.488 <.001

Table 2. Descriptives of the ANOVA analysis for theggregated level

N Mean Std. Deviation CI Lower CIl Upper
Bound Bound

Elementary 107 7.6916 4.23911 6.8791 8.5041
Lower vocational 302 8.4139 4.06642 7.9534 8.8744
Secondary 160 9.1813 3.40527 8.6496 9.7129
Middle level vocational, 822 9.6971 2.78494 9.5064 9.8877
higher level secondary

Higher level vocational, 615 10.4862 1.69384 10.3520 10.6203
university

Total 2006 9.5977 3.01189 9.4658 9.7296

* The Levene’s test showed that there is a sigaifi¢< .001) difference in the variances of théedént groups, therefore the
Welch F-ratio was (36.429 & p = <.001).

Ability: Political interest

Table 4. Results of the Chi-Square analyses for daparty individually

Party Chi Square df Critical Value Sign.

CDA 140.089 2 5.991 <.001
PvdA 144.256 2 5.991 <.001
VVD 141.052 2 5.991 <.001
D66 165.809 2 5.991 <.001
GL 153.069 2 5.991 <.001
SP 162.352 2 5.991 <.001
PVV 124.486 2 5.991 <.001
CuU 123.788 2 5.991 <.001
SGP 139.232 2 5.991 <.001
PvdD 79.129 2 5.991 <.001
TON 100.710 2 5.991 <.001

Table 5. Descriptives of the ANOVA analysis on thaggregated level

N Mean Std. Deviation CI Lower Bound Cl Upper Bound
Not interested in politics 358 7.5642 4.48465 7.0981 8.0304
Fairly interested in politics 1479 9.7492 2.75818 9.6085 9.8898
Very interested in politics 316 10.5285 1.59039 10.3525 10.7045
Total 2153 9.5002 3.12296 9.3682 9.6322

* The Levene’s test showed that there is a sigaifi¢< .001) difference in the variances of théedént groups, therefore the
Welch F-ratio was used (75.283 & p = < .001).
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Ability: Political knowledge

Table 7. Results of the Chi-Square analyses for daparty individually

Party Chi Square df Critical Value Sign.

CDA 179.317 4 9.488 <.001
PvdA 175.357 4 9.488 <.001
VVD 174.496 4 9.488 <.001
D66 215.707 4 9.488 <.001
GL 169.914 4 9.488 <.001
SP 189.360 4 9.488 <.001
PVV 131.653 4 9.488 <.001
CuU 210.141 4 9.488 <.001
SGP 259.053 4 9.488 <.001
PvdD 72.542 4 9.488 <.001
TON 119.864 4 9.488 <.001

Table 8. Descriptives of the ANOVA analysis on thaggregated level

N Mean Std. Deviation Cl Lower Bound Cl Upper Bound
0 (low political knowledge) 644 7.9860 4.21448 7.6599 8.3121
1 432 9.7315 2.63954 9.4819 9.9811
2 520 10.3731 1.78174 10.2196 10.5266
3 210 10.5619 1.39324 10.3724 10.7514
4 (high political knowledge) 347 10.0720 2.55867 9.8019 10.3422
Total 2153 9.5002 3.12296 9.3682 9.6322

* The Levene’s test showed that there is a sigaifi¢< .001) difference in the variances of théedént groups, therefore the
Welch F-ratio was used (51.314 & p = < .001).

Ability: Party identification

Table 10. Results of the Chi-Square analyses for&aparty individually

Party Chi Square df Critical Value Sign.
CDA 21.637 1 3.841 <.001
PvdA 18.257 1 3.841 <.001
VVD 11.627 1 3.841 .001
D66 15.857 1 3.841 <.001
GL 11.901 1 3.841 .001
SP 11.090 1 3.841 .001
PVV 7.474 1 3.841 .006
CuU 16.841 1 3.841 <.001
SGP 22.905 1 3.841 <.001
PvdD 1.147 1 3.841 .284
TON 4.497 1 3.841 .034

Table 11. Descriptives of the T-test analysis on ¢éhaggregated level

Is the respondent adherent to a political N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
party? Mean

No 1512 9.3228 3.32753 .08557
Yes 636 9.9135 2.53922 .10069

* Levene’'s test has shown that the variance withétwo groups is significantly different (p = @)O0The t-statistic (-4.471,
df = 1544,945) is significant at <.001 (one-tailed)
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Correctness; Educational level

Table 12. Results of the ANOVA analysis per party

Party Welch F Sign.
CDA 24.991 <.001
PvdA 19.037 <.001
VVD 17.405 <.001
D66 3.180 .014
GL 14.959 <.001
SP 8.201 <.001
PVV 4.957 .001
CcU 5.865 <.001
Table 13. Descriptives of the ANOVA analysis on agggated level

N Mean Std. Deviation ClI Lower CIl Upper

Bound Bound

Elementary 64 1.8736 .70801 1.6967 2.0504
Lower vocational 208 1.7734 .68498 1.6798 1.8671
Secondary 127 1.5929 .64204 1.4801 1.7056
Middle level vocational, higher 681 1.5477 .69875 1.4951 1.6003
level secondary
Higher level vocational, university 571 1.2758 50577 1.2342 1.3174
Total 1651 1.4982 .65796 1.4664 1.5300

* The Levene’s test showed that there is a sigaifi¢< .001) difference in the variances of théedént groups, therefore the
Welch F-ratio was used (38.889 & p = < .001).

Correctness; Political interest

Table 15. Results of the ANOVA analysis per party

Party Welch F Sign.
CDA 19.519 <.001
PvdA 19.047 <.001
VVD 21.580 <.001
D66 4.739 .009
GL 10.282 <.001
SP 10.253 <.001
PVV 6.682 .001
CcU 6.174 .002

Table 16. Descriptives from the ANOVA analysis onhte aggregated level

N Mean Std. Deviation Cl Lower Bound CI Upper Bound
Not interested in politics 220 1.9271 77195 1.8245 2.0297
Fairly interested in 1233 1.4883 .65020 1.4520 1.5246
politics
Very interested in 297 1.3712 .56678 1.3065 1.4359
politics
Total 1750 1.5236 .67237 1.4921 1.5551

* The Levene’s test showed that there is a sigaifi¢< .001) difference in the variances of théedént groups, therefore the
Welch F-ratio was used (41.480 & p = < .001).
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Correctness: Political Knowledge

Table 18. Results of the ANOVA analysis per party

Party Welch F Sign.
CDA 15.165 <.001
PvdA 12.162 <.001
VVD 14.206 <.001
D66 1.014* .399
GL 5.021 .001
SP 5.629 <.001
PVV 3.520 .007
CcU 4.455 .001

* Since the Levene’s test is not significant themal F can actually be used (=1.028, p. =.392)

Table 19. Descriptives of the ANOVA analysis on agggated level

N Mean Std. Deviation ClI Lower Cl Upper
Bound Bound
0 (low political knowledge) 407 1.7843 .75672 1.7106 1.8580
1 351 1.5613 .65655 1.4924 1.6302
2 482 1.3881 .60889 1.3336 1.4426
3 199 1.4089 .54207 1.3331 1.4847
4 (high political knowledge) 311 1.4231 .64273 1.3514 1.4948
Total 1750 1.5236 .67237 1.4921 1.5551

* The Levene’s test showed that there is a sigaifi¢< .001) difference in the variances of théedént groups, therefore the

Welch F-ratio was used (21.645 & p = < .001).
Correctness: Party identification

Table 21. Results of the T-test analysis per party

Party Levene's test T df Sign.
(two-tailed)

CDA Not significant -0.595 1743 .552
PvdA Significant 1.058 1126.686 .290
VVD Not significant -.007 1743 .995
D66 Not significant -1.180 1743 .238
GL Not significant 1.139 1743 .225
SP Not significant 0.952 1743 341
PVV Not significant -.937 1743 .349
CU Not significant -.718 1743 A73

Table 22. Descriptives of the T-test analysis on ¢éhaggregated level

Is the respondent adherent to a N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
political party? Mean

No 1199 1.5208 .67810 .01958
Yes 546 1.5245 .65350 .02797

* Levene’s test has shown that the variance withétwo groups is not significantly different (p£09).
The t-statistic (-.106, df = 1743) is significamnt458 (one-taile)i
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Appendix 2: Syntax for creating a measure of how may parties
respondents have been able to place on the left-higdimension.

RECODE LiReCDA (0 thru 10=1) (11=0) (997=0) (ELSEsy) INTO
DummyAbility LiReCDA.
EXECUTE.

Etc.

COMPUTE DummyAbility Aggregated=DummyAbility LiReCb +
DummyAbility LiRePvdA +

DummyAbility LiReVVD + DummyAbility LiReD66 + DimmyAbility LiReGrL +
DummyAbility LiReSP +

DummyAbility LiRePVV + DummyAbility LiReChrU bummyAbility LiIReSGP +
DummyAbility_LiRePvdD +

DummyAbility LiReTON.
EXECUTE.
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Appendix 3: Selection of respondents that have ginea valid answer for the
positioning of the eight parties.

DATASET ACTIVATE DataSet1.
RECODE LiReCDA (11=2) (0 thru 10=1) (ELSE=Copy) I8§TDummyDK_LiReCDA.
EXECUTE.

Etc.

COMPUTE DummyDK_Aggregated=DummyDK_LiReCDA * 100@0+
DummyDK_LiRePvdA * 1000000 + DummyDK_LiReVVD *

100000 + DummyDK_LiReD66 * 10000 + DummyDK_Li&d. * 1000 +
DummyDK_LiReSP * 100 + DummyDK_LiRePVV * 10

+ DummyDK_LiReChrU.

EXECUTE.
Dummyl Aggregated
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 11111111.00 1750 66.8 97.7 97.7
11111112.00 16 .6 .9 98.5
11111121.00 3 1 2 98.7
11111211.00 4 2 2 98.9
11111212.00 1 .0 A 99.0
11112111.00 1 .0 1 99.1
11112211.00 1 .0 1 99.1
11112212.00 1 .0 A 99.2
11121111.00 3 1 2 99.3
11121112.00 1 .0 A 99.4
11121211.00 1 .0 1 99.4
11222212.00 1 .0 A 99.5
12111111.00 1 .0 1 99.6
12211111.00 1 .0 A 99.6
21111111.00 1 .0 1 99.7
22222222.00 6 2 3 100.0
Total 1792 68.4 100.0

Missing  System 829 31.6

Total 2621 100.0

For the remaining part of the analysis only thosspondents will be selected (1750

respondents in total) that have positioned all tgpginties on the left-right dimension.
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