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Abstract

This paper discusses and analyzes the 1983 Pilot Study items designed to measures three
basic predispositions: Equality, economic individualism, and support for the free
enterprise system. Feldman finds that it is possible to develop items that are good
indicators for these values. On the whole, however, the indicators do not produce scales
that perform reliably as would be desired. In practice, Feldman concludes, tradeoffs will
need to be made between scale length and reliability. Feldman also examines the
correlates of equality, economic individualism, and free enterprise against various
demographic and political factors. He finds that party and ideological identifications do
not strongly correlate with the value dimensions. Underlying splits on positions
concerning equality and economic individualism, however, do exist along race and
gender lines. Finally, Feldman conducts an analysis of the political impact of the three
value measures. This analysis strongly suggests that equality and economic individualism
have substantial effects on the development of political positions and candidate
preferences. The free enterprise measures, on the other hand, do not seem to play a role in
the development of political preferences or evaluations.



October 19. 1982

To: NES Board of Overseers
1984 Flanning Committee

From: Stanley Feldman

Subject: Report on Values in the 1987 Pilot 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:

V21459 I1f 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 gquarantee of success.



V2175 Most people who don't get ahead should not blame the system:
they really have only themselves to blame.

V2251 Even if people are ambitious they coften cannot succeed.
V2254 I+ people work hard they almost always get what they want.
V2257 Even 1f people try hard they often cannot reach their goals.

Free Enterprice:

V2171 The less government gets involved with business and the
econonmy, the better off this country will be.

V2174 There are many goods and services that would never be available
to ordinary people without government intervention.

V2177 There should be no govermnment interference with business and
trade.
Ywa2es2 Futting government regulations on business does not endanasr

personal freedom.

Y22E8S Government intervention leads to too much red tape and too many
problems.

V2258 Contrary to what some pecople think, a free enterprise system is
not necessary for our form of government to survive.

The <Ffrequencies 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 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 egusl numbers of agree and
disagree items.

The top part of Table 1 shows the results of item analyses and
reliability estimates for the three sets of i1tems. The analwvesis for
the equality items in wave I was replicated for the set of questions
included in wave II. The best results for the full set of items 1is
ebtained for economic individualiem. The mean inter—item r i .51 and
the estimate of reliability (coefficient alpha) is .&Z. By deleting
item VZ2S1 the mean inter—-item +r increases somewhat to .25, Tha
entire set of free enterprise items has a reliability of onlvy .5& Eut
deleting V2174 and VY2258 increases the inter—-item r to .20 and the
reliability to .&2. The equality iteme show the poorest recsults 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
1o, Three items out of the set do produce evidence of scale
clustering: V2169/VY3120, V2173/VI123, and V2256/VE128. In addition,
YR2172/V3122 correlates more strongly with the other three items 1in
wave II than in wave [I. The mean inter—-item correlations are auite
high for these three items in both waves (= Y 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 poscible
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
i wvery 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 & dimension
different from the amount of equality that is desired 1in <csocietv.)
Ea=zed 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 label ed equality, differences and
individualism. The results of the first LISREL analysis were examined
for evidence of items correlated with latent factors other than the
one 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 anmd strongly supports
the three factor model. The two equality constructs are only slightlyv

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

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

0f the remaining five items, two arequite eood indicators of
equality (V2169 and VY2254), one is a fair indicator (V21735), and the
other two are very poor. Of the individualism set, VZ170 is clearly
the best indicator. On the other hand, V2251 is onlvy weakly

correlated with the underlying construct and Y2257 is suspect because
of its correlated measurement errrors with two other indicators
{including & neqgative correlation with V2170).

Since the equality items were included on both waves of the pilot
study it 1is poscsible to examine them in even more detail. Two
important Qquestions 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 1s qguite
impressive given that the model removes any effect of pecple
responding to the same gquestion 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 i1tems.

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 items 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 11 items are also shown). All of the scales 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 equalitv. The extreme skewness 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 likely a factor here. Even with the
skewed distributions both equality and individualism show satistactory
levels of variation; the standard deviation for free enterpricse 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 (high scores for party
identification are democratic responses and high scores for ideclogy
are liberal). The three value scales are relatively independent: the
correlation of equality and individualism i1s just slighly lower than
the estimate obtained previously from the LISREL factor model. Free
enterprise is virtually uncorrelated with the other two values.
Equality and individualism are somewhat correlated with party
identification and ideological identification in the erpected
directioecn. Most significantly, this shows that party anmd ideological

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

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

for blacks and for women. The correlations between the a&abstract
values and the group specific values (part II of Table 2 are
gernerally substantial. I1f they are corrected for unreliability 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 individualisem and black
individualism. In three of the four cases examined here the values
expressed at the group level appear to be substantially constrained by
the more general forms of the values. On the other hand, it is clear
that erxpressions equality for blacke or women are not identical to
commitments to the general value of eguality in societvy.

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
firet wave of the pilot study. Three clear factors emeraged:
FEMINISTS-—-feminists, women's liberation, and groups opposed to

abortion:; ADVANTAGED--white people, men, rich people. and businecss
people; and UNDERDOGS—--poor people, civil rights leaders. people on

welfare, black people. and Chicanos. For each of these factors
additive scales were constructed and correlated with the three values
scales (part III 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.

Finallv. 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 of 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 they seem to be Jjust as

individualistic. Women, on the other hand are both more equalitarian
and less 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 wvalues
to long standing =social cleavages 1in 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 ideoclogical identifications) when examining the impact of eqguality
and economic individualism.

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

1ssues. 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
poocl of items involves respondents” positions on government =pending
for & number of scocial and economic problems. Those uszed in  the
forthcoming analvsis are: the environment (VY312), health {Y311). big
cities (WI12), crime (Y313), drug addition (Y214), education (VI1Z0.
bilacks (V3I1&), social security (VI20), student 1loans {VI2Z0,
nnemplovment compensation (V323), and the handicapped (VIZ24). Two

items were combined to form a single index of support for welfare
spending: V319 and V3Z1. Finally, the spending question on the
military and 'defense was combined with the seven point scale version
of defensze 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 ta
10 the amount of effort and resources the government should devote to
a series of goals. An analysis of the=zs items showed that they were
wery highly intercorrelated and seemed to be tapping a single
dimension { with the exception of the goal of reducing spending’.
This could have been the result of people responding to the general
structure of the gquestions {(how much effort and resources should the
government devote to solving problems) instead of the particular goal
specified. O, this could have resulted from the generation of a2
strong response cset. In any case. analysis of all ten question=s
separately would have been pointless. Rather than combining them into
a single scale 1 decided to form three separate scales defined bv the
general nature of the goals cited: social class related (Y3181,
vi1i8z, and VY3184), those related to the status of blacks (V31835,
V3186, and VI190), and those relating to women (V3I186S, viis7. and
V3189 . A number of the traditional seven point scales included on
the 1982 study were also used: minority aid (V415),. quaranteed jobs
and living standards (Y425), women®s equality (V4335), and government
services (VY447 . Finally, guestions 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,
Y460, and V461) relating to government involvement in various areas
were also examined.

Each of the issue items {(or comcinations of items) was coded S0



that i is 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 wniform as possible, party
identification and ideclogial 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 ). In a

larger data set this would not be necessary (there is 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 verv slight underestimate of the
impact of ideclogical 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 they have on the issue positions is not central
to this report. (In a number of cases these variables do have
substantial eftects on the dependent variables. If anvone is curious
I"11 be happy to pass along those results.) All of the eguations were
estimated by OLS, Please keep in mind the potential effects of randem
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 anv of the equations. In some cases it comes
close, but given the number of issues considered here its failure is
guite striking. The resultese are just the opposite for the equalitw
scale. It is wvery clearly the most consistent predictor of a wide
variety of issues of the independent variables considered here. bihat
ie impressive i=s the wide range of issues in which equality is a

significant predictor. 0Of the two political identifications,
ideological self-placement has the most pronounced effect on issue
preferences. Its largest coefficients suggest that i1t i= 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 alsoc has
a very limited role in the prediction of issue preferences: it appears
in five of the eguations (four of them having to do with basic issues
&f economic policy and redistribution). Part 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
only slighly correlated, interaction effects between these two values
are a very real possibility. It makes a very big difference 1if a
person 1is nonindividualistic and equalitarian or nonindividualistic
and nonequalitarian. Unfortunately., a sample of Z14 people is not a
very good vehicle for examining interaction effects (or
nonlinearities, for that matter). In order to get some handle on this
problem 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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equalitarian and nmnanequalitarian. Although the standard errors
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wernt  wp  appreciably in these new estimates 'due to sample size :=nd
multicollinearityv), the effect of individualism was more aspparent ir
several equat1on“. In most cases it appears that variations 1n
individualism are particularly consequential amoriqg theoses low in
eaualitv. Given the problematic nature of these estimates I will rnot
nresent another set of 22 reqression estimates for vou to pour ocver.
I+ iz =sufficient to note that there is the real possibiliity *thsat

suhstantial interaction effects among equality armd individualism @may
be detected in & data set with a larger number of cases.

The results of this anaivsis suggest that the values of sgualiity
and ‘ecoromic individualism may play =m0 important role 1in the

develcoment of people’s positions on public policy questiorns. (There
i no obvious way to test the possibility that the wvaluess ars a
==ults

function of people’s issue preferences using these data.) The re
rrezsented here may also be conservative estimates of the impact of the
values 1f ideological identification is to some extent & fumcticon of
pquality and individualism. In this case, ideological identificaticn
wonld be functioning as an intervening variable between wvalues and
issue positions.

vernment Ferformance

of Government Ferformance
Values mav affect people’s evaluations of public pelicy 1ssues
noct onlv through their issue positions but alseo in terms of their
retrospective evaluations of government performance S1x

retrospective evaluations of Reagan’s job performance were included on
the 1982 Election Study: inflation (VY3Z2é&), unemplovment (Y3IZ8), taues
(NITIT4), nuclear arms (V433), the env1ronment (Y455, and the budget
(JAETy . Each of these variables was regrezsed on the same =z=et of
wvariables used in the analveisz of the issue positions. The resulte
are presented in Table 4. As before, each dependent variable iz coded

0-1, with 1 indicating strongest approval and 9 strongest disapproval.

Mot too surprisingly, party identification has & pronourced
effect on evaluations of Feagan’®= job performance {(except for nuclesar

arme) . What is interesting is the substantial impact of equaliiv on
five of the six evaluations and the strong impact of individuzalism on
two {and a statistically sianificant impact on & third). il of  ihe

economic iJjudgments and nuclear armse are stronglv 1nfluenced b
respondents”’ levels of equalitarianism, and evaluations of Feagan™s
performance on inflation. tavxes, and especiallyv the environment zhow &
zsubstantial effect of individualism. These resultse strorngl suagest
that people uwuse these two basiz wvalues asz  standards in their
evaluaticn of government performance in a number of ar=as.

The last equation in Table 4 demonstrates the pervasive i1mpact
that values may have on the perception of social conditions. The
dependent variable is pecople’s perceptions of the state of fh:
rartional economv—--whether it has improved or worsened 2117
Althouah the equation does not explain a great deal of varliasnce 1n
thece perceptiones, egualitarianism, 1mdis1dualism, and party
identification vield significant ceoefficients. Thus. FRepublicars.
those who are more individualistic and those who are less equalitz-ian



are more likelw to report that the economv has beer improving.
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The Impact of

A last. but certainly not least. set of decendent variables to

consider 1s candidate evaluat:ion. In the absense of a ealient
election context. candidate evaluation serves as an excellent vehicle
tor  examining the 1mpact of values on the process of candidiate

choire. As research has recently shown, candidate evaluations presdict
wote choice to a high degree of accuracy amd seem to do a good icbh of
capturing the dvnamics of the choice process. Moreover., carndidate
evaluatione 1in the form of feeling thermometers are more appropriate
deoendent variables in regression analwvsis than 1s vote choices itself.
The first wave of the pilot study contained feelirmg thermometer 1tems
for Reagan. Glenn, Kennedyvy. and Mondale. In additicorn to predictinag
thecse simple evaluations, choice preferences were simulated by taking
di fferences among pairs of evaluations. This wa= done for Reagan and
each 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 demographics used in the

previous analvses. As before. all of the egquations were estimated bv
oLs. Note that the dependent variables for the simple preferences
range from O to 100 while the range is —-10Q to +100 for the preference

wvarliabhles.

Looking first at the simple evaluations, the most distinctive
"results occur in the case of evaluations of Reagan. Both equalitwv and
individualism have quite substantial effects on respondents’
evaluations of Reagan even holding partyv and ideological
1dentificatiens constant. In fact, the unstandardized coefficients
for these two values are almost as large as the unstandardized
coefficient for partv identification. The impact of values on
evaluations of the Democrats 1is clearly more limited with onlw
evaluations of Kennedy showing the effects of equality and free
ernterprise. There are several possible reasons why evaluations of
Feagan are more closely tied to values than the three Democrats.
Feagan has been a particularly ideolcgical president and this mav have
increased the extent +to which he is evaluated in terms of basic
values. This would also help to explain whv values seem to impsct
oniv on evaluatione of Kennedv among these Democrate: more than the
cther two he has been associated with & clear set of liberal policies.
A csecond possible explanation i=s familiaritvy. Until pecple know where
& public figure stands in a number of respects values are unlikelw to

be very important in the evaluation process. Fimall-w. ar  incumbant
president may be more likelv to be evaluated in terms ot basic values
because his actions in office have been viewed in those terms. The

results presented in Table 4 showed that retrospective evaluations of
Feagan’s performance are heavilv intluenced bv equalitv and ecornomic
individualism. The only wav to compare the merits of thecse
erplanations 1is to agather data for a number of candidates acrosz a
varietv of contexts.

The effects of values on candidate preference are quite apoarent

£rom the simulated Reagan-Democrat pairings in Table S. The
coetticients indicate that both equality and individualism would olav



tmoortant roles 1in Reagan-6lenn and Feagan-Morndale contestes. and that

=quality would =stronglyv influsnce the gutcome of a Reagan—kennedy
electinon. Several of the coefficients for these two vaiues in  the
preference equations are gquite large, especially considerinag that
oart. and 1declcgical identifications are also 1i1ncluded 1in  the

estimated squations.

It iz possible to examine the manner in which values influernce
candidate evaluation i1n much more detail for Reagan bv 1ncorporating
into the analvsis more proximal determinantz of evaluations. For this
analvsis i new variables were constructed. Ar overall measure of
retropective iudgments of FReagan’s performance was constructed by
summing the six performance items evamined previouslvy. AN 1ssue
proimity measure was constructed by summing the absclute vzlues of
the differences between the respoondents’™ positions on five l1s=sues
thelir perceptions of Feagan’®s position. The five issues wused are
detense spending (VA7 , V308 . aid to minorities V415, Vdisr.
guaranteed jobs and livino standards (V425. Va2s) ., women's rights
(M425, Y4161, and government services (Y447, V444), Separate measures

of peositive thopetful and proud) and negative {angrv and afraid)
emotions were created as wers twe trait measures:
competences/leadership and integritvy. ~11 were scored O to 1 with 1

indicating hiagh performance evaluations and high 1ssu=2 Dproximihty,
s=trong expressions of positive and negative emotions. and endorsements
cf Feagan’= competence and integritv.

(2] model was constructed that posited performance. isszue
proximitv, competence, integrety. and emotions as immediate
determinants of evaluations. Values {(equality and individualism),

partv and i1declogical 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
o evaluations of Reagan, the eftfects of values. identifications. and
demcqQraphics on the proximal determinants must also be evaluated. A1l

of this leads +to estimation problems,. however. The prosimal

deerminante of evaluations may be stremnglv determined themselwves bv
evaluations of Reagan. Moreover. the proximal determinants are versy
likelv reciprocally related to each other. To overcome these
estimation problems, the entire svstem of eguations was estimated

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

values, identitications. and demographics are taken as encgenocus to
the proxximal determinamts and evaluation and are used &= instrumental

variables inm a +two stage estimation procedure. Thise preocduces

cormsisztent estimates of the effect=s of the proximal determinants on

evaluations without the bias that would be created bv the simultaneocus

etrects o+ evaluations. Second. estimating the several eqgusticns

simultaneously allows for the specification of correlations among the

error terms for the equations involving the prediction of the proiimal

wvariables. Although it would be decirable to specifv the nature of

the relationships among these variables. emploving the correlatesd

error approach will produce consistent estimates of the impact of the

values, identifications, and demographics on the proximal variables.

tSince the entire model 1s jJjust identified. the max<imum likelihced

ecstimates will be identical to two-stage least sguares estimatecs.)
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The first column of Table 5 provides the results ot the Feagan
evaluaticen equation. The R for this equation is .72 which 1=
probabhlv approaching the reliability of the feelinag thermometer. The
coefficiente =show that evaluations of Reagan are primarily determined
hw evaluations of his performance, integritv, and competence, anrnd
positive emotions about him. Negative emotions and issue proxaimity
zeem not to plav a significant role in the evaluation proccess. Wi th
the prorimal determinants held constant. only ideolrcgical
identitication have a barelv significant effect on evaluaticons of
FRezagan. ble need to 1ook now at the equations for the prosimal
variables to see how the exoagenous variables impact on evaluations of
Fezgan {(=zee Table 7).

The most obvious feature of these estimates iz that partw
identification has a pronounced effect on all of the proximal
variables. This is of course not terriblvy surprising. What 1= more
interesting are the substantial effects of egualitv and individualism
or many of the dependent variables. Equality has significant effectes
orn retrospective performance evaluations, issue proximitv. competerce.
arnd negative emotions. Individualism appears in the equations for
performance, issue proximity, and positive emotions. and especially
strongly in the equations of competence and integritv. In several of
the equations one of the two values has a coefficient rivalling that
nt party identification. This analysis shows the different wave 1n
which eqgualitv ard individualism influence evaluations of FReaqan.
Egualit+v 1i= most important in evaluations of Resgan’s performance and
in issue proximity—-—it is very much policy based. Individualism. on
the other hand, i€ more influential in people’s perceptions ef
Feagan® = competence and intergritvy. This value seems to have more of
a bearing on image than on policy.

It is also possible to compute the total sffects of this =et of
variablese 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
cstandardized units. the largecst effects are registered for party
identificatior, integritv and postive emotions. Eoth equality and
individualism show substantial total effects on evaluations. In
unstandardized units. the coefficients +for the totai effects or

equality and 1individualism are onlv sliaghtly lower than the +*otal
effects of party and ideological identifications.

Ceonclusiong

For those of wvou who made i1t through ali of this analvsis Tand
those who eshkipped immediatelw to the conclusion). let me brisflv
summarize the major findinge. Item analvsis and factor aralvsis shows
that all three of the values included in the pileot studs can be
measured with standard attitude items. The pileot study contains some
very ngocod indicators of equalitwv. individualism, and support for free
enterpricse, Using scales constructed from the i1tems included i1n  the

pi1lot stud-w. the accumulated evidence strongly sugaests that equalat-
ard economic individualiem have substantial etfects on peolitical
opinion and candidate preferences. Thiz i= reflected 1n people’=s

i1



oreferences orn public peolicy i1zsues. their retrospectice asseszment =
nf the performarnce of the FPresident,. and overall evaluaticons of the
incumbant FPresident and at least some challanagers. The effects of
equality and individualism on evaluations of Reagan are widesoread.
including substantial influences on trait evaluations and emoticnal
reactions. The results for free enterprise are consistently negative.
however. With only a few rare euceptions., there was no real evidence
that support for the free enterprise svstem——at least as messured
here—-—has a significant effect political preferences or evaluationes.

The results of the pilot study do indicate that we could profic
v doing additional work on item development for equalitv and
individualism. Although the evidence presented here shows that scales
built just from the best items alreadvy developed provide a sound basis
tor  examining the impact of these two values, more reliakle scales
would clearlv be desirable. However, 1t must be receoaniszed that 1f &
decision i1s made to include fairly short scales {4 to 5 i1items: in
future surveys highlv reliable scales will not be the result. For
example. bv psvchometric standards a set of items decsigned to measure
particul ar trait are considered "good" if the inter-item
correlations average about .25. Yet even in this case. a four item
scxle would have a reliability of .57, a siv item scale of .5&6. and a
ten i1tem scale would have a reliability of .77. If the average inter-
item correlations are increased to .7 the reliability of a four 1tem
=cale would be just .63, and it would take ten i1tems toc reach the .&
level. Clearly, evcept in rare cases. highly reliable scales will not
be produced with relatively small numbers of i1tems. <T=F-S 8 let me
emphacsize that the results of the pilot studv show that even =short
scales of equality and individualism can vield interesting findinas.

1Y

Based on all of this I suggest that there is aqood reason to
include measures of equality and- economic individualism on  the
forthcoming election studv. If a choice needs to be made between the
two  wvalues, equality showes more consistent effects scross a range of
issues and evaluations. However. the results of the candidate
evaluation equations demonstrated that individuxlism can be a most
power ful determinant of evaluations of political . candidates.
Morecver, there iz some evidence from the pilot =study that there mav
be significant interaction effects betweern equalitv and individualism.
A final reasen to include measures of both values is to allow us t
beain to answer a critical question: how do different value:
infiuence the development of a range of political attitudes an
npinions”™

u}
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EQLIALITY
WAVE 1
Item—
Total
Item Corr.
V2149 o7
Y2172 .14
V2175 P22
Y2178 .15
V2250 .13
Y2283 .17
V2258 -y

.11
.47

r =
alpha=

.44
. S0

4%

V2165
Y2175
V2256
o=
alpha=

. o0

=
P g

EQUALITARIANISM
EQUALITARIANISM
EQUALITARIAMISM
INDIYIDUAL ISH

FREE ENTERFRISE

TABLE 1

SCALE PROFERTIES

EQUALITY
WAVE 2
Item—
Total
Item Corr.
VIL20 .44
V3121 .14
VIIZ22 .32
VIL2T L 27
VI1Z4 .13
VIIZ2S .24
rF = .14
alpha= .49
Y3120 .97
VIiz22 .25
VI12Z .39
VI125 .36
T = .27
alpha= .58
V3120 .82
VZ12Z2 .34
V3128 .42
r = .35
alpha= .60

Minimum

1) -1.00
2 -1.00
(1+2) =-1.00

-1.00
-1.00

INDIVIDUAL ISM
Item-
Total
Item Corr.
V2178 .51
V2173 .4
Y2176 .31
V2251 .17
y2254 .39
V2257 .36
o= .21
alpha= .62
V2170 .53
V2173 .35
Y2176 .34
V2254 41
V2257 .36
r = .29
alpha= .67
DISTIBUTIONS

1,30
1,00

[=<18)

. !

FREE
ENTERFPRISE

Item—
Total

Item Corr.

A

20
.t

V2171
Y2174
Wnk s
Y22s2 L3t
.47
.10

-
- e

tam Eae T 4 —d
V2285

V2258
T = .18
alpha= .36

V2171
V2177
Y2252

~ooc
V2253

.36
.40

~2Q

.47

r o=
alpha=

- .-
o i)

o2

Standard

==
o wdam

R =
.45
-46&
.28

.56
-1.0%
-.68
—-. 31

-.15



TAELE 2

SCALE CORRELATIONS

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

FART I11:

EQUALITY EQUALITY INDIV. INDILV.
EQUALITY WOMEN BLACES INVIDUAL. WOMEM EBLACES
ECUARLITARIANISM 1.00 .41 .48 —eal -. 25 -.31
EQUAL ITY-WOMEM _ 1,0 - -.13 -. 24 -
EQUALITY~RBLACKS 1.00 -, 0% —-———- -. 54
IMDIVIDUALISM 1,00 . 44 .27
INDIVIDUALISM-
WOMENM 1.0 _——
INDIVIDUARLISM—
EBLACKES 1.400
FART III:
FEMIMISTS ADVANTAGED UNDERDOGS
EQUALITARIANMISM .18 .07 .24
INDIVIDUALISH —. 05 -. 01 -1z
FREE ENTERFRISE L 0DE - 07 By
FART IV:
VUTIEED
(VSIS (VE42) (VT8 {(VZTS4)r (V2TTSy RELIGIOUS
ABE EDUCATION GENDEFR INCCHE FRCE SERYVILCES
ECQUALITARIANISHM -. 04 -.15 .15 - 20 e 23 15
INDIVIDUAL ISM .04 —-. 8 -. 11 .15 - 04 .o

FREE ENTERFRISE .02 —-. 08 LO2 .07 —-. 08 0z



13

13

VE

SFEMDING:
ENVIFONMEMNT

SFENDING:
HEALTH

SFENDING:
CITIES

SFEMDIMNG:
CRIME

SFEMDING:
DRUGS

SFEMDING:
EDUCATION

SFEMDING:
ELACES

SFENDING:
s0C. SEC.

SFEMDIMNG:
STUD. LOANS

SFEMDINMG:

UNMEMFLOYMENT

SPENDING:

HAMDICAFFED

SFENDING:
WELFARE

SFPENDING:
DEFENSE

GOVT GOALS:
CLASS

GOYT GOALS:
BLACE S

FEGRESSIONS OF ISSUE FOSITIONS

TABILE =

IDENTIFICATIONS,

- 18%¥

(.28

e 20KK
(.20

. 08%
(.13

LOF%
(.12

ot

(.10)

L21%X
(.26)

< 12%X%
(.1&)

- 13%
(.15

-
. LI

- e s

-. 04

-. 05

~

. 04
(070

O3

(.04)

—. 02

(=.03)

=.01

(—.02)

A

{.043)

—-. 06

{—.07)

ort VALUES.

AND DEMDGRAFHILS

ENTERERISE

FREE

,..
i
a
Rt
[
S

!

02
. 02D
.07

iNT

FARTY
IDENT.

Yo
«

(o)

- 04
[T =

iD=

(.06)

-. 04

(—. 100

il
(. 02)

0D
LI

(L0Z)

e I

a telan

(.04)

-.01

(—. D)

LOTEE

(.20

-t

(.04

.02

=
L. Ug}

LIEBERAL-
COMSER",
IDENT.

LG E
t.1lo

124 %
(. 1le!

F

<41

.51

P

.53



ISSUES

GOYT GOALS:
WOMERN

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

{.25)

L

15X

(.25)

oy

.06
{09

. &
{.06)

o I

(. Q00)

. O8%
(.12)

are

TABLE =

unstandardized

coefficients in

CCOMTIMUED

LS

(. 051

<10
(.10

parenthecses.
income, race.

regression
A1l

FARTY
IDEMT .

e

£, 00

a2
o

{.08)

.04
(.0F)

.04

(.07}

.04

(.09

- 10KK

(.15

.04

v, 09)

coefficients
coefficients are
and gender constant.

LIEBERAL-
COMNSER'..
IDENMT. F

S1Sxy 59
1,230
LO9E .de

(.14

L% LS

.13
- 0S .28

(. 07)

S17%¥ 0 L 48
L.268)

L 19%% . oE
L. 180

LEHKX 47
(o340

with



ToElLE 4

REGRESSIONS OF FERFORMAMCE EVALUATIONS ON

VALLUES,

EXALUATION  ERQUALITY
INFLATIOM - 17kK
(-.15)
UNEMFLOYMENT  —.19%x
(=.19)
TAXES -.24x%x

(=.22)

MUCLERFR ARMS —. D2XX
(=, 29)

-.11

(=, 10

ENVIROMMENT

BUDGET -.17%x%
i—.16)

ECONOMY -, 06X
(—.09)

Note: Entries

standardized

<035
<01

are
coefficients in
calculated holding education,

IDENTIFICATIONS,

unstandardized
parentheses.
income.

—.06

(=07

')

-1Z

(.07

ESIa)

{.00)

- 02

(-.01)

-4

(. 05)

race.

regression
ALl

AMND DEMOGRAFHILCS

FARTY

|
"
w

coefficients
coefficientsz
and aender constant.

LIBERAL -
CONSERY.
IDENT. F
-, 05 LS
(=070
~.14% .45
(—-.117
- 10 .51
L= 07)
-.19% .47
(—.14)
-. 15 .47
(.11}
-. 11 el
{(—.08)
02 A
{01350
with
sre



EVALUATIONS

FEAGANM

GLENN

EEMMEDY

MOMNDALE

REAQGAM-

GLEMM

FREAGAM-
FEMMEDY

REAGAM--
MONDALE

GLEMN-

FEMMEDY -

GLEMN-
MOMNEALE

HENMEDY~
MOMDALE

Note:
=tandardi

calculated holding education.

¥ =p 7 .
¥Xx = p

Entries

zed

05

.01

REGRESS1IONS OF CAMDIDATE
IDEMTIFICATIONS.,

YALUES,

1.4
(. 04)

=7.2%

(—.12)

=15.4%%

(=-. 17

~10.2%¥%
{(=.12)

are

TAELE S

11.8x%x%
(.21)

&. 7
(.07

12.3%x%
{.17)

-4.5

(—.09)

-

.

{(—~,00)

S.2%
(.11

unstandardized

coefficients 1in

income,

------

parenthecses.
race,

regrecssion

EVYALUATIOMNS ON
AMD DEMOGRAFHICS

FARTY
IDEMT.

-1, 7%%

(—.27)
RN |
(.14)
15.5%x
{.3a)

8. 1kx%
(.29)

Ve e

=12, 3%XK
{(—. 30
=23.7%%
{(—.28)

~-18.5%%

(=.Z25)

-8.I3%%

(=. 237

—d.b6%¥
i=.15)

All

LIBERAL -
COMSERY.

ICENT.

-14.9%%
{—.217

L=l

4.z

L i080)

B.14x

PR
(.15

~15.6%%

(=.21)

—-20.4%%

lan 2o

§ -
' PR

-22. T

{-.24)

-7 .8Bx%

{=.120

=-7.3%
(—.14)

-.8
(-.01:

coefficients
coefficient=s
and gender constant.

.24

w1th
are



TABLE &

ESTIMATES FOR THE REAGAMN EVALUATION EQUATION

RDirect Effects Total Effects
FERFORMAHCE 12.8%% 12.8
(. 19%) [ R
FOSTIVE EMOTIQNS 12, 6%% 12.6
.21 (.21
HEGATIVE EMOTIONS -1.9 -i.9
(=03 (= 0T

COMFETENCE 18, O% X 18.¢
.15 Cv. 150
INTEGRITY 29.9%x 29.5
(.27 (.27
ISSUE FROXIMITY 8.1 3.1
(L08) Va5
ECQUALITY -1.9 -3.8
(=.04d) (—. 187
IMNDIVIDUALISH .4 Q.=
(.1 (.18
FARTY IDEMTIFICATION -2.0

LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE

(=, 05

-5.0%

(=07 (~.19)

INCOME .0 Qo0
(Ll Lo i)

EDUCATION Q. .8
(. 0O0) {.07)

FrCE -2.7 -9.6
(—.04) R N )

GEMNDER -1.& -4.7
(=, 03 (=, 100

n

coefficients are maximum likelibood (two-stzage least
Standardized coefficients are in parenthecses.

Note: All
squares!) estimates.
¥ = np < L05
XYy = p o .0t



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%* AL -.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 -.06*% .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
*%x = p <, 01



FIGURE 1

Factor Structure of Equality
and Individualism Items
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FIGURE 2
Stability of Equality
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