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Abstract

VALUE SYSTEM STABILITY IN THE MASS PUBLIC

By

David Ciuk

Are individual value choices stable across different situational contexts? Traditional

psychological theory provides a positive answer to this question. But, new research in

political science concludes otherwise, causing many researchers to question whether values

have the pervasive influence on human behavior that has long been assumed to exist. In

this dissertation, I test the stability and relevance of value choices in several ways. First,

I use an experimental design and new data funded by the TESS program to test whether

value choices are subject to priming effects. Second, I use a matching design and data

from three different time points over the past 16 years to examine the distribution of value

choices at the aggregate level. Third, I return to the TESS data and test the relationships

between values and various forms of political behavior.

In short, my results suggest, at the individual level, that some values are stable and

some are not. At the aggregate level, values “move” over time, but they do so predictably.

Lastly, my results suggest that values have a rather heavy influence on evaluations of

Barack Obama, but their influence on turnout and vote choice is negligible, at best.

Taken as a whole, this dissertation speaks to a contentious body of literature that

focuses on the theoretical status of values as fundamental influences on human behavior.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Political information is abundant, and making sense of it all is no easy task. This

information overload, along with the general lack of political knowledge of the American

public, makes it easy to think that behavior among members of the electorate is random

–that attitudes are generated with no rhyme or reason, and candidates’ sense of style is

as important as their stands on the issues. But, such is not the case. Peoples’ attitudes

are linked, belief systems are generally cohesive, and behavior is somewhat predictable.

In this dissertation, I attempt to answer why behavior is predictable by examining the

relationships between value structure and attitude formation, organization, and modifi-

cation. I first ask if value systems can be a general framework by which people evaluate

objects in the world, and I test this possibility using both an experimental design and

an observational design. Second, I attempt to shed light on the degree to which value

systems influence attitudes, and I do so using a regression–based design.

In short, my answers to these questions are not black and white. First, regarding

whether or not value systems can structure attitudes, I find (1) that measurement matters

–value systems measured with rankings exhibit more stability in the face of systematic

changes in informational environment than do value systems measured with importance

ratings– and that (2) when value systems are unstable, it is not all values in the system

that fluctuate with respect to relative importance. Rather, it is a pair of values that seem

to “trade” places. Regarding the relationship between values, attitudes, and behavior, I
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find that values have non-negligible impact on attitudes. The relationship between values

and behavior, however, is less clear cut and more complicated. On the whole, I conclude

that the question of values structuring attitudes is more complicated than a simple “yes”

or “no.” The analyses presented in this dissertation suggest that values may be one of

several devices that people use to organize attitudes, and, a story of mass public opinion

is incomplete without considering the impact of values on choice and action.

1.1 Past Scholarship on Attitude Structure

Most research on attitude structure has focused on ideology (e.g. Downs 1957). And,

while it has been shown that elites attitude structure conform to the left/right continuum

(Huitt 1954; Macrae 1952; Poole and Rosenthal 1991), the story at the mass public level

is much more complicated. Early public opinion research showed most people to exhibit

little constraint between attitudes –individual attitudes seemed to be only loosely related,

at best– and there seemed to be little use of a central organizational device (Campbell

et al. 1960; Converse 1964). More recent research on ideology suggests that the degree to

which belief systems conform to a recognizable left/right structure depends on education,

political sophistication, and political involvement (Jacoby 1988, 1991). Those that pay

less attention to politics might use ideological labels to classify attitudes (Conover and

Feldman 1981; Levitin and Miller 1979), but not as a general organizational device.

With ideology out of the questions as the universal device by which people organize

their beliefs, scholarly attention has turned toward values. According to psychological

theory, values are beliefs about desirable end-states that determine goals and decision

rules, which guide evaluations of behavior and events (Kohn 1977; Schwartz 1992). Psy-

chological theory also states that values rarely act in isolation. For example, one can

never only take the value of equality into account. Rather, one must think of equality,

freedom, and security together, and choice is based on the relative ordering of relevant
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values. In this way, values work in a “comparative and competitive” fashion (Rokeach

1973).

Political scientists have, for some time, incorporated values into various models of

political behavior (e.g. Feldman and Zaller 1992), information processing (e.g. Grant and

Rudolph 2003), and social group identity (e.g. Goren 2005). But, if values are a cause

of various forms of behavior –if they do create decision rules based on their relative

ordering– then these decision rules must remain the same from one situation to the next.

In other words, if value systems do provide frameworks by which people can evaluate

objects in the world, these frameworks must remain constant through various situational

contexts. The definitional assumption, “(value systems) transcend specific actions and

situations. . . ” (Schwartz 2001, 262), must hold true.

1.2 New Research

Research on the “transsituational” nature of values is inconclusive. On one hand,

scholars find consistency in value choices (e.g. Rokeach 1973). On the other, theories of

value pluralism (e.g. Tetlock, Peterson and Lerner 1996), as well as research on various

campaign effects (e.g. Grant and Rudolph 2003) and indifference (e.g. Maio et al. 1996)

find evidence suggesting value systems are not stable. In this dissertation, I take a closer

look at these contradictory results. I ask first whether or not different measurement

strategies affect conclusions on value system dynamics. I then ask whether value systems

change over time. Finally, I attempt to measure the degree to which value system ordering

affects various political attitudes. At the most general level, this dissertation is not about

whether value systems guide political behavior: it is simply about whether value systems

can guide behavior. Specific questions concern value system measurement, value system

stability, and the degree to which values affect attitudes, behavior, and choice.
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1.3 Layout of Dissertation

The plan for the remaining chapters of the dissertation is as follows: Chapter two

reviews values research from its inception in psychology through the most recent exper-

iments on value system dynamics. I explain why the central question addressed in this

dissertation and how this piece of research fits into the larger body of literature.

Chapter three focuses on value system dynamics and measurement. In it, I present a

model of value ratings and value rankings. I point out important differences in the models,

derive hypotheses, and test the hypotheses using a new experimental survey, fielded

in 2010, funded by Time-sharing Experiments in the Social Sciences (TESS)1 Results

suggest that value choices are susceptible to small changes in informational context, but

these effects are more apparent when relative importance is measured with importance

ratings. Rankings, though not completely stable, exhibit more stability.

Chapter four assesses the temporal stability of values at the aggregate level. Using a

matching design and data from 1994, 2003, and 2005, I find that large events (specifically,

9/11), affect value choices and value system ordering. I also find that this change is not

permanent –that it may only be due to changes in the degree to which each value is

“accessible” in individuals’ memory banks.

Chapter five examines the degree to which value system ordering affects individuals’

attitudes and behavior. I again use TESS data from 2010, and I find that the effect of

value system ordering on attitudes is significant. The effect of value system ordering on

behavior, however, is not clear. I also find that models of behavior that measure values

with rankings tend to fit data better than models in which values are measured with

ratings.

Chapter six serves as a conclusion and discussion of results. The discussion situates

1Time-sharing Experiments for the Social Sciences, NSF Grant 0818839, Jeremy Freese
and Penny Visser, Principal Investigators.

4



where, in the body of literature, the findings presented in this paper fit. In addition

to discussing strengths and weaknesses of the presented analyses, I discuss avenues for

future research.
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Chapter 2

Literature Review

A person forms and acts on a near infinite number of political attitudes throughout a

lifetime. While many of these attitudes are interesting in their own right, a great deal of

research across the social and behavioral sciences is directed at finding how these attitudes

are structured and organized. Given the complexity of the political world and the low

levels of political sophistication in the American public, one could believe that most of

these attitudes are unrelated and unpredictable. This, however, is not the case. Attitudes

do exhibit structure, and behavior is at least somewhat predictable; therefore, it must be

the case that attitudes are organized and recalled in a systematic manner. This chapter

lays out a comprehensive review of the literature on attitude structure. The review

focuses first on ideology and partisanship. Second, the review examines values research,

including definitions, measurement, and holes in the literature. Last, the review presents

the set of questions that are central to this dissertation.

2.1 Previous Research on Attitude Organization

Most previous research on attitude organization focused on ideology (as in Downs

1957) and the degree to which individuals’ attitudes conformed to the proposed left/right

structure. Early research out of the Michigan school painted a somewhat troubling pic-

ture of the American public suggesting not only that a small portion of the electorates’

attitudes conformed to a left/right structure (Campbell et al. 1960), but also that much
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of the electorate seemed to generate opinions and attitudes at random, absent of any

overall structure (Converse 1964). Subsequent research on ideology in the mass public

suggests that people may not use the Downsian conception of ideology to organize atti-

tudes; rather, they use the words “liberal” and “conservative” as tools to classify political

objects in the same manner they use party labels (Conover and Feldman 1981; Levitin

and Miller 1979). Research on the use of ideology in the mass public also suggests that

answers may not be as easy as “yes” and “no.” Rather, some people may use the left/right

continuum “better” than others, and some issues are more conformable than others. Ja-

coby (1988, 1991), for instance, argues that a portion of the public characterized by high

education and high political sophistication tend to apply the left/right continuum more

often, and more accurately, than others. Also, individuals more often apply the left/right

continuum to issues that are most easily defined in a liberal/conservative light (Jacoby

1990, 1994).

In short, research has shown the liberal/conservative continuum to structure attitudes

for a portion of the population, but its application is not universal. This so, there may

be a cognitive organizational tool that is more basic, and more universal, than ideology.

Research out of psychology suggests that values and value structures may be this tool.

2.2 Definitions

In defining values, and value systems, it is necessary to first clarify what values are

not. Concepts similar to, but distinct from values include attitudes, traits, norms, and

needs. Psychological theory defines attitudes as favorable or unfavorable evaluations of

an object. Values focus on ideals, not objects (Hitlin and Piliavin 2004). Relative to

attitudes, values are more central to the formation of “personhood” (e.g. personality

and individual characteristics) (Erickson 1995; Hitlin 2003), less directly implicated in

behavior (Schwartz 1996), and, theoretically, they are more stable throughout a lifetime
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(Konty and Dunham 1997).

Traits are defined as fixed aspects of personality (Hitlin and Piliavin 2004). Trait-

based behavior is often confused with value-based behavior, but a key difference between

them is that value-based behavior suggests one has cognitive control over one’s actions

(Roccas et al. 2002). For example, one may often act in an aggressive manner (a trait), but

one may not value “aggressiveness” very highly (a value) (Epstein 1989). The difference

that is most important to this project is that values, not traits, serve as standards by

which one can evaluate objects and behaviors.

Norms and values are both group-level phenomena that are based on shared agree-

ment. Norms, however, vary by situation where values, in theory, are “transsituational.”

Norms tend to capture an “ought” sense while values capture a personal ideal (Hitlin and

Piliavin 2004). With respect to behavior, values and norms may be in conflict (Schwartz

and Bardi 2001).

Needs, like values, influence behavior, but they do so in different ways. Needs are

biologically based where values are social constructs, and often, it is argued that values

are socially acceptable ways of packaging various needs (Hitlin and Piliavin 2004). For

example, a biological need for sex can be repackaged as a need for love (Rokeach 1973).

A value may be an expression of a need, but it is not the need itself.

A value, according to Rokeach (1973), is an enduring belief that a specific mode of

conduct or end-state of existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite mode

of conduct or end-state of existence. Also, according to Rokeach, it is rare that values

act in isolation from each other: rather, values work in a “comparative and competitive

fashion.” Thus, it is more useful to think in terms of value systems. A value system is

defined as an enduring organization of beliefs concerning preferable modes of conduct or

end-states of existence along a continuum of relative importance. For Schwartz (1992,

2001), values (1) are beliefs that (2) refer to desirable goals. They (3) transcend specific
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situations, (4) are ordered by relative importance, and (5) serve as standards or criteria.

Finally, (6) it is the relative importance of the set of relevant values that guides action.

Psychological research often describes values as “backstops” for individual level belief

systems (Tetlock 2000). That is, an individual may prefer one candidate to another

because one candidate better embodies a value, or set of values. But, when asked to

justify the preference of one value over another, there is no response. Values, simply, are

the most fundamental building blocks of choice.

2.3 Major Players in Values Research

Modern work on human values began in psychology with the influential work of Milton

Rokeach (Feldman 2003; Jacoby 2006). The central questions of Rokeach’s research

revolved around the basic structure of value systems and how values related to various

forms of behavior. Rokeach argued that values do not exist in isolation –no single attitude

is a function of only one value (Rokeach 1973; Feldman 2003). Rather, values act in a

comparative and competitive fashion. An attitude is often a function of how values

intersect and how an individual prefers one value at the expense of another. Therefore,

attitudes are, in part, functions of the relative ordering of values in the value system.

If Rokeach’s first major contribution to values research concerns his conceptualization

of value systems, then his second major contribution is in terms of value measurement.

The Rokeach Value Survey consists of two separate 18-item scales (to differentiate be-

tween instrumental and terminal values)1 on which respondents were asked to arrange all

items with respect to personal importance, as guiding principles in life (Rokeach 1973,

27). By asking respondents to rank-order the values in each list, Rokeach effectively

avoided problems with “end-piling” (e.g. respondents rating all values highly resulting in

a measure that suffers from a lack of variance). At the same time, his scales are often

1Rokeach (1973) describes instrumental values as those that relate to “modes of conduct”
while terminal values concern “end-states of existence” (Feldman 2003; Rokeach 1973).
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argued to be too long and complicated to administer on a large-scale survey (Schwartz

2007). It has also been suggests that Rokeach’s lists are incomplete, and adding omissions

would significantly increase the number of items respondents would have to rank, thus

making the survey longer and more complex (Braithwaite and Law 1985; Feldman 2003).

Shalom Schwartz builds on Rokeach’s work, attempting to find a universal structure

of values that is both comprehensive and simple. Starting with the same assumption as

Rokeach, that values emerge from basic biological and social needs (Schwartz and Bilsky

1987), Schwartz argues that individuals and societies must be responsive to three sets of

basic needs: the needs of individuals as biological organisms, requisites of coordinated

social interaction, and the survival and welfare needs of groups (Schwartz 1992, 4). Using

cross-national data and a 54 item survey, Schwartz found that there are 10 “fundamental

value types.” Schwartz further theorized that values are organized along two dimen-

sions with compatible values (e.g. security and power) occupying adjacent space and

opposing values (e.g. power and universalism) occupying space at opposite sides of the

two-dimensional plane. Using a multidimensional scaling routine, Schwartz finds his data

to conform to the expected pattern (Schwartz 1992, 1996, 2001, 2007).

Schwartz’s comprehensive theory of value structure, along with the simplicity of his

empirical findings, make his overall contribution to values research more theoretically

sound than those before him (Feldman 2003). This so, it has been noted that the in-

dividual values get lost within the “value types” (Davidov, Schmidt and Schwartz 2008;

Feldman 2003) and that the boundaries dividing values in Schwartz’s multidimensional

scaling analysis are somewhat arbitrary, based on a subjective interpretation of the mul-

tidimensional scaling output (Knoppen and Saris 2008).

Ronald Inglehart was among the first political scientists to incorporate values into po-

litical science research. Inglehart’s theory of socioeconomic conditions and value change

posits that social and economic conditions affect the relative orderings of individual’s
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value systems. Specifically, Inglehart suggests that those in industrial societies heavily

emphasize materialist values (e.g. economic security) while those in post-industrial so-

cieties more heavily emphasize post-materialist values (e.g. self-expression) (Abramson

and Inglehart 1987, 1995; Inglehart 1971, 1977). Inglehart’s survey asked respondents

to rank-order groups of four items (two tap into materialist values and two tap into

post-materialist values). In short, Inglehart’s findings suggest younger generations rank

post-materialist values more highly than materialist values, suggesting that socioeconomic

conditions through which one is raised affects value structure (Abramson and Inglehart

1995).

While Inglehart’s analyses have taken a fair bit of criticism (see, for example, Braith-

waite, Makkai and Pittelko 1996; Duch and Taylor 1993; Inglehart and Flanagan 1987),

his work remains influential in political science, and particularly in research on European

political behavior.

2.4 Values in Political Science

In political science, values have been most often used to explain various aspects of

political behavior including attitudes, decision making, and partisan and ideological ori-

entation. Theoretical work on values in American politics and American political culture

started with McClosky and Zaller (1984), in which the authors examine opinions and

values at both the mass and elite levels. Their findings show strong support for both

democratic and capitalist values among the general public and elites, and the authors

also make the argument that many of the ideas underpinning the American welfare state

come out of the conflict between democracy and capitalism (in which two of the core

values are equality and freedom, respectively). The big picture argument, here, is that

the intersection of equality and liberty forms the crux of American political culture.

Later research in values and American politics narrowed the focus to values’ effect
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on politically relevant decision making processes. Feldman (1988) finds that attitudes

regarding equality of opportunity and economic individualism tie tightly with ideology,

party identification, general attitudes on government (e.g. limited government and social

welfare spending), and presidential evaluations. Feldman and Zaller (1992) push a bit

farther, analyzing open-ended responses on support for social welfare policy. In short,

they find that a significant portion of the population use values central to political culture

when discussing important political issues. Further, people often recognize, and are

affected by value conflict when forming attitudes on controversial issues.2

Since Feldman and Zaller (1992), research has connected values to behavior and atti-

tudes on specific issues, including abortion policy (Alvarez and Brehm 1995), campaign

finance (Grant and Rudolph 2003), and national security (Davis 2007), among others.

Research has also examined the conditions under which value structure is most likely

to affect behavior. Zaller (1991) suggests that values may be more like ideology than

previously thought. That is, ideology is only used as an organizational tool by a portion

of the public characterized by high sophistication and political activity (Converse 1964;

Lewis-Beck et al. 2008; Jacoby 1988). Values, according to Zaller, are applied only by a

relatively sophisticated portion of the public as well.

While a great deal of research focuses on the relationship between values and behavior,

no firm conclusions have been drawn. Research is unable to say, with a high degree of

2Additional research on value conflict and political attitudes suggests that when people
realize the importance of two values, as they relate to a political issue, they may be
equivocal. Zaller (1992) argues that those with high levels of information, that under-
stand opposing sides of an issue, are more likely than others to express ambivalence.
Alvarez and Brehm (1995) show that ambivalence plays an important role on equivoca-
tion on abortion policies, but not on racial policy or attitudes about the IRS (Alvarez
and Brehm 1997, 1998). Grant and Rudolph (2003) argues that the values of free speech
and equality affect attitudes on campaign finance, but this is often mitigated by group
attitudes. Jacoby (2006), on the other hand, argues that seemingly inconsistent atti-
tudes are not usually a result of ambivalence. Rather, they are due to low political
sophistication.
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confidence, that values are a widely used tool for forming, organizing, and modifying

political attitudes.

2.5 Assumptions, or Testable Hypotheses?

Values research has recently refocused its attention on the most basic, definitional at-

tributes of value systems in hope of determining whether or not value systems can serve

as a framework by which individuals evaluate objects in the world. Traditional psycho-

logical theory defines values as beliefs about to desirable goals that serve as standards for

evaluation, transcend specific situations, and are ordered by relative importance. Further,

traditional theory suggests that a set of values is activated when making a decision, and

it is the relative importance of the set of activated values that guides action (Schwartz

2001).

If values do provide people with a broad evaluative framework by which people deter-

mine what is good and bad in the world, then it must be the case that this framework

provides the same bases for evaluation from situation to situation. That is, value systems

cannot vary by context; they must actually transcend specific situations. And currently,

scholarship on value system dynamics is at a crossroads. Rokeach (1973), in his seminal

work, found that peoples’ value choices are largely consistent over time. Respondents’

rank-ordered value choices during the first wave of a survey correlated quite highly with

rank-ordered value choices during later waves (r ≈ .75). More recently, research shows

not only that people are consistent in their value choices, but also that a considerable

proportion of value systems, at the mass public level, exhibit a high degree of transitivity

(Jacoby 2006). Further, value choices are stable through varying informational contexts

(Jacoby 2008). On the other side of the debate, theories of value pluralism suggest that

changes in situational context affect values, as anchors of the decision-making process,

causing some values to increase in relative importance at the expense of others (Seligman
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and Katz 1996; Tetlock 1986; Tetlock, Peterson and Lerner 1996). Similarly, research

on media effects (Ball-Rokeach, Rokeach and Grube 1984), issue framing (Grant and

Rudolph 2003; Nelson, Clawson and Oxley 1997), and campaign effects (McCann 1997)

suggest that changes in informational context change the frames of reference by which

individuals judge objects of evaluations.

Another problem for traditional values theory is indifference. Many individuals, when

asked about abstract, loaded terms like equality, freedom, or morality, are unable to ad-

equately and consistently distinguish relative importance. And, if individuals are unable

to rank-order competing values with precision, then a stable relative ordering of a set of

values is impossible (Maio and Olson 1998). Related research suggests that people do

not often think through value choices. Instead, people make value choices quickly, then,

when asked to justify their choices, they make different value choices altogether (Bernard,

Maio and Olson 2003). If people are unable to meaningfully distinguish between values,

then relative ordering and value consistency is irrelevant to choice and behavior.

A final problem for traditional theory is the possibility that values may not, in fact,

lie at the base of belief systems. Goren (2005) finds that partisan identification is more

stable than value ratings. Pushing this result, using experimental data, Goren, Federico

and Kittilson (2009) finds that partisan cues actually drive value choices in partisans.

Again, if values are not at the base of belief systems, they cannot provide a general

framework for evaluation.

If traditional theory is correct –that value systems are invariant to situational contexts–

implications are straightforward: value systems can provide a general framework for eval-

uation. If, on the other hand, newer streams of research are correct, value systems do

not provide the same information from one situation to the next, and they cannot be a

universal tool used in attitude formation, organization, and modification.
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2.6 A New Contribution

I ask two basic questions in this dissertation. First, are value systems stable across sit-

uational contexts? To answer, I use an experimental design and an observational design.

Second, is value system order an important determinant in various political attitudes and

behaviors? I use a regression-based design and new data to test this possibility.

Currently, values research finds itself at an impasse where traditional psychological

theory pushes against new empirical research. This dissertation, as a whole, speaks

directly to this debate. And, the results of this the following analyses could possibly help

values research beyond the impasse it now faces and clear a path for future research in

the area.
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Chapter 3

Measurement and Value System Stability

If values are at the roots of attitudes and behaviors –if they are the backstops of

belief systems from which attitudes emerge– then they cannot change with the situational

context. Current research on value system dynamics is at a crossroads. On one hand,

traditional theory and research suggests people are consistent in their value choices. On

the other, new research suggests that people may have multiple value systems, that value

choices change based on the situation, and that peoples’ value choices often change after

introspection. This chapter asks why this rift between traditional theory and new research

exists, and it does so by looking at the effects of measurement on value system dynamics.

3.1 Research on Value System Dynamics

Some of the earliest research on value systems suggested people make consistent value

choices over time (Rokeach 1973). Newer research suggests not only that people make con-

sistent value choices, but also that individuals’ value systems are often highly transitive

(Jacoby 2006). In contrast, a large body of research finds evidence suggesting other-

wise. Theories of value pluralism suggest that people may have different value systems

for different situations (Seligman and Katz 1996; Tetlock, Peterson and Lerner 1996).

Also, research on media effects (Ball-Rokeach, Rokeach and Grube 1984), issue framing

(Grant and Rudolph 2003; Nelson, Clawson and Oxley 1997), campaign effects (McCann

1997), partisanship (Goren 2005; Goren, Federico and Kittilson 2009), and indifference
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(Bernard, Maio and Olson 2003; Maio and Olson 1998) suggest that value choices are

susceptible to changes in context and informational environment.

3.2 Value System Measurement

The contradictory results can be traced back to decisions regarding value system

measurement. Studies that find evidence of value system stability analyze preference-

based, rank-ordered sets of values. Studies that find value systems to be dynamic, on

the other hand, often analyze individual values, in isolation, via importance ratings.

The difference between rank-ordered sets and importance ratings amounts to far more

than a difference in measurement, however. The different measurement strategies reflect

fundamental differences in the conceptualizations between individual values and value

systems.

The measurement of values has long been a point of debate. Rokeach’s measure,

the Rokeach Value Survey (RVS), asked respondents to rank-order two sets of 18 values,

terminal values first (which refer to desirable end-states of existence) and instrumental

values second (which refer to preferable modes of behavior), based on personal importance

(Rokeach 1968, 1973). The scales are meant to reflect the “comparative and competitive”

nature of value systems, but are often thought to be too long and too difficult to ad-

minister on large-scale surveys (Schwartz 2001, 2007). Surveys continue to use trimmed

versions of Rokeach’s ranking measures –including only those values that are immedi-

ately relevant to attitudes and behavior of interest (e.g. Abramson and Inglehart 1995;

Hofstede 2001; Kohn 1977)– but it has been suggested that these measures are flawed

because they force respondents to differentiate between potentially unimportant values

(Maio et al. 1996) and because they produce ipsative scales, which are problematic for

analysis (Alwin and Krosnick 1985; Davis and Davenport 1999).

Rating procedures, the main alternative to rankings, are also widely used in values
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research (Schwartz 1992, 2007). Ratings alleviate concerns about ad hoc differentiations,

respondent fatigue, ipsative measures, and they are easy to administer during telephone

interviews. This so, they are unable to account for the “relative ordering” of value systems.

Empirical research on the performance of rating and ranking measures also fails to

reach a consensus. While methodological advances have made ipsative measures less of an

issue (Borg and Groenen 2005; Jackson and Alwin 1980), it has been suggested that rating

procedures produce more accurate value measurements for less sophisticated respondents

(Maio et al. 1996). On the other hand, research has shown results from rating measures

to be obscured by those who cannot differentiate between values (Krosnick and Alwin

1988) and that ranking measures possess less measurement error than other methods used

to collect data on value systems (Miethe 1985).

Each measurement strategy emphasizes certain aspect of values systems, and these

different points of emphasis come with different trade-offs. For example, the choice to use

rankings over ratings means one will be able to account for the relative ordering of each

respondent’s value system, but it also means that data collection must not be done via

telephone interview. On the other hand, the choice to use ratings makes data collection

easier, but at the expense of the “comparative and competitive” aspect of values and value

systems. The details of these trade-offs, with respect to value system dynamics, are not

entirely clear.

3.3 Models of Importance Ratings & Rankings, and Assumptions

In this section, I discuss how individuals answer survey questions that ask of the

importance of individual values in everyday life, how individuals construct make pairwise

choices between values, and how individuals create full rank-ordered value preferences

(i.e. value hierarchies). All of the models below are based on a basic random utility

model (Luce 1959; Luce and Suppes 1965) that has been used extensively in research on
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behavior and choice (see, for example Chapman and Staelin 1982; Dow and Endersby

2004; Kumar and Kant 2007; Skrondal and Rabe-Hesketh 2003). Each model includes a

systematic component (e.g. true utility) and a random component (e.g. error). For all

models, I assume random components are distributed normal with mean zero.

3.3.1 A Model of Value Importance Ratings

The model proposed in this sections concerns the process by which an actor determines

the utilities of values and how the actor maps these utilities onto a set of survey responses.

The model takes into account both the systematic and random components in the value

ratings process. The systematic component concerns the importance that individual i

attaches to value a, denoted Iia. The random component is assumed to have a mean of

zero and a finite variance, denoted eia. The process by which one calculates the utility

of value a (denoted uia), which is later mapped onto a survey instrument, is described

in equation 3.1. The process resembles that which is described in a traditional random

utility model (see, for example Chapman and Staelin 1982; Heiss 2002).

uia = Iia + eia (3.1)

The model breaks Iia down into two components: (1) true importance, denoted tia and

contextual salience cia (e.g. the degree to which situational context brings a value to

“the top of one’s head”). Taking this into account, equation 3.1 becomes equation 3.2.

uia = tia + cia︸ ︷︷ ︸
Iia

+eia (3.2)

Determining the utility of each value is only half the process: the other half of the

process involves mapping these utilities onto survey ratings (R). And, this process in-

volves determining values for the J − 1 cut points (τ) that separate the J categories (e.g.
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“very important,” “somewhat important,” “moderately important,”“somewhat unimpor-

tant,” “very unimportant”) and fitting the utilities into the appropriate survey category.

In short, if the respondent judges the value in question to have utility (uia) greater than

the final “cut point” on the scale (e.g. the point that separates the “very important” and

“somewhat important” response categories), she will record her response as “very impor-

tant.” If the value’s utility falls between the third and fourth cut points, the response

recorded will be “somewhat important,” and so on until the value’s utility does not reach

the first cut point, in which case the response will be recorded as “very unimportant.”

This process is described below in equation set 3.3 (where J = 5 and “very important”

values are rated 5, and “very unimportant” values are rated 1).

R = 5 if uia > τ4 + ε4 (3.3)

R = 4 if τ4 + ε4 ≥ uia > τ3 + ε3

...

R = 1 if τ1 + ε1 ≥ uia .

The ε terms represent the error an actor applies while determining the appropriate values

of the cut points, and this error affects substantive conclusions when the survey instru-

ment is too fine or too coarse (e.g. values may appear more stable than they actually are

if the survey instrument is too coarse, or they may appear less stable than they actually

are if the survey instrument is too fine).

A change in informational context can only change one systematic element of the

model: contextual salience, cia. But, with attention to value system stability and the

nature of the survey instrument (specifically, the cut points, τj+εj, j = 1, 2, . . . , J−1),

an inappropriate number of cut points may cause a discrepancy between observed value

system stability and actual value system stability (the difference between the manifest
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utility of value a before and after the change in informational context, and how the values

are mapped onto the survey instrument).

A Hypothetical Example: Importance Ratings

Let ui range between 0 and 1 (0 ≤ ui ≤ 1), let uia represent the manifest utility

individual i attaches to value a before a change in the informational environment, and

let u′ia represent the manifest utility individual i attaches to value a after a change in

the information environment. Recall that the components that factor into the manifest

utility are tia (true importance), cia (contextual salience), and eia random error.

Allow tia to vary across individuals, but remain constant within individuals (e.g. so

true importance does not vary within individuals by context). Let contextual salience

equal cia before a change in informational environment, and c′ia after a change in infor-

mational environment. And let eia be distributed normal with mean zero and variance

σ2.

Turning attention away from the psychological process by which individuals determine

the utility they attach to values toward how the manifest utility maps onto the survey

instrument, let τJ−1 separate the top two categories of the survey instrument, let τ1

separate the bottom two categories of the survey instrument, and let τJ−2 through τ2

separate the remaining categories of the survey instrument that are toward the center of

the scale. And, let ε be distributed gamma with scale θ and shape k (where both θ and

k are greater than zero).

Consider a hypothetical respondent r and his evaluation of value a. Individual r’s true

importance of value a is 0.75, the contextual salience of value a is 0, and random error is

0, so ura = tra+ cra+ era = 0.75+0+0 = 0.75. Now, consider how respondent r maps

ura onto a survey instrument with the appropriate number of categories (for example,
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J = 5):

R = 5 if ura > 0.8 + ε4 (3.4)

R = 4 if 0.8 + ε4 ≥ ura > 0.6 + ε3

...

R = 1 if 0.2 + ε1 ≥ ura .

The manifest utility of value a (ura = 0.75) maps onto the survey instrument at R = 4.

Now, consider respondent r’s evaluation of value a after a change in informational

environment. Individual r’s true importance of value a is still 0.75, but the contextual

salience (c′ra) is increased to 0.1 (the error remains 0). Now, u′ra = 0.75+0.1+0 = 0.85.

And, using equation set 3.4, u′ra maps onto the survey instrument at R = 5.

Now consider how ura and u′ra would map onto survey instruments that were too

fine or too coarse. If, for example, the survey instrument had ten categories (J = 10),

then the way in which the respondent maps ura and u′ra may be different:

R = 10 if ura > 0.9 + ε9 (3.5)

R = 9 if 0.9 + ε9 ≥ ura > 0.8 + ε8

R = 8 if 0.8 + ε8 ≥ ura > 0.7 + ε7

...

R = 1 if 0.1 + ε1 ≥ ura .

Here, ura maps onto the survey instrument at R = 8 and u′ra maps onto the instrument

at R = 9.

If, on the other hand, the survey instrument is too coarse (e.g. if J = 3), ura and
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u′ra would map onto the survey instrument differently.

R = 3 if ura > 0.67 + ε2 (3.6)

R = 2 if 0.67 + ε2 ≥ ura > 0.33 + ε1

R = 1 if 0.33 + ε1 ≥ ura .

Here, both ura and u′ra would map onto the survey instrument at R = 3, and the effect

of the change in informational environment would go undetected.

Finally, it is necessary to consider the effects of ε1, . . . , εJ−1 on how ura and u′ra

map onto various survey instruments. If the error in determining where each of the J − 1

τ ’s falls on the underlying utility scale is constant (e.g. if the error is about the same

for each τ in a survey instrument with three response categories as it is in an instrument

with ten response categories), and if the underlying scale is the same length (e.g. if, for

example, u ranges from 0 to 1 regardless of the survey instrument), then survey induced

error could affect observed stability. If response categories overlap (e.g. if a respondent

cannot meaningfully distinguish between R = 7 and R = 8), and the manifest utility

of value a lies in that range, then it may be the case that the respondent chooses, at

random, between the seventh and eighth response categories (see equation set 3.7 for an

example). So, any “movement” between these categories may not be the result of the
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difference between cra and c′ra, rather, it may be due to measurement error.

R = 10 if ura > 0.9 (3.7)

...

R = 8 if 0.78 > ura ≥ 0.68∗

R = 7 if 0.71 > ura ≥ 0.60∗

...

R = 1 if 0.1 ≥ ura .

3.3.2 A Model of Ranked Value Preferences

This model considers a rank-ordered set of three values that are weakly ordered (e.g.

ties are allowed) (R = [a � b � c], for example), changes in context (captured again with

c, as above), and time, denoted t. Again, the utility of each value in the set is determined

by the processes in equations 3.1 and 3.2. Changes in context, though they do not affect

v, may affect c, which plays an important role in value system ordering and (in)stability.1

Rank-ordered value preferences can be thought of as a series of pairwise choices be-

tween all pairs of individual values in the set of values under consideration. The process

by which an individual chooses one value over another depends on the perceived utility

of each value in consideration. Using values a and b for illustrative purposes, this process

is shown in equation set 3.8 (Jacoby 2008).

Choice(a) if Iia + eia > Iib + eib (3.8)

and

Choice(b) if Iia + eia < Iib + eib .

1This model is based that presented in Falmagne, Regenwetter and Grofman (1997).
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If the the errors are small and randomly distributed with mean zero, and if the true

utility of each value is relatively large, and if each I term is different from the next (for

example, if Iia − Iib 6= 0), then errors will cancel out over successive iterations and the

I terms will drive choice.

3.3.3 Differences Between the Models

There are three main differences between the models of ratings and rankings. First,

in the model of importance ratings (equation 3.3), the quantity uia − uib is meaningful

both in terms of sign and magnitude. In the model of rankings (equation 3.8), however,

the quantity uia−uib only matters in terms of sign. Further, the quantity uiat−uiat−1

only matters relative to other values in the set. In short, it suffices to say that while

rankings provide less information, the extra information that is picked up in importance

ratings is possibly due to random fluctuations in ε.

Second, there are two steps to the ratings model and one step in the rankings model.

The additional process of determining values for τ1, τ2, . . . , τJ−1 adds another source of

error to the process. The rankings process only involves one source of error, and to the

extent that actors are able to clearly distinguish between values, this total error of the

rankings process is less than the total error in the ratings process.

Finally, the values of uia, uib, and uic in the model of ratings can move freely of each

other. That is, the value of uia, for example, does not depend on uib and all. The rank

of each value in the ordered set depends on uia, uib, and uic simultaneously. That is,

if Rt−1 = [a � b � c], and the actor receives a piece of information that adds utility

to value b, it could be the case that Rt = [b � a � c]. The order of the three elements

depends on the utility that is attached to each. One element of the set cannot move

without another. In this way, rankings capture the comparative and competitive element

of value systems that Rokeach, Schwartz, and others suggested was an integral part (see
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Rokeach 1973; Schwartz 1996, for example).

3.4 Hypotheses

There are several hypotheses that can be drawn out of these models. First, to establish

whether the actual utility of each value or the associated error is driving value choices, I

will measure the degree to which value systems are transitive. Drawing on earlier research

(e.g. Rokeach 1973; Jacoby 2006), I expect to find that value choices are largely transitive

and that the I terms –not the e terms– are driving value choices. This can be shown by

rearranging the terms in equation 3.9 (as shown in Jacoby 2008, 4).

Choice(a) if via − vib > eib − eia (3.9)

and

Choice(b) if via − vib < eib − eia .

If the I terms are well-established and the actor can easily distinguish between values,

then the I terms should drive value choices, and the actor should make the same value

choice over several iterations, thus indicating transitivity. If, on the other hand, the I

terms are not well-established or they are not easily distinguishable, then the random

fluctuations in perceived utilities (e.g. the e terms) should drive the process. And, if

the e terms are distributed normal with mean zero, they should cause inconsistent value

choices across iterations, thus indicating intransitivity.

Second, if value choices are transitive –if the I terms are well-established and easily

distinguishable– small changes in context should not affect value choices of those in the

ranking group. The small piece of information should not affect the utility of the primed

value such that Rt is different from Rt−1.

Third, even if value choices are transitive, small changes in context may alter value

26



ratings, and this affect may be greater than that observed in value rankings. A small

change in context may act as a small shock to the actor’s value system, and it should not

affect the true importance of the relevant value so much so that it causes the rating of the

value to increase (but, it may affect contextual salience, which could affect the dependent

variable). This so, importance ratings are subject to measurement error. Rearranging

terms in equation set 3.3,

R = 1 if Iia − τ1 > ε1 − eia (3.10)

R = 2 if τ1 − Iia ≥ eia − ε1

and

Iia − τ2 > ε2 − eia
...

R = J if τj−1 − Iia ≥ eia − εJ−1

one can see that there are several additional sources of error that can effect the importance

ratings. Among the problems with importance ratings is that an actor does not have a

well-established values for the cutoff points (τ terms). Thus, the ε terms are likely to be

rather large, and the actor is likely to perceive the utility for the value under consideration

as near at least two τ ’s, so the associated ε’s could play a large role in how uia, for

example, maps onto the survey instrument. In addition, since importance ratings are a

“one shot” procedure, the errors cannot cancel out over iterations. So, even if an actor

has a clear Iia, the actor may not be able to clearly distinguish between τ1, τ2, . . . , τJ−1,

thus exposing the final outcome to random fluctuations in the various ε terms. In sum,

even if the first and second hypotheses are true, there could be significant priming effects

in importance ratings. And, if this is the case, it is fair to conclude that measurement

choice does affect observed value system stability.
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3.5 Research Design & Data

I test the above hypotheses with a unique new survey experiment that focuses on

the stability of rank-ordered value preferences versus importance ratings through sys-

tematically varied informational environments.2 The experiment takes into account five

values (freedom, equality, economic security, law& order, and moral traditionalism), all

important to American political culture. Freedom and equality are central components

of classical liberalism and integral to American political culture (Devine 1972; McClosky

and Zaller 1984), economic security and law and order address challenges to American

life and have been recognized as key elements in industrial and post-industrial societies,

(Davis 2007; Hochschild 1995; Inglehart and Abramson 1994; Rossiter 1962), and most

of the issues associated with the “culture war,” such as family structure, gay rights, and

abortion, center on moral traditionalism (Brewer 2003; Hunter 1991; Schwartz 2005).

Respondents in the experiment were randomly assigned to one of two measurement

groups: the “rating” group or the “ranking” group. Respondents in each group were then

randomly assigned to one of three subgroups: the control group, the “equality” group,

or the “economic security” group. Respondents in the equality subgroups and economic

security subgroups were exposed to a short prime designed to bring the respective value

to “the top of their heads.” The wording for the equality prime is as follows: “Some people

believe that we need to do a lot more to make sure everyone has an equal opportunity

to get ahead in life.” The wording for the economic security prime is as follows: “Some

people believe we should do as much as we can to provide economic security to create jobs,

improve incomes, and decrease home foreclosures.” Upon reading the prime, respondents

in these subgroups were asked about the degree to which recent political campaigns

emphasized the primed value. After reading the prime, respondents in treatment groups

2Data collected by Time-sharing Experiments for the Social Sciences, NSF Grant
0818839, Jeremy Freese and Penny Visser, Principal Investigators.
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are assigned a distraction task, to indicate their interest in politics using a 4-point scale.

After completing the distraction task, respondents in the rating group were asked

to rate the importance of each of the five values on a 1 to 5 scale. Value choices for

those in the ranking group were elicited using the method of triads. Over a series of ten

questions, respondents are shown all possible combinations of three values (e.g. a triad),

and asked to choose the most and least important value from each set of three. In doing

so, respondents are actually making three separate value choices in each triad (a vs. b, a

vs. c, and b vs. c). And, over all of the triads, respondents choose between the same pair

of values three times, which acts as a check against measurement error. So, rather than

the process in equation 3.8 determining value choice, a more complex process, shown in

equation set 3.11 drives value choice over m iterations (also as in Jacoby 2008, 3):

Choice(a) if mua +
m∑
m=1

ea > mub +
m∑
m=1

eb (3.11)

and

Choice(b) if mua +
m∑
m=1

ea < mub +
m∑
m=1

eb .

Here, if the e’s are distributed normal with mean zero, they should cancel out over itera-

tions and the I’s drive value choice, and the effects of measurement error are minimized.

The total sample size of the survey is 1250, and each subgroup has over 200 respon-

dents, which provides sufficient statistical power to compare measurement strategies with

respect to value system stability.

3.6 Methods

I test for transitivity in value choices using the same basic methods employed by

Jacoby (2006, 2008). I define a respondent’s pairwise preferences regarding two values to

be clear if either value a succeeds value b in the preference ordering, or if value b succeeds
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value a. Further, I define a respondent’s preferences regarding a set of three values to be

transitive if, for example, value a succeeds value b, value b succeeds value c, and value a

succeeds value c (e.g. a � b, b � c, and a � c). In other words, a respondent’s preferences

regarding a given triad are coded as transitive if there is a clear rank-ordering. I then

examine transitivity using descriptive statistics.

I analyze the data from the survey experiment in several different ways. The quantities

of interest, the priming effects, can be explained generally, as in Holland (1986), as

T = E(Yt)− E(Yc) (3.12)

where E(Yt) is the expected value of the dependent variable in the treatment group,

E(Yc) is the expected value of the dependent variable in the control group, and T is the

treatment effect (e.g. the priming effect). Specifically to this experiment, I examine four

priming effects (for the economic security prime in both measurement groups, and for

the equality prime in both measurement groups). I test whether the priming effects are

statistically different from zero using simple two-sample difference-in-means (e.g. two-

sample t-tests).

I also estimate the priming effects using two types of logit models and OLS regressions.

To estimate the priming effects in the rating measurement group, I use an ordered logit

model and an OLS regression. The importance ratings, I argue, are the manifestation of

the true importance of the value, y∗, mapped onto an ordinal scale through J − 1 cut

points (J − 1 because there are J possible responses) (as in equation 3.10 above). The

model relating various predictor variables (including the prime), x, to y∗, is

Y ∗i = α + x′β + εi , (3.13)

and, as the J − 1 cut points partition y∗, and as it is assumed that εi is distributed
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logistic, then the probability that Y ≤ yj |x (e.g. that Y falls in a category equal to or

below yj) is

Pr(Y ≤ yj |x) =
exp(τj − x′β)

1 + exp(τj − xβ)
. (3.14)

The parameters in equation 3.14 can be fit using a linear model for the log-odds ratio

using the logit link, as in equation 3.15 (Jones and Westerland 2006)

log

[
Pr(Y ≤ yj |x)

Pr(Y > yj |x)

]
= τj − x′β, j = 1, 2, . . . , j − 1 . (3.15)

And, one can interpret the β’s in terms of how Y “moves” as elements in x change (Jones

and Westerland 2006, 4). Another feature of the model concerns the estimates of the

J − 1 cut points. Knowing the placements of the cut points, the confidence intervals,

and the covariance between them, it is possible to determine whether all J categories are

meaningful, or whether categories overlap.

To estimate the ranking measurement group, I use a rank-ordered logit model (also

called an exploded logit model, as in Chapman and Staelin 1982) and OLS regressions.

The rank-ordered logit model, based on the conditional logit model allows one to esti-

mate and test for differences among respondents’ preferences for the ranked items and to

test differences in preferences across subpopulations (Allison and Christakis 1994). In a

constant utility model, the probability a respondent ranks a set of items (e.g. a, b, c, . . .)

is

Pr(a, b, c . . .) = Pr(a|C)× Pr(b|C − {a})× Pr(c|C − {a, b}) . . . (3.16)

where Pr(a|C) is the probability a respondent chooses option a from the set C =

{a, b, c, . . .}, Pr(b|C − {a}) is the probability the respondent then chooses option b from

the set C, with a removed, and so on (Chapman and Staelin 1982). In the stochastic

utility model, where there is a random error component that affects the utility for a given

item in the set (as in equation 3.1 above), the probability that a respondent ranks a set
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of items in a particular fashion is given by

Pr(Ui1 ≥ Ui2 . . . ,≥ UiJ ) =

Ji∏
j∗=1

Pr(Uij∗ ≥ UiJ , for j = j∗, . . . , Ji) , (3.17)

where the left side of the equation is the given rank-order (e.g. alternative 1 is preferred

to alternative 2, alternative 2 is preferred to alternative 3, all the way to alternative

J −1 being preferred to alternative J) , and the right side defines the various events (e.g.

(Ui1 ≥ Uij : j = 1, 2, . . . , Ji), (Ui2 ≥ Uij : j = 2, 3, . . . , Ji), . . . , (Uij−1 ≥ UiJ )) to be

statistically independent (Chapman and Staelin 1982).

Just as the ordered logit model is similar to successive applications of the traditional

logit model, the rank-ordered logit model is similar to successive applications of the

conditional logit model (Glasgow 1997). The parameter estimates can be interpreted as

how changes in x affect the probability a respondent chooses, for example, item a over

item b (e.g. the “baseline” item). The model also allows for comparisons between groups

in the sample.

I use OLS regression to model both individual value rankings and ratings for one

main reason. While the dependent variables in this chapter are perhaps most effectively

modeled with maximum likelihood estimation techniques, the results of these various

models do not lend easily to comparison. Though OLS models of these data may produce

out-of-bounds predictions, and though OLS may miss some intricacies that non-linear

models can account for, the results from the OLS regressions are comparable. OLS

estimates are perhaps the best way to quickly and easily compare estimates of priming

effects across experimental measurement groups.
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3.7 Results

Figure 3.1 shows the mean responses, with standard deviations, for both measurement

groups on all five values. The most obvious difference in responses across measurement

groups is the lack of differentiation among ratings. The between group variance of value

rankings is much greater, suggesting that the comparative and competitive nature of

values is brought forward by this particular question format.

Figure 3.1 also gives a good look into the aggregate level value preferences of the

American public. Freedom is, by far, the most preferred value of the five, followed

by law & order, then economic security, with equality and moral traditionalism at the

bottom of the preference hierarchy. These results are similar to prior studies on value

rankings (e.g. Jacoby 2006, 2008) in that freedom/liberty and economic security are

valued quite highly among the public, and equality is toward the “less important” end of

the spectrum. The major change across datasets concerns law & order/social order and

moral traditionalism/morality. These differences will be more thoroughly examined in

the next chapter.

The distributions of respondents’ value ratings are shown in figure 3.2. As expected,

the graphs show a high degree of “end-piling” (e.g. rating all values very highly). The

modal response for all five values is “very important,” and 30.5 percent of all those in the

rating group (191 of 626) rated all five values that category (e.g. the highest possible

category). Literature suggesting that value ratings suffer from a lack of meaningful vari-

ance (e.g. Krosnick and Alwin 1988) seems be supported by these data. Figure 3.3 shows

the distributions of respondents’ value rankings.3 Here, the distributions of responses

are spread more evenly across all the possible values. Like figure 3.1, figure 3.3 suggests

that forcing respondents to distinguish and choose between values creates a measure with

3Note that value rankings are coded such that 5 indicates the most important value, 4
the second most important value, and so on. A value coded 1 indicates it is the least
important value in an individual’s hierarchy.
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more variance to analyze. Whether or not these distinctions are meaningful, however,

cannot be determined by figure 3.3. To determine this, it is necessary to examine the

degree of transitivity in individual level value choices.

3.7.1 Transitivity in Value Rankings

A respondent shows preference for one value over another if she chooses one value over

another at least twice in three iterations. A respondent’s choice between two values is

consistent if the she chooses one value over the other in all three iterations. A respondent

does not show preference if she chooses, for example, value a over value b in the first

iteration, then value b over value a in the second iteration, and does not make a choice

in the third iteration. The key, however, is not whether choices are clear or consistent.

Rather, the key is the degree to which choices are transitive. That is, if value a succeeds

value b, and value b succeeds value c, value a must then succeed value c for preference

among these three values to be transitive. If preferences are largely transitive, utility, not

error, drives choice. If, on the other hand, preferences are not transitive, it is possible

to conclude that error drives choice. Table 3.1 shows the percentage of respondents who

exhibited transitivity and consistency in each of the ten pairwise value choices.

With over 90 percent of respondents exhibiting clear preferences of each of the ten

pairs of values, and with over 60 percent making consistent choices on each of the ten

pairs of values, it seems safe to conclude that much of the public has clear preferences

with respect to values. Stronger evidence, however, lies in examining the degree to which

these preferences are transitive. I define a set of preferences to be transitive if, given a

set of three values, a � b, b � c, and a � c. That is, a set of three value preferences

is transitive if there is a clear first, second, and third ranked value. Table 3.2 shows the

percentage of the sample that exhibited transitive preferences on each of the ten triads.

The results in table 3.2 paint a clear picture of of the clarity in respondents’ value
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choices, and results support the first hypothesis stated above. With near 90 percent of

respondents expressing transitive value preferences on each of the ten triads, it does not

appear that value choices are at all random. In fact, it is evident that respondents have

a picture of each value’s relative importance. While it may be the case that there is some

measurement error in each survey question used here (judging by the rates of consistency

on pairs of values as shown in table 3.1), it does seem to be the case that this error cancels

out over several iterations enabling respondents to make clear, consistent, transitive value

choices.

3.7.2 Differences Between Experimental Groups

To reiterate, there are two main manipulations in the experiment: measurement and

changes in informational context (e.g. primes). And, there are two central questions.

First, does a small change in context affect value system ordering? And second, does

measurement affect observed value system stability? Respondents were first assigned to

one of two measurement groups, then to an experimental subgroup (i.e. control, equality

prime, economic security prime).

Tables 3.3 and 3.4 show the differences in the mean ratings/rankings of the primed

values between the treatment and control groups. The differences between the treatment

and control groups on the mean ratings and rankings for equality are displayed in table

3.3. First, and somewhat surprisingly, the treatment group rated equality lower (that is,

less important) than the control group. In the rating group, this is likely because many

of the respondents’ “default” rating for all values is “very important” (e.g. the highest

rating), and with no room to move up, the added token of information caused respondents

to rate the value lower than they normally would. Second, as expected, the difference in

means for the rating group is statistically significant while the difference in means for the

ranking group is not.
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Table 3.4 shows the difference in means between the different groups’ ratings and

rankings of economic security. The results are similar to those shown in table 3.3. The

first main difference is in the direction of the priming effect for economic security in

the ranking group. In all other cases, the primed group rated/ranking the particular

value lower (e.g. less importantly) than the control group. Here, however, the primed

group ranks the value somewhat higher (though not significantly higher) than the control

group. The second main difference, of course, is the lack of statistical significance of these

priming effects.

At first glance, these results support the second and third hypotheses. Though the

absolute values of the priming affects are similar across measurement groups, only that

in the ratings group is statistically significant. According to these results, it does appear

to be the case that measurement choice affects observed value system stability.

3.7.3 Results of Ordered and Rank-Ordered Logit Models

The results of the models of respondents’ ratings of equality and economic security

are reported in table 3.5. The dependent variables are coded on a scale from 1 to 5

where 1 indicates the given value is “very unimportant” and 5 indicates the given value is

“very important” to the respondents’ everyday lives. The explanatory variables of interest

are the primes. For the model of the importance rating for equality, respondents that

received the relevant prime are coded 1, and all others are coded 0. For the model of the

importance rating for economic security, respondents that received the relevant prime are

coded 1, and all other are coded 0. Other independent variables in the models include

age (coded such that 1 indicates the respondent is between 18 and 24, 2 indicates the

respondent is between 25 and 34, and 7 indicates that the respondent is over 75 years

of age), gender (coded such that 0 indicates male and 1 indicates female), and party

identification (coded such that 1 indicates the respondent is a strong Republican and
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7 indicates the respondent is a strong Democrat).4 Also in the model are a dummy

indicating whether a person is a racial minority, education (coded in four categories such

that 1 indicates the the lowest amount of formal education and 4 indicates the most),

income (coded such that 1 indicates the lowest income and 19 indicates the most), and

ideology (coded on a scale where 1 indicates the respondent is extremely liberal and 7

indicates the respondent is extremely conservative).

Looking first at the coefficients on the control variables, age, female, and party identifi-

cation have significant positive impacts on the ratings of both values. The models suggest

that, on average, older respondents, female respondents, and Democrats rate both equal-

ity and economic security higher than others. The effect of the prime on equality rating

is significant and negative, suggesting that respondents in this treatment group rated

equality, on average, lower than others. The effect of the economic security prime is not

statistically different from zero. Each threshold (τ) is statistically distinguishable from

all adjacent thresholds, but it is the case that thresholds separating categories denoting

lower importance are closer together than those separating categories denoting higher

importance. Finally, the parallel regression assumption holds in the model of ratings on

equality. The parallel regression assumption does not hold (χ2 = 21.10 on 12 degrees

of freedom, p = .05), but results from a generalized ordered logit show that the priming

effect never reaches statistical significance across any of the four binary logit models.

While some explanatory variables’ effects on value ratings do vary over the scale of the

dependent variable, the effects of the prime do not. Across all values of the dependent

variable, the impact of the prime is near zero.5

4Party is included in the model to control for a strong correlation with value ratings.
It is not clear, however, if party ID is a causes or is an effect of value preferences
(see Goren 2005; Goren, Federico and Kittilson 2009). Because party ID is almost
completely orthogonal to the respondents’ assignments to experimental groups, the in-
clusion/exclusion of party does not effect the estimated priming effect.

5The parallel regression assumption was checked with the Brant test.
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Table 3.6 shows the changes in the predicted probabilities for ratings of equality

between the control and treatment groups. The most striking differences between exper-

imental groups concerns the probability that a respondent deems equality “very impor-

tant.” A respondent in the control group is about 11 percent more likely to say equality

is “very important.” This so, a respondent in the treatment group is about 6 percent

more likely to call equality “somewhat important” and about 4 percent more likely to

call equality “moderately important.” These results suggest not that the small change in

informational context caused the average respondent to consider equality far lower than

normal. Rather, it appears that the prime caused respondents to drop equality down

from “very important” to “somewhat important,” and, in some cases, to “moderately im-

portant.” In any case, it does appear that the equality treatment caused an aggregate

change in respondents’ ratings of equality that is separate from age, gender, party, or any

other possible confounding factor.

Turning to the estimation of the priming effects for the ranking group, the results of

the OLS regression models appear in table 3.7. Looking first at the effects of the control

variables on the ranking of equality, both age and party identification have significant

effects. On average, older respondents rank equality lower in their value hierarchy than

younger respondents. And, with respect to party, Democrats tend to rank equality higher

than independents and Republicans. Ideology also has a significant negative effect, in-

dicating that liberals tend to rank equality higher than conservatives. The effect on the

main explanatory variables of interest, the prime, is statistically significant, which in-

dicates that those exposed to the equality prime tend to rank equality lower (about 25

percent of a rank lower) than those not exposed to the prime.

Examining the model of respondents’ ranking of economic security, the only statisti-

cally significant effect among control variables comes on party identification and educa-

tion. Here, Democrats, on average, tend to rank economic security higher in their value
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hierarchies than independents and Republicans. And, more educated respondents tend

to rank economic security lower than less educated respondents. The effect of the main

explanatory variables of interest, the prime, are not statistically distinguishable from

zero.

Also of note in these results is model fit. The model of equality ranking fits the data

much better (R2 = 0.21) than the model of economic security rank (R2 = 0.06). The R2

statistics on the models of value rating are both very low (0.05 and 0.04, respectively).

The additional variance in the rankings measures, at least for the value of equality, is

captured by the independent variables in the model. And, perhaps the model of equality

rank fits the data better than the model of economic security rank because equality is,

in some sense, a “tipping point” for the major political parties in the United States and

identification on the left/right continuum (see, for example Feldman 1988).

The results of the rank-ordered logit models (shown in tables 3.8 and 3.9) give a look

“inside” respondents’ rank-ordered preferences. Focusing first on table 3.8, where equality

is the baseline value, and turning attention to the effects of the equality prime, it appears

that only two values (in addition to equality) are affected by the prime. The prime does

not affect the positioning of freedom and law & order, on average (the top two values in

the aggregate). The prime does, however, affect the positioning of economic security and

moral traditionalism. In each case, when exposed to the prime, respondents were more

likely to choose economic security and moral traditionalism over equality.

Turning attention to table 3.9 and the effects of the economic security prime, it appears

that the treatment affects only the probability that one chooses freedom over economic

security (the other coefficients on economic security in the table border traditional levels

of significance, but do not pass them). Interestingly, this prime positively affects economic

security: people in this treatment group tended to rank economic security more highly

than others, especially with respect to freedom.
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3.8 Conclusion & Discussion

Examining the distributions of the value ratings and rankings, examining the dif-

ferences between the experimental groups, and examining the differences between the

ordered logit models and the rank-ordered logit models, side-by-side, reveals important

information behind the differences between value ratings and value rankings. The first

main question in this chapter concerns the distributions of value ratings versus value

rankings. And, just as previous research demonstrated, the amount of end-piling in the

ratings data is much greater than in the rankings data (Krosnick and Alwin 1988). Be-

cause the ranking format forces people to differentiate between values, the picture of

value systems as painted by the rankings data is much clearer than that produced by the

ratings data.

The second main question in this chapter concerns the degree to which respondents’

value choices, as made across the ten triads, are transitive. Transitive preferences indicate

that respondents make meaningful value choices, rather than choose at random. Further,

transitive preferences indicate that value systems (e.g. not just value choices) are mean-

ingful psychological structures that can be seen in empirical data. As previous research

demonstrated (e.g. Jacoby 2006), respondents’ value choices are highly transitive, and it

appears that most respondents have very clear, meaningful value systems.

Establishing transitivity plays a large role in determining whether or not value systems

exist: it does not help to determine whether or not they are stable. The first tests

of stability in this chapter have to do with the experimental primes, and determining

whether the experimental groups rated/ranked equality and economic security differently

than the control groups. The results show, with relative clarity, that the equality prime in

the rating group caused a significant number of respondents to rethink they importance

they attach to equality in their everyday life. The economic security prime may have had

less of an effect because people have a clearer view of the value since the financial crisis
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and economic downturn began to appear in the news consistently. The priming effect

for equality did not carry across measurement groups, suggesting that when a particular

value is anchored in a value system by other values (e.g. not held in place by categories

of a survey question as is the case in the rating group) response is more stable.

The results of the second tests of stability (e.g. the ordered logit models, the rank-

ordered logit model, and the OLS models) tell a slightly different story. Most notably,

the OLS models of equality rating/ranking suggest equality may, in fact, be an unstable

value. In being prompted to think about the importance of equality in everyday life,

people attribute less importance to it. Also important is that these results hold across

measurement groups. All this suggests that changes in accessibility do affect the relative

importance people attach to equality when compared to other values.

Economic security seems to be a more stable value, relative to equality. The effects

of the economic security prime are, for the most part, statistically indistinguishable from

zero. In short, it appears that the small change in context does not affect accessibility to

the extent that it affects the relative ordering of individuals’ value systems.

The look inside respondents’ rank-ordered preferences, provided by the rank-ordered

logit model, offers valuable information concerning the trade-offs respondents make when

prompted to think about a particular value (e.g. the comparative and competitive aspect

of values and value systems). It is interesting to note that the equality prime only affected

the positioning of equality relative to economic security and moral traditionalism. Not all

values in the set are affected: only those that occupy the lower positions in the aggregate

value hierarchy. The ordered-logit model tells a different story about economic security.

Economic security, on average, goes unaffected by the prime (as shown by the OLS model

in table 3.7. Where there is a significant effect, however, is in the trade-off with freedom:

the other three values in the set are unaffected. These results, taken together, suggest

first and foremost that changes in accessibility affect value choices. Second, the results
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are not quite as “black and white” as value system ordering is or is not stable. Rather,

it seems as though certain values exhibit more stability than others. Possibly, values at

the top of individuals’ hierarchies are more stable than those near the bottom.

These results speak to several important pieces of scholarship that address values in

political behavior. Goren, Federico and Kittilson (2009) and Goren (2005), for example,

suggest value systems to be less stable than other important political attitudes (e.g. party

affiliation). In the same vein, Maio et al. (1996) and Maio and Olson (1998) suggest that

value ratings change when people are asked to think hard about their values. And, while

these pieces of research make important contributions to our understanding of values and

behavior, the results presented in this chapter should push future research to think more

about value system measurement, trade-offs, and information that can be gleaned from

rankings and ratings. The previously mentioned research that measures values and value

system dynamics using importance ratings do not tell a complete story. First, to the

extent that values are comparative and competitive –that choice depends on the relative

order of the relevant values– relative ordering matters, and ratings cannot capture this

important aspect of values. Second, a look inside rank-ordered value preferences pro-

vides important information in determining the extent to which value systems are static

or dynamic. More specifically, when value system ordering is measured with rankings,

information regarding which values are more stable and which are less stable becomes

available.

To begin this chapter, I posed two questions: Does situational context affect value sys-

tem ordering? And, does measurement technique affect empirical results? The answers,

respectively, are sort of and yes. Changes in informational context do affect value system

ordering, but it is not the case that all values in the set are affected. Rather, some values

(e.g. economic security) are more stable than others (e.g. equality). With respect to

measurement, trade-offs seem clear. It may not be the case that rankings are stable and
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ratings are unstable, as was hypothesized. Rather, rankings provide a look inside ordered

preferences where ratings do not. And, this look inside individuals’ ordered preferences

provides important information on how people think about values, which values people

seem to “move,” and “between-value” dynamics.
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Figure 3.1: Mean Ratings and Rankings
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Figure 3.2: Distributions of Ratings
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Figure 3.3: Distributions of Rankings
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Table 3.1: Percent With Clear Preferences and Consistent, by Value Pair

% Clear Choice % Consistent
Freedom, Equality 94.9 69.1
Freedom, Economic Security 97.1 67.2
Freedom, Law & Order 96.7 65.1
Freedom, Moral Traditionalism 95.9 79.8
Equality, Economic Security 95.9 63.5
Equality, Law & Order 96.5 62.4
Equality, Moral Traditionalism 95.1 63.5
Economic Security, Law & Order 95.4 60.5
Economic Security, Moral Traditionalism 97.1 70.5
Law & Order, Moral Traditionalism 96.5 71.2

9.6 % of respondents were consistent on all 10 pairwise choices.
50 % of respondents were consistent on at least 8 pairwise choices.

Table 3.2: Percent Transitive, by Triad

% Transitive
Freedom, Equality, Economic Security 90.6
Economic Security, Moral Traditionalism, Law & Order 91.2
Freedom, Moral Traditionalism, Equality 88.9
Equality, Law & Order, Freedom 89.8
Economic Security, Law & Order, Freedom 89.8
Equality, Moral Traditionalism, Law & Order 89.8
Freedom, Economic Security, Moral Traditionalism 91.6
Law & Order, Equality, Economic Security 90.1
Moral Traditionalism, Economic Security, Equality 89.7
Freedom, Moral Traditionalism, Law & Order 92.5

74.8% of respondents exhibited transitive preferences on all ten triads.
n = 628
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Table 3.3: Difference in Mean Rating/Ranking of Equality

Rating Group Ranking Group
Control 4.43 (n = 217) 2.59 (n = 213)
Treatment 4.26 (n = 212) 2.41 (n = 216)
Difference 0.17∗ 0.18

*Statistically significant at .05 level for a two-tailed difference-in-means test.

Table 3.4: Difference in Mean Rating/Ranking of Economic Security

Rating Group Ranking Group
Control 4.57 (n = 217) 1.90 (n = 213)
Treatment 4.49 (n = 206) 2.11 (n = 199)
Difference 0.08 -0.21

*Statistically significant at .05 level for a two-tailed difference-in-means test.
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Table 3.5: Ordered Logit and OLS Models of Ratings of Equality and Econ. Security

Equality Econ. Security
Ord. Logit OLS Ord. Logit OLS

Prime -0.49∗∗ -0.19∗ -0.02 0.00
(.17) (.08) (.18) (.08)

Age 0.1∗ 0.04 0.13∗∗ 0.03
(.05) (.02) (.05) (.02)

Nonwhite 0.21 -0.00 -0.04 -0.10
(.21) (.09) (.22) (.08)

Female 0.38∗ 0.18∗ 0.32∗ 0.12
(.16) (.07) (.17) (.07)

Educ. 0.10 0.04 0.03 -0.01
(.10) (.04) (.10) (.04)

Party 0.15∗∗ 0.06∗∗ 0.10 0.05∗
(.05) (.02) (.05) (.02)

Ideol. 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.05
(.07) (.03) (.08) (.03)

Income -0.02 -0.00 0.01 0.01
(.02) (.01) (.02) (.01)

τ1 -2.38 – -2.30 –
(.49) (.51)

τ2 -2.00 – -1.51 –
(.47) (.47)

τ3 -0.35 – -0.50 –
(.44) (.45)

τ4 0.96 – 0.82 –
(.44) (.45)

LR χ sq. 45.89∗∗∗ – 21.38∗∗
R sq. – 0.05 – 0.04
n 633 633 635 635

∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01
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Table 3.6: Changes in Predicted Probabilities by Treatment Group for Equality Rating

Control Treatment Change (95% C.I.)
Pr(Y = Very Important) 0.74 0.63 0.11 (0.04, 0.18)
Pr(Y = Somewhat Imp.) 0.18 0.24 -0.06 (-0.10, -0.02)
Pr(Y = Moderately Imp.) 0.07 0.11 -0.04 (-0.07, -0.01)
Pr(Y = Somewhat Unimp.) 0.01 0.01 0.00 (-0.01, 0.00)
Pr(Y = Very Unimportant) 0.01 0.02 -0.01 (-0.02, 0.00)

Cell entries in the first column indicate the probability that Y = y for respondents
in the control group with all other independent variables held at their medians (55–
64 year old female that considers herself a political independent but leans toward the
Democratic Party). Cell entries in the second column indicate the probability that Y = y
for respondents exposed to the equality prime with all other independent variables held
at their medians. Confidence intervals for the change in the predicted probabilities were
calculated using the Delta method.
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Table 3.7: OLS Models for Value Rankings

Equality Economic Security
Prime -0.23∗ 0.12

(.09) (.11)
Age -0.07∗ -0.03

(.03) (.03)
Nonwhite 0.17 0.01

(.11) (.12)
Female -0.13 -0.01

(.09) (.10)
Educ. 0.10∗ -0.11∗

(.05) (.06)
Party 0.11∗∗ 0.11∗∗

(.03) (.03)
Ideol. 0.22∗∗ 0.02

(.04) (.05)
Income 0.00 -0.02

(.01) (.01)
R sq. 0.21 0.06
n 626 626

∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01
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Table 3.8: Rank-Ordered Logit Model (Equality as Reference Category)

Freedom Law & Order
Eq. Prime 0.15 (.18) Eq. Prime 0.17 (.16)
Econ. Sec. Prime -0.10 (.18) Econ. Sec. Prime -0.03 (.17)
Age 0.22∗∗ (.04) Age 0.20∗∗ (.04)
Nonwhite -0.06 (.17) Nonwhite 0.00 (.17)
Female -0.01 (.14) Female 0.24 (.14)
Educ. -0.02 (.08) Educ. 0.02 (.07)
Ideol. -0.03 (.06) Ideol. -0.09 (.06)
Party -0.06 (.05) Party -0.15∗∗ (.04)

Econ. Security Moral Trad.
Eq. Prime 0.44∗∗ (.17) Eq. Prime 0.44∗ (.18)
Econ. Sec. Prime 0.27 (.17) Econ. Sec. Prime 0.08 (.18)
Age 0.11∗∗ (.04) Age 0.16∗∗ (.04)
Nonwhite -0.00 (.17) Nonwhite 0.09 (.18)
Female 0.16 (.14) Female 0.32∗ (.15)
Educ. -0.11 (.07) Educ. -0.00 (.08)
Ideol. -0.04 (.06) Ideol. -0.30∗∗ (.06)
Party -0.01 (.05) Party -0.17∗∗ (.05)
LR 779.71∗∗
n 626

Equality is the reference category.
Cell entries are logit coefficients.
∗∗p < .01,∗ p < .05
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Table 3.9: Rank-Ordered Logit Model (Economic Security as Reference Category)

Freedom Law & Order
Eq. Prime -0.29 (.18) Eq. Prime -0.27 (.17)
Econ. Sec. Prime -0.38∗ (.18) Econ. Sec. Prime -0.30 (.17)
Age 0.11∗∗ (.04) Age 0.10∗∗ (.04)
Nonwhite -0.06 (.17) Nonwhite 0.00 (.16)
Female -0.17 (.15) Female 0.08 (.14)
Educ. 0.09 (.08) Educ. 0.13 (.07)
Ideol. 0.01 (.06) Ideol. 0.05 (.06)
Party -0.06 (.05) Party -0.15∗∗ (.05)

Equality Moral Trad.
Eq. Prime -0.44∗∗ (.17) Eq. Prime -0.00 (.18)
Econ. Sec. Prime -0.27 (.17) Econ. Sec. Prime -0.20 (.19)
Age -0.11∗∗ (.04) Age 0.06 (.04)
Nonwhite 0.00 (.17) Nonwhite 0.10 (.18)
Female -0.16 (.14) Female 0.16 (.15)
Educ. 0.11 (.07) Educ. 0.10 (.08)
Ideol. 0.04 (.06) Ideol. -0.26∗∗ (.07)
Party 0.01 (.05) Party -0.16∗∗ (.05)
LR 779.71∗∗
n 626

Economic Security is the reference category.
Cell entries are logit coefficients.
∗∗p < .01,∗ p < .05
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Chapter 4

The Temporal Stability of Values

The central question in this chapter, like the previous chapter, concerns whether

values can structure attitudes. However, in the previous chapter, the focus was on the

individual. Here, in this chapter, I focus on value system ordering at the aggregate level.

Where a look at value system stability at the individual level provides insight on the

degree to which people can distinguish between values and whether or not value choice is

driven by importance or error, a look at value system stability in the aggregate provides

insight on societal priorities. The same basic theory applies: values should not change

“at random” over time. If they do, values may not be the “fundamental building blocks”

of behavior and attitudes that traditional psychological theory purports them to be.

In this chapter, I use a matching design with values data from three different time

points (1994, 2003, and 2005) to examine the extent to which time, and events that

occur over time, affect value system stability in the aggregate. Briefly, I find that there

is significant value change (an increase in the importance of social order) between 1994

and 2003, likely due to the events of 9/11. I also find significant value change (a decrease

in the importance of social order) between 2003 and 2005. I conclude that this change

is not due to changes in the utility people attach to social order. Rather, it is due to

changes in the accessibility of social order.
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4.1 Research on the Temporal Stability of Value Systems

While research on the situational stability of value systems is abundant, research on

temporal stability is quite sparse. In fact, only a small number of studies take individual

level stability into account. Among these studies is Rokeach’s seminal work on the nature

of values (1973). In short, Rokeach found correlations among rank-ordered values to be

quite high (between .7 and .8, in most cases), but wide variation between correlations of

individual items. For example, the test-retest correlations for “responsible” and “a sense

of accomplishment” were .45 and .51, respectively, while the test-retest correlations for

“equality” and “salvation” were much higher, .71 and .88 (Feldman 2003; Rokeach 1973).

By and large, this evidence suggests that value systems are stable. Individual values,

though they vary in degree, are largely stable as well.

Among the few studies to assess the temporal stability of values with a nationally

representative sample is McCann’s (1997) study that uses panel data from 1990–1992

and multiple-item scales to measure support for certain values. In short, McCann found

a relatively low correlation over panels for support for equality of opportunity (r = .41),

but a relatively high correlation for moral traditionalism (r = .81)1 In addition to the test–

retest correlations, McCann examined the extent to which support for various presidential

candidates affected value preferences. He found that those respondents that supported

Bill Clinton tended to increase their support for equality of opportunity and decrease

their support for moral traditionalism. Respondents that supported George Bush shifted

their value preferences in the opposite direction. Conclusions to be drawn from this

study are mixed, and while support for a presidential candidate may suggest values to be

endogenous, results regarding temporal stability are, at best, less than convincing.

1It should be noted that Sheng (1995) takes measurement error into account and adds
two additional items to McCann’s “support for equality of opportunity” scale. His re-
sults show increased stability. Support for equal opportunity and moral traditionalism
correlate at .81 and 1.00, respectively.
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Perhaps the most recent study on the temporal stability of values is Goren’s 2005 piece

in which he assesses the dynamic relationship between partisan identification and four core

values in American politics: equal opportunity, limited government, traditional family

values, and moral tolerance. Using ANES panel data from 1992, 1994, and 1996, Goren

found the effects of partisanship on values to be significant, but no effects going from

values to party. The conclusions reached in this study suggest that critical assumptions

made by traditional values theory –namely, that values are relatively stable– are untrue.

Though influential, the above studies are not without flaws. The most common cri-

tique to the Rokeach Values Survey is its length. Error is expected in ranking and

re-ranking 18 items, regardless of their significance to everyday life. This error, likely due

to respondent fatigue as much as it is due to the instability of values, influences substan-

tive conclusions regarding value stability. Value measurement, in both McCann (1997)

and Goren (2005), is indirect. Multiple-item measures that approximate the degree to

which respondents value equality, for example, is quite different than asking respondents

to choose between two important values (e.g. freedom and equality). In addition, the

theoretical argument addressing why partisan identity and support for a particular pres-

idential candidate, but not issue attitudes, affects value orientation is unclear. Absent

stronger theory or data that corroborate these findings, it is not clear the degree to which

these results are generalizable.

Inglehart’s work, though it concerns values and value change just as the above-

mentioned studies do, broadens the scope of inquiry and makes societies the focus of

the research (e.g. Abramson and Inglehart 1995; Inglehart 1971, 1977; Inglehart and

Abramson 1994). In short, Inglehart argues that values are a result of economic ad-

vancement and security, and that a look at value priorities, in the aggregate, sheds light

on what societies view as important and what is disposable. Advanced societies, those

that Inglehart describes as post-materialistic, hold such values as self-expression and en-
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vironmentalism, for example, in high priority while industrial societies hold economic

and domestic security in high priority. By and large, value change occurs slowly as one

generation replaces the other. And, values are an important part in the description and

explanation of any society.

In this chapter, I examine value preferences and change in the aggregate, and I at-

tempt to answer questions on the complex relationships between values, attitudes, and

psychological composition. I work to not only determine whether or not values are stable

over time, but also to determine the mechanisms that might cause value instability. I

do so in hope of bridging the gap between traditional psychological theory on values and

new research on value system dynamics.

4.2 Research Design, Data, & Methods

As stated above, true panel data on value hierarchies is scarce, thus, I focus on value

system stability in the aggregate (like Inglehart 1977, for example). In place of panel

data, I employ a matching design in which I take data from three different time points

(1994, 2003, and 2005) and measure the effects of time (and, of course, the events that

happen over time) on value choices. I also use a rank-ordered logit model to examine

value “trade-offs” over time.2

The 1994 data is from the Multi-Investigator Study (MIS) (Sniderman, Brady and

Tetlock 1994). The MIS was a national random-digit telephone survey in which the survey

population was defined as English-speaking adults 18 years of age or older, residing in

households with telephones, within the 48 contiguous states (n = 1464). The survey

included both the standard battery of questions often found on US public opinion surveys

(e.g. party identification, ideological stances, issues and policies, demographics, etc.) and

experimental manipulations unique to this data collection effort. And, among the unique

2Please see previous chapter for an explanation of rank-ordered logit.
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items is a battery of questions that asked respondents to make paired comparison choices

among four values: liberty, equality, economic security, and social order (Jacoby 2006).3

In creating a rank-ordering suitable for analysis, I combined responses from the six choice

questions to form a four-item set of ordered preferences. Items in the set are coded such

that higher numbers indicate the relevant value is of high importance while lower numbers

indicate low importance.

The 2003 data is from a TESS4 study that builds an experimental design into a broad

survey regarding American political attitudes (n = 9313). Data collection was internet-

based, and the data collection agency (Knowledge Networks) recruited respondents via

telephone (both numbers that were linked to mailing addresses and those that were not).

In collecting the data, oversampling took place in the Los Angeles and Chicago areas, and

there is an oversample of minority households as well. The “values” item simply listed six

values (liberty, equality, economic security, social order, morality, and patriotism) and

asked respondents to choose the most important. The chosen item was then deleted from

the list, and the respondent was asked to choose the most important item remaining. This

process was repeated five times until each respondent specified a six-item rank-ordered

preference list. I make use of four values (liberty, equality, economic security, and social

order –the same four values included in the MIS) and construct a four-item preference

ordering from the original six-item list.

The 2005 data is also from a TESS5 study that combines and experimental design with

traditional survey questions often asked in public opinion surveys concerning political

attitudes (n = 649). Again, data-collection was internet-based, and recruitment was

done using telephone numbers (some that were attached to mailing addresses, and some

3The 1994 MIS data and codebook can be found online at http://sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm.
4Data collected by Time-sharing Experiments for the Social Sciences, Arthur Lupia and
Diana Mutz, Principal Investigators.

5Data collected by Time-sharing Experiments for the Social Sciences, Arthur Lupia and
Diana Mutz, Principal Investigators.
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that were not). Here, value preferences were constructed using the method of triads

(five values were used: liberty, equality, economic security, social order, and morality).

Using the original five-item preference list, I constructed a four-item preference list (using

liberty, equality, economic security, and social order).

All three datasets, together, provide a unique opportunity to study the dynamics of

aggregate value preferences over time. And, though each survey used different measures

to capture individual level value system ordering, the relevant values were defined in such

a way that results are comparable across time points. As previously stated, the most

important value in an individual’s belief system is coded as 4, the second most important

is coded as 3, and so on. If values are tied for the first (and second) positions in the

hierarchy, each value is coded as 3.5.

The “treatment” variable in this analysis is time, and the quantity of interest is the

effect of time (and events that occur over time) on the relative order of each of the

four values in the set. Control variables include party, ideology, age, sex, race, income,

education, and age.

4.2.1 A Note on Matching

Throughout the course of any given analysis of quantitative data, a researcher will

specify a model and obtain results, then respecify the model and obtain another set of

results, and repeat the process several times. This so, it is rare that the results of all of

these various model specifications are reported in the final draft of the paper. Thus, it is

possible to say that the reported results are model dependent (Ho et al. 2007). Matching

methods aim to reduce the degree to which causal estimates are model dependent by

controlling for some or all of the confounding influence of control variables in a manner

that is free of parametric assumptions (Blackwell et al. 2009; Ho et al. 2007). In short,

the goal of any matching algorithm is to “prune observations from the data so that the
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remaining data have better balance between the treated and control groups...” (Blackwell

et al. 2009, 526). Data that is perfectly balanced (e.g. when the empirical distributions

of the control variables are equivalent across the treatment and control groups) requires

only a difference in means test to estimate causal effects (Blackwell et al. 2009). Further

parametric adjustments on perfectly balanced data are unnecessary in estimating the

effects of the treatment on the dependent variable (Ho et al. 2007, 200).

Most matching algorithms proceed by finding, for each treated unit, at least one

control unit that has similar values on all relevant covariates. Unmatched units (the

units that cause imbalance), are pruned from the dataset and are not used in analysis.

There are two broad classes of matching methods: exact matching and inexact matching.

Exact matching pairs observation that have the same values on all relevant covariates

that differ by treatment group. And, while an exact matching solution is desirable (see

below), it is often the case that these solutions produce too few matched pairs (Blackwell

et al. 2009). Inexact matching methods define often “similarity” Mahalanobis distance (a

dissimilarity measure based on correlation structure between sets of values) (Cochran and

Rubin 1973; Rubin 1979, 1980), the propensity score (the probability that a unit is in the

treatment group, conditional on the covariates) (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1983) or some

combination of the two (Rosenbaum and Rubin 1985). The number of control units that

are to be matched is often chosen ex ante, and balance is checked ex post. If there are too

few matches, or if the balance is not at an acceptable level, the researcher must reduce

the number of control units that are to be matched and proceed with the process again

(Iacus, King and Porro 2011). The most common problem with this class of methods is

that a researcher may often have to repeat this process several times before finding both

a large enough number of matches and an acceptable level of balance (Blackwell et al.

2009).

Preprocessed datasets that achieve perfect balance (i.e. the treatment is orthogonal
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to all other covariates) do not require the researcher to further control for confounding

covariates. Here, a simple bivariate regression of the dependent variable on the treatment

provides a causal estimate. And, though this is a very desirable property, matching on

continuous variables (or variables that have several ordered categories), often produces

a small number of matched pairs (Blackwell et al. 2009). A relatively new “flavor” of

matching, Coarsened Exact Matching, (CEM) provides a solution to this problem by

allowing the researcher to create meaningful categories for continuous or ordered variables

with several categories (e.g. break a 7-point education scale into 4 categories or break

a 19-point income scale into fewer meaningful categories), match on the coarsened data,

then analyze the uncoarsened data.

CEM proceeds in three steps: (1) coarsen the original variables in X as much as the

research is willing to, creating C(X); (2) apply exact matching to C(X), which involves

sorting the observations into strata (s ∈ S), each with unique values of C(X); (3) discard

strata with only control units, discard strata with one treatment units (or use with

extrapolated values of the control units), and estimate the quantity of interest (Iacus,

King and Porro 2011, 16).

4.3 Hypotheses

I derive hypotheses to be tested in this chapter using the model of value rankings

presented in the previous chapter. Recall, the process by which individual i calculates

the utility (or importance) of value a is determined by equation 4.1.

. uia = Iia + eia (4.1)

The systematic component, Iia is broken down into a true importance (tia) and contex-

tual salience (cia). In the previous chapter, contextual salience varied by individual. In

this chapter, because it is captured by the year in which the survey was taken, it will be
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subscripted by a year and value (e.g. c2003a or c2005a). So, equation 4.1 becomes 4.2.

uia = tia + cyear,a︸ ︷︷ ︸
Iia

+eia (4.2)

Also recall that the relative ordering of an individual’s value system is determined, in

essence, by a series of pairwise choices. Using values a and b for illustrative purposes, the

process by which one chooses value a over value b, or vice versa, is shown in equation set

4.3.

Choice(a) if Iia + eia > Iib + eib (4.3)

and

Choice(b) if Iia + eia < Iib + eib .

Rearranging the terms, as seen in equation 4.4, it becomes apparent that value choices

should be consistent if there is a relatively large difference between, for example, Iia and

Iib, and if eia and eib are relatively small, then, under normal circumstances, the true

utility of the values should drive choice and choices should be stable.

Choice(a) if Iia − Iib > eib − eia (4.4)

and

Choice(b) if Iia − Iib < eib − eia .

If, however, circumstances were abnormal –if a major event occurred that either changed

the true utilities of values or made one value particularly accessible, data may show values

to be unstable over time. Formally, breaking down Iia into tia and cia, it becomes

apparent that, if Iia and Iib are stable, and if E(εia) = E(εib) = 0, that contextual
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salience can drive choice (see equation 4.5).

Choice(a) if E(tia − tib) > E(cyear,b − cyear,a) (4.5)

and

Choice(b) if E(tia − tib) < E(cyear,b − cyear,a) .

If the event caused a major change in the true importance of individual values (in the I

terms), then the change in the relative ordering of value structures should be permanent

(or, at least very long lasting). If, on the other hand, changes in accessibility caused

changes in the relative ordering of values, then the change should only be temporary.

The values data from multiple time points and a major event (9/11) occurring just

before data collection in 2003 makes for a easily definable natural experiment. 9/11, the

most deadly attack ever on American soil, reminded many people about the importance

of security and social order. Empirically, this should result in a major shift up for social

order in individuals’ value systems between 1994 and 2003. Between 2003 and 2005,

social order may stay high on value hierarchies. If so, this suggests a true change in value

systems. If, on the other hand, social order falls back to where it was in 1994, the change

may be due to increased, then decreased accessibility.

4.4 Results

A brief look at some descriptive statistics shows that the mean rankings of each of the

four values change, at least slightly, by year.6 Figure 4.1 and table 4.1 display graphically,

and in tabular form, how the mean rankings for each value change by year. First, and

perhaps most strikingly, it is quite obvious that these values, for the most part, are not

stable (at least in the aggregate). Liberty is relatively stable, increasing only slightly in

6Note that rankings are coded such that 4 indicates the most important value in a
hierarchy, and 1 indicates the least important value in a hierarchy.
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importance every year, but the other three values show little stability. As expected, social

order jumps in importance between 1994 and 2003, but it declines again between 2003 and

2005. And, because economic security and equality show the opposite pattern of social

order, it appears that these two values suffer in terms of importance at the expense of

social order. These descriptive statistics, just the bivariate relationships, seem to suggest

that the events of 9/11 only affect the degree to which social order was accessible in

peoples’ minds. It does not seem to be the case that 9/11 caused long term value change.

4.4.1 Matched and Unmatched Data

The linear regressions on the matched and unmatched datasets (results shown in

shown in tables 4.2 and 4.3) show much the same pattern. The coefficients on year

in table 4.2 suggest that all values move a bit over years, but some more than others.

Liberty, for example, moves up in value hierarchies, on average, between 1994 and 2003,

but only by about 20 percent of a rank. It remains the second most important value in the

aggregate (behind economic security in 1994 and social order in 2003). The coefficients

on year on the other three values seem quite a bit more impactful. In fact, it appears to

be the case that many “traded” social order, in 2003, for economic security or equality.

Economic security and equality move down approximately half a rank, on average, while

social order moves up nearly 75 percent of a rank. Controlling for various covariates, it

is clear that events between 1994 and 2003 (likely 9/11) caused the relative ordering of

values in the mass public to shift.

Value systems seem a bit more stable from 2003 to 2005 than that from 1994 to 2003

(results are reported in table 4.3). The passage of time moved liberty very little, and

according to the matched data, it did not move at all. Equality is also relatively stable

here, moving, on average, 20 percent of a rank up the hierarchy. Economic security and

social order, during this passage of time, seem to trade positions. Economic security, on
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average, moves 60 percent of a rank up the hierarchy, and social order moves almost an

entire rank (80 percent) down the hierarchy.

Judging by the results presented in tables 4.2 and 4.3, it is clear that values are

affected by events over time. To shed light on whether the change is due to changes in

the actual utilities of values or whether accessibility is driving the change, it is necessary

to assess the extent to which values “snap back” to 1994 relative ordering after 9/11. As

previously stated, a change in the utilities of values should result in permanent change

(e.g. no decay). A change in accessibility should decay over time. Table 4.4 displays the

results from OLS regressions run in which 1994 is the “control” condition and 2005 is the

“treatment” condition. A significant coefficient on the “treatment” variable might suggest

a change in utility, and a non-significant coefficient might signify a change in accessibility

only. Looking first at the results from the unmatched data, the coefficients on the 2005

variable show only small change between intercepts in 1994 and 2005. The biggest mover,

according to these data, is liberty, which, over all three time points, is the most stable

of the four values. The second biggest mover, social order, moved a 25 percent down a

rank during the eleven-year time period. Over the first nine-year time period, however,

social order moved up 75 percent of a rank, and over the two-year period from 2003 to

2005, social order moved down about 80 percent of a rank. The two remaining values,

equality and economic security, have significant differences between their 1994 mean and

2005 mean, but, in each case, the difference is less than 20 percent of a rank.

Turning to the results from the matched data, it appears as though the change in

values’ mean rank due to time is minimal. In three of four cases, the coefficient on year is

not significant. The single coefficient on 2005 that is significant is in the model of social

order. Social order is easily the most volatile value of the four analyzed, and it seems as

though the effect of 9/11 on value system ordering, and especially on the mean ranking

of social order, lasts beyond 2005.
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4.4.2 Rank-Ordered Logit

The results of the rank-ordered logit model, shown in table 4.5, display the log odds

of choosing a particular value over the reference value. The variables of interest, here,

indicate the year of the survey. In 1994, controlling for all other variables, respondents,

on average, chose liberty and economic security over social order, and social order over

equality. The coefficients on the 2003 variable tell a very different story. All coefficients

on the 2003 variable are negative, indicating that respondents are less likely to choose

the given value over the reference value. The coefficients on 2003, on liberty and eco-

nomic security, though significant, are relatively small in magnitude. The coefficient on

2003 on equality, however, is quite large. It seems as though many respondents “traded”

social order for equality. The coefficients on the 2005 variable tell a different story again.

Here, equality stays in place, but respondents tend to choose liberty and economic se-

curity (especially economic security) over social order. In fact, it seems as though many

respondents “trade” social order for economic security.

4.5 Conclusion & Discussion

The focus of this chapter was estimating the effect of the passage of time, and events

that occur over time, on value system ordering. Psychological theory has assumed, for

quite some time, that values are relatively stable over time, but this assumption has

never been thoroughly tested. The theory of value system stability that was presented

in this chapter makes an important distinction between a change in relative ordering

based on changes in utility, and a change in relative ordering based on accessibility. In

short, historic events, like the onset of a major war, an economic depression, or an attack

like 9/11, are expected to alter the importance people attach to certain values. So, the

question is twofold: First, does the passage of time, and events that occur over time,

affect value system ordering? And second, if changes do occur, can they be attributed
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to changes in the utility people attach to values, or is the change due to increases and

decreases in accessibility?

The “year” coefficients in tables 4.2 and 4.3 (i.e. 2003 in table 4.2 and 2005 in table

4.3) show the differences in the intercepts between 1994 and 2003, and 2003 and 2005,

respectively. The most notable results, over both tables, is on social order. Social order,

after 9/11, became far more important in value hierarchies than it was previously, and it

did so at the expense of equality and economic security. However, after only two years, the

importance of social order dropped, and economic security gained. These results suggest,

possibly, that people did not necessarily put increased importance on social order after

9/11. Rather, it became very accessible and stayed on peoples’ minds. But, while social

order decreased in importance shortly after 9/11 (e.g. between 2003 and 2005), only

economic security –not equality– regained its importance.

The analysis of matched data tells basically the same story as that of the unmatched

data, with one important exception. In table 4.4, the coefficient on the year variable

(i.e. the 2005 variable) is not significant in three of four values. The only value that

has a different intercept in 2005 than it does in 1994, according to the matched data, is

social order, which actually decreases in importance. Otherwise, all values have similar

mean rankings, suggesting that many of the changes over time are due to changes in

accessibility, not in the actual utility attached to values.

The results of the rank-ordered logit show not what is happening to each value individ-

ually. Rather, it shows “between-value” dynamics. The coefficients on the 1994 variable,

in table 4.5, suggest that, holding everything else constant, respondents were more likely

to choose economic security over social order. The other two coefficients on 1994 are not

statistically significant. The major change between 1994 and 2003, captured by the co-

efficients on the 2003 variable, is the significant increase in the probability people choose

social order over all other values. It seems apparent that 9/11 had a major effect on
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the relative ordering of most peoples’ value systems. The change that occurred between

2003 and 2005 concerned three values in particular: social order, liberty, and economic

security. These results suggest that the passage of time made social order less accessible

in peoples’ minds, and that liberty and economic security nearly reclaimed their pre-9/11

positions in the relative ordering of values.

The results presented here, on one hand, corroborate with what some previous research

has found: values, over time, are not completely stable (Goren 2005; Goren, Federico

and Kittilson 2009; McCann 1997). On the other, this study pushes these previous

results a big farther in suggesting events have only a temporary effect on value system

ordering. And, this allows for two conclusions, one fairly concrete, and one less so. First,

value system ordering is affected by events –values are not completely stable over time,

especially in the wake of major events. Second, these changes in value system ordering are

seemingly due to changes in specific value accessibility rather than changes in the utility

that individuals attach to specific values. Further, it seems as though this contextual

salience effect decays over time.

With these results in mind, it is useful to turn attention back to whether or not values

can provide a general evaluative framework from which people can evaluate objects in

the world. The general instability of values, as shown in this and the previous chapter,

do not conform to traditional psychological theory. This so, it is inaccurate to say that

values are, for example, “truisms” (Maio and Olson 1998). That is, not all values are held

with the same high esteem. Further, values, when they do “move,” do so predictably.

Lastly, some values (e.g. freedom/liberty) are more stable than others (e.g. equality, law

& order/social order).

What does this mean for values as they relate to behavior and choice? Two things are

apparent. First, some values, because they are unstable, cannot organize attitudes and

guide behavior. It may not even be the case that all values relevant to a certain decision
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guide behavior. Second, it may not be the case that all relevant values are needed to

guide behavior. It may simply be the case that individuals rely solely on a small number

of values to guide choice. The results here narrow the focus of values research. It may

not be worth examining the stability and impact of all values in behavior. To focus on

a smaller number of values that individuals hold in high regard may be enough. Further

research that asks which values are relevant to certain individuals, or certain groups, is

warranted.
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Figure 4.1: Mean Rankings by Year
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Table 4.1: Mean Rankings by Year

1994 2003 2005
Liberty 2.57 2.70 2.87

(1.12) (1.00) (1.06)
Equality 2.40 2.11 2.26

(0.96) (0.99) (1.00)
Economic Sec. 2.69 2.29 2.83

(1.02) (0.87) (1.02)
Social Order 2.35 2.89 2.04

(1.06) (0.94) (1.07)
n 1464 9313 649

Note: All differences statistically significant at .05 level.
Standard deviations in parentheses.
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Table 4.2: OLS Results on Matched and Unmatched Data, 1994 & 2003

Liberty Equality Economic Security Social Order
Unmatched Matched Unmatched Matched Unmatched Matched Unmatched Matched

Age 0.01 0.06∗∗ -0.05∗∗∗ -0.02 -0.03∗∗∗ -0.06∗∗∗ 0.07∗∗∗ 0.02
(.01) (.03) (.01) (.02) (.01) (.02) (.01) (.02)

Nonwhite -0.44∗∗∗ -0.79∗∗∗ 0.30∗∗∗ -0.04 0.18∗∗∗ 0.63∗∗∗ -0.04 0.20
(.03) (.25) (.03) (.21) (.03) (.22) (.03) (.22)

Female -0.15∗∗∗ -0.19∗∗∗ 0.03 0.04 0.09∗∗∗ 0.11∗ 0.03 0.05
(.03) (.07) (.02) (.06) (.02) (.06) (.02) (.07)

Educ. 0.09∗∗∗ 0.13∗∗ 0.00 -0.05 -0.13∗∗∗ -0.08∗ 0.03∗∗ 0.00
(.01) (.06) (.01) (.05) (.01) (.05) (.01) (.05)

Party -0.06∗∗∗ -0.08∗∗ 0.08∗∗∗ 0.06∗∗ 0.02∗∗∗ 0.01 -0.05∗∗∗ 0.01
(.01) (.03) (.01) (.03) (.01) (.03) (.01) (.03)

Ideol. -0.00 0.06 0.11∗∗∗ 0.11∗∗∗ -0.03∗∗∗ -0.04 -0.08∗∗∗ -0.13∗∗∗
(.01) (.04) (.01) (.04) (.01) (.04) (.01) (.04)

Income 0.04∗∗∗ -0.03 -0.06∗∗∗ -0.07∗∗ -0.01 0.01 0.03∗∗∗ 0.09∗∗∗
(.01) (.03) (.01) (.03) (.01) (.03) (.01) (.03)

2003 0.18∗∗∗ 0.23∗∗∗ -0.38∗∗∗ -0.52∗∗∗ -0.40∗∗∗ -0.43∗∗∗ 0.60∗∗∗ 0.72∗∗∗
(.04) (.07) (.04) (.06) (.03) (.06) (.04) (.06)

Constant 2.63∗∗∗ 2.41∗∗∗ 1.90∗∗∗ 2.24∗∗∗ 3.08∗∗∗ 3.02∗∗∗ 2.39∗∗∗ 2.33∗∗∗
(.08) (.21) (.07) (.18) (.07) (.19) (.07) (.19)

R sq. 0.07 – 0.14 – 0.05 – 0.09 –
n 7100 – 7100 – 7100 – 7100 –
Matched Units – 1480 – 1480 – 1480 – 1480

Multivariate Imbalance Measure (L1) on unmatched/matched data: 0.904/0.00.
Percentage of local common support on unmatched/matched data: 7.6%/100%.
CEM matched 558 of 1464 “1994” units and 922 of 9313 “2003” units.
Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 4.3: OLS Results on Matched and Unmatched Data, 2003 & 2005

Liberty Equality Economic Security Social Order
Unmatched Matched Unmatched Matched Unmatched Matched Unmatched Matched

Age -0.01 -0.02 -0.06∗∗∗ -0.02 -0.02∗∗∗ -0.03∗∗ 0.09∗∗∗ 0.07∗∗∗
(.01) (.02) (.01) (.02) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.02)

Nonwhite -0.49∗∗∗ -0.44∗∗∗ 0.40∗∗∗ 0.34∗∗∗ 0.19∗∗∗ 0.12∗ -0.09∗∗∗ -0.02
(.03) (.07) (.03) (.07) (.03) (.06) (.03) (.07)

Female -0.15∗∗∗ -0.14∗∗∗ 0.05∗∗ 0.07 0.07∗∗∗ 0.10∗∗ 0.02 -0.03
(.03) (.05) (.02) (.05) (.02) (.04) (.02) (.05)

Educ. 0.10∗∗∗ 0.10∗∗∗ 0.00 0.04∗ -0.13∗∗∗ -0.22∗∗∗ 0.03∗∗ 0.07∗∗∗
(.01) (.03) (.01) (.03) (.01) (.02) (.01) (.03)

Party – – – – – – – –

Ideol. -0.04∗∗∗ -0.06∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ -0.01∗ -0.01 -0.12∗∗∗ -0.10∗∗∗
(.01) (.02) (.01) (.02) (.01) (.02) (.01) (.02)

Income 0.05∗∗∗ 0.01 -0.06∗∗∗ -0.04∗∗ -0.01∗ 0.01 0.03∗∗∗ 0.02
(.01) (.02) (.01) (.02) (.01) (.02) (.01) (.02)

2005 0.11∗∗ -0.04 0.11∗∗ 0.20∗∗∗ 0.60∗∗∗ 0.64∗∗∗ -0.82∗∗∗ -0.79∗∗∗
(.05) (.07) (.05) (.06) (.05) (.06) (.05) (.06)

Constant 2.74∗∗∗ 3.02∗∗∗ 1.62∗∗ 1.35∗∗∗ 2.71∗∗∗ 2.87∗∗∗ 2.93∗∗∗ 2.76∗∗∗
(.07) (.14) (.07) (.14) (.06) (.13) (.07) (.14)

R sq. 0.06 – 0.11 – 0.05 – 0.10 –
n 6733 – 6733 – 6733 – 6733 –
Matched Units – 3355 – 3355 – 3355 – 3355

Multivariate Imbalance Measure (L1) on unmatched/matched data: 0.716/0.00.
Percentage of local common support on unmatched/matched data: 15.6%/100%.
CEM matched 2824 of 9313 “2003 units and 531 of 649 “2005 units.
Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 4.4: OLS Results on Matched and Unmatched Data, 1994 & 2005

Liberty Equality Economic Security Social Order
Unmatched Matched Unmatched Matched Unmatched Matched Unmatched Matched

Age 0.07∗∗∗ 0.13∗∗∗ -0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.09∗ -0.05∗∗∗ -0.04
(.02) (.05) (.02) (.05) (.02) (.05) (.02) (.05)

Nonwhite -0.45∗∗∗ -0.28 0.32∗∗∗ 0.59∗∗∗ 0.24∗∗∗ -0.30 -0.11 -0.01
(.08) (.22) (.07) (.22) (.07) (.23) (.08) (.24)

Female -0.21∗∗∗ -0.29∗∗ 0.11∗∗ 0.03 0.18∗∗∗ 0.17 -0.08 0.09
(.06) (.14) (.05) (.13) (.06) (.14) (.06) (.14)

Educ. 0.03 0.18∗ 0.02 -0.03 -0.13∗∗∗ -0.26∗∗∗ 0.07∗∗ 0.10
(.03) (.10) (.03) (.09) (.03) (.10) (.03) (.10)

Party – – – – – – – –

Ideol. -0.04∗∗ 0.07∗ 0.04∗∗∗ -0.04 -0.00 -0.11∗∗∗ -0.00 0.07
(.02) (.04) (.01) (.04) (.01) (.04) (.02) (.05)

Income 0.04∗∗ 0.00 -0.06∗∗∗ -0.04 -0.01 0.06 0.03 -0.03
(.02) (.06) (.02) (.06) (.02) (.06) (.02) (.07)

2005 0.25∗∗∗ 0.21 -0.18∗∗∗ -0.02 0.17∗∗∗ 0.16 -0.24∗∗∗ -0.36∗∗
(.06) (.14) (.06) (.13) (.06) (.14) (.06) (.15)

Constant 2.48∗∗∗ 1.58∗∗∗ 2.22∗∗∗ 2.50∗∗∗ 2.97∗∗∗ 3.91∗∗∗ 2.33∗∗∗ 2.02∗∗∗
(.15) (.48) (.14) (.46) (.14) (.49) (.15) (.51)

R sq. 0.06 – 0.04 – 0.04 – 0.04 –
n 1358 – 1358 – 1358 – 1358 –
Matched Units – 560 – 560 – 560 – 560

Multivariate Imbalance Measure (L1) on unmatched/matched data: 0.809/0.00.
Percentage of local common support on unmatched/matched data: 12.4%/100%.
CEM matched 354 of 1464 “1994” units and 206 of 649 “2005” units.
Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 4.5: Rank-Ordered Logit Results (Social Order is Reference Category)

Liberty
Age -0.08∗∗ (.01)
Nonwhite -0.40∗∗ (.06)
Female -0.17∗∗ (.04)
Educ. 0.06∗ (.02)
Ideol. 0.08∗∗ (.01)
Income 0.01 (.02)
1994 0.17 (.12)
2003 -0.24∗ (.11)
2005 0.80∗∗ (.14)

Equality
Age -0.13∗∗ (.01)
Nonwhite 0.51∗∗ (.06)
Female 0.10∗ (.04)
Educ. -0.05∗ (.02)
Ideol. 0.30∗∗ (.02)
Income -0.11∗∗ (.02)
1994 -0.22 (.12)
2003 -1.36∗∗ (.12)
2005 -0.27 (.15)

Economic Security
Age -0.11∗∗ (.01)
Nonwhite 0.33∗∗ (.05)
Female 0.12∗∗ (.04)
Educ. -0.18∗∗ (.02)
Ideol. 0.12∗∗ (.01)
Income -0.06∗∗ (.02)
1994 0.74∗∗ (.12)
2003 -0.26∗ (.11)
2005 1.21∗∗ (.14)
LR χ sq. 4097.66∗∗
n 7623

Social order is the reference category.
Cell entries are logit coefficients.
∗∗p < .01,∗ p < .05
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Chapter 5

Values, Attitudes, and Behavior

Traditional psychological theory suggests that attitudes and behavior are, in large

part, the results of individuals projecting their values onto real world situations. Re-

search finds links between values and many important attitudes and behaviors, including

ideology (Braithwaite 1982, 1994, 1997; Rokeach 1973; Schwartz 1994), career choice

(Hofstede 2001; Rokeach 1973), management policies and style (Egri and Ralston 2004;

Kumar and Kant 2007; Lenartowicz and Johnson 2003), product preference (Kahle 1996;

Murphey et al. 2006), teaching style (Bossman 1991), and volunteer work (Omoto and

Snyder 1995), to name a few. Newer research finds this relationship to be conditional

on education and sophistication (Bardi and Schwartz 2003; Maio and Olsen 2000; Zaller

1991, 1992), but the relationship is there nonetheless. In this chapter, I take a closer look

at the relationship between values and political attitudes, and I examine the extent to

which value system measurement affects empirical results.

5.1 Past Literature

Values are thought to have a pervasive influence on attitudes and behavior, and count-

less pieces of literature find evidence in favor of this claim (see, for example Rokeach 1973).

These studies, variable with respect to methodological sophistication, find relationships

between values and attitudes (Ajzen and Fishbein 1977; Maio and Olsen 2000), preju-

dice (Biernat et al. 1996), volunteerism (Omoto and Snyder 1995), cooperative behavior
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(Schwartz 1996), and various political attitudes (Borg 1995; Kinder and Sanders 1996;

Miller and Shanks 1996, for example).

Focusing on research in political science, scholarship finds links between values and

various policy attitudes (Feldman 1988; Peffley and Hurwitz 1985; Pollock, Lilie and

Vittes 1993), prejudice and tolerance (Biernat et al. 1996; Kinder and Sanders 1996),

political participation (Borg 1995; Gundelach 1995), and evaluations of candidates and

parties (Feldman 1988; Knutsen 1995; Miller and Shanks 1996). Most research, though,

focuses on only one or two values at a time. For example, research finds a strong relation-

ship between how individuals value equality and social welfare attitudes (Feldman and

Steenbergen 2001; Kluegel and Smith 1986), racial attitudes (Kinder and Sanders 1996;

Sears, Henry and Kosterman 2000), and candidate evaluations (Miller and Shanks 1996).

While many studies find direct relationships between values, attitudes, and behav-

iors, a number of studies find the relationship more complicated. Ajzen and Fishbein

(1977), for example, argue that values are directly related to attitudes, and attitudes are

only one factor among many that influence behavior. Scholarship argues that values are

less directly implicated in behavior for several reasons (Schwartz 1996). Among these

reasons are that values may compete with relevant norms in making decisions regarding

appropriate behavior (Bardi and Schwartz 2003), situational forces can overwhelm values

with respect to action (Maio et al. 2001), and the “right” values may not be activated in

the decision making process (Bardi and Schwartz 2003). Additional scholarship argues

further, that only certain types of attitudes –“value expressive” attitudes, as opposed to

utilitarian attitudes– are related to values (Maio and Olsen 1994). Even under perfect

circumstances –when norms are not conflicting with values, when the right values are

activated, and when the “right” values are value expressive– values may not correlate

strongly with behavior: individuals must be politically sophisticated enough to relate

politically relevant values to attitudes Zaller (1991, 1992).
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This chapter takes previous literature into account in measuring the influence of val-

ues on various attitudes and behaviors. Using a series of ordered logit models, I measure

the effects of value system ordering on attitudes regarding the economy, foreign policy,

national security, and race relations. Together, these attitudes provide a composite mea-

sure of issue-related support for the president. Then, moving the analysis from attitudes

to behaviors, I use a nested logit model to test the effects of value system ordering on

the choice to turnout during the 2008 presidential election and vote choice.

5.2 How Values Affect Attitudes

Though countless pieces of scholarship document the relationship between values and

attitudes, the theory remains underdeveloped (Feldman 2003). Integrating past research

into a comprehensive theory, Schwartz (2004) suggests that values affect attitudes (and

behavior) through a four-step sequential process (Hitlin and Piliavin 2004): (1) values are

activated (Verplanken and Holland 2002); (2) the activated values lead to the privileg-

ing of some actions over others (Feather 1992); (3) values then influence interpretation,

attention, and perception in situations; (4) and values then influence the planning of

action.

In other words, not every situation requires one to call all values into consideration.

Any given situation may “activate” only a select number of values, and further, not every

individual will make the connection between the situational circumstances and relevant

values. Individuals that are more capable of making the connections are more likely to

complete the four-step process of linking values to behavior. Upon values being activated

and the individual in question making the connection, the individual then makes value

choices. Values at the top of the individual’s hierarchy influence how the individual sees

and analyzes each part of the situation, and based on this perception and analysis, the

individual plans behavior. In these plans, values compete with other factors (e.g. norms,
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cost-benefit analysis, culture, etc.) in making a final decision on the appropriate behavior

and action.

5.3 Data

I again use the 2010 TESS data1, which combines a survey experiment with more

traditional questions often seen in surveys of American public opinion that concern po-

litical preferences (n = 1264). In addition to the experimental items (discussed in the

third chapter), the dataset includes measures of issue-based presidential approval on the

economy, race relation, foreign policy, and national security. Data was also collected on

turnout and vote choice.

Measures of issue-based presidential approval are binary and coded such that 1 in-

dicates a positive response and 0 indicates a negative response.2 I combine these four

variables into a ratings scale that measures an overall sense of presidential approval. Each

item improves the performance of the scale, and its overall reliability is high (Cronbach’s

α = 0.85).

The dependent variables for the second analysis are also binary. The decision to turn

out to vote is coded such that 1 indicates the respondent did vote and 0 if the respondent

did not vote. Vote choice in the 2008 presidential election is coded such that 1 indicates

a vote for Barack Obama and 0 indicates a vote for John McCain.

Independent variables considered in these analyses include age, race, gender, educa-

tion, income, political party identification, and ideology.

1Data collected by Time-sharing Experiments for the Social Sciences, NSF Grant
0818839, Jeremy Freese and Penny Visser, Principal Investigators.

2The question of wording for each of these variables is: “Do you approve or disapprove of
the way Barack Obama is handling each of these issues?” Issues are then listed for the
respondent to indicate approval or disapproval.
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5.4 Methods

To analyze the four-item scale of issue-related support for Barack Obama, I use a set

of ordered logit models (see equations 3.14 and 3.15 in chapter 3 for details). I do not

contain my analyses to one model specification, however. Because recent empirical work

suggests the causal path between values, party, and attitudes to be quite complicated,

and because I am unable to account for possible two-way causality between partisanship

and values, I run two sets of models. In the first, I account for both partisanship and

ideology. In the second, I treat both partisanship and ideology as intervening variables

–that values cause party identification and ideology, and party identification and ideology

then affect support for the president.

The dependent variables on the behavioral models are structured such that the deci-

sion for whom to vote is nested within the decision to vote in the first place. While it

is possible to treat the choice to abstain from the election as a third choice (in a non-

sequential, non-nested manner), the relevant covariates are different across each process.

This so, I model both the decision to turn out to vote (the “selection” process) and the

decision for whom to vote with a multivariate probit model that accounts for the selection

process.

5.4.1 A Note on Multivariate Probit with Selection

I argue that the choice to vote is governed by the process described in equation 5.1

z∗i = w′γi + ui (5.1)
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where one votes if z∗i > 0 and does not vote if otherwise. Vote choice is governed by the

process described in equation 5.2

y∗i = x′iβ + εi (5.2)

where one votes for a particular candidate if y∗i > 0 given z∗i > 0 and the other candidate

if y∗i ≤ 0 given z∗i > 0. If, in the above models, the correlation between ui and εi is

greater than zero, then the assumption that E[ε|X] = 0 is is violated, and estimates in

equation 5.2 become inconsistent and biased (Greene 2003). In all, ignoring equation 5.1

amounts to leaving out a “shift” in equation 5.2, which, in essence, is omitted variable

bias. Taking the “shift” into account, the outcome equation becomes

y∗i = x′iβ + βλλi + vi (5.3)

where βλ is ρσε. The multivariate probit model, which is used in this chapter, produces

unbiased, consistent estimates, and it can be used to determine whether the two processes

are, in fact, independent.

5.4.2 Measurement

I again make use of the split sample, half the sample having value system ordering

measured via importance ratings and half with rankings. Keeping in mind the results

presented in chapter 3 –the distributions of ratings being very different than the distri-

bution of rankings– for each different model specification, I obtain estimates with both

the ratings and rankings subgroups. I then compare the fits of the models using likeli-

hood ratio tests for nested models and the Schwarz Criterion (also called the Bayesian

Information Criterion, or BIC). The likelihood ratio test simply compares the fits of the

models using each models log-likelihood. The BIC is different from the LR test in that
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the BIC penalizes for the addition of parameters to the model. Generally, lower BIC

scores indicate better model fit (e.g. the model with the more negative BIC fits the data

better). Difference greater than ten points can be considered very strong evidence for

superior model fit, differences between six and ten points can be considered strong evi-

dence, differences between two and six points can be considered moderate evidence, and

difference of less than two points indicate weak evidence (Kass and Raftery 1995; Raftery

1995, 1999).

5.5 Formal Hypotheses

Most tests of theories are relatively straightforward. First, theory suggests that values

play a larger role in attitudes than in action. If so, the data should show values to have a

more pervasive influence in issue-related support for President Obama than in the choices

to vote and for whom to vote. Second, theory suggests that only “activated” values should

play a role in attitudes and behavior. If this is true, it should not be the case that all five

values show significant relationships with the dependent variables. But, the data should

also show that the inclusion of values into the models proves a useful addition. Last,

theory suggests that people more able to link values, attitudes, and behavior are more

likely to use their values in forming attitudes and making choices (Zaller 1991, 1992). This

theory can be captured in a series of multiplicative interaction terms between education

and value ranking/rating. If correct, values should have a greater effect in more highly

educated respondents.

5.6 Results Pertaining to Policy-Based Approval for the President

A look at bivariate relationships between value rankings/ratings and policy attitudes

(see tables 5.1 and 5.2) shows that the positioning of equality and moral traditionalism

seem to have the strongest relationships with each policy attitude. Generally, higher
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rankings/ratings of equality correspond to more approval for President Obama’s policies,

and higher rankings/ratings of moral traditionalism correspond to more disapproval.

These results lead to several interesting thoughts and questions. First, it is curious

that the a particular value’s relationship with each policy attitude is almost constant.

Questions on different policies do not seem to “activate” different values. Rather, all

policy attitudes seem to be driven by the same two values. Second, it is not freedom

and equality that drive policy attitudes, as some literature suggests (e.g. Feldman 1988).

Nor is it freedom and law & order (Davis 2007). Instead, the two values are equality and

moral traditionalism. This is somewhat unexpected. But, before drawing conclusions, it

is necessary to go beyond simple bivariate relationships.

Results of the full models, with interactions terms, are displayed in tables 5.3 and 5.4.

Of interest in these models are the coefficients on the interaction terms and the results

of the likelihood ratio tests that measure the improved fit of the full models against the

restricted models. Looking first at the ratings group (table 5.3), none of the coefficients on

the interaction terms are significant. The likelihood ratio test on nested models suggests

that the addition of the three variables does not improve model fit (χ2 = 1.67, p = .64),

and the BIC scores suggest the restricted model fits the data much better than the

unrestricted model. The results on the models of the rankings group (table 5.4 tell a

bit of a different story. The coefficient on the interaction term composed of equality

rank and education is positive and significant, suggesting that the rank of equality affects

presidential approval more in respondents with more formal education. The likelihood

ratio test on the nested models suggests some mild improvement in the fit of the full

model (χ2 = 6.95, p = .07). The BIC scores, however, indicate that the restricted model

fits the data better.

Trimmed models of policy-based presidential approval are presented in table 5.5. The

models, though slightly different across measurement groups, tell the same basic story.
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First, values matter. Considering first the model of the rating group, all three values have

significant explanatory power. Increased importance in freedom and moral traditional-

ism correspond with decreased support for the president, and increased importance in

equality corresponds with increased support for the president. In the model of the rank-

ing group, increased importance of freedom and moral traditionalism correspond with

decreased support of the president (though the coefficient on freedom is not significant).

And, though the coefficient on equality is not significant in itself, the coefficient on the

interaction term is. This (partially) supports Zaller’s findings regarding the conditional

nature of the relationship of value system ordering on attitudes.3 Turning to the fit statis-

tics of each model, it is quite apparent that the models of the rankings group fit the data

better than the models of the ratings group. Finally, turning attention to the coefficients

on the control variables, education has a significant impact on issue-based support. In

the restricted models, the coefficients suggest that more educated respondents tend to

hold more support for the president than less educated respondents. In the full models,

the same pattern holds among members of the ratings group (though the coefficient is

not statistically significant). The coefficient on education, in the model of the rankings

group, is not statistically significant, though the coefficient on the interaction term is.

Party identification and ideology have very strong effects on policy-based approval, but

it is not altogether clear that party and ideology are not intervening variables that are

actually caused by value system ordering. The results presented in table 5.6 take this

possibility into account. These models are estimated with only values and demographic

variables on the right-hand side, and the estimates represent an “upper bound” of the

effect of values on issue-based presidential support. The results are consistent with those

presented in table 5.5, but the effects are more pronounced.

3Models with and without values were run on for the rankings group. The BIC score on
the restricted model (e.g. values variables omitted) was -2349.07. The BIC score on the
full model was -2336.39. The LR test on nested models gave a χ2 of 12.99 (4 degrees of
freedom) and a p-value of 0.01.
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Tables 5.7 through 5.12 show changes in predicted probabilities in levels of support for

the president based on changes in the ratings/rankings of freedom, equality, and moral

traditionalism. The story told by the changes in the ratings group (tables 5.7 and 5.8)

is obvious: values matter. Looking first at the predictions from the full model (table

5.7), someone holding a “liberal” set of values (e.g. high on equality, low on freedom

and moral traditionalism) is much more likely to have an approval score of 3 or 4 than

someone with a “conservative” value set (e.g. low on equality, high on freedom and moral

traditionalism). In fact, the model predicts that someone with liberal values is almost

three times more likely to approve of how President Obama handled at least three out

of four issues (65% to 27%). Someone with conservative values, on the other hand, is

more than twice as likely to register an approval score of 0 or 1 than someone with liberal

values. Differences are much more pronounced in predictions from the restricted model

(table 5.8). Here, one with liberal values is almost six times more likely to register an

approval score of 3 or 4 than someone with conservative values, and the difference is as

stark on the other end of the scale.

The rankings data tells the same basic story as the ratings data, but with some

additional complexity. Recall that the set of multiplicative interaction terms added ex-

planatory power to models of issue-based support for the president when members of the

rankings group were under consideration. This so, these models take into account the

interaction between education and equality (the single statistically significant interaction

term in these models, as displayed in tables 5.4, 5.5, and 5.6. Turning attention to the

differences in predicted probabilities in table 5.9, it appears as though values make no

difference in attitudes, but this model holds education at its minimum (i.e. less than

high school). The model in table 5.10 holds education at its maximum (i.e. college grad-

uate), and the degree to which value differences affect issue-based presidential approval

becomes clear. Respondents with liberal values, on average, are more than twice as likely
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as respondents with conservative values to highly approve of how the president dealt with

the four relevant issues, and respondents with conservative values are about three times

as likely as those with liberal values to strongly disapprove of the way the president has

handled the relevant issues. The differences in the predicted probabilities reported in ta-

bles 5.11 and 5.12 show the same basic pattern as those in the previous two tables. The

results here, however, are a bit more extreme given they are “upper bound” estimates

(party and ideology are not included in the models).

To sum up, the models presented in this section tell a very basic story about values

and political attitudes: values matter. Generally, those that hold freedom and moral

traditionalism highly and consider equality of only limited importance express limited

issue-based approval for the president. Those that value equality highly, on the other

hand, tend to express higher issue-based support for the president. And, while data from

each measurement tells the same basic story, the data from the rankings group is a bit

more complicated. Specifically, the degree to which values affect approval is conditioned

on education (especially the effect of equality). On average, those with more formal

education are more influenced by their values than those with less education. Finally,

models in which values are measured with rankings tend to fit the data considerably

better than models in which values are measured with ratings. Rankings, it seems,

more effectively capture value systems and can more accurately describe how they affect

attitudes.

5.7 Results Pertaining to Turnout and Vote Choice

Starting with bivariate correlations of values, turnout, and vote choice (see tables 5.13

and 5.14), it is apparent that values do not affect the choice to turnout. With respect

to vote choice, values seem much more important. Higher ratings/rankings of equality

correspond to voting for Obama, and higher rankings of moral traditionalism correspond
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to voting for McCain. Before drawing conclusions, however, it is necessary to take all

other control variables into account

Estimates from the multivariate probit models with selection are shown in table 5.15.

Looking first at the turnout equation (the top half of the table), it seems as though

only economic security matters with respect to turnout, and this only holds for the

ratings group. This result is curious, however, because the sign of the coefficient is

negative: the results suggest that people are more likely to turn out if they care less about

economic security. The control variables tell a more interesting, and more predictable

story here. According to the results, older respondents, female respondents, well-educated

respondents, and respondents that have strong partisan and ideological attachments are

more likely to turn out.

Turning to the vote choice equation (the lower half of the table), the results suggest

that values play a more important role here, but only in the ratings group. Moral tradi-

tionalism is the only value that holds any explanatory power, but it pales in comparison

to the explanatory power of party and ideology. In the rankings group, only party and

ideology have explanatory power. The model performs as well with equality and moral

traditionalism omitted. Finally, the estimate of ρ, in both models, suggests that turnout

and vote choice are statistically independent processes that can be modeled with separate

binary choice models.

These models are reported in tables 5.16 and 5.17. The models of turnout tell much

the same story: values are not an important part in the process, and the usual suspects

(e.g. age, education, ideological strength, and strength with which one is attached to a

party) are important predictors of participation. Female and economic security (in the

opposite direction than expected) are also important predictors of participation in the

ratings model. The models of vote choice, in the ratings model, suggest that equality

and moral traditionalism are important in the explanation of vote choice (a high rating
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of equality corresponds to a higher probability of voting for Obama while a high rating of

moral traditionalism corresponds to a lower probability of voting for Obama), but only in

the ratings group. The control variables, in both models, hold quite a bit of explanatory

power. Older respondents and those with more formal education, on average, tend to

vote for Obama. And, as expected, those that identify with the Democratic Party, and

those that identify as liberal, tend to vote for Obama as well.

An examination of the fit statistics for the probit model with selection and the in-

dependent logit models suggest, in contrast with the models of issue-based presidential

approval, that the models in which values are measured with ratings perform better than

those in which values are measured with rankings. In the probit model with selection (ta-

ble 5.15), values add no explanatory power in the rankings model, and the trend continues

through both independent logit models. The values variables, in the ratings models, tell a

different story. Here, values do pull some weight. Economic security, though is a negative

effect, does affect the choice to turnout, and both equality and moral traditionalism affect

vote choice.

5.8 Conclusion and Discussion

In this chapter, I tested three hypotheses on the relationships between values, atti-

tudes, and behavior: (1) values are directly related to attitudes and distally related to

behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein 1977; Hitlin and Piliavin 2004; Schwartz 1996); (2) only

“activated” values influence attitudes and action (Bardi and Schwartz 2003); and (3) the

relationship between values, attitudes, and behavior is conditional on cognitive sophis-

tication (Zaller 1991, 1992). In addition, I tested whether or not different measurement

techniques affect model fit.

Previous research finds support suggesting values strongly influence attitudes, but

only indirectly affect behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein 1977; Schwartz 1996). The results of
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the analyses in this chapter corroborate previous findings. Equality, freedom, and moral

traditionalism affect issue-based support for the president, and they do so quite pre-

dictably. With demographics, party identification, and ideology held constant, changes

in the three relevant values have profound effects on the probability of strong or weak

support for Obama. The analyses of turnout and vote choice also corroborate the findings

of previous research. Values had only a minimal effect on the choice to vote (and, the

results are counterintuitive), and values had a limited effect on vote choice. Controlling

for political identification variables and some demographics, moral traditionalism and

equality have an independent effect on vote choice (but only in the ratings group). Look-

ing over both analyses (the models of issue-based support, turnout, and vote choice), the

effects of values are clearer and, perhaps, a bit stronger in the models of approval. Values,

had virtually no effect on the choice to turn out, and limited influence on vote choice.

Values seem to be more closely related to attitudes than they are to behavior, at least in

a political context.

At first glance, the theory regarding “activated” values’ effect on attitudes (Bardi and

Schwartz 2003) does not seem to be supported by these analyses. The bivariate corre-

lations in tables 5.1 and 5.2 show that two values, equality and moral traditionalism,

correspond with all four policy-attitudes analyzed in this paper. Further, there are poli-

cies that are designed to “activate” certain values (e.g. economic policy and economic

security, race relations and equality, terrorism and law & order), but it does not appear

to be the case that any of these survey items activated values other than equality and

moral traditionalism (and freedom, given the results of the various ordered logit models).

Upon further inspection, however, it may be the case that these survey items were not

actually measuring policy-attitudes. Rather, they are measuring policy-based support

for President Obama. The fact that the four-item scale has such high reliability (Cron-

bach’s α = 0.85) suggests that each of these items taps into how individuals evaluate the
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president. If it is the case that each of the four policy-attitude items actually measure

different policy attitudes, then the these analyses show no support for the theory advance

in Bardi and Schwartz (2003). On the other hand, if these items all tap into an overall

evaluation of the president (and this seems more likely), then it may not be accurate to

call this a direct test of the theory.

Zaller’s theory regarding the link between values and attitudes, conditioned on so-

phistication, receives mixed support in these analyses. On one hand, the models in tables

5.3 and 5.4 suggest that the interaction terms do not improve model fit enough to jus-

tify their inclusion (especially in the rating group). On the other hand, the inclusion of

the interaction between equality and education, in models of the ranking group, change

substantive conclusions regarding the effect of the relative position of equality in indi-

viduals’ value systems on policy-based approval of the president. When the interaction

term is omitted from the model, results suggest that equality has no significant effect

on the dependent variable. When included, however, results suggest that respondents

with higher levels of educational attainment use equality in forming attitudes regarding

presidential approval. It should also be noted that measurement, here, matters. Value

system ordering, as measured by rankings, does interact with educational attainment.

Values, as measured by ratings, do not interact with educational attainment.

Finally, measurement technique affects model fit. Though the models of presidential

support (tables 5.5 and 5.6) told the same substantive stories (e.g. values matter in

attitudes on policy-based approval), model fit is consistently better when value system

ordering is measured with rankings. Models of behavior, on the other hand, tell a different

story. Here, models in which values are measured with ratings perform better. One

possible explanation is sampling error, but this is not definite. This discrepancy deserves

a closer look.

The results presented in this chapter suggest, at the very least, that several values
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matter in the formation of important attitudes and behaviors. This is not to say that all

values affect evaluations and behavior all of the time –simply that values are an important

part of explanations of attitudes and some behaviors. Also, values may not affect each

individually equally throughout a given population. It is important for researchers to

consider the possibility that not all individuals can effectively connect their own values

to objects being evaluated. Effects of values on attitudes and behavior may be stronger in

individuals that are more able to make this important connection. Finally, the choice of

measurement technique is also very important –to the extent that different measurement

techniques produce different substantive conclusions. Future research on values must

consider the trade-offs that come with the choice to use on technique over the other.
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Table 5.1: Correlations Between Value Rankings and Policy Attitudes

Economy Race Rel. Foreign Pol. Terrorism 4-Item Scale
Freedom -.05 -.05 -.03 -.04 -.05
Equality .30 .25 .29 .25 .32
Econ. Security .09 .13 .12 .11 .13
Law & Order -.07 -.07 -.14 -.07 -.10
Moral Trad. -.26 -.26 -.25 -.25 -.30

Value rankings are coded such that higher numbers indicate greater importance. Atti-
tudes variables are binary, coded such that 1 indicates approval and 0 indicates disap-
proval.

Table 5.2: Correlations Between Value Ratings and Policy Attitudes

Economy Race Rel. Foreign Pol. Terrorism 4-Item Scale
Freedom -.05 -.06 -.05 -.04 -.06
Equality .12 .13 .17 .10 .16
Econ. Security .08 .03 .10 .07 .09
Law & Order -.06 -.02 -.06 -.06 -.06
Moral Trad. -.17 -.12 -.16 -.14 -.18

Value ratings are coded such that higher numbers indicate greater importance. Attitudes
variables are binary, coded such that 1 indicates approval and 0 indicates disapproval.
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Table 5.3: Full Ordered Logit Model, Y = Issue Scale
Ratings Group

Full Model Restricted Model
Freedom -0.48 -0.3∗∗

(.34) (.14)
Equality 0.58∗ 0.27∗∗∗

(.31) (.10)
Moral Trad. -0.12 -0.16∗

(.28) (.09)
Free. × Educ. 0.06 –

(.13)
Eq. × Educ. -0.11 –

(.10)
Moral Trad. × Educ. -0.02 –

(.09)
Log ` -812.58 -813.41
BIC -2241.64 -2259.25
n 616 616

∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗∗∗ p < .01
LR Test of full model against restricted model yields a χ2 of 1.67 (p = .64).
Note: Control variables (race, education, party, and ideology) and cut points omitted
from table.
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Table 5.4: Full Ordered Logit Model, Y = Issue Scale
Rankings Group

Full Model Restricted Model
Freedom -0.05 -0.11

(.23) (.08)
Equality -0.45∗∗ 0.06

(.22) (.08)
Moral Trad. -0.30 -0.14∗∗

(.22) (.07)
Free. × Educ. -0.02 –

(.08)
Eq. × Educ. 0.18∗∗ –

(.08)
Moral Trad. × Educ. 0.06 –

(.07)
Log ` -756.30 -759.77
BIC -2324.61 -2336.91
n 612 612

∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗∗∗ p < .01
LR Test of full model against restricted model yields a χ2 of 6.95 (p = .07).
Note: Control variables (race, education, party, and ideology) and cut points omitted
from table.
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Table 5.5: Ordered Logit Model, Y = Issue Scale
Full Comparisons

Ratings Rankings Ratings Rankings
Freedom -0.30∗∗ -0.10 -0.33∗∗ -0.11

(.14) (.08) (.14) (.08)
Equality 0.27∗∗∗ 0.06 0.56∗∗ -0.40∗

(.10) (.08) (.26) (.21)
Moral Trad. -0.16∗ -0.14∗∗ -0.18∗∗ -0.14∗

(.09) (.07) (.09) (.07)
Eq. × Educ. – – -0.10 0.17∗∗

(.08) (.07)
Non-white 0.34∗ 0.24 0.36∗ 0.29

(.19) (.19) (.19) (.19)
Educ. 0.18∗∗ 0.33∗∗∗ 0.61 -0.10

(.08) (.08) (.37) (.19)
Party ID 0.41∗∗∗ 0.43∗∗∗ 0.41∗∗∗ 0.43∗∗∗

(.05) (.05) (.05) (.05)
Ideology 0.28∗∗∗ 0.41∗∗∗ 0.28∗∗∗ 0.40∗∗∗

(.07) (.07) (.07) (.07)
τ1 1.00 2.50 2.02 1.31
τ2 1.82 3.44 2.85 2.27
τ3 2.48 4.04 3.50 2.86
τ4 3.37 4.96 4.40 3.80
Log ` -813.41 -759.77 -812.71 -756.82
BIC -2259.25 -2336.91 -2254.22 -2336.39
n 616 612 616 612

∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗∗∗ p < .01
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Table 5.6: Ordered Logit Model, Y = Issue Scale
Party & Ideology Omitted

Ratings Rankings Ratings Rankings
Freedom -0.30∗∗ -0.17∗∗ -0.33∗∗ -0.17∗∗

(.14) (.07) (.14) (.07)
Equality 0.57∗∗∗ 0.31∗∗∗ 0.85∗∗∗ -0.27

(.09) (.07) (.25) (.19)
Moral Trad. -0.44∗∗∗ -0.38∗∗∗ -0.46∗∗∗ -0.37∗∗∗

(.08) (.07) (.09) (.07)
Eq. × Educ. – – -0.10 0.21∗∗∗

(.08) (.07)
Non-white 0.83∗∗∗ 0.61∗∗∗ 0.85∗∗∗ 0.66∗∗∗

(.18) (.18) (.18) (.18)
Educ. 0.14∗ 0.28∗∗∗ 0.56 -0.26

(.07) (.08) (.35) (.18)
τ1 -1.37 -0.78 -0.38 -2.23
τ2 -0.69 -0.03 0.30 -1.48
τ3 -0.16 0.41 0.83 -1.04
τ4 0.57 1.11 1.56 -0.32
Log ` -893.92 -862.03 893.15 -856.78
BIC -2111.08 -2152.65 -2106.18 -2156.71
n 616 613 616 613

∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗∗∗ p < .01
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Table 5.7: Predicted Probabilities from Full Model, Ratings Group

Liberal Values Conservative Values Difference 95% C.I.
Pr(Approval = 4) 0.43 0.13 0.30 [0.12, 0.48]
Pr(Approval = 3) 0.22 0.14 0.08 [0.04, 0.12]
Pr(Approval = 2) 0.13 0.15 -0.02 [-0.04, 0.02]
Pr(Approval = 1) 0.11 0.20 -0.09 [-0.14, -0.04]
Pr(Approval = 0) 0.11 0.38 -0.27 [-0.43, -0.11]

Cell entries in the first column indicate the probability that Y = y for a respondents with
liberal value preferences (equality set at 5, freedom and moral traditionalism set two
standard deviations below their means). Gender and education are set at their modal
categories (male and high school diploma). Ideology and partisanship are set at their
midpoints (neutral and independent). Cell entries in the second column indicate the
probability that Y = y for respondents with conservative value preferences (equality set
two standard deviations below its mean, freedom and moral traditionalism set at 5).
Other independent variables are held constant. Confidence intervals for the change in
predicted probabilities calculated using the Delta method.

Table 5.8: Pred. Probs. with Ideol. & Party Omitted, Ratings Group

Value Set 1 Value Set 2 Difference 95% C.I.
Pr(Approval = 4) 0.65 0.07 0.58 [0.42, 0.72]
Pr(Approval = 3) 0.15 0.07 0.08 [0.04, 0.11]
Pr(Approval = 2) 0.07 0.08 -0.01 [-0.03, 0.03]
Pr(Approval = 1) 0.06 0.14 -0.08 [-0.11, -0.04]
Pr(Approval = 0) 0.07 0.65 -0.58 [-0.70, -0.44]

Cell entries in the first column indicate the probability that Y = y for a respondents with
liberal value preferences (equality set at 5, freedom and moral traditionalism set two
standard deviations below their means). Gender and education are set at their modal
categories (male and high school diploma). Ideology and partisanship are omitted from
the model. Cell entries in the second column indicate the probability that Y = y for
respondents with conservative value preferences (equality set two standard deviations
below its mean, freedom and moral traditionalism set at 5). Other independent variables
are held constant. Confidence intervals for the change in predicted probabilities calculated
using the Delta method.
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Table 5.9: Pred. Probs. from Full Model, Rankings Group
(Educ. = 1)

Value Set 1 Value Set 2 Difference 95% C.I.
Pr(Approval = 4) 0.12 0.12 0.00 [-0.14, 0.13]
Pr(Approval = 3) 0.13 0.14 -0.01 [-0.12, 0.11]
Pr(Approval = 2) 0.13 0.13 0.00 [-0.06, 0.06]
Pr(Approval = 1) 0.23 0.23 0.00 [-0.00, 0.00]
Pr(Approval = 0) 0.39 0.38 0.01 [-0.29, 0.32]

Cell entries in the first column indicate the probability that Y = y for a respondents
with liberal value preferences (equality set at 5, freedom and moral traditionalism set
two standard deviations below their means). Gender is set at its modal value (male),
and education is set at its minimum (less than high school). Ideology and partisanship
are set at their midpoints (neutral and independent). Cell entries in the second column
indicate the probability that Y = y for respondents with conservative value preferences
(equality set two standard deviations below its mean, freedom and moral traditionalism
set at 5). Other independent variables are held constant. Confidence intervals for the
change in predicted probabilities calculated using the Delta method.

Table 5.10: Pred. Probs. from Full Model, Rankings Group
(Educ. = 4)

Value Set 1 Value Set 2 Difference 95% C.I.
Pr(Approval = 4) 0.55 0.15 0.40 [0.19, 0.62]
Pr(Approval = 3) 0.21 0.16 0.05 [0.00, 0.10]
Pr(Approval = 2) 0.09 0.14 -0.05 [-0.08, -0.01]
Pr(Approval = 1) 0.09 0.23 -0.14 [-0.21, -0.08]
Pr(Approval = 0) 0.06 0.33 -0.26 [-0.41, -0.11]

Cell entries in the first column indicate the probability that Y = y for a respondents
with liberal value preferences (equality set at 5, freedom and moral traditionalism set
two standard deviations below their means). Gender is set at its modal value (male),
and education is set at its maximum (college degree). Ideology and partisanship are set
at their midpoints (neutral and independent). Cell entries in the second column indicate
the probability that Y = y for respondents with conservative value preferences (equality
set two standard deviations below its mean, freedom and moral traditionalism set at 5).
Other independent variables are held constant. Confidence intervals for the change in
predicted probabilities calculated using the Delta method.
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Table 5.11: Pred. Probs. with Party and Ideol. Omitted, Rankings Group
(Educ.= 1)

Value Set 1 Value Set 2 Difference 95% C.I.
Pr(Approval = 4) 0.29 0.07 0.22 [0.03, 0.40]
Pr(Approval = 3) 0.16 0.06 0.10 [0.04, 0.16]
Pr(Approval = 2) 0.11 0.06 0.05 [0.02, 0.08]
Pr(Approval = 1) 0.17 0.14 0.03 [-0.02, 0.07]
Pr(Approval = 0) 0.27 0.66 -0.39 [-0.64, -0.14]

Cell entries in the first column indicate the probability that Y = y for a respondents
with liberal value preferences (equality set at 5, freedom and moral traditionalism set
two standard deviations below their means). Gender is set at its modal value (male),
and education is set at its minimum (less than high school). Ideology and partisanship
are omitted from the model. Cell entries in the second column indicate the probability
that Y = y for respondents with conservative value preferences (equality set two standard
deviations below its mean, freedom and moral traditionalism set at 5). Other independent
variables are held constant. Confidence intervals for the change in predicted probabilities
calculated using the Delta method.

Table 5.12: Pred. Probs. with Party and Ideol. Omitted, Rankings Group
(Educ. = 4)

Value Set 1 Value Set 2 Difference 95% C.I.
Pr(Approval = 4) 0.82 0.06 0.76 [0.64, 0.87]
Pr(Approval = 3) 0.09 0.06 0.03 [-0.01, 0.06]
Pr(Approval = 2) 0.03 0.05 -0.02 [-0.04, -0.00]
Pr(Approval = 1) 0.03 0.13 -0.10 [-0.13, -0.06]
Pr(Approval = 0) 0.03 0.69 -0.66 [-0.78, -0.54]

Cell entries in the first column indicate the probability that Y = y for a respondents
with liberal value preferences (equality set at 5, freedom and moral traditionalism set
two standard deviations below their means). Gender is set at its modal value (male), and
education is set at its maximum (college degree). Ideology and partisanship are omitted
from the model. Cell entries in the second column indicate the probability that Y = y
for respondents with conservative value preferences (equality set two standard deviations
below its mean, freedom and moral traditionalism set at 5). Other independent variables
are held constant. Confidence intervals for the change in predicted probabilities calculated
using the Delta method.
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Table 5.13: Correlations Between Value Ratings and Turnout & Vote Choice

Turnout Obama Vote McCain Vote
Freedom 0.01 -0.06 0.05
Equality -0.02 0.15 -0.19
Econ. Security -0.07 0.09 -0.15
Law & Order 0.08 -0.00 0.06
Moral Trad. 0.01 -0.21 0.22

Value rankings are coded such that higher numbers indicate greater importance.
Turnout is a dummy variable coded 1 if the respondent voted, 0 if not.
Vote choice variables are dummy variables coded 1 if the respondent voted for the can-
didate, and 0 otherwise.

Table 5.14: Correlations Between Value Rankings and Turnout & Vote Choice

Turnout Vote Obama Vote McCain
Freedom 0.02 -0.03 0.04
Equality -0.02 0.31 -0.34
Econ. Security -0.08 0.10 -0.16
Law & Order 0.04 -0.12 0.16
Moral Trad. 0.05 -0.24 0.29

Value rankings are coded such that higher numbers indicate greater importance.
Turnout is a dummy variable coded 1 if the respondent voted, 0 if not.
Vote choice variables are dummy variables coded 1 if the respondent voted for the can-
didate, and 0 otherwise.
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Table 5.15: Probit Selection Model of Vote Choice and Turnout

Ratings Rankings
Turnout

Econ. Security -0.26∗∗ (.11) -0.06 (.05)
Female 0.42∗∗∗ (.16) -0.01 (.13)
Educ. 0.59∗∗∗ (.08) 0.17∗∗ (.07)
Age 0.24∗∗∗ (.05) 0.15∗∗∗ (.04)
Party (folded) 0.24∗∗ (.09) 0.22∗∗∗ (.08)
Ideol. (folded) 0.16∗ (.08) 0.16∗∗ (.07)
Constant -0.86 (.60) -0.49 (.35)

Vote Choice
Equality 0.09 (.10) 0.10 (.07)
Moral Trad. -0.24∗∗∗ (.09) 0.01 (.06)
Party 0.50∗∗∗ (.05) 0.41∗∗∗ (.05)
Ideol. 0.27∗∗∗ (.07) 0.16∗∗ (.07)
Constant -2.29∗∗∗ (.50) -3.38∗∗∗ (.37)
ρ 0.12 (.39) 0.44 (.30)
Log ` -316.54 -392.16
Turnout n 543 560
Vote Choice n 473 462

∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗∗∗ p < .01
Dependent variable for turnout model is a dummy variable coded 1 if the respondent
voted and 0 otherwise.
Dependent variable for vote choice model is coded 1 if respondent voted for Obama and
0 if otherwise.
LR Test of a model without values vs. full model in ratings group yields a χ2 of 12.77
(p = .01).
LR Test of a model without values vs. full model in rankings group yields a χ2 of 3.40
(p = .33).
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Table 5.16: Logit Models of Turnout

Ratings Rankings
Econ. Security -0.51∗∗ (.21) -0.12 (.09)
Female 0.69∗∗ (.30) -0.05 (.23)
Educ. 1.14∗∗∗ (.17) 0.33∗∗∗ (.12)
Age 0.43∗∗∗ (.10) 0.27∗∗∗ (.07)
Party (folded) 0.41∗∗ (.17) 0.43∗∗∗ (.14)
Ideol. (folded) 0.35∗ (.17) 0.27∗∗ (.13)
Constant -1.56 (1.09) -1.03 (.61)
Log ` -159.61 -236.89
BIC -3092.48 -3025.57
n 548 560

∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗∗∗ p < .01

Table 5.17: Logit Models of Vote Choice

Ratings Rankings
Equality 0.25∗ (.14) 0.11 (.09)
Moral Trad. -0.34∗∗∗ (.12) -0.06 (.09)
Party 0.70∗∗∗ (.07) 0.62∗∗∗ (.07)
Ideol. 0.23∗∗∗ (.09) 0.34∗∗∗ (.09)
Age 0.24∗∗∗ (.07) 0.19∗∗∗ (.07)
Educ. 0.66∗∗∗ (.11) 0.39∗∗∗ (.11)
Constant -6.95∗∗∗ (.83) -6.63∗∗∗ (.70)
Log ` -284.37 -286.37
BIC -3469.25 -3413.21
n 633 626

∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗∗∗ p < .01

102



Chapter 6

Conclusions

This dissertation focuses on three central questions: (1) Are value systems stable

through various informational contexts? (2) How do values relate to political attitudes

and behaviors? And (3), does choice of measurement technique affect empirical results?

In this chapter, I summarize the results presented in the previous three chapters, I discuss

implications and where these results fit in the existing body of literature, and I discuss

avenues for future research.

6.1 Chapter 3: Transitivity, Stability, and Measurement

The third chapter tests two related hypotheses regarding transitivity in value choices

and the stability of value preferences through systematically varied contexts. Transitivity

is a test of value structure –checking whether value choices exhibit structure, or whether

they are random. Recall that I defined a respondent to have transitive value choices

with respect to a particular triad of values if, for example, value a is chosen over value

b, value b is chosen over value c, and value a is chosen over value c. The results on

transitivity, presented in table 3.2, show that approximately 90 percent of respondents

exhibit transitive preferences on each triad, and nearly 75 percent of respondents exhibited

transitive preferences on all ten triads. In short, this is strong evidence that members of

the public have clear preferences between values and that random fluctuations in error

did not drive responses; rather, systematic components seem to drive choice.
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The positive results on transitivity make primes in the survey experiment meaningful.

Given that systematic components drive value choice, the experiment sheds light on

whether the small changes in context (e.g. the primes) can manipulate these systematic

components in a meaningful way. And, the results presented in the difference-in-means

tests, the ordered logit models, and the rank-ordered logit models suggest no concrete

answer. Rather, it seems as though equality is susceptible to changes in context and

economic security is not. The reason for the mixed results, at this point, is unknown. It

may be that a large number of Americans are ambivalent about equality (Feldman 1988;

Feldman and Zaller 1992), that people do not have a clear idea of the personal importance

they attach to equality, or that the systematic components of equality, economic security,

and moral traditionalism (e.g. the values that seemed to “move” when respondents were

treated with the equality prime) are all about equal, not easily distinguishable, and thus,

unstable. In turn, economic security may appear particularly stable because of the current

economic conditions in the United States. The economic recession has been among the

leading stories in the national news for several years. This so, people have been able to

process ample information about economic security, they know where economic security

stands as a priority, and thus, they have a clear picture of the personal importance of

economic security relative to other values.

My answer to the question “do values transcend specific situations?,” based on the

results presented in the third chapter, is “some do, some don’t.” What does this mean to

values as they relate to attitudes? Recall, traditional theory requires values to transcend

specific situations if they are to provide a general framework for evaluation (Rokeach

1973; Schwartz 1996), and new research suggests that various factors cause instability in

value systems (see Goren, Federico and Kittilson 2009; Maio and Olson 1998; Seligman

and Katz 1996; Tetlock, Peterson and Lerner 1996, for example). The results presented

in chapter three suggest that the truth about value system dynamics lies somewhere
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between these two camps. On the one hand, it is clear that small changes in context

affect the relative ordering of certain values. On the other, certain values are unaffected

by changes in context. The degree to which these dynamics feed into the debate on how

values affect attitudes depends on the importance of “movable” values. And, the results

presented in the fifth chapter suggest that one unstable value, equality, is quite important

in attitudes, but two (apparently) stable values are important as well: freedom and moral

traditionalism.

Given that only a limited number of values had any effect on attitudes, that equality

is one of these “important” values, and that equality seems susceptible to small changes

in context, the question becomes “why is equality unstable?” Does it have to do with

education? Is measurement error the cause? Perhaps some people think about equality

in one light while others think of it in a different light? Or, perhaps equality, as people

think about it, is a combination of several values? Future research might consider whether

equality is in fact a “base” value, or whether it has a more complex composition.

Turning attention to measurement, the main question concerned whether the choice

of ratings or rankings affect observed value system stability, and the results say “no.”

Equality, regardless of whether the measurement technique was ratings or rankings, ap-

peared unstable while economic security appeared stable. So, while ratings and rankings

produce drastically different results in terms of value systems and relative ordering (see

figures 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3), the different measurement strategies produce similar results

with respect to observed stability.

6.2 Chapter 4: The Effects of Contextual Salience Over Time

The central question in the fourth chapter focused again on the stability of values.

Here, however, focus was on aggregate level values over time rather than individuals

participating in an experiment. I compared the rank-ordered preferences of four values

105



(liberty, equality, economic security, and social order) across three different time points

(1994, 2003, and 2005). Briefly, the theory under consideration (e.g. traditional psycho-

logical theory) stated that, even at the societal level, values should be relatively stable.

Movement between values may occur after major events, but values should not move at

random.

The results (descriptive statistics presented in figure 4.1 and table 4.1, OLS regressions

presented in tables 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4, and rank-ordered logit presented in table 4.5) show

relatively strong support for the theory. Respondents in all three datasets rank liberty

highly and equality toward the bottom of the hierarchy. Social order is the biggest

“mover” between 1994 and 2003, likely due to the events of 9/11, and both equality and

economic security move down in rankings (though economic security much more than

equality). And, economic security and social order again “trade” places between 2003

and 2005 (though it is important to note that equality moves too). The takeaway point

here is that contextual salience matters (denoted c in the models and represented in the

regressions by the “year” variables). But, the effects of contextual salience diminish over

time.

These results support traditional psychological theory of values, to a certain extent.

The results of this chapter, like the results presented in the third chapter, show that

values are not entirely static. That said, it does seem to be the case that when the

relative ordering of values changes, it does so predictably. The implications are not

completely clear, but there are several possibilities. First, these results may support

value pluralism theory (Tetlock 1986; Tetlock, Peterson and Lerner 1996), but rather

than having different value structures for different social situations, people may have

different value structures when confronted with different problems (e.g. they may have

certain value preferences for “normal” circumstances, a different set of preferences when

security and social order is in question, and yet another for when economic security is in
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question). That is, peoples’ value systems may, in some sense, be reactionary. A second

possibility is that values may only guide behavior under “normal” conditions, and different

frameworks may take over under “abnormal” conditions. In any case, it does seem that

values are relatively stable, but that contextual salience and the state of a nation (or,

perhaps more accurately, the psychological state of people in a nation) adds a layer of

complexity to how values structure attitudes.

Perhaps the most obvious weakness in this chapter is the limited number of data

points. Additional data points would so much to increase the confidence of the conclu-

sions made here. Additional data would make each value’s trends clearer. It would also

shed light on the lasting effects of contextual salience and value system dynamics in the

aggregate.

6.3 Chapter 5: Values, Attitudes, the Vote, and Measurement

The fifth chapter focused on the relationships between values, attitudes, and behav-

iors. There were three main hypotheses in the chapter: (1) values have a direct effect on

attitudes; (2) values have a limited effect on behavior; and (3) the relationship between

values and attitudes (and behavior) is conditional on education. I also examined the

effects of measurement on model fit.

The first major finding (seen in tables 5.1 and 5.2 has to do with the lack of variation

in “activated values” on different issues. By and large, only two values, equality and

moral traditionalism, correlate with each of the four issues in the survey (the economy,

race relations, foreign policy, terrorism). Surprisingly, neither economic security nor

law & order held strong correlations with the state of the economy, foreign policy, or

terrorism. The four items scaled well (Cronbach’s α = 0.85) and formed a good measure

of issue-based support for president Obama.

Tests of the first hypothesis can best be seen in the models presented in tables 5.5
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and 5.6. In short, the results shown represent the estimated lower and upper bounds,

respectively, of the effects of values on issue-related support for the president. In the

ratings models, freedom, equality, and moral traditionalism all have significant effects on

the dependent variable in both the full and restricted models. In the rankings models,

moral traditionalism and equality (conditionally), affect the dependent variable in the

full model, and all three values have significant effects in the restricted model. All this

is fairly strong evidence that values, even when the independent effects of party and

ideology are held constant, influence attitudes.

The clearest tests of the second hypothesis are shown in tables 5.16 and 5.17. It does

not seem as though values have any effect on the choice to turnout (the one significant

coefficient on a value is in the unexpected direction, suggesting those that are more

concerned with economic security are less likely to vote). Values and vote choice have

a far more predictable relationship, but only when measured by ratings. According

to the ratings model, the same two values that best predicted issue-based presidential

support (equality and moral traditionalism) also predict vote choice. The curious result,

here, is the rankings model: values have no effect on vote choice. The contrast between

measurement techniques is stark and deserves a closer look.

Tests of the third hypothesis can be found in the third and fourth columns of tables

5.5 and 5.6. Interestingly, there is a disparity between measurement groups again. The

multiplicative interaction term does not help the fit of the ratings model. They do,

however, improve the fit of the rankings models a bit (according to the likelihood ratio

test). More importantly, the interaction term makes the results intelligible. With no

education, high rankings of equality correspond to low approval for president Obama.

With increasing education, high rankings of equality correspond to high approval for

Obama. These results not only provide support for the third hypothesis, but they make

a compelling argument that this particular interaction term is integral to understanding
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values and attitudes.

The examination of fit statistics across models estimated with ratings and rankings

data told an interesting but unclear story. On the one hand, models of the rankings group

fit the data much better than the ratings group with respect to issue-based approval. On

the other, models of the ratings group fit the better data when it came to behavior

(especially vote choice). Again, the reason for this discrepancy is unclear and deserves a

closer look.

A potential weakness of one of the analyses in this chapter has to do with question

wording. Questions concerning issue attitudes were, in part, referenda on Obama’s per-

formance on important issues facing the nation. This so, all four items measured the same

basic concept (i.e. issue-based approval for the president). Future research may consider

an alternative question wording in which the president goes unmentioned. These types

of questions may “activate” different values.

6.4 Synthesis

On the whole, the analyses in this dissertation make several important contributions

to value measurement and our understanding of value system dynamics. With respect

to measurement, results show two things: first, rankings do bring out the “comparative

and competitive” aspect of values, and this is born out in the data (see figures 3.1, 3.2,

and 3.3); second, despite differences in distributions of dependent variables, observed

value system stability is not dependent upon measurement technique. The discrepancies

between scholarship that upholds traditional psychological theory on values and that

which argues traditional theory must be reformed, apparently, run deeper than choice of

measurement technique.

With respect to value system dynamics, the story is a bit more complicated. Re-

call, traditional theory assumes (and requires) values and value system ordering to be
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“transsituational” (Schwartz 1996), but new research finds that finds value systems to

be dynamic (e.g. Goren 2005; Goren, Federico and Kittilson 2009; Seligman and Katz

1996; Tetlock 1986), calls the importance of values into question. And, among the major

goals of this dissertation was to bridge this gap and advance values research beyond this

apparent impasse. The results presented throughout the pages of this dissertation do not

clearly favor one camp or the other. Rather, it appears as though certain values are more

susceptible to changes in context than others. Equality, in particular, seems especially

susceptible to small changes in context.

On its face, this result is strong evidence against the assumption in traditional psy-

chological theory on values. But, to make the claim that values cannot provide a general

framework from which people evaluate objects in the world seems premature. Given that

only the equality prime had a significant effect on value choices (remember, the economic

security prime had no effect), and given that the equality prime only affected the relative

ordering of two (perhaps three) values, it may be the case that equality is an exception

and that “stable” values form a framework for evaluation. Or, it may be the case that the

(in)stability of equality is conditional on something other than education. Respondents

with differing ideological or partisan identification may be more or less receptive to the

equality prime than others. Or, as said before, it may be the case that equality is not a

base value: perhaps equality is a combination of several base values, and perhaps these

values are stable. One thing is clear, the assumption on the “transsituational” nature of

values is not completely true. To determine the degree to which it is true or false requires

more research.

The study in the fourth chapter also spoke to the gap between traditional psychological

theory on values and new research regarding the assumption of values’ “transsituational”

nature. Like the results presented in chapter three, the results presented in chapter four

also point to a gray area between traditional theory and new research. On one hand,
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values should remain relatively stable over time if they are to guide attitudes and choice.

On the other, people should, in some sense, react to major contextual changes around

them. And, the results presented here confirm this. Values are, in some sense, reactionary

to major changes in context. The spike in the importance of social order after 9/11

and the subsequent decline in economic security and equality –then the “switch” back to

“normal” value ordering in 2005– makes sense. Social order should move to the top of value

hierarchies after a major attack on U.S. soil. And, as the threat declines, as the contextual

salience decays, individuals should again resume their “normal” value system orderings.

These results, seem to corroborate well with many of Inglehart’s studies on value change

in Europe. The main difference is that, in Europe, value change occurs slowly over time

with economic well-being. The value change observed in these datasets presented here

occurs quickly, but, the situational context changed quickly as well. According to these

results –that values may change, but they do so predictably– values are stable enough to

provide a framework for evaluation.

Turning attention from “can values structure attitudes?” to “do values structure

attitudes?” and chapter five, one set of results bolsters current ideas on the relationship

between values, attitudes, and behavior: values have a significant effect on attitudes, but

only a limited effect on behavior. The measurement aspect of chapter five points to no

clear conclusion regarding whether rankings or ratings are preferable. The main difference

between the two methods is the observed conditional relationship between values and

attitudes (conditional on education) that was seen in the rankings group. Beyond this

result, because fit statistics of rankings models were better in models of attitudes and

worse in models of behavior, it is unclear which measurement technique is “better.”

All in all, this dissertation set out to bridge the gap between traditional psychological

values theory and new research, and perhaps it has, but not in a black and white manner.

It is likely that values can structure attitudes, but not as traditional theory suggests they
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do. Not all values are stable, nor are they all important in attitude formation and decision

making. The question is, are values that are important in attitude formation and choice

stable? And, the research presented in this dissertation points toward equality. The

results in this dissertation suggest equality is an important value in attitude formation,

but also that it is susceptible to changes in context. Unless equality is somehow an

exception (that it is not a “base” value, or that the models presented in the various

chapters are misspecified) then the conclusion must be that values do not provide the

most general framework possible for evaluation. However, further research on the nature

of equality is needed before reaching this conclusion.

6.5 Avenues for Future Research

In large part, the conclusions reached in this dissertation will be bolstered with further

research on whether or not equality is some kind of exception. Future studies might

consider a more expansive battery of primes (perhaps have six experimental groups: a

control group and a treatment for each individual value under consideration). If several

values are susceptible to priming effects, this is further evidence that values do not provide

a general framework for evaluation. If, on the other hand, only equality is susceptible to

priming effects, it may be an exception.

Additional research on the nature of equality might also prove beneficial to our under-

standing of values. In particular, a study might consider testing hypotheses concerning

the composition of “equality.” Is equality itself a “base” value? Or does the term “equality”

cover various, perhaps only tangentially related concepts like racial equality, economic

equality, and equality of opportunity? If, for example, racial equality, economic equality,

and equality of opportunity are all separate values, survey instruments might be more

valuable in asking about specific types of equality rather than “equality” in a general

sense.
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Future research might also consider testing whether additional information in value-

laden primes (e.g. a partisan or an ideological cue) affects the rankings or ratings of

“stable” values. This type of study might also consider manipulating measurement tech-

nique, as presented in this dissertation. Results from a study like this would help settle

an ongoing debate regarding the “primacy” of values. In short, if the additional informa-

tion “moves” values, the that information, essentially, causes value placement and thus,

is more general a framework for evaluation.

Finally, future research on preference (e.g. value preference, policy preference, can-

didate preference, etc.) might consider rankings rather than either binary choice or the

usual “approve/disapprove” scale. Rankings, again, force people to choose between two

potentially desirable options that cannot both occupy “most preferred” territory. This

type of measure may prove useful in shedding light on issues in racial policy and voting

behavior in additional to value preference.
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