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Introduction

Participation in environmental organizations cdagtis a specific pro-environmental behavior
which characteristic pattern is, in accordance whthtypology of Stern (2000), that takes part
in the public sphere. Based on environmental ciBh@ approaches, participation in
environmental non-governmental organization (ENGQsjlects the civic engagement,
respectively the pro-environmental attitudes, désjpans and behaviors of the citizens in
relation to environmental issues, politics and siecis (Dobson & Bell, 2005; MacGregor et
al., 2005). The importance of these arenas of qypatiion is accentuated also in connection
with the effective environmental governance (Joréanal, 2005; Najam et al, 2004) — a
multilevel and diffuse space in which decisions awautions concerning environmental
problems are the result of interaction betweentirginal agents (e.g. government) and civic
associations (e.g. ENGOs), the latter serving @b #&& echoes for theox populj in accordance
with the essence of participatory democracy.

Civic patrticipation and volunteering of the Ronamtitizens constituted the subjects of
various research (e.g.,aescu & Sum, 2005; #lescu et al., 2004; Voicu, 2005; Voicu &
Basina, 2005; Voicu & Voicu, 2003), which howevegrer not specifically directed towards the
case of participation in environmental organizagidout rather analyzed a generally taken civic
activism and thus predictors of individual-level GN-participation have not been analyzed. In
fact, even on the European level are relativelyragio those research which explore the
sociological profile of the members of these assgams (in this sene, see Dalton, 1994, 2005;
Frank et al., 2000; Gillham, 2008; Rohrschneid®&9Q Torgler et al., 2008), and are more
popular the macro-social, institutional approachbgh investigate the emergence and role of
ENGOs in various decision-making processes (e.gt¢hligva, 1996; Carmin, 2008; Dalton,
2005).

The present paper tries to fill to some extentghp regarding Romania and provides a
brief analysis related to the civic pillars of povironmental behaviors in case of this country.



In the first part of the paper some descriptivéisias is presented in order to compare the case
of ENGO membership in Romania to other Europeanntms’ (those included in the
European Values Surveyafter which some possible causes of the Romagitaation will be
discussed. Then, in the third part, | use data ftbenlEuropean Values SurvefVS) 1999
(data covering 33 European countries, inclusive &ua) andeuropean Values Survey/Public
Opinion Baromete(EVS/POB) autumn 206%0r Romania in order to investigate the profile of
participants in environmental NGOs. Both the questaires of the 1999 and the 2005 wave of
the EVS included items related towards citizenstip@ation in environmental protection
organizations. On the one hand, respondents wkegl @s indicate if they are members of such
associations and, on the other hand, to indicateelf have a passive or active (performing un-
paid, voluntary activity) status in these organmat — which constitutes the two dependent
variables of the present study. As far as partimpain environmental organizations — as we
will see in the following — with some exceptionsistitutes a less popular behavior throughout
Europe, being even lesser popular in Romania, ppkd the initial idea to investigate the
profile of the Romanian respondents through a ssjpe analysis, instead of which compared
the mean score of some core-variables among patits and non-participants, and realized
the regression analysis only on the level of theletEVS 1999 sample. The purpose of the
analysis was not to test hypotheses, but to exph@r@henomenon of participation and to make
considerations concerning the possible sourceN&@& participation in Romania which could

be used in future research as working hypotheses.

Participation in environmental non-governmental organizationsin Romania and Europe.

A snapshot

According to the EVS/POB data, in 2005 only a veny percent of the Romanians were
members of environmental organizations, that i$0weas inactive member and 0.2% active
member, while in 1999 (EVS data), 1% of the Romaniaspondents declared ENGO-
membership. The average percent of membership fapeu(the countries of the EVS 1999)
was 5%, with the highest participation rate ocaynn the Netherlands (45%). According to
Special Eurobarometer 62.2 on social capital, und&rin 2004, 4% of the Europeans were
members of environmental organizations, the highgstcent occurring, again, in the
Netherlands (30%). Based on the above data, exs@mie countries, there are no clear

! The database can be accessed free of chargddntific purpose from the website of tBentral Archive for
Empirical Social Researchitp://zacat.gesis.org/webview/index.jsp

2 In 2005 the EVS field study for Romania was readizhrough the Open Society Foundation’s autumrié®ub
Opinion Barometer. The database can be accessedffreharge for scientific purpose from the websitghe
Open Society Foundation: www.fsd.ro
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differences compared to the 1999 EVS data, andivkeyears old patterns are still specific

(Graph 1).
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Source of data: EVS 1999

Graph 2. Groups of countries based on their passemabership rate in environmental
organizations in 1999
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Graph 3. Groups of countries based on their passembership rate in environmental

organizations in 2004
Source of data: Special Eurobarometer 62.2

In both years with the help of cluster analysisaf@r 2 and 3) one can distinguish
between two major groups of countries (plus thehBigands): one group with higher
membership rates composed of Scandinavian (e.gd&weDenmark) and some Western
European (e.g. Austria, Luxemburg, Belgium) cowstriusually known for their more vigorous
formal-associative social capital (Pichler & Wa#a@007), and a second group comprising
countries with lower membership and with much dseeregional background, at the end of this
group being situated countries with a much unifdespecially in 1999) regional background,
usually Eastern European, with very low levels BIGD-involvement.

Concerning active membership in environmental amgdions, i.e. volunteering, in
1999 the European average was 2%, which meansatiae involvement in environmental
organizations is a much rare phenomenon, at leaspared to volunteering in other types of
organizations (e.g. sport, cultural, etc.). Pattenof active participation in environmental
organizations didn’t change, however is strikingtteven in countries with higher membership
rates, active involvement in ENGOs is a less fratjyeactice, the European average percent
being 2% in 1999 and 1.4% in 2004, i.e. less thhal&of the passive members. In Romania, in



1999, only 0.6%, in 2005, 0.2% declared he/she Kkatlinteered in environmental
organizations (Graph 4).
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Graph 4. Volunteering in environmental organizagi¢¥ of respondents in Europe)
Source of data: EVS 1999 for 1999, Special Eurainater 62.2 for 2004

In this case as well there are some inter-countiscrepancies: citizens from
Scandinavia and those from some Western Europeamntrags are certainly somewhat more
active than others, however as seen from Graphsd56a groups are rather different than
similar in terms of regional composition, but agaitizens from the Eastern (e.g. Bulgaria and
Romania in 2004) and Southern European countrgegharless inactive participants. Thus, the
picture of environmental volunteering fits quitel\tbat of the generally taken volunteering: in
both years, nearly a half of the Scandinavian @itz perform some acts of volunteering, the
least inactive being the citizens of Eastern Eurdjaden all types of associations together, in
1999 15.7% of the Romanians were volunteering, evtlie percent lowers to 10% in 2004,
respectively 9% in 2005 (EVS/POB 2005) the couttins being among the European laggards

in this sense.



S
=
£
——  af FoRRIn
T . c
z zg3%s3D o
g e S L1 wimasTy
1 L ] [ .

— ag 3Iwsag
| v srazbing o — - ” Ausuassn
a1 wresasm = L1 ¢  epasgaey
1 PURTAL .m |- ir ®rUsAcTS
— £1  puRTsST () - wnt615g
— 3 rwreds =

— n b ]
- TrEwIs Qo
£ i n > — 1 1 HTTLLS
- T TR W — 3 wEEAcTS
— &1 FURTa . % — &1 RIYIEI]
[ Y TR m 9 - #1  wrsgaseg
1 TeEnaaog (0)) I S
— £ PTURDSY = O nh _ ot P |
m o o 5 Arear
— mm TUETIIT] — — - — 5T PUETUTS
— LiE ®IOST c & m — 11 FREIN
. Mﬂuﬂ M m ° — ¥ TITEH
— £ an, |
L — L OB a pURTEIT
1E .mHE % w ° L1 souwag
— wnt
— “m .n.._"uﬁrh‘.n_”'.“.“ Q u uhIUu — a IMJUSKTIT
i n S o — sz puetsg
— o TR0 Q %S — 1t Lawbury
I 2 BTII=H U et —_— F T 3T
1 5 AT®3T c O M_.u. FHFTHAT
- > — Er ETAIET
— ar TITEH w - amadis
— t Laeh
ZE bt} — — a1 uRI=IIH
—  If ETEEacls (@) — | f£1 TeEm3asg
-3 TmEem a = ursds
= Z1 PURTUTY S &1 B TURDSY
- F FRERATH o L gz wrawbing
— zE onawT=Eg ) )
a1 e | Sy 1 TR
Lo 32 az 3T 0T 5 i} I3¥>
S 29T c
3T aT 5T o1 5 o] FFHD w =UTQUCT ISIOO]L =2OTRI0T] F=TEE=Y
SUTQUOT ISISN[] OURIST] PSIEoO=H m [gdnoxy waamjag] =6eyury sfviasy CuTon meiboIpuag

[gdnoan tsssjag] sbeyury sfeIsay Cursn meIfoIpusg

organizations in 2004
Source of data: Special Eurobarometer 62.2

Graph 6. Groups of countries based on their aativelvement in environmental



Possible reasons of the low participation. A brief discussion

It is obvious, that the prerequisite of participatis the existence of ENGOs, their sufficiently
open character and diverse agendas. Frank et @00)2 Dalton (1994), etc. reported
correlations between the number of environmentghzations within a certain country and
the macroeconomic, political and cultural charasties of the society, and stated that such
organizations are more numerous in industrializedntries, with vigorous economies and
stabile democracies, where technology allows pedplestay connected to the flux of
information. In the case of the post-communist ¢oes, democratization is a decisive factor as
far as civic associations, including ENGOs becanoeermumerous after the regime change.
During the communist regime, these associationse wess numerous (in Romania nearly
unexsitent) and diverse and thus offered poor ahdacparticipate. Dalton (2005) however
didn’t find a continuous rising tendency in paip@iion rate over the post-communist period:
while ENGO-patrticipation had raised in the firsag® of the ‘90s, it declined towards the end
of the ‘90s, the author’s explanation being thghtiafter the regime change civic activism had
exploded, but later volatilized. The situation eysimilar to the ‘democratization as a hinder’
hypothesis of Pickvance (1999): once repressioglimsinated, participation does not appear
anymore as a challenge.

| think that considerations regarding the declintagdency in ENGO-participation is
fully true in the case of those countries whereiremmental organizations had a crucial role in
the regime change. It is well known that in sometE2entral European countries, movements
initiated by environmental organizations (e.g. @nube Circle in Hungary) represented an
indirect form of protest against the communist megji(Botcheva, 1996; Fischer, 1993; Lee &
Norris, 2000) and servied as arenas of participa#tso for citizens who were rather anti-
communist that environmentalist. However, this wasthe case of Romania. Here, contrary to
other countries from the region, the authoritarragime was totally inclement regarding
alternative associations (others than those dyrectbordinated to the communist party). As a
consequence, Romania lacked the organizationalcyega terms of environmental
organizations (except some organizations foundethénpre-communist period which were
however dismissed by the regime). Regime changejtabccurred through mass mobilization
(revolution), can not be linked to some concretgccorganizations, contrary to the case of
Poland or Hungary for instance, in any case n&N&GOs. This situation allows me to suppose
that regarding Romania a much proper explanat®nthe combination between the
‘democratization helps’ and ‘democratization hirglelypotheses of Pickvance (1999): in

Romania structures for ENGO-participation (assamia) literally were founded and



diversified during the post-communist perio(democratization helps), but this evolution
process was not necessary followed by the risindeiecy of membership. In fact, it is assumed
that among the main objectives of the Romanianl @etiety (lobbying, education, etc.)
participation and mass mobilization constitute Weakest aspects, accentuated by ENGO-
representatives as well: nearly half percent oitleensiders that their organization had never
cooperated or only occasionally cooperated withgengeral public, while 15% do not have idea
about the quality of citizens-ENGOs relationshipg@eanu, 2003

This failure may be explained through two majorsem) however interdependent: the
problems around which associations were constitdigchot represent a challenging stake for a
public concerned mostly by materialist issues, geBpely associations were not successful in
public mobilization (weak financial, infrastructyr@nd human capital, lack of PR skills, etc.),
i.e. the linkage between the less popular envirgriad@genda and other more popular themes
(Botcheva, 1996). Based on some interviews with &uan ENGO leaders, in-the-field
observations and survey data (Cosmeanu, 2008),avs@kese also to suppose that the failure in
issue linkage goes hand in hand with the failur&NfGOs to collaborate, to build coalitions.
As an illustration: lack of cooperation is rankesl the second missing resource (after the
money-factor) by ENGO-representatives, howeverIne&% of them oppose the idea or do
not show any opinion regarding the necessity ofatang a national ENGO-coalition
(Cosmeanu, 2008). The reverse experience showsthikamost successful environmental
campaign taking place in Romania, in terms of vtdaring and mass mobilization (not
necessary in terms of membership), was in the abgee Save Rosia Montana campajgnd
its success is certainly due to the dense linkagk aalition between various national and
international ENGOs (cf. umbrella effect — CSDFP2Pwhich thus helped not only for the

echoing of the problem towards a much larger pullut brought also a number of resources

% According to a survey based on East-Central EwmopENGOs, covering countries like Czechia, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia andvghia (Carmin et al., 2008), 16% of these orgdiuma were
founded before the regime change, the correspormingent being 6% in the case of Romania (CosmeXiig),
however, important to mention, that in the casdRofmania the majority of these organizations daferbethe
communist period. The rest of the Romanian ENGOe feunded as follows: 24% (1990-1994), 21% (1995-
1999), 28% (2000-2008) — see Cosmeanu (2008). We hawever contradictory numbers in terms of howmyna
ENGOs are in Romania: ONGBIt_(http://ro-gatewayonfe/185810/ongseanchased on data collected between
1996-2006, signals 960 organizations which haveirenmental agendas as well. The NGO Directory
(http://www.rec.org/REC/Databases/NGODirectory/NGi@Ehtm) has 120 Romanian  environmental
organizations, while the database of the Romanian nvir@hmental Ministry
(http://Amww.mmediu.ro/ong/lista_ong.hjncounts 170 organizations. Cosmeanu (2008) countede than a
hundred of active ENGOs, finally resulting in aiable sample of 70 organizations, half of them tedain the
Transylvanian region.

* The author of a survey of Romanian ENGOs (samPIENGOSs).

® TheRosia Montana Gold Corporaticimtends to put in practice a gold and silver npneject in Rosia Montana
village; the project implies the use of cyanide agldcation of local people (details_at www.galv@eburcesc.com
and, in contrast, at www.rosiamontana)org




which helped to sustain the campaign (financial lamchan resource, skills, experience), some
national ENGO-representatives considering thattdse was a “real school for learning how to
communicate, how to contact partners, how to spegakliticians”.

Except a few other cases when organizations suedeidcoalition buildin§ seems
that competition for limited resources (e.g. finafjcdetermined the bureaucratizatioof
Romanian environmental organizations: in order wovise and materialize some projects,
associations need financial resources which carbeatovered through membership fees; as a
consequence organizations turned towards othercssuwf financing (e.g. external donors,
Romanian public funds, etc.) and thus competition lfimited resources determined the
isolation of the ENGOs, they perceiving each otlaéner as potential concurrent than possible
partner. As a consequence, one can explain theldeal of participation through structural
constraints (CSDF, 2005): the permanent finanagi@blems of empty associations (in terms of
membership) raised serious problems regarding tinaving as far as during the transition
more and more external donors leaved the countsgodcations being constrained to
professionalism in terms of project writing and durising, and remained only small energies
for attracting membefs After all, the tendency towards professionaldmmot constitute a bad
practice, albeit might be dangerous, as far adlyine lack of participation, environmental
organizations can loose their legitimacy (see War& Petrova, 2006), respectively citizens
will finally remain without the advantages of paipation (civic socialization, political
learning, advocacy, deliberation, trust etc.) —Beeg (2003), Howard, (2003), Carmin (2008),
etc. In this sense, even further coalition-buildifgased on relational-transactional activism
between organizations (Tarrow & Petrova, 2006) wairily partly reconsider the 'weak’ status
(Howard, 2003) of civil organizations and the oglnsituation would be a bi-directional

evolution, where bridges between organizationstereager arenas for participation.

Who are the members of environmental organizations and who are volunteering in them?
A compar ative approach

Variables of the analyses

Based on the data from the two waves of the EV$herfollowings the profile of passive and
active members will be investigated alongside sdemographic (age, gender, education,

® Characteristic usually of local and regional lewéiatives.

" Understood in shrink towards offices.

8 Romanian ENGOs in average have 76 active members.41 employed members (Cosmeanu, 2008) which is
lesser than the CEE-average, where are 81 actiwgbers and 5 employees (Carmin et al., 2008). Baseslich
numbers is however questionable their professigmalt is probable more correct to assume a tenydimthis
direction rather than a well established practice.



income, ethnicity, religion, place of residenceliobogical (postmaterialism vs. materialism),
political-ideological (left-right self placement, unomy vs. fatalism), social capital
(interpersonal trust, trust in governmental and-gowernmental institutions, frequency of
socialization) and environmental attitude variables

Among the socio-demographical variables, age domes an important factor, related to
which Gillham (2008) based on the approach of MacAdd986) accentuates the role of
biographical availability, understood as the ladktlmse constraints (full time job, family)
which may hinder participation, thus members anldnteers should be younger. On the other
hand, the cohort effect gives explanations from ghespective of the Inglehartian approach:
people born after the second world war, who sadliin the context of the welfare state are
more susceptible towards participation as far ay #ire more critical towards tls¢atus quo
Based on this rationale, authors like Dalton (199%inlap & Mertig (2001), etc. shown
negative correlation between age and participatéender is a variable with mixed effects on
participation. Gillham (2008) for instance didnihd any concluding effect of this variable,
while other scholars signaled results in accordanitk the feminist ethic, that is women
socialized as care givers are more participativeorganizations with protection (e.qg.
environmental protection) agendas (Dunlap & Mer@§01). Education is a much clearer
variable, analyses constantly reported the positifieience of it on participation. Gillham
(2008) states that besides the income, educatiomhas strongest predictor of ENGO-
participation. The explanation might be that ediacatetermines the enlightenment (Gelissen,
2007) of the citizens in terms of ecological proide On the other hand, the effect of education
might be mediated through the income, that is nedigcated people usually earn more and thus
are better resource-mobilizers, not necessaryrimst®f donation, but in terms of free time for
participation (they do not need a second job).

Postmaterialist value orientation and its effextighe participation were documented in
numerous analyses (e.g. Inglehart, 1990; Dalto052@illham, 2008), postmaterialist value
orientation being one of the most important andnificant predictor of participation in
ENGOS. Political and ideological orientation and indivaistvs. egalitarianist orientation and
their influence on participation in environmentaganizations were less investigated until now.
Looking at this effect in the case of ENGO partatipn, Gillham (2008) on the basis of the

° If you had to choose, which of the following thingsu say is most important? And which would be tiest
most important?A) Maintaining order in the nation; BEiving people more say in important government
decisions; C) Fight rising prices; D) Protectingefdom of speeclariants A and C correspond to materialist
value orientations (after the re-coding havinghkie of 0), while B and D correspond to postmatisti values
(after the re-coding having the value of 1). Asamsequence, a respondent may be postmaterialstets?),
mixed (score =1) or materialist (score =0).



1986 Eurobarometer data talked about the de-pahtion of this form of activism. Based on
the fact that the two axiological orientation vates — the preference for equalty preference
for freedont® - are usually rooted in specific political selapément (Comsa, 2007), | expect to
have a similar effect with political self-positiong. More than this, if we note that participation
in ENGOs is a specific pro-environmental behavmre may expect that participation to be
motivated by the same factors as other specifiaGremmental attitudes or behaviors, so it
makes sense to expect that participation in tleeganizations to be more frequent among
people who place themselves towards the left ffatthe political spectrum, who believe that
they can make a differeriédi.e. are less fatalist) and are more egalitarians

A separate and specific group of variables is tiagocial capital of the respondents.
The inclusion of them into the analysis seemedridke granted, based on the interdependence
between the bonding and bridging social capitatr{®un, 2000) as well as on the basis of the
virtuous cycle of social capital (Putnam 1993; Racland Wallace, 2007). The implicit idea of
both approaches is that the development of any fufreocial capital can help the formation of
an other form of social capital (e.g. trust helptipgoation, participation helps the frequency of
socialization, etc.). | use the following indepenideariables as measures of social capital: trust
in governmental institutions (factor score), inEngonal trust (dichotomous variable, 1=we can
trust the majority of the people, O=it is bettebtcareful), protest potential as a measure of the
mobilization of the social capital (factor scoré)equency of socialization (with friends,
colleagues, respectively in religious groups, clabg associations.

As far as the dependent variables are specific@amwental behaviors, | incorporated
among the independent variables also those vasiatiimugh which the EVS measures
citizens’ environmental attitudes: the dispositiowards financial contributions for pollution
prevention, respectively the preference for govesmtal action without financial burdens on

the individual level’. | assumed that individuals who are dedicateghtaronmental problems

19 Response variants to these itethst find that both freedom and equality are impaitt But if | were to choose
one or the other, | would consider personal freedoore important, that is, everyone can live in filee and
develop without hindrance; 2. Certainly both freedand equality are important. But if | were to cekemne or
the other, | would consider equality more importahgt is, that nobody is underprivileged and teatial class
differences are not so stron@Rreference for freedom got the score of 0, whikference for equality the score of
1).

' Some people feel they have completely free choidecantrol over their lives, and other people fibmlt what
they do has no real effect on what happens to thEw. much freedom of choice and control do you lwasss the
way your life turns oufl=none at all, 10=a great deal).

12 Response variants were re-coded as follows: ndyessmetimes a year =2; once or twice a month=8ryev
week=4.

13 ltems are the followingst. | would give part of my income if | were certélivat the money would be used to
prevent environmental pollution; 2. | would agreedan increase in taxes if the extra money is useprévent
environmental pollution; 3. The government hasdduce environmental pollution but it should nottaog any
money.



are more willing to financially contribute, so inet case of the first two items reverse-coded the
response variants, a higher agreement indicatigigeniwillingness for sacrifice. In the case of
the last item the situation is different, here tireater is the agreement the greater is the
willingness towards the exteriorization of the eosf pollution prevention, meaning that
individuals would like to have a clean environmeuat do not want to financially contribute for
the achievement of this goal. Following this ra#ity response variants were again reverse
coded, from 4 = strongly agree, to 1= strongly gisa). As a consequence in the analysis two
variables will be used, one measuring the positiigposition towards pollution prevention
calculated as a factor score on the basis of teetwo items, respectively an other, measuring
the negative disposition towards pollution prevemtin terms of preference for exclusive

government-level actions.
Analyses

In 2005 there are 9 passive members in environth&@®Ds in Romania, while 3 persons
declared active membership. Among the passive mexnbee are men, four women, seven
have Romanian nationality, while two are Hungarjghsee of them are from villages, three
from middle sized towns and three from cities. Amgothe three volunteers, two are
Romanians, and one person is Hungarian, every theesons are men, two of them from
villages and one from a town. In 1999, there arel\ter passive members, all are of Romanian
nationality from urban settings and only one ofnthes a woman. The seven volunteers are
Romanian men from urban settings. The rest of dseriptive statistics is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Passive and active participants of ENG(®amania in 2005 (EVS/POB 2005) and
1999 (EVS 1999). Descriptive statistics

Key-variables Year/ N  Minimum Maximum Mean Standard
type of membership deviation
Age 2005 — passive 9 25.00 64.00 45.11 15.120
2005 — active 3 30.00 55.00 38.33 14.434
1999 — passive 12 21.00 71.00 42.54 16.334
1999 — active 7 43.00 71.00 55.86 11.72
Education 2005 — passive 9 3.00 14.00 9.56 4.419
2005 — active 3 9.00 11.00 9.67 1.155
1999 — passive 12 2.00 8.00 5.92 1.975
1999 — active 7 2.00 8.00 5.43 2.149
Income 2005 — passive 9 1.00 10.00 4.55 2.833
2005 — active 3 1.00 4.00 2.00 1.732
1999 — passive 10 3.00 10.00 7.40 2.67
1999 — active 6 3.00 10.00 7.50 3.016
Postmaterialism 2005 — passive 9 0.00 2.00 0.44 0.726
2005 — active 3 0.00 1.00 0.67 0.577
1999 — passive 11 0.00 2.00 0.91 0.539
1999 — active 7 0.00 1.00 0.86 0.378
Left vs. right 2005 — passive 9 3.00 8.00 6.00 1.789
2005 — active 2 6.00 9.00 7.50 2.121




1999 — passive 7 1.00 9.00 5.14 3.078
1999 — active 4 1.00 9.00 5.75 3.403
Equality vs. freedom 2005 — passive 9 0.00 1.00 0.22 0.441
2005 — active 3 0.00 1.00 0.67 0.577
1999 — passive 12 0.00 1.00 0.42 0.515
1999 — active 7 0.00 1.00 0.28 0.488
Autonomy vs. fatalism 2005 — passive 9 6.00 10.00 7.78 1.148
2005 — active 3 7.00 8.00 7.33 0.577
1999 — passive 12 1.00 10.00 7.59 3.370
1999 — active 7 3.00 10.00 7.43 3.258
Positive disposition of 2005 — passive 8 -0.71 1.36 0.33 0.731
pollution prevention 2005 — active 2 0.85 1.36 1.11 0.361
1999 — passive 10 -1.53 1.59 -0.07 1.001
1999 — active 5 -1.53 0.55 -0.28 0.871
Negative 2005 — passive 8 1.00 4.00 2.75 1.030
disposition of pollution 2005 — active 2 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.000
prevention 1999 — passive 11 2.00 4.00 3.36 0.809
1999 — active 5 2.00 4.00 3.28 0.951
Protest potential 2005 — passive 8 -0.23 2.61 0.46 0.951
2005 — active 2 -0.23 -0.23 0.23 0.000
1999 — passive 12 -0.83 2.10 0.25 1.090
1999 — active 7 -0.83 2.10 0.01 1.095
Institutional trust 2005 — passive 9 0.94 3.22 0.47 1.297
2005 — active 3 -0.51 3.23 0.75 2.143
1999 — passive 11 -1.13 2.19 -0.94 0.951
1999 — active 6 -1.13 2.19 0.08 1.235
Interpersonal trust 2005 — passive 8 0.00 1.00 0.11 0.333
2005 — active 3 0.00 1.00 0.33 0.577
1999 — passive 12 0.00 1.00 0.83 0.288
1999 — active 7 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000

Description of variablesage — continuousieducation— ordinal;income —deciles;postmaterialism- classical
Inglehartian item (O=materialism, 1=mixed, 2=podenalism);left vs. right— self-positioning on the continuous
left-right scale (1= left, 10= right)equality vs. freedom preference for one of them, dummy: l=equality,
O=freedom;autonomy vs. fatalism self-positioning on the scale (1=fatalism, 1G@aomy); positive disposition
of pollution prevention- factor scorenegative disposition of pollution preventienscale; protest potential
factor score;institutional trust factor scoreinterpersonal trust factor score.

Source of data: EVS/POB 2005, EVS 1999

Description of the variables indicate that par@éeifs have very similar profiles in both
years: are middle aged, with relatively higher lsve&# education, with average incomes. Have
materialist towards mixed value orientations anditpmn themselves at the center of the left-
right scale in 1999, respectively somewhat towahesright in 2005; re not clearly egalitarians
and believe they can make a difference; in bothrsyethey have a relatively low protest
potential and modest trust in institutions and peolm both years, participants show negative
dispositions towards pollution prevention, that tleey favor the exclusive role of the
government, without individual level costs. Folgwthat the profile of the Romanian
participants is atypical, at least compared toftheings from the international literature: are
not components of the new class, are not postraéstriand due to their low levels of
institutional and interpersonal trust probably thdigg not became participants through the
virtuous cycle of social capital. The sole varigbiéhich are in accordance with previous data is

the higher trust in the fact that individuals h#lve potential to influence their life (autonomy) —



both being previously mentioned as favoring factdrparticipations (e.g, van Oorschot, 2006).
The comparison between the mean-scores of someakmbles (postmaterialism, trust,
environmental dispositions, protest potential) df@D-participation shows no statistical
significant difference in the case of members aokmembers. As a consequence, Romanian
participants are not only a few but alongside thxan@ned variables they can not be
distinguished from the non-participants, alongsiieexamined variables (Table 2 and 3).

Table 2. The mean-scores of some key-variablesdsgtthe members and non-members of
ENGOs in Romania (EVS/POB 2005)

Variables Members Non-members t Significance
Postmaterialism 0.50 0.55 -0.326 p>0.1
Positive disposition of pollution prevention 0.04 0.01 1.542 p>0.1
Negative disposition of pollution prevention 3.09 .33 -1.055 p>0.1
Interpersonal trust 0.17 0.20 -0.311 p>0.1
Institutional trust -0.03 0.01 -0.131 p>0.1
Protest potential 0.27 -0.01 -1.084 p>0.1

Note: Due to insignificant differences between peasand active members, they form a single category
Source of data: EVS/POB2005

Table 3. The mean-scores of some key-variablesdsgtthe members and non-members of
ENGOs in Romania (EVS 1999)

Variables Members Non-members t Significance
Postmaterialism 0.91 0.80 0.516 p>0.1
Positive disposition of pollution prevention -0.07 0.29 1.114 p>0.1
Negative disposition of pollution prevention 3.36 .03 1.114 p>0.1
Interpersonal trust 0.08 0.11 -0.295 p>0.1
Institutional trust -0.09 0.04 -0.520 p>0.1
Protest potential 0.25 0.33 -0.289 p>0.1

Note: Due to insignificant differences between pasand active members, they form a single category
Source of data: EVS 1999



Tabel 4. Passive participation in ENGOSs in Europegistic regression (EVS 1999)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b Exp (B) b Exp (B) b Exp (B) b Exp (B) b Exp (B)
Age 0.154**  1.166
Gender (male) -0.091 0.913
Education 0.086**  1.090 0.234* 1.264
Income 0.144**  1.155
Religion 0.295**  0.744
Type of residence 0.045**  1.046
Value orientation: mixed 0.871**  2.389
postmaterialist 1.294**  3.646
Left vs. right -0.033 0.968
Equality vs. freedom 0.100 1.105
Autonomy vs. fatalism 0.010 1.010
Interpersonal trust 0.591**  1.805
Institutional trust 0.049 1.050 0.339* a14
Frequency of socialization: friends 0.020 020
colleagues 0.025 1.026 0.286* 1.331
religious organizations -0.058 0.094
clubs, associations 0.295**  1.343
Protest potential -0.520 0.595

Positive disposition of pollution prevention

0.503**  1.653 0.523* 1.686
Negative disposition of pollution prevention

-0.537 0.585 0.367* 1.443

Constant -5.272%* 0.005 -2.197** 0.111 -3.803** 0.022 -1,519*** 0.216 -5.683** 0.004
2 691.123%+* 0.832 574.985** 973.703*** 23.562***
Nagelkerke R 0.068 0.002 0.084 0.079 0.093

*+n<0,001; *p<0,05

Description of variablesage- continuousgender— dummy (O=female, 1=maledducation— ordinal;income -€deciles religion — protestant=referencgpe of locality- ordinal
(village through city)postmaterialism- nominal;left vs. right— self-positioning on the left-right scakequality vs. freedom dummy (1=equality, O=freedomgutonomy vs.
fatalism— self-positioning on the fatalism-autonomy staiéerpersonal trust- dummy (O=you can not trust people; 1=you casttthe majority of them); institutional trust —
factor score; frequency of socialization — ordifrdver=1, few times a year=2; once or twice a me2tkevery week =4)protest potential factor score;positive disposition of
pollution prevention- factor scorenegative disposition of pollution preventiomedinal.

Source of data: EVS 1999



Tabel 5. Active participation in ENGOs in Europ®ogistic regression (EVS 1999)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b Exp (B) b Exp (B) b Exp (B) b Exp (B) b Exp (B)
Age -0.059 0.942
Gender (male) 0.181* 1.199 -0.595* 0.551
Education 0.162** 1.176 0.260* 1.294
Income 0.077** 1.080 -0.125*  0.883
Religion 0.170+ 1.185
Type of residence -0.020 0.980
Value orientation: mixed 0.515***1.674
postmaterialist 0.761** 2.140
Left vs. right -0.080 0.923
Equality vs. freedom -0.096 0.909
Autonomy vs. fatalism 0.052 1.053
Interpersonal trust 0.169+ 1.184
Institutional trust -0.066 0.936
Frequency of socialization: friends 0.022 1.022
colleagues 0.207*+*1.230
religious organizations 0.049 1.050
clubs, associations 0.355**1.426 0.242+ 1.274
Protest potential -0.359 0.699
Positive disposition of pollution prevention 0.587** 1,799 0.657** 1.928
Negative disposition of pollution prevention -0.219** 0.803 0.525* 1.685
Constant -5.466 0.004 -2.199 0.111 -5.255 0.008.279 0.038 -5.324 0.005
¥ 176.390** 3.025 200.772%** 251.369** 28.749**
Nagelkerke R 0.034 0.006 0.056 0.038 0.120

***p<0.001; **p<0.01;*p<0.05;+p<0.1
Description of variables — see Table

4



In the above tables through logistic regression phefiles of passive and active
members was investigated based on the EVS 1999 sam first step (Model 1), the role of
postmaterialism was analyzed while controlling sleeial and demographical variables. In the
second step (Model 2) the singular effect of pmditiorientation was analyzed, after which that
of social capital variables (Model 3), respectivelyvironmental attitudes’ (Model 4). In the
last step all independent variables were introduaed then eliminated through Backward
Wald. The program eliminated in 15 (passive mewstup), respectively 14 (volunteering)
steps those variables which had no significantceffiélodel 5 thus presenting only the results
from these last steps (Table 4 and 5).

The last models of the two regression analysisax@imilar percents of the variance:
12% in the case of passive participation and 9,3%e case of volunteering. Another common
aspect is that variables from the second model,ishaolitical and axiological orientations, do
not have significant effects on the dependent g Similar results were found by Gillham
(2008) and Torgler et al (2008) as well, which nee#rat political ideology is not a definite
predictor of ENGO-participation. The first model thfe analysis in both of the cases signals
that postmaterialist value-orientation has the nposhounced effect, while socio-demographic
variables have different effects on the dependanthbles. For instance, in the case of the age
variable seems that as a person becomes olderabalplity of passive participation raises,
while the probability of volunteering lowers. Arteainative analysis which is not presented here
and where age was introduced as a categoricalbl@rsdown also that the highest odds ratios
of participation occur in the case of the two otdage groups, that is 55-65 and older than 65,
results corresponding to those presented previdusljorgler et al (2008) on the basis of the
same dataset. However, the last two models, intwlige does not represent anymore a
significant predictor variable, indicate, in accamde with Gillham (2008), that ENGO-
participation constitutes a trans-generational benhawhich is not motivated by the age of the
respondent, but by his/hers enlightenment in tesht®nsciousness about ecological problems.
Thus, the perspective of the new class (Dunlap &rtigle 2001) appears as a pertinent
explanation: participation is dependent on edupadiod not necessary on higher incomes.

The third model investigated the role of somealalgs associated with social capital.
Based on their effect is relevant the role exedcibg the virtuous cycle of social capital,
whether formal or informal. ENGO-participants aeople with higher levels of interpersonal
trust who participate more frequently in other assiions as well, albeit do not have high
protest potential. This last aspect can be explaitteough the positive effect of the
associations regarding the political representatminthe issues around which they are formed,



participants showing lover motivations concernindividual mobilization in terms of protest

(cf. Fung, 2003). It is however interesting thathe last model, frequency of socialization with
colleagues and institutional trust are the predsctoith significant effects — which means that
ENGO-participation has certainly a double sourcat ts formal and informal social capital.

The two variables of environmental attitudes, nlgmiéhe positive and negative
disposition towards pollution prevention show a samat expectable effect: those who are
active participants favor the positive disposititilwwever in the last model both preferences
have significant effects on the dependent variaBlegpossible explanation is that after all
ENGO-participation constitutes a way in which @tz may overtake some less expensive
duties of environmental protection, others thamarfitial sacrifice, so that financial type
environmental free-riderism is reconcilable witlokegical activism. Taking the problem closer
to the Romanian case, evidence suggest that theesoficivic ecological participation should
not be looked for only among specific environmertitudes, but also among social capital
variables or, differently put, we should not bepsised if in the future, in spite of a rising eco-
consciousness, Romanian citizens to remain eqoahyparticipative, a possible reason in this

case being their eroded formal social capital imgeof institutional trust.

Conclusions

Findings indicate that ENGO-participation consgtuta very unpopular behavior among the
Romanian public but this type of pro-environmertiahavior is quite un-frequent within the

whole European space, except some countries frenNtrth-Western part of the continent.

Romanians’ ENGO-inactivism should be understoodhat crossroad of their eroded social
capital and slow resonance of ecological problemthé context of economical insecurity of

the transition period, respectively the incapaoitfeNGOs to efficiently cooperate in order to

create more accessible arenas for participation.

European level analysis suggest that both cldg&dacation, income, postmaterialism,
social capital) and specific variables (environrakrdttitudes) have their determining role.
Should be mentioned that once socio-demographiv@laxiological variables are controlled
both the positive attitude towards financial saceif for pollution prevention and both
environmental free-riderism have positive influencethe participation. A possible explanation
might be the fact that the source of these spebéltavior are not only specific environmental
attitude variables but also other crucial factditss social capital, after all, ENGO-activism

represents a specific type of civic activism.



It is difficult to show a future tendency regardiBYlGO-participation in Romania. The
extrapolation of the above results suggest howehatrthis behavior has two particular sources:
ecological enlightenment (the role of education gustmaterialism) and vigorous social
capital. As a consequence, makes sense to asswhehitfher rates of participation are
expectable only at the moment when citizens shalidri eco-consciousness and higher levels
of trust, especially in institutions and organiaas. Of course, this evolution comes somewhat
spontaneously in connection to further social cleartgpwever aspects are appealing towards
the NGOs, both in terms of information spreadinguatecological issues and both in terms of

their involvement in creating open and attractikenas for participation.

References

Badescu, G., Sum, P. E. (2005). Historical lega@esial capital and civil society: Comparing Romautisa
regional levelEurope-Asia Studie®7: 117-133.

Badescu, G., Sum, P. E., Uslaner, E. M. (2004). Gediety development and democratic values in Réareamd
Moldova.East European Politics and Sociehy8: 316-341.

Botcheva, L. (1996). Focus and effectiveness oirenmental activism in Eastern Europe. A compagasitudy of
environmental movements in Bulgaria, Hungary, Skivand Romanialournal of Environment and
Development5: 292-308.

Carmin, J. (2008). Investing in civil society: Drgdication of environmental NGOs in Central andstean
Europe.Development and Transitio8; 11-14.

Carmin, J., Albright, E., Healy, R., Teich, T. (B)OEnvironmental NGOs in Central and Eastern Europe.
Summary of Survey Findingd)07. MIT.

Cormsa, M. (2007). Auto-pozionare ideologig: identificare, sofisticare, fundamente. In B. Mai®/1. Voicu
(coord.),Valori ale romanilor 1993-2006asi: Institutul European, pp. 65-116.

Cosmeanu, M. (2008Drganizatiile de mediu din Romania. Raport de easdu 2008 Centrul Educational
Soros.

CSDF (Civil Society Development Foundation) (200%¢port on the State of Civil Society in Romania
http://www.fdsc.ro/documente/16.pafccessed:10.08.2007.

Dalton, R. J. (1994)The Green Rainbow. Environmental Interest Group&/astern EuropeNew Heaven: Yale
University Press.

Dalton, R. J. (2005). The greening of the globe@s€mational levels of environmental group membprsh
Environmental Politics14: 441-459.

Dobson, A., Bell, D. (eds.) (200Fnvironmental CitizenshifCambridge: The MIT Press.

Dunlap, R. E., Mertig, A. G. (2001). Environmensati, new social movements, and the new class: A€ros
national investigatiorRural Sociology66: 113-136.

European Commission (2005). Social capiglecial Eurobarometer 62.2
http://ec.europa.eu/public _opinion/archives/ebs/2B8 en.pdfaccessed: 15.05.2007.

Fisher, D. (1993). The emergence of the environatenbvement in Eastern Europe and its role in ¢velutions
of 1989. In B. Jancar-Webster (ed)vironmental Action in Eastern Euradeondon: M. E. Sharpe, pp. 89-113.

Frank, D., Hironaka, A., Schofter, E. (2000). Eowimentalism as a global institutiohmerican Sociological
Review 65: 122-127.

Fung, A. (2003). Associations and democracy: Betwmtbeories, hopes, and realitidésinual Review of Sociology
29: 515-5309.

Gelissen, J. (2007). Explaining popular supporiavironmental protection. A multilevel analysis5f nations.
Environment and BehavipB9: 392-415.



Gillham, P. F. (2008). Participation in the envimmental movement: Analysis of the European Union.
International Sociology23: 67-93.

Inglehart, R. (1990)Culture Shift in Advanced Industrial SocieBrinceton: Princeton University Press.

Jordan, A., Wurzel, R. K. W., Zito, A. R. (2005Environmental governance ... or government? Thexriational
politics of environmental instruments. In P. Dagrex (ed.)Handbook of Global Environmental Politics
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, pp. 202-217.

Kemmelmeier, M., Krol, G., Young, H. K. (2002). \als, economics, and proenvironmental attitude2in 2
societiesCross-Cultural Researcl86: 256-285.

Lee, A-R., Norris, J. A. (2000). Attitudes towamsvironmental issues in East Eurofgernational Journal of
Public Opinion Researghi2: 372-397.

MacGregor, S., Pardoe, S., Dobson, A., Bell, DO®0Environmental citizenshigummary Report of An
Interdisciplinary Seminar.ondon, Goodenough College.

McAdam, D. (1986). Recruitment to high risk activisThe case of freedom summAmerican Journal of
Sociology 92: 64-90.

McAdam, D., McCarthy, J. D., Zald, M. N. (1988).cta movements. In N. J. Smelser (edhe Handbook of
Sociology Newbury Park: Sage, pp. 695-737.

Najam, A., Christopoulou, I., Moomaw, W. (2004).eTémergent ‘system’ of global environemental goance.
Global Environmental Politics4: 23-35.

Pichler, F., Wallace, C. (2007). Patterns of forarad informal social capital in Eurogéuropean Sociological
Review 23: 423-435.

Pickvance, C. G. (1999). Democratisation and tledirke of the social movements: the effects of regohange on
collective action in Eastern Europe, Southern Eerapd Latin AmericaSociology 33: 353-372.

Putnam, R. (1993Making Democracy WorkPrinceton: Princeton University Press.

Putnam, R. (2000Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of Ameri€ammunity New York: Simon &
Schuster.

Rohrschneider, R. (1990). The roots of public apirioward new social movements. An empirical tést o
competing explanationgmerican Journal of Political Sciencg4: 1-30.

Stern, P. C. (2000). Toward a coherent theory wirenmentally significant behaviodournal of Social Issues
56: 407-424.

Tarrow, S., Petrova, T. (2006). Transactional aadigipatory activism in the emerging Europeantgollhe
puzzle of East-Central Europ@omparative Political Studied-21.

Torgler, B., Garcia-Valinas, M. A., Macintyre, 2Q08). Differences in preferences towards the enwrent: The
impact of gender, age and parental eff@die Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei Note di Lavoro
http://www.feem.it/Feem/Pub/Publications/WPaperfsidi.htm accessed: 02.05.2008.

Tufis, C. (2007). Increderea institonak — victima a tranziiei postcomuniste. In B. Voicu, M. Voicu (eds.).
Valori ale romanilor: 1993-2006. O perspectigociologia. lasi: Institutul European.

van Oorschot, W., Arts, W., Gelissen, J. (2006xidlacapital in Europe: Measurement and socialragibnal
distribution of a multifaceted phenomendéwta Sociologica49: 149-167

Voicu, B. (2005)Penuria pseudo-modedra postcomunismului roménesc. Schimbarea ségiacsiunile
indivizilor (vol. 1). Iai: Editura Expert Project.

Voicu, M., Voicu, B. (2003). Volunteering in Romani rara avis. In P. Dekker, L. Halman (edBhe Values of
Volnteering. Cross-Cultural Perspectivéduwer Publishers, pp. 143-160.

Voicu, B., Basina, T. (2005). Social capital andaparticipation in Ukraine and RomankU Integration
Process from East to East: Civil Society and Etivicorities in a Changing World
http://www.iccv.ro/romana/conf/conf.liepaja.20058eas/Bogdan%20&%20Tanya.pafccessed: 15.10.2007.

Databases used:

The database of tHeublic Opinion Barometer, autumn 2008rresponding to the 2005-2007 wave of the
European Values Survégr Romania, accessed from the website of the Guaaety Foundation:
http://www.fsd.ro/ro/program_articol.php?articol=4807.09.2007.




The integrated databese of the 1999 wave oEtlrepean Values Surveggcessed from the website of thentral
Archive for Empirical Social Researchttp://zacat.gesis.org/webview/index.jsp,02.08.2007: European Values
Study Group and World Values Survey AssociationREIPEAN AND WORLD VALUES SURVEYS FOUR-
WAVE INTEGRATED DATA FILE, 1981-2004, v.200604230@6. Aggregate File Producers: Analisis
Sociol6gicos Econdmicos y Politicos (ASEP) and yBt&ns (JDS), Madrid, Spain/Tilburg University, blitg,
The Netherlands. Data Files Suppliers: Analisisi®@ogicos Economicos y Politicos (ASEP) and JD Syt
(JDS), Madrid, Spain/Tillburg University, Tillbur@he Netherlands/ Zentralarchiv fur Empirische
Sozialforschung (ZA), Cologne, Germany:) Aggreddte Distributors: Andlisis Socioldgicos Econémicps
Politicos (ASEP) and JD Systems (JDS), Madrid, i8pdiburg University, Tilburg, The
Netherlands/Zentralarchiv fur Empirische Sozialftweng (ZA) Cologne, Germany.




