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Abstract
This paper compares nationalism in the two ex-Czechoslovak countries—the Czech and Slovak republics.
The aim is to analyze the measurement of nationalism in the 1995, 2003, and 2013 International Social
Survey Program (ISSP) National Identity surveys. According to the nationalism measures from the ISSP
survey – which are frequently used by authors analyzing nationalism—both countries experienced a
significant rise in nationalism in the 1995 to 2013 period. Moreover, invariance testing of the nationalism
latent variable confirms the possibility of comparing levels of nationalism between Czechia and Slovakia
over time. However, the associations between nationalism, as measured in the study, and concepts related
to nationalism—such as xenophobia, protectionism, or assertive foreign policy—suggest that what is
measured as nationalism in 1995 is very different from what is measured in 2013. This is explained by a
change of context which occurred in both countries between 1995 and 2013. While answering the same
question had a strong nationalistic connotation in 1995, this was not the case in 2013. Based on our
findings we advise against using the analyzed “nationalism” items as measurement of nationalism even
beyond the two analyzed countries.
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Introduction
Comparative social science is often a challenging undertaking. This is generally the case when
comparing such culturally and historically embedded concepts as nationalism or national pride.
While there have been several attempts to rank various nations participating in international
comparative surveys by national pride (Smith and Jarkko 1998, Smith and Kim 2006, Smith
2009), there also has been criticism mentioning the pitfalls of such comparisons (Dražanová
2015, Latcheva 2010).

From this point of view, the starting point of our study is modest. We compare nationalism
in one of the world’s culturally closest societies—the Czech and Slovak Republics, the states
which came into existence after the so called “Velvet Divorce” of Czechoslovakia in 1993.
Moreover, we do so under nearly ideal conditions building on three waves of the International
Social Survey Program (ISSP) National Identity module fielded in 1995, 2003 and 2013 in both
countries—almost perfectly mapping the period of Czech and Slovak independence which
started in 1993.

This comparison could shed light on the inconsistencies between the previous empirical
results and theoretically underpinned expectations. While there is a general expectation of
excited nationalism in newly established countries (Weiss 2003, 395), both ex-Czechoslovak
countries scored poorly in international comparisons of national pride—a concept closely related
to nationalism – done with the 1995 and 2003 ISSP data. A high level of national pride was
typically measured in new world countries like the USA or Venezuela with ex-socialist countries
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trailing last in international comparisons (Smith 2009). The position of Slovakia and the Czech
Republic was not an exception to the rule. Both countries scored relatively low in international
comparison. Moreover, the split—blamed by some on Slovak nationalism—left the Slovaks in
their independent country less nationalistic than the Czechs. On the other hand, the 1995–2013
comparison shows a general rise of nationalism in both countries. Literature reviews on the
subject, however, conclude that globalization and economic integration erode national identifi-
cation (see Tilley and Heath 2007).

There is one further reason for studying nationalism in former Czechoslovakia. The split of it
was – together with the dissolutions of the USSR and Yugoslavia—one of the reasons why the
study of nationalism gained new momentum in the 1990s.

While—as indicated above—the Czech-Slovak comparison is interesting also theoretically,
in our paper this comparison provides a background for a methodological case study: The
principal focus of our article is on the instruments used to measure nationalism in previous
research. The question we ask is if they are valid measures of nationalism across time and
across societies. Our hypothesis is that in changing contexts these measures fail to measure the
same concept.

First, the article gives background on nationalism measurement and a brief overview of
Czechoslovak history from its establishment to its dissolution and the fates of the newly
established republics after the split. The following section summarizes various approaches to the
measurement of nationalism, patriotism, and national pride and the discussion of their
dimensionality and mutual relationships. Next, descriptive statistics are presented and a multi-
variate model explaining nationalism is calculated for the two states at three points in time.
This section is concluded by measurement invariance testing of the nationalism latent variable.
In the next section, the associations between nationalism and related concepts are calculated. The
conclusion discusses the context dependency of the tools used to measure nationalism in the ISSP
National identity module.

Background and Literature Review: A Short History of Czechoslovakia—an Evitable
Couple, an Evitable Divorce
As Karen Henderson writes, “The demise of the Czech and Slovak Federative Republic on 31
December 1992 was surrounded by a sense of evitability” (Henderson 1995, 111). Yet, it was not
only the demise of Czechoslovakia which was surrounded by a sense of evitability. The creation
of Czechoslovakia on the remains of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy on October 28, 1918,
happened only three years after the Cleveland Agreement—the first of several public statements
of support for a common state—had been signed by Czech and Slovak ethnic organizations in
the USA.

The newly created country was a multi-national state where the number of Germans, living
mostly in the Czech part of the new republic, surpassed the number of Slovaks. Furthermore, a
large Hungarian minority was living in the Slovak part on the border with Hungary. To be able to
make the case of creating a self-determining nation-state to the wining allies of World War I, a
fictitious “Czechoslovak” nation was heralded by the 1920 Czechoslovak constitution.1 Since the
early years of its existence, a strong movement calling for Slovak autonomy within Czechoslo-
vakia had existed. When Slovak autonomy was granted in 1938, it was in the crippled version of
Czechoslovakia stripped of its border lands to Germany and Hungary. The autonomy lasted for
few months until Slovakia declared independence and became a vassal state of Germany. At the
time, the Czech part became a protectorate of the Third Reich. The post-war brief reinstatement
of democratic Czechoslovakia saw the expulsion of three million Czechoslovak Germans who
were blamed for cooperating with the Nazis. That move left the territory of the nowadays Czech
Republic almost purely ethnically Czech. In a similar, yet less radical move, a part of the
Hungarian population of Slovakia had to resettle in Hungary in exchange for ethnic Slovaks who
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voluntarily agreed to resettle from Hungary to Slovakia. Also, due to the war related deportations
of Jews, when the communists took power in early 1948, Czechoslovakia had much less ethnic
diversity than its democratic pre-war predecessor.

The demise of Communist rule in November 1989 opened a new era in solving the “Slovak
question.” Calls for independence of Slovakia were formulated, but did not gain majority support
in Slovakia. Hungarian minority parties sprang up (about 10% of Slovak citizens are ethnic
Hungarians) and the anti-Hungarian card started to be played by parts of the new Slovak
political elite. Two years later, after tiring negotiations about competences of the federal level, the
final decision to dissolve the federative state came in the fall of 1992.

Soon after the split reasons why the “Velvet Divorce” had taken place were sought. According
to Paal Sigurd Hilde, many used the “term ‘Slovak nationalism’ in their explanation” (1999, 648).
Hilde’s opinion on that matter was that Czech, rather than Slovak, nationalism was to blame for
the split (1999, 663). Ladislav Holy agrees that “The prevailing feeling in the Czech lands—
Bohemia and Moravia—is that the disintegration of Czechoslovakia in 1993 was the result of
Slovak nationalism, anti-Czech sentiment and Slovak separatism” (1996, 6). He adds that “Czech
nationalism tends to be overshadowed by the manifest Slovak nationalism even for many Czechs,
who, paradoxically, manifest it through its vehement denial,”2 (Holy 1996, 7). Hislope (1998)
speaks in this regard of a rise of nationalism prior to the split which he explains by aspirations of
both Slovak and Czech elite members.

Other authors interpret the split more as a result of different attitudes to post-communist
transformation and the incompatibility of the political elites in both countries than of dif-
ferences between Czechs and Slovaks themselves (see Henderson 1995, 1997). Indeed, based on
1994 data, Whitefield and Evans suggest a broad similarity between the two nations (White-
field and Evans 1999).

The post-Czechoslovak republics took diverging paths after 1993. Slovakia, ruled by a
nationalist and authoritarian-leaning Prime Minister Mečiar missed the invitation to the first
round of the eastern enlargement of NATO which included the Czech Republic (as well as
neighboring Poland and Hungary). Slovakia was called the (black) “hole in the map of Europe” by
US Secretary of State Madeleine Albright in 1997 (see Krause 2003). After the demise of Vladimír
Mečiar in 1998, Slovakia was able to catch up with the Czechs and joined the EU in 2004 in the first
round of its eastern enlargement. After that, both ex-Czechoslovakia countries became part of the
Schengen area in 2007. If European integration was a must for the Czech (re)public, in the eyes of a
significant part of Slovaks it became a symbol in the battle for the geopolitical leaning of the new
state. In 2009 Slovakia went one step further in the European integration when it adopted the Euro.

A last noteworthy difference in the post-split development is the fact that, contrary to Slo-
vakia, the Czech Republic started to attract a comparatively small—yet noticeable—immigration,
mainly from the Slovak republic itself and ex-USSR countries, most notably from Ukraine.
Eurostat figures for 2014 state that 4.1% of the Czech population is formed by immigrants,
compared to as little as 1.1% in Slovakia.

To sum up the points relevant to our argument, while there are almost no ethnic minorities in
the Czech Republic, there is a certain number of immigrants. On the other hand, there are almost
no immigrants in Slovakia, yet there is a sizable and politically important Hungarian minority.

Now, before we proceed to the measurement of nationalism in the two ex-Czechoslovak
countries, we provide a brief overview of relationships between nationalism, patriotism, and
national pride.

Measuring Nationalism, Patriotism, and National Pride
Influenced by Adorno et al. (1950), works dealing with the measurement of nationalism often
discuss it together with chauvinism and patriotism as one of the three dimensions of national
identity. Since it is outside the scope of our article to go fully into the vast discussion about the
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relationship between nationalism and related concepts, we only provide here an overview of the
approaches taken while analyzing ISSP data.

Tom Smith (2009) acknowledges a close link between national pride, patriotism, and
nationalism (198). Other authors explicitly see nationalism and patriotism as two separate forms
of national attachment (Green et al. 2011). Hjerm (1998) refuses the link between national pride
and nationalism claiming that national pride, contrary to nationalism is not an ideology but a
sentiment. He proposes a different division—one between political and natio-cultural
national pride. Dražanová (2015) inspired by Latcheva (2010) proposes a model for the Czech
Republic where nationalism is one of four dimensions of national pride. Coenders and
Scheeppers, referring to Adorno et al. (1950), avoid using the term national pride and define
chauvinism and patriotism as two dimensions of nationalism (Coenders and Scheepers 2003). A
note worth mentioning is that when defining nationalism, most of the cited authors do not refer
to it as an ideology of putting the nation’s interest first—that being the definition of the term
found in encyclopedias. They rather distinguish between nationalism and patriotism merely with
regard to the notion of national superiority present in nationalism (de Figueiredo and Elkins
2003).

Most works analyzing nationalism or national pride empirically are based on the National
Identity module from the ISSP survey series, some use also World Values Survey (WVS) or
Eurobarometer data (de Figueiredo and Elkins 2003, Tilley and Heath 2007). If WVS and
Eurobarometer surveys are used, a simple “How proud are you to be [NATIONALITY]”
question is used to measure national pride. Tilley and Heath (2007) note a broad similarity
between the item and the questions measuring national pride in the ISSP.3

The ISSP questionnaire includes two sets of questions related to feelings of pride toward
the nation, state, or some aspects of it. Smith (2009) calls the sets “general national pride” and
the “domain specific national pride.” While the former taps the general attachment to the
nation, the latter contains questions evaluating several domains of the country’s political and
cultural setting. Various authors use different combinations of those questions to construct
indexes of nationalism, patriotism, nationalism/chauvinism, or national sentiment. An
overview of these operationalizations based on the “general national pride” set in the ISSP is
provided in Table 1.

The question with regard to our study is which items should we pick to analyze nationalism in
the ex-Czechoslovak countries. Based on the literature review summarized in Table 1 we con-
struct our nationalism latent variable from the four items which – according to most authors –
are measures of nationalism or nationalist sentiment (BPlace, BCountry, SWrong, RCitizen).
Each of the four items is measured on a five point Likert scale coded from −2 to 2. The answers
are combined to create an overall score of nationalism ranging from −10 to 10. This score is also
the dependent variable in the OLS regression presented in Table 3.An alternative would be to use
only the two items (BPlace, BCountry) used by Davidov (2011, 2009). The disadvantage of this
choice would be the impossibility of evaluating measurement invariance with only two items.
Obviously, in Table 1 there is no clear agreement whether the respective items measure patri-
otism, nationalism, chauvinism or nationalistic sentiment. However, it is clear that most authors
link the chosen items with nationalism. The four items are also generally internally consistent
with a Cronbach’s alpha between 0.627 and 0.743 and they form one factor in 2003 and 2013
ISSP data in both countries.4

Before we proceed to the results of our analysis, one note is necessary. To account for the fact
that there is a varying degree of ethnic homogeneity in the Czech and Slovak republics, in both
countries we include in our analysis only persons who declare themselves as belonging to the
majority. As members of national minorities generally have lower levels of national pride (see
Dražanová 2015, Smith 2009) this increases slightly the average level of nationalism in both
countries, more notably in Slovakia.
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Table 1. Different operationalizations of nationalism using ISSP National Identity survey items.

(Coenders
and

Scheepers
2003)

(de
Figueiredo
and Elkins

2003)

(Sinnott 2005;
O’Rouke and
Sinnott 2002)

(Heath
and
Tilley
2005)

(Huddy
and

Khatib
2007)

(Ceobanu
and

Escandell
2008)

(Vlachová
and

Řeháková
2009)

(Davidov
2009;

Davidov
2011)

(Hjerm
and

Schnabel
2010)

(Green
et al.
2011)

(Latcheva
2010)

(Dražanová
2015)

The world would be a better place if people
from other countries were more like the
[COUNTRY’S NATIONALITY]. (BPlace)

N / CH N P P N CH N N N(S) N N / CH

Generally speaking, [COUNTRY] is a better
country than most other countries.
(BCountry)

– N P P N CH N N N(S) N N / CH

People should support their country even if
the country is in the wrong (SWrong)

N / CH N CH P – CH N – N(S) N –

I would rather be a citizen of [COUNTRY]
than of any other country in the world.
(RCitizen)

N / CH N P P – CH P – N(S) N –

When my country does well in international
sports, it makes me proud to be
[COUNTRY NATIONALITY].

– N P – – P – – – –

There are some things about [COUNTRY]
today that make me ashamed of
[COUNTRY].

– P P – – P – N(S) – –

Notes: N / CH=Nationalism / chauvinism, N=Nationalism, P= patriotism, CH=Chauvinism, N(S)=Nationalist sentiment. Items almost identical to our BPlace and BCountry questions were used in a Dutch survey
to operationalize chauvinism (Lubbers and Meuleman 2016).
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Analysis

Descriptive Statistics and Multivariate Explanations of Nationalism

Table 2 provides a basic overview of our measure of nationalism and of related items in the ISSP
National Identity surveys of 1995, 2003, and 2013.5 Average value, standard deviation, and
information about statistical significance of the difference between the Czech and Slovak
Republics are calculated. Table 2 also includes information about the relative position of the
Czech Republic and Slovakia among the countries which participated in the respective ISSP
rounds ranking the countries from those scoring highest to those scoring lowest on each item.

We see that until 2013, the level of nationalism was higher in the Czech Republic. In both
countries there has been a significant increase in nationalism between 1995 and 2013 in inter-
national comparisons. This means that by 2013, the average level of nationalism rose in both
countries from being comparatively low to a level above the ISSP average.6

As already noted, the indicator which is close to our nationalism measure is the simple
question of how proud people are to be nationals of their country. Here we have only two time
points as the question was not part of the 1995 questionnaire. In both years Slovaks in Slovakia
were more proud than Czechs in the Czech Republic were. With regard to the CloseCountry
question, there is no consistent pattern. In 1995 the feeling of closeness was similar in both
countries; in 2003 it was stronger in Slovakia while it was the other way around in 2013.

Interesting are the two dimensions of xenophobia.7 While immigrants were perceived more
often as a threat in 1995 Slovakia, the situation reversed in 2003. A significant observation being
that, in both countries, the index has notably fewer missing answers in 2013 than previously. The
most probable explanation of this high share of missing answers was the almost complete lack of
experience with immigrants and a missing discourse on the topic in 1990s ex-Czechoslovakia. In
international comparison, we see a relative strengthening of anti-immigrant sentiments in both
countries, making the Czech Republic in 2003 and 2013 the second most xenophobic of the ISSP
countries with Slovakia trailing only a little behind in the overall ranking. The comparison of the
perception of immigration as an opportunity is similar to the previous variable and also ends in
2013 with the Czech Republic being the second least optimistic about the opportunities
immigrants bring.

The support for international solutions of environmental problems (variable ISolutions) has
always been higher in the Czech Republic with both countries scoring below the average in the
international comparison.

A noticeable change has occurred in answers to the question if the country should follow its
own interest even if it could result in a conflict. In both countries, there has been a significant
increase in agreement to this assertion. The agreement was more pronounced in the Czech
Republic at all three occasions.

With regard to protectionism, there has been above average support for protectionism in both
countries compared with other countries. With initially more support for protectionism in the
Czech Republic, there was no significant difference between the two countries in 2013.

The last two questions—ShareCustoms and PreserveMinorities—show a more generous
attitude of Slovaks toward minorities in the country. This comes as rather surprising given the
track record of playing the “Hungarian card” in Slovak politics and the absence of a sizable ethnic
minority in the Czech Republic. It is, however, in line with the observed stronger anti-immigrant
sentiment of the Czech public. Nevertheless, the context in which this question is asked differs in
both countries. While being asked about ethnic minorities8 Slovaks most likely imagine members
of the Hungarian minority. In case of the Czech Republic, the respondents might be referring to
the much more negatively perceived Roma or to immigrants.

A multivariate model explaining nationalism is presented in Table 3. Higher values of the
dependent variable refer to more nationalism. The analysis was conducted with R software.
Missing answers were deleted listwise. The model includes basic demographic variables like age,
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of nationalism and selected related items from the ISSP National Identity module.

1995 2003 2013

avrg. missing diff. sig. position avrg. missing diff. sig. position avrg. missing diff. sig. position

Nationalism

Czech Republic 0.087 (0.789) 14.9% 18/24 0.243 (0.737) 17.1%
***

24/35 0.348 (0.747) 8.9% 15/37
Slovakia − 0.005 (0.895) 14.1% 21/24 0.146 (0.750) 17.4% 27/35 0.375 (0.732) 10.2% 14/37

ProudCN
(“How proud are you of being [COUNTRY NATIONALITY]?”)

Czech Republic 2.010 (0.709) 4.3%
+

30/36 1.913 (0.737) 2.1%
***

35/37
Slovakia 2.248 (0.711) 4.5% 23/36 2.204 (0.688) 1.8% 26/37

CloseCountry
(“How close do you feel to [COUNTRY]?”)

Czech Republic 2.391 (0.675) 2.0% 14/24 2.270 (0.664) 3.1%
**

25/36 2.344 (0.684) 0.8%
+

13/37
Slovakia 2.332 (0.698) 2.0% 13/24 2.348 (0.633) 0.6% 20/36 2.232 (0.640) 0.8% 25/37

Xenophobia: Immigrants are a threat
(“Immigrants increase crime rates.” “Immigrants take jobs away from people who were born in [COUNTRY].” )

Czech Republic 0.549 (0.967) 6.1%
***

9/24 0.849 (0.857) 12.1% ***
NA

2/35 0.969 (0.826) 1.9% ***
NA

2/37
Slovakia 0.687 (0.952) 7.6% 4/24 0.420 (0.878) 10.0% 10/35 0.641 (0.906) 5.8% 6/37

Xenophobia: Immigrants are an opportunity
(“Immigrants improve [COUNTRY’S NATIONALITY] society by bringing new ideas and cultures.” “Immigrants are generally good for [COUNTRY’S] economy.”)

Czech Republic 0.624 (0.869) 16.1%
−

21/24 − 0.519 (0.852) 14.0% ***
NA

35/35 − 0.394 (0.879) 3.6%
*

36/37
Slovakia 0.662 (0.897) 16.9% 23/24 − 0.378 (0.785) 15.2% 32/35 − 0.328 (0.850) 5.5% 34/37

8
M
iloslav

B
ahna

https://doi.org/10.1017/nps.2018.21 Published online by Cam
bridge U

niversity Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/nps.2018.21


1995 2003 2013

avrg. missing diff. sig. position avrg. missing diff. sig. position avrg. missing diff. sig. position

Isolutions
(“For certain problems. like environment pollution, international bodies should have the right to enforce solutions.”)

Czech Republic 0.949 (1.064) 5.9%
+

14/24 0.766 (0.980) 9.9% 22/35 0.699 (0.999) 3.8%
*

27/37
Slovakia 0.690 (1.119) 9.1% 20/24 0.806 (0.900) 0.0% 21/35 0.617 (0.979) 6.1% 22/37

IInterests
(“[COUNTRY] should follow its own interests, even if this leads to conflicts with other nations.”)

Czech Republic − 0.117 (1.318) 6.3%
***

17/24 0.360 (1.130) 7.3% 19/36 0.472 (1.101) 2.8%
***

17/37
Slovakia − 0.515 (1.264) 5.8% 23/24 0.289 (1.070) 0.0% 22/36 0.312 (1.074) 6.6% 22/37

Protectionism
(“[COUNTRY] should limit the import of foreign products in order to protect its national economy.” “Foreigners should not be allowed to buy land in [COUNTRY].” “[COUNTRY’S]
television should give preference to [COUNTRY] films and programs.”)

Czech Republic 0.595 (0.978) 6.9% ***
NA

6/24 0.537 (0.877) 13.1%
NA

12/36 0.559 (0.920) 4.5%
**

12/37
Slovakia 0.387 (0.955) 10.1% 11/24 0.649 (0.789) 0.1% 10/36 0.617 (0.845) 6.9% 10/37

ShareCustoms
(“It is impossible for people who do not share [COUNTRY's] customs and traditions to become fully [COUNTRY'S NATIONALITY].”)

Czech Republic 0.451 (1.269) 4.7%
***

11/24 0.483 (1.129) 7.2%
***

13/35 0.630 (1.150) 1.7%
***

10/37
Slovakia − 0.004 (1.340) 2.5% 21/24 0.150 (1.120) 3.8% 27/35 0.096 (1.159) 1.7% 29/37

PreserveMinorities
(“Ethnic minorities should be given government assistance to preserve their customs and traditions.”)

Czech Republic 0.145 (1.227) 7.2%
***

13/24 0.038 (1.125) 9.5%
+

21/35 − 0.229 (1.113) 2.8%
+

27/37
Slovakia 0.352 (1.162) 5.3% 11/24 0.184 (0.983) 5.0% 18/35 0.245 (0.983) 3.1% 17/37

Notes: Multiple-group confirmatory factor analysis is used to test for significance in comparisons of latent means (see Holmes Finch and French 2015). Standard deviation in parentheses.
+ = difference is significant, homogeneity of variance condition violated; Difference between Czech Republic and Slovakia: *** significant at p< 0.001, ** significant at p< 0.01, * significant at p< 0.05; NA –model fit
is unacceptable; − model did not converge.
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education, and gender which have previously been reported as being associated with nationalism.
We included also a measure of subjective social class and variables on political support for the
current ruling party and participation in previous elections. The last two variables are included to
test the assumption that support for government is connected with a higher score on our
measure of nationalism and to verify if nonvoters are more authoritarian leaning and nationa-
listic as suggested by Schatz, Staub, and Lavine (1999).

As can be observed in Table 3, there is a general positive association between age and
nationalism. This, together with a negative association between education and nationalism,
comes as no surprise and has been observed in previous research (Green et al. 2011). With the
exception of 1995 Czech data, there is no significant difference between nationalism among men
and women. This runs against expectations, as previous research suggests that men display
higher levels of nationalism (Green et al. 2011). We see that in both countries our models explain
less variance with each consecutive ISSP round.

With regard to ourmain argument, noteworthy are the 1995 and 2013 results for Slovakia. As can
be seen, the respondents who voted for the ruling parties in the 1995 module displayed far more
nationalism. In 1995 the variable “voted for the current ruling party” is indeed the strongest pre-
dictor of all models in Table 3. This is easily explained by the intense political struggle which
was taking place in post-1993 Slovakia between the ruling authoritarian-leaning Prime Minister
Mečiar in coalition with a party of Slovak nationalists (both defining themselves as fathers of
independent Slovakia) and their opponents who disagreed with the geopolitical heading of
Slovakia under their rule and were less charmed by Slovak independence. The observation that
voters of the ruling parties were displaying higher levels of nationalism than their opponents is
also well in line with the evaluation of local experts (Gyárfášová et al. 2001).

Another important result is the positive association between subjective social class and
nationalism in the 2013 Slovakia sample. This runs against the observations of Tilley and Heath
(2007) who report more pride in Britishness among the lower classes.9 Similarly, Haller et al.
(2009, 224) summarize the view of several authors that national affiliation and feelings are
reactions to the process of modernization arising among those who are not able to come to grips
with those processes—that is, the losers of modernization.

In our view, this is an important and unexpected result which indicates that the social base of
nationalism in Slovakia has changed between 1995 and 2013. In 2013, people who evaluate their

Table 3. Explaining nationalism, OLS regression, standardized coefficients.

Czech Republic Slovakia

1995 2003 2013 1995 2003 2013

Male (dummy) −0.104 ** −0.005 −0.022 0.006 −0.005 −0.021

Age (years) 0.112 ** 0.165 *** 0.145 *** 0.132 *** 0.082 * 0.120 **

Education (years) −0.190 *** −0.131 ** −0.133 *** −0.141 *** −0.256 *** −0.103 **

Did not vote in last elections −0.015 0.004 −0.027 0.010 −0.005 −0.051

Voted for current ruling party −0.088 * −0.006 0.046 0.281 *** −0.090 * 0.077 *

Subjective social class / Top-bottom −0.021 −0.014 0.034 −0.056 0.065 0.098 *

R2 0.089 0.054 0.048 0.149 0.095 0.048

N 642 609 1456 979 746 794

*** significant at p< 0.001, ** significant at p< 0.01, * significant at p< 0.05
Source: ISSP 1995, 2003, 2013.
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subjective position in society more positively tend to also be more nationalistic. Observing those
changes in the associations between explanatory variables and nationalism, we might ask if the
concept we try to measure has remained the same throughout the observed period. In the next
section, we employ invariance testing to provide a statistically rigorous answer to this question.

Measurement Invariance of Nationalism Between 1995 and 2013
As – in our operationalization – nationalism is a latent variable measured by four items, we
are able to do measurement invariance testing using multiple-group confirmatory factor analysis.
The aim is to establish if those four items measure the same latent variable in both countries at all
three points in time. Without going into further detail, we use the concept of testing measure-
ment invariance which was introduced by Byrne et al. (1989). To test for measurement invar-
iance of our nationalism latent variable, the “measurementInvariance” function included in the
lavaan package for R was used (for an introduction to the lavaan package see Rosseel 2012).

Table 4 summarizes the measurement invariance tests of the nationalism variable which we
used in the previous parts of the paper. Typically, three levels of measurement invariance are
recognized: 1. configural invariance – testing if the factor structure of national pride is the same
in both samples; 2, metric invariance – testing if the slopes of national pride are comparable; 3)
from the perspective of our study, scalar invariance is the most important as only when scalar
invariance is achieved, mean levels of national pride can be compared across samples. If full
scalar invariance cannot be achieved, partial scalar invariance is considered to be sufficient (see
Byrne et al. 1989, Steenkamp and Baumgartner 1998).

As we can see, for the Czecho-Slovak comparison, full scalar invariance of our measure of
nationalism can only be achieved in 1995. However, partial scalar invariance can be achieved for
almost all combinations of 1995, 2003, and 2013 data from both countries. An exception is the
1995 and 2013 comparison in Slovakia, where the criterion for confirming partial scalar invar-
iance is missed by a small margin.

Table 4 also includes measurement invariance tests for protectionism and xenophobia latent
variables. In the case of xenophobia, with one exception, metric invariance could be achieved in
all combinations. This means that associations between xenophobia and nationalism can be
explored. However, (partial) scalar invariance could not be established in most cases and
comparisons of levels of xenophobia, such as in Table 2 are questionable.

With regard to the protectionism latent variable, metric invariance cannot be established in
four cases. This indicates that the comparison of means (Table 2) as well as the drop in asso-
ciation of protectionism and nationalism between 1995 and 2003 (Table 5) need to be interpreted
with caution.

If we summarize the invariance testing results of our nationalism latent variable, we may
conclude that it measures the same concept in 1995, 2003, and 2013 in both countries. Moreover,
(partial) scalar invariance can be established for most Czech–Slovak comparisons and comparing
levels of nationalism is also possible. The finding that there has been gradual increase in
nationalism in both countries therefore seems to stand on solid ground. Our study results seem
to be compatible with the findings of Davidov (2009), who established (partial) scalar invariance
for a two-item nationalism index based on ISSP data (see Table 1).

However, is the concept measured by our nationalism index really nationalism? If so, it
should associate with related concepts as expected by its definition. To establish if this is the case,
we will now map the associations between our measure of nationalism and the concepts listed in
Table 2.

Nationalism and Related Concepts: On the Changing Meaning of Liking a Country

The relationships between nationalism as it is measured by our indicators and preferences
conceptually related with nationalism are summarized in Table 5. Instead of reporting simple
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Table 4. Multiple-Group CFA: Fit measures of the invariance tests.

Czech Republic vs. Slovakia Czech Republic Slovakia

1995 2003* 2013* 1995 vs 2003* 2003 vs 2013* 1995 vs 2013* 1995 vs 2003* 2003 vs 2013 1995 vs 2013*

CFI RMSEA CFI RMSEA CFI RMSEA CFI RMSEA CFI RMSEA CFI RMSEA CFI RMSEA CFI RMSEA CFI RMSEA

Nationalism

Configural inv. 0.994 0.047 0.989 0.068 0.996 0.037 0.990 0.060 0.993 0.051 1.000 0.000 0.993 0.057 0.993 0.055 0.989 0.067

Metric inv. 0.994 0.036 0.982 0.067 0.993 0.036 0.990 0.045 0.991 0.042 1.000 0.000 0.989 0.052 0.982 0.066 0.989 0.052

Scalar inv. 0.991 0.037 0.980 0.067 0.990 0.039 0.987 0.048 0.986 0.047 1.000 0.000 0.989 0.050 0.971 0.070 0.977 0.065

Xenophobia

Configural inv. 0.999 0.028 0.993 0.064 0.998 0.033 0.990 0.074 0.996 0.047 0.999 0.022 1.000 0.000 0.997 0.048 0.997 0.040

Metric inv. 1.000 0.002 0.991 0.052 0.999 0.018 0.991 0.048 0.990 0.055 0.987 0.063 0.999 0.014 0.987 0.064 0.989 0.057

Scalar inv. 0.973 0.073 0.972 0.074 0.966 0.083 0.921 0.117 0.959 0.089 0.934 0.115 0.993 0.038 0.953 0.101 0.895 0.148

Protectionism

Configural inv. 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000

Metric inv. 1.000 0.000 0.998 0.023 0.987 0.061 0.985 0.065 1.000 0.007 0.994 0.041 0.959 0.102 0.995 0.035 0.953 0.096

Scalar inv. 1.000 0.000 0.999 0.012 0.989 0.040 0.982 0.051 0.999 0.017 0.989 0.040 0.957 0.084 0.991 0.040 0.949 0.082

Note: Noninvariance is marked in bold. To indicate noninvariance we use the criteria suggested by Chen (2007) – a CFI change larger than 0.01 supplemented by an RMSEA change larger than 0.015.
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Table 5. Association between the latent variable nationalism and related concepts.

ProudCN CloseCountry Xenophobia: Immigrants are a threat

1995 2003 2013 1995 2003 2013 1995 2003 2013

Czech Republic 0.461 0.594 0.295 0.370 0.422 0.385 0.339 0.238

Slovakia 0.533 0.524 0.459 0.362 0.315 0.305 0.378 0.037

Xenophobia: Immigrants are an opportunity ISolutions IInterests

1995 2003 2013 1995 2003 2013 1995 2003 2013

Czech Republic 0.034 −0.150 − 0.043 0.019 −0.036 0.053 0.396 0.370 0.217

Slovakia − 0.098 – − 0.140 0.127 − 0.041 −0.007 0.529 0.317 0.129

Protectionism ShareCustoms PreserveMinorities

1995 2003 2013 1995 2003 2013 1995 2003 2013

Czech Republic 0.531 0.407 0.334 0.279 0.245 0.175 0.025 0.073 0.105

Slovakia 0.846 0.568 0.217 0.531 0.402 0.221 0.007 0.042 0.025

-= the model did not converge.
Note: Reported are standardized regression coefficients from structural equation models modeling the relationships between selected variables and nationalism as a latent variable. To achieve an acceptable
model fit, in some cases covariance between exogenous variables has been added.
Source: ISSP 1995, 2003, 2013.
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correlations, the reported associations are standardized coefficients from structural equation
models which include the relationships between the analyzed concept and nationalism as our
latent variable. This approach accounts for measurement error and allows for a robust inter-
pretation of the studied associations.

Typically, the most studied association is the one between nationalism and xenophobia. De
Figueiredo and Elkins (2003) who distinguish two dimensions of national pride—namely,
nationalism and patriotism—show in their paper on USA data that while nationalism is well
connected with out-group hostility (that is, xenophobia), patriotism is not. Looking at Table 1,
we see that our nationalism measurement is identical to the one used by De Figueiredo and
Elkins. The connection between nationalism and perception of immigrants as a threat in the two
ex-Czechoslovakia countries is shown in Table 5. While the connection is clearly present in 1995
and 2003, it experiences a steep drop in the 2013 data, especially in Slovakia. Indeed, in the 2013
Slovak sample there was almost no connection between nationalism and fear of immigrants. We
consider this an important sign that the very essence of what we measure as “nationalism” in
1995 and in 2013 is different, especially in Slovakia.

If we investigate the connection between nationalism and protectionism, which is analyzed by
O’Rouke and Sinnott (2002) and which Ceobanu and Escandell (2008) define as one of the four
dimensions of “national feelings” we find a similar pattern. Through 1995 – 2003 – 2013, the
connection between nationalism and protectionism10 is declining, again, more steeply in Slo-
vakia. While the standardized regression coefficient was 0.846 in the 1995 Slovak sample, it
declined to 0.217 in 2013.

With regard to other variables potentially related to nationalism, like IInterests or Share-
Customs, we also see a moderate association in 1995 gradually declining through 2003 to 2013 in
both ex-Czechoslovak countries. As in the previous cases, the decline is steeper in Slovakia. This
is another indication that the latent variable we measure in 2013 is different than in 1995. The
IInterest variable is used for example by Kunovich (2009) who finds that people with a civic
understanding of national identity tend to agree less with an assertive following of national
interests in international politics.

The connection between nationalism, ProudCN and CloseCountry remains in place through
1995 to 2013. This suggests that our operationalization of nationalism retained a medium-strong
link with the single ProudCN question. However, the connection is weaker than observed by
Tilley and Heath (2007) in the British case. We see fewer clear patterns for ISolutions and
PreserveMinorities which do not associate with nationalism at any of the three time points
neither in the Czech Republic nor in Slovakia.

If we now review the evidence gathered so far, we have to ask: Do the four proposed indices
indeed measure nationalism—the foreigners-unfriendly face of national identity? In 2013 Slovak
data, there is practically no connection between xenophobia and nationalism. Moreover, the
association between nationalism and assertive foreign politics (IInterests) is minimal, the con-
nection with protectionism is a quarter of what it used to be in 1995 and the connection between
nationalism and the expectation of sharing Slovak customs to become “fully Slovak” is down to
0.221 from 0.531 in 1995.

Next, rather than heralding the emergence of a non-aggressive and non-xenophobic kind of
nationalism, we will explain why we blame the changing context in which the nationalism
questions were asked in the ex-Czechoslovak countries for this apparent change.

Discussion and Conclusion
From Measuring Nationalism to a Measurement of Patriotism?

The invariance testing results seem to suggest that the four questions used to measure nation-
alism in the three ISSP rounds fielded over a time span of 18 years measure the same latent
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concept throughout the observed period. In 1995 this latent variable was close to nationalism—
demonstrated by a strong connection to protectionism, assertive foreign politics, high expecta-
tions of sharing customs within a nation, and a clear connection to xenophobia. However, a
gradual change has occurred in the three successive rounds of the ISSP National Identity survey
and by 2013, the connection of our latent variable to nationalism is almost nonexistent in
Slovakia and a weak one in the Czech Republic.

We explain this shift by a relatively dramatic change of the context in which the questions
used to construct the variable were asked. As noted, in 1995 both countries were newly estab-
lished independent states in the middle of a transition from state socialism. Both processes were
more problematic in Slovakia. Firstly, the transition to a market economy was connected with a
steeper decline in living standards and a higher unemployment rise than in the Czech Republic.
Secondly, in the 1990s Slovak society was going through an internal struggle about its future
geopolitical leaning and the character of its democracy. Still, only a few years after the split of
Czechoslovakia, a lot of people found it difficult to identify themselves with the new state. This
group largely overlapped with those who opposed the ruling style and geopolitical leaning of the
Slovak Prime Minister Mečiar (Szomolányi 1994).

If questions like “Generally speaking, the [Czech / Slovak] Republic is a better country than
most other countries” or “I would rather be a citizen of the [Czech / Slovak] Republic than of
any other country in the world” were asked in 1995, there is a high probability they would tap
nationalists who do not mind the trials and tribulations of the post-communist transformation
because they value the newly gained independence. The very same question is, as it seems,
understood differently in 2013. Using the criteria of gross domestic product or the Human
Development Index, both ex-Czechoslovak republics are indeed better than most other
countries. In 2013, the first question is positively associated with subjective social class in both
countries. Indeed, it is plausible to believe that those who employ a positive attitude toward
their personal social standing tend to see the international position of their country also more
positively. We should bear in mind this shift of context when we attempt to explain the
apparent rise in nationalism observed in Table 2. Contrary to Dražanová (2015) and Latcheva
(2010), we do not see Slovak or Czech nationalism as particular or different. We rather say that
the tools that are used are particularly unfit for the purpose if they are used in different
contexts. This is what happened in the studied period in case of the two countries of the
former Czechoslovakia.

So, even beyond the Czechoslovak context, we believe there is a problem of contextuality
embedded in the questions used to measure nationalism in our paper. Answering the question if
your country is better than most others with a “yes” does not have the same meaning in Somalia
and in Switzerland. While in the first case it is probably a measure of nationalism or patriotism,
in the latter case, for many respondents this may be understood as a factual statement without
any nationalistic or patriotic connotations. We assert that a person “agreeing” with the claim that
Switzerland is the best country might be more nationalistic or patriotic than another person in
Switzerland who disagrees. However, agreeing that Switzerland is the best and agreeing that
Somalia is the best hardly refers to the same level of nationalism. And yet, this is what we assume
in international comparisons.

Also questions like, “The world would be a better place if people from other countries were
more like the [Czechs / Slovaks]” could have different connotations in countries with a higher
level of immigration. Here it could be understood as referring to people from other countries
already living in the country where the survey is fielded. On the other hand, this remains a
bizarre theoretical question in a country with (almost) no immigrants like Slovakia.

Another complication is that the substance of the more general concept of national pride is
determined by the entity the pride is directed to. That is, a nationally proud person in a
nationalistic authoritarian government (as was the Slovak government back in 1995) is more
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likely to be also xenophobic and protectionist. This is, however, not the case for a person
declaring pride in an open and democratic nation state. We assert that, at least in Slovakia in
2013, the respondents claimed affinity to a different country than they did in 1995. While this is
to some extent true also for the Czech Republic, in the Slovak case this change has been quite
dramatic and helps explain the different dynamics and more stable associations of the measured
latent variable (we assumed was a measure of nationalism) to nationalism-related concepts in the
Czech Republic.

Indeed, can we say that our nationalism variable has transformed from being a measure of
nationalism toward a measure of patriotism? This seems to come close to what we see was
happening. Nevertheless, this is quite an unexpected result given the consensus of many authors
referenced in Table 1 who see the items we used as measures of nationalism, even chauvinism.

Who is More Proud and Who is More Nationalistic?
It turns out that comparing nationalism—even between such culturally close countries as the two
ex-Czechoslovak republics—is more challenging than initially thought.

If nationalism cannot be measured and compared within ex-Czechoslovakia throughout the
1995 to 2013 period, what does the comparison of the related concepts summarized in Table 2
tell us about nationalism in the Czech Republic and Slovakia? At first glance, it seems, that the
main difference between Czechs and Slovaks is in their attitude toward people who “do not share
customs and traditions” and ethnic minorities. Here the Czech public is consistently less wel-
coming and supportive. However, considering the fact that Slovakia has a sizable Hungarian
minority, while in the Czech Republic the typical “other” would be an immigrant or a Roma this
difference could be an artifact of the different contexts. Yet, looking at the xenophobia index, this
difference probably cannot be fully explained by the context. While there are comparatively very
few sympathies for immigrants in both countries, it is the Czech public that ranks as the second
most xenophobic among ISSP participants since 2003.11

Another noteworthy difference seemed to be the answers to the ProudCN question. While
Slovak pride in being Slovak is below average, Czechs tend to be even more reluctant to declare
pride in being Czechs. Of the 37 countries/samples12 in which the question was asked in 2013,
only two had a less proud population.

To conclude, we have to note that comparing nationalism between countries is a complex
problem. We believe that even time series comparisons of the same country are problematic
when using questions from the ISSP general pride battery. The shift of Slovakia from being 21
out of 24 to being 14 out of 37 countries does not mean there was more nationalism in 2013
Slovakia than back in 1995. Moreover, it does not necessarily mean, there is more patriotism
either. It may simply be a sign that 2013 Slovakia was, according to many indicators, a better
country to live in and claim affinity to than the 1995 version of it.

There has been criticism of the validity of the questions used by the ISSP aimed at particular
aspects of national pride which were often used as measures of patriotism (see Latcheva 2011,
Blank et al. 2001). Also, recently a measure to assess cosmopolitanism was questioned by Braun
et al. (2017). However, so far there has been no such criticism toward the measures analyzed in
our paper which have been most often used to operationalize nationalism. Moreover, the
invariance testing done by Davidov (2011, 2009) suggests the items were successful at measuring
nationalism. As we demonstrated, this does not seem to be the case. Unfortunately, it appears
that if we define nationalism as an “outlook which gives an absolute priority to the values of the
nation over all other values and interests” (Hroch 1993, 6), we can say very little about the
prevalence of these kinds of feelings in a country with the ISSP data.
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Notes

1 We can draw a parallel here with the arguments used in establishing Yugoslavia in the same
time when a united Yugoslav nation encompassing Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes was pro-
claimed (Muršič 2000).

2 In an October 1990 survey, Czech respondents were quite critical about the “typical Slovak
nature:” While nationalism and chauvinism were the second most often mentioned negative
features of Slovaks, they did not appear among the negative features of Czechs as reported by
Slovak respondents (Frič, Bútorová, and Rosová 1992).

3 “Moreover, though this question may be simple, it actually correlates very well with more
sophisticated measures of patriotism and pride. The 2003 ISSP includes a battery of questions
that attempt to tap feelings of national pride; these are similar to the questions that make up
the scale of pride used by McCrone and Surridge (1998)” (Tilley and Heath 2007, 665).

4 In 1995 a second factor consisting of RCitizen is identified in Slovakia while SWrong is a
second factor in the Czech data.

5 The following three data files are used: ISSP Research Group (1998): International Social
Survey Program: National Identity I - ISSP 1995. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA2880 Data
file Version 1.0.0; ISSP Research Group (2012): International Social Survey Program: National
Identity II - ISSP 2003. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA3910 Data file Version 2.1.0,; ISSP
Research Group (2015): International Social Survey Program: National Identity III - ISSP
2013. GESIS Data Archive, Cologne. ZA5950 Data file Version 2.0.0. Please note, that while
the Czech ISSP National Identity surveys were fielded in 1995, 2003, and 2013, in Slovakia all
the module rounds were fielded a year later.

6 As noted with the Czech and Slovak data, international comparison in Table 2 is also only
using the answers of majority respondents from the countries included.

7 To measure xenophobia we use the same four statements about immigrants as Hjerm (2003,
1998). However, based on factor analysis results, which suggest a two factor solution, we
distinguish between perception of immigrants as a threat and seeing them as an opportunity.

8 In both countries the questionnaire uses the term “national minorities.”
9 Coenders and Scheepers (2003) use objective social class (EGP) as an indicator of social
position in their explanation of chauvinism and ethnic exclusionism. They find that lower
classes tend to display higher levels of both.

10 To measure protectionism we use three ISSP variables as proposed by Ceobanu and Escandell
(2008).

11 However, such a comparison is problematic given the fact that we were unable to establish
(partial) scalar invariance for the two xenophobia dimensions.

12 The former Eastern and Western part of Germany are included as two separate samples.
Three Belgian regions were also sampled separately.
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