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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1

Values, Principles and Literature 
This research is a modest attempt to suggest that values, if appropriately operationalised, and placed appropriately in a Fundamental model (Campbell et al 1960, Pearl, 2000) offer at least part of the explanation for why individuals prefer one party rather than another. The definition of a value selected for the purposes of this study is selected from Rokeach as:
“A value is an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of existence” (Rokeach, 1973)

The most immediate question is of how such difficult concepts as values should be operationalised particularly when considering those held by individuals. To do so values must be distinguished as progenitors of political objects from those more frequently measured and analysed – attitudes and party affiliations.  

What this research proposes to be the true definition of values, at least in political behaviour terms is an object of fundamental, irreducible and causal character. Values, it will be asserted, are central, stable predictors of opinion and behaviour. In political terms, values help condition our perception of and response to political phenomena: “most citizens use core principles to derive issue preferences” (Goren, 2001) – even those who lack political expertise (Goren, 2004). 

This treatment of political values is of value-based structures – ‘value-systems’ or ‘ideologies’ which predict political preferences, political behaviour and party affiliations.  Often values and ideology have been defined and operationalised either by the use of some other indicator (e.g. attitudes) (Heath et al, 1985; Budge, 1994; Converse, 1964; Scarbrough, 1984), or by placing ‘ideology’ some way into a causal model (Inglehart and Klingemann, 1976; Downs, 1957). Values and ideology have thus been seen as the result rather than the cause of party identification (Inglehart and Klingemann, 1976);  and defined in such ways as to be dependent upon ephemeral political events, or the shifting opinions of a capricious electorate (Sturgis, undated).  

However, ideology is not a single political object. It consists of a number of positions; ideas; beliefs or propositions (Converse, 1964; Scarbrough, 1984). Ideology may be decomposed into fundamental units which here are termed ‘values’ or ‘principle’ (Goren, 2001; 2004; 2005; Sturgis, 2003). The term ‘value’ conveys a sense of an indivisible, stable (if not permanent or very slowly) position in regard to a particular idea. For example, it may be a stance on the question of equality where ‘equality’ is the political value. One might imagine equality on a unidimensional scale with one extreme representing the view that all people regardless of biological, social or political differences are born equal. At the opposing extreme, the view would be that people are essentially different – that there is some kind of natural hierarchical scale on which individuals are situated. This equality scale might underlie the familiar left-right, liberal-conservative or white-black (Converse, 1963) dimension. In this example, liberalism and conservatism or cooperation and dogmatism (Rokeach 1960) are the ideologies; and equality is one of the values which underpins them (Rokeach, 1973). These ideologies may consist of further values – such as positions on freedom; the environment; the role of government etc. Ideologies, then, represent a range of permutations of underlying values. 

In contrast, attitudes are ephemeral positions on more transient objects (Sturgis, undated).   They may be an opinion regarding the single European currency; a stance regarding abortion; a preference for the desirability of a national minimum wage; or a response to proposed anti-terrorism legislation. Such positions are informed by underlying values – in these four examples national independence; the sanctity of life; economic inequality; and freedom and liberty. The values are fundamental; the attitudes which they shape are not (Wilson and Hodges, 1992).  Similarly, attitudes are more prevalent to change according to circumstances or experience; values are more stable. Furthermore, ‘measured’ attitudes may be a conflation of genuine opinion with random opinion (Zuckerman and Brynin, 2001). Both values and attitudes then, contain measurement error  This is a good reason for using a latent variable approach. 
This research operationalises these concepts by using data from the European Social Survey (2002, 2004 and 2006), and finds that values, and latent variables constructed from values scales, can be shown to have a significant influence on party preference; and indeed help explain the concept of party values. A final model finds both values and attitudes to have independent influences on party preference. However, it must be held in mind that attitudes may be more susceptible if, as argued, they are more ephemeral.
Values unconsidered

Explanations for vote-choice have evolved over the past sixty years. In the immediate post-war era, initial research suggested political attitudes and electoral behaviour to be socially constructed. This implied the importance of fundamental demographic differences, but also of other socialising influences such as class, education, religion and economic position – the Chicago model (Gosnell, 1937; Lazarsfeld et al, 1944; McPhee et al, 1963;  Downs, 1957). Indeed such fundamental exogenous variables as age and sex have been shown to be indicative of political preferences. 

Research on US elections of the 1950s led to the development of a theory that it was individual allegiance to particular parties which influenced vote most. The Michigan model (Campbell et al, 1964) proposed party identification - “stable products of enduring class identities (Clarke et al, 2004) – to be most predictive of the vote. Party identification is perhaps the most obvious alternative explanatory model; for party preference. However, the measurement, definition, stability and role of 'party identification' and its apparent causal position in an explanatory model has been the subject of much controversy (Bartle, 1999; Brynin and Sanders, 1997; Heath and Pierce, 1992; Bartle, 2003, Sanders 2003). As party identification is, at its earliest, the product of childhood socialisation (Campbell et al, 1964) it cannot claim precedence over values formed at the same time (or, if genetics are admitted, at an earlier stage). Even then there are complicating factors because there may also be an increasing influence of parental i.d in the developing child and young adult. Reaction to childhood socialisation could trigger either acceptance or rejection of parental party i.d
The US two-party electoral system is often modelled to describe a unidimensional left-right model with the Democratic (liberalism) and Republican (conservative) parties moving along it, but essentially remaining at the (respectively) conservative and liberal ends of that dimension. Such ideological positioning was, it was thought, not the consequence of underlying beliefs and values; but an electoral device designed to win the vote of the median voter (Downs 1957). Downs emphasised the role of ideology, but saw it not as a primary causal predictor, but as another tool used by parties to win elections. Attempts were made to show the effect of ideology on the vote but Converse (1964) operationalised it by using attitudes, and found ideology as useful only to an elite who understood the terms ‘conservative’ and ‘liberal’. 

Meanwhile in the UK, a renewed battle to provide the key explanation for the vote spawned a protracted argument around the definition, re-definition, role and salience party identification; class, and other demographic variables (Butler and Stokes, 1974;Sarlvik and Crewe, 1983; Crewe, 1983; 1986;  1964; Heath et al 1985; 1987; 1991; 1994; and 2001; Franklin, 1985). 

In the past twenty years, new theories have jostled for a place in explanatory models. Firstly the spatial analysis of geographic differences has been considered; why, ceteris paribus, people behave differently depending on the region in which they live (Agnew, 1987; Johnston and Pattie, 1987; 1996; Pattie and Johnston, 1995; 2000). Secondly the more ephemeral role of political events, party leaders, campaigns, the media and voters' levels of knowledge and interest (Bartle, Crewe and King 1997; Clarke et al, 2004). Thirdly the role of meta- or valence-issues such as the economy, public services and Europe (Sanders 2003; Clarke et al, 2004).

These developments formed progress towards an attempt at a ‘grand unified theory’ which would encompass all these explanations; or at least include them in a multivariate model: “The usual strategy is to run a regression in which the vote is the dependent variable, and to enter a long list of explanatory variables. In the resulting statistical ‘shoot-out’, those variables which pass the significance tests are declared to be the only causes of voting behaviour” (Bartle 1998 p.502-503 ). A number of apparently parsimonious ‘GUT’ models have been presented:

Down's (1957) 'Median Voter Theory' suggested people vote for whichever party is closest to them on a unidimensional policy spectrum. Campbell et al's (1964) 'Funnel of Causality' placed demographic (particularly class) and attitudinal variables (party identification) at a fundamental level, and more ephemeral factors at a later, and thus less influential, stage. Fiorina's (1981) 'Retrospective evaluations' model proposed a rational decision heuristic based on retrospective economic evaluations. Miller and Shanks’ (1996) 'Bloc Recursive Model' proposed a unidirectional causal ordering which includes ideology, but controls for party-identification. Merrill and Grofman's (1999) 'Unified Theory' elaborates Down's (1957) model proposing that party proximity, issue salience, and direction of policy movement attract voters. Most recently, Clarke et al’s (2004) ‘Valence Model’ emphasised the role of perceptions of management competence of the most important issues – those most of us care about (economics, education, health etc.) – are reduced to a few ‘signature variables’ (Clarke et al, 2004).

Ideological concepts – values – have been largely omitted from these models and when included (Downs, 1957; Miller and Shanks, 1996) placed some way into the causal flow. 
Values and ideology considered 
A key problem for this study is to establish the definitions, roles and causal logic of such promiscuous terms as ideology, attitudes, values, preferences, beliefs, predispositions and opinions. Various authors tackle these questions, not always using the terms in the same way, and certainly not agreeing on their causal links. For example, Scarbrough (1984) specifically warns against reading off (or back) ‘ideology’ from a set of attitudes and dismisses the use of manifestos to identify them as “electorally strategic statements” (p. 57).  For Zaller (1992), “(E)very opinion is a marriage of information and predisposition” (p. 6), suggesting that people support the party which expresses their opinion. In his suggestion that “public opinion is primarily a moralised and codified version of the facts” (p. 14), Zaller implies a role for some pre-eisting set of values or ideology, although this is not clearly stated, extending only so far as a role for ‘value predispositions’ which might be treated as ideology. Fieldhouse (1995) examines the hypothesis that “political attitudes are ideologically structured, implying a strong association between attitudes and their underlying ideologies such that one can indeed read ideology from attitudes. He finds this proposition holds, “(P)olitical attitudes are ideologically structured”, but stresses that “a considerable amount of individual-level variation exists” (p. 22). 

Scarbrough (1984) sees ideology as the mediating relationship between electors and voters, providing ‘Principles of Action’. Core beliefs and action principles are interdependent and contextual – constraining ideology within the political environment. Budge (1994) echoes Scarbrough’s ‘Principles of Action’ seeing ideology as “a body of normative and factual assumptions about the world, relatively resistant to change, which produces plausible reasons for action” (p. 445). Again this implies that ideology precedes attitudes and actions in the causal flow but does not preclude the ‘reading off’ of ideology from attitudes. For Downs (1957) ideology is “a verbal image of the good society, and the chief means of constructing such a society” (p. 96) emphasising its fundamental nature and role in providing principles for action. Ideology is constrained, is necessary under uncertain conditions, and is useful particular for less informed voters as information shortcuts. 

What are values?
Values, as primary components of ideologies are described by the OED as “one’s principles or standards; one’s judgement of what is valuable or important in life. It is this definition of ‘values’ which Rokeach (1973) uses in his definition: “an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of existence” (Rokeach, 1973, p. 5). This implies a unidimensional characteristic of values. Schwartz (1992; 1994; and Barnea and Schwartz, 1998) whose abbreviated value survey is used in the European Social Survey (Jowell et al, 2003) considers “values (1) are concepts or beliefs, (2) pertain to desirable end states or behaviours, (3) transcend specific situations, (4) guide selection or evaluation of behaviour and events, and (5) are ordered by relative importance. Values, understood this way, differ from attitudes primarily in their generality or abstractness and in their hierarchical ordering by importance” (Schwartz, 1992, p. 3-4); they are “desirable transsituational goals, varying in importance, that serve as guiding principles in the life of a person or other social entity”(Schwartz, 1994).  However, values are not simply about what is desirable, they imply a dynamic when coupled with emotion and other factors - a motivation to action (Schwartz,1994). This treatment of values is taken up by the ESS as “the deeply rooted, abstract orientations that help to guide, justify or explain people’s opinions, attitudes and actions” (Rokeach, 1973).
Ideological ‘value’ concepts are therefore timeless, perennial, amaranthine
. Such concepts are independent, preceding, causal factors which, if correctly measured, could provide significant explanations for attitudes, party preference and vote-choice. They are unrelated to the ephemera of everyday politics. They are the small number of axioms which tend to be held unquestionably 'true' in the face of everyday life including such concepts as human nature, equality, freedom (or liberty), and morality (Feldman, 2003). The abstractness of values suggests their emergence during early socialisation; attitudes follow in response to more definite political objects.

This study uses the term ‘values’ considering them the fundamental, indivisible units of belief which in various permutations form ideologies. It is the significance and salience of values which determine ideologies. Values are in this sense two-dimensional – there is a) position, a ‘score’ on each value-scale which run between two extremes; and b) salience – the importance of the particular value. For example, an individual may hold a position of moral absolutism on a moral authoritarianism scale, but treat this as less important than a meritocratic stance on equality. 

The literature attempting to model and explain why individual voters behave the way they do has considered everything from social determinants, economic rationalisation, geographical location, the effect of the campaign, attitudes to party leaders and a host of further independent factors. Whilst these all no doubt have some influence on the voting decision, it seems odd that fundamental beliefs and values remain largely unmeasured and unmodelled. It is these underlying stable predispositions which may explain much of the more ephemeral (and less stable) issues which are measured and included in multivariate explanatory models.

What values are not
The degree of confusion in the use of terms associated with values within the literature makes it useful to make clear what values are not. Firstly, values are not attitudes – they are more abstract (Rokeach, 1973); and transcendent (Schwartz and Bilsky, 1987). Whilst attitudes are positive or negative evaluations on more concrete social and political objects values “hold a higher place in one’s internal evaluative hierarchy” (Hitlin and Piliavin, 2004, p. 360). Secondly, values are not norms which are based on the environment – on circumstances. The difference between norms and values neatly illustrate the is-ought problem (Hume, 1739-40). Norms are deontological statements of ‘what ought to be’ whereas values (at least terminal values) are beliefs in ‘what is’. Thirdly, values are not traits in the sense of psychological predispositions. Traits suggest inherited enduring dispositions whereas values suggest more “cognitive control” toward “enduring goals” (Hitlin and Piliavin, 2004, p. 361). Furthermore, traits may be positive or negative whereas values are primarily positive ((Hitlin and Piliavin, 2004). Finally, values are not needs in the sense of human biological needs – they are not contingent on environmental circumstances. It is possible that human needs are one source of values, but they are not identical (Hitlin and Piliavin, 2004). 
Are values universal?
At this stage it is helpful to clarify what is meant by universal values.

Insofar as values are fundamental and inherited, they must be universal – that is to say, constant across time and space – although one must be wary of this claim by anyone wishing to justify their value-based actions:

“One instrument of America power is to better understand and to better use the strength of nongovernmental institutions in promoting American values and interests abroad. In fact, I would call these "universal values," because these are not simply American values. It turns out that when you ask people, "Do you want to speak freely? Do you wish to be able to enjoy the fruits of your labor? Do you wish to be able to be free from arbitrary power?" All people say, yes, they do. These are universal values.” (Condoleeza Rice, United States Institute of Peace Conference, January 17, 2001)

However, the element of values which is created by childhood and later adult socialization suggests that values may reflect some cultural determination – a product of the times; of predominant societal values. Values and ideologies are most prominently considered as political determinants in the US where the liberal-conservative dimension dominates political discourse (Converse, 1964). Issues, candidates, voters and behaviour are seen in terms of this single-dimension. Insofar as values are universal, perhaps this liberal-conservative dimension can be applied more forthrightly elsewhere. However, insofar as it is a product of the particularities of US political history, its deployment elsewhere may be inappropriate. 

If values are universal, we should expect to find commonalities across cultures. For example, "Asian values", “derived from Confucian cultural traditions” (Dalton and Nhu-Ngoc, 2001) seen to reflect family loyalties, commitment to corporation and nation, the forgoing of personal freedom for the sake of society's stability and prosperity, the pursuit for academic and technological excellence, and work ethic and thrift. Such a characterisation may suggest alternative ideologies, but underlying this are the same values – family, nationalism, freedom, prosperity, ambition and personal and economic ambition – as may be applied elsewhere. It is not values which differ, but positions on value-dimensions. The World Values Survey (Inglehart, 2000) and European Social Survey (Jowell et al, 2002) have proceeded on the basis that values are universal, but that positions on particular values differ – not only by country (cultural determination), but by individual (Schwartz, 1992; 1994). Such studies have found remarkable similarities across countries and cultures. 

This study is informed by the conceptions of values developed by such cross-national research, but will test them by application to the British political system – specifically using the major British political parties as the ultimate destinations of value-led predispositions. 

Values and spatial dimensions
The literature on spatial dimensions offers a range of potential values models, from a single left-right dimension (Downs, 1957; Bobbio, 1996) to, at the extreme, a 56 category model used by the Comparative Manifesto Project Group to deconstruct political party programmes (Budge et al, 2001). Juxtaposed with the discussion regarding the number of dimensions are others regarding the salience of issues (Zaller, 1992); the proximity and directional movement of parties (Merrill and Grofman, 1999; Blais et al, 2001; Cho and Endersby, 2003); the 'compactness' and relative issue positions of competing parties (Alvarez, Nagler and Niemann, 1998); constraints on party movement (Budge, 1994); and the education and cognisance of voters responding to party choice (Campbell et al, 1964; Converse, 1964; Inglehart and Klingemann, 1976; Milner, 2002). However, it must be stressed that these generally refer to issues and attitudes rather than values.
A discussion of the number of applicable dimensions is contingent on the nature of these scales. The literature suggests a number of potential ideological labels for these dimensions: equality (Lipset et al, 1954); liberty (Rokeach, 1973); economics (Sanders et al 1987); post-modernism (Inglehart, 1977); liberalism-authoritarianism (Evans et al 1996, p. 95) nationalism (Inglehart, 1977); environmentalism (Russell and Fieldhouse, 2004) and internationalism (Russell and Fieldhouse, 2004). Indeed principal components analysis of BES attitudinal data for the 2001 general election reveals six components suggestive of many these labels (Russell and Fieldhouse, 2004). 

Based on this range of potential dimensions, a number of models have been constructed. The simplest is the left-right dichotomy (Downs, 1957; Bobbio, 1996). Next, a two-dimensional model consisting of left-right economic and top-down liberal/authoritarian scales (Rokeach, 1973; Heath et al, 1994). Beyond this, models could be imagined to contain any number of issue dimensions (Merrill and Grofman, 1999). 

The single left-right dimension might equate simply to a view of just one of the potentially influential indicators – equality (Bobbio, 1996). A wider definition might involve additionally, a stance on government intervention, economic redistribution and social egalitarianism (Inglehart and Klingemann, 1976). However, this might be considered as the first of a pair of dimensions suggested by Rokeach (1973) who collapsed his ‘human value scales’ onto two dimensions: liberty and equality. Liberty is presented as a second orthogonal scale, the libertarian-authoritarian scale. 

Using Rokeach’s 1973 scales, and Schwartz’ (1992) value scales, Barnea and Schwartz (1998) concluded that these two ideological dimensions were salient in electoral competition: “(V)alue priorities predispose individuals to vote for particular political parties in response to their ideological symbols and messages” (p. 36). Indeed Heath et al (1993), analysing a supplementary two-wave British Social Attitudes survey, found “few items from the British Election Survey… suitable” (p. 118) and reduced their 33-question battery based around six themes to a short, six-item scale generating two factors, which they referred to as the ‘socialism scale’ and ‘libertarian scale’. These correspond to liberty and equality scales, or economic left-right and libertarian-authoritarian up-down dimensions.

However, there is a substantial degree of consensus about the nature of a unidimensional ideological continuum (Bobbio 1996; Inglehart and Klingemann, 1976; Zaller, 1992; Scarbrough, 1984; Bartle, 1998). Despite the suspicion that such simplicity might be a crude misrepresentation, it might describe how individual voters in fact think - a useful heuristic device, an information shortcut (Grofman, 1994) which allows voters to 'organise' parties. It certainly corresponds to popular media representations of party locations and therefore forms a dominant model for representations of party choice (Thomassen, 2005). 

Indeed, Alford, Funk and Hibbing (2005) suggest what they term a contextualist-absolutist dimension to be of such importance – a fundamental cleavage – as to provide an explanation for attitudes to “a broad range of human social activity: politics (conservatives/liberals), religion (fundamentalists/secular humanists), law (procedural/substantive due process), education (phonics/whole language), art (traditional form-based realism/modern free-form impressionism), sports (football/frisbee), medicine (traditional AMA/holistic), morality (enduring standards/situational ethics), and scientific inquiry (formal/empirical)” (p. 165). These “vexing perennial dichotomies are related cultural expressions of a deep-seated genetic divide in human predispositions and capabilities” (p. 165). However, these are hypothetical suggestions based on evidence of genetic inheritance. This study goes no further than to allow the possibility that a single ‘catch-all’ dimension may indeed underlie the values under consideration. 

There has been an established pattern of the placement of major parties along this single scale, although there is a great deal of debate as to their precise placement; the degree to which they might overlap; their relative locations; and the degree of recent 'ideological' movement. 

Where do values come from?
Butler and Stokes (1974) proceeded on the basis that early socialisation was “social rather than biological and Lamarckian rather than Darwinian” (p. 49) i.e. that acquired traits were inherited. Such reasoning was later questioned on the basis that acquired traits do not affect genomes, and it is only the human genome which is passed to offspring (Jablonka & Lamb, 2006). However more recent research suggests that the psychological traits may indeed be transmitted through ‘epigenetic inheritance’ (Jablonk and Lamb, 1999). 
Whilst a consideration of the source of human traits including values is beyond the scope of this research, one should acknowledge the debate around the concept of ‘the inheritance of acquired traits’ (http://www.alternativeinsight.com/Lamarck.html).

Recent research which has stretched across the disciplines of human biology and psychology has suggested pre-socialisation influence on political values. Alford and Hibbing (2004) and Alford, Funk and Hibbing (2005) mount a strong empirical argument for the genetic transmission of political values and attitudes
. This is controversial as it is an essentially illiberal argument that political values, attitudes and behaviour may not be explained entirely by those factors hitherto assumed to be causal – childhood socialisation (Butler and Stokes, 1974; Rose and McAllister, 1990) and the ‘tribal loyalties’ of class and party identification (Campbell et al, 1964; Butler and Stokes, 1974; Clarke et al, 2004). 

Alford and his colleagues (2004; 2005) ask why we are more readily prepared to accept the concept of the transmission from parent to child of personality traits, aptitudes and appearance, yet resistant to the suggestion that in the same way, beliefs, values and attitudes may have an inherited component too. Studies of monozygotic and dizygotic twins raised apart and in some studies adopted by non-biological parents (Eaves, Eysenck and Martin, 1989; Martin et al, 1989) have shown nature to be of importance in a number of ways. Monozygotic (single split egg) twins have more similar attitudes than dizygotic (two eggs) twins. Twins raised separately show attitudinal significant attitudinal similarities despite being raised in different social environments; and adopted twins show greater attitudinal similarities to their biological than their adoptive parents. However, this twins-based research does not suggest a direct causal influence of inherited values on attitudes and behaviours.(Alford, Funk and Hibbing, 2005,p.163) Arguments  in this area are controversial.. Sturges (date) , for instance contends that up to one third of an individual’s value constructs may be derived from inheritance but research is still in an emergent state and difficult to quantify and the genetic influence may not be direct: 

Meanwhile, the socialization hypothesis (Butler and Stokes, 1974; Inglehart, 1981; Himmelweit et al, 1981; Rose and McAllister, 1990; Dalton, 2005), which proposes values are formed by ones immediate family situation – that values, attitudes and behaviour is learned by example - seems to be argued through assertion and evidence of attitudinal similarities between parents and their offspring rather than empirically tested. It is not made clear how this process of osmosis occurs. It may be, however, that a general assumption of the influence of social environment has previously been conflated with the genetic influence. That there may be a complex plurality of influences may indeed help explain why siblings form very different values and attitudes; why some offspring emulate and others oppose their parents’ values and attitudes; and why values, although more stable, are not immune to change later in life. 

What kinds of values are there?
Values may be categorised into two groups – terminal and instrumental (Rokeach, 1973). Terminal values are ontological in that they are those which represent core moral beliefs – a position that things just ‘are’ (Sturgis, undated). An individual has terminal values in that they hold certain things to be true. This truth is not dependent on time or circumstance, but is universal. A belief or value that individuals are equal (or not), that freedom is a property to be valued above all other things, that one should live in harmony with the environment because all living things are of equal moral worth – are all terminal values. 

Instrumental values are means to ends – they describe individual characteristics – fun-loving, ambitious, adventurous etc. They categorise what an individual ‘is’ or aspires to be. Insofar as instrumental values are what one ‘is’, they refer overwhelmingly to the ‘self’. Insofar as terminal values are what one holds to be true, they refer overwhelmingly to the ‘other’. Whilst instrumental values may have some influence on political behaviour, it is terminal values which form the focus of this study. Terminal values have political implications. 

Are values stable?
This study posits that values are stable whilst other factors further along the causal flow (attitudes, opinions preferences etc.) are not. “Most scholars assume values to be relatively stable across the life course after being shaped through late adolescence” (Hitlin and Piliavin, 2004). Only a longitudinal study of values and attitudes could show this. However, it is difficult to locate genuine values questions and data in cross-sectional surveys so we must proceed by providing a series of indicative analyses suggesting the stability of values. An analysis of values in cross-sectional surveys; and attitudes in longitudinal surveys provide an imperfect, but nevertheless forthright validation of this position. 

1.2.
Dealing with party identification
According to the Michigan definition, party identification is an enduring attachment to a party and, as such, any measure of that concept should incorporate at least two characteristics: a) a temporal dimension, some reflection of a long-standing position and b) a self-identity dimension, some method of denoting clear identifiers rather than more transient respondents.  Furthermore, c) the measure should be independent of the vote question, i.e. should be able to identify those with stable party identification even if their current vote-choice is for another party. 

The standard question has been criticised for failing on each of these three criteria. Bartle (1999) has two concerns - The standard measure of party identification lacks a clear temporal dimension, or a clear statement of self-identity. The opening phrase "generally speaking" does not indicate a time period, and does not necessarily indicate an extended time, such that a stable response could be considered 'enduring'. The question goes on to name the parties, providing prompts to which the respondent may react. As for self-identity, Bartle (1999) points out that the question does not provide for non-identifiers. The question assumes that the respondent will 'be' one or other of the listed parties, failing to list non-identifying as a viable option and thereby requiring the respondent to pick one of the listed parties. Even the small minority who refuse to identify themselves with a party at this stage are 'encouraged' to express a leaning by use of the follow-up question, and most analysis includes these respondents as 'identifiers' also. 
The traditional measure, therefore, has been treated by researchers as an operational definition of enduring partisanship, but may be understood by respondents as something rather less significant - more perhaps a statement of current preference (e.g. 'if you had to favour one particular party at the moment, who would it be?"). Research which questioned how respondents receive, understand and respond to this measure would be useful, but in the absence of this there is some doubt as to whether the question, as traditionally asked, really elicits the underlying tendency it claims to.

The concept of party identification (Campbell et al, 1960) has tended to be either hailed as the key to explaining vote, or maligned as a concept which is mis-specified, poorly defined, inappropriately imported from other political contexts, and poorly measured and unstable. Campbell et al's (1960) concept of party identification, a fundamental variable in their, 'funnel of causality'. displaced class as the explanation for vote choice in the UK when it was deployed by Butler and Stokes in their seminal work (1974). Since then much of the debate has concentrated on its salience, apparent decline as 'issues' grew in significance, and most recently, its measurement. The original Michigan Model (Campbell et al, 1960) is premised on parental partisanship (no longer measured in the BES and ESS), life experience, and, more specifically, voting experience – a reference to the importance of early socialization. Party identification is learned early in one's political socialization. Thus defined it should, therefore, have the following implications: Voting should be predictable; ideological positions should be stable (even if more ephemeral attitudinal positions are more fluid); party identification should strengthen with a) age and b) as individuals gain more electoral experience (i.e. participate in more elections); strong identifiers should have more stable attitudes and be resilient to change; and the party rather than the individual should be the dominant partner in the relationship - engaging in preference shaping of voters' attitudes rather than responding to changes in public opinion. 

Brynin and Sanders (1997) examined the similarity of exogenous variables on both party identification and vote and found that "the degree of correspondence between the vote coefficients and the identification coefficients…is remarkable" (p. 67). If, as suspected these measures are essentially revealing the same underlying propensities, then their use in predicting vote is extremely limited. They appear on either side of the equation, they are merely expressing a tautology. 

Having suggested that traditional measures of party identification fail to measure what they purport to measure, the intended meaning of party identification may well be confused too. It is unclear just what being a party identifier means. If at the 'modest' end of the scale, it is a tendency to vote for one party over all others, then given its association with the vote-choice question,  traditional measures might claim some relevance, although hardly more than simply asking the vote-choice question on repeated occasions. If, however, party identification represents an enduring, habitual, ideological, psychological, and predictable commitment to a party, a characteristic which some voters might indeed possess, then couching its primary operationalisation in such 'general' terms, fails to illicit this. Do the proponents of party identification really suggest that over 90% of us possess this level of political commitment? If they do not then just what is being measured? What level of commitment to a party is supposed to be represented by this question? Despite the epistemological problem that one cannot ever know when the measure matches the concept, the traditional definition should surely not apply to such a huge majority of voters. To claim that even a significant minority of voters possess real party identification may be acceptable, and it is suggested in the next section that, given the degree of stability of the concept, this may in fact be the case. 

Measures of vote-choice, preferred party and party identification are all highly correlated. Effectively, they all ask the same question – which party do you prefer right now. Trying to use any of these as an independent ‘predictor’ reveals little. Equally, asking attitudinal questions is not much help either. Responses tend to demonstrate cognitive dissonance with whichever of the preferred party questions is relevant – particularly as attitudinal questions are of a political character with clear party associations. This is true even for the less politically sophisticated.

Thus cast, party identification should be found to be stable, even where vote-switching takes place, enduring, across at least several consecutive years, resilient to the ephemera of political events in that it does not shadow vote-switching, and given these strict criteria, is likely to be found only in a significant stable minority of respondents.  

However, whether this has led to partisan 'de-alignment' - the weakening in both number and strength of identifiers (Sarlvik and Crewe, 1983), or to an increasing 'secularisation' - increased electoral volatility and a weakened role of party identification (Heath, Jowell and Curtice, 1991), self-sufficiency, increased education, more candidate-centered elections, remains unresolved. De-alignment has happened primarily as people have become politically self-sufficient over time (due to higher education, more availability of information about politics, and an increased valuation of individualism), (Dalton and Wattenberg, 2000) class.
An underlying issue which has not been explored by the ESS in connection with Party i.d. is the ‘Strength of Feeling’. In the USA allegiance is polarised between the Democrat and Republican Parties which are the only choice. This decision is already made by voters at registration where they have to declare the party which they support. Although there are only two main parties in the UK with the Liberal Democrats a very real alternative, there is much greater diversification which facilitates voting for smaller Parties and individual candidates. There is no system of Party declaration at registration. Party i.d. is significantly weaker than the USA with its bi-partisan system. An even less defined Party i.d. features in most of Europe.
For these reasons, the following puts party identification to one side, and attempts to offer an explanatory model of party-choice and voting based on values. No ESS questions ID.
1.3
Chapters

Chapter 1, introduces the central meaning of value and its core quality of stability over time and within each country. The ESS survey is identified as the one which has most questions on values. The consistency of values is highlighted compared to less stable features such as opinion, attitudes, co-variances, trust and party preference which can vary according to changing circumstances and immediate impact of current political issues or media focus. Party identification is also considered in this chapter and Schwartz, the Explorative Factor Analysis and focus groups are introduced.

Chapter 2, (a) outlines the hypothesis and research question which conch considers to which extent political values, if appropriately identified, measured and modelled, provide an explanation for individual party preference. Methodological assumptions are reviewed with particular reference to the Rokeach Values Index and the Schwartz Values Survey. (b) Data, an analysis strategy for the European Social Survey with Explorative Factor Analysis and. (c) Focus Group would be a better tool within small-scale research for gaining in-depth consideration of values.
Chapter 3, Exploratory Factor Analysis. This uses operationalism and applies Exploratory Factor Analysis to issues confined to the 17 countries included in the ESS. 21 questions have been taken from the Schwartz values survey to create the written survey for this study.  They are mainly psychological and political questions.  Examples are: freedom, strong government, obedience, environment etc.  In the first instance of EFA there is  be no rotation.  It  includes the Scree Plot for Europe.  Following this there is Principal Axis factoring. 
Chapter 4, A test of Focus Groups. develops an experimental process using focus groups to sample views and identify the parameters of values. Those particularly explored will be: liberty, equality, the role of government, morality, human nature and environmentalism.
Chapter 5, Discussion and Conclusion. This chapter discusses the relationships between values, attitudes and party choice in the context of the different European countries considered in the study.  Findings are summarised in a conclusion.

Chapter 2:   Methodology

2.1
Research Question
Political values have been largely ignored in electoral political research. Certainly, there has been consideration of left-right scales, perhaps one or two additional ideological dimensions, and wide analysis of attitudes and party-preference. However, fundamental core values – those individual-level predispositions which generate political beliefs, attitudes, preferences and actions motivate are largely unregarded. Much of the most prominent ‘values’ research including the World Values Survey (Inglehart, 2000) and European Values Survey (Arts and Halman, 2004) claim to measure values, but measure attitudes instead. 

The literature on electoral behaviour has tended to exclude considerations of values, beliefs and ideology – preferring instead to debate the finer points of the measurement and significance of party identification and propose operationalisations for all manner of other explanatory factors.

That these factors play some part in nudging individuals’ party preferences this way or that is clear. However, it is the contention of this study that it is individuals’ fundamental values which sets the initial trajectory of those preferences. Further analysis of these matters is overdue.

The literature review suggests then, that values, appropriately operationalised, may play a significant explanatory role on individual attitudes and party-preference. They are independent of precedent, and causal of attitudes, party-preference and ultimately of vote. Values may be significant even when controlling for key demographic covariates. The proposed causal ordering in this explanatory model (see Figure 1) is based on an assumption – that values underlie and influence other factors – but this assumption is, to some extent, validated by the literature. My question, in short, is this:

To what extent do political values, if appropriately identified, measured and modelled provide an explanation for individual party preference. 
Already this study has taken a positions which might prove controversial: First, the study allows for the possibility that values be partly determined by biological or genetic inheritance. Secondly, the study suggests human nature is to some extent immutable – fixed and unchanging. Thirdly, together these positions imply a degree of determinism about human values. These assumptions are essentially illiberal. Those of a liberal disposition may find these assumptions difficult to accept and reject the notion that any part of the human condition is determined, fixed, immutable and therefore unchangeable, insensitive to reform and potentially ‘imperfect’. However, a more directly liberal position taken here is of the ‘cult of the individual’ – methodological individualism which positions the person as the most important factor in this study. None of these are the central argument of this study – which is rather the testing of the primacy of values in determining political behaviour and role of values in determining party preference. Considerations of the source of human values is outside the scope of this study, and should not influence the causal significance (or not) of values on behaviour.
2.2
Hypotheses

The question posed generates a complimentary pair of hypotheses. These are:
H1:
Values can be identified and measured (Chapter 2 , EFA, focus group)
H2:
Value structures are consistent over time (3 rounds)
H3:
Values influence the way people vote.(Chapter 3)
H4:
Values are stable independent predictors of party preference.
H5:
Values predict voting behavior   
 2.3 
Existing operationalisations
The World Value Survey and the European Value Survey are both cross-national surveys that tap the changing value orientation across the world and particularly in Europe. However, unlike the ESS, the questions tapping values in both surveys, the WVS and EVS, do not use the Likert scale. Respondents are only given three options to answer questions such as “Less emphasis on money and material possessions” with  ‘good’ or ‘bad’ or a middle category of ‘don’t know’.  Thus, it does not capture the complexity and richness of individuals value orientations as the Likert scale does by giving respondents options to place themselves on a scale from 1 to 6, i.e. very much like me - not at all like me.  

Moreover, the primary aim of these surveys is to identify changing public opinion. Therefore, most of the questions which claim to measure values actually investigates attitudes. Thus, most of the questions are sensitive to prevailing economic conditions such as “Fighting rising prices” and not deep rooted value orientation.  Furthermore, these surveys don’t measure individual values directly, they ask about preferences among possible goals for one’s country. Although a person’s value orientation might be driven from such questions, they are however not the same.  For example choosing “protecting freedom of speech” as the most important goal for one’s country in the next 10 years does not necessarily shows individual’s values of liberalism or tolerance towards others, rather it might be that the individual is fearing restriction on his political opinion by the government and be otherwise not a very tolerant and liberal person (Davidov et al. 2008). 

The ESS on the other hand has adopted the reduced Schwartz value index consisting of 21 questions and tapping into a wider range of individual values.  Moreover, as indicated above it has adopted the 6 point Likert scale allowing for more variations between individuals rather than a dichotomy of positions.  Unlike the WVS and EVS, the ESS is the first extensive and comparative survey to gain information  about political oriented values such as ### Important to care for nature and environment, more examples###

More reasons why the ESS is being used!### Suitable for comparative analysis due to its rigorous methodology. ### Three waves to follow changes over time. 

The Schwartz Values Index derives in part from Rokeach (1969; 1973). Rokeach proposed 18 terminal and 18 instrumental values which could to some extent be collapsed onto two value dimensions – freedom and equality. Schwartz (1992; 1994) expanded the list to 56 values, although this has been reduced again in some operationalisations (the European Social Survey uses 21 measures), and produces 10 value types clustered into four groups which produce two value-dimensions: openness to change v. conservation (liberal-conservative) and self-enhancement v. self-transcendence (introversion-extroversion or self v. other regarding) (See Figure 1).  Applications of the Schwartz Values Inventory across a variety of populations and cultures has produced significant evidence for the hypothesis of universality among the four higher-order value types forming two primary value dimensions (Schwartz, 1994), although stronger results are found in Western countries than elsewhere (Asia, Eastern Europe and South America). The schema is not claimed to be perfect but “a reasonable approximation of the structure of relations among the ten value types in the vast majority of samples” (Hitlin and Piliavin, 2004).
Rokeach 
Both the Rokeach and Schwartz schemas and the other values suggested in the hypothetical values-list suggest the possibility that a single left-right (Bobbio, 1996), liberal-conservative (Converse, 1964) cooperation-dogmatism (Rokeach, 1960) equality-freedom (Rokeach, 1973) or contextualist-absolutist (Alford, Funk and Hibbing, 2005) dimension may indeed underly these values and be the primary value-dimension. Values, thus defined, can then be tested in explanatory analysis for party preference. 
Table 1: The Rokeach Values Index

	Terminal values 
	Instrumental values

	A comfortable life (a prosperous life) 
	Ambitious (hard-working, aspiring)

	An exciting life (a stimulating, active life) 
	Broadminded (open-minded)

	A sense of accomplishment (lasting contribution) 
	Capable (competent, effective)

	A world at peace (free of war and conflict) 
	Cheerful (light-hearted, joyful)

	A world of beauty (beauty of nature and the arts) 
	Clean (neat, tidy)

	Equality (brotherhood, equal opportunity for all) 
	Courageous (standing up for your beliefs)

	Family security (taking care of loved ones) 
	Forgiving (willing to pardon others)

	Freedom (independence, free choice) 
	Helpful (working for the welfare of others)

	Happiness (contentedness)
	Honest (sincere, truthful)

	Inner harmony (freedom from inner conflict) 
	Imaginative (daring, creative)

	Mature love (sexual and spiritual intimacy) 
	Independent (self-reliant, self-sufficient)

	National security (protection from attack) 
	Intellectual (intelligent, reflective)

	Pleasure (an enjoyable, leisurely life) 
	Logical (consistent, rational)

	Salvation (saved, eternal life) 
	Loving (affectionate, tender)

	Self-respect (self-esteem) 
	Obedient (dutiful, respectful)

	Social recognition (respect, admiration) 
	Polite (courteous, well-mannered)

	True friendship (close companionship) 
	Responsible (dependable, reliable)

	Wisdom (a mature understanding of life) 
	Self-controlled (restrained, self-disciplined)


Source: Rokeach, 1973
Inglehart 

Schwartz 
The Schwartz Values Survey was delivered as a discrete supplementary self-completion survey within the ESS. Measures are scored on a 1 to 6 scale with 6 representing the positive extreme ‘Very much like me’. and 1 representing the opposite response ‘Not like me at all’ (recoded from the original data). Exploratory analysis of these 56 values measures (not shown, adopted Rokeach 1973, Schwartz 1992) shows a general Gaussian distribution in most cases. Some are slightly positively skewed i.e. tend towards the ‘very much like me’ end of the scale (See Table 2).  The scale has a Cronbach alpha of 0.79. 
The measures have been relabelled with short descriptors which summarize the longer question. For example, the label ‘important to seek adventures and have an exciting life’ has been relabelled simply ‘adventurousness’. Table 2 shows the weighted mean scores of these values measures. 

Figure 1: The Schwartz Values Model
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Source: Schwartz, 1992

It should be acknowledged that these measures provide potential for response bias in the form that socially other-regarding values are more likely to be preferred (e.g. loyalty, equality and environmentalism); and more individual, self-regarding values treated more cautiously (e.g. success, respect and wealth).

2.4
Mixed Methods.

A mixed methods approach has been used in this thesis to elicit and analyse values.  These are a combination of quantitative as well as qualitative methods. First the European Social Survey is used to examine the value patterns in Europe by looking at the pooled data of 21 countries. In order to validate these patterns, the same analysis will be carried out on a single country to identify possible outliers and discuss country specific patterns that diverge from the general trend in Europe. To show that these values are long-lasting and not attitudes that change depending n the socio-political climate, a comparison over time will be carried out, using all three waves that have been conducted since 2002 (ESS, 2002, 2004 and 2006).

Explorative Factor Analysis (EFA) will be carried out to examine the latent structure of the 21 items developed by Schwartz (1992, 1994) and adapted by all three waves of the ESS. Although Schwartz argues that these 21 items represent 10 underlying latent value orientations, these latent variables will be examined here by applying EFA rather than Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). It is argued here that EFA is a more suitable technique to explore the latent construct of these 21 items rather than CFA, as this study does not have a sound theory as to what the main value orientations in Europe are. Thus, the approach taken here is more of an inductive method, whereby through explorative data analysis techniques latent value patterns in Europe as well as between countries and over time are identified. This innovative approach might shed new light into the study of values and its relationship with political party preference.  

In order to gain a more in-depth understanding of how these survey questions might have been answered by individuals several focus groups will be carried out. The aim of the focus group is to elicit responses to open questions on values and attitudes. The advantage of focus group is that it allows drawing upon respondent’s attitudes, feelings, beliefs, experiences and reactions in a way that would not be feasible through survey data. The group nature of a focus group might bring out other emotions, views, attitudes that might not be easily obtainable through survey questions. The focus group is used as a complementary technique to gain a more in-depth understanding of the survey questions, as well as a technique to validate the EFA results. Both methods the EFA as well as the focus group are suitable methods to explore the data and is suitable in the initial stage of an research. Although, the numbers of participants are too low to make any general claims, the use of the Survey data however, complements this weakness of the focus group technique and contributes to the study by validating the EFA analysis as well as allowing a more in depth discussion on how underlying value systems of individuals can be explored or extracted or is expressed.
A mixed methods approach has been used in this thesis to elicit and analyse values.  These are:

(i) A written survey which ESS Round 1 (2002), 2 (2004) and 3 (2006)
(ii) Analysis has centred on: The Schwartz Values ESS which was devised by Schwartz in his analysis of values (1992; 1994; ESS 2002, 2004 and 2006)
(iii) Four focus groups which have been established as an experimental tool for eliciting responses to open questions on values and attitudes. 
These methods provide a means of gaining a more detailed picture of values than those used in the main surveys up to now and have been selected to complement each other.

The Survey
Clearly not all of the 563 categorised in the ESS can be utilised at any one time.  A number are specifically designed for particular National communities and have been clustered to match specific countries.  Even so there are still too many detailed questions and variables to present to single respondents.  A rotating modular approach has, therefore, been adopted. Core questions have been selected and are presented for each 3 Round.  Modules on values have also been selected so that the same values are sampled for each Round but on a rotating basis.  Attitudes, however, are rotated on a different basis where only certain ones are sampled for each Round.  See Figure ---- for a visual explanation of this.  The core question modules are: 1. Media and Social trust; 2. Politics (including attitudes); 3. Religion and Ethnic minorities.;4. Immigration and asylum issues; 5. Citizen Involvement; and 6. Socio-demographic.  The twenty-one questions which are specifically rotated from Round to Round centre on 50% which concern politics and 50% on social considerations such as creativity, fun-seeking, success etc.  Every two years a unique ‘Human Values Scale’ is produced.  This is made up of a selection from the questions in the modules. These are: 1. Trust; 2. Politics and Attitudes; 3. Religion and Ethnic Minorities and 6. Demographic.

“The project is funded jointly by the European Commission, the European Science Foundation and academic funding bodies in each participating country, and is designed and carried out to exceptionally high standards. The project is directed by a Central Co-ordinating Team led by Roger Jowell at the Centre for Comparative Social Surveys, City University, London.”

The European results are considered in detail (see Chapter 4, 5 and 6 EFA and Regression Analysis).  These will be related through less detail to 17 countries. These are Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, UK/GB, Hungary, Ireland, Netherlands, Norway, Germany, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Slovenia and Switzerland for Round 3.

2.5
Data: The European Social Survey

There are five sets of independent variables. Firstly there are values measures – a battery of 21 questions described above (and shown in Appendix A), tighter politics questions 10 questions (security, strong, government, well behaved etc...) second a set of four attitudinal variable, thirdly, social trust and fourthly  demographic variables which encompass sex, age, education, ethnicity, religiosity, and class (see below). Lastly, our parties. A problem, 17 countries lots of parties (Example: Switzerland 16 party), Later on, the details, (Appendix 8).  Questions 22 variables. 

In order to test this hypothesis, the hypotheses set out an existing dataset (What is it? Where is it shown?) is shown has been utilised which provides measures of values, attitudes and both political and demographic variables. Values are considered here as independent variables – considered alongside and modelled with a variety of (more traditional) independent predictors of our primary dependent variable – party preference 

The European Social Survey (henceforth ESS) provides a rich source of data from more than 20 countries for three waves in 2002, 2004 and 2006. Each wave, 33,175 round 1, 32,573 round 2 and 33,173 round 3.  Each participating country sought to achieve an effective sample size of 1,500 to 3,000 to provide representativeness of the population
. A total of 563 variables are available. For the following analysis, only 17 countries (Round 1, 2 and 3) more than 30,000 people.   
Table: Round 1, 2 and 3; 17 Countries, people and response rate.
Table 3: ESS People
	 
	Round 1 (2002)
	 
	Round 2 (2004)
	 
	Round 3 (2006)

	 
	people
	response 
	
	people
	response 
	
	people
	response 

	Austria
	2257
	60.4
	
	2256
	62.4
	
	2405
	64.0

	Belgium
	1899
	59.2
	
	1778
	61.2
	
	1798
	61.0

	Denmark
	1506
	67.6
	
	1487
	64.2
	
	1505
	50.8

	Finland
	2000
	73.2
	
	2022
	70.7
	
	1896
	64.4

	France
	1503
	43.1
	
	1806
	43.6
	
	1986
	46.0

	Germany
	2919
	55.7
	
	2870
	51.0
	
	2916
	54.5

	Hungary
	1685
	69.9
	
	1498
	65.9
	
	1518
	66.1

	Ireland
	2046
	64.5
	
	2286
	62.5
	
	1800
	56.8

	Netherlands
	2364
	67.9
	
	1881
	64.3
	
	1889
	59.8

	Norway
	2036
	65.0
	
	1760
	66.2
	
	1750
	65.5

	Poland
	2110
	73.2
	
	1716
	73.7
	
	1721
	70.2

	Portugal
	1511
	68.8
	
	2052
	71.2
	
	2222
	72.8

	Slovenia
	1519
	70.5
	
	1512
	62.7
	
	1766
	73.2

	Spain
	1729
	53.2
	
	1663
	54.9
	
	1876
	65.9

	Sweden
	1999
	69.5
	
	1948
	65.4
	
	1927
	65.9

	Switzerland
	2040
	33.5
	
	2141
	48.6
	
	1804
	51.5

	UK
	2052
	55.5
	
	1897
	50.6
	
	2394
	54.0

	 
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	 

	Total
	33,175 
	 
	 
	32,573 
	 
	 
	33,173 
	 


The Schwartz Values Survey

However, the ESS values battery is not explicitly ‘political’ in nature as it emerges from social psychology. There may, therefore, be some anticipation of problems in fitting these values to political attitudes and preferences. However, currently, the ESS is the most relevant survey data available. The small questions: equality, obedience, freedom, strong government, well behaved, environmentism and traditionalism.
Common Factor Analysis (FA ) is more appropriate for investigating latent variables because it decomposes the variance in the indicators into shared variance – the latent factors- and indicator-specific plus error variance such as variance not shared among the indicators.  PCA and FA may often produce similar patterns of factor loadings, especially when the shared variance among the indicators is high (i.e. high communalities). PCA will tend to overestimate the amount of variance in the indicators ‘explained’ by the factors.(reference). While PCA is an option, the main  purpose for this study is to provide an exploratory model for the correlations in the data obtained. Up to this point no Exploratory Factor Analysis has been published regarding the 21 Schwartz values in the ESS and therefore there is no data available for Confirmatory Factor Analysis.

Hitherto surveys have concentrated on attitudes within the political context and how they may influence the way people vote. However, the ESS has adopted a wider perspective and included concepts which may act as fundamental outlooks on life.  Examples are:

Important to think new ideas and being creative: “Creativity”
Important to try new and different things in life: “Experimentalism”
Important to help people and care for others well-being: “Pastoral”
These have been related to co-variants such as demographics. The Schwartz values and the ESS are recent and unique in their attention to values. The 21 questions used in the ESS seek to investigate some of the underlying issues which underpin people’s values when choosing a political party. Attitudes may be more changeable according to events, personal circumstances, media attention and the priorities of the time while others may diminish in their influence if their topicality has been superseded.  Conversely they may become more entrenched according to lifelong beliefs which may not be modified by change and rationality.  It is possible that values, are overall more consistent: they may not be enduringly demarcated in black and white but may retain an underlying uniformity for most people. 

Covariates are important to establish. It is, for instance, possible that less flexibility in values held may be a greater feature of senior citizens. So covariates have been sought within the study.

Table 4: Values Long Questions and Short Descriptor
	Long Question
	Short Descriptor

	Important to think new ideas and being creative
	Creativity

	Important to be rich, have money and expensive things
	Wealth

	Important that people are treated equally and have equal opportunities
	Equality

	Important to show abilities and be admired
	Ability



	Important to live in secure and safe surroundings
	Security

	Important to try new and different things in life
	Experimentalism

	Important to do what is told and follow rules
	Obedience

	Important to understand different people
	Cosmopolitanism

	Important to be humble and modest, not draw attention
	Humility

	Important to have a good time
	Fun-Seeking

	Important to make own decisions and be free
	Freedom

	Important to help people and care for others well-being
	Pastoral

	Important to be successful and that people recognize achievements
	Success

	Important that government is strong and ensures safety
	Strong government

	Important to seek adventures and have an exiting life
	Adventurousness

	Important to behave properly
	Well behaved

	Important to get respect from others
	Respect



	Important to be loyal to friends and devote to people close
	Loyalty

	Important to care for nature and environment
	Environmentalism

	Important to follow traditions and customs
	Traditionalism

	Important to seek fun and things that give pleasure
	Hedonisism


Details of the variables, scales, recodes and transformations used are shown in Appendices 2, 4, 8. 
2.6
Focus Group
Focus Groups

Surveys have mainly sampled attitudes rather than values. The most notable exceptions to this are 'The European Values Survey', (authors) and 'The European Social Survey' (authors). The purpose of the present study was to concentrate on values. One option for investigating this area could have been a further survey. However, it was decided that focus groups would be a better tool within small-scale research for gaining in-depth consideration of values because they gave more scope for open questioning and individual discussion of issues. This has proved to be the case. The focus groups which met in 2005, 2006 and 2008 involved 38 participants. They were free to talk about open questions and also focussed on politics. They were able to give an order of priority to those values which have been raised in surveys and provide suggestions for further values which should be considered.

New paragraph. Focus Group, 38 people 2 short different survey,  6 questions: Liberty, Equality, Role of Government, Morality, Human Nature, and Environmentalism. Appendix 1 tables and figures.    

Similar questions, the focus groups, and the surveys, mixed methods qualitative lots of discussion  or conversation very details, and quantitative  survey only one values.    

Empirical methods of investigation used in this thesis

The tools for empirical testing of the hypotheses are:

Focus groups and a written survey using a questionnaire.

 (How were they selected?) The aim is to involve a total of between 38 individuals in four groups. (It might be worth stating from research on methodology what the strengths and weaknesses of focus groups are and why this tool was chosen). The people mostly 2/3rd student, and 1/3rd ordinary persons. 

The aim was to discuss six domains of political values from the European Survey S

Administration

Each domain of political value will be given 15 minutes for discussion. The complete session will be recorded and typed as the source for analysis and a selection of relevant quotations. NVivo

Purpose

The purpose of the focus groups will be to gain in-depth view points from participants in their perceptions, views and convictions regarding each domain of political value.  This will be used to facilitate:-

(a) 
collection of quotations 
(b) 
comparison between the freely expred responses of the Focus Groups with the Survey Scale.

(c)  
comparison of quotes with the survey or questionnaire.  The underlying rationale will, therefore, be to validate the quantitative analysis derived from the questionnaire.
(d)  
Survey by questionnaire. 6 questions (liberty, equality, Role of Government, Morality, Human Nature, and Environmentalism.) 0-10 scale: 0-4 left, 5 middle, 6-10 right. 

2.7
Party 
17 countries, lots of party, left and right…

 (appendix #) the parties binary left and right. Mostly OK, little difficult centre party (parties) or “Liberal” or “laissez-faire”(Belgium, Netherlands, Switzerland, UK etc…)  and agrarian or centre parties (Denmark, Finland, Norway, Switzerland etc…). Block right: include conservative, extreme right, liberal, agrarian and centre. Left: Social democrat, communist, new left, green. 

Austria:

Left: 
Communist Party of Austria, The Green Alternative, Social Democratic Party of Austria (SPÖ) and Hans-Peter Martin’s List. 

Right: 
Liberal Forum (LIF), Austria People’s Party (ÖVP), Austria Freedom Party (FPÖ) and Alliance for the Future of Austria (BZÖ).  

Belgium:

Left: 
Socialist Party Different, Ecolo, Green!, and Socialist Party (France)

Right: 
Open VLD (Dutch), List Dedecker, Reformist Movement (France), Christen-Democratisch en Vlaams (CD&V), Humanist Democratic Centre, Nieuw-Vlaamse Alliantie, Vlaams Belang, and National Front.
Etc…



This variable may provide the operationalisation for party identification in much other research . Here, it is used as a dependent variable. Although providing a higher response rate, vote is not considered as there are many intervening factors between party preference and vote (e.g. non-voting; tactical voting) which are beyond the scope of this research. The key concern is how values influence party-preference and so this research is limited to that endeavour (See Figure 2).

2.8
Conclusion

Chapter 3: Investigation of the values sampled in the European Social Survey through Exploratory Factor Analysis.

3.1
Introduction

The European Social Survey (date) selected 21 values derived from the Schwartz Values Survey (1992) and questioned samples of between ____ and ____ in 17 European countries. Surveys were undertaken on three separate biennial occasions in 2002, 2004, and 2006 involving similar sample numbers for each Round.  The ESS is distinctive because the 21 values selected have political significance compared to previous studies of this kind which have focused more on moral and religious values.  It is also more extensive than previous surveys with 5 planned biennial Rounds taking place in 17 countries and involving larger numbers of respondents than hitherto.  It is, therefore, providing a rich source of data.  This dissertation is based on data collected for the first 3 Rounds which were available at its start.

Chapter 3  concentrates on qualitative analysis. This is represented by Exploratory Factor Analysis and analysis of the factor scores and means through ‘t’ tests of significance.  Factor Analysis will give information about the structure underlying the outcomes of the responses by the participants in the ESS.  This should reveal relationships through correlations.  However, it does not assess the level of support given to particular values.  Information on this would provide valuable complementary data to detect the degree of support given to particular values in Europe as a whole and particularly to each country.  It will be necessary to analyze factor scores and means to find the level of support for a particular value or any emerging domain.  This can be ascertained through ‘t’ tests of significance. A combination of thee two methods should present a more perceptive picture of similarities and differences than a single approach.  Results will then be discussed using this complementary process.

Within this model the independent variable is the political outcome of left or right policies and Parties.  Values are the dependent variables.
3.2
Aims

1. The main aim of this Chapter is to apply Exploratory Factor Analysis to the data of the first three Rounds of the ESS as a means of exploring possible latent variables .  The underlying question associated with this is whether strong factors will emerge which establish clusters of values associated with particular political domains or whether values are independent of each other. If the number of domains can be clearly defined with their component values, a framework will have been created to investigate a possible common core of values as well as any differences. Once domains are established with their constituent components, a tool will have been derived for assessing how far attitudes and party/voting choice are driven by the values system of voters.

2. It will set out to establish if there is a high correlation between the scores of participants across all three Rounds.  The ESS does not return to the same sample selected in the first Round so it is not a longitudinal study of the same people. It is, therefore, important to know how consistent the results are for each Round.  A high correlation would indicate that the responses of the three groups can be considered relatively typical of the wider population living in their country.

3.  A third aim will be to find out through loadings and levels if the values held are similar across European countries or whether each has its own set  of values which distinguishes it.  This also raises the question as to whether there may be groups of countries which have a number of values in common and might be seen as having similar outlooks.  There might be groupings by geographical proximity, religious denomination or recent historical experience.

4. It will also explore how far belief in certain values may influence individual’s political principles and Party political choice in terms of long term support for Left, Centre or Right wing parties.

5.  The diagram depicting the investigation framework of the dissertation in Chapter 2 p__ (Methodology) will be clarified in the light of factors found in Chapter 3.  It is expected that the exact number of factors can then be established and that other modifications to the diagram may become apparent.
3.3 
Background
This chapter focuses on values because of their possible a priori, causal influence on party principles.  Initially they are rooted in early childhood experiences and subsequent socialization: indeed it is argued by some that congenital influences may significantly  predispose  value systems (Sturgis 2003.).  However, the growing up process through the teenage period to early adulthood might have contradictory elements where values are shaped by reactions to upbringing and parental beliefs, either confirming them or rebelling against them.  All of these elements may, in turn, be founded on principles laid down by the culture in which the individual is born.  Religion and the moral and ethical values derived from it, may all be determiners of an individual’s value system.  Indeed, they may interface with perceived life qualities, personal integrity or even doctrinal/ideological influences. Whatever the derivations of values, the product creates an underlying foundation for a voter’s beliefs, principles and overall perspective on life.  They are part of his/her construct system and in this sense are not the same as traits which suggest inherited enduring dispositions whereas values suggest more ’cognitive control’ toward ‘enduring goals’ (Hitlin and Paliavin, 2004. p361).’This arrangement takes account of Rokeach's (1973) comments that "a major advantage gained in thinking about a person as a system of values rather than a cluster of traits is that it becomes possible to conceive of his undergoing change as a result of changes in social conditions’ (p.21; see also Tomkins, 1966; Young, 1946) (Rohan 2000).

Until recently Social Surveys undertaken on a Europe-wide scale such as Inglehart (2008), have investigated attitudes rather than values.  Responses have only  been on a Yes/No basis compared to the ESS which required grading on a likert scale.   Even when values have been included, few have been aimed at political outcomes. Those in the Inglehart study, for instance, mostly concentrated on religion and morals. The ESS therefore is the first extensive survey to gain information about politically orientated values. A key contention of this thesis is that values should be included because they are likely to underpin attitudes and have some influence on Party choice. They are the ‘hidden’ underlying forces which may influence an individual’s judgment of political aspirations, policies and actions. 

The human values scale used as the investigative tool in the ESS was based on the theory of human values devised by Schwartz (1992).  The theory centres around 10 “motivationally distinct, broad and basic” values that “ serve as guiding principles in people’s lives”. The 21 values scale created for the ESS was derived from a 40 item Portrait Values Questionnaire (Schwartz et al. 2001; Schwartz 2005b) in which adjustments were made to reduce the number to a manageable size for such an extensive project in terms of sample numbers and countries.  The research by Davidov, Schmidt and Schwartz (2008) aimed to test the validity of the 21 ESS values scale as a measure of all 10 value constructs within Schwartz’s theory of human values which it purported to do.  In this case multi-group Confirmatory factor Analysis was selected to establish discrimination of the 10 values constructs.  In the event results only suggested that the ESS scale distinguished seven values “with confidence”. The reason for using CFA is not discussed but it is presumed that this is because the intention was to see how well factors analysis may confirm the 10 value constructs in the model..  Davidov et al argue that the reduction of questions from 56 to 21 may not have provided a sufficient range of values to match the needs of the model. However, it does raise the question of how manageable the model in its present form is and whether further modification is necessary to make it a practical tool.
A different rational to that pursued by Davidov et al is to take the data as it is and find out which major factors emerge.  As the underlying latent construct is the main objective rather than the unique variance in the indicators, factor analysis has been chosen as the appropriate tool for the process. As a first step consideration was made regarding   which factor extraction method to use.  It was noted that Principle Components Analysis (PCA) is commonly used. However, it is not actually a statistical measurement model. (reference).  It only repackages the data into orthogonal (uncorrelated) components and does not distinguish between variance shared among the indicators and variance specific to each indicator. 

Even though the ESS has a reduced number of values there are still situations where they do not always have sharply demarcated boundaries and may well have correlated components. (Roccas,2002) This is illustrated by the following examples where the descriptor for ‘Fun Seeking’ includes ‘importance to have a good time’ while Hedonism states, ‘Important to seek fun and things which give pleasure’.  These are oblique, forming an indirect association (Need a different reference) and do not have the very distinct boundaries required for orthogonal analysis. Field (2005) offers the advice that the researcher should,” use oblique rotation when you believe factors should be related to each other”.
Further information is sought beyond the identification of the main factors which are influenced by the psychology of people’s thinking or which are automatic or habitual. Are, for instance, the differences in values between participants indicating orthogonal axes with sharply divided views or are they mainly oblique?  This is related to methodology and whether axes are rotated. Rotation has, therefore, been considered.  A concern is that the estimated loadings from a factor analysis model can give a large weighting on several factors for some of the measured variables. This can make it difficult to interpret what those factors represent ( Roccas, 2001 ).  The aim of factor rotation is to find a solution for which each variable has only a small number of large loadings. Factor rotation is equivalent to rotating the axes. This facilitates the computation of new loadings in the rotated coordinated system. As one purpose of carrying out EFA in this study is to identify latent variables with regard to the amalgamated scores of all 17 countries in the ESS, rotation has not been considered as strictly necessary and has not been implemented.  However, in the case of analyzing the results for each country, rotation has been used to gain information surrounding oblique axes.

3.4
Methods

[Needs clarification and should be placed in Chapter 2 in the Methods sections]
Needs a simple review of the main methodology relevant to this chapter.
Further information is sought beyond the identification of the main factors which are influenced by the psychology of people’s thinking or which are automatic or habitual. Are, for instance, the differences in values between participants indicating orthogonal axes with sharply divided views or are they mainly oblique?  This is related to methodology and whether axes are rotated. Rotation has, therefore, been considered.  A concern is that the estimated loadings from a factor analysis model can give a large weighting on several factors for some of the measured variables. This can make it difficult to interpret what those factors represent ( Roccas, 2001 ).  The aim of factor rotation is to find a solution for which each variable has only a small number of large loadings. Factor rotation is equivalent to rotating the axes. This facilitates the computation of new loadings in the rotated coordinated system. As one purpose of carrying out EFA in this study is to identify latent variables with regard to the amalgamated scores of all 17 countries in the ESS, rotation has not been considered as strictly necessary and has not been implemented.  However, in the case of analyzing the results for each country, rotation has been used to gain information surrounding oblique axes.

3.5
EFA: Pooled results for the 17 countries represented in the ESS.

EFA was initially applied to the pooled information for all 17 countries included in the ESS for all three Rounds (2002, 2004 and 2006). It involved a total of approximately 78,000 respondents. An unrestricted model of ERA was run with no rotation.  At this stage the Eigen values >1 rule was not involved.  Scree plots were produced for all three Rounds and are presented in Appendix 4.  Very similar scree plots occurred.  These showed a large difference between the first three factors with little difference between the remainder, producing an ‘elbow’ effect.

As a second step the dimensionality of the data was decided by establishing how many factors there were. An unrestricted model was run with no rotation. Although a common rule of thumb is to extract as many factors as have Eigen values greater than one, this method in practice will tend to overestimate the number of factors on the sample compared to the population, especially when the communalities of the indicators are modest or low. It was, therefore, decided that the Eigen values > rule should be ignored.  Cattell’s scree plot method (1966) has been found to be a robust and accurate method for deciding upon the number of factors to extract, and was used here.  
Figure 2: Scree Plots for the pooled European results obtained in three rounds.
	Round 1 Europe 
	Round 2 Europe 
	
	Round 3 Europe 
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In Step 3 of the factor analysis, measures were taken to interpret the factors.  The factor analysis was run again on each wave, this time requesting three factors to be extracted.

The measures of sampling adequacy were very consistent in each Round.

Rotation was used to arrive at a more interpretable, simple factor structure. Quartimax rotation was used. This rotation simplifies the rows of the factor loading matrix, so that each variable will only load on a few factors, and means that interpreting the role of each indicator in the factor solution is facilitated. The more commonly used varimax rotation simplifies the columns of the factor loading

matrix so that each factor only has a few variables with large loadings. Variables were assessed as being indicative of the factors if the factor loading was above 3 and the difference in factor loadings for the same variable on the different factors was greater than 1.

Variables were assessed as being indicative of the factors if the factor loading was above .3, and the difference in factor loadings for the same variable on the different factors was greater than .1. 

3.6
Domains and constituent components

Separation of the loadings into three Factors has established groupings which have recognisable relationships within them.  This distils into three sets which reflect different outlooks on life. Psychology within Politics. 
Factor 1.  Extroversion
.

Extroversion falls into an overall category which is defined as ‘obtaining gratification from what is outside’.6  The formal indicators might be interpreted as representing fun, sociable behaviour, excitement, accomplishment, daring and pleasure-seeking self satisfaction.  It leads to a more precise summary of Extroversion as containing the qualities of: being gregarious, assertiveness, and excitement.
Factor 2. Conservatism
.  

The descriptors associated with this term are: Protection and safety, duty and conformity, control, discipline, deference, conventionality and orthodoxy  and might be more formally summarised as : preservation, tradition and unchanging.

Factor 3. Egalitarianism
.  

This embodies concepts of fairness, impartiality, international, broad-based outlooks, loyalty and ecology.  In this case, a formal summary might incorporate equality, conforming to the law, membership of a wider society and ecology.

Although there were minor variations in a few countries, specific values were associated with one of the three domains identified by the EFA.  Table 1_and Figure 2 illustrate the distribution of values to these domains.  The main exception to association between one value and a specific domain are Creativity Humility and Freedom because they were very weak compared to the others with some evidence across all three domains.. Respect, Equality and Pastoral were mainly focussed on one domain but also had cross dimensional attribution. This may be partly due to the nature of the value considered. . An interesting observation is that the cross-dimensionality for the values identified above occurred in all of the Rounds.  This has particular resonance because the respondents taking part in each Round were different. Figure 2  represents these outcomes in diagrammatical form.
Table 1: Distribution of the 21 values into the three domains identified.
	
	
	Short Descriptor
	
	Ext
	Con
	Ega

	Thinking up new ideas and being creative is important to her. She likes to do things in her own original way.  
	
	Creativity
	
	 
	 
	 

	It is important to her to be rich. She wants to have a lot of money and expensive things.   
	
	Wealth
	
	X
	 
	 

	She thinks it is important that every person in the world should be treated equally. She believes everyone should have equal opportunities in life.    
	
	Equality
	
	 
	 
	X

	It's important to her to show her abilities. She wants people to admire what she does.   
	
	Ability
	
	X
	 
	 

	It is important to her to live in secure surroundings. She avoids anything that might endanger her safety.    
	
	Security
	
	 
	X
	 

	She likes surprises and is always looking for new things to do. She thinks it is important to do lots of different things in life.
	
	Experimentalism
	
	X
	 
	 

	She believes that people should do what they're told. She thinks people should follow rules at all times, even when no-one is watching.   
	
	Obedience
	
	 
	X
	 

	It is important to her to listen to people who are different from her. Even when she disagrees with them, she still wants to understand them.  
	
	Cosmopolitanism
	
	 
	 
	X

	It is important to her to be humble and modest. She tries not to draw attention to herself.   
	
	Humility
	
	 
	 
	 

	Having a good time is important to her. She likes to “spoil” herself.   
	
	Fun-Seeking
	
	X
	 
	 

	It is important to her to make her own decisions about what she does.  She likes to be free and not depend on others.
	
	Freedom
	
	 
	 
	 

	It's very important to her to help the people around her. She wants to care for their well-being.    
	
	Pastoral
	
	 
	 
	X

	Being very successful is important to her. She hopes people will recognise her achievements.  
	
	Success
	
	X
	 
	 

	It is important to her that the government ensures her safety against all threats. She wants the state to be strong so it can defend its citizens.   
	
	Strong government
	
	 
	X
	 

	She looks for adventures and likes to take risks. She wants to have an exciting life.   
	
	Adventurousness
	
	X
	 
	 

	It is important to her always to behave properly. She wants to avoid doing anything people would say is wrong.   
	
	Well behaved
	
	 
	X
	 

	It is important to her to get respect from others. She wants people to do what she says.    
	
	Respect
	
	 
	X
	 

	It is important to her to be loyal to her friends. She wants to devote herself to people close to her. 
	
	Loyalty
	
	
	
	X

	She strongly believes that people should care for nature. Looking after the environment is important to her.   
	
	Environmentalism
	
	 
	 
	X

	Tradition is important to her. She tries to follow the customs handed down by her religion or her family.   
	
	Traditionalism
	
	 
	X
	 

	She seeks every chance she can to have fun. It is important to her to do things that give her pleasure.  
	
	Hedonism
	
	X
	 
	 


Figure 2: Distribution of values into domains
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The pooled results for the 17 European countries sampled in the ESS are presented in Table 3. This shows how responses to the 21 values were distributed within the three domains of Extroversion, Conservatism and Egalitarianism.  Bold type indicates the domain in which the factor loading for a value occurred at a level greater than 0.4.
Discuss!

Table 2: EFA of the Pooled European results for three rounds.

	Rotated Factor Matrix(a) Round 1
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a) Round 2
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a) Round 3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Factor
	
	 
	Factor
	
	 
	Factor

	 
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	 
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	 
	Extro
	Egali
	Con

	Creativity
	0.394
	-0.071
	0.363
	
	Creativity
	0.370
	-0.077
	0.346
	
	Creativity
	0.413
	0.245
	-0.056

	Wealth
	0.540
	0.182
	-0.220
	
	Wealth
	0.546
	0.132
	-0.209
	
	Wealth
	0.492
	-0.256
	0.202

	Equality
	0.039
	0.112
	0.483
	
	Equality
	0.024
	0.140
	0.488
	
	Equality
	0.058
	0.488
	0.072

	Ability
	0.592
	0.227
	-0.016
	
	Ability
	0.588
	0.250
	-0.009
	
	Ability
	0.570
	-0.053
	0.267

	Security
	0.066
	0.576
	0.177
	
	Security
	0.034
	0.560
	0.195
	
	Security
	0.041
	0.202
	0.558

	Experimentalism
	0.533
	-0.072
	0.318
	
	Experimentalism
	0.519
	-0.075
	0.345
	
	Experimentalism
	0.576
	0.263
	-0.054

	Obedience
	0.007
	0.588
	0.036
	
	Obedience
	-0.001
	0.532
	0.048
	
	Obedience
	-0.005
	0.038
	0.565

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.095
	0.079
	0.600
	
	Cosmopolitanism
	0.068
	0.104
	0.572
	
	Cosmopolitanism
	0.123
	0.586
	0.056

	Humility
	-0.155
	0.355
	0.331
	
	Humility
	-0.177
	0.337
	0.328
	
	Humility
	-0.180
	0.416
	0.272

	Fun-Seeking
	0.563
	-0.073
	0.247
	
	Fun-Seeking
	0.512
	-0.121
	0.278
	
	Fun-Seeking
	0.537
	0.220
	-0.108

	Freedom
	0.363
	0.058
	0.362
	
	Freedom
	0.330
	0.078
	0.349
	
	Freedom
	0.338
	0.279
	0.086

	Pastoral
	0.090
	0.260
	0.554
	
	Pastoral
	0.146
	0.231
	0.539
	
	Pastoral
	0.170
	0.521
	0.174

	Success
	0.658
	0.236
	-0.011
	
	Success
	0.663
	0.253
	-0.015
	
	Success
	0.635
	-0.071
	0.282

	Strong government
	0.100
	0.557
	0.233
	
	Strong government
	0.085
	0.538
	0.225
	
	Strong government
	0.068
	0.260
	0.506

	Adventurousness
	0.636
	-0.182
	0.053
	
	Adventurousness
	0.626
	-0.198
	0.053
	
	Adventurousness
	0.640
	-0.022
	-0.146

	Well behaved
	0.028
	0.645
	0.215
	
	Well behaved
	-0.034
	0.634
	0.220
	
	Well behaved
	-0.059
	0.260
	0.600

	Respect
	0.392
	0.418
	-0.032
	
	Respect
	0.355
	0.430
	-0.005
	
	Respect
	0.320
	-0.013
	0.467

	Loyalty
	0.157
	0.249
	0.529
	
	Loyalty
	0.126
	0.264
	0.531
	
	Loyalty
	0.160
	0.520
	0.198

	Environmentalism
	0.079
	0.213
	0.538
	
	Environmentalism
	0.048
	0.233
	0.511
	
	Environmentalism
	0.065
	0.532
	0.168

	Traditionalism
	0.000
	0.518
	0.133
	
	Traditionalism
	-0.029
	0.516
	0.145
	
	Traditionalism
	-0.024
	0.186
	0.493

	Hedonism
	0.575
	-0.035
	0.169
	
	Hedonism
	0.545
	-0.091
	0.217
	
	Hedonism
	0.567
	0.163
	-0.067

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
 Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
 Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 
 Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
	
	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
	
	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
	

	Weight, Age 18, quartimax.
	
	
	
	Weight, Age 18, quartimax.
	
	
	
	Weight, Age 18, quartimax.
	
	


Round 1: N=26,041, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.867. 

Round 2: N=26,934, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.864.

Round 3: N=28,166, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.854.

Correlation NOT levels!

3.7
Divergence from Factor and dimension conformity

Divergence from consistent categorisation into the three dimensions identified in the EFA for all three Rounds, occurs in the results for four countries: Poland, Hungary, Slovenia and Portugal.  In each case Conservatism and Egalitarianism merge and a third Factor appears.   For Poland, ‘Wealth’ is the only value which receives substantial support in the third factor  Seeking wealth is a strong value in other domains and this apparent third factor anomaly appears to reinforce an overall picture focusing on this value.  ‘Wealth’ also receives higher scores or high combined scores with other domains for Hungary and Slovenia.  New opportunities made available through recent membership of the EU and reaction to previous Communist domination may account for the popularity of this value and its role in Factor 3.  Some other Extrovertism features appear in Factor 3 scores for Slovenia.

Respect has a relatively high score in the Factor 3 for Hungary in the second and third Rounds.   

The additional Factor for Portugal is Conservatism.  As this is also represented in the merged Factor of Conservative /Egalitarianism, it may be an indicator that Portugal’s values are biased towards Conservatism. 

Th most surprising anomaly of a different third Factor occurs for the Round 2 results in a fifth country which is the UK .  Within this, ‘Respect’ is much more strongly supported at 0.446 and is a strong feature for all the domains including the standard ones for Rounds 1 and 3.  Again this may represent a much greater popularity of a value, than appears at first sight.  These Factor 3 anomalies appear to be complementing patterns expressed in the main domains. 
A feature which immediately stands out is that Creativity, Humility and Freedom are values which gain a weak rating throughout the 17 European countries samples in the ESS. Freedom, in particular is surprising and deserves further investigation especially in the context of how the question was framed.
3.8
EFA on each of the 17 countries which were represented in the ESS.

Step 4 of the EFA involved running a separate analysis on each of the 17 countries. Rotation was again used to facilitate interpretation of the role of each indicator.  While there are individual differences from country to country which probably reflect each country’s historic experience and national characteristics, the results of the ESS show a close overall agreement in values across the countries sampled. There is even greater similarity in outcomes for each country across the three Rounds. This particularly occurs with Round one and Round three.  Round two records greater variation in some instances compared to the other two but the overall pattern is similar. There is a strong confirmatory feature between the Rounds for each country despite the use of different samples rather than a longitudinal approach with one sample.

Table 4 records the values which are stronger or weaker in individual countries compared to the pooled results.

By implication stronger or weaker support for particular values compared to the pooled average may indicate country specific characteristics. The domain for each value is also included. This allows a broad analysis of which domain has most divergence for each country. Presentation in this form indicates similarities and differences between each country.

Table 3 – Values which are (i) more strongly supported or (ii) have less support within specific countries compared to the pooled results of all 17 countries.
	Values
	Strong support
	Dimension
	Weak support
	Dimension

	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	Hungary
	Extroversion
	UK
	Egalitarianism

	 
	 
	 
	Ireland
	Extroversion/Egalitarianism

	Wealth
	Finland
	Extroversion
	Slovenia
	Extroversion

	 
	Netherlands
	Extroversion
	 
	 

	Equality
	Austria
	Egalitarianism
	Denmark
	Egalitarianism

	 
	Portugal
	Egalitarianism Conservatism
	Hungary
	Egalitarianism/Conservatism

	 
	Spain
	Egalitarianism
	Slovenia
	Extroversion/Conservatism/Egalitarianism

	Ability
	Finland
	Extroversion
	Poland
	Extroversion

	 
	Ireland
	Extroversion
	 
	 

	Security
	Portugal
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism
	UK
	Conservatism

	Experimentalism
	Belgium
	Extroversion
	Denmark
	Extroversion

	 
	Portugal
	Extroversion
	France
	Extroversion/Egalitarianism

	 
	Slovenia
	Extroversion
	 
	 

	Obedience
	Finland
	Conservatism
	Hungary
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism

	 
	Ireland
	Conservatism
	
	 

	Cosmopolitanism
	Spain
	Extroversion
	Hungary
	Extroversion

	 
	
	
	Poland
	Extroversion

	 
	
	
	Slovenia
	Extroversion/Conservatism/Egalitarianism

	Humility
	Hungary
	Extroversion
	Switzerland
	Egalitarianism Conservatism

	 
	Portugal
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism
	Finland
	Conservatism

	 
	Slovenia
	 
	Norway
	Conservatism

	Fun-Seeking
	Poland
	Extroversion
	Hungary
	Extroversion

	Freedom
	Spain
	Extroversion/Egalitarianism
	Switzerland
	Extroversion

	 
	Portugal
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism
	Denmark
	Extroversion

	 
	Slovenia
	Extroversion
	Finland
	Extroversion/Egalitarianism

	 
	
	
	France
	Egalitarianism /Extroversion

	 
	 
	 
	Ireland
	Egalitarianism/Extroversion

	Pastoral
	Portugal
	Extroversion
	Germany
	Egalitarianism

	Success
	Finland
	Extroversion
	Switzerland
	Extroversion

	 
	Netherlands
	Extroversion
	
	 

	 
	Sweden
	Extroversion
	 
	 

	Strong government
	Portugal
	 
	Denmark
	Conservatism

	Adventurousness
	Norway
	Extroversion
	Denmark
	Extroversion

	 
	Poland
	Extroversion
	Hungary
	Extroversion

	 
	Portugal
	Extroversion
	Netherlands
	Extroversion

	Well behaved
	Austria
	Conservatism
	Belgium
	Conservatism

	 
	Ireland
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism
	Switzerland
	Conservatism

	 
	Netherlands
	Conservatism
	
	 

	Respect
	Finland
	Extroversion
	Austria
	Extroversion/Conservatism

	 
	
	
	Belgium
	Conservatism/Extroversion

	 
	
	
	Hungary
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism /Extroversion

	 
	
	
	Poland
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism/Extroversion

	 
	 
	 
	Portugal
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism Extroversion

	Loyalty
	Portugal
	Egalitarianism
	Norway
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism/Extroversion

	 
	
	
	Slovenia
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism/Extroversion

	Environmentalism
	Portugal
	Egalitarianism
	Norway
	Egalitarianism

	 
	 
	 
	Sweden
	Egalitarianism/Conservatism

	Traditionalism
	Spain
	Conservatism
	Denmark
	Conservatism

	 
	Poland
	Conservatism
	
	 

	 
	Ireland
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism
	
	 

	 
	Slovenia
	Conservatism/Egalitarianism
	 
	 

	Hedonism
	Finland
	Extroversion
	Netherlands
	Extroversion/Egalitarianism

	 
	Poland
	Extroversion
	
	 

	 
	Portugal
	Extroversion
	 
	 


3.9
Regional, historical or religious influences.

An interesting issue which has emerged from analysing separate countries is the identification of similarities and dissimilarities which may have been fostered by close geographical connections or historic experiences. Factor analysis has established some loose grouping of countries in terms of their value systems. One of these is Hungary, Poland and Slovenia which have all produced different Factors to the rest of Europe. These are Conservative/Egalitarian, Extrovertism and a third Factor.  In the case of Poland wealth is the strongest in the unnamed Factor and it does play a part in the other two countries.  Maybe this is an effect of the release from Communism and new chances in Capitalism. In terms of the values themselves, Respect and Obedience are low. Once again this may reflect an ethos of suspicion and wariness of the Secret Police until recently. At the same time the emergence of democracy is very young and possibly fragile so the notion of security may be less. Portugal underwent a similar but earlier experience in its freedom from dictatorship. It, too, shows some of the features of the three east European countries so it will be interesting in the future to see  how much of these variants are geographical in the case of the East or a reaction to some form of dictatorship and a lack of freedom. 

The Scree plots obtained in the present study showed two clear patterns which essentially divided East and West Europe. The Eastern countries of Poland, Hungary and Slovenia presented plots which only had two Factors as latent variables whereas all the others presented three. Time may be an important element here. Is the difference due to an East/West axis or is it the effect of release from Communism,  adaptation by its peoples to a full market economy, the development of more mature political systems, a new way of life and the development of new infrastructures? Clues may become apparent in Rounds 4 and 5 where change may be recorded. So far, though, there is no evidence that this is occurring over the three Rounds which form the basis of this Study
The three countries have undergone huge political changes within a very short period of time and are probably still adapting to release from oppressive dictatorial government and relatively little communication with other countries during that period . Poland seems to have reacted differently to Slovenia and Hungary. Much of its outlook is Extrovert. Clearly large numbers of Poles have emigrated to other parts of Europe in order to find work and Adventurousness is high on their Agenda. Yet at the same time there are Conservative elements which are probably associated with Catholicism  and retaining a national identity through traditions wherever they are currently living.

Hungary and Slovenia seem to have adopted a much more introvert approach. There is little enthusiasm for cosmopolitanism and looking to other countries for information and ideas. Fun seeking, Adventurousness and Wealth are not the centre of their values system. Experimentalism and Creativity are similar values which are admired but Traditionalism is prized by the Slovenians and may go hand-in-hand with a lack if interest in other countries and new ideas. Both admire Humility which may well further confirm the other evidence discussed which focuses on introvertism at this stage of their development.

 (i) Table 4: East European countries which were under Communist rule until the late 1980s

	Country
	Strong Support
	Stronger support   Domain
	Weaker support
	Domain

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Poland
	Fun –seeking
	Extrovertism
	Ability
	Extrovertism

	 
	Adventurousness 
	Extrovertism
	Cosmopolitanism
	Extrovertism

	 
	Traditionalism
	Conservative
	Respect
	Cons/Egali/Ext

	 
	Hedonism
	Extrovertism
	 
	 

	Hungary
	Creativity
	Extrovertism
	Equality
	Egali/Cons

	 
	Humility
	Extrovertism
	Obedience
	Egali/Cons

	 
	 
	 
	Cosmoploitanism
	Extrovertism

	 
	 
	 
	Fun seeking
	Extrovertism

	 
	 
	 
	Adventurousness
	Extrovertism

	 
	 
	 
	Respect
	Ext/Cons/Egali

	Slovenia
	Experimentalism
	Extrovert
	Wealth
	Extrovert

	 
	Humility
	Cons/Egali
	Equality
	Cons/Ext/Egali

	 
	Freedom
	Extrovertism
	Cosmpoloitanism
	Cons/Ext/Egali

	 
	Traditionalism
	Cons/Egali
	Loyalty
	Cons/Ext/Egali


Note: ND No domain
Close inspection of the above Table reveals that while there may be some overall influences, each country has a very individual set of stronger or weaker preferences and that country-specific value systems deserve the greatest attention when considering causal relations of values on attitudes and Left/Right voting choices.

 (ii) Table 5: Nordic countries with historical and / or geographical associations.

	Country
	Strong Support
	Stronger support   Domain
	Weaker support
	Domain

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Norway            
	Adventurounsess
	Extrovertism
	Humility
	Conservatism

	 
	 Well behaved
	Conservatism 
	Loyalty
	CEE

	 
	 
	 
	Environmentalism
	Egalitarian

	Sweden
	Success
	Extrovertism
	Environmentalism
	Egali/Cons

	Finland
	Wealth
	Extrovertism
	Humility
	Conservatism

	 
	Ability    
	Extrovertism
	Freedom
	Ext/Egali

	 
	Obedience
	Conservatism
	 
	 

	 
	Success
	Extrovert
	 
	 

	 
	Respect
	Extrovert
	 
	 

	Denmark
	 
	 
	Equality 
	Egalitarianism

	 
	 
	 
	Experimentalism
	Extroversion

	 
	 
	 
	Freedom
	ND

	 
	 
	 
	Strong Government
	Conservatism

	 
	 
	 
	Traditionalism
	Conservatism


Note: ND No domain.

Another example of potential value similarity is the Scandinavian countries of Norway and Sweden and Denmark which have had close historic, as well as geographical associations.  From one perspective  there is a trend for all of these countries to have weaker responses to values and for a core European view. However, Norway has stronger attachment to ‘well behaved’ which may be associated with its widespread practice of Lutheranism. On the other hand both Norway and Sweden have less sympathy  for the question asked on environmentalism probably derived from a much more pragmatic exploitation of nature especially from fishing . Finland has been included in the Table below because of its geographical proximity but it can be seen that its bias towards a set of strongly held values is very individual. This Table also illustrates how few of the strongly/weakly supported views are the same for these countries.
 (iii)  Table 6: Countries which reflect strong support for some values especially Conservative.

	Country
	Strong support
	Stronger support      Domain
	 Weaker support
	Domain

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ireland
	Ability
	Extrovert
	Creativity
	ND

	 
	Obedience
	Conservative
	Freedom
	ND

	 
	Well behaved
	Conservative    
	 
	 

	Portugal
	Equality
	Egalitarian
	Respect
	Conservatism

	 
	Security
	Conservatism
	 
	 

	 
	Experimentalism
	Extroversion
	 
	 

	 
	Humility
	ND
	 
	 

	 
	Freedom
	ND
	 
	 

	 
	Adventurousness
	Extroversion
	 
	 

	 
	Loyalty
	Egalitarianism
	 
	 

	 
	Environmentalism
	Egalitarianism
	 
	 

	 
	Strong Government
	Conservatism
	 
	 

	 
	Pastoral
	Egalitarian
	 
	 

	 
	Hedonism
	Extroversion
	 
	 

	Austria  
	Equality
	Egalitarianism
	Respect
	Conservatism

	 
	Well behaved
	Conservatism
	 
	 


Note: ND No domain

The value systems of Ireland and Portugal show the greatest tendency towards Conservatism especially when the Conservatism occurs in a domain by itself and in a merged domain with Extrovertism. The connecting theme between the two countries which immediately springs to mind is widespread membership of the Roman Catholic Church.  This may also be a linking feature with Austria.  There are other countries where the strand of Catholicism seems to be having a conservative influence although not the greatest thrust. Poland is one of these yet it is very Extrovert in its current value system.  This combination of Conservatism with Extrovertism in Catholic countries is a recurring feature and indicates a Neo-Liberal outlook which might be exemplified in the writings of Friedrich Hayek (1899-1992)

3.10
t-test

Descriptive and Mean (Europe, and countries)
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3.11
Discussion and Conclusion 

Out of 21 questions latent variables were identified as three factors. These were Egalitarian, Conservativism and Extrovertism. For most countries these remained separate with specific indicators for each across all three Rounds.  Creativity, Humility and Freedom were weak and therefore their orientation towards a specific Factor was uncertain. Where a different factor occurred it was very weak.

A similar set of categories were recorded by Inglehart in a much wider piece of research.  This was the World Values Survey and the European Values Survey in which broader values were presented to respondents. These were essentially psychological in nature and included some on religious issues compared to the present study which has questions of a political nature. Nevertheless, Inglehart concluded that there were three categories.  These were: Conservative and two kinds of post materialist. The latter were Extrovert and Egalitarian. In Inglehart’s study there were more co-variants which included Religion. Essentially the two broad categories in Inglehart’s studies described a Left/Right division with Conservative Right and Egalitarian Left. However, Materialism  was seen by him as  a  third powerful driving force in Europe and has many similarities with the dimension described as Extrovertism in the present study. Within this context the three dimensions emerging from EFA have marked similarities to those discussed by Inglehart and extend to the new post Communist countries which were included in the ESS. An implication here is that the ‘third way ‘may underpin ‘Centre’ parties within a complex set of influences drawn mainly from Materialism/Extrovertism but including some components from Left or Right value systems.

In the Schwartz model opposition is the key axis with particular values indicating preference for the left or right. Essentially each value is related to another which is broadly the opposite.   The three factors identified  in the present study offer the opportunity to explore clusters of values which might indicate three main political choices: left, right and neo liberalism , where Conservatism is Right, Egalitarianism is Left and Extrovertism is Neo Liberal.  Davidov et al argue that the ESS scale may not capture all of the fine-tuned distinctions in the theory. This is a challenge to hold in mind but EFA captures ‘what is’ while the theory may be more interested in ‘what might be’.  The fact that there is considerable consistency within each Round and across all three Rounds in the ESS indicates that the emergence of just 3 Factors is a powerful finding in the present study, strengthened by a larger number of respondents than hitherto involved in previous surveys.

Chapter 3 has demonstrated that there is a stable relationship between Rounds 1,2 and 3 in the values recorded for the ESS.  This is not only reflected in the pooled scores for the seventeen countries involved but also for the value preferences recorded for each country across the three Rounds.  It has set out an analysis of values by establishing the three main Factors which nearly every country conformed to.  These were Extroversion, Egalitarianism and Conservatism.  Within this general framework, though, differences between specific countries in their emphasis on values investigated in the ESS have been recorded.  Possible explanations for this have been explored.  However, the main message emerging from exploratory factor analysis is that the values systems across the samples from 17 European countries have much in common.  Interlinked geographical, historical, economic, religious, political and cultural experiences have probably developed an embedded value system throughout Europe although it must be acknowledged that the ESS has not sampled all of the countries involved. This overall commonality and consistency may be one reason why it has been possible to form the European Union.  Commonality should not be overstressed. The EFA in Chapter 4 has also revealed individuality between countries with different emphasis on values. How far these feed into attitudes is a question to be addressed in Chapter 5.

Initial interpretation of common or divergent patterns has revealed the importance of referring to the full question for each value which respondents had to answer.  Freedom, for instance, might , as a short descriptor, imply political freedom from the domination of another country.  Instead its emphasis is on the importance of the individual to make his/her own decisions about what s/he does or likes to be free and not dependent on others.

One key conclusion from this Chapter is that the original causal model for the thesis set out in Chapter 1 should be modified in detail.  It is now known that there are just 3 factors produced by EFA.  These will act as conduits for investigating how far selected attitudes and party choice may be influenced by values.  In the revised model shown in Figure 5 below neo-liberalism has been added as a possible political choice which may or may not be confirmed. 
Figure 3: 

VALUES                                        
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Egalitarianism
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Neo-Liberalism 
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 Reasons and influences for political differences between European countries and ultimately how people within them vote, may be more attributable to attitudes.  The Oxford Dictionary describes an attitude as ‘a settled way of thinking or feeling’ compared to a value as ‘the regard that something is held to deserve’ Values are more associated with a reflection of underlying human  beliefs and the principles by which individuals lead their lives. They centre on what people learn early on in life and as such tend not to be about the immediate political context but underlying universal processes. They may also be era-dependent in which the values of society may remain for some time before some of them become modified by differing circumstances.

Attitudes relate more to the political opinion of the day, and are shaped by what Governments have done, current events and media bias. They can be more ephemeral in nature and influenced by immediate events or the specific interests of a country in response to perceived challenges. At a personal level they may be driven more by material well-being and policies which will benefit the individual and his/her family, such as expediency, self interest and emotions.. These may become paramount for the moment, despite values held.
Chapter 4: A test of Focus groups

4.1
Focus Groups Panel


38 people, quick survey 21 questions (Schwartz) and different quick survey, 6 question (Focus Group). 
Discussions: 

38 people, only Schwartz 21 questions, avail very “Very much like me” and “Not like me at all”. Different talking excerpt different ways of values. Secondly, quick survey, 6 question, more “political” values Liberty, Equality, Role of Government, Morality, Human Nature, and Environmentalism. 

4.2
Introductory vignette

“People generally have beliefs and values. These may have been established through their up-bringing, through religious belief, or just through life-experience. They are not the kinds of things we think about every day, but in many ways, they underpin our opinions and actions. They are not particularly political in nature; they are general to our everyday lives.”
4.3
Liberty

One should be free to think, speak and act without restriction from anyone.

One should submit one’s opinions and actions to public opinion, laws, traditions and customs.

	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	




“does that mean that we’re following the local customs as it were, to all dutifully celebrate Christmas on the 25th of December.” (L), 

“it’s something that we all do, along with Easter  and Valentine’s Day, and all this sort of rubbish.”(L) 

“I’m not a rebel, and there isn’t particularly anything that I don’t feel that I can’t do, and as a thinking person I don’t feel that there’s anybody stopping me thinking what I want to think and do” (L) 

“I think that there should be in this case a government that regulates what goes on for the majority so it’s not just a, a free-for-all from this town” (L)

“Thinking does not affect others, but acting can harm others.” (L)
“You can argue people should be subject to public opinion but you should be able to think and question laws you disagree with without repercussion.” (L) 

“The distinction is where the laws have come from. If you agree with the mechanism that produced the law you should abide by the law even if you feel it is wrong.” (L) 
 “If people do marches peacefully that’s fine , but not vandalism.” (L)

“In the middle where there is a bit of both, either extreme may be harmful, between restriction and chaos.” (M)

“No as an individual I think you should have freedom to express yourself. i.e. if you have an opinion you should be allowed to express it without someone coming at you with a baton.” (M)

“I’m not one for marches though they’re free to do that, but when they break things and troublemakers start beating the police up I’m not keen on that.” (M)

“I’m thinking of the marching season in Ireland – that’s not right.” (M)

“I admire the French farmers who blockaded.” (R) 


“Nobody’s telling me that I can’t take my car down a country lane at seventy miles an hour if I want to but if I’m in a built up area then I should abide by the thirty mile an hour limit law.” (R)
4.4
Equally

All people, regardless of sex, race, age and place of birth, are equal, and should always be treated as such.
People have natural differences of intelligence, ability, physical strength and inheritance and these differences should be respected.
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“everybody should be equal but they’re not.” (L)


“in an ideal wonderful rosey – rose-tinted glasses world yes, everybody should be treated as equal but they’re not.” (L)


“that people with different academic abilities and inheritances and whatever should also, but they are going to come out on top aren’t they, they are going to be better ‘cause if you’ve got the money to afford a decent education you’re going” (L)


“I think ultimately everybody should be given the same opportunities to reach their full potential. Um, whether you’re Joe Bloggs down in wherever, or whether you’re Master Bloggs up in the Manor House up the road, I think everybody should be given the same opportunities to reach their full potential in life therefore being able to fulfil themselves as they would want” (L)


“Part of it you can make yourself, part of it I think is the upbringing and the opportunities you’re given during your childhood and during your upbringing.” (L)


“Should everyone be the same or have the same opportunities.”  (L)
“It shows how people are unique. It is necessary to look at everyone on their own merits.” (L) 
“Some communities have problems with sickle cell, or other physical problems.” (L)

 “One is to guarantee equality of opportunities, then intervene in terms of preventing abuses.” (L)

 “If you treat people equally they still have differences, so you may need to take natural differences into account.” (M) 
“I don’t mind transient workers – i.e. the Poles. My personal problem is religion and that does not give equality – it segregates. My brother could not find a school in Bradford with English as a first language, that isn’t right. By the same token people should be free to come here and we should be free to go there but they have to obey our laws.” (M)
“The problem is that no one wants to police that – that should be from the moment they come here, they should prove they have a job to come for. But if you look at history we have used slaves to do work, we brought the Irish over to do work. So yes as a country we want immigrants to come and work at jobs we supposedly don’t want to do, but at the same time we don’t want our society diluted to the point where we’re not Britain anymore.” (M) 

 “The debate is arguing for the same thing. People are not equal. Equality should respect the natural differences between people.” (R)

“For practical reasons, in sports you have men and women’s sports.” (R) 

 “No, in terms of this country they should learn the laws, we’re too soft on them.” (R)

“How many times do you see these programs with people stopping cars? Half the time they don’t have a license and they don’t have tax and they are illegal immigrants.” (R)

“They need to be told. Very often they are escaping from danger. A lot of the trouble we are having with eastern Europeans – they lived in chaos for so long and stole to survive – they bring it here – they’ve got knives. I think they need to be warned – these are our laws.” (R)

"I come from the fire service and women cannot do a fireman’s job on the front line. They’re not mentally or physically capable. I don’t feel that women can fight on the front line. They can be there in support but it’s not there make-up to be on the front line.” (R)

“Women’s lib has gone too far that way.” (R)

4.5
Role of Government
Government should be involved in all aspects of life: regulating, enabling and intervening to compensate for society’s inequalities
Government should restrict itself to ensuring national security, and law and order. Most other aspects of life should be governed by individuals, communities and private enterprises.
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“There is a strong feeling that there is a limit to how far governments should intervene. When the line gets crossed people reject the government.” (L)

“Society is not able to look after itself, the state has to intervene. Government has to do something, or the social side would not be taken care of. It is a theoretical question not about practical intervention.” (L)

“Welfare state would be a less extreme example.” (L)

“The state is made up of people who may also be egoistic. It is not an abstract entity.” 

“There are some things the government should have control over. If gas and electricity was renationalized then it would not be in such a bad state at the moment.” (L)

 “In the extreme, government regulation, the negative aspects are dealt with in the other extreme. In Cuba, the government regulations allow for free healthcare and education. The negative of one extreme is compensated for in the other.” (L) 

“You also have the negative aspects such as a loss of liberty. Whilst some things are good they are decided by a group of individuals.” (L)

“you’ve got to have somebody somewhere that decides what should be not right and wrongs, it’s not right and wrong is it, but people that, make decisions for the benefit of all, um, ‘cause I don’t know, the government are there to regulate, aren’t they, they’re sort of there to standardise things ah, like the NHS and education and who pays what poll tax and whether your street’s cleaned once a week and once a month. That’s sort of local government isn’t it so it’s… but the initiative must come from central government.” (L)

“I think that there should be in this case a government that regulates what goes on for the majority so it’s not just a, a free-for-all from this town to the next town.” (L)

“there needs to be standardisation so that that child knows where it fits in and, and where its standards are, you can’t have a child learning ABC in that way, and something else in another, you’ve got to have somebody making those sort of laws. And the same with the NHS, you’ve got to have somebody that, that regulates that these people will get free prescriptions and these won’t, that’s got to be standard across the whole.” (L)
“It’s a bit like private jails – group 4 – making a profit from government.” (L)

 “Communist versus Capitalist society. A bit of both is needed. (M)

You do not want to be totally dominated by government but neither by private sources.” (M)
“So and how far government should be involved in our lives.” (M)

“I don’t take a huge amount of interest in what the government do.” (M)

“When I was younger people voted in the way their parents did, but now they are much more likely to vote independently and weight things up.” (M)

 “If you look at the community cohesion agenda, there are policy measures promoting self-policing in communities, for individuals to take the role that would previously have been supported by the state. This often comes side by side with the provision of fewer resources from the government. If you look at America, increasingly a state that is not interventionist you get a promotion of the inequalities.” (R) 

“It depends on what aspect of life you are looking at. Having consistent policing would be fair, but if there is some problem a community is facing, at a state level it is not as effective as if it is community-led.” (R) 

4.6
Morality
Individuals should decide their own moral codes. They should decide what is right and wrong for themselves and their families. Others should not intervene
There are certain absolute rights and wrongs. Some things ought to be banned, and some things enforced, even if that means interferring with other people.
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“as you get older you make up your own mind” (L)


“I‘m always looking at the good in people” (L)


“I don’t always look at people on a bad light” (L)


“I don’t necessarily agree with abortion for the sake of getting rid of a child but I have seen women that are carrying babies that are not compatible with life therefore I think yes abortion is the right thing for them.” (L)


“I was always taught not to lie, and there’s degrees of lying isn’t there little white lies and big stonking great lies” (R)


“The answers here are very general, two specifics are important – i.e. harming other people - murder is wrong. But something like homosexuality is not harming anyone else.” (L) 

“Individuals should decide their own moral codes. It is quite difficult to form a general opinion.” (M)

“The two sides are not opposite or absolute right and wrong.” (M) 

“Some aspects of life in one box and others in the other.” (M)

 “It’s a bit like private jails – group 4 – making a profit from government.” (M) 

 “Well it was basically religious wasn’t it.” (R)


“I had a very strong religious background” (R)


“(I) was brought on the beliefs of the Bible” (R)

“I suppose that would be partly my upbringing.” (R)

“I was always brought up that life begins at conception and I still do believe that life begins at conception.” (R)


“I do little white ones like we all do, that’s inherent to my upbringing.” (R)

.“There are laws and things that you have to abide by and you would be anti-social and unsocial if you didn’t. So on that score you would put me at an 8 or 9…”(R)

is a good example of when it is necessary to intervene.” (R)

“It is unrealistic to think that you can decide your own moral code.”  (R)

 “I think when they are allowed into the country they need to be told the laws and they need to obey” (R)

4.7
Human Nature
People are born naturally good. Individuals, if left alone, will generally behave well to their neighbours and live a peaceful existence. 

People are born with flaws. Some have a natural tendency for disagreement, anti-social behaviour and even violence. Such people cannot be entirely reformed, only restrained.
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“It does not offer the chance for people who are not born good and bad but shaped by social environments.” (L

 “Children in France, have wine at the dinner table diluted with water. There is a strong family thing in France. They are strict with their children and they copy adults. We are in a mess with a lot of our children how do you stop it? Human nature, a lot of parents have opted out of bringing up their children and they are growing up on the street with their friends. We had trouble when we were growing up.” (M) 

“Is it nature is it nurture?” (M)

“If you are brought up properly by your family you will generally grow up ok.” (M)

“1 or 2% but it gets all the attention – like the one kid in school.” (M)

“There has always been that underlying element but nowadays – Rugby you don’t go there of a night unless you are looking for a fight. You should be able to walk through town without fear of someone fighting or mugging you. That element has invaded our lives. It stops the young ones going out afterwards.” (M) 

“Nature vs. Nurture debate is a big thing in psychology. Socialisation has a lot to do with how people make decisions and how they behave. If people were born as feral children they could never learn to speak as they were raised as wild animals. The environment has a lot to do with it.” (R)

“The majority of people run their lives well but the unruly ones get the attention. With the pubs open to all hours, half the country is drunk.” (R) 
“If you come from a family of scallywags you haven’t a hope.” (R)

4.8
Environmentalism

All living creatures have rights, and the natural environment should be protected.
Living creatures and the natural environment are resources for humans to use.
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“How much do you use resources? A vegetarian would probably be on the left side. Is it necessary to kill animals for food?” (L)

“It depends on the way that you use it as well. We are responsible to the future, we should not trash resources. Animals do also have rights” (L)

“I wouldn’t want to eat my cat for example.” (L)

 “If you listen to the farmers they say that foxes are a menace and they get in the way and it’s a way of controlling wildlife but I don’t know I suppose I sit on the fence. Who are we to tell anybody what to do? I’m not sure it is to do with the government; I think it should be worked out with individuals.” (L)

“You only have to look at the dogs and the gorillas; they are a tiny step away from us. 98% DNA matches with humans.” (L)
 “Driving to work I don’t feel sad if I go past ten bunnies that have been killed but I do feel slight sadness if I go past badgers being killed but I don’t know whether that means I think the badger has more rights than the bunny. It’s just you see more bunnies dead on the road.” (M)

“We have decided that the cat is a pet, but why is this different from a cow being killed? People against bull-fighting but we are killing cows every day.” (M) 
 “If we did not use the environment we would starve.” (R)
“Humans rely on the environment to live.” (R)

“The closer they are to man the more rights they have.” (R)

4.9
Conclusion
Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions
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Appendix 1: Focus Group
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	Creativity
	Wealth
	Equality
	Ability
	Security
	Experimentalism
	Obedience
	Cosmopolitanism
	Humility
	Fun-Seeking
	Freedom
	Pastoral
	Success
	Strong government
	Adventurousness
	Well behaved
	Respect
	Loyalty
	Environmentalism
	Traditionalism
	Hedonisism

	Mean
	2.316
	4.289
	1.579
	3.026
	2.947
	2.947
	3.579
	2.237
	3.184
	3.395
	2.263
	2.132
	3.000
	3.132
	3.658
	3.342
	3.342
	1.868
	2.237
	3.684
	3.132

	Std. Deviation
	1.188
	1.393
	0.758
	1.052
	1.432
	1.138
	1.287
	1.051
	1.353
	1.326
	0.921
	0.963
	1.040
	1.256
	1.146
	1.279
	1.236
	0.741
	0.943
	1.397
	1.166

	Minimum
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Maximum
	5
	6
	4
	5
	6
	5
	6
	6
	6
	6
	5
	5
	5
	6
	6
	6
	6
	4
	4
	6
	5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	Valid
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38
	38

	
	Missing
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Appendix 2: Focus Group – 6 questions
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Appendix 3: Recoded values syntax

rename var

(ipcrtiv=v1creati) 

(imprich=v2wealth) 

(ipeqopt=v3equali) 

(ipshabt=v4able) 

(impsafe=v5securi) 

(impdiff=v6experi) 

(ipfrule=v7obedie) 

(ipudrst=v8cosmop) 

(ipmodst=v9humble) 

(ipgdtim=v10funsee) 

(impfree=v11freed) 

(iphlppl=v12pastr) 

(ipsuces=v13sccss) 

(ipstrgv=v14strng) 

(ipadvnt=v15advnt) 

(ipbhprp=v16wellb) 

(iprspot=v17rspct) 

(iplylfr=v18lylty) 

(impenv=v19envir) 

(imptrad=v20trad) 

(impfun=v21hedon).

Appendix 4: EFA Values syntax

FACTOR

  /VARIABLES v1creati v2wealth v3equali v4able v5securi v6experi v7obedie v8cosmop v9humble v10funsee v11freed v12pastr v13sccss v14strng v15advnt v16wellb v17rspct v18lylty v19envir v20trad v21hedon

 /MISSING LISTWISE/ANALYSIS v1creati v2wealth v3equali v4able v5securi v6experi v7obedie v8cosmop v9humble v10funsee v11freed v12pastr v13sccss v14strng v15advnt v16wellb v17rspct v18lylty v19envir v20trad v21hedon

  /PRINT UNIVARIATE INITIAL CORRELATION SIG DET KMO INV REPR AIC EXTRACTION

  /PLOT EIGEN

  /EXTRACTION PAF

  /ROTATION NOROTATE

  /SAVE REG(ALL)

  /METHOD=CORRELATION .

FACTOR

  /VARIABLES v1creati v2wealth v3equali v4able v5securi v6experi v7obedie v8cosmop v9humble v10funsee v11freed v12pastr v13sccss v14strng v15advnt v16wellb v17rspct v18lylty v19envir v20trad v21hedon

 /MISSING LISTWISE/ANALYSIS v1creati v2wealth v3equali v4able v5securi v6experi v7obedie v8cosmop v9humble v10funsee v11freed v12pastr v13sccss v14strng v15advnt v16wellb v17rspct v18lylty v19envir v20trad v21hedon

  /PRINT UNIVARIATE INITIAL CORRELATION SIG DET KMO INV REPR AIC EXTRACTION

  /PLOT EIGEN

  /CRITERIA FACTORS(3) ITERATE(25)

  /EXTRACTION PAF

  /ROTATION = equamax

  /SAVE REG(ALL)

  /METHOD=CORRELATION .

Round 1


Descriptive Statistics

	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Analysis N

	Creativity
	2.53
	1.209
	28451

	Wealth
	4.18
	1.271
	28451

	Equality
	2.09
	1.041
	28451

	Ability
	3.28
	1.368
	28451

	Security
	2.39
	1.212
	28451

	Experimentalism
	2.99
	1.351
	28451

	Obedience
	3.18
	1.383
	28451

	Cosmopolitanism
	2.38
	1.054
	28451

	Humility
	2.87
	1.304
	28451

	Fun-Seeking
	2.95
	1.344
	28451

	Freedom
	2.17
	1.072
	28451

	Pastoral
	2.30
	.987
	28451

	Success
	3.26
	1.328
	28451

	Strong government
	2.49
	1.232
	28451

	Adventurousness
	3.97
	1.403
	28451

	Well behaved
	2.75
	1.262
	28451

	Respect
	3.29
	1.331
	28451

	Loyalty
	1.97
	.904
	28451

	Environmentalism
	2.15
	.999
	28451

	Traditionalism
	2.79
	1.339
	28451

	Hedonisism
	3.05
	1.354
	28451



KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	.866

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	146632.169

	 
	df
	210

	 
	Sig.
	.000



Communalities

	 
	Initial
	Extraction

	Creativity
	.259
	.285

	Wealth
	.277
	.364

	Equality
	.219
	.253

	Ability
	.385
	.417

	Security
	.340
	.373

	Experimentalism
	.368
	.406

	Obedience
	.250
	.294

	Cosmopolitanism
	.288
	.362

	Humility
	.222
	.247

	Fun-Seeking
	.385
	.384

	Freedom
	.250
	.284

	Pastoral
	.311
	.383

	Success
	.429
	.513

	Strong government
	.323
	.370

	Adventurousness
	.393
	.440

	Well behaved
	.358
	.455

	Respect
	.280
	.320

	Loyalty
	.298
	.341

	Environmentalism
	.276
	.336

	Traditionalism
	.233
	.262

	Hedonisism
	.354
	.316


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.


Total Variance Explained

	Factor
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	 
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	4.555
	21.689
	21.689
	3.921
	18.670
	18.670
	2.998
	14.274
	14.274

	2
	2.905
	13.833
	35.522
	2.269
	10.806
	29.476
	2.302
	10.961
	25.235

	3
	1.857
	8.842
	44.364
	1.213
	5.777
	35.254
	2.104
	10.018
	35.254

	4
	1.012
	4.819
	49.183
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5
	.911
	4.339
	53.521
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6
	.889
	4.231
	57.752
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7
	.808
	3.845
	61.598
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	8
	.761
	3.622
	65.219
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9
	.692
	3.294
	68.514
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10
	.679
	3.234
	71.748
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	11
	.649
	3.091
	74.839
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	12
	.640
	3.047
	77.886
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	13
	.613
	2.918
	80.804
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	14
	.609
	2.901
	83.704
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	15
	.557
	2.651
	86.356
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	16
	.545
	2.594
	88.950
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	17
	.517
	2.463
	91.413
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18
	.503
	2.397
	93.810
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	19
	.460
	2.192
	96.003
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20
	.423
	2.013
	98.015
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	21
	.417
	1.985
	100.000
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
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Factor Matrix(a)

	 
	Factor

	 
	1
	2
	3

	Creativity
	.432
	-.228
	-.215

	Wealth
	.337
	-.321
	.385

	Equality
	.363
	.196
	-.288

	Ability
	.511
	-.274
	.285

	Security
	.399
	.407
	.218

	Experimentalism
	.521
	-.328
	-.165

	Obedience
	.251
	.396
	.272

	Cosmopolitanism
	.441
	.160
	-.378

	Humility
	.226
	.441
	-.021

	Fun-Seeking
	.498
	-.361
	-.077

	Freedom
	.485
	-.134
	-.176

	Pastoral
	.496
	.250
	-.275

	Success
	.576
	-.306
	.295

	Strong government
	.450
	.373
	.167

	Adventurousness
	.372
	-.548
	-.027

	Well behaved
	.390
	.489
	.251

	Respect
	.448
	-.036
	.343

	Loyalty
	.500
	.185
	-.238

	Environmentalism
	.438
	.263
	-.274

	Traditionalism
	.295
	.391
	.149

	Hedonisism
	.454
	-.332
	-.019


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.

a  3 factors extracted. 5 iterations required.


Rotated Factor Matrix(a)

	
	Factor

	 
	1
	2
	3

	Creativity
	.390
	-.085
	.355

	Wealth
	.556
	.125
	-.199

	Equality
	.045
	.150
	.478

	Ability
	.619
	.183
	-.012

	Security
	.078
	.587
	.147

	Experimentalism
	.532
	-.090
	.339

	Obedience
	-.003
	.542
	.019

	Cosmopolitanism
	.097
	.112
	.584

	Humility
	-.134
	.407
	.250

	Fun-Seeking
	.563
	-.078
	.248

	Freedom
	.377
	.027
	.375

	Pastoral
	.107
	.255
	.554

	Success
	.689
	.195
	.008

	Strong government
	.121
	.559
	.207

	Adventurousness
	.611
	-.242
	.093

	Well behaved
	.028
	.660
	.136

	Respect
	.437
	.357
	-.035

	Loyalty
	.162
	.230
	.511

	Environmentalism
	.059
	.240
	.525

	Traditionalism
	-.004
	.492
	.140

	Hedonisism
	.529
	-.045
	.185


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

 Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a  Rotation converged in 6 iterations.


Factor Transformation Matrix

	Factor
	1
	2
	3

	1
	.703
	.448
	.553

	2
	-.651
	.719
	.245

	3
	.288
	.532
	-.797


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  

 Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Round 2


Descriptive Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Analysis N

	Creativity
	2.57
	1.202
	27097

	Wealth
	4.21
	1.260
	27097

	Equality
	2.09
	1.027
	27097

	Ability
	3.24
	1.347
	27097

	Security
	2.42
	1.217
	27097

	Experimentalism
	2.99
	1.318
	27097

	Obedience
	3.17
	1.355
	27097

	Cosmopolitanism
	2.39
	1.054
	27097

	Humility
	2.81
	1.273
	27097

	Fun-Seeking
	2.89
	1.308
	27097

	Freedom
	2.20
	1.087
	27097

	Pastoral
	2.28
	.987
	27097

	Success
	3.31
	1.327
	27097

	Strong government
	2.51
	1.225
	27097

	Adventurousness
	4.00
	1.391
	27097

	Well behaved
	2.68
	1.249
	27097

	Respect
	3.22
	1.327
	27097

	Loyalty
	1.93
	.896
	27097

	Environmentalism
	2.15
	1.014
	27097

	Traditionalism
	2.77
	1.356
	27097

	Hedonisism
	3.04
	1.329
	27097



KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	.868

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	137315.571

	 
	df
	210

	 
	Sig.
	.000



Communalities

	 
	Initial
	Extraction

	Creativity
	.259
	.292

	Wealth
	.269
	.357

	Equality
	.234
	.276

	Ability
	.380
	.419

	Security
	.334
	.366

	Experimentalism
	.361
	.408

	Obedience
	.223
	.252

	Cosmopolitanism
	.272
	.342

	Humility
	.216
	.239

	Fun-Seeking
	.366
	.364

	Freedom
	.235
	.267

	Pastoral
	.319
	.380

	Success
	.425
	.517

	Strong government
	.310
	.358

	Adventurousness
	.384
	.439

	Well behaved
	.350
	.448

	Respect
	.276
	.318

	Loyalty
	.310
	.352

	Environmentalism
	.277
	.336

	Traditionalism
	.244
	.276

	Hedonisism
	.355
	.334


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.


Total Variance Explained

	Factor
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	 
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	4.548
	21.657
	21.657
	3.910
	18.618
	18.618
	2.920
	13.905
	13.905

	2
	2.926
	13.933
	35.590
	2.289
	10.902
	29.520
	2.351
	11.194
	25.100

	3
	1.787
	8.508
	44.099
	1.141
	5.434
	34.954
	2.069
	9.855
	34.954

	4
	.984
	4.687
	48.786
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5
	.915
	4.357
	53.143
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6
	.895
	4.263
	57.406
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7
	.807
	3.841
	61.247
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	8
	.766
	3.648
	64.895
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9
	.697
	3.319
	68.214
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10
	.683
	3.252
	71.466
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	11
	.653
	3.109
	74.575
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	12
	.631
	3.004
	77.579
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	13
	.623
	2.965
	80.545
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	14
	.609
	2.902
	83.446
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	15
	.575
	2.739
	86.185
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	16
	.546
	2.601
	88.786
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	17
	.522
	2.484
	91.270
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18
	.517
	2.463
	93.733
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	19
	.467
	2.222
	95.955
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20
	.428
	2.040
	97.995
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	21
	.421
	2.005
	100.000
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
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Factor Matrix(a)

	
	Factor

	 
	1
	2
	3

	Creativity
	.427
	-.248
	-.217

	Wealth
	.292
	-.370
	.368

	Equality
	.387
	.213
	-.285

	Ability
	.504
	-.286
	.289

	Security
	.419
	.382
	.213

	Experimentalism
	.509
	-.343
	-.179

	Obedience
	.251
	.364
	.238

	Cosmopolitanism
	.439
	.165
	-.349

	Humility
	.242
	.424
	-.018

	Fun-Seeking
	.473
	-.363
	-.097

	Freedom
	.473
	-.127
	-.167

	Pastoral
	.524
	.222
	-.237

	Success
	.549
	-.342
	.315

	Strong government
	.462
	.340
	.170

	Adventurousness
	.334
	-.572
	-.032

	Well behaved
	.406
	.475
	.238

	Respect
	.443
	-.025
	.348

	Loyalty
	.520
	.188
	-.214

	Environmentalism
	.457
	.265
	-.238

	Traditionalism
	.326
	.375
	.173

	Hedonisism
	.443
	-.365
	-.065


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.

a  3 factors extracted. 5 iterations required.


Rotated Factor Matrix(a)

	
	Factor

	 
	1
	2
	3

	Creativity
	.398
	-.075
	.357

	Wealth
	.551
	.092
	-.212

	Equality
	.031
	.182
	.492

	Ability
	.612
	.211
	-.013

	Security
	.069
	.582
	.151

	Experimentalism
	.529
	-.078
	.350

	Obedience
	-.023
	.500
	.033

	Cosmopolitanism
	.082
	.141
	.562

	Humility
	-.140
	.399
	.245

	Fun-Seeking
	.541
	-.065
	.260

	Freedom
	.357
	.057
	.370

	Pastoral
	.129
	.282
	.533

	Success
	.688
	.209
	-.020

	Strong government
	.116
	.552
	.200

	Adventurousness
	.612
	-.241
	.084

	Well behaved
	.003
	.653
	.145

	Respect
	.406
	.391
	-.035

	Loyalty
	.156
	.269
	.505

	Environmentalism
	.054
	.278
	.506

	Traditionalism
	.002
	.510
	.130

	Hedonisism
	.531
	-.064
	.218


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

 Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a  Rotation converged in 9 iterations.


Factor Transformation Matrix

	Factor
	1
	2
	3

	1
	.664
	.495
	.561

	2
	-.697
	.680
	.225

	3
	.270
	.541
	-.797


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  

 Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Round 3


Descriptive Statistics

	
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Analysis N

	Creativity
	2.60
	1.205
	28252

	Wealth
	4.27
	1.243
	28252

	Equality
	2.05
	1.007
	28252

	Ability
	3.24
	1.334
	28252

	Security
	2.47
	1.225
	28252

	Experimentalism
	3.00
	1.320
	28252

	Obedience
	3.24
	1.387
	28252

	Cosmopolitanism
	2.36
	1.020
	28252

	Humility
	2.77
	1.242
	28252

	Fun-Seeking
	2.89
	1.295
	28252

	Freedom
	2.19
	1.067
	28252

	Pastoral
	2.24
	.961
	28252

	Success
	3.29
	1.310
	28252

	Strong government
	2.48
	1.206
	28252

	Adventurousness
	3.99
	1.384
	28252

	Well behaved
	2.71
	1.243
	28252

	Respect
	3.20
	1.328
	28252

	Loyalty
	1.91
	.861
	28252

	Environmentalism
	2.09
	.992
	28252

	Traditionalism
	2.78
	1.351
	28252

	Hedonisism
	3.00
	1.320
	28252



KMO and Bartlett's Test

	Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
	.858

	Bartlett's Test of Sphericity
	Approx. Chi-Square
	139639.312

	 
	df
	210

	 
	Sig.
	.000



Communalities

	
	Initial
	Extraction

	Creativity
	.241
	.260

	Wealth
	.263
	.344

	Equality
	.217
	.256

	Ability
	.385
	.416

	Security
	.333
	.369

	Experimentalism
	.370
	.421

	Obedience
	.215
	.252

	Cosmopolitanism
	.274
	.345

	Humility
	.231
	.255

	Fun-Seeking
	.371
	.359

	Freedom
	.209
	.239

	Pastoral
	.293
	.355

	Success
	.423
	.512

	Strong government
	.295
	.336

	Adventurousness
	.385
	.439

	Well behaved
	.341
	.434

	Respect
	.277
	.321

	Loyalty
	.300
	.342

	Environmentalism
	.269
	.331

	Traditionalism
	.249
	.278

	Hedonisism
	.373
	.338


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.


Total Variance Explained

	Factor
	Initial Eigenvalues
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

	 
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %
	Total
	% of Variance
	Cumulative %

	1
	4.377
	20.842
	20.842
	3.734
	17.779
	17.779
	2.942
	14.008
	14.008

	2
	2.907
	13.843
	34.685
	2.267
	10.796
	28.575
	2.166
	10.315
	24.323

	3
	1.860
	8.856
	43.540
	1.202
	5.724
	34.299
	2.095
	9.976
	34.299

	4
	1.023
	4.872
	48.412
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5
	.932
	4.437
	52.849
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6
	.901
	4.288
	57.137
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7
	.825
	3.926
	61.064
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	8
	.772
	3.676
	64.740
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9
	.725
	3.453
	68.193
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10
	.689
	3.280
	71.473
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	11
	.649
	3.088
	74.562
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	12
	.638
	3.039
	77.600
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	13
	.621
	2.958
	80.558
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	14
	.614
	2.924
	83.482
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	15
	.567
	2.701
	86.183
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	16
	.550
	2.621
	88.804
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	17
	.529
	2.517
	91.320
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18
	.524
	2.495
	93.815
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	19
	.461
	2.194
	96.010
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20
	.428
	2.040
	98.050
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	21
	.409
	1.950
	100.000
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
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Factor Matrix(a)

	
	Factor

	 
	1
	2
	3

	Creativity
	.409
	-.236
	-.192

	Wealth
	.307
	-.349
	.358

	Equality
	.353
	.209
	-.296

	Ability
	.510
	-.279
	.280

	Security
	.410
	.381
	.236

	Experimentalism
	.517
	-.354
	-.167

	Obedience
	.244
	.325
	.296

	Cosmopolitanism
	.430
	.178
	-.358

	Humility
	.231
	.445
	-.060

	Fun-Seeking
	.474
	-.353
	-.101

	Freedom
	.449
	-.089
	-.173

	Pastoral
	.487
	.227
	-.256

	Success
	.557
	-.334
	.301

	Strong government
	.431
	.353
	.160

	Adventurousness
	.358
	-.556
	-.038

	Well behaved
	.379
	.480
	.244

	Respect
	.444
	.012
	.352

	Loyalty
	.495
	.210
	-.230

	Environmentalism
	.424
	.286
	-.264

	Traditionalism
	.307
	.389
	.181

	Hedonisism
	.456
	-.353
	-.078


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.

a  3 factors extracted. 5 iterations required.


Rotated Factor Matrix(a)

	
	Factor

	 
	1
	2
	3

	Creativity
	.415
	-.077
	.286

	Wealth
	.520
	.151
	-.227

	Equality
	.048
	.109
	.491

	Ability
	.598
	.239
	-.032

	Security
	.061
	.576
	.180

	Experimentalism
	.577
	-.084
	.285

	Obedience
	-.005
	.502
	.024

	Cosmopolitanism
	.111
	.086
	.570

	Humility
	-.161
	.347
	.330

	Fun-Seeking
	.558
	-.062
	.211

	Freedom
	.344
	.045
	.345

	Pastoral
	.135
	.208
	.541

	Success
	.673
	.241
	-.042

	Strong government
	.081
	.521
	.240

	Adventurousness
	.630
	-.203
	.028

	Well behaved
	-.029
	.629
	.193

	Respect
	.362
	.436
	-.019

	Loyalty
	.157
	.217
	.520

	Environmentalism
	.048
	.210
	.533

	Traditionalism
	-.026
	.499
	.168

	Hedonisism
	.549
	-.057
	.183


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

 Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a  Rotation converged in 7 iterations.


Factor Transformation Matrix

	Factor
	1
	2
	3

	1
	.695
	.466
	.548

	2
	-.697
	.623
	.354

	3
	.176
	.628
	-.758


Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  

 Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Appendix 5: ESS Variables used in analysis

	B1
	PolIntr
	Interest in Politics
	0-10 attitude scale, 11 categories
	Interval

	B25a
	Clsprty
	Close to a Political Party
	Y/N/DK
	Nominal

	B25b
	PrtClGB
	Which one
	Con/Lab/LD/SNP/PC/GN/Other
	Nominal

	
	Gincdif
	Government should reduce income differences
	Likert 1-5 scale: 1 = Strongly agree
	Ordinal

	
	Freehms
	Homosexuals should be free to live as they wish
	Likert 1-5 scale: 1 = Strongly agree
	Ordinal

	
	Olwmsop
	Law should always be obeyed
	Likert 1-5 scale: 1 = Strongly agree
	Ordinal

	
	Prtyban
	Parties wishing to overthrow democracy should be banned
	Likert 1-5 scale: 1 = Strongly agree
	Ordinal

	
	Scnsenv
	Science can solve environmental problems
	Likert 1-5 scale: 1 = Strongly agree
	Ordinal

	
	Rlgdgr
	Religiosity
	0-10 scale, 11 categories
	Interval

	C9
	Gndr
	Sex
	Male / Female
	Nominal

	C10
	Yrbrn
	Year Born
	Year
	Ordinal

	F3
	EduYrs
	Years in Education
	
	Interval

	F6
	Blgetmg
	Belong to a minority ethnic group in country living now
	Y/N/Refusal/DK
	Nominal

	F7
	Vote
	Vote in last national legislative elections
	Y/N/DK/Ineligible
	Nominal

	
	ipcrtiv
	Important to think new ideas and being creative
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	B13
	imprich
	Important to be rich, have money and expensive things
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSA
	ipeqopt
	Important that people are treated equally and have equal opportunities
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSB
	ipshabt
	Important to show abilities and be admired
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSC
	impsafe
	Important to live in secure and safe surroundings
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSD
	impdiff
	Important to try new and different things in life
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSE
	ipfrule
	Important to do what is told and follow rules
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSF
	ipudrst
	Important to understand different people
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSG
	ipmodst
	Important to be humble and modest, not draw attention
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSH
	ipgdtim
	Important to have a good time
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSI
	impfree
	Important to make own decisions and be free
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSJ
	iphlppl
	Important to help people and care for others well-being
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSK
	ipsuces
	Important to be successful and that people recognize achievements
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSL
	ipstrgv
	Important that government is strong and ensures safety
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSM
	ipadvnt
	Important to seek adventures and have an exiting life
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSN
	ipbhprp
	Important to behave properly
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSO
	iprspot
	Important to get respect from others
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSP
	iplylfr
	Important to be loyal to friends and devote to people close
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSQ
	impenv
	Important to care for nature and environment
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSR
	imptrad
	Important to follow traditions and customs
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal

	GSS
	impfun
	Important to seek fun and things that give pleasure
	6 point Likert scale 1=very much like me; 6=not like me at all; DK
	Ordinal


Appendix 6: ESS Values questions abbreviations used

	SPSS Label
	Long Question
	Short Descriptor

	ipcrtiv
	Important to think new ideas and being creative
	Creativity

	imprich
	Important to be rich, have money and expensive things
	Wealth

	ipeqopt
	Important that people are treated equally and have equal opportunities
	Equality

	ipshabt
	Important to show abilities and be admired
	Ability

	impsafe
	Important to live in secure and safe surroundings
	Security

	impdiff
	Important to try new and different things in life
	Experimentalism

	ipfrule
	Important to do what is told and follow rules
	Obedience

	ipudrst
	Important to understand different people
	Cosmopolitanism

	ipmodst
	Important to be humble and modest, not draw attention
	Humility

	ipgdtim
	Important to have a good time
	Fun-Seeking

	impfree
	Important to make own decisions and be free
	Freedom

	iphlppl
	Important to help people and care for others well-being
	Pastoral

	ipsuces
	Important to be successful and that people recognize achievements
	Success

	ipstrgv
	Important that government is strong and ensures safety
	Strong government

	ipadvnt
	Important to seek adventures and have an exiting life
	Adventurousness

	ipbhprp
	Important to behave properly
	Well behaved

	iprspot
	Important to get respect from others
	Respect

	iplylfr
	Important to be loyal to friends and devote to people close
	Loyalty

	impenv
	Important to care for nature and environment
	Environmentalism

	imptrad
	Important to follow traditions and customs
	Traditionalism

	impfun
	Important to seek fun and things that give pleasure
	Hedonisism


Appendix 7: Countries EFA

Austria (AT)

Divergence and highlights: 

The results presented in Table 8, show a strong relationship between: (i) each of the three Rounds and (ii) the indicators and the factors identified in the overall EFA for the results obtained in the Austrian samples for the three ESS Rounds.  However, there are values which are consistently given a different weighting compared to other countries within this overall framework. 

Creativity stands out because although in general it is only given moderate support, it appears as a stronger feature in the Austrian mind than other countries. In all three Rounds scores were between 0.4 and 0.5. It is placed within the Extroversion Factor.  The focus on this factor is underscored by much lower levels in the Egalitarian factor and negative ones in the Conservative, implying an opposition between Creativity and Conservative indicators.
A second feature of the Austrian outlook is the indicator ‘well behaved’.  This is highlighted in the highest score for all the countries sampled at 0.738. 0.699 and 0.712.  Again the consistency of this strength of feeling over three rounds among three different samples indicates that it is a widespread view in the population.  Each time it features in the Conservative factor compared to the Egalitarian and in opposition to Extroversion. 

 Adventurousness is regarded almost as highly at 0.642, 0.602 and o.655 but this time in the Extrovert factor in opposition to the Conservative.  This can be associated with approval of success at 0.630, 0.655 and 0.673.

Wealth on the other hand features relatively highly within the Extroversion factor but this is in opposition to the Egalitarian.  Humility is seen as a particularly weak value across all three factor areas.  This may be commensurate with a country which is staunchly conservative and has approximately 20% who vote for the far Right Wing.  In this context it is interesting that Freedom is valued more highly in some other countries. In Austria responses have merged across Extroversion and Egalitarianism.  The association between these two indicates that this is a more complex issue than in other indices for Austria.
Table 10: Austria EFA
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Austria
	
	Round 2 Austria
	
	Round 3 Austria

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Extro
	Egali
	Con
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Egali
	Con

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.481
	0.390
	-0.125
	
	0.456
	-0.069
	0.275
	
	0.492
	0.283
	-0.113

	Wealth
	0.565
	-0.203
	0.086
	
	0.549
	0.096
	-0.359
	
	0.566
	-0.322
	0.136

	Equality
	0.055
	0.630
	0.055
	
	0.037
	0.074
	0.561
	
	0.028
	0.556
	0.055

	Ability
	0.633
	0.071
	0.172
	
	0.570
	0.307
	-0.081
	
	0.563
	-0.089
	0.234

	Security
	0.029
	0.184
	0.605
	
	-0.003
	0.557
	0.170
	
	0.024
	0.216
	0.567

	Experimentalism
	0.584
	0.267
	-0.195
	
	0.528
	-0.209
	0.262
	
	0.643
	0.238
	-0.204

	Obedience
	0.111
	-0.137
	0.598
	
	-0.006
	0.512
	-0.039
	
	0.029
	-0.034
	0.496

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.105
	0.652
	0.032
	
	0.072
	0.061
	0.541
	
	0.107
	0.613
	0.025

	Humility
	-0.247
	0.099
	0.451
	
	-0.267
	0.386
	0.155
	
	-0.307
	0.227
	0.314

	Fun-Seeking
	0.537
	0.337
	-0.133
	
	0.585
	-0.084
	0.279
	
	0.577
	0.266
	-0.029

	Freedom
	0.378
	0.476
	-0.108
	
	0.409
	-0.059
	0.315
	
	0.436
	0.369
	0.003

	Pastoral
	0.054
	0.600
	0.204
	
	0.047
	0.249
	0.521
	
	0.020
	0.533
	0.231

	Success
	0.630
	0.089
	0.223
	
	0.655
	0.240
	-0.092
	
	0.673
	-0.082
	0.271

	Strong government
	0.024
	0.189
	0.612
	
	0.062
	0.538
	0.249
	
	0.062
	0.211
	0.509

	Adventurousness
	0.642
	0.013
	-0.276
	
	0.602
	-0.289
	-0.048
	
	0.655
	-0.058
	-0.188

	Well behaved
	-0.050
	0.035
	0.738
	
	-0.093
	0.699
	0.101
	
	-0.107
	0.097
	0.712

	Respect
	0.449
	-0.030
	0.351
	
	0.339
	0.392
	-0.094
	
	0.352
	-0.092
	0.437

	Loyalty
	0.077
	0.649
	0.180
	
	0.164
	0.154
	0.512
	
	0.174
	0.526
	0.175

	Environmentalism
	-0.032
	0.641
	0.165
	
	0.022
	0.184
	0.581
	
	-0.011
	0.603
	0.143

	Traditionalism
	-0.086
	0.141
	0.522
	
	-0.082
	0.461
	0.198
	
	-0.067
	0.143
	0.520

	Hedonisism
	0.495
	0.026
	-0.132
	
	0.566
	-0.120
	0.198
	
	0.582
	0.196
	-0.017

	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 4 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 13 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.


Round 1: N=2241, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.860.

Round 2: N=1880, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.827

Round 3: N=2003, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.831

Factors Extroversion: Creativity, Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Success, Adventurousness, Hedonisism.

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Traditionalism.

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Cosmopolitanism, Pastoral, Loyalty, Environmentalism.  

Belgium (BE)

Divergence and Highlights:

While closely following the general trends in Rounds 1,2 and 3, Belgium has its own variants.  In terms of indicators, Creativity, Freedom and Humility are out of step with other countries in terms of the factors in which they occur.  Belgium records its highest scores for Creativity and Freedom within the Extroversion factor compared to Egalitarianism which occurs elsewhere.  This remains consistent for all three Rounds.  It may be that associations are different and more attached to an entrepreneurial mind-set.  Humility falls into the Egalitarian factor for Rounds 1 and 3 but into a merged Conservative/Egalitarian factor for the second.  It is stronger than in many other countries though still relatively weak.  Freedom remains weak and is not seen as a main value by the Belgians.  

Perhaps the most important pattern which emerges from Belgium is the tendency not to have widely divergent responses.  Its value system seems to fall into a Centralist view, although there are a number of more strongly held views such as Adventurousness which had its greatest support within Extroversion for all indicators at 0.628 in the third Round and fell into negative territory within the Conservative factor.

Creativity and Wealth are weaker than in other countries.  An overall tendency towards average results without any great divergence from the overall European pattern may reflect the Party system of Belgium which falls into a Centralist spectrum without far Left or far Right interests.

In Belgium’s case Round two does have some variation with Rounds 1 and 3. This might be attributed to nearby elections of 18th May 2003. This consideration has been raised in the ESS report (    ).

Table 11: Belgium EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Belgium
	
	Round 2 Belgium
	
	Round 3 Belgium

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Con/Ega
	Extro
	Extro
	
	Extro
	Egali
	Con

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.402
	-0.128
	0.229
	
	0.034
	0.514
	0.007
	
	0.422
	0.118
	-0.042

	Wealth
	0.462
	0.169
	-0.320
	
	-0.102
	0.175
	0.477
	
	0.380
	-0.331
	0.210

	Equality
	0.070
	0.074
	0.461
	
	0.389
	0.229
	-0.191
	
	0.132
	0.507
	0.032

	Ability
	0.588
	0.151
	-0.168
	
	0.140
	0.353
	0.483
	
	0.509
	-0.206
	0.323

	Security
	0.042
	0.599
	0.082
	
	0.515
	-0.050
	0.134
	
	-0.005
	0.161
	0.574

	Experimentalism
	0.565
	-0.160
	0.285
	
	-0.037
	0.665
	0.054
	
	0.631
	0.181
	-0.112

	Obedience
	-0.014
	0.521
	0.141
	
	0.459
	-0.123
	0.138
	
	-0.094
	0.126
	0.408

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.094
	0.092
	0.531
	
	0.264
	0.349
	-0.206
	
	0.220
	0.537
	0.075

	Humility
	-0.188
	0.255
	0.348
	
	0.422
	-0.026
	-0.215
	
	-0.155
	0.409
	0.150

	Fun-Seeking
	0.541
	0.014
	0.152
	
	0.054
	0.488
	0.153
	
	0.528
	0.130
	0.020

	Freedom
	0.434
	-0.025
	0.252
	
	0.118
	0.462
	0.015
	
	0.365
	0.146
	-0.017

	Pastoral
	0.115
	0.213
	0.529
	
	0.475
	0.315
	-0.157
	
	0.121
	0.578
	0.205

	Success
	0.646
	0.152
	-0.096
	
	0.059
	0.388
	0.563
	
	0.595
	-0.152
	0.320

	Strong government
	0.133
	0.552
	0.130
	
	0.537
	0.026
	0.133
	
	0.068
	0.217
	0.507

	Adventurousness
	0.549
	-0.309
	0.012
	
	-0.243
	0.534
	0.244
	
	0.628
	-0.118
	-0.228

	Well behaved
	-0.044
	0.549
	0.217
	
	0.612
	-0.039
	0.030
	
	-0.095
	0.285
	0.523

	Respect
	0.357
	0.354
	-0.047
	
	0.395
	0.096
	0.408
	
	0.210
	-0.046
	0.418

	Loyalty
	0.136
	0.129
	0.457
	
	0.381
	0.293
	-0.101
	
	0.135
	0.522
	0.166

	Environmentalism
	0.020
	0.127
	0.462
	
	0.395
	0.206
	-0.168
	
	0.005
	0.438
	0.161

	Traditionalism
	-0.053
	0.442
	0.239
	
	0.472
	-0.080
	0.073
	
	-0.165
	0.225
	0.422

	Hedonisism
	0.477
	0.052
	0.101
	
	-0.053
	0.469
	0.178
	
	0.461
	0.068
	-0.052

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	

	
	Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 8 iterations.


Round 1: N=1731, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.814.

Round 2: N=1630, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.820.

Round 3: N=1670, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.810.

Factors Extroversion: Creativity, Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Freedom, Success, Adventurousness, Hedonisism.

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Traditionalism.

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Cosmopolitanism, Humility, Pastoral, Loyalty, Environmentalism

Switzerland (CH)

Divergence and Highlights:


There are similarities between Austria and Switzerland with similar values and factors.  It would be tempting to assume that mountains and Catholicism are bonds between the two and might account for similarities in value perceptions.  However, there are equally sharp, historic, political and cultural differences.  Switzerland , for instance, does not have a significant following for far Right political Parties yet trains each household to use guns as a National defence measure.  These contradictions point to the need for caution about interpreting the data to identify drivers which lead to particular value perceptions.
Once again, Freedom and Humility emerge as weak value constructs, even compared to countries showing moderate responses, such as Belgium.  Freedom is particularly weak and does not show large divergences between factors.  Humility demonstrates an element of opposition between the Egalitarian and Conservative factors with a more definite negative viewpoint in the Extroversion factor than any other indicator.  Low scores contribute to Humility being the weakest value for all of the Swiss samples.
The value which is particularly a feature of Switzerland is Security. This is shown most strongly within the Conservative factor at 0.708 in the third Round but still scores more highly than other indicator for this country at 0.602 in the first Round and 0.626 in the second Round- both , again, in the context of the Conservative factor.  It is the second highest score to Austria’s ‘well behaved’.  The Swiss attitude to security is not surprising in view of its historic survival strategies of neutrality as a small land-locked country in the middle of Europe.  Despite this, the scores for Freedom are very weak and tend to be  merged  across factors. Its similarity with Austria is most marked in scores between 0.5 and 0.6 in support of the ‘well behaved’ indicator.

Wealth features as a relatively weak area within the Extroversion factor.  Its perception is particularly undermined by relatively marked negative scores in all of the Egalitarian columns.

Table 12: Switzerland EFA
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Switzerland
	
	Round 2 Switzerland
	
	Round 3 Switzerland

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.388
	-0.109
	0.210
	
	0.364
	-0.081
	0.212
	
	0.391
	-0.058
	0.158

	Wealth
	0.443
	0.143
	-0.266
	
	0.415
	0.207
	-0.263
	
	0.337
	0.289
	-0.346

	Equality
	0.084
	0.062
	0.420
	
	0.035
	0.114
	0.409
	
	0.097
	0.054
	0.374

	Ability
	0.509
	0.244
	-0.091
	
	0.557
	0.306
	-0.069
	
	0.488
	0.402
	-0.168

	Security
	0.040
	0.602
	0.084
	
	0.044
	0.626
	0.160
	
	0.002
	0.708
	0.092

	Experimentalism
	0.527
	-0.087
	0.207
	
	0.570
	-0.059
	0.199
	
	0.592
	-0.028
	0.160

	Obedience
	-0.007
	0.505
	0.019
	
	-0.033
	0.484
	0.027
	
	-0.045
	0.438
	0.016

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.096
	0.058
	0.571
	
	0.136
	0.034
	0.607
	
	0.207
	-0.011
	0.479

	Humility
	-0.147
	0.296
	0.308
	
	-0.274
	0.241
	0.305
	
	-0.190
	0.156
	0.401

	Fun-Seeking
	0.530
	0.009
	0.267
	
	0.488
	-0.043
	0.232
	
	0.524
	0.021
	0.181

	Freedom
	0.384
	-0.004
	0.295
	
	0.380
	-0.032
	0.284
	
	0.379
	0.003
	0.199

	Pastoral
	0.150
	0.232
	0.439
	
	0.097
	0.272
	0.548
	
	0.176
	0.114
	0.476

	Success
	0.576
	0.283
	-0.164
	
	0.570
	0.247
	-0.144
	
	0.479
	0.300
	-0.241

	Strong government
	0.064
	0.548
	0.165
	
	0.076
	0.578
	0.186
	
	0.076
	0.568
	0.117

	Adventurousness
	0.585
	-0.190
	0.054
	
	0.626
	-0.160
	0.006
	
	0.630
	-0.156
	-0.079

	Well behaved
	-0.045
	0.565
	0.130
	
	-0.051
	0.568
	0.150
	
	-0.094
	0.569
	0.147

	Respect
	0.317
	0.435
	0.000
	
	0.365
	0.433
	0.008
	
	0.208
	0.551
	-0.062

	Loyalty
	0.255
	0.188
	0.434
	
	0.193
	0.199
	0.497
	
	0.306
	0.151
	0.392

	Environmentalism
	0.057
	0.194
	0.443
	
	0.082
	0.198
	0.494
	
	0.092
	0.058
	0.413

	Traditionalism
	0.008
	0.486
	0.132
	
	0.002
	0.457
	0.138
	
	-0.045
	0.372
	0.186

	Hedonisism
	0.494
	0.042
	0.130
	
	0.518
	0.034
	0.108
	
	0.509
	0.035
	0.090

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	
	Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.


Round 1: N=1913, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.807

Round 2: N=1884, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.819

Round 3: N=1623, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.797

Factors Extroversion: Creativity  Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Freedom, Success, Adventurousness, Hedonisism.

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Humility Strong Government, Well Behaved, Respect, Traditionalism.

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Cosmopolitanism, Humility Pastoral, Loyalty, Environmentalism. 

Germany (DE)

Divergence or highlights:

Germany not only followed the trend of compliance with the factors of Rounds 1,2 and 3 but demonstrated very close consistency between Rounds.  There were, nevertheless ,  divergences in specific values.  Respect, for instance, fell into the Extroversion factor, not the Conservative, as with other countries.  This was not influenced by strength of feeling which was stronger than elsewhere but does mark a difference in association of indices as a National characteristic.  Differences in association may be just as significant as particularly high or low scores.

A particular feature of the scores in the German samples is a high value placed on ‘well behaved’.  It is almost as strong as in Austria with similar high levels of consistency across all three Rounds similarly categorised with the Conservative factor.  The other highlight is Adventurousness which, like Austria , was rated within the Extrovert factor at levels ranging from 0.580 to o.656 but was seen as negative within the Conservative factor.  This was paralleled at  lower  but relatively strong scores by Experimentalism.  Although Humility received relatively weak support which is the overall pattern that has emerged for all 17 countries, Germany reflects its greatest support for it under Conservatism rather than Egalitarianism as recorded elsewhere.
Wealth and Ability tend to have higher ratings than the overall European pooled results.

Table 13: Germany EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Germany
	
	Round 2 Germany
	
	Round 3 Germany

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Egali
	Con

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.416
	-0.166
	0.407
	
	0.355
	-0.122
	0.358
	
	0.357
	0.370
	-0.129

	Wealth
	0.595
	0.086
	-0.214
	
	0.569
	0.057
	-0.228
	
	0.576
	-0.211
	0.061

	Equality
	0.015
	0.103
	0.450
	
	-0.032
	0.138
	0.403
	
	-0.043
	0.475
	0.154

	Ability
	0.619
	0.101
	-0.018
	
	0.573
	0.110
	0.005
	
	0.654
	-0.029
	0.121

	Security
	0.071
	0.582
	0.144
	
	-0.073
	0.602
	0.111
	
	-0.025
	0.149
	0.599

	Experimentalism
	0.574
	-0.132
	0.257
	
	0.497
	-0.225
	0.355
	
	0.516
	0.362
	-0.177

	Obedience
	0.054
	0.616
	0.000
	
	0.003
	0.556
	0.026
	
	0.022
	-0.013
	0.584

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.063
	0.042
	0.594
	
	-0.053
	0.083
	0.635
	
	-0.060
	0.649
	0.063

	Humility
	-0.225
	0.431
	0.260
	
	-0.340
	0.312
	0.262
	
	-0.328
	0.247
	0.339

	Fun-Seeking
	0.601
	-0.025
	0.224
	
	0.499
	-0.170
	0.302
	
	0.468
	0.419
	-0.162

	Freedom
	0.380
	-0.018
	0.419
	
	0.166
	0.052
	0.383
	
	0.131
	0.433
	0.051

	Pastoral
	-0.009
	0.250
	0.529
	
	0.203
	0.085
	0.470
	
	0.141
	0.511
	0.063

	Success
	0.658
	0.170
	0.091
	
	0.660
	0.160
	0.099
	
	0.613
	0.161
	0.146

	Strong government
	0.127
	0.541
	0.215
	
	0.073
	0.512
	0.162
	
	0.055
	0.136
	0.523

	Adventurousness
	0.656
	-0.220
	0.006
	
	0.611
	-0.294
	0.043
	
	0.580
	0.065
	-0.287

	Well behaved
	0.060
	0.706
	0.082
	
	-0.041
	0.681
	0.132
	
	-0.040
	0.088
	0.667

	Respect
	0.453
	0.297
	-0.087
	
	0.372
	0.302
	0.013
	
	0.441
	0.006
	0.340

	Loyalty
	0.122
	0.168
	0.542
	
	0.090
	0.124
	0.514
	
	0.071
	0.505
	0.143

	Environmentalism
	0.079
	0.127
	0.533
	
	-0.033
	0.153
	0.504
	
	-0.029
	0.525
	0.138

	Traditionalism
	-0.024
	0.478
	0.085
	
	-0.049
	0.479
	0.132
	
	-0.024
	0.119
	0.471

	Hedonisism
	0.601
	0.067
	0.143
	
	0.532
	-0.075
	0.210
	
	0.536
	0.261
	-0.062

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 7 iterations.


Round 1: N=2706, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.854

Round 2: N=2504, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.830

Round 3: N=2633, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.836

Factors Extroversion: Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Success, Adventurousness, Respect, Hedonisism.

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Traditionalism.

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Cosmopolitanism, Freedom, Pastoral, Loyalty,  Environmentalism.    

Denmark (DK)

Divergence or Highlights:

There are no areas which stand out as specifically stronger in the Danish samples, when compared to the combined European scores.  If anything there is a tendency to choose weaker values in the indicators such as Experimentalism, Adventurousness, Creativity and Hedonism.  The indicator which receives distinctly less weight than elsewhere, is Traditionalism.
Like Germany, Respect receives greater value in the Extroversion factor compared to the conservative for the remaining countries.

Table 14: Denmark EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Denmark
	
	Round 2 Denmark
	
	Round 3 Denmark

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Extro
	Egali
	Con
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.238
	0.424
	-0.081
	
	0.295
	-0.162
	0.305
	
	0.331
	-0.139
	0.339

	Wealth
	0.506
	-0.145
	0.032
	
	0.484
	0.009
	-0.181
	
	0.533
	0.090
	-0.168

	Equality
	-0.041
	0.393
	0.128
	
	0.038
	0.149
	0.417
	
	0.000
	0.105
	0.376

	Ability
	0.603
	0.031
	0.040
	
	0.589
	0.040
	-0.066
	
	0.604
	0.063
	-0.066

	Security
	0.093
	-0.001
	0.623
	
	0.084
	0.604
	0.051
	
	0.118
	0.560
	0.041

	Experimentalism
	0.452
	0.435
	-0.197
	
	0.497
	-0.194
	0.344
	
	0.516
	-0.298
	0.326

	Obedience
	-0.022
	0.083
	0.607
	
	-0.048
	0.532
	0.138
	
	0.023
	0.578
	0.027

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.022
	0.558
	0.117
	
	0.094
	0.091
	0.487
	
	0.060
	0.041
	0.482

	Humility
	-0.140
	0.083
	0.389
	
	-0.146
	0.462
	0.036
	
	-0.139
	0.409
	0.099

	Fun-Seeking
	0.498
	0.318
	-0.016
	
	0.567
	-0.063
	0.158
	
	0.588
	-0.074
	0.197

	Freedom
	0.235
	0.380
	-0.032
	
	0.405
	-0.025
	0.252
	
	0.343
	-0.023
	0.253

	Pastoral
	0.016
	0.629
	0.184
	
	0.083
	0.195
	0.617
	
	0.120
	0.189
	0.570

	Success
	0.634
	0.084
	0.039
	
	0.676
	0.119
	-0.030
	
	0.682
	0.111
	-0.003

	Strong government
	0.115
	0.169
	0.498
	
	0.108
	0.495
	0.213
	
	0.150
	0.451
	0.215

	Adventurousness
	0.520
	0.372
	-0.272
	
	0.550
	-0.321
	0.247
	
	0.578
	-0.277
	0.271

	Well behaved
	-0.006
	0.099
	0.671
	
	-0.021
	0.635
	0.120
	
	-0.013
	0.657
	0.067

	Respect
	0.397
	0.058
	0.250
	
	0.514
	0.222
	-0.007
	
	0.459
	0.243
	-0.011

	Loyalty
	0.102
	0.448
	0.176
	
	0.170
	0.154
	0.463
	
	0.174
	0.107
	0.448

	Environmentalism
	-0.075
	0.453
	0.147
	
	-0.044
	0.206
	0.461
	
	-0.011
	0.169
	0.460

	Traditionalism
	0.087
	0.159
	0.393
	
	0.008
	0.352
	0.227
	
	-0.014
	0.380
	0.174

	Hedonisism
	0.415
	0.350
	0.062
	
	0.438
	-0.063
	0.253
	
	0.466
	0.007
	0.319

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.


Round 1: N=1381, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.821

Round 2: N=1288, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.807

Round 3: N=1353, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.807

Factors Extroversion: Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Success, Adventurousness, Respect, Hedonisism.

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Humility, Strong Government, Well Behaved, 

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Cosmopolitanism, Pastoral, , Loyalty,  Environmentalism.    

Spain (ES)

Divergence or Highlight:

Spain follows the expected factor groupings of indicators except for Humility and Freedom which occur in Egalitarianism. Humility is a relatively strong value compared to other countries but it must be noted that a weaker response was recorded for Round 3.  This is one instance where there is a lack of consistency between the Rounds ranging from 0.555 in the first to 0.390 in the third.  Humility demonstrates further complexities in opposition between Egalitarian (strong) and Extraversion (-0.149).  Round 3 also indicates some merging in the Extrovert and Egalitarian factors.

Creativity emerges as a weak indicator with some evidence of merging between Egalitarian and Extrovert.  This concurs with the weak trends recorded for Europe as a whole.

A particular highlight recorded in Spain is Equality.  Scores are well above the European pool for this indicator at a difference of about 0.2 . It raises a question as to whether there is a reaction to recent experience of dictatorship.  It is interesting to note that the concept of Freedom is also consistently stronger than the pooled outcome for Europe across all three Rounds.  A similar, but less strong pattern occurs with Loyalty.

Pastoral and Loyalty values are higher and may reflect stronger social ‘glue’ (Putnam). 

A further divergence from other countries appears in Experimentalism which is associated by participants as Extrovert. Responses in Spain, however, resulted in its placement primarily in the Conservative factor but changed this in the third Round to the Extrovert factor. This kind of inconsistency is very unusual.

Spain is one of the countries which stands out as different in several ways. Not only do the samples give different emphasis to values but single values can be divergent in terms of the factors they are placed in for different Rounds.

Table 15: Spain EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Spain
	
	Round 2 Spain
	
	Round 3 Spain

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Egali
	Extro
	Con
	
	Egali
	Extro
	Con
	
	Extro
	Egali
	Con

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.444
	0.367
	-0.039
	
	0.371
	0.354
	-0.156
	
	0.417
	0.262
	-0.079

	Wealth
	-0.194
	0.482
	0.235
	
	-0.210
	0.512
	0.060
	
	0.444
	-0.194
	0.046

	Equality
	0.622
	0.024
	0.034
	
	0.640
	0.035
	0.098
	
	0.045
	0.604
	0.149

	Ability
	0.059
	0.537
	0.336
	
	0.020
	0.553
	0.357
	
	0.607
	-0.051
	0.215

	Security
	0.342
	0.049
	0.559
	
	0.354
	0.056
	0.473
	
	0.041
	0.232
	0.579

	Experimentalism
	0.329
	0.547
	-0.130
	
	0.319
	0.525
	-0.119
	
	0.600
	0.268
	-0.043

	Obedience
	0.068
	-0.025
	0.536
	
	0.017
	-0.055
	0.478
	
	-0.003
	0.058
	0.516

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.672
	0.101
	0.054
	
	0.650
	0.069
	0.107
	
	0.243
	0.600
	0.117

	Humility
	0.535
	-0.149
	0.315
	
	0.464
	-0.164
	0.324
	
	-0.051
	0.390
	0.404

	Fun-Seeking
	0.302
	0.682
	-0.069
	
	0.338
	0.567
	-0.097
	
	0.681
	0.208
	-0.088

	Freedom
	0.460
	0.408
	0.042
	
	0.502
	0.374
	-0.007
	
	0.439
	0.422
	-0.026

	Pastoral
	0.649
	0.089
	0.208
	
	0.694
	0.062
	0.160
	
	0.027
	0.583
	0.310

	Success
	0.049
	0.703
	0.256
	
	0.052
	0.637
	0.274
	
	0.693
	-0.004
	0.210

	Strong government
	0.360
	0.048
	0.513
	
	0.282
	0.018
	0.533
	
	0.026
	0.273
	0.520

	Adventurousness
	0.011
	0.653
	-0.251
	
	0.001
	0.617
	-0.125
	
	0.604
	0.093
	-0.202

	Well behaved
	0.410
	0.003
	0.559
	
	0.302
	-0.053
	0.604
	
	0.019
	0.227
	0.611

	Respect
	0.072
	0.315
	0.453
	
	0.050
	0.259
	0.491
	
	0.362
	-0.096
	0.344

	Loyalty
	0.660
	0.171
	0.179
	
	0.618
	0.024
	0.269
	
	0.115
	0.591
	0.202

	Environmentalism
	0.645
	0.095
	0.122
	
	0.576
	0.118
	0.135
	
	0.197
	0.594
	0.185

	Traditionalism
	0.109
	-0.062
	0.550
	
	0.148
	-0.097
	0.522
	
	-0.063
	0.092
	0.597

	Hedonisism
	0.256
	0.649
	-0.112
	
	0.249
	0.569
	-0.104
	
	0.654
	0.224
	-0.092

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 8 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 8 iterations.


Round 1: N=1662, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.894

Round 2: N=1451, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.879

Round 3: N=1721, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.883

Factors Extroversion: Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Freedom, Success, Adventurousness, Respect, Hedonisism.

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Traditionalism.

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Cosmopolitanism, Humility Freedom, Pastoral, , Loyalty,  Environmentalism.    

Finland (FI)

Divergence and Highlights:

This is the first country where all the indicators fall into the overall factors identified in the original EFA. Essentially Finland conforms closely to the overall pooled scores of Europe.

Creativity is weak but is mainly recorded around the same levels for the pooled European scores.  Freedom is one of the weakest features which is surprising in view of historical domination by other countries.

Respect is a value which should be highlighted due to greater weighting in the scores compared to the pooled ratings for Europe. ‘Well behaved’, Success and Ability are also higher.

 Table 16: Finland EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Finland
	
	Round 2 Finland
	
	Round 3 Finland

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.328
	-0.134
	0.333
	
	0.361
	-0.100
	0.358
	
	0.256
	-0.113
	0.416

	Wealth
	0.620
	0.077
	-0.245
	
	0.601
	0.037
	-0.293
	
	0.629
	0.030
	-0.166

	Equality
	-0.017
	0.147
	0.570
	
	-0.020
	0.151
	0.585
	
	-0.096
	0.109
	0.497

	Ability
	0.703
	0.044
	-0.026
	
	0.695
	0.059
	-0.075
	
	0.703
	0.055
	0.004

	Security
	0.026
	0.561
	0.100
	
	0.028
	0.563
	0.047
	
	0.085
	0.538
	0.136

	Experimentalism
	0.511
	-0.179
	0.435
	
	0.523
	-0.123
	0.435
	
	0.423
	-0.200
	0.521

	Obedience
	-0.033
	0.649
	0.009
	
	-0.073
	0.663
	0.054
	
	-0.025
	0.638
	-0.041

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.008
	0.116
	0.568
	
	0.019
	0.187
	0.586
	
	-0.026
	0.079
	0.580

	Humility
	-0.192
	0.404
	0.111
	
	-0.147
	0.336
	0.175
	
	-0.174
	0.309
	0.117

	Fun-Seeking
	0.620
	-0.081
	0.215
	
	0.583
	-0.042
	0.172
	
	0.608
	-0.042
	0.133

	Freedom
	0.287
	0.048
	0.228
	
	0.281
	0.049
	0.238
	
	0.232
	0.031
	0.266

	Pastoral
	0.112
	0.236
	0.583
	
	0.116
	0.289
	0.574
	
	0.026
	0.257
	0.578

	Success
	0.754
	0.111
	-0.004
	
	0.756
	0.119
	-0.056
	
	0.728
	0.132
	0.045

	Strong government
	0.124
	0.484
	0.186
	
	0.119
	0.533
	0.148
	
	0.136
	0.462
	0.212

	Adventurousness
	0.643
	-0.291
	0.154
	
	0.654
	-0.225
	0.188
	
	0.634
	-0.293
	0.203

	Well behaved
	-0.021
	0.674
	0.052
	
	0.017
	0.714
	0.043
	
	-0.022
	0.661
	0.023

	Respect
	0.635
	0.146
	-0.155
	
	0.587
	0.203
	-0.186
	
	0.592
	0.189
	-0.097

	Loyalty
	0.127
	0.319
	0.413
	
	0.065
	0.406
	0.391
	
	0.057
	0.312
	0.469

	Environmentalism
	-0.018
	0.232
	0.448
	
	-0.026
	0.318
	0.455
	
	-0.071
	0.310
	0.473

	Traditionalism
	0.004
	0.422
	0.173
	
	0.020
	0.502
	0.080
	
	0.051
	0.492
	0.116

	Hedonisism
	0.667
	-0.055
	0.094
	
	0.645
	-0.048
	0.104
	
	0.674
	-0.042
	0.072

	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 4 iterations.


Round 1: N=1712, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.844

Round 2: N=1488, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.848

Round 3: N=1041, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.831

Factors Extroversion: Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Success, Adventurousness, Respect, Hedonisism.

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Humility, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Traditionalism.

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Experimentalism, Cosmopolitanism, Pastoral, , Loyalty,  Environmentalism.    
France (FR)

Divergence and Highlights: 
The indicators for France uniformly correspond with the three factors originally identified by the EFA. However, the clear cut difference between the factors mainly shown in other scree plots is modified because it was difficult to differentiate between Extrovert and Egalitarian  An unusually high number of iterations (13) had to be employed for Round 2 in order to split the factors.  This is further exemplified by the merging of Egalitarian and Extrovert with very little to Conservative compared to higher scores for Conservative in Rounds 1 and 3.  Instability of scores across Rounds occurs with Experimentalism where they are relatively high in both Extroversion and Egalitarianism.  Round 2 is again out of step with regard to Cosmopolitanism because the Egalitarian/Extroversion score is lower then the other Rounds while there are more than expected for the Conservative factor which seems to have ‘bled off’ scores from the other two.  There are other similar examples which tend to highlight the inconsistency of Round 2 and the difference portrayed by France in this respect compared to other countries.  Taking these issues into account, though, France shows no strong divergence from the pooled European scores in any other values.. The reasons for this are not clear.  It has been noted that other countries have shown out-of-step Rounds when elections have occurred but there were no elections in France during the relevant survey year.

Fun-seeking received a high rating when both Extroversion and Egalitarianism were taken into account.

The Pastoral value follows the complex influences apparent in the French survey samples. Approximately two thirds fall into the Egalitarian factor with approximately one third in the Conservative.  This difference in splitting between the two factors is particularly a tendency of Round 2.  Equality , Experimentalism, Cosmopolitanism Pastoral, Fun-seeking and Adventurousness all follow the same pattern. 

Table 17: France EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 France
	
	Round 2 France
	
	Round 3 France

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Egali
	Con
	Extro
	
	Con/Ega
	Ega/Ext
	Extro
	
	Egali
	Extro
	Con

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.397
	0.031
	0.290
	
	0.112
	0.438
	0.102
	
	0.266
	0.290
	0.056

	Wealth
	-0.130
	0.172
	0.465
	
	0.048
	0.139
	0.540
	
	-0.151
	0.449
	0.206

	Equality
	0.512
	-0.026
	-0.009
	
	0.256
	0.357
	-0.222
	
	0.464
	0.084
	0.003

	Ability
	0.060
	0.295
	0.548
	
	0.154
	0.311
	0.622
	
	0.047
	0.469
	0.363

	Security
	0.205
	0.579
	0.041
	
	0.595
	0.055
	0.151
	
	0.233
	0.083
	0.501

	Experimentalism
	0.432
	-0.003
	0.407
	
	0.090
	0.603
	0.146
	
	0.369
	0.462
	0.020

	Obedience
	0.065
	0.563
	0.033
	
	0.502
	-0.017
	0.191
	
	0.036
	0.063
	0.533

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.638
	0.044
	0.005
	
	0.245
	0.448
	-0.159
	
	0.610
	0.045
	-0.030

	Humility
	0.417
	0.233
	-0.172
	
	0.475
	0.182
	-0.143
	
	0.559
	-0.140
	0.215

	Fun-Seeking
	0.350
	0.053
	0.470
	
	0.102
	0.545
	0.138
	
	0.399
	0.439
	-0.001

	Freedom
	0.349
	0.148
	0.202
	
	0.164
	0.397
	0.095
	
	0.250
	0.256
	0.086

	Pastoral
	0.570
	0.248
	0.049
	
	0.451
	0.476
	-0.114
	
	0.575
	0.119
	0.141

	Success
	-0.047
	0.326
	0.580
	
	0.127
	0.297
	0.661
	
	-0.068
	0.565
	0.322

	Strong government
	0.240
	0.612
	0.027
	
	0.603
	0.105
	0.098
	
	0.366
	0.057
	0.449

	Adventurousness
	0.140
	-0.160
	0.592
	
	-0.222
	0.524
	0.264
	
	0.037
	0.611
	-0.124

	Well behaved
	0.342
	0.587
	0.063
	
	0.668
	0.126
	0.040
	
	0.376
	-0.048
	0.492

	Respect
	0.015
	0.557
	0.283
	
	0.420
	0.147
	0.368
	
	0.135
	0.189
	0.522

	Loyalty
	0.538
	0.323
	0.103
	
	0.516
	0.449
	-0.139
	
	0.603
	0.062
	0.177

	Environmentalism
	0.546
	0.180
	0.040
	
	0.418
	0.364
	-0.182
	
	0.556
	-0.016
	0.076

	Traditionalism
	0.178
	0.496
	0.027
	
	0.508
	-0.016
	0.016
	
	0.277
	-0.006
	0.377

	Hedonisism
	0.239
	-0.036
	0.573
	
	-0.080
	0.555
	0.226
	
	0.252
	0.550
	-0.057

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 13 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.


Round 1: N=1286, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.856

Round 2: N=1571, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.863

Round 3: N=1859, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.843

Factors Extroversion: Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Success, Adventurousness, Hedonisism.

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Respect, Traditionalism.

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Experimentalism, Cosmopolitanism, Pastoral, , Loyalty,  Environmentalism.    

United Kingdom  (UK)

Divergence or Highlights:

Values fall into the factors as expected yet Round 2 portrays a number of variants which result in a merging of Conservative and Egalitarian Factors leaving a third Factor to evolve.  This has insignificant numbers in it yet appears as a defined and separate entity.  Creativity is very weak.  Humility is also very weak.  Although it appears to be stronger in Round 2 the scores are merged into a Factor of Conservative and Egalitarianism indicating some uncertainty in responses.  A similar pattern occurs with Freedom in Round 2 where Rounds 1 and 3 show a weak affinity for the value.    Respect seems to incorporate some of these atypical elements.  Scores are relatively high in all of the Conservative columns but also show at least moderate scores in Extroversion indicating a greater loading for Respect overall. Loyalty is placed in Conservatism and Egalitarianism in Rounds 1 and 3 but is merged in Round 2 at 0.642.  

In addition to this the UK does not follow the pattern of widely distinct Factors especially in Rounds 2 and 3. 

A highlight is emphasis on the ‘well behaved’ indicator compared to the pooled scores for Europe following in the wake of Austria, Switzerland and Germany. A unique aspect of the British value system is emphasis on Success which records 0.709, 0.666 and 0.595 in the Extroversion Factor.   

Loyalty is placed in Conservatism and Egalitarianism in Rounds 1 and 3 but is merged in Round 2 at 0.642.  

Table 18: United Kingdom EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 UK
	
	Round 2 UK
	
	Round 3 UK

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Con/Ega
	Extro
	3
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.305
	0.023
	0.426
	
	0.099
	0.441
	-0.300
	
	0.344
	-0.067
	0.331

	Wealth
	0.633
	0.062
	-0.180
	
	-0.072
	0.478
	0.327
	
	0.523
	0.057
	-0.211

	Equality
	0.053
	0.139
	0.419
	
	0.346
	0.131
	-0.089
	
	0.054
	0.058
	0.436

	Ability
	0.640
	0.170
	0.023
	
	0.144
	0.587
	0.024
	
	0.599
	0.209
	0.031

	Security
	0.176
	0.478
	0.027
	
	0.538
	0.054
	0.109
	
	0.093
	0.477
	0.076

	Experimentalism
	0.485
	0.052
	0.400
	
	0.155
	0.501
	-0.188
	
	0.562
	-0.058
	0.308

	Obedience
	0.021
	0.666
	-0.035
	
	0.391
	-0.132
	0.182
	
	0.002
	0.610
	0.014

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.020
	0.273
	0.543
	
	0.442
	0.077
	-0.331
	
	0.075
	0.114
	0.533

	Humility
	-0.029
	0.393
	0.158
	
	0.563
	-0.161
	0.089
	
	-0.144
	0.328
	0.291

	Fun-Seeking
	0.691
	0.016
	0.069
	
	0.228
	0.499
	0.079
	
	0.647
	0.041
	0.002

	Freedom
	0.289
	0.093
	0.409
	
	0.360
	0.443
	-0.177
	
	0.322
	0.069
	0.293

	Pastoral
	0.026
	0.393
	0.476
	
	0.548
	0.129
	-0.200
	
	0.143
	0.209
	0.485

	Success
	0.718
	0.128
	0.072
	
	0.108
	0.666
	0.102
	
	0.699
	0.188
	-0.017

	Strong government
	0.137
	0.517
	0.166
	
	0.539
	0.114
	-0.045
	
	0.136
	0.492
	0.169

	Adventurousness
	0.626
	-0.121
	0.259
	
	-0.264
	0.599
	0.002
	
	0.688
	-0.204
	0.111

	Well behaved
	0.057
	0.731
	0.074
	
	0.627
	-0.065
	0.125
	
	-0.086
	0.696
	0.157

	Respect
	0.473
	0.362
	-0.016
	
	0.333
	0.321
	0.446
	
	0.364
	0.503
	-0.045

	Loyalty
	0.141
	0.447
	0.361
	
	0.642
	0.223
	0.027
	
	0.173
	0.340
	0.397

	Environmentalism
	0.015
	0.324
	0.488
	
	0.636
	0.175
	-0.271
	
	-0.021
	0.222
	0.477

	Traditionalism
	0.057
	0.496
	0.170
	
	0.495
	0.065
	0.077
	
	-0.029
	0.445
	0.214

	Hedonisism
	0.617
	0.093
	0.140
	
	0.331
	0.454
	0.080
	
	0.563
	-0.009
	0.171

	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 4 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.


Round 1: N=1704, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.863

Round 2: N=1719, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.858

Round 3: N=2171, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.847

Factors Extroversion: Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Success, Adventurousness, Respect, Hedonisism.

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Humility, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Respect, Traditionalism.

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Cosmopolitanism, Fun-Seeking, Freedom, Pastoral, , Loyalty,  Environmentalism.    

Hungary (HU)

Different or Important: 

In the analysis involving Hungary a radical difference occurs with the Factors and their indicators.  For each Round these show F1 Conservative and Egalitarian, F2 Extroversion and F3 a third factor which does not come under any heading.  The fact that this has occurred in all three Rounds indicates viewpoints which are unique to Hungary.  In association with this the Scree Plots only show a marked difference for F1 and F2.  Although Factor 3 has been identified, the scores within it are low and are often in the minus category. 

The three weak values of Creativity, Freedom and Humility are not consistent with the pooled European pattern which places these outside the indicators of the three main Factors.  In the Hungarian case Creativity and Freedom have aligned with Factor 2, Extroversion, while Humility falls into Factor 1 which is Conservative/Egalitarian   Where Creativity has occurred within a factor for an individual country, it has been placed in the one for Extroversion and this has mostly  been true of Freedom  Humility elsewhere has either been aligned  with  the Egalitarian or Conservative Factors when it has occurred within  the framework of a main Factor. 

This idiosyncratic theme for Hungary is also reflected in the fact that both of them are given relatively high ratings compared to the rest of Europe. Humility, for instance, scores between 0.4 and 0.5 in all three Rounds. Respect in Round one is relatively weak with opposing plus and minus scores. However, in Rounds 2and 3, support is much more pronounced across all three Factors.

Success and Adventurousness are supported more strongly than the averaged pooled result for the total 17 countries sampled.

A particular Highlight in the Hungarian results is a very weak response to Obedience , yet a strong one to Freedom , especially when they are considered over the range of Extroversion, Conservative and Egalitarian.  Recent collapse of Communism and change to Democratic government in Hungary should be noted as a context in which differing patterns occur compared to the other European countries sampled in the ESS. In the light of recent political adjustment, the ESS might have seen differences in values over the three Rounds. There is no overall evidence of this but Respect has become stronger over the time involved and may reflect changing views.

Table 19: Hungary EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Hungary
	
	Round 2 Hungary
	
	Round 3 Hungary

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Con/Egali
	Extro
	3
	
	Con/Egali
	Extro
	3
	
	Con/Egali
	Extro
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.153
	0.484
	0.340
	
	0.099
	0.441
	-0.300
	
	0.128
	0.535
	-0.210

	Wealth
	-0.040
	0.536
	-0.201
	
	-0.072
	0.478
	0.327
	
	-0.058
	0.551
	0.341

	Equality
	0.420
	0.092
	0.073
	
	0.346
	0.131
	-0.089
	
	0.390
	0.132
	0.024

	Ability
	0.209
	0.606
	0.076
	
	0.144
	0.587
	0.024
	
	0.174
	0.644
	0.137

	Security
	0.642
	0.083
	0.054
	
	0.538
	0.054
	0.109
	
	0.551
	0.068
	0.065

	Experimentalism
	0.154
	0.584
	0.356
	
	0.155
	0.501
	-0.188
	
	0.158
	0.630
	-0.146

	Obedience
	0.287
	-0.087
	-0.112
	
	0.391
	-0.132
	0.182
	
	0.159
	0.042
	0.360

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.485
	0.156
	0.195
	
	0.442
	0.077
	-0.331
	
	0.470
	0.160
	-0.074

	Humility
	0.532
	-0.214
	-0.022
	
	0.563
	-0.161
	0.089
	
	0.577
	-0.174
	0.145

	Fun-Seeking
	0.177
	0.525
	-0.093
	
	0.228
	0.499
	0.079
	
	0.236
	0.492
	0.092

	Freedom
	0.367
	0.410
	0.100
	
	0.360
	0.443
	-0.177
	
	0.299
	0.378
	-0.089

	Pastoral
	0.543
	0.245
	0.109
	
	0.548
	0.129
	-0.200
	
	0.499
	0.244
	-0.131

	Success
	0.176
	0.709
	-0.096
	
	0.108
	0.666
	0.102
	
	0.206
	0.695
	0.146

	Strong government
	0.589
	0.165
	0.012
	
	0.539
	0.114
	-0.045
	
	0.518
	-0.009
	0.036

	Adventurousness
	-0.278
	0.557
	0.013
	
	-0.264
	0.599
	0.002
	
	-0.188
	0.617
	0.074

	Well behaved
	0.605
	0.006
	-0.154
	
	0.627
	-0.065
	0.125
	
	0.561
	0.011
	0.249

	Respect
	0.249
	0.391
	-0.389
	
	0.333
	0.321
	0.446
	
	0.334
	0.250
	0.415

	Loyalty
	0.604
	0.176
	-0.036
	
	0.642
	0.223
	0.027
	
	0.608
	0.110
	-0.042

	Environmentalism
	0.648
	0.146
	0.089
	
	0.636
	0.175
	-0.271
	
	0.646
	0.161
	-0.260

	Traditionalism
	0.477
	-0.007
	-0.150
	
	0.495
	0.065
	0.077
	
	0.454
	-0.025
	0.197

	Hedonisism
	0.298
	0.490
	-0.012
	
	0.331
	0.454
	0.080
	
	0.350
	0.441
	-0.080

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 4 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 4 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 4 iterations.


Round 1: N=1538, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.888

Round 2: N=1318, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.858

Round 3: N=1339, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.865

Factors Extroversion: Creativity, Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Freedom, Success, Adventurousness, Hedonisism.

Factors Conservative and Egalitarianism: Security, Cosmopolitanism, Humility, Pastoral, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Loyalty, Environmentalism, Traditionalism.

Ireland (IE)

Different or Important: 

The ‘elbow’ effect of the Scree plots for all three Rounds is not as developed as in most other countries sampled by the ESS.  While the first two Factors are well spread and distinctive, the third is less so.  This is influenced by the merging of Conservative with Egalitarian in Rounds 1 and 2 and is further complicated by the fact that in Round 1 there still remains a distinct Conservative Factor, while in Round 2 there is a separate Egalitarian Factor.

In the first Round the ‘stand-alone’ Conservative Factor is very weak with a majority of negative scores. However, within it, Obedience, Well-behaved and Respect are recorded at 0.512, 0.452 and 0.462 respectively.  In the second and third Rounds, Respect is relatively strongly supported at over 0.4 in the two Factors of Extrovert and Conservative/Egalitarianism in Round 2 with Extrovert and Conservative in Round 3.  Referring back to Round 1 it is noted that there is additional support at 0.286 and 0.321 within the Conservative/Egalitarian and Extrovert Factors.  Thus Respect is indicating a stronger feature in the values system of the Irish samples compared with the European pooled average.

In common with Austria, Germany, Switzerland and the UK ‘well behaved’ also emerges as a strongly supported value. Others which consistently record higher scores are: Experimentalism, Humility, Fun seeking, Success and Adventurousness . Intriguingly, though they all occur in the Extrovert Factor which in stark contrast to other countries. 

Ireland shows distinct characteristics which tend to be different from the UK.  The context to be noted is that Ireland has a high Catholic population with mainly Centre to Right political parties. 

Table 20: Ireland EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Ireland
	
	Round 2 Ireland
	
	Round 3 Ireland

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Con/Ega
	Extro
	Con
	
	Extro
	Con/Egali
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.353
	0.365
	-0.146
	
	0.431
	0.199
	0.307
	
	0.341
	0.052
	0.338

	Wealth
	-0.033
	0.531
	0.227
	
	0.582
	0.142
	-0.227
	
	0.571
	0.142
	-0.227

	Equality
	0.504
	0.140
	-0.120
	
	0.142
	0.323
	0.423
	
	0.139
	0.141
	0.515

	Ability
	0.098
	0.624
	0.261
	
	0.627
	0.255
	-0.028
	
	0.613
	0.131
	0.137

	Security
	0.454
	0.086
	0.273
	
	0.113
	0.571
	-0.088
	
	0.097
	0.524
	0.186

	Experimentalism
	0.291
	0.577
	-0.124
	
	0.659
	0.129
	0.274
	
	0.616
	-0.033
	0.290

	Obedience
	0.360
	-0.065
	0.512
	
	0.090
	0.618
	-0.167
	
	0.070
	0.608
	0.017

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.553
	0.158
	-0.119
	
	0.209
	0.423
	0.407
	
	0.152
	0.208
	0.523

	Humility
	0.483
	-0.068
	0.118
	
	0.063
	0.513
	0.118
	
	0.018
	0.398
	0.337

	Fun-Seeking
	0.068
	0.642
	-0.050
	
	0.719
	0.044
	-0.063
	
	0.697
	-0.014
	0.001

	Freedom
	0.381
	0.369
	-0.076
	
	0.370
	0.244
	0.151
	
	0.282
	0.135
	0.376

	Pastoral
	0.612
	0.161
	-0.056
	
	0.154
	0.499
	0.237
	
	0.109
	0.284
	0.622

	Success
	0.119
	0.698
	0.284
	
	0.754
	0.199
	-0.157
	
	0.696
	0.168
	0.080

	Strong government
	0.519
	0.047
	0.234
	
	0.119
	0.612
	-0.056
	
	0.069
	0.584
	0.160

	Adventurousness
	0.008
	0.678
	-0.159
	
	0.759
	-0.050
	0.139
	
	0.740
	-0.125
	0.157

	Well behaved
	0.516
	-0.049
	0.452
	
	0.047
	0.712
	-0.133
	
	0.055
	0.735
	0.095

	Respect
	0.286
	0.321
	0.462
	
	0.403
	0.455
	-0.160
	
	0.411
	0.468
	0.014

	Loyalty
	0.605
	0.161
	0.034
	
	0.168
	0.500
	0.181
	
	0.158
	0.406
	0.465

	Environmentalism
	0.582
	0.056
	-0.091
	
	0.045
	0.516
	0.165
	
	-0.020
	0.376
	0.449

	Traditionalism
	0.481
	-0.142
	0.222
	
	-0.063
	0.609
	-0.036
	
	-0.078
	0.559
	0.212

	Hedonisism
	0.215
	0.571
	-0.146
	
	0.609
	0.081
	0.063
	
	0.615
	0.031
	0.131

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 8 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 4 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.


Round 1: N=1751 Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.880

Round 2: N=1056, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.886

Round 3: N=1369, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.874

Factors Extroversion: Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Success, Adventurousness, Hedonisism.

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Humility, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Respect, Loyalty,  Environmentalism, Traditionalism.

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Cosmopolitanism, Humility, Pastoral, Loyalty, Environmentalism.    

Netherlands (NL)

Different or Important: 

The Factors for the Netherlands have the same distinct ‘elbow’ shape in the Scree plot as   most other countries and the first three factors are spaced widely apart.   However some of the indicators are differently placed compared to the overall picture.  These are most noticeably the weakly supported values of Humility, Creativity and freedom.  The inclusion of Experimentalism into Egalitarianism is unusual. 

In a country which is known for its tolerance and its political Parties clustered in the Centre, it is surprising that  Egalitarianism, Freedom and Humility are weaker than the European pool  average . Experimentation is also weak and Hedonism is particularly so.  On the other hand, ’well-behaved’ and success values stand out as strong.   

Table 21: Netherlands EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Netherlands
	
	Round 2 Netherlands
	
	Round 3 Netherlands

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.277
	-0.095
	0.413
	
	0.331
	-0.092
	0.488
	
	0.312
	-0.107
	0.409

	Wealth
	0.628
	0.019
	-0.111
	
	0.629
	-0.020
	-0.130
	
	0.603
	0.067
	-0.152

	Equality
	-0.003
	0.162
	0.458
	
	-0.009
	0.217
	0.448
	
	-0.009
	0.110
	0.479

	Ability
	0.676
	-0.013
	0.040
	
	0.645
	0.077
	0.032
	
	0.683
	0.064
	0.038

	Security
	0.080
	0.535
	0.049
	
	0.066
	0.576
	0.050
	
	0.124
	0.548
	0.079

	Experimentalism
	0.392
	-0.158
	0.513
	
	0.442
	-0.143
	0.495
	
	0.487
	-0.165
	0.487

	Obedience
	0.039
	0.560
	0.096
	
	0.050
	0.591
	0.075
	
	0.022
	0.584
	0.062

	Cosmopolitanism
	-0.021
	0.140
	0.553
	
	-0.003
	0.208
	0.482
	
	0.039
	0.117
	0.545

	Humility
	-0.181
	0.381
	0.101
	
	-0.125
	0.433
	0.097
	
	-0.181
	0.418
	0.075

	Fun-Seeking
	0.469
	0.030
	0.185
	
	0.530
	0.026
	0.180
	
	0.562
	-0.010
	0.208

	Freedom
	0.269
	0.011
	0.404
	
	0.303
	-0.003
	0.377
	
	0.243
	0.018
	0.412

	Pastoral
	-0.059
	0.302
	0.525
	
	-0.008
	0.287
	0.579
	
	0.023
	0.274
	0.513

	Success
	0.736
	0.034
	0.068
	
	0.733
	0.116
	0.029
	
	0.749
	0.090
	0.042

	Strong government
	0.207
	0.551
	0.127
	
	0.185
	0.534
	0.193
	
	0.085
	0.523
	0.146

	Adventurousness
	0.524
	-0.345
	0.260
	
	0.552
	-0.301
	0.238
	
	0.592
	-0.293
	0.189

	Well behaved
	0.000
	0.674
	0.105
	
	0.079
	0.709
	0.139
	
	0.012
	0.703
	0.132

	Respect
	0.479
	0.178
	-0.053
	
	0.502
	0.260
	-0.042
	
	0.469
	0.266
	-0.058

	Loyalty
	0.119
	0.280
	0.448
	
	0.113
	0.296
	0.465
	
	0.104
	0.283
	0.489

	Environmentalism
	-0.029
	0.300
	0.424
	
	-0.045
	0.328
	0.473
	
	-0.072
	0.266
	0.418

	Traditionalism
	-0.035
	0.491
	0.087
	
	-0.004
	0.526
	0.129
	
	-0.008
	0.550
	0.090

	Hedonisism
	0.337
	-0.002
	0.237
	
	0.338
	0.021
	0.269
	
	0.401
	-0.061
	0.244

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 7 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.


Round 1: N=2240, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.824

Round 2: N=1746, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.851

Round 3: N=1775, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.836

Factors Extroversion: Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Success, Adventurousness, Respect.

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Humility, Pastoral, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Traditionalism.

Factors Egalitarianism: Creativity, Equality, Experimentalism, Cosmopolitanism, Freedom, Pastoral, Loyalty,  Environmentalism.    

Norway (NO)

Different or Important: 

Analysis of the Norwegian results reveals the three main Factors of Extroversion, Conservative and Egalitarianism in common with most of the other countries sampled, although it must be noted that Creativity, Freedom and Humility also fall into these Factors rather than remain separate as they do in the European pooled scores.  

The value which particularly has weak support is Humility. Loyalty is also low. The value which stands out as different is Environmentalism which receives relatively little support.  This may reflect Norwegian adherence to traditional harvests of the sea such as Whale hunting.

Success, Adventurousness and ‘well-behaved’ are relatively strong.  The last of these may be associated with a strong Lutheran tradition.

Table 22: Norway EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Norway
	
	Round 2 Norway
	
	Round 3 Norway

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.417
	-0.049
	0.314
	
	0.419
	-0.046
	0.207
	
	0.413
	-0.020
	0.288

	Wealth
	0.583
	0.021
	-0.227
	
	0.544
	-0.020
	-0.248
	
	0.575
	0.030
	-0.230

	Equality
	0.030
	0.202
	0.419
	
	0.025
	0.183
	0.429
	
	0.119
	0.174
	0.483

	Ability
	0.655
	0.053
	-0.142
	
	0.597
	0.087
	-0.108
	
	0.645
	0.108
	-0.078

	Security
	0.061
	0.584
	0.026
	
	0.067
	0.637
	-0.018
	
	0.089
	0.597
	0.048

	Experimentalism
	0.552
	-0.137
	0.429
	
	0.602
	-0.101
	0.356
	
	0.636
	-0.048
	0.273

	Obedience
	-0.023
	0.606
	0.114
	
	-0.046
	0.573
	0.183
	
	-0.018
	0.582
	0.085

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.136
	0.202
	0.524
	
	0.141
	0.146
	0.525
	
	0.158
	0.174
	0.528

	Humility
	-0.118
	0.391
	0.080
	
	-0.100
	0.348
	0.089
	
	-0.120
	0.392
	0.074

	Fun-Seeking
	0.658
	-0.071
	0.126
	
	0.602
	-0.019
	0.064
	
	0.640
	-0.041
	0.068

	Freedom
	0.435
	0.027
	0.196
	
	0.440
	0.047
	0.144
	
	0.425
	0.016
	0.231

	Pastoral
	0.104
	0.292
	0.518
	
	0.172
	0.283
	0.533
	
	0.222
	0.336
	0.455

	Success
	0.701
	0.189
	-0.098
	
	0.647
	0.231
	-0.104
	
	0.676
	0.201
	-0.109

	Strong government
	0.150
	0.530
	0.135
	
	0.154
	0.525
	0.139
	
	0.164
	0.545
	0.189

	Adventurousness
	0.687
	-0.303
	0.223
	
	0.707
	-0.303
	0.168
	
	0.734
	-0.251
	0.165

	Well behaved
	0.029
	0.681
	-0.005
	
	0.020
	0.693
	0.017
	
	-0.062
	0.680
	-0.001

	Respect
	0.529
	0.240
	-0.105
	
	0.513
	0.292
	-0.110
	
	0.438
	0.371
	-0.064

	Loyalty
	0.240
	0.309
	0.363
	
	0.296
	0.319
	0.390
	
	0.298
	0.328
	0.336

	Environmentalism
	0.005
	0.326
	0.403
	
	0.065
	0.302
	0.383
	
	0.033
	0.267
	0.407

	Traditionalism
	-0.005
	0.427
	0.168
	
	0.063
	0.428
	0.129
	
	0.019
	0.530
	0.111

	Hedonisism
	0.582
	0.000
	0.205
	
	0.598
	0.019
	0.157
	
	0.611
	-0.038
	0.122

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.


Round 1: N=1767, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.851

Round 2: N=1448, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.843

Round 3: N=1402, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.857

Factors Extroversion: Creativity, Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Freedom, Success, Adventurousness, Respect, Hedonisism. 

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Traditionalism.

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Experimentalism, Cosmopolitanism, Pastoral, Environmentalism.    

Poland (PL)

Different or Important: 

The Polish scores only show a marked difference between two points for the Scree plot.  This represents the greatest reduction in the ‘elbow’ effect seen .  The Factor system is also very different.  Conservative and Egalitarian have merged into one.  This is similar to Hungary.  Extrovert is a single Factor but then Wealth appears as Factor 3 which is different to all other countries.  Throughout this third Factor it is only Wealth which stands out, hence its title. All other values in this Factor have very low scores.  Yet intriguingly Wealth  is also strongly supported within the Extrovert Factor.  This seems to represent two divergent views of Wealth. The emergence of a third Factor is again similar to Hungary but in that case there was no sufficient weighting towards one value to describe the Factor.

Fun seeking and Adventurousness receive high scores and may need to be considered against a background of Communist rule until recent times. Hedonism also scores highly.  Environmentalism, Freedom, Well behaved Creativity and Humility, while still relatively weak score more highly than the average for the 17 countries.

Table 23: Poland EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Poland
	
	Round 2 Poland
	
	Round 3 Poalnd

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Con/Ega
	Extro
	Wealth
	
	Con/Ega
	Extro
	Wealth
	
	Con/Ega
	Extro
	Wealth

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.154
	0.457
	0.094
	
	0.173
	0.459
	-0.065
	
	0.082
	0.427
	0.030

	Wealth
	-0.059
	0.402
	0.470
	
	-0.068
	0.423
	0.438
	
	-0.097
	0.405
	0.436

	Equality
	0.523
	0.096
	-0.012
	
	0.471
	0.138
	-0.117
	
	0.420
	0.133
	-0.101

	Ability
	0.130
	0.481
	0.438
	
	0.184
	0.497
	0.315
	
	0.177
	0.482
	0.346

	Security
	0.539
	-0.076
	0.243
	
	0.532
	0.004
	0.199
	
	0.512
	0.014
	0.191

	Experimentalism
	0.165
	0.589
	-0.026
	
	0.170
	0.546
	-0.095
	
	0.220
	0.536
	-0.018

	Obedience
	0.572
	-0.065
	0.175
	
	0.553
	-0.040
	0.094
	
	0.495
	-0.065
	0.147

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.404
	0.238
	-0.087
	
	0.425
	0.152
	-0.171
	
	0.481
	0.190
	-0.180

	Humility
	0.432
	-0.191
	0.010
	
	0.469
	-0.184
	-0.036
	
	0.473
	-0.122
	-0.120

	Fun-Seeking
	-0.054
	0.720
	-0.005
	
	-0.064
	0.729
	0.031
	
	-0.012
	0.738
	-0.100

	Freedom
	0.234
	0.445
	0.009
	
	0.198
	0.448
	-0.014
	
	0.223
	0.372
	0.043

	Pastoral
	0.556
	0.275
	-0.121
	
	0.589
	0.205
	-0.195
	
	0.492
	0.194
	-0.139

	Success
	0.169
	0.630
	0.222
	
	0.171
	0.620
	0.177
	
	0.155
	0.596
	0.262

	Strong government
	0.523
	0.062
	0.022
	
	0.521
	0.069
	0.152
	
	0.474
	0.067
	0.129

	Adventurousness
	-0.133
	0.757
	-0.080
	
	-0.144
	0.747
	-0.048
	
	-0.071
	0.733
	-0.041

	Well behaved
	0.622
	-0.042
	0.105
	
	0.643
	-0.091
	0.154
	
	0.608
	-0.028
	0.114

	Respect
	0.216
	0.201
	0.341
	
	0.284
	0.185
	0.326
	
	0.310
	0.155
	0.347

	Loyalty
	0.576
	0.189
	-0.064
	
	0.552
	0.173
	-0.045
	
	0.566
	0.165
	-0.053

	Environmentalism
	0.632
	0.137
	-0.169
	
	0.569
	0.134
	-0.084
	
	0.566
	0.121
	-0.030

	Traditionalism
	0.564
	-0.046
	-0.004
	
	0.564
	-0.099
	0.030
	
	0.514
	-0.123
	0.009

	Hedonisism
	-0.100
	0.694
	-0.036
	
	-0.114
	0.675
	0.018
	
	-0.029
	0.665
	-0.095

	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 4 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 4 iterations.


Round 1: N=1914, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.876

Round 2: N=1415, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.869

Round 3: N=1451, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.856

Factors Extroversion: Creativity, Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Freedom, Success, Adventurousness, Hedonisism. 

Factors Conservative/ Egalitarianism: Equality, Security, Obedience, Cosmopolitanism, Humility, Pastoral, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Loyalty, Environmentalism, Traditionalism.

Factors Wealth: Wealth.

Portugal (PT)

Different or Important: 

There is variation in the Portuguese Factors where Conservative and Egalitarian merge just as they do for Hungary, Poland and Slovenia.  However the third Factor is Conservative by itself indicating more influence in this direction than may at first appear.  It is this combination of two Conservative elements which give emphasis to the strength of feeling in favour of Loyalty and Traditionalism.  The combination of these in such strength is a particular feature of the Portuguese sample  for all three Rounds.  Pastoral is also given higher scores than other countries. So a picture of strong social ties emerges as a feature of Portugal.

 Similarly overall in the European countries sampled, Creativity and Humility are weak, yet  they are  valued in Portugal with  scores higher than elsewhere.  Other values which are weaker in a number of other countries are : Creativity, Equality, Freedom and Hedonism.  Thus Portugal stands out as having very different  emphasis on values compared to  the ‘mainstream’ recorded in  the average pooled scores for all 17 countries.

Table 24: Portugal EFA

	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Portugal
	
	Round 2 Portugal
	
	Round 3 Portugal

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Con/Egali
	Extro
	Con
	
	Con/Egali
	Extro
	Con
	
	Con/Egali
	Extro
	Con

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.356
	0.422
	-0.269
	
	0.494
	0.523
	-0.070
	
	0.402
	0.477
	-0.162

	Wealth
	-0.031
	0.535
	0.127
	
	0.075
	0.578
	0.116
	
	0.084
	0.449
	0.144

	Equality
	0.654
	0.092
	-0.015
	
	0.711
	-0.003
	-0.119
	
	0.705
	-0.007
	-0.075

	Ability
	0.251
	0.509
	-0.044
	
	0.452
	0.454
	-0.045
	
	0.307
	0.510
	0.103

	Security
	0.614
	0.050
	0.026
	
	0.676
	-0.014
	0.089
	
	0.627
	-0.027
	0.128

	Experimentalism
	0.160
	0.680
	0.002
	
	0.278
	0.600
	0.021
	
	0.168
	0.621
	-0.055

	Obedience
	0.196
	0.091
	0.434
	
	0.330
	0.065
	0.510
	
	0.240
	0.043
	0.524

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.594
	0.247
	0.129
	
	0.642
	0.142
	0.068
	
	0.587
	0.160
	0.099

	Humility
	0.538
	-0.120
	0.388
	
	0.511
	-0.084
	0.269
	
	0.525
	-0.096
	0.253

	Fun-Seeking
	0.307
	0.664
	-0.085
	
	0.452
	0.554
	-0.058
	
	0.166
	0.690
	-0.120

	Freedom
	0.439
	0.550
	-0.133
	
	0.599
	0.372
	-0.121
	
	0.562
	0.350
	-0.120

	Pastoral
	0.721
	0.169
	0.076
	
	0.755
	-0.012
	-0.027
	
	0.694
	0.048
	-0.003

	Success
	0.207
	0.727
	0.009
	
	0.419
	0.598
	-0.073
	
	0.175
	0.621
	0.118

	Strong government
	0.617
	0.184
	0.160
	
	0.614
	0.114
	0.168
	
	0.598
	0.035
	0.151

	Adventurousness
	-0.022
	0.749
	0.079
	
	-0.031
	0.720
	0.010
	
	-0.144
	0.679
	0.011

	Well behaved
	0.275
	0.153
	0.752
	
	0.420
	-0.074
	0.566
	
	0.305
	0.018
	0.631

	Respect
	0.184
	0.393
	0.362
	
	0.431
	0.141
	0.239
	
	0.362
	0.210
	0.362

	Loyalty
	0.733
	0.153
	0.096
	
	0.759
	0.016
	-0.056
	
	0.742
	0.073
	-0.005

	Environmentalism
	0.651
	0.206
	0.065
	
	0.613
	0.192
	-0.033
	
	0.640
	0.169
	0.111

	Traditionalism
	0.366
	-0.081
	0.520
	
	0.457
	-0.049
	0.486
	
	0.362
	-0.100
	0.524

	Hedonisism
	0.061
	0.629
	0.076
	
	0.120
	0.705
	-0.039
	
	-0.100
	0.690
	-0.078

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.


Round 1: N=1411, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.903

Round 2: N=1883, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.926

Round 3: N=1968, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.897

Factors Extroversion: Creativity, Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Success, Adventurousness, Hedonisism. 

Factors Egalitarianism: Creativity, Equality, Cosmopolitanism, Humility, Freedom, Pastoral, Loyalty, Environmentalism. 

Factors Conservative : Security, Obedience, Humility, Well Behaved, Strong Government, Traditionalism.

Sweden (SE)

Different or Important: 

Analysis of the Swedish results shows a close conformity with the average European pooled scores.  There is a variation of factors in Round 1 where Extroversion, a merging of Conservative and Egalitarian  and the emergence of a third Factor occur.  However the Rounds 2 and 3 conform to the general pattern and little can be read into the Round 1 divergence. 

There are sufficient variations in the support of values to see that a similar pattern to Norway is apparent. In Round 1 Humility is high and, although dispersed over two Factors, amounts to a high level in Rounds 2 and 3.

Success is seen as highly valued as is the case in Norway and may be an indication of two countries in which wealth is widely spread across the community. Alongside this, Creativity and Experimentalism score more highly than in many of the other countries sampled.  Fun seeking is marginally higher and may be associated with these two.   Loyalty is marginally weaker.  These similarities with Norway raise the question as to whether there is a Nordic perspective which is different to other European countries.

Table 25: Sweden EFA
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Sweden
	
	Round 2 Sweden
	
	Round 3 Sweden

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Extro
	Con/Ega
	3
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali
	
	Extro
	Con
	Egali

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.513
	0.081
	0.155
	
	0.443
	-0.127
	0.253
	
	0.442
	-0.126
	0.258

	Wealth
	0.385
	-0.093
	-0.375
	
	0.581
	0.058
	-0.233
	
	0.561
	0.131
	-0.267

	Equality
	0.256
	0.297
	0.315
	
	0.021
	0.095
	0.486
	
	0.022
	0.022
	0.463

	Ability
	0.529
	0.203
	-0.230
	
	0.616
	0.111
	-0.131
	
	0.634
	0.171
	-0.094

	Security
	0.079
	0.524
	-0.012
	
	-0.035
	0.591
	0.011
	
	-0.021
	0.567
	0.054

	Experimentalism
	0.602
	0.125
	0.097
	
	0.587
	-0.111
	0.327
	
	0.593
	-0.120
	0.302

	Obedience
	-0.070
	0.513
	-0.247
	
	-0.042
	0.545
	0.118
	
	-0.006
	0.572
	0.031

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.205
	0.305
	0.305
	
	0.117
	0.059
	0.538
	
	0.117
	0.071
	0.502

	Humility
	-0.093
	0.615
	0.207
	
	-0.146
	0.359
	0.251
	
	-0.153
	0.375
	0.225

	Fun-Seeking
	0.597
	-0.004
	-0.027
	
	0.617
	-0.079
	0.151
	
	0.569
	-0.037
	0.188

	Freedom
	0.519
	0.154
	0.206
	
	0.391
	0.010
	0.223
	
	0.370
	0.002
	0.309

	Pastoral
	0.189
	0.530
	0.165
	
	0.195
	0.204
	0.578
	
	0.134
	0.211
	0.601

	Success
	0.616
	0.264
	-0.220
	
	0.748
	0.156
	-0.110
	
	0.741
	0.198
	-0.114

	Strong government
	0.137
	0.542
	0.028
	
	0.130
	0.480
	0.196
	
	0.139
	0.439
	0.200

	Adventurousness
	0.592
	-0.238
	-0.101
	
	0.649
	-0.256
	0.155
	
	0.639
	-0.245
	0.136

	Well behaved
	0.025
	0.656
	-0.127
	
	0.150
	0.619
	0.052
	
	0.150
	0.607
	0.035

	Respect
	0.342
	0.371
	-0.381
	
	0.512
	0.299
	-0.101
	
	0.502
	0.365
	-0.079

	Loyalty
	0.347
	0.375
	0.187
	
	0.240
	0.187
	0.500
	
	0.214
	0.228
	0.475

	Environmentalism
	0.224
	0.472
	0.293
	
	-0.018
	0.245
	0.475
	
	-0.002
	0.181
	0.433

	Traditionalism
	-0.098
	0.510
	-0.134
	
	0.001
	0.425
	0.205
	
	0.031
	0.407
	0.180

	Hedonisism
	0.669
	-0.028
	0.012
	
	0.532
	0.050
	0.270
	
	0.519
	0.070
	0.301

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 6 iterations.


Round 1: N=1616, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.866

Round 2: N=1548, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.832

Round 3: N=1491, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.825

Factors Extroversion: Creativity, Wealth, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Success, Adventurousness, Respect, Hedonisism. 

Factors Egalitarianism: Equality, Cosmopolitanism, Freedom, Pastoral, Loyalty, Environmentalism. 

Factors Conservative : Security, Obedience, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Traditionalism.

Slovenia (SI)

Different or Important: 

The factors for the Slovenia samples are similar to those occurring in Hungary and Poland. Extrovert stands on its own but Conservative and Egalitarian merge as they do for the other two countries. There is also a third Factor which only has low scores. This pattern for all three countries is consistent for all the Rounds.

In terms of individual values, Creativity, Freedom and Humility all have greater emphasis in Slovenia compared to the pooled European average. On the other hand Equality, Respect and Loyalty are weak, while Cosmopolitan also receives little support. Freedom and Hedonism, though, are more positive. 

Security, Obedience, Humility, Pastoral and Strong Government are placed in Conservative/Egalitarian whereas elsewhere they occur under Conservative only. 

Table 26: Slovenia EFA
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)
	
	Rotated Factor Matrix(a,b)

	
	Round 1 Slovenia
	
	Round 2 Slovenia
	
	Round 3 Slovenia

	 
	Factor
	
	Factor
	
	Factor

	
	Extro
	Con/Egi
	3
	
	Extro
	Con/Egi
	3
	
	Extro
	Con/Egi
	3

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	0.513
	0.081
	0.155
	
	0.560
	0.086
	-0.080
	
	0.502
	0.027
	-0.073

	Wealth
	0.385
	-0.093
	-0.375
	
	0.316
	-0.106
	0.468
	
	0.267
	-0.116
	0.426

	Equality
	0.256
	0.297
	0.315
	
	0.324
	0.385
	-0.273
	
	0.324
	0.369
	-0.257

	Ability
	0.529
	0.203
	-0.230
	
	0.539
	0.163
	0.342
	
	0.435
	0.207
	0.353

	Security
	0.079
	0.524
	-0.012
	
	0.117
	0.546
	0.046
	
	0.104
	0.517
	0.107

	Experimentalism
	0.602
	0.125
	0.097
	
	0.633
	0.106
	-0.060
	
	0.626
	0.099
	-0.031

	Obedience
	-0.070
	0.513
	-0.247
	
	-0.041
	0.500
	0.112
	
	-0.047
	0.502
	0.136

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.205
	0.305
	0.305
	
	0.335
	0.298
	-0.315
	
	0.295
	0.321
	-0.309

	Humility
	-0.093
	0.615
	0.207
	
	-0.031
	0.595
	-0.231
	
	-0.017
	0.569
	-0.287

	Fun-Seeking
	0.597
	-0.004
	-0.027
	
	0.577
	0.019
	0.120
	
	0.606
	0.001
	0.131

	Freedom
	0.519
	0.154
	0.206
	
	0.530
	0.192
	-0.105
	
	0.529
	0.121
	-0.176

	Pastoral
	0.189
	0.530
	0.165
	
	0.268
	0.509
	-0.126
	
	0.285
	0.442
	-0.186

	Success
	0.616
	0.264
	-0.220
	
	0.579
	0.263
	0.266
	
	0.571
	0.250
	0.354

	Strong government
	0.137
	0.542
	0.028
	
	0.126
	0.600
	-0.021
	
	0.143
	0.558
	0.044

	Adventurousness
	0.592
	-0.238
	-0.101
	
	0.604
	-0.214
	0.088
	
	0.548
	-0.160
	0.205

	Well behaved
	0.025
	0.656
	-0.127
	
	0.010
	0.644
	0.062
	
	0.008
	0.657
	-0.016

	Respect
	0.342
	0.371
	-0.381
	
	0.297
	0.404
	0.384
	
	0.279
	0.393
	0.358

	Loyalty
	0.347
	0.375
	0.187
	
	0.371
	0.348
	0.019
	
	0.396
	0.345
	-0.179

	Environmentalism
	0.224
	0.472
	0.293
	
	0.215
	0.490
	-0.299
	
	0.250
	0.496
	-0.303

	Traditionalism
	-0.098
	0.510
	-0.134
	
	-0.089
	0.599
	0.130
	
	-0.092
	0.570
	0.095

	Hedonisism
	0.669
	-0.028
	0.012
	
	0.614
	-0.024
	-0.037
	
	0.615
	0.067
	0.073

	
	
	

	Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. Rotation Method: Quartimax with Kaiser Normalization.
	
	

	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
	
	Rotation converged in 8 iterations.


Round 1: N=1439, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.866

Round 2: N=1264, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.873

Round 3: N=1383, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy = 0.868

Factors Extroversion: Creativity, Ability, Experimentalism, Fun-Seeking, Freedom, Success, Adventurousness, Hedonisism. 

Factors Conservative: Security, Obedience, Humility, Pastoral, Strong Government, Well Behaved, Environmentalism, Traditionalism.. 

Appendix 8: Recoded variables

	Original variable
	Categories
	New variable
	Recoded categories

	gndr
	1=male; 2=-female
	Sexdummy
	0=female; 1=male

	Yrbrn
	Stated year of birth
	Age
	2002, 2004 and 2006 - yrbrn = age (Round 1, 2, and 3)

	Blgetmg
	1=yes; 2=no
	Ethnic
	0=no;1=yes 

	Iscoco
	1000-9930 detailed occupations
	Class
	0-3999=0: ’middle class’ 4000-9999 = 1: ‘working class’

	Gincdif
	Likert 1-5 scale: 1 = Strongly agree
	Dvgredin
	1-2=1, 4-5=0, else missing: 1=agree, 0=disagree

	Freehms
	Likert 1-5 scale: 1 = Strongly agree
	dvhomook
	1-2=1, 4-5=0, else missing: 1=agree, 0=disagree

	Olwmsop
	Likert 1-5 scale: 1 = Strongly agree
	Dvobylaw
	1-2=1, 4-5=0, else missing: 1=agree, 0=disagree

	Prtyban
	Likert 1-5 scale: 1 = Strongly agree
	Dvbanprt
	1-2=1, 4-5=0, else missing: 1=agree, 0=disagree

	Scnsenv
	Likert 1-5 scale: 1 = Strongly agree
	dvscienc
	1-2=1, 4-5=0, else missing: 1=agree, 0=disagree

	ipcrtiv
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v01creat
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	imprich
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v02wealt
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	ipeqopt
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v03equal
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	ipshabt
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v04able
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	impsafe
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v05secur
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	impdiff
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v06exper
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	ipfrule
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v07obedi
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	ipudrst
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v08cosmo
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	ipmodst
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v09humbl
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	ipgdtim
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v10funse
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	impfree
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v11freed
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	iphlppl
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v12pasto
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	ipsuces
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v13succe
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	ipstrgv
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v14strng
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	ipadvnt
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v15adven
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	ipbhprp
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v16wellb
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	iprspot
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v17respe
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	iplylfr
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v18loyal
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	impenv
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v19envir
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	imptrad
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v20tradi
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK

	impfun
	6 point Likert scale; DK
	v21hedon
	6 point Likert scale; 6 = very much like me 1 = not at all like me; DK


Appendix 9: Elections and Party (Round 1, 2, and 3) 
	European Social Survey: Countries, Presidential, Parliamentary, Elections, Round 1, 2, 3.

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Elections
	Round 1
	Elections
	Round 2
	Elections
	Round 3
	Elections

	 
	Presiden-tial
	Parliamen-tary
	 
	Presiden-tial
	Parliamen-tary
	 
	Presiden-tial
	Parliamen-tary
	 
	Presiden-tial
	Parliamen-tary

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Austria
	 
	24.11.02
	02.02.03-30.09.03
	25.4.04
	 
	06.01.05-25.04.05
	 
	1.10.06
	18.07.07-05.11.07
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Belgium
	 
	 
	01.10.02-30.04.03
	 
	18.5.03
	04.10.04-31.01.05
	 
	 
	23.10.06-19.02.07
	 
	10.6.07

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Denmark
	 
	20.11.01
	28.10.02-19.06.03
	 
	 
	09.10.04-31.01.05
	 
	8.2.05
	19.09.06-02.05.07
	 
	13.11.07

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Finland
	20.01.00 and 10.02.00
	21.6.05
	09.09.02-10.12.02
	 
	16.3.03
	20.09.04-17.12.04
	15.01.06 and 29.01.06
	 
	18.09.06-20.12.06
	 
	18.3.07

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	France
	21.05.02 and 05.05.02
	09.06.02 and 16.06.02
	15.09.03-15.12.03
	 
	 
	27.11.04-04.03.05
	 
	 
	19.09.06-07.04.07
	22.04.07 and 06.05.07
	10.06.07 and 17.06.07

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Germany
	 
	9.9.02
	20.11.02-16.05.03
	 
	 
	26.08.04-16.01.05
	 
	18.9.05
	01.09.06-15.01.07
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Hungary
	 
	07.04.02 and 21.04.02
	29.10.02-26.11.02
	 
	 
	02.04.05-31.05.05
	 
	09.04.06 and 23.04.06
	21.11.06-28.01.07
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rep of Ireland
	 
	17.5.02
	11.12.02-12.04.03
	 
	 
	18.01.05-20.06.05
	 
	 
	14.09.06-31.08.07
	 
	24.5.07

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Netherlands
	 
	15.5.02
	01.09.02-24.02.03
	 
	22.1.03
	11.09.04-19.02.05
	 
	22.11.06
	16.09.06-18.03.07
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Norway
	 
	10.9.01
	16.09.02-17.01.03
	 
	 
	15.09.04-15.01.05
	 
	12.9.05
	21.08.06-19.12.06
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Poland
	22.6.05
	23.9.01
	30.09.02-19.12.02
	 
	 
	10.10.04-22.12.04
	9.10.05
	25.9.05
	02.10.06-13.12.06
	 
	21.10.07

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Portugal
	12.1.2001
	17.3.02
	26.09.02-20.01.03
	 
	 
	15.10.04-17.03.05
	22.1.06
	20.2.05
	12.10.06-28.02.07
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Slovenia
	 
	10.15.00
	17.10.02-30.11.02
	10.11.02-01.12.02
	3.10.04
	18.10.04-30.11.04
	 
	 
	18.10.06-04.12.06
	21.10.07-11.10.07
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Spain
	 
	12.03.02
	19.11.02-20.02.03
	 
	14.3.04
	27.09.04-31.01.05
	 
	 
	25.10.06-04.03.07
	 
	8.3.08

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Sweden
	 
	15.09.02
	23.09.02- 20.12.02
	 
	 
	29.09.04-19.01.05
	 
	17.09.06
	21.09.06-03.02.07
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Switzerland
	 
	24.10.99
	09.09.02-08.02.03
	 
	19.10.03
	15.09.04-28.02.05
	 
	 
	24.08.06-02.04.07
	 
	21.10.07

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	UK
	 
	7.6.01
	24.09.02-04.02.03
	 
	 
	27.09.04-16.03.05
	 
	5.05.05
	05.09.06-14.01.07
	 
	 


Appendix 10: Parties

	Families Party 
	The Communists
	The New Left
	Green Parties
	The Social Democrats
	The Agrarian or Centre Parties
	The Liberals
	The Christian Democrats
	The Conservatives
	The Extreme Right

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Austria
	Communist Party of Austria (KPÖ) 
	 
	The Green Alternative
	Social Democratic Party of Austria SPÖ
	 
	Liberal Forum (LIF) 
	Austrian People's Party ÖVP
	 
	Austrian Freedom Party FPÖ

	
	 
	 
	 
	Hans-Peter Martin's list
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Alliance for the Future of Austria

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Belgium
	 
	Socialist Party – Different
	Ecolo
	Socialist Party (France)
	 
	Open VLD (Dutch)
	Christen-Democratisch en Vlaams (CD&V)
	Nieuw-Vlaamse Alliantie
	Vlaams Belang

	
	 
	 
	Green!
	 
	 
	List Dedecker
	Humanist Democratic Centre
	 
	National Front

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Reformist Movement (France)
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Denmark
	 
	New Alliance
	 
	Social Liberal Party
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	Socialist People's Party
	 
	Social Democrats
	Centre Democrats
	Liberals
	Conservative People's Party
	Danish People's Party 
	Progress Party 

	
	 
	Red-Green Alliance
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Christian Democrats
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Finland
	Communist Party of Finland
	Left Alliance
	Green League
	Social Democratic Party of Finland SDP
	Centre Party of Finland
	Christian Democrats
	 
	National Coalition Party
	True Finns

	
	 
	 
	 
	Swedish Peoples' Party
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	France
	Revolutionary Communist League
	Citizen and Republican Movement
	The Greens 
	Socialist Party
	 
	Union for French Democracy 
	Union for a Popular Movement
	Movement for France
	National Front

	
	French Communist Party
	 
	 
	 
	 
	New Center
	 
	 
	 

	
	Workers' Struggle
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Germany
	Left Party/PDS
	 
	Alliance '90/The Greens
	Social Democratic Party of Germany
	 
	Free Democratic Party
	Christlich Soziale Union in Bayern (Christian Social Union in Bavaria)
	 
	National Democratic Party of Germany

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Christlich Demokratische Union Deutschlands (Christian Democratic Union)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	Hungary
	 
	 
	 
	Hungarian Socialist Party
	 
	Alliance of Free Democrats
	Fidesz - Hungarian Civic Union
	MIÉP-Jobbik Third Way Alliance of Parties
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Hungarian Democratic Forum
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Republic of Ireland
	 
	 
	Green Party
	Labour Party
	 
	Fianna Fáil
	Fine Gael
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	Sinn Féin
	 
	Progressive Democrats
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Nether-lands
	 
	UEL/NGL
	Global Greens
	Socialist International
	Independents Senate Fraction
	Liberal International
	Centrist Democrat International
	 
	Party for Freedom

	 
	 
	 
	Party for Animals
	European Christian Political Movement
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Reformed Political Party

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Liberal International
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Norway
	Red Electoral Alliance
	Socialist Left Party
	 
	Norwegian Labour Party
	Centre Party
	Progress Party
	Christian Democratic Party
	Conservative Party
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Liberal Party
	Coastal Party
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	Poland
	 
	 
	 
	Left and Democrats
	Self-Defence
	Real Politics Union
	Platforma Obywatelska
	Law and Justice
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Social Democracy of Poland
	 
	Polskie Stronnictwo Ludowe
	 
	League of Polish Families
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Portugal
	Portuguese Communist Party
	Left Bloc
	Ecologist Party "The Greens" 
	Partido Social Democrata 
	 
	 
	Social Democratic Party
	 
	 

	 
	Communist Party of the Portuguese Workers / Reorganizative Movement of the Party of the Proletariat
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Democratic and Social Centre/People's Party (Portuguese: Centro Democrático e Social/Partido Popular
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Spain
	United Left
	 
	 
	Spanish Socialist Workers' Party
	 
	Convergence and Union
	Partido Popular
	Basque Nationalist Party
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Republican Left of Catalonia
	 
	 
	 
	Galician Nationalist Bloc
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Slovenia
	Slovenian National Party
	Zares
	 
	Social Democrats
	Democratic Party of Pensioners of Slovenia
	 
	New Slovenia – Christian People's Party
	Slovenian Democratic Party
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Slovenian People's Party
	Liberal Democracy of Slovenia
	 
	 
	 

	Sweden
	 
	Left Party
	Green Party
	Swedish Social Democratic Party
	Centre Party
	Liberal People's Party
	Christian Democrats
	Moderate Party 
	Sweden Democrats

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Switzer-land
	 
	 
	Green Party of Switzerland
	Social Democratic Party of Switzerland
	 
	Free Democratic Party of Switzerland
	Christian Democratic People's Party of Switzerland
	Swiss People's Party
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Green Liberal Party of Switzerland
	 
	 
	Liberal Party of Switzerland
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	UK
	 
	 
	Green
	Labour
	UK Independence
	Liberal Democrat
	 
	(Great Britain): Conservative Party
	British National Party

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Scottish National Party
	 
	 
	 
	(Northern Ireland): Ulster Unionist Party
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Plaid Cymru
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Appendix 11: Schwartz Values Survey used in the ESS 2002, 2004 and 2006.

MALE RESPONDENTS

Here we briefly describe some people.  Please read each description and tick the box on each line that shows how much each person is or is not like you.

     How much like you is this person?

	
	Very much like me
	Like me
	Some-what like me
	A little like me
	Not like me
	Not like me at all

	A    Thinking up new ideas
 and being creative is important to him. He likes to do things in his own original way.  
	01
	    02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	B     It is important to him to be rich. He wants to have a lot of money and expensive
 things.   
	01
	    02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	C    He thinks it is important that every person in the world should be treated equally. He believes everyone should have equal opportunities in life.    
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	D    It's important to him to show
 his abilities. He wants people to admire
 what he does.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	E     It is important to him to live in secure
 surroundings. He avoids anything that might endanger his safety.    
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	F     He likes surprises and is always looking for new things to do. He thinks it is important to do lots of different things in life
.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	G    He believes that people should do what they're told
. He thinks people should follow rules
 at all times, even when no-one is watching.   
	1
	02
	03
	04
	05
	6

	H     It is important to him to listen to people who are different
 from him. Even when he disagrees with them, he still wants to understand them.  
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	I     It is important to him to be humble and modest. He tries not to draw attention to himself.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	J     Having a good time is important to him. He likes to “spoil”
 himself.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06


How much like you is this person?
	
	Very much like me
	Like me
	Some-what like me
	A little like me
	Not like me
	Not like me at all

	K       It is important to him to make his own decisions about what he does.  He likes to be free and not depend
 on others.
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	L       It's very important to him to help the people around him. He wants to care for
 their well-being.    
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	M      Being very successful is important to him. He hopes people will recognise his achievements.  
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	N       It is important to him that the government ensures
 his safety against all threats. He wants the state to be strong so it can defend its citizens.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	O      He looks for adventures and likes to take risks. He wants to have an exciting
 life.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	P       It is important to him always to behave properly. He wants to avoid doing anything people would say is wrong.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	Q      It is important to him to get
 respect from others. He wants people to do what he says.    
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	R      it is important to him to be loyal to his friends. He wants to devote
 himself to people close to him.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	S       He strongly believes that people should care for
 nature. Looking after the environment is important to him.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	R      Tradition is important to him. He tries to follow the customs handed down by his religion or his family.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	U       He seeks every chance
 he can to have fun. It is important to him to do things that give him pleasure.  


	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06


FEMALE RESPONDENTS

Here we briefly describe some people.  Please read each description and tick the box on each line that shows how much each person is or is not like you.

     How much like you is this person?
	
	Very much like me
	Like me
	Some-what like me
	A little like me
	Not like me
	Not like me at all

	A    Thinking up new ideas and being creative is important to her. She likes to do things in her own original way.  
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	B     It is important to her to be rich. She wants to have a lot of money and expensive things.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	C    She thinks it is important that every person in the world should be treated equally. She believes everyone should have equal opportunities in life.    
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	D    It's important to her to show her abilities. She wants people to admire what she does.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	E     It is important to her to live in secure surroundings. She avoids anything that might endanger her safety.    
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	F     She likes surprises and is always looking for new things to do. She thinks it is important to do lots of different things in life.
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	G    She believes that people should do what they're told. She thinks people should follow rules at all times, even when no-one is watching.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	H     It is important to her to listen to people who are different from her. Even when she disagrees with them, she still wants to understand them.  
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	I      It is important to her to be humble and modest. She tries not to draw attention to herself.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	J     Having a good time is important to her. She likes to “spoil” herself.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


How much like you is this person?
	
	Very much like me
	Like me
	Some-what like me
	A little like me
	Not like me
	Not like me at all

	K       It is important to her to make her own decisions about what she does.  She likes to be free and not depend on others.
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	L       It's very important to her to help the people around her. She wants to care for their well-being.    
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	M      Being very successful is important to her. She hopes people will recognise her achievements.  
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	N       It is important to her that the government ensures her safety against all threats. She wants the state to be strong so it can defend its citizens.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	O      She looks for adventures and likes to take risks. She wants to have an exciting life.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	P       It is important to her always to behave properly. She wants to avoid doing anything people would say is wrong.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	Q      It is important to her to get respect from others. She wants people to do what she says.    
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	R       it is important to her to be loyal to her friends. She wants to devote herself to people close to her.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	S       She strongly believes that people should care for nature. Looking after the environment is important to her.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	T      Tradition is important to her. She tries to follow the customs handed down by her religion or her family.   
	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06

	U      She seeks every chance she can to have fun. It is important to her to do things that give her pleasure.  


	01
	02
	03
	04
	05
	06


� From the Greek ‘amaranthos’ meaning everlasting. An amaranth is an imaginary flower which never fades (OED, 1996)


� This research uses the term ‘attitudes’ which, in the terms used in the present study, indeed they are. Batteries of up to 28 items, used to measure the degree of ‘conservatism’ were used. 


� �HYPERLINK "http://ess.nsd.uib.no/"�http://ess.nsd.uib.no/� 


� Participating countries with populations less than 2 million use an effective sample size target of 800.


� The act, state, or habit of being predominantly concerned with and obtaining gratification from what is outside the self.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/extroversion" �http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/extroversion� 


� Disposition in politics to preserve what is established. A political philosophy based on tradition and social stability, stressing established institutions, and preferring gradual development to abrupt change ; specifically : such a philosophy calling for lower taxes, limited government regulation of business and investing, a strong national defence, and individual financial responsibility for personal needs (as retirement income or health-care coverage. The tendency to prefer an existing or traditional situation to change. � HYPERLINK "http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/conservatism" �http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/conservatism� 


� A belief in human equality especially with respect to social, political, and economic rights and privileges. A social philosophy advocating the removal of inequalities among people. � HYPERLINK "http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/egalitarianism" �http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/egalitarianism� 


� Having new ideas, with an emphasis on the creative side of having them through generating them himself.


� “Expensive”: in the sense of costing a lot rather than their being ‘luxury’ items.


� The idea is to show whatever abilities he has, with no assumption that he actually has great abilities.  It is important to him to be perceived as being able.


� He wants his actions to be admired, not his person.


� In the sense of the surroundings actually being secure, and not that he feels secure.


� Important for himself (his life) is the focus.


� The idea here is that when someone else tells you what to do in actual interpersonal interaction, (implying also that the person has some authority), you should do it.


� “Rules” in the sense of ‘rules and regulations’.


� “Different” in almost any way.  The key idea is that he sees difference/diversity positively and as something worth learning about.


� “Spoil himself”: “treat himself” is another idiom.  Strongly negative ‘self-indulgence’ is not intended.


� In the sense of not to have to  depend on people


� “care for”: here in the sense of actively promote their well-being.


� “Ensures” in the sense of ‘guarantees’.


� “Exciting” more in the sense of ‘exhilarating’ than ‘dangerous’.


� Get/have this respect, not deserve respect


� “Devote”: is intended to covey deep concern for these people and readiness to invest his time, resources and energy in their welfare.


� “care for”: look after, basically synonymous with ‘looking after’ in the second sentence.


� Seeks: active pursuit rather than ‘taking every’ chance.


� Translators: see male version for annotations.






