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Abstract

In this study we provide an overview of Global Citizenship Education, focusing on definitions,
methodological advances and data. We present an assessment of some of the existing
initiatives for the measurement Global Citizenship Education, and make suggestions for how
to move towards a globally consistent measure. Although there is some disagreement over
how to measure global citizenship and global citizenship education, we also find consensus
on parts of the concept. We are proposing to construct a composite indicator consisting of
three complementary levels — the societal level (e.g., the level of democracy; macro level
indicators of openness), the supplier level (e.g., provision of education; availability of training
relevant for global citizenship); and the receiver level (civic identity, values, skills and
knowledge). We conclude that one potential cost-effective approach could be to integrate
evidence from several nationally representative surveys, providing us with world-wide
coverage. We also discuss the feasibility and benefits of this measurement approach as well

as its challenges.



Introduction: Operational definitions of Global Citizenship Education

Over the years, many different definitions for Global Citizenship (GC) and Global Citizenship
Education (GCE) have emerged. They differ by their normative understanding of the concept,
the type of analytical approach used and the data that has been applied. Approaches vary
with respect to the purposes of GCE as well as the definition of global competency (Reimers
2013). This has led to several different operationalizations of the concept (Tawil 2013). Some
have argued that global citizenship represents a feeling of belonging to the global community
or a set of interconnected ideas and beliefs on matters of societal, distributive, political,
institutional and environmental importance, referring to a broad, culturally- and
environmentally-inclusive worldview. It has been defined with an emphasis on democratic
values, peaceful coexistence, human rights, tolerance, responsible citizenship, sustainable

development, justice, solidarity and sustainability.

Some have argued that Global Citizenship Education helps prepare humanity for modernity
in terms of encouraging the adoption of behaviour and policies conducive to global aims,
promulgating a view of the world as one unified system where national interests have the
overall needs of the planet in mind (Lewin 2009; Pike 2000). GCE can thus be seen as a
means to promote shared values and to provide citizens with competencies for participatory
citizenship. A common notion in the GCE literature is that education towards global citizeship
should consist of (a) knowledge of existing global trends and shared universal values (peace,
human rights, democracy, tolerance, justice, sustainability), (b) promotion of skills needed to
exercise ones civic and political rights actively and (c) internalisation of humanistic values

and attitudes.

Global citizenship education may focus on advancing core humanistic values such as
tolerance towards others and respect for human dignity. It can also include inter-personal
and intra-personal skills such as emotional awareness, communication, cooperation,
problem-solving and conflict resolution abilities. Human rights centered GCE can include
training in critical thinking, empathy, avoidance of stereotyping and exclusion. Civic
education can also include learning about local, national and international institutions; good
governance; the rule of law; democratic processes; civil society and civic participation. Such
an education would inform individuals of their right to avoid violence, the right to life and fair
trials as well as freedom of belief, speech and religious affiliation (Buergenthal, Shelton, and
Stewart 2009). In a culturally sensitive manner, it could also emphasize family rights,
reproductive rights and the global importance of family decisions (Freedman and Isaacs
1993; Burkstrand-Reid, Carbone, and Hendricks 2011; Allotey et al. 2011).



Measurement of Global Citizenship Education

This section gives a short review of some important relevant projects which consider various

approaches to measuring GC and GCE.

The Learning Metrics Task Force calls for more focus on the quality of education and
collection of better data to measure the learning outcomes of formal education. The latest
recommendations emphasize 7 key areas of measurement: 1) access to and completion
rates of formal education (% completing primary school), 2) population-based indicators of
out-of-school children and dropouts, 3) reading skills (at the completion of primary school), 4)
math performance skills (proficiency at a lower secondary level), 5) early learning skills upon
entrance to primary school, 6) citizenship values and skills, and 7) exposure across the
previous domains (UNESCO and Brookings Institute 2013). The initiative stresses a shift
from basic measures of reading and numeracy towards a broader set of competencies to
assist individuals with integration into contemporary society and help them succeed in an

ever more interconnected and globalized world.

Providing civic and GC formal education can, depending on content, increase one’s general
ability to understand complex global, ecological, political, social and economic systems.
Several studies suggest that nations that have made past investments in schooling and skills
tend to subsequently experience greater prosperity (Breton 2011; Yamarik 2011). Over the
course of the 20" century, education has become a key determinant of life time success and
can increase self-respect, self-autonomy and the ability to conceptualise and carry out ideas
in a complex world (Finkel and Smith 2011; Kravdal 2012; Skirbekk 2008). Education is
associated with such diverse outcomes as greater tolerance for diversity, more support for
democracy and equal rights as well as greater social participation (Norris and Inglehart 2004;
Finkel and Smith 2011; Engelhardt et al. 2008; Crespo-Cuaresma 2010). Education has also
been found to decrease intolerance towards others, for example towards migrants (Mattes et
al. 2013). Furthermore, possessing a higher education leads to greater economic potential
and more rational behavior when faced with exogenous challenges such as economic and
environmental shocks (Park 2013; Gregorio and Lee 2002). Education also decreases the
probability of making incorrect decisions based on “groupthink” processes (Gould 2013;
Bénabou 2013).

The International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) conducted
a survey of 140,000 8" grade students in 38 countries examining whether there is a focus on
civics and citizenship education within the school curricula (“IEA:ICCS 2009” 2013). The

study concluded that most of the surveyed countries stress participation in civic society,
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communication skills and national allegiance in their education. Analysis of the student
achievement data led to the establishment of three proficiency levels and quantifiable
differences across nations. The civic knowledge scale reflects a range of characteristics and
capacities from the most basic and mechanistic elements of civics and citizenship to a more
thorough understanding of the wider policy climate and institutional processes that determine
the shape of civic communities. The strength of the IEA approach is the use of standardized,
relevant, cross-national data. However, one weakness is that it covers a relatively small
share of countries of the world and, similarly to the Learning Metrics Task Force, focuses

only on younger individuals, not the adult population.

A recent UNESCO report reviewed definitions of global citizenship and how these differ
across time periods and nations (Tawil 2013). The report examined: how people view the
influence of their individual decisions on society as a whole and on societal subgroups; how
the influence of other ordinary citizens is assessed; and the assessment of the influence of
public organizations and movements. A scale of 10 points, where 1 means “have no
influence” and 10 stands for “have a great influence”, was applied in respect to all three
indicators. The report also discusses the shift from more “conservative” towards more
“progressive” education practices, e.g., from “civic education” to “citizenship education”, from
education “about citizenship” to “for citizenship”, and from a general understanding and
knowledge-based approach towards the one based on the ability to change and to adapt to

change.

A potential limitation with several of the existing approaches we have overviewed is the lack
of a unified measure of GC and GCE. Further, surveys often have low worldwide coverage
and adult populations are often not sufficiently tested in spite of the emphasis on life-long
learning by education specialists (UNESCO 2013). To overcome these shortcomings, we
propose a different approach based on exploring and exploiting existing data from general
purpose surveys and data collected by institutions such as UNESCO (UIS, IBE). We will then
triangulate between different data sources to assess levels of GCE. We also find that there is
a need for longitudinal analysis of global citizenship and sequential cohort-analyses that

would help to identify age and cohort changes.



Towards a global and comprehensive measure of Global Citizenship Education

Identifying broadly supported and harmonized concepts of GCE is a precondition for
measuring it. An acceptable theoretical base would therefore allow identifying levels, time
trends and geographic variation of GCE. Furthermore, there would be the possibility for a
more detailed analysis on the conditions and prerequisites for higher levels of GC (e.g., for
types of policies and educational solutions that would stimulate changes in values and
behaviors).

Global citizenship values are transferred between individuals through education in different
forms: formal, informal and non-formal. In order to measure GCE, it is important to focus on
the system of education that an individual is involved in as well as the effects of education
that are achieved by participating in this system. Individual values, attitudes and behaviors
are influenced by society. Individuals function and act within a broader institutional
environment that provides them with opportunities and restrictions that can influence their
worldviews, value systems and GC development. Societal attributes such as the system of
government, openness to other countries and general societal tolerance can stimulate or
retard the development of GC among individuals. Society designs its own educational
system in accordance with societal priorities (e.g., formal education includes a specific
curriculum and teachers have certain characteristics). The education system, in turn, can be
a driver of change in society as a means of introducing new knowledge, skills, values and
attitudes. As the system must respond to the needs of individuals, it is thereby influenced by
individuals. In order to measure this complex and interrelated dynamic from the perspective
of GCE, there is a need for a framework that would capture all crucial elements: the society,
the education system that fosters GCE and the individual. Therefore, we propose to
distinguish three levels for measurement of GCE: a supplier level that focuses on dimensions
of the educational system, a receiver level that evaluates the effects of education on a
population, and a societal level that indicates broader institutional and socio-economic

context (see Fig 1).



Figure 1: Areas specifying the components of the composite indicator for the measurement
of the Global Citizenship Education
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A meaningful measurement of GCE should include as many relevant dimensions of the
supplier, receiver and societal level as possible. To gather empirical knowledge on the
dimensions, there are two possible options: (a) collect new data on the specified factors in
collaboration with organizations that can organize global data collection (e.g., the Pew
Research Center or Gallup Inc.), or alternatively (b) analyse existing surveys and registers,
including education statistics of UNESCO, which contain information on the variables of
interest. Existing datasets do not currently provide sufficient information and some data such
as information on the GCE curricula will have to be collected in the future. Our approach
includes data collection on both the individual level (micro) as well as the aggregate level
(macro).

Micro data are needed for understanding values, attitudes and behaviors of individuals in
terms of GC (receiver level). These are usually collected in surveys and opinion polls. A
simple subjective self-assessment, such as: “Do you see yourself as (Nationality only),
(Nationality and a Global Citizen), a (Global Citizen and Nationality) or only a (Global
Citizen)” is one example of a possible question. Figure 2 provides an example, showing the

share that see themselves as world citizens across nations.



Figure 2: Proportion of people that strongly agree or agree with a statement

“I see myself as a world citizen”. (Source: WVS data)
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Macro data such as synthetic measurements of democracy, tolerance, and quality of
education are used to summarize information on education systems (supplier level) and
institutional and socio-economic dimensions (society level). Such data are already collected
by national and international institutions (e.g. UNESCO, World Bank, OECD, Brookings Inc.)

To measure GCE globally and in comparative manner, we propose to develop a composite
index. The main elements should be easy to operationalize, use and interpret. To monitor the
progress and trends in Global Citizenship Education, it is necessary to measure factors that

affect development along several dimensions.

In the following paragraphs we discuss elements within each level, propose variables for the
measurement of each element and briefly describe what the variables for the composite
index measure. The choice of appropriate indicators should be based on recommendations
of experts in corresponding fields of research. The proposed indicators below are only

examples of possible measurements of GCE levels.



Societal level

At the societal level we intend to assess three main components important in the context of
the GCE: level of democracy in the country, tolerance towards others (religious groups,

ethnic minorities etc.) and international cooperation to assess openness of the country.

Quiality of democracy is crucial as nations that do not have a functioning democratic system
are less likely to respect human rights, political rights and support civic participation central to
GCE. One example showing cross-national variation in political rights is provided in Figure 3.
Some regimes may be reluctant to include human rights and other controversial topics into
curricula on GCE and, therefore, information on the type of government can help in
assessing the scope of GCE provision. In this regard, the issue of gender equality is
particularly controversial within certain cultural contexts. To assess the level of democracy,
we would use a factor based on the existing measurements of democracy, freedom of
speech and so forth. The range of possible indicators is broad, and some of them are listed
in Appendix Table 1. We can use, for example, the Freedom House Index (evaluates the
level of political and civil liberties citizens can enjoy), the World Press Freedom Index and the
Corruption Perception Index. Global results from the Political Rights Index constructed by
Freedom House are shown in Figure 3. Alternatively, an indicator of the level of democracy

can be developed in collaboration with the Varieties of Democracy project.

Figure 3: Political rights index 2013 (Source: Freedom House)

10



GRI
«

Tolerance and respect are values central to GCE. A lack of respect for minorities as well as
ethnic or religious conflict can affect regulations, norms and cooperation that underlie the
development of GC. There are differences between the individual level and general level of
intolerance. This component can be approximated using indices on social hostilities or
restrictions towards minority groups (see Table 1). Examples of such indices are the Social
Hostilities Index (measures of hostilities towards religious groups) and Government
Restrictions Index (measures of limits imposed by governments on religious beliefs and
practices) elaborated by Pew Research Center, and data on the risk of armed conflicts
collected by Uppsala University. Figure 4 shows international variation in the government

restrictions index.

Figure 4: Government Restrictions Index, 2010

(Source: Pew Research Religion & Public Life Project)

(o)} ~ 00 o
1

o
L

Brazil
Ghana
Togo
El Salvador
Peru
United States
Qatar
Libya
Chad

Czech Republic
Sudan

Macau
Cameroon
Taiwan

St. Lucia
Albania
Australia
Liberia
Japan
Ivory Coast
Zambia
Guinea
Nicaragua
Thailand
Bhutan
Lebanon
Germany
United Kingdom
Kuwait
Singapore
Pakistan
Tajikistan
Algeria
Burma (Myanmar)

St. Vincent and the Grenadines
Hungary

Dominica

Solomon Islands
Colombia

San Marino
Hong Kong
Argentina
Switzerland
Mongolia
Zimbabwe

Sao Tome and Principe
Montenegro

Greater levels of collaboration and economic openness can also affect citizen GCE levels. In
countries with limited international economic and social exchange, weak economic ties with
citizens in foreign countries may lead to fewer opportunities and incentives to learn about
global issues. To construct such an index, we can use aggregate indicators developed by
international organizations such as the World Bank and OECD, for example the Indicator of

Trade Openness.
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Supplier level

The supplier level refers to the provision of GCE, both within the formal education system as
well as through informal and non-formal education. Because of a lack of available data on
the latter two, we will focus on measurements of formal education. However, we emphasize
that all channels are very important in transmitting GC. Within the supplier level we look at:
(a) the characteristics of the educational system that fosters GCE, (b) teacher characteristics
and (c) content of GCE (curriculums). All three dimensions jointly determine the scope,
capacity, quality and content of GCE provided via the formal education system.
Characteristics of the education system must be included because access to education
determines how many people are exposed to GCE at different stages of the educational
process (enrollment rates, out of school children) and qualities of the learning environment
(classroom size, pupil/textbook ratio). The capacity of the education system to provide GCE
is determined by the quantity and quality of teachers. Qualified, open-minded teachers with
internalized GC values can provide better GCE. Therefore, indicators such as teachers’
gualifications (for example percentage of teachers with tertiary level diploma, proportion of
full-time teachers) as well as values and attitudes of teachers are highly relevant. Whether
GCE is provided and what GCE themes are covered (curriculum on civic education,
international geography, ecology and sustainable development, intercultural education etc.)
can be assessed by collecting information on curriculums. Moreover, we can look at whether
the educational system creates opportunities for intercultural exchange (participation in
international exchange programs, presence of foreign students or teachers). An educational
system that includes GCE will graduate individuals with internalized democratic values that
are aware of global challenges and possess the capacity to live and act within a global

context.

GCE is embedded within the existing education system of a country and therefore we need
to measure its characteristics and limitations. For example, the proportion of out-of-school
children and enrollment rates at different education levels directly affect the proportion of
cohorts that can receive GCE. Further, life-long education with relevance to GCE could be an
important part of the education system, particularly in ageing countries. Teaching conditions
such as a smaller classroom size and the provision of textbooks are highly influential in
determining educational outcomes. While some general characteristics indirectly indicate the
quality of education provided (e.g., classroom size, pupil/textbook ratio) and are easily
available from the data collected by UIS, other more specific indicators such as the
percentage of students studying abroad or percentage of foreign students are not readily

available.
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The number and quality of teachers is linked to the capacity of the system to provide GCE.
This can affect educational coverage and the ability to provide a quality education to
students. The quality of teachers in terms of their training (percentage of trained teachers,
percentage of teachers with tertiary diploma) and employment (number of fulltime vs. part-
time teachers, teacher attrition rate) has a direct impact on the receivers. Besides readily
available data, information on the proportion of teachers that studied abroad and participate
in international teacher-exchange programs can be of relevance to the GCE. Figure 5
presents findings on the teacher-pupil ratio at the primary level. However, many other

relevant data are not readily available and would need to be collected.

Figure 5: Teacher-pupil ratio at primary level, 2010 (Source: UIS)
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Besides professional competencies and knowledge, attitudes and values of teachers can
affect the quality of GCE provision. It would be worthwhile to investigate them by identifying

teacher subsamples in available surveys (e.g. ISSP, WVS).

GCE can be taught in many different ways and the content can vary across countries
depending on the country-specific needs. Within this component we will look at the existence
of curriculums on GCE and GCE related topics in the country of interest and also coverage of
GCE topics in existing curricula. Civic or citizenship education, peace education, education
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towards intercultural understanding and other programs already exist and partially cover
topics of GCE, yet information on the global dispersion of such programs is not readily
available. Information on curricula can either be collected by UNESCO or alternatively

through an expert survey.

As mentioned above, we focus on formal education. Although non-formal and informal
education can be very influential on the mindset and worldview of an individual, it is
extremely difficult to measure. The existence of the non-formal education and adult
education on GCE can be possibly captured by factoring in the information on the number of
NGOs active in the GC and GCE in a country. However, an expert survey would be needed
to assess such information. All formal, non-formal and informal education shape the
individual; the outcome of all these influences is inseparable and will be measured at the

receiver level.

Receiver level

At the receiver level we measure the outcomes of learning in GCE. To assess this, it is
necessary to measure the following characteristics of individuals: (a) identity, i.e. whether the
person considers him/herself as a global citizen; (b) values and attitudes corresponding to
the areas of the GCE (sustainable development, democratic values and human rights) as
well as (c) knowledge and skills that would help transform individual values into actions, and
(d) behaviour to carry out these actions. We would include measures corresponding to the
three broad domains: knowledge and skills, values and attitudes, and behaviors
corresponding to the following elements of GCE - tolerance towards others, demaocratic
values including equality, acceptance of universal human rights, anti-fatalistic attitudes,

attitudes towards sustainable development and social cohesion.

We have reviewed existing general purpose surveys and identified several questions that
measure some of these elements. Examples are shown in the Appendix Table 1. Some of
the richest datasets include information on variation in values and attitudes. Figure 6
demonstrates the variation across countries using an example of the question on acceptance
of equal rights of women, which is an essential democratic value. Further and more

systematic review of additional surveys can lead to more comprehensive coverage.
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Figure 6: Proportion of people who agree that essential characteristic of democracy is that
women should have the same rights as men (Source: World Value Survey 2005-2008)
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General purpose surveys also include questions measuring tolerance, values and attitudes;
however, such surveys tend to not include questions on knowledge and skills with respect to
GCE. One of the limited examples is World Values Survey that inquired into the awareness

of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGS).

Results also differ strongly when we compare younger individuals to older ones (see Figure
7) and incorporating the ratio between the young and old into the proposed index can be

important because this indicates the development of GC along cohort lines.

15



Figure 7: Proportion who heard about the MDG among 15-29 to proportion who did it
among 50+ (Source: World Value Survey 2005-2008)
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Incorporating indicators of learning metrics or student outcomes is one possible way to fill in
the gaps in the measurement of knowledge and skills. Other questions, for example on
behaviours, would have to be included by developing batteries of questions to be added to
the existing surveys. Regardless of subjectively expressed identity, only individuals that
understand and interpret local problems within a global context and with respect to global

implications can be considered global citizens.

Recommendations

A broadly agreed operational definition of GCE that would specify the core competencies is
essential for developing a meaningful measure. We have argued that the measurement
should not be limited to an assessment of the learning outcomes of the receivers of GCE, but
it should take into account the context of GCE provision. Thus, we propose an indicator
consisting of three levels — societal, supplier and receiver. At the receiver level we would
measure the outcome - knowledge, skills, values, attitudes and behaviours of the receivers of
GCE. The two additional levels would measure the properties of the educational system that
fosters GCE and the societal level within which both the educators and receivers are
embedded.
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To measure GCE globally and in a comparative manner, we propose to develop a composite
index. Sub-indexes of the index would correspond to the three levels. The main elements
should be easy to operationalize, use and interpret. It will be simple enough to compute the
index for almost all countries worldwide to allow for a global assessment of GCE. The
indicator should be suited for cross-country comparisons as well as for monitoring of GCE
trends and progress over time. Furthermore, it should not be limited to children in schools but
also include adult population — especially if GCE is considered one of the areas of life-long

learning.

The information needed to measure all dimensions of GCE should be collected at regular
intervals using nationally representative surveys. This can be best done only in collaboration
with international and national institutions. Successful monitoring depends on analyzing the
specific areas of the sub-indices of the proposed GCE index. Additional expert surveys could
improve data availability on the provision on global citizenship values and curricula, which is
not collected globally and in a comprehensive manner. In particular, indicators used to
measure aggregate characteristics at the societal level and the components of the supplier
level will rely heavily on such collaboration. At the moment, data tends to be scattered and

neither gathered in one database nor analysed for the purpose of studying GCE.

Measuring outcomes through learning metrics of citizenship education is essential to assess
knowledge and skills of students. As described in the previous sections, it is equally
important to evaluate the same skills of the general population including adults. However,
existing data on learning tend to be limited to the population of children in schools. Thus, it is
crucial to develop batteries of questions measuring values, attitudes and behaviours, and
identify questions that are already included in the existing surveys that would apply to the
country-specific contexts and will enable us to provide comparative information on GC and
GCE. This can be done in collaboration with the existing global surveys, such as those
carried out by Gallup, PEW, World Value Surveys, Demographic and Health Surveys and
regional “barometers” (e.g. Eurobarometer, Afrobarometer, Latinobarometer). The developed
modules could be integrated into the surveys that collect nationally representative data
repeatedly at intervals needed to measure the progress in GCE. Not all countries participate
in global surveys such as WVS or ISSP; therefore, collaboration with organizations such as

PEW or Gallup, can be vital for the data collection on a global scale.

Another possible approach would be to try to collect existing data from nationally
representative surveys, identify relevant variables and use expert opinions to weight the
different variables. This method could include variables on tolerance, acceptance of the

beliefs of others and their right to change, “global-mindedness” in terms of culture, tolerance
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of freedom of speech, etc. It could also include data from actual behavior, including

consumer expenditure surveys, demographic behavioral data, etc.
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Attachment

Table 1. Measurement of Global Citizenship Education

Dimension § Components/ Examples of measures: Data collection
parameters to options
measure
Societal Democracy e Freedom House index of political rights Aggregated level
Two main components: Political Rights (Electoral Process; Political Pluralism [ data from
and Participation; Functioning of Government); Civil Liberties (Freedom of international and
Expression and Belief; Associational and Organizational Rights; Rule of Law; [ national
Personal Autonomy and Individual Rights) organizations
e Quality of Democracy indicator (Freedom House,
Two dimensions: Quality of Politics (freedom and other characteristics of World Press,
political system); Quality of Society (performance of the non-political Transparency
dimensions) International and/or
e World Press Freedom Index others)
e Corruption Perceptions index (Transparency International)
Tolerance e Social Hostilities Index Aggregated level

Includes questions such as ““Was there mob violence related to religion?”” and
“Was there a religion-related war or armed conflict in the country? (Pew
Centre);

Government Religious Restrictions Index

Measures limits imposed by governments on religious beliefs and practices;
based on 20 questions to assess state curbs on religion at the national,
provincial and local levels. E.g., “Is public preaching by religious groups
limited by any level of government?,” and ““Taken together, how do the
constitution/basic law and other national laws and policies affect religious
freedom?”” (Pew Centre)

data from Pew
Centre, Uppsala
University

International
cooperation and
openness

Indicator of trade openness (OECD’s trade-to-GDP)
International level of exchange in capital flows, goods, services
Foreign aid

Aggregated level
data from
international and
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national
organizations (World

Bank, OECD)
Supplier Education e Enrollment rates Aggregated level
system e % of children in employment (ages 7-14) (World Bank) data from
e % students studying abroad* international and
e % students going participating in international exchange programs during natlon_al )
studies* organizations
e % foreign students and teachers* (UNESCO - UIS,
e Classroom size IBE, World Bank)
e Pupil/textbook ratio
Teacher Average number of pupils per teacher Aggregated level

characteristics

% of trained teachers

% of full-time teachers

Teacher attrition rate

% teachers with tertiary level diploma
% teachers studied abroad*

data from
international and
national
organizations
(UNESCO)

Subsample of surveys on teachers’ attitudes, values and behavior

Individual level data
— general purpose
survey or designed
survey with
collaboration with
Pew or Gallup

Curriculum

Presence of curriculum on intercultural communication, civic education,
international geography, ecology and sustainable development *

Average number of foreign languages available for student at different levels of

education *

Aggregated level
data from
international and
national
organizations
(UNESCO - IBE)
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Receiver

Knowledge and
skills

Knowledge about global challenges and problems
0 Have you heard of the Millennium Development Goals?
o To which extent does global environmental challenges require that you
change your own behaviour?
Knowledge of languages*
Use of internet and modern ways of communications
o Can you use a personal computer?
o How often, if ever, do you use a personal computer?

Individual level data
— general purpose
survey or designed
survey with
collaboration with
Pew or Gallup

Attitudes and
values

Global identity and openness
o0 Level of agreement with a statement “I see myself as a world citizen”
0 Level of agreement with a statement “A benefit of the Internet is that it
makes information available to more and more people worldwide”
Willingness to help others
0 Would you be willing to pay higher taxes in order to increase your
country’s foreign aid to poor countries?
Acceptance of universal human rights, equality
0 Justifiable - For a man to beat his wife
o Justifiable - homosexuality
0 Women have the same rights as men is an essential characteristic of
democracy
Sustainable development
0 Level of agreement on an increase in taxes if the extra money were used
to prevent environmental pollution
o For certain problems, like environment pollution, international bodies
should have the right to enforce solutions
Anti-fatalistic attitudes
0 Agreement with statement “people can do little to change life”

Individual level data
— general purpose
survey or designed
survey with
collaboration with
Pew or Gallup

Behaviors

Involvement in civic activities
o Did you vote in your country’s recent elections to the national
parliament?
0 Are you an active member of a NGO?

Individual level data
— general purpose
survey or designed
survey with
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e Pro-environmental behaviors collaboration with

o0 Choose products for environmental reasons, even if they cost a bit Pew or Gallup
more?

0 How often do you make a special effort to sort glass or tins or plastic or
newspapers and so on for recycling?

* data are not readily at hand and will have to be collected
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