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Sustainability and environmental issues, including the threat of global warming, are at the 
core of the recently adopted Sustainable Development Goals.2 The agreement reached at the 
2015 United Nations Climate Change Conference in Paris is encouraging. Yet at the same time, 
political commitment and a willingness to make sacrifices today for longer-term benefits and the 
common good are often lacking. Unless decisive actions are taken, global warming is likely to 
have a major negative impact on populations (World Bank 2009; 2012), leading to, among other 
things, an increase in extreme weather shocks that can have dramatic effects for populations (for 
examples, see Wodon et al. 2014; O’Donnell and Wodon 2015). 

The adoption of long-term ethical and spiritual perspectives by religions or religious 
groups is, in principle, a conducive means to transcending narrow and immediate self-interest 
(Grim 2006; Beck 1995). Examples of religious groups and coalitions that have tried to influence 
governments towards action on the environment abound (see Carr 2007; Wardekker 2009; 
Nicinska 2013). A recent prominent example of such effort is the release of the encyclical 
Laudato Si (which means Praise Be with You) by Pope Francis in 2015.  

Numerous calls for the involvement of religious leaders have also been made by 
scientists, scholars and other leaders (see Sagan 1990; UCS 1992; Gore 1993; Tucker and Grim 
2001; Millais 2006; Wilson 2006; Posas 2007). United Nations agencies are paying attention on 
those issues (Karam 2014), and more research is being devoted to religion and the environment 
and published through collections (see Gerten and Bergmann 2011; Veldman et al. 2012; Jenkins 
et al. 2014). 

It is often suggested that religious leaders can play a special role on environmental and 
climate change concerns (see Coward 1993; Tucker and Grim 2001; Millais 2006). First, 
religions often emphasize the need for a harmonious relationship between mankind and nature, 
seeing environmental stewardship of the earth as a moral duty. Second, religious leaders have 
moral authority among the faithful, especially in matters of personal ethics and social justice 
which are key to changing attitudes towards the environment and climate change. Third, 
religious leaders influence vast networks of believers; through their congregational pulpits they 
can lead outreach campaigns for specific causes. These three elements combined suggest that 
religious groups and individuals have a special role to play, even though, as noted by Posas 
(2007), religion can also in some cases obstruct solutions when dominion over the earth is 
emphasized more than caring for the creation.  

A number of faith-based organizations (FBOs) have been actively advocating on climate 
change for some time, for example Christian Aid in the United Kingdom (Clifford 1995). Some 
FBOs have promoted intriguing ideas, such as the promotion by Tearfund and Bishop James of 
Liverpool of a “Carbon Fast” during Lent. In the United States, examples include: Esperanza’s 
Hispanic Evangelical call to action, Lutheran World Relief’s virtual university, and the Coalition 
on the Environment and Jewish Life (as just a few examples from our work).  



While most of the examples in the literature come from Christian sources and 
perspectives, in Islam, as in Christianity, “man” is considered to be part of a broader universe. In 
Islam, God has granted to man stewardship (khilafah) of the earth, but man is only a “manager” 
and not a proprietor, a beneficiary and not a disposer of earth’s bounty. The right to utilize and 
harness natural resources involves an obligation to conserve. Degradation of the environment or 
exploitation of natural resources that would spoil subsistence for other living beings is not 
allowed (see Bagader et al. 1994). Many other traditions, such as those of the Bahá’í community, 
also support proper stewardship of the earth.  

These few examples illustrate the range of initiatives launched by FBOs and religious 
leaders to influence debates about the environment and climate change. However, a large 
question remains: do the faithful follow suit? Are they influenced by these “key influencers” 
(such as religious leaders preaching from the pulpit) or initiatives driven through FBOs that 
utilize religious cultural levers to effect change? More fundamentally, do they consider the 
environment and climate change as major issues, and are they willing to do something about 
these issues? These are the questions addressed in this article. 

Using data from the World Values Survey, we assess whether people of faith tend to be 
more committed than others (people not self-identifying with religious traditions or people 
appearing to be less religious) to environmental issues and global warming. This is done by 
looking at the effect of both religious affiliation and religiosity on attitudes towards the 
environment and global warming.3 

The existing empirical evidence on the impact of religious affiliation and religiosity on 
values is mixed, not only in matters of the environment, but on other matters as well. Many 
studies suggest a strong influence of religious affiliation and religiosity in areas such as school 
choice (Cohen-Zada and Sander 2008), attitudes conducive to economic development and 
growth (Guiso et al. 2003), and other values (Schwartz and Huismans 1995; Saroglou et al. 
2004).4 However, some studies suggest a more limited impact than one might expect. This is the 
case, for example, with social preferences (Tan 2006). In terms of the choice of service providers 
in sub-Saharan Africa, religion seems to matter for choice of schools, but less so for health 
facilities, as shown in two recent issues of this journal (Olivier and Wodon 2014; Wodon 2014). 
These differences may result from differences in areas of focus (religion may matter more in 
some areas than others), data sources, country of emphasis, or even differences in methodology.  

On the environment, the evidence from the last two decades is similarly mixed. Guth et 
al. (1995) suggested that conservative eschatology (which pertains to religious beliefs, not 
religiosity) may affect attitudes towards the environment more than religious commitment. 
Woodrum and Hoban (1994) argued that dominion beliefs were not well explained by religiosity 
indicators, and Kanagy and Nelsen (1995) challenged the dominant view (at that time, but 
possibly still current) that conservative individuals from the Judeo-Christian tradition were less 
concerned about environmental issues than other individuals (noting that significant differences 
in attitudes can also be observed within traditions, as well as between traditions).  

Hayes and Marangudakis (2000), Michaud (2008), and Owens and Videra (2006) have all 
argued in various ways that religion, and especially religiosity (as constrained by how it is 
currently measured), may not be the most important determinants of attitudes towards the 
environment. What may matter more is the system of religious beliefs. Morrison et al. (2015) 



document an impact of religious persuasion on attitudes towards the environment in Australia, as 
do Hope and Jones (2014) in the United Kingdom. Yet as suggested by Harper (2008), the 
pathways through which religion may affect attitudes are unavoidably complex, and many 
factors beyond religion affect attitudes towards environmental issues and climate change (see 
Leiserowitz et al. 2005; Wolf and Moser 2011; Running 2012).  

More data are currently being collected in the United States on religion and perceptions 
of climate change (see Jones et al. 2014; Fink et al. 2014; Leiserowitz et al. 2015). And as the 
issue of global warming is becoming pressing, more data on attitudes are also being collected 
globally (Stokes, Wike and Carle 2015). Yet much of the current empirical research has focused 
on Western and high income countries. In this article, we consider a broader set of countries by 
using the World Values Survey to uncover stylized facts on the relationship between religious 
affiliation, religiosity, and attitudes towards the environment. We are aware that stylized 
“worldwide” facts may not apply to any specific country, and our analysis does not replace 
country-specific assessments such as those done by Kim and Kim (2010) for three East Asian 
countries. However, this form of analysis should still provide a useful broader set of findings 
beyond what is currently available. 

Data on Attitudes 
Data from the World Values Survey are used to assess the extent to which religious 

affiliation and religiosity affect attitudes towards the environment and climate change. In this 
article, we use the 2005-06 wave which covers 52 countries with a total sample size of 76,303 
individuals. The survey questionnaire is for the most part standardized. A first group of questions 
in the survey relates to the priority given by individuals to the environment and economic 
growth. A second group relates to the willingness of individuals to financially support programs 
that would deal with the environment and climate change. The next group of questions relates to 
the severity of a number of specific environmental problems. A fourth set of questions is about 
environmental problems not in one’s own community, but in the world as a whole. Finally, in 
another section of the questionnaire, a statement is read to respondents, whom are then asked 
about the most serious problems for the world with five problems listed: poverty, gender 
discrimination, poor sanitation and infectious diseases, inadequate education and environmental 
pollution. 

There are different ways to present summary statistics from those questions. Given the 
large number of variables considered and the need to keep the presentation simple, it is easiest to 
present dichotomic statistics—making a meaningful aggregation by taking into account how 
many respondents respond in a specific way. For example, for the second set of questions related 
to the willingness of individuals to financially support programs that would deal with the 
environment and climate change, answers are grouped into the following two categories: 
“strongly agree” and all other options. This also makes it easier to present regression results 
through probit regressions, as opposed (in this case) to an ordered logit or probit. Dichotomizing 
variables does result in a loss of some information, but results are similar when using ordered 
models.  

Figure 1 provides a visual depiction of the summary statistics on the main variables of 
interest. The Figure provides kernel-based histograms for the statistical relationships between 



religiosity and attitudes towards the environment. An index of religiosity constructed from a 
dozen variables in the dataset is on the horizontal axis (see Wodon 2015, on the index). The 
share of respondents replying to the questions in a specific way is on the vertical axis.  

There is a clear indication that more religious individuals are less concerned about the 
environment as the most pressing problem at the country or global level than individuals who are 
less religious, perhaps, as noted in the introduction, because issues more directly related to their 
religion are considered by them to be more important. More religious individuals are also more 
likely to put economic growth ahead of environmental issues, although that relationship is not as 
strong. On the other hand, they are also more likely to point to the fact that in their community, 
or at the global level, various environmental issues are serious, and they tend to be more willing 
either to provide their own funding, or to support tax increases or the use of existing government 
funds, to prevent environmental pollution. 
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Figure 1: Concern for the Environment as a Faction of Religiosity 

Source: Authors’ estimates based on WVS data 

Figure 1 (continued): Concern for the Environment as a Faction of Religiosity 

Source: Authors’ estimates based on WVS data 
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Regression Analysis 
Regression analysis (standard probits) is used to measure how religious affiliation and 

religiosity affect attitudes towards the environment controlling for other factors. Controls include 
the individual’s sex, age group, marital status, employment status, income level (by tercile from 
poorest to richest), and whether the individual has children. Because the details of the 
individual’s faith affiliations differ by country in the survey questionnaires, they have been 
grouped as follows: Ancestral worship, Buddhist, Christian, Evangelical, Hindu, Independent 
African Church, Jehovah witness, Jew, Muslim, Native, Orthodox, Pentecostal, Protestant, 
Roman Catholic, Sikh, Taoist, Other, and not available. The fact that the Christian affiliation is 
an option alongside specific denominations enables respondents to choose the generic affiliation 
if they do not belong to any specific denomination. When the religious affiliation is missing, the 
indicator of religiosity takes on much lower values, so that it is reasonable in first approximation 
to assume that the individual is either agnostic or atheist. Country level indicators include 
whether the individual lives in an Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) country, and the gross domestic product (GDP) per capita of the country as well as its 
squared value. 

Several regressions have been estimated to test for robustness of the results to alternative 
specifications, and the results have been found to be robust. Results from the preferred 
specification are provided in the Annex Table. Marginal effects (dF/dX) are reported to facilitate 
interpretation. For example, for readers not familiar with econometrics, the value of -0.022 for 
men in the first regression on the priority given to the environment (even if it causes slower 
economic growth), suggests that controlling for other variables and in comparison to the 
reference category of women, men are 2.2 percent less likely to agree with this proposition than 
women. Said differently, controlling for other variables, men are slightly less likely to favor the 
environment at a cost to growth. Statistically significant marginal effects are identified with 
stars, with more stars suggesting more robust results (see the note at the bottom of the table). 

Results from the first regression also suggest that the priority given to the environment is 
lower for the youngest age cohort and those who are single or have not been married, possibly 
because younger people still need to establish themselves professionally, and therefor prioritize 
economic growth. Having children decreases the priority given to the environment versus 
growth, possibly because of the need to provide for one’s family. Overall though, these marginal 
effects are modest, at or below two percentage points. Having less education (primary level, 
albeit not the lowest level of education) is associated with a lower priority for the environment, 
while a university education increases that priority by eight points. The employed are more likely 
to give priority to the environment, but financially better off individuals are slightly less likely to 
do so, although the effect is small. Higher GDP per capita is associated with more concern for 
the environment at the country and global level, and in the case of global warming, but the 
reverse is observed for other community level environmental threats. Individuals in OECD 
countries are more concerned about the environment at the global level and about global 
warming, possibly because they are better informed. Religiosity is associated with a higher 
priority granted to the environment versus growth, but the effect is decreasing at the margin. 

While it is beyond the scope of this paper to describe all the results in Table 1, it is 
interesting to note that even though men value growth more than the environment, men are also 



more likely than women to support voluntary income contributions, additional taxation, and the 
use of government funds to prevent environmental pollution. And they are also more likely to see 
these problems as important in their community—at least with respect to water, air quality, and 
sewage quality. In most cases, younger individuals are also more likely to have these attitudes as 
compared to older individuals. The impact of marital status is weak and often not statistically 
significant. The education pattern is stronger, with more support for funding environmental 
policies among those with tertiary education, even though they may be less directly affected by 
pollution in their community and globally. The employed are less likely to support funding to 
prevent pollution, and also less likely to experience the issues in their community. A higher 
income is correlated with more willingness to fund environmental policies, but also a lower 
likelihood of considering specific problems as major in one’s community. Some of the results for 
attitudes towards global warming are different in terms of regression findings than attitudes 
towards other environmental issues. The gender effect is reversed, as is the age effect—women 
and individuals in the middle age brackets tend to be more concerned than men and the youngest 
and oldest individuals. 

It was mentioned earlier that religiosity is associated with a higher priority given to the 
environment versus growth. In addition, religiosity is associated with an increase in both the 
willingness to fund policies dealing with the environment, and the likelihood of considering 
environmental problems as very serious. For attitudes towards global warming the signs for the 
religiosity variables are now reversed, which would seem to contradict this statement. However, 
the results actually remain. As the religiosity index is bound between zero and one, it can be 
shown that for low values of the index, the linear and squared terms cancel each other, while at 
levels of religiosity above 0.6, higher religiosity leads to more concern for global warming. Thus 
results for global warming are similar to those for other pollution issues. On the other hand, and 
this is important, more religious people are less likely to agree that environmental issues are the 
most pressing problems in their country or in the world. That is, while religious people, on 
average and at the margin, consider environmental issues as more important than less religious 
people, there are other (possibly religious) issues that are even more important to them. 

What about religious affiliations? With respect to agreements to fund environmental 
protection with various means, with the notable exception of ancestral worshipers and (in the 
case of government funds) Christians, most of the statistically significant marginal impacts have 
a negative sign. This suggests that those affiliated with a particular religion tend to be less 
supportive of such funding. This can also be seen in basic summary statistics (not provided here 
due to space constraints) for Evangelicals, Pentecostal, and Native populations. In addition, 
according to the regression results, individuals with several religious affiliations are less likely to 
consider a range of environmental problems as very serious in their community. This also applies 
to global warming, with the exception of Muslims who are more likely to see this as a serious 
problem than the reference category of non-affiliated individuals. As to whether environmental 
pollution is the most serious issue at the national or global level, ancestral worshippers, 
Buddhists, and Christians think so more often than non-affiliated individuals, but for other faiths, 
the impact of faith affiliation is negative when the marginal impacts are statistically significant.  
  



Discussion 
Religious affiliation and religiosity influence attitudes towards the environment and 

climate change, but in complex ways. Religiosity appears to have a larger impact on attitudes 
than religious affiliation. More religious people are more likely to give a higher priority to the 
environment than to growth. They are more likely to be willing to support policies to prevent 
pollution through voluntary contributions, higher taxation, or the use of existing government 
revenues. They are also more likely to perceive environmental issues as very serious. However, 
they are less likely to see environmental issues as the most serious issues confronted by their 
country or by the world, perhaps because other issues may be more overtly related to their 
religious tradition and therefore even more important to them. This does not mean that more 
religious individuals are less concerned about environmental issues and less willing to do 
something about them—the reverse is true. 

These broad stylized facts, including the importance of religiosity as compared to 
religious affiliation, are not too surprising given that religious affiliation as a dichotomic “yes-
no” variable does not capture well the intensity of the religious feelings of an individual. 
Religiosity is more apt at capturing not only how an individual behaves with respect to perceived 
religious duties, but also probably to what extent religious teachings matter to the person.  

Although this cannot been discussed here in length, the data also suggest that religiosity 
may play a different role among different religious groups. When interaction effects between 
religious affiliation and religiosity are included in the regression, for Christians and those with 
ancestral worships, religiosity seems to matter a lot, while in some other groups, the reverse may 
be the case, although more in-depth analysis would be needed to confirm this. 

The fact that religiosity matters for attitudes towards the environment and climate change 
has implications for broader cultural trends, including how religious affects how groups of 
people and individuals perceive themselves and their actions (the “social construction of the 
self”). In many countries religiosity is increasing (see Wodon, 2015). This bodes well for 
advocacy efforts aimed at raising the profile of environmental issues in policy discussions. In 
addition, the fact that differences between religious traditions may not be too salient, suggests 
that coordinated (interfaith) efforts by religious leaders from various traditions could help 
promote popular support for the environment, while also forging positions of common 
agreements between religions, which in itself would be valuable in the contemporary context of 
antagonism between some of the world’s major religions.  

The results do not seem to suggest a major disconnect between the concern for the 
environment expressed by the religious leadership and the priorities of the faithful. The fact that 
more religious people care more about other priorities—presumably related to their religion—
than the environment does not imply that they cannot help mobilize resources for the 
environment. Now, beyond the stylized facts revealed by the analysis, one should be careful not 
to draw too strong conclusions from the results presented here. In practice, advocacy efforts as 
well as inter-religious dialogue must take into account country- and religion-specific 
characteristics.  

In addition, differences in attitudes are complex and multi-faceted, and the analysis 
presented here may mask such differences. For example, the fact that, at least in some regards, 



Buddhism and Christianity have similar effects should not lead to any inference on assumed 
similarities between these two very different Abrahamic traditions.  

As another example, younger cohorts appear to allocate a lower priority to the 
environment as compared to growth and tend to be less concerned than middle-age individuals 
about climate change. However, they are comparatively more willing to contribute voluntarily 
and financially to efforts to protect the environment and prevent climate change than older 
cohorts. The views of youth on the environment are thus complex. From a Western perspective, 
given the historical role often played by youth in mobilizing for social change, one might wonder 
why youth do not appear in the data to be more systematically engaged or concerned about 
environmental issues, especially as they will be confronted with those issues in their adult life. 
The apparent higher priority allocated by youth to more immediately pressing economic issues is 
however understandable given the fact that in many parts of the world, and especially in 
developing countries, unemployment and underemployment among youth is very high, thereby 
affecting their life prospects right now.  

Overall, and to conclude, the analysis of the relationships between religious affiliations as 
well as religiosity and environmental concerns show enough linkages to suggest that this is a 
valid area for engagement in relation to the SDGs, particularly as they pertain to the 
environment. Further assessment is however needed to understand how particular religious 
leaders and communities can be strategically leveraged to draw more strongly on their traditions 
and beliefs in the need to take proper care of the environment. 

 
 

1 This paper need not reflect the views of the World Bank, its Executive Director, or the countries they 
represent. Suggestions from William Dinges, Dennis Hoover, Jill Olivier, and Jorn Sonderholm are 
gratefully acknowledged. 
2 The issue of environment is addressed directly in seven of the 17 SDGS. In particular: Goal 2 End 
hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable agriculture, Goal 6 Ensure 
availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all, Goal 7 Ensure access to 
affordable, reliable, sustainable and modern energy for all, Goal 12 Ensure sustainable consumption and 
production patterns, Goal 13 Take urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts, Goal 14 
Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for sustainable development, Goal 15 
Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat 
desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss 
3 In this paper, we do not discuss the difference between religiosity, as measured through the intensity of 
the religious practices of an individual and the importance subjectively ascribed by the individual to her 
religion, and salience, which refers to whether an individual’s or a group’s religion as a defining trait of 
that individual or group that sets it apart from other individuals or groups. The measure of the intensity of 
the religious practices and beliefs that we construct from the World Values Survey is closer to a measure 
of religiosity than to a measure of salience. 
4 Saroglou et al. (2004) review studies based on 21 data samples from 15 countries that all refer to the 
Schwarz model. Overall, the studies suggest with remarkable consistency that religious individuals tend 
to be more conservative, and less enclined towards values that promote openness to change and 
autonomy.  
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Annex Table: Probit regressions for the correlates of attitudes towards the environment  

                                                                                                                                                                                           



  

Priority to 
environment 
even if it 
causes 
slower 
economic 
growth 

Priority to 
growth  
even if it 
causes 
environment 
to suffer 

Strongly 
agree to give 
part of 
income to 
prevent 
pollution 

Strongly 
agree to  
a tax 
increase to 
prevent 
pollution 

Strongly 
agree that 
Government 
should use 
budget to 
reduce 
pollution  

Problem  
of poor 
water 
quality 
is very 
serious 

Problem  
of poor  
air  
quality 
is very 
serious 

OECD country -0.010 0.006 0.004 0.023*** -0.015** 0.035*** 0.012 

GDP per capita (/10000) 0.017** 0.005 -0.075*** -0.088*** 0.023*** -0.268*** -0.186*** 

GDP per capita squared 0.003 -0.008*** 0.012*** 0.017*** -0.014*** 0.050*** 0.034*** 

Gender 
       

Male -0.022*** 0.026*** 0.016*** 0.015*** -0.002 0.004 -0.008* 

Female Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Age Group 
       

15 to 24  0.010 0.001 0.016** 0.005 -0.037*** 0.022** -0.015 

25 to 34  0.013 0.000 0.015** 0.012** -0.013 0.036*** 0.009 

35 to 44  0.027*** -0.012 0.012* 0.012** -0.013 0.024*** 0.014 

45 to 54  0.028*** -0.022*** 0.011 0.014** -0.008 0.021** 0.011 

55 to 64  0.021** -0.017** 0.019*** 0.016** -0.012 0.003 0.002 

65 and over Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Marital status 
       

Married/living together 0.015** -0.011* -0.003 -0.007* -0.015** -0.001 -0.004 

Separated/Widowed 0.013 -0.010 -0.008 -0.012** 0.016* 0.011 0.005 

Single/Never married  Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Has children -0.002 0.001 0.005 -0.002 -0.016*** 0.007 -0.016*** 

Education 
       

No education/Not Available Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Primary -0.017*** 0.022*** -0.022*** -0.015*** 0.003 -0.056*** -0.065*** 

Secondary -0.005 -0.004 -0.009** -0.016*** -0.014** -0.004 0.015** 

University 0.077*** -0.096*** 0.041*** 0.023*** -0.051*** -0.004 0.026*** 

Employment status 
       

Employed 0.037*** -0.049*** -0.005 -0.004 0.005 -0.010** -0.009* 

Unemployed Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Tercile of Income 
     

Poorest tercile Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Middle tercile -0.014** 0.008 -0.013*** -0.006* -0.026*** -0.036*** -0.023*** 

Richest tercile -0.015*** 0.002 0.014*** 0.015*** -0.056*** -0.061*** -0.031*** 

Religiosity index 0.061** 0.021 0.138*** 0.091*** 0.100*** 0.311*** 0.276*** 

Religiosity index squared -0.051** -0.026 -0.075*** -0.053*** -0.015 -0.166*** -0.137*** 

Religion 
       

Ancestral worship 0.163*** -0.212*** 0.112*** 0.072*** -0.094*** -0.065*** -0.037* 

Buddhist -0.080*** 0.066*** -0.048*** -0.038*** -0.120*** -0.151*** -0.088*** 

Christian -0.073** 0.025 -0.057*** -0.059*** 0.314*** 0.327*** 0.338*** 

Evangelical -0.047*** 0.021* -0.049*** -0.024*** 0.017 -0.061*** -0.058*** 

Hindu 0.017 -0.078*** -0.002 0.023** 0.002 -0.023* -0.055*** 

                                                                                                                                                                                           



Independent African church -0.223*** 0.248*** -0.036** -0.001 -0.024 0.067** -0.021 

Jehovah witnesses 0.007 0.031 -0.042 -0.011 -0.129*** 0.034 0.066 

Jew -0.026 0.019 0.006 0.039 -0.037 0.005 0.057 

Muslim -0.038*** -0.019** -0.022*** -0.014*** 0.197*** 0.181*** 0.208*** 

Native -0.106*** 0.099*** 0.001 -0.031** -0.115*** -0.064*** -0.127*** 

Orthodox -0.023*** 0.037*** -0.053*** -0.035*** 0.135*** 0.097*** 0.101*** 

Pentecostal -0.079 0.113** -0.117*** -0.062*** -0.059 0.034 -0.045 

Protestant -0.035*** 0.050*** -0.038*** -0.020*** -0.020** 0.004 -0.045*** 

Roman Catholic 0.033*** -0.031*** -0.043*** -0.024*** 0.071*** 0.024*** 0.019** 

Sikh -0.113 -0.077 -0.087*** -0.027 -0.073 0.364*** 0.208*** 

Taoist -0.078* 0.037 -0.030 -0.007 -0.149*** -0.089* -0.083* 

Other -0.040*** 0.066*** -0.043*** -0.018*** 0.089*** 0.151*** 0.161*** 

ND Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Observations 64310 64310 61951 61904 62218 61122 60968 

Source: Author’s estimates based on WVS data. Note on statistical significance: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 
 
Annex Table: Probit regressions for the correlates of attitudes towards the environment  

  

Problem 
of poor 
sewage 
quality is 
very 
serious 

Problem 
of global 
warming 
is very 
serious 

Problem  
of loss of 
bio-
diversity 
is very 
serious 

Problem 
of 
pollution 
of rivers, 
lakes, 
oceans is 
very 
serious 

Pollution 
it is the 
most 
serious 
problem 
in the 
world 

Pollution 
it is the 
most 
serious 
problem 
in the 
country 

OECD country -0.016* 0.052*** 0.033*** -0.012* 0.098*** 0.003 

GDP per capita (/10000) -0.249*** 0.111*** 0.096*** 0.122*** 0.116*** 0.285*** 

GDP per capita squared 0.045*** -0.026*** -0.028*** -0.029*** -0.030*** -0.043*** 

Gender 
      

Male 0.007 -0.011** -0.002 -0.019*** 0.018*** -0.002 

Female Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Age Group 
      

15 to 24  0.031*** 0.018* 0.043*** 0.017* -0.029*** -0.011 

25 to 34  0.048*** 0.034*** 0.049*** 0.019** -0.020** -0.024*** 

35 to 44  0.040*** 0.040*** 0.037*** 0.013 -0.001 -0.001 

45 to 54  0.029*** 0.039*** 0.040*** 0.027*** 0.007 -0.005 

55 to 64  0.023** 0.038*** 0.039*** 0.032*** -0.001 0.005 

65 and over Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Marital status 
      

Married/living together -0.005 0.000 -0.002 0.007 0.015** 0.028*** 

Separated/Widowed 0.009 -0.018** 0.002 0.015* 0.006 0.010 

Single/Never married  Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Has children 0.003 -0.002 -0.005 -0.006 0.001 -0.006 

Education 
      

                                                                                                                                                                                           



No education/Not Available Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Primary -0.047*** -0.045*** -0.037*** -0.052*** -0.010* -0.016*** 

Secondary 0.006 0.021*** 0.000 0.012** 0.039*** 0.015*** 

University 0.005 0.078*** 0.037*** 0.053*** 0.076*** 0.037*** 

Employment status 
      

Employed -0.008 0.004 0.008* 0.022*** 0.000 0.010** 

Unemployed Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Tercile of Income 
      

Poorest tercile Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Middle tercile -0.048*** -0.011* -0.020*** -0.005 0.050*** 0.025*** 

Richest tercile -0.062*** -0.034*** -0.028*** -0.026*** 0.036*** 0.040*** 

Religiosity index 0.292*** -0.001 0.091*** 0.021 -0.282*** -0.199*** 

Religiosity index squared -0.141*** 0.081*** -0.013 0.079*** 0.214*** 0.116*** 

Religion 
      

Ancestral worship -0.083*** -0.003 -0.019 -0.037* 0.072*** 0.073*** 

Buddhist -0.177*** -0.172*** -0.239*** -0.254*** 0.098*** 0.074*** 

Christian 0.281*** 0.124*** -0.031 0.133*** 0.096*** 0.044 

Evangelical -0.057*** -0.097*** -0.150*** -0.117*** -0.059*** -0.069*** 

Hindu -0.095*** -0.041*** -0.077*** -0.076*** -0.093*** -0.028** 

Independent African church 0.059** -0.142*** -0.170*** -0.157*** -0.155*** -0.182*** 

Jehovah witnesses 0.047 0.010 0.027 0.019 0.006 -0.057 

Jew -0.069 -0.039 0.002 0.058 -0.062* 0.041 

Muslim 0.147*** 0.067*** 0.007 0.078*** -0.003 -0.005 

Native -0.144*** -0.039* -0.111*** -0.078*** -0.162*** 0.034 

Orthodox 0.059*** 0.056*** 0.002 0.058*** -0.001 0.012 

Pentecostal -0.003 -0.030 -0.088* -0.052 -0.120*** -0.120*** 

Protestant -0.032*** -0.074*** -0.063*** -0.040*** -0.065*** -0.071*** 

Roman Catholic 0.021** 0.015** 0.034*** 0.047*** -0.004 -0.019*** 

Sikh 0.072 0.038 0.057 -0.038 -0.133*** -0.114* 

Taoist -0.192*** -0.015 -0.046 -0.047 
 

-0.005 

Other 0.158*** 0.055*** 0.067*** 0.059*** -0.063*** -0.020 

ND Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. 

Observations 60455 57285 59059 60052 56008 56235 

Source: Author’s estimates based on WVS data. Note on statistical significance: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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