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Abstract

Studies on climate-related attitudes frequently find that men are less concerned about climate
change, less worried about the consequences of climate change, and more skeptical to climate
science compared to women. However, few explore if this gender pattern exists also in
climate-related behavior. In this thesis, | conduct a quantitative survey study to examine
whether there are differences in men’s and women’s climate-related political participation. I
find that men are almost 7 percentage points less active in “traditional” political participation
and almost 13 percentage points less active in “lifestyle politics™. | also test a potential
explanation for these differences emphasizing the role of social norms in shaping political
participation. | integrate feminist theories of hegemonic masculinity, which stress how
prevailing masculinity norms encourage men to embrace dominance both over the social
sphere and over nature, and find that these norms help explain why men participate less in
climate-related issues than women. The result implies that integrating a gender perspective on
social norms helps us to better understand how people’s approaches to climate change are
formed.

Key words: Climate change, political participation, masculinity, gender, social norms,
lifestyle politics
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1. Introduction and Research Question

The Earth’s climate is dramatically changing with increasing land and ocean temperatures and
rising sea levels. According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),
global warming has detrimental impacts on natural and human systems all over the world,
including extreme weather events, threats to food production, species extinction and climate
refugees (IPCC, 2014). The gravity of these changes is increasingly recognized by the public.
A recent survey by Pew Research Center shows that most people in the 26 nations surveyed
believe that climate change constitutes a serious threat to their countries. In general, the level
of concern about climate change has gone up and, in several nations, “people name climate

change as the top international threat” (Poushter & Huang, 2018).

However, men and women approach climate change differently. There is a long tradition of
research on gender and environmental concern in which men are frequently found to be less
concerned about environmental issues than women (Dietz, et al., 2002). Several studies find
that men, especially white conservative men, are overrepresented among climate change
deniers. This pattern is found in the United States (McCright & Dunlap, 2011), Norway
(Krange, et al., 2019), Sweden (Anshelm & Hultman, 2014) and Brazil to name a few (Jylha,
2016). The gender differences in attitudes are commonly explained by political ideology,
values and worldviews. Men are shown to hold more conservative and right-leaning views
which correlate with lower environmental concern and more skepticism towards climate

change (Hornsey et al., 2016; Poortinga et al., 2015).

While attitudes to climate change are important, they do not necessarily translate into actual
behavior (Barkan, 2004; Heberlein, 2012). According to Barkan, “most people who support a
movement ideologically do not participate on its behalf” (p. 914) and similarly, Stoknes
(2015) argues that knowing about climate change has not appeared to make people do more.
And even though the urgency of the climate crisis calls for profound transformation in
personal behavior, there is less research on practical climate-related political participation,
particularly on whether the gender differences in attitudes are reflected also in behavior
(Barkan, 2004). Moreover, according to democracy theories, citizens are expected to be ready
to engage politically in times of crises (Petersson, et al., 1989; Teorell, 2006). Consequently,
it is important to understand the correlates behind climate-related political participation both

to maintain democratic functions and to increase the chances of saving our planet.



With this thesis, I aim to contribute to the research gap on gender and climate-related political
participation by examining if there are significant differences between women and men. But |
also offer an explanation to those potential differences by drawing upon literature on political
participation that emphasizes the role of social norms in shaping participation. Social norms
are argued to impact if and how people choose to be politically active for instance by creating
a sense of duty or social responsibility to act (Back, et al., 2006; Teorell, 2006). | develop the
understanding of norms by integrating feminist theories that maintain that social norms are
gendered, that men and women are surrounded by and responsive to different social norms.
Through a quantitative survey study, I test if Hultman and Pulé’s (2018) theory of hegemonic
masculinity norms helps explain potential differences in participation. The theory of
hegemonic masculinity norms suggests that men in a modern, Western context are socialized
into adopting traditional “masculine” characteristics such as toughness, competitiveness,
rationality and independence and make them internalize social and nature dominance. The
socialization shapes their approach to nature and, in turn, their climate-related political
participation (Hultman & Pulé, 2018). Hence, feminist theories might provide important
insights for how social norms shape men’s and women’s participation. Research on gender
and climate-related political participation is scarce and, to my knowledge, no previous study

integrates feminist theories of masculinity to explain potential gender differences.
The research question that guides this study is formulated as follows:

Are there differences in men’s and women’s climate-related political participation and, if so,

can social norms concerning hegemonic masculinities help explain them?

2. Previous Research

In this section | provide an overview of previous research on gender, climate change and
political participation. First, | describe existing research on gender differences in attitudes
towards climate change and how these differences are usually explained. Second, | present
literature on political participation with common explanations for why people are politically
active. Third, I introduce feminist perspectives on climate change and explain why these
should be used for understanding potential gender differences in climate-related political

participation.



2.1. Gender and Climate-Related Attitudes

Studies on the public’s approaches and attitudes to climate change demonstrates differences
between men and women (Brough, et al., 2016; McCright & Dunlap, 2011; Zelezny, et al.,
2000). Women are for instance more concerned about climate change and to a higher extent
believe that the consequences of climate change will be severe and impact their own
environment (Naturvardsverket, 2018; Zelezny, et al., 2000). A rapport from OECD shows
that women are more optimistic about the chances of mitigating climate change and that they
support government interventions to a greater extent than men (OECD, 2008). Moreover, in
their renowned research on climate change denial in the United States, sociologists McCright
and Dunlap find that men, particularly white and conservative, are significantly more likely to
espouse denialist views than the rest of the American population. 58.5% of conservative white
males deny that current temperature increases mainly are caused by humans, compared to
31.5% of the rest of the population. This “white male effect” (on climate change denial)
(McCright & Dunlap, 2011) has also been found in Norway (Krange, et al., 2019), Sweden
(Anshelm & Hultman, 2014) and Brazil (Jylha, 2016).

The gender differences in concern and denial are commonly explained by political values,
worldviews and ideologies. In a meta-analysis of 171 articles from 56 countries on the
correlates of climate change belief, Hornsey et al. (2016) find that values, ideologies and
political affiliation have the strongest impact on denial. Specifically, right-leaning and
conservative views correlate with a higher level of denialism (Hornsey, et al., 2016).
Likewise, Poortinga et al. (2011) argue that “climate skepticism is rooted in people’s core
values and worldviews” and find that political affiliation and environmental values correlate
most with climate change denial. Political conservatives with traditional values are more
climate skeptical than progressives with environmental values (Poortinga, et al., 2011). Both
Hornsey et al and Poortinga et al find men to be more denialist than women and argue that the
gender variable is largely explained by worldviews and political ideology (Hornsey et al.,
2016; Poortinga et al., 2011). Jylhd explores what mechanisms in conservatist values that
affect people’s attitudes to climate change and finds most support for acceptance of
inequality. More specifically, social dominance orientation, i.e. support for a group-based
hierarchy, mediates the effect of conservatism on denial and concern (Jylh4, 2016). Other
studies find that empathy, altruism and feelings of social responsibility help explain why
women tend to display greater pro-environmental attitudes (Dietz, et al., 2002; Milfont &
Sibley, 2016; Semenza, et al., 2008).



Nevertheless, there are more studies on attitudes to and concern for climate change than there
are on the public’s practical political participation and support for climate change movements
(Barkan, 2004). This is interesting considering that the study of political participation is a
significant subfield in political science. In a way, it even constitutes the field’s core since
democracies’ existence depends on citizens’ political participation (Teorell, 2006). In a
representative democracy, all citizens are not expected to be politically active at all times.
Nevertheless, it is a prerequisite for the survival of democracies that people are ready to
engage in politics if needed and that some take a bigger responsibility (Petersson, et al.,
1989). Moreover, several researches emphasize how attitudes do not necessarily translate into
actual behavior. For most people, ideological support for a movement does not mean
participating on its behalf or supporting the movement practically (Barkan, 2004; Heberlein,
2012). Similarly, Stoknes argues that knowing about and acknowledging the climate crisis has
not made people do more about it (Stoknes, 2015). Even though the urgency of the climate
crisis calls for profound transformation in personal behavior, scientists warn that behavioral
change is going too slow (Bonde, et al., 2019; IPCC, 2014). But before exploring what the
(limited) studies on gender and participation indicate, it is important to define what political

participation is.

2.2. Defining Political Participation

A broad definition of political participation is “citizens’ activities affecting politics” (van
Deth, 2014, p. 351). According to van Deth (2014), an activity must meet three minimal
criteria to be considered as political participation. First, it must concern some type of activity
or behavior (or active avoidance of an action). Second, it must be voluntary and not enforced.
Third, it must be done by citizens qua citizens, 1.e. it must be “amateurish” and not in the role
of a professional. Political participation is usually targeted at, and/or located within the
government, politics or the state, and includes actions such as voting, being a member of a

political party, demonstrating and signing petitions (van Deth, 2014).

Nevertheless, new modes of political participation regularly emerge, some of which are
neither located in, nor exclusively targeted at, the governmental sphere. Especially for
environmental issues, scholars nowadays advocate a more inclusive definition of political
participation (de Moor, 2017; Stolle, et al., 2005). de Moor stresses what he terms lifestyle
politics, which is “the politicization of everyday life choices, including ethically, morally or
politically inspired decisions about, for example, consumption, transportation or modes of

living” (de Moor, 2017, p. 181). Lifestyle politics is based on the assumption that people’s
4



everyday-decisions have global impacts and connects private-life decisions to public and
political issues. Examples of lifestyle politics include buying or boycotting certain products
for ethical or environmental reasons, and changing one’s diet, transportation modes, energy

consumption etc. (de Moor, 2017; Stolle, et al., 2005).

Like both van Deth and de Moor emphasize, all lifestyle choices should not be considered
political participation. Instead, the aims and intentions of the participants determine whether a
traditionally non-political act can be understood as political. In his classification, van Deth
therefore includes a motivational definition that “covers all voluntary, non-political activities
by citizens used to express their political aims and intentions” (2014, p. 359, emphasis
added).

2.3. Explaining Political Participation with Social Norms

Few investigate gender in relation to a broad definition of climate-related political
participation, but there is reason to believe that there is a similar gender pattern as with
climate-related attitudes. Women are more willing to adapt their behavior to mitigate climate
change, through making different everyday decisions around transportation, diet and energy
use in the home (Naturvardsverket, 2018). In Naturvardsverket’s survey (2018), 41% of the
female respondents claim to be willing to reduce their meat consumption compared to 20% of
the men. Moreover, 38% of the women were willing to use more public transportation
compared to 24% of the men (Naturvardsverket, 2018). Albeit a limited study of a few
climate strikes, Wahlstrom et al find that women, especially young women, were more active
(Wahlstrom, et al., 2019). Women are also more ethical consumers and buy more ethically
and organically labelled products (OECD, 2008). Relatedly, according to a European study,
women in most countries are more engaged in political consumerism, i.e. boycotting certain

products and buying more ethically and organically labelled products (Bergqvist, et al., 2008).

This gender pattern is particularly interesting considering the traditional image of gender and
political participation in which women have been shown to be both less interested,
knowledgeable and active in political issues (Bergqvist, et al., 2008; Verba, et al., 1997).
While this pattern holds true globally, and especially in developing countries, it has also been
contested. In Sweden for instance, political participation has been largely gender-equal for
several decades (Bergqvist, et al., 2008). Moreover, Petersson et al. (1989) emphasize how the
definition of political participation has consequences for the gender patterns that appear.

When it is defined in terms of participation in the public sphere for instance, men tend to be



more active (Petersson, et al., 1989). So, how can potential gender differences in climate-

related political participation be explained?

Most explanations concern resources and motivations. Resources are both material and
cognitive. Teorell (2006) divides them into three categories; physical which refers to income,
wealth, technical equipment and time; human which includes education, knowledge and skill;
and social which concerns recruitment and access to social networks. Access to these types of
resources is an important factor that enables or constrains political participation (Adman,
2009; Teorell, 2006; Back, et al., 2006; Verba, et al., 1995). Motivations or incentives relate
to interest in and opinions about political matters and a belief that one’s actions can impact
political decisions (usually called political efficacy). Motivations also concern social norms.
Social norms can create a sense of duty or social responsibility to participate or create threats
of social sanction if one does not follow prevailing standards (Teorell, 2006; Verba, et al.,
1995).

In a study on why there is no gender gap in political participation in Sweden, Adman stresses
the role of social norms. Concerning gender and participation, it is generally argued that when
women and men have the same access to resources such as education, knowledge, money and
social networks, participation will be equal. However, in the Swedish case, women do not
have the same resources as men but are still politically active to the same extent. To explain
this, Adman turns to social norms and suggests that women are more responsive to norms
concerning the importance to be politically active. He suggests that it might depend on
women’s socialization and greater experience as caregivers (ibid). Similarly, Verba et al.
(1997) argue that gender differences in political participation is only partly explained by
resources. Like Adman, they discuss that social processes might operate differently for

women and men (Verba, et al., 1997).

In studies on gender and climate change, women appear to have a stronger belief that they
themselves can do something to mitigate climate change. They also appear to feel more
obliged to do something. Hence, there seems to be a difference in women’s and men’s
perceptions of duty and social responsibility to act in a time of climate crisis. Part of the
explanation could be that social norms affect men and women differently, or that men and
women are surrounded by different norms encouraging them to embrace certain behavior. To
examine the impact of norms on political participation further, I turn to feminist theories on

gender and environment.



2.4. Integrating Feminist Theories and Focusing on Masculinity

While studies on both attitudes and behavior indicate that women are more engaged in the
climate issue than men, feminist perspectives have been largely absent from research on
climate change. In 2010, Sherilyn MacGregor raised attention to the dearth of gender within
environmental studies and argued that feminist studies had not looked into climate change
(MacGregor, 2010). In the last decade, however, studies connecting issues of climate change
with feminist analyses of social power structures increased, and according to MacGregor
(2017), a new academic field emerged; the field of gender and environment. Studies in the
field are diverse but share the fundamental assumption that the exploitation of nature is
inextricably linked to social inequalities (MacGregor, 2017). Since some groups benefit from
environmental exploitation while other groups suffer the consequences, power and inequality
are essential aspects of the climate change analysis, and scholars try to illuminate gendered,
classed and racialized structures of power to enable a more accurate understanding of climate
change and more viable soluations to the climate crisis (Sturgeon, 2018). Some scholars look
at how conceptions of nature and humanity’s relation to earth have developed and persisted
historically and culturally and analyze how these conceptions naturalize and justify social
inequalities. It is argued that constructions of gender, and prevailing norms of femininity and
masculinity, help shape people’s understanding of nature and produce people’s approaches to

climate change (Hultman, 2017; MacGregor, 2017; Norgaard, 2012).

In feminist literature on climate change there is little focus on men and masculinities. This
despite (the attention to) men’s dominance over natural science, technological development
and environmental politics (Hultman, 2017; Hultman & Pulé, 2018). According to Foster and
Hultman and Pulé, the concept gender tends to be synonymous with women, which maintains
men as a natural, unmarked category (Foster, 2017; Hultman & Pulé, 2018). A small fraction
of feminist research is therefore scrutinizing how the construction of men and masculinities
affect attitudes and behaviors towards the environment and climate change (Anshelm &
Hultman, 2014; Daggett, 2018; Hultman & Pulé, 2018; Krange et al, 2019).

The attention to men and masculinities originates from studies on climate change denial.
When exploring why climate change denial appears to have become an integral part of far-
right ideology, scholars connect it to culture, emotions, identity and masculinity (Anshelm &
Hultman, 2014; Daggett, 2018; McCright & Dunlap, 2011). McCright and Dunlap develop
their explanation of the white male effect (i.e. that white, conservative men deny climate

change to a larger extent than women and minorities) by adding identity-protective cognition.
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Identity-protective cognition means that people accept and dismiss danger and risk depending
on how it affects their cultural identity. It is a type of selective interpretation of information,
or cognitive bias, where danger that is directed towards activities integral to the cultural group
identity is more likely met with skepticism (Kahan, et al., 2007). Related to denial, this
suggests that climate change threatens vital aspects of the identity of conservative white males
which makes the group reluctant to accept it (Kahan et al., 2007; McCright & Dunlap, 2000;
McCright & Dunlap, 2011).

Anshelm and Hultman (2014), Daggett (2018) and Hultman and Pulé (2018) develop this
analysis and connect it to masculinities and (eco)feminist perspectives. Daggett argues that
masculine identities are central to understanding why political responses to climate change lag
behind, especially in the Western part of the world. Daggett explores how fossil fuel systems
played an important role in the creation of the modern world, constructing masculine
identities and reinforcing white patriarchal rule. She exemplifies the intersection of fossil
fuels and masculinities with the construction of the American dream, an idea that centers on
consumption — cars, suburbs, houses — and the Nuclear family, — a wage-working father and a
stay at home mother. She argues that the rise of climate change denial and the resistance to
curbing global warming can be understood as reactions to the perceived threats of these
“petro-masculinities” (Daggett, 2018). Daggett contends that part of President Donald
Trump’s successes depend on that he stands for a kind of “petro-nostalgia”, a resort “to a mid-
20th century fantasy of American life, when white men ruled their households uncontested, a
formula that relied upon widespread full-time employment for white men with wages that
could support housewives and children” (Daggett, 2018, p. 31).

While Daggett focuses on the American context, Anshelm and Hultman (2014) conduct a
study on Swedish climate change deniers and, through argumentation analysis, find that “for
these climate sceptics it was not the environment that was threatened, it was a certain kind of

modern industrial society built and dominated by their form of masculinity” (Anshelm &
Hultman, 2014, p. 85).

2.5. Summary

As the overview demonstrates, there are differences in men’s and women’s attitudes to
climate change. Women are for instance more concerned about climate change, less likely to
deny climate science, and believe to a higher extent that the consequences of climate change

will be severe and impact their own environments (McCright & Dunlap, 2011;



Naturvardsverket, 2018; OECD, 2008). In this study, I turn the focus from attitudes to
behavior and examine potential gender differences in climate-related political participation.
Considering that political participation constitutes the core of political science | argue that it is
an important contribution. Additionally, as climate scientists warn that behavioral change is
going too slow, the urgency of understanding behavior is pressing (Bonde, et al., 2019; IPCC,
2014).

As explained above, research indicates that women believe to a higher extent than men that
they themselves can do something to mitigate climate change and that they feel a stronger
sense of duty and social responsibility to act. Part of the explanation for men’s and women’s
different approaches to climate change might therefore be found in social processes in which
men and women are surrounded by, and respond differently to, social norms. To further
develop this explanation, | integrate feminist perspectives that explain how gendered
identities intersect with approaches to climate change. I specifically focus on social norms

concerning masculinity.

3. Theory

In this section, | present the theory tested as an explanation for the potential differences in
women’s and men’s climate-related political participation. The theory is developed by
scholars Martin Hultman and Paul Pulé in their book Ecological Masculinities: Theoretical
Foundations and Practical Guidance (2018). Importantly, I do not use all aspects of Hultman
and Pulé’s extensive theory?, but rather depart from their core arguments and focus on how it

can be integrated in social norms.

3.1. Hegemonic Masculinity

In Ecological Masculinities: Theoretical Foundations and Practical Guidance, Hultman and
Pulé intersect masculinities and environment to generate a theory about men, masculinities
and nature. The idea is largely based on feminist theories and critically analyzes the
development and persistence of white male dominance — and connect it to environmental

politics. They do not approach masculinity as a static concept determined by biology, but as a

! For example, Hultman and Pulé develop the terms “industrial/breadwinner” and “ecomodern” masculinities to
specify the two most dominant masculinity discourses in modern, Western culture. In this thesis, | do not
separate between these variants of hegemonic masculinities, but instead use their most central features.

9



socially constructed identity that is contextual, plural and changeable and that interacts with
race, class and sexuality. Masculinity is created discursively as the opposite to femininity and,
as such, preserves a power relation between men and women. While Hultman and Pulé
assume a constructivist notion of gender, they do not focus on transgender or gender identities
that fall outside of the gender binary. Instead, they use the terms “men” and “women” as if
they were stable categories and argue that their theory is mostly applicable to “anatomical”
males (Hultman & Pulé, 2018). As some feminists point out, this could reproduce a binary
language and amplify the idea that gender is static (Alaimo, 2009; Arora-Jonsson, 2011;
Tschakert & Machado, 2012). This is an important objection, but while I acknowledge the
risk of homogenizing the categories “women” and “men”, I argue that this iS sometimes
necessary to be able to illuminate the gendered power structures that so forcefully continue to

circumscribe people’s lives.

Hegemonic masculinity refers to the constant struggle between masculinity discourses over
which is socially dominant (or hegemonic). It was introduced in the late 1990s by Raewyn
Connell who defines it as “...the configuration of gender practice which embodies the
currently accepted answer to the problem of the legitimacy of patriarchy, which guarantees
(or is taken to guarantee) the dominant position of men and the subordination of women”
(Connell, 1997, p.77). In other words, hegemonic masculinity refers to the prevailing cultural
ideals and social norms that men are encouraged to aspire to in order to maintain their

dominant power positions in society (Godfrey, 2016; Hultman & Pulé, 2018).

While studies of hegemonic masculinities are not new, Hultman and Pulé are among the first
to connect them to environmental politics. In their theory, they explore what hegemonic
masculinities entail in contemporary Western societies and, more importantly, what their
implications are for environmental politics considering climate change. In essence, they argue
that men in a modern, Western context are socialized into embracing stereotypical
“masculine” characteristics, or hegemonic masculinities, that reinforce (white) male
domination over the social sphere, but also domination over nature. Hence, the relationship

between men’s social dominance the dominance of nature is essential.

3.1. Social and Nature Dominance

The idea that men’s social dominance and oppression of women is linked to nature dominance
and environmental exploitation originates in ecofeminism (Hultman & Pulé, 2018;
MacGregor, 2017). In The Death of Nature (1980) which is often considered the founding text

10



of ecofeminism, Carolyn Merchant presents an analysis of how dominant conceptualizations
of nature have been shaped historically and how these developed in tandem with white men’s
dominance over women. She argues that “the rise of modern science, technology, and
capitalism produced and relied on the death, domination, and exploitation of a nature
gendered female, and that this reinforced and reflected the cultural subordination and
exploitation of women” (Thompson & MacGregor, 2017, p. 43). Merchant explains how
nature in Western culture was associated with femininity and the earth constructed as a living
organism that nurtured humanity (think of Mother Nature). While nature was feminized it was
considered to have an intrinsic value, but during the scientific revolution and the rise of a
commercialized economy, this changed. The perception of nature shifted “from reverence to
domination” to legitimize the exploitation of natural resources that was required to
industrialize society (Thompson & MacGregor, 2017, p. 44). Nature was increasingly
constructed in mechanistic terms and its value reduced to the natural resources that humans
could exploit. This development went hand in hand with increased control over women, for
instance, through scientizing and controlling female reproduction and relegating care labor to
the domestic sphere. According to Merchant, this period “was the beginning of a long process
through which ‘scientific’ authority could be used to keep women in their place as

intellectually inferior and economically dependent” (Thompson & MacGregor, 2017, p. 45).

Based on ecofeminism and Merchant’s historical analysis, Hultman and Pulé claim that white
male dominance has developed alongside dominant conceptions of nature. A small group of
influential (white, Western) men has driven historical developments, like colonization and
capitalism, based on the preservation of power and privilege for a few at the expense of
others. These developments have simultaneously produced the prevalent perception of nature
and the human-nature relation that characterizes modern Western culture. The perception rests
on an “extractivist” relation in which human beings are superior to nature (Hultman & Kall,
2016, p. 7). Nature is reduced to a tangible matter for humans to extract and exploit that only
is valued when it is transformed into something else. The perception also shapes responses
and approaches to climate change (ibid). While it would be a simplification to say that all men
have this hierarchic notion of nature, Hultman and Pulé argue that the socialization of
hegemonic masculinity helps reinforce dominant perceptions of nature. Hence, they

emphasize both the personal and structural level of analysis.
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3.2. Socialization and ‘Strong Man Characteristics’

Hultman and Pulé’s theory stresses the individual and structural level of analysis and tries to
connect personal socialization to the reinforcement of structural inequalities. In their own
words, they “seek to understand malestream norms at their very foundations and from there,
proceed to disentangle the mechanisms of domination that are adopted by individual men,
groups of men and masculine socialisations that result in patterns of internalised
superiorisation in their most obscene forms” (Hultman & Pulé, 2018, p. 43). Hultman and
Pulé highlight the social norms of hegemonic masculinities that impact all men (and women)
in modern, Western societies. The social norms affect men at a personal level by influencing
their characteristics and personas, but the socialization is also structural since adopting these
“strong man characteristics” rewards men in terms of money, power and status (ibid, p.39).
Take for example the construction of a leader. Feminists have pointed out that men are
commonly considered to be more natural leaders. A leader is expected to be rational,
unsentimental and dominant, characteristics traditionally understood as masculine. Adopting
this masculine persona helps legitimize men as leaders and helps men attain power. Likewise,
men who deviate from social norms of hegemonic masculinity risk losing their social primacy

as men and risk being socially stigmatized (Hultman & Pulé, 2018).

So, what characteristics are men encouraged to adopt? As written, hegemonic masculinities
are context dependent, but in a modern, Western society they commonly build on whiteness,
heterosexuality, physical strength and dominance (Godfrey, 2016; Hultman & Pulé, 2018).
Paul Kivel constructs the “Act like a man box” to summarize the stereotypes that boys and
men face. A central message is not to be feminine. This means that men are not encouraged to
express emotions and show feelings such as love, compassion, pain and sadness. Rather than
being emotional, men are encouraged to be violent, tough, active, strong, successful,
independent and in control. Men are expected to be competitive, take charge and dominate
others. They are encouraged to valorize the “Rational Man”, praise logic and rationality and
reject emotions and vulnerability (Hultman, 2017, p. 244). Men should not cooperate or ask
for help, instead they should be leaders, winners, providers and protectors. The socialization
encourages men to embrace social dominance and a belief in group-based hierarchy (Hultman
& Pulé, 2018).

While these descriptions of masculinity seem like crude generalizations, most men face them
at some point in their life, and studies show that they impact men even from a young age. For

instance, boys are not held and caressed as much as are girls, they are not encouraged to talk
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as much about their feelings, they are addressed in harsher tones, and expected to be more
independent. Following social norms of hegemonic masculinities reward men economically,
politically and socially, but Hultman and Pulé argue that it has serious negative impacts for
how they deal with emotions and relate to others. Many develop feelings of emptiness,
loneliness and “emotional autism” which sometimes result in rage and violence (Hultman &
Pulé, 2018, p. 178). Moreover, the socialization of hegemonic masculinity affects how men
care (Hultman & Pulé, 2018).

3.3. Myopic Care

Feminists have long discussed care in relation to the domestic and familial sphere where
intersections of gender, race and class are argued to shape how and by whom domestic care
labor is performed. Women are for instance often expected to have a natural predisposition for
social care and considered more suitable for taking care of children, sick and elderly
(Gemzge, 2014). According to Hultman and Pulé, everyone has the same capacity to care for
others, however, our gendered socializations directly affect how we express care in our daily
lives. Due to the social norms of hegemonic masculinity, care is not an accepted expression of
masculinity and male care is generally expected to comply with male hegemonization. While
men undeniably care for others, they internalize a more restricted and myopic approach to it
compared to women. Male care is less relational, social and interactive than women’s, i.e. it iS
not as emotional and focused on social relations. Instead, it is more pragmatic, rational and
conditional. It is traditionally connected to duty, honor and the morals of right and wrong, and
is expressed through the responsibility of protecting and providing for the family (Hultman &
Pulé, 2018).

Due to the socialization of hegemonic masculinity, men are not expected to care for others
and those who challenge prevailing norms risk being questioned and compromised. Men are
subsequently less altruistic and empathetic than women and they do not take as much
responsibility for the social collective. Consequences of the different approaches to care are
for instance reflected in what type of professions women and men tend to occupy. Men are
underrepresented within professions in which care for other humans is central, such as
preschool teachers, nannies and nurses. It also reflects in statistics on parental leave in which
fathers tend to take out a smaller share than women (Hultman & Pule, 2018; Statistiska
Centralbyran, 2018).
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Hultman and Pulé also extend care to nature and the environment and connect male
conceptions of care to the issue of climate change. They argue that the myopia of male care
helps shape men’s attitudes and relation to nature and animals that reinforce nature
dominance. Instead of showing empathy and altruism and extending care to nature, the
masculinized perception of care manifests in the rationalization and mechanization of animal
livestock resulting in the modern meat industry. Instead of appreciating the intrinsic value of
all life, nature and animals are primarily appreciated as material resources (Hultman & Pulé,
2018).

3.4. Summary

The central message of the theory is that it connects constructions of masculinity to issues of
climate change. While studies of hegemonic masculinities and their impact on social
injustices are not new, Hultman and Pulé are among the first to link them to environmental
politics. As explained above, the theory assumes that prevailing norms of hegemonic
masculinity in a modern, Western society, socializes men into embracing dominance both
over the social sphere and over nature. Hence, it illuminates how abstract structural norms
interact with personal and individual socialization. In this thesis, the theory of hegemonic
masculinity is used to develop the understanding of social norms’ impact on climate-related
political participation. The theory adds a gender perspective to social norms by stressing how
men are surrounded and impacted by norms particular to men. These norms influence men’s
socialization and impact the characteristics men adopt, the attitudes they embrace and how
they express care. To acknowledge how social norms are gendered might help us better
understand why men are (potentially) less politically active in issues related to climate

change.

4. Research Design

In this chapter | present the research design. First, | present and discuss the method for
collecting data and the method of analysis. Second, | define the dependent and independent
variable and describe how | operationalize these. Third, | describe the control variables.
Fourth, I discuss the sampling process and what consequences the sample has for the
generalizability of the results. Lastly, | elaborate on practical issues concerning non-response

rates, missing values and excluded variables.

14



4.1. Methods: Quantitative Survey Study and (Multivariate) Regression
Analysis

| conduct a quantitative survey study to explore if hegemonic masculinity norms help explain
potential differences in men’s and women’s climate-related political participation. The survey
is based on the theory presented above and consists of one section mapping climate-related
political participation, one section measuring hegemonic masculinity, and one section
controlling for alternative explanations.? The survey was distributed by hand to students in
political science at Uppsala University during two occasions in late October and early
November. The first occasion was a lecture on Swedish political parties in Political Science A
and the second occasion was an introductory lecture in methods in Political Science B. In
consultation with the lecturers, | visited the lectures before the middle break, briefly presented
my study, and distributed the surveys. As anticipated, the survey took between seven and
twelve minutes to answer (although some respondents were faster and some slower). At the
first lecture | received 125 answers and at the second | received 68 answers. In total, |
received 193 answers, 111 from women and 82 from men. The empirical data is then analyzed

using bivariate and multivariate ordinary least square (OLS) regression analyses.

There are several reasons for my choice to do a quantitative survey study. First, a quantitative
survey allows me to collect a larger number of responses from which | can examine the
correlation between gender and climate-related political participation and see if there are
significant differences. Second, quantitative surveys enable me to explore hegemonic
masculinity norms as an explanation for potential gender differences by analyzing correlation
between participation and hegemonic masculinity and by controlling for alternative
explanations such as political ideology. Third, considering the strategic sampling (process),
discussed further below, the method can potentially improve generalizability to other
contexts. Lastly, I explore the possibilities to operationalize these rather abstract theories of
social norms and masculinity constructions into structured quantitative surveys.
Consequently, it is an effort to merge abstract feminist theories and more empirical

guantitative research.

I distributed a “physical” survey as opposed to an online-based survey to increase the number

of respondents and the response rate. By physically distributing the surveys during lectures |

2 The survey also contains one section where | ask about attitudes explicitly related to climate change. Due to
scarcity in time and space, the result of the attitudes is not discussed in this paper. For more information on the
attitudinal variables, see Appendix 1.
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got access to large groups of people at single occasions. Since the survey is distributed during
school hours, it does not take up any of the respondents free-time and therefore increases the
likelihood of them participating in the study. Moreover, this approach ensures better control
over the study situation (Esaiasson, et al., 2012). In contrast, online surveys would expectedly
generate fewer responses since people have to feel that they have the needed time and interest
to participate. Online surveys also complicate control over the respondents and how much

attention they pay to it when answering.

A negative aspect of distributing surveys by hand concerns social desirability bias (SDB).
SDB refers to “the tendency of research subjects to give socially desirable responses instead
of choosing responses that are reflective of their true feelings” (Grimm, 2010). SDB is a
recognized problem in survey studies, especially when examining sensitive and/or personal
issues such as religion, politics, cheating, smoking etc. (ibid). However, Gamberini et al.
(2014) show that it can also be an issue in studies on people’s consumption patterns and
sustainable practice since these are issues that concern social norms. Conducting a “physical”
survey increases the risk for SDB since the respondents might be able to see each other’s
answers and then adjust their answers to what they believe is appropriate or desirable
according to their classmates. Moreover, when collecting data in person, one’s positionality as
a researcher inevitably impacts the study situation. There is a risk that respondents adapt their

answers according to what they believe that the researcher expects (Esaiasson, et al., 2012).

To mitigate these issues, | presented the study to the respondents in a consciously vague
manner to avoid implying what type of answers might be considered desirable. I did not
mention that my study is situated within feminist research but only said that it is a study on
behaviors and attitudes in relation to climate change. Moreover, | stressed that the surveys
should be answered individually. Considering that most students answered the survey
individually without talking to their neighbor, the risk for SDB was reasonably not too severe
during the data collection. Furthermore, in this study I am primarily interested in variation
within the sample. Hence, even if there is risk for SDB, it might be expected to impact all

respondents in the group to a similar extent and not affect what internal variations they show.

Relatedly, there is a risk that respondents over-or underestimate their climate-related behavior
or have different ideas of how often is often. | try to reduce the risk of subjective perceptions
of behavior by being as specific as possible in the survey questions. The survey asks about the
respondent’s past actions during a specific time-period, such as last month or last year and ask
them to answer in frequency, such as “1 to 3 times”, “4 to 6 times” etc. For example, it asks
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how many times the respondent has participated in a climate demonstration or strike during

the last year. The answer alternatives are 0 times, 1-3 times, 4-6 times or 7 or more times.

Regarding the questions used as indicators for hegemonic masculinity (see below under
Operationalization), they are formulated as claims on which respondents choose to what
extent they agree, 0=do not agree, 5=somewhat agree and 10=entirely agree. Here,
methodological guides warn that respondents tend to agree, rather than disagree, with claims
(Esaiasson, et al., 2012). To mitigate this risk, I use several indicators for the same hegemonic
masculinity dimension and formulate some questions reversely to reduce the risk that

respondents’ tendency to agree impacts the results.

A final disadvantage of the method in this study is that I cannot control for every potential
explanation to gender differences in participation. This shortcoming will be further discussed
under the headline Limitations.

4.2. Sample

The sample of this study consists of bachelor students in political science at the department of
government at Uppsala University. Since students might diverge in many ways from other
segments of society, they cannot be expected to represent the whole Swedish population.
Since the sample is not representative, the generalizability of the results is limited.
Nevertheless, | argue that the sample might contain traces of a least-likely logic for the theory
tested.

A least-likely case is a case where the prerequisites for the examined theory are unfavorable
and the theory is unlikely to hold. Thus, if the theory proves to hold even in this unfavorable
case, one can assume that it holds also in other, more favorable cases, and the reliance in the
theory is strengthened. This enables generalization of results to a larger population even
though the sample is not representative of that population (Esaiasson, et al., 2012). Students
are potentially less inclined than other societal groups to show gender differences in climate-
related political participation and male students might be less likely than other men to
embrace hegemonic masculinity norms. The reason for this argument is that age and
education are commonly associated with attitudes towards gender equality. A recent report
finds that 21% of young Swedes see gender equality as an important societal issue compared
to 9% of older Swedes (Fransson, et al., 2019). In a study on who sympathizes with the
Swedish feminist party, Feministiskt Initiativ, Blomback and de Fine Licht (2015) find that
students under the age of 29 with higher education are overrepresented (Blombéck & de Fine
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Licht, 2015). Moreover, Swedish statistics indicate that people with higher education vote for
the Swedish green party to a larger extent than those with lower education, a pattern that is
consistent for both women and men (Valmyndigheten, 2018).

In addition, the relative homogeneity of the sample might reduce the risk for missing
alternative explanations. University students are likely to have similar incomes, ages and
lifestyles, and student in political science might also have similar interests. According to data
collected since 2013 as part of a methods course on the department of government at Uppsala
University, students in political science have similar political opinions as well. For example,
the Swedish leftist party, Vénsterpartiet, is the largest party among the students followed by
the green party, Miljopartiet (Osterman, 2019)3.

Lastly, the choice of lectures to attend and hand out surveys on is mainly based on the
possibility of accessing a large number of students and, hence, many potential respondents.
But it is also based on accessibility since | need to adapt to the approval of the lecturers.
Relatedly, the reason for choosing students in political science is also partly due to
accessibility. Considering that it is my own department, | can more easily get in contact with
lecturers and get access to respondents.

4.3. Dependent Variable: Climate-Related Political Participation

The dependent variable is climate-related political participation. As explained in Previous
Research, the definition draws upon van Deth’s classification in which the term refers to
“citizens’ activities affecting [climate-related] politics” (van Deth, 2014, p. 351). This
definition is intentionally broad, largely because it aims to capture the wide range of activities
citizens engage in with the intention to affect climate-related issues. More specifically, it
includes both more traditional modes of political participation such as voting, demonstrating
etc. and newer modes, so called lifestyle politics. Traditional modes of political participation
include for example voting, being a member of a political party, demonstrating and signing
petitions (van Deth, 2014). Lifestyle politics, i.e. “the politicization of everyday life choices,
including ethically, morally or politically inspired decisions” (de Moor, 2017, p. 181)”,

include for example political consumerism, i.e. buying or boycotting certain products for

% | want to thank Marcus Osterman who gave me access to this data. It is not official or published data but is
collected as part of a practical exercise in the course Methods C at the department of government at Uppsala
University. Data has been retrieved since 2013 and the number of observations on party affiliation is 1052.
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ethical or environmental reasons, changing one’s diet, transportation modes and energy

consumption.

As mentioned in Previous Research, all lifestyle choices should not be considered political
participation (de Moor, 2017; van Deth, 2014). Instead, the aims and intentions of the
participants determine whether a traditionally non-political act can be understood as political.
Consequently, when | in this study ask respondents about lifestyle politics, I explicitly ask if

they have acted in a certain way entirely or partly for environmental/political reasons.

4.3.1. Operationalization of Climate-Related Political Participation

As explained above, the dependent variable climate-related political participation includes
both conventional and novel participation modes. This since | want to capture a broad range
of political activities and get an inclusive picture of women’s and men’s participation.
Nevertheless, it is interesting to separate these modes to see if there is a difference in who
does what. Thus, I divide the dependent variable into two categories; traditional political
participation (TPP) and lifestyle politics (LSP).

TPP includes eleven indicators, primarily based on van Deth’s classification of traditional
political participation. | ask whether respondents have participated in climate demonstrations
or strikes, whether they are members of environmental organizations or groups, and whether
they have signed petitions for climate action. When formulating the survey questions of TPP,
| take inspiration from prior research and established surveys on political participation
including European Social Survey and surveys from the Swedish SOM Institute. See Figure 1
for a full list of the indicators of TPP. | create a TPP index of the eleven indicators. Using
indices generates a more reliable measurement than if 1 only look at individual activities.
Statistically, index-building means that every respondent’s answers in the variables included
in the index are added into one single sum. If the variables correlate, they can be said to

function as several indicators of the same dimension of a concept.

I use Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) to examine the bivariate relation between variables,
and Cronbach’s alpha for the average correlation in groups of variables. The eleven TPP
variables show rather strong correlation; all have an r between 0.2 and 0.6 and a Cronbach’s

alpha estimated to 0.7758.

The operationalization of lifestyle politics, LSP, is based on de Moor’s definition and includes
sixteen indicators. I ask if respondents boycott or buy certain products for environmental

reasons, if they recycle, and if they lower the temperature at home to save energy. In the
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operationalization of lifestyle politics, | draw both from prior research and from
environmental organizations’ own suggestions on what individuals can do to lower their
impact on the environment. For example, Steg and Vlek (2009) emphasize reduced
consumption and eco-friendly transportation, and Lin (2013) adds changing diets and energy-
use in housing. Moreover, the World Wildlife Fund and Swedish Naturvardsverket both
emphasize diet, consumption, transportation and housing as sectors where individuals can

make more environmentally friendly choices. For a full list of indicators on LSP, see Figure 1.

The sixteen LSP variables are also merged into an index. Some activities have a lower r at 0.1

to 0.2 but most variables have an r at 0.2 to 0.4 and a Cronbach’s alpha estimated to 0.7810.

Climate-Related
Political
Participation
|

[
"Traditional"
Political
Participation

+Signing climate-related petitions

*Donating or collecting money for a
climate organization

*Demonstrating or striking for the climate

+Being a member in a climate-related
organization or group

*Being a member in a political party for
climate reasons

*Working in a climate organization or
group

+Contacting a politician/the government
about climate issues

+Being impacted by the climate issue when
voting

*Trying to persuade others to engage in the
climate issue

+Sharing climate-related material on social
media

«Participating in other climate-related
activities

|

Lifestyle Politics

*Boycotting or buying certain products for
environmental reasons

*Recycling

+ Avoid wasting food

*Buying organic food

+Avoid buying new clothes and furniture
*Buying clothes and furniture second hand
*Bringing own shopping bags to the store

*Turning of the lights when they are not
needed

Avoid eating meat

+Avoid eating dairy

*Pulling out chargers when they are used

*Reparing clothes and furniture instead of
buying new

«Skimping on water while showering etc.

*Washing clothes in lower temperatures

+Lowering the temperature at home

 Adapting where to go on vacation

Figure 1: List of indicators for climate-related political participation



4.4. Independent Variable and Causal Mechanism: Gender and

Hegemonic Masculinity

This study examines if gender correlates with climate-related political participation. As such,
gender is the independent variable. Gender is operationalized as the respondents’ gender
identity and the answer options are “woman”, “man”, “other” or “do not want to answer”.
Since this study assumes a constructivist notion of gender, I choose to measure respondents’

gender identity rather than their legal gender.

This study additionally tests if hegemonic masculinity norms helps explain potential
differences in men’s and women’s climate-related political participation. Hence, hegemonic
masculinity norms constitute the causal mechanism between gender and participation. The
idea of hegemonic masculinity and its implications for environmental politics is outlined in
further above, but to reiterate, hegemonic masculinity refers to the “the mechanisms of
domination that are adopted by individual men, groups of men and masculine socialisations

that result in patterns of internalised superiorisation” (p. 43).

Considering the novelty of this theory, there are no prior studies operationalizing it.
Moreover, it is always problematic to try to measure abstract and complex social
constructions in a structured survey study. Nonetheless, by sticking close to the original
theory, taking inspiration from various alternative sources, and by describing the

operationalization in a transparent way, | hope to overcome some of those difficulties.

4.4.1. Operationalization of Hegemonic Masculinity

The operationalization of hegemonic masculinity comprises fifteen indicators divided into
four categories or dimensions. These dimensions are social dominance, which partly measures
attitudes to violence and immigration; nature dominance, which for instance measures
approaches to animals and nature; myopic care, which partly measures attitudes to women’s
and men’s roles in social care; and independence which measures traditionally masculine
characteristics such as rationality and individualism. The dimensions are transformed into
indices. The operationalizations are created through careful reading of the theory and then

correlated statistically.

There are no previous studies of exactly this theory, however, there are studies that examine
features of the hegemonic masculinity dimensions separately. When formulating the survey
questions of the operationalized dimensions, | draw upon these studies as far as possible. For
example, Jylhd’s dissertation examining psychological explanations behind climate change
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denial, mentioned in the Theory-chapter, brings up both the terms social dominance and
nature dominance. She relates social dominance to “individuals’ desire and support [for]
group-based hierarchy” (p. 29) and nature dominance to the endorsement of human
dominance over nature. I replicate one of Jylhd’s operationalizations of nature dominance,
namely “We should strive towards greater equality between humans and animals” (Jylh4,
2016, p. 40), and take inspiration from her operationalizations of social dominance, empathy
and anxiety avoidance. Moreover, I draw upon Ripberger et al.’s report on the validity of
different measurements and operationalizations of cultural theory (Ripberger, et al., 2015). In
the report, the authors examine egalitarian, hierarchical and individualistic social relations,
and since these are characteristics brought up by Hultman and Pulé’s, I use two of their
formulations as indicators for individualism. These are “Private profit motivates people to
work hard” and “In this society, the most able rise to the top”. Furthermore, the social

dominance indicators and gender insensitivity indicators are also inspired by their report.

In sum, when operationalizing hegemonic masculinity, | try to stay as close as possible to
Hultman and Pulé’s description of the theory. The operationalizations is additionally informed
by prior studies examining characteristics similar to the hegemonic masculinity dimensions.

For a full list of the operationalization, see Figure 2.

I use Pearson’s correlation coefficient and Cronbach’s alpha to correlate the theoretically
derived indicators and transform them into indices. The social dominance index has an r
between 0.1 and 0.4 and the alpha 0.6619. The nature dominance index has an r between 0.2
and 0.5 and the alpha 0.6701. The gender insensitivity index has an r between 0.3 and 0.5 and
an alpha estimated at 0.6427. The independence index has an r between 0.2 and 0.4 and the
alpha 0.6325. The correlation between the indices is high with an alpha estimated to 0.7145.
This indicates that the dimensions measure similar concepts. However, the social dominance
index and the myopic care index are most correlated which indicates that those measure

similar concepts while nature dominance and independence measure other concepts.

In addition to the dependent variable and the causal mechanism, I control for four alternative

explanations. These are discussed below.
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Hegemonic
masculinity
norms

[

[

[

|

Social
dominance

Nature
dominance

Myopic care

Independence

«Societies need
strong leaders

*Violence is
sometimes
necessary

«Sweden must
restrict immigration

«|f needed, | am
ready to protect my
nation

*Human needs are
more important
than animals' needs

*1 see no problem in
the modern meat
industry

*We should strive
towards greater
equality between
humans and
animals (reversely
coded)

*Men can take care
of children but are
primarily the
provider of the
family

*We must strengthen
LGBTQ people's
rights (reversely
coded)

*Women are better
suited than men to
work within social
care

Figure 2. List of indicators for hegemonic masculinity norms

45. Control Variables

A relevant control variable is one that could impact both the independent variable and the

*| prefer to solve
things alone rather
than ask for help

*| keep negative
emotions to myself
rather than share
them with others

«| would describe
myself as rational
rather than
emotional

»The most succesful
in society are the
most talented

*Private profit
motivates people to
work hard

dependent variable (Lewis-Beck & Lewis-Beck, 2015). In this study, control variables would

then potentially impact both masculinity norms and climate-related political participation.

The first control is socioeconomic background which is measured by asking respondents if

one or both of their parents have a university degree or equivalent. Prior research suggests

that socioeconomic factors constitutes part of the resources that enable and constrain people’s

political participation (Verba, et al., 1995). Thus, it might correlate both to climate-related

attitudes and behavior (Naturvardsverket, 2018; Poortinga, et al., 2011) and to political

participation in general (Cohen, et al., 2002; Hillygus, 2005). Moreover, it might theoretically

impact the home environment and the masculinity norms surrounding the respondents’

upbringing.



Relatedly, the second control concerns length of the respondents’ education. It is measured as
number of semesters completed at university. Similar to socioeconomic background,
education is a type of resource that is correlated with climate-related attitudes and behavior
(Naturvardsverket, 2018; Poortinga, et al., 2011) and general political participation (Hillygus,
2005; Verba, et al., 1995), and while all the respondents in this sample study at university,

how long they have studied might impact their behavior.

The third control is nationality, measured by asking where the respondent is born. To my
knowledge, there are no studies suggesting that nationality impacts climate-related political
participation, however, prior research shows that it might correlate with political participation
in general (Back & Soininen, 1998). Further, cultural context might potentially impact what

masculinity norms one is surrounded by during one’s upbringing.

The final control is political ideology. It is measured by asking respondents to place
themselves on a continuum from left to right, 0 being far to the left, 5 being in the middle, and
10 being far to the right. As described in Previous Research, many scholars stress the
correlation between political ideology and climate-related attitudes and behaviors and it is a
common explanation to men’s climate change denial (Hornsey, et al., 2016; McCright &
Dunlap, 2011). Hence, I test political ideology as an alternative explanation for potential
differences in men’s and women’s participation. However, whether political ideology affects
hegemonic masculinity norms or if it is the other way around is unclear. Presumably, Hultman
and Pulé (2018) would argue that hegemonic masculinity norms enter early in people’s lives
and subsequently impact one’s political ideology when growing up. Yet, it is not possible to
exclude that political ideology affects surrounding masculinity norms, for instance if parents’
ideology imbues the home environment. Consequently, | first present an analysis where
political ideology is not included, i.e. where it is assumed that masculinity norms are
actualized prior to political ideology. | then conduct an analysis where political ideology is

included and where it is assumed that political ideology enters before masculinity norms.

4.6. Non-Response, Missing Values and Excluded Variables

All students asked to participate in the survey participated and handed in their answers, there
was no external non-response. However, everyone did not answer all survey questions and
there are therefore some missing values. There are approximately one to two answers missing

from 31 of the 72 survey questions. Since there are few answers missing from each question,
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the non-responses do not appear to be systematic. Therefore, the missing values resulting

from non-response values are imputed in the indices, see Appendix for details.

The survey originally contains 72 variables; however, all of these are not included in the
analysis. Some variables are excluded due to flaws in the formulation of the question, flaws
that | recognized only after collecting answers. An example is the question whether women
are generally more caring than men. Since | do not specify if women are supposedly more
caring by nature or due to social structures, the respondents have interpreted the question

differently and it is thus not possible to compare the answers.

Other variables are excluded since they do not vary. The variable asking if respondents have
engaged in illegal protest activities is excluded since only 1% claimed to have done this. The
small variance skews the indices; hence, the variable is excluded. Lastly, some variables are
excluded due to scarcity in time and space. This mainly concerns the variables measuring
climate-related attitudes including for example, climate change denial, climate concern and

climate interest. For a full list of excluded variables, see Appendix.

5. Results

The first step of the statistical analysis examines if there is a significant difference between
men’s and women’s climate-related political participation. If there is a difference, the second
step tests if hegemonic masculinity norms explain that difference. To reiterate, the theory
suggests that men’s attitudes and behaviors towards nature and climate change are shaped by
social norms of hegemonic masculinity. These norms impact foremostly “anatomical” men by
shaping their socialization and encouraging them to embrace male domination over the social
sphere and over nature. Accordingly, the theory assumes that hegemonic masculinity norms
function as the causal mechanism that mediates the effect of the independent variable gender
on the dependent variable climate-related political participation. The causal process, thus,
goes from gender to hegemonic masculinity to participation. The theory expects male gender
to correlate positively with hegemonic masculinity and hegemonic masculinity to correlate
negatively with participation. For this theory to find support, each step of the causal chain
must be established.
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Masculinity Norms
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Figure 3. Figure over the causal process between gender and climate-related political participation

The results are be presented in the subsequent order, following the steps of the causal chain:
First, the relation between gender and climate-related political participation. Second, the
relation between gender and hegemonic masculinity and the relation between hegemonic
masculinity and climate-related political participation. Third, how the relation between gender
and participation changes when including hegemonic masculinity. Lastly, | test for political

ideology as an alternative explanation.

5.1. Gender and Climate-Related Political Participation

The first phase explores if there is a significant difference in men’s and women’s climate-
related political participation, i.e. the relation between the dependent variable and the
independent variable. As previously described, the dependent variable, climate-related
political participation, is divided into two indices: traditional political participation (TPP) and
lifestyle politics (LSP).

In the bivariate regression analysis of gender and traditional political participation, the result
shows a negative effect of male gender on participation with the beta coefficient -6.91. Since
the TPP index is coded from 0-100, and the results can be interpreted in percentages, this
means that men report 6.91 percentage points less than women that they are politically

engaged in the climate issue. The result is statistically significant at a 99% significance level.

In the analysis of gender and lifestyle politics, there is also a negative effect of male gender.
The beta coefficient is -12.63 and, since the lifestyle politics index is also coded from 0-100,
this means that men report 12.63 percentage points less than women that they engage in

climate-related lifestyle politics. The result is statistically significant at a 99% level.
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Table 1. Table over gender and traditional

political participation

TPP
Male -6.913™
(2.585)
Constant 29.01""
(1.691)
N 193
R? 0.036

Standard errors in parentheses
“p<0.05 " p<0.01, "™ p<0.001

Table 2. Table over gender and lifestyle politics

LSP
Male -12.63™
(2.763)
Constant 63.53""
(1.807)
N 193
R2 0.098

Standard errors in parentheses
“p<0.05 " p<0.01, "™ p<0.001

The results show that men are less politically active than women, both in terms of traditional
political participation and in terms of lifestyle politics. For TPP, the difference is 6.91% and
for LSP, the difference is 12.63%. Both results are statistically significant at a 99% level.
Consequently, the first step of the analysis establishes that men are less engaged in climate-
related political participation than women. (For more detailed information on how common

individual political activities are, see Appendix 1.)

5.2. Testing the Causal Mechanism

Since there is a significant effect of gender on climate-related political participation, the next
step of the analysis contains testing if the theory of hegemonic masculinity norms might
explain that effect. For the theory of hegemonic masculinity norms to get support, analyses
must show correlation in all steps of the causal chain. Male gender must positively correlate
with hegemonic masculinities and hegemonic masculinities must negatively correlate with

political participation, and the original effect of gender on climate-related political
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participation should disappear or be reduced when controlling for hegemonic masculinity

norms. The effect must also remain when controlling for alternative explanations.

5.2.1. Gender and Hegemonic Masculinity Norms
As described in the previous chapter, hegemonic masculinity norms are operationalized into
four categories. The categories are social dominance, nature dominance, gender insensitivity

and independence.

Table 3. Table over gender and hegemonic masculinity norms

(1) (2) @) (4)
Social Dominance  Nature Dominance Myopic Care Independence
Male 19.69™ 15.75™ 13.05™ 15.12™
(2.631) (2.981) (2.664) (2.552)
Constant 32.54™ 32.07" 7.757" 50.35™"
(1.715) (1.950) (1.743) (1.663)
N 193 193 193 193
R? 0.227 0.127 0.111 0.155

Standard errors in parentheses
“p<0.05 " p<0.01, "™ p<0.001

The results in the analysis on the effect of gender on the hegemonic masculinity-dimensions,
demonstrates that men show more traces of hegemonic masculinity norms than women, an
effect that is consistent across all categories. Since the hegemonic masculinity dimensions are
coded 0-100, they can be interpreted as percentages. Hence, in the social dominance index,
men show 19.69 percentage points higher than women. In the nature dominance index, men
show 15.75 percentage points higher than women. In the myopic care index, men show 13.05
percentage points higher than women. And in the independence index, men score 15.12
percentage points higher than women. The results are statistically significant at a 99%
significance level. Subsequently, the first step of the causal chain is established, displaying
that men show more traces of hegemonic masculinity than women with between 13.05 to

19.69 percentage points.

5.2.2. Hegemonic Masculinity and Climate-Related Political Participation

The next analysis examines the effect of hegemonic masculinity norms on climate-related
political participation. For the theory of hegemonic masculinity to hold there must be a
negative effect of hegemonic masculinity on participation, meaning that more traces of

hegemonic masculinity should correlate with less climate-related political participation.
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Table 4 shows the effect of the four hegemonic masculinity dimensions on traditional political

participation when including three control variables; socioeconomic background, nationality

and length of education. The control variables are included since they, according to prior

research, might impact both hegemonic masculinity norms and climate-related political

participation. Table 5 reports the results of the effect of the hegemonic dimensions on lifestyle

politics. Models 1 to 4 in both tables show the effect of each hegemonic dimension separately,

and models 5 the effect of the dimensions when controlling for each other.

Table 4. Table over the effect of hegemonic masculinity norms on TPP

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
TPP TPP TPP TPP TPP

Nationality 1.680 2.651 2.853 2.298 2.300

(4.578) (4.576) (4.489) (4.691) (4.460)
Socioeconomic 1.940 2.155 1.917 1.707 2.248"
background (1.129) (1.132) (1.106) (1.160) (1.109)
Education -0.231 -0.531 -0.262 -0.374 -0.375

(0.626) (0.629) (0.615) (0.643) (0.615)
Social -0.247 -0.112
dominance (0.0615) (0.0735)
Nature -0.226™ -0.116
dominance (0.0578) (0.0650)
Myopic -0.306™" -0.194"
care (0.0635) (0.0775)
Independence -0.136" 0.0188

(0.0680) (0.0739)

Constant 32.78™ 31.66™ 26.73"" 31.28™" 33.06™

(3.955) (3.815) (3.160) (5.158) (5.187)
N 193 193 193 193 193
R? 0.093 0.089 0.123 0.038 0.150

Standard errors in parentheses
*p<0.05 " p<0.01, ™ p<0.001
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Table 5. Table over the effect of hegemonic masculinity norms on LSP

1) ) ) (4) (5)
LSP LSP LSP LSP LSP
Nationality -6.802 -5.451 -5.188 -6.066 -6.095
(4.704) (4.846) (4.792) (5.007) (4.460)
Socioeconomic -0.0180 0.508 0.0904 -0.292 0.384
background (1.161) (1.199) (1.181) (1.238) (1.110)
Education -0.230 -0.687 -0.263 -0.447 -0.503
(0.644) (0.666) (0.656) (0.686) (0.615)
Social -0.438™" -0.260™"
dominance (0.0632) (0.0735)
Nature -0.363™ -0.208™
dominance (0.0613) (0.0650)
Myopic -0.430™ -0.168"
care (0.0678) (0.0775)
Independence -0.295™" -0.0333
(0.0726) (0.0739)
Constant 77.10™ 73.43™ 64.80"" 77.33™ 81.94™
(4.064) (4.041) (3.372) (5.506) (5.187)
N 193 193 193 193 193
R? 0.209 0.163 0.182 0.089 0.288

Standard errors in parentheses
“p<0.05 " p<0.01, "™ p<0.001

Initially, the results show that the control variables have no effect on TPP or LSP when testing
the hegemonic masculinity dimensions. The masculinity dimensions, however, have a
negative effect on both participation types. Social dominance has a negative effect on TPP
with -0.247, and a negative effect on LSP, with -0.438. Both effects are statistically
significant on a 99% level. Nature dominance has a negative effect with -0.226 on TPP and -
0.363 on LSP, both effects are significant at a 99% level. Myopic care has a negative effect
with -0.306 on TPP and -0.430 on LSP, both results are significant at a 99% level.
Independence has a negative effect of -0.194 on TPP, significant at a 90% level, and -0.295
on LSP significant on a 99% level. Since all indices are coded 0-100, the results can be
interpreted as percentages. For example, the social dominance effect indicates that 1
percentage point more social dominance correlates with 0.247 percentage points less

traditional participation and 0.438 percentage points less lifestyle politics.
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Model 5 in table 4 illustrates the effect on TPP when the hegemonic masculinity dimensions
are controlled against each other. The effect of myopic care is the only one remaining
significant. Interestingly, when controlling for the hegemonic dimensions, socioeconomic
background gets a significant positive effect of 2.248. In model 5 in table 5 the effect of social
dominance remains when controlling for the other dimensions, with a significance at 99%.
The effect of nature dominance remains and is significant at a 95% level. The effect of
myopic care remains and is significant at a 90% level. The effect of independence however is

not significant.

In sum, the analysis establishes that hegemonic masculinity norms have a negative effect on
climate-related participation which confirms the second step of the causal chain.

5.2.3. Gender and Participation Controlling for Hegemonic Masculinity

The last part of the statistical analysis again examines gender and political participation, but
this time while controlling for the hegemonic masculinity dimensions. For the theory to
receive support, the original effect of gender on climate-related political participation should
disappear or be reduced when testing against hegemonic masculinity. Here, too, I include the
three control variables.

Table 6 shows the results for traditional political participation. Model 1 shows the original
effect of gender on TPP, where male gender equals 6.91 percentage points less participation.
Controlling for socioeconomic background, nationality and education in model 2 slightly
reduces the gender effect to 6.77 percentage points, but none of the variables are statistically
significant. Models 3 to 6 illustrate how the gender effect changes when controlling for the
four hegemonic masculinity dimensions separately. Including social dominance reduces the
gender effect to -2.31 and erases the significance of this effect. Including nature dominance
reduces the gender effect to -3.609 and erases the significance. Introducing myopic care
reduces the gender effect to -3.095 and erases the significance. Including independence-index
reduces the gender effect to -5.205 and erases the significance. Model 7 shows that
controlling for all four hegemonic dimensions simultaneously reduces the gender effect to -
0.225, not significant. Further, model 7 shows that myopic care is the only index where the

effect on TPP remains when controlling for the other hegemonic dimensions.
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Table 6. Table over the effect of gender on TPP controlling for hegemonic masculinity

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
TPP TPP TPP TPP TPP TPP TPP
Male -6.913™  -6.765" -2.311 -3.609 -3.095 -5.205 -0.225
(2.585) (2.593) (2.894) (2.724) (2.640) (2.824) (2.987)
Nationality 2.133 1.609 2.453 2.637 2.029 2.293
(4.676) (4.581) (4.571) (4.489) (4.663) (4.473)
Socioeconomic 1.704 1.909 2.076 1.885 1.724 2.244"
background (1.151) (1.131) (1.132) (1.106) (1.152) (1.113)
Education -0.217 -0.207 -0.461 -0.227 -0.296 -0.372
(0.641) (0.627) (0.631) (0.615) (0.640) (0.618)
Social -0.566™ -0.111
dominance (0.179) (0.0771)
Nature -0.675™ -0.115
dominance (0.214) (0.0661)
Myopic -0.280™" -0.194"
care (0.0673) (0.0778)
Independence -0.0827 0.0200
(0.0736)  (0.0758)
Constant 29.01™ 2591  32.68""  32.02"" 27.69"" 30.24™  32.98"™
(1.691) (3.370) (3.952) (3.822) (3.262) (5.157) (5.312)
N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193
R? 0.036 0.049 0.097 0.097 0.129 0.055 0.150

Standard errors in parentheses
“p<0.05 " p<0.01, ™ p<0.001

This means that all four hegemonic masculinity dimensions separately erase the significance

of the gender effect on TPP, indicating that they all explain part of the original gender effect.

Social dominance reduces the gender effect the most, followed by myopic care and nature

dominance. Independence reduces the male effect the least and does not have a statistically

significant effect on participation. When controlled for simultaneously, in model 7, only

myopic care remains significant. Yet, the four dimensions together reduce almost the entire

gender effect which drops from -6.91 to -0.26. Consequently, according to this analysis, the

theory that hegemonic masculinity norms might explain part of the male effect on traditional

political participation is supported.

Table 7. Table over the effect of gender on LSP controlling for hegemonic masculinity

(1) (2)

©)
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LSP LSP LSP LSP LSP LSP LSP

Male 1263 <1272 5849° 7946 -7.965° -9.215  -2.501
(2.763)  (2777)  (2.949)  (2.840) (2.767)  (2.966)  (2.982)

Nationality -6.397 -6.960 -5.914 -5.746 -6.541 -6.174
(5.009) (4.668) (4.766) (4.705) (4.898) (4.465)

Socioeconomic -0.226 -0.1000 0.337 0.00881 -0.262 0.348
background (1.233) (1.152) (1.180) (1.159) (1.210) (1.1112)
Education -0.161 -0.172 -0.529 -0.174 -0.309 -0.467
(0.686) (0.639) (0.658) (0.645) (0.673) (0.617)
Social -0.949™ -0.241™
dominance (0.182) (0.0770)
Nature -1.021™ -0.198™
dominance (0.223) (0.0660)
Myopic -0.362" -0.166"
care (0.0706) (0.0777)
Independence -0.200°  -0.0198
(0.0773)  (0.0757)
Constant 63.53™"  64.977" 76.82"" 74.21™ 67.28"™  75.48™  81.03™
(1.807) (3.610) (4.026) (3.985) (3.419) (5.416) (5.303)

N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193
R? 0.098 0.107 0.226 0.196 0.216 0.133 0.290

*p<0.05 " p<0.01, " p<0.001

Table 7 shows the corresponding results for lifestyle politics. Model 1 displays the original
effect of gender where male gender leads to 12.63 percentage points less lifestyle politics.
Model 2 shows that this effect is largely unchanged when controlling for socioeconomic
background, nationality and education. It is slightly increased, to 12.72. Models 3 to 6 show
how the gender effect is impacted by introducing the hegemonic masculinity dimensions.
Introducing social dominance reduces the gender effect to -5.849. This effect is still
significant at a 90% significance level. Controlling for nature dominance reduces the gender
effect to -7.946, significant at a 95% level, controlling for myopic care reduces the gender
effect to -7.965, significant at a 95% level, and introducing independence reduces the gender
effect to -9.215, significant at a 95% level. In model 7, all masculinity dimensions are
controlled for simultaneously. This reduces the gender effect to -2.501 and is no longer

significant. Moreover, the effect of both social dominance, nature dominance and myopic care
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are still significant when controlled against each other. However, the independence index is

not significant.

Similar to the analysis of traditional political participation, all four hegemonic masculinity
dimensions reduce the gender effect on lifestyle politics, indicating that they all explain part
of the original effect. Social dominance reduces the gender effect the most, followed by
nature dominance and myopic care. As in the analysis of traditional political participation,
independence reduces the gender effect the least. In contrast to traditional political
participation, the significance of the gender effect remains when controlling for the
dimensions separately, and only disappears when all four hegemonic dimensions are
controlled for simultaneously. Then, the original gender effect of -12.63 is largely reduced
and drops to -2.50. The analysis supports the theory; hegemonic masculinity norms might

explain part of the male effect on lifestyle politics.

While the analyses above demonstrate that norms of hegemonic masculinity help explain why
men are less politically active in the climate issue than women, there is an important

alternative explanation that needs to be examined; political ideology.

5.3. Political 1deology

Considering the potentially reversed causality between hegemonic masculinity norms and
political ideology, in addition to the amount of prior research emphasizing the role of political

ideology, | test the effect of ideology as an alternative explanation.

Like prior studies indicate, the gender effect on participation and attitudes might be mediated
through political ideology. In my sample, this is partly supported. The men in my data are
1.66 steps more right-leaning than women (on a left to right scale ranging from 0 to 10). This
difference is statistically significant at a 99% level. In the regression analysis on gender and
traditional political participation, controlling for political ideology, shown in table 8, the
gender effect is reduced from -6.91 to -3.58 and the effect is no longer statistically significant.
The effect of ideology is -1.99 and statistically significant at a 95% significance level. This
indicates that men’s lower participation depends on that men are more politically right-
leaning than women, and that the original effect of gender was mediated by political ideology.
If we assume, rather crudely, that there is a reversed causality between political ideology and
hegemonic masculinity norms, in which political ideology always comes before hegemonic

masculinity norms, this analysis does not find support for the theory that hegemonic
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masculinity partly explains the gender effect on traditional political participation. Instead,

political ideology explains the gender effect on climate-related political participation.

Table 8. Table over the effect of gender on TPP controlling for hegemonic masculinity and

political ideology

(1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
TPP TPP TPP TPP TPP TPP TPP

Male -6.913"  -3.458 -1.376 -1.844 -3.235 -1.985 -0.0966
(2.585)  (2.769) (2.936) (2.824) (2.895) (2.747) (3.015)

Political -1.9717 -1.323 -1.470° -1.813™ -1.040 -0.496
ideology (0.645) (0.720) (0.673) (0.695) (0.698) (0.772)

Nationality 2.200 1.815 2.419 2.123 2.574 2.323
(4.590) (4.568) (4.538) (4.607) (4.488) (4.495)

Socioec. 1.516 1.727 1.843 1.573 1.762 2.163
background (1.134) (1.133) (1.130) (1.142) (1.111) (1.127)

Education -0.353 -0.303 -0.505 -0.380 -0.296 -0.393
(0.630) (0.627) (0.627) (0.633) (0.616) (0.622)

Social -0.155" -0.0958
dominance (0.0783) (0.0809)
Nature -0.151" -0.109
dominance (0.0651) (0.0673)
Myopic -0.233" -0.182"
care (0.0745) (0.0803)
Independence -0.0194 0.0289
(0.0767)  (0.0775)
Constant 29.01™  33.19™ 35.56™" 36.05™ 33.60™ 31.23™ 33.61™
(1.691)  (4.077) (4.242) (4.213) (5.255) (4.034) (5.429)

N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193
R? 0.036 0.094 0.112 0.120 0.088 0.139 0.152

Standard errors in parentheses
*p<0.05 " p<0.01, ™ p<0.001

Nevertheless, the remaining gender effect of -3.46 when controlling for political ideology, has
the p-value 0.195. This is not significant, yet not too far from it. If we had a larger sample, the
significance of gender when controlling for ideology could have consisted. Then, the
hegemonic masculinity norms might have helped explaining the remaining gender effect. In
table 8, I include the masculinity dimensions and like the analysis without political ideology,
the masculinity dimensions reduce some of the remaining gender effect. Social dominance

reduces the most, followed by nature dominance, myopic care and independence. All
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dimensions except independence have a significant effect on TPP, even when controlling for
ideology. Moreover, the four dimensions together reduce almost the entire remaining gender
effect, to -0.0966.

When controlling for political ideology in the analysis on gender and lifestyle politics, the
effect of gender is reduced from -12.63 to -6.4, and political ideology has a statistically
significant negative effect on lifestyle politics with -3.79. This indicates that right-leaning
views correlate with less lifestyle politics and suggests that political ideology explains a
significant part of the gender effect on LSP. However, the significance of the -6.34 gender
effect remains when controlling for political ideology, meaning that political ideology
explains some of the gender effect but not all. Consequently, we can examine if hegemonic

masculinity explains the remaining effect of gender.

In table 9, I reproduce the analysis of the gender effect on LSP, but this time controlling for
both socioeconomic background, nationality, education and political ideology. As already
mentioned, political ideology has a negative effect on lifestyle politics even when controlling
for socioeconomic background, nationality, education and the hegemonic masculinity
dimensions. The effect is statistically significant in all models, indicating that political
ideology impacts lifestyle politics, but there is also a negative effect of the hegemonic
masculinity dimensions. Social dominance has a negative effect of -0.232, nature dominance -
0.200 and myopic care -0.233. These results are all statistically significant at a 95% level. The
effect of independence is not significant. This shows that hegemonic masculinity has a
negative effect on lifestyle politics, even when controlling for political ideology.

Moreover, controlling for hegemonic masculinity reduces the gender effect on LSP even more
and erases the statistical significance. Social dominance reduces the gender effect the most,
from -6.4 to -3.86, nature dominance reduces the gender effect to -4.26, and myopic care
reduces the effect to -4.92. Independence reduces the gender effect to -5.53 and also erases
the significance, yet, as mentioned, it has no significant effect on its own. Controlling for all
hegemonic dimensions simultaneously makes the original gender effect drop to -2.03 and the

significance disappears.

In this analysis, political ideology explains part of the significant gender effect and hegemonic
masculinity explains largely the rest. All hegemonic dimensions reduce the gender effect
independently — social dominance reduces it the most and independence the least — but the

gender effect is reduced the most when controlling for all dimensions simultaneously. Hence,
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when controlling for the alternative explanation political ideology on LSP, the theory of

hegemonic masculinity is supported.

Table 9. Table over the effect of gender on LSP controlling for hegemonic masculinity and

political ideology

1) ) ®) (4) (5) (6) (@)
LSP LSP LSP LSP LSP LSP LSP

Male -12.63™  -6.396" -3.859 -4.257 -5.525 -4.920 -2.034
(2.763) (2.797) (2.897) (2.822) (2.913) (2.776) (2.960)

Ideology -3.7857"  -2.8277"  -3.120™"  -3.422""  -2.852""  -1.940"
(0.652) (0.710) (0.673) (0.699) (0.705) (0.758)

Nationality -6.293 -6.557 -6.002 -6.384 -5.918 -6.077
(4.637) (4.507) (4.536) (4.635) (4.536) (4.412)

Socioeconomic -0.574 -0.472 -0.140 -0.536 -0.327 0.0419
background (1.145) (1.118) (1.129) (1.149) (1.123) (1.106)

Education -0.419 -0.372 -0.620 -0.465 -0.362 -0.546
(0.637) (0.619) (0.626) (0.637) (0.623) (0.610)

Social -0.232™ -0.182"
dominance (0.0772) (0.0794)
Nature -0.200™ -0.172™
dominance (0.0651) (0.0661)
Myopic -0.233" -0.120
care (0.0753) (0.0788)
Independence -0.0798 0.0154
(0.0772)  (0.0761)
Constant 63.53""  78.95™"  82.98™  82.74™  81.80™  76.99""  83.45™
(1.807) (4.119) (4.185) (4.211) (5.287) (4.077) (5.330)

N 193 193 193 193 193 193 193
R? 0.098 0.243 0.286 0.280 0.233 0.280 0.315

Standard errors in parentheses
*p<0.05 " p<0.01, ™ p<0.001

5.4. Summarizing the Results — Is the Theory Supported?

There is a significant gender effect on climate-related political participation in which men are

6.91 percentage points less active in traditional political participation and 12.63 percentage

points less active in lifestyle politics. The first set of statistical analyses that tests if

hegemonic masculinity norms help explain the gender effect shows support for the theory.

Men show more traces of hegemonic masculinity than women, hegemonic masculinity
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correlates negatively with participation, and hegemonic masculinity reduces and erases the
significance of the gender effect on participation. In this set of analyses, | control for three
alternative explanations; nationality, socioeconomic background and education. Neither has

an effect on participation when controlling for hegemonic masculinity.

Considering the amount of prior research emphasizing the role of political ideology, | also test
this as an alternative explanation. Since | cannot exclude reversed causality between
hegemonic masculinity norms and political ideology, this is an additional test of the theory of
masculinity norms. The analyses including and excluding political ideology might be
understood as a “maximum”/“generous” test and a “minimum”/“harsh” test of the theory of
hegemonic masculinity. The generous test, in which political ideology is not included,
assumes that hegemonic masculinity norms always precedes political ideology, i.e. that
hegemonic norms appear first in time and then affects our political ideology. According to
this assumption, the theory of hegemonic masculinity is supported both for traditional
political participation and for lifestyle politics. In contrast, the harsh test assumes that political
ideology comes before hegemonic masculinity norms and that ideology shapes what norms
we subsequently embrace. According to this assumption, the theory of hegemonic masculinity

is supported concerning lifestyle politics, but not concerning traditional political participation.

Most likely, neither the minimal nor the maximal assumptions are entirely true in “real” life.
Instead, it is reasonable that both hegemonic masculinity norms and influences of political
ideology impact us early in our socialization, and perhaps, even reinforce each other. Most
likely, they are not restricted in time but constantly develop and surround us. While it is
slightly more reasonable to assume that gendered norms enter in people’s lives earlier than
political ideology, this study cannot establish that. That hegemonic masculinity helps explain
the gender effect on climate-related political participation is in this study generally supported,
especially for lifestyle politics, but not entirely supported for traditional political participation.
In addition, the explanation political ideology is supported. Further implications of the results

are discussed in the following chapter.

6. Discussion

In this part I discuss the implications of the results. First, | elaborate on the main contribution

of the findings and relate them to previous research. Second, | explore how the results help
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develop the theory of hegemonic masculinity norms. Third, I discuss the limitations of this

study.

6.1. Implications for the Research Field

In this thesis, I explore differences in men’s and women’s climate-related political
participation and if such differences can be (partly) explained by hegemonic masculinity
norms. | find a statistically significant gender difference in which men are 6.91 percentage
points less engaged in traditional political participation and 12.63 percentage points less

engaged in lifestyle politics.

As described in the previous research, there are differences in men’s and women’s attitudes
towards climate change exemplified by men being less concerned about climate change
(Dietz, et al., 2002), less willing to modify their behavior to mitigate climate change
(Naturvardsverket, 2018), and more likely to deny climate change (Krange, et al., 2019;
McCright & Dunlap, 2011). This study finds that there are similar gender patterns also
regarding the broader range of climate-related political participation, including more
traditional modes of participation and lifestyle politics. While the gender difference
corroborates previous studies on (approaches to) the environment and climate change, it is
noteworthy in several regards. First, it contradicts the common, global image in which women
are traditionally less politically active than men (Verba, et al., 1997). Second, if students are a
rather homogeneous group in terms of income, education, socioeconomic background, and
even interests and political opinions, there should not be a significant gender difference

according to previous explanations.

When exploring the reason for the gender difference, the results support hegemonic
masculinity norms, operationalized as social dominance, nature dominance, myopic care and
independence, as an explanatory variable. This means that men in my sample are less
politically active in climate-related issues partly as a consequence of the social masculinity
norms that surround and impact them. These hegemonic masculinity norms, based on
traditional ideas of masculinity characterized by toughness, competitiveness, independence
and aggressiveness, shape men’s socialization. The socialization makes men embrace
hierarchic and dominant worldviews and helps shape their approaches towards both the social
sphere and towards nature, which in turn impacts their political participation related to climate

change.
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The results of the study indicate that gender perspectives on social norms should be used to
explain people’s approaches to climate change. As described in Previous research, an
established explanation behind political participation concerns social norms. Nevertheless,
studies indicate that women and men respond differently to different norms, and that this in
turn impacts their sense of social responsibility to be politically active (Adman, 2009; Verba,
et al., 1997). Research on gender and the environment suggests the same. They connect
approaches to climate change to norms, culture and gendered identities and argue that we
cannot understand climate change fully without acknowledging gender (Daggett, 2018;
MacGregor, 2017). In this study, I combine the two perspectives and explore masculinity
norms’ impact on participation. | argue that the results prove the combination to be fruitful
and shows that social norms are indeed gendered. Following, | suggest that integrating a
feminist perspective into the understanding of social norms helps us to better understand what

shapes people’s climate-related political activism.

But hegemonic masculinity norms are not the only explanation for why men are less
politically active. Political ideology is a common explanation behind attitudes to climate
change, foremost climate change denial, and it is sometimes argued that political ideology
mediates the gender effect on denial (Hornsey, et al., 2016; Poortinga, et al., 2011). In this
study, I find support for that political ideology mediates at least part of the gender effect on
climate-related political participation. This means that men in my sample are less politically
active in the climate issue because they are more politically right-leaning than women.
Drawing upon their theory, Hultman and Pulé, would argue that men’s socialization impacts
their political ideology and that hegemonic masculinity norms therefore also explain why men
are more right-leaning than women. However, | am unable to establish the temporal order
between political ideology and hegemonic masculinity norms, which is difficult considering
the abstractness of both concepts. Instead of treating political ideology and hegemonic
masculinity norms as competing explanations, | therefore conclude that both variables

contribute to the outcome.

6.2. Developing the Theory of Hegemonic Masculinity Norms

Some dimensions of the explanatory variable, hegemonic masculinity, have a greater
explanatory power than others which can be used to develop the theory further. A pattern that
appears in the regression analyses is that social dominance, nature dominance and myopic
care all have consistently strong effects on participation. In the analysis of traditional political

participation (table 6 model 7), myopic care is the only dimension that remains significant
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when controlling for the other dimensions. In lifestyle politics (table 7 model 7), both social
dominance, nature dominance and myopic care keep their significant effects when they are
controlled for each other. This means that the dimensions impact participation on their own

and that they measure different concepts which have individual effects.

In contrast, the independence index consistently shows a weaker effect on both types of
participation. On traditional political participation, it has no significant effect at all (table 6).
This result is interesting considering that the independence dimension is a central part of the
theory of hegemonic masculinity norms. The independence index measures individualism,
rationality and independence, characteristics that men, according to Hultman and Pulé, are
encouraged to adopt. While men in my sample, like the theory predicts, show 15.12
percentage points more traces of independence than women, this dimension does not explain
participation. “Male” features such as individualism and rationality do necessarily not
correlate with men’s lower engagement for the climate issue, indicating that dominance and

myopic care are better explanations.

This result might be reflected in research connecting right-wing populism to approaches to
climate change. As mentioned in Previous research, far-right platforms commonly contain
widespread skepticism to climate science and an aim to scale back climate policies. These
platforms also entail ideas of nationalism, social dominance and support for group-based
hierarchy (Forchtner, et al., 2018; Lockwood, 2018). This study’s results indicate that it is the
hierarchic and dominant features of hegemonic masculinity, that are also found in far-right
ideology, that drive the “male” effect on participation, not the individualistic and
independence features. Thus, further studies should continue to explore the connection
between gender, far-right ideology, hierarchic values of social dominance and approaches to

climate change.

Finally, it is interesting to note that the gender effect is almost twice as strong in lifestyle
politics as in traditional political participation. Hegemonic masculinity norms are also
consistently more supported within lifestyle politics. Drawing upon prior research on gender
and political participation, this finding might reflect that women and men tend to be active in
different types of political issues and that men are more active in the public political sphere
than women (Bergqvist, et al., 2008; Petersson, et al., 1989). Since formal politics is
traditionally perceived as men’s business, research suggests that it is more natural for men to
take up space within the public sphere while it is more intimidating for women to do the same
(Jackson, 2017). Simultaneously, women generally have a larger responsibility for the
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domestic sphere and tend to be more active in issues relating to the home, school, health and
family (Petersson, et al., 1989). This could explain why the gender difference is greater in
lifestyle politics than in traditional political participation.

6.2. Limitations

This study and its results come with limitations I could not account for. Below, | discuss four

main limitations that constrain the implications of the results.

The first limitation is mentioned already in the discussion and concerns the study’s inability to
establish temporal order. While the advantage of the method is that | can identify covariation
between gender, hegemonic masculinity and climate-related political participation, and isolate
their effect by controlling for confounding variables, | cannot statistically establish what
comes first. For political ideology, this means that | cannot rule out the possibility of reversed
causality between hegemonic masculinity norms and political ideology. This restraint also
means that | cannot ensure that it is masculinity norms that affect climate-related political
participation and not the other way around. Theoretically, I argue that the influences of
masculinity norms actualize early in life and subsequently affect climate-related participation.
However, it could also be that participation impacts one’s responsiveness to masculinity
norms. People might be recruited to a climate demonstration or organization and, once there,
get influenced by surrounding masculinity norms that changes one’s values and worldviews. |
maintain that it is unlikely that the relation is entirely reversed, that participation only affects

norms and not the other way around, yet a part of the effect might be reversed.

The second limitation also concerns methodological constraints. While the method enables
the control for alternative explanations, it is impossible to account for everything. In this
study, I control for socioeconomic background, nationality and education (and political
ideology), but there might be factors that | have not included that impact both masculinity
norms and climate-related participation. In a way, | argue that the homogeneity of my sample
reduces the number of alternative explanations since university students might have similar
backgrounds, lifestyles and interests. Nevertheless, there are many potential factors that have
not been included and future studies should test for more alternative explanations behind
potential gender differences in participation.

The third limitation concerns generalizability. Considering that the sample in this study is not
representative of the wider Swedish population, the generalizability is limited. As explained
in the Methods part, students constitute a rather homogenous group that differ in important
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respects from other segments of society. In addition, social norms are contextual meaning that
the norms imbued in a university environment might differ from those in other contexts.
Nevertheless, male students might be less likely than other men to show traces of hegemonic
masculinity, since young, well-educated people tend to be more interested in issues of gender
equality. If this is accurate, the fact that this study finds support for the theory in this sample
then indicates that it could get support in other cases as well. However, future research should
test the effect on a larger, more representative sample.

The final limitation concerns the operationalization of the variables, particularly of hegemonic
masculinity. Norms and constructions of masculinity/gender are part of complex social
processes that are difficult to capture. Trying to measure masculinity norms in a structured
survey study is therefore inevitably a crude simplification of reality. My operationalization
cannot claim to capture all aspects, neither of Hultman and Pulé’s theory of hegemonic
masculinity nor “real” norms. A different operationalization of hegemonic masculinity could
have generated different results. Moreover, another method to observe hegemonic
masculinity, for example interviews or participant observations, might enable a deeper picture

of norms. Future research should therefore measure norms using different methods.

7. Conclusion

While the level of concern for climate change in many countries has gone up, research shows
differences between women’s and men’s climate-related attitudes. Men are less concerned
about environmental issues, less willing to change their behavior to mitigate climate change
and more likely to be climate change deniers. Few studies explore if these differences exist
also in climate-related behavior. In this thesis, I contribute to this research gap by examining
if there are gender differences in men’s and women’s climate-related political participation. |
conduct a quantitative survey study that I distribute to political science students at Uppsala
University. By using a broad definition of climate-related political participation, | find
significant gender differences in which men are almost 7 percentage points less active in more
traditional political participation and almost 13 percentage points less active in lifestyle

politics.

| also test explanations for these gender differences. The main explanation is based on

political participation theories that emphasize how social norms help create citizens’ sense of

43



duty or social responsibility to act. | deepen the understanding of social norms by integrating
a feminist theory of hegemonic masculinity norms. The theory stresses that social norms are
gendered and that men are surrounded by norms that make them internalize social and nature
dominance. The findings demonstrate that men have more traces of hegemonic masculinity
norms, operationalized as social dominance, nature dominance, myopic care and
independence, and that this theory helps explain the gender difference in participation. In
addition, I test political ideology as an alternative explanation and find that men’s right-

leaning political ideology explains part of the gender difference.

The main implication of these findings is that integrating a gender perspective to social norms
deepens our understanding of why men are less politically active in climate issues. It suggests
that acknowledging that social norms are gendered helps us to better understand approaches to
climate change. Nevertheless, considering that the sample is not representative of the wider
Swedish population, and that there might be alternative explanations that have been not
accounted for, the findings need to be explored further. Future studies should therefore
replicate this study on a larger, more representative sample and include other alternative
explanations to establish the connection between approaches to climate change and

masculinity norms.
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Appendix 1.

The tables below summarize all variables in this study, both the included and excluded ones.

The tables show how | have measured the variables, how | coded them, the mean, standard

deviation, min and max values.

Table 1. Coding, mean, standard deviation, min and max values for the variables in the traditional political

participation-index

Variable

Coding

Mean

Standard
deviation

Min

Max

Trying to persuade others to engage in the
climate issue

O=never
1=1-3 times
2=4-7 times
3=8 or
more times

.262887

159759

Participating in other climate-related
activities

O=never
1=1-3 times
2=4-7 times
3=8 or
more times

.6231386

.9566243

Sharing climate-related material on social
media

O=never
1=1-3 times
2=4-7 times
3=8 or
more times

.7493557

9979332

Signing climate-related petitions

O=never
1=1-3 times
2=4-7 times
3=8 or
more times

.5927835

.7846649

Donating or collecting money for a climate
organization

O=never
1=1-3 times
2=4-7 times
3=8 or
more times

4933419

7951759

Demonstrating or striking for climate

O=never
1=1-3 times
2=4-7 times
3=8 or
more times

.2680412

4668373

Working in a climate-related organization
or group

O=never
1=1-3 times
2=4-7 times
3=8 or
more times

1701031

.5995966

Contacting a politician/the government to
raise awareness to the climate issue

O=never
1=1-3 times
2=4-7 times
3=8 or
more times

.0635739

.2900832

Did the climate issue affect how you voted
in the last national election?

0=no, not at
all

1=no, not
really

2.21134

9772942
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2=yes,

somewhat

3=yes, a lot
Are youa member of a climate-related Oz_no 1726804 3772357 | 0 1
organization or group? 1=yes
Are you a m'ember of a political party, Oino 1617984 0363962 | 0 1
partly or entirely for climate reasons? 1=yes

Table 2. Coding, mean, standard deviation, and min and max values for the variables in the lifestyle politics-

index
Variable Coding Mean Standard | Min Max
deviation
Buying or boycotting certain products for O=never
climate reasons 1=1-3 times
2=4-7 times | 2.273196 1.088138 | 0 3
3=8or
more times
Avoid buying new clothes or furniture (1)2325 6122975 4859638 0 1
Buymg clothes and furniture second hand Ofno 5412371 4995859 0 1
instead of new 1=yes
Avoid eating meat (1)2325 8195876 | .3855255 | 0 1
Repairing brol_<en clothes and furniture Ofno 4742268 5006272 0 1
instead of buying new 1=yes
Bringing your own shopping bags to the Ofno 9020619 908 0 1
store 1=yes
Buying organic food ‘1):‘/25 8092784 | 3938866 | 0 1
Turning of the lights when they are not Ofno 8865979 317904 0 1
needed 1=yes
Avoid eating dairy 22;25 4278351 | 4960449 |0 1
Pulling our charges when they are not 0=no
being used 1=yes 5309278 5003337 | O 1
Avoid wasting food (1)2;25 8505155 | .357488 | 0 1
Washing clothes in lower temperatures (1)2325 2474227 4326309 0 1
Lowering the temperature in the home (1)2325 1649485 3720943 0 1
Recycling 0=no 0484536 | 2216815 | 0 1
1=yes
Sklmplng on water when showering, Ofno 3505155 4783659 0 1
brushing your teeth etc. 1=yes
Has the climate issue affected where you 0=no, not at
have gone on vacation= all
1=no, not
really 1365979 | 1.050575 |0 3
2=yes,
sometimes
3=yes,
definitely
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Table 3. Coding, mean, standard deviation, and min and max values for the variables in the social dominance-

index
Variable Coding Mean Standard Min Max
deviation

Societies need 0=do not agree

strong leaders 5=somewhat
agree 5.682211 2.431299 0 10
10=totally
agree

Violence is 0=do not agree

sometimes 5=somewhat

necessary agree 3.046632 2.926691 0 10
10=totally
agree

Sweden must 0=do not agree

restrict 5=somewhat

immigration agree 2.93437 2.953588 0 10
10=totally
agree

If needed, I am | 0=do not agree

ready to protect | 5=somewhat

my nation agree 4.279793 3.026888 0 10
10=totally
agree

Table ... Coding, mean, standard deviation, and min and max values for the variables in the nature dominance-

index
Variable Coding Mean Standard Min Max
deviation
Human needs 0=do not agree
are more 5=somewhat
important than | agree 5.494845 3.076313 0 10
animals’ needs | 10=totally
agree
| see no 0=do not agree
problem in the | 5=somewhat
modern meat agree 1.149485 1.937715 0 10
industry 10=totally
agree
We should 0=do not agree
strive towards 5=somewhat
greater equality | agree 4.618557 3021317 0 10
between 10=totally '
humans and agree
animals

Table 4. Coding, mean, standard deviation, and min and max values for the variables in the gender insensitivity-

index
Variable Coding Mean Standard Min Max
deviation
Men can take 0=do not agree
care of children | 5=somewhat
but are agree 4690722 1.200851 0 5
primarily the 10=totally
agree

53




provider of the

family
We must 0=do not agree
strengthen 5=somewhat
LGBTQ agree 9.005181 1.929749 0 10
people’s rights | 10=totally
agree
Women are 0=do not agree
better suited 5=somewhat
than men to agree 1.324742 2.094331 0 9
work within 10=totally
social care agree

Table 5. Coding, mean, standard deviation, and min and max values for the variables in the independence-index

Variable Coding Mean Standard Min Max
deviation
| prefer to solve | 0=do not agree
things alone 5=somewhat
rather than ask | agree 5.680412 2.679983 0 10
for help 10=totally
agree
| keep negative | O=do not agree
emotions to 5=somewhat
myself rather | agree 4.030928 3.065616 0 10
than share them | 10=totally
with others agree
I would 0=do not agree
describe myself | 5=somewhat
as rational agree 5.946735 2578871 0 10
rather than 10=totally
emotional agree
The most 0=do not agree
successful in 5=somewhat
society are the agree 4.165803 2.600775 0 10
most talented 10=totally
agree
Private profit 0=do not agree
motivates 5=somewhat
people to work | agree 5.920962 2.54483 0 10
hard 10=totally
agree

Table 6. Coding, mean, standard deviation, and min and max values for the attitudinal variables

Variable Coding Mean Standard Min Max
deviation
The seriousness | 0=do not agree
of climate 5=somewhat
change is agree 8.93299 1.981951 0 10
exaggerated 10=totally
agree
I have a big 0=do not agree
interest in the 5=somewhat 6.927835 2.570246 0 10
climate issue agree
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10=totally
agree
| feel very 0=do not agree
concerned 5=somewhat
about climate agree 7.226804 2.748547 0 10
change 10=totally
agree
| believe that 0=do not agree
Sweden can do | 5=somewhat
something to agree 7.731959 2.722067 0 10
mitigate climate | 10=totally
change agree
We must 0=do not agree
change our 5=somewhat
lifestyles to agree 8.683938 2.004838 1 10
mitigate climate | 10=totally
change agree
Governmental 0=do not agree
regulations to 5=somewhat
mitigate climate | agree 2.5625 2.370466 0 10
change threaten | 10=totally
our welfare agree
| feel that I can | O=do not agree
make the 5=somewhat
politicians act agree 3.603093 2.216797 0 10
in the climate 10=totally
issue agree
I consider 0=do not agree
myself a 5=somewhat
climate agree 6.628866 2.229429 0 10
conscious 10=totally
person agree
Table 7. Coding, mean, standard deviation, and min and max values for excluded variables
Variable Coding Mean Standard Min Max
deviation
Have you 0=no
participated in 1=yes
farmer’s .0876289 .283486 0 1
markets during
the last month?
Have you 0=no
participated in 1=yes
Hllegal protest 0207254 142834 0 1
activities
during the last
year?
| insist that 0=do not agree
others do things | 5=somewhat
my way agree 3.881443 2.468741 0 10
10=totally
agree
If | help 0=do not agree
someone | 5=somewhat
expect agree 3.46114 2.302578 0 10
something in 10=totally
return agree
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We do not need

0=do not agree

to fly less, we 5=somewhat
need more agree 4.026042 2.961242 10
sustainable fuel | 10=totally
agree
The 0=do not agree
opportunities 5=somewhat
with nuclear | agree 5.206349 3.093363 10
power 10=totally
outweigh the agree
risks
We should 0=do not agree
invest in green | 5=somewhat
technology agree
rather than 10=totally 5.65445 2.835112 10
constrain agree
economic
growth
How often have | O=never
you used a car | 1=around once
during the last 2=once a week 9109948 7660112 3
month= 3=every day
How often have | O=never
you flown 1=1-2 times
during the last 2:3-4 t!mes 2 515464 1276438 4
two years? 3=5-6 times
4=7 or more
times
How often have | O=never
you used public | 1=around once
transportation 2=once a week | 1.708333 .9256854 3

during the last
month?

3=every day
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Appendix 2.

This appendix contains the survey that was used in the study.
ENKATUNDERSOKNING 2019

Den har enkatundersokningen studerar olika beteenden och attityder till klimatfragan. Dina
svar ar anonyma och kommer att anvandas som underlag for min masteruppsats i
statsvetenskap. Deltagandet &r frivilligt och kan nar som helst avbrytas efter paborjad

undersdkning. Enkaten tar cirka tio minuter att besvara. Tack for att du vill delta!

Vad ar din kdnsidentitet?

L] Kvinna

L Man

Ll Annan

L Vill inte svara

Hur manga terminer har du fullféljt pa universitet inklusive din nuvarande termin?
............ termin/er.

| vilket land &r du fodd?
Jagarfoddi.......ooooiiiiii

Ar din mamma och pappa fodda i samma land som du?

L Ja
L) Nej

Om du svarat nej pa ovanstaende fraga, i vilket land ar dina foraldrar fodda?

Min mamma ar fodd 1 .........ccoiiiii...



Min pappa ar fodd i ........................

Har dina foraldrar eftergymnasial examen?

L1 Ja, min mamma
L) Ja, min pappa
L) Ja, bada

) Nej, ingen

Politiskt deltagande

Foljande fragor handlar om ditt politiska och sociala engagemang for miljé-och

klimatfragor.

Ar du medlem i négon forening/organisation/grupp med fokus pa klimat och miljo?

L Ja
) Nej

Om du svarat ja pa ovanstaende fraga, vilken typ av forening/organisation/grupp? Du kan
valja flera alternativ

Miljoorganisation

Djurskyddsforening

Naturskyddsforening

Studentorganisation med sarskilt fokus pa miljo och klimat

Miljo-eller klimatgrupp pa sociala medier

Annan miljé-eller klimatrelaterad sammanslutning tex aktionsgrupp eller
aktionsnétverk

O OoOOdodon

Ar du medlem i négot politiskt parti helt eller delvis av miljo/klimatskal?

L Ja
) Nej
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Det finns olika satt att vara aktiv inom miljo- och klimatfragan. Enligt vad du minns, hur manga
ganger har du gjort foljande under de senaste 12 manaderna?

Ingen 1-3 4-7  8eller fler
gang  ganger ganger ganger

Kontaktat en politiker/tjansteman/regeringen for att

uppmarksamma klimatfragan ] L] L]
Deltagit i offentlig klimatdemonstration/klimatstrejk ] ] ] L]
Skénkt/samlat in pengar till miljo/klimatorganisation ] ] ] ]
Skrivit under namninsamling for att uppmarksamma

klimatfragan ] ] ]
Deltagit i olagliga klimatrelaterade protestaktiviteter L] ] L] L]
Forsokt dvertala andra att engagera sig i klimatfragan L] ] L] L]
Arbetat i miljo-eller klimatrelaterad

aktionsgrupp/férening/organisation ] ] ] ]
Delat klimatrelaterat material pa sociala medier ] ] ] ]
Bojkottat eller medvetet kdpt vissa varor av miljo-

maéssiga skl L] ] L] L]
Deltagit i annan klimatrelaterad aktivitet L] ] L] L]

Paverkade klimatfragan hur du réstade i foregaende riksdagsval?

Ja, till stor del
Ja, till viss del
Nej, inte sarskilt
Nej, inte alls
Jag rostade inte

O 0ooor

I politiken talar man ofta om “vinster” och "hoger”. Allmént sett, var pa denna skala skulle
du vilja placera din egen instéllning?

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
i i f
Léangst till vanster I mitten Lé&ngst till htger
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Vardagsbeteende

Foljande fragor handlar om ditt vardagliga beteende, och jag &r intresserad av om du gjort

nedanstaende saker, helt eller delvis, av klimatskal.

Har du den senaste manaden gjort nagot av féljande helt eller delvis av klimatskal?

[
<)
Z
)

]

Undvikit att képa nya klader/mobler

Handlat begagnade klader/mabler istéllet for nya
Undvikit att ata kott

Lagat trasiga klader/mobler istéllet for att kbpa nya
Tagit med egna pasar till affaren

Kopt ekologisk mat

Slackt lamporna nér ljuset inte behovts

Undvikit att ata mejeriprodukter

Dragit ur laddare nar de inte anvands

Undvikit att slanga mat

Kéllsorterat

Snalat med vatten vid tandborstning, dusch m.m.
Tvéttat klader i lagre temperaturer

Sankt temperaturen i hemmet

Handlat pa reko-ring, bondens marknad el liknande

oo oo
oo o

Enligt vad du minns, hur ofta har du anvént féljande transportmedel under den senaste

manaden?
Varje Calgang Calgang Ingen
dag iveckan denna manad gang
Bil (gj elbil) N
Cykel ] ] ] ]
Kollektivtrafik 0o
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Enligt vad du minns, hur manga ganger har du flugit under de senaste tva aren?

Ingen gang
1-2 ganger
3-4 ganger
5-6 ganger
7 eller fler ganger

O 0o

Har klimatfragan paverkat var du valt att aka pa semester?

L) Ja, absolut

L) Ja, till viss del
L) Nej, inte sarskilt
L) Nej, inte alls

Attityder

Nedan foljer ett antal pastaenden om klimatfragan. Ringa in den siffra pa skalan mellan O
och 10 som Gverensstammer med hur mycket du sjalv haller med pastaendet. O=instammer
inte alls, 10=instammer helt

Allvaret i klimatférandringarna éverdrivs

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis Instammer helt

Det ar viktigare att investera i gron teknologi an att begransa den ekonomiska tillvaxten

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis Instdmmer helt

Jag ser inga sarskilda problem i den moderna kottindustrin

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis Instdmmer helt
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Statliga regleringar for att bromsa klimatférandringarna hotar valfarden

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instimmer delvis Instammer helt

Jag tror att vi i Sverige kan gora nagot for att bromsa klimatférandringarna

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instémmer inte alls Instammer delvis Instdmmer helt

For att 16sa klimatkrisen maste vi andra var livsstil

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instimmer delvis Instammer helt

Jag har ett stort intresse for klimatfragan

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instdmmer inte alls Instammer delvis Instdmmer helt

Vi behover inte flyga mindre, vi behéver mer hallbara branslen

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis Instammer helt

Mojligheterna med karnkraft (att producera fossilfri el) dvervager riskerna

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis Instammer helt
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Jag upplever att jag kan fa politikerna att agera i klimatfragan

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instimmer delvis Instammer helt

Jag kanner stor oro over klimatférandringarna

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instémmer inte alls Instammer delvis Instdmmer helt

Jag anser mig vara en klimatmedveten person

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instimmer delvis Instammer helt

Nedan foljer ytterligare pastaenden. For att tydliggora har de har pastaendena inte med
klimatfragan att gora. Ringa in den siffra pa skalan mellan 0 och 10 som 6verensstammer med
hur mycket du sjalv haller med pastaendet. O=instammer inte alls, 10=instammer helt

Jag insisterar pa att andra gor saker pa mitt satt

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instdmmer inte alls Instammer delvis Instdmmer helt

Jag loser hellre svara situationer pa egen hand an ber andra om hjalp

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis Instammer helt

De som lyckas bast i Sverige ar de som ar mest begavade

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
N ] N
Instémmer inte alls Instémmer delvis Instdmmer helt
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Om jag hjalper nagon forvantar jag mig att fa nagot tillbaka

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instimmer delvis Instammer helt

Manniskors behov ar viktigare an djurs

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10
] ] ]
Instémmer inte alls Instammer delvis Instdmmer helt

Kvinnor ar generellt mer omhandertagande an man

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instimmer delvis Instammer helt

Samhallen behover starka ledare

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis Instdmmer helt

Vi bor strava efter 6kad jamlikhet mellan manniskor och djur

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis Instammer helt

Privata vinster motiverar manniskor att arbeta hart

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10
] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis Instdmmer helt
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Sverige behdver begransa invandringen

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instimmer delvis Instammer helt
Vi bor jobba for att starka HBTQ-personers rattigheter

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

] ] ]
Instémmer inte alls Instammer delvis Instdmmer helt
Jag skulle beskriva mig sjalv som rationell snarare &n emotionell

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instimmer delvis Instammer helt
Vald kan ibland vara nédvandigt

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

] ] ]

Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis

Man kan ta hand om barn men ar i férsta hand familjens férsorjare

Instdmmer helt

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

] ] ]
Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis Instammer helt
Om det behdvs ar jag redo att skydda mitt land

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

] ] ]

Instammer inte alls Instammer delvis
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Kvinnor passar béttre i vard- och omsorgsyrken an man

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
] i ]
Instammer inte alls Instimmer delvis Instammer helt

Jag haller hellre negativa kanslor inom mig an pratar med mina narmaste

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

] ) ]
Instémmer inte alls Instammer delvis Instdmmer helt
Ovrigt

Har du nagra synpunkter pa denna undersokning och dess fragor sa skriv garna dem har:
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