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ABSTRACT

Understanding adolescent climate change concern (CCC) may be a key
strategy for building a citizenry that supports climate change action, as
adolescents are likely less influenced by ideological polarization than
adults. Prior research shows that climate education may build concern
among adolescents, but other factors such as peer pressure may also be
important. We investigated the relationships between CCC, acceptance
of anthropogenic global warming (AGW), perceived level of acceptance
among friends and family, and frequency of discussion of the issue among
426 middle school students in North Carolina, USA, and developed a novel
instrument to measure each of these constructs. Acceptance of AGW had
the strongest association with CCC. Frequency of discussion with friends and
family was the second strongest predictor. Perceived level of acceptance
among family and friends was the third strongest predictor. Model selection
results suggest family had more influence than friends in this study. Girls
perceived climate change as a higher risk than boys. In addition to building
acceptance of AGW, leveraging discussions with peers and especially family
may help build concern for climate change among future generations.
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Introduction
Tackling conservation challenges associated with climate change will require widespread engagement
from a concerned citizenry. Considerable progress has been made in understanding the mechanisms of
anthropogenic global climate change (Cook et al. 2013; IPCC 2013) and predicting likely impacts such as
sea level rise (National Aeronautics and Space Administration 2014), increased flooding and droughts
(Min et al. 2011), and global food insecurity (Turral et al. 2011). Creative solutions such as community
smart grids (Stephens, Wilson, and Peterson 2015) and drought resistant crops (Godfray et al. 2010) offer
promising paths to adapting to and mitigating climate change. However, the success of these solutions
depends on concerned societal and business leaders and citizens who are willing to support, invest,
and implement them. For instance, societal solutions such as carbon taxes (Avi-Yonah et al. 2009) will
fail unless voters and political leaders are committed to their adoption. Similarly, individual actions such
as driving less (Sperling and Cannon 2010), reducing household energy usage (Peterson, Peterson, and
Liu 2013), and eating less meat (Hanjra and Qureshi 2010) have been presented as simple, potentially
impactful solutions, but they require widespread adoption to be successful.
CONTACT Kathryn T. Stevenson
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One key finding from a growing body of research focused on climate change behaviors is that elevated climate change concern (CCC), is linked to both individual and collective climate change action
(Bord, O’Connor, and Fischer 2000; O’Connor, Bord, and Fisher 1999; Spence et al. 2011; Tobler, Visschers,
and Siegrist 2012). Authors in these studies use different terminology (i.e. perceived risk and concern),
but all include some measure of how much respondents worry about climate change impacts to individuals or society, which we refer to as CCC in this paper. Understanding factors that build CCC may
uncover pathways to a citizenry committed to tackling challenges related to climate change.
Adolescents represent an understudied but key audience to consider when building CCC. Though
climate action is undoubtedly needed now, the brunt of climate change impacts are projected to arrive
just as younger generations will reach adulthood (IPCC 2014). Accordingly, building concern among
adolescents may ensure that leaders and citizens are prepared for action when impacts are the greatest.
Further, unique characteristics of adolescents may make building CCC among adolescents easier than
among adults. In the US, adult perceptions of climate change are polarized based on political ideology
and worldview (Kahan 2012; McCright and Dunlap 2011a), factors that seem even more important
than the influence of climate change knowledge (Hamilton 2011; Kahan et al. 2012). This may explain
why climate change perceptions remain polarized along political lines in the United States (McCright
and Dunlap 2011a, 2011b) and elsewhere (Capstick et al. 2015) despite mounting scientific evidence
of negative impacts (Pew Research Center 2014). As among adults, adolescent climate change perceptions seem polarized by worldviews when climate change knowledge is low; however, adolescents
reach similarly high levels of concern as climate change knowledge increases, regardless of worldview
(Stevenson et al. 2014).
Because worldview seems to wield less influence among adolescents, climate change education
among younger generations may be more effective at building CCC and require less strategic framing
(Nisbet and Mooney 2007; Wibeck 2013) to reach diverse groups. Greater receptivity to climate communication may help explain why age is negatively correlated with CCC in many studies worldwide (Corner
et al. 2015; Hamilton 2011; Pew Research Center 2014). However, some studies document adolescents
psychologically distancing themselves from the topic (Ojala 2015), suggesting that more research is
needed to understand how to effectively build CCC among adolescents. Better understanding of how
to build CCC among adolescents could strengthen efforts to unite future generations in commitment
to overcoming climate change related challenges.
Though climate change knowledge does seem to foster CCC among adolescents (Stevenson et al.
2014), other factors such as the viewpoints of friends and family likely affect how adolescents perceive
climate change. According to sociocultural learning theories (Vygotsky 1986), more capable peers
support learning by providing feedback to ideas and assumptions through discussion and interaction
and propose new ideas that a learner may not have thought of on his or her own. As informal learning
often allows more interaction with peers than direct instruction by teachers, peers are especially critical within informal education contexts (Gerber, Cavallo, and Marek 2001; Gravemeijer 2009; Marsick
and Watkins 2001). Because adolescents learn about climate change from informal sources like social
media, television and the movies in addition to the classroom (Leiserowitz, Smith, and Marlon 2011),
peers may be influential in shaping individual perceptions of climate change.
In addition to relying on peers to help construct knowledge, peers and parents may shape climate
change perceptions by example. Sociologists understand social norms to include both injunctive (perceiving an action as right or wrong) and descriptive (observing or perceiving others to engage in an
action) elements, which can influence behavior (Kollmuss and Agyeman 2002; Rivis and Sheeran 2003;
White et al. 2009). In the context of conservation, descriptive norms (what individuals think others are
doing) can be stronger motivators (Cialdini 2007) than the desire to save money, benefit the environment, or help society (Nolan et al. 2008). Further, diffusion theory supports the notion that individuals
incorporate the perceived views of opinion leaders in forming perceptions and behaviors related to a
host of topics, from smoking (Hafstad et al. 1997) to climate change (Nisbet and Kotcher 2009). Peers are
integral to forming teenage attitudinal and behavioral norms in contexts ranging from political interest
(Dostie-Goulet 2009) to sustainable behavior (De Vreede, Warner, and Pitter 2014). Parents pass on their
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environmental attitudes and behaviors to their children through socialization and modeling (Grønhøj
and Thøgersen 2009, 2012; Meeusen 2014), and they help adolescents transcend their tendency toward
impulsive behavior in order to consider long-term consequences (Stanton et al. 2004). Considering
future impacts of current actions is a key step in understanding how current actions and policy may
have long term environmental consequences (Weber 2006). These theories suggest perceptions of how
friends and family view climate change may shape adolescents’ own views on the topic.
Recent literature offers evidence supporting these theoretical relationships between friends and
family and CCC (Mead et al. 2012; Öhman and Öhman 2013; Ojala 2013, 2015). These studies suggest
parents may influence climate-related information-seeking behavior of teens, as those teens whose
parents’ perceived climate change as high risk were more likely to seek out information on climate
change (Mead et al. 2012). Similarly, peers in classroom settings tended to help each other construct
a shared understanding of climate change through discussion, and teachers facilitated this process by
guiding students to understandings that were scientifically sound (Öhman and Öhman 2013). In addition, young people who talked about climate change with their friends and families were less likely to
de-emphasize the seriousness of climate change than those who did not (Ojala 2013), and those who
talked with skeptical parents and peers tended to be more skeptical themselves (Ojala 2015).
We build on these key studies by evaluating the relative importance of one’s own beliefs, perceived
beliefs of friends and family, and the frequency an individual discusses climate change with these groups
on predicting CCC. Specifically, we investigate the role of personal beliefs, perceived beliefs of family
and friends, and frequency of discussion of climate change in forming CCC among 436 middle school
students in North Carolina, USA. Though CCC and risk perception are not identical (Leiserowitz 2006),
they are related, and we drew on risk perception literature to generate hypotheses about CCC. Because
personal acceptance of anthropogenic global warming (AGW) has been linked to CCC (Stevenson
et al. 2014) and adolescents are forming personal opinions that exert influence over risk perceptions
(Vollerberg, Iedema, and Raaijmakers 2001), we hypothesized that (1) personal acceptance of AGW
would be positively associated with CCC. As friends and family likely influence general risk perception
(Litt and Stock 2011; Meeusen 2014) and descriptive norms are particularly important in conservation
contexts (Cialdini 2007; Nolan et al. 2008), we also predicted that (2) perceived level of acceptance of
AGW among friends and family will be positively related to CCC. Finally, because increased interaction,
including discussion, with friends and family can strengthen their influence over risk perception (Stanton
et al. 2004) and interaction with others may be key to constructing understanding (Gravemeijer 2009)
we hypothesized that (3) discussion of AGW with friends and family will be positively related to CCC
and strengthen the relationships between perceived acceptance of AGW and CCC. Specifically, we
predicted that adolescents who discuss AGW with friends and family who they think accept AGW will
exhibit higher CCC, and those who discuss AGW with friends and family they think do not accept AGW
will exhibit lower CCC.

Methods
Instrument development
We measured CCC using four questions, asking how much respondents were worried about climate
change and the degree to which they thought it would impact themselves, people in the United States,
and future generations (Table S4). We measured personal acceptance of AGW with two questions – one
asking whether students believed global warming (GW) was happening, and another asking whether
they thought it was caused by humans. We measure perceived acceptance of AGW among friends and
family as a measure of descriptive social norms (Cialdini 2007; Nolan et al. 2008). Each of these items
were adapted from one of the only published instruments used with both adults and adolescents
(Leiserowitz, Smith, and Marlon 2011). To measure perceived acceptance of AGW among friends and
family, we asked participants how many of their friends and family they estimated agreed with their
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views on AGW. We also asked participants how often they discussed AGW with each of these groups.
In addition, we included demographic questions for age, gender and ethnicity.
The final instrument was based on several rounds of pretesting. We administered a draft instrument to 48 middle school students, collected written and verbal feedback, conducted cognitive interviews (Desimone and Le Floch 2004), and repeated this process with a revised survey and another
group of middle school students (n = 44). For wording of the final questionnaire, please see the online
Supplemental information.
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Sampling
We randomly selected 150 middle school teachers in the 20 coastal North Carolina counties to recruit
for the study. Two school districts would not allow teachers to participate, eliminating 27 of the 150
from consideration. Of the remaining teachers, 36 responded and 24 consented to participate. No
students declined to participate. Thus self-selection bias may exist among teachers, but any impact on
the unit of analysis, students, from participating teachers being slightly more engaged in some way
should occur evenly across the entire sample. The resulting schools were representative of the state
in terms of locale and Title I status, a measure of school-level socio-economic status (107th Congress,
2002). Between March and May of 2013, we visited all 24 classrooms and surveyed students in person.
Our sample included 110 sixth graders, 108 seventh graders, and 207 eighth graders, with the majority
spanning ages 11–14 (14 students were 15 years old). The majority of the 426 students in this sample
were female (55.6%), and white (57.9%) with fewer African American (17.0%), Hispanic (7.1%), American
Indian (1.4%) and Asian (1.4%) students. Some also identified as multi-racial (11.6%) or other (3.6%).

Data analysis
We collapsed ethnicity categories into white and non-white because sample size did not allow more
fine grained divisions in our models. We compared ethnicity and gender in our sample to population
data through the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, and found the sample representative
on both measures (z = 0.492, p = 0.622 for ethnicity; z = 1.69, p = 0.091 for gender).
The only variable that was associated with a scale was CCC, and we completed a post hoc confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to measure construct validity for our CCC scale using structural equation
modeling. This method compares the covariance matrix of a hypothesized model of a construct to an
observed matrix (Schreiber et al. 2006). Similarity between hypothesized and observed models supports
the notion that the underlying construct(s), or factor(s) of interest are related to the observed scales in
hypothesized ways. Our hypothesized model includes four observed variables (individual survey items)
that are associated with one construct (CCC) (Figure 1).
For each other variable, we first centered responses around zero. We used a single question to
measure acceptance of global warming (GW), human causes (HC) (Table S1), discussion with friends
and discussion with family (Table S3). For the perceived acceptance of AGW among friends and family,
we combined several questions (Figure 2, Table S2). To measure perceived acceptance among friends,
we multiplied responses to student acceptance that (1) GW is happening and (2) caused by humans
with responses to the questions asking how many friends shared their views on each of these points.
Because responses were centered around zero, multiplying these responses created scales such that
low scores meant students perceived that none of their friends accept AGW and high scores meant they
perceived that all of their friends accept AGW. For instance, if a student scored high on acceptance that
GW is happening and low on how many of their friends share their viewpoints, the product would be a
negative score, indicating they perceive that few of their friends think GW is happening. We summed
these two products to create one variable for perceived acceptance among friends. We formed the
perceived acceptance of AGW among family variable in the same way (Figure 2).
We used multiple linear regression to model how personal acceptance of AGW, perceived acceptance
of AGW among friends and family, and frequency of discussion with friends and family predicted CCC
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Figure 1. CFA of the risk perception scale.
Notes: All coefficients are standardized and significant (p < 0.001), e = error. Root mean squared error of approximation = 0.021, comparative fit
index = 0.998, standardized root mean squared residual = 0.021.

using STATA software version 12.1. We also tested for an interaction between perceived acceptance of
AGW and discussion, but none of these interaction terms were significant in any of the models so we
excluded them. We also controlled for gender, ethnicity, and age, but only gender was significant in
any of the models, so we excluded ethnicity and age.
We also used Akaike’s information criterion corrected for small sample size (AICc) to compare several
competing models. Each of our variables of interest (personal acceptance of AGW, perceived acceptance

Figure 2. Derivation of personal acceptance of AGW, perceived acceptance of AGW among friends and family, and frequency of
discussion of AGW with friends and family.
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of AGW among friends and family, and frequency of discussion with friends and family) could be represented as composite variables or individually (e.g. personal acceptance of AGW = personal acceptance of climate change [CC] and human causes [HC]; Figure 2). Each pair of individual variables were
correlated: personal acceptance of HC and personal acceptance of GW (r = 0.44, p < 0.001), perceived
acceptance of AGW among family and perceived acceptance of AGW among friends (r = 0.51, p < 0.001),
and discussion of GW with family and discussion of GW with friends (r = 0.40, p < 0.001). Because each
of these pairs of variables were potentially collinear in the regression model and we were interested
in the most parsimonious model for predicting CCC, we tested a series of eight models that included
each possible combination of the combined vs. separate variables (Table 1). We compared these models
using AICc to select among this set of models to predict CCC (Burnham and Anderson 2004). In selecting
our final models, we relied on the recommendation that models with delta AICc of less than 2 should
all be considered (Burnham and Anderson 2002).

Downloaded by [108.228.246.105] at 04:38 03 May 2016

Results
Personal acceptance of GW ranged from −4 to +4 and personal acceptance of HC ranged from −2 to
+2. Histograms revealed distributions skewed left with average scores of 1.98 (SD = 1.92) and 0.85
(SD = 1.20), respectively. Perceived acceptance of AGW among friends and family scores ranged from
−22 to +24. A histogram revealed a symmetric distribution with an average score of −0.70 (SD = 8.15).
Frequency of discussion among friends and family scores ranged from −4 to +2, and the histograms
were skewed right with averages of −1.48 (SD = 0.74) and −1.20 (SD = 0.88), respectively. Concern
scores ranged from 1 to 17, and were symmetrically distributed (mean = 9.33; SD = 3.66). For results
for individual items, see the online Supplemental information.
Reliability of the CCC scale (α = 0.61) was consistent with accepted level of 0.60 for exploratory
analysis (Hair et al. 2010) and similar to that found in other studies on risk perception (Betz and Weber
2002). CFA results associated with the CCC scale indicated acceptable levels of goodness of fit tests
(root mean squared error approximation = 0.021, comparative fit index = 0.99, and standardized root
mean squared residual = 0.021; Figure 1). Guidelines for measures we used below are as follows: root
mean squared error of approximation: <0.06–0.08, comparative fit index: ≥0.95, standardized root mean
squared residual ≤0.08. Significant relationships between observed variables and the latent variable
paired with acceptable goodness of fit measure supports acceptable construct validity (Schreiber
et al. 2006).
Table 1. Model comparison using AIC (n = 426).
Candidate model
1. Acceptance of AGW + perceived belief among friends and family + discussion with friends and family + gender
2. Acceptance of GW + acceptance of HC + perceived belief among friends
and family + discussion with friends and family + gender
3. Acceptance of AGW + perceived belief among friends and family + discussion with family + discussion with friends + gender
4. Acceptance of AGW + perceived belief among family + perceived belief
among friends + discussion with friends and family + gender
5. Acceptance of GW + acceptance of HC + perceived belief among friends
and family + discussion with friends + discussion with family + gender
6. Acceptance of GW + acceptance of HC + perceived belief among
family + perceived belief among friends + discussion with friends and
family + gender
7. Acceptance of AGW + perceived belief among friends + perceived belief
among friends + discussion with family + discussion with friends + gender
8. Acceptance of GW + acceptance of HC + perceived belief among
friends + perceived belief among friends + discussion with family + discussion with friends + gender

df
5

−2nL
2122.50

AICc
2132.64

6

2121.68

2133.88

1.24

6

2122.03

2134.23

1.58

6

2122.50

2134.70

2.05

7

2121.19

2135.46

2.82

7

2121.68

2135.95

3.31

7

2122.03

2136.30

3.65

8

2121.19

2137.54

4.89

Delta AICc
0.00
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Model selection through AICc supported three models (Table 1). Model 1 included all three combined
variables (personal acceptance of AGW, perceived acceptance among friends and family, and discussion
with friends and family; df = 7, AICc = 2132.6, Akaike weight = 0.33). Model 2 considered personal acceptance separately (acceptance of GW and acceptance of HC; df = 6, AICc = 2133.9, Akaike weight = 0.19),
and Model 3 considered discussion with friends and family separately (k = 7, AICc = 2134.2, Akaike
weight = 0.15).
We found support for hypotheses one and two, and partial support for hypothesis three. Personal
acceptance of GW and HC were positively related to CCC whether considered together or separately
(hypotheses one, Table 2, Figure 3(A)). Personal acceptance of AGW was the strongest predictor of CCC
(Figure 3(A)) and when acceptance of GW and HC were considered separately, acceptance of GW was
a better predictor of CCC than acceptance of HC (Model 2 of Table 2). Perceived acceptance of AGW
among friends and family was also a positively related to CCC (hypothesis two; Table 2, Figure 3(B)).
We found that increased discussion of GW among both friends and family were positive predictors of
CCC (hypothesis three), but that when considered separately, discussion among family had a stronger
association with CCC than discussion among friends (Model 3 of Table 2, Figure 3(C)). The interaction
between perceived acceptance of AGW among friends and family and frequency of discussion of AGW

Table 2. Predictors of CCC among middle school students (n = 426).
Model 1
Variable
Personal
acceptance
of global
warming
Perceived
acceptance
of human
causes
Personal
acceptance
of AGW
Perceived
acceptance
of AGW
among
friends/
family
Frequency of
discussion
with friends
Frequency of
discussion
with family
Frequency of
discussion
of GW with
friends and
family
Student
gender*
Constant

Std.
beta

Beta

SE

Model 2
p

0.457

0.625

0.054

<0.001

0.116

0.052

0.018

0.004

Model 3

Std.
beta
0.359

Beta
0.683

SE
0.084

p
<0.001

0.168

0.515

0.134

0.001

0.114

0.051

0.018

0.005

0.261

0.704

0.108

<0.001

0.260

0.699

0.108

<0.001

0.182

1.342

0.287

<0.001

0.178

1.310

0.289

<0.001

8.740

0.400
Ra2 = 0.354

8.667

0.389
Ra2 = 0.356

Std.
beta

Beta

SE

p

0.457

0.625

0.054

<0.001

0.116

0.052

0.018

0.004

0.117

0.579

0.212

0.006

0.193

0.801

0.180

<0.001

0.180

1.326

0.288

<0.001

8.684

0.408
8.740
Ra2 = 0.356

0.400

Notes: Here we report three competing models that AIC supports as candidates for predicting climate change concern.
Model 1 considers personal acceptance as a combination of acceptance of global warming and acceptance of human causes
(anthropogenic global warming [AGW]). Model 2 considers these personal acceptance variables separately. Model 3 considers
personal acceptance of AGW and discussion of GW among friends and family separately.
*0 = male, 1 = female.
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Figure 3. Predicted change in CCC associated with personal acceptance of AGW (A), perceived acceptance of AGW among friends
and family (B), frequency of discussion with friends and family (C), and gender (D).
Notes: Low and high values for A–C reflect predictions for the 10th percentile and 90th percentile values of independent variables. Gender was coded
male = 0 and female = 1, and values represent average concerns among boys and girls, respectively. All variables except for the one highlighted in a
given chart were held at their average values. Higher slopes represent higher effects sizes.

was not significant, indicating that the frequency of discussion did not affect the relationship between
perceived acceptance among friends and family and CCC. We also found that girls exhibited higher CCC
than boys (Table 2, Figure 3(D)). The relative effect sizes of each independent variable are represented
in Figure 3.

Discussion
Personal beliefs may be most important
Our results suggest that perceptions of how friends and family view climate change predicted CCC
among adolescents, but building individual acceptance of AGW may be the best path to fostering concern for climate change among future generations. The positive relationship between perceived views
of friends and family and concern are consistent with previous research suggesting that descriptive
norms can influence conservation attitudes and behaviors (Cialdini 2007; De Vreede, Warner, and Pitter
2014; Peterson et al. 2012). In a context specific to adolescents and climate change, Ojala (Ojala 2015)
found that students who thought their friends and family were skeptical of climate change were more
likely to be skeptical themselves. Our results suggest that this relationship may extend to CCC, with
those students who perceive that their friends and family are accepting of AGW being more concerned
themselves. However, our results also suggest that personal acceptance was more strongly related to
CCC than descriptive norms. This may be explained by research suggesting that during adolescence an
individual’s attitudes and norms solidify and become more resistant to the influence of family and friends
(Vollerberg, Iedema, and Raaijmakers 2001). Encouragingly, this suggests informing adolescents of the
real risks posted by AGW may be more straightforward than among adults both because adolescents
are not unduly influenced by peer pressure in regard to AGW subject matter (this study) and climate
change knowledge seems to overcome the polarizing influence of worldviews among adolescents (Flora
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et al. 2014; Stevenson et al. 2014). Climate literacy efforts targeting adolescents such as the growing
repository of lesson plans available through the CLEAN network (Cleanet.org 2013) or presentations by
the Alliance for Climate Education (Acespace.org 2015) may be better investments than those targeting
adults. Future research should continue to explore the role of climate education in building CCC as well
as how concern levels change as adolescents reach adulthood. Further, personal acceptance of GW
may be even more important than acceptance of HC in predicting CCC among adolescents. Among
adults, acceptance of GW and HC are linked to support for adaptation vs. mitigation efforts, respectively
(Arbuckle, Morton, and Hobbs 2013; Bord, O’Connor, and Fischer 2000). Future research should address
if this dynamic is present among adolescents.
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Friends, and especially family, influence beliefs
Despite the critical role of individual acceptance of AGW, communicators and educators may be able
to capitalize on the influence of peers to strengthen climate literacy efforts. Adolescent risk literature
suggests that when family and friends influence concern and behavior, increasing social interaction
amplifies that influence (Maxwell 2002; Stanton et al. 2004). For instance, because teens tend to mirror
the behavior of peers in risk environments, researchers suggest encouraging interaction with peers
who are a positive influence will solidify favorable behavioral norms (Maxwell 2002). As adolescents
spend a considerable amount of time at school with peers, educators could encourage such positive
peer influence through group discussions and projects. Because increased climate change knowledge
seems to build acceptance of AGW among adolescents (Stevenson et al. 2014), teaching climate literacy topics through group discussions or projects or providing informal learning activities that allow
for peer interaction may build individual concern for climate change as well as form group attitudinal
norms through peer interactions.
Our results suggest that efforts to encourage interactions with family may be more important in
shaping CCC than similar efforts focused on peers. In related research, communication with friends
and family was associated with lower instances of de-emphasizing the seriousness of climate change
(Ojala 2013) and descriptive norms of friends and family predicted climate skepticism (Ojala 2015). In
both of these studies, the influence of family was more important than that of friends, and our study
suggests this also may extend to CCC as discussion with family was slightly more important than with
friends. This is not surprising as parents are likely the most important social influences on young people
(Bandura 1977), even in the context of forming worldviews (Vollerberg, Iedema, and Raaijmakers 2001).
As worldviews predict CCC among adolescents, particularly at low levels of climate change knowledge
(Stevenson et al. 2014), the stronger association between discussion with parents over peers with CCC
may be linked to how parents contribute to the worldviews of their children. Future research should
address whether worldviews of parents and their children predict CCC and whether descriptive norms
are reflective of the actual views of friends and family.

Discussion matters
We expected that increased discussion with perceived skeptics would be associated with climate change
skepticism among adolescents. However, our findings related to frequency of discussion and CCC suggest that discussion even with perceived skeptics may build concern for climate change. Somewhat
surprisingly, discussion of climate change with both friends and family was positively associated with
CCC regardless of the perceived level of acceptance of the other party. As adolescents tend to mirror
the climate change perceptions of their parents (Mead et al. 2012; Ojala 2013) and imitate peers in a
host of risk behaviors (Gardner and Steinberg 2005; Maxwell 2002), we would expect that discussion
with friends and family who adolescents perceive as skeptical of AGW would build skepticism and thus
lower CCC. Despite our finding being somewhat counterintuitive, Mead et al. (2012) found adolescents’ climate change perceptions mirror those of their parents’, but adolescents families who discuss
climate change are more likely to seek information about the topic, regardless of level of concern (Mead
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et al. 2012). Engagement stemming from discussion may result in heightened concern somewhat independently from personal beliefs held by discussants. This may be explained by research suggesting
high levels of discussion support persistent salience of most issues (Wyatt, Katz, and Kim 2000). Future
research could address whether adolescents are influenced by discussions or initiate them as they
become more concerned. As discussion may build issue saliency and CCC, encouraging adolescents
to talk about the issue may be a key step in ensuring that future voters and decision makers are united
in purpose in addressing climate change.
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Demographic factors
Although not part of our initial hypotheses, our finding that females were more concerned about climate
change than males highlights avenues for further research. Among adults, women tend to be more
concerned than men about climate change and a host of other environmental threats (Finucane et al.
2000; McCright 2010; Smith and Leiserowitz 2012; Zia and Todd 2010). This may be related to findings
that women have more pro-environmental attitudes than men, which some researchers attribute to
a more emotive or relational view of the environment (Carrier 2009), more future-oriented thinking
(Joireman and Liu 2014), or higher likelihood to apply their values to environmental problems (Stern,
Dietz, and Kalof 1993). Another explanation may be that women and men are socialized differently,
which can result in differing levels of environmental concern and trust in science (McCright 2010).
Further, women may experience lower positions of power and be socialized to perceive their positions
as less powerful, making women more likely to assign higher risk in a variety of contexts (Finucane et
al. 2000). Several studies have found that women perceived climate change as higher risk than men
(McCright 2010; Zia and Todd 2010). Studies have considered gender as a predictor of CCC among
adolescents and found no relationship among US students (Mead et al. 2012) and that Swedish boys
had higher levels of climate skepticism than girls (Ojala 2015).However, our study suggests that CCC
associated with gender are parallel between adults and teenagers. Future research should address if
gender socialization activities that influence concern among adult women also operate as a causal
factor among girls.

Conclusions
Current adolescents will become voters, policy makers, and leaders during the years in which climate
change conservation challenges are most fully realized (IPCC 2014), so ensuring they are united in their
commitment to respond is critical. Promisingly, climate literacy efforts may be more effective among
adolescents than adults in building CCC (Stevenson et al. 2014), suggesting that current efforts to
bring climate literacy into K-12 settings may build personal acceptance of AGW among adolescents.
Personal acceptance seems to be a key predictor of CCC, but this concern may be further developed
through encouraging discussions among friends and family. As climate change is projected to effect
everything from biodiversity to personal health (Mills, Gage, and Khan 2010; Pacala and Socolow 2004),
parents, communicators, and educators, and conservationists should add climate change to the list of
talking points essential to ensuring adolescents are prepared to be healthy adults, engaged citizens,
and sustainers of the planet.

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Renee Strnad, Susan Moore, and the teachers and students that participated in this project.

Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Environmental Education Research 

11

Funding
This work was supported by North Carolina Sea Grant [Project number 2012-R/12-HCE-5].

Notes on contributors
Kathryn Stevenson is a postdoctoral researcher in the Fisheries, Wildlife & Conservation Biology Program in the Forestry &
Environmental Resources department at NC State University. She studies adolescents' perceptions of the environment and
conducts evaluative research of environmental education. She has published 11 peer-reviewed papers in journals ranging
from environmental education to science education to conservation and has one book chapter on outdoor education in
press with Routledge.

Downloaded by [108.228.246.105] at 04:38 03 May 2016

Nils Peterson is an associate professor in the Fisheries, Wildlife & Conservation Biology Program in the Forestry &
Environmental Resources Department at NC State University. He studies human dimensions of wildlife and conservation
biology and has published widely in conservation, wildlife, and environmental education journals. He has also written
three books, including The Housing Bomb.
Howard Bondell is an associate professor in the Statistics Department at NC State University. He is interested in variable
and model selection, classification, clustering, robust estimation and inference, and nonparametric and semiparametric
statistics. He has published widely in statistics journals a well as those related to wildlife, leisure, health, and environmental
education.

References
Acespace.org. 2015. “Alliance for Climate Education.” https://acespace.org/.
Arbuckle, J. Gordon, Lois Wright Morton, and Jon Hobbs. 2013. “Farmer Beliefs and Concerns about Climate Change and
Attitudes toward Adaptation and Mitigation: Evidence from Iowa.” Climatic Change 118: 551–563. doi:http://dx.doi.
org/10.1007/s10584-013-0700-0.
Avi-Yonah, Reuven S., Reuven S. Avi-Yonah, David M. Uhlmann, and David M. Uhlmann. 2009. “Combating Global Climate
Change: Why a Carbon Tax is a Better Response to Global Warming than Cap and Trade.” Stanford Environmental Law
Journal 28: 2–50. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1109167.
Bandura, A. 1977. Social Learning Theory. New York: General Learning Press.
Betz, Nancy E., and Elke U. Weber. 2002. “A Domain-Specific Risk-Attitude Scale: Measuring Risk Perceptions and Risk
Behaviors.” Journal of Behavioral Decision Making 290 (Aug): 263–290.
Bord, Richard J., Robert E. O’Connor, and Ann Fischer. 2000. “In What Sense Does the Public Need to Understand Global
Climate Change?” Public Understanding of Science 9 (3): 205–218.
Burnham, K. P., and D. R. Anderson. 2002. Model Selection and Multi-Model Inference: A Practical Information-Theoretic
Approach. New York: Springer-Verlag.
Burnham, K. P., and D. Anderson. 2004. “Multimodel Inference: Understanding AIC and BIC in Model Selection.” Sociological
Methods & Research 33 (2): 261–304. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0049124104268644.
Capstick, Stuart, Lorraine Whitmarsh, Wouter Poortinga, Nick Pidgeon, and Paul Upham. 2015. “International Trends in
Public Perceptions of Climate Change over the past Quarter Century.” Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change 6
(1): 35–61. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/wcc.321.
Carrier, Sarah J. 2009. “Environmental Education in the Schoolyard: Learning Styles and Gender.” The Journal of Environmental
Education 40 (3): 2–12. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/JOEE.40.3.2-12.
Cialdini, Robert B. 2007. “Descriptive Social Norms as Underappreciated Sources of Social Control.” Psychometrika 72 (2):
245–262. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11336-005-1495-y.
Cleanet.org. 2013. “Educational Resources.” http://cleanet.org/clean/educational_resources/index.html
Cook, John, Dana Nuccitelli, Sarah A. Green, Mark Richardson, Bärbel Winkler, Rob Painting, Robert Way, Peter Jacobs,
and Andrew Skuce. 2013. “Quantifying the Consensus on Anthropogenic Global Warming in the Scientific Literature.”
Environmental Research Letters 8 (2): 1–7. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/8/2/024024.
Corner, Adam, Olga Roberts, Sybille Chiari, Sonja Völler, Elisabeth S. Mayrhuber, Sylvia Mandl, and Kate Monson. 2015.
“How Do Young People Engage with Climate Change? The Role of Knowledge, Values, Message Framing, and Trusted
Communicators.” Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change 6 (5): 523–534. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/wcc.353.
De Vreede, Catherine, Alan Warner, and Robert Pitter. 2014. “Facilitating Youth to Take Sustainability Actions: The Potential
of Peer Education.” The Journal of Environmental Education 45 (1): 37–56. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00958964.201
3.805710.
Desimone, L. M., and K. C. Le Floch. 2004. “Are We Asking the Right Questions? Using Cognitive Interviews to
Improve Surveys in Education Research.” Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 26 (1): 1–22. doi:http://dx.doi.
org/10.3102/01623737026001001.

Downloaded by [108.228.246.105] at 04:38 03 May 2016

12

K. T. Stevenson et al.

Dostie-Goulet, Eugénie. 2009. “Social Networks and the Development of Political Interest.” Journal of Youth Studies 12 (4):
405–421. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13676260902866512.
Finucane, Melissa L., C. K. Paul Slovic, James Flynn Mertz, and Theresa A. Satterfield. 2000. “Gender, Race, and Perceived
Risk: The ‘White Male’ Effect.” Health, Risk & Society 2 (2): 159–172. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/713670162.
Flora, June A., Melissa Saphir, Matt Lappé, Connie Roser-Renouf, Edward W. Maibach, and Anthony A. Leiserowitz. 2014.
“Evaluation of a National High School Entertainment Education Program: The Alliance for Climate Education.” Climatic
Change 127 (3–4): 419–434. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10584-014-1274-1.
Gardner, Margo, and Laurence Steinberg. 2005. “Peer Influence on Risk Taking, Risk Preference, and Risky Decision Making
in Adolescence and Adulthood: An Experimental Study.” Developmental Psychology 41 (4): 625–635. doi:http://dx.doi.
org/10.1037/0012-1649.41.4.625.
Gerber, Brian L., Anne M. L. Cavallo, and Edmund A. Marek. 2001. “Relationships among Informal Learning Environments,
Teaching Procedures and Scientific Reasoning Ability.” International Journal of Science Education 23 (5): 535–549.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/095006901750162892.
Godfray, H. Charles J., John R. Beddington, Ian R. Crute, Lawrence Haddad, David Lawrence, James F. Muir, Jules Pretty,
Sherman Robinson, Sandy M. Thomas, and Camilla Toulmin. 2010. “Food Security: The Challenge of Feeding 9 Billion
People.” Science 327 (5967): 812–818. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1185383.
Gravemeijer, K. P. 2009. “From a Different Perspective: Building on Students’ Informal Knowledge.” In Designing Learning
Environments for Developing Understanding of Geometry and Space, edited by R. Lehrer and D. Chazan. 45–66, New
York: Routledge.
Grønhøj, Alice, and John Thøgersen. 2009. “Like Father, Like Son? Intergenerational Transmission of Values, Attitudes,
and Behaviours in the Environmental Domain.” Journal of Environmental Psychology 29 (4): 414–421. doi:http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2009.05.002.
Grønhøj, Alice, and John Thøgersen. 2012. “Action Speaks Louder than Words: The Effect of Personal Attitudes and Family
Norms on Adolescents’ Pro-Environmental Behaviour.” Journal of Economic Psychology 33 (1): 292–302. doi:http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/j.joep.2011.10.001.
Hafstad, A., L. E. Aarø, A. Engeland, A. Andersen, F. Langmark, and B. Stray-Pedersen. 1997. “Provocative Appeals in AntiSmoking Mass Media Campaigns Targeting Adolescents – The Accumulated Effect of Multiple Exposures.” Health
Education Research 12 (2): 227–236. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/her/12.2.227.
Hair, Joseph H., William C. Black, Barry J. Babin, and Rolph E. Anderson. 2010. Multivariate Data Analysis. 7th ed. Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Hamilton, Lawrence C. 2011. “Education, Politics and Opinions about Climate Change Evidence for Interaction Effects.”
Climatic Change 104 (2): 231–242. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10584-010-9957-8.
Hanjra, Munir A., and M. Ejaz Qureshi. 2010. “Global Water Crisis and Future Food Security in an Era of Climate Change.”
Food Policy 35 (5): 365–377. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2010.05.006.
IPCC. 2013. Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assesment Report
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, edited by T. F. Stocker, D. Qin, G. K. Plattner, M. Tignor, S. K. Allen, J.
Boschung, A. Nauels, Y. Zia, V. Bex, and P. M. Midgley. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
IPCC. 2014. Climate Change 2014: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II, and III to the Fifth Assessment Report
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, edited by Core Writing Team, R. K. Pachauri, and L. A. Meyer. Geneva,
Switzerland.
Joireman, Jeff, and Richie Liu. 2014. “Future-Oriented Women Will Pay to Reduce Global Warming: Mediation via Political
Orientation, Environmental Values, and Belief in Global Warming.” Journal of Environmental Psychology (Oct). 40, 391–400,
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.09.005.
Kahan, Dan M. 2012. “Cultural Cognition as a Conception of the Cultural Theory of Risk.” In Handbook of Risk Theory:
Epistemology, Decision Theory, Ethics, and Social Implications of Risk, edited by Sabine Roeser, Rafaela Hillerbrand, Per
Sandin, and Martin Peterson. 725–759. Springer.
Kahan, Dan M., Ellen Peters, Maggie Wittlin, Paul Slovic, Lisa Larrimore Ouellette, Donald Braman, and Gregory Mandel.
2012. “The Polarizing Impact of Science Literacy and Numeracy on Perceived Climate Change Risks.” Nature Climate
Change 2 (6): 1–19. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/NCLIMATE1547.
Kollmuss, Anja, and Julian Agyeman. 2002. “Mind the Gap: Why Do People Act Environmentally and What Are
the Barriers to Pro-Environmental Behavior?” Environmental Education Research 8 (3): 37–41. doi:http://dx.doi.
org/10.1080/1350462022014540.
Leiserowitz, Anthony. 2006. “Climate Change Risk Perception and Policy Preferences: The Role of Affect, Imagery, and Values.”
Climatic Change 77 (1–2): 45–72. http://www.springerlink.com/index/10.1007/s10584-006-9059-9.
Leiserowitz, Anthony, Nicholas Smith, and Jennifer Marlon. 2011. American Teens’ Knowledge of Climate Change. New Haven,
CT: Yale Project on Climate Change Communication. http://environment.yale.edu/uploads/american-teens-knowledgeof-climate-change.pdf.
Litt, Dana M., and Michelle L. Stock. 2011. “Adolescent Alcohol-Related Risk Cognitions: The Roles of Social Norms and
Social Networking Sites.” Psychology of Addictive Behaviors 25 (4): 708–713. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0024226.
Marsick, Victoria J., and Karen E. Watkins. 2001. “Informal and Incidental Learning.” In New Directions for Adult and Continuing
Education 25: 25–34. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ace.5.

Downloaded by [108.228.246.105] at 04:38 03 May 2016

Environmental Education Research 

13

Maxwell, Kimberly A. 2002. “Friends: The Role of Peer Influence across Adolescent Risk Behaviors.” Journal of Youth and
Adolescence 31 (4): 267–277.
McCright, Aaron M. 2010. “The Effects of Gender on Climate Change Knowledge and Concern in the American Public.”
Population and Environment 32 (1): 66–87. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11111-010-0113-1.
McCright, Aaron M., and Riley E. Dunlap. 2011a. “The Politicization of Climate Change and Polarization in the American
Public’s Views of Global Warming, 2001–2010.” Sociological Quarter 52 (2): 155–194. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.15338525.2011.01198.x.
McCright, Aaron M., and Riley E. Dunlap. 2011b. “Cool Dudes: The Denial of Climate Change among Conservative
White Males in the United States.” Global Environmental Change 21 (4): 1163–1172. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
gloenvcha.2011.06.003.
Mead, Erin, Connie Roser-Renouf, Rajiv N. Rimal, June A. Flora, Edward W. Maibach, Anthony Leiserowitz, Rajiv N. Rimal, June
A. Flora, Edward W. Maibach, and Anthony Leiserowitz. 2012. “Information Seeking about Global Climate Change among
Adolescents: The Role of Risk Perceptions, Efficacy Beliefs, and Parental Influences.” Atlantic Journal of Communication
20 (1): 31–52. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15456870.2012.637027.
Meeusen, Cecil. 2014. “The Intergenerational Transmission of Environmental Concern: The Influence of Parents and
Communication Patterns within the Family.” The Journal of Environmental Education 45 (2): 77–90. doi:http://dx.doi.or
g/10.1080/00958964.2013.846290.
Mills, James N., Kenneth L. Gage, and Ali S. Khan. 2010. “Potential Influence of Climate Change on Vector-Borne and Zoonotic
Diseases: A Review and Proposed Research Plan.” Environmental Health Perspectives 118 (11): 1507–1514. doi:http://
dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.0901389.
Min, Seung-Ki, Xuebin Zhang, Francis W Zwiers, and Gabriele C. Hegerl. 2011. “Human Contribution to More-Intense
Precipitation Extremes.” Nature 470 (7334): 378–381. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature09763.
National Aeronautics and Space Administration. 2014. “Climate Change: Vital Signs of the Planet: How Do We Know?” Global
Climate Change: Vital Signs of the Planet. http://climate.nasa.gov/evidence/.
Nisbet, Matthew C., and J. E. Kotcher. 2009. “A Two-Step Flow of Influence? Opinion-Leader Campaigns on Climate Change.”
Science Communication 30 (3): 328–354. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1075547008328797.
Nisbet, Matthew C., and Chris Mooney. 2007. “Framing Science.” Science 316: 56.
Nolan, J. M., P. W. Schultz, R. B. Cialdini, N. J. Goldstein, and V. Griskevicius. 2008. “Normative Social Influence is Underdetected.”
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 34 (7): 913–923. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0146167208316691.
O’Connor, Robert E., Richard J. Bord, and Ann Fisher. 1999. “Risk Perceptions, General Environmental Beliefs, and Willingness
to Address Climate Change.” Risk Analysis 19 (3): 461–471.
Öhman, Johan, and Marie Öhman. 2013. “Participatory Approach in Practice: An Analysis of Student Discussions about
Climate Change.” Environmental Education Research 19 (3): 324–341. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2012.69
5012.
Ojala, Maria. 2013. “Coping with Climate Change among Adolescents: Implications for Subjective Well-Being and
Environmental Engagement.” Sustainability 5 (5): 2191–2209. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su5052191.
Ojala, Maria. 2015. “Climate Change Skepticism among Adolescents.” Journal of Youth Studies 18 (9): 1135–1153. doi:http://
dx.doi.org/10.1080/13676261.2015.1020927.
Pacala, S., and R. Socolow. 2004. “Stabilization Wedges: Solving the Climate Problem for the Next 50 Years with Current
Technologies.” Science 305 (5686): 968–972. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1100103.
Peterson, M. Nils, Tarla Rai Peterson, and Jianguo Liu. 2013. The Housing Bomb. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins.
Peterson, M. Nils, Brandi Thurmond, Melissa McHale, Shari Rodriguez, Howard D. Bondell, and Merril Cook. 2012. “Predicting
Native Plant Landscaping Preferences in Urban Areas.” Sustainable Cities and Society 5 (Dec): 70–76. doi:http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/j.scs.2012.05.007.
Pew Research Center. 2014. Climate Change: Key Data Points from Pew Research. 2013 vols. Washington, DC. www.
pewresearch.org/key-data-points/climate-change-key-data-points-from-pew-research/.
Rivis, Amanda, and Paschal Sheeran. 2003. “Descriptive Norms as an Additional Predictor in the Theory of Planned Behaviour:
A Meta-Analysis.” Current Psychology 22 (3): 218–233. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12144-003-1018-2.
Schreiber, James B., Amaury Nora, Frances K. Stage, and Elizabeth A. Barlow, and Jamie King. 2006. “Reporting Structural
Equation Modeling and Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results: A Review.” The Journal of Educational Research 99 (6):
323–338. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/JOER.99.6.323-338.
Smith, Nicholas, and Anthony Leiserowitz. 2012. “The Rise of Global Warming Skepticism: Exploring Affective Image
Associations in the United States over Time.” Risk Analysis 32 (6): 1021–1032. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.15396924.2012.01801.x.
Spence, Alexa, Wouter Poortinga, Catherine Butler, and Nicholas Frank Pidgeon. 2011. “Perceptions of Climate Change
and Willingness to save Energy Related to Flood Experience.” Nature Climate Change 1 (4): 46–49. doi:http://dx.doi.
org/10.1038/nclimate1059.
Sperling, D., and J. S. Cannon. 2010. Driving Climate Change: Cutting Carbon from Transportation. Burlington, MA: Academic
Press.
Stanton, Bonita, Matthew Cole, Jennifer Galbraith, Xiaoming Li, Sara Pendleton, Lesley Cottrel, Sharon Marshall, Wu Ying,
and Linda Kaljee. 2004. “Randomized Trial of a Parent Intervention.” Pediatric and Adolescent Medicine 158: 947–955.

Downloaded by [108.228.246.105] at 04:38 03 May 2016

14

K. T. Stevenson et al.

Stephens, Jennie C., Elizabeth J. Wilson, and Tarla Rai Peterson. 2015. Smart Grid (R)Evolution. New York: Cambridge University
Press.
Stern, Paul C., T. Dietz, and L. Kalof. 1993. “Value Orientations, Gender, and Environmental Concern.” Environment and
Behavior 25 (5): 322–348. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013916593255002.
Stevenson, Kathryn T., M. Nils Peterson, Howard D. Bondell, Susan E. Moore, and Sarah J. Carrier. 2014. “Overcoming
Skepticism with Education: Interacting Influences of Worldview and Climate Change Knowledge on Perceived Climate
Change Risk among Adolescents.” Climatic Change 126: 293–304. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10584-014-1228-7.
Tobler, Christina, Vivianne H. M. Visschers, and Michael Siegrist. 2012. “Consumers’ Knowledge about Climate Change.”
Climatic Change 114 (2): 189–209. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10584-011-0393-1.
Turral, H., J. Burke, J. M. Faurès, and J. M. Faurés. 2011. Climate Change, Water and Food Security. Rome: FAO.
Vollerberg, W. A. M., J. Iedema, and Q. A. W. Raaijmakers. 2001. “Intergenerational Transmission and the Formation of Cultural
Orientations in Adolescence and Young Adulthood.” Journal of Marriage and Family 63 (4): 1185–1198.
Vygotsky, Lev S. 1986. Thought and Language. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Weber, Elke U. 2006. “Experience-Based and Description-Based Perceptions of Long-Term Risk: Why Global Warming Does
Not Scare Us (Yet).” Climatic Change 77 (1–2): 103–120. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10584-006-9060-3.
White, Katherine M., Joanne R. Smith, Deborah J. Terry, Jaimi H. Greenslade, and Blake M. McKimmie. 2009. “Social Influence
in the Theory of Planned Behaviour: The Role of Descriptive, Injunctive, and in-Group Norms.” British Journal of Social
Psychology 48 (1): 135–158. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/014466608X295207.
Wibeck, Victoria. 2013. “Enhancing Learning, Communication and Public Engagement about Climate Change – Some
Lessons from Recent Literature.” Environmental Education Research 20 (Sep): 1–25. doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/135
04622.2013.812720.
Wyatt, Robert O., Elihu Katz, and Joohan Kim. 2000. “Bridging the Spheres: Political and Personal Conversation in Public
and Private Spaces.” Journal of Communication 50 (1): 71–92.
Zia, Asim, and Anne Marie Todd. 2010. “Evaluating the Effects of Ideology on Public Understanding of Climate Change
Science: How to Improve Communication across Ideological Divides?” Public Understanding of Science 19 (6): 743–761.
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0963662509357871.

The author has requested enhancement of the downloaded file. All in-text references underlined in blue are linked to publicatio

