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Abstract 

 

This article studies the relationship between individuals’ religiosity, political ideology, and 

environmental concern, in a cross-national setting. Drawing data from multiple waves of the 

World Values Survey (1999-2009), the final sample of this study includes 44,391 respondents 

nested in 43 countries. By using a multi-level modeling technique, I find that, in general, 

religiosity is positively associated with respondents’ environmental concerns in terms of 

willingness to pay for the environment, agreement with increased taxes to prevent environmental 

pollutions, and choosing environmental protection over economic interests. Political ideology, 

measured via individuals’ self-placement on a left-right continuum, does not have a meaningful 

relationship with environmental concern in a global setting. Nevertheless, I observe an 

interaction effect between religiosity and political ideology. Increased religiosity, particularly 

among more conservative individuals, is associated with a higher probability of environmental 

concern. Comparatively, religiosity virtually does not affect liberals’ concern for the natural 

environment. In other words, the gap between liberals and conservatives regarding the natural 

environment is more pronounced at lower levels of religiosity; as religiosity increases, the gap 

starts to narrow. Results suggest that religion has the potential to elevate some of the political 

barriers on the way towards reaching a collective environmental consciousness.  
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Introduction 

We are living in a global era marked by fundamental and ever-exacerbating changes to 

the natural environment that are primarily caused by human activities (Steffen et al. 2015; 

Crutzen 2002, 2006). Previous research suggests that cultural and social institutions, through 

shaping humans’ attitudes towards the environment, and routinizing environmental beliefs and 

practices, decisively influence the world of nature (Bazerman & Hoffman 2000; Hoffman & 

Ventresca 2002; Burns et al. 2018). The environmental effects of institutions such as the 

economy (e.g., King and Stewart 1996; Foster et al. 1999; Moore 2000; Castree 2003; Liverman 

2004; Kopnina 2017), education (e.g., Chawla and Cushing 2007; Hungerford and Volk 1990; 

Tilbury 1995; Otto and Pensini 2017; Evans et al. 2018), and social movements (Snow and 

Benford 1988; Caniglia et al. 2015; Burns and LeMoyne 2001; Lee 2015; Pang and Law 2017; 

Brulle and Pellow 2006) are well studied and established in the environmental sociology 

literature.  

This paper, however, focuses on religion and the polity as two of the most powerful 

social institutions capable of influencing the natural environment through several possible 

mechanisms (Burns et al. 2018). Previous studies on the relationship between religion and the 

environment are inconclusive. A number of researchers suggest that religion, particularly in the 

form of organized Abrahamic traditions (viz., Judaism, Christianity, and Islam) that advocate the 

domination of humans over the earth, can negatively impact the world of nature (White 1967; 

Hand & Van Liere 1984; Eckberg and Blocker 1996; Greeley 1993; Schultz et al. 2000; Bulbulia 

et al. 2016; Peifer et al. 2016).  

Comparatively, the literature suggests that the adherents of “Eastern” religions (e.g., 

Hinduism, Shinto, Taoism, and Buddhism) tend to care more about the natural environment, 



relative to followers of Abrahamic traditions (Sarre 1995; Bond 2016; Dwivedi 2005; Narayanan 

2001; Gifford & Nilsson 2014). Nevertheless, a significant number of scholars, by providing 

theoretical arguments and empirical evidence, challenge the plausibility of this thesis (Hitzhusen 

2007; Hekmatpour et al. 2017; Gottlieb 2006; Rice 2006; Vitell 2009; Minton et al. 2015; 

Goodchild 2004). Moreover, several studies conducted in different parts of the world, contend 

that religious individuals, in general, tend to show higher levels of environmental concern, 

compared to non-religious people (Minton et al. 2015; Felix and Braunsberger 2016; Martin and 

Bateman 2014). 

Many scholars have investigated the relationship between the polity, as a social 

institution, and the natural environment (e.g., Burns et al. 2018; Dunlap et al. 2001; Dunlap and 

McCright 2015). At the macro-level, previous studies suggest that governments’ membership in 

international environmental organizations, passing enforceable pro-environmental laws, 

politicizing environmental issues in the public debate, pro-globalization policies, and foreign 

direct investment (FDI), are among political factors influencing the natural environment (Bager 

et al. 2015; Hironaka 2002; Frank et al. 2000; McCright and Dunlap 2011a; Hirsch 2001; Baek 

and Koo 2009).  

Also, different political ideologies, primarily through steering the public debate and 

collective actions of citizens, tend to impact the natural environment (Bäckstrand 2003; Frank et 

al. 2007). The literature suggests that liberalism, as a political ideology, relative to 

conservativism, is associated with a higher level of environmental concern (e.g., Peifer et al. 

2016; Mostafa 2016; Dalton 2015; Clements et al. 2014; Wardekker et al. 2009; Wapner 1996; 

Guth et al. 1995; Samdahl and Robertson 1989; Shaiko 1987). Comparatively, conservatives are 

hypothesized to show less concern for the natural environment (Antonio and Brulle 2011; 



Dunlap et al. 2001; McCright and Dunlap 2000; Hamilton and Saito 2015, Newman et al. 2016; 

Choma et al. 2016). 

In this paper, drawing on data from the World Values Survey (1999-2009) and by using a 

multi-level analytical technique, I examine the effects of religiosity and political ideology on 

individuals’ environmental concern in a global setting. A small number of studies have examined 

the relationship between different aspects of religiosity (e.g., religious beliefs, attending, and 

importance), political orientations, and environmental concern in a cross-national setting (see 

Mostafa 2016). I use an aggregated index to measure respondents’ religiosity, which is more 

comparable across different cultures. I find that religiosity, regardless of the context, promotes 

environmental concern among individuals. In other words, more religious individuals, net of 

their religious tradition, tend to have a higher probability of showing concern for the 

environment. Also, I find that individuals’ political ideology (liberal vs. conservative) does not 

have a significant relationship with environmental concern in a cross-national setting. 

Nevertheless, I contribute to this line of research by observing an interaction effect 

between respondents’ religiosity and political ideology. Increased religiosity, particularly among 

conservatives, is associated with a higher probability of environmental concern. Comparatively, 

religiosity virtually does not affect liberals’ concern for the natural environment. In other words, 

the gap in the environmental concern of liberals and conservatives is more pronounced at lower 

levels of religiosity, and it narrows as religiosity increases. I propose two different theoretical 

mechanisms that can explain this observation. Finally, I discuss my findings in terms of policy 

implications. 



Background and Theoretical Framework  

Historically, religions have shaped our relationship with the non-human world in two 

distinct ways. Through religious teachings, we have framed the natural world in human terms, 

for the most part, to satisfy our materialistic needs. On the other hand, religion is considered to 

be the “voice of nature to humanity,” reminding us of our inescapable connectedness to the 

natural environment (Gottlieb 2003). The former has been the dominant idea in the 

environmental research following the publication of Lynn White’s (1967) classic article, “The 

Historical Roots of Our Ecologic Crisis.” He argues that our present environmental problems are 

rooted in a number of religious ideas, such as the “domination of man over the earth,” and “the 

specialness of humankind.” These notions are shared by major Abrahamic traditions: Judaism, 

Christianity, and Islam (Hekmatpour et al. 2017). Alternatively, non-Abrahamic traditions, 

including Eastern religions such as Hinduism and Buddhism, and the indigenous faiths of native 

Americans are believed to be more environmentally friendly (Hitzhusen 2007; Bond 2016). 

Lynn White’s argument has received mixed support from empirical studies (e.g., Hand & 

Van Liere 1984; Eckberg and Blocker 1996; Greeley 1993). For instance, Schultz and associates 

(2000), in a cross-national study, found that “a literal belief in the Bible leads to a general 

concern for oneself and other people but not necessarily to a concern for plants and animals.” 

(Schultz et al. 2000: 588). A more recent study in New Zealand found “a positive link between 

frequency of scripture reading and religious fundamentalism, and between religious 

fundamentalism and lower pro-environmental intentions.” (Bulbulia et al. 2016: 278). Similarly, 

another recent study in the United States suggests that “belief in an involved God and biblical 

literalism are negatively related” to individuals’ consideration of the environmental impacts of 

their decisions when they purchase goods and services (Peifer et al. 2016: 661).  



Nevertheless, White’s argument also has been widely criticized in the literature. Two 

crucial factors are highlighted by critics (Hitzhusen 2007). First, the mastery of humankind over 

the earth cannot be primarily attributed to religious ideas, and they can be caused by other 

institutional or cultural factors such as political ideology. Second, individuals’ attitudes and 

behaviors, particularly in the religious sphere, are not necessarily congruous (see Chaves 2010). 

The Evangelical Environmental Network’s campaign to reduce personal fuel consumption, 

“What Would Jesus Drive” in 2002, can serve as an example of incongruity between attitudes 

and behaviors regarding the natural environment (Gottlieb 2006). 

A number of scholars have discussed the possibility of an alternative interpretation of the 

scripture in Abrahamic traditions that can help develop an environmentally friendly ethos (White 

1967; Hitzhusen 2007; Burns 2016; Hekmatpour et al. 2017). Pope Francis (2015), in his 

Encyclical, Laudato Si, introduces Saint Francis of Assisi as a Christian role model for 

environmental conservation. Moreover, Sufism, the mystical branch of Islam, for the most part, 

due to its emphasis on selflessness and unity of existence, can be a potential resource for 

encouraging environmental stewardship in the Islamic culture (Hekmatpour et al. 2017).  

Several researchers have suggested that Eastern traditions, such as Hinduism, Buddhism, 

and Taoism, along with indigenous American faiths, for the most part, due to their emphasis on a 

holistic, and in some cases animistic relationships between humans and the natural world, are 

more environmentally friendly (Bond 2016; Dwivedi 2005; Narayanan 2001). Bron Taylor 

(2001a) explores the influence of Eastern traditions, indigenous faiths, nature-oriented religions 

such as neo-paganism, and other practices associated with ‘New Age’ spirituality on the 

formation of the philosophy of modern environmental movements such as deep ecology and 

radical environmentalism. While the proponents of these earth-based spiritualities primarily 



focus on personal experiences in nature, they have borrowed several practices and ideals from 

Eastern and indigenous religions (Taylor 2001b). 

Western religious traditions (i.e., Judaism, Christianity, and Islam), on the other hand, 

share the belief in an almighty God who has created humans, and has given them superiority 

over His other creations, the natural world. Nevertheless, followers of Eastern traditions and 

indigenous American faiths, in general, follow a pantheistic view of the world – that God, and 

other supernatural powers, are immanent in the world of nature (James 2003 [1902]). Therefore, 

scholars have theorized the adherents of Eastern religions to show higher levels of environmental 

concern, relative to followers of Western traditions (Sarre 1995).  

Empirical studies in this line of research are scarce (see Gifford & Nilsson 2014), yet, 

recent findings suggest that in a cross-national setting, highly religious Buddhists are more likely 

to engage in sustainable behaviors, such as purchasing green products, recycling, and consuming 

organic foods, compared to both Christians and atheists (Minton et al. 2015). Nevertheless, 

significant trends within Western religions have started to promote environmental conservation 

among their adherents, discussing the possibility of new eco-theologies (Minton et al. 2015; 

Hitzhusen 2007; Goodchild 2004). For example, in 2004, the National Association of 

Evangelicals (NAE) published a position statement advocating efforts to prevent environmental 

degradations, including the issue of global warming (Djupe and Gwiasda 2010).  

Religion is a significant source of morality from which individuals can draw, among 

other things, their environmental ethics (Rice 2006; Vitell 2009). Therefore, an alternate view 

suggests that religiosity, regardless of the context, can be conducive to the process of 

environmental protection. Gottlieb (2006, 2003) contends the possibility of environmentalism in 

all religious traditions. Religious environmentalism is capable of motivating numerous 



individuals, offering richer vocabularies compared to secular environmentalism, and providing a 

“comprehensive vision of humans and their place in the world.” (Szerszynski 2008: 89; Gottlieb 

2006).  

Furthermore, religious environmentalism is hypothesized to be able to change people’s 

minds about the natural environment through emphasizing the sacred interdependence of humans 

and nature (Gottlieb 2006). A growing body of empirical studies supports the claim that in 

general, religious individuals, ceteris paribus, are more likely to adopt eco-centric and more 

environmentally friendly attitudes (Minton et al. 2015; Felix and Braunsberger 2016; Martin and 

Bateman 2014). However, a recent qualitative study maintains that while religion, in general, can 

motivate environmentally friendly practices, the environmental concern becomes constrained 

when believers feel that environmental commitment might undermine their religious beliefs 

(Vaidyanathan et al. 2018). 

The case of the environmental justice movement provides an insightful example of the 

significance of religion and religious organizations in the shaping of attitudes, and guiding pro-

environmental practices. In 1982, a low-income African American community in North Carolina, 

primarily organized by local religious organizations, protested a toxic waste dump and started the 

national environmental justice movement in the United States (McGurty 2007; Sze and London 

2008). Moreover, according to several observers, the publication of the United Church of 

Christ’s report on racial differences in exposure to hazardous toxic waste in 1987 marks the 

beginning of the environmental justice debate in both public policy and academia (Chavis and 

Lee 1987; United Church of Christ 1987; Sze and London 2008; Mohai, Pellow, and Roberts 

2009). By connecting religious and faith-based organizations with student groups, community-

based organizations, and scientific associations, the environmental justice movement has been 



able to effectively impact legislation processes at the state and federal levels in favor of the pro-

environmental policies (Sandler and Pezzullo 2007). Religion has helped the environmental 

justice movement by reframing environmental problems as moral issues (Binder 1999). Outside 

of the United States, particularly in South America, the “church of liberation theology,” mainly 

through linking environmental stewardship to human rights and equality, has motivated many to 

join movements struggling for social justice (Carruthers 2008).  

Research contends that various aspects of religion contribute to pro-environmental 

behavior in different ways. For instance, Dilmaghani (2018) shows that only religious 

attendance, among other dimensions of religiosity, is positively associated with environmental 

volunteerism. Also, as several other scholars have suggested, religion does not act solely in the 

shaping of people’s perceptions, attitudes, and activities regarding the world of nature. The effect 

of religion is moderated by individuals’ values, knowledge, and political ideology (Bhuian et al. 

2018; Burns et al. 2018; Burns 2009; Gifford and Nilsson 2014; Hitzhusen 2007; Shaiko 1987; 

Woodrum and Wolkomir 1997; Wolkomir et al. 1997; Guth et al. 1995).  

The significance of religion as a relevant factor in the shaping of environmental attitudes 

and behavior might be questionable in regard to the process of secularization in all areas of the 

world (Hekmatpour 2020). Secularization thesis is a family of distinct theories predicting a range 

of different outcomes for religion in the face of modernization, including the ultimate 

disappearance of religion (Marx 1978 [1844]; Freud 1953 [1923]; Lenski 1961; Berger 1969), a 

decline in the authority of religious leaders and organizations (Weber 1948 [1919]; Chaves 

1994), privatization and specialization of religion (Luckman 1967, 1990; Luhmann 1982), and 

normalization of non-religious beliefs, thoughts, and practices (Taylor 2007). By highlighting the 

resurgence of religion in the public and political spheres of many countries in the late 20th 



century, critics have argued for the “desecularization” of the world (Berger 1999) and the 

possibility of entering a “post-secular” era (Habermas 2009; Taylor 2014). Several commentators 

believe that “desecularization” has resurrected the significance of religion in global politics 

(Paipais 2020; Mavelli and Petito 2014)  

Moreover, there is evidence that the historical legacies of religion continue to shape 

secular politics regardless of whether fewer people believe in religious teachings or not (Schmitt 

2005). For instance, through a comprehensive historical study, Stoll (2017) traces the roots of 

contemporary American environmentalism in Reformed Protestant beliefs of Calvinists and New 

England Congregationalists. Recently, a number of scholars have called for more insights into 

the relationship between religion and the environment (Wilkins 2020; Ives and Kidwell 2019). 

This said, one must not overstate the current role of religion in the shaping of individuals’ 

environmental attitudes. Religions might not be a vital factor, but can play an essential role in 

“[the] articulations of individual positionalities, the production of various theoretical and 

corporeal constructions of nature, the legitimation of interpersonal governance through 

environmental forms, and [serve] as catalysts for resistance movements.” (Wilkins 2020: 15) 

Moreover, religion might be a crucial element in the shaping of social values, which can translate 

into pro-environmental attitudes and practices (Ives and Kidwell 2019). 

Previous research also suggests that different political ideologies, primarily through 

steering the public debate and collective actions of citizens, tend to impact the natural 

environment (Bäckstrand 2003; Frank et al. 2007). Political conservativism, defined as an 

ideology that values notions such as “free market” and “small government,” have a decisive, and 

for the most part, negative effect on the natural environment. (Antonio and Brulle 2011; Dunlap 

et al. 2001; McCright and Dunlap 2000; Hamilton and Saito 2015, Newman et al. 2016; Choma 



et al. 2016). Policies designed to protect the natural environment, in many cases, require local, 

federal, and global governments to interfere with the “free market” by regulating businesses and 

corporations (Krieg 1998; Jenkins and Eckert 2000). Government’s interference in the market 

challenges fundamental values of conservativism, and thus drives many conservatives towards 

adapting less environmentally friendly attitudes and practices (Jenkins and Eckert 2000; Dunlap 

and Gale 1974). 

Research also suggests that the conservative media is deeply influenced by a number of 

elites who provide financial support to turn the public opinion against environmentalism, mainly 

via propagating doubts about, and denial of the existence of anthropogenic environmental 

problems, particularly climate change (McCright and Dunlap 2003, Jacques et al. 2008, Guber 

2013; Hamilton 2011, Coffey and Joseph 2012). Conservative elites tend to question the 

scientific basis of climate change, claiming that attempts to counteract global warming (e.g., 

reducing fossil fuel consumption and greenhouse gas emissions) negatively impact society 

(Jacques et al. 2008; McCright and Dunlap 2000). This anti-environmentalist mass propaganda 

has a crucial impact on the adoption of pro-environmental attitudes and behaviors among 

conservatives (McCright et al. 2014).  

Conservatives share a tendency towards preserving the status quo and supporting the 

existing political system (Jost et al. 2004). The “systems justifying tendencies,” to some extent, 

can explain why conservatives, in general, tend to show lower levels of environmental concern, 

particularly regarding specific issues such as the climate change (Feygina et al. 2010; McCright 

and Dunlap 2011a). There is evidence that conservatives are less likely to embrace pro-

environmental attitudes because environmental conservation, in many cases, requires 

fundamental changes in people’s familiar ways of living (Feygina et al. 2010). Furthermore, the 



“systems justifying tendencies” provide conservatives with reduced levels of anxiety, feelings of 

guilt, dissonance, discomfort, and uncertainty, particularly regarding controversial issues such as 

anthropogenic environmental degradation (Jost et al. 2004; Jost and Hunyady 2002). 

Several studies emphasize the centrality of pro-environmental attitudes and behaviors in 

liberal political ideologies (e.g., Peifer et al. 2016; Mostafa 2016; Dalton 2015; Clements et al. 

2014; Wardekker et al. 2009; Wapner 1996; Guth et al. 1995; Samdahl and Robertson 1989; 

Shaiko 1987). Therefore, even though environmental degradation affects both liberals and 

conservatives to the same extent, since conservatives often otherize liberals as outsiders based on 

a variety of other issues (e.g., taxation, immigration, abortion, etc.), they tend to show less 

environmental concern in order to distance themselves from liberals and their central values, 

including environmentalism (Hochschild 2016; Burns and LeMoyne 2001). 

Previous cross-national studies find a positive relationship between some aspects of 

religiosity, including the frequency of prayer and the importance of God, and concern for global 

warming (Mostafa 2016). However, religion does not shape individuals’ environmental attitudes 

and actions all by itself. For instance, Brian McCammack (2007) argues that, in the United 

States, “while all evangelicals are theologically conservative, they are not necessarily all 

politically conservative” (pp. 646). There is a divide within the evangelical movement regarding 

environmental issues. While liberal evangelicals are inclined to broaden their political agenda to 

include pro-environmental policies, conservative evangelicals are still reluctant to do so, mainly 

because they do not want to compromise on their other core beliefs, such as their position on 

abortion, in a coalition with political liberals (McCammack 2007). Therefore, in this paper, I 

attempt to explain the difference in environmental concern, through focusing on individuals’ 

choosing of the environment over economic interests, and by interacting religiosity and political 



ideology. My goal is to provide a more rigorous understanding of how religious and political 

values interact to shape individuals’ environmental attitudes. 

Data and Method 

My analyses use data from the World Values Survey (WVS) (Inglehart et al. 2014).1 This 

database includes measures of attitudes toward the natural environment across a large number of 

countries and years, including both Western and non-Western societies. Measures of attitudes 

toward the natural environment are not included in all waves of the survey. Thus, I use two 

waves (4th and 5th) of the survey covering a time period of 10 years (from 1999 to 2009). The 

final sample includes 44,391 observations from 43 countries.2 Appendix A lists countries 

represented in the sample and numbers of observations contributed by each country. I also use 

supplementary databases, such as the Penn World Table3 (Feenstra et al. 2015), Polity IV 

Project4 (Marshall et al. 2014), World Development Indicators5 (World Bank 2015), and Carbon 

Dioxide Information Analysis Center6 (CDIAC 2011), for level-two (country) control variables.  

Dependent Variable 

Analyses presented in this paper include three dependent variables. I construct the first 

outcome variable, willingness to pay (WTP) for the environment, as a binary variable by 

recoding the original measure in the database. The WVS asks respondents to indicate their 

attitude toward the statement “I would give part of my income for the environment” on a four-

point scale (“Strongly Agree,” “Agree,” “Disagree,” and “Strongly Disagree”). To distinguish 

 
1 www.worldvaluessurvey.org 
2 This number of countries in the sample is large enough to avoid problems related to small 

numbers of level-two observations in multilevel analyses (Stegmueller 2013). 
3 www.rug.nl/ggdc/productivity/pwt/ 
4 www.systemicpeace.org/polity/polity4.htm 
5 www.data.worldbank.org/products/wdi 
6 www.cdiac.ess-dive.lbl.gov/ 



individuals who show some degree of willingness to pay for the environment from those who do 

not, I code this information into a binary variable that differentiates respondents answering either 

“Strongly Agree” or “Agree,” versus all others. In the final sample, 65.35% of respondents show 

a WTP for the environment. 

The second outcome variable is individuals’ agreement with an increase in taxes (AIT) 

assuming that the extra revenue will be used to prevent environmental pollution. In the survey, 

respondents were asked to indicate their agreement, or disagreement with “[An] increase in taxes 

if extra money [is] used to prevent environmental pollution,” on a four-point scale. I code this 

information into a binary variable in the same way I did for WTP. In the final sample, 55.75% of 

respondents show some degree of AIT to prevent environmental pollution. 

Finally, the third outcome variable, choosing environmental protection over economic 

interests (CEP), is a combination of the first two. I construct a binary variable differentiating 

respondents who agree with both WTP and AIT versus those who do not. In the final sample, 

48.72% of respondents show agreement with both WTP and AIT while others either agree with 

only one of these outcomes, or with none.  

Key Independent Variables 

This study aims to investigate the effects of two key independent variables, Religiosity 

and Political ideology, on the outcomes of interest. The Religiosity variable is a continuous index 

constructed from three items: religious importance, self-identification as a religious person, and 



frequency of religious attendance. In constructing the religiosity index, I follow Welzel (2013) 

who justified the validity and reliability of this index in a global context.1  

By focusing on three different aspects of religiosity (i.e., religious salience, identity, and 

behavior), this measure is intended to capture the level of individuals' religiousness in all 

countries. There might be some concerns regarding the appropriateness of using such a 

multidimensional index in all social settings under study in this research. Several researchers 

have tried to test the suitability of using a multidimensional religiosity index, both cross-

culturally and within different religious traditions (e.g., De Jong, Faulkner, and Warland 1976; 

Smith, Weigert, and Thomas 1979; Dy-Liacco et al. 2009; Hu 2017; Lemos et al. 2019). For 

instance, Dy-Liacco et al. (2009) examined the relevance of western religiosity constructs to be 

used for non-western settings (in their case, the Philippines) and found strong evidence 

supporting the suitability of a religiosity index based on common western concepts such as 

belief, practice, and salience.  

Moreover, a recent study using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on data from the 

International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) concludes that a religiosity index built from items 

such as religious importance and belief in God, believing in the afterlife, and religious 

involvement is a reliable measure in terms of factorial invariance, not only for Christians but also 

for religiously unaffiliated respondents in 26 countries (Lemos et al. 2019). Another study 

presents results of CFA models maintaining that the three Bs (belonging, behaving, and 

believing) can also be used to construct a religiosity index for Buddhists (Hu 2017). Therefore, 

 
1 For more information and a detailed discussion of Welzel’s indices refer to the online appendix 

of Freedom Rising: Human Empowerment and the Quest for Emancipation available at: 

www.cambridge.org/cl/download_file/473755/ 

http://www.cambridge.org/cl/download_file/473755/


in this research, I use available measures in the World Values Survey to develop a religiosity 

index. 

WVS asks respondents to indicate, on a four-point scale, how important they believe 

religion is in their life (1=Very Important, 2=Rather Important, 3=Not very Important, and 

4=Not at all Important). I reverse code this item (0=Not at all Important, 1=Not very Important, 

2=Rather Important, and 3=Very Important) and divide the values by 3 to have a range of 0 to 1.  

The survey asks respondents whether they identify themselves as a religious person or 

not, giving them three options to choose from: 1) A religious person, 2) Not a religious person, 

and 3) A convinced atheist. I code this information into a binary variable where respondents 

identifying as a religious person are coded 1 and others 0.  

Respondents’ frequency of religious attending is measured on a seven-point scale 

(1=More than once a week, 2=Once a week, 3=Once a month, 4=Only on special holidays, 

5=Once a year, 6=Less often, and 7=Never practically never). I reverse code this item to change 

the direction toward attending more frequently (0= Never practically never to 6= More than once 

a week) and divide the values by 6 to have a range of 0 to 1. I sum the recoded items to create the 

religiosity index with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.73.1 The religiosity index ranges from 0 (non-

 
1 To further justify the use of this religiosity index, I did an Item Response Theory (IRT) test. 

IRT is a statistical approach based on the principles of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

which is specifically developed to evaluate the quality of measures (Kean and Reilly 2014; 

Hekmatpour and Burns 2019). IRT assesses the quality of a measure through estimating the 

correlation between the predicted latent factor that loads on the observed variable, and the index 

created by the researcher (Harvey and Hammer 1999). Here, this correlation is very strong 

(r=0.974) and statistically significant (p < 0.001), showing the validity of the religiosity index 

developed in this study. Moreover, results from separate CFA models on the three items across 

different religious traditions show evidence supporting factor invariance, and the latent 

religiosity measure specified in these CFA models for all traditions is highly correlated with the 

aggregate religiosity index used in this paper. These results are available upon request.  



religious) to 1 (highly religious). This measure has a mean of 0.65 and a standard deviation of 

0.31 in the sample. 

In this study, another key independent variable is Political Ideology (PI). The WVS asks 

respondents to indicate where they would place their political views on a scale of 1 (Left) to 10 

(Right). Since there is no reasonable cutoff point to categorize this scale, neither based on theory 

nor the conventional wisdom, I decide treat this variable as a continuous measure.1 This variable 

is widely used as a measure of respondents’ political ideology in cross-national research on 

attitudes towards the natural environment (see Kvaløy et al. 2012; Torgler and García-Valiñas 

2007; Neumayer 2004; McCright et al. 2016). 

Individual-Level Control Variables 

I control the analyses for the impacts of a set of individual-level variables, including 

income, gender, age, education, marital status, number of children, employment status, social 

class, life satisfaction, and religious tradition. Respondents’ Age is a continuous measure ranging 

from 15 to 99. I control for respondents’ Gender with a binary indicator for males. The WVS 

asks respondents to identify the level of household Income, compared to other households within 

their country, on a scale of 1 (lowest income group in the country) to 10 (highest income group). 

 
1 I also tested models that categorized this measure by taking the middle of the scale (PI = 5) as a 

cutoff point and coded the information into three categories: Left (PI < 5), Middle (PI = 5), and 

Right (PI > 5). No considerable difference was observed in the results due to this transformation. 

I also tried dummy indicators for extreme levels, Left (PI = 1) and Right (PI = 10), both 

separately and in conjunction and did not find any significant difference in my results. Models 

using categorical transformations of political ideology are available upon request. 



In the sample, this variable has a mean of 4.80 with a standard deviation of 2.35. I treat this 

variable as a continuous measure.1  

The WVS measures the highest Educational level attained by respondents on a nine-point 

scale. I recode this information into a variable with three categories: “Elementary or less 

Education” (including original categories: No formal education, Incomplete primary school, and 

Complete primary school), “Secondary Education” (including original categories: Incomplete 

secondary school: technical/vocational type, Complete secondary school: technical/vocational 

type, Incomplete secondary school: university-preparatory type, Complete secondary school: 

university-preparatory type) and “Higher Education” (including original categories: Some 

university-level education without a degree, University-level education with a degree). By taking 

the first category as the reference group, I will be able to see whether receiving secondary level 

or higher education, compared to having elementary or no formal education, can influence 

individuals’ attitudes toward the natural environment. 

The survey asks respondents to indicate their current Marital Status choosing from a 

number of available options (1=Married, 2=Living together, 3=Divorced, 4=Separated, 

5=Widowed, 6=Single/Never married). Being married means being more financially responsible 

and since in this study I am investigating what makes individuals choose environmental 

protection over personal economic interests, it is reasonable to collapse these categories into a 

binary variable differentiating individuals who are currently married (1) from others (0). Here, 

the rationale is that married individuals, due to their financial responsibilities, are less likely to 

choose environmental protection over economic interests. In the analyses, I control for the 

 
1 I also tested a model that categorizes this measure by collapsing it into 5 income quintiles for 

each country. No qualitative differences were observed in my results due to this transformation. 

Models using income quintiles are available upon request. 



Number of Children, a continuous measure ranges from 0 to 8, with the same rationale as for the 

marital status.  

Respondents’ Employment Status is measured by a categorical variable (1=Full-time, 

1=Part-time, 3=Self-Employed, 4=Retired, 5=Housewife, 6=Student, 7=Unemployed, 8=Other). 

Defining an employed person to be an individual who is economically active, I collapse these 

categories into two: Employed (Full-time, Part-time, Self-employed), and Unemployed (other 

categories). Employed respondents, due to having relatively more stable levels of income relative 

to unemployed individuals, can be hypothesized to be more likely to choose environmental 

protection over economic interests.  

I include individuals’ Social Class as a control variable in the analyses. I hypothesize that 

upper-class individuals, due to their stable position in the economy, are more likely to choose 

environmental protection, compared to lower-class respondents who are struggling to meet their 

basic needs. The WVS asks respondents to indicate their belonging to one of the social classes 

listed (1=Upper class, 2=Upper middle class, 3=Lower middle class, 4=Working class, 5=Lower 

class). The upper-class category roughly covers 1.5% of respondents in the sample. Therefore, I 

merge these individuals into the “Upper middle class” category, making a new category called 

“Upper middle class and above.”  

I include individuals’ Life Satisfaction in the analyses due to the importance of this 

variable in predicting pro-environmental attitudes shown in the literature (Felix et al. 2018). The 

WVS asks respondents to indicate, on a scale of 1 (Completely dissatisfied) to 10 (Completely 

satisfied), how satisfied they are with their life. I treat this measure as a continuous variable.  

For all cross-cultural studies investigating the effect of religiosity, it is important to 

consider the religious context. Thus, I control for individuals’ Religious Traditions. The WVS 



does not record religious traditions in a pre-standardized way. Instead, the survey provides 

respondents with an open-ended question asking them to identify their religious denomination. In 

the sample of this study, there are 63 different denominations that respondents identify with. I 

collapse this information into seven general categories (i.e., Protestant, Orthodox, Catholic, 

Buddhist, Muslim, Other, and Non-Religious). Appendix A lists these denominations and how 

they are categorized into the general groups.  

Country-Level Control Variables 

 I control the analyses for the impacts of four country-level (level-two) variables: GDP 

per capita, Unemployment rate, CO2 emissions per capita, and Democracy. GDP per capita is an 

indicator of a country’s level of affluence. According to the theory of post-materialism (Inglehart 

1997; Norris and Inglehart 2004), individuals who are living in more affluent countries where 

their basic material needs are met, will be more likely to embrace post-material ideas and 

attitudes such as environmental concern. I draw data on countries’ GDP per capita from the Penn 

World Table version 9.0 (Feenstra et al. 2015). In this database, GDP per capita is measured as 

the real gross domestic product at chained purchasing power parity (PPP) rates adjusted for 2011 

United States dollars. I use the natural logarithm transformation of GDP per capita to adjust for 

the skewness observed in the distribution of this variable.  

The Unemployment rate is measured as the percent share of the total active labor force 

who are not currently employed. This variable is drawn from the World Development Indicators 

(World Bank 2015) database. A high unemployment rate is a sign of economic recession. Thus, 

the rationale to control for this variable is that individuals living in countries where the economy 

suffers from a recession are less likely to choose environmental protection over their personal 

economic interests.  



There is a significant number of studies discovering a positive association between 

different aspects of Democracy (e.g., more freedom and less corruption) and environmental 

protection (e.g., Congleton 1996; Barrett and Graddy 2000; Farzin and Bond 2006; Pellegrini 

and Gerlagh 2006). Therefore, I decide control for countries’ levels of democracy. I draw a 

democracy index from the Polity IV Project database (Marshall et al. 2014). This index ranges 

from -7 (complete autocracy) to 10 (full democracy). I treat this variable as a continuous measure 

indicating the level of democracy in countries. 

The rationale to include CO2 emissions per capita in the analyses is that it is reasonable 

to hypothesize people who are living in countries where the natural environment is already 

degraded, to be more likely to choose environmental protection over personal economic interests. 

Yet, individuals who are not directly suffering from environmental problems have fewer 

incentives to choose the environment over the economy. CO2 emissions per capita are measured 

as cumulative carbon dioxide emissions (from burning fossil fuels and manufacturing activities) 

in tons per capita. I draw this measure from the Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center 

(CDIAC 2011). Table 1 includes the descriptive statistics for the independent variables.1 

[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE] 

Analytical Strategy 

Since the outcome variables are binary, I use a logistic regression model to predict 

individuals’ attitudes toward environmental protection. However, since the data are nested within 

countries, I use a multi-level mixed-effect form of the logistic regression that takes into account 

 
1 I tested for possible multicollinearity of independent variables at both individual and country 

levels. All variance inflation factors (VIF) were found to be below 4, the conventional critical 

point, and the average of VIFs is 1.98 . The maximum VIF is for the GDP per capita variable and 

equals to 3.44. Thus, multicollinearity is not a concern in my analyses. 



the possible heterogeneity imposed by unmeasured characteristics of each country.1 This model 

can be specified as: 

𝑙𝑛 (
Pr(𝑌𝑖 = 1)

1 − Pr(𝑌𝑖 = 1)
) =  𝛽0,𝑗 + 𝛽1,0𝑋𝑖,𝑗 + 𝑒𝑖,𝑗                           (1) 

𝛽0,𝑗 =  𝛾0,0 + 𝛾0,1𝑊𝑗 + 𝑒0,𝑗                                                          (2) 

In equation 1, 𝑌𝑖 is the value of the outcome variable for the individual 𝑖 while 𝑋𝑖,𝑗 is a 

vector of individual-level independent variables with the accompanying 𝛽1,0 vector of regression 

coefficients. 𝛽0,𝑗 is a vector of country-specified random intercepts. As we can learn from 

equation 2, country-specified random intercepts are a function of country-level independent 

variables (𝑊𝑗) and the average of all country-specified intercepts (𝛾00).2 Two separate error 

terms, 𝑒𝑖,𝑗 and 𝑒0,𝑗, account for the possible heterogeneity caused by the nested data structure. 

For each outcome variable, I use the statistical package STATA 15 to estimate two 

mixed-effect logistic models, one with the main effects of religiosity and political ideology and 

one additional model including the interaction effect of these two variables. Through these 

models, I investigate whether individuals’ religiosity affects their attitudes towards 

environmental protection, and whether this effect is moderated by political ideology. I report the 

AIC (Akaike information criterion) and BIC (Bayesian information criterion) as two comparative 

 
1 The interclass correlation coefficient (ICC) shows that 17.4 % of the variance in the residuals of 

WTP is at country-level. This coefficient is 11.9% for AIT and 12.5% for CEP. This provides 

further evidence that a multi-level modeling technique is preferable because a simple logistic 

approach might yield biased results due to the unmeasured country-specific characteristics. 
2 This model uses random intercepts and fixed slopes. The regression coefficients of independent 

variables are forced to be fixed across countries. In other words, this model assumes that for each 

independent variable, the direction of the effect is the same across all countries. This assumption 

can cause a number of controversies and concerns, especially regarding the main effects of 

interests in this study (i.e., religiosity, and political ideology). To acknowledge these concerns, I 

conducted several sensitivity analyses, allowing both religiosity and political ideology to have 

random slopes across countries. No considerable difference was observed in results. Models with 

random slopes are available upon request.  



model fit statistics. I do acknowledge that the results of these models are based on observational 

data, thus, include all the shortcomings of non-experimental research designs. Therefore, I make 

no causal claim based on my findings.  

Results 

To answer the primary question of this study – how religiosity and political ideology 

affect individuals’ attitudes towards the environment – I estimate three multi-level mixed-effects 

logistic regression models in Table 2. The first model in this table shows the odds ratios of 

willingness to pay for the environment (WTP), the second model shows the odds ratios of 

agreement with increased taxes (AIT) to prevent environmental pollution, and the third model 

shows the odds ratios of choosing environmental protection (CEP) over economic interests. In 

these models, I have conditioned the effect of religiosity and political ideology on level-1 and 

level-2 control variables.  

[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE] 

As we can see, religiosity has a positive (odds ratios greater than one) and statistically 

significant relationship with environmental attitudes across all three models. However, given the 

large sample size, p-values are not so informative here. Therefore, from now on, I primarily 

focus on the magnitudes of effects. According to the first model, one standard deviation increase 

in individuals’ religiosity increases the odds of WTP by a factor of 1.172, net of the effect of 

other variables. In other words, this model predicts that, in a global context, one standard 

deviation increase in religiosity, on average, increases the predicted probability of WTP by 3.1 

percent. Put it another way, this model predicts that 62.36% of individuals with average 

religiosity scores (z-score = 0) will show a willingness to pay for the environment. 

Comparatively, holding other variables constant, the predicted probability of WTP is 68.56% for 

respondents with religiosity scores two standard deviations above the average. 



According to the second model, 53.57% of respondents with average religiosity scores (z-

score = 0) show AIT to prevent environmental pollution. However, the predicted probability of 

AIT is 58.17% for individuals with religiosity scores two standard deviations above the average. 

Moreover, the third model predicts that 47.09% of individuals with the average level of 

religiosity (z-score = 0) will choose environmental protection over economic interests while the 

predicted probability of CEP is 52.69% for respondents with religiosity scores two standard 

deviation above the average.  

These results suggest that an increased religiosity promotes pro-environmental attitudes.1 

Models control for individuals’ religious traditions. In other words, the analyses suggest that 

more religious individuals, net of their religious tradition2, have higher probabilities of showing 

environmentally friendly attitudes. However, the magnitude of this effect, roughly a 3% increase 

in predicted probability, is relatively small, and given the large sample size, the significance of 

the observed effect of religiosity can be questionable. 

As we can see in Table 2, the other predictor of interest, political ideology, in its 

continuous form with a direction towards more conservative political ideologies, does not have a 

relationship with outcome variables. This suggests that although the natural environment is 

 
1 In order to make sure that this general finding – that increased religiosity positively impacts 

individuals’ probability of showing environmental concern – does not change from one tradition 

to another, I estimated additional models where I interacted religiosity by religious tradition. The 

results suggest that this positive relationship can be observed within all religious traditions 

included in this study. Models are available upon request.  
2 There might be a concern regarding the categorization of religious traditions in broad groups 

such as Protestant. As I mentioned in the literature review, previous studies find differences 

between liberal (Mainline) and conservative (Evangelical) protestants in environmental attitudes 

and practice. However, this effect is more pronounced in the United States. In order to see 

whether these differences are observable in a global sample, I estimated additional models where 

I broke down the Protestant group into two sub-groups of Mainline and Evangelical. Results do 

not change according to this alternative categorization of religious traditions. Models are 

available upon request. 



highly politicized in public debates of many countries, especially the United States (McCright 

and Dunlap 2011b; McCright et al. 2014), on a global scale, individuals’ political positions on 

the Left-Right spectrum is not a determinant of their pro-environmental attitudes. Yet, as I 

discussed above, there might be a potential interaction effect between religiosity and political 

ideology in predicting attitudes towards the environment.  

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE] 

In Table 3, I introduce the interaction effect of religiosity by political ideology to 

previous models. Regarding the recent concerns raised by a number of scholars about the use of 

p-values for regression models of binary outcomes with interaction effects (Mustillo, Lizardo, 

and M. McVeigh 2018), I only focus on the direction and magnitudes of the interaction terms 

and main effects, as well as predicted probabilities. Controlling for the effects of level-1 and 

level-2 covariates, the interaction term of religiosity by political ideology, across all three 

models, has a positive coefficient. The interaction terms show the mutually reinforcing effect of 

religiosity and political ideology. The direction of the political ideology variable is towards more 

politically conservative ideologies (1= Left, 10=Right). Thus, the positive interaction term 

captures the effect of increased religiosity among more politically conservative individuals. This 

interaction effect is visualized in Figure 1 that shows predicted probabilities of outcome 

variables by religiosity across political ideology. Non-overlapping confidence intervals suggest 

that across all dependent variables, there is a significant gap between liberals and conservatives 

in terms of environmental concern when religiosity is at its lowest level. This gap narrows and 

eventually closes (overlapping confidence intervals) as religiosity increases. 

 [FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE] 



From Figure 1, we can see that among individuals with the lowest level of religiosity, 

68.99% of those who identify with “Left” political ideologies (PI = 1) show a WTP for the 

environment. This predicted probability for those who identify with “Right” political ideologies 

(PI = 10) is only 51.19%. However, among individuals with the average level of religiosity (z-

score = 0), the predicted probability of WTP for the environment increases to 65.86% for 

respondents with “Right” political ideologies while it virtually does not change for those 

identified with “Left” political ideologies. Therefore, one standard deviation increase in 

religiosity increases the predicted probability of WTP for the environment by 6.27% among 

conservatives.  

We observe a similar pattern for the second outcome variable, AIT to prevent 

environmental pollution. One standard deviation increase in religiosity increases conservatives’ 

predicted probability of AIT by 5.58%. Moreover, according to the third model in Table 3, one 

standard deviation increase in religiosity increases the predicted probability of CEP by 6.08% 

among respondents who identify with conservative or “Right” political ideologies. 

The interaction effect of religiosity by political ideology, illustrated in Figure 1 and 

examined in Table 3, shows that increased levels of religiosity promote environmental concern, 

particularly among more politically conservative individuals. The overall effect of one standard 

deviation increase in religiosity, when it is not interacted by political ideology (in Table 2), is 

approximately a 3% increase in predicted probability. However, the interaction term shows that 

the promoting effect of religiosity is higher (around 6% increase in predicted probability) among 

the conservatives. 

This observation supports the hypothesis that religiosity, to some extent, can mitigate the 

political divide over the natural environment. As we saw, the gap between “Right” and “Left” is 



more pronounced at lower levels of religiosity, and narrows as religiosity increases. It appears 

that religion can provide means to overcome some of the political barriers on the way towards 

reaching a collective environmental consciousness. The analyses show that more religious 

conservatives have a higher probability of adopting environmentally friendly attitudes, while 

religiosity virtually does not affect liberals’ typically greater concern for the natural 

environment. Thus, religion can be conducive to the process of depoliticizing the natural 

environment in the public debate. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

In this research, I found that religiosity, on a global scale and regardless of its context, 

promotes environmental concern in terms of choosing the environment over economic interest. 

Moreover, the most novel contribution of this paper is the observed interaction effect of 

religiosity by political ideology on environmental concern. I found that the promoting effect of 

religiosity on environmental concern is more pronounced among conservatives. Peifer and 

associates (2016) observe a similar pattern in American society and attribute it to the cognitive 

process of the “systems justifying tendencies.” (Peifer et al. 2016; Jost et al. 2004) They contend 

that the belief in an active God who constantly intervenes the world lessens the fear of change, 

and “perhaps conservatives with a strong belief in an involved God are less worried about 

change, alleviating one conservative impediment to environmental consumption.” (Peifer et al. 

2016: 684). Given the fact that the majority of the sample of this study consists of individuals 

who follow Abrahamic traditions, particularly Christianity and Islam (see Table 1), this 



explanation can be plausible. However, it is important to consider a more cultural explanation for 

this observation.  

Environmentalism is a central concept in liberal political ideologies. Conservatives 

“otherize” liberals as outsiders based on key issues in their own ideology, such as taxation, 

immigration, and abortion, and tend to show less environmental concern in order to distance 

themselves from environmentalism as one of the central values of liberals (Hochschild 2016; 

Burns and LeMoyne 2001). In other words, conservatives’ position regarding the environmental 

issues is more of a reaction to liberals’, rather than a central value in their own ideology. 

For religious individuals, religion is the most central motif – or as Burns and LeMoyne 

(2001) call it, the “prioritizing summary symbol” – and other values, including political 

ideology, are peripheral. Highly religious conservatives tend less to otherize liberals, or at least 

religious liberals with whom they share a number of values, and thus are more open to 

embracing pro-environmental attitudes. Therefore, contradictions and antagonisms, such as the 

liberal versus conservative debate on anthropogenic environmental problems, can be resolved by 

increased religiosity.  

Today, the natural environment appears to be highly politicized in the public debates of 

several countries, particularly the United States, to the extent that a number of observers consider 

particular environmental problems, such as the climate change, as “tribal” issues, dividing the 

population into two opposing camps (Cloud 2016). A significant number of individuals tend to 

associate “environmentalism” more with liberal political ideologies (Hutchings 2005; Faulkner 

1993). Thus, we observe a vast political divide between liberals and conservatives over the 

natural environment. 



Feinberg and Willer (2013) point out that liberals and conservatives view the natural 

environment, not only from politically distinct viewpoints but also from different moral 

perspectives. They argue that the contemporary environmental discourse, which is dominated by 

liberal ideologies, is built on the moral values related to caring for, and protection of others, 

particularly the disadvantaged and harmed people. However, a reframed pro-environmental 

rhetoric based on the moral value of purity, or the concern about the sacredness of the world, can 

attract a larger number of conservatives to the cause of environmental protection (Feinberg and 

Willer 2013). 

Therefore, the incorporation of religious vocabularies into the discourse of the 

environmental movements, along with using the teachings of the world religions regarding the 

natural environment, can help policymakers and social activists encourage a more significant 

number of people to become involved in environmental conservation. A political alliance 

between environmental movements and religious institutions, for the most part through 

depoliticizing the natural environment, can eventually lead to a collective environmental 

consciousness. 

Finally, religion continues to be a powerful social force capable of influencing virtually 

every aspect of human life. Social scientists and religious scholars commonly tend to isolate the 

effects of religion by merely controlling for other factors in stochastic models. However, my 

findings suggest the impact of religion on people’s attitudes and behaviors, particularly regarding 

sensitive issues such as anthropogenic environmental degradation, is channeled through and 

moderated by other variables such as political ideology. Moreover, the results emphasize the 

importance of the cross-cultural examination of the effects of religion. Given the fact that we are 

living in an era of globalization (Ritzer 2015), it is of vital importance for social scientists in 



general, and sociologists in particular, to expand their research beyond the local and national 

boundaries.  
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TABLE 1. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS  

Variables Description 
Mean or 

% 
S.D. 

Level-1 (Individual) Variables    

Religiosity……………………………  Min = 0 (Completely Secular), Max = 1 (Completely 

Religious) 
0.65 0.31 

Political Ideology……………………. Respondents’ self-positioning on a political scale of 1 

(Left) to 10 (Right) 
5.66 2.37 

Income………………………………. Respondents’ self-reported income on a scale of 1 to 10  4.80 2.35 

Age…………………………………... Min = 15, Max = 99 42.53 16.27 

Education……………………………. Respondents’ highest educational level attained   

Elementary or Less………………... Including “No formal education”, “Incomplete”, and 
“Completed” elementary level 

25.4% - 

Secondary Education (High School) Including “Incomplete” and Completed” high school, 

technical school, or pre-university levels 
50.0% - 

Higher Education (College)……….. Including “Incomplete” and “Completed” college or 

university level 
24.6% - 

Married……………………………… Respondents’ current marital status  56.7% - 

Number of Children…………………. Min = 0, Max = 8 1.95 1.78 

Employed……………………………. Including “Full time”, “Part time”, “Self-employed”, 
and “Student” categories  

54.0% - 

Gender (Male) ………………………. Male = 1, Female = 0 49.3% - 

Social Class………………………….. Respondents’ self-reported social class    

Lower Class………………………..  15.5% - 

Working Class……………………..  28.2%  

Lower Middle Class……………….  35.2% - 

Upper Middle Class and Above…...  21.1% - 

Life Satisfaction………………...…… Respondents’ self-reported life satisfaction on a scale of 

1 to 10 
6.82 2.31 

Religious Tradition………………….. Respondents’ self-declaration of belonging to different 
religious denominations collapsed into the following 

religious traditions 

  

Protestant ………………………….  18.0% - 

Orthodox…………………………...  10.0% - 

Catholic…………………………….  28.7% - 

Buddhist……………………………  5.2% - 

Muslim……………………………..  17.2% - 

Other……………………………….  5.8% - 

No Religious Belonging …………..  15.1% - 

Level-2 (Country) Variables    

GDP per capita (Logged)……………. Real gross domestic product at chained purchasing 
power parity (PPP) rates adjusted for 2011 US$. Min = 

0.170, Max= 4.056 

2.49 1.00 

Unemployment Rate………………… Percent share of the total labor force. Min=1.18, 
Max=30.52 

9.37 6.62 

CO2 emissions per capita……………. Cumulative carbon dioxide emissions (from burning 

fossil fuels and manufacturing activities) measured per 
capita. Min=0.51 (tons), Max=1048.90 (tons)  

249.43 267.00 

Democracy…………………………... Polity IV measure of Democracy, Min = -7 (Absolute 

autocracy), Max= 10 (Full democracy)  
7.01 4.60 

    
Number of Observations = 44,391 

Number of Countries = 43 

Data sources: 

- Individual Level: World Value Survey longitudinal dataset (1999 – 2009) 

- Country Level: Penn World Table 9.0 – 2015; Polity IV Project – 2015; World Development Indicators – 2015. Carbon 

Dioxide Information Analysis Center (CDIAC) – 2011 



 

TABLE 2. MIXED-EFFECTS LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODELS OF ENVIRONMENTAL ATTITUDES 

Dependent Variable 

 

 

 

 

Willingness to pay 

(WTP) for 

environmental 

protection 

 

Agreement with an 

increase in taxes 

(AIT) to prevent 

environmental 

pollution 

 

choosing environmental 

protection over 

economic interests 

(CEP) 

Independent Variables   O.R. S.E.  O.R. S.E.  O.R. S.E. 

Key-Predictors          

Religiosity………………………......  1.172*** (.03)  1.117*** (.03)  1.129*** (.03) 

Political Ideology…………………...  0.987 (.02)  0.991 (.02)  0.989 (.02) 

Level 1 Control Variables          

Male………………………………...   1.028 (.03)  1.010 (.02)  1.031 (.02) 

Income………………………….......  1.012 (.01)  1.024* (.01)  1.023* (.01) 

Age.…………………………….......  0.999 (.00)  1.000 (.00)  1.001 (.00) 

Education a          

Secondary Education………………  1.263*** (.05)  1.188*** (.04)  1.179*** (.04) 

Higher Education……………….....  1.659*** (.09)  1.373*** (.08)  1.404*** (.08) 

Marital Status (Married)……………  0.994 (.03)  1.008 (.03)  1.012 (.03) 

Number of Children………………..  0.982* (.01)  0.978** (.01)  0.978* (.01) 

Employment Status………………....  0.993 (.03)  1.026 (.03)  1.002 (.03) 

Social Class b          

Working Class…………………….  1.189*** (.06)  1.107* (.06)  1.150** (.05) 

Lower Middle Class………………  1.363*** (.07)  1.198*** (.05)  1.249*** (.05) 

Upper Middle Class and Above…..  1.446*** (.09)  1.235** (.08)  1.291*** (.07) 

Life Satisfaction …………………....  1.057*** (.01)  1.056*** (.01)  1.060*** (.01) 

Religious Tradition c          

Protestant………………………....   0.801** (.07)  0.805* (.07)  0.780** (.06) 

Orthodox ………………………....  0.604** (.10)  0.525*** (.06)  0.548*** (.07) 

Catholic…………………………...  0.862* (.05)  0.821** (.06)  0.791*** (.05) 

Muslim………………………........  0.799* (.09)  0.686** (.08)  0.707** (.09) 

Buddhist ……………………….....  1.180 (.12)  1.878* (.52)  2.080* (.61) 

Other………………………...........  0.834 (.08)  0.787** (.06)  0.802* (.07) 

          

Level 2 Control Variables          

GDP per capita (logged) …………...  0.636*** (.07)  0.752** (.08)  0.773** (.06) 

CO2 emissions per capita………......  1.001* (.00)  1.001 (.00)  1.000 (.00) 

Unemployment Rate………………..  0.956*** (.01)  0.961*** (.00)  0.967*** (.00) 

Democracy……………………….....  1.043** (.01)  1.063*** (.02)  1.053** (.02) 

          

Variance of Level 2 Intercepts (S.E.)  0.63 (0.19)  0.58 (0.23)  0.62 (0.22) 

N of Countries  43  43  43 

N of Observations  44,391  44,391  44,391 

AIC  52,490  57,534  58,298 

BIC  52,725  57,769  58,533 
NOTE. —Robust standard errors in parentheses.  

Data sources: 

- Individual Level: World Value Survey longitudinal dataset (1999 – 2009) 

- Country Level: Penn World Table 9.0 – 2015; Polity IV Project – 2015; World Development Indicators (World Bank) – 2015. Carbon 

Dioxide Information Analysis Center (CDIAC) – 2011 
 a Reference group: Elementary or Less Education 
b Reference group: Lower Class 
c Reference group: No Religious Denomination.  

(† p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001) 

 



TABLE 3. MIXED-EFFECTS LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODELS OF ENVIRONMENTAL ATTITUDES WITH AN INTERACTION EFFECT OF 

RELIGIOSITY BY POLITICAL IDEOLOGY 

Dependent Variable 

 

 

 

 

Willingness to pay (WTP) 

for environmental 

protection 

 

Agreement with an 

increase in taxes (AIT) to 

prevent environmental 

pollution 

 

choosing environmental 

protection over economic 

interests (CEP) 

  Model 1 Model 2  Model 3 Model 4  Model 5 Model 6 

Independent Variables 
 O.R. 

(S.E.) 

O.R. 

(S.E.) 

 O.R. 

(S.E.) 

O.R. 

(S.E.) 

 O.R. 

(S.E.) 

O.R. 

(S.E.) 

Main Effects          

Religiosity……………………….........  1.172*** 

(.03) 

0.956 

(.03) 

 1.117*** 

(.03) 

0.921** 

(0.03) 

 1.129*** 

(0.03) 

0.931** 

(0.03) 

Political Ideology…………………......  0.987 

(.02) 

0.984*** 

(.01) 

 0.991 

(.02) 

0.987** 

(0.01) 

 0.989 

(0.02) 

0.983** 

(0.01) 

Interaction Effect          

Religiosity× Political Ideology ……….   1.038*** 

(.01) 

  1.036*** 

(0.01) 

  1.037*** 

(0.01) 

          

Level 1 control variables a……………  Yes Yes  Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

Level 2 control variables b……………  Yes Yes  Yes Yes  Yes Yes 

          

Variance of Level 2 Intercepts  

(S.E.) 

 0.63  

(0.19) 

0.65  

(0.21)  

0.59  

(0.24) 

0.59  

(0.15)  

0.62  

(0.23) 

0.35  

(0.08) 

N of Countries  43 43  43 43  43 43 

N of Observations  44,391 44,391  44,391 44,391  44,391 44,391 

AIC  52,482 52,420  57,536 57,472  58301 57,754 

BIC  52,717 52,663  57,770 57,716  58536 57,988 
NOTE. —Robust standard errors in parentheses.  

Data sources: 

- Individual Level: World Value Survey longitudinal dataset (1999 – 2009) 

- Country Level: Penn World Table 9.0 – 2015; Polity IV Project – 2015; World Development Indicators (World Bank) – 2015. Carbon Dioxide 

Information Analysis Center (CDIAC) – 2011 
a Level 1 control variables include: Gender, Income, Age, Education, Marital Status, Number of Children, Employment Status, Social Class, Life Satisfaction, 

and Religious Tradition 
b Level 2 control variables include: GDP per capita, CO2 emissions per capita, Unemployment Rate, and Democracy 

 (* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001) 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Willingness to pay (WTP) for the environment 

Agreement with increased taxes (AIT) to prevent environmental pollution 

Choosing environmental protection (CEP) over economic interests 

Figure 1. Predicted Probabilities of Outcome Variables by Religiosity Across Political Ideology. 

Data Source: World Values Survey (1999-2009) – N=44,391 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A. COUNTRIES INCLUDED IN THE SAMPLE AND THEIR 

RESPECTIVE NUMBERS OF CONTRIBUTED OBSERVATIONS 

Countries Number of Observations 

Albania 764 

Argentina 757 

Australia 1,124 

Brazil 1,293 

Bulgaria 484 

Burkina Faso 767 

Canada 2,656 

Chile 1,490 

Cyprus 945 

Egypt 2,700 

Finland 768 

Georgia 704 

Germany 845 

Hungry 566 

Indonesia 1,093 

Italy 475 

Japan 1,045 

Kyrgyzstan 910 

Macedonia 743 

Mali 698 

Mexico 821 

Moldova 1,164 

Morocco 392 

New Zealand 385 

Norway 872 

Peru 2,135 

Philippines 1,099 

Poland 580 

Romania 720 

Slovenia 501 

South Africa 3,882 

South Korea 1,186 

Spain 1,499 

Sweden 781 

Switzerland 894 

Tanzania 635 

Thailand 1,447 

Trinidad And Tobago 601 

Turkey 1,013 

Ukraine 452 

United States 980 

Uruguay 746 

Vietnam 830 

Total  44,391 
Data source: World Values Survey (1999 – 2009)  



 

 

APPENDIX B. RELIGIOUS DENOMINATIONS 

Religious Tradition (% in the 

sample) 
Religious Denominations  

Protestant (18.0%) 

Alliance, Anglican, Faith in God, Assembly of God, Mennonite, 

Seven Day Adventist, The Church of Sweden, Methodist, 

Lutheran, Church of Christ, Presbyterian, United, Aglipayan, 

Protestant, Baptist, Charismatic, Evangelical, Born again, Jesus is 

Lord (JIL), Pentecostal, Salvation Army, Jesus Miracle Crusade 

  

Orthodox (10.0%) Gregorian, Orthodox, Greek Catholic 

  

Catholic (28.7%) Roman Catholic 

  

Buddhist (5.2%) Hoa Hao, Buddhist 

  

Muslim (17.2%) Muslim 

  

Other (5.8%) 

Ancestral worshipping, Bahai, Brgy. Sang Birhen, Cao dai, 

Christian, El Shaddai, Filipinista, Free church/Non-

denominational church, Hindu, Iglesia ni Cristo (INC), 

Independent African Church, Israelita Nuevo Pacto Universal 

(FREPAP), Jain, Jehovah witnesses, Jew, Ka-a Elica, Mormon, 

Native, New Testament Christ/Biblist, Other, Other: Brasil: 

Espirit,candomblé,umband, Other: Christian com, Other: Oriental, 

Paganism, Self Lealisation Fellowship, Sikh, Spiritista, 

Spiritualists, Taoist, The Worldwide Church of God, Unitarian, 

Zoroastrian, Ratana 

Non-Religious (%15.1)  
Data source: World Values Survey (1999 – 2009)  


