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Abstract

When researchers want to understand differences in personal culture—a person’s attitudes,
beliefs, values, and practices—how much attention should they pay to adult experience? Recent
work has reached substantially different conclusions on this question. We argue that this dis-
agreement is an unintended consequence of the “tournament of models” approach researchers
have used, which focuses on whether people change and not how much they change. To
advance the theoretical debate, we refocus attention on the relative importance of personal
change over time for explaining differences between people. We introduce a new measure for
quantifying the proportion of systematic variance in panel data attributable to intrapersonal
change. Applying this measure to 609 items from seven surveys in five countries, we find that
although intrapersonal change is common, it is generally small in magnitude. As an extension of
the theoretical debate, we demonstrate that this measure provides new insights when comparing
social groups, showing that intrapersonal change is less common among U.S. college graduates
than among those without a college degree. Our findings provide a new perspective on several
important theoretical debates, as well as a tool to address new questions.

Introduction

Does personal culture—a person’s attitudes, beliefs, values, and practices—change over the life
course, or is it largely fixed by adulthood? This question underlies an important contemporary
debate in sociology (Kiley and Vaisey 2020; Lersch 2023; Lizardo 2017) and has deep roots in
seemingly contradictory theoretical perspectives. For example, pragmatist theories of action claim
that changes in social environments cause people to adapt their views and make new cultural
meanings (Gross 2009; Swidler 2001), while Bourdieusian practice theories argue that the “past
conditions of production” leave a mark on people’s personal culture that lasts throughout their
lives (Bourdieu 1990). Models of social influence assume that people adapt their culture in the face
of new information (Goldberg and Stein 2018), while the emphasis on cohort effects in models of
aggregate social and cultural change requires them to be open to change while young but become
fairly resistant to it as they age (Ryder 1965). Finally, life course theories posit important changes
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over time as people advance through important transitions in their lives (Bardi et al. 2009; Elder,
Johnson, and Crosnoe 2003).

Because all of these perspectives have some empirical support, the theoretical debate is not about
whether the processes they posit exist at all, but about their relative contribution to explaining
the cultural differences we see in the world. Nevertheless, researchers have struggled to reach a
consensus on the importance of cultural change during adulthood. Over the span of a few years,
most apparent changes in adults’ survey responses appear to be transitory, with little evidence of
persistent change (Kiley and Vaisey 2020; Vaisey and Kiley 2021). This suggests that change during
adulthood may not be a major factor in explaining contemporary cultural divides. By contrast,
when we consider a longer time horizon, there is evidence that adults make at least some persistent
changes (Lersch 2023).

These seemingly inconsistent findings are partly due to the fact that researchers have taken a
“tournament of models” approach to adjudicate different theoretical perspectives (Lersch 2023:
p. 228). That is, researchers have relied on model selection criteria—primarily the Bayesian
Information Criterion (Raftery 1995)—to sort variables into the “no change” or “any change”
piles. The size of these piles then serves as the primary evidence for the truth of the theory (Kiley
and Vaisey 2020; Lersch 2023; Vaisey and Kiley 2021).

We argue, however, that asking whether people change on an item is an unintended source of
confusion. Being able to detect any change on an item depends not only on sample populations,
measurement, statistical methods, and power, but also on definitions of what counts as “change.”
These differences can limit the possibility of agreement on the assignment of a variable to the right
pile. Moreover, asking whether there is evidence of change reduces to, “Is there any evidence
of change in this item?” But such binary questions are ill-suited to address the core of the theo-
retical debate: determining how much the process of intrapersonal change contributes to cultural
differences.

Of course neither pre-adult socialization nor the contemporary social context alone can explain
the full range of cultural differences. The relevant question is about the relative contributions of
these processes. In the current debate, for a single construct (e.g., support for gay rights), model
comparison approaches can only help decide whether intrapersonal change is happening, not about
how much. This also prevents investigating under what conditions, across which groups, and in
what domains we might see differences in the amount of intrapersonal change. These questions
are about degree, not existence. Taking this debate forward therefore requires precise measurement
rather than declarations of victory for a particular perspective.

In this paper, we move beyond the “tournament of models” approach and introduce a new method
for quantifying the relative contributions of interpersonal differences and intrapersonal change
for a single item. We use 609 items from seven panel surveys from five countries to quantify the
proportion of variance that is attributable to systematic intrapersonal change over the study period
rather than to stable interpersonal differences.

We observe similar results across all datasets despite their varied social contexts and duration. In
general, we find that intrapersonal change accounts for a small amount of variance in personal cul-
ture survey items. Of course, any question about whether a given amount of intrapersonal change
is “meaningful” or “important” is substantive and theoretical. Nevertheless, on many measures
(some observed for over a decade), we do not see enough change to believe that intrapersonal
change processes play a substantial role in explaining the differences we observe between adults.
Notable, interesting, and important exceptions exist, but they are departures from the overall
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pattern.

In addition to advancing a theoretical debate, our method can also help address specific substantive
questions. To illustrate how it might be used by a researcher with a specific topical interest, we
investigate differences in the relative importance of intrapersonal change for people with and
without a college degree. We find a smaller amount of systematic change among college-educated
respondents, suggesting that college crystallizes one’s personal culture rather than fostering an
openness to new information. This offers a new empirical basis to theorize about the role of
education in influencing personal culture.

Taken together, our goal in this paper is to advance—and, hopefully, transcend—debates about
whether adults change. People do change, at least a little, on most things. Our method can help
quantify exactly how much.

Background

Stability and Change in Personal Culture

Recent debates about whether adults undergo intrapersonal cultural change emerged in part
because theories of cultural change at the aggregate level tend to implicitly invoke one of two
models of individual behavior. The first, what Kiley and Vaisey (2020) call a “Settled Dispositions
Model” (SDM), assumes that peoples’ personal culture is relatively fixed by the time they are
adults. While they might make temporary changes in their declarative culture in reaction to their
environments, this model assumes that people return to a settled baseline over a short period of
time. This model underlies theories of cultural change that suggest people are imprinted by early
socialization experiences such as the “past conditions of production” in Bourdieusian practice
theory (Bourdieu 1990), cohort replacement theories of aggregate change (Mannheim 1952; Ryder
1965), and control theories in social psychology (Robinson 2007; Smith-Lovin and Heise 1988).

The second model summarized by Kiley and Vaisey (2020), an “Active Updating Model” (AUM),
posits that people continually update their personal culture as they move through life. This
model suggests people change their personal culture as they adapt and make new meanings when
encountering new social environments, discourses, and information (Gross 2009; Swidler 2001).
This model underlies, among others, theories of cultural diffusion (Christakis and Fowler 2010),
attitude alignment (DellaPosta 2020), and polarization (Bail et al. 2018). It is also implicit in most
studies that ask whether specific experiences, changes in social roles, or political events, affect
personal culture (Gelman and Margalit 2021; Slothuus and Bisgaard 2021; Visser and Mirabile
2004).

There is no reason to believe that only one of these two models is “correct” at all times and in all
places. A population observed over some period of time contains a mix of people who are changing
and people who are not. Instead, different perspectives argue that each of these ideal-typical models
is more operative at different times, for different people, and for different elements of personal
culture. For example, adolescence and early adulthood is typically viewed as a “formative period”
for personal cultural development and thus characterized by higher rates of active updating, while
middle age and later life are potentially characterized more by settled dispositions (Alwin and
Krosnick 1991; Eaton et al. 2009; Krosnick and Alwin 1989). Similarly, salient issues, such as views
around gay rights in the 2010s; issues that see substantial elite realignments, such as views around
the Vietnam conflict in the 1970s (Zaller 1992); and novel issues of public opinion, such as views
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around vaccines during the Covid-19 pandemic (Scoville et al. 2022), might be characterized by
active updating, while established issues of low salience are characterized by stability.

Empirically comparing which of these models better fit a broad range of questions from the General
Social Survey’s rotating panels, Kiley and Vaisey (2020) found limited evidence of durable change.
While the majority of items did prefer the AUM, the amount of durable change detected on these
items was small. A substantial minority of questions (39 percent) favored the SDM, meaning they
were more consistent with zero durable change. Questions with more evidence of durable change
included salient issues like gay marriage and questions tapping “public” statements or behaviors
such as partisan identification and religious service attendance. There was also more evidence
of durable change among early adults (people ages 18-30) than among the rest of the population.
Overall, the researchers concluded that “results ultimately suggest that real, persistent attitude
change is an uncommon phenomenon among adults’ ’ (Kiley and Vaisey 2020: p. 500; see also
Vaisey and Kiley 2021). This lack of durable change is consistent with other recent findings that
cohort replacement plays a somewhat larger role than period effects in explaining differences in
personal culture (Vaisey and Lizardo 2016).

On the other hand, the claim that change is a relatively infrequent phenomenon has been difficult
to square with research identifying durable change as a result of social experiences across a number
of cultural dimensions, such as morality (Broćić and Miles 2021), trust (Mewes et al. 2021), and
concerns about immigration (Kratz 2021). Similarly, there are longitudinal studies showing that
cues from political elites can change an individual’s position on specific policy issues (Slothuus
and Bisgaard 2021; Zaller 1992) and that changes in their close contacts and acquaintances can
change individuals’ attitudes on group-related politics (DellaPosta 2018; Gelman and Margalit
2021). Given how often we observe people change their personal culture, it is hard to accept that
adults do not change.

Drawing on these findings, Lersch (2023) challenged the SDM and AUM as a “needless dichotomy,”
proposing the “Life Course Adaption Model” (LCAM) as an alternative. This model draws on the
life course perspective to model personal culture as a different linear trajectory over the duration
of a panel for each respondent. In doing this, Lersch rectified two shortcomings of the AUM
and SDM. First, the AUM, as described by Kiley and Vaisey, posits that changes follow a Markov
process where responses at time t are a function of responses at time t − 1 but not earlier time
points. However, earlier life experiences can (directly and indirectly) mold personal culture when
transitioning to new social roles or into new environments, even if their initial impact is delayed.
For example, childhood events might influence views on family structures later when individuals
form their own families. Therefore, the LCAM considers influences from earlier than just t − 1 on
responses at time t.

Second, Kiley and Vaisey’s analysis of the AUM and SDM is based on three-wave panel data over
four years, which might not be intensive or extensive enough to adjudicate the two models. Lersch
evaluates the LCAM against the AUM and SDM using panel data spanning a wider duration (from
3 to 36 years) and more waves (3 to 18), offering a better chance to observe durable change.

When Lersch compared the LCAM to the AUM and SDM on data from five countries, 297 of the
428 questions he analyzed preferred the LCAM, suggesting that we observe some linear change for
adults on most items. The SDM was preferred on 112 items, and the rest did not yield conclusive
results. No questions favored the AUM. He concludes that “new experiences over the life course
[. . . ] can persistently move individuals’ personal culture in novel directions” (Lersch 2023: p. 243-
244).
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Despite differences in how these researchers interpret their findings, the empirical results are not
far apart. Kiley and Vaisey (2020) found that the majority of items they tested favored the AUM,
meaning there was evidence of durable change among adults, a pattern consistent with Lersch’s
results. Also Lersch (2023) found evidence of durable change on most items, but these changes
were small. On average, people changed only about .07 standard deviations over 10 years. This is
consistent with Kiley and Vaisey’s finding that durable change is often small. Moreover, a quarter
of the items Lersch studied still preferred the SDM, suggesting that even with different assumptions
about change and more extensive data, many questions still are consistent with a model that allows
zero intrapersonal change.

Other studies are compatible with these findings as well. For example, Brocic and Miles (2021)
estimate that completing graduate degrees in humanities, arts, and social sciences shift peoples’
moral relativism only about 0.2 standard deviations on average compared to people with no college
degree, and this is the largest effect they identify. And studies of aggregate change show that, even
on items where cohort effects explain more variance than period effects, there is always evidence
that some people change over time (Vaisey and Lizardo 2016). In other words, despite different
interpretations, the results of previous work are in many ways highly consonant.

Quantification, Not Adjudication

To this point, the debate has been about whether people ever change. As we argued above, this
is rarely the right question since the answer is almost always “yes.” Over sufficient time and
in a large enough sample, researchers will likely observe some evidence for durable individual
change. A lack of evidence for change may be due to a poor survey question, a low resolution in
response options, or that the question simply was not asked for long enough or to enough people.
Conversely, finding evidence for some change tells us only that it was “not zero.” From that alone,
we learn little about how much intrapersonal change has happened in a population.

A more theoretically productive approach begins with a model assuming that during an observed
time period people might remain stable, might change a little, or might undergo significant shifts
in their personal culture. Lersch’s LCAM does this by modeling each individual as following a
personal linear trajectory. But rather than debating whether this model fits a particular data set
better than a model that assumes that people never change, it would be better to quantify these
individual changes and compare them to the stable differences that exist between people. In other
words, the focus should shift from asking, “do people change?” to asking, “what are the relative
contributions of change and pre-existing differences for explaining variance in personal culture?”

We propose an approach—which we formalize below—that offers such a quantification. Our
measure relates two variance components that each reflect a combination of relevant theoretical pro-
cesses. The first component, stable interpersonal differences, reflects the accumulated experiences
of people prior to entering the panel survey. Lersch (2023: 24) calls this “early imprinting.” While
commonly associated with experiences during a formative period that result in settled dispositions,
this variation could also reflect experiences that happened at any time as long as they predate the
panel and consistently affect subsequent responses. For instance, for those people entering the
panel post-retirement, this “imprinting” might reflect this pivotal life transition. Consequently, this
component also reflects variation in individuals’ social roles or statuses at the start of the panel that
were important in shaping their dispositions.

The second component, the amount of intrapersonal linear change people make during the panel,
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captures durable changes in personal culture over time. This captures the set of processes col-
lectively called “persistent change” or “adaption” by Lersch and “active updating” by Kiley and
Vaisey. Lersch attributes these changes to social triggers such as moving into a new environment or
adopting new social roles (although he does not measure these directly). They might also reflect
the diffusion of new cultural forms across social networks, cues from political elites or otherwise
culturally influential leaders, the emergence of issues in politics or culture, or large-scale social
shifts.

A third component, which we might call “residual variance” or “fluctuation,” accounts for the
remainder of variance in peoples’ responses. These non-durable changes emerge for a variety of
reasons. For example, people might not have a clear disposition on a particular item as it is asked.
Instead, they might internalize a broad set of considerations and construct an opinion in the context
of the survey interview, with different considerations coming to the forefront of their cognition
during each interview (Feldman and Zaller 1992; Tourangeau, Rips, and Rasinski 2000; Zaller 1992).
This variance can also include measurement error, such as misinterpreted questions, erroneous
response selections, or responses getting coded incorrectly. Although this third component at least
partially reflects important processes of personal culture, it does not directly touch on the ongoing
debate outlined here. Because of this, we quantify this component but focus principally on the
other two.

At a theoretical level, the coexistence of the sets of processes captured in the two main components,
interpersonal differences and intrapersonal change, is undeniable, and they are linked in many
ways. Any intrapersonal change during one’s life will likely manifest as interpersonal differences
by the time people enter a panel survey. Furthermore, unless people are entirely socialized early on
and never deviate from these dispositions, we expect observing intrapersonal change in a segment
of the population when surveyed over time.

Furthermore, these components are not necessarily useful in isolation or without context. What
is important for the theoretical debate is the relative contribution of these two components in
explaining cultural differences in a population. In other words, when we look at a population
of adults over some time frame, is there enough intrapersonal change relative to interpersonal
difference to view it as an important process for why people differ from each other? Only through
quantifying the two components we can get closer to a true answer to this question.

Yet the true utility of the proposed quantification goes beyond settling past debates; it allows
researchers to ask new questions. For example, classifying survey items based on whether they
show durable change overlooks possibly important differences among those that do show such
change. By quantifying the relative contributions of interpersonal differences and intrapersonal
change, researchers can gauge their relative importance in explaining differences among survey
items, between groups within a given population, across time, and across societies.

Expectations

By shifting the question and adjusting the approach, we expect consistent patterns across datasets.
First, because previous work found evidence of durable change on most measures of personal
culture, we expect that we will find some intrapersonal change in most items. But because these
earlier studies also found many questions (between 25 and 35 percent) lacking evidence of any
durable change, we expect considerable variation in the proportion of variance accounted for by
intrapersonal change, with some questions indicating essentially none at all.
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Second, we expect the variance attributable to intrapersonal change to be modest compared to
pre-existing interpersonal differences. This expectation should be uncontroversial, regardless of the
theoretical process assumed to be most relevant for a particular question. Panel surveys do not
encompass individuals’ entire lifetimes. Thus, even if intrapersonal change during adulthood is
the major driver of cultural differences, the change detected in a panel covering 20 years probably
will not fully account for the entire variance of interpersonal differences.

Our expectations so far largely echo what was observed in previous studies. However, theoretical
perspectives differ in how much change they expect, enabling quantification to provide a new
perspective on existing questions. “Formative period” and cohort theories, which emphasize early-
life socialization as a strong influence on adult personal culture, imply low amounts of intrapersonal
change, even when we account for the duration of observation. Conversely, other theoretical
perspectives emphasizing the importance of people’s contemporaneous social environment might
expect a larger degree of intrapersonal change, even in a relatively short panel.

Third, we expect the variance explained by each process—interpersonal differences and intrap-
ersonal change—to depend on specific attributes of the question and panel. First, the higher
the response resolution for a given question and the larger the sample, the greater the variance
attributed to intrapersonal change should be, as smaller changes in intrapersonal change will be
easier to detect. Second, life course theories posit that social transitions drive changes in personal
culture. Since the probability that any person experiences such a transition goes up the longer
we observe them, we expect panel duration to be positively related to the proportion of variation
explained by intrapersonal change.

Analytic Strategy

Data

We use data from seven nationally representative panel surveys from Australia, Germany, Great
Britain, Switzerland, and the United States (summarized in Table 1), combining all the data files
used in previous work (Kiley and Vaisey 2020; Lersch 2023).1 These studies cover a long period
of time (the range of surveys spans from 1968 to 2021), with 609 personal culture items capturing
attitudes, beliefs, values, self-assessments, self-descriptions, and behaviors (Alwin 2007). We
restricted the sample such that individuals between the ages of 18 and 79 are included without
further elimination, and in all surveys, we used all possible cases for which respondents provided
responses. In the end, the analyses that follow rely on a cross-national sample with a cross-domain
set of items to capture a broad range of individual personal culture. Supplemental Materials A
documents the list of all variables used in the upcoming analyses.

1For more information on these data sources, see (Goebel et al. 2019; Income Dynamics 2013; Smith et al. 2022;
Summerfield et al. 2011; Taylor 1996; University of Essex and Research 2019; Voorpostel et al. 2016).
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Table 1: The Description of the Data Sources

Country Survey Period Outcomes

Australia Household, Income and Labor Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) 2001-2021 30
Germany Socio-Economic Panel Study (SOEP) 1984-2020 122
Great Britian British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) 1991-2008 83
Great Britian Understanding Society/UK Household Longitudinal Study (UKHLS) 2009-2020 66
Switzerland Swiss Household Panel (SHP) 1999-2019 77

United States General Social Survey (GSS) 2006-2012 183
United States Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) 1968-2019 48

Life Course Adaption Model

The estimation procedure begins with Lersch’s (2023) Life Course Adaption Model, which formal-
izes survey responses at time t as a function of individual-level random intercepts and slopes for
survey age. In some contexts, this model is called a mixed-effects growth curve model. This model
assumes a set of propositions about change that reflect the theoretical debate to this point. First,
consistent with the settled disposition model, it assumes that people start the survey with cultural
differences, modeled as random intercepts for each respondent. Second, it assumes that people
change over time, taking the form of random slopes for each respondent as a linear function of
time. Third, it assumes that people deviate around this baseline randomly over time, reflecting
“fluctuation” or short-term non-persistent change. Formally, this can be written as

yit = β0 + α0i + (β1 + α1i)yearit + ϵit

α0i ∼ N (0, τ2
0 )

α1i ∼ N (0, τ2
1 )

ϵit ∼ N (0, σ2)

where β0 is the average intercept, α0i is the random intercept component for individuals, β1 is the
average yearly change in the outcome, α1i is the random slope component for individuals, and ϵit is
the random error term that captures transitory disturbances. The α0i and α1i terms are also allowed
to covary.

Analysis Steps

As a first step in our analysis, we fit this LCAM to each of the 609 measures of personal culture
outlined above. We then use these models to derive two measures of the components we outlined
above: pre-existing interpersonal differences and intrapersonal change over time.

We estimate these using a form of variance decomposition. First, to measure stable interpersonal
differences, we calculate V(D) according to the equation below, where ỹeari is the midpoint of the
observed years for each respondent for that particular item.2

2We use the model estimate from the midpoint year, rather than the value at the first wave, because this is the best
measure of “baseline” available under the assumption that the person does not change. The first wave measure alone
contains an unknown amount of measurement error and transient fluctuations.
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V(D) = 1 − ∑N
i=1 ∑T

t=1[yit − (β̂0 + α̂0i + (β̂1 + α̂1i)ỹeari)]
2

∑N
i=1 ∑T

t=1[yit − ȳit]2

This gives us the proportion of total variance in an item attributable to stable interpersonal differ-
ences.

To calculate the second component, which is the variance attributable to systematic intrapersonal
change, we calculate V(C) as follows:

V(C) = 1 − ∑N
i=1 ∑T

t=1[yit − (β̂0 + α̂0i + (β̂1 + α̂1i)yearit)]
2

∑N
i=1 ∑T

t=1[yit − ȳit]2
− V(D)

This is the incremental proportion of variance accounted for when we allow the model predictions
to change over time for each person.

The third component, which is the proportion of variance attributable to measurement error or
transient fluctuations, is what’s left, such that these three numbers sum to 1. As we discussed
above, this component is not of core interest here.

Together, V(D) and V(C) reflect the total systematic variance of the outcome that the LCAM can
attribute to either differences between people or linear intrapersonal change over the course of the
panel. Our principal measure of interest is the proportion of systematic variance accounted for by
intrapersonal change, which we calculate as

ω =
V(C)

V(C) + V(D)

We can think of ω as a type of Intraclass Correlation Coefficient focused only on the systematic
components of the model while ignoring residual variance that might be attributable to measure-
ment error or non-persisting change (see also the variance decomposition of period and cohort by
Vaisey and Lizardo 2016). The higher this proportion is, the more systematic variance in responses
is attributable to intrapersonal change during the panel. From now on, we use ω to stand for the
proportion of systematic variance attributable to intrapersonal change.

Because this quotient summarizes variance proportions and therefore has no natural referent, it is
hard to say at which values we observe “a lot” of intrapersonal change. But summarizing questions
in this way allows us to compare the relative importance of our two broad processes across a range
of questions that might have different levels of non-systematic variance. This gives us a sense of
the relative prevalence of these two processes for each question, which is not achievable under the
tournament of models approach. This also allows us to compare which kinds of questions show
more or less intrapersonal change relative to interpersonal differences. While the tournament of
models approach allowed researchers to say whether questions in general showed any evidence
of updating, this approach allows us to make more specific claims about the prevalence of these
theoretical processes for particular questions relative to each other.

As a second step in our analysis, we use linear regression to conduct a meta-analysis, modeling ω
as a function of features of the question and panel. This allows us to explore how these features
are associated with the degree of intrapersonal change. These covariates include the number of
response options (measured as 2, 3-5, and more than 5), the specific survey, the log of the number
of participants, the number of waves observed, the time period (i.e., decade) the question was first
asked, and the total duration of time the question was asked.
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Results

Variance Decomposition

Figure 1 plots the proportion of systematic variance attributable to interpersonal differences and
intrapersonal change for each of the 609 questions, plotted separately by panel. To broadly
summarize the results, all panels show a similar range of the proportion of systematic variance
attributable to intrapersonal change. Across panels, the median value of ω is 0.094 (mean of 0.098),
with an interquartile range of 0.053 to 0.139. All panels include questions where ω is essentially 0,
and all panels include questions with ω values greater than 0.20. The maximum ω value is 0.26.

Across all questions, interpersonal differences account for a much larger share of the systematic
variance in responses than intrapersonal change. Again, this is to be expected. Interpersonal
differences capture not just pre-adult socialization, but all accumulated experiences up to the start
of the panel that might influence personal culture.

To the extent that there are differences across the panels, the PSID has the highest ω values with
mean .120 and median .135. While we cannot disentangle features of the sample from features
of the questions asked to each sample, the specific samples for many PSID questions have lower
average ages than those from other panels. To the extent that younger respondents might be more
likely to make durable changes of opinion, these higher estimates of intrapersonal change might
reflect the distinct age profile of respondents in this sample. At the other end, the GSS has the
lowest range of ω with mean .073 and median .069. This potentially reflects the fact that the GSS
observes people for a shorter duration, on average, than the other panels. If, consistent with life
course adaption theories, people are more likely to make significant cultural changes the longer
we observe them, then duration likely affects the range of ω (a point we explore more below).
However, the GSS results are still consistent with results from the other panels.

While there are some differences between panels, these differences are small compared to the
differences within panels. For about 6 percent of items, ω is greater than 0.20. These questions tend
to ask about objectively changing external referents (e.g., confidence in specific government leaders
or political parties), life satisfaction, or current financial position. At the other end, questions about
religious identification, views on gender roles, and support for civil liberties tend to have very low
estimates of intrapersonal change.

In contrast to the tournament of models approach, quantifying change this way allows us to explore
variation in the relative importance of intrapersonal change across questions that all show evidence
of change. For example, Kiley and Vaisey (2020) found that confidence in the press and confidence
in religious leaders were both characterized by active updating. Our results show that intrapersonal
change is much more important for explaining variance in confidence in the press (0.164) than
confidence in religion (0.049), even though both are updating.

Appendix A shows the distribution of V(D) and V(C) across panels, and Supplemental Materials
A presents the estimated proportion of variance attributable to interpersonal differences and
intrapersonal change, the estimated values of ω, and the proportion of residual variance for each
question. Interpersonal differences are almost always the largest component of the total variance
and tend to account for between 55 and 70 percent of total variance, while intrapersonal change is
always the smallest, typically accounting for between 3 and 8 percent of total variance. Residual
variance tends to account for between 22 and 37 percent of variance, though on several questions
residual variance is greater than 50 percent. This might indicate survey items with low reliability
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Figure 1: Proportions of Systematic Variance in Personal Culture

Notes: The figure shows ω and 1 - ω as the proportion of systematic variance attributable to intrapersonal change and
interpersonal differences. See Supplemental Materials A for the full set of item values.
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or ones that capture genuinely rapid fluctuations.

As we noted above, the substantive importance of a given amount of intrapersonal change depends
on a range of factors, including how long the panel runs, whether assumptions about linear change
hold, and whether the panel is capturing a distinctly turbulent period or a distinctly stable period
for the relevant item. However, if we assume that the period under observation is “typical” for a
question—not a time of extremely heightened (or lowered) sensitivity or change—then it does not
seem realistic that intrapersonal change accounts for a large share of the cultural differences we see
in the world.

Meta-Analysis

Figure 2 plots the results from a linear regression of ω as a function of question, panel, and sample
features. These models also include fixed effects for panels and topics, so coefficients reflect the
association within a panel and topical domain.

Figure 2 shows that the more response options respondents are given and the larger the sample, the
larger the values of ω. We interpret these coefficients as suggesting greater resolution on a question
makes it easier to detect and model change. The earlier a question was asked, even net of how long
it was been asked, the lower ω.

Although we did not state expectations for how question content would relate to ω, some of the
associations between question structure, panel duration, and panels themselves might be driven by
differences in the topics addressed by each panel. To address this, we followed Hout et al. (2016)
and Lersch (2023) in coding each question as falling into one of nine different topical domains and
included these as indicator variables in the meta analysis. Supplemental Materials B presents the
estimates for these topic indicators. They show some associations with ω, with questions about
subjective SES; social life, social cohesion, and trust; environment and climate; and health and
morale showing larger ω values than questions about religion and spirituality; politics, government
and the economy; and gender and family.

The most notable result in the meta analysis is the negative coefficient attached to the duration of
years covered by the question on average across participants. The longer a question is observed,
the less is the value of ω. Theories of personal cultural change that link changes in personal culture
to social experiences, including the LCAM, suggest that the longer we observe respondents, the
more likely people are to undergo potentially transformative experiences and therefore the more
variance would be attributable to intrapersonal change. Finding a negative coefficient here seems
to challenge that assumption.

As a further test of this finding, we compared the ω values when using the full duration of a
panel compared to when we dropped the final wave for each participant and therefore reduced
the total duration of observation for the question. If the coefficient reflects a true negative effect
of duration on ω, we should see that same effect within questions. Results from this analysis are
presented in Appendix B and contradict the coefficient from the regression model; with a few
exceptions, we found that the longer we observe the same question, the higher ω is. We interpret
this combination of findings as suggesting that the kinds of questions asked for a longer time period
tend to demonstrate less intrapersonal change than questions asked over shorter periods, rather
than a true function of time. This supports the conclusion that the GSS shows less intrapersonal
change because of its shorter duration.
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Figure 2: Regression Model Estimating ω

Notes: The model estimates the proportion of systematic variance attributable to intrapersonal change. It includes the log
of the number of participants, the number of waves the variable was asked (capped at t = 10 for each item), the date of the
first wave (measured as the year minus 1968 divided by 10), number of waves the question was asked averaged across
participants, duration in years per item averaged across participants, and panel and topic fixed effects. Coefficients are
estimated from suppressed intercept model based on predictions at participants’ wave mid-point. Survey indicators and
item topics not shown. See Supplemental Materials B for the full set of coefficients.
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College and Change in Political Culture

These results mostly re-frame and align previous findings, but the value of our approach lies in its
ability to extend the debate to a broader set of theoretical questions. To show this potential, we turn
to a specific empirical example: the relative importance of intrapersonal change and interpersonal
difference for explaining cultural variation by level of education.

Previous work has established a positive relationship between education and attitude stability,
especially on issues related to American politics. This stability is often attributed to education
facilitating “chronic information” – a general understanding of and attention to the domain of
American politics, including the positions held by major parties and political figures and how
issues relate to one another at a logical or socio-logical level (Alvarez and Brehm 2002; Boutyline
and Vaisey 2017; Zaller 1992). These perspectives argue that because college graduates have more
knowledge of American politics, they are better able to consistently connect the considerations in
their cognition with the answer choices they are presented with in a survey.

This work has tended to focus on the fact that college-educated Americans give responses that
are less likely to be affected by measurement error or short-term influences than the rest of the
population (Alwin 2007; Zaller 1992). But this focus on the non-systematic or residual component
of variance across groups lumps the two systematic forms of difference together. That is, it obscures
the fact that the amount of interpersonal differences and intrapersonal change might also differ
across these groups.

There are theoretical reasons to believe that education might be associated with either more or less
intrapersonal change. On one hand, because college graduates are more connected to mainstream
discourse and elite signals, they might be more likely to make durable changes in response to the
emergence of new information, new issues, or political realignments, while those without chronic
information might display more variance around an unchanging baseline (Zaller 1992). Conversely,
it could be that the observed stability of the college educated reflects the fact that they have already
formed durable opinions and are relatively closed off to new information. If this is true, college
could be understood as a formative experience that solidifies some dimensions of personal culture.
Perhaps for those who do not attend college, later life experiences might prove more important in
forming or changing personal culture, as these experiences potentially provide information that
college-educated peers have already received.

To compare these competing propositions, we calculate ω values separately for people with at least
a bachelor’s degree and people with less than a bachelor’s degree at wave 1 of the three General
Social Survey’s panels.3 We focus on the GSS because it contains the largest number of questions
tapping general political dispositions, which is the domain where education has proven particularly
relevant for understanding attitude stability. The GSS also covers a turbulent window of American
politics from 2006 to 2014. This window covers the start of the Great Recession, debates about
federal intervention in and regulation of Wall Street, the election of Barack Obama as the first
black U.S. president, debates about the role of the federal government in the health care sector, the
emergence of the Tea Party, and political realignment and clarification on the issue of gay marriage,
among other topics.

3A small number of respondents report different highest degrees at wave 1, wave 2, and wave 3. Some of this is
due to measurement error, and some of it is due to a small number of people obtaining a higher degree during the four
years of the panel. Estimating the panel with highest at wave 1 or highest degree reported across the panel produces
functionally identical results.
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Figure 3 plots the distribution of differences in ω values between people with at least a bachelor’s
degree and people with less than a bachelor’s degree at wave 1 of the panel for 183 GSS items.
Values greater than 0 indicate that intrapersonal change accounts for more systematic variance
among college graduates than among those without a college degree, while values less than 0
indicate the opposite.

Figure 3: Difference in ω Across College Graduates and Non-Graduates

Notes: The figure shows the difference in ω values across college graduates and college non-graduates. Values above
(below) 0 means that those with college degree have higher (lower) variance of intrapersonal change. The dashed red
line marks 0 difference.

There is a clear pattern in Figure 3: for more than 80 percent of these GSS items, intrapersonal
change is a larger component of systematic variance for people without a college degree. While
most of these differences are small in absolute terms (less than 2 percentage points), several are
greater than 5 percentage points. Given the distribution observed in Figure 1 showing that the
systematic variance attributable to intrapersonal change averages around 0.09, a 5 percentage point
difference between groups is quite substantial.

To more clearly illustrate some of these differences, we highlight eight questions designed to tap
general political dispositions: partisan identification (Democrat vs. Republican) and ideological
identification (liberal vs. conservative) on seven-point scales; four questions about the government’s
role in improving the condition of the poor, paying people’s medical bills, giving special treatment
to black people, and doing things that private businesses could do, measured on five-point scales;
a question about whether the government should do more to reduce income differences, measured
on a seven-point scale; and one question about whether black people should be given preferences
in hiring, measured on a five-point scale. We present estimates of ω for these eight questions, for

15



both education groups, in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Difference in ω Across College Graduates and Non-Graduates on Political Culture

Notes: ω values across college graduates and college non-graduates on 8 political culture items from the General Social
Survey (2006-2014).

On all eight questions presented in Figure 4, ω values are smaller for people with a college degree,
meaning intrapersonal change is less common among them. There are also large differences in ω
values across questions for both groups. For example, on the question of whether the government
should try to solve more problems or leave those problems to be solved by private businesses
(“government do more or less”), less than 1 percent of the systematic variance is attributable to
intrapersonal change for both groups. In other words, while people might vacillate on this question
at random (37 percent of variance is residual for this question), there is functionally no evidence
that people make systematic changes of opinion on this issue during the GSS panel.

In contrast, partisan identification and political ideology both show larger values of ω than most
other questions, as well as a larger absolute difference by degree status. Compared to the other
questions, intrapersonal change plays a much larger role in accounting for partisan identification
and political ideology. And this is particularly true for respondents who do not have a college
degree; the ω value for ideological identification among non-college educated respondents is
almost four times that of college-educated respondents.

It is worth pointing out that this meaningful difference in ω values across education groups
and across questions would not have been detectable using previous methods. For partisan
identification and political ideology, both college-educated respondents and people with less than
college degree would likely favor the AUM or LCAM over the SDM because these questions both
show evidence of some members of the population making some intrapersonal change. In other
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words, the tournament of models obscures the fact that the relative importance of intrapersonal
change differs across these two groups, that intrapersonal change explains more systematic variance
for ideological identification and partisan identification for people without a college degree, and
that there appears to be more durable change on questions of affirmative action than on questions
of government aid to black Americans.

We believe these patterns shed new light on the mechanisms underlying differences in attitudes
and behavior across groups. Something about college attendance seems to crystallize personal
culture. While these results should not be interpreted as causal effects of attending college – they
are potentially confounded by age, social class, race, gender, and other factors that explain selection
into higher education – they open up a set of new questions and dynamics to explore.

Discussion and Conclusion

The objective of this paper is to intervene in the recent debate on whether people change their
personal culture – their attitudes, beliefs, values, and practices – as they move through their
adult life. Instead of falling back on a “tournament of models” approach (Lersch 2023: p. 228)
to proclaim victory for a particular answer to this question, our goal is to refocus the debate to
the theoretically more productive question of the relative importance of intrapersonal change for
explaining differences in the personal culture. We propose a new approach that quantifies the
amount of observed systematic variance that is attributable to either interpersonal differences at
baseline or intrapersonal change over the duration of a panel.

Applying our proposed measure, ω, to 609 survey items from all of the panel datasets previously
discussed in this debate revealed a consistent pattern. Nearly all questions show evidence of
people making some durable, intrapersonal change over time. Some show notably high amounts
of intrapersonal change. For some questions about life satisfaction or views on government
benefits, it seems plausible that differences in adult experiences predominantly account for observed
differences between people.

However, intrapersonal change is often substantially less pronounced than interpersonal differences,
accounting for less than 10 percent of systematic variance on average across all datasets. On
numerous questions, like those on civil liberties, abortion, generalized trust, and civic duty, the
systematic variance attributable to intrapersonal change is essentially zero. For these questions, it
seems there is not enough cultural change during adulthood to warrant attributing the differences
we observe to experiences and social transitions; instead, the primary source of the observed
differences appears to stem from experiences in childhood, adolescence, and early adulthood.

More than adjudicating past positions in this debate, the approach we presented in this paper
will enable scholars to explore more precisely the relative contributions of change and stability in
explaining variation in personal culture, as well as how these contributions might differ across
populations. To illustrate this, we showed how the amount of cultural difference explained by
intrapersonal change varies substantially by survey item but also by individuals’ characteristics
such as their education. While age and other factors related to college completion might confound
this pattern, it suggests that college completion may crystallize personal culture to an extent that
renders later adult experiences on political dispositions less influential.
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Limitations

Although we believe it is a major advance on previous work, the approach we outline here has
important limitations. We allocate all systematic variance to one of two sets of theoretical processes:
intrapersonal change and interpersonal differences at baseline. Our approach does not quantify the
proportion of people who “change,” nor can we be sure that the amount of interpersonal change
we detect is driven by many people making small changes or a few people making large changes.

Our results and interpretations also hinge on how we have defined change. As does the LCAM, our
approach treats cultural trajectories as varying linear slopes for each respondent, thus assuming
that change is a linear function of time. This assumption simplifies reality in which change likely
also takes non-linear and discontinuous forms. People might jump from one “stable” disposition to
another or experience a “turning point” in their lives that upsets an otherwise stable trajectory. In
parts, our assumption of linearity is a limitation of the data, as most questions are only observed
for three to six waves. Panels with more waves might allow researchers to loosen this assumption
to test alternative, more flexible models of change.

Similarly, our approach assumes that durable change is unidirectional. This is a sensible assump-
tion on short panels where classifying change that lasts less than two years as durable seems
unreasonable. Practically, it means that the variance produced by people making durable changes
in their cultural dispositions to then return to a previous state later in life is classified as residual
variance, rather than intrapersonal change. Longer panels and more flexible definitions of “change”
might allow us to account for such trajectories.

Finally, we had chosen to examine the broadest array of measures of personal culture available to
us, ranging from religious beliefs and core values, to policy preferences, and even to the importance
of different features when buying a new car across five countries (Australia, Germany, Switzerland,
the United Kingdom and the United States). Nevertheless, our findings remain limited to the kinds
of questions that are asked in panel surveys and in the contexts they were administered, reflecting
issues of general (national) politics, gender roles, immigration and race relations, and general well
being. Although we have no reason to believe results to be different, our findings do not directly
speak to other dimensions of culture such as artistic tastes, leisure activities, and time use.

Implications for Cultural Sociology

Despite these limitations, we believe our method and findings have important implications for
social science research. Sociologists interested in understanding cultural differences have largely
asked about the existence of cultural change in adults (e.g., Kiley and Vaisey 2020; Lersch 2023;
Vaisey and Kiley 2021). Yet this approach has inadvertently limited the debate. In any population,
some degree of adult cultural change is inevitable. Although ideal types like the settled dispositions
and active updating models are useful, no theoretical perspective would expect either early life
socialization or adult intrapersonal change to be the sole source of one’s personal culture. Our
results reinforce this point, showing the relevance of both factors and allowing their precise
quantification.

This and other recent findings (Quinn et al. 2023; Stewart and Berkman 2023) suggest that it is
theoretically more productive to measure the relative importance of these two components in
concrete, substantive cases. Drawing a unified conclusion from survey items measuring various
cultural forms on different scales and across different time frames is challenging. Nevertheless, the
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general pattern suggests that, for most items, intrapersonal change in adulthood is not the primary
reason for the differences we see between people in the world.

We are not claiming that adults remain static or that their changes are inconsequential. Even
quantitatively minor shifts, such as a 2 percentage-point change in support for gay marriage, can
have massive ramifications. While the majority may remain consistent in their views, understanding
the underlying mechanisms of even such numerically minor shifts remains a crucial task for the
sociology of culture.

Our findings suggest that understanding variation in personal culture requires examining the
conditions and experiences of early life. While sociological research often focuses on transitions
between social roles, changes in social networks, or the experience of organizational environments,
these factors seem to account for a smaller proportion of adult differences than early-life experience.
Simply put, we need more work on early-life socialization (Guhin, Calarco, and Miller-Idriss 2020).

This conclusion aligns with a range of recent causal inference work suggesting that selection effects,
rather than treatment effects, predominantly account for personal cultural differences among
individuals in varied social roles and positions (Campbell and Horowitz 2016; Wodtke 2018). While
some people clearly change as they transition into new roles or environments, this change seems to
be insufficient in magnitude and duration to explain what are often pronounced differences among
people in diverse roles. These and our results suggest that when observing differences in personal
culture across social roles, such as parenthood, education, or professional authority (Longest, Hitlin,
and Vaisey 2013), or across occupations (Weeden and Grusky 2005), selection likely plays a large
role in explaining these difference, though exceptions always exist.

Our analysis does not provide an answer as to why intrapersonal change seems to have limited
impact on understanding cultural differences among adults. The situations that promote durable
change in personal culture might simply be rare during adulthood. Alternatively, it is possible
that adults do encounter opportunities, necessities, and incentives for change, but their ability or
willingness to change decreases. All the more it is important to research when and how social
situations can provoke durable change in adults.

Related to this, our results regarding education and political views suggest that the importance
of processes that lead to such change can vary by group. Aligning with life course theories,
it seems the significance of experiences for cultural change may be contingent on other, prior
experiences. For example, factors that shape cultural dispositions may likely differ for college and
non-college graduates; the latter might be more profoundly influenced by mid-life experiences
than the former in this regard. In trying to understand differences in personal culture, sociologists
should therefore pay more attention to the heterogeneous effects that various factors including
social events, encounters, and situations can have.

Our findings also have implications for understanding cultural change at the aggregate level.
Given that intrapersonal change accounts for a relatively small amount of variance among adults,
many forms of cultural change at the aggregate level are necessarily more likely driven cohort
replacement than by contemporaneous social conditions (Underwoood et al. 2022; Vaisey and
Lizardo 2016). This likely holds true for cultural change at the macro societal level as well as
the micro level such as within organizations, political parties, and professions. Our findings also
indicate that the impact of formative experiences, as opposed to contemporaneous social factors,
on cultural change is contingent upon an individuals’ level of education. The weight of these
two factors might thus change as the prominence of education shifts in the life course. If scholars
find similar differences across other social categorizations like class or race, it might necessitate a
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more thorough integration of demographic processes into the analysis of cultural change at the
population level.

Implications for Survey Research

Our findings underscore the value of extended panel surveys to advance theories of culture. On
average, non-systematic fluctuations in responses account for more than four times as much
variance as intrapersonal change, measured as linear change. Differentiating between the two is
therefore crucial for understanding cultural differences and cannot be done with cross-sectional
data. Instead we should extend panels beyond two waves to gain more leverage to understand
when and in what form personal culture changes.

A key insight from our meta-analysis is that an increase in response resolution (the range of
response options survey respondents are given) correlates with an increased share of systematic
variance explained by intrapersonal change. This may reflect specific issues being assessed by
survey items using different scales. Alternatively, it might imply that when intrapersonal changes
occurs, they are often subtle with answers moving from “agree” to “strongly agree,” rather than
from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” Such subtle changes require finer response options to
be detected.

Perhaps most important, we need more panel studies on youth. It is very likely that the majority of
adult differences in personal culture are rooted in different experiences before age 18. By empirically
constraining our analyses to adult experiences, social scientists may inadvertently concentrate
on topics and questions that, while important, might not be able to help explain major cultural
differences in adult populations.

Conclusion

We believe the approach we outlined here can push past the “needless dichotomy” implicit in the
question of whether people change or not (Lersch 2023). Characterizing questions as displaying
change or not can only take researchers so far, but the question of whether some questions demon-
strate more change than others, or whether some groups are characterized by more stability than
others, has the potential to weigh in on a broader range of theoretical debates. We hope researchers
find our approach useful as they investigate these questions.
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Appendix

Appendix A: The Distribution of Variation Components

Figure A1 shows the distribution of V(D) and V(C) across all panels.

Appendix B: ω Values When the Last Wave Removed

Figure A2 presents the alternative strategy we used to understand the effects of duration on
intraindividual change. First, we removed the last wave from all the observations and fitted the Life
Course Adaption models. This effectively reduced the number of items to 249. We then refitted the
model for all participants in this sample using the unrestricted data. In the final step, we calculated
the ω values for each item. The Figure A2 shows a scatterplot for these two sets of observations.
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Figure A1: The Distribution of V(D) and V(C)
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Figure A2: Difference in ω Across Two Sample Specifications

27



Supplemental Materials for
Quantifying Stability and Change in Personal Culture

Using Panel Data

Contents
Supplemental Materials A

Supplemental Materials B



Su
pp
le
m
en
ta
lM

at
er
ia
ls
A

In
Ta
bl
e
A
1,
w
e
pr
es
en
tt
he

su
rv
ey

ite
m
s,
co
rr
es
po
nd
in
g
la
be
ls
an
d
to
pi
c
in
di
ca
to
rs
,a
s
w
el
la
s
th
e
va
ria
nc
es

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

fr
om

ou
re
st
i-

m
at
io
ns
:V

(C
)r
ef
er
st
o
in
tra
in
di
vi
du
al
ch
an
ge
,V

(D
)r
ef
er
st
o
in
te
rin
di
vi
du
al
di
ff
er
en
ce
s,
an
d
V
(R
)r
ef
er
st
o
re
si
du
al
va
ria
nc
e.
W
e
al
so

pr
es
en
tt
he

𝜔
va
lu
es
.

Ta
bl
e
A
1:
Th
e
D
es
cr
ip
tiv
es
of
V
ar
ia
bl
es
U
se
d

ω
V
(C
)

V
(D
)

V
(R
)

L
ab
el

T
op
ic

B
H
PS

co
ha
dv

0.
09

0.
05

0.
53

0.
42

A
dv
an
ta
ge
sI
n
Li
vi
ng

A
sC

ou
pl
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

co
hd
is

0.
00

0.
00

0.
57

0.
43

D
is
ad
va
nt
ag
es
In
Li
vi
ng

A
sC

ou
pl
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cr
w
or
a

0.
06

0.
04

0.
60

0.
37

W
or
ry
A
bo
ut
B
ei
ng

A
ff
ec
te
d
B
y
C
rim

e
So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

cr
w
or
b

0.
10

0.
07

0.
61

0.
32

Ex
te
nt
O
fC

on
ce
rn
A
bo
ut
C
rim

e
So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

df
w
ld

0.
03

0.
02

0.
54

0.
44

D
iff
er
en
tW

or
ld
In
Fu
tu
re
Fo
rY

ou
ng

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

lfi
m
pa

0.
13

0.
08

0.
59

0.
32

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
f:
H
ea
lth

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

lfi
m
pb

0.
19

0.
16

0.
67

0.
16

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
f:
M
on
ey

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

lfi
m
pc

0.
10

0.
09

0.
79

0.
13

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
f:
H
av
in
g
C
hi
ld
re
n

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

lfi
m
pd

0.
20

0.
15

0.
60

0.
25

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
f:
H
av
in
g
A
G
oo
d
Jo
b

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

lfi
m
pe

0.
16

0.
12

0.
63

0.
25

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
f:
B
ei
ng

In
de
pe
nd
en
t

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

lfi
m
pf

0.
19

0.
17

0.
70

0.
13

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
f:
O
w
ni
ng

O
w
n
H
om

e
H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

lfi
m
pg

0.
14

0.
11

0.
69

0.
19

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
f:
G
oo
d
Pa
rtn
er
sh
ip

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

lfi
m
ph

0.
20

0.
16

0.
66

0.
17

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
f:
G
oo
d
Fr
ie
nd
s

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

op
ch
d1
_1

0.
02

0.
01

0.
48

0.
51

Q
ua
lit
y
B
es
tP
re
p.
C
hi
ld
:W

el
lL

ik
ed

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
ch
d1
_2

0.
02

0.
01

0.
61

0.
38

Q
ua
lit
y
B
es
tP
re
p.
C
hi
ld
:T

hi
nk

Fo
rS

el
f

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
ch
d1
_3

0.
14

0.
09

0.
53

0.
38

Q
ua
lit
y
B
es
tP
re
p.
C
hi
ld
:W

or
k
H
ar
d

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
ch
d1
_4

0.
00

0.
00

0.
54

0.
46

Q
ua
lit
y
B
es
tP
re
p.
C
hi
ld
:H

el
p
O
th
er
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
ch
d1
_5

0.
01

0.
00

0.
58

0.
41

Q
ua
lit
y
B
es
tP
re
p.
C
hi
ld
:O

be
y
Pa
re
nt
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
cl
s1

0.
16

0.
11

0.
55

0.
34

Se
es
Se
lf
A
sB

el
on
gi
ng

To
So
ci
al
C
la
ss

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

op
cl
s2

0.
10

0.
08

0.
73

0.
19

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
So
ci
al
C
la
ss
M
em

be
rs
hi
p

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

op
cl
s3

0.
16

0.
10

0.
52

0.
38

So
ci
al
C
la
ss
A
ff
ec
ts
O
pp
or
tu
ni
tie
s

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

op
eu
r1

0.
13

0.
11

0.
70

0.
19

O
pi
ni
on
:U

k
M
em

be
rs
hi
p
O
fE

u
Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
eu
r2

0.
13

0.
10

0.
71

0.
19

U
k
B
en
ef
ite
d
Fr
om

B
ei
ng

In
Eu

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
eu
r3

0.
05

0.
03

0.
65

0.
32

U
k
Lo
ng

Te
rm

Po
lic
y
R
e.
Eu

Sh
ou
ld
B
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
fa
m
a

0.
10

0.
07

0.
63

0.
30

Pr
e-
Sc
ho
ol
C
hi
ld
Su
ff
er
sI
fM

ot
he
rW

or
ks

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
b

0.
09

0.
07

0.
64

0.
29

Fa
m
ily

Su
ff
er
sI
fM

ot
he
rW

or
ks

Fu
ll-
Ti
m
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
c

0.
14

0.
07

0.
46

0.
47

W
om

an
A
nd

Fa
m
ily

H
ap
pi
er
If
Sh
e
W
or
ks

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
d

0.
12

0.
07

0.
54

0.
39

H
us
ba
nd

A
nd

W
ife

Sh
ou
ld
B
ot
h
C
on
tri
bu
te

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
e

0.
12

0.
07

0.
53

0.
40

Fu
ll
Ti
m
e
Jo
b
M
ak
es
W
om

an
In
de
pe
nd
en
t

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
f

0.
07

0.
05

0.
68

0.
27

H
us
ba
nd

Sh
ou
ld
Ea
rn
,W

ife
St
ay

A
tH

om
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
g

0.
12

0.
07

0.
52

0.
42

C
hi
ld
re
n
N
ee
d
Fa
th
er
A
sM

uc
h
A
sM

ot
he
r

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
h

0.
11

0.
07

0.
59

0.
34

Em
pl
oy
er
sS

ho
ul
d
H
el
p
W
ith

C
hi
ld
ca
re

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
i

0.
07

0.
05

0.
66

0.
29

Si
ng
le
Pa
re
nt
sA

re
A
sG

oo
d
A
sC

ou
pl
es

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
j

0.
15

0.
13

0.
75

0.
12

C
oh
ab
iti
ng

Is
A
lw
ay
sW

ro
ng

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
k

0.
11

0.
06

0.
52

0.
42

A
du
lt
C
hi
ld
re
n
Sh
ou
ld
C
ar
e
Fo
rP

ar
en
ts

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily



op
fa
m
l

0.
11

0.
07

0.
56

0.
37

D
iv
or
ce

B
et
te
rT

ha
n
U
nh
ap
py

M
ar
ria
ge

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
m

0.
12

0.
11

0.
77

0.
13

Th
e
M
an

Sh
ou
ld
B
e
H
ea
d
O
fH

ou
se
ho
ld

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
n

0.
08

0.
07

0.
82

0.
11

B
ib
le
G
od
sW

or
d
A
nd

Tr
ue

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

op
fa
m
o

0.
07

0.
06

0.
76

0.
19

C
o-
H
ab
iti
ng

Is
A
lri
gh
t

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
p

0.
11

0.
08

0.
64

0.
28

Pa
re
nt
sO

ug
ht
St
ay

To
ge
th
er
Fo
rC

hi
ld
re
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
q

0.
11

0.
07

0.
61

0.
32

M
ar
ita
lS
ta
tu
sI
sI
rr
el
ev
an
tT

o
C
hi
ld
re
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
fa
m
r

0.
05

0.
04

0.
76

0.
19

H
om

os
ex
ua
lR

el
at
io
ns
hi
ps

A
re
W
ro
ng

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
hl
a

0.
15

0.
09

0.
54

0.
37

A
ll
H
ea
lth

C
ar
e
Sh
ou
ld
B
e
Fr
ee

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
hl
b

0.
12

0.
08

0.
59

0.
34

C
om

pu
ls
or
y
Pr
iv
at
e
In
su
ra
nc
e
If
C
an

Pa
y

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
hl
c

0.
17

0.
11

0.
52

0.
38

U
nf
ai
rT

ha
tW

ea
lth

B
uy
sM

ed
ic
al
Pr
io
rit
y

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
is
s1

0.
07

0.
05

0.
68

0.
28

R
is
in
g
Pr
ic
es
A
re
A
C
au
se
Fo
rC

on
ce
rn

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
is
s2

0.
05

0.
03

0.
71

0.
26

O
zo
ne

La
ye
rI
sA

C
au
se
Fo
rC

on
ce
rn

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

op
is
s3

0.
10

0.
07

0.
62

0.
31

U
ne
m
pl
oy
m
en
tI
sA

C
au
se
Fo
rC

on
ce
rn

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
is
s4

0.
01

0.
00

0.
71

0.
29

Th
re
at
To

N
at
ur
e
Is
A
C
au
se
Fo
rC

on
ce
rn

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

op
is
s5

0.
08

0.
06

0.
70

0.
24

M
or
al
St
an
da
rd
sA

re
A
C
au
se
Fo
rC

on
ce
rn

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

op
na
ta

0.
18

0.
13

0.
56

0.
31

B
rit
ai
n
H
as
M
uc
h
To

Le
ar
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
na
tb

0.
14

0.
11

0.
63

0.
26

B
rit
is
h
C
iti
ze
ns
hi
p
B
es
t

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
na
tc

0.
15

0.
10

0.
55

0.
36

So
m
e
Sh
am

ef
ul
Th
in
gs

A
bo
ut
B
rit
ai
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
na
td

0.
24

0.
17

0.
52

0.
32

Pe
op
le
To
o
R
ea
dy

To
C
rit
ic
is
e
B
rit
ai
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
na
te

0.
17

0.
12

0.
60

0.
28

B
rit
ai
n
Sh
ou
ld
St
ay

Si
ng
le
St
at
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
na
tf

0.
12

0.
08

0.
62

0.
30

C
o-
O
pe
ra
tio
n
B
et
te
rT

ha
n
In
de
pe
nd
en
ce

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
ng
bh
a

0.
17

0.
13

0.
65

0.
22

B
el
on
g
To

N
ei
gh
bo
ur
ho
od

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

op
ng
bh
b

0.
20

0.
16

0.
66

0.
18

Lo
ca
lF
rie
nd
sM

ea
n
A
Lo
t

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

op
ng
bh
c

0.
15

0.
11

0.
63

0.
26

A
dv
ic
e
O
bt
ai
na
bl
e
Lo
ca
lly

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

op
ng
bh
d

0.
21

0.
16

0.
63

0.
21

C
an

B
or
ro
w
Th
in
gs

Fr
om

N
ei
gh
bo
ur
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

op
ng
bh
e

0.
20

0.
15

0.
59

0.
26

W
ill
in
g
To

Im
pr
ov
e
N
ei
gh
bo
ur
ho
od

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

op
ng
bh
f

0.
10

0.
07

0.
59

0.
34

Pl
an

To
St
ay

In
N
ei
gh
bo
ur
ho
od

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

op
ng
bh
g

0.
18

0.
14

0.
66

0.
20

A
m
Si
m
ila
rT

o
O
th
er
sI
n
N
ei
gh
bo
ur
ho
od

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

op
ng
bh
h

0.
19

0.
15

0.
65

0.
20

Ta
lk
R
eg
ul
ar
ly
To

N
ei
gh
bo
ur
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

op
po
la

0.
19

0.
11

0.
48

0.
41

G
ov
er
nm

en
tR

ef
le
ct
sP

eo
pl
e’
sW

is
he
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
po
lb

0.
17

0.
09

0.
47

0.
44

Pe
op
le
C
an
’t
In
flu
en
ce

G
ov
t.
Po
lic
y

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
po
lc

0.
06

0.
04

0.
60

0.
36

Sh
ou
ld
B
e
M
ax
.L

im
it
O
n
In
co
m
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
po
ld

0.
18

0.
10

0.
47

0.
43

G
ov
t.
Pu
ts
N
at
io
n’
sI
nt
er
es
ts
Fi
rs
t

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
rlg
3

0.
08

0.
06

0.
76

0.
17

R
el
ig
io
n
M
ak
es
D
iff
er
en
ce

To
Li
fe

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

op
so
ca

0.
13

0.
08

0.
54

0.
38

O
rd
in
ar
y
Pe
op
le
Sh
ar
e
N
at
io
ns

W
ea
lth

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
so
cb

0.
11

0.
07

0.
58

0.
34

O
ne

La
w
Fo
rR

ic
h
A
nd

O
ne

Fo
rP

oo
r

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
so
cc

0.
09

0.
06

0.
58

0.
36

Pr
iv
at
e
En
te
rp
ris
e
So
lv
es
Ec
on
om

ic
Pr
ob
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
so
cd

0.
12

0.
07

0.
53

0.
40

Pu
bl
ic
Se
rv
ic
es
O
ug
ht
To

B
e
St
at
e
O
w
ne
d

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
so
ce

0.
10

0.
07

0.
64

0.
29

G
ov
t.
H
as
O
bl
ig
at
io
n
To

Pr
ov
id
e
Jo
bs

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
op
so
cf

0.
09

0.
06

0.
65

0.
28

St
ro
ng

Tr
ad
e
U
ni
on
sP

ro
te
ct
Em

pl
oy
ee
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
tru
st

0.
12

0.
08

0.
61

0.
31

Tr
us
tw
or
th
in
es
sO

fO
th
er
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

vo
te
1

0.
10

0.
06

0.
54

0.
40

Su
pp
or
ts
A
Pa
rti
cu
la
rP

ol
iti
ca
lP
ar
ty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
2

0.
14

0.
07

0.
44

0.
50

C
lo
se
rT

o
O
ne

Po
lit
ic
al
Pa
rty

Th
an

O
th
er

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
4_
1

0.
05

0.
04

0.
88

0.
08

Pa
rty

A
ff
in
ity
:C

on
se
rv
at
iv
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
4_
2

0.
05

0.
04

0.
85

0.
11

Pa
rty

A
ff
in
ity
:L

ab
ou
r

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
4_
3

0.
08

0.
07

0.
72

0.
21

Pa
rty

A
ff
in
ity
:L

ib
er
al
D
em

oc
ra
t/L

ib
/S
dp

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
5

0.
10

0.
06

0.
54

0.
41

St
re
ng
th
O
fS

up
po
rt
Fo
rS

ta
te
d
Pa
rty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
6

0.
06

0.
04

0.
70

0.
25

Le
ve
lO

fI
nt
er
es
tI
n
Po
lit
ic
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y



G
SS

ab
an
y

0.
03

0.
02

0.
76

0.
22

A
bo
rti
on
:A

ny
R
ea
so
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ab
de
fe
ct

0.
10

0.
08

0.
75

0.
17

A
bo
rti
on
:B

irt
h
D
ef
ec
t

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ab
hl
th

0.
14

0.
12

0.
72

0.
16

A
bo
rti
on
:M

ot
he
r’
sH

ea
lth

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ab
no
m
or
e

0.
10

0.
08

0.
76

0.
16

A
bo
rti
on
:B

irt
h
C
on
tro
l

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ab
po
or

0.
09

0.
08

0.
77

0.
15

A
bo
rti
on
:T

oo
Po
or

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ab
ra
pe

0.
12

0.
11

0.
77

0.
13

A
bo
rti
on
:R

ap
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ab
sc
al
e6

0.
08

0.
07

0.
84

0.
09

A
bo
rti
on

Sc
al
e
(6
Ite
m
s)

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ab
sc
al
e7

0.
07

0.
06

0.
84

0.
10

A
bo
rti
on

Sc
al
e
(7
Ite
m
s)

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ab
si
ng
le

0.
05

0.
04

0.
77

0.
19

A
bo
rti
on
:U

nm
ar
rie
d

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

af
fr
m
ac
t

0.
12

0.
09

0.
68

0.
22

H
iri
ng

Pr
ef
er
en
ce
s

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

ag
ed

0.
01

0.
00

0.
60

0.
40

Se
ni
or
sS

ho
ul
d
Li
ve

W
ith

Fa
m
ily

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
hs
ca
le

0.
00

0.
00

0.
74

0.
26

A
th
ie
st
:S

ca
le

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
at
te
nd

0.
08

0.
08

0.
85

0.
07

A
tte
nd

R
el
ig
io
us

Se
rv
ic
es

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

bi
bl
e

0.
10

0.
09

0.
80

0.
12

V
ie
w
O
fB

ib
le

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

ca
pp
un

0.
12

0.
11

0.
76

0.
13

D
ea
th
Pe
na
lty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
ch
ld
id
el

0.
15

0.
12

0.
71

0.
17

Id
ea
l#

O
fC

hi
ld
re
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cl
as
s

0.
09

0.
07

0.
73

0.
20

So
ci
al
C
la
ss

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

cl
os
eb
lk

0.
11

0.
09

0.
71

0.
20

Fe
el
C
lo
se
To

B
la
ck
s

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

cl
os
ew

ht
0.
04

0.
03

0.
61

0.
36

Fe
el
C
lo
se
To

W
hi
te
s

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

co
la
th

0.
00

0.
00

0.
64

0.
36

A
th
ie
st
:T

ea
ch

A
tC

ol
le
ge

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
co
lc
om

0.
09

0.
06

0.
63

0.
31

R
ed
:T

ea
ch

A
tC

ol
le
ge

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
co
lh
om

o
0.
00

0.
00

0.
67

0.
32

G
ay
:T

ea
ch

A
tC

ol
le
ge

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
co
lm
il

0.
03

0.
02

0.
61

0.
37

M
ili
ta
ris
t:
Te
ac
h
A
tC

ol
le
ge

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
co
lm
sl
m

0.
00

0.
00

0.
70

0.
30

Is
la
m
is
t:
Te
ac
h
A
tC

ol
le
ge

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
co
lra
c

0.
00

0.
00

0.
60

0.
40

R
ac
is
t:
Te
ac
h
A
tC

ol
le
ge

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
co
m
sc
al
e

0.
03

0.
02

0.
76

0.
22

R
ed
:S

ca
le

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
co
na
rm
y

0.
12

0.
08

0.
63

0.
29

M
ili
ta
ry

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
nb
us

0.
11

0.
07

0.
60

0.
33

M
aj
or
C
om

pa
ni
es

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
nc
le
rg

0.
05

0.
03

0.
66

0.
31

O
rg
an
iz
ed

R
el
ig
io
n

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
ne
du
c

0.
02

0.
01

0.
60

0.
38

Ed
uc
at
io
n

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
nf
ed

0.
24

0.
17

0.
56

0.
27

Ex
ec
ut
iv
e
B
ra
nc
h

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
nf
in
an

0.
10

0.
06

0.
56

0.
38

B
an
ks

&
Fi
na
nc
e

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
nj
ud
ge

0.
09

0.
06

0.
63

0.
31

Su
pr
em

e
C
ou
rt

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
nl
ab
or

0.
14

0.
10

0.
62

0.
28

O
rg
an
iz
ed

La
bo
r

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
nl
eg
is

0.
02

0.
01

0.
61

0.
37

C
on
gr
es
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
nm

ed
ia

0.
17

0.
13

0.
66

0.
21

Tv
&
Pr
es
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
nm

ed
ic

0.
13

0.
09

0.
59

0.
32

M
ed
ic
in
e

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
np
re
ss

0.
16

0.
12

0.
62

0.
26

Pr
es
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
ns
ci

0.
04

0.
02

0.
61

0.
36

Sc
ie
nt
ifi
c
C
om

m
un
ity

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
nt
v

0.
18

0.
13

0.
59

0.
27

Te
le
vi
si
on

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

co
ur
ts

0.
06

0.
04

0.
65

0.
32

C
ou
rts

D
ea
lW

ith
C
rim

in
al
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
di
sc
af
f

0.
00

0.
00

0.
56

0.
44

A
ff
irm

.A
ct
io
n
H
ur
tW

hi
te
s

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

di
sc
af
fm

0.
09

0.
06

0.
55

0.
40

A
ff
irm

.A
ct
io
n
H
ur
tM

en
G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

di
sc
af
fw

0.
03

0.
02

0.
56

0.
42

A
ff
irm

.A
ct
io
n
H
ur
tW

om
en

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

di
vl
aw

0.
00

0.
00

0.
71

0.
29

D
iv
or
ce

La
w
sT

oo
Le
ni
en
t

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
eq
w
lth

0.
05

0.
04

0.
68

0.
28

G
ov
er
nm

en
tR

ed
uc
e
In
eq
ua
lit
y

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
fa
ir

0.
04

0.
03

0.
68

0.
30

Pe
op
le
Tr
y
To

B
e
Fa
ir

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t



fe
ar

0.
06

0.
04

0.
66

0.
30

A
fr
ai
d
To

W
al
k
A
tN

ig
ht

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
fe
ch
ld

0.
13

0.
10

0.
65

0.
25

W
or
ki
ng

M
om

sW
ar
m

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

fe
fa
m

0.
02

0.
01

0.
69

0.
30

B
et
te
rF

or
M
an

To
W
or
k

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

fe
hi
re

0.
00

0.
00

0.
62

0.
38

H
ire

&
Pr
om

ot
e
W
om

en
G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

fe
jo
ba
ff

0.
16

0.
13

0.
69

0.
18

Pr
ef
er
en
ce
sF

or
H
iri
ng

W
om

en
G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

fe
po
l

0.
00

0.
00

0.
64

0.
36

M
en

B
et
te
rF

or
Po
lit
ic
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

fe
pr
es
ch

0.
02

0.
01

0.
66

0.
33

Pr
e-
K
sS

uf
fe
rI
fM

om
W
or
ks

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

fin
al
te
r

0.
20

0.
14

0.
54

0.
32

Fi
na
nc
es
B
et
te
rO

rW
or
se

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

fin
re
la

0.
10

0.
08

0.
70

0.
22

R
el
at
iv
e
In
co
m
e

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

fu
nd

0.
08

0.
07

0.
84

0.
09

Fu
nd
am

en
ta
lis
t

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

ge
nd
er
sc
al
e

0.
03

0.
02

0.
76

0.
22

Sc
al
e
O
fG

en
de
rR

ol
e
A
tti
tu
de
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ge
ta
he
ad

0.
19

0.
13

0.
56

0.
31

W
or
k
To

G
et
A
he
ad

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

go
d

0.
05

0.
04

0.
82

0.
14

B
el
ie
fA

bo
ut
G
od

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

go
od
lif
e

0.
05

0.
03

0.
60

0.
37

Fi
na
nc
es
W
ill
Im
pr
ov
e

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

gr
as
s

0.
03

0.
03

0.
78

0.
20

Le
ga
liz
e
M
ar
iju
an
a

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
gu
nl
aw

0.
00

0.
00

0.
63

0.
37

R
eq
ui
re
G
un

Pe
rm
its

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
ha
pm

ar
0.
08

0.
06

0.
70

0.
24

H
ap
pi
ne
ss
:M

ar
ria
ge

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

ha
pp
y

0.
19

0.
15

0.
62

0.
23

H
ap
pi
ne
ss
:G

en
er
al

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

he
al
th

0.
10

0.
08

0.
75

0.
17

H
ea
lth
:S

el
f-
R
at
ed

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

he
lp
bl
k

0.
04

0.
03

0.
70

0.
27

G
ov
er
nm

en
tH

el
p
B
la
ck
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
he
lp
fu
l

0.
01

0.
01

0.
65

0.
34

Pe
op
le
Tr
y
To

B
e
H
el
pf
ul

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

he
lp
no
t

0.
00

0.
00

0.
62

0.
37

G
ov
er
nm

en
tD

o
M
or
e
O
rL

es
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
he
lp
ot
h

0.
10

0.
07

0.
59

0.
34

C
hi
ld
Sh
ou
ld
H
el
p
O
th
er
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

he
lp
po
or

0.
01

0.
01

0.
65

0.
35

G
ov
er
nm

en
tH

el
p
Po
or

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
he
lp
si
ck

0.
02

0.
01

0.
66

0.
33

G
ov
er
nm

en
tP
ay

M
ed
ic
al

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
ho
m
os
ca
le

0.
00

0.
00

0.
74

0.
26

G
ay
:S

ca
le

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
ho
m
os
ex

0.
04

0.
04

0.
83

0.
13

M
or
al
ity
:S

am
e-
Se
x
Se
x

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

in
tlb
lk
s

0.
23

0.
14

0.
48

0.
37

B
la
ck
sI
nt
el
lig
en
tO

rN
ot

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

in
tlw

ht
s

0.
01

0.
01

0.
49

0.
50

W
hi
te
sI
nt
el
lig
en
tO

rN
ot

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

jo
bf
in
d

0.
16

0.
12

0.
65

0.
23

Fi
nd

A
G
oo
d
Jo
b

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

jo
bl
os
e

0.
01

0.
00

0.
56

0.
44

Li
ke
ly
To

Lo
se
Jo
b

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

ki
ds
so
l

0.
04

0.
03

0.
69

0.
28

M
ob
ili
ty
N
ex
tG

en
er
at
io
n

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

le
td
ie
1

0.
14

0.
12

0.
72

0.
17

Le
tD

ie
:I
nc
ur
ab
le

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

le
tin
1a

0.
02

0.
01

0.
70

0.
29

H
ow

M
an
y
Im
m
ig
ra
nt
s?

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

lib
at
h

0.
00

0.
00

0.
61

0.
39

A
th
ie
st
:L

ib
ra
ry
B
oo
k

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
lib
co
m

0.
05

0.
04

0.
65

0.
31

R
ed
:L

ib
ra
ry
B
oo
k

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
lib
ho
m
o

0.
00

0.
00

0.
65

0.
35

G
ay
:L

ib
ra
ry
B
oo
k

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
lib
m
il

0.
02

0.
01

0.
60

0.
38

M
ili
ta
ris
t:
Li
br
ar
y
B
oo
k

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
lib
m
sl
m

0.
00

0.
00

0.
68

0.
32

Is
la
m
is
t:
Li
br
ar
y
B
oo
k

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
lib
ra
c

0.
00

0.
00

0.
59

0.
40

R
ac
is
t:
Li
br
ar
y
B
oo
k

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
lif
e

0.
04

0.
03

0.
67

0.
30

Li
fe
:E

xc
iti
ng

O
rD

ul
l

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

liv
eb
lk
s

0.
20

0.
14

0.
58

0.
27

N
ei
gh
bo
rh
oo
d
H
al
fB

la
ck

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

liv
ew

ht
s

0.
13

0.
07

0.
49

0.
44

N
ei
gh
bo
rh
oo
d
H
al
fW

hi
te

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

m
ar
bl
k

0.
06

0.
04

0.
69

0.
27

R
el
at
iv
e
M
ar
ry
B
la
ck

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

m
ar
ho
m
o

0.
05

0.
04

0.
82

0.
14

G
ay

M
ar
ria
ge

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

m
ar
w
ht

0.
00

0.
00

0.
55

0.
45

R
el
at
iv
e
M
ar
ry
W
hi
te

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

m
eo
vr
w
rk

0.
03

0.
02

0.
58

0.
40

M
en

H
ur
tF
am

ily
W
he
n
O
ve
rw
or
k

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

m
ils
ca
le

0.
03

0.
02

0.
69

0.
29

M
ili
ta
ris
t:
Sc
al
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
m
is
an
th
ro
py

0.
07

0.
06

0.
77

0.
17

M
is
an
th
ro
py

Sc
al
e

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t



m
sl
m
sc
al
e

0.
00

0.
00

0.
77

0.
23

Is
la
m
is
t:
Sc
al
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
ta
id

0.
07

0.
05

0.
65

0.
30

Fo
re
ig
n
A
id

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
ta
rm
s

0.
08

0.
06

0.
67

0.
28

D
ef
en
se

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
tc
hl
d

0.
05

0.
04

0.
63

0.
34

C
hi
ld
C
ar
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
tc
ity

0.
05

0.
03

0.
63

0.
34

Pr
ob
le
m
sO

fC
iti
es

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
tc
rim

e
0.
12

0.
08

0.
62

0.
29

Fi
gh
tin
g
C
rim

e
Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
td
ru
g

0.
12

0.
08

0.
60

0.
32

D
ea
lin
g
W
ith

D
ru
gs

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
te
du
c

0.
16

0.
13

0.
66

0.
21

Ed
uc
at
io
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
te
nv
ir

0.
01

0.
01

0.
67

0.
32

Pr
ot
ec
tE

nv
iro
nm

en
t

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
tfa
re

0.
08

0.
06

0.
75

0.
19

W
el
fa
re

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
th
ea
l

0.
02

0.
01

0.
57

0.
41

Im
pr
ov
in
g
H
ea
lth

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
tm
as
s

0.
05

0.
03

0.
62

0.
35

M
as
sT

ra
ns
it

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
tp
ar
k

0.
19

0.
14

0.
58

0.
28

Pa
rk
s&

R
ec
re
at
io
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
tra
ce

0.
13

0.
11

0.
72

0.
18

Im
pr
ov
e
Li
fe
Fo
rB

la
ck
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
tro
ad

0.
01

0.
01

0.
61

0.
39

H
ig
hw

ay
s&

B
rid
ge
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
ts
ci

0.
12

0.
08

0.
60

0.
32

Sc
ie
nt
ifi
c
R
es
ea
rc
h

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
ts
oc

0.
01

0.
00

0.
63

0.
36

So
ci
al
Se
cu
rit
y

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
na
ts
pa
c

0.
10

0.
07

0.
70

0.
23

Sp
ac
e
Ex
pl
or
at
io
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
ne
ve
rr
el
ac
t

0.
12

0.
09

0.
65

0.
27

N
ev
er
A
ct
iv
e
In
R
el
ig
io
n

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

ne
w
s

0.
08

0.
06

0.
77

0.
16

R
ea
d
N
ew

sp
ap
er

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

ob
ey

0.
08

0.
07

0.
72

0.
22

C
hi
ld
Sh
ou
ld
O
be
y

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ow
ng
un

0.
08

0.
08

0.
86

0.
06

G
un

O
w
ne
r

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pa
rs
ol

0.
01

0.
01

0.
71

0.
28

M
ob
ili
ty

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

pa
rty
id

0.
07

0.
06

0.
88

0.
05

Po
lit
ic
al
Pa
rty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pi
llo
k

0.
10

0.
07

0.
70

0.
23

B
irt
h
C
on
tro
l1
4-
16

Y
ea
rO

ld
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

po
la
bu
se

0.
00

0.
00

0.
50

0.
50

Po
lic
e
H
it
Pe
rs
on

C
ur
si
ng

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
po
la
tta
k

0.
00

0.
00

0.
54

0.
46

Po
lic
e
H
it
Pe
rs
on

Pu
nc
hi
ng

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
po
le
sc
ap

0.
16

0.
11

0.
59

0.
30

Po
lic
e
H
it
Pe
rs
on

Fl
ee
in
g

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
po
lh
ito
k

0.
00

0.
00

0.
71

0.
29

Po
lic
e
C
an

H
it
C
iti
ze
ns

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
po
lm
ur
dr

0.
00

0.
00

0.
53

0.
47

Po
lic
e
H
it
M
ur
de
rS

us
pe
ct

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
po
lv
ie
w
s

0.
08

0.
07

0.
75

0.
18

Po
lit
ic
al
V
ie
w
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
po
lv
io
le
nt

0.
01

0.
01

0.
62

0.
38

Po
lic
e
H
it:

Sc
al
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
po
pe
sp
ks

0.
15

0.
12

0.
70

0.
19

Po
pe

In
fa
lli
bl
e

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

po
pu
la
r

0.
23

0.
17

0.
55

0.
28

C
hi
ld
Sh
ou
ld
B
e
Po
pu
la
r

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

po
rn
la
w

0.
04

0.
02

0.
66

0.
32

R
es
tri
ct
Po
rn
og
ra
ph
y

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

po
st
lif
e

0.
09

0.
07

0.
78

0.
15

Li
fe
A
fte
rD

ea
th

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

pr
ay

0.
08

0.
07

0.
86

0.
07

Pr
ay

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

pr
ay
er

0.
13

0.
10

0.
68

0.
22

B
ib
le
Pr
ay
er
In
Sc
ho
ol
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pr
em

ar
sx

0.
07

0.
06

0.
79

0.
15

M
or
al
ity
:P

re
m
ar
ita
lS
ex

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ra
cd
if1

0.
09

0.
07

0.
65

0.
28

R
ac
ia
lD

iff
.:
D
is
cr
im
in
at
io
n

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

ra
cd
if2

0.
00

0.
00

0.
57

0.
43

R
ac
ia
lD

iff
.:
In
bo
rn

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

ra
cd
if3

0.
08

0.
05

0.
64

0.
30

R
ac
ia
lD

iff
.:
La
ck

Ed
uc
at
io
n

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

ra
cd
if4

0.
06

0.
04

0.
64

0.
32

R
ac
ia
lD

iff
.:
La
ck

W
ill

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

ra
co
pe
n

0.
13

0.
09

0.
61

0.
30

O
pe
n
H
ou
si
ng

La
w

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

ra
cs
ca
le

0.
01

0.
01

0.
69

0.
31

R
ac
is
t:
Sc
al
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
re
bo
rn

0.
07

0.
06

0.
81

0.
13

B
or
n
A
ga
in

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

re
la
ct
iv

0.
13

0.
11

0.
76

0.
13

D
o
R
el
ig
io
us

A
ct
iv
iti
es

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

re
le
xp

0.
14

0.
12

0.
76

0.
12

H
ad

R
el
ig
io
us

Ex
pe
rie
nc
e

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

re
le
xp
er

0.
03

0.
02

0.
74

0.
24

R
el
ig
io
us

Tu
rn
in
g
Po
in
t

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity



re
lit
en

0.
10

0.
09

0.
80

0.
11

St
re
ng
th
O
fA

ff
ili
at
io
n

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

re
lp
er
sn

0.
06

0.
05

0.
81

0.
14

R
el
ig
io
us

Pe
rs
on

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

ric
hw

or
k

0.
11

0.
08

0.
66

0.
26

W
ou
ld
W
or
k
If
R
ic
h

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

sa
tfi
n

0.
17

0.
14

0.
68

0.
18

Sa
tis
fie
d
W
ith

Fi
na
nc
es

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

sa
tjo
b

0.
20

0.
15

0.
60

0.
25

Sa
tis
fie
d
W
ith

W
or
k

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

se
lfh
un
t

0.
02

0.
02

0.
80

0.
18

H
un
te
r:
Se
lf

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
se
xe
du
c

0.
00

0.
00

0.
69

0.
31

Se
x-
Ed
.I
n
Pu
bl
ic
Sc
ho
ol
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

so
cb
ar

0.
11

0.
10

0.
80

0.
10

M
ee
tF
rie
nd
sA

tB
ar

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

so
cf
re
nd

0.
09

0.
06

0.
65

0.
28

M
ee
tF
rie
nd
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

so
ci
al
sc
al
e

0.
09

0.
07

0.
74

0.
18

So
ci
al
Li
fe
Sc
al
e

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

so
co
m
m
un

0.
16

0.
12

0.
64

0.
25

M
ee
tN

ei
gh
bo
rs

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

so
cr
el

0.
13

0.
10

0.
67

0.
23

M
ee
tR

el
at
iv
es

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sp
an
ki
ng

0.
07

0.
06

0.
73

0.
21

Sp
an
k
C
hi
ld
re
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

sp
ka
th

0.
03

0.
02

0.
66

0.
32

A
th
ie
st
:M

ak
e
Sp
ee
ch

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
sp
kc
om

0.
01

0.
01

0.
71

0.
28

R
ed
:M

ak
e
Sp
ee
ch

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
sp
kh
om

o
0.
07

0.
05

0.
65

0.
30

G
ay
:M

ak
e
Sp
ee
ch

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
sp
km

il
0.
00

0.
00

0.
63

0.
36

M
ili
ta
ris
t:
M
ak
e
Sp
ee
ch

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
sp
km

sl
m

0.
02

0.
01

0.
73

0.
26

Is
la
m
is
t:
M
ak
e
Sp
ee
ch

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
sp
kr
ac

0.
06

0.
04

0.
63

0.
33

R
ac
is
t:
M
ak
e
Sp
ee
ch

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
sp
rtp
rs
n

0.
10

0.
09

0.
78

0.
13

Sp
iri
tu
al
Pe
rs
on

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

su
ic
id
e1

0.
01

0.
00

0.
73

0.
27

Su
ic
id
e:
In
cu
ra
bl
e

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

su
ic
id
e2

0.
08

0.
06

0.
65

0.
29

Su
ic
id
e:
B
an
kr
up
tc
y

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

su
ic
id
e3

0.
03

0.
02

0.
66

0.
32

Su
ic
id
e:
D
is
ho
no
r

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

su
ic
id
e4

0.
08

0.
06

0.
68

0.
26

Su
ic
id
e:
Ti
re
d
O
fL

iv
in
g

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

su
ic
id
es
ca
le

0.
03

0.
03

0.
75

0.
23

Su
ic
id
e
Sc
al
e

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

te
en
se
x

0.
11

0.
08

0.
66

0.
26

M
or
al
ity
:S

ex
14
-1
6
Y
ea
rO

ld
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

th
nk
se
lf

0.
10

0.
07

0.
65

0.
27

C
hi
ld
Sh
ou
ld
Th
in
k
Fo
rS

el
f

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

tru
st

0.
00

0.
00

0.
72

0.
28

Pe
op
le
C
an

B
e
Tr
us
te
d

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

tv
ho
ur
s

0.
15

0.
13

0.
75

0.
13

W
at
ch

Te
le
vi
si
on

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

us
w
ar
y

0.
04

0.
03

0.
67

0.
30

U
sA

tW
ar
N
ex
t1
0
Y
ea
rs

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
w
lth
bl
ks

0.
02

0.
01

0.
52

0.
47

B
la
ck
sR

ic
h
O
rP

oo
r

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

w
lth
w
ht
s

0.
23

0.
16

0.
53

0.
30

W
hi
te
sR

ic
h
O
rP

oo
r

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

w
or
kb
lk
s

0.
00

0.
00

0.
56

0.
44

B
la
ck
sW

or
k
H
ar
d

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

w
or
kh
ar
d

0.
01

0.
00

0.
57

0.
42

C
hi
ld
Sh
ou
ld
W
or
k
H
ar
d

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

w
or
kw

ht
s

0.
23

0.
16

0.
55

0.
29

W
hi
te
sW

or
k
H
ar
d

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

w
rk
w
ay
up

0.
12

0.
09

0.
69

0.
21

N
o
R
ac
ia
lF
av
or
s

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

xm
ar
se
x

0.
18

0.
14

0.
64

0.
22

M
or
al
ity
:E

xt
ra
m
ar
ita
lA

ff
ai
r

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

xm
ov
ie

0.
07

0.
06

0.
71

0.
23

W
at
ch

X
-R
at
ed

M
ov
ie

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

H
IL
D
A

at
w
ka
dc

0.
13

0.
09

0.
58

0.
33

Fi
ne

Fo
rC

hi
ld
U
nd
er
3
To

B
e
In
A
ll-
D
ay

C
ar
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
kb
m
w

0.
07

0.
05

0.
69

0.
25

B
et
te
rI
fM

an
Ea
rn
sM

on
ey
,W

om
an

C
ar
es
Fo
rC

hi
ld
re
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
kc
dw

0.
13

0.
09

0.
58

0.
33

A
sW

el
lF
or
C
hi
ld
If
M
ot
he
rE

ar
ns
M
on
ey
,F
at
he
rC

ar
es

Fo
rC

hi
ld
re
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
kc
s

0.
12

0.
08

0.
59

0.
33

C
hi
ld
re
n
Su
ff
er
B
c
Fa
th
er
W
or
ks

To
o
M
uc
h

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
kd
cm

0.
14

0.
10

0.
64

0.
25

B
et
te
r
Fo
r
C
hi
ld

To
St
ay

W
ith

M
ot
he
r
In

C
as
e
O
f
D
i-

vo
rc
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
kf
hi

0.
17

0.
11

0.
55

0.
33

Fa
th
er
Sh
ou
ld
B
e
A
sI
nv
ol
ve
d
A
sM

ot
he
r

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily



at
w
km

m
f

0.
08

0.
05

0.
61

0.
34

B
ad

Fo
rR

el
at
io
ns
hi
p
If
W
om

an
Ea
rn
sM

or
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
km

pl
0.
02

0.
01

0.
66

0.
33

M
en

M
ak
e
B
et
te
rP

ol
iti
ca
lL

ea
de
rs

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
km

rl
0.
11

0.
08

0.
59

0.
34

M
os
tI
m
po
rta
nt
R
ol
e
Fo
rM

en
To

B
e
Fa
th
er

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
km

sw
0.
08

0.
05

0.
62

0.
33

M
ot
he
rs
W
ho

D
on
’t
N
ee
d
M
on
ey

Sh
ou
ld
n’
tW

or
k

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
kp
sc

0.
08

0.
06

0.
63

0.
32

Pr
e-
Sc
ho
ol
C
hi
ld
Su
ff
er
sI
fM

ot
he
rW

or
ks

Ft
G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
ks
eh

0.
16

0.
10

0.
53

0.
37

If
B
ot
h
Pa
rtn
er
s
W
or
k
Th
ey

Sh
ou
ld

Sh
ar
e
D
om

es
tic

Ta
sk
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
kw

fr
0.
12

0.
07

0.
52

0.
41

W
or
ki
ng

Fa
th
er

C
an

H
av
e
A
s
G
oo
d
R
el
at
io
ns
hi
p
To

C
hi
ld

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
kw

fs
0.
15

0.
09

0.
52

0.
39

W
or
ki
ng

Fa
th
er
sC

ar
e
M
or
e
A
bo
ut
Su
cc
es
sT

ha
n
N
ee
ds

O
fC

hi
ld
re
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
kw

m
r

0.
11

0.
07

0.
58

0.
36

W
or
ki
ng

M
ot
he
r
C
an

H
av
e
A
s
G
oo
d
R
el
at
io
ns
hi
p
To

C
hi
ld

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
kw

m
s

0.
15

0.
10

0.
56

0.
34

W
or
ki
ng

M
ot
he
rs
C
ar
eM

or
eA

bo
ut
Su
cc
es
sT

ha
n
N
ee
ds

O
fC

hi
ld
re
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

at
w
kw

rl
0.
10

0.
07

0.
60

0.
33

M
os
tI
m
po
rta
nt
R
ol
e
Fo
rW

om
en

To
B
e
M
ot
he
r

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ls
ke
ep

0.
07

0.
04

0.
55

0.
41

M
os
tP
eo
pl
e
Y
ou

M
ee
tK

ee
p
Th
ei
rW

or
d

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

ls
so
p

0.
13

0.
08

0.
58

0.
34

M
os
tP
eo
pl
e
Y
ou

M
ee
tS
uc
ce
ed

B
y
St
ep
pi
ng

O
n
O
th
er
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

m
cc
hm

f
0.
12

0.
09

0.
66

0.
25

C
hi
ld
re
n
H
ap
pi
er
W
ith

B
ot
h
Fa
th
er
A
nd

M
ot
he
r

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

m
cd
ef

0.
06

0.
05

0.
80

0.
15

C
oh
ab
ita
tio
n
A
lri
gh
tE

ve
n
W
ith
ou
tM

ar
ria
ge

In
te
nt
io
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

m
cd
iv

0.
08

0.
05

0.
62

0.
32

D
iv
or
ce

A
lri
gh
tE

ve
n
W
ith

C
hi
ld
re
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

m
ch
sc
r

0.
09

0.
07

0.
76

0.
16

Sa
m
e
R
ig
ht
sF

or
H
om

os
ex
ua
lC

ou
pl
es

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

m
ci
nd
pc

0.
15

0.
11

0.
63

0.
26

C
hi
ld
Sh
ou
ld
St
ar
tL

iv
in
g
In
de
pe
nd
en
tly

B
y
18
-2
0

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

m
cm

hc
0.
18

0.
14

0.
66

0.
20

A
M
an

H
as
To

H
av
e
C
hi
ld
re
n
In
O
rd
er
To

B
e
Fu
lfi
lle
d

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

m
cm

oi
0.
13

0.
09

0.
64

0.
27

M
ar
ria
ge

Is
O
ut
da
te
d

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

m
cn
od
iv

0.
08

0.
07

0.
70

0.
23

M
ar
ria
ge

Sh
ou
ld
N
ev
er
B
e
En
de
d

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

m
cs
in
gp

0.
07

0.
05

0.
69

0.
26

A
lri
gh
tF
or
W
om

an
To

H
av
e
C
hi
ld
re
n
A
sS

in
gl
e
Pa
re
nt

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

m
cw

hc
0.
16

0.
12

0.
67

0.
21

A
W
om

an
H
as

To
H
av
e
C
hi
ld
re
n
In

O
rd
er
To

B
e
Fu
l-

fil
le
d

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

re
lim

p
0.
05

0.
05

0.
87

0.
08

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
fR

el
ig
io
n

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

PS
ID

cd
s_
bo
th
pa
re
nt
sc
ar
e

0.
06

0.
04

0.
55

0.
42

D
ad

Sh
ou
ld
B
e
A
sI
nv
ol
ve
d
A
sM

om
G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
da
dd
ev
el
op
m
en
t

0.
08

0.
05

0.
53

0.
42

D
ad

La
rg
e
R
ol
e
In
C
hi
ld
D
ev
el
op
m
en
t

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
da
do
ld
ki
db
et
te
r

0.
15

0.
11

0.
59

0.
30

D
ad

A
bl
e
To

En
jo
y
O
ld
er
C
hi
ld
re
n
M
or
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
da
dt
oo
in
vo
lv
ed

0.
19

0.
13

0.
55

0.
31

D
ad

To
o
In
vo
lv
ed

If
K
ee
ps

Fr
om

B
et
te
rJ
ob

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
da
yc
ar
eo
k

0.
16

0.
12

0.
63

0.
25

O
k
To

H
av
e
C
hi
ld
U
nd
er
3
In
A
ll-
D
ay

C
ar
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
fa
th
er
ho
od
fu
lfi
ll

0.
00

0.
00

0.
57

0.
43

D
ad
ho
od

M
os
tF
ul
fil
lin
g
Ex
pe
rie
nc
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
fa
th
er
in
te
ra
ct
ch
ild

0.
01

0.
00

0.
56

0.
44

D
ad
sS

ho
ul
d
In
te
ra
ct
W
ith

C
hi
ld

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
fir
st
ye
ar
s

0.
01

0.
00

0.
59

0.
40

Fi
rs
t4

Y
ea
rs
M
os
tI
m
po
rt.

In
C
hi
ld
’s
D
ev
el
op
.

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
gi
rlb
oy
eq
ua
l

0.
05

0.
03

0.
59

0.
38

En
co
ur
ag
e
A
s
M
uc
h
In
de
pe
nd
en
ce

In
D
au
gh
te
rs

A
nd

So
ns

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
hu
sb
an
dc
ar
ee
rim

po
rt

0.
13

0.
09

0.
61

0.
30

B
et
te
rW

ife
H
el
ps

H
us
ba
nd

C
ar
ee
r

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
m
os
tim

po
rta
nt
ch
ild
_1

0.
10

0.
06

0.
55

0.
39

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rC

hi
ld
:O

be
y

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
m
os
tim

po
rta
nt
ch
ild
_3

0.
00

0.
00

0.
57

0.
43

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rC

hi
ld
:T

hi
nk

Fo
rH

er
se
lf

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
m
ot
he
rf
at
he
re
qu
al

0.
19

0.
13

0.
56

0.
31

D
ad

A
nd

M
om

Eq
ua
lly

G
oo
d
M
ee
tin
g
K
id
’s
N
ee
ds

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
m
ot
he
rh
oo
df
ul
fil
l

0.
00

0.
00

0.
59

0.
41

M
om

ho
od

M
os
tF
ul
fil
lin
g
Ex
pe
rie
nc
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
m
ot
he
rn
ot
ft

0.
12

0.
10

0.
67

0.
24

M
om

W
ith

C
hi
ld
U
nd
er
5
Sh
ou
ld
n’
tW

or
k
Fu
ll-
Ti
m
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily



cd
s_
pr
es
ch
oo
ls
uf
fe
r

0.
13

0.
09

0.
65

0.
26

Pr
es
ch
oo
lC

hi
ld
Su
ff
er
sI
fM

om
Em

pl
oy
ed

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
sh
ar
eh
ou
se
ho
ld

0.
00

0.
00

0.
48

0.
52

H
us
ba
nd

A
nd

W
ife

In
B
ot
h
Ft
Sh
ou
ld
Sh
ar
e
H
ou
se
ho
ld

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
tra
di
tio
na
lb
es
t

0.
10

0.
07

0.
66

0.
27

B
et
te
rI
fM

an
Ea
rn
sL

iv
in
g

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

cd
s_
w
or
ki
ng
m
ot
he
rs
sa
m
e

0.
05

0.
03

0.
55

0.
42

W
or
ki
ng

M
om

A
sW

ar
m
A
sN

on
w
or
ki
ng

M
om

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ge
tti
ng
be
tte
r

0.
18

0.
11

0.
50

0.
38

Li
fe
G
et
tin
g
B
et
te
r

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

lif
es
at
is

0.
17

0.
11

0.
53

0.
35

Li
fe
Sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

lik
ej
ob
or
m
on
ey

0.
17

0.
09

0.
46

0.
44

Sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
A
bo
ut
In
co
m
e
Im
po
rta
nt
In
Jo
b

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

op
in
io
ni
m
po
rt

0.
17

0.
12

0.
56

0.
32

H
ow

M
uc
h
D
oe
s
It
M
at
te
r
W
ha
t
O
th
er

Pe
op
le

Th
in
k

A
bo
ut
Y
ou
?

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sa
tis
fie
ds
el
f

0.
22

0.
14

0.
50

0.
36

A
re

Y
ou

M
or
e
O
fte
n
Sa
tis
fie
d
O
r
D
is
sa
tis
fie
d
W
ith

Y
ou
rs
el
f?

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

sa
vi
ng
sp
en
di
ng

0.
20

0.
12

0.
49

0.
38

Sp
en
d
O
rS

av
e
M
on
ey

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

ta
s_
be
lo
ng
co
m
m
un
ity

0.
14

0.
09

0.
56

0.
36

Fr
eq
.O

fF
ee
lin
g
B
el
on
gi
ng

To
C
om

m
un
ty

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

ta
s_
co
nt
rib
ut
es
oc
ie
ty

0.
14

0.
09

0.
53

0.
38

Fr
eq
.O

fF
ee
lin
g
C
on
tri
b
To

So
ci
et
y

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

ta
s_
di
vo
rc
eh
ur
ts

0.
10

0.
05

0.
49

0.
45

D
iv
or
ce

H
ur
ts
K
id
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ta
s_
di
vo
rc
es
uc
ce
ss

0.
15

0.
08

0.
47

0.
45

C
hi
ld
Fr
om

D
iv
or
ce
d
Fa
m
ily

C
an

B
e
Su
cc
es
sf
ul

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ta
s_
fa
th
er
tim

eo
ff

0.
20

0.
13

0.
52

0.
36

D
ad
sS

ho
ul
d
Ta
ke

Ti
m
e
W
ith

Y
ou
ng

C
hi
ld

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ta
s_
im
po
rtr
el

0.
10

0.
08

0.
73

0.
19

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
fR

el
ig
io
n

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

ta
s_
im
po
rts
pi
rit

0.
13

0.
10

0.
67

0.
24

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
fS

pi
rit
ua
lit
y

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

ta
s_
lif
es
at
is
fa
ct

0.
19

0.
14

0.
61

0.
25

H
ow

Sa
tis
fie
d
W
ith

Li
fe
A
sA

W
ho
le

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

ta
s_
m
ot
he
rs
no
de
m
an
di
ng

0.
17

0.
11

0.
55

0.
34

M
om

sS
ho
ul
d
H
av
e
D
em

an
dn
g
Jo
b

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ta
s_
pe
op
le
ar
eg
oo
d

0.
15

0.
10

0.
54

0.
36

Fr
eq
.O

fF
ee
lin
g
Pe
op
le
B
as
ic
al
ly
G
oo
d

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

ta
s_
re
lig
pr
ef
05
09
_2

0.
04

0.
03

0.
76

0.
21

R
el
ig
io
n:
Pr
ot
es
ta
nt
[2
00
5-
09
]

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

ta
s_
re
lig
pr
ef
05
09
_3

0.
07

0.
06

0.
89

0.
05

R
el
ig
io
n:
C
at
ho
lic

[2
00
5-
09
]

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

ta
s_
re
lig
pr
ef
11
15
_2

0.
11

0.
10

0.
83

0.
07

R
el
ig
io
n:
Pr
ot
es
ta
nt
[2
01
1-
15
]

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

ta
s_
re
lig
pr
ef
11
15
_3

0.
03

0.
02

0.
87

0.
11

R
el
ig
io
n:
C
at
ho
lic

[2
01
1-
15
]

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

ta
s_
si
ng
le
pa
re
nt
so
k

0.
15

0.
09

0.
50

0.
41

C
hi
ld
Fr
om

Si
ng
le
-P
ar
en
tF
am

ily
C
an

D
o
A
sW

el
l

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ta
s_
si
ng
le
pa
re
nt
su
ff
er

0.
14

0.
10

0.
60

0.
30

Si
ng
le
Pa
re
nt
H
ur
ts
K
id
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ta
s_
si
ng
le
w
om

en
ki
ds

0.
12

0.
07

0.
51

0.
42

Si
ng
le
W
om

en
Sh
ou
ld
H
av
e
K
id
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

ta
s_
so
ci
et
yb
et
te
r

0.
17

0.
11

0.
52

0.
37

Fr
eq
.O

fF
ee
lin
g
So
ci
et
y
G
et
tn
g
B
et
te
r

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

ta
s_
so
ci
et
ym

ak
es
se
ns
e

0.
14

0.
09

0.
53

0.
38

Fe
el
in
g
W
ay

So
ci
et
y
W
or
ks

M
ak
es
Se
ns
e

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

ta
s_
sp
rit
ua
l

0.
14

0.
10

0.
63

0.
27

Sp
iri
tu
al
Pe
rs
on

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

th
in
kf
ut
ur
e

0.
21

0.
13

0.
50

0.
37

Th
in
k
A
bo
ut
Fu
tu
re

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

tru
st
ot
he
rs

0.
13

0.
10

0.
65

0.
26

Tr
us
tM

os
tO

th
er
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

un
de
se
rv
ed

0.
19

0.
13

0.
55

0.
32

A
re
Th
er
eA

Lo
tO

fP
eo
pl
eW

ho
H
av
eG

oo
d
Th
in
gs
Th
ey

D
on
’t
D
es
er
ve
?

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

SH
P

pc
70

0.
05

0.
03

0.
56

0.
40

Se
lf-
Pe
rc
ep
tio
n
:I
nc
ap
ac
ity

To
M
ak
e
Pl
an
sB

ec
au
se
O
f

U
np
re
di
ct
ab
ili
ty

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pc
71

0.
16

0.
10

0.
55

0.
35

Se
lf-
Pe
rc
ep
tio
n
:L

itt
le
In
flu
en
ce

O
n
Li
fe
Ev
en
ts

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pc
72

0.
00

0.
00

0.
54

0.
46

Se
lf-
Pe
rc
ep
tio
n
:
C
ap
ac
ity

To
O
ve
rc
om

e
U
ne
xp
ec
te
d

Pr
ob
le
m
s

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pc
73

0.
03

0.
02

0.
59

0.
39

Se
lf-
Pe
rc
ep
tio
n
:C

ap
ac
ity

To
C
ho
os
eB

et
w
ee
n
Tw

o
Po
s-

si
bi
lit
ie
s

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pc
74

0.
13

0.
09

0.
63

0.
27

Se
lf-
Pe
rc
ep
tio
n
:F

ee
lin
g
O
fU

se
le
ss
ne
ss

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pc
75

0.
00

0.
00

0.
64

0.
36

Se
lf-
Pe
rc
ep
tio
n
:F

ee
lin
g
O
fS

el
fs
at
is
fa
ct
io
n

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
10
1

0.
14

0.
10

0.
63

0.
27

Fe
el
in
g
O
fS

ec
ur
ity

(V
ic
tim

iz
at
io
n)

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e



pn
56

0.
21

0.
17

0.
63

0.
20

V
al
ue
s:
Ly
in
g
In
O
w
n
In
te
re
st

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pn
57

0.
20

0.
15

0.
63

0.
22

V
al
ue
s:
C
he
at
in
g
O
n
Ta
x
D
ec
la
ra
tio
n

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pn
58

0.
20

0.
16

0.
64

0.
20

V
al
ue
s:
A
vo
id
in
g
A
Fa
re
O
n
A
Pu
bl
ic
Tr
an
sp
or
t

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pn
59

0.
05

0.
02

0.
50

0.
47

V
al
ue
s:
C
la
im
in
g
St
at
e
B
en
ef
its

N
ot
En
tit
le
d
To

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pn
60

0.
11

0.
08

0.
67

0.
25

V
al
ue
s:
K
ee
pi
ng

Fo
un
d
M
on
ey

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pn
61

0.
00

0.
00

0.
50

0.
50

V
al
ue
s:
Fa
ili
ng

To
R
ep
or
tD

am
ag
e
To

Pa
rk
ed

V
eh
ic
le

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pp
01

0.
04

0.
03

0.
79

0.
17

In
te
re
st
In
Po
lit
ic
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
02

0.
08

0.
05

0.
59

0.
35

O
ve
ra
ll
Sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
W
ith

D
em

oc
ra
cy

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
03

0.
08

0.
05

0.
56

0.
40

Fe
el
in
g
A
bo
ut
Po
lit
ic
al
In
flu
en
ce

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
04

0.
08

0.
06

0.
63

0.
31

Tr
us
tI
n
Fe
de
ra
lG

ov
er
nm

en
t

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
07

0.
06

0.
04

0.
67

0.
28

Fu
tu
re
:A

ct
iv
e
In
B
oy
co
tt

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
08

0.
06

0.
05

0.
70

0.
25

Fu
tu
re
:A

ct
iv
e
In
St
rik
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
09

0.
06

0.
04

0.
72

0.
23

Fu
tu
re
:A

ct
iv
e
In
D
em

on
st
ra
tio
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
10

0.
05

0.
04

0.
74

0.
21

Po
lit
ic
al
Po
si
tio
n:
Le
ft,
R
ig
ht

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
12

0.
06

0.
05

0.
71

0.
24

O
pi
ni
on

O
n
Sw

is
sA

rm
y:
D
ire
ct
io
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
13

0.
09

0.
06

0.
55

0.
40

O
pi
ni
on

O
n
So
ci
al
Ex
pe
ns
es
:D

ire
ct
io
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
14

0.
15

0.
12

0.
65

0.
24

O
pi
ni
on

O
n
Jo
in
in
g
Th
e
Eu
:D

ire
ct
io
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
15

0.
08

0.
05

0.
59

0.
35

O
pi
ni
on

O
n
C
ha
nc
es
Fo
rF

or
ei
gn
er
s:
D
ire
ct
io
n

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

pp
16

0.
09

0.
05

0.
52

0.
43

O
pi
ni
on

O
n
En
vi
ro
nm

en
ta
lP
ro
te
ct
io
n:
D
ire
ct
io
n

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

pp
17

0.
10

0.
05

0.
51

0.
43

O
pi
ni
on

O
n
Ta
xe
sO

n
H
ig
h
In
co
m
e:
D
ire
ct
io
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
18

0.
09

0.
06

0.
62

0.
32

O
pi
ni
on

O
n
N
uc
le
ar
En
er
gy
:D

ire
ct
io
n

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

pp
19
_1

0.
08

0.
05

0.
55

0.
40

Pa
rty

Su
pp
or
t:
Sw

is
sR

ad
ic
al
-D
em

oc
ra
tic

Pa
rty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
19
_3

0.
08

0.
05

0.
66

0.
28

Pa
rty

Su
pp
or
t:
Ps
sS

w
is
sS

oc
ia
lis
tP
ar
ty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
19
_4

0.
08

0.
06

0.
67

0.
28

Pa
rty

Su
pp
or
t:
U
dc

D
em

oc
ra
tic

U
ni
on

O
fT

he
C
en
tre

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
20

0.
09

0.
05

0.
53

0.
42

G
en
de
r:
W
om

en
In
G
en
er
al
Pe
na
liz
ed

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

pp
21

0.
11

0.
06

0.
51

0.
42

G
en
de
r:
Pe
rs
on
na
lly

Pe
na
liz
ed

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

pp
22

0.
07

0.
04

0.
62

0.
34

G
en
de
r:
In
Fa
vo
ur
O
fM

ea
su
re
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

pp
23

0.
15

0.
07

0.
38

0.
55

G
en
de
r:
Pe
rs
on
al
A
ct
io
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

pp
45

0.
06

0.
04

0.
65

0.
31

G
en
er
al
Tr
us
tI
n
Pe
op
le

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pp
50

0.
14

0.
10

0.
61

0.
30

C
la
ss
Id
en
tif
ic
at
io
n:
Y
es
-N
o

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

pp
51

0.
11

0.
10

0.
79

0.
11

C
la
ss
Id
en
tif
ic
at
io
n
(S
po
nt
an
ou
sl
y)
:W

hi
ch

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

pp
52

0.
17

0.
15

0.
70

0.
15

C
la
ss
Id
en
tif
ic
at
io
n
(N
on

Sp
on
ta
ne
ou
sl
y)
:W

hi
ch

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

pp
53

0.
00

0.
00

0.
68

0.
32

Pu
bl
ic
Ex
pe
ns
es
:P

ro
te
ct
io
n
O
fT

he
En
vi
ro
nm

en
t

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
54

0.
15

0.
11

0.
65

0.
24

Pu
bl
ic
Ex
pe
ns
es
:H

ea
lth

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
55

0.
09

0.
07

0.
72

0.
21

Pu
bl
ic
Ex
pe
ns
es
:D

ay
N
ur
se
ry

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
56

0.
01

0.
01

0.
64

0.
36

Pu
bl
ic
Ex
pe
ns
es
:P

ol
ic
e
A
nd

Pu
bl
ic
O
rd
er

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
57

0.
13

0.
08

0.
59

0.
33

Pu
bl
ic
Ex
pe
ns
es
:R

es
ea
rc
h
A
nd

Ed
uc
at
io
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
58

0.
06

0.
05

0.
74

0.
22

Pu
bl
ic
Ex
pe
ns
es
:M

ili
ta
ry
A
nd

D
ef
en
se

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
59

0.
09

0.
06

0.
63

0.
31

Pu
bl
ic
Ex
pe
ns
es
:R

et
ire
m
en
t

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
60

0.
08

0.
07

0.
72

0.
21

Pu
bl
ic
Ex
pe
ns
es
:C

ul
tu
re
A
nd

A
rt

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
61

0.
03

0.
02

0.
62

0.
35

Pu
bl
ic
Ex
pe
ns
es
:U

ne
m
pl
oy
m
en
tB

en
ef
it

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
62

0.
11

0.
09

0.
69

0.
22

Pu
bl
ic
Ex
pe
ns
es
:A

id
To

D
ev
el
op
in
g
C
ou
nt
rie
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
63

0.
00

0.
00

0.
67

0.
33

Pu
bl
ic
Ex
pe
ns
es
:S

oc
ia
lA

id
Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
64

0.
09

0.
06

0.
62

0.
31

O
pi
ni
on

O
n
Jo
in
in
g
Th
e
Eu
:J
oi
ni
ng

O
rB

ila
te
ra
lA

gr
ee
-

m
en
ts

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y

pp
65

0.
18

0.
15

0.
70

0.
14

O
pi
ni
on

O
n
Jo
in
in
g
Th
eE

u:
C
on
tin
ua
tio
n
O
rD

is
so
lu
tio
n

O
fB

ila
te
ra
lA

gr
ee
m
en
ts

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y

pp
66

0.
17

0.
15

0.
72

0.
13

Pa
rty

Id
en
tif
ic
at
io
n:
Y
es
-N
o

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
67
_2

0.
04

0.
04

0.
93

0.
03

Pa
rty

Id
en
tif
ic
at
io
n:
Sw

is
sC

hr
is
tia
n-
D
em

oc
ra
tP
ar
ty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y



pp
67
_3

0.
06

0.
06

0.
90

0.
04

Pa
rty

Id
en
tif
ic
at
io
n:
Ps
sS

w
is
sS

oc
ia
lis
tP
ar
ty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
67
_4

0.
04

0.
04

0.
93

0.
03

Pa
rty

Id
en
tif
ic
at
io
n:
U
dc

D
em

oc
ra
tic

U
ni
on

O
fT

he
C
en
-

tre
Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y

pp
68

0.
00

0.
00

0.
65

0.
35

Pa
rty

Id
en
tif
ic
at
io
n:
Pr
ox
im
ity

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
69

0.
11

0.
09

0.
76

0.
15

Sy
m
pa
th
y
Po
lit
ic
al
Pa
rty
:L

ib
er
al
Pa
rty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
70

0.
11

0.
09

0.
76

0.
15

Sy
m
pa
th
y
Po
lit
ic
al
Pa
rty
:C

hr
is
tia
n
D
em

oc
ra
ts

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
71

0.
08

0.
08

0.
83

0.
09

Sy
m
pa
th
y
Po
lit
ic
al
Pa
rty
:S

oc
ia
lD

em
oc
ra
ts

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
72

0.
09

0.
08

0.
85

0.
07

Sy
m
pa
th
y
Po
lit
ic
al
Pa
rty
:S

w
is
sP

eo
pl
e’
sP

ar
ty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
73

0.
09

0.
08

0.
80

0.
12

Sy
m
pa
th
y
Po
lit
ic
al
Pa
rty
:G

re
en

Pa
rty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
74

0.
07

0.
05

0.
64

0.
31

O
pi
ni
on

O
n
Fe
de
ra
lis
m
:D

ire
ct
io
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pp
76

0.
03

0.
02

0.
75

0.
23

Pr
ot
ec
tio
n
O
fE

nv
iro
nm

en
t:
Im
po
rta
nc
e

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

pp
77

0.
13

0.
10

0.
65

0.
26

Pr
ot
ec
tio
n
O
fE

nv
iro
nm

en
t:
R
ec
yc
lin
g

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

pp
78

0.
21

0.
19

0.
69

0.
13

Pr
ot
ec
tio
n
O
fE

nv
iro
nm

en
t:
B
in
B
ag

Fe
es

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

pp
79

0.
08

0.
07

0.
76

0.
17

Pr
ot
ec
tio
n
O
f
En
vi
ro
nm

en
t:

O
rg
an
ic

A
nd

Ec
ol
og
ic
al

Pr
od
uc
ts

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

pp
80

0.
10

0.
08

0.
72

0.
20

Pr
ot
ec
tio
n
O
f
En
vi
ro
nm

en
t:

Pu
rc
ha
se

O
f
Fr
ui
ts

A
nd

V
eg
et
ab
le
s

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

pr
16

0.
03

0.
03

0.
89

0.
08

B
el
ie
fI
n
G
od

O
rS

om
et
hi
ng

D
iv
in
e

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

pr
20

0.
11

0.
10

0.
81

0.
09

Fe
el
in
g
O
fS

pi
rit
ua
lit
y

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

pr
21

0.
05

0.
05

0.
84

0.
11

Fe
el
in
g
O
fR

el
ig
io
si
ty

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

pr
23

0.
11

0.
10

0.
79

0.
12

A
tti
tu
de

To
w
ar
ds

C
hr
is
tia
ni
sm

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

pr
24

0.
13

0.
12

0.
76

0.
12

A
tti
tu
de

To
w
ar
ds

Is
la
m

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

pr
25

0.
11

0.
09

0.
73

0.
18

A
tti
tu
de

To
w
ar
ds

H
in
du
is
m

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

pr
26

0.
12

0.
10

0.
77

0.
13

A
tti
tu
de

To
w
ar
ds

B
ud
dh
is
m

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

pr
27

0.
10

0.
08

0.
75

0.
17

A
tti
tu
de

To
w
ar
ds

Ju
da
is
m

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

pr
28

0.
10

0.
08

0.
72

0.
20

A
tti
tu
de

To
w
ar
ds

A
th
ei
sm

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

SO
E
P

pl
b0
10
4_
h

0.
23

0.
16

0.
55

0.
29

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
fE

m
pl
oy
m
en
t

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

pl
b0
52
8_
h

0.
16

0.
12

0.
64

0.
24

Pr
io
rit
y
In
C
ar
ee
rC

ho
ic
e:
In
co
m
e

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

pl
b0
53
0_
h

0.
06

0.
04

0.
62

0.
34

Pr
io
rit
y
In
C
ar
ee
rC

ho
ic
e:
St
at
us

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

pl
b0
53
1_
h

0.
06

0.
04

0.
67

0.
28

Pr
io
rit
y
In
C
ar
ee
rC

ho
ic
e:
So
ci
al
C
on
ta
ct

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

pl
b0
53
2_
h

0.
12

0.
08

0.
60

0.
31

Pr
io
rit
y
In
C
ar
ee
rC

ho
ic
e:
C
om

pa
tib
ili
ty
O
fF
am

ily
A
nd

W
or
k

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

pl
c0
11
5

0.
10

0.
06

0.
58

0.
35

So
ci
al
Se
cu
rit
y
C
on
tri
bu
tio
ns

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
d0
04
3

0.
13

0.
09

0.
64

0.
27

Fr
eq
.L

en
d
Fr
ie
nd
sP

er
s.
B
el
on
gi
ng
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
d0
04
4

0.
16

0.
12

0.
64

0.
24

Fr
eq
.L

en
d
Fr
ie
nd
sM

on
ey

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
d0
04
5

0.
09

0.
06

0.
62

0.
32

Fr
eq
.L

ea
ve

D
oo
rU

nl
oc
ke
d

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
h0
00
1

0.
17

0.
13

0.
63

0.
24

D
em

oc
ra
tic

Id
ea
l

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
00
4

0.
10

0.
08

0.
69

0.
23

Po
lit
ic
al
A
tti
tu
de

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
00
7

0.
05

0.
03

0.
69

0.
28

In
te
re
st
In
Po
lit
ic
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
1_
h

0.
08

0.
05

0.
53

0.
42

Pa
rty

Pr
ef
er
en
ce
:Y

es
Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
2_
h1

0.
05

0.
04

0.
81

0.
15

Pa
rty

Pr
ef
er
en
ce
:S

pd
Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
2_
h2

0.
04

0.
04

0.
80

0.
16

Pa
rty

Pr
ef
er
en
ce
:C

du
Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
2_
h3

0.
04

0.
03

0.
76

0.
21

Pa
rty

Pr
ef
er
en
ce
:C

su
Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
2_
h4

0.
09

0.
06

0.
66

0.
28

Pa
rty

Pr
ef
er
en
ce
:F

dp
Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
2_
h5

0.
06

0.
05

0.
76

0.
19

Pa
rty

Pr
ef
er
en
ce
:T

he
G
re
en
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
2_
h6

0.
06

0.
05

0.
78

0.
17

Pa
rty

Pr
ef
er
en
ce
:T

he
Le
ft

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y



pl
h0
01
3_
h

0.
09

0.
05

0.
49

0.
46

Pa
rty

Pr
ef
er
en
ce
:I
nt
en
si
ty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
4

0.
24

0.
17

0.
54

0.
29

G
ov
er
nm

en
tI
nt
er
fe
re
nc
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
5

0.
00

0.
00

0.
46

0.
54

Ex
te
nt
A
nd

Ty
pe

O
fS

ta
te
Po
w
er
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
6

0.
03

0.
02

0.
56

0.
42

Fi
na
nc
ia
lS
ec
ur
ity

Fo
rF

am
ily

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
7

0.
03

0.
02

0.
53

0.
45

C
ar
e
Fo
rP

re
-S
ch
oo
lC

hi
ld
re
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
8

0.
01

0.
00

0.
49

0.
50

C
ar
e
Fo
rS

ch
oo
lC

hi
ld
re
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
01
9

0.
14

0.
09

0.
55

0.
36

Fi
na
nc
ia
lS
ec
ur
ity

W
he
n
U
ne
m
pl
oy
ed

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
02
0

0.
00

0.
00

0.
59

0.
41

Jo
b
C
re
at
io
n
Sc
he
m
es

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
02
1

0.
15

0.
10

0.
57

0.
34

Fi
na
nc
ia
lS
ec
ur
ity

W
he
n
Si
ck

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
02
2

0.
08

0.
05

0.
51

0.
44

H
el
p
Fo
rT

he
Si
ck

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
02
3

0.
19

0.
13

0.
57

0.
30

Fi
na
nc
ia
lS
ec
ur
ity

In
O
ld
-A
ge

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
02
4

0.
05

0.
03

0.
52

0.
45

H
el
p
Fo
rT

he
El
de
rly

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
02
5

0.
09

0.
05

0.
55

0.
40

Fi
na
nc
ia
lS
ec
ur
ity

W
he
n
R
eq
ui
rin
g
C
ar
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
02
6

0.
07

0.
04

0.
53

0.
43

H
el
p
Fo
rT

ho
se
R
eq
ui
rin
g
C
ar
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
03
0

0.
16

0.
10

0.
51

0.
39

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
C
hi
ld
ca
re

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

pl
h0
03
1

0.
10

0.
07

0.
58

0.
35

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
C
on
se
qu
en
ce
sO

fE
u-
En
la
rg
em

en
t

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
03
2

0.
11

0.
05

0.
38

0.
57

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
Ec
on
om

ic
D
ev
el
op
m
en
t

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
03
3

0.
09

0.
05

0.
50

0.
46

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
Fi
na
nc
es

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
03
4

0.
07

0.
04

0.
53

0.
43

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
St
ab
ili
ty
O
fF

in
an
ci
al
M
ar
ke
ts

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
03
5

0.
09

0.
05

0.
55

0.
40

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
O
w
n
H
ea
lth

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
03
6

0.
11

0.
05

0.
45

0.
49

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
En
vi
ro
nm

en
t

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

pl
h0
03
7

0.
09

0.
06

0.
56

0.
38

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
C
on
se
qu
en
ce
sF

ro
m
C
lim

at
e
C
ha
ng
e

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

pl
h0
03
8

0.
09

0.
04

0.
42

0.
54

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
Pe
ac
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
03
9

0.
08

0.
05

0.
58

0.
37

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
G
lo
ba
lT

er
ro
ris
m

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
04
0

0.
08

0.
04

0.
52

0.
44

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
C
rim

e
In
G
er
m
an
y

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
04
1

0.
10

0.
06

0.
54

0.
40

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
In
tro
du
ct
io
n
O
fE

ur
o

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
04
2

0.
10

0.
05

0.
48

0.
46

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
Jo
b
Se
cu
rit
y

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
05
4

0.
07

0.
04

0.
52

0.
44

Pe
ac
e
A
nd

O
rd
er

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
05
4_
1

0.
12

0.
06

0.
48

0.
46

Po
lit
ic
al
G
oa
ls
:P

ro
rit
y
Pe
ac
e
A
nd

O
rd
er

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
05
6

0.
07

0.
04

0.
48

0.
48

C
iti
ze
n
In
flu
en
ce

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
05
6_
1

0.
09

0.
05

0.
46

0.
49

Po
lit
ic
al
G
oa
ls
:P

ro
rit
y
C
iti
ze
n
In
flu
en
ce

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
05
8

0.
05

0.
02

0.
47

0.
50

Fi
gh
tA

ga
in
st
In
fla
tio
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
05
8_
1

0.
01

0.
00

0.
38

0.
62

Po
lit
ic
al
G
oa
ls
:P

ro
rit
y
R
is
in
g
Pr
ic
es

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
06
1

0.
08

0.
04

0.
51

0.
44

Fr
ee
do
m
O
fS

pe
ec
h

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
06
1_
1

0.
15

0.
08

0.
48

0.
44

Po
lit
ic
al
G
oa
ls
:P

ro
rit
y
Fr
ee
do
m
O
fS

pe
ec
h

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
09
0

0.
19

0.
15

0.
66

0.
19

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
fC

irc
le
O
fF

rie
nd
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
h0
09
1_
v2

0.
16

0.
14

0.
69

0.
18

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rS

at
is
fa
ct
io
n:
W
or
k

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
09
2_
v2

0.
21

0.
17

0.
64

0.
20

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rS

at
is
fa
ct
io
n:
Fa
m
ily

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
09
3_
v2

0.
20

0.
16

0.
65

0.
19

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rS

at
is
fa
ct
io
n:
Fr
ie
nd
s

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
09
4_
v2

0.
21

0.
17

0.
64

0.
19

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rS

at
is
fa
ct
io
n:
In
co
m
e

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
09
5_
v2

0.
24

0.
19

0.
59

0.
23

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rS

at
is
fa
ct
io
n:
D
w
el
lin
g

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
09
6_
v2

0.
20

0.
15

0.
62

0.
22

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rS

at
is
fa
ct
io
n:
Po
lit
ic
al
In
flu
en
ce

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
09
7_
v2

0.
14

0.
12

0.
74

0.
14

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rS

at
is
fa
ct
io
n:
Pr
of
es
si
on
al
Su
cc
es
s

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
09
8_
v2

0.
25

0.
19

0.
60

0.
21

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rS

at
is
fa
ct
io
n:
Le
is
ur
e

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
09
9_
v2

0.
26

0.
20

0.
57

0.
23

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rS

at
is
fa
ct
io
n:
H
ea
lth

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
10
0_
v2

0.
11

0.
08

0.
62

0.
30

Im
po
rta
nc
e
Fo
rS
at
is
fa
ct
io
n:
Pr
ot
ec
tio
n
O
fE

nv
iro
nm

en
t

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
10
1

0.
09

0.
08

0.
82

0.
09

Im
po
rt.
-R
lg
io
n,
B
el
ie
fF

or
Sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
10
4

0.
08

0.
05

0.
57

0.
38

Im
po
rta
nc
e:
To

B
e
A
bl
e
To

A
ff
or
d
St
h.

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

pl
h0
10
5

0.
07

0.
04

0.
54

0.
42

Im
po
rta
nc
e:
To

H
el
p
O
th
er
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t



pl
h0
10
6

0.
09

0.
06

0.
59

0.
35

Im
po
rta
nc
e:
To

Fu
lfi
lO

nc
e
Po
te
nt
ia
l

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
10
7

0.
13

0.
09

0.
62

0.
29

Im
po
rta
nc
e:
To

H
av
e
Su
cc
es
sI
n
Th
e
Jo
b

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

pl
h0
10
8

0.
08

0.
06

0.
71

0.
23

Im
po
rta
nc
e:
To

H
av
e
A
n
O
w
n
H
ou
se

Su
bj
ec
tiv
e
Se
s

pl
h0
10
9

0.
12

0.
08

0.
61

0.
31

Im
po
rta
nc
e:
To

H
av
e
A
H
ap
py

M
ar
ria
ge

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

pl
h0
11
0

0.
08

0.
06

0.
70

0.
23

Im
po
rta
nc
e:
To

H
av
e
C
hi
ld
re
n

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

pl
h0
11
1

0.
05

0.
03

0.
62

0.
34

Im
po
rta
nc
e:
To

B
e
So
ci
al
ly
A
nd

Po
lit
ic
al
ly
A
ct
iv
e

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
h0
11
2

0.
09

0.
07

0.
64

0.
29

Im
po
rta
nc
e:
To

B
e
A
bl
e
To

Tr
av
el
A
nd

Se
e
Th
e
W
or
ld

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
11
3

0.
24

0.
20

0.
62

0.
19

En
tit
le
m
en
tR

ec
ei
ve
d
A
re
D
es
er
ve
d

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
11
4

0.
27

0.
19

0.
53

0.
28

G
er
m
an

C
iti
ze
n
B
en
ef
its

A
re
Eq
ui
ta
bl
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
15
2_
v1

0.
09

0.
06

0.
60

0.
33

Sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
W
ith

D
em

oc
ra
cy

[1
98
7-
19
89
]

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
15
2_
v2

0.
09

0.
07

0.
70

0.
23

Sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
W
ith

D
em

oc
ra
cy

[2
00
5,
20
10
,2
01
6]

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
18
8

0.
07

0.
04

0.
46

0.
51

C
on
fid
en
tA

bo
ut
Fu
tu
re

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
19
2

0.
02

0.
02

0.
61

0.
37

O
n
Th
e
W
ho
le
Tr
us
tP
eo
pl
e

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
h0
19
3

0.
05

0.
03

0.
60

0.
37

N
ow

ad
ay
sC

an
’t
Tr
us
tA

ny
on
e

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
h0
19
4

0.
11

0.
07

0.
57

0.
35

C
au
tio
n
To
w
ar
ds

Fo
re
ig
ne
rs

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
h0
19
5

0.
08

0.
05

0.
61

0.
34

M
os
tP
eo
pl
e
A
re
Ex
pl
oi
tiv
e,
Fa
ir

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
h0
19
6

0.
08

0.
05

0.
57

0.
39

M
os
tP
eo
pl
e
A
re
H
el
pf
ul
,A

ct
In
O
w
n
In
te
re
st

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
h0
19
7

0.
06

0.
04

0.
71

0.
24

W
ill
in
gn
es
sT

o
Ta
ke

R
is
ks

W
hi
le
D
riv
in
g

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
19
8

0.
11

0.
08

0.
66

0.
26

W
ill
in
gn
es
sT

o
Ta
ke

R
is
ks

In
Fi
na
nc
ia
lM

at
te
rs

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
19
9

0.
02

0.
01

0.
70

0.
28

W
ill
in
gn
es
sT

o
Ta
ke

R
is
ks

In
Le
is
ur
e
A
nd

Sp
or
ts

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
20
0

0.
06

0.
04

0.
67

0.
29

W
ill
in
gn
es
sT

o
Ta
ke

R
is
ks

In
O
cc
up
at
io
n

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

pl
h0
20
1

0.
18

0.
14

0.
64

0.
22

W
ill
in
gn
es
sT

o
Ta
ke

H
ea
lth

R
is
ks

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
20
2

0.
21

0.
17

0.
64

0.
19

W
ill
in
gn
es
sT

o
Ta
ke

R
is
ks

In
Tr
us
tin
g
O
th
er
Pe
op
le

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
h0
20
4_
h

0.
06

0.
04

0.
58

0.
38

Se
lf-
Ev
al
ua
tio
n:
R
is
k

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
21
2

0.
11

0.
08

0.
62

0.
31

Th
or
ou
gh

W
or
ke
r

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
21
3

0.
10

0.
08

0.
70

0.
22

A
m
C
om

m
un
ic
at
iv
e

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
21
4

0.
12

0.
09

0.
63

0.
28

A
m
So
m
et
im
es
To
o
C
oa
rs
e
W
ith

O
th
er
s

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
21
5

0.
12

0.
09

0.
64

0.
27

A
m
O
rig
in
al

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
21
6

0.
07

0.
05

0.
64

0.
31

W
or
ry
A
Lo
t

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
21
7

0.
11

0.
08

0.
58

0.
35

A
bl
e
To

Fo
rg
iv
e

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
21
8

0.
08

0.
06

0.
65

0.
29

Te
nd

To
B
e
La
zy

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
21
9

0.
11

0.
08

0.
67

0.
24

A
m
So
ci
ab
le

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
22
0

0.
09

0.
07

0.
70

0.
23

V
al
ue

A
rti
st
ic
Ex
pe
rie
nc
es

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
22
1

0.
11

0.
08

0.
64

0.
28

So
m
ew

ha
tN

er
vo
us

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
22
2

0.
14

0.
09

0.
58

0.
33

C
ar
ry
O
ut
Ta
sk
sE

ff
ic
ie
nt
ly

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
22
3

0.
12

0.
08

0.
63

0.
29

R
es
er
ve
d

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
22
4

0.
14

0.
09

0.
58

0.
32

Fr
ie
nd
ly
W
ith

O
th
er
s

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
22
5

0.
11

0.
08

0.
65

0.
27

H
av
e
Li
ve
ly
Im
ag
in
at
io
n

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
22
6

0.
12

0.
09

0.
63

0.
28

D
ea
lW

el
lW

ith
St
re
ss

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
24
4

0.
00

0.
00

0.
58

0.
42

A
tti
tu
de

To
w
ar
ds

Fu
tu
re

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
25
3

0.
11

0.
08

0.
70

0.
22

Pe
rs
on
al
Pa
tie
nc
e

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
25
4

0.
10

0.
07

0.
65

0.
28

Pe
rs
on
al
Im
pu
ls
iv
ne
ss

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
25
5

0.
14

0.
11

0.
67

0.
22

In
qu
is
iti
ve

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
33
2

0.
06

0.
04

0.
60

0.
35

C
on
ce
rn
sC

hi
ld
H
ea
lth

H
ea
lth

&
M
or
al
e

pl
h0
33
5

0.
10

0.
07

0.
65

0.
28

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
O
w
n
R
et
ire
m
en
tP
en
si
on

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
pl
h0
33
6

0.
17

0.
10

0.
51

0.
39

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
C
oh
es
io
n
In
So
ci
et
y

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

pl
j0
04
0

0.
12

0.
08

0.
60

0.
31

Ti
es
To

Lo
ca
lA

re
a

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

pl
j0
04
3

0.
09

0.
07

0.
70

0.
23

Ti
es
To

Lo
ca
lA

re
a

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

pl
j0
04
6

0.
09

0.
05

0.
54

0.
41

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n
To

G
er
m
an
y

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n



pl
j0
04
7

0.
10

0.
05

0.
44

0.
51

W
or
rie
d
A
bo
ut
H
os
til
ity

To
Fo
re
ig
ne
rs

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

pl
j0
07
8

0.
03

0.
02

0.
74

0.
24

Fe
el
G
er
m
an

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

pl
j0
08
1

0.
14

0.
09

0.
59

0.
32

C
on
ne
ct
ed

W
ith

C
ou
nt
ry
O
fO

rig
in

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

pl
j0
08
2

0.
08

0.
03

0.
41

0.
55

Fe
el
in
g
O
fN

ot
B
el
on
gi
ng

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

pl
j0
08
3

0.
11

0.
06

0.
53

0.
40

Fe
el
A
tH

om
e
In
C
ou
nt
ry
O
fO

rig
in

N
at
io
na
lI
de
nt
ity
,E
th
ni
ci
ty
&
Im
m
ig
ra
tio
n

U
K
H
L
S

ah
vw

el
l

0.
07

0.
05

0.
62

0.
33

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
fD

oi
ng

W
el
lI
n
Q
ua
ls

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

ap
vo
ci
m
p

0.
18

0.
14

0.
61

0.
25

Im
po
rta
nc
e
O
fA

pp
re
nt
ic
es
hi
p/
V
oc
at
io
na
l

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

ca
rb
uy
1

0.
20

0.
12

0.
51

0.
37

C
om

fo
rt

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ca
rb
uy
10

0.
23

0.
15

0.
50

0.
34

Sa
fe
ty

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ca
rb
uy
11

0.
20

0.
14

0.
59

0.
26

Sp
ee
d/
Pe
rf
or
m
an
ce

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ca
rb
uy
12

0.
12

0.
08

0.
56

0.
36

Fe
at
ur
es

-
Sa
t-N

av
,
C
d
Pl
ay
er
,
M
us
ic

Sy
st
em

,
Po
w
er

St
ee
rin
g
Et
c.
..

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ca
rb
uy
2

0.
18

0.
10

0.
47

0.
43

C
os
ts
-P

ur
ch
as
e/
R
un
ni
ng
/R
es
al
e
V
al
ue
/T
ax
/In
su
ra
nc
e

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ca
rb
uy
3

0.
19

0.
13

0.
57

0.
30

Sm
al
lE

ng
in
e

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ca
rb
uy
4

0.
22

0.
15

0.
55

0.
30

La
rg
e
En
gi
ne

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ca
rb
uy
5

0.
22

0.
16

0.
56

0.
29

En
vi
ro
nm

en
ta
lly

Fr
ie
nd
ly
/L
ow

C
o2

Em
is
si
on
s

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ca
rb
uy
6

0.
25

0.
11

0.
34

0.
55

El
ec
tri
c
C
ar
/V
an

-O
ne

Th
at
’s
Pl
ug
ge
d
D
ire
ct
ly
In
to
A
n

El
ec
tri
ci
ty
Su
pp
ly

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ca
rb
uy
7

0.
17

0.
12

0.
59

0.
29

St
yl
e/
D
es
ig
n/
Im
ag
e
O
fB

ra
nd
/M

od
el

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ca
rb
uy
8

0.
23

0.
15

0.
52

0.
32

In
te
rio
rS

pa
ce
/F
un
ct
io
na
lit
y/
B
oo
tS
iz
e

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ca
rb
uy
9

0.
17

0.
09

0.
44

0.
47

R
el
ia
bi
lit
y

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

ci
vi
cd
ut
y

0.
03

0.
02

0.
73

0.
24

Se
ns
e
O
fC

iv
ic
D
ut
y

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
co
lb
en
s1

0.
15

0.
13

0.
75

0.
12

Pa
rty

Sy
m
pa
th
y:
C
on
se
rv
at
iv
e

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
co
lb
en
s2

0.
15

0.
13

0.
74

0.
13

Pa
rty

Sy
m
pa
th
y:
La
bo
ur

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
co
lb
en
s3

0.
17

0.
14

0.
68

0.
18

Pa
rty

Sy
m
pa
th
y:
Li
be
ra
lD

em
oc
ra
ts

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
de
m
or
ie
nt

0.
22

0.
17

0.
62

0.
20

D
em

oc
ra
tic

O
rie
nt
at
io
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
eu
m
em

0.
12

0.
12

0.
85

0.
03

Sh
ou
ld
U
k
R
em

ai
n
A
M
em

be
rO

fT
he

Eu
Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
oc
im
pa

0.
05

0.
04

0.
62

0.
34

O
cc
up
at
io
n:
Im
po
rta
nt
:J
ob

Se
cu
rit
y

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

oc
im
pb

0.
08

0.
06

0.
69

0.
26

O
cc
up
at
io
n:
Im
po
rta
nt
:H

ig
h
In
co
m
e

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

oc
im
pe

0.
01

0.
00

0.
61

0.
38

O
cc
up
at
io
n:
Im
po
rta
nt
:L

ot
Le
is
ur
e
Ti
m
e

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

oc
im
pf

0.
00

0.
00

0.
63

0.
37

O
cc
up
at
io
n:
Im
po
rta
nt
:I
nt
er
es
tin
g
Jo
b

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

oc
im
pi

0.
06

0.
04

0.
69

0.
27

O
cc
up
at
io
n:
Im
po
rta
nt
:C

on
tri
bu
te
To

So
c.

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

oc
im
pk

0.
05

0.
03

0.
62

0.
34

O
cc
up
at
io
n:
Im
po
rta
nt
:T

im
e
Fo
rF

am
ily

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

oc
im
pl

0.
08

0.
06

0.
71

0.
23

O
cc
up
at
io
n:
Im
po
rta
nt
:J
ob

H
el
p
O
th
er
s

O
cc
up
at
io
n
&
Ed
uc
at
io
n

op
rlg

0.
11

0.
10

0.
81

0.
09

W
he
th
er
B
el
on
g
To

A
R
el
ig
io
n

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

op
rlg
1_
1

0.
01

0.
01

0.
89

0.
10

R
el
ig
io
n:
C
hu
rc
h
O
fE

ng
la
nd
/A
ng
lic
an

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

op
rlg
1_
11

0.
01

0.
01

0.
98

0.
01

R
el
ig
io
n:
M
us
lim

/Is
la
m

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

op
rlg
1_
2

0.
00

0.
00

0.
95

0.
05

R
el
ig
io
n:
R
om

an
C
at
ho
lic

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

op
rlg
3

0.
07

0.
06

0.
84

0.
10

R
el
ig
io
n
M
ak
es
A
D
iff
er
en
ce

To
Li
fe

R
el
ig
io
n
&
Sp
iri
tu
al
ity

sc
en
v_
fts
t

0.
21

0.
17

0.
61

0.
22

H
ow

Fe
el
A
bo
ut
C
ur
re
nt
Li
fe
st
yl
eA

nd
Th
eE

nv
iro
nm

en
t

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

sc
en
v_
gr
n

0.
00

0.
00

0.
65

0.
35

B
ei
ng

G
re
en

Is
A
n
A
lte
rn
at
iv
e
Li
fe
st
yl
e

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

sc
fa
nn
oy

0.
14

0.
10

0.
60

0.
31

Fr
ie
nd
sG

et
O
n
M
y
N
er
ve
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sc
fc
rit
ic

0.
01

0.
01

0.
61

0.
38

Fr
ie
nd
sC

rit
ic
is
e
M
e

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sc
op
ec
l2
00

0.
06

0.
03

0.
52

0.
45

A
ff
ec
te
d
B
y
C
lim

at
e
C
ha
ng
e
N
ex
t2
00

Y
ea
rs

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

sc
op
ec
l3
0

0.
04

0.
02

0.
58

0.
40

A
ff
ec
te
d
B
y
C
lim

at
e
C
ha
ng
e
N
ex
t3
0
Y
ea
rs

En
vi
ro
nm

en
t&

C
lim

at
e

sc
op
fa
m
b

0.
07

0.
05

0.
72

0.
23

Fa
m
ily

Su
ff
er
sI
fM

ot
he
rW

or
ks

Fu
ll-
Ti
m
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily



sc
op
fa
m
d

0.
03

0.
02

0.
61

0.
37

H
us
ba
nd

A
nd

W
ife

Sh
ou
ld
C
on
tri
bu
te
To

H
h
In
co
m
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

sc
op
fa
m
f

0.
03

0.
02

0.
71

0.
27

H
us
ba
nd

Sh
ou
ld
Ea
rn
,W

ife
Sh
ou
ld
St
ay

A
tH

om
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

sc
op
ng
bh
a

0.
19

0.
15

0.
64

0.
22

B
el
on
g
To

N
ei
gh
bo
ur
ho
od

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sc
op
ng
bh
b

0.
16

0.
13

0.
65

0.
23

Lo
ca
lF
rie
nd
sM

ea
n
A
Lo
t

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sc
op
ng
bh
c

0.
18

0.
14

0.
63

0.
23

A
dv
ic
e
O
bt
ai
na
bl
e
Lo
ca
lly

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sc
op
ng
bh
d

0.
17

0.
13

0.
63

0.
24

C
an

B
or
ro
w
Th
in
gs

Fr
om

N
ei
gh
bo
ur
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sc
op
ng
bh
e

0.
11

0.
07

0.
57

0.
36

W
ill
in
g
To

Im
pr
ov
e
N
ei
gh
bo
ur
ho
od

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sc
op
ng
bh
f

0.
20

0.
15

0.
60

0.
24

Pl
an

To
St
ay

In
N
ei
gh
bo
ur
ho
od

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sc
op
ng
bh
g

0.
19

0.
15

0.
63

0.
23

A
m
Si
m
ila
rT

o
O
th
er
sI
n
N
ei
gh
bo
ur
ho
od

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sc
op
ng
bh
h

0.
18

0.
14

0.
65

0.
21

Ta
lk
R
eg
ul
ar
ly
To

N
ei
gh
bo
ur
s

So
ci
al
Li
fe
,S
oc
ia
lC

oh
es
io
n
&
Tr
us
t

sc
pu
nd
st
nd

0.
09

0.
06

0.
65

0.
28

Sp
ou
se
/P
ar
tn
er
U
nd
er
st
an
ds

W
ay

IF
ee
l

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

sc
ra
nn
oy

0.
20

0.
16

0.
63

0.
21

Fa
m
ily

G
et
sO

n
M
y
N
er
ve
s

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

sc
rc
rit
ic

0.
05

0.
04

0.
63

0.
34

Fa
m
ily

C
rit
ic
is
es
M
e

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

sc
rle
td
w
n

0.
21

0.
15

0.
59

0.
26

Fa
m
ily

Le
ts
M
e
D
ow

n
G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

sc
rr
el
y

0.
18

0.
14

0.
63

0.
22

C
an

R
el
y
O
n
Fa
m
ily

G
en
de
r&

Fa
m
ily

vo
te
1

0.
13

0.
08

0.
57

0.
34

Su
pp
or
ts
A
Pa
rti
cu
la
rP

ol
iti
ca
lP
ar
ty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
2

0.
15

0.
09

0.
51

0.
40

C
lo
se
rT

o
O
ne

Po
lit
ic
al
Pa
rty

Th
an

O
th
er
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
3_
1

0.
20

0.
13

0.
53

0.
34

Pa
rty

Su
pp
or
t:
C
on
se
rv
at
iv
es

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
3_
2

0.
14

0.
09

0.
55

0.
36

Pa
rty

Su
pp
or
t:
La
bo
ur

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
3_
3

0.
22

0.
13

0.
48

0.
39

Pa
rty

Su
pp
or
t:
Li
be
ra
lD

em
oc
ra
t

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
4_
1

0.
05

0.
05

0.
88

0.
07

Pa
rty

A
ff
in
ity
:C

on
se
rv
at
iv
es

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
4_
2

0.
06

0.
05

0.
86

0.
09

Pa
rty

A
ff
in
ity
:L

ab
ou
r

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
4_
3

0.
12

0.
10

0.
73

0.
18

Pa
rty

A
ff
in
ity
:L

ib
er
al
D
em

oc
ra
t

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
5

0.
12

0.
08

0.
57

0.
35

St
re
ng
th
O
fS

up
po
rt
Fo
rS

ta
te
d
Pa
rty

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
6

0.
06

0.
04

0.
73

0.
23

Le
ve
lO

fI
nt
er
es
tI
n
Po
lit
ic
s

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
in
te
nt

0.
06

0.
04

0.
76

0.
20

V
ot
in
g
In
te
nt
io
n

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y
vo
te
no
rm

0.
03

0.
02

0.
56

0.
42

V
ot
in
g
A
sA

So
ci
al
N
or
m

Po
lit
ic
s,
G
ov
er
nm

en
t&

Ec
on
om

y



Supplemental Materials B
Table B1 presents the full set of coefficients from anOLSmodel regressing𝜔 onmultiple covariates,
described in Figure 2. We multiplied the covariates by 100 to increase legibility.

Table B1: Regression Model Estimating 𝜔
Estimates SE

Number of Participants (Logged) 0.99 0.53
Duration −0.49∗∗∗ 0.13
Average Number of Waves Across Participants 0.09 0.20
Average Number of Waves per Item −0.20 0.23
Wave 1 (Decade) −1.17∗∗ 0.44
Panels: BHPS 0.08 0.05
Panels: GSS 0.04 0.05
Panels: HILDA 0.08 0.05
Panels: PSID 0.09∗ 0.04
Panels: SHP 0.06 0.05
Panels: SOEP 0.06 0.05
Panels: UKHLS 0.09 0.06
Topics: Environment and Climate 0.04∗∗ 0.01
Topics: Gender and Family 0.00 0.01
Topics: Health and Morale 0.03∗∗ 0.01
Topics: National Identity, Ethnicity and Immigration 0.02 0.01
Topics: Occupation and Education −0.02 0.02
Topics: Religion and Spirituality −0.00 0.01
Topics: Social Life, Social Cohesion and Trust 0.03∗∗∗ 0.01
Topics: Subjective SES 0.03∗ 0.01
Adjusted R-Squared 0.77
∗∗∗𝑝 < 0.001; ∗∗𝑝 < 0.01; ∗𝑝 < 0.05. N = 609.
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