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FIGURE 1.1 A Unified Approach to Explaining Norm Content
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Source: Author’s compilation.

of contributing to public radio, yet approve of, and benefit from, others
doing so (quadrant 1). In situations such as these, individual and group
interests conflict. Under these conditions it becomes important to know
which kind of approach will best explain outcomes.

One way to address this issue is to compare the interests of individ-
uals in their own behavior against their interests in the actions of others.
The relative weight and direction of these interests will affect the content of
normative rules. In addition, they will affect the extent to which norms
forbid or merely discourage, require or simply permit. Perhaps, for exam-
ple, people prefer that others engage in a certain behavior. If they person-
ally experience great costs when they engage in this behavior themselves,
and those costs outweigh the benefits to them if others participate in the
activity, they will be less supportive of a norm prescribing such actions. For
example, individuals being mugged in a New York subway station might
well appreciate the intervention of bystanders. The costs to them of step-



FIGURE 1.2 An Integrated Framework for Explaining the Emergence

of Norms
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FIGURE 2.1 The Market for Norms
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FIGURE 2.2 The Involvement of Change Agents in the Supply of a
New Norm
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FIGURE 4.1 Prisoner’s Dilemma Game
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Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: The entries of each cell of a matrix represent the actors’ payoffs as ordered pairs. The
first number is the payoff of the row player, the second is the payoff of the column player.



FIGURE 4.2 Battle of the Sexes Game

A B
A 1,2 0,0
B 0,0 2,1

Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: The entries of each cell of a matrix represent the actors’ payoffs as ordered pairs. The
first number is the payoff of the row player, the second is the payoff of the column player.



FIGURE 4.3 Chicken Game

C D
C 33 35
D 53 0,0

Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: The entries of each cell of a matrix represent the actors’ payoffs as ordered pairs. The
first number is the payoff of the row player, the second is the payoff of the column player.



FIGURE 4.4 Coordination Game

A B
A 22 0,0
B 0,0 2,2

Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: The entries of each cell of a matrix represent the actors’ payoffs as ordered pairs. The
first number is the payoff of the row player, the second is the payoff of the column player.



FIGURE 4.5 The Classic Prisoner’s Dilemma Game
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Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: The entries of each cell of a matrix represent the actors” payoffs as ordered pairs. The
first number is the payoff of the row player, the second is the payoff of the column player.



FIGURE 4.6 The Norm Game in Extensive Form
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TABLE 5.1 The Emergence and Shaping of Norms Among Mushroomers

Empirical Case Problem Process
Protecting a shared value Norm ambiguity Framing
Allocation of resources Norm variability Negotiating
Rules of consumption Norm socialization Narrating

Source: Author’s compilation.



TABLE 7.1

Two Contrasting Views of Norms

Element

Institutionalist View

Individualist View

Essence of the norm

Locus of the norm
Enforcement of the norm

Emergence of the norm

Extensiveness of the
norm

Efficiency of the norm

Cognitive template or
frame

Internal to the actors
Not problematic

Diffusion, through identi-
fication and legitimation
mechanisms

Universal, spreading
from centers to
peripheries

Not necessarily welfare
enhancing

Collective obligation

External to the actors
Problematic

Instrumental adoption, to
address externalities in
situations of repeated
exchange

Limited to the collec-
tivities that produce
them

Welfare enhancing

Source: Authors’ compilation.



TABLE 7.2

Outcomes of Claims for National Self-Determination

Internal Colony or
Minority Nation
Within an Already

Fragment of a
Decayed or

Outcome External Colony Decaying Empire Sovereign State
Sovereignty United States (1783) Avignon and the Norway (1905)
Recognized Ionian Islands (1883) Comtat Eire (1924)

Haiti (1825)

Brazil (1815)

St. Thomas and St. John
(1817)

St. Bartholomew (1877)

Norway (1905)

Cuba (1934)

Weihaiwei (1930)

Canada (1931)

Iraq (1932)

Nicaragua (1933)

South Africa (1934)

Haiti (1934)

Levant States (1941)

Australia (1942)

Great Lebanon (1943)

Philippines (1946)

Transjordan (1946)

India (1947)

New Zealand (1947)

Ceylon (1947)

Hyderabad (1948)

Palestine (1948)

Burma (1948)

Dutch East Indies (1949)

Newfoundland (1949)

Bhutan (1949)

Oman (1951)

Libya (1951)

Egypt (1953)

Laos (1954)

Cochin China (1954)

Cambodia (1954)

Annam (1954)

Tonkin (1954)

Togoland (1955)

French Morocco (1956)

Spanish Morocco (1956)

Tunisia (1957)

Gold Coast (1957)

French Guinea (1958)

Singapore (1959)

Gabon (1960)

Cyprus (1960)

British Somaliland (1960)

Madagascar (1960)

Togo (1960)

Belgian Congo (1960)

Ivory Coast (1960)

Venaissin (1791)
Savoy (1792)
Nice (1793)
Belgian Communes
(1793)
Rhine Valley (1793)
Greece (1831)
Serbia (1878)
Bulgaria (1908)
Albania (1920)
Allenstein and
Marienwerder
(1920)
Klagenfurt Basin
(1920)
Schleswig (1920)
Sopron (1921)
Upper Silesia (1921)
The Saar (1935)
Iceland (1944)
Levant States (1946)
Italian East Africa
(1947)
The Saar (1955)
Italian Somaliland
(1960)
Slovenia (1991)
Croatia (1991)
Macedonia (1991)
Azerbaijan (1991)
Belarus (1991)
Georgia (1991)
Kazakhstan (1991)
Kyrgyzstan (1991)
Moldova (1991)
Tajikistan (1991)
Ukraine (1991)
Uzbekistan (1991)
Armenia (1991)
Slovakia (1993)

Bangladesh (1971-)
East Timor (2000)




TABLE 7.2

Continued

Outcome

External Colony

Fragment of a
Decayed or

Decaying Empire

Internal Colony or
Minority Nation
Within an Already
Sovereign State

Dahomey (1960)

Ubangi Shari (1960)

Mauritania (1960)

Federation of Nigeria
(1960)

Niger (1960)

French Cameroon (1960)

Middle Congo (1960)

Upper Volta (1960)

Federation of Mali
(1960)

British Cameroon (1961)

Sierra Leone (1961)
Kuwait (1961)
Tanganyika (1961)
Zanzibar (1961)
Western Samoa (1962)
French India (1962)
Algeria (1962)
Uganda (1962)
Rwandi-Burundi (1962)
Jamaica (1962)
Trinidad and Tobago
(1962)
British North Borneo
(1962)
Kenya (1963)
Sarawak (1963)
Malaya (1963)
Malta (1964)
Nyasaland (1964)
North Rhodesia (1964)
Maldives (1965)
The Gambia (1965)
British Guiana (1966)
Barbados (1966)
Basutoland (1966)
Bechuanaland (1966)
Federation of South
Arabia (1967)
Mauritius (1968)
Equatorial Guinea (1968)
Swaziland (1968)
Nauru (1968)
Ifni (1969)
Fiji (1970)
Tongo (1970)
Bahrain (1971)
Trucial States (1971)
Quatar (1971)
Bahamas (1973)

(Table continues on p. 202.)



TABLE 72 Continued
Internal Colony or
Fragment of a Minority Nation
Decayed or Within an Already
Outcome External Colony Decaying Empire Sovereign State

Sovereigny Not Recog-
nized (select list)

Portuguese Guinea (1974)

Grenada (1974)

Cape Verde Islands
(1975)

Mozambique (1975)

Sa6 Tome and Principe
(1975)

Angola (1975)

Surinam (1975)

Papua and New Guinea
(1975)

Seychelles (1976)

Belize (1977)

Djibouti (1977)

Solomon Islands (1978)

Ellice (1978)

Saint Lucia (1979)

St. Vincent (1979)

Gilbert (1979)

Saint Kitts—Nevis (1983)

Brunei (1984)

Southern Rhodesia
(1984)

Eritrea (1993)

Aland Islands (1920)
Gibraltar (1957-)
West Irian (1975)
Hong Kong (1997)
Puerto Rico

Bosnia-Herzegovina
(1991)

Biafra (1967-)

Moro (1972-)

Aceh

North Ireland

Scotland

Wales

Brittany

Kurdistan (Turkey,
Iraq, Iran)

Palestine (1948-)

Catalonia

Basque Provinces

Padania (Italy)

Quebec

Corsica (France)

Tibet

Xinjiang

Taiwan

Kosovo

Kashmir (India)

Punjab (India)

Southern Sudan

Puerto Rico

Chechnya

Ingushetya

Dagestan

Source: Authors’ compilation.



APPENDIX

TABLE 7.A1 The Use of the Norm of Self-Determination in World History
Country from
Which Self-
Country or Determination Year of Reason Given for
Group Location Was Claimed Claim Self-Determination International Response and Result

United States
Avignon and the
Comtat Venaissin®

Savoy*

Nice?

Belgian
communes®

Rhine Valley*
Ionian Islands®

Haiti

Brazil

Resolved (or Resolvable) Claims of Self-Determination

Britain 1783 Decolonization
Papal Enclave 1791 * Plebiscite after the French
: Revolution
¢ Issue: annexation
Sardinia 1792 * Plebiscite (corrupt) after the
French Revolution
¢ [ssue: Annexation
Sardinia 1793 See Savoy
Austria 1793 See Savoy
German princes 1793 See Savoy
United Kingdom 1856 to * Decolonization
1883 * In a treaty between Great Britain,
France, Russia, and Denmark es-
tablishing Danish king as ruler of
Greece, Great Britain pledged to
turn over the islands if the inhab-
itants voted in favor
France 1803 to * Revolt (mostly by slaves) inspired
1825 by American and French inde-
pendence
Portugal 1775 to No claim of self-determination
1815

Independence
Resulting status: French

Resulting status: French

* Plebiscite (1863) resulting in
Greek control

¢ British surrender and leave
islands

Independence

* Incorporated by Portugal

* Independence claimed by Por-
tuguese prince (Dom Pedro) in
1822



Greece

Moldavia,
Wallachia
Rome?

St. Bartholomew?®
Serbia
Montenegro
Rumelia

Crete
Norway
Bulgaria
Macedonia

Drobrudja

St. Thomas and
St. John®

Bohemia

Moravia

Slovakia
Albania

Ireland®
Austria

Hungary

Ottoman Empire

Austro-Hungarian
Empire
Papal State

Sweden

Ottoman Empire
Ottoman Empire
Ottoman Empire

Ottoman Empire
Sweden

Ottoman Empire
Ottoman Empire

Ottoman Empire
Denmark

Austro-Hungarian
Empire

Ottoman Empire

United Kingdom

Austro-Hungarian
Empire

see Austria

1831
1858

1870

1877
1878
1878
1878

1898
1905
1908
1913

1913
1868 to
1917

1919

1920

1922
1920

War of Independence (1821 to
1831)
Cession

* Occupied

* Issue: annexation
¢ Plebiscite
Cession
Serbo-Turkish War
Cession

Cession

Cession
Cession
Cession
Cession

Cession

* Danish refuse to cede islands to
the United States as coaling sta-
tions without the approval of the
inhabitants

Cession

* Albania declared independence
in 1912

* Occupied by Allies during World
War I

Cession after civil war

Post-World War I

Independence
Fused to Rumania

Popular sovereignty under Italy

Vote in favor of French control

Independence

Independence

Independence (joined Bulgaria
1885)

Independence

Independence

Independence

Divided between Greece and
Serbia

Joined Rumania

* Vote in favor of the United States

* Finally ceded in 1917, after years
of tabling by the U.S. Senate (no
second vote)

Formed Czechoslovakia

Provisional government until 1925

Dominion status

Independence

(Table continues on p. 210.)



TABLE 7.A1 Continued
Country from
Which Self-
Country or Determination Year of Reason Given for
Group Location Was Claimed Claim Self-Determination International Response and Result

Transylvania
Tacna-Arica®

Aland Islands*

Resolved (or Resolvable) Claims of Self-Determination

Austro-Hungarian 1920 Seized by Rumania 1918

Empire
Peru 1883 to Chilean occupation: Chile or Peru
1926
Finland 1920 ¢ Regarding whether the inhabit-

ants were free to secede from

Finland to join Sweden (people
there spoke Swedish), they ap-
plied to the League of Nations.

Cession to Rumania by Hungary,
1920
* Plebiscite attempted: authority for
treaty after Nitrate War
*» League of Nations upheld Fin-
land’s claim to the Alands, saying
“it pertains exclusively to the
sovereignty of any definitely con-
stituted State to grant to, or with-
hold from, a fraction of its
population the right of deciding
its own political destiny by
means of a plebiscite, or any
other way” (Cassese 1955, 29).
The second report suggested pol-
icy lines, saying that self-determi-
nation could be used in the case of
protection of minorities, when the
protection of these minorities was
the only sensible solution for pro-
viding safeguards to ethnic and
religious groups, abuse of author-
ity, oppression and persecution of
people. The Aland islanders could
not claim this, because they
wanted to secede because of lan-
guage difference and xenophobia
of mainland Finnish.



Allenstein and
Marienwerder
Klagenfurt Basin

Schleswig

Sopron
Slovenia
Dalmatia
Croatia
Bosnia

Turkey
Cuba

Upper Silesia

The Saar

Weihaiwei (now
Weihai, China)*

Canada

Iraq

Nicaragua

Germany

Austria

Germany
Austro-Hungary
Austro-Hungarian

Empire
Ottoman Empire

United States

Germany
Germany
United Kingdom
United Kingdom

United Kingdom

United States

1920
1920
1920
1921
1921

1922

1901 to
1934

1921
1935

1898 to
1930
1867 to
1931
1920 to
1932

1912 to
1933

* Post-World War I: Germany or
Poland?

¢ Post-World War I: Austria or
Yugoslavia?

» Post-World War I: Denmark or
Germany?

* Post-World War I: Hungary or
Austria?

Post-World War cession

 Nationalists overthrow Muham-
mad VI

* After three years of indepen-
dence from Spain (1898 to 1901),
the United States occupied Cuba.

* Decolonization

Post-World War I: Germany or
Poland?

* Post-World War I: Germany,
France, or the League of Nations?

Decolonization

Decolonization

* Became a mandate of the United
Kingdom in 1920

¢ Decolonization

* Occupied by the United States

* Decolonization

Plebiscite for Germany

Plebiscite for Austria (no change)
Plebiscite: partition

Plebiscite: control by Hungary
Combined with Serbia to form

Yugoslavia
Independence

* Independence, establishment of
government friendly to U.S.
interests.

Plebiscite resulting in partition
Both plebiscites in Germany
Became part of China
Commonwealth status

Accepted into League of Nations
in 1932

* Independence, a new constitu-
tion, and the establishment of
government friendly to U.S. inter-
ests under Somoza

(Table continues on p. 212.)



TABLE 7.A1 Continued
Country from
Which Self-
Country or Determination Year of Reason Given for
Group Location Was Claimed Claim Self-Determination International Response and Result

South Africa

Haiti

Levant States
(Syria and
Lebanon)

Australia

Great Lebanon

Iceland

Philippines

Transjordan (now
Jordan)

India®

Resolved (or Resolvable) Claims of Self-Determination

United Kingdom

United States
France

United Kingdom
France

Denmark

United States

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

1910 to
1934
1915 to
1934

1919 to
1941

1901 to
1942

1943

1523 to
1944

1899 to
1946

1920 to
1946

1765 to
1947

Decolonization

* Occupied by U.S. Marine Force
* Decolonization

¢ Became a mandate of France after
World War I

* Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization
Dissolution of union

* Spanish colony until Spanish-
American war, then U.S. protecto-
rate

* Japanese occupation, 1942 to 1945

* Decolonization

» Mandate territory after World
War 1

* Decolonization

* Decolonization

» After India helped in World War
I, British promised gradual self-
determination.

* Commonwealth status until 1960,
when it became a republic

* Independence and the establish-
ment of government friendly to
U.S. interests

* Free French declared indepen-
dence, but troops stayed until
1946

Commonwealth status

Independence

* Collapse of Denmark during
World War II brought occupation
by the United States and Britain

Independence

Granted independence

Indian independence, August 1947



Hyderabad®

New Zealand

Italian East
Africa (Eritrea,
Ethiopia and
Italian
Somaliland)

Ceylon (now Sri
Lanka)

Palestine

Burma (now
Mynamar)

India

United Kingdom

Italy

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

1947 to
1948

1841 to
1947
1935 to
1947

1803 to
1947
1920 to
1948

1937 to
1948

» When World War II left Britain
dependent on the United States,
the United States was not inter-
ested in actively preserving India

* Demands on British military re-
sources

* Labor party gains control in 1945
in Britain, pushing decolonization

* Large and wealthy state that
maintained sovereignty and was
sovereign until independence in
1947

* Placed case before U.N. Security
Council in 1948

* While the United Nations was
considering the matter, India in-
vaded, and the complaint was
withdrawn in favor of a negoti-
ated compromise with the Indian
government

Decolonization

* 1934 to 1935 Italy invaded Ethio-
pia in Italo-Ethiopian War

¢ Lost in World War II

¢ Decolonization

Decolonization

* Mandate territory in League of
Nations with plan for Jewish
state

* Decolonization

* Separated from India in 1937

* Decolonization

Became part of India

Commonwealth status

Independence

Joined the Commonwealth

* Israel created in 1948

+ Current uncertainty regarding
territory

Independence

(Table continues on p. 214.)



TABLE 7.A1 Continued
Country from
Which Self-
Country or Determination Year of Reason Given for
Group Location Was Claimed Claim Self-Determination International Response and Result

Dutch East Indies

Newfoundland

Bhutan

Oman

Libya

Egypt

Laos

Resolved (or Resolvable) Claims of Self-Determination

The Netherlands

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

Italy

United Kingdom

France

1609 to
1949

1729 to
1949
1910 to
1949

1798 to
1951
1928 to
1951

1883 to
1953

1893 to
1954

* Nationalist movement started in
1927

* Japanese invade 1942 to 1945

* Proclaimed independence, 1945

* Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

* United Nations gained control
after World War II

¢ Decolonization

* Declared independent by Britain
in 1922, but British troops remain
until 1936

* Neutral in World War II, some
occupation

* 1950 to 1952, nationalists call to
withdraw troops

* 1942 to 1945, occupied by Japan

* 1946, French reestablish control

* Decolonization

1949 Indonesia granted indepen-
dence after four year war with
the Netherlands

Became province of Canada

¢ Admitted to the United Nations,
1971

* India guides foreign affairs

* Claimed independence from In-
dia in 1949

Independent sultanate

Independence

Independent republic

Independence



Cochin China
(joined with
other territory
to form Viet-
nam)

Cambodia

Annam (central
Vietnam)

Tonkin (joined
with other terri-
tory to form
Vietnam)

The Saar®

Togoland®

French Morocco

Spanish
Morocco
Tunisia

Gold Coast (now
Ghana)

France

France
France

France

Germany

United Kingdom

France
Spain

France

United Kingdom

1862 to
1954

1863 to
1954
1883 to
1954
1888 to
1954

1955

1955

1912 to
1956
1912 to
1956
1881 to
1957

1874 to
1957

* French-Indochine war of 1946

* 1949, state of Vietnam founded

¢ Demand withdrawal of French
troops

* French leave in 1954, Cochin
China joins Vietnam

* 1940 to 1945, Japanese control

* 1945, French regain control

See Cochin China

See Cochin China

* Post World War II: autonomy or
Germany?

¢ Decolonization

* Issue: upon independence from
Britain, should Togoland join the
Gold Coast or continue as a trust
area of Britain?

Decolonization

Decolonization

* Occupied during World War II

* French reenter after the war

* Nationalist guerilla war for
decolonization

Decolonization

1954, invaded by Vietminh, French
leave

* Both plebiscites result in
German rule

* U.N.-sponsored plebiscite, result-
ing in Ghanaian authority

* Joined with Spanish Morocco to
form Morocco
See French Morocco

French withdraw

* Became part of the British Com-
monwealth in 1957
* Independence as a republic in
1960
(Table continues on p. 216.)



TABLE 7.A1 Continued
Country from
Which Self-
Country or Determination Year of Reason Given for
Group Location Was Claimed Claim Self-Determination International Response and Result

French Guinea'

Singapore

Gabon

Cyprus
British Somali-

land
Madagascar

Togo®

Belgian Congo

Italian Somali-
‘ land

Ivory Coast

Resolved (or Resolvable) Claims of Self-Determination

France

United Kingdom

France

United Kingdom
United Kingdom

France

France

Belgium

Italy

France

1893 to
1958
1942 to
1959

1845 to
1960

1878 to
1960
1884 to
1960
1885 to
1960

1922 to
1960

1887 to
1960
1889 to
1960

1893 to
1960

Decolonization

* Surrendered to the Japanese
during World War II

* Reoccupied in 1945

 Decolonization
Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

¢ Surrendered in World War II to
the British

* Decolonization

Decolonization

* Voted for independence in
French-held referendum in 1958
Independence

+ 1958, vote to be part of French
Community

* 1960, independence

Independence

* Joined with Italian Somaliland to
form Somalia

* 1958, vote to be part of French
Community

* 1960, independence

* 1958, vote to be part of French
Community

* 1960, independence

Independence

* Joined with British Somaliland to
form Somalia

+ 1958, vote to be part of French
Community
* 1960, independence



Dahomey (now
Benin)

Ubangi Shari
(now Central
African Repub-
lic)

Mauritania

Federation of
Nigeria
Niger

French Cameroon

Middle Congo
Upper Volta
(Burkina Faso)

Federation of
Mali

British Cameroon

Sierra Leone

Kuwait

France

France

France

United Kingdom

France

France

France

France

France

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

1894 to
1960
1894 to
1960

1902 to
1960

1906 to
1960
1911 to
1960

1922 to
1960

1941 to
1960

1947 to
1960

1881 to
1960

1961

1792 to
1961
1899 to
1961

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

United Nations trust territory

Decolonization

Decolonization

*» 1960, independence

+ 1958, vote to be part of French
Community, became the Central
African Republic

* 1960, independence

» 1958, vote to be part of French
Community

* 1960, Independence

Independence

* 1958, vote to be part of French
Community

* 1960, independence

* 1958, vote to be part of French
Community

* 1960, independence

* Joined with Cameroon in 1961

« 1958, vote to be part of French
Community

* 1960, independence

+ 1958, vote to be part of French
Community

* 1960, independence

+ 1958, vote to be part of French
Community

* 1960, independence

* Upon independence, joined with
French Cameroon to form
Cameroon

Independence

Independence

(Table continues on p. 218.)



TABLE 7.A1 Continued
Country from
: Which Self-
Country or Determination Year of Reason Given for
Group Location Was Claimed Claim Self-Determination International Response and Result

Tanganyika

Zanzibar

Goa
Western Samoa?®

French India®

Algeria

Uganda

Rwanda-Urundi

Jamaica

Trinidad and
Tobago

British North
Borneo®

Kenya

Sarawak®

Resolved (or Resolvable) Claims of Self-Determination

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

Portugal

United Kingdom:

New Zealand
France

France

United Kingdom
Belgium

United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United Kingdom

United Kingdom

1920 to
1961

1894 to
1963
1961
1946 to
1962
1668 to
1962
1830 to
1962
1894 to
1962
1920 to
1962
1655 to
1962
1721 to
1962
1877 to
1962
1887 to
1963
1888 to
1963

* Before World War I, German
colony

¢ Became a mandate in 1920

* 1946, trust territory

¢ Decolonization

Decolonization

Annexed by India
Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization after a brutal civil
war

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

» Administered by a chartered
company until 1946

Decolonization

Became a Crown Colony in 1946

* Joined with Zanzibar to form
Tanzania in 1964

See Tanganyika

* Plebiscite resulting in indepen-
dence

Joined India

Independence

Independence

Divided in 1962

Independence

Independence

Joined Malaysian Federation

Independence

See British North Borneo



Malaya
Malta

Nyasaland (now
Malawi)
North Rhodesia

Maldives
Gambia

British Guiana
(Guyana)
Barbados

Basutoland
(Lesotho)
Bechuanaland
(Botswana)
Federation of
South Arabia
Biafra, eastern
Nigeria®

United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United Kingdom

United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United Kingdom

Nigeria

1946 to
1963
1799 to
1964
1889 to
1964
1911 to
1964

1887 to
1965
1888 to
1965
1831 to
1966
1855 to
1966
1883 to
1966
1895 to
1966
1959 to
1967
May
1967 to
January
1970

Decolonization
Decolonization

* Became part of the federation of
Rhodesia and Nayasaland

* Became part of the federation of
Rhodesia and Nayasaland

* Black nationalist movement pro-
tests in 1962

Decolonization

Decolonization

* Decolonization
* Movement began in 1952
Decolonization

Decolonization
Decolonization
Decolonization

* Mostly Ibo, better educated, not
satisfied with less than control of
Nigeria

* Physical violence and massacre;
“cultural as well as physical ex-
termination”

* Claimed support of all eastern
ethnic groups and that “Ibos and
Non-Ibos in the region were cul-
turally, socially, and economically
interwoven for decades”

* Divided between Malaysia and
Singapore

« Joined the British Commonwealth
in 1974

* Split for independence in 1963

* 1964, independence, with black

vote

* Independence, joined the Com-
monwealth in 1985

Independence

Independence

Independence

Independence

Independence

Independence

* Critics deny support by minor-
ities for Biafra

* Recognized by four African states
and France

* United Nations does not respond,
except to send UNICEF aid

(Table continues on p. 220.)



TABLE 7.A1l Continued

Country from

Which Self-
Country or Determination Year of Reason Given for
Group Location Was Claimed Claim Self-Determination International Response and Result

Resolved (or Resolvable) Claims of Self-Determination

Mauritius United Kingdom 1814 to Decolonization * Became part of the Common-
1968 wealth in 1992
Equatorial Spain 1855 to Became autonomous in 1963 ¢ Joined with Rio Muni, Fernando
Guinea® 1968 Po, and other small islands to
form Equatorial Guinea in 1968
Swaziland United Kingdom 1903 to Decolonization Independence
1968
Nauru® Australia 1945 to * Colonized by Germany in 1888 » Independence, with associate
1968 * Passed to Australia in 1920 membership in the Common-
* Occupied by Japanese in 1942 wealth
* Became trusteeship in 1947
Ifni® Spain 1958 to Spain versus Morocco Transferred to Morocco
1969
Fiji® United Kingdom 1874 to Decolonization Joined the Commonwealth
1970
Tonga® United Kingdom 1900 to * Protected state, retained its own Joined the Commonwealth
1970 monarchy and control of internal
affairs
Bahrain United Kingdom 1861 to Decolonization Independence
1971
Trucial States United Kingdom 1891 to Decolonization ' * British withdrawal
(United Arab 1971 * Independence
Emirates)
Quatar United Kingdom 1916 to Decolonization Independence

1971



Bangladesh (East
Pakistan)s

Bahamas

Portuguese
Guinea (Guinea-
Bissau)

Moro (Southern
Philippines®)

Grenada

Cape Verde
Islands
Mozambique

Sa6 Tome and
Principe
Angola

Pakistan

United Kingdom

Portugal

Philippines

United Kingdom
Portugal

Portugal

Portugal

Portugal

1971

1670 to
1973
1875 to
1974

1972 to
1974

1792 to
1974
1462 to
1975
1752 to
1975

1485 to
1975
1575 to
1975

» Language: Bengalis do not speak
Urdu

¢ Economic discrimination

* Racism from Punjabi, who came
to dominate Pakistan

+ 3 million Bengalis killed from
March to December 1971

* 8 million to 9 million refugees

Decolonization

* Decolonization

* Independence movement in the
1960s

* Moslem group of 2 million to 3
million in 1970, about 6 percent
of total population on 34 percent
of land

¢ Claims: Filipino “colonial domi-
nation,” land grabbing, “Chris-
tianization,” napalm bombing in
the early 1970s

Decolonization

Became overseas province, 1951

* Decolonization

* War for independence, 1964 to
1974

Decolonization

* Decolonization
* 1961, nationalist resistance move-
ment began

* India’s support in war that made
Bangladesh independent, and
diplomacy

* The majority of states in the
United Nations supported
Pakistan

* Soviet bloc supports Bengalis

» First successful secession after
World War II

Joined the Commonwealth

* Declared independence in 1973
* Granted independence in 1974

* Support from Malaysia, Libya,

Egypt, Kuwait, Senegal
» No resolution of conflict

Joined the Commonwealth in 1974
Independence

Independence

Independence

(Table continues on p. 222.)



TABLE 7.A1 Continued
Country from
Which Self-
Country or Determination Year of Reason Given for
Group Location Was Claimed Claim Self-Determination International Response and Result

Surinam (now
Suriname)
Papau and New
Guinea (joined
to form Papua
New Guinea)
West Irian

Seychelles

Belize (British
Honduras)"

Djibouti

Resolved (or Resolvable) Claims of Self-Determination

Holland

Australia

Indonesia

United Kingdom

United Kingdom

(1862 to 1976);
Guatemala
France

1667 to
1975
1905 to
1975

1975

1903 to
1976
1977

1862 to
1977

» Guerrilla warfare, establishment
of competing governments in
exile

* Decolonization

« Autonomous state in 1954

* Decolonization

* Mandate territory after 1945

* Decolonization
* Military occupation

Decolonization

Decolonization

Decolonization

* Portuguese stop fighting 1974
* Independence

Independence

Merged upon independence

» Agreement had been reached
whereby the Netherlands would
transfer administration of West
Irian to the U.N. Temporary Ex-
ecutive Authority and they
would administer a vote

* After corrupt elections, passed to
Indonesia

* Joined the Commonwealth in
1976

* United Nations affirmed right of
the people to self-determination

* Independence

* 1958, vote to be part of French
Community

* 1977, independence



Solomon Islands®

Ellice (now
Tuvalu)®
Saint Lucia®

Saint Vincent®

Gilbert (now
Kinbati)®

Saint Kitts-Nevis®
Brunei®

Southern
Rhodesia (now
Zimbabwe)

Estonia

Latvia

Lithuania

Armenia

Azerbaijan

Georgia

Kazakhstan

Kyrgyzstan

Moldova

Tajikistan

Turkmenistan

Ukraine

Uzbekistan

United Kingdom

United Kingdom
United Kingdom
United Kingdom

United Kingdom

United Kingdom
United Kingdom

United Kingdom

Soviet Union

1893 to
1978

1976 to
1978
1960 to
1979
1960 to
1979
1892 to
1979

1969 to
1983
1888 to
1984
1893 to
1984

1991 to
1992

* British protectorate

* Japanese occupation in 1942
+ Independence movement
Decolonization

* Became an associated state with
Britain in 1966
See Saint Lucia

* British protectorate in 1892

» Annexed and became colony in
1916, administered with Ellice
Islands

* Occupied by the Japanese in 1942

1966, associated State

1906, British protectorate

* Decolonization

* 1960s and 1970s, white minority
government seizes power

* Fragmentation from the demise
of the Soviet Union

* Independence, joined the
Commonwealth

* Independence, joined the
Commonwealth in 1978

« Referendum
* Independence, joined the Com-
monwealth in 1978

Independence, joined the Com-
monwealth

« First declared a republic in 1980,
when blacks take control

« Independence

* All gained membership in the
United Nations

(Table continues on p. 224.)



TABLE 7.A1

Continued

Country or
Group Location

Country from
Which Self-
Determination
Was Claimed

Year of
Claim

Reason Given for
Self-Determination

International Response and Result

Slovenia
Croatia
Macedonia
Bosnia-
Herzegovina“

Eritrea®

Hong Kong

Macao

Resolved (or Resolvable) Claims of Self-Determination

Yugoslavia

Ethiopia

United Kingdom;
China
Portugal; China

1991
to the

present

1960 to
1993

1997

1999

* Fragmentation from the demise
of the Yugoslav federation

* After World War II, the United
Nations got control from Italy,
but failed to reach an agreement
based on wishes of inhabitants

* The United Nations recognized
claims of Ethiopia (wanted access
to the sea), as well as the interest
“of peace and security in East Af-
rica” and a 1952 Eritrean Assem-
bly vote, but no action was taken

* 1962, Ethiopia forcibly annexes
Eritrea

Transfer of power

Transfer of power

» All but Bosnia-Herzegovina com-
pleted all requirements of the
European Community for inde-
pendence and gained indepen-
dence

¢ In Bosnia, there was no referen-
dum for the whole population
until 1992; this referendum was
boycotted by the Serbs, so they
could not claim self-determina-
tion

1993 referendum; independence

Did not claim self-determination

Did not claim self-determination



Basque Region
Catalonia

Chechnya

Corsica

Faeroe Islands

Gibraltar

Hawaii

Karen region

Unresolved Claims of Self-Determination

Spain

Spain

Russia

France

Denmark

United Kingdom
versus Spain

United States

Myanmar

1975 to
present

1975 to
present

1989 to
present

1976 to
present

2000

1957 to
present

1893 to
present

1949 to
present

Cultural, language differences
Language, cultural

Cultural, religious differences

Cultural differences

* Government of the Faeroes pre-
sented Danish officials with a
plan to grant independence but
keep Queen Margrethe of Den-
mark as their head of state

* Spain disputed right of United
Kingdom to get “non-self-
governing status” for Gibraltar
(attempted in 1946)

Decolonization

« Karen National Union seeks
regional autonomy to reduce
discrimination against Karens;
advocates a Federal Union

* Spanish constitution (1978) grants
regional devolution

* Spanish constitution (1978) grants
regional devolution

* Russian army crushes Chechen
government in a territory that
claims sovereignty; no interna-
tional response

* Formation of Front of National
Liberation of Corsica (FLNC); no
international response

» Government says that the price
of independence for the Faeroes
will be loss of Danish subsidies
within four years

* 1963, United Nations urges
negotiation

* 1964, United Nations sides with
Spain

* 1968, United Nations urges
United Kingdom to decolonize

* 1967, plebiscite held in favor of
United Kingdom

* Unresolved

* Statehood (1959), but no response
to subsequent demands for self-
determination

» Government responds with mili-
tary force; at present there is a
civil war

(Table continues on p. 226.)



TABLE 7.A1 Continued
Country from
Which Self-
Country or Determination Year of Reason Given for
Group Location Was Claimed Claim Self-Determination International Response and Result

Kashmir and
Punjab

Kurdistan
Mindanao; Cor-
dillera Moun-

tains

Malvinas-Falk-
land Islands*

Northern Ireland

Palestine*

Puerto Rico

Unresolved Claims of Self-Determination

India

Mountains of
Iraq, Turkey, and
Iran

Philippines

United Kingdom,
on the part of
Argentina

United Kingdom

Israel

United States

1949 to
present

1920 to
present

1971 to
present

1982 to
present

1916 to
present

1948 to
present

1898 to
present

* Strong separatist movements
based on religious minorities in
these Indian states resort to vio-
lent tactics

Independence movements

* Religion: Muslims seek redress
from Christian majority in the
country

* Argentina: territorial integrity, de-
colonization

* United Kingdom: self-determina-
tion of the settler population

Religious division

Military occupation by Israel after
1967

* Decolonization: annexation? inde-
pendence? autonomy? associate
status?

* Government refuses to devolve
political authority to religious
minorities

* No territorial integrity, no single
ethnic group

* Divisions between mountain and
valley populations, languages

*» Geopolitics

* No international response; armed
movement for autonomy and
independence

*» United Nations pushed for
negotiations

* Unresolved

» Peace agreement being imple-
mented, providing the region
with self-determination

+ Almost all states take view that
Palestinians are entitled to self-
determination based on military
occupation, but also want to se-
cure existence of Israel

* Favor negotiation

* Unresolved

+ 1980, plebiscite: for Common-
wealth status

* 1993, plebiscite: for Common-
wealth status



Quebect Canada 1976 to
present
Scotland, Wales' United Kingdom 1960 to
present
Southern Sudan Northern Sudan 1961 to
1972
Southern Senegal  Senegal 2000
Tamil region Sri Lanka 1948 to
present

* Those favoring independence are
a small minority
Language, culture

Cultural, language differences

* South underdeveloped, and when
Sudan gained independence in
1956, no attempt to address
inequality

* Physical violence and slavery

* Racial to cultural domination and
assimilation by the “Arabs” in
northern Sudan

* Separatist movement of the Dem-
ocratic Forces of Casamance in-
volved in violence as presidential
election nears

* Tamils seek to secede from a Sin-
halese-dominated state.

» 1998, plebiscite: for Common-
wealth status

* Opposed by native Canadians

* Public referendum, 1980: against
separatism

¢ Public referendum, 1992: 54 per-
cent no

 Public referendum, 1995: 50.6
percent no

* British government grants Scot-
tish and Welsh parliaments, 1999,
after public referenda in 1997

No response

No response

Government responds with mili-
tary force

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Johnson 1967.

*Chamberlain 1998.

“Cassese 1995.

‘Strang 1991.

‘Hannum 1996.

‘Holland 1985.

¢Heraclides 1991.

"Lerner 1980.

‘Ronen 1979.



FIGURE 8.1 The Rating Scale Presented with Each Vignette

Protagonist should by Protagonist should by
no means participate No obligation all means participate

|5 | a3 -2]-1] 0 |+1 [+2]+3 [+4]+5 |

... should not participate ... should participate

Source: Author’s compilation.



TABLE 8.1  Acceptance of Conditional and Nonbipolar Norms as a
Prisoner’s Dilemma Situation

Other group members accept a
norm thatis . ..

Group member A accepts a unconditional and conditional and
norm that is . . . not bipolar bipolar
unconditional and not bipolar 3,3 14
conditional and bipolar 41 2,2

Source: Author’s compilation.



TABLE 8.2

Vignette Control Variables

Characteristic Value Meaning
Discontent
economic 1 There will be an increase in rents of
about 30 percent
political 2 There is a new law stating that
persons can be arrested and held for
two weeks for unstated cause
Kind of protest
legal 1 To protest against this, protagonist
could participate in a legal
demonstration in the city (legal)
illegal 2 To protest against this, protagonist
could participate in a traffic blockade
in the city (illegal)
Perception of personal influence
low 1 Protagonist believes that his or her
protest would make a difference
high 2 Protagonist believes that his or her
protest would hardly make a
difference
3 This dimension is not mentioned in a
vignette
Anticipated risk
police action 1 A violent police action is expected, in
which many participants might be
injured
no problem 2 No problems are expected
— 3 This dimension is not mentioned in a
vignette
Expected number of participants
— 1 About 100,000 participants are
expected
— 2 About 10,000 participants are expected
— 3 About 1,000 participants are expected
— 4 About 100 participants are expected
— 5 About 20 participants are expected
— 6 It is unknown how many people will
participate
—_ 7 This dimension is not mentioned in a
vignette
Gender of protagonist
male 1 Mr. Miiller (male)
female 2 Mrs. Meier (female)

Source: Author’s compilation.



TABLE 8.3  Samples of the Leipzig Panel Study

Data Not Used Data Used
First data collection: Wave 1: Wave 2:
November and June to August 1993 November 1995 to January
December 1990 1996
Representative sample:  « Same population: < Same population: N = 323
N = 1,300 N = 513
Opposition sample: « Same population: « Same population: N = 34
N = 209 N =158 .
Representative sample: < Same population: N = 81
N = 212

Pooled sample for wave 1 and wave 2: N = 438

Source: Author’s compilation.



TABLE 8.4  The Effects of Group Membership in 1993 on the Norms
Dimensions in 1996 (Bivariate Pearson Correlations and
Standardized Regression Coefficient, N = 428)

Prescriptiveness,  Bipolarity, = Conditionality,

Membership, 1993 1996 1996 1996
Bivariate correlations
Alternative group A3 —-.10* .05
Political party A1 —.08 —.009
Union —-.02 .06 —.007
Alternative group or political
party 15% —.11* .02
Alternative group, political
party, or union .08 —.01 .007
Professional interest group .04 .03 .03
Charity group .09* -.01 .04
Hobby group .009 A3 .03
Sports group .04 -.02 -.03
Hobby or sports group .03 .07 .002
Standardized regression
coefficients
Alternative group or political
party .09* -.11* 01
Number of memberships in
other groups .03 10* .02
Lagged norms dimension 24** .02 .01
Adjusted R? 07 .01* —.007

Source: Author’s compilation.
*Significant at the .05 level; **significant at the .01 level; one-tailed tests.



TABLE 8.5 Membership and Encouragement of Protest in Groups, Leipzig
Panel, 1993 (N = 438)

Members Indicating

That Protest Is

Encouraged
Kind of Group Number of Members N % of Members
Alternative group 16 11 68.8
Political party 28 24 85.7
Union 133 75 56.4
Professional interest group 63 18 28.6
Charity group 30 6 20.0
Hobby group 82 11 13.4
Sports group 73 6 8.2

Source: Author’s compilation.



TABLE 8.6~ Membership and Encouragement of Protest in Groups, Leipzig
Panel, 1996 (N = 438)

Members Indicating

That Protest Is

Encouraged
Kind of Group Number of Members N % of Members
Alternative group 11 10 90.9
Political party 24 18 75.0
Union 112 62 55.4
Professional interest group 50 15 30.0
Charity group 40 11 27.5
Hobby group 73 8 11.0
Sports group 81 4 49

Source: Author’s compilation.



TABLE 8.7 Bivariate Correlations Between Selective Incentives in 1993 and

the Norms Dimensions in 1996

Group Properties and Prescriptiveness, Bipolarity, ~Conditionality,
Personal Networks, 1993 1996 1996 1996 N
Alternative groups and
Political Parties (high
instrumentality)
Encouragement* .20 -.17 23 34
Closeness’ 30* -.15 .20 34
Encouragement and
closeness .26 —.28 12 34
Alternative Groups, Politi-
cal Parties, and Unions
(high instrumentality)
Encouragement* 13 —.23* .02 146
Closeness’ 16* —.21** .05 145
Encouragement and
closeness 18* = .24* 01 146
Hobby and Sports Groups
(low instrumentality)
Encouragement’ —~.003 11 .03 125
Closeness’ -.02 .05 .10 125
Encouragement and
closeness .03 .09 .02 125

Source: Author’s compilation.

“Encouragement” is an indicator for exposure to positive external selective incentives to pro-

test.

*Closeness” to the respective group is an indicator for internal selective incentives.

*Significant at the .05 level; **significant at the .01 level; one-tailed tests.



TABLE 8.8 The Effects of Selective Incentives in 1993 on the Norms
Dimensions in 1996 (Regression Analysis, Standardized

Coefficients)
Group Property and Prescriptiveness,  Bipolarity, = Conditionality,
Personal Networks, 1993 1996 1996 1996 N

Alternative groups and
political parties (high

instrumentality)
Encouragement" .10 -.07 20 30
Closeness’ 25 -.09 11 30
Lagged dependent
variable 25 -.05 -.12 30
Adjusted R? .09 -.09 -.02 30

Alternative groups, politi-
cal parties, and unions
(high instrumentality)

Encouragement* .02 -.16 —.02 137
Closeness’ .09 -.12 .07 137
Lagged dependent
variable 30%* -.03 .06 137
Adjusted R? .09 .04 —-.02 137

Source: Author’s compilation.

“Encouragement” is an indicator for exposure to positive external selective incentives to pro-
test.

*Closeness” to the respective group is an indicator for internal selective incentives.
*Significant at the .05 level; **significant at the .01 level; one-tailed tests.



TABLE 8.9 The Effects of Involvement in Personal Networks in 1993 on the
Norms Dimensions in 1996

Membership in Personal Prescriptiveness, Bipolarity, ~Conditionality,
Networks, 1993 1996 1996 1996 N

Bivariate correlations

Number of critical and

politically active

friends 22% .06 .009 429
Number of critical and

politically active

colleagues 21%* —.03 .07 429
Number of critical and

politically active and

close colleagues 18* —.002 .07 429
Closeness to colleagues .07 .05 .04 429

Regression analyses (stan-
dardized regression
coefficients)
Number of critical and
politically active
friends 12* —-.05 —-.01 409
Number of critical and
politically active

colleagues 15%* —.04 .07 409
Lagged dependent

variable 20% .04 .007 409
Adjusted R? 10%* —.001 -.002

Source: Author’s compilation.
*Significant at the .05 level; **significant at the .01 level; one-tailed tests.



TABLE 8.10  Joint Effects of Group Membership and Personal Networks in
1993 on Norms in 1996 (Regression Analysis, Standardized
Regression Coefficient)

Membership in Kinds of Prescriptiveness, Bipolarity, ~Conditionality,
Networks, 1993 1996 1996 1996 N

Group membership and
personal networks
Membership in alterna-
tive groups or political
parties .04 —-.08 .005 408
Number of critical and
politically active
friends A1+ -.03 -.01 408
Number of critical and
politically active

colleagues 14+ -.03 .07 408
Lagged dependent

variable 20%* .03 .007 408
Adjusted R? 10% .003 —-.05

Group encouragement,
closeness, and personal
networks
Encouragement in and
closeness to alternative
groups or political
parties 21 -.09 .26 30
Number of critical and
politically active

friends and colleagues 32* —.18 .007 30
Lagged dependent
variable .30* —-.03 -1 30
Adjusted R? 19* -.06 —-.03

Source: Author’s compilation.
*Significant at the .05 level; **significant at the .01 level; one-tailed tests.



TABLE 8.A1

Data Matrix for Three Respondents with Vignette Characteristics and

Judgments
Number of
Respondent Gender Discontent Protest Influence Risk Participants Judgment
801001 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 ~5.00
2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 5.00
1.00 '1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 4.00 —-5.00
2.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 6.00 5.00
1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 6.00 1.00
2.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 2.00 3.00 5.00
2.00 2.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 5.00
2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 4.00 —-5.00
1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 1.00 4.00 -5.00
1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 6.00 1.00
801004 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 5.00
1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 5.00
2.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 3.00 6.00 5.00
2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 .00
1.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3.00 6.00 .00
2.00 2.00 1.00 3.00 1.00 6.00 5.00
2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 3.00 7.00 5.00
2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 5.00
2.00 2.00 1.00 3.00 3.00 6.00 5.00
1.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 5.00 .00

Source: Author’s compilation.
Notes:

Prescriptiveness (percentage of judgments per respondent greater than 0); respondent 1: 60; respondent 2:

70; respondent 3: 50.

Bipolarity (is given, that is 1, if there is at least one negative value per respondent, otherwise bipolarity is
0); respondent 1: 1; respondent 2: 0; respondent 3: 1.
Conditionality (is not given or 0, that is a norm is unconditional, if all judgments are equal and not 0;
otherwise a norm is conditional, that is conditionality has value 1). All respondents have value 1, that is for

each respondent, the norm is conditional.



FIGURE 9.1 The Basic Theoretical Structure of Evolutionary Psychology

Environment of Evolutionary Adaptedness (EEA) Current environment

Adaptive problems —> Psychological mechanism Psychological mechanism

\ Adaptive behavior \

Behavior

Source: Authors’ compilation.



FIGURE 9.2  Micro-Macro Model of the Emergence of Marriage Norms

Resource inequality
Macro-level among men

Marriage norms

Women's power

(Structural constraints)

Micro-level Desire to maximize
offspring's welfare

(monogamy or polygyny)

(Aggregation)

Decision to marry
monogamously or polygynously

Source: Authors’ compilation.



FIGURE 9.3 Mating
Opportunities = 2

FIGURE 9.4 Mating
Opportunities = 4
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FIGURE 9.3 Mating FIGURE 94 Mating
Opportunities = 2 Opportunities = 4
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percent (when G = 1.0). There is, therefore, a clear positive interaction ef-
fect between G and k on polygyny. If we assume that the number of mar-
riage opportunities a woman has generally increases with women’s power
in society, then our simulations also confirm the logical consistency of our
female power hypothesis.

Our computer simulations therefore demonstrate that our alternative
theory of marriage norms has internal logical consistency in that our as
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Source: Authors’ compilation. Source: Authors’ compilation.



290 SOCIAL NORMS

FIGURE 9.7  Random Mating
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Source: Authors’ compilation.

sumptions logically imply our hypotheses. We have yet to see, however,
whether the empirical data actually support our theory.

Empirical Tests

We test the two competing theories of marriage norms (the male compro-
mise theory and our alternative female choice theory) with international
data. Because species-typical evolved psychological mechanisms form the
microfoundations of all evolutionary psychological theories of norm emer-
gence, they are best tested with cross-cultural data to see whether the hy-
potheses hold in all human societies. We have compiled the data from var-
ious published sources, and they cover 127 countries (although because of
missing data and listwise deletion, all hypotheses are tested with smaller
samples).

Dependent Variable

To measure the level of polygyny for each country, we first determine the
level of polygyny for each ethnic and cultural group within the country. The
Encyclopedia of World Cultures (Levinson 1991-1995) contains detailed de-
scriptions of social and cultural practices of all known cultural groups in
the world. Their marriage systems are coded on the following four-point
scale.

0: Monogamy is the rule and is widespread

1: Monogamy is the rule but some polygyny occurs

2: Polygyny is the rule or cultural ideal but is limited in practice
3: Polygyny is the rule and is widespread
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FIGURE 98  How There Might Be a Spurious Negative Relationship
Between Polygyny and Women'’s Status

"Western egalitarianism"

/ N
Equality between

Equality among men
men and women

i

Resource inequality +
among men
Female choice theory
of marriage norms +
Polygyny Women's status

Spurious negative correlation between
polygyny and women's status

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Notes

1. Excellent introductions to evolutionary psychology include Barkow, Cosmides,
and Tooby 1992; Buss 1994, 1995, 1999; Ridley 1993; and Wright 1994.

2. As a first approximation, it might be useful to think of the EEA as the African
savanna during the Pleistocene epoch, because this is indeed where many psy-
chological mechanisms evolved. Technically, however, the EEA “is not a place
or a habitat, or even a time period. Rather, it is a statistical composite of the
adaptation-relevant properties of the ancestral environments encountered by
members of ancestral populations, weighted by their frequency and fitness-
consequences” (Tooby and Cosmides 1990, 386—-87). In other words, the EEA
might be different for different adaptations.
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TABLE 9.1 The Effects of Democracy and Inequality on Polygyny

Measures of Inequality

Personal Sectoral Top 10 Top 20
Gini Gini Percent Percent
) ) 3) (4)
Democracy 1960
Constant 9.2404 3.4334 7.5806 7.2214
Democracy .0021 4.63607* .0023 .0022
(.0048) (.0036) (.0031) (.0031)
Inequality .0210t 0211%** 0372+ .0353***
(.0116) (.0060) (.0100) (.0098)
Economic —4.6283~* —4.42747° —1.4793 4 —1.4729-#*
Development (1.96937%) (4.45007%) (4.42227°) (4.55517°)
(Economic 4.4931°% 3.6591°" 4.9871-°* 4.8969-*
Development)? (2.4767°%) (2.022277) (2.0891°7) (2.0975°%)
Sex Ratio —8.3888* —2.7968 —7.4828** —7.5935%*
(3.1623) (1.9407) (2.6540) (2.6647)
R? 4143 3871 5021 4971
N 54 84 81 81
Democracy 1965
Constant 9.1862 3.7054 7.0836 6.7060
Democracy —.0028 —.0022 .0019 .0017
(.0047) (.0036) (.0033) (-0033)
Inequality .0252* .0169** .0354** .0333**
(.0109) (.0060) (.0109) (.0107)
Economic —5.4182** —3.23137° —1.2248* —1.2034~*
Development (1.85257%) (4.69927°) (4.74317°) (4.77047°)
(Economic 5.3895-%* —2.76327" 3.7395° 3.5926~°
Development)? (2.38557°%) (2.12377%) (2.225279) (2.232579)
Sex Ratio —8.1495* —2.7540 —6.9108* —6.9712*
(3.0796) (2.0093) (2.8524) (2.8656)
R 4150 3539 4151 4094
N 58 91 87 87
Democracy 1980
Constant 9.5525 2.5713 7.9681 7.5315
Democracy —5.8191* .0014 .00571 .0055'
(.0035) (.0029) (.0029) (.0029)
Inequality 0145 .0214%** .0316** .0299**
(.0095) (.0057) (.0107) (.0104)
Economic —5.6017 ~** —5.7035"° —1.1645* —1.1578*
Development (1.63897) (4.458877) (4.69257%) (4.70507°)
(Economic 5.4908-%* 4.7286°" 2.5943-° 2.5313°°
Development)? (2.158279) (2.0249) (2.2047°°) (2.20867%)
Sex Ratio —8.1207** —1.8199 —7.7169** —7.6775**
(3.0247) (1.6861) (2.8536) (2.8665)
R? 4247 3848 4153 4128
N 62 102 93 93

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.
'p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 **p < .001 ***p < .0001



THE EMERGENCE OF MARRIAGE NORMS 295

TABLE 9.2 The Interactive Effect of Women’s Power and Inequality on

Polygyny
Measures of Inequality
Personal Sectoral Top 10 Top 20
Gini Gini Percent Percent
@) @ ®) (4)
Percentage female among
secondary school pupils
Constant 11.0792 3.2743 8.1607 8.8873
Inequality —.0796! —.0539* —.0484 —.0473
(.0455) (.0268) (.0524) (.0497)
Women’'s power —.0782¢ —.0466* —.0691¢ -.0930¢
(.0390) (.0225) (.0361) (.0493)
Interaction .0021* .0018** .0018¢ 0017
(9.11627%) (5.95187%) (.0011) (-0010)

Economic development  —5.2429-** —62755° —1.3216™*  —1.3185™*
(1.81147%) (4.76237%)  (5.01937%) (5.0330-°)

(Economic 5.0464 % 1.5645° 4.6587%* 4.5391-%*
development)* (2.2683°9) (217247 (2.2612°°) (2.2667-°)
Sex ratio —6.1628* — 4985 —4.7231* —4.7631*

(2.3326) (.8522) (1.9263) (1.9353)
R? 4577 4603 5003 4973
N 60 91 88 88

Percentage female who
marry after age twenty

Constant 7.0393 5.1586 4.3293 5.2825
Inequality —.1078 —.1103* —.1000 —.0930
(.0802) (.0461) (.0803) (.0762)
Women's Power —-.0632 —.0642* —.0605¢ —.0802t
(.0371) (.0256) (.0311) (.0424)
Interaction .0016 0015** .0016t .0015¢

(9.29287% (5:3219’4) (9.26557°%) (8.77947%)
Economic Development —6.2661"** —6.7296"° —1.61727"** —1.6354**
(2.02557%) (6.9123%)  (5.37497%) (5.34407%)

(Economic 5.7774-%* 2.6694° 6.1065-9** 6.0657 %%
development) (2.49747%) (2.24347°) (223707 (2.22907°)
Sex Ratio — 5273 1.1206 1.0302 1.2759
(2.9215) (1.1614) (2.2859) (2.2775)
R? 6823 5743 .6045 6078
N 31 56 55 55

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.
'p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 ***p < .0001
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TABLE 10.1 OLS Regression Coefficients for Sanctioning Decisions on
Owerall Reward Levels in High-Resource Conditions
Variable Overall Reward Levels
Intercept 1.77%%%
(692)
Group cohesion 4.29%x**
(.346)
Ratio of personal to total sanctions 2.47%*
(.784)
R? 65

Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.
*irp <0001 ***p < .005

is that the increase in rewards for using the agent merely reflects an in
creased interest in exchange in general. A comparison of the difference in
the rewards given for personal sanctioning and for using the agent clarifies
the findings. Strength of community has a statistically significant, positive
effect on this difference. Thus although rewards for both kinds of sanction-
ing increase, group strength has a greater positive effect on the norm favor-
ing personal sanctioning than it does on that favoring reliance on the agent.
This result is consistent with the externality-based hypothesis.

The Effect of Time Finally, the results show no support for the behavior-
based prediction that norms will grow stronger over time (hypothesis 4).
There is little if any variation in the difference in the rewards given for the
two sanctioning decisions across the five time periods. The difference
ranges from .76 (sd = 1.4) in the first time period to .55 (sd = 3.8) in the
last time period. Analyses show no statistically significant effect of time on

TABLE 10.2  Mean Sanctioning and Reward Levels
High Resources Low Resources

High  Agent Sanctions .687 (.239) Agent Sanctions 269 (.207)
Cohesion Individual Sanctions 228 (.213) Individual Sanctions 480 (.293)
Reward for Agent S 641 (2.03) Reward for Agent S 8.44 (3.36)
Reward for Individual S 7.79 (2.60) Reward for Individual S 9.90 (4.16)
Low  Agent Sanctions 694 (.235) Agent Sanctions 303 (.235)
Cohesion Individual Sanctions 153 (182) Individual Sanctions 342 (.208)
Reward for Agent S 220 (1.79) Reward for Agent S 222 (2.38)
Reward for Individual S 2.25 (1.49) Reward for Individual S 2.89 (2.19)

Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses.
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TABLE 10.3 OLS Regression Coefficients for Various Factors on the Emergence of
Controller Selection Norms
Difference Difference
Between Rewards Between Rewards
Rewards for Sanctioning for Sanctioning
Rewards for for Personally and Personally and
Using the  Sanctioning Rewards for Rewards for
Variable Agent Personally = Using the Agent  Using the Agent
Intercept 2.22%%%* 2.89%** 353 .0374
(.374) (:419) (.459) (.680)
Agent resources —.0169 —.642 —.531 —.559
(:507) (.682) (.708) (.711)
Group cohesion 6.22%%** 7.07xxx 1.45* 1.44*
(:528) (:599) (.657) (.659)
Agent resources —2.02%* —1.47 —.431 —.408
X group (.718) (-943) (-985) (-988)
cohesion
Time —_ — —_ 112
(-177)
R? 56 56 .06 .06

Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.
*ikp < .0001 **p < .01 *p < .05

rewarding (see table 10.2). Thus, overall, the results support externality-
based rather than behavior-based explanations of norm emergence.

Discussion and Conclusion

In this chapter I analyze norms regulating female sexual activity in parts of
Africa and argue that externality-based approaches can account for the two
very different substantive norms described. I also present the results of
an experimental study that evaluates behavior- and externality-based
approaches to explaining norm emergence. The findings suggest initial
support for externality-based arguments and contradict behavior-based
theories.

Additional research should be conducted, however, to more thor-
oughly evaluate the two theoretical approaches and the conditions under
which they apply. For example, what factors contribute to group members’
perceiving an action as having negative consequences? In the experiment,
subjects recognized taxes as costly, and norms emerged accordingly. Sim-
ilarly, sexual activity produces consequences for others, and therefore
norms regulating it can be explained using externality-based theories. Such
explanations, however, also would predict that these norms will change
when the negative externalities produced by compliance increase.
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FIGURE 12.1 The Micromodel Strategy for Deriving Predictions in
Comparison Theory: Studying the Effects of an Event or
Action in a Cardinal-Good Regime

1. Write basic comparison-function formula in the cardinal-good case:

where Z denotes the comparison-based response (for example, happiness or well-
being), x denotes the individual’s own amount of the cardinal good (for example,
wealth), S denotes the total amount of the cardinal good in the collectivity, N de-

notes the population size, and ¢ denotes the individual-specific parameter captur-
ing idiosyncratic elements in the comparison standard used by the individual for

himself or herself.

2. Express change in Z from time 1 to time 2:

CzZ = Zz - Z1
XN, x1Nq

CZ =In — In
S22 Si11
XNoS11

CZ = In———.
x1N1S2¢,

3. Analyze the particular event or action.

4. Write the formulas for CZ for each kind of actor in each situation or special
case.

5. Is CZ positive or negative? (This requires an assumption about ¢; for example,
assume ¢; = ¢,).

6. In which situation does each kind of actor have the higher CZ? (For each actor,
evaluate the inequalities across all situations.)

7. Within situation, which actor has the higher CZ and the higher absolute value
of CZ? (For each situation, evaluate the inequalities across all actors.)

8. Obtain first- and second-order partial derivatives of CZ with respect to each fac-
tor in the CZ formulas.

9. The results obtained in steps 5, 6, 7, and 8 comprise the predictions.

Source: Author’s compilation.
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FIGURE 12.2 Using the Micromodel Strategy to Derive Predictions from
Comparison Theory for Theft Phenomena

1. Write basic comparison-function formula in the cardinal-good case:

xN

S¢’

where Z denotes the comparison-based response (for example, happiness or well-being),
x denotes the individual’s own amount of the cardinal good (for example, wealth), S de-
notes the total amount of the cardinal good in the collectivity, N denotes the population

size, and ¢ denotes the individual-specific parameter capturing idiosyncratic elements in
the comparison standard used by the individual for himself or herself.

Z =1In

2. Express change in Z from time 1 to time 2:

CZ = Zz - Zl
JCZNZ x1N1
CZ =In—= —
Sapo S1¢4
XoN»S511
CZ = In———.
x1N1S2¢>

3. Analyze the theft situation

* There are three kinds of actors: Thief, Victim, and Others

* Define three theft situations:
(T1) Thief and Victim are in the same group; Others may be in the group
(T2) Thief’s group in outsider theft; Others are members of Thief’s group
(T3) Victim’s group in outsider theft; Others are members of Victim’s group

* Let t denote the amount stolen, where t is measured in units of x

* The simplest case has the following features: the group size N remains the same,
and the amounts of x held by others remain constant.

4. Write the formula for CZ for each kind of actor in each situation

Situation Thief Victim Others
T czzlnw CZ:]n(x_—_t)ﬂ c7 =&
X2 X, b
T2 S(x + )y S,
CZ =In—-7— — CZ =In—F——
xS + H (S + e
T3 SE ~ by S
— CZ=In—+"— C(CZ=In—-—
xS — Hes (S — e
5. Is CZ positive or negative? (Assume ¢; = ¢».)
Situation Thief Victim Others
T1 + - 0
T2 + NA —

T3 NA - +
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FIGURE 12.2 Continued
6. In which situation does each actor have the higher CZ?

Thief — CZNse > CZ%o¢ T1 (insider theft)
Victim  CZ%im > CZT i T3 (outsider theft)
Others CZ8here > CZ8ers > CZGhers T3 (outsider theft, in victim’s
group)
7. Is thief’s gain greater than victim’s loss?
Insider Theft
< >
czt{ = V]czV]iff t{ = }x¥ — AT
> <

(Depends on relation between amount stolen and disparity
between thief’s and victim’s pretheft wealth)

Outsider theft

cz’

]lCZV| - VY - 2T - ) [ = }xTxV

N STSV 1+ sV — ST — )| < [ sTsY

(Depends on relation between amount stolen, disparity between
thief’s and victim’s pretheft wealth, and disparity between
thief’s group’s and victim’s group’s pretheft affluence)

8. Obtain first and second partial derivatives of CZ with respect to each factor in the CZ
formulas. (First partial derivatives shown below)

Derivative Thief Victim Others
CZ, t t
Tland T2: ~ —— <0 Tland T3: ——— >0 T1,T2,and T3: 0
x(x + t) x(x — #)
1 1
CZ, T1: ——>0 T1: — —— <0 T1: 0
x +t x —t
S —x S —x 1
—_— > T3: — ———— < 2 — <0
e+ 0 G55 0 ¥ gy
1
: _—
T3 - 0
CZg T1: 0 T1: 0 T1: 0
t t t
P > T3: — ——— < T2: ——>0
T2 5(8 + ) 0 S(S - ¥ 0 S(S + ¥)
t
P — <
T3 =P 0

Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: In insider theft, the problem of whether the thief’s gain exceeds the victim's loss is equivalent
to the problem of whether the expected value of Z—that is, the social welfare—increases.
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TABLE 12.1 Brief Selection of Predictions Obtained Using the Micromodel
Strategy

Application Prediction

Gifts 1. Parents of two or more nontwin children will spend
more of their toy budget at an annual gift-giving oc-
casion—such as Christmas—than at the children’s
birthdays.

2. The pleasure from receiving a gift is always greater
in the giver’s presence.

3. It is painful when a member of one’s group receives
a gift from someone outside the group.

Bequests and mourning 1. If the parent who dies first leaves no bequest to the
children, then in periods when wives tend to prede-
cease husbands (for example, because of death in
childbirth), mothers will be mourned more than fa-
thers; however, in periods when husbands tend to
predecease wives (for example, because of war), fa-
thers will be mourned more than mothers.

2. The death of a child is mourned more than the death
of a parent.

Theft 1. The gain in well-being from theft is greater if a thief
steals from a fellow group member rather than from
an outsider; the extra gain is larger in poor groups
than in rich groups.

2. Informants arise only in cross-group theft, in which
case they are members of the thief’s group.

Disaster and war 1. If in a disaster there is no property damage but at
least one death occurs, then all survivors will experi-
ence psychological distress.

2. If in a disaster there is property loss but no deaths,
then nonvictims will experience a rush of energy and
euphoria.

3. Post-traumatic stress is more severe for survivors of
conveyance disasters than for survivors of natural di-
sasters.

4. In disasters, property damage mitigates the ill effects
of deaths.

5. The propensity to post-traumatic stress syndrome is
greater among veterans of wars fought away from
home than among veterans of wars fought on home
soil.

International migration 1. A necessary condition for origin and destination
countries both to oppose, or both to favor, bilateral
migration is that they have unequal wealth.

2. A necessary condition for origin and destination
countries both to favor the migration is that the ori-
gin country be a poor country and the destination




RULE FINDING ABOUT RULE MAKING 363

TABLE 12.1 Continued
Application Prediction

country a rich country; a necessary condition for the
origin and destination countries both to oppose the
migration is that the origin country be a rich country
and the destination country a poor country.

Source: Author’s compilation.

yields interpretations for nonrecurring events. For example, it provides an
interpretation of the rise of the mendicant institutions in the thirteenth cen-
tury (Jasso 1991) and of the invention of detective fiction in nineteenth-
century England (Jasso 1986).” This feature may make the theory especially
useful in the study of norm emergence.

Protocol for Deriving Norm Predictions
from Behavioral Predictions

Once the behavioral predictions have been derived, the next phase of the
analysis consists of deriving predictions for norm phenomena. This phase
has several steps, as follows:

First, arrange the behavioral predictions by the class of actors to whom
the predictions apply, noting the direction of effects on the actors’ well-
being and noting as well whether the predictions are universal. An impor-
tant aspect of universality refers to whether the prediction holds for all
societies or only for homogeneous societies (societies consisting of a single
group) or only for heterogeneous societies (societies consisting of two or
more groups).

Second, construct potential norm candidates, noting the affected class
of actors and whether their well-being is increased or decreased by each
norm candidate. Third, construct a fourfold table to represent the norm
candidates available to actors whose objective is to increase or decrease the
well-being of self or others. Fourth, for each norm candidate, identify its
constituencies, under the four scenarios represented by the fourfold table.
Fifth, for each norm candidate and scenario, make a list of possible coali-
tions. Sixth, distinguish clearly between norm candidates for homogeneous
societies and norm candidates for heterogeneous societies.

The predictions thus obtained are for norms that arise from an imme-
diate situation—what we may call first-order norms. In the next stage of
the protocol, scenarios are constructed for deriving second-order norms,
norms that take into account the past and the future. For example, as will
be seen in the theft illustration, an actor may suffer no loss in well-being
when an acquaintance is robbed, and thus we would not predict first-order
support for an antitheft rule; however, if this same actor fears that he or
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TABLE 12.2 Well-Being in Theft Situations: Insider Theft

Thief Victim Others
Change in well-being as a result of theft gain loss —
Conditioning factors
Own wealth attenuates attenuates —
Amount stolen intensifies intensifies —

Source: Author’s compilation.

of the commonweal: first, the expected value of the well-being distribution,
namely, E(Z), which the guardian will seek to maximize; second, victims’
losses, which the guardian will seek to minimize.

Note that the results obtained in the previous section can be used to
derive implications for a diversity of situations, not only theft but also taxa-
tion and tribute, for example. Note also that in different contexts actors and
guardians may have different ends. For example, a guardian in a society
that is engaged in a protracted struggle against colonizers and is ruled by a
dictator who demands payment of tribute may have as the objective to
maximize the dictator’s gain. We leave to the interested reader application
of the results in the previous section to such contexts. Similarly, individuals
may formulate rules whose end is not to maximize own well-being but
rather to minimize own or others” well-being.

Note also that, as this chapter represents the first step in building a
framework for deriving norms from comparison theory, the focus here is
on rules that may be generated from the immediate situation, not from
reflection about what the future might bring. For example, members of the
victim’s group are made better off by the theft, and we trace out their

TABLE 12.3 Well-Being in Theft Situations: Outsider Theft

Members of Members of
Thief Victim Thief’s Group  Victim’s Group
Change in well-
being as a result
of theft gain loss loss gain
Conditioning factors
Own wealth attenuates  attenuates — —
Amount stolen intensifies  intensifies intensifies intensifies
Group wealth intensifies  intensifies attenuates attenuates
Effect of outsider
theft, relative to
insider theft attenuates’ attenuates’ produces loss  produces gain

Source: Author’s compilation.
‘Effect disappears as group wealth goes to infinity.
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TABLE 12.4

Norm Candidates and Their Constituencies: Theft Situations in

Homogeneous Societies, Based on Comparison Theory

Constituency

Norm Candidate Thief

Victim

Others Guardians

General norms
Thou shalt not
steal
Never steal from —
someone poorer
than yourself
When stealing —
from someone
richer than your-
self, never leave
him or her
poorer than you
were before the
theft

Strength of constitu-
ency, by actor and
situation charac-
teristics

Thou shalt not
steal

Oppose

Oppose more
strongly the poorer
the thief and the
greater the amount
stolen

Punishment norms

Punish thief more —
severely, the
poorer the victim

Punish thief more —
severely, the
larger the
amount stolen

If victim is poorer —
than thief, pun-
ish thief more se-
verely, the larger
the amount
stolen

If victim is richer —
than thief, pun-
ishment severity
is nonmonoto-
nically related to
amount stolen

Favor

Favor more strongly
the poorer the vic-
tim and the greater
the amount stolen

Indifferent Favor*

—_ Favor®

— Favor’

— Favor*

— Favor

— Favor®

— Favor®

Source: Author’s compilation.
‘Guardian minimizes victims’ losses.
*Guardian maximizes average well-being.



TABLE 12.5 Norm Candidates and Their Constituencies: Cross-Group Theft in Heterogeneous Societies, Based on

Comparison Theory

Constituency
Norm Candidate Thief Victim Thief’s Group Victim’s Group Guardians
General Norms
Thou shalt not steal Oppose Favor Favor Oppose Favor*
Never steal from a fel- Oppose Favor Oppose Favor Favor*
low group member
Conditional norm relat- — —_ — — Favor’

ing amount stolen, dis-
parity between thief
and victim and be-
tween their groups

Strength of Constituency,
by Actor and Situation
Characteristics

Thou shalt not steal

Never steal from a fel-
low group member

Oppose more
strongly the poorer
the thief, the
greater the amount
stolen, and the
richer the group

Oppose more
strongly the poorer
the group

Favor more strongly
the poorer the vic-
tim, the greater the
amount stolen, and
the richer the
group

Favor more strongly
the poorer the

group

Favor more strongly
the greater the
amount stolen and
the poorer the

group

Oppose more
strongly the
greater the amount
stolen and the
poorer the group



Punishment Norms

Punish thief more
severely, the poorer the
victim

Punish thief more
severely, the larger the
amount stolen

In outsider theft, pun-
ish thief more severely,
the richer the victim’s
group

Punishment severity de-
pends on amount
stolen, disparity be-
tween thief and victim
and between their

groups

Favor

Oppose

Favor®

Favor®

Favor*®

Favor®

Source: Author’s compilation.

‘Guardian minimizes victim’s loss.
*‘Guardian maximizes average well-being.
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FIGURE 13.1 Effect of Group Support for a Norm on the Likelihood That
Others Accept the Norm

Likelihood that another member accepts the norm
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Support for norm by group members

Source: Authors’ compilation.

degree independent of the number of users. Even if path dependence
holds, therefore, additional factors have an impact on the emergence of
norms."

Path dependence also occurs if preexisting norms have an effect on the
emergence of other norms.” Which kinds of preexisting norms could have
an effect on the diffusion of a given norm? Antismoking norms are clearly
subsumed under a more general norm stating that one’s actions should not
cause harm to others. If the evidence shows that smoking, both active and
passive, leads to cancer, then smoking in the presence of others becomes a
negative externality. Thus an overarching norm against harming others
helps an antismoking norm to diffuse. Similarly, there is a less general
norm that one should refrain from taking drugs. When smoking is inter-
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FIGURE 13.2  Norm Adherents and the Likelihood of Diffusion

Proportion of Likelihood that
adherents to ——————3 Incentives —————) others adopt
anorm the norm

Source: Authors’ compilation.

preted, or framed (see chapter 5, this volume), as a type of drug taking,
then an antismoking norm will diffuse more rapidly. Thus actors often re-
late general norms or values to more specific norms.

There is little doubt that the emergence of norms is path dependent:
the diffusion of a norm depends on the number of individuals who accept
a norm and on preexisting norms. Other conditions also affect the emer-
gence of norms, however; these are poorly understood at the present time.

Coda: On Normative Ambiguity

Several of the chapters in this volume highlight the ambiguity of norms
and the strategic uses that actors make of this ambiguity. Mushroomers
espouse norms on behalf of environmental preservation, but at the same
time desire to eat the mushrooms they collect. Their solution to this di-
lemma is to tweak the environmental protection norm in such a fashion
that it is not inconsistent with the eating of mushrooms. Many mush-
roomers claim that eating the fruit of the mushroom in no way damages
the root structure of the plant and thus causes no environmental damage.
The ambiguity of environmental protection norms makes such an inter-
pretation plausible, at least to mushroom lovers.

Hechter and Borland show that the “self” referred to by the norm of
national self-determination is inherently ambiguous. Whereas in principle
the term “self” could be applied to all collectivities that are self-defined
nations, in practice it has tended to refer only to colonial territories, rather
than to internal colonies or other kinds of national minorities in sovereign
states. This is strategic for powerful actors in the international system, be-
cause under this interpretation of the norm of national self-determination,
shifts in international boundaries—a key cause of political instability—are
minimized.

It would be hard to imagine a more graphic example of the ambiguity
of norms than that offered by the United States Constitution. This docu-
ment—a model for many other constitutions in the world today—is so
ambiguous that it is the principal task of the Supreme Court to interpret
the “constitutionality” of all laws enacted in the country. The Supreme
Court has such great discretion in its interpretative capacity that its deci-
sions are regarded as perhaps the most important single determinant of the
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TABLE 13.1 Conditionality of a Behavior Norm

Popular Support for a Norm Proscribing Smoking Under Certain
Conditions (Percentage)

Scenario Condition A Condition B Condition C Condition D
Scenario 1

(no norm) 0 0 0 0
Scenario 2 20 20 0 0
Scenario 3 20 20 20 0
Scenario 4 20 20 20 20
‘Scenario 5 30 30 30 30
Scenario 6 40 40 0 0

Source: Authors’ compilation.
Note: For example, in scenario 1, there is no norm. In scenario 2, 20 percent of the population
thinks that smoking ought to be proscribed under conditions A and B.

improve its material welfare by adopting more (that is, socialist) or less
(that is, capitalist) egalitarian norms. Even if the instrumentality principle is
sound, therefore, it is insufficient to account for the particular features of
any given norm. Evidently, the principle must be supplemented by other
kinds of causal factors. Path dependence is one such factor.

The past often casts its shadow in the present, and present behavior is
thereby to some degree path dependent (see chapter 4)."” Consider the fol-
lowing example: In a given industry, 80 percent of all employees use Apple
computers. Now imagine that a new start-up firm in this industry has to
select a computer system. Odds are good that this new firm will also de-
cide to buy Apple computers.”® In this way, the present behavior of this
firm is in part dependent on past decisions made by other firms in its
industry. .

To what degree does path dependence affect the emergence of norms?
The Apple computer example suggests that the likelihood of compliance to
a norm in a group is an increasing function of the proportion of members
who have complied with that norm in the past.* Is this a plausible proposi-
tion? Consider a second example: Evidently, the number of people who
comply with an antismoking norm has increased over the past twenty
years or so. Is the diffusion of this norm path dependent? Note that if the
number of those who hold an antismoking norm increases, then the cost of
sanctioning smokers will fall. If only 10 percent of the population adheres
to an antismoking norm, it takes more courage to sanction a smoker than if
80 percent of the population adheres to it. Thus, it does seem likely that the
greater the proportion of those who hold a norm, the lower the average
cost of sanctioning and the higher the likelihood that an antismoking norm
will diffuse.

It is therefore plausible that the proportion of those who hold an anti-
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