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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

This thesis addresses several key related issues in the social sciences that have 
become more prominent over the past decades. Countries, firms, and people have 
become increasingly interconnected in today’s globalized world. Yet the benefits of 
globalization end up with only a lucky few. Whilst boundaries of nation states fade, 
nationalist sentiments are on the rise (Bieber, 2018). For some, a shared heritage, 
common descent, and national traditions have become important prerequisites for 
membership of a community, whereas others view civic liberties, religious freedom, 
and openness as key. Not more than half a century ago, the town or village where 
you were born defined the community to which you belonged. Yet increasingly, 
people seem to struggle to connect with their community, as that the location of 
their community no longer determines their sense of belonging. Citizens can easily 
find people who share the same ideas through the internet, but might not know or 
even distrust their neighbours. Mainstream and social media increasingly shape the 
public opinion. Sometimes, issues attract a disproportionate level of attention and 
polarize the public opinion.

Considering these developments, we might wonder whether we can still cooperate 
and work together for a shared, common good when local communities and local ties 
lose their strength. Or, as countries become increasingly diverse, is it still sensible to 
view culture as something that differs between countries rather than within? Given 
that borders fade, is there still such a thing as a common national identity, and if so, 
with whom do we share this identity?

In the last couple of decades, social scientists have been preoccupied with these 
questions. However, much of this work is fragmented and often pertains to one 
discipline. Literatures and methodologies are dispersed, rather than combined 
into an interdisciplinary perspective. In this thesis I address the aforementioned 
questions, adopting an interdisciplinary approach that combines insights and 
methodologies from multiple social sciences (economics, political science, philosophy, 
and sociology). In particular, I explore ways in which state of the art methodology 
can be combined with a profound theoretical understanding of the role of values, 
norms, culture, and national identity, which I understand as follows.

At the individual level, there are individual agents who make (economic) decisions, 
uphold values, beliefs, and opinions, conform to social norms, have desires and 
wishes, and identify with various social categories (Akerlof & Kranton, 2010).

Values are individual beliefs that refer to desirable goals that transcend specific 
actions and situations, they indicate an enduring preference for goals, actions, 
or states of affairs (Rokeach, 1968; Schwartz, 2006).

Social norms are implicit rules of behaviour that regulate strategic interactions 
(Bicchieri, 2006). Social norm conformity is motivated by beliefs towards others 
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in a community or group. Sometimes, norms are institutionalized and become 
part of the body of formal rules and regulations in a country.

An agent’s behaviour is affected by individual characteristics as well as by the 
group(s) to which she belongs (Tajfel, 1981). Of the many groups that shape behaviour 
and the social environment, it is at the level of the nation state that culture operates, 
in turn shaping the values and norms that exist at lower levels (i.e. of organizations 
and individuals) (Hofstede, 1980).

Culture “consists in patterned ways of thinking, feeling, and reacting, acquired 
and transmitted mainly by symbols, constituting the distinctive achievements 
of human groups including their embodiments in artifact; the essential core of 
culture consists of traditional (i.e. historically derived and selected) ideas and 
especially their attached values” (Kluckhohn, 1951: 86; Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 
1961).

National identity captures the characteristics that are assigned to a particular 
nation state. A country’s culture, amongst others, shapes a national identity via 
its traditions, customs, and values. Nation states have an important function in 
the way people perceive themselves, as part of our self-identity is derived from our 
nationality (Hofstede, 1980; Tajfel, 1981). I distinguish between national identity—
as something that individuals cognitively conceive—and national identification—
as something that individuals emotionally experience.

1.1 SOCIETAL TRENDS

Over the past decades, societies have changed profoundly. This has sparked an 
interest among social scientists. To understand this academic interest, I want to lay 
out some trends and developments below. In the economic sphere, globalization, 
economic growth, and continuous technological advances have changed the way 
we work and interact. In the political sphere, immigration, integration, and the 
(perceived) rise of polarization have regained importance on political agendas. And 
in the societal domain, there is a shift of values that changes the way we view the 
world. These developments and trends are often related, but not necessarily in a 
causal way. The order of discussion does not reflect the order of importance.

Figure 1.1 compares economic growth averaged over the period 1960-2019 with 
growth of exports in goods and services averaged over the same period. Scholars 
characterize today’s global economy by unprecedented growth, prosperity, and 
integration (Rodrik, 2000). The figure indeed illustrates that countries across the 
world have experienced a period of economic growth since the 1960s, that for a 
majority of countries trade has grown in the same period, and that trade and 
economic growth are positively related (Dreher, 2006). Globalization is paired with 
continuous technological advances that have changed the way we work and
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Figure 1.1 Growth of GDP and trade 1960-2019

Note: Annual growth rates are averaged over the period 1960-2019. Scatters are weighted 

using population size in 2019. Some growth rates are calculated over a shorter period of time, 

but I have excluded countries for which the first observation was later than 1980. Data source: 

The World Bank (2020).

interact (Acemoglu & Autor, 2011; Autor, 2015). Moreover, globalization fosters the 
exchange of cultural values and the adaptation new technologies (Inglehart & Baker, 
2000). In turn, culture has been found to affect economic development (Tabellini, 
2010).

In the same period, ethnic diversity has grown in most Western European 
nation states (Drazanova, 2020). Figure 1.2 shows that the degree of ethnic diversity, 
measured by the degree of ethnic fractionalization, has increased in most countries 
in the period 1945-2013. The figure indicates that the probability that two randomly 
drawn individuals that do not have the same ethnic background meet, captured by 
the degree of ethnic fractionalization, has grown over time. The growth of ethnic 
diversity has raised questions on how people from different backgrounds interact, 
cooperate, and contribute to society in today’s globalized world. Subsequently, 
ethnic diversity has been studied in a broad variety of studies. It has been related 
to economic performance (Alesina, Devleeschauwer, Easterly, Kurlat, & Wacziarg, 
2003; Alesina & La Ferrara, 2002; Collier, 2000; Easterly & Levine, 1997), to general 
trust (e.g. Dinesen & Sønderskov, 2015), and more generally to social cohesion (van 
der Meer & Tolsma, 2014).
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Figure 1.2 Ethnic diversity in countries across the world (1945-2013)

Note: the figure plots the ethnic fractionalization index in 1945 on the x-axis against the 

ethnic fractionalization index in 2013 on the y-axis. Countries below the 45-degree line have 

experienced a decline in ethnic fractionalization, whereas countries above the 45-degree line 

experienced an increase in the degree of ethnic fractionalization. For Germany, the datapoint for 

1945 was missing. I therefore used the observation of 1949. Data source: Drazanova (2020).

Not surprisingly, the issues of integration and immigration have regained 
importance on political agendas, sometimes pressuring the notion of a collective 
identity in Western nation states (Citrin & Wright, 2009). While the peak of the 
refugee crisis that Europe experienced in 2015-2016 has ended according to the United 
Nations (United Nations, 2015), the issue of migration is increasingly politicized. This 
holds for Europe, where the recent example of camp Moria in Greece indicates a 
structural state of emergency. But also in North and South America, migration has 
become a polarized public and political issue.

The rise of immigration and ethnic diversity is often proposed as one factor that 
has contributed to political outcomes such as the victory of Donald Trump in the 2016 
US elections, or the vote for Brexit in the UK in the same year. These are not just a few 
unique examples, but are part of a larger development in which established patterns 
of party competition are challenged (Norris & Inglehart, 2019). Identity politics is on 
the rise across the political spectrum (Fukuyama, 2019). Populist politicians who 
have outspoken views on identity, migration policy, and cultural heritage (Kriesi et 
al., 2008; Norris & Inglehart, 2019) have been successful in recent elections across 
Europe. Given these developments, the traditional left-right division of party ideology 
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seems to be seriously outdated (Laméris, Jong-A-Pin, & Garretsen, 2018; Norris & 
Inglehart, 2019). Issues such as immigration, cultural change, national identity, and 
Europeanization increasingly divide political parties.

Polarization is not confined to the political landscape, but extends to the 
public opinion and press (Inglehart & Norris, 2019). While politicians take extreme 
positions on a variety of issues (McCarty, Poole, & Rosenthal, 2006), polarization 
is not confined to politics alone. In the public sphere there are issues that are 
increasingly polarized and attract a lot of attention in the media (Baldassarri & 
Bearman, 2007; Baldassarri & Gelman, 2008). Such issues characterize contemporary 
public discussions across Western nation states. To give a few examples: The removal 
of confederate monuments and memorials in the USA has been a recurrent issue 
over the past decades. With the growing international support for the Black Lives 
Matter movement in 2020, this issue received recently widespread attention. In 2018, 
the southern German state of Bavaria was divided following a newly implemented 
policy that prescribed governmental institutions to mount a crucifix to the wall. And 
in the Netherlands, there is a recurring debate regarding the cultural tradition of 
Zwarte Piet (Black Pete) and Sinterklaas (St. Nicolas). This issue has received mounting 
(international) attention over the past decades. The UN voiced its concern already in 
2015, as it noted that “the character of Black Pete is sometimes portrayed in a manner 
that reflects negative stereotypes of people of African descent and is experienced 
by many people of African descent as a vestige of slavery” (UN, 2015: 4). In October 
2020, Google decided to ban any advertisements containing images of Black Pete 
(NOS, 2020).

A final development that I want to highlight is that of a silent revolution of value 
change that has followed upon the industrial revolution (Inglehart, 1977, 1990, 1997). 
Post-industrial societies have moved towards values that are more progressive and 
emphasize individual free choice—so-called post-materialist values—instead of 
values that emphasize economic and physical security. This change is reflected 
in people’s views towards homosexuality, divorce, and gender diversity amongst 
others (Welzel, 2013). Figure 1.3 illustrates this development. The figure displays 
the development of individual’s beliefs regarding divorce, euthanasia, abortion, 
homosexuality, prostitution, and suicide over the past three decades. For each item, 
individuals have been asked whether they find it justified or not justified. Over 
time, Figure 1.3 illustrates a shift in people’s beliefs as the average moves towards 
“more justifiable”. This value shift can be positioned within a broader trend in which 
“we” move away from traditional moral beliefs and norms, towards cosmopolitan 
values and beliefs (Beugelsdijk & Welzel, 2018; Norris & Inglehart, 2019). Personal 
freedom and the acceptance of different ways of living are increasingly prevalent. 
They go together with other values, such as support for universities and the value of 
education, the preservation of the environment, and so on, and are reinforced by the 
developments that have been described earlier in this subsection (i.e. globalization, 
economic growth, growing ethnic diversity).
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Figure 1.3 Value change in Europe, 1980-2019

Note: The average score for the items divorce, euthanasia, abortion, homosexuality, prostitution, 

and suicide is calculated across ages. The sample includes 37 European countries and the United 

States. A higher average score should be interpreted as “more justifiable”. Data sources: WVS 

(2018) and EVS (2015, 2020).

1.2 THE STUDY OF VALUES, CULTURE, AND NATIONAL IDENTITY

Various disciplines in the social sciences offer their own explanation for the 
highlighted trends. Economists generally view globalization, financial crises, and 
rising economic insecurity as important drivers of, for example, the rise of populism 
(Colantone & Stanig, 2017; Guiso, Herrera, Morelli, & Sonno, 2018). The growing 
gap between the haves and have nots, driven by economic as well as political 
factors, might also explain recent trends (Geurkink, Zaslove, Sluiter, & Jacobs, 2020; 
Milanovic, 2012; Pastor & Veronesi, 2018). Political scientists refer to political attitudes 
of individuals: a decline of governmental trust, a rise of distrust towards politicians, 
and a feeling of being disregarded by the political elite (Algan, Guriev, Papaioannou, 
& Passari, 2017; Dustman et al., 2017). Social scientists embed these phenomena in 
a broader theory of cultural change, proposing that there is a “cultural backlash” 
of individuals that feel estranged from the cosmopolitan values that have become 
more predominant over the past decades (Norris & Inglehart, 2019; Welzel, 2013).

In spite of interdisciplinary differences in theoretical understanding, scholars 
from different disciplines study values, culture, and national identity via large-
scale social surveys. These surveys investigate a wide range of beliefs, attitudes, 



18

Chapter 1

opinions, values, and behaviour. Surveys such as the European Values Study (EVS), 
European Social Survey (ESS), World Values Survey (WVS), or International Social 
Survey Programme (ISSP) are the most well-known. Amongst others, these large-
scale social surveys have enabled the study of value differences via cross-cultural 
models (e.g. Hofstede, 1980, 2001, 2010; House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 
2004; Inglehart, 1977, 1990, 1997; Schwartz, 1994, 1999, 2006). These cross-cultural 
models and associated databases have been used across social sciences, including 
cross-cultural psychology (e.g. Beugelsdijk & Welzel, 2018; Fischer & Schwartz, 
2011), economics (e.g. Gorodnichenko & Roland, 2011), international business and 
management (Beugelsdijk, Kostova, Kunst, Sadafora, & van Essen, 2018; Kirkman, 
Lowe, & Gibson, 2006), political science (e.g. Inglehart & Norris, 2019; Welzel, 2013), 
and sociology (e.g. Inglehart & Baker, 2000). As chapters two, three, and four follow 
upon this tradition, I introduce it briefly below.

The tradition of cross-cultural modelling took flight when Hofstede (1980) 
introduced his model of cultural values in his seminal book Culture’s Consequences. 
Before Hofstede’s model there had been mainly small-scale and unsystematic 
accounts of culture, scattered across the fields of anthropology, sociology, and 
psychology (Child, 1981; Inkeles & Levinson, 1969; Peterson & Søndergaard, 2011). 
The Rokeach’s Value Survey (Rokeach, 1968) and Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) 
Values Orientation Theory served as a source of inspiration for modern cross-cultural 
models such as that of Hofstede (Hofstede, 1980; House et al., 2004; Schwartz, 1994). 
The contemporary accepted definition of culture, for example, relies on the view 
that culture is a “configuration of values, of normative principles and ideals” 
(Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 1952: 14), is “patterned” (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961: 4), 
or more generally “consists in patterned ways of thinking, feeling and reacting (…)” 
(Kluckhohn, 1951: 86). Values are in turn defined as “desirable goals, varying in 
importance, that serve as guiding principles in people’s lives” (Schwartz, 1994: 89), 
following Rokeach’s definition (Rokeach, 1973).

Hofstede was the first scholar who developed a structured account of national 
cultural differences. He wanted to understand the differences between humans 
that come from different cultural backgrounds, while at the same time understand 
what all humans share. Using individual level survey responses and aggregating 
those to the country level, Hofstede calculated country scores on national cultural 
dimensions. He established that there are four (later extended to six in different 
steps) national cultural dimensions that capture countries’ value priorities across 
the world (Hofstede, 1980; Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010).

Following upon the cross-cultural model that Hofstede introduced in 1980, several 
other models have been developed that draw upon his account (see the work of 
Tung and Stahl (2018) for an overview). Most of them are conceptual and empirical 
refinements of Hofstede’s model (Leung & Morris, 2015). The Schwartz Personal 
Values Inventory, for example, was introduced as an alternative conceptual and 
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operational approach to that of Hofstede (Schwartz, 1992, 1994). In 2004 the GLOBE 
project was set up, in which the relationships among culture, organizations, and 
leadership are examined (House et al., 2004). GLOBE was intentionally designed to 
measure practices as well as values, thereby extending the notion of culture as values 
to culture as values and practices. And Inglehart (1977, 1997) developed a model of 
cultural change, rather than the static models of Hofstede, Schwartz, and GLOBE. 
An overview of the models can be found in the Appendix of Chapter 3 (Table A3.1)

The accounts of Hofstede (1980), Schwartz (1994), GLOBE (House et al., 2004), and 
Inglehart (1977, 1990, 1997) have been used, validated, and refined across various 
strands of literature (Beugelsdijk & Welzel, 2018; Gorodnichenko & Roland, 2011; 
Kirkman et al., 2006). Despite the widely acknowledged importance of these cross-
cultural models for international comparative research and their intense use across 
social sciences, they are not without criticism (McSweeney, 2002; Peterson & Castro, 
2006; Peterson & Søndergaard, 2011; Smith, 2002, 2006). Each has received various 
critiques, ranging the absence of a theoretical framework (critique on Hofstede (Brett 
& Okumura, 1998; Earley, 2006; Peterson, 2004; Schwartz, 2006)), the assumption that 
culture is static rather than dynamic (critique on Hofstede, Schwartz, and GLOBE 
(Baskerville, 2003; Ralston et al., 2011; Tung, 2008)), or the dimensional structure 
of the model (critique on each of the four models (Flanagan, 1982; Hofstede, 1980; 
Schwartz, 1994; Smith, Dugan, & Trompenaars, 1996; Steel, Warner, Lovric, & Pierce, 
1992)). An overview of the main critiques can be found in the Appendix of Chapter 
3 (Table A3.2).

1.3 THE INDIVIDUAL VERSUS THE COLLECTIVE

The nation state is the unit of analysis in the tradition of cross-cultural modelling. 
The cross-cultural models rely on the key assumption that culture can be captured 
by national cultural dimensions that exist at the country level (Klasing, 2013). This 
assumption presupposes that the average set of values in a country is representative 
of the values of all individuals in that country (Au, 1997). Within country borders, 
culture is a shared, homogeneous construct (Schwartz, 2014a, 2014b; Tung, 2008), 
that differs between countries but not within countries.

There are different ways in which the relation of the individual and collective 
bears meaning. Granovetter (1985) differentiates between an under socialized 
and over socialized view. The cross-cultural models are positioned between these 
two extremes, and assume that a national community and culture arise from the 
interactions between individuals (Maseland & van Hoorn, 2017). Culture and national 
identity are emergent properties at the country level that, in turn, shape individuals’ 
values and beliefs at the individual level. A society thus socializes its citizens into 
distinctive value priorities, which affect individuals’ behaviour, values, and beliefs 
(Leung & Morris, 2015). There are universal circumstances that everyone comes 
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across, which is why the value priorities across countries share elements—national 
cultural dimensions—that the cross-cultural models extract through data analyses 
(Peterson, Søndergaard, & Kara, 2018). These are in turn used to assess cultural 
differences across countries. Another argument to choose the nation state as unit 
of analysis, is that the nation is a “collective of individuals sharing certain relatively 
stable characteristics such as a language, history, traditions, and habits” (Maseland & 
van Hoorn, 2017: 3). Often, there are historical ties to the nation’s territory. Together 
the ties and commonalities give rise to a shared national identity and national 
culture. A country’s borders shape the national community and unity, whereby the 
cross-cultural models assume this overlaps with the national culture.

The assumption of a single, homogeneous culture and coexisting national identity 
is also known as the homogeneity assumption. This homogeneity assumption is well-
known across social sciences. Political scientists refer to methodological nationalism 
(e.g. Martins, 1974; Smith, 1983), international business and management scholars 
refer to the national homogeneity assumption (e.g. Baskerville, 2003; Peterson & 
Barreto, 2018), and sociologists and cross-cultural psychologists talk about value 
consensus (e.g. Leung & Morris, 2015).

The developments and trends that I outlined at the beginning of this introduction 
challenge the assumption of homogeneity. For example, we might wonder whether 
we can still cooperate and work together for a shared, common good when local 
communities and local ties lose their strength. Or, given that borders fade, we can 
question whether there still is such a thing as a common national identity, and if 
so, with whom we share this identity? These questions reveal a tension between the 
individual and collective that is embedded in large-scale, social sciences research. 
This tension is of a theoretical nature and moves beyond individual disciplines. It is 
rooted in the nature of social constructs such as values, social norms, culture, and 
national identity. Such constructs cannot be directly observed or exactly measured, 
are multifaceted, and interrelated (Cartwright & Chang, 2008). For example, 
constructs like culture and national identity are often conceptualized as something 
that emerges when individuals interact in a community (Granovetter, 1985). They 
are a characteristic of a collective, if not a nation state, but can only be distilled 
from the observations of at the individual level. Consequently, social constructs are 
either treated as residual once the other “real” factors are accounted for, or become 
something that is all encompassing and thus explains everything. Values, to mention 
an example, are too often considered as taken-for-granted processes that explain 
human actions (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004).
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Figure 1.4 Distribution of values across European countries

Note: The median item score (of the items on divorce, euthanasia, abortion, homosexuality, 

prostitution, and suicide, also plotted in Figure 1.3) is represented for a sample of 37 European 

countries and the United States. The edges of the blue boxes reflect the lower and upper quartile 

values for each country. The middle horizontal bar reflects the median value. Data sources: WVS 

(2018) and EVS (2015, 2020).

Increasingly, scholars abandon the assumption of homogeneity and investigate 
other approaches. For example, they investigate social constructs other than 
values, such as beliefs or norms (Bandiera & Rasul, 2006; Cutler & Glaeser, 2010; 
Glaeser, Scheinkman, & Sacerdote, 2003; Videras, Owen, Conover, & Wu, 2012). 
Other scholars call for studies that investigate the individual and national cultural 
level simultaneously, instead of only the latter (Magun, Rudnev, & Schmidt, 2016; 
Matsumoto & Hee Yoo, 2006). And there are scholars who investigate (value) diversity 
within countries. Studies have, for example, shown that within country diversity 
is large and sometimes even larger than diversity between countries (Au, 1999; 
Beugelsdijk & Klasing, 2017; Fischer & Schwartz, 2011; Schwartz & Rubel, 2005). Figure 
1.4 illustrates the extent of within-country value diversity across European countries. 
For the majority of countries, 75% of the respondents answers within a range of three 
points of the ten point answer scale. However, the remainder of respondents is spread 
across a larger range, if not across the whole answer scale.
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Figure 1.5 Value change across time and generations in Europe, 1981-2019

Note: Value change is calculated for a sample of 37 European countries and the United States. 

Mean value of the items on homosexuality, prostitution, abortion, divorce, euthanasia, and suicide 

are taken for each cohort. Cohorts have different sizes: cohort <1905 (N=995), cohort 1906-

1925 (N=20,752), cohort 1926-1945 (N=98,614), cohort 1946-1965 (N=197,090), cohort 1966-1985 

(N=184,297), cohort 1986-2005 (N=41,462). Data sources: WVS (2018) and EVS (2015, 2020).

The study of individual-level values fosters the study of within country value 
diversity. Aggregated country scores can be split into generational cohorts to examine 
value change (Figure 1.5). Figure 1.5 displays large differences between cohorts, as 
well as differences that occur when cohorts age. Empirical patterns such as these 
presented above illustrate the need to re-evaluate the assumption of a shared 
national culture or that of a shared national identity, despite the fact that nation 
states remain an important factor shaping the way individuals interact with each 
other. States shape the formal institutional environment (laws, policies, and rules), as 
well as direct citizens by promoting certain values or behaviours. It is without doubt 
that there is a certain degree of “sharedness” in experiences, values, and identity 
that is linked to the nation state.

1.4 THESIS AIM & READING GUIDE

With the above outlined trends and developments in mind, I study the relation 
between the individual and the collective in three separate, empirical chapters. The 
central question that I address in this thesis is therefore what is the relation between 



23

Introduction

the individual and collective in the realm of norms, values, and national identity, and 
how can this relation be empirically investigated from different perspectives? Each 
chapter takes a different perspective: Chapter 2 combines insights from institutional 
economics and social philosophy to study the interaction between the individual 
and the group for social norm conformity. Chapter 3 deals explicitly with the issue 
of methodological nationalism in cross-cultural modelling. Chapter 4 examines the 
sources of identification with the nation state and challenges the idea of a unified 
national identity.

The chapters draw on large-scale social survey databases (EVS, WVS, and LISS). 
I use state of the art methods, such as archetypal analysis and other data reduction 
techniques. Archetypal analysis has been applied in climatology (Hannachi & 
Trendafilov, 2017; Steinschneider & Lall, 2015), biology (Römer et al., 2012), and 
business (Midgley & Venaik, 2012), but is relatively new to the study of values, culture, 
and national identity (Venaik & Midgley, 2015). In my view, archetypal analysis is an 
excellent method to understand the complexity of constructs such as those studied 
in this thesis. In contrast to other data reduction techniques, such as cluster or 
factor analysis, archetypal analysis focuses on the boundaries of the data cloud and 
treats these observations as most informative. Moreover, rather than creating discrete 
groups to which individuals belong or not belong, archetypal analysis develops ideal 
types to which individuals more or less identify. As a result, individuals are not 
classified as either liberal or conservative, for example, but are mapped on the value 
space between such ideal types. Given the multifaceted nature of social constructs, 
archetypal analysis fits this ontological characteristic best.

The chapters in this thesis relate to each other in the ways described above 
and build upon each other. The reader will notice recurrent themes, methods, and 
datasets throughout the thesis. While the chapters are indeed connected, they are 
written in such a way that each chapter can be read separately. Some repetition is 
unavoidable. Below I give a short summary of each chapter in which the key ideas 
and findings are listed.

Chapter 2. Measuring norms using social survey data

The construct of civic norms has received a lot of attention in economics since the 
seminal paper of Knack and Keefer (1997). Civic norms arise when people cooperate 
and contribute to the public good, instead of free-riding as might be expected 
given people’s incentives (Owen & Videras, 2006). While definitions of civic norms 
underscore the importance of interaction between individuals for civic norm 
compliance, my co-author and I highlight that these so-called empirical expectations—
beliefs one has regarding the behaviour of others—have been largely overlooked 
in empirical applications (de Wit & Lisciandra, 2021). In this chapter I therefore 
explore how to incorporate such expectations in a measure of civic norm compliance 
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and whether this affects empirical outcomes. To do so, I build on Bicchieri’s (2006) 
theoretical framework from social philosophy that is centered around the role of 
beliefs about others.

Central to the theoretical account of social norms in social philosophy (Bicchieri, 
2006) are incentives that motivate individuals to contribute to the common good. 
Such incentives rely on an agent’s belief that others cooperate and on an agent’s 
belief that others think that she will cooperate. These beliefs are called empirical 
and normative expectations. Adopting this distinction, I develop a novel measure of 
civic norm compliance that incorporates empirical expectations alongside normative 
expectations.

The results of Chapter 2 show that significantly different results are obtained 
when the operationalization of civic norms in institutional economics draws on the 
theoretical framework that social philosophy offers. I find that both empirical as well 
as normative expectations matter for civic norm compliance. Yet, the dimensions 
have different economic consequences when considering their effect on trust. In 
particular, empirical expectations are relatively more important than normative 
expectations for civic norm compliance. Overall, the analyses in Chapter 2 question 
current views on the measurement of civic norms, and social norms in general, in 
economics. The study is not only relevant for (institutional) economics, but is relevant 
for social philosophy too as it shows the potential of survey data as a testbed for 
philosophical theories of norm compliance.

Chapter 3. Reconciling the individual and societal level in comparative 
cultural analysis: An archetypal analysis of values and norms across 76 
countries

Despite the popularity of cross-cultural modelling (Hofstede, 1980, 2001, 2010; House 
et al., 2004; Inglehart, 1977, 1990, 1997; Schwartz, 1994, 1999, 2006), a key concern 
is the theoretical and empirical tension between the national cultural level and 
the individual level (Baskerville, 2003; Fischer & Schwartz, 2011; McSweeney, 2002; 
Minkov & Hofstede, 2012; Schwartz, 2014a, 2014b; Tsui, Nifadkar, & Ou, 2007a; Tung, 
2008). I view this issue as rooted in i) the generally accepted definition of culture as a 
“configuration of values, of normative principles and ideals” (Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 
1952: 14), ii) the practice of averaging individual responses on survey questions to 
calculate country scores on cultural dimensions (Hofstede, 1980; House et al., 2004), 
and iii) the use of such national cultural dimensions in applied culture research 
often leading to an ecological fallacy (Brewer & Venaik, 2014; Robinson, 1950). These 
concerns are taken as point of departure in this chapter. I examine how to combine 
the theoretical starting point that values are configurational, with the ambition to 
compare countries without imposing national cultural homogeneity.
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Leveraging pooled World Values Survey (WVS) and European Values Study (EVS) 
data of 137,505 individuals that live in 76 countries across the world, I investigate 
whether there exist individual level value types that capture individuals’ values and 
norms in a cross-country setting. I assume that individuals’ values and norms are 
characterized by a configuration of a limited number of value types. This is appealing 
because it does justice to the theoretical starting point that individuals’ norms and 
values are configurational (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961; Kroeber & Kluckhohn, 
1952). I use archetypal analysis to construct the individual value types (Cutler & 
Breiman, 1994; Eugster & Leisch, 2009) and find three types. I label the first value 
type the liberal, the second value type the traditionalist, and the third value type the 
conservative-collectivist.

The findings illustrate that each value type is associated with different socio-
economic demographics. Generation and class appear particularly relevant. Moreover, 
extending the individual level analysis across countries, I observe marked differences 
between the probability of finding any of the individual configurations in a country. 
Altogether, the chapter illustrates how a typological and configurational approach 
can advance our understanding of cultural differences across countries, while at the 
same time acknowledging individual level value diversity.

Chapter 4. An empirical analysis of the tension between ethnic and 
civic sources of identification with the nation state

Scholars increasingly investigate national identity and its role in the public and civic 
domain (Hadler & Flesken, 2018; Helbling, Reeskens, & Wright, 2016; Jones & Smith, 
1999, 2001b; Shulman, 2002; Wright, 2011). Empirical findings on national identity 
and its relation to public opinion and voting behaviour are however mixed (Ariely, 
2012; Jones & Smith, 2001a; Reeskens & Hooghe, 2010; Wright, Citrin, & Wand, 2012). 
This chapter examines the sources of identification with the nation state in relation 
to public opinion and voting behaviour.

Using a unique and representative dataset of more than 4,000 respondents living 
in the Netherlands, I take an explorative approach to develop a measure of sources 
of identification with the nation state. This means that I remain agnostic as to the 
way identification is shaped and do not impose any a priori categorization. The 
theoretical starting point of the analysis is the notion that individuals identify with 
the nation state on various grounds, that is, with various characteristics of the nation 
state. I theorize that there exist a limited number of ideal types that best capture 
the sources of identification with the nation state. To do so, I use archetypal analysis 
to construct these so-called ideal types. I find three ideal types: (1) the ethnic type, 
who identifies strongly with traditions, symbols, and history; (2) the civic type, who 
identifies with one’s country on grounds of civic liberties and religious freedom, 
and (3) the indifferent type, who does not identify strongly with the nation state via 
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any characteristic. These labels trace back to Kohn’s conceptualization of national 
identity (Kohn, 1944).

Using the ideal types, I find that there is a relationship between the way people 
identify with the nation state and their position in public discussions on cultural 
heritage, immigration, European Union, and voting behaviour. Altogether, the 
findings in this chapter suggest that there exists a strong and persistent tension 
between the ethnic and civic ideal type. The strength of identification explains the 
intensity of discussions surrounding national identity; the stronger individuals 
identify with one source of national identification, the stronger opinions polarize. 
At the same time, it is important to realize that polarization between the ethnic 
and civic adherents crystallizes at the extreme ends of the value space where only a 
minor part of our sample can be positioned.
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