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Abstract 
This article sets out to examine how different levels and types of nationalism are correlated 

with attitudes towards democracy, a relationship that has not received much attention in 

previous research. I aim to investigate this relationship by examining how two forms of 

national identities (ethnic and civic) affect attitudes towards democracy in 30 European 

countries. Individual data comes from the European Social Survey (2008).The results indicate 

a significant and strong association between national identities and attitudes towards 

democracy. Individuals who articulate high levels of ethnic nationalism are less supportive of 

democracy than those who express high levels of civic nationalism.  

 At country level, two variables are used: diversity and the extent to which democracy is 

established. Data that describes level of diversity comes from the Eurostat (2008) The index 

of democracy comes from Economist Intelligence Unit (2008). The structure of the dataset is 

hierarchical; therefore I have used multilevel models to avoid obtaining biased coefficients 

and standard errors. The study shows that higher levels of diversity and democracy, in 

general, amplify support for democracy, but, a high degree of diversity amplifies the negative 

relationship between ethnic nationalism and support of democracy and a high degree of 

democracy amplifies the positive relationship between ethnic nationalism and preferences for 

non-democratic rule. 

  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Keywords: national identity, ethnic nationalism, civic nationalism, democracy, trust, attitudes, 
Europe  
 



	   1	  

Introduction 
 

This research investigates the relationship between nationalism and attitudes about 

democracy, specifically how the different levels and kinds of nationalism affect attitudes 

towards democracy. 

 Nationalism was one of the most effective political forces of the 20th century.  In Europe, 

it developed from two main sources. One of them is the German romantic exhilaration of 

national "feeling" and "identity" the early German elaborations talk about “the spirit of a 

people”. A somewhat later variant, mainly French in origin, refers to a “collective mentality”, 

to which specific and important causal powers are ascribed. A version of this notion is the 

idea of a “national character” typical to each nation, which partly survives today under the 

guise of national “forms of life” and of feeling (Naim 1997; Kamusella 2008). 

 Nationalism came into the focus of societal debate two decades ago, partly as a 

consequence of violent clashes such as those in Rwanda and the former Yugoslavian and 

Soviet republics. Streams of nationalism make man morally ambiguous, and therefore often 

fascinating. “National awakening” and conflicts for political independence are often both 

courageous and brutal. The construction of identifiably national states often replies to 

inscrutable sentiment, which sometimes entails inhuman consequences. It could be vicious 

dismissal from membership in a country by “cleansing” of non-nationals and organized mass 

murder. 

 The question about nationalism points to a wider domain of difficulties dealing the way of 

handling with ethnic and cultural differences within democratic polity, perhaps one of the 

most pressing problems of contemporary society. In Europe, nationalist right-wing populist 

and xenophobic parties increasingly garner votes and attain stronger positions in parliaments 

and governments (for an overview see Eger & Valdez 2015). In media accounts, these recent 

election results are often understood as an indication of structural political malaise and of 

dissatisfaction with liberal democracy. In some countries, such as Hungary and Poland, the 

open democratic society is challenged (Dagens Nyheter 2016-03-10, 2016-01-10). 

 The phenomenon of nationalism says something about a deep moral tension. On one hand, 

it means solidarity with members of one’s in-group; and, a certain degree of nationalism 

might be necessary to achieve a democratic society (Öyvind 1997; Karolewski & Suszycki 

2011). On the other hand, it evokes a very strong dislike of crimes and unfairness perpetrated 
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in the name of nationalism, or, unfairness and inequality that is not consistent with democracy 

(Dahl 1998).  

 Consistent with Durkheim's distinction between normal and pathological social 

phenomena, we can picture normal kinds of nationalism that are useful or necessary for 

democracy, and a pathological variant, which is difficult to combine	  with our current 

democracy. We can therefore ask ourselves what levels and kind of nationalism are beneficial 

for democracy?  

 For example, how are different versions of nationalism associated with democratic and 

non-democratic values? Do these relationships depend on country differences, such as the 

level of democracy in a country or the relative size of the foreign-born population? In 

consideration of this background, the purpose of this article is to examine how different levels 

and types of nationalism are correlated with attitudes towards democracy. 

 The article is organized in the following way. In section 1, I describe theoretical points that 

functions as an explanatory context to the findings presented in the later sections of the 

article. In Section 2 I review previous research about the relationship between national 

identity and political trust. Then, in section 3, I present and motivate the set of hypotheses. 

Section 4 contains a presentation of the data and method that is used in the article. In section 

5, I report how different levels and kinds of nationalism affect three various aspects of 

democracy. The concluding section summarizes the main findings, discusses their wider 

implications and suggests some avenues for further research.  

 

 

Theory  
 

In this section I will describe in what way Durkheims terms “social facts” and the distinction 

between normal and pathological can be used to understand nationalism as a social 

phenomena. Then, I will define two kinds of nationalism: civic nationalism and ethnic 

nationalism. I will also discuss the term “democracy”, a concept that both refers to an ideal 

and an actuality.  I rely on cultural theories to understand notions of democracy as an ideal 

and institutional theories to understand attitudes about democracy in reality. Last, I present 

the dependent variables.  
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Social facts and rules for the distinction of the normal from 
the pathological 
 

Based on Durkheim assertion of “social facts”, an individual’s everyday perceptions of 

national identity could be seen an objective fact that lies outside their own reach. Individuals 

cannot repeal collective national identity simply according to their will. Preferences of 

nationalism might cultivate its own power over the individual, motivating action, and 

providing the way individuals develop attitudes and bonds. Therefore we could expect 

streams of nationalism that constitutes a context for individual attitudes towards democracy 

(Durkheim 1895/1982; Berg & Hjerm 2010:393). For example, during the interwar period, 

namely in 1940, there were only a handful of democracies in Europe: Switzerland, UK, 

Ireland, Finland, and Sweden. Nationalist movements helped to dissolve the democratic 

governments across most of the continent (Passmore 2014). On the other hand, in recent 

decades nationalism could be seen as a social fact that stimulated the emergence of 

democracy in Europe. Modern nation-states are the consequence of nationalist movements. 

Again, this reflects a tension. A certain level and type of nationalism might be healthy, while 

another level and type of nationalism might be detrimental to society. 

 To separate benign nationalism from malignant nationalism, Durkheim’s rules for the 

distinction of the normal from the pathological will be used. It is deductive reasoning that 

demonstrates not that a particular occurrence does in fact weaken the ideal society, but that it 

should have that effect. If the effect of phenomenon is considered harmful to society, it may 

be defined as pathological. To evaluate whether a social type is detrimental to society, it must 

disturb the normal operation of social functions. Empirical evidence for the pathological is 

only possible to identify if the nature of the normal state has been determined beforehand, and 

consequently the signs for normality may be recognised and already known (Durkheim 

1895/1982).  

  The normal society, or,  “average society of that species” (Durkheim 1895/1982:96) refers 

to the liberal democratic society, which purses free and fair competitive elections, civil 

liberties, a well functioning of government and political participation. 

 The normal kind of nationalism should therefore merges into the average type, the liberal 

democratic society, and any deviation from that standard of healthiness is a morbid 

phenomenon. If a certain level of a certain type of nationalism affects attitude towards 

democracy in order that the attitude departs significantly from regression analysis constant, 
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and appears as inconsistent with the liberal democratic society, this type of nationalism will 

be determined as pathological.  

 

Theoretical assumptions about nationalism and national identity 
 

Nationalism is generally used to describe two phenomena. The first is the attitude that the 

members of a country have towards the nation, which is often called one´s national identity. 

This raises questions about the concept of a nation, or national identity, which is often 

concerning common origin, ethnicity or cultural core-values. 

 Specifically, national identity raises questions about whether an individual's membership in 

a nation should be regarded as non-voluntary or voluntary. The degree of care for one's nation 

may varies among citizens. Nationalists often require that commitment to one´s nation be 

high. From this perspective, the claims of one's nation take precedence over conflicting 

contenders for authority and loyalty (Berlin 1979). 

  The second form of nationalism is political and includes actions that groups take when 

seeking to achieve and maintain self-determination (Hechter 2000). This is about whether 

self-determination must be understood as involving having full statehood, the status or 

condition of being a state, with complete authority over domestic and international affairs, or 

whether something less is required (Nielsen 1998–9:9). In this article, I analyse attitudes in 

already established democratic nation-states—so I focus on national identity and not 

collective political behaviour. However, in the conclusion section, when I discuss wider 

implications of the main findings, I comment on the relationship between national identity 

and actual political action. 

 As previously mentioned, national identity raises questions about whether citizenship 

should be regarded as non-voluntary, or automatic on the basis of ethnicity, or voluntary on 

the basis of behaviors. Both aspects are about belonging, but in different ways. Voluntarism is 

connected with civic nationalism and non-voluntarism is connected to ethnic nationalism. 

Civic nationalism emphasizes that nationhood is defined by common citizenship. A civic 

conception of nationality consists of subscription to its political creed, regardless of ethnicity, 

race, religion or gender. In such a view a nation is in principle a community of equal, rights-

bearing citizens united in patriotic attachment to a shared set of political practices and values. 

 A civic nation is democratic in the sense that it vests sovereignty in all of the people (all 

citizens). It claims self-governing rights and rights for its citizens, vis-à-vis other nation-states 
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Civic nationalism is exemplified by creation of British nation-state in the late 18th century out 

of the English, the Welsh, the Scots, and the Irish united by a civic rather than an ethnic 

definition of belonging and by attachment to civic institutions like Parliament and the rule of 

law. Civic nationalism is also exemplified by the French and American revolutions, the 

creation of the French and American republics (Miller 1995). 

 Thus, on the basis of civic nationalism, consent to laws constitutes citizenship. Thus, it is 

individuals that create the nation, and a nation is any assembly seeking a shared political 

state-like organization. Social cohesion is a result of rational choice and rational attachment. 

The loyalties of the group members are “civic”, as opposed to “ethnic”, in nature. 

  Ethnic nationalism is a form of nationalism wherein each nation is defined in terms of 

ethnicity. The central theme is that "nations are defined by a shared heritage, which usually 

includes a common language, a common faith, and a common ethnic ancestry" (Muller 

2008:9). Ethnic nationalism also includes ideas of a culture shared between members of the 

group and with their ancestors. It is different from purely cultural definitions of "the nation", 

which allow people to become members of a nation by cultural assimilation, and a purely 

linguistic definitions which see "the nation" as all speakers of a specific language (Muller 

2008).  

 According to ethnic nationalists, it is not the state that creates the nation; it is the nation 

that creates the state. The adhesive that holds people together is not shared political rights; 

instead, it is ethnic characteristics based on ancestry. European ethnic nationalism is 

exemplified by Germany's reaction to Napoleon’s invasion in 1806 and Germany's 

"Romantic" reaction against the French ideal of the nation-state. The German ideal of ethnic 

nationalism appealed to the peoples of 19th century Europe who were under imperial 

domination: Poles & Baltic peoples under the Russian Empire, Serbs under Turkish rule 

(Ottoman Empire) and Croats under the Habsburgs (Austro-Hungarian Empire).   

 In summary, ethnic nationalists favour citizenship based on common roots, a congenital 

inheritance that engenders emotional attachment, which creates an ethnic fraternity. As a 

result of this the nation creates the individual. For the ethno-nationalist, it is one's ethno-

cultural background that determines membership in the society. It is not possible to choose 

citizenship; instead, to be a member depends on the fortune of origin and initial socialization. 

Pro-nationalists therefore be likely to emphasis cultural affinity only and speak of 

“nationality”, excluding the “ethno-” part (Miller 1995; Gans 2003). 

 In reality, countries exhibit elements of both civic and ethnic nationalism. At the 

individual-level, different levels of both forms of national identity are present and individual 
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identities are affected by or influenced by the national context. Nationalism, weather it is 

ethnic or civic, therefore cultivates a power to influence individual conceptions, attitudes and 

structural conditions. This individualistic dimension of national identity is the focus of this 

study; a national identity which refers to the individuals attitudes towards the nation and its 

members. We could therefore expect such attitudes to vary between across individuals, which 

is hypothesized assumed to affect the attitudes towards democracy.  

  In order to make the difference between macro and micro clear, I will use two different 

designations. “Nationalism” (civic or ethnic) refers to the country-level, and ”national 

identity” (civic or ethnic) refers to the individual-level.   

 

Theoretical assumptions about democracy 
 
The ideal democracy and cultural theories 

It is often said that although democracy is imperfect, it is the best form of government 

available. For instance, democracy helps us to avoid tyranny and guarantees its citizens 

essential rights and general freedom that non-democratic systems do not. Democracy prevents 

rule by cruel and vicious autocrats. Compared to other available options, a democratic 

government can offer the best opportunity for self-determination and societies to live under 

laws under laws of their own choosing. If we compared non-democratic countries with 

democratic countries one might stress, on the basis of a value judgment, that democracies tend 

to be more prosperous. 

 Thus, a convenient label to describe the attitude to an ideal democracy is that we stress 

value judgments, or moral judgments, for example, by answering the question; “What are the 

likely consequences if I prefer democracy rather than non-democracy?” (Dahl 1998:11,20-27, 

44-46).        

 According to a cultural perspective, attitudes about democracy are exogenous. This means 

that trust is generated outside the political domain, where established and deep-seeded beliefs 

about people are imbedded in cultural norms and core values and linked to early-life 

socialization. Therefore, a cultural perspective emphasizes that institutional trust is an 

extension of interpersonal trust. When interpersonal trust is learned in early life, then it will 

later be projected onto political institution and thereby conditioning institutional performance 

capabilities (Rose & Mishler 2001:31). Trust is an emergent property interconnected to basic 

form of social relations, a necessary condition for the existence of democracy The moral 

judgment that could be seen as the essence of democracy is “intrinsic equality”; “We ought to 
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regard the good of every human being as intrinsically equal to that of any other” (Dahl 

1998:9,10).  This means that one person´s life, liberty and happiness is not intrinsically 

superior or inferior to the life of, liberty and happiness of any other. All persons ought to be 

treated as if they possess equal claims to fundamental goods and interests. Form many 

reasons, intrinsic equality is a reasonable principle on which ta base the government of the 

democratic state (Dahl 1998).  

 Hence, we can assume that people think of democracy as something more than procedural 

fairness and functioning institutions. This “something more” could be understood as the 

values of democracy in a wider sense; democracy as a concept, an idea, something that is held 

up as better than any other form of government. This aspect of democracy, which accentuates 

assumption of equality and interpersonal trust, could be linked to the ideal democracy; 

preferences for democracy and anti-democratic attitudes, which will be the two of three 

dependent variables included in this paper. 

 

Actual democracy and institutional theories  

Essentially when we describe democracy as an actuality, we make empirical judgements. For 

instance, we can describe the difference between an existing democracy and an existing non-

democracy. From an empirical point of view it has been found that a democracy requires 

institutions to possess certain political arrangements and practices. In Brief, the political 

institutions of modern European representative democratic government can be summarized in 

six items. (1) Control over government decisions about policy must be constitutionally vested 

in officials elected by citizens. (2) Elected representatives and political parties are chosen in 

frequent and fairly conducted elections in which coercion is somewhat uncommon. (3) 

Freedom of expression, which is required for citizens to participate effectively in political life 

and to acquire a civic competence; an enlightened understanding of possible government 

actions and policies, and capacity to influence the agenda of government decisions. (4) 

Citizens must have access to alternative sources of information that are not under control of 

the government. (5) The right to form independent association; interest groups, lobbying 

groups, political parties, and so on. (6) Full inclusion, which means that the citizens body 

must include all persons subject to the laws of that state (except transients and persons proved 

to be incapable of caring for themselves). When these conditions exist, the democratic 

institutions might foster human development and political equality more than any feasible 

alternative  (Dahl 1998). However, not all democratic countries live up to the ideal or highest 

standards of democracy.     
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  According to an institutional perspective, attitudes about democracy are politically 

endogenous. According to this account political trust is the estimated utility of institutions 

performing satisfactorily. Trust is therefore not a cause of something; rather it is a 

consequence of both political and economic performance. Trust is therefore rationally based, 

depended on citizen’s evaluation of institutional performance. Untrustworthy institutions that 

not perform well according to citizens claim, generate scepticism and distrust, and institutions 

that perform well generate trust (Hetherington 1998). 

 In previous research, “political trust” is often treated as synonymous to “trust in 

democracy” (for instance, Newton & Zmerli 2008; Kazimierz & Krystyna 2009). I argue that 

these two properties do not necessarily mean the same thing. One might be distrustful to 

current politicians and political institution but at the same time have believes in the ideal of 

democracy, as a way of thinking, judging and acting, practiced in the every-day life. 

Analogous to the exogenous vs. endogenous debate, one the one hand one could argue that 

interpersonal trust seems to be a product of democracy rather than a cause of it (Muller and 

Seligson 1994), on the other hand one might stress that democracy presupposes ideological 

preferences that implies specific moral judgements. This means that the predictions for stable 

democracy are improved if its citizens strongly support democratic ideas, values, and 

practices (Dahl 1998, Estlund 2008: 42-45,98). 

 Therefore, I argue it is important to have both of these perspectives in an analysis of the 

relationship between nationalism and attitudes towards democracy. The last of the three 

dependent variables is: trust in democratic institutions. 

 
 

Previous research  
 

In sociological research, political trust has been extensively explored. Previous research 

reveals that a variety of factors like age, sex, class, education, political knowledge, respect for 

authority, voting patterns, ideologically preferences, governments succeed in reaching policy 

goals, experiences in political parties, and so on, contribute to trust (Stacy 2007; Zmerli & 

Hooghe (ed.) 2013; Newton 2006).  

 However, the relationship between nationalism and attitudes towards democracy has not 

received much attention in previous research. Nevertheless, this paper builds on the few 

studies that have investigated the relationship between national identity and political trust. 

McLaren (2012) finds that in countries where attitudes are consistent with civic nationalism, 
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attitudes towards the political system are more positive. Where individuals’ ideological 

preferences are consistent with ethnic nationalism, political trust, on average, appears to be 

lower.  

 In “National Identity and Political Trust,” Berg & Hjerm (2010) examine how these two 

forms of collective national identity (ethnic and civic) affect individual political trust in 18 

European countries. Based on analysis of country-level data from ESSII (2004) and ISSP 

(2003), Berg & Hjerm conclude that a strong civic national identity has a positive impact on 

political trust, whereas a strong ethnic national identity has a negative impact on political trust 

 This research builds on those insights. I will examine the effects of two forms national 

identity (ethic and civic) on individuals’ trust in political institutions, which I will describe as 

”trust in democratic institution”. Like Berg & Hjerm, I'll use the degree of ethnic 

heterogeneity as a variable at the country-level. An additional variable at country-level will be 

used as well: the level of democracy.  

 As mentioned earlier, other aspects of democracy will be explored as well, both the 

attitude towards the ideals of democracy and attitudes towards democracy as an actuality, 

which results in three dependent variables. According to Dahl the prospect for stable 

democracy is not only to be found in the favourable conditions, described as democracy as an 

actuality, democracy are also improved if citizens and leaders strongly support ideas, values 

and practices. The most reliable support comes when these predispositions and believes are 

imbedded in the country´s culture (Dahl 1998). To measure those two aspect of democracy 

I´ll use three dependent variables, explicitly:   

 

1. Trust in democratic institutions  

2. Support for democracy 

3. Non-democratic attitudes   

  

 

Hypotheses 
 

As described in previous research, a strong civic national identity has a positive impact on 

political trust, whereas a strong ethnic national identity has a negative impact on political trust 

(Berg & Hjerm 2010; McLaren 2011).  Moreover, there is historical evidence that ethnic 
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nationalists distrust democratic institutions (Liedman 2005; Von Essen 2011). The first 

hypotheses is:  

 

H1: People who articulate higher levels of ethnic nationalism are less trusting in democratic 

institution than those who express high levels of civic nationalism. 

 

This hypothesis is consequently about attitudes towards the actual democracy, and is related 

to one of the three dependent variables: trust in democratic institutions.  

 It is very rare, or if it exists at all, that a geographic unit is entirely ethnically homogenous. 

At the same time, an ideal democracy, as described previously, requires a moral judgments, 

intrinsic equality and full inclusion. Therefore, pro-ethnic nationalism, which is inherently 

exclusionary, seems to be incompatible with the ideals of democracy, since different ethnic 

affiliation, within one and the same geographic unit, generates different opportunities to 

fundamental goods and interests.  

 So, according to this inconsistent relationship and to the results of previously research, I 

will hypothesize as follows: 

 

H2: People who articulate higher levels of ethnic nationalism are less supportive of 

democracy than those who express high levels of civic nationalism. 

 

H3: People who articulate higher levels of ethnic nationalism have stronger preferences for 

non-democratic rule than those who express high levels of civic nationalism. 

 

The relationship between nationalism and democracy are, of course, affected by many factors. 

In this study, at the country-level, I will focus on two factors. One is diversity, which refers to 

the relative size of the immigrant population, an ethnically heterogeneous population. It seems 

reasonable to assume that people whose ideological preferences consistent with ethnic 

nationalism, and live in a country that is ethnically homogeneous, have greater trust in 

democracy, than that of those who live in a country that is characterized of ethnic 

heterogeneity.  

 

H4: A high degree of diversity amplifies the negative relationship between ethnic nationalism 

and trust in democratic institutions (H1) and support for democracy (H2); a high degree of 
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diversity amplifies the positive relationship between ethnic nationalism and preferences for 

non-democratic rule (H3). 

 

It seems conceivable to expect that a well developed democracy creates positive attitudes 

towards democracy (p. 9-10). Therefore, the last hypothesis follows: 

 

H5: A high degree of democracy enhances the positive effects of civic nationalism and reduces 

the negative effects of ethnic nationalism (for each of the three aspects of democracy). 

 

 

Data and Method 

 

Data regarding attitudes about democracy and nationalism come from the European Values 

Study (EVS) (2008). The full data release of the EVS 2008 (Version 3.0.0, 2011-11-20) 

includes data and documentation of the 47 participating countries, is the fourth wave and has 

a persistent focus on a wide range of values. 

 The EVS is the most wide-ranging research project on human values in Europe. It is a 

large-scale, cross-national, and longitudinal survey research program on how Europeans think 

about family, work, religion, politics and society. Repeated every nine years in an increasing 

number of countries, the survey offers perceptions of the ideas, beliefs, preferences, attitudes, 

values, and opinions of citizens all over Europe. The EVS has an increasing international and 

regional coverage.  

 Large efforts has been taken to guarantee high scientific standards in developing and 

translating the Master Questionnaire and the field questionnaires, in high quality fieldwork, 

and standardized data processing and documentation. The documentation includes 

comparable data and detailed information on peculiarities of the national datasets at study as 

well as at variable level.  

 Regarding the purpose of the article, to examine how different levels of nationalism are 

correlated with trust in democracy, EVS is the only dataset that captures both national identity 

and attitudes towards democracy. Therefore EVS (2008) was an obvious choice.  

 For this study, I use a sub-sample of native-born Europeans from 30 countries. 

Ethical considerations have been taken, which aims to protect people who are subjects of 

research, addressing physical, mental, and integrity-related concerns. According to data 
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regulations in participating countries, only anonymized data are made available to users, and 

all respondents participated voluntarily. This research is conducted in accordance with good 

research practices; all research results are reported openly so that other researchers can check 

and repeat the research (Scientific Council, 2016-06-01).  

 

Measuring attitudes towards democracy 
 

I use questions that capture both normative attitudes towards democracy as well as attitudes 

about democracy in practice. The first dependent variable measures trust democratic 

institutions based on how democracy functions in a particular country. The second and third 

dependent variables measure attitudes about what government ought to be like: democratic or 

non-democratic.  

 
Measuring trust in democratic institutions (H1)  

To operationalize trust in democratic institutions, I have proceeded in a similar way as 

operationalization of political trust (Feldman 1983). I have added five items together that 

capture trust in national legal–political institutions and actors, explicitly: 

1. Please look at this card and tell me, for each item listed, how much confidence you have in 

them, is it a great deal, quite a lot, not very much or none at all?  

 

a) Parliament  

b) Political parties  

c) Government  

  

2. On the whole are you very satisfied, rather satisfied, not very satisfied or not at all 

satisfied with the way democracy is developing in our country? 
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The original answer options were as follows: 

  

-5 other missing   

-4 question not asked  

-3 not applicable   

-2 no answer  

-1 don't know  

1 very good  

2 fairly good  

3 fairly bad  

4 very bad  

 

Variable values have been recoded to (-5) – (-1) as missing, 4 represents very good, 3 fairly 

good, 2 fairly bad and 1 represents fairly bad.  

 

3. People have different views about the system for governing this country. Here is a scale for 

rating how well things are going: 1 means very bad; 10 means very good. 

  

Theses five items constitutes an index, in which all questions are weighted equally. On a scale 

between 10 and 0, 10 represents high level of trust to democratic institutions. 

 

Measuring support for democracy    

This dependent variable measures not what people think about the functioning of their 

government but whether they support the notion of democracy itself. In other words, it 

captures attitudes about democracy that extend beyond current conditions; it is an indication 

of how the respondents consider that society ought to be organized. The following questions 

have been asked:  

 

I’m going to describe various types of political systems and ask what you think about each as 

a way of governing this country.  

 

1. Having a democratic political system  

2. Democracy may have problems but it’s better than any other form of government.  
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For each one, would you say it is a very good, fairly good, fairly bad or very bad way of 

governing this country?” 

 

The original answer options are recoded and recalculated in the same way as the previous 

index. 10 represent a strong preference for non-democratic rule.      

 

Measuring non-democratic attitudes 

This aspect is linked to the ideal of democracy as well. It articulates the attitude to democracy 

compared to attitude towards authoritarianism, whether the respondent would prefer 

democracy to autocracy, or vice versa. To measure preferences for non-democracy, the 

following questions have been asked:  

 

I’m going to describe various types of political systems and ask what you think about each as 

a way of governing this country. For each one, would you say it is a very good, fairly good, 

fairly bad or very bad way of governing this country?  

 

1. Having a strong leader who does not have to bother with parliament and elections.  

2. Having experts, not government, make decisions according to what they think is best for 

the country.  

 

The original answer options are recoded and recalculated in the same way  

as previously index. 10 represent a very strong support for non-democracy.      

Thus, the dependent variables capture three aspects about attitudes towards democracy. (1) 

trust in democratic institution, which is related to the attitude towards democracy as an 

actuality. (2) Attitudes to democracy as	  the best from of government and (3) attitudes to non-

democracy are linked to the ideal of democracy. They are highlighting value judgements, the 

attitude to democracy as a concept which encompassing attitudes towards democracy that 

reaches beyond the current conditions. 

 

Measuring national identity 
 

The key independent variables for this analysis are different types of nationalism; thus I use 

questions about national identity and I have followed a similar procedure as Berg and Hjerm 
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(2010). To operationalize ethnic nationalism, three variables have been used. They are all 

about belonging and the respondents have answered these questions: 

 

Some people say the following things are important for being truly [NATIONALITY]. Others 

say they are not important. How important do you think each of the following is?  

 

1.  To have [COUNTRY]’s ancestry.  

2. To have lived for a long time in the country.  

3. To have been born in the country.  

 

The original answer options were as follows:  

 

-5 other missing   

-4 question not asked  

-3 not applicable   

-2 no answer   

-1 don't know  

1 very important  

2 quite important  

3 not important  

4 not important at all  

 

Variable values were then recoded to (-5) – (-1) as missing, 4 represents very important, 3 

fairly important, 2 not important and 1 represents not important at all.  

 For the index of civic nationalism, I include importance to respect political institution and 

laws and importance of knowing the language. These two questions have been answered: 

 

Some people say the following things are important for being truly [NATIONALITY]. Others 

say they are not important. How important do you think each of the following is?  

 

1. To respect country’s political institutions and law.   

2. To be able to speak the national language.  
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Recoding has been done the same way as the previous Index; 4 represents very important, 3 

fairly important, 2 not important and 1 represents not important at all.  

 The third aspect of nationalism is describing pride in being a citizen of a country.  To 

measure this, the respondents answered the question “how proud are you to be a (country) 

citizen?”  The answers were recalculated to match the index of civic and ethnic nationalism, 

and therefore 10 means very proud, and 0 indicates that the respondent is not at all proud. 

 The Factor analysis confirms the relationship between the variables that provides the 

indexes of ethnic and civic nationalism. The Factor analysis shows the relationship between 

these variables.  

 
Table 1. Dimension of Nationalism: Two-factor Models 

 Two-Factor Model 

Variables Rotated Factor 1 Rotated Factor 2 

Speak country language .33 .71 
Live in country for long time .70 .35 
Respect institutions and laws .00 .88 
Ancestry .85 .06 
Born in country .84 .10 
Eigenvalue 2.40 1.03 
Percentage of variance 47.93 20.68 
Source: European Values Study and GESIS Data Archive for the Social Sciences (2008) 
 
The first factor shows a correlation between the importance to have lived in the country for a 

long time, to have ancestry, being born in the country and a weaker correlation to importance 

to speak a common language. Importance of having a common language is also correlated to 

factor two, and take a stronger loading as well. A native language is something that you can 

choose to learn, you don´t need to be born into it. Therefore it is reasonable to exclude 

common language from the first index, which is a reasonable index for ethnic nationalism.  

Ideological preferences which emphasises that it is very important to have been born in the 

country, to have ancestry and to live in the country represents a value of 10, and if these 

aspects of belonging is not important at all, it has the value of 0.  

 The second aspect of nationalism, index for civic nationalism; includes importance to 

respect political institution and laws and importance of knowing the language. Stressing that 

this is very important represents the value of 10, and to emphasize this as not important at all, 

indicates by a value of 0.  

 All questions (for all the indexes with a scale from 0 to 10) are weighted equally and 

recalculated in the following way:  
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 Ethnic nationalism, three variables, conversion from a scale of 3-12 to 0-10: 

 ((x1 - 1) + (x2 - 1) + (x3 - 1)) * (10/9) 

 

 Civic nationalism, two variables, conversion from a scale of 2-8 to 0-10: 

 ((x1 -1) + (x2 – 1)) * (10/6) 
 

 x = variable value 

 

Control variables 
 

The additional variables to be considered are referred to as control variables. The basic 

questions about these variables are whether and how they should be incorporated into a model 

that can de used to validly estimate the association of interest. The analysis will include the 

following control variables; sex, age, class, education and interest in politics. According to 

sex 1 represents female and 2 represent male. Age is recoded into is into three categories; 15-

29, 30-49 and 50+. The class variable indicates the occupations status of the respondents, an 

EGP class scheme (Erikson/Goldthorpe/Portocarero, 1979). A 1 represents higher controllers, 

2 lower controllers, 3 routine non-manual, 4 lower sales-service, 5 self-employed with 

employees, 6 self-employed with no employees, 7 manual supervisors, 8  skilled worker, 9 

unskilled worker, 10 farm labour and 11 represents self-employed farmer. 

 Concerning education the respondents have answered the following: “What is the highest 

level you have completed in your education?”.  To answer they cold choose between these 

alternatives: -1 don't know, 1 Inadequately completed elementary education, 2  Completed 

(compulsory) elementary education, 3  Incomplete secondary school: technical/vocational 

type, 4  Complete secondary school: technical/vocational type/secondary, 5  Incomplete 

secondary: university-preparatory type/secondary, 6  Complete secondary: university-

preparatory type/full secondary, 7  Some university without degree/higher education - lower-

level tertiary and 8  University with degree/higher education - upper-level tertiary.  

 In all control variables, -5 other missing,  -4 question not asked, -3 not applicable,  -2 no 

answer  and -1 don't know, have been recoded and excluded as ”missing”.  
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Country level data 
 

The second variable at country-level refers to the extent to which democracy is established, a 

democracy index based on five categories Electoral process and pluralism, Civil liberties (the 

principle of the protection of basic human rights), The functioning of government, Democratic 

culture (a successful democratic political culture, for instance, implies that the losing parties 

and their supporters accept the judgment of the voters, and allow for the peaceful transfer of 

power) and Political participation (The Economist 2008:26-28).   

 The index of democracy, on a 0 to 10 scale, is based on the ratings for 60 indicators 

grouped in the five categories (electoral process and pluralism; civil liberties; the functioning 

of government; political participation; and political culture). Each category has values 

between from 0 to 10. The overall index of democracy is the simple average of the five 

category indexes. 

 The overall index are then used to place countries within one of four types of regimes: 

 

 1. Full democracies (scores of 8-10) 

 2. Flawed democracies (score of 6 to 7.9) 

 3. Hybrid regimes (scores of 4 to 5.9) 

 4. Authoritarian regimes (scores below 4) 

 

Data that describes level of diversity comes from the Eurostat (2009). In the models, this data 

rationalize the number of foreign-born for each country (in %) divided into different 

categories. I have chosen the category “Per cent non-European from low development 

countries”, since this category, compared with the immigration and emigration within Europe, 

contributing diversity to a greater extent. This number consists of the percentage of the 

population that is likely the most culturally or economically different or perceived to be the 

most culturally or economically different because of physical appearances. 

 Diversity refers to a mix of different components as well; this category contributes to 

cultural heterogeneity. It implies a mix of different cultures in one place. Taking a broad 

view, this means that a country includes a greater variety of ethnic groups, languages, 

religious traditions and social values. More differences, or greater perceived differences, may 

activate ethnic boundaries and different notions of belongingness. 

 To refine the relationship between national identity and democracy, all respondents are 

born in the countries that are relevant to the study.  
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Multi level models 
 

When the structure of a dataset is hierarchical—that is when a unit of analysis (individuals) is 

nested in level-2 units (countries)—the assumptions of ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regression are violated. Therefore I have used multilevel models to avoid obtaining biased 

coefficients and standard errors. The mixed-model procedure fits models more general than 

those of the general linear regression procedure and it encompasses all models in the variance 

components procedure. Therefore, we can handle correlated data and unequal variances in 

which the units are nested in a hierarchy.  

 I analyze the effect of country-level and individual-level variables on an individual-level 

outcome (attitudes about democracy). In a linear mixed-effects model, responses from a 

subject are thought to be the sum (linear) of so-called fixed and random effects. If an effect, 

such as different levels of nationalism, affects the attitude towards democracy, it is fixed. If an 

effect is associated with a sampling procedure (e.g., individuals residing in countries), it is 

random. In a mixed-effects model, random effects contribute only to the covariance structure 

of the data, in this case at the country level, scilicet the index of the degree of a country's 

democratic development and demographic make-up.  

 I analyze data obtained both from country-level and individual level. In a linear mixed-

effects model, responses from a subject are thought to be the sum (linear) of so-called fixed 

and random effects. If an effect, such as different levels of nationalism, affects the attitude 

towards democracy, it is fixed. If an effect is associated with a sampling procedure (e.g., 

subject effect), it is random. In a mixed-effects model, random effects contribute only to the 

covariance structure of the data, in this case at the country level, scilicet the index of the 

degree of a country's democratic development and demographics (Fidell & Tabachnick 2007).    

 The multilevel analyses solve these problems by providing the tools necessary to estimate 

fixed and random effects in one model. The analyses are based, furthermore, on maximum 

likelihood (ML) versus the analysis of variance (ANOVA) methods used in general linear 

models. ANOVA methods produce an optimum estimator (minimum variance) for balanced 

designs, whereas ML generates asymptotically efficient estimators for balanced and 

unbalanced designs. The asymptotic normality of ML estimators conveniently allows us to 

make inferences on the covariance parameters of the model, which is difficult to do with a 

general linear model (SPSS 2005:1-17). 
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Results  
 

In this section, I present results. To get an overview of all the variables, I have compiled a 

table of means, standard deviation plus minimum and maximum values. 

 
Table 2 Descriptive statistics 

Variable name N Mean Sd 
 

Min Max 
 

  Trust in democratic institutions 25811 4.136 1.469 
 

0 10 
 

  Support for democracy 23937 7.861 1.987 
 

0 10 
 

  Preference for non-democratic rule 23470 4.185 2.601 
 

0 10 
 

Country-level    
 

  
 

  Per cent foreign-born  25811 0.413 0.515 
 

0.002 2.134 
 

  Democracy index (overall score) 25811 8.293 0.854 
 

7.020 9.880 
 

Individual-level     
 

  
 

  Ethnic nationalism 25811 6.456 2.548 
 

0 10 
 

  Civic nationalism 25811 8.535 1.706 
 

0 10 
 

  Proud to be a citizen 25811 7.770 2.442 
 

0 10 
 

  Age 25811 2.237 0.713 
 

1 3 
 

  Sex 25811 1.522 0.500 
 

1 2 
 

  Class 25811 7.166 3.190 
 

1 11 
 

  Education 25811 3.206 1.278 
 

1 6 
 

  Interests in politics 25811 2.484 0.917 
 

1 4 
 

Source: European Values Study and GESIS Data Archive for the Social Sciences (2008) 
   

Regarding the dependent variables, we see that the mean of trust in democratic institutions 

and attitudes to non-democracy is similar. In general, the attitude towards democracy as	  the 

best form of government is very positive.    

  The country-level data show that percent foreign-born from poor countries outside of 

Europe is quite low and varies between 0 and about 2%. Mean is 0.4%, and the standard 

deviation is relatively large: 0.51. Mean for democracy index is 8.29, which indicate that most 

countries are qualified as "full democracy" (see p. 19).  

 If we look at the key independent variables, the table shows that the mean value of civic 

nationalism is rather high, and describes a curve where the majority of the respondents are 

placed near the maximum value. The mean value for ethnic nationalism is lower, and the 

curve rather describes a normal distribution. 

 Table 3 examine the first hypothesis; “People who articulate higher levels of ethnical 

nationalism are less trusting in democratic institution than those who express high levels of 

civic nationalism”. 
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After excluding respondents with missing data, the number of respondents is 25,811 in 30 

countries. Model 0 is the empty model, and describes the amount of the total variance in the 

dependent variable. It is important to see how much variance is due to differences within 

individuals versus differences across countries. The table shows that 14 per cent of the 

variance in the dependent variable can be attributed to the country level. The value of the log 

likelihood is -45198.853, which should grow smaller when additional variables are added to 

the model. Such reduction is an indication of model fitness.  

 Model 1 assesses the effects of the individual-level variable. There is a positive 

relationship between age and trust in democratic institutions. Women in general have 

somewhat higher trust in democratic institutions. Well educated people tend to have higher 

trust in democratic institution than less well educated people, albeit very weakly. Class does 

not affect trust in democratic institutions.  Interests in politics relate positively to trust in 

democratic institution, and this predictor has a stronger correlation with trust in democratic 

institution than the key independent variables do.  

  Contrary to expectations, model 1 shows that there is not a significant correlation between 

ethnic nationalism and trust in democratic institutions. However, a civic national identity is 

significantly associated with greater trust in democratic institutions. These results provide 

partial support for hypothesis 1. While ethnic nationalism does not have a negative effect on 

trust in democratic institutions, civic nationalism is positively associated with trust.  
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 Model 2 and 5 are associated with H4, a high degree of diversity amplifies the negative 

relationship between ethnic nationalism and trust in democratic institutions. Model 2 shows 

that diversity in general has a positive effect on trust in democratic institution. Model 5 shows 

an interaction effect which amplify a negative correlation between ethnic national identity and 

trust in democratic institutions. In countries with a higher degree of diversity, people tend to 

trust the political institutions less with increasing emphasis on ethnic identity. The results in 

model 5 therefore support H4. Concerning civic nationalism, there is no interaction effect 

between diversity and trust in democratic institutions. 

 Modell 3 and 4 are related to hypotheses 5: “A high degree of democracy enhances the 

positive effects of civic nationalism and reduces the negative effects of ethnic nationalism (for 

each of the three aspects of democracy)”. 

 In model 3 we can see that the extent to which democracy is established positively affect 

trust in democratic institutions. The fixed effect, in full development democracies, gives 

individuals to lift by pushing up approximately 2 units (on a scale from 0 to 10), and therefore 

partly provides support for H5. The cross-level interaction between trust in democratic 

institution and national identity is not statistically significant. This means that national 

identity, whether it is civic or ethnic, receive greater trust in democratic institution if they live 

in a country with a high level of democratic development.    

 The value of the likelihood shows a decrease from model 0 to model 4, while the value in 

model 5 is larger than the model 4. The interaction effect of diversity entails greater model 

fitness than the interaction effect by democracy indexes.  

 In summary: H1 is supported partly, H4 has support and H5 is not supported.  

 
 

Support for democracy  
 
The table as follows describes one of the two depended variables about attitudes to the ideal 

democracy.  
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As expected, H2, “People who articulate higher levels of ethnic nationalism are less 

supportive of democracy than those who express high levels of civic nationalism”, 

 is supported. Even when the control variables are included, there is a strong correlation 

between national identity and support for democracy. Model 1 shows that there is a 

significant correlation between an ethnic national identity and less support for democracy, and 

a civic national identity is significantly associated with greater support for democracy. These 

results provide support for hypothesis 2, while ethnic nationalism have a negative effect on 

support for democracy and civic nationalism is positively associated with support for 

democracy.  

 The difference within the real values of maximal level of ethnic nationalism corresponds to 

-.10 units which transfer to 1,0 units of trust in democratic institutions, drawn from constant, 

this becomes 4,00. Maximum level of civic nationalism corresponds to -0.17 units which 

transfer to 1,7 units on a scale from 0 to 10, added to the constant, this becomes 6,7. A 

difference of 2,8 units (68 %); this must be considered quite a substantial effect. On the basis 

of means, the difference is about 2 units (48 %).  

 Model 3 shows that countries with a high democracy Index implies that individuals 

generally have grater support for democracy, which support H5. There is no interaction 

effects between the extent to which democracy is established and national identity (civic or 

ethnic).  
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 Model 2 and 5 are related to H4. Model 2 shows that diversity contributes to greater 

support for democracy, but, as shown in Model 5, diversity amplifies the negative relationship 

between ethnic nationalism and support for democracy. Therefore, H4 is supported.  

 

Non-democratic attitudes  
 

In table 5, I present results from the final set of analyses. The results are confirmatory, 

because they are consistent with the findings in table 4. 

 

 
 

Model 1 shows a positive correlation between ethnic national identity and support for non-

democracy; people tend to reject non-democracy less with increasing emphasis on ethnic 

identity. At the same time, there is a negative correlation between civic national identity non-

democratic attitudes. H3, “People who articulate higher levels of ethnic nationalism have 

stronger preferences for non-democratic rule than those who express high levels of civic 

nationalism”, is therefore supported.  

 The result of Model 3 and 4 are related to H5.  In model 3 we can see that the extent to 

which democracy is established negatively affect non-democratic attitudes, which partly 

support H5. However, interaction effects shown in model 4 are not supportive of H5; if a 

national identity articulates ethnic nationalism, a high level of democratic development 
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amplifies non-democratic attitudes positively. In other words, concerning non-democratic 

attitudes, a high degree of democracy does not enhance the positive effects of civic 

nationalism and does not reduce the negative effects of ethnic nationalism.  

 Model 2 illustrate that diversity in general contributes with a reduction of non-democratic 

attitudes. As shown in Model 5, H5 is supported; an ethnic national identity in countries with 

a higher degree of ethnic heterogeneity, positively amplify non-democratic attitudes. In other 

words, a high degree of diversity amplifies the positive relationship between ethnic 

nationalism and preferences for non-democratic rule. 

 

Summary of hypotheses 
 

H1: People who articulate higher levels of ethnic nationalism are less trusting in democratic 

institution than those who express high levels of civic nationalism. 

 Results provide partial support for H1. There is not a significant correlation between ethnic 

nationalism and trust in democratic institutions, but, a civic national identity is significantly 

associated with greater trust in democratic institutions.  
 

H2: People who articulate higher levels of ethnic nationalism are less supportive of 

democracy than those who express high levels of civic nationalism. 

 The hypothesis is supported. 

 

H3: People who articulate higher levels of ethnic nationalism have stronger preferences for 

non-democratic rule than those who express high levels of civic nationalism 

 The hypothesis is supported. 

 

H4: A high degree of diversity amplifies the negative relationship between ethnic nationalism 

and trust in democratic institutions (H1) and support for democracy (H2); a high degree of 

diversity amplifies the positive relationship between ethnic nationalism and preferences for 

non-democractic rule (H3). 

 For each of the three aspects of democracy there is an interaction effect between diversity 

and ethnic nationalism, which give support for the hypothesis. 

 

H5: A high degree of democracy enhances the positive effects of civic nationalism and reduces 

the negative effects of ethnic nationalism (for each of the three aspects of democracy). 
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 In general, a high degree of democracy enhances positive effect of trust in democratic 

institutions and support for democracy, and reduces non-democratic attitudes. But the point of 

this hypothesis is to evaluate the interaction effects.  

 

1.  Trust in democratic institution 

A high degree of democracy does not enhance the positive effects of civic nationalism. There 

are no significant correlations between ethnic nationalism and trust in democratic institutions 

is not significant. The hypothesis is not supported. 

 

2. Support for democracy  

Concerning support for democracy; a high degree of democracy does not enhance the positive 

effects of civic nationalism, and does not reduce the negative effects of ethnic nationalism. 

The hypothesis is not supported.  

 

3. Non-democratic attitudes 

The hypothesis is not supported. A high degree of democracy does not enhance the positive 

effects of civic nationalism, upon its way to relieve non-democratic attitudes. 

A high degree of democracy does not reduce the negative effects of ethnic nationalism. In 

fact, high degree of democracy amplifies the positive relationship between ethnic nationalism 

and preferences for non-democratic rule. 

 Most of the hypotheses are consequently supported, but there is a irregularity between H1 

and H2, H3, which I will try to disentangle in the following section. 

 

  

Conclusions 
 
The purpose of this article is to examine how different levels and types of nationalism are 

correlated with attitudes towards democracy. The results emphasize a significant and strong 

association between national identities and attitudes towards democracy. This set of analyses 

also shows that the level of democracy and degree of diversity strengthens this association, 

amplifying the link between high levels of ethnic nationalism and lower support for 

democracy on the one hand, and between high level of civic nationalism and higher support 

for democracy on the other hand. In general, diversity contributes to greater trust  
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 Cultural diversity is often seen as a threat to the stability of democracy. Therefore, the 

result of this study is unexpected. This study shows that diversity, in general, contributes to 

greater trust in democratic institutions, contributes to increased support for democracy and 

weakens preferences for non-democratic rule. At the same time high degree of diversity 

amplifies the negative relationship both between ethnic nationalism and trust in democratic 

institutions and ethnic nationalism and support for democracy, and furthermore; diversity 

enhances ethnic nationalists preferences for non-democratic rule.  

 The theoretical claim, that ethnic nationalism is inconsistent with democracy, is supported 

empirically. Full inclusion is one of the foundations of a viable democracy and ethnic 

nationalism is inherently exclusionary. The essence of democracy, its intrinsic quality (Dahl 

1998), thus becomes difficult to realize together with high level of ethnic nationalism  

 In order to clarify the irregularity between H1 and H2, H3, Durkheim’s rules for the 

distinction of the normal from the pathological might be helpful. This first rule emphasizes 

the frequency criterion, which should be seen as a rule of thumb, a principle with broad 

application that is not intended to be strictly accurate or reliable for every situation; a rather 

weak argument thus. An unreported frequency analysis indicates it is not possible to 

determine a civic national identity as more common an ethnic national identity for each 

country. But, which Durkheim give emphasis to in rule number two, it is essential to highlight 

the relationship between the social phenomena and the general conditions of collective life; a 

normal social phenomena should therefore merges into the average type; the liberal 

democratic society which purses free and fair competitive elections, civil liberties, democratic 

culture and political participation. Any deviation from that standard of healthiness is a morbid 

phenomenon. It is in relation to the general conditions of collective life that a type of national 

identity must be found useful or necessary in order to be itself termed normal. Otherwise it 

could be demonstrated that the normal and the pathological are indistinguishable, since the 

pathological necessarily derives from the society suffering from it. It is only with the general 

conditions of collective life that the pathological does not sustain the same relationship.  

 The relationship between high levels of ethnic nationalism and the average type, pointed 

out as abnormal, means that a normal operation of social functions must be disturbed. Two 

arguments might illustrate this disturbance. The first argument is to be found in the 

irregularity that exists when H1 does not coincide with H2 and H3; ethnic nationalists have 

confidence in democratic institutions, but their support for democracy is significant low and 

their non-democratic attitudes are significant high. On the one hand, ethnic nationalism does 

not affect confidence in democratic institutions, as these can be used to implement their ideas.  
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 On the other hand, ethnic nationalism positively affects support for non-democratic rule 

and negatively affects support for democracy as the best form government. Trust in the actual 

democracy presupposes beliefs in the ideal democracy; democratic institutions cannot be used 

to implement non-democratic values (Estlund 2008). The irregularity between H1 and H2, 

H3, could therefore be seen as an attitude that indicates a disturbance of the normal 

functioning of democratic institutions. 

 The second argument is based on the results of a previously study by Halikiopoulou & 

Mock & Vasilopoulou (2012). They stresses that European radical right parties, characterized 

by ethnic nationalism, that enjoy success in mainstream electoral politics, have adopted civic 

values for achieving success. Instead of utilising a rhetoric based on primordial elements of 

ethnic national identity such as race, blood and kinship, these parties have adopted civic 

values in their rhetorical repertoire; “notions of democracy, citizenship and respect for the 

rule of law” (2012:108). But instead of using these values in accordance with its original 

meaning; full inclusion; they are used to exclude individuals. Ethnic nationalists stress the 

conflict of the nation community with the ‘ethnic’ values of outsiders, premised on ethnic 

eligibility criteria for exclusion. This exclusion is not justified solely in ethnic terms, the 

targets are rather those who do not share liberal values such as democracy and freedom of 

speech. The radical right parties consequently operate within the democratic system and adapt 

their argumentation to the liberal and civic characteristics of national identity. In doing so 

they present themselves and their ideologies as the true defenders of the nation’s unique 

reputation for democracy and tolerance.  

 This gives rise to a democratic dilemma: right-wing populist and xenophobic parties, 

characterised by ethnic nationalism, increasingly garner votes and attain stronger positions in 

parliaments and governments. To make this possible, their ethnic national identity is predicted 

on civic and democratic principles (which, as such, emphasize full inclusion), at the same 

time ethnic nationalists are less supportive of democratic principles and have stronger 

preferences for non-democratic rule. This dilemma, and the use of civic values in order to 

exclude instead of including, must be understood as a disturbance of normal operation of 

social functions.  

 The third rule Durkheim emphasizes underlines the importance to identify the pathological 

phenomena before it has dissolved the normal condition. An assumption that the wave of 

nationalism we see today will undermine democracy in a similar way as during inter-war 

period, can of course not be argued on the basis of the results of this article. But, we can 

distinguish two types of national identities and nationalism, one is normal and identified as 
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civic national identity, civic nationalism and to be proud to be a citizen, and the other is 

pathological and identified as an ethnic national identity and social streams of ethnic 

nationalism. Given that the methodology is deductive, and the existence of the resulting 

correlation; if the ethnic nationalism is increasing, believes in democracy is reducing, an 

ounce of concern is justified. 

 A wave of pathological nationalism is not only a challenge in terms of specific political 

issues, it can also replace liberal democracy with a social system that does not qualify as full 

democracy, which can be experienced in countries such as Poland and Hungary. According to 

Durkheim the pathological nationalism could therefore be seen as a potential threat to the 

ideal society, as a type of  "a social species which has not yet gone through its complete 

evaluation" (Durkheim 1895/1982:97). A consequence of such a conversion is that citizens no 

longer might obtain the empirically verifiable benefits that full liberal democracy is providing 

(see p. 3, 11,12) 

 Even if this study did not confirm any correlation between ethnic nationalism and political 

trust (trust in democratic institution), in the same way as McLaren (2012) and Berg & Hjerm 

(2010), the result is in line with their conclusions. Bergs & Hjerms indirect indicator; an 

individual’s national identity characterized by xenophobia relates negatively to political trust, 

would be interesting to include in further research about national identity and attitudes 

towards democracy. It would also be interesting to study how this relationship has changed 

over time and in other parts of the world. This article includes a large numbers of countries, 

another possibility is to accomplish in-depth comparisons between a few countries, taking 

into account their history and constitutional organization. 

 These results suggest that we should not treat political trust as synonymous with trust in 

democracy, which confirms the need of treating democracy as both an ideal and a practice. 

But on the other hand, the operationalization of the attitudes towards the ideal democracy is a 

weak link in this survey. We need better data to increase the validity of this 

operationalization. Undoubtedly it is a challenge to measure "intrinsic equality", but it's 

probably doable. A concrete item would be, for instance, attitude to the claim of equal worth 

of all people. 

 At last, we can conclude that ethnic nationalism is detrimental to democratic societies, but 

that civic nationalism is not. This dilemma warrants further investigation. 
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