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Abstract 
 

After the financial crisis starting in 2008, significant economic, social and 
political changes occurred in the European Union that were particularly severe in the 
countries that had adjustment programmes. It’s predictable that these societal 
changes have a cultural dimension and the analysis of this cultural change in the 
European Union is the main objective of this paper. 

Results based on a diachronic and comparative analysis using data from all 
the ESS Rounds show that, as expected, changes from 2002 in political orientations 
are bigger than on Human Values, and deeper changes in political orientations occur 
after the financial crisis in 2008. Also according to initial expectations, we can see 
clear similarities in changes in political orientations on the countries that had 
adjustment programmes, and the main differentiation is found between these and the 
rest of the countries in the Eurozone, the differences with the rest of the countries in 
the European Union being less expressive. 

This cultural differentiation, essentially in the Eurozone, may involve cultural 
divergence to a certain degree, but the biggest menaces and challenges to the 
European Union may come from the generalized and more structural fall on trust in 
political institutions and agents, and on satisfaction with democracy, escorted by the 
rise of the values of Security and Tradition, and the decreasing importance attributed 
to Self-direction. 
 
Keywords: cultural change, Human Values, political orientations, European Union 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 

With the imminent global financial breakdown and the bankruptcy of Lehman 
Brothers in 2008, the subsequent State financial aid for threatened banks and 
financial institutions raised public debts in several countries (Lane, 2012).1 Despite 
this aid, generalized mistrust among financial institutions and doubts about the 
reimbursement of private debt reinforced retraction on financial markets. This 
financial implosion induced economic stagnation and recession in the regions most 
affected by the financial crisis. 
 Some States, mainly in the European Union, met rising difficulties for financial 
funding, having to face the need to ask for financial support from international 
institutions that require national economic adjustment programmes. This is the case 
for Cyprus, Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain. The initial adjustment programmes 
started in 2010 in Greece and Ireland. The Irish was concluded in 2013 but the 
																																																								
1	In the EU the variation rate of the General Government Gross Debt (% of GDP) between 2014 and 
2008 was 42,3% against 3% between 2002 and 2008 (Eurostat). 
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Greek had a second and third enlargements and it’s still going under the European 
Stability Mechanism until 2018. The Portuguese was the next adjustment programme 
running from 2011 until 2014. After came the Spanish programme that operated 
between 2012 and 2014. The last one was the Cypriot that initiated in 2013 and will 
be completed in 2016.  
 Adding to the direct critical effects of the financial crisis itself, these 
programmes had severe impacts on the economy, Welfare State and living 
conditions in these countries that were followed by extended social conflict and 
significant political changes. 
 Do these economic, social and political transformations in the European Union 
have an apparent cultural aspect? How structural may be this eventual cultural 
change? Is there a differentiation in this cultural change between the majority of the 
European countries and those that had to face adjustment programmes and were the 
most severely affected by those transformations?  
 Culture is a broad concept involving artefacts, institutions, customs, languages, 
dispositions, norms, attitudes, ideologies, values or representations.  
 In this paper we will focus our analysis on people’s political culture and values. 
Political culture, expressed on people’s political orientations, and values are 
traditional topics in the study of culture (Lerner, 1958; Almond and Verba, 1963; 
Eckstein, 1966; Rokeach, 1973; Miller and Shanks, 1996; Schwartz, 2009). Political 
orientations are dispositions, attitudes and choices related to political issues 
(Schwartz, 2009; Hooge et ali, 2008; Gronlund et ali, 2007), being particularly 
adequate to examine direct effects of economic, social and political transformations 
on culture. Values can be currently defined as beliefs that refer to desirable goals 
that motivate action and are also influenced by societal change (Schwartz, 2012, p. 
3). 
 Values, as highly abstract and general preferences, have been conceptualized 
as aspects of culture that are long-lasting, difficult to change, structural cultural traits 
(Rokeach, 1973; Hofstede, 2001; Inglehart and Welzel, 2005; Schwartz, 2009) while 
political orientations are more concrete and directly involved in political change, and 
empirical research has shown that “basic value priorities are more stable and less 
vulnerable to the impact of current events than political attitudes, values and 
opinions” (Schwartz, 2009, p. 18). 
 By selecting these two dimensions of culture, we expect to analyse cultural 
change on a more superficial and on a deeper level, and it’s expected that current 
societal change in the European Union is fostering a stronger effect on political 
orientations than on values. Anyway, as the current transformations in the European 
Union are particularly critical and global involving financial, economic, social and 
political dimensions, we expect to observe some change on values also, even if 
we’re dealing with a short period of 8 years. In the case of the countries under a 
more severe crisis, like those that had adjustment programmes, the effect of societal 
change on values may be clearer than in the other countries of the European Union.  
 Since Cyprus, Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain belong to the Eurozone, 
and considering that the Eurozone countries had specific problems after the financial 
crisis in 2008 because they share a common currency, it’s also relevant to analyse 
eventual peculiarities on cultural change inside the Eurozone. 
 
2. Methods and Data 
 
 The objective of this paper is to analyse the effects of the above mentioned 
transformations not only on the orientations of Europeans related with national 
aspects but also with European Union’s features as a whole, so people’s political 
orientations will be assessed regarding orientations in the relation with national 
politics, on one side, and orientations in the relation with the European Union’s 
politics on the other side. 
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 Considering the available data in ESS, the political orientations under scrutiny 
will involve indicators of trust in political agents and institutions, left-right orientations, 
satisfaction with democracy, and attitude toward European unification. 
 To analyse values we will use the model developed by Schwartz (Schwartz, 
2012) that has been continuously and successfully tested and is included in the ESS 
questionnaire since the first Round in 2002. 

For purpose of this paper, we will use the ESS Data from all the available 7 
rounds, starting in 2002. The indicators under observation will be “Trust in 
Politicians”, “Trust in Political Parties”, “Trust in Country’s Parliament”, “How Satisfied 
with the Way Democracy Works in Country”, “Placement on Left-Right Scale”, “Trust 
in the European Parliament”, and “European Union: European Unification Go Further 
or Gone Too Far”, all seven from the Politics theme, and the 21-item measure of 
values from the Schwartz’s Human Values Scale. 

As a general rule, to create a common basis for efficient comparison, we 
focus on Rounds 1 (the earlier), 4 (corresponding to the emergence of the financial 
crisis) and 7 (the freshest data available).  

We applied this rule to three countries that had adjustment programmes, 
Ireland, Portugal and Spain, because they joined the ESS in Rounds 1, 4 and 7, and 
so they are aggregated in one single category named “IPS” (Ireland, Portugal, 
Spain). We could also apply the general rule to the remaining countries in the 
European Union and the Eurozone when we exclude those that were submitted to 
adjustment programmes, creating two different categories designated “rEU” (rest of 
the European Union) and “rEZ” (rest of the Eurozone) respectively. Since the 
countries that had adjustment programmes belong to the Eurozone, the present 
comparison must privilege this cultural space, as affirmed before, but we still include 
a more comprehensive comparison with the European Union as a whole.  

Certain indicators and particular countries are not present in some of those 
Rounds, so we adapted this rule with the objectives of including all relevant 
information and allowing the analysis of change. “Trust in Political Parties” and  
“European Unification” indicators are analysed after Round 2 (2004) when they were 
introduced in the ESS; the categories of rEU and rEZ involve only those countries 
from the European Union and the Eurozone that collaborated in Rounds 1, 2, 4 or 7; 
Cyprus is considered in Rounds 3, 4 and 6 (Cyprus wasn’t present in Rounds 1 and 
7), and Greece in Rounds 1, 4 and 5 (Greece didn’t participate in Rounds 6 or 7).2 

The analysis of the cases of Cyprus and Greece is therefore more deficient 
because we don’t have so much data as for the rest, and comparison between them 
with IPS, rEU and rEZ is then imperfect. But since Cyprus and Greece are critical 

																																																								
2	Countries in the rEU considered for present ESS Data analysis: Round 1: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, 
Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Sweden, United Kingdom; Round 2: 
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Sweden, United 
Kingdom; Round 4: Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, 
Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, Netherlands, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, United Kingdom (6 
countries from the EU missed this Round of the ESS); Round 6: Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, 
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Netherlands, Poland, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Sweden, United Kingdom; Round 7: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Sweden, United 
Kingdom. Countries in the rEZ: Round 1: Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands; Round 2: Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands; Round 4: (9/10) Belgium, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Netherlands, Slowakia, Slovenia; Round 6: Belgium, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, 
Lithuania, Netherlands, Slowakia, Slovenia; Round 7: Austria, Belgium, Estonia, Finland, France, 
Germany, Lithuania, Netherlands, Slovenia. 
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cases for the analysis of current cultural change in the European Union we accept 
this imperfection in exchange for broader observation.  

As Cyprus and Greece joined ESS in different Rounds, not coincident with 
those of IPS, those two countries are separated from IPS, and one from each other, 
forming a category of their own, “CY” (Cyprus) and “GR” (Greece). So we end up 
with five categories under analysis: rEU, rEZ, IPS, CY and GR, and we are 
conditioned to have total direct comparison between them only in Round 4. 

We didn’t analyse specific effects of the adjustment programmes on attitudes 
and values because these programmes started in different years in different 
countries, and to monitor this particular effects requires more time and other 
methodological and technical approaches. The analysis of cultural change involves 
the whole period from 2002 (Round 1) until 2014 (Round 7), but is centred on what 
happens after 2008 (Round 4), when the financial crisis emerges and when we can 
compare effectively all categories under analysis. 

To insure valid diachronic comparison between countries and sets of 
countries, data from ESS analysed in this paper was weighted according to the 
recommendations of ESS team, applying the Post-stratification Weight (including 
design weight) and Population Size Weight. For the analysis of Human Values, 
besides reversing the scale, in order to avoid the negative effects of different use of 
the response scale by individual and cultural groups we also corrected data by 
computing centred mean scores. 
 
3. Analysis  
 
3.1. Relation with national politics and democracy 
 
 The following charts are focused on diachronic and categorical comparison. 
We lose immediate comparison between the scores in different variables but this will 
be assessed afterwards. The scores shown in these charts are Mean value scores 
and they are also presented in Tables 1 to 5 in Appendix.  
 
Figure	1	–	Trust	in	politicians	(Mean	value	scores;	0=no	trust	at	all;	10=complete	trust)	

 
Source: ESS 
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Figure 1 displays the results on trust in politicians. In general terms we can 
immediately see that scores are always below 5, for all categories and for all rounds. 
The minimum value of trust is observed in Greece and it’s reported to 2010.  

We also observe a global common trend for a decrease in trust for all 
categories since 2002, with inexpressive increases in rEZ countries and in Cyprus, in 
2008.  

But the biggest falls generally happen after 2008 and they’re quite dramatic in 
Cyprus and Greece, followed by IPS. Since 2008 trust in politicians also decreases in 
rEU and rEZ but less deeply.3  

When we look at the median, mode and standard-deviation values (Table 1 in 
Appendix) we realize that the median follows, in general, the mean value results and 
trends, but the mode values introduce relevant additional information. Only in the rEZ 
the mode assumes a constant score of 5 between 2002 and 2014; in the rEU the 
mode falls to the score 0 in 2014, in the IPS it drops to 0 in 2008, in Cyrus it tumbles 
to 0 in 2012, and in Greece the mode is always 0 since 2002. The most recent data 
on the mode of trust in politicians in Greece, Cyprus, IPS and rEU is 0, no trust at all, 
meaning that the decrease of trust in politicians in the European Union is quite 
radical and extensive. Standard-deviation values also show that in the case of 
Greece, but also in Cyprus this fall on trust in politicians is increasingly less 
dispersed, more solid. 

 
Figure	2	–	Trust	in	political	parties	(Mean	value	scores;	0=no	trust	at	all;	10=complete	trust)	

 
Source: ESS 
 

Data on trust in political parties reveal quite identical results to trust in 
politicians, with similar global decrease later than 2008 (Figure 2).  

Here the mode is stable on score 5 in rEU and rEZ, but it drops to 0 in 2008 
in IPS and Greece, and in 2012 in Cyprus (Table 2 in Appendix). The most recent 
information shows that the absence of trust in political parties is evident in IPS, 
Cyprus and Greece. Standard-deviation decreases systematically in Greece and IPS 

																																																								
3 	We have no data for Cyprus after 2012 and for Greece after 2010 and this diminishes the 
comparability with IPS, rEU and rEZ data that goes until 2014. Anyway, as said before, it’s considered 
relevant to analyse global trends with the available data. 

0	

0,5	

1	

1,5	

2	

2,5	

3	

3,5	

4	

4,5	

5	

rEU	 rEZ	 IPS	 CY	 GR	

R1-2002	

R3-2006	

R4-2008	

R5-2010	

R6-2012	

R7-2014	



	 6	

meaning that this fall in trust is progressively more consensual. In rEU this value 
increases between 2002 and 2014, exposing a growing divide on this matter.  
 
Figure	3	–	Trust	in	country’s	parliament	(Mean	value	scores;	0=no	trust	at	all;	10=complete	trust)	

 
Source: ESS 
 

Trust in country’s parliament is, in general, a little higher than trust in 
politicians and political parties, but it shows analogous aspects, distributions and 
trends: scores are globally below 5, falling after 2002, and this fall is more radical in 
Greece, Cyprus and IPS (Figure 3). The lowest score is found in Greece in 2010. 
 
Figure	4	–	Satisfaction	with	the	way	Democracy	works	in	country	(Mean	value	scores;	0=extremely	
dissatisfied;	10=	extremely	satisfied)	

 
Source: ESS 
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Trust in country’s parliament only grades above 5 in the case of Cyprus in 
2006-8, and the general decrease of trust in country’s parliament has only a singular 
exception with the increase in the rEU in 2014. 

The deepest tumbles are observed after 2008 in Cyprus, Greece and IPS. In 
rEZ there’s also a slight decrease since 2008 but in rEU trust in country’s parliament 
increases a little.  

The mode value is always 5 in rEU and rEZ, and it plunges to 0 in Greece in 
2010 and in IPS in 2014 (Table 3 in Appendix). Greece exhibits again a constant 
decrease on the standard-deviation value, unveiling rising agreement on distrust in 
country’s parliament. Here the standard-deviation in rEU grows again between 2002 
and 2014 revealing a mounting split also in this matter.     

Satisfaction with the way democracy works in each country is, in general, a 
little above 5, and the higher scores appear in Cyprus in 2006-8 and in Greece in 
2002 (Figure 4). The minimum score is again registered in Greece in 2010. 

The degree of satisfaction falls dramatically in Greece, followed by Cyprus 
and IPS, while in rEZ it remains stable and in rEU it shows a slight reduction in 2008 
and an increase in 2014.  

Again, the biggest drops occur after 2008 in Cyprus, Greece and IPS. In rEZ 
there’s a slight decrease since 2008 and in rEU satisfaction with democracy shows a 
small increase. 

Mode values illustrate similar behaviour in rEU, rEZ and IPS, scoring always 
5 in the period under analysis (Table 4 in Appendix). In Cyprus the mode oscillates 
scoring 5 in 2012, and in Greece the mode falls dramatically from 8 in 2002, to 5 in 
2008, and finally to 0 in 2010. The constant mode of 5 in rEU, rEZ and IPS may be 
not a solid aspect since standard-deviation values grow systematically after 2002 
revealing increasing division inside these categories. In Greece the standard-
deviation is again falling between 2002 and 2010, demonstrating greater consensus 
on dissatisfaction with democracy in the country. 

 
Figure	5	–	Placement	on	Left-Right	scale	(Mean	value	scores;	0=left;	10=right)	

 
Source: ESS 
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 Here again, the major changes occur in Greece and, not so expressively, in 
Cyprus and IPS, but these changes don’t have the amplitude of the previous.  

Between 2002 and 2014 in the rEU and the rEZ there is a slight tendency to 
the right, and in Greece, Cyprus and the IPS we can perceive a global small drift to 
the left. Here, trends are more specific to each category. 

After 2008 the major change occurs in IPS with a glide to the left, followed by 
slight drifts to the left in Greece and rEU, and to the right in Cyprus and rEZ. 

The mode value in this indicator is always 5, for all categories and for all 
rounds, meaning that the political centre may be quite structural in the EU (Table 5 in 
Appendix). The standard-deviation oscillates in almost all cases except in rEU where 
it grows steadily between 2002 and 2014, exhibiting a raising gap. 

Placement on a left-right scale doesn’t change as much as the other 
indicators suggesting that it is a more structural feature. There is a persistent 
placement on the centre of the scale and no sign of the recent political extremist 
developments in the European Union. Does it mean that extremism comes from a 
non-significant minority? Do Europeans differentiate between left-right placement 
and political extremism? Do they distinguish political extremism and nationalist 
orientations? 
 In a synthesis, the relation of Europeans with politics and with democracy 
measured by the present indicators seems to be half-hearted between 2002 and 
2014. Scores are generally under 5 with the exception of satisfaction with the way 
democracy works in the country that scores just a little bit over 5. Cyprus is slightly 
more enthusiastic but only in 2006 and 2008. Distrust in political parties and in 
politicians is the main permanent fact since the first ESS round.  

If Europeans have little trust in politicians, political parties and country’s 
parliament and they demonstrate a more positive degree of satisfaction with national 
democracy, does it mean that they value other democratic aspects besides trust in 
politicians, political parties and country’s parliament? Are they assuming that weak 
trust in politicians, political parties and country’s parliament doesn’t affect seriously 
the quality of democracy? Do they differentiate “trust” from “satisfaction”?  

Europeans also evaluate trust in politicians and in political parties similarly, 
and following identical trends. Does it mean that they assimilate both categories? 

To analyse significant change with the present indicators we will use the 
Median value of scores, since it’s is the most stable statistical Measure of Central 
Tendency, and we will evaluate significant change by calculating Median Variation 
between the first and the middle Rounds under analysis (Initial MV), between the 
middle and the final Rounds (Final MV), and between the first and the final Rounds 
(Global MV).4 We complement this analysis with a characterization of the type of 
trend (Global Trend) based on Median Variation, that can assume three modalities: D 
– Decrease, I – Increase, and U – Undefined (when the Median between the first, the 
middle and the final Rounds doesn’t increase or decrease steadily). 

Decrease and undefined trends are very frequent, but there’s only one case 
of a continual increase of the Median, that is the placement on the left-right scale in 
rEZ, meaning that in this category there is a small but steady trend to the right, as we 
have noticed. 
 The heaviest global decreases of the Median occur in Greece, mainly on trust 
in European parliament, followed by trust in country’s parliament and satisfaction with 
democracy. But other decreases are also quite significant like the fall in trust in 
political parties and politicians in Greece, and the drop on trust in country’s 
parliament in Cyprus. Still significant are the decreases on satisfaction with 
democracy in Cyprus and on trust in political parties and politicians in IPS. The less 

																																																								
4	The values of Initial MV, Final MV, Global MV and Global Trend are displayed in Tables..... 
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significant are the fall on trust in politicians, political parties, and country’s parliament 
in rEU followed by the decrease on trust in country’s parliament in rEZ. 
 This global decrease accelerates after 2008 on trust in politicians and political 
parties in Greece and IPS, and on trust in country’s parliament and satisfaction with 
democracy in Cyprus and Greece. And it decelerates on trust in politicians, political 
parties, and country’s parliament in rEU, also on trust in country’s parliament in rEZ, 
and on and placement on the left-right scale in Greece. 
 Amid the undefined trends, the biggest changes starting in 2008 and 
diverging or inverting a preceding trend are the falls on trust in political parties and in 
politicians in Cyprus, on trust in country’s parliament and on democracy in IPS, on 
trust in politicians and political parties in rEZ and placement in left-right scale in IPS, 
and finally small increases on satisfaction with national democracy in rEU and rEZ. 
 
 
3.2. Relation with the European Union 
 

The level of trust in the European Parliament is, on the whole, lower than 5, 
except in Cyprus in 2006-8 and in Greece in 2002 (Figure 6).5 

Changes since 2002 are always more drastic in Greece, Cyprus and IPS, but 
here we can also see significant variations in rEZ and rEU and an overall trend for a 
decrease in trust with very small fluctuations in Cyprus and IPS in 2008. 

After 2008 trust in the European parliament drops in all the categories but 
more dramatically in Greece, Cyprus and IPS. The fall in rEZ is slightly bigger than in 
rEU. 

 
	

Figure	6	–	Trust	in	the	European	parliament	(Mean	value	scores;	0=no	trust	at	all;	10=complete	trust)	

 
Source: ESS 
 

																																																								
5	The scores exhibited in Figures 6 and 7 are Mean values and they are also presented in Tables 6 and 
7 in Appendix.  
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The mode value is 5 for all categories and rounds except in the case of 
Greece where we observe a drop to 0 in 2010 (Table 6 in Appendix). Standard-
deviation raises systematically in rEU exposing again a mounting divide. 
 
Figure	7	–	European	unification	(Mean	value	scores;	0=gone	too	far;	10=go	further)	

 
Source: ESS 
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The most significant global changes (Tables 6 and 7 in Appendix) are the 
decrease of the Median value on trust in the European parliament in Greece and on 
European unification in Cyprus, and then on trust in the European parliament in rEU 
and rEZ. All these falls accelerate after 2008, when inverting trends emerge like the 
falls on trust in the European parliament in Cyprus and IPS, and on the attitude for 
further European unification in rEU and rEZ, and a small increase on advancing 
European unification in IPS. The favourable attitude for additional European 
unification decreases in Greece until 2008 and we have no posterior data on this 
indicator. 
 
3.3. Human Values  
 
 The research on Human Values by Schwartz supports that values are deeply 
interrelated and that the analysis and comparison of values must highlight their 
structure and not so much each value on its own (Schwartz, 2012). According to this, 
the next charts emphasize diachronic changes in value structure for each category. 
We fail immediate comparison of scores in different categories and particular 
changes on each value but will be accomplished afterwards. The scores displayed in 
these charts are centred Mean value scores and they are also shown in Tables 8 to 
17 in Appendix.6 
 
Figure	8	–	Human	Values	in	rEU	(centred	Mean	value	scores)	

	
Source: ESS 
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6	Since we have no data for Cyprus in Rounds 1 and 7, and for Greece in Round 7, to register 
some trends in these countries we analyzed Human Values in Rounds 3, 4 and 6 in the 
former, and in Rounds 1, 4 and 5 in the latter. 
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Globally, since 2002 Security, Tradition, Power, Achievement, and Conformity 
increase, while the rest decrease. But most of human values fluctuate between 2002 
and 2014 and only Security grows and Stimulation descends progressively.  
 After 2008 the most expressive changes are the drop in Achievement and 
Conformity and the rise in Hedonism. 
 
Figure	9	–	Human	Values	in	rEZ	(centred	Mean	value	scores)	

	
Source: ESS 
 
 
Figure	10	–	Human	Values	in	IPS	(centred	Mean	value	scores)	

	
Source: ESS 
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2008, beside the drop in Achievement and Conformity, and the rise in Hedonism, we 
also observe significant decreases in Power and Stimulation and increases in 
Security, Universalism and Benevolence. 

The main difference between the structure of Human Values in IPS and in the 
previous categories is the enduring positive mean values for Tradition (Figure 10). 
And Hedonism is, in average, significantly lower. Benevolence grows and 
Achievement and Power decline steadily since 2002. After 2008 the biggest changes 
are the drop in Conformity and Power, and the increase in Hedonism.  
 
Figure	11	–	Human	Values	in	CY	(centred	Mean	value	scores)	

	
Source: ESS 
 
Figure	12	–	Human	Values	in	GR	(centred	Mean	value	scores)	

	
Source: ESS 
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 In Cyprus, Tradition is also positive, but in this category the highest scores 
come from Security and the negative scores for Stimulation are quite near to those 
for Power (Figure 11). In terms of change, there is a gradual rise in Security, 
Universalism and Achievement, and a fall in Power, Hedonism and Tradition, being 
this falls particularly marked after 2008. The tumble in Conformity since 2008 is the 
highest change for Cyprus and also the biggest for all categories. 
 The structure of human values in Greece is similar to Cyprus, but in Greece 
the negative scores for Stimulation exceed those found for Cyprus, assuming clearly 
the lowest importance in the value’s structure (Figure 12). Benevolence and Self-
direction grow while Conformity and Stimulation drop progressively since 2002. The 
main changes after 2008 are tumbles in Conformity and Hedonism, and an 
expressive increase in Security. 

The structure of values in Cyprus and Greece are national structures. Since 
we aggregated several countries in rEU, rEZ and IPS we didn’t perceive other 
national specificities, but they may exist.  
 After this analysis centred on each category it’s now important to highlight 
changes in Human Values comparing directly all categories to verify common and 
specific trends. 

A simple and pertinent procedure to analyse significant changes in the 
structure of Human Values involves visualizing this structure as a descendant 
sequence of scores. 7  Changes in the relative positions of each value in this 
sequence is considered as relevant, or even more relevant than the mere changes in 
quantitative scores of Human Values, since it focus on the global qualitative aspect 
of structure itself. Therefore, for present analytical purposes we consider a significant 
change in Human Values a change in the relative position of values in its structure. 

Using this analytical strategy and synthetizing the aforementioned results we 
can see that in rEU there are changes from 2002 to 2008 in the relative position of 
five values at the centre of the structure (middle scores): the values of Security, 
Tradition and Conformity increase their weight to 3rd, 5th and 6th places, and Self-
direction and Hedonism fall to 4th and 7th respectively. The extreme positions, that is 
the values with higher (Benevolence and Universalism) and lower scores (Power, 
Stimulation and Achievement) don’t change their relative position. Between 2008 and 
2014 only two values change their position also at the centre of the structure: 
Hedonism surpasses Conformity.  

In rEZ from 2002 to 2008 we observe changes in the positions of four central 
values: Security and Tradition ascend to 3rd and 5th, exceeding Self-direction and 
Hedonism that drop to 4th and 6th. And there are no alterations between 2008 and 
2014 in the structure of values. 

In the case of IPS, the only significant variation from 2002 to 2014 is the rise 
of Universalism to 2nd in exchange to Security that falls to 3rd. Between 2008 and 
2014 there are no relevant changes, although Achievement seems to decline. 

For Cyprus there’s only a change since 2006 and 2008 between two places 
at the bottom of the structure, with Power ascending to 9th and excelling Stimulation 
that drops to 10th. From 2008 to 2012 the five positions with lower scores change 
positions, with Achievement and Stimulation climbing to 6th and 9th, surpassing 
Conformity and Power that fall to 8th and 10th. 

In Greece the most important change is the rise of Achievement from 8th to 
6th, followed by the increase of Self-direction to 4th and the decline of Tradition and 
Conformity to 5th and 7th, respectively. Between 2008 and 2010, the only visible trend 
is the continuing rise of Achievement that excels Conformity. 

 
 
																																																								
7	As an example, we observe that in 2002, based on the data for rEU on Figure 8, this sequence is: BE, 
UN, SD, SE, HE, TR, CO, AC, ST, PO.  
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4. Conclusion 
 

On the basis of present data, we can say that the relation with politics and 
democracy is half-hearted and it’s declining in the European Union. This fall is drastic 
in Greece, Cyprus and IPS, moderate in rEU, and inexpressive in rEZ. Placement on 
a left-right scale is more structural but we observe that Greece, Cyprus and IPS 
display small drifts to the left – Greece and Cyprus within a centre-right and IPS 
within a centre-left placement – while rEU and rEZ present smaller slips but to the 
right within a centre-left position.  

The major changes since 2002 occur after 2008 in Cyprus and Greece 
followed by IPS, representing drastic tumbles on trust in country’s parliament, 
politicians and political parties, and on satisfaction with democracy. In the majority of 
these falls the final most frequent attitude of respondents is the complete absence of 
trust in politics and satisfaction with democracy (choosing the extreme bottom of the 
scale in the questionnaire), mainly in Greece and Cyprus, followed by IPS, but also in 
rEU, here specifically on trust in politicians. This growing and in some cases radical 
distrust and dissatisfaction is increasingly consensual above all in Greece, but 
similarly in Cyprus and IPS.  

In rEU and rEZ there is also a general decrease after 2008 on trust in 
country’s parliament, politicians and political parties, and on satisfaction with 
democracy, although trust in country’s parliament and satisfaction with national 
democracy increase marginally in rEU. Between 2008 and 2014 in rEU the most 
frequent attitude of respondents falls to complete absence of trust in politicians and 
satisfaction with democracy, as said before. 

The generalized increase of standard-deviation values after 2008 
predominantly in rEU and rEZ means that there is an increasing division amid their 
moderate decrease in trust in politics and satisfaction with democracy.  

The most expressive modification after 2008 on left-right placement is within 
IPS with a small turn to the left, followed by feebler turns to the right in Cyprus and to 
the left in Greece. In rEU and rEZ there are also slight variations to the right in the 
latter and to the left in the former.  

The relation with the European Union is also weak and we observe that 
attitudes toward further unification and mainly trust in European parliament are falling 
since 2002 in the European Union, with few inexpressive fluctuations. 

The deeper tumbles happen after 2008 above all in Cyprus and Greece, 
especially in trust in the European Parliament here followed by IPS. The fall on trust 
in the European parliament is quite radical in Greece being the most frequent attitude 
the complete distrust accompanied by an increasing consensus. But we can see the 
same trend in rEU and rEZ after 2008, particularly marked on trust in the European 
Parliament, although by smaller degrees when compared to the other categories. 
Later than 2008, the unique exception to this global tendency is the rise on the desire 
for further European unification in IPS. 

The European Union, as a whole, seems to undergo some changes in 
Human Values since 2002, but they aren’t very significant.  

If we consider a significant change in Human Values a variation in the relative 
position of values on its sequential structure, we see that in the European Union 
Benevolence and Universalism are always the highest scores, or the 2nd and 3rd, 
after Security in the case of Cyprus and Greece, while Power and Stimulation are 
persistently the lowest. This means that values in the extreme positions of the 
European Union’s structure stay globally unchanged after 2002. 

But there are some variations, principally in the middle positions. The most 
extensive change is the substitution of Self-direction in 3rd position by Security 
coming from the 4th place, and the rise of Tradition against the fall in Hedonism in 
rEU and rEZ. And the most intensive is the climbing of Achievement followed by the 
tumble of Conformity in Cyprus and Greece. 
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Then, significant change in Human Values occurs essentially at the central 
values of the structure, and it’s a small range change, with values climbing or falling 
two positions at the most. 

When we compare the structure of Human Values of our categories during 
the period under analysis, we notice that in the beginning rEU, rEZ, IPS, Cyprus and 
Greece shared nothing but Achievement in the 8th position on that structure, while at 
the end they share Self-direction and Tradition on 4th and 5th positions. This may be 
interpreted as a sign of some cultural convergence in the European Union, even if a 
frail one.  

The new European cultural equivalence of Self-direction and Tradition is 
essentially caused by the fall of Self-direction and the ascent of Tradition in rEU and 
rEZ, joining the position these values already have in IPS, Cyprus and Greece. And 
the lost equivalence in Achievement is the outcome of the rise of this value in Cyprus 
and Greece, diverging from the position it has in rEU, rEZ and IPS. The most stable 
structure of values is found in IPS and Cyprus.  

This slight global convergence involves a reconfiguration: previous similarities 
in the structure of values of rEU and rEZ, forming one profile, IPS and Cyprus, 
exhibiting another profile, and Greece as a specific profile, gives place to new 
alignments with rEU, rEZ and IPS forming a particular configuration, and Cyprus and 
Greece displaying a different one. 

Amid these processes, and after 2008, the structure of Human Values 
remains unchanged in rEZ, and in rEU only Conformity falls and Hedonism 
increases. In IPS, Hedonism is also increasing, but Achievement declines. In the 
case of Greece, on the contrary, Achievement grows against the decrease of 
Conformity. And it’s in Cyprus that we find more transformations, with Achievement 
and Stimulation growing, and Conformity and Power falling. 

 According to these results, the direct impact on Human Values of the crisis 
starting in 2008 is quite differentiated. The lack of recent information on Cyprus and 
Greece, recommends restriction on conclusive notes about this subject. And the fact 
that only 6 years passed since the beginning of the crisis until Round 7 means that 
changes induced in Human Values weren’t completely expressed by then. 

In general, as expected, changes in political orientations are bigger than on 
Human Values, and deeper changes in political orientations occur after the financial 
crisis in 2008. Also according to initial expectations, we can see clear similarities in 
changes in political orientations on the countries that had adjustment programmes, 
and the main differentiation is found between these and the rest of the countries in 
the Eurozone, the differences with the rest of the countries in the European Union 
being less expressive. 

This cultural differentiation, essentially in the Eurozone, may involve cultural 
divergence to a certain degree, but the biggest menaces and challenges to the 
European Union may come from the generalized and more structural fall on trust in 
political institutions and agents, and on satisfaction with democracy, escorted by the 
rise of the values of Security and Tradition, and the decreasing importance attributed 
to Self-direction. 
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Appendix 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1. Trust in Politicians (Mean value scores; 0=no trust at all; 10=complete trust) 

  R1- 
2002 

R3 - 
2006 

R4 - 
2008 

R5 - 
2010 

R6 - 
2012 

R7 - 
2014 

Initial 
MV 

Final 
MV 

Global 
MV 

Global 
Trend 

rEU Mean 3,76 - 3,44 - - 3.36     
 Median 3,86 - 3,46 - - 3.29 -0,40 -0,17 -0,57 D 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 0     
 St.-dv. 2,20 - 2,25 - - 2.36     
rEZ Mean 3,67 - 3,71 - - 3.54     
 Median 3,76 - 3,80 - - 3.55 0,04 -0,25 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,19 - 2,17 - - 2.30     
IPS Mean 3,27 - 3,15 - - 2.27     
 Median 3,23 - 3,14 - - 1.82 -0,09 -1,32 -1,41 D 
 Mode 5 - 0 - - 0     
 St.-dv. 2,29 - 2,26 - - 2.28     
CY Mean - 4,30 4,45 - 2,54 -     
 Median - 4,68 4,74 - 2,29 - 0,06 -2,45 - U 
 Mode - 5 5 - 0 -     
 St.-dv. - 2,42 2,32 - 2,25 -     
GR Mean 3,42 - 2,47 1,39 - -     
 Median 3,25 - 2,12 0,65 - - -1,13 -1,47 -2,60 D 
 Mode 0 - 0 0 - -     
 St.-dv. 2,59 - 2,13 1,83 - -     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2. Trust in Political Parties (Mean value scores; 0=no trust at all; 10=complete trust)  

  R2- 
2004 

R3 - 
2006 

R4 - 
2008 

R5 - 
2010 

R6 - 
2012 

R7 - 
2014 

Initial 
MV 

Final 
MV 

Global 
MV 

Global 
Trend 

rEU Mean 3,65 - 3,44 - - 3.39     
 Median 3,72 - 3,46 - - 3.36 -0,26 -0,10 -0,36 D 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,17 - 2,20 - - 2.31     
rEZ Mean 3,54 - 3,65 - - 3.57     
 Median 3,60 - 3,73 - - 3.62 0,13 -0,11 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,16 - 2,11 - - 2.25     
IPS Mean 3,34 - 3,12 - - 2.29     
 Median 3,40 - 3,13 - - 1.91 -0,27 -1,22 -1,49 D 
 Mode 5 - 0 - - 0     
 St.-dv. 2,32 - 2,26 - - 2.22     
CY Mean - 4,21 4,34 - 2,45 -     
 Median - 4,62 4,66 - 1,97 - 0,04 -2,69 - U 
 Mode - 5 5 - 0 -     
 St.-dv. - 2,46 2,32 - 2,34 -     
GR Mean 3,51 - 2,57 1,40 - -     
 Median 3,64 - 2,27 0,65 - - -1,37 -1,62 -2,99 D 
 Mode 5 - 0 0 - -     
 St.-dv. 2,45 - 2,15 1,85 - -     
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Table 3. Trust in Country’s Parliament (Mean value scores; 0=no trust at all; 10=complete trust) 

  R1- 
2002 

R3 - 
2006 

R4 - 
2008 

R5 - 
2010 

R6 - 
2012 

R7 - 
2014 

Initial 
MV 

Final 
MV 

Global 
MV 

Global 
Trend 

rEU Mean 4,70 - 4,27 - - 4.31     
 Median 4,88 - 4,54 - - 4.52 -0,34 -0,02 -0,36 D 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,32 - 2,44 - - 2.56     
rEZ Mean 4,63 - 4,62 - - 4.56     
 Median 4,85 - 4,80 - - 4.77 -0,05 -0,03 -0,08 D 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,31 - 2,28 - - 2.47     
IPS Mean 4,67 - 4,66 - - 3,57     
 Median 4,90 - 4,91 - - 3.65 0,01 -1,26 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 0     
 St.-dv. 2,39 - 2,34 - - 2.57     
CY Mean - 5,70 5,51 - 3,36 -     
 Median - 5,67 5,48 - 3,38 - -0,19 -2,10 -2,29 D 
 Mode - 5 5 - 5/0 -     
 St.-dv. - 2,44 2,32 - 2,57 -     
GR Mean 4,79 - 3,60 2,09 - -     
 Median 4,93 - 3,55 1,32 - - -1,38 -2,23 -3,61 D 
 Mode 5 - 5 0 - -     
 St.-dv. 2,73 - 2,48 2,3 - -     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4. Satisfaction with the Way Democracy Works in Country (Mean value scores; 0=extremely 
dissatisfied; 10= extremely satisfied) 

  R1- 
2002 

R3 - 
2006 

R4 - 
2008 

R5 - 
2010 

R6 - 
2012 

R7 - 
2014 

Initial 
MV 

Final 
MV 

Global 
MV 

Global 
Trend 

rEU Mean 5,24 - 5,04 - - 5.13     
 Median 5,33 - 5,15 - - 5.23 -0,18 0,08 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,33 - 2,46 - - 2.53     
rEZ Mean 5,21 - 5,21 - - 5.20     
 Median 5,34 - 5,32 - - 5.35 -0,02 0,03 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,35 - 2,39 - - 2.50     
IPS Mean 5,40 - 5,43 - - 4.15     
 Median 5,40 - 5,44 - - 4.22 0,04 -1,22 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,20 - 2,27 - - 2.50     
CY Mean - 6,63 6,53 - 4,90 -     
 Median - 6,73 6,71 - 5,09 - -0,02 -1,62 -1,64 D 
 Mode - 7 8 - 5 -     
 St.-dv. - 2,16 2,11 - 2,75 -     
GR Mean 5,79 - 4,39 3,02 - -     
 Median 6,08 - 4,56 2,77 - - -1,52 -1,79 -3,21 D 
 Mode 8 - 5 0 - -     
 St.-dv. 2,63 - 2,46 2,45 - -     
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Table 5. Placement on left-right scale (Mean value scores; 0=left; 10=right) 

  R1- 
2002 

R3 - 
2006 

R4 - 
2008 

R5 - 
2010 

R6 - 
2012 

R7 - 
2014 

Initial 
MV 

Final 
MV 

Global 
MV 

Global 
Trend 

rEU Mean 4,91 - 5,02 - - 5.01     
 Median 4,94 - 5,00 - - 5.00 0,06 0 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,07 - 2,09 - - 2.13     
rEZ Mean 4,82 - 4,83 - - 4.86     
 Median 4,88 - 4,90 - - 4.92 0,02 0,02 0,04 I 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,14 - 2,06 - - 2.09     
IPS Mean 4,58 - 4,64 - - 4.48     
 Median 4,71 - 4,71 - - 4.68 0 -0,03 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,11 - 1,98 - - 2.17     
CY Mean - 5,21 5,02 - 5,09 -     
 Median - 5,22 5,00 - 5,06 - -0,22 0,06 - U 
 Mode - 5 5 - 5 -     
 St.-dv. - 3,03 3,11 - 3,01 -     
GR Mean 5,65 - 5,21 5,16 - -     
 Median 5,19 - 5,05 5,02 - - -0,14 -0,03 -0,17 D 
 Mode 5 - 5 5 - -     
 St.-dv. 2,17 - 2,18 2,01 - -     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6. Trust in the European Parliament (Mean value scores; 0=no trust at all; 10=complete trust) 

  R1- 
2002 

R3 - 
2006 

R4 - 
2008 

R5 - 
2010 

R6 - 
2012 

R7 - 
2014 

Initial 
MV 

Final 
MV 

Global 
MV 

Global 
Trend 

rEU Mean 4,51 - 4,38 - - 3.94     
 Median 4,78 - 4,68 - - 4.16 -0,10 -0,52 -0,62 D 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,35 - 2,36 - - 2.50     
rEZ Mean 4,75 - 4,58 - - 4.09     
 Median 4,95 - 4,83 - - 4.39 -0,12 -0,44 -0,56 D 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,30 - 2,29 - - 2.47     
IPS Mean 4,80 - 4,86 - - 3.88     
 Median 4,99 - 5,08 - - 4.16 0,09 -0,92 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,33 - 2,20 - - 2.59     
CY Mean - 5,78 5,96 - 4,28 -     
 Median - 6,00 6,20 - 4,68 - 0,20 -1,52 - U 
 Mode - 5 5 - 5 -     
 St.-dv. - 2,54 2,28 - 2,66 -     
GR Mean 5,73 - 4,36 2,59 - -     
 Median 5,83 - 4,68 2,02 - - -1,15 -2,66 -3,81 D 
 Mode 5 - 5 0 - -     
 St.-dv. 2,56 - 2,58 2,49 - -     
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Table 7. European Unification (Mean value scores; 0=gone too far; 10=go further)  

  R2- 
2004 

R3 - 
2006 

R4 - 
2008 

R6 - 
2012 

R7 - 
2014 

Initial 
MV 

Final 
MV 

Global 
MV 

Global 
Trend 

rEU Mean 4,95 - 5,16 - 4.83     
 Median 5,00 - 5,15 - 4.92 0,15 -0,23 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,60 - 2,63 - 2.61     
rEZ Mean 5,05 - 5,15 - 4.99     
 Median 5,07 - 5,16 - 5.02 0,09 -0,14 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,68 - 2,60 - 2.62     
IPS Mean 5,77 - 5,31 - 5.57     
 Median 5,78 - 5,30 - 5.41 -0,48 0,11 - U 
 Mode 5 - 5 - 5     
 St.-dv. 2,50 - 2,54 - 2.53     
CY Mean - 6,89 5,77 4,87 -     
 Median - 7,26 6,30 5,05 - -0,96 -1,25 -2,21 D 
 Mode - 7 7 5 -     
 St.-dv. - 2,63 2,57 3,09 -     
GR Mean 6,45 - 5,33 - -     
 Median 7,01 - 5,19 - - -1,82 - - (D) 
 Mode 10 - 5 - -     
 St.-dv. 2,82 - 2,74 - -     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 8. Security (centred Mean value scores) 
 SEcenter R1- 2002 R3 - 2006 R4 - 2008 R5 - 2010 R6 - 2012 R7 - 2014 
rEU Mean 0,29 - 0,39 - - 0,41 
 Median 0,36 - 0,48 - - 0,48 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,81 - - 0,52 
 Std.-dev. 0,91 - 0,87 - - 0,86 
rEZ Mean 0,35 - 0,38 - - 0,45 
 Median 0,43 - 0,45 - - 0,50 
 Mode 0,81 - 0,67 - - 0,52 
 Std.-dev. 0,88 - 0,86 - - 0,85 
IPS Mean 0,53 - 0,50 - - 0,53 
 Median 0,55 - 0,52 - - 0,57 
 Mode 0,48 - 0 - - 0,29 
 Std.-dev. 0,76 - 0,77 -  0,77 
CY Mean - 0,70 0,74 - 0,91 - 
 Median - 0,65 0,76 - 0,91 - 
 Mode - 0,57 0,86 - 0,67 - 
 Std.-dev. - 0,59 0,63 - 0.57 - 
GR Mean 0,60 - 0,52 0,77 - - 
 Median 0,63 - 0,57 0,83 - - 
 Mode 0,38 - 0,00 0,95 - - 
 Std.-dev. 0,69 - 0,71 0,70 - - 
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Table 9. Conformity (centred Mean value scores) 
 COcenter R1- 2002 R3 - 2006 R4 - 2008 R5 - 2010 R6 - 2012 R7 - 2014 
rEU Mean -0,20 - -0,12 - - -0,18 
 Median -0,14 - -0,05 - - -0,10 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,00 - - 0 
 Std.-dev. 1,00 - 0,96 - - 0,95 
rEZ Mean -0,21 - -0,17 - - -0,23 
 Median -0,14 - -0,10 - - -0,17 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,29 - - 0 
 Std.-dev. 1,00 - 0,95 - - 0,94 
IPS Mean -0,17 - -0,03 - - -0,26 
 Median -0,10 - 0,05 - - -0,17 
 Mode 0 - 0 - - 0,29 
 Std.-dev. 0,94 - 0,88 - - 0,99 
CY Mean - -0,30 -0,15 - -0,58 - 
 Median - -0,19 -0,05 - -0,57 - 
 Mode - 0,00 0,29 - -0,90 - 
 Std.-dev. - 0,85 0,91 - 1,03 - 
GR Mean -0,01 - -0,12 -0,36 - - 
 Median 0.05 - -0,02 -0,26 - - 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,00 0,00 - - 
 Std.-dev. 0,80 - 0,81 0,95 - - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 10. Tradition (centred Mean value scores) 
 TRcenter R1- 2002 R3 - 2006 R4 - 2008 R5 - 2010 R6 - 2012 R7 - 2014 
rEU Mean -0,14 - -0,01 - - -0,02 
 Median -0,10 - 0,02 - - 0,02 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,00 - - 0 
 Std.-dev. 0,97 - 0,93 - - 0,92 
rEZ Mean -0,13 - -0,03 - - -0,02 
 Median -0,10 - 0,02 - - 0,02 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,29 - - 0,05 
 Std.-dev. 0,98 - 0,92 - - 0,92 
IPS Mean 0,15 - 0,16 - - 0,15 
 Median 0,19 - 0,19 - - 0,21 
 Mode 0 - 0 - - 0,29 
 Std.-dev. 0,88 - 0,88 - - 0,90 
CY Mean - 0,28 0,28 - 0,25 - 
 Median - 0,31 0,31 - 0,31 - 
 Mode - 0,81 -0,14 - 0,21 - 
 Std.-dev. - 0,72 0.90 - 0,97 - 
GR Mean 0,27 - 0,03 0,14 - - 
 Median 0,29 - 0,07 0,19 - - 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,00 0,24 - - 
 Std.-dev. 0,82 - 0,87 0,86 - - 
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Table 11. Benevolence (centred Mean value scores) 
 BEcenter R1- 2002 R3 - 2006 R4 - 2008 R5 - 2010 R6 - 2012 R7 - 2014 
rEU Mean 0,72 - 0,66 - - 0,69 
 Median 0,74 - 0,67 - - 0,71 
 Mode 1,00 - 0,71 - - 0,71 
 Std.-dev. 0,66 - 0,67 - - 0,68 
rEZ Mean 0,69 - 0,65 - - 0,69 
 Median 0,71 - 0,67 - - 0,71 
 Mode 0,81 - 0,71 - - 0,71 
 Std.-dev. 0,65 - 0,66 - - 0,68 
IPS Mean 0,61 - 0,69 - - 0,76 
 Median 0,60 - 0,69 - - 0,76 
 Mode 0,48 - 0,90 - - 0,90 
 Std.-dev. 0,62 - 0,63 - - 0,64 
CY Mean - 0,65 0,60 - 0,70 - 
 Median - 0,63 0,61 - 0,69 - 
 Mode - 0,81 0,90 - 1,00 - 
 Std.-dev. - 0,51 0,62 - 0,54 - 
GR Mean 0,42 - 0,45 0,59 - - 
 Median 0,38 - 0,43 0,57 - - 
 Mode 0,38 - 0,00 0,43 - - 
 Std.-dev. 0,59 - 0,59 0,58 - - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 12. Universalism (centred Mean value scores) 
 UNcenter R1- 2002 R3 - 2006 R4 - 2008 R5 - 2010 R6 - 2012 R7 - 2014 
rEU Mean 0,61 - 0,53 - - 0,56 
 Median 0,62 - 0,52 - - 0,57 
 Mode 0,52 - 0,29 - - 0,52 
 Std.-dev. 0,68 - 0,66 - - 0,66 
rEZ Mean 0,63 - 0,55 - - 0,59 
 Median 0,67 - 0,57 - - 0,62 
 Mode 0,52 - 0,29 - - 0,52 
 Std.-dev. 0,66 - 0,66 - - 0,65 
IPS Mean 0,51 - 0,56 - - 0,55 
 Median 0,48 - 0,57 - - 0,52 
 Mode 0,52 - 0,48 - - 0,29 
 Std.-dev. 0,60 - 0,58 - - 0,62 
CY Mean - 0,36 0,43 - 0,50 - 
 Median - 0,33 0,43 - 0,52 - 
 Mode - 0,24 0,29 - 0,67 - 
 Std.-dev. - 0,52 0,51 - 0,61 - 
GR Mean 0,41 - 0,36 0,50 - - 
 Median 0,38 - 0,33 0,52 - - 
 Mode 0,29 - 0,00 0,71 - - 
 Std.-dev. 0,51 - 0,55 0,53 - - 
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Table 13. Self-direction (centred Mean value scores) 
 SDcenter R1- 2002 R3 - 2006 R4 - 2008 R5 - 2010 R6 - 2012 R7 - 2014 
rEU Mean 0,51 - 0,35 - - 0,36 
 Median 0,55 - 0,38 - - 0,38 
 Mode 0,76 - 0,00 - - 0,52 
 Std.-dev. 0,77 - 0,79 - - 0,79 
rEZ Mean 0,49 - 0,37 - - 0,37 
 Median 0,52 - 0,41 - - 0,41 
 Mode 0,76 - 0,52 - - 0,45 
 Std.-dev. 0,76 - 0,76 - - 0,78 
IPS Mean 0,34 - 0,30 - - 0,35 
 Median 0,36 - 0,31 - - 0,38 
 Mode 0 - 0 - - 0,29 
 Std.-dev. 0,73 - 0,72 - - 0,76 
CY Mean - 0,35 0,29 - 0,41 - 
 Median - 0,41 0,38 - 0,48 - 
 Mode - 0,71 0,24 - 0,67 - 
 Std.-dev. - 0,61 0,69 - 0,67 - 
GR Mean 0,18 - 0,19 0,25 - - 
 Median 0,21 - 0,21 0,29 - - 
 Mode 0,38 - 0,00 0,33 - - 
 Std.-dev. 0,63 - 0,66 0,66 - - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 14. Stimulation (centred Mean value scores) 
 STcenter R1- 2002 R3 - 2006 R4 - 2008 R5 - 2010 R6 - 2012 R7 - 2014 
rEU Mean -0,59 - -0,63 - - -0,64 
 Median -0,60 - -0,62 - - -0,62 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,00 - - 0 
 Std.-dev. 1,02 - 0,99 - - 1,01 
rEZ Mean -0,63 - -0,61 - - -0,65 
 Median -0,64 - -0,62 - - -0,64 
 Mode -0,81 - -0,26 - - -0,98 
 Std.-dev. 1,03 - 0,98 - - 1,01 
IPS Mean -0,69 - -0,71 - - -0,66 
 Median -0,67 - -0,69 - - -0,60 
 Mode 0 - 0 - - -0,29 
 Std.-dev. 1,02 - 1,01 - - 1,04 
CY Mean - -0,69 -0,91 - -0,78 - 
 Median - -0,62 -0,91 - -0,76 - 
 Mode - -0,64 -2,10 - 0,02 - 
 Std.-dev. - 1,01 1,06 - 1,14 - 
GR Mean -0,77 - -0.78 -0,88 - - 
 Median -0,69 - -0,69 -0,83 - - 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,00 0,00 - - 
 Std.-dev. 0,97 - 1,02 1,03 - - 
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Table 15. Hedonism (centred Mean value scores) 
 HEcenter R1- 2002 R3 - 2006 R4 - 2008 R5 - 2010 R6 - 2012 R7 - 2014 
rEU Mean -0,05 - -0,20 - - -0,12 
 Median 0,02 - -0,10 - - -0,02 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,00 - - 0 
 Std.-dev. 0,95 - 1,01 - - 0,96 
rEZ Mean -0,04 - -0,15 - - -0,09 
 Median 0,05 - -0,07 - - 0,00 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,29 - - 0 
 Std.-dev. 0,93 - 0,98 - - 0,94 
IPS Mean -0,35 - -0,43 - - -0,26 
 Median -0,24 - -0,31 - - -0,12 
 Mode 0 - 0 - - 0,29 
 Std.-dev. 0,96 - 0,96 - - 0,97 
CY Mean - -0,31 -0,31 - -0,37 - 
 Median - -0,17 -0,17 - -0,29 - 
 Mode - -0,50 0,24 - -0,29 - 
 Std.-dev. - 0,94 0,91 - 0,89 - 
GR Mean -0,31 - -0,24 -0,51 - - 
 Median -0,21 - -0,10 -0,45 - - 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,00 0,00 - - 
 Std.-dev. 0,82 - 0,85 0,91 - - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 16. Achievement (centred Mean value scores) 
 ACcenter R1- 2002 R3 - 2006 R4 - 2008 R5 - 2010 R6 - 2012 R7 - 2014 
rEU Mean -0,49  -0,35 - - -0,46 
 Median -0,43  -0,24 - - -0,36 
 Mode 0,00  0,00 - - 0 
 Std.-dev. 0,97  0,94 - - 0,95 
rEZ Mean -0,50  -0,39 - - -0,45 
 Median -0,43  -0,29 - - -0,36 
 Mode 0,00  0,00 - - 0 
 Std.-dev. 0,96  0,92 - - 0,95 
IPS Mean -0,35  -0,42 - - -0,43 
 Median -0,21  -0,26 - - -0,26 
 Mode 0,24  0 - - -0,10 
 Std.-dev. 0,91  0.94 - - 0,95 
CY Mean - -0,50 -0,38 - -0,34 - 
 Median - -0,38 -0,24 - -0,07 - 
 Mode - 0,00 0,24 - 0,17 - 
 Std.-dev. - 0,82 0,86 - 1,00 - 
GR Mean -0,38 - -0,20 -0,24 - - 
 Median -0,26 - -0,07 -0,10 - - 
 Mode 0,19 - 0,00 0,19 - - 
 Std.-dev. 0,82 - 0,81 0,85 - - 
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Table 17. Power (centred Mean value scores) 
 POcenter R1- 2002 R3 - 2006 R4 - 2008 R5 - 2010 R6 - 2012 R7 - 2014 
rEU Mean -0,96 - -0,89 - - -0,89 
 Median -0,95 - -0,88 - - -0,88 
 Mode -1,00 - -0.50 - - -0,98 
 Std.-dev. 0,89 -- 0,92 - - 0,92 
rEZ Mean -0,97 - -0,89 - - -0,95 
 Median -0,95 - -0,88 - - -0,95 
 Mode -1,00 - -0,55 - - -0,71 
 Std.-dev. 0,91 - 0,91 - - 0,92 
IPS Mean -0,83 - -0,91 - - -1,01 
 Median -0,79 - -0,86 - - -1,00 
 Mode -0,52 - 0 - - -1,21 
 Std.-dev. 0,89 - 0,85 - - 0,95 
CY Mean - -0,76 -0,82 - -0,95 - 
 Median - -0,70 -0,76 - -0,86 - 
 Mode - -0,93 -0,67 - -1,00 - 
 Std.-dev. - 0,74 0,80 - 0,95 - 
GR Mean -0,62 - -0,39 -0,51 - - 
 Median -0,52 - -0,31 -0,45 - - 
 Mode 0,00 - 0,00 -0,07 - - 
 Std.-dev. 0,82 - 0,77 0,85 - - 
 
 
 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


