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Abstract

Transitioning away from carbon-intensive to renewable energy sources is one key lever through which

countries can mitigate climate change. Governments have implemented interventionist policies that si-

multaneously seek to promote a transition to greener energy sources and shield producers and consumers

from the costs of this change. We examine the impact of this enhanced role of the state on public opinion

about environmental reforms. Using data from a survey containing multiple experiments fielded during

the 2021 federal election in Germany, we show that policies of compensation that target households

rather than firms and that have a progressive design increase support for electoral candidates who run

on a pro-energy transition platform and for climate policy plans. We also show that beliefs in state

intervention in the market have emerged as an important cleavage within the German mass public con-

cerning environmental reforms because they shape assessments of the effectiveness and appropriateness

of compensation.

Keywords: climate change, compensation, Germany, public opinion, decarbonization, state intervention

∗We thank Matto Mildenberger, Jared Finnegan, Reto Bürgisser and participants at the 2022 Annual Meeting of the
American Political Science Association as well as the 2023 workshop “How People Think About the Economy" at UCL for
comments. We thank Yale University for financial support.



1 Introduction

During the past decades, governments in advanced industrialized countries have begun to adopt a number

of reforms that seek to address the environmental challenges of our times. By steering inputs away from

the carbon-intensive sectors of the economy towards renewable energy, environmental reforms intend to

bring about a far-reaching reorganization of economic activity. The umbrella term ‘energy transition’ –

referring to a replacement of fossil fuels with renewable sources of energy – summarizes the intentions of

these encompassing reforms.

In many advanced industrialized economies, the energy transition has gone hand in hand with an increase

in the state’s role in the management of the economy. To engineer the environmental transition, governments

have set in place multi-year developmental goals reminiscent of the institutions of planning established

during the immediate postwar period. As part of these policies of planning, governments promote specific

strategic sectors (usually in renewables or cleantech manufacturing), while also seeking disinvestments in

other sectors. Governments now manage the environmental transition by introducing a series of targets that

limit coal production, thereby reducing employment in the carbon-intensive sectors of the economy. These

interventions are complemented by policies that regulate inputs and outputs in a variety of sectors. Some

states have also enlisted their monetary authorities as part of these initiatives of green industrial upgrading.

States have mobilized significant financial resources and have deployed a wide array of programs that seek

to compensate firms, workers and consumers for the economic cost of the green transition. In short, energy

policies adopted in recent years went hand in hand with a resurgent role of the state in the economy.

In this paper, we argue that citizens’ views about the appropriate role of the state in the economy

moderate the effectiveness of different forms of compensation in building coalitions for climate polices and

explain variation in the level of support for the green transition. We point to a predetermined, standing

disposition regarding whether the state can and should correct market failures and manage distributional

conflict as essential for understanding divisions in public opinion about climate policy. Citizens who believe

that the state has the necessary resources, information and incentives to play an effective political role and

that it is appropriate for the state to do so are more likely to respond positively to information about different

forms of compensation and support the energy transition. By contrast, citizens who mistrust the state are

less likely to respond positively to information about policy compensation and are less likely to support the

green transition. We argue that beliefs about the effectiveness and appropriateness of the state in managing

the economy more broadly are a key and hitherto overlooked component of public opinion about climate
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policy. This argument extends a large and distinguished literature on the role of interests and ideas in shaping

political conflict over the role of government in allocating resources in market economies (see e.g. Schumpeter

(1942), Alt and Chrystal (1983), Hall (1986), Roemer (1994), Franzese (2002), and Przeworski (2003)) to

the problem of mass support for climate and energy transition policies. In this paper, we investigate how

these beliefs moderate the effect of various types of compensation policies designed to increase support for

the energy transition. While compensation to households and workers on average increases support for

the transition, such compensation is more consequential for citizens who have positive beliefs about state

intervention in the economy.

To test these hypotheses, we conducted three original survey experiments embedded in a nationally

representative survey in Germany fielded in the week prior to the 2021 German Federal election. We examine

citizens’ support for the continuation of policies transitioning away from fossil fuels to more renewable energy

sources, known also as die Energiewende, that have been implemented by various German governments

beginning in the late 1990s. In each of the experiments, we examine forms of compensation and energy

policy alternatives that reflect contemporary debates in Germany.

Experiment 1 is a candidate conjoint experiment in which energy policy is one of three issue domains

that differentiate the candidates. We find that compared to a baseline of continuing the energy transition

at its current speed, a policy that supports the transition at its current high speed and increases subsidies

for energy costs to households with low incomes increases the probability of selecting a candidate by about

5 percentage points. The magnitude of this estimate is as large as any of the policy alternatives across

migration and social policy. Before any of the experiments, we measured each respondent’s beliefs in state

intervention in the economy by combining a battery of questions about non-environmental economic policies.

We re-estimate the candidate conjoint by respondents with high and low beliefs in state intervention and find

that respondents with above median beliefs in state intervention reacted more positively to the low-income

household compensation proposal than those with below median beliefs.

Experiment 2 is an experimental conjoint that asks respondents to choose between policy plans that

vary in the extent to which they increase household costs, their effectiveness in reducing German green-

house gas emissions, whether and how they compensate consumers, and whether and how they mitigate any

competitiveness consequences for firms of the transition. Our results indicate that the presence of compen-

sation policies increases the probability that a respondent supports a plan by 10 to 20 percentage points and

more generous and more progressive compensation have the largest estimates. The effect of compensation is

strongly moderated by beliefs in state intervention. For example, the difference between the impact of the
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generous progressive plan on policy plan support between individuals with above and below median beliefs

in state intervention is about 10 percentage points.

Finally, experiment 3 focused on one of the most salient aspects of the German energy debate—the exit

from coal energy. This vignette experiment used short videos to provide respondents with different types of

information about government policy and the coal exit. All respondents received an explanation that the coal

exit would reduce greenhouse gas emissions and that there would be negative consequences of the exit for

some groups. The control group just saw this video, while four treatment groups saw videos that continued

with further information about compensation for workers in the coal industry, policies to help coal regions

diversify their economies, compensation for investors, and finally, compensation for consumers. The baseline

experimental results indicated that compensation for workers and regions significantly increased support for

a full coal exit while compensation for investors and consumers did not.

Overall, our experiments highlight several important regularities in public support for climate policies.

First, we show that some of the policies of compensation that have been adopted in recent years play

an important role in increasing public support for the continuation of reform. We also show how the

design of different forms of compensation affects support for environmental reforms, documenting that policy

measures that target low-income consumers are more likely to positively affect voters’ support for climate

policy. Second, we show that beliefs about the effectiveness and appropriateness of the state in economic

management moderate the effect of compensation on policy opinions. Citizens holding more positive beliefs

about state intervention are more likely to respond positively to information about policy compensation.

Our paper makes two contributions to the recent literature examining public opinion support for environ-

mental reforms. First, we provide new evidence on how the design of compensation schemes shapes the effect

of compensation on support for the energy transition. Our paper goes beyond the assertion that compensa-

tion matters and seeks to examine which forms of compensation exert the most significant effect on public

opinion. We manipulate the design of different compensation policies that differ in their level of targeting

in terms of whether consumers, workers, firms or regions are the focus of support and the progressivity of

benefits. Our evidence suggests that compensation policies that target benefits to low-income consumers

and workers are likely to bring about the largest increase in support for environmental policies. Second, our

paper provides a theoretical explanation for why compensation seems to generate support for some voters

and not others. Beliefs about state intervention in the economy moderate voter responsiveness. The ideas

that individuals have about the role of the state inform how they think about climate problems because these

problems have many of the same features as those economic issues that have shaped political conflict broadly
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in advanced industrial democracies. We show that in the German case, these beliefs are distinct from par-

tisanship and ideology and explain more robustly why compensation increases support among some voters

more than others. A key contribution of the study is that the German case and our research design allow us

to unbundle the importance of beliefs about state intervention from partisanship and ideology more broadly.

While our paper focuses on how beliefs about state intervention influence the impact of compensation, our

argument is more general in that state intervention is a key feature of many dimensions of climate policy and

the energy transition. We argue that in studying preferences of mass publics towards environmental reforms,

scholars need to pay attention to political responses to the growing presence of the state in the economy in

addition to the economic costs and physical risks faced by voters.

The remaining part of the paper is organized as follows. We begin by presenting our hypotheses about the

role of compensation and beliefs about state intervention in shaping public attitudes toward environmental

reforms. We then outline the survey experiments designed to test these hypotheses. The following section

presents and discusses the experiments’ findings. The final section concludes.

2 Compensation, Beliefs in State Intervention, and Climate Policy

Preferences

Environmental and energy reforms have become some of the most pressing policy challenges of our time.

Voters’ preferences towards these reforms vary significantly both across and within countries. A rapidly

growing literature has examined the preferences of mass publics towards these policies in an effort to shed

light on how governments can forge stable and enduring political majorities supporting sustainable climate

policies.1

This research emphasizes two key themes. First, exposure to climate risks is an important factor af-

fecting support for climate policies (Bergquist & Warshaw, 2019; Hazlett & Mildenberger, 2020; Hoffmann,

Muttarak, Peisker, & Stanig, 2021; McDonald, Chai, & Newell, 2015; Schuldt, Rickard, & Yang, 2018; Hoff-

mann et al., 2021; Marple & Post, 2021). Second, economic losses resulting from environmental transitions

shape preferences for climate policy reforms (Bechtel & Scheve, 2012; Bechtel, Genovese, & Scheve, 2019;

Kono, 2020; Pianta & Rettl, 2022). These findings raise the question of whether and under what conditions

compensation for losses associated with climate change or climate policy can increase support for environ-

mental and energy policy reforms. Using survey data from the United States and Switzerland, Fremstad
1The hypotheses presented in this section and tested later in the paper are pregistered with the exception of some additional

robustness tests which are noted as such. This paper reports all critical results in the main paper and the Appendix.
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and collaborators show that rebates increase public support for carbon taxes in both countries by increasing

levels of support among lower-income groups (Fremstad, Mildenberger, Paul, & Stadelmann-Steffen, 2022).

Beiser-McGrath and Bernauer examine public support for carbon taxing in a range of advanced industri-

alized countries and document that different proposals to ‘recycle’ this revenue by using it to fund other

governmental priorities increase public support for the new tax (Beiser-McGrath & Bernauer, 2019). This

echoes a number of other studies that find that revenue recycling in the form of compensation for households

or workers improves public acceptance of green taxes (Bachus, Van Ootegem, & Verhofstadt, 2019; Carattini,

Baranzini, Thalmann, Varone, & Vöhringer, 2017; Carattini, Kallbekken, & Orlov, 2019; Dolšak, Adolph, &

Prakash, 2020). Bergquist et al. (2020) focus on the impact of bundling climate and social policies, some of

which compensate for the costs of climate policy and some which are not directly related and also find the

potential for policy bundles to increase support for reforms. Gazmararian and Tingley (2023) present a wide-

ranging assessment of why compensation isn’t more effective than it is in building policy coalitions to address

climate change, arguing that often promises of compensation are either inadequate or lack credibility.2

One limitation of many of these studies is that they do not consider the broader political context within

which environmental and energy reforms take place. The policy environment shapes voters’ beliefs about

the ability and appropriateness of governments to implement these transitions (and the associated policies

of compensation) and the overall efficacy of these policy interventions. Climate policy is inextricably linked

to the relative role of the market and state in structuring production and consumption. Political economists

from Smith to Marx to Hayek to Pigou to Friedman to Piketty have debated what the proper role of

government is in the economy. Those debates entertain many possible arguments for and against intervention

but in contemporary deliberations they might be usefully summarized as falling into two broad categories:

correcting market failures and distribution. Climate policy and compensation related to these policies are

fundamentally about identifying and correcting market failures in production and consumption activities

that produce greenhouse gas emissions and addressing the distributional consequences of both climate change

and the policies to mitigate it. As such, the same considerations that animate debates about the size of the

state, private versus public ownership of industry, the regulation of monopolies, and activist macroeconomic

policymaking inform political divisions over climate policy and compensation. Building on studies such as

Hall (1986), Franzese (2002), Jacobs and Matthews (2017), and Marple and Post (2021) in other economic

policy areas, we advance the argument that beliefs about the appropriateness of state intervention are an

2See also Gaikwad, Genovese and Tingley (2022) who rather than examining the effect of compensation on climate and
energy policy opinions study preferences over types of compensation among the general population and voters who face economic
risks and/or ecological vulnerability in India and the United States.
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important component of public opinion towards environmental policy.

The closest previous work on mass support for climate policies are studies that estimate the impact of

some form of compensation by ideology or partisanship. For example, Bergquist et. al. (2020) show that,

for the most part, combining social policies with climate policies has a more positive impact on support

for Democratic partisans in the United States than Republican partisans. To the extent that Democrats

have more positive beliefs in state intervention, this result resonates with the expectations of our argument.

But partisanship, especially in the U.S. context, bundles together many other beliefs and identities such an

underlying belief in man-made climate change itself that may be correlated with climate and energy policy

opinions. Their result may be about a standing disposition about the effectiveness and appropriateness of

state intervention in the economy but it could be much else. Our study makes a theoretical argument about

the importance of these beliefs and tests it specifically. We will show below that in Germany beliefs about

state intervention vary within partisan and ideological groups and these groups do not robustly explain

differences in the effect of compensation across respondents.

Gazamararian and Tingley’s book (2023) also relates to our argument in that they suggest that com-

pensation proposals that do not seem credible for whatever reason including low trust in government, state

capacity, or partisan polarization do not increase support for climate policies. This is clearly related because

they, like us, are considering the broader political context within which environmental and energy reforms

take place. Different assessments across individuals of the credibility of government promises to enact any

policies could be one reason that individuals have different standing dispositions about the effectiveness and

appropriateness of government intervention. Our framework, however, emphasizes the standing set of beliefs

about state intervention rather than any one cause of them and our paper focuses empirically on investigating

how these beliefs shape differential responses to compensation.

In this paper, we investigate the role of beliefs in state intervention in the formation of energy transition

policy opinions in Germany. Germany provides a fruitful case for a number of reasons. First, the German

government has implemented and discussed climate policies, including a variety of compensation measures,

which allows us to draw on realistic policy examples for our experiments. Second, Germany, as a wealthy

country with relatively low levels of political polarization and a long history of government intervention,

presents a least likely case to test our theory. Low polarization minimizes credibility concerns, which can

erode trust in government, as highlighted by Gazmarian and Tingley (2023). Further, the long history

of government intervention might make the belief that the state can and should intervene a consensus

view that does not explain variation across citizens. If concern about the effectiveness and appropriateness

6



of government intervention moderates public preferences even in Germany, it is likely to moderate them

elsewhere, too. Lastly, Germany, as the world’s 4th largest economy and one of the world’s top 10 emitters

of CO2 is an important case in and of itself.3

Recent years have been characterized by an increase in the role of the state in the policy-making process of

environmental reforms in Germany and elsewhere. To accelerate the transition towards renewable energies,

the German government has formulated clear developmental goals involving multi-year and even decade-

long projects. In the case of the development of renewable energies, the government has provided purchase

guarantees of twenty years to firms that invest in electricity generation (Bechberger & Reiche, 2004, p.55).

The goal of these multi-year programs is to lengthen the planning horizons of private actors and induce them

to invest. Policies of coal exit also benefit from a long-term approach to economic planning. To this end,

government formulated long-term developmental budgets (Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft und Energie,

2019, p.95). For example, to aid regions affected by the exit from coal (Nordrhein-Westfalen, Brandenburg,

Sachsen and Sachsen-Anhalt), the German government has formulated 20-year budgets for fiscal transfers to

these regions. In the conclusion of its report, the Coal Commission noted that “these long-term developmental

budgets guarantee planning certainty and adequate, binding funding. A long-term structural development

budget must be permanently established” (Kohlekommission 2016: 104). These broader set of climate

policies—an increase in the scope of state intervention—are what make beliefs about state intervention in

the economy relevant for understanding public support for climate policy, the responsiveness of public opinion

to different types of compensation, and enduring political cleavages over environmental and energy issues.

At the same time, the negotiation of the energy transition has been accompanied by a considerable

increase in the level and types of compensation devoted to firms and workers adversely affected by the

transition. In the German context, the cost of compensation of the coal exit alone is estimated at 90 billion

Euros yearly (Schlandt & Zaremba, 2019). On the one hand, governments have designed compensation in

order to target industries and workers adversely impacted by the environmental transition. Governments

have not only provided incentives to switch to cleaner energy in the form of subsidies, government regulation,

and loans, they have also tried to shield domestic industry from the worst economic repercussions of the

energy transition. In Germany, energy-intensive companies that face international competition are currently

enjoying large discounts for the Erneue Energien Gesetz Umlage, which is an energy surcharge paid to fund

the energy transition. In 2021, 2708 companies, ranging from aluminum producers to breweries, made use

of the discount. In the European Emissions Trading System, which Germany takes part in, energy-intensive

3These figures are based on numbers for 2020 as published by the World Bank
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companies at risk of import competition receive free CO2 allowances. Further, the European Green Deal,

announced in 2019, includes carbon border taxes for imports from less climate-friendly countries. Discussions

about the design of compensation aimed to lower the cost of the energy transition for domestic industry were

significant during the 2021 election campaign. In its election manifesto, the Social Democratic Party pledged

to support industry to stop companies from moving abroad in response to climate policies.

In addition to compensation to firms, questions about compensation for households have been a promi-

nent part of the recent climate policy debate. For example, during the 2021 election campaign, the Social

Democrats, who ultimately won the election, promised to ensure that low-income households are not left

behind and to evaluate a potential payment to households financed by a CO2 price. What form such re-

distribution to households should take is contested. While much political debate has focused on targeted

help for low-income households, prominent German economic studies have drawn on the example of Swiss

climate policy and suggested the potential efficacy of lump sum payments to all households (Preuß, Reuter,

& Schmidt, 2019; Venjakob & Wagner, 2021).

Compensation
to Address

Economic Risks

Support for
Environmental
Policy Reform

Beliefs about
State Intervention
in the Economy

Figure 1: The role of beliefs about state intervention in explaining individual level support for environmental
policies

Our paper argues that citizens draw on beliefs about the appropriateness of state intervention in evaluat-

ing different policies of compensation. Citizens who have a predetermined, standing disposition that the state

can and should identify market failures and manage distributional conflict are likely to evaluate proposals

for compensation more positively. By contrast, citizens who believe that the state lacks the information or

resources to manage the economy or that it is unfair for it to do so are likely to evaluate such proposals

negatively. Beliefs about state intervention in the economy are thus a lens by which citizens evaluate differ-

ent proposals for environmental reforms. Previous studies that have explained preferences for environmental
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reforms by considering the economic and environmental vulnerability of voters only have overlooked the

importance of these ideational factors. Figure 1 summarizes our expectations.

Various types of compensation are likely to increase the public’s acceptance of the energy transition. The

adoption of subsidies for households is likely to increase the public’s acceptance of the energy transition.

Similarly, compensating energy-intensive companies will, on average, increase the public’s acceptance of

the energy transition by alleviating concerns about the potential negative effects of the energy transition on

growth and employment. The design of these policies, however, is likely to matter with policies that minimize

economic inefficiencies and resonate with voters’ distributional values receiving more support. Thus, in our

experiments, we vary the nature of compensation, including the target and level of redistribution, to explore

what types of compensation the public generally prefers.

In the remainder of the paper, we will enumerate the general hypotheses as:

H1: Compensation to households increases support for climate policy reforms.

H2: Compensation to companies increases support for climate policy reforms.

However, in a policy landscape characterized by increased activism of the state, beliefs in state inter-

vention become an important source of heterogeneity in voters’ support for climate policies and how it is

shaped by compensation. Citizens holding positive beliefs about state intervention in the economy are likely

to assess compensation proposals more positively. By contrast, citizens holding negative beliefs about state

intervention are likely to be unpersuaded. As such, we expect that beliefs in a greater role of the state in

economic management moderate the effects of compensation for households and companies. Information

about compensation is likely to lead to greater support for environmental reforms among citizens believing

that the state can and should play a large role in managing the economy. Notice that a key feature in this

argument is that belief in government intervention is a general, predetermined belief orientation that informs

opinion formation about specific policy issues. Our measurement strategy for capturing individual beliefs

about government intervention, presented below, reflects this perspective by using responses to questions

about the desirability of government economic intervention in non-environmental and non-energy contexts

and recording these responses prior to the presentation of any of our experimental treatments.

We will enumerate these hypotheses as:

H1a: The effect of compensation to households on support for climate policy reforms is higher for respondents

who believe more strongly in state intervention in the economy.

9



H2a: The effect of compensation to companies on support for climate policy reforms is higher for respondents

who believe more strongly in state intervention in the economy.

3 Methodology and Data

To test these hypotheses, we fielded a survey among a representative sample of over 2000 adults, 18 years and

older (n=2191) living in Germany.4 The survey was fielded between September 20 and September 24 2021

and completed before the German Federal election in September 2021. The respondents were sampled on

age, gender, region and income, using a sample provided by the survey-firm Respondi. The survey included

three experiments and a mock vignette experiment to test participants’ attention. We randomized the order

in which participants were presented with the different experiments.

The experiments measured the effect of government compensation on support for political candidates and

support for climate policy plans. They focused on two forms of intervention: redistribution to households and

measures that support energy-intensive industry. Both are salient components of the German energy policy

debate. These two types of compensation also allow us to compare which government interventions have a

larger impact on support and whether belief in state intervention in the economy moderates preferences on

specific forms of government compensation.

3.1 Experiment 1: Candidate Conjoint Experiment

The first experiment presented individuals with a choice between two hypothetical candidates for the up-

coming federal election. The conjoint comparisons randomly varied five candidate characteristics: party,

gender, position on energy policy, position on social policy, and position on migration policy. Each respon-

dent repeated the comparison process of this experimental design five times. The resulting outcome measure

is a binary variable, Candidate Support, equal to one if the respondent chose a given candidate and zero

otherwise. Table 1 lists all possible values for the five candidate characteristics.

Most importantly for this study, the candidate conjoint experiment varied the candidates’ positions on

the green energy transition. As the baseline for comparison, we included candidates who favored the current

policy status quo. We also introduced candidates who wanted to slow down the energy transition. Two

additional conjoint levels described candidates who wanted to maintain the speed of the energy transition

and either subsidize energy costs for low-income households or subsidize energy costs for energy-intensive

4The survey and experiments discussed in this paper were reviewed by the Institutional Review Board at the authors’
institutions and determined exempt.

10



Table 1: Candidate Conjoint Experiment, Levels of Candidate Attributes
Party

SPD

CDU/CSU

The Left (Die Linke)

Bündnis 90/Greens (Bündnis 90/Grüne)

AfD

FDP

Gender

Male

Female

Energy Policy Position

Considers that the current energy transition is happening too fast and supports slowing down the measures taken by Germany
to achieve carbon neutrality

Supports continuing the Energiewende at the current high speed

Supports continuing the Energiewende at the current high speed, but would like to increase subsidies for the energy costs of
persons with low incomes

Supports continuing the Energiewende at the current high speed, but would like to increase subsidies for enterprises to offset
the implications for competitiveness of this transition

Social Policy Position

Supports raising the retirement age to 68

Supports no changes to the policy of old age insurance

Considers that early retirement practices are acceptable, given the lack of employment opportunities for elderly workers

Migration Policy Position

Supports creating legal pathways for refugees from war zones to enter Germany.

Supports erecting more effective barriers to keep refugees out of Germany.

Supports sending aid to countries closer to conflict zones to erect refugee camps there.

companies. These policy options capture key elements of the contemporary German policy debate.

We estimate an ordinary least squares regression of Candidate Support on dichotomous indicator variables

for all treatment categories, with the exception of the baseline for each conjoint dimension. This estimation

yields the average marginal component-specific effect (AMCE) for each treatment group relative to the

baseline.5 Standard errors are clustered at the respondent level. Substantively, the coefficients give the

average change in probability of selecting a candidate with the specific characteristic over a candidate who

holds the baseline feature in that dimension. Positive coefficients thus indicate that a given characteristic

increases support for a candidate, relative to the baseline.6

5Technically, the additional assumptions that the attributes are fully randomized and there are no profile-order or carry-over
effects are also needed. See (Hainmueller, Hopkins, & Yamamoto, 2014) for further discussion.

6See Appendix for estimates reported as marginal means. Substantively, these results are qualitatively the same as those
discussed in the paper.
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3.2 Experiment 2: Policy Plan Vignette Conjoint Experiment

The second experiment combined vignette texts with a conjoint experiment to measure support for different

policy plans. For the vignette texts, the survey randomly assigned respondents to a control group (C) or

one of two treatment groups: the compensation treatment (T1) or the competitiveness treatment (T2). All

respondents were asked to read a short text on carbon pricing, and the treatment groups read additional

paragraphs. The treatment and control read as follows.

CPP “One key way to reduce carbon emissions is to put a price on carbon. By making firms and households

pay for each unit of carbon they emit, the government can provide a powerful incentive to reduce

carbon emissions. In order to achieve their climate goals, the German federal government and the EU

are thinking of raising the price of carbon. As a result, some households might struggle to pay their

bills. Further, some domestic firms might become less competitive than their foreign counterparts."

T1PP Control + (Focus on compensation for consumers): “To reduce the negative financial impact that

a high price on carbon can have on households, the government can decide to redistribute some or all

of the money it raises from higher carbon prices back to consumers."

T2PP Control + (Focus on competitiveness measures for firms): “To avoid a loss of competitiveness

that a high price on carbon can have on domestic firms, governments can pair carbon pricing with

carbon border adjustment taxes. These taxes charge foreign companies if they don’t have to pay a tax

on carbon in their home country a tariff or tax based on how much carbon they emit. With this policy,

domestic firms can compete fairly regardless of whether other countries adopt carbon pricing policies."

After reading the information on carbon pricing, respondents then took part in a conjoint experiment,

which asked them to pick one of two hypothetical climate policy plans. The plans randomly varied along four

dimensions: cost, effectiveness, compensation measures, and competitiveness measures. Table 2 displays the

complete list of conjoint attributes for each dimension. While individuals only read one vignette text at the

beginning of the experiment, they repeated the conjoint task five times. The outcome measure is a simple

binary variable, Plan Support, equal to one if the respondent chose a policy plan and zero otherwise.

Again, all forms of government compensation and measures to enhance international competitiveness de-

scribed in the vignette and conjoint texts are salient components of the German and European climate policy

debates. The two measures aimed at increasing domestic firms’ competitiveness mentioned in the conjoint

experiment - environmental clauses in preferential trade agreements and a CO2 border tax - are elements
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Table 2: Policy Plan Conjoint Experiment, Levels of Plan Attributes
Cost: Estimated increase average household cost

150 Euros per year

300 Euros per year

600 Euros per year

1200 Euros per year

Effectiveness

Most experts think this plan will reduce Germany’s CO2 emissions by 25% by 2030

Most experts think this plan will reduce Germany’s CO2 emissions by 55% by 2030

Compensation Policy for Consumers

No change in compensation policies

Low carbon dividend that pays the same amount to everyone and compensates for higher energy prices from climate policies.

High carbon dividend that pays the same amount to everyone and compensates for higher energy prices from climate policies.

Low carbon dividend that pays more to those with lower incomes and compensates for higher energy prices from climate
policies.

High carbon dividend that pays more to those with lower incomes and compensates for higher energy prices from climate
policies.

Competitiveness Policy for Firms

No change in competitiveness policies.

Carbon border tax that adjusts the prices of goods produced in countries with less stringent climate policies than Germany.

Environmental clauses in future trade agreements to commit other countries to carbon pricing.

of the European Union’s climate policy. As described in the previous section, the possible redistribution of

money raised through a carbon price to households and its optimal design is also a prominent component

of the policy debate. With the conjoint levels in this experiment, we test whether lump-sum payments or a

more progressive redistribution to households has a bigger impact on the probability of supporting a plan.7

We follow the same procedures for estimating the average marginal component-specific effect for each

treatment group relative to the baseline as described for the candidate experiment. We again cluster standard

errors at the respondent level. The main results that we report in the paper pool all respondents across the

vignette treatments groups (control group (C), the compensation treatment (T1), and the competitiveness

treatment (T2)). We then discuss estimates across these groups.

3.3 Experiment 3: Coal Exit Vignette Experiment

The third experiment randomly varied information participants received on the German exit from coal and

related compensation measures. As the information presented in this vignette experiment was relatively

7Note that even lump-sum payments would lead to progressive redistribution, as low-income earners are projected to receive
a net gain from CO2 prices and lump-sum payments, while high-income earners are projected to see a net loss. Nonetheless,
other policy designs could lead to even more redistribution by paying more compensation to low-income households.
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complex, it was presented in the form of animated short videos, rather than text. All treatment groups,

including the control group, were first told about the planned full shut-down of all coal-fired power plans

in Germany no later than 2038. The baseline video explained that the coal exit will reduce German CO2

emissions, but that some groups may experience negative consequences. The video went on to list investors,

who invested money in coal companies, workers in the coal industry, coal regions as a whole, as well as

consumers facing potentially higher prices as potential losers from the coal exit. Therefore, all groups,

including the control group, were primed to consider the potential negative consequences of a coal exit.

Table 3: Coal Vignette Experiment, Video Scripts
Introductory text for control group and all treatment groups

“The German Coal Exit. Germany is exiting coal. In 2020, the federal and regional governments reached
an agreement on the time-line of Germany’s exit from coal. The plan determined that Germany will fully
exit coal by 2038. Coal is a major source of carbon emissions in Germany, and transitioning away from coal
is an important step if Germany wants to achieve its climate goals. While exiting coal helps the climate
and might promote new, green industries, some will experience negative consequences. Investors who have
invested money in coal companies might lose money. Workers who are employed in the coal industry will lose
their jobs. This can be especially difficult for older workers, who find it hard to retrain after decades in the
same occupation. Exit from coal can also pose challenges for coal regions as a whole. As a major industry
breaks away, this has negative effects on many households and businesses in the region. Lastly, consumers
might face higher energy prices due to the exit from coal." Video Link

Treatment Group 1: Control + (Focus on compensation for workers)

Control + (Focus on compensation for workers): “In order to avoid the coal exit’s negative consequences
for workers in mining, the government has decided on a number of measures. For those workers close to
retirement, the government will pay five years of compensation. This will count towards their retirement
benefits. For younger workers, the government will provide firms funds to offer retraining programs. In
addition, many new jobs are being created in green industries. The government will help former coal workers
to enter these promising new careers." Video Link

Treatment Group 2: Control + (Focus on aid to coal regions)

“To help coal regions with the exit from coal, the government has agreed on several measures. The regional,
federal and EU governments will allocate structural aid to coal regions. The money will be used to help these
regions attract and develop new growth industries that can replace former coal mining. For example, the
funds will be used to invest in new infrastructure and better education. This will help attract new businesses
to the regions. Former coal mining sites will also be turned into places of recreation and tourism with the
help of government money. The government has further promised to locate new offices of federal agencies in
the affected regions. This will provide a boost to local employment." Video Link

Treatment Group 3: Control + (Focus on compensation for investors)

“To avoid the negative financial consequences for investors, the government has agreed to pay compensation.
According to the agreement, operators of coal fired powerplants will receive money for plant closures. Oper-
ators of lignite fired powerplants will receive direct compensation." Video Link

Treatment Group 4: Control + (Focus on compensation for consumers):

“The government has agreed on measures that aim to avoid these negative consequences for consumers. The
government has promised to subsidize energy costs for German households if prices rise due to the exit from
coal. This will ensure that German families don’t experience an increase in their energy bills as a result of
the coal exit." Video Link

While the control group received no further information, four treatment groups then saw information

on compensation policies targeting each of the groups listed above. All policies mentioned were actual

government policies that have been implemented in conjunction with the coal exit. Treatment group one
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learned about government policy aimed at workers in the coal industry. For treatment group two, the

informational video explained government aid aimed at diversifying the economies of coal regions. The third

treatment group received information on compensation for investors. Treatment group four was told about

compensation for consumers if energy prices rise. The treatment and control video texts are summarized in

Table 3.

After watching the vignette videos, participants were asked two outcome questions to measure their

support for a full and rapid exit from coal. Individuals were asked to rate their support for a complete

exit from coal on a five-point Likert scale. We code a dichotomous variable, Support for Coal Exit equal to

one if responses on the Likert score were “somewhat support” or “fully support” and zero otherwise. Our

main reported results are from ordinary least square regressions of Support for Coal Exit on dichotomous

indicator variables for the four treatment categories described above. Participants were also prompted to

indicate their “ideal" year for a coal exit on a sliding scale ranging from 2021 (the year of the survey) to

2050.

3.4 Belief in State Intervention

The core theoretical claim in the paper is that whether and how individuals respond to different types

of compensation depends on their predetermined beliefs about whether the state can and should manage

economic outcomes. We argue that these general beliefs about state intervention in the economy inform policy

opinions about climate change and whether compensation proposals increase support for climate policies.

To measure belief in state intervention, we use a battery of questions originally developed for the German

General Social Survey - ALLBUS 2016 (Wasmer & Horst, 2018). These questions ask about individuals’

support for six different types of government intervention in domains other than the environment. These

questions are asked at the beginning of the survey, along with a number of other pre-treatment measures,

before any experimental modules are presented to the respondents.

The questions ask respondents whether the government should:

1. Provide jobs for those willing to work

2. Provide an adequate standard of living for the unemployed

3. Keep prices under control

4. Support industry to ensure economic growth
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5. Provide healthcare for the sick

6. Secure an appropriate standard of living for the elderly

Support for each of these interventions was measured on a five-point Likert scale. We first take the mean

score of all six battery items for our primary measure of support for state management of the economy.

The average respondent in our sample shows a moderate belief in the appropriateness of state management

of the economy, averaging three on a five point Likert scale. We then define the variable Belief in State

Intervention equal to one for respondents with a median or above-median average and zero for respondents

with a below-median score. To ensure that the results are not driven by an arbitrary cut-off, we additionally

use the continuous mean score of all items as an alternative measure for our analyses and present these

supplementary results in the appendix. Further, we disaggregate the measure into mean support for (1)

intervention on behalf of workers (items 1 & 2), (2) managing the economy (items 3 & 4), and (3) support

for the sick and elderly (items 5 & 6).

In addition to our core variable of interests, we ask pre-treatment questions on participants’ climate pol-

icy attitudes, their positioning on a left-right political spectrum, and party vote intentions in the upcoming

federal elections. Appendix Table B.1 presents multivariate regressions that regress Belief in State Interven-

tion on responses to these questions as well as demographic variables. Table B.3 and Figures B.1 through

B.6 show the coefficients of bivariate regressions that regress Belief in State Intervention on each of these

variables separately. All show that belief in state intervention is negatively associated with higher incomes,

higher age, male gender, and living in West Germany. Further, belief in state intervention is positively

associated with belief in man-made climate change and weakly positively associated with general support for

climate policy. Unsurprisingly, on average, those who identify as more right-wing and those who vote for the

economically liberal FDP are less likely to believe in and support state management of the economy. Yet, the

association between these variables should not be overstated. While the association is significantly different

from 0, party and ideology explain very little of the variation in our measure of belief in state intervention, as

the very low R2 values in Appendix Table B.1 and Appendix Figures B.8 and B.7 demonstrate. Nontheless,

given the significant correlations, we include demographic control variables for age, gender, income, and

home region in all analyses. We further conduct robustness checks that control for and interact respondents’

pre-treatment belief in climate change, support for climate policy, left-right leaning, and party vote with our

experimental treatments. This gives us increased confidence that our measure of belief in state intervention

is picking up a related but distinct belief dimension.
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In addition, we used two types of attention checks: First, we presented individuals with a mock vignette

text, which was the same for all participants. Respondents were asked to answer three factual questions

about the vignette text. The mock vignette we employed was initially developed and tested by Kane et al.

(2020). We translate the mock vignette text into German and replace American organizations referred to in

the questions with their German/European counterparts. The English text and vignette questions are listed

in the Appendix. We also use a traditional attention check question at the end of our experimental modules.

Individuals who did not answer this question correctly were excluded from our survey. To ensure that our

final sample remained representative, we employed quotas for age, income, region, and gender that matched

the makeup of the German adult population.

4 Results

4.1 Candidate Conjoint Experiment

The first experiment reveals that the German adult population generally supports the green energy transition.

As shown in Figure 2, respondents were, on average, 4.9 percentage points less likely to choose candidates

who wanted to slow down the energy transition (p < .01) compared to candidates who supported the energy

policy status quo. Meanwhile, subsidies for poor households as part of the energy transition increased

candidates’ propensity to be chosen by 4.6 percentage points (p < .01). Progressive redistribution rendered

energy policy more politically palatable. In contrast, we find no statistically significant effect of compensation

for companies on candidate support. The underlying regression results can be found in Appendix Table C.2,

Model 1.

Unlike energy policy positions, positions on migration policy did not significantly change respondents’

choice of candidates. Pension policies had average marginal component effects (AMCEs) that mirrored the

magnitude of energy policy’s AMCEs. Compared to the pension status quo, respondents were 4.1 percentage

points more likely to choose a candidate who supported early retirement and 5.4 percentage points less likely

to choose a candidate who wanted to raise the pension age (p < .01). Unsurprisingly, the average marginal

component effect of candidates belonging to the far-right AfD was negative and highly significant at 9

percentage points (p < .01). In light of the SPD’s election victory, the positive AMCE of the SPD (2.7

percentage points, p < .05) is also unsurprising. Other party affiliations or the candidate’s gender had no

significant effect on candidate choice.
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Figure 2: Overall Results, Candidate Conjoint Experiment

Note: Figure shows the average marginal component effects of the candidate conjoint experiment with 95% confidence
intervals. Results are based on unweighted OLS-regressions. Standard errors are clustered at the respondent-level.

Having evaluated the impact of compensation on candidate support, we want to understand if pre-

determined beliefs about the role of the state in the economy shape responsiveness to compensation schemes.

Figure 3 shows results from a split-sample analysis, where we repeat the analysis of conjoint AMCEs sep-

arately for respondents with a below-median level of belief in state intervention and respondents with an

above-median values. The underlying regression models can be found in models 1 and 2 of Appendix Table

C.1. For the first group, subsidies for low-income households had no statistically significant effect on the

choice between candidates. Among those with an above-median belief in state intervention, subsidies for

low-income households had an AMCE of 6.5 percentage points (p < .01). However, beliefs in state inter-

vention did not moderate respondents’ reaction to compensation paid to companies. Neither sub-group of

participants had a statistically significant reaction to compensation for companies. The AMCE of slowing

down the energy transition was also not moderated by beliefs in state intervention. A slowing of the tran-
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sition to greener energy sources was similarly unpopular among both subgroups. As these results show, the

measure of belief in government intervention is distinct from participants’ mitigation preferences. Further,

the subgroups do not differ significantly in their partisan preferences, indicating that the measure is not

simply picking up broader differences in partisan ideology. Taken together, these results indicate that Belief

in State Intervention moderates the effect of including compensation for households as a part of the energy

transition on Candidate Support.

Figure 3: Candidate Conjoint Results, by Belief in State Intervention

Note: Figure shows the average marginal component effects of the candidate conjoint experiment with 95% confidence
intervals. Results are based on unweighted OLS-regressions. Standard errors are clustered at the respondent-level. Sample is
split by the variable Belief in State Intervention with low belief - below median-level belief, high belief - median-belief in state
intervention in managing the economy or above.

These findings are replicated in additional regression analyses, presented in Appendix Table C.2, models

2 and 3. Here, we rerun OLS regressions to estimate AMCEs and include interaction terms between our

measure of belief in state intervention and candidates’ energy policy. The finding that belief in state inter-

vention in managing the economy moderates support for compensating households, but not companies, is
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replicated across both regression specifications.

One might worry that the moderating effect of belief in state management of the economy is driven by

a preference for a specific subset of government policies. To test this possibility, we divide the battery of

questions into three categories: questions on supporting the economy, supporting workers, and supporting

the sick and elderly. We then repeat the regression analyses for each category. Appendix Table C.6 presents

the results. The finding that support for government compensation of low-income households is moderated

by support for belief in state intervention is replicated across all three sub-groups. The effects of our measure

of belief in the state management of the economy are not simply driven by a preference for social welfare or

redistribution. Even when we only use questions on price stability and economic growth, high support for

government intervention still moderates support for compensation for low-income households.

In contrast, even when we subset to specific questions in our belief in state intervention in managing the

economy battery, we find no support for the conjecture that these beliefs moderates support for compensation

paid to companies. Even among individuals who strongly support government intervention to ensure price

stability and economic growth, compensating companies for high energy costs does not increase support for

political candidates.

We conduct a number of robustness checks for these results. First, Appendix Figure C.3 replicates our

main results using marginal means, which we had not preregistered. The results remain substantively un-

changed. Second, while our sample of respondents is relatively representative of the German population

thanks to quota sampling, one might still worry about slight imbalances that could impact the representa-

tiveness of our results. We thus repeat all analyses in this paper with demographic weights that rebalance

our sample to fully reflect the age, gender, and income composition of the German population. None of

our results change in magnitude or significance when using such weights. Results from weighted regressions

are shown in Appendix Section C.2. Third, one may worry that the results are driven by inattentive re-

spondents. We repeat all analyses for the subset of participants who answered at least two questions in

the mock-vignette correctly before they were presented with the candidate experiment. For this subgroup,

the results are consistent with our overall findings and stronger in magnitude and statistical significance,

as presented in Appendix Table C.3, Appendix Figure C.1, and Models 3 and 4 in Appendix Table C.1.

Fourth, our measure of belief in state intervention might simply be picking up the effects of other preferences

correlated with belief in a strong role for the state in economic management. To test whether this is the

case, we re-run all analyses with interactions between conjoint energy policy levels and four possible alterna-

tive drivers of preferences: belief in man-made climate change, pre-treatment support for strong mitigation
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policies, left-right political leaning, and party vote in 2021. Results are shown in Appendix Tables C.4 and

C.5. After including these additional interaction terms, the interaction effects between energy policy and

belief in state intervention remain unchanged in magnitude and increase in their statistical significance. This

result increases our confidence that we are measuring a distinct driver of preference heterogeneity. Further,

we examine whether the moderating effect of belief in state intervention is driven by a specific subset of the

battery of questions. As shown in Table C.6 and Figure C.2 in the Appendix, the positive and significant

moderating effect of belief in state intervention is present for all question sub-groups. Lastly, to ensure that

our results are truly representative of the population, we repeat all main analyses using demographic weights.

Including demographic weights does not alter any of the findings, as shown in Appendix Tables C.11 and

C.12, as well as Appendix Figure C.4.

To summarize, in the candidate conjoint experiment, we find support for Hypotheses 1 and 1a: Com-

pensation for households - in this case targeting low-income households - that supplement energy transition

policies increases support for political candidates. This effect is moderated by individuals’ belief in state

intervention in the economy. Those who have high support for state management of the economy react more

positively to compensation for households. The first experiment finds no support for Hypotheses 2 and 2a.

Compensation for energy-intensive companies did not seem to move voters, regardless of their beliefs in state

management of the economy. One possible reason for this null finding is that the potential economic benefits

of compensating energy-intensive industries, as specified in this conjoint experiment, might be counteracted

by a worry that compensation for businesses disincentivizes decarbonization.

4.2 Results Policy Plan Vignette and Conjoint Experiment

As in the candidate conjoint experiment, respondents reacted strongly to the proposal to compensate house-

holds presented in the policy plan conjoint experiment. Figure 4 shows the pooled average marginal compo-

nent effects across all vignette treatments. The underlying regression results are shown in Appendix Table

D.2, Model 1. Respondents strongly preferred plans that included compensation for households. Compared

to the baseline of no compensation, a low lump sum payment to all households increased support for a

policy plan by 9.8 percentage points (p < .01). The most impactful form of compensation, high progressive

payments to households, increased support for a policy plan by 18.6 percentage points (p < .01). As the

AMCE plots reveal, respondents, on average, preferred high to low payments and progressive to lump-sum

payments. The preference for progressive payments trumped the preference for higher payments: Respon-

dents preferred the low progressive dividend to the high lump sum dividend by around 3 percentage points
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(p < .01).

Figure 4: Policy Plan Conjoint Results, All Vignette Treatments Pooled

Note: Figure shows the average marginal component effects for the policy plan conjoint experiment with 95% confidence
intervals. Results are based on unweighted OLS-regressions. Standard errors are clustered at the respondent-level.

The average respondent also preferred plans that included measures that boost the competitiveness of

domestic companies. The carbon border tax and environmental clauses in preferential trade agreements

increased support for a plan by around 9.5 percentage points (p < .01). There was no significant difference

between respondents’ reactions to the two measures.

The cost and effectiveness of the policy plan also strongly affected respondents’ choices. In line with the

results of earlier studies, participants preferred plans that cost less and are more effective. Respondents were

33.5 percentage points less likely to choose a plan that costs households 1200 Euros per year compared to

a plan that only costs 150 Euros. They were also 14.3 percentage points more likely to choose a plan that

reduces CO2 emissions by 55% compared to 25%.

Figure 5 presents the results of analyses of the policy plan conjoint experiment by Belief in State In-

tervention using split samples. The underlying regression results are presented in Appendix Table D.1.

Again, the average marginal component effects of compensation for households were strongly moderated by

respondents’ belief in state intervention in managing the economy. Those with above-median beliefs in state
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Figure 5: Policy Plan Conjoint Results, by Belief in State Intervention

Note: Figure shows the average marginal component effects for the policy plan conjoint experiment with 95% confidence
intervals. Sample is split by the variable Belief in State Intervention with low belief - below median-level belief, high belief -
median-belief in state intervention in managing the economy or above.

intervention reacted more positively to all forms of compensation in the conjoint experiment. Respondents

with above-median beliefs increased their support for policy plans by 22.5 percentage points in reaction to

high progressive payments to households. In contrast, respondents with below-median beliefs in government

intervention increased their support for policy plans by 13.3 percentage points in reaction to high progres-

sive compensation. Appendix Table D.2 Models 3 through 6 show the results for OLS regressions that

interact compensation and competitiveness measures in the conjoint tables with respondents’ level of belief

in government intervention. These interaction terms confirm the findings in Figure 5.

Beliefs in a more important role of the state was a much weaker moderator for respondents’ reactions

to competitiveness measures. We find no significant difference between the two subgroups of participants in

the split-sample analysis and binary regression specifications. When we measure belief in state intervention

as a continuous linear variable, we find a slightly significant negative interaction term between support for

government intervention and the carbon border tax (p < .1). While participants who believe in state man-

agement of the economy prefer plans with carbon border taxes to plans without competitiveness measures,

their positive reaction is smaller in magnitude.
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As before, we disaggregate the measure of belief in state intervention into support for different types of

government intervention. Results are presented in Appendix Table D.3. Unlike in the candidate conjoint

experiment, we do find some differences. Support for intervention on behalf of the sick and elderly and

workers appears to be driving the positive interaction effect between beliefs in state intervention and com-

pensation policies for households. A measure of just support for government intervention for price stability

and economic growth does not moderate respondents’ reaction to compensation for households. In contrast,

the negative interaction between beliefs in state intervention and carbon border taxes is largest and most

significant when we subset our measure to only beliefs about economic management. Respondents with a

high level of support for economic government intervention still prefer plans with carbon border taxes, but

the magnitude of carbon taxes’ positive AMCE is smaller.

The vignette texts shown to respondents ahead of the policy plan conjoint had limited effects and our

analyses by vignette treatment are presented in Appendix Table D.7. Priming respondents on compensation

for households slightly reduced the positive effect of low lump sum carbon dividends on policy support

in the conjoint experiment. Otherwise, the vignette treatments had no significant effect on the AMCEs of

compensation measures. For competitiveness measures, the vignette treatment that explained carbon border

taxes significantly increased the positive average marginal component effect of both measures on policy plan

support. One potential explanation is that this vignette treatment increased participants’ understanding of

policies aimed at maintaining companies’ competitiveness.

We also examine the heterogeneity of vignette treatment effects by Beliefs in State Intervention, as

presented in Appendix Table D.8. The finding that the compensation treatment slightly decreases the

AMCE of low lump sum carbon dividends is driven by those who believe in state intervention. One plausible

interpretation is that those who believe that government intervention is effective and appropriate came to

expect more than a low lump sum payment after being told about government compensation in the vignette

text. We find no heterogeneity by belief in state intervention for vignette treatment effects’ impact on

competitiveness policies’ AMCEs.

We conduct a number of robustness checks to confirm our main findings for this experiment. As before, we

re-estimate our results using marginal means, as shown in Appendix Figure D.5. The results are substantively

the same with this alternative estimation strategy, which we had not preregistered. As in the previous

experiment, one might also worry that results are driven by inattentive respondents. We, therefore, repeat

all analyses for the subset of respondents who answered at least two questions in the mock vignette correctly

before they were presented with the policy plan experiment. The results for this subgroup are consistent
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with our overall findings and stronger in magnitude and statistical significance, as shown in columns 3

and 4 of Appendix Table D.1, Appendix Table D.4, and Appendix Figure D.1. To ensure that our results

are not driven by correlations between beliefs in state management of the economy and other potential

sources of heterogeneity, we again re-run our analyses including interaction effects between compensation

and competition attribute levels in the policy plan conjoint and four potentially salient variables: belief in

man-made climate change, pre-treatment support for strong mitigation policies, left-right political leaning,

and party vote in 2021. Results are shown in Appendix Tables D.5 and D.6. The magnitude and statistical

significance of the interaction effects between policy design and beliefs in state intervention remain unchanged

after the inclusion of these additional interaction terms. This provides evidence consistent with the claim we

are measuring a distinct driver of preference heterogeneity. Further, we repeat all of the analyses of conjoint

variables separately for the three vignette treatment conditions to make sure that the effects we describe are

not conditional on reading a vignette treatment text. While estimates are slightly less precise due to the

smaller sample sizes, the conjoint experiments’ AMCEs among just the individual vignette treatment groups

are consistent with our pooled findings for the entire sample, as shown in Appendix Tables D.7 and D.8, and

Appendix Figures D.3 and D.4. Lastly, as before, we repeat all main analyses using demographic weights.

Including demographic weights does not alter any of the findings, as shown in Appendix Tables D.13 and

D.14, as well as Appendix Figure D.6.

To summarize our findings from the policy plan experiment, we again find support for Hypotheses 1 and

1a. Compensation for households in all forms increases support for climate policy plans. Generally, voters

prefer higher to lower payment amounts and progressive to lump sum compensation payments. These effects

are moderated by individuals’ belief in state intervention in the economy. Those who believe that the state

can and should intervene in markets react more positively to compensation policies, especially progressive

compensation policies. We also find that policies designed to maintain the competitiveness of domestic

industry increased support for policy plans, especially after vignette texts explained the role of such policies

to participants. However, this effect was not positively moderated by participants’ beliefs about the role of

the state in the economy. In some specifications, the interaction was even negative.

This result suggests that whether underlying beliefs in state management positively moderate preferences

depends on the details of policies designed to help companies. Note that the two competitiveness measures

tested here - carbon border taxes and trade agreements - are not targeted forms of compensation and empha-

size free markets over direct government intervention. In comparison to other regulations of foreign products

and more direct forms of subsidies for domestic companies, a carbon border tax is a less interventionist
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policy option. It allows market actors to adjust freely to a new price signal. Further, while some clauses in

free trade agreements add new regulations, trade agreements are generally associated with the liberalization

of trade and, thus, potentially an overall smaller role of the state in regulating the economy. Thus, one

interpretation of our results is that those who support state management of the economy may react more

positively to very direct forms of government intervention but do not react more positively to more indirect

forms of support that assign a prominent role to economic actors and free market forces.

4.3 Results Coal Exit Vignette Experiment

In our final experiment, we seek to replicate the policy environment of the coal exit, which was one of the

most significant policy interventions of the outgoing Merkel administration. This vignette differs in two ways

from the previous two experimental interventions. First, the common introduction presented to respondents

in both the treatment and the control group discusses both the advantages, but also the costs associated with

exit from coal. Secondly, the vignette considers additional variation in the design of policies of compensation

as compared to the earlier experiments. In the first treatment arm, workers who are likely to suffer loss of

employment as a result of the coal exit receive are likely to receive either early retirement benefits or benefits

for retraining. In the second vignette, compensation is provided as regional structural aid to former coal

regions to boost levels of local employment. In the third treatment arm, compensation is provided as aid to

coal producers. In the fourth treatment, compensation is provided to consumers in the form of subsidies for

higher electricity prices. Following these vignettes, we asked respondents for their support of the policies of

coal exit.

Figure 6 displays the main results of the different compensation treatments. Both compensation for

regions and workers have significant effects on the Support for Coal Exit outcome variable. The underlying

regression results are shown in Appendix Table 6 Model 1. The compensation for regions treatment increases

the level of support by 10 percentage points ( p < .01). Similarly, the compensation for workers increases

the level of support by eight percentage points ( p < .01). By contrast, neither compensation for firms nor

compensation for consumers affect the willingness of respondents to support the coal exit. The result on

compensation for coal firms suggests that transfers targeted to carbon-intensive firms are unlikely to increase

public support for the energy transition.

The results presented in Figure 7 explore heterogeneity among respondents with different beliefs about

the role of the state in managing the economy. Underlying regression results are shown in Appendix Table

E.1. In our main specification, Beliefs in State Intervention does not positively moderate compensation
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Figure 6: Coal Exit Vignette Results

Note: Figure shows the average treatment effects for the coal exit vignette treatments with 95% confidence intervals. The
outcome variable is Support for Coal Exit, a binary measure of support for a full coal exit. Results are based on unweighted
OLS-regressions.

treatments’ effects on support for the coal exit. In all specifications, the interaction term is either null or

even negative.

As in the second experiment, these results suggest that the moderating effect of underlying beliefs in the

appropriateness of state intervention depends on the directness and intrusiveness of the suggested govern-

ment intervention. For example, the described compensation for workers affected by the coal exit relies on

companies retraining workers with the help of government money. Thus, the policy gives a prominent role

to free market actors. Similarly, regional compensation emphasizes measures that make regions more attrac-

tive for companies, which then freely decide where to locate. The prominent role of companies and market

forces in these measures may explain why those who support a more active role of the state in managing the

economy do not react more positively than those who don’t.

As before, we conduct a number of robustness checks. First, to ensure that results are not driven by

inattentive respondents, we subset our analysis to only those who passed the mock vignette before the coal

vignette experiment. Results for this subset mirror results for the entire respondent pool, as shown in Ap-

pendix Table E.3. We further repeat our regression analyses, including interaction terms between treatment
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Figure 7: Coal Exit Vignette Results, by Belief in State Intervention

Note: Figure shows the average treatment effects for the coal exit vignette experiment with 95% confidence intervals. The
outcome variable is Support for Coal Exit, a binary measure of support for a full coal exit. Results are based on unweighted
OLS-regressions. Sample is split by the variable Belief in State Intervention with low belief - below median-level belief, high
belief - median-belief in state intervention in managing the economy or above.

and belief in state intervention variables, shown in Appendix Table E.7. The interactions between Belief

in State Intervention and the vignette treatments remain statistically insignificant in these specifications.

Lastly, we repeat all analyses using three alternative dependent variables. First, we use a continuous measure

of support for a full coal exit that ranges from 1 to 5 on the Likert scale. Results are shown in Appendix

E.2 and confirm all of the findings from our main specifications. In addition, we repeat all analyses with two

dependent variables that are based on an alternative outcome question, which asked respondents for their

preferred year of a full coal exit. A continuous dependent variable captures how many years before 2050

respondents’ preferred coal exit date occurs. A second, binary measure takes a value of 1 if the preferred

year is before the government’s planned exit year at the time of the survey - 2038 - and 0 otherwise. Results

for these alternative measures are shown in Appendices E3 and E4. They replicate the positive direction of

the effect of compensation for workers and regions, although results using these alternative measures are less

precise and do not reach statistical significance in most specifications.

While the results of the final survey experiment reinforce the finding that the design of compensation
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matters in shaping support for the energy transition, they also suggest that voters are sensitive to the design

of particular forms of compensation. Table 4 summarizes the policies we tested and our findings across the

three experiments.

Table 4: Table Summarizing Experimental Results
Type Exp. Government or Private Overall Effects Heterogeneity by Belief

Implementation? in State Intervention?

1 Public Increases Support Strong Heterogeneity

Financial Compensation Increases Support,

for Households
2 Public

Preference for Progressive
Strong Heterogeneity

3 Public Does Not Increase Support No Heterogeneity

Financial Compensation 1 Public Does Not Increase Support No Heterogeneity

for Companies and Investors 3 Public Does Not Increase Support No Heterogeneity

Competitiveness Policies, No Heterogeneity/

Not Direct Compensation
2 Public, but Not Targeted Increases Support

Some in Reverse Direction

Help Regions Attract Companies 3 Public and Private Increases Support No Heterogeneity

Help Companies Retrain Workers &

Retire Older Workers Early
3 Public and Private Increases Support No Heterogeneity

One result that emerges, which goes against our initial expectations, is that respondents, regardless of

their general beliefs in state intervention, do not react positively to direct compensation to companies and

investors. This could be due to a variety of reasons. First, participants might not believe that the state is

effective in regulating business and thus oppose compensation given directly to companies. Yet, as Appendix

Table E.15 shows, we find no positive reaction to compensation for companies and investors, even among

the sub-sample of respondents who stated that the government should support industry to ensure growth.

These participants should be more likely to believe that government can regulate business effectively. Two

other explanations are also plausible: First, participants might worry that compensation to energy-intensive

companies and investors in the coal industry distorts incentives to decarbonize. Second, as we see a general

preference for progressive forms of compensation in our survey, the lack of support for direct compensation

to businesses may be driven by a concern over distributive justice. Examining which of these reasons is

driving our results remains a topic of future research.

In contrast to direct forms of compensation for companies and investors, more indirect forms of support

that aim to increase the overall competitiveness of the domestic economy, such as a Carbon Border Adjust-

ment Mechanism, do increase support for energy transition policies. Further, unlike our findings on firms,

we find that the German public increases their support for energy transition policies in reaction to compen-

sation to households, especially when such compensation is progressive, as well as workers. As hypothesized,

targeted compensation policies implemented directly by the government that are generally popular lead to a

stronger positive reaction among those with a generally higher belief in the effectiveness and appropriateness

of state intervention. For policies that heavily involve private actors or market forces, this is not the case.
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5 Conclusion

Transitioning away from carbon-intensive to more renewable energy sources is one key lever through which

countries can mitigate climate change. Such transitions, however, create costs in terms of energy prices,

jobs, and economic activity across consumers, regions, workers, and firms. These costs have the potential

to generate substantial political opposition to mitigation policies even in a setting where there is general

support for combating climate change. In this study, we investigate whether the design of climate policies

can address these cost concerns and increase support for climate mitigation policy and what factors explain

variation in the impact of compensatory policies.

We present three survey experiments designed to test how compensation and trade competition measures

tied to climate policy affect public support for a transition to greener energy sources. The survey was fielded

in Germany during the 2021 federal election campaign, with each experiment designed to explore the effects

of policy design in the context of active policy debates in Germany. We find that compensation measures do

raise support for electoral candidates who run on a pro-energy transition platform, and such policies further

raise support for costly climate policy plans. Compensation policies have a larger impact on public support

when they target consumers rather than producers, and when they are more progressive. Policies designed

to ensure the competitiveness of domestic firms despite higher energy costs—specifically carbon border taxes

and the diffusion of environmental rules through trade policy—can also raise support for mitigation policies.

However, we find this effect to be small unless the logic of such interventions is explained. Other forms of

support for domestic industry that go beyond “leveling the international playing field”—like direct subsidies

to energy-intensive industry—do not increase support for policy plans. One implication is that current EU

plans to replace direct compensation in the form of free carbon allowances for energy-intensive companies

under the Emissions Trading System (ETS) with a more indirect Carbon Border Adjustment mechanism

may increase public support for the ETS.

We further argue that variation in beliefs about state intervention in the economy shapes differences across

citizens in the extent to which compensation matters for their support for climate policy. We find significant

differences in sensitivity to compensation for consumers in both the candidate conjoint experiment and the

climate policy plan conjoint experiment. Respondents who more broadly think the government can and

should intervene in the economy are more likely to be moved by climate policies with explicit compensatory

design provisions. This finding connects longstanding differences in the public about the role of the state to

conflict over climate policy.
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Taken together, our study indicates numerous policy design approaches that have the potential to sub-

stantially increase support for climate mitigation policy. Our analysis also suggests that to the extent that

compensation is necessary to design resilient support for the energy transition, political conflict over that

transition is likely to overlap with political differences about the role of the state in the economy. In addition

to providing a better lens for understanding political conflict over the energy transition, this phenomenon

suggests the possibility of a trade-off that faces policymakers. For some combinations of compensation policy

and the distribution of voter beliefs in state intervention, more compensation may lose as many supporters of

climate reforms as it gains. The treatments in our experiments do not reveal such a combination in Germany

but it is a logical implication of the cleavage.8

As our study focused on public opinion in Germany, it is important to highlight the scope conditions of

our findings. First, Germany has a high baseline level of diffuse support for climate action. As such, conflict

should be more likely to center around details of policy design rather than the existence of and necessity to

combat climate change. Further, Germany is a wealthy country with high state capacity and a long history

of state intervention to steer the economy and ensure citizens’ welfare. This is reflected in the fact that,

on average, support for state intervention is relatively high. Future research should investigate whether

our findings hold in societies with higher levels of polarization around climate change and lower levels of

state capacity. Another potentially fruitful area of future research is that of public support for EU-level

climate policies. For example, future research might investigate whether our findings regarding support

for government intervention hold when the government in question is the EU rather than the national

government.

Data Availability: The datasets underlying this research will be made fully available in a data reposi-

tory. At this stage, reviewers can access the data using this anonymous link:

https://figshare.com/s/160e8f285e8fef49230e.
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A Human Subjects Research Procedure and Ethics

The survey fielded for this paper was approved by the internal review boards of the research team’s two

universities. Respondents were recruited from the existing respondent pool of survey firm Respondi. Before

beginning the survey, all participants read an informational text, which explained that they were taking part

in a research study that aimed to learn more about public opinion among residents of Germany. Respondents

had to give their explicit consent before being forwarded to the survey. The survey used no deception and did

not ask sensitive questions of the respondents. All respondents remained anonymous, as Respondi did not

share any personal information with the researchers, and the survey did not record IP addresses. Respondents

were compensated at the standard rate Respondi pays to German participants in surveys that last around

10 minutes.
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B Covariates of Belief in State Intervention

Table B.1: Regression Tables Belief in State Intervention on Demographic Covariates and Attitude Covariates

Figure B.1: Coefficients from Binary Regressions, Belief in State Intervention as Dependent Variable

Note: Graph shows coefficients from bivariate regressions with support for state intervention, measured
along a four-point scale, as dependent variable. The support measure is created by taking the mean score
of support for six types of state management.
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Figure B.2: Coefficients from Binary Regressions, Belief in State Intervention in Managing Prices and Growth

Note: Graph shows coefficients from bivariate regressions with belief in state intervention in managing
prices and growth, measured along a four-point scale, as dependent variable. The support measure is
created by taking the mean score of support for two types of state management - supporting industry to
ensure economic growth, and maintaining price stability.
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Figure B.3: Coefficients from Binary Regressions, Belief in State Intervention in Supporting the Sick and
Elderly

Note: Graph shows coefficients from bivariate regressions with belief in state intervention in the
management of health care and pensions, measured along a four-point scale, as dependent variable. The
support measure is created by taking the mean score of support for two types of state management -
providing health care, and ensuring an adequate standard of life for pensioners.
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Figure B.4: Coefficients from Binary Regressions, Belief in State Intervention in Supporting Workers

Note: Graph shows coefficients from bivariate regressions with belief in state intervention in the
management of labor markets, measured along a four-point scale, as dependent variable. The support
measure is created by taking the mean score of support for two types of state management - providing
unemployment insurance, and helping working-age people find jobs.
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Figure B.5: Belief in State Intervention, Distribution

Note: Graph shows the distribution of mean belief in state intervention. The dashed line indicates the
median.
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Figure B.6: Belief in State Intervention, Response Distribution per Question

Note: Graph shows the distribution of responses to each question in the battery of questions that measure
belief in state intervention. Answers can range from 1 (the state should absolutely not be responsible) to 4
(the state should absolutely be responsible). The dashed lines indicate the median responses.
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Figure B.7: Belief in State Intervention, Distribution by Party

Note: Graph shows the distribution of mean belief in state intervention by party vote. The vertical line
line indicates the population mean.
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Figure B.8: Belief in State Intervention, Distribution by Left-Right Leaning

Note: Graph shows the distribution of mean belief in state intervention by left-right leaning. The vertical
line line indicates the population mean.
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C Appendix Candidate Conjoint

Table C.1: Split Sample Regressions, Candidate Conjoint Experiment

DV: Support for Candidate

All Passed Attention

High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int. High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(Intercept) 0.499*** 0.543*** 0.514*** 0.588***
(0.015) (0.020) (0.023) (0.031)

Energy Transition Slow Down −0.054*** −0.046** −0.053** −0.048*
(0.012) (0.016) (0.018) (0.024)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies 0.007 −0.001 0.019 0.008
(0.012) (0.015) (0.019) (0.023)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies 0.065*** 0.017 0.119*** 0.001
(0.012) (0.015) (0.019) (0.023)

Early Retirement OK 0.053*** 0.020 0.071*** 0.011
(0.011) (0.013) (0.016) (0.021)

Raise Pension Age −0.057*** −0.054*** −0.082*** −0.104***
(0.011) (0.014) (0.018) (0.022)

Integrate Refugees Better 0.003 −0.030* 0.011 −0.047*
(0.011) (0.014) (0.017) (0.021)

Keep Refugees Away −0.002 −0.006 −0.025 0.004
(0.011) (0.015) (0.018) (0.022)

AfD −0.092*** −0.090*** −0.149*** −0.095**
(0.016) (0.020) (0.024) (0.031)

Bündnis90/ Grünen −0.002 0.001 −0.016 0.018
(0.015) (0.020) (0.023) (0.031)

Die Linke −0.005 −0.031+ −0.037 −0.056+
(0.016) (0.019) (0.023) (0.030)

FDP −0.003 0.013 −0.022 0.018
(0.015) (0.019) (0.023) (0.029)

SPD 0.036* 0.016 0.012 0.031
(0.015) (0.020) (0.023) (0.031)

Num.Obs. 13 240 8440 5630 3600
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Figure C.1: Results Candidate Conjoint Experiment, Participants who Passed Attention Checks prior to
Experiment

Note: Figure shows the average marginal component effects of the candidate conjoint experiment with 95% confidence
intervals. Results are based on unweighted OLS-regressions. Standard errors are clustered at the respondent-level.
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Table C.2: Regression Tables Candidate Conjoint, Interaction Terms with Belief in State Intervention Vari-
ables

DV: Support for Candidate

(1) (2) (3)

(Intercept) 0.515*** 0.523*** 0.554***
(0.012) (0.013) (0.030)

Energy Transition Slow Down −0.049*** −0.046** −0.037
(0.009) (0.016) (0.059)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies 0.004 −0.001 −0.048
(0.009) (0.015) (0.058)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies 0.046*** 0.017 −0.083
(0.009) (0.015) (0.058)

Early Retirement OK 0.041*** 0.041*** 0.041***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Raise Pension Age −0.054*** −0.055*** −0.055***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Integrate Refugees Better −0.010 −0.010 −0.010
(0.008) (0.009) (0.009)

Keep Refugees Away −0.003 −0.004 −0.004
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

AfD −0.090*** −0.091*** −0.091***
(0.012) (0.013) (0.013)

Bündnis90/ Grünen −0.001 −0.001 −0.001
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

Die Linke −0.016 −0.015 −0.015
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

FDP 0.002 0.003 0.003
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

SPD 0.027* 0.028* 0.028*
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

Belief in St. Int. Bin −0.010
(0.009)

Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in St. Int. Bin −0.008
(0.020)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin 0.007
(0.019)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin 0.048*
(0.019)

Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.012
(0.009)

Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.004
(0.019)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.017
(0.019)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.043*
(0.019)

Num.Obs. 21 900 21 680 21 680
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table C.3: Regression Tables Candidate Conjoint, Baseline and Interaction, Only Participants Who Passed
Attention Mock Vignette

DV: Support for Candidate

(1) (2) (3)

(Intercept) 0.542*** 0.556*** 0.600***
(0.018) (0.020) (0.046)

Energy Transition Slow Down −0.051*** −0.047* −0.030
(0.014) (0.024) (0.089)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies 0.015 0.009 −0.015
(0.014) (0.022) (0.085)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies 0.071*** 0.000 −0.218*
(0.015) (0.023) (0.087)

Early Retirement OK 0.048*** 0.048*** 0.048***
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

Raise Pension Age −0.090*** −0.090*** −0.090***
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

Integrate Refugees Better −0.010 −0.012 −0.011
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

Keep Refugees Away −0.011 −0.013 −0.013
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

AfD −0.127*** −0.127*** −0.127***
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019)

Bündnis90/ Grünen −0.004 −0.003 −0.003
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

Die Linke −0.044* −0.043* −0.043*
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

FDP −0.008 −0.007 −0.007
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

SPD 0.018 0.019 0.019
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

Belief in St. Int. Bin −0.024+
(0.014)

Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in St. Int. Bin −0.006
(0.030)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin 0.009
(0.029)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin 0.120***
(0.029)

Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.019
(0.014)

Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.007
(0.029)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.010
(0.028)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.096***
(0.029)

Num.Obs. 9280 9230 9230
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table C.4: Regression Tables Candidate Conjoint, Interaction Results including Interaction Terms with
other Preference Variables, Binary Belief in State Intervention Measure

DV: Support for Candidate

(1)

(Intercept) 0.520 (0.027)
Energy Transition Slow Down 0.021 (0.056)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies −0.036 (0.055)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies 0.047 (0.055)
Early Retirement OK 0.039 (0.008)
Raise Pension Age −0.057 (0.009)
Integrate Refugees Better −0.013 (0.009)
Keep Refugees Away −0.008 (0.009)
Candidate Male 0.002 (0.007)
AfD −0.089 (0.013)
Bündnis90/ Grünen 0.002 (0.012)
Die Linke −0.014 (0.012)
FDP 0.005 (0.012)
SPD 0.028 (0.012)
Belief in St. Int. Bin −0.017 (0.009)
Belief in MM CC 0.034 (0.013)
Support Climate Policy 0.008 (0.004)
Right Wing −0.006 (0.003)
2021 Party Vote Andere Partei −0.013 (0.019)
2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) 0.008 (0.018)
2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.004 (0.020)
2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) −0.012 (0.020)
2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.013 (0.042)
2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen 0.029 (0.025)
2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) −0.007 (0.022)
2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) −0.012 (0.018)
Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in St. Int. Bin 0.004 (0.020)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin 0.022 (0.020)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin 0.052 (0.020)
Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in MM CC −0.061 (0.027)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in MM CC −0.067 (0.027)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in MM CC −0.038 (0.029)
Energy Transition Slow Down:Support Climate Policy −0.019 (0.008)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Support Climate Policy −0.009 (0.008)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Support Climate Policy −0.014 (0.008)
Energy Transition Slow Down:Right Wing 0.012 (0.007)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Right Wing 0.011 (0.007)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Right Wing 0.005 (0.006)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei −0.044 (0.045)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei 0.071 (0.045)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei 0.017 (0.043)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.054 (0.042)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) 0.050 (0.041)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.045 (0.039)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.031 (0.045)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) 0.059 (0.044)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.014 (0.044)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) −0.078 (0.047)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.091 (0.045)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.027 (0.044)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt 0.000 (0.086)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt 0.014 (0.084)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt 0.073 (0.102)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.048 (0.058)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.036 (0.059)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.087 (0.055)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) −0.046 (0.052)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.055 (0.051)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.005 (0.050)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) −0.013 (0.043)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.042 (0.041)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.020 (0.038)

Num.Obs. 21 200

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table C.5: Regression Tables Candidate Conjoint, Interaction Results including Interaction Terms with
other Preference Variables, Continuous Belief in State Intervention Measure

DV: Support for Candidate

(1)

(Intercept) 0.565 (0.040)
Energy Transition Slow Down 0.011 (0.085)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies −0.114 (0.084)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies −0.063 (0.083)
Early Retirement OK 0.039 (0.008)
Raise Pension Age −0.057 (0.009)
Integrate Refugees Better −0.013 (0.009)
Keep Refugees Away −0.008 (0.009)
Candidate Male 0.002 (0.007)
AfD −0.089 (0.013)
Bündnis90/ Grünen 0.002 (0.012)
Die Linke −0.014 (0.012)
FDP 0.005 (0.012)
SPD 0.028 (0.012)
Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.018 (0.009)
Belief in MM CC 0.034 (0.013)
Support Climate Policy 0.008 (0.004)
Right Wing −0.006 (0.003)
2021 Party Vote Andere Partei −0.014 (0.019)
2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) 0.007 (0.018)
2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.005 (0.020)
2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) −0.014 (0.020)
2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.013 (0.043)
2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen 0.028 (0.025)
2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) −0.010 (0.022)
2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) −0.013 (0.018)
Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.004 (0.019)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.029 (0.020)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.045 (0.020)
Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in MM CC −0.061 (0.027)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in MM CC −0.067 (0.027)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in MM CC −0.036 (0.029)
Energy Transition Slow Down:Support Climate Policy −0.019 (0.008)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Support Climate Policy −0.009 (0.008)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Support Climate Policy −0.014 (0.008)
Energy Transition Slow Down:Right Wing 0.012 (0.007)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Right Wing 0.012 (0.007)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Right Wing 0.006 (0.006)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei −0.044 (0.046)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei 0.072 (0.045)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei 0.020 (0.043)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.054 (0.042)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) 0.053 (0.041)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.042 (0.039)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.031 (0.045)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) 0.063 (0.045)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.011 (0.044)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) −0.077 (0.047)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.094 (0.045)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.030 (0.044)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt 0.000 (0.086)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt 0.015 (0.084)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt 0.076 (0.102)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.047 (0.058)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.035 (0.059)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.083 (0.055)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) −0.044 (0.052)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.058 (0.051)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.012 (0.050)
Energy Transition Slow Down:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) −0.012 (0.043)
Energy Transition Company Subsidies:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.044 (0.041)
Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.022 (0.038)

Num.Obs. 21 200

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table C.6: Regression Tables Candidate Conjoint, Belief in State Intervention Interactions, Broken Down
by Type of Intervention

DV: Support for Candidate

Belief State Intervention Just Economy Just Sick and Elderly Just Workers

(1) (2) (3)

(Intercept) 0.533*** 0.518*** 0.519***
(0.015) (0.013) (0.013)

Energy Transition Slow Down −0.072*** −0.045** −0.040**
(0.020) (0.014) (0.014)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies −0.015 0.004 0.004
(0.018) (0.014) (0.014)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies 0.009 0.030* 0.023
(0.019) (0.014) (0.014)

Early Retirement OK 0.041*** 0.040*** 0.039***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Raise Pension Age −0.056*** −0.056*** −0.057***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Integrate Refugees Better −0.010 −0.010 −0.009
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Keep Refugees Away −0.003 −0.004 −0.002
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

AfD −0.091*** −0.091*** −0.090***
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

Bündnis90/ Grünen −0.001 −0.001 −0.001
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

Die Linke −0.017 −0.014 −0.016
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

FDP 0.003 0.003 0.003
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

SPD 0.026* 0.028* 0.027*
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

Belief in St. Int. Bin. Econ −0.023*
(0.010)

Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Econ 0.029
(0.023)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Econ 0.024
(0.022)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Econ 0.051*
(0.022)

Belief in St. Int. Bin. Frail −0.005
(0.009)

Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Frail −0.009
(0.019)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Frail 0.002
(0.019)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Frail 0.032+
(0.019)

Belief in St. Int. Bin. Workers −0.006
(0.009)

Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Workers −0.018
(0.019)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Workers 0.001
(0.019)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Workers 0.042*
(0.019)

Num.Obs. 21 560 21 640 21 500
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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C.1 Marginal Means, Candidate Conjoint

Table C.7: Candidate Conjoint Experiment Marginal Means, N=2190
outcome statistic feature level estimate std.error z p lower upper
cand_choice mm energy_policy Continue at Current Speed 0.5005101 0.0042103 118.87779 0 0.4922581 0.5087622
cand_choice mm energy_policy Slow Down Energy Transition 0.4506601 0.0068458 65.83029 0 0.4372426 0.4640776
cand_choice mm energy_policy Subsidies for Competitiveness 0.5036257 0.0067845 74.23139 0 0.4903283 0.5169232
cand_choice mm energy_policy Subsidies for Low Income Households 0.5461450 0.0068278 79.98861 0 0.5327628 0.5595272
cand_choice mm social_policy No Pension Reform 0.5041890 0.0048448 104.06868 0 0.4946934 0.5136846
cand_choice mm social_policy Early Retirement OK 0.5446526 0.0049511 110.00668 0 0.5349486 0.5543565
cand_choice mm social_policy Raise Pension Age 0.4504889 0.0051353 87.72324 0 0.4404238 0.4605540
cand_choice mm migration_policy Refugee Camps Abroad 0.5040142 0.0049084 102.68421 0 0.4943939 0.5136344
cand_choice mm migration_policy Integrate Refugees Better 0.4941371 0.0051103 96.69498 0 0.4841212 0.5041531
cand_choice mm migration_policy Keep Refugees Away 0.5017779 0.0053606 93.60485 0 0.4912713 0.5122845
cand_choice mm cand_gender female 0.4977148 0.0033932 146.68128 0 0.4910643 0.5043653
cand_choice mm cand_gender male 0.5022789 0.0033836 148.44501 0 0.4956472 0.5089107
cand_choice mm cand_party CDU/CSU 0.5137737 0.0076742 66.94835 0 0.4987326 0.5288149
cand_choice mm cand_party AfD 0.4228507 0.0082301 51.37841 0 0.4067200 0.4389815
cand_choice mm cand_party Bündnis90/ Grünen 0.5109388 0.0078248 65.29696 0 0.4956024 0.5262752
cand_choice mm cand_party Die Linke 0.4968346 0.0077751 63.90090 0 0.4815957 0.5120734
cand_choice mm cand_party FDP 0.5148568 0.0075249 68.42073 0 0.5001084 0.5296053
cand_choice mm cand_party SPD 0.5385878 0.0076415 70.48223 0 0.5236108 0.5535649

Table C.8: Candidate Conjoint Experiment, Marginal Means Split Sample, High Belief in State Intervention,
N=13240

outcome statistic feature level estimate std.error z p lower upper
cand_choice mm energy_policy Continue at Current Speed 0.4974949 0.0052523 94.71987 0 0.4872006 0.5077892
cand_choice mm energy_policy Slow Down Energy Transition 0.4424581 0.0087273 50.69833 0 0.4253530 0.4595632
cand_choice mm energy_policy Subsidies for Competitiveness 0.5019747 0.0087672 57.25570 0 0.4847912 0.5191582
cand_choice mm energy_policy Subsidies for Low Income Households 0.5618831 0.0086652 64.84396 0 0.5448997 0.5788665
cand_choice mm social_policy No Pension Reform 0.5009195 0.0063125 79.35405 0 0.4885473 0.5132917
cand_choice mm social_policy Early Retirement OK 0.5528581 0.0063022 87.72447 0 0.5405060 0.5652102
cand_choice mm social_policy Raise Pension Age 0.4441386 0.0067042 66.24771 0 0.4309986 0.4572786
cand_choice mm migration_policy Refugee Camps Abroad 0.4993292 0.0062617 79.74367 0 0.4870565 0.5116018
cand_choice mm migration_policy Integrate Refugees Better 0.5021844 0.0066796 75.18237 0 0.4890927 0.5152761
cand_choice mm migration_policy Keep Refugees Away 0.4985291 0.0068674 72.59308 0 0.4850691 0.5119890
cand_choice mm cand_gender female 0.4996965 0.0043257 115.51880 0 0.4912183 0.5081747
cand_choice mm cand_gender male 0.5003008 0.0042867 116.71030 0 0.4918990 0.5087025
cand_choice mm cand_party CDU/CSU 0.5123457 0.0097857 52.35666 0 0.4931661 0.5315253
cand_choice mm cand_party AfD 0.4186916 0.0106436 39.33729 0 0.3978305 0.4395527
cand_choice mm cand_party Bündnis90/ Grünen 0.5082192 0.0100988 50.32465 0 0.4884259 0.5280125
cand_choice mm cand_party Die Linke 0.5057737 0.0103771 48.73949 0 0.4854350 0.5261124
cand_choice mm cand_party FDP 0.5070922 0.0095181 53.27668 0 0.4884371 0.5257473
cand_choice mm cand_party SPD 0.5447996 0.0095762 56.89124 0 0.5260307 0.5635686

Table C.9: Candidate Conjoint Experiment, Marginal Means Split Sample, Low Belief in State Intervention,
N=8450

outcome statistic feature level estimate std.error z p lower upper
cand_choice mm energy_policy Continue at Current Speed 0.5064313 0.0071295 71.03280 0 0.4924577 0.5204050
cand_choice mm energy_policy Slow Down Energy Transition 0.4599424 0.0111848 41.12198 0 0.4380205 0.4818642
cand_choice mm energy_policy Subsidies for Competitiveness 0.5058893 0.0108929 46.44206 0 0.4845396 0.5272390
cand_choice mm energy_policy Subsidies for Low Income Households 0.5227001 0.0111219 46.99755 0 0.5009017 0.5444986
cand_choice mm social_policy No Pension Reform 0.5106830 0.0076187 67.03032 0 0.4957507 0.5256154
cand_choice mm social_policy Early Retirement OK 0.5310694 0.0081197 65.40514 0 0.5151551 0.5469837
cand_choice mm social_policy Raise Pension Age 0.4587902 0.0081440 56.33447 0 0.4428282 0.4747523
cand_choice mm migration_policy Refugee Camps Abroad 0.5123082 0.0080272 63.82145 0 0.4965752 0.5280413
cand_choice mm migration_policy Integrate Refugees Better 0.4821618 0.0080710 59.74038 0 0.4663430 0.4979806
cand_choice mm migration_policy Keep Refugees Away 0.5056818 0.0086971 58.14376 0 0.4886358 0.5227278
cand_choice mm cand_gender female 0.4949185 0.0055444 89.26422 0 0.4840516 0.5057853
cand_choice mm cand_gender male 0.5050960 0.0055563 90.90570 0 0.4942059 0.5159861
cand_choice mm cand_party CDU/CSU 0.5157233 0.0125607 41.05847 0 0.4911047 0.5403418
cand_choice mm cand_party AfD 0.4266285 0.0131109 32.53987 0 0.4009315 0.4523255
cand_choice mm cand_party Bündnis90/ Grünen 0.5155011 0.0125666 41.02159 0 0.4908710 0.5401311
cand_choice mm cand_party Die Linke 0.4832168 0.0118279 40.85389 0 0.4600345 0.5063991
cand_choice mm cand_party FDP 0.5287846 0.0124488 42.47681 0 0.5043855 0.5531838
cand_choice mm cand_party SPD 0.5300429 0.0128117 41.37177 0 0.5049324 0.5551534
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Table C.10: Candidate Conjoint Experiment, Marginal Means Difference Between Split Samples, N High
Belief in State Intervention = 13240, N Low Belief in State Intervention = 8450

feature level estimate std.error z p lower upper
1energy_policy Continue at Current Speed -0.0089365 0.0088553 -1.0091614 0.3128972 -0.0262926 0.0084197
energy_policy Slow Down Energy Transition -0.0174843 0.0141868 -1.2324306 0.2177883 -0.0452899 0.0103214
energy_policy Subsidies for Competitiveness -0.0039146 0.0139829 -0.2799542 0.7795126 -0.0313204 0.0234913
energy_policy Subsidies for Low Income Households 0.0391829 0.0140990 2.7791372 0.0054504 0.0115495 0.0668164
social_policy No Pension Reform -0.0097635 0.0098940 -0.9868057 0.3237379 -0.0291554 0.0096284
social_policy Early Retirement OK 0.0217887 0.0102785 2.1198388 0.0340196 0.0016433 0.0419342
social_policy Raise Pension Age -0.0146517 0.0105485 -1.3889756 0.1648402 -0.0353264 0.0060231
migration_policy Refugee Camps Abroad -0.0129791 0.0101806 -1.2748832 0.2023506 -0.0329327 0.0069745
migration_policy Integrate Refugees Better 0.0200226 0.0104765 1.9111979 0.0559791 -0.0005109 0.0405562
migration_policy Keep Refugees Away -0.0071527 0.0110816 -0.6454623 0.5186276 -0.0288722 0.0145667
cand_gender female 0.0047781 0.0070322 0.6794517 0.4968517 -0.0090048 0.0185609
cand_gender male -0.0047952 0.0070177 -0.6833093 0.4944114 -0.0185496 0.0089591
cand_party CDU/CSU -0.0033776 0.0159227 -0.2121249 0.8320096 -0.0345854 0.0278302
cand_party AfD -0.0079369 0.0168874 -0.4699899 0.6383622 -0.0410356 0.0251618
cand_party Bündnis90/ Grünen -0.0072819 0.0161216 -0.4516871 0.6514944 -0.0388796 0.0243158
cand_party Die Linke 0.0225569 0.0157348 1.4335677 0.1516957 -0.0082827 0.0533965
cand_party FDP -0.0216924 0.0156706 -1.3842809 0.1662725 -0.0524062 0.0090213
cand_party SPD 0.0147567 0.0159951 0.9225787 0.3562268 -0.0165931 0.0461065
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C.2 Weighted Regressions, Candidate Conjoint

Table C.11: Weighted Regression Tables Candidate Conjoint, Interaction Terms with Belief in State Inter-
vention Variables

DV: Support for Candidate

(1) (2) (3)

(Intercept) 0.516*** 0.524*** 0.555***
(0.012) (0.014) (0.031)

Energy Transition Slow Down −0.049*** −0.047** −0.038
(0.010) (0.016) (0.060)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies 0.004 −0.001 −0.045
(0.010) (0.016) (0.061)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies 0.044*** 0.015 −0.088
(0.009) (0.015) (0.059)

Early Retirement OK 0.039*** 0.039*** 0.039***
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Raise Pension Age −0.054*** −0.055*** −0.055***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Integrate Refugees Better −0.009 −0.009 −0.009
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Keep Refugees Away −0.003 −0.003 −0.003
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

AfD −0.091*** −0.092*** −0.092***
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

Bündnis90/ Grünen −0.002 −0.002 −0.002
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

Die Linke −0.015 −0.015 −0.015
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

FDP 0.001 0.002 0.002
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

SPD 0.027* 0.027* 0.027*
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

Belief in St. Int. Bin −0.011
(0.009)

Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in St. Int. Bin −0.006
(0.020)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin 0.007
(0.020)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Bin 0.049*
(0.020)

Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.012
(0.009)

Energy Transition Slow Down:Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.004
(0.019)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.016
(0.020)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.044*
(0.019)

Num.Obs. 21 960 21 740 21 740
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table C.12: Weighted Regression Results, Sample Split by Belief in State Intervention

Table C.13: Split Sample Regressions, Candidate Conjoint Experiment
DV: Support for Candidate

All Passed Attention

High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int. High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(Intercept) 0.501*** 0.543*** 0.515*** 0.587***
(0.015) (0.020) (0.023) (0.031)

Energy Transition Slow Down −0.054*** −0.047** −0.053** −0.043+
(0.012) (0.016) (0.018) (0.025)

Energy Transition Company Subsidies 0.007 0.000 0.016 0.009
(0.012) (0.016) (0.019) (0.023)

Energy Transition Low Income H. Subsidies 0.063*** 0.014 0.117*** −0.003
(0.012) (0.015) (0.019) (0.023)

Early Retirement OK 0.051*** 0.018 0.069*** 0.009
(0.011) (0.014) (0.017) (0.021)

Raise Pension Age −0.056*** −0.053*** −0.079*** −0.103***
(0.011) (0.014) (0.018) (0.022)

Integrate Refugees Better 0.003 −0.029* 0.011 −0.044*
(0.011) (0.014) (0.017) (0.022)

Keep Refugees Away −0.002 −0.004 −0.025 0.009
(0.012) (0.015) (0.018) (0.023)

AfD −0.094*** −0.089*** −0.149*** −0.097**
(0.016) (0.021) (0.024) (0.031)

Bündnis90/ Grünen −0.003 −0.001 −0.016 0.016
(0.015) (0.020) (0.023) (0.031)

Die Linke −0.006 −0.030 −0.038 −0.061*
(0.016) (0.019) (0.024) (0.030)

FDP −0.006 0.014 −0.025 0.014
(0.015) (0.019) (0.023) (0.029)

SPD 0.035* 0.016 0.010 0.028
(0.015) (0.021) (0.023) (0.032)

Num.Obs. 13 260 8480 5630 3600
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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D Appendix Policy Plan Conjoint

Table D.1: Regression Tables Policy Plan Conjoint, Sample Split by Belief in State Intervention

DV: Support for Policy Plan

All Passed Attention

High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int. High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(Intercept) 0.473*** 0.550*** 0.461*** 0.528***
(0.016) (0.021) (0.023) (0.032)

Cost 1200 Eur per Year −0.330*** −0.348*** −0.339*** −0.344***
(0.013) (0.016) (0.018) (0.025)

Cost 300 Eur per Year −0.082*** −0.098*** −0.081*** −0.076***
(0.012) (0.015) (0.017) (0.022)

Cost 600 Eur per Year −0.206*** −0.216*** −0.213*** −0.210***
(0.013) (0.015) (0.019) (0.023)

55% CO2 Reduction 0.132*** 0.138*** 0.143*** 0.142***
(0.010) (0.011) (0.014) (0.017)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.149*** 0.088*** 0.171*** 0.094***
(0.014) (0.018) (0.020) (0.027)

High Progressive Carb. Div. 0.221*** 0.134*** 0.256*** 0.145***
(0.014) (0.017) (0.020) (0.027)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.117*** 0.069*** 0.148*** 0.052+
(0.014) (0.017) (0.020) (0.027)

Low Progressive Carb. Div. 0.182*** 0.116*** 0.204*** 0.110***
(0.014) (0.017) (0.020) (0.026)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs 0.019+ −0.021 0.009 0.003
(0.010) (0.014) (0.015) (0.022)

No Change Comp −0.084*** −0.107*** −0.103*** −0.097***
(0.010) (0.014) (0.015) (0.021)

Num.Obs. 13 240 8440 6020 3660
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Figure D.1: Results Policy Plan Conjoint Experiment, Participants who Passed Attention Checks prior to
Experiment

Note: Figure shows the average marginal component effects of the policy plan conjoint experiment with 95% confidence
intervals. Results are based on unweighted OLS-regressions. Standard errors are clustered at the respondent-level.
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Table D.2: Regression Tables Policy Plan Conjoint, Baseline and Belief in State Intervention Interactions

DV: Support for Policy Plan

(1) (2) (3)

(Intercept) 0.409*** 0.441*** 0.521***
(0.013) (0.017) (0.052)

Cost 1200 Eur per Year −0.335*** −0.336*** −0.337***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Cost 300 Eur per Year −0.089*** −0.088*** −0.089***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Cost 600 Eur per Year −0.210*** −0.210*** −0.210***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

55% CO2 Reduction 0.135*** 0.134*** 0.134***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.124*** 0.087*** 0.065
(0.011) (0.018) (0.067)

High Progressive Carb. Div. 0.186*** 0.133*** −0.059
(0.011) (0.017) (0.066)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.098*** 0.068*** −0.015
(0.011) (0.017) (0.064)

Low Progressive Carb. Div. 0.155*** 0.116*** −0.046
(0.011) (0.017) (0.065)

Carbon Border Tax 0.093*** 0.107*** 0.186***
(0.008) (0.014) (0.052)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs 0.096*** 0.085*** 0.070
(0.008) (0.013) (0.050)

Belief in St. Int. Bin. −0.050**
(0.018)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.061**
(0.022)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.087***
(0.022)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.049*
(0.022)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.067**
(0.022)

Carbon Border Tax:Belief in St. Int. Bin. −0.022
(0.018)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.018
(0.017)

Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.036*
(0.017)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.020
(0.022)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.082***
(0.022)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.037+
(0.021)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.067**
(0.021)

Carbon Border Tax:Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.031+
(0.017)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.009
(0.016)

Num.Obs. 21 900 21 680 21 680
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table D.3: Policy Plan Conjoint, Belief in State Intervention Interactions, by Type of Intervention

DV: Support for Policy Plan

Just Economy Just Sick and Elderly Just Workers

(1) (2) (3)

(Intercept) 0.399*** 0.440*** 0.438***
(0.020) (0.016) (0.017)

Cost 1200 Eur per Year −0.337*** −0.336*** −0.336***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Cost 300 Eur per Year −0.090*** −0.089*** −0.089***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Cost 600 Eur per Year −0.212*** −0.211*** −0.209***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

55% CO2 Reduction 0.135*** 0.134*** 0.133***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.135*** 0.095*** 0.107***
(0.022) (0.015) (0.017)

High Progressive Carb. Div. 0.176*** 0.136*** 0.145***
(0.021) (0.015) (0.016)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.090*** 0.073*** 0.085***
(0.022) (0.015) (0.016)

Low Progressive Carb. Div. 0.147*** 0.114*** 0.110***
(0.021) (0.015) (0.016)

Carbon Border Tax 0.123*** 0.101*** 0.103***
(0.017) (0.012) (0.013)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs 0.106*** 0.093*** 0.082***
(0.016) (0.012) (0.013)

Belief in St. Int. Bin. Econ. 0.014
(0.020)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Econ. −0.013
(0.025)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Econ. 0.015
(0.024)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Econ. 0.011
(0.025)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Econ. 0.011
(0.024)

Carbon Border Tax:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Econ. −0.039*
(0.020)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Econ. −0.013
(0.018)

Belief in St. Int. Bin. Frail −0.057***
(0.017)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Frail 0.059**
(0.022)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Frail 0.100***
(0.022)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Frail 0.051*
(0.021)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Frail 0.081***
(0.021)

Carbon Border Tax:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Frail −0.017
(0.017)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Frail 0.007
(0.016)

Belief in St. Int. Bin. Workers −0.049**
(0.017)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Workers 0.034
(0.022)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Workers 0.076***
(0.022)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Workers 0.027
(0.021)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Workers 0.084***
(0.022)

Carbon Border Tax:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Workers −0.018
(0.017)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Bin. Workers 0.025
(0.017)

Num.Obs. 21 560 21 640 21 500
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table D.4: Regression Tables Policy Plan Conjoint, Baseline and Interaction, Only Participants Who Passed
Attention Mock Vignette

DV: Support for Policy Plan

(1) (2) (3)

(Intercept) 0.379*** 0.434*** 0.625***
(0.019) (0.027) (0.084)

Cost 1200 Eur per Year −0.338*** −0.340*** −0.340***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

Cost 300 Eur per Year −0.078*** −0.079*** −0.079***
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

Cost 600 Eur per Year −0.211*** −0.211*** −0.211***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

55% CO2 Reduction 0.144*** 0.142*** 0.142***
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.143*** 0.093*** −0.070
(0.016) (0.027) (0.103)

High Progressive Carb. Div. 0.215*** 0.145*** −0.102
(0.016) (0.027) (0.106)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.112*** 0.051+ −0.041
(0.016) (0.027) (0.098)

Low Progressive Carb. Div. 0.167*** 0.110*** −0.127
(0.016) (0.026) (0.100)

Carbon Border Tax 0.100*** 0.096*** 0.086
(0.012) (0.021) (0.083)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs 0.108*** 0.100*** 0.039
(0.012) (0.021) (0.077)

Belief in St. Int. Bin. −0.083**
(0.027)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.078*
(0.034)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.111***
(0.034)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.097**
(0.033)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.094**
(0.033)

Carbon Border Tax:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.007
(0.026)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.012
(0.025)

Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.080**
(0.027)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.070*
(0.034)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.105**
(0.035)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.051
(0.032)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.098**
(0.033)

Carbon Border Tax:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.005
(0.027)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.022
(0.025)

Num.Obs. 9770 9680 9680
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table D.5: Regression Tables Policy Plan Conjoint, Interaction Results including Interaction Terms with
other Preference Variables, Binary Measure of Belief in State Intervention

DV: Support for Policy Plan

(1)

(Intercept) 0.497 (0.053)
Cost 1200 Eur per Year −0.337 (0.010)
Cost 300 Eur per Year −0.090 (0.009)
Cost 600 Eur per Year −0.208 (0.010)
55% CO2 Reduction 0.134 (0.007)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.074 (0.065)
High Progressive Carb. Div. 0.123 (0.068)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.072 (0.065)
Low Progressive Carb. Div. 0.150 (0.068)
Carbon Border Tax 0.055 (0.051)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs −0.076 (0.051)
Belief in St. Int. Bin. −0.043 (0.018)
Belief in MM CC −0.036 (0.025)
Right Wing 0.005 (0.006)
2021 Party Vote Andere Partei −0.003 (0.041)
2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.011 (0.037)
2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) 0.006 (0.039)
2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) −0.097 (0.039)
2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.017 (0.074)
2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen 0.019 (0.056)
2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) −0.049 (0.046)
2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) −0.042 (0.036)
Support Climate Policy −0.012 (0.007)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.067 (0.023)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.075 (0.023)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.058 (0.022)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.058 (0.023)
Carbon Border Tax:Belief in St. Int. Bin. −0.032 (0.018)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.011 (0.017)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in MM CC 0.036 (0.031)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in MM CC 0.027 (0.032)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in MM CC −0.039 (0.031)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in MM CC 0.016 (0.032)
Carbon Border Tax:Belief in MM CC 0.030 (0.024)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in MM CC 0.053 (0.023)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Right Wing 0.006 (0.008)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:Right Wing −0.004 (0.008)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Right Wing 0.005 (0.008)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Right Wing −0.009 (0.008)
Carbon Border Tax:Right Wing −0.008 (0.006)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Right Wing 0.002 (0.006)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei −0.067 (0.051)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei 0.010 (0.051)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei −0.047 (0.048)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei −0.045 (0.050)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.040 (0.047)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.026 (0.047)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.018 (0.046)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.057 (0.047)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.023 (0.049)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.068 (0.049)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) 0.033 (0.047)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.064 (0.049)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) −0.019 (0.051)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.109 (0.050)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.045 (0.049)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.031 (0.052)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.054 (0.095)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.105 (0.092)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.059 (0.110)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.175 (0.078)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.106 (0.063)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.013 (0.072)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.034 (0.071)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.117 (0.067)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.002 (0.058)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.114 (0.059)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.020 (0.059)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.005 (0.061)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) −0.044 (0.045)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.048 (0.046)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.004 (0.045)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) −0.001 (0.047)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei 0.034 (0.039)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei 0.061 (0.039)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) 0.035 (0.038)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) 0.071 (0.035)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) 0.021 (0.039)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) 0.044 (0.039)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.064 (0.041)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.131 (0.040)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt 0.019 (0.082)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt 0.245 (0.084)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen 0.016 (0.051)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen 0.093 (0.051)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.008 (0.046)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.069 (0.045)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.030 (0.037)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.088 (0.035)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Support Climate Policy −0.006 (0.009)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:Support Climate Policy −0.006 (0.009)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Support Climate Policy 0.000 (0.009)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Support Climate Policy 0.009 (0.009)
Carbon Border Tax:Support Climate Policy 0.020 (0.007)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Support Climate Policy 0.019 (0.007)

Num.Obs. 21 190

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table D.6: Regression Tables Policy Plan Conjoint, Interaction Results including Interaction Terms with
other Preference Variables, Continuous Measure of Belief in State Intervention

DV: Support for Policy Plan

(1)

(Intercept) 0.574 (0.076)
Cost 1200 Eur per Year −0.337 (0.010)
Cost 300 Eur per Year −0.090 (0.009)
Cost 600 Eur per Year −0.209 (0.010)
55% CO2 Reduction 0.134 (0.007)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.025 (0.097)
High Progressive Carb. Div. −0.059 (0.098)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div. −0.039 (0.095)
Low Progressive Carb. Div. −0.015 (0.097)
Carbon Border Tax 0.165 (0.074)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs −0.071 (0.073)
Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.033 (0.017)
Belief in MM CC −0.038 (0.025)
Right Wing 0.005 (0.006)
party_2021_2Andere Partei −0.002 (0.041)
party_2021_2CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.012 (0.037)
party_2021_2FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) 0.004 (0.039)
party_2021_2GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) −0.098 (0.039)
party_2021_2Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.018 (0.074)
party_2021_2Ich werde nicht wählen 0.016 (0.056)
party_2021_2LINKE (Die Linke) −0.051 (0.046)
party_2021_2SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) −0.041 (0.036)
Support Climate Policy −0.012 (0.007)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.029 (0.022)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.073 (0.022)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.047 (0.021)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.063 (0.022)
Carbon Border Tax:Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.041 (0.017)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.002 (0.017)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in MM CC 0.040 (0.031)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in MM CC 0.028 (0.032)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in MM CC −0.036 (0.031)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in MM CC 0.018 (0.032)
Carbon Border Tax:Belief in MM CC 0.031 (0.024)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in MM CC 0.054 (0.023)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Right Wing 0.005 (0.008)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:Right Wing −0.003 (0.008)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Right Wing 0.005 (0.008)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Right Wing −0.008 (0.008)
Carbon Border Tax:Right Wing −0.009 (0.006)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Right Wing 0.001 (0.006)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei −0.067 (0.050)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei 0.014 (0.051)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei −0.046 (0.049)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei −0.042 (0.050)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.041 (0.047)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.021 (0.047)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.016 (0.046)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) −0.050 (0.047)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.025 (0.050)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.061 (0.049)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) 0.037 (0.047)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) −0.056 (0.050)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) −0.019 (0.051)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.115 (0.051)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.047 (0.049)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.037 (0.052)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.047 (0.096)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.105 (0.090)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.056 (0.109)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt −0.170 (0.077)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.101 (0.064)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.009 (0.072)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.029 (0.070)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen −0.113 (0.067)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.005 (0.058)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.122 (0.059)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.025 (0.059)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.012 (0.061)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) −0.044 (0.045)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.051 (0.047)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.005 (0.045)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.003 (0.048)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei 0.030 (0.039)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote Andere Partei 0.057 (0.039)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) 0.031 (0.038)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote CDU/CSU (Christlich Demokratische Union/Christlich-Soziale Union) 0.068 (0.035)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) 0.016 (0.039)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei) 0.040 (0.039)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.060 (0.041)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote GRÜNE (Bündnis 90/Die Grünen) 0.127 (0.040)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt 0.019 (0.082)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote Ich bin nicht wahlberechtigt 0.244 (0.083)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen 0.013 (0.052)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote Ich werde nicht wählen 0.092 (0.051)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.003 (0.046)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote LINKE (Die Linke) 0.066 (0.045)
Carbon Border Tax:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.027 (0.037)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:2021 Party Vote SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands) 0.085 (0.035)
High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Support Climate Policy −0.006 (0.009)
High Progressive Carb. Div.:Support Climate Policy −0.006 (0.009)
Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Support Climate Policy 0.001 (0.009)
Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Support Climate Policy 0.009 (0.009)
Carbon Border Tax:Support Climate Policy 0.020 (0.007)
Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Support Climate Policy 0.019 (0.007)

Num.Obs. 21 190

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table D.7: Regression Tables Policy Plan Conjoint, Sample subset to vignette treatment groups and inter-
action with vignette

DV: Support for Policy Plan

Vignette Treatment Control Compensation Households Carbon Tax Interactions

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(Intercept) 0.503*** 0.486*** 0.513*** 0.484***
(0.023) (0.021) (0.022) (0.017)

Cost 1200 Eur per Year −0.347*** −0.328*** −0.332*** −0.335***
(0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.010)

Cost 300 Eur per Year −0.106*** −0.068*** −0.091*** −0.088***
(0.016) (0.015) (0.016) (0.009)

Cost 600 Eur per Year −0.230*** −0.179*** −0.223*** −0.209***
(0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.010)

55% CO2 Reduction 0.135*** 0.126*** 0.147*** 0.135***
(0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (0.007)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.137*** 0.124*** 0.114*** 0.136***
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019)

High Progressive Carb. Div. 0.187*** 0.197*** 0.175*** 0.187***
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.120*** 0.073*** 0.103*** 0.120***
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

Low Progressive Carb. Div. 0.171*** 0.143*** 0.153*** 0.171***
(0.019) (0.018) (0.019) (0.018)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs 0.000 0.015 −0.005 0.000
(0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014)

No Change Comp −0.069*** −0.070*** −0.140*** −0.069***
(0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015)

Compensation Households Vign. 0.011
(0.021)

Carbon Tax Vign. 0.038+
(0.020)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Compensation Households Vign. −0.012
(0.026)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Compensation Households Vign. 0.010
(0.027)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Compensation Households Vign. −0.048+
(0.026)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Compensation Households Vign. −0.029
(0.026)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Carbon Tax Vign. −0.022
(0.026)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Carbon Tax Vign. −0.012
(0.027)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Carbon Tax Vign. −0.018
(0.026)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Carbon Tax Vign. −0.018
(0.026)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Compensation Households Vign. 0.015
(0.020)

No Change Comp:Compensation Households Vign. 0.000
(0.020)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Carbon Tax Vign. −0.005
(0.020)

No Change Comp:Carbon Tax Vign. −0.071***
(0.021)

Num.Obs. 7160 7430 7310 21 900
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Figure D.3: Results Policy Plan Conjoint Experiment, by Vignette Treatment Group

Note: Figure shows the average marginal component effects of the policy plan conjoint experiment with 95% confidence
intervals. Results are based on unweighted OLS-regressions. Standard errors are clustered at the respondent-level.
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Table D.8: Policy Plan Experiment, Regressions by Vignette Treatment Group, Interaction with Belief in
State Intervention

DV: Support for Policy Plan

Vignette Treatment Control Compensation Households Carbon Tax

(1) (2) (3)

(Intercept) 0.558*** 0.522*** 0.559***
(0.029) (0.028) (0.030)

Cost 1200 Eur per Year −0.348*** −0.330*** −0.332***
(0.018) (0.017) (0.017)

Cost 300 Eur per Year −0.107*** −0.068*** −0.090***
(0.016) (0.015) (0.016)

Cost 600 Eur per Year −0.230*** −0.176*** −0.224***
(0.017) (0.017) (0.017)

55% CO2 Reduction 0.133*** 0.125*** 0.147***
(0.013) (0.012) (0.013)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.086** 0.093** 0.083**
(0.030) (0.031) (0.030)

High Progressive Carb. Div. 0.139*** 0.132*** 0.131***
(0.030) (0.028) (0.032)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.080** 0.069* 0.056+
(0.030) (0.030) (0.029)

Low Progressive Carb. Div. 0.120*** 0.093** 0.135***
(0.031) (0.028) (0.030)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs −0.026 −0.009 −0.032
(0.024) (0.025) (0.024)

No Change Comp −0.086*** −0.073** −0.161***
(0.025) (0.024) (0.025)

Belief in St. Int. Bin. −0.084** −0.061* −0.075*
(0.029) (0.030) (0.030)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.085* 0.048 0.052
(0.039) (0.039) (0.039)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.087* 0.103** 0.072+
(0.039) (0.038) (0.039)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.069+ 0.002 0.079*
(0.038) (0.038) (0.038)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.090* 0.081* 0.030
(0.039) (0.037) (0.039)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.039 0.042 0.045
(0.030) (0.031) (0.030)

No Change Comp:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.026 0.009 0.032
(0.031) (0.030) (0.031)

Num.Obs. 7100 7330 7250
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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D.1 Marginal Means, Policy Plan Conjoint

Table D.9: Policy Plan Experiment Marginal Means, N=2190
outcome statistic feature level estimate std.error z p lower upper
choice_plan mm cost 150 EUR per Year 0.6581772 0.0060058 109.59087 0 0.6464061 0.6699483
choice_plan mm cost 1200 EUR per Year 0.3231552 0.0060592 53.33324 0 0.3112795 0.3350310
choice_plan mm cost 300 EUR per Year 0.5690029 0.0058653 97.01140 0 0.5575071 0.5804987
choice_plan mm cost 600 EUR per Year 0.4481860 0.0060910 73.58181 0 0.4362479 0.4601242
choice_plan mm effectiveness 25% CO2 Reduction by 2030 0.4307834 0.0037708 114.24197 0 0.4233928 0.4381740
choice_plan mm effectiveness 55% CO2 Reduction by 2030 0.5679024 0.0036918 153.82979 0 0.5606666 0.5751381
choice_plan mm compensation No Change 0.3880903 0.0070258 55.23789 0 0.3743200 0.4018607
choice_plan mm compensation High Lump Sum Carbon Dividend 0.5091414 0.0070289 72.43508 0 0.4953649 0.5229179
choice_plan mm compensation High Progressive Carbon Dividend 0.5728311 0.0068816 83.24115 0 0.5593434 0.5863187
choice_plan mm compensation Low Lump Sum Carbon Dividend 0.4838855 0.0069748 69.37580 0 0.4702151 0.4975560
choice_plan mm compensation Low Progressive Carbon Dividend 0.5463659 0.0068561 79.69060 0 0.5329282 0.5598036
choice_plan mm competition Carbon Border Tax 0.5289538 0.0050351 105.05429 0 0.5190853 0.5388224
choice_plan mm competition Environmental Clauses in PTAs 0.5358714 0.0049002 109.35778 0 0.5262672 0.5454755
choice_plan mm competition No Change Comp 0.4353118 0.0048954 88.92283 0 0.4257170 0.4449066

Table D.10: Policy Plan Experiment, Marginal Means Split Sample, High Belief in State Intervention,
N=13240

outcome statistic feature level estimate std.error z p lower upper
choice_plan mm cost 150 EUR per Year 0.6541692 0.0077535 84.37081 0 0.6389726 0.6693657
choice_plan mm cost 1200 EUR per Year 0.3231800 0.0078381 41.23198 0 0.3078176 0.3385424
choice_plan mm cost 300 EUR per Year 0.5716001 0.0075960 75.25008 0 0.5567122 0.5864880
choice_plan mm cost 600 EUR per Year 0.4477521 0.0080004 55.96635 0 0.4320717 0.4634326
choice_plan mm effectiveness 25% CO2 Reduction by 2030 0.4303197 0.0049560 86.82861 0 0.4206062 0.4400332
choice_plan mm effectiveness 55% CO2 Reduction by 2030 0.5679546 0.0048426 117.28189 0 0.5584632 0.5774461
choice_plan mm compensation No Change 0.3662232 0.0088013 41.61030 0 0.3489730 0.3834734
choice_plan mm compensation High Lump Sum Carbon Dividend 0.5135135 0.0091819 55.92657 0 0.4955173 0.5315098
choice_plan mm compensation High Progressive Carbon Dividend 0.5867580 0.0086903 67.51895 0 0.5697254 0.6037906
choice_plan mm compensation Low Lump Sum Carbon Dividend 0.4825516 0.0090360 53.40316 0 0.4648413 0.5002619
choice_plan mm compensation Low Progressive Carbon Dividend 0.5548849 0.0088902 62.41566 0 0.5374606 0.5723093
choice_plan mm competition Carbon Border Tax 0.5233476 0.0062866 83.24800 0 0.5110261 0.5356691
choice_plan mm competition Environmental Clauses in PTAs 0.5431589 0.0061862 87.80170 0 0.5310341 0.5552836
choice_plan mm competition No Change Comp 0.4345091 0.0061367 70.80558 0 0.4224815 0.4465367

Table D.11: Policy Plan Experiment, Marginal Means Split Sample, Low Belief in State Intervention, N=8450
outcome statistic feature level estimate std.error z p lower upper
choice_plan mm cost 150 EUR per Year 0.6541692 0.0077535 84.37081 0 0.6389726 0.6693657
choice_plan mm cost 1200 EUR per Year 0.3231800 0.0078381 41.23198 0 0.3078176 0.3385424
choice_plan mm cost 300 EUR per Year 0.5716001 0.0075960 75.25008 0 0.5567122 0.5864880
choice_plan mm cost 600 EUR per Year 0.4477521 0.0080004 55.96635 0 0.4320717 0.4634326
choice_plan mm effectiveness 25% CO2 Reduction by 2030 0.4303197 0.0049560 86.82861 0 0.4206062 0.4400332
choice_plan mm effectiveness 55% CO2 Reduction by 2030 0.5679546 0.0048426 117.28189 0 0.5584632 0.5774461
choice_plan mm compensation No Change 0.3662232 0.0088013 41.61030 0 0.3489730 0.3834734
choice_plan mm compensation High Lump Sum Carbon Dividend 0.5135135 0.0091819 55.92657 0 0.4955173 0.5315098
choice_plan mm compensation High Progressive Carbon Dividend 0.5867580 0.0086903 67.51895 0 0.5697254 0.6037906
choice_plan mm compensation Low Lump Sum Carbon Dividend 0.4825516 0.0090360 53.40316 0 0.4648413 0.5002619
choice_plan mm compensation Low Progressive Carbon Dividend 0.5548849 0.0088902 62.41566 0 0.5374606 0.5723093
choice_plan mm competition Carbon Border Tax 0.5233476 0.0062866 83.24800 0 0.5110261 0.5356691
choice_plan mm competition Environmental Clauses in PTAs 0.5431589 0.0061862 87.80170 0 0.5310341 0.5552836
choice_plan mm competition No Change Comp 0.4345091 0.0061367 70.80558 0 0.4224815 0.4465367
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Table D.12: Policy Plan Experiment, Marginal Means Difference Between Split Samples, N High Belief in
State Intervention = 13240, N Low Belief in State Intervention = 8450

feature level estimate std.error z p lower upper
cost 150 EUR per Year -0.0104418 0.0123837 -0.8431951 0.3991194 -0.0347134 0.0138297
cost 1200 EUR per Year 0.0020493 0.0124467 0.1646498 0.8692196 -0.0223457 0.0264444
cost 300 EUR per Year 0.0058168 0.0120340 0.4833593 0.6288407 -0.0177695 0.0294030
cost 600 EUR per Year -0.0018298 0.0124099 -0.1474447 0.8827810 -0.0261527 0.0224932
effectiveness 25% CO2 Reduction by 2030 -0.0015795 0.0076775 -0.2057296 0.8370021 -0.0166272 0.0134682
effectiveness 55% CO2 Reduction by 2030 0.0004317 0.0075361 0.0572801 0.9543221 -0.0143388 0.0152021
compensation No Change -0.0565956 0.0145451 -3.8910369 0.0000998 -0.0851035 -0.0280877
compensation High Lump Sum Carbon Dividend 0.0114314 0.0144065 0.7934892 0.4274928 -0.0168048 0.0396677
compensation High Progressive Carbon Dividend 0.0354161 0.0142626 2.4831513 0.0130226 0.0074620 0.0633702
ompensation Low Lump Sum Carbon Dividend -0.0019965 0.0143932 -0.1387121 0.8896777 -0.0302067 0.0262136
compensation Low Progressive Carbon Dividend 0.0187297 0.0140653 1.3316323 0.1829810 -0.0088376 0.0462971
competition Carbon Border Tax -0.0156065 0.0105482 -1.4795438 0.1389950 -0.0362805 0.0050676
competition Environmental Clauses in PTAs 0.0191827 0.0101674 1.8866793 0.0592035 -0.0007451 0.0391104
competition No Change Comp -0.0015082 0.0102246 -0.1475023 0.8827356 -0.0215480 0.0185317
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D.2 Weighted Regressions, Policy Plan Conjoint

Table D.13: Weighted Regression Tables Policy Plan Conjoint, Interaction Terms with Belief in State Inter-
vention Variables

DV: Support for Policy Plan

(1) (2) (3)

(Intercept) 0.410*** 0.442*** 0.525***
(0.013) (0.018) (0.053)

Cost 1200 Eur per Year −0.334*** −0.335*** −0.335***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Cost 300 Eur per Year −0.087*** −0.086*** −0.087***
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Cost 600 Eur per Year −0.208*** −0.208*** −0.209***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

55% CO2 Reduction 0.136*** 0.136*** 0.135***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.122*** 0.083*** 0.052
(0.011) (0.018) (0.067)

High Progressive Carb. Div. 0.184*** 0.132*** −0.060
(0.011) (0.017) (0.067)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.096*** 0.065*** −0.017
(0.011) (0.017) (0.064)

Low Progressive Carb. Div. 0.152*** 0.111*** −0.063
(0.011) (0.017) (0.066)

Carbon Border Tax 0.092*** 0.106*** 0.187***
(0.009) (0.014) (0.053)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs 0.095*** 0.083*** 0.063
(0.008) (0.014) (0.051)

Belief in St. Int. Bin. −0.051**
(0.018)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.065**
(0.022)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.085***
(0.022)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.051*
(0.022)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.070**
(0.022)

Carbon Border Tax:Belief in St. Int. Bin. −0.023
(0.018)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Bin. 0.020
(0.017)

Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.037*
(0.017)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.023
(0.022)

High Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.081***
(0.022)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.037+
(0.021)

Low Progressive Carb. Div.:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.072***
(0.022)

Carbon Border Tax:Belief in St. Int. Cont. −0.031+
(0.017)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs:Belief in St. Int. Cont. 0.010
(0.017)

Num.Obs. 21 960 21 740 21 740
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table D.14: Weighted Regression Results, Sample Split by Belief in State Intervention

DV: Support for Policy Plan

All Passed Attention

High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int. High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(Intercept) 0.474*** 0.548*** 0.460*** 0.525***
(0.016) (0.021) (0.023) (0.033)

Cost 1200 Eur per Year −0.330*** −0.344*** −0.337*** −0.339***
(0.013) (0.017) (0.018) (0.026)

Cost 300 Eur per Year −0.082*** −0.094*** −0.078*** −0.074**
(0.012) (0.015) (0.017) (0.022)

Cost 600 Eur per Year −0.206*** −0.212*** −0.209*** −0.208***
(0.013) (0.016) (0.019) (0.023)

55% CO2 Reduction 0.133*** 0.140*** 0.143*** 0.145***
(0.010) (0.011) (0.014) (0.017)

High Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.148*** 0.083*** 0.172*** 0.090***
(0.014) (0.018) (0.021) (0.027)

High Progressive Carb. Div. 0.217*** 0.132*** 0.253*** 0.144***
(0.014) (0.018) (0.020) (0.027)

Low Lump Sum Carb. Div. 0.116*** 0.065*** 0.148*** 0.050+
(0.014) (0.017) (0.020) (0.027)

Low Progressive Carb. Div. 0.181*** 0.111*** 0.203*** 0.106***
(0.014) (0.017) (0.020) (0.026)

Environmental Clauses in PTAs 0.020+ −0.023+ 0.009 0.002
(0.010) (0.014) (0.015) (0.022)

competitionNo Change Comp −0.083*** −0.106*** −0.102*** −0.096***
(0.011) (0.014) (0.015) (0.022)

Num.Obs. 13 260 8480 6020 3660
Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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E Appendix Coal Vignette

Table E.1: Regression Tables Coal Vignette, Belief in State Intervention Split Sample

DV: Support for Full Exit, Binary

All Passed Attention

High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int. High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(Intercept) 0.587*** 0.346*** 0.477*** 0.408**
(0.069) (0.097) (0.109) (0.144)

Compensation for Consumers 0.062 0.044 0.096 0.024
(0.041) (0.052) (0.065) (0.078)

Compensation for Investors 0.003 0.031 0.062 0.009
(0.040) (0.053) (0.062) (0.082)

Compensation for Regions 0.074+ 0.097+ 0.159* 0.042
(0.042) (0.052) (0.064) (0.078)

Compensation for Workers 0.095* 0.131* 0.094 0.099
(0.042) (0.054) (0.063) (0.084)

Num.Obs. 1324 844 584 371
R2 0.043 0.042 0.064 0.081
R2 Adj. 0.020 0.006 0.012 −0.003
AIC 1783.9 1189.5 799.1 522.3
BIC 1955.1 1345.9 943.3 651.5
Log.Lik. −858.934 −561.767 −366.527 −228.143
RMSE 0.46 0.47 0.45 0.45

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table E.2: Regression Tables Coal Vignette Conjoint, Baseline and Belief in State Intervention Interactions

Dependent variable:

Support for Full Exit, Binary

(1) (2) (3)

Compensation for Consumers 0.053∗ 0.047 0.165
(0.032) (0.051) (0.200)

Compensation for Investors 0.021 0.036 0.240
(0.032) (0.052) (0.199)

Compensation for Regions 0.085∗∗∗ 0.103∗∗ 0.275
(0.032) (0.051) (0.197)

Compensation for Workers 0.107∗∗∗ 0.127∗∗ 0.238
(0.033) (0.052) (0.195)

Belief State Int. Bin. 0.063
(0.047)

Belief State Int. Cont. 0.084∗
(0.046)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.013
(0.066)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.033
(0.066)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.032
(0.066)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.036
(0.067)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.037
(0.065)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.074
(0.065)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.063
(0.065)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.044
(0.064)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 2,190 2,168 2,168
R2 0.031 0.034 0.034
Adjusted R2 0.017 0.018 0.018
Residual Std. Error 0.474 (df = 2158) 0.472 (df = 2131) 0.472 (df = 2131)
F Statistic 2.257∗∗∗ (df = 31; 2158) 2.106∗∗∗ (df = 36; 2131) 2.093∗∗∗ (df = 36; 2131)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table E.3: Regression Tables Policy Plan Conjoint, Baseline and Interaction, Only Participants Who Passed
Attention Mock Vignette

Dependent variable:

Support for Full Exit, Binary

(1) (2) (3)

Compensation for Consumers 0.067 0.034 0.024
(0.049) (0.076) (0.312)

Compensation for Investors 0.041 0.006 0.183
(0.048) (0.080) (0.313)

Compensation for Regions 0.127∗∗∗ 0.075 −0.121
(0.048) (0.076) (0.315)

Compensation for Workers 0.101∗∗ 0.122 0.143
(0.049) (0.082) (0.303)

Belief State Int. Bin. −0.017
(0.073)

Belief State Int. Cont. 0.014
(0.074)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.055
(0.100)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.044
(0.101)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.067
(0.099)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.038
(0.103)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Cont. 0.014
(0.102)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.049
(0.102)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Cont. 0.079
(0.103)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.016
(0.099)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 963 955 955
R2 0.048 0.049 0.049
Adjusted R2 0.016 0.011 0.012
Residual Std. Error 0.466 (df = 931) 0.465 (df = 918) 0.465 (df = 918)
F Statistic 1.503∗∗ (df = 31; 931) 1.306 (df = 36; 918) 1.318 (df = 36; 918)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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E.1 Weighted Regressions, Main Results Coal Vignette Experiment

Figure E.1: Coal Exit Vignette Results, Weighted Sample

Note: Figure shows the average treatment effects for the coal exit vignette treatments with 95% confidence intervals. The
outcome variable is Support for Coal Exit, a binary measure of support for a full coal exit. Results are based on
demographically weighted OLS-regressions.

Table E.4: Regression Tables Coal Vignette, Belief in State Intervention Split Sample, Weighted Sample

DV: Support for Full Exit, Binary

All Passed Attention

High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int. High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(Intercept) 0.598*** 0.347*** 0.487*** 0.444**
(0.068) (0.095) (0.107) (0.143)

coalexitCompensation for Consumers Treatment 0.058 0.036 0.096 0.007
(0.041) (0.052) (0.064) (0.079)

coalexitCompensation for Investors Treatment 0.006 0.034 0.064 −0.007
(0.040) (0.053) (0.062) (0.082)

Compensation for Regions 0.074+ 0.093+ 0.166** 0.029
(0.042) (0.052) (0.063) (0.079)

Compensation for Workers 0.095* 0.133* 0.097 0.096
(0.042) (0.054) (0.063) (0.085)

Num.Obs. 1326 848 584 372
R2 0.042 0.041 0.064 0.079
R2 Adj. 0.019 0.005 0.012 −0.005
AIC 1792.6 1201.0 802.4 528.6
BIC 1963.9 1357.5 946.6 657.9
Log.Lik. −863.308 −567.514 −368.220 −231.291
RMSE 0.46 0.47 0.45 0.45

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Figure E.2: Coal Exit Vignette Results, by Belief in State Intervention, Weighted Sample

Note: Figure shows the average treatment effects for the coal exit vignette experiment with 95% confidence intervals. The
outcome variable is Support for Coal Exit, a binary measure of support for a full coal exit. Results are based on weighted
OLS-regressions. Sample is split by the variable Belief in State Intervention with low belief - below median-level belief, high
belief - median-belief in state intervention in managing the economy or above.
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Table E.5: Regression Tables Coal Vignette Conjoint, Baseline and Belief in State Intervention Interactions,
Weighted Sample

Dependent variable:

Support for Full Exit, Binary

(1) (2) (3)

Compensation for Consumers 0.047 0.037 0.143
(0.032) (0.051) (0.199)

Compensation for Investors 0.024 0.039 0.236
(0.032) (0.051) (0.197)

Compensation for Regions 0.084∗∗∗ 0.099∗ 0.274
(0.032) (0.051) (0.197)

Compensation for Workers 0.107∗∗∗ 0.129∗∗ 0.248
(0.033) (0.052) (0.195)

Belief State Int. Bin. 0.061
(0.047)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.019
(0.065)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.033
(0.066)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.028
(0.066)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.039
(0.067)

Belief State Int. Cont. 0.084∗
(0.046)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.032
(0.065)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.072
(0.064)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.064
(0.065)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.047
(0.064)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 2,196 2,174 2,174
R2 0.030 0.033 0.033
Adjusted R2 0.016 0.016 0.016
Residual Std. Error 0.473 (df = 2164) 0.472 (df = 2137) 0.472 (df = 2137)
F Statistic 2.126∗∗∗ (df = 31; 2164) 2.010∗∗∗ (df = 36; 2137) 2.000∗∗∗ (df = 36; 2137)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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E.2 Results Continuous Measure of Support for Coal Exit

Figure E.3: Coal Exit Vignette Results, Continuous Measure of Support for Coal Exit

Note: Figure shows the average treatment effects for the coal exit vignette treatments with 95% confidence intervals. The
outcome variable is Continuous Support for Coal Exit, a continuous measure of support for a full coal exit. Results are based
on unweighted OLS-regressions.

Table E.6: Regression Tables Coal Vignette, Belief in State Intervention Split Sample, Continuous Support
DV

DV: Support for Full Exit, Continuous

All Passed Attention

High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int. High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(Intercept) 0.718*** −0.107 0.612* 0.231
(0.184) (0.249) (0.291) (0.379)

Compensation for Consumers 0.098 0.127 0.259 0.034
(0.110) (0.133) (0.172) (0.206)

Compensation for Investors −0.143 0.030 0.071 0.096
(0.108) (0.137) (0.166) (0.217)

Compensation for Regions 0.185+ 0.270* 0.410* 0.146
(0.112) (0.134) (0.170) (0.206)

Compensation for Workers 0.238* 0.351* 0.246 0.355
(0.112) (0.138) (0.168) (0.222)

Num.Obs. 1324 844 584 371
R2 0.052 0.047 0.076 0.086
R2 Adj. 0.029 0.010 0.025 0.003
AIC 4380.6 2783.7 1945.8 1240.5
BIC 4551.8 2940.0 2090.0 1369.8
Log.Lik. −2157.304 −1358.836 −939.917 −587.273
RMSE 1.23 1.21 1.21 1.18

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Figure E.4: Coal Exit Vignette Results, by Belief in State Intervention

Note: Figure shows the average treatment effects for the coal exit vignette experiment with 95% confidence intervals. The
outcome variable is Continuous Support for Coal Exit, a continuous measure of support for a full coal exit. Results are based
on unweighted OLS-regressions. Sample is split by the variable Belief in State Intervention with low belief - below
median-level belief, high belief - median-belief in state intervention in managing the economy or above.
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Table E.7: Regression Tables Coal Vignette Conjoint, Baseline and Belief in State Intervention Interactions,
Continuous Support DV

Dependent variable:

Support for Full Exit, Continuous

(1) (2) (3)

Compensation for Consumers 0.103 0.121 0.665
(0.084) (0.133) (0.526)

Compensation for Investors −0.072 0.031 1.086∗∗
(0.083) (0.136) (0.522)

Compensation for Regions 0.217∗∗ 0.271∗∗ 0.902∗
(0.085) (0.134) (0.518)

Compensation for Workers 0.267∗∗∗ 0.321∗∗ 0.840
(0.086) (0.137) (0.511)

Belief State Int. Bin. 0.217∗
(0.123)

Belief State Int. Cont. 0.349∗∗∗
(0.122)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.029
(0.172)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.174
(0.173)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.097
(0.174)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.098
(0.176)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.187
(0.172)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.384∗∗
(0.170)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.228
(0.170)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.191
(0.167)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 2,190 2,168 2,168
R2 0.038 0.042 0.044
Adjusted R2 0.024 0.026 0.028
Residual Std. Error 1.241 (df = 2158) 1.242 (df = 2131) 1.240 (df = 2131)
F Statistic 2.740∗∗∗ (df = 31; 2158) 2.587∗∗∗ (df = 36; 2131) 2.739∗∗∗ (df = 36; 2131)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table E.8: Regression Tables Policy Plan Conjoint, Baseline and Interaction, Only Participants Who Passed
Attention Mock Vignette, Continuous Support DV

Dependent variable:

Support for Full Exit, Continuous

(1) (2) (3)

Compensation for Consumers 0.147 0.032 −0.224
(0.129) (0.202) (0.830)

Compensation for Investors 0.058 0.062 0.825
(0.128) (0.212) (0.832)

Compensation for Regions 0.332∗∗∗ 0.226 −0.128
(0.128) (0.203) (0.839)

Compensation for Workers 0.290∗∗ 0.390∗ 0.891
(0.131) (0.217) (0.805)

Belief State Int. Bin. 0.060
(0.193)

Belief State Int. Cont. 0.210
(0.197)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.212
(0.265)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.012
(0.269)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.157
(0.263)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.163
(0.274)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Cont. 0.126
(0.272)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.253
(0.271)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Cont. 0.151
(0.275)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.199
(0.262)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 963 955 955
R2 0.048 0.053 0.057
Adjusted R2 0.016 0.016 0.020
Residual Std. Error 1.240 (df = 931) 1.240 (df = 918) 1.238 (df = 918)
F Statistic 1.506∗∗ (df = 31; 931) 1.431∗∗ (df = 36; 918) 1.533∗∗ (df = 36; 918)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01

52



E.3 Results Binary Measure of Preferred Coal Exit Year before Current Plan

Figure E.5: Coal Exit Vignette Results, Binary Measure of Preferred Coal Exit Year before Current Plan

Note: Figure shows the average treatment effects for the coal exit vignette treatments with 95% confidence intervals. The
outcome variable is Coal Exit Sooner, a binary measure of the preferred coal exit year being before the current government
plan. Results are based on unweighted OLS-regressions.

Table E.9: Regression Tables Coal Vignette, Belief in State Intervention Split Sample, Binary Year DV

DV: Coal Exit Sooner than 2038

All Passed Attention

High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int. High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(Intercept) 0.769*** 0.439*** 0.641*** 0.303*
(0.070) (0.098) (0.113) (0.151)

Compensation for Consumers 0.032 0.053 0.086 0.071
(0.042) (0.053) (0.067) (0.082)

Compensation for Investors −0.049 −0.022 0.049 −0.037
(0.041) (0.054) (0.065) (0.087)

Compensation for Regions 0.014 0.055 0.098 0.028
(0.042) (0.053) (0.066) (0.082)

Compensation for Workers 0.014 0.071 0.077 0.025
(0.042) (0.054) (0.065) (0.089)

Num.Obs. 1324 844 584 371
R2 0.041 0.046 0.036 0.084
R2 Adj. 0.018 0.010 −0.018 0.000
AIC 1807.6 1213.7 843.2 559.1
BIC 1978.8 1370.0 987.4 688.4
Log.Lik. −870.798 −573.832 −388.600 −246.561
RMSE 0.47 0.48 0.47 0.47

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Figure E.6: Coal Exit Vignette Results, by Belief in State Intervention, Binary Measure of Preferred Coal
Exit Year before Current Plan

Note: Figure shows the average treatment effects for the coal exit vignette experiment with 95% confidence intervals. The
outcome variable is Coal Exit Sooner, a binary measure of the preferred coal exit year being before the current government
plan. Results are based on unweighted OLS-regressions. Sample is split by the variable Belief in State Intervention with low
belief - below median-level belief, high belief - median-belief in state intervention in managing the economy or above.
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Table E.10: Regression Tables Coal Vignette Conjoint, Baseline and Belief in State Intervention Interactions,
Binary Year DV

Dependent variable:

Coal Exit Sooner than 2038

(1) (2) (3)

Compensation for Consumers 0.042 0.048 0.279
(0.032) (0.051) (0.202)

Compensation for Investors −0.032 −0.012 0.380∗
(0.032) (0.052) (0.201)

Compensation for Regions 0.040 0.060 0.470∗∗
(0.033) (0.052) (0.199)

Compensation for Workers 0.036 0.073 0.282
(0.033) (0.053) (0.197)

Belief State Int. Bin. 0.080∗
(0.047)

Belief State Int. Cont. 0.137∗∗∗
(0.047)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.013
(0.066)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.032
(0.067)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.042
(0.067)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.059
(0.068)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.079
(0.066)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.136∗∗
(0.065)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.144∗∗
(0.065)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.081
(0.064)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 2,190 2,168 2,168
R2 0.033 0.034 0.037
Adjusted R2 0.019 0.018 0.020
Residual Std. Error 0.477 (df = 2158) 0.478 (df = 2131) 0.477 (df = 2131)
F Statistic 2.365∗∗∗ (df = 31; 2158) 2.114∗∗∗ (df = 36; 2131) 2.251∗∗∗ (df = 36; 2131)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table E.11: Regression Tables Policy Plan Conjoint, Baseline and Interaction, Only Participants Who Passed
Attention Mock Vignette, Binary Year DV

Dependent variable:

Coal Exit Sooner than 2038

(1) (2) (3)

Compensation for Consumers 0.083 0.081 0.269
(0.050) (0.079) (0.325)

Compensation for Investors 0.026 −0.013 0.403
(0.050) (0.083) (0.325)

Compensation for Regions 0.084∗ 0.056 0.161
(0.050) (0.079) (0.328)

Compensation for Workers 0.062 0.038 0.197
(0.051) (0.085) (0.315)

Belief State Int. Bin. 0.024
(0.076)

Belief State Int. Cont. 0.108
(0.077)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.005
(0.104)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.064
(0.105)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.047
(0.103)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.041
(0.107)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.061
(0.106)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.123
(0.106)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.025
(0.108)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.043
(0.103)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 963 955 955
R2 0.036 0.039 0.040
Adjusted R2 0.004 0.001 0.002
Residual Std. Error 0.484 (df = 931) 0.485 (df = 918) 0.484 (df = 918)
F Statistic 1.128 (df = 31; 931) 1.040 (df = 36; 918) 1.064 (df = 36; 918)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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E.4 Results Continuous Measure of Preferred Coal Exit Year

Figure E.7: Coal Exit Vignette Results, Continuous Measure of Preferred Coal Exit Year

Note: Figure shows the average treatment effects for the coal exit vignette treatments with 95% confidence intervals. The
outcome variable is Exit Year, a continuous measure that measures how many years before 2050 the respondent would prefer a
full coal exit. Results are based on unweighted OLS-regressions.

Table E.12: Regression Tables Coal Vignette, Belief in State Intervention Split Sample, Continuous Year
DV

DV: 2050 - Preferred Year of Exit

All Passed Attention

High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int. High Belief St. Int. Low Belief St. Int.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

(Intercept) 18.179*** 12.601*** 16.606*** 12.196***
(1.198) (1.590) (1.859) (2.427)

Compensation for Consumers 0.574 0.659 1.876+ 0.379
(0.716) (0.853) (1.103) (1.319)

Compensation for Investors −1.308+ −0.014 0.132 −0.628
(0.699) (0.874) (1.064) (1.389)

Compensation for Regions −0.009 1.313 1.223 0.687
(0.726) (0.859) (1.085) (1.322)

Compensation for Workers 0.162 1.592+ 0.734 0.592
(0.725) (0.883) (1.074) (1.424)

Num.Obs. 1324 844 584 371
R2 0.062 0.052 0.070 0.082
R2 Adj. 0.039 0.016 0.018 −0.002
AIC 9333.6 5916.5 4113.5 2619.1
BIC 9504.8 6072.9 4257.7 2748.3
Log.Lik. −4633.811 −2925.250 −2023.746 −1276.536
RMSE 8.01 7.74 7.74 7.55

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Figure E.8: Coal Exit Vignette Results, by Belief in State Intervention, Continuous Measure of Preferred
Coal Exit Year

Note: Figure shows the average treatment effects for the coal exit vignette experiment with 95% confidence intervals. The
outcome variable is Exit Year, a continuous measure that measures how many years before 2050 the respondent would prefer a
full coal exit. Results are based on unweighted OLS-regressions. Sample is split by the variable Belief in State Intervention
with low belief - below median-level belief, high belief - median-belief in state intervention in managing the economy or above.
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Table E.13: Regression Tables Coal Vignette, Baseline and Belief in State Intervention Interactions, Contin-
uous Year DV

Dependent variable:

2050 - Preferred Year of Exit

(1) (2) (3)

Compensation for Consumers 0.642 0.595 4.479
(0.544) (0.861) (3.397)

Compensation for Investors −0.737 0.076 7.971∗∗
(0.540) (0.878) (3.370)

Compensation for Regions 0.606 1.383 8.916∗∗∗
(0.548) (0.865) (3.345)

Compensation for Workers 0.677 1.544∗ 6.780∗∗
(0.555) (0.887) (3.305)

Belief State Int. Bin. 1.629∗∗
(0.796)

Belief State Int. Cont. 2.508∗∗∗
(0.787)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.026
(1.114)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Bin. −1.289
(1.117)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Bin. −1.383
(1.123)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Bin. −1.396
(1.139)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Cont. −1.289
(1.109)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Cont. −2.867∗∗∗
(1.097)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Cont. −2.776∗∗
(1.099)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Cont. −2.014∗
(1.081)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 2,190 2,168 2,168
R2 0.047 0.050 0.052
Adjusted R2 0.033 0.034 0.036
Residual Std. Error 8.041 (df = 2158) 8.022 (df = 2131) 8.013 (df = 2131)
F Statistic 3.416∗∗∗ (df = 31; 2158) 3.121∗∗∗ (df = 36; 2131) 3.248∗∗∗ (df = 36; 2131)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table E.14: Regression Tables Coal Vignette, Baseline and Interaction, Only Participants Who Passed
Attention Mock Vignette, Continuous Year DV

Dependent variable:

2050 - Preferred Year of Exit

(1) (2) (3)

Compensation for Consumers 1.202 0.515 −0.455
(0.827) (1.289) (5.290)

Compensation for Investors −0.083 −0.412 5.215
(0.822) (1.352) (5.302)

Compensation for Regions 1.279 1.115 1.427
(0.819) (1.294) (5.349)

Compensation for Workers 0.740 0.875 4.731
(0.839) (1.383) (5.133)

Belief State Int. Bin. 0.702
(1.232)

Belief State Int. Cont. 1.604
(1.253)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Bin. 1.393
(1.688)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.525
(1.710)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Bin. 0.196
(1.675)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Bin. −0.119
(1.742)

Comp. Consumers * Belief State Int. Cont. 0.591
(1.732)

Comp. Investors * Belief State Int. Cont. −1.731
(1.725)

Comp. Regions * Belief State Int. Cont. −0.052
(1.754)

Comp. Workers * Belief State Int. Cont. −1.285
(1.673)

Demographic Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 963 955 955
R2 0.055 0.062 0.063
Adjusted R2 0.024 0.025 0.026
Residual Std. Error 7.931 (df = 931) 7.894 (df = 918) 7.889 (df = 918)
F Statistic 1.758∗∗∗ (df = 31; 931) 1.687∗∗∗ (df = 36; 918) 1.717∗∗∗ (df = 36; 918)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table E.15: Main Experimental Results Candidate Conjoint and Coal Vignette Among Subgroup who Sup-
port State Support for Industry

(1) (2)

Candidate Conjoint Experiment

Slow Down Energy Transition −0.037* −0.037**
(0.014) (0.014)

Subsidies for Competitiveness 0.003 0.003
(0.015) (0.015)

Subsidies for Low Income Households 0.062*** 0.062***

Coal Vignette Experiment

Compensation for Consumers Treatment 0.190 0.211
(0.135) (0.135)

Compensation for Investors Treatment −0.068 −0.058
(0.133) (0.134)

Compensation for Regions 0.214 0.245+
(0.139) (0.139)

Compensation for Workers 0.197 0.238+

Num.Obs. 892 892
Demographic Covariates No Yes

+ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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