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Understanding the Psychological Distance of Climate Change:  

The Limitations of Construal Level Theory and Suggestions for 

Alternative Theoretical Perspectives 

Abstract 

Many perceive climate change to be more relevant to distant places, future times, and other people than 

to the here and now and oneself. This perception has sparked interest in construal level theory (CLT) as 

a framework to understand how the public sees climate change, and how the subjective psychological 

distance at which people mentally represent objects affects their decisions and actions. Although at first 

CLT may appear to be the ideal lens through which to investigate psychological distance, I argue that 

applications of the theory in explaining and predicting climate change (in)action are limited. 

Researchers have sometimes used CLT in ways inconsistent with its original articulation; namely, (1) 

when claiming that psychological distant events are less personally relevant than close events; (2) when 

treating psychological distance as a stable individual belief; and (3) when speculating about what 

happens when such beliefs change. This article identifies places where research diverges from the scope 

of CLT, and suggests alternative perspectives that are theoretically better suited to investigating some 

important and common questions. As a constructive plea for theoretically rigorous research projects and 

practical work, this article outlines directions for future research that should help advance the field’s 

understanding of psychological distance in the context of climate change and make interventions more 

effective.  

 

Keywords: climate change, construal level theory, psychological distance, public perceptions, spatial 

framing, communication 
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1. The Appeal of Construal Level Theory  

Several aspects of climate change can make it seem abstract and distant. First, the very definition of 

climate as the average weather over 30 years (IPCC, 2013) means that thinking about climate change 

always involves a substantial degree of abstraction (Marx et al., 2007; Weber, 2006). Second, although 

some effects of human-induced climate change can be observed today (IPCC, 2014), most of its effects 

will materialize only in the future, which makes it a temporally distant issue (Gifford, 2011; Pahl, 

Sheppard, Boomsma, & Groves, 2014; Weber, 2006). The distant and abstract qualities are reflected in 

the public’s perception of climate change as an issue that is typically more relevant in distant places and 

times than in the here and now (de Guttry, Doring, & Ratter, 2017; Hanson-Easey, Williams, Hansen, 

Fogarty, & Bi, 2015; Leviston, Price, & Bishop, 2014; Milfont, 2010; Vignola, Klinsky, Tam, & 

McDaniels, 2012; however, some studies find that people perceive climate change as both close and 

distant: Brügger & Pidgeon, 2018; Spence, Poortinga, & Pidgeon, 2012).  

It is understandable that many researchers have turned to construal level theory (CLT; Trope & 

Liberman, 2010) to make sense of the public’s perception of climate change.1 CLT concerns how 

distance affects perceptions, decisions, and behaviour. It argues that the subjective psychological 

distance at which people perceive events or objects determines how concretely or abstractly these 

entities are mentally represented. Entities that are close in time or space offer detailed information from 

the immediate surroundings; such entities are represented concretely and require little or no high-level 

construal. By contrast, psychologically distant entities lack contextual information; as a consequence, 

they are construed in a higher-level, abstract, and general manner.  

Psychological distance and its corresponding level of construal, concrete or abstract, influence 

the kind of information we use to make decisions. When people think about psychologically close 

objects, they tend to rely on transient and circumstantial information; when they think about distant 

objects, they rely on abstract and stable information. Evidence for this includes Ledgerwood, Trope, & 

                                                
1 As of July 2019, 755 entries in Google Scholar mention construal level theory together with either climate change or global 
warming. 
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Chaiken’s (2010) finding that participants with a psychologically close perspective considered primarily 

other people’s opinion (i.e., circumstantial information) when they evaluated a policy, whereas those 

with a more distant perspective relied on their own values (i.e., abstract information). (For similar 

effects on behavioural intentions, see Eyal, Sagristano, Trope, Liberman, & Chaiken, 2009.)  

Useful as CLT has been in explaining people’s perceptions and decisions in various contexts (for 

examples, see Trope and Liberman, 2010), researchers have sometimes overextended its reach. This 

article highlights three ways in which previous research has overextended the theory’s original scope: 

(1) by claiming that psychologically distant events are less personally relevant than close events; (2) by 

treating psychological distance as a stable individual belief; and (3) by drawing on CLT to speculate 

about what happens when such beliefs change. For each of these problematic areas, this article suggests 

alternative frameworks from the social sciences that are theoretically better suited to understand the role 

and effects of the psychological distance of climate change. It aims to provide a starting point and 

impulse for future research and practice. 
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2. Wrong Theory to Think About Varying Levels of Personal Relevance 

The large psychological distance and high levels of abstractness of climate change are frequently 

invoked to explain why the public sees it as an issue of little personal relevance, that is, as an issue that 

is unrelated to one’s personal life and the things one cares about (Evans, Milfont, & Lawrence, 2014; 

Leviston et al., 2014; van der Linden, Maibach, & Leiserowitz, 2015). Although the claim appears 

plausible at first glance, using CLT in this context is puzzling, first, because CLT argues that 

psychological distance and personal relevance are independent of each other, and, second, because 

studies within the framework are often designed such that distant events are still close enough to remain 

personally relevant (e.g., Ledgerwood et al., 2010; see also McDonald, Chai, & Newell, 2015). 

Therefore, the argument that climate change is too distant or abstract to be personally relevant, and that 

reducing this distance could increase personal relevance and action (Evans et al., 2014; Jones, Hine, & 

Marks, 2017; Leviston et al., 2014; Rickard, Yang, & Schuldt, 2016) violates a crucial assumption of 

CLT, and meaningful predictions can no longer be made based on this theory. Thus, when theorizing 

about the effects of distance on personal relevance, it is more useful to draw on other theories that more 

directly focus on personal relevance.  

Some theories useful for linking distance and personal relevance are found in risk research. 

These theories propose that personal relevance influences how people seek and process information. 

According to such risk processing models (Floyd, Prentice-Dunn, & Rogers, 2000; Maloney, Lapinski, 

& Witte, 2011; Yang, Seo, Rickard, & Harrison, 2015), closer threats pose higher risks to one’s health 

and safety, and are therefore more personally relevant (Table 1). Depending on the particular model, 

some of the following effects may then be triggered:  

• negative emotions  

• a sense of not having sufficient information about the risk 

• information seeking  

• effortful and deliberate information processing 

• formation or reconsideration of risk-related attitudes 
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• appraisal of one’s ability to reduce the risk 

• actions to reduce the risk  

• defensive processes that reduce negative emotions but not the risk 

A strength of such risk models is that they enable precise predictions about how psychological 

distance affects perceptions and decisions through personal relevance and ensuing processes (for initial 

evidence, see Shih & Lin, 2017; Yang, Rickard, Harrison, & Seo, 2014; Yang et al., 2015). Another 

strength is that they expose possible pitfalls of reducing the distance of climate change. For instance, 

people may refrain from taking action when they feel unable to effect any demonstrable change, or they 

may reject information that is overly frightening or highly inconsistent with their beliefs and values 

(Hart & Nisbet, 2012; Maloney et al., 2011; Manning et al., 2018; McDonald et al., 2015; Mildenberger, 

Lubell, & Hummel, 2019; Rickard et al., 2016).  

One aspect of all this that warrants closer attention is the implicit assumption that closer risks 

entail higher personal relevance than distant risks. The assumption is probably valid concerning the 

health and safety of oneself and close others. However, for other psychologically close climate-related 

risks, the association with personal relevance cannot be taken for granted. For instance, threats to nearby 

strangers, wildlife, or cultural heritage are personally relevant only if they are “objects of care” (Wang, 

Leviston, Hurlstone, Lawrence, & Walker, 2018). Additionally, considering individual differences with 

respect to place attachments, concerns for others and nature, and broader values could help to advance 

theory (cf. Brügger, Dessai, Devine-Wright, Morton, & Pidgeon, 2015) and untangle the currently 

mixed evidence on how psychological distance is associated with personal relevance, risk perceptions, 

and the willingness to mitigate climate change (Brügger, 2013; Mildenberger et al., 2019; Scannell & 

Gifford, 2013; Schoenefeld & McCauley, 2016; Shih & Lin, 2017; Spence & Pidgeon, 2010). 

 

3. Wrong Theory to Think About Stable Views 

A second concern with the use of CLT is the stability of individual climate change representations. A 

central tenet of CLT is that the psychological distance of an object and its corresponding level of 
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abstraction can change (Trope & Liberman, 2010). For example, it is possible to imagine the same 

hurricane happening either tomorrow or in five years. This assumption is reflected in the design of 

studies: Researchers typically randomly assign participants to conditions involving different extents of 

psychological distance, and investigate how such variations affect psychological processes (e.g., Eyal et 

al., 2009; Ledgerwood et al., 2010). Thus, both theory and research strongly convey a conceptual 

understanding of psychological distance as a situationally induced factor associated with transient 

mental states.  

Some research in the context of climate change is consistent with the understanding of 

psychological distance as transient (e.g., Brügger, Morton, & Dessai, 2016; Chu & Yang, 2018; Hart, 

Stedman, & McComas, 2015; Schuldt, Rickard, & Yang, 2018; Spence & Pidgeon, 2010). Often, 

however, a highly stable conception of psychological distance is implicit in the research. For instance, 

many studies on perceptions of climate change use questions worded identically to how social scientists 

refer to stable individual characteristics (e.g., Jones et al., 2017; Sacchi, Riva, & Aceto, 2016; Spence et 

al., 2012). The questions either include words that emphasize stability (e.g., usually) or lack any 

indication of the temporariness typically used to assess mental states or transient perceptions (e.g., at 

this moment; Heatherton & Polivy, 1991).  

The design of several existing studies further suggests that they consider psychological distance 

to be a stable construct. These studies typically ask a representative sample about their views at a single 

point in time (e.g., Singh, Zwickle, Bruskotter, & Wilson, 2017; Spence et al., 2012; see also 

Leiserowitz, 2006; Vignola et al., 2012). Moreover, the language used to describe study findings 

suggests an understanding of psychological distance as relatively stable (e.g., “The UK public really 

perceives climate change as global”; Spence et al., 2012, p. 970). Unless psychological distance was 

considered stable, these methodological and reporting choices would be difficult to explain. 

The point here is not to criticize the research practice or the theoretical conceptualization of the 

psychological distance of climate change as a stable construct. Actually, a growing body of research 

suggests that this perception may indeed be quite stable (Brügger & Pidgeon, 2018; Manning et al., 
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2018; consider also the small effect sizes of attempts to influence distance perceptions: Brügger et al., 

2016; Jones et al., 2017; Rickard et al., 2016). Rather, the problem is that CLT, with its interest in how 

intra-individual variations of perceived distance affect decisions and actions (Trope & Liberman, 2010), 

is at odds with the stable understanding of these constructs apparent in some research. In short, CLT 

does not seem to be the most appropriate tool for such a conceptualization. 

A simple and theoretically sound way to avoid this tension between theory and practice would be 

to conceptualize psychological distance as something relatively stable—like a cognitive belief (cf. 

Schultz et al., 2014)—and use it as an additional component in risk processing models (e.g., Rickard et 

al., 2016). Or, if researchers seek to understand perceptions of distance in the context of other relevant 

climate change beliefs (e.g., causes, consequences, mitigation options), they could turn to the mental 

models approach (Bruine de Bruin & Bostrom, 2013; Morgan, Fischhoff, Bostrom, & Atman, 2002). 

The mental models approach proposes that people have models—organized collections of individual 

beliefs (Vosniadou, 2008)—of risks, which they use to interpret information and make decisions. 

Importantly, mental models of lay people often diverge from expert models. The goal of the mental 

models approach is to identify and reduce such gaps by tailored communications so that people acquire 

accurate beliefs and can then make informed decisions. Researchers could therefore compare beliefs 

about the distance of climate change between experts and lay people. Such comparisons could reveal 

underestimates of the geographical, social, or temporal closeness of climate impacts among lay people 

and the corresponding low risk perceptions and motivation to act. The mental models approach could be 

useful to identify possible reasons for and consequences of misconceptions, and develop materials to 

correct them. (Note that here and below––when talking about conceptual change––normative 

correctness refers only to factual beliefs, not to subjective feelings of distance.) 

A strength of the models approach is that its bottom-up strategy of starting from people’s 

thoughts and feelings expressed in their own words can generate unexpected insights for theory 

(Vosniadou, 2002). It also has practical appeal because it offers detailed methodological guidelines (e.g., 

Bruine de Bruin & Bostrom, 2013; Morgan et al., 2002). A possible limitation of the approach is its 
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context specificity. The focus on specific risks (e.g., heat waves, flooding) and often also on specific 

target populations (e.g., regions or age groups) limits the generalizability of findings. Another limitation 

is that it typically leaves aside emotions (cf. Breakwell, 2010; Leiserowitz, 2006), which play an 

important role in the context of various risks, including climate change (e.g., Chapman, Lickel, & 

Markowitz, 2017; Smith & Leiserowitz, 2014). Fortunately, though, recent theoretical work offers 

possibilities to integrate mental models and emotions to avoid this blind spot (Böhm & Pfister, 2017).  

4. Wrong Theory to Think about How Stable Views Change 

A related line of reasoning argues that factors such as education or personal exposure to climate 

change may reduce the psychological distance and make related mental representations permanently 

more concrete (Boon, 2016; McDonald et al., 2015; Milfont, Evans, Sibley, Ries, & Cunningham, 2014; 

Taylor, Dessai, & Bruine de Bruin, 2014). Some have further argued that more proximal and concrete 

representations may, in turn, increase people’s beliefs in the reality of climate change (Carlton et al., 

2015; Myers, Maibach, Roser-Renouf, Akerlof, & Leiserowitz, 2013) and reduce ideological 

discrepancies because people rely less on abstract values to represent climate change (Bruine de Bruin, 

Wong-Parodi, & Morgan, 2014). These arguments seem to suggest that learning about or experiencing 

climate change can transform the temporally and contextually bound experience into a permanent 

(concrete and close) representation. (For the same line of thought without reference to CLT, see Boon, 

2016; Capstick & Pidgeon, 2014; Konisky, Hughes, & Kaylor, 2015; Myers et al., 2013.) Although it is 

plausible that experiences can permanently alter representations of climate change, CLT—with its focus 

on transient mindsets and short-lived processes—is again not the right tool to examine long-lasting 

changes.  

The simplest remedy seems again to conceptualize perceived distance and abstractness as 

cognitive beliefs, and examine how they change after specific events or interventions. This could be 

done using either a frequentist (Myers et al., 2013) or Bayesian (Cook & Lewandowsky, 2016; 

Druckman & McGrath, 2019) approach to statistical inference (for more details on these approaches, see 

Kruschke & Liddell, 2017). The Bayesian approach seems particularly promising because it describes 
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the conditions under which belief change is most likely, namely, when people have more confidence in 

new information than in their existing beliefs. An interesting feature of this approach is that it can 

examine the updating process either under the assumption that people desire normatively correct beliefs 

(accuracy motivation) or that they want to maintain particular beliefs (directional motivation). This 

enables researchers to consider the influence of potentially relevant individual characteristics (e.g., 

values, confidence in existing beliefs, perceived credibility of new information) and how they affect 

processing goals (accuracy vs. directional) and the outcome of information processing (Druckman & 

McGrath, 2019). However, because of its focus on very general updating mechanisms, the approach 

may be of only limited use to those interested in the theoretical meaning and role of psychological 

distance (e.g., its origin and relationships with other beliefs). 

For in-depth, qualitative understanding of how distance beliefs may change, the literature on 

conceptual change could be more useful (Posner, Strike, Hewson, & Gertzog, 1982; Vosniadou, 2008). 

Like the mental models approach (e.g., Morgan et al., 2002), this field aims, for any given subject-

matter area, to identify subjective belief structures, to understand how they affect behaviour, and to 

assess how gaps between individual and scientific beliefs can be reduced. Unlike the former, this 

approach has a strong interest in when and how changes occur, and a correspondingly stronger 

theoretical foundation regarding these processes (Vosniadou, 2008). For instance, a central proposition 

is that beliefs or larger parts of a mental model are most likely to change when new information 

conflicts with existing beliefs and when individuals are aware of these conflicts (cf. Chi, 2008). 

Although this field typically focuses on rational cognitive factors, some researchers have proposed ways 

to integrate emotional and motivational factors (Sinatra, 2005; Zembylas, 2005). In short, the conceptual 

change literature offers a theoretically solid foundation for cognitive change processes that seems 

particularly appropriate for examining how people with different preconceptions about the distance of 

climate change respond to informative materials or personal experiences, and to what extent this 

transforms the way they think about distance. (For related applications in the context of climate change, 
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see Lombardi, Sinatra, & Nussbaum, 2013; Ranney & Clark, 2016; Rebich & Gautier, 2005; Reinfried 

& Tempelmann, 2014; Thacker & Sinatra, 2019.)  

5. Conclusion 

Undoubtedly, the perceived psychological distance of climate change can affect people in important 

ways (Brügger et al., 2015; Hart et al., 2015; McDonald et al., 2015; Spence & Pidgeon, 2010). Because 

psychological distance plays a main role in construal level theory (Trope & Liberman, 2010), it is a 

tempting framework to study distance effects. In some situations, CLT can indeed be useful to study the 

effects of psychological distance; specifically, (a) as long as distant events are still close enough to be 

relevant; (b) when the perceived distance across messages or other decision contexts varies; and (c) 

when it is either known or controllable what specific information people rely on when they think of an 

object as either distant (e.g., which abstract values) or close (e.g., which circumstantial opinions). By 

contrast, using CLT seems not appropriate when a direct effect of distance on personal relevance is 

postulated, or when perceived distance is conceptualized as a relatively stable individual belief.  

When researchers make claims that are beyond the scope of CLT, there are two possible 

solutions. First, they could switch to a more suitable theoretical framework. This could mean, for 

example, using a theory that more directly focuses on a postulated process (e.g., how decreasing 

distance affects personal relevance and thereby the depth of processing; Yang et al., 2015). Or it could 

mean selecting a theory that better reflects the conceptualization of psychological distance as a relatively 

stable individual belief (e.g., mental models approach; Morgan et al., 2002). The alternative theories 

proposed here can serve as starting points for future research (see Table 1). However, this selection is 

neither exhaustive nor necessarily the best one. Researchers and practitioners with different interests 

will need other theories.2 

                                                
2 For instance, those interested in how distance is related to broader social processes might find the social representations theory 
useful (Breakwell, 2001; Smith & Joffe, 2013). For studying the interplay between distance and language, linguistic approaches 
might be useful (e.g., Cap, 2013; Caviola, Kläy, & Weiss, 2018). 
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A second, more venturesome way to close the theory gap would be to further develop CLT itself. 

For instance, researchers could explore the extent to which the mental representations of specific 

phenomena such as climate change are relatively stable and have similar psychological characteristics to 

the more transient mindsets that CLT focuses on in its original articulation (Trope & Liberman, 2010). 

Tentative evidence for this possibility comes from research showing that the geographic distance 

between people’s place of residence and existing energy production sites—implying a stable 

psychological distance perspective—interacted with political ideology in a manner consistent with what 

CLT would predict (Clarke et al., 2016; see also Eyal et al., 2009; Ledgerwood et al., 2010): Political 

ideology (an abstract belief) was more strongly related to people’s views on distant sites (abstract 

construal) than to their views on close sites (concrete construal).  

In conclusion, those interested in the role of psychological distance should carefully check their 

assumptions, expectations, and intended applications against what CLT proposes, and avoid hastily 

giving in to CLT’s catchwords, which may lead them to adopting an inadequate theoretical tool. When 

CLT turns out to be an inadequate choice, adopting a different theoretical framework or further 

developing CLT would increase the theoretical soundness of research projects and interventions. This, 

in turn, should facilitate theoretical advances in the field’s understanding of psychological distance in 

the context of climate change (and beyond), and should make interventions more effective. 
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Table 1 
Key characteristics of alternative theoretical frameworks  
 

Alternative 
theoretical 
framework 

Main focus Possible link to 
psychological 
distance 

Possible questions for future 
research 

Strengths Limitations Methods 

Risk processing 
models (Floyd 
et al., 2000; 
Maloney et al., 
2011; Yang et al., 
2015) 

Explain how 
different 
psychological 
(including 
personal 
relevance) and 
social factors 
influence the 
way people 
search, process, 
and respond to 
risk-related 
information. 

Lowering the perceived 
psychological distance 
could increase the 
perception that climate 
change threatens things 
that one cares about 
(e.g., personal health, 
one’s family) and 
thereby increase the 
personal relevance of 
the topic. 

• How does distance-related 
information about a risk 
influence affect, the need for 
information, the depth of 
information processing, and 
decisions? 

• How do distance framings 
interact with the appraisal of 
one’s ability to reduce the risk? 

• What factors (e.g., values, place 
attachments) moderate the link 
between psychological distance 
and personal relevance? 

• Based on broad empirical 
basis 

• Detailed specification of 
how different processes 
(e.g., negative emotions 
and information seeking) 
are related to each other 

• Highlights pitfalls and 
boundary conditions of 
reducing distance 

• Successfully used in 
different content areas 

• Initial evidence suggests 
that model also predicts 
support for climate 
change mitigation 

• No consistent empirical 
link yet between 
psychological distance and 
personal relevance 

• Unclear which aspects of 
psychological closeness 
could be the “objects of 
care” that increase 
personal relevance 

 

Cross-sectional 
and 
longitudinal 
correlational 
designs, 
experiments 

Mental models 
(Morgan et al., 
2002)  

Identify and 
reduce 
discrepancies 
between lay 
and expert 
understandings 
of risks by 
tailored 
communication
. 

Beliefs about the 
psychological distance 
of climate change could 
vary between lay people 
and experts. 
Misconceptions could 
spur normatively 
undesirable decisions 
and actions. 

• How do beliefs about distance 
vary between lay people and 
experts (e.g., climate 
scientists)? 

• How prevalent are different 
types of distance beliefs 
among the public? 

• To what extent do 
misconceptions lead to 
normatively undesirable 
decisions? 

• What are effective 
communication strategies to 
reduce gaps between the 
public and experts?  

• Through its bottom-up 
method, this approach 
can provide novel and 
unexpected inputs for 
theory 

• Offers detailed guidelines 
for planning and 
conducting research and 
developing effective 
communication materials 

• Successful track-record 
in various risk areas 

• Findings are often very 
context-specific (e.g., 
types of risks, audience), 
which limits the 
generalizability of 
findings to other contexts 

• Typically ignores the role 
of affect, which is 
important in the context 
of risk  

Qualitative 
interviews, 
quantitative 
surveys and 
experiments 
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Bayesian 
updating 
(Druckman & 
McGrath, 2019; 
Cook & 
Lewandowsky, 
2016) 

Examines how 
existing 
individual 
factors 
influence the 
way people 
process new 
information 
(e.g., accuracy 
vs. directional 
motivation) 
and whether 
this alters their 
beliefs.  

Individual factors (e.g., 
confidence in existing 
beliefs, values, 
motivation, trust in 
information) influence 
if and how people alter 
their beliefs about the 
psychological distance 
of climate change when 
they encounter new 
information or make 
relevant experiences.  

• How do individual factors 
affect the likelihood that 
people change their beliefs 
about psychological distance 
when they encounter new 
information? 

• Which individual factors lead 
to accurate or directional 
processing? 

• How do individual factors 
(e.g., values) interact with 
characteristics of the new 
information (e.g., source) and 
either lead to message 
acceptance or rejection? 

• Focus on how beliefs do 
(not) change 

• Can model how 
individual differences 
(e.g., values) moderate 
the process of updating 
information (e.g., 
accuracy vs. directional 
motivation) and its 
outcome (whether 
people accept or 
discredit new 
information) 

• This general and top-
down approach could 
miss additional factors 
that are unique to 
psychological distance 

• Can generate only limited 
theoretical insights into 
the specific meaning and 
role of psychological 
distance  

• Requires knowledge of 
Bayesian statistics 

Cross-sectional 
and 
longitudinal 
correlational 
designs, 
experiments, 
uses Bayesian 
instead of 
frequentist 
statistics 

Conceptual 
change (e.g., 
Reinfried & 
Tempelmann, 
2014; 
Vosniadou, 
2008) 

Identifies 
science-related 
preconceptions 
and uses them 
as starting 
point for 
educational 
interventions. 
Emphasis on 
education-
based 
transformation 
of individual 
beliefs and 
mental models. 
 
 

Research could identify 
existing beliefs about 
the distance of climate 
change, their origins, 
and how they influence 
perceptions and 
decisions. On this basis, 
educational 
interventions could be 
developed that support 
learners to restructure 
their beliefs and gain a 
normatively more 
“correct” 
understanding.  
 

• What types of beliefs do lay 
people hold about the distance 
of climate change? 

• How do different beliefs 
respond to and change as a 
function of educational 
interventions or personal 
experiences?  

• How does awareness of 
conflicts between one’s beliefs 
and external information 
affect the change of beliefs? 

• Which beliefs are particularly 
susceptible or resistant to 
interventions? 

• How do the changed beliefs 
affect decisions and 
behaviour? 

• Provides theoretical 
foundation of when and 
how mental models 
change 

• Allows examination of 
individual change 
processes and their 
effects on decisions and 
behaviour 

• Often ignores the role of 
emotional and 
motivational factors 

• Findings may not 
generalize to other 
contexts 

Qualitative 
analysis (e.g., 
interviews, 
drawings, 
video), 
quantitative 
longitudinal 
studies and 
experiments  

 
 

 


