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Abstract
In this paper we argue ideology is a psychological construct rooted in chronic dispositional traits; specifically as deep-seated, at least partially innate, preferences about social rules, order and conduct. These constitute “bedrock issues” that are fundamental to any social group at any time in any culture. Individual preference on these bedrock issues in turn drives ”issue of the day” preferences and self-claimed ideological labels in a given political context. We offer two measures to tap these bedrock issue preferences; a survey index of conscious attitudes and an implicit association test (IAT) of orientations towards fixed or flexible rules of social conduct. Both are strongly predictive “issues of the day” attitudes and ideological self-placement, and also predict individual-level inconsistencies in ideological self-placement and issue attitudes.. 

Humans are uniquely “ideological animals,” the only species to use abstract belief systems to motivate collective and individual action (Jost et al 2004). Ideology is certainly central to our understanding of the political realm, where it is held to be a primary determinant of individual-level attitudes and behavior (e.g. Bawn 1999; Jost 2006, 658-659; Sears and Citrin 1985).

Yet we have no general explanation or understanding of ideology. As we have no precise definition of the concept and disagreement exists over whether ideology is a property of groups, individuals or both, theorists suggest this is hardly surprising (Gerring 1997; Freeden 2003; Stone and Schaffner1988, 77). Empiricists pay relatively little attention on the search for ultimate causes, choosing to sidestep the conceptual difficulties by using practical operationalizations (issue attitudes or self-reports) to measure individual levels of ideology and its correlation with attitudes and behavior (Converse 1964; Luttbeg and Gant 1985; Jacoby 1986; Sears and Citrin 1985; Lewis-Beck et al 2008). Ideology thus occupies an odd niche in the study of politics; it is centrally important to our understanding of why people do what they do, is the basis of an extensive literature, yet there is no general agreement on what it is or where it comes from.
In this paper we argue ideology is a psychological construct rooted in chronic dispositional traits; specifically as deep-seated, at least partially innate, preferences about social rules, order and conduct. These constitute “bedrock issues” that are fundamental to any social group at any time in any culture. Individual preference on these bedrock issues in turn drives ”issue of the day” preferences and self-claimed ideological labels in a given political context. 
To support our argument, we offer two measures to tap these bedrock issue preferences; a survey index of conscious attitudes and an implicit association test (IAT) of orientations towards fixed or flexible rules of social conduct. Both are strongly predictive “issues of the day” attitudes and ideological self-placement. Consistent with our theoretical expectations, these new measures also predict individual-level differences between ideological self-placement and issue of the day attitudes. 
Ideology in Political Science: Consistent Measurement, Theoretical Incoherence

Though specific definitions vary considerably, at an individual level ideology is broadly conceived of as a consistent or coherent belief system existing within an individual’s mind (Jost 2006, 653). In political science, ideology’s content is frequently assumed to be issue based. Issue coherence has long been seen as the key test of whether there is a “constrained” abstract belief system orienting individuals to the political world (Converse 1964; 1970; 1975). Ideological self-placement on a liberal-conservative continuum is seen as a useful summary measure of such a belief system, one that reasonably predicts a broad range of issue attitudes (Lewis-Beck et al 2008, 247). Evidence of ideology’s importance to shaping political orientations and actions is thus seen when knowing an individual’s attitude on one issue enables accurate prediction of other issue attitudes, when ideological self-placement correlates with these preferred issue packages, and when issues and self-placement correlate with political behavior.
There is a vigorous debate over whether individuals—or at least the American electorate--exhibit such consistent, issue-based patterns. Prominent studies claim that people exhibit inconsistent issue attitudes and/or do not reliably or comprehensively connect self-professed ideology (conservative/liberal) to issue attitudes or political behavior (Campbell et al 1960; Converse 1964; Levitin and Miller 1979; Luttbeg and Gant 1985; Erickson et al 1980; Jacoby 1986, 1991). Yet other studies claim ideology is a powerful correlate of political attitudes and behaviors, and that self-placement on a liberal-conservative continuum (either uni- or multi-dimensional) is meaningful and consistent with a coherent political belief system (e.g. Sears et al 1980; Sears and Citrin 1985; Holm and Robinson 1978; Klingemann 1979; Conover and Feldman 1980; Carmines and Stimson 1989; Carmines and Wagner 2007; Hayduk et al 1995; Abramowitz and Saunders 1998; Jost 2006; Brown 1970; Lewis-Beck et al 2008). Adding to the uncertainty of the existence and meaning of this psychological construct are disagreements the stability of ideology; some arguing it is relatively invariant across a life cycle and others arguing it can vary within relatively short political cycles, e.g. from election to election (Sears 1983; Converse 1964, 1970; Achen 1975; Brown 1970; Lewis-Beck et al 2008, 245-247; Ansolabehere et al 2008).  
The literature is thus characterized by inconsistent reports on ideology’s importance, strength, variability, and predictive power. All this inconsistency, however, is generated by a very consistent operationalization of the central concept.  Generally speaking, ideology’s meaning as a political gyroscope is  divined from the degree to which discrete issue packages meaningfully cohere and/or to the degree to which self-perceptions of “conservative” and “liberal” meaningfully represent with these issue packages. Individual response to stimuli from a particular personal, social and political context is assumed to underlie variation in these issue attitudes and self-reports  (e.g. Conover and Feldman 1981; Jacoby 1991; Levitin and Miller 1979; Sartori 1969; Alford, Funk and Hibbing 2005). 

This implies that whatever ideology is, its ultimate cause is environmental, an assumption made explicit in most political science research examining the causes rather than the relative degrees of individual-level ideology and its behavioral and attitudinal correlates. The most general explanation of ideology developed in political science is that ideological self-identification is a product of childhood socialization, that this self-identification is relatively stable throughout adulthood, and that self-identification is meaningful because most issues in politics are symbolically represented on this continuum (Sears 1983, 1993, 2001).  Childhood socialization, however, is but one of a range of causal determinants of self-placement championed in the literature, and long observed inconsistencies between ideological self-placement and issue attitudes have helped create a set of causal candidates for issue preferences independent of childhood socialization, including a range of socio-demographic variables like gender, age and education ( Merelman 1969; Rosenberg 1988; Shils 1967; Conover and Feldman 1981; Gerring 1997; Sears 1993; Zaller 1992).  

There is also no consensus on the causal order of ideological label ( issue preference.  In some studies issue preferences are modeled as the dependent variable and ideological self-placement as the independent variable (e.g. Jacoby 1991), while in other studies ideological self-placement is the dependent variable issue preferences are the independent variable (e.g. Conover and Feldman 1981). In other studies—especially the measurement literature—no causal distinction at all is drawn. Instead, issue indexes and self-placement scales are viewed as more or less interchangeable, with one measure validated by its correlation with the other, an approach that makes sense if both are treated as different measures of same underlying psychological construct (Treier and Hillygus 2005; Zaller 1992, 27).1 As there is no robust conceptual framework that explains why self-identified conservatives might hold liberal attitudes (or vice-versa), it is not clear which of these approaches makes more sense. The end result is a promiscuous treatment that puts ideology on a dangerously tautological plane; I am a conservative (liberal) because of my issue preferences, and I hold particular issue preferences because I perceive myself as a conservative (liberal). In reviewing the theoretical treatment of ideology in political science, surveys have generally concluded that no general conceptual framework exists (Gerring 1997; Freeden 2003).

So rather than theoretical coherence, political science has measurement consistency.  Measuring ideology using issues or self-placement on a liberal-conservative continuum is in many ways a pragmatic choice. Issue attitudes and self-reports are easily administered survey items, reflect the issue-based content ideology is assumed to have in political science, and clearly have useful descriptive and predictive properties. Measurement per se is not the real problem underlying the highly inconsistent finding on ideology, but the conceptual and causal treatment of these tried and true variables. 
The key theoretical challenge to imposing order and understanding on ideology is clarifying the psychological construct these measures are held to represent. What, exactly, is ideology, and where does it come from? The general assumption of environmental determinism in political science has, thus far, failed to provide satisfactory answers to these fundamental questions. 

Ideology, Psychology and Biology 

In contrast to the behavioralist tradition in political science, the literature examining the psychology of ideology has made significant headway in clarifying the key concept. In this literature, ideology is not simply as a product of socialization or a rational (at least in the bounded sense) response to external stimuli, but as an internal, deep-seated dispositional trait that is at least partially innate. Nor is the content of ideology seen as primarily issue-based; it is seen as a dimension of personality whose proximate causes are psychological needs (especially needs for order and certainty) that manifest themselves in a wide variety of preferences and behaviors, not just those relating to politics (for a review, see Jost 2006).  This research acknowledges situational factors also shape ideology, suggesting the issue-orientation and environmental explanations of ideology favored in political science are not so much incorrect as incomplete. Environmental threat, for example, promotes conservative orientations (Jost et al 2003). Thus after an event such as 9/11, we would expect perceived system threat to motivate individuals to support the tough anti-terrorism policies promoted by conservatives and championed by the Bush administration, something confirmed by political science research (Huddy et al 2005).


While acknowledging a significant environmental role, however, the main claim of this research stream is that ideology is a product of chronic dispositional factors. The general argument is that individual-level ideology is a product of psychological needs that reflect other dimensions of personality (e.g. relative degrees of openness to new experience), epistemic and existential needs such as the need for certainty or closure, and deep seated beliefs about social rules and order such as treatment of out groups and attitudes towards social hierarchy (Jost et al 2004).

Theories of ideology as a personality trait are controversial. They are rooted in research on the authoritarian personality (Adorno et al 1950) and have been prominently developed by researchers such as Altemeyer (1981; 1996), Sidanius et al (1996), and Jost (for reviews see Jost 2004, 2006).  This literature is limited from a political science perspective because it has a decidedly asymmetric focus, i.e. its explanatory target is primarily conservatism rather than the broader concept of ideology (Martin 2001). The core conceptual focus and primary empirical claim is that conservatives constitute a distinct personality type with a range of distinguishing characteristics including uncertainty avoidance, acceptance of inequality, dislike of ambiguity, and a need for cognitive closure. Conservative commentators have taken this research as reflecting the liberal bias of academe, i.e. conservatism is viewed as a deviant (even pathological) personality type that needs explaining, while liberalism is treated as “normal.”  George Will (2003) caustically noted that, “there is no comparable academic industry devoted to studying the psychological underpinnings of liberalism … liberalism is self-evidently true. But conservatives embrace conservatism for reasons that must be excavated from their inner turmoils, many of them pitiable or disreputable.”


While this asymmetric focus puts self-imposed limits on studies of the psychology of ideology and creates a normative controversy in the process, the relevant literature has also inarguably amassed an impressive list of empirical studies backing the  claim that ideology (or at least conservatism) is rooted in chronic dispositional traits (for a review  Jost et al  2003). These manifest themselves in a wide variety of correlates to ideology measures analogous to (in many cases identical to) the issue-based or self-report measures used in political science.

Some of these correlates are of minimal interest to political scientists, things like preferences for abstract paintings and complex poems, mortality salience and willingness to volunteer for experiments (held to be evidence of dispositions dealing with uncertainty avoidance, fear of death, and openness to new experience; Wilson et al 1973; Rosenblatt et al 1989; Jost et al 2003). Other dispositional correlates, however, include preferences for social rules, order, and conduct, including preferences for leadership styles, social dominance and hierarchy, treatment of out groups, and the use of moral codes for guiding social behavior (Adorno et al 1950; Altemeyer 1981, 1996; Sidanius and Pratto 1996, 1999; Haidt and Graham 2007).  These are seen as deep seated beliefs that are independent of specific issues or culturally supplied ideological labels; they reflect a set of first principles that cut to the heart of political orientations, and thus constitute an obvious psychological basis for forming consistent issue preferences and attachment to ideological labels in a given political context.  Furthermore, preferences about social rules and order are not a priori asymmetric properties of conservatives; it strikes us as self-evident that self-professed liberals also have preferences about social rules, order and conduct.

We propose that preferences about social rules and order are human universals constituting orientations on “bedrock issues”—things like leadership practices, treatment of out groups and rule breakers,  and the role of moral codes in regulating social conduct-- that are faced by any social aggregate expected to engage in collective action. As such, these preferences provide an obvious candidate for explaining what ideology is and where it comes from: Ideology is found in deep-seated psychological predispositions on social rules, order, and conduct, and it is these predispositions that drive preferences on issues of the day or favored ideological labels in a given political context. 

The claim that humans should have such deep seated dispositions on social rules and order is not new; it is an idea already at the heart of a research agenda that examines political behavior and attitudes through the lens of evolutionary psychology (Smith 2006, Smith et al 2007, Alford and Hibbing 2004).  Humans are group animals, their well-being, even their survival, dependent upon functional social arrangements that constrain behavior, so it makes sense that notions about social rules and order would be part of our evolutionary package. Indeed, this is a claim repeatedly made by evolutionary psychologists (Tooby and Cosmides 1990). Such evolutionary arguments are backed by research indicating that deep-seated concern for social rules and behavior exist not just in humans, but also in primate cousins that live in social groups.  Chimps, as far as we know, do not orient themselves to their political world on the basis of discrete issue packages, but they clearly do have a political world founded on social hierarchy and rules (De Waal 2000). 

We suggest individual variation on dispositions towards social rules, order and conduct constitute the foundation of the psychological construct political scientists generically refer to as ideology, and these dispositions are thus proximate causes of consistent issue-of-the-day attitudes and meaningful self-identification with ideological labels in a given political context. This argument already has support from a number of empirical studies. Block and Block (2005) find adult political orientations to be predicted by personality traits tied to social order (or lack thereof) that are manifested in early childhood. Twin studies find ideology and its attitudinal and behavioral components to be highly heritable (Alford, Funk and Hibbing 2005; Eaves et al 1986, 1999; Hatemi et al 2007). Oxley et al (2008) show that issue attitudes can be predicted by autonomic nervous system responses to threatening stimuli. Amodio et al (2007) report distinct liberal-conservative cognitive processing patterns within the brain. 
These studies provide empirical support for our key theoretical claim that ideology is a product of chronic dispositions so deeply rooted they are partly biological and partially innate. Yet these same studies never directly measure those dispositions. Instead, they rely on the same issue-indexes and ideological self-placement scales that dominate the political science and psychological literature. This is a problem because it makes it difficult to see how biology and ideology could be connected at all. It hardly seems likely, for example, that humans come into the world with a hard-wired preference for issues like abortion or tax cuts; political issues tend to be ephemeral, bound by time and context. A similar criticism holds for self-reported ideology. It is equally unlikely that we arrive with a hard wired preference for an ideological label (“moderately conservative”, “strongly liberal”). 
The issues that drive the public agenda and divide the political world into competing ideological camps are typically parochial and frequently come with a limited shelf life. Similarly, we accept that ideological labels are time and culture bound; what a “conservative” or “liberal” label implies about political orientations (and issue attitudes) may change across time and space. The left-right continuum that spatially defines conservative and liberal is itself a cultural product, as is the term “ideology.”  The left-right continuum is a metaphor taken from legislative seating arrangements in revolutionary France, and “ideology” is a term coined around the same time by Antoine Destutt de Tracy (Freeden 2003, 4; Heywood 1992, 16-17). It seems highly unlikely, however, that ideology as we are defining it, i.e. a consistent set of political beliefs stemming from deep rooted preferences about social rules, order and conduct, did not exist in human societies prior to the French revolutionary era. The writings of theorists from Plato to Locke certainly suggest otherwise, and contemporary anthropological work on hunter gatherers supports the proposition that such preferences are, and always have been, universal (Boehm 1999). 

In short, there already exists considerable empirical support for our key theoretical claim that the underlying dispositional traits on social rules, order and conduct are the causal root of ideology. However, there is little attempt in the relevant literature to measure such traits and directly test their relationship to traditional measures of ideology. Assuming valid measures of these underlying traits can be constructed, they should be predictive of issue attitudes and whatever labels describing coherent political beliefs hold currency in that context. If we narrow our explanatory focus to the contemporary American electorate, such measures should not only explain ideological self-placement and issue attitudes, they should be capable of explaining differences between these two measures. As described in an earlier section of this paper, political scientists have long debated the ideological leanings of the American electorate, and a key piece of evidence for the end-of-ideology argument is the purported inability of citizens to connect ideological labels and issues into a meaningful political gyroscope (e.g. Converse 1964; Luttbeg and Gant 1985). If we are correct, differences in self-professed ideology and issue attitudes are likely to be explained by dispositional traits on social rules and order. 

Measuring Dispositional Traits on Social Rules and Order

Despite their differences, psychology and political science literatures use similar measures of ideology; indexes based on issues or self-placement on a liberal-conservative scale. The former range from simple additive scales to more sophisticated factor analytic approaches often used to support investigations into the multidimensionality of ideology (Treier and Hillygus 2005). The latter are invariably self-placement on 5- or 7-point scale with “very” or “extremely” conservative/liberal anchoring the ends of the continuum. For example, dependent variables used in the studies used for Jost et al’s (2003) meta-analysis of this literature include self-reported ideology, indexes based on economic issues, indexes based on social issues, and other issue-based variants such as Wilson and Patterson’s (1968) Conservatism Scale (an issue index that includes also non-political referents to measure uncertainty avoidance).


Where there is a difference in measurement approaches, it springs from the asymmetric focus of the psychology literature, i.e. psychologists have produced a number of scales specific to conservatism or authoritarianism (see Altemeyer 1981, 298-306 for examples of such scales; psychology has notably produced no comparable instruments for liberal personality types). Probably the closest existing attempts to measure the dispositional traits on core issues that we hypothesize are Altemeyer’s (1981) Right Wing Authoritarianism (RWA) and Sidanius and Pratto’s Social Dominance Orientation (SDO). Both are presented as personality scales designed to tap into deep seated dispositional traits centered on social rules, order, and conduct, and both are positively correlated with a range of issue attitudes as well as ideological self-identification (e.g. Van Hiel and Mervielde 2002).

For our purposes, however, these have a number of drawbacks. They were designed for narrower explanatory targets (SDO and RWA scales were developed to help explain, respectively, inter-group conflict and anti-democratic orientations), are asymmetrically focused (they are primarily used to explore the “bad” elements of conservatism), designed (or at least employed) to identify personality differences in kind rather than in degree, require conscious cognitive or affective responses (by definition chronic dispositions such as we propose have to also operate sub-consciously), are the product of evolved batteries of questions (i.e. the indexes are as much empirically as theoretically based), and there is a range of disagreement on what the indexes really measure and mean (Martin 2001; Schmitt et al 2003; Ray1987; Altemeyer 1981; Sidanius and Pratto 1999; Turner and Reynolds 2003).

Despite these drawbacks, the RWA and SDO do provide a general starting point for constructing a scale to tap chronic dispositions on social rules and order. 
Both demonstrate that simple additive indexes built from probes relating to social rules, order and conduct can result in yardsticks predictive of issue attitudes and ideological self-placement. Accordingly, we built a simple additive index from 14 questions that asked respondents to pick one of two options to a general probe of “Society works best when …” (the full instrument and index construction details are reported in Appendix A). The questions themselves were designed to tap attitudes on the key aspects of social rules, order and conduct, i.e. bedrock issues that concern all social groups at all times. Accordingly we based questions on how society should treat individuals, how society should treat out groups and rule breakers, deference to authority and leadership, and the role of traditional values and moral codes in social conduct. While not presented as an exhaustive list, we do claim these are all reflective of issues that face all human societies.  In addition to gauging attitudes on bedrock issues, we attempted to construct questions that were as devoid of contemporary issue content and cues to ideological labels as possible. This division is not perfect—nor can it be if our theoretical claims are correct. We did, however, try to word the questions so that they are not bound by the contemporary political context, and would be relevant and meaningful to anyone living in any human society.

In our sample (described below), the resulting scale had a theoretical range of -14 to 14. Based on the questions the, a -14 indicates preferences for a society that takes care of its neediest members, has a tolerant approach to out groups, forgiveness of rule breakers, favors egalitarian leadership practices and a flexible approach to moral codes of behavior. In contrast a 14 indicates preferences for individualism, suspicion of out groups, punishment of rule breakers, strong leadership and enduring moral codes as the basis for social behavior.  We expect to find few people at the extremes of this index. While either end of the continuum would certainly be expected to produce consistent political belief systems, neither of these is likely to be pleasing in a normative sense. Rather we expect most people to be somewhere in the middle, with the particular mix of preferences on bedrock issues not only supporting consistent attitudes on issues of the day, but also helping to explain inconsistencies in these attitudes and their associated ideological labels. While a robust test of such claims requires multivariate analysis, the index is distributed normally, and has reasonable scores standard tests of psychometric reliability; Cronbach’s alpha .7 and a split-half correlation coefficient of .72. We take this as preliminary evidence that we have a survey instrument that is tapping into the psychological construct we seek to measure.

Like the SDO and RWA scales, however, this instrument is predicated on conscious responses to survey probes. Deep rooted dispositions such as we propose almost by definition operate at the sub-conscious level. Political scientists have long known that not much conscious thought is put into formulating responses to issue questions, even though those responses may reflect an underlying ideological structure (Zaller 1992; Jost 2006). What we are trying to tap into is the source of that underlying structure. Responses to our survey probes may reflect conscious cognitive choices rather than deep seated dispositions operating at a sub-conscious level.


Accordingly, we formulated a second measure of our targeted dispositional traits by constructing an Implicit Association Test (IAT) aimed at capturing latent orientations towards codes of social conduct. Developed by Anthony Greenwald and various colleagues, IAT is predicated on the assumption that many cognitive processes that shape behavior and attitudes are unconscious (Greenwald et al 2003). An IAT requires respondents to rapidly classify stimuli into positive or negative categories. For example, a respondent may be asked to classify racial stimuli with positive or negative descriptors. Latencies in this classification process—for example being able to more rapidly classify white racial stimuli with positive descriptors than negative descriptors—is taken as evidence of implicit conceptual associations.

Our IAT was constructed in an effort to tap into sub-conscious dispositions on social rules and order. Specifically, we sought to measure whether individuals were disposed towards fixed or flexible social rules. Psychological research has consistently found cognitive inflexibility to be a trait of conservatism (see Jost 2006), and a disposition towards fixed or flexible attitudes on social orientations thus seemed to be a good candidate to tap into the broader dispositions we seek to measure.  Again, we sought to make the stimuli as issue (and ideological label) as neutral as possible. Respondents were given four categories of words: “good” (words such as joy, love and happy), “bad” (e.g. agony, evil, terrible), “fixed” (e.g.traditional, duty, command), and “flexible” (e.g. options, compromise, diversity). The main thrust of the IAT comes when respondents are asked to classify combined categories (e.g. “Bad or Flexible”).  The essential argument is that implicit associations in memory—the sub-conscious dispositions we are looking for—will show up in differences in the latencies of these tasks. So, for example, for someone who has a flexible disposition towards social rules, order and conduct should respond quickly to “Good or Flexible” because this association is already there. They will be slower to respond “Bad or Flexible.” The different latencies in these responses is the essence of the IAT (the actual measure combines several latencies and is similar to a Cohen’s D; we employed the “improved scoring algorithm” to calculate IAT scores suggested by Greenwald et al 2003; see Appendix B for a full listing of IAT stimuli).

If our theory is correct, these IAT scores should predict issue attitudes and ideological self-classification. Indeed, we consider this a stronger test of our key hypothesis because it taps into unconscious dispositions and we consider it freer of explicit issue and ideological cues that the “society works best” instrument.

If these two measures reasonably capture the dispositions on bedrock issues our theory suggests is the psychological construct underlying specific issue-of-the-day attitudes and meaningful ideological self-identification, then they should systematically co-vary with issue indexes and liberal-conservative self-identification.
An Empirical Test


To test our hypothesis that deep seated dispositional traits on bedrock issues predict ideology as measured by issue attitudes and ideological self-reports, a survey research organization was commissioned in May 2007 to contact a random telephone sample of the population of Lincoln, Nebraska. Individuals were asked to participate in a research project in exchange for a fee of $50. A sample of N=200 took an extensive battery of survey questions in a computer lab, and also took the IAT described above. The recruited sample was not truly random (it is skewed towards more educated, politically active and interested individuals and is disproportionately white), but it is fairly representative in other respects. The mean age of subjects was approximately 42, the gender split was 48 percent male, 52% female, and the median family income was $40,000-$60,000.


As dependent variables we use versions of the classic measures of ideology: an additive issue-based index and a self-placement on a liberal-conservative continuum. The issue index is a slightly modified version of a Wilson-Patterson scale (the key differences being the use of contemporary issues, and eliminating “uncertainty” issues such as modern art; see Wilson and Patterson 1968).  This scale was constructed using 21 items chosen for their contemporary import in dividing liberal/conservative opinions. Subjects were asked whether they agreed, disagreed or were uncertain with an issue prompt. Responses were scored so that a conservative responses (e.g. agreeing with “tax cuts,” disagreeing with “welfare”) were coded as “1”, liberal responses (e.g. agreeing with “pacifism” and disagreeing with “death penalty” were coded as “0”, and uncertain responses were coded as “.5”.  Responses were then summed across the 21 items, giving a theoretical range from zero (representing extreme liberals) to 21 (extreme conservatives). The mean in our data set was 10.65 (SD 3.85), with an actual range of 2 to 18.5. The distribution was approximately normal, and the scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .74 and a split-half correlation coefficient of .74. We also used a standard self-report measure where subjects were asked to place themselves on a standard 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly liberal) to 7 (strongly conservative).

Bivariate correlations (Pearson’s r) provide initial strong support for our hypothesis. The society works best scale is correlated at .66 with the issues index and .57 with self-reported ideology (p < .01, 2-tailed t-test). The correlations for the IAT are virtually identical: .66 with the issues index and .60 self-reports (p < .01, 2-tailed t-test). In other words, either one of our independent variables can account for 30-45 percent of the variance in our dependent variables.  We also correlated the IAT and society works best scales with the individual items in our issue index and found similar results. The IAT is significantly correlated with 18 of the 21 items (Pearson’s r, p < .05 2-tailed t-test), the society works best scale with 20 of the 21 items (Pearson’s r, p <.05, 2-tailed t-test).

Bivariate analysis, however, is a relative weak test of our hypothesis. Nothing in our theory suggests that the environmental basis of ideology championed in the political science literature does not play a significant role in determining issue attitudes and ideological self-reports. Accordingly, we construct a multivariate regression model to account for such influences and to isolate the impact of chronic dispositions as measured by our two key independent variables. The co-variates included in our model as controls are gender (a dummy variable where 1=male, 0=female), age (year born), family income (a 6 point scale moving in $20,000 increments from “under $20,000” to “over $100,000), and education (a 6 point scale ranging from “did not finish high school” to “college plus”). These variables are used to capture the largely environmental-based causes of ideology and issue preference typically assumed by political scientists (e.g. Zaller 1992, 23).

The results of this multivariate analysis are presented in Table1, where for ease of comparison across variables we present standardized regression coefficients and t-scores. As can be seen, our two measures of chronic dispositional traits perform well in a multivariate model. Indeed, they far outperform the other variables. The standardized coefficients indicate that chronic dispositions have a far greater impact on traditional ideological variables—by a factor of 10 or more—than a typical control set. Furthermore, the society works best and IAT measures are the only statistically significant variables in either model, and the variance explained is virtually all accounted for by these same measures. These results could hardly be more supportive of our key hypothesis. 
                   TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

One potential question about the results reported in Table 1 is that the dependent variables present ideology as a unidimensional construct. Studies in political science have long argued that ideology, or at least issue attitudes, are multi-dimensional, with “social” and “economic” issue axes being the most common dual structure suggested (e.g. Asher 1980; Weisberg 1980; see also Ansolobehere 2008). We found only weak evidence of such a structure underlying our issues index. A factor analysis of the individual issue items produced six factors with eigenvalues over 1.0, though the first factor was clearly dominant (it accounted for approximately a quarter of the variance, and a scree plot showed a significant drop off after this factor). Even after (varimax) rotation, 12 of the 21 items in our index had factor loadings of .4 or higher on the first factor. Among the latter were all of our economic items (e.g. tax cuts, welfare spending) and most of the social issues (e.g. gay marriage, abortion rights).

We considered it important, however, to assess the predictive power of our measures of dispositional traits and different issue dimensions. After all, if these traits predicted one issue dimension, but not the other, it would cast doubt on our theretical claim of a universal basis for ideology. Accordingly we constructed two separate indexes using three economic and three social items (respectively, tax cuts, welfare spending, small government, and gay marriage, abortion rights, and premarital sex) to calculate cut down versions of our larger scale.2  Both of our key independent variables were strongly correlated with both of these economic and social issue indexes. The Pearson’s r for the society works best variables was .48 (economic) and .53 (society works best); for the IAT the comparable coefficients were .43 and .62 (all correlations p < .01, 2-tailed t test). We also regressed these sub-scales of our Wilson-Patterson index on the same set of independent variables reported in Table 1. These results of this secondary analysis are presented in Table 2. The results show reasonably comparable relationships regardless of the type of issue attitudes being predicted (though the adjusted R-square for the economic issues model is higher). We take this as evidence that the underlying dispositional traits at the heart of our theoretical argument predict issue attitudes generally, not just specific categories of political attitudes.

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Perhaps a stronger test of our core hypothesis, however, is to see if our measures systematically co-vary with inconsistencies between issue attitudes and self-reports. As discussed in an earlier section, there is no general understanding of why a self-professed conservative (liberal) might hold liberal (conservative) issue attitudes, though such inconsistencies have long been observed. Some argue that differences are products of individual traits self-interested evaluations of environmental stimuli (e.g. a well off individual may think of themselves as a liberal, but favor policy proposals to cut taxes for the wealthy); or even that there should be no systematic differences at all, with inconsistencies due to either measurement error or the random inconsistency long noted in individual issue attitudes (Converse 1964; Brown 1970; Achen 1975; Luttbeg and Gant 1985; Jacoby 1991; Zaller 1992 Lewis-Beck et al 2008, 245-249).


We predict that if ideological labels have a significant socialization component as the political science literature generally assumes, then differences in self-reports and issue attitudes should be more than the random noise of measurement error. If specific issue attitudes are constrained into discrete issue packages by an underlying dispositional trait as described above then those attitudes should differ from a more environmentally anchored measure of ideology like self-placement on a liberal-conservative continuum. For example, someone with a chronic disposition towards fixed rules of social conduct is more likely to oppose, say, gay marriage, even if raised by liberal college professors to self-identify with the left. Someone with a strong disposition towards egalitarian leadership styles and openness towards out groups is more likely to oppose, say, the Patriot Act, even if they are a self-described conservative.

We created a measure of issue attitude/self-identification consistency by regressing our issue index on ideological self-placement. Positive residuals from this regression thus represent someone who has more conservative issue attitudes than would be expected given their ideological self-placement, negative residuals as someone who has more liberal issue attitudes than those predicted by their self-identified ideological label. Table 3 we report the results of a model with the same independent variables as those reported in Table 1, but where the dependent variable are the standardized residuals from the regression of issue attitudes on self-reported ideology. The explanatory power of this model is considerably less than the models reported in Table 1 (an adjusted R-square of .16), but the significance of several independent variables argue strongly against a dependent variable that is random.

TABLE 3


Unlike the results from the Table 1 (and Table 2), there is one environmental variable that achieves a reasonable standard statistical significance in Table 2—family income (t=1.95, p = .052). The negative coefficient indicates that better off people are more likely to self-identify with a conservative label yet hold liberal issue attitudes. The variables really driving the model, however, are our two measures of dispositional traits. The positive IAT score indicates that those with dispositions towards fixed rules of social conduct hold more conservative issue attitudes than their ideological self placement. The positive coefficient of the society works variable suggests those who favor strong leaders, suspicion of out groups and punishment of rule breakers, tend to have more conservative issue attitudes than their ideological self-placement. Both findings are consistent with our theoretical expectations. In short, chronic dispositional traits not only predict issue attitudes and ideological self-placement, they can reasonably explain differences between the two.
Conclusion

In this paper we argued that ideology, measured as coherent issue attitudes and meaningful self-placement on a liberal-conservative continnum, is driven by chronic, deep-seated dispositional traits on social rules, conduct and order. This argument is based on a significant literature in psychology and on a range of other empirical studies showing ideology is so deeply rooted in the human psyche because it is partially heritable, or at least has a biological component. By creating measures to tap into those traits and demonstrating their significant correlations not just with issue attitudes and ideological self-reports, but also with the differences between these two measures, we provide empirical support for our key theoretical claims.

Our conceptual framework and empirical findings have a number of implications for the broader political science literature on ideology. First, both our framework and our results support the arguments of the “the end-of-the-end-of-ideology” advocates (see Jost 2006). In short, our work argues ideology is a real psychological construct that is central to meaningfully ordering political attitudes and beliefs; humans are indeed ideological animals. Second, while structured issue attitudes almost certainly have important environmental determinants, deep-seated internal predispositions are also a key element underlying this structure. While attitudes on particular issue packages are, almost by definition, creatures of time and context, an individual’s political gyroscope is not constantly being reconstructed with whatever topics churn through the public agenda. 
Third, our argument suggests liberals and conservatives really are different. Though one end of the ideological spectrum may seem to hold issue positions out of ignorance, stubbornness or sheer irrationality from the perspective of the other, it is much more likely that these differences spring from genuinely held, deep rooted principles. What is reported above, however, also strongly suggests that for most people differences are in degree rather than in kind. Our sample showed little evidence of an ideological “type” that was dangerously distinct from everyone else. We found normal rather than bimodal distributions on our measures of dispositional traits.  Most people held at least some inconsistent issue positions, and while our measures of dispositional traits did a reasonable job of explaining those differences, they were far from deterministic. Our study suggests underlying dispositional traits do effectively constrain issue attitudes and ideological self-perceptions, but at least in our sample the net result was to push people into the middle of the ideological space defining the American political context, not its extremes.
 
Fourth, and most importantly, our argument implies there is a universal notion of ideology rather than one tied to a particular time and context. If we are correct, the relationship between dispositional traits and coherent issue-based attitudes should be a general causal relationship, not something unique to the culture and context of the contemporary United States of America.  The underlying dispositional traits we identify should constrain issue attitudes in predictable ways in other cultures and in other political contexts. 
Confirmation of such broad theoretical claims, of course, must depend on other studies with different subject pools, but the conceptual framework and specific measures we propose suggest a research agenda with the promise to shed considerable light on why we are ideological creatures and what that fundamental part of our nature implies for politics and policy. 
Endnotes
1. These correlations are invariably positive and significant, though far from perfect. Jacoby (1986) reports correlations ranging from .24 to .46 between various issue feeling thermometers and ideological continuums. Treier and Hillygus (2005) report a correlation of .508 between their (issue-based) latent measure of ideology and self-placement on a liberal-conservative scale using data taken from the 2000 National Election Study; in our data set the correlation between the Wilson-Patterson (issue-based) index and self-reported ideology is .75.
2. Factor analysis on these indexes revealed a highly unidimensional structure. When all six items were included in a single analysis there was no trace of a second factor. 
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APPENDIX A: SOCIETY WORKS BEST INSTRUMENT

Role of Group/Individual 

Society works best when…
1-People are rewarded according to merit

2-People are rewarded according to need
Society works best when…
1-People take primary responsibility for their welfare

2-People join together to help others
Society works best when…
1-People recognize the unavoidable flaws of human nature

2-People recognize that humans can be changed in positive ways
Society works best when…
1-Every member contributes

2-More fortunate members sacrifice to help others
Outgroups/Rulebreakers

Society works best when…
1-People realize the world is dangerous

2-People assume all those in far away places are kindly
Society works best when…
1-We take care of our own people first

2-We realize that people everywhere deserve our help

Society works best when…
1-People are proud they belong to the best society there is

2-People realize that no society is better than any other

Society works best when…
1-Those who break the rules are punished

2-Those who break the rules are forgiven
Leadership

Society works best when…
1-Our leaders compromise with their opponents in order to get things done

2-Our leaders adhere to their principles no matter what
Society works best when…
1-Our leaders are obeyed

2-Our leaders are questioned
Society works best when…
1-Our leaders stick to their beliefs regardless

2-Our leaders change positions whenever situations change

Society works best when…
1-Our leaders call the shots

2-Our leaders are forced to listen to others
Traditional Values/Moral Codes

Society works best when…
1-People live according to traditional values

2-People adjust their values to fit changing circumstances

Society works best when…
1-Behavioral expectations are based on an external code

2-Behavioral expectations are allowed to evolve over the decades
Coding
Index construction: All  “2s” coded to “-1” (negative 1) except for the first question in the leadership SECTION, which is reverse coded (i.e. 1 is recoded to -1 and 2 to 1).  Responses are then summed. In our full sample (N=200), mean = -0.95, SD 5.6.
APPENDIX B: IAT 
In the fixed / flexible implicit association test, each subject is presented with a set of words and images to classify into groups.  They are asked to classify items as quickly as possible while making as few mistakes as possible.  Here is a list of category labels and words that belong to each of those categories:

	Good
	Joy, Love, Wonderful, Pleasure, Glorious, Laughter, Happy

	Bad
	Agony, Terrible, Horrible, Nasty, Evil, Awful, Failure

	Fixed
	Obedience, Traditional, Duty, Clarity, Command, Structure, Discipline

	Flexible
	Relativism, Diversity, Evolve, Options, Adaptable, Free Spirit, Compromise


A screen appears with two categories in the upper left and upper right hand sides of the monitor (e.g. “Fixed” or “Bad”).  Instructions that are provided to the subjects include:

“Put your middle fingers on the “e” and “i” keys of the keyboard.  When a word / image belongs to the category on the left press the “e” key, and when a word belongs to the category on the right, press the “i” key.  This is a timed sorting task, so please go as fast as you can.”

The subject is then prompted by a series of words which have to be classified into the two categories (e.g. recognizing “Traditional” as belonging to the Fixed category) as quickly as possible.  After doing this two times with two simple categories, subjects are asked to do the same with combined categories (e.g. “Good OR Flexible” and “Bad OR Fixed”).  The key test comes when they have to classify prompts with categories when the two are not easily associated in the minds of individuals (e.g. someone with a flexible disposition is given a category of “Flexible OR Bad”).

The data have been analyzed according to the standard procedures for the Implicit Association Test as stated by Greenwald, et al (2003) using the improved scoring algorithm.

Table 1: Dispositions and Ideology
	Variable
	Issue attitudes
	Self-reported ideology

	Society works
	.437

(7.92)
	.36

(5.7)

	IAT
	.438

(7.96)
	.41

(6.57)

	Education
	-.07

(1.49)
	-.07

(1.21)

	Income
	-.02

(.47)
	.09

(1.64)

	Age
	-.05

(1.06)
	.009

(.16)

	Gender
	-.02

(.45)
	-.06

(1.19)

	N
	200
	200

	Adj. R-square
	.57
	.44


Standardized coefficient (t-score) reported.

Table 2: Dispositions and Economic and Social Attitudes
	Variable
	Economic Index
	Social Index

	Society works
	.356

(4.91)
	.29

(4.6)

	IAT
	.22

(3.0)
	.48

(7.6)

	Education
	-.11

(1.75)
	.05

(.93)

	Income
	.01

(..21)
	-.02

(.39)

	Age
	.07

(1.05)
	-.06

(.1.07)

	Gender
	.00

(..09)
	-.11

(.20)

	N
	200
	200

	Adj. R-square
	.27
	.43


Standardized coefficient (t-score) reported.

Table 3: Dispositional Traits and Ideological Inconsistencies
	Variable
	Ideology Residual

	Society works
	.25

(3.35)

	IAT
	.20

(2.53)

	Education
	-.04

(.50)

	Income
	-.13

(1.95)

	Age
	-.09

(1.26)

	Gender
	-.09

(1.26)

	N
	200

	Adj. R-square
	.16


Standardized coefficient (t-score) reported.

Dependent variables is the standardized residual from a regression with issue attitudes as the dependent variable and ideology as the independent variable.
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