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Original Article

The geophysical reality of global climate change creates a 

global risk society fraught with intensifying disasters (Beck 

1999). Given the magnitude and universality of the risk, it 

would be in all societies’ best long-term interests to cooper-

ate in the solution, contributing whatever they can to help 

one another reduce emissions and protect forest carbon sinks. 

In environmental sociology, this is an attitude known as cos-

mopolitanism, a concern for global society as opposed to 

narrow national interests (Beck 2010b; Tyfield and Urry 

2009). Climate risk challenges humanity to achieve unprec-

edented heights of global consensus and cooperation, of cos-

mopolitanism, requiring the emergence of a new, more 

integrated global society and culture. This kind of cultural 

integration can be defined as “a shared set of cultural under-

standings that provide the basis for communication and 

social action” (Hironaka 2014:112). As such, global climate 

change represents a world-historical opportunity for the 

emergence of a common global society, with failure to do so 

likely to bring intensifying calamity for all parties. Climate 

catastrophe itself may have an emancipatory effect upon this 

process, enhancing global cosmopolitan cooperation (Beck 

2010a). On the other hand, intensifying climate disasters 

might have the opposite effect, overwhelming national cop-

ing capacities and causing the emergence of a short-term 

“lifeboat ethic” of allowing the weak to drown.

Many obstacles suppress this nascent cosmopolitanism. 

Most prominently, the realities of global inequalities in both 

wealth and in immediate vulnerability to climate change 

disaster tear apart the fragile consensus on the need for 

global action. These inequalities are in part the legacy of 

colonialism and neoliberal economic depredation (Roberts 

and Parks 2007; Shue 2014). The obstacles are also due to 
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the vast scale and diffuse quality of the risk. A third factor is 

the difference between domestic and foreign politics. 

Concern about the social effects of climate change disasters 

tends to stop at national borders, because the political influ-

ence of the victims, if any, also stops there (Beck 2010b). In 

a global blame game, postcolonial poor nations tend to 

blame the rich nations for the problem and say they must act 

first (Billett 2009). But the rich nations tend to say, “if the 

large poor nations don’t act, our reductions will be meaning-

less.” The rich nations, especially the United States, also 

worry that emissions reductions will further damage the 

economy, when so many jobs have already moved to China 

and India (Roberts 2011). In general, nations tend to pay 

attention to more immediate problems and interests. They 

remain largely preoccupied with other concerns, unable to 

summon the needed political will to reduce emissions. Their 

diverse orientations have balkanized the global field of cli-

mate change discourse and enervated global negotiations. 

This situation of global noncooperation represents the larg-

est dilemma of collective action in world history. The long-

term pubic good is obviated by actors following short-term, 

selfish interests (Dietz, Ostrom, and Stern 2003).

In this light, the United Nations (UN) climate change 

negotiations should be considered a “workspace” wherein 

better agreements must be crafted (Hironaka 2014:20, 62). 

The 1992 UN Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) established a series of conferences of the parties 

(COPs) to the convention. To enhance continuing negotia-

tions, the 2015 COP 21 agreement called for “transparency 

of action and support” (United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change 2015a). In other words, the 

parties to the convention need to know more about the details 

and nuances of each other’s stances on climate change.

One way of enhancing the requested transparency would be 

to make the particular stances toward climate change of the 

diverse societies and governments more clearly apparent to all 

actors on the world stage. The present project takes a practical 

step in that direction by clarifying differences in framing—

giving meaning to—while also analyzing the underlying fac-

tors that drive the diverse patterns of world opinion. World 

society theory sees a growing climate cosmopolitanism, while 

climate justice theory sees a continuation of global economic 

inequalities fueling continued dissension. Our investigation of 

the major factors dividing how societies frame climate change 

provides insight into the exact parameters of these debates.

Newspaper framing—issue interpretation—is an impor-

tant window into understanding these national stances 

(Boykoff 2011). As Beck (2010a) wrote, “The political explo-

siveness of global risks is largely a function of their (re-)pre-

sentation in the mass media. When staged in the media, global 

risks can become ‘cosmopolitan events’” (p. 260). Of course, 

newspaper articles are not synonymous with policy in the 

political sphere. The research on comparative newspaper 

framing of climate change reported in this article covers the 

two years (2007–2008) just before the watershed 2009 COP 

meeting (Roberts 2011). This period remains a key historical 

moment to study in terms of understanding contemporary cli-

mate politics. It is a peak period for coverage in many coun-

tries, largely driven by the convergence of An Inconvenient 

Truth and the Nobel prize for the Intergovernmental Panel on 

Climate Change (IPCC) and Al Gore. The 2009 COP 15 in 

Paris was intended to frame a new world agreement that 

would for the first time include the developing (or Annex II) 

counties. Accordingly, it was a particularly heightened 

moment of public and media interest in the issue.

Different social and cultural tendencies may exacerbate  

or reinforce global divides and help cement differences in pol-

icy debate. The 17 societies in this study represent both large 

and small greenhouse gas emitters that differ in their ways of 

framing climate change and in their responses. The societies, 

in rough geographic clustering, are the United States, Canada, 

Mexico, Brazil, Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, China, New 
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Zealand, India, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Ireland, 

Germany, Greece, Switzerland, and Portugal. Lacking Africa, 

the Middle East, Southeast Asia, and the transitioning coun-

tries, of course, the article and research project cannot claim to 

represent the full breadth of global framing. But it still incudes 

most of the large-emitter countries as well as others that pres-

ent interesting and important variations in response.

We draw on field theory to examine relations between these 

cases on the basis of the framing of climate change in their 

national newspapers. Field theory emphasizes the interactions 

between cases within arenas of “self-organized contestation” 

(Martin 2003). We assume that the framing of climate change 

in one case is not wholly independent of its framing in other 

cases. Our results show that four major contentious issues 

divide climate change discourse: (1) acceptance versus rejec-

tion of consensus climate change science, (2) scale of ecologi-

cal concern from global to domestic, (3) scale of political 

concern from global to domestic, and (4) degree of support for 

government emissions reductions policies. These findings 

reveal a very complex distribution of interpretations of climate 

change, as revealed by newspaper frames.

Consideration of these cases’ media framings in light of 

their emissions performance yields insight into how cultural 

politics play out in news media and how such mediation can 

affect performance on mitigation. Going beyond describing 

the distribution of frames, we test, and find modest support 

for, the hypothesis that compared with the 1990 baseline, 

countries are more likely to reduce emissions when their 

newspaper frames accept IPCC-type science, orient to the 

global level of climate politics and ecological risks, and sup-

port mitigation policies. We label these positive frames. Of 

course, we do not claim that all the formative factors are 

revealed in newspaper framing. The politics of climate change 

is a very complex multilevel and “wicked” problem involving 

a range of factors (Lazarus 2008; Levin et al. 2012). However, 

we do claim that the results of the present analysis offer some 

valid and useful insights into this complex process.

Literature Review

A Turning Point in the Global Climate Change 

Regime

The global climate regime has gradually developed over past 

decades. It began with the 1988 IPCC and the 1992 UNFCCC. 

These international institutions respectively promulgated 

scientific knowledge about and supportive norms for miti-

gating climate change (Hironaka 2014). Subsequent COPs to 

the UNFCCC sought to implement its normative injunctions. 

The 1997 Kyoto Protocol (COP 3) assigned emissions reduc-

tions targets to many industrialized countries (attainment 

period 2008–2012). The protocol achieved some positive 

effect (Iwata and Okada 2014). But it was hampered by dif-

fering levels of performance, dropout of key countries, and 

lack of inclusion of developing countries.

The 2009 Copenhagen COP 15 first tried to include devel-

oping countries under a common regime. This meeting 

proved to be a major change point in the global negotiation 

system. Scientists and negotiators realized that the previous 

Kyoto Protocol, which included only the industrialized coun-

tries, was not sufficient to reduce global emissions. China 

had grown rapidly and become the world’s largest emitter of 

carbon dioxide. India and other Asian countries were grow-

ing rapidly as well. However, up to this point, recognizing 

their developing status, the international climate regime had 

not put these developing countries under any formal obliga-

tion to reduce their emissions. COP 15 was intended to rec-

tify this problem and begin the creation of a new form of 

Kyoto Protocol that would place formal emissions reduc-

tions targets on the developing countries as well.

At the 2009 meeting, divisions between developed and 

developing countries came to a head, each side pointing the 

finger of blame for climate change at the other. The meeting 

broke down in acrimony, producing only a weak agreement 

among the leaders of the BASIC countries (Brazil, South 

Africa, India and China) and the United States to take posi-

tive action (Diringer 2011). Accordingly, the 2009 COP was 

a watershed moment when the Kyoto Protocol systems of 

central assignment of emissions reduction targets broke 

down and proved unworkable as a truly globally encompass-

ing system (Bodansky 2011; Ciplet, Roberts and Khan 2015).

Faced with these deep fissures, the 2015 COP 21 turned 

away from centrally determined target allocations. It concluded 

an agreement among 194 countries to implement voluntary, 

self-determined amounts and forms of emission reduction, 

called intended nationally determined contributions (INDCs). 

The COP process leadership hoped that this voluntary approach 

would work better than centrally assigned emissions reductions 

targets. At present, though, even the INDC pledges (187 sub-

mitted as of December 2015) are hardly sufficient. Even if fully 

implemented, they will still result in a planetary warming of 

3.5°C to 4.5°C, a level unacceptable by all scientific predic-

tions of likely levels of disaster.

It is therefore important to understand the factors behind 

the disagreements made apparent by the 2009 COP 15 meet-

ings. The 2007–2008 period was very formative, a time when 

many countries were deciding their basic stances vis-à-vis an 

emerging global regime. This is, in other words, an excellent 

period for studying the basic differences in how countries 

frame climate change. Of course, national framing is a mov-

ing target and all countries’ stances have continued to evolve 

through time. But the strength of the divisions among coun-

tries that became apparent during this period led to funda-

mental changes in the envisioned possibilities of global 

climate change agreements.

Framing Global Climate Change

For a society to become earnestly engaged in the needed 

global effort, some social orientations or frames are more 
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conducive than others. Frames give meaning to and indicate 

how to interpret events and objects within discourse (Boykoff 

2011). They can range from adjectives describing the object 

itself to the context of discussion about the object. For 

instance, climate change itself can be framed as “real” or 

“illusionary,” or climate change can be discussed in a host of 

different contexts: economic effects, alternative energy tech-

nology, the political process, policy specifics, allocation of 

responsibility and so forth. Although the norm of newspaper 

reporting is detached objectivity (except in opinion col-

umns), in fact editors and reporters cannot but frame an 

object, whether purposely or not. This conveys a meaning 

about the object to the readers. In this way, frames can influ-

ence beliefs, preferences, and risk perceptions, and through 

these, actions (Benford and Snow 2000; Nisbet 2009; Snow 

and Benford 1992:137). For instance, some frames “con-

struct” climate change as a problem that must be addressed 

and solved, while others obscure and reject that need and 

urgency (Carvalho 2007; Eder 1996; Hannigan 1995). 

Hironaka (2014:136) contended that “the growth of the cul-

tural meaningfulness and salience of climate change” has 

strengthened the global climate change regime. The four 

lines of framing divisions noted above each represent impor-

tant “meanings” that can affect the domestic policy forma-

tion process around climate change, as explained below.

As a social problem, climate change is, first of all, extreme 

in its reliance on scientific findings and theory. The capacity 

to frame climate change as a problem depends on the degree 

of belief in the majority science (e.g., as promulgated by the 

IPCC reports). The vast majority of experts on the topic have 

concluded that the recent, rapid climate change is manmade 

(Oreskes 2004). Yet in some societies, antiscientific cultures 

(Jasanoff 2005) as well as governments and companies that 

deal in fossil fuels (Klein 2014) have conducted rejection 

campaigns, causing stalemate at this first step (Tranter and 

Booth 2015). If a society tends to reject the scientific find-

ings about climate change, it will undercut the very rationale 

for doing anything about climate change. Therefore, one 

essential orientation for a society to take action to reduce its 

emissions is to accept the main scientific findings that show 

that (recent, rapid) climate change is caused by human activ-

ity. Of course, a society could reduce its carbon dioxide 

emissions for reasons other than concern about climate 

change, for instance, because of economic recession or to 

reduce reliance on foreign oil imports. In assessing the emis-

sions trajectories of national cases, such factors must also be 

considered. But for countries to generate sufficient political 

will to radically reduce emissions in the amount needed to 

avert ever worsening climate threats, they will have to base 

their individual and collective global actions on a solid 

acceptance of IPCC science.

Once accepted, this scientific frame implies the risk 

frame—that if left unchecked, climate change will bring 

disaster to human and other life forms on the planet. Beck’s 

(1992, 2010a) risk society thesis argues that we have entered 

a new stage of social evolution in which human-invented 

technologies have come to pose the gravest risks to our well-

being and existence. The radioactive cloud that wafted over 

Germany from the 1986 Chernobyl nuclear meltdown ini-

tially inspired his work. But climate change poses an even 

graver technological risk to humanity—from the burning of 

fossil fuels. The complications of the global weather system 

make exact prediction impossible, but general trends toward 

worsening impact are well supported (Intergovernmental 

Panel on Climate Change 2014). Yet the degrees of uncer-

tainty have given room for skeptics to deny the predicted 

risks from climate change; some even contend that increased 

carbon dioxide in the atmosphere will have an overall and 

long-term beneficial effect upon agricultural productivity 

(McCright and Dunlap 2000). One could speak of the differ-

ent risk cultures present across societies that would also 

affect the intensity of discounting the future and what risks it 

might hold (Douglas and Wildavsky 1982).

Recognition of risk implies a moral duty to respond. An 

important frame in the set is acceptance of a moral or norma-

tive duty to reduce or end carbon emissions domestically and 

globally. An orientation to the global UN politics and agree-

ments, which urge rapid action to reduce emissions, should 

make a country more open to enacting government policies 

to mitigate climate change. Hironaka (2014) argued that 

“adoption occurs first among those most central to the global 

‘conversation’ and spreads outwards to those less engaged in 

global institutions and discourses.” She further stated that 

“Western nation-states tend to be centrally involved in global 

discourses” (p. 122). This morality could be extended to the 

environment itself. Countries that show greater concern for 

the effects of climate change on the global environment, as 

opposed to at most a narrow concern for the domestic envi-

ronment, should have stronger political will to carry out miti-

gation measures. This is so because a collective morality is 

required to overcome the divisive effects of the dilemmas of 

collective action and public goods (Dietz et al. 2003).

A final frame concerns the means to attain the ends. It 

involves the acceptance of practical countermeasures, a 

frame potentially independent of the preceding ones. 

Mitigation measures can be implemented through govern-

ment policies or arise voluntarily from social actors. A host 

of measures are possible, ranging from carbon tax and emis-

sions trading schemes through subsidies for research and 

consumer change to grassroots initiatives to reduce, reuse, 

and recycle. One of the principle factors is the degree of sup-

port offered by the dominant political culture concerning 

government intervention in the economy. Many analysts 

think that government policies such as carbon tax are required 

to effectively reduce emissions (Giddens 2009). Although 

successful in Sweden and other European economies 

(Giddens 2009), laissez-faire economies, especially the 

United States, have vehemently opposed such state action 

(Perrow and Pulver 2015). A host of policy and voluntary 

measures for emissions reductions and support for 
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alternative energy are available as mitigation measures. In 

this article, we combine them into a single measure of orien-

tation toward government mitigation policies. This frame 

also concerns our technological capacity to replace fossil 

fuels with noncarbon sources of energy. Great debates have 

erupted over possible economic disruption from this energy 

transition, but many experts agree that a combination of con-

servation and green energy could eventually power most of 

human needs around the world (Pacala and Socolow 2004) 

without great economic disruption (Stern 2007).

Explaining Global Frame Patterns

Realist international relations (IR) and world society theories 

predict different global distributions of frames about climate 

change. The assumptions of traditional realist theory in IR 

run contrary to institutionalist, as well as newer social con-

structionist and world society theories. Realist IR theory 

gives prominence to national economic and political inter-

ests that see the rest of the world in instrumental terms. This 

would predict that, facing climate change, nations would 

frame their response in terms of their immediate self-interest 

(Bodansky 2009; Ciplet et al. 2015). Worry about the nega-

tive consequences of emissions reductions on the economy 

and on national security would dominate the press. Realist 

IR theory does not recognize the importance of the global 

environment as a factor in shaping the national interest 

(Vogeler and Imber 2005:6).

More recently, though, national agencies have come to rec-

ognize that the weather disasters, mass migration and potential 

resource wars arising from climate change pose threats to 

national security in themselves (Dyer 2005). This scenario of 

national security risk under global climate change can trans-

form the calculus of self-interest. Because climate change 

poses a threat to one’s own security and economic interests, 

enlightened self-interest can recognize the necessity of global 

cooperation as the only solution to the problem (Townsend and 

Harris 2004). In the long run, moreover, the ultimate logic of 

climate change demands the recognition of complex interde-

pendence (Vogeler and Imber 2013:6). This renders pointless 

the attempt to define security solely in national terms. In this 

way, then, even realist self-interest might prompt nations to 

work toward the mitigation of global climate change. If nations 

were operating under such assumptions, their newspapers 

would stress the global climate change negotiations where bar-

gains and burdens must be hammered out.

Institutionalist theory has many varieties. The strongest 

variety posits that actors tend to follow rules and regulations 

decided by authorities and backed by sanctions (Amenta 

2005; Brinton and Nee 1998). If the UN Kyoto institutions 

were strong, we would expect newspapers to frame climate 

change as a matter of compliance. However, to IR scholars 

working on global climate change, the problem is that the 

institutions of the international climate change regime are 

weak and ineffective (Okereke, Bulkeley, and Schroeder 

2009; Young 2002). Therefore, we would not expect a com-

pliance frame to be very prevalent. At most, it would appear 

among those nations that had accepted emissions reductions 

targets under the Kyoto Protocol and were worried about 

their attainment.

Neoinstitutional theory adds the force of “mimetic iso-

morphism” (DiMaggio and Powell 1983). In this scenario, 

under conditions of uncertainty where they are not sure what 

to do, actors copy what other actors are doing. As long as we 

keep adding carbon dioxide to the atmosphere, the intensifi-

cation of climate change has high scientific certainty 

(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 2013). But the 

exact timing, location, and type of disasters remain highly 

uncertain. This latter uncertainty, though, by distancing 

effect from cause, seems to reinforce denial of the problem 

rather than concern. When the costs of action are high, uncer-

tainty can support inertia. This theory, then, would predict 

newspaper framing against the reduction of emissions.

Social constructivism (another version of neoinstitutional 

theory) sees national interest as affected by moral and nor-

mative pressures coming from other actors (Keck and 

Sikkink 1998). More specifically, world society theory posits 

that the new norms of scientific agreement, cooperation, 

mitigation and ecologism urged by the UNFCCC and other 

agreements will shape national interests (Frank, Hironaka, 

and Schofer 2000; Hironaka 2014). If so, national newspaper 

frames should reflect a strong concern for both global nego-

tiations and for the global ecology (as a common good). UN 

membership does increase newspaper attention to climate 

change and to scientific reports from the IPCC (Broadbent 

et al. 2013). But under the cooperative ethic, newspapers in 

developing societies could readily point the finger of blame 

and responsibility at societies with long polluting records 

like the United States. Such norm diffusion approaches must 

also consider the reverse possibility—the global diffusion of 

reactionary frames denying the existence of anthropogenic 

climate change.

Along with global factors such as sketched above, a wide 

range of domestic factors may shape the framing profile of 

a case (Alasuutari and Qadir 2013, Alasuutari, Qadir, and 

Creutz 2013). For instance, a high level of vulnerability to 

climate effects could push the newspapers to focus on local 

disasters. Other potential domestic factors include the cul-

tural evaluation of science as an arbiter of truth (Jasanoff 

2005), the moral culture, the configuration of domestic 

interests in the fossil fuel economy, state capacity to shape 

energy sourcing, the inertia of domestic institutions, the cost 

and feasibility of alternative energy sources, and many oth-

ers. A range of such causal factors has been posited as 

hypotheses (Broadbent 2010). Given the complexity of cau-

sality, the pressure of mounting climate change disasters 

could still push the global field in any number of direc-

tions—either toward enhanced cooperation or toward bal-

kanization and a life-boat ethic—with huge consequences 

for the outcomes of global negotiations. In the time period 
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analyzed in this article (2007–2008) and into the present, 

societies exhibit different mixtures and configurations of the 

frames discussed above. Transparency about the configura-

tion of frames they do hold will be critical to building trust 

in the continuing negotiations.

Data and Methods

Newspapers provide an accessible medium through which to 

assess national tendencies in issue framing (Gamson 1992; 

Hallin and Mancini 2004). Newspaper frames provide a gen-

eral indicator of nationally prevalent cultural evaluations 

about an issue, albeit especially those of elites (Boykoff 

2011; Carvalho 2007). Media is a site for struggle over the 

definition of social reality (Gamson et al. 1992; Gurevitch 

and Levy 1985).

As such, frames can shed light on the types of actions that 

a society and political system is likely to take in a given issue 

area (Nisbet 2009). Given the range of factors influencing 

the actual policies of the state and the outcomes, though, the 

connection between newspaper frames and policy outcomes 

must be interpreted in context. Other factors could also affect 

a nation’s mitigation response without appearing in the 

newspapers. We return to this issue in the conclusion.

With teams collecting data in 16 countries plus Taiwan, 

the project on Comparing Climate Change Policy Networks 

(Compon) analyzed these 17 cases (Ragin and Becker 1992) 

of societal climate change framing in newspapers. Research 

teams used common data-collection instruments and proce-

dures to gather and code comparable information. Among 

the most widely read newspapers, teams selected, when pos-

sible, three with different ideological orientations: conserva-

tive, liberal, and economic (as defined in the respective 

societies). The teams searched the computerized archives of 

these newspapers for articles in 2007 and 2008 that mention 

the keywords: climate change or global warming (in their 

respective languages).

The first step consisted of finding the news share of cli-

mate change articles. The teams counted the numbers of 

articles mentioning the keyword climate change or global 

warming per year from 1997 to 2010 and divided that num-

ber by the total number of articles. Here, the results parallel 

that found by other work (Boykoff 2011).

Next, the teams focused on the key period of 2007 and 

2008, preceding the 2009 COP 15 conference. They 

extracted a database of all articles that mentioned the key-

word climate change or global warming and eliminated 

articles that mentioned the keywords only as a minor sub-

ject. Some case teams coded all of these keyword articles, 

while others took a random sample of them for coding. The 

teams coded a total of 18,721 articles about climate change 

for the 2007–2008 period.

The coding proceeded in two steps. These steps differed 

by case and by when the case entered the coding process. 

Those teams starting early coded all or a random sample of 

these articles focusing on identifying information (date, 

page, newspaper name), main issues (inductively summa-

rized by the coders), issue frames (succinct terms for the 

main issues defined by coders), scale (domestic or interna-

tional news), and source (domestic or foreign news source).

The project coordinator subsequently went through the 

inductively coded issue frames. Through induction, he 

extracted a common set of meta-frames that could cover all 

the diverse inductive frames from all the available cases. 

Over the course of three years (2012–2015), this matching 

procedure produced a set of 131 meta-frames that could be 

used in common by all the cases.

The teams that had already inductively coded their arti-

cles then recoded a subsample of those articles using this 

new, common set of meta-frames, assigning a single main 

meta-frame for each article. The teams that joined at this 

later stage started their coding using the 131-meta-frame set 

on a reduced random sample of their total number of key-

word articles. For all the cases, the purpose was to arrive at a 

representative sample of keyword articles coded using the 

131-meta-frame set.

Because the teams were working independently, follow-

ing a common protocol but loosely coordinated within the 

limits of international possibility, they ended up coding dif-

ferent numbers and percentages of articles (randomly 

selected if a subsample) out of their sample of keyword arti-

cles (Brazil, 522 of 2,996; Canada, 452 of 603; China, 447 of 

480; Germany, 190 of 191; Greece, 224 of 1,133; India, 471 

of 1,206; Ireland, 517 of 517; Japan, 243 of 2,425; Korea, 

184 of 925; Mexico, 473 of 1,810; New Zealand, 1701 of 

1,701; Portugal, 247 of 1,344; Sweden, 199 of 1,502; 

Switzerland, 549 of 549; Taiwan, 422 of 840; United 

Kingdom, 371 of 375; United States, 731 of 1,221).

For the analytical purposes of this article, the set of 131 

meta-frames has been reduced to 33 synthesized frames in 10 

categories (see Appendix Table A1). To enable comparison 

among the cases despite the differences in the number of 

articles coded in each, the statistical significance of the num-

bers was tested using a cumulative binomial distribution test 

and the results were coded to produce the matrix for netfield 

analysis (Sonnett 2016). Two benchmarks were used to 

assess whether framing categories represent at least 1 percent 

(up to 4.9 percent) or 5 percent (or more) of articles for each 

of the 17 cases. These two benchmarks captured variation 

better than other combinations that were tested, and corre-

spond to half a standard deviation below or above the aver-

age cell percentage of 3.03 percent.

A matrix of ties between frames and cases was then ana-

lyzed using social network analysis and correspondence 

analysis. Cells in the matrix for social network analysis were 

coded 2 for 5 percent, 1 for 1 percent, and 0 for nonsignifi-

cant (<1 percent), representing the presence or absence and 

strength of ties. Cells for correspondence analysis were 

coded 3 for 5 percent, 2 for 1 percent, and 1 for nonsignifi-

cant, representing strength of association within the field of 
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media discourse. This combination of methods shows both 

the pattern of ties between cases and frames and the opposi-

tions that create divisions in the field.

After mapping the dimensions of difference within this 

field, we draw on qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) 

(Ragin 2008) to examine how configurations of major frames 

relate to mitigation outcomes. The QCA approach, based on 

the logic of case studies, assumes that causal variables are 

best analyzed as combinations or configurations of condi-

tions, instead of as independent variables. We therefore 

examine how major dimensions of difference in the framing 

of climate change are combined in each case, and how these 

combinations relate to our outcome variable, success in 

attaining emissions reduction goals.

Findings

Global Field of Climate Change Discourse

Data on the comparative news share of climate change and 

global warming articles show a rising international trend of cov-

erage (Figure 1). The broad gray line traces the global average 

in each year. The collective peaks respond to important events 

in the international climate change regime: the 1997 Kyoto COP 

that produced the Kyoto Protocol, the 2001 Third Assessment 

Report by the IPCC, the 2007 IPCC Fourth Assessment Report, 

and the 2009 COP 15 in Copenhagen, when China first took a 

leading role in the international negotiations.

The rising trend of coverage, with peaks responding to 

important global events about climate change, indicate 

the gradual strengthening of a global climate change cul-

ture. The national bumps in 2003 coincide with the Third 

Assessment Report of the IPCC. The very striking 

multiple peaks in 2007 coincide with the IPCC Fourth 

Assessment Report, as well as the Stern report and the 

film An Inconvenient Truth. Then global coverage reached 

a higher peak for the 2009 COP 15. During this time, 

developing countries realized that they would have to be 

included in the next formation of the global regime. So 

they began to mobilize and debate the issues internally, 

and newspapers started covering climate change issues 

more intensively.

Exploring some of the seeming anomalies in these data 

produced surprising answers. Why did Sweden, a leader in 

mitigation, have so little coverage of climate change com-

pared with many other cases much less advanced in mitiga-

tion? The Sweden team leaders explained that the issue of 

climate change is so taken from granted in Sweden that it is 

not very newsworthy. At the other extreme, why did China, 

long relatively low in climate change coverage, suddenly 

leap to the top in 2009? The leader of the China team 

explained that during the 2009 Copenhagen meeting, China 

fully joined the international negotiations for the first time. 

Its participation was big news at home and around the 

world. China was especially concerned in its news cover-

age and at the negotiations that the world would appreciate 

its already considerable investments in alternative sources 

of energy. If the cases had not been highlighted by the com-

parative trend lines, these individual qualities would not 

have been so apparent.

Figure 2 maps the framing of climate change news in a 

global media discourse field as described by the 17 cases. 

Thick lines indicate relatively strong ties to frames (≥5 per-

cent) and thin lines weaker ties (from 1 percent to 4.9 per-

cent). The first and second correspondence factors define the 

horizontal and vertical axes of the layout. The combination 

Figure 1. Articles mentioning climate change (percentage of total articles, 17 societies).
Note: Percentage articles for Canada and Greece are derived from two newspapers and for New Zealand from two papers until 2003.
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of these two factors maps important contrasts between 

opposed frames and their supporting societies. We interpret 

these contrasts along two diagonals that form an implicit X 

on the diagram.

The diagonal from upper left to lower right juxtaposes 

a focus on global climate change ecological impacts 

(Ecology-Foreign/Global) in the upper left quadrant ver-

sus a focus on domestic climate change ecological impacts 

(Ecology-Domestic) in the lower right. This diagonal also 

juxtaposes a focus on global/multinational climate change 

politics versus a focus on domestic climate change poli-

tics. In other words, this diagonal reveals two major 

sources of division in the global field that go together or 

vary in tandem, one concerned with the scope of ecologi-

cal concern and one concerned with the scope of political 

concern.

The second diagonal, running from the lower left to the 

upper right, contrasts the acceptance of consensus climate 

science (Science-Accept/Use) in the lower left versus 

debates about and opposition to the science (Science-

Debate/Oppose) in the upper right. The same diagonal con-

trasts support for mitigation policy (Mit. Policy-Pro) in the 

lower left versus debate of/opposition to mitigation policy 

(Mit. Policy-Debate/Oppose) in the upper right respec-

tively. Once again, this second diagonal reveals two major 

sources of division in the global field that vary together—

the framing of science and the support for mitigation 

policy.

A number of secondary oppositions are also apparent, and 

drawing on Bourdieu’s (1993) field theory, we might inter-

pret the horizontal axis as split between two poles. On the 

right, we see the dominance of economic capital, with frames 

for consumer behavior and climate change as economic 

threat on the upper right and economic impacts and green 

economic growth on the bottom right. On the left we see 

frames associated with cultural capital, seen especially in the 

acceptance and use of climate science on the lower left but 

also in the legitimacy given to international political institu-

tions on the upper left. The vertical axis can be interpreted as 

the overall volume of capital, with cases at the top represent-

ing a “field of power” defined by high amounts of either eco-

nomic or cultural capital, and the cases at the bottom having 

lower amounts of these types of capital. These dimensions of 

the global field are worthy of further research, but in the fol-

lowing sections, we focus on the four dimensions of media 

framing explicated above.

Figure 2. Global field of media discourse about climate change.
Note: CC = climate change; Econ. = economy; Mit. = mitigation; Resp. = responsibility; Soc. = society; UN = United Nations.
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Four Contrasts in Climate Change Framing

Figure 3 provides more detail on contrasts between cases in 

the framing of the four contentious issues revealed above: 

science, ecology, politics, and mitigation policy. In each 

panel of Figure 3, the cases are arranged to highlight the 

major differences along the variable (as indicated by bar 

height). The vertical axis represents the percentage of all cli-

mate change newspaper articles that use this climate change 

frame.

As discussed above, acceptance of the consensus climate 

change science is a sine qua non of purposeful mitigation 

action. Figure 3a makes clear that a majority of societies 

strongly accept consensus science, especially in Europe and 

Asia. Debate and opposition comes from a culturally defined 

cluster of Anglo societies—first and foremost the United 

States, but also Canada, the United Kingdom, and New 

Zealand (Dunlap and McCright 2015; Painter 2013; Stern 

2016). U.S. discourse is highly influenced by conservative 

think tanks financed by the fossil fuel industry to produce 

doubt about climate science, and this influence has spread to 

other English-speaking societies (Dunlap and McCright 

2010; Dunlap and Jacques 2013; Farrell 2016). This cluster-

ing may also indicate a common cultural preference for lais-

sez-faire market systems and rejection of state policy 

interventions (Dobbin 1994).

Breaking apart the debating/rejecting science frame into 

its two components—debate versus reject—shows that sci-

ence debate dominated the New Zealand press, while science 

rejection dominated the other three Anglo countries. In 2008, 

New Zealand passed the world’s first combined industrial 

and agricultural cap-and-trade policy and was continuing to 

debate its necessity and effects. The United Kingdom passed 

a “world-leading” climate and emissions reductions bill 

despite controversy (Giddens 2009). In Canada, one major 

paper largely accepted the consensus science position, while 

another provided more space for climate skepticism 

(Stoddart, Haluza-DeLay, and Tindall 2016). These contra-

dictory tendencies soften the rejection of science evident in 

the Anglo cluster, making the United States exceptional in its 

degree of rejection.

Within this rejection-tending Anglo cluster, we find an 

intriguing anomaly—Sweden, the country that founded cli-

mate change science. According to the Swedish team, nor-

mally, the Swedish press presents no objections to the 

mainstream climate science. The paucity of science related 

articles indicate the taken-for-granted quality of the science. 

Indeed, in 1896 a Swedish chemist, Svante Arrhenius, dis-

covered the chemical basis of carbon dioxide accumulation 

in the atmosphere from human activities and predicted the 

greenhouse effect. And in 1988, a Swedish climatologist, 

Bert Bolin, founded the IPCC (Bolin 2007). But during the 

period of our focus, some letters to the editor and opinion 

articles had expressed the rejectionist position (Anshelm 

and Hultman 2014).

Once accepting the scientific consensus, it becomes 

more imperative to assess the ecological risk from climate 

change. Societies differ in the locus and magnitude of their 

ecological concern (Figure 3b). Locus varies from Foreign/

Global Ecology to Domestic Ecology. On the left end, 

Figure 3. Opposed frames in the global field of media discourse: relative acceptance or debating/opposition to consensus climate 
change science (a); global/foreign versus domestic scale of climate ecological impacts (b); orientation to multinational, global, or domestic 
climate change politics (c); and relative support for versus debate/opposition to governmental mitigation policies for the reduction of 
carbon emissions (d).
Note: UN = United Nations.
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Germany, Sweden and China show strong concern about 

global ecology. On the right, Mexico and India are highly 

concerned about domestic risks. Taiwan, Ireland, the United 

Kingdom, and South Korea also show high levels of con-

cern with domestic ecological risk. Frequent focus on 

global ecology suggests that such societies tend toward a 

universal ethic that encourages protection of the global 

commons rather than a narrow domestic focus (Dietz et al. 

2002). At the same time, the high risk and vulnerability of 

developing countries (Yohe et al. 2006) helps explain their 

domestic focus.

Important also is the magnitude of ecological focus. 

Magnitude rises at both ends of the scale, and dips in the 

center. The United States exhibits the lowest levels of eco-

logical focus, consonant with the prevalence of climate 

and science skepticism and low levels of perception of 

risk from climate change (Leiserowitz et al. 2015). At the 

right pole, Mexico and India devote 20 percent to 30 per-

cent of their climate change news coverage to concern 

about domestic ecological effects. These concerns are 

quite understandable. India and Mexico, two large devel-

oping societies near the equator, will be hit hard by the 

effects of climate change. They have populations living at 

minimal subsistence levels in the agricultural sector. 

These populations are highly sensitive to changes in 

weather patterns. If faced with severe deprivation, they 

could generate massive political demands and climate 

migrations. Brazil is in a similar situation, but lacks 

heightened ecological concern.

China is also vulnerable to climate impacts, but its party-

controlled press avoids mention of domestic problems so as 

not to stir up protest. Instead, the press focuses on China’s 

place in the world. In all four developing societies, the press 

conveys the frame of being victimized; they hold the rich 

countries responsible for emissions mitigation (see the bot-

tom of Figure 2). Accordingly, Mexico and India feel little 

responsibility to take notice of ecological effects beyond 

their borders. But the Chinese press follows the Party line, 

which at this time, in preparation for China’s inclusion in the 

2009 Copenhagen COP 15 agreement, stressed the interna-

tional dimensions of ecological problems.

Germany and Sweden contrast greatly with the develop-

ing societies. These two wealthy, industrialized societies 

have played key roles in the growth of the global climate 

regime. In both countries, a strong public sense of global 

concern and responsibility plus conducive political institu-

tions drove their exemplary environmental performance. As 

mentioned above, Sweden produced both the foundations of 

climate change science and the institutions for its global dif-

fusion (Bolin 2007). Sweden has also tapped its large hydro-

power potentials, which have helped in its rapid reduction of 

carbon emissions.

Germany, on the other hand, has traditionally relied heav-

ily on coal for its energy. And unlike France, Germany’s 

active environmental movement and Green Party have halted 

the nuclear power agenda. Germany has accomplished an 

unprecedented and ongoing energy transition (Energiewende), 

already reaching 30 percent of total electricity production 

from renewable sources and aiming for 60 percent by 2050. 

This has been based on strong public support (94 percent) 

and engagement (German Renewable Energies Agency 

2015; Giddens 2009).

After attitude toward science and degree of ecological 

concern, attention to climate politics defines a third dimen-

sion of societal response. Both the scale and the magnitude 

of coverage of climate change politics varies greatly. In the 

case of climate change, the major source of norms of action 

come from global sources such as the UN. But Figure 3c 

indicates that a predominant orientation to UN climate 

change politics is only found in Japan and Greece. China and 

Portugal also devote a large share of their news coverage to 

global and UN politics.

Other countries do devote a large share of their news to 

the politics of climate change, but on either a domestic or 

multinational scale. For member countries of the European 

Union (EU), attention to multinational news indicates atten-

tion to EU politics, which mandates much of their climate 

policy. Under the EU bubble for the Kyoto Protocol, the 

whole EU (15 members in 1997) agreed to reduce total emis-

sions by 8 percent from 1990 levels (United Nations 

Framework Convention on Climate Change 2015b). Within 

the EU, a North-South divide resulted in Germany’s large 

economy assuming responsibility for extensive reductions, 

while Portugal, Greece, and Ireland increased emissions 

from their small economies.

If we compare domestic versus all non-EU multina-

tional and global framing, China plus three EU coun-

tries—Portugal, Switzerland, and Germany—reveal very 

strong outward-looking political orientations. At the other 

extreme, the United States, Canada, and Mexico are the 

most inward looking, forming a North American bloc 

where national politics and interests are privileged over 

international (or cosmopolitan) ways of framing the issue. 

India also focuses more on domestic climate change poli-

tics, although its total political focus is relatively low. 

Taiwan’s concern with domestic effects is a special case 

because, as a society and not a nation, it is not a member 

of the UN. Research has shown that Taiwan’s newspapers 

respond relatively weakly to UN events and the global 

norms they propagate (Broadbent et al. 2013).

Finally, the most practical of the four framing orienta-

tions is to make policies to reduce emissions. There are 

many ways to take action, some stressing voluntary public 

and business activity such as conservation. However, the 

most effective programs require proactive government 

policies to impose common rules and sanctions. Such gov-

ernment policies include regulated standards, carbon taxes, 

cap and trade, subsidies for alternative energy, reductions 
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targets and transportation regulations. Our data summarize 

the frames for all the distinct types of government mitiga-

tion policies.

Cases cluster into three clear groups: pro, balanced, and 

debate/oppose proactive government mitigation policy 

(see Figure 3d). In decreasing order of magnitude, India, 

Sweden, Japan, China, Brazil, Greece, Switzerland, and 

Portugal belong to the pro group. Korea, Ireland, Germany, 

Canada, the United Kingdom, and Mexico display a rela-

tive balance between pro and con. The United States, New 

Zealand, and Taiwan display high levels of opposition to 

government mitigation policies. This pattern in the fram-

ing of mitigation policy partially overlaps with patterns in 

the previous three stages of societal response, but also 

shows divergence.

Newspaper Framing and Mitigation Outcomes

On the basis of the arguments advanced above, we posit 

the following hypothesis: compared with the 1990 base-

line, countries are more likely to reduce emissions when 

their newspaper frames accept IPCC-type science, orient 

to the global level of climate politics and ecological risks, 

and support mitigation policies. Table 1 presents scores for 

each case on four sets of frames and on four emissions-

related outcome measures. Each framing set is constructed 

out of two opposite values of the frames illustrated in 

Figures 3a to 3d, defined as the score on the positive pole 

minus the score on the negative pole: Accepting Science 

(minus Debating/Oppose Science), Global Impacts (minus 

Domestic Impacts), Global/UN Politics (minus Domestic 

Politics), and Mitigation Policy-Pro (minus Mitigation 

Policy-Debate/Con). So, for example, Brazil gives strong 

attention (>5 percent) to Accepting Science but also weak 

attention (>1 percent) to Debate/Oppose Science, so we 

code Brazil as having weakly positive membership in 

Accepting Science.

We summarize this fuzzy-set approach in Table 1 in the 

style of Ragin and Fiss (2008:205). Two plus signs (++) 

indicate strong set membership, and one plus sign (+) indi-

cates weaker membership; no sign indicates a balance, 

with both sides having the same value; one minus sign (–) 

indicates weak negative membership, and two minus signs 

(– –) indicate strong negative membership. Positive mem-

bership in all four sets describes the configuration we 

hypothesize to be most conducive to emissions reductions: 

accepting climate science, recognizing global climate 

impacts, engaging with global and UN politics, and sup-

porting mitigation policies.

The four outcome variables are the assigned reduction 

target under the Kyoto Protocol (or as modified by the EU 

bubble), with non–Annex I cases marked as “NA”; the 

actual percentage change in carbon dioxide emissions 

from 1990 to an average of 2008–2012 (the first Kyoto 

commitment period) (Olivier et al. 2015); the difference 

from the Kyoto/EU target for Annex I countries (a nega-

tive percentage means reducing emissions more than the 

target, a positive percentage means reducing emissions 

Table 1. Clusters of Cases, Framing Sets, and Emissions Outcomes.

Cluster Case
Accepting 
Science

Global 
Impacts

Global/UN 
Politics

Mitigation 
Policy-Pro

Kyoto/EU 
Target

% Change 1990 
to 2008–2012

Difference 
from Target

Attainment 
with Credits

Global 
ecopolitics

China + + ++ NA 278.2% NA NA

Switzerland ++ + + + –8.0% –2.2% 5.8% –8.7%

Germany + + –21.0%a –21.2% –0.2% –24.7%

Japan + + –6.0% 7.2% 13.2% –8.4%

Korea + + NA 116.0% NA NA

European 
ecopolitics

Portugal ++ + + 27.0%a 26.4% –0.6% 12.3%

Greece ++ + + 25.0%a 17.1% –7.9% 16.7%

Sweden ++ 4.0%a –15.5% –19.5% –15.9%

Ireland + – – 13.0%a 26.4% 13.4% 11.3%

Domestic 
ecopolitics

Brazil + + NA 92.7% NA NA

India + – – ++ NA 180.5% NA NA

Mexico + – – – NA 56.6% NA NA

Taiwan + – – – – – NA 114.5% NA NA

Anglo 
ecopolitics

Canada – – – –6.0% 22.8% 28.8% NA

United Kingdom – – –12.5%a –16.3% –3.8% –22.5%

New Zealand – + – – 0.0% 44.5% 44.5% –20.3%

United States – – – – –7.0% 7.9% 14.9% NA

Note: EU = European Union; NA = non–Annex I; UN = United Nations; ++ = strongly in the set; + = weakly in the set; – = weakly out of the set; – – = 
strongly out of the set.
aMember of the EU.
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less than the target); and the percentage change in carbon 

dioxide emissions when land use, land-use change, and 

forestry (LULUCF) activities and Kyoto credits are 

applied (Greenhouse Gas Inventory Office of Japan 2014) 

The cases in Table 1 are arranged according to their place-

ments in Figure 2, beginning at the upper left and moving 

counterclockwise. They are grouped into four clusters on 

the basis of similarities with neighboring cases.

The Global Ecopolitics cluster (Figure 2, top left) 

contains the largest number of positive set memberships 

in total. All its members accept science, and four support 

mitigation policy. The only case with membership in all 

four sets is Switzerland. China and Germany share the 

first two conditions, highlighting the fundamental impor-

tance of recognizing and researching climate problems, 

while Japan and Korea share acceptance of science and 

support for mitigation policy. In this cluster, only 

Germany attained its Kyoto target through domestic 

emissions reductions, all the more unusual because its 

target demanded so much. However, by counting 

LULUCF activities and Kyoto credits (for sponsoring 

green projects in developing countries under the Clean 

Development Mechanism or Joint Implementation proj-

ects), both Switzerland and Japan attained their Kyoto 

targets. China and Korea were not Annex I countries and 

so did not have Kyoto targets, and both increased their 

emissions greatly.

In the European ecopolitics cluster (Figure 2, center 

left and right), Portugal and Greece share three of the four 

conditions, giving strong attention to science, global and 

UN politics, and supporting mitigation policy. Sweden has 

only one positive condition—strong membership in the 

pro–mitigation policy set. As explained above, Sweden’s 

weak negative membership in the science set was an 

exception. Ireland has a weak positive on science, but 

weak negatives on the two global sets. In this Euro Policy 

cluster, both Portugal and Greece attained their relaxed 

Kyoto targets (under the EU bubble) through domestic 

emissions reductions, while Sweden dramatically reduced 

its emissions far below its Kyoto/EU target. Ireland 

increased its emissions far above its relaxed Kyoto/EU 

target but attained its target when LULUCF activities and 

Kyoto credits are considered.

The domestic ecopolitics cluster (Figure 2, bottom 

left and right) is composed of four non–Annex I cases 

that did not receive Kyoto targets. All four exhibit weak 

positive membership in the science set. India, Mexico, 

and Taiwan are strongly negative on global impacts, 

meaning that they focus very much upon the domestic 

ecological effects of climate change, while Brazil is an 

anomaly in this cluster for its balanced attention to global 

and domestic scales. Taiwan is strongly negative on the 

global and UN politics set, attributable to its not being a 

member of the UN. India is a strong positive member of 

the pro–mitigation policy set, while Brazil is a weak pos-

itive member of the same.

Finally, the Anglo ecopolitics cluster (Figure 2, top 

right), in contrast to the global ecopolitics cluster, con-

tains the largest number of weak negatives, with the 

exception of one weak positive. Two cases in this cluster 

are balanced on mitigation policy (Canada, the United 

Kingdom), while two are negative (New Zealand, the 

United States). The United States and Canada, both of 

which subsequently rejected the Kyoto treaty, both had 

large emissions rises. New Zealand also had a large rise in 

emissions but attained its Kyoto target through LULUCF 

activities and Kyoto credits. The United Kingdom reduced 

its emissions below its Kyoto target and lowered them fur-

ther through LULUCF activities and Kyoto credits.

Conclusion

This project identified four key contentious dimensions in 

the global field of climate change discourse over the fol-

lowing frames: validity of climate science, scale of eco-

logical risk, scale of climate politics, and support for 

mitigation policy. These four dimensions produce four 

main clusters of cases. The findings presented in Table 1 

provide modest confirmation for our hypothesis: com-

pared with the 1990 baseline, countries are more likely to 

reduce emissions when their newspaper frames accept 

IPCC-type science, orient to the global level of climate 

politics and ecological risks, and support mitigation poli-

cies. This hypothesis does not indicate an arrow of causal-

ity from newspaper frames to policy outcomes but only a 

modest association between the two. States that are more 

successful in reducing emissions might issue proclama-

tions of meeting international targets, thus reversing the 

causality. However, at least in societies that enjoy consid-

erable media freedom, the detailed coding of 131 types of 

newspaper frames carried out in this article provides a 

wider indication of the general media culture beyond nar-

row state purposes.

The results show the complexity of set configurations 

and the importance of contextual case-level interpretation. 

However, the overall pattern indicates general support for 

the hypothesis. All Annex I cases in the global and 

European ecopolitics clusters met their assigned Kyoto tar-

gets, whether through domestic reductions or Kyoto cred-

its, while only some of the Anglo cases met their targets. 

The domestic ecopolitics cluster, as non–Annex I cases, 

mostly paid strong attention to the domestic effects of cli-

mate change while rapidly increasing emissions. As the 

data show, they tend to agree that the developed countries 

should accept a heavier burden for solving the climate 

change problem (what has been called “equity in responsi-

bility”) and insist on their own right to fossil fuel–powered 

economic growth.
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Some specifics of the cases run counter to the general 

pattern. Strong inclusion in the pro–mitigation policy set 

corresponds to decreased emissions (Sweden) or rapidly 

increasing emissions (India and China). Two cases with 

balanced discourse on climate policy have decreased 

emissions (Germany, the United Kingdom), while others 

have increased emissions (Mexico, Ireland, Canada). 

Cases voicing support for both science and mitigation 

policy have a range of emissions increases from small 

(Switzerland, Japan) to medium (Portugal, Greece) to 

large (Korea, Brazil). Media discourse tipped toward 

debate and opposition to mitigation policy is related to 

increased emissions, but these range from small (United 

States) to medium (New Zealand) to large (Taiwan). Also, 

some cases met their targets only through the Kyoto credit 

mechanisms (Switzerland, Japan, Ireland, New Zealand). 

These variations may be due to additional political, eco-

nomic, or cultural characteristics that will be explored in 

future studies.

Overall, the findings provide evidence for both realist 

national interest theory and world society global norm dif-

fusionist theory, but show more variation than encom-

passed by those theories. Among the Kyoto protocol 

Annex I cases, those that were positive or balanced on the 

global and UN politics set reduced their emissions more 

than those that had a negative relation to this set. Media 

framing is a key component of the cultural politics of cli-

mate change that may reinforce policy orientations and 

mitigation performance. When it is more inclusive of an 

international or cosmopolitan perspective, supports scien-

tific consensus and gives visibility to promitigation 

frames, media framing can indicate the existence of a pos-

itive cultural reinforcement for shifts toward ecological 

sustainability. Inversely, media framing that is inward 

looking or gives high visibility to skeptics reinforces cul-

tural barriers to successful climate action.

The analysis indicates a global field where, as pre-

dicted by world society theory, cosmopolitan attention to 

global (UN) climate change politics is associated with 

factors productive of national climate change mitigation 

efforts. But it also reveals, as predicted by realist theory, 

the existence of a more inward focus in some cases that is 

associated with science denialism or externalizing the 

blame. This has deep implications for the possibilities of 

a more cosmopolitan climate politics. In our data, climate 

cosmopolitanism appears to be more of a European phe-

nomenon, although the Anglo-American bloc really does 

not fit this model. At the same time, the field that we map 

really does not seem to align well with the major world 

systems theory divide between overdeveloped countries 

and less developed countries. As such, our results provide 

insight into the dimensions that do structure the interna-

tional field of climate change policy and public debate. 

They point out that although some regions of the world 

are embracing a more cosmopolitan framework for inter-

preting climate change and its politics, there are other key 

parts of the world where there appear to be significant 

social-cultural barriers to a more cosmopolitan approach 

to the issue. Climate change disasters themselves can 

lead to other social problems such as civil wars, arguably 

the case for Syria, that pose great barriers to cosmopoli-

tan orientations. It is questionable whether climate-

induced catastrophe will be emancipatory, leading toward 

increased awareness of interdependency in forging solu-

tions, or will enhance reactionary and self-protective 

nationalism that will work against such solutions.

Along with media framing analysis, the Compon proj-

ect is carrying out policy network studies of the climate 

change political process in diverse societies. The policy 

network approach provides direct insight into the forma-

tion of advocacy coalitions and the role of the state and 

other political actors in shaping policy outcomes. Further 

studies under the Compon project will seek to specify the 

interactions between actual policy processes, media repre-

sentations, and policy outcomes that cause emissions tra-

jectories. Viewing this article as a demonstration of 

concept, future detailed content analysis through auto-

mated media text mining will enable ongoing study of 

global media discourse as it responds to changing climate 

effects. Insight into the varied ways in which different 

societies interpret the common problem of global climate 

change can support international negotiations and policy 

formation by illuminating where either barriers or com-

mon ground are more likely to be found.



14 

T
a
b

le
 A

1
. 

Sy
n
th

es
iz

ed
 F

ra
m

es
 a

s 
P
er

ce
n
t 

o
f 
M

ed
ia

 D
is

co
u
rs

e 
in

 1
7
 C

as
es

.

B
ra

zi
l

C
an

ad
a

C
h
in

a
G

er
m

an
y

G
re

ec
e

In
d
ia

Ir
el

an
d

Ja
p
an

K
o
re

a
M

ex
ic

o
N

ew
 Z

ea
la

n
d

P
o
rt

u
ga

l
Sw

ed
en

Sw
it
ze

rl
an

d
T

ai
w

an
U

K
U

S
T

o
ta

l 
N

A
d
ap

ta
ti
o
n

2
.7

a
0
.2

1
.3

1
.1

0
.9

1
.5

1
.2

1
.2

0
.0

0
.0

0
.0

0
.0

2
.0

0
.9

3
.6

a
0
.0

1
.2

8
3

B
u
si

n
es

s-
C

ri
ti
ca

l 
E
va

lu
ti
o
n

1
.0

0
.2

0
.0

1
.1

0
.0

0
.2

0
.0

0
.0

0
.0

3
.5

a
2
.4

a
0
.0

1
.0

0
.6

0
.5

1
.5

3
.1

a
1
1
4

B
u
si

n
es

s-
V

o
lu

n
ta

ry
 M

it
.

2
.9

a
4
.3

a
1
.3

1
.1

0
.0

0
.0

0
.4

5
.3

a
1
.6

0
.0

0
.1

0
.4

0
.0

5
.3

a
1
.7

0
.0

0
.4

1
1
0

C
iv

il 
So

c.
-D

o
m

es
ti
c

3
.3

a
2
.5

a
0
.6

3
.7

a
4
.1

a
3
.6

a
9
.0

b
0
.4

0
.0

1
1
.4

b
1
.9

a
3
.2

a
5
.0

a
6
.1

a
0
.0

4
.3

a
1
.8

a
3
2
0

C
iv

il 
So

c.
-F

o
re

ig
n
/G

lo
b
al

1
.4

3
.1

a
0
.9

0
.0

2
.7

a
0
.8

1
.2

0
.8

3
.3

a
0
.0

0
.8

1
.6

1
.0

5
.9

a
0
.0

1
.8

a
1
.0

1
2
0

C
iv

il 
So

c.
-P

o
p
u
la

r 
C

u
lt
u
re

3
.7

a
4
.5

a
0
.4

0
.5

1
.4

1
2
.5

b
0
.4

4
.5

a
3
.8

a
0
.0

2
.8

a
2
.0

a
2
.0

1
.7

a
1
.2

8
.3

b
2
.6

a
2
5
0

C
iv

il 
So

c.
-V

o
lu

n
ta

ry
 M

it
.

0
.8

1
.6

0
.3

0
.0

0
.0

0
.6

0
.0

0
.4

1
.1

0
.0

0
.0

4
.5

a
0
.0

0
.2

1
.7

1
.0

0
.8

4
9

E
co

lo
gy

-D
o
m

es
ti
c

5
.6

a
4
.9

a
3
.4

a
2
.1

a
4
.1

a
1
9
.9

b
1
4
.1

b
6
.6

a
1
1
.5

b
3
0
.1

b
5
.7

a
2
.4

a
7
.5

a
6
.3

a
1
0
.9

b
8
.3

b
2
.7

a
8
0
0

E
co

lo
gy

-F
o
re

ig
n
/G

lo
b
al

4
.2

a
3
.1

a
7
.1

b
1
3
.4

b
4
.1

a
0
.4

6
.0

a
5
.8

a
9
.3

b
0
.0

7
.0

b
4
.5

a
1
1
.6

a
6
.6

b
0
.0

2
.8

a
2
.7

a
4
3
2

E
co

n
.-
C

C
 a

s 
O

p
p
o
rt

u
n
it
y

0
.2

2
.2

a
4
.7

a
4
.3

a
1
.8

3
.4

a
2
.8

a
0
.4

6
.0

a
0
.0

0
.0

2
.0

a
1
.0

2
.9

a
2
.8

a
7
.1

b
0
.5

1
8
4

E
co

n
.-
C

C
 a

s 
T

h
re

at
1
.9

a
2
.5

a
1
.3

3
.2

a
4
.5

a
0
.6

1
.2

0
.4

0
.0

0
.0

2
.2

a
0
.4

4
.5

a
3
.5

a
5
.9

a
2
.0

a
1
.8

a
1
7
5

E
co

n
.-
C

C
 I
m

p
ac

ts
1
.2

0
.0

0
.0

0
.0

1
.8

0
.0

0
.0

0
.0

4
.4

a
3
.7

a
4
.8

a
5
.7

a
0
.0

0
.7

5
.2

a
1
.3

1
.2

1
8
3

E
co

n
.-
C

o
n
su

m
er

 B
eh

av
io

r
2
.5

a
1
.8

a
0
.5

1
.6

0
.9

1
.7

5
.2

a
2
.9

a
3
.8

a
1
.2

1
2
.6

b
0
.8

5
.5

a
0
.9

0
.7

7
.6

b
1
.0

3
6
2

E
co

n
.-
G

re
en

 G
ro

w
th

1
.7

a
0
.2

0
.0

0
.5

0
.5

0
.8

0
.4

0
.4

1
.6

0
.0

1
.1

0
.8

3
.0

a
0
.0

3
.6

a
0
.5

0
.4

6
8

E
co

n
.-
R

ec
es

si
o
n
 a

n
d
 M

it
.

0
.4

0
.0

0
.0

0
.5

0
.5

0
.0

0
.0

0
.0

2
.2

a
0
.0

0
.8

1
.2

1
.0

0
.7

0
.0

0
.8

0
.3

3
6

E
n
er

gy
-B

io
fu

el
s

7
.9

b
2
.5

a
0
.4

1
.1

3
.2

a
0
.8

2
.6

a
4
.5

a
2
.2

a
5
.4

a
3
.3

a
1
.2

2
.5

a
1
.3

1
.7

0
.8

1
.6

a
2
3
5

E
n
er

gy
-D

eb
at

e/
O

p
p
o
se

 N
u
cl

ea
r

0
.6

1
.1

0
.2

2
.1

a
0
.5

0
.4

2
.0

a
2
.5

a
0
.0

1
.1

1
.9

a
0
.0

1
.5

0
.0

0
.2

1
.5

1
.5

9
6

E
n
er

gy
-F

o
ss

il 
Fu

el
s

1
.2

0
.7

0
.6

1
.1

4
.5

a
0
.0

0
.2

0
.4

0
.0

0
.0

2
.0

a
1
.2

0
.0

1
.1

0
.5

0
.0

2
.1

a
9
0

E
n
er

gy
-P

ro
 A

lt
er

n
at

iv
e

4
.1

a
2
.7

a
5
.9

a
4
.8

a
4
.5

a
1
0
.0

b
1
0
.4

b
5
.3

a
3
.8

a
5
.5

a
6
.1

b
4
.0

a
3
.0

a
1
.7

a
1
3
.7

b
1
0
.6

b
3
.1

a
5
3
4

E
n
er

gy
-P

ro
 N

u
cl

ea
r

1
.0

0
.9

0
.3

0
.5

0
.0

0
.4

0
.0

2
.1

a
1
.6

0
.0

0
.0

0
.0

1
.5

0
.4

0
.7

0
.0

0
.1

3
2

M
it
. 
P
o
lic

y-
D

eb
at

e/
O

p
p
o
se

1
.0

6
.5

a
1
.2

4
.8

a
1
.4

1
.7

3
.6

a
4
.1

a
6
.0

a
4
.5

a
1
9
.6

b
0
.4

1
.0

1
.5

2
2
.7

b
5
.0

a
1
5
.5

b
7
1
6

M
it
. 
P
o
lic

y-
P
ro

6
.0

a
5
.4

a
7
.1

b
4
.3

a
5
.0

a
1
3
.1

b
3
.2

a
1
0
.3

b
7
.7

b
2
.9

a
2
.1

a
2
.4

a
9
.0

a
4
.8

a
4
.3

a
3
.5

a
2
.9

a
4
3
3

M
it
. 
R

es
p
.-
G

lo
b
al

1
.5

2
.2

a
1
.3

0
.5

5
.0

a
0
.6

0
.0

0
.0

2
.7

a
0
.0

0
.1

0
.0

5
.0

a
0
.4

0
.0

0
.0

0
.1

6
7

M
it
. 
R

es
p
.-
O

th
er

 c
o
u
n
tr

ie
s

1
.0

0
.0

0
.0

0
.0

0
.0

0
.4

0
.0

0
.0

0
.5

0
.0

1
.7

a
0
.0

2
.0

0
.0

0
.5

0
.3

0
.8

5
0

M
it
. 
R

es
p
.-
O

u
r 

co
u
n
tr

y
2
.5

a
3
.1

a
2
.6

a
3
.7

a
0
.9

3
.2

a
0
.0

0
.0

5
.5

a
0
.0

0
.5

0
.0

5
.0

a
0
.2

0
.7

0
.0

0
.5

1
1
7

M
it
. 
R

es
p
.-
R

ic
h
 c

o
u
n
tr

ie
s

1
.7

a
0
.0

5
.7

a
1
.1

0
.0

6
.6

a
0
.0

0
.8

1
.1

3
.7

a
0
.1

0
.0

4
.0

a
0
.6

1
.4

0
.5

1
.1

1
6
7

P
o
lit

ic
s-

D
o
m

es
ti
c

8
.3

b
2
0
.9

b
9
.4

b
8
.6

b
7
.2

a
6
.1

a
9
.2

b
9
.5

b
2
.7

a
9
.2

b
6
.1

b
5
.7

a
5
.0

a
1
.8

a
1
0
.9

b
6
.0

a
2
3
.7

b
8
3
2

P
o
lit

ic
s-

Fo
re

ig
n
 C

o
.

4
.8

a
5
.4

a
9
.4

b
5
.9

a
1
.4

0
.2

1
.4

0
.8

2
.2

a
0
.0

3
.6

a
6
.9

a
1
.5

1
0
.1

b
0
.7

1
.3

1
.2

3
3
5

P
o
lit

ic
s-

G
lo

b
al

/U
N

7
.1

b
0
.9

1
3
.5

b
7
.5

b
1
4
.0

b
3
.0

a
4
.2

a
1
7
.3

b
3
.3

a
2
.7

a
3
.6

a
1
2
.6

b
4
.0

a
9
.2

b
1
.2

5
.3

a
6
.2

a
5
6
2

P
o
lit

ic
s-

M
u
lt
in

at
io

n
al

3
.7

a
4
.9

a
1
5
.2

b
1
6
.6

b
7
.2

a
1
.5

9
.6

b
9
.1

b
3
.8

a
0
.0

2
.2

a
2
3
.1

b
3
.5

a
1
4
.4

b
0
.9

3
.5

a
6
.2

a
5
8
4

Sc
ie

n
ce

-A
cc

ep
t/

U
se

1
0
.6

b
1
.8

a
3
.9

a
2
.7

b
1
4
.9

b
4
.0

a
8
.6

b
2
.9

a
6
.0

a
9
.2

b
1
.0

1
1
.3

b
0
.0

9
.2

b
2
.1

a
3
.5

a
0
.5

4
2
2

Sc
ie

n
ce

-D
eb

at
e/

O
p
p
o
se

3
.3

a
7
.0

b
0
.7

1
.1

1
.8

1
.1

2
.4

a
0
.0

0
.5

6
.0

a
3
.5

a
0
.8

4
.5

a
0
.7

0
.0

7
.8

b
9
.4

b
3
0
3

T
ec

h
n
o
lo

gy
-H

ig
h
 T

ec
h
 F

ix
0
.4

2
.7

a
0
.6

0
.5

1
.4

0
.6

0
.4

1
.2

1
.6

0
.0

0
.6

0
.8

1
.5

0
.4

0
.0

3
.3

a
1
.8

a
7
9

T
o
ta

l 
%

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

1
0
0
.0

 

T
o
ta

l 
N

5
1
8

4
4
5

1
,1

1
5

1
8
7

2
2
1

4
7
2

4
9
8

2
4
3

1
8
3

8
1
8

1
,7

0
1

2
4
7

1
9
9

5
4
3

4
2
2

3
9
7

7
3
1

8
,9

4
0

a M
o
re

 t
h
an

 1
%

 o
f 
ca

se
 d

is
co

u
rs

e 
(P

 <
 .
0
5
).

b
M

o
re

 t
h
an

 5
%

 o
f 
ca

se
 d

is
co

u
rs

e 
(P

 <
 .
0
5
).

A
p

p
e
n

d
ix



Broadbent et al. 15

Acknowledgments

We gratefully acknowledge funding support from the listed sources. 

We also thank colleagues for comments on the article: Riley Dunlap, 

Peter Haas, Charles Perrow, Antti Gronow, Eben Broadbent, and 

Andrew Jorgenson.

Funding

Funding was received from the U.S. National Science Foundation 

(BCS 0827006), Canada Social Sciences and Humanities 

Research Council (430-2011-0093), Japan Society for the 

Promotion of Science (Standard Research Grant) (22243036), 

China National Planning Office of Philosophy and Social 

Science (Young Scholar Research Grant for Social Science) 

(11CSH026), PRTLI 5 Higher Education Authority Ireland, 

Korea Research Foundation Global Research Network Grant 

(MEST) (KRF-2008-220-B00013), Swedish Research Council 

(2007-2363), Swiss National Science Foundation, and National 

Science Council of Taiwan.

References

Alasuutari, Pertti, and Ali Qadir. 2013. National Policy-making: 

Domestication of Global Trends. London: Routledge.

Alasuutari, Pertti, Ali Qadir, and Karin Creutz. 2013. “The 

Domestication of Foreign News: News Stories Related to the 

2011 Egyptian Revolution in British, Finnish and Pakistani 

Newspapers.” Media, Culture & Society 35(6):692–707.

Amenta, Edwin. 2005. “Institutionalist and State-centric Theories 

of Political Sociology.” Pp. 96–114 in The Handbook of 

Political Sociology States, Civil Societies, and Globalization, 

edited by T. Janoski, R. R. Alford, A. M. Hicks, and M. A. 

Schwartz. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Anshelm, Jonas, and Martin Hultman. 2014. “A Green Fatwā? 

Climate Change as a Threat to the Masculinity of Industrial 

Modernity.” NORMA: International Journal for Masculinity 

Studies 9(2):84–96.

Beck, Ulrich. 1992. Risk Society: Towards a New Modernity. 

Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Beck, Ulrich. 1999. World Risk Society. Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Beck, Ulrich. 2010a. “Climate for Change, or How to Create a 

Green Modernity?” Theory, Culture & Society 27(2–3):  

254–66.

Beck, Ulrich. 2010b. “Remapping Social Inequalities in an Age of 

Climate Change: For a Cosmopolitan Renewal of Sociology.” 

Global Networks 10(2):165–81.

Benford, Robert, and David Snow. 2000. “Framing Processes and 

Social Movements: An Overview and Assessment.” Annual 

Review of Sociology 26:611–39.

Billett, Simon. 2009. “Dividing Climate Change: Global Warming 

in the Indian Mass Media.” Climatic Change 99(1–2): 

1–16.

Bodansky, Daniel. 2009. The Art and Craft of International 

Environmental Law. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press.

Bodansky, Daniel. 2011. “W[h]ither the Kyoto Protocol? Durban 

and Beyond.” Policy Brief, Harvard Project on Climate 

Agreements, Belfer Center for Science and International 

Affairs, Harvard Kennedy School. Retrieved September 20, 

2016 (http://www.c2es.org/docUploads/whither-kyoto-proto-

col-durban-and-beyond.pdf).

Bolin, Bert. 2007. A History of the Science and Politics of Climate 

Change. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1993. The Field of Cultural Production Essays 

on Art and Literature. New York: Columbia University Press.

Boykoff, J. M. 2011. Who Speaks for the Climate? Making Sense 

of Media Reporting on Climate Change. Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University Press.

Brinton, Mary C., and Victor Nee. 1998. New Institutionalism in 

Sociology. New York: Russell Sage.

Broadbent, Jeffrey. 2010. “Science and Climate Change Policy 

Making: A Comparative Network Perspective.” Pp. 187–214 

in Adaptation and Mitigation Strategies for Climate Change, 

edited by A. Sumi, K. Fukushi, and A. Hiramatsu. New York: 

Springer.

Broadbent, Jeffrey, Sun-Jin Yun, Dowan Ku, Kazuhiro Ikeda, 

Keiichi Satoh, Sony Pellissery, Pradip Swarnakar, Tze-Luen 

Lin, and Jun Jin. 2013. “Asian Societies and Climate Change: 

The Variable Diffusion of Global Norms.” Globality Studies 

Journal. Retrieved September 20, 2016 (https://gsj.stonybrook.

edu/article/asian-societies-and-climate-change-the-variable-

diffusion-of-global-norms/).

Carvalho, Anabela. 2007. “Ideological Cultures and Media Discourses 

on Scientific Knowledge: Re-reading News on Climate Change.” 

Public Understanding of Science 16(2):223–43.

Ciplet, David, J. Timmons Roberts, and Mizan R. Khan. 2015. 

Power in a Warming World: The New Global Politics 

of Climate Change and the Remaking of Environmental 

Inequality. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Dietz, Thomas, Elinor Ostrom, and Paul C. Stern. 2003. “The 

Struggle to Govern the Commons.” Science 302(5652):1907.

Dietz, Thomas, Nives Dolsak, Elinor Ostrom, and Paul Stern. 

2002. “The Drama of the Commons.” Pp. 3–35 in The Drama 

of the Commons, edited by E. Ostrom, and National Research 

Council. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

DiMaggio, Paul, and Walter Powell. 1983. “The Iron Cage 

Revisited: Institutional Isomorphism and Collective Rationality 

in Organizational Fields.” American Sociological Review 

48(2):147–60.

Diringer, Elliot. 2011. “Climate Policy: Letting Go of Kyoto.” 

Nature 479(7373):291–92.

Dobbin, Frank. 1994. Forging Industrial Policy: The United States, 

Britain and France in the Railway Age. New York: Cambridge 

University Press.

Douglas, Mary, and Aaron Wildavsky. 1982. Risk and Culture: An 

Essay on the Selection of Technological and Environmental 

Dangers. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Dunlap, Riley E., and Aaron M. McCright. 2010. “Climate 

Change Denial: Sources, Actors and Strategies.” In Routledge 

Handbook of Climate Change and Society, edited by C. Lever-

Tracy. London: Routledge.

Dunlap, Riley E., and Peter J. Jacques. 2013. “Climate Change 

Denial Books and Conservative Think Tanks: Exploring the 

Connection.” American Behavioral Scientist 17(3):349–85.

Dunlap, Riley, and Aaron McCright. 2015. “Challenging Climate 

Change: The Denial Countermovement.” Pp. 300–32 in 

Climate Change and Society: Sociological Perspectives, 

edited by R. E. Dunlap, and R. J. Brulle. New York: Oxford 

University Press.

http://www.c2es.org/docUploads/whither-kyoto-protocol-durban-and-beyond.pdf
http://www.c2es.org/docUploads/whither-kyoto-protocol-durban-and-beyond.pdf
https://gsj.stonybrook.edu/article/asian-societies-and-climate-change-the-variable-diffusion-of-global-norms/
https://gsj.stonybrook.edu/article/asian-societies-and-climate-change-the-variable-diffusion-of-global-norms/
https://gsj.stonybrook.edu/article/asian-societies-and-climate-change-the-variable-diffusion-of-global-norms/


16 Socius: Sociological Research for a Dynamic World 

Dyer, Hugh. 2005. “Environmental security as a universal 

value: implications for international theory.” Pp. 22–40 in 

Environment and International Relations, edited by J. Vogler, 

and M. Imber. London: Routledge. 

Eder, Klaus. 1996. Social Construction of Nature. Newbury Park, 

CA: Sage.

Farrell, Justin. 2016. “Corporate Funding and Ideological 

Polarization about Climate Change.” Proceedings of the 

National Academy of Sciences 113(1):92–97.

Frank, David John,  Ann Hironaka, and Evan Schofer. 2000. “The 

Nation-state and the Natural Environment over the Twentieth 

Century.” American Sociological Review 65(1):96–116.

Gamson, William. 1992. Talking Politics. New York: Cambridge 

University Press.

Gamson, William A., David Croteau, William Hoynes, and Theodore 

Sasson. 1992. “Media Images and the Social Construction of 

Reality.” Annual Review of Sociology 18:373–93.

German Renewable Energies Agency. 2015. “The German 

Population Supports Further Expanding Renewable Energy.”

Giddens, Anthony. 2009. The Politics of Climate Change. Malden, 

MA: Polity Press.

Greenhouse Gas Inventory Office of Japan. 2014. “Greenhouse 

Gas Emission and Kyoto Target Attainment by the Annex I 

Countries Based on Each Country’s Submission in 2014 on 

Emissions during the First Commitment Period.” Tokyo, 

Japan: National Institute for Environmental Studies.

Gurevitch, Michael, and Mark R. Levy. 1985. Mass Communication 

Review Yearbook. Vol. 5. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Hallin, Daniel C., and Paolo Mancini. 2004. Comparing Media 

Systems: Three Models of Media and Politics. Cambridge, UK: 

Cambridge University Press.

Hannigan, John A. 1995. Environmental Sociology: A Social 

Constructivist Perspective. New York: Routledge.

Hironaka, Ann. 2014. Greening the Globe. New York: Cambridge 

University Press.

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2013. “IPCC, 2013: 

Summary for Policymakers.” In Climate Change 2013: The 

Physical Science Basis: Contribution of Working Group I to 

the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel 

on Climate Change. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University 

Press.

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2014. “IPCC, 2014: 

Summary for Policymakers.” In Climate Change 2014: 

Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability: Part A: Global and 

Sectoral Aspects: Contribution of Working Group II to the 

Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on 

Climate Change. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University 

Press.

Iwata, Hiroki, and Keisuke Okada. 2014. “Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions and the Role of the Kyoto Protocol.” Environmental 

Economics and Policy Studies 16(4):325-42.

Jasanoff, Sheila. 2005. Designs on Nature: Science and Democracy 

in Europe and the United States. Princeton, NJ: Princeton 

University Press.

Keck, Margaret, and Katherine Sikkink. 1998. Activists beyond 

Borders: Advocacy networks in international politics. Ithaca, 

NY: Cornell.

Klein, Naomi. 2014. This Changes Everything: Capitalism vs. the 

Climate. New York: Simon & Schuster.

Lazarus, Richard J. 2008. “Super Wicked Problems and Climate 

Change: Restraining the Present to Liberate the Future.” 

Cornell Law Review 94:1153.

Leiserowitz, Anthony, Edward Maibach, Connie Roser-Renouf, 

Geoff Feinberg, and Seth Rosenthal. 2015. “Climate Change 

in the American Mind: October, 2015.” New Haven, CT: 

Yale University and George Mason University. Retrieved 

September 20, 2016 (http://environment.yale.edu/climate-

communication-OFF/files/Climate-Change-American-Mind-

October-2015.pdf).

Levin, Kelly, Benjamin Cashore, Steven Bernstein, and Graeme 

Auld. 2012. “Overcoming the Tragedy of Super Wicked 

Problems: Constraining Our Future Selves to Ameliorate 

Global Climate Change.” Policy Sciences 45(2):123–52.

Martin, John Levi. 2003. “What Is Field Theory? 1.” American 

Journal of Sociology 109(1):1–49.

McCright, A. M., and Riley Dunlap. 2000. “Challenging 

Global Warming as a Social Problem: An Analysis of the 

Conservative Movement’s Counter-claims.” Social Problems 

47(4):499–522.

Nisbet, Matthew C. 2009. “Communicating Climate Change: 

Why Frames Matter for Public Engagement.” Environment 

51(2):12.

Okereke, Chukwumerije, Harriet Bulkeley, and Heike Schroeder. 

2009. “Conceptualizing Climate Governance beyond the 

International Regime.” Global Environmental Politics 

9(1):58–78.

Olivier, Jos G. J., Greet Janssens-Maenhout, Marilena Muntean, and 

Jeroen A. H. W. Peters. 2015. “Trends in Global CO2 Emissions: 

2015 Report.” The Hague: PBL Netherlands Environmental 

Assessment Agency.

Oreskes, Naomi 2004. “The Scientific Consensus on Climate 

Change.” Science 306(5702):1686–86.

Pacala, Stephen, and Robert Socolow. 2004. “Stabilization 

Wedges: Solving the Climate Problem for the Next 50 Years 

with Current Technologies.” Science 305(5686):968–72.

Painter, James. 2013. Climate Change in the Media: Reporting Risk 

and Uncertainty. London: I.B. Tauris.

Perrow, Charles, and Simone Pulver. 2015. “Organizations 

and Markets.” Pp. 61–92 in Climate Change and Society: 

Sociological Perspectives, edited by R. E. Dunlap, and R. J. 

Brulle. New York: Oxford University Press.

Ragin, Charles C. 2008. Redesigning Social Inquiry: Fuzzy Sets and 

Beyond. New York: Wiley Online Library.

Ragin, Charles, and Howard Becker. 1992. What Is a Case? 

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Ragin, Charles C., and Peer C. Fiss. 2008. “Net Effects Analysis ver-

sus Configurational Analysis: An Empirical Demonstration.” 

Pp. 190–212 in Redesigning Social Inquiry: Fuzzy Sets and 

Beyond, edited by C. Ragin. Chicago: University of Chicago.

Roberts, J. Timmons. 2011. “Multipolarity and the New World 

(Dis)Order: US Hegemonic Decline and the Fragmentation of 

the Global Climate Regime.” Global Environmental Change 

21(3):776–84.

Roberts, J. Timmons. and Bradley C. Parks. 2007. A Climate of 

Injustice: Global Inequality, North-South Politics, and Climate 

Policy. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Shue, Henry. 2014. Climate Justice: Vulnerability and Protection. 

New York: Oxford University Press.

http://environment.yale.edu/climate-communication-OFF/files/Climate-Change-American-Mind-October-2015.pdf
http://environment.yale.edu/climate-communication-OFF/files/Climate-Change-American-Mind-October-2015.pdf
http://environment.yale.edu/climate-communication-OFF/files/Climate-Change-American-Mind-October-2015.pdf


Broadbent et al. 17

Snow, David A., and Robert D. Benford. 1992. “Master Frames and 

Cycles of Protest.” Pp. 133–55 in Frontiers of Social Movement 

Theory, Frontiers in Social Movement Theory, edited by A. 

D. Morris, and C. McClurg Mueller. New Haven, CT: Yale 

University Press.

Sonnett, John. 2016. “Ambivalence, Indifference, Distinction: 

A Comparative Netfield Analysis of Implicit Musical 

Boundaries.” Poetics 54(1):38–53.

Stern, Nicholas. 2007. The Economics of Climate Change: The 

Stern Review. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Stern, Paul C. 2016. “Sociology: Impacts on Climate Change 

Views.” Nature Climate Change 6(4):341–42.

Stoddart, Mark C. J., Randolph Haluza-DeLay, and David B. 

Tindall. 2016. “Canadian News Media Coverage of Climate 

Change: Historical Trajectories, Dominant Frames, and Inter-

national Comparisons.” Society & Natural Resources 29(2): 

218–32.

Townsend, Mark, and Harris, Paul. 2004. “Now the Pentagon 

Tells Bush: Climate Change Will Destroy Us.” The Observer. 

Retrieved September 20, 2016 (https://www.theguardian.com/

environment/2004/feb/22/usnews.theobserver).

Tranter, Bruce, and Kate Booth. 2015. “Scepticism in a Changing 

Climate: A Cross-national Study.” Global Environmental 

Change 33:154–64.

Tyfield, David, and John Urry. 2009. “Cosmopolitan China? 

Lessons from International Collaboration in Low-carbon 

Innovation.” British Journal of Sociology 60(4):793–812.

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. 2015a. 

“COP 21.” Retrieved September 20, 2016 (http://unfccc.int/

meetings/paris_nov_2015/session/9057.php).

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. 2015b. 

“Kyoto Protocol”. Retrieved Sept 25, 2015 (http://unfccc.int/

kyoto_protocol/items/2830.php).

Vogler, John, and Mark Imber. 2005. Environment and International 

Relations. London: Routledge.

Yohe, Gary W.,  Elizabeth Malone, Antoinette Brenkert, Michael 

Schlesinger, Henk Meij, and Xiaoshi Xing. 2006. “Global 

Distributions of Vulnerability to Climate Change.” Integrated 

Assessment 6(3):35–44.

Young, Oran R. 2002. The Institutional Dimensions of 

Environmental Change: Fit, Interplay, and Scale. Cambridge, 

MA: MIT Press.

Author Biographies

Jeffrey Broadbent is a professor of sociology at the University of 

Minnesota. His research includes climate change, environmental 

sociology, political sociology, and social movements, with a focus 

on Japan. His book Environmental Politics in Japan (Cambridge 

University Press, 1998) won two academic prizes. He coedited 

East Asian Social Movements (Springer 2011). His articles have 

appeared in American Sociological Review, Social Problems, 

Policy Sciences, the Journal of Civil Society, Sociological Forum, 

and many book chapters.

John Sonnett is an associate professor of sociology at the University 

of Mississippi. His research interests include climate change, music, 

race and racism, and research methods. His work has been published 

in Global Environmental Change, Poetics, Public Understanding of 

Science, and Sociological Forum, among other outlets.

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2004/feb/22/usnews.theobserver
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2004/feb/22/usnews.theobserver
http://unfccc.int/meetings/paris_nov_2015/session/9057.php
http://unfccc.int/meetings/paris_nov_2015/session/9057.php
http://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/items/2830.php
http://unfccc.int/kyoto_protocol/items/2830.php

