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Table 5.5. Cultural Invariance of Process Preferences  

5.3.5. Process Preferences: Test of Invariance Regarding Objects of Assessment 

H3 postulates that the scale is invariance as regards the objects of assessment, mean4

ing that the scale measures process preferences equally well for different political 

institutions, such as the government and the parliament. In order to test this assump4

tion, data from the second pilot survey with 530 Swiss citizens were used. Process 

preferences concerning decision4making processes in the Swiss government 

(“Bundesrat”) and the Swiss parliament – which consists of National Council  

(“Nationalrat”) and Council of States (“Ständerat”) – were distinguished. To test the 
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invariance as regards the object of assessment, the data are perceived as multitreat4

multimethod (MTMM) data, with treats being the nine process preference variables 

(concede a point, consider diverging interests, compromises, force their points, put 

their plans through, hierarchical orders, fast decision4making, simple and short  

processes, avoid delays) and methods being the two different objects of assessment 

(parliament and government). The conceptualization of the data as MTMM data 

with process preferences being the treats and methods being the object of assessment 

is considered to be appropriate, because the logic that underlies the analyses of 

MTMM data seems applicable for a test of invariance of measurement regarding 

different objects of assessment. In both cases, the research interest refers to conver4

gent validity, and it is investigated whether different methods (or in this case objects 

of assessment) or traits (in this case process preferences) explain the variance of 

observed variables. Convergent validity is given when the variance is explained by 

traits rather than methods. Hence, if the variance of observed process preference 

variables is explained by process aspects rather than the objects of assessment, this 

supports the hypothesis that the scale is invariant as regards the two different object 

of assessment (government and parliament). 

The literature suggests several models to analyze MTMM data (cf. Byrne & 

Goffin, 1993; Lance, Noble, & Scullen, 2007; H.W. Marsh & Bailey, 1991). I will 

present results that are based on a Correlated4Uniqueness Model (CU), an approach 

recently discussed in the literature (Byrne & Goffin, 1993; Lance, Noble, & Scullen, 

2007; Marsh, Byrne, & Craven, 1992). Other approaches to test the invariance as 

regards objects of assessment for the process preferences scale are discussed by the 

author elsewhere (Floß, 2008). The CU Model was proposed by Marsh (1988) as an 

approach to MTMM analyses that allows method effects to be represented by corre4

lated error/uniqueness terms (i.e. error covariances). 

Figure 5.2 presents the CU Model used to test the hypothesis. Error covariances 

representing the same method were freely estimated. The measures which are  

loading on the same trait factor were constrained to have equal factor loadings for 

identification purposes (Kenny & Kashy, 1992, p. 169). 
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Figure 5.2. Correlated Uniqueness Model of Preferences Regarding Different Ob�

jects 

 

The model fit was satisfactory, with CFI = .99, RMSEA =.04 (90% CI = .02, .05), 

Chi4Square = 62.72, df = 36. The results of the analysis are summarized in Table 

5.6. The findings are based on the analysis of 511 cases.
55

 The trait4factor loadings 

for the CU model were strong (mean correlation =. 77) and all loadings were statis4

tically significant. Each of the correlated uniqueness represents the correlation be4

tween two variables sharing the same method after removing trait effects (Marsh & 

Bailey, 1991, p. 66). The results suggest good convergent validity and lend support 

to H3 which assumes that the proposed process preferences scale is invariant as 

regards the object of assessment, i.e. parliament and government.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

55  Cases missing to 530 were excluded from the data analysis because they are statistical out4

liers. 
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Table 5.6. Results for the Correlated Uniqueness Model 
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Based on the confirmation of the scale’s invariance as regards objects of assess4

ment, a comparison of citizens’ preferences regarding political processes in the gov4

ernment and citizens preferences regarding political processes in the parliament was 

conducted. Table 5.7 shows a comparison of the mean values for citizens’ prefer4

ences regarding the government and the parliament.
56

 The findings suggest that there 

are no major differences. Likewise, the correlations between the items measuring 

process preferences regarding the government and corresponding items measuring 

process preferences regarding the parliament are high (mean correlation = .59). The 

empirical evidence for the scale’s invariance as regards the objects of assessment 

along with the finding that citizens’ process preferences do not differ significantly 

when comparing preferences concerning political processes in the government and 

the parliament warrant the assumption that citizens do hold rather general process 

preferences. Based on this assumption, the media effects study that is presented in 

Chapter 7 considers general process preferences as a moderator of the mass media’s 

impact. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

56  The following items were used to measure preferences concerning decision4making processes 

in the government and preferences concerning decision4making processes in the parliament: 

�������: How important is it for you that politicians in the parliament sometimes concede a 

point to the other side? / How important is it for you that politicians in the government some4

times concede a point to the other side? �	
�	�����
�
:�How important is it for you that politi4

cians in the parliament give consideration to diverging interests when searching for solutions? 

/ How important is it for you that politicians in the government give consideration to diverg4

ing interests when searching for solutions? �������	
�
:�How important is it for you that 

political decisions in the parliament are based on compromises? / How important is it for you 

that political decisions in the government are based on compromises? ��
�: How important is 

it for you that the parliament solves political problems as fast as possible? / How important is 

it for you that the government solves political problems as fast as possible? �����������

�
: 

How important is it for you that political decision4making processes in the parliament are 

simple and short? / How important is it for you that political decision4making processes in the 

government are simple and short? �
�	�������
: How important is it for you that parliamen4

tary actors avoid delays when making political decisions? / How important is it for you that 

governmental actors avoid delays when making political decisions? ��������	��
: How im4

portant is it for you that politicians in the parliament are decisive and force their points? / 

How important is it for you that politicians in the government are decisive and force their 

points? ����
��������: How important is it for you that in the parliament one political side is 

able to put their plans through? / How important is it for you that in the parliament one politi4

cal side is able to put their plans through? �����
: How important is it for you that parlia4

mentary actors could give hierarchical orders, if a decision has to be taken? 7 How important 

is it for you that governmental actors could give hierarchical orders, if a decision has to be 

taken? 
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Table 5.7. Comparison between Preferences Regarding Parliament and Government 

5.3.6. Construct Validity of the Scales 

Further analyses were conducted in order to test the construct validity of the scales. 

The analyses are based on the final survey and include participants from group 1 and 

group 2 (n = 523). The relationship between both process preferences and process 

perceptions and a set of variables can be analyzed in order to investigate the con4

struct validity of the scales. Before the results will be presented, the reader will be 

provided with some descriptive information. Respondents’ process preferences are 

listed in Table 5.8 along with the mean values and standard deviations. As regards 

process preferences, a higher mean score in Table 5.8 indicates greater importance 

attached to that attribute. As regards process perception questions, the higher the 

mean scores in the Table 5.8, the more the particular attribute applies to decision4

making processes in Switzerland. The mean differentials indicate the mean distance 

between preferences and perceptions. Positive values indicate that preferences ex4

ceed perceptions and an attribute is considered to be important but not perceived to 

be accurate. Negative values indicate that perceptions exceed preferences and an 

attribute is considered less important but perceived to be accurate. 

The most important attributes of political decision4making processes are the re4

spectfulness and the fairness of political behavior. Other typical aspects of consen4

sus democracy such as the consideration of diverging interests, the evading of power 

struggles and the conceding of points to the other side, are also important to the 

participants. Attributes of efficiency are also considered to be very important, 

namely the avoidance of delays and the efficiency of political processes. Factors 
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