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Abstract
To broaden our understanding of global climate change (GCC), this article presents results from an ongoing
longitudinal research project that investigates public GCC risk perceptions in nine countries focusing on
different perceptions important in policy formulation. A key goal of the study is to understand which nations
express similar or different viewpoints with respect to explanatory factors such as threat perceptions, hazard
experience, socio-demographics, knowledge of climate change, and other factors found in the environmental
hazards literature. Despite many variances in GCC perceptions among the surveyed national populations, the
analysis shows that some differences are marginal, while others allow the grouping of countries based on
different perception factors. Survey results reveal a high degree of uncertainty with regards to climate change
dimensions including risk, science, knowledge, and policy approaches to mitigate GCC.
Keywords: public perceptions, global climate change, international survey, country comparison, public policy
support and behavior
1. Introduction
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (IPCC) first working group concluded in its 2013 assessment
report with 95% certainty that human behavior is the principal factor for rapid global climate change (GCC)
recorded over the past decades (IPCC, 2013). Despite scientific consensus, public perceptions of climate change
have shown widespread responses, high levels of uncertainty, and variation among various cultural groups. This
variation is not well understood with regard to the level of differences and causes. Kahan et al. (2011) argued
that understanding public perceptions of climate change risk requires knowledge of social values, place, or
cultural characteristics, among other social values.
Previous research has focused on GCC impacts and the underlying science, failing to account for local impacts
residents face and often perpetuating the idea that “global” changes affect “other” places (Moser 2006).
Wardekker (2004) pointed out that communication efforts relevant to GCC do not acknowledge the importance
of risk perceptions, specifically asking how science converges with uncertainties, moral dilemmas, the meaning
of risk, as well as various other cultural explanations. These findings highlight the need to improve our
understanding of public climate change perceptions. Unlike natural disasters, the concepts and knowledge of
GCC impacts are relatively new. How people perceive climate change threats and the factors that explain these
perceptions may be quite different than other natural hazards found in the environmental and social science
literature due to differences that characterize GCC hazards (Burton, Kates, & White 1978; Slovic, 2010). The
nature of the GCC hazard is also different from other natural hazards. While there is general agreement that the
causes of GCC are anthropomorphic, it is uncertain when and how GCC will manifest itself, for example, into
drought or abundant rain and flooding.
To develop effective policies for climate change mitigation and adaptation, it is paramount to understand how the
public perceives these threats and to identify the underlying factors (Moser, 2010), but little data exist on how
the causes of public risk perceptions; spatiotemporal hazards; and our ability and willingness to mitigate or adapt
to GCC through behavioral changes and policy support (Leiserowitz, 2010; Schneider, Rosencranz, Mastrandrea,
& Kuntz-Duriseti, 2010). To broaden our understanding of public perceptions and attitudes of GCC, this paper
reports results from an ongoing longitudinal research project in nine countries, focusing on various dimensions
of public GCC risk perceptions. One objective is to gain knowledge of the extent to which nations express
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similar or different viewpoints and perceptions with respect to climate change risk factors. Besides national and
cultural differences, personal experience of the hazard has been suggested as an explanatory factor. We have
ample evidence that perceptions of natural hazards vary based on the characteristics of the hazard, e.g., in
catastrophic versus non-catastrophic threats, long term versus sudden, illustrated by droughts versus tornadoes.
Much of this work was reported by Paul Slovic (2010). Perceptions can also change over time (Tate et al. 2003),
e.g., recent studies show increased concern over nuclear power plants following the Fukushima nuclear accent in
Japan (Mah et al., 2014; Kim et al., 2014) Lastly, risk perceptions vary by the nature of the hazard in terms of
consequences, level of uncertainty, whether the hazard is voluntary, known or unknown, and dread, among other
heuristics (Slovic, 2010). This paper contributes the rich and robust history of hazards research and societal
response to natural disaster threats in the social sciences (Barrows, 1923; White, 1974; Mitchell, 1990; Cutter,
Mitchell, & Scott, 2000) by addressing and explaining a broad array of perceived threats from GCC in nine
nations.
1.1 Study Sites
Nine countries were selected for the study. These countries are relevant to the global efforts of mitigating and
adapting to GCC. The United States (US) is an obvious choice, as it a) is a Superpower, b) is the richest country
in the world, and c) has the second highest GHG emissions (World Bank, 2014a). In addition, a significant
national political debate over GCC still is ongoing. The participation of the U.S. in global treaties to lower GHG
emissions is crucial to successfully adapt to GCC. Major natural disasters in the U.S. have been linked to climate
change in the media, and the little research on climate change perceptions that has been published originates in
the US. Therefore, the results and findings of this paper can be compared to earlier studies for validation
purposes.
Despite its level of economic development, Mexico (MEX) is still characterized as a developing country, has
experienced coastal storms, and has a strong policy interest in sustainability practices. It was therefore selected
as one of the nine countries for this study. Canada (CAN) was chosen because of its existing policies to reduce
GCC. Moreover, three of CAN’s major cities are ranked in the top ten cities of the world on the urban resiliency
rating system demonstrating the potential for effective adaptation (Barkham, 2014). Japan (JP) was selected,
because it is an island state and an important economic leader in the region. Additionally, Japan has much
experience with ocean tsunamis and storm surges and may be especially sensitive to climate change impacts due
to the location of its nuclear power plants. Brazil (BRA) plays a leading role in South America with the largest
economy of the continent (World Bank, 2014b). The Amazon, one of the largest ecosystems on Earth, makes
BRA extremely vulnerable to GCC impacts (Malhi et al., 2008). Germany (GER) was selected because if its
significant leadership role in the European Union (EU) and consistently strong support for international action on
climate change. Furthermore, GER was less affected from the recent economic downturn compared to other EU
countries and will probably have larger political capital in future years to impact climate change policy (Hill,
2011). In comparison, Spain (ESP) was heavily impacted by the worldwide economic downturn and
consequently has considerably reduced its financial commitments to renewable energy to offset these impacts
(Pew Research Center, 2010). Nevertheless, successful adaptation to sea level rise and extreme flooding events
will be key to ESP’s future, as ESP has an extensive shoreline and a tourism sector.
The Netherlands (NET) play a leadership role in implementing design interventions and adaptation policies, as
evidenced by the country’s ability to successfully cope with storm surges and sea level rise. However, its
strategies will be tested when sea levels rise as anticipated, because about 30 percent of the NET is below sea
level. Finally, the United Kingdom (UK) was selected for this study, as it plays a key role in international policy
support for climate change mitigation, but also may have internal differences on national policies toward the
issue. Certainly, this study can be expanded to other countries, which is part of ongoing research, as well as
conducing repeat studies over time to investigate longitudinal changes in perceptions and their causes. For
example, the authors are currently examining changes in GCC perceptions in Japan as a result of the Fukushima
nuclear disaster. At this juncture, however, the paper provides important findings on national public risk
perceptions and their role in GCC policy preferences.
1.2 Public Risk Perception Research
Early risk perception studies include the book “The Environment as Hazard” by Burton, Kates and White (1978).
Geographical research that initially focused on examining human behavior in the face of natural hazards has
influenced the more recent fields of sustainability, vulnerability analysis, and human-environment coupled
systems research. For instance, Short (1984) and Douglas and Wildavsky (1983) found that risk acceptance and
perceptions are embedded in cultural and social contexts, i.e. friends, family, coworkers, and respected public
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officials are responsible for transmitting many of the social influences affecting an individual’s response to
hazards.
The field has since added work on responses to technological hazards as well (Bowonder, Kasperson, &
Kasperson, 1985; Flynn et al., 1995). In psychology, the work by Paul Slovic (2000) has coined the field of
human response to both natural and technological hazards and disasters. Some influential findings on risk
perceptions emerged from interdisciplinary research on siting a proposed high-level nuclear waste repository that
included consideration of the social amplification of risk concept (Kasperson et al., 1988), public trust factors
(Pijawka & Mushkatel, 1991), and the role of scientific uncertainty. Recent studies also highlight the importance
of emotions for the decision-making process (Paton, 2008; NRC, 2010).
Over the past 20 years, our knowledge on public perception of GCC has grown extensively, particularly for the
US. (Leiserowitz, Maibach, & Roser-Renouf, 2010; Whitmarsh, Seyfang, & O’Neill, 2011; Fischer et al., 2012;
Jin & Shriar, 2013; Hagen & Pijawka, 2015). These studies inform us that risk perceptions have a significant
impact on people’s behavior and need to be considered when developing and implementing GCC policies
(Kahan, 2012; Akerlof, Maibach, Fitzgerald, Cedeno, & Neuman, 2013). Overall, existing GCC surveys show
that the public in the US generally acknowledges the existence of anthropogenic GCC and is highly concerned
(Dessai et al., 2004; DEFRA, 2007; Ockwell, Whitmarsh, & O’Neill, 2009). Yet, the level of public engagement
is low and pro-environmental behavior (i.e. support for renewable energy) is even less common (Whitmarsh,
2009; Moloney & Strengers, 2014). For example, few people go beyond advancing domestic energy
conservation and even less commit to behavioral changes.
Despite the broad scientific consensus on the reality, risks, and causes of GCC, widespread dissent exists among
the public with regard to GCC. Research found that the role of trust is critical in perceived risks of climate
change, and this factor has to be addressed (Slovic, 2000). The lack of public consensus on GCC risks may result
from distrust in the scientific information, lack of understanding, or distrust in the sources of the scientific
information.
The way the public thinks about the nature of GCC may result in misinterpretations of the GCC facts as shown
by Weber and Stern (2011). Misconceptions, such as the belief that greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are a type
of air pollution, result in public support for the wrong policies (Prinn, Reilly, Sarofim, Wang, & Felzer, 2005).
The considerable gap between expert assessments and lay understanding is exemplified in the current IPCC
report (2014) and other reports and publications (Thomas, Melillo, & Peterson, 2009; Hagen et al., 2016) that
focus specifically on GCC impacts in the US.
More recent studies found that insufficient knowledge and the lay public’s inability to assess technical
information does not explain differences between the public’s and the scientists’ level of concern. These studies
acknowledge that, while public GCC science understanding requires improvement, illiteracy is not the issue.
Instead, the reason that communication programs fail is the lack of acknowledgement of individual positions on
climate change due to varying values and cultural worldviews (Kahan et al., 2011). Little research has explored
these values and worldviews and how they impact people’s risk perceptions and their support for climate change
policies. Increasing our understanding of public risk perceptions would point out key areas that communication
programs could leverage to enhance the effectiveness of information dissemination. This study aims at building
this understanding by testing the level of public acceptance and support of various GCC adaptation and
mitigation strategies in nine countries.
2. Method
2.1 Sampling
Reliability was a key consideration in the study design. It was important to select countries that are relevant to
the global efforts of mitigating and adapting to GCC and to establish validity and authenticity within the
surveyed population samples. Household respondent data was needed for age, income, gender, and level of
education; these samples had to represent each of the regions in the national data set and all social groups in each
country. As the surveys were based on Internet panels, this was not assured from countries in Africa, which is
why they were excluded. This is an acknowledged shortfall of this research, which will be addressed in an
ongoing longitudinal multi-year initiative. Household were selected randomly within the parameters of
socio-economic variables and computer ownership. We sampled 7,327 households overall, with each country’s
sample size large enough to scientifically and adequately generalize to the larger population with a 95 percent
confidence level and a ± 4 percent margin of error. Within-country sample sizes range from 539 (CAN) to 947
(US) respondents (Figure 1). A literature-based theoretical framework was developed to guide the survey
questions instrument design and data analysis. The framework identifies important variables affecting how the
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public perceives GCC thhreats and the role of these pperceived threeats impacting the public’s ppolicy and behavior
towards cllimate change mitigation andd adaptation (F
Figure 2).

Figure 1. Spatial distrribution of surrvey participannts
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Figure 2. Thheoretical fram
mework
2.2 Surveyy Questions
Guided byy the theoreticaal framework, the survey covvered questionns relevant forr investigating risk perceptions of
and attituddes towards GCC,
G
the willingness to suppport mitigatiion and adaptaation strategiees. Questions were
divided intto thematic grroups. The firsst set of questions focused on the importannce the governnment should place
p
on a set off societal issuees including cllimate change (political salieence). The secoond set of queestions captured the
participantts’ level of aw
wareness and kknowledge of vvarious GCC tthreats. For exxample, questions focused on the
definition of GCC and if the particippants felt inforrmed about thhe impacts, caauses, and existing mitigatio
on or
adaptationn measures. Thhe third set expplicitly addresssed the publicc's perceptionss of GCC riskss, threats, and level
of concernn about possible GCC impaccts. Other questions presenteed survey partticipants with scientific factss and
statementss about GCC too ascertain attiitudes about G
GCC, its causess, risks, and beeliefs regardingg scientific datta, as
well as cauuses of GCC, support
s
for rennewable energyy, and other peerceptual and aattitudinal factoors.
2.3 Statistiical Methods Applied
A
Various staatistical methoods were appliied throughoutt the study, guuided by the hyypothesis that public percep
ptions
of GCC, associated threaats and risks, ssaliency of thee issue, and accceptable publiic strategies vaary internation
nally.
The key statistical conncepts appliedd to test the hypotheses w
were descriptive methods ssuch as frequ
uency
distributions and averagges, multiple rregression, andd stepwise reggression. As m
most responsess were reporte
ed on
scales, meean responses on
o these scaless were reported for cross couuntry comparison. The Krusskal-Wallis testt was
used to exxplore if answeers varied significantly betweeen countries (Field, 2013). Using Kruskaal-Wallis for te
esting
also yieldeed average rank scores and iddentifies outlieers among the sampled counttries.
3. Results
3.1 Level oof Concern
At the inteernational leveel, the majorityy of people paarticipating in this study werre concerned aabout adverse GCC
impacts. M
More than 80 percent of thhe respondentss expressed att minimum soome concern; almost 32 percent
expressed high concern. Only 6 percennt indicated thaat they are not concerned at aall.
M
and BRA stand out for eexpressing thee greatest levells of concern (F
Figure 3). In CAN,
C
Of the nine countries, MEX
GER, over 70 percent of the respondents w
were ‘concerneed’ or ‘highly concerned’. Inn JP, the percen
ntage
ESP, and G
of particippants who are ‘slightly
‘
conceerned’ is largerr, with over 200 percent, than in all other coountries. In the
e US,
14.9 perceent of the respoondents are ‘noot at all concerrned.’, significantly more thaan in other couuntries.
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Figure 33. Country specific measurem
ments of conceern
Respondennts were askedd on a scale froom 1 to 5 how cconcerned theyy are about pootential impactts of GCC.
To investiggate why peopple are concernned with GCC
C, the survey assked respondeents to rate threee possible rea
asons
on a 5-poiint Likert scalee from ‘stronggly disagree’ too ‘strongly agrree’: (1) that G
GCC will be irrreversible at some
point; (2) tthat there is a lack
l
of politicaal will to preveent GCC; and (3) that they w
worry about thee impacts on future
f
generationns more than thhe impacts in ttheir life time.. Over 75 perccent of the resppondents (stronngly) agreed that it
will not bee possible to reeverse GCC. B
BRA and MEX
X exhibit the sstrongest agreeement with 52..8 and 67.9 percent
respectivelly. Almost 46 percent of all respondents w
worry about fuuture generationns, but not thee present. Peop
ple in
GER are m
most worried about the inteergenerational factor relativve to the otherr countries witth over 65 percent
(strongly) agreeing. GER
R is followed bby CAN (54 percent), BRA aand the NET ((51 percent), thhe US (45 perc
cent),
MEX (38.7 percent), JP
P (37 percent), the UK (36 ppercent), and E
ESP (34 perceent). Political ssaliency, i.e. where
w
populationns rank GCC or
o global warm
ming among oother socio-ecconomic policyy problem areeas the government
addresses, is another cenntral factor off public GCC perceptions annd can be empployed as a m
measure of con
ncern.
Previous sstudies found that
t
GCC is coonsidered a loow priority issuue, especially in the US whhere climate ch
hange
and the ennvironment in general are cconsidered fairrly low nationnal priorities ((Ockwell, Whiitmarsh, & O'Neill
2009; Leisserowitz, Maibbach, & Roser--Renouf, 2010)).

Figure 4. Gllobal trends forr saliency of gglobal climate cchange
Respondennts were askedd on a scale frrom 1 to 4 what level of impportance the ggovernment should place on nine
governmenntal activities.
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Our surveyy supports preevious findinggs that, on the global scale, GCC is consiidered a low ssaliency issue.. The
survey meeasured politicaal saliency com
mparing nine ttopics on how
w important it is that governm
ment act on va
arious
problems, one of them is “reducing G
GCC”. Figure 4 illustrates thee frequency diistribution andd means for all nine
countries ccombined. Wiith an average of 3.12 ± 0.886, GCC is the least salientt issue for the combined sam
mple.
Only 38.33 percent thouught it was a ‘very importaant’ issue to act on, ratingg it far below
w crime, educa
ation,
employmeent, and povertty. The combinned results of tthe ‘level of cooncern’ and thee ‘political saliiency’ factors show
that climatte change shouuld be consideered as important, but is nott high on the ppolitical saliency scale. How
wever,
when we combine the ‘important’ annd ‘very important’ responses, saliency reesponses reachh 80 percent. That
percent off the public woould like theirr government tto engage in cclimate changee policies. By individual cou
untry,
GCC mitiggation is positiioned in the boottom third am
mong the nine problem areass outlined in Fiigure 4. In the UK,
the US, annd the NET, mitigating
m
GCC
C is ranked laast. 36.7 percent among the public in the NET view cliimate
change eitther as no or loow priority forr their governm
ment, followedd by 34.4 perceent in the US, aand 25.8 perce
ent in
the UK. W
With the excepttion of BRA, leess than half of the public in all other counntries believe thhat the government
should treaat climate channge as a high ppriority issue.
3.2 Risk Perceptions
Only 3.6 ppercent of the survey responndents believee that climate cchange will haave no negativve effects, but 79.9
believe inn moderate orr serious negaative consequeences from G
GCC over the next two deccades. Notewo
orthy
differencess between the nine countriees concerning tthe perceived severity of neegative conseqquences induce
ed by
GCC are iillustrated in Figure
F
5. With the exception of the NET, tthe UK, and thhe US, the pubblic expects serious
negative cconsequences from GCC. T
The majority of respondennts in MEX aand BRA feaar serious neg
gative
consequennces if future increases in global warmiing will occuur. In contrastt, almost 11 ppercent of the
e US
participantts do not belieeve that GCC w
will happen. T
This suggests tthat anthropogenic GCC is ddisputed by a much
m
higher porrtion of the US
S public compaared to any of the other eightt surveyed couuntries. GER, E
ESP, and JP sh
how a
comparablle frequency distribution
d
andd mean scoress ranging from
m 4.27 to 4.35,, suggesting thhat the respond
dents
anticipate moderate to serious negatiive impacts fr
from GCC oveer the next tw
wo decades. T
The third grou
up of
countries w
with mean scoores below 4.0 are the UK
K, the US, andd the NET, whhere the majorrity of particip
pants
assume sliight to moderate negative connsequences froom GCC.

Figure 5. Perceived leveel of hazard coonsequences frrom future globbal climate chaange
Respondennts were askedd on a scale froom 1 to 5 whaat they think thhe level of connsequences willl be of in case
e of a
substantial increase in global
g
warmingg resulting in G
GCC in the nexxt two decadess.
3.3 Public Support for GCC
G
Policy and Willingness to Change Behhavior
GCC policies at
a the
Our surveyy confirms ressults from previous studies finding that thhe public largeely supports G
national annd internationaal scale, but reesists tax policiies, especially in the US (Mooser, 2006; Leiserowitz, Maiibach,
& Roser-R
Renouf, 2010). Less than 255 percent of thhe respondentts think tax hikes are warraanted. Less tha
an 33
percent off the public suppport tax hikess for mitigationn policies.
We createdd additive indeexes from the individual policy questions to better whaat works in GC
CC strategies. GCC
adaption iis a more locaalized challengge compared to GCC mitiggation, because GCC impaccts vary region
nally.
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Therefore,, adaptation questions
q
havee to be designned more geneerally to allow
w internationaal participants with
different G
GCC impacts to answer the same questioons. The indexxes were basedd on how supportive the sa
ample
populationns were to the following
f
mitiigation and adaaptation measuures
Index A: Mitigationn policies (overrall support)
•

Improving the fuel efficieency of vehicles

•

Higher staandards for the energy efficciency of builldings, construuction, material production,, and
household appliances

•

Higher taxees for electriciity

•

20 percent of electrical ppower producedd from renewaables by 2020

•

Private secctor subsidies tto invest in alteernative energyy sources

•

Higher taxees and tolls onn roads

•

Require phhotovoltaics or solar panels oon building roooftops

•

Require higgher density deevelopments aand transit-orieented, mixed uuse developmennts

Index B: Adaptationn policies (overrall support)
•

Over the neext two decadees, require cities to improve coastal flood pprotection

•

The goverrnment (at thee national or federal level)) should manddate action bee taken from each
individual to personally ttake responsibility to reduce the threat of G
GCC

•

National governments shhould require action be takeen from local governments to reduce neg
gative
consequencces of GCC

•

National goovernments shhould support aaction to respoond to negativee impacts of GC
CC

Few respoondents are oppposed to any eeffort to mitigaate or adapt too GCC and onnly 7.2 percentt oppose mitigation
policies. S
Support for miitigation strategies total overr 57 percent. T
The NET and the US stand out with a rellative
strong oppposition to mitiigation policiees of about 16 percent compaared to less than 8 percent inn the remainin
ng six
countries. Of all responddents, at least 445 percent are in favor of miitigation policiies, but in the U
UK, the NET, GER,
and JP, at lleast 40 percennt also are unddecided whetheer or not to suppport any policcies that wouldd mitigate GCC
C. At
the global and national scale, the respponse pattern ffor adaptation support is sim
milar to the prreviously discu
ussed
mitigationn. In fact, arouund 7 percent ooppose, 27 aree uncertain, annd 65 somewhhat support adaaptation policiies in
general. N
Nonetheless, reesponses also point to signiificant differennces between the nine counntries. Answerrs by
survey parrticipants in the
t US suggesst a stronger oopposition to adaption poliicies than recoorded in any other
country. A
About 20 perceent of the US pparticipants aree against suppoorting adaptionn policies. Mooreover, the US
S and
UK are thee only nations without a majority support ffor adaptation policies.

Figuure 6. Frequency distributionn for behavioraal questions – gglobal trends
Respondennts were askedd on a scale froom 1 to 5 how
w much they arre willing to chhange their beehavior in the listed
l
areas to reeduce the causes of GCC.
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With regaard to the ninee nations’ willlingness to chhange behavioor to mitigate GCC, responnses suggest higher
likelihood for changes that
t
do not siggnificantly alteer routines or are more expensive (i.e., purchasing recy
ycled
paper andd energy saviing appliancess). This preseents an oppoortunity for both communiication and policy
developmeent, because more
m
than 50 percent of thhe respondents are willing to change theeir behavior in
i all
categories. Over 50 perccent indicated that they are (slightly) willinng to use public transportatioon more frequently
(Figure 6).. Yet, there is still
s hesitancy related to behaavior change inn terms of insttalling solar paanels (17.3 perrcent),
shop locall products (16 percent), and home insulatiion (18.3 perccent), as indicaated by the nuumber of undec
cided
responses This underscoores the importtance for imprroving the undderstanding of what factors iimpact the dec
cision
process.
3.4 GCC aas a General but not Personaal Threat
Our survey reveals thatt people generrally identify G
GCC as a serious hazard, bbut not autom
matically as a direct
d
threat to thhemselves. Figgure 7 presentts the results oof a categoricaal index that w
was created based on the pub
blic’s
threat percceptions of GC
CC over the loong-term a) theemselves, b) ppeople in theirr own country,, c) people in other
countries, and d) plants and
a animals. R
Results show thhat the public threat perceptiions show signnificant variation in
severity. W
While more thaan 80 percent oof the responddents in BRA aand MEX belieeve GCC will pose a high th
hreat,
less than 220 percent in the
t NET reachhed the same cconclusion. 155.2 percent in the UK, 30.0 percent in the
e US,
and 22.9 ppercent in the NET view GC
CC as a slightt threat. High levels of threaat are mostly perceived to affect
a
people in other countriees, plants, andd animals. Ovverall, only 333.4 percent peerceive GCC aas a high trea
at for
themselvess or their family. This indicaates that GCC iis perceived ass a distant risk..

Figure 7. The 50 year threatt perception off global climatee change
Respondennts were askedd, under the asssumption thatt GCC continuues to occur ovver the next 500 years, on a scale
from 1 to 44, how they woould rate the leevel of threat re
resulting from G
GCC.
Figure 8 ccompares the responses
r
on tthe amount off time it will taake until GCC
C impacts willl be experienced a)
globally annd b) locally. With
W exceptionns such as the NET and the UK, most resppondents belieeve that the impacts
are alreadyy visible somewhere on Eartth. Furthermorre, with the excception of the US, the categoory 'never' rece
eived
the lowestt level of agreeement amongg all participaants. Fewer peeople reportedd that impacts are already being
b
experienceed in their ownn region compaared to somew
where on Earth..
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Figure 8. Timeframe until GCC impacts will be experienced globally and locally
Respondents had to estimate how long it will take until negative impacts of GCC will be experienced a)
somewhere on Earth and b) in their region.
3.5 Country Similarities
Figure 9 positions the nine surveyed countries in a 3D cube based on the perceived a) level of personal concern
over GCC, b) personal level of threat, and c) governmental trust in terms of institutional management of risk.
The differences in mean scores among the countries are often only marginal, which allows to cluster the
countries. For example, the UK, JP, the US, ESP, and GER show strong similarities of the perceived GCC threat
level. The maximum difference in the mean scores for the three principal perception factors among the five
countries is less than 0.5. The level of perceived personal threat, CAN, BRA, and MEX, is the highest. The NET
is an outlier with regard to the perception factors mapped in Figure 9. Although the NET’s level of personal
concern over GCC and trust towards the government as risk manager are similar to the results of the UK, JP, US,
ESP, and GER, the perceived level of threat is below the threat level reported in any other country. This is in
large part because the country is already strongly engaged in adaptation activities and national policies, such as
levies and floodgates, due to its topography. Since a sizeable portion of the country is below sea level, the
population s is accustomed to the natural threats.
Figure 10 positions the nine nations on the three dimensions of adaptation and mitigation policy support and
commitment to behavioral changes. BRA and MEX show the largest level of support, not only being most
supportive of climate change polices, but also most willing to engage in behavioral changes to mitigate GCC. JP,
GER, ESP, and CAN also show similar responses. Another grouping consists of the UK and the NET, who are
similar in terms of behavior and in their low support for adaptation policies. The US show the least support
among the public for any climate change policy.
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Figure 9. Coountry comparrison of imporrtant risk perceeptions

Figure 10. Coountry compariison of public policy supportt and willingneess to change bbehavior
4. Discusssion
Our data ssupport the reesearch hypothhesis that publlic GCC perceeptions, measuured in terms of threat and risk,
political saaliency, and suupport for publlic mitigation aand adaptationn strategies, varry across counntries. Results show
s
that about 90 percent of the public in B
BRA and MEX
X are concerned about GCC, which is perceeived as a high
h risk
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that requires stronger governmental involvement. Contrary, the US, NET, and UK are the least concerned about
GCC threats, risks, and potential impacts. Overall, survey participants strongly support behavioral change to
mitigate GCC. Between 63.5 percent (JP) and 96.7 percent (MEX) were either willing or strongly willing to
commit to behavioral changes, with CAN, BRA, and MEX exhibiting the strongest will to implement changes.
Majority support were given to the options of using more recycled paper and purchasing energy saving
appliances by study participants. However, a change in travel behavior among the public is less likely. For
example, among the surveyed populations in the NET and the US, close to 25 percent dismiss the idea of using
public transit more frequently.
Our findings indicate that the public perception of GCC risk are in conflict with the findings and
recommendations provided by the scientific community. For instance, the public underestimates personal risks in
contrast to views of scientists that GCC is occurring (Pittock, 2009). As we see in this paper, the public varies in
their perceptions, exhibits high levels of uncertainty, and sees little risk to themselves in their local areas.
Additionally, there is little trust in institutional risk managers.
The high levels of uncertainty reported by the survey respondents present an opportunity for new communication
efforts. Many people are not sure about the danger GCC poses today and how it will impact future generations,
are undecided to support GCC mitigation strategies, and question the reliability of GCC information sources.
The comparatively high levels of public uncertainty and indecisiveness provide opportunities to influence public
behavior and perceptions by objective GCC coverage. If people can establish personal connections to GCC
impacts, it will likely increase their level of concern and support for mitigation and adaptation policies. Finally,
awareness of national disparities in tolerable policies is vital for reaching an agreement on international policies
and global targets. Thus, more in-depth survey research including diverse populations is necessary to allow more
country comparisons and obtain sub-national data.
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