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ABSTRACT

Climate change is a critical issue that will be in the political agenda for the next decades. While it
is important for this topic to be discussed at higher levels, it is also of paramount importance that
the populations became aware of the problem. As different countries may face more or less severe
repercussions, it is also useful to understand the degree of awareness of specific populations. In this
paper, we present a geographically-informed hierarchical clustering analysis aimed at identify groups
of countries with a similar level of climate change awareness. We employ a Ward-like clustering
algorithm that combines information pertaining climate change awareness, socio-economic factors,
climate-related characteristics of different countries, and the physical distances between countries.
To choose suitable values for the clustering hyperparameters, we propose a customized algorithm
that takes into account the within-clusters homogeneity, the between-clusters separation and that
explicitly compares the geographically-informed and non-geographical partitioning. The results
show that the geographically-informed clustering provides more stability of the partitions and leads
to interpretable and geographically-compact aggregations compared to a clustering in which the
geographical component is absent. In particular, we identify a clear contrast among Western countries,
characterized by high and compact awareness, and Asian, African, and Middle Eastern countries
having greater variability but still lower awareness.

Keywords Spatial clustering · Hierarchical clustering · Climate change awareness · Socio-economic and climate-related
features

1 Introduction

1.1 Climate change and public awareness

Climate change represents one of the greatest challenges that this and the future generations will face. Climate change
poses serious risks to the planet’s future and is a cause of environment’s degradation. Historically, these changes have
happened during a large part of Earth’s history, but their evolution has always been rather slow if compared to the
current trend. In many cases, the changes took hundreds if not millions of years to manifest themselves in a geologically
detectable way [1]. Natural and anthropogenic emissions are both responsible of the today situations, but the scientific
community agrees that humans have a key role in the extent and speed of these changes. Basically, the main drivers of
these negative changes are associated to human behavior, especially when the rising global population became focused
with the growth at all costs, which frequently leads to disregard the severe repercussions in natural systems and the
consequences that follow from this [1].

Using fossil fuels for power, heating, and transportation has significantly raised greenhouse gas emissions and changed
patterns of precipitations and temperature throughout the world. In 2022, the average worldwide temperature was
approximately 0.86°C higher than the 20th century average and the last 50 years (almost) there was a continuous
exceeding of the average values of previous years [2]. About weather patterns, and in particular precipitations, the
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Clustering climate change awareness

effects of climate change are becoming more and more evident globally, as evidenced by the extreme weather events
and related disasters that occur all over the world. Some of the most well-known events are the forest fires in Australia
(like the devastating fires that occurred in Australia in 2019-2020 [3]) and in the United States (especially in California
[4]) or the intense rainfall in China [5], the droughts in South Africa [6]. These facts are now becoming common
nowadays, but unfortunately they are not the only catastrophic events that are happening, just consider the melting of
the glaciers and the reduction of snow on mountain tops, the rising sea levels, the changes to river flow patterns, and the
risk of extinction of many species worldwide. In relation to this last point in fact, it has been estimated that, as worst
case scenario, it is possible to witness a species loss between 16% and 30% [7], which means millions of animals and
plants to disappear [8]. Each one of these events will have several repercussions on the life of human beings and the
animal species that live, hunt or base their life cycle on their environment.

As previously stated, all countries are impacted by climate change, however certain areas may be more exposed to
particular effects. Given the seriousness of the problem, it is necessary to find solutions which, however, will probably
require a long term to be implemented. For instance, reducing the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere should
be the primary goal to mitigate and carry out adaptation strategies for climate change. Other strategies include limiting
development in floodplains, safeguarding naturally occurring wetlands and barrier islands, and fortifying vulnerable
coastal communities with sea walls and levels [9]. The goal of these policy tools is to make ecosystems and people
more resilient to the fluctuations and changes in climate. Nevertheless, these initiatives may worsen disparities about
the effects of climate change and provide challenges for regional policy coordination. For example, carbon intensive
societies have a bigger absolute burden from attempts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, since the costs associated
with abatement, transition, and compliance are higher [10, 11]. In fact, as stated in the Global Climate Risk Index
2021 issued by the Germanwatch observatory, developing nations are less able to adapt, making them more vulnerable
to the consequences of climate change [12]. In 2019, eight of the ten most severely impacted countries in terms of
deaths and economic losses caused by extreme weather events (such as storms, floods, heatwaves, etc.) were, low- to
lower-middle-income countries. Bahamas, Zimbabwe and Mozambique were three of the most impacted countries.
Since countermeasures are not so easy and fast to implement, it is vital that governments of all countries take action to
mitigate climate change. One of the possible pushes to act should come from the populations. For this to happen, it is
necessary for individuals to become aware of the importance and urgency of interventions. Increasing public awareness
on the causes and effects of climate change is of crucial importance because it can motivate policymakers to take action
to cut greenhouse gas emissions and encourage individual behavioural adjustments.

Given the different levels of vulnerability of countries around the world to the effects of climate change, the aim
of this work was to examine how nations differ in terms of their degree of knowledge of the problem. Next, we
present the findings of an analysis based on a spatially-constrained hierarchical clustering. To this aim, we compare
different clustering scenarios in which combinations of socio-economic, climate, and geographic data were tested, while
maintaining the settings of number of clusters and the mixing parameter α (for more information about α see Section
2.3).

1.2 Related works on geographical clustering and our contribution

With respect to the clustering methods, several solutions have been proposed in the literature to determine the optimal
partition based on a homogeneity criteria based on dissimilarity (see e.g., [13, 14, 15, 16, 17]).

In some cases, it makes sense to limit the range of feasible solutions, for instance by imposing contiguity constraints.
Contiguity constraints can be both in time or in space and are the most prevalent kind. These constraints arise when an
object in a cluster must be both similar to every other elements of a group and part of a continuous group of elements.
Basically, if there is a path connecting each pair of elements in a cluster, then the cluster is said to be contiguous. Let C
be the contiguity matrix where each entry cij can be equal to 1 if the i-th element is contiguous to the j-th element and
equal to 0 otherwise, then we can consider two clusters to be contiguous if the contiguity matrix shows a relationship
(cij = 1) between two elements (one from each cluster). However, many of the proposed methods work by considering
that, if two elements are very similar but are located in different areas, the criterion based on spatial proximity will
separate them into two different clusters. A possible solution is to consider soft constraints, so that the spatial contiguity
does not create a sharp separation. In accordance with this logic, some methods proposed to merge the dissimilarity
matrix derived from non-geographical features and the matrix of geographical distances [18, 19]. In this combination,
the weights assigned to the geographical dissimilarities will provide more or less geographically contiguous clusters,
but in this type of approach the issue is shifted to choosing the right weights.

In this paper, we apply a Ward-like hierarchical clustering technique with geographical or spatial constraints derived
from the seminal work by [20]. This method employs a convex combination of two dissimilarity matrices, namely
D0 and D1, which contain, respectively, information about a set of clustering features (in our case climate awareness,
climate-related and socio-economic variables) and the geography of the area of interest. The two dissimilarities
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are linearly combined through a mixing hyperparameter which has to be selected carefully according to the field
of application. The method works well with both Euclidean and non-Euclidean distances, which is the case when
considering geographical distances. The general idea under the algorithm is to generate geographically compact clusters
(i.e., with a marked spatial contiguity) of countries without excessively deteriorating the quality of the solution based
on the set of the available features. Furthermore, as any other hierarchical clustering algorithm, the proposed method
requires a proper identification of the optimal number of clusters to be considered. To deal with this, in the same spirit
of [20], we propose a practical procedure to identify suitable values of the mixing parameter and the number of clusters
based and which takes into consideration several criteria, such as the within-clusters homogeneity, the between-clusters
separation and explicitly comparing the geographically-informed and non-geographical results.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we illustrate the geographically-informed hierarchical
clustering algorithm used in the empirical analysis and we present a new algorithm useful for the tuning of the clustering
hyper-parameters and which extends previously existing procedures. In Section 3 we present the results of the clustering
analysis using an extended dataset on climate change issues collected from various sources. In particular, we will
present a main analysis based on the sole information provided by the climate change awareness survey 2022 and a set
of robustness analyses taking into account the enriched database. Finally, in Section 4 we provides some final remarks
and define potential future developments.

2 Material and methods

In this section we illustrate how we collected the data for the carried out analyses. We describe in details the data
sets used for the analyses and explain which methods are used to carry out these analysis, focusing in particular on
hierarchical clustering.

2.1 Data set

To quantify the level of awareness of each country we used the “International public opinion on climate change” survey.
The two currently available editions refer to 2021 and 2022. The 2021 edition of the survey includes responses from
76,328 Facebook users located in 30 countries [21], while the 2022 edition includes responses from 108,946 Facebook
users located in 95 countries worldwide [22]. The survey was carried out in collaboration with “Data for Good at Meta"
and the main aim was to examine people’s knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, policy preferences, and behaviour related to
climate change. We collected data pertaining to the “Climate Awareness” question which include five possible answers:
“I have never heard of it", “I know a little about it", “I know a moderate amount about it" and “I know a lot about it",
plus an option to decline to answer. To pursue our goals, we reclassified the previous statements into a binary response,
namely the degree of climate change awareness, in which people answering “I have never heard of it" and “I know a
little about it" were merged into Low or medium-low awareness about climate change, whereas people answering “I
have never heard of it" and “I know a moderate amount about it" were merged into I know a lot about it. Then, for
each country, we computed the share of respondents associated with the two reclassified answers. Figure 1 shows the
world map based on the awareness levels of each of the 95 available countries. The map shows that the US, Canada,
Brazil, Australia, New Zealand, and almost all Europe have high awareness values, while African countries and Asian
countries have rather low values of awareness (with some exceptions, e.g. Japan).

In addition to the survey data, we enriched the dataset with a set of climate-related and socio-economic variables
collected from the Climate Change Dashboard of the International Monetary Fund, the Climate Change Knowledge
Portal, the Penn World Table, the Global Carbon Atlas, and the Our World in Data web portal. For every country
and variable we considered the last available data in the period 2021-2022. In Table 1 we present the complete list of
variables used in the analysis, the source from which they were obtained, a brief explanation of the meaning of the
variable, and their classification into socio-economic or climate-related variables.

2.2 Ward’s hierarchical clustering

The first goal we set is to investigate variations in the patterns of climate change awareness across time. To this aim,
we incorporated information from the 30 countries of the 2021 edition and matched with the 2022 edition, in order
to include only countries that were in both survey editions. Using the four response items, we constructed a distance
matrix in order to group countries based on their awareness levels. As shown in Equation 1, single observations were
combined into clusters using the Ward’s approach.

|A| · |B|
|A ∪B|

||µA − µB ||2 =
∑

x∈A∪B

||x− µA∪B ||2 −
∑
x∈A

||x− µA||2 −
∑
x∈B

||x− µB ||2 (1)
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Figure 1: World map representing the share of people in the 2022 survey with medium-high and high climate change
awareness at the country level. The share of people with medium and medium-high climate change awareness increases
toward green and decreases toward red. The share was created by aggregating the participants declaring little or no
awareness (“I have never heard of it", “I know a little about it"), while the complementary was created by aggregating
the participants who declared moderate or high awareness of climate change (“I know a moderate amount about it", “I
know a lot about it").

where A and B are the two sets of observations. We created a hierarchical cluster using the hclust function in the
stats R software [23]. The dendextend R package [24] will be used to compare the two hierarchical clusters in
order to highlight cluster variations occurred between the 2021 and the 2022 editions. Let E be the entanglement
value between the lines connecting the countries in the two hierarchical plots, and v1 = [1, 2, . . . , n] is the vector
corresponding to the order from 1 to n (where n is the number of elements to be clustered) in which the labels/elements
names appear on the left side of the plot. Finally, v2 is the vector containing the same elements as v1, required to carry
out the comparison. Moreover, let || . ||L be the L-norm distance between these two vectors. To normalize the value
obtained it is necessary to compute a maximum value M for this distance, which is the value that refers to the worst
possible scenario when one set of labels is the opposite of the other. Formally, the entanglement can be written as in
Equation 2:

E =
||v1 − v2||L

M
with E ∈ [0, 1] (2)

The value obtained is useful to get an idea of how similar the two classifications are. In fact, the two extreme scenarios
are when E = 0, which indicates a perfect match between the two sets of labels or E = 1, which is the case when the
right set of labels is the exact opposite of the left side. Since the 2021 edition of the awareness survey only included 30
countries, we decided that the following parts of the analysis would be performed only on the 2022 data in order to have
a larger number of countries to analyse.

2.3 Hierarchical clustering with geographical constraints

The original survey data were then augmented by a set of climate-related and socio-economic features at the country
level collected from the sources listed in Section 2 and summarized in Table 1. The expanded data set is used as
database to carry out a hierarchical clustering with geographic constraints to explore the climate change awareness
patterns. To do so, we considered the spatial hierarchical clustering algorithm proposed by [20], which relies on a linear
combination of the dissimilarity in the feature space and the geographical dissimilarity (i.e., distance in the spatial
coordinates) to obtain the partitioning of the units under proximity constraint. Specifically, this method makes use of
two dissimilarity matrices, that is, a feature-based distance matrix D0 = [d0,ij ]i,j=1,...,n and a geographical distances
matrix D1 = [d1,ij ]i,j=1,...,n. The interpretation of the two matrices is straightforward: while the D0 matrix provides
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Table 1: Variables included in the analysis and their sources

Variable name Variable description Source

CarbonIntens_Electr Grams of carbon dioxide-equivalents emitted Our World In Dataper kWh of electricity generated

EnerIntens_PrimEnergy Amount of energy needed to produce one unit Our World In Dataof economic output (megajoules per dollar)
HDI Human Development Index Our World In Data
csh_g Share of government consumption at current PPPs Penn World Table

rgdpna Real GDP at constant 2017 national prices Penn World Table(in mil. 2017US$)
EmpRate Employment rate Penn World Table

TerritorialEmiss_IntensGDP_KgThs Ratio between carbon dioxide emissions and Global Carbon Atlasreal GDP (2017)

TradeOpenness Sum of merchandise imported and Penn World Tableexported at current PPPs (%)
cdd Maximum number of consecutive dry days CCKP
hd30 Number of Hot Days (Tmax >30°C) CCKP
pr Precipitation CCKP
tx84rr Excess Mortality CCKP
wsdi Warm Spell Duration Index CCKP
tas Average Mean Surface Air Temperature CCKP

Medium-low and low climate awareness Share of people with no or little awareness Climate Change
about climate change Opinion Survey (2022)

Medium-high and high climate awareness Share of people with moderate or high awareness Climate Change
about climate change Opinion Survey (2022)

Abbreviations: CCKP, Climate Change Knowledge Portal; pop., population

information on dissimilarity in the “feature space”, the D1 distance matrix embeds information in the geographical
“constraint space”. Notice that to compute the geographical distance we used geodetic distance function, which consider
the shortest path between two points on a curved surface, such as an ellipsoid or sphere, which in this case is the
Earth’s surface. Also, as we will see later, the feature space in our application will comprehend a set of climate change
awareness, socio-economic, and climate-related variables at the national level for 2022.

The clustering is performed following a Ward-like hierarchical strategy in which the dissimilarity matrix is given
by a convex linear combination of D0 and D1, linearly related by a mixing parameter α, which controls how much
importance is given to each one of the two matrices in the clustering procedure. When the mixing parameter α
approaches 1, contiguous units will be forced to cluster together as the weight of the features dissimilarity becomes
negligible and the only relevant dimension is the geographical distance. On the contrary, for values of α approaching 0,
the spatial constraint will become progressively weaker and the feature-based dissimilarities will prevail.

Let Iα denote the mixed pseudo inertia, then the mixed pseudo inertia of cluster Cα
k can be defined as 3

Iα (Cα
k ) = (1− α)

∑
i∈Cα

k

∑
j∈Cα

k

wiwj

2µα
k

d20,ij + α
∑
i∈Cα

k

∑
j∈Cα

k

wiwj

2µα
k

d21,ij (3)

where wi is the weight of the i-th observation for i = 1, ..., n, µα
k =

∑
i∈Cα

k
wi is the weight of Cα

k , d
2
0,ij is the

normalized n × n dissimilarity matrix between observations i and j in D0, and d21,ij is the analogous in D1.

As in the classical Ward-like hierarchical procedure, the scope here is to minimize the convex combination of the
homogeneity criterion calculated with D0 and the homogeneity criterion calculated with D1. To this extent, recall that
when α increases, the homogeneity computed with D0 decreases while the homogeneity computed with D1 increases.
Also, recall that the degree of homogeneity associated with a partition is measured through its pseudo inertia; in the
mixed setup by [20], as the mixed pseudo inertia of cluster Cα

k decreases, the units belonging to cluster Cα
k are more

homogeneous (i.e., ↓ Iα (Cα
k ) then ↑ homogeneity within Cα

k ). When considering a partitioning into K clusters, the
overall homogeneity is given by the mixed within-cluster pseudo inertia, namely W (PK), which is computed as

Wα(Pα
K) =

K∑
k=1

Iα(Cα
k ) (4)
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In this framework, in order to obtain a high degree of homogeneity of the partition PK , the clusters are formed by
minimizing the mixed within-cluster pseudo inertia.

2.4 Tuning of the hyperparameters α and K

In the typical context of hierarchical clustering a crucial issue is how to determine the optimal number of clusters, that
is, K∗. Several criteria are available in the literature, and ranging from graphical methods, such as the elbow method, to
analytical tools, such as distance-based indicators (e.g., the Calinski–Harabasz index or the silhouette width as in [25])
or model-based indicators based on the likelihood function (e.g., likelihood criteria as in [26]). In our framework, the
complexity is even higher as in addition to the number of clusters we have to choose a suitable value for the mixing
parameter α, that is, α∗. Also, we recall that it exists a mutual relationship among α and K as the mixing parameter
depends on the number of clusters, but also the mixing parameter can influence the number of clusters.

Among the available ways to define α∗, we recall the proposal by [20] and [27], both based on a sequential approach
in which α is determined by conditioning on the number of clusters K. The former proposal defines α that best
compromises between loss of feature-based and loss of geographical homogeneity. In other words, [20] determine
α such that it increases the spatial contiguity without deteriorating too much the quality of the solution based on the
feature space. Such objective is obtained by minimizing the distance among the proportion of the total mixed pseudo
inertia explained by the partition PK in K clusters normalized with respect to the D0 matrix (that is, compared to
the case of clustering based only on the non-spatial features), namely Q̃D0

(Pα
K), and the proportion normalized with

respect to the D1 matrix (that is, compared to the case of clustering based only on the geographical distance), namely
Q̃D1(Pα

K). Conversely, [27] propose to select the mixing parameter α which jointly maximizes the amount of pseudo
inertia explained from both the socio-economic features and the geographical information, weighted by the cumulated
spatial and socio-economic pseudo inertia embedded the data. A comprehensive discussion about the computation and
the interpretation of the two methods, as well as their relationship with the clustering-related metrics, is provided in
Section 4 of [27] and Section 3 of [20].

In [27], the authors propose several sequential algorithms to show how the selection of both K and α can be performed;
in particular, conditioning on an initial value of K, the mixing parameter α∗ is find according to the criterion above,
and then the number of clusters K∗ is re-optimized using one or more clustering criteria defined by the user. Here, we
propose a procedure that combines the [27] and [20] criteria and extends the set of clustering indicators used to select a
suitable number of clusters and the mixing parameters. The proposed procedure is described in Algorithm 1.

The algorithm works in a three-stage setting. In the first stage, the user has to define the hierarchical clustering’s inputs
(i.e., the feature dissimilarity and spatial dissimilarity matrices, the maximum number of clusters to be considered, and
a sequence of candidate mixing parameters to weight the matrices. In the second step we identify the set of potential
optimal mixing parameters based on both the [27] (denoted as α∗

K,max) and [20] (denoted as α∗
K,min) criteria for all

the considered K’s. In the third step we use a combination of three potential rule-of-thumb to identify the definitive
number of clusters K∗, that is, graphical analysis of the indices for varying α’s and K’s; majority voting rule [28] on
the absolute values of a set of clustering criteria (i.e., Silhouette index [29], the Dunn’s index [30], the C-index [31],
the Calinski-Harabasz’s index [32], and the McClain-Rao’s index [33]); majority voting rule on the gain/loss of the
previous set of indices evaluated at α∗

K,max and α∗
K,min (i.e., geographically-informed clustering) compared to the case

in which we consider only the feature space and ignore the geographical information (i.e., α = 0). Specifically, the latter
rule-of-thumb is based on the computation of the percentage gain or loss obtained by using a geographically-informed
clustering approach instead of the geography-free clustering, that is when fixing α = 0. For a given index, the gain/loss
is obtained as the following percentage variation:

GL =
Indexα∗

K
− IndexαK=0

IndexαK=0
× 100. (5)

Notice that the definition of gain or loss depends on how each index is optimized. Indeed, when considering the C-index
and the McClain-Rao index, the optimal number of clusters is the minimizer, while for Silhouhette, Calinski-Harabasz,
and Dunn indices the optimal value is K such that the indicators are maximized. Thus, for the former two a gain
(loss) is detected when the indicator associated with the geographically-informed clustering returns a lower (greater)
value compared to the non-spatial case. Conversely, for the latter three a gain (loss) is detected when the indicator
associated with the geographically-informed clustering returns a greater (lower) value compared to the non-spatial case.
In other words, for Silhouhette, Calinski-Harabasz, and Dunn the spatial information induces improvements for positive
variations, while for the C-index and the McClain-Rao index an improvement is obtained when negative variations
occur. We also remark that by expressing the improvements with respect to the geography-free case, in the unlucky
situation of losses, we can both quantify the amount of such losses and eventually choose a set of hyperparameters that
guarantees performances similar to the non-spatial clustering.

6



Clustering climate change awareness

Algorithm 1 Hierarchical Spatial Clustering: choice of the hyperparameters α and K

Step 1: define the algorithm’s inputs
Define as D0 = [d0,ij ]i,j=1,...,n the feature dissimilarity matrix
Define as D1 = [d1,ij ]i,j=1,...,n the spatial dissimilarity matrix
Define as Kmax the maximum number of clusters
Define as α ∈ [0, 1] a sequence of mixing parameters

Step 2: identify the set of potential optimal mixing parameters
for K = 2, . . . ,Kmax do

for α ∈ α do
Compute the linear combination of the two dissimilarity matrices D(α) = (1− α)D0 + αD1;
Compute the Pα

K = partition in K clusters according to Ward’s hierarchical algorithm on D;
Compute the weighted average of the explained mixed pseudo inertia Q̄(Pα

K) as in [27] and the two normalized
pseudo inertia Q̃D0

(Pα
K) and Q̃D1

(Pα
K) as in [20];

end for
Select the best α for each K such that α∗

K,max = argmaxαQ̄(Pα
K) (that is, according to the criterion by [27])

and the best α for each K such that α∗
K,min = argminα|Q̃D0

(Pα
K)− Q̃D1

(Pα
K)| (that is, according to the criterion

by [20])
end for

Step 3: define the optimal combination of number of clusters and mixing parameters
Choose K∗ (evaluated at the corresponding α∗

K,max and α∗
K,min) based on a set of hierarchical clustering criteria,

such as the Silhouette index, the Dunn’s index, the C-index, the Calinski-Harabasz’s index, and the McClain-Rao’s
index. In particular, consider the combination of three potential rule-of-thumb: (1) graphical analysis of the indices
for varying α’s and K’s; (2) majority voting rule on the absolute values of the clustering criteria; (3) majority
voting rule on the gain/loss of the indices evaluated at α∗

K,max and α∗
K,min (i.e., geographically-informed clustering)

compared to the case of the indices at α = 0 (i.e., non-spatial clustering).

To sum up, the optimal combination (α∗
K ,K∗) is selected such that it simultaneously takes into account the within-

clusters homogeneity (both when selecting the mixing parameter using the pseudo inertia and when computing the
clustering criteria), between-clusters separation (e.g., the Calinski-Harabasz’s index consider both within-cluster and
between cluster variability [25]), and an explicit comparison between the geographically-informed and non-geographical
clusterings (when computing the gain/loss of the indicators).

3 Results

3.1 A preliminary comparison of the 2021 and 2022 awareness surveys

The first part of the analysis aimed at comparing the two hierarchical clustering plots produced for 2021 and 2022 to
evaluate whether there was a variation in the countries that were part of the clusters (Figure 2). Based on the elbow
method, an optimal k = 3 number of clusters was identified for both data sets. The comparison of the two hierarchical
clusters can be numerically evaluated using the method described in Section 2.2. An entanglement value E = 0.29 was
obtained from this analysis, suggesting a modest variation in cluster membership between the two years. Among the
countries showing different levels of awareness, Thailand and Colombia relocated from Cluster 2 to Cluster 3 (i.e. in a
cluster with poorer awareness of climate change) and Spain relocated from Cluster 1 to Cluster 2, which is a cluster
with a lower awareness level.

3.2 Hierarchical spatial clustering using only climate change awareness information

In the second part of the analysis we focused on the awareness survey conducted in 2022, gathering data from 95 areas
worldwide, thus allowing to present a much broader view of the world situation. In Figure 3 we show the optimal α
values (i.e. α∗

K) computed for each value of K from 2 to 15. The (Kmax − 1) α∗
K values were obtained using the

criteria proposed by [27] (orange) and [20] (blue). From the figure we can easily infer that while the [20]’s criterion
assigns a low weight to the geographical information (i.e., α∗

K,min always lies between 0.19 and 0.48, with higher
values for small amount of clusters), the criterion by [27] suggest a more relevant role for the spatial constraint.
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Figure 2: Comparison between awareness measured in 2021 and 2022

As shown in Figure 4, for a given value of K and α∗
K it is possible to obtain a specific index value for each of the five

proposed metrics. These metrics were the Silhouette index, the Dunn’s index, the C-index, the Calinski-Harabasz’s
index, and the McClain-Rao’s index. However, not all the metrics work in the same manner. In fact, for the C-index and
the McClain-Rao index the optimal value is the one corresponding to the minimizer, while for Silhouette, Dunn and
Calinski-Harabasz indices indicate that the optimal value is the maximum. Taking these facts into account, Figure 4 can
be used to establish which value of K corresponds to the optimal value, that we will indicate as K∗. Potentially, any
combination of metrics (i.e., the indices) and methods (i.e., [20] and [27]) could return a different value for K∗, thus
leading to a maximum of ten optimal K∗. In our analysis only six different values were obtained. These values were 2
(two times), 3 (one time), 4 (three times), 5 (two times), 8 (one time), and 14 (one time).

In Figure 5 we show the estimated percentage gain or loss of the five metrics when using the geographical constraint
(i.e., indices are evaluated at α = α∗

K,min or α = α∗
K,max) compared to the case of geography-free clustering (i.e.,

indices are evaluated at α = 0). For all the indices except the Silhouette, we observe that the optimized α∗
K produce

larger values in the absolute scale, leading to positive percentage increments. The magnitude of the gain varies based
on the metrics and the specific K values. The Silhouette index is the only on showing negative variations for all the
considered combinations of K and α. In many cases, the cases K = 4 and K = 5 lead to marked gains or moderate
losses. For instance, regarding the Calinski-Harabasz’s index, using the α∗

K values computed using the method proposed
by [27] allows to obtain a particularly high gain for K = 5 and K = 8, while moderate improvements are detected
when considering K = 4 regardless the selected method. Also, K = 4 and K = 5 evaluated at α∗

K,max provide the
minor losses for C-index and Silhouette index. Considering the partial concordance among the optimal solution, we
believe that a good compromise can be achieved by choosing K∗ = 4 and K∗ = 5 evaluated using the methods by

8



Clustering climate change awareness

Figure 3: Optimal values of the mixing parameter α conditioning on K clusters (that is, α∗
K ) obtained using the criterion

by [27] (α∗
K,max in orange) and by [20] (α∗

K,min in blue).

[27]. Below we present the results related to these two cases when considering the geographical constraint and when
ignoring the spatial dimension.

Figures 6 through 9 show two sets of maps produced for K = 4 and K = 5 with α = 0 or α∗
K,max = 0.60 (for K = 4)

or α∗
K,max = 0.62 (for K = 5). In this manner, a clustering with the features and the geographical components

combined may be compared to a clustering without the geographic component restrictions. Figure 7 shows that the
optimized α value produces a clustering that heavily considers the geographical component, but with some interesting
exceptions such as the Czech Republic or Spain which, instead of being in the European cluster, are placed in the African
countries cluster. This observation is consistent with what was observed in the comparison made in Figure 2 which
showed that Spain in 2022 transitioned to a cluster with lower awareness. In addition, Pakistan, which geographically
should be placed in the Asian-Australian cluster, is instead located in the African countries cluster, while French Guiana
instead of being in the South America cluster is in the North America cluster. With the addition of the fifth cluster
(Figures 8 and 9) some of the countries included in the Asian-Australian cluster such as Australia, New Zealand, the
Philippines and Japan have split off and moved to an independent cluster.

Figure 10 shows the main descriptive statistics for each cluster across the considered settings. For instance, the first
setting with K = 4 and α = 0 is represented by the red bars that show a decreasing average value of low awareness
computed by taking into consideration the countries in each of the four clusters. In general, the four clusterings agree in
joining European and North American countries and those with advanced Capitalist economies, as well as in joining
African and Middle Eastern countries. Without particular surprise, these two blocs are well evidenced by the descriptive
statistics, which show that awareness is significantly higher (on average) and more compact (reduced variability) in the
Western block than in the other groups.
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Figure 4: Estimates of the Silhouette index, the Dunn’s index, the C-index, the Calinski-Harabasz’s index, and the
McClain-Rao’s index for K clusters evaluated at the corresponding α∗

K,max (orange) and α∗
K,min (blue). Red circles

identifies the optimal values, that is, the minimizer for C-index and McClain-Rao’s indices and the maximizer for
Silhouette, Dunn’s and Calinski-Harabasz’s indices.

3.3 Robustness analysis: hierarchical spatial clustering using climate change awareness, climate-related and
socio-economic information

In the main analysis we built the feature dissimilarity matrix D0 considering only the information provided the climate
change awareness survey. In particular, we used the national share of interviewed people declaring a medium-low or low
knowledge about climate change. To expand the analysis and use other variables that help us to better characterize the
countries taken into consideration, we have collected the variables listed in Table 1. These variables are also shown in
Figure 11 where we computed the Pearson’s linear correlation index. The medium-high and high awareness is positively
correlated with a group of variables related to education (human capital index and human development index, years of
schooling), the availability of basic services (e.g., electricity, sanitation, cooking technologies), and excess mortality
risk (tx84rr). The medium-high and high awareness is also negatively correlated mainly only with the mean surface air
temperature, while all the other negative correlations are relatively weak.

To strengthen the main findings we performed several robustness check in which we modified the set of features used
to generate the clustering while letting unchanged the spatial dissimilarity matrix D1. We considered four alternative
scenarios:

1. High and medium-high climate change awareness + geographical distance

2. Low and medium-low climate change awareness + socio-economic features + geographical distance

3. High and medium-high climate change awareness + climate-related features + geographical distance

4. High and medium-high climate change awareness + socio-economic features + climate-related features +
geographical distance

The robustness analysis aims to check the coherence the partitions generated by the awareness only case (main analysis)
with the alternative scenarios taking as fixed the number of clusters K and the mixing parameter α. This means that
for all the alternative clusterings we used the values of K and α identified in the main analysis, that is, K∗ = {4, 5}
and α = {0, 0.60, 0.62}, and that we compare the subsequent clusters generated under different sets of features. The
combination of these values provides a set of 12 alternative partitions. Given the large amount of potential outputs,

10



Clustering climate change awareness

Figure 5: Estimated percentage gain (positive values) or loss (negative values) of the Silhouette, Dunn’s, C-index,
Calinski-Harabasz’s index, and McClain-Rao’s indices evaluated at the corresponding α∗

K,max (orange) and α∗
K,min

(blue) with respect to the indices evaluated at α = 0. Percentage gain/loss is computed as GL =
Indexα∗

K
−IndexαK=0

IndexαK=0
×

100; thus, positive values have to be read as the percentage increase of the indices w.r.t. the baseline case of index at
α = 0, while negative values have to be read as the percentage decrease of the indices w.r.t. the baseline case of index
at α = 0.

we report the full set of results in the Appendix attached to the manuscript and in which the readers will find the
maps corresponding to each scenario and combination of hyper-parameters. Here in the main text, we only provide a
comparison of the resulting groups based on the Adjusted Rand Index or ARI (e.g., see Section 7.2 of [34]). Among
the other, the ARI is used in classification and clustering to check if there exists a close correspondence between two
independently-derived partitions of the same set of objects; and in particular, when the ARI computed on a pair of
clustering results approaches 1 it indicates an high agreement among the two partitions, while negative values or near 0
suggest that the partitions do not agree on pairing.

The results from the robustness analysis can be summarized as follows:

• As expected, using the share of respondents with high consciousness and that with low consciousness generates
almost completely overlapping and consistent results (ARI above 0.90 for both cases of geographically-
informed and purely-feature settings), showing the full interchangeability of the two quantities;

• The use of 4 or 5 groups generates highly coherent partitions, both in the case of geographically-informed and
purely-feature clusterings: this is evident from the fact that the cells around the northeast-southwest diagonal
have ARIs between 0.57 and 0.97;

• The results generated by the analyses in which geographic information is considered (rows 3, 4, 7 and 8 of the
heatmap 12) are robust to the inclusion of socio-economic and climate change-related information, while they
deviate strongly from the results obtained without spatial information (see, for example, intersections 3-3 and
4-4);
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Figure 6: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 4 and using as data the share of people in the
2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness.

Figure 7: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.60 and K = 4 and using as data the share of people in
the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness.
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Figure 8: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 5 and using as data the share of people in the
2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness.

Figure 9: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.62 and K = 5 and using as data the share of people in
the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness.
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Figure 10: Descriptive statistics on the share of interviewed people declaring a low or medium-low climate change
awareness. Statistics are computed by cluster and setting (i.e., combination of α and K). Colors allow to compare the
statistics across clusters for different settings, while side-by-side bars allow the comparison of the statistics across the
settings for a specific cluster.

• Comparison of the maps in the Appendix shows that when geography is included, the clusters reflect (consis-
tently) continental blocks (e.g., European countries are almost always clustered together, as is the Asian-Pacific
block) or cultural-historical blocks (e.g., European countries, North America, and Australia). When geography
is omitted some of the blocks remain (e.g., stability of European countries) while blocks such as South America
and Africa are scattered and more heterogeneous. These considerations apply across the various scenarios
considered;

In general, the above points suggest greater stability of partitions generated by including geographic information than the
purely-feature clustering case. More specifically, the geographically-informed clustering leads to more geographically-
compact aggregations (clusters reflect continental or cultural blocks); reduces the potential variations generated as the
chosen number of clusters varies and thus to more stable and less volatile partitions; and generates consistent partitions
even when information sets of different nature and varying numbers of features are considered.

4 Conclusions

In this paper we provide a hierarchical cluster analysis of the global climate change awareness at country level while
accounting for spatial constraints. Besides the awareness, we collected a large data set that includes climate change
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Figure 11: Heatmap of pairwise Pearson’s linear correlation index for the full set of climate awareness, climate-related
and socio-economic features.

awareness, climate-related and socio-economics variables. Our approach combines and extends the clustering methods
proposed by [20] and by [27], in which a mixing parameter α is used to linearly combine the dissimilarity matrix for
the feature space (i.e., D0) and the geographical dissimilarity (i.e., D1). We propose a new algorithm to simultaneously
optimize the values of α and the number of clusters K. Specifically, we propose to select the optimal combination of
α∗
K and K∗ taking into account the within-clusters homogeneity, the between-clusters separation and a comparison

between the geographically-informed and non-geographical clustering. We apply this method to the collected data set
showing different scenarios in which countries are divided in clusters based on their level of climate change awareness
subject to geographical constraints or on the extended data set of socio-economic and climate variables.

The results show that an optimization of α and K using the proposed method allows to obtain a better results compared
to a clustering where the geographical component is not considered (i.e., α = 0). In addition, robustness analyses
conducted implementing different sets of socio-economic and climate-related information allowed to obtain results
consistent with the main analysis. In particular, we found that geographically-informed clustering guarantees a greater
stability of partitions with respect to the the purely-feature clustering case, as well as it allows for a greater geographical
compactness of groups, which often reflect continental or cultural blocks of countries in the World. Indeed, the identified
clusters confirm the presence of a clear dualism in terms of awareness about climate change in which Western countries
(Europe, America, and Australian countries) are contrasted with Asian, African, and Middle Eastern countries. While
awareness seems high and compact in the former, there is greater variability but still lower awareness in the latter.
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Figure 12: Heatmap of pairwise Adjusted Rand Index for the four clusterings from the main analysis (marked as main)
and the clusterings from the robustness checks. Values near to 1 indicate high similarity among the two partitions,
while negative or null values (expected value is 0) is associated with partitions selected at random or completely
different. Columns or rows marked as AwareClimateSocio refer to the clustering jointly considering climate awareness,
climate-related and socio-economic features; Columns or rows marked as AwareClimate refer to the clustering jointly
considering climate awareness and climate-related features; Columns or rows marked as AwareSocio refer to the
clustering jointly considering climate awareness and socio-economic features.
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Future developments of this work will include the development of a method to predict the level of climate change
awareness of countries currently not included in the survey, for which awareness might be approximated based on the
cluster assigned according to the non-awareness (socio-economic, climate, and geographical) variables.
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A Main analysis results: spatial hierarchical clustering using low and medium-low climate
change awareness information

Figure 13: Optimal values of the mixing parameter α conditioning on K clusters (that is, α∗
K) obtained using the

criterion by Morelli et al. (2024) (α∗
K,max in orange) and by Chavent et al. (2018) (α∗

K,min in blue).
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Figure 14: Estimates of the Silhouette index, the Dunn’s index, the C-index, the Calinski-Harabasz’s index, and the
McClain-Rao’s index for K clusters evaluated at the corresponding α∗

K,max (orange) and α∗
K,min (blue). Red circles

identifies the optimal values, that is, the minimizer for C-index and McClain-Rao’s indices and the maximizer for
Silhouette, Dunn’s and Calinski-Harabasz’s indices.
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Figure 15: Estimated percentage gain (positive values) or loss (negative values) of the Silhouette, Dunn’s, C-index,
Calinski-Harabasz’s index, and McClain-Rao’s indices evaluated at the corresponding α∗

K,max (orange) and α∗
K,min

(blue) with respect to the indices evaluated at α = 0. Percentage gain/loss is computed as GL =
Indexα∗

K
−IndexαK=0

IndexαK=0
×

100; thus, positive values have to be read as the percentage increase of the indices w.r.t. the baseline case of index at
α = 0, while negative values have to be read as the percentage decrease of the indices w.r.t. the baseline case of index
at α = 0.
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Figure 16: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 4 and using as data the share of people in
the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness.

Figure 17: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.60 and K = 4 and using as data the share of people
in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness.
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Figure 18: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 5 and using as data the share of people in
the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness.

Figure 19: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.62 and K = 5 and using as data the share of people
in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness.
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Figure 20: Descriptive statistics on the share of interviewed people declaring a low or medium-low climate change
awareness. Statistics are computed by cluster and setting (i.e., combination of α and K). Colors allow to compare the
statistics across clusters for different settings, while side-by-side bars allow the comparison of the statistics across the
settings for a specific cluster.
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B Robustness analysis 1: spatial hierarchical clustering using high and medium-high
climate change awareness information

Figure 21: Optimal values of the mixing parameter α conditioning on K clusters (that is, α∗
K) obtained using the

criterion by Morelli et al. (2024) (α∗
K,max in orange) and by Chavent et al. (2018) (α∗

K,min in blue).
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Figure 22: Estimates of the Silhouette index, the Dunn’s index, the C-index, the Calinski-Harabasz’s index, and the
McClain-Rao’s index for K clusters evaluated at the corresponding α∗

K,max (orange) and α∗
K,min (blue). Red circles

identifies the optimal values, that is, the minimizer for C-index and McClain-Rao’s indices and the maximizer for
Silhouette, Dunn’s and Calinski-Harabasz’s indices.
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Figure 23: Estimated percentage gain (positive values) or loss (negative values) of the Silhouette, Dunn’s, C-index,
Calinski-Harabasz’s index, and McClain-Rao’s indices evaluated at the corresponding α∗

K,max (orange) and α∗
K,min

(blue) with respect to the indices evaluated at α = 0. Percentage gain/loss is computed as GL =
Indexα∗

K
−IndexαK=0

IndexαK=0
×

100; thus, positive values have to be read as the percentage increase of the indices w.r.t. the baseline case of index at
α = 0, while negative values have to be read as the percentage decrease of the indices w.r.t. the baseline case of index
at α = 0.
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Figure 24: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 4 and using as data the share of people in
the 2022 survey with medium-high and high climate change awareness.

Figure 25: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.60 and K = 4 and using as data the share of people
in the 2022 survey with medium-high and high climate change awareness.

28



Clustering climate change awareness

Figure 26: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 5 and using as data the share of people in
the 2022 survey with medium-high and high climate change awareness.

Figure 27: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.62 and K = 5 and using as data the share of people
in the 2022 survey with medium-high and high climate change awareness.
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C Robustness analysis 2: spatial hierarchical clustering using low and medium-low climate
change awareness + climate-related + socio-economic information

Figure 28: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 4 and using information on the share
of people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness, on climate-related features and
socio-economic features.

Figure 29: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.60 and K = 4 and using information on the share
of people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness, on climate-related features and
socio-economic features.
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Figure 30: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 5 and using information on the share
of people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness, on climate-related features and
socio-economic features.

Figure 31: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.62 and K = 5 and using information on the share
of people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness, on climate-related features and
socio-economic features.
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D Robustness analysis 2: spatial hierarchical clustering using low and medium-low climate
change awareness + socio-economic information

Figure 32: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 4 and using information on the share of
people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness and socio-economic features.

Figure 33: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.60 and K = 4 and using information on the share of
people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness and socio-economic features.
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Figure 34: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 5 and using information on the share of
people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness and socio-economic features.

Figure 35: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.62 and K = 5 and using information on the share of
people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness and socio-economic features.
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E Robustness analysis 2: spatial hierarchical clustering using low and medium-low climate
change awareness + climate-related information

Figure 36: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 4 and using information on the share of
people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness and climate-related features.

Figure 37: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.60 and K = 4 and using information on the share of
people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness and climate-related features.
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Figure 38: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0 and K = 5 and using information on the share of
people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness and climate-related features.

Figure 39: Map of clustering partitions obtained by setting α = 0.62 and K = 5 and using information on the share of
people in the 2022 survey with medium-low and low climate change awareness and climate-related features.
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