October 19. 1982

To: NES Board of Overseers
1984 Flanning Committee

From: Stanley Feldman

Subject: Report on Values in the 198% FPilot Study

The pilot study contained items designed to tap three basic

values: equality, economic individualism, and support for the free
enterprise system. I will begin this report by discussing the basic
characteristics of the scales and items. After gaining some csense

about how well the items measure the underlying constructs, I will go
on to examine the impact of the three constructed scales on wvarious
aspects of political opinion and candidate preference.
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So that you do not have to go loocking for your codebooks let me
begin by listing the items included for each scale. All of the items
had response categories running from aqgree strongly to disagree
strorngly.

Eguality:

V2149 I+ people were treated more equally in this country we would
have many fewer problems. (V3I120)
Y2172 We should give up on the goal of equality since people are =o

different to begin with. (V31225

V2175 Our society should do whatever is necessary to make sure that
evervone has an equal opportunity to succeed. (VW3I1230)

V2178 Some people are just better cut out than cothers for important
positions in societv. (V3121

V2250 Some pecple are better at rummning things and should be allowed
to do so. (V3124)

M22ET All kinds of people should have an equal sav in running this
country., not just those who are successful. {Not in Wave I1I;

V2256 Orne of the big problems in this country is that we don 't give
everyone an equal chance. (V3125

Ecomomic Individualism:

V2170 Any person who i= willing to work hard has a good chance of
succeeding.

V2173 Hard work offers little guarantee of success.



V2175 Most people who don't get abhead should not blame the svetem:
they really have only themselves to blame.
V2251 Even if people are ambitious they often cannot succeed.

Paptaut)

V2254 If people work hard they almost always get what they want.

POt |

V2257 Even if people try hard they often cannot reach their goals.

Free Enterpricse:

V2171 The less government gets involved with business arnd the
economy, the better of+f this country will be.

V2174 There are many goods and services that would rever be available
to ordinary people without government intervention.

V2177 There should be noc govermnment interference with business and
trade.
Y2252 Futting government regulations on business does not endarnaer

personal freedom.

VIRES Government intervention leads to too much red tape and too manvy
problems.

V2ZE8 Contrary to what some people think, a free enterprise system is
not necessary for our form of government to survive.

The frequencies for these items show that a relatively small
number of people were unable to register a position on any of the
questions. A= might be expected given the nature of the values being

examined here., many o©of the item distributions are skewed. The
distributions seem to be most badly skewed when the gquestion asks the
respondent to agree with a basic value. This underlines the

importance of balancing the scales with egual numbers of agree and
di=zagree items.

The +top part of Table 1 shows the results of item analyses and
reliability estimates for the three sets of items. The analvsis for
the equality items in wave I was replicated for the set of qguestions
included in wave II. The best results for the full set of items 1is
ebtained for economic inmdividualism. The mean inter—item v is .21 and
the estimate of reliability (coefficient alpha) is .&Z. Bv deleting
item VZZ2ES1 the mean inter—-item r increases somewhat to .2T. Tha
entire set of free enterprise items has a reliability of onlv .5S& but
deleting V2174 and VY2258 increases the inter—-item r to .30 and the
reliability to .&2. The equality iteme show the poorest results for
the overall set of items. The mean iter—item r is .11 for the wave 1
questions and .14 for wave II. The reliabilities are correspondingly
1 com. Three items out of the set do produce evidence of =cale
clustering: V2169/VY3120, V2175/VII23, and V2256/VI12S. In addition,
V2172/V3122 correlates more strongly with the other three items in
wave II than in wave I. The mean inter—-item correlations are auite
high for these three i1tems in both waves (s 230, although the
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reliability estimates are still low because of the small rnumber of
items that scale.

Given the low reliability of the equality items and the poscsible
close relationship between equality and and economic individualism the
combined set of items for these two values were examined further.
First, an exploratory factor analysis was performed on the equality
items. This produced two distinct factors with V2178 and V2250
forming a dimension only slightly related to the other items. {This
is very similar to the results obtained with an initial pretest of
these items. Those questions dealing with inequality of traits or
inherent differences between people seemed to tap & dimencsion
different from the amount of equality that is desired in societv.)
BEazed on these results, a confirmatory factor analysis was run  using
Joreskog’s LISREL program. As shown in Figure 1, the model contains
three unobserved factors labeled equality, differences and
individualism. The results of the first LISREL analysis were examined
for evidernce of items correlated with latent factors other than the
cne initially specified. No such evidence was found. At the same
time evidence of correlated error terms was also examined. Two
significant corrrelations were detected for the set of individualism
ittems.

The +final model produces an excellent fit and strongly =supports
the three factor model. The two equality constructs are only slightly

correlated {r = .2) and, even correcting for measurement error,
equality and individualism are only moderately correlated (r = -.32).
The results also elaborate the irnitial item analvses. One of the

reasaons the full set of equality items do not produce a highly
reliable scale is that two of the items tap a very distinct dimension.

0Df the remaining five items, two arequite oood indicators of
equality (V169 and V2254), one is a fair indicator (V2175), &and the
other two are very poor. Of the individualism set, V2170 is clearly
the best indicator. On  the other hand, V2251 is only weakly

correlated with the underlying construct and VY2257 is suspect because
of its correlated measurement errrors with two other indicators
fincluding a negative correlation with V2170).

Since the egquality items were included on both waves of the pilot
study it is possible to examine them in even more detail. Two
important questions can be dealt with: how stable is the commitment
to equality over time, and to what degree are the error components for
the equality items correlated over time? A substantial correlated
error would suggest that people are responding to a particular
question wording instead of the underlying value. To deal with this
the model shown in Figure 2 was estimated using the LISREL program.
For this part of the analysis the four best indicators of equality
were used. The correlations between the indicators and the construct
are very similar to the previous estimates. There does not seem to be
a big problem with autocorrelated error terms. Two are very small and
the worst produced only a modest correlation over the two waves. With
random and correlated error factors taken into account the estimated
correlation of equality over the two waves is .8s. This is quite
impressive given that the model removes any effect of pecple
responding to the same question wording across the two waves.
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Some conclusions can now be drawn about the quality of the items

included in the pilot study to measure the three values. Most
generally, the results to this point show that it is very possible to
develop items that are good indicators of these values. Each set of

questions contains several that are quite good indicators of that
value. As a whole, however, the indicators do not produce scalecs that
are as reliable as we would 1like. Clearly, additional work on
indicator construction would be useful. It is important to remember,
however, that we are setting very difficult standards for these items.

By +traditional psychometric standards these are not at all bad items.
In the development of psychological scales it ie usually expected that
upwards of 12 to 15 items will needed to form a reliable scale. In
such cases each indicator needs to be only moderately correlated with
the construct. Since we are constraining ourselves to develop fairly
short cscales the items must be much more highly correlated with the
construct to produce high levels of reliabilitvy. This i=s a much more
difficult tasik. We may have to make difficult tradecffs between scale
length and reliability.

Correlates of the Three Values

In order to examine the correlates of equality, economic
itndividualism and free enterprise, additive scales were constructed
from the best indicators as shown by the preceeding analysis. For

economic individualism V21706, V2173, V21746, Y2254 and Y2257 were used.
For free enterprise V2171, V2177, V2252, and V2255 were the acceptable
itemes. For equality I took advantage of the two waves of the pilot
study to produce a more reliable scale for further investigation.
Specifically, V2169, V2173, V2254, VE120, V3123, and V3125 were
combined to form one eqguality scale. This uses the three best
equality iteme twice in the overall scale. The mean inter-item
correlation for the six items is almost exactly the same as the inter-
item correlations for each of the three items in the two waves. This
effectively simulates a six item scale with three additional
indicators of equality as good as the best three in the pilot study
{coefficient alpha for the six item equality =scale i1s .72). A1l of
the scales were formed in a simple additive manner scored so that they
rarmnge from +1 {(most equalitarian. most individuslistic., and most
supportive of free entreprise) to -1. A simple additive format was
used for two reasons. First, it is the most common approach to the
task of scale construction. A somewhat more reliable scale could be
gererated, however, by weighting the items appropriatelvy. Second.
thie scoring produces scales in exactlv the same easily interpretable
urits. Each wvaries from -1 to +1 with O being the score that would
occur 1if a respondent was neutral toward all of the items in the
scale.

The bottom part of Table 1 gives the distributions of the scales
{(for comparison, the distributions for equality =scales formed from
just wave I and wave I1 items are also shown). All of the scalees are
skewed as should be expected given the nature of the values being
measured here. The skewness is least obvious for free enterprise and
most pronounced for equalitwv. The extreme shkewness of the equalitwv
scale is probably due in part to fact that the items that make up this



scale are all worded in the agree direction (for an equalitarian
response). Response set is most likelv a factor here. Even with the
skewed distributions both equality and individualism show satisfactory
levels of variation: the standard deviation for free enterprise is, by
comparison, significantly lower.

Fart I of Table 2 shows the intercorrelations of the three scales
and the correlations of the scales with party identification and

liberal -conservative self-identification (thigh scores for party
identification are democratic responses and high scores for ideology
are liberal). The three value scales are relatively independent:; the
correlation of equality and individualism is just slighly lower than
the estimate obtained previously from the LISREL factor model. Free
enterprise 1is virtually uncorrelated with the other twoc values.
Equality and individualism are somewhat correlated with party
identification and ideological identification in the expected
direction. Most significantly, this shows that party and ideclogical

identifications do not overlap so completely with these values az to
capture a significant amount of the political impact these values masy
have.

The second wave of the pilet study also included sets of items
designed to equality toward blacks and toward women, and inmdividualism

for blacks ard for women. The correlations between the abstract
values and the group specific values (part II of Table 2) are
generally substantial. If they are corrected for unreliabilitv the

correlations between the general value of equality and the group
values exceed .6 as does the corrected correlation between general
individualism and individualism for women. The one exception is the
relatively 1 ow correlation between individualiem and black
individualism. In three of the four cases erxamined here the wvalues
expressed at the group level appear to be substantially constrained bv
the more general forms of the values. On the other hand, it is clear
that expressions equality for blacks or womern are not identical to
commitments to the general value of eqguality in societv.

It is also necessary to consider the possibility that responses
to these scales are largely a function of affect toward salient

clusters of groups in society. An exploratory factor analvsis was
therefore performed on the group feeling thermometers contained in the
first wave of the pilot study. Three clear factors emeraged:
FEMINISTS--feminists, women's liberation, and groups opposed to

abortion; ADVANTAGED--white pecple., men, rich people. and business
people; and UNDERDOGS--poor people, civil rights leaders, people on

wel fare, black people, and Chicanos. For each of these factors
additive scales were constructed and correlated with the three values
scales {part I11 of Table 2). There are moderate correlaticns only

for equality, with those most equalitarian being more positive toward
feminist and underdog groups. These values are thus not substantially
contaminated by group affect.

Finally, the value scales were correlated with a number of sccial

background and demographic factors (see part IV of Table 2). There
are a few interesting patterns revealed here although none ©f the
correlations are particularly high. Increasing income is associated
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with more individualistic and less equalitarian values. Blacks are
mare equalitarian than whites although thev seem to be just as

individualistic. Women, on the other hand are both more equalitarian
and lesz individualistic than men. This may indicate that the "gender
gap" has at least some of its source in differences between men and

women  in basic values. The correlations between the values and race
and gender raise the more general issue of the contribution of values
te long standing =social cleavages in society. Although these
correlations are not large, they show that we do need to be careful to
control for certain social and demographic factors (as well as party
and ideclogical identifications) when examining the impact of equality
and economic individualism.

One of the obvious places to begin to look for the political
impact of basic values is the preferences people hold on public policy

issues. The combination of the data from the 1982 National Election
Study along with the additional information collected in the pilot
study provides a wealth of preference items to consider. One large
pocl of items involves respondents® positions on government =pending
for & rnumber of social and economic problems. Those used i the
forthcoming analvsis are: the environment (V310), health {(V¥I11)., big
cities (YI12), c«erime {(YZ13), drug addition (Y314), education (VILIS),.
blacks (VZ1&6), social security (VIZ0), student 1loans V32D,
uremployment compensation (V323 , and the handicapped (W3I24). Two

iteme were combined to form a single index of support for welfare
spending: V319 and V3I21. Finally, the spending question on the
military and 'defense was combined with the seven point scale version
of defense spending (V407), A series of ten items in the second wave
of the pilot study asked the respondents to rate on a scale from O to
10 the amount of effort and resources the government should devote to
a series of goals. An analysis of thezs: items showed that they were
“ery highly intercorrelated and seemed to be tapping a single
dimensicn ( with the exception of the goal of reducing spending?.
This could have been the result of people responding to the general
structure of the questions (how much effort and resources should the
government devote to solving problems) instead of the particular goal
epecified. O, this could have resulted from the generation of a
strong response cset. In any case, analysis of all ten guestions
separately would have been pointless. FRather than combining them into
a =ingle scale 1 decided to form three separate scales defined bv  the
general nature of the goals cited: social class related V3181,
Y182, and WV3184), those related to the status of blacks (V2183.,
V3186, and VI120), and those relating to women (V3I169. vIi87. and
v3189). A number of the traditicnal seven point scales included on
the 1982 study were also used: minority aid (V41S),. guaranteed jobs
and living standards (VY425), women’s equality (V438), and goverrmnment
services (Y447, Finally, gquestions asking whether the government in
Washington should continue to have primary responsibility for social
and economic problems (V458) and the combination of three items V459,
V460, and V461) relating to government involvement in various areas
were also examined.

Each of the issue items (or combinmationz of items’) was coded S0



that 1 i=s the most extreme "liberal" response possible and © is the

most "conservative'" response. As was noted previously, the three
value scales were coded from -1 to +1. In order to make the
interpretation of the coefficients as uniform as possible, party

identification and ideoclogial self-identification were alsoc coded on a
-1 to +1 scale with +1 indicating a strong democrat and an extreme

liberal. In order to minimize the number of cases lost through
missing data, those who could not place themselves on the liberal-
conservative scale were coded along with the moderates (at Q). In a

larger data set this would not be necessary (there 1s very clearly a
difference between those who call themselves moderates and those who
cannot place themselves.) A comparison with results done without such
a coding shows that the result is a very slight underestimate of the
impact of ideological identification.

Table I presents the results of regressing each of the issue
preferences on the three values, the two identifications, income,
education, gender, and race. In order to make the table =somewhat less
cumbersome the coefficients for the latter four variables are not
presented; the impact theyv have on the issue positions is not central
to this report. (In a number of cases these variables do have
substantial effects on the dependent variables. If anvone is curious
I1°11 be happy to pass along those results.) All of the equations were
estimated by OLS. Flease keep in mind the potential effects of random
measurement error on the coefficient estimates.

There are several major patterns evident in the reported
coefficients. First, the free enterprise scale does not appear as a
significant predictor in any of the equations. In some cases it comes
close., but given the number of issues considered here its failure 1is
quite striking. The results are just the opposite for the equality
scale. It is very clearly the most consistent predictor of a wide
variety of issues of the independent variables considered here. Wkhat
is impressive is the wide range of issues in which equalitv 1&g a
sianificant predictor. 0Of the two political identifications,
ideological self-placement has the most pronounced effect on issue
preferences. Its largest coefficients suggest that it is major
element in the debate over the role of the federal government. Farty
identification, on the other hand, has a very limited impact on the
issues examined here.

From these results it seems as if economic individualism also has
a very limited role in the prediction of issue preferences: it appears
in five of the equations (four of them having to do with basic issues
of economic policy and redistribution). FPart of the explanation for
the lack of impact of economic individualism may be the additive form
of the models estimated. Given that equality and individualism are
ormly slighly correlated, interaction effects between these two values
are a very real possibility. It makes a very big difference 1f a
person is nonindividualistic and equalitarian or nonindividualistic
and nonequalitarian. Unfortunately, a sample of I14 pecople is not a
very good vehicle for examining interaction effects (cr
nonlinearities., for that matter). In order to get some handle on this
procblem a new term was added to the equations estimated in Table 3
that permitted the effect of individualism to vary between those who
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were equalitzarian and mnaonequalitarian., Although the standard errors

wert up  appreciably im these new estimates 'due to sample size =and
multicollineari tv), the effect of individualism was more apparent i
several equat1on“. In most cases it appears that variations 1
irndividualism are particularly consequential amorqg theoses low in
eaualitv. Given the problematic nature of theze estimates 1| will rnot
nresent another set of 22 reqrecssion estimates for vou to pour over.
It iz sufficient to notz that there is the real possibiiity +that

suhstantial interaction effects among equalityv ard individualism may
e detected 1n & data s=et with & larger number ot cacses.

The resultse of this anaivsis suggest that the walues of esqualitw
and ‘ecoriomic  individualism may play &m0 important role 1n the
devel coment of people’s positions on public pelicy questions. ;
iz no obvious way to test the possibility that the valuess arz a
function of people’s issue preferences using these data.) The res
presented here mav also be conservative estimates of the impact of the
values 1f ideological identification is to some extent & fumction of
equality and individualism. In this cacse, ideological identificaticn
would be functioning as an intervening variable between wvalues and
issue positions.

waluations of Government Ferformance

Yalues mav affect people’s evaluations of public pelicy 1ssues
not onlv through their issue positions but also in terms of their
retrospective evaluations of government performance Six
retrospective evaluations of Reagan®s job performance were included on
the 1982 Election Study: inflation (V33&), unemplovyment (WIZ8), taxes
(NITIT4), nuclear arms (V453), the env1ronment (Y45s) , and the budget
LRYR ST B Each of these variables was regrezsed on the same zet of
variables used in the analveis of the issue poszitions. The resulte
are presented in Table 4. As before. each dependent wvariable i= coded
0-1, with 1 indicating strongest approval and O strongest disapproval.

Mot too surprisingly, party identification has & pronounced
eftect on evaluations of FReagan®=z job performance f{except for nuclear

armes). What is interesting is the substantial impact of egualiitv on
five of the six evaluations and the strong impact of individusli=m on
two {and 3 statistically sianificant impact eon & third). mll of ihe

economic iudgments and nuclear arms are stronglv i1nfluenced bv
respondents’ levels of equalitarianism, and evaluations of Fezaan’
performance on inflation. taxes, and especially the environment show
substantial etfect of individualism. Thecse resultes strorngl sugagest
that people wuse these two basic wvalues az  standards in their
evalusaticn of government performance in & number of areas.

H
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The last equation in Table 4 demonstrates the pervasive I1mpact
thzt alues may have on the perception of social conditions. The
dependent variable is people’s perceptions of the state of fh:
rational economv—-—whether it has improved or worsened 2117
Although the equation does not expiain a great deal of wvariance
thecse perceptiones., equalitarianism, 1mdtvidualism, and party
identification vield significant coefficients. Thus., Fepublicars.
those who are more individualistic and those who are less equalitarian

in



are mare likelv to report that the economv hacs beern improving.
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The Impact of

‘alues on

A last. but certainly not least. set ot derpendent variables to

concsider is candidate evaluation. In the absense of a ealient
election context. candidate evaluation serves as an excellent vehicle
for  examining the impact of values on the process of candidiate

choirce. Aas recsearch has recently shown, candidate evaluations pre=dict
vwote choice to a high degree of accuracvy and seem to do a good 1cb of
capturing the dynamics of the choice process. Moreover., candidate
evaluations in the form of feeling thermometers are more appropriate
dependent variables in regression analwvsis than is veote cheoice itself.
The first wave of the pilot study contained feelirma thermometer items
for Resgan. Glenn, Fennedyv. and Mondale. In additicn to predictinag
these simple evaluations, choice preferences were simulated by taking
differences among pairs of evaluations. This was done for Reagan and
esch of the three Democrats. and for each pair of the Democrats.
Table S provides the results of rearessing each of these wvariables on
the same set of values. identificatione, and demographices used in the

previous analvses. As before., all of the equations were estimated bv
QLS. Nete that the dependent variables for the simple preferences
ranae from O to 100 while the range is —-100Q to +120 for the preference

wariliables.

Looking first at the simple evaluations, the most distinctive
"results occur in the case of evaluations of Reagan. Both equalitv and
individualism have quite substantial effects on respondents’
evaluations of Reagan even holding partyv and ideological
identificationse constant. In fact, the unstandardized coefficients
for these two values are almost as large as the unstandardazed
coefficient for partv identification. The impact of values on
evaluations of the Democrats is clearly more limited with onlvy
evaluations of Kennedy showing the effects of equality and free
eriterprise. There are several possible reasons why evaluations of
FReagan are more closely tied to values than the three Democrats.
Feagan has been a particularly ideolecgical president and this mav hae
increased the extent to which he is evaluated in terms of basic
values. This would also help to explain why values seem to 1mpzct
oniv on evaluations of kKennedv among these Democrats: more than the
other twoe he has been associated with a clear set of liberal policies.
A =econd possible explanation is familiarity. Until peocple know wheres
& public figure stands in a number of respects values are unlikelwv to

be very important in the evaluation process. Fimall-«w. arn  incumbant
president mav be more likelv to be evaluated in termes ot basic values
hecause his acticne in office have been viewed in those terms. The

recsults precsented in Table 4 showed that retrospective evaluations of
Feagan’s performance are heavilv influenced bv equalitv and economic
individualism. The only wav to compare the merits of these
evplanations 1is to aather data for a number of candidates across &
varietv of contexts.

The effects of values on candidate preference are quite apparent

£ram the simulated Reagan-Democrat pairinas 1n Table = The
reetficients indicate that both egualitv and indiwvidualism would olav



imoortant roles 1m Reanan-6Glernn and Feagan-Mordale contests. and that

zquality would stronglv influsnce the ocutcome of a FReagar—-ftenmedv
election. Several of the cocefficients for thesze two values i the
preference equationse are quite larage. especiall s considering that
oart.y arnd 1declcgical identifications are also included 1m  the

estimated equations.

It iz possible to examirne the manner in which values 1nfluence

candidate evaluation i1n much more detail for Reagan bv i1ncorporatinag

into the analvsis more proximal determinantsz of evaluatieons. For this

analvsis =i new variables were constructed. Ar overall measure ot
retropective iudgments of FReagan’s performance was constructed by
summing the six performance items examined previocuslv. AN dlssue
prozimity measure was constructed bv summing the absclute wv=lues ot
the differences between the respondents’ positions on five issues and
+t+heir perceptions of Feagan’s position. The five 1ssues uwused are
detense cspending (VA7 V3o8) . aid to minorities V415, Vdisr.

guaranteed jobs and living standards (V4235. V4z2s) . women's rights
(V435, Y476:, and government services (Y44Z. V444)., Separate measures

of peositive {hopeful and proud) and negative {angrv and =fraid)
emotions were created as wer e two trait measures:
competence/leadership and integritv. A1l were scored O to 1 with 1

indicating hiah performance evaluations and high issue proximity,
=trong evpressions of positive and negative emotions. and endorsements
of Reagan’s ccmpetence and integritv.

A model was constructed that posited performance. issue
proximitv, competence, integrety. and emotions as immediate
determinants of evaluations. Values {(equality and individuali=smi,

partv and ideclogical identifications, income, education, race, and
aender were specified to be one step back in the evaluation process.

Thues., in addition to estimating the effects of all of these variables
on evaluationse of FReagan. the etfects of values. identifications. and

demcgraphics on the proximal determinants must also be evaluated. A1l

of thizs leads to estimation problems, however. The pro<imal

deerminants of evaluations mavy be strongly determined themselves bv
evaluations of Reagan. Moreover. the proximal determinants are very
likelv reciprocallv related to each other. To owvercome these
e=timation problems, the entire svstem of equations was estimated

using full information maximum likelihood procedures {emploving the
LLISREL program). This accomplishes two things. First. the =set of

values, identitications, and demographices are taken as excgenous to
+the proximal determinants and evaluation and are used &= instrumental

variables inm a two stage estimation procedure. This produces

corsiztent estimates of the effectz of the proximal determinants on

evaluations without the bias that would be created bv the simultaneous

ef+rects o+ evaluations. Second. estimating the several eguzticns

simultaneouslv allows for the specification of correlations among the

error terms for the equations involwving the prediction of the proiiimal

wvariapnles. Although it would be decsirable to specifw the nature o¥

the relationships among these variables. emploving the correlated

error approach will produce consistent estimates of the impact of tbe

values, identifications, and demographics on the pro:ximal variables.

(Since the erntire model 1= just identified. the maximum likelihced

estimates will be identical to two-stage least sguares estimates.)
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The first column of Table 4 provides the results ot the Feagan
evaluaticn eguation. The R <for this equeticon is .72 which 13
probabhl. approachimg the reliabilitv of the feelinag thermometer. The
coefficients show that evaluations of Reagan are primaril: detsrmined
hw evaluations of his performance., integritv, and competence, and
poeitive emoticons about him. Negative emotions and issue proxaimity
cseem not to plav a significant role in the evaluation process. Wi th
+ e proeimal determinants held constant. only ideolecgical
identification have a barelv significant effect on evaluaticons of
FRezgzamn. bie need to look now at the equations for the procimal
variables *tc see how the eiogenous variables impact on evaluations of
Feagan f{(=see Table 7).

The most obvious feature of these estimates i that partw
identification has a pronocunced effect on all of the proximal
variables. This is of course not terriblv surprising. What 1= more
interesting are the substantial effects of egualitv and individualism
orn many of the dependent variables. Equality has significant effects
orn retrospective performance evaluations, issue proximitv. competence.
arnd negative emotions. Individualism appeares in the equations for
performance, issue proximity, and positive emotions. and especially
strongly in the equatiorns of competence and integrity. In several of
the equations one of the two values has a coefficient rivalling that
nf party identification. This analysis shows the different wavs 1n
which egualitv anrnd individualism influence evaluations of FReagan.
Egualit~ is most important in evaluations of Reagan’s performance and
in issue proximity-—-it is very much policy based. Individualism., on
the other hand. ie more influential in people’s perceptions eof
Feagan’ = competence and intergritv. This value seems to have more of
a bearimg on image than on policy.

It is also possible to compute the total effects of this =zet of
variables on evaluations of Reagan (total effects are direct pilus

indirect effects). These coefficients are shown in both standardized
and unstandardized terms in the second column of Table 5. In
standardized unites, the largest effects are registered for party
identificatior, integrity and postive emotions. Eoth equality and
imndividualism show substantial total effects on evaluations. In
unstandardized unite. the coefficients for the totail effects or

equality and individualism are onlv slightly lower than the total
effectse of party and ideological identifications.

Conclusions

For those 0f vou who made it through all of this analvsis fand
those who cshkipped immediatelv to the conclusion). let me bris+lvw
summarize the major findings. Item analwvsis and factor analwvsis shows
that all three of the values included in the pilot stud- carn be
measured with standard attitude 1tems. The pileot study contains some
very qgcod indicators of equalitwv. individualism. and support for free
enterprice. Using scales constructed from the items included i1n the

pi1lot stud-w. the accumul ated evidence strongly suggests that equalit
ard economic individualiesm have substantial effects on political
ocpimion  and candidate preferences. This iz reflected 1in peeople’s

i1



creferences on public pelicvy 1szsues. their retrospectice asses=ment
oF the performance of the Fresident, and aoverall evaluations of
incumbant FPrecsident and at least some challanaers. The effect
equalitv and individualism on evaluations of Reaagan are widesno
including substantial influences on trait evaluations and emot
resctions. The results for free enterprise are consistently nega
however. With onlv a few rare exceptions. there was no real evi
that support for the free enterprise svetem—-at least a=z mea=zur
here——has a significant effect political preferences or evaluations.

The results mf the pilot study do indicate that we could profic
v doing additional work on item development for equalitv and
individualizsm. Although the evidernce presented here shows that =scal=cs
built just from the best items alreadv developed provide a sound bas:is
for  examining the impact of these two values, more reliable =scales

would clearlv be desirable. However. it must be recoanized thst if &
decicsion is made to include fairly sheort scales {4 to & items) in
future surveys highlv reliable scales will not be the result. For
example. bv psvchometric standards a set of items designed to messurs
e particul ar trait are considered ‘'"good" if the inter-item
correlations average about .25, Yet even in this case. a four item

scxale would have a reliability of .S57. a six item scale of .56. and a
ten item scale would have a reliabilitvy of .77. If the average inter-
item correlations are increased to .T the reliabilitv of a four atem
scale would be just .63, and it would take ten items to reach the .&
level. Clearly. except in rare cases. highly reliable scales will not
be produced with relatively small numbers of items. fAg=sin. let me
emphasize that the results of the pilot studv show that even short
scales of equality and individualism can vield interestimg findinas.

BFased on all of this I suggest that there is agood reason to
include measures of equality and- economic individualism on the
forthcoming election studv. 1f a choice needs to be made between the
two  values. equality zhows more concsistent effects across & range ot
1ssues and evaluations. However. the results of the candidate
evaluation equations demonstrated that individuslism can be a most
power ful determinant of evaluations of pelitical = candidates.
Morecver, there iz some evidence from the pilot study that there mavy
be significant interaction effects betweer equalitwv and individualism.
A& final reason to include measures of both values is to allow us t
beain to answer a critical question: how do different values:
infiuence the development of a range of political a&attitudes an

npinions™

u}
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TABLE 1

SCALE PROFERTIES

EQUALITY EQUALITY FREE
WAVE 1 WAVE 2 INDIVIDUAL ISHM ENTERPRISE
Item— Item— Item- Item—
Total Total Total Total
Item Corr. Item Corr. Item Corr. Item Corr.
Y2189 V37 VI120 .44 V2170 .51 V2171 .46
Y2172 .14 VY3121 .14 V2173 .4 Y2174 .20
V217S 22 VI122 .32 V2176 .31 V2177 .32
Y2178 .15 YILI2T .27 V2251 .17 Y2252 .31
Y2250 .13 V3124 .13 V2254 L, I9 Y2255 .47
Y2253 .17 VI1IZ2S .24 V2257 .I6 Y2258 .10
V2258 .35
¥ = .14 r o= .21 T = .18
o= .11 alpha= .49 alpha= .62 alpha= .Sé
alpha= .47
Y120 .5 V2170 - .53T VY2171 .36
V2165 .44 VI122 .25 . V2173 .35 V2177 .40
Y2175 L3I0 VI12T .39 Y2176 .34 Y2282 .29
V2RSS .43 VI1285 .36 V2254 .41 Y2255 .47
Y2257 .36
o= .30 ¥ = .27 = .30
alpha= .57 alpha= .58 r = .25 alpha= .&2
alpha= .&7
VI120 .S2
VI12T .34
V3128 .47
r = .35
alpha= .60
DISTIBUTIONS
Standard
Minimum Ma:imum Mean Leviation Skewn
EQUALITARIANISM (1) -1.00 1.00 .42 .52 -. 56
EQUALITARIANISM (2 -1.00 1.00 .S5 .45 ~1.09
EQUALITARIAMISM (1+2) —=1.00 1.0 .47 .45 -.68
INDIYIDUAL ISH -1.00 1.00 10 .46 -.31

FREE ENTERFRISE ~1.00 S0 -.18 . =8 ~-.15



TAELE 2

SCALE CORRELATIONS

FAERT T:
(VI9Z) (V2203
LIBERAL~- FARTY
CONSERVATIVE IDEMT. EQUALITY IMDIVIDUALISH
IMDIVIDUAL ISH - 23 -.1°9 .21
FREE ENTERFRISE .01 .11 =03 .09
ECUALITARIANISM .29 .25

FRRT 11

EQUALITY EQUALITY INDIV. INDLY

EQUALITY WOMEN BLACKES INVIDUAL. WOMEM EBLACES

ECUARLITARIANISM 1.00 .41 .48 ~-. 21 -, 25 -. 31
EQUAL ITY-WOMEN _ 1,00 —_———— -.1Z -. 24 -
EQUALITY~RBLACES 1.00 -, 0% ——— -. 54
IMDIVIDUALISHM 1,00 .44 - 27
INDIVIDUALISM-

WOMENM 1,000 ————
INDIVIDUARLISHM-

BLACKES 1,00
FART III:

FEMIMISTS ADVANTAGED UNDERDOGS
EQUALITARIANISH .18 .07 .24
INDIVIDUALISM -. 05 -.01 - 17
FREE ENTERFRISE 0T -, 07 .02
FORT IV
VATTEED
(VSIS (YS42) (V782D (V2TS4)y (V2TES) RELIGIOUS
ABE EDUCATION OGENDEFR INCCHE rACE SERVILCES

EQUALITARIANISM ~-. 04 -.15 .15 - 20 .23 15
INDIVIDUAL ISM . 04 —-. 8 ~-.11 .15 -4 .08
FREE ENTERFRISE .02 - 05 L 02 L07 -. 08 0z



13

13

UE

SFENDING:
ENVIFONMEMT

SFENDING:
HEALTH

SFEMNDING:
CITIES

SFEMDIMNG:
CRIME

SFEMDING:
DRUGS

SFEMDING:
EDUCATION

SFENDING:
ELACKS

SFENDING:
S0C. SEC.

SFEMDING:
STUD. LOANS

SFEMDIMNG:
UMNEMFLOYMENT

SPENDING:
HAMDICAFFED

SFENDIMNG:
WELFARE

SFENDING:
DEFENSE

GOVT GOALS:
CLASS

GOYT GOALS:
BLACES

- 18%¥

(.28

e 20KK
(.20

. 08%
(.13

LOF%
(.12

ot

{.10)

<21%X
{.26)

< 12%X%
(.16)

- 12X

(.13

C13kK
(.17

.06
(.10

.11%

(.15

05

{.08)

eind B
(2D

s 22%X

{39

TABILE =

FEGRESSIONS OF ISSUE
IDENTIFICATIONS,

-. 04

(—.05)

- ‘:)4
(L O7)

-y

(.04)

—. 02

(—.03)

—-.01
(=.D2)

03

{.043)

—-. 06

{—.07)

—. 1

; .-
LEa S JED

FOSITIOMNS O

VALUES.

AND DEMDGRAFHILS

.0z

(=—.i01)

-.01
{—.01)

.02
.02
.07

o

Lty

FARTY
IDENT.

i

(.06)

-. 04

(—. 100

il
(.02

a2
LR

(. 03)

a2

a telan

(.04)

-.01

(=, 02)

. O

{05
.02

(.05

. 0

{.i] 0

LOFEF

{207

-t

(.04

02

=
LU}

LIBERAL -
COMNSEFR:".,
IDENT.

L1T7x

(.12

-.01

0T 0

-y

N R W

«lakx

1. 150

.11%
P. 150
LSRN E
t.1a

S 12%%
(. 1le&d

F

<41

.51

Sy
ot

.48

i
« Do

.53



ISSUES

GOYT GOALS:
WOMEMN

MIMORITY AID
GUAR. JORS %
LIVING STD.

WOMEM™ S
ECUALITY

GOVERNMENT
SERVICES

FED/STATE
FROBLEMS

GOVERNMENT

INTERVERTION

Mote:
standardized

calculated holding education,

¥ = p < .05
¥¥ = p < L0l

Entries

EQUALITY

C21 %X
(.41

. 14%x

s

L

15X

(.25)

oy

.06
{09

.08
(Li06)

o I

(. Q00)

. O8%
(.12)

are

TABLE =

unstandardized

coefficients in

CCOMTIMUED

LS

{.056)

—

<10
(.10

-, 07

. R
f=a50

. 0OF
(. G6)

-

o 0D

(.03

parenthecses.
income, race.

regression
A1l

FARTY
IDENT .

e

(G NIAN]

a2
o

{.08)

.04
(.0F)

.04

(.07}

.04

(.09

. 1K

(.15

.04

v, 09)

coefficients
coefficients are
and gender constant.

LIEBERAL-
COMNSER'..
IDENMT. F

1Sk .59
L2
L9 .de

(.14

L% LS

.13
- 0S .28

(.07

S17%¥ 0 L 48
L.268)

. 19%% . DT
L. 180

LEHKX 47
(o340

with



ToElLE 4

REGRESSIONS OF FPERFORMANCE EVALUATIONS OM

VALLUES,

INFLATIONM - 17%%
(-.13)

UNEMFPLOYMENT —. 19%x%
(—.19)

TARAES =.24x%xx

—ey

| St

MUCLERFR ARMS —. D2XX

(—,29)
ENVIROMNMENT -.11

(=, 10
BUDGET -.17%x

(—.16)
ECONOMY —-. 06X

(—~.09)
Note: Entries are

standardized

05
<01

coefficients in
calculated holding education,

IDENTIFICATIDNS,

unstandardized
parentheses.
income.

—.06

{=u0T)

')

-1Z

(.07

ESIa)

{.00)

- 02

(-.01)

- 04

{. O5)

race.

regression
ALl

AND DEMOGRAFHILCS

FARTY

|
"
w

i
id
s

LIBERAL-
CONSERY.
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- .05
(= 070

—-.14%
(—-.117

.10
C—o0d)

-, 19K
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~-. 15

{(—.113

-.11
{(—.08)

- -
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s s
Ve D)

coefficients
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and aender constant.
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n
4

4

with

are



TAELE S

REGRESSIONS OF CANDIDATE EYALUATIOMNS ON

YALUES, IDEMTIFICATIONS. AMD DEMOGRAFPHICS
LIBERAL ~
FREE FARTY COMSERY.
EYALLIATIONS EQUALITY IMNDIVIDUAL ENTERFRISE IDEMT. ICENT. a
REAGHANM -9.6%% F.9%x% . i -10.7%% ~-14.9%x% .52
{—.173 {.182 (.01 (-.27) {—=.217
GLENNM ~-1.2 ~2.5 ~-1.9 L0 -. 5 .17
(—.04d3 i—.08) (—. 07} (.14 L. i)
FENMEDY &.2% 4.9 -9.2¥% 13.5%x 4.z - 34
t.11) (.07) (=. 1) {.3a} .08
MONDALE 1.4 -2.1 z.°9 8. 1%x% 8.14#% .47
(.04) {(=.05) .03 {.29) {. 150
REAGAM- -7.2 11.8x%x¢% ~. = ~12.3%% ~15.&6%% &0
GLEMM i—.12) (.21) (—.00) {—. 30 (~-.21)
FREAGAN- —15.4%% 6.3 -3. 5 IS & 4 ~20.4%% &8
FEMNMEDY (—-. 172 (.07 (—.04) {(—.28) (—. 22
REAGANM-- -10.2%% 12.3%x -4.5 ~-18.5%% -22.7%% 5T
MONDALE {(—.13) {.17) (=.07) {(—=. 35 (-.24)
SLEMN-— ~7.7%% -4.5 -2.6 -8.3%% ~7.8¢% .45
FEMMEDY - (—. 153 (—.09) (—.08) (—. 230 {=a120
GLEMN- Z.8 -.2 -2.4 -3, 6% =7. 3% .34
MOMDALE {=.0%) (—.00) {—.068) i=.15) {(—.14;
HENMMEDY -~ Z.9 S.9% 2.5 4.2 -. 8 .24
MONDALE (.07 (.,112 {.03) €. 12) (-.01)
Note: Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients with

standardized crefficients 1in parenthesec. fl1 coefficientsz are

calculated holding education, income, race, and gender constantf.
¥ = p < .05
¥¥ = p < .01



TABLE &

ESTIMATES FOR THE REAGAM EVALUATIONM EQUATION

Direct Effects Total Effects
FERFORMAHCE 12.8%% 12.8
(. 19) (.19
FOSTIVE EMOTIONS 12. 644 1Z2.5
(.21 (.21
HEGATIVE EMOTIONS -1.9 -i.9
(= 03 RIS

COMFETENCE 16, 0%% 18.0
(.15 B )

INTEGRITY 29.5%x% 29.&
(W 277 ) |

ISSUE FROXIMITY 8.1 8.1
{.08) Va6

EGUALITY -1.9 -F.8
(=.04) (—. 187

INDIVIDUALISH .4 ?.3
(.01 (.18)

FARTY IDEMTIFICATION -2.0 -10.4
(=05 (—.28)

L. IBERAL-CONSERVATIVE -5.0% -12.8
(=_07) (~.19)

INCOME 0.0 ' 0.0
(o1} (o iMD)

EDUCATION O ' .8
(.00 {.07)

FACE -3.7 -F.6
(=L 04) VR B O

GENDER -1.6 -4.7
(=0T (= 1)

n

NMote: All coefficients are maximum likelibood {two-stage leacst
squares!) estimates. Standardized coefficients are in parenthese=s.

X = n < 05

¥ = p < .01



PERFORMANCE

POSITIVE EMOTIONS

NEGATIVE EMOTIONS

COMPETENCE

INTEGRI TY

ISSUE PROXIMITY

Regression of Proximal Vote Determinants on
Values, Identifications, and Demographics

TABLE 7

LIBERAL-

PARTY CONSERV.
EQUALITY INDIVIDUAL  IDENT. IDENT. INCOME
-.18%% .10% ~.16%% -.16%* .00
(-.22) (.13) (-.29) (-.15) (.00)
-.11 J13%% —.15%% -.12 .00
(-.12) (.15) (-.25) (-.10) (.05)
13 -.09 .10%* .07 .00
(.16) (-.12) (.18) (.06) (.03)
-.07% L09** —-.07%% -.07% -.00
(-.14) (.21) (-.23) (-.11) (-.08)
-.07% J124% ~.08%% -.07% -.00
(-.14) (.26) (-.24) (-.12) (+.01)
~.08%x .05% - . 06%* -.10%* .00
(-.19) (.13) (-.19) (-.19) (.02)

RACE GENDER EDUCATION
~.08 ~.11%% .01
(-.06) (-.15) (.06)
-.09 -.02 .02
(-.06) (-.02) (.11)
.06 .06 L02%
(.05 (.08) (.15)
-.07 -~.062*% .01
(-.10) (-.14) (.07)
-.06 ~-.01 .01%
(-.08) (-.03) (.13)
-.08% .01 -.01
(-.12) (.04) (-.09)
Standardized

Note: All coefficients are maximum likelihood (two-stage least squares) estimates.
coefficients are in parentheses.

* = p<L,05
*% = p<,01



FIGURE 1

Factor Structure of Equality
and Individualism Items
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chi-square = 145.8
degrees of freedom = 60
goodness of fit index = .93



FIGURE 2
Stability of Equality
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chi-square = 26.9
degrees of freedom = 15
goodness of fit index = .94
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