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Shared Representations of the Nation-State in Thigt Countries: An Inductive Approach to
Cross-National Attitudinal Research

ABSTRACT

This study develops a novel analytical approacttudying cross-national variation in popular
conceptions of the nation-state, while taking imtgount both within- and between-country
heterogeneity and avoiding reducta@riori assumptions about the national boundedness of
attitudes. | use inductive methods to identify coom attitudinal patterns among 27,790
respondents from thirty countries and only subsetiyiexamine those respondents’ national
affiliations and individual attributes. | then aséw the observed popular conceptions of the
nation-state and their cross-national distributtbanged between 1995 and 2003 and what
country-level events produced those changes. @hdts of the study reveal four characteristics
of popular nationalism in democratic countriesPbpular nationalism is far more heterogeneous
than is suggested by existing theories; 2) Alletaes of nationalism are present in all countries,
though to different degrees; 3) The content ofdiséinct varieties of nationalism is stable over
time; and 4) The distribution of the distinct vaies of nationalism within each country changes
in response to economic and political events thareiase the salience of the nation-state. These
results make an important contribution to the matism literature and provide a model for a

more nuanced comparative approach to the studgliical culture.
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Shared Representations of the Nation-State in Thigt Countries: An Inductive Approach to
Cross-National Attitudinal Research

Popular attitudes toward the nation-state have belked to a variety of other sociologically
relevant preferences and behaviors. Researcheesdeanonstrated that individuals’ beliefs
about criteria of legitimate national membership sdluence their voting and policy choices,
particularly when the nation is made salient intpal discourse (Sears 1993; Citrin et al. 1990,
2001). Likewise, restrictive conceptions of a aats social boundaries, high levels of national
pride and attachment, and feelings of national sopg have been associated with in-group
favoritism and out-group prejudice (Blank, Schmattd Westle 2001; Ceobanu and Escandell
2008; Kunovich 2009). Historians have made similar claims with respedtlites, arguing that
legislative support for more or less exclusionasiiqees toward immigrants and minorities has
been historically shaped by elites’ idealized cqioms of the nation’s character (R. Smith
1988, 1997).

Yet, despite the importance of popular understagglof the nation-state, we know
relatively little about how these phenomena varps& countries and over time. Much
comparative nationalism research conducted by guamalysts and historians has been
reductive; all too often, it has identified indivia nation-states with specific forms of
nationalism without paying serious attention tohwitcountry heterogeneity. This form of
“methodological nationalism”, that is, a taken-fymanted view of the nation-state as a naturally
bounded unit of analysis, has been widespreackisahial sciences (Wimmer and Schiller
2002).

Within nationalism research, this tendency is extdrag by the work of Hans Kohn
(1944), who classified countries as espousing edh&'estern or Eastern variety of nationalism.

Elaborating a dichotomy originally developed by Meske (1970 [1908]), Kohn argues that
3
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Western (or civic) nationalism is based on electhambership in a nation that is understood
primarily as a political and territorial communityhile Eastern (or ethnic) nationalism is based
on ascriptive criteria of membership in a natioattis conceptualized first and foremost as a
community of descent. Although this typology hasdme less rigid in its subsequent
applications, the assumption that nation-statedrysrgrovide natural bounds for homogenous
nationalist ideologies persists in contemporary pgarative research (e.g., A. Smith 1991;
Ignatieff 1993; Schopflin 1995). As Brubaker (2D04s persuasively argued, such “groupism”
— the conflation of analytical categories (e.ge tiation-state) with empirical groups (e.g., a
community with shared beliefs) — leads to theoadiyauntenable and empirically inaccurate
conclusions.

In contrast, my paper seeks to develop a rigoraab/acal approach to the study of
nationalist attitudes that takes seriously bottinitand between-country heterogeneity. By
analyzing pooled cross-national survey data usidgétive methods, | avoid makiagpriori
judgments about the national boundedness of cultumstead, | identify common patterns of
beliefs among all respondents from thirty countaed only subsequently examine the
respondents’ national affiliations along with aiesy of other individual-level attributes.

Having mapped the heterogeneity of popular conoaptof the nation-state within each country,
| ask how those understandings and their crossmedtdistribution have changed between 1995
and 2008 and how those changes relate to the countriesviegpeconomic, political, and
national security conditions.

In addition to its substantive relevance for poétisociology, the paper addresses
important issues in the sociology of culture. Grdt sociologists have long struggled with the

challenge of conducting comparative research witkssentializing national differences. The
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approach employed here takes advantage of mordigermd nuanced analytical tools that can
help researchers avoid the pitfalls of an overutive description of cultural variation. The
results demonstrate that cross-national differemrc@spular nationalism are best understood in
terms of the relative salience of multiple conoaqsi of the nation-state.

The second major puzzle addressed by the papeectnthe temporal stability of
cultural categories and of varieties of nationaliamparticular. Cultural models may or may not
change over time, in either their content or tkairence. | evaluate these possibilities by
examining changes in the content and distributioshared representations of the nation-state
between 1995 and 2003. As the analysis will dertnates the content of the multiple shared
representations of the nation-state is remarkahlyis, but their relative prevalence within each
country varies over time. | argue that this tenapwariation represents a popular response to
major events, whose impact on the nation is ingtgal and framed by political and intellectual
elites and the mass media. |investigate this alyo@rocess in all the countries in the sample

between 1995 and 2003.

NATIONALIST ATTITUDES

This paper is concerned with “nationalist attitytiésit this concept is bound to be
misunderstood if nationalism is viewed solely a®ascious ideology deployed by elites in the
pursuit of political projects, like the founding méw nation-states or the reorganization of
existing ones. Such elite ideology certainly failfeler the rubric of nationalism, but it hardly
exhausts its definition. Nationalism can also bdarstood as a pervasive cognitive orientation
based on the taken-for-granted assumption thatdhen-state is a natural and primary object of
loyalty and identification, as well as a fundamébtalding block of the modern institutional

order. | refer to this institutionalized and wigeliffused perception as “popular nationalism.”
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The concept of popular nationalism places emplassveryday attitudes of ordinary people in
all nation-states, including nation-states thahdbexperience flare-ups of nationalism’s more
overt and incendiary varieties.

Most existing research on nationalism has ignoggufar nationalism, instead focusing
primarily on the use of overt nationalist ideoldgypolitical movements. This interest stems in
part from the obvious political and social sigrafitce of nationalist mobilization and its
destabilizing consequences: Nationalist movementsrtd to challenge existing institutional
arrangements, thereby producing conditions of ijgaliand social instability and, in extreme
cases, widespread violence. Yet, such unsettledants are relatively infrequent in
contemporary nation-states, and particularly sestablished democracies. Therefore, for most
observers, nationalism is something that happesesvblere — typically in new or ethnically
fractionalized nation-states — or in the distargtpanost notably in the successive waves of
nation-state-building during the '1@&nd 28 centuries.

It is a mistake, however, to equate the relativeequency of nationalist unrest in
contemporary societies with the absence of natismal As modernist theorists of nationalism
point out, the nation-state is a relatively reqaolttical and economic invention, whose ongoing
success depends on the sustained popular betied ireality of national communities,
characterized by a shared sense of common histarg@ature (Gellner 1983, Anderson 1991
[1983]). The largely unquestioned legitimacy dof thation-state as a cultural and institutional
form is continually reproduced by the educatioryatsm and the mass media, as well the
countless routine interactions between nationalfaijons and powerful national symbols, from
flags and history books to name places and curréBithg 1995). Yet, despite the thorough

institutionalization of the nation-state, which reakt difficult to think outside of its cognitive
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constraints, the specific manner in which peopleceptualize and frame their own nation-states
varies, both within countries and between themsdibing and explaining this variation is the
primary objective of this paper.

In order to map different ways in which people tel® their nation-states, we must first
decide which types of attitudes should be takem eonsideration. Past research has
investigated four distinct categories of attituttesard the nation-state: national attachment
(how close one feels to one’s nation), nationahii (what individual criteria one sees as
important for legitimate membership in the natiorgtional pride (how proud one is of the
nation’s achievements in a variety of domains), maional hubris (how one’s nation compares
to others). Analysts have often focused on ortevorof these categories, claiming to be
measuring nationalism in general (e.g., CoendedsSmheepers 2003, Hjerm 2001). In contrast,
my approach is to use indicators from all four gatees, since they are all likely to be relevant

for how the nation-state is framed and understood.

COMPARING POPULAR NATIONALISM ACROSS COUNTRIES
Social scientists are not immune from the tendeacagternalize the belief in the ostensibly
natural existence of nation-states (Wimmer andI®cld002). As a result, they often treat
countries as internally homogeneous units of armalyEhis has been true of comparative
nationalism research in history (Kohn 1944), paditisociology (Ceobanu and Escandell 2008),
and comparative historical sociology (Greenfeld300

The emphasis on attitudinal variation at the coulavel is itself a product of the
thorough institutionalization of the nation-staystem. Because we are comfortable thinking in
terms of national differences, such comparisonmgeehave face validity. Identifying the

similarities and differences between Americans @pdniards appears to be more appropriate
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than doing so for Nebraskans and Andalusians. [Eais scholars to look for ideal-typical
features of each country’s culture, which necesdawnplays the cultural heterogeneity of
national populations. Yet, it is possible thathmtcountry differences are as large, or even
larger, than those between countries.

Suppose that respondents in the U.S. and Spainaskesl to rate their taste for two
meats: pork and beef. It is quite likely that suevey would find both populations to be split
between those who like and dislike each meat. EHvgork was more popular in Spain than in
the U.S. and beef was more popular in the U.S. ith&pain, it would be difficult to label one
group as pork-lovers and the other as beef-lovéisowt glossing over a considerable amount of
within-country heterogeneity. Indeed, the ovetadtes of pork-lovers in Spain may have more
in common with those of pork-lovers in the U.S.rthlaey do with those of their pork-averse
compatriots. Matters would become even more carafdd if we were to compare a larger
range of preferences between the two countriesllpbpns.

What are the implications of this example for comapge attitudinal research? First, we
should not characterize entire populations baseaverage levels of a particular characteristic.
Simply because more people score highly on a gregiable in one country than another does
not mean that the entire population can be definethat answer. Respondents with low and
high scores on that variable can probably be fanrmbth places, which makes it likely that
more variation will be found within rather than Wween the countries. Second, if we want to
find out whether respondents’ attitudes have moommmon with those of their compatriots
than those of their counterparts in other countmasneed to develop a way of comparing the
respondents’ entire attitudinal profiles, thattieir answers to multiple survey questions. Third,

given the heterogeneity found within groups, thestadfective way to compare them is to
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examine the relative prevalence of the attitudprafiles in each group and to analyze its
determinants. For instance, we would want to kmdhat percentage of Spaniards/Americans
like both pork and beef, what percentage like amenot the other, and what percentage like
neither. We would then want to know who exhibaslepattern of preferences in each country.
A similar approach can be applied to nationalista ¢ comparing respondents based on the
similarity of their answers to a variety of natitiem-relevant questions.

The pitfalls of methodological nationalism can leided by using analytic tools that are
more sensitive to within-country heterogeneity.e@nch tool is latent class analysis (LCA), a
well-documented survey analysis method that clasespondents based on the similarity in the
pattern of their responses to multiple survey itetdSA uses maximum likelihood estimation to
iteratively model the relationship between multipldicators in a data set and a predefined
number of latent classes. The algorithm seekintbd solution in which the indicators are
conditionally independent of one another, thainisyhich the correlations between the
indicators are reduced to zero once the latensetaare taken into account. In the process, it
calculates a posterior probability of latent classignment for each observation in the data set,
classifying the observations as “belonging” to theess with the highest posterior probability.
This method has been used in a variety of fieldsnfmedicine (Sullivan, Kessler, and Kendler
1998) to marketing (Bhatnagar and Ghose 2002) ahdral sociology (Van Rees, Vermunt,
and Verbrood 1999).

If we set aside national boundaries and analyzedloéed data from all the countries, we
can use LCA to inductively generate groups (i.esses) of respondents who share similar
response patterns, regardless of their nationéibéiins. Having obtained this information, we

can then ask where these respondents live. Iftdeameally do fall into distinct nationalist
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camps, such as those defined by civic and ethniomadism, we should expect some of the
latent classes to be found only in some countri@s.the other hand, if all the latent classes are
observed in all the countries in the sample, wediamiss the reductive view of nationalism and
ask additional questions, like where each classast prevalent, what are the individual-level
predictors of assignment to each class, how daesdhtent and distribution of classes change
over time, and what accounts for such changes.

It is important to be precise about what it is thiat CA approach to attitudinal data
actually measures. A useful tool for thinking abmeaning-making in specific cultural domains
is the concept of a cognitive schema, which origgaan cognitive psychology (Fiske and
Linville 1980) and has made its way into culturatislogy (DiMaggio 1997). Cognitive
schemata are networks of association that imp&eremce and order onto the messy and rapid
flow of sensory information to which individualseaexposed in their daily lives. In addition to
organizing and interpreting lived experience, schtanfieature affective and evaluative
components that make it possible for individualsetspond to stimuli in a manner consistent
with their past experience and future aspiratiofise schematic processing of information
happens very quickly and without much deliberafiaeberman et al. 2002).

Schemata are domain-specific, so in principle dusth be possible to map them for the
cultural domain of the nation-state. One way tdhds would be to conduct experiments that
detect changes in behavior or verbal associations an experimental group is primed with
national symbols. A cruder approach, but one witreater degree of external validity, is to ask
respondents a series of survey questions aboutpbrieptions of their nation-state. This is the

strategy employed in this paper.

10
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However, once patterns of survey responses aregatgd, we can no longer interpret
the findings strictly as measures of cognitive scai, because schemata are properties of
individual cognition (even if they exhibit systenegpatterns across individuals). A more
accurate term for the observed phenomena is “shiaprdsentations” (Durkheim 1964 [1895],
Moscovici 1984, Thompson and Fine 1999). The fsfyenerated by LCA are shared because
multiple respondents subscribe to them (to a lessgreater degree) and they are
representations because they consists of a seteofelated attitudes that reflect people’s

perceptions and understandings of a specific dowfasocial life.

DATA
To model the shared representations of the natate-and analyze their distribution across
countries and over time, the paper will rely oniviglial-level data from the 1995 and 2003
National Identity Supplements to the InternatioBactial Survey Programme (ISSP). The ISSP
is a representative multinational survey adminetandependently in each participating country
(in the U.S., it is incorporated into the Generati@l Survey). The survey focuses on
respondents’ attitudes on a variety of topics aadures a wide selection of sociodemographic
covariates.

The Aspects of National Identity Il supplement vadsninistered in 34 countries between
2003 and 2005. Residents of former East and Weshény were sampled separately, as were
Israeli Jews and Arabs, bringing the number of spaamples to 36. For the purposes of the
analysis, the East and West German samples wereigedwusing the appropriate sample
weights and four countries were excluded: Bulgand Latvia were dropped because their
guestionnaires omitted a number of nationalism stelsrael was dropped because it was a major

outlier on a number of variables; and Taiwan wadugled because of the dearth of covariate

11
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data stemming from its ambiguous administrativeustaAll respondents under the age of 18
and over the age of 65 were deleted from the datajere non-citizens and cases with missing
values on more than two nationalism items. Thalfsample size consisted of 27,790
observations from thirty countries, with an averaf826 respondents per country.

To analyze attitudinal change, | rely on data fribie 1995 national identity supplement
to the ISSP (administered between 1994 and 1996ghweatured twenty of the countries
included in the 2003 survey. The final sample §irdhe 1995 data was 18,613, ranging from
608 respondents for Hungary to 1,767 for Australiie size of the comparative 2003 sample
was reduced to 17,574. The two national identiypdements include twenty-six indicators of
the four dimensions of nationalism, which are tiste detail in Appendix C, and all of which
were included as indicators in the LCA model. Vhaables were recoded so that higher scores
correspond to stronger feelings of attachment, mopsrtance attached to each criterion of
national membership, higher degrees of pride, aadtgr levels of national hubris. The
observations were weighted using individual-lexahpling weights provided by the ISSP, as
well as population weights to ensure that all caaatcontributed equally to the solution.

The dataset also includes a variety of covariat@g;h will be used to predict the
likelihood of subscribing to a particular understiang of the nation. These include age, gender,
marital status, education, religiosity, parenttizeinship status, and occupation. In addition to
the ISSP data, | compiled country-level variablesf a variety of sources that will make it
possible to examine the causes of change in tiebdiSon of shared representations across

countries.

12
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SHARED REPRESENTATIONS OF THE NATION-STATE

When running an LCA model, the analyst must dehim& many classes the algorithm should
identify. This decision is typically based on m&as of goodness of fit, such as the Bayesian
information criterion (BIC). Not surprisingly, wheone is dealing with 27,790 responses to
twenty-seven survey questions, the goodness ofdédsures favor solutions with a large number
of classes. However, the number of classes hass/arse relationship with interpretability. The
more classes there are, the smaller are the diffesebetween them and the lower is the
analytical utility of the overall classificationsgm. Also, more classes result in fewer
observations per class, which makes it difficulbteaningfully analyze the correlates of class
assignment.

It is possible to think of the choice of classeamLCA model as the resolution with
which one wants to view the attitudinal variatiolt maximum resolution, 27,790 observations
will yield 27,790 attitudinal profiles; at minimunesolution, they will yield one attitudinal
profile. The statistically preferable solution eatiat yields the lowest BIC, is found somewhere
in between these two extremes. However, pragniigtieasolution with only a few classes is
preferable for the purposes of interpretabilityo decide what number of classes is optimal in
light of this tradeoff, one can examine the dedoewhich the BIC is reduced by the addition of
each additional class. The optimal solution igespnted by an “elbow” in a two-way graph of
BIC by number of classes. The introduction of #iddal classes beyond the elbow point yields
declining returns in additional variance explaifgdhe model and is thus not worth the tradeoff
in interpretability.

Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between Bitd aumber of classes in the ISSP

nationalism data. The first graph reflects thédaka for the 2003 sample of thirty countries and

13
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Figure 1. BIC values by number of classes

the second graph reflects the data for the 1992808 comparison samples of twenty
countries. The graphs show BICs for solutions iragnfrom one to ten classes. For all three
samples, the optimal tradeoff point is producedhyfour-class solution: At first, the addition of
additional classes produces large payoffs in Bl@rowement, but beyond four classes the
payoff declines considerably. In addition to retyion the BIC metric, | will later test the
robustness of the classes by comparing their cobetween the full 2003 sample and the 1995
and 2003 reduced comparison samples.

To get a sense of how respondents in the fouretassucture their understanding of the
nation-state, | examine the conditional probaleiitof responses to the twenty-six nationalism
variables in each class. These results are pexsentigure 2. The radar graphs correspond to
the four groups of nationalism variables used edhalysis — national attachment, identity,
pride, and hubris. The variables are divided way only for presentation purposes; all twenty
seven variables were included simultaneously in.tb& model. Each variable is represented

by an axis (i.e., spoke) on a graph, with a saabging from 1 to 4 for the attachment, identity,
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Figure 2. Variable means by latent class, 2003 ISS&ll sample.
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and pride variables and from 1 to 5 for the hubasables. The mean values of the variables for
each of the four classes are indicated on the withdriangles, circles, squares, and diamonds
joined by lines. The outer shaded region of eaaplyrepresents agreement with the variable
(mean scores between 2.75 and 4 for the first tirgyghs and between 3.5 and 5 for the fourth
graph), the inner shaded region represents disagremean scores between 1 and 2.25 for the
\first three graphs and between 1 and 2.5 forahethh graph), and the middle unshaded region
represents ambivalence (mean scores between 2425 2mfor the first three graphs and
between 2.5 and 3.5 for the fourth graph).

It is important to remember that the values ongitaphs represent central tendencies for
each class, and that some respondents in thesdasslower or higher than the aggregate
value® Given that all but the hubris variables were meas using a forced-choice four-point
scale, ambivalence (illustrated by the unshademegn the graphs) is defined not as an
individual’'s lack of agreement or disagreement waitparticular survey question, but rather as
the relatively equal distribution of positive anegative responses among all the respondents
assigned to that class. For instance, the ambgom@man score of 2.48 on the item “Living in a
country most of life” marked by a triangle in Figuzb represents the following distribution of
responses: Not important at all, 0.12; not veryontgnt, 0.37; fairly important, 0.41; and very
important, 0.09.

To aid in the interpretation of the results, iuigeful to label the latent classes. To the
extent that these labels capture the most distisjpects of the classes, they represent a first step
in the development of a comparative typology oforalist attitudes, which can then be used to

build a more comprehensive theory of the sourcdscansequences of variation in popular
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nationalism. | have labeled the four classestiliied in Figure 2 as liberal, critical, culturahd
ultranationalist.

Class 1: Liberal nationalismThe defining characteristics of the first clashjch
comprises 36.3 percent of the 2003 sample, ameatderate scores for the attachment, identity,
and hubris variables, combined with a high degfg®ide in all domains of the nation-state.
Respondents in this class feel close to their regieean of 2.99) and country (3.37) and are
ambivalent about their attachment to their contirff2r64). Their notion of who is a legitimate
member of the nation tends toward civic nationalismphasizing elective criteria, like respect
for institutions and laws (3.38), language abi{By34), and subjective feeling (3.30) over
ascriptive criteria, like religion (1.88), ances(®/32), and birth (2.71).

The pattern of responses to the pride items stanctsntrast to the moderate values on
the attachment and identity variables: Membersla$€1 exhibit a high degree of pride in all
aspects of the nation-state. In fact, only ClaBagthigher mean pride scores. None of the
means for the pride variables in Class 1 occupynduative region in Figure 1c and only two
occupy the outer bounds of the ambivalent regioiteHn the armed forces (2.72) and pride in
the equal treatment of groups (2.73).

Finally, members of this class exhibit moderat#uates on measures of hubris, as
illustrated in figure 2d. They are ambivalent abshame in their country (2.67he need to
support their country even if it is in the wrong§?2), the belief in the superiority of their
compatriots over others (2.95), and the belief thair country is better than most others (3.50).
They express moderate agreement only with the éeasiptionalist measure of hubris —

preference for their own citizenship (4.02).

17
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Because the model of the nation-state espouseceimbrrs of this class consists of
moderate attachment to the nation, relative operdedness about the nation’s social
boundaries, and a fairly strong sense of pridéénation-state’s accomplishments without
strong feelings of national hubris, | refer tostiideral nationalist. Its characteristics are
reminiscent of the restrained and inclusive digpmsitoward the nation advocated by liberal
theorists like Kymlicka (1995) and Tamir (1993)hid label should not be confused with
political liberalism; whether or not liberal natalism and liberal political ideology are
correlated is an empirical question that will b@lered in a subsequent section of the paper.

Class 2: Critical nationalism.The second class, which comprises 24.3 perceheof
sample, consistently scores lowest on all the natism variables. Members of this class have
moderate levels of national attachment and theiception of the nation’s social boundaries
leans strongly toward civic nationalism. In the@spect, they are quite similar to members of the
liberal nationalist class. However, the two clasdieerge sharply on measures of national pride.
Liberal nationalists are unambiguously proud ofaalbects of their countries, while members of
Class 2 consistently exhibit a lack of pride iraarbivalence about their countries’
achievements.

Indeed, no other class scores lower than Classahgof the pride measures. The
variables with the lowest means are related taltimeain of state and economic institutions: fair
and equal treatment of all groups (1.85), politioluence in the world (1.89), the armed forces
(2.93), social security (1.93), economic achieveisé?.01), and the way democracy works
(2.08). In contrast, activities associated with tlltural heritage of the nation tend to receive
higher scores, ranging from 2.57 for achievementience and technology to 2.73 for

achievements in sports, though none of these Jasgaioss the positive response threshold.
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This response pattern suggests that members of Zlaske a clear distinction between the
state and the nation, and hold the former in loregard than the latter.

Members of Class 2 also score lower on the hulaiigbles than other respondents.
They are the only ones to disagree with the staté&tbat one should support one’s country
even if it is in the wrong (mean of 2.39 on a 5npaicale) and that the world would be a better
place if others were like one’s own compatriot842. They also more likely to feel ashamed of
their country (2.17), and are ambivalent aboutgresice for their own citizenship (3.18) and the
notion that their country is better than most ah@r65).

Because of the low levels of attachment, pride,lauatis, as well as the inclusive
definition of national identity among members o&€3 2, | refer to the class@gical
nationalist. In all likelihood, people who exhibit this pattesf responses are either negatively
disposed toward their particular country of resimiear are generally skeptical of the nation-state
as an institution. Though it may be tempting teeleehem as post-nationalist or even anti-
nationalist, | stop short of this conclusion. Wamot rule out the possibility that some
respondents in this class have positive feelingsitd another country, perhaps because they
hold multiple citizenships or aspire to reside elsere at some point in their lives. Furthermore,
my use of the term “nationalism” does not entailgments about the content of a particular
representation of the nation-state; rather, it m&suthat all individuals hold some understanding
of what the nation-state is, whether or not theyrape of its existence. In this view, even those
who reject the nation-state adhere to a varianatibnalism, even if it is negative in content.

Class 3: Populist nationalismThe pattern of responses in Class 3, which repte1.4
percent of the sample, resembles critical natisnain one respect — the markedly low scores on

measures of national pride. Like critical natiastal members of Class 3 make a clear
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distinction between the state and the nation aadhat proud of the former. However, the
similarities between the two classes end therembtas of Class 3 feel stronger attachment to
their region (3.12) and country (3.44) than criticaliberal nationalists and their attachment to
the continent is less ambivalent (2.6) than thatriical nationalists. In sharp contrast to both
critical and liberal nationalists, their definitiaf the nation-state’s social boundaries is
decidedly ethnic, with nearly all measures of naiadentity located well in the positive region
of Figure 2b (with means of 3.52 for ancestry, ¥attoirth, and 3.68 for lifelong residence).
Religion is the only variable to receive an ambevalresponse, with a mean of 2.74, which
suggests that members of this class differentiateden ethnic and religious criteria of national
membership and view the latter as less relevant.

Finally, the responses to the hubris variables @rmembers of Class 3 are moderate,
much like those of liberal nationalists (but natical nationalists, who reject most measures of
hubris). The only measure of hubris with a lowreas the absence of shame in some aspects of
the country (2.32), which is consistent with the ljoride scores for members of this class.

Because members of this class express strong ahtitiachment, adhere to a restrictive
definition of national identity, espouse a genéaek of pride in the state and economy, and are
ambivalent on most measures of hubris, | refehi®dlass apopulist nationalist Populism
entails identification with the interests of comnymepple and opposition to the established
power of political and economic elites (Jansenthimyming), which is consistent with this
class’s positive valuation of the nation’s achieeamns and simultaneous rejection of state and
economic institutions. Although populism can impiple be combined with either liberal or
conservative principles, its most prominent pddtimanifestations in the twentieth and early

twenty-first centuries have been decidedly conderdBetz and Immerfall 1998; Lubbers,
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Gijsberts, and Scheepers 2003; Berezin 2009). TEaeParty movement in the United States,
Austria’s Freedom Party, and the League of Polemikes are only a few examples of recent
political movements that have successfully combip@oulism with nativist sentiments.
However, labeling this class as populist does mgiy that its members necessarily support
radical political parties; it merely suggests tthaty exhibit a pattern of responses that is
generally consistent with exclusionary varietiepopulism.

Class 4: Ultranationalism Members of Class 4, which comprises 18 percktiteo
sample, score higher than those in any other olassl but one of the nationalism items (they
trail populist nationalists by 0.02 percentage {®on the importance of language for national
membership). Their response pattern is nearlyreonopposite of liberal nationalists: They feel
intense attachment to their region (3.41), cou(®ryl), and continent (2.93); they place great
importance on all criteria of national belonginggluding religion (3.07); they feel extremely
proud of the nation-state’s achievements in all dms (ranging from 2.98 for social security to
3.65 for history); and exhibit high levels of huyrincluding lack of shame in their country (2.9).

Because of the intensity of its members’ attitudesfer to this class adtranationalist

LOCATING POPULAR NATIONALISM

Having generated a typology of popular nationaligns, now possible to ask how its four
varieties are distributed across countries. It Imayhe case that some of the classes are present
only in some countries; this is the distribution weuld expect based on theories that
unambiguously classify countries into distinct tyd nationalism. A more uniform cross-
national distribution of the classes would chalkesgch theories. It is also possible that some of

the classes are specific to particular countrieendthers are prevalent in multiple settings.
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Table 1. Distribution of latent classes by countrylSSP 2003 full dat4.

- 0 3

g g c

L 2] @ o
Total 36.33 24.30 21.36 18.01 N IQV
Australid 11.98 6.84 22.61 1,477 0.78
Austria 12.61 1291 | 3408 @ 666 0.92
Canada 7.28 9.97 33.96 742 0.84
Chile 26.22 30.68 1,167 0.96
Czech Republic 18.08 4.41 885 0.89
Denmark 900 0.87
Spain 874 0.90
Finland 927 0.84
France 901 0.84
Great Britain 526 0.89
Germany 779 0.86
Hungary 661 0.94
Ireland 770 0.88
Japan 601 0.94
South Korea 1,134 0.88
Netherlands 1,216 0.79
Norway 1,025 0.89
New Zealand 637 0.87
Philippines 1,062 0.87
Poland 880 0.87
Portugal 1,050 0.96
South Africa 1,653 0.96
Russia 1,389 0.85
Slovenia 843 0.93
Switzerland 653 0.81
Slovakia 866 0.81
Sweden . 747 0.83
Uruguay 20.03 24.28 19.15 799 0.97
USA 34.38 4.42 9.05 928 0.80
Venezuela 15.79 6.88 32.56 1,032 0.89
N 9,813 6,638 6,184 5,155 27,790

#Values for each countries are shaded in descemdd®ey, with darkest cells representing higher #sland lighter cells
representing lower values; Ns are weighted withmameights but not population weights.

The breakdown of classes by country is shown irél'ab The first thing to notice is that

all of the classes are represented in every coumtiye sample, contrary to the prevalent view in

the literature. The Index of Qualitative Variatid®V) measures the diversity of class

distribution on a scale from 0 (all observationtifao one class) to 1 (observations are equally

distributed across the four classes) (Agresti agresti 1978). The IQV falls below 0.8,

indicating moderate concentration, only in threentdes: Australia (0.78), Netherlands (0.79),
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and the United States (0.799). However, evenasdimoderately concentrated cases, the most
prevalent class comprises more than 50 percetiegbopulation (liberal nationalism in

Australia and the Netherlands and ultranationalisthe U.S.) and the second-most prevalent
class comprises at least 20 percent of the populétiltranationalism in Australia, critical
nationalism in the Netherlands, and liberal natisnain the U.S.). Furthermore, the probability
that any two randomly selected respondents fromobtigese three countries will espouse
different models of the nation-state is quite higimging from 0.59 in Australia to 0.6 in the U.S.
(based on an unstandardized 1QV, which was omitted the table).

The second striking feature of the results is igeon formed by the most prevalent
classes, represented by cells with the darkesirslpadthe table. Wealthy, established
democracies have the highest concentration ofdlbetionalism (greater than 40 percent in
fifteen out of seventeen cases), while most Eagaropean countries are characterized by a
high prevalence of critical and populist varietésiationalism (ranging from 21 to 40 percent
for the former and 26 to 48 percent for the lattéem) former Spanish colonies share a high
concentration of populist nationalism (between 8d 80 percent).

Despite these patterns, it would be a mistakeuertéo methodological nationalism and
categorize countries based solely on their mostgbeat classes. Table 1 reveals multiple
exceptions to the patterns described above. Btange, although the wealthiest of the
established democratic countries, the United Stasesa high number of liberal nationalists
(34.4 percent), its most prevalent class is ultiianalism (52.2 percent). Also, a number of
newer and less wealthy democracies are found ammungries with a high prevalence of liberal

nationalism (e.g., Hungary at 36.8 percent and&li@vat 32 percent), while non-Easter-
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European countries feature among those with thieelsigprevalence of critical nationalism (e.g.,
Germany at 44.9 percent and South Korea at 46¢epgr

The other reason to avoid classifying countrieetams the most prevalent class is that
doing so would ignore with the within-country vditen captured by the LCA. For instance,
although liberal nationalists are most common ithbeeland and the Netherlands, the second
most prevalent class in Ireland is ultranational(8@9 percent), while in the Netherlands it is
critical nationalism (34.3 percent). Similarly,qgist nationalism is the most prevalent class in
both Uruguay (36.6 percent) and the Philippinesg4@rcent), but the second most prevalent
class in Uruguay is critical nationalism (24.3 ma1), while in the Philippines it is
ultranationalism (26.9 percent). These are neitalrdifferences and they would be lost if
countries were characterized by their modal classes

To get a more precise estimate of the magnitudetbfn-country heterogeneity in the
sample, | analyzed the data using unconditionatifeuél models predicting the individual-level
probability of belonging to each class. Becaus# ttlistribution is bimodal and bounded at O
and 1, the probabilities were logit-transformede odels decompose the variance within the
dependent variable into between- and within-couatrpponents. The results are shown in
Table 2.

The quantity of interest is the intra-class cotrefacoefficient (ICC), which measures
the proportion of the total variance in the depenhdariable that is found between higher-level
units, in this case countries. The ICCs for the fdasses range from 0.125 to 0.159, meaning
that between 84.1 and 87.5 percent of the varienobserved within countries. The fact that

attitudes toward the nation are more heterogen&ghs countries than between them provides
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Table 2. Unconditional multilevel model of class asgnment, ISSP 2003 full data.

Liberal Critical Populist Ultra
Country intercept -2.649 -7.537 -7.266 -13.411
Within-nation variance 40.360 98.086 67.188 189.224
Between-nation variance 5.920 18.555 9.595 29.991
Intra-class correlation 0.128 0.159 0.125 0.137

additional evidence against theories of nationalisat characterize countries as internally-
homogeneous units of analy$is.

Interestingly, the ICCs vary between the clas3d® greatest between-country variance
(that is, the lowest average within-country heteragty) is found in the critical nationalist class,
while the smallest between country-variance is tbimthe populist class. This suggests that the
critical nationalist attitudinal profile is less aaly distributed throughout the countries in the

sample than the populist class (or the liberals;lagich has the second lowest ICC).

PREDICTING ADHERENCE TO VARIETIES OF POPULAR NATION ALISM
Thus far, | have identified the four shared repnéstgons of the nation-state in the pooled sample
and described their distribution across countriBise next task is to determine what
characteristics predict adherence to each of thalseral models. As the variance
decomposition suggests, class membership variessaboth individuals and countries, so a
predictive model must take both levels of analysis account. Given that regular OLS
regression models of nested data tend to undestitne magnitude of standard errors, the best
method for disentangling the multilevel effectfisrarchical linear modeling (Raudenbush and
Bryk 2002).

The results of the analysis are presented in TablEhe model predicts the probabilities
of assignment to each class using country- andiohatl-level attributes. All country-level
independent variables are centered at their grazahmand all individual-level variables are

centered at the country means. The probabilifietags assignment are logit-transformed and
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Table 3. Random intercept and coefficient multileveregression of class assignment on
country- and individual-level attributes, ISSP 2003ull sample®.

Liberal Critical Populist Ultra
Fixed effects (count-level predictors)
Intercept 0.029 0.030 -0.006 -0.015
Regime durability (years) 0.001 -0.003t -0.002 0.003
GDP (thousands of $US per capita) 0011 0.007 -0.016* -0.007
Mandatory military service (binary) -0.2#0 0.200 0.064 -0.238
NGOs (per million people) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Social expenditures (% GDP) 0.023 0.012 -0.010 -0.011
Fixed effects (individu-level predictors)
Age -0.006** -0.010*** 0.004** 0.008***
Male 0.025 -0.027 -0.065* 0.003
Married 0.060+* -0.036t 0.056* 0.067**
Education: low -0.179* -0.271%** 0.276*** 0.304 ***
Education: mid -0.049 -0.143** 0.166*** 0.181***
Religiosity -0.022 -0.1471%** 0.061** 0.149%*
Parents citizens -0.164 -0.172%** 0.295*** 0.211***
Occupation: managerial/professional 0.106 0.083*** -0.086** -0.083**
Occupation: clerical 0.070 0.026 -0.042 -0.019
Occupation: service 0.064 0.034 -0.039 -0.030
Occupation: student 0.15% 0.059t -0.123* -0.056
Occupation: unemp./out of labor force -0.014 -0.050¢ 0.028 0.042
Random effects (variance compone
Intercept (between-country variance) 0.637 0.122*** 0.048*** 0.110***
Within-country variance 0.810 0.744 0.800 0.787
Between-country variance explained 0.699 0.201 0.609 0.180
Within-country variance explained 0.046 0.074 0.062 0.070

2Dependent variable is standardized for interprétabCountry-level independent variables are gramean-centered,
individual-level independent variables are groupameentered. Slope random effects are not shownitt€l categories:
female, non-married, high education, parents niatecis, manual occupation.

® Regime durability is defined in the Polity IV datasis the number of years since a major (i.e. iBpchange in a country's
democracy index.

standardized; the magnitude of the coefficientaikhbe interpreted in terms of standard
deviations of the dependent variable (as a responsi@gle-unit changes in the independent
variables).

The most consistent predictor of class prevalesa€&eDP per capita. As was apparent in
Table 1, higher GDP is associated with higher gexnce of liberal nationalism, while lower
GDP is associated with lower prevalence of populgionalism; GDP does not have a direct
impact on critical nationalism or ultranationalisihis finding is partly in linavith existing
research on national identity, which views ascovgtilefinitions of national identity as features of

poorer, less politically stable countries (A. Snii#01; Ignatieff 1993; Alter 1994; Schopflin
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1995, 1996). However, the lack of significant G&defficients for critical nationalism and
ultranationalism complicates this conclusion. #slear from the distribution of classes by
country in Table 1, people in wealthier countries @ot immune from nationalism’s more
restrictive varieties, just as those in less wgattbuntries are not precluded from adhering to
more inclusive types of nationalism.

Another significant predictor of class prevalertb@ugh only for the liberal class, is
mandatory military service. This variable was uaEd in the model based on the intuition that
military institutions rely heavily on nationalidtetoric and imagery, thereby reinforcing recruits’
identification with the nation-state and increasingir levels of national pride and hubris. The
negative coefficient associated with liberal nagilism is in line with this expectation.
Somewhat surprisingly, however, the military seevioefficients are positive for critical
nationalism and negative for ultranationalism (thlomeither reaches statistical significance).
These results may be capturing a backlash agamsti€ological aspects of military training in
countries where it is compulsory or, converselgekection effect whereby countries
characterized by low levels of support for statitations seek to increase the state’s legitimacy
by way of mandatory service.

Finally, the prevalence of the liberal class isifpesly associated with the level of
government social expenditures, which suggestgratrous welfare states are more likely to
engender moderate views of the nation. It seegisdbthat a perception of the state as a
caretaker of the public would lead to less exclugig views of the nation’s social boundaries
and reasonably high levels of national pride atachment.

The individual-level results make it possible tovelep a general demographic profile for

each of the four classes. On average, liberakatidal nationalists tend to be younger, married
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(the effect is marginally significant for criticahtionalists), highly educated, have non-citizen
parents, and be employed in professional occupafi@ther than in manual labor) or enrolled in
school (the effect is marginally significant fortimal nationalists). Compared to all other
respondents, liberal nationalists are also moedyliko work in clerical or service occupations
than in manual labor, while critical nationaliste éess likely to be religious, unemployed, or out
of the labor force. Populist nationalists are mikely to be older, female, married, religious,
have lower or average education, have parents wehaitizens, and are less likely to work in
professional or managerial occupations and be ledral school. Finally, the predictors of
ultranationalism are similar to those of populigtionalism, but gender and student status have
no significant effect, while being unemployed ot ofithe labor force increases the chances of
belonging to this class.

To ensure that the four shared representatiortseafation are not mere statistical
artifacts, | used them to predict attitudes towarthigrants measured by the ISSP. The survey
asks respondents whether immigrants increase catas, damage the economy, take jobs away
from people born in the country, and enrich thentods culture, as well as whether the
government spends too much money assisting imntgeard whether the number of
immigrants admitted into the country should be et | recoded and dichotomized the
responses to these six variables, so that posiéikees indicated anti-immigrant attitudes. The
variables were then used to construct an additaef anti-immigrant sentiment. The
Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.73, whichcaigis a moderate level of reliability.

| regressed the scale of anti-immigrant attitudesleammy indicators of the four shared
representations of the nation (with liberal natiama as the omitted variable), along with

individual-level controls for age, gender, margtdtus, education, religiosity, citizen parents,
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Table 4. Random intercept and coefficient multileveregression of anti-immigrant attitude
scale on class assignment and controls, ISSP 2008 $ample’.

Degrees of
Attitudinal profile Coefficient  Standard error TH@ freedom P-value
Critical -0.052 0.055 0.958 29 0.347
Populist 1.034 0.111 9.283 29 0.000
Ultra 0.714 0.091 7.813 29 0.000
Intercept 2.256 0.103 21.995 29 0.000

Within-country variance explained 0.174

2The model includes controls for age, gender, niasitdus, education, religiosity, citizen paretsg occupation (not shown).

and occupation. The analysis was carried out usiex@rchical linear modeling. Because the
sources of cross-national variation in immigramitides were not the focus of the analysis, no
country-level covariates were included in the medel

The results of the analysis, presented in Tabtieonstrate that adherence to the four
classes is a strong predictor of anti-immigrantuates, even when sociodemographic controls
are included in the model. Clearly, the classesat mere statistical artifacts, nor are they
epiphenomenal reflections of other underlying imtlinal-level characteristics. Furthermore, the
magnitudes and signs of the coefficients are ctergisvith what could be expected based on the
earlier descriptions of the attitudinal classespWist nationalists and ultranationalists espouse
more anti-immigrant sentiments than liberal natimts, while critical nationalists are less anti-
immigrant than liberal nationalists. The same Itedweld when self-reported political ideology
(liberal vs. conservative) was included in the medeesults are available upon request), which
suggests that shared representations of the nsti@@-structure people’s immigration views
independently of political ideology. A similar dysis could be performed for a variety of other
attitudes related to nationalism, such as cultamal economic policy preferences or views on

international organizations and globalization.
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POPULAR NATIONALISM AND CULTURAL CHANGE

It is possible that the available cultural repegsithrough which people understand their nation-
states vary in content over time. For instancenattime, inclusive views of national identity
may be associated with low hubris (as it is in¢hecal nationalism class), while at another time
they may be coupled with a highly hubristic dispiosi toward other countries. Yet, it is also
possible that the conceptual terrain of nationalistudes is relatively fixed over time. Also,
independently of their content, the distributiorsbred representations of the nation between
and within countries may or may not change oveetinihese four possible scenarios are
presented in Table 5, with the internal stabilityhe cultural models captured by the rows and
the stability of their distribution captured by tb&umns.

Of the four outcomes, two have been suggested stycomparative nationalism
research. The work of Hans Kohn and others (Ka@#1Ignatieff 1993) on civic and ethnic
nationalism is predicated on the assumption trettntent of the two varieties of nationalism is
fixed over time and that countries can be permayetdssified as belonging to one category or
the other. This is the scenario captured by theeweft cell of the table. In contrast, the
research of Rogers Smith (1988, 1997) suggestsheatontent of ideas about the nation may be
stable, but that the relative dominance of one awether fluctuates over time. Smith
demonstrates this by tracing the waxing and waafnativist and inclusive tendencies in
American citizenship laws. This is the scenariespnted in the upper-right cell of the table.

The possibility that unstable belief structures rhaye a stable distribution, as shown in
the bottom-left cell of the table, may seem counteitive. However, if we shift the emphasis
from the content of ideas to the question of wiichntries share a similar set of definitions of

the nation-state, whatever those definitions mdgiknhen this scenario becomes plausible.
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Table 5. Possible relationships between the conteot popular understandings of the nation
and their distribution across countries.
Stable distribution Unstable distribution

Countries can be classified based on the The prevalence of a fixed set of ideas

relative prevalence of a fixed set of ideas gnd fluctuates over time within countries,
their classification is stable over time (e.g|, precluding a stable classification of countries
Kohn 1944) (e.g., R. Smith 1997)

Stable content

Ideas change over time, but the grouping pf  Ideas change over time, as does their
countries that adhere to the same set of ideatistribution, making it impossible to generate
is fixed over time, making it possible to | a fixed typology of popular nationalism or tp
assign countries to stable categories assign countries to stable categories

Unstable content

For instance, it is possible that the precise mmaaf ethnic and civic nationalism has changed
over time, but that the same countries consistenubscribe to more (or less inclusive) criteria of
national belonging. It could be argued that thithe position implicit in some of the more
nuanced revisions of Kohn's theory (e.g., A. Smi#91).

Finally, the bottom-right cell captures a scenamia/hich no lasting pattern can be
observed in the content or the distribution of ustindings of the nation-state: Ideas change
over time, as does their prevalence across cosnte far, no comparative research has
explored this possibility.

The availability of ISSP nationalism data collected 995 enables me to test which of
these scenarios best represents change in popueetions of the nation-state over an eight-
year period (or a nine- or ten-year period for samentries, depending on when the data were
collected). While this temporal window is a snaik, it overlaps with significant political,
economic, and social developments in many of thumce@s in the sample (e.g., post-communist
transition in Eastern Europe, terrorist attackganU.S. and Philippines, economic recessions in
Germany, the Netherlands, and Japan). If eitreectimtent or the distribution of shared
representations of the nation-state is indeed bijave would expect to see changes in the data

brought on by these events.
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To examine change over time, | repeated the eantialyses using the 1995 wave of the
ISSP, as well as a subsample of the 2003 datactesitto the twenty countries included in the
1995 wave. | applied the LCA algorithm independetd the two waves of data, imposing no
constraints on the results for each wave. Onbehationalism questions — the importance of
ancestry for national identity — was not asked989, so | omitted it from the 2003 comparative
sample.

The content of the shared representations is sgikisimilar in 1995 and 2003: The
class-specific means of the nationalism variabtesamost perfectly correlated across the two
waves of data (Pearson r = 0.977). This suggeatsibne of the political, economic, and
cultural events that occurred in the twenty coastbetween 1995 and 2003 impacted the
available repertoire of shared representationk@hition-state. This finding also provides
evidence for the robustness of the latent clastaodet If the LCA models did not produce valid
and reliable measurements of attitudinal clusteringpuld not have been able to generate nearly
identical sets of classes from two completely iredeent samples, even if nationalist attitudes
were in fact stable over time. Furthermore, tlot flaat the deletion of ten countries from the
full 2003 sample did not have a major impact ondtietent and distribution of the classes in the
2003 comparative sample provides additional eviddacthe reliability of the method, the
stability of the generated classes, and the obBenvinat most of the attitudinal variation is in
fact found within countries.

Next, | examine changes in the distribution ofat@udinal profiles across countries
over time. Table 6 presents the breakdown of tti@@inal profiles by country in 1995 and
2003, sorted in descending order by the magnitidbange across the two time periods

(measured as the Euclidian distance between theewators of class proportions for each
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Table 6. Distribution of classes by country, ISSPI95 and 2003 comparison samplés

ISSP 1995 ISSP 2003 1995-2003
C Q 3 C 0 S
& 5 g = 8 & = = Euclidian
2 2 7 8 2 2 @ o Distance
S S = S L S 2 S (All classes)
Total 39.13 2132 2040 19.15 N IQV 37.38  20.83 2221958 N IQV 2.60
Hungary 12.83 | 36.50 | 46,000 4.67 600  0.85 18.61 661  0.94 33.91
Canada 879 477 2598 1070 0.74 566  11.32 742 0.85 25.74
USA 477 1050 4846 943 0.84 2565 3.45  8.94 928  0.72 24.72
Netherland 1506 570 7.04 1,421 0.60 2673 946 576 1,216 0.77 18.76
Ireland 482 823 A4B2N 705 0.82 11.30 714 | 8195 770  0.85 16.27
Spain 2613 1833 1210 884  0.93 19.34 1030 20.82 874  0.88 14.96
Norway 825 1232 2307 958 0.81 19.80 1366 1522 1,025 0.87 14.91
Germany 28.83 972 1276 1,183 0.87 1245  6.16 779  0.87 14.58
Japan 16.25 2395 806  0.86 23.79 1398 1847 601  0.93 13.01
Russia 5.77 884  0.89 11.88 = 33.98 W47288 691 1389 0.86 12.63
Slovenia 11.03 725  0.96 29.89 2989 6.64 843  0.94 11.89
Australia 26.63 1,675 0.83 7.24 | 3318 1,477 0.83 10.62
Philippines 19.84 1,023 0.93 16.10 26.65 1,062 0.89 10.60
Slovakia 9.60 958  0.91 14.67 3.58 866  0.82 10.31
Poland 7.85 815  0.91 15.91 7.16 880  0.88 9.91
Czech Rep. 24.23  32.07 714 0.94 4.52 885  0.90 7.20
Austria 3344 878 1541 649  0.90 10.66  12.76 666  0.91 6.56
Sweden 2494 1925  6.42 826  0.87 2851 1419 6.56 747  0.85 6.34
New Zealan 6.61 13.08 2897 711  0.84 973 1507 2857 637  0.89 6.01
Great Britain 18.12 1494 2130 629  0.92 20.34 1198 1920 526  0.90 5.12
N 7519 3579 3,623 3458 18,179 6,420 3,837 9B,8 3,420 17,574

2Values for each countries are shaded in descemnditey, with darkest cells representing higher ealand lighter cells representing lower valuesaidsweighted with sample
weights but not population weights.
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country). The first thing to notice is that thare significant shifts in the class distributiofhe
average correlation between the country-speciisxmeans across the two waves is 0.898,
indicating a lower level of stability than was obssl for class content. This scenario is
consistent with the upper-right cell of Table 5.

A number of the countries in the sample experiempaaticularly large fluctuations in the
distribution of the attitudinal classes. In Hungdhe prevalence of liberal nationalism increased
by 24.69 percentage points, while critical natismaldeclined by 17.89 points and populist
nationalism dropped by 13.32 points. In contrigis¢ral nationalism declined in Canada and the
U.S. by 19.10 and 15.92 points, respectively, whiteanationalism increased by 15.66 and 18.8
points. The Netherlands also experienced a lamge id liberal nationalism (14.4 points), but
this was accompanied by an increase of 11.67 pwirtstical nationalism and relatively little
change in ultranationalism. Other cases with $icamt shifts in the prevalence of the attitudinal
classes include Ireland, Spain, Norway, Germargadaand Russia. However, even the
countries with low Euclidian distances betweenttin@ waves of data experienced some shifts in
particular classes (for instance, populist natisnaldeclined by 5.04 points in Sweden).

It is possible to formulate post hoc explanatiastifiese attitudinal fluctuations, with the
American case perhaps being the most obvious: €bkne of liberal nationalism and the
dramatic increase in ultranationalism are likelhh&we been a result of the terrorist attacks of
9/11, which preceded the second wave of data ¢mlecMany surveys have documented a rise
in support for government officials and institutsofiHuddy, Khatib, and Capelos 2002),
allegiance to national symbols (Skitka 2005), aatiomal pride (Smith, Rasinski, and Toce
2001) following 9/11, so it is reasonable to ex@ecbncomitant shift in adherence to particular

cultural models of the nation-state.
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The Hungarian case is also understandable givecatlngtry’s economic boom in the late
1990s, which saw dramatic increases in GDP (40ebdemt increase between 1995 and 2003),
openness to trade (40 percent increase in tragerasntage of GDP), and government social
expenditures (11 percent increase). Furthermorhd years prior to 2003, Hungary completed
most of the requirements for EU accession and de&derendum on the issue in April, 2003,
one month after the ISSP data were collected. Wdreased economic stability, an expanded
government safety net, and popular excitement sadimg EU accession, Hungarian citizens
may have gained pride in their state and beconsdiledy to view membership in their nation in
restrictive terms. This would explain the markecdrease in the prevalence of liberal
nationalism. Of course, more exclusionary formaationalism did not disappear altogether in
Hungary: The prevalence of populist nationalismagmed moderately high, at 32.68 percent,
while ultranationalism doubled from 4.67 to 11.20qent. These figures may reflect a backlash
against EU accession, perceived by a minority efgbpulation as a looming threat to Hungarian
culture and economic wellbeing (Beichelt 2004)wad as the persistence of fervently
xenophobic and traditionalist discourse among thentry’s conservative political parties
(Vahudova 2008).

Similar accounts could be produced for other coesin the sample. However, in order
to systematically evaluate which events are unigassociated with particular attitudinal
changes, we must simultaneously compare the presanttabsence of all the events across all
the cases. To do so, | rely on qualitative casdyars (QCA), a method developed by Charles
Ragin (1987) for analyzing small-sample comparatiata. QCA uses Boolean algebra to derive
parsimonious combinations of predictors associaiéitthe presence of a particular outcome,

under the assumption that the outcome may resutt fnultiple concurrent causal pathways.
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Table 7. QCA results predicting shifts in class prealence by country, ISSP 1995 and 2003
comparative sampled,

Unique  Solution

Outcome Causal factdrs Cases covered coverage coverage
Liberal Increase > 5 pts GDP *socexp *terrorism HUN, IRL, SLO 0.75 1.0
CONSERYV * econshock * immig ESP 0.25
Decrease > 5 pts ECONSHOCK GER, JPN, NED 0.29 6 0.8
TERROR * gdp PHI, USA 0.29
IMMIG * CONSERV * gdp NED, NOR 0.14
Critical Increase > 5 pts ECONSHOCK GER, JPN, NED 0.17 1.0
IMMIG * CONSERV IRL, NED, NOR 0.33
gdp *socexp * POLSHOCK GER, SVK 0.17
Decrease > 5 pts GDP * socexp * immig POL, RUS 0.5 0.75
CONSERV * econshock * immig ESP 0.25
Populist Increase > 5 pts ECONSHOCK * SOCEXP JPN 0.25 0.75
GDP * POLSHOCK * socexp POL, RUS 0.5
Decrease > 5 pts GDP SOCEXP HUN, SLO 0.4 0.8
SOCEXP * econshock * polshock AUS 0.2
CONSERV * econshock * immig ESP 0.2
Ultra Increase > 5 pts IMMIG * conserv AUS 0.17 0.67
TERROR * gdp USA, PHI 0.33
CONSERYV * econshock * immig ESP 0.33
Decrease > 5 pts ECONSHOCK * socexp GER, JPN 0.2 1.0
IMMIG * CONSERYV * socexp IRL, NOR 0.4
gdp *socexp * POLSHOCK GER,SVK 0.2

&Variable legend: conserv = conservative polittaah (i.e., electoral success of conservative parityr to second wave of data
in cases where liberal party was in power duringf fivave of data), gdp = GDP per capita, econshostonomic shock (i.e.,
recession before second wave of data, but notédfst wave), immig = increased salience of imratgm issues in media and
political campaigns between two waves of data ctida, polshock = political shock (i.e., regime nbge in the years leading up
to either survey wave, which is equivalent to atfmesnmunism dummy), socexp = social expenditure®{%DP), terror =
significant increase in terrorism-related casuslbietween two waves of data collection.

b Capital letters indicate the presence of a predind lower case letters indicate its absenceerisks in the solutions
represent logical AND operators. Multiple solusdor each outcome are complementary and shousdit@unterpreted as
joined by logical OR operators.

It treats explanatory factors as symmetrical, ailhgathe absence and not just the presence of

attributes to have predictive power.

method), | dichotomize all the continuous counttyilautes at their third quartiles (i.e., | code
the five countries with the largest positive andatevze changes on each measure as positive
cases). The outcomes included in the analysitharpresence of a downward or upward change
(separately) of at least five percentage pointhénprevalence of each class, which yields two
binary measures for each of the four classes.

The results of the QCA analysis are presented bieéTa Each causal pathway consists

of one or more attributes, with asterisks signifythe logical operator “AND.” The multiple
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pathways toward a given outcome (i.e., table rosvsesponding to a given outcome) are joined
by the logical operator “OR.” Predictors listedupper case are present and those listed in lower
case are absent. The arrows indicate an increageease in the level of the predictor (or

more precisely, they indicate that the correspamndases are in the top quartile of the
negative/positive change scores for that attriblit€phus, any given attribute may be increasing
(e.g., SOCEXB), decreasing (e.g., SOCEXPnot increasing (e.g., soce}por not decreasing
(e.g., socexp. Binary attributes, such as economic shockstigall shocks, and EU accession,
are not accompanied by arrows since they are gitiesent or absent.

The results suggest that national security shast@omic booms and recessions,
increased salience of immigration issues, and coasee electoral successes were associated
with changes in the relative prevalence of the foapular representations of the nation-state in
the twenty countries in the sample.

The prominence of the first of those factors, ttgd¢a national security, in the results
confirms the earlier intuition regarding the U.&se: The large drop in liberal nationalism and
increase in ultranationalism were associated vhightérrorist attacks of 9/11. However, the U.S.
was not the only country to suffer from terrorisetieeen 1995 and 2003. Although no other
single event produced as many casualties as thekatbn the World Trade Center, the total
number of terrorism-related deaths also increasediderably in the Philippines and Russia. In
the Philippines, the Islamist separatist group Shayyaf launched repeated attacks between
1999 and 2003 that killed nearly 200 people angrég hundreds more, while in Russia,
Chechen separatists intensified their militant caigp against civilians, most notably in the

Moscow hostage crisis that resulted in 170 dedihsb@l Terrorism Database 2009).
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Interestingly, however, the marked shift away fridmeral nationalism and toward
ultranationalism took place only in the United 8&énd the Philippines and not in Russia
(liberal nationalism declined in Russia as well oy less than 5 percentage points). The QCA
results suggest that what set the Russian casevegaits high level of economic growth, which
may have offset the attitudinal effects of thedast attacks. Another possible explanation for
the lack of significant upward movement in ultraoaalism is the perceived mishandling of the
terrorist threat by Russian authorities, which rhaye dampened people’s pride in state
institutions. The vast majority of the casualireshe 2002 Moscow hostage crisis were caused
by the decision of government security forces tmpuoxic gas into the theater (Javeline and
Baird 2007; Scheppele 2009). In contrast, govemmesponses to 9/11 in the U.S. and the Abu
Sayyaf attacks in the Philippines met with wideagdrpublic support.

An alternative explanation for the discrepanciesveen the Russian case and the U.S.
and Philippines may also help account for the gtofn liberal nationalism to ultranationalism in
Canada. Itis possible that the attitudinal changehe Philippines were not a result of domestic
terrorism, which had been part of Filipinos’ eveaydeality for over two decades, but rather of a
spillover effect of 9/11. The Philippine governméas long enjoyed a close diplomatic
relationship with the U.S. and many Filipinos hatt@ng affinities toward Americans, which
date back to the liberation of the Philippines frdapanese occupation in 1945 and are
reinforced by the presence of a large Filipino piiaia in the U.S (Banlaoi 2002). Furthermore,
Filipinos may have perceived the 9/11 attacks msaifestation of the same terrorist movement
that had long afflicted their country. It is pddsithat these factors caused Filipinos to respond
to 9/11 in a similar manner to Americans, by raltyaround their government and shifting

toward a more exclusive conception of their nasmocial boundaries.

38



Bonikowski Shared Representations of the Nati@ateSt

A similar penumbra effect of the 9/11 attacks mayehoperated in the Canadian case,
given that the U.S. is Canada’s immediate neightiosest ally, and largest trading partner.
These institutional links are further strengthebgdhe two countries’ cultural similarity and
high volume of cross-border migration. These fectikely contributed to the resonance of 9/11
among the Canadian public, which was reflectedidespread feelings of solidarity with the
American people. None of the factors relevanhan€anadian and Philippine cases were
present in Russia, which may explain its divergaritomes.

Besides national security shocks, another factapisiy many of the changes in the
distribution of the varieties of popular nationalibetween 1995 and 2003 was economic growth
and decline. Large increases in GDP were assdorath higher levels of liberal nationalism
and lower levels of critical and populist natiosali, though only when economic growth was
accompanied by other economic and political factdiberal nationalism increased when the
positive effect of GDP growth was not offset bysctd social expenditures and terrorist attacks
(conditions that were met in Hungary, Ireland, &holvenia), critical nationalism decreased in
countries where social expenditures did not riseiammigration did not become a salient public
issue (i.e., Poland and Russia), and populist naliem declined when GDP growth was
combined with a rise in social expenditures (in glany and Slovenia). In contrast, the
prevalence of populist nationaligncreasedvhen GDP growth was not accompanied by higher
government social expenditures (in Poland and Russbd countries that had experienced a
major political shock).

Based on these cases, it appears that pride enatdteconomic institutions, which
characterizes liberal nationalism, increases wlwen@mic growth is combined with greater

levels of government support for social prograrRsesumably, without a rise in social
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expenditures, economic growth is seen by liberdl@opulist nationalists as benefitting wealthy
elites rather than the general population. Indasdhe Australian case demonstrates, even in the
absence of major economic growth, a rise in s@ipknditures can result in a decline of

populist nationalism, provided that the countryslaet experience a major political shock and is
not in a recession.

Attitudinal change unfolded differently in periodseconomic turmoil than it did in
periods of economic growth. Economic recession avasfficient cause for decreases in liberal
nationalism and increases in critical nationalisagardless of what happened to social
expenditures (this was the case in Germany, Jamahthe Netherlands). Furthermore, increases
in social spending during an economic recessiosefed in the Japanese case, generated higher
levels of populist nationalism, which likely refted popular dissatisfaction with high
government expenditures in times that called fonemic austerity (it is possible that a similar
effect would be observed in the U.S. after 2008ctvisould partly explain the rise of the
populist Tea Party). Recessions not accompanieultsyto social expenditures resulted in lower
levels of ultranationalism (in Germany and Japprgsumably because former ultranationalists
shifted toward populist nationalism, which is cltaeaized by lower pride in state and economic
institutions.

In the case of Slovakia, a drop in ultranationaleamd a concomitant rise in critical
nationalism stemmed not from a full-blown recesdiahrather from the lack of significant
economic growth combined with the lack of incregssocial expenditures. The fact that this
pattern was observed in a country that had expsztba major political transition suggests a
possible explanation. In all likelihood, many Sd&g had expected the post-communist

transition to produce a major economic boom anohrgamovement in the welfare of the
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population; when this did not occur, pride in statel economic institutions declined and the
prevalence of critical nationalism increased.

Though national security threats and macro-econewvents were responsible for many
of the changes in the relative salience of the f@uieties of nationalism between 1995 and
2003, these factors do not explain all of the okegtemporal variation. Another major cause of
the attitudinal shifts was the increased publieesake of immigration. Fervent public debates
about immigration combined with the electoral ssses of conservative political parties
resulted in the decline of liberal nationalism iarivay and the Netherlands, and a decrease in
ultranationalism in Ireland and Norway. It appeth Ireland’s rapid economic growth at the
end of the 1990s was sufficient to offset the nggampact of immigration and political
conservatism on liberal nationalism, while the aexbf government social expenditure in the
Netherlands prevented a (presumably conservategent of the Dutch population from
shifting away from ultranationalism.

The liberal parties that were in power in all thoeeintries in the late 1990s and early
2000s were seen by many citizens as overly penmiggicontinued immigration, which led to
the rise of alternative populist political movengnike Pim Fortuyn’s List in the Netherlands,
the Progress Party in Norway, and the Immigrationtfl Platform in Ireland. The fact that
these movements contributed to the electoral vetasf conservative parties in the early 2000s
likely resulted in the greater disaffection witlatstinstitutions among some politically liberal
citizens, which in turn produced an increase iticai nationalism in all three cases.

The increased public salience of immigration accanngd by electoral victories by
conservative political parties also resulted indovevels of ultranationalism in Norway and

Ireland (but immigration led to an increase inati@tionalism in Australia in the absence of
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conservative victories). A reduction in the intépsf xenophobic fervor in the general
population following the incorporation of xenopholbhovements into the formal political
process is consistent with the work of Koopmansaiigagues (Koopmans, Statham, Giugni,
and Passy 2005), who find an inverse relationsbtpriéen extreme right-wing party strength and
ethnic violence. When xenophobic movements are tabbursue their goals through
mainstream party politics, they tend to devote tess and effort to less conventional tactics that
require grassroots mobilization. Thus mainstreaiitigs can serve as a “pressure valve” for
more xenophobic forms of nationalism. Aside frdns tspecific mechanism, it is also possible
that the drop in ultranationalism represented gréssion to the mean” following a period of
heightened xenophobic movement activity in the joudgphere brought on by national elections.
In the single case of Spain, the effects of coredeu® party rule appeared to be reversed:
conservative rule coincided with increases in Bb@aationalism and ultranationalism, as well as
declines in critical and populist nationalism.slpossible to provide a tentative account for the
Spanish case. The shift from critical to liberationalism and from populist nationalism to
ultranationalism seems to reflect a growing confkein state institutions between 1995 and
2003. In 1995, Spaniards were largely disillustbnéth the socialist government, which at that
point had been in power for twenty-three years\aas widely perceived as corrupt. In contrast,
at the time of the data collection in June of 2Q&€é Maria Aznar’s conservative government
enjoyed a moderate amount of popularity, despiteraber of political scandals and its
unpopular support for the Irag war (Torcal and R2604). A general satisfaction with state
institutions was likely a product of considerabt®®omic growth that followed the introduction
of the Euro in 1999 and the government’s succeasénmulating a budget surplus in 2003, as

well as the anti-terrorism measures introducethénlate 1990s and early 2000s, which increased
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the sense of security in the country (Gil-Alana &adros 2010). This scenario is consistent
with the fact that the conservatives’ electoratlos2004, a year after the second wave of data
was collected, came as a surprise to many obsesmera/as widely attributed to the
government’s mishandling of the Madrid bombing®éhdays before the election (Bali 2007).
The results generated by QCA give us a generaksaitbe factors that produced the
observed changes in the salience of the four vesief nationalism between 1995 and 2003.
Economic growth was associated with a growing desee of liberal nationalism and a
declining salience of critical and populist natitisra, which suggests that when times are good,
people view their nation-state in more positive ardusive terms. The opposite was true as
well: When economic growth stagnated and plungesht@s into recessions, liberal
nationalism and ultranationalist declined and caithationalism increased. Controversies
surrounding immigration accompanied by conservatay victories had similar effects to
economic decline, producing shifts from liberalioaélism to critical nationalism and decreases
in ultranationalism. Terrorist attacks also resdllin a turn away from liberal nationalism and
toward more restrictive conceptions of the nati@usial boundaries. However, these
exclusionary tendencies were combined with strampgert for the nation-states’ political and

economic institutions, as evidenced by the incré@sevalence of ultranationalism.

DISCUSSION
The empirical investigation undertaken in this pdpees revealed four important characteristics
of popular nationalism in modern democracies.

Popular nationalism is far more heterogeneous tlsasuggested by existing theories.
Comparative theories that posit the existence ofuarieties of nationalism — civic and ethnic —

and map them onto specific countries gloss ovectimeplexity that characterizes popular
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understandings of the nation-state. The analys#ss paper demonstrate that nationalist
attitudes are better represented by a more extehgiwlogy. These contrasting results are
understandable given that the ethnic-civic dichgtdotuses almost exclusively on issues of
national identity, while | define nationalism mdyeadly, as a combination of attachment,
identity, pride, and hubris. In practice, howewenen people speak about ethnic or civic
nationalismthey often equate national identity with the ovieddology that defines the
fundamental characteristics of a nation. In smgpihey ignore other, equally important
dimensions of the phenomenon.

Furthermore, despite occasional slippages in gsthe ethnic-civic distinction was
intended to describe the logic that governs a eglainstitutions, such as immigration and
citizenship law, and not to serve as a theory @uter nationalism. Because it is reductive and
static, this binary typology cannot account for tihié variation in the shared representations of
the nation-state across countries and over timdadt, these same qualities limit its utility for
understanding national institutions. As RogerstBis1(1997) magisterial study of American
citizenship law demonstrates, institutional arrangets can oscillate over time between more
and less inclusive policies, which reflect the angaconflict between divergent understandings
of what constitutes the country’s rightful sociaundaries. Smith’s findings point to the fact
that legal arrangements cannot be divorced fronpthiey environments in which they are
created, which in turn are shaped by shared (amgpebng) understandings of reality. If we
want to understand the ongoing conflicts surrougdimparticular policy domain in a given
country, we must pay attention to the heterogeneonseptions of the nation that inform them.

This brings me to the second contribution of tlapgr:All varieties of nationalism are

present in all countries, though their relative pagence varies.Nothing in the logic of the LCA
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models presupposed a particular distribution cds®#a across countries. Though it was entirely
possible that some classes would only be foundmmescountries, the actual results did not
follow this pattern: The four classes were foun@tighout the sample. These findings clearly
show that multiple understandings of the natiorxeien each country and, as Rogers Smith’s
research suggests, are likely to compete with aonéhar in defining public discourse and
shaping policy outcomes. This heterogeneity corapds attempts to group countries into
distinct nationalist camps. As the variance decositipn models show, on average, people are
more similar to their counterparts in other cowsithan to their own compatriots.

The paper’s third insight is th#te content of shared representations of the nadtate
is remarkably stable over timeAgain, nothing in the model presupposed thisifigd As was
outlined in Table 6, both the content and the dhstion of attitudes can in principle be stable or
variable. Yet, the results were unambiguous: Tlkams of the nationalism variables were
almost perfectly correlated across the two wavesatd. This suggests that the set of available
tools that people draw on to understand their nagtates does not fluctuate with economic,
political, or cultural conditions, at least nottire short-term. Perhaps if we looked at a longer
timeframe that included periods of significant teimthe results would be different. As
Swidler’s (1986) cultural toolkit theory suggegtepple rarely revise accepted understandings of
the world during settled times, but they do so ilgad periods of widespread uncertainty.

The fact thathe distribution of the shared representations asroountries changes over
timeis the fourth insight of this paper. Though tlatent of frames through which people
understand reality may change only in unsettleé$inthe probability that a person will select
one existing frame over another is likely to béuahced not only by his or her individual

attributes (or his or her habitus [Bourdieu 19988@)]), but also by exogenous events. Changes

45



Bonikowski Shared Representations of the Nati@ateSt

in a country’s demographic composition, economiaditoons, security, or cultural
characteristics are likely to alter the public m¢Bahn 2004), which can in turn alter the
salience of particular understandings of the nasi@te.

This seems to have been the case after 9/11 idrilied States, a time when Americans
came together in almost unanimous support of tferernment, and when the country
experienced a dramatic shift from liberal natiosralito ultranationalism. These conditions made
possible a series of policies, such as the Patdband the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq,
which would have been unthinkable at a differemieti Whether the post-9/11 period was an
example of a Swidlerian unsettled time, which Haldapacity to alter the structure of taken-for-
granted understandings of the nation-state, orlgnareemporary crisis that results in the
increased prevalence of some of the existing utalalsgs is an empirical question. The
results of this study suggest that the latter stemamore likely.

Explaining the changes in the prevalence of the Yaneties of popular nationalism is a
difficult task, because the number of country casesnall and the array of possible causes
large. Nonetheless, the QCA results suggest soatienmary conclusions. The distribution of
attitudes seems to be influenced by certain contibimsof economic growth and decline,
welfare state expansion, changes in the publiersedi of immigration issues, conservative party
politics, and national security shocks.

In addition to its substantive contributions toioaalism studies and political sociology,
this paper has some general implications for tlegosumgy of culture. First, the dynamics
observed for nationalist attitudes may be genexdltp other highly institutionalized domains,
such as the economy, education, or family. Tcetttent that these domains are subject to

international institutional pressures, we may exped¢ind cross-national similarities in the
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content of attitudes along with variation in thaistribution across countries. Barring major
shocks to the institutional order, those attituslesuld be stable over time, but their prevalence
should fluctuate in response to domain-relevanheve

Second, this study demonstrates the possibiligoafiucting large-sample comparative
cultural research without falling prey to methodptal nationalism. Simply because the nation-
state is used as a sampling frame does not imptyttis the most appropriate unit of analysis.
An inductive approach that identifies patterns agralhthe cases avoids the problems of cross-
case incommensurability and arbitrary reductiomasfation to the case level. The result is a set
of cultural categories that may or may not map éhéocases in the sample. If the categories
and the cases are congruent, we can concludehthabses are culturally distinct; if not, we can
view this as evidence for at least partial oventapultural repertoires between the cases.

While this method was developed specifically farvey data, its principles could be
incorporated quite easily into qualitative reseatekigns. For instance, in an interview-based
study of multiple settings, the researcher couldec@sponses based on their overall similarity
regardless of where they were observed and thensatond step, identify their prevalence in
each setting. This strategy would minimize thk akatrtificially imposing the boundaries of the
settings on the cultural processes observed, thenalximizing the researcher’s ability to
observe and explain variation found both within antbss settings. A similar process could

used to interpret data collected through ethnograplarchival research.

CONCLUSION
The current study marks a first step in understagthe cross-national and temporal variation in
shared representations of the nation-state. ttslasions should be tested by in-depth case

studies capable of comparing the survey results @titer evidence of attitudinal change, such as
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voting patterns and media content. A case stugyoagh could also shed more light on the
sources of change in the prevalence of sharedsepiations over time by identifying important
variables omitted in the present analyses. Furibeg, it could help relate the findings to
important political outcomes, such as support fditigal parties and social movements.

In addition to empirical extensions of the studyam more work needs to be done to
theorize the role of popular nationalism in theteahof contemporary politics. How do popular
attitudes relate to the preferences and actioeditet? How is policy shaped by these
preferences? What role do such attitudes plalgemtobilization of publics by social
movements? What is the relationship between popalgonalist attitudes and eruptions of
more incendiary forms of nationalism? What cowdis are necessary to unsettle the content of
shared representations of the nation? All of tlgesstions merit serious theoretical
consideration, which can subsequently inform eroginiesearch.

This paper has sought to advance research on absionand culture by demonstrating
that it is possible to avoid the pitfalls of reduetcross-national comparisons that do not take
into consideration both within- and between-countyiation in attitudes. The approach
presented here explicitly treats the appropriatenéstudying nationalism at the country level as
an empirical question rather than a foregone camutu The results challenge existing models
of nationalism that reduce the phenomenon to apidiatinction mapped onto individual
countries. Instead, the study demonstrates thhiplewarieties of popular nationalism can be
found across a variety of national contexts andtti@content of popular nationalism is
remarkably stable over time, while its distributiithin and across countries varies in response

to economic, political, and cultural events.
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ENDNOTES

(1) The nationalism literature typically defineSnation” as a group that views itself as
legitimately deserving of its own state, due todistinctiveness of its culture, language, ethnic
roots, and/or historical territory. When the grsupoundaries are congruous with those of a
state, the entity is referred to as a nation-stB&cause the survey questions | rely on make
reference to specific countries rather than subenat groups, | treat all the countries in the
sample as “nation-states” regardless if they ameehto one or multiple national groups.
Furthermore, | use the terms “nation-state” anditmé interchangeably, even though |
recognize the conventional distinctions betweemthe

(2) I refer to the 1995 and 2003 waves for shorhactual years of data collection vary across
countries. The actual time between waves ranged &ight to ten years. For more details, see
Appendices A and B.

(3) The appropriateness of reporting mean valuesrftinal data has been debated because the
distances between the individual categories maypeaqual. | use means here in the interests
of parsimony. Having compared each mean value tivghunderlying variable distribution, I am
confident that the means capture accurately thmorese patterns found in each of the four LCA
classes.

(4) The hubris variables are measured on a 5-phakett scale, with the middle value (3)
indicating neither agreement nor disagreement svgiven survey item. | interpret mean values
ranging from 2.5 to 3.5 as indicative of ambivalatiitudes.

(5) Prior research demonstrates that ethnic ndigiadypically also place a high priority on
elective aspects of national identity (Kunovich 2D0OHowever, the opposite does not hold true:

Civic nationalists favor elective criteria of natad belonging while rejecting ascriptive criteria.
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(6) It should be noted that the unconditional degosition of variance tells us little about the
extent to which its within- and between-unit com@ois can be explained using individual- and
country-level attributes. Without explicitly modej the variance with observable data we
cannot know how much of it (at either level) is doesystematic differences between
observations as opposed to random variation.

(7) Both the outcomes and the predictors measwegehover time, that is, between the two
waves of the ISSP.

(8) Arguably, the period between 1995 and 2003abel viewed as “unsettled” in many
countries. However, the events that transpirechdidseem to fundamentally alter the repertoire
of shared representations of the nation in the tyveountries included in the sample.
“Unsettlement,” as used by Swidler, is a somewlagiie concept, so it is difficult to generate
specific hypothesis about sources of major stratithianges in available cultural repertoires.
Perhaps more severe shocks, such as major armfiidtsahat threaten the lives of large
portions of a national population, would lead tasircally redefined understandings of the

nation.
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Appendix A. Country-level Variables, ISSP 2003
Year of data Regime  GDP per capit Mandatory NGOs per Social
collection durability  (x1,000 US$)  military million people expenditure (%

(years) service GDP)

Australia 2003 102 22.23 0 128.13 17.8
Austria 2004 58 24.97 1 380.64 27.3
Canada 2004 116 24.92 0 83.27 16.6
Chile 2003 14 5.18 0 89.97 14.8
Czech Rep. 2003 10 6.01 1 225.85 20.7
Denmark 2003 57 30.18 1 597.96 27.6
Finland 2003 59 24.82 1 594.43 25.8
France 2003 34 22.96 0 68.68 29.0
Germany 2003 13 23.26 1 49.94 27.3
Great Britain 2003 123 26.15 0 65.63 20.5
Hungary 2003 13 5.36 1 3.98 22.2
Ireland 2003 82 28.49 0 9.95 15.8
Japan 2003 51 37.23 0 19.41 18.1
Netherlands 2004 58 24.75 0 227.74 21.1
New Zealand 2003 126 14.26 0 423.80 18.2
Norway 2003 57 38.55 1 653.07 24.5
Philippines 2003 16 1.03 0 14.25 5.1
Poland 2005 14 5.23 1 67.12 21.0
Portugal 2004 28 11.10 1 258.29 21.4
Russia 2003 2 2.12 1 0.41 12.0
Slovakia 2004 11 4.50 1 276.57 16.5
Slovenia 2003 12 10.96 1 750.75 24.8
South Africa 2003 9 3.19 0 39.93 6.0
South Korea 2003 15 12.76 1 77.18 5.7
Spain 2003 25 15.17 0 91.22 21.0
Sweden 2003 86 28.92 1 385.17 30.3
Switzerland 2003 155 34.53 1 464.03 20.3
Uruguay 2004 19 6.07 0 324.55 20.9
USA 2004 195 36.27 0 10.82 16.1
Venezuela 2004 36 3.97 1 48.11 11.7
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Appendix B. Country-level Variables, ISSP 1995 - 208

Change 1995 - 2003

Year of Political shocl  Social Increased Increase in
data GDP (regime  expenditure Conservative salience of Economic terrorism
collection growth change) (% GDP) political turn immigration recession casualties
Australia 1996 0.19 0 0.07 0 1 0 0
Austria 1995 0.18 0 0.03 0 0 0 0
Canada 1995 0.24 0 -0.12 0 0 0 0
Czech Rep. 1995 0.18 1 0.14 0 0 0 1
Germany 1995 0.10 1 0.03 0 0 1 0
Great Britain 1995 0.23 0 0.01 0 0 0 0
Hungary 1995 0.41 1 0.11 0 0 0 1
Ireland 1995 0.68 0 0.01 1 1 0 0
Japan 1995 0.05 0 0.27 1 0 1 0
Netherlands 1995/6 0.18 0 -0.09 1 1 1 0
New Zealand 1996 0.15 0 -0.03 0 0 0 0
Norway 1995 0.20 0 0.05 1 1 0 0
Philippines 1995 0.15 0 0.02 0 0 0 81
Poland 1995 0.53 1 -0.07 0 0 0 0
Russia 1996 0.36 1 0 0 0 399
Slovakia 1996 0.33 1 -0.09 0 0 0 0
Slovenia 1994 0.41 1 0.08 0 0 0 0
Spain 1995 0.26 0 -0.02 1 0 0 0
Sweden 1995 0.23 0 -0.06 0 0 0 0
USA 1996 0.18 0 0.07 0 0 0 2993
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Appendix C. Measures of Nationalism, ISSP 1995, 280

National Attachment (4-point scale: Not close thbt very close, Close, Very Close)

1. CLSSTAT: “How close do you feel to [county/provirsete]?”
2. CLSCTRY: “How close do you feel to [country]?”
3. CLSCONT: “How close do you feel to [continent]?”

National Identity (4-point scale: Not importantadit Not very important, Fairly important,
Very important)

“Some people say the following things are imporfanteing truly [nationality]. Others say
they are not important. How important do you thiach of the following is?”

IMPANC: “To have [nationality] ancestry(ASKED ONLY IN 2003)

IMPBORN: “To have been born in [country].”

IMPCIT: “To have [nationality] citizenship.”

IMPFEEL: “To feel [nationality].”

IMPLANG: “To be able to speak [language].”

IMPLAW: “To respect [nationality] political institions and laws.”

IMPLIV: “To have lived in [country] for most of orelife.”

IMPREL: “To be a [religion].”

National Pride (4-point scale: Not proud at all.t Mery proud, Somewhat proud, Very
proud)

©ONogrWNE

“How proud are you of [country] in each of the @lling?”

PRDART: “Its achievements in the arts and literatur
PRDDEM: “The way democracy works.”

PRDECO: “[Country’s] economic achievements.”
PRDGRP: “Its fair and equal treatment of all groupsociety.”
PRDHIS: “Its history.”

PRDMIL: “[Country’s] armed forces.”

PRDPOL.: “Its political influence in the world.”

PRDSCI: “Its scientific and technological achievertse”
PRDSPT: “Its achievements in sports.”

10 PRDSSS: “Its social security system.”

CoNoRr®ONE

IV. National Hubris (5-point scale: Strongly disagieesagree, Neither agree or disagree, Agree,

Strongly agree)

“How much do you agree or disagree with the follogvstatements?”

1. HUBCIT: “l would rather be a citizen of [countryjdn of any other country in the
world.”

2. HUBCTRY: “Generally speaking, [country] is a bettauntry than most other
countries.”

3. HUBPEORP: “The world would be a better place if gedpom other countries were more
like the [nationality].”

4. HUBIFWR: “People should support their country evieihe country is in the wrong.”

5. HUBSHAM: “There are some things about [country]dgdhat make me feel ashamed of
[country].” [This item is reverse-coded in the grzid. ]
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