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Scientific Paradigms

Scientific paradigms develop within
scientific disciplines, focus on how
some aspect of the world works, and
Influence scientific theory and research.

But scientific paradiaoms may also have




Social Paradigms or

"Worldviews”

Humans view the world through a set of
taken-for-granted assumptions or “cultural
lenses”, and we obtain this "worldview” via
socialization into our cultures and societies.
Such worldviews are influenced by science,
as well as religion, education, family and other
socio-cultural factors.




Major Scientific Paradigm Shifts with
Significant Societal Implications

Copernican Revolution — Recognized that the
sun and not the earth was the center of our solar
system, and thus that the home of human beings
(the Earth) was not the center of the “universe.”

Darwinian Revolution — Challenged the notion




Major Scientific Paradigm Shifts with
Significant Societal Implications

Freudian Revolution — Challenged the notion
that humans were fundamentally rational
creatures.

Ecological Revolution? (Rachel Carson, Barry




Core of an Ecological
Paradigm

Viewing the world ecologically involves
recognizing that modern human
socleties are ecosystem-dependent and
thus rejecting the assumption that such
societies are “exempt” from the forces of




The Acceptance of Ecological
Limits

“...It iIs abundantly clear that human
activities...now match or even
surpass natural processes as agents
of change in the planetary




Clarification of an Ecological

Paradigm

An ecological paradigm or worldview
does not need to be based on a static
“balance of nature” perspective. The
crucial factor Is not that humans are seen
as disrupting the “natural state” of the
environment. Rather, the core




Exemptionalist vs. Ecological

Paradigms

The human exemptionalism and ecological
paradigms “entail competing views both of our
species and of the global ecosystem:

adherents to the human exemptionalism
paradigm tend to see the world as infinite and
humans as essentially omnipotent,

while adherents to the ecological paradigm
tend to see the world as finite and humans as
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Sustainable Development as Potential
Synthesis




Failed synthesis

Not only has sustainable development
been largely ignored by nations like the
USA and Russia, but it has split into
“‘weak” and “strong” sustainability.

Weak emphasizes sustainable economic




Labels For Competing Worldviews

Dominant Social Paradigm vs. New Environmental
Paradigm

Technological vs. Ecological Worldviews

Technocentric vs. Ecocentric Worldviews




The original 12-item New Environmental
Paradigm (NEP) Scale included 12 items
designed to measure 3 facets of an ecological
paradigm/worldview: limits to growth, balance
of nature and rejection of anthropocentrism
(humans over nature). Data came from a 1976
survey of residents of the State of Washington.




A revised “New Ecological Paradigm Scale”
Included 15 items designed to measure 5 facets:
limits to growth, balance of nature, rejection of
anthropocentrism, likelihood of eco-catastrophes
and human exemptionalism (humans are exempt
from the constraints of nature). Data came from a

1990 survey of residents of the State of
Washington.




The two versions of the NEP Scale have become the
most widely used measures of ecological consciousness
In the world, employed in hundreds of studies in dozens
of nations.

Dunlap, Riley E. 2008. “The NEP Scale: From
Marginality to Worldwide Use.” Journal of Environmental
Education 40 (1):3-18. (Provides personal account of
development, revision, use and criticisms of the NEP
Scale.)




A short, 6-item version was used Iin the
2008/20099 EVS Survey

We are approaching the limit of the number of people the earth can
support. (limits to growth) PRO-NEP

When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous
consequences. (balance of nature) PRO-NEP

Human ingenuity will insure that the earth remains fit to live in (human
exemptionalism) ANTI-NEP

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the impacts of
modern industrial nations (balance of nature) ANTI-NEP

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature (anthropocentrism)




European Values Study: A Survey Research
Program

The European Values Study Is a large-scale,
cross-national, and longitudinal survey research
program on basic human values.

Every nine years (1981, 1990, 1999, 2008) the

survey Is repeated in an increasing number of
countries.

In 2008/09 (the fourth wave) about 70,000
people throughout Europe have been




Scores on NEP items in pooled
sample and in Portugal

NEP Items ( Neutral = 2,5) vean
Portugal

We are approaching the limit of the number of 2 69 2 59
people the earth can support ’ ’
When humans interfere with nature it often 319 397
produces disastrous consequences ’ ’
Human ingenuity will insure that the earth remains

fit to live in (reversed) 2,34 2,66
The balance of nature is strong enough to cope
with the impacts of modern industrial nations 2,78 2,95
(reversed)

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature

(reversed) 2,81 2,90

If things continue on their present course, we will 312 315
soon experience a major ecological catastrophe ’ ’

Total Score ( Neutral = 15) 16,91 17,5




Examining the appropriateness of
combining the 6 items into a scale

Correlation between responses to each item and the Item-TojtaI
- e Correlation

sum of responses to remaining five items .

We are approaching the limit of the number of people the 016

earth can support :

When humans interfere with nature it often produces 033

disastrous consequences ’

Human ingenuity will insure that the earth remains fit to live 028

in (reversed) ’

The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the 0.42

impacts of modern industrial nations (reversed) ’

Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature 031

(reversed) ’

If things continue on their present course, we will soon 033

experience a major ecological catastrophe

6 Items - a = 0,562 | 5 Items - a =0,578



Preliminary Analyses

We will briefly present preliminary results
from two types of analyses:

National-level, where each nation Is
assigned an NEP score based on the
average of all respondents’ scores within
that nation
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West Germany
Belgum
Denmark

Madta
orthernIreland
Grea Britan
Norway

Ireland
Netherlands

Average
Western
Countries

14,48

Latvia

Lithuania
Serbia

Bosnia Herzegovina
Moldova

Czech Republic
Romania
Poland

Albania
Macedonia
Armenia
Kosovo

Average
Eastern
Countries

13,97
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Correlation of NEP Score with “The Economist
Intelligence’s Unit of Democracy Index”
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Correlation of NEP Score with National GDP/cap
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Correlation of NEP Score with “Sustainable Society
Index” (SSI) - 2008
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The SSI has been published for the first time in 2006 by Sustainable Society
Foundation and is updated every two years.



Correlation of NEP Score with National
“Ecological Footprint” (source: World Wildlife

Fund)
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NEP score by gender of respondent (pooled
sample)

14,2662
14,1354

r=20,026; p < 0,001




NEP score by age of respondents
(pooled sample)

14,28 14,28
14,25

14,17

14,09

14,08




NEP score by educational level
(pooled sample)

14,26 14,31
14,03

13,58

r = 0,056 p < 0,001




NEP score by monthly household
iIncome (pooled sample)

14.50 14,56

14,41
14,23

13,87
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13,63

r=0,130; p < 0,001




NEF SCore py size or town wnere
Interview was conducted (pooled
sample)
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NEP Score by Political Left-Right Political
Orientation, pooled sample

14,35

14,14
13,99 13,98

r=0,048:; p < 0,001




correlfations petween responaent
characteristics and NEP Score (pooled
sample)

Gender of Age of Educational Level Household Size of Political view
respondent respondent Income town (Left/Right)

Gender of Household Size of Political View
respondent respondent |[Educational Level income town (Left/Right)




Future steps

Examine a variety of other individual
characteristics like attitudes and values

Examine individual characteristics
separately for East and West and within

each nation




