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Abstract

From Rachel Carson to Greta Thunberg, women have had a profound
impact on the evolution of global and local environmental movements. Given the
recent resurgence of environmentalism in response to the climate crisis, it is
important to understand the gendered influences behind why individuals choose to
engage in environmental action. However, rather than examine this trend only
from the lens of biological sex, my thesis applies a gendered personality traits
framework in the hopes of providing a more nuanced understanding of how
masculinity, femininity, and environmental action intersect. Using original data
collected from an online survey, my research highlights that while both
masculinity and femininity can be strong motivators for environmental action
overall, feminine individuals are more likely to carry out individually focused
actions while masculine individuals are more likely to engage in political actions.
This finding suggests that while the mechanisms through which individuals
interact with the American political system remain highly masculinized, a
feminine characterization of the issue that individuals engage in can also

positively influence their likelihood of participation.



Preface

I have always been fascinated by the topic of gender. Throughout my time
at Tufts, I have often found gender weaving its way into my essays and
assignments, as I look for connections between important political concepts, such
as poverty and public policy or international conflict, and the gendered
experiences of individuals throughout society. When presented with the
opportunity to write a Senior Honors Thesis, I was certain that I wanted to
incorporate gender in some way. My interest in environmental action, however,
was not as academically-based. In the past few years, I have become increasingly
active in social justice organizing spaces, with climate justice organizing
becoming my main focus in the past year and a half. The current ecological
breakdown we are facing terrifies me, and so I’ve thrown myself into learning all
I can about the climate crisis and using my time and energy to fight for better
climate policy. Therefore, the choice to conduct a research project on the
intersection of my two favorite topics (gender and climate action) was a
no-brainer. The more specific details of what exactly that project would look like
were more fuzzy at the start. However, during my sophomore year, I had the
wonderful opportunity to take Political Psychology with Professor Deborah
Schildkraut, my major advisor and now thesis mentor. Our final project for this
class asked us to design a political psychology experiment or study and provide a
full literature review and methodological outline. I chose to look at gendered

personality traits and political self-efficacy. This experience opened my eyes to



the many unanswered questions around the use of the gendered personality traits
approach. When deciding to write a thesis for my final year at Tufts, the idea of
taking this framework that I had learned about and analyzed in class and applying
it to one of my greatest extracurricular passions became an instant intrigue for me.
This thesis took place across the span of my senior year at Tufts
University, starting in September 2019 and ending in April 2020. The process of
writing this thesis introduced me to a number of new academic endeavors,
including the use of Stata for data analysis and the opportunity to use Amazon
Mechanical Turk (MTurk) as an online survey platform to collect my data. I have
loved writing this thesis — so much so, that I am now continuing my social
science education with a Masters in Gender, Policy, and Inequalities at the
London School of Economics in the hopes of starting a postgraduate academic
career. | want to thank all of the wonderful, intelligent individuals who have
guided and supported me throughout this process: Professor Deborah Schildkraut,
my major advisor since my first day at Tufts and my wonderful thesis mentor;
Professor Richard Eichenberg, my second reader and the fearless leader of our
senior thesis seminar; the Tufts Political Science Department and the
Undergraduate Research Fund, both of which supported me financially; Elyssa
Anneser, my brilliant thesis partner whose insight was always been helpful; and
my parents, boyfriend, and close friends, all of whom contributed to an incredible

support system that allowed me to explore my passions. Thank you.
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Chapter One: Research Questions & Hypotheses.

The Climate Crisis

We are facing an ecological crisis. Since the Industrial Revolution,
humans have increasingly relied on the burning of fossil fuels to power our
economies and our societies. Man-made carbon pollution and other greenhouse
gases, which stay in our atmosphere and trap heat from the sun, have led to a
dramatic increase in global temperatures (Wuebbles et al. 2017). This change in
climate is having and will continue to have drastic effects on our ecosystems and
our communities. As temperatures keep rising, so will the occurrence of extreme
weather events. From more frequent wildfires in California to rising sea levels in
Bangladesh, our environments are becoming increasingly hostile and dangerous.
Not only do these changes have profound implications for the health and future of
our environment, but they threaten the stability of our society. The inequalities
that already plague our world will only be exacerbated as the most vulnerable
among us, with the least resources, are hit the hardest. Even worse — we don’t
have much time. According to the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC), if global warming continues to increase at its current rate, we are
likely to reach a 1.5 °C warming above pre-industrial levels by 2030. Along with
1.5 °C warming comes an increase in the melting of the ice-caps, the destruction
of the coral reefs, greater loss of biodiversity, and other dangerous environmental
changes that will cause further long-term consequences, many of which may be

irreversible (Masson-Delmotte et al. 2018). Something must change.



Despite the urgency and magnitude of this crisis, world governments have
been slow to act. Rather than take bold, proactive action, many of our world’s
leaders have continued to prop up the fossil fuel industry with subsidies and bank
loans. The amount of money connected to dirty energy in our political systems is
stifling. More so, our economies have become dependent on fossil-fuel energy
and fossil-fuel products, such as plastic. Despite increased efforts in recent
decades at recycling plastic materials and increasing energy efficiency, carbon
pollution from the fossil fuel industry reached an all-time high in 2018 (Le Quéré
et al. 2018).

In response to such inaction and ignorance, private citizens around the
world have risen up in protest. As seen with actions such as the Global Climate
Strike on September 20, 2019, millions of people see this crisis for what it is and
want to take action (Taylor, Watts, & Barlett 2019). But why? What has
motivated individuals across the globe, across class, race, gender, and age to join
in and demand climate action? Can deeper psychological and social factors
influence individuals towards participating in environmentally-friendly

behaviors?

Gendered Personality Traits and Political Participation
I intend to analyze these questions through a framework of gender
political psychology. Recent scholarship on the political influence of gendered

personality traits, namely masculinity and femininity, has revealed that gender



divides in political participation may be better explained by levels of masculinity
and femininity than simple measures of biological sex (McDermott 2016).
Looking specifically at the American political system, scholars, such as Monika
McDermott, argue that masculinity has a significant correlation to participation in
political behaviors. McDermott’s research finds that individuals who display high
levels of masculinity, regardless of their sex identity, are more likely to participate
in politics than individuals with lower levels of masculinity (McDermott 2016). In
her analysis of such results, McDermott discusses various “masculinized” areas of
American politics. From the inherently competitive nature of elections to the
characteristics of assertiveness and leadership often valued in candidates, many
aspects of our political system can be understood as supportive of masculine
personalities. However, environmental activism carries different gender
dimensions from the broader landscape of American politics.

The “feminization” of many environmental movements can be found in
both the media and in academic literature. Articles such as “The eco gender gap:
why is saving the planet seen as women’s work?” from The Guardian highlight
that many consumer choices about the environment target women. The
proliferation of green-feminine products, such as reusable menstrual products and
eco-conscious cosmetics, reveal the connection between green branding
(emphasizing the positive environmental impact of a product) and pink branding
(designing products to appeal to individuals of a feminine stereotype) (Hunt

2020). In the academic world, recent research from the Yale Program on Climate
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Change Communication highlights the gap between sexes in perceptions of and
beliefs around global warming. In general, they find that women are more likely
than men to be more worried about the environment and have stronger
pro-environmental beliefs (Ballew et al. 2018). Separate research finds that
women are more likely to engage in environmentally friendly behaviors, such as
littering less and recycling more, and on average have smaller carbon footprints
than men (Brough et al. 2016). More so, this study examines gendered
perceptions of environmentalism, revealing that wanting to preserve a particular
sense of masculinity might push men away from environmental action and the
“green-feminine” stereotype associated with it (Brough et al. 2016). While my
thesis will go beyond just looking at sex differences, it appears that femininity
may play a larger role in motivating environmental action than it does with

general political participation.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

My primary research question is correlational: What association, if any, do
masculinity and femininity have with participation in environmental action? This
question is based on the logic that while causality between gendered personality
traits and environmental action cannot be demonstrated with complete certainty, it
makes sense that one’s gendered personality would come before one’s
environmental behaviors and could reasonably impact those behaviors. I am

interested in seeing if my analysis of this intersection will confirm the findings of
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McDermott, that masculinity has a strong connection to motivating political
participation, or if it will reveal something else. It is important to emphasize that
masculinity and femininity are two distinct variables that are not opposites of each
other. An individual can have both masculine and feminine traits regardless of
their biological sex or gender identity. Therefore, in treating masculinity and
femininity as related, but separate variables, my research question can be broken

down into two main hypotheses:

H,: Individuals with higher levels of masculinity, regardless of sex
identity, are more likely to participate in environmental action than

individuals lower in masculinity.

H,: Individuals with higher levels of femininity, regardless of sex identity,
are more likely to participate in environmental action than individuals

lower in femininity.

My first hypothesis was created in line with the conclusions made by
McDermott about the significant, positive relationship between masculinity and
engagement in American politics. My second hypothesis, however, is based on
my research into the “feminization” of environmental movements and supports
the notion that femininity may also be an influential factor in political

participation when there is a stronger feminine characterization of the issue at
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hand. I also look at additional factors within the larger variable of “participation
in environmental action” to examine any potential trends around different types of
action. Is there a difference in the effect of masculinity and/or femininity on
high-cost or low-cost participation? Is there a gendered difference in whether
individuals engage in individual environmental actions or bigger collective
actions? In order to address these questions, I also answer a descriptive question:
What is environmental action?

Finally, in the hopes of adding to the already vibrant academic
conversation around how to define and understand gender, I also address two
more descriptive questions: What is masculinity? What is femininity? While I do
not have the resources or time to comprehensively dive into these complex terms,
I aim to present a strong understanding of these concepts in my thesis. Such an
exercise is even more necessary, as [ measure masculinity and femininity in my
research and need to rely on working definitions to test the validity of my

measures.

Importance of Gendered Personality Traits and Environmental Action

As expressed earlier in this chapter, we are in a time of immense change,
both environmentally and politically. It is of political importance that we better
understand why individuals choose to engage in various environmental actions.
By further examining the role of gender in these activities, my thesis adds to a

greater dialogue around how we can mobilize and energize people towards such
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necessary action. More so, I personally have a deep interest in understanding the
relationship between these concepts. As someone who dedicates a significant
amount of my time towards climate organizing and environmental justice, [ want
to know the underlying factors influencing the behavior of myself and my fellow
activists. Even better, I want to know if my analysis of gender and climate action
can be used strategically towards making climate organizing spaces more
inclusive and reaching a greater number of people.

My thesis also has a significant degree of academic importance. I want to
add to the work of gender scholars like McDermott who are advocating for
analyzing gender differences through an examination of masculinity and
femininity rather than just biological sex. Looking at gendered personality traits to
understand political phenomena not only gives us a clearer picture of why
individuals are motivated to perceive or participate in politics in a certain way —
it could also allow us to strategically rethink how we socialize our children into

gender roles and how we can make politics more accessible.

Layout of Thesis

In Chapter Two, I examine the existing literature on political personality
studies, gendered personality psychology, gender analysis of environmentalism,
and measures of environmental action. By providing a broad foundation on which
these distinct areas of research are shown to interconnect, this literature review

highlights a gap in the application of a gendered personality traits framework to
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environmental political engagement. Chapter Three presents the methodology
behind my research into this underexplored area of gender and environmental
studies. Outlining the design and implementation of my study, this chapter tackles
important questions about how to measure masculinity and femininity and what
actions are included within the term “environmental action”. Moving to the
findings of my study, Chapter Four details my analysis approach and discusses
trends among key factors, including masculinity, femininity, gender conformity
groups, demographic groups, and differing types of environmental action. Finally,
Chapter Five concludes my thesis with a critical discussion of my findings and
how the study of gendered personality traits and their influence on environmental
action is a meaningful endeavor in the search to better understand gender and

political participation.
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Chapter Two. Literature Review

Personality, gender, and environmentalism are all well-studied concepts,
each with their own wealth of literature exploring various dimensions and themes.
To understand how these concepts intersect, it is important to begin with a brief
overview of the major debates within these topics. I present this literature review
in the hopes of expanding the reader’s general knowledge on each of these
subjects and setting a foundation for the more specific details addressed in my
research. First, I examine personality psychology scholarship, focusing
particularly on its application to political behaviors and attitudes. Then, moving
beyond the popular “Big 5 Model”, I turn to a less explored area of personality in
political psychology — gendered personality traits. This section outlines a
number of contested concepts within the literature, including the common
conflation of the terms “sex” and “gender” and the debate around the best method
for measuring masculinity and femininity. I also provide an overview of recent
scholarship linking gendered personality traits to certain political actions,
focusing primarily on the work of Monika McDermott. Highlighting the lack of
research on how McDermott’s findings apply to specific issues or movements, I
shift towards an analysis of literature on environmentalism. There are two main
components to this section: literature on various gender dimensions related to
environmentalism and research exploring what factors might influence an
individual to participate in environmental action. Having laid out the academic

landscapes for both gendered personalities and environmental action separately, |
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conclude my literature review by explaining how my thesis fills gaps in both areas

of social science.

Personality and Politics

Personality is a long-studied, contentious topic within the field of social
psychology. Despite numerous theories linking individual differences to key
psychological processes, such as information processing or rational
decision-making, scholars continue to debate the importance and accuracy of
personality studies (Mondak 2010). Within the general psychology community,
there is no singular, agreed-upon definition for “personality”. For some scholars,
personality has a strong genetic component and is developed early on in life,
remaining relatively stable as an individual ages (Gerber et al. 2010). Others,
however, stress the significance of situational and cultural variance, allowing for a
more malleable view of personality (Mondak 2010). Jeffery Mondak, one of the
leading personality scholars in political science, focuses more specifically on the
application of trait psychology, or the study of stable patterns in behavior and
attitude that contribute to an individual’s overall character. As my research deals
directly with a certain type of personality traits (gendered personality traits), |
adopt Mondak’s trait psychology approach to personality.

The term “personality trait” can refer to a wide range of characteristics.
However, over the past 30 years, five overarching personality traits have come to

dominate personality psychology scholarship: openness, conscientiousness,
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extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism. Commonly known as the “Big
Five”, this model emphasizes the predictive value of linking these traits to various
behavioral patterns (McCrae & Costa 1987). Many scholars have drawn
connections between these five traits and corresponding political attitudes and
actions. For example, extraversion and openness have been hypothesized to
correlate with higher levels of political discussion and information seeking
(Mondak 2010), whereas conscientiousness has been linked to limited political
involvement and ideological conservatism (Bekkers 2005). By measuring the
political elements of major personality traits, researchers have been able to infer a
variety of political predictors beyond the use of traditional demographic variables,
such as age, ethnicity, and education.

Though by far the most popular academically, the Big Five traits are not
the only personality traits that have been examined by political psychologists.
Following WWII, many scholars delved deeper into the psychology behind the
rise of fascism and oppressive regimes fueled by prejudice and hate. One of the
most prominent pieces of psychological research to come out of this era was The
Authoritarian Personality, written by Theodor W. Adorno, Else
Frenkel-Brunswik, Daniel J. Levinson, and R. Nevitt Sanford in 1950. Based in
psychoanalytic, Freudian thought, the theory of authoritarian personality
highlights how a strict adherence to social norms, when mixed with underlying
insecurities, can produce an individual with a strong obedience to authorities,

even when those authorities commit atrocities (Adorno et al. 1950). Studies of
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authoritarian personality are similar to studies of personality and politics, as often
the authority being examined is a political figure. However, the validity of the
early measures used by Adorno to determine whether an individual possessed an
authoritarian personality have received a wide degree of criticism. In particular,
personality scholars have questioned the presence of response bias and
unrepresentative samples in early surveys (Kirscht and Dillehay 1967). In recent
years, newer measures of authoritarianism have emerged that this personality
dimension is getting renewed attention. Looking at a distinct personality theory,
such as the authoritarian personality, emphasizes that links between personality
and politics can be examined outside of the Big 5 Model — including gendered

personality traits.

Gender & Sex

Before turning to how gendered personality traits relate to political
behavior, it is important to take a step back and examine the terms “sex” and
“gender”. Often these two terms are used interchangeably, with both referring to
whether an individual is male or female. However, for the past 50 years, gender
scholars have emphasized an important distinction between sex and gender: Sex
refers to the biological differences between men and women as determined by
reproductive characteristics, whereas gender concerns the socially constructed
stereotypes assigned to each biological sex, which are known as masculinity and

femininity (McDermott 2016). Coinciding with the rise of second-wave feminism
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in the 1970s, this separation between sex and gender was used by early feminist
scholars to highlight that while sex was seen as fixed, gender was far more
malleable and based in social norms. Therefore, the exclusion of women from
many aspects of society was argued to not be biologically driven, but socially
caused, meaning it could be changed (Bittner and Goodyear-Grant 2017).

Today, many scholars accept this distinction between sex and gender,
though our understanding of these two concepts has expanded. Often sex is
viewed as a binary, in which an individual is either male or female. However, not
all individuals have biological characteristics that fall neatly within one of these
two categories, as seen with the categorization of some people as “intersex”. With
gender, a growing focus on the intersectional nature of an individual’s identities
has led to a longer list of variables impacting the development of one’s gender.
While biological sex can influence gender identity, so can culture, race,
socio-economic status, and other identity factors (Bittner and Goodyear-Grant
2017). By highlighting that one’s gender is constructed through a multitude of
influences, we can acknowledge that individuals can possess gendered personality
traits outside of their sex-expected gender expression (for example, feminine men
or masculine women). More so, masculinity and femininity shouldn’t be viewed
on a mutually exclusive binary, in which one is either masculine or feminine.
Individuals, regardless of their sex identity, can be both masculine and feminine

or neither.
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Gendered Personality Traits

The term “gendered personality trait” refers to the personality traits
developed by an individual as a result of gender socialization. Social
psychologists group these traits into two types (masculine and feminine) to
highlight their connection to social norms around how individuals of certain sexes
are expected to behave in society. The definitions of masculinity and femininity
are not static, as they are social constructions and therefore change as society
changes. However, masculine personalities are traditionally associated with
characteristics such as “assertive” and “dominant”. Feminine personalities, on the
other hand, are described with words such as “compassionate” and “affectionate”
(Bem 1974). In the early 20th century, most definitions and measurements of
gendered personality traits placed masculinity and femininity on a bipolar scale,
in which the two traits were understood as mutually exclusive (Jenkin & Vroegh
1969). However, around the same time as scholars began to acknowledge the
distinction between sex and gender, they also began to view gendered personality
traits as more fluid. Influenced by changing social standards around sex roles,
Sandra L. Bem was one of the first researchers to put forth a measure of gendered
personalities that wasn’t strictly based on a binary. Called the Bem Sex-Role
Inventory (BSRI), this test measures masculinity and femininity as independent,
multivariate spectrums (Bem 1974). Therefore, the BSRI can test individuals,
regardless of their sex, for levels of both masculinity and femininity. By giving

participants scores on both traits, researchers can analyze the link between
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masculinity, femininity, and various behaviors and attitudes. More so, the BSRI
can produce a gender conformity scheme, in which the masculine and feminine
scores of individuals can be compared to their sex identity.

However, the BSRI is not the only method used in social science to
measure masculinity and femininity. Shortly after Bem put forth the BSRI,
Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp developed the Personal Attributes Questionnaire
(PAQ), a survey-based measure similar to the BSRI. In line with the feminist
philosophy of the time, the PAQ also acknowledges that individuals can possess
gendered traits outside of their sex’s conventional role (Spence et al. 1975).
However, the PAQ is generally considered a more inconsistent measure than the
BSRI, making it less popular with scholars (McDermott 2016). While the PAQ
appears quite similar to the BSRI, other alternative measures of gendered
personality traits take dramatically different approaches — most notably the

gender diagnosticity approach.

Gender Diagnosticity

Put forth by Richard Lippa and Sharon Connelly in 1990, the gender
diagnosticity approach uses Bayesian probability to predict if an individual is
male or female using gendered diagnostic determinants (Lippa and Connelly
1990). In simpler terms, this approach incorporates probability into self-reported
measures of gender (like the surveys used in the BSRI and PAQ). By giving

gender-related behaviors ratios based on what sex is more likely to engage in the
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behavior, researchers can calculate the probability that an individual who exhibits
that behavior is of a certain sex. As an example, Lippa and Connelly describe that,
“given that an individual reports on a self-report questionnaire that he or she is
aggressive, the probability is .29 that the individual is female and .71 that the
individual is male (Lippa and Connelly 1990, pp. 1053).” As these ratios can be
adapted to changing social norms and evolving understandings of gender, the
gender diagnosticity approach avoids getting stuck in gender stereotypes of a
certain time period. Additionally, unlike the BSRI or the PAQ, this framework
does not emphasize gender-related differences in individuals and therefore avoids
upholding a harmful narrative around what masculinity and femininity are
expected to look like (Lippa and Connelly 1990). However, the gender
diagnosticity approach has its own flaws, particularly with its use of a
male-female binary. As I will discuss in Chapter Three, I have chosen not to use
the gender diagnosticity approach, instead measuring gendered personality traits
through the BSRI. As the BSRI forms the backbone of my methodological

strategy, I now discuss the use of the BSRI in political science.

Gendered Personalities and Political Behaviors

There is a vast amount of literature on how men and women interact
differently within political systems. Looking specifically at American politics,
women are less likely to run for office, less likely to donate to campaigns, and

report lower levels of political knowledge than men (Lawless and Pearson 2008).
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This demonstrated sex gap has been widely covered in both academic literature
and the media. Theories around unequal access to political resources (Scholzman
et al. 1994) or differences in political socialization (Arens and Watermann 2017)
have been put forth to explain this political disparity between men and women.
However, while acknowledging such inequality is important for changing public
policy and social norms, explaining this gap by only examining the sex of
individuals negates any analysis of how these differences have changed over time.
As my thesis argues, looking at gendered personality traits offers a far more
nuanced analysis of gender-related differences in political culture.

Addressing the fallacies of focusing only on sex differences in politics,
Monika McDermott produced one of the first comprehensive datasets on the
connection between gendered personality traits and political behavior. In 2016,
McDermott developed the Gendered Personalities and Politics Study (GPPS), a
national study that combines a short-form version of the BSRI with questions
examining political variables such as participation in politics, partisan
preferences, and political attitudes (McDermott 2016). Moving beyond
sex-focused theories, McDermott places gendered personalities at the center of
her study. Having observed the masculine qualities of American political culture
at large, McDermott’s main hypothesis holds that masculinity, rather than male
sex identity, plays a significant role in the political differences between men and
women. Her conclusions support this hypothesis and more. Looking at

masculinity, which can be observed in both men and women, McDermott finds
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statistically significant, positive effects between higher levels of masculinity and
variables of news interest, political discussion, and political knowledge.
Femininity, however, did not produce significantly positive or negative results
across her political variables, with the exception of partisan affiliation. With
partisan affiliation, McDermott finds that highly feminine individuals are more
likely to identify as Democrats and less likely to identify as Republicans
(McDermott 2016). Looking at gender conformity, McDermott finds that
biological sex plays a minimal role in influencing political engagement when
compared to masculinity. (See Chapter Three for an overview of gender
conformity analysis). Overall, McDermott confirms her hypothesis that masculine
individuals, regardless of sex identity, are more likely to be politically engaged
than individuals low in masculinity. However, despite the wide range of political
engagement variables covered by McDermott, she doesn’t narrow in on how
gendered personalities might interact with participation in specific issues. My
thesis fills this gap in the literature by examining the link between masculinity,
femininity, and environmental action, a distinct political phenomena with its own

gendered dimensions and participation processes.

Sex, Gender, & Environmentalism
There are many ways to look at the gender dimensions of environmental
action and environmental movements. One method looks directly at the

composition of activists within these movements, highlighting ratios between men
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and women. It’s not difficult to think about environmental movements with a
strong female presence. From Rachel Carson’s whistle-blowing Silent Spring to
Mothers Out Front (a coalition of mothers working to address climate change),
women have been a driving force for grassroots environmental movements in the
US and abroad for decades (Breton 1998). Stories of women fighting for greater
environmental protection are common in the American media — eliciting an
image of a “Mother Nature” instinct that some have used to describe the
motivations of women involved in environmental movements (Breton 1998).
More so, many female environmental leaders have been champions of not only
environmental protection, but also gender equality and women'’s rights. Termed
“ecofeminism”, this intersectional movement connecting natural concerns with
social inequalities arose out of the 1970s along with second wave feminism and a
growing environmental movement. Though there are competing iterations of
ecofeminism within the literature, overall this movement rejects the devaluation
of both women and the natural world for economic profit and social gain. Instead,
ecofeminists often call for a new ethical system, in which no man, woman, or
creature is considered dominant over another (Gaard 2016). While there are
certainly many environmental movements without female leaders or feminist
undertones, environmentalism in the US, more so than many political movements,
has been unmistakably impacted by a high participation of women.

Analyzing the gender dimensions of American environmentalism can also

be carried out through more quantitative methods, such as conducting public
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opinion polls. Surveys on environmental attitudes and behaviors reveal a number
of gendered elements. Research conducted by the Yale Program on Climate
Communications highlights a small, but consistent sex gap in opinions related to
climate change. Women are more likely to believe in climate change, more likely
to be worried about its effects, and more likely to support pro-environmental
policies than men (Ballew et al. 2018). This gap widens even more when looking
specifically at concerns for local environmental issues connected to public health
— harkening back to campaigns such as Love Canal, where mothers and women
played prominent roles in activism around the disaster (Gibbs 2011). Differences
between men and women can also be observed with environmental behaviors.
Men are less likely to recycle, more likely to litter, and overall have larger carbon
footprints than women (Brough 2016). Scholars have put forth several theories to
explain this imbalance, in particular looking at the influence of the
“green-feminine” stereotype on male environmental behavior. One framework
looks at the influence of perceptions around gender conformity and sexuality. In a
2019 study, participants were asked to guess the sexuality of individuals based on
whether they did stereotypically “male” or “female” environmental behaviors.
Researchers found that not only did respondents primarily associate
heterosexuality with gender conformity, they viewed individuals engaging in any
form of pro-environmental behavior as more feminine (Swim et al. 2019).
Overlapping perceptions of “greenness” and “femininity” are further seen with

research on gender-identity maintenance. Building on the assertion that men are
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often more concerned with gender-identity maintenance than women, Brough et
al. concluded in 2016 that green-feminine stereotypes push men away from
“unmanly” eco-friendly activities (Brough 2016). Such findings contribute to the
notion that men may be dissuaded from engaging in pro-environmental behaviors

for fear of being seen as gender non-conforming or gay.

Other Factors Influencing Participation in Environmental Action

While gendered personality traits have been understudied in relation to
participation in environmental action, other variables have been widely linked to
various environmental attitudes and behaviors. These factors include demographic
characteristics, social identity variables, and other political behaviors and
attitudes. However, before examining the research behind these influences, I will
first address an important question raised by my thesis: what is meant by the
terms “environmental action” and “environmental activism”? Though often used
interchangeably, some scholars have sought to more clearly define these words. In
2000, Paul Stern put forth a new framework for determining what constitutes an
“environmentally-significant behavior”. Stern outlines four subcategories of
environmentally significant behavior. The first is environmental activism, a term
used throughout my thesis. Environmental activism can be defined as, “active
involvement in environmental organizations and demonstrations (Stern 2000, pg
409).” Other categories put forth by Stern include non-activist behaviors in the

public sphere (such as publicly supporting pro-environmental policies),
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private-sphere environmentalism (such as buying “green” products and avoiding
environmentally-harmful purchases), and other environmentally significant
behaviors (such as making environmentally-conscious decisions within one’s
professional work). Overall, Stern asserts that environmentally significant
behavior should be measured from an impact-oriented viewpoint, in which factors
affecting the environment can be identified and directly targeted (Stern 2000).
Stern goes on to discuss the term “environmentalism”, describing it as a desire to
carry out certain actions for pro-environmental purposes. A key component of this
definition is its emphasis on the pro-environmental intent of the individual
carrying out an environmentally friendly action. As echoed by other
environmentalism scholars, such as Deborah Lynn Guber, it is important to
remember that some people may engage in these actions for reasons beyond just
environmentalism, such as financial incentives or social pressures (Guber 2003).
Therefore, my thesis allows for a more comprehensive understanding of the term
“environmental action”. As later discussed in my methodology section, | measure
both broad participation in activities considered environmentally friendly as well
as attitudes towards environmentalism.

Levels of participation in environmental behaviors can be broken down
across demographic groups, including ethnicity, age, and education. Older
individuals are more likely to recycle or read about environmental issues, while
younger generations are more likely to join an environmental group and

participate in nature-based recreational activities. Postsecondary educational

29



levels have also been shown to link to higher participation in various forms of
environmental activities (Johnson et al. 2004). Looking at ethnicity, participation
in environmental action is not as straightforward. Some scholars have found that,
in the US, white individuals are more likely to hold pro-environmental beliefs and
engage in environmentally friendly activities than African Americans or
foreign-born Latinos (Johnson et al. 2004). However, other studies have found
that non-white ethnic groups show greater concern for environmental issues (in
particular climate change) (Pearson et al. 2017). In 2019, Medina et al. attempted
to explain this dissonance in the literature by arguing that previous assumptions
around ethnicity and environmental behaviors overemphasize the individual level
of analysis and underestimate the powerful effects of other social variables
(Medina et al. 2019). Therefore, definitive research on levels of participation
among various ethnic groups remains contested — emphasizing that participation
in environmental action cannot be boiled down to just one factor.

Others have gone on to further develop the theory set forth by Stern. For
example, in 2010, Dono et al. analyzed the relationship between environmentally
significant behavior and environmental activism. Using scales for both
pro-environmental behavior and social identity factors, they concluded that
environmental citizenship (another term for Stern’s subcategory of non-activist
behaviors in the public sphere) had a significant positive relationship with
environmental activism, while social identity was only indirectly related to

environmental activism through pro-environmental behavior (Dono et al. 2010).
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These findings add greater nuance to Stern’s analysis as they highlight that many
factors studied by researchers (such as social identity variables) may relate to
environmental activism, but only indirectly. Other researchers use a three-part
model of influence, highlighting how instrumentality, identity, and ideology are
all reasons why an individual may be attracted towards (or pushed away from)
environmental action (Botetzagias and van Schuur 2012). Importantly, these
findings illustrate that participation in environmental action is not caused by a
single variable, but the interaction of many.

Factors influencing participation in environmental action have also been
studied from a negative perspective: what are the factors stopping action? In his
2011 study titled “Dragons of Inaction”, Robert Gifford put forth a detailed
overview of the various psychological barriers preventing individuals from
engaging in environmental action. These include: limited cognition, limited
behavior, ideology, comparison with others, sunk costs, discredence (disbelief in
reality), and perceived risks (Gifford 2011). While going through each of these
barriers is beyond the scope of this literature review, Gifford’s work highlights an
important message within environmental action — there is a lot of inaction. From
worries around financial or personal risk to emotional barriers, there are many
reasons why an individual may feel unable or uninterested in engaging with
environmentalism on a more visible, political scale. As discussed earlier, perhaps
a toxic view of masculinity is contributing to these barriers. My thesis examines

how masculinity and femininity promote or suppress participation in
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environmental action — a research area that fills gaps in both gender and

environmental literature.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I outlined the literature landscape behind research on four
distinct topics: personality and politics, gendered personality traits and political
behavior, the gender and sex dimensions of environmentalism, and various factors
influencing participation in environmental action. Having done so, I now set out
where exactly my research fits within this mosaic of academic literature. My
thesis fills two primary gaps. First, I build on the work of Monika McDermott by
applying a framework of gendered personality traits and political behavior to one
specific issue (environmental action). Second, I provide greater nuance to the
discussion around how we can examine the gender dimensions of environmental
action beyond just a sex-gap perspective, instead looking at the role of
masculinity and femininity. While both goals are worthwhile within their own
fields, I believe my focus on the intersection of these two topics lends my thesis
greater academic value. I now discuss the methodology employed in my research

to examine these crucial topics.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

Having laid out the niche in which my thesis sits between scholarship on
gendered personalities and environmental action, I now turn to how exactly I will
be studying these topics. To do so, I begin this chapter with a review of my
research questions and hypotheses. By providing operational definitions for key
concepts within these guiding questions, I then outline how I approach measuring
the two major components of my thesis — gendered personality traits and
environmental action. To measure masculinity and femininity, I employ the Bem
Sex-Role Inventory (as discussed in Chapter Two). For environmental action, |
ask four sets of questions aimed at capturing two primary categories of
environmental activities (individual and political) and two supporting categories
(environmental attitudes and identification with the term “environmentalist™). I
combine my chosen measures of gendered personality traits and environmental
action in a survey, which is discussed in detail in this chapter. I finish this chapter
with an introduction of my data analysis plan, which will be the primary topic of

Chapter Four.

Review: Research Questions and Hypotheses

As previously outlined in Chapter One, my thesis looks at one primary
research question: What effects, if any, do masculinity and femininity have on
participation in environmental action? Wanting to understand more specifically

how gendered personality traits might influence interest in environmental action,
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this question led to the development of two hypotheses. The first focuses on
masculinity and builds on the conclusions made by Monika McDermott around
the positive, significant relationship between masculinity and political

engagement (see Chapter Two for overview).

H,: Individuals with higher levels of masculinity, regardless of sex

identity, are more likely to participate in environmental action than

individuals lower in masculinity.

My second hypothesis concerns femininity and, contrary to the findings of
McDermott, suggests that, like masculinity, femininity might also have a positive,
significant relationship with environmental engagement. This hypothesis comes
from the visible presence of femininity in various environmental movements and
public opinion data on the perception of environmentalism as feminine (see

Chapter 2 for overview).

H,: Individuals with higher levels of femininity, regardless of sex identity,

are more likely to participate in environmental action than individuals

lower in femininity.

While it may seem unusual to hypothesize that both masculinity and

femininity will have significant, positive relationships with environmental action,
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it is important to remember that masculinity and femininity are separate
dimensions. An individual can be high in both masculinity and femininity (or low
in both or high in one and low in the other), meaning both gendered personality
traits could be influencing our dependent variable (environmental action). More
so, there are sound theoretical reasons to expect masculinity to increase
environmental action, based on McDermott’s findings, and there are sound
descriptive associations between femininity and environmental action to expect

that femininity might also increase environmental action.

Definitions

To test these hypotheses, it is important to clearly define the key terms that
will be measured in my thesis. First, my thesis deals with two gendered
personality traits: masculinity and femininity. For the purposes of my thesis,
masculinity is defined as the qualities and characteristics socially attributed to the
male sex, whereas femininity is defined as the qualities and characteristics
socially attributed to the female sex. It is important to mention that both
masculinity and femininity can be understood in broader terms than the
definitions laid out above. Often, they are discussed as larger social and cultural
phenomena that can deeply impact an individual’s experience of sex identity,
gender, and society. However, as my thesis uses a political psychology approach
to understand gender and environmental action, I define both terms within the

scope of personality traits.
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As my thesis is titled “Masculinity, Femininity, & Environmental Action”,
it is also essential to define what I mean by “environmental action”. Following
what has been used in the literature (see Chapter Two), I use “environmental
action” as an umbrella term to capture several dimensions at play when an
individual engages in pro-environmental behaviors. I break down my
environmental action variable into two main categories, individual environmental
action and political environmental action. Individual action refers to
environmental behaviors that primarily impact the individual carrying out the
action. Examples of individual environmental action include buying reusable
materials to cut down on single-use waste or purchasing an electric car. Political
actions, on the other hand, are more focused on the collective influence of
individuals on people in positions of power, specifically with regards to policy
makers and elected officials. Examples of political environmental action include
attending a rally about an environmental issue or voting for a candidate based on
their environmental stances. These operational definitions are useful tools for
outlining my approach to measuring the relationship between gendered
personality traits and environmental action. I now explain the methods I use to

measure these concepts.

Survey Overview

To study individual engagement in environmental action through a lens of

gendered personality traits, I chose to collect my own data via an online survey.
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Given the prevalence of survey data in the fields I am studying, this decision
allows me to broaden the conversation around gender and environmental action
through direct data collection and analysis. My survey was created through
Qualtrics, a well-known survey software, and administered via Amazon
Mechanical Turk (MTurk), a platform popularly used in social science research to
collect survey data. Conducted between November 8 and November 13, 2019, my
survey had 459 participants, all of which were above the age of 18 and resided
within the United States. Respondents answered three sections of questions
(detailed below) before being given a unique survey code that allowed them to be
compensated through MTurk. I paid each respondent $1.00 for completing my
survey. While there were a few small problems with regards to incomplete survey
responses and payment, overall my survey provided me with a robust set of data
to analyze.

My survey includes three sets of questions: demographics, the Bem
Sex-Role Inventory, and an Environmental Action Index. The demographic
questions ask respondents about their age, education level, ethnicity, and sex
identity. I included this section to control for additional variables in my regression
analysis and use answers to the sex identity question to create a gender
conformity scheme of my respondents, which I discuss later in this chapter. The
other two sets of questions (BSRI and Environmental Action Index) are more
comprehensive and were utilized in line with the knowledge gained from my

literature review. Therefore, I discuss both in more detail in the following
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paragraphs. Examples of questions used in my survey can be found in Appendix

3A of my thesis.

Measuring Gendered Personalities

There are many ways to measure gendered personality traits. As discussed
in Chapter Two, tools such as the Personal Attributes Questionnaire (PAQ) and
the gender diagnosticity approach have been used by researchers to better
understand masculine and feminine personalities in individuals. However, my
thesis uses the Bem Sex-Role Inventory to measure masculinity and femininity. |
chose the BSRI for two primary reasons. First, the format and administration of
the BSRI fits appropriately within the scope of a senior thesis. Unlike the gender
diagnosticity approach, which calls for one-hour participant sessions of
interviewing and a panel of judges to rate participants on their perceived gendered
personality traits, the BSRI can be administered in a short-form questionnaire that
takes only a few minutes to complete. Second, by collecting my data on gendered
personality traits via the BSRI, I can compare my findings to the literature that
inspired my thesis. My hypotheses are partially based on the work of Monika
McDermott, who also used the short-form BSRI in her Gendered Personalities
and Politics Survey (GPPS). Therefore, there is value in mimicking portions of
her methodology in the hopes of producing comparable data.

Developed in the 1970s by Sandra Bem, the BSRI uses three trait

groupings (masculine, feminine, neutral) to observe gendered personality
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comparisons both within and across the sexes (Bem 1974). After asking a sample
of undergraduates to single out the most desirable traits for men and women, Bem
chose 20 ideal characteristics to make up each grouping, leading to a total of 60
traits (Bem 1974). Masculine terms include “acts as a leader”, “competitive”, and
“self-sufficient”; feminine terms include “affectionate”, “soft spoken”, and
“yielding”; and neutral terms include “adaptable” and “truthful” (Bem 1974, pp.
156). As I use the short-form version of the BSRI, my survey only includes 20
traits, 10 of which are masculine and 10 of which are feminine. During the BSRI
section of my survey, subjects are asked to rate themselves on each of the 20 traits
using a seven-point scale: one meaning “never or almost never true about you”
and seven meaning “always or almost always true about you”. Here is a snapshot

of what these questions look like (Fig. 3.1):

Q6. Please rate yourself on the following items, on a scale from 1 (never or almost never true about you) to 7 (always or
almost always true about you).

1- Never or T - Always or
almest never almost always
true 2 3 4 5 G true

Willing to take risks (-]

Understanding -]

Forceful [-]

Strong Personality [-]

Sympathetic . (-]

Warm (-]

Assertive [-]

Loves children [-]

Independent -]

Compassionate [-]

Figure 3.1: Short form Bem Sex-Role Inventory sample question.

By dividing the sum of trait ratings within each category by ten, I created

masculine and feminine scores for each subject. Individuals who scored above the

39



sample median for masculinity were categorized as high in masculinity, while
individuals who scored above the sample median for femininity were considered
high in femininity. Having asked respondents about their sex identity, I also
examined the relationship between sex identity and the gender stereotypes
expected of their sex. Called a gender conformity scheme, this information
allowed me to place respondents within four categories: traditional, cross-typed,
androgynous, and undifferentiated (Fig. 3.2). Traditional refers to respondents
who score high in the gendered personality trait associated with their sex (such as
a female with a high feminine score) and score low in the other personality trait (a
female with a low masculine score). Inversely, cross-typed individuals are those
who score against their sex-expected traits (for example, a male who scores high
in femininity and low in masculinity). The final two categories are androgynous
(high masculinity and high femininity) and undifferentiated (low masculinity and
low femininity), which are inherently gender non-conforming and can be

observed in both men and women (McDermott 2016).

Category

Median Split

Traditional

Women above on F/ below on M
Men above on M/ below on F

Cross-typed

Women below on F/ above on M
Men below on M/ above on F

Androgynous

Both above on F & M

Undifferentiated

Both below on F & M

Figure 3.2: Gender Conformity Scheme
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While measuring masculinity and femininity through self-reported survey
data is not a perfect measure, researchers like McDermott and Bem have shown
that the BSRI can reveal statistically significant underlying trends behind how
gender intersects with political and social phenomena. Therefore, I am confident
in my use of the BSRI to examine gendered personalities and hope to further

contribute to the dialogue around masculinity, femininity, and political action.

Measuring Environmental Action

As mentioned earlier, I use the term “environmental action” to broadly
describe environmentally significant behaviors that can be both personal and
political. To measure environmental action, I crafted an Environmental Action
Index, which aims to capture these various dimensions. There are four
components to this index: two primary measures (individual and political
environmental action) and two auxiliary measures (environmental attitudes and
identification with the term “environmentalist”). My primary measures take the
form of matrix survey questions. I asked respondents to rate themselves on a
four-point scale on their likelihood of engaging in various environmental
activities. These questions are split among two groups, starting with small-scale
individual behaviors and moving to larger, more political actions (See Fig. 3.3
and Fig. 3.4 for examples). These questions allowed me to create three scores for
each subject: one for individual environmental action, one for political

environmental action, and one for overall environmental action. These scores are
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calculated by adding up respondents’ answers to each question (using the
four-point scale) and dividing them by the total number of questions in that

section.

Q8. For this part of the survey, you will be asked how likely you are to engage in various environmental activities: highly
unlikely, somewhat unlikely, somewhat likely, or highly likely.

Highly unlikely Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Highly likely
Sort your recycling from your trash [-]
Use reusable items (tote bag, metal o
straw, water bottle)
Reduce meat consumption [-]
Shop locally [-]
Bike, walk, or take public transit o

instead of driving

Figure 3.3: Matrix question on likelihood of engaging in individual-level environmental actions.

Q10. Please rank yourself on how likely you are to engage in the following activities, on a scale of highly unlikely,
somewhat unlikely, somewhat likely, or highly likely.

Hignly uniikely Somewhat unlikely Somewnat likely Highly likely
Write, emall, or call your
representative to talk about an [-]
environmental issue
Attend a protestirally about the o
environment
Vote for a candidate because of their o
stance on the environment
Attend a meeting for an environmental o

group

Figure 3.4: Matrix question on likelihood of engaging in political-level environmental actions.

While asking individuals directly about their interest in various
environmental activities is a good first step to understanding levels of
environmental engagement, these questions do not measure the intent behind
participating in these actions. Many individuals may engage in
“pro-environmental” behaviors for non-environmental reasons, particularly if the
cost of the action is low or there are additional benefits beyond environmental

outcomes (Guber 2003). Therefore, my survey also includes questions around
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environmental attitudes and identity to fashion a more comprehensive
environmental profile of my subjects. In measuring environmental attitudes, I ask
questions such as, “Do you believe global warming is happening?” or “How
important is protecting the environment to you?”. These questions are by no
means complete measures of environmental attitudes, but simply additional cues
to help round out my image of each participant’s interest in and understanding of
environmental issues. Finally, as the last question in my survey, I ask participants
how much they identify with the term “environmentalist” (See Fig. 3.5 for scale).
Again, this question is not meant to be a direct or perfect measure of how
“environmental” an individual is. Instead, I use it as an opportunity for
respondents to self-report on how they view themselves in relation to
environmentalism. The Environmental Action Index was inspired by both the
existing literature on survey data and environmental behaviors and my own
experiences as someone working within environmental organizing spaces. There
are certainly a broader array of questions that could be asked to understand
individual environmental behaviors and attitudes, but given the breadth of an
undergraduate thesis and in the interests of collecting data efficiently, I believe
this index captures experiences of environmental action in a way that effectively

broadens our current knowledge of gender and environmental behaviors.
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Q17. Finally, we'd like to know whether you consider yourself to be an environmentalist. Using a scale from 1 to 5, in
which 1 means "not at all" and 5 means "strongly", please indicate how much you identify with the label
"environmentalist".

Mot at all Only a little Somewhat Strongly

Do you identify with the label )
“environmentalist™?

Figure 3.5: Question measuring identification with “environmentalist”, using a 4-point scale from
not at all, only a little, somewhat, and strongly. Note: There was a typo in my survey, stating that
this question uses a 5-point scale, when it instead uses a 4-point scale. A note of this will be made

in my final thesis, but currently it doesn’t seem to have impacted my data in any significant way.

Preparing Data for Analysis

The final step of my methodological process was to clean and prep my
data for analysis. | began by organizing my data into a comprehensive,
easy-to-navigate spreadsheet and crafting a codebook for all variables to be
analyzed. My codebook can be found in Appendix 3B of my thesis. I created
labels for each variable measured in my survey, including demographics,
masculinity and femininity scores, and environmental action index measures. By
creating a master spreadsheet in which all data was clearly marked under these
labels, I was able to upload my dataset to Stata, the statistics software I used to
analyze my findings.

Next, I used Stata to create new variables from those [ measured in my
survey, such as gender conformity labels that are created based on the gendered
personality makeup of a respondent and their sex, and run significance tests

between variables. As I will discuss in Chapter Four, using Stata allowed me to
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analyze my data in several ways. First, I can provide an overview of general
sample statistics. Knowing the mean and standard deviation of variables within
my dataset is useful information when constructing an image of what the
distribution of my data looks like. Second, using ANOVA and bivariate
regression tests, I can examine whether there are significant relationships between
my gendered personality trait variables and my environmental action variables.
Fig. 3.6 depicts the 9 basic relationships | am looking at with these bivariate
significance tests, which will be discussed in more detail in Chapter Four. For the
masculinity and femininity scores, I tested if there was a difference between high
masculinity (or high femininity) and low masculinity (or low femininity) across
my environmental action variables. | have three environmental action variables:
individual environmental action, political environmental action, and overall
environmental action. For gender conformity, I looked at all four gender
conformity classifications and their relationships with each environmental
variable. Using Stata also allowed me to run multiple regression equations, which

are discussed in the following chapter.
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High Masculinity

Low Masculinity

Gendered
Personalities

High Femininity

Low Femininity

Traditional

Cross-typed

Gender
Conformity
Types
Androgynous
Undifferentiated

Figure 3.6: Flow chart showing relationships between gendered personalities and environmental
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action, as well as gender conformity types and environmental action.

Conclusion

This chapter has laid out the methodology I employed to study the

intersection of gendered personalities

and environmental action. My survey
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allowed for quantitative analysis of the theoretical frameworks laid out in
Chapters One and Two. Though my measures of gendered personality traits and
environmental action aren’t perfect, they follow the logic of research within both
of these fields, where the same or similar tests have shown valid and reliable
results. Throughout the past three chapters, I have set the theoretical and
methodological groundwork for my thesis — now I build on that framework with

an analysis of my empirical findings.
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Chapter Four: Findings and Analysis

My thesis deals with two complex subjects, gendered personality traits and
environmental action, that have not been studied together through an online
survey before. Conducting an original survey allowed me to collect data on these
topics and other important related variables, such as demographics. This chapter
provides an overview of the findings of my survey and explains their significance
in relation to the broader literature. I begin by presenting the summary statistics of
my data. First, I look at my gendered personality trait variables, highlighting that
respondents in my survey received higher femininity scores than masculinity
scores overall. I then repeat this analysis with my environmental action variables,
showing that individual environmental actions were more popular than more
costly, political actions. Having laid out this descriptive information, I next
re-examine my original hypotheses in light of the data collected by my survey.
Ultimately, I can accept both of my hypotheses, that both masculinity and
femininity have significant, positive relationships with likelihood of engaging in
environmental action. However, my data also reveals important variation between
the two. Femininity has a stronger influence on individual environmental action
than masculinity, while masculinity has a stronger influence on political
environmental action than femininity. Next, [ analyze my data in the context of
the gender conformity scheme discussed in Chapter Three. Here, I accept my

hypothesis that an androgynous classification (high in both masculinity and
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femininity) has a positive relationship with environmental action while
undifferentiated classification has a negative relationship with environmental
action. Finally, I present a multiple regression table that incorporates my
demographic data into my analysis of the relationships between masculinity,

femininity, and various forms of environmental action.

Gendered Personality Traits: Summary Statistics & Demographic Spread

Before diving into how my data either confirms or rejects my primary
hypotheses, I begin this chapter by presenting the summary statistics of the
variables I used to measure masculinity and femininity. Included in this section is
the demographic spread of responses to the BSRI questions (my measure of
gendered personality traits), with a particular focus on sex identity, as it closely
relates to gendered personality traits.

Table 4.1 shows the summary statistics for the BSRI traits used in my
study. Overall, feminine traits had a higher mean than masculine traits, with
feminine traits having a mean of 5.16 and masculine traits having a mean of 4.42.
Looking at specific traits, “understanding”, a feminine trait, had the highest
number of responses and “forceful” and “aggressive”, both masculine traits, had
the lowest number of responses. In terms of standard deviation, both masculine
and feminine traits stayed within the range of 1.20 to 1.81. These summary
statistics tells us that, overall, respondents to my survey identified more often and

more strongly with feminine traits than masculine traits. This finding aligns with
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the data collected by McDermott in 2016, where she also observed higher levels

of femininity than masculinity in her sample (McDermott 2016).

Feminine Traits

Trait Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
understanding 5.64 1.20 1 7
sympathetic 5.36 1.40 1 7
warm 5.24 1.51 1 7
loves children 4.76 1.81 1 7
compassionate 5.47 1.38 1 7
gentle 5.09 1.37 1 7
eager to soothe hurt feelings | 4.90 1.62 1 7
affectionate 4.96 1.55 1 7
sensitive to needs of others 533 1.40 1 7
tender 4.89 1.55 1 7

Masculine Traits

Trait Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
willing to take risks 4.18 1.61 1 7
forceful 3.37 1.78 1 7
strong personality 4.21 1.76 1 7
assertive 4.25 1.74 1 7
independent 5.66 1.31 1 7
leadership ability 4.63 1.73 1 7
aggressive 3.37 1.77 1 7
dominant 3.84 1.80 1 7
willing to take a stand 5.18 1.40 1 7
defends own beliefs 5.49 1.37 1 7

Table 4.1: Summary statistics for BSRI questions
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Looking at the distribution of respondents across my highmasc and
highfem variables (in which individuals above the sample median for each
gendered personality trait are classified as “high in masculinity” or “high in
femininity”), we again see that, overall, respondents to my survey showed higher
levels of femininity than masculinity. Table 4.2 shows the percentage of
participants that fell into each of these four categorizations. It is important to note
again that an individual can be both highly masculine and highly feminine, or low
in both or low in one and high in one, and so the frequency statistics shown in
each cell only apply to the gendered personality trait shown in their row. Table
4.2 highlights that for masculinity, respondents were more likely to be low in
masculinity than high in masculinity, though the difference between the two is
only 0.6 percentage points. For femininity, there is a larger difference between
high femininity and low femininity, with a 11.6 percentage point gap. While
McDermott does not directly present the spread of her respondents across these
four groups, the finding that high femininity was more common than low
femininity and low masculinity was more common than high masculinity again

aligns with the high levels of femininity seen in her dataset.
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High (N) Low (N) Total (N)
Masculinity 49.7% (228) 50.3% (231) 100% (459)
Femininity 55.8% (256) 44.2% (203) 100% (459)

Table 4.2: Table showing distribution of survey participants across high/ low masculinity groups

To further understand the distribution of responses to the BSRI portion of

my survey, [ now breakdown respondents into various demographic groups. Table

and high/ low femininity groups.

4.3 presents the results of one-way ANOVA tests run on STATA for each

demographic variable against masculinity scores and femininity scores. The

column titled N shows the total sample size for each variable. The numbers in the

bottom row refer to the F-statistic of my ANOV A models, with asterisks signaling

significance with p-values of less than 0.001.
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N Masc Fem

Sex Men 283 4.58 5.01
Women 173 4.17 5.44
F 14.24*%* 15.47%*
Age 18-29 144 4.39 4.95
30-49 251 443 5.21
50-64 52 443 5.40
65+ 12 4.48 5.78
F 0.04 3.74%
Education | Some HS 3 4.60 5.47
HS diploma 152 4.05 5.11
Bachelor’s degree 236 4.54 5.17
Postgrad degree 62 4.93 5.26
F 10.96** .30
Ethnicity | Black/ 64 53 5.63
African American
White 306 4.24 5.11
Hispanic/ 25 4.38 4.78
Latinx
Native American 6 4.25 4.98
Pacific Islander 1 3.40 4.99
Asian 24 3.89 5.37
Mixed 27 4.87 4.30
F 9.64** 2.39%

*p<0.05 (ANOVA)
**p <0.001 (ANOVA)
Table 4.3: Table showing results of ANOVA tests for demographic variables, masculinity scores,

and femininity scores
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It is important to note that many of my demographic variables do not show
representative numbers of the population I am studying (the American public).
Therefore, it is reasonable to think that my analysis of these variables may be
somewhat skewed. While these demographic variables provide greater insight into
additional factors that may be impacting the relationship between gendered
personality traits and environmental action, I will focus specifically on sex
identity, as it most closely pertains to the topic of my thesis. (For analysis of other
demographic variables, see the section titled “Multiple Regression Analysis:
Controlling for Outside Factors” later in this chapter.)

Looking at sex identity, we see that among both men and women
femininity scores were higher than masculinity scores. This finding may strike
some readers as surprising, as traditional social expectations would assume that
women are more likely to identify as more feminine than masculine and men are
likely to identify as more masculine than feminine. However, this finding is not
unusual in the field. In 2016, McDermott also found that men in her study were
more likely to receive higher femininity scores than masculinity scores
(McDermott 2016). While analyzing the transformation of gendered personality
traits in society is beyond the scope of this thesis, it is interesting to ponder a
potential reality in which femininity, a trait that is often devalued in high capital
places such as politics and business, is becoming more prominent in the general
public. Similarly, as American society continues to become more accepting of

non-traditional gender identities, as seen with growing public support for
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transgender and LGBTQ+ rights, it is interesting to think about how one’s
gendered personality and sex identity might interact to influence behavior. My

later section on gender conformity groups delves into this topic.

Environmental Action Variables: Summary Statistics & Demographics

In Chapter Two, I discussed the current state of research on what factors
influence participation in environmental action. In Chapter Three, I presented my
methodological approach to studying the variable of “environmental action” in
my online survey, focusing on the creation of my Environmental Action Index.
Now, I examine the data collected from my survey pertaining to environmental
action and analyze the significance of my findings in the context of gendered
personality traits.

I begin by providing an overview of the distribution of responses to my
Environmental Action Index. Table 4.4 displays the summary statistics for
responses to my environmental action questions. Looking at individual actions,
“reduce energy consumption” was the most highly ranked action, while “run for
office on an environmental platform” was the lowest ranked action. Overall,
individual environmental actions were more highly ranked than political
environmental actions — a finding that likely reflects the greater social and
economic costs of participating in large-scale political activities. The standard
deviation for my environmental action variables ranged from 0.80 to 1.14, with

“reduce energy consumption” at the lower end of deviation and “compost your
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food waste” and “attend a protest/rally about the environment” showing the
greatest variability. The high scores and low deviation of “reduce energy
consumption” can perhaps be explained by the additional monetary benefit that

often comes from reducing one’s energy consumption, and therefore electric bills.

Individual Actions

Action Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Sort recycling 3.19 0.92 1 4
Reusable 3.31 0.84 1 4
Meat 2.55 1.06 1 4
Shop local 3.13 0.84 1 4
Bike/ walk/ take pt 2.52 1.07 1 4
Buy EV 242 1.06 1 4
Buy 3.03 0.82 1 4
environmentally-friendly

Reduce plastic 3.21 0.86 1 4
Buy secondhand 3.00 0.84 1 4
Compost 2.45 1.14 1 4
Fewer flights 2.93 1.05 1 4
Reduce energy 343 .80 1 4
Solar 2.51 1.03 1 4
Reduce water 3.16 0.84 1 4
Learn more 3.17 0.87 1 4
Talk about environment | 2.95 0.97 1 4
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Political Actions

Action Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Contact representative 2.21 1.03 1 4
Protest 222 1.14 1 4
Vote 2.93 1.05 1 4
Meeting 2.30 1.07 1 4
Debate 2.84 1.03 1 4
Donate 2.58 1.12 1 4
Sign 2.59 1.04 1 4
Organize 1.90 1.09 1 4
Take leadership role 1.87 1.01 1 4
Run for office 1.75 1.04 1 4
Skip 1.95 1.09 1 4

Table 4.4: Summary statistics for environmental action questions

When dividing my subjects into “high in environmental action” and “low
in environmental action”, I followed a similar procedure to the one employed in
my gendered personality traits analysis. By adding up a respondent’s matrix
answers to my Environmental Action Index and dividing by the total number of
questions, I created an environmental action score for each subject. Then, using
the median environmental action score of my total sample, I placed respondents
with scores above the median in the “high in environmental action” category and
respondents with scores below the median in the “low in environmental action”

category. I then repeated these steps for both my individual environmental action
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questions and my political environmental action questions. Table 4.5 shows the

distribution of respondents within these six different categories.

High (N)

Low (N)

Total (N)

Overall Env.

Action

53.38% (245)

46.62% (214)

100% (459)

Action

Individual Env.

58.61% (269)

41.39% (190)

100% (459)

Political Env.

Action

48.37% (222)

51.63% (237)

100% (459)

Table 4.5: Table showing distribution of respondents across high and low classifications for three

types of environmental action

Here, we see that overall, respondents were more likely to have high

environmental action scores than low environmental action scores. However,

when breaking this statistic down across the two types of environmental action,

we see that respondents had higher individual environmental action scores than

political environmental action scores. This finding again emphasizes that political

actions are often more costly than individual actions, and therefore less likely to

be engaged in.
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We can further analyze the distribution of responses to my Environmental
Action Index by factoring in the demographic differences of respondents.
Appendix 4E shows a full table of results for one-way ANOVA tests conducted
on various demographic groups and their environmental action scores. As my
thesis deals with gendered personality traits and sex identity is a key component
of my analysis, I will focus on differences and similarities between men and
women in responding to these questions. As Table 4.6 illustrates, women have
overall higher scores in all three types of environmental action than men (though
the difference between men and women on political action is very small).
Interestingly, however, only the individual environmental action variable
produced a significant F-statistic, meaning there is a statistically significant
difference between the mean individual action scores of men and women. The
lack of significance with political environmental action and overall environmental
action suggests that sex identity is perhaps not the most reliable variable in
predicting engagement in these actions. Gendered personality traits, however,
have been shown in my study to be significant indicators of participation in
overall environmental action, individual environmental action, and political
environmental action. Again, my data shows the value of using a gendered
personality traits framework, rather than just an analysis of biological sex, in

understanding important phenomena, such as environmental action.
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N Individual Political Overall Action
Action Action
Sex Men 283 | 2.87 2.28 2.63
Women | /73 3.05 2.29 2.74
F 11.09%** 0.01 3.56

**p<0.001 (ANOVA)
Table 4.6: Table showing results of ANOVA tests run for sex identity variable and three types of

environmental action

Revisiting My Hypotheses

Having described my data in terms of both gendered personality traits and
environmental action, I now turn to my hypotheses. Informed by both the work of
previous scholars, such as McDermott, and the academic review I conducted on
gendered perceptions of environmental action, my hypotheses predicted
statistically significant, positive relationships between masculinity and

environmental action and femininity and environmental action.

H,: Individuals with higher levels of masculinity, regardless of sex

identity, are more likely to participate in environmental action than

individuals lower in masculinity.

60



H,: Individuals with higher levels of femininity, regardless of sex identity,
are more likely to participate in environmental action than individuals

lower in femininity.

The data collected from my survey allows me to confirm these hypotheses.
Using the masculinity scores of respondents (mscore), the femininity scores of
respondents (fscore) and their overall environmental action score (envact), I ran
two bivariate regressions of these variables on Stata (examples of the Stata
commands and results used in my thesis can be found in Appendix 4A). Table 4.7

displays the results of these tests.

Overall Env. Action

Masculinity Score .189%*

Femininity Score 194

** p <0.001 (reg)
Table 4.7: Table showing bivariate regression results for masculinity scores of respondents and
overall environmental action and femininity scores of respondents and overall environmental

action.

As the table shows, both masculinity and femininity show positive,
significant relationships with overall environmental action with p-values of below

0.001. Such a low p-value signals that there is close to a 0% probability that we
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would see what we saw (as shown in Table 4.7) if the null hypotheses of no
relationship between the traits and environmental action were true. With a small
p-value, we can reject these null hypotheses and accept our alternative hypotheses
(that there are positive relationships between masculinity and environmental
action and femininity and environmental action). The magnitude of these results
can be seen in the context of the scales used for my independent and dependent
variables. For gendered personality traits, my independent variable, scores can
range from 1 to 7. For environmental action, my dependent variable, scores can
range from 1 to 4. Therefore, the coefficients produced from my regression
analysis show that for every one unit increase in a respondent’s femininity score,
we see a .194 increase in their environmental action score and for every one unit
increase in a respondent’s masculinity score, we see a .186 increase in their
environmental action score.

To further understand these relationships and more directly examine the
dual-influence of both masculinity and femininity on environmental action, I also
ran a multiple regression test (via Stata), which can be written out as the
following equation:

Y = a+B, (mscore) + B , (fscore)

This test again confirmed my hypotheses, showing that even when
controlling for each other, both masculinity and femininity have significant,

positive relationships with environmental action. For femininity, we see a .153
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increase in a respondent’s environmental action score for every one unit increase
in their femininity score. For masculinity, we see a slightly smaller coefficient,
with a .146 increase in a respondent’s environmental action score for every one
unit increase in their masculinity score. Table 4.8 shows the results of this

multiple regression.

Overall Env. Action

Masc. Score 146**

Fem. Score J153%*

** p <0.001 (reg)
Table 4.8: Table showing multiple regression results for masculinity scores of respondents,

femininity scores of respondents and overall environmental action.

These findings both confirm and challenge the conclusions made by
Monika McDermott in her 2016 Gendered Personalities & Politics Study. In her
chapter on gendered personality traits and political engagement, McDermott
found a significant, positive relationship between masculinity and political
engagement. As she states, “the more masculine one is, the more politically
engaged” (McDermott 2016, pp. 108-109). She attributes this link between
masculinity and political involvement to the highly competitive, conflict-driven
nature of American politics. She believes that individuals with stronger masculine

personalities are more likely to be drawn to the world of politics, as the tools often
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needed to succeed align with many of the traits characteristic of a masculine
personality (McDermott 2016). My finding, that masculinity has a significant,
positive relationship with overall environmental action, echoes these sentiments.
As environmental action takes place in the same political arena as the political
engagement variables McDermott studied, it makes sense that masculinity
continues to be an influence on encouraging political involvement in
environmental issues. While the issue at hand may have different gender
dimensions than other political issues, as discussed in earlier chapters with the
feminization of many environmental movements, my finding suggests that the
mechanisms through which individuals engage in politics remain highly
masculinized.

While McDermott’s conclusions about masculinity and American politics
provide greater insight into how gendered personality traits might influence the
political participation of individuals, her findings on femininity are not as
resounding. Unlike with masculinity, McDermott finds no significant relationship
between femininity and overall political engagement. She explains this finding by
emphasizing that nonmasculine personalities are not rewarded in the
hyper-masculinized American political system, and therefore are less likely to be
engaged (McDermott 2016). My data counters this conclusion. When looking
solely at environmental action, I show that it is possible for there to be a
significant, positive relationship between femininity and engagement in American

politics. This conclusion highlights that while the tools through which individuals
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engage in politics may still be masculinized, the content of the issue being fought
for matters as well. If it is a femininized issue, as environmental action can be
shown to be, then perhaps femininity becomes a stronger influence on political
engagement on said issue. [ would expect that this hypothesis would hold true in
the context of other feminized political issues as well, such as women’s rights or
family-focused initiatives.

While McDermott’s data does not directly show a link between femininity
and political engagement, it does show that femininity can have a significant
influence on partisan affiliation. She finds that the more feminine an individual is,
the more likely they are to identify as a Democrat. Similarly, independent of
femininity, higher masculinity is shown to link to a higher likelihood of
identifying as Republican. More so, when comparing these findings to her
political engagement index, McDermott concludes that femininity is a stronger
determinant for partisan affiliation overall than masculinity. Masculinity is more
likely to predict levels of political engagement while femininity is more likely to
predict party identification (McDermott 2016). These findings highlight that while
the methods for participating in politics have been shown to be more favorable for
masculine individuals, the gendered characterization of a political entity, such as a
political party or movement, can also invite nonmasculine individuals into
politics. Therefore, while at first glance my study appears to contradict
McDermott’s findings on femininity and political engagement, a broader tie can

be made between her conclusion about the role of femininity in encouraging
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Democratic affiliation and my finding of a significant, positive relationship

between femininity and environmental action.

Differences Across Various Environmental Actions

Having shown that my data confirms my original hypotheses and builds
on the findings of McDermott in both expected and unexpected ways, I now break
down my overall environmental action variable into two sub-variables: individual
environmental action and political environmental action. While I didn’t originally
hypothesize any relationships between these separate variables and gendered
personality traits, it is interesting to explore how masculinity and femininity might
differ across these actions. By looking more closely at what types of actions
individuals are likely to engage in, I can make more detailed conclusions about
how masculinity and femininity influence various types of participation.

Table 4.9 incorporates these more detailed types of environmental action,
showing the results of bivariate regression for both gendered personality traits and
the types of environmental action variables (overall, individual, political). Here,
we see that for small-scale, individual environmental actions (such as recycling or
reducing energy consumption), femininity has a larger coefficient than
masculinity. Inversely, when looking only at political environmental actions (such
as donating to a political environmental organization or attending a rally),

masculinity has a larger coefficient than femininity.
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Overall Env. Indv. Env. Action | Pol. Env. Action
Action

Masc. Score 189%* d15%* 206%*

Fem. Score .194%* 187** 205%*

** p <0.001 (reg)

Table 4.9: Table showing bivariate regression results for masculinity scores of respondents and

three environmental actions and femininity scores of respondents and three environmental actions.

This difference between masculinity and femininity when looking at
specific types of environmental action raises a question around the ways in which
gendered personality traits impact likeliness to engage in environmental action.
Returning again to McDermott’s findings about the strong influence of masculine
personalities on engagement in politics, my finding that more political
environmental actions are more favorable to highly masculine individuals
reaffirms her conclusion. Again, it appears that, despite a feminine
characterization of the political issue at hand, the more political an action is, the
more likely it attracts masculine individuals. For more individually focused
actions, however, femininity has a stronger influence on participation —
suggesting that less political actions may be more accessible to nonmasculine
individuals interested in supporting a larger movement. While greater analysis
needs to be done on whether there is a tipping point in which the masculine nature
of political actions outweighs the feminine image of a political issue, my data
reinforces the importance of looking at the gender dimensions of both the

characterization of an issue and the methods used to engage in a political system.

67



Gender Conformity Groups Analysis

As the analysis thus far has shown, my data confirms my original
hypotheses that both masculinity and femininity have significant, positive
relationships with environmental action. It also shows, however, that masculine
traits seem to be more strongly associated with political actions while feminine
traits are more strongly associated with individual actions. Now I incorpoate my
variables of sex identity into my analysis and focus on the gender conformity
scheme introduced in Chapter Three.

While earlier in this thesis I discussed the importance of understanding the
distinction between the terms “sex” and “gender”, these two concepts are still
closely intertwined. Studying masculinity and femininity through a framework of
personality traits allows us to explain gendered differences in our society beyond
just differences in biological sex. However, sex identity can still have a prominent
influence on the experiences and behaviors of individuals. Therefore, it is
worthwhile to examine the intersection of gendered personality traits and sex
identity.

“Gender conformity groups” refer to four different classifications created
to capture the varying experiences of an individual’s sex identity and levels of
gendered personality traits. A classification of “traditional” means an individual
possesses a high level of the gendered personality trait expected for their sex and
a low level of the gendered personality trait assigned to the other sex. For

example, a “traditional” female is one who scores high in femininity and low in
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masculinity. Inversely, a “cross-typed” individual refers to someone who has the
opposite gendered personality trait make-up from what is expected of their sex.
For example, a “cross-typed” female is one who scores high in masculinity and
low in femininity. The final two categories can be classified regardless of an
individual’s sex identity. An “androgynous” individual is someone who has high
levels of both masculinity and femininity, while an “undifferentiated” individual
is someone who has low levels of both masculinity and femininity.

It is important to note here that the gender conformity type classification is
based on a sex-identity binary, in which only males and females are discussed.
This binary can be a harmful way of understanding sex and gender in our society,
as not all individuals fit within the socially-created parameters of what determines
a “woman” or a “man”. Instead, it is important to acknowledge that sex identity
and gender expression can be incredibly personal aspects of our lives and should
not be erased if they do not fit within a stereotypical mold of sex identity. To help
combat this dangerous dialogue, I allowed participants in my study to choose
from three potential sex identities (female, male, non-binary) and left open a
write-in space for those whose identity is not captured by those three terms.
However, none of my respondents chose the “non-binary” option or the write-in
option. Therefore, my study does look at differences between men and women,
but not in the aim of supporting a sex-binary and instead in response to the

limitations of my data and in comparison to existing literature on my topic.
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Using the data collected from my survey, I was able to create a variable
for gender conformity on Stata that sorted my respondents into these four

classifications. Table 4.10 displays the spread of gender conformity groups across

my sample.
Gender Conformity Group % of total sample (N)
Traditional 25.9% (118)
Cross-typed 13.1% (60)
Androgynous 33.6% (153)
Undifferentiated 27.4% (125)

Table 4.10: Table showing distribution of survey participants across four gender conformity

groups

As seen in Table 4.10, androgynous individuals made up a plurality of my
respondents, capturing 33.6% of my total sample. Cross-typed individuals had the
lowest frequency, making up only 13.1% of my sample. This distribution differs
slightly from the data collected by McDermott, where she saw a higher proportion
of traditional individuals (33%) than androgynous individuals (29%) and
undifferentiated individuals (26%), but a similarly low proportion of cross-typed
individuals (12%) (McDermott 2016). We can further understand the distribution

of my participants across these four groups by adding in my variable of sex
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(shown in Table 4.11). Here, we see that women make up a larger portion of those
typed as “traditional”, while men have greater numbers across the other three
classifications. However, as my dataset included a far larger percentage of men
than women (62% male/ 38% female), it is perhaps more insightful to look at the

breakdown of gender conformity groups within each sex.

Gender Sex

Conformity Male (N) Female (N) Total (N)
Group

Traditional 20% (57) 35% (61) 100% (118)
Cross-typed 15% (42) 10% (18) 100% (60)
Androgynous 36% (102) 30% (51) 100% (153)
Undifferentiated | 29% (82) 25% (43) 100% (125)
Total 100% (283) 100% (173) 100% (456)

Table 4.11: Table showing distribution of survey participants across four gender conformity

groups when splitting up males and females

For men, androgynous was the most common classification. For women,
traditional had the highest frequency. Cross-typed was the least common for both

of the sexes. Again, this distribution varies slightly from McDermott, where
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traditional was the most common classification for both men and women while
cross-typed remained the least common for both (McDermott 2016). My findings
raise important questions about the evolution of gender conformity types in our
society. As my earlier analysis on gendered personality traits emphasized, both
male and female participants were more likely to receive higher femininity scores
than masculinity scores. For women, this conclusion leads us to assume that there
will be more traditional or androgynous women (as they both show high levels of
femininity) than cross-typed or undifferentiated women in our sample. Table 4.11
confirms this assumption. For men, however, higher levels of femininity than
masculinity creates the expectation that cross-typed and androgynous men are
more common than traditional or undifferentiated men. Table 4.11 rejects this
expectation. While androgynous men are by far the most common, cross-typed
men make up the smallest percentage of men. The dominance of androgyny
among men in my sample suggests that while many men may show high levels of
femininity, it is typically accompanied by high levels of masculinity as well. For
women, on the other hand, high levels of femininity are more likely to occur in
tangent with low levels of masculinity.

With this typology of gender conformity in place, I can deepen my
analysis thus far by considering how gender conformity might be associated with
different patterns of environmental activity. Specifically, I hypothesize that
androgyny, which has high levels of both masculinity and femininity, will have a

positive, significant relationship with environmental action.
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H;: Individuals classified as androgynous are more likely to participate in

environmental action than nonandrogynous individuals.

Inversely, I can also hypothesize that an undifferentiated classification
(which has low levels of masculinity and femininity) would be associated with

lower levels of participation in environmental action.

H,: Individuals classified as undifferentiated are less likely to participate

in environmental action than individuals not classified as undifferentiated.

To test these hypotheses, I ran ANOVA tests on Stata for the four gender
conformity groups across my three types of environmental action (overall,
individual, political). Table 4.12 displays the results of these tests. Androgyny has
the highest likelihood of participation in all three types of action while
undifferentiated has the lowest likelihood of participation in all three types of
action — confirming my hypotheses. Both traditional and cross-typed sit in
between the other two types with very similar means to each other. The results of
these tests highlight that while high levels of masculinity and femininity on their
own can be shown to have a significant, positive relationship with environmental
action, the combination of the two (captured by the androgynous classification)

appears even more influential.
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Gender Conformity | N Overall Individual | Political
Group Env. Env. Env.
Action Action Action
Traditional 118 2.59 2.92 2.11
Cross-typed 60 2.62 2.95 2.13
Androgynous 153 3.03 3.20 2.78
Undifferentiated 128 2.34 2.62 1.93
F 39.27*%* 28.20%** 36.90**

*# < 0.001 (ANOVA)

Table 4.12: Table showing results of ANOVA tests run on four gender conformity groups and the

three types of environmental action

While the finding that androgyny overall has a stronger influence on

engagement in environmental action than other gender conformity groups is

fascinating on its own, we can also look at potential differences between men and

women in these groups. This practice allows us to examine whether sex identity is

affecting the relationship between gender conformity groups and environmental

action more so than gendered personality traits. Table 4.13 shows the results of

one-way ANOVA tests run on Stata for each of the four gender conformity
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classifications across the three types of environmental action, looking only at
females. Table 4.14 replicates this test, but looking only at males. Again, we see
that both androgynous females and androgynous males show the highest means of
engagement across the three actions when compared to other classifications
within their sex. Interestingly, we also see that even when accounting for gender
conformity types, women had higher means of engagement in individual
environmental action than men, while men had higher means of engagement in
political environmental action than women. This finding mimics our earlier
conclusion that masculinity has a stronger influence on political action while
femininity has a stronger influence on individual action. However, it is important
to re-emphasize that masculinity does not exclusively apply to men and
femininity does not only apply to women. While many individuals may show high
levels of their sex-expected gendered personality trait, they also can have a high
degree of their non-expected gendered personality traits. The conclusion that
androgynous individuals, more so than any other gender conformity type, are
more likely to engage in environmental action highlights a key purpose of this
thesis. While sex identity can explain components of the phenomenon we are
studying (such as higher levels of men participating in political action and higher
levels of women participating in individual action), a gendered personality trait
analysis amplifies these findings and points to a psychological, rather than simply

a biological, influence on engagement.
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Gender Conformity N Overall Individual | Political
Group x Sex Env. Env. Env.
Action Action Action
Traditional Female 61 2.73 3.11 2.18
Cross-typed Female 18 2.81 3.05 2.46
Androgynous Female 51 3.00 3.26 2.62
Undifferentiated Female | 43 2.43 2.72 2.00
F 10.51%* 11.28%* 6.83*

*p < 0.05 (ANOVA)
% <0.001 (ANOVA)

Table 4.13: Table showing results of ANOVA tests run on four gender conformity groups and the

three types of environmental action, only looking at female participants
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Gender Conformity N Overall Individual | Political
Group x Sex Env. Env. Env.
Action Action Action
Traditional Male 57 2.44 2.72 2.03
Cross-typed Male 42 2.53 291 1.98
Androgynous Male 102 3.05 3.17 2.87
Undifferentiated Male 82 2.30 2.58 1.89
F 30.49%** 19.34%** 33.34%**

**p<0.001 (ANOVA)
Table 4.14: Table showing results of ANOVA tests run on four gender conformity groups and the

three types of environmental action, only looking at male participants

Using gender conformity types, I have been able to both acknowledge the
differences between men and women in environmental action while also showing
that the presence of varying levels of masculinity and femininity has a strong
influence on their likelihood to engage. Now, I turn to an analysis of how
additional demographic variables beyond sex identity impact the relationships I

am studying.
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Multiple Regression: Controlling for Additional Factors

The final component of my analysis is the creation of a multiple regression
table that aims to control for potential confounding factors (primarily
demographic variables). As discussed in Chapter Three, my online survey began
with a series of questions asking participants about their demographic
information. I collected data on my subjects’ ethnicity, sex identity, educational
attainment, and age. Using this data, [ was able to run a multiple regression
equation on Stata measuring the impact of my demographic variables on the
relationship of masculinity and femininity with my three types of environmental
action. As both ethnicity and sex identity are categorial variables in which there is
no numerical value in the difference between categories (unlike with education
and age), | created two additional dummy variables to capture their influence:
nonwhite and female. The equation is as follows:

Y= o+B  (mscore) + B ,(fscore) + B, (female) + B , (nonwhite) +
B 5 (education) + B , (age)

Table 4.15 shows the results. Here, we can see that my original hypotheses
continue to hold even when factoring in additional demographic factors.
Masculinity and femininity have positive, significant relationships for all three
types of environmental action. The coefficients shown in Table 4.15 represent
how much an individual’s environmental action score would increase with a one
unit increase in the independent variable. For example, a one unit increase in

one’s femininity score (which is scored on a range from 1 to 7) is associated with
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a .156 increase in one’s overall environmental action score (on a range from 1 to
4). Looking at my demographic variables, sex, education, and age also have
significant coefficients, though none of them have significance for all three types
of action. Ethnicity was the only variable that had no significant relationship with
any of my environmental action variables. Here, unit increases with these
coefficients have different meanings. My female and nonwhite variables are
dummy variables, meaning a one unit increase goes from not being female (or
being white) to being female (or being nonwhite). Education scores range from 1
(some high school education) to 4 (postgraduate degree). Therefore, a one unit
increase in education can signal a strong difference in educational experiences.
Finally, age is an inherently numerical variable and therefore directly represents
the age respondents selected during my survey. A one unit increase in age simply

means that that person is one year older.
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Overall Env. Indv. Env. Action | Pol. Env. Action
Action

Masculinity Score | 0.129%** 0.069* 0.215%*

Femininity Score | 0.156** 0.160** 0.151**

Female 0.132%* 0.151%* 0.104

Nonwhite 0.033 0.005 0.073

Education 0.135%* 0.067 0.235%*

Age -0.007* -0.004 -0.011%*

*p=<0.05
** p <0.001 (reg)

Table 4.15: Table showing results of multiple regression analysis for three types of environmental

action, including both gendered personality trait scores and demographic variables

Figures 4.1 and 4.2 illustrate these results in two bar graphs, showing the
expected environmental action scores for masculinity and femininity when
moving from their lowest possible score (1) to their highest possible score (7).
Using the coefficients produced from my multiple regression model, I plugged in
the mean for each variable, with the exception of the variable that I was moving
from 1 to 7. This process allowed me to produce three expected environmental

action scores when varying both masculinity and femininity (one for lowest score,
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one for actual mean score, one for highest score). I then repeated this process for

all three types of environmental action.

Expected Environmental Action Scores for Masculinity
Using Multiple Regression Model
35

25
2
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1
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Figure 4.1: Graph showing expected environmental action scores for different levels of

masculinity using multiple regression model
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Expected Environmental Action Scores for Femininity Using
Multiple Regression Model
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Figure 4.2: Graph showing expected environmental action scores for different levels of femininity

using multiple regression model

These graphs show the effect that our regression coefficients have as we
move from the lowest possible gendered personality trait score to the highest.
Femininity produced a higher coefficient for overall and individual environmental
action than masculinity, meaning for every one unit increase in an individual’s
femininity score there is a larger increase in their overall and individual
environmental action score than with a one unit increase in their masculinity
score. For political environmental action, masculinity had a larger coefficient, and
s0 a one unit increase in an individual’s masculinity score predicts a larger
increase in their political environmental action score than with a one unit increase
in their femininity score. We see this effect in the graphs, where femininity shows

a larger difference between expected overall and individual scores than
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masculinity and masculinity shows a larger gap in its political action scores.
Overall, we see that as one’s masculinity or femininity score increases, so do their
expected environmental action scores. This trend echoes earlier conclusions we
made about the significant, positive relationships between masculinity and
environmental action and femininity and environmental action.

To broaden this analysis, I also ran a multiple regression model using my
gender conformity groups as independent variables instead of masculinity and
femininity. Unlike masculinity and femininity, gender conformity groups are
mutually exclusive to each other (meaning an individual can only belong to one of
the four groups at any one time). Therefore, I separated out this model into four
components to capture the effects of the demographic variables on each individual

group. The equation for these models are as follows:

Y = a+p (traditional) + B ,(fscore) + B ; (female) + B , (nonwhite) +
B , (education) + B , (age)
Y= a+p (cross—typed) + B ,(fscore) + B 5 (female) + B , (nonwhite)
+ B  (education) + P , (age)
Y = a+p (androgynous) + B ,(fscore) + B 5 (female) + B , (nonwhite)
+ B  (education) + P , (age)
Y= a+p (undifferentiated) + B ,(fscore) + B 5 (female) + B ,

(nonwhite) + B 5 (education) + B , (age)

83



Appendix 4F shows the results of these models. These results reaffirm my
earlier hypothesis around a positive relationship between androgyny and
environmental action and a negative relationship between undifferentiated and
environmental action. For all three types of action, androgyny had a significant,
positive coefficient when factoring in additional demographic variables. With
undifferentiated, however, we see a significant, negative coefficient across all
three types of action. Again, it appears that even when adding in additional
outside factors such as ethnicity and age, high levels of both masculinity and

femininity motivate greater engagement in environmental action.

Conclusion

This chapter presented an analysis of the data collected by my online
survey. Looking at my original hypotheses, I showed that both masculinity and
femininity have statistically significant, positive relationships with environmental
action. This finding held true when factoring in several additional variables,
including using multiple regression with both of my gendered personality traits
and other demographic factors. I also explained an important nuance between
differences in the relationships of masculinity and femininity with different types
of environmental action. My analysis showed that masculinity has a stronger
influence on political environmental action while femininity has a stronger

influence on individual environmental action. This finding highlights that both the
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mechanisms through which individuals engage in politics and the content of the
issue that they engage on can influence their likelihood of participation. Using a
gendered analysis, we can evaluate how the masculine nature of American politics
might intersect with a feminized political issue, such as environmentalism. My
study into the role of gender conformity groups also broadened this analysis by
looking at how both sex identity and gendered personality traits can influence
engagement in environmental action. Here, I found that androgynous individuals,
both men and women, were overall the most likely to engage in all three types of
environmental action. Finally, this chapter presented a multiple regression
analysis of my main hypotheses that factored in demographic information
collected by my survey. Again, masculinity and femininity were shown to have
significant, positive relationships with all three types of environmental action.
This analysis also revealed that sex identity is not as reliable of a predictor of
engagement in environmental action as gendered personality traits — showcasing
the importance of using the gendered personality traits framework applied in my

thesis.
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Chapter Five: Conclusion

Differences between the political attitudes and behaviors of men and
women have long been studied in the academic world of gender studies and
political science. From understanding why men are more likely to run for office
than women to analyzing the political tools used by early women’s rights
activists, there is a breadth of research that offers a gendered analysis of our
political systems. However, many of these analyses center their gaze on the
differences (or similarities) between individuals of differing sex identities, often
focusing on the male-female binary. While biological sex is an important variable
to understand when looking at the experiences of individuals in political society,
it also has its limits. First, focusing solely on sex identity propagates a harmful
male-female binary that erases the experiences of individuals who do not fall
neatly into the socially-constructed understandings of “male” or “female”.
Second, looking only at biological differences fails to acknowledge the influence
of the socialized, gendered characteristics of individuals that might fall outside of
their sex-expected attitudes and behaviors. Therefore, the gendered personality
traits framework, in which the traits of masculinity and femininity are the primary
variables of study instead of sex identity, allows us to delve deeper into how
experiences of gender might influence political participation, regardless of an
individual’s sex. Using this approach, my thesis has built on the work of Professor
Monika McDermott and studied masculinity and femininity in the context of

environmental action. This concluding chapter summarizes the findings of my
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study, reiterates the place my thesis occupies in existing literature on these topics,
and offers insight into areas of future study on both gendered personality traits

and environmental action.

Summary of Findings

The two main hypotheses of my thesis focused on the relationships
between masculinity and environmental action and femininity and environmental
action. Using my original survey data and Stata as my analysis tool, I found
statistically significant, positive relationships between both masculinity and
environmental action and femininity and environmental action. This finding
continued to hold true when running a multiple regression model and when
dividing my environmental action variable into two separate types (individual and
political). Looking at these more detailed types of environmental action, I found
that femininity had a stronger influence on individual environmental action while
masculinity had a stronger influence on political environmental action. This
finding suggests that the masculine nature of the American political system makes
masculine individuals more inclined to engage in more political actions, while the
feminized characterization of the environmental movement still engages feminine
personalities on less political actions.

Having collected data on the sex identity of my participants, my thesis
also incorporated an analysis of the environmental scores of the gender

conformity groups in my sample. Here, I hypothesized that androgyny, in which
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an individual is high in both masculinity and femininity, would have the strongest
influence on engagement in environmental action while undifferentiated
individuals would have the weakest relationship with environmental action. My
data confirmed these two hypotheses, further supporting the notion that both
masculinity and femininity can have powerful influences on participation in
environmental action.

Finally, in the hopes of better understanding how additional factors such
as ethnicity and age might affect the relationship between gendered personality
traits and environmental action, I also ran a multiple regression equation on Stata
that incorporated demographic data and gendered personality trait scores. This
analysis revealed that my original hypotheses remain true even with the addition
of these variables. By including sex identity in this multiple regression, I was also
able to see that sex identity is a weaker predictor of environmental action than
masculinity and femininity — confirming the importance of using a gendered

personality approach and not just a sex-identity analysis.

Place in Existing Research

As discussed in Chapter Two, a lot of research has been conducted on sex,
gender, and politics. Pioneered by Sandra Bem in the 1970s, gendered personality
trait analysis is nothing new. However, in 2016, Professor Monika McDermott
amplified the importance of this framework by producing the first comprehensive
study on gendered personality traits and American political society, called the

Gendered Personalities & Politics Study (GPPS). As my thesis discussed many
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times, my study was based on the work of McDermott and aimed to further
expand the gendered personalities and political framework she put forth. Chapter
Four, which presents my findings and analysis, compares my data on gendered
personality traits and political engagement to her conclusions. Both confirming
and challenging some of her findings, my thesis has expanded our understanding
of how masculinity and femininity can interact with political participation. In
particular, I have shown that femininity can have a significant impact on political
engagement when looking specifically at an issue that has been feminized in
broader society.

In terms of existing research on what factors influence willingness to
participate in environmental action, my thesis adds a new independent variable
into the mix: gendered personality traits. In combination with research on the role
of other influential factors, such as partisanship, emotional responses, and age, my
research on masculinity, femininity, and various levels of environmental action
broadens our knowledge of both the psychological and non-psychological
variables at work. My thesis also provides greater nuance regarding the data
collected on differing opinions of environmentally-friendly behaviors among men
and women. Finally, my thesis offers knowledge to those looking to understand
the influences behind why an individual chooses to participate in environmental
action and emphasizes the importance of analyzing the gender dimensions of

these actions.
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Areas for Future Research

Research into the intersection of masculinity, femininity, and
environmental action is only just starting. As the world continues to respond to
the increasing severity of the climate crisis, understanding what motivates
individuals to become more active on environmental issues is a key component of
implementing the changes needed to mitigate and adapt to the effects of
ecological breakdown. While my thesis has aimed to develop an informed way of
measuring an individual’s likelihood to engage in environmental action, greater
research is still needed on this methodology. A number of factors beyond just
concern for the environment can impact why an individual engages in
environmentally-friendly behaviors. Therefore, we need to do a better job of
incorporating these potential confounding variables into our research. Similarly,
other methods for measuring masculinity and femininity should be explored, as
these are highly complex concepts that can be viewed from more than just a
personality trait perspective.

Another area in which further research could be conducted is the
application of the gendered personality traits framework to other political issues,
in particular those with differing gender dimensions. By using gendered
personality traits to better explain various types of political participation, we can
look for bigger trends in the ways in which masculinity and femininity might
influence political behaviors. The population studied in this type of research could

also be varied, such as looking at the gendered personality traits of candidates or
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elected officials. Overall, the gendered personality traits framework is a powerful
tool for better understanding the role of sex identity and gender in our political

systems and therefore should be more thoroughly studied.

Closing Remarks

In a time of a crisis, understanding what motivates individuals to become
active on a political issue can be influential in responding quickly and collectively
to the problem at hand. Today, our world is faced with numerous emergencies,
including the COVID-19 global pandemic, a pending economic downturn, and the
ongoing climate crisis. Several factors, such as access to resources, past
experiences with crisis, and social cues, can impact how individuals react to these
critical situations — including, perhaps, their personality trait composition. Just
as we’ve seen the world jump to action on minimizing the damage of COVID-19,
the climate crisis will demand similar dramatic changes to our lifestyles,
mindsets, and socio-economic structures. Knowing what psychological factors
can influence an individual to participate in environmental action is essential
information for making these changes in a quick and widespread manner that
engages the public. My thesis has aimed to explain one of these factors, gendered
personality traits, as well as promote a new framework for understanding how sex
and gender impact the political lives of individuals. While masculinity and
femininity are only two of many influences on how individuals interact with

political systems, research into their effect on the critical issue of environmental
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action has revealed the importance of the gendered personality traits framework
and the need for greater exploration into masculinity, femininity, and

environmental action.
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Appendices

Appendix 3A
Examples of Survey Questions

Demographic Questions

What is your age?
(drop down menu listing ages from 18 to 65+)

What is the highest degree or level of education you have received?
Some high school
High school diploma
Bachelor’s degree
Postgraduate degree
Prefer not to say

Please specify your ethnicity (select more than one if applicable).
Black or African American
White
Hispanic or Latinx
Native American
Pacific Islander
Asian
Other (please specify)
Prefer not to say

Please select your sex identity.
Male
Female
Non-binary
Other (please specify)
Prefer not to say
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BSRI Matrix Question

Please rate yourself on the following items, on a scale from 1 (never or
almost never true about you) to 7 (always or almost always true about

you).

Never or Always or
almost never almost
true always true

Willing to take risks 1
Understanding 1
Forceful 1
Strong Personality 1
Sympathetic 1
Warm 1
Assertive 1
Loves children 1
Independent 1

1

NS RN ISR SR NS NS S RS S
W W LW W W W W W W W
L L L T T S S
DN L L L L L D D D D
()W) W) lie) Mo e ) o) e e o
IR N BN B N BN BN BN |

Compassionate

Environmental Action Index (Individual Actions)

For this part of the survey, you will be asked how likely you are to engage
in various environmental activities: highly unlikely, somewhat unlikely,
somewhat likely, or highly likely.

Highly Somewhat Somewhat Highly
unlikely unlikely likely likely
Sort your
recycling from 1 2 3 4
your trash

Use reusable items
(tote bag, metal
straw,water bottle) 1 2 3 4
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Reduce meat 1 2 3 4
consumption

Shop locally 1 2 3 4

Bike, walk, or take
public transit instead 1 2 3 4
of driving

Purchase an electric
vehicle, electric bike, 1 2 3 4
or electric scooter

Buy products that
say "environmentally 1 2 3 4
friendly"

Reduce your plastic
waste 1 2 3 4

Environmental Attitudes Questions

Now we'd like to ask you a few questions on your attitudes towards
environmental issues.

You may have heard of the term "global warming" in the news. Global
warming is used to describe the idea that global average temperatures have
increased over the past 150 years and are likely to continue to increase in
the future. This increase may change our climate as a result.

Do you believe global warming is happening?
Yes
No
Don’t Know
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Do you believe that global warming is caused primarily by human
activities?

Yes

No

I don’t believe global warming is happening

Do you think that global warming will impact you personally?
Yes
No
I don’t believe global warming is happening

How important is protecting the environment to you?
Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important

Do you think the US is doing enough to address global warming?
Yes
Somewhat
No

Environmentalist Identity Question

Finally, we'd like to know whether you consider yourself to be an
environmentalist. Using a scale from 1 to 4, in which 1 means "not at all"
and 4 means "strongly", please indicate how much you identify with the
label "environmentalist".

Do you identify with the label “environmentalist”?
Not at all
Only a little
Somewhat
Strongly
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Appendix 3B

Masculinity, Femininity, & Environmental Action Dataset Codebook

*any “I prefer not to say” or “Don’t know” responses are not included in this
dataset and therefore do not show up in this codebook.

caseid unique # for each respondent (comes
from Response ID generated by
Qualtrics)

age age of respondent in years

agegrp Age groups:
1=18-29
2=130-49
3 =50-64
4 =65+

education What is the highest degree or level of
education you have received?

0 = Prefer not to say

1 = Some high school

2 = High school diploma

3 = Bachelor’s degree

4 = Postgraduate degree

ethnicity Please specify your ethnicity (select
more than one if applicable).
0 = Prefer not to say/ no

answer
1 = Black or African American
2 = White

3 = Hispanic or Latinx
4 = Native American
5 = Pacific Islander

6 = Asian
7 = Mixed
8 = Other
nonwhite 1 = nonwhite ethnicity selected; 0 =

only white selected

sex Please select your sex identity.
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1 = Male

2 = Female
3 = Non-binary
4 = Other
female 1 = female; 2 = male
risk matrix score on “willing to take risks”
1 - Never or almost never true
to
7 - Always or almost always true
(applies to below BSRI variables)
understanding matrix score on “understanding”
forceful matrix score on “forceful”
strongperson matrix score on “strong personality”
sympathetic matrix score on “sympathetic”
warm matrix score on “warm”
assertive matrix score on “assertive”
loveskids matrix score on “loves children”
independent matrix score on “independent”
compassion matrix score on “compassionate”
gentle matrix score on “gentle”
leader matrix score on “leadership ability”
aggressive matrix score on “aggressive”
soothe matrix score on “eager to soothe hurt
feelings”
affection matrix score on “affectionate”
dominant matrix score on “dominant”
takestand matrix score on “willing to take a
stand”
sensitive matrix score on “sensitive to the needs
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of others”

defends

matrix score on “defends own belief”

tender

matrix score on “tender”

mscore

Respondent’s answers to BSRI
questions coded for masculinity are
added together and divided by 10

fscore

Respondent’s answers to BSRI
questions coded for femininity are
added together and divided by 10

highmasc

1 = high in masculinity (above sample
median for mscore); 0 = low in
masculinity

highfem

1 = high in femininity (above sample
median for fscore); 0 = low in
femininity

genderconform

Gender Conformity Labels
(determined by masc/fem scores and
sex identity)

1 = traditional

2 = cross-typed

3 = androgynous

4 = undifferentiated

sortrecycle

matrix score on “sort your recycling
from your trash”

1 - Highly unlikely

2 - Somewhat unlikely

3 - Somewhat likely

4 - Highly likely

(applies to all environmental matrix
variables below)

reusable

matrix score on “use reusable items
(tote bag, metal straw, water bottle)”

meat

matrix score on “reduce your meat
consumption”

shoplocal

matrix score on “shop locally”
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bikewalkpt

matrix score on “bike, walk, or take
public transit instead of driving”

buyev matrix score on “purchase an electric
vehicle, electric bicycle, or electric
scooter”

buyenvfriendly matrix score on “buy products that say
‘environmentally friendly’”

reduceplastic matrix score on “reduce your plastic
waste”

buysecondhand matrix score on “buy second-hand
items or items made from recycled
materials”

compost matrix score on “compost your waste”

fewerflights matrix score on “take fewer flights”

reducenrg matrix score on “reduce energy
consumption (turn off lights when
leaving room, unplug unused cables,
install LED lights)”

solar matrix score on “install solar panels”

reducewater matrix score on “reduce water waste”

learnmore matrix score on “learn more about
environmental issues”

talkenv matrix score on “talk with others in
your life about environmental issues”

contactrep matrix score on “write, email, or call
your representative to talk about an
environmental issue”

protest matrix score on “attend a protest/rally
about the environment”

vote matrix score on “vote for a candidate

because of their stance on the
environment”

100




meeting

matrix score on “attend a meeting for
an environmental group”

debate

matrix score on “watch a candidate
debate about the environment”

donate

matrix score on “donate to an
environmental group or campaign”

sign

matrix score on “show support for an
environmental group with a sign,
sticker, or piece of clothing”

organize

matrix score on “organize a
protest/rally about the environment”

takelead

matrix score on “take a leadership
position within an environmental
group”

runforoffice

matrix score on “run for office on an
environmental platform

skip

matrix score on “skip work/school to
attend an environmental protest/rally”

envact

Sum of numerical scores for all
environmental action question/ total
(27)

indvact

Sum of numerical scores for
individual action questions/ total (16)

polact

Sum of numerical scores for political
action questions/ total (11)

highenvact

1 = high in overall env. action (above
sample median for envact); 0 = low in
overall env. action

highindvact

1 = high in individual env. action
(above sample median for indvact); 0
= low in individual env. action

highpolact

1 = high in political env. action (above
sample median for polact); 0 = low in
political env. action
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happening response to “do you believe global
warming is happening”

0 - Don’t Know

1 - No

2-Yes

manmade response to “do you believe global
warming is caused primarily by
human activities”

1 - I don’t believe global warming is
happening

2-No

3-Yes

personalimpact response to “do you think global
warming will impact you personally”
1 - I don’t believe global warming is
happening

2 -No

3-Yes

protect response to “how important is
protecting the environment to you”
1 - Not at all important

2 - Slightly important

3 - Moderately important

4 - Very important

5 - Extremely important

USenough response to “do you think the US is
doing enough to address global
warming”’

1-Yes

2 - Somewhat

3 -No

environlD Please indicate how much you identify
with the label "environmentalist".

1 =not at all

2 = only a little

3 = somewhat

4 = strongly
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Appendix 4A
Example of Stata commands and results (Regression & ANOVA tests)

Bivariate Regression of Femininity Scores and Overall Environmental Action

reg envact fscore

Source | SS df MS Number of obs = 459
————————————— +---—————————————— F (1, 457) = 70.47
Model | 22.488932 1 22.488932 Prob > F = 0.0000
Residual | 145.85096 457 .31914871 R-squared = 0.1336
————————————— +--—-------------------——-———--—--—-  Adj R-squared = 0.1317
Total | 168.339892 458 .36755435 Root MSE = .56493
envact | Coef. Std. Err. t P>t [95% Conf. Intervall]
_____________ o
fscore | .1941706 .0231311 8.39 0.000 .1487142 .239627
_cons | 1.667383 .1223406 13.63 0.000 1.426963 1.907803

ANOVA Test for Masculinity Scores and Sex Identity

oneway mscore sex, tabulate

Summary of mscore

Sex Mean Std. Dev. Freq.
male | 4.5798587 1.1995791 283
female | 4.1676301 1.0117873 173
____________ +____________________________________
Total | 4.4234649 1.1484523 456
Analysis of Variance
Source SS df MS F Prob > F
Between groups 18.2450025 1 18.2450025 14.24 0.0002
Within groups 581.873929 454 1.28166064
Total 600.118931 455 1.31894271
Bartlett's test for equal variances: chi2(1l) = 5.9862 Prob>chi2 =

0.014
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Appendix 4B

Summary Statistics for Bem Sex Role Inventory Trait (BSRI) Questions

Feminine Traits

Trait Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
understanding 5.64 1.20 1 7
sympathetic 5.36 1.40 | 7
warm 5.24 1.51 1 7
loves children 4.76 1.81 1 7
compassionate 5.47 1.38 1 7
gentle 5.09 1.37 1 7
eager to soothe 4.90 1.62 1 7
hurt feelings

affectionate 4.96 1.55 1 7
sensitive to 5.33 1.40 1 7
needs of others

tender 4.89 1.55 1 7

Masculine Traits

Trait Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
willing to take 4.18 1.61 1 7
risks

forceful 3.37 1.78 1 7
strong 4.21 1.76 1 7
personality

assertive 4.25 1.74 1 7
independent 5.66 1.31 | 7
leadership 4.63 1.73 | 7
ability

aggressive 3.37 1.77 1 7
dominant 3.84 1.80 1 7
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willing to takea | 5.18 1.40 | 7
stand
defends own 5.49 1.37 1 7
beliefs
Indices
Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Femininity 5.16 1.48 1 7
Masculinity 442 1.63 1 7
Appendix 4C

Levels of Masculinity and Femininity Among Demographic Groups

All
Men Wome
n
N Masc Fem Masc Fem Masc Fem

Sex Men 283 [ 4.58 5.01

Women 173 |1 4.17 5.44

F 14.24%* | 15.47**
Age 18-29 144 | 4.39 495 4.64 495 391 5.02

30-49 251 | 4.43 5.21 4.53 5.02 4.25 5.54

50-64 52 |4.43 5.40 4.63 5.15 4.28 5.59

65+ 12 | 4.48 5.78 4.66 5.3 4.36 6.11

F 0.04 3.74%* 0.18 0.30 1.39 3.81%*
Education | Some HS 3 4.60 5.47 3.90 5.25 6 5.90

HS 152 | 4.05 5.11 4.07 4.81 4.02 5.56

diploma

Bachelor’s | 236 | 4.54 5.17 4.77 5.09 4.17 5.31

degree

Postgrad 62 |4.93 5.26 5.09 5.17 4.62 5.6

degree
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F 10.96** | .30 10.27*%* | 1.48 2.97*% | .88
Ethnicity | Black/ 64 |53 5.63 5.46 5.55 4.53 6.05
African
American
White 306 | 4.24 5.11 4.32 4.88 4.12 5.45
Hispanic/ |25 |4.38 4.78 4.6 4.7 3.93 4.96
Latinx
Native 6 4.25 4.98 3.87 4.13 4.63 5.83
American
Pacific 1 3.40 4.99 N/A N/A 3.40 4.90
Islander
Asian 24 |3.89 5.37 3.92 5.19 3.84 4.71
Mixed 27 |4.87 4.30 5.01 5.18 4.66 5.65
F 9.64%* 2.39% 9.24%* | 3.10** | 1.18 1.90
*p <0.05 (ANOVA)
** p<0.001 (ANOVA)
Appendix 4D
Summary Statistics for Environmental Action Index Questions
Individual Actions
Action Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Sort recycling 3.19 0.92 1 4
Reusable 3.31 0.84 1 4
Meat 2.55 1.06 1 4
Shop local 3.13 0.84 1 4
Bike/ walk/ take pt 2.52 1.07 1 4
Buy EV 242 1.06 1 4
Buy 3.03 0.82 1 4
environmentally-friendly
Reduce plastic 3.21 0.86 1 4
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Buy secondhand 3.00 0.84 1 4
Compost 2.45 1.14 1 4
Fewer flights 2.93 1.05 1 4
Reduce energy 343 .80 1 4
Solar 2.51 1.03 1 4
Reduce water 3.16 0.84 1 4
Learn more 3.17 0.87 1 4
Talk about environment | 2.95 0.97 1 4
Political Actions
Action Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Contact representative 2.21 1.03 1 4
Protest 2.22 1.14 1 4
Vote 293 1.05 1 4
Meeting 2.30 1.07 1 4
Debate 2.84 1.03 1 4
Donate 2.58 1.12 1 4
Sign 2.59 1.04 1 4
Organize 1.90 1.09 1 4
Take leadership role 1.87 1.01 1 4
Run for office 1.75 1.04 1 4
Skip 1.95 1.09 1 4
Indices
Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Overall Env. Action 2.62 1 1 4
Individual Env. Action 2.94 0.94 1 4
Political Env. Action 2.29 1.06 1 4
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Appendix 4E
Environmental Action Scores Across Demographic Groups

N Individual Political Overall Action
Action Action
Sex Men 283 | 2.87 2.28 2.63
Women 173 13.05 2.29 2.74
F 11.09%* 0.01 3.56
Age 18-29 144 | 2.87 2.34 2.65
30-49 251 |[2.96 2.30 2.69
50-64 52 3.01 2.14 2.66
65+ 12 2.84 2.07 2.53
F 1.11 1.02 0.34
Education | Some HS 3 2.85 2.03 2.52
HS diploma 152 | 2.88 1.99 2.52
Bachelor’s degree 236 | 2.92 2.39 2.70
Postgrad degree 62 3.13 2.68 2.95
F 3.11% 13.93%* 8.20%*
Ethnicity | Black/ 64 3.09 2.93 3.03
African American
White 306|291 2.18 2.61
Hispanic/ 25 2.92 2.35 2.69
Latinx
Native American 6 2.74 2.24 2.54
Pacific Islander 1 2.44 1.36 2
Asian 24 2.92 2.07 2.57
Mixed 27 2.99 2.14 2.64
F 1.31 7.96%* 4.35%%*

*p<0.05 (ANOVA)
% <0.001 (ANOVA)
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Appendix 4F

Multiple Regression Results with Gender Conformity Groups at Independent

Variables

Overall Environmental Action

Traditional Cross-typed Androgynous Undifferentiated
Traditional -0.124 / / /
Cross-typed / -0.015 / /
Androgynous / / 0.505%* /
Undifferentiated | / / / -0.421**
Female 0.165* 0.147* 0.171%* 0.137*
Non-white 0.136* 0.145%* 0.044 0.097
Education 0.196** 0.195%* 0.140%* 0.168**
Age -0.003 -0.003 -0.005* -0.006*

Individual Environmental Action

Traditional Cross-typed Androgynous Undifferentiated
Traditional -0.052 / / /
Cross-typed / 0.044 / /
Androgynous / / 0.391** /
Undifferentiated | / / / -0.399**
Female 0.197** 0.193%* 0.208%* 0.179%*
Non-white 0.084 0.088 0.010 0.042
Education 0.105* 0.107* 0.062 0.079%*
Age -.001 -0.001 -0.002 -0.003
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Political Environmental Action

Traditional Cross-typed Androgynous Undifferentiated
Traditional -0.228* / / /
Cross-typed / -0.100 / /
Androgynous / / 0.672%* /
Undifferentiated | / / / -0.452%*
Female 0.118 0.081 0.118 0.075
Non-white 0.211* 0.227* 0.094 0.176*
Education 0.329%* 0.323%* 0.255%* 0.299%*
Age -0.007* -0.007* -0.009* -0.010*
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