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Introduction

Human beings are thought to have different levels of needs starting from the
most basic level, survival, to the highest level, self-actualization. Maslow
elaborated this idea in his hierarchy of needs (Maslow 1943; Belk 1985).
Although Maslow’s theory was originally developed to explain human
development at an individual level, U.S. political scientist, Ronald Inglehart,
applied this idea to societies and examined the relationship between
socioeconomic developments of societies and their cultural values. According
to Inglehart’s developmental stage theory, people living in countries that have
achieved economic development are likely to pursue post-materialistic values
that emphasize self-expression, subjective well-being, and quality of life in
contrast to materialistic values that regard economic and physical security as
the highest value (Inglehart 2005).

Inglehart’s theory seems to work for many countries with different levels
of socioeconomic status, but there are still significant variations in terms of
post-materialism, even among relatively affluent countries. For example,
South Korea’s economic level ranked 12™ in 2005 and 14" in 2013 by GDP
(Gross Domestic Product) standards (World Bank 2014), but its level of post-
materialism is lower than the world average. According to the 2005 World
Values Survey, South Korea’s post-materialism rate (i.e., the percentage of
post-materialists in the population) was 3.9%, which was 10~15% points
lower than advanced countries of the West, and 5% points lower than all
countries participating in the WVS. What is more disappointing is that since
the first survey in 1981, South Korea had witnessed a steadily increasing rate
of post-materialists until 1990, at which point it began to lose its momentum
(Park and Kang 2012).

South Korea is not the only country that does not fit the supposedly
linear relationship between economic development and post-materialism;
some wealthy countries score lower in post-materialism than less affluent
ones. For example, the United States reported 38,175 USD GDP per capita in
2002, which was higher than Northwestern countries such as Sweden (28,119
USD), Denmark (32,344 USD), and the Netherlands (27,111 USD), but the
US post-materialism rate was lower than that of these countries (Inglehart
and Welzel 2005).

The above observations lead us to suspect that economic development
alone is not a sufficient condition of post-materialism, and there are other
important factors that facilitate or hinder the growth of post-materialism. We
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propose that security is one of the important determining factors of post-
materialism. If we review Maslow’s theory of hierarchy of needs again, we can
see that security is the next human need after all physiological needs are
fulfilled. If economic development provides a materialistic base of human
livelihood, then security of safety, health, employment, and family provide
social and psychological foundations of human existence. Thus, we postulate
that only when a society provides security at both societal and individual
levels can people realistically think of and actually pursue post-materialistic
values. If social security is guaranteed by social welfare, and individual
security is determined by the actual experience and perceived feeling of
insecurity, then we can expect that, in addition to economic development,
high levels of social welfare and individual security will encourage people to
go beyond materialistic values and seek post-materialistic ones. For this
reason, this study tries to analyze the effects of welfare characteristics (welfare
regime and welfare level) of countries and individual security (actual
experiences of insecurity and perceived feelings of insecurity) on an
individual’s reported level of post-materialism.

We also attempt to contribute to the study of post-materialism by
including East Asian countries for analysis. East Asian countries have not
received enough attention by researchers unlike Western countries have most
often been the focal point of research. Since several East Asian countries have
achieved similar economic developments to Western countries, it is
interesting and worthwhile to observe if the former follows the model of the
latter in terms of post-materialism.

Post-materialism warrants a serious sociological analysis because it
reveals the priority values of members of a society, which in turn affects their
behaviors, relationships with significant others, and ultimately, quality of life.
The number and proportion of post-materialists in a society can influence
public opinion and policy making, and, in the long run, determine the
characteristics and quality of a society (Han 2004).

This study is distinguished from previous research by examining both
individual and national-level variables that affect post-materialistic values.
Previous research on post-materialism tends to focus on individual
characteristics. If we consider that individual life is shaped by national
characteristics, it becomes clear that we need to examine both individual and
national characteristics relevant to post-materialism.

This study has a special aim of finding answers to the questions of why
South Korea demonstrates such low post-materialism and how we can raise
its level to match its economic development. As we pointed out earlier, South
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Korea ranks lower than the world average in post-materialism despite its high
level of economic growth. This situation is akin to cultural lag and should be
overcome if South Korea intends to develop into a more mature society (E.H.
Kim 2002).

Review of Preceding Studies

Determining factors of post-materialistic values

Values that people respect and adhere to are important barometers of quality
of society, equally as important as other quantitative indicators of social
development, like gross national income. We can say that a society is still at
an immature level in a qualitative sense if its members retain materialistic
values even after the society achieves a high level of economic development.
It is a popular opinion that we need to consider both economic and non-
economic aspects of society if we want to measure accurately its quality. For
that reason, research on this topic has developed a concept of quality of
society that encompasses both objective conditions of life and subjective
perceptions of people (Jung and Ahn 2011).

Then, how are post-materialistic values formed? Inglehart introduced
two hypotheses to answer this question: the ‘scarcity hypothesis’ and
‘socialization hypothesis” The scarcity hypothesis postulates that when
material needs like hunger and physical security are satisfied by economic
development, people are likely to pursue post-materialistic goals like
belonging, self-esteem, and aesthetic and intellectual satisfaction. The
socialization hypothesis posits that people’s basic values are largely fixed
when they reach adulthood, and change relatively little thereafter (Rokeach
1968). Thus, cohorts who have experienced economic scarcity during their
adolescent years are likely to place high value on meeting economic needs as
they reach adulthood. On the other hand, cohorts who have achieved and
been able to sustain high material affluence can shift to non-economic values
like individual improvement and personal freedom. The two hypotheses are
slightly different in their focus, but they equally highlight the importance of
objective economic conditions as the basis of post-materialism.

Aside from economic conditions, other demographic and social factors
have also been found to have significant impacts on the formation of post-
materialistic values. They include age (La Ferle and Chan 2008), gender
(Yang 2006), and level of education (Wu 2011). National and social
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characteristics are also known to play important roles in determining the
level of post-materialism, not just individual characteristics. In this regard,
Inglehart and Welzel (2005) said that the nationality of people becomes an
important predictor of their values, and ‘the overall sense of security within
the social context’ is a clue to explain variations in post-materialism among
nations. They further developed this idea by stating that welfare
characteristics of a particular nation determine a sense of security of its
people, and security in turn affects the formation of post-materialistic values
(Inglehart and Welzel 2005). Thus, economic growth itself does not solve the
survival needs of people; the degree to which and how survival and security
needs are met socially are more decisive factors of post-materialism.

Previous research has discussed only at theoretical levels the relationship
between welfare characteristics of a nation-state and psychological states of
individual members, but empirical research has not been conducted to
determine this relationship. This research aims to make a contribution to the
study of post-materialism by proving empirically the relationship only
theoretically discussed in existing literature.

Welfare and post-materialistic values

The welfare of a society is known to affect people’s pursuit of post-
materialistic values by protecting and guaranteeing their lives from various
risks such as “aging, diseases, unemployment, disasters, and poverty” (Jeon
2013). Welfare can be understood as social solidarity that constructs the base
of happiness and well-being of members of a society (Jung and Joo 2013).
Each society has different characteristics of welfare and they result in
differences in the quality of life of its members. Previous research has
analyzed various components of welfare and determined welfare regime,
welfare system, welfare policy, and welfare level as key components of welfare
(Nam 2002; Moon 2008; Cantillon 2009; Gho 2011; M. S. Kim 2011; Kim and
Seo 2014). In this study, we focus on welfare regime and welfare level, which
are known to reveal most clearly the characteristics of a welfare state. Welfare
regime and welfare level are closely related because each agent of welfare
service (state, market, and family) has different weight or importance in each
welfare regime, and this in turn results in different welfare levels (Lee and Ku
2007). However, welfare regime and welfare level show different aspects of
welfare in the sense that welfare regime points to goals and overall
orientation of a state towards welfare, while welfare level measures the degree
to which welfare is guaranteed by a state. We think we can have a more
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comprehensive view of welfare when we consider both dimensions.

More specifically, welfare regime is defined as “the way in which welfare
provisions are distributed among the state, market, and family” (Ryu 2002).
The proportions of welfare provisions among the three agents determine
characteristics of welfare states, and welfare regime is the typology of such
characteristics. Esping-Andersen (1990; 1999) proposed three types of
welfare regimes: social democratic, conservative, and liberal on the basis of
‘level of decommodification, ‘types of stratification, ‘relative importance
between the country and market, and ‘level of defamilialization.” Here,
‘decommodification’ refers to the degree to which a person can preserve his
or her livelihood without working. Welfare stratification means the level that
each country’s welfare characteristics impact social stratification. Reliance on
market indicates the relative importance of the market on welfare provision
compared to that of the state (Aspalter 2006; Lee and Ku 2007).

Types of welfare regime determine who is responsible for providing
resources for social security. If individuals and the market were the main
caretakers, people would be more vulnerable to various risks and feel more
insecure about their lives than if they were able to depend on the country for
additional protection. In a similar fashion, the level of welfare is related with
the level of social security. Previous studies have pointed out that the overall
level of welfare is the highest in social democratic regimes and the lowest in
liberal regimes, while conservative and East Asian welfare regimes are in
between the two (Aspalter 2006; Lee and Ku 2007). For example, according to
Lee and Ku (2007), social democratic welfare states provide the most
universalistic welfare, followed by the conservative welfare regime, the East
Asian welfare regime, and the liberal welfare regime, in that order.

Previous studies on welfare regime have focused mainly on its
categorization, often overlooking Asian countries in their analysis. Among
East Asian countries, Esping-Anderson includes only Japan in his
categorization of welfare regimes, defining its welfare regime as “a hybrid
model containing both conservative and liberal characteristics” (Y. M. Kim
2011). Since then, East Asian countries began to receive scholarly attention
and much of the discussion on their welfare characteristics “highlighted their
exceptionality” rather than fitting them into existing welfare regime
categories. (Y. M. Kim 2011)

There are three possible ways of dealing with the exceptionality of East
Asian welfare: treating it as a hybrid type (Esping-Andersen 1999),
categorizing it as a separate welfare system (Y. M. Kim 2004; Jung 2007), or,
lastly, describing it as an immature system compared to that of Western states
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(Y. M. Kim 2004). Each way highlights different aspects of East Asian welfare,
but there is a consensus that the East Asian welfare regime needs to be treated
separately from Western types. Similarly, Na (2010) claims that origin,
characteristics, and contents of East Asian regime are particularly different
from those of Western types. However, there is a different diagnosis that
points to the trend that suggests welfare provisions by family and the market
have weakened while the responsibility of a state has strengthened in East
Asian nations. If this trend continues, the proposition of “exceptionality of
East Asian welfare regime” would lose its ground in the future (Y. M. Kim
2011). Although the current trend in East Asian nations seems to move
towards convergence with Western types, we think the existing differences
between the East Asian type and Western types are still significant, so we
include East Asian type as a separate type in addition to the three standard
welfare regimes. Also, as we will later demonstrate, the level of post-
materialism in the East Asian type is different from other welfare regimes and
therefore is worth categorizing as a separate type.

We highlight the main characteristics of Esping-Andersen’s classified
welfare regimes <Table 1> with respect to ‘decommodification, ‘welfare
stratification, and ‘reliance on market. Because Esping-Andersen’s
classification has been criticized for not including the new Southern EU
members of the 1980s and East Asian nations (Ebbinghaus 2012), we adopted
the complementary classification suggested by Aspalter (2006) and Lee and

TABLE 1
Four TYPES OF WELFARE REGIME
Social . Conservative Liberal East Asian
democratic . . .
. regime regime regime
regime
high

Decommodification maximum minimum minimum

(for breadwinner)

Welfare stratification minimum  maximum low/dualism medium
. .. . . medium/

Reliance on Market minimum  medium maximum ..
minimum

Japan, South
US, Canada, Korea, Hong
Australia, Kong,
New Zealand Singapore,
Taiwan

Sweden, Germany, France,

Examples Norway Spain

NotEe.—The above findings were cited from Aspalter (2006) and Lee and Ku (2007).
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Ku (2007).

The level of welfare can be defined broadly as “the general level of social
security” within a society, including all three main sectors: state, market, and
family. Or it can also be defined more narrowly as “the overall level of
assurance” by the country rather than by the market and family. In our study,
we employ the second narrow definition, which is often measured as the level
of public social expenditure among OECD countries (Cantillon 2009; Gho
2011).

Both welfare regime and level of welfare are known to contribute to
social security by reducing odds of experiencing insecurity and feeling a
sense of insecurity about life. Here, the concept of insecurity is opposite to
the concept of security, and is defined by Western et al. (Western et al. 2012)
as the risk of economic loss as a result of experiencing unpredictable events in
social life among laborers and the family. For this study, we make a working
definition of insecurity as the state of being unsure of protection from social
and economic risks or threats. Previous studies have affirmed the positive
role of welfare on experiences of insecurity and senses of insecurity (Scruggs
and Allan 2006; Karim, Fikemo and Bambra 2010; Whelan and Maitre 2010;
Hurrelmann, Rathmann, and Richter 2011) by demonstrating that the higher
the levels of welfare, the lower the tendency to experience insecurity (Gough
and Thomas 1994; Smith 1996; Cantillon, Marx, and Van den Bosch 2003).
Also, in places where a high level of welfare effectively guarantees people’s
basic needs or “assures an individual’s safety in social life,;” members of that
society might feel an increased “sense of security from social and economic
threats” (Lee 2000).

Actually, experiences of insecurity are an underlying factor in Maslow’s
theory of hierarchy of needs and Inglehart’s theory of post-materialism.
Previous studies have also discussed how insecure experiences affect people’s
psychology. For instance, scarcity situations in which basic needs such as
food, clothing, housing, and medicine are not met have been proven to
provoke depressive states. In addition to demographic characteristics of
individuals such as age and life course, the welfare regime of a society is
known to work as a socioeconomic context where individuals experience and
feel insecurity and thus significantly affects their sense of insecurity
(Mirowsky and Ross 2001; Levecque et al. 2011). Van den Broek (1999)
mentioned that prolonged severe economic difficulties influence people’s
political orientations. Also, Inglehart argued that the probability of accepting
post-materialistic values diminishes when experiencing economic troubles
(Cameron 2013). We can thus infer that experiencing socially or
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economically-insecure states will affect individuals’ senses of insecurity and
in turn their post-materialistic values. Also, we can expect that members of
societies with different welfare regimes will have different levels of post-
materialism because the ways societies handle insecurity differ among
themselves.

Research Hypotheses
Based on the results of preceding studies, we propose the following hypotheses.

Relation between welfare and post-materialism

H1: Post-materialism is more likely to be pursued in countries with higher
levels of welfare.

H2: Post-materialism is less likely to be pursued in the liberal welfare regime
than in the East Asian welfare regime.

H3: Post-materialism is more likely to be pursued in the conservative welfare
regime than in the East Asian welfare regime.

H4: Post-materialism is more likely to be pursued in the social democratic
welfare regime than in the East Asian welfare regime.

Relations between welfare and post-materialism via insecurity

HS5: The level of welfare affects post-materialism via experiences of insecurity
as a mediator variable.

H6: The level of welfare affects post-materialism via a sense of insecurity as a
mediator variable.

H?7: Welfare regime affects post-materialism via experiences of insecurity as a
mediator variable.

H8: Welfare regime affects post-materialism via a sense of insecurity as a
mediator variable.

Research Methods

Data and samples

This study analyzes the 2010-2014 sixth wave data of the World Values
Survey (WVS). The WVS has been carried out approximately every 5 years
since 1981 under the lead of Ronald Inglehart and other scholars. When
conducting the sixth survey, data were collected on 85,000 adults over 18
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years old from 57 countries around the world. Although the survey collected
data on sociocultural values of people worldwide, European countries were
not included in the survey because it has its own survey, the European Values
Study (EVS).

The subjects of this study were respondents from 10 countries with a
GDP per capita over 15,000 US dollars in 2009. The 10 countries are Korea
(N=1,046), Japan (N=1,218), Singapore (N=1,768), United States (N=2,025),
Australia (N=941), New Zealand (N=381), Germany (N=1,376), Spain
(N=898), Sweden (N=704), and the Netherlands (N=732). A total of 11,089
respondents were chosen for analysis after observations with missing values
were excluded. The WVS collected information on various values, including
post-materialistic ones. Since the main interest of this study is in post-
materialistic values, they have been verified by approved systematic questions
used in former studies. Moreover, these data are suitable for this study since
they include various demographic and socioeconomic factors that can be
related to post-materialistic values.

Meanwhile, in order to measure national-level variables, we used data
collected by international and national organizations. As for the independent
variable, a ratio of total public social expenditure to GDP was calculated
using data provided by the OECD for the year 2009.! As for the control
variables, GDP per capita and inflation rates were collected from data
provided by IMF (International Monetary Fund) for the year 2009. Data for
Gini’s coefficient, which measures the level of inequality, were obtained from
the CIA (Central Intelligence Agency) for the late 2000s.2

Variables

The dependent variable of this study is post-materialism. Inglehart’s 12
questions that have been widely used in sociology and political science
studies were used to measure the DV. The questions ask about desirable goals
that represent materialism and post-materialism, using a 6-point scale, where
higher points indicate stronger post-materialism.

The independent variables are welfare regime and level of welfare.
Welfare regime complies with Esping-Andersen’s classification of welfare
state regime (Yeo and Kim 2006), except that the East Asian regime was

! We used ILO (International Labour Organization) data for 2010 in the case of Singapore
because it was missing in the 2009 OECD data.

> We used data for 1997 in the case of New Zealand because the late 2000s dataset does not have
information for New Zealand.
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added as a separate category in this study. Among the 10 subject countries,
United States, Australia, and New Zealand are categorized as the liberal
welfare regimes, Germany and Spain as the conservative welfare regimes,
Sweden and the Netherlands as the social democratic welfare regimes, and
Korea, Japan, and Singapore as the East Asian welfare regimes. In this study,
the East Asian welfare regime is our base category and each liberal,
conservative, and social democratic welfare regime is measured as a dummy
variable to determine its independent effect on the dependent variable. As
mentioned earlier, the level of welfare is measured by calculating a ratio of
total public social expenditure to GDP.

The variable named “insecurity” is regarded in this study as a mediator
variable between welfare and post-materialistic value and has two
subcategories: ‘experience of insecurity’ and ‘sense of insecurity. As for the
‘experience of insecurity; higher points indicate greater difficulties in meeting
the basic needs of life. Specific questions referring to the level of insecurity
and unstable experiences based on financial trouble® were asked to the
respondents: how frequently they and their family experienced ‘limited food
supply” (food insecurity), had ‘little access to medical treatment’ (medical
insecurity), or had ‘no cash income’ (income insecurity) within the past 12
months. In the structural equation model, we used these three questions as
the measuring variables and ‘experience of insecurity’ as the single latent
variable. Similarly, the ‘sense of insecurity’ is also a single latent variable,
which has two types of questions as measuring variables. To represent the
‘sense of insecurity; the levels to which they worry about ‘losing their job or
unable to find a job’ and ‘having difficulty to provide a good education to
their children’ were measured.*

The control variables of this study include both individual-level and
national-level variables. Individual-level variables consist of such socio-
demographic variables as sex, level of education, marital status, age cohort,
and economic variables such as work field, employment status, and level of
income (self-assessed family income level). National-level variables are GDP

> These questions are named as ‘economic hardship’ in previous researches in terms of
representing the level of experience suffering from economic difficulties (Mirowsky and Ross 1999).
However, in order to intuitively show the level of struggle by experiencing insecurity, this study
re-named it as ‘experience of insecurity’

* Insecurity experiences related with food, medical treatment, and income have been identified as
the core areas of insecurity experiences in social science research (Dekker and Schaufeli 1995;
Burgoon and Dekker 2010; Fusarelli 2011; Kim and Lee 2012; Western et al. 2012). Also, ‘work” and
‘children’ are subjects that are directly linked to adults’ lives, thus they are proper fields that can show
the sense of insecurity (Han and Yoon 2000; Park 2013).
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per capita and inflation rate (as the indicators of a country’s economic
situation), as well as Gini’s coefficient (the indicator of a country’s level of
inequality).

Method of Analysis

In order to test the hypotheses proposed above, we used four methods of
statistical analysis. Although the four methods produced overlapping results,
each method retains merit by testing the series of research hypotheses we
proposed earlier. First, a one-way ANOVA (analysis of variance) was
conducted to determine significant differences in post-materialism by welfare
regime and level of welfare. Second, an ANCOVA (analysis of covariance)
was employed to determine if the differences in post-materialism are due to
characteristics of welfare regime rather than the economic level of a country.
Third, multiple regression analyses were used to measure the independent
effects of welfare regime and level of welfare on post-materialism. This study
intends to confirm each of the effects of welfare regimes and levels of welfare
by controlling the control variables, at both individual and national levels. In
order to do so, the results of the analysis, before and after controlling for the
control variables, were compared, and models were created for each of the
welfare regimes and levels of welfare. The results of the diagnosis analysis of
the dependent variable confirmed that it does not violate the assumption of
normal distribution so that we used the original value of the dependent
variable in the regression analysis. We used the SPSS 18.0 program for the
above statistical analysis. Finally, a structural equation model was used to
determine structural relationships among welfare regime, level of welfare,
insecurity, and post-materialism. This method was especially suitable for this
study because we could observe the interaction effects between measuring
variables that constitute theoretical variables. Also, it is appropriate for this
study because some variables we try to measure are subjective in nature and a
structural equation could reduce the error of measurement by considering
the errors in the model when measuring subjective factors (Yoon 2000).
Especially in this study, it was important that a bootstrapping method was
used to verify the significance of the indirect effects through mediator
variables.” Also, we tried to separate the direct effects of welfare variables on

> The bootstrap estimation method is a way of “verifying the statistical significance of indirect
effects” (Bae 2014, p. 113). It is an effective method for testing indirect effects, although this “has
limits of providing only the results of the overall indirect effects” when testing the mediating effects
(Hwang et al. 2012).
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post-materialism from their indirect effects that affect post-materialism via
mediator variables. We used the AMOS 18.0 program for the structural
equation model.

Analysis Results

Difference in post-materialism by welfare regime and level of welfare

The mean value of post-materialism was 2.26. We can interpret that
materialism is stronger if the score is closer to 0, and post-materialism is
stronger if the score is closer to 5. Because the mean value is 2.26, which is
smaller than 2.5 (the mid-point of a 6 point scale), the respondents were
slightly more materialistic than post-materialistic in their values. When we
compared the level of post-materialism among nations, Sweden scored the
highest point at 2.831, while the United States scored the lowest at 1.949.6
When we compared the weighted mean value of post-materialism among
welfare regimes, the social democratic regime scored the highest point at
2.56, followed by the conservative regime (2.55), the East Asian regime
(2.11), and the liberal regime (1.99).

1) One-way ANOVA results

The first research question inquired if there are differences in post-
materialism among different welfare regimes and levels of welfare. The one-
way ANOVA results revealed significant group differences. A Scheffe post-
hoc test proved that the liberal welfare regime is quite different from the
other types of welfare regimes. The East Asian welfare regime also turned out
to be significantly different from the other types. Another interesting finding
is that the conservative and social democratic welfare regimes are not
different from each other in the level of post-materialism, while they are
different from the liberal and East Asian welfare regimes.

To test the group difference on the level of post-materialism by its level
of welfare, the 10 countries were grouped into three categories by assessing
the ratio size of the total public social expenditure to the GDP: high welfare
spending countries (Sweden, Germany, Spain), medium welfare spending

¢ The post-materialism score for each nation is as follows: the United States (1.949), Australia
(1.964), Japan (2.08), Singapore (2.116), South Korea (2.141), Spain (2.204), New Zealand (2.234),
the Netherlands (2.305), Germany (2.78), and Sweden (2.831).
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countries (the Netherlands, Japan, New Zealand, U.S), and low welfare
spending countries (Australia, Korea, Singapore). Then we conducted a one-
way ANOVA among the three groups and found that there are significant
group differences on the level of post-materialism. Also, a Scheffe post-hoc
test revealed that the countries in the high welfare spending group are quite
different from those in the medium and low welfare spending groups.
However, there are no significant differences between the medium and low
welfare spending groups.

2) ANCOVA results

We proposed that characteristics of welfare regime would have an
independent effect on post-materialism, net income level of individuals, and
economic level of one’s country. To test this hypothesis, an ANCOVA was
conducted to examine the group differences in the level of post-materialism
among different regimes after controlling for the income level of individuals
and the economic level of their countries. Results of the ANCOVA confirmed
our hypothesis by showing that the pursuit of post-materialistic values
differed significantly among welfare regimes even after we controlled for
income and GDP per capita variables. Among the control variables, the
subjective family income levels of individuals had a significant effect on post-
materialism whereas GDP per capita, an indicator of a country’s economic
level, turned out to be an insignificant variable.

As a final analysis, family income and GDP per capita variables were
included, as well as welfare regime and level of welfare variables; group
differences of post-materialism levels were examined. The interaction term of
welfare regime and level of welfare was also included in the analysis because
the two variables might have a synergy effect on post-materialism. In other
words, if a country has a liberal policy towards welfare and actually spends
more for welfare it may induce citizens to further seek out post-materialistic
values. Results confirmed that along with family income variables, both
welfare regimes and levels of welfare variables have significant effects. The
GDP per capita variable again turned out to be insignificant as was observed
in the previous table, and contrary to our expectation, the interaction term of
welfare regime and level of welfare was insignificant.
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TABLE 4
DIFFERENCES IN THE LEVEL OF POST-MATERIALISM BY WELFARE REGIME
Source Type Il sum of squares ~ df ~ Mean square F Sig.
Corrected model 659.744 5 131.949 101.349 .000
Intercept 1370.812 1 1370.812  1052.907 .000
Error 14429.305 11083 1.302
Total 69853.000 11089
Corrected total 15089.049 11088
Source Type IIl sum of squares ~ df =~ Mean square F Sig.
Income 7.682 1 7.682 5.901 .015
GDP per capita .750 1 .750 576 448
Welfare regime 658.201 3 219.400 168.519 .000

R Square=.044 (Adjusted R Square=.043)
Norte.—Income and GDP per capita are controlled.

TABLE 5
DIFFERENCES IN THE LEVEL OF POST-MATERIALISM BY THE LEVEL OF WELFARE
Source Type I Sum of df  Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Corrected Model 645.603 4 161.401 123.860 .000
Intercept 1699.306 1 1699.306 1304.059 .000
Error 14443.447 11084 1.303
Total 69853.000 11089
Corrected Total 15089.049 11088
Type 111 f
Source ype I1I Sum o df  Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
Income 6.598 1 6.598 5.063 .024
GDP per capita .283 1 283 217 .641
Welfare Level 644.059 2 322.029 247.128 .000

R Square=.043 (Adjusted R Square=.042)
NotEe.—Income and GDP per capita are controlled.
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TABLE 6
DIFFERENCES IN THE LEVEL OF POST-MATERIALISM BY WELFARE REGIME AND
WELFARE LEVEL
Source Type I1I sum of df Mean square F Sig.
squares
Corrected model 758.513 8 94.814 73.308 .000
Intercept 1107.697 1 1107.697 856.443 .000
Error 14330.536 11080 1.293
Total 69853.000 11089

Corrected total 15089.049 11088

Source Type Il sum of df Mean square F Sig.
squares
Income 4.833 1 4.833 3.737 .053
GDP per capita .687 1 .687 531 466
Welfare regime 112.848 3 37.616 29.084 .000
Level of welfare 97.884 2 48.942 37.841 .000
Welfare regime * 1.939 1 1.939 1.499 221
Welfare level

R Square=.050 (Adjusted R Square=.050)
Nott.—Income and GDP per capita are controlled.

Effects of welfare on post-materialism

1) Research model

The previous ANOVA and ANCOVA aimed at measuring the group
differences on the level of post-materialism. Now we try to determine
independent effects of the welfare regime and level of welfare, net of socio-
demographic characteristics of individuals and national economic
conditions. For this purpose, we conducted a multiple regression analysis and
used weighted values using the sample size against the population of a
country at the point of the 6™ WVS to avoid the problem of oversampling.”

7 The population size of each country was obtained from the World Bank. The population size
and the year of data collection are as follows: Australia 23,130,900 (in 2012), Germany 80,621,788
(in 2013), Japan 127,338,621 (in 2010), the Netherlands 16,804,224 (in 2012), New Zealand
4,470,800 (in 2011), Singapore 5,399,200 (in 2012), Korea 50,219,669 (in 2010), Spain 46,647,421 (in
2011), Sweden 9,592,552 (in 2011), the United States 316,128,839 (in 2011).
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To determine net effects of each of the control variables and
independent variables, we entered a series of regression models in sequence.
Model 1 includes only control variables at an individual level such as sex,
years of education, marital status, level of income, working field, supervising
position, and age cohort. Model 2 includes only control variables at a national
level such as GDP per capita, level of inequality, and inflation rate. Model 3
and Model 4 include only levels of welfare and welfare regime variables,
respectively, and Model 5 considers both the level of welfare and welfare
regime variables. Models 6 through 10 examine the effects of both control
and independent variables in different combinations. Model 6 considers both
the individual-level control variables and the level of welfare variable, and
Model 7 looks at both the national-level control variables and the level of
welfare variable. Models 8 and 9 add the individual-level and national-level
control variables, respectively, to the welfare regime variable. Finally, Model
10 considers all individual-levels and national-levels control variables, along
with the level of welfare and welfare regime variables.

2) Results of the regression analysis and hypothesis testing
<Table 7> shows the results of the multiple regression analyses with post-
materialism as the dependent variable. The R?* values of each model are
between .019 and .075, all of which were statistically significant at a=.001.
The individual-level control variables in Model 1 were shown to be
statistically significant except for the variables measuring the position of
supervisor and the age cohort of 25~34 years old. Also, as seen in Model 2,
the national-level control variables such as GDP per capita, level of inequality,
and inflation rate were all shown to be statistically significant. In Models 3
through 5, statistical significance of the independent variables were tested
without controlling for control variables. The level of the welfare variable in
Model 3 had a significant and positive effect on post-materialism. Also, the
welfare regime type had a significant effect but the direction of its effect
differed by the type of welfare regime. Compared to the East Asian regime,
the liberal welfare regime lowered the level of post-materialism (B=-.125),
while conservative and social democratic regimes increased the degree of
post-materialism (B=.455 for each type, respectively). When both the level of
welfare and welfare regime variables were included in Model 5, the two had
significant effects and the direction of their effects remained the same, as in
Models 3 and 4.

Models 6 through 10 considered the control and the independent
variables at the same time. Results from Models 6 and 7 confirmed that the
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level of welfare has a significant and positive effect, net of the control
variables, indicating that are people more likely pursue post-materialistic
values when their country has higher levels of welfare. Results of Model 8
confirmed again that the welfare type has an independent effect, and its effect
differs by the type of welfare regime. Compared to the East Asian regime, the
liberal regime had a negative effect while the conservative and social
democratic regimes had a positive effect on post-materialism. The positive
effect of the social democratic welfare regime became insignificant in Model
9 when we added the national-level control variables. This suggests that its
positive effect is partly due to the economic level and level of inequality
among social democratic countries.

Finally, in Model 10 we considered all control and independent variables
simultaneously. One important finding is that the level of welfare variable
became insignificant after we controlled all control variables. However,
welfare regime variables maintained their significant effect. Compared to the
East Asian welfare regime, the liberal regime scored lower while the
conservative regime scored higher in post-materialism.

Based on the above results, results of the hypothesis testing are as
follows. First, Hypothesis 1, which expects the positive relationship between
the level of welfare and post-materialism, was supported. Second, Hypothesis
2, which assumes that post-materialism would be less likely to be pursued in
the liberal welfare regime than in the East Asian regime, was supported as
well. Hypothesis 3, which assumes that post-materialistic values would be
more likely to be pursued in the conservative welfare regime than in the East
Asian regime, was also supported. Finally, Hypothesis 4, which predicts that
post-materialism would be less likely to be pursued in the social democratic
welfare regime than in the East Asian regime, was ‘partially’ supported. In
Models 4 and 8, the social democratic welfare regime showed significantly
higher level of post-materialism compared to the East Asian welfare regime
when national-level control variables were not included, but in Models 9 and
10, its effect became insignificant after we included those control variables.
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Effects of welfare on post-materialism via insecurity

1) Research model
We proposed that the welfare regime and level of welfare determine the level
of insecurity, which in turn affects post-materialism. We used a structural
equation model to test the mediating effect of insecurity between welfare and
post-materialism. As mentioned earlier, insecurity is measured by both
experience of insecurity and sense of insecurity. Hypotheses 5 through 8 refer
to possible relationships between welfare type and post-materialism and
between the level of welfare and post-materialism as the experience of
insecurity and sense of insecurity as the mediating variables. The structural
equation model set for testing these hypotheses are shown in <Figurel>.
Before we started the main analysis, the reliability of the two mediating

F1G. 1.—Structural equation model
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variables that were measured by two or more questions by calculating
Cronbach’s a coefficients was examined. The Cronbach’s a coefficients for the
variables measuring experience of insecurity and sense of insecurity were,
.783 and .765, respectively, indicating that the two mediating variables are
highly reliable (Hair et al. 2009; Jang and Kim 2011). Also, we checked the
validity of the two mediating variables by using a confirmatory factor
analysis. We confirmed that the factor loading values for all the measuring
variables were significant at a=.001, and that the test values that compose
each of the latent variables validly explain the latent variables (Jung and Ahn
2011; Hwang, Lee, and Yi 2012). In addition, the two latent variables were
significantly and positively correlated with each other (r=.276). As a final
check-up point, we calculated various model fit indices to determine the
suitability of our models. All the indices such as CFI (.991), TLI (.960), and
RMSEA (.038) met the standards of suitability of models (Lee and Lim 2008,
pp. 34-35).

2) Results of the structural model and hypothesis testing

<Table 8> shows the estimation of parameter values of the structural model
that establishes the relationships among major factors affecting post-
materialism. It especially represents the relationships among the independent
variable, mediator variable, and dependent variable. When comparing the
size and significance of standardized coefficients of the variables, the
conservative welfare regime variable had the biggest effect (standardized
coefficient 3=.153), followed by the level of inequality (Gini’s coefficient),
level of education, liberal welfare regime, level of welfare, sense of insecurity,
experience of insecurity, social democratic welfare regime, working field, the
age cohort of 65 years or older, inflation rate, and marital status, all in
decreasing order. Other variables were not significant at the significance level
of a=.05.

<Table 8> shows similar results to <Table 7>. Since the structural
equation model in <Figure 1> considered all the individual and national-level
control variables, as well as the welfare regime and level of welfare variables, it
corresponds to Model 10 in a multiple regression model in <Table 7>.

Main findings are as follows: First, compared to the East Asian welfare
regime, the liberal regime scored lower in post-materialism (B=-.238) while
the conservative (B=.442) and the social democratic regime (B=.222) scored
higher. Second, the level of welfare variable turned out to be insignificant in
its net effect on post-materialism, as we already observed with Model 10 in
<Table 7>. Third, the level of welfare variable was not significantly related
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TABLE 8
ESTIMATED RESULTS OF RESEARCH MODEL
Estimate
Path S.E. C.R.
B B
Level of welfare > Insecurity experience -0.001 -0.012  0.002 -0.258

Liberal regime - Insecurity experience 0.19%** 0.207 0.028  6.775

Conservative regime

. . -0.068** -0.065 0.023  -2.92
- Insecurity experience

Social democratic regime

. . 0.011 0.009 0.029 0.4
> Insecurity experience
Level of welfare > Sense of insecurity 0.022%** 0.228 0.004 5413
Liberal regime > Sense of insecurity -0.687*** -0.37 0.052 -13.185

Conservative regime

. . -0.763*  -0.362 0.043 -17.593
> Sense of insecurity

Social democratic regime

. . -1.059°*  -0.418 0.054 -19.666
> Sense of insecurity

Insecurity experience

. . 0.418%* 0.207 0.024 17.444
> Sense of insecurity

Level of welfare > Post-materialism -0.011 -0.084 0.006  -1.945

Liberal regime - Post-materialism -0.238**  -0.094  0.074 -3.238

Conservative regime

. 1. 0.442*** 0.153 0.062 7.183
- Post-materialism

Social democratic regime

. 0.222%* 0.064 0.077  2.893
- Post-materialism

Insecurity experience

Lo 0.181*** 0.065 0.034 5.324
- Post-materialism

Sense of insecurity > Post-materialism -0.096**  -0.07 0.02  -4.756

P p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05

with experiences of insecurity. Fourth, compared to the East Asian welfare
regime, the liberal regime was significantly and positively related with
experiences of insecurity (B=.190), while the conservative regime was
significantly and negatively related with experiences of insecurity (B=-.068).
The social democratic regime did not have a significant effect as seen in
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<Table 7>.

As for the sense of insecurity, both the level of welfare and welfare
regime variables were significantly related with the subjective feeling of
insecurity. The level of welfare variable had a positive relation with a sense of
insecurity (B=.022), and the liberal welfare regime variable was related with a
lower sense of insecurity (B=-.687), resulting in a higher sense of security
than the East Asian regime. The conservative regime (B=-.763) and the social
democratic regime (B=-1.059) were also related with a lower sense of
insecurity than the East Asian regime. The two mediator variables were
positively related with each other; the non-standardized regression coefficient
of insecure experiences on the sense of insecurity was .418 and significant at
a=.001. This can be interpreted as people with more insecure experiences will
also have an increased sense of insecurity. Finally, in terms of relationships
between insecurity and post-materialism, experience of insecurity was
positively related with post-materialism (B=.181), while the sense of
insecurity was negatively related with post-materialism (B=-.096). These
results suggest that it is subjective insecurity rather than objective insecurity
that thwarts the pursuit of post-materialism. Meanwhile, the level of
education (B=.039) and working field (B=.025) were confirmed to have
positive effects on post-materialism, whereas marital status (B=-.11), age
cohort of 65 years or older (B=-.191), and level of inequality (B=-.020) had
negative effects on post-materialism. Estimates of each relationship are
shown in <Figure 2>.

Not significant

———— Significant, (+)
Experience
of
insecurity

------- = Significant, (-)

Level of
welfare
Liberal regime
Conservative
regime
Social democratic
regime

Post-
materialism

~——
~~353 Sense
of

: : * <05, ¥* <01, ¥¥* <001
nsecurity

(numbers: standardized § )

F1G. 2.—Research model analysis results
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The results of our analysis confirmed the findings of previous studies in
many respects. The level of education has been known to have a significant
positive (+) effect on post-materialism (Abramson and Inglehart 1994;
Abramson 2011), and the same effect was found here. As reported in
previous studies, age cohort of 65 years or older was related with lower points
in post-materialism compared to the age cohort of 24 years or younger (La
Ferle et, al. 2008; Park and Kang 2012). Among the variables at the national
level, the level of inequality (Gini’s coefficient) exhibited a negative relation
between social inequality and post-materialism as reported in previous
studies (Milligan 2012; Benedikter 2013).

3) Testing the effects of the mediator variables

Meanwhile, as seen in <Figure 2>, most of the independent variables
included in this study have significant relations with mediator variables
(experience of insecurity and sense of insecurity), and the dependent variable
(post-materialism). In order to better determine the mediating effect of
insecurity, we used a bootstrapping estimation method. The results of the
bootstrapping method on the total effects, direct effects, and indirect effects
of independent variables (the level of welfare and welfare regime variables)
on the dependent variable are shown in <Table 9>.

The results of <Table 9> show the total, direct, and indirect effects of
each of the four independent variables on post-materialism. The ‘direct effect’
of the level of welfare on post-materialism was marginally significant at level
of a=.1. However, the total effects, direct effects, and indirect effects of the
other variables were all shown to be significant at a=.05. Not only are the
indirect effects significant, but the direct effects are also significant, meaning

TABLE 9
RESULTS OF BOOTSTRAPPING
Total effect Direct effect Indirect effect
Estimates

B g B B B g
Level of welfare -.013* -.101 -.011¢ -.084 -.002% -.017
Liberal regime -146*  -.057  -238%*  -.09%4 .092* .036
Conservative regime  .506* 175 4427 153 .063* .022
Socialdemocratic 300 goy 22+ 064 103 030

regime

P p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, Tp<.1
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that the insecurity variables are playing the role of ‘partial mediation’ rather
than full mediation in the relation between the welfare variables and post-
materialism (Bae 2014, p. 422). More detailed examination of each variable is
as follows.

First, the level of welfare showed a significant relationship with the total,
direct, and indirect effects, but as mentioned above, the direct effects were
marginally significant. In other words, the level of welfare influences post-
materialism by itself, but also indirectly by the insecurity variables as
mediators. Therefore it could be said that the indirect effects are more
significant than the direct effects. However, the direction of the effectiveness
was negative (-), different from what was initially predicted.

Second, the total effects, direct effects, and indirect effects of
conservative and social democratic welfare regimes are significant and
positive, indicating that people in those welfare regimes are pursuing post-
materialistic values more strongly than those in the East Asian welfare
regime.

Third, the direct effect of liberal welfare regime on post-materialism is
negative, but the indirect effect on post-materialism via insecurity is positive
so that the total effect of the liberal welfare regime on post-materialism is
somewhat offset by the mediator variable.

Path analysis of indirect effects

So far, we have examined the total effects, direct effects, and indirect effects of
each independent variable on the dependent variable. However, as mentioned
earlier, in order to know the individual mediating effect of each mediator
variable, additional analysis is required. Hence, we added phantom variables
to the model and conducted the bootstrapping estimation method to analyze
the multiple mediator models in order to determine the route of the
mediating effects via experience of insecurity and sense of insecurity.®
<Figure 3> is the model with the phantom variables, and <Table 10> is a
reconstitution of the analysis results of <Table 9> and <Figure 3> by the
direct effects and individual indirect effects.

Through an analysis of the multiple mediator models, the individual

8 Through a multiple mediator model analysis using phantom variables, we can test not only the
total indirect effects on all the mediating variables but also the individual indirect effects on each
mediator (Jang, Lee, and Kim 2014). This study assigns 2,000 bootstrap samples in order to confirm
the indirect effects, and conducts an analysis by setting a 95% confidence level to test the size and
significance of the indirect effects.



522 DEVELOPMENT AND SOCIETY, Vol.44 No. 3, December 2015

Table 10
REsuLTs FOR EACH EFFECT
Direct effect Indirect effect
Welfare (level/ Welfare (level/ Welfare (level/
Welfare (level/ regime) regime) regime)
regime) - insecurity > sense of - insecurity
- post- experience insecurity experience
materialism - post- - post- - sense of insecurity
materialism  materialism - post-materialism
B B B B
Level of -011° 0 -0.002** 0
welfare
Liberal -238% 0.034% 0.066** -0.008**
regime
Conservative . L0.012% 0.073** 0.003**
regime
Social
democratic 222% 0.002 0.101** 0
regime

0 p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, T p<.1

paths of the effects of independent variables on the dependent variable were
confirmed through each of the mediating variables. In other words, a total of
three paths of indirect effects are shown regarding each independent variable:
the route of the effects of the independent variable on the dependent variable
through ‘experiences of insecurity, the route through ‘sense of insecurity, and
the route of the effects of the independent variable on ‘experience of
insecurity’ which then influences ‘sense of insecurity’ and finally on the
dependent variable. Results of the path analysis are as follows.

First, in the case of the level of welfare, neither the path through
experience of insecurity (p2) nor the route through experience of insecurity
and sense of insecurity (p7) were significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 5, which
expects a mediating effect of insecure experiences between the level of
welfare and post-materialism, can be rejected. The route through sense of
insecurity (p4) was significant, but mentioned above, was in the opposite
direction (-) than what was initially expected. Accordingly, Hypothesis 6,
which assumes that the level of welfare influences post-materialism through
sense of insecurity as the mediator, was ‘partially’ supported. The route of the



The International Comparison of Post-materialism 523

el e2 e?

sex
= food | | medi| fncom
marrage
income [
work field d1
= xperien
supervise of
25~34 insecurity,
35~44
45-54 J
55~84.
over 65
e P
-rialism
infiation i
inequality
0,
d3
level of w
k
o
0
f
liberal sense
of
insecurity /ys
g d2

k

work child
conservat

ocial de

o

F1G. 3.—Phantom variable added model

indirect effects through sense of insecurity was significant, but the effects
were modest and the direction was opposite to that of the results of the
regression analysis.

Second, in the case of the liberal welfare regime, all three paths were
significant. The routes through each of the experiences of insecurity (p9) and
senses of insecurity (p11) were in a positive direction (+), but the route of the
effects of the experience of insecurity in the liberal welfare regime on post-
materialism through sense of insecurity (p14) was in a negative direction (-).
As examined above, considering that the overall indirect effects of the liberal
welfare regime were in a positive direction (+), each of the indirect effects
through experiences of insecurity and senses of insecurity could be said to be
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greater than the indirect effects of the liberal welfare regime through the two
steps of experiences of insecurity and senses of insecurity. However, as seen
in <Table 10>, it is mentioned above that the negative (-) direct effects of the
liberal welfare regime on post-materialism are greater than that of the
positive (+) indirect effects combining all the above indirect effects.

Third, in the case of the conservative welfare regime, all three paths were
significant. The path through experience of insecurity (p16) was influential
in a negative (-) direction, and the routes through sense of insecurity (p18)
and indirect effects through two steps (p21) were in a positive (+) direction.
The effects of the conservative welfare regime, compared to the East Asian
welfare regime, were positive (+) on post-materialism through sense of
insecurity, rather than through experiences of insecurity. Considering that
the overall indirect effects of the conservative welfare regime on post-
materialism were in a positive (+) direction, the sense of insecurity effect and
the effects through the two steps of insecure experiences and senses of
insecurity, which are in a positive direction (+), were exercising great
influences.

Finally, as for the social democratic welfare regime, neither the route
through experiences of insecurity (p23) nor the route through the two steps
(p28) was significant. However, the path through sense of insecurity (p25)
was significant and in a positive (+) direction. This can be understood in the
same context as the relative weights of each effect. In other words, the
indirect effects through insecurity in the social democratic welfare regime
were due to senses of insecurity rather than experiences of insecurity, and
because the social democratic welfare regime reduces senses of insecurity,
members of that society can better pursue post-materialistic values. Thus,
although the social democratic regime cannot lower experiences of
insecurity, it can provide a sense of life security and thereby encourage its
people to pursue post-materialism.

The above results partially confirmed Hypothesis 7 and Hypothesis 8,
which expected a mediating effect of insecure experience and sense of
insecurity, respectively, on post-materialism. In the liberal welfare regime, all
the routes of indirect effects were significant, but the paths were in opposite
directions when comparing them with the regression analysis results, except
for the route through the two steps of insecure experiences and senses of
insecurity. Also in the case of the conservative welfare regime, all paths were
significant, but the route through experience of insecurity was in the opposite
direction. As for the social democratic welfare regime, while the path through
sense of insecurity was not only significant but also was considerable in size,
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the route through the two steps, through experiences of insecurity and senses
of insecurity was not significant. Overall, most indirect effects were
significant and substantial enough to prove the role of insecure variables as
mediator variables.

Conclusion

Major findings of this study can be summarized as follows. First, individuals’
post-materialistic values depend more heavily on their country’s welfare
characteristics (welfare regime and level of welfare) than on the individual
and national economic level. Second, people from countries with a higher
level of welfare are more likely to pursue post-materialistic values. Third,
compared to the East Asian welfare regime, post-materialistic values are less
likely to be pursued in the liberal regime, but they were more likely to be
sought in conservative and social democratic welfare regimes. Fourth,
experience and sense of insecurity play a mediating role between welfare and
post-materialism. Specifically, the sense of insecurity effect was greater than
that of actual experiences, which highlights the influence of social
psychological factors on the individual’s value system.

These findings confirm and supplement findings of existing researches
in several respects. First, welfare characteristics of a country do affect
individuals’ value systems. In particular, the welfare regime and level of
welfare are significantly related with post-materialism even when individual
and national economic levels are considered. This is consistent with Maslow’s
argument (Eo 2004) that only when lower needs such as materialistic,
physical, and economic needs are met, do people pursue higher non-
materialistic values. Also, when we consider welfare as a socioeconomic
condition of individuals, our findings supplement and expand on Inglehart’s
thesis that socioeconomic conditions affect people’s post-materialistic values.

Second, compared to the East Asian welfare regime, the post-
materialism rate is lower in the liberal welfare regime and higher in the
conservative and social democratic regimes. Also, the social democratic and
conservative regimes produce a lower sense of insecurity, in other words, a
higher sense of security, which results in a stronger tendency to pursue post-
materialistic values in combination with a higher level of welfare in those
regimes. Compared to the East Asian welfare regime, a more universal
welfare system in social democratic and conservative regimes lowers one’s
sense of insecurity, which allows people to pursue higher post-materialistic
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values rather than survival values. In the social democratic welfare regime
specifically, only a sense of insecurity was proven to have a meaningful
indirect effect on post-materialistic values, showing that the provision of a
high level of universal welfare significantly improves people’s psychological
sense of security.

Third, insecurity (insecurity experience and sense of insecurity)
mediates between welfare and post-materialistic values. The mediator effect
of insecurity has been discussed in previous research but has not been
empirically tested. Our study makes a contribution to the study of post-
materialism by empirically proving the mediator effect of insecurity,
especially a sense of insecurity, as a social psychological variable between
welfare and post-materialism.

These findings provide an important implication for South Korea’s post-
materialism. The reason for its low level of post-materialism is attributed to a
lower level of welfare and a higher sense of insecurity. Since these two
variables interact with each other, South Koreans have to depend on
themselves for securing livelihood, health, family, and other scarce resources.
The insecurity and instability of employment, income, and overall standard
of living are known to have exacerbated after the Asian financial crisis in
1997. In the process of painful economic restructuring, the idea of a lifetime
workplace has given way to irregular and temporary jobs, inequality widens
among classes, and neoliberalism weakens a sense of community and
solidarity among ordinary people. Under these circumstances, people are
stuck at the stage of materialism and do not have enough willpower to move
on to the next stage of post-materialism. Even when national wealth, as
measured by GNP or GDP, increases, ordinary people’s lives do not improve
at the same rate, and their sense of security and happiness dwindle in the
middle of class polarization. Since it is unlikely for the current trends to turn
around in the future, prospects of post-materialism in South Korea are quite
bleak.

Having known that welfare and insecurity are important factors of post-
materialism, however, provides us with keys to progress to post-materialism.
The adoption of a more universal welfare would lead to a greater sense of
security that individuals could feel in their daily lives, and enhanced security
in life would in turn encourage people to seek higher and more inclusive
values, like realization of self and consideration for others, rather than obsess
over the material conditions of themselves and their immediate family.

We want to conclude by acknowledging the several limitations of this
study and areas of future research. First, there are several results that we
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could not explain convincingly enough. For example, contrary to our
expectations, in multivariate analyses, welfare level did not significantly affect
the level of insecurity experiences. Also, the higher welfare level did not lead
to a lower sense of insecurity and stronger support for post-materialistic
values, and higher level of insecurity experiences led to stronger support for
post-materialistic values. Also, there is a need for an explanation that
accounts for within-group differences between nations that belong to the
same welfare regime. For example, the difference in post-materialism scores
between Germany and Spain, which were both categorized as the welfare
regime, was 0.576, while the difference between Germany and the
Netherlands, which was categorized as the social democratic regime, was
0.475. Future research needs to determine additional factors that result in
group differences among nations and welfare regimes. Finally, our multiple
regression analyses demonstrated that welfare characteristics of nations have
statistically significant effects on post-materialism of individual members,
but the values of adjusted R’s of each model were small, indicating that some
variables important for individual post-materialism were not included in the
regression models.

In addition, future research needs to examine more thoroughly the
relationship between welfare regime and welfare level. When we included
both variables in the analysis, the effect of welfare regime remained
significant while the effect of welfare level tended to be less pronounced than
when we included it alone. For example, when we included welfare level
while excluding welfare regime, it was negatively related with insecurity but
positively related with post-materialistic values as we expected in research
hypotheses. This result illustrates that there are certain characteristics of
welfare regime that are beyond the explanatory power of welfare level alone.

Finally, we included only 10 countries for analysis because of limitations
in data, but future research needs to include more countries for a more
thorough analysis. As we mentioned earlier, the United Kingdom (Britain),
France, and other European countries were not included in the sixth wave of
the World Values Survey. If the next wave of WVS includes those important
countries, we can determine more clearly the differences in post-materialistic
values among welfare regimes. Also, if we can include other sources of
insecurity, like aging insecurity in addition to work insecurity and children
insecurity, the effect of insecurity as a mediator variable can be more clearly
determined.

(Submitted: August 8, 2015; Reviewed: September16, 2015; Accepted: November 24, 2015)
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