Values, attitudes and party-preference:
Evidence from the European Social Survey
Jerry Johnson

Centre for Census and Survey Research

University of Manchester 

Oxford Road
Manchester
M13 9PL

Email: jerry.johnson@manchester.ac.uk   

March 2006 

 Abstract

Party preference tends to be explained with reference to party identification. Yet these two concepts, and indeed vote are often highly correlated. Demographics and attitudes often play a role in explanatory models, but such concepts as ideologies, beliefs and values are often omitted. Ideologies are constructed from underlying values. Different permutations of values form different ideologies. Values are prior, causal influences on attitudes, and party preference. Modeled appropriately, they can be shown to have a significant influence on political behaviour controlling for other factors. This research operationalises these concepts by using data from the European Social Survey (2004), 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 identification. A final model finds both values and attitudes to have independent influences on party preference. 

Introduction 
This research is a modest attempt to suggest that values, if appropriately operationalised, and placed appropriately in a causal model, offer at least part of the explanation for why individuals prefer one party rather than another. 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 are objects 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). 

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’ (Goren, 2001; 2004; 2005; Sturgis, 2003). The term ‘value’ conveys a sense of an indivisible, stable (if not permanent) position in regard to a particular idea (Sturgis, undated; Kinders and Sears, 1985). 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. Indeed, the equality scale might underlie the familiar left-right, liberal-conservative dimension (Bobbio, 1996). In this example, liberalism and conservatism are the ideologies; and equality is one of the values which underpins them (Rokeach, 1973). Ideologies consist of further values – such as positions on freedom; the environment; and the role of government. Ideologies, then, represent a range of permutations of underlying values. 

In contrast, attitudes are ephemeral positions on more transient objects (Sturgis, undated). An attitude 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, may contain measurement error although attitudes may be more susceptible if, as argued, they are more ephemeral.

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) invokes 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” (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; 1994); they are “desirable, transsituational goals” (Barnea and Schwartz, 1998, p. 21). 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” (Jowell et al, 2003 Ch3, p.4).

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 research 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. 

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?

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” seem 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 (Dalton and Nhu-Ngoc, 2005). 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, 2003) 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 research have found remarkable similarities across countries and cultures. 
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, 1960; Converse, 1964; Inglehart and Klingemann, 1976; Milner, 2002). 

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 (Heath et al, 1994) nationalism (Heath et al, 1999); environmentalism (van Deth and Scarbrough, 1998) and internationalism (van Deth and Scarbrough, 1998). 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 dimension. 

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 (1994), 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 behavioral 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 underly the values under consideration. 

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. Beliefs or values 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 research. Terminal values have more direct political implications. The following may be considered features of terminal, and thus of political values this research is attempting to specify.
Irreducible: Political values are irreducible – when you cannot go further in explaining the underlying reason for a position, i.e. responding to a ‘why…’ question with ‘because…’, a terminal value has been reached (Alford, Hibbing and Funk, 2005). 
Non-negotiable: Political values are fundamental stable beliefs which are resistant to change. Individual adherents to particular values hold fast to these positions, even if subconsciously (Goren, 2005). 

Positive: Political values are both pragmatic in that they imply an acknowledgement of the way the world is, but also idealistic in using those value assumptions to foresee an ideal political world, and ‘action principles’ to achieve it (Scarbrough, 1984).
Abstract/ Transcendent: Political values do not point directly to opinions and policies, those may be formed by a combination of influencing values. As such, they are abstract – non-specific – they transcend particular circumstances or dilemmas to provide a general stance (Schwartz, 1992)

Ontological: Political values convey a belief in what is, in what exists, in how things are, or how, ideally, things will or can be (Rokeach, 1973; Sturgis, undated). 
Cognitive: Political values are consciously if poorly understood – they operate in the minds of belief-holders as ‘guiding principles’ (Scarbrough, 1984). They are, therefore, applicable to all, not just to an educated elite (Converse, 1964). 
Universal: Political values are universal in the sense that different permutations of positions on several value scales represent different ideologies which may differ by time and place (Schwartz, 1994)
Existing operationalisations

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). 

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

Both the Rokeach and Schwartz schemas suggest the possibility that a single left-right (Bobbio, 1996), liberal-conservative (Converse, 1964) 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. 
Hypothesis

Values, appropriately formulated and measured, have a significant role in the explanation for party preference. In order to test this hypothesis, an existing dataset 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 (See Figure 2).

Figure 2: Hypothetical model          
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Data: The European Social Survey

The European Social Survey (henceforth ESS) provides a rich source of data across 23 European countries (2004 wave). Each participating country sought to achieve an effective sample size of 1,500 to provide representativeness of the population
. The total n for the 2004 round was 45381. A total of 563 variables are available. For the following analysis, the GB subset has been used (n = 1897, response rate 50.64%).
Many social surveys include measures of party-preference; vote; and political participation; and all include some form of demographic profile. However, values, as defined here, are rarely addressed. The ESS contains a 21 question battery derived from Rokeach (1973) and Schwartz (1994). The values questionnaire used in the ESS can be seen in Appendix A. 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.
Operationalisation and exploratory univariate analysis

Two types of dependent variables are considered: The first type is the battery of attitude questions. These are measured on 5 point likert scales, and are also considered having been dichotomised into agree/disagree variables. The second dependent type is a single variable - party-preference which is presented as a nominal variable containing categories appropriate to GB (See Table 1). However, the valid n for this variable is constrained by the number answering a previous question on party identification in the negative. Furthermore, as the n for party support outside of the major three GB parties is so low (other); these have been excluded from the analysis.
Table 1: Party preference GB only
	Which party feel closer to, United Kingdom
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Valid
	Conservative
	248
	13.06
	29.05

	
	Labour
	382
	20.12
	44.74

	
	Liberal Democrat
	131
	6.89
	15.31

	
	Other
	93
	4.91
	10.91

	
	Total
	854
	44.97
	100.00

	Missing 
	1044
	55.03
	

	Total
	 
	1897
	100.00
	 


Source: ESS, 2004
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).

There are three sets of independent variables. Firstly there are our values measures – a battery of 21 questions described above (and shown in Appendix A). Secondly, demographic variables which encompass sex, age, education, ethnicity, religiosity, and class (see below). Lastly, a set of five attitudinal variables. 

The Schwartz Values Survey

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 21 measures (not shown) 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. 
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).

Table 2: Ordered mean scores of ESS Values Measures

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Skewness
	Std. Error of Skewness
	Kurtosis
	Std. Error of Kurtosis

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Creativity
	1866
	2.669
	1.271
	0.518
	0.057
	-0.531
	0.113

	Wealth
	1869
	4.298
	1.286
	-0.846
	0.057
	0.014
	0.113

	Equality
	1864
	2.197
	1.102
	0.935
	0.057
	0.333
	0.113

	Ability
	1859
	3.019
	1.294
	0.322
	0.057
	-0.901
	0.113

	Security
	1867
	2.293
	1.197
	0.944
	0.057
	0.196
	0.113

	Experimentalism
	1867
	2.982
	1.315
	0.293
	0.057
	-0.872
	0.113

	Obedience
	1861
	3.345
	1.364
	0.053
	0.057
	-1.031
	0.113

	Cosmopolitanism
	1859
	4.602
	1.051
	-0.823
	0.057
	0.300
	0.113

	Humility
	1864
	2.877
	1.258
	0.454
	0.057
	-0.674
	0.113

	Fun-Seeking
	1865
	3.352
	1.356
	-0.051
	0.057
	-1.026
	0.113

	Freedom
	1866
	2.197
	1.089
	1.027
	0.057
	0.723
	0.113

	Pastoral
	1869
	2.118
	0.946
	0.863
	0.057
	0.628
	0.113

	Success
	1867
	3.433
	1.386
	-0.004
	0.057
	-1.063
	0.113

	Strong government
	1835
	2.406
	1.184
	0.819
	0.057
	0.074
	0.114

	Adventurousness
	1868
	3.875
	1.435
	-0.427
	0.057
	-0.851
	0.113

	Well behaved
	1869
	2.622
	1.238
	0.681
	0.057
	-0.347
	0.113

	Respect
	1856
	3.238
	1.343
	0.158
	0.057
	-1.011
	0.114

	Loyalty
	1868
	1.923
	0.864
	1.132
	0.057
	1.824
	0.113

	Environmentalism
	1868
	2.255
	1.123
	0.852
	0.057
	0.196
	0.113

	Traditionalism
	1862
	2.854
	1.455
	0.476
	0.057
	-0.908
	0.113

	Hedonisism
	1868
	3.005
	1.280
	0.264
	0.057
	-0.758
	0.113


Source: ESS, 2004, GB data
Demographic controls

In this and further tests, demographic controls are added. Six basic demographic variables have been created. Age (age) is a simple continuous variable derived from the year of birth data in the ESS producing age in 2004. Sex is a dummy variable (sexdummy) with male coded at 1, and female as 0. Class (class) provides a more difficult challenge. This concept has been variously described as economic, attitudinal, and occupational; and operationalised using, inter alia, income, wealth, occupation, attitudes, parental influence and upbringing (Butler and Stokes, 1974; Crewe, 1986; Dalton, 1996; Heath et al, 1985; 1991). Constructing a definition of class using the ESS, particularly as a simple dichotomous variable was preferred, has led to the use of the ISCO occupational codes as the operationalisation of class. These were divided into two groups forming working-class (coded 0), and middle-class (coded 1). This is a blunt device, but more elaborate solutions entail greater problems of interpretation. 

Religiosity (rlgdgr) is measured on a continuous 0-10 scale. Education (eduyrs) was operationalised using the variable for number of years of full-time education and thus provided a further interval variable. Ethnicity (ethnic) was operationalised as another simple dichotomy – whether a respondent considered themselves to be a member of an ethnic minority or not with ethnic coded 1, otherwise 0. 

Attitudes

The 2004 wave of the ESS offers a number of orthogonal general attitudes measures. These attitudes are as follows: An attitude to government intervention to reduce income differences (gincdif); an attitude regarding freedom for homosexuals to live as they wish (freehms); an attitude regarding the banning of extreme political parties (prtyban); an attitude regarding the use of science to solve environmental problems (scnsenv); and an attitude regarding obedience of the law (olwmsop). These attitudes are measured on a five point likert scale and, for some analysis, recoded as dichotomous variables (agree/disagree). 

Initial bivariate analysis - values and attitudes

Before embarking on higher levels of analysis, one premise of this research – that values influence attitudes - may be examined by reviewing simple crosstabulations of values and attitudes. These scales have been developed independently; the values scale tested and refined by Schwartz over many years and applied to various countries (Schwartz, 1992); the attitudes scale an orthogonal set of measures developed by the ESS team but emulating previously tried and tested operationalisations (Jowell et al, 2006). First, spearman’s correlations between each value and each of the five attitudes are examined (Table 3). 
Table 3: Spearman’s correlations – values and attitudes 
	
	Gincdif
	
	freehms
	
	Olwmsop
	
	Prtyban
	
	Scnsenv

	 
	RS
	
	RS
	
	RS
	
	RS
	
	RS

	Creativity
	0.010
	
	0.094
	
	0.001
	
	0.002
	
	0.066

	Wealth
	0.050
	
	-0.073
	
	-0.135
	
	-0.006
	
	0.130

	Equality
	0.186
	
	0.160
	
	0.136
	
	0.095
	
	0.028

	Ability
	-0.007
	
	0.068
	
	0.013
	
	-0.034
	
	0.095

	Security
	0.120
	
	-0.013
	
	0.151
	
	0.097
	
	0.110

	Experimentalism
	0.064
	
	0.070
	
	0.019
	
	-0.018
	
	0.075

	Obedience
	0.103
	
	-0.096
	
	0.253
	
	0.058
	
	0.092

	Cosmopolitanism
	0.103
	
	0.165
	
	-0.131
	
	-0.059
	
	-0.030

	Humility
	0.136
	
	-0.040
	
	0.151
	
	0.061
	
	0.092

	Fun-Seeking
	0.046
	
	0.039
	
	-0.075
	
	-0.080
	
	0.095

	Freedom
	0.067
	
	0.056
	
	0.054
	
	0.024
	
	-0.022

	Pastoral
	0.143
	
	0.086
	
	0.109
	
	0.041
	
	0.024

	Success
	-0.002
	
	0.024
	
	-0.012
	
	-0.017
	
	0.118

	Strong government
	0.096
	
	-0.061
	
	0.131
	
	0.128
	
	0.124

	Adventurousness
	-0.050
	
	0.032
	
	-0.154
	
	-0.089
	
	0.110

	Well behaved
	0.070
	
	-0.088
	
	0.323
	
	0.104
	
	0.075

	Respect
	0.042
	
	-0.111
	
	0.024
	
	0.004
	
	0.035

	Loyalty
	0.122
	
	0.058
	
	0.133
	
	0.058
	
	0.034

	Environmentalism
	0.107
	
	0.012
	
	0.112
	
	0.082
	
	0.045

	Traditionalism
	0.094
	
	-0.168
	
	0.149
	
	0.140
	
	0.089

	Hedonistic
	-0.006
	
	-0.012
	
	-0.062
	
	-0.015
	
	0.140


Gincdif = Government should reduce income differences; Freehms = Homosexuals should be free to live as they wish; Olwmsop = Law should always be obeyed; Prtyban = Parties wishing to overthrow democracy should be banned; Scnsenv = Science can solve environmental problems

Source: ESS, 2004, GB data n = 1987
Table 3 shows that there are several significant correlations between values and attitudes. Generally speaking, these produce coefficients with the expected sign. For example, the value of ‘equality’ is positively correlated with gincdif (Government should reduce income differences), and the ‘respect’ value is negatively correlated with freehms (Homosexuals should be free to live as they wish). However, these relationships are far from strong. In fact the strongest correlations is between the ‘obedience’ value and olwmsop (Law should always be obeyed) with a spearman’s correlation coefficient of 0.253. 
These correlations are, at best, modest. They suggest that insofar as values influence attitudes, they may do so in a diffuse, indirect way. However the ESS attitudes are more obviously political in nature; whilst the values stem from the psychological literature and refer partly to personality traits (Rokeach, 1973). This is a disjuncture which may constitute a weakness in the data and analysis. However, the next step is to consider values in a regression model. 
Logistic regression – values and attitudes
A logistic regression was conducted to test associations between each of the values and attitudes. In order to satisfy the assumptions of logistic regression; and produce a manageable  table, the attitudes have been dichotomised (agree / disagree). The resulting data is shown in Table 4. In this test all 21 values have been introduced simultaneously and resulting significant correlations shown in bold indicate relationships between each value and attitude. 
These correlations have immediate intuitive salience; the direction of association (the ‘signs’) tend to be as one might have expected. This is further evidence therefore, that our values and attitudes are correlated; and that the former may be having an influence on the latter. 

Certain values have a significant influence on more than one attitude. However, no values are significantly correlated with more than two of the five attitudes. Several values fail to find significant correlation with any of the attitudes: creativity, pastoral, success, loyalty, and environmentalism. On the whole, these values could be considered ‘instrumental’ and therefore may be expected to have less impact on these more explicitly ‘political’ attitudes than do more political, ‘terminal’values.  
The most significant correlations show an expected influence of value on attitude. For example, equality is significantly positively correlated with dvgredin (government should reduce income inequalities) 0.239; cosmopolitanism with dvhomook (Homosexuals should be free to live as they wish) 0.482; and obedience and well behaved with dvobylaw (Law should always be obeyed) 0.314 and 0.417 respectively. Meanwhile, negative correlations are also as expected: adventurousness with dvobylaw – 0.223; obedience with dvhomook -0.272; and freedom with dvscienc (Science can solve environmental problems). However, once again, these coefficients can at best be described as modest, and the R2 statistics of these models are similarly weak. 
Table 4: Logistic  regression: Values and dichotomized attitudes.
	Values (independent)
	dvgredin
	dvhomook
	dvobylaw
	dvbanprt
	dvscienc

	 
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE

	Creativity
	-0.059
	0.063
	0.003
	0.079
	0.098
	0.077
	-0.096
	0.059
	0.018
	0.058

	Wealth
	-0.073
	0.060
	-0.307
	0.077
	-0.212
	0.072
	0.117
	0.062
	0.081
	0.059

	Equality
	0.239
	0.065
	0.009
	0.089
	0.096
	0.082
	0.125
	0.064
	-0.053
	0.064

	Ability
	-0.144
	0.067
	0.106
	0.084
	-0.071
	0.081
	-0.074
	0.062
	-0.061
	0.061

	Security
	0.047
	0.064
	0.057
	0.087
	0.030
	0.077
	0.144
	0.059
	0.183
	0.060

	Experimentalism
	0.079
	0.065
	0.059
	0.085
	0.226
	0.083
	0.015
	0.063
	-0.084
	0.061

	Obedience
	0.096
	0.058
	-0.272
	0.079
	0.314
	0.071
	-0.059
	0.057
	0.056
	0.055

	Cosmopolitanism
	-0.100
	0.075
	0.482
	0.091
	-0.051
	0.088
	0.064
	0.071
	-0.078
	0.071

	Humility
	0.174
	0.059
	-0.064
	0.082
	-0.115
	0.074
	-0.028
	0.059
	0.140
	0.057

	Fun-Seeking
	0.000
	0.066
	0.176
	0.084
	-0.060
	0.083
	-0.143
	0.064
	0.033
	0.063

	Freedom
	-0.004
	0.068
	-0.068
	0.091
	-0.060
	0.087
	-0.079
	0.069
	-0.212
	0.067

	Pastoral
	0.059
	0.084
	0.035
	0.106
	-0.082
	0.105
	0.014
	0.079
	-0.122
	0.081

	Success
	-0.023
	0.066
	0.048
	0.085
	0.010
	0.083
	-0.009
	0.063
	0.096
	0.061

	Strong government
	0.007
	0.066
	-0.051
	0.089
	0.029
	0.073
	0.124
	0.062
	0.185
	0.061

	Adventurousness
	-0.027
	0.061
	0.026
	0.077
	-0.223
	0.077
	0.000
	0.058
	0.160
	0.059

	Well behaved
	-0.031
	0.067
	-0.056
	0.092
	0.417
	0.078
	0.041
	0.066
	0.073
	0.063

	Respect
	0.039
	0.060
	-0.114
	0.079
	-0.071
	0.074
	-0.038
	0.060
	-0.148
	0.057

	Loyalty
	0.042
	0.093
	-0.022
	0.125
	0.163
	0.115
	-0.011
	0.092
	0.016
	0.089

	Environmentalism
	-0.047
	0.069
	0.079
	0.088
	-0.008
	0.081
	-0.128
	0.070
	0.011
	0.066

	Traditionalism
	0.036
	0.054
	-0.164
	0.076
	-0.034
	0.065
	0.143
	0.052
	0.067
	0.050

	Hedonistic
	0.059
	0.068
	-0.218
	0.088
	-0.080
	0.084
	0.079
	0.065
	0.192
	0.063

	Constant
	-0.486
	0.536
	2.720
	0.729
	0.073
	0.663
	0.070
	0.525
	-1.190
	0.559

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	-2 Log-likelihood
	1406.345
	 
	940.108
	 
	1031.471
	 
	1476.532
	 
	1480.551
	 

	Cox & Snell R 2
	.039
	 
	.058
	 
	.102
	 
	.038
	 
	.083
	 

	Nagelkerke R2
	.060
	 
	.117
	 
	.181
	 
	.054
	 
	.115
	 


dvgredin = Government should reduce income differences; dvhomook = Homosexuals should be free to live as they wish; dvobylaw = Law should always be obeyed; dvbnprt = Parties wishing to overthrow democracy should be banned; dvscienc = Science can solve environmental problems. Significant coefficients in bold p<0.05.
Source: ESS, 2004, GB data, n=1987
The logistic regressions show a continued and slightly stronger association between values and dichotomised attitudes. However, dealing with 21 separate values is cumbersome, and some data-reduction procedure may provide latent concepts – meta-values which encompass our rage of value measures. 

Principal Components Analysis – 21 value questions

A principal components analysis (PCA) is computed using varimax rotation, and deleting cases on a pair-wise basis. The initial test restricts components to those with an eigenvalue of greater than 1 produced four components in accordance with the Kaiser criterion (Kaiser, 1960)
Table 5 shows the communalities of the extracted components. Table 6 goes on to display the four extracted components.
Table 5: ESS Schwartz Values Measures PCA Eigenvalues

	Component
	Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
	Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

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

	1
	4.829
	22.995
	22.995
	3.776
	17.983
	17.983

	2
	2.929
	13.948
	36.943
	2.356
	11.221
	29.205

	3
	1.557
	7.412
	44.355
	2.286
	10.885
	40.089

	4
	1.088
	5.180
	49.535
	1.984
	9.446
	49.535

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
	
	
	


 Source: ESS, 2004, GB data, n=1987
Table 6 details the correlation of each component and its constituent values. All bivariate correlations above .4 are shown. These four components are perhaps more easily interpretable in political terms than many of the underlying individual values.
Table 6: ESS Values Survey PCA Component Matrix
	Rotated Component Matrix
	
	
	
	

	 
	Component

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	Success
	0.741
	 
	 
	 

	Hedonistic
	0.740
	 
	 
	 

	Adventurousness
	0.712
	 
	 
	 

	Wealth
	0.688
	 
	 
	 

	Fun-Seeking
	0.639
	 
	 
	 

	Ability
	0.634
	 
	 
	 

	Experimentalism
	0.586
	 
	 
	 

	Respect
	0.487
	 
	 
	 

	Cosmopolitanism
	 
	0.667
	 
	 

	Equality
	 
	0.628
	 
	 

	Pastoral
	 
	0.594
	 
	 

	Creativity
	 
	0.483
	 
	 

	Freedom
	 
	0.436
	 
	 

	Obedience
	 
	 
	0.715
	 

	Well Behaved
	 
	 
	0.663
	 

	Secure
	 
	 
	0.601
	 

	Humility
	 
	 
	0.552
	 

	Strong government
	 
	 
	 
	0.508

	Loyalty
	 
	 
	 
	0.536

	Environmentalism
	 
	 
	 
	0.648

	Tradition
	 
	 
	 
	0.703

	Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

	a
	Rotation converged in 9 iterations.


Note: Determinant: 0.004; KMO Test: 0.868; Bartlett’s Test: 9768.046; significant (p< .001)

Source: ESS, 2004, GB data, n=1987
Table 7 shows the component number, and new label and variable description which will be used in further tests.

Table 7: Extracted values components and labels
	Component No
	Variable name
	Descriptor

	1
	Vc1extro
	Extrovert

	2
	Vc2liber
	Liberal

	3
	Vc3intro
	Introvert 

	4
	Vc4conse
	Conservative


The extracted components are interpreted as value-components as follows:

Value component 1: Extroversion 
With strong positive correlations with success, hedonism, adventurousness, wealth, fun-seeking, ability, experimentalism and respect-seeking - this value represents a self-regarding, self-confident, gregarious, achievement-driven orientation.
Value component 2: Liberalism 
With strong positive correlations with cosmopolitanism, equality, pastoral, creativity and freedom -  this value represents a classic liberal orientation.
Value component 3: Introversion 
With strong positive correlations with obedience, well-behaved, security and humility -  this value represents a submissive, introversion orientation.
Value component 4: Conservatism 
With strong positive correlations with strong government, loyalty, environmentalism and tradition - this value represents a classic conservative orientation..  
These components are to some extent determined by the Schwartz schema which posits four value domains: extroversion, introversion, liberalism and conservatism. It is unsurprising although reassuring that analysis of the ESS 2004 GB data produces values-components which echo this design. However, it may be that this design, which is psychological and instrumental in nature as much as it is political and terminal, constrains the pursuit of political values. However, in the following analysis, these value-components can now be used as independent predictors.
Logistic regression – value-components and binary attitudes
The following regresses dichotomous attitudes on the values-components to identify significant correlations. These would be expected to resemble the results in our linear regression above which regresses each individual value on dichotomous attitudes. Repeating this with the derived value-components produces the results shown in Table 8. In this test all 4 values-components traits have been introduced simultaneously along with the six demographic controls. The resulting significant correlations shown in bold indicate relationships between each value and attitude. 
Initial examination of the correlations shows values to remain significant in several cases. Once again, the direction of association meets intuitive expectations. 
The extrovert value-component is significantly correlated with two attitudes – negatively with obeying the law; and positively with scientific experimentation. This value-component appears to capture predispositions which are uncomfortable with traditional conventions. The liberal value-component performs as expected. It is positively correlated with income redistribution and attitudes to homosexuals. The introversion value-component is perhaps the most interesting as it is significantly correlated with all five attitudes. It is positively correlated with income redistribution, obedience of the law, banning anti-democratic political parties and scientific experimentation. Its only negative correlation is with attitudes to homosexuals. Whilst the label assigned to this value-component implies less political influence, it appears to provide some degree of explanation for each of the political attitudes. The conservative value-component also performs as expected although it is not quite the obverse of the liberal value-component. It is positively correlated with obeying the law and scientific experimentation, and negatively with attitudes to homosexuals. 
The third and fourth value-components, introversion and conservatism look somewhat similar – they agree on three attitudes, and do not disagree on any. They may indeed reveal different aspects of an over-arching value of cautious, risk-averse, self-conscious, conservative predisposition. 

Table 8: Logistic regression: Values-components and dichotomous attitudes

	Values
	dvgredin
	Dvhomook
	Dvobylaw
	dvbanprt
	dvscienc

	
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vc1extro
	-0.086
	0.079
	-0.009
	0.108
	-0.256
	0.098
	0.023
	0.076
	0.206
	0.072

	Vc2liber
	0.263
	0.070
	0.299
	0.101
	0.108
	0.084
	0.005
	0.065
	-0.029
	0.065

	Vc3intro
	0.160
	0.071
	-0.245
	0.106
	0.596
	0.087
	0.181
	0.067
	0.222
	0.065

	Vc4conse
	-0.031
	0.075
	-0.214
	0.108
	0.222
	0.090
	0.051
	0.072
	0.151
	0.070

	Age
	-0.003
	0.005
	-0.010
	0.006
	0.016
	0.006
	0.006
	0.005
	-0.009
	0.004

	Sex (female)
	-0.103
	0.145
	-0.948
	0.203
	-0.533
	0.178
	-0.089
	0.137
	0.244
	0.133

	Class (working)
	0.651
	0.156
	-0.810
	0.239
	0.004
	0.196
	0.269
	0.148
	0.195
	0.150

	Religiosity
	0.059
	0.027
	-0.131
	0.037
	0.057
	0.032
	0.054
	0.025
	-0.019
	0.025

	Education
	-0.043
	0.026
	0.006
	0.037
	0.045
	0.032
	-0.071
	0.025
	-0.050
	0.024

	Ethnic (yes)
	0.795
	0.359
	-1.474
	0.310
	-0.658
	0.328
	0.606
	0.313
	0.459
	0.286

	Constant
	1.298
	0.496
	4.546
	0.726
	0.666
	0.605
	1.128
	0.480
	1.503
	0.470

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	1278
	
	1405
	
	1304
	
	1198
	
	1124
	

	-2 Log-likelihood
	1288.297
	
	784.168
	
	933.913
	
	1373.349
	
	1395.138
	

	Cox & Snell R squ
	0.052
	
	0.078
	
	0.091
	
	0.046
	
	0.050
	

	Nagelkerke R squ
	0.079
	
	0.165
	
	0.163
	
	0.065
	
	0.069
	


Source: ESS, 2004, GD data, n=1897
Significant coefficients in bold p<0.05.
The demographic controls are also revealing. Age is positively correlated with obeying the law, and negatively with scientific experimentation. Sex (female) is – perhaps surprisingly - strongly negatively correlated with attitudes to homosexuals and obeying the law. Class (working) is strongly correlated with two attitudes – positively with income redistribution and negatively with attitudes to homosexuals. Religiosity is positively correlated with income redistribution and banning anti-democratic political parties, and negatively correlated with attitudes to homosexuals. Education is negatively correlated with banning anti-democratic political parties and scientific experimentation. Finally, ethnicity is strongly negatively associated with attitudes to homosexuals and obeying the law. 
Multinomial Logit – values-components and party preference
The final model in this analysis tests the causal influence of values on party preference. For this analysis, the value-components, attitudes and demographic controls are utilised as predictors.  Figure 3 shows the party preference data used as the dependent variable in this analysis. Party preference is, of course, the variable which elsewhere may be used to represent - or as an operationalistaion of - party identification. It was not the intention of this research to explain party identification – the use of the same measure is entirely a function of the availability of appropriate measures. However, one could also consider this a test of what informs party identification. That a combination of values and attitides, with demographic controls, together create a preference for a particular party makes intuitive sense. 

Figure 3: GB Party preference in ESS 2004 
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Source: ESS, 2004, GB data, n=1897
However, here is considered, using a multinomial logit regression technique, the correlation of the values-components and demographic controls on preferences for the three major parties. The analysis compares preference for Labour and the Liberal-Democrats with preferences for the Conservatives. The interpretation should be seen in these terms.

Table 9: Multinomial Logit: Values traits, demographics, attitudes and party preference 
	GBPID Lib-Lab-Con

 
	B
	Std. Error

	
	
	
	

	Lib
	Intercept
	2.722
	1.124

	
	VC1EXTRO
	-0.058
	0.145

	
	VC2LIBER
	0.307
	0.131

	
	VC3INTRO
	-0.245
	0.132

	
	VC4CONSE
	-0.400
	0.142

	
	GINCDIF
	-0.717
	0.137

	
	FREEHMS
	0.137
	0.142

	
	OLWMSOP
	-0.144
	0.157

	
	PRTYBAN
	0.174
	0.113

	
	SCNSENV
	-0.131
	0.135

	
	AGE
	-0.026
	0.009

	
	SEXDUMMY
	-0.306
	0.264

	
	CLASS
	0.059
	0.273

	
	RLGDGR
	-0.027
	0.049

	
	EDUYRS
	0.001
	0.038

	Lab
	Intercept
	3.816
	0.878

	
	VC1EXTRO
	0.056
	0.112

	
	VC2LIBER
	0.204
	0.099

	
	VC3INTRO
	-0.122
	0.103

	
	VC4CONSE
	-0.330
	0.108

	
	GINCDIF
	-0.514
	0.098

	
	FREEHMS
	0.051
	0.106

	
	OLWMSOP
	-0.056
	0.119

	
	PRTYBAN
	0.090
	0.088

	
	SCNSENV
	-0.266
	0.105

	
	AGE
	-0.031
	0.007

	
	SEXDUMMY
	0.344
	0.200

	
	CLASS
	0.567
	0.210

	
	RLGDGR
	0.052
	0.037

	
	EDUYRS
	-0.043
	0.030

	a
	The reference category is: Con.


Note: -2 Log Likelihood intercept only = 1338.036; final model = 1189.993 significant at p<0.001. Cox and Snell R square = 201; Nagelkerke R square = .231; McFadden R square = .111. Source: ESS, 2004, GB data, n-1897.

Both Liberal and Labour preferers, in contrast to Conservative preferers are distinguished by positive liberalism and negative conservatism values. This is unsurprising, but significant in that these value-components, which consist of underlying individual values, remain significant even when attitudes and demographics are included in the model. One attitude is particularly significant – a positive attitude to government intervention to reduce income differences. For labour preferers, a positive attitude to scientific solutions to environmental problems is also significant. For both Labour and Liberal democrat preferers, age (being younger) is significant, as is class (i.e. being ‘working class) for Labour. However, whilst this model is significant, it is of modest strength. 
Discussion
Inadvertently, this research has suggested some explanations for party identification. A party preference is to some extent a function of exogenous variables – established by birth and early socialization – and values which in turn shape attitudes. To use party identification as an explanatory factor in party choice and vote may merely be to use a surrogate which imperfectly represents more fundamental causal factors. The debate as to whether party identification causes attitudes; or vice-versa is confounded by the evidence that something more fundamental – values - influence both. 
However, this research does not set out primarily to analyze party identification, rather it attempts to model party preference using ideological objects – values. Cast as the most fundamental factors in a causal chain, values have at least some role in determining party preference. However, party preference is apt to change where values are not – at least not as quickly – so values alone cannot determine the outcome. What this research has shown is that such ideological concepts deserve further examination, and may indeed survive in a parsimonious explanatory model for party choice and vote. One could have examined all manner of additional contributing factors to this outcome – geography; knowledge; political interest; campaign effects; policy and leader evaluations – all of which undoubtedly play some role in determining electoral outcomes. However, our use of values with only minimal demographic controls shows that if we accept that they play a fundamental role, they may also influence many of these additional factors. If we were to offer a comprehensive model including all such causal factors, values may be drowned out by other, more ephemeral items. 
Similarly, ideological labels – the familiar terms used in politics – liberalism, conservatism socialism etc. appear to subsume permutations of value positions. Ideologies are themselves surrogates for more fundamental causal factors. As we have seen, many of the values and attitudes can be seen in these wider ideological terms – clustering particularly around the dichotomous ideological concepts of conservatism and liberalism. Values positions are, however, not discrete to different ideologies. A belief in human equality is common to socialism and social democracy; and in liberty common to social democracy and conservatism. It is the variance both in value positions and premutations of value positions which determine the more complex ideological concepts. 
The values and attitudes measures in the ESS do not fit as well as one may have preferred. The values battery emerges from work in the field of social psychology – and relates to individual personality traits rather than to ‘political’ beliefs. Whilst one should be careful not to ‘read back’ attitudes to values and construct a set of value questions which will inevitably fit better; clearly a more politically themed set of measures would be preferable. Some of the ESS values are useful – those on freedom, equality, tradition, cosmopolitanism, environmentalism and government have immediate relevance; but those on for example, creativity, success, hedonism, experimentalism and adventurousness seem more to do with how individuals describe their behaviour, rather than their beliefs. One does not ‘believe’ in success – one seeks it. A more ‘political’ (in its widest sense) battery of value questions may capture personal ideology more effectively and provide greater explanatory power for attitudes and behaviour. 

Comprehensive explanatory models for party preference and vote-choice have included inter alia, demographics, attitudes, political socialization, political interest and knowledge, campaign effects and party identification. The present research has attempted to specify an explanatory model which includes values as fundamental causal factors. These values operate both directly on party preference, and via attitudes. 

This test has not been entirely successful. Although values, and latent components extracted from a battery of values measures have shown many to have a significant statistical impact on attitudes and party preference, their explanatory power tends to be weak.  The final multinomial logit test shows that including both values and attitudes, along with demographic controls in the model provides a stronger explanation for party preference. This suggests that whilst values may influence attitudes; the latter has an additional role in influencing party preferences (See Figure 4). Values by no means map perfectly onto attitudes. 
Figure 4: Final Model of Party Preference


[image: image4]
Demographics play only a minor role in the explanatory model. Sex (female) distinguishes, ceteris paribus, a Labour from Conservative preference. Age fails to reach levels of significance, as does class suggesting that it may be deconstructed into values and attitudes. 
A more appropriate set of values measures may provide improved explanations for attitudes and party preference. However, values alone are unlikely to be sufficient to explain why an individual prefers one party over another. No ephemeral measures have been included in the in the final model – factors which may provide additional explanations for party choice, and which may explain switching between parties. 

Further research is required. A set of more specific political values needs to be established. That may provide a stronger explanation for attitudes and party preference. However, the relationship between values and attitudes requires further investigation. They may provide both an independent and related set of causal factors for party choice. 
Bibliography

· Alvarez, R. M., Nagler, J. and Niemann. (1998). Parties, Issue Spaces, and Voting: A Comparative Perspective. Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, Illinois.

· Barnea, M. and S. Schwartz (1998). "Values and voting." Political Psychology 19(1): 17-40.

· Bartle, J. (1998). "Left-Right Position Matters,But Does Social Class? Causal Models of the 1992 British General Election." British Journal of Political. Science 28: 501-529.
· Blais, A., R. Nadeau, et al. (2001). "The formation of party preferences: Testing the proximity and directional models." European Journal of Political Research 40: 81-91. 
· Bobbio, N. (1996). Left and Right. Cambridge, Polity Press.

· Budge, I. (1994). "A New spatial theory of party competition: Uncertainty, ideology and policy equilibria viewed comparatively and temporally." British Journal of Political Science 24: 443-467.
· Budge, I., H.-D. Klingemann, et al. (2001). Mapping Policy Preferences: Estimates for Parties, Electors, and Governments 1945-1998. Oxford, Oxford University Press.

· Butler, D. and D. Stokes (1974). Political Change in Britain. London, MacMillan.

· Campbell, A., P. E. Converse, et al. (1964). The American Voter. Chicago, IL, Chicago University Press.

· Cho, S. and J. W. Endersby (2003). "Issues, the spatial theory of voting, and British general elections: A comparison of proximity and directional models." Public Choice 114: 275-293.

· Converse, P. E. (1964). The nature of belief systems in mass publics. Ideology and Discontent. D. Apter. New York, Free Press.

· Crewe, I. (1986). "On the death and resurrection of class voting: some comments on 'How Britain Votes'." Political Studies 34: 620-38.

· Dalton, R. (1996). Citizen Politics. Chatham, New Jersey, Chatham House Publishers.

· Dalton, R. and Nhu-Ngoc T. Ong, "The Vietnamese Public in Transition: The 2001 World Values Survey" (November 1, 2001). Center for the Study of Democracy. Paper 01-09. http://repositories.cdlib.org/csd/01-09 
· Downs, A. (1957). An Economic Theory of Democracy. New York, Harper Row.

· Feldman, S. (2003). Values, ideology and the structure of political attitudes. Oxford Handbook of Political Pychology. D. Sears, L. Hudy and R. Jervis. Oxford, Oxford University Press: 477-504.

· Fieldhouse, E. (1995). "Thatcherism and the changing geography of political attitudes." Politial Geography 14(1): 3-30.

· Goren, P. (2001). "Core principles and policy reasoning in mass publics: A test of two theories." British Journal of Political Science 31(1): 159-175.

· Goren, P. (2004). "Political sophistication and policy reasoning: a reconsideration." American Journal of Political Science 48(3): 462-478.

· Goren, P. (2005). "Party identification and core political values." American Journal of Political Science 49(4).

· Grofman, B., Ed. (1994). Information, Participation, and Choice: An Economic Theory of Democracy in Perspective. Ann Arbor, The University of Michigan Press.

· Heath, A., B. Taylor, et al. (1999). "British National Sentiment." British Journal of Political Science 29: 155-175.
· Heath, A., G. Evans, et al. (1994). "The measurement of core beliefs and values: The development of balanced socialist/laissez faire and libertarian/authoritarian scales." British Journal of Political Science(1): 115-132.

· Heath, A., R. Jowell, Curtice, J. Field, J. and Witherspoon, S. (1991). Understanding Political Change: The British Voter 1964-1987. Oxford, Pergamon Press.

· Heath, A., R. Jowell, R, and Curtice, J. (1985). How Britain Votes. Oxford, Pergamon Press.

· Hitlin, S. and J. Piliavin (2004). "Values: Reviving a dormant concept." Annual Review of Sociology 30: 359-393. 

· Inglehart, R. (1977). The Silent Revolution: Changing values and political styles among western publics. Oxford, Princeton University Press.

· Inglehart, R. and H.-D. Klingemann (1976). Party identification, ideological preference and the left-right dimension among western mass publics. Party identification and beyond. 
· Jowell, R. and the Central Co-ordinating team, European Social Survey (2003). Technical Report. London, National Centre for Social Research available at: http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/ 

· Jowell, R. Roberts, C. Fitzgerald, R. and Eva, G. (2006) Measuring attitudes cross-nationally, London: Sage

· Kaiser, H.F. (1960). The application of electronic computers to factor analysis. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 20, 141-151

· Kinder, D., and D. Sears. 1985. "Public Opinion and Political Protest." Pp. 659-741 in Handbook of Social Psychology, edited by G. Lindzey and E. Aronson. New York: Random House.

· Merrill III, S. and B. Grofman (1999). A Unified Theory of Voting: Directional and Proximity Spatial Models. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

· Milner, H. (2002). Civic literacy: how informed citizens make democracy work, New England, TUFS University.
· Rokeach, M. (1973). The Nature of Human Values. New York, Free Press

· Russell, A. and E. Fieldhouse (2004). Neither left nor Right: The Liberal Democracts and the Electorate. Manchester, Manchester University Press.

· Sanders, D., H. Ward, et al. (1987). "Government popularity and the Falklands War: A reassessment." British Journal of Political Science 17(3): 281-313.

· Scarbrough, E. (1984). Political ideology and voting. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

· Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the content and structure of values: Theory and empirical tests in 20 countries.  Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 25). M. Zanna (Ed.) 1-65. New York, Academic Press. 

· Schwartz, S. H. (1994) “Are There Universals in the Structure and Contents of Human Values?” Journal of Social Issues 50: 19-45

· Sturgis, P. (2003) “Causes and Consequences of Core Political Value Change”. Annual Conference of the American Political Science Association (APSA). Philadelphia, USA available at: http://joni.soc.surrey.ac.uk/~scs1ps/papers/APSA03.pdf 

· Sturgis, P. (undated) “Party Allegiance and Core Political Value Change” ESRC Research Methods Programme Working Paper No. 5 available at: http://www.ccsr.ac.uk/methods/publications/documents/SturgisRMP2.pdf 

· Thomassen, J. (2005). The European Voter - A Comparative Study of Modern Democracies. Oxford, Oxford University Press

· Van Deth, J. and Scarbrough, E. (1998) The Impact of Values, Oxford: Oxford University Press

· Wilson, T. and Hodges, S. (1992) “Attitudes as temporary constructions”, in Martin, L. and Tesser, A. (eds.) The Construction of Social Judgements, New York: Springer-Verlag.

· Zaller, J. (1992). The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press

· Zuckerman, A. S. and M. Brynin (2001). “A Decision Heuristic for Party Identification: New British and German Data and a New Understanding for a Classic Concept”. Berlin, Deutsches Institut für Wirtschaftsforschung: 1-44.

Appendix A: Schwartz Values Survey used in the ESS 2002.
HS1 

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


NOW GO TO QUESTION iS1

HS2 

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
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� From the Greek ‘amaranthos’ meaning everlasting. An amaranth is an imaginary flower which never fades (OED, 1996)


� Participating countries with populations less than 2 million use an effective sample size target of 800.


� 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.
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