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Climate change consequences are affecting our entire political, economic and social system. At a psychological level, it represents a large number of threatening events that we have to deal with. In the scientific literature, there is an active debate about the inconsistent effects of environmental threatening messages. One explanation for this inconsistency is that people respond differently to a threat, depending on some psychological dispositions. Indeed, studies on system justification theory showed that when people with a right political orientation are exposed to a threat to their system, they show a motivation to defend it. Although those tendencies have been linked to environmental denial, there is a lack of experimental studies testing the direct effect of environmental threat, especially in European context. We address this issue with two experiments in which we highlighted the environmental threat for one’s system (Study 1, N = 144) and for the continuity of one’s habits (Study 2, N = 148) in a French sample. The design was the same for both studies: three types of video-clips were presented to participants (i.e., control, neutral and threat) and we measured general system justification, environmental denial and political orientation. Our results showed no significant effect of our threat manipulation in both studies. However, they support that a right political orientation in France positively predicts system justification tendencies in study 1 and environmental denial in study 2. Findings are discussed through theoretical and methodological implications.
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Introduction

Climate change consequences are affecting not only our physical environment but also our psychological and social environment. Accordingly, it represents a multi-level threat that we have to deal with. Even though the main consequences are now irreversible (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] et al., 2021), we can still limit the severity of some disasters. To address this challenge, psychologists can help to improve the understanding of psychological and contextual barriers that undermine environmental actions (e.g., Gifford, 2011; Swim et al., 2011; Hornsey and Fielding, 2020). In this research, we will focus on the obstacle resulting from the tendency to justify one’s system and to deny environmental problems in the context of environmental threat. More specifically, we address the hypothesis proposed by Feygina et al. (2010) about the effect of the environmental threat on system justification tendencies and denial, depending on political orientation.



Environmental threat

When authors used the expression “environmental threat” in the literature, it implicitly refers to all the negative physical, social and psychological impacts of climate change (Reser et al., 2011). The set of negative consequences referred to, in the literature, includes a large variety of phenomena that are more or less severe, more or less likely and more or less controllable. For a better understanding of its effects at the psychological level, we must first establish the perimeter of what is considered a threat. In this article, we follow the distinction by Crawford (2017) on “meaning threats” and “physical threats.” He defines physical threat as a physical danger that poses a risk to people’s safety (i.e., potential death) and meaning threat as an event that violates “one’s senses of belonging, identity, purpose, significance, continuity, or certainty” (Crawford, 2017, p. 356). Due to the numerous consequences of climate change, researchers can induce environmental threat with both types depending on their objectives. In this research, we chose to study the “general meaning threat” posed by climate change because most people in Europe have not experienced severe climate danger as described by “physical threat.” Moreover, even the meaning threat can refer to different types of threat. In this research, we decided to distinguish two levels of this general meaning threat: one concerning the political, economic and social system and the other directly concerning the continuity of individual life habits.

If most European countries are, for now, relatively spared by climate change consequences, the experience of the environmental crisis is mostly indirect through social media, newspapers or technologies (Reser et al., 2011). It is therefore common for researchers to use these same communication methods as materials to recall the threatening aspects of climate change. More specifically, inducing a sense of threat often consists of exposing people to pessimistic messages about the severity of climate change consequences. However, this type of operationalization has led to inconsistent outcomes (e.g., van Zomeren et al., 2010). On the one hand, some studies found that the perceived threat of climate change can be positively associated with personal efficacy (Byrne and Hart, 2009; Hornsey et al., 2015). Moreover, results have shown that when people are threatened by dire messages, they increase their intentions to reduce energy consumption (Hartmann et al., 2014) and engage in more pro-environmental behaviors (Kim et al., 2013). On the other hand, researchers have also found that dire messages can encourage people to deny the problem and ignore it (Feinberg and Willer, 2011; Hart and Feldman, 2014). Moreover, some studies failed to find an increase of pro-environmental intentions and behaviors (O’Neill and Nicholson-Cole, 2009; Weinstein et al., 2015). To explain these inconsistent findings, some authors found that dispositional factors, such as political orientation, may moderate individual response to threatening communication (e.g., Häkkinen and Akrami, 2014; Hoffarth and Hodson, 2016; Clarke et al., 2019). This literature is consistent with the hypothesis that, in the face of threatening climate events, people would engage in defensive cognitive processes and minimize climate change severity. It is from this perspective that this research is conducted. Among the many processes and dispositional factors that have been identified as barriers to attitudinal and behavioral changes, we focus here on system justification tendencies and political orientation (e.g., Gifford, 2011; Hornsey and Fielding, 2020).



System justification

System Justification Theory suggests that people are motivated to enhance the legitimacy of their own system (Jost et al., 2004). A large body of research demonstrated that system justification is especially prevalent in threatening contexts and for right political ideologies (e.g., Kay and Friesen, 2011; Friesen et al., 2019; Jost, 2019). According to Jost et al. (2010), the tendency to justify one’s system is enhanced when the system is threatened or criticized. Although this effect has been shown for different types of threats (for a review, see Kay and Friesen, 2011), this claim has not yet been tested for environmental threat. According to Feygina et al. (2010), climate change can be considered as a threat to the system because acknowledging the role of human activity would imply challenging the foundations of our social, political and economic system. Indeed, climate change represents, per se, a threat to the significance of the current system and to the continuity of individuals’ habits. It has been proposed that system justification tendencies and environmental denial can be increased by environmental threat, specifically for right political orientation but, to our knowledge, there are only few studies that investigate this issue (e.g., Clarke et al., 2019). Testing this effect is the first objective of this research.

In the United States political system there is strong evidence that right political orientation and conservatism are positively associated with system justification tendencies (Jost, 2019) and environmental denial (e.g., McCright and Dunlap, 2011). Several studies also demonstrated that perceived threat, system justification tendencies and right political orientation are relevant factors to understand environmental attitudes (e.g., Feygina et al., 2010; Jylhä and Akrami, 2015; Clarke et al., 2019). Moreover, a recent meta-analysis showed that political orientation and voting behavior are strong predictors of environmental denial while controlling for other sociodemographic factors (Hornsey et al., 2016). It is therefore relevant to explore the role of system justification and political orientation when studying the effect of the “meaning threat” posed by climate change. However, most studies are based on the American political system. To our knowledge, there are no studies addressing the specific link between environmental denial, system justification and political orientation in the French context and that is the second objective of this research.



French political context

Although Jylhä and Akrami (2015) have shown that right political orientation in European context is associated with environmental denial and system justification, it is not clear how to draw a parallel with the French political system. In France, nearly a quarter of the population still doubts that global warming is occurring (Opinion Way Pour PrimesEnergie, 2019). Moreover, based on a recent national survey, Teinturier et al. (2019) showed that right political orientation (i.e., affiliation to “Rassemblement National” and “Les Républicains”) is descriptively associated with less concern for environmental issues. Similarly, Vasilopoulos and Lachat (2018) showed that right political orientation in France is positively associated with the concept of authoritarianism, which is also associated with system justification tendencies (Friesen et al., 2019). Taking into account these results, we hypothesized that the links established in the United States would be, in some way, similar in the French political system.



Present research

With two studies, we address three main hypotheses. The first one is that when people are exposed to a threatening message that highlights the negative impacts of climate change for the French system, they will have a greater tendency to justify it and deny environmental problems (Study 1). The second hypothesis is that when people are exposed to a threatening message that highlights the growing pressure to change one’s habits, it would encourage them to deny environmental problems (Study 2). In both studies, we also expected that right political orientation will be associated with system justification tendencies and environmental denial. Data collection was undertaken between March and May 2019, before the COVID-19 pandemic. Data, materials and codes are available on the OSF repository.1 Both sample sizes were determined by time and resources constraints; we could only collect data from 150 students for each study. We justify the degree to which these samples are informative with sensitivity analyses. Also, incomplete data were not included in the final samples.



Study 1

In the first study, we investigated how highlighting the threatening impacts of climate change for the French system could increase system justification tendencies and environmental denial while taking into account political orientation. To do so, we exposed undergraduate students to three types of video-clips (control vs. neutral vs. system threat) and we measured general system justification, environmental denial and political orientation. We expected that participants in system threat condition will have a greater score of system justification and environmental denial than those in control and neutral conditions. We also expected that a right political orientation will be positively associated with system justification and environmental denial.


Method


Participants

One hundred and forty-eight undergraduate students in social sciences (114 females, 34 males, Mage = 20.45, SDage = 2.54) were recruited on the campus in exchange for course credits. A power sensitivity analysis indicates that with this sample size, we would have been able to detect a minimal effect size (η2) of 0.077, given α = 0.05 and power (1–β) = 0.80.



Materials and procedure

The study was conducted at the university campus laboratory and was presented as a study on digital media communication methods. After signing the informed consent, the experimenter gave the instructions to the participant. At the end, all participants were debriefed.

To induce the environmental threat, three types of 1 min and 43 s video-clip were created (control vs. neutral vs. system threat). Videos of natural and human-made landscape videos were used, accompanied by a short text for the neutral vs. system threat conditions. A third control condition was necessary to avoid a possible effect of natural images presentation. Thus, in the control condition, participants were asked to watch the video with no text. In the neutral condition, participants watched the same video with a text about the force of gravity. In the system threat condition, the text highlighted threatening aspects of climate change, for example it contained sentences like “the French system will have to be completely restructured around climate change issues” and “France has a lot to learn and will soon be forced to change its system, its laws and its organization” (the complete texts are available on the Open Science Framework depository: see text footnote 1).

Environmental denial was measured with the 16 items (ω = 0.76) from Häkkinen and Akrami (2014) and general system justification was measured with the 8 items (ω = 0.84) from Kay and Jost (2003). Both scales were translated with a double-blinded approach. For political orientation, we asked participants to place themselves on a continuum from 1 (Extreme left orientation) to 9 (Extreme right orientation). Participants were mostly left-oriented (M = 3.97, SD = 1.28) and had rather low scores on system justification (M = 3.69, SD = 1.10) and on environmental denial (M = 2.27, SD = 0.78). All correlations are reported in Table 1.


TABLE 1    Intercorrelations for variables by study*.
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Results

We analyzed our data with two multiple regression models with planned contrast codes for the type of video-clips, as recommended by Brauer and McClelland (2005). The first model tested the effect of the type of video-clips on system justification score while controlling for the interaction with political orientation. The second model tested the effect of the type of video-clips on the environmental denial score while controlling for the interaction with political orientation and also controlling for the system justification score. For each model, we tested both the main contrast code C1 (control = −1, neutral = −1, threat = + 2) and the residual contrast code C2 (control = −1, neutral = + 1, threat = 0).

The result for the first model indicated that there was no significant difference between the type of video-clips for C1, b = −0.19, 95% CI [−0.56, 0.19], t(142) = −0.97, p = 0.34, nor for C2, b = −0.07, 95% CI [−0.80, 0.67], t(142) = −0.18, p = 0.86. Thus, there was not enough evidence to suggest that system justification score was different between the control condition (M = 3.82, SD = 1.03) and neutral condition (M = 3.79, SD = 1.14) vs. the system threat condition (M = 3.50, SD = 1.14) (see Figure 1). However, the model confirmed that political orientation strongly and positively predicted system justification, b = 0.28, 95% CI [0.14, 0.41], t(142) = 4.04, p < 0.001, ηp2 = 0.108. It means that the more people were right oriented, the more they justified their system. Although, political orientation did not appear to interact with the effect of threat on system justification, b = 0.03, 95% CI [−0.06, 0.12], t(142) = 0.61, p = 0.54, for the main contrast.
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FIGURE 1
System justification score depending on video-clip type. Errors bars indicate the standard error.


The result for the second model indicated that the type of video-clips did not reach the significance level for both C1, b = 0.04, 95% CI [−0.23, 0.31], t(141) = 0.28, p = 0.78, and C2, b = 0.03, 95% CI [−0.50, 0.55], t(141) = 0.11, p = 0.91. Thus, there was not enough evidence to suggest that environmental denial score was different between the control condition (M = 2.20, SD = 0.77) and neutral condition (M = 2.48, SD = 0.84) vs. system threat condition (M = 2.17, SD = 0.73). As expected, system justification positively predicted environmental denial, b = 0.18, 95% CI [0.03, 0.27], t(141) = 2.49, p = 0.035, ηp2 = 0.042, it means that higher system justification tendencies were associated with higher environmental denial score. Moreover, political orientation did not reach the significance level (although “marginally”), b = 0.10, 95% CI [−0.00, 0.20], t(141) = 1.97, p = 0.051, ηp2 = 0.027, and, as the previous model, did not interact the effect of threat on environmental denial, b = −0.02, 95% CI [−0.08, 0.05], t(141) = −0.53, p = 0.60, for C1.




Study 2

In the second study, we investigated how highlighting threatening aspects of climate change for individuals could increase environmental denial while taking into account the interaction with political orientation and also controlling for system justification tendencies. As study 1, we exposed undergraduate students to three types of video-clips (control vs. neutral vs. individual threat) and we measured system justification, environmental denial and political orientation. We expected that participants in threat condition will have a greater score of environmental denial than those in control and neutral conditions. We also expected that a right political orientation will positively predict environmental denial, controlling for system justification.


Method


Participants

One hundred and forty-four undergraduate students in social sciences (111 females, 33 males, Mage = 20.65, SDage = 2.50) were recruited on the university campus in exchange for course credits. With this sample size, we would have been able to detect a minimal effect size (η2) of 0.079, given α = 0.05 and power (1–β) = 0.80.



Materials and procedure

We used the same methodology as in study 1, participants were exposed to the same video-clips, except for the text accompanying the threat condition. In this study, we highlighted the necessity for individuals to change their way of life with sentences like “you will have to adopt a number of daily restrictions and eliminate your inappropriate behavior” or “You have a lot to learn and will soon be forced to change your habits and lifestyle” (the complete texts are available on the Open Science Framework depository: see text footnote 1).

Measures and scores were exactly the same as with study 1. Like the sample in study 1, participants were mostly left-oriented (M = 4.14, SD = 1.54) and had rather low scores for system justification (M = 3.60, SD = 1.09, ω = 0.76) and for environmental denial (M = 2.62, SD = 1.02, ω = 0.86). All correlations are reported in Table 1.




Results

We conducted a multiple regression model with the same planned contrast codes used in study 1. We controlled for system justification and for the interaction between our conditions and political orientation.

For the type of video-clips, results did not reach the significance level for both the main contrast, b = −0.06, 95% CI [−0.35, 0.22], t(137) = −0.44, p = 0.659, and the residual contrast, b = 0.24, 95% CI [−0.24, 0.72], t(137) = 0.98, p = 0.330. Thus, the environmental denial score was not significantly higher in threat condition (M = 2.71, SD = 1.11) vs. control condition (M = 2.05, SD = 0.78) and neutral condition (M = 2.50, SD = 0.74) (see Figure 2). Moreover, system justification did not reach the significant level to predict environmental denial, b = 0.11, 95% CI [−0.03, 0.24], t(137) = 1.60, p = 0.112, ηp2 = 0.018. The data also indicated that political orientation positively predicted environmental denial, b = 0.11, 95% CI [0.02, 0.20], t(137) = 2.30, p = 0.023, ηp2 = 0.037. Thus, the more people declared themselves as right oriented, the more they presented high environmental denial scores. However, political orientation did not moderate the effect of threat on environmental denial, b = 0.05, 95% CI [−0.02, 0.12], t(137) = 1.52, p = 0.132, ηp2 = 0.016, for the main contrast.
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FIGURE 2
Environmental denial score depending on video-clip type. Errors bars indicate the standard error.





General discussion

Our data did not support the hypotheses for system and individual threat but are consistent with the literature indicating that right political orientation and system justification are relevant factors when studying environmental denial. Thus, in both studies, the induction of environmental threat appears not to be effective. To discuss our failed manipulation, we propose three main explanations. First, our sample is mainly composed of young females, slightly left-oriented. Numerous articles have now demonstrated that system justification and threat responsiveness are stronger for men with a right-wing ideology (e.g., McCright and Dunlap, 2011). It is therefore possible that, because of the characteristics of our sample, we were not able to observe an effect of threat on system justification and environmental denial scores. Second, it is likely that our choice to induce environmental threat with texts in videos was not completely effective. Because we did not control for perceived threat between conditions, we cannot be sure that participants felt more or less threatened between conditions. A third explanation concerns our conceptualization of the environmental threat. While we distinguished two levels of this general meaning threat (i.e., system vs. individual), we did not focus on one specific consequence of climate change. It means that the content of the threatening messages may not have been specific enough. As a limitation, we are aware that the size of our samples may not have allowed us to detect the effect, if indeed it exists.

Moreover, the debate about the inconsistent effects of threatening messages on environmental attitudes is ongoing (e.g., Voelkel et al., 2021). While we find no evidence here to support the hypothesis that political orientation can moderate the effects of environmental threat, as proposed by Feygina et al. (2010), we contribute to this debate with additional data. Because “environmental threat” is composed of a wide range of threatening events, the definition of this threat and of political orientation may influence future hypotheses, specifically when researches are taking into account political ideologies (Crawford, 2017). One limitation is that, in these studies, we used a general environmental denial scale but it has recently been shown that studying specific forms of denial can lead to different outcomes (Wullenkord and Reese, 2021). It is all the more consistent that in the future, better use of denial forms will allow for better identification of psychological mechanisms in response to the environmental threat.

In addition, results are consistent with a considerable literature about the positive associations between right political orientation, system justification and environmental denial (e.g., Feygina et al., 2010; Häkkinen and Akrami, 2014). Thus, we found that a right political orientation is associated with higher tendencies to justify the system. This positive association contradicts recent results collected from a large sample of the French population (Langer et al., 2020) where authors found a negative association between political orientation and system justification tendencies (r = −0.17, n = 22 777). It indicates that people with left political orientation are more likely to justify their system than people with right political orientation. More recently, Vesper et al. (2022) find a positive, but non-significant correlation (r = 0.09, n = 463). One explanation is based on the nature of our sample, more precisely on the repartition of political orientation that is mostly centered and left oriented. Indeed, it is possible that our sample is more representative of young and left-oriented perceptions on the political spectrum. This implies that inter-individual differences that influence system justification tendencies should be understood as particularly dependent on the social, political and economic context.



Conclusion

To conclude, although our data did not show an effect of environmental threat induction, they are consistent with previous associations found in the literature such as the positive link between right political orientation, system justification and environmental denial. This research contributes to both debates on the effects of environmental threat and on the role of political orientation to predict both system justification and environmental denial. It is therefore important to conduct more experimental studies on those questions, especially in different political contexts, and to use better definitions of environmental threat. One possibility is to investigate some political features that lead to the perception of threat from climate change messages. As Clarke et al. (2019) argued, a better definition of the threat will help to make better definitions and choice of outcomes. A good start would be to detail what is threatening, who will be threatened and when/where does it happen. Finally, we hope that this research can provide a first exploration of these issues in the French political context and that it can encourage people to investigate which aspects of climate change are perceived as threatening.



Data availability statement

The original contributions presented in the study are publicly available. This data can be found here: https://osf.io/9k86r/.



Ethics statement

Ethical review and approval was not required for the study on human participants in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements. The patients/participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study.



Author contributions

Both authors listed have made a substantial, direct, and intellectual contribution to the work, and approved it for publication.



Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.



Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.



Funding

This publication was funded by the HOPE (understanding Human well-being and behaviOr for better Policies and SociEties) project.



Acknowledgments

We want to thank Yashvin Seetahul and Nicolas Pillaud for their comments on an earlier draft of this manuscript.


Footnotes

1
https://osf.io/9k86r/


References

Brauer, M., and McClelland, G. (2005). L’utilisation des contrastes dans l’analyse des données: comment tester les hypothèses spécifiques dans la recherche en psychologie? L’année Psychol. 105, 273–305. doi: 10.3406/psy.2005.29696

Byrne, S., and Hart, P. S. (2009). The boomerang effect a synthesis of findings and a preliminary theoretical framework. Ann. Int. Commun. Assoc. 33, 3–37. doi: 10.1080/23808985.2009.11679083

Clarke, E. J., Ling, M., Kothe, E. J., Klas, A., and Richardson, B. (2019). Mitigation system threat partially mediates the effects of right-wing ideologies on climate change beliefs. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 49, 349–360. doi: 10.1111/jasp.12585

Crawford, J. T. (2017). Are conservatives more sensitive to threat than liberals? It depends on how we define threat and conservatism. Soc. Cogn. 35, 354–373. doi: 10.1037/xge0000868

Feinberg, M., and Willer, R. (2011). Apocalypse soon? Dire messages reduce belief in global warming by contradicting just world beliefs. Psychol. Sci. 22, 34–38. doi: 10.1177/0956797610391911

Feygina, I., Jost, J. T., and Goldsmith, R. E. (2010). System justification, the denial of global warming, and the possibility of “system-sanctioned change”. Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 36, 326–338. doi: 10.1177/0146167209351435

Friesen, J. P., Laurin, K., Shepherd, S., Gaucher, D., and Kay, A. C. (2019). System justification: experimental evidence, its contextual nature, and implications for social change. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 58, 315–339. doi: 10.1111/bjso.12278

Gifford, R. (2011). The dragons of inaction: psychological barriers that limit climate change mitigation and adaptation. Am. Psychol. 66:290. doi: 10.1037/a0023566

Häkkinen, K., and Akrami, N. (2014). Ideology and climate change denial. Pers. Individ. Differ. 70, 62–65. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2014.06.030

Hart, P. S., and Feldman, L. (2014). Threat without efficacy? Climate change on US network news. Sci. Commun. 36, 325–351.

Hartmann, P., Apaolaza, V., D’souza, C., Barrutia, J. M., and Echebarria, C. (2014). Environmental threat appeals in green advertising: the role of fear arousal and coping efficacy. Int. J. Adv. 33, 741–765. doi: 10.2501/IJA-33-4-741-765

Hoffarth, M. R., and Hodson, G. (2016). Green on the outside, red on the inside: perceived environmentalist threat as a factor explaining political polarization of climate change. J. Environ. Psychol. 45, 40–49. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvp.2015.11.002

Hornsey, M. J., and Fielding, K. S. (2020). Understanding (and reducing) inaction on climate change. Soc. Issues Policy Rev. 14, 3–35. doi: 10.1111/sipr.12058

Hornsey, M. J., Fielding, K. S., McStay, R., Reser, J. P., Bradley, G. L., and Greenaway, K. H. (2015). Evidence for motivated control: understanding the paradoxical link between threat and efficacy beliefs about climate change. J. Environ. Psychol. 42, 57–65.

Hornsey, M. J., Harris, E. A., Bain, P. G., and Fielding, K. S. (2016). Meta-analyses of the determinants and outcomes of belief in climate change. Nat. Clim. Change 6, 622–626. doi: 10.1038/nclimate2943

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC], Masson Delmotte, V., Zhai, P., Pirani, A., Connors, S. L., and Péan, C. (eds) (2021). “Climate Change 2021: The Physical Science Basis,” in Contribution of Working Group I to the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Jost, J. T. (2019). A quarter century of system justification theory: questions, answers, criticisms, and societal applications. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 58, 263–314.

Jost, J. T., Banaji, M. R., and Nosek, B. A. (2004). A decade of system justification theory: accumulated evidence of conscious and unconscious bolstering of the status quo. Polit. Psychol. 25, 881–920.

Jost, J. T., Liviatan, I., van der Toorn, J., Ledgerwood, A., Mandisodza, A., and Nosek, B. A. (2010). “System justification: How do we know it’s motivated?,” in The Psychology of Justice and Legitimacy, eds D. R. Bobocel, A. C. Kay, M. P. Zanna, and J. M. Olson (London: Psychology Press), 173–203.

Jylhä, K. M., and Akrami, N. (2015). Social dominance orientation and climate change denial: the role of dominance and system justification. Pers. Individ. Differ. 86, 108–111.

Kay, A. C., and Friesen, J. (2011). On social stability and social change: understanding when system justification does and does not occur. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 20, 360–364.

Kay, A. C., and Jost, J. T. (2003). Complementary justice: effects of “poor but happy” and “poor but honest” stereotype exemplars on system justification and implicit activation of the justice motive. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 85, 823–837. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.85.5.823

Kim, S., Jeong, S. H., and Hwang, Y. (2013). Predictors of pro-environmental behaviors of American and Korean students: the application of the theory of reasoned action and protection motivation theory. Sci. Commun. 35, 168–188. doi: 10.1177/1075547012441692

Langer, M., Vasilopoulos, P., McAvay, H., and Jost, J. T. (2020). System justification in France: liberté, égalité, fraternité. Curr. Opin. Behav. Sci. 34, 185–191.

McCright, A. M., and Dunlap, R. E. (2011). The politicization of climate change and polarization in the American public’s views of global warming, 2001–2010. Sociol. Q. 52, 155–194.

O’Neill, S., and Nicholson-Cole, S. (2009). “Fear won’t do it” promoting positive engagement with climate change through visual and iconic representations. Sci. Commun. 30, 355–379.

Opinion Way Pour PrimesEnergie (2019). Les Français sont-ils prêts à changer pour la planète ? Sondage Opinion Way pour PrimesEnergie.fr. Available online at: https://www.datapressepremium.com/rmdiff/2008572/Etude-OpinionWay-pour-PrimesEnergie.fr.pdf (accessed July 7, 2022).

Reser, J. P., Morrissey, S. A., and Ellul, M. (2011). “The Threat of Climate Change: Psychological Response, Adaptation, and Impacts,” in Climate Change and Human Well-Being. International and Cultural Psychology, ed. I. Weissbecker (New York, NY: Springer), 19–42. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4419-9742-5_2

Swim, J. K., Stern, P. C., Doherty, T. J., Clayton, S., Reser, J. P., Weber, E. U., et al. (2011). Psychology’s contributions to understanding and addressing global climate change. Am. Psychol. 66:241.

Teinturier, B., Gallard, M., and Boisson, L. (2019). Fractures françaises 2019. Vague 7. Sondage Ipsos/Sopra Steria pour LeMonde, la Fondation Jean-Jaurès et l’Institut Montaigne. Available online at: https://www.ipsos.com/sites/default/files/ct/news/documents/2019-09/fractures_francaises_2019.pdf
(accessed July 7, 2022).

van Zomeren, M., Spears, R., and Leach, C. W. (2010). Experimental evidence for a dual pathway model analysis of coping with the climate crisis. J. Environ. Psychol. 30, 339–346.

Vasilopoulos, P., and Lachat, R. (2018). Authoritarianism and political choice in France. Acta Politica 53, 612–634.

Vesper, D., König, C. J., Siegel, R., and Friese, M. (2022). Is use of the general system justification scale across countries justified? Testing its measurement equivalence. Br. J. Soc. Psychol. 00, 1–18. doi: 10.1111/bjso.12520

Voelkel, J. G., Abeles, A. T., Feinberg, M., and Willer, R. (2021). The Effects of Dire and Solvable Messages on Belief in Climate Change: a Replication Study. PsyArXiv [Preprint]. doi: 10.31234/osf.io/prk9f

Weinstein, N., Rogerson, M., Moreton, J., Balmford, A., and Bradbury, R. B. (2015). Conserving nature out of fear or knowledge? Using threatening versus connecting messages to generate support for environmental causes. J. Nat. Conserv. 26, 49–55.

Wullenkord, M. C., and Reese, G. (2021). Avoidance, rationalization, and denial: defensive self-protection in the face of climate change negatively predicts pro-environmental behavior. J. Environ. Psychol. 77:101683.



OPS/images/fpsyg-13-891329-g001.jpg
System justification score

| S

——t

—

—t

Control

Neutral

Tvpe of video-clip

System threat





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-891329-g002.jpg
Environmental denial score

)

T
1
I
1
Control Neutral Individual threat

Type of video-clip





OPS/images/cross.jpg
@ Check for updates.





OPS/xhtml/nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Environmental threat in France: Two studies testing the effect of threatening messages on system justification and environmental denial



		Introduction



		Environmental threat



		System justification



		French political context



		Present research



		Study 1



		Method



		Participants



		Materials and procedure







		Results







		Study 2



		Method



		Participants



		Materials and procedure







		Results







		General discussion



		Conclusion



		Data availability statement



		Ethics statement



		Author contributions



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher’s note



		Funding



		Acknowledgments



		Footnotes



		References

















OPS/images/fpsyg-13-891329-t001.jpg
Variables 1 2 3

Political orientation — 0.34*** 0.24**
System justification 023 — 0.27%*
Environmental denial 0.24** 0.19 —

Correlations for study 1 (n = 148) are shown above the diagonal. Correlations for study 2
(n = 144) are shown below the diagonal. *p < 0.05.**p < 0.01. **p < 0.001.





OPS/images/cover.jpg
& frontiers | Frontiers in Psychology

Environmental threat in France:
Two studies testing the effect
of threatening messages on
system justification
and environmental denial












OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers ‘ Frontiers in Psychology







