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This article deals with the postmaterialist hypothesis, originally formulated by Ronald
Inglehart. The hypothesis, stating that new generations in Western societies are moving more
and more towards postmaterialist value orientations, is questioned on the grounds that the
materialist/postmaterialist dichotomy may be too rigid to capture the complexity of people’s
value orientations, and that the value conceptualization may hold a rather limited relevance
for young people in present-day Western societics. A reconstruction of the materialist/
postmaterialist value conceptualization is carried out, and empirical results from two Swedish
national studies, supporting the author’s questioning of the original hypothesis, are presented.

‘T belong to the blank generation
and [ can take it or leave it cach tme
[ belong to the generation
but I can take it or leave it each time’

Richard Hell 1976

One of the liveliest debates in modern political science concerns the
postmaterialist hypothesis. According to the hypothesis, formulated by
Ronald Inglehart, Western societies are undergoing a period of major value
change. Whereas older generations, and specifically pre-World War 11
generations, could be described as having materialist value orientations,
new generations are moving more and more towards postmaterialist value
orientations, i.e. they assign a greater importance to, for instance, freedom
of speech than to economic growth. Eventually, this on-going process
will create societies where the dominant value orientation will be one of
postmaterialism (Inglehart 1977, 1982, 1984, 1985, 1987; cf. Marsh 1975;
Dalton 1981; Flanagan 1982, 1987; Knutsen 1983; van Deth 1983; Lafferty
& Knutsen 1985; Savage 1985; Boltken & Jagodszinski 1985; Harding et
al. 1986; van der Eijk & Niemdller 1987).

In this article, I will take issue with the universality and inevitability of
the postmaterialist hypothesis as it is outlined above. This will be carried
out in two steps. First, I will argue that the actual construction of the
materialist/postmaterialist dichotomy may be too rigid to capture the com-
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plexity of people’s value orientations. Second, I will argue that for young
people the relevance of the materialist/postmaterialist value conceptual-
ization — in comparison with other value conceptualizations — may be rather
small.

Empirical results from two Swedish national studies will be presented.
The meaning of the results will be discussed primarily in conjunction with
the ideas of the German socialization theorist Thomas Ziehe (Ziche &
Stubenrauch 1982; Ziehe 1986).

Constructing Postmaterialism

For almost twenty years, the postmaterialist hypothesis has occupied a
place high on the political science research agenda. As of now, studies
exploring the hypothesis have been conducted in 26 nations (Inglehart
1987, 1296). The results, however, have often been contested — on both
theoretical and methodological grounds (Marsh 1975; Flanagan 1982, 1987
van Deth 1983; Boltken & Jagodszinski 1985).

This is not the place to summarize the different debates. Suffice it to say
here that, despite various critiques, both the theoretical basis for the
postmaterialist hypothesis, a combination of socialization theory and a
Maslovian needs hierarchy theory, and the actual materialist/post-
materialist value conceptualization, have on the whole remained
unchanged.?

The initial point to be made here concerns the value conceptualization.
When discussing the proposed value change from materialist to post-
materialist values in Western societies, it should be remembered that what
we are discussing are theoretical constructs. Values — due to theoretical
perspective — may be conceptualized and constructed differently — more or
less fruitfully. There is no pre-given reality to uncover out there.

In the construction of values and value orientations by different
researchers, two dimensions may be discerned (cf. Reimer & Rosengren
forthcoming). They concern the entity (whether values are separate entities
or belong together in systems) and the validity (whether values are universal
or historically specific) of the value conceptualization. Inglehart’s materi-
alist and postmaterialist value orientations are examples of a systemic
and historically specific conceptualization. The theory concerns how one
dominant value orientation — materialist — is superseded by another —
postmaterialist — at a specific juncture — the late twentieth century — in the
history of Western societies.

It seems important in this context to initially emphasize this ‘con-
structedness’ of values and value orientations, the implication being that a
construction always may be reconstructed — taken apart and used differently.
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Flanagan has performed such a reconstruction of the materialist/post-
materialist value conceptualization. He argues that, instead of one
materialist/postmaterialist dimension, a more fruitful construction involves
two dimensions, one materialist/nonmaterialist, and one libertarian/
authoritarian. In so doing, he restricts materialist values to economic
concerns. The other materialist value items used by Inglehart he labels
authoritarian. Libertarian values correspond to postmaterialist values
(Flanagan 1987, 1304).

My reconstruction of the materialist/postmaterialist value concep-
tualization differs, as will be shown, from Flanagan’s conceptualization,
but they are not inherently incompatible. I will return to this at a later stage
in this article. First, however, we have to look at the Inglehartian value
construction.

The ‘culture’ of postmaterialism is an internalized culture, where dif-
ferences in values can be reduced to two types of value orientations, or
one dimension. One cannot, according to the theory, be equally materi-
alistic and postmaterialistic at one point in time. Empirically, thisis imposed
upon respondents through a ranking approach. Normally, twelve value
items concerning societal goals for the next ten years — six materialist, six
postmaterialist — are included in large-scale surveys.

The theoretical argument behind this approach is that all values are
perceived positively by almost all people. Only when you must choose
between, for example, freedom of speech and fighting rising prices, may
value priorities and value orientations be discerned.

The use of a ranking approach over an approach where all value items
are rated separately may be questioned on both statistical and theoretical
grounds, however.

Statistically, there seems to be a consensus that measures where a score
on one variable is dependent on scores on other variables —such as ranking —
should be restricted to intraindividual comparisons. If the object of interest
is comparison between individuals, normative measures — such as rating —
should be used (Cattell 1944; cf. Knapp 1964; Hicks 1970; Reimer 1985).

Theoretically, at first sight it would seem reasonable to accept the charge
that people, when forced to choose between different options, reveal their
true values. However, the forced choice situation is normally not the one
at hand. In reality, people face situations where different interests and
goals are present and those values invoked will have to be reconciled one
way or another. As Elisabeth Simpson puts it

In many decisions . . . value conflicts are reconciled in such a way that no one value is
either complete winner or complete loser and most competitors get a share of the prize
(quoted in Knutsen 1981, 13).

A ranking approach to values forces respondents to reply in ways that
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Postmateriahst
Materialist No Yes

No

Yes

Fig. 1. Materialist and Postmaterialist Value Orientations.

may rather badly mirror corresponding behavior in daily life. A rating
approach, on the other hand, puts fewer constraints on the respondents
and may therefore be a theoretically more attractive approach. In this
specific context, a rating approach opens up the possibilities for respondents
to be borh materialist and postmaterialist — or neither one nor the other.
Instead of an a priori treatment of these mixed responses as confused or
problematic, it seems more reasonable to include them in a typology over
possible materialist and postmaterialist value orientations. The four possible
combinations are visualized in Figure 1.

The typology in Figure 1 reconstructs the materialist and postmaterialist
value orientations as two dimensions instead of just the one. This treatment
of the value orientations is less rigid than the original. The implications of
this reconstruction will be followed through in relation to Swedish data.

Postmaterialism and Youth

The postmaterialist hypothesis, based on scarcity and socialization hypoth-
eses as it is, claims that, under ‘normal’ economic conditions, every new
generation will contain a higher proportion of postmaterialists than the
generation preceding it. On the whole, the data collected over the last
fifteen years in surveys across Western societies support this claim rather
impressively (Inglehart 1985).

If, however, we are to take seriously the claim by Hicks (1970) that
results obtained by transforming intraindividual measures to interindividual
measures must be considered invalid until new tests have been made, and
then take a fresh, unbiased look at the hypothesis, what are we to expect?
Is the notion of value change reasonable?

Situating the hypothesis in a historically specific setting, the 1980s, the
question concerns whether young people to a greater extent than older
people may be considered postmaterialist. It concerns a generation
described in terms of the *no future-generation’, the ‘blank generation’
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or the ‘crisis generation’ (Bjurstrom 1984). Is this generation post-
materialist??

Thomas Ziehe (1986) has described three cultural tendencies influencing
young people in present-day society. First, a growth in reflexivity. Contrary
to previous generations, a characteristic of this generation is that, instead
of lack of knowledge of what is happening in contemporary society, young
people know too much. Knowledge and experience reach young people
through the media as a secondary experience. Expectations of what could
be accomplished are raised to a level that for most young people is
unattainable, creating anguish.

Secondly, there is an increase in what Ziehe calls makeabifity, including
images, life styles and communication abilities. These areas no longer are
as pre-determined. As Mike Featherstone argues:

Rather than unreflexively adopting a lifestyle, through tradition or habit, the new heroes
of consumer culture make lifestyle a life project and display their individuality and sense
of style in the particularity of the assemblage of goods, clothes, practices, experiences,
appearance and bodily dispositions they design together into a lifestyle (1957, 59).

Thirdly, in a similar vein and most importantly, there is an increasing
individualization: Social background and traditional ways of living no
longer provide the same help in guiding the creation of one’s reality.
Decisions have to be made on an individual basis. All in all, the possible
directions to take are almost infinite, but the journey will have to be taken
based on a cultural classification of oneself — made by oneself.

In a period when cultural possibilities collide with the socio-economic
realities, where distrust may be found toward earlier solutions, new for-
mations, such as environmental parties or anti-nuclear movements, may
offer an alternative. This would fit the postmaterialist theory. But, as Ziche
argues, that may not be enough. There seems to be a discourse outside the
former, a discourse concerning fife itself, and what a successful, happy life
style would be like — including or excluding solutions to economic and
environmental problems. This culture could be called narcissistic; a culture
or life style where individual values and immediate solutions become
important. Together, these two characteristics of individuality and immedi-
acy comprise a major distinction between young and old people.*

The theoretical arguments by Ziehe, as they very briefly have been
sketched here, were not originally intended for empirical verification.
Nevertheless, they may be used to gain an understanding of young people’s
values and feelings, and subsequently lead us toward some tentative hypoth-
eses before turning to empirical data.

First, it may be hypothesized, following Ziche, that young people’s
values, shaped in a contradictory consumer society, are diverse, maybe too
diverse to fit an either/or distinction (materialist or postmaterialist values),
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Table 1. The Postmaterialist/Materialist Value Dimension. Swedish National Election Study
1985 ( percent).

Post- Mixed

Materialists  materialists  group N
TOTAL 25 16 58 1,161
GENDER
Male 24 14 61 616
Female 26 19 55 545
AGE
18-30 19 19 62 287
31-50 23 20 57 468
51-80 3z 11 57 406
EDUCATION
Low 34 8 58 524
Medium 23 17 60 435
High 9 37 54 197
OCCUPATIONAL CLASS
Manual workers 32 10 58 313
Office workers 19 22 59 466
Farmers 30 12 58 40
Employers 21 21 58 95
PARTY
Commumist Party 16 30 54 57
Social Democrats 30 15 55 474
Agrarian Party 30 12 57 129
Liberal Party 20 22 58 167
Conservative Party 21 12 67 228

leading us to prefer the least rigid value construction possible (using the
rating technique rather than the ranking technique).

Second, the characteristics of individuality and immediacy lead us to
hypothesize that, in relation to older generations, neither the materialist
nor the postmaterialist value orientations (concerning societal goals ten
years ahead) are immediately relevant to younger generations.

Materialist and Postmaterialist Values

In the Swedish national election study of 1985, the short, original four-
item materialism/postmaterialism question battery was included (Inglehart
1977).% Out of four goals, each respondent had to choose the most important
and the second most important goal for the country for the next ten years.
Two of the goals were materialist, two were postmaterialist (cf. Table 1).
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Table 2. The Postmaterialist/Materialist Factors. Swedish National Study 1986 (Factor Load-
ings' and Product Moment Correlations).

Factor | Factor 2

Progress toward a less impersonal, more humane society 0.71 0.17
Progress toward a socicty where ideas are more important than

money 0.71 =03
Trying to make our cities and countryside more beautiful 0.61 0.11
Seeing that the people have more say in how things get decided

at work and in their communities 0.61 —0.01
Protecting freedom of speech 0.61 0.27
Giving the people more say in important government decisions 0.60 0.06
Fighting rising prices 0.35 0.47
Maintain a stable economy 0.43 0.54
The fight against crime 0.32 0.65
Maintaining order in the nation 0.29 0.72
Maintaining a high rate of economic growth —0.07 0.67
Making sure that this country has strong defense forces ={0,23 0.62
Correlations
Gender® 0.21* -0.05
Age? 0.07* 0.23*
Education =0.09* =0.20*
Ocecupational Class =0.16* 0.00
Party? ~0.22* 0.16*
Variance explained 27% 20%
N 1583

1. Principal Component Analysis, Rotation = Varimax.

2. A positive correlation on gender means high female values.

3. Ape = 15-T5.

4. Party is dichotomized between socialist and nonsocialist parties.
* Significant at the 0.01 level.

Taken at face value, it would seem that roughly 15 percent of the Swedish
population between eighteen and eighty years of age may be considered
postmaterialists, whereas 25 percent may be considered materialists. About
60 percent belong to a mixed group. There is a high proportion of post-
materialists among younger people, among people with a high level of
education and among females. Communist voters tend to put higher priority
on postmaterialist values than people who vote for other parties.

In a comparative perspective, these results fit rather nicely into an overall
pattern for Western European countries (cf. Inglehart 1984, 1985; Dalton
1981; Lafferty & Knutsen 1985).

The results may be problematized a bit further, however. As already
noted, the ranking approach employed restricts the possible ways of orient-
ing oneself to the different goals or values. The alternative approach, while
still using the Inglehart value items, is to let respondents rate the items
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Table 3. The Postmaterialist/Materialist Value Items. Swedish National Study 1986 (Percent!
and Product Moment Correlations).

Age

15-19  20-20 30-3% 4049 50-59 60-75 r

Maintaining a high rate of

economic growth 19 19 17 26 35 43 0.14*
Making sure that this country
has strong military forces 16 10 6 13 20 27 0.15*

Seeing that the people have

more say in how things get

decided at work and in their

communities 27 30 26 32 36 33 =(.03
Trying to make our cities and

countryside more beautiful 48 56 52 52 58 62 0.03
Maintaining order in the

nation 48 52 50 63 75 a2 0.20*
Giving the people more say in

important government

decisions 29 26 30 34 39 42 0.08*
Fighting rising prices 37 49 50 6l 68 74 0.19*
Protecting freedom of speech 63 Gl 65 6 11 60 0.03
Maintain a stable cconomy 47 57 52 65 65 75 o.11°

Progress toward a less

impersonal, more humane

society 46 55 61 68 74 74 0.16"
The fight against crime 65 69 66 77 86 92 017"
Progress toward a society

where ideas are more

important than money 42 44 42 49 53 54 0.08*

N 161 277 246 277 217 325 1,503

1. Percentage of respondents considering each goal (on a seven point scale) to be ‘very
important’.
* Significant at the 0,01 level,

separately. This has been carried out in another national Swedish survey.
On a seven point scale, respondents rated those twelve value items normally
included in the Inglehart value battery. Through exploratory factor analysis,
two factors were found in the responses (cf. Table 2).°

The first factor, the clearest pattern in responses and ‘explaining’ 27
percent of the total variance, may be interpreted as a postmaterialist factor.
The six postmaterialist items load higher on this factor than the materialist
items, although all items tend to fall in one straight line. (There is no natural
cut-off point between any item.) The second factor may be interpreted as
a materialist factor. All six materialist items show substantially higher
loadings on this factor than is shown by the postmaterialist items. The
postmaterialist factor correlates the highest with choice of party (socialist)
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and with gender ( female), whereas the materialist factor shows the highest
correlations with age (older people) and education (lower levels of
education).

The background variable with the greatest importance for a hypothesis
of value change is age. Value change, if it occurs, should do so between
different age cohorts. We do not have time series data available here, which
of course is a restriction. But if we disentangle Inglehart’s original, separate
items from the underlying factors, and look at their relationship to age, we
find a rather interesting pattern (cf. Table 3).

The results in Table 3 seem to imply that it is not the case that younger
people are more postmaterialistic than older people; rather, it is the case
that younger people are less interested in all of the goals. Nine out of twelve
items are significantly — and positively — correlated with age. The table
shows us what is not important for young people rather than what is
important. All items concern societal goals ten years ahead. Such goals, as
hypothesized, may not be perceived to be immediately relevant by new
generations growing up.

Table 4. The Rokeach Value Survey. Swedish National Study 1986 (Percent! and Product
Moment Correlations).

Age

15-19 2029 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-75 r

A comfortable life 68 73 54 56 1Y 47 -0.21*
Family security T3 75 80 80 70 5 =004
Freedom 83 82 77 70 76 77 —0.06
Salvation 8 6 8 6 fi 12 0.22*
Inner harmony 41 45 49 51 57 36 0.10*
Equality 47 39 38 kY] 37 43 -0.01
Wisdom 41 45 38 47 45 56 0.06
Love 78 83 76 74 G 58 —-0.22*
Happiness El 79 66 65 56 a9 -0.21*
Pleasure 58 70 48 42 34 27 -0.35*
True fricndship 82 88 77 76 74 72 —0.14*
Self-respect 40 50 51 54 55 54 0.05
A sense of accomplishment 40 35 32 31 30 31 =0.09*
Social recognition 14 16 16 19 20 25 0.07*
An exciting life 46 32 17 16 13 13 -0.30*
A world of beauty 35 52 44 39 46 50 -{1.04
Mational security 66 03 62 73 77 81 0.14*
A world at peace 90 89 90 42 93 93 0.04
N 167 282 248 280 221 330 1,528

1. Percentage of respondents considering each poal {on a five point scale) to ‘very
important’.
* Significant at the 0.01 level.
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What values are relevant for young people, then? True, one could argue
that Table 3 only shows that in surveys young people tend to find everything
less relevant than older people, in a sense an effect of the questionnaire.
This is not the case, however. In the same survey, we included the multi-
dimensional set of values compiled by Milton Rokeach (1973, 1979). The
relationship between age and these values is presented in Table 4.

Table 4 quite clearly shows that young people do consider some values
to be more important than do old people. This is true especially for
the values ‘pleasure’, ‘an exciting life’, ‘a comfortable life’, ‘love” and
‘happiness’. It seems as if the Rokeach value set, including individual
values, captures young people’s values better than the Inglehart value
battery.

Postmaterialist or Nonmaterialist Values?

The reconstruction of the materialist/postmaterialist value concep-
tualization presented here is by no means unique. Earlier in this article, a
mention was made of the reconstruction carried out by Flanagan (1982,
1987). Comparing these two reconstructions, they both, taking as their point
of departure the materialist/postmaterialist value orientations, dissolve
the original dimension into two dimensions. Flanagan reconstructs the
materialist/postmaterialist dimension as one materialist/non-materialist
dimension and one libertarian/authoritarian dimension, whereas my two
dimensions, for lack of better terms, may be denoted materialist/non-
materialist and postmaterialist/non-postmaterialist dimensions. Are these
reconstructions antagonistic?

There seems to be agreement on the point that people may emphasize
both materialist and postmaterialist values. Flanagan reaches this point by
restricting materialist values to economic matters, and arguing that these
matters are independent of one’s position on a libertarian/authoritarian
scale. Libertarian and authoritarian values, on the other hand, make up a
‘pure’ dimension. In my discussion, I have emphasized the possible articu-
lation of different — in the eyes of the researcher maybe even contradictory —
values, trying to keep the value conceptualizations as ‘open’ as possible.
There may be reasons to be suspicious of pre-determined, ‘pure’
dimensions. On the other hand, such a theorizing should not be dogmatic.

Here the matter will have to rest with this. The data used are in themselves
not particularly suited to Flanagan's hypothesis, and even though this
matter cannot be solved at the empirical level, appropriate data can at
least, when theoretically justified, be used to strengthen one’s argument.
This possibility does not exist here. (The factor analyses carried out would
seem to suggest one materialist and one postmaterialist factor rather than
Flanagan’s materialist, libertarian and authoritarian factors. This is due
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more to the shortcomings of the items for the construction of Flanagan’s
dimensions than to anything else, however.) Suffice it to say for now that
the possibility remains for a more penetrating comparison.

Conclusions

In this article, I have placed the postmaterialist/materialist value battery
in a Swedish context. Empirically, it may initially be argued that this
replication of earlier studies conducted in other West European countries
demonstrates the merits of the question battery — and the strength of the
hypothesis. ‘Reading’ the matter more closely, things seem a bit more
complicated.

When discussing the postmaterialist hypothesis, the question of gen-
erational change is of primary importance. Objective societal changing
conditions, such as an overall rise in levels of education and safer environ-
ments, will, according to the hypothesis, automatically lead young people
towards one specific value orientation. The value transformation may
temporarily be delayed, but in the long run the process cannot be stopped.

One problem with such a statement is that it leans towards a both
ahistorical and deterministic portrayal of youth. Objective societal con-
ditions impose meaning on young people. These conditions must, however,
be seen only as parts of a framework, inside which young people make
sense of their reality — in a way that is not pre-determined. Other, his-
torically specific, factors of importance, altering the meaning of these
objective conditions, must also be taken into account.

Following this, the results in this article, more than anything else, seem
to imply that, instead of treading the rather straight postmaterialist path,
young people seem to move in a multitude of different, personal directions.
This movement may be regarded as a characteristic of what I prefer to call
‘postmodern structures of feelings’; feelings too diverse to be contained
inside a materialist/postmaterialist value construction (Reimer, forth-
coming).

Looking ahead, it seems that a further analysis into the questions raised
here must take into account the plurality and ambiguity of — especially
young — people’s value orientations. It has to analyze how objective con-
ditions are incorporated as mental structures, and then acted out, almost
paradoxically, as something both unique and shared.

What may we then finally hope to find? Perhaps that the blank generation
may turn out to be not so blank after all. In this age of ambiguity, it seems
only logical to realize that punk poet Richard Hell, when coining the phrase
the ‘blank generation’, never intended it to mean confused, dispirited, etc.

He meant *blank’, as in ‘Fill in whatever you want. It is your generation.
You decide’.
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NOTES

. Parts of this paper were originally presented in the Politics and Culture workshops at
the ECPR Conference in Amsterdam 1987,
2. The introduction of the concept of ‘the diminishing marginal utility of economic

determinism” in 1987 (Inglehart 1987, 1289) may, however, as Flanagan (1987) argues,
represent a significant shift in theoretical positioning.

3 Although the empirical material used in this article only covers Sweden, the discussion
of the ‘crisis’ generation concerns, in principle, all Western societies.
4, The portrayal of young people as narcissistic 15 not intended as a necessarily negative

portraval. Ziche's use of the concept is far removed from the use in the American
tradition associated with Christopher Lasch.

5. Personal interviews and simple random sampling. Response rate 78 percent (Holmberg
et al. 1988).
6. The survey was conducted as part of the ‘Internalized Culture” program (Rosengren

1985, 1986; Reimer 1988; Reimer & Rosengren forthcoming; Rosengren & Reimer
forthcoming). Mail questionnaires and simple random sampling were used. Response
rate 68 percent (Holmberg & Weibull 1987).
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rate 68 percent (Holmberg & Weibull 1987).

REFERENCES

Bjurstrém, E. 1984. ‘Ungdomen och alternativen’, in Friberg, M. & Galtung, 1., eds.,
Rirelserna. Stockholm: Akademilitteratur.

Boltken, F. & Jagodszinski F. 1983, ‘In an Environment of Insecurity: Postmaterialism in the
European Community, 1970 to 1980°, Comparative Political Studies 17, 453484,

Cattell, K. B. 1944, 'Psychological Measurement: Normative, Ipsative, Interactive’, Fsy-
chological Review 52, 292-303,

Dalton, R. 1. 1981. *The Persistence of Values and Life Cycle Changes’, Pelitischie Psychologie
Sonderheft 12 of Politische Vierteljahresschrift 22.

Deth, J. v. 1983, *The Persistence of Materialist and Post-Materialist Value Orientations’,
European Journal of Political Research 11, 63-79,

Eijk, C. v. d. & Niemdller, K. 1987. ‘Electoral Alignments in the Netherlands®, Electoral
Studies 6, 17=30,

Featherstone, M. 1987, ‘Lifestyle and Consumer Culture’, Theory, Culture, and Sociery 4,
55-70.

Flanagan, 5. C. 1982. ‘Changing Values in Advanced Industrial Society’, Comparative Political
Studies 14, 403-444,

Flanagan, 5. C. 1987. ‘Controversy: Value Change in Industrial Socicties’, American Political
Science Review 81, 13031319,

Harding, S.. Philips, D. with Fogarty, M. 1986. Contrasting Values in Western Europe.
London: Macmillan.

Hicks, L. E. 1970, *Some Propertics of Ipsative, Normative, and Forced-Choice Mormative
Measures', Psvchological Bufletin 74, 167-184.

Holmberg, 5., Gilljam, M. & Oskarsson, M. 1988, Valundersékning 1985, Teknisk rapport.
Stockholm: Statistiska centralbyrin.

Holmberg, 5. & Weibull, L. 1987. SOM-undersékningen 1986, Genomforande. Deltagare.
Hupudreswlar. Goteborg: Statsvetenskapliga institutionen & Avdelningen {6r mass-
kommunikation, Gdteborgs universitet.

Inglehart, R. 1977. The Sifent Revolution: Changing Values and Political Styles among Western
Publics. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Inglehart, R, 1982, *Changing Values in Japan and the West', Comparative Political Studies
14, 445479,

Inglehart, R. 1984, *The Changing Structure of Political Cleavages in Western Society’, in
Dalton, R. 1., Flanagan, 5. C. & Beck, P. A., eds., Elecroral Change in Advanced Industrial
Democracies: Realigpnment or Dealignment? Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Inglehart, R. 1985, ‘New Perspectives on Value Change: Response to Lafferty and Knutsen,
Savage and Boltken and Jagodszinski', Comparative Political Studies 17, 485-532.

358



Inglehart, K. 1987, ‘Controversy: Value Change in Industrial Societics’, American Politcal
Science Review 81, 1289-1303.

Knapp, R. R. 1964. ‘An Empirical Investigation on the Concurrent and Observational Validity
of an Ipsative Versus a Normative Measure of Six [nterpersonal Values®, Educational and
Psychological Measurement 24, 65-T3,

Knutsen, O. 1981, Verdier i samfunnsvitenskapene — En kritisk gjennomgang av sentrale
tearier, milemetoder og empriske funn (1), Arbeidsnotat nr 3. til prosjektet “Demokrati i
MNorge: Deltakelse og grunnverdier’. Institutt for statsvitenskap, Universitetet i Oslo,
Morge.

Knutsen, O, 1983, ‘Post-materialisme, middelklassen og elitegrupper i Norge', Tidsskrifi fdr
samfunnsforskning 24, 123-154.

Lafferty, W. & Knutsen, O. 1985, ‘Postmaterialism in a Social Democratic State: An Analysis
of the Distinctness and Congruity of the Inglehart Value Syndrome in Norway®, Comparative
Political Studies 17, 411-430,

Marsh, A. 1975. *The Silent Revolution, Value Priorities and the Quality of Life in Britain®,
American Political Science Review 69, 21=30,

Reimer, B, 1985, Values and the Choice of Measurement Technigue: The Rating and Ranking
of Postmaterialism. Working Paper no. 8, Unit of Mass Communication, University of
Gothenburg, Sweden.

Reimer, B. forthcoming. ‘Postmodern Structures of Feeling. Values and Life Styles in the
Postmodern Age’, in Gibbins, J. R., ed., Contemporary Political Culture. London: Sage.

Reimer, B. & Rosengren, K. E. forthcoming, *Cultivated Viewers and Readers’, in Signorielli.
N. & Morgan, M. eds., Advances in Cultivation Analysis. Beverly Hills: Sage.

Rokeach, M. 1973, The Nature of Human Values. New York: The Free Press.

Rokeach, M. ed., 1979, Understanding Human Values. New York: The Free Press.

Rosengren, K. E. 1983, *Culture, Media and Society’, Massa Communicatie 13, 126-142,

Rosengren, K. E. 1986, ‘Media Linkages Between Culture and Other Societal Systems’, in
MeLaughlin, M. L., ed., Communication Yearbook 9. Beverly Hills: Sage.

Rosengren, K. E. & Reimer, B. forthcoming. "The Cultivation of Values By Media’, in
Thomas, §.. ed., Cufture and Communication, Vol. IV. Norwood: Ablex.

Savage, J. 1985. ‘Postmaterialism of the Left and Right: Political Conflict in Postindustrial
Society’, Comparative Political Studies 17, 431-451.

Ziche, T, 1986, ‘Infér avmystifieringen av virlden. Ungdom och kulturell modernisering’,
Lofgren, M. & Molander, A., eds., Pastmoderna tider. Stockholm: Nordstedts.

Ziehe, T. & Stubenrauch, H. 1982, Plidoyver fiir wngewdhnfiches Lernen. Ideen zur
Jugendsituation. Reinbek bei Hamburg: Rowohlt.



