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Kikuko NAGAYOSHI 

1. Introduction: Resurgence ofNational Identity 

For the last few decades, many economically advanced countries have witnessed the 

resurgence of national identity. In European countries, right-wing parties that advocate the 

importance of national identity and the exclusion of immigrants have become more popular than 

before. Even in countries that have officially adopted multiculturalism policies, such as Australia, 

Sweden, the Netherlands, and the U.K., these policies were reformed to ones that emphasize the 

importance of national identity (Alund and Schierup, 1991; Joppke, 2004). For example, Trevor 

Phillips, the chairperson of Commission for Racial Equality (CRE) in the U.K., stated that 

multiculturalism, one of the founding principle of CRE, was no longer useful since it encouraged 

separation between ethnic communities (Baldwin and Rozenberg, 2004). Instead of 

multiculturalism, he emphasized the importance of core values of "Britishness". 

Academically, the importance of national identity has been repeatedly referred to not only by the 

conservative right but also by the left. Liberal nationalism is one of the leading schools of thought 

that argue the importance of national identity (Tamir, 1993; Miller, 1995; Kymlicka, 2001). It 

advocates that a national identity is necessary for democratic welfare states, since "a national 

identity offers social glue, one which is potentially inclusive and capable of binding people 

otherwise divided by economic and ethnic differences into a sharing community" which sustains 

democratic welfare states (Johnston et al., 2010: 350). However, this assumption is rarely validated. 

The present research develops the liberal nationalism theory by examining the role of national 

identity in cultivating social trust. It seeks to answer two questions: Does national identity 

actually work as social glue? Does its effect differ according to how (i.e., in ethnic terms or in 

civic terms) it is defined? The unique data set used in the research, that is, the comparative 

longitudinal data of Japan and the U.S., enables us to answer these questions. 

The article proceeds as follows. The next section overviews the theory of liberal nationalism 

and discusses its validity. This is followed by an overview of the trajectory for national identity 

in Japan and the U.S. The fourth section describes the data and variables, and the fifth section 

shows the results of the analyses. The final section draws out my main conclusion. 
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2. Two Assumptions of Liberal Nationalism and its Validity 

The argument of liberal nationalism (Tamir, 1993; Miller, 1995; Kymlicka, 2001) has two 

assumptions: social connectedness is essential for democratic welfare states and national identity 

transmitted through shared cultures is crucial for cultivating social connectedness. While the first 

assumption has been proven valid to some extent, the validity of the second one is more 

controversial. 

The first assumption is that a democratic welfare state works well when its members trust in, 

take care of, and feel some sense of obligation to each other. Among these conditions, the 

importance of mutual trust is often emphasized. According to liberal nationalists, trust is a basis 

for redistribution and deliberative discussions (Miller, 1995; Kymlicka, 2001). Redistribution 

demands that people make sacrifices for other members of a society who are complete strangers. 

Thus, it requires mutual trust, that is, trust that other members will also make sacrifices and that 

an individual can gain reciprocal support when in need. Moreover, democracies, especially 

deliberative democracies, work when their members listen to each other and make claims for the 

common good, and not for individual or sectional interests (Miller, 1995: 96-97). In brief, one 

can compromise one's interests for the other members when they trust each other; they can make 

some agreement and accept redistribution. The importance of trust has been proven in different 

domains of research, including social capital research, religious research, and welfare research 

(Putnam, 1993; 2000; Uslaner, 2004; Rothstein and Uslaner, 2005). Researchers have found that 

when people trust each other, they tend to voluntarily undertake social and political activities and 

satisfy their political institutions, while the society witnesses less corruption and less crime and 

democratic institutions work effectively. 

Moreover, liberal nationalists assume that trust originates from national identity. This second 

assumption is clearly explained by the following statement of Miller (1995: 92): 

I take it as virtually self-evident that ties of community are an important source of such 

trust between individuals who are not personally known to one another and who are in no 

position directly to monitor one another's behavior. A shared identity carries with it a 

shared loyalty, and this increases confidence that others will reciprocate one's own 

co-operative behavior. 

According to Miller, communities need a shared identity in order to trust other members of a 

society who are anonymous to each other, since shared identity makes these anonymous others 

"one of us" in some sense. This view is based on a particularistic view of ethics: our sense of 

responsibility stems from ties between people. From the viewpoint of liberal nationalists, 
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national identity forms the largest circle of these ties; Kymlicka (2001: 225) declares that 

national identity, and no other social identities provide trust enabling self-sacrifice for other 

members of society beyond kinship. According to Tamir (1993: 117-8), a national identity 

involves "moral community" within which members develop mutual attachments that supply the 

moral justifications required for assuming mutual obligations. Miller (1995: 82) shares this view: 

he explains nations as "communities of obligation, in the sense that their members recognize 

duties to meet the basic needs and protect basic interests of other members." These statements 

imply that trust is regarded as woven into national identity. In other words, sharing national 

identity automatically leads to mutual trust. 

Where does the national identity come from? Liberal nationalists assume that the national 

identity is based on shared cultures that are specific to a nation. For example, Miller (1995: 27) 

raises distinct public culture as a component of national identity. According to Kymlicka (200 1: 

25), a nation shares societal culture, which is "territorially-concentrated culture, centered on a 

shared language which is used in wide range of societal institutions, in both public and private 

life." From the viewpoint of liberal nationalists, people are not connected to each other if there 

is no shared culture. This can be seen when liberal nationalists criticize the view of civic 

nationalists who emphasize importance of practice of citizenship and of liberals who value 

universal norms such as liberty or equality. Liberal nationalists think that common experience 

sharing the rights and obligations, i.e. practice of citizenship, is not enough to unite members. 

Miller (1995: 71-2) argues; when a rights and obligation of citizenship is only based on the tie of 

practice of citizenship itself, members would insist on strict reciprocity, thus they do not support 

other members if it worsens their individual benefits. Furthermore, liberal nationalists assume 

that the universal norms such as liberty or equality are not enough to cultivate mutual trust. 

Kymlicka (2001: 254-64) explains this with referring to the example of the Quebecois in Canada. 

Even though Quebecois share liberal values with English Canadians, they still actively call for 

self-determination. They are eager to create their own moral community based on cultures of 

French Canadians. This example implies that people need to share a specific "national" culture 

to cultivate mutual trust. 

This assumption has been criticized from two perspectives. First, some researchers doubt the 

necessity of national identity for mutual trust (e.g., Mason, 1999; Abizadeh, 2002). From the 

viewpoint of these researchers, belonging to the polity but not to the cultural nation is a 

prerequisite for mutual trust. For example, Mason (1999: 273) draws a distinction between a 

sense of belonging together and a sense of belonging to a polity. While the former indicates that 

a person has the belief that people share a history, religion, ethnicity, mother tongue, culture, or 

conception of the goods, the latter indicates that a person identifies with most of its major 

institutions and some of its central practices and feels at home in them. Then, she points out that 
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some multinational states such as Canada, Switzerland, the U.S., and Belgium are stable without 

common cultures, or "illusion that they belonged together in the relevant sense". What people 

share in these countries is secure sense of belonging to the polity. Thus, Mason (1999) suggests 

that belonging to practice, to institutions, to laws or maybe to ceremonies, is enough to incline 

people trust each other. 

Second, some researchers criticize the civic definition of shared cultures of liberal nationalists 

(e.g., Kuromiya, 2007). The definitions of shared cultures differ according to researchers even 

among liberal nationalists. While Kymlicka (1999) emphasizes objective cultures such as 

language, Miller (1988; 1995) and Tamir (1993) emphasize subjective aspects of national identity. 

However, they share the view that shared cultures should be defined in civic terms. It is true that 

liberal nationalists take ambiguous standpoints with regard to the importance of ethnic elements 

in national identity. On the one hand, they admit national identity sometimes involves ethnic 

elements. For example, Miller (1988: 657) suggests that "it is therefore almost inevitable that 

there will be areas in which nationality does trespass on ethnicity". Tamir (1993: 29) as well 

mentions that "it is also true that not all choices are similar, that some cultures are more difficult 

to leave or enter than others, that a particular color of skin or certain physical feature can make 

assimilation more difficult, and a times impossible". On the other hand, they take a normative 

view when they suggest that we should not regard a nation as ethnic community. According to 

Miller (1995: 140), trust requires solidarity not merely within groups but across them, and this in 

tum depends upon common identification of the kind that nationality alone can provide; in other 

words, in order to cultivate trust, national identity should be inclusive. Thus, they separate their 

standpoints from that of the conservative nationalists by defining a nation as a voluntary, variable, 

and inclusive community. This is clearly seen when Miller (1995: 128) describes that national 

"identity is always in flux, and is molded by the various sub-cultures that exist within the 

national society." K ymlicka (200 1 : 211) as well remarks that societal cultures is an open and 

pluralistic one, which barrows whatever it finds worthwhile in other culture, integrates it into its 

own practices, and passes it on to the subsequent generations. Some researchers assume, 

however, civic culture, such as shared language, is not enough to maintain national identity; 

sharing ethnic cultures such as traditions or customs is necessary to make national identity work. 

For example, Kuromiya (2007) suggests that ethnic values are embedded too deeply into a 

society to be eliminated. Thus, he claims, a nation should be defined according to those who 

share a common awareness of the traditions and traditional values, shared by past generations. 

From this viewpoint, increasing ethno-cultural diversity within a nation might harm social 

connectedness, since it erodes national identity. The concerns for increase of ethno-cultural 

diversity spread over European countries (e.g. Wolfe and Klausen, 1997; Goodhart, 2004), and 

some research has proven that large ethno-cultural diversity weakens mutual trust (Alesina and 
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La Ferrara, 2002; Putnam, 2007). 

Although the second assumption of liberal nationalism is highly contestable, it is rarely tested. 

One rare exception is the study conducted by Johnston et al. (2010), which examines the effects 

of national identity on trust, as well as the support of various welfare policies, in Canada. They 

analyze the public opinion survey data conducted in English-Canadian populations and find that 

both interpersonal trust and trust in government are strong when people have strong national 

identities. Moreover, national identity cultivates a more inclusive view toward immigrants, 

including a more supportive view of health care and of redistribution policies among those in 

higher economic positions, although it does not affect a supportive view of pensions. From these 

results, they conclude that national identity bears considerable significance for the welfare state 

in Canada. 

Interpreting this result might be controversial, since the Canadian case is often used as an 

exceptional case in liberal nationalism. Miller (1995: 95) claims that despite cultural differences, 

Canadians share a Canadian identity that is more than merely being a member of a single state. 

From the viewpoint of Kymlicka (2001: 212-3), Canada can have redistributive policies thanks 

to federalization of the political system; people participate in a larger society through each 

territorialized language group which they feel belonging to1
). However, according to liberals (e.g., 

Mason, 1999; Abizadeh, 2002), the Canadian case indicates the deficiency of liberal nationalism 

and the importance of belonging to a polity. Thus, we can say that further research is required to 

examine the validity of liberal nationalism. 

The present research explores the validity of the second assumption of liberal nationalism by 

examining whether national identity has the same impact on trust in other settings. The U.S. is 

regarded as a model case by Miller (1995), since it has a strong and inclusive national identity that 

embraces new immigrants. In contrast, the Japanese national identity has been colored with an 

ethnic view of a nation, which is rejected by liberal nationalists. By comparing these two cases, I 

can explore how the way of defining national identity influences the relationship between national 

identity and trust, and thereby investigate what people need to share to cultivate mutual trust. 

Furthermore, the present research examines the dynamic relationship between national identity 

and trust. Positive effects of national identity on trust might imply that the decline of national 

identity causes a decline of trust, as some researchers worry (e.g., Wolfe and Klausen, 1997; 

Goodhart, 2004). However, the interpretation can change if we regard trust in a different way. 

Crepaz (2008) explores change in an average level of trust in seven countries and concludes that 

trust is a trait rather than a state. This means that "for any given reason, some societies are either 

more or less trusting and increasing diversity does not significantly affect trust levels in these 

societies" (Crepaz, 2008: 97). If this view is valid, the causality is in contrast to the assumption 

of liberal nationalism; trust maintains strong national identity. In order to figure out the dynamic 
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relationship between national identity and trust, I use a comparative longitudinal data set. I then 

adopt a structural equation model and add lagged effects. This method makes it possible to 

explore the relationship between change in trust and change in national identity. 

3. Settings: National Identities in the U.S. and Japan 

Before proceeding to the analysis, I will provide an overview of how the definition of national 

identity changed during the survey period (from the 1960s to the 1990s in the U.S. and from the 

1970s to the 2000s in Japan). The period from the 1960s to the 1990s can be seen as a period 

when national identity in the U.S. underwent change. The American society had a self-image as a 

civic nation whose members share universal values instead of ethnic cultures, and they had 

confidence in its power of assimilating immigrants into this common culture. From the 1960s, 

however, the skeptical view toward this "melting pot" model began to spread. Many researchers 

questioned "its validity as a concept and its desirability as ideal" (Alba, 1990: 2). As an ideal, the 

melting pot model was more and more perceived as forced assimilation to WASP cultures, and 

"Americanization" was attached to an image as discrimination toward non-European immigrants 

(Schlesinger, 1991). Moreover, after the immigration law was revised in 1965, the country of 

origin for immigrants changed from European countries to South American or Asian countries, 

and it occasioned a resurgence of race as a legitimate category of group identification (Joppke, 

1999). Against this backdrop, "ethnic revival" or "cultural pluralism" surfaced. The movements 

were active especially in the field of education, and as a result, multicultural education and 

bilingual education were actively adopted during the 1960s and the 1970s (Higham, 1993; 

Joppke, 1999; Hero and Preuhs, 2007). 

From the 1980s, however, this "cultural pluralism" began to be revised and the importance of 

American national identity, E Pluribus Unim, was stressed again (e.g., Ravitch, 1990; 

Schlesinger, 1991; Hollinger, 1995). They believe that emphasis on ethnic differences and 

differentiated treatment of each ethnic group essentializes cultural differences and creates social 

tension within a society. Instead of cultural pluralism, they reevaluate incorporative aspects of 

American identity. This ideal can be seen in Glazer's (1997) description of the "best" normative 

model of American national identity concerning its ethnic and racial diversity: 

Let us have respect for identity in the context of a common culture, but let us avoid the fixing 

of lines of division on ethnic and racial bases. Let us accept the reality of exit from an 

ethnic-racial-religious group, as well as the right of differential attachment, as a common 

American way, and let us agree that ethnic and racial affiliation should be as voluntary as 

religious affiliation, and of as little concern to the state and public authority. Let us understand 
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that more and more Americans want to be Americans simply, and nothing more, and let us 

celebrate that choice, and agree it would be better for America if more of us accepted that 

identity as our central one, as against ethnic and racial identities (Glazer, 1997: 159). 

In this statement, American national identity is described as integrative. Although there are 

diverse ethnic, racial, and religious groups within a nation, they are all regarded as Americans 

who are willing to be Americans. In other words, American national identity is based on trust in 

the will of other "Americans" with various backgrounds. This view is shared by the public. 

Citrin et al. (2001) analyze the public opinion survey conducted in 1994 and find that a majority 

of American people support the older liberal idea of a common civic identity at the same time 

that they support the cultural maintenance of ethnic minorities. They reject multiculturalism only 

when it comes to articulated ethnic representation in politics or schools. In practice, bilingual 

policies were revised and the Official English Law spread during the 1980s and the 1990s (Hero 

and Preuhs, 2007). After the age of multiculturalism, American society re-created an integrative 

national identity based on shared civic cultures in the public domain with cultural diversity in the 

private domain. 

In Japan, national identity has continued to be colored with "blood" and "ancestry" from the 

1970s to the 2000s. The Japanese nation was once regarded as a multiethnic nation comprising 

colonial citizens such as Koreans and Chinese during the Japanese imperial period, but it shrunk 

to a homoethnic nation in the face of their defeat (Oguma, 1995). Even after the democratic 

development in the 1970s, the national government refused to admit that Japan was a 

multicultural society, as is evident from its official declaration in 1980 that cultural minorities 

were not present in Japan (Maher, 1997). 

In the 1980s, since this bias, as well as the closed Japanese economy, was denounced by 

foreign countries, the concept of internationalization was adopted to alleviate the pressure 

(Burgess, 2004; Ertl, 2008: 84). It aimed to open Japanese society to foreign people through 

tourism, trade, and international cultural exchange programs such as sister-city relations 

(Graburn and Ertl, 2008: 7). National identity based on ethnicity, however, was still a part of this 

internationalization movement. According to Yoshino (1994), the Nihonjinron, the literature on 

unique Japaneseness, gained popularity around the 1970s and the 1980s. The literature was 

prepared for the public by business elites who believed that an understanding of the unique 

behavior pattern of the Japanese and their way of thinking is necessary for communicating with 

foreign people. It is well known that Kazuhiro Nakasone-the former prime minister and one of 

the advocates of internationalization-claimed that the economic success of Japan stemmed 

from its ethnic homogeneity. The myth of ethnic homogeneity is maintained under 

internationalization. 
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In the 1990s, social movements by activists collaborating with international organizations 

succeeded in convincing the Japanese government to admit that there is an ethnic minority group 

in Japan. Subsequently, in 1997, the Japanese government enacted the Ainu Cultural Promotion 

Act, which guaranteed the cultural rights of the Ainu. Moreover, in discourses, many terms that 

recognize and appreciate cultural diversity within a society, for example, tabunka kyosei 

(multicultural coexistence) or tabunka shakai (multicultural society), emerged to describe the 

ideal society as early as the late 1990s. However, it does not mean that an ethnic connotation of 

national identity disappeared. For example, in 1991 the Japanese government revised the 

immigration law and accepted foreign workers without posing the limitation of them having to seek 

work permissions only for the Japanese descendants from South America. This revision can be 

regarded as a compromise to strike a balance between the need for additional labor force and the 

myth of ethnic homogeneity. The continuity of the myth of homogeneity is evident in the public 

opinion research that shows that Japanese society continues to believe in the myth of homogeneity 

(Jones and Smith, 2001; Tanabe 2001). Tsuda (2006) observes that Japanese people are likely to be 

shocked when they meet those who are on boarder between "Japanese" and "non-Japanese": 

Japanese descendants who cannot speak Japanese, foreign nationals who speak Japanese fluently. 

Then, they try to make boarder robust by introducing more strict criteria as Japanese: those who 

share both "blood", cultures, and citizenship (Burgess 2004; Lie 2001; Tsuda 2006). In other words, 

the Japanese national identity has always been based on Japanese ethnicity. 

4. Data and Variables 

4.1 Overview of the Data 

In this research, I used the data set of the Work and Personality Survey, a longitudinal survey 

conducted in the U.S. (the first wave in 1964, the second wave in 1974, and the third wave in 

1994) and in Japan (the first wave in 1979 and the second wave in 2006). The questionnaires 

were designed to maintain comparability between the waves and countries. In this research, the 

first and third waves in the U.S. and the first and second waves in Japan were used. The intervals 

of the two surveys are not equal but are relatively similar between two countries (thirty years for 

the U.S. data and twenty-seven years for the Japanese data). 

This survey was originally conducted by Melvin Kohn and Carmi Schooler in the Laboratory 

of Socio-environmental Studies. For the U.S. data, the first waves included area probability 

samples drawn by the National Opinion Research Center; the samples comprised males over 16 

years old with civilian jobs (Schooler et al. 2004). The sample size was 3,100 men, and the 

response rate was 76%. The sample for the second wave was randomly selected from a sample of 

men aged less than 65 years. The final sample size of the second survey was 687 men, and the 
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response rate was 88%. The sample of the third wave was selected from the sample of the second 

survey. The sample size was 351, and response rate was 80%. 

The Japanese replication was carried out by researchers at Tokyo and Osaka University under 

the direction of Atsushi Naoi and in collaboration with Carmi Schooler. For the Japanese data, 

the sample was randomly selected from the working male population aged over 26 years old and 

living in the Kanto area. The first wave was conducted by the research group in Tokyo University. 

The sample size was 629 men, and the response rate was 75% (Naoi and Schooler, 1985). The 

second wave was conducted with all valid samples of the first wave by our research group in 

Osaka University. The sample size was 223 men2
), and the response rate was 44%. 

In both countries, the sample size became quite small after the initial samples because of the 

long interval between each wave. Moreover, in the U.S. data, the proportion of 

African-Americans, those who were older, poorly educated, or who were not employed in the 

second wave were likely to drop in the third wave (Schooler et al., 2004). On the contrary, the 

response rate of the Japanese third wave was not high, but there was little deviation found in the 

data. Although the degree of representation of the samples is not great, the uniqueness of the data 

set can compensate for this weakness. 

Since our data include missing values (maximum of 7.1% in the U.S. data and 24.7% in the 

Japanese data), I use Mplus version 4.21 's full-information maximum likelihood (FIML) 

estimation approach3
) (Muthen and Muthen, 1998-2007). 

4.2 Variables 

The main indicators in this research are national identity and trust. As indicators of trust, I use 

a standard measure of interpersonal trust (e.g., Alesina and La Ferrara, 2002; Uslaner, 2004), 

namely, the question "Can most people be trusted?" This indicator might be problematic, since it 

refers to trust for people in general not to people in their own country, which liberal nationalists 

focus on. However, we live in a world of banal nationalism; people take it for granted that people 

belong to a nation (Billig, 1995). In other words, nation is a unit that people generally refer to. 

Therefore, we can assume that people refer to other people in a country when they are asked 

about people in general. 

As an indicator of national identity, I use the question, "How often do you feel your idea is 

different from others in your country?" There are two problems with this indicator. The first 

problem concerns a unit of reference. This item refers to a state, which is not necessarily 

composed of a single nation. Liberal nationalists assume that a nation as a unit of reference with 

regard to national identity. For example, Tamir (1993) or Kymlicka (2001) supports the idea that 

sub nations like Quebec have a right of self-determination within federation system because of 

their unique "national" identity. Thus, the item in this research may be inappropriate. However, 


























