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Abstract: The science–education cooperative venture “Our Common Future: ‘eKidZ’—Teach Your
Parents Well” explores intergenerational learning processes and the transfer of learning from the
younger to the older generation. Students acting as multipliers and their multiplication effect on
parents is part of the research setting: 20 high school students, in the role of researchers, investigated
the question of whether children who participate in the Climate Change Education (CCE) program
“k.i.d.Z.21” passed on their climate-change-related knowledge, attitudes and actions to their parents (n
= 91), in comparison to a control group (n = 87). Due to the annual increase in student participants in
the CCE project “k.i.d.Z.21” since 2012 (n = 2000), this article can build on the results of a questionnaire
regarding the school year 2017/18 (n = 100–120). A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA)
showed that the “k.i.d.Z.21” project has a multi-faceted knock-on effect on parents, constituting a
multiplier effect: increasing knowledge, and, above all, improvements to the child–parent relationship.
Additionally, measurable positive effects in the frequency and quality of climate change communication
between children and their parents have been observed (Spearman Rank Correlations), but a distinct
lack of positive effects regarding changing climate-friendly attitudes or actions have been noted
(Pearson Product–Moment Correlation). The importance of the child–parent relationship is a key
factor in bridging the knowledge–action gap, and is reviewed in the context of CCE.

Keywords: Climate Change Education (CCE); knowledge–action gap; intergenerational learning;
multiplier effects; child–parent relationship

1. Introduction

Although basic climate change knowledge has been available to the general public for decades [1,2],
there is still insufficient action regarding sustainability [3–5]. As such, Climate Change Education (CCE)
and Education for Sustainable Development (ESD) programs (dealing with climate-change-related
contents and methods) have become essential to promote sustainable changes in individual and
climate-friendly community actions [6–11].

As a result, the aim of the CCE project “k.i.d.Z.21” is to increase and strengthen climate change
awareness and promote and foster individuals to take necessary against climate change [12]. Positive
effects in increasing knowledge and awareness of students have already been observed, but it has been
demonstrated that changes in routines to climate-friendly actions are not a natural consequence
among the participants [13]. In this context, the so-called “knowledge–action gap” [4,14–16],
“attitude–behaviour gap” [17,18] or even the “value–action gap” [19–21] can be used to explain
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the phenomenon. However, apart from terminology, the aforementioned terms highlight the gulf that
needs to be bridged in order to promote pro-environmental actions and sustainability amongst the
wider population [3]. At least this is what knowledge–attitude–behaviour (KAB) models suggest [22]
or the knowledge–attitude–action (KAA) model, as it will be referred to here. Therefore, despite many
efforts, the transfer of knowledge, and subsequent implementation of knowledge, attitudes, values, etc.,
into real actions, is yet to be realized. Although sustainable and climate-friendly action is a relatively
well-researched topic, the real-world utilization of CCE/ESD information has yet to be satisfactorily
implemented. As a result, this paper aims to mitigate the knowledge–action gap by examining the gap
in the context of intergenerational learning processes (IGL), which focus on mutual learning between
the younger and older generation [23].

According to the slogan, “Teach Your Parents Well”, the Climate Change Education project “eKidZ”
tries to quantify intergenerational learning and the multiplier effect between children participating at
the CCE program “k.i.d.Z.21” and their parents concerning their climate-change-related knowledge,
attitudes and actions. In this sense, the multiplier effect is normally prominent. However, more
research is needed to determine its impact on the influence of children’s parents’ climate-friendly
decisions [24,25].

A reason for this might be a number of factors, which can either be beneficial or detrimental
and influence the intergenerational learning process and the multiplier effect in many ways [26–32].
Another course for the varying characteristics of the intergenerational transfer processes could be
different degrees of mutual influence between the generations. A reason for this is that parents often do
not perceive the knowledge they acquire from their children, especially with reference to transference
of environmental knowledge [33]. Additionally, it has been documented that the transference can
influence the parents to different degrees and is affected by the attitudes, awareness and/or general
actions of their children and the parents themselves [25,34]. Knafo and Galansky [35] have also stated
that more evidence is needed from naturally occurring parent–child interactions.

This point is therefore vital for this study as a contribution of multiplier effects and on bridging the
knowledge–action gap. Therefore, we investigate the question of whether the child–parent relationship
has a positive effect on the transfer of climate-change-related knowledge, attitudes and actions from the
younger to the older generation. Lawson et al. [36] highlighted that future research on intergenerational
learning would benefit from in-depth research on variables measuring the strength of the relationships
between children and parents (and thus, the frequency and the quality of the communication, which
seem to be an important factor in transferring knowledge, attitudes and actions). This study not only
contributes to prior research on the knowledge–action gap [4,14–16] by focusing on the child–parent
relationship, but also leads to authentic results by deeply involving young people, as the intensive
participation of students in the research process itself is a characteristic of transdisciplinary Climate
Change Education. Whereas initial insights into the research setting of this project “Our Common
Future: ‘eKidZ’—Teach Your Parents Well” (2016/2017–2018/2019) have been published [37], this paper
aims to investigate the findings and results of students’ research regarding intergenerational learning
processes and multiplier effects from the younger to the older generation.

2. Intergenerational Learning and Multiplier Effects

In contrast to the traditional assumption that the younger generation learns from the older, the
concept of intergenerational learning (IGL) today refers to a reversal of the learning process where
the “parents also learn from children” [38,39]. In this sense, not only younger people learn from their
elders but vice versa. Therefore, learning can be regarded as a common and alternating process that is
based on a lifelong approach [40,41]. Especially, intergenerational learning from the younger to the
particularly older generation seems to play an important role here [42–45].

The link between intergenerational learning and children’s transfer of knowledge, attitudes and/or
climate-friendly actions to their parents is themed in several studies, and is often referred to as a
multiplier, spillover or catalyst effect [24,31,43,46–48]. In this case, children who participate in an
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environmental program and affect their parents in their decisions concerning climate change can be
seen as multipliers or catalysts [26,28,32,46,49]. So, the process of transferring knowledge, attitudes
and/or actions from children to parents leads to the questions of “what and how” does this multiplier
effect occur?

It is already known that there are several influences on the multiplier effect; however, the various
effects and their interrelationship is yet to be confirmed [25,28,29,45,49]. Nilsson et al. [25] have noted
that the strength of the multiplier effect is dependent on context similarity, personality, self-identity
and/or framing, and it has been demonstrated that the link to intergenerational communication and
the relationship between children and parents does play an important role [36,46,48,50,51]. According
to this complex variety of influencing factors, it is not surprising that increasing knowledge does not
necessarily change attitudes or even actions [3,34].

Fortunately, some studies report that students participating in environmental programs do have a
positive effect in parents’ decisions concerning climate change. In this case, successful intergenerational
learning from children is apparent, e.g., general environmental conservation knowledge [52], flood
education knowledge [32], waste education actions [53] and energy conservation actions [54]. Lawson
et al. [45] advocate the effective and beneficial intergenerational learning effect from children to adults:

“Environmental education (EE) programs directed at children, but designed with
intergenerational learning in mind, also result in the successful transfer of environmental
knowledge, attitudes, and behaviours to adults. [ . . . ] it is clear that child to adult
intergenerational learning is possible, and provides an effective avenue to environmental
change that engages both younger and older generation”.

This statement is confirmed by their subsequent paper, where their study provides empirical
evidence of child-to-parent intergenerational learning associated with climate change concern, especially
amongst parents expected to be most resistant. In this context, communication is again connected to
intergenerational learning as their findings show increased family discussion around climate change as
a key factor in predicting changes in parents’ level of concern [36]. So, if a transfer process successfully
takes place and a child influences the decisions of adults [55–57], a child or the children can also
be called “effective agents” [33]. In summary, the influence of children over their parents is a topic
of focus in recent studies, which emphasizes the transfer of knowledge, attitudes and/or actions
patterns related to climate change [32,36,43,45,58]. In this case, Gallagher and Fitzpatrick [48] even
refer to intergenerational learning as a ”win–win situation” in creating opportunities for developing
relationships and positive opinions. Overall, the success of intergenerational learning depends on
the willingness to learn from each other and how children’s opinions are valuated in their family [43].
Lawson et al. [36] highlighted that the strength of relationships between children and parents could
also be essential for intergenerational learning and therefore affect multiplier effects.

3. Quality Child–Parent Relationship in the Context of Bridging the Knowledge–Action Gap

Why is there a difference between what people say and what they do? This is a broad and
multi-layered question. Early studies attempted to explain the relationship between knowledge,
attitudes and actions, and many presented their findings in a linear model. The idea is that
environmental knowledge leads to environmental attitudes, which in turn was thought to lead
to pro-environmental action. If this linear process was true, educating people about environmental
issues would automatically result in pro-environmental actions [3]. However, this fails to account for
that fact that our actions do not always occur as a result of rational thinking. Moreover, these linear
connections are multivariable, and a slight change to one factor can have unexpected consequences on
the other [59]. Numerous research fields (economics, psychology, education, tourism, environmental
sciences, etc.) have tried to understand or even influence this cause and effect relationship in the
psychology of human action. Darnton [22] attempted to clarify our understanding by creating action
models. However, it has been demonstrated that too many different networked variables can influence
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actions; these include knowledge, habits, values, attitudes, beliefs, emotions, ethical norms, and identity.
This list could be expanded to include numerous internal factors, such as interest and self-efficacy
experiences, as well as external factors such as social environment and political and institutional
conditions, which also influence everyday decisions and actions [60].

Due to its complexity and the diffuse effect of internal and external factors on human action,
focus on the relationship between children and their parents should bring a new perspective and
understanding to the discussion on intergenerational learning and the transfer of knowledge, attitudes
and/or actions [31,43]. Williams et al. [32] suggest family relationships as a key factor for successful
intergenerational learning. Conversely, intergenerational learning can also be seen as a means of
emphasizing the relations between generations [61].

Therefore, all variables should be viewed as a network in our mind, rather than the aforementioned
linear KAB model. This new proposed cross-linked KAA model, expanded to include the child–parent
relationship variable, is presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. A cross-linked knowledge–attitude–action (KAA) model depicting how the personal
relationship to knowledge, attitudes and actions and the intergenerational learning between a child
and parent functions (own graph).

In this cross-linked KAA model, children as well as parents are presented with their own mental
perceptions, associations and concepts about knowledge, attitudes and/or actions regarding climate
change. The triangle-shape demonstrates that all variables are linked together. As climate-friendly
actions are a crucial aspect of sustainability, they are located at the top. Moreover, the child–parent
relationship is located at the center of this model, and all of the other variables are linked to it, as it plays
the dominant role in this study. According to this model, the transfer of knowledge, attitudes and/or
actions between generations occurs via communication. Note, this might lead to intergenerational
learning and multiplier effects. This model compliments Knafo and Galansky’s [35] focus on further
research in child–parent relationship.

Communication plays an integral part in the child–parent relationship, and should therefore be
considered in our debate on bridging the knowledge–action gap. Indeed, Lawson et al. [36] provided
valuable insights, noting that, “[their] findings show increased family discussion around climate
change was a key factor in predicting changes in parents’ concern levels”. The authors also point
out that communicating climate concerns between children and parents successfully may reflect the
robustness of the child–parent relationship to any socio-ideological threats that adults may typically
associate with climate change. This indicates that the quality of the relationship and the communication
between children and their parents are important for making changes. Thus, children may provide a
communication pathway that is resilient to longstanding socio-ideological barriers to learning, caring
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and ultimately acting on climate change [36]. Quality intergenerational communication is a reciprocal
process, meaning that parents have to be willing to learn from their children and let them participate
in decisions on climate-change-related topics. Indeed, this condition must be met in order to bridge
the gap between knowledge and action [46,62].

4. Method

4.1. Research Design of the CCE Projects “k.i.d.Z.21” and “eKidZ”

The CCE project “’k.i.d.Z.21’—Competent Into The Future” [12] started as a joint venture between
Karl-von-Closen (KvC) high school (Germany) and the University of Innsbruck (Austria). Since the
initiation in 2012, around 120 students have participated in annual seminars, research weeks and
questionnaires. From 2012 to 2020, the project has slowly grown to 700 participants, and following
the involvement of a greater number of Austrian high schools in 2015, the participant number has
increased to 2000. The outstanding cooperation of all partners involved and the long-term cooperation
between the University and the various schools has led to the relative sample size being large enough to
enable quantitative research into numerous long-term multiplier effects, and document their influence
on the intergenerational learning process. Grasping this opportunity and with reference to CCE, 20
students from different 8th grade classes in KvC accompanied by scientists from the University of
Innsbruck were selected to take part in “Our Common Future. ‘eKidZ’: Teach Your Parents Well”
project for intergenerational learning and multiplier effect research. Figure 2 gives an overview on the
research design of the two closely connected CCE projects: “k.i.d.Z.21” and “eKidZ”.
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Both projects, “k.i.d.Z.21” and “eKidZ”, are based on theories related to CCE and ESD, e.g.,
science-education cooperation, transdisciplinarity, moderate constructivism and research-based
learning settings [12,37]. In “k.i.d.Z.21”, students gain more knowledge and higher attitudes in
various educational modules, but climate-friendly actions are not yet measurable. These education
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modules are beyond the traditional curriculum of the school program (see Appendix A) and are further
described and evaluated in Keller et al. [13].

In “eKidZ”, students and scientists complete research together—students generate their own
research questions and methods, and scientists foster a dialogue for developing a common questionnaire
on the topics of climate-related knowledge, attitudes, actions and child–parent relationship [37]. To
preserve the authenticity of the students’ scientific work, the questionnaire was subjected as much as
necessary to a further scientific selection procedure.

4.2. Data Collection

A two-group experimental design was setup. The groups were divided between parents whose
children had participated in the Climate Change Education project “k.i.d.Z.21” (=8th grade/n = 91) as
an experimental group and parents whose children had not yet participated in the Climate Change
Education project “k.i.d.Z.21” (=7th grade/n = 87) as the control group. Parents who had children in
both classes (7th and 8th grade) and parents of students participating in the research project “eKidZ”
were excluded. Pre-test pencil–paper interviews took place between September and October 2017, with
a follow-up taking place between July and October 2018. Parents who participated in both interviews
remain in the dataset, with a total of N = 178 cases. After data collection, the paper questionnaires
were entered into SPSS by the students and the scientists.

4.3. Data Analysis

First, the students used their questionnaire items to create the four factors of climate-related
knowledge, attitudes, actions and child–parent relationship for the statistical program SPSS. As the
students also had to decide on their own research process, no other scientific standards were applied
to this scientific procedure.

The knowledge factor includes items such as “How do you assess your knowledge about
climate change” and “How strongly are the following six phenomena influenced by climate change?
Melting of the polar caps—environmental refugees—shifting of the seasons—increasing flood
events—deforestation of the rainforest (neg.)—tidal change (neg.)”.

The factor attitudes mainly consists of the willingness to behave in a climate-friendly manner, e.g.,
to pay taxes on petrol or diesel-powered vehicles or to do without heating or electricity, as well the
belief that others, such as politicians, are responsible for it or the conviction to be able to do something
about climate change.

The factor actions is divided into mobility and consumption. Here, the variable consumption is
multi-faceted: from the purchase of electrical equipment to eating habits and living in climate change
friendly housing. So, besides general consumption action, a few variables are considered, namely, food
and housing.

The factor child–parent relationship is based on the following questions:

- How often do you talk to your child/children about climate change?
- How do you rate the quality of these discussions?
- How much do you agree with these statements [these changes] in relation to these talks?
- In which climate-impacting decisions does your child/children influence you?

A student came up with the idea to use the calculation method of a two-way repeated-measures
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) in order to reduce the family-wise-error-rate (FWER)
to 5 percent. The FWER is the probability of getting at least one false-positive finding within the
whole study. The MANOVA helps to control this type of error. So, after the factors were formed, the
statistical procedure MANOVA was applied to all five factors as dependent variables and the group
(experimental/control) as independent variable.

According to Bortz and Döring [63], interactions can only occur in experiments with two or more
independent variables. A significant interaction effect in analysis of variance means that both factors
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cannot be added together, but interact in a different way. This refers to an interaction where the effect
of one of the two variables is dependent on the effect of the other variable. The MANOVA showed an
interaction effect between the time of measurement and the group (school grade), F(5,173) = 3.36, p
= 0.006. However, there are no effects within the groups, F(5,173) = 2.06, p = 0.073, or between the
groups, F(5,173) = 0.95, p = 0.451. Therefore, the interaction is discussed in more detail.

4.4. Findings

The factors knowledge (r = 0.24) and child–parent relationship (r = 0.19) show a small interaction
effect [64], whereas in attitudes and actions no significant effects are measurable. Table 1 shows the
interactions between the time of measurement and the group (school grade). The within-group effects
(time of measurement) and between-group effects (school grade) are not listed here, since they were
not detected by the MANOVA before.

Table 1. Interactions showed by five subsequent two-way repeated measures ANOVAs.

Factor F p r

Knowledge 10.89 0.001 * 0.24

Attitudes 0.42 0.517

Action (Mobility) 0.01 0.921

Action (Consumption) 0.08 0.770

Child–Parent Relationship 6.78 0.010 * 0.19

* p ≤ 0.05. df1 = 1. df2 = 177. r = effect size of interaction derived from F-statistics.

4.5. Graphs

For graph interpretation, it is helpful to assess the following indications: if there is no interaction
and the factors “only” interact additively, the graphs shown in the interaction diagram are parallel. The
more they deviate from the parallelism, the more likely this is to indicate the existence of an interaction
effect [63]. In order to exclude coincidences in this context, a confidence interval (CI) can also be used.
If the center of the CI were the true mean of the population, 95 percent of the experiments would have
the measured mean within the 95% CI. The two lines of the graph are offset for reasons of clarity. The
time of measurement is nevertheless the same.

4.5.1. Knowledge

In Figure 3, the result formulated in the hypothesis can be seen very clearly. The knowledge of
the parents of the 8th grade students has increased above the knowledge of the parents of the 7th
grade students.
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This effect can be attributed to the “k.i.d.Z.21” project, as there is an interaction between school
grade and time of questioning on knowledge, F(1,177) = 10.89, p = 0.001. The “k.i.d.Z.21” project has a
positive effect on the knowledge of the parents of the respective year-group. The initial MANOVA
showed neither an effect of the measurement time alone nor of the grade level alone.

4.5.2. Attitudes

Figure 4 shows that the parents of the 8th graders in the first round of the survey have the same
attitudes towards whether and how to behave in a climate-friendly manner than the 7th graders. In
the second round of the survey, both grades have retained the same attitudes.
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The initial MANOVA showed no between-subject and within-subject effects. This also applies
to the attitudes. A two-way repeated measures ANOVA showed no interaction effect between time
and group, F(1,177) = 0.42, p = 0.517. In summary, this means that the attitudes of the parents have
not changed either over time nor by the “k.i.d.Z.21” project, and do not differ between 7th and 8th
grade parents.

4.5.3. Actions

The project divides climate-friendly actions into the four categories: nutrition, consumption,
mobility and housing. In the evaluation, the students decided on mobility and consumption. For this
reason, the two categories nutrition and housing are not mentioned here, but mobility and consumption
are represented in Figures 5 and 6.
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Figure 6. Students effect on parents action (consumption).

A two-way repeated measures ANOVA shows no interaction effect for mobility, F(1,177) = 0.01, p
= 0.921, or in consumption, F(1,177) = 0.09, p = 0.770. Within-subject effects and between-subject effects
are negotiated by the initial MANOVA. Thus, in both cases the actions of the parents have not changed
either over time or by the “k.i.d.Z.21” project and do not differ between 7th and 8th grade parents.

4.5.4. Child–Parent Relationship

As the child–parent relationship plays an important role in transferring knowledge, attitudes
and/or action, Figure 7 might be of interest in connection to intergenerational learning and the
multiplier effect.
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This graph of the child–parent relationship is similar to the graph of the knowledge as the interaction
can be seen very clearly. It is a picture-book like graph for an experimental effect. The relationship
between the children of the 8th grade and their parents has increased beyond the relationship between
the children of the 7th grade and their parents. A two-way repeated measures ANOVA shows an
interaction between school grade and time of questioning on child–parent relationship, F(1,177) = 6.78,
p = 0.010. This can be attributed to the “k.i.d.Z.21” project. The “k.i.d.Z.21” project has a positive effect
on the child–parent relationship of the parents of the respective year-group. As the initial MANOVA
found, there is neither an effect of the measurement time alone on the child–parent relationship, nor an
effect of the grade level alone.

4.6. Additional Null Hypothesis Testing (NHST)

Correlations between the factors of knowledge, attitudes, actions (mobility and consumption) and
child–parent relationship are tested and listed in Table 2.

Table 2. Correlations between all factors.

1 2 3 4

(1) Knowledge
(2) Attitudes 0.28 */0.37 *

(3) Child–Parent Relationship 0.01/0.27 * 0.12/0.13
(4) Action (Mobility) 0.09/0.07 0.17/0.13 0.01/0.02

(5) Action (Consumption) −0.02/0.05 0.05/0.14 0.11/0.05 −0.08/0.09

Note. * = p < 0.005. Bonferroni corrected level of significance = 0.00025, to achieve a FWER of 0.5% over the whole
table. Values are product–moment–correlation coefficients r. Values for both measurements are shown: pretest/one
year later.

The two significant correlations for the one-year-later measurement are listed below.

(1) A Pearson product–moment correlation shows an effect between knowledge and attitudes, r(177)
= 0.38, p < 0.001. The more knowledge one has about climate change, the more willing one is to
do something about it.

(2) A Pearson product–moment correlation shows an effect between knowledge and child–parent
relationship, r(177) = 0.28, p < 0.001. The greater the knowledge a child has about climate
change and the better the child–parent relationship, the more the child has influence in
climate-change-related communications, such as decisions in consumption, mobility, nutrition
and living.
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Product–moment correlations between frequency of conversations and their quality showed
following effects:

7th grade, pretest: r(84) = 0.28, p = 0.008.
7th grade, one-year-later: r(81) = 0.31, p = 0.004.
8th grade, pretest: r(87) = 0.47, p < 0.001.
8th grade, one-year-later: r(88) = 0.51, p < 0.001.

In summary, in the 7th and 8th grades, the quality of the conversations increases with frequency.

5. Discussion

This experiment as a longitudinal study shows to what extent the CCE project “k.i.d.Z.21” induces
intergenerational learning and multiplier effects from children to their parents in comparison to the
control group.

5.1. With Reference to the Question ‘What’ Do Students Multiply to Their Parents

The results illustrate that students in the CCE project, “k.i.d.Z.21” has positive effects on the
climate-change-related knowledge of their parents [F(1,177) = 10.89, p = 0.001] but no significant results
concerning the change of attitudes [F(1,177) = 0.42, p = 0.517] and climate-friendly actions [mobility,
F(1,177) = 0.01, p = 0.921,/consumption, F(1,177) = 0.09, p = 0.770], neither in the respective group nor in
the control group.

The general assumption that the transfer of knowledge, attitudes and/or actions are a linear
occurrence [22,65] can only be approximated by this study. This means that knowledge about climate
change alone does not necessarily culminate in climate action, which indicates there is a gap between
knowledge and action but also highlights that the chain of effects is not as linear as previously
thought [34,59]. So, the correlation, “the higher the knowledge about climate change, the higher
the willingness to do something about it “[r(177) = 0.38, p < 0.001] suggests some linearity between
knowledge and attitudes and might be therefore helpful in bridging the knowledge–action gap.
However, in our study evidence for changing action towards sustainability is still missing, for both
children and parents. This finding could be of interest to further research, as other studies have proven
that there is a positive learning effect between children and their parents’ actions [46,53,54]. Therefore,
the fact that this paper was able to monitor a positive knowledge transfer but not attitudes or actions,
while the aforementioned publications could, highlights we must first improve our understanding on
“how” multiplier effects work.

5.2. “How” Students Multiply to Their Parents

The hypothesis that the child–parent relationship is a key factor in intergenerational learning
processes can be confirmed by these findings. The project “k.i.d.Z.21” shows positive effects on the
relationship between children and their parents [F(1,177) = 6.78, p = 0.010]. This means that the
quality of the relationship between children and parents is present in multiplier effects, especially
in the transfer of knowledge and can be statistically proven, thus confirming Lawson et al.’s [36,45]
assumptions. This is due to climate change communication, because a positive correlation between
the frequency and the fact that the quality of climate-change-related discussions is measurable. Our
results underline the findings of Lawson et al. [36], and show that increased family discussion around
climate change is a key factor in predicting changes in parents’ concern levels (p = 0.048; Cohen’s f 2 =

0.36). So, the assumption that the child–parent relationship is a key factor in intergenerational learning
processes can be affirmed, but is it a key factor for bridging the knowledge–action gap as well?

5.3. Child–Parent Relationship for Bridging the Knowledge–Action Gap?

The project “eKidZ” has highlighted positive correlations between the child–parent relationship
and the transfer of knowledge: “the greater the knowledge a child has about climate change and
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the better the child–parent relationship, the more the child has influence in climate-change-related
communications, such as decisions in consumption, mobility, nutrition and living” [r(177) = 0.28, p <

0.001].
In this case, the correlation between intergenerational learning and the child–parent relation

as proposed by Brownell and Resnick [61] and Williams et al. [32] fit together. According to this
finding, the child–parent relationship factor does influence the transfer of knowledge. Although
a significant change in attitudes and actions has not yet been measured, the correlation between
increasing knowledge and child–parent relationship seems to be a fruitful way to contribute to the
research of bridging the knowledge–action gap. Even though the “gap” in this study was unable to be
closed, general evidence of children influencing their parents in their climate-friendly action due to
family communications has already been provided [36,45]. Hopkins [46], for instance, confirms action
changes due to intergenerational learning: “It is likely that a number of action changes in family resulted
directly from the amount of interpersonal communication that took place after the intervention”. So,
the proposed cross-linked model (KAA) with the additional factor of child–parent relationship might
be helpful in further CCE programs in which research is conducted with students, especially those that
involve intergenerational learning and multiplier effects for bridging the knowledge–action gap.

The research in this report therefore supports and confirms Knafo and Galansky’s [35] desire for
having more evidence of the factor child–parent relationship.

5.4. Further Learning Effects in CCE Projects “k.i.d.Z.21” and “eKidZ”

The results of the students’ study produced an interesting discovery, because stimulating
intergenerational learning and multiplier effects were not originally the main objective of “k.i.d.Z.21”.
Even then, students participating at the CCE program “k.i.d.Z.21” with positive effects in knowledge
and attitudes [13] did not transfer attitudes and actions to their parents. In this case, the initial working
hypothesis of the “eKidZ”students—“Changes in action are to be expected due to possible gains in
knowledge”—can be reconsidered critically but also seen as a positive vision with an empowered
young generation in the future. In order to support this statement and to give young people a voice,
we can confirm that students participating in CCE projects like “k.i.d.Z.21” can be seen as “effective
agents” [33].

Riede et al. [66] made a recommendation regarding CCE in the context of climate change
communication: “Especially, the fact that students are not instructed with knowledge and persuaded
to change their attitudes and/or actions, but instead encouraged to see climate change through their
very own eyes and come up with their very own ideas to tackle climate change challenges, ensures a
greater acceptance and effectivity among the target group”. This report is therefore an appeal to CCE
programs to let students become active learners and to empower them in their climate-friendly actions,
as it is the case in “k.i.d.Z.21” or as equal researchers, like in “eKidZ”. Apart from this, strengthening
and empowering young people in taking their own actions and communicating their climate change
ideas in family discussions is part of CCE/ESD. The following statement from an “eKidZ”—student
shows the importance of climate-friendly actions in a young person’s mind: “More important than
knowledge, however, is the subsequent action”. This can be seen as another achievement of the
science-education cooperation “eKidZ”, whereby raising climate change awareness was not a main
goal of “eKidZ”. Both projects, “k.i.d.Z.21” and “eKidZ”, were able to record successes that were
achieved either directly or indirectly. Therefore, further research could investigate the question of how
this research setting fosters intergenerational learning and multiplier effects.

In summary, with regards to “what and how” multiplier affects children to adult learning, this
paper can conclude that parents mainly gain knowledge from their children in climate-change-related
discussions, whereby the quality of the child–parent relationship positively influences the success
of intergenerational learning effects. In the end, the transfer of knowledge, attitudes and/or actions
mainly depends on one’s own concepts and the quality of relationship between children and parents.
This suggests that a CCE/ESD project should also consider the following reflective statement, “It is
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possible for children and parents to act independently of one another’s attitudes and behaviours” [46],
which means that a deeper look into a research setting based on CCE/ESD is needed.
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Appendix A

The linking of the Bavarian curriculum of class 8 in the subject Geography: http://www.gym8-
lehrplan.bayern.de/contentserv/3.1.neu/g8.de/id_26283.html (accessed on 20 August 2020).

References

1. IPCC. Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis; Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; Cambridge University Press:
Cambridge, UK, 2013.

2. IPCC. Summary for Policymakers: In: Global Warming of 1.5 ◦C. An IPCC Special Report; Cambridge University
Press: Cambridge, UK, 2018.

3. Kollmuss, A.; Julian, A. Mind the Gap: Why Do People Act Environmentally and What Are the Barriers to
Pro-Environmental Behavior? Environ. Educ. Res. 2002, 8, 239–260. [CrossRef]

4. Knutti, R. Closing the Knowledge-Action Gap in Climate Change. One Earth 2019, 1, 21–23. [CrossRef]
5. Riess, W. Die Kluft zwischen Umweltwissen und Umwelthandeln als pädagogische Herausforderung

- Entwicklung und Erprobung eines Prozessmodels zum “Umwelthandeln in alltäglichen
Anforderungssituationen”. Zeitschrift für Didaktik der Naturwissenschaften 2003, 9, 147–159.

6. UNESCO. Unpacking Sustainable Development Goal 4 Education 2030 Guide. 2016. Available online:
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0024/002463/246300E.pdf (accessed on 10 August 2020).

7. UNESCO. Shaping the Future We Want: UN Decade of Education for Sustainable Development (2005–2014).
2014. Available online: https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000230171 (accessed on 15 August 2020).

8. Bangay, C.; Blum, N. Education Responses to Climate Change and Quality: Two Parts of the Same Agenda?
Int. J. Educ. Dev. 2010, 30, 359–368. [CrossRef]

9. IALEI. Climate Change and Sustainable Development: The Response from Education: The Canadian
Perspective. 2009. Available online: https://www.academia.edu/1633512/Climate_Change_and_Sustainable_
Development_The_Response_from_Education_The_Canadian_Perspective (accessed on 20 August 2020).

10. Mochizuki, Y.; Bryan, A. Climate Change Education in the Context of Education for Sustainable Development:
Rationale and Principles. J. Educ. Sustain. 2015, 9, 426. [CrossRef]

11. Hung, C.C. Climat e Change Education: Knowing, Doing and Being, 1st ed.; Routledge: London, UK, 2014;
Available online: https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315774923 (accessed on 27 August 2020).

12. Oberrauch, A.; Lars, K.; Riede, M.; Mark, S.; Kuthe, A.; Körfgen, A.; Stötter, J. “k.i.d.Z.21—Kompetent in
die Zukunft”—Grundlagen und Konzept einer Forschungs-Bildungs-Kooperation zur Bewältigung der
Herausforderungen des Klimawandels im 21. Jahrhundert. GW-Unterricht 2015, 139, 19–31.

http://www.gym8-lehrplan.bayern.de/contentserv/3.1.neu/g8.de/id_26283.html
http://www.gym8-lehrplan.bayern.de/contentserv/3.1.neu/g8.de/id_26283.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13504620220145401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2019.09.001
http://unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0024/002463/246300E.pdf
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000230171
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2009.11.011
https://www.academia.edu/1633512/Climate_Change_and_Sustainable_Development_The_Response_from_Education_The_Canadian_Perspective
https://www.academia.edu/1633512/Climate_Change_and_Sustainable_Development_The_Response_from_Education_The_Canadian_Perspective
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0973408215569109
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315774923


Sustainability 2020, 12, 7030 14 of 16

13. Keller, L.; Stötter, J.; Oberrauch, A.; Kuthe, A.; Körfgen, A.; Hüfner, K. Changing Climate Change Education:
Exploring moderate constructivist and transdisciplinary approaches through the research-education
co-operation k.i.d.Z.21. GAIA-Ecol. Perspect. Sci. Soc. 2019, 28, 35–43. [CrossRef]

14. O’Brien, K. Global environmental change III: Closing the gap between knowledge and action.
Prog. Hum. Geogr. 2012, 37, 587–596. [CrossRef]

15. Naustdalslid, J. Climate change—The challenge of translating scientific knowledge into action. Int. J. Sustain.
Dev. World Ecol. 2011, 18, 243–252. [CrossRef]

16. Barth, M.; Fischer, D.; Michelsen, G.; Nemnich, C.; Rode, H. Tackling the Knowledge–Action Gap in Sustain.
Consumption: Insights from a Participatory School Programme. J. Educ. Sustain. 2012, 6, 301–312. [CrossRef]

17. Papaoikonomou, E.; Ryan, G.; Ginieis, M. Towards a Holistic Approach of the Attitude Behaviour Gap
in Ethical Consumer Behaviours: Empirical Evidence from Spain. Int. Adv. Econ. Res. 2011, 17, 77–88.
[CrossRef]

18. Langenbach, B.P.; Berger, S.; Baumgartner, T.; Knoch, D. Cognitive Resources Moderate the Relationship
Between Pro-Environmental Attitudes and Green Behavior. Environ. Behav. 2020, 52, 979–995. [CrossRef]

19. Blake, J. Overcoming the ‘value-action gap’ in environmental policy: Tensions between national policy and
local experience. Local Environ. 1999, 4, 257–278. [CrossRef]

20. Flynn, R.; Bellaby, P.; Ricci, M. The ‘value-action gap’ in public attitudes towards sustainable energy: The
case of hydrogen energy. Sociol. Rev. 2010, 57, 159–180. [CrossRef]

21. Chung, S.S.; Leung, M.M.-Y. The value-action gap in waste recycling: The case of undergraduates in Hong
Kong. Environ. Manag. 2007, 40, 603–612. [CrossRef]

22. Darnton, A. GSR Behaviour Change Knowledge Review: Reference Report: An overview of behaviour
Change Models and Their Uses. 2008. Available online: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/498065/Behaviour_change_reference_report_tcm6-9697.pdf
(accessed on 10 August 2020).

23. Bottery, M. The Future of Intergenerational Learning: Redefining the Focus? Studia Paedagog. 2016, 21, 9–24.
[CrossRef]

24. Hiramatsu, A.; Kurisu, K.; Nakamura, H.; Teraki, S.; Hanaki, K. Spillover Effect on Families Derived from
Environmental Education for Children. LCE 2014, 05, 40–50. [CrossRef]

25. Nilsson, A.; Bergquist, M.; Schultz, W.P. Spillover effects in environmental behaviors, across time and context:
A review and research agenda. Environ. Educa. Res. 2016, 23, 573–589. [CrossRef]

26. Uzzell, D. Children as Catalysts of Environmental Change; Final Report for European Commission Directorate
General for Science Research and Development Joint Research Centre; European Commission Directorate
General for Science Research and Development Joint Research Centre: Brussels, Belgium, October 1994.

27. Uzzell, D. Education for Environmental Action in the Community: New Roles and Relationship. Camb. J. Educ.
1999, 29, 397–413. [CrossRef]

28. Ballantyne, R.; Fien, J.; Packer, J. School Environmental Education Programme Impacts upon Student and
Family Learning: A case study analysis. Environ. Educ. Res. 2001, 7, 23–37. [CrossRef]

29. Ballantyne, R.; Fien, J.; Packer, J. Program Effectiveness in Facilitating Intergenerational Influence in
Environmental Education: Lessons from the field. J. Environ. Educ. 2001, 32, 8–15. [CrossRef]

30. Duvall, J.; Zint, M. A Review of Research on the Effectiveness of Environmental Education in Promoting
Intergenerational Learning. J. Environ. Educ. 2007, 38, 14–24. [CrossRef]

31. Istead, L.; Shapiro, B. Recognizing the Child as Knowledgeable Other: Intergenerational Learning Research
to Consider Child-to-Adult Influence on Parent and Family Eco-Knowledge. J. Res. Child. Educ. 2013, 28,
115–127. [CrossRef]

32. Williams, S.; McEwen, L.M.; Quinn, N. As the climate changes: Intergenerational action-based learning in
relation to flood education. J. Environ. Educ. 2016, 33, 1–18. [CrossRef]

33. Damerell, P.; Howe, C.; Milner-Gulland, E.J. Child-orientated environmental education influences adult
knowledge and household behaviour. Environ. Res. Lett. 2013, 8, 1–7. [CrossRef]

34. Paço, A.; Lavrador, T. Environmental knowledge and attitudes and behaviours towards energy consumption.
J. Environ. Manag. 2017, 197, 384–392. [CrossRef]

35. Knafo, A.; Galansky, N. The Influence of Children on Their Parents’ Values. Soc. Pers. Psychol. Compass 2008,
2, 1143–1161. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.14512/gaia.28.1.10
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0309132512469589
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13504509.2011.572303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0973408212475266
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11294-010-9288-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0013916519843127
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13549839908725599
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-954X.2010.01891.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00267-006-0363-y
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/498065/Behaviour_change_reference_report_tcm6-9697.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/498065/Behaviour_change_reference_report_tcm6-9697.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.5817/SP2016-2-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/lce.2014.52005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2016.1250148
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0305764990290309
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13504620124123
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00958960109598657
http://dx.doi.org/10.3200/JOEE.38.4.14-24
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02568543.2013.851751
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00958964.2016.1256261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/8/1/015016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.03.100
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2008.00097.x


Sustainability 2020, 12, 7030 15 of 16

36. Lawson, D.F.; Stevenson, K.T.; Peterson, M.N.; Carrier, S.J.; Strnad, R.; Seekamp, E. Children can foster
climate change concern among their parents. Nat. Clim. Chang. 2019, 9, 458–462. [CrossRef]

37. Parth, S.; Keller, L.; Stötter, J.; Schickl, M.; Danner, B.; Schiller, S.; Hemberger, H. Our Common Future:
eKidZ—Teach your parents well: Grundlagen und Konzept einer Forschungs-Bildungs-Kooperation zur
transdisziplinären Erforschung von Multiplikationseffekten im Bereich Klimawandel. GW-Unterricht 2019, 3,
31–41. [CrossRef]

38. Liegle, L.; Lüscher, K. Das Konzept des “Generationenlernens”. Zeitschrift für Pädagogik 2004, 50, 38–55.
39. Watts, J. Multi- or Intergenerational Learning? Exploring Some Meanings. J. Intergenerational Relatsh. 2017,

15, 39–51. [CrossRef]
40. Antz, E.M.; Franz, J.; Frieters, N.; Scheunpflug, A.; Tolksdorf, M. Generationen Lernen Gemeinsam: Theorie und

Praxis Intergenerationeller Bildung; Bertelsmann W. Verlag: Bielefeld, Germany, 2009.
41. Boström, A.-K.; Schmidt-Hertha, B. Intergenerational Relationships and Lifelong Learning.

J. Intergenerational Relatsh. 2017, 15, 1–3. [CrossRef]
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