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Abstract
Resource transfers from developed to developing countries to combat climate change are central to
international climate policy efforts. Yet countries must domestically grapple with provisioning or ac-
cepting such transfers. A growing literature that explores the economic efficiency logic of international
climate finance shows that such schemes are particularly challenging, in part because voters are often
biased towards public policy at home rather than abroad. We argue that one way to design packages
that will boost public support for international climate finance is by increasing the excludable benefits
that climate transfers can generate for home audiences, for example by empowering domestic agents
handling the transfers or earmarking aid for climate-vulnerable communities whose losses may generate
negative global externalities. We examine these claims with original survey evidence from the United
States and India. First, we find compelling evidence that, even when transfers make climate action
explicitly cheaper, efficiency considerations do not drive preferences toward climate transfers in either
country. Second, we find that salient in voters’ minds are a number of normative and political fac-
tors including, on the one hand, the policy control of domestic agents and, on the other hand, justice
considerations that take into account vulnerability and focus on compensation. Taken together, the
evidence indicates that political attributes are key determinants that can unlock public support for
cross-border climate cooperation, and that public appetite for effective international climate projects
will be activated through excludable gains that appeal to different sections of the public.
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1 Introduction
Reducing fossil fuel emissions and battling climate change are—and will remain—major global challenges

that necessitate international cooperation over the long run. Many developed countries have started to

implement policies or formulate goals to tackle greenhouse gas emissions. But these countries still face

significant distributional battles, technological barriers and implementation difficulties (Bergquist, Milden-

berger and Stokes, 2020; Meckling and Nahm, 2022). The international politics of climate change further

complicate the matter. Developed countries have disproportionately contributed to the problem of climate

change through decades of fossil fuel-driven growth, but the polluter pays principle and historical respon-

sibilities are highly contentious issues opposed by mass publics in rich nations (Colgan, Green and Hale,

2020).

Developing countries face similar political problems. Reliance on fossil fuel for energy production is

ubiquitous. As a result, more greenhouse gases are released per unit of economic activity. Additionally,

in many developing nations climate change is a battle with deep social implications (Gaikwad, Genovese

and Tingley, 2022; Blankenship et al., 2022). Moving away from fossil fuels and implementing adaptation

programs implies structural reforms with a variety of political winners and losers. Furthermore, taming

emissions is not just an issue for growth and development. Developed countries’ emissions stabilization

and declines have been facilitated by deepening trading relationships with developing countries, in turn

shifting a large share of global emissions from the Global North to the South (Peters et al., 2011). Truly

global attempts at decarbonization will require substantial progress in developing countries, which demand

support from industrialized nations to alleviate mitigation’s costs.

Against this background, scholars and policymakers increasingly argue that to decrease the pressure

of domestic social systems and maximize the efficiency of climate action, an effective tool is the system

of international transfer mechanisms from rich countries to Global South countries that seek to address

issues of mitigation and adaptation (Landis and Bernauer, 2012b; Pickering and Skovgaard, 2017; Graham

and Serdaru, 2020; Elhard, 2022). These transfers promise to play a central role in international efforts to

combat climate change because they are cost-efficient for both the Global North and Global South. They

can catalyze uniform carbon pricing practices and nudge countries towards virtuous climate policy behavior
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(Buchholz and Konrad, 1995). They can also address issues of climate justice (Mattoo and Subramanian,

2012). But it is not at all obvious whether donor countries are willing to provide or recipient countries are

willing to accept funding for international climate investments in lieu of domestic investments to combat

climate change. Ultimately, international climate finance transfers must muster substantial public support

in both donor and recipient countries. Whether such political support exists or can be cultivated, however,

are important open questions.

Recent evidence suggests that public support may have been consistently low, and that in return in-

ternational investments and aid on climate issues have remained insufficient (Yeo, 2019). Since the Paris

Agreement, most of the issued funding has flowed to specific projects (Macquarie et al., 2020), and interna-

tional priorities do not parallel domestically sourced funding. Importantly, developed country commitments

to climate finance are not being upheld. A pledge of 100 billion dollars a year to poor countries by 2020 at

the Copenhagen climate meeting has not yet been fulfilled (Bos and Thwaites, 2018). Furthermore, most

transfers have come from a combination of loans and funds from multilateral development banks whose

politics are highly controversial in developing nations (Timperley, 2021). In short, commitments to date

lack credibility, which will undermine climate and energy transitions (Gazmararian and Tingley, 2023).

To understand why international climate transfers are under-committed and how cross-border transfers

can be made more popular in the public’s eye, our paper investigates the domestic political economy of

countries subject to such transfers. How the public sees international finance efforts to fight climate change

matters in part because the demands for transfers are becoming larger, and in part because the climate

crisis is becoming universally more salient. Donor countries might be able to move forward on international

transfers because of new public appetite for climate action, as shown by the recent case of the US-European

Just Energy Transition investments in South Africa.1 At the same time, donor publics have also occasionally

stalled international climate finance visions, as the example of the public rejection of Switzerland’s 2021

climate act amendment illustrates. Similarly, recipient countries like India and Indonesia have sought clarity

on basic issues—such as what is even meant by climate finance—due to public pressure before or right after

elections (BFSI, 2022).

These developments point to two considerations. First, they illustrate the importance of the public in
1‘France, Germany, UK, US and EU launch ground-breaking International Just Energy Transition Partnership with South

Africa’. 2023. https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/cs/ip_21_5768
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pivoting governments’ positions on issues related to international climate finance. Second, they cast doubt

on the idea that nations and their publics are motivated by pressing efficiency concerns when thinking

of international climate coordination. Building on these observations, our paper proposes a theoretical

framework to evaluate public attitudes towards international climate finance that goes beyond efficiency

concerns and focuses on how political factors related generally to aid provision but also specifically to

climate policy implementation may affect how the public weighs the costs and benefits of international

climate transfers. In view of the assumption that unilateral action is not universally economically effective

and that acceptance of international transfers would alleviate the global collective action problem rooted

in climate change, our goal is to explore what politically appealing climate transfers may look like for the

public in both donor and receiving countries.

We first present a map of the political motivations that would make the public more interested in in-

ternational transfers compared to a default of domestic spending. Our argument focuses on design-features

that can push the public in donor and receiving countries to accept cross-border climate programs by

appealing to different sections of citizens. Specifically, the motivations we theoretically focus on are two

factors that capture different types of plausible sources of excludable gains for the domestic public, i.e.

distinct benefits bounded to specific home actors. First, we explore the impact of involving domestic agents

as the handlers of climate transfers. Domestic agents can be the central government or private actors,

e.g. firms. We explore the implications that empowering either can have on public support for transfers,

both within a donor and recipient country. Second, we investigate the role of compensation for vulnerable

communities. Compensation can appeal to people in various material and ideational ways. Compensating

vulnerable communities through international transfers could receive sympathy from a range of individu-

als with self-interested views (by triggering a sense of self-protection from vulnerability externalities, e.g.

migration) or other-regarding views (by triggering norms of climate justice and fulfilling moral values).

Empirically, we probe the salience of these motivations vis-à-vis other factors, including efficiency con-

siderations, with multiple surveys in the US and India—the archetypal donor and recipient countries in the

domain of climate transfers. Our analyses reveal three main findings. First, home bias is a strong hurdle to

public approval, and efficiency considerations do not determine opinions on international climate transfers.

Second, domestic concerns are malleable and there is scope for design-based mechanisms of transfers to
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move preferences. Third, and in line with our expectations, private agency and compensatory purposes

of climate transfers open space for public buy-in from various sections of society, including some that are

skeptical of international climate action. Specifically, transfers with a balance of home-foreign agents and

significant compensation to climate vulnerable groups are preferred by the majority of the public.

Our evidence confirms that key domestic political economy factors drive public perspectives on climate

cooperation. It also illustrates that there is space for appealing to different conflicting coalitions of voters by

calibrating excludable benefits that work for both donor and receiving countries. Our paper thus suggests

that solving the distributional issues at the core of each society’s position towards climate change is crucial

to activate the credibility of international climate agreements. As our results show, cultivating a cross-

border coalition of climate action supporters is crucial to building legitimate and lasting international

climate policy redistributive mechanisms that can withstand backlash.

2 Control and Compensation in Crossborder Climate Transfers
2.1 Efficiency, Concentrated Costs and Diffused Benefits

Theoretical arguments around the efficiency of international climate finance have a rich intellectual heritage.

Economic models suggest that international climate transfers are Pareto improving (e.g., Buchholz and

Konrad, 1995), and the scholarship elaborates how to estimate the implied amount of such transfers to

achieve global efficiency gains (Landis and Bernauer, 2012b). These models are complementary to theories of

historical responsibility, polluter-pays, and equal per capita emissions, all of which assume financial transfers

from developed to developing countries in order to increase technological exchange and investments, as well

as address economic inequality and climate injustice (Parks and Roberts, 2008). At the core of these ideas

is the assumption that countries will engage with transfers to pursue cost efficiency. In a world where

information is complete (and transaction costs are relatively low), efficiency is predicted to motivate a

general interest in climate transfers.

These models tend to discount concentrated costs, as these represent only a small fraction compared

to the global benefits of financial coordination on the climate (Stern, 2007). However, concentrated losses

are incredibly politically salient. They can turn relatively small constituencies into vocal opponents that

can be electorally lethal for policy makers (Stokes, 2016). Similarly, climate transfers coordination gener-
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ates diffused benefits along the lines of positive externalities for carbon emissions and resilience-building.

However, efficient transfers do not necessarily express gains captured by domestic constituencies (Aklin and

Mildenberger, 2020; Colgan, Green and Hale, 2020). This implies that climate transfers designed around

aggregate climate efficiency may be economically effective, but domestically undesirable and politically

non-credible.

Tackling this problem implies investigating the ways that international climate finance could be struc-

tured in order to appeal to different domestic constituencies. We assume that some of these constituencies

may be sensitive to cost efficiency, but others may be more politically interested in policy at home. Indeed,

research on public attitudes towards international transfers indicate that mobilizing public support in this

policy area is hard. Studies that gauge the public appetite for international climate finance, for example,

note that international transfers are compromised by home-centric preferences (Buntaine and Prather, 2018;

Gampfer, Bernauer and Kachi, 2014). This aligns with the fact that most international climate transfers

so far have been offered as loan-based investments, which developing countries have resisted (Timperley,

2021).

To surmount the domestic commitment problems surrounding international climate finance, we theorize

the factors that may motivate various sections of the public to accept transfers beyond efficiency consider-

ations. The international political economy scholarship on public opinion preferences (e.g., Bechtel, 2014;

Tingley and Tomz, 2014; Jamal and Milner, 2019) points to structural and behavioral conditions that may

naturally explain support for international transfers. We begin by considering the most debated factors

that, according to this literature, would soften the concentrated costs and highlight the diffused benefits

of international climate finance. We then dig deeper into the distributional domestic politics dimension

of climate action by focusing on a class of factors that provide ‘excludable’ benefits for the focal society.

These types of benefits are known to work in the politics of aid and foreign direct investment, but it is a

priori unclear if and how they operate in the context of climate change abatement—a quitessential non-rival

good— and whether they do so similarly across mass publics in developed and developing countries.
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2.2 Drivers of Public Choices of Climate Programs Beyond Efficiency

In this section we start by presenting five potential motivators of support for international climate transfers

that go beyond efficiency and that are identified by the previous literature. We discuss how they are

conceptualized and what they entail in terms of public benefits and costs for the average citizen. We then

move to less investigated motivators that, in our view, usefully capture excludable benefits for the home

public.

First, at the most basic level, the public should be concerned with the crude resources requested or

required by climate transfers—in other words, the material costs for individual households. From the

point of view of donor countries, monetary contributions to be transferred to developing countries constitute

public money, and transfers that entail higher costs to taxpayers should be less favored than those that

entail lower costs (e.g., Ansolabehere and Konisky, 2014; Bechtel and Scheve, 2013). From the point of view

of receiving countries, monetary contributions do not need to be raised at home because they come from

abroad; however, they often come with indirect costs, for example with requests of policy adjustments.

Here too, the literature has shown that conditional contributions matter, and that transfers that entail

more conditionalities are less favored than those that entail fewer conditions (Steckel and Edenhofer, 2017).

Second, the public perception of commitments to international climate transfers may be affected by the

time duration of transfer programs. Climate change is an emergency that requires immediate action.

However, the products of climate policy in most societies will only be realized over an extended period of

time. On the one hand, shorter-term transfers might be preferred by average citizens since they involve a

lower commitment and a shorter period of time during which people will bear the costs of these transfers.

On the other hand, voters might prefer longer-term transfer programs that promise to be more durable

and provide more meaningful solutions (Jacobs and Matthews, 2012). While a clear relationship between

program duration and public attitudes towards climate transfers may not exist a priori, the literature em-

phasizes the implications of time (in)consistency of climate policy for public opinion in this area (Finnegan,

2022).

Third, the proactive and cooperative role of other countries engaging in reciprocal behavior has long

been heralded as an important driver of international public good coordination. People’s sensitivity to
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reciprocity is seen consistently in the broad public opinion literature (Chilton, Milner and Tingley, 2020),

and previous work suggests a role for reciprocity in institutional design and mitigation contexts (Bechtel

and Scheve, 2013; Bechtel, Scheve and van Lieshout, 2022). In the climate finance context, transfers might

be supported more if they embody reciprocity principles, with other countries also participating in similar

transfer schemes (Gampfer, 2014; Landis and Bernauer, 2012a), because more actors committing to similar

climate packages could in part improve efficiency but more fundamentally increase accountability and social

policing (Tingley and Tomz, 2014). We predict that the impact of the number of other countries pursuing

similar policies should be positive for both developed and developing countries.

Moving to other political motivations of public attitudes towards climate transfers, two more factors

stand out in the literature. These should have high importance for average citizens, but also potentially

diverse impact depending on their contextualization and how they influence smaller politically pivotal

sections of society.

Most evidently, the destination of the transfers is a critically important source of public tension. This

is only partly related to the cost or efficiency of transfers; this issue additionally encompasses concerns

of surveillance and trust. From the point of view of donor countries, the destination (i.e., target) of

climate transfers is not necessarily a foreign country: while the Paris Agreement encourages commitments

for financial flows abroad, it also commends investments at home. Consequently, voters in rich countries

may view international transfers as substitutes to domestic transfers, and in turn develop preferences over

which investments they find more appropriate. Indeed, studies from the Global North present evidence of

home bias, suggesting that domestic partiality is overpowering and can undermine international transfers

altogether (Gampfer, Bernauer and Kachi, 2014; Buntaine and Prather, 2018; Bayer and Genovese, 2020).

Congruently, one may expect the public in poorer countries—i.e., the expected targets of international

transfers—to also evidence home bias in decisions regarding the regulation of the transfers. For example, the

public in a developing country may welcome international climate resources as a function of how involved

the foreign country is in tracing the money and potentially threatening withdrawal, in other words the level

and nature of monitoring (Sabel and Victor, 2017). On balance it is reasonable to expect that home bias

is strong. So, in developed countries, domestically targeted transfers will be preferred to internationally

targeted transfers. By contrast, in developing countries domestically monitored transfers will be preferred
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to foreign monitoring. That said, such home bias could co-exist with or even be trumped by other measures

that promote domestic agency, as we describe later.

Finally, and perhaps most pertinently to the politics of climate change, an issue that should influence

public perception on international climate transfers is their intrinsic goal. In essence, climate spending can

be funneled in two directions: for the purpose of mitigation and the purpose of adaptation. While these

goals are not mutually exclusive, de facto they constitute two separate areas of investments with different

public implications. Mitigation helps to reduce warming impacts in the future by minimizing global risks

and transitioning local areas to a greener economy. Yet the benefits of mitigation are diffuse and will

accrue disproportionately to future generation. Adaptation helps building resilience to climate shocks. It

provides relatively more concentrated benefits and can be targeted to particular communities that face

climate vulnerability today. Hence, while mitigation and adaptation both have public good implications,

they highlight different tradeoffs and involve different policy logistics (Gaikwad, Genovese and Tingley,

2022).

Previous research suggests that voters should care about transfer programs that target both mitigation

and adaptation efforts, as most areas are increasingly pressed to transition to decarbonization while man-

taining resilience (Dechezlepretre et al., 2022). This research also indicates that mitigation efforts stand to

directly benefit broad sections of society in the Global North and therefore are likely to elicit mass support

in donor countries (Bergquist, Mildenberger and Stokes, 2020). Yet, prominent policy proposals discussing

climate transfers focus on adaptation efforts. Voters in developing countries also face competing pressures

regarding the goal of transfers. They may recognize that international transfers allow their countries to

meet long-term mitigation goals without imposing domestic costs. Vice versa, facing the reality of climate

change and its effects on vulnerable human populations, voters in receiving countries might prefer to focus

efforts on adaptation (Dolsak and Prakash, 2022). But again, these preferences may be conditioned by how

directly beneficial the goal is ultimately for the public audience, as we discuss in the next section.

We expect these five factors to have significant explanatory power in the context of public attitudes

towards international climate transfers. At the same time, these instruments may not complete the story

of the levers that can be used to increase public appetite for international climate finance, because some

may only work with more contextualization, e.g. in terms of who exactly is in charge of investing and
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what principles drive the investments. We argue that these additional attributes may highlight beneficial

features of international transfers that the earlier factors do not explicitly or fully capture. In the next

section we consider these two further motivators that, we argue, are likely to influence support for climate

transfers.

2.3 The Role of Domestic Agents and Compensation

From a political stand-point, legislating over climate finance programs essentially requires deciding whether

the financing will happen through domestic or international operations, and therefore how much political

control the donating bodies will want to retain during the transaction (i.e. through specific partners).

Furthermore, designing climate finance programs involves a decision over welfare. Specifically, it implies

deciding whether financing will target populations/sectors of a country equitably or whether specific in-

vestments will go to specific groups (i.e. through compensation). We discuss here each of these two

dimensions and their implications for public support of international climate programs.

As discussed above, voters might favor transfers targeted within the home country in order to retain

the effect of investments within borders. However, home country action may also be preferred because it

entails the full control of resources by domestic actors. This suggests that agency over the management

and implementation of transfers could be an important determinant of support. It also begs the question

whether there are certain types of organizations that receive funding which could engender more support

than others. In the foreign aid literature, this dimension is often conceptualized in principal-agent terms:

sending foreign aid through bilateral funding agencies ensures that the preferences of the principal (the

donor) are better reflected by the agent (implementing agency) compared to if money is sent via multilateral

agencies that are governed by many principals (Hawkins et al., 2006; Milner and Tingley, 2013).

We apply these theoretical insights to the case of international climate finance. Here, we focus on

implementation via donor or recipient country companies, as well as governmental agencies. Transfers

done by donor actors might be seen as more favorable by donor country publics both due to preference

alignment but also because indirect benefits to stakeholders in the donor country (e.g., employees) could

be larger (Dietrich, 2021). The public in recipient countries, by contrast, might be expected to prefer

recipient country firms and government agencies for the same reasons. The public might also believe that
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organizations in the recipient country are better suited to implement the transfers or have strong preferences

against what be viewed as neo-colonialistic activities.

Overall, we expect that the involvement of home country agents may increase the public support for

international climate finance, and that the preferred national agents may be domestic private companies.

This is due to the fact that invested firms tend to capture government contracts based on merit, and this

usually boosts public perceptions of firms’ accountability and trust (Malhotra, Monin and Tomz, 2019). It

is also because private aid providers often operate at lower public costs while largely following their home

countries’ official resource allocation pattern (Fuchs and Oehler, 2021).

On the other hand, we also consider the fact that voters might view collaboration between donor and

recipient country firms to be a just and egalitarian compromise. While the purpose of participatory efforts

of donor-recipient firms finds mixed evidence in the aid literature (Winters, 2010; Büthe and de Mello e

Souza, 2012), the joint private companies’ approach may be appealing in the climate transfers context

in which the end goals are clear – e.g. implementing technologies for measurable emissions reduction, or

quantifiable climate protection. If participation of both home and foreign companies produces higher levels

of accountability in addition to higher efficiency, then it might also significantly increase support for climate

transfers.

Support for climate finance at home or abroad may also require a focused purpose in the direction

of mitigation or adaptation goals. This can be encapsulated by targeted compensation. Compensation

is critical because countries are domestically grappling with how to perform the climate transition, in

part because key regions and their economies will be negatively impacted by policies designed to tackle

emissions. A growing literature explores the role of how various national groups can compensate and invest

in specific communities that will lose materially from decarbonization policies (e.g., Blankenship et al., 2022;

Gazmararian and Tingley, 2023). However, little research has focused on if and how these groups could

support similar international efforts. Similarly, we lack knowledge of how compensation to groups harmed

by climate change can increase support for international transfers. We therefore investigate whether voters

favor more transfers that allocate a proportion of funds to compensate groups directly impacted by the

effects of climate change or by emission reduction policies. This motivation relates to conversations around

a ‘just transition’ and the need to address domestic political obstacles (Bergquist, Mildenberger and Stokes,
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2020; Chattopadhyay et al., 2021).2

Compensation regarding mitigation focuses on policy vulnerable communities, e.g. transfers to fossil

fuel workers who will lose their livelihoods following decarbonization. By contrast, compensation regarding

adaptation is set around ecologically vulnerable communities, e.g. spending for coastal residents who will

be harmed by climate change itself. While individual- and community-specific factors may determine

which type of compensation goal voters support most, previous research indicates that on average the

general public may be similarly inclined to help policy vulnerable and ecologically vulnerable communities

(Gaikwad, Genovese and Tingley, 2022). The question, however, is whether the option of using climate

transfers to help vulnerable communities would increase public support for such transfers, and whether the

possibility that vulnerable communities were abroad (for developed countries) or that money were coming

from foreign donors (for developing countries) would increase support.

We expect the public to be most inclined to compensate domestic vulnerable communities over inter-

national communities, precisely for the same reasons why unconditional home investments is preferred to

international transfers. However, we also note that some types of voters may be sensitive to the issue of in-

ternational compensation, for both material and ideational reasons. On the material side, some voters may

be inclined to give resources to communities abroad for the purpose of decreasing the likely externalities of

foreign vulnerability. Along these lines, it is possible that some people in rich countries may support trans-

fers that increase the welfare of communities that otherwise would migrate and could potentially become

refugees (Arias and Blair, 2022). Similarly, some people in developing countries may consider transfers that

include targeted compensation as an effective redistributive policy. In addition to material motivations,

it is fair to assume that compensation may activate additional other-regarding attitudes. Compensation

inherently tries to redress communities suffering from hurtful conditions. Transfers that seek to amelio-

rate these conditions may therefore generate a higher moral purpose, more trust in global solidarity, and

therefore more support for international transfers.

The rest of the paper empirically investigates the public relevance of these two factors, in addition to the

others previously discussed in the literature, in the context of climate transfers. We do this by first probing
2Political challenges are particularly large in the case of developing countries that are electoral democracies, where coalitions

of voters have strong influences on policy outcomes. Pai and Zerriffi (2021) estimates that over 700,000 Indians are directly
employed in coal mining, and millions more are employed in implicated sectors. Furthermore, the Indian railroad system is
heavily subsidized by work done transporting coal.
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how much public opinion is actually centered on efficiency concerns, and how much it is instead sensitive

to other motivations along the lines of other concerns highlighted in this section. We then explicitly gauge

the causal effect of these attributes on public support for climate transfers. Our design is set up to work

for both developed and developing countries, and our research leverages original survey work in the United

States and India to evaluate how the results compare and what they imply for the scope of North-South

climate finance agreements in the public domain.

3 Efficiency and International Transfers: Vignette Experiment
We begin by analyzing a vignette experiment that probes the role of efficiency considerations and com-

pensation in driving support for climate transfers. The experiment held constant some of the theoretical

determinants discussed above: for example, we fixed mitigation as the sole goal of the climate transfers,

and domestic agency is entirely in the hands of the national governments. Other factors such as dura-

tion and reciprocity were bracketed so that we could first focus on understanding how the general public

evaluates the tradeoffs between efficiency-based transfers and transfers that follow other motivations.3 For

our purposes here, the alternative motivation is compensation. Specifically, we focus on compensating coal

workers at risk of losing jobs to decarbonization, because coal is the most polluting energy source and the

issue of workers’ compensation is a most pressing political priority in both the US and India.4

In the experiment, the cost of climate mitigation varies as a function of the target of climate policy. For

donor country respondents, mitigating at home is more expensive than mitigation abroad. For recipient

country respondents, receiving transfers from abroad to finance mitigation is cheaper than mitigating at

home. Compensation is also context-contingent, varying according to whether it is funneled to policy vul-

nerable communities at home or abroad. Domestic action necessitates compensation at home; international

transfers, by contrast, facilitate more compensation in developing countries. Thus, developing countries

accepting transfers must be willing to implement more emissions reductions than donor countries.5 The
3In addition to the general population respondents described here, we fielded our vignette experiments also to other

politically salient communities identified by observable geographic measures of climate vulnerability. The results for these
additional communities are generally in line with the general population findings, despite some minor deviations. More
information about these other groups of respondents, their characteristics and their results can be found in the Appendix.

4See the Appendix for a review of the US and Indian public discourse around these issues.
5In developing countries, a major point of contention focuses on the extent of emissions cuts they should make in order

to receive transfers from richer countries. If poorer countries receive transfers to help transition fossil fuel workers to other
sectors, then a greater degree of emissions cuts might be required because these cuts would lead to more job losses in the
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experiments were designed to test whether the home bias documented in existing work can be attenuated

by economic efficiency considerations and whether compensation (conditional on household costs) shifts

preferences for international transfers among donor and recipient country publics.

We deployed our vignette experiment on nationally representative samples in the US and India. Detailed

information about our sampling strategy in the US and India are provided in Appendix D.6

3.1 US Vignette Experiment

In the US, we asked respondents to choose between two hypothetical responses the government could take

to enact the same reduction of global emissions:

Suppose that in order to combat climate change, the US government can choose between two
options, which would result in the same reduction of global fossil fuel emissions.
Option A. The US government attempts to reduce the use of fossil fuels at home. The average
household energy cost in the US is increased by $64. These funds are used to compensate
American workers in the coal and oil industries who will lose jobs due to policies implemented
in the US.
Option B. The US government attempts to help the government of a developing country like
India reduce the use of fossil fuels. The average household energy cost in the US is increased by
[$8 / $32]. These funds are used to compensate Indian workers in the coal and oil industries
who will lose jobs due to policies implemented in India.
The cost of compensation is lower in the second option because wages are lower in developing
countries, making it far cheaper to compensate workers who lose jobs there than in the US.

If you had to choose, which options would you pick?

The figures in bold were randomized and respondents were asked to choose one of the options. Ta-

ble 1 reports the findings. Column 1 indicates the proportion of general population voters that indicated

support for the policy option in which the US government focuses efforts on reducing fossil fuel emissions

domestically, with average household energy costs rising in the US by $64. Column 2 outlines support for

international transfers that result in the same net reduction of emissions. The upper panel of Table 1 con-

siders an international transfers policy that would only raise average household energy costs in the United

recipient country as opposed to the donor country. Alternatively, costs for transitioning workers can be entirely borne by
developing countries themselves, in which case emissions cuts would be lower and fewer individuals would lose their jobs.

6We also fielded the questionnaire in alternative samples. Appendix D.2 provides descriptive statistics of each of our
samples; see also (Gaikwad, Genovese and Tingley, 2022).
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States by $8, while the lower panel compares the option with an international transfers policy that raises

average household costs by $32.7

Option A:
Support for High Home Costs

& Domestic Compensation

Option B:
Support for Low Cost Transfers [$8/32]

& Foreign Compensation
Cost: General Population (n=936) 66% 34%
$8
Cost: General Population (n=926) 74% 26%
$32

Table 1: US samples and preferences for Option A (higher costs, domestic compensation) and Option B
(lower costs, foreign compensation)

A striking pattern of results emerges. Across both the $8 and $32 international transfers choices, the

majority of American respondents eschew international transfers. Voters disfavor foreign transfers, even if

it means that they must incur significantly higher costs to fund domestic transfers. That said, our results do

indicate some cost sensitivity among respondents. Support for high-cost domestic transfers falls from 74%

at the $32 international transfers option to 66% at the $8 international transfers option.8 This treatment

effect is statistically significant, although the magnitude indicates that efficiency considerations sway only

a marginal proportion of voters. Even when international transfers are substantially cheaper than domestic

transfers, only one third of Americans support international transfers; the majority would rather incur

higher personal costs to direct transfers domestically.

3.2 India Vignette Experiment

We followed the sampling design and the construction of the vignettes in the US to introduce a congruent set

of tradeoffs to the general population in India. The first option proposes an increase in monthly household

energy costs in order to compensate coal workers, with a domestic emissions reduction in India proportional

to developed countries like the US. We randomly assigned the energy cost increase to be either |140 or

|2,240 Rupees. The second option entails no cost increase; compensation for Indian coal workers who lose
7Appendix Figure 17 graphs these policy comparisons.
8Table 8 in the Appendix analyzes formally the effect of these cost treatment effects by reporting the results of OLS

regressions that adjust for pre-treatment covariates. Appendix Table 7 also outlines the treatment effects in binary format,
evidencing a similar set of results.
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jobs would come from the US, but India would be required to reduce a higher proportion of coal emissions

relative to the US, with more Indian coal workers losing jobs. The increase in India’s emissions at the lower

cost option parallels the structure of our US surveys. The question was worded as follows:

Suppose now that in order to combat climate change, the Indian government can choose between
two options, which would result in the same reduction of global fossil fuel emissions.
Option A. Indians increase their average monthly household energy costs by Rs. [140] / [2240]
to compensate Indian coal workers who lose jobs. However, India will have to reduce the same
proportion of coal emissions as developed countries like the US.
Option B. Indians will not increase their household energy costs because the US will send money
to compensate Indian coal workers who lose jobs. However, India will have to reduce a much
greater proportion of coal emissions than the US and more Indian coal workers will lose jobs
compared to Option A.
Q. If you had to choose, which option would you pick?

Just like in the US, respondents were asked to select one of the options. Table 2 presents our findings.

Of note, across both levels of cost increases for Indians, a majority of respondents chose to incur higher costs

and have equitable emissions reductions across India and the US than to receive transfers on the condition

that India reduce more emissions. Evidently, the home-country bias we documented among donor country

voters extends to voters in recipient countries. Indian respondents indicate more support for the policy that

results in higher personal material costs than cost-neutral international transfers that necessitate greater

emission reductions.

Option A:
Support for Home Costs [140/2240|]

& Lower Compensation

Option B:
Support for No-Cost Transfers

& Greater Compensation
Cost: General Population (n=1005) 66% 34%
140|
Cost: General Population (n=1034) 62% 38%
2240|

Table 2: India samples and preferences for increased energy costs and reduction equity versus foreign aid,
no energy cost increases and greater emission reductions.

Scrutinizing the treatment effects, we find that at the lower (|140) cost level, 66% of respondents

oppose international transfers; at the higher (|2,240) cost level, 62% of respondents oppose such transfers.
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This treatment effect is small in magnitude and is only marginally significant statistically, indicating that

increasing the monthly household energy costs on policy support in the general population does not appear

to sway voters in favor of international transfers.9 We interpret this evidence as suggesting that efficiency

considerations in India are not significant drivers of support for international transfers, and that efficiency

may only work if further contextualized.

Taken together, the India results corroborate the US findings. Home bias prevails among a majority of

the electorate, who prefer domestic spending to economically more efficient international transfers, in both

donor and recipient countries. While a critical contingent of voters (approximately one third in both the

US and India) support international transfers, we cannot disentangle whether this is because of or despite

the compensatory features in the transfers. In sum, sharpening the efficiency gains associated with these

transfers in the minds of voters does not augment support for transfers. But if pure efficiency is not the

primary driver of preferences for cross-border climate transfers, can alternate features of climate transfers

increase public support? To answer these questions, we now introduce a different research design.

4 Support for Climate Transfer Programs: A Conjoint Analysis
We now more comprehensively study the causal effects that the dimensions of climate finance we identified

in the theory section have on public opinion in donor and recipient countries. For these purposes, we resort

to new experimental survey data collected through US and India online panels through Qualtrics.

4.1 US Conjoint Experiment

In the US, we collected survey data in August 2022 with 2,006 American respondents.10 Our experiment

takes the form of a conjoint. This design allows us to explore the predictions of the climate finance attributes

laid out in the prior section in the fashion of asking respondents to choose and rate climate transfers profiles

based on randomized pairs.

More specifically, after viewing one pair of policy profiles, respondents were asked to choose which

profile they prefer, and then to rank each profile on a 10 point scale. The first outcome, which is a

forced choice, allows us to assess the effect of each attribute value in the evaluation of one profile relative to
9See Appendix Table 10.

10The respondent pool is the general population of the United States based on gender, race, education and age quotas. The
study has received approval from the Columbia, Harvard, and Essex IRB committees.
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another. The second outcome, which is measured separately, allows us to evaluate each profile independently

(Hainmueller, Hopkins and Yamamoto, 2014).

Our US survey allows for the possibility of policy to be fully domestic or, alternatively, to engage in

international transfers. Accordingly, the preamble went as follows:

The US government has made an international commitment to combat climate change. It has
pledged to take action domestically. It has also pledged to take action abroad by helping
developing countries meet their commitments in combating climate change. These policies can
take many different forms and target different goals. We would like to get your opinions on
different types of policies.

In line with our discussion on the multiple dimensions of climate transfers, the policy options presented

in our conjoint experiment include seven characteristics (attributes). Table 3 reports the values of the

attributes fully randomized in the conjoint experiment, which we explained in detail to the respondents

after the preamble.11 In Appendix A, we present a synthesis of contemporary policy discussions in the US

surrounding international climate transfers that focus on these attributes.

We distinguish our attributes in three board categories: one with factors that are ubiquitously important

to understand public opinion on investments and aid according to the literature (Cost, Duration and

Reciprocity); one with factors that are equally important though possibly more contingent on the context

of transfers (Target and Goal); and one with the understudied factors that we believe to helpfully capture

other excludable gains of climate transfers (Partners and Compensation).

For the selection of the levels of Cost, Duration and Reciprocity, we used the values employed in other

published work (Bechtel, Genovese and Scheve, 2019; Tingley and Tomz, 2014) – for example, for costs we

present the equivalent amounts of monthly abatement costs to the average household for three different cost

scenarios, ranging from 0.5 per cent to 2.5 per cent of the US GDP (Bechtel and Scheve, 2013). Regarding

Target, in this survey we keep the options broad and allow for transfers to either be domestic or to go to a

‘developing country.’12 For Goal, we distinguish reducing emissions (mitigation) and adapting to the effects

of climate change. Regarding Partners, we focused on the most likely options of grant operators as expected

by the Paris Agreement (Timperley, 2021), i.e. government agencies, domestic firms, foreign firms, and

equal combination of the two. Finally, for Compensation, we use three different levels of earmarked funds
11Before the conjoint we also performed an attention check and two comprehension checks.
12The foreign option is deliberately unspecified as we further explore the effects of foreign countries attributes later.
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Table 3: Donor Policy Conjoint: Attributes and Their Levels

Attribute Possible Values
Cost $16

$64
$256

Duration 2 years
6 years
10 years

Reciprocity 10% of rich countries are pursuing similar policies
50% of rich countries are pursuing similar policies
90% of rich countries are pursuing similar policies

Target United States
Developing country

Goal Reducing emissions
Adapting to effects of climate change

Partners Grants to US companies
Grants to foreign companies
Grants split between US and foreign companies
Grants to governmental agencies

Compensation 0% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policies
15% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policies
30% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policies

to go to compensation pegged to the goal in the relevant policy.

Each respondent reviewed 4 pairs of climate transfer policy profiles (4 rounds), hence selecting 4 preferred

choices and providing 8 ratings. The following results pool the results from all these policy selection rounds.

Experimental Results

Figure 1 shows the estimated average treatment effects along with 95 per cent confidence intervals based

on a linear probability model in which we regress support for each climate policy program on the full

sample. We find that, as reported in the literature, Americans are sensitive to the material costs that any

climate policy/transfer would imply. Specifically, as the transfer costs increase by 1 per cent of the monthly

American taxpayer’s budget, public support for a climate program decreases by about 8 percentage points.

Contrarily, the duration of the program does not have any particular effects on support. Also importantly

and in line with previous research, we find strong effects on the reciprocity dimension. Accordingly, 50 and

90 percent of rich countries pursuing similar policies increase the support for a policy proposal by 5 and 11
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percentage points, respectively.

Figure 1: US Policy Conjoint Results

   30% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policy

   15% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policy

   0% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policy

Compensation:

   grants to foreign companies

   grants split between US and foreign companies

   grants to US companies

   grants to government agencies

Partners:

   Adapting to climate change

   Reducing emissions

Goal:

   developing country

   US

Target:

   90% of rich countries pursuing similar policies

   50% of rich countries pursuing similar policies

   10% rich countries pursuing similar policies

Reciprocity:

   10 years

   6 years

   2 years

Duration:

   $256 

   $64 

   $16 

Cost:

−.2 0 .2
Change in Pr(Policy Choice) 

 [AMCE]

Average Marginal Component Effects (AMCE) calculated from the conjoint choice experiment for the
different dimensions with 95% confidence intervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors). Individual
choice based on preference towards a policy proposal (A or B) is the dependent variable. Points without
bars indicate the reference category for a given dimension.

We now move to the attributes on which different political cleavages could have divergent preferences.

In terms of domestic versus international target of the financial policy proposal, we find that Americans on
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average prefer for the policy to target home instead of a developing country – in line with other research

on home bias. Perhaps more interestingly, the American respondents show less support for commitments

that focus resources on adaptation to climate change vis-à-vis mitigation. This in contrast with research

that found little variation of public preferences regarding the goal of international climate action (Gampfer,

Bernauer and Kachi, 2014).

Additionally, Figure 1 illustrates the relevance of the structures of domestic control and welfare con-

cessions. With respect to the Partners dimension, we find that – compared to the option of giving grants

to government agencies – most Americans prefer grants to be given to US companies. A similar type of

support is detected for policies that involve grants split equally between US and foreign companies. By

contrast, Americans seem to be less enthusiastic of climate policy that gives full responsibility to foreign

companies: the coefficient of the ‘grants to foreign companies’ attribute is negative and also significant.

Last, the results indicate that earmarking a fraction of the financial allocations for purposes of Compen-

sation can catalyze policy support. In fact, a 15 percent of funds allocated to people harmed by climate

change or, alternatively, that are vulnerable to climate policy increases support by about 10 percentage

points.

Overall, the US conjoint results indicate that donor publics can express a number of clear preferences

over climate finance, and that multiple features of climate-oriented transfers can mobilize but also deter

public support. The evidence highlights the power of policy attributes that have been identified in previous

research, in particular the public sensitivity to costs as well as to international reciprocal behavior. It

also indicates that voters have a preference for home spending, as noted in studies documenting home bias

in other areas of international relations.13 Importantly, however, the results indicate that a number of

political economy factors can determine whether the public is willing to support those endeavors – and

these factors do not simply involve cost considerations, but also include issues of domestic agency and

welfare redistribution.

Attribute Interactions The marginal component effects shown in Figure 1 are estimated across all the

randomized attributes. However, our interest is especially in support for international transfers, i.e. when
13The results are qualitatively identical if we run the models using the rating measure instead of the preferred choice as the

outcome variable. See the appendix.
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developing countries are the focus of climate finance. To speak to the results fixed on certain attributes (e.g.

Target), we run interaction models that condition the causal effects on certain attribute values. Specifically,

we ask how the effects of Partners and Compensation vary if the focus is on choices that involve a developing

country as a target, or that focus on adaptation as the primary goal.

In Appendix B, we report the Average Component Interaction Effects (ACIE) of these two types of inter-

action models. We find that, when focusing on developing countries as the sole target of climate transfers,

grants to US companies is the most welcome supported option. This suggests a significant degree of interest

in domestic control. In the other analyses we find that, while on average mitigation goals are preferred

over adaptation, when the focus is on adaptation (which is especially needed in Global South countries),

Americans are more inclined to earmark more funding for compensation but less inclined to involve US

companies compared to governmental agencies. Altogether, the evidence suggests that Americans’ support

is not limited to domestic transfers, but considerations around control and welfare (all of which are related

to issues of accountability, trust and justice) may influence the preferred design of climate transfers.

Subgroup Analyses One question regarding our results is how heterogenous are the effects based on a set

of pre-treatment covariates. To explore heterogenous effects, we leverage recent advances in the application

of machine learning tools to conjoint analyses (Goplerud, Imai and Pashley, 2022). This method identifies

covariates that are associated with distinct patterns of responses within the conjoint experiment. We find

that partisan ideology is the strongest driver of heterogeneity (see Appendix C). Republicans are much

more sensitive to the cost dimension and are more supportive of programs that involve US companies.

Non-Republicans are more sensitive to compensation dimension of the experiment, but also to reciprocity.

These results provide further evidence of how different political dimensions (e.g. domestic agent control

and compensation) can be used to address concerns from different sets of voters.

4.2 India Conjoint Experiment

We now move our focus to opinion about transfers in recipient countries. For this we use new experimental

survey data that we collected in November 2022–March 2023 with 1,350 Indian respondents. As with the

US data, we ask respondents to choose policy profiles based on randomized policy pairs, although in this

case we choose to set aside domestic policy and focus only on international climate transfers. The structure
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of the following conjoint is otherwise identical to that in the US: after viewing one pair of policy profiles,

respondents were asked to choose which profile they prefer, and then to rank each profile on a 10 point

scale.

The preamble went as follows:

Along with governments around the world, the Indian government has made an international
commitment to combat climate change.

As part of this international commitment, developed countries have agreed to transfer funds
to developing countries like India to help them reduce greenhouse gas emissions and adapt
to climate change. But in order to receive these funds, developing countries must pursue costly
policies that will reduce fossil fuel emissions and invest in adapting to climate change.

These transfer policies can take many different forms and target different goals. We would like
to get your opinions on different types of policies.

Similar to the characteristics in our US-based conjoint experiment, we include seven attributes in the first

conjoint of the India-based experiment. As in the US study, attributes were explained in detail to the

respondents after the preamble and respondents went through an attention check and two comprehension

checks before the conjoint. Table 4 reports the values of the attributes fully randomized in the conjoint ex-

periment. Appendix A presents contemporary policy discussions in India surrounding international climate

transfers that focus on these attributes.

Instead of household costs (which are not directly endured by the taxpayers in our India scenario),

Conditionalities reflects the notion that in order to receive the international transfers, the recipient gov-

ernment either has to change domestic policies to meet certain conditions specified by the donor or not

change domestic policies. For Reciprocity, we use the values of 10%, 50%, or 90% of other developing

countries accepting such transfers, mirroring the level values for donor reciprocity in the US-based conjoint

above. Because international transfers in this context may have different principals, Monitoring captures

the idea that the use of funds provided by the international transfers can be monitored by various domestic

or international governmental organizations or NGOs, or might not be monitored. For the levels of the

Duration, Goal, Partners and Compensation, we use identical values to the US-based conjoint above.

Each respondent reviewed 4 pairs of climate transfer policy profiles (4 rounds), hence selecting 4 preferred

choices and providing 8 ratings. The following results pool the results from all these policy selection rounds.

22



Table 4: Recipient Policy Conjoint: Attributes and Their Levels

Attribute Possible Values
Conditionalities increase gender equality in order to receive the funds

increase religious minority rights in order to receive the funds
increase trade with donor country in order to receive the funds
no policy change in order to receive the funds

Duration 2 years
6 years
10 years

Reciprocity 10% of developing countries have accepted such transfers from rich countries
50% of developing countries have accepted such transfers from rich countries
90% of developing countries have accepted such transfers from rich countries

Monitoring donor country government
Indian government
both donor and Indian governments
the United Nations
an internatinoal NGO
no monitoring

Goal Reducing emissions
Adapting to effects of climate change

Partners Grants to donor country companies
Grants to Indian companies
Grants split between donor and Indian companies
Grants to Indian governmental agencies

Compensation 0% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policies
15% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policies
30% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policies

Experimental Results

Figure 2 shows estimated average treatment effects and 95 per cent confidence intervals from regressing

support for each policy on the full Indian sample. In terms of Conditionalities, the only policy adjustment

that increases support for international transfers is mandated increases in gender equality – a salient issue

in India. Conversely, mandated increases in the rights of religious minorities decreases support for the

plan, although this effect is statistically indistinguishable from the base case scenario of no conditionalities.

Mandated increases in trade with the donor country have no effect. As in the US-based policy conjoint

results, we find no evidence for an effect of plan duration on support. Instead, we continue to find strong

evidence for the effect of reciprocity on increasing support: more developing countries accepting similar
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transfers leads to greater support for the transfers.

Figure 2: India Policy Conjoint Results

   30% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policy
   15% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policy
   0% of funds for those harmed by climate change/climate policy
Compensation:
   grants split between donor and Indian companies
   grants to donor country companies
   grants to Indian companies
   grants to Indian government agencies
Partners:
   adapting to climate change
   reducing emissions
Goal:
   United Nations
   international NGO
   both donor country and Indian governments
   donor country government
   Indian government
   not monitored
Monitoring:
   90% developing countries accepting similar transfers
   50% developing countries accepting similar transfers
   10% developing countries accepting similar transfers
Reciprocity:
   10 years
   6 years
   2 years
Duration:
   increase trade with donor country
   increase rights of religious minorities
   increase gender equality
   change no policies
Conditionalities:

0 .2
Change in Pr(Policy Choice) 

 [AMCE]

Average Marginal Component Effects (AMCE) calculated from the conjoint choice experiment for the
different dimensions with 95% confidence intervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors). Individual
choice based on preference towards a policy proposal (A or B) is the dependent variable. Points without
bars indicate the reference category for a given dimension.

Also mirroring the US-based policy conjoint results, we estimate less support for adaptation policies

than mitigation policies. While developing countries receiving transfers may be expected to prefer to spend
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those funds on projects narrowly targeting their own protection, Indian respondents instead favor mitigation,

which will have globally dispersed effects. This may suggest that Indian respondents support transfers less

because developing countries will face worse consequences of climate change and more because developing

countries are more effective places to reduce emissions. However, respondent support for sending funds

to those harmed by climate change or climate policy indicates the popularity of protecting the vulnerable

during the a decarbonization transition through a compensatory approach (Gaikwad, Genovese and Tingley,

2022).14

Finally, we observe greater support for plans with any kind of monitoring, and somewhat more so

when the Indian government is involved in monitoring. This result diverges from previous research that

found greatest support for monitoring by independent commissions rather than by governments themselves

(Bechtel and Scheve, 2013). The most preferred type of monitoring involves both the Indian and donor

governments. This suggests that policy designs offering compromise between Indian government and donor

government control can win popular support. Additionally, choice of partner for the plan does not mean-

ingfully change support level with the exception of partnering with donor country companies only, which

lowers support. The relative popularity of splitting grants between donor companies and Indian companies

suggests again that there is room for popular compromise between the Indian and donor governments.

As in the US case, our analysis of the Indian data demonstrates clear preferences that vary over several

crucial variables not limited to financial details. Some of the most striking takeaways from this conjoint

experiment are the similarities with the US conjoint experiment. In both cases, respondents strongly

favored mitigation spending over adaptation and compensation to those harmed by climate change or

climate policies. Both sets of respondents also favored partnership between each country’s companies the

most and responded to higher levels of reciprocity with higher support. These similarities indicate ample

room for transfer plans that would satisfy both donor and recipient publics.

Attribute Interactions Just like for the US, the leverage of some of the attributes may be particularly

striking if they are conditional on some other attributes. In Appendix B we report interaction models

that condition the causal effects of Partners and Compensation on the entity of monitoring (a significant
14Recall that this is an online sample of respondents, which by default are slightly more educated and wealthier than the

median Indian citizen. This has implications for our inference, although it is reasonable to expect these citizens to be the
most in tune with climate politics and therefore the most relevant pool of voters to survey for our purposes.
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determinant of Indians’ support for international transfers) and goal. The findings suggest that especially

when monitoring is done by the donor (foreign) government, the support for transfers that are managed

by foreign partners decreases significantly. At the same time, when monitoring is done by the donor

government, there is more support for more funding to go to compensate vulnerable communities – an

interesting finding that suggests the moral imperative of forcing foreign countries to take responsibilities

for the losses of vulnerables at home.15

Subgroup Analysis We also explore heterogeneous effects following the methods used for the US data

(Appendix C). The results confirm that much of the variation and sensitivities that we identify in the

data is driven by Indians who are relatively wealthier than average, and who are less likely to trust Indian

authorities and are less supportive of the incumbent government (measured as propensity to vote for the

Bharatiya Janata Party). In additional subgroup analyses we also find that the distinction between indi-

viduals employed or not in fossil fuel sectors determines significant differences in support for international

transfers (especially with respect to the monitoring and the goal attributes).

5 Conclusion
Transfers from developed countries to developing countries are expected to play a major role in transitioning

the global economy to a lower carbon future. However, we know relatively little about the determinants of

support for such transfers. Some existing work suggests reluctance in developed countries to send money

abroad that could be used at home, and resistance in developing countries to accept money from foreign

donors. However, the literature that discusses the determinants of public opinion towards climate transfers

is largely centered on the idea of efficiency. So far, few studies have tried to understand how far efficiency

considerations go in the public opinion domain, and what other determinants may influence how voters

may think of climate transfers.

We argue that pure efficiency rationales can only go so far to move public support on international

climate transfers. Consequently, we propose a broader set of considerations that may activate political

interest and acceptance. In particular, we argue that some design features of climate transfers may be
15The interactions with goal suggest that when the goal is fixed on adaptation, more compensation decreases the support

for international transfers. Clearly this buttresses the finding that the distributional politics of climate action are especially
heightened by mitigation.
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especially appealing because they may generate excludable benefits that are of interest to a diverse range

of voters’ factions. We identify in public/private domestic partners and compensatory welfare mechanisms

two instruments that can be leveraged precisely to increase the public appetite for international climate

transfers.

Using multiple waves of general population surveys (in addition to targeted samples) in the US and

India, we show that home country biases remain strong just as they have been shown for other types of

transfers (e.g., Buntaine and Prather, 2018). But we also show that support for international transfers

increases significantly when the design of transfers explicitly addresses underlying political issues related

to climate justice—that take into account, for example, vulnerability that human societies face on account

of climate change and decarbonization policy, and that incorporate compensation as a tool to redress these

underlying inequities. Similarly, other normative factors such as domestic agency in structuring the design of

transfers and reciprocity by other developed countries also stand to ignite more popular support for climate

financing abroad. By contrast, we do not find strong evidence that efficiency considerations—that have been

highlighted in existing work in economics and finance—are the most salient drivers of preferences toward

climate transfers. Our key contribution, therefore, is to highlight the political dimensions of support for

international climate transfers, pointing a pathway forward for policymakers seeking to foster mass support

for such cross-border arrangements.

A range of opportunities for additional work exist. In our study, efficiency considerations were not

sufficiently compelling. In the United States, considerations like ensuring funds are effectively spent may

be important. And in India, accepting foreign funds for transitioning workers may be best done alongside

other policies like green financing programs. Future word should investigate just how large international

transfers can be while still retaining domestic and international support. Finally, future studies may want

to further unpack the motivations behind control of agents, e.g., whether private agents are perceived

to be less corrupt than public agents, and the ideational versus material appeals behind the support for

compensation.
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Appendices
A Policy and Scholarly Discussion on Attributes of Conjoint

Select attributes of Conjoint 1 are discussed below to highlight real-world policy debates and public discourse
around climate transfers and public financing.

A.1 Context: United States
Cost As with other policy issues, governments are limited in their capacity to disburse climate-related
funding by domestic political constraints. Despite this, policy discussions and public discourse in the
United States have not been primarily centered around the cost to taxpayers. Given that in the United
States, attitudes around climate policy and the transition to net-zero are divided sharply along partisan
lines, the degree of financing allocated towards the transition may be a secondary concern to the question of
whether or not climate policy should be prioritized at all. Notably, the Republican Party has articulated a
prioritization of domestic energy security over support for the transition in the US or elsewhere.16 Similarly,
Democrats have pinned the shortcomings of the Green Climate Fund on the Republican Party's “refusal to
engage on climate change in any meaningful way.”17 The backdrop of very high inflation rates globally has
only served to further politicize the issue, as has the energy crisis brought on by the Russia-Ukraine conflict.
Recent scholarship suggests that within donor countries, the current share of emissions (e.g., the polluter
pays principle) ought not to be the predominant determinant of the distribution of costs associated with
adaptation finance, with a dimension rooted in the donor's ‘ability to pay.’ (Kruse and Atkinson, 2022).
Goal Policy discussions and government statements have touched upon both adaptation and mitigation
efforts. While mitigation financing efforts have commanded nearly three times more financing than adap-
tation efforts per OECD estimates, the goal to raise $100 billion per year by 2020 specifically for mitigation
purposes, which was initially set at COP15 in 2009, has yet to be met. However, developed countries
and regions including the US, Canada, and the European Union have reaffirmed their commitment to this
target in recent years. Mitigation financing may be preferred by developed states as there is a greater
ability to measure of success through the quantification of avoided or captured emissions compared to as-
sessing the effectiveness of adaptation efforts. Further, adaptation efforts require a deeper understanding of
geographically-specific consequences of climate change. Adaptation actions are largely financed by grants
instead of loans, as business models for these projects are not as developed in terms of revenue generation
as for mitigation-related efforts. This can also partly explain the lower degree of uptake of projects with
adaptation-related objectives. Finally, given that adaptation efforts are more likely to be required in coun-
tries characterized by developing markets, there is likely to be a higher risk-profile associated with these
investments. Academic literature has suggested that public opinion in developed countries towards climate
finance is impacted by the explicit objective of the financing, with funding targeted at both mitigation and
adaptation more acceptable than funding for adaptation alone (Bernauer, Gampfer and Kachi, 2014).
Compensation At COP27 in November 2022, nearly 200 countries signed on to a United Nations agreement
to compensate developing countries for loss and damage resulting from climate change. In response to prior
concerns expressed on behalf of developed countries,18 the agreement states that nations cannot be held
legally liable for payments.19 Many of the details around the implementation of this agreement are yet to

16Press Release, Senator Barrasso: Biden Budget is Another Pipe Dream of Climate Extremism
17New York Times, Congress Offers $1 Billion for Climate Aid, Falling Short of Bidens Pledge
18The Guardian, COP27: Is it right to talk of reparations?
19New York Times, In a First, Rich Countries Agree to Pay for Climate Damages in Poor Nations
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be determined; over the course of 2023, representatives of 24 countries will align on the structure of the
fund, contributors, and recipients. Recent scholarship has found that voters in developed countries have
preferences towards funding on the basis of need (Kruse and Atkinson 2022). However, existing evidence
does not seem to suggest that developed countries are making financing decisions primarily on the basis of
vulnerability to climate-change related hazards (Doshi and Gaschagen 2020). There is mixed evidence on
the relationship between perceived vulnerability and public opinion.
Partners Developed countries including Canada and the US are predominantly partnering with non-private
bilateral and multilateral partners (i.e., developing country governments, non-governmental organizations,
multilateral organizations, and dedicated climate funds and financial mechanisms, such as GCF and GEF).
However, countries including Canada and members of the European Union have also developed initiatives
aimed at the mobilization of private sector participation. Research suggests that public opinion towards
the disbursement of financing is positively impacted when donor and recipient countries are partners in
decision making, as opposed to one or the other determining the use of the funds (Bernauer, Gampfer and
Kachi 2014).
Other Countries (Reciprocity) Developed countries are publicly espousing reciprocity as an important
component of disbursing funding. Developed countries have publicly advocated for reciprocity on the basis
of current emissions as opposed to national wealth or GDP or level of development, with the US in particular
signalling that its funding would be contingent on China’s participation as well. Research suggests that
public opinion towards the disbursement of climate finance is positively impacted by the involvement of
other countries; specifically, if the share of total financing taken on by other countries is greater than the
share of financing deployed by the country from which the respondent is from (Bernauer, Gampfer and
Kachi 2014).
Conditionalities Recent scholarship suggests that important differences between climate finance and tra-
ditional development finance may render typical “institutionalist turn” frameworks less applicable, which
could offer a potential explanation as to why conditionalities around institutional development may be
less pervasive in climate-related lending (Browne 2022). However, some literature suggests that developed
countries make financing decisions not only on the basis of climate change vulnerability, but also with
consideration of the institutions present in the recipient country as a proxy for how ‘well-governed’ these
states are (Klock, Dornan and Weiler 2018), the extent to which corruption and waste are associated with
existing regimes (Bernauer, Gampfer and Kachi 2014), institutional capacity (Garschagen and Deepal 2020)
as well as the potential economic and political benefits for the home country, such as job creation.20 These
factors are taken into consideration when states make funding decisions, but also impact public opinion for
or against funding. Though these dimensions are not factors upon which aid is conditional in a technical
sense, there appears to be a strong relationship between the presence of these criteria and the countries
that receive funding.

A.2 Context: India and other Developing Countries
Cost From the perspective of developing countries including India, cost is a major factor in policy dis-
cussions. With significant inflation and rising interest rates globally, there are concerns that higher cost
of capital may have adverse effects on capital-intensive decarbonization investments, particularly in the
context of emerging markets where investments are typically associated with a higher risk profile. However,
climate economists suggest that this concern is mostly unfounded, with little to no impacts predicted.21

Given growing energy demand and the development of India's economy, Indian government officials and
policymakers have emphasized the need for international cooperation and financing to take advantage of

20NBC News, Should rich countries pay climate reparations? Why the debate is on the COP27 agenda
21Reuters, Rising interest rates only a mild snag in climate battle
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the low-carbon opportunities required to transition. While social and transaction costs are significant, the
largest challenge is associated with capital costs. Indian government officials and policy stakeholders have
emphasized the importance of developed countries fulfilling their prior financing commitments as these pose
a dependency for developing countries; a government official from the Ministry of Environment, Forests and
Climate Change, said in the lead up to COP27 that the “[the funding gap] needs to be met by international
climate public financing to attract investors in the renewable energy domain.”22 Importantly, in previous
discussions, Indian government officials have positioned the decision to facilitate the transition as binary
(i.e., to transition or not to transition) based upon reaching a critical threshold of financing, using this
as critical condition which, if not met, will preclude the nation from setting adaptation and mitigation
targets.23 Indian government officials from the Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change have
also publicly called for “enhanced climate finance that is largely public, grant based and concessional.”24

Goal Recently, Indian policymakers and government officials have been encouraging a prioritization of
adaptation efforts over mitigation. At COP27, India and other developing countries successfully pushed for
an agreement to establish a loss and damage fund for countries that are particularly vulnerable to climate-
related disasters [see additional information below, under Compensation]. Given vastly different micro-
climates as well across the Indian subcontinent, researchers and activists have highlighted the importance
of local, region-specific adaptation efforts that also take into account variances in the socioeconomic and
cultural realities faced by Indians.
Compensation Developing countries that are larger and responsible for a greater share of current emis-
sions, including China and India, have faced increasing scrutiny for their potential role in disbursing some
degree of financing towards a loss and damage fund. China has suggested that it will not provide support
to other developing countries given that it sees itself as a developing country, and has argued that it is
under no obligation to provide financial support under UNFCCC.25 Their refusal will likely have signifi-
cant implications for the buy-in of other countries such as the US [see further detail above, under Other
Countries (Reciprocity)]. India and China, amongst other developing countries, thus play an important
role: on one hand, their political stances on loss and damage are an important signal of solidarity with
other countries who are similarly at risk due to climate disasters, in particular smaller states that may
have less of an international platform from which to raise issues around climate vulnerability. On the other
hand, however, in addition to developed states, other smaller developing states have also demanded that
India and China acknowledge that amongst developing countries, they are responsible for a much larger
share of emissions and therefore should also contribute to supporting adaptation and mitigation efforts in
other, smaller countries.26 The link drawn between climate-related reparations as a form of compensation
aimed at benefiting those who are adversely impacted by historical systems like colonialism, and mitigate
the influence of ‘neocolonial’ institutions (e.g., IMF, World Bank) is becoming increasingly prevalent in
discourse as captured by news media.27

22Associated Press, At UN climate summit, India to flex its negotiating muscles
23The Hindu, India demands $1 trillion as ‘climate finance’
24Indian Ministry of Environment, Forest and Climate Change, Press Release: India at COP27 highlighted the foundational

principles of equity and common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities (CBDR-RC).
25The Guardian, COP27: is it right to talk of reparations?
26The Economic Times, Small island nations want India, China to contribute for climate fund
27The Guardian, COP27: Is it right to talk of reparations?

3



B Additional Conjoint Results
Figure 3: US Policy Conjoint Results: Ratings
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Average Marginal Component Effects (AMCE) calculated from the first conjoint rating experiment for the
different dimensions with 95% confidence intervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors). Individual
rating of each policy (0-10) is the dependent variable. Points without bars indicate the reference category
for a given dimension.
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Figure 4: India Policy Conjoint Results: Ratings
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Average Marginal Component Effects (AMCE) calculated from the first conjoint rating experiment for the
different dimensions with 95% confidence intervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors). Individual
rating of each policy (0-10) is the dependent variable. Points without bars indicate the reference category
for a given dimension.
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Figure 5: US Policy Conjoint Results: Interactions with Developing Country as a Target
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Average Component Interaction Effects (ACIE) calculated from the first conjoint choice experiment for the
different dimensions with 90% confidence intervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors). Individual
choice of each policy is the dependent variable. Points without bars indicate the reference category for a
given dimension.

Figure 6: US Policy Conjoint Results: Interactions with Adaptation as the Goal
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choice of each policy is the dependent variable. Points without bars indicate the reference category for a
given dimension.
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Figure 7: India Policy Conjoint Results: Interactions with Monitoring
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Average Component Interaction Effects (ACIE) calculated from the conjoint choice experiment for the
different dimensions with 90% confidence intervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors). Points
without bars indicate the reference category for a given dimension.

Figure 8: India Policy Conjoint Results: Interactions with Adaptation as the Goal
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C Heterogeneous Effects in Conjoint Experiments
The effect of different conjoint dimensions can vary across pre-treatment variables that we observe. There
are a variety of approaches to do this, including subsetting the data by covariate values or interacting
treatment levels and pre-treatment covariates and utilizing sparse regression methodologies (e.g., Ratkovic
and Tingley, 2017). We leverage new advances by Goplerud, Imai and Pashley (2022) that approaches
the heterogeneous effect problem by identifying clusters, or groups of units, that correspond to different
treatment effects. Methodologically, the approach uses mixtures of Bayesian logistic regression models with
a sparse prior to prevent over fitting and the identification of covariate groups following (Goplerud, 2021).
Additionally, unlike the traditional conjoint analysis approach that ignores the features of the “other”
profile that respondents consider in their choice and rating exercise, this approach builds this information
in using a differencing approach. That is, in choosing between A versus B, it is helpful to know not just
the treatment profile of option A but also of option B. For more on this, see Egami and Imai (2018).

For each of our conjoints we use a relatively small set of covariates as potential moderators of the
treatment effect, including the party ID, whether they identify as female, whether they have a college
degree, or (in the US case) whether the respondent believes humans are causing global warming. We must
also pre-specify the number of clusters to allow, which we set at 2. Similar results hold for 3 clusters. As
in the body of the paper, we use the choice rather than rating outcome. We also report more standard
subgroup analyses that distinguish across some of these moderators below.

C.1 US conjoint
Figure 9: Effects of covariates on group membership for US conjoint

Cluster 1 Cluster 2
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Probability of being in each group or cluster as a function of pre-treatment covariate values. Dark black
lines indicate an effect with p < .05.

We see a salient effect of both being a Republican and believing the humans are causing climate change
on cluster membership. Republicans are more likely to be in the first cluster than in the second cluster.
Believing that humans are causing climate change decreases the likelihood of belonging to the first cluster
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and increases the likelihood of belonging to the second cluster. The first cluster weighs the impact of cost
very heavily whereas the second cluster considers compensation issues much more clearly. Additionally, the
role of partners across the two clusters is heterogeneous. While the first cluster negatively reacts to grants
going to foreign countries, they significantly support grants to US companies.

Figure 10: Heterogeneous conjoint effects for US conjoint
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Average Marginal Effects (AME) calculated from the conjoint experiment using two latent “clusters”.
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Figure 11: US subgroup analyses: Average Marginal Component Effects by Party ID and Trust
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C.2 India conjoint
Figure 12: Effects of covariates on group membership for India conjoint
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Probability of being in each group or cluster as a function of pre-treatment covariate values. Dark black
lines indicate an effect with p < .05.
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Figure 13: Heterogeneous conjoint effects for India conjoint
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Figure 14: India subgroup analyses: Average Marginal Component Effects by Party ID and Trust
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donor country government
Indian government

not monitored
(Monitoring)

90% developing countries accepting similar transfers
50% developing countries accepting similar transfers
10% developing countries accepting similar transfers

(Reciprocity)
10 years
6 years
2 years

(Duration)
increase trade with donor country

increase rights of religious minorities
increase gender equality

change no policies
(Conditionalities)

−0.3 −0.2 −0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3
Estimated AMCE

Trust in federal govt 0 1
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D Sampling Strategy for Vignette Experiment Surveys
D.1 US Sampling Strategy
Our US sample included three populations: a “General Population” consisting of nationally representative
average voters, “Coal Country” communities from regions highly dependent on fossil fuel employment but
not vulnerable to climate consequences, and “Cross-Pressured” coastal fossil fuel communities who are both
ecologically vulnerable to climate change and economically vulnerable to the energy transition.

The General Population sample (n = 3,702) was obtained by two waves of surveys conducted by the
survey company Lucid (Coppock and McClellan, 2019).28 We used Qualtrics to field the Cross-Pressured (n
= 1,428) and Coal Country (n = 516) surveys, identifying the samples by using zip-code level data on fossil
fuel employment from the US Bureau of Economic Analysis.29 We identified coal-dependent communities in
Alaska and along the southern coastline (mostly in Texas and Louisiana and Texas) as Cross-Pressured. The
Coal Country sample came mostly from West Virginia, Virginia, Kentucky, Wyoming, and Pennsylvania.

The samples are consistent with our expectations about their vulnerability to the ecological and economic
vulnerability to climate change. For example, 7% of the General Population sample report that they or
their family members are employed in the fossil fuel industry.30 This percentage rises to 30% and 65%
for the Cross-Pressured and Coal Country samples, respectively. Individuals in the cross-Pressured coastal
samples are also more likely/willing to buy flood insurance.

D.2 India Sampling Strategy
Our Indian sample was obtained via a similar sampling strategy as the one used in the U.S. The “General
Population” survey (n = 2,102) was collected through telephone interviews. To ensure national represen-
tativeness, we randomly selected interviewees from a national database of landline and mobile phones.31

We then collected the “Coal Country” sample (n = 1,556) to represent individuals who are economically
vulnerable to the transition away from coal. This sample contains 706 residents in the 39 districts with the
highest coal mining employment rates and 850 coal miners sampled from three of the nine states where the
districts are located.32 Up to 62% of the individuals in this sample report being employed to having close
family members employed in the coal industry, a percentage that resembles their American counterparts in
the “Coal Country” sample.

The cross-pressured sample (n = 1,573) is created by combining data from two groups. The first one is
a representative sample of 735 residents in four districts with at least one coal mine and which ranked high
in a national climate vulnerability index.33 We term this sample the “Coal Mines Cross-Pressured” sample.

28We excluded respondents who responded particularly quickly.
29Our sample sizes are the maximum number of individuals that the survey companies could reach in each region.
30In 2017, the US Department of Energy found that approximately 6.4 million individuals are employed in traditional energy

sectors.
31India has very high mobile and landline phone coverage. We also offered the survey in multiple languages, including Hindi,

Punjabi, Gujarati, Marathi, Kannada, Malayalam, Tamil, Telugu, Odiya, Bangla, and Asamiya, ensuring that all major ethnic
groups are represented.

32The nine states are Assam, Chhattisgarh, Jammu and Kashmir, Jharkhand, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Orissa,
Telangana, and West Bengal. We excluded four districts that had high coal mining employment rates and high climate
vulnerability, classifying them instead as “cross-pressured” districts. The coal miners in the sample come from the Dhanbad
district of Jharkhand, the Shahdol district of Madhya Pradesh, and the West Bardhaman district of West Bengal. We
conducted in-person interviews with these miners through the survey company Morsel Research & Development, using the
same questions as the other samples but also adding qualitative follow-ups regarding their responses.

33The coal mines were identified through the “Statistics of Mines in India” published by the Government of India in 2015.
The climate vulnerability index was based on the Central Research Institute for Dryland Agriculture’s “Atlas on Vulnerability
of Indian Agriculture to Climate Change.” The four cross-pressured districts are Godda, Pakur, Bokaro, and Bilaspur, which
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The second group, which we call the “Coal Plants Cross-Pressured” sample, contains 838 residents of 25
districts with at least one operating coal plant and is also ranked high in climate vulnerability.34 Among
the 1,573 individuals in the cross-pressured sample, 10% report employment in the fossil fuel industry.

Aside from the coal miner sample, all other samples in this survey were proportional to their district
population sizes. Our sampling strategy helped us target individuals who have yet to be reached by other
surveys, creating what we believe is the most comprehensive sample of climate-vulnerable groups in India.

D.3 United States Sample
D.3.1 Geographic Distribution of Sample
Figure 15 visualizes our sampling strategy. Dark grey indicates sampled General Population counties, red
Coal Country counties, and blue Cross-Pressured counties.

Figure 15: This map shows the counties from which our respondents were sampled. Red denotes counties
in the Coal Country sample; blue denotes counties in the Cross-Pressured sample; dark grey represents
counties from our General Population sample.

D.3.2 Descriptive Statistics of US Samples

are located in two states.
34We used the Global Coal Plant Tracker database to identify the location of coal plants. The 25 districts in this sample are

located in the states of Bihar, Gujarat, Haryana, Jharkhand, Karnataka, Madhya Pradesh, Maharashtra, Rajasthan, Tamil
Nadu, and Uttar Pradesh. Johannes Urpelainen, Ricky Clark, and Noah Zucker provided useful assistance to this step of our
research project.
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General Population Cross-Pressured Coal Country
Female 53% 60% 62%
Median Age 46 years 35 years 37 years
College Degree 35% 33% 29%
Employed 54% 62% 51%
Ideology: Liberals 29% 15% 18%
Ideology: Conservatives 34% 43% 39%
White 75% 65% 95%
Concerned by Climate Change 76% 73% 69%
N 3702 1428 516

Table 5: Descriptive statistics of US samples. ‘College Degree’ includes college graduates and graduate
degrees. ‘Employed’ refers to self-employed or paid employees.

D.4 India Sample
D.4.1 Geographic Distribution of Sample
Figure 16 graphs our samples. Dark grey indicates districts with respondents from the General Population
poll, red denotes districts with Coal Country respondents, and blue points to districts with respondents in
the Cross-Pressured sample.

Figure 16: This map shows the Indian districts from which our respondents were sampled. Red denotes
districts in the Coal Country sample; blue denotes districts in the Cross Pressured sample; dark grey
represents districts from our General Population sample.
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D.4.2 Demographic Distribution of India Sample

General Population Cross-Pressured Coal Country
Female 65% 59% 30%
Median Age 36 years 35 years 36 years
Attained Secondary School 48% 47% 42%
Employed 77% 78% 75%
Voted for BJP 60% 65% 48%
Below National Median Income 40% 42% 45%
Scheduled Caste/Dalits 12% 12% 22%
Scheduled Tribes 3% 5% 10%
Other Backward Classes 35% 45% 32%
Upper Caste 39% 30% 31%
Muslim 8% 6% 5%
Concerned by Climate Change 91% 89% 93%
N 2102 1573 1556

Table 6: Descriptive statistics of India samples. ‘Secondary School’ includes individuals who have completed
secondary school or higher. ‘Employed’ refers to self-employed or paid employees. ‘Voted for BJP’ refers
to whether respondents voted for the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) in the last Lok Sabha election.

E Vignette Experiment: Additional Results
E.1 United States
The similarity in preferences across Coal Country and the General Population is noteworthy. Prior work
argues that fossil fuel producing regions differ in their preferences for climate policies compared to national
populations. Our results show converging preferences regarding international climate transfers across both
groups. Regardless of their personal exposure to decarbonization risks, the majority of Americans prefer a
climate policy option that is more domestically costly and less efficient in curbing emissions.
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Support for Higher Cost and Domestic Compensation as Opposed to Foreign Compensation 

Figure 17: This figure illustrates the relationship between US samples and preferences for Option A (higher
costs and domestic compensation) at different cost levels of Option B (foreign compensation).

Table 7: Effect of higher cost of domestic policy with domestic compensation

Dependent variable:
Support for Higher Costs and Domestic Compensation

(General Population) (Cross-Pressured) (Coal Country)
Higher Cost 0.073∗∗∗ 0.042∗ 0.120∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.024) (0.039)

Constant 0.663∗∗∗ 0.683∗∗∗ 0.662∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.017) (0.028)

Observations 1,862 1,428 516
R2 0.006 0.002 0.018
Adjusted R2 0.006 0.001 0.016
Residual Std. Error 0.457 (df = 1860) 0.456 (df = 1426) 0.445 (df = 514)
F Statistic 11.883∗∗∗ (df = 1; 1860) 2.988∗ (df = 1; 1426) 9.318∗∗∗ (df = 1; 514)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 8: Effect of costs on support for policy with domestic compensation

Dependent variable:
Support for Higher Costs and Domestic Compensation

(General Population) (Cross-Pressured) (Coal Country)
Higher Cost 0.068∗∗∗ 0.052∗∗ 0.108∗∗∗

(0.022) (0.025) (0.041)

Fossil Fuel Employed 0.196∗∗∗ 0.048∗ −0.017
(0.046) (0.028) (0.043)

Age 0.001∗∗ 0.002∗ 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Male 0.016 −0.012 −0.080∗

(0.022) (0.026) (0.043)

Income: $10,000-19,999 0.005 0.050 0.216∗∗∗

(0.053) (0.051) (0.074)
Income: $19,999-29,999 0.058 −0.067 0.267∗∗∗

(0.051) (0.051) (0.074)
Income: $29,999-39,999 0.130∗∗ 0.043 0.188∗∗

(0.052) (0.051) (0.082)
Income: $39,999-49,999 0.049 0.093∗ 0.241∗∗∗

(0.053) (0.054) (0.086)
Income: $49,999-59,999 0.086 0.042 0.010

(0.054) (0.054) (0.094)
Income: $59,999-69,999 0.088 0.052 0.197∗

(0.057) (0.062) (0.103)
Income: $69,999-79,999 0.073 0.094 0.184∗

(0.062) (0.059) (0.098)
Income: $79,999-89,999 0.170∗∗ 0.048 0.214∗

(0.069) (0.072) (0.117)
Income: $89,999-99,999 0.096 0.113∗ 0.203

(0.072) (0.068) (0.126)
Income: $ 100,000-149,999 0.141∗∗ 0.089∗ 0.359∗∗∗

(0.055) (0.053) (0.111)
Income: $ 150,000 or more 0.044 0.175∗∗∗ 0.263∗

(0.072) (0.067) (0.143)

Ideology: Conservative −0.039 −0.066∗ −0.028
(0.027) (0.036) (0.057)

Ideology: Moderate −0.032 −0.066∗ −0.025
(0.027) (0.037) (0.058)

Constant 0.529∗∗∗ 0.622∗∗∗ 0.498∗∗∗

(0.053) (0.052) (0.096)

Observations 1,782 1,302 466
R2 0.030 0.030 0.076
Adjusted R2 0.021 0.017 0.041
Residual Std. Error 0.453 (df = 1764) 0.449 (df = 1284) 0.437 (df = 448)
F Statistic 3.211∗∗∗ (df = 17; 1764) 2.337∗∗∗ (df = 17; 1284) 2.168∗∗∗ (df = 17; 448)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.0119



E.2 India
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Figure 18: This figure illustrates the relationship between India samples and preferences for Option A
(“increased costs and reduction equity”) at different cost levels.

Table 9: India: Treatment effect of higher cost on support for domestic policy with domestic compensation

Dependent variable:
Support for Increased Costs and Reduction Equity

(General Population) (Cross-Pressured) (Coal Country)
Higher Cost −0.039∗ 0.008 −0.027

(0.021) (0.024) (0.023)

Constant 0.661∗∗∗ 0.696∗∗∗ 0.741∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.017) (0.016)

Observations 2,039 1,520 1,524
R2 0.002 0.0001 0.001
Adjusted R2 0.001 −0.001 0.0003
Residual Std. Error 0.480 (df = 2037) 0.458 (df = 1518) 0.446 (df = 1522)
F Statistic 3.343∗ (df = 1; 2037) 0.128 (df = 1; 1518) 1.420 (df = 1; 1522)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 10: India Effect of costs on support for policy with domestic compensation

Dependent variable:
Support for Increased Costs and Reduction Equity

(General Population) (Cross-Pressured) (Coal Country)
Higher Cost −0.034 0.014 −0.012

(0.022) (0.025) (0.023)

Fossil Fuel Employed 0.045 0.020 0.102∗∗∗

(0.043) (0.041) (0.029)

Age 0.002∗∗∗ 0.002∗ −0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Male 0.005 −0.026 0.054∗

(0.023) (0.025) (0.030)

Income: 5,000-9,999 Rupees 0.024 0.015 0.050
(0.041) (0.048) (0.042)

Income: 10,000-19,999 Rupees 0.051 0.029 0.065
(0.038) (0.046) (0.044)

Income: 20,000-29,999 Rupees 0.084∗ 0.039 0.063
(0.043) (0.052) (0.051)

Income: 30,000-39,999 Rupees 0.076 0.043 0.038
(0.049) (0.059) (0.051)

Income: 40,000-49,999 Rupees 0.093 −0.108 0.062
(0.062) (0.069) (0.055)

Income: 50,000-59,999 Rupees 0.069 0.045 0.074
(0.061) (0.073) (0.061)

Income: 60,000-69,999 Rupees 0.065 0.033 0.149∗

(0.092) (0.094) (0.078)
Income: 70,000-79,999 Rupees 0.030 0.171 0.005

(0.132) (0.122) (0.102)
Income: 80,000-89,999 Rupees 0.264∗∗ −0.060 0.144

(0.132) (0.167) (0.143)
Income: 90,000-99,999 Rupees −0.107 0.269 0.348

(0.340) (0.459) (0.310)
Income: 100,000-149,999 Rupees 0.086 0.026 0.256∗∗

(0.092) (0.091) (0.113)
Income: 150,000 Rupees or more −0.273 0.137 −0.084

(0.198) (0.191) (0.199)

Vote Not BJP −0.043∗ −0.008 0.013
(0.023) (0.026) (0.024)

Constant 0.529∗∗∗ 0.643∗∗∗ 0.546∗∗∗

(0.060) (0.070) (0.072)

Observations 1,913 1,396 1,470
R2 0.014 0.011 0.030
Adjusted R2 0.006 −0.001 0.018
Residual Std. Error 0.477 (df = 1895) 0.457 (df = 1378) 0.435 (df = 1452)
F Statistic 1.638∗∗ (df = 17; 1895) 0.912 (df = 17; 1378) 2.627∗∗∗ (df = 17; 1452)

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.0121
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