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Abstract 

Countries vary in their success in decoupling greenhouse gas emissions from economic growth 

to meet emissions reduction targets. Using a web-based survey of citizens in the United 

Kingdom (n = 1,009) and Australia (n = 1,029), with different decoupling rates, this study 

assesses levels of citizen support for different types of climate policies, beliefs in trade-offs 

between emissions reduction and economic growth, and associations between these emissions-

economy trade-off beliefs and support for climate policies. The results show compulsory 

policies, including carbon taxes and bans, receive the highest opposition. There is little variation 

between the studied countries for climate policy support and emissions-economy trade-off 

beliefs. The results also show that citizens who are agnostic about economic growth support 

policies the most. Therefore, decision-makers should focus on communicating climate policies’ 

economic and social benefits for the economic growth-concerned citizens to increase overall 

policy support. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 Political leaders are more likely to implement climate policies that receive citizen support 

or low opposition (Burstein, 2003). Compulsory policies such as carbon pricing and regulations 

tend to invoke lower support than non-binding voluntary policies, including education, subsidies, 

and government investments (Rhodes et al., 2017). Citizen opposition to carbon pricing is 

especially high due to its cost visibility, known as ‘tax salience’ (Fairbrother, 2022; Carattini et 

al., 2019; Drews & Van Den Bergh, 2016a; Rhodes et al., 2017). Carbon pricing and regulations 

are also often criticized for their perceived distributional inequities and potential ‘damage’ to the 

economy, often framed via job-killing and industrial competitiveness reduction arguments 

(Carattini et al., 2018; Vona, 2019; Casey, 2022). Such arguments typically ignore economic 

gains in the renewable energy sector that offset jobs lost in the fossil fuel sector in the low-

carbon economy transition (Pai et al., 2021). For these and other reasons, very few jurisdictions 

have been able to implement carbon pricing at stringent enough levels to effectively mitigate 

greenhouse gas emissions. 

Literature suggests that citizens who believe climate policy adversely affects the 

economy and employment show lower support for it, demonstrating the importance of an 

economic trade-off perception in climate policy implementation (Drews & Van Den Bergh, 

2016a). However, the association between economic trade-off perception and climate policy 

support is not studied for different policy types and is often reduced to an aggregated trade-off 

between protecting the environment as a whole (rather than addressing climate change 

specifically) and growing the economy. 

Empirical evidence suggests that countries differ in addressing the climate-economy 

trade-off in real-life policy-making. In this regard, the United Kingdom (UK) and Australia 

represent contrasting case studies, with the former being known for successful policy 

implementation and the latter for climate policy failures. Both the UK and Australia have grown 

their economies since the 2015 climate agreement in Paris by 10.2% and 16.3% respectively 

(World Bank 2024a, 2024b). However, the UK has been able to decouple emissions from 

economic growth better than Australia, with annual greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions decreasing 

by 18.4% in the UK and 3.3% in Australia (Climate Action Tracker, 2023a, 2023b). Notable UK 

climate policies include an emissions trading scheme, a carbon levy on petrol and diesel, a 

carbon price floor to phase out coal, and a zero-emission vehicle sales mandate (UK 

Government, 2023a, 2023b, 2018, 2023c; Gransaull et al., 2023). Public opinion studies suggest 

that UK citizens broadly support most climate policies (Ipsos, 2022), though carbon pricing sees 

the lowest support (Committee on Climate Change, 2019). Additionally, the UK ranked eighth 

worldwide for the largest government budget for low-carbon and renewable energy technologies 

in the last decade (Cambridge Industrial Innovation Policy, 2022). In contrast to the UK, 

Australia has tried to implement a carbon tax but failed in 2014 due to strong citizen opposition 

(Taylor, 2014). Australia currently relies on a carbon credit trading scheme as the primary 

climate policy tool, but it has been ineffective in reducing emissions because of a lack of 

mandatory emissions targets (Crowley, 2021; Morton, 2022). Overall, the UK’s case may 

indicate that the emission reduction and economic growth trade-offs can be minimal. 

Citizen preferences for economic growth and emissions trends can be represented 

through beliefs in various pathways for economic development. Studies by Drews and Van Den 

Bergh (2016b), Drews et al. (2019), Tomaselli et al. (2019), and Van Den Bergh (2018) have 
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identified citizen beliefs in four different economic growth paradigms, including green growth, 

degrowth, agrowth, and growth-at-all-costs. Green growth suggests that emissions could be 

reduced while growing the economy (also known as decoupling), whereas degrowth claims 

economies must shrink to substantively reduce emissions (Drews and Van Den Bergh, 2016b). 

Agrowth compromises between green growth and degrowth by placing economic growth as 

secondary to achieving other societal goals (Van Den Bergh, 2018). Finally, growth-at-all-costs 

advocates for unconditional economic growth without environmental considerations. While 

existing studies have categorized citizens according to the four paradigms, no research has 

assessed whether beliefs in these growth paradigms are associated with climate policy support. 

This study addresses the gap by assessing associations between citizen emissions-economy 

trade-off beliefs expressed through growth paradigms with support for various compulsory and 

voluntary climate policies, in the UK and Australia, two countries with contrasting decoupling 

rates. 

Using a web-based citizen survey in the UK and Australia (n = 2,038), this research 

objectives are to assess: (1) levels of citizen support for different types of climate policies in the 

UK and Australia, (2) perceptions of emissions-economy trade-offs in the UK and Australia, and 

(3) associations between beliefs in emissions-economy trade-off and beliefs in past and future 

emissions and economic changes with climate policy support. 

 The study is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the literature on citizen opinion 

about emissions-economy trade-offs and the cases of climate policy-making in the UK and 

Australia. Section 3 explains theoretical frameworks guiding the study design and introduces the 

key independent variables. Section 4 explains the methodology. Section 5 discusses results. 

Section 6 concludes with the study’s limitations and policy implications. 
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Chapter 2: Literature review 

2.1. Climate policy types 

 The majority of the global population believes that climate change is an emergency, with 

81% of UK citizens and 72% of Australian citizens sharing this view (Oxford University, 2021). 

Yet the UK has been much more successful at reducing emissions than Australia. Research 

explains that the choice of a policy instrument plays a substantial role in addressing a policy 

problem (Bardach & Patashnik, 2019). Climate policy instruments, in particular, are generally 

categorized into voluntary and compulsory types. Jaccard (2020) describes voluntary policies as 

optional with no consequence for inaction, whereas compulsory policies offer much less 

flexibility and include consequences for non-compliance. Voluntary policies include information, 

such as energy efficiency labels, and financial incentives, also called subsidies and rebates, that 

aim to influence behaviour with little to no accountability. Compulsory policies, on the other 

hand, include command-and-control regulations that require specific action (e.g., banning gas 

boilers in new buildings and energy efficiency regulations) and financial disincentives such as 

carbon taxes (Jaccard, 2020). Economists often prefer carbon taxes because they work by 

reducing fossil fuel demand and are efficient because they allow citizens and industries to choose 

the cheapest way to reduce emissions (Chetty et al., 2009). Climate policies can also combine 

features of prescriptive regulations with flexibility of financial incentives, known as ‘flexible 

regulations’ (Rhodes et al., 2021). Examples of flexible regulations include the zero-emission 

vehicle (ZEV) mandate, cleaner electricity regulations, and low carbon fuel standards, where 

each policy has mandatory performance standards but offers flexibility through tradable permits 

and freedom in choosing a compliance pathway (e.g., technology or fuel).  

Higher climate policy compulsoriness typically translates into higher policy effectiveness 

at reducing GHG emissions. In fact, international climate policy experts call for introducing 

more compulsory rules in all sectors of the economy (Hale et al., 2024). But the relationship 

between policy effectiveness and political acceptability tends to be inverse for some policies 

(Rhodes et al., 2017). As such, voluntary policies are less effective at reducing emissions due to 

their non-prescriptive nature (Valkengoed & Werff, 2022; Jaccard, 2006) but see higher support, 

while compulsory policies are more effective at rapid emissions reductions (Baranzini, et al., 

2017) but face greater opposition (Fairbrother, 2022; Rhodes, 2017; Kallbekken, 2023; 

Dechezlepretre et al., 2022). While many individual interest groups can affect climate policy 

implementation, this study focuses on one key component of political acceptability, citizen 

support (Schaffer et al., 2021). 

 Rhodes et al. (2014, 2017), Odland et al. (2023), Kitt et al. (2021), and Long et al. (2020) 

are among a few studies that measure citizen support for different types of climate policies. Their 

results consistently show that carbon taxation has the lowest support, followed by command-and-

control regulations such as limits on fossil fuel technology and emissions caps. Voluntary 

policies, such as subsidies, education, and government investment, receive the highest support 

from citizens, followed by flexible regulations. The observed differences may be explained by 

psychological reactance and loss aversion. According to behavioural scientists (Steindl et al., 

2015), psychological reactance is where people generally dislike being told what to do or having 

their freedoms limited, while loss aversion describes how people value losses, such as immediate 

carbon tax payments or limited conventional technology choices, much greater than otherwise 

equivalent gains (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) such as carbon tax rebates or reduced gas bills, 



 
 

4 
 

making compulsory policies seem costly and voluntary policies cheap (Caranttini et al., 2018; 

Vona, 2019; Casey, 2022). 

The carbon tax has additional drivers of opposition, including high salience and citizens’ 

low trust in government spending. Chetty et al. (2009) suggest that high taxation salience leads 

to lower public support. As a result, carbon taxes tend to attract negative media attention and 

generate public outcry. Fairbrother (2022) explains that support for the carbon tax can decrease if 

citizens believe the revenue generated is being misappropriated or if they believe politicians are 

being dishonest about the benefits of the carbon tax for emission reductions. 

One of the most understudied reasons for lower support for compulsory policies is 

deliberate stigmatization expressed via climate delay techniques in the public discourse (Lamb et 

al., 2020). A common delay technique by stakeholder groups vested in fossil fuels perpetuate the 

‘job-killing’ argument, suggesting that compulsory policies will hurt workers in the fossil fuel 

sector and make trade-exposed sectors less competitive (Vona, 2019). Although jobs are 

projected to decrease in the fossil fuel sector under stringent climate policy, the argument 

dismisses job gains and economic growth opportunities in the renewable energy sector as 

countries shift their energy production methods to meet climate targets (Pai et al., 2021). Further, 

many climate policies have provisions to protect the competitiveness of trade-exposed sectors 

such as cement and steel by applying output-based pricing systems that cover only a portion of 

carbon emissions above certain levels of emissions intensity of their production (Good, 2018; 

Arjmand et al., 2024). Such trade-off thinking highlights that citizen beliefs in policy 

effectiveness versus policy impacts on jobs and the associated economic growth might explain 

opposition to compulsory climate policy needed to rapidly decrease emissions. Yet, existing 

research does not explicitly investigate the emissions-economy trade-offs via empirical survey 

evidence—a gap this study aims to address. 

 

2.2. Citizen beliefs in emissions-economy trade-offs 

2.2.1. Emissions-economy growth paradigms 

The perceived trade-offs between emissions reductions and economic growth are 

explored in literature via citizen support for different economic paradigms associated with 

emissions reductions. Previous research by Drews and Van Den Bergh (2016b), Drews et al. 

(2019), Tomaselli et al. (2019), and Van Den Bergh (2018) investigated public opinions on the 

compatibility of economic growth and the environment in general. These studies classified 

citizens into previously identified beliefs for economic growth paradigms. Based on their 

findings, this study tests beliefs in four paradigms concerning the co-existence of emissions 

reductions and economic growth, including beliefs in decoupling (a component of green growth, 

as named in past literature), degrowth, agrowth, and growth-at-all-costs. 

 The green growth paradigm emphasizes the compatibility between economic growth and 

environmental sustainability (Drews & Van Den Bergh, 2016b). According to green growth, 

decoupling emissions while continuing to grow the economy is a feasible way to meet societal 

objectives. Indeed, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) has 

routed its sustainable development strategies within the green growth paradigm (OECD, 2011). 

However, green growth has been criticized for its ineffectiveness and for potentially causing 

delays in climate and environmental policy by creating the illusion that technology and human 
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ingenuity alone can solve the climate crisis and other sustainability issues (Hoffmann, 2011). 

Although there is disagreement within academic and political spheres over the possibility of 

green growth for all aspects of environmental sustainability, decoupling greenhouse gas 

emissions specifically from economic growth is likely possible as 32 countries have already 

achieved decoupling between production-based emissions and gross domestic product (GDP), 

the most widely used metric of economic growth (Hubacek et al., 2021). Notably, there is a 

debate about the definition of absolute and relative decoupling. The concept of decoupling was 

used in this study only as a tool to guide the design of survey questions, rather than a concept to 

prove or disprove with empirical data. 

 The degrowth paradigm is the antithesis of decoupling and green growth due to 

skepticism over prosperity with economic growth (Drews & Van Den Bergh, 2016b). According 

to Schneider et al. (2010, p. 512), degrowth consists of “an equitable down-scaling of production 

and consumption that increases human well-being and enhances ecological conditions at the 

local and global level, in the short and long term.” In other words, economies should shrink to 

meet emission reduction goals, according to the degrowth paradigm. The concept of degrowth 

dates back to Meadows et al.’s (1972) “The Limits to Growth,” in which the authors suggest that 

physical and resource constraints limit economic growth and that environmental issues can be 

solved by aligning the global economy with the Earth’s carrying capacity. Some consider 

degrowth radical because this paradigm does not have a clear framework, which may lead to 

unnecessary welfare losses without achieving climate targets (Van Den Bergh, 2018).  

 Agrowth is a more recent growth paradigm that aims to bridge decoupling and degrowth 

views by placing economic growth as secondary to achieving other societal goals (Van Den 

Bergh, 2018). This paradigm suggests that GDP may not be a reliable indicator of social welfare 

because it fails to capture environmental and other negative externalities and that improving 

social welfare, such as happiness and a healthy environment, may result in GDP growing, 

shrinking, or remaining neutral depending on the circumstance (Van Den Bergh, 2011, 2017, 

2018). The agrowth paradigm requires a societal shift so that everybody becomes agnostic about 

GDP growth, which may be a more reasonable proposition for politicians and economists than 

strictly shrinking the economy (Van Den Bergh, 2018). If this societal shift is achieved, effective 

pricing and regulatory climate policies can be implemented with minimal opposition, according 

to the agrowth paradigm. 

 The final growth paradigm is growth-at-all-costs, which calls for unconditional economic 

growth due to both citizen skepticism about climate change and the environmental degradation 

associated with economic growth (Drews & van Den Bergh, 2016b). This paradigm differs from 

the previous three by strongly emphasizing prosperity with growth while also ignoring 

environmental limits (Drews & van Den Bergh, 2016b).  

 

2.2.2. Citizen beliefs in growth paradigms 

 Citizen beliefs differ for each growth paradigm. A survey of Spanish citizens on 

economic growth, the environment, and prosperity by Drews and Van Den Bergh (2016b) reveals 

that 59% of citizens support decoupling, 21% support agrowth, 15% support degrowth, and that 

only 4% support growth-at-all-costs (perhaps due to some realization of negative environmental 

impacts on the economy). Similar results were observed in Tomaselli et al.’s (2019) study that 

surveyed Canadian citizens regarding economic growth, sustainability, and citizen involvement 
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in sustainability issues. Three belief clusters on the relationship between economic growth and 

sustainability were identified: assured at 41%, ambivalent at 36%, and concerned at 23% of the 

sample. The larger “assured” cluster resembles green growth and decoupling beliefs in that 

citizens hold expansionist views and are optimistic about economic growth while also 

recognizing sustainability issues that need to be addressed. The “ambivalent” cluster consists of 

citizens who are uncertain about the relationship between economic growth and the environment 

as well as the benefits of economic growth, which is likened to agrowth characteristics. Finally, 

the “concerned” cluster is consistent with the degrowth group since these citizens disagree with 

indefinite economic growth and largely believe that humans are a part of nature.  

Another study of the Spanish population by Drews et al. (2019) produced slightly 

different results for the growth paradigm belief. The study finds that agrowth beliefs are the most 

popular by respondents at 43%, followed by green growth beliefs at 29%, degrowth beliefs at 

18%, and indifference at 10%. These results suggest citizens are more skeptical about the 

benefits of economic growth. To explain these results, Savin et al. (2021) use a free association 

method with qualitative data collected from the same survey, which shows that Spanish citizens 

are more critical of economic growth and associate it with corruption, inequality, and poverty. 

However, the data was collected in 2014 after Spain’s economic crisis, which likely influenced 

citizen responses. A common finding between Drews et al. (2019) and Savin et al. (2021) is that 

citizen beliefs are not very polarized and could be influenced by communication. 

 Although Drews et al. (2019) demonstrate that agrowth beliefs may be the strongest in 

Spain, collective results from multiple international surveys in Drews et al. (2018) offer different 

results. Findings from Europe and the United States show that the majority of citizens prioritize 

environmental protection over economic growth; however, citizens do not see economic growth 

and environmental protection as mutually exclusive (Drews et al., 2018). Belief in the 

compatibility of economic growth and the environment is consistent with green growth and 

decoupling beliefs. Generally, the current literature shows that the majority of citizen beliefs 

align with green growth and decoupling, followed by agrowth, degrowth, and growth-at-all-

costs. 

These four growth paradigms can offer different citizen expressions of emissions-

economy trade-offs, which were directly measured in this study. Past studies have categorized 

citizen preferences into different growth paradigms by asking questions about the relationship 

between economic growth and the environment. However, there is scant research about 

associations between these growth paradigms and climate policy support. Additionally, most 

studies lack jurisdictional contrasts due to a focus on a single country. Given that some countries 

are starting to show climate successes while others fail, it is important study jurisdictions with 

different decoupling rates to propose policy recommendations and communication techniques to 

accelerate emissions reductions. As such, this study aims to fill the aforementioned gaps by 

measuring associations between the different growth paradigms and support for various 

compulsory and voluntary climate policies using Australia and the UK as a jurisdictional 

contrast.  

 

2.3. Climate policy in Australia and the United Kingdom 

Australia and the United Kingdom are two advanced countries with varying degrees of 

success in decoupling greenhouse gas emissions from economic growth. According to the World 
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Bank (2024a, 2024b), the UK’s GDP grew by 10.2% and Australia’s by 16.3% between 2015 and 

2022. In the same period, the UK reduced its greenhouse gas emissions by 18.4% while Australia 

by 3.3% (Climate Action Tracker, 2023a, 2023b). To analyze the discrepancy, this section 

compares the UK’s and Australia’s climate governance and policy cases at national levels. Of 

note, the UK and Australia have different urban and rural characteristics, and the UK’s economy 

is service-based (UK Parliament, 2024), which is structurally different from Australia’s resource-

extractive economy (MacDonald & Sloman, 2020), leading to different GHG intensities by 

sector. These structural discrepancies could imply different interpretations of climate policies 

when asking citizens about their policy support. Additionally, the UK is an asymmetrically 

decentralized unitary state, comprised of England and three countries with devolved 

governments: Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland, while Australia uses a federal system. This 

study does not look at regional differences in climate policies in the UK and does not intend to 

compare the two countries fully; instead, it uses them as contrasting case studies. 

 Table 1 summarizes different types of climate policies in both countries. The UK enacted 

the Climate Change Act in 2008, which legislated carbon budgets to reach net-zero by 2050, 

meaning a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by at least 100% from 1990 levels, and created 

the non-partisan Climate Change Committee (CCC) to advise on budgets (CCC, n.d.). The 

carbon budgets and CCC’s expert advice signal to the government and sectors by how much 

emissions need to decrease to comply with the law, setting the stage for strong emissions 

reduction policies. The latest report by the CCC (2024) shows that the third carbon budget (2018 

– 2022) saw 15% larger emissions reductions than required, demonstrating the effectiveness of 

the UK’s climate policy mix. 

 

Table 1: Climate policy summary for Australia and the United Kingdom 

Policy type Policy Australia UK References 

 

 

 

Carbon 

pricing 

policies 

Cap and trade ✔ ✔ Australian Government 

(2023b); UK Government 

(2023a)  

Carbon price floor ✘ ✓ UK Government (2018) 

Climate change levy ✘ ✓ UK Government (2023b) 

Fuel duties ✘ ✓ UK Government (2024a) 

Vehicle emission taxes ✘ ✓ UK Government (2017a) 

Ultra-low emission zone 

charge1 
✘ ✓ Transport for London (2024) 

 

 

 

Regulatory 

policies 

ZEV sales mandate ✘ ✓ UK Government (2023c) 

Banning gas boilers in 

new homes 
✔ ✓ Victoria State Government 

(2024); British Gas (2023) 

Low-carbon fuel 

regulations 
✘ ✓ UK Government (2024b) 

Building energy efficiency ✔ ✓ Australian Government 

(2024c); UK Government 

(2020a, 2023d) 

Vehicle energy efficiency ✘ ✓ UK Government (2023c) 
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Policy type Policy Australia UK References 

 

 

 

 

 

Voluntary 

policies 

Subsidies/investment for 

green industry  
✔ ✓ Australian Government 

(2024d); the UK Government 

(2017b, 2020b) 

Subsidies for citizens for 

low-emission vehicles 
✔ ✓ Government of Western 

Australia (2024); UK 

Government (2024e) 

Subsidies for citizens for 

solar 
✔ ✓ Australian Government 

(2024e); UK Government 

(2023e) 

Subsidies for citizens for 

heat pump 
✔ ✓ Australian Government 

(2024e); UK Government 

(2024c) 

Coal phase-out ✔ ✓ UNSW (2023); UK 

Government (2018) 
1While the ultra-low emission zone (ULEZ) charge started at London’s city level, it has been expanded to most 

metropolitan areas in the UK becoming a common sub-national approach to emissions charging. The policy was also 

frequently identified as a carbon pricing policy as part of the analysis for the ‘policy awareness’ variable described 

in Section 4.3. 

 On the other hand, Australia has only recently committed to net-zero emissions by 2050 

and 43% reduction below 2005 levels by 2030 by legislating emissions reduction targets through 

the Climate Change Act in 2023 (Australian Government, 2023a). Similar to the UK, Australia 

created its own expert body, the Climate Change Authority (CCA), in 2011 to advise the 

Australian government on climate policies (CCA, 2023). However, national Australian 

governments spent the last decade trying to disband the CCA or ignore its advice (Crowley, 

2021). Instead of implementing effective climate policies, Australia developed a habit of 

negotiating decreases in land clearing to offset emissions increases in the transportation, industry, 

and electricity sectors (Crowley, 2021). However, Australia has recently released an energy 

roadmap that plans to phase out coal power stations by 2038, demonstrating a step in the right 

direction (UNSW, 2023). Australia’s lack of clear emissions reduction ambition and resistance to 

expert advice has led to an ineffective climate policy mix discussed below, and failure to 

decouple emissions from economic growth. 

 

2.3.1. Carbon pricing policies 

 The UK has a relatively large carbon pricing policy mix directed at industry and citizens. 

Examples of the UK Government’s industry emissions pricing policies include the cap and trade 

schemes used since 2005 under the European Union law; the Carbon Price Floor introduced in 

2013 that taxes fossil fuels used to generate electricity, catalyzing the phase-out of coal; and the 

Climate Change Levy introduced in 2001 that taxes businesses according to their natural gas and 

electricity consumption to encourage efficiency (UK Government, 2023a, 2018, 2023b). Other 

policies that apply to citizens and industry include fuel duties for fossil fuels and vehicle tax rates 

proportional to carbon dioxide emissions (UK Government, 2024a, 2017a). The UK’s 

longstanding carbon pricing policies that target industry and citizens have contributed greatly to 

the country’s emission reduction (Beugin, et al., 2018). 
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Comparatively, Australia has struggled to implement any effective emissions pricing 

policies. The Australian Government (2015) enacted the Clean Energy Act (CEA) in 2011, 

introducing the Carbon Pricing Mechanism for industry. However, the CEA was repealed shortly 

after in 2014 for the Emissions Reduction Fund - a voluntary emissions reduction credit scheme 

composed of a static emissions cap, known as the Safeguard Mechanism, and tradeable carbon 

credits (CMI & IETA, 2016). This was an ineffective approach because the sectoral caps did not 

decrease over time. In 2016, the CCA recommended using emission intensity targets for 

industries that align with 2030 emissions reduction goals, while Australia’s Chief Scientist 

advocated for clean energy targets to tax fossil fuels--both recommendations were rejected by the 

Prime Minister (Crowley, 2021). The Australian Government (2023b) finally implemented a cap 

and trade scheme in 2023 by reforming the Safeguard Mechanism to have legislated targets (43% 

below 2005 levels by 2030) for industries that align with the Paris Agreement. However, given 

the recency and complexity of this policy, the feasibility of achieving the 2030 target is yet to be 

determined. 

 

 

2.3.2. Regulatory policies 

 Regulatory policies to reduce emissions aim to phase out fossil fuel use and improve 

efficiency. The UK Government (2023c, 2024b) is phasing out fossil fuel use through a 100% 

zero-emission vehicle (ZEV) sales mandate by 2035, low-carbon fuel regulations under the 2008 

Renewable Transport Fuel Obligations, and by banning gas boilers in new homes in 2025 

(British Gas, 2023). For building energy efficiency, the UK Government (2020a, 2023d) uses the 

2012 Energy Performance of Buildings Regulations that require the disclosure of buildings’ 

energy efficiency to encourage suppliers to improve efficiency, and the 2018 Minimum Level of 

Energy Efficiency Standards that require rental buildings to meet a minimum energy efficiency 

rating. For vehicles, energy efficiency standards for non-ZEVs are being implemented as part of 

the ZEV sales mandate to help reduce emissions while manufacturers transition to ZEVs 

(2023c). 

 Unlike the UK, Australia is missing some key regulatory policies. Australia does not have 

a ZEV mandate and lacks energy efficiency regulations for vehicles, although the Australian 

Government (2024a) has plans to implement vehicle efficiency standards in 2025. The Australian 

Government (2024b) has fuel quality standards that they intend to improve in 2025; however, it 

is unclear if these improvements will sufficiently contribute to greenhouse gas emissions 

reductions. Finally, the Australian Government (2024c) has energy efficiency regulations for 

buildings and is phasing out gas for buildings sub-nationally (Victoria State Government, 2024). 

 

2.3.3. Voluntary policies 

 Voluntary policies mainly consist of government investment in green industries and 

subsidies. The UK Government (2017b, 2020b) has subsidies for industry, such as the Contracts 

for Differences (CfD) scheme to subsidize low-carbon electricity generators from wind and solar  

and the Regulated Asset Base model to subsidize nuclear energy construction. For citizens, the 

UK Government (2024c, 2024d, 2024e, 2023e) provides subsidies for heat pumps, improving 
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building energy efficiency, low-emission vehicles, and solar panels. Citizens may also receive 

payments for electricity exported to the national grid that is generated using low-carbon systems 

such as wind or solar (Ofgem, 2024). Australia has comparable voluntary policies. The 

Australian Government (2024d) is investing in integrating renewable sources into the electricity 

grid, installing community batteries and solar power, and investing in electric vehicle 

infrastructure. Solar panels and heat pump subsidies are also available to citizens (Australian 

Government, 2024e), while a ZEV rebate is available sub-nationally in Western Australia 

(Government of Western Australia, 2024). 

 

2.3.4 Summary and critique of the UK and Australia’s policy mixes 

 The UK and Australia’s climate policy mixes differ dramatically for compulsory policies. 

The UK’s heavy emphasis on carbon pricing policies is a central reason for its emission 

reduction success. This is not surprising, as carbon pricing is well supported by expert bodies 

such as OECD, the World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund (UNFCCC, 2020) and 

researchers (Beugin, et al., 2018) due to its effectiveness and cost efficiency. On the contrary, 

Australia’s lack of long-term carbon pricing policies and history of governments ignoring climate 

experts’ advice has likely contributed to its low emissions reduction. For the countries’ 

regulatory policy mixes, the UK focuses on both fuel switching (to lower carbon fuels) and 

energy efficiency, while Australia mainly focuses on improving energy efficiency. Although 

energy efficiency lowers emissions per unit consumption, gains in efficiency are often offset by 

increased energy use, which is known as the rebound effect (Greening et al., 2000). In fact, the 

energy efficiency approach has failed at reducing emissions in the last three decades (Murphy 

and Jaccard, 2011). Therefore, serious emission reductions are not feasible without regulatory 

fuel switching policies that phase out fossil fuel use, further explaining Australia’s emission 

reduction failure.  

Finally, voluntary policies are similar in the UK and Australia. However, voluntary 

policies alone cannot effectively reduce emissions. Instead, they should be used to complement 

compulsory policies (Baranzini, et al., 2017).  

These contrasts in climate policies between the UK and Australia, along with their 

respective better and poorer decoupling rates, provide a unique opportunity to investigate 

differences in citizen support for climate policies and to test the role of emissions-economy 

trade-offs in climate policy support. 
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Chapter 3: Theoretical framework: Stern’s ABC theory 

This study relies on the Attitude-Behavior-Context (ABC) theory developed by 

Guagnano et al. (1995) and Stern (2000) to test the associations between beliefs in emissions-

economy trade-offs and trends with climate policy support. According to the ABC theory, pro-

environmental behaviour, such as climate policy support, is a product of internal attitudinal and 

external contextual characteristics, as demonstrated successfully in recent studies (Long et al., 

2020; Odland et al., 2023; Rhodes et al., 2017). The ABC theory suggests four types of 

characteristics influencing climate policy support: attitudinal, contextual, personal capability, and 

habitual (Stern, 2020). Attitudinal characteristics include an individual’s beliefs, values, and 

norms; contextual characteristics include interpersonal influences, community expectations, and 

broader dimensions of the social, economic, and political contexts; personal capabilities refer to 

sociodemographic variables; and habitual characteristics are defined as a citizen’s pro- or anti-

environmental habits. Given that support for or opposition to climate policy has not been seen as 

a habit in literature, habitual characteristics are not used in this study. As a result, this study has 

organized independent variables into the categories of attitudinal, contextual, and personal 

capability characteristics summarized in Table 2. 

Table 2: Variables hypothesized to have associations with climate policy support. 

 

Variables 

Hypothesized 

direction for 

compulsory 

policies (pricing 

and regulations) 

Hypothesized 

direction for 

voluntary 

policies 

 

References 

Attitudinal variables    

Emissions-economy trade-off 

belief 

   

Decoupling [+] [+] Drews & Van Den Bergh, 

(2016b) 

Degrowth          [+] [-] Drews & Van Den Bergh, 

(2016b) and Van Den 

Bergh, (2018) 

Agrowth [+] [-] Van Den Bergh, (2011) 

(2017) (2018) 

Growth-at-all-costs [-] [+] Drews & Van Den Bergh, 

(2016b) 

Emissions and economy trend 

belief  

   

Past emissions decreased [+] [+] Not available 

Past economy increased [+] [+] Not available 

Future emissions decrease [+] [+] Not available 

Future economy increase [+] [+] Not available 

Values    

Traditional  [-] [+] Kitt et al. (2021), Long et 

al. (2020), and Odland et 

al. (2023) 
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Variables 

Hypothesized 

direction for 

compulsory 

policies (pricing 

and regulations) 

Hypothesized 

direction for 

voluntary 

policies 

 

References 

Altruistic  [+] [+] Long et al. (2020) and Kitt 

et al. (2021) 

Egoistic  [-] [conflicting 

evidence] 

Odland et al. (2023), 

Rhodes et al. (2017), Long 

et al. (2020), Kitt et al. 

(2021), Bouman et al. 

(2018), and Weber et al. 

(2020) 

Openness to change  [+] [+] Long et al., (2020), 

Rhodes et al. (2017), and 

Odland et al. (2023) 

General environment concern 

(NEP)  

[+] [+] Long et al. (2020) and Kitt 

et al. (2021) 

 

Contextual variables 

   

Policy awareness  [-] [+] Rhodes et al. (2014), 

Dechezlepretre et al.,  

2022; Long et al., 2020 

Political affiliation (left to 

right)  

[-] [-] Moyaon-Diaz et al. (2018) 

and Bumann (2021) 

Lifestyle    

Technology-oriented  [-] [+] Axsen et al. (2012) and 

Odland et al. (2023) 

Environment-oriented  [+] [+] Axsen et al. (2012) and 

Odland et al. (2023) 

Personal capability variables    

Age  [-] [-] Kitt et al. (2021), Bumann 

(2021), and Gugushvili 

(2021) 

Female (ref: male) [+] [+] Bumann (2021), and 

Gugushvili (2021) 

Other gender (ref: male) [+] [+] Not available 

Education  [+] [+] Odland et al. (2023), 

Bumann (2021), and 

Gugushvili (2021) 

Household income  [+] [+] Kitt et al. (2021), Bumann 

(2021), and Gugushvili 

(2021) 
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Attitudinal characteristics are measured via questions about emissions-economy trade-off 

beliefs (first independent variable), emissions and economy trend beliefs (second independent 

variable), and other control variables, including values and ecological worldviews. Emissions-

economy trade-off beliefs consist of belief questions about the four growth paradigms: 

decoupling, degrowth, agrowth, and growth-at-all-costs. The hypothesized relationships are 

relative to the decoupling belief, with (a) degrowth beliefs hypothesized to have positive 

associations with support for compulsory policies to reduce emissions and negative support 

associations with voluntary policies such as subsidies that may be seen as supportive of 

economic growth; (b) agrowth beliefs having positive associations with support for compulsory 

policies to achieve emission reductions regardless of economic impacts, and negative 

associations with support for voluntary policies such as information and subsidies that are less 

effective at reducing emissions; and (c) growth-at-all-costs beliefs having negative associations 

with support for all compulsory policies due to a likely perception that these policies as harmful 

to economic growth, and positive associations with support for subsidies that may incentivize 

growth.  

Emissions and economy trend beliefs measure citizen beliefs in the direction of the past 

and future economy and emissions trends. Because this variable is novel, the direction of 

associations with policy support will be hypothesized for climate policies in general rather than 

for compulsory and voluntary policies separately. It is therefore expected that citizens who are 

optimistic about past and future economic growth and emissions reduction will have higher 

support for climate policies. Citizens who are optimistic about past and future economic growth 

are likely to believe their country’s climate policies do not negatively affect the economy; 

therefore, they are hypothesized to support such policies. Citizens who are optimistic about past 

and future emissions decreases are likely to support climate policies because their optimism may 

indicate the belief that their government’s policies are working.  

This study tests four types of values orientation: altruistic (equality and working for the 

welfare of others), openness to change (desire for an exciting life, new experiences, and 

exploration), egoistic (influence on others and prioritizing material possessions), and traditional 

values (honouring elders, self-discipline, and conserving the norm) (Dietz et al., 2005). 

Ecological worldviews are measured via the New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) scale concerning 

relationships between humans and the environment (Stern et al., 1995). The foundational works 

of Dietz et al. (2005) and Stern (2000) show that altruistic values and NEP are positively 

associated with pro-environmental behaviour; that openness to change values may have little or 

no positive association with pro-environmental behaviour; and that traditional and egoistic 

values tend to have negative associations with pro-environmental behaviour since traditionalism 

is rooted in conserving societal norms while egoism prioritizes self-interest. More recent 

research has refined the relationship between values and NEP to climate policy support. Long et 

al. (2020) and Kitt et al. (2021) demonstrate that altruistic values and NEP are positively 

associated with compulsory policies, such as the carbon tax and ZEV mandate, and voluntary 

policies, such as subsidies. Openness to change values also have positive associations with 

compulsory and voluntary policies. Long et al. (2020) show a positive association between 

openness to change values and support for the carbon tax. Rhodes et al. (2017) and Long et al. 

(2020) also show positive associations with support for clean electricity standards and low-

carbon fuel standards, respectively, while Odland et al. (2023) only show positive associations 

with support for climate subsidies. Unlike Dietz et al. (2005), recent literature demonstrates that 

openness to change values are indeed positively associated with support for climate policies.  
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Kitt et al. (2021) and Long et al. (2020) demonstrate that traditional values are negatively 

associated with support for the carbon tax and ZEV mandate. Odland et al. (2023) also finds a 

negative association between traditional values and support for the carbon tax, while showing 

positive associations with support for voluntary policies such as subsidies and education. Finally, 

Odland et al. (2023) shows that egoistic values have negative associations with voluntary 

policies. Rhodes et al. (2017) also show a negative association between egoistic values and 

voluntary policies and supply-focused regulations. Long et al. (2020) and Kitt et al. (2021) show 

a negative association with vehicle emission standards, but interestingly, a positive association 

with a ZEV mandate. Positive associations between egoistic values and climate policy support 

may be occasionally expected, as Bouman et al. (2018) and Weber et al. (2020) suggest pro-

environmental behaviours and egoistic values may be positively associated if the pro-

environmental behaviour such as climate policy support, directly benefits citizens. 

 Contextual characteristic measures include climate policy awareness, political ideology, 

and lifestyles. Past studies found that public awareness of existing climate policy is low and 

primarily limited to highly salient (i.e., with high cost visibility) compulsory policies such as 

carbon taxes and strict mandates or bans (Rhodes et al., 2014; Dechezlepretre et al., 2022; Long 

et al., 2020.). In fact, Chetty et al. (2009) demonstrate that higher cost-visibility tends to increase 

opposition to taxes. Therefore, more compulsory policies with higher cost-visibility, such as the 

carbon tax, are hypothesized to have higher opposition, while voluntary policies that do not 

directly impose a cost but rather benefit a citizen will have higher support. More right-wing 

political orientation is expected to have a negative association with climate policy support as 

right-wing citizens tend to believe that climate policies interfere too much with the economy 

(Moyaon-Diaz et al., 2018) and/or do not believe in human-cased climate change all together 

(Bumann, 2021). Finally, the lifestyle characteristics of engagement with new technologies and 

environmentalism are also expected to influence climate policy support. According to Axsen et 

al. (2012), citizens engaged with technologies tend to show higher support for technology-geared 

policies, such as household climate subsidies for installing solar panels, while environment-

oriented citizens are expected to be interested in investments in green electricity infrastructure 

and have higher satisfaction rates with electric vehicles. Odland et al. (2023) show partial 

agreement with Axsen et al. (2012) in that environment-oriented citizens have higher support for 

compulsory and voluntary policies but technology-oriented citizens only show higher opposition 

to the carbon tax and regulations. 

 The final characteristics of personal capabilities are represented through socio-

demographic variables, including age, gender, education, and household income. Younger, 

female, more educated, and wealthier citizens are predicted to show higher support for climate 

policies as per past literature (Bumann, 2021; Gugushvili, 2021). One of the novelties of this 

study is that it includes non-binary genders, which have not been researched in relation to 

climate policy support. It is hypothesized that non-binary genders will have higher support for 

climate policies due to their greater support of leftwing political ideology (Albaugh et al., 2023). 
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Chapter 4: Methods 

4.1. Data collection 

Primary data were collected using a 20-minute web-based representative survey of 

citizens (18+) in Australia (n=1,029) and the UK (n=1,009). The survey was administered by the 

market research company, Qualtrics, in September-October 2023. The samples are fairly 

representative of the population by education, age, and gender in both countries. When compared 

to Census data (Table 3), Australia’s sample is slightly over-represented by middle-aged citizens 

and under-represented by seniors and males. In the UK, the sample is slightly over-represented 

by more educated people and under-represented by seniors and females.  

To ensure representativeness, weights were generated and applied to education, age, and 

gender in R with the “Survey” package using Random Iterative Method (RIM) weighting. Non-

responses for the education and age variables were replaced with averages to include these 

citizens in the RIM weighting. For gender, non-responses or ‘other genders’ could not be 

replaced with an average, so they were weighed to 0.01% of the population. This was appropriate 

because gender non-response was under 1% for both countries. The raw RIM weights were then 

applied to all continuous variables except for education and age variables, given that these 

variables were used to create weights. 

Table 3: Sample versus census data for Australia and the United Kingdom 

Socio-demographic 

variables 

Australian sample Australia 

Census 1,2 

(YouGov – 

Education) 

UK sample UK  

Census3, 4,5 

Education 

Highschool or less 

Diploma or certificate  

Bachelor degree 

Graduate degree 

 

26.2% 

26.5% 

29.7% 

17.5% 

 

25.8% 

25.0% 

31.9% 

17.3% 

 

26% 

36.7% 

37.3% 

BA+ 

 

27.8% 

38.4% 

33.8% BA 

+ 

Age 

18 – 34 

35 – 54 

55+ 

 

28.3% 

38.8% 

32.9% 

 

29.1% 

33.8% 

37.1% 

 

29.9% 

34.7% 

35.4% 

 

27.6% 

33.2% 

39.2% 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

Prefer not to answer 

(including non-binary 

genders) 

 

48.6% 

50.7% 

0.7% 

 

49.35% 

50.64% 

0.01% 

 

49.36% 

49.75% 

0.89% 

 

49.0% 

51.0% 

n/a 

1Australian Bureau of Statistics (2022), 2YouGov (2023), 3United Kingdom Government (2023f), 
4United Kingdom Government (2023g), 5United Kingdom Government (2023h). 

 The survey consisted of four sections (see Appendix A for full questionnaire). Section 1 

assessed citizen views on their country’s economy and impact on the environment. Section 2 

measured citizen support for climate policies. Section 3 assessed values and beliefs. Section 4 

collected general demographic information. This study only uses a subset of questions from the 
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survey, as determined by our present research objectives. The entire survey was pretested by a 

range of academic and non-academic individuals to minimize the survey error.  

 

4.2. Descriptive analyses 

All analyses of this study were performed in R 4.2.2. To assess levels of climate policy 

support (objective 1), citizens were asked to indicate how much they would oppose or support 

their government using different kinds of policies in trying to reduce climate change on a five-

point Likert scale from “strongly oppose” to “strongly support” with “prefer not to answer” 

category. The tested policies included the carbon tax, cleaner fuel regulations, energy efficiency 

regulations, zero-emission vehicle (ZEV) sales mandate, fossil fuel bans, subsidies for 

households, subsidies for business, information, and government investment. These policies were 

accompanied with brief non-technical definitions. To assess differences in climate policy support 

between countries, a pooled two-sample t-test was used, which tests for differences in means of 

policy support between the countries. The more conservative two-tailed t-test was used first to 

determine if there was a statistically significant difference between mean support, followed by a 

one-tailed t-test to determine which countries’ mean support for the climate policy was greater. 

To identify perceptions of emissions-economy trade-offs (objective 2), citizens were 

asked a question about the direction the UK and Australian governments should pursue 

concerning economic growth and emission reduction. Citizens who answered “reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions regardless of any impacts on the economy” were categorized as 

agrowthers; those who answered “grow the economy regardless of any impacts on greenhouse 

gas emissions” were named as supporters of growth-at-all-costs; those who answered “reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions and shrink the economy at the same time” were named as 

degrowthers; and those who answered “try to grow the economy and reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions at the same time” were labelled as decouplers. Emissions-economy trade-offs were 

also measured indirectly via questions on beliefs of past and future emissions and economy 

changes on a continuous slide from -100% to +100% with 0 meaning no change. The timeframes 

were 2015-2023 for past trends (i.e., since the Paris commitment) and 2023-2030 (until the most 

immediate climate target) for future trends. Responses to questions about support for growth 

paradigms and perceived changes in past and future emissions and economy, were then 

compared between countries using a Pearson’s Chi-Squared test for homogeneity and a 

Bonferroni-adjusted critical value at α=0.05 post hoc test. 

 

4.3. Regression analyses  

 Finally, multiple multivariate linear regression models were estimated to assess the 

association between beliefs in emissions-economy trade-offs using growth paradigms and beliefs 

about past and future economy and emissions changes with different climate policies (objective 

3), while controlling for the independent variables. Multivariate regression models determine 

statistically significant relationships between a single response variable (i.e., support for the 

various climate policies) and multiple explanatory variables (Alexopoulos, 2010). The following 

model was used to determine climate policy support: 
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𝑦𝑖 = 𝛼0 + 𝛼1𝐴𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑡ℎ𝑖 + 𝛼2𝐷𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑡ℎ𝑖 + 𝛼3𝐺𝐴𝐴𝐶𝑖

+  𝛼4𝑃𝐸𝐼𝑖 + 𝛼5𝑃𝐸𝐷𝑖 + 𝛼6𝐹𝐸𝐼𝑖 + 𝛼7𝐹𝐸𝐷𝑖 +  𝑿′𝜷 + 𝑢𝑖 

where 𝑦𝑖 represents climate policy support for the carbon tax, fossil fuel bans, regulation index, 

subsidy index, and government investment (policy aggregations are explained below). Support 

for a given policy was regressed on beliefs aligning with agrowth (𝐴𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑡ℎ𝑖), degrowth 

(𝐷𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑡ℎ𝑖), growth-at-all-costs (𝐺𝐴𝐴𝐶𝑖), and the beliefs that the past economy increased 

(PEIi), past emissions decreased (PEDi), the future economy will increase (FEIi), and future 

emissions will decrease (FEDi). 𝑿′𝜷 represents variables controlled for, as outlined in Table 2. 

The decouplers were used as the reference category in the regressions for the “emissions-

economy trade-off belief” variable, so the standardized β-coefficients show an association 

between three other emissions-economy trade-off beliefs (growth-at-all-costs, agrowth, and 

degrowth) and policy support, as compared to decouplers.  

For regression purposes, all climate policies were kept on a five-point Likert scale for 

greater response nuance. Other policy support variables were combined to create a regulation 

support variable (i.e., cleaner fuel regulations, energy efficiency regulations, and ZEV mandate) 

and a subsidy support variable (i.e. household subsidies and business subsidies), reducing the 

number of policy support models from nine to five for both countries. To address research 

objectives, the main independent variables used were belief in an emissions-economy trade-off 

(growth paradigm) and beliefs in country’s past and future economic and emission trends 

described above, with the latter belief variables being recoded as dummy variables and framed 

optimistically. Citizens were coded as ‘1’ for the belief of negative past and future emission 

trends and ‘1’ for the belief of positive past and future economic growth.  

 The control variables included climate policy awareness, new ecological paradigm 

(NEP), values, lifestyle (technology-oriented, passive environmentalism, and active 

environmentalism), and demographic information. To measure climate policy awareness, the 

survey used an open-ended question, allowing citizens to list up to five existing climate policies 

they were aware of in their country (Rhodes et al., 2014). A semi-verbatim analysis was used to 

match responses to their country’s climate policies (Table 1). Non-specific responses such as 

“solar panels,” “renewable energy,” and “electric cars” as well as generic targets (e.g., “net zero 

by 2050”) or climate action plans were excluded. However, if responses had the general idea of a 

policy in place even if the citizen could not directly name the policy, they were included. For 

example, “all cars electric by 2035” is a non-technical description of a ZEV sales mandate that 

was included in this analysis. 

NEP and values were measured using multi-item scales that were averaged to obtain a 

final score for each variable (Dunlap et al., 2002; Dietz et al., 2005; Stern et al., 1998). However, 

the commonly used ecological value was omitted from the regressions models due to 

multicollinearity with NEP. Similarly, the three lifestyle variables were produced using a factor 

analysis of the lifestyle variable (Axsen et al., 2012) with the “nFactors” and “psych” packages 

(Murphy P. , 2021). A scree plot (Figure B.1 and B.2 in Appendix B) was used to determine the 

number of factors to extract. The factor variables were non-independent (smallest correlation 

between factors r >=|0.46| for Australia and r >= |0.42|), so a Promax (oblique) rotation at a cut-

off of r < |0.30| was used to extract the factors, which is advantageous for larger datasets 

(Murphy P. , 2021). Visualizations of the factor loadings and analysis were made to confirm the 

factor variables.  
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For the household income variable within demographic information, responses were 

recoded into integers for each increase of $25,000 USD, starting from $0.00 to $24,999 as (1) 

and going up to $250,000+ as (11). Those whose income was $250,000 and greater were recoded 

the same. 

 The regression models started with many variables that were refitted for refinement. As 

part of the process, a forward stepwise regression was used to determine a pattern of significant 

variables compared to the full model. Doing so allowed for the removal of non-significant 

variables; however, some non-significant variables were left as controls to reduce endogeneity or 

if their non-significance was important to answer the research questions. To address 

multicollinearity, variables with a variance inflation factor (VIF) above the generally accepted 

threshold of 5.0 were excluded from the regression (Marcoulides & Raykov, 2019). Due to this, 

urban, rural, and suburban areas were removed due to potential multicollinearity with other 

variables, such as political ideology. The regressions did not have multicollinearity, as all VIFs 

were below 5.0 (< 2.9 for Australia and < 2.5 for the UK).  

Most variables had a “prefer not to answer” or “I don’t know” response option. For 

continuous variables, these responses were treated as non-responses and replaced with the 

variable’s mean prior to running the regression. On average, non-responses for the continuous 

variables used in the regressions were 2.8% for Australia and 3.9% for the UK, which are below 

the generally accepted threshold of 5%. Due to the relatively small percentage of missing values, 

using the mean did not significantly influence the data, but instead allowed to retain all data 

points. 
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Chapter 5: Results and discussion 

The results and discussion section begins with the descriptive statistics for climate policy 

support and the two main independent variables: (1) citizen beliefs in emissions-economy trade-

offs and (2) citizen beliefs for past and future emissions and economic trends. The section 

continues with the regression results and discussion of associations between the main 

independent variables and control variables with support for different types of compulsory and 

voluntary climate policies. 

5.1. Support for different climate policies  

  Figure 1 provides descriptive results on citizen support for climate policies in Australia 

and the UK. In both countries, citizens show the highest support (i.e., an aggregate of “support” 

and “strongly support”) for information (79% in Australia and 78% in the UK) and government 

investment policies (73% in Australia and 76% in the UK). Subsidies, energy efficiency 

regulations, and cleaner fuel regulations receive moderate support, at 63–75% for subsidies and 

68–75% for regulations in both countries. In both Australia and the UK, business subsidies are 

5% less popular than household subsidies. As expected, the carbon tax has the lowest support at 

47% in Australia and 44% in the UK, closely followed by fossil fuel bans at 48% in Australia 

and 45% in the UK and a ZEV sales mandate at 53% in Australia and 49% in the UK. This is in 

line with past research suggesting that people are more likely to oppose highly salient policies 

with perceived high costs to individuals, including taxes and bans, and support voluntary policies 

instead (Rhodes et al., 2017; Chetty et al., 2009; Fairbrother, 2022; Dechezlepretre, et al., 2022). 

The low support for a ZEV sales mandate is somewhat surprising because past studies 

considered this policy politically viable (Kitt et al., 2021) due to its market flexibility features. 

One potential explanation is that ZEVs’ initial costs are still high compared to conventional 

vehicles, and citizens may be concerned about their substitutability with internal combustion 

vehicles (EPIC, 2023). 
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 Figure 1: Climate policy support in Australia and the United Kingdom 

 The two-sample t-tests revealed that significantly more Australian citizens support energy 

efficiency regulations (2038 = -1.7665, p = 0.03873), household subsidies (2038 = -2.3926, p = 

0.008411), and business subsidies (2038 = -2.1696, p = 0.01508) than UK citizens. It is possible 

that Australians support these three policies more than UK citizens because they do not require 

phasing out fossil fuels. However, the overall absence of differences in support for other policies 

suggests that policy preferences for general policy types (i.e., lower support for carbon taxes 

versus higher support for regulations and voluntary policies) are consistent in both Australia and 

the UK, suggesting the irrelevance of the level of decoupling of emissions from the economic 

growth for most policies.  

 

5.2. Perceptions of emissions-economy trade-offs 

 Figure 2 shows levels of citizen beliefs in their government’s direction on economic 

growth and emission reductions. Nearly half of the citizens in both countries believe in 
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decoupling emissions from the economic growth (48% in Australia and 47% in the UK), 

followed by agrowth (21% in Australia and 19% in the UK), growth-at-all-cost (16% in 

Australia and 15% in the UK), and degrowth (10% in both countries). The chi-square test finds a 

statistically significant difference for growth paradigm categories between countries (X2(4, 2038) 

= p < 0.05). The Bonferroni post-hoc test reveals that only proportions in the “prefer not to 

answer / don’t know” category are significantly different, suggesting no significant difference in 

the distribution of citizen beliefs in the four growth paradigms between Australia and the UK. 

However, significantly fewer UK citizens responded to this question. This may be because the 

UK is more successful at addressing climate change through policies, making citizens less 

concerned with trade-offs between the economy and emissions. Belief in the growth-at-all-costs 

paradigm in Australia and the UK is three times higher compared to the results found in Drews 

and Van Den Bergh (2016b). This suggests that a lack of environmental concern may be higher 

than expected in both countries. For both countries, the more extreme growth paradigms of 

growth-at-all-costs and degrowth are believed in the least, demonstrating that citizens prefer a 

balance of economic growth and emission reductions and suggesting a potential compatibility 

between the two issues, consistent with past findings by Drews et al. (2018) and Tomaselli et al. 

(2019). 

  

Figure 2: Citizen beliefs in the emissions-economy trade-offs in Australia and the United 

Kingdom 

Figure 3 shows levels of citizen beliefs about past and future emissions and economic 

growth trends in both countries. Fifteen percent more citizens in both countries believe that past 

emissions increased than decreased, indicating pessimism about past climate progress. Only 29% 

of UK citizens believe that their country’s emissions have decreased since 2015, showing a lack 

of awareness of their emission reduction success (i.e., the actual reduction is 18.4% since 2015 

47%

48%

19%

21%

15%

16%

10%

10%

9%

5%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

UK

Australia

Decoupling (Try to grow the economy and reduce greenhouse gas emissions at the same

time)
Agrowth (Reduce greenhouse gas emissions regardless of any impacts on the economy)

Growth-at-all-costs (Grow the economy regardless of any impacts on greenhouse gas

emissions)
Degrowth (Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and shrink the economy at the same time)

Prefer not to answer / don’t know



 
 

22 
 

(Climate Action Tracker, 2023a)). In terms of beliefs in future emission growth trends, more 

citizens in both countries (7% in the UK and 10% in Australia) believe that emissions will 

decrease compared to past beliefs; however, there is still a greater belief that future emissions 

would increase, showing an overall lack of optimism in meeting 2030 emission targets. For the 

economic growth trends, in both countries, more citizens believe that the past economy grew 

rather than shrank, with the majority of citizens (52% in the UK and 62% in Australia) stating the 

economy would grow in the future. These descriptive results suggest that, overall, there is much 

more positive thinking about economic growth than climate change mitigation in both 

jurisdictions. 

 

Figure 3: Past and future beliefs about emissions and economic trends in Australia and the United Kingdom. 

 

When comparing the four belief trends between countries, the chi-square test shows a 

significantly different distribution for Australia and UK’s citizen belief in past emission trends 

(X2(3, 2038) = 8.9405, p < 0.05), future emission trends (X2(3, 2038) = 8.6085, p < 0.05), past 

economic trends (X2(3, 2038) = 69.865, p < 0.0001), and future economic trends (X2(3, 2038) = 

23.103, p < 0.0001). For beliefs in past and future emissions trends, the Bonferroni post-hoc test 

suggests that 3% more Australians than UK citizens believe past emissions stayed the same; that 

the proportion of citizens who believe past emissions increased or decreased is the same in both 

countries; and that 4% more Australians than UK citizens believe future emissions will decrease. 

For beliefs in past and future economic trends, the Bonferroni post-hoc confirmed that 18% more 
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Australians than UK citizens believe their economy grew since 2015, and that 10% more 

Australians believe their future economy will grow. Both Australia’s and the UK’s GDPs have 

grown by 16.3% and 10.2%, respectively, albeit the UK’s grew significantly less with more years 

of economic downturn, which could explain why UK citizens are more pessimistic about past 

and future economic growth (The World Bank, 2024a, 2024b). 

 

5.3. Regression results 

Tables 4 and 5 show the results of multiple linear regressions that identify characteristics of 

support for climate policies in Australia and the UK, respectively. Standardized β coefficients 

were used for continuous variables (referred to using c next to the variable name) to reflect the 

relative change in policy support per one-unit change of the independent variables. The three 

lifestyle control variables (technology-oriented, passive environmentalism, and active 

environmentalism) were determined through factor analysis (see Appendix B). The Cronbach’s 

alphas for the lifestyle variables were all above 0.86 and 0.83 (Table B.1) for Australia and the 

UK respectively, indicating high internal consistency (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). 

 

5.3.1. Role of perceived emissions-economy trade-offs in climate policy support 

In both Australia and the UK, compared to the decoupling belief, the growth-at-all-costs 

belief has a negative association with support for all climate policy types, while the agrowth 

belief (i.e., reducing greenhouse gas emissions regardless of any impact on the economy) has a 

positive association with support for all compulsory policies and similar associations with 

support for voluntary policies. Therefore, agrowth is the emissions-economy trade-off belief that 

has the strongest association with climate policy support, while the growth-at-all-costs belief has 

negative associations with support for all policy types. The results for agrowth and growth-at-all-

costs only align with their hypotheses for compulsory policies, as agrowth was expected to have 

negative associations with voluntary policies, while growth-at-all-costs was expected to have 

positive associations.  

In both countries, compared to the decoupling belief, the degrowth belief has similar 

associations with support for the carbon tax, regulations, and government investment, and has a 

negative association with support for subsidies. However, in Australia only, the degrowth belief 

is also positively associated with support for fossil fuel bans. These results align with the 

degrowth belief (i.e., need to decrease the economy in order to reduce emissions), as subsidies 

may imply continuous economic growth, while banning fossil fuels may align better with the 

notion of shrinking the economy. These results suggest that degrowth is the belief with the 

second strongest association with climate policy support, and decoupling the third. The results 

fully align with the hypothesis for degrowth in Australia and only partly in the UK, as there are 

no negative associations with any voluntary policies. Overall, there is minimal variation in policy 

support associated with emissions-economy trade-off belief between Australia and the UK.  
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Table 4: Multivariate regression results on support for climate policy in Australia (with standardized 

β coefficients) 

 Carbon tax Fossil fuel 

bans 

Regulation 

index 

Subsidy index Government 

investment 

Attitudinal variables      

Emissions-economy trade-off 

beliefa (reference: Decoupling) 

     

Growth-at-all-costs          −0.452*** −0.419*** −0.535*** −0.616*** −0.821*** 

Agrowth 0.329*** 0.450*** 0.130* −0.073 −0.080 

Degrowth 0.125 0.236** −0.035 −0.191** −0.078 

Emissions & economy trend 

beliefb 

     

Past emissions decreased 0.04 −0.129 0.011 −0.025 0.05 

Past economy increased 0.222** 0.178* 0.111* 0.088 0.131* 

Future emissions decrease 0.04 0.06 0.096* 0.152** 0.134** 

Future economy increase 0.234*** 0.133 0.213*** 0.063 0.165** 

Values      

Traditionalc −0.130** −0.213*** −0.155*** −0.132*** −0.115*** 

Altruisticc −0.011 0.007 0.031 0.139*** 0.089** 

Egoisticc 0.117** 0.110** 0.124*** 0.041 0.066* 

Openness to changec −0.089* −0.151*** −0.095*** −0.069* −0.091** 

General environment concern 

(NEP)c 

0.370*** 0.442*** 0.376*** 0.187*** 0.312*** 

Contextual variables      

Policy awarenessc −0.001 −0.030 0.025 0.038 0 

Political affiliation (left to right)c −0.054 −0.033 −0.051* −0.020 −0.061* 

Lifestyle      

Technology-orientedc 0.06 0.075 0.049 0.026 0.049 

Passive environmentalismc 0.079 0.178*** 0.146*** 0.117*** 0.147*** 

Active environmentalismc 0.122** 0.052 −0.011 −0.012 −0.032 

 

Personal capability variables 

     

Agec −0.202*** −0.228*** −0.167*** −0.119*** −0.118*** 

Female −0.066 0.131* −0.102* 0.068 −0.174*** 

Other gender 0.722 2.756** 2.319*** 1.41 1.977** 

Educationc 0.029 0.03 0.04 −0.004 0.054* 

Household incomec −0.023 −0.027 −0.009 −0.054* 0.005 

Adjusted R2 0.262 0.329 0.385 0.225 0.312 

F-Statistic 16.204 21.992 27.817 13.395 20.427 
p < 0.1 *, p < 0.05 **, p < 0.01 ***  
a first main independent variable  
b second main independent variable 
c continuous variables 
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Table 5: Multivariate regression results on support for climate policy in the United Kingdom 

(with standardized β coefficients) 

 Carbon tax Fossil fuel 

bans 

Regulation 

index 

Subsidy 

index 

Government 

investment 

Attitudinal variables      

Emissions-economy trade-off 

beliefa (reference: Decoupling) 

     

Growth-at-all-costs          −0.460*** −0.461*** −0.407*** −0.384*** −0.504*** 

Agrowth 0.244** 0.417*** 0.169** 0.025 −0.044 

Degrowth 0.193 0.092 0.068 −0.155* −0.060 

Emissions & economy trend 

beliefb 

     

Past emissions decreased −0.095 −0.013 −0.122* −0.063 −0.092 

Past economy increased −0.111 −0.013 −0.089 −0.209*** −0.122* 

Future emissions decrease 0.027 0.081 0.114* 0.153** 0.198*** 

Future economy increase 0.300*** 0.105 0.170*** 0.083 0.152** 

Values      

Traditionalc −0.048 −0.079 −0.057 −0.051 −0.006 

Altruisticc 0.021 0.083* 0.105*** 0.127*** 0.132*** 

Egoisticc −0.026 0.02 −0.010 −0.001 −0.057 

Openness to changec 0.093** 0.069 0.047 0.022 0.046 

General environment concern 

(NEP)c 

0.241*** 0.359*** 0.295*** 0.169*** 0.252*** 

Contextual variables      

Policy awarenessc −0.075** −0.086** −0.010 0.047* 0.035 

Political affiliation (left to 

right)c 

−0.135*** −0.079** −0.088*** −0.079** −0.064* 

Lifestyle      

Technology-orientedc 0.015 0.057 0.046 0.070** 0.082** 

Passive environmentalismc 0.110** 0.04 0.137*** 0.123*** 0.118*** 

Active environmentalismc 0.101** 0.210*** 0.039 −0.024 0.014 

Personal capability variables      

Agec −0.079 −0.098** −0.129*** −0.014 −0.156*** 

Female −0.176** −0.073 −0.205*** −0.123* −0.223*** 

Other gender 1.834*** 2.514*** 2.013*** 1.710*** 2.115*** 

Educationc 0.120*** 0.158*** 0.131*** 0.130*** 0.180*** 

Household incomec 0.042 0.024 0.037 0.071*** 0.077*** 

Adjusted R2 0.157 0.244 0.286 0.204 0.24 

F-Statistic 8.815 14.513 17.832 11.78 14.241 
p < 0.1 *, p < 0.05 **, p < 0.01 ***  
a first main independent variable  
b second main independent variable 
c continuous variables 
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The regression results for beliefs in future economy and emissions changes show that the 

support characteristics are the same for all policy types between the two countries. In both 

countries, beliefs that future emissions will decrease (i.e., future decarbonization) are positively 

associated with support for regulations and voluntary policies, while future beliefs in economic 

growth are positively associated with support for the carbon tax, regulations, and government 

investment. However, there are discrepancies in the characteristics of climate policy support for 

past beliefs. The belief in past emissions decreases (i.e., past decarbonization) is not a 

statistically significant characteristic of support for any climate policy in Australia but is a 

characteristic of opposition to regulations in the UK. Beliefs in past economic growth are 

positively associated with support for all policies except for subsidies in Australia, while in the 

UK, this belief is negatively associated with subsidies and government investment. The results 

for beliefs in future economy and emissions changes align with the hypotheses for both 

countries. However, the results for beliefs in past economy and emissions changes only align 

with the hypothesis for the past economic trend beliefs in Australia. 

The results for past belief trends can be explained by the fact that in both countries, far 

fewer citizens who believe in past decarbonization also believe that the government should put in 

more effort to address climate change (see Table B.2 in the Appendix B for cross-tabulation 

analysis). This may explain the negative association with support for regulations in the UK and 

the lack of associations between beliefs in past decarbonization and support for climate policies 

in both countries. For past economic growth beliefs, more Australians than UK citizens who 

believe the economy grew also believe the government should put more effort into climate 

change, helping explain why the future belief in the economic growth is a stronger characteristic 

of climate policy support in Australia than in the UK. 

 

5.3.2. Attitudinal characteristics of climate policy support  

 Besides beliefs in emissions-economy trade-offs and trends, other attitudinal 

characteristics matter in explaining support for all climate policy types, including ecological 

worldviews (measured via NEP) and altruistic, openness to change, traditional, and egoistic 

values. Ecological worldviews are positively associated with support for all policy types in both 

countries, consistent with past research suggesting that citizens with higher environmental 

concerns are expected to show higher pro-environmental policy support (Dietz et al., 2005; 

Ntanos et al., 2019; Derdowski et al., 2020). Altruistic values are positively associated with 

support for voluntary and compulsory policies in the UK but only positively associated with 

support for voluntary policies in Australia. The positive association is in line with theoretical 

justifications by Stern (2000) and Dietz et al. (2005) and past empirical findings (Xu et al., 2021; 

Odland et al., 2023). Openness to change values are only positively associated with support for 

the carbon tax in the UK but negatively associated with support for all policies in Australia. The 

results for the UK are in line with recent empirical studies by Odland et al. (2023), Rhodes et al. 

(2017), and Long et al. (2020) that show a positive association between openness to change 

values and climate policy support, but not all studies. Dietz et al. (2005) claimed there is little or 

no association between openness to change and pro-environmental behaviour. In Australia, it is 

possible that citizens may feel that climate policies inhibit their ability to travel and explore as 

openness to change is measured via items on wanting to have an exciting life, curiosity, and a 

desire to explore. 
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Traditional and egoistic values are not associated with support for any policy type in the 

UK in contrast to Dietz et al. (2005) and Stern (2000) who claim the importance of these values 

in explaining opposition to pro-environmental policy. However, in Australia, traditional values 

are negatively associated with support for all climate policies, while egoistic values are 

positively associated with support for all policies except subsidies. The negative association with 

traditional values is consistent with Dietz et al. (2005) and Stern (2000) and empirical research 

by Long et al. (2020, 2021). The positive association with egoistic values contradicts findings 

from Odland et al. (2023) and Rhodes et al. (2017) but may be explained by Bouman et al. 

(2018) and Weber et al. (2020) in that the citizens can be acting through self-interest or 

preservation to protect themselves from negative and, nowadays, more salient impacts of climate 

change. 

 

5.3.3. Contextual characteristics of climate policy support 

 Contextual variables include climate policy awareness, political orientation, and lifestyle 

variables (technology-oriented, passive environmentalism, and active environmentalism). 

Climate policy awareness is not associated with support for any climate policy in Australia. In 

the UK, it is negatively associated with support for the carbon tax and fossil fuel bans and 

positively associated with support for subsidies. A potential reason for policy awareness only 

being associated with policy support in the UK may be attributed to broader climate discourse in 

the UK than in Australia, as only 8% of Australians could identify one or more existing climate 

policies correctly compared to 13% of UK citizens. Perceived high costs of compulsory policies 

could explain why UK citizens who are aware of more policies are more likely to oppose 

compulsory climate policies (Carattini et al., 2018; Vona, 2019; Casey, 2022), while subsidies 

that directly benefit citizens see positive associations with policy support.  

For political orientation, a more conservative affiliation is negatively associated with 

support for all policies in the UK but only for regulations and government investment in 

Australia. These findings are consistent with past research by Gugushvili (2021) and Bumann 

(2021). Interestingly, Australia’s lack of association between the conservative ideology and 

support for the carbon tax, subsidies, and fossil fuel bans may suggest that these policies are not 

as politicized or present in the public discourse as they are in the UK.  

Finally, technology-orientated lifestyles, where citizens are deeply engaged with new 

technologies, are positively associated with support for subsidies and government investment in 

the UK but have no association with policy support in Australia, suggesting a stronger role of 

technological engagement in the UK in climate policy support. The results for the UK contradict 

those of Odland et al. (2023), who demonstrate that technology-oriented lifestyles are negatively 

associated with compulsory policies but have no association with voluntary policies like 

subsidies or government investment. The technology-oriented nature of subsidies (e.g., for solar 

panels and electric vehicles) and government spending (e,g., on carbon capture and storage, low 

carbon hydrogen, and offshore wind) can help explain the association between technology-

leaning lifestyles and support for these policies. Passive environmentalism, defined as a non-

active pro-environmental engagement such as thinking about protecting the environment, is 

positively associated with support for voluntary and compulsory policies in both countries, and 

only with support for the carbon tax in the UK. Active environmentalism, defined as active pro-

environmental engagement such as attending environmental meetings or engaging in 
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conservation activities, is positively associated with support for the carbon tax and fossil fuel 

bans in the UK, but only with support for the carbon tax in Australia. These results show that 

actively environmentally engaged citizens only show positive associations for more compulsory 

pricing and regulatory policies, while passively engaged citizens also have positive associations 

with support for voluntary policies. The results for both environmental lifestyles are consistent 

with those of Odland et al. (2023), Axsen et al. (2012), and Long et al. (2021). The findings show 

that UK citizens with both passive or active environmental lifestyles support pricing and bans 

more than Australians, suggesting a potentially greater role of environmentalism in climate 

policy implementation in the UK. 

 

5.3.4. Personal capability characteristics of climate policy support 

Finally, personal capabilities include socio-demographics such as age, gender, education, 

and income. Older citizens are more likely to oppose all climate policies in Australia and 

regulations, fossil fuel bans, and government investment in the UK. This result is expected and 

consistent with Gugushvili (2021), Bumann, (2021) and Odland et al. (2023). The female gender 

is negatively associated with support for all policies except fossil fuel bans in Australia, and it is 

negatively associated with support for regulations and government investment in the UK. The 

only positive association for the female gender is found for fossil fuel bans in the UK. The 

negative associations are surprising as females are typically more likely to engage in pro-

environmental behaviours and support climate policies compared to males (Gugushvili, 2021; 

Rhodes et al., 2017). There could be suppression from other variables affecting the coefficients 

sign, as the VIF detected no multicollinearity (Portland State University, 2024). Interestingly, the 

‘other’ gender category, where citizens self-identified as another gender other than male or 

female, including ‘non-binary,’ ‘genderfluid,’ and ‘genderqueer,’ has positive statistically 

significant associations with support for compulsory and voluntary policies in both countries. 

However, these results are based on very small sample sizes (less than ten citizens per country), 

so they should be considered cautiously. Additionally, associations between ‘other’ genders and 

pro-environmentalism or climate policy support are understudied, making it difficult to interpret 

if these are the expected results. But these are novel results that deserve further investigation as 

‘other genders’ may have salient equity-deserving voices in climate policy implementation.  

Higher education is positively associated with support for all climate policies in the UK 

but only with support for government investment in Australia. These results are observed in 

Odland et al. (2023), as higher education is associated with higher support for climate policies. 

Australia implemented a ‘sustainability cross-curriculum priority’ (S-CCP) in 2012 for schools, 

but according to Hill et al. (2020), implementation issues and a lack of understanding of 

sustainability by teachers has hampered the S-CCP’s effectiveness. Contrary to Australia, the UK 

has a long history of environmental education (Scott, 2020), with the most recent advancement 

being the Sustainability and Climate Change Strategy launched by the UK’s Department of 

Education in 2022 (United Kingdom Government, 2022). Therefore, no associations between 

Australians’ educational level and support for most climate policies may be related to less 

effective sustainability and climate education in the curriculum as compared to the UK. Finally, 

household income is positively associated with support for subsidies and government investment 

in the UK but negatively associated with support for subsidies in Australia. A positive association 

between income and climate policy support is the expected result, as wealthier individuals can 

pay for environmental initiatives (e.g., carbon taxes and related low-carbon technologies such as 
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electric vehicles) while also meeting their other basic needs (Kuznets, 1955; Kaika & Zervas, 

2013; Gugushvili, 2021). In the UK, a positive association between income and voluntary policy 

support agrees with Rhodes et al. (2017). Australia’s negative association between income and 

subsidy support contradicts expectations but is consistent with Odland et al. (2023). A potential 

reason for Australians having this negative association is that wealthier individuals benefit less 

from subsidies compared to other income groups.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusions 

6.1. Summary of results 

 Climate policy support varies by policy type in Australia and the United Kingdom. In 

both countries, voluntary policies receive the highest citizen support, followed by regulatory 

policies. Carbon taxes are the least supported or most opposed in both jurisdictions, regardless of 

UK’s climate policy progress. These results are consistent with past research, including by 

Odland et al. (2023), Kitt et al. (2021), Long et al. (2020), and Rhodes et al. (2014, 2017). When 

comparing citizen support for climate policies between the two countries, levels of support for 

voluntary and compulsory policies are similar. However, mean support for household subsidies, 

business subsidies, and energy efficiency regulations is higher in Australia than in the UK at a 

statistically significant level. This could be because subsidies and energy efficiency regulations 

do not require stopping fossil fuel consumption, helping maintain citizen support for these policy 

tools in Australia, where emissions have not been effectively decoupled from economic growth. 

 The distribution of citizen beliefs in economic growth paradigms they would like their 

government to pursue, is similar in both countries. Almost half of the citizens believe in 

decoupling (48% in Australia and 47% in the UK), followed by agrowth (21% in Australia and 

19% in the UK), growth-at-all-cost (16% in Australia and 15% in the UK), and degrowth (10% 

in both countries). This suggests that the rate of actual decoupling of emissions from economic 

growth is not linked to the distribution of citizen beliefs in different growth paradigms. For 

beliefs in emissions and economic trends, more citizens in both countries believe that their 

country’s emissions have increased than decreased, while many thought their country’s economy 

shrunk. Similar results are found for beliefs in future emissions trajectories. These results show 

that citizens generally have lower confidence in their country’s ability to reduce emissions or, in 

the UK’s case, are unaware of past emission reduction successes. Also, relatively large portions 

of citizens in both countries are pessimistic about past and future economic growth, which is 

surprising given that both countries’ GDPs grew between 2015 and 2023, setting a precedent for 

continued growth. Generally, large segments of the populations in both countries were unaware 

of the actual state of their country’s economy and emission reduction, yet their beliefs in the past 

and future emissions and economy trends mattered for climate policy support as found in 

regression results.  

 The study also adds to the academic literature by testing associations between beliefs in 

emissions-economy trade-offs and support for a number of voluntary and compulsory climate 

policies. Regression results suggest that citizens who are less concerned with economic growth 

or the impact of climate policies on the economy are more likely to show a positive association 

with support for compulsory climate policies. Further, optimism over future economic growth 

and emissions reduction has a stronger explanatory role than past beliefs for climate policy 

support. However, the belief that the past economy grew is a more important characteristic of 

policy support in Australia than the UK, potentially suggesting that citizen support for climate 

policies in countries with a lower decoupling rate is influenced more by past economic trends. 

Still, the general conclusion is that beliefs (rather than actual knowledge of) in emissions-

economy trade-offs and in past and future emissions and economic trends influence climate 

policy support in both Australia and the UK in a similar manner, regardless of their different 

decoupling rates. 
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 The regression results also add to the existing literature by showing that other 

characteristics are important for climate policy support. For both countries, ecological 

worldviews are positively associated with all climate policies. Passive environmentalism is 

positively associated with support for compulsory and voluntary policies, and active 

environmentalism is only positively associated with support for compulsory policies. 

Associations between policy awareness and climate policy support are only found in the UK, 

likely due to a greater citizen awareness of climate policies compared to Australians. The results 

show that climate policy awareness is negatively associated with the carbon tax and fossil fuel 

bans and positively associated with subsidies, lending further evidence that the cost-visibility of 

the most compulsory policies leads to decreased support. As a reminder, policy awareness only 

tests citizen awareness of policies, not their actual knowledge of policy benefits or drawbacks. 

Finally, the ‘other’ gender category had very strong positive associations with both voluntary and 

compulsory policies in both countries, but the results should be taken cautiously due to the small 

sample size. Including an ‘other’ gender category is rarely seen in research and should be 

incorporated into future studies to broaden understanding of climate policy opinion. 

 

6.2. Limitations and future research 

 The study has several limitations that present opportunities for future research. First, it 

only compares two developed countries with different decoupling rates without controlling for 

their structural economic differences. Although the results give some insight into differences (or 

lack thereof) in climate policy support and characteristics of support for the two countries, 

generalizing the results to other countries should be done cautiously. Future research may  

consider conducting a truly comparative analysis when studying the UK and other countries by 

controlling for each country’s economic structure and over-sampling separate region countries in 

the UK for regional representativeness.  

Additionally, the study omits less advanced countries, meaning the results cannot be 

generalized to all countries. Future research should include multi-country comparisons including 

high-, medium-, and low-income countries, to understand discrepancies between the global north 

and south for climate policy support and support characteristics. Further, given the survey’s static 

nature, it is important to note that citizen beliefs may change over time. Future research could 

include longitudinal survey studies to assess the dynamics of public opinion about climate 

policies and drivers of policy support.  

 Next, the study only focuses on one aspect of political acceptability – citizen support. 

However, policy decisions are also influenced by different industries and advocacy groups when 

implementing climate policies (London School of Economics, 2023; Crowley 2021a). Future 

studies could consider conducting semi-structured interviews with these groups to better 

understand their beliefs in emissions-economy trade-offs with an associated impact on climate 

policy decisions, if any.  

 In regression analyses, the study combined support for the ZEV sales mandate, cleaner 

fuel regulations, and energy efficiency regulations into a regulation index and household and 

business subsidies into a subsidy index. While the aggregated policies are similar in their 

mechanisms, our approach to simplify the regressions might have reduced granularity for how 

characteristics of support differ for these policies. Future studies could focus on analyzing 

support for these individual policies.  
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 When studying beliefs in emissions-economy trade-offs, a single categorial question was 

employed to align with different economic growth paradigms. Future research could employ 

multi-item questions assessed via factor analysis to gain more nuanced understanding of 

perceived trade-offs between climate and economic goals. Additionally, the regressions tested for 

associations between various characteristics and climate policy support rather than testing 

causation. Future research may want to divide respondents into a control and a test group that is 

given information about the benefits/drawbacks of climate policies on the economy to see if 

there is an effect on support. 

 For the “other gender” category, the low sample size in each country means the results 

should be taken cautiously. Future research may consider oversampling the “other gender” 

category to gain more precise associations. For the policy awareness variable, future research 

may take this notion a step further by exploring the impact of knowledge of a policy’s benefits 

and drawbacks on climate policy support. 

 Finally, there are the limitations associated with the survey questionnaire (Stantcheva, 

2022). Responses might have been subject to an anchoring bias in that the order and nature of 

questions could have influenced subsequent answers. Respondents might have also answered 

some questions to make themselves appear better, known as a social desirability bias, or to 

influence potential research results and ultimate climate policy recommendations, known as  

strategic bias. The acquiescence bias, which is when responses tend to be mostly positive (e.g., 

“strongly agree” responses), could have also been present, especially if respondents found the 

questions complicated, lacked knowledge or interest, or had survey fatigue. These biases are 

difficult to detect when cleaning data, making them especially noteworthy. 

 

6.3. Policy implications 

 Despite the limitations, the study offers several important considerations for climate 

policymakers. First, governments should redirect their efforts from promoting climate policy as 

an important lever to address climate change to communicating observed and future economic 

and social benefits of low-carbon economy, to improve climate policy support. This is because 

(i) citizens are less likely to support climate policies if they believe the policies will negatively 

affect the economy (regardless of their actual impact on the economy), and (ii) optimistic beliefs 

over future economic growth and emissions reduction is associated with higher climate policy 

support. Therefore, targeted communication about social and economic gains from climate action 

versus climate inaction can reduce citizen opposition towards climate policies. In addition, 

governments and policy advocacy groups may choose to communicate success cases of 

decoupled economies like the UK's to increase optimism about the future economy and 

emissions reductions. Finally, citizen engagement in environmental activities is important, as 

initiatives that actively involve the public in such activities may increase climate policy support. 

Having more environmental stewardship programs and educating youth and university students 

about the importance of individual contribution, altruism, low-carbon technology choices, and 

social movements to improve climate policy, can increase citizens’ environmental engagement, 

which may also augment climate policy support. 

 

  



 
 

33 
 

References 

 

Albaugh, Q., Harell, A., Loewen, P., Rubenson, D., & Stephenson, L. (2023). From Gender Gap 

to Gender Gaps: Bringing Nonbinary People into Political Behavior Research. Retrieved 

from Queen's University: https://preprints.apsanet.org/engage/api-

gateway/apsa/assets/orp/resource/item/641dd08f647e3dca99727a2c/original/from-

gender-gap-to-gender-gaps-bringing-nonbinary-people-into-political-behavior-

research.pdf 

Alexopoulos, E. (2010). Introduction to Multivariate Regression Analysis. Hippokratia: 

Quarterly Medical Journal, 14(Suppl 1): 23 - 28. Retrieved from 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3049417/ 

Arjmand, R., Hoyle, A., Rhodes, E., & McPherson, M. (2024). Exploring the Impacts of Carbon 

Pricing on Canada's Electricity Sector. Energies, Vol.17 (2), p. 385. 

doi:10.3390/en17020385 

Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2022, June 28). Population Census - Information on Sex and 

Age. Retrieved from Australian Bureau of Statistics: 

https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/population/population-census/2021#data-

downloads 

Australian Government. (2015). Carbon pricing mechanism. Retrieved from Australian 

Government: 

https://www.cleanenergyregulator.gov.au/About/Pages/Accountability%20and%20reporti

ng/Annual%20Reports/Annual%20report%202014-15/Carbon-pricing-

mechanism.aspx#:~:text=Under%20the%20carbon%20pricing%20mechanism,the%20car

bon%20emissions%20they%20produced.&te 

Australian Government. (2023a, April 12). Climate Change Act 2022. Retrieved from Australian 

Government Federal Register of Legislation: 

https://www.legislation.gov.au/C2022A00037/latest/text 

Australian Government. (2023b, December 15). Safeguard Mechanism. Retrieved from 

Australian Government: Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and 

Water: https://www.dcceew.gov.au/climate-change/emissions-reporting/national-

greenhouse-energy-reporting-scheme/safeguard-

mechanism#:~:text=The%20Safeguard%20Mechanism%20commenced%20in,world%20

moves%20to%20net%20zero. 

Australian Government. (2024a). An Australian New Vehicle Efficiency Standard—Frequently 

asked questions. Retrieved from Australia Government: Department of Infrastructure, 

Transport, Regional Development, Communications and the Arts: 

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/infrastructure-transport-vehicles/vehicles/fuel-

efficiency-standards/australian-new-vehicle-efficiency-standard-frequently-asked-



 
 

34 
 

questions#:~:text=Under%20the%20Government's%20plan%2C%20an,United%20States

%2C%20by%20around 

Australian Government. (2024b, March 22). Regulating Australian fuel quality. Retrieved from 

Australia Government: Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and 

Water: https://www.dcceew.gov.au/climate-change/emissions-reduction/regulating-fuel-

quality 

Australian Government. (2024c, February 22). Energy efficiency: Residential buildings. 

Retrieved from Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water: 

https://www.dcceew.gov.au/energy/energy-efficiency/buildings/residential-

buildings#:~:text=As%20a%20result%2C%20NCC%202022,generated%20and%20store

d%20on%20site. 

Australian Government. (2024d). Australian Budget commits A$25bn to clean energy and 

renewables projects. Retrieved from Australian Government: Australian Trade and 

Investment Commission: https://www.globalaustralia.gov.au/news-and-resources/news-

items/australian-budget-commits-a25bn-clean-energy-and-renewables-projects 

Australian Government. (2024e). Rebates and assistance: Hot Water Rebate. Retrieved from 

Australian Government: Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and 

Water: https://www.energy.gov.au/rebates/heat-pump-and-solar-hot-water-system-

rebate#:~:text=The%20Solar%20Homes%20Program%20rebates,on%20behalf%20of%2

0their%20tenants. 

Axsen, J., TyreeHageman, J., & Lentz, A. (2012). Lifestyle practices and pro-environmental 

technology. Ecological Economics, Vol. 82, 64 - 74. doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.07.013 

Baranzini, A., Bergh, J. v., Carattini, S., Howarth, R., Padilla, E., & Roca, J. (2017). Carbon 

pricing in climate policy: seven reasons, complementary instruments, and political 

economy considerations. Wiley interdisciplinary reviews. Climate change, Vol. 8(4), p. 

462 - 478. doi:10.1002/wcc.462 

Bardach, E., & Patashnik, E. (2019). A Practical Guide for Policy Analysis: The Eightfold Path 

to More Effective Problem Solving 6th Edition. CQ Press. 

Bergh, J. v. (2011). Environment versus growth — A criticism of “degrowth” and a plea for “a-

growth”. Ecological Economics, Vol. 70(5), p. 881 - 890. 

doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2010.09.035 

Bergh, J. v. (2017). A third option for climate policy within potential limits to growth. Nature 

Climate Change, Vol.7 (2), p. 107-112. doi:10.1038/nclimate3113 

Bergh, J. V. (2018). Agrowth Instead of Anti- and Pro-Growth: Less Polarization, More Support 

for Sustainability/Climate Policies. The Journal of Population and Sustainability, Vol. 

3(1), p. 53 - 73. doi:10.3197/jps.2018.3.1.53  



 
 

35 
 

Beugin, D., Frank, B., Hodgson, G., Lipsey, R., Olewiler, N., & Ragan, C. (2018, April). 

Clearing the Air: How carbon pricing helps Canada fight climate change. Retrieved 

from Canada's Ecofiscal Commission: https://ecofiscal.ca/carbon-pricing-works/ 

Bouman, T., Steg, L., & Kiers, H. (2018). Measuring Values in Environmental Research: A Test 

of an Environmental Portrait Value Questionnaire. frontiers in psychology, Vol. 9, pp 1 - 

15. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00564/full 

British Gas. (2023, November). What does the gas boiler ban mean for me and my home? 

Retrieved from British Gas: https://www.britishgas.co.uk/the-source/greener-living/gas-

boilers-ban-2025.html 

Bumann, S. (2021). What are the Determinants of Public Support for Climate Policies? A 

Review of the Empirical Literature. Review of Economics, Vol. 72, Issue 3, pp. 213 - 228. 

doi:10.1515/roe-2021-0046 

Burstein, P. (2003). The Impact of Public Opinion on Public Policy: A Review and an Agenda. 

Political Research Quarterly, Vol. 56 (1), 29 - 40. doi:10.2307/3219881 

Cambridge Industrial Innovation Policy. (2022). The UK Innovation Report 2022. Retrieved 

from University of Cambridge: Cambridge Industrial Innovation Policy: 

https://www.ciip.group.cam.ac.uk/uk-innovation-report-2022/#the-2022-uk-innovation-

report 

Carattini, S., Carvalho, M., & Fankhauser, S. (2018). Overcoming public resistance to carbon 

taxes. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change, Vol.9 (5), 531 - 557. 

doi:10.1002/wcc.531? 

Carattini, S., Kallbekken, S., & Orlov, A. (2019). How to win public support for a global carbon 

tax. Nature, Vol.565 (7739), p. 289-291. Retrieved from 

https://media.nature.com/original/magazine-assets/d41586-019-00124-x/d41586-019-

00124-x.pdf 

Casey, D. (2022, May 19). Fit For 55 Risks Damaging European Connectivity—IATA. Retrieved 

from Aviation Week Network: https://aviationweek.com/air-transport/airports-

networks/fit-55-risks-damaging-european-connectivity-iata 

CCA. (2023). The Climate Change Authority. Retrieved from Climate Change Authority: 

https://www.climatechangeauthority.gov.au/ 

CCC. (2024, February 28). Letter: Advice on the Third Carbon Budget carry-over. Retrieved 

from Climate Change Committee: https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/letter-advice-

on-the-third-carbon-budget-carry-

over/#:~:text=The%20UK's%20Third%20Carbon%20Budget,pace%20and%20breadth%

20of%20decarbonisation. 

CCC. (n.d.). The benefits of the Climate Change Act. Retrieved from Climate Change 

Committee: https://www.theccc.org.uk/about/our-expertise/the-benefits-of-the-climate-

change-act/ 



 
 

36 
 

Chetty, R., Looney, A., & Kroft, K. (2009). Salience and Taxation: Theory and Evidence. 

American Economic Review, Vol.99 (4), p. 1145 - 1177. doi:10.1257/aer.99.4.1145 

Climate Action Tracker. (2023a, September 22). United Kingdom: Country summary. Retrieved 

from Climate Action Tracker: https://climateactiontracker.org/countries/uk/ 

Climate Action Tracker. (2023b, December 11). Australia: Country summary. Retrieved from 

Climate Action Tracker: https://climateactiontracker.org/countries/australia/ 

CMI & IETA. (2016, September). Australia: A Direct Action Case Study. Retrieved from Carbon 

Market Institute and IETA Climate Challenges Market Solutions: 

https://www.edf.org/sites/default/files/australia_case_study.pdf 

Committee on Climate Change. (2019, August). The Future of Carbon Pricing in the UK. 

Retrieved from Committee on Climate Change: https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2019/08/Vivid-Economics-The-Future-of-Carbon-Pricing-in-the-UK.pdf 

Crowley, K. (2021). Fighting the future: The politics of climate policy failure in Australia (2015–

2020). Wiley interdisciplinary reviews, Vol.12 (5), p.e. 725. doi:10.1002/wcc.725 

Dechezlepretre, A., Fabre, A., Kruse, T., Planterose, B., Chico, A. S., & Stantcheva, S. (2022). 

OEDC Economics Department Working Papers No. 1714: Fighting climate change: 

International attitudes toward climate policies. Retrieved from OECD: 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/deliver/3406f29a-

en.pdf?itemId=%2Fcontent%2Fpaper%2F3406f29a-en&mimeType=pdf 

Derdowski, L., Grahn, A., Hansen, H., & Skeiseid, H. (2020). The New Ecological Paradigm, 

Pro-Environmental Behaviour, and the Moderating Effects of Locus of Control and Self-

Construal. Sustainability, Vol. 12(18), p. 7728. doi:10.3390/su12187728 

Dietz, T., Fitzgerald, A., & Shwom, R. (2005). Environmental values. Annual review of 

environment and resources, Vol. 30 (1), p. 335 - 372. 

doi:10.1146/annurev.energy.30.050504.144444 

Drews, S., & Bergh, J. v. (2016a). What explains public support for climate policies? A review of 

empirical and experimental studies. Climate Policy, Vol. 16 (7), p. 855 - 876. 

doi:10.1080/14693062.2015.1058240 

Drews, S., & Bergh, J. v. (2016b). Public Views on Economic Growth, the Environment and 

Prosperity: Results of a Questionnaire Survey. Global Environmental Change, Vol 39, 1 - 

14. doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2016.04.001 

Drews, S., Antal, M., & Bergh, J. v. (2018). Challenges in Assessing Public Opinion on 

Economic Growth Versus Environment: Considering European and US Data. Ecological 

Economics, Volume 146, 265 - 272. doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.11.006 

Drews, S., Savin, I., & Bergh, J. v. (2019). Opinion Clusters in Academic and Public Debates on 

Growth-vs-Environment. Ecological Economics, Vol 157, 141 - 155. 

doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2018.11.012 



 
 

37 
 

Dunlap, R., Liere, K., Mertig, A., & Jones, R. (2002). New Trends in Measuring Environmental 

Attitudes: Measuring Endorsement of the New Ecological Paradigm: A Revised NEP 

Scale. Social Issues, Vol 56(3), 425 - 442. doi:10.1111/0022-4537.00176 

EPIC. (2023, December 27). The Sputtering EV Market Shows What Happens When Companies 

Heed Planners Instead of Consumers. Retrieved from Energy Policy Institute at the 

University of Chicago: https://epic.uchicago.edu/news/the-sputtering-ev-market-shows-

what-happens-when-companies-heed-planners-instead-of-consumers/ 

Fairbrother, M. (2022). Public opinion about climate policies: A review and call for more studies 

of what people want. PLOS Climate, Vol. 1 (5), e0000030. 

doi:10.1371/journal.pclm.0000030 

Good, J. (2018). Carbon Pricing Policy in Canada. Retrieved from Library of Parliament: 

https://bdp.parl.ca/staticfiles/PublicWebsite/Home/ResearchPublications/InBriefs/PDF/20

18-07-e.pdf 

Government of Western Australia. (2024). Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Rebate. Retrieved from 

Government of Western Australia: Department of Transport: 

https://www.transport.wa.gov.au/projects/zero-emission-vehicle-zev-rebate.asp 

Gransaull, G., Rhodes, E., & Fairbrother, M. (2023). Institutions for effective climate 

policymaking: Lessons from the case of the United Kingdom. Energy Policy, Vol. 175, 

113484. doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2023.113484  

Greening, L., Greene, D., & Difiglio, C. (2000). Energy efficiency and consumption — the 

rebound effect — a survey. Energy Policy, Vol. 28(6-7), p. 389 - 401. doi:10.1016/S0301-

4215(00)00021-5 

Guagnano, G., Stern, P., & Dietz, T. (1995). Influences on Attitude-Behavior Relationships: A 

Natural Experiment with Curbside Recycling. Environment and behavior, Vol.27 (5), p. 

699 - 718. doi:10.1177/0013916595275005 

Gugushvili, D. (2021). Public attitudes toward economic growth versus environmental 

sustainability dilemma: Evidence from Europe. International Journal of Comparative 

Sociology, Vol. 62(3), p. 224 - 240. doi:10.1177/00207152211034224 

Hale, T., Wetzer, T., Abebe, S., Allen, M., Amel-Zadeh, A., Armour, J., . . . Stuart-Smith, R. 

(2024). Turning a groundswell of climate action into ground rules for net zero. Nature 

Climate Change, Vol. 14, 306 - 308. doi:10.1038/s41558-024-01967-7 

Hill, A., Emery, S., & Dyment, J. (2020). Introduction to the Australian Curriculum 

Sustainability Cross-Curriculum Priority. Geographical Education (Australia), Vol. 33, p. 

8 - 10. Retrieved from https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1276027.pdf 

Hoffmann, U. (2011, December). Some Reflections on Climate Change, Green Growth Illusions 

and Development Space. Retrieved from United Nations Conference on Trade and 

Development: https://unctad.org/system/files/official-document/osgdp2011d5_en.pdf 



 
 

38 
 

Hubacek, K., Chen, X., Feng, K., Wiedmann, T., & Shan, Y. (2021). Evidence of decoupling 

consumption-based CO2 emissions from economic growth. Advances in Applied Energy, 

Vol. 4 (19), p. 100074. doi:10.1016/j.adapen.2021.100074 

Ipsos. (2022, November 21). UK public still broadly supports most net zero policies. Retrieved 

from Ipsos: https://www.ipsos.com/en-uk/uk-public-still-broadly-supports-most-net-zero-

policies 

Jaccard, M. (2020). The Citizen's Guide to Climate Success. Cambridge University Press. 

doi:10.1017/9781108783453 

Jaccard, M., & Toner, G. (2006). Sustainable Production: Building Canadian Capacity. In M. 

Jaccard, Mobilizing Producers toward Environmental Sustainability: The Prospects for 

Market-Oriented Regulations. UBC Press. 

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under Risk. 

Econometrica, Vol.47 (2), p. 263 - 291. 

Kaika, D., & Zervas, E. (2013). The Environmental Kuznets Curve (EKC) theory—Part A: 

Concept, causes and the CO2 emissions case. Energy Policy, Vol. 62, p. 1392 - 1402. 

doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2013.07.131 

Kallbekken, S. (2023). Research on public support for climate policy instruments must broaden 

its scope. Nature Climate Change, Vol. 13, 206 - 208. doi:10.1038/s41558-022-01593-1 

Kitt, S., Axsen, J., Long, Z., & Rhodes, E. (2021). The role of trust in citizen acceptance of 

climate policy: Comparing perceptions of government competence, integrity and value 

similarity. Ecological Economics, Vol.183, p.106958. 

doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2021.106958 

Kuznets, S. (1955). Economic growth and income inequality. The American Economic Review, 

Vol 45(1), p. 1 - 28. Retrieved from https://assets.aeaweb.org/asset-server/files/9438.pdf 

Lamb, W., Mattioli, G., Levi, S., Roberts, T., Capstick, S., Creutzig, F., . . . Steinberger, J. (2020). 

Discourses of climate delay. Global sustainability, Vol.3, p. e17. doi:10.1017/sus.2020.13 

London School of Economics. (2023, February 17). What is climate change lobbying. Retrieved 

from The London School of Economics and Political Science: 

https://www.lse.ac.uk/granthaminstitute/explainers/what-is-climate-change-

lobbying/#:~:text=Different%20ways%20of%20lobbying&text=Indirect%20lobbying%2

0is%20when%20the,by%20staging%20protests%20outside%20parliament. 

Long, Z., Axsen, J., & Kitt, S. (2020). Public support for supply-focused transport policies: 

Vehicle emissions, low-carbon fuels, and ZEV sales standards in Canada and California. 

Transportation Research Part A, Vol. 141, p. 98-115. doi:10.1016/j.tra.2020.08.008  

Long, Z., Kitt, S., & Axsen, J. (2021). Who supports which low-carbon transport policies? 

Characterizing heterogeneity among Canadian citizens. Energy Policy, Vol. 155, p. 

112302. doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2021.112302  



 
 

39 
 

MacDonald, C., & Sloman, P. (2020). Resource Extraction, Economic Growth, and the Climate 

Dilemma in Canada and Australia. The Political Quarterly, Vol. 91 (4), p. 780 - 785. 

doi:doi.org/10.1111/1467-923X.12902 

Marcoulides, K., & Raykov, T. (2019). Evaluation of Variance Inflation Factors in Regression 

Models Using Latent Variable Modeling Methods. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement, 79(5): 874 - 882. doi:10.1177/0013164418817803 

Meadows, D., Meadows, D., Randers, J., & Behrens, W. (1972). Limits to Growth: A Report for 

the Club of Rome's Project on the Predicament of Mankind. New York: Universe Books. 

Morton, A. (2022, March 23). Australia’s carbon credit scheme ‘largely a sham’, says 

whistleblower who tried to rein it in. Retrieved from The Guardian: 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2022/mar/23/australias-carbon-credit-scheme-

largely-a-sham-says-whistleblower-who-tried-to-rein-it-in 

Moyano-Diaz, E., Palomo-Velez, G., & Vergara-Bravo, J. (2018). Political ideology, economic 

liberalism and pro-environmental behaviour. Bilingual Journal of Environmental 

Psychology, Vol 10(1), p. 127 - 150. doi:10.1080/21711976.2018.1546422 

Murphy, P. (2021, April 21). Exploratory Factor Analysis. Retrieved from RPublications: 

https://rpubs.com/pjmurphy/758265 

Murphy, R., & Jaccard, M. (2011). Energy efficiency and the cost of GHG abatement: A 

comparison of bottom-up and hybrid models for the US. Energy Policy, Vol. 39(11), p. 

7146 - 7155. doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2011.08.033 

Ntanos, S., Kyriakopoulos, G., Skoroulis, M., Chalikias, M., & Arabatzis, G. (2019). An 

Application of the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) Scale in a Greek Context. 

Energies, Vol. 12(2), p. 239 . doi:10.3390/en12020239 

Odland, S., Rhodes, E., Corbett, M., & Pardy, A. (2023). What policies do homeowners prefer 

for building decarbonization and why? An exploration of climate policy support in 

Canada. Energy policy, Vol. 173, p.113368. doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2022.113368 

OECD. (2011, May 25). Towards Green Growth. Retrieved from Organization for Economic Co-

operation and Development: https://www.oecd.org/greengrowth/towards-green-growth-

9789264111318-en.htm 

Ofgem. (2024). Smart Export Guarantee (SEG). Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: 

Office of Gas and Energy Markets: https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/environmental-and-social-

schemes/smart-export-guarantee-seg 

Oxford University. (2021, January). Peoples’ Climate Vote Results. Retrieved from United 

Nations Development Programme: 

https://www.undp.org/sites/g/files/zskgke326/files/publications/UNDP-Oxford-Peoples-

Climate-Vote-Results.pdf 



 
 

40 
 

Pai, S., Emmerling, J., Drouet, L., Zerriffi, H., & Jewell, J. (2021). Meeting well-below 2°C 

target would increase energy sector jobs globally. One Earth, Vol. 4(7), p. 1026 - 1036. 

doi:10.1016/j.oneear.2021.06.005 

Portland State University. (2024). Suppression. Retrieved from Portland State University: 

https://web.pdx.edu/~newsomj/mvclass/ho_suppression.pdf 

Rhodes, E. (2024, April 7). Big government, big trouble? Defending the future of Canada’s 

climate policy. Retrieved from The Conversation: https://theconversation.com/big-

government-big-trouble-defending-the-future-of-canadas-climate-policy-226875 

Rhodes, E., Axsen, J., & Jaccard, M. (2014, November). Does effective climate policy require 

well-informed citizen support? Global Environmental Change 29, 29. 

doi:10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2014.09.001 

Rhodes, E., Axsen, J., & Jaccard, M. (2017). Exploring Citizen Support for Different Types of 

Climate Policy. Ecological Economics, Vol 137, pp. 56 - 69. 

doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.02.027 

Rhodes, E., Scott, W., & Jaccard, M. (2021). Designing flexible regulations to mitigate climate 

change: A cross-country comparative policy analysis. Energy Policy, Vol. 156, p. 112419. 

doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2021.112419 

Savin, I., Drews, S., & Bergh, J. v. (2021). Free associations of citizens and scientists with 

economic and green growth: A computational-linguistics analysis. Ecological Economics, 

Vol. 180, p. 106878. doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2020.106878 

Schneider, F., Kallis, G., & Martinez-Alier, J. (2010). Crisis or opportunity? Economic degrowth 

for social equity and ecological sustainability. Introduction to this special issue. Journal 

of Cleaner Production, Vol. 18, p. 511 - 518. doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2010.01.014 

Scott, B. (2020, October 18). Environmental education in England 1960 to 1979 – a pen picture. 

Retrieved from University of Bath: https://blogs.bath.ac.uk/edswahs/2020/10/18/a-

sketch-of-environmental-education-in-england-1960-to-1979/ 

Stantcheva, S. (2022). How to Run Surveys: A Guide to Creating Your Own Identifying Variation 

and Revealing the Invisible. Retrieved from National Bureau of Economic Research: 

https://www.nber.org/papers/w30527 

Steindl, C., Jonas, E., Sittenthaler, S., Traut-Mattausch, E., & Greenberg, J. (2015). 

Understanding Psychological Reactance. Zeitschrift fur Psychologie, Vol. 223 (4), p. 205 

- 214. doi:10.1027/2151-2604/a000222 

Stern, P. (2000). Towards a Coherent Theory of Environmentally Significant Behavior. Journal 

of Social Issues, Vol.56 (3), 407 - 424. doi:10.1111/0022-4537.00175 

Stern, P., Dietz, T., & Guagnano, G. (1995). The New Ecological Paradigm in Social-

Psychological Context. Environment and behavior, Vol.27 (6), p.723 - 743. 

doi:10.1177/0013916595276001 



 
 

41 
 

Stern, P., Dietz, T., & Guagnano, G. (1998). A brief inventory of values. Educational and 

Psychological Measurement, Vol. 58(6), 984 - 1001. doi:10.1177/0013164498058006008 

Tavakol, M., & Dennick, R. (2011). Making sense of Cronbach's alpha. International Journal of 

Medical Education, Vol 2. p. 53 - 55. doi:10.5116/ijme.4dfb.8dfd 

Taylor, L. (2014, July 17). Australia kills off carbon tax. Retrieved from The Guardian: 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/jul/17/australia-kills-off-carbon-tax 

The World Bank. (2024a). GDP growth (annual %) - United Kingdom. Retrieved from The 

World Bank: 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG?end=2022&locations=GB&

start=2015&view=chart 

The World Bank. (2024b). GDP growth (annual %) - Australia. Retrieved from The World Bank: 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG?end=2022&locations=AU&

start=2015&view=chart 

Tomaselli, M., Sheppard, S., Kozak, R., & Gifford, R. (2019). What do Canadians think about 

economic growth, prosperity and the environment? Ecological Economics, Vol. 161, p. 

41-49. doi:10.1016/j.ecolecon.2019.03.007? 

Transport for London. (2024). Ultra Low Emission Zone. Retrieved from Transport for London: 

https://tfl.gov.uk/modes/driving/ultra-low-emission-zone 

UNFCCC. (2020, September 22). Calls Increase to Use Carbon Pricing as an Effective Climate 

Action Tool. Retrieved from United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change : 

https://unfccc.int/news/calls-increase-to-use-carbon-pricing-as-an-effective-climate-

action-

tool?gad_source=1&gclid=CjwKCAiAi6uvBhADEiwAWiyRdstWOZHqEuJT3QRmkN

VO1aWHYOmd6Xz_dgtlJg8FZZn6TPEPR6aEiBoClHEQAvD_BwE 

United Kingdom Government. (2017a, April 1). Vehicle tax rates. Retrieved from United 

Kingdom Government: https://www.gov.uk/vehicle-tax-rate-tables 

United Kingdom Government. (2017b, February 8). Electricity Market Reform: Contracts for 

Difference. Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/electricity-market-reform-contracts-for-

difference 

United Kingdom Government. (2018, January 8). Carbon Price Floor (CPF) and the price 

support mechanism. Retrieved from United Kingdom Parliament: 

https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/sn05927/ 

United Kingdom Government. (2020a, May). Energy Performance of Buildings Regulations 

2012: Implementation Report. Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: Ministry of 

Housing, Communities & Local Government: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5ebd4b97d3bf7f5d3ff86a7e/Implementatio

n_Report_-_EPB_Regs_2012.pdf 



 
 

42 
 

United Kingdom Government. (2020b, December 14). Regulated Asset Base (RAB) model for 

nuclear. Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/regulated-asset-base-rab-model-for-

nuclear 

United Kingdom Government. (2022, April 21). UK to lead the way in climate and sustainability 

education. Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-to-lead-the-way-in-climate-and-sustainability-

education 

United Kingdom Government. (2023a). Guidance: Participating in the UK ETS. Retrieved from 

UK Government: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/participating-in-the-uk-

ets/participating-in-the-uk-ets#auctioning-and-market-operation 

United Kingdom Government. (2023b, August 28). Register for Climate Change Levy. Retrieved 

from United Kingdom Government: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/register-for-climate-

change-levy 

United Kingdom Government. (2023c). A zero emission vehicle (ZEV) mandate and CO2 

emissions regulation for new cars and vans in the UK. Retrieved from United Kingdom 

Government: https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/a-zero-emission-vehicle-zev-

mandate-and-co2-emissions-regulation-for-new-cars-and-vans-in-the-uk 

United Kingdom Government. (2023d, April 13). Domestic private rented property: minimum 

energy efficiency standard - landlord guidance. Retrieved from United Kingdom 

Government: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/domestic-private-rented-property-minimum-

energy-efficiency-standard-landlord-guidance 

United Kingdom Government. (2023e). Home Upgrade Grant: Phase 2 (closed to applications). 

Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/home-upgrade-grant-phase-2 

United Kingdom Government. (2023f, January 10). Education, England and Wales: Census 

2021. Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/educationandchildcare/bulletins/

educationenglandandwales/census2021 

United Kingdom Government. (2023g, March 31). UK population by ethnicity: Age groups. 

Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: https://www.ethnicity-facts-

figures.service.gov.uk/uk-population-by-ethnicity/demographics/age-groups/latest 

United Kingdom Government. (2023h, March 31). UK population by ethnicity: Male and female 

populations. Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: https://www.ethnicity-facts-

figures.service.gov.uk/uk-population-by-ethnicity/demographics/male-and-female-

populations/latest#:~:text=The%20data%20shows%20that%3A,up%2029.2%20million%

20(49.0%25) 

United Kingdom Government. (2024a). Tax on shopping and services. Retrieved from United 

Kingdom Government: https://www.gov.uk/tax-on-shopping/fuel-duty 



 
 

43 
 

United Kingdom Government. (2024b). The Renewable Transport Fuel Obligation – an essential 

guide. Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/65a8113db2f3c60013e5d4ce/rtfo-essential-

guide-2024.pdf 

United Kingdom Government. (2024c). Apply for the Boiler Upgrade Scheme. Retrieved from 

United Kingdom Government: https://www.gov.uk/apply-boiler-upgrade-scheme/what-

you-can-get 

United Kingdom Government. (2024d). Apply for support from the Great British Insulation 

Scheme. Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: https://www.gov.uk/apply-great-

british-insulation-

scheme#:~:text=The%20Great%20British%20Insulation%20Scheme%20is%20a%20new

%20government%20scheme,and%20run%20until%20March%202026. 

United Kingdom Government. (2024e). Low-emission vehicles eligible for a plug-in grant. 

Retrieved from United Kingdom Government: https://www.gov.uk/plug-in-vehicle-grants 

United Kingdom Parliament. (2024, May 23). Service industries: Key Economic Indicators. 

Retrieved from United Kingdom Parliament Commons Library: 

https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-

briefings/sn02786/#:~:text=The%20service%20industries%20include%20the,employmen

t%20in%20October%E2%80%93December%202023. 

UNSW. (2023, December 15). Coal will be all but gone by 2034 under Australia’s latest energy 

roadmap. Retrieved from University of New South Wales: 

https://www.unsw.edu.au/newsroom/news/2023/12/coal-will-be-all-but-gone-by-2034-

under-australias-latest-

energy#:~:text=Under%20the%20new%20plan%2C%20coal%20vanishes%20even%20f

aster.&text=Australia's%20coal%20power%20stations%20will,and%20increase%20seve

nf 

Valkengoed, A. v., & Werff, E. v. (2022). Are subsidies for climate action effective? Two case 

studies in the Netherlands. Environmental Science and Policy, Vol. 127, p. 137 - 145. 

doi:10.1016/j.envsci.2021.09.018 

Victoria State Government. (2024, March 11). Victoria's Gas Substitution Roadmap. Retrieved 

from Victoria State Government: Energy, Environment, and Climate Action: 

https://www.energy.vic.gov.au/renewable-energy/victorias-gas-substitution-roadmap 

Vona, F. (2019). Job losses and political acceptability of climate policies: why the ‘job-killing’ 

argument is so persistent and how to overturn it. Climate Policy, Vol. 19 (4), p. 524 - 532. 

doi:10.1080/14693062.2018.1532871 

Weber, A., Bussing, A. G., Jarzyna, R., & Fiebelkorn, F. (2020). Do German Student Biology 

Teachers Intend to Eat Sustainably? Extending the Theory of Planned Behavior with 

Nature Relatedness and Environmental Concern. Sustainability, Vol. 12, p. 4909. 

doi:10.3390/su12124909 



 
 

44 
 

Xu, Y., Li, W., & Chi, S. (2021). Altruism, Environmental Concerns, and Pro-environmental 

Behaviors of Urban Residents: A Case Study in a Typical Chinese City. Frontiers in 

Psychology: Environmental Psychology, Vol. 12, p. 643759. 

doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2021.643759 

 

YouGov. (2023, April 28). Personal Communication with YouGov Survey Company for 

Australian Education Census Data: YouGov collected data from Pew Research 

  



 
 

45 
 

Appendix A. Survey questionnaire  

 

 

International Well-Being Survey 

This survey asks what you think about your country’s economic well-being and its emissions of 

greenhouse gases. Emissions of greenhouse gases, from activities like burning oil, gas, and coal, 

contribute to climate change, also sometimes referred to as global warming. 

We encourage you to complete this survey on your own to ensure we accurately understand your 

individual views. We would like to hear your thoughts regardless of whether you know a lot or a little 

about environmental issues. Please feel free to choose “Prefer not to answer / don’t know” at any point. 

4.1. Could you please indicate your age? 

o ____________ 
o Prefer not to answer 

 

4.3. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

o High school or less 
o Some college or other non-university certificate or diploma  
o Bachelor's degree 
o Master's degree 
o Doctorate or PhD degree 
o Prefer not to answer 

 

4.5. What is your approximate annual household income? (Adjusted to USD) 

o _______________________ 
o Prefer not to answer 

 

Section 1: Your country 

In this first section, we will ask you some questions about how you see [COUNTRY’s] economy and 
impact on the environment. When we talk about the economy, we include ways that societies manage 
their natural resources and deal with wastes. Economies can grow or decline to produce more or less 
things. 
 
1.1. To start, which of the following three statements do you think is most accurate? 

o Climate change is happening now, caused mainly by human activities 
o Climate change is happening now, but caused mainly by natural forces 
o Climate change is not happening now 
o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 
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1.2. How worried are you about climate change? 

o Not at all worried 

o Not very worried 

o Somewhat worried 

o Very worried 

o Extremely worried 

o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 

 

1.5. In 2015, [COUNTRY] joined other countries around the world in signing the Paris Agreement to limit 

climate change. How much do you think [COUNTRY's] greenhouse gas emissions have gone up or down 

since then? 0 indicates no change. -100% means emissions have reduced to zero. +100% means 

emissions have doubled. 

o [SLIDER BETWEEN -100% to +100%]  

o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 

1.6. And, in this same period, since 2015 till now, how much do you think the size of [COUNTRY’s] 

economy (measured with so-called “gross domestic product” or GDP) increased or decreased? 0 

indicates no change. -100% implies the economy has reduced greatly. +100% implies the economy’s size 

has doubled. 

o [SLIDER BETWEEN -100% to +100%]  

o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 

1.7. Since joining the Paris Agreement in 2015, how much of an economic price do you think [COUNTRY] 

has paid for the efforts it has made to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions? 

o No price at all 

o A low price 

o A moderate price 

o A high price 

o A very high price 

o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 

1.8. Looking to the future, how much do you think [COUNTRY's] greenhouse gas emissions will likely go 

up or down by the year 2030, compared to now? 0 indicates no change in emissions by 2030. -100% 

implies emissions will reduce to zero. +100% implies emissions will double by 2030. 

o  [SLIDER BETWEEN -100% to +100%]  

o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 

1.9. Looking to the future, how much do you think [COUNTRY's] economy will likely grow or shrink by 

2030? 0 indicates no change in the economy size by 2030. -100% implies the economy will reduce 

greatly. +100% implies the economy’s size will double by 2030. 

o  [SLIDER BETWEEN -100% to +100%]  

o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 
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1.10. Looking to the future, how much of an economic price do you think [COUNTRY] will pay for its 

efforts to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions? 

o No price at all 

o A low price 

o A moderate price 

o A high price 

o A very high price 

o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 

1.11. In your lifetime, in each of the following ways, would you say the state of the environment in 

[COUNTRY] has gotten better or worse? 

 
Getting 

worse 
Same 

Getting 

better 

Prefer not to 

answer  

1) Air quality in the area where you 

live ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) Protection of wildlife and 

wilderness in [COUNTRY] ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) Children's exposure to 

dangerous substances like lead and 

dioxins 
○ ○ ○ ○ 

4) Greenhouse gas emissions 

contributing to climate change ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

1.12. Which of the following do you believe? 

o Reducing greenhouse gas emissions will require growing the economy 

o Reducing greenhouse gas emissions will require shrinking the economy 

o Reducing greenhouse gas emissions will not require either growing or shrinking the economy 

o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 

1.13. Which of the following do you think the [COUNTRY’s] government should do? 

o Reduce greenhouse gas emissions regardless of any impacts on the economy 

o Grow the economy regardless of any impacts on greenhouse gas emissions 

o Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and shrink the economy at the same time 

o Try to grow the economy and reduce greenhouse gas emissions at the same time 

o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 
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Section 2: Government and policies 

In this section, we’d like to hear your thoughts and opinions on [COUNTRY’s] policies aimed at limiting 

climate change. A climate policy is any action taken by the government to try to limit climate change, 

such as programs and regulations encouraging the use of greener technologies and discouraging people 

from doing things that cause emissions. By “greener” we mean technologies that emit little or no 

greenhouse gases. 

2.1. In general, how much MORE effort, if any, do you think [COUNTRY’s] government should be making 

to introduce laws and policies to reduce climate change? 

o No more effort 
o A little more effort 
o Somewhat more effort 
o Quite a bit more effort 
o A great deal more effort 
o Prefer to not answer / don’t know 

 

2.2. Could you please list any climate policies that you believe [COUNTRY] is already using to reduce its 

greenhouse gas emissions? There is space below for you to list up to five policies. 

If you can’t think of any, that’s okay. Please select “I can’t think of any policies currently used by the 

government in my province/territory.” 

_________________ 

_________________ 

_________________ 

_________________ 

_________________ 

o I can’t think of any policies currently used by the government of [COUNTRY] 
 

2.5. In general, how much would you oppose or support the [COUNTRY] government using each of the 

following kinds of policies in trying to reduce climate change? 

By “strongly oppose” we mean you would not want your government to put in place and/or continue that 

policy, while “strongly support” means you would want that policy to be put in place or continue.  

 
Strongly 

oppose Oppose Neutral Support 

Strongly 

support 

Prefer not to 

answer 

1) Taxes ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) Regulations ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) Bans ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Strongly 

oppose Oppose Neutral Support 

Strongly 

support 

Prefer not to 

answer 

4) Subsidies  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5) Information ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6) Government 

investments ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

2.6. Now, please read these short descriptions of common policies for reducing greenhouse gas 

emissions:  

1. Carbon tax – a tax applied to all fossil fuels such as natural gas and oil based on how much 

carbon they release when burned (for example, a carbon tax would be added to a gasoline bill 

when fueling your car at the pump). 

2. Regulations:  

o Cleaner fuel regulation – a requirement to have more biofuels like ethanol in the 

gasoline or diesel mix (also sometimes called a low carbon fuel standard). 

o Energy efficiency regulation – a requirement that new buildings, appliances, and/or 

equipment are more energy efficient. 

o Zero-emission vehicle sales mandate – a requirement for car manufacturers to sell a 

higher percentage of zero-emission (e.g., electric and hydrogen vehicles) vehicles every 

year. The policy eventually eliminates all fossil fuel combustion vehicles. 

3. Ban on fossil fuels – government requirements to ban combustion of certain fuels like coal or oil.  

4. Subsidies: 

o Subsidy for households – a grant, rebate, low-interest loan or other financial benefit 

given for actions that reduce emissions by individuals, such as buying a heat pump, an 

electric vehicle, or an energy efficient device. 

o Subsidy for businesses – a grant, rebate, low-interest loan or other financial benefit 

given for actions that reduce emissions by businesses, such as buying equipment to 

reduce emissions in buildings and fleet, and training workers to use low-carbon 

technology. 

5. Information – information that might induce individuals and businesses to voluntarily acquire 

technologies or change behaviour to reduce emissions (for example, information on the 

advantages of home retrofits and public transit). 

6. Government investment – government directly invests in projects that reduce emissions, for 

example, investments in public transportation and building bike lanes. 

I have read the definitions of the common policies for reducing greenhouse gas emissions  

 

In general, how much would you oppose or support the [COUNTRY] government using each of the 

following kinds of policies in trying to reduce climate change? 

By “strongly oppose” we mean you would not want your government to put in place and/or continue that 

policy, while “strongly support” means you would want that policy to be put in place or continue.  
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 Strongly 

oppose Oppose Neutral Support 

Strongly 

support 

Prefer not to 

answer 

1) Carbon tax ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) Cleaner fuel 

regulation ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) Energy 
efficiency 
regulation  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4) Zero-
emission vehicle 
sales mandate 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5) Ban on fossil 
fuels  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6) Subsidy for 
households 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7) Subsidy for 
businesses 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8) Information  ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

9) Government 
investment 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

2.7. To what extent do you perceive these policies to reduce climate change to be fair or unfair? 

 

Very unfair Unfair Neutral Fair 

Very  

fair 

Prefer 

not to 

answer 

1) For industries and 
businesses in [COUNTRY] 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) For people in [COUNTRY] 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

2.8. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements? If our country introduces new 

policies to reduce climate change, it will... 

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

Prefer not to 

answer  

1) Achieve the promised 

goal of reducing climate 

change 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) Put my own job at risk ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) Lead to higher costs of 

living ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

Prefer not to 

answer  

4) Reduce our country’s 

employment and harm 

our economy 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5) Reduce my life 

satisfaction ○ ○ ○ ○ 
○ 

○ 

 

2.9. Now we would like to get your feelings toward different groups of people in your country.  

- Ratings between 50 and 100 degrees mean that you feel favorable and warm toward the group 
people.  

- Ratings between 0 and 50 degrees mean that you don't feel favorable toward the group of 
people and that you don't care too much for them.  

 

Please rate each of the following group: 

 0 

Very cold or 

unfavorable 

 50 

No feeling  

at all 

 100 

Very warm 

or 

favorable 

Prefer 

not to 

answer 

1) People in [COUNTRY] 
who support policies to 
reduce climate change 

Slider from 0 to 100, an increment of 1. ○ 

2) People in [COUNTRY] 
who oppose policies to 
reduce climate change 

Slider from 0 to 100, an increment of 1. ○ 

 

2.10. To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? 

 

Strongly 

disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

 

Strongly 

agree 

Prefer 

not to 

answer 

1) In a group, we should 
sacrifice our individual 
interests for the sake of the 
group’s collective interest 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) For the sake of national 
interest, the individual 
interest could be sacrificed 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Section 3: Values and beliefs 

Thank you for answering our questions on the economy, emissions, and policies in [COUNTRY]. This next 

section is going to focus on your values, beliefs, and worldviews in general. 

3.1. How much do you personally trust each of the following institutions on a score of 0-10? 0 means you 

do not trust an institution at all, and 10 means you have complete trust.  

 No trust 

at all 

0 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

 

 

6 

 

 

7 

  

 

8 

 

 

9 

Complete 

trust 

10 

Prefer 

not to 

answer 

1) 
[COUNTRY’s] 
parliament 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) The legal 
system 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) Politicians ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○  ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4) Scientists 
in academia 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

5) Fossil fuel 

companies ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

6) Clean or 
renewable 
energy 
companies 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

7) Non-profit 

environment

al groups 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

8) United 
Nations 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
 

○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

3.2.1. With respect to economic issues, where would you place yourself on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 

means the left and 10 means right? 

o 0 – Left 
o 1  
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5 
o 6 
o 7 
o 8 
o 9 
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o 10 – Right 
o Prefer not to answer 

 

3.2.2. With respect to social/cultural issues, where would you place yourself on a scale of 0 to 10, where 

0 means liberal and 10 means conservative? 

o 0 – Liberal 
o 1  
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5 
o 6 
o 7 
o 8 
o 9 
o 10 – Conservative 
o Prefer not to answer 

3.3. Please read the following sentences and indicate your agreement or disagreement.  

 

Strongly 

disagree Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

 

Somewhat 

agree Agree 

 

Strongly 

agree 

Prefer 

not to 

answer 

1) I think everyone 
should be free to do as 
they choose, so long as 
they don't infringe 
upon the equal 
freedom of others 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) People should be 
free to decide what 
group norms or 
traditions they 
themselves want to 
follow 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) People who are 
successful in business 
have a right to enjoy 
their wealth as they 
see fit 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4) Society works best 
when it lets individuals 
take responsibility for 
their own lives without 
telling them what to 
do 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Strongly 

disagree Disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

 

Somewhat 

agree Agree 

 

Strongly 

agree 

Prefer 

not to 

answer 

5) The government 
interferes far too much 
in our everyday lives 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6) The government 
should do more to 
advance the common 
good, even if that 
means limiting the 
freedom and choices 
of individuals 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7) Property owners 
should be allowed to 
develop their land or 
build their homes in 
any way they choose, 
as long as they don't 
endanger their 
neighbors 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

3.4. How interested would you say you are in politics? 

o Not at all interested 

o Hardly interested 

o Quite interested 

o Very interested 

o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 

3.5. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 

Strongly 

disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

 

Strongly 

agree 

Prefer 

not to 

answer 

1) Politicians need to follow 
the will of the people  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) I would rather be 
represented by a citizen 
than by a specialized 
politician  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) Politics is ultimately a 
struggle between good and 
evil 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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3.6. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 

Strongly 

disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

 

Strongly 

agree 

Prefer 

not to 

answer 

1) [COUNTRY] should limit 
the import of foreign 
products in order to protect 
its national economy  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) [COUNTRY] should limit 
immigration in order to 
protect our national way of 
life 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) International 
organizations are taking 
away too much power from 
the [COUNTRY 
NATIONALITY] government 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

3.7. If you had to choose among the following things, which are the two that seem most desirable to 

you? Please choose two answers. 

o Maintaining order in the nation 
o Giving the people more say in important political decisions 
o Fighting rising prices 
o Protecting freedom of speech 
o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 

 

3.8. How important are each of these values in your life? 

 Not 

important 

at all 

Not 

important 

Moderately 

important Important 

Extremely 

important 

Prefer not 

to answer 

1) Honoring parents 

and elders, showing 

respect 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) Self-discipline, self-

restraint, resistance to 

temptation 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) Respecting the earth 

(living in harmony with 

other species) 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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 Not 

important 

at all 

Not 

important 

Moderately 

important Important 

Extremely 

important 

Prefer not 

to answer 

4) Unity with nature 
(fitting into nature)  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5) Equality (equal 

opportunities for all) ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6) Helping others 

(working for the welfare 

of others) 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7) Influence (having an 

impact on people and 

events) 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8) Wealth (material 

possessions, money) ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

9) An exciting life, 

stimulating experiences ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

10) Curiosity, many 
interests, desire to 
explore 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

3.9. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about natural environments?  

 

Strongly 

disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

 

Strongly 

agree 

Prefer 

not to 

answer 

1) The so-called “ecological 
crisis” facing humankind has 
been greatly exaggerated 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) If things continue on their 

present course, we will soon 

experience a major 

ecological catastrophe 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) Humans have the right to 
modify the natural 
environment to suit their 
needs  

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4) Humans are severely 
abusing the environment 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5) When humans interfere 
with nature, it often 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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Strongly 

disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 

 

Strongly 

agree 

Prefer 

not to 

answer 

produces disastrous 
consequences 
6) The balance of nature is 

very delicate and easily 

upset 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

7) The earth is like a 
spaceship with limited room 
and resources 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8) We are approaching the 
limit of the number of 
people the earth can 
support 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

3.10. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about consequences of climate 

change? We would like to hear your thoughts regardless of whether you know a lot or a little about 

climate change.  

 
Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

Prefer not to 

answer  

1) More species will be 

lost in [COUNTRY] due to 

climate change 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) More species will be 

lost in the world due to 

climate change 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) Health problems in  

[COUNTRY] will increase 

due to climate change 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

4) Health problems in the 

world will increase due to 

climate change 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

5) The economy in  

[COUNTRY] will suffer due 

to climate change 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

6) The world economy will 

suffer due to climate 

change 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 
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7) The standard of living 

of many people in  

[COUNTRY] will decrease 

due to climate change 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

8) The standard of living 
of many people in the 
world will decrease due 
to climate change 

○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

3.11. To what extent do you feel a personal responsibility to try to reduce climate change on a scale from 

0 “Not at all” to 10 “A great deal”? 

o 0 – Not at all 
o 1  
o 2 
o 3 
o 4 
o 5 
o 6 
o 7 
o 8 
o 9 
o 10 – A great deal 
o Prefer not to answer / don’t know 

 

3.12. Some people try to protect the environment in their personal lives. How much effort do you make 

to live an environmentally friendly lifestyle?   

o No effort at all 

o A little effort 

o A moderate effort 

o Quite a bit of effort 

o A great deal of effort 

o Prefer not to answer / don’t know  

 

3.13. How frequently do you engage in the following activities?  

Think about how often you engage in these activities, or how much time you devote to these activities. 

  

Never 

 

Rarely 

 

Occasionally 

 

Frequently 

Very 

frequently 

Prefer not 

to answer 

1) Researching new 

technologies 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

2) Shopping for new 

technologies 

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Never 

 

Rarely 

 

Occasionally 

 

Frequently 

Very 

frequently 

Prefer not 

to answer 

3) Talking about new 

technologies 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

4) Working on or tinkering 

with technology 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

5) Thinking about protecting 

the environment 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

6) Trying to help the 

environment through daily 

actions 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

7) Attending environmental 

meetings 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

8) Engaging in environmental 

conservation activities 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

9) Promoting environmental 

conservation (talking to people 

about the environment) 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

3.14. Do you do any of the following to reduce your carbon emissions?  

  

Never 

 

Rarely 

 

Occasionally 

 

Frequently 

Very 

frequently 

Prefer not to 

answer 

1) Try to reduce carbon 

emissions as much as possible 

in my daily life 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

2) Buy green products and 

services 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

3) Try to reduce emissions to 

heat and/or cool my home 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

4) Drive an electric car and/or 

motorcycle 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

5) Eat less meat o  o  o  o  o  o  

6) Fly less frequently o  o  o  o  o  o  

7) Use public transportation  o  o  o  o  o  o  

8) Biking and/or walking 

when possible 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

 

3.15. How strongly do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements? 

When I hear people saying our country needs to do more to fight climate change, it feels like what they 

want to do…  
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Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Neutral Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

Prefer not to 

answer  

1) Contradicts the way I think 

of myself as a person ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

2) Fits other people’s agenda 

more than mine ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

3) Fits other countries’ 

agenda more than our 

country’s 
○ ○ ○ ○ ○ ○ 

 

Section 4. More details about you 

In this last section, we’d like to learn a little more about you. This survey is anonymous, and the 

information in this section will be used only for statistical purposes.  

4.2. Could you please indicate the gender identity you identify with? 

o Male/Man 
o Female/Woman 
o None of the above. I identify as: ________  
o Prefer not to answer 

 

4.4. How many people live in your household (including yourself)?  
o Only myself  
o 2 people  
o 3 people  
o 4 people  
o 5 or more people 
o Prefer not to answer 

 

4.6. How do you feel about your household’s income nowadays?  

o Living comfortably on present income 

o Coping on present income 

o Finding it difficult on present income 

o Finding it very difficult on present income 

o Prefer not to answer 

4.7. How much would you say you earn compared to most people around you?  

o More than most people 

o About the same as other people 

o Less than most people 

o Prefer not to answer 
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4.8. How do you feel about your current standard of living?  

o I could get by with less than I have 

o I am quite satisfied with the way things are now 

o I would like to raise my standard of living 

o Prefer not to answer 

4.9. Could you please indicate your work status? 

o Employed or self-employed 
o Unemployed 
o Not in the labour force (students, homemakers, retired workers, seasons workers in an 'off' 

season who were not looking for work, and persons who could not work because of a long-term 
illness or disability)  

 

4.10. Which of the following industries best describes your employment sector now or when you were last 
employed/self-employed. 

o Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting  
o Mining  
o Oil and gas extraction  
o Renewable energy/clean energy 
o Utilities  
o Construction 
o Manufacturing 
o Wholesale trade 
o Retail trade 
o Transportation and warehousing 
o Information and cultural industries 
o Finance and insurance 
o Real estate and rental and leasing 
o Professional, scientific and technical services 
o Management of companies and enterprises 
o Administrative and support, waste management and remediation services 
o Educational services 
o Health care and social assistance 
o Arts, entertainment and recreation 
o Accommodation and food services 
o Public administration / public service 
o Other occupations 
o Prefer not to answer 

 

4.11. Which of the following categories best describes the area where you live? 

o Urban (city centre with dense housing) 
o Suburban (just outside a city, with more spread out housing) 
o Rural (far away from a city, with very spread out housing) 
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4.12. What is your postal code? 

 

 

You have finished the survey!  

 

Thank you for taking the time to complete the International Well-Being. We truly value the 

information you have provided. Your responses will contribute to our analysis and understanding 

of public preferences for the economic well-being and emissions. 
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Appendix B. Supplementary tables and figures 

 

Table B.1:  Lifestyle variable factors 

 Factors Australiaa Factors UKb 

 Technologically 

Oriented  

Passive 

environmentalism  

Active 

environmentalism  

Technologically 

Oriented  

Passive 

environmentalism  

Active 

environmentalism  

How often do you engage in these 

activities: 

      

Researching new technologies 

 

0.814   0.792   

Shopping for new technologies 

 

0.863   0.854   

Talking about new technologies 

 

0.852   0.858   

Working or tinkering with technology 

 

0.761   0.705   

Thinking about protection the 

environment 

 

  

0.898 

   

0.876 

 

Trying to help the environment 

through daily actions 

 

  

0.861 

   

0.799 

 

Attending environmental meetings 

 

  0.889   0.806 

Engaging in environmental 

conservation activities 

 

   

0.840 

   

0.937 

Promoting environmental 

conservation (talking to people about 

the environment) 

  

0.307 

 

0.583 

   

0.666 

Cronbach’s alpha 0.90 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.83 0.87 

a b Factors loadings <0.3 are not shown. Bolded values indicate the variable with the strongest correlation for the given factor. 
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Table B.2 – Cross-tabulations of beliefs of past emissions and economy changes and belief of 

how much more effort the government should take to address climate change. 

Australia - Past emissions belief & Gov effort  Australia - Past economy belief & gov effort 

Government effort BPED* - yes BPED* - no  Government effort BPGdpI** - yes BPGdpI** - no 

No effort 44 99  No effort 89 54 

Minimal/somewhat 

more effort 
115 233 

 

Minimal/somewhat 

more effort 
270 78 

Quite a bit/a great 

deal more effort 
143 366 

 

Quite a bit/a great 

deal more effort 
404 105 

Don’t know 4 25  Don’t know 27 2 

       

United Kingdom - Past emissions belief  & gov effort United Kingdom - Past economy belief & gov effort 

Government effort BPED* - yes BPED* - no  Government effort BPGdpI** - yes BPGdpI** - no 

No effort 45 65  No effort 62 48 

Minimal/somewhat 

more effort 
111 265 

 

Minimal/somewhat 

more effort 
244 132 

Quite a bit/a great 

deal more effort 
137 357 

 

Quite a bit/a great 

deal more effort 
294 200 

Don’t know 4 25  Don’t know 24 5 

       

* BPED – Belief that past emissions decreased 

** BPGdpI – Belief that the past economy increased 

 

 

Figure B.1: Australia – Scree plot to determine the number of lifestyle factors 
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Figure B.2: United Kingdom – Scree plot to determine the number of lifestyle factors 

 

 


