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ABSTRACT 

 The rapid, airborne transmission of COVID-19 and the subsequent pandemic forced countries 

to implement lockdown and stay-at-home measures to prevent the spread of the disease. 

However, the degree of stringency of lockdown policies varies greatly, both across and within 

countries. This thesis explores factors that influence COVID-19 policy stringency, specifically, 

the impact of individualism-collectivism and culture. The current study empirically investigates 

the effect of individualistic and collectivistic cultures on governmental COVID-19 policy 

responses for 113 countries using COVID-19 data from the Oxford COVID-19 Government 

Response Tracker, Coronavirus Pandemic data from Our World in Data, and cultural dimension 

scores from Hofstede Insights. The results suggest that countries with more collectivistic cultures 

tend to implement more stringent lockdown measures than individualistic cultures. These results 

indicate that culture is a significant input into COVID-19 policy-making but is not the only 

factor considered. Further investigation into the relationship between culture and policy could 

help researchers and policy-makers identify potential future pandemic responses that are both 

effective and culturally congruent.  
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Introduction 

 

The rapid, airborne transmission of COVID-19 and the subsequent pandemic forced 

countries to implement lockdown and stay-at-home measures to prevent the spread of the 

disease. However, the degree of stringency of lockdown policies varies greatly, both across and 

within countries. Questions have been raised about why variation in stringency occurs, along 

with questions about why some countries have chosen to not implement lockdowns. The current 

thesis seeks to address how culture can impact the stringency of COVID-19 policy responses. 

Specifically, if countries with more collectivistic cultures tend to implement more extensive and 

strict lockdown measures than individualistic cultures. This research endeavors to clarify how 

culture influences policy making, and how effective policy should be defined and constrained by 

culture. 

With the exploration of how the culture of a country impacts policymaking, it is 

important to emphasize that culture is not a monolith, and that culture varies greatly within 

nations and within communities. Due to the nature of available data on individualism-

collectivism, the following analysis assesses the culture of each country as a whole. This 

assumes that culture within a nation is constant and homogenous, which vastly minimizes 

diversity within communities. It is the hope that future analyses can address how culture affects 

COVID-19 policy responses on a smaller, community-based scale, especially for communities in 

countries that do not have national lockdowns, or where adherence to nationwide lockdowns are 

low.  

This research utilizes Hofstede & Bond’s definitions of individualism-collectivism. 

Individualism is defined as “a situation in which people are supposed to look after themselves 



2 

 

and their immediate family only”, while collectivism is defined as “a situation in which people 

belong to in-groups or collectives which are supposed to look after them in exchange for loyalty” 

(Hofstede & Bond, 1984). Elaborating on these definitions, individualism is broadly defined as 

the tendency to prioritize the needs of the individual over the needs of the community. 

Conversely, collectivism is the tendency to prioritize the needs of the community over those of 

the individual. Traditionally, Western countries, such as the United States, are seen as highly 

individualistic, while Asian countries, such as China, are seen as highly collectivistic. Figure 1 

displays trends in individualism across the world, highlighting individualistic countries that lie 

mostly Europe and North America, as compared to the collectivistic nations that lie mostly in 

Asia and Africa. Research suggests that in more individualistic countries, people are less likely 

to comply with and prioritize lockdown measures, as it restricts individual freedoms 

(Biddlestone, et. al., 2020). In more collectivist countries, people are more likely to comply with 

lockdown measures, as complying with basic public health measures to protect their 

communities is in alignment with their culture (Biddlestone, et. al., 2020). This research explores 

whether cultural factors, specifically individualism-collectivism, can predict the stringency of 

COVID-19 policy responses. Further, should policy makers take cultural considerations into 

account when drafting and implementing policy to address public health crises?  

The next chapter of this thesis will include a review of the current literature on the 

relationship between policy stringency and culture, along with other social determinants of 

policy responses to the COVID-19 pandemic. Following a review of the literature, will be a 

description of the conceptual framework and hypothesis for the current thesis. A description of 

the data utilized and the econometric model for evaluating the data will follow, then a discussion 
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of the results. Finally, I discuss the policy implications of the findings and conclude with a 

discussion of future directions for researchers to examine the links between culture and effective 

policy responses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4 

 

Literature Review 

COVID-19 and Individualism-Collectivism 

 Due to the ongoing nature of the COVID-19 pandemic and subsequent ever-changing 

policy responses, little research has explored the specific link between individualism-

collectivism and policy responses. A recent study by Jiang, et. al. (2020), examined the link 

between COVID-19 case outcomes and individualism-collectivism and suggested that 

differences in policy responses can be explained by individualism-collectivism. Studies have also 

emphasized that individualistic countries tend to perform worse in the fight against COVID-19, 

with greater numbers of COVID-19 cases and greater mortality rates (Ozukan, et. al., 2021; 

Maaravi, et. al., 2021; Ibanez & Sisodia, 2020; Jiang, et. al., 2020).  

 While there is relatively little literature on individualism-collectivism and policy 

stringency, there is substantial literature on individualism-collectivism and individual responses 

to the COVID-19 pandemic. In a study assessing adult’s perception of risk and psychological 

state following Italy’s Coronavirus lockdown, Germani, et. al (2020) found that a certain degree 

of collectivism predicted higher perceived risk and lower levels of psychological maladjustment. 

The authors also suggest that collectivism- or more specifically a sense of shared common goals 

with community members and interdependence- can act as a protective factor in terms of 

psychological maladjustment. Further, research by Ahuja, et. al. (2020) found a significant 

positive relationship between collectivism and well-being during the pandemic in India.  

Additionally, in a recent study, Bazzi et.al. (2020) suggests that individualism tends to 

subvert collective action, which can be especially detrimental in cases like the COVID-19 

pandemic, where collective public health actions are essential to minimizing the detrimental 
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effects of the pandemic. Bazzi, et. al. also suggests that countries like the United States, that have 

high degrees of rugged individualism and frontier culture, have less compliance with public 

health measures like social distancing and mask wearing, and weaker Coronavirus policy 

responses at a local level. Additionally, people that live in more individualistic countries are less 

likely to comply with public health prevention measures, such as mask wearing, social 

distancing, and mobility restrictions (Maaravi, et. al, 2021; Biddlestone, et. al., 2020, Frey, et. 

al., 2020).  Frey, et. al., also highlight that nations with more individualistic cultures tend to have 

greater animosity towards government intervention, which is highly relevant for government-

imposed lockdowns, stay-at-home orders, and other public health measures (2020). 

Other Social Determinants of COVID-19 Policy Responses 

 While there is a relatively little literature that examines individualism- collectivism in 

regards to the pandemic, a larger portion of the literature has explored other social determinants 

of policy responses to the COVID-19 pandemic. Some of these social determinants of policy 

response stringency include regime type, presence of women in the head-of-state position, and 

whether incumbent government officials can run for re-election. 

 In terms of the association between the stringency of COVID-19 policy responses and 

regime type, there does not seem to be a consensus. A recent study by Frey, et. al. (2020) 

suggests that while autocratic regimes tend to implement more stringent lockdown measures they 

were not more effective in enforcing lockdowns and reducing travel. Additionally, during the 

early stages of the pandemic, initial analyses and popular media outlets reported that countries 

with female heads-of-state tended to have more effective policy responses and less Coronavirus 

cases (Henley, 2020; Bear & Agner, 2020; Wittenberg-Cox, 2020; Johnson, 2021). However, 
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research by Bosancianu, et. al. (2020) suggests that neither the presence of autocratic regimes 

nor women leaders is indicative of the stringency of policy responses. In fact, literature has 

further refuted the claim from popular media sources that women leaders are more effective in 

controlling the COVID-19 pandemic (Aldrich & Lotito, 2020). 

 Literature has also explored whether electoral concerns and re-election campaigns were 

indicative of the stringency of COVID-19 policy responses (Pulejo and Querubín, 2020). Results 

indicate that incumbent politicians running for re-election implemented less stringent lockdown 

measures when the election is relatively close in time, especially if lockdown policies are likely 

to be detrimental to the economy (Pulejo and Querubín, 2020).  

 The current thesis aims to clearly define the relationship between cultural aspects of 

society and policy responses. Although the current literature suggests a correlation between 

individualism and policy stringency, research has yet to establish a causal link between the two.  

The purpose of this thesis is to fill in this gap in the literature. Although this thesis will not 

address if culturally-competent policy making leads to more successful policy responses, this 

question should be addressed in future research. 
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Conceptual Framework and Hypothesis 

 The current thesis aims to explore how a country’s culture can influence the stringency of 

government policy responses to a public health crisis. Specifically, I examine the cultural 

dimension of individualism-collectivism to determine if individualism-collectivism is predictive 

of the stringency of lockdown and containment policies implemented in response to the COVID-

19 pandemic. I hypothesize that countries with more collectivistic cultures will implement 

stricter policy responses to the COVID-19 pandemic.  

 Western cultures are recognized as being more individualistic, and are characterized by a 

prioritization of the self, rather than prioritizing common community interests. Conversely, non-

Western cultures are recognized as being more collectivistic, with the well-being of others being 

prioritized over self-serving interests. The literature suggests that more collectivistic cultures are 

more likely to take the threat of the virus seriously and are more willing to follow lockdown 

policies in order to protect their communities (Maaravi, et. al, 2021; Biddlestone, et. al., 2020, 

Frey, et. al., 2020).  I thus hypothesize that more stringent policies will be implemented, both to 

complement the country’s culture and because they are likely more politically feasible. In 

contrast, more individualistic cultures will likely implement less stringent Coronavirus lockdown 

policies, as there is a greater emphasis on self-prioritization, rather than prioritizing the greater 

community. 
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Data and Methods 

Data 

 This study combines and utilizes data from a large variety of data sources to determine if 

culture is predictive of government policy responses. The following section describes the source 

of data for each variable of interest, along with how each variable is measured. 

Individualism-Collectivism 

 The current study uses Hofstede Insight’s dimensions of national culture (Hofstede 

Insights, 2021) to operationalize the dimension of individualism-collectivism. This scale ranges 

from 0 to 100, with higher values denoting more individualistic cultures. This data provided 

individualism scores for 113 countries, all of which were retained in the final analysis. 

Government Response Policy Stringency 

 To assess the stringency of government COVID-19 policy responses, I utilize the Oxford 

COVID-19 Government Response Tracker (2021). Specifically, this thesis uses the “COVID-19 

Government Response Stringency Index”, which provides a composite score based upon nine 

indicators of policy responses. The seven indicators include: school closings, workplace closings, 

canceling public events, restrictions on gatherings, closing public transport, stay at home 

requirements, restrictions on internal movement, international travel controls, and public 

information campaigns (Hale, et. al., 2021). These metrics are averaged and scaled to a score 

ranging from 0 to 100, with higher numbers constituting the strictest policy responses (for more 

information on how policy stringency is assessed and coded, see Hale, et. al., 2021). The 

following analysis uses daily stringency data from January 1, 2020 to December 31, 2020. 

Female-Head-of-State 
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 In the following analysis, I control for a variety of variables, including the presence of a 

female-head-of-state. The data for this variable was manually imputed, I cross-referenced 

information from a variety of government websites with a Wikipedia list of female world leaders 

(Wikipedia, 2020). A nation is noted as having a female-head-of-state if the country had a female 

leader in the specified study time frame. This variable is a dummy variable and is coded as a 1 if 

there was a female-head-of-state in the specified time frame and a 0 if there was not. Of the 113 

countries included in this analysis, 22 countries were coded as having a female-head-of-state 

during the specified time frame, a list of which can be found in Appendix B. 

Regime Type 

 The data for regime type was gathered from World Population Review (2021) and was 

cross referenced with Freedom House Data (2021) to ensure accuracy. Regime type is coded as a 

dummy variable and is coded as a 1 if the country was a dictatorship in the specified time frame 

and a zero if it was not. Of the 113 countries included in the analysis, 19 countries were 

identified as dictatorships, a list of which can be found in Appendix C. 

Other Control Variables 

 The other control variables included in the analysis below include GDP, population, 

number of new cases, hospital beds per thousand, median age of population, and life expectancy. 

Data for these control variables was obtained from Our World in Data’s COVID-19 Pandemic 

Data repository. 
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Methods 

A linear regression was used to determine the impact of the cultural dimension, 

individualism-collectivism, on government COVID-19 policy responses. The current model 

controls for several other variables, including regime type, and gender identity of leader, GDP, 

population, the number of new cases, hospital beds per thousand, median age of population, and 

life expectancy. By controlling for these variables, I hope to attribute any differences in policy 

response stringency to cultural differences in individualism-collectivism.  

Model 

 To assess the impact of individualism on COVID-19 lockdown policy responses, I 

estimate the following regression model. 

𝑃𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑐𝑦 𝑆𝑡𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦

= 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑑𝑢𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑠𝑚 + 𝛽₂𝐹𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑑𝑜𝑓𝑆𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑒 + 𝛽₃𝐷𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟𝑠ℎ𝑖𝑝

+ 𝛽₄𝐺𝐷𝑃 + 𝛽₅𝑃𝑜𝑝𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 + 𝛽₆𝑁𝑒𝑤𝐶𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑠 + 𝛽₇𝐻𝑜𝑠𝑝𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑙𝐵𝑒𝑑𝑠𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑇ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑎𝑛𝑑 

+ 𝛽₈𝑀𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛𝐴𝑔𝑒 + 𝛽₉𝐿𝑖𝑓𝑒𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑦

+ +𝛽₁₀𝑀𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛𝐴𝑔𝑒 𝑥 𝐿𝑖𝑓𝑒 𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑦 +  𝛽₁₁𝑀𝑜𝑛𝑡ℎ 

Variables 

In this model, the dependent variable is ‘Policy Stringency’ and the independent variable 

if interest is ‘Individualism’. The variable ‘Female Head of State’ is a dummy variable that 

equals 0 if the head of state is not a woman, and 1 if the head of state is a woman. ‘Dictatorship’ 

is also a dummy variable, which equals 0 if the country is not classified as a dictatorship and 

equals 1 if the country is a dictatorship. The variable ‘Median Age x Life Expectancy’ is an 
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interaction term that represents the combined impact of median age and life expectancy. Finally, 

the variable ‘Month’ is a factor variable. The other control variables are included above. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Table 1 displays descriptive statistics for all variables included in the model. This model 

assesses the relationship between stringency and individualism-collectivism in 113 countries. A 

list of countries included in the model can be found in Appendix A. 

 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics 

Independent Variable

Number of 

Observations Mean

Standard 

Deviation Minimum Maximum

Stringency 41,358 52.84471 28.6278 0 100

Individualism 41,358 37.34513 21.38041 6 91

Female Head of State 41,358 0.1946903 0.3959669 0 1

Dictatorship 41,358 0.1681416 0.3739965 0 1

Gross Dometic Product 41,358 20398.8 23612.41 400.098 116086

Population 41,358 62500000.0 191000000.0 343353 1440000000.0

Number of New Cases 34,139 2353.75 10413.67 -46076 251033

Median Age of Population 34,695 33.67106 8.524078 16.8 48.2

Hospital Beds per Thousand 32,801 3.266284 2.526741 0.3 13.05

Life Expectancy 34,695 75.53383 6.242806 54.69 84.86

Month 41,358 6.513661 3.451276 1 12   
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Results 

Figure 1 illustrates the individualism-collectivism scores of the 113 countries included in 

the model. The figure depicts the trends discussed above, with Western countries having higher 

individualism scores, while countries in Asia and the global south tend to be more collectivistic 

in nature.  

 

Figure 1. Individualism Scores for 113 Countries Included in the Regression Model 

Conversely, Figure 2 illustrates average policy stringency scores for 2020. While policy 

stringency varied greatly throughout 2020, this visualization indicates that some European 

countries have lower average policy stringency, while some nations in Asia and South America 

have higher average policy stringency. Please reference Appendix D for monthly iterations of 

policy stringency.  
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Figure 2. Average 2020 COVID-19 Policy Stringency 

 Figure 3 shows trends in COVID-19 policy over the course of 2020 for 3 selected 

counties. The figure includes China, which is likely an outlier in the data due to early 

implementation of COVID-19 policies and is thus included as a reference. Guatemala and the 

United States are also included in this figure, representing opposite ends of the individualism-

collectivism scale, with Guatemala being the most collectivistic nation included in the study, and 

the United States being the most individualistic nation included. At the onset of the global 

pandemic (early to mid-March), the United states appears to adopt less stringent policies than 

their collectivistic counterpart, Guatemala.  
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Figure 3. Daily COVID-19 Policy Stringency in 2020, for Selected Countries 

Additionally, Figure 4 displays a scatterplot depicting the relationship between 

individualism scores and average policy stringency. Notably, Western countries high on 

individualism, such as Great Britain, the United States, and Australia fall high on the policy 

stringency and individualism scale. Non-Western countries, such as Estonia, Taiwan, and 

Tanzania fall low on both the individualism and policy stringency scales. The scatterplot above 

does not depict a clear, linear relationship between policy stringency and individualism; 

however, any existing relationship is likely muddled due to using the average individualism 

score across the entire year and the absence of necessary controls. 
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Figure 4. Average COVID-19 Policy Stringency versus Individualism Scores 

Table 2 shows the results of the linear multiple regression. The table shows the 

coefficient, along with the standard errors displayed in parentheses. The table also indicates 

which coefficients are significant at the conventional levels of alpha of 0.10, 0.05, and 0.01. In 

the model, the independent variable of interest, individualism, is shown to have a small negative 

effect upon policy stringency that is highly significant. In this model, a country with a higher 

individualism score is associated with a small, but significant, decrease in policy stringency.  
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Additionally, all of the control variables were significant at a p value of .05 or greater. 

According to Table 2, countries with female heads of state tend to have far less stringent 

COVID-19 lockdown policies. Additionally, population and the number of new cases had an 

exceedingly small positive correlation with stringency. The number of available hospital beds 

per thousand was associated with less stringent policies. Countries with a higher life expectancy 

and higher median age were also correlated with more stringent policies. I have also included the 

interaction term ‘median age x life expectancy’ to capture any interaction effects. The month of 

the year was also highly predictive of policy stringency, with the highest positive effects being 

seen in March and April, with stringency somewhat decreasing throughout the rest of the year.  

Above, I hypothesized that countries with higher levels of individualism were likely to 

have less stringent COVID-19 lockdown policies. Table 2 indicates that for every 1 unit increase 

in individualism, policy stringency decreases by approximately 0.025, ceterius parabius. These 

results support the hypothesis that higher levels of individualism are associated with lower policy 

stringency.  

 The following chapter will address the implications of high individualism scores lending itself 

to lower degrees of policy stringency. I will also discuss how the knowledge of the relationship 

between culture and policy stringency can leveraged to create effective, culturally-competent 

policies to the COVID-19 pandemic and future public health crises. 
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Table 2. Regression Results 

Independent Variable Coefficient (SD)

Individualism -0.025*** (0.005)

Female Head of State -0.997*** (0.252)

Dictatorship -0.219  (0.276)

Gross Domestic Product -0.000*** (0.000)

Population 0.000*** (0.000)

Number of New Cases 0.000*** (0.000)

Hospital Beds per Thousand -1.131*** (0.059)

Median Age of Population 4.410*** (0.166)

Life Expectancy 3.010*** (0.071)

Median Age x Life Expectancy -0.065*** (0.002)

Month (Factor)

     February 4.077*** (1.539)

     March 37.319*** (1.507)

     April 66.917*** (1.422)

     May 61.431*** (1.420)

     June 51.117*** (1.428)

     July 46.424*** (1.429)

     August 46.273*** (1.427)

     September 43.594*** (1.427)

     October 41.797*** (1.421)

     November 44.095*** (1.424)

     December 46.598*** (1.425)

Constant -185.8*** (5.259)

Observations 32326

R-Squared 0.4177

Robust Standard Errors in parentheses

p<0.01***, p<0.05**, p<0.1*  
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Discussion and Policy Implications 

 As of early April 2021, over 2.92 million COVID-19 deaths have been reported globally, 

with over 560,000 of these deaths from the United States alone (Johns Hopkins University, 

2021). Countries across the globe have seen various degrees of success in regards to their policy 

responses to COVID-19. To limit the spread of COVID-19 variants and to avoid future public 

health crises of this scale, it is imperative that policy makers examine what COVID-19 policy 

responses are successful, and in what contexts they are successful.  

The empirical results above indicate that policy stringency is influenced by the cultural 

dynamics of a country, at least in terms of individualism-collectivism. The theory portion of this 

paper discusses the mechanism in which individualism influences policy responses. Prior 

research has indicated that collectivistic countries have a more unified public health response, 

including higher compliance to lockdowns and mask mandates (Maaravi, et. al, 2021; 

Biddlestone, et. al., 2020, Frey, et. al., 2020). Higher compliance to public health measures in 

collectivistic countries has limited the spread of the COVID-19 virus. Thus, further research 

should address if COVID-19 policy designs that are more compatible with a country’s culture 

may have more success in limiting the spread of COVID-19. Specifically, as individualistic 

countries tend to have less successful policy responses, would policy solutions that are culturally 

competent and in alignment with individualistic ideals be more successful in limiting the spread 

of COVID-19? 
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Limitations 

 This empirical analysis was limited in several manners. First, as mentioned previously, 

the individualism-collectivism data from Hofstede Insights (2020) provides a single 

individualism-collectivism score for each country included in the analysis. However, culture 

within countries is neither monolithic nor homogenous, thus this thesis presents an extremely 

limited analysis of culture’s true impact upon policymaking. Future studies should assess the 

impact of local cultural variations upon local and COVID-19 policy stringency.  

 Additionally, while this model controlled for a variety of variables, including gender 

identity of political leaders, regime type, GDP, population, and some aspects of medical 

infrastructure, these variables are likely not the only variables that should be controlled for. For 

example, a more holistic view of medical infrastructure and economic development could 

provide a clearer indication of how culture impacts policy stringency. Additionally, this model 

could benefit from the addition of a “region” variable, that indicates where a country is located. 

For example, blocs of counties such as the European Union often implemented similar COVID-

19 policies to control disease spread in the area, which may confound the true impact of 

individualism-collectivism on policy stringency. Additionally, including a geographic region 

variable could help identify island nations that are somewhat isolated and thus did not need to 

implement as strict international travel restrictions. Future analyses of this nature should explore 

how geographic region may impact the relationship between individualism-collectivism and 

policy stringency. 

 Additionally, this analysis is limited by data that may be outliers. In the data, several 

countries, including Bolivia, Hong Kong, Singapore, and Taiwan, have COVID-19 policy 
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stringencies above zero on January 1, 2020. However, the World Health Organization did not 

declare the COVID-19 to be a pandemic until March 2020, and it is unlikely that these countries 

implemented COVID-19 policies before China, were the virus likely originated. Rather that these 

numbers reflecting true COVID-19 policies, it is likely that these countries had other restrictive 

policies that were incidentally coded as COVID-19 related policies. Future analyses should 

either explore the possibility of either dropping the aforementioned countries as a part of the 

analysis or determine if these restrictions were reflective of COVID-19 policies or unrelated 

policies.  

 Furthermore, the results and application of this empirical analysis are limited severely by 

only assessing the relationship between individualism-collectivism with a single linear 

regression. Although the model controls for the month of 2020, this likely does not capture the 

true impact of the time of year upon the investigated relationship. For example, COVID-19 

policy responses were virtually non-existent in January and February of 2020 (other than in 

China, which would be considered an outlier), but policy responses drastically shifted in late 

March and April. Furthermore, restrictions put in place in March and April were quite different 

than policies that remained in place during the fall and winter. To address this limitation of the 

model, further iterations of this research should investigate the relationship between 

individualism-collectivism and policy stringency during different time periods during the 

pandemic, such as March and April, Summer, and Fall of 2020. Utilizing multiple time periods 

and multiple models would ascertain if the time of year impacts the relationship between culture 

and policy responses. 
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Conclusion 

 The COVID-19 pandemic has massively impacted the global landscape and continues to 

devastate the cultural and economic well-being of countries. Globally, over 2.92 million 

COVID-19 deaths have been reported and cases continue to rise (Johns Hopkins University, 

2021). Countries have implemented diverse and wide-reaching COVID-19 policy responses, 

with varying degrees of success. The reasons why policies differ in design and effectiveness 

must be examined to avoid another public health crisis of this scale and severity. 

In the current thesis, I suggest that culture can impact the stringency of lockdown 

implementations. Specifically, the model suggests that if countries with more collectivistic 

cultures tend to implement more extensive and stricter lockdown measures than individualistic 

cultures. These results indicate that culture is a significant input into policy-making, thus this 

research has a variety of implications for future pandemic response in terms of culturally-

responsive policy making. Future research should examine what types of COVID-19 policies are 

more effective in individualistic or collectivistic contexts. Further investigating this relationship 

could help researchers and policy-makers identify potential future pandemic responses that are 

both effective and culturally congruent.  
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Appendix A: Included Countries and Average Stringency Scores 

Table 3. Included Countries and Average Stringency Scores 

 

Country Country 

Code 

Mean 

Stringency 

Standard 

Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Angola AGO 58.29656 30.62548 0 90.74 

Albania ALB 55.19612 27.76498 0 89.81 

United Arab Emirates ARE 46.95913 25.34738 0 89.81 

Argentina ARG 71.33516 32.68868 0 100 

Australia AUS 54.35292 23.29644 0 75.46 

Austria AUT 46.55765 26.93797 0 82.41 

Azerbaijan AZE 65.58011 31.31854 0 96.3 

Belgium BEL 51.23705 24.37918 0 81.48 

Burkina Faso BFA 36.08328 26.43175 0 89.81 

Bangladesh BGD 66.01172 29.75288 0 93.52 

Bulgaria BGR 40.50388 20.99703 0 73.15 

Bosnia and Herzegovina BIH 48.40025 25.90525 0 92.59 

Belarus BLR 14.00153 7.76047 0 27.78 

Bolivia BOL 76.93377 12.26124 47.22 84.26 

Brazil BRA 56.99484 27.37484 0 81.02 

Bhutan BTN 63.92814 28.50347 0 97.22 

Canada CAN 54.43872 26.36002 0 74.54 

Switzerland CHE 42.23964 22.40038 0 73.15 

Chile CHL 62.6697 32.16482 0 87.5 

Chine CHN 68.27339 18.98041 0 81.94 

Colombia COL 63.1947 29.91685 0 90.74 

Cape Verde CPV 58.2774 27.14928 0 87.96 

Costa Rica CRI 54.38664 24.95572 0 81.48 

Cuba CUB 60.41052 30.48546 0 100 

Germany DEU 51.94391 23.35164 0 82.41 

Denmark DNK 45.21443 22.25313 0 72.22 

Dominican Republic DOM 63.2424 32.9757 0 100 

Algeria DZA 60.13322 30.35224 0 92.13 

Ecuador ECU 58.91112 30.64209 0 93.52 

Egypt EGY 54.23855 29.46096 0 84.26 

Spain ESP 56.27216 25.98458 0 85.19 

Estonia EST 32.69992 23.16846 0 77.78 

 

 



23 

 

Table 3. (cont.) 

 

Country Country 

Code 

Mean 

Stringency 

Standard 

Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Ethiopia ETH 56.53432 30.21814 0 80.56 

Finland FIN 37.52686 17.87185 0 67.59 

Fiji FJI 51.25852 24.90673 0 88.89 

France FRA 54.89967 26.02823 0 87.96 

United Kingdom GBR 56.93169 26.19634 0 79.63 

Georgia GEO 59.76257 27.24741 0 100 

Ghana GHA 41.7024 22.71352 0 86.11 

Greece GRC 53.30036 27.31407 0 84.26 

Guatemala GTM 64.04511 33.24199 0 96.3 

Hong Kong HKG 55.0815 14.16637 13.89 71.3 

Honduras HND 71.76929 36.07597 0 100 

Croatia HRV 42.51484 26.46256 0 96.3 

Hungary HUN 48.47893 25.34257 0 76.85 

Indonesia IDN 53.98844 19.49363 0 80.09 

India IND 63.49298 29.33325 0 100 

Ireland IRL 56.17724 30.14138 0 90.74 

Iran IRN 47.78945 22.35665 0 70.83 

Iraq IRQ 64.63997 31.49718 0 96.3 

Iceland ISL 39.29585 15.56538 0 53.7 

Israel ISR 57.9106 27.36297 0 94.44 

Italy ITA 58.47566 25.10413 0 93.52 

Jamaica JAM 61.76183 26.20702 0 87.04 

Jordan JOR 57.13915 32.10772 0 100 

Japan JPN 33.47008 12.48156 0 50 

Kazakhstan KAZ 64.21216 30.48714 0 92.13 

Kenya KEN 61.30107 29.84229 0 88.89 

South Korea KOR 46.93869 17.78887 0 82.41 

Kuwait KWT 62.14811 28.62657 0 100 

Lebanon LBN 57.795 29.06841 0 87.04 

Libya LBY 70.47172 35.35925 0 100 

Sri Lanka LKA 47.08044 28.65864 0 100 

Lithuania LTU 41.88016 27.31604 0 87.04 

Luxembourg LUX 43.16423 25.80766 0 80.56 

Latvia LVA 42.53893 22.01743 0 69.44 

Morocco MAR 59.43732 31.44507 0 93.52 

Moldova MDA 52.6835 27.25242 0 87.04 
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Table 3. (cont.) 

 

Country Country 

Code 

Mean 

Stringency 

Standard 

Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Mexico MEX 57.39265 30.84034 0 82.41 

Malawi MWI 45.11227 22.33346 0 64.81 

Malaysia MYS 54.18571 22.28875 0 80.09 

Namibia NAM 43.54109 24.55601 0 73.15 

Nigeria NGA 54.15224 27.2866 0 85.65 

Netherlands NLD 49.15754 26.78332 0 84.26 

Norway NOR 41.42773 21.3739 0 79.63 

Nepal NPL 65.91322 30.36082 0 96.3 

New Zealand NZL 35.47973 26.61774 0 96.3 

Pakistan PAK 54.5062 27.24224 0 96.3 

Panama PAN 63.80186 30.79136 0 93.52 

Peru PER 66.84552 33.50837 0 96.3 

Philippines PHL 66.2703 28.15511 0 100 

Poland POL 47.5723 27.50605 0 83.33 

Puerto Rico PRI 61.01628 30.4606 0 93.52 

Portugal PRT 56.25765 25.60666 0 87.96 

Paraguay PRY 63.20738 30.95418 0 94.44 

Qatar QAT 60.75836 27.50669 0 86.11 

Romania ROU 49.95197 26.60216 0 87.04 

Russia RUS 50.71642 26.3332 0 87.04 

Saudi Arabia SAU 55.90213 27.56069 0 94.44 

Senegal SEN 39.82801 25.0582 0 77.78 

Singapore SGP 48.76454 15.54419 5.56 76.85 

Sierra Leone SLE 35.52467 24.43919 0 88.89 

El Salvador SLV 63.59454 30.87822 0 100 

Serbia SRB 49.39639 28.62023 0 100 

Suriname SUR 58.92639 31.86992 0 100 

Slovak Republic SVK 44.31418 25.60445 0 87.04 

Slovenia SVN 47.40221 26.6048 0 89.81 

Sweden SWE 47.94563 24.16328 0 71.3 

Syria SYR 51.87057 27.67464 0 87.04 

Thailand THA 46.005 24.37256 0 76.85 

Trinidad and Tobago TTO 59.44795 28.05099 0 90.74 

Tunisia TUN 44.19361 31.21421 0 90.74 

Turkey TUR 53.61445 23.85786 0 80.09 

Taiwan TWN 24.03172 5.34218 2.78 31.48 
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Table 3. (cont.) 

Country Country 

Code 

Mean 

Stringency 

Standard 

Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Tanzania TZA 22.92268 15.85673 0 50 

Ukraine UKR 53.35738 29.04506 0 88.89 

Uruguay URY 38.40607 22.77125 0 72.22 

United States of America USA 56.16388 25.89941 0 75.46 

Venezuela VEN 68.00049 32.81156 0 87.96 

Vietnam VNM 56.92197 21.97814 0 96.3 

South Africa ZAF 53.10191 30.50561 0 87.96 

Zambia ZMB 39.0171 18.84454 0 70.83       
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Appendix B: Countries with a Female-Head-of-State 

Table 4. Countries with a Female-Head-of-State 

Bangladesh Belgium Bolivia Denmark Estonia 

Ethiopia Finland Georgia Germany Greece 

Iceland Lithuania Moldova Nepal New Zealand 

Norway Serbia Singapore Slovak Republic Switzerland 

Taiwan Trinidad and Tobago    
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Appendix C: Countries Classified as a Dictatorship 

Table 5: Countries Classified as a Dictatorship 

Algeria Angola Azerbaijan Belarus China 

Democratic Republic 

of the Congo 

Iran Iraq Kazakhstan Libya 

Qatar Russia Saudi Arabia Syria Thailand 

Turkey United Arab 

Emirates 

Venezuela Vietnam  
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Appendix D: Policy Stringency by Month 

 

 
Figure 5. Policy Stringency January 31, 2020 

 

 

 

 
Figure 6. Policy Stringency February 29, 2020 
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Figure 7. Policy Stringency March 31, 2020 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 8. Policy Stringency April 30, 2020 
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Figure 9. Policy Stringency May 31, 2020 

 

 

 

 
Figure 10. Policy Stringency June 30, 2020 
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Figure 11. Policy Stringency July 31, 2020 

 

 

 

 
Figure 12. Policy Stringency August 30, 2020 
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Figure 13. Policy Stringency September 31, 2020 

 

 

 

 
Figure 14. Policy Stringency October 31, 2020 
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Figure 15. Policy Stringency November 30, 2020 

 

 

 

 
Figure 16. Policy Stringency December 31, 2020 
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