
 

 

 

Comparative Study 

Environmental Attitudes and Beliefs Among Men and Women in Czechia and Sweden 

 

 

Michaela Kudrnáčová 

 

 

 

 

Supervisor's name: Justin Makii Gender Studies, LiU 

 

 

Master’s Program  

Gender Studies – Intersectionality and Change 

 

Master’s thesis 30 ECTS credits 

 

 

 

 

ISNR: LIU-TEMA G/GSIC2-A-18/001-SE 

 

 

 



 

 

ABSTRACT 

Within this thesis, the diversity of environmental attitudes and their predictors among men and 

women in Czechia and Sweden is elaborated on based on ISSP 2010 Environment III data. 

Measuring the level of environmental attitudes and beliefs is quite complex, however the New 

Ecological Paradigm was used as a well-established measuring tool indicating the relationship 

and opinions of people concerning environment. Gender, or sex in this case, is one of the 

predictors that are often being mentioned impacting environmental attitudes. This thesis 

compares two similarly sized countries, Czechia and Sweden, and explores the character of the 

relationship subsisting between their environmental attitudes and gender in/equality with the 

use of statistical tools and gender lenses application. The thesis was inspired by the lack of 

studies connecting both mentioned countries being analysed in an intersectional manner. In the 

analysis, significant differences were found between both Czechia and Sweden, and men and 

women in what influences predictors for environmental attitude. The hypothesis assuming 

there would be notably lesser differences within Swedish men and women than Czech men and 

women was not confirmed. This study combining statistical methods and gender lenses 

illustrates that in understanding complex phenomena like environmental attitudes and beliefs, 

it is important to look at the issue from an intersectional perspective, and therefore, it should 

be emphasized gender (or sex in this case) explains only an infinitesimal proportion of 

environmental attitudes and beliefs, other variables such as country affiliation, age, education, 

religious affiliation, environmental knowledge, household income and in some instances also 

environmental behaviour seem to influence environmental attitudes and beliefs to a higher 

extent than gender and sex.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Due to my recent interest in environmentalism, I decided to choose a related and relevant topic 

which is exploring the environmental attitudes and their predictors among men and women in 

Czechia and Sweden. The aim of the thesis is, therefore, to take the data for the Czech Republic1 

and Sweden from ISSP 2010 Environment III research and analyse it to uncover regularities 

within the relationship of attitudes towards the environment and gender characteristics between 

both countries contributing to the field of intersectional gender studies using what I call 

feminist statistics. This devised term has a scent of two fields which might on the first sight 

seem too different to collaborate. However, within this paper, I perform statistical analysis to 

which I consciously apply gender lens creating an intersection in its true sense. 

Apart from being a Gender Studies – Intersectionality and Change student in Sweden, I am 

also a student of Sociology – Applied Social Research and Its Methodology in the Czech 

Republic. I consider myself a sociologist which was my major at a bachelor level, however, I 

also embrace the identity of myself as a feminist and I intend to connect both sociology and 

my feminist interests to contribute to the intersectional field where these two inevitably meet. 

I accept the challenge of gender and intersectional perspectives which are also utterly important 

for the field of Sociology and the other way around. Within the thesis, I also attempt to examine 

sociology, statistics and feminisms intersecting one with another in terms of both theoretical 

framework and previous research, and I will also do my best to reflect on the connecting lines 

and overlaps between them within the discussion of my results to make a valuable contribution 

to the field of intersectional gender studies. I will elaborate on this further in following chapters.  

The environment is a burning issue of the modern times. Despite the occasionally occurring 

opinion climate change is solely a hoax, it has been scientifically proven it is inevitably 

happening (Brulle & Dunlap 2015). This is one of the reasons the environment and 

environmental issues need to be talked about and discussed. The crucial feature for the public 

discourse is understanding the nature of the attitudes towards the environment among different 

social groups (Inglehart 2008; Boeve-de Pauw & Van Petegem 2013; Reyes 2015). There is an 

opinion which has been grounded in theories and in praxis as well which says there are 

                                                 

1 Czechia and the Czech Republic both stand for the same country and can be used interchangeably as they are 

both official names. Mostly, I stick to Czechia since it is shorter and therefore slightly more convenient.  
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significant differences especially among men and women and their attitudes towards the 

environment (Zelezny, Chua & Aldrich 2000; Dietz, Kalof & Stern 2002; Zelezny & Yelverton 

2004; McCright 2010). However, I believe these attitudes have their roots in the social and 

cultural background of the society and it might (and I expect it) to differ among countries with 

different social and cultural settings when it comes to men and women. That is the reason I 

chose Czechia and Sweden which have substantially distinct levels of gender in/equality. I 

therefore assume the results of the relationship between environmental attitudes and sexes2 will 

not show so significant differences in Sweden or may even turn out completely insignificant, 

while on the other hand in Czechia, I expect to experience more variability between males and 

females. At the very end of my analysis, I intend to perform a test to show which characteristics 

(such as sociodemographic variables) influence environmental attitude and to what extent. 

The environment, along with everything that necessarily belongs to it, was beginning to gain 

its popularity among the public during 60s of the last century which has also led to the increase 

of research involving the environment (Dunlap et al. 2000). One of the current biggest 

sociological surveys dedicated to the environment is the International Social Survey Project 

(ISSP) on the environment, the data comes mostly from developed countries. Out of the 32 

participating countries3, 11 would classify as developing according to United Nations’ report4 

(2010). 

For the purposes of the thesis, I will be using data from environmental module of ISSP 

conducted in 2010 which is a follow up of ISSP Environment from 1990 and 2000. Another 

environmental module is planned on 2020 (GESIS 2012a).  

Researching environmental values and attitudes has shown itself as complex and problematic 

(Marquart-Pyatt, Jorgenson & Lawrence C. Hamilton 2015). The environment as a part of 

public interest has hinted the need for changing behaviours of producers as well as consumers 

                                                 

2 Sex of a respondent was a country specific question. Some of the countries asked explicitly about sex, some used 

it interchangeably with gender (e.g. Netherlands). In Czechia, interviewers were instructed not to ask the 

respondent but note it themselves. In Sweden, this question was also not asked but the information was taken from 

National Register (GESIS 2012b). 
3 The participating countries were (see Appendix A): Argentina, Austria, Belgium/Flanders, Bulgaria, Canada, 

Chile, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Great Britain, Israel, Japan, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Mexico, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Russia, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, South Africa, South 

Korea, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, Turkey, USA (GESIS 2012a). 
4 United Nations measure so called Human Development Index (HDI). It is a comparison of world’s countries 

based on life expectancy, education and income per capita. There are four categories (very high, high, medium 

and low human development): if a country scores “very high” is considered developed, if it scores high, medium 

or low, it is considered developing (United Nations 2010). 
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of technical inventions leading to facilitating of our everyday lives (Franzen & Meyer 2010). 

The change implementation is, however, not that easy. Even though some people might possess 

pro-environmental attitudes, their behaviour may not correspond to it, leading to an 

inconsistency causing subjects to feel uncomfortable which is more likely to end up by 

changing attitudes instead of changing behaviour (Moraes, Carrigan & Szmigin 2012; Redondo 

& Puelles 2017). The way to explore the relationship between people and the environment has 

been, at the very beginning, through environmental concern based on knowledge people have 

about the environment  on the individual and international level (Franzen & Meyer 2010; Reyes 

2015). However, as an issue partially based in sociology, psychology but also social 

psychology, explanations and assumptions still seem to be perceived quite controversially due 

to conflicts of different opinions and often ambiguous results (Dunlap et al. 2000; Dietz, Kalof 

& Stern 2002; Zelezny & Yelverton 2004; Shen & Saijo 2008; Franzen & Meyer 2010; Franzen 

& Vogl 2013; Reyes 2015). 

The theories involving the environment vary. One of the prominent authors is undoubtedly 

Ronald Inglehart (1995, 2008) who argues richer countries tend to be more environmentally 

oriented due to their postmaterialist tendencies. They are simply so rich they do not have to be 

worried about their livelihood and security, and therefore they have enough time and freedom 

to care about postmaterialist issues such as the environment. On the other hand, there is the 

theory of Riley Dunlap, Angela Mertig and Kent Van Liere (Dunlap et al. 2000) who claim 

that environmental concern is more typical for the poorer countries. Apart from this claim, 

however, the authors emphasize their theory is based on the positive view of the world 

exploring the attitude towards the environment through anthropocentrism and technological 

development revealing the material and financial resources are not the answer to everything. I 

will elaborate on this further within the thesis in a separate sub-chapter (2.2). 

The content of this thesis goes as follows; the thesis is divided into three parts: previous 

research and theoretical background, methodology and analysis. Within the first part, I 

elaborate on environmental attitudes and their connection to gender and intersectionality, then 

I provide the reader with the theoretical background as found in the literature and then I enlarge 

the thesis on the topic of differences in environmental attitudes of Czechs and Swedes. The 

second chapter is devoted to methodology where I elaborate on statistical methods as a feminist 

tool and on the intersectional dilemma of statistical analysis, then I reflect upon ethical 

considerations, afterwards, I present the scale measuring environmental attitudes I decided to 
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employ, after that I dedicate some subchapters to the ISSP 2010 Environment III data I will be 

using within this thesis. The core of the thesis is then the analysis of the data itself where I 

employ my statistical skills and feminist lens to test the given hypothesis concerning the 

differences between Czech and Swedish men and women, and the extent to which the 

environmental attitudes are influenced by other characteristics. In the discussion chapter, I will 

attempt to critically debate the results, their validity and reliability along with their connection 

to national contexts of both countries, and last but not least, I will conclude the findings of the 

thesis and suggest further research which would be seminal for the field. 
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1. PREVIOUS RESEARCH AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

At the very beginning of my thesis, I introduce some basic and prevailing theories and empirical 

results regarding either gender or both gender and environment and their interaction within 

various scientific social fields. In the subsequent subchapter, I elaborate on Czechia and 

Sweden with the emphasis on the differences between them.  

1.1. Environmental attitudes, influence of gender and finding intersectionality 

In the field of environmentalism, there are various concepts and predictors considered 

contributory to understand people’s perceptions about the environment and changes within the 

environment such as climate change. Understanding the composition of opinions is especially 

important to be able to attempt to make a change that matters: to convince people to recycle, 

use more environmentally friendly products, and overall to make the planet last for a little 

longer (Ehrhardt-Martinez et al. 2015), because climate change is, after all, anthropogenic and 

as such it reflects in culture and society, and it is an event of political, social, cultural and 

scientific level (Yusoff & Gabrys 2011). 

I already mentioned I believe there might be a link between the level of gender in/equality of 

each country, but in order to understand the background of environmental attitudes better, 

other, more traditional, predictors need to be taken into consideration: gender, sex, age, social 

status, social class, education, income, occupation and some more such as place of residence 

and political orientation. 

Junyi Shen and Tatsuyoshi Saijo (2008) conducted a field survey of 1,200 respondents in 

Shanghai, examining the roles of socio-demographic characteristics in influencing individual 

environmental concern. They found the level of education and income as affecting factors of 

environmental concern: the higher the level of education and the higher the income, the higher 

the level of concern. While testing the gender effect, men showed higher concern especially in 

questions of general and global environmental problems and pro-environmental behaviour 

measures which might be, according to the authors, explained as a result of men in Shanghai 

tending to possess higher level of education and being more likely altruistic and politically 

active then women in Shanghai. Also, the study implies that older generations are more 

concerned about the environment. The authors argue the explanation may lie in the social and 

cultural background suggesting older people have a bad environmental experience (pollutions 
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in 80s and 90s in Shanghai), along with the fact the one-child policy causing them to care about 

their children and their future more than the children do for themselves. Apart from gender, 

income and age, employment status and household size did not seem to have a high an impact 

on environmental attitudes. There was a hint that full-time workers and self-employed people 

tend to be a little less concerned about the environment which was explained by the authors as 

caring more about the economic situation than other issues. 

Luis V. Casalo and José-Julián Escario (2016) claim the intersection of gender and age has an 

influence on environmental behaviour. On a sample of 95,008 respondents 15 of age and older 

from the international 2006 PISA Survey, it has been shown, in compliance with gender role 

theory and socialization theory, girls are more concerned about the environment than boys are. 

Moreover, they also claim older people, especially parents, tend to be more environmentally 

concerned than younger people. However, pro-environmental attitude has a positive influence 

on younger generations.  

As for the use of the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) scale, Lynette Zelezny, Poh-Pheng 

Chua and Christina Aldrich (2000) conducted three separate studies applied to slightly different 

data where they used the scale to exhibit the level of environmental attitudes. They had three 

different samples (1,293 primary and secondary school students, 2,160 European and American 

university students from behavioural studies course and 119 other university students) in which 

young females reported stronger personal responsibility for the environment than men did, 

indicating strong relationship between gender and environmental attitude and its possible link 

to socialization. However, the authors stressed the impossibility to generalize the results calling 

for more in-depth studies examining the nature of the relationship of gender and environmental 

attitudes and possibly even behaviours.  

Another study, focused mainly on gender differences in the environmental context, was 

brought up by Thomas Dietz, Linda Kalof and Paul Stern (2002). The research is based on the 

sample of 345 men and women, all of them white European as it is stressed by the authors of 

the paper. They found out women tend to describe altruism as an important principle to a higher 

extent than men do which is in compliance of the stereotypical role division due to socialisation 

and which is also closely tied to the relationship to environmentalism. Aaron McCright (2010) 

used 8 years’ worth of Gallup surveys (2001-2008) with more than 8,000 respondents for his 

analysis where women turned out to hold more scientifically accurate beliefs about climate 

change than men did which also resulted in females having greater environmental concern than 
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males had. The author also found out higher education, younger age and whiteness lead to more 

climate change knowledge, while non-whiteness suggests a higher level of environmental 

concern. On the other hand, even though it showed itself significant, income and religiosity did 

not seem to affect it that much, however, income seemed to result in greater knowledge, while 

the higher the level of religiosity, the lesser knowledge about climate change.  On the other 

hand, if people are too moneyed, they tend to be less interested in the environment (Inglehart 

1995). Moreover, the results seem to differ based on different countries due to different social 

and cultural contexts (Hayes 2001; Pauw & Petegem 2010; Boeve-de Pauw & Van Petegem 

2013; Vicente-Molina, Fernández-Sainz & Izagirre-Olaizola 2018) suggesting there is more to 

take into consideration than solely sociodemographic characteristics which is in compliance 

with the efforts of feminist scientists who seek to acquire relational understanding which affect 

are affected by broader socioeconomic dynamics (Doan 2014).  

While discussing the previously executed empirical research to connect my thesis to the field 

of intersectional gender studies, I want to bring out the efforts of applying feminist 

epistemologies and standpoint theories that have been contributory to the field of 

environmentalism and climate change. One of the scientists is Heidi Grasswick (2014) who 

also talks about the US context and rebounds from researchers such as already mentioned 

McCright (2010). Grasswick elaborates on her findings regarding gender and ethnicity. She 

elaborates on the lack of trust in climate science as a results of oppression and unprivileged 

position which is termed the white-male effect: “the tendency for white males to perceive risk 

as much lower than do other demographic groups” (Grasswick 2014, p. 549). This is a very 

interesting finding hinting the direction of future environmentalist intersectional research 

towards marginalized versus marginal groups and the dis/trust in scientific institutions. 

The lack of knowledge and higher concern of marginalized groups (especially women) within 

feminist circles is marked as the masculinization of environmentalism meaning women are 

being excluded from climate politics. This could have a huge impact in case of natural disaster 

resulting from a climate change such as poor people and once again especially women being 

much more likely to get hurt than other groups along with higher possibility of losing job and 

suffer from starvation (Macgregor 2014). While discussing the climate change, there is a debate 

regarding unequal distribution of vulnerabilities to climate change based on various 

intersections such as gender, ethnicity, class and so on (Moosa & Tuana 2014) which has been 

indicated also by empirical research suggesting there indeed is a gendered impact of climate 
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change and it keeps growing (Neumayer & Plümper 2007), however it stresses mostly gender 

differentiated impacts in developing countries and neglects the developed countries (Inglehart 

1995). 

Based on the previous research, it seems gender, age, education, ethnicity and overall social 

and cultural context can have an impact on environmental attitudes, concerns and behaviour 

but they all have certain limits and there is still a lot to be explored in this sense. The majority 

of the mentioned studies are based on secondary data analysis which on the one hand indicates 

the robustness and comparability of the data but on the other is also limiting as for the analysis 

and generalizability in the environmental context since these data were most likely collected in 

a way to be universally used and analysed and not to primarily serve the purpose to explore 

these data with an emphasis on gender differences and the social and cultural context of each 

country. More research, probably with mix-methods of qualitative as well as quantitative 

character would be needed to explain the relationships between individuals and their attitudes 

truly in depth. 

To sum up the previous research, people with higher level of environmental attitude, concern 

or behaviour are more likely to be females, younger of age or older of age but parenting at the 

same time, possessing higher level of education, having higher income (but not too high 

because that indicates lower interest in the environment) and they are also more likely to be 

white. Moreover, even though there seems to be differences between men and women that 

show in larger scale research (e.g. whole Europe), when small scale research was conducted 

the differences decreased. This leads me to the assumption that the level of environmental 

attitude and behaviour might either vary according to the level of gender in/equality in a 

particular country. 

1.2.Theoretical background of the environmental attitude 

After introducing the intent of my thesis and showing some previous research results, I will 

provide the reader with the prevalent theories applicable to environmental attitudes to frame 

my topic. 

Supposedly, the reasons why women tend to be more pro-environmentally oriented vary 

according to scientists. Most of them come either from the field of Sociology or they intersect 

with slightly more unusual field while taking environmentalism; and that is intersectional 
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gender studies. Many of the theories root in philosophical disciplines. Some say pro-

environmental attitude and behaviour might be justifiable by the ethics of care theory (Zelezny, 

Chua & Aldrich 2000) and by the higher social responsibility of women based on the 

socialization theory and gender roles (Blocker & Eckberg 1993; Zelezny, Chua & Aldrich 

2000). However, the mentioned theories seem to essentialize women and their beliefs, attitudes 

and behaviour, even though there is an increasing tendency of reimagining both 

environmentalism and the climate change as more of an ethical, societal, and cultural issue 

(Yusoff & Gabrys 2011), which are not, however, being elaborated on sufficiently enough from 

these perspectives and it seems the prevailing opinion evincing biased form is still present and 

practised.  

One of the most widely used approaches is the one based on gender roles and socialization (A. 

Eagly 1987; Miller 1993; Howard & Hollander 1996; Unger & Crawford 1996; Wilkinson & 

Kitzinger 1996; Lynnette C. Zelezny, Chua & Aldrich 2000). There are, however, many 

different theories accounting for gender in diverse ways. One of them is “doing gender” 

developed by Candace West and Don H. Zimmerman (1987) who understand gender as an 

element of an individual’s character which emerges during social situations and everyday 

activities more than a type of attribute of individuals. Doing gender could be simply explained 

as creating differences between males and females. The differences are in no aspect natural, 

nor essential but they are being constructed in a way, so they could be seen as such and it is 

therefore, not so easy to overcome. The theory of doing gender is tied together with the theory 

of “undoing gender” by Judith Butler (2004) who claims the deviations from this artificially 

created norms and gendered patterns should be seen as central. Based on gender characteristics, 

individuals are being ascribed certain roles and corresponding stereotypical behaviour which 

are constantly being reinforced by the society and also either compliance with them or deviance 

from them is being subsequently rewarded or punished (Babcock & Laschever 2009). 

Gender stereotypes are present since the time when we are born and are formed through 

continuous process of transmitting social values and norms – socialization: 

“Socialization is a complex and long-lasting process during which an individual becomes 

capable of acting as a part of a certain group of people or society through an interaction 

and communication with others. The issue is not only upbringing in the family and 

education of oneself as part of an educational process, but it is also about acquiring life-

long values, norm, manners and patterns of behaviour that are usable, comprehensible 
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and expected in various situations and contexts. Gender is one of the key distinguishing 

categories of the society which is why the existence of distinct gender and sex categories 

is also one of the first patterns which get adopted by an individual during an early 

socialization.” (Křížková & Pavlica 2004, p. 62–63)  

In other words, children at a very tender age tend to prefer certain toys that are in compliance 

with gender stereotypes, they acknowledge their own gender and gender of people in their 

environment. When they get older, they are even able to appraise the individuals in their 

surroundings by gender stereotypical manner based on learned behaviour and adoption of 

stereotypical ways of thinking (Renzetti & Curran 2003). Men and women are led to certain 

patterns of thinking and acting which often results in both genders thinking and acting in 

different ways and also having different attributes (Deaux & Major 1987; Alice Eagly 1987; 

Heilman 1995; Babcock & Laschever 2009). Moreover, there is a so called gender contract 

which consists of unwritten rules of everyday life depending on the context, situation and time, 

which discriminates women as well as men (Pateman 1988; Křížková & Hašková 2003; 

Křížková & Pavlica 2004). 

Socialization and gender roles are widespread maybe because they are well-established and 

researched and have been put into practise quite some time ago (Lynnette C. Zelezny, Chua & 

Aldrich 2000; Zelezny & Yelverton 2004) as opposed to some other theories encompassing 

both gender and environment or climate change (Brulle & Dunlap 2015; Ehrhardt-Martinez et 

al. 2015). Nonetheless, with the society evolving and the burning issues changing and 

emerging, there seems to be a turn to more “uncommon” gender and the climate change theories 

and theories that might become even more relevant to the field and might be contributory to 

already established theories and approaches as well, however, most of them are not as 

thoroughly researched to this day (A.E. Kings 2017; Robinson 2011) They remain insular and 

have not intersected those fields the ISSP is emerging from. Apart from the theory accounting 

for gender and the environment in more of a general way, there are also theories or more 

universally lenses that bring in the issue of marginalization and especially gender to the field 

of environmentalism. Chris Cuomo (2011) introduced feminist philosophical perspective into 

already existing climate ethics, and once again, he is one of many authors stressing out 

economic and social norms and practices which induce inequalities between groups and cause 

differentiated impacts of climate change on individuals. Environmentalism and climate change, 

as well as many other fields, appear to be a matter of power and control. In sake of 
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intersectionality, I venture to say inequalities trace back to socialization and end up running in 

a vicious circle without a clear way out. 

There is also the ethics of care theory which considers specifically the environment, 

particularly the relation between the human species and the environment. It all began with 

rethinking the concept of security and coming up with the idea of environmental security along 

with the human, societal and gender security. Fiona Robinson (2011) claims there are two 

distinct streams within the field addressing women, gender and the environment: women and 

the environment, and ecofeminism. The first puts an emphasis to the role of women as 

environmental resource managers and their subsequent vulnerability when the resource 

availability would be about to decline. Ecofeminism discusses the historical, experiential, 

symbolic and theoretical connections between the domination of women and the domination 

of nature. Although these streams might differ, they share the urge to move away from 

essentialism towards the understanding by using social construction and recognition of gender 

intersecting with other characteristics and forms of oppression. Overall, the ethics of care as a 

feminist theory acknowledges the magnitude of unequal gendered relations of power in the 

fields of the environment and human security, as well as it also acknowledges other 

intersectionalities such as ethnicity, class, geopolitical location and others which also have the 

potential to create inequalities. Moreover, the ethics of care in this context is interested in the 

impact human interaction has or might have on the natural environment due to allocating of 

responsibilities of care, and it is concerned with the question if the allocation of giving and 

receiving care is just and adequate or not (Robinson 2011). 

As it was already mentioned, another theory that accounts for environment and its relation to 

human beings is the theory of ecofeminism. This theory is very special by its direct link to the 

environment. While in the socialization theory we have to look further beyond and 

acknowledge different ecological tendencies between men and women that might be caused by 

upbringing and it is more generalizing, ecofeminism as a theory evolving from various fields 

of feminist inquiry and activism is based on the notion “the ideology which authorizes 

oppressions such as those based on race, class, gender, sexuality, physical abilities, and species 

is the same ideology which sanctions the oppression of nature” (Gaard 1993: 2). Ecofeminism 

insists on the claim liberating women or any other oppressed groups is impossible without 

liberating nature at the same time. This suggests there are two distinct groups being recognized 

by ecofeminism: privileged (upper class, middle class, human technologically and industrially 
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developed and males) and oppressed (poor, working class, nonhuman animal, undeveloped 

nature and females) (Gaard 1993). In the recent years, there have been attempts to link 

ecofeminism with intersectionality: “By using the tools of intersectionality to help illuminate 

the interconnectedness of race, class, gender, disability, sexuality, caste, religion, age and the 

effects which these can have (in their many and uniquely constituted forms) on the 

discrimination, oppression, and identity of women and the natural environment.” (A.E. Kings 

2017: 66) 

When extracting purely feminist theories such as ecofeminism and ethics of care, consequently, 

Stacy Alaimo’s (2009) critique of masculinity and heteronormativity has to be mentioned. She 

examines environmentalism and climate change from a perspective crossing activism. Alaimo 

coins the term trans-corporealism which stands for the inseparability of human corporeality 

and nature or environment and their mingling in productive ways, also symbolizing protests 

including naked bodies symbolizing vulnerability and extending human corporeality as an 

ethical performance intersecting human as well as non-human and physical landscapes, 

provoking ethical and political actions (Alaimo & Hekman 2008, p. 237-264). Merging human 

and non-human is especially important while realizing we are part of a material world. Her 

approach is unique in a sense that she encourages us to stop talking about women being more 

vulnerable but to raise a discussion about hyper-masculinity to one day win a fight for equality 

and equal opportunities. She also advises to be cautious against the current efforts of various 

organizations and institutions are causing erasure of queer people from consideration. Alaimo 

shouts for “an insurgent vulnerability” that is not built up on gender polarities but it deliberates 

biodiversity, social and cultural diversity along with sexual diversity (Alaimo 2009). 

Most of the mentioned theories imply that women tend to have stronger pro-environmental 

attitudes and behaviour due to their caring nature strengthened by the socialization which 

results in the division of roles between men and women, and therefore the countries with higher 

level of gender equality is expected to show less differences among men’s and women’s 

environmental attitudes and behaviour.  

1.3. Differences in environmental attitudes in Czechia and Sweden  

Czech Republic and Sweden are both similar and different based on which aspects are about to 

be discussed. The similarity can be found, for example, in the size of each country’s 



19 

 

population5: while there were 9,415,570 people in Sweden (Statistiska Centralbyrån 2010), 

there was slightly less than a million more in the Czech Republic (10,517,247) (CZSO 2010). 

The area, however, is significantly different: Sweden has extensively larger area (447,435 km²) 

than Czechia does (78,866 km²).  

As for the gender in/equality, the differences deepen. While Sweden is considered one of the 

countries with the lowest level of gender in/equality, the Czech Republic is situated in the 

middle on the rankings on a long-term basis. Based on the Gender Gap Report from 2010, 

Sweden was ranked 4th out of the total number of 134 countries involved in the study with the 

score 0.8024. On the other hand, the Czech Republic came 65th with the score 0.6850. The 

score was constructed on a scale from 0 as the lowest to 1 as the highest (0 meaning inequality 

and 1 equality). The Global Gender Gap Index measures the level of gender equality/inequality 

on the basis of economic participation and opportunity, educational attainment, health and 

survival and political empowerment. Interestingly, both countries as for the wage were placed 

among high income groups. Moreover, the authors of the study emphasize at the very end of 

the document, that none of the countries in the world has achieved gender equality. Even 

though not all the countries in the world were included in the study, I dare to claim the authors 

are right to make such a declaration since there has never been any study asserting any country 

reaching complete equality (Hausmann, Tyson & Zahidi 2010). 

As for the employment rate, according to Eurostat (2012), the average in European countries 

among people aged 15 to 64 was 64.2%. In comparison to previous years, the employment rate 

decreased. This situation was most likely connected to the economic crisis at that time. Data 

shows, the employment rate was significantly lower for women and also older workers. The 

average employment rate for men in 2010 was 70.1%, on the other hand it was 58.2% for 

women. In Sweden, the difference was quite low (72.7% for both genders in average, 75.1 of 

men, 70.5% of women), however the Czech Republic has shown significant variation (65% of 

both genders in average, 73.5% of which were men, and only 56.3% were women). The average 

rate of people reporting part-time job as their main job was 19.2% which means slight raise as 

opposed to the previous years. Likewise, to the total employment rate, the average number of 

men with a part-time job (8.7%) differs from the average number of women (31.9%).  

                                                 

5 The estimation is due to the year 2010 so it would correspond to the year when the ISSP 2010 was conducted. 

All of the information mentioned throughout the thesis are from the same year, if not mentioned otherwise. 
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While mentioning the employment rate, gender wage gap cannot be omitted. For year 2010 

(Eurostat 2018), the average gender pay gap (GPG)6 for European countries (28) was calculated 

to be 16.4%. The Czech Republic turned out to be below average with GPG 21.6%, on the 

other hand Sweden was said to have GPG 15.4%. Interestingly, Sweden has always had a 

decreasing tendency, with rare exceptions, and the latest Eurostat data from 2016 shows there 

is now even smaller GPG: 13.3%. On the other hand, the Czech Republic, even though it has 

shown a certain improvement from years 2008 and 2009 when GPG was much higher (around 

25% and 26%), it has been stagnating and not changing significantly, ending up on 21.8% in 

2016. 

As for the environmental attitudes, beliefs and behaviour, there are only limited number of 

studies that would provide comparison of countries at least across the European union7 

(Inglehart 2008; Franzen & Meyer 2010; Gracia & Blasco 2015), especially while taking into 

consideration research and studies in the environmental field exploring the attitudes and 

behaviour are particularly complicated and the results often came out as contradictory as 

mentioned earlier. The main issue of such studies is the research design which is based on self-

reports of respondents showing more the results of the public opinion which could be, however, 

skewed in the reality. I intend to elaborate on this idea and develop it further at the very end of 

my thesis while suggesting additional steps in case of the interest to explore the theme of the 

ecological attitudes and behaviour in connection to inequalities further.  

I was, of course, trying to find research that would be both relevant and contributory to making 

a point in my thesis, and also applicable from the time point of the ISSP 2010 which is a base 

for my analysis. Why do I think this is important? Apart from attempting to link pro-

environmental attitudes to social inequality, I believe that time could make a difference. I 

already mentioned the economic crisis could have been reflected upon by the respondents of 

ISSP 2010, who are logically sensitive to the circumstances. People in 2010 might have had 

(and probably had) different issues they considered burning than today. However, I also find it 

interesting and important to show results from more recent studies. 

                                                 

6
„The gender pay gap represents the difference between average gross hourly earnings of male paid employees 

and of female paid employees as a percentage of average gross hourly earnings of male paid employees.” (Eurostat 

2018) 
7 Moreover, the mentioned studies are often carried out as secondary analysis based on either International Social 

Survey Programme (ISSP), or European Social Survey (ESS). 
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Eurobarometer from 2011 (European Commission 2011), which is the closest one to the time 

of realization of the ISSP 2010, is called Attitudes of Europeans towards resource efficiency, 

but it is aimed at environmental behaviour. On average, most of the European Union thought 

their households were not producing too much waste, however 41% had the opposite opinion. 

Interestingly, 70% of the Czech respondents hold the opinion they are not producing too much 

waste, 29% then thought their households are producing too much waste. The 1% responded 

“I do not know”. Swedish citizens, on the other hand, seemed to be a little less confident in 

their statement 50% of them thinking they are not producing too much waste, 45% guessing 

they are, while 5% responded “I do not know”. They were mostly respondents with higher level 

of education, between the age of 25-54 years, the self-employed, employees and metropolitan 

residents who showed a certain level of self-critique because they were much more likely to 

think their households are producing too much waste. As for the question concerning separating 

waste for additional recycling or composting, 89% of EU citizens claimed to separate at least 

some of the waste. In Czechia, 92% of people claimed to separate waste, while 8% of them 

admitted they did not. On the other hand, in Sweden, they were 95% of the respondents 

asserting to sort out waste for recycling, while 5% of them said they did not. Interestingly, the 

most significant difference has been shown among younger respondents and those who were 

still in education, during the time of the research, who admitted they did not separate any of 

the household’s waste for recycling or composting. As for the food waste, 11% of EU citizens 

claimed not to waste food at all, 71% estimated they up to 15% of the food they purchased 

went to waste, 13% of EU citizens said they are wasting between 16% and 30%, and only 4% 

of EU respondents estimated they threw away more than 30% of the food they bought. 

Interestingly, the Czech Republic was among the countries with the highest proportion of 

citizens claiming they were not wasting any of the purchased food (36%), 55% of Czech said 

they are wasting 15% of the purchased food or less, between 16% and 30% of food was being 

wasted by less than one tenth of Czech respondents, and only 1% of Czechs admitted to waste 

more than 30% of purchased food. On the other hand, Swedish citizens are little less confident 

about their food wasting habits, 5% of them saying they wasted none of the purchased food, 

77% of Swedes then admitted to waste 15% or less, 14% of Swedish respondents claiming they 

threw away from 16% to 30% of food, and only 2% of respondents saying they wasted more 

than 30% of the food they bought. This question is where the socio-demographic characteristics 

seem to be stepping out. In a more detailed look, it is gender, age, education and employment 

which are significant. In general, 13% of women claimed they were not wasting any food in 
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opposition to 9% of men, people over 54 years of age were more than twice as much likely 

than other age categories (20%) not to waste, then surprisingly people with lower education 

tended to claim the same thing (17%) in comparison to other educational categories, and also 

respondents who were unemployed at that time (16%) said they did not waste any food in 

contrast to other employment status categories. By contrast, young people between 15 and 24 

years of age as well as students were more likely to say they tend to waste over 30% of the 

purchased food. Another interesting question concerning the environment was the one 

evaluating the importance of the environmental impact of a product, in other words: its 

reusability or recyclability. About 80% of all the EU respondents considered this environmental 

aspect of the product very or rather important. The Czech Republic, one again, seemed to show 

concern for the environment while claiming it was “very important” (34%) or “rather 

important” (32%), on the other hand only 19% thought is being “rather not important” and 12% 

that it was “not important at all”. As for the Swedish citizens, they showed similar level of 

concern, however the result might suggest they are considering other aspects of the product as 

well. Reusability and recyclability was considered as “very important” by 24% of Swedish 

respondents, 52% of Swedish citizens then claimed for it to be “rather important”. As opposed 

to the Czech Republic, little less Swedish people claimed the environmental impact of the 

product to be “rather not important” (16%) or “not important at all” (6%). Curiously, they were 

mostly women, people over 39 years of age, people with lower level of education and 

unemployed who were more likely to answer that environmental impact of the product was 

very important, on the other hand men, people between 15 and 39 years of age and students 

seemed to put other aspects of the product first by answering “rather not” or “not at all 

important”. 

Later Eurobarometer study (Gracia & Blasco 2015) focused more on the perception of 

environmental attitudes and behaviour, shows that total number  of Swedes 71% mentioned 

climate change as a burning issue, while the Czech Republic citizens were more likely to 

mention other issues than climate change (9). Also, while declaring activities the respondents 

cut down during the past month, Swedish citizens tend to do more. For example, 46% of them 

said they chose an environmentally friendly way to travel, while for the Czech Republic it was 

33%. Consumption habits showed even bigger differences between the countries; 42% Swedish 

respondents declared they bought some environmentally friendly products, while only 17% of 



23 

 

Czechs did the same thing. The European average of pro-environmental behaviour was 2.68, 

which is also the same score Czechia got, however Sweden had an outstanding result 3.3. 

Based on the previous research, I dare to say I expect Swedes to be more pro-environmentally 

oriented than Czech citizens. 

 

                                                 

8 The average of actions is calculated by adding up the number of actions each respondent has done and then 

dividing this figure by the total number of respondents (European Commission, 2008, p. 22). 
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2. METHODOLOGY 

 

2.1. Statistical analysis as a so-called feminist tool 

There are several social scientists who engaged in the qualitative/quantitative divide 

discussion9 such as Ann Oakley, Jessie Bernard, Dorothy Smith, Caroline Ramazanoglu, 

Hilary Graham, Toby Jarayratne, Betty Friedan, Schulamit Reinharz and others (Westmarland 

2001). Behind the most well-known discussion openings stand for example Geoff Payne, 

Malcolm Williams and Suzanne Chamberlain (2004) who called British sociology to be 

predominantly qualitative, while Carl May (2005) criticized the paper previously mentioned 

authors wrote together and hinted this conclusion might be too rash and for a better picture, 

one should dive into specific sub-fields of sociology. However, the issue here is the need for 

comprehensive image that would include also other countries than solely Great Britain. 

The term “feminist methodologies” tend to be slightly confusing since there are mostly solely 

brief mentions without broader characteristics which might appear as surprising due to feminist 

research of gender being “epistemologically rooted in philosophical and political opposition to 

the main quantitative approaches and resulting kinds of knowledge” (Cohen, Hughes & 

Lampard 2011, p. 751). Also, as Rachel Cohen, Christina Hugher and Richard Lampard add: 

“Gender research remains a rather troubling and troublesome field. It troubles those who 

believe that a focus on gender is passé or inconsequential to the debates of founding fathers 

and contemporary theorists, and it is troubling because it involves the use of technologies at 

the ‘soft’ end of the methodological spectrum” (Cohen, Hughes & Lampard 2011, p. 571–572). 

This quote might appear quite contradictory in some ways; however, it underlines several 

points essential to the general discussion. I believe the authors were trying to point out the fact 

gender research is a “troublemaker” so to say, by complicating the research by adding another 

category proving it cannot be omitted by any chance, moreover it also adds methods that are 

specific for it. Methods, that are more malleable than other methods traditionally used in other 

fields. 

                                                 

9 At this point I want to emphasize that within my thesis, the theme of qualitative and quantitative divide is being 

discussed as for the field of gender studies and intersectional gender studies. I acknowledge, there might be (and 

undoubtedly are) also other fields suffering from this issue, however since the thesis is grounded within the 

intersectional gender studies, I consider it crucial to focus exclusively on this particular field and eschew all the 

other fields which are slightly out of scope here. 
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As a contribution to this discussion, there is even a debate about what is considered a feminist 

method. Rosario Undurraga (2010) examined three feminist method textbooks to reflect upon 

the term feminist method. She says that there are certain feminist method books that focus on 

quantitative research methods, however they were published quite recently (within the last ten 

years) and most of them come from the USA and are often being written by the same authors. 

She also mentions, even though the “old fashioned” (as she calls it) debate regarding 

quantitative and qualitative methodologies and their use has been over for a long time, it is still 

being reflected by the feminist methods textbooks which contain more qualitative method 

recommendations and descriptions than quantitative methods. Naturally, as most of the social 

scientists came to agreement with the following, research methods should be and need to be 

considered based on the research questions (Undurraga 2010; Cohen, Hughes & Lampard 

2011). As Undurraga (2010, p. 280) adds: “ … the central point when doing feminist research 

is using the selected method consistently with feminist values.” This certainly makes it possible 

to use qualitative methods situated within a feminist methodology with a very situated analysis. 

Rachel Lara Cohen, Christina Hughes and Richard Lampard (2011) call feminism an 

interdisciplinary place where feminism serves as both an exporter and an importer of 

methodological practices. The authors conducted a study in which they analysed 256 articles 

from 19 journals published in 2007 in English specified to fit the Women’ Studies and they 

found that quite a lot of them engaged with quantitative methods, however only some of the 

articles engaged explicitly with feminist debates. On the other hand, when feminist debates 

were used, there was a little engagement of either qualitative or quantitative research. The use 

of solely quantitative methods was estimated to 43% and qualitative methods to 38%. There 

were also articles involving diverse mixed-methods approach, they were accounted in about a 

half of all the cases. Interestingly, only a slight proportion of authors identified themselves 

explicitly as feminists and 4 in 10 authors did not mention the words feminism or feminist even 

once. The ones who were mentioning these words ten times and more were the least likely to 

engage quantitative method practices. Moreover, Cohen, Hughes and Lampard comment even 

though the qualitative/quantitative divide is considered to be resolved, certain fields tend to 

assert some particular method. “Indeed, given that feminism is influenced by the wider field of 

research on women and gender, which is dominated by quantitative analyses, it may be as likely 

that feminism is assimilated into a quantitative paradigm as that feminist qualitative 

preferences come to overwhelm a quantitative sociology.” (Cohen, Hughes & Lampard 2011, 

p. 12) Subsequently, the authors call for more humbleness from both; social scientists focused 
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on quantitative research to be more willing to engage more reflexivity in their studies, and 

social scientists focused on qualitative research to be more open about how quantitative 

research might contribute to the field. 

Gender studies and women’s studies, as it was already mentioned before, are often associated 

with the “qualitative – quantitative divide”. Qualitative research in general involves uncovering 

the meaning and showing the understanding of the experiences of the research subjects, and 

therefore it is considered subjective, on the other hand quantitative research is aimed on the 

social facts gained by data collection and analysis, and so it is perceived as objective 

(Westmarland 2001; Scott 2010; Undurraga 2010; Creswell 2013). Thus, the quantitative 

methods have been regarded as “a way of reproducing the prevailing patriarchal social order” 

(Metso & Feuvre 2006, p. 5). In contrast to this statement, some say choosing qualitative 

methods over quantitative methods is a stance corresponding to the emotional skills that are 

being associated with women, and that qualitative methods are also selective method in similar 

way as quantitative methods. In conclusion, both quantitative and qualitative methods are 

socially constructed, and it is fully dependant of the researcher how they decide to use them 

for the purposes of gathering and interpreting data (Metso & Feuvre 2006). Moreover, it should 

be stressed that the complete understanding of social phenomena cannot be possibly 

accomplished. Each method has its advantages as well as disadvantages and they should be 

used based on the explored phenomena and the term “feminist tool” or “feminist method” is 

overrated in a sense of exclusivity. No methods are exclusively feminist but there are methods 

that might be used for the purposes of feminist research (Oakley 1998; Metso & Feuvre 2006; 

Scott 2010).  

One of the central points of this discussion is undoubtedly the issue of objectivity within the 

field of both qualitative and quantitative research. Donna Haraway (1988) calls the scientific 

objectivity a strong constructionist perspective and she stresses the need to go beyond the bias 

of science by developing a feminist version of objectivity which is designated as situated 

knowledges. The point is to avoid splitting the object and the subject and become answerable 

for what we are learning and seeing. However, the understanding always seems to be only 

partial and far from value-free as it is the case of environmentalism and climate change studies 

as well (Moosa & Tuana 2014). 

Inspired by this text while looking for a suitable method and theoretical background, I decided 

to use statistical methods as a suitable approach for my thesis, however, I am aware of the fact 
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that I might not be able to answer all of my hypothesis in full depth and I also realize there 

might be certain deficiencies within the data as well which might lead to distortions of reality. 

Nevertheless, one of the aims of my thesis will, therefore, be to propose other methods usable 

for researchers interested in the topic of gender-differentiated pro-environmental attitudes and 

beliefs. 

2.1.1. The intersectional dilemma of statistical analysis 

Within the previous sub-chapter, I argued the statistical tool can be considered a feminist 

approach. However, there are some points within that sub-chapter hinting statistics could look 

sturdy and give the impression of conventional insinuating reactionism. Is it really the case 

though? I implied through Haraway’s text about situated knowledges (1988) that no matter 

what approach we use, it always provides us with only a partial understanding. There is a need 

to go beyond the bias, beyond the set of categories that we were taught to use. But what is a 

better way of deconstructing these categories than to use them for this very special and 

advanced purpose? 

I would not dare to claim one approach is better than the other and I believe no one is entitled 

to be an arbitrator for this case. Both approaches have serious issues which cannot be always 

overcome, however, they must be acknowledged and admitted, especially within the academic 

field which is expected to give a lead while providing the world with so-called facts and 

realities. Nonetheless, one of the objectives of my thesis is to argue we need to use statistics 

within the intersectional gender studies, or at least that we need to use it more than it has been 

used to this day. 

Why do we need statistics? What do we need it for? Math and mathematical operations are part 

of our everyday life, and so is statistics which is a mathematical discipline with the added value 

of interpretation and data presentation (Hinton 2014, p. 3–5). There is a need for some unity 

between gender studies and statistics as it is gender studies that help to understand how we 

interpret data. Thanks to statistics, people can get the idea of which political party is most likely 

to win and which is most likely to lose. This is a value that qualitative methodologies do not 

have, at least not in such a broad coverage, even though if we were about to conduct e.g. 

interviews involving the topic of elections, we might find out more about motives to vote for a 

particular party. Statistics helps to explain more general issues, it gives us the numbers while 

still being able to maintain the anonymity. Because of statistics, we know how many people 
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victims of domestic violence are, to what extent they recycle, or what is their attitude towards 

gay marriages. There are countless topics that benefit from these numbers, allowing the public 

policy institutions to take measures and to address issues which appear to be burning the 

citizens the most (Dubrow 2008). 

To illustrate the previously outlined, even though, the surveys have been criticized by many 

feminist researchers (e.g. Denise Farran and Anne Pugh) for constructing social reality instead 

of representing it and for divorcing the context, this does not apply to all feminists. Some hold 

the opinion the total rejection of quantitative methods might lead to reinforcing traditional 

dichotomies which is not in the best interest of feminist research (e.g. Toby Jayratne, Susan 

O’Leary). As to the benefit of quantitative methods, there are many examples of its effective 

use within feminist research such as prevalence and distribution of particular social problems 

and investigation of sexual harassment within the police. In these particular cases, it would 

have been too expensive, time-consuming and very difficult to gain such data on a national 

level by using qualitative methods (Westmarland 2000, p. 4–6).  

The usefulness and the need of use of statistics also calls for the discussion of another critique 

which tends to appear which is an issue of categorization emerging from the feminist 

epistemologies. In connection to that, Sandra Harding (1986, p. 17) states: “Defining gender 

as an analytic category within which humans think about and organize their social activity, we 

can begin to appreciate the extent to which gender meaning have suffused our belief systems, 

institutions and even such apparently gender-free phenomena. When feminist thinking about 

science is adequately theorized, we will have a clearer grasp of how scientific activity is and is 

not gendered in this sense.” Clearly, there is a need for gender (along with other categories) to 

become and to some extent to be perceived as analytical categories because that allows us to 

be more situated while explaining a certain social phenomenon such as social beliefs and 

practices and to achieve comparability. Moreover, Harding (1986, p. 49–51) also talks about 

mathematics and fallacious impression that “mathematical statements bear no social 

fingerprints”. While embracing mathematics for the purposes of social science, it becomes 

statistics which brings in the social dimension. With the compliance to some of the arguments 

mentioned in the previous subchapter suggesting there is a need or urge for so-called feminist 

methods and methodologies, there is also a perception feminist mathematics should be 

produced as an alternative to other mathematical concepts and methods. I believe both these 

issues have the same basis. However, Harding (1986, p. 49) argues that “mathematical concept 
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and theories, too, are tested against the historical social worlds they are designed to explain”. 

Until the alternative to deduction and induction commonly used in social science is developed, 

there cannot be such a thing as feminist science. The point here is to develop feminist critique 

of existing science, because developing feminist science is a very different thing. 

Within the thesis, I am focusing on an analytical category of sex realizing it might occur as 

reductionist (I talk about this further down below). However, the research has been conducted 

in a way allowing me solely to use sex as a category, and not gender10, while some other 

information about categories such as ethnicity were collected in a way which did not allow me 

to harmonize it similarly for both countries to be comparable. 

Alex Gillespie, Caroline Howarth and Flora Cornish (2012) discuss four fundamental problems 

for researchers using social categories in their paper calling the categories perspectival, 

historical, disrupted by the movement of people and re-constitutive of the phenomena they seek 

to describe. According to them, the social categories are more of a process and there is no true 

and universal category which could be assigned to a person, and as seeing the categories as a 

process, they are a matter of a constant evolvement and change. People move between social 

categories. Their self is an accumulation of roles and identities. The authors of the article 

emphasize social categories are socially constructed and have become essentialized and 

naturalized which made them dangerous, while they should be perceived as temporal, 

“something to be interested in, but not something to taken too seriously” (Gillespie, Howarth 

& Cornish 2012, p. 399). On the other hand, the authors add up an interesting conclusion: “We 

are not arguing against the use of social categories. Thinking is a process of making 

distinctions, and it can be useful to distinguish one social group or culture from another. Rather, 

we argue that an unreflective use of social categories by social scientists results in the same 

risks as those evidenced in lay thinking.” (Gillespie, Howarth & Cornish 2012, p. 399) 

Similarly, Kimberlé Crenshaw (1991) talks about identity categories are often perceived as 

“vestiges of bias or domination” and there are tendencies to strip categories of any social 

significance. However, they can be also used for intersectional purposes, to understand the 

links between several identity categories and their power in social realm, which might make 

                                                 

10 To add some current information on this issue, I looked at the ISSP data which were archived as the last so far 

(GESIS 2015), and, more countries now ask the respondent about this explicitly allowing them to state either sex 

or gender corresponding to their conviction. However, neither Czech Republic nor Sweden belong among them, 

gaining the information from simply by looking at the respondent or national registry. Nonetheless, the ISSP is a 

matter of instant development so there is quite a good chance the survey could be improved in future versions. 
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them a source of social empowerment and reconstruction instead of leading to marginalization 

of certain groups. Categories are important, especially when looking at their exclusions, so e.g. 

at the intersections of race and gender it was found that women of colour had a very different 

reality, called by Crenshaw “unique vulnerability” than white women around the topic of 

sexual assault. In this respect some categories are taken seriously, while others are not 

(Crenshaw et al. 1991). 

Even if fundamental categorizations such as gender, nationality, ethnicity and many others 

might appear as reductionist, the new form of sociodemographic questions has not been agreed 

upon so far11. As Alex Gillespie, Caroline Howarth and Flora Cornish put it, the crucial 

question about this issue is: The crucial question according to the authors here is: “Who is using 

the category? What are they using it for?” (2012, p. 393) At this point, qualitative methods 

have undeniable advantage of focusing on individuals without being biased with their identities 

standing out (Westmarland 2000). Unfortunately, statistics and statistical tools leave no space 

for individuals as is the case with genderqueer, non-binary, trans, intersex persons (Dubrow 

2008). Nevertheless, it can still provide researches with a bigger picture pointing out a problem 

and enabling qualitative researches to go to the field and do their best to confirm or disprove 

the reality, allowing a deeper understanding of such an issue. For example, questioning the 

gender default binary is one of the contributions of gender studies to statistics. Both fields 

experience constant development and the need to connect to complement one another in our 

understanding. While gender studies points out the gender binary and the lack of information 

about other genders implying their attitudes and beliefs (not just for the environment but in 

general) might differ, particular outliers within the data may be explained simply by including 

more gender identity options in the questionnaire.  

Another issue that cannot be accounted particularly within my statistical analysis is the 

historical and societal context. As for the year 2010 it was especially the ongoing economic 

crisis which seems to influence at least the Czech results (see page 42), and in Sweden, there 

                                                 

11 At this point, I want to add here that there are already some suggestions on how to handle certain categories 

such as sex/gender. One possibility would be to use the open-ended question: “How do you currently describe 

your gender identity?” With the options of “please specify” and “I prefer not to answer”. This formulation would 

allow to a respondent to answer according to their will, while also leaving them the option “not to answer”, and 

at the same time, it would not be limiting in terms of gender fluidity (Hughes, Camden & Yangchen 2016). 

Moreover, it would be a great option regarding possible changes in terminology over time (Moody et al. 2013). 

Also, a usage of two separate questions regarding both gender and sex has been suggested (Hughes, Camden & 

Yangchen 2016). Note that all of the mentioned are solely possibilities and so far, there is no single agreement on 

their implementation.  



31 

 

was an election campaign where one of the strongest parties was a party with an emphasis on 

ecology (see page 42). However, I need to emphasize this is simply an assumption that might 

or might not be true, because such questions were not part of a questionnaire, and to prove the 

connection between these events and the results of my analysis, a thorough analysis would be 

needed, unfortunately, the character of the data and the lack of such information does not allow 

me to do so. 

2.2.Ethical considerations 

One of the characteristics of a secondary analysis is that the data should adhere to ethical 

standards and so the ethical risks should be minimal. Even though this might vary based on 

different research institutions and agencies, ISSP members are bound to follow stringent rules 

and ethical standards to protect the interviewees at all costs. The data is anonymized on the 

national level already so no information regarding the respondents would be included in the 

dataset while creating a single dataset for all the participating countries and so invidividual 

information would be available neither on the national nor the international level. Since I am 

using this data for the purposes of my thesis, there is a negligible ethical risk. As a responsible 

researcher, I also checked the data myself for any occurrences that might lead to identifying 

respondents and I with clear conscious can conclude I found none. 

Ethical risks are no trivial thing, especially within the intersectional gender studies which 

usually dives into sensitive topics that might harm the respondents if their identity would be 

revealed. Since there have been some serious ethical misconducts in the past, ethics should not 

be underrated. Apart from the measures that are already being taken into account such as 

several ethical codices that might differ among different countries12, there is now also General 

Data Protection Regulation (European Comission 2018) protecting both the researcher as well 

as the respondent which applies also to research industry and the research institutions on the 

level of European Union countries and research within which these countries are affiliated with 

countries outside the EU as well.  

Apart from the ethical risks, there is also the ethics of accountability that is utterly important 

for this thesis. Due to its nature as a tool bridging the gap between quantitative/qualitative 

research and also gender studies/intersectional studies/sociology and statistics, transparency 

                                                 

12 American Sociological Association's (ASA 2018) Code of Ethics is one of the most frequently employed one. 
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and comprehensibility are undeniably one of the main features of the thesis. I did my best to 

introduce the theories as well as statistical methods and findings intelligibly, so a person from 

any of the mentioned backgrounds would be able to understand what is happening and why. I 

believe this paper might even be considered to have a pedagogical function due to its illustrative 

nature. 

2.3. Measuring environmental attitudes 

In this chapter, I intend to draft what are the possibilities for measuring attitudes towards 

environment by the quantitative research tools, and I will also explain how I plan to incorporate 

this mindset in praxis in order to explore the ISSP data. 

Researching the field of environmentalism is challenging. This is one of the issues that social 

scientists are unable to explore by the direct questions such as: “Do you care about the 

environment?” Or: “Is your behaviour environmentally friendly?” Such questions would not 

bring coveted results so therefore, we need to turn to more sophisticated methods.  

Of course, we may turn to qualitative methods or experiments by which we would be able to 

observe environmental behaviour and get more detailed answers from respondents. 

Nonetheless, if we aim to gain results that would give us a better idea of a description of the 

entire population, quantitative research is more contributory and feasible than qualitative 

research is, thus far no study has interviewed an entire nation. Even though qualitative tools 

may bring some interesting output and assist us to turn to the right direction, they can never be 

used to define the population outside the sample.  

The most widely used methods for measuring environmental attitude within quantitative 

research are standardized scales. Of course, there is always a risk of deflections such as biased 

answers and other common risks connected to quantitative research data collection. But 

experience in the form of previous research seems to bring useful and valid results. Before I 

begin to elaborate on the scale I decided to use for the purposes of this thesis, I want to 

emphasize there is an enormous difference between environmental attitude and environmental 

behavior. Even though they are linked together, a higher level of environmental attitude does 

not automatically signify environmental behavior. The reason for attitude-behavior 

inconsistency might be another factor which might not seem that obvious at first sight (Florian 

G. Kaiser, Sybille Wölfing 1999). For example, one may claim they have a positive relationship 
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towards the environment but despite that they use a car every day and do not intend on cutting 

on its use. Rationalization behind that is quite simple: conditions do not allow this person to 

cut on the use of the car because this person lives in a small village without any other 

possibilities for travel from one point to another, moreover they may have a child or more 

children which need to be given a lift as well. Based on the argument above, I will focus on 

environmental attitude, making any statements or assumptions about connecting it to behavior 

with caution. 

As for the measuring tool of environmental attitude, the New Paradigm Scale is used to answer 

the research questions. This scale is applicable to the ISSP data after some minor adjustments. 

The New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) replaced Dominant Social Paradigm (DSP) which 

was negative in a sense of perceiving the world and anticipating ecological catastrophe. 

Opposed to this pessimistic perspective assuming fundamentally anti-environmental 

disposition of society, it was agreed that a scale with a more realistic character 

contemporaneously rejecting the solely anthropocentric notion was needed (Pirages & Ehrlich 

1974). NEP has proved itself a functional theory which was firstly published by Riley E. 

Dunlap and Kent D. Van Liere (Dunlap & Van Liere 1978) in 1978 in the Journal of 

Environmental Education where they introduced the theory of the concept as well as the 

empirical tool for measuring this concept. Since then, the scale has been continuously worked 

on and being developed by numerous scientists. It is even considered the most frequently used 

scale within the field of environmentalism (Soukup 2001). In short, this scale is a tool for 

measuring the relationship and opinions of people concerning the environment. For the 

purposes of the thesis, the newer revised version of the New Ecological Paradigm Scale is used 

(Dunlap et al. 2000). In its original form, it has 15 items and 5 dimensions. The reduced scale 

I am using within my thesis has 8 items and 2 dimensions (I elaborate on this further down 

below in the subsequent subchapter). 

2.3.1. The original NEP Scale 

Dunlap and Liere (2000: 427) described the original version of NEP  as “focused on beliefs 

about humanity’s ability to upset the balance of nature, the existence of limits to growth for 

human societies, and humanity’s right to rule over the rest of nature”. The original NEP scale 

consisted of 12 Likert items based on measuring the mentioned aspects showed good internal 
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consistency (coefficient alpha13 of .81) and discriminated between expert environmentalists 

and the general public. Moreover, it was negatively correlated with DSP. Subsequently, a 6-

item scale based on NEP was developed for the purposes of national surveys. NEP was 

described by its authors to primarily explore the relationship between the nature of the Earth 

and humanity. These beliefs are also termed “primitive” which indicates representing basic 

truths. Moreover, a pro-environmental orientation based on the high score on this scale is 

expected to very likely lead to pro-environmental beliefs and attitudes in general. Even though, 

beliefs and attitudes may have a certain influence on behavior as well, caution is recommended 

for linking the results of the scale and expected related behavior. As for the dimension of the 

scale, there is a variety of opinions based on the empirical exploration of samples. Studies 

conducted in 1980s (Albrecht et al. 1982; Geller & Lasley 1985; Noe & Snow 1990) indicated 

three dimensions: balance of nature, limits to growth, and human domination of nature, which 

even happened to be measured separately by some (Arcury 1990; Vining & Ebreo 1992; Ebreo, 

Hershey & Vining 1999). However, studies conducted after this period suggested a higher level 

of diversity reflected by a number of factors from a single one up to four. The authors of the 

scale therefore recommend using factor analysis on the particular sample the researcher intends 

to use to explore the constructed NEP scale in order to be able to decide the most suitable 

solution (Dunlap et al. 2000).   

2.3.2. The Revised NEP Scale 

The reaction to the imbalance of the scale and due to need for an update, the scale was revised 

after 26 years from its origin by the original authors Dunlap and Liere with the help of Angela 

G. Mertig and Robert Emmet Jones (Dunlap et al. 2000).  

The authors decided to add items aimed on the likelihood of potentially catastrophic 

environmental changes upsetting the population. As for the technical format, obsolete 

discriminating terminology of items such as “mankind” was reformulated and the category 

“unsure” was added to balance the answers and lower the rate of nonresponses. As for the 

facets, they were summed up as the dimensions of: the reality of limits to growth, anti-

anthropocentrism, the fragility of nature’s balance, rejection of exceptionalism and the 

                                                 

13 Coefficient alpha or also Cronbach’s alpha is a control of internal consistency meaning the items are in such a 

relation sum of their means (constructing a new variable) has a point (Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 2015, p. 394–

395). 
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possibility of an eco-crisis. The changes resulted in a total number of 15 items out of which 6 

were already involved in the original NEP scale. The revised scale showed a prominent level 

of alpha coefficient14 (.83) and deletion of any of the items was not recommended due to the 

test of internal consistency. Overall, the revised NEP scale was concluded to be more 

comprehensive as for the facets and balancing the item direction better than the original scale. 

Even though the internal consistency of the scale slightly increased, it is considered to be a 

result of adding additional items (Dunlap et al. 2000).  

Previous analysis of ISSP 2010 data varied as for the dimensionality of the scale. There were 

studies supporting the existence of five dimensions (Ogunbode 2013; Denis et al. 2014), four 

dimensions (Erdoğan 2009; Harraway et al. 2012; Noblet, Anderson & Teisl 2013), three 

dimensions (Halkos & Matsiori 2017) and two dimensions (Laura Nistor 2012; Reyna et al. 

2018) which also happened to be the case of my very own study (see chapter 2.2.3). 

2.3.3. Constructing NEP on ISSP 2010 Data 

In the questionnaire of ISSP 2010, 9 items inspired by the concept of the New Ecological 

Paradigm were used within the part called “Attitudes towards environment, science and 

nature”. Questions relevant for the scale are to be found below in the table 115. 

Table 1. A list of questions of which the NEP scale in ISSP 2010 consists of 

9. How much do you agree or disagree with each of these statements? 

 a. We believe too often in science and not enough in feelings and faith. 

 b. Overall, modern science does more harm than good. 

c. Modern Science will solve our environmental problems with little change to our 

way to life. 

10. And how much do you agree or disagree with each of these statements? 

a. We worry too much about the future of the environment and not enough about prices 

and jobs today. 

b. Almost everything we do in modern life harms the environment. 

c. People worry too much about human progress harming the environment. 

                                                 

14 Coefficient alpha or also Cronbach’s alpha is a control of internal consistency meaning the items are in such a 

relation sum of their means (constructing a new variable) has a point (Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 2015, p. 394–

395). 
15 The questionnaire in its full length is available as a part of Appendix C. 
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11. And please tick one box for each of these statements to show how much you agree or disagree 

with it. 

a. In order to protect the environment [COUNTRY] needs economic growth. 

b. Economic growth always harms the environment. 

c. The earth simply cannot continue to support population growth at its present rate. 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

A preliminary scale based on these items was constructed by using a mean from all the items 

and normal distribution16 verified by displaying histogram. Afterwards, I used exploratory 

factor analysis17 for exactness. Based on the results, I decided to remove the item Q11c (“The 

earth simply cannot continue to support population growth at its present rate.”). Removing this 

item changed explained variance18 and coefficient alpha for the better, even though it was only 

to a quite low extent. Also, this item had the lowest level (.407) of factor loadings19 (see Table 

2). The final decision of the item deletion was made after displaying the scree plot20 which also 

showed better discrimination of the factors after removing the item and due to the logical 

deduction of the content consistency of the items which seemed to improve as well after the 

deletion. I believe the scale can be considered reliable with 45.3% of explained variable, with 

significant Bartlett’s21 test indicating interconnection of variables.  Moreover, Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin22 (KMO) test of value .653 called as mediocre proving the usability and suitability of the 

scale. Cronbach’s alpha, on the other hand, slightly decreased from .660 to .653, however, this 

result was not unexpected since the alpha coefficient tends to decrease when a lower number 

                                                 

16 The score occurrence is called frequency distribution and might be displayed by histogram. The perfect and 

desired is symmetrical distribution of the data which would occur around the centre and look exactly the same on 

both sides which is called normal distribution (Field 2009, p. 18–20). 
17 The task of factor analysis is to reduce the number of variables without losing any information that the original 

variables contain. Exploratory factor analysis is suitable mainly for scale constructing (Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 

2015, p. 375–377). 
18 One of the factor analysis outputs. The percentage of explained variance should be preferably as high as possible 

since that means the reduction of variables was successful and only a slight proportion of information was lost by 

it (Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 2015, p. 381–382). 
19 Factor loadings are correlations between factor and relevant item or variable (Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 2015, 

p. 384–385). 
20 Scree plot or also so called Cattel’s scree plot is a function that shows variance explained by each factor in 

factor analysis (Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 2015, p. 382–383). 
21 Bartlett’s test analyses if samples come from populations with equal variances. The significance should be lower 

than 0,05, however it usually shows significance for bigger samples as in our case. Even due to this fact, it needs 

to be tested as one of the assumptions of factor analysis (Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 2015, p. 378-379). 
22 KMO test of sample suitability of factor analysis. It reaches score between 0 and 1, where higher scores suggest 

adequacy. Under 0,6 or 0,5 is usually considered not adequate, above that is suitable for analysis (Mareš, Rabušic 

& Soukup 2015, p. 378-380). 
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of items is used. Varimax rotation23 was used in order to sort the items into two dimensions 

which indicated as the most suitable option. I named the first dimension Anti-technological and 

the other one Anti-environmental since the higher the agreement the more negative the attitude 

towards either technologies (first dimension) or environment (the other dimension). 

Table 2. Rotated Component Matrixa 

 
Component 

1 2 

Q9a Science: believe too often in .511  

Q9b Science: more harm than good .713  

Q9c Science: solve environmental problems  .585 

Q10a Worry about future environment  .680 

Q10b Modern life harms the environment .711  

Q10c Worry: progress harming environment  .733 

Q11a Environment: protect by economic growth  .481 

Q11b Economic growth: harms the environment .727  

Q11c Earth cannot continue to support population growth 

at its present rate 
.407  

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  

 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.a 

a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations. 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

All the items have positive factor loadings which hints respondents were answering them in a 

similar fashion and there is, therefore, no need to reverse the responses for constructing a 

complex scale. It is, however, quite surprising respondents tended to answer the questions with 

different meanings similarly. Nevertheless, in most cases, the core of the question usually 

varies at least to some extent. None of the items can be interpreted as antithesis. The 

understanding of the questions, of course, depends on the translation on the national level and 

on the individual understanding of the respondent. 

Due to the nature of the data and to the recommendations, I decided to construct two distinct 

scales based on the factors suggested based on the results of the factor analysis. This move will 

make the scales and the results more robust enabling more a detailed view and result 

elucidation. Moreover, the more micro approach, the more individual based explanations are 

possible. I also could have merged the dimensions into one, however I would be losing detailed 

                                                 

23 As a part of factor extraction, calculation of to what degree variables load onto these factors should be performed 

which is made by rotation of factors simplifying the interpretation. Varimax rotation is orthogonal and it  

maximizes the dispersion of loadings within factors (Field 2009, p. 643–645). 



38 

 

information because of it. Moreover, as I was doing some preliminary testing to be able to 

compare different number of dimensions, one merged scale did not occur to me to work that 

well. Also, after employing common sense, I dare to say both dimensions measure slightly 

different matters, the two dimensions are also a concern of better interpretation. 

To clarify the meaning of the scales: the first one is called anti-technological approach 

(dimension or attitude) and the higher level of agreement, the bigger tendency to think about 

the world in a sense people tend to believe the science is not so important and it is being given 

too much emphasis, the feelings should come first. On the other hand, the higher the level of 

agreement with the other scale, it suggests people tend to think they have bigger issues than 

the environment and that environmental issues will sort itself out without our contribution. 

Both scales combined could be interpreted as the higher levels of agreement suggest skepticism 

against current approaches and the importance of the environment, while the higher the level 

of disagreement, people think on the contrary and are more concerned about the environment 

and tend to believe in science and technology more. 

2.4. ISSP Environment III 2010 

As already mentioned before, the data I will be using come from ISSP 2010 (International 

Social Survey Programme) which is an environmental module of a panel study following ISSP 

1993 and ISSP 2000 which were both focused on attitudes towards the environment such as 

protection of the environment, behaviours of the respondents and their preferences connected 

to governmental level of solutions of problems related to environmental protection. ISSP is an 

ongoing annual study based on international cooperation of European countries which is 

determined to cover crucial themes and issues for researchers in social sciences. The focus of 

each research is designed to be relevant for each participating country. 

Among all 32 countries involved in this particular module of research were also Czechia (1,428 

respondents) and Sweden (1,181 respondents). Most of the countries involved could be 

described as developed countries (e.g. 21 out of the total number of 32 involved countries are 

European) and therefore, the data are not fully representative as for the globality in a sense of 

exploring the differences of linkage of environmental attitudes and beliefs to the economic 

situation in developed and developing countries24. As for the structure of the questionnaire, the 

                                                 

24 However, this is not aim, and so this fact is not limiting for the purposes of my thesis. 
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main body was identical at each country on an individual level to ensure comparability on an 

international level. However, each country was given latitude to append any additional 

questions. Czechia was one of the countries that used this possibility and put in the 

questionnaire additional questions, Sweden on the other hand did not. Nevertheless, these extra 

questions will not be taken into consideration.  

For my data analysis, I am using the complete international dataset25 released by GESIS 

(2012a) which due to the advantages such as unified language (English) and unified measurable 

categories. On the other hand, this data set also consists of nationally specific questions and 

answers which are not unified and so if I happen to encounter any issues, these might be useful. 

The data set has no uniformed weights, but it contains weights GESIS was provided, based on 

the national level handling data. 

What exactly is International Social Survey Programme and who is responsible for it? “The 

ISSP is a cross-national collaboration programme conducting annual surveys on diverse topics 

relevant to social sciences.” (ISSP 2018) It is a self-funding association which was established 

in 1984 by the founding members: Australia, Germany, Great Britain and the United States of 

America. Since its funding, the ISSP has accepted and included more members whose 

responsibility is to represent one nation. Each member consists either of academic 

organizations, university or research agencies. The ISSP claims to have addressed and gained 

data from over a million of respondents who participated in the ISSP surveys. The ISSP takes 

pride in all the collected data to be available free of charge in its data archives for anyone who 

might be interested. The ISSP members are bound to obey strict working principles and to 

adhere to high ethical standards to protect both the interviewers and the interviewees. The ISSP 

also says to be constantly developing its programme’s methodology which is coordinated by a 

special committee chaired by Switzerland. This committee superordinate six groups 

representing six distinct areas of cross-cultural methods: demography, non-response, 

weighting, mode effects, questionnaire design and translation. Currently, the ISSP has 57 

members, along with 4 countries who are not members and yet they used fielded ISSP surveys. 

                                                 

25 Even though I state I am using “complete dataset” it is not entirely correct. Yes, I obtained the complete dataset 

involving the information of all countries involved in ISSP 2010, however I adjusted the dataset to my needs by 

separating the data of both the Czech Republic and Sweden and merging it together to a different dataset. Due to 

this decision, the analysis was smoother and quicker because from the total number of 45,199 respondents from 

all the countries, I separated 2609 respondents who were relevant to my thesis.  



40 

 

The ISSP is precious due to its comparability among countries which could not have been 

achieved without standardized cross-country survey. 

To better understand the character of the data, I will now describe how the data was collected, 

by whom and other technicalities that might be relevant to the analysis results. In Czechia, the 

research agency Factum Invenio s.r.o. (today called ppm factum research) was responsible for 

the data collection which took place from 1st of June to 30th June 2010. The total number of 

1,428 face-to-face with 18+ people interviews were conducted, while each of them took 

approximately 50 minutes. The boost sample consisted of 413 people Three level random 

sample method was incorporated; the first level was a settlement unit of measurement; the 

second level were households and the third one respondents chosen based on the Kish grid, 

which is a method of randomly choosing household survey respondents. The responsiveness 

was 64.9% (Invenio 2010). 

In Sweden, the data was collected by Umeå University. The fieldwork took place from 16th of 

February until 5th of May 2010. The sample consists of 1,181 people between the age of 18 and 

79 and is considered a representative sample without any need of weighting. The method of 

collection was postal survey which corresponds with a slightly lesser response rate than 

Czechia, particularly 60.5% (Edlund & Svallfors 2010). 

As for the survey data in general, they usually contain constructed weights. The issue with 

survey data is that there are data for quite enormous number of countries. The aim of such data 

is then to be able to perform statistical operations for each country as an individual element, 

but also to analyse the whole sample of countries among themselves to compare them. To be 

able to do that, there is a need to make sure these countries truly are comparable. That might 

be a good reason to incorporate weights. There is no uniform opinion concerning using weights. 

Some believe weights might do more harm than good, some believe weights are necessary to 

get generalizable results. The ISSP dataset contains constructed weight, however for the 

purposes of this thesis, I am not using any weights. This decision was preceded by a careful 

consideration and not using a weight does not influence the results of my thesis in any way. 

Weights are always constructed in such a manner to intervene in the data as little as possible. 

Moreover, when the population of the Czech Republic is compared to the population of 

Sweden, we find out Sweden has a lower number of citizens, than the Czech Republic does. 

The sample is therefore approximate to reality. To make sure I was doing the right decision 

with omitting the weight, I carried out some test analysis to see if the results would be 
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influenced by the weight. Now I can say with a clear conscience, omitting using the weight 

truly does not have impact on the results of the thesis.  At the end, I want to add the weight was 

constructed only in the case of the Czech Republic where I assume it is a matter of tradition 

that most of the research data are being provided with a weight, from my own experience. On 

the other hand, for Sweden no weight was computed. 

2.5. Discussion of used methods 

After describing the ISSP 2010 data, I want to stress why it is important to use secondary data 

analysis and what opportunities to access them there are. Moreover, I will add how the quality 

of such data is being perceived and which statistical methods could be applied to them.  

2.5.1. Secondary data analysis 

“While secondary data analysis is a flexible approach and can be utilized in several ways, it is 

also an empirical exercise with procedural and evaluative steps, just as there are in collecting 

and evaluating primary data.” (Johnston 2014: 620) There are many ways how to get data 

for analysis. The primary condition is to gain data in a standardized way which means 

researchers have to ensure the collection mode was the same for all the respondents and that 

they are being asked the same questions in the same order (Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 2015). 

The probability of the data being collected responsibly and according to the prevailing 

standards is higher when it comes to well established surveys such as ISSP. 

The source of the data are usually data archives which provides dataset to the researchers which 

is either charged a fee, a member registration is required, or it may be provided free of charge 

and free of any further demands. The downloaded file usually contains the dataset, 

questionnaire (or more questionnaires if more were used) and other “technical” documents 

consisting of information connected to the operations and modifications performed in the 

dataset and the basic information about the circumstances of the research such as the mode of 

data collection, the date when the research was conducted, the number of respondents, etc. 

(Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 2015). 

Secondary data analysis tends to be an underestimated tool of scientists.  It might be particularly 

valuable to junior investigators like me but also to scientists who already managed to collect 

the data and found a potential in them which is too wide for the use of the original project and 

secondary data analysis is therefore an effective way of revealing the full potential of the data. 
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In both cases, the secondary data analysis is less time consuming and resources demanding 

since the data has already been collected and paid for by someone else. On the other hand, it 

does not mean it is necessarily easy to conduct further analysis on such a dataset. Larger 

samples have more potential to be representative as for the target population and therefore to 

provide higher level of validity and also potential for generalizable findings (Smith et al. 2011; 

Johnston 2014).  

To summarize this subchapter: there are several advantages of doing a secondary data analysis: 

firstly, it is time undemanding, nevertheless, the results still have a potential to be interesting 

and innovative, the data are robust and there are also negligible ethical risks. Negligible ethical 

risks apply also to this case. The data does not contain any personal information which would 

allow to track the particular respondent. Accordingly, there is no way I could imperil them.  

ISSP 2010 were, of course, collected in accordance to the ethical code and have been 

anonymized so the respondents would not come to any harm. The data are available for non-

commercial use and are available for downloading. 

2.5.2. Quality of used data 

“Scientists rarely, if ever, have access to every member of a population. Therefore, we collect 

data from a small subset of the population (known as a sample) and use these data to infer 

things about population as a whole.” (Field 2009, p. 34) 

The quote explains why we do quantitative research in the way we do. We have data we gained 

on the basis of research design which originated from our research question (Mareš, Rabušic 

& Soukup 2015). Even in this case of secondary analysis, there was a research question based 

on which I began to explore the research which has already been conducted and which could 

provide me with an answer to my research question or at least help me find a way my research 

question would be possible to answer in future research established on the basis of it. 

As well as there is a critique of qualitative research, there is also a critique of quantitative 

research, specifically of surveys. Alan Aldridge and Ken Levine (2001) portray some of the 

most essential objections against survey research. They divide this critique into two branches: 

scientific and humanistic. Scientific critique lies in trapping the science. In other words surveys 

are often reprehended for their reliance on statistical analysis, use of jargon and also the 

appearance of objectivity which more or less matches the objections described in sub-chapter 



43 

 

2.1. Surveys contain many constructions and typically also a large number of variables 

considering attributes, behavior and opinions of respondents with almost zero chance to draw 

any conclusions about causality between them. This critique usually comes from experimental 

design supporters who perceive surveys only as a tool suggesting hypothesis which can then 

be tested by performing experiments. Humanistic critique, on the other hand, lambasts surveys 

for treating society and cultural phenomena as no more than the sum of the individuals within 

it. Interestingly, scientific critique is less pressing then humanistic critique, because the issue 

of causality, for example, is only as complex as the society is complex. Moreover, neither any 

qualitative nor quantitative research method is able to perfectly and faultlessly describe the 

society and processes by which is it driven. As for the humanistic critique, one must be aware 

of the possible deficiencies and the purpose of the survey to draw reliable and valid conclusions 

(Aldridge & Levine 2001, p. 12–17). 

The size of the sample matters in order to be able to reflect upon the whole population. 

Generally, the bigger the sample, the higher the probability of the sample being applicable to 

the population as a whole. Even though it should be noted, in case of having several random 

samples, they might and probably will differ. However, on average, they should be fairly 

similar (Field 2009). For the purposes of this thesis, the sample of 2,609 people is used (1,428 

in Czechia and 1,181 in Sweden), which is considered absolutely sufficient for the analysis 

itself as well as making assumptions about the whole population (see chapter 3). 

Another aspect reflecting the quality of the data is the fact I am exploring the data more than 7 

years from the time it was released26. One might object it makes the data old and unusable, 

however I hold the opinion when exploring the environmental attitudes, there is no reason for 

it to become outdated after some time. Moreover, this study might serve as an inspiration to 

other social scientists and similar analysis might be carried out when the next ISSP 

Environmental module is released (it is planned on 2020). Quite the contrary, I see this as an 

advantage, since it often happens there are errors and mistakes within the data that might be 

corrected after a longer period of time(GESIS 2012a). For example, the last change within this 

dataset was made in May 2013 when there was an error found in the data and subsequently 

corrected. 

                                                 

26 Even though the survey is called ISSP 2010, there was an unavoidable pause between the data collection within 

all the involved countries and then the data merging into one dataset. The research was conducted in 2010, but it 

was archived in 2011 (GESIS 2012a). 
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Another issue that is contemporary and it is a problem of every single large-scale survey might 

be the translation into different languages. The precision of answers depends on 

comprehensibility within each state which is hinged by cultural, geographical and language 

context because some of the questions might be understood in a different manner than in the 

one in which they were constructed, or they can remain completely misunderstood. 

Mode of the data collection is another aspect that might and does differ within the countries. 

As I already mentioned before, Sweden used postal survey, while Czechia employed face to 

face interview. In Sweden, for the sample to be generalizable to the population, there is an issue 

of distances between respondents within different regions, the chosen mode of data collection 

is therefore understandable and probably more efficient, it is, however, question if two different 

modes of collection might bring the same results or not. 

Every single research (and in this case not only survey) also suffers from social desirability 

which may cause respondents to answer the question by what they think is desired attitude and 

behaviour by the society rather than what they truly think and do. This applies especially to the 

field of environmentalism where some ways of pro-environmentally friendly behaviour are 

considered a social norm. Moreover, it might even happen while the respondent is answering 

a question, they might not know the answer or there is no answer corresponding to the reality 

of the respondent provided. These kinds of issues are unfortunately present in most of the 

quantitative researches and are often unavoidable such is the case of social desirability. 

Nonetheless, it is important to have cognizance about this phenomenon and attempt to prevent 

as much as possible (Aldridge & Levine 2001, p. 103–104).  

Another quite frequent issue is the middle category when for example asking respondent about 

their level of agreement (strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, strongly disagree). Some 

sociologists say, the middle category is too attractive, and it may represent a way out for the 

respondent who does not wish to give a straight answer. On the other hand, there is also an 

opinion expressing there might indeed be a respondent who truly is neutral and forcing them 

to give an answer other than that would lead to distortion. Overall, it is recommended to include 

the middle category unless there are compelling reasons for not doing so. If there are prevailing 

middle answers among the survey, it might in fact mean the respondents do not hold 

unambiguous opinion (Aldridge & Levine 2001, p. 112–113). 
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2.5.3. Used statistical methods  

As I have already mentioned several times, in my thesis it is dealt mostly with quantitative 

analysis jointly with the theme of sex27 and environment. Because the quantitative methods are 

the core of this thesis, I intent to elaborate on them to clarify how they work and why I am 

using these particular statistical methods.  

According to Andy Fields (2009, p. 48–49), there are five steps of a quantitative research 

process, I quote: 

1. Generate a research question through an initial observation (hopefully backed up by 

some data). 

2. Generate a theory to explain your initial observation. 

3. Generate hypothesis: break down your theory into a set of testable predictions. 

4. Collect data to test the theory: decide on what variables you need to measure to test 

your predictions and how best to measure or manipulate those variables. 

5. Analyze the data: fit a statistical model to the data – this model will test your original 

predictions. Assess this model to see whether or not it supports your initial predictions. 

 

 At this point, I am almost ready to move on to the fifth step. However, before I do, I want to 

shortly sum up the statistical methods I will be using and explain their purpose. I also want to 

add I will be using a statistical program SPSS which stands for Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences and it is a statistical program used quite frequently for the purposes of research 

analysis in social sciences. 

The core of the thesis is a comparison between diverse groups: mainly between two countries 

(Czechia and Sweden) and two sexes (men and women). Therefore, the idea is to explore if the 

differences between these groups are significant. T-tests are used for this purpose. The 

assumptions for the t-test are following: a normal distribution of the data is required for a 

parametric test, preferably with the sample bigger than 30 respondents which is then more 

likely to ensure the normality of the distribution. Also, the samples are supposed to come from 

a population with equal variances. If these predispositions are not fulfilled, non-parametric t-

                                                 

27 Within the thesis, I will hold to the term “sex“ since respondents were identified according to the biological sex 

and not to gender as a social category. 



46 

 

test is to be applied to the data (Hinton 2014). The concrete t-test I will be using is called t-test 

of independent samples since we have two groups (either two countries or two sexes) and 

always one variable at a time. 

Apart from T-tests, I am also using some correlation coefficients. Chi-square test of 

independence (also sometimes called contingency tables) is used when the variables are of a 

nominal or ordinal character and it is used to measure the relationship between the variables. 

Similarly, correlation coefficients were designed to measure the relationship between the 

variables. Due to them, we are able to say if there is a reliance between them, how strong it is, 

what is the direction of the reliance and the character (such as linear). There are different tests 

to measure it, some parametrical, some non-parametrical. Since I have quite a large dataset at 

my disposal, I can use parametrical tests to analyse the data because usually, the rule is the 

sample should exceed 30 respondents (Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 2015). 

The last statistical tools I will engage for my purposes is the regression analysis. Regression is 

very similar to correlation coefficients, however this method is more efficient due to its 

possibilities: we can use more variables than just two (if we are performing multiple regression) 

and it helps us to predict the value of the outcome variable based on these variables (Field 

2009). 
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3. ANALYSIS 

After I introduced the prevailing theories regarding gender and the environment, described the 

contexts of both Czechia and Sweden to provide wider understanding, and explained which 

data and how I will be using for my analysis, I now intend to perform the analysis. At first, I 

will do some basic contextual analysis to introduce the reader to the data and differences 

between the countries, and in another subchapter, I will aim to explore the predictors that might 

according to the previous theories and research have an influence of environmental attitudes. 

3.1. Contextual analysis of the data 

Before I begin analysing the data itself, I will provide the description of the dataset as a whole 

but also of both countries separately (see table number 3). The total number of the 

environmental ISSP 2010 respondents (Czech and Swedish combined) is 2,609 out of which 

1,248 are male (47.8%) and 1,361 are female (52.2%) which is a result reflecting a 

representation in an entire population. As for the age of participants of both countries, the 

participants were distributed among four age categories which were balanced as for the number 

of respondents28 (about one quarter per each group): 18 to 34 years old (653 respondents), 35 

to 48 years old (661 respondents), 49 to 62 years old (658 respondents), and 63 years and older 

(638 respondents). Another sociodemographic characteristic I decided to put in the table is 

concerned with the highest level of education with six distinct categories. Unsurprisingly, there 

are only few people with no formal education (11 respondents which is about 0.4% of the 

sample), slightly more than one tenth of the respondents (13.2%) then possesses lowest formal 

qualification. The most numerous group out of the categories is the group with completed 

intermediate secondary education (35.3%), which is followed by people with completed higher 

secondary education (25.3%). About 4.6% is comprised of respondents with incomplete 

university degree and 21.2% of respondents with completed university degree. Another 

variable which was hinted by previous studies to have an impact on environmental attitude is 

also religion. The majority of respondents (68.9%) claim to have and follow no religion at all 

and the second most numerous group are Protestants (31.8%), about 17% says they are Roman 

Catholics. The other religious groups (Christian Orthodox, other Christian, Jewish, Islamic, 

Buddhist and other religions) comprise of one percent or even less. Marital status might also 

                                                 

28 Since there was solely variable containing the year of birth and then recalculation to age for each respondent, I 

decided to construct a new variable containing of age groups which would be distributed due to quartiles. 
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have an influence on environmental attitude and is undoubtedly important to understand the 

nature of respondents. The majority of the sample (which applies to both Czechs and Swedes) 

stated they were married at the time of questioning (46.8%), the second most numerous group 

were singles (27.3%), 13.4% of respondents claimed to be divorced, 9.4% said they were 

widowed, 2.1% then stated to be in a civil partnership and 0.9% to be separated from a spouse. 

The last sociodemographic characteristics used in the table 3 is the number of children in the 

household which I could not leave out since I included the marital status. Most of the 

respondents stated they do not have any children (79.3%). Slightly more than one tenth (12.2%) 

then said to have one child, 7.1% of respondents claimed to have two children, three children 

showed up as a chosen answer in about 1% of cases and four children in 0.3% of cases. 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of ISSP 2010 sample of sociodemographic characteristics of 

Czech and Swedish respondents and of both countries combined 

COUNTRY Czechia Sweden TOTAL (%) 

NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS 1,428 1,181 2,609 (100,0) 

SEX 

Male 694 554 1,248 (47,8) 

Female 734 627 1,361 (52,2) 

 TOTAL 1,428 1,181 2,609 (100,0) 

AGE 

18 to 34 yr. 380 273 653 (25,0) 

35 to 48 yr. 379 282 661 (25,3) 

49 to 62 yr. 338 320 658 (25,2) 

63 and older 332 306 638 (24,4) 

TOTAL 1,429 1,181 2,610 (100,0) 

HIGHEST EDUCATION 

LEVEL 

No formal qualification 2 9 11 (0,4) 

Lowest formal qualification 136 205 341 (13,2) 

Intermediate secondary completed 587 323 910 (35,3) 

Higher secondary completed 480 174 654 (25,3) 

University degree incomplete (qualifications 

above higher secondary level) 
24 94 118 (4,6) 

University degree completed 194 352 546 (21,2) 

TOTAL 1,423 1,157 2,580 (100,0) 

RELIGION 

No religion 899 346 1,245 (68,9) 

Roman Catholic 419 15 434 (17,0) 

Protestant 49 760 809 (31,8) 

Christian Orthodox 0 9 9 (0,4) 

Other Christian 19 6 25 (1,0) 

Jewish 0 1 1 (0,0) 

Islamic 0 11 11 (0,4) 

Buddhist 0 2 2 (0,1) 
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Other Religions 3 7 10 (0,4) 

TOTAL 1,389 1,157 1,546 (100,0) 

 Married 625 577 1,202 (46,8) 

MARITAL STATUS 

Civil partnership 5 49 54 (2,1) 

Separated from spouse/ civil partner  11 13 24 (0,9) 

Divorced from spouse/ legally separated 

from civil partner, annulled 
234 111 345 (13,4) 

Widowed/ civil partner died 199 43 242 (9,4) 

Never married/ never in a civil partnership, 

single 
344 356 700 (27,3) 

TOTAL 1,418 1,149 1,567 (100,0) 

CHILDREN IN THE 

HOUSEHOLD 

No children 1,173 894 2,067 (79,3) 

One child 160 159 319 (12,2) 

Two children 84 102 186 (7,1) 

Three children 7 20 27 (1,0) 

Four children 2 6 8 (0,3) 

TOTAL 1,426 1,181 2,607 (100,0) 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

I selected some questions I find particularly interesting for my thesis. These questions are either 

touching the topic of environmentalism or gender equality and I believe they demonstrate the 

differences between both countries and sexes. 

The first question I chose was stated in the questionnaire as it follows (see Appendix C): Which 

of these issues is the most important for [COUNTRY] today? The possible options were: health 

care, education, crime, the environment, immigration, the economy, terrorism, poverty, none 

of these and can’t choose (this answer was stated in 53 cases). When looking at a graph 1, there 

seem to be differences in respondents’ opinion of each country. The economy was perceived 

as the most principal issue, probably due to ongoing economic crisis at that time. Interestingly, 

mostly Czechs hold that opinion (612) as opposed to 155 Swedes who also considered the 

economy as the most important issue. Health care ended up on a second place with 390 Czechs 

and 373 Swedes thinking about this issue as the most important for their country. Then it was 

education with more than 300 respondents in total (80 Czechs and 226 Swedes), less than 300 

respondents were thinking more about crime as the key problem (126 Czechs and 124 Swedes), 

while the environment was fifth most critical issue out of total number of nine options with 67 

Czechs and 120 Swedes ranking it as the most burning issue of their country. This might have 

been a reflection of the future general elections in Sweden which took place about four months 
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after the end of data collection29. Slightly more than 100 citizens put immigration (18 Czechs 

and 97 Swedes) and poverty (76 Czechs and 36 Swedes) as the number one problem. Only 29 

Czech citizens and 3 Swedish citizens considered terrorism the most important issue for their 

country. The total number of 24 respondents could not choose and used the option “none of 

these” as their answer.  

Figure 1. Most important issues for the Czechia and Sweden (counts) 

 

NCZ = 1,410; NSE = 1,146 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

To find out if the differences between both countries are truly significant, I decided to verify 

this assumption by a simple statistical test. Due to results30 of conducted chi-squared test of 

independence (table 4), we can see there are significant differences between both countries in 

most of the items. Education, environment, immigration, the economy and terrorism were 

proved significant on a 0.1% dependency level, health care and poverty on a 1% dependency 

level. Crime and “none of these” did not came out significant. In another word, it seems due to 

the data results, Czech were more likely choose the economy, terrorism and poverty as the 

                                                 

29 Nonetheless, as it was displayed e.g. in Axel Franzen’s study (2003) of ISSP 1993 and 2000, Sweden has always 

had a high environmental concern always being among top ranking countries, while Czechia has always been 

around average or even below average ranking countries, so there seem to be the same longitudinal effect since 

1993. 
30 Chi square (χ2), applying to the test as a whole, is equal to 424,309, there are 8 degrees of freedom (df) which 

is the number of values in the final calculation of a statistic that are free to vary (Hinton 2014, p. 243–259), and 

p-value (p) being .000 meaning there is a zero chance the results might be random (Hinton 2014, p. 243–259). 

Throughout the thesis, I am mostly working with alpha level of 0.05 to which the p-value is compared. If the p-

value is lower, it means the results are significant. 
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burning issues for Czechia, while Swedes tend to pick education, the environment, immigration 

and health care as the most important issues for Sweden.  

Table 4. Chi-squared test of independence of the considered most important issues for Czechia 

and Sweden and their significance 

(-) or (+) … 0.05 of significance level 

(--) or (++) … 0.01 of significance level 

(---) or (+++) … 0.001 of significance level 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

Since my thesis is issued as a comparison study between Czechia and Sweden but also men 

and women, I did the same test (chi-squared test of independence) also for males and females 

in the data in general (table 5), males and females in Czechia (table 6) and males and females 

in Sweden (table 7). 

Generally speaking, men and women from both Czechia and Sweden who were included in 

ISSP 2010 Environment III dataset, there are certain differences (χ2 = 36,010; df = 8; p = 0.000), 

however they occur not to be to the extent as the differences between the countries. As it can 

be seen in the table 5, men and women seem to have a highly differentiated opinion especially 

on health care. The total number of 456 women claimed it the most important issue of their 

country, while 304 men hold the same opinion, out of the 2,556 respondents who answered this 

question, which is a considerable difference as shown by the sign table below. Interestingly, 

there were also significant differences in what each sex considered the most important issue in 

the case of crime, immigration and also economy, all of which were chosen as an answer 

primarily by men, however, these differences were considerably smaller than in an issue of a 

health care. 

  

  Health 

care 
Education Crime 

The 

environment 
Immigration 

The 

economy 
Terrorism Poverty 

None of 

these 
Total 

Sweden 

Count 373 226 124 120 97 155 3 36 12 1146 

% of 

Total 
14.6% 8.8% 4.9% 4.7% 3.8% 6.1% 0.1% 1.4% 0.5% 44.8% 

Adjusted 

Residual 
2,7 (++) 10,9 (+++) 1,6 5,5 (+++) 8,7 (+++) -16,4 (---) -4,1 (---) -2.8 (--) 0,5  

Czechia 

Count 390 80 126 67 18 612 29 76 12 1410 

% of 

Total 
15.3% 3.1% 4.9% 2.6% 0.7% 23.9% 1.1% 3.0% 0.5% 55.2% 

Adjusted 

Residual 
-2,7 (--) -10,9 (---) -1,6 -5,5 (---) -8,7 (---) 16,4 (+++) 4.1 (+++) 2.8 (++) -0.5  

Total 

Count 763 306 250 187 115 767 32 112 24 2556 

% of 

Total 
29.9% 12.0% 9.8% 7.3% 4.5% 30.0% 1.3% 4.4% 0.9% 100.0% 
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Table 5.Chi-squared test of independence of the considered most important issues for males 

and females in Czechia and Sweden combined and their significance 

   

Total   Health 

care 
Education Crime 

The 

environment 
Immigration 

The 

economy 
Terrorism Poverty 

None 

of 

these 

Female 

Count 459 164 116 103 48 375 17 51 9 1342 

% of Total 18.0% 6.4% 4.5% 4.0% 1.9% 14.7% 0.7% 2.0% 0.4% 52.5% 

Adjusted 

Residual 
5.1 (+++) 0.4 -2.0 (-) 0.7 -2.4 (-) -2.4 (-) 0.1 -1.5 -1.5  

Male 

Count 304 142 134 84 67 392 15 61 15 1214 

% of Total 11.9% 5.6% 5.2% 3.3% 2.6% 15.3% 0.6% 2.4% 0.6% 47.5% 

Adjusted 

Residual 
-5.1 (---) -0.4 2.0 (-) -0.7 2.4 (+) 2.4 (+) -0.1 1.5 1.5  

Total 
Count 763 306 250 187 115 767 32 112 24 2556 

% of Total 29.9% 12.0% 9.8% 7.3% 4.5% 30.0% 1.3% 4.4% 0.9% 100.0% 

(-) or (+) … 0.05 of significance level 

(--) or (++) … 0.01 of significance level 

(---) or (+++) … 0.001 of significance level 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

The priority issues vary quite a bit (χ2 = 36,695; df = 8; p = 0.000) between males and females 

in Czechia (table 6). Especially health care seems to be much more important to women (248) 

than to men (142). Men apparently considered the issues of crime, immigration, economy and 

even environment more important than females. However, note that this does not say much in 

accordance to answer the hypothesis of this thesis since at this point I am only exploring the 

data and this is an answer to a simple question instead of a sophisticated analysis of more 

complex scale. Even though I want to emphasize it is curious the opinions between men and 

women seem to vary in Czechia. 

Table 6. Chi-squared test of independence of the considered most important issues between 

males and females in Czechia and their significance 

    

Total   Health 

care 
Education Crime 

The 

environment 
Immigration 

The 

economy 
Terrorism Poverty 

None 

of 

these 

Female 

Count 248 43 54 26 5 304 15 36 5 736 

% of Total 17.6% 3.0% 3.8% 1.8% 0.4% 21.6% 1.1% 2.6% 0.4% 52.2% 

Adjusted 

Residual 
5.3 (+++) 0.3 -2.2 (-) -2.2 (-) -2.2 (-) -1.7 (-) -0.1 -0.9 -0.7   

Male 

Count 142 37 72 41 13 308 14 40 7 674 

% of Total 10.1% 2.6% 5.1% 2.9% 0.9% 21.8% 1.0% 2.8% 0.5% 47.8% 

Adjusted 

Residual 
-5.3 (---) -0.3 2.2 (+) 2.2 (+) 2.2 (+) 1.7 (+) 0.1 0.9 0.7   

Total 
Count 390 80 126 67 18 612 29 76 12 1410 

% of Total 27.7% 5.7% 8.9% 4.8% 1.3% 43.4% 2.1% 5.4% 0.9% 100.0% 

(-) or (+) … 0.05 of significance level 

(--) or (++) … 0.01 of significance level 

(---) or (+++) … 0.001 of significance level 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 
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Last but not least, I applied the same test as in the previous cases to Sweden to explore the 

variety of opinions (χ2 = 18,468; df = 8; p = 0.018) to the most important issue of the country 

between men and women (table 7). The result is truly interesting since men and women mostly 

agree, which means there are not many significant differences, only one on the environment: 

while it is the most important issue of their country for 77 women, only 43 men assign it the 

same level of importance.  

Table 7. Chi-squared test of independence of the considered most important issues between 

males and females in Sweden and their significance 

    

Total   Health 

care 
Education Crime 

The 

environment 
Immigration 

The 

economy 
Terrorism Poverty 

None 

of 

these 

Female 

Count 211 121 62 77 43 71 2 15 4 606 

% of Total 18.4% 10.6% 5.4% 6.7% 3.8% 6.2% 0.2% 1.3% 0.3% 52.9% 

Adjusted 

Residual 
1.7 0.2 -0.7 2.6 (++) -1.8 -1.9 0.5 -1.4 -1.4   

Male 

Count 162 105 62 43 54 84 1 21 8 540 

% of Total 14.1% 9.2% 5.4% 3.8% 4.7% 7.3% 0.1% 1.8% 0.7% 47.1% 

Adjusted 

Residual 
-1.7 -0.2 0.7 -2.6 (--) 1.8 1.9 -0.5 1.4 1.4   

Total 
Count 373 226 124 120 97 155 3 36 12 1146 

% of Total 32.5% 19.7% 10.8% 10.5% 8.5% 13.5% 0.3% 3.1% 1.0% 100.0% 

(-) or (+) … 0.05 of significance level 

(--) or (++) … 0.01 of significance level 

(---) or (+++) … 0.001 of significance level 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

When males and females within Czechia and Sweden are put into one well-arranged table (table 

8), the differences among both the countries and sexes become even more obvious. The 

economy was considered the most burning issue in Czechia among both men and women (44% 

of the total number of Czech respondents), health care then came out as the second most 

important issue for Czechs (27.2% of all Czechs). The third most important was crime with 

8.7% of Czech respondents stating so, which put crime even as a prior to other topics like 

education (5.8%), poverty (5.1%), the environment (4.7%), terrorism (2.0%) and immigration 

(1.3%). About 0.6% stated they would choose something else. 

Swedes on the other hand put health care first (32.5% of the total number of respondents) and 

the education second (19.8%). Then, it was the economy of Sweden which was considered the 

most important issue (13.5%), the environment (11.5%), crime (10.8%), immigration (8.5%) 

and poverty (3.1%). Option “none of these” chose 1% out of the total number of Swedish 

respondents, while terrorism was considered as a burning issue by even less than one percent 

of Swedes (0.3%). 
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Table 8. Frequency table of variety of opinions on the most important issue between Czechia 

and Sweden and males and females within the countries 

COUNTRY CZECHIA SWEDEN 
TOTAL 

SEX Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%) 

Q1a Most 

important issues 

for [R's 

COUNTRY] 

today? 

The economy 308 (21.9) 304 (21.6) 84 (7.3) 71 (6.2) 767 

Health care 142 (10.1) 248 (17.6) 162 (14.1) 211 (18.4) 763 

Education 37 (2.6) 43 (3.1) 105 (9.2) 121 (10.6) 306 

Crime 72 (5.1) 54 (3.8) 62 (5.4) 62 (5.4) 250 

The environment 41 (2.9) 26 (1.9) 43 (3.8) 77 (6.7) 187 

Immigration 13 (0.9) 5 (0.4) 54 (4.7) 43 (3.8) 115 

Poverty 40 (2.8) 33 (2.3) 21 (1.8) 15 (1.3) 109 

Terrorism 14 (1.0) 15 (1.0) 1 (0.1) 2 (0.2) 32 

None of these 7 (0.5) 5 (0.4) 8 (0.7) 4 (0.3) 24 

  Total 674 (47.8) 733 (52.2) 540 (47.1) 606 (52.9) 2.553 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

Another question that I ascribed relevance to, was a question regarding the level of 

agreement/disagreement with a following statement: It is the responsibility of the government 

to reduce the differences in income between people with high incomes and those with low 

incomes. In sum for both countries, respondents mostly “strongly agreed” and “agreed” (58%) 

the government should be the one reducing income differences, about 22.8% of them stated 

“neither agree nor disagree” and 19.2% chose “disagree” or “disagree strongly”. The result of 

differences between answers of Czech and Swedish respondents (graph 2) did not show 

significance (t (2515)31= 0.804; p = 0.422), the pattern of answers of Czechs and Swedes was 

quite homogenic. Therefore, the mean if answers (1 – agree strongly, 5 - disagree strongly) for 

Czechia was 2.46 and for Sweden 2.42. Both countries in average tended to be inclined to 

answer “agree” for their countries’ government should reduce income differences. Even 

though, it seems Czechs tend to have a higher frequency of disagreement with the statement 

then Swedes did. 

 

 

 

                                                 

31 The number in the brackets stands for the levels of freedom. This is a standard way of reporting the results of 

the t-statistics. 
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Figure 2. The level of agreement with reducing income differences being responsibility of 

government between Czechs and Swedes 

 
NCZ = 1,395; NSE = 1,121 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

However, when we compare the differences among men and women, we get noteworthy results 

showing significance (t (2515) = 4.592; p = 0.000). Women are more likely to agree with the 

opinion the government should reduce income differences than men are. The mean for females 

(for Czech Republic and Sweden combined) is 2.34 and for men 2.55. Moreover, similar result 

is observed also within the individual countries32 (table 9) between males and females. Women 

generally seem to be stronger in holding an opinion reducing the income differences is the 

responsibility of a government. 

Table 9. Frequency table of variety of opinions on the statement claiming the responsibility of 

the government is to reduce income differences between Czechia and Sweden and males and 

females within the countries 
COUNTRY   CZECHIA SWEDEN 

TOTAL 
SEX   Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%) 

Q2b 

Responsibility 

of 

government: 

reduce income 

differences 

Agree strongly 165 (11,8)  182 (13,0) 102 (9,1) 136 (12,1) 585 

Agree 206 (14,8) 243 (17,4) 173 (15,4) 252 (22,5) 874 

Neither agree nor 

disagree 
142 (10,2) 167 (12,0) 142 (12,7) 122 (10,9) 573 

Disagree 114 (8,2) 82 (5,9) 76 (6,8) 63 (5,6) 335 

Disagree strongly 50 (3,6) 44 (3,2) 39 (3,5) 16 (1,4) 149 

  Total 677 (48,5) 718 (51,5) 532 (47,5) 589 (52,5) 2,516 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

                                                 

32 Results for Czechia being: t (1394) = 2.048, p = 0.041; and for Sweden: t (1119) = 4.741, p = 0.000. 
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Due to the review of a previous research, I supposed there might be a difference as for the level 

of concerns about environmental issues33 between Czechia and Sweden and between men and 

women. Note the order answers for this question were reversed, 1 meaning “not concerned at 

all” and 5 meaning “very concerned”. In the graph 3, we can see (in total) the majority of 

respondents (37.4%) stated they were “very concerned” or “concerned” about environmental 

issues. Quite big proportion of respondents put themselves in the middle (34.3%) and the 

answers “not at all concerned” and “not concerned” were chosen by 28.3% respondents. While 

exploring the differences between Czechia and Sweden, there is a notable difference (t (2560) 

= -11.297; p = 0.000) in answers: Swedes are generally more concerned (the mean of answers 

3.24) about the environment than Czechs are (the mean of answers 2.88). Both Czechia and 

Sweden were inclining towards the middle of the scale of the answers, however Swedes had 

the highest proportion of “very concerned” and “concerned” answers (551 Swedish 

respondents out of 1,169 who responded to the question) as opposed to Czechs who had the 

highest proportion of “not concerned at all” and “not concerned” answers (510 Czech 

respondents out of the total number of 1,415 Czech respondents).  

Figure 3. The level of environmental concern between Czechs and Swedes 

 
NCZ = 1,415; NSE = 1,169 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

As for the outlined hypothesis assuming women might be more concerned about the 

environment than men are, it was proven right based on the data (t (2531) = -4.682; p = 0.000). 

There were found substantial differences both between males and females of Czechia and 

                                                 

33Complete wording of a question: Generally speaking, how concerned are you about environmental issues? 
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Sweden in general as well as within the countries34. Moreover, due to the results (table 10), it 

is notable not only that Czechs are less concerned about the environment than Swedes are in 

general, but also there are lower differences between the level of concerns (2.79 mean of male 

answers and 2.96 of female answers in Czechia), while Swedish respondents show much higher 

level of concerns, especially women do (mean 3.48 of female responses and 3.23 mean of male 

responses). The average difference between men and women in Czechia is, therefore, 0.17 

points, while in Sweden, the difference is slightly higher (0.25 points).  

Even though, I assumed at the beginning of the thesis the structure of answers regarding the 

environment would be more homogenic in a country with lower level of inequality, this 

assumption has not been proven right so far. However, there seem to be quite substantial 

differences between the countries. 

Table 10. Frequency table of variety of opinions on the level of concerns about environmental 

issues between Czechia and Sweden and males and females within the countries 

COUNTRY   CZECHIA SWEDEN 
TOTAL 

SEX   Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%) 

Q6 How 

concerned in 

environmental 

issues? 

1 Not at all 

concerned 
117 (8,3) 86 (6,1) 41 (3,5) 20 (1,7) 264 

2 154 (10,9) 153 (10,8) 88 (7,5) 73 (6,2) 468 

3 235 (16,6) 256 (18,1) 190 (16,3) 206 (17,6) 887 

4 116 (8,2) 174 (12,3) 161 (13,8) 230 (19,7) 681 

5 Very concerned 64 (4,5) 60 (4,2) 69 (5,9) 91 (7,8) 284 

  Total 686 (48,5) 729 (51,5) 549 (47,0) 620 (53,0) 2,584 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

Environmental concern often tends to be connected to another issue which is supposed to show 

differences within the countries and sexes as well; knowledge of environmental problems’ 

causes35. The scale of answers was from 1 (“know nothing at all”) up to 5 (“know a great deal”). 

When we combine answers for respondents from both countries, the results (t (2522) = -10.429; 

p = 0.000) turn out in quite an interesting way: 27.5% out of the total number of Czech and 

Swedish respondents who answered this question feel they know quite a lot or even a “great 

deal” about the causes of environmental issues. The biggest proportion of respondents put 

themselves in the middle (42.8%) and 29.7% of respondents have the feeling they “know 

                                                 

34 Results for Czech males and females being: t (1413) = -2.669, p = 0.008; and for Swedish males and females: t 

(1110) = -4.033, p = 0.000. 
35 Complete wording of a question: How much do you feel you know about these causes of these sorts of 

environmental problems? 
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nothing at all” or do not know that much about the causes of environmental problems. The 

answers for this question differ substantially also between males and females (t (2562) = 5.115; 

p = 0.000). The differences between the countries, once again, are strong36. Even though the 

average response from both a Czech and a Swedish respondent would be “either informed or 

uninformed” (mean of answers of Czech respondents 2.85 and mean of Swedish respondents 

3.24) about the causes of environmental issues, Czechs tend to put themselves on the side of 

answers suggesting they do feel not to know much about the causes (see graph 4), while Swedes 

are more confident about their knowledge. 

Figure 4. The level of stated knowledge concerning the causes of environmental problems 

between Czechs and Swedes 

 
NCZ = 1,409; NSE = 1,155 
Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

As well as in the previous question regarding concern about environmental issues, parallelly I 

also assumed the knowledge concerning perceived level of knowledge of causes of 

environmental issues to vary among men and women, and it did. While the mean of the answers 

of men (for Czechia and Sweden combined) was 3.13, the mean of answers for women was 

2.93, suggesting men feel slightly more confident about their level of knowledge of 

environmental problems’ causes. As it was concluded from the analysis of the question, Swedes 

feel in general more confident about their knowledge of causes of environmental issues. In 

more in-depth look (table 11), it is obvious Swedish men feel having more knowledge (mean 

of answers 3.38) than women do (3.12). Likewise, Czech men claim to feel more informed 

(2.93) as opposed to women (2.78). Curiously, similarly to previous questions, there seem to 

be the trend of higher variance among men and women in Sweden (0.26 points) than in Czechia 

                                                 

36 Results for Czechia being: t (1401) = 2.857, p = 0.004; and for Sweden: t (1153) = 5.041, p = 0.000. 
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(0.15). Even though there are some tendencies to “step out” from the middle option of an 

answer, the average answer of a respondent is still quite likely to be centred in the midpoint. 

Table 11. Frequency table of perceived level of knowledge concerning causes of environmental 

issues between Czechia and Sweden and males and females within the countries 

COUNTRY   CZECHIA SWEDEN 
TOTAL 

SEX   Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%) 

Q8a Causes of 

sorts of 

environmental 

problems 

1 Know nothing at 

all 
47 (3,3) 69 (4,9) 13 (1,1) 21 (1,8) 150 

2 177 (12,6) 201 (14,3) 72 (6,2) 105 (9,1) 555 

3 282 (20,0) 302 (21,4) 213 (18,4) 301 (26,1) 1098 

4 140 (9,9) 121 (8,6) 182 (15,8) 154 (13,3) 597 

5 Know a great deal 41 (2,9) 29 (2,1) 62 (5,4) 32 (2,8) 164 

  Total 687 (48,8) 722 (51,2) 542 (46,9) 613 (53,1) 2,564 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

A similar question to the previous one (How much do you feel you know about the causes of 

these sorts of environmental problems?) was asked in ISSP 2010, however this one was aimed 

on the knowledge about solutions of environmental problems37. Identically to the previous 

question, the scale of answers was designed followingly: from 1 (“know nothing at all”) up to 

5 (“know a great deal”). Although the respondents did not seem that confident about their level 

of knowledge of environmental causes, they feel even less confident in a matter of knowing 

the possible solutions of environmental problems. Out of the sample of both Czechs and 

Swedes combined, only 18.8% of respondents said they “know a great deal” or know quite a 

lot, while 40.6% put themselves in the middle suggesting the feel either informed or 

uninformed, and finally the exact same percentage (40.6% respondents) claimed they feel to 

“know nothing at all” or simply do not know much. The differences between the countries 

(graph 5) are once again significant as calculated based on t-test (t (2444) = -4.739; p = 0.000). 

The mean of answers for Swedish respondents is 2.82 inclining towards the centre (neither 

informed or uninformed), while the mean of answers of Czech respondents is closer to feeling 

unknowledgeable about solutions to environmental issues (2.65).  

                                                 

37 Complete wording of a question: And how much do you feel you know about solutions to these sorts of 

environmental problems? 
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Figure 5. The level of stated knowledge concerning the solutions of environmental problems 

between Czechs and Swedes 

 
NCZ = 1,405; NSE = 1,142 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010  

Moreover, the differences between men and women are also substantial (t (2501) = 6.821; p = 

0.000) and similarly to the differences in previous questions, the variance is higher among 

Swedish men and women (0.34 points; t (1140) = 6.137; p = 0.000). While the mean of answers 

for Swedish males is 3.00 straight, the mean for women in Sweden is 2.66 indicating women 

are feeling meaningfully less knowledgeable about solutions to environmental issues than men 

do (table 12), however both groups mostly tend to choose the option “neither informed or 

uninformed”. The difference between the citizens of the Czech Republic is smaller (0.19 points; 

t (1386) = 3,808; p = 0.000), however still significant, and also fulfilling the assumption women 

are feeling less informed (mean of answers 2.56 among Czech women) than men do (mean of 

answers 2.75). Nevertheless, both Czech men and women incline to choose the middle answer, 

they are distinctively nearing to the option they do not know much about the solutions of the 

environmental problems. 

Table 12. Frequency table of perceived level of knowledge concerning solutions of 

environmental issues between Czechia and Sweden and males and females within the countries 

COUNTRY   CZECHIA SWEDEN 
TOTAL 

SEX   Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%) 

Q8b Solutions to 

sorts of 

environmental 

problems 

1 Not at all concerned 67 (4,8) 92 (6,5) 21 (1,8) 58 (5,1) 238 

2 197 (14,0) 252 (17,9) 140 (12,3) 206 (18,0) 795 

3 292 (20,8) 276 (19,6) 224 (19,6) 243 (21,3) 1035 

4 98 (7,0) 80 (5,7) 117 (10,2) 83 (7,3) 378 

5 Very concerned 31 (2,2) 20 (1,4) 33 (2,9) 17 (1,5) 101 

  Total 685 (48,8) 720 (51,2) 535 (46,8) 607 (53,2) 2,547 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 
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I was also curious if there is a possible existence of a relationship between the question 

regarding the knowledge of causes of environmental problems and the question regarding the 

knowledge of solutions. The correlation showed itself not only to be present, but it is “very 

strong” (Pearson’s correlation coefficient 0.747 and Spearman’s correlation coefficient 0.724 

with p value of 0.000 at the 0.01 level of significance) suggesting with increasing value of one 

variable, the value of the other variable is also likely to increase. However, due to the character 

of the data, I am not able to make a conclusion about causality; in other words which variable 

influences which. 

Finally, I am getting to the core part of the thesis. As it was already explained (sub-chapter 

2.2), based on the New Ecological Paradigm, I constructed a scale which I divided into two 

parts for a better understanding and possibilities of manoeuvring. The first subscale is 

concerning the an-technological approach: the higher the level of agreement, the higher the 

tendency to think science is not so important, so the feelings should come first. As can be seen 

in graph 6, generally, Czechs and Swedes combined tend to claim quite the opposite: more than 

one third (36.1%) thinks, science is either absolutely or quite beneficial and modern life does 

not harm the environment, 49.4% of respondents put themselves right in the middle suggesting 

they either agree or disagree with the given statements, and 14.4% seem to be quite sceptical 

to technologies and science, asserting we are not giving enough space for our own feelings. 

Not surprisingly, there are significant differences among countries38, indicating Swedes have 

more positive attitude (mean of answers 3.38), while Czechs tend to be slightly more negative 

(mean of 3.14 points). If we would make the numbers round, we would in fact find the 

respondents of both countries right in the middle: “neither agree or disagree”. 

                                                 

38 The results being t (2492) = -6.968; p = 0.000. 
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Figure 6. Classification of respondents demonstrated on the constructed NEP scale (anti-

technological sub-scale) between Czechs and Swedes 

 
NCZ = 1,419; NSE = 1,166 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

Regarding the first sub-scale, there seem to be substantial differences between men and women 

as well39 (table 13). Even though, the t-test suggests significance between means of males and 

females, the variance is 0.11 (mean of men 3.31 and mean of women 3.20). Both sexes, 

therefore, by a narrow margin tend to be ranked as “neither agree nor disagree” as for the anti-

technological statement. Curiously, the trend denying my hypothesis concerning lower 

variance between Swedish men and women than between Czech men and women seem to 

continue. While the analysis shows no significant difference between Czech men and women 

(t (1399) = 0.856; p = 0.392) for this sub-scale (mean of male responses 3.18 and mean of 

female responses 3.11), Swedish men and women appear to have significantly different 

opinions (t (1122) = 3.274; p = 0.001). Even more surprisingly, men tend to score higher (mean 

of answers 3.47) than women do (3.3). Interestingly, the results suggest women in general tend 

to be more anti-technological in comparison to men. 

  

                                                 

39 The results being: t (2520) = 2.689; p = 0.007. 

22

235

727

389

4610 107

551

428

70
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

1 Strongly agree 2 3 4 5 Strongly disagree

CZECHIA SWEDEN



63 

 

Table 13. Frequency table of the constructed NEP scale (anti-technological sub-scale) between 

Czechia and Sweden and males and females within the countries 

COUNTRY   CZECHIA SWEDEN 

TOTAL 
SEX   Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%) 

Anti-technological 

scale dimension 

1 Agree 12 (0,8) 10 (0,7) 7 (0,6) 3 (0,3) 32 

2 107 (7,5) 128 (9,0) 47 (4,0) 60 (5,1) 342 

3 345 (24,3) 382 (26,9) 225 (19,3) 326 (28,0) 1,278 

4 200 (14,1) 189 (13,3) 223 (19,1) 205 (17,6) 817 

5 Disagree 27 (1,9) 19 (1,3) 47 (4,0) 23 (2,0) 116 

  Total 691 (48,7) 728 (51,3) 549 (47,1) 617 (52,9) 2,585 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

Since I analysed the anti-technological sub-scale, I am also about to analyse the anti-

environmental subscale (see sub-chapter 2.2). The higher the level of agreement with this sub-

scale, the more are the respondents likely to believe we have bigger issues to take care of than 

the environmental problems and that by handling issues such as the economic situation, the 

environment might subsequently become better because the economic well-being is a 

prerequisite for better environment. However, there seem to be solely the minority of 

respondents thinking in a similar way (18.0% of “strongly agree” or “agree” answers), 48.2% 

respondents out of the total number of Czechs and Swedes in the sample tend to be in the 

middle of the constructed scale (“neither agree nor disagree”), and slightly more than one third 

“strongly disagree” or “disagree” with such statements (33.7%). As can be seen in the graph 7 

down below, the differences between Czechia and Sweden does not only seem to be significant 

but they are as subjugated to T-test analysis (t (2589) = -11.347; p = 0.000). Due to the results, 

Swedish respondents appear to have more pro-environmental sentiments (mean of answers 

3.37) as opposed to Czech people (3.02). Indeed, it occurs on this anti-environmental sub-scale, 

Swedes are more likely to belong to “disagree” statement as opposed to Czech respondents, 

while Czechs tend to put themselves to the middle of the answer options (“neither agree nor 

disagree”). 
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Figure 7. Classification of respondents demonstrated on the constructed NEP scale (anti-

environmental sub-scale) between Czechs and Swedes 

 
NCZ = 1,424; NSE = 1,167 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

According to the results of analysis of the other sub-scale from the New Ecological Paradigm, 

there also seem to be substantial differences among men and women in general (t (2565) = -

3.943; p = 0.000) as can be seen in the table 14. The mean of male responses is 3.01, while the 

mean of female responses is 3.26, suggesting women are the ones who incline to have more 

pro-environmental attitude then men do. On the other hand, when looking at the data more in-

depth, there is no difference between Czech males and females (t (1407) = - 0.534; p = 0.593), 

leading me to the assumption all Czech citizens tend to rank themselves more towards the 

middle (“neither agree nor disagree”). In contrast to Czechs, Swedish respondents emerge to 

hold substantially different opinions (t (1165) = -5.155; p = 0.000): while men’s mean of 

responses is 3.25, the mean of responses among Swedish women is 3.49 hinting essentially 

higher level of pro-environmental dispositions. Interestingly enough, there seems to be an 

ongoing trend in Czechs having a lower variance between their responses to chosen questions 

as well as between attitudes towards the technology and the environment, while Swedes appear 

to differ significantly within the responses and attitudes, not only from the Czech Republic but 

also between sexes within Sweden itself. 
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Table 14. Frequency table of the constructed NEP scale (anti-environmental sub-scale) 

between Czechia and Sweden and males and females within the countries 

COUNTRY   CZECHIA SWEDEN 
TOTAL 

SEX   Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%) 

Anti-

environmental 

scale dimension 

1 Strongly agree 11 (0,8) 9 (0,6) 6 (0,5) 3 (0,3) 29 

2 168 (11,8) 146 (10,3) 80 (6,9) 43 (3,7) 437 

3 348 (24,2) 386 (27,1) 247 (21,2) 269 (23,1) 1250 

4 149 (10,5) 175 (12,3) 202 (17,3) 255 (21,9) 781 

5 Strongly disagree 15 (1,1) 17 (1,2) 13 (1,1) 49 (4,2) 94 

  Total 691 (48,5) 733 (51,5) 548 (47,0) 619 (53,0) 2,591 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

Before engaging the regression analysis, I decided to use one more battery of questions which 

might be relevant to analysing the environmental attitudes. These questions as a whole could 

be perceived as “environmental behaviour” since they are measuring the frequency (always, 

often, sometimes, never) of chosen pro-environmental activities. The complete phrasing of all 

six used questions is: 

Q20a – How often do you make a special effort to sort glass or tins or plastic or newspapers 

and so on for recycling? 

Q20b – How often do you make a special effort to buy fruit and vegetables grown without 

pesticides or chemicals? 

Q20c – How often do you cut back on driving a car for environmental reasons? 

Q20d – How often do you reduce the energy or fuel you use at home for environmental 

reasons? 

Q20e – And how often do you choose to save or re-use water for environmental reasons? 

Q20f – And how often do you avoid buying certain products for environmental reasons? 

The number of people who responded to each question is between 2,400 and 2,600 for most of 

the six items. However, there is a one question (Q20c) regarding cutting back on driving a car 

which includes only 2,093 respondents which is less than 80% of a responsiveness rate. 

However, the effect of this question is decreased when a compact scale is computed (I discuss 

this further down below). For a better idea concerning the distribution of responses, graph (8) 

and a table (15) were created. 
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Figure 8. Frequency of chosen ecological activities of Czechs and Swedes non-differentiated 

 

NQ20a = 2,582; NQ20b = 2,473; NQ20c = 2,093; NQ20d = 2,598; NQ20e = 2,597; NQ20f = 2,597 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

As for the item regarding making a special effort to sort some kind of material for recycling, 

the majority of people (see table 15) report they are “always” (50.2%) or “often” (30.6%) doing 

so, 15.1% recycle “sometimes” and only 4.1% “never” recycle any kind of material (glass, tins, 

newspapers, etc.). The high proportion of people performing recycling might be ascribed to the 

fact recycling is probably the easiest and non-costly method to contribute to a better 

environment. On the other hand, when we investigate the item regarding buying fruits and 

vegetables without pesticides or chemicals, most respondents claim they do that “sometimes” 

(42.8%), only 6% of the people in the sample “always” do so, 24.3% “often” buy such food, 

and 27% of respondent state to “never” do that. Cutting back on driving a car seems even more 

difficult for respondents, since the biggest proportion of them stated they “never” do that 

(41.6%), 37.4% Czechs and Swedes “sometimes” cut back on driving a car, while the responses 

“always” and “often” combined make up to 21% of the sample. Reducing the energy or use of 

fuels at home, however, is bringing very interesting outcomes: 10.4% of respondents claim to 

“always” reduce the energy or fuels at home for environmental reasons, 32% “often” do that, 

and 38.5% “sometimes” reduce the energy at home, while 19.1% people state to “never” do 

that. Even though, the formulation of this question suggests people’s primary intention are 

environmental reasons, the higher frequency of this question might be related to financial 

reasons as well: reducing the energy at home simply leads to cost saving. Last but not least one 

item considers the issue of saving or re-using water for environmental reasons: 10.8% of the 

Czech and Swedish respondents claim to always save water, 22.5% of them state to “often” do 
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so, and 33.5% of them suggest they are “sometimes” saving or re-using water. Similarly, to the 

proportion of the answer “sometimes”, 33.2% of the sample said they “never” save water. The 

last item regards avoiding buying certain products due to environmental reasons. The 

proportion of “always” answers (4.2%) is almost as low as it is at the item regarding cutting 

back on driving a car. About 20.8% of respondents claim to “often” avoid buying such 

products, and almost half of all respondents answering this question stated they “sometimes” 

avoid buying certain products for environmental reasons (48.3%). Approximately 26.7% 

people then said they “never” avoid buying such products, which correspondents to the item 

referring to buying fruits and vegetables without pesticides. 

Table 15. Percentage table of the chosen ecological activities for Czechia and Sweden 

combined 

Frequency 

Q20a Sort 

glass for 

recycling 

Q20b Buy food 

without 

pesticides 

Q20c Cut back 

on driving a car 

Q20d 

Reduce the 

energy at 

home 

Q20e Save 

or re-use 

water 

Q20f Avoid buying 

certain products  

Always 50.2% 6.0% 3.9% 10.4% 10.8% 4.2% 

Often 30.6% 24.2% 17.1% 32.0% 22.5% 20.8% 

Sometimes 15.1% 42.8% 37.4% 38.5% 33.5% 48.3% 

Never 4.1% 27.0% 41.6% 19.1% 33.2% 26.7% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

Since I decided to use the “environmental activity” as an independent variable for my 

regression analysis, I decided to construct a completely new variable (or a scale) which would 

include all the mentioned items. I did so in a very similar manner as when I was constructing 

a NEP scale (see chapter 2.2.3). All the assumptions for creating a single variable from the 

whole scale were fulfilled and the Cronbach’s alpha turned out to be quite high (.756) 

suggesting the scale is reliable and I will be able to use it as such. There was only one case the 

analysis proposed deleting an item and it was obviously the first item regarding recycling 

(Q20a), however Cronbach’s alpha would increase only slightly, so therefore I decided to keep 

the first item as well. The advantage of computing a new variable out of all the items is more 

accurate result of the score regarding ecological activity for each respondent40 and also 

eliminating the issue of missing values in this case. 

                                                 

40 However, note that not event his method is completely accurate. I touched this topic within the chapter, and I 

intend to elaborate on it more in the discussion and conclusion part of the thesis. 
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In the graph 9, there are displayed differences between Czechia and Sweden on the newly 

constructed scale. After constructing a new scale of environmental activity, there are no notable 

differences between the countries (t (2607) = 1.768; p = 0.077). Apparently, only 1.6% of 

respondents from both countries combined seem to perform some pro-environmental activity 

“always”, 30.6% of the respondents “often”, the absolute majority of the sample (56.6%) 

perform some ecological activity “sometimes” and 11.2% of them “never”41 perform any 

ecological activity. It seems Czechs report a slightly lower frequency of ecological activities 

than Swedes do. The small difference between the means is most likely to be result of 

constructing a sum of means from the items which helped to create a bigger and more exact 

picture of the supposed pro-environmental activity among respondents, but it also refined the 

differences on more of an individual level.  

Figure 9. Classification of respondents demonstrated on the constructed pro-environmental 

activity scale between Czechs and Swedes 

 
NCZ = 1,427; NSE = 1,181 
Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

On the other hand, some differences remained even after computing a new variable (or a scale 

if you want). There was a substantial difference between male and female answers of both 

countries in general (t (2607) = 6.925; p = 0.000), see table 16, the mean of answers for men 

2.88, and the mean of answers for women 2.68. It is also the case for both men and women in 

Czechia (t (1426) = 4.838; p = 0.000) and also for men and women in Sweden (t (1179) = 

5.011; p = 0.000). Interestingly, the differences within Czechia are quite to the same extent: 

the mean of answers for a Czech male was 2.91, and for a Czech female 2.69. As opposed to 

that, the mean of answers for a Swedish male was 2.84, and for a Swedish female 2.67. The 

                                                 

41 This statement might not be completely exact since the variable was constructed as a sum of means. However, 

in average, the respondent who is classified in the group “never“ is doing so in average. 
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result of comparing means suggest men tend to perform some pro-environmental activity to a 

lower extent than women do. Even though the differences might seem negligible, considering 

the size of a sample, it is de facto significant and important for understanding the population 

and for the subsequent regression analysis as well. 

Table 16. Frequency table based on classification of respondents demonstrated on the 

constructed ecological activity scale between Czechs and Swedes and males and females within 

the countries 

COUNTRY   CZECHIA SWEDEN 
TOTAL 

SEX   Male (%) Female (%) Male (%) Female (%) 

Ecological 

activity 

Always 12 (0.8) 16 (1.1) 8 (0.7) 6 (0.5) 42 

Often 178 (12.5) 263 (18.4) 135 (11.4) 221 (18.7) 797 

Sometimes 366 (25.6) 383 (26.8) 351 (29.7) 376 (31.8) 1,476 

Never 138 (9.7) 71 (5.0) 60 (5.1) 24 (2.0) 293 

Total 694 (48.6) 733 (51.4) 554 (46.9) 627 (53.1) 2,608 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

3.2. Analysis of Relationships Between Chosen Variables 

After exploring the nature of Czech and Swedish respondents as well as males and females 

within both countries, there is now a context of how they differ and where the differences are 

more notable and substantial and where not that much. It can be now proceeded to the analysis 

of different predictors to ascertain which are more influential than others. 

3.2.1. Checking Assumptions Before Performing the Analysis 

The very last step of my analysis before I can make any conclusions about the data is 

performing one more test42. This test is called multiple regression. When a social scientist 

wants to find out more about the relationship between two or more variables, they have more 

options how to do that: correlations or regression. Correlations are used to simply measure 

relationship between two variables, however regressions is taking a step further since it is able 

to predict outcome variable from one or several predictor variable (Field 2009, p. 197–199). 

To put it in more of a simplified way; in this case when I endeavour to ascertain which variables 

affect the constructed two-dimensional New Paradigm Scale, I use regression to assure the 

                                                 

42 As a matter of fact, I will perform two tests because I need to subjugate both two dimensions of the New 

Ecological Paradigm scale to the same analysis to get results which would not only fit my sample but would be 

also generalizable to whole population. 
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presumptions about influence are right. Moreover, I will be able to say not only which variables 

affect the dependent variable of pro-environmental attitude but also to which extent, and I will 

be able to state how substantial proportion of the dependent variable is explained by the chosen 

independent variables. 

There are more types of regression. The basic division is into simple and multiple regression. 

The choice here was easy because since I intend to use more than solely two variables, I need 

to incorporate multiple regression, because analytically follow relationship between two 

variables might be too much of a simplification, and therefore to approximate to reality models 

including more predictors are incorporated. Then there are several types of multiple regression 

consisting of hierarchical, forced entry and stepwise methods43. I will be using forced entry 

method which is most common for SPSS environment: it is based on the principal of adding 

all predictors into the model simultaneously. This method is considered robust because it is 

not, apart from the other regression methods, influenced by random variation, and therefore, it 

gives replicable results. Also, it is quite usual this methods is always used as the first step of 

regression testing even when considering using other methods as well (Field 2009, p. 212–

214). 

As it is usual for statistical methods, there is a list of assumptions that need to be tested and 

checked before the analysis is run. First of all, all independent variables44 need to be 

quantitative or categorical with two categories, and the outcome variable must be quantitative, 

continuous and outbounded45 (Field 2009, p. 220). I chose the same predictor variables for both 

dimensions of NEP scale to enter the model: country, sex, age, highest achieved level of 

education, religion, partnership46, knowledge of environmental problems47, pro-environmental 

                                                 

43 The methods vary based on how the variables are entered into a model. E.g. in hierarchical method predictors 

might be chosen in one go, on stepwise manner or hierarchically meaning the suspected most important predictor 

is entered first. As for the stepwise method, predictors are entered into the model based on mathematical 

calculations. It simply searches for predictors with highest correlations with the outcome variable (Field 2009, p. 

212–214). 
44 Independent variables are also called predictors. These are the variables we assume have an impact on dependent 

variable which is in this case environmental attitude and attitude towards technology and science. 
45 In other words, variables should be measured at the interval level and outbounded can be interpreted as no 

constraints on the variability of the outcome is included (Field 2009, p. 220). 
46 This variable considers, if one has a partner and if they have, it also measures if they live in the same household. 
47 This particular variable was constructed as a mean from two distinct variables: Q8a and Q8b considering the 

knowledge of causes and solutions of environmental problems. Cronbach’s alpha from reliability statistics test 

showed result 0,853 which is considered very good suggesting interconnection of both items. 
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behaviour48, the number of people in the household and the level of income49. While 

conducting the very first attempt of regression, I also involved variables considering the 

working status of individuals and the number of children and toddlers in the household. 

However, these two did not show any significance at all and they did not even help to explain 

relations between other variables in the model so therefore, I decided to eliminate them from 

the model. Most predictors were recoded into dummy variables50 to meet the assumptions of 

regression analysis, apart from age and the number of people in the household which remained 

untouched and were put in the model as such.  

Another important assumption concerns multicollinearity. Multicollinearity basically means 

strong however not entirely functional dependency between predictors, so therefore, there must 

not be perfect multicollinearity in the sample(Field 2009, p. 220, 223–224). The primordial 

check is by checking correlations among predictors and it is also tested within the model by 

VIF (should be lower than 5) and Tolerance (should be higher than 0.2). There was no 

multicollinearity spotted within the model, since the higher VIF value did not exceed 3, and 

the lowest Tolerance value was not lower than 0.3. 

Then there is the assumption of homoscedasticity meaning the homogeneity of variance of 

predictors. Even though it is not entirely necessary, its fulfilment assures the result of 

regression will be generalizable to the whole population. However, when it comes to large 

samples such as the one as I possess, the normality test or the normality of distribution is 

fulfilled due to central limit theorem which declares the properly normalized sum tends toward 

a normal distribution even if the original variables are not normally distributed (Field 2009, p. 

                                                 

48 Pro-environmental behaviour or ecological activity as stated in the previous analysis, is also a constructed scale 

from variables Q20a to Q20f (six in total). Cronbach’s alpha from reliability statistics test showed result 0,757 

which is also very good. The first item regarding recycling could have increased Cronbach’s alpha, however only 

slightly. I believe this is because there was a high proportion of positive answers. However, I did not delete this 

item due to its importance to show the bigger picture of the ecological activity. I believe the scale is more precise 

in its whole and it will not deflect the results of regressions. 
49 Constructing a variable regarding income from a survey data is quite a complex issue because the currencies 

within the countries might differ as well as the perception of what is low and what is high income. There are 

several workable solutions. I tried to follow recommendations (Donnelly & Pop-Eleches 2016) of constructing a 

variable with decil categories, but the groups turned out too small for the analysis. I merged the groups into 5 (1 

meaning the lowest level of income, 5 meaning the highest level of income) which allows me comparability of 

the countries without losing information. For this kind of analysis, it is not that important to know what concrete 

number differences are (which might be even impossible), but to assure comparability between Czechia and 

Sweden. For concrete country specified levels of income, see Appendix B. 
50 Nominal and ordinal variables should be recoded into dummy variables meaning there are often more than two 

categories, however in this case the groups are distinguished based on recoding to ones and zeros and then using 

one group as a reference category on which the model is based (Field 2009, p. 220). 
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220–221). In my case, the variable of age does not have a normal distribution and even after 

trying windsorizing the data, the assumption of normal distribution is not fulfilled. However, 

the regression test is quite robust in case of my analysis and the test is not depreciated by the 

decision to keep age within the model. Moreover, age is considered one of the control variables 

and even in case of incoherence (such as in the case of the regression analysis of the first 

dimension of NEP scale, see table 18) with the model, it should be kept in. The number of 

people in the household does not hold the normal distribution either, but even after I tried to 

recode it into dummy variable (which would in this case mean losing some information because 

I would be limited to “household has only two members” and “household has more than two 

members), the result of regression analysis remains unchanged.  

3.2.2. Regression Analysis of Anti-Technological Dimension of NEP scale 

Now, when we went through the assumptions of running a successful model, we can proceed 

to the regression analysis itself. Firstly, I run the analysis for the anti-technological dimension 

of NEP scale. I already stated which variables I included in the model and how I adjusted them 

to fit the model. Therefore, I can move forward to explaining the results. Firstly, looking at the 

table 16, it suggests created regression model explains 12.6% of variance (R square bracket of 

our dependent variable (anti-technological dimension of NEP scale). The adjusted R square 

can also contribute to the explanation since its value indicates the loss of predictive power, we 

logically want for it to be as close to the result of R square as possible. In our case, the adjusted 

R square is 11.9% which is a very good result. Explained 12.6% of variance might not look as 

much on the first sight but considering the size of our sample and the number of variables 

which are in the dataset in total, it is splendid. 

Table 17. Model summary of the regression analysis of the anti-technological dimension of the 

NEP scale 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square 
Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 .355 0.126 0.119 0.68412 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

For the model interpretation, it is also utterly important to look at the ANOVA table (17) which 

is calculated with the regression in SPSS. The most important value is F test and its significance 

suggesting if we can or cannot expect equivalent results as we are getting in the model also 
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within the population. Since this test is significant, we can generalize the results to the entire 

population. 

Table 18. Model ANOVA analysis of the anti-technological dimension of the NEP scale 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 167.779 21 7.989 17.071 .000 

Residual 1,161.173 2,481 .468   

Total 1,328.951 2,502    
Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

The last table concerning the anti-technological dimension of the NEP scale is a table 18. From 

there the information considering the average value of given variable B51, standard error52, 

Beta53, then T-test with its significance54, 95% confidence interval indicating what range will 

have B with 95% certainty in the population55. The measure dependent variable’s values vary 

from 1 (minimum) to 5 (maximum). The value of the constant (standing for the average value 

of the anti-technological dimension) interprets the average value of the reference model person 

who is in this case: Czech male with only the lowest formal education level, atheist with no 

partner, unknowledged about the environmental issues, with an-environmental behavioural 

tendencies and with the lowest level of income56. The constant in this case is 2.925 indicating 

this person tends to be categorized in the middle of the anti-technological dimension neither 

agreeing nor disagreeing with the anti-technological statement. Then we should look at the 

significances to resolve which variables have a noteworthy influence on anti-technological 

dimension. As we can see, there are some which are not significant: protestant religion, other 

religions (than roman catholic and protestant), those who have a partner but do not live in the 

same household with them, presumable ecological behaviour, the number of people in the 

                                                 

51 In other words, B coefficient expresses the influence of independent variable on a dependent variable purged 

from the influence of other independent variables and says how much will the value of dependent variable change 

if the independent variable increases about one unit (Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 2015, p. 367-369). 
52 “The standard error of the regression slopes (also called the standard error of estimate) represents the average 

distance that your observed values deviate from the regression line. The smaller the “s” value, the closer your 

values are to the regression line.” (Statistics How To 2013) 
53 Beta is the effect size of a chosen variable to the dependent variable (anti-technological dimension of the NEP 

scale) (Mareš, Rabušic & Soukup 2015, p. 367-369). 
54 This is the test I have been using within most part of the analysis chapter comparing the differences between 

variables. If significance is lower than 0.05 (on a 95% confidence interval) it means chosen variable has a 

considerable influence on the dependent variable. 
55 The wider the differences between lower and upper bound, the less exact is the prediction. This is usually 

indicated by low R square; however, this does not apply to this sample due to its large size (Mareš, Rabušic & 

Soukup 2015, p. 366). 
56 The lowest level of income for Czechia was calculated to range between 3,200 and 12,000 Czech Crowns, and 

for Sweden from 1,000 to 22,000 Swedish Crowns. For characterization of all five groups, see Appendix B. 
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household, and two lowest levels of income. The usual procedure would be to exclude these 

variables from the regression and run the regression analysis again, however, this cannot be 

done with all the predictors. This approach does not apply to variables which were recoded into 

dummy variables and their counterparts have significance (even if just one influences the 

dependent variable such as in case of living with a partner predictor, and religion with two 

insignificancies), and also if removing the predictor would cause R square to drop. This can be 

verified by a simple procedure: part of the regression table are also correlation tables which by 

part correlations shows how much R square would drop if variable would be removed from the 

model. This was the case for ecological behaviour and the number of people in the household.  

Interestingly, as for the predictors entering the model, the value of anti-technological 

dimension might vary from 2.41 to 3.74 (lower values indicating anti-technological attitude). 

As the table 18 shows, the highest impact on anti-technological dimension has the level of 

achieved education: the higher the educational level, the lower the anti-technological attitude, 

for example people who hold a degree from university increase the constant for 0.508 points 

to 3.433. Also, people who belong to a group which considers themselves “neither 

knowledgeable nor unknowledgeable” about the causes and solutions of environmental 

problems increase the level of disagreement on the scale of the anti-technological attitude, 

people who consider themselves knowledged would increase the score even more (of 0.141 

points). Then there is the influence of the country of origin. According to the model, Swedish 

people have the tendency to be on the opposite side of the anti-technological scale. The opposite 

assumption applies to sex characteristics. Women tend to be more anti-technological than men 

do. Also, the older the person is, the higher tendency to agree with the anti-technological 

dimension of the NEP scale, even though B is of quite a small value. But considering the oldest 

person in the sample is of 91 years of age, for this particular person, the tendency to agree with 

anti-technological statements would decrease by 0.181 points which is not ineligible. The 

affiliation to the Roman Catholic religion considerably increases the level of agreement with 

the anti-technological statement, similarly it seems to be the case for other religions (such as 

Islam), however this value was insignificant, and so was Protestant affiliation, which would 

have decreased the level of agreement. Having a partner and living in the same household with 

them seem to have a positive impact and so does solely having a partner without sharing a 

household with them, which was, however, insignificant in the model. Interestingly enough, 

even though I stress it also came out insignificant, the tendency to behave ecologically (or pro-

environmentally) seem to decrease the constant, and people who put themselves as “neither 



75 

 

behaving ecologically not anti-ecologically” seem to increase it a little bit. As I already 

mentioned earlier, even though these two seem to be insignificant, they are important for the 

model as a whole, so they seem to have an indirect impact on the anti-technological attitude. 

Another variable which was included in the model (and also proved itself to be insignificant), 

was the number of people in the household which appear to slightly decrease the constant. The 

last added dummy variable regards five different levels of income, the lowest level was used 

as a reference category and it was, therefore omitted from the study. Income level 2 and 3 were 

assessed as insignificant, however the last two categories which indicate higher levels of 

income increases the tendency to incline to science and technology liking. 

Table 19. Regression coefficientsa of the anti-technological dimension of the NEP scale 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95,0% Confidence 

Interval for B 

B Std. Error Beta 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

 

(Constant) 2.925** 0.090   32.515 0.000 2.748 3.101 

Sweden) 0.089* 0.041 0.061 2.181 0.029 0.009 0.169 

Female -0.077** 0.028 -0.053 -2.715 0.007 -0.133 -0.021 

Age -0.002* 0.001 -0.056 -2.395 0.017 -0.004 0.000 

Intermediate Secondary 

Education 
0.151** 0.046 0.100 3.320 0.001 0.062 0.240 

Higher Secondary education 0.272** 0.050 0.166 5.489 0.000 0.175 0.369 

Incomplete University 

Degree 
0.530** 0.077 0.152 6.921 0.000 0.380 0.680 

Complete University Degree 0.508** 0.052 0.272 9.714 0.000 0.405 0.611 

Roman Catholic -0.133** 0.040 -0.069 -3.303 0.001 -0.213 -0.054 

Protestant 0.013 0.041 0.008 0.325 0.745 -0.067 0.093 

Other Religions -0.167 0.104 -0.031 -1.606 0.108 -0.370 0.037 

Partner, same household 0.045 0.035 0.030 1.268 0.205 -0.025 0.115 

Partner, different households 0.051 0.061 0.017 0.834 0.404 -0.069 0.171 

Environmental Knowledge - 

neutral 
0.106** 0.035 0.072 3.035 0.002 0.038 0.175 

Environmental Knowledge - 

high 
0.141** 0.040 0.088 3.490 0.000 0.062 0.220 

Pro-environmental Activities -0.072 0.050 -0.046 -1.423 0.155 -0.170 0.027 

Neutral environmental 

activities 
0.025 0.046 0.017 0.542 0.588 -0.066 0.116 

Number of persons in 

household 
-0.022 0.013 -0.038 -1.613 0.107 -0.048 0.005 

Income group 2 0.011 0.042 0.006 0.274 0.784 -0.070 0.093 

Income group 3 0.039 0.046 0.018 0.862 0.389 -0.050 0.129 

Income group 4 0.117** 0.044 0.058 2.651 0.008 0.030 0.203 

Income group 5 0.103* 0.047 0.048 2.214 0.027 0.012 0.194 

**Significant at the 0.01 level 

  *Significant at the 0.05 level. 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 
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3.2.3. Regression Analysis of Anti-Ecological Dimension of NEP scale 

Since I already explained the aim of regression analysis as well as the assumptions, I can take 

a step further and present the results of the anti-environmental dimension which was the other 

and the last part of the NEP scale dimensions. The proportion of explained variance (table 19) 

is 13.8% which is even higher than it was at the anti-technological scale. The adjusted R square 

suggests if we were about to generalize the results to the entire population, the explained 

variance would be 13.2% which is a great result quite close to the value of R square. 

Table 20. Model summary of the regression analysis of the anti-environmental dimension of 

the NEP scale 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .372 .138 .132 .67490 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

The table 20 shows results of ANOVA. The F test value is also higher than it was in a case of 

anti-technological dimension with its significance suggesting we can expect equivalent results 

within the population. 

Table 21. Model ANOVA analysis of the anti-environmental dimension of the NEP scale 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 

Regression 181.750 19 9.566 21.001 .000 

Residual 1,130.983 2,483 .455   

Total 1,312.733 2,502    
Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

Within the regression model of anti-environmental dimension of a NEP scale, there are in total 

four predictors, which came out insignificant: religion affiliation other, people with affiliation 

to the middle of the ecological behaviour scale, the number of people in the household and low 

level of income. The two firstly mentioned along with the last one (religion, ecological 

behaviour, income) could not be excluded from the analysis since they are dummy variables 

which would not make sense without the other counterparts and their other counterparts would 

not make sense either, and the number of people in the household seemed to have an indirect 

influence on the anti-ecological dimension which means without this predictor, the proportion 

of explained variance would have dropped. That is the reason I decided to keep the predictor 

in the analysis. 
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As presented in the table 21, the value of the constant (2.669) in this case interprets the average 

value of the reference model person who is Czech male with only the lowest formal education 

level, atheist with no partner, unknowledgeable about the environmental issues, with an-

environmental behavioural tendencies: it suggests this specified type of person tends to put 

themselves in the middle (when the constant is made round), however it seems to be quite close 

to holding anti-environmental (or anti-ecological) attitude. The predicted value of the constant 

might vary from 2.42 (minimum) up to 3.79 (maximum). The highest impact of predictor on 

dependent variable (anti-environmental attitude) seems to have conjoined knowledge of causes 

and solutions of environmental problems: if people put themselves in the middle of this scale, 

the constant increased to 0.171 and in the case of people being more confident about their 

knowledge, it increased even more to 0.320. Then due to results of the analysis, the level of 

education has quite a huge impact on the constant: the higher the level of achieved education, 

the higher the pro-environmental attitude. Moreover, country of origin seems to change the 

constant to quite high extent as well. Swedes are more pro-environmentally oriented than 

Czechs are. Similarly, women tend to hold more of a pro-environmental attitude than men do. 

Interestingly, age in this case turned out significant, but its B is quite similar to the result of 

anti-technological scale: older age suggests there is a lower pro-environmental attitude. With 

some sort of religious affiliation (Roman Catholic, Protestant) the tendency to hold a pro-

environmental attitude slightly increases. In the case of pro-environmental dimension of the 

NEP scale, the constructed variable of ecological behaviour has an impact on environmental 

attitudes. The result demonstrates people who belong to the group classified as performing 

some sort of pro-environmentally oriented behaviour have a higher tendency to hold pro-

environmental attitudes. Even though the number of people in the household seems 

insignificant (as well as in the case of the anti-technological dimension), the analysis insinuates 

the more people are in the household, the less the tendency to hold a pro-environmental attitude. 

Moreover, apart from the low level of income being insignificant, it is obvious people with 

higher income tend to be more pro-environmentally oriented. 
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Table 22. Regression coefficients of the anti-environmental dimension of the NEP scale 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standardized 

Coefficients 
t Sig. 

95,0% Confidence Interval 

for B 

B Std. Error Beta 
Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

  

(Constant) 2.669** 0.086   30.989 0.000 2.500 2.838 

Sweden) 0.243** 0.040 0.167 6.016 0.000 0.164 0.322 

Female 0.154** 0.028 0.106 5.489 0.000 0.099 0.208 

Age -0.004** 0.001 -0.100 -4.557 0.000 -0.006 -0.002 

Intermediate Secondary 

Education 
0.124** 0.045 0.082 2.783 0.005 0.037 0.212 

Higher Secondary education 0.118* 0.049 0.073 2.422 0.016 0.022 0.214 

Incomplete University Degree 0.224** 0.075 0.065 2.973 0.003 0.076 0.371 

Complete University Degree 0.238** 0.051 0.128 4.652 0.000 0.138 0.339 

Roman Catholic 0.099* 0.040 0.052 2.475 0.013 0.020 0.177 

Protestant 0.104* 0.040 0.067 2.580 0.010 0.025 0.182 

Other Religions 0.124 0.102 0.023 1.208 0.227 -0.077 0.324 

Environmental Knowledge - 

neutral 
0.171** 0.034 0.117 4.958 0.000 0.103 0.238 

Environmental Knowledge - 

high 
0.320** 0.040 0.201 8.041 0.000 0.242 0.398 

Pro-environmental Activities 0.113* 0.050 0.073 2.268 0.023 0.015 0.210 

Neutral environmental activities 0.041 0.046 0.028 0.887 0.375 -0.049 0.130 

Number of persons in household -0.021 0.012 -0.038 -1.759 0.079 -0.045 0.002 

Income group 2 0.043 0.041 0.021 1.059 0.290 -0.037 0.123 

Income group 3 0.092* 0.044 0.043 2.096 0.036 0.006 0.177 

Income group 4 0.108* 0.042 0.054 2.584 0.010 0.026 0.191 

Income group 5 0.120** 0.045 0.056 2.661 0.008 0.032 0.209 

**Significant at the 0.01 level 

  *Significant at the 0.05 level. 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 
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4. DISCUSSION 

The analysis results intimate what was suggested based on the presented theories as well as 

previous empirical results which are also mostly based on secondary data analysis: Swedes in 

general consider the environment and environmental problems as quite a principal issue, while 

Czech seem to be more materialistically oriented when they claim to consider economy and 

terrorism more important than any of the presented issues. As it was suggested, even though 

this is not possible to prove without additional research, this might be a result of the settings 

within the countries then: the Czech Republic suffered from ongoing economic crisis, while 

Sweden was getting ready for general elections with a strongly popular pro-environmentally 

oriented party. However, in general, the environment, even though it was considered important, 

was not the most burning issue out of all the options. Interestingly, this was the only question, 

where men (Czech) tended to choose the environment as the most important issue as opposed 

to women. In all the other questions, women (no matter if in general, or just Czech or Swedish) 

showed more concern and more pro-environmentally related behaviour as well as attitudes and 

beliefs. Based on the results, it seems Swedes tend to be more pro-environmentally oriented 

than Czechs, and also women tend to be more pro-environmentally oriented than men. 

Curiously, it seems there is more diversity between answers of Swedish males and females; 

women have the tendency to be stronger in opinion and more unambiguous as opposed to men. 

Czech men and women, on the other hand, show a much lower level of variance, because their 

opinions either differ only to a slight extend or they do not differ at all. This is quite the opposite 

from what I was expecting to experience. How is that possible? What leads to such a 

heterogeneity of beliefs among Swedes and homogeneity among Czechs? It seems to be a 

complex question that I cannot answer solely based on the ISSP 2010 Environment III data. I 

assumed because Sweden has a higher level of gender equality, it might lead to both sexes to 

be more pro-environmentally oriented without such a significant difference in opinions, 

because most of the theories are based on socialization, assumptions that women care more 

than men do and other essentialist theories which I expected to be less apparent in more gender 

equal environment. However, this assumption does not seem to be right. Or there might be 

other factors and predictors that I did not manage to include, and which might not even be 

present in the data, such as already mentioned absence of unified ethnicity or gender variable 

which would include more than two gender categories. 
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The second part of the analysis was testing several different predictors which were supposed 

to be related to pro-environmental attitudes and beliefs. As it was noted a few times before, for 

the better usability, I divided it into two dimensions: anti-technological and pro-environmental. 

There were a lot of similarities as for the predictors. This also complies to the presented theories 

and previous research. For both dimensions, country of origin, sex, age, education, Roman 

Catholic affiliation, knowledge regarding the environment and income (especially higher and 

the highest based on the report from respondents) showed to have a significant impact on 

attitudes and beliefs. Apart from that, for anti-environmental dimension, it was also Protestant 

affiliation and pro-environmental behaviour that had an impact. This analysis confirmed result 

of contextual analysis proving Czechs are less pro-environmentally oriented than Swedes, and 

women in general are more pro-environmentally oriented than men are. However, it should be 

emphasized, that even though country of origin and sex (in this case or in other cases gender) 

seem to influence environmental attitudes and beliefs, they make only a fraction of all the 

elements and characteristics that explain what actually influences pro-environmental 

behaviour. This can be demonstrated on explained variance which was calculated to be 12.6 % 

as for the anti-technological dimension and 13.8 % as for the anti-environmental dimension. 

The rest of the predictors remain uncovered and it would require further investigations to be 

able to explain more about environmental attitudes and beliefs. Even though some part of 

variance would most likely still stay unexplained.  

While attempting to clarify the meaning of the findings, I realize environmentalism in 

connection to gender is a complex issue and it is utterly important to make careful conclusions. 

The results are, however, still valuable, especially while considering my aim to connect 

statistics to feminist philosophies. While most studies focus solely on differences between the 

countries on a macro level, the micro level point of view is important as well, and that is what 

I attempted to do in the largest possible extent since, in the view of the fact that my thesis was 

based on survey data. Findings are important and further studies are needed to explore the true 

nature of such relationship more in-depth than I was able to do. Some unanswered questions 

are about to be raised and the answers to them are to be called out: Why is there such a divide 

between male and female pro-environmental inclinations in Sweden and why is the outcome 

in Czechia quite the opposite? Is sex (or gender) such a strong predictor of pro-environmental 

behaviour? Or is there another factor that stays hidden behind it that makes such a strong 

difference between opinions of males and females?  
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Within this thesis, I applied the methods that were as simple as possible without losing 

effectivity of the tests. However, there are many different options that might have been suitable 

or would be under certain circumstances that were not fulfilled. As it was discussed, 

quantitative analysis has its advantages but also disadvantages, which applies also specifically 

to the secondary data analysis. I had only limited number of possibilities based on what the 

data already contained. Some of the mentioned theories problematized heteronormativity of 

the environmentalist field as well as statistical analysis which, inter alia, leads to erasure of 

queer and even erasure of gender in this case since the data contain information only about sex 

of respondents. This was caused by the unfortunate nature of the data collection (see footnote 

11 which is a part of subchapter 2.1.1). Not to mention, I was not able to use ethnicity as a 

category for the analysis which is also a bit problematic and might have lead, as well as in case 

of gender, to certain level of distortion within the data. I keep, therefore, being cautious while 

making conclusions. Unfortunately, until this day, no alternative method worth replacing the 

current methods was invented to approach this issue, it remains solely in the theoretical level. 

At the beginning of my thesis, I discussed potentially present relation between gender 

in/equality and pro-environmental attitudes and beliefs, but I was not able to include gender 

in/equality in the data which made my assumption theoretically based more than empirically 

based because there are also no studies or research that would connect gender in/equality and 

environmental attitudes directly. If I would be using multivariate analysis which is suitable for 

translational comparisons (more than 30 countries required) on both micro and macro levels, 

than I would be able to do so, however I decided to focus on two countries in order to be able 

to get more individualized results and also to be able to focus more on the societal context of 

each country. Another limit of this thesis might be the accuracy of measurement of 

environmental attitudes. It seems to work for this data, however it would require trying out 

other environmental measurements for comparison to find out if there are other methods that 

work better. Moreover, the data is based on self-reports and it is intricate if respondents were 

answering according to truth or if social desirability played a role as well and if the answers 

were distorted or not. The same goes for other constructed variables such as environmental 

behaviour. 

I believe the field of environmentalism deserves to be explored more in-depth, preferably by 

using mixed-methods research. It is quite likely such a complex issue of any attitudes and 

beliefs should be explored by qualitative as well as quantitative methods along with 
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experiments which can contribute in sense of causality: they can simply say what influences 

what and how. I also want to use the opportunity to call for the need of cooperation between 

both statistical field and intersectional gender studies’ field which might be contributory to 

each other. I can see the potential of gender studies to approach the issue of heteronormativity 

and problem of categorization, and maybe develop a new technique which would bring more 

insight and it could be used within praxis of quantitative research which would then continue 

to generate general knowledge coincident with the modern times and the demands of people. 
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5. CONCLUSION 

Within my thesis, I was focusing on the comparison of the Czech Republic and Sweden in the 

context of gender differentiated environmental beliefs and attitudes. At first, I aimed to put this 

theme in theoretical context along with the previous research that has been conducted in the 

field of environmentalism with the emphasis on Czechia and Sweden specifically. Then I 

discussed methodology: what is being considered feminist methods and methodologies and 

what are prevailing methods in gender studies and other social sciences and why it is still 

contemporary topic. After that I described how environmental attitudes are being measured in 

quantitative research and subsequently how I constructed the New Ecological Paradigm scale. 

Then I introduced and critically discussed International Social Survey Project along with the 

data produced by it which I was using within the thesis. I explained why secondary data 

analysis might be contributory and what its advantages and disadvantages are. After that I 

performed the contextual and regression analysis to be able to react to my hypothesis. 

My first hypothesis assumed there would be differences between environmental attitudes 

among Czechia and Sweden. This hypothesis was confirmed because there were, in fact, 

significant differences suggesting Swedes in general are more pro-environmentally oriented 

than Czechs are. On the other hand, my other hypothesis supposed there would be only slight 

differences among Swedish males and females, while there would be greater differences among 

Czech males and females. However, the data suggests, Swedish men and women vary much 

more in opinions and tend to hold quite the opposite opinion. Although, I must emphasize more 

accurate would be to say Swedish males and females vary more as for their environmental 

attitudes than Czechs do, because often the means of answers still incline the same or very 

similar answer. On the other hand, Czech men and women are quite homogenous in 

environmental attitudes and beliefs: they either hold the same opinion or tend to differ only to 

a low extent. At least but not last, I tested various predictors which might have been found 

influencing as for the environmental attitude. I agree they seem to correspond to previous 

research. The influencing predictors were especially: country of origin, sex, age, education, 

religious affiliation, knowledge of causes and solutions of environmental issues and income. 

As for the environmental dimension, also environmental behaviour was found to have an 

impact on the level of environmental attitudes and beliefs. 

As it was already explained within the discussion chapter, the analysis performed within this 

thesis has not only many advantages but also many disadvantages and limits. To find out more 
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about causality and to be able to test and explore the findings further, I suggest further research 

preferably with use of mixed-methods which could allow the researcher to get more detailed 

results. Apart from combining qualitative and quantitative methods, statistical and feminist 

philosophical insights, an experimental design would be a suitable method exploring both 

environmental attitudes and beliefs and the impact of gender on them with the use of relatively 

small sample, however when proceeded responsibly and with particular care, it can be valid 

and reliable, and it is able provide more in-depth knowledge with the added value of causality. 

Even though I used statistics and applied gender lenses to tackle intersectionality, 

unfortunately, I was not able to avoid default categories. On the other hand, I believe gender 

studies offer a perspective of an accountability practices that help inform other methods like 

categorization within statistics to have a more situated, accountable and specific category 

collection protocol. I believe, my thesis is a step further in this issue. While using traditional 

statistical methods and employing categories, I aimed for accountability and transparency by 

critically addressing at those methods and categories.   
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APPENDIX 

 

Appendix A 

A map of countries participating on ISSP 2010 Environment III.  

 

Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 

 

 

Appendix B 

Country specific household income for Czechia and Sweden divided in groups to correspond 

to regression analysis in sub-chapter 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 

COUNTRY   CZECHIA (CZK) SWEDEN (SEK) 

Household income 

group 

1 3,200 – 12,000 1,000 – 22,000 

2 12,001 – 20,000 22,001 – 33,280 

3 20,001 – 25,000 33,281 – 45,000 

4 25,001 – 35,000 45,001 – 60,000 

5 35,001 – 140,001 60,001 – 650,000 

NCZ = 882 (420 respondents refused to answer and 126 chose DK option) 

NSE = 1,000 (181 respondents refused did not answer the question 
Source: ISSP Environment Survey, 2010 
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Appendix C 

ISSP 2010 Environment III questionnaire in English language downloaded from GESIS data 

archive (2012a). 
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