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In 2020, Russians are still less concerned about the climate than in 
other countries: other environmental issues are perceived as much 

more important

Q. In your view, what are the 
three most important 
environmental issues facing 
[COUNTRY] today? That is, the 
top environmental issues you 
feel should receive the greatest 
attention from your local 
leaders?

Global warming/climate change



Only 63% Russians believe that human activities contribute to 
climate change

Q. To what extent do you 
agree or disagree with the 
following statement? 

‘Human activities 
contribute to climate 
change.’ 

Change in understanding of 
climate change since 2014



Attitudes of Russian citizens to climate change

I think that the Earth's climate has always changed, and now 
we observe its natural fluctuations

(September 2020, N = 3278, 
IP RAS - OMI)

It's not just governments and businesses that are responsible 
for climate change, but so am I.

totally disagree rather disagree

completely agreerather agree

neither one nor the other 
/ hard to say



What consequences do Russian 
psychotherapists expect?

(May 2020, N = 171; 75% - with experience in psychological 
counseling for 5 years or more)

Will increase
(% of respondents)

The value of health 91,7
Anxiety 87,0
The value of offline interpersonal communication 86,4
The number of depressive and anxiety disorders 85,3
Number of PTSD cases 81,8
The value of family and friends 80,7
Number of cases of neurological diseases 76,6
The incidence of mental disorders 75,1
Aggression level 74,3
Trust in volunteer organizations 72,4
Feelings of social injustice 65,3
The number of divorces 65,1
Trust in doctors 64,9
Number of cases of domestic violence 64,5
Trust in psychologists 63,5

Will increase
(% of respondents)

Awareness of belonging to humanity, the 
significance of global problems 62,9

Trust in digital technology 61,2
Polarization of opinions 60,4
The desire to protect nature 58,8
Self-discipline 55,9

Will decrease
(% of respondents)

Long-term orientation 44,5
Generalized social trust 48,5
Optimism for the future 49,7
Trust in the world 52,3
Trust in the state 56,4
Trust in the media 64,0

(Ushakov et al., 2020)



Our attitudes to climate change are more affected by values and 
social norms than by our personal experience

(Hornsey, Fielding, 2020) (Bechtoldt et al., 2020)



Mental health impact of the COVID-19 pandemic 

(WHO, 2020; Qiu et al., 2020; Jahanshahi et al., 2020; Kaiser Family
Foundation, 2020; Torales et al., 2020; Rogers et al., 2020; Nestik, 2020)

• Meta-analysis of 65 studies: among those with SARS, MERS and COVID-19, 32% experienced PTSD, 
14.9% experienced depression, and 15% experienced anxiety disorders (Rogers et al., 2020)

• An increase in PTSD symptoms from 4% to 41%; 7% increase in severe depressive disorders 
(Heather Mowbray, 2020)

• Among people quarantined in connection with the epidemics of MERS, SARS, H1N1 and Ebola, up to 
30% showed symptoms of PTSD, and in 10% they were observed even 3 years after the traumatic 
event (Brooks et al., 2020).



Global crisis of trust in social institutions

(Edelman Trust Barometer, 2020)

Level of trust in social 
institutions in Russia –
30%

(Governance for Happiness, October 2019)



How has ... changed over the last month (% of respondents; May 2020)

(Makusheva, Nestik, 2020)



IN THE CASE OF
MASS DISASTER 
FEDERAL AND 
REGIONAL 
AUTHORITIES WILL 
SUPPORT
ALL IN NEED

26,2%
(September 2019,

IP RAS - IG "ZIRKON", 
N = 1600)

17% 23,6%
(May 2020,

IP RAS - CSP 
"PLATFORM", OMI, N = 
1043)

(September 2020,
IP RAS - OMI,

N = 3278)





TYPES OF ATTITUDES TO THE PANDEMIC 
(Institute of psychology, RAS; March-April 2020, online 

survey, N = 1666)

1. Social mobilization 32,6% 26,5%
Active optimism 18,7% 19,1%
Alarmist traditionalism 13,9% 7,4%

2. Deproblematization 27,4% 28,2%
Passive optimism 18,9% 22,8%
Indifference 8,5% 5,3%

3. The strategy of individual self-
defense associated with low social 
trust

26,6% 27,0%

Pragmatic Individualism 16,9% 11,6%
Skepticism 9,7% 15,5%

4. "Fatalistic escapism" 13,4% 19,3%

TYPES OF ATTITUDES TO THE GLOBAL RISKS 
(IP RAS – IP “ZIRCON”, September 2019, N = 1600;

(IP RAS, September 2020, N = 3278)

September
2020

September
2019



Psychological characteristics of global risks 
perception 

(Nestik, Zhuravlev, 2018)

• perceived as illusory, not confirmed by every-day experience (Slovic, 2013);
• perceived as psychologically distanced, removed from the self in time and in 

geographical space (Trope & Liberman, 2010; Wang et al., 2019);
• their perception is biased by political orientation, group interests, inter-

group relations, and collective fears (Dunlap, 2014; Hoffman, 2015; Feldman 
et al., 2017; Xie et al., 2019), that can be manipulated, especially in the era 
of social media;

• for their prediction and prevention a number of social and psychological 
conditions are needed, that cannot be provided at once (social trust, global 
identification, group reflexivity etc.);

• methods of their prevention can by themselves be considered as new 
sources of global threats (e.g., preventive missile strikes, control of the 
internet etc.);

• beyond personal control, provoking fatalism and future discounting (Witte, 
Allen, 2000; Yudkowsky, 2008; Kellstedt et al., 2008)



Psychological mechanisms of underestimating global risks

• We overestimate unlikely risks when faced with illustrative examples of their 
consequences; far more likely risks are underestimated if they are described by abstract 
forecasts (Weber, 2006; Smith, Leiserowitz, 2014; Slovic, 2013).

• We distance threats from ourselves simultaneously in four dimensions: probabilistic, 
social, temporal and spatial (Liberman, Trope, 2014).

• Over-optimism and protection of positive identity: the threat is identified not with his 
own, but with other social groups (Joffe, 2003).

• People underestimate their negative impact on nature (Bleys et al., 2018)
• The rarity or absence of certain events in personal experience leads to an 

underestimation of their probability (Hertwig, Erev, 2009).
• Collective symbolic coping: new and undefined threats are likened to already known 

ones (Wagner, 1998; Emelyanova, 2016).



Alarmism causes psychological defenses

HIGH ANXIETY
+

EXPERIENCING AN UNCONTROLLABLE THREAT 
and beliefs that we can’t address the problem 

even if we wanted to

• UNDERESTIMATION OF THE 
PROBABILITY AND SEVERITY OF THE 
THREAT

• DISCOURSIVE STRATEGIES FOR DE-
PROBLEMATIZATION IN THE MEDIA

- It's somewhere far away ...
- Special services will figure it out
- There are more important social 

problems!

• CONSPIRACY THEORIES

(Witte, Allen, 2000; Kellstedt et al., 2008; Stoknes, 2015; Hornsey et al., 2016; Nestik, 2018)

+
LOW SOCIAL TRUST



Key factors of psychological well-being and willingness to act in the face of 
the global risks: what else besides fear?

1. Trust: trust in the science, the state, the media

2. The belief in the controllability of the threat: belief 
in your ability to protect yourself and loved ones

3. Compassion for those who are vulnerable or affected

(King et al., 2016; Plohl, Musil, 2020; Li et al., 2020; 
Pfattheicher et al., 2020; Cerami et al., 2020; 
Makusheva, Nestik, 2020)

• Reducing psychological trauma

• Choosing constructive coping 
strategies

• Pro-environmental behavior

• Willingness to use disinfectants, 
maintaining social distance, 
compliance with quarantine 
rules, vaccination



N=1035; 35% - males, 65% - females; Mage=38,4; SD=10,4 
R=0,456; R2=0,208; F=20,841; p<0,001 

Predictors of the perceived threat of global climate 
change

(N=1035)



N=1035; 35% - males, 65% - females; Mage=38,4; SD=10,4 
R=0,456; R2=0,208; F=20,841; p<0,001 

Predictors of the skepticism about global climate 
change

(N=1035)



N=3278; 40,5% - males, 59,5% - females; Mage = 36,7; SD = 14,2
R=0,618; R2=0,380; S.E.=0,660; F=244,684; p<0,001

Predictors of personal responsibility for preventing the 
negative effects of climate change

(N=3278)



Resilience in the face of natural and man-made disasters

Cohesion: the strength of group identification and 
emotional attachment to the place of residence; the level of 
optimism and collective self-efficacy (the confidence of 
group members that they are able to mobilize and cope 
with danger); mutual support and the value of caring for 
people.
Cooperation: the ability of the community to learn from the 
past and set common goals, coherent communication and 
distribution of roles, trust in official information.
Resources: having access to vital resources, sources of 
financial and economic assistance, understanding where to 
go to get it.
Planning: quality of emergency risk management, 
availability of channels to help the population after 
disasters.

(Twigg, 2009; Sherrieb et al., 2012; Saja et al., 2019; 
de Deuge et al., 2020; Garfin et al., 2014; Garfin et
al., 2020; Silver et al., 2020; Navarro et al., 2020) 



The resilience in the face of global risks scale

34 items; 5-points scale; Cronbach's alpha=0,872; M=3,29; SD=0,449

• empathy for others in the face of global risks (4; α = 0,839; M=3,67; SD=0,787); 
• optimism about the global future (5; α = 0.729; M = 3.65; SD = 0.708);
• self-efficacy in relation to global risks (3; α = 0.676; M = 2.64; SD = 0.828);
• perceived social support (3; α = 0.862; M = 3.48; SD = 0.915);
• seeking emotional support (3; α = 0.802; M = 3.42; SD = 0.932);
• acceptance of life in conditions of global risks (4; α = 0.695; M = 3.55; SD = 0.671);
• proactive coping in the context of global risks (4; α = 0.821; 3.02; SD = 0.802);
• avoiding thinking about global risks (4; α = 0.709; M = 2.90; SD = 0.816);
• perceiving global risks as opportunities (4; α = 0.647; M = 2.89; SD = 0.717)

N=1504; 37% - males; 63% - females; Мage=39,7; X2=1132,674; df=451; CMIN/DF=2,511; p<,001; 
RMR=,048; SRMR=,045; GFI=,957; CFI=,961; RMSEA=,032; Lo 90=,029, Hi 90=,034; Pclose=1,000. 



Socio-psychological antecedents of the resilience in the face of 
global risks

Group identification and prosocial attitudes: global
identity, institutional trust, empathy for others during
the COVID-19 pandemic, social complexity (SAS),
religiosity (SAS)

Low social trust and perception of social world as
dangerous: belief in a dangerous and competitive world,
social cynicism, conspiracy orientation, fear of the
economic consequences of the pandemic

Belief in one's ability to influence the future: belief in
rewarding efforts, controlling fate, self-efficacy in a
pandemic.

optimism about the future of humanity, 
self-efficacy in the face of global risks, 
perceiving global risks as opportunities

optimism about the future of humanity, 
perceived support from others, 
willingness to seek emotional support

proactive coping, perception of global 
risks as opportunities, optimism about the 
future of humanity, empathy for others 
and seeking emotional support

N = 3278; 40,5% - males, 59,5% - females; Mage = 36,7; X2=232,829; df=80; CMIN/DF=2,910; p<,001; RMR=,015; 
SRMR=,0168; GFI=,994; CFI=,992; RMSEA=,024; Lo 90=,021; Hi 90=,028; Pclose=1,000. 

«-»

«+»

«+»



What determines our attitude to global risks?

(van Valkengoed, Steg, 2019; 
Nestik, Zhuravlev, 2020) 

Descriptive norms:
What will the others do?

Injunctive norms:
What behavior do others expect 

from me?

Personal norms:
Do I feel responsible?

Risk assessment:
Does this pose a threat to me and my 

loved ones?

Negative emotions and empathy 
for others: 

Am I worried about this? Do I 
sympathize with other people?

Self-efficacy:
Am I able to influence 

this?

Instrumental efficiency 
and trust to science:
Will these measures 

really protect me and 
my family? Do I trust 

scientists?



1. Talk about global risks without 
alarmism and 
catastrophization

• rely on fear for loved ones, children 
and grandchildren 

• appeal to empathy



2. Give fewer numbers and more 
examples

After watching excerpts from the documentary ‘An Inconvenient 
Truth’, subjects were more likely to believe in climate change, 
were more willing to take responsibility for curbing the rate of 
climate change, and also displayed less fatalism (Beattie et al., 
2011)

Describing the threat in relation to familiar terrain makes it easier 
to adequately assess it (Trope & Liberman, 2010; Wang et al., 
2019; Chen, 2020)

People underestimate the threats that are described by abstract 
words and are numb to huge numbers of affected (Slovic, 2013)



Using AI to 
visualize a 

climate 
catastrophe

(Rolnick et al.,2019; Schmidt et al., 2019)



3. Convince people that the 
measures actually work

The experience of helplessness in the face of a difficult-to-control 
threat reduces the willingness to comply with sanitary and 
epidemiological rules and increases faith in conspiracy theories 
(Makusheva, Nestik, 2020).

74% of Russians do not sort garbage. The 
most common reason is the belief that 
garbage is still being thrown "in one heap".

(Magram Market Research, 2020)



4. Link containment measures to cultural 
values and skeptics' self-esteem

Representing environmental behavior as patriotic reinforced 
environmental attitudes among conservatively minded 
subjects (Feygina et al., 2010).

Linking conservation behavior to stimulating economic growth 
had a greater effect than appeals to scientific evidence (Bain 
et al., 2012; Campbell, Kay, 2014).

Appealing to conservative values in climate change 
messages has a more positive response from skeptics 
(Wolsko, 2017)

(Hornsey, Fielding, 2020)



5. Emphasize consensus among experts

Highlighting 97% consensus among experts on 
anthropogenic causes of climate change increased 
climate concern and support for conservation behavior 
regardless of ideological beliefs (Van der Linden et al., 
2019). 

Lack of expert consensus reduces trust in science and 
compliance with sanitary and epidemiological rules 
(Kreps, Kriner, 2020). 



6. Explain how false messages and 
conspiracy theories are ”constructed"

Inoculating false information followed by clarifying the 
principles of deception reduces exposure to 
misinformation (Lewandowsky, 2012; Van der Linden et 
al., 2017).

Examples: ”Bad News ” and ”Cranky Uncle” games



7. Giving the floor to people who are 
perceived as "ours"

Information about risks from a representative of their 
group is perceived more positively than from foreigners 
or people of other political views, and regardless of the 
quality of the arguments (Esposo et al., 2013; Fielding et 
al., 2020; Hornsey, Fielding, 2020)



8. Persuade that this is the point of view 
of the majority, and more and more 
people support it

Descriptive norms are the most powerful motivators for 
changing behavior in relation to the climate threat (van
Valkengoed, Steg, 2019).

The information that the majority are trying to save 
energy was the most important change in the attitudes 
of the subjects (Nolan et al., 2008). Perceived regulatory 
conflict, when not all members of their group support 
environmental attitudes, reduced motivation for 
environmental behavior (McDonald et al., 2013)

Social norms motivate COVID-19 preventive behaviors 
(Goldberg et al., 2020; Farias, Pilati, 2020; Makusheva, 
Nestik, 2020)

Muscovites for the most part are ready for 
separate waste collection and many are already 
doing this on their own - 73.1% of the 
respondents answered positively to the 
question "Do you separate garbage at home?"

(HSE Center for Work with Local Communities, 2020)



• irritability and aggressive behavior (Miles-
Novelo, Craig, 2019).

• an increase in the likelihood of armed conflicts 
by 13-26% (Mach et al., 2019).

• an increase of 31.4% in the number of bipolar 
mental disorders, 104.3% in schizophrenia, 
68.3% in depression, and 209.6% in 
personality disorders (Khan et al., 2019).

Psychological consequences of climate change

• up to 54% of adults up to 45% of 
children suffer from depression after 
natural disasters (Harrington, 2020).

• environmental depressions: 
"psychoterratic syndrome", 
"solastalgia" (Albrecht, 2011; Clayton 
et al., 2017; Galway et al., 2019);

• interethnic tensions (IOM outlook on 
migration, 2014);

• decreased trust in social institutions 
(Clayton et al., 2017);

• “Conservative revolution” and populism 
(Nestik, Zhuravlev, 2018);

• radicalization, expanding the social base 
of terrorism (Telford, 2020)

Environmental 
depressions Changes in cognitive and 

affective processesCollapse of social trust



• THE RHETORIC OF WAR AND THE 
LAUNCH OF COLLECTIVE FEARS TO 
FORCE COMPLIENCE WITH 
REQUIREMENTS

• RESTRICTIVE MEASURES IN 
RESPONSE TO GLOBAL THREATS

• POSITIVE GOALS
• PERSONALISED MEASURES
• COMPASSION
• STRATEGIC DIALOGUE ACCOUNTING ALL 

STAKEHOLDERS
• CULTURE OF COOPERATION AND SEARCH 

FOR COMPLEX LONG-TERM SOLUTIONS

Distrust, social pessimism, fatalism, 
and a shift towards radical 
solutions

Development of long-term 
orientation, reflexivity, and 
resilience in relation to global risks

Collective strategies for coping with uncertainty in 
the face of pandemics and global climate change

ALARMISM PREADAPTATION



Thank you for your attention!
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