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Abstract

Several countries established ambitious climate goals to tackle the climate emer-
gency. To fulfill these goals, bold climate policies are needed, upholding the political
commitments and effectively addressing climate change. Given that social resistance
is seen as a deterrent for action, this research provides a contribution to policy makers
wanting to boost support for climate policies. Relying on randomized control trials
over different design options within the same climate instrument — including green
taxes, subsidies and regulations —, we show the importance of design features, namely
relating to funding options and the overall tax burden. We also show that individual
perceptions on climate change and climate policies are significantly associated with
support, providing scope for government action also in this front. Taken together,
these factors can be enough to sustain a supporting majority for all policies consid-
ered.

Keywords: Climate policies, Public policies, Climate change, Climate transition.

1 Introduction

Addressing climate change is one of the most significant societal challenges of our time.
The social and economic consequences of inaction — including through the impact of more
frequent and severe extreme climate events — are substantial (IPCC, 2023). Effects may
include disruptions to labor productivity, resource availability, economic value chains, capi-
tal investments, and long-term growth (Sun et al., 2024). Climate change also exacerbates
economic inequality by disproportionately affecting low-income populations, who have
fewer resources to adapt (Taconet, Méjean, and Guivarch, 2020; IPCC, 2023). It impacts
livelihoods, reduces food and water security and has severe implications for public health,
increasing the prevalence of respiratory diseases, heat-related illnesses, and vector-borne
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diseases, increasing human mortality and morbidity (World Health Organization, 2023;
IPCC, 2023). To achieve carbon neutrality by 2050 — a commitment made by most coun-
tries worldwide (Lang et al., 2025) — a significant reduction in emissions is unavoidable
and hinges critically on immediate policy action (Constrain Project, 2022).

For the citizens of the European Union (EU), addressing climate change is indeed one
of the most pressing concerns, ranking it as the third most serious global issue (European
Commission, 2023), after poverty and hunger, and armed conflicts. The EU’s institutional
reaction is on par with European citizens’ concerns and aligned with the global goals of
the Paris Agreement. According to the European Green Deal, the EU aims to become the
first climate-neutral continent by 2050, with legally binding climate targets covering all
key sectors of the economy. Policy actions to operationalize the national commitments by
EU countries are established in their respective National Energy and Climate Plans.

Despite the widespread recognition of climate risks and the political commitments to
address them, implementing effective policies to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
remains a contentious issue. For instance, market-based instruments, such as carbon
pricing, are often regarded as critical tools for reducing emissions; however, their adoption
has been met with varying degrees of public and political resistance — recall, for instance,
the Yellow Vests in France, covered in Douenne and Fabre (2022).! At the same time, 67%
of the EU citizens think that their national governments are not doing enough, ranging
from 37% in Estonia to 83% in Cyprus.

In this paper, we show that the apparent paradox between the call for further action
and the resistance to certain policies can be addressed by properly designing and com-
municating climate polices, embedding features that allow to garner majority support.
By relying on individual level data covering 11 European countries — from the CROss-
National Online Survey 2 (CRONOS2) dataset, integrated in the European Social Survey
—, we study six climate policies: fossil fuel taxes, taxes on imports from countries with
lower environmental standards, taxes on plastic packaging, bans on energy-inefficient ap-
pliances, subsidies for renewable energy and support to displaced workers. Exploring the
outcome of a set of randomized control trials, we unveil the critical role of policy design:
citizens’ support is higher when policies are designed as revenue neutral. We complement
our core results with an assessment of the role of socioeconomic factors, climate change
evaluations, ideology, trust and perceptions on climate policies outcomes. We show that
climate-specific considerations by individuals play an important role. We thus provide a
meaningful contribution for countries and policy makers wanting to push forward their
climate action.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides a review of the relevant literature
on the drivers of support for climate policy. Section 3 describes the data used in the
analysis. Section 4 presents the methodology, Section 5 the descriptive statistics and
Section 6 the results. Finally, Section 7 concludes, outlines the study’s limitations, and
suggests directions for future research.

1. As stated, for instance, by the World Bank in the Carbon Pricing Dashboard: Placing an adequate
price on GHG emissions is of fundamental relevance to internalize the external cost of climate change in
the broadest possible range of economic decision making and in setting economic incentives for clean devel-
opment. (...) There is a growing consensus among both governments and businesses on the fundamental
role of carbon pricing in the transition to a decarbonized economy.


https://carbonpricingdashboard.worldbank.org/what-carbon-pricing

2 Literature Review

There is a growing branch of literature assessing why people support or reject climate
policies. The key factors covered in the literature can be grouped into five key areas: (i)
socioeconomic factors; (ii) climate change assessment; (iii) ideology and trust; (iv) self-
interest; and (v) policy effectiveness and design. We review existing literature for each of
these categories.

(i) Socioeconomic factors

Survey and experimental provide mixed evidence on the importance of socioeconomic
factors on individual support for climate change policies.

Gender is not systematically associated with differentiated climate policies support.
Elert and Lundin (2020) use Swedish survey data and find that women exhibit stronger
concern about climate change and undertake more pro-environmental actions than men;
however, the gender gap vanished when controlling for climate beliefs. In a meta-analysis
covering 33 countries, Bergquist et al. (2022) find no role for gender. The same holds in
Dechezleprétre et al. (2025), where for most countries gender does not play a role in the
support for climate policies (and, where it does, it may be positive or negative). For the
United States, O’Connor, Bard, and Fisher (1999) find men to be more likely to support
climate policies.

Regarding age, Bergquist et al. (2022) find higher support among younger workers,
while O’Connor, Bard, and Fisher (1999), using United States data, show the opposite,
with older workers more likely to support climate policies. Dechezleprétre et al. (2025)
unveil heterogeneous evidence across countries: out of the 20 countries studied, older
workers are less supportive of climate policies in three countries; more supportive in eight
countries; and not significantly different from other age groups in the remaining eight.

Income appears to be associated with support for climate policies in some countries,
and, when such association is observed, it tends to be positive. For instance, Deche-
zleprétre et al. (2025) find no effect for 13 of the 20 countries studied; while in Brazil,
India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Poland, and Ukraine, individuals with higher income are
more supportive of climate action. The cross-country meta-analysis of Bergquist et al.
(2022) points to a positive but weak relation. Beiser McGrath and Busemeyer (2024), in
an experiment related to carbon taxes in Germany, show that the effect of income may
be mediated by beliefs on distributional impacts. The authors find that individuals at the
bottom of the income distribution become more supportive once they are told that the
main burden of the tax falls on richer households.

Dechezleprétre et al. (2025) find a positive relation between education and support for
climate policies, even when controlling for income. In Bergquist et al. (2022) the effect of
education is stronger than that of income. In fact, some studies argue that it is education,
and not income, that plays the key role: using regional variation within Germany, Mewes,
Tuitjer, and Dirksmeier (2024) find an effect for education but not for income; Bornstein
and Lanz (2008) show similar evidence for the outcome of a Swiss referendum on carbon
taxes. Ejelov and Nilsson (2020), reviewing several studies, state that more education is
the only socio-economics factor that appears to be sistematically associated with higher
support, with other characteristics being context specific.

On the effect of parenthood, using UK longitudinal data, Thomas et al. (2018) find
no evidence of a strengthening of sustainable environmental attitudes or behaviors. Con-
versely, Gazmararian (2025) rely on United States data and on a difference-in-differences
approach and show that parenthood increases support for climate action, via the length-



ening of the relevant time horizons. The author argues that this lengthening effect is also
present when prompting respondents to think about children and framing climate change
as an issue affecting future generations. For a cross-country sample, Dechezleprétre et al.
(2025) find that having young children is positively associated with higher acceptance of
climate policies.

(ii) Climate change evaluations

Bergquist et al. (2022) and Dechezleprétre et al. (2025) show that knowledge about
climate change is only a weak predictor of policy support, with concern or worry about
climate change being a more relevant factor. Conversely, Drews and Bergh (2015), covering
multiple studies, point to a positive role for knowledge on climate change (objective or
assessed knowledge, not self-reported knowledge).

Based on data for Australia, Akter, Bennett, and Ward (2012) also find evidence
that support is higher among respondents who believe in human-induced climate change;
moreover, support is also higher among those that consider that mitigation policies are
effective in slowing down climate change.

Using sub-national variation for Germany, Goerg, Pondorfer, and Stéhr (2025) find
that beliefs about climate change increase support, as does exposure to extreme climate
events. Demski et al. (2017) also show that exposure to extreme climate events in the
UK increases the salience of climate change and the support for climate policies, a result
similar to the one reported in the synthesis analysis of Drews and Bergh (2015).

(iii) Ideology and trust

Reviewing empirical and experimental studies, including data for Switzerland, Sweden
or the United States, Drews and Bergh (2015) show that individuals with left-leaning
political views tend to exhibit more favourable attitudes towards climate policies than
more right-wing individuals. Focusing on the United States, Ballew et al. (2020) find
that the ideological divide is reinforced with higher education and higher income, and
Egan and Mullin (2017) report climate as the topic with the highest increase in political
polarization since the 1980s, with a sharp increase since 2008. Ziegler (2017), considering
three of the main global emitters — the United States, Germany and China—, find evidence
that the political divide is more relevant in the United States. Moreover, the author argues
that environmental values are more important than the political orientation; in fact, the
impact of political views is weakened once environmental values are taken into account,
in particular for the United States.

Analysis bringing together several studies across the world usually find a positive role
for political trust, although varying in magnitude. Drews and Bergh (2015), relying on
studies covering the United States, Sweden and Norway, report a positive effect of trust
in government and politicians on support for climate policies; Ejelév and Nilsson (2020)
find positive or no effects; Fairbrother (2022) sustain that higher distrust increases oppo-
sition; and Bergquist et al. (2022) find a positive impact, albeit limited and less strong
in Europe in comparison with other regions. In a cross-country analysis, Dechezleprétre
et al. (2025) find a positive but limited impact. Umit and Schaffer (2020) use data for
23 European countries and report a widespread aversion to carbon taxes, eased by higher
political trust. Both Ejelov and Nilsson (2020) and Bergquist et al. (2022) argue that
trust in implementing institutions is usually more important than trust in politicians.

(iv) Self-interest
Umit and Schaffer (2020) show that lower energy dependency (i.e. higher confidence



that one could use less energy than one does now) increases support for carbon taxes.
Drews and Bergh (2015) survey the literature and report that higher perceived economic
costs reduce support.

Dechezleprétre et al. (2025) consider data on 20 countries and examine the impact of
behavioural and lifestyle characteristics, such as energy usage patterns — e.g. access to
public transportation, car usage, and fuel expenses — and lifestyle factors — e.g. frequency
of air travel, beef consumption, and urban versus rural. The authors also find that those
who think they will directly lose from the implementation of a given policy are less prone
to support it. However, the magnitude of the effect is policy-specific.

Compiling the information on several studies, Drews and Bergh (2015) report a nega-
tive association between perceived personal costs and support. Douenne and Fabre (2022),
using data for France, highlight that people tend to overestimate their net monetary losses
and that these beliefs are hard to change.

(v) Policy effectiveness and design

The surveys conducted by Drews and Bergh (2015) and Bergquist et al. (2022) find that
policies perceived as more environmentally effective tend to garner greater public support.
A similar pattern emerges in the cross-country study of Dechezleprétre et al. (2025), where
effectiveness — defined as the belief that a given policy will successfully reduce emissions
and pollution — is identified as a critical factor explaining climate policy support. Drews
and Bergh (2015) also find a role for perceptions over the policy effectiveness, but highlight
changing patterns before and after policy implementation. The authors review studies on
the support for congestion charges in the UK and Sweden, showing that support increases
substantially after implementation, given ex ante skepticism about its effectiveness.

The way climate policies are framed and the exact policy design also influences public
perception and support. For instance, Brannlund and Persson (2012), for Sweden, and
Baranzini and Carattini (2017), for Switzerland, show that the label "tax” reduces the
willingness to accept the climate policy. Terms like “climate contribution” - as opposed
to “carbon tax” - can improve acceptability.

Perceived fairness also plays a role. In the synthetic analsyis of Bergquist et al. (2022),
distributional fairness — how subsidies or taxes are allocated within or across specific groups
— positively impacts support. In the multi-country study of Dechezleprétre et al. (2025),
more progressive options - e.g. financing by progressive taxes or progressive use of revenues
- are able to garner higher support. Brannlund and Persson (2012), using data for Sweden,
show that different specifications of a policy leading to the same reduction in carbon
emissions entail different levels of support. In particular, they show that a progressive
cost distribution leads to increased support. Using data for Germany, D’Acunto et al.
(2022) show that when individuals learn that high-income households pollute more than
others and that they will pay a larger share of the tax, they become more supportive
of a carbon tax. In contrast, this result does not hold when they learn that the elderly
also pollute more and thus could face increased taxation. The authors also show that
financing climate policies with public debt - i.e. shifting the burden to future generations
- is the least preferred financing option. Assessing the results of a Swiss referendum over
carbon taxes, Thalmann (2004) shows that the probability of a yes-vote is lower among
individuals more concerned about income inequalities. Salen and Kallbekken (2011), for
Norway, find (weak) evidence that perceived regressivity decreases support. Conversely,
Baranzini and Carattini (2014) sustain that, while the impact on poor households is a
concern for individuals in Switzerland, it has little impact on acceptability.

Drews and Bergh (2015) and Fairbrother (2022) underline the importance of earmark-



ing revenues (in comparison to just taxing, without a reference to the use of the col-
lected revenues). Fairbrother (2022) highlights, though, that the best distribution of those
revenues - in terms of maximizing support - is context specific. For instance, Douenne
and Fabre (2022), in the aftermath of the Yellow Vests movement in France, show that
the French would reject a tax-and-dividend policy - i.e a carbon tax where the revenues
are redistributed uniformly among adults -, overestimating own net monetary losses and
(wrongly) perceiving the policy as regressive. Bergquist et al. (2022), show that, in the
United States, tax-and-dividend, tax-and-invest or revenue-neutral schemes induce higher
support (of similar magnitude) than just a tax. In the work by Carattini, Carvalho, and
Fankhauser (2018), the authors argue that people prefer earmarking to revenue neutral
approaches, with a stronger effect for using the revenues for environmental purposes (in
comparison with reducing the impact on low-income households). In the same vein, in
Maestre-Andrés, Drews, and Bergh (2019), the authors do not find evidence of a prefer-
ence for using revenues to reduce possible regressive effects, as citizens prefer allocating the
revenues for environmental projects (the so-called taz-and-invest). For instance, Baranzini
and Carattini (2017) show that earmarking revenues to support environmental purposes
is the preferred option in Swizerland.

Bergquist et al. (2022) also find increased support for climate policies when they are
bundled with other economic or social policies, such as the retraining of fossil fuel workers
or free college, affordable housing or health insurance. The effect is highly dependent on
partisan views, as it comes solely from democrat voters.

In terms of the different climate policies, individuals tend to prefer subsidies or tax
rebates to carbon taxes, even though they are needed to effectively reduce emissions, being
also more technological neutral (in Carattini, Carvalho, and Fankhauser (2018). Existing
evidence also point to a preference for pull measures - such as subsidies -, in comparison
with push measures - such as taxes or regulations (Drews and Bergh, 2015). With a sample
covering 20 countries, Dechezleprétre et al. (2025) show that while carbon taxes do indeed
seem to be among the least popular instruments, support is boosted when revenues are used
to fund environmental infrastructures, subsidize low-carbon technologies, reduce income
taxes or support the poorest households. The authors also argue that the higher support
for measures such as bans can be rooted in the idea that richer individuals can pay their
way out and continue polluting.

3 The data

The analysis focuses on data from the first wave of CRONOS2, conducted after the end of
the tenth round of the European Social Survey (ESS10) — an academically driven multi-
country survey conducted in 23 countries. CRONOS2 aimed at establishing the founda-
tions for a European Social Survey web panel, enhancing Europe’s capacity for web-based
interviewing and creating robust infrastructure for conducting online surveys. It covered
a subset of 12 countries: Austria, Belgium, Czechia, Finland, France, Hungary, Iceland,
Italy, Portugal, Slovenia, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

Data were collected using a self-administrated web questionnaire from November 2021
to December 2022, with different windows for different countries, given the impacts of the
COVID-19 outbreak (details in Appendix A). The target population consisted of adults
aged 18 and above, residing in private households, with internet access. Participants
received unconditional incentives for a value of £5/€5.

The sampling design varied by country. For instance, in the case of Portugal it in-
volved two strategies based on municipal population size. For municipalities with fewer



than 50,000 inhabitants, a three-stage sampling was used: municipalities were grouped by
NUTS3 regions; within each region, Primary Sampling Units (PSUs) were selected pro-
portional to population size; and finally, one respondent per household was chosen via the
last birthday method. In municipalities exceeding 50,000 inhabitants, each municipality
formed an individual stratum, and households were selected with approximately equal
probabilities, again choosing respondents by the last birthday method.

To ensure representativeness at country level, we rely on the country-specific analy-
sis weights included in the CRONOS2 dataset for wave 1 (c2weight). The weight was
created by adjusting the post-stratified ESS10 analysis weight for non-response at the re-
spective wave of CRONOS2. It incorporates the post-stratified ESS10 design weight and
adjustments for nonresponse at both ESS10 and the CRONOS2 wave 1.

In the climate change section, CRONOS2 assesses the respondents’ support for climate
policies. It includes a number of randomized control trials for different climate policies,
allowing for a better understanding of the effect of policy framing and design on climate
policies’ support. Respondents were randomly assigned to control and treatment groups.

We complemented CRONOS2 information with data from the ESS10 for the same re-
spondent on socioeconomic characteristics. Given the low overlap between the CRONOS2
and ESS10 samples for the case of Hungary, the country was not considered in our analysis.

4 Methodology

To assess the impact of policy design on the level of support for climate policies, we
conduct a regression analysis. Our dependent variable is, for each of the six climate
policies covered in the dataset, a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent supports
the policy and zero otherwise. To capture the differential effects of variations in the design
of the same policy instrument, we use as regressors a set of dummy variables indicating
whether the respondent was subject to a specific treatment. Table 1 describes the policies
and the respective variations.

Based on the results of the literature review and the data available in our dataset, we
further complement the model with the socioeconomic characteristics of the respondent,
his or her evaluations on climate change, and his or her views on politics, institutions and
beliefs about the impact of climate policies. Figure 1 provides a schematic view of our
model.

We thus estimate the following regression:

Support; , = po + 0' Treatment; , , + o' X; + 8'Z; + v'W; + Country; + €;

where Support; is a dummy equal to 1 when individual ¢ supports the policy p and 0
otherwise. Respondents were asked to what extent they supported specific policies on
a 1-5 scale (1 = “strongly against”, 5 = “strongly in favour”). We define support as
those “in favour” or “strongly in favour”. The subscript p denotes one of the six policies
studied: (i) increasing taxes on fossil fuels; (ii) introducing a tax on plastic packaging;
(iii) taxing imports from countries with weaker environmental standards; (iv) banning the
sale of the least energy-efficient household appliances; (v) subsidising renewable energy
through public funds; and (vi) providing support and retraining to workers displaced by
green policies. We estimate the model for each policy separately.

Treatment, j, , is a dummy variable equal to 1 if respondent i was exposed to treatment
h for policy p. These are our coeflicients of main interest as they provide the impact of
presenting different policy variations of the same policy instrument.



Table 1: Control and treatment wording for each climate policy

Policy (p)

1
Control wording

Treatment wording(s)

Fossil fuel taxes

A: “Increasing taxes on fossil
fuels, such as oil, gas and
coal”

B: “(...) if the government reduced
other taxes by the same amount”
C: “(...) if the government
promised to reduce other taxes by
the same amount”

Plastic packaging
tax

A: “A tax on plastic
packaging”

B: “(...) if the money from the tax
paid for more support for the
elderly”

C: “(...) if the money from the taz
paid for more support for the
unemployed”

Taxes on imports

A: “Tazxes on imports of
goods from countries with
lower environmental
standards”

B: “(...) to protect the country’s
businesses from unfair competition”
C: “(...) to encourage those
countries to raise their standards”

Ban on
energy-inefficient
appliances

A: “Law banning the sale of
the least energy-efficient
household appliances”

B: “(...) even if that made
appliances more expensive”

Renewable energy
subsidies

A: “Using public money to
subsidise renewable energy
such as wind and solar
power”

B: “(...) and paying for the
subsidies by raising tazes”

Support for
displaced workers

A: “Helping and retraining
workers who lose their jobs
because of new environmental
policies”

B: “(...) and paying for that
support by raising tares”

C: “(...) with the rest of us paying
for that support”

The vector X; comprises socioeconomic characteristics: gender, coded as 1 if the

respondent is a woman and 0 otherwise; age, grouped into 18-34, 35-49 (reference), and
50 or older; college education, equal to 1 if the respondent has tertiary education, zero
otherwise; and employment status, measured by a dummy equal to 1 if unemployed, 0
otherwise.

The vector Z; captures climate change evaluations by the respondent, where 1 is,
respectively, knowledgeable, worried, or personally accountable and 0 otherwise. Respon-
dents were coded as knowledgeable if they indicated that climate change is entirely or
mainly caused by human activity. Worry was derived from responses indicating that they
are “extremely” or “very” worried about climate change. Personally accountable was mea-
sured on a 0 to 10 scale indicating how responsible respondents feel for reducing climate
change; scores 8-10 were taken to represent a high sense of personal responsibility.

The vector W; measures ideology, trust in institutions and beliefs about climate poli-
cies. Political orientation is based on a 0-10 left-right self-placement scale, coded into left
wing (0-4), centre (5-6; reference category), and right wing (7-10). Trust in institutions
is captured by four variables: distrust in public workers, distrust in national governments,
perception of unfair treatment when applying to government services/benefits, and sense
that his or her local community does not impact decisions related to the area where they
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Figure 1: Model on the factors influencing support for climate policies

live. All were coded as 1 if respondents answered 0-3 on a 0-10 scale, and 0 otherwise. In
our dataset, perceived policy impacts are not disaggregated by type of policy instrument;
they relate to climate policies in general. Respondents were asked to assess the likelihood
that climate policies would: (1) reduce employment or harm the economy; (2) improve
quality of life for future generations; (3) enhance public health; and (4) increase energy
prices. Each item was measured on a 1-4 scale: 1 means “not at all likely” and 4 “very
likely”. We aggregated these responses into a binary variable, equal to 1 if the response
was 3 or 4, and 0 otherwise. Respondents were also asked whether they believe that new
climate policies would put their own job at risk. We consider a dummy equal to 1 if the
respondent expressed a concern and 0 otherwise.

Country; captures country fixed effects and ¢; , is the error term.

As discussed in Section 3, we run a weighted regression to ensure representativeness
at country level and account for non-response.

5 Descriptive statistics

We end up with a pooled dataset composed of 6,030 individuals from the 11 countries
considered, with some variables having fewer observations due to non-response. The mean
of the indicator variables included in the analysis are presented in Table 2. Figure 2 com-
plements this information with a country-level heat map for the variables related to climate
change evaluations, trust in institutions and beliefs about climate policies outcomes.

After reweighting our sample, gender, age distribution and education follow closely the
overall population breakdown (see Appendix B).

Concerning climate change attitudes, almost six in each ten respondents know that
climate change is mainly anthropogenic (lower than the 70% share reported in Deche-
zleprétre et al. (2025) for high-income countries). The least informed individuals are those



Table 2: Characterization of the respondents (share)

Obs. Mean
Socioeconomic characteristics
Gender 6027  0.51
Age
18-34 years old 6030 0.28
35-49 years old 6030 0.26
More than 50 6030  0.45
College education 5997  0.38
Is unemployed 6030 0.04
CC evaluations
CC knowledge 6011 0.58
Worried about CC 6010 0.42
Feels personally responsible for CC 6005  0.45
Ideology
Left 6030  0.35
Center 6030  0.36
Right 6030  0.24
Trust in institutions
No trust in public workers 6030 0.13
No trust in the national government 6030 0.32
Unlikelihood to influence decision affecting area you live 6030 0.37
Unfair application of governement benefits/services 6030 0.19
Beliefs about climate policies
Will reduce employment/harm economy 5822  0.42
Will provide a better life for future generations 5920 0.77
Will improve health 5881 0.75
Will put own job at risk 5928 0.41
Will cause energy prices to rise 5920 0.84

Source: Authors’ own computations based on the merged datasets of CRONOS2 and ESS10. Note: Weights
from ESS-CRONOS are used to ensure representativeness and account for non-response. CC stands for
Climate change.
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Figure 2: Climate change (CC) evaluations, trust in institutions and climate policies’
perceived effectiveness across countries - share of respondents

Source: Authors’ own computations based on the merged datasets of CRONOS2 and ESS10. Red (green)
means less (more) positive outcomes, which may correspond to higher or lower shares, depending on the
variable. The code to build the heatmap was adapted from the one used in the paper by Dechezleprétre
et al. (2025).

in Czechia (42%) and the most informed are those in Austria (72%). This 30 p.p. dif-
ferential highlights countries’ heterogeneity regarding individuals’ knowledge about basic
climate science. Overall, 42% are concerned about climate change impacts, ranging from
34% in Sweden to 64% in Portugal. Portugal and Slovenia are the only two countries
where the share of worried individuals is higher than that of the climate change knowl-
edge. Finally, 45% consider to be personally responsible to reduce climate change, with a
low of 12% in Czechia and a high of 63% in France.

In terms of politics (self-declared), 36% is at the center of the political spectrum, 35%
consider to be left-leaning and 24% is on the right. Distrust in the national government is
higher than distrust in public workers (32% v. 13%), a qualitative result that holds for all
countries. There is, however, high heterogeneity among countries. Distrust in the national
government ranges from 8% in Finland to 61% in Slovenia, and distrust in public workers
spans from 6% in Finland and Sweden to 27% in Czechia. Climate policies are regarded
as beneficial in terms of health and well-being of future generations for a large majority
(75% and 77%, respectively), with consistent high percentages in all countries (the lowest
are in Czechia, but still forming a majority). At the same time, 84% consider that climate
policies will increase energy prices (only Italy displays a value below 80%, equal to 63%).
Additionally, 42% of the respondents worry about the effects on employment and the
economy, ranging from 24% in Iceland to 60% in Czechia. Overall, 41% fear for their
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own job, with the lowest share in Austria and Sweden (29%) and the highest in Portugal
(54%).

6 Results

In this section, we report the results of the model presented in Section 4. We start by
providing evidence on the impact of policy framing and design on climate policies support.
We complement the analysis of the pooled sample with a country-level framework, to
unveil national heterogeneity in the estimated impacts. We conclude the section with an
overview of the impact on support of sociodemographic factors, climate change evaluations
and, finally, ideology, trust and policy beliefs.

6.1 The effect of policy framing and design

Table 3: Support for climate policies - coefficients on policy design variable — Pooled
sample and country-level estimates

TOTAL AT BE CZ FI FR IS IT PT SI SE UK
"Increasing taxes on fossil fuels, such as oil, gas 0,31 42 .25 13 37 21 4 2 25 25 .36 .35
and coal”

B L .07 I ol S BN BN G I X I I [ N s S

() i reduction of other taxes. (02)  (06) (05) (06) (04 (04) (06) (09) (07) (05) (04)  (.06)

IS S ol 1 kNN kS S I GOSN S () K

() i promise of reduction of other taxes. (02) (05 (06) (O07) (04) (04) (06) (09) (O7) (06) (04) (.06)

"Taxes on imports of goods from countries with 0,65 o071 067 048 0,74 0,76 051 067 065 055 063 0,66
lower environmental standards"”

(-..) to protect the businesses from unfair 08Fk 1* .04 -01 5% 07 .09 .04 A2% 15 05 .06
competition (.02)  (.06) (.06) (.08) (.04) (.04) (.06) (.09) (.07) (.05) (.05) (.06)
(...) to encourage those countries to raise their .02 .01 -03  -.16* .06 -02  13%* .05 -.01 .05 .08* -.05
standards (.02)  (.06) (.06) (.09) (.04) (.05) (.06) (.09) (.07) (.05) (.04) (.06)
'A tax on plastic packaging” 0,61 0,64 0,56 0,45 0,61 0,66 0,61 0,51 0,62 0,71 0,56 0,73
(...) if revenue from the tax went for support 0 -.08 -.03 -.05 -.03 .01 0 .07 .09 .03 06 -.13%*
for elderly (02)  (06) (06) (08) (05 (05) (06) (1) (07) (05 (04)  (.06)
(-..) if revenue from the tax went for support B U i R e S VRS RS s R i B RS [ R Vo
for unemployed (02)  (05) (06) (07) (04) (05) (06) (09) (.07) (.06) (.04)  (.06)
'A law banning the sale of the least energy 0,55 0,60 0,60 0,42 0,60 0,66 0,28 0,60 0,54 0,63 0,45 0,62
efficient household appliances”

SOTRER L Ex -.05 - 18%KK _09¥* - 15%K* 04 -.13 -.01 B .07* -.09%

(-..) even If that made appliances more expensive (on) (05) (05) (06) (04) (04 (04) (08) (06) (05) (04) (05)

"Using public money to subsidise renewable 0,71 0,88 0,74 0,58 0,77 0,57 0,49 0,84 0,73 0,79 0,69 0,74
energy such as wind and solar power"

_ 27*** - 13*** _ 44*** _ 28*** _ 29*** - 31*** - 18*** _ 32*** _ 42*** - 16*** — 23*** - 25***
ine for subsidies by raisine & . . . . . . . . . . . .
() paying for subsidies by raising taxes (01)  (04) (05) (07) (03) (04) (05) (07) (06) (04) (03) (.05)

"Helping and retraining workers who lose their 0,85 087 o8 073 08 08 078 093 08 087 08 088

Jjobs b of new envil tal polic

CATRRR _gTRRK | Bokkk | g@kkk | gRIkX | BRokx | gEkkk _ okkk | gQRkk | gkkk | AREX  _ grkx
(02)  (06) (05) (08) (04) (05) (06) (08) (.06) (.05) (04)  (.06)
_'29*** ’.19*** _'38*** _.29*** _'26*** ’.33*** _'27*** >‘32*** _.29*** _‘26*** _.27*** >‘28***
(02)  (05) (06) (08) (04) (05) (06) (08) (.06) (05 (04)  (.06)

(...) and paying for that support by raising taxes

(-..) with the rest of us paying for that support

Source: Authors’ own computations based on the merged datasets of CRONOS2 and ESS10. Note: Results
are based on OLS weighted regression estimates from the full model (not shown), with robust standard
errors clustered at country level reported in parentheses (clustered at country level for the pooled sample
results, reported in the second column. The first line for each policy presents the mean support for that
policy; the subsequent lines represent the differential effects of the different treatments, as described in
Table 1). *** pj.01, ** p;.05, * pj.1.
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Overall, we find an important role for policy design, with a sharp impact on social
acceptability.

Fossil fuel taxes is the least popular among the policies covered in this study, with
only 31% of the respondents in favour, ranging from 13% in Czechia to 42% in Austria.
However, our analysis shows that support can be boosted by a substantial margin — 18pp
— if the policy is accompanied with a reduction in (or a promise to reduce) other taxes.
Coupling the fossil fuel tax with a reduction in other taxes consistently increases support
across countries, and the effect may be as high as 42p.p. in Italy. In particular, in six of
the 11 countries included in the analysis, the treatment is effective in ensuring national
majority support.

This result is of particular relevance for policy makers and effective climate action, as
taxing fossil fuels is seen as one of the most effective instruments to tackle climate change,
via its effect on relative prices, inducing emission reductions where they are the cheapest
(e.g.: (OECD, 2021). Usually, its low social acceptability is a deterrent for governments.
Our results show that, as long as the policy is designed as a climate policy — and not
intended to raise additional revenue — support can rise significantly. Switzerland and
Canada have such systems implemented: in Canada, the carbon tax revenues are com-
pletely recycled and the recycling mix also includes low-income tax credits; in Switzerland,
two thirds of the income from the carbon tax is returned to households and businesses
by reducing health insurance premiums and social security contributions. According to
existing evidence, the effects can be even larger if revenues are invested in environmental
projects, thus leaving good prospects for governments ability to create or further reinforce
fossil fuels taxes.

Taxes on goods from countries with lower environmental standards are widely
popular, with a near two-thirds majority (65%). The only country without a supporting
majority is Czechia (but very close to it, with 48%). Support is the highest in France
(76%). Prompting respondents to consider the goal of protecting local businesses from
unfair competition significantly raises support in four of the 11 countries, with no effect for
the others. Mentioning the goal of encouraging other countries to raise their environmental
standards is also not statistically significant in most countries: the exceptions are Czechia,
where support is reduced by 16p.p. - further undermining majority support; and Sweden
and Iceland, where support is reinforced.

The evidence of a broad-based and robust support for a green tax on imports is partic-
ularly important in the context of the recent introduction of the Carbon Border Adjust-
ment Mechanism in the EU, which is one example of such taxes. Communication about
the goals of the policy is not relevant in most countries, but our data points to some
national specificities that deserve further consideration.

Taxes on plastic packaging are also widely accepted (61%). The UK reaches the
highest share of support (73%), and only Czechia fails to reach a supporting majority
(45%). Earmarking the revenues of the tax to support the elderly has no effect on the
level of support across countries, except in the UK(-13p.p.). However, targeting the unem-
ployed creates a significant backlash, with only two exceptions: Portugal, where it has no
effect, and Italy, where support is boosted (+18p.p.). Support is reduced from 10p.p. (in
France) to 21p.p. (in Sweden). Considering the 10 countries with a supporting majority,
earmarking the revenues to support the unemployed endangers that majority in five of
them.

The broad-based support for a tax on plastic packaging can possibly be explained
by the perceived limited impact of such taxes on the budget of the household and the
transformation that already occurred in many sectors. Substitutability may also play
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a role — unlike fossil fuel taxes, reducing plastic use typically requires less behavioural
change and/or financial investment than, for example, switching to an electric vehicle.
The high salience of plastic pollution can also play a role. The strong negative impact of
earmarking revenues to the unemployed (but not to the elderly) deserves further scrutiny
in subsequent analsyis.

Banning the sale of the least energy-efficient household appliances receives
majority support, with 55% of the overall respondents in favour. It is supported by a
majority of voters in all but three of the countries studied (Iceland, Czechia and Sweden),
and it is at its highest in France (66%). The overall support may be due to some con-
sideration of possible future savings due to lower energy consumption or to a progressive
change of household appliances that already ensured a shift to more energy-efficient ones.
When people are prompted to consider the possible consequence of higher appliance prices,
support declines in six countries, with no change in other four. Surprisingly, for the case
of Sweden, support increases by 7p.p. (only statistically significant at a 10%).

Subsidies on renewables are supported by a majority in all countries (Iceland is
below but very close, with 49%). In eight countries support exceeds 2/3 of the respondents.
However, financing the measure with an increase in taxation takes a severe toll on support
in all countries, ranging from 13p.p. in Austria to 44p.p. in Belgium. The supporting
majority is undermined in seven of the 10 countries with a majority.

Helping and retraining workers who lose their jobs because of new environ-
mental policies garners the highest support among the six policies considered (85%),
ranging from 73% in Czechia to 93% in Italy. However, explicitly linking its financing to
increased taxes significantly reduces support, and the same holds when the cost is made
more salient (with a framing of the respondent as being in the financing —not receiving
- end of the measure). This is consistent across all countries and ranges from -19p.p. in
Austria to -72p.p. in Italy, creating an opposing majority in 8 of the 11 countries included
in the analysis.

6.2 Other factors affecting support

We now turn our discussion to the correlation between support and the control variables
included in the regression model (Table 4).

Concerning the correlation of socioeconomic factors with support, we find that fe-
male, younger, non-college educated and unemployed respondents are, where statistically
different from zero, less supportive of climate policies, although there are non-negligible
differences across policies. The differential for women may reach up to 5p.p. and respon-
dents above 50 years old may be up to 13p.p. more supportive than those below 35 years
old (interestingly, there are no age differences in the case of fossil fuel taxes or subsidies on
renewables). Being unemployed reduces support for two of the six policies studied (-8p.p.
for taxes on fossil fuels and -12p.p. for the banning of less efficient appliances). Having a
college degree increases support for all the policies considered, with the differential ranging
from 3p.p. for the tax on plastic to 10p.p. for the tax on fossil fuels.

Turning to climate change evaluations, knowledge (i.e. recognizing that climate
change is mostly due to human action), concern and sense of personal responsibility to act
are all positively associated with support for all climate policies. The effect of knowledge
on policy support ranges from 3p.p. to 7p.p.; the impact of concern over climate change
goes from 5p.p. to 12p.p.; and the sense of responsibility to act increases support by 4p.p.
to 5p.p.. These effects are non-negligible and may be critical to reach a majority support.
For instance, in the case of fossil fuel taxation, their combined effect reaches 24p.p..

Among ideology, trust and beliefs about climate policies effectiveness, the
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latter seems to be the most important for understanding support. Compared to voters on
the center of the political spectrum, left-leaning respondents are more likely to support
climate policies for three of the six climate policies under review, and the difference may
reach 8p.p.. Those right-leaning do not show statistically significant differences from those
at the center, except for subsidies to renewables. Distrust in politics and institutions
indicators are mostly not statistically significant. Trust in public workers is, in general,
associated with lower support, but is only statistically significant for the tax on plastic and
the support to displaced workers (the coefficient for the policy on subsidies to renewable
is positive, which may be due to the perception of respondents on the primer role of
the market participants in this policy, when compared to the other policies presented).
but with higher support when it comes to subsidies to renewables. Finally, perceptions
on climate policies effectiveness do matter. Those that consider that climate policies
positively impact future generations are more likely to be supportive, irrespectively of
the policy, and the effect ranges from 10p.p. to 16p.p.. The same holds for perceptions
of improved health outcomes, with an impact from 5p.p. to 14p.p.. Fears that climate
policies reduce employment or harm the economy are associated with lower support for
three out of the six policies, with an impact of up to 7p.p.. The perception of energy price
increases is not statistically significant for all policies except the subsidies on renewables.
Fear that the own job may be at risk is detrimental for support across four of the six
policies considered, decreasing support by up to 5p.p..

A final note on the indifferent respondents. We follow a strict definition of support
(as done also, for instance, in Dechezleprétre et al. (2025), placing those indifferent to the
policy in the non-support group. We do so because a supporting majority provides for
a more robust and sustainable social basis. Also, if a measure can be enacted with the
support of those strictly in favour, it would be even easier to enact if one also encompasses
the indifferent ones. In any case, it is interesting to further understand who are those
that declare to be ”neither in favour nor against”, that account for 16% to 27% of our
respondents, depending on the policy (below the 30% reported in Dechezleprétre et al.
(2025)).

Running our main regression with a depend variable equal to 1 if the respondent is
indifferent and 0 otherwise (see Appendix C), we show that women and those without a
college degree are more likely to be indifferent. Older workers are also less likely to be
indifferent for some of the policies considered, as are those at the center of the political
spectrum. Lower concern about climate change, less knowledge, lower sense of personal
responsibility or higher distrust are also correlated with a lack of opinion over climate
policies. Policy effectiveness perceptions are not, in general, associated with indifference,
except for fears about own job (those that express a concern are more likely to be indif-
ferent). Dechezleprétre et al. (2025) ran a similar model for the socioeconomic variables,
finding similar results. As these voters may be critical to achieve a supporting major-
ity, further attention should be given to them by policy makers, possibly with targeted
information campaigns.

7 Conclusions

Our results provide a meaningful contribution to policy makers aiming at designing climate
policies that garner social acceptance, and that can be not only enacted but also sustained
over time.

Relying on a set of randomized control trials collected in a novel dataset by the Euro-
pean Social Survey, we show that support for climate policies can be substantially boosted
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Table 4: Support for climate policies - socioeconomic factors, climate change evaluation
and ideology, trust and beliefs over policy effectiveness - pooled sample

Fossil fuel taxes Tax on plastic Taxes on goods Banning appliances Subsidize renewable Support workers

Socioeconomic characteristics

Gender -0.03%* -0.01 -0.04* -0.00 -0.03* -0.05%*
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02)
Age
18-34 years old 0.03 0.01 -0.10%** -0.03 0.02 -0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
More than 50 0.01 0.08%** 0.03* 0.06%* -0.00 0.05%*
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)
College education 0.10%%* 0.03%* 0.07%** 0.07%%* 0.08%** 0.08%**
(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01)
Is unemployed -0.08%* -0.01 -0.03 -0.12%%* 0.03 -0.00
(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.04)

CC evaluations

CC knowledge 0.07%* 0.05%* 0.03%* 0.07%%* 0.07%** 0.04%*
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Worried about CC 0.12%%* 0.11%%* 0.10%** 0.12%%* 0.10%** 0.05%**
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Feels personally responsible for CC 0.05%** 0.04%4* 0.04%* 0.04%* 0.04%* 0.05%*
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)
Ideology
Left 0.08*** 0.06** 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.08**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Right -0.03 -0.01 0.00 -0.02 -0.06%** -0.03
(0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)

Trust in institutions

No trust in public workers -0.01 -0.04%* -0.03 -0.02 0.04* -0.05%*
(0.03) (0.01) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02)
No trust in the national government -0.02 0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 0.02
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Unlikelihood to influence decision affecting area you live -0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.01 -0.04* -0.03
(0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Unfair application of governement benefits/services -0.01 0.00 -0.04%* -0.01 -0.00 -0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)

Beliefs about climate policies

Will reduce employment /harm economy -0.07%%* -0.02 0.00 -0.03* -0.06%** -0.01
(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
‘Will provide a better life for future generations 0.11%%* 0.14%%* 0.16%** 0.12%%* 0.14%%* 0.10%**
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.01) (0.03)
‘Will improve health 0.09%** 0.14%%* 0.09%+* 0.11%+* 0.10%** 0.05%*
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02)
‘Will put own job at risk -0.05%* -0.03 -0.04* -0.00 -0.05%* -0.02%**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Will cause energy prices to rise 0.03 -0.02 0.03 -0.01 -0.03* 0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02)
Observations 5422 5404 5401 5406 5415 5412

Source: Authors’ own computations based on the merged CRONOS2 and ESS10 datasets. Note: OLS
weighted regression estimates from the full model (not shown), with clustered standard errors at country
level reported in parentheses. *** pj.01, ** p;.05, * p;j.1.
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if the design ensures that overall taxation is not increased. We thus contribute to the ex-
isting literature on climate policy design. This result in valid for all the countries studied,
even if with different magnitudes. Perceived public resistance to climate policy is, thus,
primarily rooted on views and concerns over cost and fairness, rather than opposition to
the very environmental goals pursued. We also show that perceived individual evaluations
of climate change and of climate policies effectiveness are strongly correlated with support,
and may be critical to ensure a majority. Taken together, our results hint at the possibility
of a supportive majority for all policies analyzed.

Our findings indicate, therefore, that increasing public support for climate policies
hinges critically on the policy design, a feature that is directly controlled by policy makers.
We also suggest that support can be further boosted by communication or information
efforts targeted at increasing awareness over climate change and on the role of climate
policies to achieve climate goals. However, as shown by Dechezleprétre et al. (2025), the
success of such communication and information approaches may be limited in effectively
changing perceptions, with increased political polarization posing additional challenges.
On a positive note, and given that our definition of support is stringent — indifferent voters
are considered as not-supportive — our results are promising on the ability of national
governments to pursue the much-needed climate policies. Also, action targeting indifferent
voters is also a promising avenue, given that they account for more than one-fifth of the
voters.

The results of this paper can be extended in several ways. Our dataset does not account
for the size of the climate tax or the subsidy, nor to incremental changes vis-a-vis national
starting points. The exact calibration may indeed impact the outcome. Also, a deeper
understanding of financing and earmarking options would bring additional insights. On
earmarking, our dataset focuses on unrelated targets (like the unemployed or the elderly),
which are either not statistically significant or may severely compromise support. The
literature shows that earmarking for climate projects could be a promising avenue.

Also, the inclusion of additional climate policies — e.g. those directly related to energy
efficiency of buildings or mobility, that play a key role in the ongoing climate transition
at EU and national levels — would contribute further to the decisions of policy makers.
Examples include, for instance, bans on combustion engine cars (being considered at the
EU level), bans or taxes on polluting cars circulation in city centers (as enacted, for
instance, in London or in Paris), regulations on mandatory energy efficiency standards of
buildings (as implied by the demanding goals of European legislation) or taxes on intensive
cattle farming (given its impact on emissions).

In our data source, within country regional breakdown is only available at a very
aggregated level. It would be important to have further locational breakdown, as there
may be a relationship between exposure to climate risks, or local reliance on more polluting
industries, and climate policy acceptance. Moreover, the dataset lacked information on
factors like access to public transportation, and on individual consumption patterns related
to energy, car use, fly frequency or beef consumption, that may impact the likelihood of
support. Self-interest was captured using only the possibility of job loss, not encompassing
the full range of personal exposure to climate policies.

Finally, the perceived effectiveness of climate policies was measured as an overall per-
ception rather than for each specific policy, limiting the ability to assess how beliefs about
individual policy effectiveness influence support.
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Appendices

A CRONOS2 wave 1 - Dates of data collection by country

Table A.1: Data collection period, response rate, and case count by country

1

Country Data collection period Response rate Case count
Austria 01/04/2022 — 04/05/2022 79.0 629
Belgium 31/08/2022 — 29/09/2022 61.4 545
Czechia 14/02/2022 - 16/03/2022 29.0 294
Finland 14/02/2022 - 16/03/2022 74.3 826
France 14/02/2022 — 16/03/2022 63.7 652
Hungary 22/11/2021 — 22/12/2021 73.1 462
Iceland 14/02/2022 - 16/03/2022 73.5 518
Ttaly 31/08/2022 — 29/09,/2022 41.5 266
Portugal 01/04/2022 — 04/05/2022 55.4 398
Slovenia 22/11/2021 - 22/12/2021 71.4 522
Sweden 01/04/2022 — 04/05/2022 61.1 894
United Kingdom 31/08/2022 — 29/09,/2022 64.6 486
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B Population means

Table B.1: Population country means

Austria Belgium Czechia Finland France Iceland Italy Portugal Slovenia Sweden
Woman 51% 51% 51% 51% 52% 49% 51% 52% 50% 50%
Age
18-34 years old 25% 23% 23% 25% 25% 33% 21% 22% 22% 27%
35-49 years old 24% 24% 29% 23% 24% 26% 24% 25% 27% 24%
More than 50 50% 50% 49% 52% 51% 142% 55% 53% 51% 49%
College education  33% 40% 24% 36% 37% 36% 18% 27% 35% 41%

Source: Eurostat.
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C Indifferent voters

Table C.1: Main regression with a dependent variable equal to 1 if respondent is
indifferent to the climate policy and 0 otherwise

Fossil fuel taxes Taxes on goods Tax on plastic Banning appliances Subsidize renewable ~ Support workers

Gender 0.06*** 0.06%** 0.06%%* 0.05%* 0.05%* 0.00
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Age
18-34 years old 0.01 0.09%** 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02*
(0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
More than 50 0.01 -0.01 -0.04%* -0.04* -0.03* -0.02
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
College education -0.07#%* -0.07%%* -0.02%* -0.05%* -0.08%** -0.04%*
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Is unemployed 0.02 -0.00 0.08 0.12%% 0.02 -0.02
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.03)
CC knowledge -0.03 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03* -0.03** -0.00
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Worried about CC -0.05* -0.05%* -0.04%* -0.07%* -0.05%%* -0.02
(0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Feels personally responsible for CC -0.01 -0.02* -0.02%** -0.02 -0.03 -0.03*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Politics
Left -0.04* -0.02 -0.05%** -0.02 -0.01 -0.04%*
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01)
Right -0.03 -0.02 -0.05%* -0.05%** -0.01 -0.02
(0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
No trust in public workers -0.05%%* -0.02 -0.00 -0.04 -0.05%** 0.02
(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01)
No trust in the national government -0.04%* -0.00 -0.04** -0.01 -0.04 -0.02
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01)
Unlikelihood to influence decision affecting area you live -0.04%* -0.03%* -0.02%* -0.03* 0.01 -0.03
(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)
Unfair application of governement benefits/services -0.00 0.02 -0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02)
Will reduce employment /harm economy -0.02 -0.03 -0.03** -0.02 -0.00 0.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Will provide a better life for future generations 0.02 -0.06* -0.03 -0.01 -0.00 -0.05
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
‘Will improve health 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.02
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03)
Will put own job at risk 0.06%** 0.06%* 0.03 0.03* 0.05%** 0.02*
(0.01) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Will cause energy prices to rise -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.00 0.01 -0.01
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
Observations 5422 5401 5404 5406 5415 4946

Source: Authors’ own computations based on the merged datasets of CRONOS2 and ESS10. Note: Results
are based on OLS weighted regression estimates from the full model (not shown), with robust standard
errors clustered at country level reported in parentheses. The dependent variable is equal to 1 if the
respondent is indifferent to the policy and 0 otherwise. *** pi.01, ** p;.05, * pj.1.
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