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Abstract 

A fair amount of research has been conducted that studies the importance of Information Sufficiency 

in Information Seeking behaviour, with one of the main frameworks being the Risk Information 

Seeking and Processing Model. However, these studies only examine the gap between the knowledge 

someone has and the knowledge someone needs, and not at the effect of the knowledge a person has at 

that moment. This study aims to determine if the knowledge someone has, referred to as Judgmental 

Confidence, has an effect on Information Seeking Behaviour. This was done by manipulating the Ease 

of Retrieval of the participants (N=67) in a survey about climate change, by letting them name either 

three or eight contributors to climate change. Additionally, this study aimed to determine if people’s 

Trust in Government influences their information seeking behaviour notwithstanding their judgmental 

confidence. While the study showed that Ease of retrieval manipulation worked by being able to 

manipulate the perceived difficulty of naming examples, it showed no significant effect on Judgmental 

Confidence. Subsequently, there was no effect of Judgmental Confidence on Information Seeking 

Behaviour, nor does Trust in Government appear to moderate this relation. However, there was a 

significant association found with the involvement of participants and their Information Seeking 

behaviour. Limitations of this research are; the relatively low sample size, the situational dependence 

of Judgmental Confidence which could influence the workings of the Ease of Retrieval manipulation, 

and possibly an inaccurate type of measurement for this study to measure the Trust in Government. 

Further research should keep in mind to use the proper amount of participants to achieve an optimal 

statistical power of the study. Additionally, more research needs to be conducted to determine which 

type of behaviours can be altered using the Ease of Retrieval manipulation. Lastly, further research is 

needed to investigate the importance of involvement in information seeking frameworks such as the 

Risk Information Seeking and Processing model and the possible implementation in such frameworks.  
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1. Introduction  

Currently people around the globe are dealing with the global Corona (also know as COVID-

19 or SARS-CoV-2) pandemic, which forces almost everyone to stay home and maintain social 

distance from others. While Covid-19 brings many casualties with it, we cannot neglect some of the 

positive side-effects staying home due to the pandemic has brought. With the majority of people 

worldwide being forced to stay at home, it seems that some of the negative effects of climate change 

have taken a temporary halt. This can be observed by improvements such as the air pollution showing 

a significant decrease which can be seen from satellite imagery (ESA, 2020), since people are not able 

to use their automotive vehicles as frequent as they used to. Having these quite apparent 

environmental changes suddenly become visible can make us wonder if we really know to what extent 

our behaviour impacts the environment. While people can have a general idea as to what they do that 

contributes to climate change, looking for more information as to how to improve this might be a 

bridge too far. 

Whether people want to seek out more information depends on a couple of factors. Chen and 

Chaiken (1999) found that people will look for information until this satisfies their need for 

information sufficiently. Therefore, if people believe they do not have enough information about 

climate change, or know which behaviour contributes to it, people will seek for more information until 

they believe they know enough, they will display Information Seeking Behaviour. This is contradicted 

by research conducted by ter Huurne and Gutteling (2008) who found no association between the need 

for more knowledge and the current knowledge someone has. Because the level of current knowledge 

individuals think they have is subjective, this factor will be termed as Judgmental Confidence.   

Because a person’s Judgmental Confidence is subjective, it should be able to be altered. This 

idea is based on research of Schwarz and his colleagues (1991) who altered a person’s subjective 

perception of assertiveness. They achieved this by using the Ease of Retrieval manipulation. Hereby, 

perceived assertiveness was changed by changing the difficulty people had in naming (un)assertive 

behaviours (Schwarz et al., 1991). Because Judgmental Confidence is a subjective experience just as 

assertiveness is, the Ease of Retrieval manipulation was also applied in this study, to determine 

whether the judgmental confidence of a participant can be manipulated.   
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Besides Judgmental Confidence, other factors also contribute to Information Seeking 

Behaviour and should be taken into consideration. People who do not have sufficient knowledge about 

risk situations but still need to make judgements, will tend to look at the actions of responsible 

institutions (Siegrist & Cvetkovich, 2000; ter Huurne & Gutteling, 2008). For example, it can be that 

individuals might believe that they do not need more information because they trust that responsible 

institutions will handle the situation properly. Such an institution could be the government, it being an 

institution that creates and enforces laws that influences citizens. It is possible that people will put 

trust in their government if they have lower judgmental confidence, instead of looking for more 

information themselves, because people trust the government that they will handle situations in an 

appropriate manner.  

The aim of the study will be to see if people’s confidence in their current knowledge, their 

Judgmental Confidence, has an influence on their Information Seeking Behaviour. The Judgemental 

Confidence will be manipulated using the Ease of Retrieval manipulation. Additionally, this research 

wishes to establish whether Trust in Government moderates the relation between Judgmental 

Confidence and Information Seeking Behaviour and thus play a factor that should be taken into further 

consideration. The research question for this study will therefore be: “Is Judgmental Confidence able 

to be manipulated by the Ease of Retrieval and is there subsequently a relation between Judgmental 

Confidence and Information Seeking Behaviour, which is moderated by people’s Trust in 

Government?” 

1.1 Theoretical Framework 

1.1.1 (Risk) Information Seeking 

People have various manners and different reasons as to why they seek information. McGuire 

(1974) stated (as cited in Griffin et al., 1999) that information seeking can be categorized in two ways: 

passive and active seeking. Passive seeking is a less intensive way of information seeking. It is 

characterised by being more habitual behaviours, for example by looking at the news broadcast on tv 

every day at a certain time or checking the newspaper in the morning. Active seeking is a more 

effortful and goal driven way of information seeking. People will put more effort in looking for 
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information, by, for example, looking up extra information online or looking for the opinions of 

professionals.  

Reasons why someone would seek information are, firstly, a person’s social environment. 

People around you influence your desire to have more information when, for example,  it is assumed 

that personal contacts have knowledge about certain topics and you feel like you should also have 

knowledge regarding those topics (ter Huurne & Gutteling, 2008). People are also inclined to look at 

the behaviour of their friends, family and peers when faced with risky situations and influence their 

decision based on their possible reactions (Neuwirth & Frederick, 2004).  

Secondly, people seek information to reduce uncertainty. When uncertainty increases, people 

will want to seek for more information (Atkin, 1973 as cited in Knobloch-Westerwick, 2008). Berger 

and Calabrese (1975) described something similar in their uncertainty reduction theory: “High levels 

of uncertainty cause increases of information seeking behaviour. As uncertainty levels decline, 

information seeking behaviour decreases” (Berger & Calabrese, 1975, p. 103).   

Lastly, people need knowledge to make calculated decisions. When individuals need to make 

a decision, they are prompted to seek more information and are faced with the difference in knowledge 

they already possess and the knowledge they feel would be sufficient. According to the model of 

Information Search Process (ISP) (Alaszewski, 2005), when in need of decision making the person 

becomes aware of the possible lack of knowledge and thus will seek information. A similar theory is 

the Anomalous State of Knowledge (ASK) model (Belkin, 1980 as cited in ter Huurne & Gutteling, 

2008) which states that that the gap between what the individual knows and wants to know is 

motivation to seek for more information. Two other theories that describe the discrepancy are the 

Heuristic systematic Processing Model (HSM) (Chaiken et al., 1989) and the Risk Information 

Seeking and Processing (RISP) (Griffin et al., 1999) model in which the HSM is incorporated. These 

models state that information seeking happens when there is a gap between the current knowledge and 

the desired knowledge which causes an information insufficiency. These two models will be further 

elaborated upon. 

1.1.1.1 Risk Information Seeking and Processing Model (RISP). Risk information seeking 

theories focus on the role an individual has in the information-seeking process to acquire more 
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information that influences (behavioural) decisions. The RISP model integrates components of the 

HSM (Chaiken et al., 1989) and the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991) with the aim to 

“disentangle the social, psychological, and communicative factors that drive risk information seeking” 

(Yang et al., 2014, p20).  The model consists of a multitude of factors starting with people’s individual 

characteristics which influence people’s perceived hazard characteristics, their affective response, and 

informational subjective norms, which in turn influence people’s information sufficiency. Their 

information sufficiency together with relevant channel beliefs and perceived information gathering 

capacity influences the information seeking and processing of a person. This study only aimed to 

investigate the effect of current knowledge from the information sufficiency factor and the information 

seeking and processing ways, which are adapted from the HSM.  

1.1.1.2 Heuristic Systematic Model (HSM). Information that people received needs to be 

processed. The model that explains the processing of information in a proper manner is the Heuristic 

Systematic Model. This model states that information processing can happen in two different ways: 

heuristically or systematically.  

1.1.1.2.1 Heuristic Information Processing. Heuristic information processing is a cognitively 

low manner of information processing because it happens more superficially, Reason being that this 

manner of processing happens to circumvent the more cognitive tasking systematic processing, by 

using more accessible and simple information, and using cognitive heuristics (Chaiken et al., 1989; 

Kahlor et al., 2006; Yang et al., 2014). Heuristic processing happens when, for example, a person has 

a time constraint (Ratneshwar & Chaiken, 1991) or when they want to avoid information that is 

contradictory to what they believe (Giner-Sorolla & Chaiken, 1997 as cited in Chen & Chaiken, 

1999)). The use of heuristic processing is however limited by a couple of factors. First, the heuristic 

must be available in memory. Secondly, the heuristic needs to able to be accessible from memory to 

be retrieved when needed. And lastly, the heuristic must be applicable to the judgemental task (Chen 

& Chaiken, 1999).   

1.1.1.2.2 Systematic Information Processing. Systematic information processing is a more 

cognitively demanding way of processing than Heuristic Processing. Systematic processing happens 

when an individual needs to process information that is of personal importance. They will put in more 
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effort to understand and evaluate the information and will focus more on the content rather than 

superficial characteristics (Chen & Chaiken, 1999). For systematic processing to happen it requires the 

person to have the cognitive ability and capacity to process the information in a more analytical 

manner. This way judgment will be evaluated more thoroughly and will be related to already existing 

information (Trumbo, 2002).  

1.1.1.2.3 Information Sufficiency. The Risk Information and Processing Model (RISP) 

suggests that the need to have sufficient information is motivation for actively seeking and systematic 

processing of information (Chaiken et al., 1989; Yang et al., 2014). According to Chaiken et al. 

(1989), people want to maximize confidence in their judgments and minimize the cognitive effort 

needed to process the message (Chen & Chaiken, 1999; Kahlor et al., 2003). This idea stems from the 

sufficiency principle of the HSM. The sufficiency principle states that “people will exert whatever 

effort is required to attain a ‘sufficient’ degree of confidence that they have satisfactorily 

accomplished their processing goals” (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993, p. 330). So, the two important points in 

this sufficiency principle are the level of actual confidence, and the level of desired confidence (or 

sufficiency threshold). To close the threshold gap between the actual and desired confidence and to 

thus have sufficient judgmental confidence, people will need to use more cognitive effort. Furthermore 

when heuristic processing does not generate sufficient confidence, people will be more likely to use 

systematic processing to close the information sufficiency gap (Chen & Chaiken, 1999). Despite 

systematic processing requiring more cognitive effort, it is more effective in increasing subjective 

confidence (Chen et al., 1999). 

1.1.2 Ease of retrieval 

The availability heuristic (Tversky & Kahneman, 1973) is that when someone thinks of an 

event, people will be more likely to believe it happened more often, or that it will happen more 

frequently, if the event comes to mind quicker i.e. is more available from memory. Schwarz and his 

colleagues (1991) used this availability heuristic to study the ease of retrieval effect, so the ease with 

which an individual is able to retrieve information from memory, by investigating the effect of the 

ease of retrieval on people's opinions. Participants were asked to either write down six or twelve of 

their assertive or unassertive behaviours and were afterwards asked to rate their own assertiveness. 
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The participants who had to write down twelve assertive behaviours had more difficulty in thinking of 

behaviours than participants who had to think of six behaviours. Furthermore, even though they had to 

think of more assertive behaviours, they rated themselves as less assertive than the participants who 

only had to write down six behaviours. A similar effect was seen in the group who had to write down 

six or twelve unassertive behaviours. The participants who had to write more unassertive behaviours 

rated themselves as more assertive than the participants who had to write down less unassertive 

behaviours. Schwarz et al. concluded that “The experience of ease or difficulty of recall may qualify 

the implications of what comes to mind, even to the extent that the inferences drawn are opposite in 

valence to the implications of the recalled content.” (Schwarz et al., 1991, p197).  

Additionally, the ease of retrieval has an effect on other aspects as well. Kelley and Lindsay 

(1993) conducted a couple of experiments by manipulating the ease of retrieval and concluded that the 

ease with which people were able to think of an answer contributed to the individual feeling more 

confident about their answer. Ease of retrieval is also used to make judgments when knowledge is 

moderately accessible (Raghubir & Menon, 2005; Tybout et al., 2005) and to make inferences, which 

is seen already in 6 year old children (Barnes et al., 1996). 

1.1.3 Trust in Government 

First the term “Trust in Government” needs to be defined. Fung and colleagues (2018) 

described it as: “the extent to which individuals depend on the government or its authorized agencies 

to protect them from health threats” (p. 40).These measures are, for example, implementing measures 

that protect them from climate related hazards such as drought. When people trust the actions that are 

taken by the government, they will be less likely to take action themselves (Wachinger et al., 2013).  

However, this research speaks of people taking physical actions such as placing barricades against 

flooding. Barely any research has been done in the trust in the government and how this influences 

information seeking behaviour. The things that have been researched is that when people do not 

possess the knowledge of a certain subject, they will look at the assessment of an institution 

(Cvetkovich et al., 2002; Earle & Cvetkovich, 1995), for example the government. Furthermore, 

according to research by Locander and Hermann (1979) people who were more confident, were less 
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likely to want to seek for more information. However, this research does not speak of the possibility of 

another factor that can influence the confidence and subsequently the seeking for more information.  

1.1.4 Current study 

The role that judgmental confidence has on information seeking is not something that has been 

researched much. To determine if Judgmental Confidence influences Information Seeking Behaviour, 

the confidence in people’s current knowledge has to be manipulated. This is where the “Ease of 

Retrieval” (EoR) will be implemented. Based on literature (Schwarz et al., 1991) this should be able to 

generate less confidence by asking the participant to recall more information, and higher confidence 

by asking the participant to retrieve less information. Based on whether the participant has high or low 

confidence we want to see if it influences the information seeking behaviour. To investigate whether 

the ease of retrieval is conducted properly, the factor “Involvement” will have to be considered, since 

how involved someone is can have a possible effect on how easy it is to recall information, or on their 

need to seek more information.  

Additionally, barely, if any, research has been conducted that looks at how people’s trust in 

government affects their information seeking behaviour. Analysis will be performed to determine 

whether Trust in Government affects the relation between Judgmental Confidence and Information 

Seeking behaviour. The following hypothesis and model (figure 1) were constructed:   

- H1:  Participants within the easy Ease of retrieval condition will have a higher judgmental 

confidence and thus will be less likely to display information seeking behaviour.   

Figure 1 

Proposed Model of the Effect of Judgmental Confidence on Information Seeking Behaviour. 

 

Note. Proposed model of effect of Judgemental Confidence, manipulated by the Ease of Retrieval, on Information seeking 

behaviour (H1) with Trust in Government as moderator (additional analysis). With the black arrow indicating a causal effect 

and the orange arrow a moderator effect.  
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2. Method 

2.1 Design & Participants 

The current experimental quantitative research had a randomized Ease of Retrieval (EoR) 

group with Ease of Retrieval manipulation (Easy vs difficult) as independent variable. Additional 

independent variables used in this study are the Difficulty/Ease naming examples, Involvement, 

Systematic Processing, Avoidance, (Non)Routine Seeking, and Trust in Government. Dependent 

variables used in this study are Judgmental Confidence and Information Seeking Behaviour.  

All survey responses that were not completed will be dismissed, because at the end of the 

survey the respondents need to give consent for their data to be used for analysis a second time. If 

participants did not give consent this second time, their data could not be used. This also causes that 

partial responses could not be included into analysis since they didn’t give consent a second time. This 

reduced the amount of cases from the original 93 to 67 cases to be used for analysis of this study. Of 

the 67 participants, 29 are male, 37 female and one categorised themselves as other, ranging in the age 

of 18 to 59 (M= 25.54, SD=9.56). From the participants 24 were Dutch, 30 were German and 13 

participants had another nationality. The participants were randomly assigned to the easy to retrieve 

(N=34), or difficult to retrieve (N=33) Ease of Retrieval manipulation condition. Participants were 

recruited to participate in the study, firstly, from the University of Twente through the Test Subject 

Pool System (SONA), where they can be rewarded with credits for their participation. Secondly, 

participants who did not had access to the SONA system were recruited to participate in the study 

through the use of social media (Facebook and LinkedIn) and personal contact recruitment. Criteria to 

take part in this study were to have an intermediate or advanced proficiency in English. Before the 

experiment, participants were given a written informed consent form (Appendix A). The research was 

approved by the BMS Ethics Committee (EC) from the University of Twente on the 14th of April 

2020.  
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2.2 Procedure   

Prior to the start of the experiment the participants were asked to read the informed consent 

form (Appendix A) and either gave consent or refused participating in the study. Once the participants 

gave consent to participate the survey started. The setup and questions of the survey are shown in 

Appendix B. First, the participants were asked to give demographic information regarding sex, age, 

and level of completed education. With the level of education, the participants could choose between 

High School namely […], Bachelor, Master, PhD, , and other namely […]. 

After the participants filled in their demographic information, the Ease of Retrieval 

manipulation took place. During the manipulation participants were randomly asked to list either three 

or eight human actions that contribute to the global warming of the planet. They were then asked how 

they experienced it to think of either three or eight examples on a scale from “1 - extremely easy” to “5 

- extremely difficult”.  

After this, participants were asked for their current information about climate change and 

about their sufficiency threshold. These questions are based on the items developed by Griffin, 

Dunwoody, Neuwirth, and Giese (1999). With both these questions the respondents needed to give a 

score between zero (Knowing Nothing) and 100 (Knowing Everything) on a slider scale. The question 

about their current information was used as measure for Judgmental Confidence and stated the 

following 

“First, we would like to rate your knowledge about this risk, please use a scale of zero  

  to 100, where zero means knowing nothing and 100 means knowing everything you   

  could possibly know about this topic. Using the given scale, how much do you think  

  you currently know about the risk climate change poses?” 

To check if a participant’s involvement in climate change did not have an effect on the manipulation, 

five questions were asked regarding involvement which were adapted from the Climate Stewardship 

Survey (CSS) (Walker & McNeal, 2012). These questions could be answered on a five-point Likert 

scale from “1 - Not well at all” to “5 - Extremely well”.  

After this the participants were asked to read the article: “Fires and Floods: maps of Europe 

predict scale of climate catastrophe” (Rankin, 2020), regarding the consequences of climate change (as 
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shown in Appendix B), where the reading time was being registered. Once done reading the 

participants were asked to write down what elements/facts they remembered from the article and three 

questions were asked about details of the article, where they could choose from a couple of options.  

When participants finished with the article component of the survey, they had to indicate on a 

couple of questions how likely they are to deal with information about climate change. These 

questions are adapted from Griffin, Dunwoody, Neuwirth, and Giese (1999), and measure information 

processing. This is based on their answers of the components ”Systematic Processing” and “Heuristic 

Processing”. It further measures the participant’s information seeking based on the components 

“Avoidance” and “(Non) Routine- Seeking” on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “1 - Extremely 

unlikely” to “5 - Extremely likely”.   

The Cronbach’s Alpha of the variables showed that the internal consistency for the factor 

Heuristic Processing was “Unacceptable” (α=.29). Correcting it by removing the item with the lowest 

reliability still gave it an unacceptable rating (α =.42). The factor heuristic processing was thus 

removed for further analysis. This should not hamper further analysis because the factor Systematic 

Processing is the opposite of the factor Heuristic processing. After correcting the other factors, by 

removing the item that would yield the highest Cronbach’s Alpha, the internal consistency for the 

factors Involvement (α =.71), Avoidance (α = .78) and (Non)Routine Seeking (α = .75) are “Good” 

and “Acceptable” for the factors Systematic processing (α = .68) and Trust in Government (α = .68).  

Lastly participants were asked about to what extent they trust the government when it comes 

to climate change on six questions adapted from Nicholls and Picou (2013). These questions existed 

out of two or three statements which the participant had to choose from about behaviour of the 

government.  

Once the participants completed the survey, they were notified about the true conditions of 

participating in the study. They were told that they were either put in the easy or difficult Ease of 

Retrieval manipulation condition so the researchers can measure whether it had an effect on the 

judgmental confidence of the participant. After they received this information participants were once 

more asked if they consent to the use of their data for analysis now knowing the true conditions of the 

study.    
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2.3 Data analysis 

2.3.1 Screening dataset.   

Independent variables (IV) used for analysis were: Ease of Retrieval (EoR) group, 

Difficulty/ease naming examples, Involvement, Systematic Processing, Avoidance, (Non)Routine 

Seeking, and Trust in Government. Dependent variables (DV) for analysis were the Judgmental 

Confidence and Information Seeking Behaviour. The factor Information Seeking Behaviour was 

created by first reverse coding the scores for Avoidance and then calculating the mean score. This 

score was added to the mean score of Systematic Processing and (non)Routine Seeking, and lastly to 

get a score for Information Seeking Behaviour, the mean of the three variables was taken.  

The options of the items that indicate Trust in Government were recoded and transformed to a 

5-part scale, from “1- Less Trusting” to “5-Most Trusting”. From the items the mean scores indicated 

the average trust in government score of each of the participants.   

Using a One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test showed that the variables Involvement, 

Systematic Processing, and Information Seeking Behaviour are normally distributed (p >.05) meaning 

that for these variables a parametric test could be used. 

2.3.2 Manipulation check  

To see if the independent variable Ease of Retrieval manipulation worked, it needed to be 

established that the Easy manipulation group had an easier time naming examples, and the participants 

in the Difficult manipulation group had a more difficult time naming examples that contribute to 

climate change. This was done making an Easy and Difficult naming examples category by splitting 

the scores that participants had in two, categorising the scores below the median as “Difficult”, and the 

scores above the median as “Easy” to correct for any outliers. To determine if these scores are 

significant a Pearson’s Chi-Squared test was conducted.  

To see if the manipulation was conducted as intended it needed to be assessed if the dependent 

variable Involvement has an effect on the Ease of Retrieval, since it can be that the intended effect of 

the difficult condition is diminished by how involved a person is. This because a person who is more 

involved might find it easier to name more examples. This was done by taking Involvement as a 

covariate and conducting an ANCOVA. 
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2.3.3 Hypotheses checking  

For hypothesis 1: Participants within the easy Ease of retrieval condition will have a higher 

judgmental confidence and thus will be less likely to display information seeking behaviour, it first 

needs to be assessed if the Ease of Retrieval manipulation had the desired effect on the Judgmental 

Confidence and Information Seeking Behaviour and whether Trust in Government influenced this 

relation. This is done by conducting a MANCOVA, with Judgmental Confidence and Information 

Seeking Behaviour being the dependent variables, Ease of Retrieval being the independent variable 

and Trust in Government being the covariate.  

 

2.3.4 Analysis of the effect of Trust in Government.  

For the additional analysis to determine whether Trust in Government is of importance in 

moderating the effect of Judgmental Confidence on Information Seeking Behaviour, a Hierarchical 

Regression analysis has to be performed. In stage 1 the variable Judgmental Confidence and Trust in 

Government have to be analysed, and in stage 2 the interaction term between Judgmental Confidence 

x Trust in Government. If a significant interaction is found, further analysis will be conducted to 

determine if when Trust in Government is higher the effect of Judgmental confidence on Information 

Seeking Behaviour will be weaker, compared to when Trust in Government is lower.  

3. Results   

3.1 Correlations of the factors  

In order to measure if there are any correlations between the factors used for analysis, a 

Bivariate Pearson Correlation analysis was conducted using all the variables used in the survey 

(Appendix C). This showed an association between a couple of factors that could be of importance; 

First, there is a negative association between the Ease of Retrieval manipulation group a participant 

was in and the difficulty/ease in thinking of examples the participants had, r(65) = -.67, p < .01. Next 

to this Judgmental Confidence, r(65) = .44, p < .01, and Involvement r(65) = .39, p < .01, also had a 

positive association with the difficulty/ease of thinking of examples. Involvement is positively 

associated with Judgmental Confidence, r(65) = .61, p < .01, and with Information Seeking Behaviour, 

r(65) = .35, p <.01. Lastly, Trust in Government seems to have no association with any of the factors.   
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3.2 Checking the Ease of Retrieval Manipulation  

The majority of participants, as seen in figure 2, who were in the Easy Ease of Retrieval group 

found it easier to name examples of things that attribute to climate change (43.3%) compared to 

participants who were in the easy group and had a difficult time (7.5%). Participants who were in the 

difficult manipulation group found it more difficult to name examples (37.3%) in comparison to those 

in the difficult manipulation group who had an easier time naming examples (11.9%). This showed to 

be statistically significant as shown by conducting a Pearson’s Chi-Squared test, χ2 (1, N = 67) = 

25.24, p < .01, supporting that the Ease of Retrieval manipulation worked.   

 

Figure 2 

Number of Participant Finding it Easy or Difficult to Name Examples Depending on the Ease of 

Retrieval Group They Are In  

 

The Pearson’s correlation showed that Involvement has a positive association with 

Information Seeking Behaviour, r(65) = .35, p <.01. To check if Involvement does not influence the 

effect of the independent variable Ease of Retrieval on the dependent variable Information Seeking 

Behaviour, an ANCOVA was performed with Involvement as covariate. This showed that there was 
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no significant effect of Ease of Retrieval manipulation on Information Seeking Behaviour after 

controlling for the effect of Involvement, F(1, 64) = 2.24, p = .14. 

3.3 The effect of Ease of Retrieval, Judgmental Confidence, and Information Seeking Behaviour   

To check hypothesis 1, a MANCOVA was performed to determine if there is a relation 

between the independent variable Ease of Retrieval manipulation, and the dependent variable 

Judgmental Confidence, and if there is a relation between Ease of Retrieval and the dependent variable  

Information Seeking Behaviour.. Furthermore, it needs to be assessed if Trust in Government (with the 

interaction as the independent variable) is influencing the relation between the dependent variables. 

Analysis showed that the influence of Trust in Government was not statistically significant, F(2, 61) = 

2.04, p = .14, Wilks’ Λ = .94, partial η2  = .06. Furthermore, there was no significant effect of the Ease 

of Retrieval on Judgmental Confidence and Information Seeking Behaviour, F(2 ,62) = 1.79, p = .18, 

Wilks’ Λ = .95, partial η2  = .06, after controlling for the influence of Trust in Government, 

undermining hypothesis 1.  

3.4 The effect of Trust in Government 

To test if Trust in Government moderates the relationship between the independent variable 

Judgmental Confidence and the dependent variable Information Seeking Behaviour, a hierarchical 

multiple regression analysis was conducted. In the first stage Judgmental Confidence, β = .20, t(64) = 

1.68, p = .09, and Trust in Government, β = -.08, t(64) = -0.68, p = .50, were included, which showed 

that they did not statistically significantly contribute to Information seeking behaviour, R2 = .05, 

F(2,64) = 1.69, p = .19.  

To diminish multicollinearity, the variables Judgmental Confidence and Trust in Government 

were centred, and an interaction term was made between them. In de second stage the interaction term 

Judgmental Confidence x Trust in Government was added which showed that the interaction 

Judgmental Confidence x Trust in Government, β = .42, t(63) = 0.45, p = .66, did not contribute to any 

more variance than Judgmental Confidence, β = .-.15, t(63) = 0.19, p = .85, and Trust in Government 

β = .-32, t(63) = -0.59,  p = .56, on their own, R2 change = .003, F(1, 63) = 0.20, p = .66. Indicating 

that Trust in Government is not a significant moderator between the amount of Judgmental Confidence 

and Information Seeking Behaviour.   
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3.5 Additional analysis  

The Pearson correlation analysis further showed a positive association between Judgmental 

Confidence and the Difficulty/Ease of naming examples r(65) = .44, p < .01. As seen in figure 3, 

participants who have a have an easier time naming examples have a higher judgemental confidence 

(35.8%), in contrast to participants who have a high level of Judgmental confide and have more 

difficult time naming examples (14.9%).  Furthermore, participants who have a lower Judgemental 

confidence have a more difficult time naming examples (29.9%), compared to those who had low 

Judgmental confidence and an easier time (19.4%). This is statistically significant as shown by a 

Pearson’s Chi-Squared test, χ2 (1, N = 67) = 6.59, p = .01.  

Figure 3 

Number of Participants Finding it Difficult or Easy to Name Examples Based on Their Level of 

Judgmental Confidence 

 

Note. The level of Judgmental Confidence is calculated by taking scores below the median as a low level of Judgmental 

confidence, and scores above the median as high level of Judgmental confidence. 
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4. Discussion 

4.1 Outcomes 

The research question of this study was if  Judgmental Confidence was able to be manipulated 

by the Ease of Retrieval and there subsequently being a relation between Judgmental Confidence and 

Information Seeking Behaviour, which is moderated by people’s Trust in Government. This study 

found that, while the Ease of Retrieval manipulation did influence the participants perceived difficulty 

in naming example of contributors to climate change, it did not influence their trust in their current 

knowledge, or in other words: the judgmental confidence. Subsequently, the judgmental confidence of 

the participants had no effect on their information seeking behaviour. Thus hypothesis 1: Participants 

within the easy Ease of retrieval condition will have a higher judgmental confidence and thus will be 

less likely to display information seeking behaviour, has to be rejected. While additional analysis 

showed that there did seem to be an association between the perceived difficulty of naming examples 

and the judgmental confidence, involvement seemed to play a more important role, with it being 

associated with judgmental confidence, as well as the information seeking behaviour.  

Further analysis also proved that the trust a participant has in their government plays no effect 

in information seeking behaviour whether they have low or high judgmental confidence. Meaning that 

this study does not indicate that the trust in government plays a factor in the information seeking 

behaviour of people, regardless of their judgmental confidence.  

The Ease of Retrieval manipulation method was chosen for the reason that according to 

Schwarz et al., (1991), a person’s subjective perception could be changed based on their ease or 

difficulty of retrieving certain behaviours. While it did show an effect on participants perceived 

difficulty in naming contributors in climate change, which was expected since this is in line with other 

studies who tried and succeeded manipulating the difficulty people perceived they had to think of 

examples (Dijksterhuis et al., 1999; Schwarz et al., 1991; Tybout et al., 2005), there was no effect of 

the Ease of Retrieval manipulation on the judgmental confidence the participants perceived they had. 

This was not expected as Schwarz and his colleagues (1991) were able to manipulate their participants 

subjective perception of assertiveness.  
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Furthermore, there did not seem to be any relation between the judgmental confidence of the 

participants and their information seeking behaviour while this was expected based on research from 

Locander and Herman (1979), who found that the higher a person’s confidence is, the less likely they 

are to look for more information.  

While not being the main focus of this research, this study did find that involvement seems to 

play an important role in the information seeking behaviour of people. This is supported by research of 

Johnson (2005) and ter Huurne and Gutteling (2008), who found similar results in their research.  

The trust participants have in the government seems to have no moderating effect on the 

relationship between judgmental confidence and information seeking behaviour, nor on the factors on 

their own. While it can be said that looking for information can fall under taking action, in contrary to 

research from Wachinger and colleagues (2013), there seems to be no association in this study 

between the people’s trust in government and taking action.  

4.2 Limitations and Recommendations  

While this study uses the same principal of the Ease of Retrieval manipulation as Schwarz and 

his colleagues did, no significant relation was found with Ease of Retrieval influencing the judgmental 

confidence of the participants in this study. A limitation of this research could be that while Schwarz 

and his colleagues (1991) manipulated assertiveness, it being a more enduring personal factor, this 

study tried to manipulate the confidence a person has in their current knowledge. Both confidence and 

knowledge are more situationally dependent. For example, people can feel confident in familiar 

situations or when talking about domains they have interest in. So, if this study was about a different 

topic than climate change, the participants would have a different self-perception of their confidence. 

Furthermore, knowledge is a difficult thing to assess, as a person’s knowledge can change quite 

rapidly because of a constant stream of information being produced.   

This study shows that trust in government does not play a role between the judgmental 

confidence and the trust in government of a person. A possible explanation for not finding a relation, 

could be the measure with which Trust in Government is measured. In this case trust in government 

was measured by asking with which statement about governmental behaviours participants agreed 

with more for example: “How much of the time do you think you can trust the government in [your 
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country] to do what is right—just about always, most of the time, or only some of the time when it 

comes to climate change?”. The question does not give the option to state that the participant does not 

know, forcing them to just choose something, which could give an inaccurate representation. It could 

simply be that the participants do not have enough knowledge about what the government all does and 

represents, and thus are unable to form a well formed opinion about the government, resulting in them 

not accurately being able to tell whether they trust the government or not. Trust in government can be 

measured in a variety of ways, for example by measuring people’s trust in the information the 

government provides, the capabilities and intentions of the government, or trust in government in 

general (van Valkengoed & Steg, 2019), or by using a scale that measures people’s perception of the 

ability, benevolence and integrity of institutions (Mayer et al., 1995). These could perhaps give a 

broader look of what a participant knows about the government and thus how much they trust it.  

The overarching limitation of this study is the relatively low sample size. Usually with the size 

of the survey a larger sample size is needed for the study to have a greater reliability and validity. 

Sample size has implications on determining whether an effect within variables exist and how big this 

effect is. Additionally, sample size determines the power of the study to rule out type I or type II errors 

which can lead to falsely accepting or falsely rejecting a hypothesis (Baguley, 2004; Uttley, 2019). 

This study has a relatively low sample size, thus increasing the chance of a type II error and rejecting 

the hypothesis, while there is actually a significant effect.  

Recommendations for further research would be to keep in mind the optimal number of 

participants for the study, that will guarantee the best statistical power to prevent any type II errors. 

Future research needs to be conducted to determine which type of behaviours can be altered using the 

Ease of Retrieval manipulation. Additionally, whilst this study did not find any result that people’s 

trust in government plays a role in information seeking behaviour, further research could look at using 

a more optimal way of measuring trust in government. Using a different measure could give a better 

view of a person trust in government and subsequently if it has any influence on factors as people’s 

information seeking behaviour. Lastly, further analysis should focus to signify the effect that a 

person’s involvement in a topic has in risk information seeking theories, and to then possibly 
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implement it in already existing frameworks such as the Risk Information Seeking and Processing 

model.   

5. Conclusion 

The aim of the study was to see if a person’s judgmental confidence has an influence on their 

information seeking behaviour, by manipulating the Judgmental Confidence with the Ease of 

Retrieval. Additionally, this study aimed to determine whether the trust people have in the government 

is an important factor in changing the information seeking behaviour of people notwithstanding their 

judgmental confidence. Analysis showed that while the Ease of Retrieval manipulation worked, there 

was no effect of this on the participant’s judgmental confidence. Judgmental Confidence subsequently 

had no effect on participant’s information seeking behaviour. Furthermore, Trust in Government does 

not seem to have an effect on the relationship between Judgmental Confidence and Information 

Seeking behaviour, nor on the variables independently. This meant that the hypothesis could be 

rejected and that trust in government does not appear to play an important role in people’s information 

seeking behaviour. Analysis showed that involvement seems to be an important factor in risk 

information seeking, which is something that future research will have to determine if it plays and 

important role in risk information seeking frameworks and perhaps how it could be implemented in 

such frameworks.  

 

 

  



22 

 

Reference list 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 

Processes, 50(2), 179–211. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T 

Alaszewski, A. (2005). Risk communication: Identifying the importance of social context. In Health, 

Risk and Society (Vol. 7, Issue 2, pp. 101–105). https://doi.org/10.1080/13698570500148905 

Atkin, C. K. (1972). Anticipated Communication and Mass Media Information-Seeking. Public 

Opinion Quarterly, 36(2), 188. https://doi.org/10.1086/267991 

Baguley, T. (2004). Understanding statistical power in the context of applied research. Applied 

Ergonomics, 35(2), 73–80. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apergo.2004.01.002 

Barnes, M. A., Dennis, M., & Haefele-Kalvaitis, J. (1996). The effects of knowledge availability and 

knowledge accessibility on coherence and elaborative inferencing in children from six to fifteen 

years of age. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 61(3), 216–241. 

https://doi.org/10.1006/jecp.1996.0015 

Berger, C. R., & Calabrese, R. J. (1975). Some Explorations in Initial Interaction and Beyond: Toward 

a Developmental Theory of Interpersonal Communication. Human Communication Research, 

1(2), 99–112. 

Chaiken, S., Liberman, A., & Eagly, A. H. (1989). Heuristic and Systematic Information Processing 

within and beyond the Persuasion Context (pp. 212–252). Guilford. 

Chen, S., & Chaiken, S. (1999). The heuristic-systematic model in its broader context. In Dual-

process theories in social psychology. (pp. 73–96). Guilford Press. 

Chen, S., Duckworth, K., & Chaiken, S. (1999). Motivated Heuristic and Systematic Processing. 

Psychological Inquiry, 10(1), 44–49. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli1001_6 

Cvetkovich, G., Siegrist, M., Murray, R., & Tragesser, S. (2002). New information and social trust: 

Asymmetry and perseverance of attributions about hazard managers. Risk Analysis, 22(2), 359–

367. https://doi.org/10.1111/0272-4332.00030 

Dijksterhuis, A., Macrae, C. N., & Haddock, G. (1999). When Recollective Experiences Matter: 

Subjective Ease of Retrieval and Stereotyping. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 

25(6), 766–774. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167299025006010 



23 

 

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). Psychology of Attitudes. In Psychology of Attitudes. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anifeedsci.2011.04.090 

Earle, T. C., & Cvetkovich, G. (1995). Social trust : toward a cosmopolitan society. Praeger 

Publishers. 

ESA. (2020). Coronavirus lockdown leading to drop in pollution across Europe. European Space 

Agency. https://www.esa.int/Applications/Observing_the_Earth/Copernicus/Sentinel-

5P/Coronavirus_lockdown_leading_to_drop_in_pollution_across_Europe 

Fung, T. K. F., Griffin, R. J., & Dunwoody, S. (2018). Testing Links Among Uncertainty, Affect, and 

Attitude Toward a Health Behavior. Science Communication, 40(1), 33–62. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547017748947 

Griffin, R. J., Dunwoody, S., & Neuwirth, K. (1999). Proposed model of the relationship of risk 

information seeking and processing to the development of preventive behaviors. Environmental 

Research, 80(2 II), S230–S245. https://doi.org/10.1006/enrs.1998.3940 

Johnson, B. B. (2005). Testing and Expanding a Model of Cognitive Processing of Risk Information. 

Risk Analysis, 25(3), 631–650. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2005.00609.x 

Kahlor, L., Dunwoody, S., Griffin, R. J., & Neuwirth, K. (2006). Seeking and Processing Information 

about Impersonal Risk. Science Communication, 28(2), 163–194. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547006293916 

Kahlor, L., Dunwoody, S., Griffin, R. J., Neuwirth, K., & Giese, J. (2003). Studying Heuristic-

Systematic Processing of Risk Communication. Risk Analysis, 23(2), 355–368. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1539-6924.00314 

Kelley, C. M., & Lindsay, D. S. (1993). Remembering Mistaken for Knowing: Ease of Retrieval as a 

Basis for Confidence in Answers to General Knowledge Questions. Journal of Memory and 

Language, 32(1), 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.1993.1001 

Knobloch-Westerwick, S. (2008). Information Seeking. In The International Encyclopedia of 

Communication. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405186407.wbieci028 

Locander, W. B., & Hermann, P. W. (1979). The Effect of Self-Confidence and Anxiety on 

Information Seeking in Consumer Risk Reduction. Journal of Marketing Research, 16(2), 268. 



24 

 

https://doi.org/10.2307/3150690 

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An Integrative Model of Organizational Trust. 

The Academy of Management Review, 20(3), 709. https://doi.org/10.2307/258792 

Neuwirth, K., & Frederick, E. (2004). Peer and Social Influence on Opinion Expression. 

Communication Research, 31(6), 669–703. https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650204269388 

Raghubir, P., & Menon, G. (2005). When and why is ease of retrieval informative? Memory and 

Cognition, 33(5), 821–832. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193077 

Rankin, J. (2020, January 10). Fires and floods: maps of Europe predict scale of climate catastrophe | 

Environment | The Guardian. https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/feb/10/fires-

floods-maps-europe-climate-catastrophe 

Ratneshwar, S., & Chaiken, S. (1991). Comprehension’s Role in Persuasion: The Case of Its 

Moderating Effect on the Persuasive Impact of Source Cues. Journal of Consumer Research, 

18(1), 52. https://doi.org/10.1086/209240 

Schwarz, N., Bless, H., Strack, F., Klumpp, G., Rittenauer-Schatka, H., & Simons, A. (1991). Ease of 

Retrieval as Information: Another Look at the Availability Heuristic. In Psychological 

Association~ In~ (Vol. 61, Issue 2). 

Siegrist, M., & Cvetkovich, G. (2000). Perception of Hazards: The Role of Social Trust and 

Knowledge. Risk Analysis, 20(5), 713–720. https://doi.org/10.1111/0272-4332.205064 

ter Huurne, E. F. J., & Gutteling, J. M. (2008). Information needs and risk perception as predictors of 

risk information seeking. Journal of Risk Research, 11(7), 847–862. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13669870701875750 

Trumbo, C. W. (2002). Information Processing and Risk Perception: An Adaptation of the Heuristic-

Systematic Model. Journal of Communication, 52(2), 367–382. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-

2466.2002.tb02550.x 

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1973). Availability: A heuristic for judging frequency and probability. 

Cognitive Psychology, 5(2), 207–232. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0285(73)90033-9 

Tybout, A. M., Sternthal, B., Malaviya, P., Bakamitsos, G. A., & Park, S. (2005). Information 

Accessibility as a Moderator of Judgments: The Role of Content versus Retrieval Ease. Journal 



25 

 

of Consumer Research, 32(1), 76–85. https://doi.org/10.1086/426617 

Uttley, J. (2019). Power Analysis, Sample Size, and Assessment of Statistical Assumptions—

Improving the Evidential Value of Lighting Research. LEUKOS, 15(2–3), 143–162. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15502724.2018.1533851 

van Valkengoed, A. M., & Steg, L. (2019). Meta-analyses of factors motivating climate change 

adaptation behaviour. Nature Climate Change, 9(2), 158–163. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-

018-0371-y 

Wachinger, G., Renn, O., Begg, C., & Kuhlicke, C. (2013). The risk perception paradox-implications 

for governance and communication of natural hazards. Risk Analysis, 33(6), 1049–1065. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2012.01942.x 

Yang, Z. J., Aloe, A. M., & Feeley, T. H. (2014). Risk Information Seeking and Processing Model: A 

Meta-Analysis. Journal of Communication, 64(1), 20–41. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12071 

 

  



26 

 

Appendix A: Informed Consent form 

Thank you very much for wanting to participate in our research, which examines the influence of 

judgemental confidence on climate change-related risk-information seeking and processing. This study 

is done by Anniek Megens and Julia Hubbert, two third-year Psychology students at the University of 

Twente. Please read the following information carefully.  

 

The aim of this study is to investigate the role judgemental confidence plays in seeking out and 

processing risk-related information about the topic of climate change, as well as examining the roles of 

current knowledge and trust in government. Completing this study will take you approximately 20 to 

30 minutes.  

 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary and please keep in mind that you can withdraw from 

the study at any time without having to give a reason. At the end of the study, you will be giving 

another chance to withdraw. The information given will be anonymized and treated strictly 

confidential. We do not expect any risks being associated with this study.  If you have any further 

questions or comments, please contact the researchers:  

 

Anniek Megens (a.megens@student.utwente.nl) 

Julia Hubbert (j.m.hubbert@student.utwente.nl) 

 

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or wish to obtain information, ask 

questions, or discuss any concerns about this study with someone other than the researcher(s), please 

contact the Secretary of the Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Behavioural, Management and Social 

Sciences at the University of Twente by ethicscommittee-bms@utwente.nl .  

 

 I understand and consent that:  

1) I am at least 18 years old.    

2) I understand the content and voluntarily participate in this study.   

mailto:j.m.hubbert@student.utwente.nl
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3) I can refuse to answer questions and withdraw from participation at any time without having 

to give a reason. In case I decide to withdraw during the study or do not give my consent at 

the very end of the study, all my data will be deleted.    

4) My data will be treated confidentially. All analysis of the given data occurs anonymized and 

only for the purpose of the study.  

5) All my data can be evaluated and used for the research in case I do not withdraw or indicate 

otherwise.    

6) I have been given the guarantee that this study has been reviewed and approved by the BMS 

Ethics Committee.  

Yes, I do consent.  (1)  

No, I do not consent.  (2)  
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Appendix B: Survey Setup 

Set-up of Online-Experiment: The Influence of Judgemental Confidence on Risk-Information 

Seeking and Processing   

 

1. Informed Consent 

 

2. Demographics 

- Age 

- Gender 

- Nationality 

- Highest completed level of education 

 

3. Ease of retrieval manipulation:  

- Please list three [eight] examples of human actions that contribute to the global warming of 

the planet.”  

- Easy: Name 3 things 

- Difficult: name 8 things 

 

4. Manipulation check:  

-  How easy was it for you to come up with 3 [8] examples of human activities that contribute to 

climate change?  

 

5. Current knowledge/Judgmental Confidence (0 to 100 scale) 

- “First, we would like to rate your knowledge about the risk climate change poses, please use a 

scale of zero to 100, where zero means knowing nothing and 100 means knowing everything 

you could possibly know about this topic. Using the given scale, how much do you think you 

currently know about the risk climate change poses? “ 

 

6. Sufficiency threshold (0 to 100 scale) 

- “Please use the same scale as before. This time, we would like you to estimate how much 

knowledge you would need to deal adequately with the possible risk climate change poses. 

Using a scale of zero to 100, how much information would be sufficient for you, that is, good 

enough for your purposes?” 

 

7. Involvement - Control variable (5-Point Likert Scale)  

Selected items from the Climate Stewardship Survey (Walker & McNeal, 2012), adapted  

- How concerned are you about global warming?  

- How well informed are you about… 

- How the Earth’s climate system works?  

- Causes of global warming.  

- The consequences of global warming?  

- Methods to reduce global warming.  
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8. Showing article:  
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9. Risk-Information Seeking and Processing (5-Point Likert Scale) by Griffin, Dunwoody, 

Neuwirth, and Giese (1999), adapted  

a. Information Processing 

• Systematic Processing: 

o After I encounter information about climate change, I am likely to stop and 

think about it. 

o If I need to act on this matter, the more viewpoints I get the better. 

o It is important for me to interpret information about the topic of climate 

change in a way that applies directly to my life. 

o After thinking about this topic, I have a broader understanding. 

o When I encounter information about climate change, I read or listen to most 

of it, even though I may not agree with its perspective. 
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• Heuristic Processing: 

o When I encounter information about climate change, I focus on only a few 

key points. 

o If I need to act on this matter, the advice of one expert is enough for me. 

o When I see or hear information about this topic, I rarely spend much time 

thinking about it. 

o There is far more information on the topic of climate change than I personally 

need 

b. Risk Information Seeking 

• Avoidance: 

o Whenever the topic of climate change comes up, I go out of my way to avoid learning 

more about it. 

o When this topic comes up, I’m likely to tune it out. 

o Gathering information about this topic is a waste of time. 

• Non-Routine vs. Routine Seeking 

o When it comes to this topic, I’m likely to go out of my way to get more information. 

o When this topic comes up, I try to learn more about it. 

o When it comes to this topic, I’m content to let information come to me in the course 

of my daily life. 

  

10. Trust in government  

Adapted and edited to suit current context, from Nicholls, K., & Picou, J.S. (2013). 

Questions are related to the government of the respondent’s country.  

 

• How much of the time do you think you can trust the government in [your country] to do what 

is right—just about always, most of the time, or only some of the time when it comes to 

climate change?  

• Would you say the government is pretty much run by a few big interests looking out for 

themselves or that it is run for the benefit of all the people when it comes to the topic of 

climate change?  
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• Do you think that people in the government waste a lot of the money we pay in taxes, waste 

some of it, or do not waste very much of it?  

• Do you feel that almost all of the people running the government that are deciding about 

climate change-related topics are smart people who usually know what they are doing, or do 

you think that quite a few of them do not seem to know what they are doing?  

• Do you think that quite a few of the people running the government are a little crooked, not 

very many are, or do you think hardly any of them are crooked at all when it comes to climate 

change related topics? 

• Please indicate your level of trust in your national government when it comes to dealing with 

climate change: Do you have: a great deal of trust; a good deal of trust; some trust; very little 

trust; or, no trust at all? 
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Appendix C: Correlation Table 

Pearson’s correlations with Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) between the Variables 

  M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1 - Age 25.54 9.56 ─                

2 - Gender 1.58 0.53 .06 ─               

3 - Nationality 1.84 0.73 .15 .17 ─              

4 - Education 1.76 1.32 .59** -.02 .04 ─             

5 - Ease of Retrieval groupa 1.49 0.50 -.07 -.01 -.02 -.07 ─            

6 – Difficulty/ease thinking of ex. 3.28 1.14 .10 -.05 .18 .08 -.67** ─           

7 - Judgmental Confidence 61.16 17.09 .23 -.11 .18 .11 -.15 .44** ─          

8 - Knowledge need 71.12 21.36 -.09 .09 .08 -.02 .03 -.03 .19 ─         

9 - Time reading article (min) 5.33 19.86 -.05 .10 .19 -.07 -.13 .19 .06 .15 ─        

10 - Total correct answers art. 1.82 0.78 -.05 .15 .05 -.01 .15 -.11 .06 -.06 .19 ─       

11 - Involvement 3.41 0.60 .10 -.05 .09 .07 -.05 .39** .61** .13 .07 -.05 ─      

12 - Systematic Processing 3.68 0.66 .05 .20 .17 .09 .16 .10 .10 .17 .18 .31* .16 ─     

13 - Avoidance 1.74 0.76 .04 -.10 -.22 -.16 -.12 -.19 -.29* -.13 -.14 -.13 -.46** -.48** ─    

14 - (non) Routine Seeking 3.51 0.88 .19 .29* .30* .32** .12 .10 .14 .12 .08 .06 .26* .67** -.55** ─   

15 - Trust in Government 2.74 0.47 -.12 .02 -

0.10 

-.01 -.05 .04 -.05 .12 -.09 -.20 -.08 -.15 .01 -.08 ─  

16 - Information Seeking 

Behaviour  
3.82 0.65 .09 .24 .28* .24 .15 .15 .21 .16 .15 .18 .35** .83** -.80** .90** -.09 ─ 

a 1 = easy group, 2= difficult group.   

*p < .05, **p < .01.  

 


