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Abstract

Researchers observed that even if one’s environmental concern was high, people would
delegate others to take responsibility for climate change mitigation and undertake sus-
tainable actions. In this study, we explored how citizens of different countries in Central
Europe, Central Asia, and the Middle East perceived responsibility for mitigating and
reducing climate change consequences of various collective and individual agents. Also,
we asked about the role of cultural values, environmental worldviews, and beliefs in the
intractability of climate change in the prediction of the responsibility distribution. The
total sample consisted of n = 1267 participants from Belarus, Lithuania, Poland, the United
Arab Emirates, and Uzbekistan. We created the list of 11 collective and individual entities
as accountable for mitigation and sustainable activities. We used the Collindex scale to
measure collectivistic and individualistic values, the NEP scale to measure anthropocentric
and ecocentric worldviews, and two questions concerning the intractability beliefs. Results
showed that participants attributed more responsibility to collective agents than to indi-
viduals across countries. The predictors” patterns indicated that ecocentric worldviews
consistently increased perceived responsibility of both collective and individual actors,
whereas anthropocentrism reduced the attribution of collectives’ responsibility. Collectivis-
tic values appeared to foster greater expectations of individuals. Also, differences between
national samples were observed.

Keywords: climate change; mitigation; cultural values; new environmental paradigm;
intractability; cross-cultural study

1. Who Is Most Responsible for the Mitigation of Climate Change?
An Intercultural Study in Central Europe, Central Asia, and the Middle East

Climate change mitigation refers to any action taken by governments, businesses, and
people to reduce the flow of heat-trapping greenhouse gases into the atmosphere to make
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the impact of climate change less severe. Also, mitigation includes enhancing carbon sinks
that remove greenhouse gases from the atmosphere by protecting and restoring forests
and critical ecosystems. Reducing and avoiding emissions requires changing almost every
sphere of people’s lives, and at every level of functioning of societies and individuals, from
how economies work, to what everyday choices are made by individuals [1]. Mitigation
efforts include transitioning to renewable energy sources, reducing energy consumption,
changing agricultural practices, and changing individuals’ habits concerning transportation
or diet [2]. The climate change issue is fundamentally collective because everyone acts in
ways that benefit themselves but produce greenhouse gas emissions. Therefore, efforts
to address the impacts of climate change must also be collective [3], as the problem is
too vast and complex to be solved by a single individual or entity [4]. There is consider-
able psychological literature on personal beliefs, emotions, and attitudes toward climate
change [2,5-8]. There is a significant gap in research regarding how people perceive the
responsibility for climate change action among different stakeholders. Understanding these
perceptions is crucial for fostering effective collaboration and accountability in the fight
against climate change.

There are many reasons why we should inquire about how people view responsibility
for acting on climate change. To start with, although individuals are aware of climate
change, they are often hesitant to alter their behaviors significantly. These activities, such
as waste sorting, reducing shower duration, and unplugging electronics when not in
use, are somewhat beneficial; however, they are unlikely to induce substantial mitigation
effects [1,9,10]. Nevertheless, many people find it difficult to include these habits in their
daily routines. Furthermore, convincing people to change their lifestyle—such as eating less
meat, driving cars less, or avoiding extra flights, which have the greatest potential to cut
greenhouse emissions—is much more difficult, if not impossible. Naturally, adopting the
most effective behaviors requires greater effort and can be psychologically and financially
demanding. Therefore, we should not be surprised that people tend to avoid deeper
mitigation efforts, reject personal responsibility, and prefer to pass the task onto others. In
this study, we aimed to examine how citizens of countries in Central Europe, Central Asia,
and the Middle East attribute responsibility for climate change mitigation to various entities.
Also, we are interested in the role of cultural values, ecological worldviews, and beliefs in
the intractability of climate change in shaping opinions about responsibility distribution
and sustainable practices.

Responsible agents. First of all, it should be underscored that before ascribing respon-
sibility to someone, one must admit that a climate change problem exists, and it should be
resolved by taking proper actions. For people who deny or minimize the consequences of
climate change, responsibility issues are of less importance or even irrelevant to their lives.
Nevertheless, research shows that responsibility for mitigation is the major concern for
most individuals and for collective bodies, such as corporations or governments [3,9,11].

It is reasonable to expect that responsibility for climate change mitigation should be
shared across different actors, such as governments, corporations, international organiza-
tions, and individuals, within their means. For example, governments have the means
and power to implement policies and regulations appropriate to achieve mitigation, and
sustainability aims, and to cooperate on climate issues with their counterparts at the inter-
national level [10,12]. Stoddart and his colleagues explored environmental group members’
opinions on responsibility and discovered that among the top four responsibilities, the
government was perceived as the most responsible, followed by individuals, “everyone,”
and corporations [13]. Becker and Sparks’s qualitative study, in which many participants
agreed that the government should play a crucial role in addressing climate change, though
along with members of the public and corporations [14], confirmed these findings.
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Nowadays, corporations have even more power, which enables them to invest in
the research and development of cleaner technologies, transition to sustainable business
models, and disseminate best practices across the globe [3,11,15]. The list of collective
agents can be quite extensive, comprising numerous organizations, such as universities,
cities, sub-national governments, and businesses [3].

Also, individuals can contribute to mitigation efforts by adopting sustainable practices
in their daily lives, such as reducing energy consumption, using public transportation, con-
suming less meat, and minimizing waste [9]. Some people may help to achieve mitigation
goals indirectly by increasing public and individual awareness of environmental threats
and by teaching and supporting sustainable behaviors in children, community members,
and social media users. These may be parents [16], teachers [10,17], religious leaders [18,19],
social media influencers [20,21], as well as community leaders, respected by others.

In addition, individuals can also play a role in advocating for climate action by
supporting policies that promote sustainability and checking on how governments and
businesses operate within climate issues [3,22].

In the study on a German representative sample, the following actors were assessed as
responsible for climate protection measures: politicians, economists, individuals, the society,
industrialized countries, emerging economies, and developing countries. It occurred that
every actor was considered highly responsible. However, developing countries were
held the least responsible compared to other actors, while the highest responsibility was
attributed to industrialized countries. The individuals were assumed to be less responsible
than politicians, economists, or society in general [23]. The study carried out in Australia
also showed that people placed more responsibility on groups and organizations, and less
on individuals, for both causing and responding to climate change, regardless of their
opinion on the causes of climate change [24].

If people believe that such a large number of entities are responsible for climate
change action, it may generate diffusion of responsibility, which in turn will interfere with
mitigation efforts [9]. Individuals may think that their actions are meaningless and pointless
to politicians or businesses; politicians may place responsibility back onto individuals,
etc. [12]. Indeed, the study with focus groups carried out in Switzerland revealed that
individuals tend to justify their lack of engagement in mitigation efforts by blaming others
for inaction, including governments [23].

The distribution of responsibility among numerous actors may depend on how in-
dividuals perceive the actors: their intention to act in the name of the right cause, their
ability to act efficiently, their power to make a substantial impact, and their means to do so.
Perception of responsible others may be entangled in social, political, and cultural contexts,
as well as in psychological factors [10,12,14,25,26]. For example, in democratic states, the
government is trusted more than in less democratic countries, so citizens may grant gov-
ernmental institutions more rights to act in the environmental domain [12]. On the other
hand, in countries ruled by authoritarian leaders, people may accept strict government
controls as given and comply with governmental regulations [27]. It is worth noticing that
interpersonal trust is higher in democratic societies, so people tend to believe that others
are involved in the battle against climate change as much as everybody is [22].

Cultural context. Studies examining the influence of cultural value orientations on
environmental activities frequently concentrate on postmaterialist values, usually relating
them to increased environmental concern [4]. In this study we defined cultural context
in terms of collectivistic and individualistic value orientations. There are mixed research
results concerning the relationship between collectivism and individualism and attitudes
toward the environment. Cultural values may support or diminish efforts undertaken to
alleviate climate change and work for sustainability. Preference for collectivistic values
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may result in higher concern for climate change, seen as a common good—belonging
to the community—degradation; therefore, people may attribute more responsibility to
various agents fighting for the restoration of the environment for the benefit of society.
Positive links between collectivistic orientation and sustainable behaviors are evidenced
in many studies [28-30]. However, there are also ambiguous findings [31]. Furthermore,
some studies deliver contradictory results [32-34], showing negative relationships between
collectivism and attitudes toward climate change concern.

Individualistic values promote egocentric interests, a lifestyle framed by seeking
pleasure, excitement, and self-fulfillment, regardless of others’ needs. So, people of individ-
ualistic orientation may be less interested in the community’s goals and be indifferent to
responsibility issues [26], except for being responsible for taking care of themselves [35].
Xue and his colleagues found in Chinese participants that higher scores on individualism
were associated with reduced support for policies to mitigate climate change [27]. However,
more pro-environmental activities are observed in individualistic societies than in collec-
tivistic cultures [4,34-36]. The widespread presence of environmental groups is more likely
in individualistic societies rather than in collectivistic societies due to the individualists’
ability to form temporary groups aimed at achieving a specific goal rather than basing
their activity on stable, long-lived groups [35]. Also, there are studies showing the lack
of a relationship between the individualism—collectivism dimension and environmental
performance [11].

Such ambivalent and even contradictory findings make it difficult to predict who peo-
ple of collectivistic or individualistic orientation delegate to bear responsibility for climate
change mitigation. Obviously, the concept of culture is more complex, and collectivistic—
individualistic dimensions could not be treated as sufficient proxy factors for the whole
cultural context.

Ecological worldviews. The concept of the New Ecological Paradigm introduced by
Dunlap and his colleagues [37-39] captured the dilemma of human-nature relationships
well. The NEP approach is based on the belief that human beings depend on a natural
world that has its own intrinsic value, regardless of its usefulness to humans. The NEP scale
has been widely used to measure pro-ecological worldviews understood as a multifaceted
concept, comprising the five hypothesized facets: acknowledgement of the reality of limits
to growth, anti-anthropocentrism, the fragility of nature’s balance, rejection of human
exemptionalism, and the possibility of an ecocrisis [38].

However, studies show that the NEP scale can be applied as a measurement of a
one-dimensional construct, representing a general pro-environmental concern, or multidi-
mensional constructs [38]. The latter may reflect at least bipolar beliefs as pro-environmental
and anti-environmental views, which may be called ecocentric and anthropocentric views,
respectively [40,41]. Anthropocentric beliefs claim human domination over nature and
rights to use natural resources satisfying human needs, without regard to harm made to
nature. Although distinction between these two ways of understanding humans’ relations
with nature is the most popular approach in the literature, some authors offer more nu-
anced views on this matter. Unai Pascual and his team [42] suggest that anthropocentric
worldviews can be connected to the ways of living described as “living from nature” or
“living in nature”, which underscore instrumental values of nature; while ecocentric and
pluricentric views relate to the concepts framed as “living with nature” and “living as
nature”. The two latter ideas emphasize living beings, including other-than-human beings,
or nature’s processes as a whole (i.e., living with) and prioritizes embodying and perceiving
nature as a physical, mental, and spiritual part of oneself, emphasizing broad values of oneness,
kinship, and interdependence (i.e., living as) ([40] p. 813).
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Following this way of reasoning, we assume that anthropocentrism puts into question
the human role in the climate disaster. The tension between anthropocentrism and eco-
centrism lies in the lack of balance between how much humans take from nature and how
much nature can offer to humans. Such a balance requires taking into account concerns
both for the environment and for humans.

Looking at the ecological worldviews as related to responsibility issues, we may expect
that ecocentrism can generate a high tendency to attribute responsibility for climate change
mitigation to collective bodies as much as to individuals, because ecocentrism predicts pro-
environmental engagement and willingness to protect nature [43]. In contrast, anthropocentrism,
in ignoring human responsibility in causing and resolving problems, can make people indifferent
to mitigation, even to refuse to participate in mitigation and sustainable activities.

Intractability. Intractability of climate change refers to the challenges posed by a
multitude of various factors, which make mitigation actions ineffective. The array of factors
includes the scientific complexity of the climate issues, economic short-term interests,
lack of global consensus, political polarization, cultural norms and habits, lack of public
awareness and engagement, and other [44].

The perception of the intractability of climate change may hamper people’s willingness
to undertake actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Perceived intractability refers to
one’s belief that climate change cannot be addressed by individual action [26]; therefore,
a single person cannot be obliged to act. People feel they lack the ability or sense of
empowerment to undertake actions that will “make the difference” on climate change.
It could be seen as one “dragon”—among other “dragons”—of inaction [25]. According
to Gifford, environmental or climate-related inaction has many reasons, which may be
categorized as lack of proper knowledge on environmental and climate issues; as a variety
of psychological processes interfering with effective action; and action can be inadequate
because it makes too little of a difference. As Jennifer Kent noted: In the US and UK research
75% (consumers) stated that they were concerned about global warming “but challenged to see
how their action could make a difference” and only 9% indicated both concern and willingness to
take action. In the Australian research, an equal number expressed concern but not willingness to
act (75%) ([9] p. 142). Belinda Xie and her colleagues used the term “mitigation response
inefficacy” for the perceived inability of the response to effectively reduce or control a
threat. They found high correlation scores between mitigation response inefficacy and
unwillingness to act for climate benefits [45].

Intractability of climate change, perceived by individuals, may have an impact on the
distribution of responsibility in such a way that people would consider collective bodies
more responsible for tackling climate issues than individuals. Although they may assume,
quite rightly, that the global problem of climate change requires the combined actions of
many individuals working together, they more likely call on governments and other public
institutions to act [46,47]. Likewise, putting too much of the responsibility on governments
may diminish individuals” motivations to be involved personally; such a tendency was
observed in the sample of young Australians [48].

The present study.

The current study aimed to explore the perception of responsibility for climate change
mitigation ascribed to a number of collective and individual actors. Research on respon-
sibility distribution usually focuses on responsibility attributed to collective entities such
as governments, corporations, organizations, and to individual entities presented simply
as unspecific individuals. We expanded the list of responsible agents by including more
collective actors, e.g., countries-polluters, and rich countries, and by including individuals
with a special status or playing special roles in society: scientists, rich people, social activists,
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religious leaders, and teachers. The larger set of actors may provide a better insight into
the process of responsibility distribution.

We intended to explore the cultural and psychological contexts in which the distri-
bution of climate change responsibility took place. Shifting responsibility to others may
be caused by morally dubious intentions of avoiding personal responsibility, but it also
may be a perfectly rational act, as the best way of tackling mitigation problems in given
circumstances. Thus, we wanted to learn how cultural context sets the stage for deciding
to whom responsibilities should be transferred: collectives or individuals. We focus on
collectivistic and individualistic values as the most relevant to the dilemma of choosing
between collective and individual actors.

As for psychological factors shaping opinions about responsibility for mitigation, we
proposed cognitive variables: beliefs about human-nature relationships and beliefs in
climate change intractability. Beliefs about human—nature relationships, i.e., ecological
worldviews, reflect one’s concern for the environment in general, while intractability of
climate change—concern for climate. Both concepts may have an impact on a tendency to
attribute responsibility, regardless of whether agents represent collectives or individuals.

Lastly, we addressed these objectives by studying different samples coming from
countries understudied in environmental psychology. We chose five countries, in three
geographical regions: Belarus, Lithuania, and Poland in Central Europe; the United Arab
Emirates in the Middle East; and Uzbekistan in Central Asia. Table 1 provides basic regional
and cultural characteristics.

Table 1. Basic regional and cultural characteristics of Belarus, Lithuania, Poland, the UAE, and
Uzbekistan.

Count Geographical GDP per Democracy EPI 2024 Individualism  Cognitive Dominant
y Region Capita/Rank *  Index ** /Rank *** AR Style Religion
Central . Christianity /
Belarus Europe $22,591/70 1.99 58.1 /32 48 Analytical Orthodox
Lithuania ~ Sentral $48,397/35 7.59 639/22 55 Analytical ~ Christianity/
Europe Catholic
Poland Central $43,269/39 74 64.4/19 47 Analytical ~ Christianity/
Europe Catholic
) Holistic/
UAE Middle East ~ $87,729/6 3.07 52.0/53 36 ) Islam
Analytical
Uzbekistan  Central Asia ~ $9533/116 2.1 42.9/104 Kazakhstan—20 HOhStl.C / Islam
Analytical

* World Bank 2022; number of countries = 177 1. ** Democracy Index 2024; range 0-10 (most democratic); made of
sub-indices of electoral pluralism, civil lberties, political participation, democratic culture, and functioning of
government 2. *** The 2024 EPI combines 58 indicators across 11 issue categories, ranging from climate change

mitigation and air pollution to waste management, sustainability of fisheries and agriculture, deforestation, and

biodiversity protection °. *** After Hofstede scores *.

The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Psychology Institute, Polish
Academy of Sciences.

Three European countries shared a common history in the XVI-XVII century, creating
the Polish Lithuanian Commonwealth, which included contemporary Belarus, and recent
history as post-Soviet states. The dominant religion is Christianity: Roman Catholic in
Poland and Lithuania, and Russian Orthodox in Belarus. Also, according to Hofstede
scores, they share a similar position on the individualistic dimension, with Lithuania as the
most individualistic country out of the three. Belonging to the Western cultural zone, the
prevailing cognition style is analytical. They differ from each other as regards the ranking
of the GDP per capita, since Belarus occupies the lowest position in the group; and the
ranking of the EPI, with—again—Belarus having the lowest rank.
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The United Arab Emirates share Islamic religion and low scores on individualism
with Uzbekistan. However, we can infer the position of Uzbekistan on an individualistic
dimension from the scores of its closest neighbor, Kazakhstan, because there is no data on
Uzbekistan in the Hofstede research. Also, both countries may share the same cognition
style, i.e., holistic, though Uzbekistan people may be familiar with analytic thinking as well.
Regarding rankings in GDP per capita, the UAE and Uzbekistan occupy opposite positions:
the UAE as the richest country, and Uzbekistan as the poorest one. The difference in the
EPl is also quite large; however, both countries are located quite low in this ranking.

As regards the Democracy Index, produced by the Economist Intelligence Unit, we
have two democratic states, which are Lithuania and Poland, and three states—the UAE,
Uzbekistan, and Belarus—with a low Democracy Index.

According to a recent analysis by Kitayama and Salvador [49], the holistic cognitive
style, typical for Arab and Far East cultures, is complemented by Western analytical,
argumentative thinking. It is especially true for countries that have historically served as a hub
for trade and cultural exchanges between Eastern and Western regions ([49] p. 516). Living where
they do, residents of the UAE and Uzbekistan likely possess access to either cognitive style.
It is worth noting that similarity of certain characteristics of studied countries aligns with
the thesis of values convergence along geographical and religious lines [50].

We posed the following research questions:

RQ1. How do citizens of different countries distribute responsibility for climate change
mitigation across various actors?

RQ2. Which cultural values: collectivistic or individualistic, best predict an attribution
of responsibility for mitigation to collective and individual actors?

RQ3. Do cognitive beliefs about human-nature relationships and beliefs in the in-
tractability of climate change predict attribution of climate change mitigation to collective
and individual actors?

Since the study has an exploratory character, we have planned no specific hypotheses.

2. Method
Participants

The total sample consisted of N = 1268 participants, recruited through convenience
sampling at the local universities; 30% were males, 72% were students, with a mean age of
approximately 23 years. In the UAE, foreigners made up 88.1% of the population as of 2020,
reflecting the unique characteristics of the country. The largest group of non-UAE nationals
is South Asians, who account for 59.4% of the foreign population. The demographic
structure of our sample for the UAE closely mirrors these population characteristics.

Table 2 provides characteristics of national samples.

Table 2. National samples’ characteristics.

Country N Age M (SD) FNer&;ao{oe:f I:tfil::/;?sf Dominant Religion Dominant Ethnicity
Belarus 207 23,16 (5,18) 140 (67.63) 87 (42.03) gkrlglitciia&ity Belarusian (90%)
Lithuania 225 23.97 (5.63 184 (81.78) 112 (49.78) Christianity Catholic ~ Lithuanian (90%)

Poland 303 22.60 (5.79) 206 (67.76) 261 (85.86) Christianity Catholic ~ Polish (95%)

UAE 251 23.30 (8.30) 163 (64.94) 189 (75.30) Islam South Asia and Arab (50%)
Uzbekistan 281 22.04 (5.86) 239 (85.05) 267 (95.02) Islam Turkish (100%)

Total 1267  22.97 (6.30) 932 (73.50) 916 (72.24)
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3. Measures

The study used a demographic questionnaire that collected participants” information
on their age, gender, occupation, confession, and ethnicity, listed in the participants section,
followed by the subsequent questionnaires.

Responsibility for Climate Change Mitigation. We made a list of 12 entities: ev-
eryone, social activists, teachers, religious leaders, scientists, political leaders, businesses,
governments, the richest people, rich countries, countries-polluters, and media, as those
who should to take responsibility for climate change mitigation. We gave examples of
responsible activities for each agent (Table 3). We asked participants to choose the option that
best corresponds with how you feel about the statement on a scale from 1—the least responsibility, to
5—the greatest responsibility.

Table 3. The list of the responsible agents.

Every person (e.g., sorting waste, recycling, saving energy, less consumerist lifestyle)

Social activists (e.g., organizing protests, sending appeals to politicians)

Teachers (e.g., teaching about sustainability, climate change, etc.)

Religious leaders (e.g., promoting respect towards nature through their teachings)

Scientists (e.g., technology development)

Political leaders (e.g., lobbying and environmentally friendly decision-making)

Businesses (e.g., introducing environmentally friendly technological solutions)

I3 NG| Q|-

Governments (e.g., introduction of legal regulations)

\©

The richest people, billionaires (e.g., donating part of their income to the environment, giving up a

luxurious lifestyle)

10

Rich countries (e.g., as environmental protection is expensive, poor countries cannot afford it, hence, the
responsibility lies on countries with high GDP)

11

Countries with the highest carbon footprint (e.g., it is imperative for these countries to transition their

economies to be more environmentally friendly)

12 Media (e.g., news reporting, investigation, publication)

To investigate the factor structure of the measure for the total sample, we performed
an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using the principal components method with Vari-
max rotation on the measure. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, x?(66) = 5629,
p <0.001, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was 0.90. The
analysis revealed two-factor solution that explained 54.6% of the total variance. Factor
loadings showed that seven items were loaded on the first factor, which explained 31.80%
of variance, and five items on the second factor, which explained 22.80% of variance. One
item (media) had similarly high loadings on two factors (0.443 and 0.572), so we excluded
it from subsequent analyses.

Based on the first factor items, we created the variable “Collective responsible agents”.
(Resp_coll). This category included businesses, governments, politicians, countries-polluters,
rich people, rich countries, and scientists. Reliability was satisfactory: Cronbach’s «
coefficients: 0.86 (total); 0.89 (Belarus); 0.84 (Lithuania); 0.86 (Poland); 0.81 (the UAE);
0.80 (Uzbekistan). Based on the second factor items, we created the variable “Individual
responsible agents” (Resp_Individ). This category included everyone, teachers, activists,
and religious leaders. Reliability was satisfactory. Cronbach’s « coefficients: 0.75 (total);
0.75 (Belarus); 0.78 (Lithuania); 0.68 (Poland); 0.69 (the UAE); 0.70 (Uzbekistan).

Cultural Values. We used the COLINDEX scale [51] to measure collectivistic and
individualistic values. The scale comprises 13 items reflecting collectivistic (6 items) and



Land 2025, 14, 1914

90f23

individualistic (7 items) values. Participants were asked to evaluate how important the
values were to them as principles guiding their lives on the five-point scale, where 1—
completely unimportant, 5—very important.

We performed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the total sample using a two-
factor structure. The two-structure solution was not supported as having an adequate
fit in this sample, as indicated by model fit indices: x?(64) = 613.84, p < 0.000; Compara-
tive Fit Index (CFI) = 0.849; root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.082,
90% confidence interval (CI) = [0.077, 0.088], standardized root mean squared residual
(SRMR) = 0.059. An exploratory factor analysis (principal components method with Vari-
max rotation; Bartlett’s test x2(78) = 3700, p < 0.001, KMO = 0.835) revealed a three-factor
solution, which explained 51.43% of total variance. Factor loadings showed that items were
loaded on the first factor, which explained 20.67% of variance; four items on the second
factor, which explained 17.37% of variance; and three items on the third factor, which
explained 13.39% of variance.

We created three variables based on the three-factor solution. The first variable
represents collectivistic values (Values_collect): obedience, respect for elders, politeness,
security, self-discipline, order; Cronbach’s « coefficients: 0.77 (total); 0.83 (Belarus); 0.72
(Lithuania); 0.71 (Poland); 0.77 (the UAE); 0.74 (Uzbekistan). The second variable represents
individualistic values manifesting a tendency to have an indulgent life (Values_Ind_indulg):
exciting life, pleasure, varied life, being daring; Cronbach’s « coefficients: 0.72 (total);
0.65 (Belarus); 0.73 (Lithuania); 0.70 (Poland); 0.66 (the UAE); 0.62 (Uzbekistan). The
third variable also represents individualistic values, but with a focus on self-realization
(Values_Ind_real): creativity, freedom, independence; Cronbach’s « coefficients: 0.53 (total);
0.58 (Belarus); 0.61 (Lithuania); 0.53 (Poland); 0.48 (the UAE); 0.53 (Uzbekistan).

Ecological Worldviews. We employed the New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) Scale [39]
to measure ecological worldviews. We added one item to the original 15-item scale,
referring to the last pandemic situation across the globe: The fundamental reason for the
emergence of pandemics is that we failed to live in harmony with nature. Respondents were
asked to indicate how much they agree with the statements on the five-point scale, where
1—strongly disagree, 5—strongly agree.

Following EFA solution (principal components method with Varimax rotation;
Bartlett’s test x2(120) = 4087, p < 0.001, KMO = 0.828), we identified two factors that
explained 38,11% of total variance: the first factor explained 19,60% of variance, and the
second factor explained 18,51% of variance.

The first factor (9 items) represents ecocentric worldview (Cronbach’s « coefficients:
0.74 (total); 0.73 (Belarus); 0.65 (Lithuania); 0.81 (Poland); 0.69 (the UAE); 0.74 (Uzbek-
istan). The second factor (7 items) represents an anthropocentric worldview; Cronbach’s
« coefficients: 0.75 (total); 0.66 (Belarus); 0.66 (Lithuania); 0.71 (Poland); 0.70 (the UAE);
0.58 (Uzbekistan). Ecocentric worldview examples: Plants and animals have as much right
as humans to exist. The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. Anthropocentric
worldview examples: Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their
needs. Humans were meant to rule over the rest of nature.

Intractability of climate change. To measure the belief in intractability of climate
change, we asked participants to indicate how much they agreed with the two following
statements: My individual action would likely do little to aid the fight against climate change and
Climate change is an unstoppable process; we cannot do anything about it. They used a five-point
scale, where 1—strongly disagree, 5—strongly agree.

Each scale was back-translated from English into Russian for Belarusian participants,
and into Lithuanian, Polish, and Uzbek for relevant national samples. The questionnaire for
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UAE participants was provided in English, which is informally the most common spoken
language of the country.

Analytical Strategy

We ran an invariance measurement analysis by comparing the factor structure, factor
loading, and intercepts of three measures across five national samples [52,53] with AMOS
v.29 [54] (Table S1).

Invariance of three measurement instruments is supported by the data only at the
metric level. Changes in fit indices between the configural and the metric invariance models
are smaller than cutoff criteria for RMSEA (A < 0.015) and SRMR (A < 0.03) indices, except
A CFI, which is close to criterion (0.014; 0.031; 0.018). This implies that data across national
samples are comparable only in terms of covariances and regression coefficients, so the
only meaningful analyses that can be performed in the total sample and across national
samples are correlational and regression analyses. Because of the lack of scalar invariance,
we cannot compare mean scores between national samples.

Therefore, we will analyze the distribution of mean scores of the responsibility for
climate change mitigation within national samples. Then, we will perform several hierar-
chical regression analyses in the total sample and in national samples to find predictors
of the tendency to attribute responsibility for mitigation to various actors. We used the
SPSSv. 29.

4. Results
Descriptive Statistics

Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations between the examined variables
in the total sample and national sub-samples are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics in the total sample and national sub-samples.

Variable Country M (SD) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
BL 429(0.66)  0.39*  048*  024*  030*  —0.04 0.06 0.23 **
LT 404(058)  030* 025*  0.05 022%  —0.11 0.02 0.24 **
| Collectivistic PL 3.82(0.66) 0.14*  019*  032*  —0.01 —0.01 —012%  0.16%*
Values UAE  423(062) 013* 015*  035*%  0.04 0.01 —0.01 0.19 *
1874 440(058)  050*  0.60*  027*  030* 0.2 0471 038 *
Total 414 (0.66)  0.36** 033*  036*  013*  0.04 0.02 0.28 **
BL 4.10 (0.65) 048*  029*  0.14% —0.03 0.01 0.13
LT 3.77 (0.72) 038*  0.13 021%  —0.03 0.02 0.15*
Individualistic PL 3.51 (0.71) 030*  0.02 0.07 —0.04 0.04 0.04
2 Self-Indulgent
Values I UAE 391 (0.71) 031*%  016* 005 017  0.04 0.05
1874 420 (0.72) 053*  030*  030*  0.02 029*  0.15*
Total  3.89 (0.75) 039*  029*  012*  0.05 0.04 0.16 **
BL 4.41 (0.58) 0.14*  026%  —0.08 0.13 0.15 *
Idividualistic LT 434 (0.58) —0.02  028*  —015* 019* 0.1
,  Self-Realization PL 430 (0.59) 0.05 022%  —020% 0.16*  028*
Values UAE 444 (0.52) 0.05 0.18*  —0.03 0.09 0.15 *
! 1874 434 (0.67) 024*  035% 007 030  0.24*

Total 4.36 (0.60) 0.07 * 0.27 ** —0.07 * 0.18 ** 0.21 **
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Variable Country M (SD) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
BL 3.19 (0.59) 0.02 0.17* —0.08 0.05
LT 2.56 (0.57) -032* 017* —0.25 ** —0.25 **

4 Anthropocentrism PL 2.78(0.70) —0.56**  0.26** —035*  —0.27*
UAE 3.06 (0.72) —0.10 0.30 ** —-0.22*  0.01
uz 3.81(0.63) 0.51 ** 0.16 ** 0.34 ** 0.29 **
Total 3.09 (0.78) —0.17 **  0.26 ** —0.23**  —0.01
BL 3.98 (0.52) -0.15* 0.37 ** 0.45 **
LT 4.09 (0.47) —0.22*  032** 0.26 **

5 Beocentrism PL 3.79 (0.68) —0.28*  0.32* 0.47 **
UAE 4.11 (0.55) —0.11 0.27 ** 0.37 **
uz 3.64 (0.74) 0.06 0.43 ** 0.35 **
Total 3.90 (0.64) —0.16 **  0.40 ** 0.40 **
BL 3.07 (0.87) 0.05 —0.24 **
LT 2.53 (0.79) —0.19%  —0.22%

6 Intractability PL 2.97 (0.95) —-021*  —0.41**
UAE 2.83(0.99) —0.05 —0.06
uz 3.06 (0.88) 0.03 —0.03
Total  2.90 (0.92) —0.16*  —0.22%*
BL 4.04 (0.73) 0.54 **
LT 4.49 (0.61) 0.43 **

7 Responsibility of PL 4.07 (0.80) 0.40 **

Collective Entities  [JAE 4.35 (0.61) 0.53 **
Uz 3.79(0.77) 0.51 **
Total 4.13 (0.76) 0.48 **
BL 3.50 (0.79)
LT 3.90 (0.84)
8 Responsibility of PL 3.14(0.87)
Individual Entities {JAE 4.09 (0.67)
uz 3.68 (0.85)

Total 3.64 (0.88)

Note: * p < 0.01; ** p < 0.001; italics are for p > 0.01. Bold are for statistics in the total sample. Abbreviations:
BL—Belarus; LT—Lithuania, PL—Poland, UAE—the United Arab Emirates, UZ—Uzbekistan.

When considering cultural values mean scores, self-realization individualistic values
are rated highest in each national sample, with collectivistic values second, and self-
indulgent individualistic values after that (Table 4). The differences between the pair of
values are statistically significant (p < 0.001), but the effect sizes of the differences are small
to medium. Only the Polish sample showed a large effect size for the difference between
individualistic values (Cohen’s d = 1.02) (Table S2). Similarly, each country’s sample reveals
significant mean score differences between anthropocentric and ecocentric worldviews,
showing higher scores of ecocentric views than scores of anthropocentric views. Yet, here
we have effect sizes that are large or very large, except for Uzbekistan, where the effect size
is very small (Cohen’s d = 0.12). Concerning responsibility for mitigation variables, their
difference is statistically significant across all national samples, with a medium-to-large
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Mean

effect size, except in Uzbekistan, where Cohen’s d is near 0. It is worth mentioning that the
mean scores for the intractability variable in each national sample are near the midpoint of
the five-point scale (2.83; 2,97; 3,06; 3,07) or below the midpoint (2.53).

RQ1. Distribution of responsibility for climate change mitigation across various actors

Findings revealed that, concerning both the total and national samples, participants
felt all entities mentioned should bear responsibility for climate change mitigation (almost
all scores were above the midpoint of the five-point scale) (Figure 1a—e). But, as noted earlier,
participants assigned higher responsibility to collective bodies, compared to individuals
(Tables 5 and 6). In the Belarusian sample, the relevant means are: 4.04 vs. 3.50; Cohen’s
d = 0.73; in the Lithuanian sample: 4.49 vs. 3.90; Cohen’s d = 0.74; in the Polish sample:
4.07 vs. 3.14; Cohen’s d = 1.00; in the UAE sample: 4.35 vs. 4.09; Cohen’s d = 0.43; in the
Uzbekistan sample: 3.79 vs. 3.68; Cohen’s d = 0.02.

Regarding mean scores of attributions of the responsibility assigned to collective
agents (Figure 1a—e; Tables S3 and S4) scientists (M = 4.20) were ranked highest in Belarus,
businesses (4.70) in Lithuania and Poland (M = 4.26), governments (M = 4.60) in the UAE,
and politicians (M = 3.92) in Uzbekistan. The lowest rankings were assigned to rich people
by Belarus (M = 3.92) and the Emirates (M = 4.17), and to rich countries by Lithuania (M =
4.14), Poland (M = 3.82), and Uzbekistan (M = 3.63).

Teachers in Lithuania (M = 4.20), Poland (M = 3.61), and the Emirates (M = 4.14)
ranked highest among individual agents responsible for mitigation, while Belarusians (M
= 3.85) and Uzbeks (M = 3.88) ranked highest the agent named “everyone”. Social activists
had the lowest ranking in the Lithuanian (M = 3.62), Polish (M = 2.49), UAE (M = 3.71), and
Uzbek (3.71) samples, while Belarusians ranked religious leaders lowest (M = 3.00).
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Figure 1. Mean scores of responsibility distribution in the national samples.

RQ2 and RQ3. Predictors of attribution of responsibility for climate change mitigation.
We performed hierarchical multiple regression analyses in the total sample and in
national samples to examine the extent to which cultural values, ecological worldviews, and
belief in the intractability of climate change predict attribution of mitigation responsibility
to collective and individual actors. Each of these two variable sets and a single variable
(i.e., intractability) were entered into the regression equation on separate steps. In Table 5,
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we report regression analysis results for attribution of responsibility to collective agents in
the total sample.

Table 5. Hierarchical regression analysis results for responsibility of collective agents in the total

sample.

Predictors Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B [CI] B B [CI] B B [CT] B

Val_Collect —0.04 [-0.11; 0.03] —0.03 0.01 [—0.05; 0.08] 0.01 0.01 [—0.05; 0.08] 0.01
Val_Ind_Indulg  —0.03 [—0.10;03] —0.03 0.01 [—0.05; 0.06] 0.01 0.01 [—0.05; 0.06] 0.01
Val_Ind_Realiz 0.26 [0.19; 34] 0.21 *** 0.13 [0.06; 0.20] 0.10 *** 0.120.05; 0.19] 0.10 ***
Anthropocentrism —0.18 [-0.23;0.12] 0.18 *** —0.16 [-0.22; —0.11] —0.17 ***
Ecocentrism 0.41 [34; 0.47] 0.34 *** 0.40 [0.34; 0.46] 0.34 ***
Intractability —0.05[-0.09; —0.01] —0.05*
F (df) 15.97 (3;1263) *** 62.42 (5;1261) *** 52.90 (6;1260) ***
R? (Adj R?) 0.037 (0.034) 0.198 (0.195) 0.201 (0.197)
AR? 0.037 *** 0.162 *** 0.003 *

Note: *** p < 0.001; * p < 0.05 [CI]—confidence interval. Val_Collect—collectivistic values; Val_Ind_Indulg—

individualistic self-indulgent values; Val_Ind_Realiz—individualistic self-realization values.

Table 6. Hierarchical regression analysis results for collective agents in the national samples: Beta

coefficients in the final model.

Belarus Lithuania Poland Emirates Uzbekistan

Val_Collect —0.07 —0.06 —0.07 0.04 0.28 ***
Val_Ind_Indulg —0.04 —0.05 0.01 0.06 0.04
Val_Ind_Realiz 0.09 0.14 * 0.10 0.08 —0.01
Anthropocentrism —0.06 —0.15*% —0.21 % —0.23 #** 0.11
Ecocentrism 0.36 *** 0.23 *** 0.15* 0.25 *** 0.28 ***
Intractability —0.07 —0.10 —0.10 0.03 0.01
F (df) 6.02 (6;200) *** 6.59 (6:218) *** 9.80 (6;296) *** 5.54 (6;244) *** 17.91 (6;274) ***
R? 0.15 0.15 0.17 0.12 0.28

Note: *** p<.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Val_Collect—collectivistic values; Val_Ind_Indulg—individualistic
self-indulgent values; Val_Ind_Realiz—individualistic self-realization values.

Model 1 included three cultural factors. Individualistic self-realization values were
the only significant predictor, which accounted for 3.7% of variance. Model 2 added
ecological worldview factors to examine whether worldviews explain additional variance
in attribution of responsibility beyond that explained by cultural values. Both variables,
i.e., anthropocentrism and ecocentrism, are significant predictors (anthropocentrism is a
negative predictor) and additionally explain 16.2% of variance. Model 3 added one more
variable: belief in climate change intractability, which is significant only on p < 0.05 and
added a very small amount of variance—0.3%. All predictors collectively explain 20.1% of
total variance in attribution of responsibility to collective agents.

So, the higher the preference for individualistic self-realization values (creativity,
independence, freedom), the lower the anthropocentric orientation, and the higher the
ecocentric orientation, the higher the tendency to ascribe mitigation responsibility to
collective agents. In other words, a person who adheres to self-realization values and
prefers ecocentric to anthropocentric worldviews tends to put mitigation responsibility on
collective agents.
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Table 6 reports the results of regression analyses on predicting collective agents’
responsibility in national samples. The table contains beta coefficients calculated in Model 3.
In each sample, the models are significant and explain from 12% (UAE) to 28% (Uzbekistan)
of variance. However, we can only observe the pattern of the three significant predictors
found in the total sample in the Lithuanian sample. In Poland and the United Arab
Emirates, responsibility of collective agents can be predicted solely by anthropocentrism
and ecocentrism, while in Belarus only by ecocentrism. In the Uzbekistan sample, in
addition to ecocentric orientation, a new predictor occurred, which is collectivistic values.

We repeated the above hierarchical regression analyses for responsibility ascribed
to individual agents (Tables 7 and 8). As previously, Model 1 included cultural values.
Collectivistic and individualistic self-realization values are significant predictors and ac-
counted for 9.2% of variance in attribution of responsibility to individuals. Model 2 added
anthropocentrism and ecocentrism to cultural values and additionally explained 21.7% of
total variance, despite the fact that individualistic values lost their significance. It turned
out that collectivistic values remained a significant predictor in this model, along with
an ecocentric orientation. The belief in climate change intractability, included in Model 3,
became a significant predictor and added 2.8% of variance. In sum, the amount of total
variance explained in the final model was 24.6%.

Table 7. Hierarchical regression analysis results for individual agents’ responsibility in the total

sample.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Predictors B [CI] 5 B [CI] 6 B [CI] 5
Val_Collect 0.30 [0.22;0.38] 0.23 *** 0.30 [0.22;0.38] 0.23 *** 0.29 [0.22; 0.37] 0.22 ***
Val_Ind_Indulg 0.03 [—0.03; 0.10] 0.03 0.04 [-0.02; 0.11] 0.03 0.04 [—0.02; 0.11] 0.04
Val_Ind_Realiz 0.18 [0.09; 26] 0.12 *** 0.04 [—0.04; 0.12] 0.03 0.02 [—0.06; 0.10] 0.01
Anthropocentrism —0.05[—0.11; 0.01] —0.04 0.00 [—0.06; 0.06] 0.00
Ecocentrism 0.49 [0.42; 0.56] 0.36 *** 0.46 [0.39; 0.53] 0.34 ***
Intractability —0.17 [-0.22; —0.12] —0.18 ***
F (df) 42.70 (3; 1263) *** 69.99 (5; 1261) *** 68.41 (6; 1260) ***
R? (Adj R?) 0.092 (0.090) 0.217 (0.214) 0.246 (0.242)
AR? 0.092 *** 0.125 *** 0.028 ***

Note: *** p < 0.001. [CI]—confidence interval. Val_Collect—collectivistic values; Val_Ind_Indulg—individualistic
self-indulgent values; Val_Ind_Realiz—individualistic self-realization values.

Table 8. Hierarchical regression analysis results for individual agents in the national samples: Beta
coefficients in the final model.

Belarus Lithuania Poland Emirates Uzbekistan
Val_Collect 0.09 0.19 ** 0.16 ** 0.18 ** 0.33 ***
Val_Ind_Indulg 0.04 0.11 —0.05 0.08 —-0.13
Val_Ind_Realiz —0.04 —0.03 0.13 ** 0.04 0.01
Anthropocentrism  0.05 —0.21 ** —0.06 —0.02 0.14*
Ecocentrism 0.40 *** 0.11 0.33 *** 0.34 *** 0.22 ***
Intractability —0.19** —0.14 % —0.28 *** —0.06 —0.07
F (df) 10.92 (6;200) *** 7.44 (6;218) *** 25.98 (6;296) *** 8.80 (6,244) *** 13.58 (6;274) ***
R? 0.25 0.17 0.34 0.18 0.23

Note: *** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05. Val_Collect—collectivistic values; Val_Ind_Indulg—individualistic
self-indulgent values; Val_Ind_Realiz—individualistic self-realization values.
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Therefore, valuing collectivism more, having a more ecocentric view, and perceiving
climate change intractability as less strong are associated with a higher tendency to place
mitigation responsibility on individual actors. Those with collectivistic values, an ecocentric
nature perspective, and a belief that climate change is not intractable may be inclined to
put mitigation efforts on individuals.

Collectivistic values were significant predictors of responsibility attribution across
national samples, as evidenced by the hierarchical regression analyses presented in Table 8.
Notably, the Belarusian sample exhibits a weaker, yet still significant, association for this
predictor. Furthermore, the ecocentric worldview emerges as a primary predictor across
most national samples, with the exception of Lithuania. In the Lithuanian sample, an
anthropocentric perspective significantly and negatively predicts responsibility attribution,
diverging from the pattern observed in other countries. Additionally, the belief that climate
change is intractable predicts a decreased sense of responsibility in Poland, Belarus, and
Lithuania; however, this relationship is not observed in the United Arab Emirates and
Uzbekistan. Interestingly, in Uzbekistan, both anthropocentric and ecocentric orientations
serve as significant positive predictors of responsibility attribution.

5. Discussion

Studies often examine how avoiding personal responsibility is connected to assigning
responsibility to others, mainly seeking psychological explanations [9,25,26,48,55]. Schmitt
et al. [15] argue that focusing only on psychological causes of climate inaction, while ignor-
ing context, overlooks the complex interplay between psychological tendencies, social relations,
and social structures (p.123), particularly power dynamics. Authors claim that individuals in
societies often lack the power to act meaningfully, even within pro-environmental groups.
On the other hand, certain people or organizations, especially those in power, counteract
climate efforts, striving to sustain their profitable status quo, even with environmental
and human consequences [15]. Individuals may realize their inability to influence global
change through their personal agency. Feelings of powerlessness may turn people to those
who have more power to act. These include governments, international corporations,
businesses, and other collective institutions which have the capacity to make decisions and
have the means to implement them [3,48]. In particular, governments play a crucial role in
addressing climate change. For example, governments can set regulations concerning the
reduction in emissions, invest in environmentally friendly public infrastructure, promote
public awareness on climate issues, and ensure international cooperation in the environ-
mental domain. So, it seems reasonable to hold governments and other collective bodies
responsible for climate change mitigation.

Similarly, our study results showed that respondents attributed greater responsi-
bility to collective actors than to individual actors, confirming findings from other re-
searchers [12,23,24]. However, the government was only ranked highest in the UAE.
Politicians and businesses received high rankings in Lithuania, Poland, and Uzbekistan.
The quite interesting finding is that scientists (perceived as a collective body—a scientific
community) were those who received the highest ranking in Belarus, Poland, and Uzbek-
istan. Evidently, respondents delegate taking action on climate change to those who are the
most able to do something meaningful: politicians and governments, as having the power
to set regulations and elaborate strategies; scientists, as capable of developing technologies;
and businesses responsible for implementing climate-friendly solutions.

Respondents had to assess the responsibility of four individual entities: teachers, reli-
gious leaders, social activists, and “everyone”. Responsibility of “everyone” was described
in the questionnaire as performing typical individual activities such as sorting waste or
saving water in the household, showing personal responsibility. Teachers, religious leaders,
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and activists are those who can affect people indirectly by spreading knowledge, convincing
them to live more sustainably, increasing awareness, or triggering politicians. Attributing
responsibility mostly to teachers suggests that respondents recognized the importance of
ecological education. Personal responsibility for climate change mitigation (admitting that
everyone is responsible) was estimated as high as teachers’ responsibility, but much lower
than collective agents’ responsibility.

What is most striking is how low social activists were placed in the ranking. In the
Polish sample, their responsibility scores were put below the midpoint of the scale, which
suggests that respondents had low regard for their actions. Religious leaders achieved the
lowest rankings in the Christian countries, i.e., Belarus, Lithuania, and Poland, while in
the Islamic countries, Uzbekistan and the Emirates, their responsibility was estimated as
relatively high. These results mirror the current role of religion and religious institutions
in more secular European cultures and, on the other hand, in more traditional Islamic
cultures. Notably, environmental literature is showing a trend of relating religion with
sustainability issues, a trend seen both in Islamic authors and Western authors [56—60].
In summary, our data showed how people distribute responsibility for climate change
mitigation across collective and individual actors. People believe collective entities bear
more responsibility than individuals, and the most accountable for this are scientists,
businesses, and governments. They also recognize teachers as key agents advocating for
change, and they do not hesitate to assign accountability to individual persons, though not
as heavily as to collective agents.

We considered cultural values, ecological worldviews, and belief in the intractability
of climate change, seeking predictors of the tendency to attribute mitigation responsibility
to collective and individual agents. As cultural values (collectivistic and individualistic)
provide more lifestyle insight, in this study, we prefer them over environmental values
(e.g., biospheric) [43]. It was found that collectivistic values did not relate to the allocation
of responsibility to collectives, but instead significantly predicted the responsibility of
individual agents, including personal responsibility. Inclination to see responsible actors
in individuals rather than in collectives might be linked to collectivistic views on how a
community operates. An efficient community is based on strong community leaders and
common efforts of community members [61], so leaders and every member are accountable
for vital decisions, particularly in addressing climate change. On the other hand, collective
agents as defined in this study (governments, businesses, politicians) may be perceived as
too distant from community life to be trusted sufficiently and depended on.

When it comes to individualistic values, the split into self-indulgence and self-
realization values was important and had some consequences for outcomes. Results
showed that the first type of values had no relevance to the distribution of responsibility,
either across collectives or across individuals, while self-realization values proved to be a
significant predictor of responsibility assigned to collective agents. The way that two types
of individualistic values work differently with environmental issues clarifies the mixed
results seen when studying culture’s connection to environmental attitudes [27,33,34,62].
If one’s life is guided by values aimed at pleasure, stimulation, and instant gratification,
worrying about the grim future is unlikely, so there is not much interest in the mitigation of
climate change responsibility issues. On the contrary, when meaning of life is in the center
of values, individuals are more inclined to care for the planet and look to collective agents
who can alter the future. Similar ideas are expressed in the notion of post-materialistic
values, which correlate strongly with environmental concern [4].

The ecocentric worldview is a strong positive predictor of assigning responsibility
for mitigation both to collective and individual actors. An ecocentric viewpoint signifies
a person’s environmental concern and worry about the harms of climate change on the
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environment [63]. So, ecocentricity means that all actors should participate in mitiga-
tion activities. Conversely, anthropocentrism is a strong negative predictor of mitigation
accountability of collective bodies. It seems that there is a similar tendency regarding
individual agents; however, the positive link between anthropocentrism and individual
responsibility, found in the Uzbekistan sample, works against this tendency and compli-
cates the results (beta coefficient in the total sample is zero). Still, individuals with an
anthropocentric view often minimize climate change damage [37], making them less likely
to believe in the need to involve significant actors like governments or companies.

The mean scores of beliefs in the intractability of climate change in national samples
are around /below the midpoint of the scale, i.e., from M = 2.53 to M = 3.07. It implies
that respondents are not completely sure that individual actions are pointless or climate
change is unstoppable. Nevertheless, those who think in that way tend to diminish
accountability for mitigation placed on collective agents and, to some extent, on individual
agents. The negative relationship between intractability beliefs and responsibility for
mitigation occurred only in the Belarusian, Lithuanian, and Polish samples. In the Emirates
and Uzbekistan samples, intractability beliefs are irrelevant to opinions on who should bear
responsibility. The difference between countries needs to be explained in future studies.

Limitations

Several limitations of the present study should be acknowledged.

Firstly, the sampling method relied on convenience sampling at local universities,
which resulted in a large proportion of young, highly educated participants (over 70%
students, mean age 23, mostly women). This restricts the generalizability of the results to the
broader populations of the studied countries, particularly older age groups, people outside
higher education, and rural residents. However, the study functions as an important pilot
study, guiding future research directions.

Further, the measurement invariance analysis showed only metric invariance across
the five national samples, meaning that mean-level comparisons between countries are not
meaningful. The lack of scalar invariance restricts the extent of cross-national conclusions
and indicates that some of the variation in responses may stem from cultural or linguistic
interpretation differences rather than genuine attitudinal disparities. Also, it is likely that
we did not detect and answer properly to response-bias problems in some samples, such as
an acquiescent responding (i.e., uncritical acceptance of an item) [64], which may suppress
or inflate associations between variables.

Moreover, although the study used a relatively broad list of responsible entities, the
selection of actors and their descriptions may have influenced the responses. Providing
examples of typical activities for each entity could have anchored participants’ perceptions,
possibly inflating or lowering responsibility attributions depending on the salience or
perceived feasibility of those activities.

Furthermore, the Uzbek sample warrants special consideration. The cognitive style in
Uzbekistan can be described as holistic/analytical [49]. Holistic thinking means one can
hold conflicting beliefs on the same topic and not feel cognitive dissonance [65]. So, maybe
this is why there was high positive correlation between anthropocentric and ecocentric
beliefs in the Uzbekistan sample. Also, the country has relatively low exposure to public
climate change discourse compared to Western samples. Limited personal experience with
climate-related activism, coupled with strong community orientation, might have shaped
responses in ways not fully captured by the current predictors. In particular, the positive
association of anthropocentrism with responsibility attribution in Uzbekistan diverges
from patterns in other countries, which may reflect unique socio-cultural interpretations of
responsibility and human-nature relations, as well as some aspects of cognitive style.
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Similarly, the multi-ethnic population in the UAE presents a challenge when inter-
preting culture-related aspects of this study’s findings. The country is home to many
international youths considered residents, and these individuals often embody a hybrid
cross-cultural identity known as “Third Culture Kids” [66,67]. Multicultural individuals
may perceive themselves as “global citizens”, which could lead to a stronger connection
to and sense of responsibility for global issues like climate change, as suggested by re-
search [68]. Our sample, however, reflected the demographic characteristics of the UAE,
with most participants being of South Asian and Arab descent, thus making it somewhat
representative of the youth living in the region. Nonetheless, the generalizability is limited
due to the factors mentioned earlier. Importantly, both non-Western samples from Uzbek-
istan and the UAE are valuable because prior research on these groups is limited. Future
research should delve deeper into the cultural contexts of these groups, as these factors
may influence their beliefs regarding responsibility for climate change mitigation.

Finally, the study did not address potential social desirability bias, especially given
that climate change is a socially sensitive and morally charged topic. Respondents might
have over-reported support for pro-environmental responsibility distribution to align with
perceived social norms.

6. Conclusions

Despite these limitations, the study provides meaningful insights into how responsibil-
ity for climate change mitigation is attributed in under-researched cultural contexts, includ-
ing Central Asia and the Middle East. Across all countries, collective entities—particularly
scientists, businesses, and governments—were perceived as more responsible than indi-
viduals. However, teachers and the notion of “everyone” also received high responsibility
scores, suggesting that individual agency is not dismissed entirely. The predictors’ patterns
indicate that ecocentric worldviews consistently increase perceived responsibility across
both collective and individual actors, whereas anthropocentrism reduces the attribution
of collectives’ responsibility. Collectivistic values appear to foster greater expectations
from individuals, possibly reflecting a cultural emphasis on community participation in
problem-solving.

These findings underline the complex interplay between cultural values, cognitive
orientations, and perceptions of climate change intractability. They suggest that public
communication and policy strategies should be tailored to cultural contexts: in societies
where personal efficacy is low, strengthening trust in both collective and individual action
may be crucial; in others, emphasizing the moral and practical capacities of both community
members and institutions could foster broader engagement. In sum, while the research
cannot provide conclusive cross-national comparisons, it highlights important attitudinal
patterns and cultural nuances that can inform climate change mitigation campaigns and
further cross-cultural studies.
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