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precisely investigate the relationships between moral evaluations, objectivity
characterizations, moral autonomy, policy positions and candidate evaluations. It would also

allow us to investigate numerous questions relating to information about candidates in this

moral policy domain.



Table 1

Marginals on Moral Evaluation Questions

There is nothing
“x” “X" is necessarily immoral Depends/ Total
immoral. about “X.” Don’t Know

Wave 1

v2220 Premarital Sex 226 211 5/17 454
49.8% 46.5% 3.7%

v2221 Having children 283 157 8/14 454

without being married 62.3% 34.6% 3.1%

v2222 Homosexuality 342 93 5/16 456
75.0% 20.4% 4.6%

v2224 Divorce 80 353 14/9 456
17.5% 77.4% 5.0%

v2226 Abortion 264 143 37/11 455
58.0% 31.4% 10.5%

Wave 2

v5226 Homosexuality 342 98 3/12 356
68.0% 27.5% 4.5%

v5227 Divorce 78 262 17/1 358
22.9% 73.2% 5.0%

v5228 Abortion 184 136 31/6 357
51.5% 38.1% 10.4%




Table 2!

Response Stability
Moral Evaluation and Moral Traditionalism Items

Moral Evaluation Items r % Agreement
Homosexuality 71 84.4
Divorce .68 85.0
Abortion 73 79.8
Moral Tradtionalism Items r % Agreement % Non-éontradjctory
v1006-v2192 (new lifestyles) 60 76.9 88.0
* v1007-v2193 (change views) .53 67.9 77.5
v1009-v2194 (too much sexual freedom) .58 77.5 90.7
* v1011-v2195 (be more tolerant) 46 64.6 80.5
v1012-v2196 (increasing moral decay) 67 70.6 87.4
* v1013-v2197 (society more accepting) .33 59.5 78.7

*
Indicates a “moral tolerance” item. See Appendix B for exact question wordings.

1The n for these analyses is 333. In calculating the percent agreement scores for the moral
evaluation items, a “depends” response across both waves was counted as stable. The moral
traditionalism items were recoded into agree, neither agree nor disagree, and disagree
responses prior to calculating the agreement figures. A “contradictory” pattern is defined as a
change from agree to disagree, or visa versa, across waves. The percent of cases not exhibiting
such patterns is reported as “% non-contradictory,” above.



Table 3!
Marginals on Moral Traditionalism Items
(percentages only)

Strongly Agree  Neither Agree Disagree  Disagree

Item Agree  Somewhat Nor Disagree Somewhat Strongly
Wave 1-New Lifestyles(v1006) 35.7 41.1 9.0 9.3 4.8
Wave 2-New Lifestyles(v2192) 45.6 28.8 3.9 13.2 84
Wave 1-Change Views(v1007) 8.7 34.5 9.6 21.9 25.2
Wave 2-Change Views(v2193) 18.3 35.4 24 12.3 31.5
Wave 1-Sexual Freedom(v1009) 54.1 22.2 12.3 8.1 3.1
Wave 2-Sexual Freedom(v2194) 55.0 23.1 4.5 10.5 6.9
Wave 1-Be More Tolerant(v1011) 18.9 39.9 12.6 19.8 8.7
Wave 2-Be More Tolerant(v2195) 26.7 39.6 5.7 15.0 12.9
Wave 1-Moral Decay(v1012) 36.0 23.7 144 15.6 10.2
Wave 2-Moral Decay(v2196) 37.8 19.5 5.4 18.9 19.3
Wave 1-Society Accepting(v1013) 16.8 42.9 17.7 16.2 6.3
Wave 2-Society Accepting(v2197) 28.2 43.8 6.9 15.3 5.7

Middle Category Movement Patterns

% Stayed in Middle % Moved to Agree % Moved to Disagree (n)

New Lifestyles 10.0 50.0 40.0 (59)
Change Views 12,5 40.6 46.9 (48)
Too Much Sexual Freedom 14.6 53.7 31.7 (42)
Be More Tolerant 9.5 59.5 31.0 (41)
Increasing Moral Decay 10.4 41.7 47.9 (32)
Society More Accepting 15.3 61.0 23.7 (30)
v1006 v1007 v1009 v1011 v1012 v1013
% of Sample: v2192 v2193 v2194 v2195 . v2196 v2197
moving into “3” 4.2 3.9 4.5 2.7 1.2 3.0
at time two
moving out of “3” 15.0 12.9 114 10.5 8.4 8.1
at time two

*For exact question wordings, see Appendix B.



Table 4

Marginals on Specific Objectivism Questions

On the issue of whether “X” is immoral:

“X” I have my own view, I feel thereis a Depends/ Total
but I'm not sure it’s basic truth to the Don’t Know
the one true answer. position I have taken.
Homosexuality 156 260 0/16 432
36.1% 60.2% 3.7%
Divorce 142 274 5/8 429
33.1% 63.9% 3.0%
Abortion 157 242 2/2 403
39.0% 60.0% 1.0%




Cross-tabulation of Moral Evaluation and Objectivity Questions

Homosexuality

Table 5

Own View Basic Truth (n)
Not Neccesarily 46.2 53.8 (93)
Immoral
Immoral 38.1 61.9 (339)
Chi-Square=2.04 p=.15
Divorce
Own View Basic Truth (n)
Not Neccesarily 35.7 64.3 (350)
Immoral
Immoral 38.0 62.0 (79)
Chi-Square=.14 p=.71
Abortion
Own View Basic Truth (n)
Not Neccesarily 52.8 47.2 (142)
Immoral
Immoral 33.0 67.0 (261)

Chi-Square=15.0 p<.01



Table 61

Moral Evaluation Continuity Measures
With Bivariate Controls on Political Information, Education and Objectivity

Homosexuality Divorce Abortion

Control (n) % Agreement | % Agreement | % Agreement
Objectivity
Own View * 77.2 79.4 73.5
Basic Truth # 91.6 90.1 85.5
Political Information
1 (Low) (52) 80.8 82.7 76.9
2 (65) 87.7 83.1 83.1
3 (69) 85.5 85.5 76.4
4 (55) 78.2 85.5 76.4
5 (High) (77) 93.5 90.9 85.7
Education
< H. S. Degree (48) 87.5 81.3 7.1
H. S. Degree (117) 82.9 86.3 81.2
Some College (76) 88.2 82.9 78.9
Coll. Degree or + (77) 87.0 90.9 83.1

x
The n’s are 127,126, and 132, respectively.
#The n’s are 191,192, and 186, respectively.

1The difference in proportions across objectivity categories are statistically significant (p <
.01) for each moral evaluation item.



Table 7
Predicted Probability of Providing a Stable Response
A. Homosexuality

n=313
Non-objective Objective

Low Political Information

Not Evangelical or Catholic .66 .86

Evangelical .86 .95
High Political Information

Not Evangelical or Catholic .86 95

Evangelical .95 .98

Additional elements of profile: age 44, at least some college education, low to moderate
religious involvement, not Bible literalist.

B. Divorce
n=317
Non-objective ‘ Objective

Bible Literalists

60 years old 46 ' 63

25 years old .75 .86
Bible Non-literalists

60 years old 81 .90

25 years old 94 97

Additional elements of profile: at least some college education, low to moderately religious,
not evangelical Protestant or Catholic, moderate level of political information.

C. Abortion
n=315
Non-objective Objective

Low Political Information

60 years old .59 .76

25 years old .74 87
High Political Information

60 years old .79 .89

25 years old .88 94

Additional elements of profile: at least some college education, low to moderate religious
involvement, not evangelican Protestant or Catholic, not a literal interpretation of the Bible.



Table 7 (continued)

Predicting Response Stability
Logit Estimates

Homosexuality Divorce Abortion
Predictor b b b
(t) (t) (t)

Constant 1.19 4.10 2.05
(1.95) (6.07) (3.70)

Objectivism 1.16 .73 .80
(3.30) (2.09) (2.70)
Age - .012 - .036 - .020
(-1.19) (—3.62) (—2.26)

Some College or more .06 - .49 - .25
(—.15) (-1.29) (~.73)

Low Political Information - .69 - .14 - .27
(—1.52) (-.31) (- .65)

High Political Information 117 -1.00 .69
(2.07) (- 20) (1.62)

High Religious Involvment - .04 27 .01
(=.10) (.72) (.02)

Bible Literalist .56 —1.65 -~.20
(1.37) (—3.92) (-.59)

Evangelical Protestant 1.12 18 18
(2.16) (.45) (47)

Catholic A7 .23 41
(1.10) (.45) (-1.12)

“pseudo r2” 1 08 11 06

1 This is a measure suggested by Aldrich and Nelson (1984) for reflecting the predictive

power of the model. They provide the label “pseudo r2.” The low values observed here are
not surprising given the limited variance that the dependent measures exhibit.



Table 8a

Reliability Information on the Moral Autonomy Scale

Average Inter-item Correlation Alpha
13 .36
Moral Autonomy Items Item-total correlation
1) We must respect people’s own view of what is right ;51
and wrong, no matter what we think.
2) People have to decide for themselves what is right 64
and wrong.
3) If we've decided something is morally wrong, it is -.63
wrong for everyone.
4) On most questions of right and wrong, it doesn’t —.56
make sense to think of each person determining the
answers for themself.
Marginals on Moral Autonomy Items
. Strongly Agree Neither Agree Disagree Disagree
Item Agree Somewhat  Nor Disagree =~ Somewhat Strongly  Total
1) 173 145 7 24 9 358
48.3% 40.5% 2.0% 6.7% 2.5%
2) 200 104 8 21 24 357
56.0% 29.1% 2.2% 5.9% 6.7%
3) 38 45 15 131 128 357
10.6% 12.6% 4.2% 36.7% 35.9%
4) 28 67 24 108 130 357
7.8% 18.8% 6.7% 30.3% 36.4%




Table 8b!

Bivariate Associations between Moral Autonomy and Validation Variables

Moral Autonomy (n)

v2167 Moral Majority 23 (331)
v2170 Christian Fundamentalists 31 (328)

* v241 Robertson , 24 (195)
* v251 Women’s Movement —-.27 (342)
v2165 Feminists -.13 (334)
v927 View on Bible .25 (339)
Religious Involvement .26 (343)

* v901 School Prayer .08 (339)
* v908 Abortion Policy -.30 (347)
# vb215 Abortion Policy -.27 (344)
# Homosexuality Policy 31 (343)
Nationalism —-.18 (347)

* *is used to denote a variable from the 1986 study. while # denotes a variable from the
second wave of the 1987 Pilot Study. All other variables are from the first wave of the 1987
Pilot Study. All variables with variable numbers are documented in the 1987 Pilot study
codebook. Those without variable numbers are documented in Appendix A of this report.



Table 9

Multiple Regression Analyses’
Abortion and Homosexuality Policy Positions

v908 Abortion Policy v5215 Abortion Policy Homosexuality Policy
Independent Variables
b It] b It} b It]

Constant 24 (2.09) .16 (1.53) .26 (2.66)
Immoral Evaluation (non-objective) 27 (5.52) .30 (6.53) .26 (5.41)
Immoral Evaluation (objective) 43 (9.80) 41 (10.08) 37 (8.70)
Moral Autonomy (male) -.08 (.51) -.26 (1.61) -.05 (.34)
Moral Autonomy (female) 36 (2.78) 26 (2.25) .09 (.77)
Female -.19 (2.99) ~.20 (1.80) .19 (3.13)
Religious Involvement 13 (2.13) .10 (1.80) 14 (2.51)
Bible ~.10 (1.00) 06 (.66) 14 (1.42)
Evangelical Protestant 12 (2.75) .07 (1.75) -.01 (.15)
Catholic 07 (1.46) 07 (1.86) -12  (2.83)
Egalitarianism 01 (.15) .06 (.68) - .04 (48)
Black 02 (.30) ~.03 (.62) -1 (1.96)
Political Information -.12 (2.13) -.09 (1. 75) -.22 (4.02)
Party Identification =.05 (- 84) -.002 (.04) .03 (.54)
Liberal/Conservative .01 (.07) .09 (1.46) .09 (1.39)

Measures of Fit R-sq=.46 SE=.27 R-sq=.50 SE=.24 R-sq=.49 SE=.25

The estimated effect of an immoral evaluation for objectivists is significantly greater than that for non-objectivists, at
p< .01, across all three models. In addition, there are significant gender differences in the effects of moral autonomy
for in the abortion specifications, at p<.01 (v908 specification) and p<.05 (v5215 specification).

! Dependent and independent variables have been scaled on the 0 to 1 interval. The abortion policy variables have
been recoded for this analysis such that 1 = the most prohibitive response and 0=the least (‘choice’ response). The
variables referred to as “immoral evaluation” are dummy coded versions of: v2226, wave 1 abortion moral evaluation,
when predicting 1986 Abortion policy position(v908); v5228, wave 2 abortion moral evaluation, when predicting wave 2
abortion policy position(v5215); v5226, wave 2 homosexuality moral evaluation, when predicting homosexuality policy
position. The n’s for each regression are 262, 259 and 270, respectively. These low sample sizes in part reflect the fact
that respondents are required to have responded in wave 2 to qualify for this analysis.



Table 10.a

Associations among Moral Evaluation Items®

Premarital Homo-
Sex “Kids” sexuality Divorce

Premarital Sex
“Kids” .90
Homosexuality .72 .65
Divorce .62 67 .68
Abortion 61 .62 .62 .68

Table 10.b

Dimensionality Assessment

Single Factor Solution

Item Loading
Premarital Sex .80
“Kids” .79
Homosexuality .84
Divorce .82
Abortion .78

Adjusted Goodness of Fit = .996
Root Mean Square Residual = .023

! Entries are tetrachoric r’s. “Kids” is shorthand for “having children without being
married.”



Table 111

Moral Traditionalism Subscale Analysis

Scale Intercorrelations

1986 Responses Pilot Responses
“Family Values” “Moral Tolerance” | “Family Values” “Moral Tolerance”
Subscale Subscale Subscale Subscale
Moral Autonomy .34 46 37 43
Scale
Moral Conservatism 65 .53 .68 .54
Scale

Average Correlation of Moral Traditionalism Items
with the Moral Autonomy and Moral Conservatism Scale

1986 Responses Pilot Responses
“Family Values” “Moral Tolerance” | “Family Values” “Moral Tolerance”
Items Items Items Items
Moral Autonomy 28 .35 31 .33
Scale
Moral Conservatism .52 40 .56 41

Scale

! See Appendices A and B for descriptions of the items in each subscale.



Table 12!

Predicting Moral Traditionalism and Moral Conservatism

Moral Conservatism Moral Traditionalism
Independent Variables
beta [t| beta ft]

Evangelical Protestant .028 (.55) .046 (.85)
Catholic ~.016 (2.32) -.179 (3.71)
Female -.011 (.13) .065 (.78)
Black - 135 (2.99) —.150 (3.13)
Political Information -.105 (1.96) -.009 (1.6)
Age 153 (3.44) - 203 (4.30)
Education ~.058 (1.09) .080 (1.39)
Religious involvement 498 (7.26) 329 (4.52)
Bible 136 (2.69) 154 (2.87)
Black*Relig. inv. -.115 (1.24) -.004 (.04)
Mid-Atlantic 121 (1.70) .000 (.00)
East North-Central 107 (1.29) 013 (.15)
West North-Central .091 (1.30) -.016 (-22)
Solid South 173 (1.91) -.011 (:11)
Border South .100 (1.46) .058 (.80)
Mountain .079 (1.35 —.009 (.15)
Pacific 081 (1.26) 015 (.22)
Country/Small Town -.011 (.23) 017 (.36)
Large City ~-.079 (1.80) —.064 (1.39)
Professional -.090 (1.85) -.129 (2.51)

! Standardized coefficients are presented in this table out of a consideration of the different variances for these scales.

Independent variables have been scaled on the 0 to 1 interval. Evangelical Protestant, Catholic, Black, and Female are
dummy variables where the name reflects the category which was coded as 1. Region variables refer to the region where
the respondent indicated growing up, and used the standard classification scheme identified in the NES codebook
(v1434). I excluded respondents who grew up outside of the U.S. so the excluded region is northeast. Those growing up
in the country or a small town, and those growing up in a large city ( or its suburb) were coded as dummy variables using
v1435 in the 1986 study. Professionals are those coded 1-13 on v1208 in the 1986 study. “Black” is coded 1 for Blacks
and 0 for Whites, thus this analysis excludes other races. Black*religion is an interaction term between race and degree of
religous involvement.



Table 13}

Correlation of Moral Traditionalism and Moral Conservatism Scales
with Moral, Religious, and General Political Evaluation/Orientation Variables

Moral Moral
Traditionalism Conservatism (n)

v2167 Moral Majority 32 .38 (413)
v2170 Christian Fundamentalists .29 41 (403)

* v241 Robertson .36 42 (237)
* v251 Women’s Movement -.32 —-.24 (433)
v2165 Feminists —-.26 -.25 (418)
v927 View on Bible .33 42 (425)
Religious Involvement 46 .54 (434)

* v901 School Prayer 20 27 (426)
* v908 Abortion Policy -.30 -.51 (437)
# v5215 Abortion Policy —.38 ) (342)
# Homosexuality Policy .45 A48 (340)
v2270 Party Identification .10 .02 (437)
v2168 Democrats -.07 .03 (432)
v2166 Republicans 15 13 (431)
Pilot Liberal/Conservative .34 37 (399)
Conservatives-Liberals 40 .36 (402)
v2162 Liberals - .32 —~ .30 (404)
v2164 Conservatives 27 23 (421)

* House vote/preference -.01 .01 (325)
* v514 Senate vote 12 14 (151)
* v518 Governor vote .15 .10 (182)
v2157 Reagan 17 15 (439)
v2152 Reagan Approval 13 13 (420)
v2282 Reagan Approval 13 .16 (428)
v2159 Bush 15 16 (430)
v2161 Hart -.18 -.14 (410)

* v244 Jackson -.11 -.09 (409)

* * s used to denote a variable from the 1986 study, while # denotes a variable from the
second wave of the 1987 Pilot Study. All other variables are from the first wave of the 1987
Pilot Study. All variables with variable numbers are documented in the 1987 Pilot study
codebook. Those without variable numbers are documented in Appendix A of this report.
The Reagan approval measures have been reflected so that high scores indicate approval.



Table 14!

Moral Traditionalism and Moral Conservatism Scale Correlations, by Partisanship

Democrats Republicans
Moral -~ Moral Moral Moral
Traditionalism Conservatism (n) |Traditionalism Conservatism (n)
.Partisan Strength .10 17 (212) 20 21 (171)
Liberal/Conservative ID .36 49 (205) 24 23 (157)
Reagan Evaluation .15 18 (212) .10 17 (171)
Reagan Approval (v2152) .09 14 (204) .03 12 (166)
Reagan Approval (v2282) 11 21 (208) .01 .10 (167)
Bush Evaluation 11 21 (208) 13 .10 (169)
Hart Evaluation ~.08 —.04 (195)] -.26 -27 (166)
Jackson Evaluation —-.05 -.01 (201) -.07 -.18 (158)

1The Reagan approval questions have been reflected so that high scores indicate approval.



Table 15al

Profiles of Partisan /Ideological Groups

* *
Moral Moral Moral Christian Fund.
Conservatism Traditionalism Majority Rating Rating
Average Average Average Average

Liberal Democrats .38 44 35.5 43.5

Conservative .69 .61 53.1 53.4

Democrats

Conservative .59 .60 46.1 49.5

Republicans

Robertson Rating Prayer Abortion Policy = Homosexuality Policy
Average % Scheduled % not “choice” Average
Liberal Democrats 33.8 30.7 43.3 28.4
Conservative 51.4 50.0 68.0 58.8
Democrats
Conservative 42.8 41.3 60.3 57.7
Republicans
*
Bible Church Attend. Evangelical Denom.* Religious Gujda.nce*
% Literal % almost weekly+ % % great deal

Liberal Democrats 36.0 37.3 194 314
Conservative 65.7 42.7 36.5 371
Democrats
Conservative 41.1 46.9 219 30.2
Republicans

*

See Appendix A for details on how these variables were constructed.

1 The base n’s are: Liberal Democrats 105; Conservative Democrats 104; Conservative Republicans 128. The n'’s
in each table vary somewhat due to missing data on the descriptive variable.



Table 15b

Reagan Rating Reagan Approva.l# Hart Rating Bush Rating
Average Average Average Average

Liberal Democrats 42.6 3.8 54.6 44.9
Conservative 51.2 3.3 494 50.8
Democrats
Conservative 72.3 1.9 39.3 63.3
Republicans

Liberals Democrats Conservatives Republicans

Average Average Average Average
Liberal Democrats 61.7 69.8 47.9 44.7
Conservative 46.3 65.2 60.3 48.3
Democrats
Conservative 41.0 49.4 65.2 70.6
Republicans

1986 House Vote /Pref.* 1986 Senate Vote 1986 Governor Vote

% Democrat % Democrat % Democrat
Liberal Democrats 76.6 83.8 86.4
Conservative 78.3 71.8 66.7
Democrats
Conservative 30.5 25.0 25.0
Republicans

*See Appendix A for details on how this variable was constructed.

#Using v2282, not reflected. Here, high numbers indicate disapproval (the scale ranges from 1 to 5).



Table 16a

Multiple Regression Analyses!
Predicting Evaluations of Gary Hart using the Moral Conservatism Scale

Wave 1 Evaluations Wave 2 Evaluations
Independent Variables

b |t] b It]
Moral Conservatism 11 (.12) —-22.8 (2.33)
Political Information 4 (.06) —-22.5 (2.66)
Moral Cons*Political Info -4.0 (.35) 17.0 (1.24)
Party Identification -12.2 (3.13) -74 (1.61)
Liberal/Conservative -5.1 (.99) -104 (1.73)
Egalitarianism -11.9 (1.66) -8.0 (-97)
Moral Autonomy -71 (.91) -4.5 (-50)
Religious Involvement 4.7 (1.02) 2.2 (.41)
View on Bible -9.9 (1.46) 2.3 (.30)
Evangelical Protestant 6.9 (1.94) -14 (-34)
Catholic 3.2 (.98) 23 (:62)
Female 2 (.06) -2.7 (-89)
Black ~4.6 (1.00) 10.1 (1.98)
South -8.7 (2.55) -5 (-13)

Measures of Fit R-sq=.14 SE=.18.2 R-sq=.17 SE=22.7

! Independent variables have been scaled on the 0 to 1 interval. Evaluations of Hart are measured using the
“feeling Thermometer,” on a 0 to 100 scale. Evangelical Protestant, Catholic, Female and South are dummy
variables where the Female and South are dummy variables where the name reflects the category which was
coded as 1. South (“Border” or “Solid”) refers to the region where the respondent indicated growing up.
“Black” is coded 1 for Blacks and 0 for Whites, thus this analysis excludes other races. “Moral
Cons*Political Info” is a simple multiplicative interaction term between these variables, as is “Moral
Trad*Political Info” in Table 16b. The n’s for these analyses are 234 (wave 1) and 271 (wave 2).



Table 16b

Multiple Regression Analyses
Predicting Evaluations of Gary Hart using the Moral Traditionalism Scale

Wave 1 Evaluations Wave 2 Evaluations
Independent Variables

b t] b It]
Moral Traditionalism 18.0 (1.60) -226 (1.81)
Political Information 13.0 (1.38) ~16.6 (1.55)
Moral Tradit*Political Info —26.5 (1.72) 8.7 (.48)
Party Identification -12.2 (3.13) -7.0 (1.53)
Liberal/Conservative ~-4.9 (.96) -11.7 (1.97)
Egalitarianism ~11.7 (1.62) ~7.1 (.85)
Moral Autonomy -8.5 (1.09) -3.6 (.40)
Religious Involvement 4.7 (1.06) 1.7 (:33)
View on Bible —-10.5 (1.54) 24 (.44)
Evangelical Protestant 7.0 (1.97) -9 (-23)
Catholic 3.8 (1.24) 1.9 (.51)
Female 03 (.01) -14 (.44)
Black -43 (.93) 8.7 (1.69)
South -8.7 (2.58) -11 (-28)

Measures of Fit R-sq=.16 SE=.18.1 R-sq=.17 SE=22.8




Table 17

Multiple Regression Analyses’
Predicting Evaluations of the Moral Majority and Christian Fundamentalists

Evaluation of Moral Majority Evaluation of Christian Fundamentalists
Using Using Using Using
Independent Variables Moral Moral Moral Moral
Traditionalism Conservatism Traditionalism Conservatism
b It b [t b It] b It]
Moral Index (MT or MC) 187 (2.72) 11.2 (2.06) 3.1 (.46) 7.4 (1.40)
Moral Autonomy 11.6 (1.42) 13.0 (1.57) 228 (2.85) 20.7 (2.60)
Political Information ~25.4 (5.86) | —23.6 (5.41) -9.9 (2.37) -9.2 (2.19)
Egalitarianism -2.6 (.34) -1.3 (17) 1.6 (-21) 1.2 (.14)
View on Bible 170 (2.35) 17.7 (2.43) 22.1 (3.14) 20.9 (2.96)
Religious Involvement 1.7 (-38) 1.2 (-26) 7.2 (1.57) 5.6 (1.19)
Evangelical Protestant 5.3 (1.44) 5.7 (1.55) 8.0 (2.19) 8.0 (2.20)
Catholic 1.0 (.29) -1 (.01) -1.8 (51) | -15 (45)
Female -61  (213) | -48 (1.71) 7 (.26) -5 (19
Black 6.0 (1.27) 4.7 (1.00) 18.8 (4.05) 184 (3.98)
South -4.0 (1.10) -4.0 (1.11) -3.1 - (.88) -3.2 (.90)
Party Identification 8 (:19) 1.2 (-28) 1.8 (44) 21 (:49)
Liberal/Conservative 6.6 (1.21) 6.08 (1.09) 9.0 (1.69) 7.6 (1.40)
Measures of Fit R-sq=.29 SE=20.9 | R-sq=.28 SE=21.0 R-sq=.33 SE=20.5 | R-sq=.34 SE=20.4

! Independent variables have been scaled on the 0 to 1 interval. The dependent variables are v2157, evaluations of the
Moral Majority, and v2170, evaluations of Christian Fundamentalists. Each of these is measured using the “feeling
thermometer,” on a 0 to 100 scale. Evangelical Protestant, Catholic, Female and South are dummy variables where the
name reflects the category which was coded as 1. South (“Border” or “Solid”) refers to the region where the respondent
indicated growing up. “Black” is coded 1 for Blacks and 0 for Whites, thus this analysis excludes other races.



Multiple Regression Analyses®

Table 18

Predicting Evaluations of the Women’s Movement using
the Moral Conservatism and Moral Traditionalism Scales

Using Moral Traditionalism Using Moral Conservatism
Independent Variables
b [t] b It]
Moral Scale -20.8 (4.91) ~9.1 (1.84)
Moral Autonomy (male) -23.7 (2.1) -274 (2.34)
Moral Autonomy (female) -39 (.17) -11.7 (1.10)
Egalitarianism -37.4 (5.48) ~404 (5.73)
View on Bible -18.2 (2.86) -20.5 (3.08)
Religious Involvement 8.1 (1.96) 6.0 (1.35)
Evangelical Protestant -6.6 (2.00) -7.2 (2.12)
Catholic -14 (44) 9 (.27)
Female —2.1 (.48) ~32 (.71)
Black 3 (.om) 14 (.32)
South 74 (2.31) 73 (2.21)
Party Identification ~-73 (1.93) -82 (2.10)
Liberal/Conservative -7 (.15) -1.9 (.38)
Measures of Fit R-sq=.36 SE=18.8 R-sq=.31 SE=19.5

! Independent variables have been scaled on the 0 to 1 interval. The dependent variable is v251 (from the
1986 election study), evaluations of the women’s movement, measured using the feeling thermometer.
Evangelical Protestant, Catholic, Female and South are dummy variables where the name reflects the
category which was coded as 1. South (“Border” or “Solid”) refers to the region where the respondent
indicated growing up. “Black” is coded 1 for Blacks and 0 for Whites, thus this analysis excludes other races.
The n for this analysis is 282.



Table 19!
Evaluations of Reagan and Bush, and Vote Choices

Independent Variables
Using Moral Traditionalism Using Moral Conservatism

Dependent Variable

Moral 9 Moral 9

Index PartyID Egalit. r Index PartyID Egalit. r
Reagan Evaluation 6.8 374 124 .36 2.3 37.6 13.1 .36
(n=286) (1.06)  (9.34)  (1.71) (46)  (9.38)  (1.81)
Reagan Approval -.35 25 1.2 .38 .25 2.5 11 .38
(n=280) (-81) (9.34) (2.44) (.75) (9.34) (2.27)
Bush Evaluation 2.2 20.1 4.8 .18 .29 20.2 5.1 18
(n=283) (.38) (5.46) (.73) (.06) (5.56) (.78)

Logit Estimations

House Vote/Pref. - —-.50 2.54 .85 .22 .74 2.58 700 22
(n=214) (.58) (4.78) (.90) (1.07) (4.83) (.74)
Senate Vote 1.17 3.76 293 .36 1.88 3.93 3.25 .37
(n=113) (71)  (4.25)  (1.64) (1.55)  (4.31)  1.78)
Governor Vote 1.09 2.01 -7 .27 -.02 2.03 -50 .26
(n=133) (.82) (3.00) (.61) .02 3.04 48

Table entries are unstandardized coefficients, with absolute t-values in parenthesis below.

! Independent variables have been scaled on the 0 to 1 interval. The dependent variables are v2167
evaluations of Reagan, v2282 Reagan approval, v2159 Evaluations of Bush, House vote/preference
documented in Appendix A, v514 Senate vote and v518 Gubernatorial vote. The evaluation measures use
the feeling thermometer with scales from 0 to 100. The approval measure ranges from 1 to 5 and has been
reflected so that high scores indicate approval. The vote variables are all scored so that 1 = Republican.
Each of these analyses also included the following predictors: Liberal/conservative identification, political
information, religious involvement, gender, race, Evangelical Protestant, Catholic, Moral Autonomy, and
(grew up in) South. The r-square reported in the Logit results is the “pseudo r-square” discussed by Aldrich
and Nelson (1984).



Appendix A

Description of Recoded Variables

Moral Conservatism
Simple additive index using recoded versions of v2220, v2221, v2222, v2224, and v2226.
Each component variable was recoded such that:
1=1 (immoral)
2=0 (not necessarily immoral)
3 or 8 = .5 (depends/don’t know)
Higher scores on the scale indicate greater moral conservatism.

Moral Traditionalim
Simple additive index of v2192, v2194, v2196 (each reflected) v2193, v2195, and v2197
from wave 1 of the pilot study (Likert items). I occasionally refer to the “family values”
subscale (v2192, v2194, v2196) and the “moral tolerance” subscale (v2193,v2195,v2197).
The wordings on these moral traditionalism items is given in Appendix B.

Evangelical Denomination
Coded 1 if given denominational codes on v1422=130-149, or if coded 110 or 120 and
respondent resides in the south (“solid” or “border,” codes 140-159 on v1434). This
coding scheme follows that set out in Wald, 1986. '

House Vote/Preference
Constructed using vote choice (v510) and vote preference (v527) if respondent did not
vote, where 1=Republican vote/preference and 0=Democratic vote/preference.

Moral Autonomy
A simple additive index using variables 5180 — 5183, (reflecting v5181 and v5183) such
that higher scores reflect less support for moral autonomy (the conservative position).

Nationalism
A simple additive index of variables 2172 — 2175. Note that these are four Likert items,
all scored in the same direction.

Pilot Liberal/Conservative Identification
Created using the “branching” liberal /conservative identification variables (v2215-
v2217) in the pilot study, using the method followed by the NES staff in creating v1020
in the 1986 study:

(1/1/0) = 1 (Strong Liberal)
(1/5/0) = 2

(3/0/1) or (4/0/1) or (5/0/1) or (8/0/1) = 3
23/0?2; or (4/0/2) or (5/0/2) or (8/0/2) = 5
(4/0/2) =

(5/0/2) = 7 (Strong Conservative)

Conservatives — Liberals
Simple subtraction of the feeling thermometer for Liberals (v2162) from the feeling
thermometer for Conservatives (v2164).




Homosexuality Policy
Simple additive index of v5214 and v5326 (reflected) which are Likert items from wave 2
of the pilot study.

Religious Involvement
Simple additive index of recoded versions of v1028 (subjective religious guidance) and
v1423 (church attendance).
v1423 recoded (church attendance):

If recorded as 800 (Atheists, Agnostics) or 998 (Don’t Know, none, no preference) on the
religious denomination question (v1422) then church attendance was coded as 0,
otherwise the given values of church attendance held.

V1028 recoded (subjective religious guidance):
If coded 5 on v1027 (no, don’t consider religion to be an important part of life) then
given code 0, otherwise the given values of 1028 held.



Appendix B

Moral Traditionalism Items

v2192 The newer lifestyles are contributing to the breakdown of our society.

v2193 The world is always changing and we should adjust our view of moral behavior to those
changes.

v2194 There is too much sexual freedom and loose living today.

v2195 We should be more tolerant of people who choose live according to their own moral
standards, even if they are very different from our own.

v2196 Changes in lifestyles, such as divorce and men and women living together without
being married are signs of increasing moral decay.

v2197 Society should be more accepting of people whose appearance or values are very
different from most.



Appendix C

Description of Continuity Analysis Logit Specification (Table 7)

Dependent Measures:
Coded 0 if not stable and 1 if stable, where a “depends” response across both waves of
the Pilot study was considered stable.

Age:
V2049 in the Pilot study (continuous form).

Bible literalist:
A dummy variable coded 1 if v927 was 1 (the “literalist” response) and 0 if responses
coded 24 were given.

“Some college education/+":
A dummy variable using v1144, coded 1 if respondent had at least some college
education, and 0 otherwise.

Objectivism:
A dummy variable coded 1 if the respondent indicated an objectivist characterization of
his or her moral view and 0 if the respondent gave a non-objective, don’t know, or
depends response to the objectivism question.

“Low political Information”:
Dummy variable based on v2035, coded 1 if in the lowest political information stratum
and 0 otherwise.

“High political Information”:
Dummy variable based on v2035, coded 1 if in the highest political information stratum
and 0 otherwise.

“High Religious Involvement”:
a dummy variable coded 1 if the constructed religious involvement variable, discussed in
Appendix A, was greater than 6 (attends church every week and sees religion as very
important in guiding life or attends church every week and sees religion as somewhat
important in guiding life or attends church almost every week and sees religion as very

important in guiding life).

Evangelical Protestant:
Dummy variable coded 1 if Evangelical Protestant, 0 otherwise. See description of
denominational coding provided in Appendix A.

Catholic:
Dummy variable coded 1 if Catholic, 0 otherwise.



Appendix D

Measuring Inter-associations, Assessing Dimensionality,
and Scaling of the Moral Evaluation Items

A standard justification for the use of tetrachoric correlation coefficients requires the
assumption that the dichotomous responses we have measured reflect a binary coding of an
underlying continuous dimension for each response (see, for example, Thorndike, 1978). In
the survey context, the respondent has mapped a continuous underlying sentiment into one or
another binary response option. In this particular instance, for example, we could conceive of
the underlying continuous dimension as the degree of condemnatioﬁ of the conduct, mapping
into a judgment of whether the conduct should be categorized as immoral or not necessarily
immoral.! The tetrachoric r represents the association between the implicit continuous
variables.

The further claim, that these underlying continuous evaluations are linked to a concern
for the threat the practices pose to cherished features of the traditional family, is evaluated by
using the matrix of tetrachoric correlations in a confirmatory factor analysis procedure, and
specifying a single dimension. The results presented in Table 10b were generated using the
Lisrel program’s unweighted least squares algorithm. One of the off-diagonal elements of the
theta delta matrix — that representing the error covariance between evaluations of
“premarital sex” and those of “having children without being married,” was estimated. This
specification reflects the recognition of a logical dependency between those practices, and the
expectation that unique factors affecting their evaluations could be shared. The unweighted
least squares procedure makes no distributional assumptions about the observed variables.
(For a discussion of the use of tetrachoric correlations in Lisrel, and the unweighted least
squares estimation algorithm, see Joreskog and Sorbom, 1986. For the latter, see also Long,

1987.)

! In my view, this mapping procedure is not an artificial and alien procedure required by the
presentation of these response options in the interview process. Rather, I would expect this
mapping process to be familiar to respondents inasmuch as they generally impose such
categories on their social world.



The analyses presented in Table 10a and 10b are based on the binary evaluations
(immoral/not necessarily immoral), excluding responses of depends or don’t know. The N for
these analyses is 356. Assessing inter-associations and dimensionality of the moral evaluations
in this way reflects a view of the depends and don’t know responses as conceptually
problematic given the response options: immoral and not necessarily immoral. However, it is
clear that constructing a scale based only on complete cases in this sense involves a
substantial loss of cases. To combat that problem, I evaluated several alternative scale
versions. One version treated depends and don’t know responses as missing, and created scale
scores for respondents exhibiting one missing value across the set of moral evaluation items by
averaging their four ‘valid’ responses. The valid n for this scale was 424. An alternative
version coded the depends and don’t know responses as a middle response between the binary
options prior to creating an additive scale. The valid n for this scale was 441. These
alternative scales correlate extremely highly, at .997. .

If we subject each 3-value moral evaluation item (with depends/DK coded as middle
response) to the association and dimensionality analyses presented in Tables 10a and 10b,
(using polychoric correlations as measures of association) we get the results presented in Table
D1, below. The results are very similar, with the abortion evaluation faring somewhat worse
. in this analysis. This item has the largest percentage of respondents failing to select a binary
option. A scale created using the factor scores generated by this analysis correlates with the
simple additive scale (using 3 point items) at .997 and with the four item scale at .994.

Given this statistical indeterminacy, I selected the simple additive version using the
three category moral evaluation coding scheme for the analyses in this report. It maximized
the sample size, and reflects a simple, straightforward scaling procedure that is representative

of commonly used scale construction methods.



Table D.12

Associations among Moral Evaluation Items using Revised Scale Versions
(Depends/Don’t Know as Middle Response)

Premarital Homo-
Sex “Kids” sexuality Divorce

Premarital Sex
“Kids” .86
Homosexuality 67 .63
Divorce .62 .62 .53
Abortion .51 .54 .56 .58

Table D.2

Dimensionality Assessment

Single Factor Solution

Item Loading
Premarital Sex 81
“Kids” .80
Homosexuality .78
Divorce .76
Abortion .70

Adjusted Goodness of Fit = .993
Root Mean Square Residual = .028

2 Entries are tetrachoric r’s. “Kids” is shorthand for “having children without being
married.” '



Appendix E

Percentage Giving “Correct” Responses Across Pairs of Moral Autonomy Items®

v5180 v5181 v5182 v5183
v5180 *
v5181 70.2 (75.1) * '
v5182 82.5 (85.1) 66.5 (71.9) *
v5183 59.6 (68.2) 61.3 (69.9) 62.2 (69.9) *

3These figures, “% correct,” reflect the percentage of respondents who select an agree/
disagree (either strongly or not strongly) respnse that conforms to patterns intended, for pairs
of variables. Figures in parentheses reflect the percentage who do not give a non-conforming
response. (This, for example, would include a “neither agree nor disagree” response paired
with either an agree or a disagree response — as “not non-conforming.”)



Appendix F
Background: Critique of the Moral Traditionalism Index

The Moral Traditionalism scale that emerged from the 1985 pilot study attempted to
capture a “preference for traditional patterns of family and social organization that reflects a
reverence for the past and a resistance to change” (Conover and Feldman, 1986, p. 2). In
Conover and Feldman’s conceptualization, this general preference is supplemented at
different historical points by specific issues expressing the general preference; contemporary
moral traditionalism reflects the political rhetoric of the “New Right,” involving an
affirmation of traditional family values and norms of sexual propriety and an opposition to a
rise in “secular humanism: a human-centered rather than God-centered morality...” and
“expressive individualism that stresses each person’s uniqueness and capacity to choose a way
of life...” (Conover and Feldman, 1986, p.4).

They argue against a strategy of measuring moral traditionalism by asking respondents
either to evaluate policy positions involving moral issues (e.g., “homosexuals shquld have no
special rights”) or to assess practices underlying specific policy issues (e.g., “homosexuality is
wrong”). Conover and Feldman observe that

both‘of these strategies are indirect in that they entail the inference of general beliefs
from more specific ones. And, both suffer the same shortcoming: if one of the major
reasons for measuring a general dimension of moral traditionalism is to explain specific
issue preferences and attitudes towards social practices, using specific issue positions or
attitudes towards activities to measure moral traditionalism would preclude such an
examination. (Conover and Feldman, 1986, p. 5)

On the basis of the criteria they have developed for the Moral Traditionalism index,
Conover and Feldmé.n find themselves in the difficult position of needing to strike a balance
between including elements from contemporary moral debate and political rhetoric that
symbolize Moral Traditionalism, making the “transcendent” index relevant and familiar to
respondents, and avoiding specificity in discussion of moral issues not only because of the way

they would tie the index to specific time periods but also because they would undermine the

explanatory utility of the scale. To serve as a useful index, the component items must differ



both in some substantive degree and in level of generality from the items or positions that the
scale is used to predict or explain. I will argue that while Conover and Feldman are attentive
to concerns of this nature in their theoretical discussion, the scale itself falls short of the
theoretical standards they have outlined.

Moral Traditionalism — Reconsidering the Concept

Moral traditionalism, in their definition “a preference for traditional patterns of family
and social organization that reflects a reverence for the past and a resistance to change,” could
be seen as a general belief underlying and preceding moral evaluation of conduct if this
conceptualization held strictly. Moral philosophers provide at least two rough models that
could characterize respondents following traditionalist thinking. Moral traditionalism could
be seen as:

—a characterization of a normative position which identifies and justifies right and wrong
by referencing prevailing social standards. (The normative theory of Ethical Relativism
discussed by philosophers is an articulation of this view. See, for example, the discussion by
Shaw, 1980.)
OoT as
—an interpretation of conventionalist thinking which arguably recognizes the intuitive
nature of assessments of right and wrong; as an unexplicated ‘second nature’ born of social
experience with prevailing moral standards and seeking no additional justification. (An
“Intuitionist” characterization of morality.)
These sketches could be developed into arguments supporting a general predisposition toward
traditionalism that becomes expressed in terms of specific attitudes, depending on the degree
of contemporary conflict over traditionally prevailing moral standards. As developed thus far,
they would imply opposition to the loosening of any traditional standards.

This stands in contradiction to the conceptualization developed by Conover and
Feldman, in which the traditional positions of religious fundamentalists stem from specific
Biblical prescriptions, not tradition itself. For religious fundamentalists, traditional moral
positions do not reflect a general reverence for the past and resistance to change, but stem

directly from the linkages between religious tenets and contemporary controversies over

appropriate modes of conduct. One would arguably need to measure the degree of adherence



to these religious foundations in order the tap the higher order beliefs or predispositions which

‘explain specific issue positions or attitudes toward social practices” for this

can serve to °
group (Conover and Feldman, 1986, p. 5, emphasis a,dded).4 Thus, it is possible to claim for
Moral Traditionalism the status of a predisposition capable of explaining contemporary moral
evaluations of changing social practices — as in the first two positions sketched above. But
the concept of Moral Traditionalism does not capture the religious justifications underlying
the traditional moral positions of the “New Right.”

The Moral Traditionalism Index

What is being measured by the index of Moral Traditionalism? Of the four questions
tapping the affirmation of traditional family values, two can be seen as summaries of the the
evaluations of specific social practices:

V7102 There is too much sexual freedom and loose living today.

V7103 Changes in lifestyles, such as divorce and men and women living together
without being married, are signs of increasing moral decay.

It is difficult to see how judgments such as these could be seen as prior to an evaluation of the
rightness/wrongness of particular modes of conduct and thus support the conceptualization of
moral traditionalism as general and capable of explaining attitudes toward particular
practices.

The second pair of items can be interpreted, however, as tapping a general utilitarian
Jjustification for the condemnation of contemporary ‘lifestyles:’

V8101 The newer lifestyles are contributing to the breakdown of our society.

V8105 This country would be better off if there were more emphasis on traditional
family ties.

Both provide reference to social utility: “breakdown of our society,” “country would be better
off,” which, within a utilitarian normative framework, may be viewed as justifying support for

traditional standards of conduct. The view that modern forms of conduct or contemporary

4 A useful discussion of traditionalism as an ‘ideology,’ in contrast to views that are
traditional, as established values or beliefs, can be found in Friedrich (1972).



diversity in particular modes of conduct are harmful will receive additional attention below.

Four additional items tap opposition to “modern positions” (Conover and Feldman,
1986, Appendix A). One item can be most closely linked to the “Secular Humanism” /
“Expressive Individualism” ideas identified above:

V8102 The world is always changing and we should accommodate our view of moral
behavior to those changes.

Agreement implies a recognition of moral principles as resting not upon fundamental, eternal
truths, but deriving from human construction. This question is unique in the battery in that
it begins to reveal formal rather than substantive properties of a respondent’s morality. In the
language of moral philosophy, this distinction is one of meta-ethics vs. normative ethics, where
the former addresses questions of the basic structure and foundations of morality while the
latter addresses prescriptions for action or judgment. In this view, the “should” in the
question serves as a logical connector from the initial premise rather than as a normative
prescription.

The other questions of this modern set refer to tolerance or acceptance of moral
diversity:

V7101 We should be more tolerant of people who choose to live according to their own

moral standards, even if to live according to their own moral standards, even if they are

very different from our own.

V8103 There will always be some people who think and act differently and there is
nothing wrong with that.

V8104 Society should be more accepting of people whose appearance or values are very
different from most.

Respondents’ general level of moral tolerance (V8103) and satisfaction with societal levels of
moral tolerance (V7101, V8104)° are not cleanly linked to the concept of moral
traditionalism. While the first four questions refer to a specific content domain of moral

considerations, this set of questions may be viewed as addressed at a higher level of generality.

5The delineation between moral and non-moral concerns and standards is a very
complex issue, but these questions do raise it. While V8103 might be given a moral “context”
in this sequence of questions, it refers only to “people who think and act differently.” Further,
one might consider “appearance” (V8104) to be a matter of aesthetics and not morality.



The linkage to the other questions, however, can be drawn through reference to the rhetorical
phrase: “The Permissive Society.” Permissiveness, in this context, may be interpreted as the
“claim that individuals not only have the responsibility for making their own moral decisions
but the right to make them without any interference on the part of others” (Anderson, 1972,
p. 39). Viewed in this way, these questions are linked to the ideas of “expressive
individualism” discussed earlier. Further, they reference a broad view of morality. Not only is
“a person’s sense of morality ... a set of value judgments about what ought to be done and
what ought not to be done” (Conover and Feldman, 1986, p. 1), but it is about how these end
states are to be achieved; about the conflict between right and wrong, and rights.

The Moral Traditionalism scale might best be viewed as a summary of part of the
received agenda of the “New Right.” It captures contemporary moral concerns of the “New
Right” and the fact that they are linked together and to politics, but it cannot take us far in

understanding the processes producing these linkages.
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