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Abstract: Experts agree that the environmental situation in relation to climate change requires that
populations mobilize. In this respect, research on psychological distance shows that the fact of
perceiving an event as concrete leads individuals to adapt to this environmental issue. The first aim
of this research study is to identify the different types of environmental coping as regards climate
change. The second objective is to study the relations between psychological distance relative to
climate change and environmental coping strategies via a quasi-experimental protocol. In order to
do this, 345 participants were assigned to a group where climate change was presented as more
or less distant from a spatial, temporal, social or hypothetical point of view. On the one hand, the
results enable the identification of two second-order factors regarding coping strategies in relation to
climate change: Strategies centered on accepting climate change and those centered on minimizing
its gravity. On the other hand, covariance analyses and path analyses show that, in general, a small
psychological distance in relation to climate change is likely to be associated with more strategies
centered on accepting climate change and fewer strategies focused on minimizing its gravity. This
study leads us to ponder the pertinence of considering the psychological distance model, notably
during awareness-raising campaigns.

Keywords: climate change; construal-level theory; coping strategies; psychological distance

1. Introduction

Individuals perceive the threat of climate change (CC) as distant in time and space
(Lorenzoni & Pidgeon, 2006; Pidgeon, 2012) [1,2]. Given its seriousness and anthropogenic
cause, it seems essential for individuals to mobilize in order to adapt to this environmental
phenomenon [3]. In this regard, 79% of French people say that climate change is caused by
human activities and global warming is the most acute [4]. In that sense, 44% of French
people believe that individual behavior is an effective solution to fight against global
warming [5]. As climate change preoccupations are related to how individuals adapt to
it [6], it is important to understand how the way in which the phenomenon is characterized
influences adaptation strategies.

1.1. Evaluation of Climate Change: The Psychological Distance Model

The model of psychological distance is derived from construal-level theory [7,8]. Ac-
cording to this theory, the individual makes a mental representation of an object according
to its degree of abstraction. This representation is thus situated at higher or lower construal
levels, depending on the degree of abstraction of the considered object. Psychological
distance depends on this degree of abstraction and is modulated by four interdependent
psychological barriers: Spatial, social, temporal, and the uncertain nature of the object.
Regarding environmental problems, individuals tend to assess negative effects as being
distant from viewpoints that are temporal [9–11], spatial [9,10,12], and social [13,14]. In
addition, many individuals do not seem to question the uncertain nature of CC [5,15]. In
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other words, they believe in the reality of climate change. Simultaneously, 17% of French
people declare that disasters are essentially natural and not necessary linked to anthro-
pogenic climate change [4]. It seems that links between climate change, consequences and
causes are not really clear.

These various elements underline the idea that environmental problems, especially
those related to CC, are generally perceived as being distant, or even abstract [16,17]. This
could be linked to the fact that individuals find it difficult to establish the link between
the causes of CC, the phenomenon itself, and its repercussions [17,18]. Considering that
the abstract or concrete nature of an object could influence decision making [8], it seems
pertinent to study the relationships between psychological distance regarding CC and the
way people adapt to it.

1.2. Reducing Psychological Distance in Order to Encourage Individuals to Adapt to
Climate Change?

Psychological distance barriers are relevant to analyze how individuals adapt to
CC [19]. However, relations between psychological distance and adaptation are un-
clear [20–22]. On the one hand, perceiving CC as concrete is associated with a higher
level of concern and with more pro-environmental intentions [23–25]. For instance, tak-
ing into account the impacts of CC physically near is associated with more behaviors
aiming to reduce greenhouse gas emissions [26] as well as with a greater environmental
concern [27]. The social barrier, designating the distance between self and others, could
also explain adaptive strategies to climate change [24,28]. In particular, research has shown
that asking individuals to put themselves in the position of a victim of CC leads to more
pro-environmental intentions [28]. Lastly, the uncertain nature of a situation could make
the implementing of adaptive strategies more difficult [15,29,30]. Likewise, when CC is
perceived as in progress, individuals are more likely to support environmental policies or
to have pro-environmental behaviors [14,31]. On the other hand, some authors suggest
that perceiving proximal CC do not systemically lead to pro-environmental intentions or
behaviors. In that sense, individuals report more consistent pro-environmental intentions
when they think about the long term [32,33]. Thus, a strong temporal distance could be as-
sociated to higher levels of constructs, referring to individual values for example [7,8,20,32].
In addition, the perceived threat induced by a proximal CC could also be associated to
coping strategies not necessarily adapted to the CC [20].

This lack of consensus highlights the relevance to study in what extent psychological
distance or proximity are associated with individual adaptation to climate change, or not.
In that sense, it seems interesting to consider adaptation to face an environmental threat.

1.3. Adapting to Climate Change: Coping Strategies

Environmental threats can be associated with stressors [34–36]. Thus, to adapt and deal
with a stressful situation, individuals can implement coping strategies [37–40]. There would
seem to be two sets of coping strategies that can be used: One centered on the problem,
which generally represents active coping (seeking information, finding support from
professionals, etc.) and the other focusing on emotional regulation, which tends to illustrate
passive coping (dramatizing the situation, circumventing the problem, etc.) [39,41,42].
While the first strategies seem to be used when the situation seems controllable, the
latter are more likely to be implemented when the situation seems uncontrollable [41]. In
addition, some authors identify specific strategies for certain situations [34,35], especially
when it comes to environmental threats [35,42,43]. More specifically, two large sets of
coping strategies can be used: Problem-centered strategies (expressing emotions, problem-
solving), and those that are distanced from the problem’s center (relativization, denial of
guilt, pleasure) [35]. For more details about these coping strategies, see the questionnaire
in supplementary presenting the associated items. In fact, coping refers to a dynamic
adaptive process that depends on environmental changes and the way the individual
perceives them [43]. In that sense, the assessment of a situation perceived as a threat leads
to coping strategies [38,39,44–46]. Lastly, it seems that coping strategies play a mediation
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role between the manner of assessing the environmental situation and the producing of
pro-environmental behavior [35,47].

1.4. Objectives and Hypotheses

To our knowledge, there is no study about the relations between the way people evalu-
ate CC, taking into account simultaneously the four barriers of psychological distance, and
the implementing of coping strategies. This research aims to identify the coping strategies
implemented regarding CC, and to understand how psychological distance in relation to
CC, as well as its sub-dimensions, influences these coping strategies. In order to do so, a
quasi-experimental methodology was preferred in the aim of identifying the influence of
each of the dimensions of psychological distance on the coping strategies related to climate
change. Two general hypotheses composed this study: (1) Two types of coping strategies
related to climate change can be identified, and (2) the psychological distance barriers of
climate change predict these coping strategies. The following hypotheses are put forward:

• Given that coping strategies refers to two large sets of strategies, made up of various
types of coping [35,39,41,42], we hypothesize that coping regarding CC is also com-
posed of two second-order factors that illustrate two sets of coping strategies (H1). One
refers to coping composed of problem-centered strategies, while the other designates
coping made up of strategies that are distanced from the center of the problem.

• The way in which CC is presented influences the perception of the global phe-
nomenon [23,48], as well as the way of facing it [23,28]. Indeed, the manner of
presenting CC influences psychological distance in relation to CC (H2a) and the as-
sociated coping strategies (H2b). Environmental intentions and concerns seem to be
related to psychological distance [23,24], we hypothesize that psychological distance
barriers and coping strategies are also related (H2c).

2. Methodology
2.1. Participants and Procedure

For this study, participants were recruited through forums and online ads (Facebook
and Twitter), from September 2017 to November 2017. We recruited a total sample of 345
people. Only adult participants (over 18) living in France were included. The participants
were invited to fill out an online questionnaire; 82.6% of the total sample were women and
17.4% were men, with the mean age standing at 26.70 years (SD = 10.20). Furthermore,
56.8% of the participants were students, 30.7% had a professional occupation, and 7.2%
were in another situation.

Eight experimental groups and one control group were created. The individuals were
randomly assigned to one of the groups. When the participants are assigned to one of the
eight experimental conditions, they watched a video presenting climate change as more
or less distant and focusing on one of the four aspects of psychological distance (spatial,
temporal, social, or uncertain). Regarding the control group, climate change was presented
without it being more or less distant, and without focusing on one of the four dimensions
of psychological distance.

In order to verify our experimental manipulations, participants were invited to answer
a question regarding the video they had watched. These experimental verifications led us
to draw up a sub-sample for analyzing the influence of experimental conditions. These
experimental verifications are detailed in Section 2.2.2. Among the 345 people recruited,
286 were considered for studying the influence of experimental conditions. Thus, 87
participants were assigned to the conditions where CC is presented as distant (between
21 and 24 participants per aspect emphasized), and 108 participants were assigned to
the control group. When the distribution of the participants given eight experimental
conditions and the control condition is examined, no significant difference regarding
gender is observed (χ2 (8) = 6.23, p = 0.62). However, an unequal distribution between the
nine groups regarding age is noted (χ2 (24) = 56.40, p = 0.01), with the under-26-year-olds
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overrepresented in the control group. No unequal age distribution is noted when only the
experimental groups are considered (χ2 (21) = 31.62, p = 0.08).

2.2. Material

For this experimentation, participants were invited to watch a video (Videos are avail-
able on www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLvELfPmXB897-JyvoJEKmFq3L_r2ZMNWG)
and to answer an online questionnaire and were assigned randomly to one of the conditions.
The sociodemographic questions were asked at the end of the experiment.

2.2.1. Framing Videos

The videos that were presented lasted on average 219 s (SD = 2.83) and were composed
of four parts: A definition of CC (Mduration = 12 s, SD = 0.00), causes of CC (Mduration = 20 s,
SD = 0.00), temperature increase (Mduration = 56 s, SD = 1.19), consequences of CC (floods,
droughts) (Mduration = 131 s, SD = 3.23).

When the focus is on the temporal aspect, the videos feature the expected conse-
quences of CC in the next few years in the case of large psychological distance (example:
Temperature forecast in 2050), or in the case of lesser psychological distance (example:
Observed droughts in 2015 and 2016). The videos focusing on the social aspect show the
repercussions of CC on individuals living in extreme precariousness in both the case of
significant psychological distance (examples: Testimonials from people living in precari-
ousness during a heatwave or droughts) or of reduced psychological distance (examples:
Testimonials from people not living in precariousness during droughts). Videos focusing
on the spatial aspect highlight the impact of CC outside Europe when the psychological
distance is large (examples: Droughts in India or Australia) and the impact of it as observed
in mainland France, in the case of smaller psychological distance (examples: Droughts in
France and Germany). Lastly, when the focus is on the uncertain nature of the phenomenon,
the videos show discourses establishing the link between CC and its effects, in the case of
reduced psychological distance (example: Climate change leads to more heat weaves), or
discourses that challenge this relation (example: Droughts explained by water resource
management or intensive agriculture) in the case of greater psychological distance.

2.2.2. Manipulation Check

The aim of this measurement is to verify the validity of the experimental conditions.
Thus, we made sure that the participants had indeed perceived that the video they were
shown focused on one of the aspects of psychological distance (spatial, temporal, social,
or uncertainty). This measurement thus corresponds to an item regarding the video. The
individuals were asked to indicate the degree to which they agreed on a Likert scale,
ranging from 1 (“Strongly disagree”) to 5 (“Strongly agree”). When the participant’s
answer was congruent with the video, they were included for the analyses studying the
video’s effect. For instance, when we showed the video that presented CC as near, from a
spatial point of view, we asked the participant assigned to this condition if the video he
had watched showed the effects of CC observed in mainland France. The participant was
only included if he agreed with the proposition (answers 3, 4 or 5), and the participant was
removed if he was not agreed (answers 1 or 2).

2.2.3. Psychological Distance Scale

A psychological distance scale linked to CC was used. Originating from the work
of Jones et al. (2017) [23], this scale is composed of 16 items (example: “When I think
about the effects of climate change, I think about distant countries”). The participants
answered the items by positioning themselves on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (“Strongly
disagree”) to 5 (“Strongly agree”). The scale was translated into French by two bilinguals
(English-French). A factorial analysis was conducted on the 345-participant sample. This
analysis led to remove four items (items 1, 3, 4, 5; see Supplementary Materials) and the
obtaining of three dimensions: The social and temporal barriers (α = 0.78; items 8, 9, 10,
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13, 14, 15), the spatial barrier (α = 0.67; items 6, 11, 16), and the uncertain nature of CC
(α = 0.61; items 2, 7, 12). Contrary to Jones et al.’s analyses [23], we observe in this case
that the dimensions relative to the social and temporal barriers merged. The reliability of
these dimensions is acceptable because a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.60 is enough when there
are fewer than 10 items [49]. The reliability of the global psychological distance score,
calculated on the basis of the twelve remaining items, is satisfactory (α = 0.75).

2.2.4. Scale of Coping Strategies

In order to measure the coping strategies, the scale proposed by Homburg et al. [35]
was used. In total, 37 items were proposed to the participants, who needed to answer using
Likert scales ranging from 1 (“Never”) to 5 (“Always”). These items were adjusted to the
theme of climate change and translated by two bilinguals (English-French). The factorial
analysis conducted on the 345-participant sample led to the withdrawal of nine items (items
3, 14, 23, 24, 26, 29, 30, 31, 35; see Supplementary Materials), and enabled identification of
the same dimensions as Homburg et al. [35]: Expression of emotions (α = 0.78; items 21, 33,
36), problem-solving (α = 0.90; items 6, 9, 12, 17, 22, 25, 27, 37), wishful thinking (r = 0.42,
p < 0.01; items 5, 11), denial of guilt (α = 0.84; items 4, 10, 13, 16, 28, 32), relativization
(α = 0.78; items 8, 18, 34), resignation (α = 0.71; items 1, 2, 19, 20), and pleasure (2 items,
r = 0.57, p < 0.01; items 7, 15).

2.3. Data Analyses

The analyses were made on SPSS and AMOS, 23rd version. Firstly, a structural
equation model analysis was conducted in order to identify the two sets of strategies
(second-order factors) composed of the various types of coping strategies (first-order fac-
tors) (H1). In order to verify the model’s adjustment, the following recommendations were
respected [50–52]: χ2= ns or χ2/df between 1 and 3; GFI > 0.90; CFI > 0.90; RMSEA < 0.08;
SRMR < 0.08. Secondly, an analysis of the general linear models (e.g., ANCOVA) was
performed to verify if the experimental conditions could explain the scores obtained on
the psychological distance scales related to CC (H2a) and on the environmental coping
scales (H2b). We took into account the Partial Eta-Squared (ηp2) in order to consider the
effect size, knowing that 0.01, 0.06, and 0.14 correspond respectively to low, average and
high effects [53]. Thirdly, a causal research model analysis was made in order to study
the relations between the psychological distance barriers and the coping strategies, all the
while taking into account the influence of the experimental conditions (H2c). While the
first model includes the two sets of coping strategies, the second takes into account the
seven types of coping strategies studied. In order to verify the adjustment of these models,
the previous recommendations were followed.

3. Results
3.1. Analysis of the Factorial Structure of the Coping Scale

As a reminder, Homburg et al. [35] identified two second-order factors regarding
problem-centered strategies (expression of emotions, problem-solving) and strategies dis-
tanced from the center of the problem (denial of guilt, relativization, pleasure). As their
second-order model does not include the strategies of wishful thinking and resignation,
we tried to integrate them to our own. Table 1 displays the correlations between the scores
relative to the various coping strategies that are considered for identifying the second-
order factors. In order to verify the model’s adjustment, these recommendations were
followed [50–52]: χ2= ns or χ2/df between 1 and 3; GFI > 0.90; CFI > 0.90; RMSEA < 0.08;
SRMR < 0.08. The model analysis does indeed enable identification of two second-order
factors, corresponding to the same structure as Homburg et al.’s. (2007). While the
model is correctly adjusted when wishful thinking is included as a problem-centered
strategy (χ2 (231) = 475.61, p < 0.01; χ2/df = 2.06; GFI = 0.90; CFI = 0.93; RMSEA = 0.05;
SRMR = 0.07), it is not adjusted when we integrate the dimension of resignation as a strat-
egy that is distanced from the center of the problem (χ2 (331) = 763.88, p < 0.01; χ2/df = 2.31;
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GFI = 0.87; CFI = 0.88; RMSEA = 0.06; SRMR = 0.09). Figure 1, which corresponds to the
identified model, clearly pinpoints two second-order factors regarding coping in relation
to CC (H1). Lastly, the reliability index is satisfactory for the general factors of problem-
centered coping strategies (α = 0.85) and strategies that are distanced from the center of the
problem (α = 0.81).

Table 1. Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the scores relative to the various coping strategies.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Expression of emotions _
2. Problem-solving 0.52 ** _
3. Wishful thinking 0.27 ** 0.14 ** _
4. Denial of guilt −0.26 ** −0.29 ** −0.05 _
5. Relativization −0.17 ** −0.19 ** 0.12 * 0.23 ** _
6. Pleasure −0.44 ** −0.36 ** −0.08 0.29 ** 0.23 ** _
7. Resignation −0.01 −0.15 ** 0.07 0.14 ** −0.35 ** −0.03 _

** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.

Figure 1. Testing of the two-dimensional model of coping χ2 (231) = 475.61, p < 0.01; χ2/df = 2.06; GFI = 0.90.; CFI = 0.93;
RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR = 0.07; The circles indicate latent variables, and the boxes indicate the number of the item. All paths
are significant (1% level); N = 345.

3.2. Generalized Linear Models

Covariance analyses (ANCOVA) were carried out to study the influence of the ex-
perimental conditions on psychological distance in relation to CC (Table 2). The variables
regarding age and gender were controlled. The control group was used as a reference for
the estimates of parameter in order to achieve the covariance analyses and to analyze the
influence of each experimental condition.
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Table 2. Means and analysis of covariances results of experimental groups.

Proximal Conditions (N = 88) Distal Conditions (N = 87) Control Group
(N = 108)

Social Spatial Temporal Uncertainty Social Spatial Temporal Uncertainty

Dependant Variables M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD F(8, 278) p ηp2

Psychological distance 1.70 0.43 1.88 0.46 1.66 0.35 1.73 0.46 1.93 0.37 1.90 0.43 1.86 0.47 2.09 0.43 1.81 0.39 2.45 0.01 ** 0.07
Social and temporal barriers 1.47 0.33 1.54 0.53 1.38 0.37 1.33 0.37 1.33 0.29 1.45 0.53 1.45 0.45 1.62 0.51 1.39 0.37 1.67 0.10 0.05

Spatial barrier 1.73 0.65 2.13 0.72 1.94 0.83 2.35 1.19 2.70 0.97 2.38 0.97 2.17 0.98 2.35 2.27 2.16 0.86 1.95 0.05 * 0.05
Uncertainty 2.13 0.73 2.31 0.79 1.97 0.57 1.93 0.68 2.36 0.78 2.33 0.66 2.34 0.66 2.86 0.59 2.32 0.67 3.19 0.00 ** 0.09

Problem-centered strategies 3.15 0.65 3.20 0.72 3.10 0.67 3.38 0.76 3.58 0.45 3.54 0.64 3.15 0.72 3.19 0.76 3.26 0.72 1.19 0.31 0.03
Strategies distanced from the center

of the problem 2.77 0.50 2.66 0.38 2.72 0.46 2.62 0.42 2.59 0.36 2.68 0.45 2.63 0.39 2.72 0.41 2.64 0.50 0.26 0.98 0.00

Problem-solving 3.37 0.79 3.50 0.84 3.37 0.81 3.69 0.93 3.74 0.65 3.71 0.76 3.42 0.92 3.47 0.87 3.50 0.84 0.37 0.93 0.01
Expression of emotions 2.33 0.89 2.55 1.00 2.32 1.01 2.50 0.87 3.02 0.64 2.86 0.88 2.36 0.97 2.38 1.08 2.49 0.99 1.81 0.08 0.05

Wishful thinking 3.48 0.91 2.95 0.79 3.18 1.21 3.47 0.99 3.79 0.84 3.88 0.93 3.24 1.05 3.26 0.96 3.48 1.02 2.16 0.03 0.06
Relativization 2.35 0.90 2.40 0.75 2.54 0.85 2.40 0.77 2.56 0.86 2.81 0.75 2.43 0.82 2.68 0.73 2.60 0.91 0.73 0.66 0.02
Denial of guilt 2.59 0.68 2.58 0.66 2.52 0.79 2.34 0.71 2.44 0.48 2.40 0.84 2.46 0.57 2.48 0.72 2.39 0.83 0.36 0.94 0.01

Pleasure 3.49 0.81 3.34 0.68 3.49 0.90 3.41 0.79 3.11 0.64 3.45 0.59 3.19 0.70 3.32 0.64 3.40 0.77 0.50 0.86 0.01
Resgination 2.99 0.76 2.64 0.53 2.77 0.68 2.79 0.72 2.59 0.62 2.62 0.66 2.77 0.68 2.80 0.54 2.67 0.83 0.75 0.65 0.02

** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.
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Generally speaking, belonging to experimental groups enables the prediction of the
psychological distance scores (H2a). More precisely, belonging to experimental groups
allows prediction of the scores obtained on the scale of psychological distance from CC
(F(8278) = 2.45, p < 0.01, ηp

2 = 0.07), and more specifically the scores obtained on the spatial
aspect dimension (F(8, 278) = 1.95, p = 0.05, ηp

2 = 0.05), and on the dimension related to
the uncertain nature of the object (F(8, 278) = 3.19, p < 0.01, ηp

2 = 0.09). More precisely,
the conditions relative to the temporal aspect and the uncertainty are those that enable
the scores relative to the uncertain nature of CC to be explained (respectively: B = −1.16,
SE = 0.50, p < 0.05, B = −1.31, SE = 0.60, p < 0.05). Lastly, the condition linked to the social
aspect enables the scores obtained on the spatial dimension to be explained (B = −1.33,
SE = 0.64, p < 0.05).

In a second phase, we examine all the conditions presenting greater psychological
distance in relation to CC. Together, the four conditions (temporal, social, spatial, and
uncertainty aspects) permit prediction of the scores on the psychological distance scale
(B = 1.63, SE = 0.76, p < 0.05). More specifically, the fact of watching a video presenting
victims of CC (social aspect condition) explains the scores obtained on the spatial barrier
(B = 1.58, SE = 0.68, p < 0.05). Lastly, the condition of the uncertain nature of CC enables
explanation of the scores obtained with regard to the uncertain nature of CC (B = 1.67,
SE = 0.57, p < 0.01).

The experimental conditions enable the scores of only one coping strategy to be
explained (H2b). Thus, belonging to the experimental groups allows prediction of the
scores relative to wishful thinking only (F(8, 278) = 2.16, p = 0.03, ηp

2= 0.06). More precisely,
the fact of watching a video presenting the nearby physical impacts of CC (spatial aspect
condition) explains the scores obtained on wishful thinking (B = −1.13, SE = 0.52, p < 0.05).

3.3. Path Analysis

In order to identify the relations between psychological distance and coping strate-
gies, while taking into account experimental conditions, two causal research models were
tested (H2c). In order to test those models, two modalities were considered, one in which
the individuals watched a video presenting CC as being close (whatever the aspect em-
phasized)(n = 88, encoded 0), and one in which they watched a video presenting CC as
distant (whatever aspect is emphasized, encoded 1)(n = 87). In order to verify the model’s
adjustment, the recommendations presented above were followed [50–52]: χ2= ns or χ2/df
between 1 and 3; GFI > 0.90; CFI > 0.90; RMSEA < 0.08; SRMR < 0.08.

For the first model, the two coping sets identified above were considered: Problem-
centered coping and coping distanced from the center of the problem (Figure 2). This
model is correctly adjusted: (χ2 (8) = 17.21, p = 0.03; χ2/df = 2.15; GFI = 0.97; CFI = 0.94;
RMSEA = 0.08; SRMR = 0.06). Figure 2 shows the links between the type of experimental
condition and the scores of the dimensions of psychological distance relative to the spatial
barrier (β = 0.18, p < 0.01) and of the uncertain nature (β = 0.28, p < 0.01). Furthermore, the
scores regarding the spatial dimension and the hypothetical nature of the object allow those
relative to the social and temporal barriers to be explained (respectively: β = 0.18, p < 0.01
and β = 0.37, p < 0.01). Lastly, only the scores of the dimension in relation to the social and
temporal barriers can give rise to an explanation of those of the problem-centered coping
(β = −0.58, p < 0.01) and of coping strategies that are at a distance from the center of the
problem (β = 0.25, p < 0.01).
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Figure 2. Path analysis model taking into account the two global coping strategies. χ2 (8) = 17.21, p = 0.03; χ2/df = 2.15;
CFI = 0.94; GFI = 0.97; RMSEA = 0.08; SRMR = 0.06; Video: Proximal conditions coded 0, and distal conditions coded 1;
** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.

The second model tested corresponds to the same model presented above, with the
exception that we replaced the two general coping sets (e.g., problem-centered strategies)
by the various coping strategies (e.g., expression of emotions, problem-solving, wishful
thinking). This second model also illustrates a causal path, by linking the experimental
conditions with the scores relative to the psychological distance dimensions, the latter
being in relation with the coping strategies (Figure 3). A good adjustment of the model
is observed: χ 2 (27) = 36.34, p = 0.11; χ2/df = 1.35; GFI = 0.96; CFI = 0.96; RMSEA = 0.05;
SRMR = 0.07. This model highlights significant relations between the type of video watched
and the scores on the spatial barrier (β = 0.18, p. < 0.01) and on the uncertainty barrier
(β = 0.28, p < 0.01). The latter two dimensions enable an explanation of the scores obtained
on the dimension relative to the social and temporal barriers (respectively: β = 0.18, p < 0.01
and β = 0.37, p = 0.01). Then, the scores obtained on the uncertain nature of the object
allow prediction of the relativization scores (β = 0.18, p < 0.01) and those linked to problem-
solving (β = −0.14, p < 0.05). Lastly, the scores on the dimension relative to the social and
temporal barriers enable explanation of those of the denial of guilt (β = 0.22, p < 0.01),
of pleasure (β = 0.17, p < 0.05), of relativization (β = 0.18, p < 0.01), of wishful thinking
(β = −0.21, p < 0.01), of expression of emotions (β = −0.43, p < 0.01), and of problem-solving
(β = −0.55, p < 0.01).
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Figure 3. Path analysis model taking into account the six coping strategies. χ2 (27) = 36.34, p = 0.11; χ2/df = 1.35; CFI = 0.96;
GFI = 0.96; RMSEA = 0.05; SRMR = 0.07; Video: Proximal conditions coded 0, and distal conditions coded 1; ** p < 0.01;
* p < 0.05.

4. Discussion

As a reminder, this study was set up in order to reach two objectives. The first aims
to identify the coping strategies implemented in the face of the phenomenon of CC. The
second objective is to analyze the influence of psychological distance relative to CC on
coping strategies.

4.1. Two Sets of Coping Strategies Linked to the Issue of Climate Change

The hypothesis whereby coping in relation to CC is composed of two large sets of
strategies is confirmed (H1). Indeed, as in the work of Homburg et al. [35] on global
environmental problems (species extinction, desertification, CC, etc.), we identify two
second-order factors: Strategies centered on the problem and others at a distance from the
core of the problem. As suggested in the literature, our results clearly bring to light two
sets of strategies: One centered on active coping (problem-centered) and one centered on
passive coping (at a distance from the problem) [35,39,41,42]. More specifically, our analyses
show that wishful thinking explains the same second-order factor as problem-solving and
expression of emotions. It thus appears that it is also a problem-centered strategy in the
context of the issue of climate change. Indeed, this wishful thinking illustrates a strategy
where the individual does not minimize the gravity of CC and expresses the fact that it is
an issue that needs to be handled.

On the one hand, problem-centered coping seems to involve strategies whereby the
individual accepts the issue of CC. Thus, they admit that CC exists by trying to resolve
the situation (problem-solving), by thinking about it (expression of emotions), and/or
by hoping that it resolves itself (wishful thinking). The scientific literature highlights the
fact that active coping refers to a situation that seems controllable [34,37]. On the other
hand, coping strategies that are distanced from the problem are avoidance strategies where
the individual minimizes the gravity of CC and opts out. The strategies related to this
type of coping apparently illustrate that the individual does not feel responsible for the
situation (denial of guilt); they minimize the gravity of the phenomenon (relativization);
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and it does not stop them from living (pleasure). These types of strategies would notably be
implemented when the individual does not believe they can remedy this situation [41,42].
These elements suggest that the threatening and/or controllable nature of CC could lead to
the adoption of certain coping strategies.

4.2. Influence of the Experimental Conditions on Psychological Distance and Coping Strategies
4.2.1. Influence of Experimental Conditions on Psychological Distance

Our hypothesis whereby experimental conditions influence psychological distance
relative to CC is confirmed (H2a). Our results corroborate with those of the studies showing
the influence of a message on the manner of assessing CC [23,28].

On the one hand, the fact of presenting CC as concrete seems to lead individuals to
question less the relation between the phenomenon and its effects. When CC is presented
as being certain and/or currently underway, individuals perceive its effects more, at a
low spatial level. Because the fact of not questioning CC leads to more concerns [14], it is
possible that individuals feel more concerned by the effects at a local level and perceive
them more. On the other hand, presenting CC as distant is also associated to an abstract
representation of the phenomenon. Featuring the victims of CC living in precariousness
(social aspect, large distance) leads individuals to perceive the effects of CC as being more
distant from a spatial point of view. Thus, it is possible that large social distance implies
large spatial distance. In other words, individuals could consider that CC impacts people
who do not belong to their social groups, and impacts regions other than their own [54]

These various elements emphasize the interdependence between the psychological
distance barriers. In particular, we observe the grouping of the social and temporal barriers,
which can be explained by the fact that they refer to merged elements. In other words,
projecting oneself into the future can also relate back to different social groups. In this
sense, research has shown that individuals can process information in the same way when
the social and/or temporal aspect of the object in question is manipulated [7,55,56].

4.2.2. Influence of the Experimental Conditions on Coping Strategies

We had supposed that the experimental conditions would influence coping strategies
relative to CC (H2b), but this hypothesis is only partially confirmed.

When we consider the experimental conditions independently from one another, no
significant direct influence on the scores of coping strategies is observed, apart from the
one relative to wishful thinking. Indeed, the condition in which we present the effects of
CC at a low spatial level is associated with lower scores of wishful thinking, considered
as a problem-centered strategy. Thus, when we present the effects of CC in mainland
France, individuals declare less wishful thinking regarding the resolution of the situation.
Presenting the phenomenon as being spatially close leads individuals to being less opti-
mistic regarding the situation. As the object is more concrete, the threat and/or gravity
of the situation are potentially more clearly perceived [20,21]. In this sense, the situation
could seem less controllable when CC is presented as being spatially close. The role of
the spatial barrier is unclear and more research is needed [22]. Furthermore, alarmist
messages would not be associated with better individual adaptation [57]. Indeed, alarmist
messages and stress would reduce attentional deployment [58]. Simultaneously, analysis of
the research causal models highlights links between the experimental conditions, referring
back to the fact of having seen a video presenting CC as being close or distant (whatever
the psychological distance aspect), psychological scores, and coping scores. More precisely,
it seems that the psychological distance barriers mediate the relation between experimental
conditions and coping strategies.

Research studies show that the use of coping strategies depends on the controllable
nature of the situation and on the fear that it generates [34,39,41,47]. In order to better
understand the influence of psychological distance barriers on coping strategies, it would
be pertinent to consider complementary elements such as responsibility, fear, and perceived
controllability.
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4.2.3. Relations between Experimental Conditions, Psychological Distance Barriers and
Coping Strategies

Analyses of the causal research models show that the manner in which CC is presented
influences psychological distance regarding CC, which itself impacts coping strategies.
Significant relations between the psychological distance barriers and coping strategies
are observed, thus confirming our hypothesis (H2c). It is noted that the experimental
conditions directly influence the spatial barrier and the uncertain nature of CC. While
the scores regarding the uncertain nature of the phenomenon enable rationalization and
problem-solving to be explained, the social and temporal barriers scores explain all the
coping strategies. Thus, the closer CC is perceived as being from a temporal and social point
of view, the more problem-centered strategies are declared, and the less strategies distanced
from the problem are declared. These results corroborate with those of other research
showing that perceiving CC as concrete leads individuals to adapt to the environmental
situation [23,24].

These elements highlight the pertinence of considering the influence of each of the
psychological distance barriers, beyond the consideration of psychological distance in a uni-
dimensional manner. These results also go in the direction of improved inclusion of specific
coping strategies. Indeed, the analyses performed show that a small spatial distance can
be associated to less wishful thinking, one of the problem-centered coping strategies. It is
thus possible that this condition, where the spatial aspect of CC is emphasized, influences
problem-centered coping strategies. It seems necessary to consider further measures during
future research, in order to improve understanding of these relations. For example, Trope
and Liberman [7] underscore the necessity of considering the controllability of a situation
according to the various aspects of psychological distance. Once again, it seems pertinent
to study perceived threat in that this element is linked to coping strategies and the feeling
of stress [42].

When the various types of coping strategies are taken into account, it is observed
that the scores on the social and temporal barriers enable an explanation of denial of guilt,
pleasure, relativization, wishful thinking, expression of emotions, and problem-solving.
These relations are negative with problem-centered strategies and positive with those
distanced from the problem. Thus, the fact of perceiving CC as being close on social and
temporal levels would lead the individual to accept the phenomenon more and minimize
it less. Likewise, perceiving CC as an incontestable phenomenon could lead individuals
to use strategies linked to problem-solving, and to declare fewer relativization strategies.
Thus, when individuals do not challenge the phenomenon, they adapt more to it [26,59].

4.3. Limits

Even if this study confirms relations between psychological distance and coping
strategies, its limits need to be pointed out. First of all, several situations are presented
according to the participant’s condition. According to the focused psychological distance
barrier, videos thus show different situations that may vary in terms of perceived gravity
or emotional arousal. In future studies, other measures and manipulations checks should
be added to control these elements. Moreover, the sample sizes per experimental condition
are too small to set up multi-group structural equation models. In order to consider the
experimental conditions in our models, we had to create a binary variable in relation to these
experimental conditions. Thus, the latter were not treated independently from one another,
as they were grouped according to the fact that CC was presented as close or distant,
whatever the aspect emphasized. It would be interesting to recruit more participants
during future research in order to achieve better understanding of the influence of each of
these psychological distance barriers. Furthermore, the sample is not representative, and
we did not control if the participants were aware of the CC issue or if there are self-selection
bias. Indeed, it would have been pertinent to include how aware the individuals were of
this object in the analysis of the results. Lastly, the factorial analysis did not allow us to
identify the temporal and social aspects of CC independently. It would be worthwhile to
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conduct interviews among individuals in order to identify the particularities of each of
these two dimensions better, in order to improve this tool.

5. Conclusions

This study enabled two large sets of coping strategies in relation to CC to be identified.
One of them refers to problem-centered coping and seems to be linked to acceptance of
the environmental issue, and the other concerns coping strategies that are at a distance
from the center of the problem, and rather seems to illustrate the minimization of the
issue’s gravity. The results highlight the relations between psychological distance in
relation to CC and the various environmental coping strategies. These results also show
the interdependence between the psychological distance barriers and the way they predict
coping. In order to fill the gaps of this research, it would be interesting to study to what
extent individuals perceive CC and its effects as a threat, and how they adapt to it. In
order to do so, the perception of the risks relative to CC could be studied according to the
angle of the psychometric paradigm [60]. Lastly, this study enables us to advance the idea
that it seems pertinent to consider the various aspects of psychological distance in order
to understand the individual reactions when facing environmental awareness campaigns
(acceptance or rejection). In order to encourage individuals to take an interest and adapt to
the phenomenon, it seems pertinent to communicate about the concrete aspects of climate
change by relying on these psychological distance barriers.

Supplementary Materials: The supplementary is available online at https://www.mdpi.com/2071
-1050/13/2/992/s1.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.G., G.F.-B., and O.N.; methodology, M.G., G.F.-B., and
O.N.; software, SPSS 23.; validation, M.G., G.F.-B., and O.N.; formal analysis, M.G., G.F.-B., and O.N.;
investigation, M.G.; resources, N/A.; data curation, M.G.; writing—original draft preparation, M.G.,
G.F.-B., and O.N.; writing—review and editing, M.G.; visualization, N/A.; supervision, G.F.-B. and
O.N.; project administration, N/A.; funding acquisition, N/A. All authors have read and agreed to
the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable given this is a non-interventional research.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: Data presented in this manuscript are available upon request from the
corresponding author.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Lorenzoni, I.; Pidgeon, N. Public views on climate change: European and USA perspectives. Clim. Chang. 2006, 77, 73–95.

[CrossRef]
2. Pidgeon, N. Climate change risk perception and communication: Addressing a critical moment? Risk Anal. 2012, 32, 951–956.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. IPCC. Climate Change 2014: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability. 2014. Available online: http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5

/wg2/ (accessed on 10 January 2017).
4. ADEME. Représentations Sociales du Changement Climatique: 21ème Vague. 2020. Available online: https://www.ademe.fr/

representations-sociales-changement-climatique-21-eme-vague (accessed on 4 December 2020).
5. IPSOS. COP 21: Les Français Face au Changement Climatique. 2015. Available online: https://www.ipsos.com/fr-fr/cop21-les-

francais-face-au-changement-climatique (accessed on 15 January 2017).
6. Milfont, T.; Wilson, M.S.; Sibley, C.G. The public’s belief in climate change and its human cause are increasing over time. PLoS

ONE 2017, 12, e0174246. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
7. Trope, Y.; Liberman, N. Temporal construal. Psychol. Rev. 2003, 110, 403–421. [CrossRef]
8. Trope, Y.; Liberman, N. Construal-Level Theory of psychological distance. Psychol. Rev. 2010, 117, 440–463. [CrossRef]
9. Gifford, R.; Scannell, L.; Kormos, C.; Smolova, L.; Biel, A.; Boncu, S.; Corral, V.; Hartmut, G.; Kazunori, H.; Donald, H.; et al.

Temporal pessimism and spatial optimism in environmental assessments: An 18-nation study. J. Environ. Psychol. 2009, 29, 1–12.
[CrossRef]

https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/13/2/992/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/13/2/992/s1
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-006-9072-z
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2012.01856.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22708693
http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/wg2/
http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/wg2/
https://www.ademe.fr/representations-sociales-changement-climatique-21-eme-vague
https://www.ademe.fr/representations-sociales-changement-climatique-21-eme-vague
https://www.ipsos.com/fr-fr/cop21-les-francais-face-au-changement-climatique
https://www.ipsos.com/fr-fr/cop21-les-francais-face-au-changement-climatique
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0174246
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28319190
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.3.403
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0018963
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2008.06.001


Sustainability 2021, 13, 992 14 of 15

10. Milfont, T.; Abrahamse, W.; McCarthy, N. Spatial and temporal biases in assessments of environmental conditions in New
Zealand. N. Z. J. Psychol. 2011, 40, 56–67.

11. Uzzell, D. The psycho-spatial dimension of global environmental problems. J. Environ. Psychol. 2000, 20, 307–318. [CrossRef]
12. Schultz, W.; Milfont, T.; Chance, R.; Tronu, G.; Luís, S.; Ando, K.; Rasool, F.; Linera Roose, P.; Adedayo Ogunbode, C.; Castro, J.;

et al. Cross-cultural evidence for spatial bias in beliefs about the severity of environmental problems. Environ. Behav. 2012, 20,
1–36. [CrossRef]

13. Fleury-Bahi, G. Environmental risk: Perception and target with local, versus global evaluation. Psychol. Rep. 2008, 102, 185–193.
[CrossRef]

14. Singh, A.S.; Zwickle, A.; Bruskotter, J.T.; Wilson, R. The perceived psychological distance of climate change impacts and its
influence on support for adaptation policy. Environ. Sci. Policy 2017, 73, 93–99. [CrossRef]

15. Wakslak, C. The where and when of likely and unlikely events. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 2012, 117, 150–157. [CrossRef]
16. Milfont, T. Global warming, climate change and human psychology. In Psychological Approaches to Sustainability; Nova Science

Publishers: New York, NY, USA, 2010.
17. Pawlik, K. The psychology of global environmental change: Some basic data and an agenda for cooperative international research.

Int. J. Psychol. 1991, 26, 547–563. [CrossRef]
18. Moser, S.; Dilling, L. Making climate hot: Communicating the urgency and challenge of global climate change. Environment 2004,

46, 32–46.
19. Gifford, R. The dragons of inaction: Psychological barriers that limit climate change mitigation and adaptation. Am. Psychol.

Assoc. 2011, 66, 290–302. [CrossRef]
20. Brügger, A.; Dessai, S.; Devine-Wright, P.; Morton, T.A.; Pidgeon, N.F. Psychological responses to the proximity of climate change.

Nat. Clim. Chang. 2015, 5, 1031. [CrossRef]
21. Brügger, A.; Morton, T.A.; Dessai, S. “Proximising” climate change reconsidered: A construal level theory perspective. J. Environ.

Psychol. 2016, 46, 125–142. [CrossRef]
22. Schuldt, J.P.; Rickard, L.N.; Yang, Z.J. Does reduced psychological distance increase climate engagement? On the limits of

localizing climate change. J. Environ. Psychol. 2018, 55, 147–153. [CrossRef]
23. Jones, C.; Hine, D.; Marks, A. The future is now: Reducing psychological distance to increase public engagement with climate

change. Risk Anal. 2017, 37, 331–341. [CrossRef]
24. Spence, A.; Poortinga, W.; Pidgeon, N. The psychological distance of climate change. Risk Anal. 2012, 32, 957–972. [CrossRef]
25. Wang, S.; Hurlstone, M.J.; Leviston, Z.; Walker, I.; Lawrence, C. Climate change from a distance: An analysis of construal level

and psychological distance from climate change. Front. Psychol. 2019, 10, 230. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26. Evans, L.; Milfont, T.; Lawrence, J. Considering local adaptation increases willingness to mitigate. Glob. Environ. Chang. 2014, 25,

69–75. [CrossRef]
27. Milfont, T.; Bain, P.; Souza, R.; Gouveia, V.; Kashima, Y. Examining how projections about the future of society are related to

present-day climate change action. Psico 2014, 45, 359–368. [CrossRef]
28. Pahl, S.; Bauer, J. Overcoming the distance: Perspective taking with future humans improves environmental engagement. Environ.

Behav. 2013, 45, 155–169. [CrossRef]
29. Corner, A.; Whitmarsh, L.; Xenias, D. Uncertainty, scepticism and attitudes towards climate change: Biased assimilation and

attitude polarisation. Clim. Chang. 2012, 114, 463–478. [CrossRef]
30. Weber, E.U. Experience-based and description-based perceptions of long-term risk: Why global warming does not scare us (yet).

Clim. Chang. 2006, 77, 103–120. [CrossRef]
31. Corral-Verdugo, V.; Joaquin, C.-N.; Tapia-Fonllem, C.; Frias-Armenta, M. Consideration of immediate and future consequences in

accepting and responding to anthropogenic climate change. Psychology 2017, 8, 1519–1531. [CrossRef]
32. Pahl, S.; Sheppard, S.; Boomsma, C.; Groves, C. Perceptions of time in relation to climate change. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Clim.

Chang. 2014, 5, 375–388. [CrossRef]
33. Rabinovich, A.; Morton, T.; Postmes, T. Time perspective and attitude-behaviour consistency in future-oriented behaviours. Br. J.

Soc. Psychol. 2010, 49, 69–89. [CrossRef]
34. Hallman, W.K.; Wandersman, A. Attribution of responsability and individual and collective coping with environemental threats.

J. Soc. Issues 1992, 48, 101–118. [CrossRef]
35. Homburg, A.; Stolberg, A.; Wagner, U. Coping with global environmental problems: Development and first validation of scales.

Environ. Behav. 2007, 39, 754–778. [CrossRef]
36. Reser, J.; Swim, J. Adaptating to and coping with the threat and impacts of climate change. Am. Psychol. 2011, 66, 277–289.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
37. Delelis, G.; Christophe, V.; Berjot, S.; Desombre, C. Stratégies de régulation émotionnelle et coping: Quels liens ? Bull. De Psychol.

2011, 5, 471–479. [CrossRef]
38. Esparbès, S.; Sordes-Ader, F.; Tap, P. L’échelle Toulousaine de Coping: Un Instrument Pour L’analyse des Liens Entre Personnalisation et

Stratégies de Coping; Data Report; L’Harmattan: Paris, France, 1993; pp. 89–107.
39. Lazarus, R.-S.; Folkman, S. Stress, Appraisal and Coping; Springer Publishing Company: New York, NY, USA, 1984.
40. Sordes-Ader, F.; Esparbès-Pistre, S.; Tap, P. Adaptation et stratégie de coping à l’adolescence. Rev. De Rech. En Educ. 1997, 20,

131–154. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1006/jevp.2000.0175
http://doi.org/10.1177/0013916512458579
http://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.102.1.185-193
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2017.04.011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.10.004
http://doi.org/10.1080/00207599108247143
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0023566
http://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2760
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2016.04.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2018.02.001
http://doi.org/10.1111/risa.12601
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2011.01695.x
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00230
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30853924
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2013.12.013
http://doi.org/10.15448/1980-8623.2014.3.17336
http://doi.org/10.1177/0013916511417618
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-012-0424-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-006-9060-3
http://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2017.810101
http://doi.org/10.1002/wcc.272
http://doi.org/10.1348/014466608X401875
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1992.tb01947.x
http://doi.org/10.1177/0013916506297215
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0023412
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21553953
http://doi.org/10.3917/bupsy.515.0471
http://doi.org/10.3406/spira.1997.1596


Sustainability 2021, 13, 992 15 of 15

41. Koleck, M.; Bruchon-Schweitzer, M.; Bourgeois, M.L. Stress et coping: Un modèle intégratif en psychologie de la santé. Ann.
Médico Psychol. 2003, 161, 809–815. [CrossRef]

42. López-Vázquez, E.; Marván, M.L. Risk perceptions, stress and coping stratégies in two catastrophe risk situations. Soc. Behav.
Personnal. 2003, 31, 61–70. [CrossRef]

43. Ruiz, C.; Hernaádez, B. Emotions and coping strategies during an episode of volcanic activity and their relations to place
attachment. J. Environ. Psychol. 2014, 38, 279–287. [CrossRef]

44. Aspinwall, L.G. Future-Oriented Thinking, Proactive Coping, and the Management of Potential Threats to Health and Well-Being.
In The Oxford Handbook of Stress, Health, and Coping; Folkman, S., Ed.; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2010.

45. Folkman, S. Personal control and stress and coping processes: A theoretical analysis. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1984, 46, 839–852.
[CrossRef]

46. Folkman, S.; Lazarus, R.S. If it changes it must be a process: Study of emotion and coping during three stages of a college
examination. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1985, 48, 150–170. [CrossRef]

47. Ojala, M.; Bengtsson, H. Young people’s coping strategies concerning climate change: Relations to perceived communication
with parents and friends and proenvironmental behavior. Environ. Behav. 2019, 51, 907–935. [CrossRef]

48. Duan, R.; Takahashi, B.; Zwickle, A. Abstract or concrete? The effect of climate change images on people’s estimation of egocentric
psychological distance. Public Underst. Sci. 2019, 28, 828–844. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Loewenthal, K.M. An Introduction to Psychological Tests and Scale, 2nd ed.; Psychology Press: London, UK, 2001.
50. Byrne, B.M. Structural Equation Modeling with AMOS: Basic Concepts, Applications, and Programming; Routledge: Ottawa, ON,

Canada, 2013.
51. Hooper, D.; Coughlan, J.; Mullen, M. Structural equation modelling: Guidelines for determining model fit. Electron. J. Bus. Res.

Methods 2008, 6, 53–60. [CrossRef]
52. Kline, R.B. Principles and Pratice of Structural Equation Modeling; Guilford Press: New York, NY, USA, 2005.
53. Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences; Erlbaum: Hillsdale, NJ, USA, 1988.
54. McDonald, R.I.; Chai, H.Y.; Newell, B.R. Personal experience and the ‘psychological distance’ of climate change: An integrative

review. J. Environ. Psychol. 2015, 44, 109–118. [CrossRef]
55. Pronin, E.; Olivola, C.Y.; Kennedy, K.A. Doing unto future selves as you would do unto others: Psychological distance and

decision making. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 2008, 34, 224–236. [CrossRef]
56. Pronin, E.; Ross, L. Temporal differences in trait self-ascription: When the self is seen as an other. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 2006, 90,

197–209. [CrossRef]
57. O’Neill, S.; Nicholson-Cole, S. “Fear Won’t Do It”: Promoting Positive Engagement With Climate Change Through Visual and

Iconic Representations. Sci. Commun. 2009, 30, 355–379. [CrossRef]
58. Sollberger, S.; Bernauer, T.; Ehlert, U. Predictors of visual attention to climate change images: An eye-tracking study. J. Environ.

Psychol. 2017, 51, 46–56. [CrossRef]
59. Liu, J.; Sibley, C. Hope for the future? Understanding self-sacrifice among young citizens of the world in the face of global

warming. Anal. Soc. Issues Public Policy 2012, 12, 190–203. [CrossRef]
60. Slovic, P. The Perception of Risk; Earthscan: London, UK, 2000.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.amp.2003.10.005
http://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2003.31.1.61
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2014.03.008
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.839
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.48.1.150
http://doi.org/10.1177/0013916518763894
http://doi.org/10.1177/0963662519865982
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31359830
http://doi.org/10.21427/D7CF7R
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2015.10.003
http://doi.org/10.1177/0146167207310023
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.2.197
http://doi.org/10.1177/1075547008329201
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.03.001
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2011.01275.x

	Introduction 
	Evaluation of Climate Change: The Psychological Distance Model 
	Reducing Psychological Distance in Order to Encourage Individuals to Adapt to Climate Change? 
	Adapting to Climate Change: Coping Strategies 
	Objectives and Hypotheses 

	Methodology 
	Participants and Procedure 
	Material 
	Framing Videos 
	Manipulation Check 
	Psychological Distance Scale 
	Scale of Coping Strategies 

	Data Analyses 

	Results 
	Analysis of the Factorial Structure of the Coping Scale 
	Generalized Linear Models 
	Path Analysis 

	Discussion 
	Two Sets of Coping Strategies Linked to the Issue of Climate Change 
	Influence of the Experimental Conditions on Psychological Distance and Coping Strategies 
	Influence of Experimental Conditions on Psychological Distance 
	Influence of the Experimental Conditions on Coping Strategies 
	Relations between Experimental Conditions, Psychological Distance Barriers and Coping Strategies 

	Limits 

	Conclusions 
	References

