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DO CHANGING VALUES EXPLAIN THE NEW 
POLITICS? A CRITICAL ASSESSMENT 

OF THE POSTMATERIALIST THESIS 

Clem Brooks 
State University of New York-Stony Brook 

Jeff Manza 
University of California-Berkeley 

Many social scientists have argued that major political changes have occurred in the 
postindustrial societies of Western Europe, North America, and Australasia since the 
1960s. These changes include partisan dealignment accompanied by a breakdown in 
traditional political orientations, the appearance of "new social movements," and 
increasing use of non-traditional forms of political action. One of the most influential 
account of the origins of the "New Politics" is Ronald Inglehart's "postmaterialist" 
thesis. Analyzing data from the Political Action surveys, we test two central proposi- 
tions of the postmaterialist thesis: that postmaterialism constitutes an emerging and 
categorically distinct type of value commitment in these societies; and that a commit- 
ment to postmaterialism leads to a rejection of the state as a means of accomplishing 
policy objectives. Neither of these propositions is supported. The analyses instead 
provide evidence for an alternative account that we characterize as "value pluralism," 
and they show further that even citizens with postmaterialist values endorse the inter- 
vention of state institutions to achieve desired political outcomes. 

A major paradox in the politics of the postindustrial societies of Western Europe, North 
America and Australasia in the period since World War II is that pressure for social change 
has often come not from the working class and other groups struggling solely to improve 
their material well-being-as Marxist theory postulated-but rather from other groups of 
actors concerned with issues of culture and identity (Habermas 1981, 1987; Touraine 
1981). The student movements of the 1960s, the environmental and feminist movements 
of the last two decades, and the peace and anti-nuclear movements of the 1980s provide 
vivid examples of this expansion in the range of issues motivating protest politics (Carroll 
1992; Cohen 1985; Eder 1985; Kitschelt 1985; Melucci 1989). Alongside the rise of these 
"new" social movements, the apparent decline of traditional political parties and the 

willingness of many citizens to organize themselves outside of established political insti- 
tutions has led to the widespread use of terms such as "crisis," "dealignment," "overload," 
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and "fragmentation" in the vocabularies of social scientists analyzing the politics of these 
societies (cf. Gibbons 1989). 

A growing number of researchers have construed these developments as indicating the 
emergence of a "New Politics" (see e.g. Dalton 1988; Muller-Rommel 1989; Schmitt 
1989). In the words of the authors of one of the earliest formulations of the concept, the 
New Politics 

. . develop around questions common to most highly industrialized societies, such as 
environmental pollution, the dangers of nuclear energy, the questions of women's 
equality and human rights, and the need for peaceful international co-existence and for 
helping the third world . . the New Politics stresses the importance of open access to 
political means and resources. Freedom of speech for minorities, access to the 
decision-making machinery of the state, the ability to participate in politics ... are not 
only necessary instruments of the New Politics but are also ends in themselves. (Baker, 
Dalton and Hildebrandt 1981, p. 141). 

The focus on non-institutional participatory politics in the work of scholars analyzing the 
New Politics has prompted special attention to the revival of "civil society" as an alterna- 
tive to traditional political and economic institutions (Cohen 1982; Cohen and Arato 1992; 
Keane 1988a, 1988b). There have been numerous efforts to explain the sources of this new 
political conjuncture by social scientists working in various theoretical traditions. "New 
class" theories root the New Politics in the growing proportion of professionals and 
intellectuals in the social structures of postindustrial societies (Gouldner 1979; Bruce- 
Briggs 1979; Eyerman, Svensson and Soderqvist 1987).' Many analysts have located the 
base of contemporary social movements in the educated middle class, highlighting the 
importance of the changing social structure in the development of the New Politics 
(Eyerman and Jamison 1991; Kreisi 1989; Offe 1985; Pinard and Hamilton 1989). "Neo- 
conservative" cultural critics of the New Politics have argued that these changes follow 
from the replacement of traditional by hedonistic values which threaten the stability of 
bourgeois capitalism (Bell 1976; Kristol 1983). "New social movement" and "post- 
Marxist" theories stress the decline of socialist political parties and trade union organiza- 
tions, arguing that the principal axes of political conflict have shifted from one dominated 
by the labor-capital struggle to one dominated by conflicts between the "traditional" 
political forces of labor and capital and the new movements (Boggs 1986; Carroll 1992; 
Cohen 1982, 1983; Dalton and Kuechler 1990; Laclau and Mouffe 1985; Keane 1988a; 
Offe 1985; Touraine 1981). Neo-Marxist approaches argue that the new political conjunc- 
ture reflects the changing accumulation needs of contemporary capitalist economies 
(Harvey 1989; Jameson 1991). 

While these theories have stimulated considerable debate about the origins and extent of 
the New Politics, they have often failed to offer much empirical evidence in support of key 
claims. An important exception can be found in the work of Ronald Inglehart and his 
collaborators. In a series of books and articles based on an extensive set of cross-national 
surveys fielded in ten or more countries in every year since 1973, Inglehart has set forth 
one of the most ambitious and comprehensive attempts to understand contemporary 
patterns of political change (Abramson and Inglehart 1986, 1992; Inglehart 1971, 1977, 
1979a, 1979b, 1981, 1985, 1989, 1990a, 1990b; 1993; Inglehart and Abramson 1994; 
Minkenberg and Inglehart 1989). Inglehart argues that these changes have been generated 
by a systematic shift in values on the part of younger cohorts born into relative affluence 
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during the post-World War II period. These younger cohorts are said to be increasingly 
concerned with "postmaterialist" priorities while rejecting the "materialist" concerns of 
earlier cohorts born in less affluent periods. Inglehart's work has been widely influential, 
and it constitutes a focal point in the scholarly debates over the New Politics.2 

In this paper we subject Inglehart's thesis about the role of postmaterialist values in 
explaining the New Politics to a critical assessment, exploring in detail whether his claims 
about the importance of changing values provide the basis for a viable account of contem- 
porary political change. In contrast to previous assessments criticizing Inglehart's esti- 
mates of the size of the "postmaterialist" segment of the population, our analyses develop 
a fundamental theoretical challenge to his account of the structure of values. Our discus- 
sion is organized as follows. In the first section of the paper, we summarize the post- 
materialist thesis; in the second we develop a conceptual critique of Inglehart's approach 
to measuring value structure and change. In the third section, we utilize data from the two 
cross-sections of the Political Action surveys to develop a comprehensive empirical test of 
the postmaterialist thesis. For this test we utilize a research design with three comparative 
axes: between citizens born before versus after World War 11, between countries (i.e. the 
United States, West Germany, and the Netherlands), and over time. We specify the post- 
materialist claim about value change as a log-linear model and test it against a simpler alter- 
native interpretation of the structure of values which rejects Inglehart's "postmaterialist"/ 
"materialist" distinction. In the fourth section we test one important application of the 
postmaterialist thesis: the claim that postmaterialism erodes support for traditional politi- 
cal institutions. We then utilize ordinary least-squares regression methods to analyze 
whether citizens who embrace postmaterialist concerns in fact reject the state as a means 
of accomplishing these objectives. In the concluding section, we discuss the significance 
our findings have for understanding the structure of values and their relevance for explain- 
ing aspects of the New Politics. 

INGLEHART'S POSTMATERIALIST THESIS: 
AN OVERVIEW 

Inglehart hypothesizes that in recent decades political changes in the "advanced industrial 
societies" can be traced to a shift in "the values of Western publics . . . [from] an 
overwhelming emphasis on material well-being and physical security toward greater 
emphasis on the quality of life" (1977, p. 3). Among the key changes he identifies are the 
apparent decline of political conflict based around traditional left/right and social class 
cleavages, the rise of new social movements and green political parties, a growing focus 
on individual autonomy and "lifestyle" issues, and the increasing vulnerability of bureau- 
cratic welfare states (Inglehart 1990a, Chap. 1). Utilizing survey data gathered over a 20 
year period, Inglehart argues that older cohorts with predominantly "materialist" values 
are being displaced by younger generations with increasingly "postmaterialist" values. 
This value shift, along with a corresponding increase in the "cognitive skills" of the 
younger, better educated cohorts is said to account for changes in political life since the 
1960s, changes which amount to nothing less than a "silent revolution" (Inglehart 1977). 

Table 1 summarizes the historical logic underlying Inglehart's argument about the rise 
of postmaterialist values. Inglehart argues that changing economic circumstances condi- 
tion the values, expression of values, forms of political activity, and axes of conflict in a 
society. As "pre-industrial" societies evolve into "industrial" societies, "materialist" val- 



Table 1 
Summary of Inglehart's Theory of Political Change 

Type of Dominant Forms of Organized 
Society Values Expression of Values Political Activity Principal Types of Conflict 

Pre-industrial Prematerialist Deference to authority; stability Traditional, religious Conflict between traditional 
of daily routines institutions and growing 

pressures for increased 
material well-being 

Industrial Materialist Accumulation of goods; rapidly Mass organizations such as Social conflict over distribution 
changing technology and unions, parties, and social of resources and income; as 
social structure leads to loss movements which are "elite- material abundance increases, 
of individuality directed" and often take the conflict between post- 

form of "secular religions" materialists and materialists 
increases 

Postindustrial Postmaterialist Rejection of consumption "New social movements" and Cultural conflict over self- 
centered lifestyle; emphasis other kinds of "elite-directing" actualized and individual 
on spiritual values and initiatives from below freedom 
individual self-expression 
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ues become dominant. When industrial societies give way to postindustrial societies, 
levels of abundance increase and "postmaterialist" values become dominant. 

Inglehart offers two hypotheses to explain the link between societal types and values. A 
"scarcity hypothesis" holds that "one's priorities reflect one's socioeconomic environment 
so that one places greatest subjective value on those things that are in relatively short 
supply" (1990a, p. 56). A "socialization hypothesis" maintains that "one's basic values 
reflect the conditions that prevailed during one's pre-adult years" (1990a, p. 56). When an 
individual grows up in an environment of material insecurity (as was characteristic of 
industrial societies until the period after World War II according to Inglehart), (s)he will be 
more likely to embrace materialist values throughout the life cycle. But when individuals 
grow up in an environment of material security (as was characteristic of industrial soci- 
eties in the period after World War II according to Inglehart), (s)he will be more likely to 
place greater emphasis on "non-material" values such as freedom of speech, creating a 
less impersonal society, having more say in government, and valuing ideas (1977, Chap. 
2; 1990a, Chap. 4). A process of generational replacement of thus occurring in which 
postmaterialists are gradually becoming the dominant segment of the population in postin- 
dustrial societies (Abramson and Inglehart 1986, 1992; Inglehart and Abramson 1994). 

The rise of postmaterialist values, according to Inglehart, underlies the changing politi- 
cal dynamics that have given rise to the New Politics in the period since the 1960s. He 
argues, for example, that it is postmaterialists who are primarily active in new social 
movements and other types of non-institutional protest (1990a, Chap. 11). The decline in 
religious beliefs among younger cohorts reflects the spread of secular postmaterialist 
values (1990a, pp. 185-186). The growth of a "second" left, rooted in the middle class 
and concerned with non-economic issues, can also be traced to postmaterial change 
(1977, pp. 267-284; 1990a, pp. 259ff.; Inglehart and Rabier 1986; cf. Lipset 1981, pp. 
503-523). Finally, the crisis of welfare states and citizens' growing lack of confidence in 
their national governments reflect postmaterialist sentiments (Inglehart 1990a, pp. 9-11). 

A CRITIQUE OF INGLEHART'S MEASUREMENT OF VALUES 

Inglehart's postmaterialist thesis hinges on a key claim about values, or more specifically 
about the relationship between materialist and postmaterialist values in mass publics. He 
assumes not only that materialist and postmaterialist values can be conceptually distin- 
guished from one another, but that people endorse them in such a way as to result in two 
distinct and internally homogeneous categories of citizens: "postmaterialists" and "mate- 
rialists."3 To establish this claim, Inglehart utilizes a 4-item index to measure value 
priorities in his crolss-national surveys.4 For this index, a respondent is presented with a 
set of four items, two of which are designated as "postmaterialist" and the other two as 
"materialist." The respondent is asked to choose which (s)he thinks is the most important 
and then which (s)he thinks is the next most important. The following question is the most 
commonly used battery: 

There is a lot of talk these days about what this country's goals should be ... On this 
card are listed some of the goals that different people say should be given top priority 
. . Please say which one of them you, yourself, consider most important in the long 

run? 
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First choice of what country's goal should be: 
1. Maintaining order in the nation 
2. Giving the people more say in important government decisions 
3. Fighting rising prices 
4. Protecting freedom of speech 
Second choice of what country's goal should be: 
1. Maintaining order in the nation 
2. Giving the people more say in important government decisions 
3. Fighting rising prices 
4. Protecting freedom of speech (Inglehart, Rabier and Riffault 1985, p. 14) 

What is notable about this scheme is the logical dependence between the response catego- 
ries: respondents are forced to choose a "top priority" and, if they choose a "postmaterial- 
ist" item, by definitional fiat they cannot be classified as a materialist (and vice-versa). 
This procedure presupposes that postmaterialist and materialist values are necessarily 
disjunctive, and accordingly that citizens will not simultaneously affirm both materialist 
and postmaterialist values. 

Moreover, because of the logical dependence between item selection, Inglehart's index 
also cannot differentiate between respondents who embrace postmaterialist values and 

categorically reject materialist values-the extreme postmaterialist position-versus 
those who embrace postmaterialist values while simultaneously endorsing materialist 
values. Similarly, it is not clear whether or not Inglehart's "materialists" value the post- 
materialist items, have no preference, or are actively opposed. These are serious flaws for 
Inglehart's data analysis. Because his index assumes that one cannot simultaneously 
embrace both postmaterialist and materialist values, the fundamental question of whether 

postmaterialist and materialist values necessarily exclude one another-and hence that 
there are two discrete classes of citizens-is simply assumed. There is, in other words, a 

question-begging element in Inglehart's argument: he wants, on the one hand, to demon- 
strate that citizens firmly distinguish between "postmaterialist" and "materialist" values; 
but his own measure imposes an a priori constraint which presupposes the categorical 
distinction between postmaterialism/materialism. This logical problem contaminates vir- 

tually all of Inglehart's tabulations and findings: from his calculations of the distribu- 
tions of support for postmaterialism within and across countries to specific applications 
such as support among "materialists" and "postmaterialists" for different kinds of political 
action. 

In addition to problems relating to the logic of Inglehart's index, it is not clear that the 
items he utilizes can be considered satisfactory indicators of "materialist" priorities. 
Insofar as Inglehart's materialist items are typically about rising prices and "maintaining 
order," his items reference issues which are at best indirectly related to the core value they 
intend to tap: citizens' concern with economic well-being. In most of the countries in his 
surveys, unemployment rather than rising prices has been the major economic problem 
since the early 1980s (cf. Keane and Owens 1986; Therborn 1986). As a consequence, it is 
not at all clear that "fighting rising prices" is a useful proxy for "materialist" values in 
these societies. Similarly, the "maintaining order in the nation" item has an inescapably 
authoritarian connotation which makes it a questionable indicator of materialist value 
commitment, contributing to further measurement biases. 

These conceptual and methodological defects surrounding Inglehart's data analysis call 
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into question the evidence for his postmaterialist thesis. But even if Inglehart's findings 
cannot be taken at face value due to these measurement problems, it nevertheless could be 
the case that a new type of value commitment-one which is categorically distinct from 
older patterns-is emerging and becoming dominant among the citizens of advanced 
industrial societies. Inglehart's theoretical hunches could, in other words, turn out to be 
true, despite the inherent flaws of his measures. In the next section, we evaluate this 
possibility by first devising and then carrying out a systematic test of the thesis which 
avoids the preceding flaws. 

TESTING THE POSTMATERIALIST THESIS 

According to the theoretical assumptions of Inglehart's thesis, "materialism" and "post- 
materialism" represent categorically distinct types of values and citizens can thus be 
classified as postmaterialists or materialists. These assumptions imply that citizens' re- 
sponses to survey questions about values are a function of their membership within 
categories of a latent discrete variable. Inglehart's implicit scaling model is thus uni- 
dimensional (see Inglehart 1977, p. 52, fn. 21; 1990a, p. 144 for explicit statements of 
unidimensionality). According to this model, there are two discrete categories of "post- 
materialist" and "materialist" value commitments at extreme ends of the unidimensional 
scale, with a residual "mixed" class of respondents falling between these poles.5 As we 
subsequently demonstrate, this categorical scaling model can be parameterized within a 
log-linear framework and tested against alternative models that embody a competing 
thesis about the structure of values. 

The theoretical assumptions informing Inglehart's postmaterialist index represent only 
one possible view of the structure of values. In this section of the paper, we consider an 
alternative interpretation which denies Inglehart's materialist/postmaterialist distinction 
by contending that rather than representing mutually exclusive (and hence contradictory) 
concerns, postmaterialism and materialism represent values which are in practice often 
compatible. The main assumption of this alternative interpretation is that because citizens' 
values cut across the postmaterialist/materialist distinction, there are no discrete and 
homogeneous categories of value commitment. Instead, there are a plurality of values- 
and multiple sub-sets of particular values-to which citizens subscribe.6 We call this 
interpretation the "value pluralism" thesis, and it leads to a different model of values 
which denies that "postmaterialism" and "materialism" represent two latent discrete cate- 
gories of values. What this model asserts is that any tendency for citizens to simul- 
taneously embrace postmaterialism while rejecting materialism (and vice-versa) is a func- 
tion of chance, rather than the effect of citizens' incumbency within one of two mutually 
exclusive categories of values (as is assumed by the postmaterialist thesis). Values are, 
according to this modeling approach, a matter of individual citizens' preferences and they 
are consequently arranged in unpredictable fashions that do not result in any general types 
of value commitment. 

The Value Priority Items 

For the analyses developed in this paper, we utilize data for the United States, the 
Netherlands, and West Germany from the Political Action I (Barnes and Kaase 1983) and 
Political Action II surveys (Jennings 1991). These surveys were conducted using national 
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probability samples, and we utilize the two cross-sectional versions of the surveys in this 
analysis.7 Both surveys contain two sets of value priority items. The first of these sets is a 
battery of eight items which ask respondents to rank their three highest and three lowest 
priorities and which were repeated at both cross-sections of the study (i.e. in 1973-1974 
and again in 1979-1981). The second set of twelve items were fielded as separate 
questions during the first cross-section of the study and then subsequently as components 
of a twelve-item battery for the study's second cross-section. The fact that the these value 
priority items are part of a much larger (eight- or twelve-item) battery in the Political 
Action surveys-as opposed to the four-item battery (available in the Euro-barometer 
surveys) to which Inglehart usually limits his analysis-is especially critical. This means 
that while respondents must make some trade-offs when ranking their value priorities, the 
larger number of items generates more inter-value comparisons, thereby reducing any 
(biasing) effects of particular items that reference spurious values.8 In sum, a larger 
number of items coupled with careful item selection maximizes the chances for accurate 
measurement. 

To further minimize any forced-choice effects, we treat the actual items we analyze as 
separate questions by selecting a single pair of items from each battery of items (that is, a 
pair of "postmaterialist" and "materialist" items from each of the two batteries). This 
procedure is accomplished by coding each question about a value priority as a separate 
survey item: if a respondent ranks a given value priority as his/her first, second, or third 
choice, the item is coded "1" (and "0" otherwise). In contrast with Inglehart's own index, 
scores under this coding scheme reflect only that a respondent rates a given issue as 
important, not that (s)he necessarily rates other issues as unimportant. This coding of 
items thus allows us to test whether citizens do in fact see "postmaterialist" and "material- 
ist" goals as reflecting an intrinsic trade-off, or alternatively, whether citizens view post- 
materialism and materialism as referencing compatible values which have an unsystematic 
-as opposed to a discrete-relationship with one another.9 

Although the Political Action value priority items are superior in content to the four- 
item battery used by Inglehart, some items are sounder than others as measures of 
postmaterialism and materialism.'0 Out of the first eight items, there are five suitable 
items for analysis."I Out of the second set, there are six suitable items (three materialist 
and three postmaterialist) for analysis.12 But analyzing the eleven items (five from the first 
battery, six from the second battery) in tabular form is neither necessary nor desirable. The 
cross-tabulation of the eleven items creates, for one thing, an enormous number of 
sampling zeros (virtually the entire table), making analysis virtually impossible.'3 We 
found in practice that tables composed of more than four items resulted in problems for 
statistical inference in virtue of empty cells. Fortunately, a set of four items-two mate- 
rialist and two postmaterialist-provides a succinct basis for testing the postmaterialist 
and value pluralism theses against one another. 

The items we analyze in this paper are arranged in the form of 24 contingency tables, 
in which two of the items are drawn from the first battery and the other two are drawn 
from the second battery of items. However, because neither the postmaterialist (nor 
materialist) items we consider are identical in content to one another, it is desirable to 
analyze more than a single set of four items in the hopes of generating robust results. 
For this reason, we have selected two sets of (four) items for our analyses. Each of these 
16-fold tables of items is summarized in Table 2. The two postmaterialist items from the 
first contingency table of items represent the best overall approximation of Inglehart's 
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Table 2 
Value Priority Itemsa From The Political Action I/II Surveys 

Four Item Table,: Four Item Table2 
> > > Postmaterialist Items <<< 

Self-Determination: Environmental Protection: 
"Give people more say in how things are "Fighting pollution." 

decided at work and in their 
community." 

Ideas: Women's Rights: 
"Move toward a society where ideas are "Guaranteeing equal rights for men and 

more important than money." women." 

>>> Materialist Items <<< 
Reducing Inequality: Fighting Crime: 
"Trying to even out differences in wealth "Fight against crime." 

between people." 
Economic Opportunity: Economic Growth: 
"Seeing to it that everyone who wants a "Maintain a high rate of economic 

job can have one." growth." 

Note: a. All eight items have been coded as dichotomies (1 = respondent rates a priority as important, 0 otherwise). 

theoretical definition of postmaterialism as concerned with "qualitative" ideas of well- 

being and the importance of individual autonomy. The two postmaterialist items from 
the second contingency table of items represent the next best overall approximation of 

postmaterialism. As already discussed, the materialist items typically found in the In- 

glehart's four-item battery conflate materialism with authoritarianism (see also Flanagan 
1987). To provide a better assessment of the relevance of materialist values, the first pair 
of items we use (jobs, income equality) raise historically important issues about material 
well-being without implying authoritarianism. The second pair of items (crime, econom- 
ic growth) provide alternative measures of personal and societal well-being. 

The availability of data for three countries (the United States, the Netherlands, and 
West Germany) allows us to test the postmaterialist claim about the structure of value 
commitment in three different national contexts. The existence of data at two separate 
points in time (for the United States and the Netherlands)14 is also central to the logic of 
our analyses in that it allows us to test the dynamic element of Inglehart's argument: 
whether the postmaterialist shift has grown in tandem with the maturation of the post- 
World War II birth cohort. We test this key claim about the cohort-value relationship into 
our statistical analyses by stratifying the sample into two mutually exclusive and exhaus- 
tive birth cohorts: citizens born 1945 and after (the "young" cohort) versus those born 
prior to 1945 (the "old" cohort). In the United States, the young cohort is composed of 

respondents ages 28 and younger in 1973 (ages 29 and younger in 1974 in the Nether- 
lands), and ages 37 and younger in 1981 (ages 36 and younger in the Netherlands).'15 Our 
comparative research design thus yields 20 contingency tables for the first cross-section's 
analyses (10 tables for the first four items and 10 tables of identical dimensions for the 
second four items) and 16 tables for the second cross-section's analyses (8 tables for the 
first four items and 8 tables of identical dimensions for the second four items). 
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Log-Linear Models of Value Structure 

In the analyses that follow, we parameterize both Inglehart's postmaterialist thesis and 
our alternative value pluralism thesis within a log-linear framework for contingency table 
analysis. Duncan's work on response consistency models (see Duncan 1979; Duncan, 
Sloane and Brody 1982) discusses a set of log-linear parameters with which to understand 
the mechanisms that give rise to latent classes'6 of respondents with homogeneous re- 
sponse probabilities (such as those Inglehart hypothesizes as characterizing citizens with 
"postmaterialist" or "materialist" values). Because the resulting log-linear models of 
postmaterialist value structure are inferentially connected to simpler models of value 
pluralism, these two general classes of models can be readily compared to adjudicate 
between the postmaterialist and value pluralism theses. 

The simplest model of values-and the first log-linear specification of the value plural- 
ism thesis-is the model of statistical independence. The log-linear model of statistical 
independence can be expressed in the following equation, in which nikl is the expected 
frequency for cell (ij,k,1) in the table of items: 

log ne, = x + kM + kM2 + Ax, + X•P () 

In Model 1, the lambda terms represent the parameters of the model. The parameter 
represented by the unsubscripted lambda term is the grand mean total; as in most log- 
linear models, it is not of substantive interest in and of itself, indicating only the natural 
log of the average frequency for cells in the table. The lambdas which are superscripted by 
M,, M2, P,, and P2 are the one-way marginal effects. On our notation, M, indicates that 
the first item represents a materialist value priority, M2 represents the second materialist 
value priority, and so on. Because there are four (dichotomous) items in the current 
analyses, there are four one-way marginal effects posited the model of independence (as 
there also are for all the models analyzed in this paper). Model I assumes that citizens' 
responses to survey questions about value priorities are statistically independent of one 
another (i.e., that there is no intrinsic association between responses to a given pair of 
items once the marginal distributions of individual items have been taken into account). 
The model of statistical independence is a simple model of value pluralism in that it denies 
not only that there are any latent classes of value commitment ("materialist," "post- 
materialist," or otherwise), but also that there are any inter-relationships between particu- 
lar values. We accordingly term it the model of "idiosyncratic values." 

By adding two special parameters for the four-way marginal effects, the model of 
independence can readily be modified to yield a first log-linear specification of the post- 
materialist claim about value structure. These two parameters govern expected frequen- 
cies for the two combinations of item responses that are indicative of "materialist" and 
"postmaterialist" value commitments respectively. This results in Model 2, where nijk, is 
again the expected frequency for cell (ij,k,l) in the table of items: 

log nil, = + X'fI + ,+ Xf, + 
X~.• 

+ 
.- PI," 

+ 
XA,l',o 

2 (2) 

Model 2 includes all the parameters of Model I and two additional constraints. These two 
parameters are exemplified by the two lambda terms with the four-digit subscripts; they 
embody Inglehart's claim that citizens' values fall into two mutually exclusive and dis- 
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crete (but not exhaustive) categories of homogeneous values. The four-digit subscripts of 
each of these parameters identify the specific item response combination to which they 
pertain. The first parameter pertains to responses that rate the two materialist items as 
unimportant (a "0" score) and the two postmaterialist items as important (a "1" score). 
Because the "0011" response combination pertains to a specific cell in the 16-fold table, 
the inclusion of the lambda term which is subscripted by 0011 constrains the expected 
frequency in this cell to equal the observed frequency under the model. The second 
parameter (subscripted by 1100) pertains to the response combination "1100," indicating 
an important ranking on both materialist items and unimportant rankings on both post- 
materialist items. The expected frequency in this cell is also constrained to be equal to the 
observed frequency by the model. 

The inclusion of the two four-way marginal effect parameters of Model 2 represents the 
main theoretical assumptions that inform Inglehart's interpretation of value structure (as 
well as the methodological assumptions of his postmaterialist index). Under this log-linear 
specification of postmaterialism, the expected frequency in the majority of the cells in the 
24 table (14 of the 16) are governed by statistical independence, while only the two cells 
representing the "postmaterialist" and "materialist" response patterns are governed by the 

Xoo~ 
and X noo parameters. Because this model assumes that the probability of rating 

postmaterialist and materialist items positively (or negatively) is equivalent to 1.0 for both 
"postmaterialists" and "materialists," this log-linear reconstruction of Inglehart's index- 
which we call the "postmaterialist values model"-can be construed as positing a latent 
discrete variable with two discrete and internally homogeneous categories that apply to a 
logical subset of the population. " 

The preceding specification of the postmaterialist thesis assumes that all association 
between responses to the four items is a function of some respondents falling into one of 
the two latent discrete categories of value commitment. However, as discussed by Duncan 
(1979), it is not always the case that all association in a contingency table of k items is 
equivalent to the k-way marginal effect. There can sometimes be additional association 
between pairs of items that is necessary to parameterize in order to develop an empirically 
adequate description of the data. In the current context, this would mean that there is a 
residual (latent) category of respondents whose values are intrinsically "mixed." Follow- 
ing Duncan, we parameterize these additional patterns of association as the pairwise 
effects captured by the two-way marginals. Inserting these additional parameters within 
each of the two preceding models results in modified versions of both the postmaterialist 
and value pluralism theses. As before, these modified log-linear models are inferentially 
connected to the previous models, thereby allowing for nested comparisons to test the 
significance of the two-way marginal effects. If the models containing these effects 
improve the fit of the previous models, they indicate that residual association amongst the 
items are a product of respondents who tend to endorse both materialist and postmaterial- 
ist priorities. 

The second specification of the value pluralism thesis is presented in the following 
equation: 

2 1MIM, MP XiI+M P M 
log n kI- - 

=+ X +M + 
.,+XMP2 

+ X•• - . . 
+ ijkl + '\MII + i \ hP + Xkp IP2 k t j MP Pp ii jk x22 + Xi (3) 

In addition to the parameters for the one-way marginals (and grand mean total) of Model 
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1, Model 3 includes six additional parameters for pairwise association. These parameters 
are subscripted by ij, ik . . . kl, indicating respectively that they relate to the pairwise 
association between the first and second items, the first and third . . and the third and 
fourth items. In contrast to Model 1, Model 3 thus posits the existence of intrinsic inter- 
relationships among the set of four value priority items. However, the pairwise patterns of 
inter-item association do not result in any latent categories of "postmaterialist" or "mate- 
rialist" values. Instead, their inclusion in the model exemplifies the hypothesis that all 
respondents embrace values that are essentially "mixed." We accordingly call Model 3 the 
model of "mixed values." Like Model 1, Model 3 is thus a log-linear specification of the 
value pluralism thesis, but in contrast to Model 1, Model 3 hypothesizes that there is an 
important degree of association-albeit essentially random in nature '8-between value 
priority items. The nested inter-relationship between Models I and 3 allow researchers to 
test for the existence of this type of association. 

Table 3 

Description Of Log-linear Modelsa Used To Test Inglehart's Postmaterialist Thesis 
Against An Alternative Interpretation Of The Structure of Values 

Effects Parameterized 
Models (d.f.) By Model Implied Hypothesis 
1. Idiosyncratic Values one-way marginals there is no intrinsic relationship 

(d.f. = 11 for 24 table) between any pair of citizens' 
values (and thus no latent 
classes of respondents) 

2. Postmaterialist Values one-way marginals + citizens' values are either 
(d.f. = 9 for 24 table) constraints for two cells postor materialist (but not 

representing (latent) classes both) or they have no 
of respondents who endorse intrinsic interrelationship 
post-materialist or materialist with one another 
values (but not both) 

3. Mixed Values one- + two-way marginals there are (idiosyncratic) 
(d.f. = 5 for 24 table) relationships between any 

pair of citizens' values; 
all citizens thus have 
intrinsically "mixed" values 
and there are no latent 
classes of "postmaterialists" 
or "materialists" 

4. Postmat. + Mixed one- + two-way marginals + citizens' values are either post- 
Values (d.f. = 3 for constraints for two cells materialist or materialist (but 
24 table representing (latent) classes not both) or they have 

for respondents who endorse intrinsically "mixed" values 
post-materialist or materialist 
values (but not both) 

Relationshipsa between models: 

Note: a. Arrows denote a nested relationship e.g. model 2 -model4indicatesthatmodel2isnestedwithinmodel4. 

Note: a. Arrows denote a nested relationship: e.g. model 2 - model 4 indicates that model 2 is nested within model 4. 
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The final model we investigate in this paper is presented in the following equation: 

XM, MP, mP, MP 
log n~+k = + + XX+ + X 

+ 
1 + + 

X': 
+ 

X•M" 
+ k' + KP, +h~ , + Ikij 2i 

I + 
jt tjk 

MP PP MM P P -- M MP/P2 x., + +,Xk2 + hX,,(2I -2+X1& (4) 

Model 4 is the modified version of the postmaterialist thesis. Model 4 is derived from 
Model 2 (the simplified version of the postmaterialist thesis) by adding parameters for the 
set of all two-way marginal effects for the value priority items. Because these six parame- 
ters are the same ones as included in Model 3, Models 3 and 4 enjoy a nested inter- 

relationship and their fits can thus be directly compared. Model 4- like Model 2-posits 
two mutually exclusive (but not exhaustive) latent categories of postmaterialist and mate- 
rialist value commitment. But unlike Model 2-and like Model 3-Model 4 allows for 
there to be other sources of inter-item association than those relating to the two internally 
homogeneous "postmaterialist" and "materialist" categories.19 The inclusion of these 

pairwise effects in the model represents the hypothesis that there is a residual category of 

respondents with intrinsically mixed values. However, unlike Model 3, Model 4-which 
we term the "postmaterialist + mixed values model"-assumes that only a fraction of 

respondents have mixed values (i.e. that there are also two additional categories of 

postmaterialist and materialist respondents). 
Summary descriptions of the four models and their implied hypotheses are presented in 

Table 3. Because Models 1 through 4 have numerous nested inter-relationships, they 
provide a systematic basis for testing the value pluralism and postmaterialist against one 
another. These nested relationships are expressed in the figure at the bottom of Table 3. 
These nested relationships allow all pairs of models-except for Models 2 and 3-to be 

directly compared with one another. This is done by partitioning the likelihood ratio chi- 

square statistic and testing its significance for the degrees of freedom resulting from the 
difference between the degrees of freedom for the pair of models being compared. 

Modeling Results 

In Table 4, we report the fit of the four models of values to the data for the first set of 
items among the young versus old cohorts in the United States in 1973 versus 1981.20 

Partitioning the likelihood statistics to compare the models results in support for both 
versions of the value pluralism thesis for the older American cohort in both 1973 and 
1981. The structure of younger Americans' values in 1973 is best described by the simpler 
version of the postmaterialist thesis (Model 2), but this outcome does not provide In- 

glehart's argument with much support, for by 1981, the young cohort's values are best 
described by the simpler version of the value pluralism thesis (Model 1). 

In Tables 5 and 6, we present the modeling results for the same cohorts and time periods 
for the Netherlands and West Germany respectively. These results also support the value 

pluralism but not the postmaterialist thesis. In three out of the four cohorts in the Nether- 
lands, Model 3-the modified model of value pluralism-is preferred. In the fourth case, 
Model I -the simple model of value pluralism-would be preferred (because none of the 
other models improve over its fit). However, because Model l's own fit to the data is poor 
(p = .03), none of the four models provides a satisfactory accounting of the data. Model 
3, the "mixed values" model of value pluralism, provides the preferred description of the 
data for both the West German cohorts. 

Given these results for the first set of value priority items, we now analyze the data from 
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Table 4 
Log-linear Modelsa Of Values For Young And Old Birth Cohorts 

In The United Statesb (Item Table1) 

Year Birth Cohort Models L2 d.f. N 

1973 Young (" 
1945) 1. Idiosyncratic Values 19.67 11 447 

" * 2. Postmaterialist Values 11.33 9 " 

" 3. Mixed Values 7.23 5 
" 4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 2.80 3 " 

Old (< 1945)c 1. Idiosyncratic Values 23.82 10 1152 
2. Postmaterialist Values 20.50 9 " 

*3. Mixed Values 1.71 4 " 
4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 1.68 3 " 

1981 Young (- 1945) * 1. Idiosyncratic Values 11.62 11 411 
" 2. Postmaterialist Values 8.65 9 " 
" 3. Mixed Values 2.45 5 " 
" 4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 1.85 3 " 

Old (< 1945) * 1. Idiosyncratic Values 12.31 11 691 
" 2. Postmaterialist Values 11.73 9 
" 3. Mixed Values 4.33 5 
" 4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 2.53 3 " 

Notes: a. The preferred model is indicated by an asterisk (*). 
b. Data are from Political Action 1/11 surveys. 
c. Actual degrees of freedom depart from expected due to sampling zeros in the contingency table. 

Table 5 
Log-linear Modelsa Of Values For Young and Old Birth Cohorts 

In The Netherlandsb (Four Item Table,) 

Year Birth Cohort Models L2 d.f. N 

1974 Young (- 1945)' I1. Idiosyncratic Values 20.25 10 405 
2. Postmaterialist Values 15.49 9 

"3. Mixed Values 1.37 4 
4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 1.18 3 

Old (< 1945) 1. Idiosyncratic Values 55.89 11 711 
" 2. Postmaterialist Values 27.87 9 
" * 3. Mixed Values 2.82 5 

4. Postmat. + Mixed Values .42 3 

1980 Young (>- 1945) 1. Idiosyncratic Values 21.49 11 318 
" 2. Postmaterialist Values 16.63 9 " 
" 3. Mixed Values 15.77 5 " 
" 4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 11.43 3 " 

Old (< 1945) 1. Idiosyncratic Values 25.08 11 456 
2. Postmaterialist Values 20.97 9 " 

"3. Mixed Values 2.37 5 " 
4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 2.05 3 " 

Notes: a. The preferred model is indicated by an asterisk (*). 
b. Data are from Political Action i/II surveys. 
c. Actual degrees of freedom depart from expected due to sampling zeros in the contingency table. 
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Table 6 

Log-linear Modelsa Of Values For Young And Old Birth Cohorts 
In West Germanyb (Four Item Table,) 

Year Birth Cohort Models L2 d.f. N 

1974-5 Young 
(_ 

1945)c 1. Idiosyncratic Values 29.92 8 410 
" 2. Postmaterialist Values 25.00 7 " " * 3. Mixed Values 4.05 2 " 
" 4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 1.04 1 " 

Old (< 1945)c 1. Idiosyncratic Values 62.55 9 1812 
" 2. Postmaterialist Values 31.11 7 " 

*3. Mixed Values 1.52 3 " 
4. Postmat. + Mixed Values .16 1 " 

Notes: a. The preferred model is indicated by an asterisk (*). 
b. Data are from Political Action I/II surveys. 
c. Actual degrees of freedom depart from expected due to sampling zeros in the contingency table. 

the second table of value priority items. As discussed in the preceding section of the 

paper, the reason for this procedure is that in virtue of the internal complexity of values, it 
is useful to have multiple indicators with which to corroborate results. We have according- 
ly carried out the analyses of the four log-linear models for the same countries, cohorts, 
and time points for the second table of value priority items in Tables 7, 8, and 9. The 
modeling results for the second table of items yield very similar results to those for the 
first table of items. In six of the ten cases, both tables' results lead to identical inferences 

Table 7 

Log-linear Modelsa Of Values For Young And Old Birth Cohorts 
In The United Statesb (Four Item Table2) 

Year Birth Cohort Models L2 d.f. N 

1973 Young 
(_ 

1945) 1. Idiosyncratic Values 16.83 11 457 
" 2. Postmaterialist Values 15.26 9 " " * 3. Mixed Values 1.63 5 " 
" 4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 1.17 3 " 

Old (< 1945) 1. Idiosyncratic Values 62.08 11 1192 
2. Postmaterialist Values 59.35 9 

*3. Mixed Values 5.79 5 
4. Postmat. + Mixed Values .65 3 " 

1981 Young (- 1945)c * 1. Idiosyncratic Values 15.95 9 411 
2. Postmaterialist Values 11.93 7 
3. Mixed Values 3.73 3 
4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 1.24 1 

Old (< 1945)c 1. Idiosyncratic Values 60.86 9 691 
2. Postmaterialist Values 28.06 8 

*3. Mixed Values 2.09 3 
4. Postmat. + Mixed Values .75 2 

Notes: a. The preferred model is indicated by an asterisk (*). 
b. Data are from Political Action I/1 surveys. 
c. Actual degrees of freedom depart from expected due to sampling zeros in the contingency table. 
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Table 8 

Log-linear Modelsa Of Values For Young And Old Birth Cohorts 
In The Netherlandsb (Four Item Table2) 

Year Birth Cohort Models L2 d.f. N 

1974 Young (Z- 1945)c * 1. Idiosyncratic Values 9.71 9 408 
2. Postmaterialist Values 6.10 7 
3. Mixed Values .57 3 
4. Postmat. + Mixed Values .27 1 

Old (< 1945)c 1. Idiosyncratic Values 25.27 10 721 
" 2. Postmaterialist Values 16.28 8 
" *3. Mixed Values 3.88 4 
" 4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 1.38 2 

1980 Young (- 1945)c 1. Idiosyncratic Values 17.48 8 318 
2. Postmaterialist Values 11.11 6 
3. Mixed Values 4.53 2 
4. Postmat. + Mixed Values .00 0 

Old (< 1945)e 1. Idiosyncratic Values 19.99 10 456 
2. Postmaterialist Values 18.68 8 

*3. Mixed Values 6.00 4 " 
4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 5.86 2 " 

Notes: a. The preferred model is indicated by an asterisk (*). 
b. Data are from Political Action 1/11 surveys. 
c. Actual degrees of freedom depart from expected due to sampling zeros in the contingency table. 

in terms of preferred model selection. In two of the four remaining cases, the results for 
the second table of items lead to different choices of a preferred model, but to identical 
inferences in terms of adjudicating between the postmaterialist and value pluralism 
theses.2' In the final two cases, the two tables of items lead to substantively different 
results for testing hypotheses. 

The two cases of disagreement are the young American cohort in 1973 (Model 3 is 

preferred for item table2, Model 2 for item table1) and the old West German cohort in 

Table 9 

Log-linear Modelsa Of Values For Young And Old Birth Cohorts 
In West Germanyb (Four Item Table2) 

Year Birth Cohort Models L2 d.f. N 

1974-5 Young (>- 1945)c 1. Idiosyncratic Values 38.70 9 433 
" 2. Postmaterialist Values 36.07 8 
" * 3. Mixed Values .85 3 
" 4. Postmat. + Mixed Values .83 2 

Old (< 1945) 1. Idiosyncratic Values 91.45 11 1820 
" 2. Postmaterialist Values 75.94 9 " 
" 3. Mixed Values 18.21 5 " 
" * 4. Postmat. + Mixed Values 2.75 3 " 

Notes: a. The preferred model is indicated by an asterisk (*). 
b. Data are from Political Action 1/11 surveys. 
c. Actual degrees of freedom depart from expected due to sampling zeros in the contingency table. 
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1974-5 (Model 3 is preferred in item table,, Model 4 for item table2). These two cases 
from the second table of items are interesting in their own right, but they tend to cancel 
one another out, favoring the postmaterialist thesis in one case and the value pluralism 
thesis in the other. For this reason, the two disagreeing cases have very little overall 
impact on the emerging portrait of the structure of value commitment among citizens of 
the three countries under investigation. In fact, given the heterogeneous subject matter of 
the postmaterialist and materialist items from each of the two tables, it is noteworthy that 
there is so much congruence in the modeling results. What these results establish is the 
following: in only one of ten possible cases (for each set of items) does the postmaterialist 
claim about value structure receive support. In eight of the remaining cases, the evidence 
favors the value pluralism thesis. And in the final case, the data provide an insufficient 
basis for preferring Model 2 or 3 and hence adjudicating between the two competing 
theses. 

The results from the log-linear analyses of value priority items thus fail to provide 
support for Inglehart's categorical distinction of "materialism" versus "postmaterialism" 
as a description of the structure of values in the United States, the Netherlands, or West 
Germany. These results instead support our alternative thesis that these values are better 
conceptualized as compatible with one another, leading to a pluralistic, rather than a 
discrete, mix of values among these publics. We also find no evidence of time trends 
during the two periods or that cohort-specific socialization leads to greater postmaterialist 
value commitment among younger citizens in any of the three countries. The absence of 
cohort differences or time trends runs contrary to Inglehart's prediction that citizens' 
values will increasingly place them within two categorically discrete (and internally 
homogeneous) camps. 

Changing Values? 

The modeling results of the previous section answer the question of whether the struc- 
ture of citizens' values leads to two (latent) homogeneous and discrete categories of value 
commitment. But these results do not yet speak to the question of whether the overall 
distribution of values has changed over time. Answering the latter question is useful in 
completing the portrait we are developing of the structure of values among mass publics, 
and the preceding section's modeling results establish that values should be analyzed 
individually. In other words, endorsing a particular "postmaterialist" priority does not 
necessarily mean that a respondent also endorses the other postmaterialist item in the table 
or that (s)he rejects the "materialist" concerns referenced by the two remaining items. For 
this reason, the one-way marginal distribution of each item at a given point in time 
provides a summary of the level of support among the public for a given priority. 

In Table 10, we present the one-way marginal distribution of each of four of the items 
from the preceding section's analyses (two postmaterialist and two materialist). Figures in 
columns are the proportion of respondents in the young versus old cohorts who endorse 
the value referenced by a specific item at each of the two points in time. As before, we 
present data for each of the three countries in the analyses. The overall story told by the 
measures of support for each of the particular value priorities suggests that changes in 
values have not been as comprehensive as predicted by Inglehart. Although the figures for 
the postmaterialist items do show a greater degree of change than those for the materialist 
items, two cases of change relating to postmaterialist items actually show declining 
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Table 10 

Marginal Change In Postmaterialist and Materialist Value Priority Itemsa 
% Rating Issue as Important in 

1970s among: 1980s among: 

Country Type of Priority Specific Priority Young Old Young Old 

United States Postmaterialism Self-Determination 46% 67% 47% 38% 
" Ideas 41% 30% 26% 22% 

Materialism Fighting Crime 53% 66% 56% 67% 
Economic Growth 20% 26% 24% 28% 

Netherlands Postmaterialism Self-Determination 57% 48% 51% 61% 
Ideas 46% 37% 37% 41% 

Materialism Fighting Crime 56% 68% 56% 68% 
Economic Growth 15% 21% 17% 21% 

West Germany Postmaterialism Self-Determination 50% 28% - - 

" Ideas 25% 17% - 

Materialism Fighting Crime 53% 70% - 

" Economic Growth 35% 37% - - 

Note: a. Data are from Political Action I/11 surveys. 

support for postmaterialist priorities (-29% for self-determination among the older Ameri- 
can cohort; -15% for ideas among the younger American cohort). Increases and decreases 
in support for postmaterialist versus materialist priorities have thus tended to cancel each 
other out, providing no evidence for any overall increase in the level of public support for 

postmaterialism. Understanding precisely why levels of public support for certain values 
vary over time and across place is clearly an important task. However, the main point to 
be appreciated is that the specific patterns of variability in the values examined here 

diverge from Inglehart's predictions of a comprehensive and monotonic increase in post- 
materialist priorities that necessarily come at the expense of materialist priorities. 

POSTMATERIALISM AND THE STATE 

An important corollary to Inglehart's claims about changes in the structure and distribu- 
tion of values is his assertion that the rise of postmaterialist values is leading to a decline 
in support for traditional political institutions as the principal arenas for achieving policy 
goals. The rejection of bureaucratic welfare states on normative grounds has been widely 
argued in the New Politics literature (Laclau and Mouffe 1985; Magnusson 1992; Magnu- 
sson and Walker 1988; see Frankel 1987; and Mooers and Sears 1992; for critical discus- 
sions). But Inglehart goes beyond normative claims to assert that citizens in postindustrial 
societies are in fact rejecting the state as a solution to social problems. He argues that 
although the emergence of welfare states tempered the inequities of laissez-faire capital- 
ism, growth in the welfare state "has begun to reach a point of diminishing returns . . . 
there is virtually no room for further expansion; taxation becomes massive, and the 
majority of the public feels the burden" (1990a, pp. 10-11). In particular, Inglehart asserts 
that postmaterialists see "big government as inherently dangerous because, like any large, 
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hierarchical, bureaucratic organization, it tends to encroach on individual autonomy and 
expression" (1990a, p. 302). If true, this latter claim would represent a powerful source of 
evidence that citizens' political orientations towards questions about public policy-if not 
their values-have changed in recent years. We consider the evidence for this proposition 
in this section. 

We use six items-three postmaterialist and three materialist-to evaluate Inglehart's 
claim about changing views of the state. In addition to four items which were also 
analyzed in the previous section, two items are new. One relates to minorities' civil rights, 
and the other to the provision of housing.22 For our analyses of policy orientations, we 
estimate the degree of association between the two preceding sets of items using ordinary 
least-squares regression coefficients. This tells us whether those endorsing a given priority 
do or do not hold the state responsible for its realization (thereby controlling for the 
variable level of salience a given priority may have). If Inglehart's claim about the 
negative relationship between postmaterialist values and support for the state is correct, 
we would expect nil or negative association between the postmaterialist items and the 

Table 11 

OLS Regression Coefficients For Assessing The Relationship 
Between Postmaterialist And Materialist Priorities And Views 

Of The Statea: United States, West Germany, And The Netherlandsb 

Country Type of Priority Coefficientb Constant 
(Year) (Postmat/Mat) Specific Priority (s.e.) (s.e.) R2 

United States Postmaterialism Fighting Pollution .67* (.03) .57* (.06) .29 
(1973) " Gender Equality .59* (.02) .52* (.05) .31 

" Minorities' Civil .64* (.02) .55* (.06) .32 
Rights 

Materialism Guaranteeing Jobs .53* (.03) .64* (.09) .14 
Reducing Inequality .73* (.02) .02 (.03) .52 
Providing Housing .64* (.04) 1.58* (.03) .15 

West Germany Postmaterialism Fighting Pollution .65* (.02) .82* (.06) .30 
(1974-5) " Gender Equality .61* (.02) .61* (.02) .37 

Minorities' Civil .64* (.02) .63* (.03) .43 
Rights 

Materialism Guaranteeing Jobs .58* (.02) .95* (.06) .21 
" Reducing Inequality .77* (.02) .32* (.04) .52 
" Providing Housing .68* (.03) 1.88* (.02) .24 

Netherlands Postmaterialism Fighting Pollution .65* (.03) .72* (.09) .28 
(1974) " Gender Equality .62* (.03) .53* (.07) .29 

" Minorities' Civil .63* (.02) .77* (.04) .42 
Rights 

Materialism Guaranteeing Jobs .52* (.03) .97* (.09) .17 
Reducing Inequality .66* (.02) .71 * (.05) .43 
Providing Housing .50* (.04) 2.10* (.03) .13 

Notes: a. All items have scores ranging from 0 to 3. Higher scores on the priority items indicate ratings of greater importance; 
higher scores for the state items indicate judgments of greater responsibility for realizing a given priority. Data are 
from Political Action I/II surveys. 

b. An asterisk (*) indicates significance at the .05 level (two-tailed T-test). 
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corresponding questions about governmental responsibility. Under a weaker interpreta- 
tion, we would expect that while there may be some (positive) association between 
postmaterialist values and attributed governmental responsibility, it will be lesser in 
magnitude than the association between materialist values and attributed governmental 
responsibility. 

Table 11 presents the results of our analysis in which we regress the six governmental 
responsibility items on the corresponding value priority items for each country. The 
unstandardized regression coefficients are both large and statistically significant for each 
item in each country. The coefficients for the postmaterialist items are especially notewor- 
thy: they show that there is a large, positive association between rating a given post- 
materialist concern as important and holding the state responsible for its realization. 
Moreover, the magnitude of association represented by the postmaterialist coefficients is 
not typically less than that for the materialist items. There is no tendency for postmaterial- 
ist values to elicit less of an orientation to the state than materialist values. In other words, 
even for citizens who value "postmaterialist" ends, the state is seen as a proper institution- 
al arena through which to press for reforms. 

To be sure, these findings do not mean that there is necessarily widespread satisfaction 
with current state institutions or that respondents do not wish to see changes in the 
delivery of state services. But the findings do call into question Inglehart's contention that 
citizens-especially those with "postmaterialist" priorities-eschew the state as an arena 
for policy implementation. What is more, the regression results imply that the tendency to 
hold the state responsible for policy objectives is comprehensive, spanning an array of 
social problems and three different countries. Irrespective of what values citizens endorse, 
these results show that they look to government institutions to defend or promote those 
values. 

CONCLUSION 

The utility of any account of the New Politics ultimately rests on its capacity to accurately 
describe and explain stability and change in the basic parameters of contemporary political 
life. Measured against these criteria, we are forced to conclude that Inglehart's post- 
materialist thesis fares poorly. When Inglehart's theoretical assumptions about the discrete 

inter-relationship between materialism and postmaterialism (and the homogeneous nature 
of these latent categories of values) are parameterized within a suitable statistical frame- 
work, we find that models utilizing a simpler, alternative assumption about the absence of 
these categorical types of value commitment are preferable. While these results should not 
be taken to mean that belief systems or attitudes among mass publics have not changed, 
they do imply that Inglehart's postmaterialist thesis does not provide a useful framework 
for grasping the nature of value structure and value change. In our concluding remarks, 
we first consider the implications of our critique of postmaterialism for understanding the 
New Politics in general, and then the limits of one important application of the theory (its 
attempts to explain new social movements). 

Postmaterialist Value Change and the New Politics 

The log-linear modeling carried out in this paper is designed to test, rather than simply 
assume, the proposition that citizens actually rank values in the way that Inglehart's 
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postmaterialist index presupposes. The inferiority of the models representing the post- 
materialist thesis implies that they do not: when survey respondents are not forced by the 
design of the index to make a categorical trade-off between "postmaterialist" and "mate- 
rialist" values, their ratings of values tend to reflect what we have termed "value plural- 
ism." The explanation for this phenomenon stems from the intrinsically cross-cutting 
nature of value structures. We find that while there do tend to be significant inter- 
relationships between value priority items, these relationships are better conceptualized as 
essentially random patterns of (pairwise) association. The processes by which citizens 
assign and rate values when they are confronted with a host of priorities rarely results in 
the kind of consistency that would be indicative of membership in latent categories of 
internally homogeneous value commitment, such as "postmaterialist" or "materialist." 
Furthermore, not only do values within mass publics often tend to be intrinsically 
"mixed," there is no evidence of time trends or cohort-specific patterns of value structure 
that would indicate a postmateralist turn. Rather than new priorities generating discrete 
and homogeneous categories of value commitment, they lead instead to idiosyncratic and 
cross-cutting relationships between specific value priorities. The marginal rates of change 
on survey items representing specific value priorities are telling in this context. We find 
that less has changed about the aggregate-level distribution of values than Inglehart 
hypothesizes. Material priorities have been stable during the time period in question for 
the two countries that have data at two points in time (the Netherlands and the United 
States). Postmaterial priorities, for their part, have exhibited some change in the United 
States, but what changes as have occurred do not amount to a net increase in the popu- 
larity of these concerns. We conclude that values in general, and the distinction between 
"postmaterialist" and "materialist" values in particular, provide an insufficient basis for 
understanding what has and what has not changed about political life in the advanced 
industrial societies since the 1960s. 

Moreover, because Inglehart's argument is premised on an a priori opposition of 
"postmaterialist" and "materialist" values, he fails to theorize the processes by which 
"new" cultural priorities or political goals can oftentimes be integrated into existing 
political attitudes and orientations. This is an important oversight because there is, ceteris 
paribus, some tendency for novel phenomena to become consolidated into the more 
robust structures that organize citizens' belief systems. The phenomenon of political 
integration should not come as a complete surprise to public opinion researchers who have 
shown how enduring structures such as citizens' party identification or their political affect 
provide a central source of organization in mass political attitudes (e.g., Converse 1964, 
1970; Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock 1991). However, it presents a major theoretical 
anomaly for Inglehart's analytical framework, given his assumption that contemporary 
political conflicts are typically fueled by values. In this context, a fundamental drawback 
of Inglehart's value-centered approach to understanding politics is that it ignores the 
mediation of abstract values by citizens' actual political preferences and orientations. The 
key theoretical problem is that while values specify that certain ends of life are important 
and worth realizing, they do not specify how an end is to be realized. From a social- 
scientific perspective, the specific policy mechanisms and institutional arrangements 
people prefer for the realization of their values are just as important as underlying values. 
It is not enough to know, for example, that someone values equality or a clean environ- 
ment. A full-fledged analysis of political attitudes must discern just how far a person will 
go to realize these goals, and what means (s)he prefers for their realization. Because 
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Inglehart's postmaterialist thesis is posed at a high level of abstraction-focussing on 
values-it tends to ignore the more concrete, but ultimately critical, level of citizens' 
policy attitudes, thereby making it difficult to say anything about whether and in what 
ways political attitudes have changed in the contemporary era. 

Our findings about the structural compatibility of "materialist" and "postmaterialist" 
priorities-and the plurality of values-also call into question Inglehart's assumption that 
the materialist and postmaterialist aspects of issues can always be distinguished. As a 
consequence, it is not clear how real-life political struggles over "postmaterialist" issues 
can ever completely avoid becoming entangled with "materialist" concerns. The specific 
issues which Inglehart cites as examples of well-developed postmaterialist struggles (such 
as gender, the environment, religion, homosexuality, and abortion) do not appear prima 
facie to invoke traditionally materialist issues. But although issues such as gender, race 
and ethnicity raise questions about the "ascriptive" bases of identity, they also often have 
important material components as well. For example, ostensibly "postmaterialist" envi- 
ronmental concerns are often connected to material issues, (as, for example, in the risks 
for jobs and economic growth that the establishment of strict environmental regulations 
threaten) or in the distribution of costs (for example when poor communities bear a 
disproportionate share of environmental hazards). 

Finally, we find the corollary to the postmaterialist claim about shifting values- 
Inglehart's assertion that citizens who value postmaterialist goals are opposed to the 
extension of the bureaucratic state institutions-is not supported by the Political Action 
data. On those items in the surveys where the role of the state is posed alongside questions 
about values, citizens expressing postmaterialist concerns are also overwhelmingly likely 
to couple those concerns with demands for the state to assume responsibility for their 
realization. While it may be true that there is a growing and generic frustration with the 
inability of state institutions to speak to many problems of the day, these sentiments do not 
necessarily imply that citizens find good reasons to categorically reject the state as a 
policy-making institution. Indeed, when it comes to their own particular goals, there is a 
strong tendency for citizens to bracket whatever general anti-state sentiments they may 
have to call on the federal government to assume responsibility for social problems. 

Postmaterialism and New Social Movements 

In his recent work, Inglehart (1990a, Chap. 11; 1990b) has argued that his analysis of 
postmaterialism is congruent with, and helps to explain, the emergence of "new" social 
movements in postindustrial societies. He argues that "Postmaterialist values underlie 
many of the new social movements-for Postmaterialists emphasize fundamentally differ- 
ent value priorities from those that have dominated industrial society for many decades" 
(1990a, p. 373).23 The issues motivating these movements and the rhetorical flourishes of 
some leading activists in these movements do suggest some measure of plausibility for the 
postmaterialist thesis. The new movements are not typically grounded in the material 
struggle of subordinate economic classes or groups, and perhaps as a consequence In- 
glehart's work has been often invoked by analysts studying these movements (e.g., Betz 
1990; Dalton and Kuechler 1990; Ganzeboom and Flap 1989). 

To what extent do "postmaterialist," as opposed to "materialist" values, inform new 
social movement activism? In line with the analyses of values developed above, we 
suggest that materialist concerns are at least as central to the new movements as post- 
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materialist ends. These movements often emphasize appeals to issues of personal and 
societal security-i.e. to "material" values in Inglehart's scheme-in the recruitment and 
mobilization of activists and supporters. The environmental and ecological movements 
that have appeared since the 1960s often argue that impending ecological catastrophe 
necessitates citizen action (see e.g., Lewis 1992). Anti-nuclear power campaigns stress 
the potentially disastrous consequences of the release of radioactive materials from nucle- 
ar power plants (see e.g., Joppke 1993). Women's movements and activism often center 
directly on material issues, such as in the comparable worth campaign (see e.g., Blum 
1991). Peace movements are above all else about the prevention of war, which always 
poses a direct threat to personal and/or societal security (especially in the case of nuclear 
war). While some activists in all of these movements may envision a radical remaking of 
the social order, it does not follows that they (or other participants) have no concern with 
personal well-being and security. It is typically difficult to understand the nature of 
activists' symbolic goals without also grasping the material aspects of these concerns, In 
sum, the postmaterialist/materialist distinction provides a limited interpretive lens with 
which to analyze the social-psychological foundations of the "new" movements. 

Given the mixture of "materialist" and "postmaterialist" concerns motivating these 
movements, it is thus hardly surprising that all of the "new" movements have historical 
antecedents in periods before postmaterialism is alleged to have become a mass phenome- 
na. To better understand this point, it is useful to briefly consider the history of social 
movements in the United States. Peace movements have ebbed and flowed throughout the 
20th Century; the upsurge in peace activism in the 1960s and again in the 1980s was far 
from unique (Kleidman 1993; Wittner 1984). "Second wave" feminism reflects the reem- 
ergence of women's movements in the 1960s and 1970s from earlier movements in the 
19th and early 20th Centuries (see e.g., Cott 1987). The environmental movements of 
recent decades had precursors in the conservationist movements of earlier periods. The 
powerful student movement of the 1960s was preceded by an important but understudied 
student movement in the 1930s (Cohen 1993). 

Inglehart's attempts to apply his theory to explaining the new social movements are thus 
as limited as his attempts to show that a systematic shift in values has taken place in 
postindustrial societies. Inspection of the history of social movements demonstrates that to 
emphasize "postmaterialist" values in explaining the new movements is to miss the 
importance of "materialist" values in generating support and motivating participation in 
contemporary political action. In sum, we gain little explanatory power in inferring that a 
sea-change in values per se accounts for the types of political changes that have appeared 
since the 1960s in postindustrial societies. 
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NOTES 

1. Although there are important differences between them, theories of postindustrial society 
share with new class approaches an emphasis on the increased importance of the educated middle 
class and their growing capacity to influence political life (Bell 1973; Lipset 1981, pp. 503-523; 
Touraine 1971; see Bell 1979, however, for a substantial critique of the new class theories). 

2. Some of the leading works inspired by, or directly using the Inglehart framework would 
include: Baker et al. 198 1; Barnes et al. 1979; Boeltken and Jagodzinski 1985; Dalton 1977; Dalton, 
Flanagan and Beck 1984; Dalton and Kuechler 1990; De Graaf 1988; De Graaf, Hagenaars and 
Luijke 1989; Flanagan 1979, 1982a, 1982b, 1987; Ike 1973; Janssen 1991; Jennings and Van Deth 
1990; Lafferty 1975, Lindberg 1976; Marsh 1977; Mastekaasa 1983; Moyser 1978; Suhonen 1985; 
Szabo 1985; and Van Deth 1983a, 1983b. The German social theorist Jurgen Habermas (1987) has 
drawn upon Inglehart's work to characterize the changing frontiers of social conflict from the sphere 
of "material" to "cultural" reproduction: "This new type of conflict is an expression of the 'Silent 
Revolution' in values and attitudes that according to R. Inglehart has been observed in entire 
populations" (1987, p. 392). The battery of questions developed by Inglehart to operationalize his 
postmaterialist/materialist index have been included in several National Election Study surveys in 
the United States, and the battery has now been incorporated into the International Social Survey 
Program. A number of useful critical discussions of various aspects of Inglehart's project have also 

appeared. See especially Clarke and Dutt 1991; Dieter-Opp 1990; Flanagan 1982, 1987; Hamilton 
1987; Hamilton and Wright 1986; Lafferty and Knutsen 1985; Marsh 1975; Savage 1985; and 
Weakliem 1991. 

3. Inglehart's index of values does allow for a residual "mixed" category for respondents who 
choose one postmaterialist and one materialist goal, but this category plays virtually no analytical 
role in his research due to his theoretical focus on the internally homogeneous categories of 
"postmaterialists" and "materialists." One of the log-linear models of the postmaterialist thesis 
developed in this paper does, however, include a parameter representing respondents with "mixed" 
values. 

4. This 4-item index has been used since Inglehart's origional 1970 European Communities 
Study: virtually all of the data tables and interpretations in his 1990 work Culture Shift (such as the 
calculated proportion of postmaterialists by country and by year) are based on the 4-item index (see 
Inglehart 1990a, pp. 7, 85, 91, 93 and passim). 

5. It is because these three categories are ordered with respect to the degree of respondents' 
support for "postmaterialsim" that they can be said to exemplify a unidimensional scale (rather than 
an index of nominal categories). 

6. An important strand of research on mass public opinion that anticipates the relevance of the 
idea of value pluralism can be found in Sniderman's recent work (1993; cf. Sniderman, Brody, and 
Tetlock 1991). 

7. The Political Action surveys were carried out in eight countries (Britain, West Germany, the 
Netherlands, Austria, the United States, Italy, Switzerland, and Finland) at the survey's first cross- 
section, and repeated in three countries (West Germany, the Netherlands, and the United States) at 
the survey's second cross-section. 

8. In other words, any effects of a particular biased item - such as Inglehart's "maintaining 
order" indicator of "materialism - will be much larger in Inglehart's four-item battery (for which 

respondents must choose both "materialist" options to count as a materialist) than in the eight-item 
battery. 

9. The possibility that respondents may choose to simultaneously assert two postmaterialist and 
two materialist values is logically precluded by analyzing four items drawn from the same battery. 



Do Changing Values Explain The New Politics? 565 

This is because if the four items (two materialist, two postmaterialist) were drawn from the same 
battery, it would-by construction-rule out the possibility that respondents might rate all four 
values as important (because respondents can select only three possible priorities for each battery). 

10. Among the first battery of items, one conflates materialism with authoritarianism ("make 
sure that this country has strong defense forces") and another taps an issue which is clearly not as 
central to postmaterialist values ("try to make our cities and countryside more beautiful"). Two items 
tap into a central element of materialism (economic prosperity) but are similar enough in content to 
be redundant. 

11. The three postmaterialist items reference concerns with self-determination, a "less imperso- 
nal" society, and "a society where ideas are more important than money." The two materialist items 
references concerns with about crime and economic security. 

12. Among this second set of items, two of the twelve reference ends whose relevance for 
materialist values is questionable ("The fight against rising prices" and "ensurling] the supply of 
energy"). A third is focussed primarily on a policy rather than a value ("providing good medical 
care"); a fourth is virtually identical to the "fighting crime" item from the first battery ("Guarantee- 
ing good neighborhoods safe from crime"); and a fifth raises a concern ("providing good education") 
which is ambiguous from the standpoint of the postmaterialist/materialist distinction. 

13. Under these conditions, weighting the data becomes necessary to even allow the algorithm 
for fitting the models to converge. However, because of the table's large dimensions, we found that 
this resulted in an extreme bias towards equiprobability (i.e., any model including a grand mean 
effect fit well, thereby rendering hypothesis testing meaningless). 

14. The second cross-section of the West German survey did not field either of the two batteries 
of value priority items and thus cannot be used in the over-time analysis. 

15. The two West German cohorts are respondents 29 and younger versus those 30 and over in 
1974-1975. 

16. In this paper, we use the terms "latent classes" and "latent categories" synonymously. 
17. As discussed in preceding sections of the paper, the theoretical assumptions of discrete and 

internally homogeneous categories are critical to the logic of the postmaterialist thesis: Inglehart 
assumes not only that "postmaterialism" and "materialism" represent discrete categories on a 
unidimensional scale, but that within these categories the probability of ranking postmaterialist and 
materialist items in the expected way is equivalent to 1.0. Without these assumptions it is not 
possible to infer that survey responses to questions about value priorities are indicative of two 
discrete categories of values. 

18. In Duncan's original formulation (1979), the two-way marginal effect parameters represent 
random effects and the model including these terms (and terms for the one-way marginals) is simply 
a convenient base model for testing for the presence of response consistency. 

19. Model 4 is Duncan's full model of response consistency applied to the case of four value 
priority items. As Duncan demonstrates (1979), the inclusion of the parameters for pairwise item 
association in this model entails that calculations of the proportion of respondents within the two 
latent categories must take into account estimates of pairwise association. The estimation of latent 
category proportions do not, however-in view of the actual modeling results-figure in the 
analyses developed in this paper. 

20. Note that degrees of freedom for the models fitted to data for the old cohort in 1973 depart 
from expected because of a sampling zero in the table that applies to the "materialist" cell (1100). 
For this reason, the two models representing the postmaterialist thesis have two fewer degrees of 
freedom than would be expected. Model comparisons under these conditions take into account the 
actual degrees of freedom for a given model. To insure that the sampling zero in this table (as well as 
in subsequent tables with sampling zeros) had no effect on statistical inference and preferred model 
choice, we re-analyzed the data using a corrective weighting scheme. We found the results for the 
weighted data to be congruent with those using the unweighted data. These tables are available upon 
request from the authors. 
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21. In other words, for these cases, the preferred model was either I or 3 (thus corroborating the 
value pluralism thesis) or 2 or 4 (thus corroborating the postmaterialist thesis). 

22. We analyze the relationship of each of these six items to six corresponding items from the 
Political Action I survey which pose the following question: "Tell me how much responsibility you 
think government has for dealing with the problem ... 0. no responsibility at all; 1. some 
responsibility; 2. an important responsibility; 3. an essential responsibility?" For these analyses, the 
six value priority items have been coded as follows: 0. absolutely unimportant; 1. not very impor- 
tant; 2. important; 3. very important. While it would be informative to analyze the inter-relationship 
of the other four postmaterialist and materialist items from the previous section's analyses, the 
battery from which the items are drawn lacks corresponding questions about the state's respon- 
sibility. 

23. Inglehart does not claim that postmaterialist values are the sole explanation for the new 
movements, noting also that "objective problems, organizations, and ideologies have been at work" 
as well as "the rising level of political skills among mass publics, as education has become more 
widespread and political information more pervasive" (1990a, p. 372). 
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