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Resumo

Investigacdo anterior indicou que os estereotipos acerca de ambientalistas sdo barreiras ao
envolvimento do publico e identificagdo com o ambientalismo (Bashir et al., 2013; Pearson et
al., 2018), mas ndo identificou que atributos afetam as impressdes de e identificacdo com
ambientalistas, e de que formas préprias pertencas grupais afetam essas relacdes. Este trabalho
procurou preencher essa lacuna medindo respostas a descricdes ficticias de perfis de
ambientalistas (Stenhouse & Heinrich, 2019), investigando a complexa influéncia de maltiplas
caracteristicas (p. ex. género, profissdo, tipo de ambientalismo, etc.) nos estere6tipos
(sociabilidade, competéncia e confiabilidade), tipicalidade, e identificagdo com os perfis.

Aplicando uma nova analise conjunta experimental, 678 residentes nos Estados Unidos
percecionaram, entre outros resultados, que perfis mais tipicos foram os de mulheres,
Asiaticos/as, empregados/as de limpeza ou de escritdrio, politicamente moderados/as ou
liberais, com comportamentos na esfera privada ou moderados, com preocupagdes globais.
Identificaram-se mais com perfis de mulheres, empregados/as de limpeza e com ambientalismo
na esfera privada. Perfis atipicos melhoraram as impressGes apenas para comportamentos
privados e para a profissdo de empregado/a de limpeza. Além disso, as respostas foram
influenciadas por categorizag@es dos préprios participantes (p.ex. orientacdo politica).

Apesar de limitagdes tais como estratégias de amostragem diferentes, os resultados
ampliam o conhecimento sobre as percec¢des de ambientalistas, um grupo muito estereotipado
e politizado nos Estados Unidos. Assim, abrem-se novas direcdes sobre formacdo de
impressdes e a aplicacdo de anélises conjuntas em investigacdo psicoldgica, e fornecem-se aos
movimentos ambientalistas contributos valiosos sobre a fonte e conteddo de mensagens,

relativamente as audiéncias-alvo.

Palavras Chave: ambientalistas, estereo6tipos, analise conjunta experimental, identidade social,

residentes nos EUA

Categorias e Codigos de Classificacdo segundo APA PsycINFO:
3020 Processos de grupo e interpessoais

3040 Percecéo e cognicdo social






Abstract

Previous research found stereotypes of environmentalists as barriers to public engagement and
identification with environmentalism (Bashir et al., 2013; Pearson et al., 2018), but missed to
identify which attributes of an environmentalist affect people’s impressions and self-
identification, as well as how perceiver’s own group membership(s) influence this relationship.
The present work tried to fill this gap by measuring responses to diverse fictitious profile
descriptions of environmentalists (Stenhouse & Heinrich, 2019), investigating the complex
influence of the profiles’ multiple features (e.g., gender, occupation, type of pro-
environmentalism, etc.) on stereotypes (competence, friendliness, and trustworthiness),
perceived typicality, and participants’ self-identification with the described profiles.

Through the novel application of a conjoint experiment, a sample of 678 U.S. residents
generally perceived, among other results, profiles of women, Asian, cleaners or office clerks,
political moderates or liberals, private to moderate behaviors, with mainly global environmental
concerns to be more typical. Moreover, they identified most with profiles of women, cleaners,
and privately pro-environmental. Atypical profile descriptions only improved the participants’
impressions regarding private pro-environmental behaviors and the occupation cleaner. Also,
responses were influenced by self-assessed categorizations (e.g., political orientation).

In spite of limitations such as multiple sampling strategies, these findings extend the
knowledge on dimension-specific perceptions of the strongly stereotyped and politicized social
category of environmentalists in the U.S. Hereby, we open new directions regarding impression
formation research, and the application of conjoint analyses in psychological research.
Moreover, we provide the environmental movement valuable input regarding message source

and content in relation to the targeted audience.
Keywords: environmentalists, stereotypes, conjoint experiment, social identity, U.S. residents
APA PsycINFO Classification Categories and Codes:

3020 Group & Interpersonal Processes

3040 Social Perception & Cognition
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Introduction

The protection of the environment and climate change are among the most polarizing and
politicized issues in the United States of America (Feygina et al., 2010; McCright & Dunlap,
2011; Pew Research Center, 2020). But this was not always the case; in 1991, 78% of U.S.
Americans considered themselves “Environmentalists”, but these numbers dropped to 41% by
2021 while there was no observable trend regarding their environmental concern (Gallup,
2021). One explanation for this decreasing identification refers to the increasingly polarizing
political debate on environmental issues, with Democrats, as compared to Republicans, being
more than twice as likely to identify themselves as environmentalists and show greater concern
about the environment (Dunlap et al., 2001; Gallup, 2021). In addition, an increase in negative
stereotyping against a group of people who think of themselves as environmentalists or
environmentally conscious (e.g., being aggressive, stubborn, or eccentric) may have led to the
observed decrease in environmental identification (Bashir et al., 2013; Klas et al., 2019; Stewart
& Clark, 2011).

Moreover, U.S. ethnic and racial minorities as well as lower-class subgroups are still
considered least concerned about the environment and continue to be poorly represented in
environmental organizations (Hiltner, 2019; Pearson & Schuldt, 2014; Taylor, 2014). This is in
contradiction to underrepresented and low-income populations being disproportionately
impacted by and exposed to environmental risks (Mohai et al., 2009; Timmons Roberts et al.,
2018). For instance, only 16% of the board members and general staff of environmental
organizations and non-profits in the U.S. consisted of ethnic minorities (e.g., African American,
Hispanics, Asians, Native Americans) while their share in the U.S. population in 2013 made up
38% (Taylor, 2014). Classified as a “diversity crisis” (Pearson & Schuldt, 2014, p.1034),
reasons for this imbalance are persistent inequalities (e.g., of chance, education), unconscious
bias (e.g., in hiring practices), and stereotypes (e.g., as not being concerned) towards racial-
ethnic minority groups (Hiltner, 2019; Taylor, 2014).

In this master thesis, we assume that preexisting negative stereotypes towards
environmentalists prevent individuals of the general public from identifying, sympathizing, or
supporting them (Bashir et al., 2013; Pearson et al., 2018). By mapping out the underlying
judgements that U.S. residents have of environmentalists (i.e., concerning competence,
friendliness, and trustworthiness), we aim to understand towards which personal attributes of

environmentalists, people feel to be more positively and negatively related. Moreover, we aim



to comprehend the influence of people’s personal characteristics on making appraisals about
the environmentalists.

Previous research had connected climate change and environmental justice! research with
socio-psychological approaches through the study of intergroup processes (Pearson & Schuldt,
2018; Swim & Bloodhart, 2018). For example, (negative) stereotypes towards
environmentalists were identified as barriers to social change (Bashir et al., 2013) as well as
people’s preferences towards pro-environmental messages from the same U.S. political party
members (Bolsen et al., 2019). Based on this research, Stenhouse and Heinrich (2019) applied
a conjoint analysis to test people’s attraction to multiple personal attributes of climate activists
as well as how responses differed due to people’s political party affiliation. However, their
study failed to analyze people’s judgements on environmentalists’ multiple identity
dimensions, sources of identification with the profiles, and the influence of a number of the
perceivers’ characteristics. Employing a conjoint analysis via a multidimensional rating
experiment, as well, this thesis project aims at analyzing patterns of public impressions,
perceptions of the prototypical environmentalist, and people’s identification with
environmentalists. All, while integrating an interplay of several identity dimensions of
environmentalists and participants (e.g., social class, race/ethnicity, political orientation). This
novel approach contributes to the stereotype literature on public impressions of
environmentalists, as well as to clarify sources of influence and identification with the
environmental movements. Concluding our results, implications on how to increase member
diversity and public support will be provided.

In the following sections, the theoretical framework and relevant concepts will be
presented. In this respect, Chapter 1 will highlight the psychology of social identification and
stereotypes as well as how these relate to the stereotypes of environmentalists perceived by the
general public. Chapter 2 will outline the empirical part of this thesis including an introduction
to conjoint analyses, how it is put into practice as main methodological tool for the present
study, and the corresponding results. Further, in Chapter 3, the results and the study limitations
will be discussed as well as their implications for future research and the environmental

practice. Last, in Chapter 4 we conclude this study with a final statement.

1 Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race,
color, national origin, or income, with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement
of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. This goal will be achieved when everyone enjoys:
The same degree of protection from environmental and health hazards, and equal access to the



CHAPTER 1
Literature review

2.1. Social identification and Stereotypes

Social identification and stereotyping are cognitive processes grounded in the Social Identity
Approach, combining both Social Identity Theory and Self-Categorization Theory (Tajfel,
1978; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner et al., 1987). Someone’s social identity is considered the
representation of an individual’s sense of who they are based on their membership(s) and
feelings of belonging to other social groups as sources of pride and self-esteem. These
memberships can derive from the individual’s age group, gender identity, nationality, social
class, political orientation etc., providing social norms and guidance through the social world
(Dietz & Whitley, 2018; Hogg & Reid, 2006). Through the cognitive process of social
categorization, people organize and simplify their social environment into social categories
(Hogg & Reid, 2006; Turner et al., 1987). The abstract mental representation that first comes
to mind when thinking of a social category is of the group prototype (Rosch, 1973). A prototype
is the ideal and typical group member defined by a set of attributes (e.g., traits or behaviors)
most representative for the group (Gerrard et al., 2005). Hence, someone’s typicality is the
degree to which that person or group approximates from the prototype.

Concluding, social identification is considered the process of adopting the identity, norms,
and behaviors “together with the value and emotional significance attached to that membership”
(Tajfel, 1978, p.3) of the group to which a person has categorized themselves, and therefore
becomes an important source of self-esteem and sense of belonging. Once categorized,
similarities within and differences between group categories become more salient through
social comparisons (Hogg & Reid, 2006). Negative consequences might arise due to ingroup
favoritism and the perception of strong intergroup differences, giving way to outgroup biases
such as Stereotypes and Misperceptions (Brewer, 2007; Thomas, 1992). It is important to
distinguish between a prototype, which represents the ideal and most typical member of a
group, and a stereotype, which is a mental representation that does not necessarily embody the
ideal group member (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996). While some stereotypes may be based on
real differences between groups, other stereotypes might be formed about groups independently
from actual differences (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996). In particular, associations and beliefs

about relatively permanent characteristics of a group (e.g., race, gender, social class) are often



oversimplified in a negative way (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996). Hence, creating the expectations
and perceptions that all members of that specific group show the same traits without exceptions
(Abrams & Hogg, 2010; Dovidio et al., 2010). One example of a strongly stereotyped group in
the U.S., and that we will focus on in this study, is the social category of Environmentalists.
Disseminated through the social world, stereotypes influence how people perceive and respond
to in-vs-out-group members (Haslam et al., 1998). These perceptions and impressions have

been assessed through the following measures.

2.1.1. Measuring impressions
Numerous studies have shown that positive and negative evaluations of other people and groups
are formed and can be assessed through two dimensions of social perception and judgement,
captured in the Stereotype content model (SCM, Fiske et al., 2002). More precisely, on the
dimensions of Warmth/Sociability (e.g., warm, friendly) and Competence (e.g., competent,
intelligent). Different dimension combinations result in distinct intergroup emotions (i.e., pity,
envy, admiration, and contempt) and, consequently, in different forms of prejudices. By
examining the content of people’s perceptions of different groups (presented through
characteristics of age, gender, occupation, ethnicity, race, etc.), Fiske et al. (2002) mapped out
stereotypic patterns and directions present in society. For example, studies showed that elderly
people were perceived less competent but friendly (i.e., pitied), while younger people were
rated both warm and competent at a medium level (Fiske et al., 2002). Men were seen mostly
competent but not warm (i.e., admired and envied), while women were seen both competent
and warm (i.e., admired). Regarding race and ethnicity, U.S. racial-ethnic minority groups such
as Hispanics, Native Americans, and Blacks were perceived as warm and competent at a
medium level, Asians as competent but not warm, while Whites were seen as both high on
warmth and competence (Fiske et al., 2002). Stereotypically, status predicted competence and
competition predicted a low level of warmth, which provides a basis of how other groups may
be (dis)liked and (dis)respected. Leach et al. (2007) extended this research by proposing and
testing another dimension - Morality (e.g., honest, trustworthy), demonstrating its importance
in positive ingroup evaluations and relevance as independent and distinct from the previous
dimensions Sociability and Competence, when evaluating members of an in- or outgroups.
The present study aims to contribute to the social identity and stereotype literature by
capturing patterns of the general publics’ impressions and judgments of environmentalists on

the stereotypical dimensions of Competence, Sociability, and Morality. Moreover, we aim to



measure participants’ self-identification with environmentalists as well as their perceptions of

environmentalists’ typicality, in regard to a number of attributes.

2.2.  Environmentalists

In the following, we will focus on the stereotypes as well as typical associations held by others
about the environmentalist social category and its group members (Klas, 2016). To do so, we
need to clarify first what is understood in the present study by the term Environmentalist.

Tesch and Kempton (2004) examined the multiple meanings associated with this social
category and stressed the relevance of defining the term, as to predict group identification and
pro-environmental behaviors. Klas (2016) conceptualized the superordinate environmentalist
social category as an “opinion-based” and “extremely fluid and highly politicized” category
with its “defining feature [being] the shared ideology of protection for the natural environment”
(pp.9-10). The resulting environmentalist social identity is considered the sense of self and
belonging to that group members derive from the psychologically meaningful membership to
the environmentalist category (Klas, 2016, p.9).

Based on previous research (Bashir, 2010; Klas, 2016; Tesch & Kempton, 2004), we
summarized a rather broad understanding of environmentalists to enable a larger number of
people to identify with that social category. The term environmentalist will be defined by the
following definition throughout the study:

Everyone has different images when thinking of environmentalists. For the
purpose of this study, the term environmentalist is used broadly to refer to a
person who cares and is concerned with or advocates for the protection and
improvement of the(ir) environment through different means. This may include
conservationists, preservationists, ecologists, nature-lovers, or otherwise

environmentally minded people.

2.2.1. Perceptions and Stereotypes of Environmentalists

Keeping in mind this rather broad definition, previous research on environmentalist stereotypes
identified a variety of positive and negative associations present in the general public’s
perceptions. Acknowledging that positive attitudes towards the prototypical environmentalist
and the identification as environmentalist were found to predict pro-environmental behaviors
and policy preferences (Brick & Lai, 2018; Ratliff et al., 2017), stereotypes may explain the

social barriers to the identification with as well as engagement in the environmental movement



for different groups in society (Bashir et al., 2013; Klas et al., 2019; Swim & Bloodhart, 2018).
The following outline aims at highlighting the different stereotypes that the general public holds
towards environmentalists and the traits associated with the prototype of this social category.

As mentioned earlier, a stereotype is a mental representation not necessarily embodying the
ideal group member and maybe even negatively oversimplifying a social category (Hilton &
von Hippel, 1996). With this in mind, perceptions of and reactions to different sub-groups of
environmentalists can vary depending on how they are labeled or the level of engagement in
pro-environmental activities they are associated with (Bashir, 2010; Bashir et al., 2013; Castro
et al., 2016). For example, in a study by Bashir (2010), stereotypical representations of
environmentalists labeled “tree-huggers” or “radical activists” and described as “eccentric”
activated negative responses among study participants. Moreover, a mainstream
environmentalist representation described as “popular” and “smart” was more liked. In a
different study by Bashir et al. (2013), individuals even avoided to affiliate with
environmentalists  when  they  perceived them as  “militant/aggressive”  or
“eccentric/unconventional”. These results are in line with findings of Klas et al. (2019):
behaviors at an individual/private level (e.g., recycling) were perceived more positively (e.g.,
valuing nature and being involved in positive change), whereas collective action or other public
sphere behaviors (e.g., demonstrations) were judged negatively (e.g., aggressive and stubborn).
Despite these valuable findings, the presented studies failed to assess and examine the important
influence of their participants’ social identity dimensions (e.g., their race, ethnicity, or political
orientation). The present study fills this gap by measuring multiple factors relating to the study
participants’ group memberships and analyze these for subgroup differences.

Within the framework of the SCM (Fiske et al., 2002), presented previously, research by
Castro et al. (2016) identified that fictitious individuals expressing strong or radical
environmentalism were negatively stereotyped on the warmth dimension (less warm), while
still being valued on the competence dimension (equally competent). In comparison, those only
environmentally active on a private level (e.g., organic purchase, recycling, water & energy
saving) were valued on both dimensions. Moreover, the preferences for a more moderate and
conciliatory pro-environmental approach also became apparent in environmentalists’ discourse,
as shown by emphasizing a more concessional (yes-but) argumentation style opposed to a
confrontational (yes/no) one (Castro et al., 2016). This effect was interpreted by the authors as
a social penalization of the strong and radically environmental active for challenging the social
norms. Unfortunately, Castro et al. (2016) didn’t include any identity factors, such as gender,

to describe the fictitious individuals. Therefore, the present study extends their research by



examining the influence of multiple personal attributes of environmentalists (e.g., gender
identity, race/ethnicity, political orientation) on the study participants’ impressions and
identification with them.

Similar to the previous findings, Swim and Geiger (2018) showed how study participants’
impressions varied in dependence of the reported levels of concern expressed by members of
climate change opinion groups. Participants’ Stereotypic associations were assessed through a
number of positive and negative gendered traits (e.g., feminine: nagging, nurturing; masculine:
aggressive, courageous). The authors associated masculine traits with being respected and
competent, and feminine traits with being liked, as was previously revealed in another study
(Fiske, 1998). Swim and Geiger's (2018) results indicated ambivalent prejudices (Fiske et al.,
2002), with the most concerned environmental groups, labeled as the Alarmed, being associated
with positive masculine and negative feminine traits, therefore this group was found respected
but not liked. Groups without any concern (being labeled the Dismissive) were perceived
negatively on traits gendered as masculine and feminine. Whereas groups with intermediate
levels of concern (the Cautious and Concerned) were most liked but not respected. With these
results, Swim and Geiger (2018) demonstrated the variability of stereotypes by highlighted the
gendered nature and ambivalence of impressions as well as the overall association of
environmental concern with femininity. Building upon these findings, the present study will
not be measuring impressions based on gendered associations but through the stereotypic
dimensions related to competence, sociability, and morality (Fiske et al., 2002; Leach et al.,
2007).

As mentioned earlier, a prototype is a mental representation of the ideal and most typical
member of a group (Rosch, 1973). In this regard, the following research has demonstrated
which traits are most commonly associated by the general public to a typical environmentalist.
As indicated by previously presented studies, individual’s wo are concerned about the
environment or engage in environmentally conscious behaviors are typically perceived by
others and themselves as more feminine (Brough et al., 2016; Swim & Geiger, 2018). This
association corresponds to general gender differences in regard to environmental concern and
environmental risk perception, with women being overall more concerned than men (Kalof et
al., 2002; Xiao & McCright, 2015). These findings, also referred to as “White male effect”
(Pearson et al., 2018, pp.12431), indicate the prevalence of gender stereotypes and differences
in environmental concern. All these studies have not considered examining how people react

to an environmentalist with a non-binary gender identity. In general, little research has focused



on non-binary or genderqueer identities (Matsuno & Budge, 2017). As a novel approach that
may contribute to gender identity research, the present study integrates the non-binary gender
identity, next to the binary genders, as descriptive attribute of environmentalists and assesses
people’s responses to them.

On a different note, Bashir (2010) confirmed that characterizations such as “tree-huggers”
and “radical activists” were perceived as representative for a typical environmentalist. Bashir
et al. (2013) further showed that environmentalists were typically associated with militancy and
eccentricity, which resulted in a reduced receptiveness towards activists and the social and
behavioral changes they advocated for. Interestingly, these results were salient for
environmentalists presented as typical activists, but not for atypical descriptions that were at
odds with activist group stereotypes. These results point out that not the group membership
itself influences the participants’ impressions, but also the degree to which environmentalists
(mis)fit presently activated group stereotypes. Continuing this line of research, the present
master thesis will integrate a number of atypical profile attributes with the intention to examine
if impressions towards environmentalists will improve.

With focus on the U.S. context, environmentalists are among the most politicized groups
as well as typically associated with the Democratic political party and left-wing ideology
(Merkley & Stecula, 2018). Furthermore, Pearson et al. (2018) identified that the public
perception of environmentalists in the U.S., held by the general population and across a
diversity of societal groups, included stereotypical features as being White and highly educated.
When the researchers contrasted these perceptions to the reported self-identification of people
from different racial-ethnic groups, results revealed that racial-ethnic minority groups (i.e.,
Latinos/as and Asian Americans) identified themselves more as environmentalists than Whites.
Moreover, Pearson et al. (2018) found further misperceptions across all social groups rating
Whites as being most concerned with the environment, when they were found among the groups
that reported the least environmental concern. The tendency to (self-)stereotype, misperceive,
and underestimate low-income and underrepresented groups’ environmental concern as well as
identification with environmentalists, when actually being most concerned and vulnerable to
negative environmental impacts, is referred to by Pearson et al. (2018) as environmental belief
paradox. As pointed out by the research group themselves, their results highlighted the need to
examine the influence of participants’ identity factors, such as race, ethnicity, and social class,
on participants’ reactions. These dimensions will be assessed and analyzed for subgroup

differences in the present study.



We have given examples for how the general public perceives environmentalists, how these
perceptions may vary depending on different attributes of environmentalists, and which traits
are typically associated to members of this social category. Considering that these perceptions
are mostly negative, they represent possible reasons for why people refuse to identify with
environmentalists or to participate in pro-environmental behaviors, as well as why
environmentalists might hold back to engage and advocate publicly. In the following section,

we want to point to research that tried to identify ways to reduce these negative perceptions.

2.3.  When are environmentalists seen less negatively?

As mentioned earlier, Pearson et al. (2018) introduced the environmental belief paradox,
according to which those who are most concerned about and affected by environmental issues
(e.g., underrepresented populations in the U.S.) are perceived by the general public as least
caring and engaged with pro-environmental topics. In the same study, Pearson et al. (2018)
showed how this paradoxical association was reduced by exposing diverse participants to
images and descriptions of racially diverse (vs. non-diverse) environmental organizations. The
authors explained this effect through the presence of diversity cues as enhancing the perceptions
of inclusion and belonging among the underrepresented study participants (Purdie-Vaughns et
al., 2008). Moreover, with these results Pearson et al. (2018) point to the importance of identity
based normative messages. Building on these findings, the present study will examine if the
representation of diverse environmentalists elicits distinct reactions among different participant
subgroups. We will extend the knowledge by matching identity dimensions (i.e., race/ethnicity,
social class, and political orientation) of participants and environmentalists.

Other research showed that presenting participants with “atypical” portrayals of
environmentalists contradicting existing stereotypes (e.g., being pleasant and approachable
instead of militant and eccentric) resulted in more positive responses and an increased
willingness to affiliate with them (Bashir et al., 2013). Understanding these results from the
perspective of dual-process theories, an “atypical” environmentalist may have caused greater
and distinct information processing from the individual attributes and was therefore evaluated
more positively. A framework capturing dual-processes is the continuum model of impression
formation (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). This motivational approach, based on social categorization
processes (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), explains how impressions are established within a
continuum of category-based processing to individuating processes. Determined by the

perceiver’s attention and interpretation processes as well as elicited through given information



and motivations, attribute-by-attribute processing is activated. Moreover, the biased processing
of atypical information and impression formation of such portrayals is also explained through
social cognition theories of stereotype strength (Allen et al., 2009) and stereotype incongruency
(Sekaquaptewa & Espinoza, 2004). While the strength of stereotypes is preserved through
stereotype-consistent information, stereotype-inconsistent information receives more
attentional focus and may decrease the stereotype strength. Furthermore, these information
processing biases may vary depending on the targeted social group (Sekaquaptewa & Espinoza,
2004). Until now, impression formation processes have not been examined in regard to people’s
perceptions of environmentalists. While the limited scope of the present study does not allow
to measure information processing, we will approximate this line of research by examining the
effects of stereotype-consistent and -inconsistent attributes on participants’ impressions.

As pioneers in this approach, Stenhouse and Heinrich (2019) measured participants’
willingness to associate with climate activists portrayed through changing stereotype-consistent
and -inconsistent personal attributes. By presenting numerous profile variations, the authors
tested many attribute factors simultaneously through the application of a conjoint experiment.
Stenhouse and Heinrich (2019) found the largest effects corresponding to the activists’
perspectives on climate change, how often they pressured others, gun control views, and party
affiliation. They concluded that climate activists should be portrayed as nonmilitant and as
friendly as possible in order to increase the attraction perceived by the general public. Further,
they found different responses related to participants’ political party affiliation. However,
Stenhouse and Heinrich (2019) included a large number of different attribute traits without
reporting the estimations of an appropriate power analysis. Moreover, they only measured
participants’ party identification and not the influence of a number of other social identity
dimensions. Another limitation of their study were the meager textual profile descriptions that
lacked realness and detail.

By integrating findings from the previously presented literature, the present thesis project
aims at analyzing patterns of public impressions through measuring their perceptions of
environmentalists’ competence, sociability, and morality. Additionally, we will newly assess
perceptions of profiles’ typicality as environmentalist and participants self-identification with
them. In this, we aim for an intersectional approach integrating within a common framework
several identity dimensions of environmentalists as well as the influence of the perceiver’s own
identity and group membership(s). Building on the study by Stenhouse and Heinrich (2019),
the implementation of a conjoint analysis via a multidimensional rating experiment will allow

us to test a large number of interacting identity factors, while guaranteeing an adequate



statistical power and sample size. Through this novel approach we will contribute to the
stereotype literature on public impressions of environmentalists, particularly by integrating
identity dimensions that have yet to receive more attention in research (e.g., non-binary gender
identity). Further, we will extend the knowledge on prototypical representations of
environmentalists. Additionally, our findings will clarify sources of influence and identification
with the environmental movements and provide implications on how to increase member

diversity and public support will be provided.

2.4. Present study

As pointed out earlier, people’s impressions and stereotypes of environmentalists vary
according to different factors, such as their labels, attribute traits, or behaviors (Bashir et al.,
2013; Castro et al., 2016; Klas et al., 2019; Swim & Geiger, 2018). Through incorporating and
analyzing multiple relevant identity dimensions of environmentalists (e.g., gender, social class,
race/ethnicity, political orientation etc.) and their intersections with participants’
characteristics, this study takes on an intersectional approach (American Psychological
Association, 2017). Due to our aim of examining a large number of identity factors as well as
the often-ambiguous nature of impressions and stereotypes, the following research questions
will be guided only by a few directional hypotheses related to previous empirical evidence. In
order to conduct a one-by-one examination of multiple factors, we apply an experimental (with
systematic variation and randomization) approach — a so-called conjoint experiment
(Hainmueller et al., 2014). Moreover, conjoint analyses allow to combine directional
expectations for some attributes as well as an exploratory approach for others. Therefore,
directional hypotheses are derived for some, but not all, research questions.

Expanding the research by Stenhouse and Heinrich (2019), our study presents participants
with diverse and complex descriptions of environmentalists through changing attributes and
measuring their impressions on the dimensions of competence (i.e., competent), sociability (i.e.,
friendly), and morality (i.e., trustworthy; Fiske et al., 2002; Leach et al., 2007). Moreover, we
will measure the environmentalists perceived typicality, since some of them have been
perceived more or less typical (Bashir, 2010; Bashir et al., 2013; Castro et al., 2016). Further,
we will assess participants’ self-identification with environmentalists as it is related to pro-
environmental attitudes (Brick & Lai, 2018). With the novel application of these measures
within a conjoint analysis, we aim at providing new insights on attribute-specific impressions

which may help to identify the dimensions that would improve intergroup relations.
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Research Question 1: Thus, which attribute values...

a) elicit more positive and negative impressions (e.g., competence, sociability, and
trustworthiness)?

b) are considered more typical of environmentalists?

c) elicit more self-identification of participants with environmentalists?

In particular, we expect that environmentalists who are women and White will be perceived
both highly sociable and competent, while Asians, men, and high-status occupations will be
rated competent but not sociable (H1.1a). Regarding environmentalists’ actions, we expect
descriptions of the more radical ones to be perceived less sociable but just as competent, while
the environmentalists with private pro-environmental behaviors will be judged more sociable
and just as competent (H1.1b). Generally, environmentalists that could be perceived as
eccentric or confrontational will be judged negatively (H1.1c).

Furthermore, we expect those female White environmentalists with a middle social status,
a liberal political orientation, and more radically active will be perceived more typical as
environmentalists (H1.2). Further, we expect that participants will most likely identify
themselves with environmentalists that show private pro-environmental behaviors (H1.3).

Extending prior knowledge on the effect of atypical environmentalists (Bashir et al., 2013),
this thesis will examine the effects of describing environmentalists through stereotype-
inconsistent attributes (Allen et al., 2009). Hence, stereotype-consistent attributes will be those
identified in the literature as typical traits of environmentalists. Thus, any other traits we
consider atypical/stereotype-inconsistent.

Research question 2: Does the presentation of environmentalists’ descriptions with
stereotype-inconsistent  (vs. stereotype-consistent) attributes increase positive
impressions and identifications with environmentalists?

Similar to Bashir et al.'s (2013) results, we expect to find positive effects across all
dependent variables through the inclusion of stereotype-inconsistent attributes (H2).

Not considering findings related to ingroup favoritism as well as people’s preferences
towards shared attributes and identity with their ingroups (Brewer, 2007), prior
environmentalist stereotype research missed to examine (or only partially examined) the
influence of perceivers’ own identity on their perceptions (Bashir et al., 2013; Pearson et al.,
2018). By examining the role of participants’ social identity, regarding their self-identification
as environmentalist as well as self-assessed social class, racial-ethnic background, and political
orientation, this study will extend Stenhouse and Heinrich's (2019) findings on the influence of

participants’ party identification on their responses.



Research question 3: Hence, how do the participants’ own characteristics (i.e., self-
identification as environmentalist and socio-demographic attributes) influence their
perceptions of and self-identification with environmentalists?

We expect those participants considering themselves environmentalists (vs. those that don’t
consider themselves environmentalists) will generally perceive the described environmentalists
more positively (H3.1). Further, participants will have better impressions of environmentalists
according to their shared socio-demographic attributes; social class (H3.2a), race/ethnicity
(H3.2b), and political orientation (H3.2c).

The presented research questions and hypotheses will be examined with a sample of U.S.
residents. Therefore, the present study will provide new insights into the perceptions of
environmentalists in the U.S. The following chapter will outline the empirical part of the present

study.
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CHAPTER 2
Empirical part

To investigate the complexity of stereotypes towards environmentalists as well as the interplay
of and ascriptions to different diversity dimensions, the given research questions were examined
through the application of a conjoint analysis. In the following section we will provide a brief
introduction to conjoint analysis. Then, we will detail how this novel method was integrated in

the present study. Last, we will report the results of our analysis.

3.1. Conjoint analysis
Originally developed by Luce and Tukey (1964), conjoint experimental designs have been
traditionally applied in marketing research but recently introduced to political science as well
(e.g., Carey et al., 2020; Doherty et al., 2019; Knudsen & Johannesson, 2019). Applied to
psychological research, this approach allows to investigate people’s responses to a multitude of
complex and interacting influences. Similar to vignettes, conjoint designs describe a product or
person, in the following referred to as profile, based on the different characteristics presented
to respondents in a table format. For most recent conjoint experiments, “each stimulus consists
of a two-column table that profiles two individuals, with the rows of the table corresponding to
different attributes of the person” (Stenhouse & Heinrich, 2019, p.344). Attributes refer to the
name of features or characteristics that describe the profiles, consisting of levels or values
representing the different choices for each attribute (Qualtrics XM support, 2021). The two
profiles are generated completely at random assigning “a value for each attribute, and the order
of attributes randomized as well” (Stenhouse & Heinrich, 2019, p.344). In a conventional
experimental approach in psychology, different experimental conditions are presented to
participants or separate groups. However, in conjoint experiments fully randomized attribute
orders and values are presented to each individual participant (Stenhouse & Heinrich, 2019).
Hence, this method does not require experimental participant subgroups or separate conditions.
Being a multidimensional choice or rating experiment, this method allows a fully
randomized factorial and between-subjects design that simultaneously tests the influence of
various factors on participants’ evaluations of environmentalists’ profile descriptions. These
evaluations are used to calculate the participants’ impressions and tendencies within individual
profile attributes as well as group differences between the participants (Leeper et al., 2020).

Moreover, since the application of a conjoint analysis permits a one-by-one examination of the
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examined effects, combining directional hypotheses as well as exploratory questions, this
method proves to be the appropriate fit for our research questions. Its novel application to
peoples’ impressions towards environmentalists contributes to the stereotype literature on
public impressions. Moreover, this approach may advance impacts of environmental
movements through an improved understanding of diversity issues necessary to be addressed
to increase member diversity and public support.

In summary, conjoint analysis has shown to be a functional, practical, and efficient method that
has not yet received adequate attention in psychological research. For more information on the
statistical analysis of conjoint designs, the assumptions of a conjoint analysis, and the method’s
strengths and benefits, please see Annex A. In the following part, the application of the conjoint

analysis in the present study will be described in detail.

3.2. Method

3.2.1. Research design

The applied conjoint analysis was set up following a traditional design with rating tasks
constructed and administrated within a 25-minute online questionnaire on the Iscte — Instituto
Universitario de Lisboa Qualtrics survey platform (Qualtrics, 2005). It consisted of the tabular
presentation of eight environmentalists’ profiles including nine descriptive attributes on given
categories randomly ordered and values selected from a pool of possible attribute levels which
were then rated regarding participants’ impressions, their perceived typicality as
environmentalists, and the participants’ self-identification with them. Figure 3.1 shows the
profile attribute values representing the independent variables (IV), while the participants’
evaluations were assigned as dependent variables (DV). For a traditional experimental setup,
the factorial structure for the independent variables would consistofa3x3x3x4x3x3x3
x 2 x 2 (multiplied attribute values) design including a total of 11,664 experimental conditions.
In turn, the application of a conjoint experiment allowed to test for all these factors within one
experimental condition with a substantially reduced sample size. Aside from the conjoint
variables, participants’ socio-demographic data and their attitudes regarding environmentalism
were recorded and analyzed for subgroup differences. The research was approved by the local

ethics committee at Iscte and pre-registered on the website AsPredicted.org.


https://aspredicted.org/

Figure 3.1
Study model

Participants’ socio-demographic attributes & environmentalism positioning
(as subgroups)

Attributes o Impressions

(V) (DV)
« Age o . .
+ Gender identity Typicality as environmentalist
« Race/Ethnicity (DV)
* Religiosity
» Occupation e - . .
« Political orientation Identification with profile
* Pro-environmental behavior (DV)

* Main environmental concern
» Argumentation style

Note. Simple model structure indicating the influence of environmentalists’ profile attribute on
participants’ impressions (warmth, competence, morality), typicality perception, and self-

identification, further analyzed based on participant subgroups.

3.2.2. Participants

For the present research project as a continuation of research with segments of the population
in the U.S. (Pearson et al., 2018), a target sample of U.S. residents at least 18 years old
(participation requirements) was recruited. Overall, participants were desired with diverse
backgrounds representing different subgroups relevant to the U.S. context (e.g., social status,
racial-ethnic majority vs. minority, political orientation). Based on sample size
recommendations and model-based statistical power calculations for conjoint designs
(Stefanelli & Lukac, 2020), a minimum of N = 620 participants were needed to achieve
statistical power (1 — B = .80). To reach this large sample size, participants were recruited
through snowball sampling by convenience in social media groups (i.e., Facebook, Instagram,
LinkedIn), free survey exchange websites (i.e., SurveyCircle.com), and private social and
academic networks?. Participants had the option of qualifying to win a $50 gift certificate.
Additionally, to meet the required sample size, participants were recruited through the Amazon
Mechanical Turk (MTurk) crowdsourcing platform following recommendations on research
with MTurk and Qualtrics (Black, 2021). The survey was posted by and accessible for MTurk

2 Social media and Amazon MTurk recruitment text in Annex B.
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workers through a HIT (Human Intelligent Task, see HIT message in Annex B). To prevent
respondents from taking the survey unconscientiously, participation qualifications and control
questions were integrated in the HIT and Qualtrics survey. Based on payment recommendations
(Black, 2021), MTurk respondents received $2 for their completed participation.

Using Iscte Qualtrics platform, between April 13" and May 20™ 2021, the survey link was
opened 1452 times, but n = 540 participants did not complete the main part of the survey. In
another n = 231 cases, participants failed to complete at least two of the three attention checks,
took less than 300 seconds (=5 minutes) to complete the survey, or showed significant
differences to the survey participants who fulfilled the inclusion criteria. n = 3 cases had to be
excluded from data analyses because they were recorded without the relevant conjoint table
data.

A final of N = 678 participant responses remained for the statistical analysis. n = 364
(53.7%) participants were recruited through convenience sampling and n = 314 (46.3%)
through Amazon MTurk. The mean age of the participants was M = 34.26 years with a standard
deviation of SD = 12.16 and a range from 18 to 85 years. Responding to the question “Which
gender do you identify with?”, n = 317 (46.8%) selected or specified “woman” or “female”, n
=352 (51.9%) “man” or “male”, n = 3 (0.4%) “agender” or “nonbinary”, n = 1 (0.1%) “prefer
not to say”, and n =5 (0.7%) didn’t respond. Hence, the female-male gender ratio was nearly
balanced. Based on a rating scale from 1 (Not religious at all) to 7 (Very religious) participants’
mean level of religiosity was M = 3.89 (SD = 2.20) and on a scale from 1 (Strongly liberal) to
7 (Strongly conservative) participants’ mean political orientation was M = 3.65 (SD = 1.86).
Table 3.1 shows the distribution of other socio-demographic data of which some was analyzed

for subgroup differences in participants’ responses.



Table 3.1

Socio-demographic data with sample sizes and percentages.

Sample size and percentage of
participants

n %
Race / Ethnicity *
White / Caucasian 503 74.2
Black or African American 65 9.6
Hispanic or Latino 52 7.7
Asian or Asian American 32 4.7
Middle Eastern 1 0.1
American Indian or Alaska Native 9 1.3
Multi-ethnic / multiracial (accumulated) 15 2.2
Prefer not to say 1 0.1
Self-assessed social class *
Lower class 92 13.6
Middle class 525 77.4
Upper class 61 9.0
Yearly household income
Less than $10,000 31 4.6
$10,000 - $29,999 84 12.4
$30,000 - $49,999 148 21.8
$50,000 - $69,999 136 20.1
$70,000 - $89,999 88 13.0
$90,000 - $119,999 65 9.6
$120,000 - $149,999 42 6.2
$150,000 - $179,999 27 4.0
$180,000 - $209,999 13 1.9
More than $210,000 30 4.4
Didn’t respond 14 2.1

Note. Total sample size N=678; n=Subsample size; *=Variables analyzed for subgroup

differences; Data of the sub-sample sizes n und percentage (%) of the sample size N.



3.2.3. Procedure

The participants took part in the study survey online on the Qualtrics platform. The complete
questionnaire can be viewed in Annex D. When accessing the survey link, participants were
first welcomed and then presented with the term definition of Environmentalists, also repeated
multiple times throughout the survey (see literature review). Then, they reviewed and
responded to the informed consent. If they decided not to participate or didn’t fulfil the
eligibility criteria the survey immediately ended. Before the main part of the study, participants
were asked to indicate their social class and describe their racial and ethnic origin. This question
order was originally intended to apply quotas restricting the size of certain participant
subgroups. Due to recruitment difficulties, we decided against the use of quotas but couldn’t
change the survey flow.

For the main part, participants were given a brief introductory message asking them to
imagine meeting the environmentalists described to them in the following. They were instructed
to read the described details carefully and to pay attention to the integrated attention checks that
would have to be answered correctly. Next, participants were presented with four separate
conjoint modules. Each module consisted of one conjoint table with two fictitious
environmentalist profile descriptions (1Vs) followed by three rating tasks (DVs). Every conjoint
table (see Figure 3.2) included nine profile attribute categories with their order and attribute

values randomly selected from a pool of values.

Figure 3.2

Example conjoint table describing two environmentalists (A and B)

Environmentalist A Environmentalist B

Main environmental concem

Global environmental problems (e.g.,
climate change, depletion of the ozone
layer, destruction of wildlife and forests,
droughts & floodings)

[Global environmental problems (e.g.,
climate change, depletion of the ozone
layer, destruction of wildlife and forests,
droughts & floodings)

Pge

64

e

Type of pro-environmental behavior

Writes political representatives on
environmental regulation issues. Signs
petitions on environmental protection.
Promotes pro-environmental behaviors to
family and friends and by sharing
information through social media.

IActively involved in environmental
protection groups. Frequently participates
in demonstrations, civil disobedience, or
lther direct actions aiming to influence
environmental politics.

Dccupation

Cleaner

ICorporate CEQ

Religiosity

Moderately religious

Mot religious

Race/Ethnicity

Black/African American

Hispanic/Latinx

Wrgumentation style

We are already doing something positive,
but we also need changes from large
economic groups.

We are already doing something positive,
but we also need changes from large
[economic groups.

Gender

Worman

han

Political orientation

Moderate

Moderate




After the conjoint tables, participants were given the following instructions: “When we
meet a new person we tend to form a first impression, even if we do not have much information
about them. Now, please rate intuitively the following impressions you have of each described
environmentalist as if they were real individuals you are meeting in person. There are no right
or wrong answers (except for the attention checks).” These instructions were repeated in every
module before the rating tasks. Next, participants evaluated each environmentalist’ profile (A
and B) on the outcome measures. Attention checks were integrated at different locations (i.e.,

"9

“This is an attention check. Please click "Strongly agree"”). After the four conjoint modules
participants were questioned regarding their own stand in environmentalism. Then, socio-
demographical questions and a block with optional questions followed. Lastly, participants
were fully debriefed and had the option to leave comments as well as sign up for the draw of

the gift certificate (not MTurk workers).

3.2.4. Materials
The data collected through the survey represented the independent, dependent, and subgroup
variables of the investigated model. The given experiment consisted of four conjoint tables
describing a total of eight environmentalists’ profiles through nine attribute categories as
independent variables (IVs) and five rating tasks to capture participants’ impressions (on the
dimensions of competence, sociability, and morality), typicality of environmentalists, and self-
identification with the profiles as dependent variables (DVs). Furthermore, socio-demographic
data, as well as environmental standpoint and optional identity variables (described in the
following) were assessed for subgroup analyses. The online survey was developed and executed
in the licensed Iscte Qualtrics version, using HTML and JavaScript coding to create the conjoint
experiment®. The full questionnaire with the exact questions and measures can be viewed in
Annex D. In the following we will outline the applied stimuli as independent variables (IVs),
the measures as dependent variables (DVs), and participants’ variables for subgroup
comparisons.

3.2.4.1. Stimuli. The given profile attributes and attribute values* were selected based on

previous research related to stereotypes of people who engage in pro-environmental behaviors

3 See Annex C for snapshots of the Qualtrics window with the HTML and JavaScript coding. Please
contact the author for the full code. E-Mail: karolin.kibele@yahoo.com

* For clarification, Attributes refer to the name of features or characteristics that describe the profiles.
These attributes consist of levels or values representing the different choices for each attribute.
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or who are referred to as environmentalists (see literature review). To stimulate and facilitate
the imagination of the environmentalists as real people, the integrated attribute categories
describing the profiles were Age, Gender identity, Race/Ethnicity, Occupation, Religiosity,
Political orientation, Type of pro-environmental behavior, Main environmental concern, and
Argumentation style. Due to design restrictions imposed by statistical power calculations
(Stefanelli & Lukac, 2020), the maximum number of values per attribute was limited to four.
The selected values aimed at providing stereotype-consistent as well as stereotype-inconsistent
descriptions. The full text of the profile attributes and their values are provided below in Table
3.2 and for an example of the integrated conjoint table see Annex D, Figure D13.

Age and Gender identity. Three age and gender identity values were included representing
different social groups in U.S. society. The “non-binary” gender identity has so far not been
investigated in environmentalist stereotypes literature and, thus, will provide valuable insights.

Race/Ethnicity and Occupation. As reviewed previously, traits related to race, ethnicity,
and socio-economic status are relevant dimensions associated with existing public perceptions
of environmentalists (Pearson et al., 2018). Unfortunately, due to sample size considerations
and power, only the four largest racial and ethnic groups in the U.S. could be included (US
Census Bureau, 2019). Occupation was chosen to represent socio-economic status and to avoid
random combinations of multiple socio-economic variables, that could have resulted in
unrealistic profile descriptions (e.g., a doctor with only a high-school degree) and possibly
confusing participants (Hainmueller et al., 2014).

Religiosity and Political orientation. Religion or religiosity has not yet received much
attention in environmentalists stereotype literature but is an important factor regarding social
identity in the U.S. (Arbuckle, 2017). Again, to avoid unusual attribute combinations we chose
to include three levels of religiosity instead of religious affiliation. Moreover, political
orientation was incorporated with three values as one of the most important and divisive
influences on U.S. residents’ opinions regarding environmentalism (Merkley & Stecula, 2018).

Type of pro-environmental behavior and Main environmental concern. People’s
understanding and impressions of environmentalists vary in regard to the types of pro-
environmental behaviors they present (see literature review). Therefore, describing
environmentalists with three behavioral options aimed at eliciting different reactions.
Furthermore, diverse people have different environmental concerns and therefore might align
more with global or local concerns (Mohai & Bryant, 1998).

Argumentation style. Operationalized by previous research, environmentalists’ discourse

can have radical and moderate argumentative styles (Castro et al., 2016; Uzelgun et al., 2015).



We included environmentalists’ argumentation style through two messages using either a
moderate and concessional discourse of “yes-but” indicating something important is already
being done, but it is not enough, or a more confrontational and non-compromising discourse of

“no-no” indicating that nothing is being done.

Table 3.2
Full text of all profile attributes (variables) and attribute values (levels).
Attribute Value
Age 23
42
64
Gender identity Woman
Man
Non-binary
Race / Ethnicity White

Black/African American
Hispanic/Latinx

Asian
Occupation Office clerk

Corporate CEO

Cleaner
Religiosity Not religious

Moderately religious

Very religious
Political orientation Liberal

Moderate

Conservative

Note. The top value displayed for each attribute is the stereotype-consistent value which will
later be used as reference level for the AMCE calculations.
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Table 3.2 (continued)

Full text of all profile attributes (variables) and attribute values (levels).

Attribute

Value

Type of pro-environmental behavior

Main environmental concern

Argumentation style

Actively involved in environmental protection groups.
Frequently participates in demonstrations, civil
disobedience, or other direct actions aiming to
influence environmental politics.

Writes political representatives on environmental
regulation issues and signs petitions on
environmental protection. Promotes pro-
environmental behaviors and shares
information with family, friends, and through
social media.

Prefers purchasing environmentally friendly goods,
such as local organic food, or recycled
products. Separates garbage at home and uses
(natural) resources responsibly, like avoids
wasting food, energy, or water, or drives less
by car.

Global environmental problems (e.g., climate change,
depletion of the ozone layer, destruction of
wildlife and forests, droughts & floodings)

Neighborhood environmental problems (e.g., too
much trash & noise, lack of access to natural
areas or grocery stores, proximity to polluting
industrial sites)

What we are doing is not enough. We need
fundamental changes from large economic
groups.

We are already doing something positive, but we also
need changes from large economic groups.

Note. The top value displayed for each attribute is the stereotype-consistent value which will

later be used as reference level for the AMCE calculations.
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3.2.4.2. Measures. After being presented with the conjoint tables containing the above
explained stimuli, participants were asked to rate their impressions of the described
environmentalists on 7-point Likert-scales (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Somewhat
disagree, 4 = Neither agree nor disagree, 5 = Somewhat agree, 6 = Agree; 7 = Strongly agree).
As per usual for conjoint experiments (Hair, 2014), the participants’ impressions were
measured using single-item constructs. The exact measures as integrated in the questionnaire
can be viewed in Annex D.

Stereotypical impressions. Participants’ impressions were captured on the dimensions
Competence and Sociability from the framework of the SCM (Fiske et al., 2002), and Morality
(Leach et al., 2007). The participants of this study were asked to rate how much they agree or
disagree that the environmentalists ascribed by the presented profiles are friendly, competent,
and trustworthy. For an example of the questions presented after each conjoint table for each
environmentalist’s profile see Annex D, Figure D13.

(Proto)Typicality and Self-1dentification. Participants were asked how much they agree or
disagree that the presented profiles are typical environmentalists as well as how much they
agree or disagree that they can identify themselves with them.

Environmentalism, Socio-demographic data, and Other identity variables. With the
purpose of conducting subgroup comparisons to estimate differences based on participants’
identity dimensions, participants were asked regarding their different standpoints in
environmentalism, socio-demographic data, and other group memberships. Their standpoint in
environmentalism was assessed through the degree of describing themselves an
environmentalist, level of personal concern about environmental problems, pro-environmental
behaviors integrated in their life, and if / which environmental problem is more important. For
the analysis, we later grouped participants into “Environmentalists” (n = 553) and “Not
environmentalists” (n = 125) according to their degree to which they considered themselves as
such.®

The assessed socio-demographic questions concerned the participants’ self-assessed social
class, race/ethnicity, age, gender identification, religious affiliation, religiosity, education,
yearly household income, and political orientation. For the purpose of subgroup comparisons,
we grouped participants into U.S. context specific “Racial-ethnic minority” (n = 173) and
“Racial-ethnic majority” (n = 503) categories (n = 2 “preferred not to say”), and into “Liberal”

5 «“Strongly disagree” to “Neither agree nor disagree” = Not environmentalists, “Somewhat agree” to
“Strongly agree” = Environmentalist
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(n = 221), “Moderate” (n = 310), and “Conservative” (n = 142) according to their political
orientation (n = 5 did not indicate)®.

Additionally, other identity variables were assessed regarding participants region of
residence in the U.S., identification as global citizen, and other group-identifications intending
to capture participants’ identity complexity. Due to the limited scope of thesis, the analyses of

these variables for additional subgroup comparisons could not be conducted.

3.2.5. Statistical Analyses

The collected data were exported and stored securely on a shared online drive accessible only
to the main investigators. The datasets were merged and prepared in the statistical program
SPSS version 27.0 (IBM Corp, 2020). Preparations included removing variables irrelevant to
the main analysis, statistically comparing sample subgroups for significant differences,
excluding invalid or extreme cases from the main analysis, as well as transforming the dataset
from a “wide” to a “long” format ’, and recoding the variables needed for conducting the main
statistical analysis in R (R Core Team, 2020).

All research questions were approached through the execution of the conjoint analysis with
the prepared and transformed dataset in the cregg package (Leeper, 2020). This package can
be used for “Simple tidying, analysis, and visualization of conjoint (factorial) experiments,
including estimation and visualization of average marginal component effects (AMCESs') and
marginal means (‘(MMs") for weighted and unweighted survey data, along with useful reference
category diagnostics and statistical tests.” (Leeper, 2020). Hainmueller et al. (2014)
recommended to check if the assumptions for conjoint analyses were met (see Annex A).
Therefore, we conducted diagnostic checks for each of the three assumptions. Furthermore,
external validity was guaranteed in advance through the prior consideration of attributes that
could cause unusual profile combinations and the generated randomization code in Qualtrics
that prevented unintended attribute order effects. The following estimates resulting from the
analyses helped us assess the participants’ impression patterns on the rated outcomes

(Competence, Friendliness, Trustworthiness, Typicality, and Identification).

® Racial-ethnic majority = White; Racial-ethnic minority = Black or African American, Hispanic or
Latino, Asian or Asian American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander, multi-ethnic / multiracial; Liberal = 1-2, Moderate = 3-5, Conservative = 6-7

" Having the dataset in a long format means that the rows/cases no longer represent individual
participants (N = 678) but rather the presented individual environmentalist profiles; eight per
participant (678 x 8 = 5424). For this reason, we will see large degrees of freedom in the following
results.

26



To answer the first research question about which attribute values elicit more positive (and
negative) evaluations on the given outcome variables, Marginal Means (MMs) were calculated
for each attribute value. MMs indicated the average ratings across all participants for each value
marginals across all profile attributes. Hence, providing estimates and patterns of participants’
impressions as suggested by Leeper (2020). Additionally, we formally tested for differences
within one attribute category (between the attribute values’ MMs) by running omnibus F-tests
using nested model comparisons. Unfortunately, the cregg package (Leeper, 2020) did not
provide the option of multiple comparisons for more than two levels/values. Hence, we could
not estimate the differences between attribute values of the same category.

For the second research question, asking if the presentation of stereotype-inconsistent
attribute values increases positive evaluations, we calculated the Average Marginal Component
Effect (AMCE). AMCE:s indicate the effect sizes of each attribute value within and relative to
its attribute category. The AMCE values are calculated through the differences between all
marginal means of one attribute category averaged by the marginal mean of the reference value.
For this, we applied stereotype-consistent values (e.g., young, female, radical, etc.) as reference
for the AMCE calculations. Hence, the AMCEs provided patterns of participants’ impressions
relative and conditional to the selected reference values as baseline for each conjoint attribute.
Moreover, their confidence intervals (CIs) indicate if there is a significant difference between
stereotype-inconsistent and -consistent values.

To answer the third research question of how the participants’ own characteristics influence
their evaluations, participant subgroups were compared based on their standpoint in
environmentalism and three socio-demographic attributes. As recommended by Leeper et al.
(2020), we performed omnibus F-tests for whether there were any differences between
subgroups across all profile attribute values, using nested model comparisons®. We conducted
these tests with participant subgroups distinguished by their identification as environmentalist,
self-assessed social class, racial-ethnic identification, and political orientation (see Measures).
As mentioned earlier, the limited analyses options of the R package did not provide the option

for testing contrasts. Hence, we could not estimate the individual differences between two

8 The analysis takes a “reduced” model (estimating only marginal effects of the features) and generates
a “full” model (the reduced model with additional interactions between the subgrouping covariate
and all features) with two-way interactions between the variables specified by subgroup and all
variables in formula, then computes an F-test comparing the two models, providing a test for whether
preferences vary across values by subgroup. This is, in essence, a test of whether all such interaction
coefficients are distinguishable from zero (Leeper, 2020).
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subgroups. Hence, we could only compare “Environmentalists” and “Not environmentalists”
as well as between “Racial-ethnic minority” and “Racial-ethnic majority” through pairwise
differences tests (between the marginal means of the two groups across all attribute values).

In the following, the results of the statistical analyses were reported and visualized through

plots. Indications were made, if the results supported the hypotheses.

3.3. Results

The results report begins with the analyzed sample group differences. Then the results of the
conjoint analysis are reported in the order of the addressed research questions. The results are
presented visually by plots as well as through omnibus F-tests and pairwise comparisons. The
exact numerical estimates, standard errors and z-scores can be found in Annex G. Estimates of
effect sizes were not reported through the applied R package. Moreover, an overview of the
descriptive statistics and correlations can be found in Annex F. Further, the assumptions for
conducting conjoint analyses were met. For more details see Annex G. In the following, only
significant results will be reported. As a reminder, attributes are the features or characteristics
that describe the profiles. They consist of levels or values that represent the different choices
for each attribute.

Testing for differences between the two sample sources, pairwise comparisons between the
convenience and the MTurk sample showed differences in the dependent variables;
Competence F(18, 5388)=1.71, p=.03, Friendliness F(18, 5388)=3.77, p<.001, Trustworthiness
F(18, 5388)=3.74, p<.001 and Typicality F(18, 5388)=1.87, p=.01.

3.3.1. Effects of profile attributes
Figure 3.3 displays the results of the marginal means of the profile ratings for competence,
friendliness and trustworthiness, and Figures 3.4 displays the results for the profiles’ typicality
as environmentalist and participants’ self-identification with the profiles. Each graph displays
dots that represent the marginal means which are the estimates for every attribute value
averaged across all participants. The bars on either side of the dots are the upper and lower
limits of the mean dispersion. The x-axis units are the original scale points for each dependent
variable.

In Figure 3.3 tendencies are visible in the ratings of the profiles’ Competence, Friendliness,
and Trustworthiness varying in relation to the given profile attribute values within the given

range (MMnmin = 5.0, MMmax = 5.5). The following tendencies were the ones reaching statistical
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significance. For example, we observed significant mean differences between the
environmentalists’ age values only for the ratings of friendliness, F(4, 5418)=3.22, p=.012. The
plot shows us that the younger the environmentalists the more friendly they were perceived (see
Figure 3.3). Furthermore, we found highly significant differences between the
environmentalists’ gender identity values on all impression variables; competence, F(4,
5418)=5.68, p<.001, friendliness, F(4, 5418)=5.86, p<.001, and trustworthiness, F(4,
5418)=7.78, p<.001. The marginal mean pattern shows us women environmentalists were
positively rated across all three dimensions, while non-binary environmentalists were perceived
least competent, friendly, or trustworthy. Furthermore, we observed significant mean
differences between the environmentalists’ occupations on the dimension of competence, F(4,
5418)=3.04, p=.012. Respectively, “Corporate CEO” (i.e., Chief Executive Officer) profiles
were perceived most and ,,Cleaner” least competent. Not statistically different but visually
observable, “Corporate CEO” were seen as least trustworthy and friendly compared to
“Cleaner” and “Office clerk” (see Figure 3.3). Further, political orientation showed significant
differences between the attribute values only on the dimension of trustworthiness, F(4,
5418)=3.09, p=.015. The plots in Figure 3.3 show us that while liberals were rated most
competent, they were not perceived as friendly or trustworthy as moderates. Moreover,
conservatives were generally perceived least competent, friendly, and trustworthy. Thus, these
results partially support our expectations of women being perceived very friendly and
competent and that high status occupations are perceived competent but not friendly (H1.1a).

Further, we observed significant differences between the environmentalists’ pro-
environmental behaviors on the dimensions of friendliness, F(4, 5418)=4.87, p<.001 and
trustworthiness, F(4, 5418)=3.63, p=.006. From the plot (Figure 3.3) we can understand that
the more private the pro-environmental behaviors the more positively they were perceived.
Thus, only partially supporting our expectations (H1.1b) that behaviors are perceived more
friendly than radical behaviors.

Our expectation of radical behaviors being perceived more competent than private ones
was not supported. Despite not being significantly different, we could observe from the plots
that a “yes-but” (concessional) argumentation style was more positively evaluated. Thus,
somewhat supporting our expectation of confrontational environmentalists being perceived

more negatively (H1.1c).
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Figure 3.3
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Visualized in Figure 3.4, tendencies are visible in the ratings of environmentalists’
Typicality (MMmin = 4.7, MMmax = 5.2). and participants’ Self-Identification with the profiles
(MMmin= 4.5, MMmax=4.9). varying in relation to the profile attribute values in the given range.
The following tendencies were the ones reaching statistical significance.

Regarding participants’ perceptions of the profiles’ typicality as environmentalist, we
observed significant mean differences between the attribute values of the environmentalists’
gender identity, F(4, 5418)=2.93, p=.020 and race/ethnicity, F(6, 5416)=2.37, p=.027. The plot
in Figure 3.4 visualized the tendencies of environmentalists who were a “Woman” and “Asian”
or “White” being perceived as more typical. Furthermore, very significant differences were
found between the profiles’ occupations, F(4, 5418)=4.59, p=.001, with “Cleaner” and “Office
clerk” being seen as more typical than “Corporate CEO”. Also, profiles with distinct political
orientations were rated highly significantly different, F(4, 5418)=9.30, p<.001, with political
moderates or liberals being perceived more typical for an environmentalist. Lastly, we observed
significant mean differences between the ratings of the profiles’ pro-environmental behaviors,
F(4, 5418)=2.60, p=.034, and main environmental concern, F(2, 5418)=3.24, p=.039. Profiles
were perceived more typical as environmentalists when presented with “Private” to “Moderate
behaviors” as well as when having a mainly “Global concern”. Even though not statistically
significant, we could observe a tendency of perceiving younger profiles and profiles with a
confrontational (no-no) argumentation style more typical. Thus, these results partially
supported our expectations in the way that profiles who were women, White, with a middle-
class occupation (i.e., “Office clerk™), and with a liberal political orientation were perceived
more typical for environmentalists (H1.2). In contrast, the fact that profiles described as Asian,
with a lower-class occupation (i.e., “Cleaner”), a moderate political orientation, and private to
moderate pro-environmental behaviors were seen more typical did not support our hypothesis.

Regarding participants’ self-identification with the environmentalists’ profiles, our results
showed significant to highly significant marginal mean differences within the attributes gender
identity, F(4, 5418)=3.13, p=.014, occupation, F(4, 5418)=2.69, p=.029, and pro-
environmental behaviors, F(4, 5418)=11.71, p<.001. Figure 3.4 visualized that participants
preferred to self-identify with environmentalists that were a “Woman”, “Cleaner”, and with
“Private pro-environmental behavior”. Thus, supporting our expectations that participants most
likely identify themselves with environmentalists that show private pro-environmental
behaviors (H1.3).
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Figure 3.4
Marginal Mean estimates for each attribute value on the profile ratings for Typicality as environmentalist and Self-identification with the profiles

(Age) -

64+

424

23+

(Gender identity) 1
Non-binary -

Woman -

Man 4
(Race.../Ethnicity) -
Asian -
Hispanic/Latino -
Black/African American 4
White -

(Religiosity) 1

Very religious
Moderately religious
Not religious -
(Occupation) 1
Corporate CEO
Cleaner+

Office clerk-

(Political orientation) -
Conservative -
Moderate -

Liberal -

(Type of pro—environmental behavior) -
Private behavior -
Moderate behavior -
Radical behavior -
(Main environmental concern) -
Local concern-

Global concern-
(Argumentation style) -

YesBut
NoNo-
47 48 49 50 51 52 44 46 48
Marginal Mean (Typicality) Marginal Mean (Identification)
Profile Attributes - Age . - — Rac‘:el.../I‘Ethnicit)kk Occlztljpatiorj - — Typ‘e of p-ro—environmental behavior = Argumentation style
—+ Gender identity — Religiosity —— Political orientation - Main environmental concern

Note. The x-axis units are the original scale points for each dependent variable.

32



3.3.2. Effects of atypical environmentalists

In the following, the Average Marginal Component Effects (AMCESs) are reported for each
profiles’ attribute value calculated for the measures of competence, friendliness, and
trustworthiness (Figure 3.5), as well as the profiles’ typicality as environmentalists and the
participants self-identification with the profiles (Figure 3.6). Compared to the previous plots,
here the x-axis units indicate the sizes of the AMCEs (not the original scale points). Moreover,
the dots represent the estimated AMCEs per attribute value relative to the baseline/reference
value (located on the vertical line in the plots) and the bars on either side of these dots are the
95%-Confidence Intervals (CI) for the effects. Whenever the CI does not include the x-axis’
zero point, the effect of the attribute value is significantly different to the reference value. As
mentioned earlier, for the purpose of this study we chose stereotype-consistent values as
reference values (x-axis’ zero point). Keeping this in mind, a significant effect (CI not including
x-axis zero point) means a difference between how participants evaluated information
consistent vs. inconsistent to existing stereotypes, with the position of the bars indicating
whether the attribute value was positively or negatively evaluated. Moreover, the visualized
tendencies look similar to the previous plots but differ in the way that the calculated estimates
are all relative to the reference value of the given attribute category, thus can only be compared
within that category.

From the calculations and visualizations (Figure 3.5, Figure 3.6) of the AMCEs we
observed the following significant effects of stereotype-inconsistent attributes that were more
positively evaluated by participants. For example, the occupation “Cleaner” led to higher
participants’ self-identification (p<.001) with the profiles compared to the stereotype-consistent
“Office clerk” (reference value). Furthermore, we observed that profiles with pro-
environmental “Private behavior” elicited higher ratings of participants’ impressions reading
the profiles’ competence (p=.012), friendliness (p<.001), and trustworthiness (p=.004), relative
to profiles with “Radical behavior” (stereotype-consistent reference value),. Moreover,
participants’ ratings of their self-identification with the environmentalists were higher when
presented with profiles described by “Private behavior” (p<.001) or “Moderate behavior”
(p<.001). Thus, these results only partially support our expectations (H2) that participants
evaluate stereotype-inconsistent information more positively. Namely, that participants
evaluated positive pro-environmental behaviors overall more positively and self-identified

more with the occupation “Cleaner”.
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Contrary to our expectations, we observed significant negative effects indicating that
participants evaluated certain stereotype-inconsistent attribute values negatively compared to
the consistent stereotype information. For example, environmentalists with the age “64”
(p<.001) were perceived less friendly compared to “23” year old profiles. Regarding the
profiles’ gender identity, “Non-binary” environmentalists were perceived less competent
(p<.001), friendly (p<.001), and trustworthy (p<.001) than the reference value “Woman”.
Moreover, “Non-binary” profiles were rated significantly less typical as environmentalist
(p<.001) and participants’ identified themselves (p<.001) less with those profiles. While
profiles described as “Man” were also perceived significantly less friendly (p=.041) than
women. Furthermore, the occupation as “Corporate CEO” elicited significantly lower ratings
in the profile’s typicality (p<.001) as environmentalist compared to the baseline “Office clerk”.
Environmentalists’ political orientation as “Conservatives” elicited a significant negative effect
on the profiles’ typicality as environmentalist (p<.001) and the participants’ self-identification
(p<.001) with these profiles. Lastly, we observed that profile descriptions with a “Local
concern”, compared to a baseline “Global concern”, as main environmental concern were
evaluated significantly less competent (p=.023) and typical as environmentalist (p<.001), as

well as participants self-identified themselves (p<.001) less with the presented profiles.
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Figure 3.5
Average Marginal Component Effect estimates for each attribute value on the profile ratings for Competence, Friendliness, and Trustworthiness
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Figure 3.6
Average Marginal Component Effect estimates for each

identification with the profiles

attribute value on the profile ratings for Typicality as environmentalist and Self-
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3.3.3. Subgroup differences

To understand if and how participants’ own characteristics influenced the profile ratings,
participant subgroups were compared based on their identification as environmentalist and
socio-demographic characteristics (i.e., self-assessed social class, race/ethnicity, political
orientation).

Environmentalist self-identification. We conducted subgroup analyses after grouping
participants into “Environmentalist” and “Not environmentalist” according to their degree of
identification as such (Brick & Lai, 2018). Split by this group identification, Figure 3.7 displays
the results of the marginal means of participants’ profile ratings regarding their competence,
friendliness and trustworthiness, typicality as environmentalist and participants’ self-
identification with the profiles.

Statistically comparing the two groups for differences showed significant results across all
dependent variables; Competence, F(18, 5388)=7.74, p<.001, Friendliness, F(18, 5388)=5.69,
p<.001, Trustworthiness, F(18, 5388)=7.87, p<.001, Typicality, F(18, 5388)=5.83, p<.001, and
Identification, F(18, 5388)=29.34, p<.001. Furthermore, pairwise comparisons revealed that
the two groups differed significantly across all attribute values and dependent variables (see
Figure 3.7). Comparing MM ranges, participants that identified as “Environmentalists”
perceived the profiles generally more competent (MMmin = 5.4, MMmax = 5.5), friendly (MMnmin
= 5.4, MMmax = 5.5), trustworthy (MMmin = 5.2, MMmax = 5.4), and typical as environmentalists
(MMmin = 4.9, MMmax = 5.2) as well as could self-identify (MMmin = 4.7, MMmax = 5.0) more
with them.

Thus, our expectations were supported regarding participants that consider themselves
environmentalists would generally evaluate the presented profiles more positively (H3.1).
Please see Annex G for more subgroup comparisons matching the participants’ level of
environmental concern, pro-environmental behavior, and main environmental concern with the

respective profiles’ attributes.
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Figure 3.7
Marginal Mean estimates for each attribute value on the profile ratings for Competence,
Friendliness, Trustworthiness, Typicality as environmentalist and participants’ Self-

identification with the profiles, contrasted by participants’ identification as environmentalist
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Socio-demographic characteristics. We conducted subgroup analyses matching the
participants’ attributes with the respective environmentalist profiles’ attributes. Since a
thorough analysis of all socio-demographic variables would have exceeded the scope of this
master thesis, we focused on participants’ self-assessed social class, racial and ethnic
identification, as well as political orientation (Pearson et al., 2018; Stenhouse & Heinrich,
2019).

In the development of the study, we applied “Occupation” as reference for social status,
which is why we matched this attribute with participants’ self-assessed social class. Statistically
testing for marginal mean differences of participants’ impressions between their self-assessed
social classes, we found significant differences with respect to competence, F(6, 5415)=4.33,
p<.001, friendliness, F(6, 5415)=6.20, p<.001, trustworthiness, F(6, 5415)=3.93, p<.001,
typicality, F(6, 5415)=9.56, p<.001, and self-identification, F(6, 5415)=22.17, p<.001. Hence,
participants’ impressions of the different occupation values varied in relation to their self-
assessed social class. As mentioned earlier, the applied R packaged did not provide multiple
comparisons for attributes with more than two levels, which is why we do not have an account
of which differences were statistically significant. Figure 3.8 displays the results across all
outcome measures. Next to the differences in MM range sizes, we could recognize patterns
from participants of self-assessed lower social class. Accordingly, they rated the
environmentalists across all occupations least friendly, trustworthy, typical, and could least
identify themselves with the profiles. Furthermore, “Corporate CEO” profiles were perceived
most competent by self-assessed middle- and lower-class participants but not by participants
from the self-assessed upper-class. Generally, participants from the middle-class showed stable
ratings across the occupation values. Moreover, they showed similar impressions as the upper-
class participants in respect to the perceived profiles’ trustworthiness and typicality as
environmentalist as well as participants self-identification. Thus, our expectation was not
supported in regard to participants rating environmentalists more positively according to their
shared social status (H3.2a). Please see Annex G for similar patterns of participants’ self-

assessed social class that were found across the other attribute values.

39



Figure 3.6

Marginal Mean estimates for each attribute value on the profile ratings for Competence, Friendliness, Trustworthiness,

environmentalist and participants’ Self-identification with the profiles contrasted by participants’ self-assessed social class
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Moving our focus to the influence of participants racial and ethnic identification, we tested for
marginal mean differences in impression ratings between the groups. As mentioned earlier, we
grouped the participants according to their responses into “Racial-ethnic majority” or “Racial-
ethnic minority” (see measures) and matched them with the profiles’ attribute “Race/Ethnicity”.
This way we could compare whether the participants racial-ethnic majority or minority status
influenced their impressions of environmentalists. Statistically, the two groups differed
significantly in their ratings of the profiles’ race and ethnicity across the dependent variables
trustworthiness, F(4, 5400)=4.77, p<.001, typicality, F(4, 5400)=10.63, p<.001, and self-
identification, F(4, 5400)=3.83, p=.004.

These results were visualized in Figure 3.9 and supported in pairwise comparisons. Besides
noticing, again, differences in marginal mean range sizes, we identified a pattern of “Racial-
ethnic minority” participants of perceiving environmentalist profiles from U.S. racial-ethnic
minority status (i.e., “Asians”, “Hispanic/Latino”, ‘“Black/African American”) more
trustworthy, typical as environmentalists, and self-identified more with them. Specifically,
racial-ethnic minority status participants saw “Hispanic/Latino” (p=.017) environmentalists as
more trustworthy than racial-ethnic majority status participants did. Moreover, profiles being
“Asian” (p=.004), “Hispanic/Latino” (p=.002), and “Black/African American” (p=.008), were
significantly seen as more typical for environmentalists by racial-ethnic minority participants.
Surprisingly, pairwise comparisons did not support the earlier identified differences in self-
identification between racial-ethnic minority and majority participants across the profiles’ race-
ethnicity attribute values.

Thus, our expectation was only partially supported that the racial-ethnic minority
participants rated those environmentalists higher that they shared a racial-ethnic group position
with (H3.2a). Please see Annex G for similar patterns of participants’ racial-ethnic group

position that were found across the other attribute values.
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Figure 3.7
Marginal Mean estimates for each attribute value on the profile ratings for Competence, Friendliness, Trustworthiness, Typicality as

environmentalist and participants’ Self-identification with the profiles contrasted by participants’ racial-ethnic group position in U.S.
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Last, in order to examine the influence of participants political orientation, we grouped
them according to their responses into “Liberal”, “Moderate”, and “Conservative” (see
measures). Testing for marginal mean differences between these groups, we matched them with
the environmentalist profiles’ attribute “Political orientation”. This way we could compare
whether the participants political standpoint influenced their ratings of the environmentalists.
Statistically, we observed highly significant differences between the groups in their ratings of
the profiles’ political orientation across all dependent variables. Accordingly, they rated
distinctly regarding the profiles’ competence, F(6, 5375)= 15.61, p<.001, friendliness, F(6,
5375)=11.96, p<.001, trustworthiness, F(6, 5375)=11.26, p<.001, typicality, F(6, 5375)=18.31,
p<.001, and self-identification, F(6, 5375)=14.06, p<.001. These results across all outcome
measures were visualized in Figure 3.10. We could recognize patterns of participants perceiving
profiles from the same political orientation more positively. Accordingly, “Conservative”
participants perceived “Conservative” and “Moderate” profiles generally more friendly and
trustworthy as well as could identify themselves more with them compared to “Liberal”
profiles. Participants with a “Liberal political orientation saw “Liberal” profiles most
competent, friendly, trustworthy, typical, and could self-identify most with them. “Moderate”
participants didn’t show strong fluctuations.

Thus, our hypothesis was supported regarding participants rating those environmentalists
higher that shared the same political orientation (H3.2b). Please see Annex G for similar

patterns of participants’ political orientation that were found across the other attribute values.
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Figure 3.10

Marginal Mean estimates for each attribute value on the profile ratings for Competence, Friendliness, Trustworthiness,

environmentalist and participants’ Self-identification with the profiles contrasted by participants’ political orientation

(Political orientation) 4

Conservative

Moderate q

Liberal-

4.8

52 5.6 6.0

MM (Competence)

4.75 5.00 5.25 5.50 5.75

MM (Friendliness)

(Political orientation)

Conservative

Moderate A

Liberal-

44

45 50 55

MM (Typicality)

Participants'

20 45 50

MM (Identification)

Political Orientation

4.75

Liberal —~ Moderate - Conservative

5.00 5.25 5.50 5.75

MM (Trustworthiness)

Typicality as



CHAPTER 3
Discussion

Through the present study aims to expand the scientific knowledge on the perception of
environmentalists as social category in the U.S. general public. Here, environmentalists are
strongly stereotyped and politicized, yet a still understudied social category. Aiming at
identifying the social identity factors that influence public impressions of and self-identification
with environmentalists, we wanted to answer (1) which identity factors of fictitious
environmentalist profiles led a sample of U.S. residents (1.1) to perceive them as competent,
friendly, and trustworthy, (1.2) see them as typical environmentalists, and (1.3) to self-identify
with them. Moreover, we aimed to expand previous research on atypical environmentalists
(Bashir et al., 2013; Stenhouse & Heinrich, 2019), by (2) analyzing whether the fictitious
profiles described by attributes inconsistent (vs. consistent) to existing stereotypes would
improve impressions of and self-identification with them. Last, we wanted to close the existing
research gap related to (3) how U.S. residents’ own social identity factors and group
memberships may influence the previous relationships. Namely, by an analysis of the basic
sources for positive judgments of (3.1) their self-identification as environmentalists and (3.2)
similarity with the described profiles regarding socio-demographic attributes.

We addressed these research questions through the novel application of a conjoint analysis
as multidimensional rating experiment within an online survey format. Respectively, we
presented to our survey participants fully randomized profile descriptions of environmentalists
in a tabular form and then measured their impressions on the dimensions of competence,
friendliness, trustworthiness, and perceived typicality, as well as participants’ self-
identification with the profiles. Together with the assessed participants’ standpoints in
environmentalism and socio-demographic data, we statistically analyzed the conjoint data in R

(Leeper, 2020) in line with the research questions.
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4.1. Main findings and their interpretation
4.1.1. Effects of different attribute values®
To analyze the participants’ impressions of and self-identification with environmentalists’
individual profile attributes, the mean ratings for each attribute value marginalized across all
other attributes were calculated (i.e., Marginal Means).

4.1.1.1. Competence, Sociability, and Trustworthiness. Overall, our results
correspond well with our expectations and prior stereotype literature (e.g., stereotype content
model, Fiske et al., 2002). For example, (1.1) environmentalist profiles ascribed as women were
generally perceived more friendly, trustworthy, and competent, than the other gender options.
This is contrary to findings of Fiske et al. (2002), where men are usually perceived more
competent than women. Interpreted through the SCM quadrants (Fiske et al., 2002), women are
admired in our study. In contrast, non-binary profiles were rated the lowest among all three
stereotype dimensions. Bearing in mind that the social concept of non-binary gender identity is
relatively new (Matsuno & Budge, 2017), our findings could be explained through participants
perceiving non-binary environmentalist as unconventional and eccentric. Although eccentricity
had been found as a typical trait of environmentalists (Bashir et al. (2013), combining two
already unconventional and stereotyped identity dimensions, namely environmentalists and
non-binary gender, seemed to have elicited least positive impressions among participants.
Expanding the knowledge in this field, Stenhouse and Heinrich (2019) investigated the
mediating role of perceiving environmental activists as eccentric, militant, and friendly, using
a conjoint design as well. They found eccentricity to be least important to increase the attention
to activists. Our results may align with Stenhouse and Heinrich's (2019) findings as that an
unconventional non-binary profiles did not improve our participants’ impressions, though
contrary to what we originally expected of stereotype-inconsistent traits. Since this was not a
focus of our research, we did not address this interesting possible relationship between the non-
binary attribute value and more radical (or militant) pro-environmental behaviors on
participants’ impressions.

Furthermore, profiles with the high-status occupation “corporate CEO” were rated as most

competent, compared to cleaners and office clerks, but not as friendly or trustworthy. Although

° As a reminder, attributes are the features or characteristics that describe the profiles. They consist of levels or
values that represent the different choices for each attribute.
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the underlying differences did not reach the level of significance, we further found tendencies
indicating that lower paid jobs as office clerks and cleaners were being seen more friendly and
trustworthy than corporate CEOs. These finding correspond to previous research showing that
higher status levels predicted higher competence while competition predicted lower
warmth/friendliness (Fiske et al., 2002). In another instance, Fiske and Dupree (2014) had
found similar effects with climate scientists: for a communicator to be credible and attention-
grabbing, they need to be both competent in providing expertise as well as be perceived as
warm and trustworthy. Aligning these findings to our study, the occupation and gender found
closest to such a credible communicator through our conjoint analysis was the female “office
clerk”.

Further, young environmentalists were rather seen as friendly by the survey participants as
compared to older ones. In contrast to previous literature (Fiske et al., 2002), participants from
the present study tended to rate young environmentalists overall more positively than older
ones. More specifically, profiles of older environmentalists (i.c., “64”) were neither perceived
friendly nor competent, which can possibly be explained by the SCM quadrant as the feeling
of contempt (Fiske et al., 2002). Considering that the average participant’s age was M = 34.26,
we could explain this tendency to originate from possible intergenerational tensions mainly
based on prejudices held by younger people (North & Fiske, 2012, 2013). Accordingly, that
younger people evaluate older adults low on the dimensions of warmth and competence because
they may see them as a passive “parasitic social group” (North & Fiske, 2012, pp.988). Such
perceptions might be reinforced through ingroup favoritism, which we discuss in a later section
(Brewer, 2007). Further empirical investigations are required to address any of these possible
explanations.

Highly relevant to the U.S. context is the environmentalists’ political orientation.
Respectively, environmentalists with a moderate political orientation were perceived most and
conservatives least trustworthy. Interestingly, but not significantly different, environmentalists
with a liberal political orientation were seen as most competent but not as friendly compared to
political moderates. Overall, participants saw profiles with a moderate political orientation as
most friendly and trustworthy, while perceiving conservative profiles least competent and
friendly. These results are particularly interesting considering the fact that the political
orientation in our sample was found to be well-balanced. As a possible explanation, both
liberals and conservatives similarly perceived profiles from the ideologically dissimilar group

less friendly and trustworthy. Hence, political moderates who did not pose a threat to either of
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them were generally preferred (Brandt et al., 2014). This issue we will further discussed in the
last section on subgroup differences.

Also relevant to the U.S. context is race and ethnicity: the ratings on environmentalists
characterized by their race and ethnicity did not show any substantial tendencies and therefore
did not correspond our predictions. Namely, that “White” profiles were not found to be seen
most friendly and competent, and “Asian” profiles competent but not friendly (Fiske et al.,
2002). Instead, survey participants rated profiles similarly across all racial and ethnic attribute
values, regarding competence, friendliness, and trustworthiness. In addition, the ranting results
could have been influenced by the current debate on systemic racism, the Black Lives Matter
movements, and ongoing social tensions in the U.S. In this respect, participants’ racial attitudes
could have been shifted towards more neutral perceptions across different racial and ethnic
groups (Sawyer & Gampa, 2018). Although contrary to our expectations, these results give
hope for actual social change and societal improvements happening in the U.S.

Further, in line with prior research (Castro et al., 2016; Klas et al., 2019), survey
participants perceived environmentalists with private pro-environmental behaviors more
friendly and trustworthy than the ones with radical behaviors. Although environmentalists with
moderate pro-environmental behaviors were perceived more competent than those with radical
behaviors, they were still perceived less friendly and least trustworthy than private ones. This
finding could be explained by the fact that “moderate behavior” still had an activist nature (e.g.,
“Writes political representatives”). Moreover, that environmentalists with radical behaviors
were not perceived as competent as profiles with moderate behaviors is contrary to our
expectations and previous literature (Castro et al., 2016). Thus, these results can be explained
as that the public generally dislikes and poorly understands actions perceived as radical or
militant, such as demonstrations (Klas et al., 2019; see Annex E for participant comments). As
a further support for this line of argument, though not of a significant difference,
environmentalists with a conciliatory (vs. confrontational) argumentation style were perceived
as more competent and friendly. Hence, our findings were in line with prior results explaining
the effect of activists’ radical discourse as being penalized on the sociability but not entirely on
the competence dimension (Castro et al., 2016). In this respect, based on our results, the least
ostentatious and demonstrative the environmentalists were described the more positively they
were perceived. Therefore, environmentalists are facing the activist dilemma (Feinberg et al.,
2017), in which raising public awareness ends up reducing public support.

In conclusion, environmentalist profiles were overall seen as most competent, friendly, and

trustworthy by a sample of U.S. residents, when described as young, female, office clerks, with
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a moderate political orientation, and only pro-environmentally active at a private level. These
results are in line with Fiske and Dupree's (2014) research on credibility as someone’s expertise
(i.e., competence) and motivation to be truthful (i.e., warmth/trustworthiness). Hence, the
identified traits may indicate with which characteristics an environmentalist would be seen as
most competent, friendly, and trustworthy, thus more credible and receiving the public’s
attention. We suggest further research to investigate this relationship.

4.1.1.2. Typicality as environmentalist. Most of our expectations on the profiles’
typicality as environmentalist were supported by our study results (1.2). For example,
participants found women, rather than men and non-binary profiles, and Asians first, then
Whites, to be most typical as environmentalists. This aligns with previous research associating
pro-environmental behaviors and stronger environmental concerns with feminine traits (Brough
et al., 2016; Swim & Geiger, 2018). As explanation for this relationship, common traits
associated to women and environmentalism could have played a decisive role. Such as the
historical and persistent understanding of pro-environmentalism as caring (Rome, 2006) and
the stereotypical ascription of caretaking to female gender roles (Eagly et al., 2000).
Consequently, when compared to women, men were not perceived as typical, but were still
more typical than profiles with a non-binary gender identity. Again, this could be explained
through the unconventionality of non-binary genders (Matsuno & Budge, 2017). However, the
non-binary attribute value was not judged as much untypical for environmentalists as, for
example, a corporate CEO or a conservative. Thus, as environmentalists are generally perceived
seen as eccentric and unconventional (Bashir et al. (2013) a non-binary environmentalist would
not surprise.

Contrary to our expectations, White profiles were perceived as less typical for
environmentalists than Asians which were rated most typical. This is surprising as previous
literature had pointed out that Asian individuals, among other U.S. racial-ethnic minority
groups, were perceived as least environmentally concerned compared to Whites (Pearson et al.,
2018), while still being rated more concerned than other racial-ethnic minority groups. Our
results may indicate a shift in the perceived environmentalist prototype, thus, expanding
existing knowledge in literature. As such, status predicted competence (SCM, Fiske et al., 2002)
and the environmentalist identity was seen as related to higher social status (Pearson et al.,
2018). Consequently, Asian Americans, who have been stereotyped highly competent, may

therefore be considered more typical as environmentalist. However, such a shift in
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prototypicality and the here provided explanation should be further investigated in future
research.

Largest differences in the perception of typicality were found regarding environmentalists’
occupation and political orientation. Based on the study by Pearson et al. (2018), we expected
profiles of middle class social status to be perceived most typical for environmentalists.
Accordingly, we found that office clerks (i.e., middle social status) were seen as most typical
while, contrary to previous literature, cleaners (i.e., lower social status) were perceived
similarly typical as environmentalists. Moreover, corporate CEO profiles were seen as least
typical. In this regard, our findings extend previous literature (Pearson et al., 2018) as to that
lower social status occupations are not necessarily perceived untypical for environmentalists or
environmentally concerned. Furthermore, upper social class jobs, such as corporate CEQOs,
might be perceived by the public as too unrealistic as environmentalists. Similarly, profiles
with conservative political orientations were perceived untypical for environmentalists
compared to liberal and moderate profile descriptions. These results are in line with previous
research indicating that environmentalists are generally associated with left-leaning ideologies
and political identification (Merkley & Stecula, 2018).

Regarding the profiles’ environmentalism attributes, our results do not support our
assumptions that radical pro-environmental behaviors would be perceived more typical for
environmentalists than moderate or private behaviors. For example, previous research
suggested that environmentalists are typically perceived as militant and aggressive (Bashir,
2010; Bashir et al., 2013). A possible explanation related to social cognition research on
impression formation (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). Accordingly, people’s information processing
is moderated by their personal motivations. Hence, while study participants showed an overall
preference for more private pro-environmental behaviors (see previous section), these personal
motives could have influenced their perceptions of typicality as well. In turn, however, despite
(non-significant) personal preferences tendencies for a concessional (vs. confrontational)
argumentation style, participants perceived the confrontational (i.e., radical) discourse style as
typical, rather than atypical, for environmentalists. Thus, future research is needed to further
investigate explanations for environmentalists’ prototypicality regarding more radical/activists’
behaviors.

Moreover, participants found environmentalist profiles with mainly global environmental
concerns to be more typical than profiles with local concerns. Previous research found that
vulnerable U.S. population segments (i.e., People of color, also POC), were more concerned

with local and human-oriented environmental problems than the White population segment
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(Mohai & Bryant, 1998; Song et al., 2020). Minding our study sample to mostly consist of
White / Caucasians (74.2%), it is not surprising that profiles with mainly local environmental
concerns were perceived less typical as environmentalists. This result can be interpreted as a
depreciation of the vulnerable and low-status populations’ concerns related to larger and
disproportioned environmental risks within the U.S. as compared to more privileged societal
groups (Mohai et al., 2009; Timmons Roberts et al., 2018).

Summarizing our new insights on the typicality of environmentalists, participants’
perceptions on corporate CEOs and political conservatives to be least typical and therefore least
realistic as environmentalists was among the most novel results*°.

4.1.1.3. Self-identification with profiles. As a last part of our first research question
(1.3), we found significant differences in participants self-identification depending on the
diverse typology of environmentalists. Namely, we found stronger identifications with female
environmentalists compared to non-binary profiles. Moreover, participants self-identified most
with cleaners and least with CEOs or office clerks. Last not least, participants identified
themselves most with profiles describing private pro-environmental behaviors.

Participants’ tendencies to self-identify most with environmentalists at particular attribute
levels, can be understood as self-defining and self-investing components of identification
(Leach etal., 2008). In this respect, participants may have perceived themselves (i.e., individual
self-stereotyping) and their in-group (i.e., in-group homogeneity) as similar to the
environmentalists that were women, cleaners, and pro-environmentally active in private
spheres. Moreover, according to Leach et al., (2008) participants may have: 1) felt positively
towards these environmentalists (i.e., satisfaction); 2) felt a sense of belonging and attachment
to those profiles (i.e., solidarity); and 3) perceived them as central to their self-concept, thus,
being more aware of in-group threats (i.e., centrality).

Since we didn’t apply this model, we couldn’t measure which components are more or less
present. Moreover, based on the calculated marginal means our study, participants generally
did not self-identify strongly with the presented profiles (see results). This could be due to the
inaccurate descriptions, participants’ (lack of) self-identification as environmentalist (discussed
later), or the measure itself. Hence, future research could follow-up on fine-tuned identity
components. Nevertheless, our results indicate that participants were more inclined to identify

with environmentalists that were women, the occupation of cleaners, and private pro-

1 The extent to which participants found environmentalists as corporate CEOs and politically
conservative as highly unrealistic, we could comprehend from their survey comments in Annex E.
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environmental behaviors. These aspects, and generally self-identification with different
environmentalists, should be considered in practical application since they might be more likely

to be influential.

4.1.2. Effects of atypical profiles

With the aim to extend Bashir et al.'s (2013) findings on stereotype-inconsistent attributes (i.e.,
atypical environmentalists), we analyzed the differences between profiles displayed with
stereotype-consistent traits (e.g., liberal) and profiles with stereotype-inconsistent traits (e.g.
conservative). Thus, (2) estimating if atypical descriptions actually improved impressions, we
observed both positive (as expected) and negative effects on participants’ judgements of and
self-identification with environmentalists®?.

As one finding, we observed positive effects of atypical environmentalists’ profiles. Private
pro-environmental behaviors were perceived overall more competent, friendly, and trustworthy
than profiles with radical (stereotype-consistent) behaviors. In this regard we need to mention,
that even though we considered (backed by literature) radical pro-environmental behaviors as
stereotypical for environmentalists, but, contrarily, study participants perceived private pro-
environmental behaviors as more typical (see section 4.1.1.). Moreover, a similar relationship
was observed in participants’ preference to self-identify with environmentalists described
through private or moderate pro-environmental behaviors rather than radical ones. Surprisingly,
participants’ self-identification towards environmentalists was higher when described as
cleaners instead of office clerks (stereotype-consistent).

As second finding, and contrary to literature, we also identified negative effects of
stereotype-inconsistent traits on participants’ ratings. Namely, the values describing
environmentalists as non-binary, men, 64-year-olds, corporate CEOs, political conservatives,
and local environmental concern, caused lower ratings of environmentalists’ competency,
friendliness, trustworthiness, perceived typicality, and participants self-identification with the
profiles (detailed discussed in section 4.1.1.).

Based on the above results and its interconnections to the first research question (section
4.1.1.), we conclude that people, overall, prefer environmentalists that are individually or

privately active in contrast to radical behaviors (Castro et al., 2016; Klas et al., 2019). Hence,

11 The here discussed findings refer to the significant differences found between attribute values that are
consistent vs. inconsistent with previous literature. Moreover, the overall patterns are similar to the
ones addressed in section 4.1.1.
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environmentalists that do not pose a threat in any way. Previous literature pointed out that
activists, or so called “moral rebels”, are seen by some as a “threat to society” (Hoffarth &
Hodson, 2016, p.40), challenge to the public status quo (Lindblom & Jacobsson, 2014), or
threaten people’s positive self-image (Monin et al., 2008). In addition, the present findings
supported our earlier observations of participants rather identifying with environmentalists as
cleaners than as office clerks. Whether these results are related to subgroup differences, we will
discuss in the following section. Moreover, our findings are in line with previously discussed
results (section 4.1.1.) and suggest that atypical environmentalist ascriptions don’t necessarily
correspond with a better impression of environmentalists.

Furthermore, with our findings we want to direct future research towards investigating
effects of atypical environmentalists on impression formation. More specifically, the influence
of stereotype strength (Allen et al., 2009) and stereotype incongruency (Sekaquaptewa &
Espinoza, 2004) on impression processing. Another approach can be trying to understand our
results through the theory of impression formation on the continuum of category- to
individuating information processing (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). Applied to our results, the
presentation of atypical information of environmentalists might have elicited greater attention
and therefore caused a more individuated information processing. Moderated by underlying
individual motivations, private pro-environmental behaviors elicited overall more positive

judgements. Nevertheless, the influence of impression formation calls for further investigation,

4.1.3. Subgroup differences

Subgroup comparisons to understand how participants’ own group memberships might have
influenced the previously presented results (3), indicated an influence on previous relationships.
In detail, we found (3.1) that participants self-identification as environmentalists generally lead
to more positive impressions of and self-identification with the ascribed profiles. Hence, these
results supported our expectations of an ingroup preference (Brewer, 2007). Given the large
number of participants considering themselves as environmentalists (n = 553 vs. n = 125 “Not
environmentalists™), such ingroup preference is not surprising. This possible bias might have
influenced our results overall. Thus, in future research participants’ level of identification as
environmentalist should be balanced and tested as covariate respectively integrated as
moderator variable. Our results further showed, (3.2) that participants’ self-assessed social
class, membership in a U.S. ethnical/racial minority or majority group, as well as political

orientation moderated the effect of the attributes on the outcomes.
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Self-assessed social class. While participants’ self-assessed social class was found to
influence their impressions and self-identification, the resulting effects were not as expected.
Participants from the lower social class rated the environmentalists generally lower, especially
the corporate CEOs, and identified least with either occupation. Moreover, lower-class
participants did identify most with the occupation (i.e., cleaner) corresponding to their social
class. In contrast, middle-and upper-class participants showed similar and more positive ratings
across all profile occupations. Only upper-class participants perceived the occupation matching
their social class (i.e., Corporate CEQ) as least competent and typical as well as lower ratings
in friendliness across all occupations. These results demonstrated that social class had an
influence on people’s impressions and self-identification, not didn’t necessarily lead to positive
ratings only. Methodologically, care should be taken when concluding on these findings based
on disproportionate subgroups (Lower class = 92, Middle class = 525, Upper class = 61).
Nevertheless, our results provide valuable indications but need further investigation to be
substantiated.

Minority or majority. Our results showed that participants’ membership with a U.S.
specific racial or ethnical minority or majority group did influence their ratings on the ascribed
profiles towards race and ethnicity. Racial-ethnic minority group participants perceived
environmentalists from a similar group to their own more trustworthy (i.e., “Hispanic/Latino”)
and typical (i.e., “Asian”, “Hispanic/Latino”, and “Black/African American”). In addition, they
saw profiles ascribed as “White” least competent, trustworthy, typical, and identified least with
them. In contrary, majority group participants showed ratings similar across all racial and
ethnical groups. There was a tendency, although non-significant, to perceive White and Asian
profiles’ somewhat more typical as environmentalists in line with an increased tendency to self-
identifying with them.

These subgroup comparisons reveal that different racial and ethnic group memberships may
moderate participants’ ratings, aligning with Pearson et al.'s (2018) results of increased
associations between nonwhites and the category of environmentalists among minority group
participants when exposing them to a diverse description of an environmental organization.
Moreover, these findings indicate that minority group participants are more aware and involved
with issues of environmentalism as previous literature has indicated as well (Jones, 2002;
Pearson et al., 2018)

From a methodological standpoint, again, disproportionate subgroup (Minority = 173 and
Majority = 503) may have, overall, influenced the above results on environmentalist rating.

Moreover, a heterogeneity within the racial-ethnic minority group must be considered as it
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comprises people from numerous and multi- racial and ethnic backgrounds, which may be
reflected in the large dispersions of the group’s marginal means. Within the scope of this
Masters’ thesis’ underlying issues of multiracial and -ethnical identities could not be further
investigated. Hence, our results indicate important findings that call for further attention and
investigation.

Political orientation. Participants with a conservative political orientation self-identified
most with and saw conservative and moderate environmentalists as most friendly and
trustworthy. Moreover, participants with a liberal political orientation generally perceived
liberal environmentalists more competent, friendly, and trustworthy, saw them as most typical
and self-identified most with them. In contrast, participants with a moderate political orientation
didn’t show any differences. In line with our expectations (Brewer, 2007), participants with a
liberal political orientation showed a clear bias towards profile ascriptions with similar political
standpoints indicating an ingroup preference. Similarly, politically conservative participants
indicated a negative bias across most ratings towards profiles with a liberal political orientation.
Thus, still more open to politically moderates, but obviously disliking liberal environmentalists.
In conclusion, participants’ political orientation could have moderated their evaluations of the
environmentalist profiles.

As compared the previously discussed subgroup differences, participants were more
balanced, but still not equal in size, across the different political orientations (Liberals = 221,
Moderates = 310, Conservatives = 142). Hence, in the general results preferences were detected
towards politically moderate environmentalists’ profiles supporting findings previously
published in the literature (Stenhouse & Heinrich, 2019). In conclusion, our findings suggest
that the environmentalist’s portrayal in terms of political orientation makes a difference in

impressions of different groups.

4.2. Further limitations and future research

Owing to its novel methodological approach, this study comprises an experimental approach
including directed hypotheses as well as exploratory/non directional questions. The conjoint
analysis provided an analysis tool for one-by-one examinations of multiple randomized
attributes in order to identify which attribute component produced the observed effect. As a
result, causal interdependencies in conjunction with descriptive interpretations evolved

indicating directions for further experimental investigation. In the following, we will outline
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the limitations of the present study in a chronological order followed by final conclusions and

recommendations for future research.

4.2.1. Study construction

The application of a conjoint analysis is still considered a novel approach in psychological
research. While the method receives increasing attention in, the practical application itself is
still being improved and adapted. Owing to a shortage of specific guidelines on how to apply a
conjoint analysis for an online survey, the development and construction of this analysis tool
required an extensive search for instructions from different sources including HTML and
JavaScript coding in Qualtrics and R coding for the statistical analysis. As a first limitation to
our study, we might have missed out on essential computing information and resources that we
were not aware of (Hainmueller et al., 2014). Nevertheless, we applied the method without
experiencing any major problems or errors. Despite its increasing application in many studies
and depending on the scientific field in psychology, the external validity of the conjoint analysis
is still an open issue. Hence, for future application of a conjoint analysis in Qualtrics without
paying for the platform’s own analysis tools we recommend user to receive advice from an
experienced coder.

Another limitation was that the conjoint tables only provided a limited number of possible
descriptions in the attempt to artificially describe environmentalists. Moreover, due to statistical
power calculations and sample size restrictions, we could only integrate attributes with a
maximum of four values. Thus, we had to exclude, for example, native Americans from the
race/ethnicity attribute category, who play a highly relevant role in environmental protection in
the U.S. (Johansen, 2019). Furthermore, and despite all our efforts to avoid unusual profiles,
some of the combinations displayed to participants still appeared weird, such as a conservative
POC environmentalist or a 23-year-old CEO (see comments Annex E). Thus, adding variety in
the presented profiles and attribute values could have been more realistic to the survey
participants, on one side, but causing problems with statistical power and sample size, on the
other (Stefanelli & Lukac, 2020). Nevertheless, Hainmueller et al. (2015) tested and validated
different forms of conjoint and vignette experiments against real-world behavior. His results
showed that a conjoint with two profiles was most realistic, providing multiple pieces of
information and minimizing social desirability through providing participants with different
reasons to justify their responses.

Further, the work duration for the online survey may have posed a limitation of our study

owing to effects on participants’ fatigue. Nevertheless, the number of conjoint tables and tasks
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was found elsewhere (Jenke et al., 2021) to produce stable and reliable outcomes. All in all,
future research should aim to limit the number of measures, apply a scale to evaluate internal
consistency, to possibly extend the number of attributes and attribute values, and to decrease
the number of conjoint tables, while maintaining the given sample size to ensure statistical
power.

Another limitation was the choice of measure which might have affected the internal
validity of the study. In the comments part at the end of the survey, various participants
expressed the confusing and difficulty of having to indicate how competent, friendly, and
trustworthy they perceived the environmentalists. They indicated that the corresponding
measures could have been better explained and that it was difficult to imagine that the profiles
were real people as well as that it was strange to evaluate them on the given dimensions without
ever having met them (see comments in Annex E). This feedback, combined with the overall
average ratings on our outcomes (not clearly indicating agreement or disagreement of
participants), let us question the applicability of the impression measures. For example, the
SCM (Fiske et al., 2002) is usually used to capture what society thinks of certain groups and
not to measure personal appraisals of a particular profile or person. Hence, future research could
rather ask for what participants what society thinks, instead of what they themselves think.
Moreover, researchers should reconsider their choice of measurements with regard to the study
design and method.

For another limitation, the sequential order of the survey questions might have elicited
priming effects within the participants. Namely, the first two questions of the survey concerned
participants’ self-assessed social class and their racial and ethnic group membership. These
questions originally intended limit the participant number through integrated quotas to meet our
subgroup goals. Due to limited data collection duration and participant numbers, we ended up
not applying the quotas. Unfortunately, one participant commented that they could assume what
the study was intending to test/measure (Annex E). Hence, future research should ensure that

the order of the questions does not affect participants response behavior.

4.2.2. Data collection

Aside from limitations within the study design, limitations within the data collection must be
considered. For example, owing to the required sample size and limited financial resources
subject recruitment was achieved through convenience sampling and through paid

crowdsourcing (i.e., Amazon MTurk). Moreover, in our convenience sample we had a large
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student population that received college credit for participating in the study. Hence, we may
not be able to generalize our results to the boarder U.S. population. Despite integrated attention
checks (participants had to pass two out of three) and a set time limit, we are still uncertain
about participants honesty and diligence when responding to the questionnaire. For example,
MTurk workers are known for fast response times and for sharing information through forums
with other workers regarding the composition and quality of the survey, which was especially
difficult for us to control for (Annex E). Group comparisons showed us, that there were still
significant differences between the MTurk and private/convenience sample, as well as between
participants that didn’t fail any attention check and those that failed one. Furthermore, we also
suspect a possible selection bias in our sample. Owing to the topic of the study and the
promotion and participant recruitment through the title “Study on U.S. residents’ impressions
of different types of environmentalists” (Annex B), individuals interested in such topics were
possibly more prone to participate. Therefore, we recommend future investigators to recruit
study participants from the same source, ensure balanced subgroups as well as being
representative for the diverse opinions in the U.S. We also advice to render in the technical
difficulties that participants might have with conjoint tasks, such as the visibility and handiness

on mobile devices.

4.2.3. Analyses & results
Overall, in our study, more data was collected than what could eventually be analyze within the
limited scope of this Masters’ thesis project. For example, a manifold of variables was available
for detailed subgroup analyses. However, owing to limited space and time only selected issues
were analyzed. Hence, we want to recommend future researchers to choose the conjoint design
and subgroup variables wisely, as well as reduce the scope of the study or provide enough
resources to analyze the entire data.

Furthermore, statistical limitations must be considered though the application of the cregg
R package (Leeper, 2020) for our conjoint analysis. Firstly, a statistical control for covariates
was not possible owing to the limited option within the cregg R package. Secondly, and for the
same reasons, for the subgroup comparisons, it was not possible to test the influence of multiple
moderating effects or their interactions. Thirdly, the package only provided omnibus F-tests
without contrasts. Thus, only causal interpretations based on the pairwise comparisons were

possible to be reported, here. Lastly, the graphs provided by the cregg R package are not
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inclusive for color blind readers. Please contact the author!? in case you had difficulties reading
the results.

Regarding our own analytical efforts, we need to mention that we did analyze interactions
between profile attributes or participants’ variables owing to limited space and time. In fact, the
cregg R package would allow for such analyses such these could be conducted in future studies.
Moreover, we need to consider that the effects we found could be related to the degrees of
freedom. These are related to the large number of presented profile combinations, which were
necessary regarding the statistical power but might be reason to finding significant effects easily
(Stefanelli & Lukac, 2020).

4.2.4. Conclusive remarks
Our study provides a valuable extension to both stereotype and conjoint experiment literature.
We have provided a basic overview that, now, needs to be refined and adapted to be conveyed
into practice. In addition, we advise researchers to ensure a large enough and balanced sample
originating from the same source. Furthermore, care should be taken to enforce an honest
response behavior and to avoid any other possible biases. Lastly, we propose to control for
covariates, to check for interaction effects between profile attributes and between participants’
characteristics, as well as to consider moderating effects. For further investigations the
following questions should be addressed:
e Reliability: Are the identified patterns replicable with more balanced subsamples (e.g.,
race/ethnicity, political orientation, SES)?
e Validity: How would a reduced number of conjoint tasks with less or different
attributes affect participants’ rating behavior? Would other outcome measures produce

similar patterns and more directional results?

4.3. Theoretical implications

In this study, based on a conjoint design, important relationships between different profile
ascriptions of environmentalist stereotypes and participants’ identification with the
environmentalists were disclosed including participant characteristics. Generally, we extended
research on perceptions of environmentalists (Pearson et al., 2018) by examining multiple

identity dimensions and the influence of participants’ own group memberships.
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Specifically, for the stereotype content literature (Fiske et al., 2002; Leach et al., 2007;
Stenhouse & Heinrich, 2019), our findings provide a valuable increase of existing knowledge.
Most importantly, our results revealed that positive perceptions of environmentalists as
competent, friendly, and trustworthy were related to women rather than to men or to non-binary
profiles. Interestingly, profiles ascribed by private pro-environmental behaviors were generally
preferred. In this respect, the novel integration of questions regarding people’s stereotypical
judgments on the dimensions of competence, friendliness, and trustworthiness in a conjoint
study demonstrated the potential of conjoint analysis in stereotype research. Moreover, we
contributed to previous literature on perceptions of different degrees of environmentalism
(Castro et al., 2016) by mapping out the influence of multiple personal attributes of
environmentalists (e.g., gender identity, race/ethnicity, political orientation) on the study
participants’ impressions and identification with them. Also, we have extended the knowledge
of people’s perceptions of the non-binary gender identity, as that it is generally perceived
negatively (Matsuno & Budge, 2017).

We contributed further to environmentalist prototype research (Ratliff et al., 2017). Aside
from positive ratings for female environmentalists, attributes referring to Asians, Whites,
cleaners, office clerks, political moderates, liberals, with private to moderate pro-environmental
behaviors, and a mainly global environmental concerns were perceived most typical. Regarding
the effect of atypical environmentalists (Bashir et al., 2013), our findings pointed out that
environmentalists’ private pro-environmental behaviors and occupation as cleaners improved
participants’ impressions and self-identification with the profiles. Moreover, and surprisingly,
our sample identified most with women, cleaners, and environmentalists with private pro-
environmental behaviors. These level-by-level results provide valuable implications for
research on environmental identity (Brick & Lai, 2018).

Building on research by Stenhouse and Heinrich (2019), our research provided valuable
input in regard to the application of conjoint designs. We extended their findings through the
application of new attributes, measures, and examining the influence of multiple participants’
characteristics. Moreover, we conducted the conjoint analysis with recent tools and applied an
a priori power analysis (Leeper, 2020; Stefanelli & Lukac, 2020). Lastly, we want to point out
that we approximated research on impression formation by examining the effects of stereotype-
consistent and -inconsistent attributes on participants’ impressions Wwithin the conjoint
experiment (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990). Nevertheless, further research needs to investigate the
effects of stereotype strength and congruency to be able to make causal implications (Allen et
al., 2009; Sekaguaptewa & Espinoza, 2004).

60



4.2.5.  Practical implications
With the ongoing political debate between conservatives and liberals the public support for and
an understanding of environmental issues in the U.S. are hampered. In particular, solutions are
needed to detect and resolve the gap between different opinion groups in order to enhance
consensus to improve environmental protection.

Our research provides practical implications on how to access the public attention through
positive images of environmentalists as credible for environmental movements or science
(Fiske & Dupree, 2014) and environmental message framing with respect to the targeted
audience (Maxwell & Miller, 2016; Pearson et al., 2018). With such knowledge, public
portrayals of and communications with environmentalists can be adjusted according to
communicators aim of how and by whom they should be perceived. More specifically, pro-
environmental messages should be framed related to moral concerns of harm and care to appeal
more to liberals, while messages referring to purity and disgust would activate conservatives’
moral values (Feinberg & Willer, 2013). In this respect, it is not only vital to address
environmental concerns, behaviors, and attitudes but to address community-based efforts as
well so far unidentified as environmentalism (Dietz & Whitley, 2018).

From previous research, environmentalists, and activists in general, are often perceived as
aggressive (Bashir et al., 2013) or threatening to the public (Hoffarth & Hodson, 2016;
Lindblom & Jacobsson, 2014; Monin et al., 2008). In this respect, our results show that
environmentalists with private behaviors are overall preferred by the public (Castro et al.,
2016). This poses a fundamental problem. While environmentalists are aiming to raise public
awareness for environmental protection and against environmental abuse, they are penalized by
the public for being too confrontational when attempting to change the status quo. Hence, they
are caught in an activist dilemma (Feinberg et al., 2017) caused by the ironic impact of their
good intentions (Bashir et al., 2013). In conclusion, the environmental movement needs opinion
opinion brokers acting as mediators to stimulate a discussion and a subsequent consensus in the
general public. For positive outcomes, these mediators should practice an approach that does
not come across as preaching (Klas, 2016) or pressuring the receiver with the purpose to
identify with environmentalism (Kurz et al., 2019). Rather an approach appears useful

providing people the opportunity to be more sustainable in their own way.
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Conclusion

Through the presented master’s thesis, we identified patterns of U.S. public’s judgments of
diverse fictitious profile descriptions of environmentalists. Specifically, we investigated the
complex influence of the profiles” multiple identity features on stereotypes (competence,
friendliness, and trustworthiness), perceived typicality as environmentalist, and participants’
self-identification with the described profiles. Moreover, we showed how perceiver’s own
group membership(s) influence these relationships. We can draw from the findings of our
applied conjoint analysis, that our participants related most to and judged most positively
environmentalists that were women, Asian, cleaners, political moderates, with private pro-
environmental behaviors, and mainly global environmental concerns. Also, these judgements
were influenced by different self-assessed categorizations. Despite some limitations, our
findings extend scientific knowledge on dimension-specific perceptions of the strongly
stereotyped and politicized social category of environmentalists in the U.S. Furthermore, we
provide new directions regarding stereotype and impression formation research, as well as on
the application of conjoint analyses in psychological research. Moreover, we offer valuable
input to the environmental movement regarding message source and content in relation to the
targeted audience. Since environmentalists are strongly stereotyped throughout most western
countries, our findings may also be applicable to other cultural contexts. In conclusion,
environmentalists meeting the middle ground may be more successful in reaching a diverse
range of people and avoiding to lose further public support, as considered often as the activist’s
dilemma. With this, we hope that in the near future the protection of the environment will no
longer be among the most polarizing and politicized issues in the U.S. and that people from all

different kind of backgrounds feel included to identify (again) with Environmentalists.
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Annexes

A — Further information on conjoint analysis

Assumptions of conjoint analysis

To conduct a conjoint experiment, Hainmueller et al. (2014, pp.8-9,13,16) advise to adopt five
basic assumptions. First, when analyzing multiple profiles, participants’ responses are stable
and there are no carryover effects from profile attributes viewed earlier. Second, the position
of the profile within the task (e.g., in left or right table column) does not affect the responses.
Third, the presented profiles are factually and completely generated at random. This means that
each attribute is randomized either conditionally to or completely independent of the other

attributes.

Strengths and benefits of the conjoint analysis

The conjoint analysis is a very useful tool to understand preferences / favorability among
multidimensional alternatives. The aim of conjoint experiments and analysis is to identify,
through descriptive and causal effect interpretations of favorability, which combinations of
attributes are most influential on participants’ decision and response behavior (Strezhnev et al.,
2013). Moreover, conjoint analyses offer several strengths and benefits. For instance, they come
closer to real-world behavior than traditional vignettes (Hainmueller et al., 2015) therefore
increasing external validity (Hainmueller et al., 2014). They are also time and cost-efficient,
estimating the multiple factorial effects with feasible sample sizes and large statistical power
that otherwise would involve impractical designs (Hainmueller et al., 2014), while limiting
social desirability (Horiuchi et al., 2020).

Statistical analysis of conjoint designs

After the presentation of at least two profile descriptions at a time, participants are asked to
select or rate, for example, which article to buy (Kulshreshtha et al., 2019), whom to vote for
(Doherty et al., 2019), which job candidate to select (Carey et al., 2020), or which immigrant
to accept into a country (Berinsky et al., 2020). These questions represent the dependent
variables of the conjoint experiment which need to be minimalistic and shouldn’t consist of
long scales. They can even just be the choice between one or the other. Moreover, these
questions are referred to as conjoint tasks and serve as outcome measures to estimate the

% <e

participants’ “preferences” (Hainmueller, Hopkins, & Yamamoto, 2014) or “favorability”
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(Leeper, Hobolt, & Tilley, 2020) through the marginal effect of each attribute value, instead of
the whole profile (Stenhouse & Heinrich, 2019). Preferences and favorability refer to a
statement of support for the chosen or to be rated object or person (Leeper et al., 2020).

The marginal effects indicating favorability are calculated through values known as the
Average Marginal Component Effect or AMCE (Hainmueller et al., 2014) and Marginal Means
or MMs (Leeper et al., 2020). “They measure the degree to which a given value of a conjoint
profile feature increases, or decreases, participants’ support for the overall profile, averaging
across all participants and other features” (Leeper et al., 2020, p.1). Characteristic for conjoint
analyses, both values provide descriptive and causal effect interpretations presented as absolute

or relative favorability (Leeper et al., 2020).
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B — Recruitment messages

Figure B8
Recruitment text published in social media (i.e., Facebook, Instagram, and LinkedIn)

Figure B9

Recruitment text published on Amazon MTurk

US residents’ impressions of environmentalists
Requester: Karolin Ki Reward: $2.00 per task Tasks available: 0 Duration: 30 Minutes

Qualifications Required: HIT Approval Rate (%) for all Requesters' HITs greater than 95 , Location is US , Number of HITs Approved greater than 100 , Environmentalist survey is not one of 1

Instructions (Click to expand)

‘We are conducting an online suvey about US residents’ impressions of different types of environmentalists. As a participant, you will first be presented with different descriptions of environmentalists (two at a
time and eight in total) in tables and then asked to rate your imp of these enviror Additionally, you will be asked about your position towards environmental issues and to give some basic
demographic information about yourself. The survey should take approx. 20 minutes depending on the time needed to read and respond to the questions.

If you decide to participate, please pay attention to the survey questions, respond to them i and tothe when required. Inattentive and careless responding will be recorded
and will affect the receipt of payment. Please do not take this survey more than once, you will only be paid once.

Thank you for your interest and participation]

Make sure to leave this window open as you complete the survey. When you are finished, you will return to this page to paste the code into the box.

Survey http://isctecis.col.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_eh9YXTjbGfwRAJo
link:

Provide the survey code here:

e.g. 123456

MTurk worker qualifications: 95% HIT approval rate, Location in U.S., Number of HITs
approved >100, and hadn’t participated before (integrated in the HIT)

MTurk control checks: Captcha check, attention checks, page timing, total duration, MTurk
worker ID, and unique randomized code (integrated in Qualtrics survey)
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C — Coding of conjoint table in Qualtrics

Figure C10
Snapshot of HTML code of the conjoint table

[N Rich Content Editor... | Piped Text... HTML View Qe EIRUITY weu

<table border="3" cellpadding="5" cellspacing="0" style="line-
height: 1.5em" width="100%">
<colgroup>
<col width="20" />
<col width="90" />
<col width="90" />
</colgroup>
<tbody>
<tr>
<th>&nbsp;</th>
<th scope="col" style="text-align: center;"><font size="2">

Note. Feel free to contact author for access to full code.

Figure C11

Snapshot of JavaScript edited in Qualtrics that is responsible for saving the presented profiles
with their exact attribute order and values, which are later exported to a .csv file.

Edit Question JavaScript

Qualtrics.SurveyEngine.addOnload{function()

FPlace Your Javascript Below This Line®*/
this.setChoiceValue(l,age_a__1);
this.setChoiceValue(2 ,gender_a__1);
this.setChoiceValue(3,race_a_ 1),
this.setChoiceValue(4,religion_a__1);
this.setChoiceValue(5,occup_a__1);
this.setChoiceValue(s,politic_a__1);
this.setChoiceValue(7, envirm_a__1);
this.setChoiceValue(8,concern_a__1);
this.setChoiceValue(9,discourse_a__1);
this.setChoiceValue(10,age_b__1);

this.setChoiceValue(11,gender_b__1);
this.setChoiceValue(12,race_b__1);
this.setChoiceValue(13,religion_b__1);
this.setChoiceValue(14,0ccup_b__1);
this.setChoiceValue(15,politic_b__1);
this.setChoiceValue(16,envirm_b__1);
this.setChoiceValue(17,concern_b__1);
this.setChoiceValue(18,discourse_b__1);
this.setChoiceValue(19,attributes);

i

JS Question API

[%J) Full Screen Cancel ' Save

Note. Feel free to contact author for access to full code.
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D — Online Qualtrics questionnaire

Figure D12

Welcome message and informed consent
3 INSTITUTO
IS C| : e UNIVERSITARIO
DE LISBOA
Welcome & Informed consent

Welcome and thank you for participating in this
survey!

Everyone has different images when thinking of environmentalists.

For the purpose of this study, the term environmentalist is used broadly to refer to a person who
cares and is concerned with or advocates for the protection and improvement of the(ir) environment
through different means.

This may include conservationists, preservationists, ecologists, nature-lovers, or otherwise
environmentally-minded people.

The present survey is conducted in the context of a master's thesis project underway at ISCTE
- Instituto Universitario de Lisboa, Portugal and concerns the study of U.S. residents’
impressions of different types of environmentalists.

The research project is carried out by the student Karolin Kibele (kmkea@iscte-iul.pt), who can be
contacted for any gquestions or comments. Please note that only participants who are at least 18
years old and are currently a resident of the United States of America are eligible to participate in this
study.

Your participation in the survey will be highly valued as it will contribute to the increase of existing
knowledge in this field of research. The survey consists of an online questionnaire in which you will
first be presented with different descriptions of environmentalists (two at a time and eight in total) in
tables and then asked to rate your impressions of these environmentalists. Additionally, you will be
asked about your pasition towards environmental issues and to give some basic demographic
information about yourself.

The entire survey should last approximately 20 minutes and there are no expected risks associated
with participating.

There are no direct benefits to your participation in this study. But at the end of the survey, you
can qualify to win a $50 gift certificate.

Your participation is strictly voluntary, and you can stop the survey at any time without any
justification. Furthermore, your participation is anonymous; you will never be asked to identify yourself
and your responses will be treated strictly confidential.

No answer will be analyzed or reported individually, and no |IP addresses used to complete the survey
will be saved. The collected data are intended merely for statistical processing and will be stored at a
securely and retained indefinitely.



Figure D13
Informed consent, eligibility, and demographical questions

Would you like to participate in this study?

By selecting YES, you confirm that you have read and understood the information provided above
and that you consent to participate as a subject in this study. You acknowledge that for any questions
regarding the research project you can contact the principal investigator Karolin Kibele (kmkea@iscte-
iul.pt) or express comments and concerns at the end of the survey.

By selecting NO, you choose not to participate, and the survey will end immediately.
Please select one of the following options.

O YES, proceed to study
O NO, end survey

Please note that only U.S. residents that are at least 18 years old can complete this survey.

Are you at least 18 years old?

0 Yes
O No

Are you currently a resident of or living in the United States of America?

0] Yes
O No

Not eligible and end of survey

‘You are not eligible to participate in this survey. Thank you for your time and consideration.
Quota demographics

To begin with, please answer the following demographic questions honestly.

If you were asked to use one of the following three categories for your social class, which would you
say you belong to?

0] Upper class
O Middle class

O Lower class

Which term(s) best describes your racial / ethnic origin? (You can select multiple answers)

0 White / Caucasian

QO Black or African American

(Q Hispanic or Latino

Q Asian or Asian American

O Middle Eastern

(O American Indian or Alaska Native

(O Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

O |:|2 or more of these. Please, write below which
(@] I:'Oiher. Please, write below which
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Figure D14

Example of (one of four) conjoint table and task

Study introduction

For the next part of the survey, please imagine you were meeting the envir

to you in the following.

As explained earlier, you will see two profile descriptions at a time in form of a table.

For each pair, please take your time and read the described details very carefully.

Please pay attention, there will be attention checks which you have to answer correctly.

Conjoint 1

As mentioned earlier, the term environmentalist is used broadly to refer to a person who cares and is
concerned with or advocates the protection and improvement of the(ir) environment through different
means. This may include conservationists, preservationists, ecologists, nature-lovers, or otherwise

environmentally minded people.

Environmentalist A

Environmentalist B

Main environmental concemn

Global environmental problems (e.g.,
[climate change, depletion of the ozone
layer, destruction of wildlife and forests,
[droughts & flaodings)

[Global environmental problems (e.g.,
Kclimate change, depletion of the ozone
Jayer, destruction of wildlife and forests,
Mroughts & floodings)

ge

64

2

[Type of pro-environmental behavior

[Writes political representatives on
lenvironmental regulation issues. Signs
petitions on environmental pratection.
IPromotes pro-environmental behaviors to
amily and friends and by sharing
information through social media.

PActively involved in environmental
pprotection groups. Frequently participates
in demonstrations, civil disobedience, or
lother direct actions aiming to influence
lenvironmental politics.

Occupation |Cleaner ICorporate CEO
Religiosity IModerately religious [Not religious
Race/Ethnicity Black/African American Hispanic/Latinx

Jargumentation style

[We are already doing something positive,
lbut we also need changes from large

[We are already doing something positive,
but we also need changes from large

leconomic groups. leconomic groups.
[Gender [Woman Man
Political orientation Moderate Moderate

When we meet a new person we tend to form a first impression, even if we do not have much

information about them.

Now, please rate intuitively the g

i you have of each described

environmentalist as if they were real individuals you are meeting in person.

There are no right or wrong

s (i pt for the attenti

How much do you agree or disagree with each of these statements?
Environmentalist A is...

Neither
agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somewhat
disagree Disagree  disagree  disagree agree
Competent o} (o] o} (0] o
Friendly (@] (0] (@] (o] Q
Trustworthy (@] (@] (@] (@] Q

How much do you agree or disagree with each of these statements?
Environmentalist B is...

Neither
agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somewhat
disagree Disagree  disagree  disagree agree
Competent o] O o] O O
Friendly o] o] o} (@] (0]
Trustworthy (@] O o] O O

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

Neither
agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somewhat
disagree Disagree  disagree  disagree agree
Person Ais a
typical Q (e} (@] (o] [e]
environmentalist.
Person B is a
typical (o] (o] O o o]

environmentalist.

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

Neither

agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somaewhat
disagree Disagree disagree  disagree agree

| can identify myself

with (o] (] o] o] @]
Environmentalist A.
| can identify I
w?tuh" entify mysel o o o o o
Environmentalist B.

Agree
O
O
O

Agree
o
e}
e}

Agree

o

Agree

o

Strongly
agree

e]
(e]
o}

Strongly
agree

(¢]
o}
(o]

Strongly
agree

(o]

Strongly
agree

e]
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Figure D15

Questions regarding participants’ environmental standpoints
Environmental position

How much do you agree or disagree with this statement?

| would describe myself as an environmentalist.

Strongly Disagree Somewhat  Neither agree  Somewhat Agree Strongly
disagree 0 disagree nor disagree agree o) agree
O O O @] O

On a scale from 0 to 10, how concerned are you personally about environmental problems?
(0 indicates that you are not concerned at all, and 10 that you are extremely concerned)

Not concerned at all Extremely concerned
0 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10

® L]

Which pro-environmental behaviors, if any, have you integrated in your life? (You can select multiple
answers)

Actively involved in environmental protection groups.

Participating in demonstrations, civil discbedience, or other direct actions aiming to influence
environmental politics.

Promating pro-environmental behaviors and sharing information with family, friends, and/or
through social media.

or signing petitions on environmental protection.

Preferring to purchase environmentally friendly goods, such as local organic food, or recycled
products.

Separating garbage at home and using (natural) resources responsibly, like avoids wasting foed,

a
O Voting for pro-environmental candidates, writing political representatives on environmental issues
energy or water, or drives less by car.

None of these

Here is a list of some environmental issues.
Which problems, if any, do you think are more important and urgent today?

O Too much trash and noise in neighborhoods. Polluted tap water and air, as well as the proximity of
polluting industrial sites. Lack of access to natural areas or public resources (e.g., grocery stores).

O Climate change and the depletion of the ozone layer. The destruction of wildlife and forests, as
well as droughts and floodings across the world.

O None of these

How much do you agree or disagree with this statement?

Neither
agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somewhat Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree agree Agree agree

This is an attention

check. Please click O (@] (@] O @] O @]

"Disagree”
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Figure D16
Questions regarding participants’ socio-demographic data

Demographics

Please respond to the following demographic questions accurately.
If a question causes you discomfort, feel free to omit answering that question.

What is your age?

Which gender do you identify with?

O Woman
O Man
O |: identify my gender as (please specify)

Which religion do you affiliate with?

O christian

QO Jewish

QO Muslim

O Buddhist

QO Hindu

Q Atheist or agnostic

O None

O [:F)thel. Please, write below which

As how religious/spiritual would you describe yourself?

1 2 3 4 5 86 7

Not religious at all OO0 00O QOO QO \Veryrelgious

What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?

O Did not finish high school

Q High school degree or equivalent

Q) Trade / Technical / Vocational training
Q 2-year degree / Associate's degree
Q 4-year degree / Bachelor's degree
Q Professional / Master's degree

(O Doctoral degree

What is your yearly household income?

O Less than $10,000
QO $10,000 - $29,999
O $30,000 - $49,999
O $50,000 - $69,999
O $70,000 - $89,999
O $90,000 - $119,999
Q $120,000 - $149,999
Q $150,000 - $179,999
O $180,000 - $209,999
QO More than $210,000

In general, how liberal or conservative are you?
Please rate on a scale from 1 (strongly liberal) to 7 (strongly conservative)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Strongly liberal QOO0 00O0 Strongly conservative



Figure D17

Questions that were optional for participants to respond to

Optional block

You are almost at the end of the survey!

The next two questions are optional, if you do not have time to respond to these please proceed to

the end of the survey.

In which region in the USA do you live?

3

How much do you agree or disagree with each of these statement?

Strongly

disagree  Disagree

| would describe

myself as a global (@) @)

citizen

disagree

O

Neither
agree
Somewhat nor Somewhat Strongly
disagree agree Agree agree
O @) O @)

Please select (if any) the political, religious or other community organizations or groups that you could
identify with and would advocate for. You can chose multiple or none.

Faith-based

Environmental protection

Peace

Student/alumni association

Political action

Local community

Refugee, ethnic minority or immigrant
Professional association

Media

0O OO0O0O0oOoooo.
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0O OO0O0OO0oOoooo

Feminist / women’s rights
Development or international aid
Union

Racial justice

Reproductive rights

Animal protection

Human rights

LGBTQ+

Other. Please write which




Figure D18
Debriefing, explanation of the research, and option to leave comments as well as sign up for

the study incentive

Debriefing & Explanation of the research

Thank you for your time and for having participated in this survey!
Your participation is highly valued as it contributes to the increase of scientific
knowledge in this field of research.

Please note: We kindly ask you not to disclose this information about the research procedures
and purpose to anyone who might participate in this study as this could affect the results of the
study.

As indicated at the onset of your participation, this master thesis project is about U.S. residents’
impressions of different types of environmentalists.

More specifically, the study aims to understand how, and which characteristics of environmentalists
influence how moral, warm and competent they are perceived by people living in the USA, as well as
how typical they are as environmentalists and how much participants can identify with the presented
profiles. Furthermore, the extent to which participants’ own socio-demographic data and identification
as environmentalists influence these impressions are examined.

The overall goal of the study is to extend the knowledge on public impressions of environmentalists,
as well as which characteristics increase positive associations and identification of a diverse range of
U.S. residents with environmentalists. We hope to provide the scientific community and environmental
movements with an improved understanding of diversity dimensions that need to be addressed to
increase member diversity and public support.

In the context of your participation, the descriptions of environmentalists you were presented with
were fully randomized and every participant was presented with a different combination of profile
characteristics. Unfortunately, we were only able to include a limited amount of characteristics due to
the given research method. This has led to the lack of representation of other important social groups
active in environmental protection.

Please remember that the following contact details can be used for any questions you may have,
comments you wish to share, or to indicate your interest in receiving information about the outcomes
and conclusions of the study: Karolin Kibele, email: kmkea@scte-iul.pt.

If you want to share somthing you find important, a question that made you feel uncomfortable or that
wasn't asked in the survey, please mention them here:

Incentive

Now you have the option to sign up to participate in a drawing to win a $50 gift certificate.

If you choose to participate, you will be redirected to another survey. There you will be asked to
indicate your contact information without being associated with your answers from this survey.

@) Yes, | want to participate

O No, I do not want to participate
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E — Participants’ comments from the end of the survey

Table E2

Participants’ comments received by e-mail or through the comments section at the survey end

Private e-mail

[...] THINKING Individuals who want to “educate” and influence change.

[...]Tcould have saved some typing if I had said this up front: Please don’t make
the survey answers dependent on reactions to Gender, Race, Age, or Job Title....
Yes, they will always be a part of some/many people’s decision, but we won’t
change that.... Make the questionnaire decisions based on factual content...

More than the Person bringing the message. [...]

[...] I strive not to care not about the race, rank, age, and gender of people: What
matters is sincerity and constructive competence, that is, the ability to solve
problems. [...] You can recognize a true environmentalist by the house she lives
in and the vehicle she drives, Which is to say, if she is quite materialistic, she is

not an enviro at heart.

Convenience

sample

It appeared to me that some of the questions were intended to "reveal” a bias
toward "Male vs, Female" rather than the question of Good Citizenship and
promoting an Healthy environment. AND | have never seen a "'Demonstration™
that didn't leave a mess behind for others to clean up... Using the Environment

to cause friction (Hate?) between peoples is not right in my mind.

the noise pollution thing swayed my answers considerably because i think people

who complain about that are usually annoying

...I found it odd that some of the environmentalists were 23 years old and CEOs.

Also several occupations were clerks, that seemed odd too.

As far as the environment is concerned, | think everyone should do a good job in
their own environmental sanitation. This is a big problem involving everyone

and everyone is responsible

Everyone is responsible for protecting the environment

I could not answers questions on the people if I don't know them. Just giving me

their traits has nothing to do about their trustworthiness or compentcy

It seemed as though most of the conservative profiles were POC which didn’t
feel so realistic to me. 1 think if you vote conservative but claim to care about the

environment it could be a conflict of interest.

Unfortunately too many good causes have been hijacked by extreme ideologies

that demand thought compliance - if not they label and persecute those with the
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temerity to have their own point of view. So called “Environmentalists” are big
offenders here! Lead by example works much better than saying ‘ Let me tell

you how you must live and what you must do’!

Local and global concerns were a bit broad. What wasn't mentioned as a main
concern was the industrialization of farmland and commodification of the earth

by big businesses +the need for big business to cut their carbon emissions.

the question that put both spirituality and religiosity together made that question

difficult to answer - 1 would identify as fairly spritual, but not very religious.

For the question: "Which problems, if any, do you think are more important and
urgent today?" | found the two of roughly equal importance, but this wasn't an

option the latter seemed to contain many parts of the former so I chose that one.

I was having trouble even imagining a politically conservative environmentalist.
And an even harder time imagining a politically conservative, non-binary,
religious environmentalist. | also answered "neutral™ for each of the 3 questions
concerning my feelings about each of these people because | don't know anything
about them other than these surface characteristics, which really don't have

anything to do with how likeable and competent they are.

It is impossible to tell if a person is friendly, competent or trustworthy by
descriptors provided, all people are different and to be able to give an opinion on

those characteristics one would have to meet them

This was saturated in identity politics bullshit which is typical of left wing

extremists

The display of the environmentalist's positions made it impossible to ascertain
their 'friendliness' or 'trustworthyness' as there was no information that alluded

to those qualities

Should have a back button. Also the goal of the survey became apparent so it

made me question my answers a bit more.

I found myself straddling the line between A and B as I don’t. Do social media

and found agreement on both and disagreement with both. Nice job!

I had a difficult time judging someone's competence or friendliness without

knowing and experiencing them.

I didn’t find there was enough information provided to decide if someone was
friendly or trustworthy. | have known conservatives to be just as friendly as
liberals, and i have known political activists to be both trustworthy and

untrustworthy. | had to remain neutral on all those questions.

Taking good care of the environment starts from me
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Amazon MTurk
sample

I wanted to reach out and let you know that there are 6 flags on this HIT. You
should expect a high number of falsified responses. You're hiring gig workers
and not paying them. You deserve what you get. (private MTurk email when

quotas were still present)

Hi, I just completed the survey. | am a diligent and fast worker who ensures the
quality of each survey I do. Which is reflected in the over 10000 hits I’ve done
with a high approval raiting. When | completed this survey received this
message. You have spent insufficient time answering the questions and will not

be paid.

By insufficient time, is meant less than one third of the time it takes the
guestionnaire creater to read the items. This is very wrong to do and workers will
not do your surveys if after they complete your survey they receive this message.
Many of us do this for a living and are faster pace while giving our time and hard
work to the survey. I can say that in 10000 hits that I’ve done I have never once
received this after completing a survey. It is very frustrating. (private MTurk

email when quotas were still present)

Delete my data, thanks. You realize some of us do these kinds of tasks every day
and we have faster reading speeds than average? Absolutely ridiculous. (private

MTurk email when quotas were still present)

hello and good morning | recently did US residents' impressions of
environmentalists and | was kicked out from doing for doing it too quick. | am a
fast reader and was shocked that having a good talent prevented me from
completing the survey especially something | am passionate about. Is their any
way | can be compensated for the time or be able to complete it again? (private

MTurk email when quotas were still present)

Can you increase the time allotment for this study so participants don't feel
rushed? It really makes a difference to us when given a 20-minute versus a 60

or 90-minute time limit.

Good, awesome, useful, nice study, interesting, nothing, informative

buying anything is the opposite of environmentally active. Buying anything is

assault. Buying organic my be assault but not murder but it is still assault

You misspelled something (somthing) in the sentence above this entry.

Do you know who they are, what keeps them awake at night, and what brought

... Why is it important to ask good survey questions?

I care a lot about real environmental problems (namely the appalling amount of

garbage in our water, food, and air, as well as increasing exposure to
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electromagnetic pollution). However, I'm not comfortable being labeled as an
environmentalist because so many of them focus on imaginary problems like

climate change.

Great questions. Thanks for giving this opportunity to explore more about the

environment related knowledge.

I'm sorry but this survey was created by someone who has never actually had a
conversation with a conservative or even a moderate. "Latinx" is not a thing
except on twitter and in the increasingly bizarre bubble of a college campus.
Nobody but the most extreme political left is tying economic policy to
environmentalism. That is literal propaganda being used by the political
extremists who have hijacked the entire environmental movement. This entire
survey seems like it was created by someone like that, or by a "true believer." |
don't see how anything accurate can be concluded by research that is done by
individuals who are completely out of touch with how everyone else lives and
thinks off twitter and outside of college campuses and champagne socialist

coffee shops. (34, Male, mixed, middle class, political moderate)

important social groups active in environmental protection.

We hope to provide the scientific community and environmental movements
with an improved understanding of diversity dimensions that need to be

addressed to increase member diversity and public support.

I saw some worker reviews saying they allegedly answered too quickly and
wouldn't be paid. | hope that you're not being too strict because Mturk workers
tend to answer things faster than average since we have a lot of experience with

work like this. Please be considerate of this in the future, thank you!

This survey was very well about US residents’ impressions of different types of

environmentalists.
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F — Display frequencies, descriptives, and correlations

Figure F19

Display frequencies of conjoint attribute values in conjoint table
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Table F3

Descriptive statistics and Correlations for the variables assessed in the conjoint experiment (DVs and subgroup variables)

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 Age 34.26 1215 -
2 Gender identity - - .02 -
3 Self-assessed i
) - - .01 A1xEx
social class
4 Race/Ethnicity - - ) 04** 03 -
.09***
5 Majority vs. -
- - .07*** _.04** .77** -
Minority 08*x*
6 Religiosity/ -
o 389 220 .01 A4xxx 01 .03 -
Spirituality 16%*
7 Political R
. . 3.65 1.86 .00 0% .00 04%%  41xx*
Orientation 10%*
8 Yearly Household - -
- - 14%** 39*%**  -.02 .02 .03* -
income 08*** .08***
9 Sample source - - DBxRk  pakk _20*** 00 09%x% 03 Q7 _19*** ;
10 Self-
identification as 516 130 .02 03 14w ) 6% 4x  -03*
.09*** .10*** .10***
environmentalist
11 Level of
environmental 7.28 1.98 07***  -.00 1% 202 -04*%* 02 ) 05%* fo
.28*** .07***

concern
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12 Level of pro-

environmental 761 48 .02 L04FF Q1% 3% Q4% QR 05+ B4xx 5wk
25*** 11***
behaviors
13 Main
environmental - - 02 1% 2 03 _ ) ’ 04%* 00 ~04%*%  05%** 01 .
08*** 21*** 26***

concern
14 Competence 535 123 -02  -04* .00 00 00 -.00 '08*** 01 04%*% 1% 247 8% .02 -
15 Friendliness 520 123 i 03* .01 04%% 7% 00 -01 0% plwkx  qgEax [k o

05%*x  OgF** 08
16 Trustworthiness ~ 5.22  1.25  -02 05%%* 02 06%%%  08*** 00 01 0B%x*  DFmkx  pQExk  [Zeax BLx* 74w

.07*** .09***

17 Typicality 501 1.38  -04** '06*** 05%%%  QfF<x  QgERx 13k 10 (02 04%% 7Rk qowes Qg (004 4Q%RR 4Gk Agex
18 Identification 461 158 S04%% g% 00 05%*  15%k 03% (02 01 B7FEE pgEak ppkk A%k DRk Bpxk Gk

Note. M=Means, SD=Standard deviation. Correlation coefficients. *p < .05. **p < .01 ***p < .001
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G — Further results of the conjoint analyses

Assumptions testing in this study

Applying the checks recommended by Hainmueller et al. (2014) showed that all three
assumptions were met. First, there were no differences if environmentalists’ profiles were
presented on the left or right side of the conjoint table, indicating that there were no carry-over
effects (Competence, p=.313; Friendliness, p=.138; Trustworthiness, p=.360; Typicality,
p=.546; Identification, p=.430). Second, no differences were found between the presented
tables, indicating that there were no table order effects (Competence, p=.770; Friendliness,
p=.764; Trustworthiness, p=.310; Typicality, p=.954; Identification, p=.952). Third, the last
assumption was guaranteed through the randomization code generated for the conjoint
experiment in Qualtrics. Nevertheless, balance checks of the participants’ variables and display

frequencies of the attribute values (see Annex F) confirmed the assumption was met.
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Estimates (visualized in the plots integrated in thesis)
Figure G20

Marginal Mean calculations from R for the profile ratings on environmentalists’ Competence
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Figure G21

Marginal Mean calculations from R for the profile ratings on environmentalists’ Friendliness

outcome statistic
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Figure G22

Marginal Mean calculations from R for the profile ratings on environmentalists’ Trustworthiness
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Figure G23

Marginal Mean calculations from R for the profile ratings on the profiles’ Typicality as environmentalist
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Figure G24

Marginal Mean calculations from R for the profile ratings on the participants’ Identification with the profiles
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Further plots of subgroup comparisons

Figure G25

Subgroup comparison across all attributes between participants’ different levels of concern
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Figure G26

Subgroup comparison matching the profiles’ and participants’ pro-environmental behaviors
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Figure G27

Subgroup comparison matching the profiles’ occupation with participants’ social class by
income
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Figure G28

Subgroup comparison across all attributes between participants’ different self-assessed social

class
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Figure G29

Subgroup comparison across all attributes between participants’ different political orientation
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Figure G30
Subgroup comparison across all attributes between participants’ memberships in racial-ethnic

majority and minority
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Figure G31

Subgroup comparison matching the

memberships

profiles’ and participants’ racial-ethnic group
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Figure G32

Subgroup comparison matching the profiles’ and participants’ age
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Figure G33

Subgroup comparison matching the profiles’ and participants’ gender identity
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Figure G34

Subgroup comparison matching the profiles’ and participants’ level of religiosity
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