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TABLEI
Impact of media exposure and personal experiences on existence beliefs

Ohio Survey — Subsample A

High trust in informants

Low High Low trustin
Predictor National survey education education informants
Days of newspaper reading 5.46 1.34 0.55
(2.07) (1.63) (0.72)
Days of TV watching 0.28 4.20 0.58
(1.50) (1.98) (0.70)
Local temperature change 1.70 5.58 5.44* 1.49
(0.23) (2.17) (3.06) (0.70)
Age 1.18 5.12 297 0.81
(0.34) (3.50) (4.21) (1.26)
Gender 0.28 1.89 1.19 0.72
(0.19) (1.34) (1.22) (0.51)
Education 0.20 0.22 1.60 0.26
(0.32) (5.58) (6.45) (1.19)
Political ideology 154 3.90 121 0.84
(0.25) (2.42) (2.37) (0.81)
Trust 1.23 6.89 8.28 1.23
(0.35) (8.76) (8.06) (2.56)
N 1271 66 50 103

Note.Standard errors appear in parentheses bel ow probit coefficients.
p<.0l, p<.05*p<.10

2.2.3. Causes of Attitudes
To explore the origins of attitudes toward global warming, we first computed a
variablefor each possible consequence of global warming according to theformula
in Equation (1). For each phenomenon that global warming might alter (e.g., sea
level), we calculated the product of two variables: (1) a variable coded O if the
respondent thought global warming would have no impact on the phenomenon
and 1 if he/she thought global warming would ater the phenomenon, and (2) the
evaluation of the expected consequence, ranging from 2 (meaning “very bad”) to
+2 (meaning “very good”). These products were then recoded to rangefrom0to 1,
where 0 meant therespondent believed gl obal warming would alter the phenomenon
in avery good way, .5 meant the respondent believed global warming would have
no effect on the phenomenon or that its effect would be neither good nor bad, and
1 meant the respondent believed global warming would alter the phenomenonin a
very bad way.

Wethen regressed overall attitudestoward global warming (coded to range from
0to 1, where O indicated that global warming would be very good, and 1 indicated
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that global warming would be very bad) on all of these product terms, as well
as demographic variables and the dummy variables representing respondents’ be-
liefs about whether or not each phenomenon would be affected (see column 1 of
Table111).° The effects of these |atter variables represent the impact of any change
in the phenomenon, regardless of its nature; these effects could be significantly
negative (meaning that any change in the world's status quo is undesirable) or
significantly positive (meaning that any change in the world’s status quo is de-
sirable). The effects of the product terms reflect the impact that each (belief
evaluation) product had on attitudes. Thus, the coefficients for the product terms
represent the weight given to each potential consequence in Equation (1).

Theresulting regression coefficientsindicate that respondents placed significant
weight on three possible consequences: changesinsealevel (b= .28, p <.01),food
supplies (b =.15, p<.01), and the numbers of animal species (b=.12, p<.01).
All of the relevant coefficientswere paositive, meaning that the more undesirablethe
expected consequence of global warming was perceived to be, the more negative
was a person’s attitude toward global warming.

2.2.4. Causes of Certainty

We regressed certainty, measured by asking respondents whether they were ex-
tremely sure (coded 1), very sure (coded .75), somewhat sure (coded .5), dightly
sure (coded .25) or not at all sure (coded 0) on knowledge and prior thought about
global warming while controlling for demographics and found both knowledge and
thought to have the expected strong, positive effects (b = .45, p <.001, and b = .20,
p <.001, respectively; see column 1 of Table IV).

2.2.5. Consequences of National Seriousness Assessments

To assess the impact of national seriousness judgments on support for devoting
effort to ameliorate the problem and for specific policies designed with that intent,
wefirst regressed amount of desired U.S. government effort (coding ranged from O
for “nothing” to 1 for “agreat deal”) to deal with global warming on national seri-
ousnessjudgments and found a significant and positive effect, as expected (b = .20,
p <.001; see column 1 of Table V). As predicted, greater perceived national se-
riousness also enhanced support for specific policies to reduce air pollution by
limiting air pollution from U.S. businesses (coded 1 if a respondent favored the
proposed policy and O otherwise) and by requiring countries given U.S. aid to re-
duce pollution (coded 1if arespondent favored the proposed policy and O otherwise;
probit coefficients=1.81 and 1.35, p <.01,; see columns 2 and 3 of Table V).

3. Ohio Survey

The national survey’'s evidence was quite consistent with the ACE model’s pre-
dictions. However, that survey did not permit testing the ACE model’s predictions



24 J. A. KROSNICK ET AL.

TABLE I
(Continued

Unstandardized regression coefficients

National Ohio survey Ohio survey

Predictor survey  (SubsampleB) (Subsample C)
Change in Number of Local Plants  Evaluation A1
(.08)
Changein Natural Scenery  Evaluation A5
(.08)
Changein Loca Natural Scenery  Evaluation .04
(.09)
Changein Rainfall  Evauation 27
(.07)
Change in Number of Animals  Evaluation .00
(.10)
Cange in Number of Local Animals  Evaluation 16
(.13)
Changein Animal Migration Evaluation A2
(.10)
Change in Number of Hurricanes/Tornadoes .04
Evaluation (.04)
Education 12 14 .08
(.03 (.06) (.07)
Ideology .04 .04 A1
(.02) (.09) (.05)
Sex .01 .02 .03
(.01) (.03) (.03)
Age .06* .07 .09
(.03) (.07) (.08)
Race .03* {ora A1
(.02) (.04) (.05)
R? .28 40 .29
N 1145 250 229

Note.Standard errors appear below coefficients in parentheses.
p<.01, p<.05*p<.10

regarding the influence of media coverage on existence beliefs. Fortunately, the
Ohio survey provided a suitable opportunity to test these predictions, because news
media coverage of theissue in the State during the months prior to our data collec-
tion in December, 1995, was relatively easy to characterize.

Although some scientists had been expressing concern about the possibility of
global warming since the beginning of the 20th century, there was no scientific
consensus about its existence until 1995. In September 1995, the United Nations
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) issued alandmark report stat-
ing for the first time that human activities had most likely been causing a gradual















A STUDY OF POPULAR CONCERN ABOUT GLOBAL WARMING 43

Visser, P. S. and Krosnick, J. A. 1998, ‘ Development of attitude strength over thelife cycle: surge and
decline’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychologfy(6), 1389-1410.

Walker, J. L.: 1977, * Setting the Agendain the U.S. Senate’, British Journal of Political Sciencg(3),
423-45.

Wanta, W.: 1988, ‘ The effects of dominant photographs: An agenda-setting experiment’, Journalism
Quarterly65(Spring), 107-111.

Wanta, W. and Foote, J.: 1994, ‘ The president-news media relationship: A time series analysis of
agenda-setting’, Journal of Broadcasting and Electronic Meds&(Fall), 437—448.

Weber, E. U.: 1997, ‘Perception and expectation of climate change: Precondition for economic and
technological adaptation’, In Max H. Bazerman, David M. Messick, Ann E. Tenbrunsel and
Kimberly A. Wade-Benzoni (eds.), Environment, Ethics, and Behavior: The Psychology of Envi-
ronmental Valuation and DegradatipSan Francisco, CA: New Lexington Press.

Wood, B. D. and Peske, J. S.: 1998, ‘The dynamics of foreign policy agenda setting’, American
Political Science Revie@2(March), 173-184.

(Received 21 April 2005; in revised form 15 December 2005)



