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Version 0: 

Decision Letter: 

13th August 2024 

Dear Dr Fabre, 

Thank you once again for your manuscript, entitled "International Attitudes Toward Global Policies", and for your patience during
the peer review process. 

Your Article has now been evaluated by 3 referees. You will see from their comments copied below that, although they find your
work of potential interest, they have raised quite substantial concerns. In light of these comments, we cannot accept the manuscript
for publication in the current form, but we would be interested in considering a revised version if you are willing and able to fully
address reviewer and editorial concerns. 

We hope you will find the referees' comments useful as you decide how to proceed. If you wish to submit a substantially revised
manuscript, please bear in mind that we will be reluctant to approach the referees again in the absence of major revisions. 

In particular, as Referee #2 says, it will be important to revise the text to transparently acknowledge and clarify the relationship of
this manuscript to the Dechezleprêtre paper which has been accepted at AER, and to avoid presenting any results here which are
also presented in Dechezleprêtre et al. (e.g. Fig 1 here appears to be the same as Fig A20 in the AER paper). 

Finally, your revised manuscript must comply fully with our editorial policies and formatting requirements. Failure to do so will result
in your manuscript being returned to you, which will delay its consideration. To assist you in this process, I have attached a
checklist that lists all of our requirements. If you have any questions about any of our policies or formatting, please don't hesitate to
contact me. 

If you wish to submit a suitably revised manuscript, we would hope to receive it within 2 months. I would be grateful if you could
contact us as soon as possible if you foresee difficulties with meeting this target resubmission date. 

With your revision, please: 

• Include a “Response to the editors and reviewers” document detailing, point-by-point, how you addressed each editor and referee
comment. If no action was taken to address a point, you must provide a compelling argument. When formatting this document,
please respond to each reviewer comment individually, including the full text of the reviewer comment verbatim followed by your
response to the individual point. This response will be used by the editors to evaluate your revision and sent back to the reviewers
along with the revised manuscript. 

• Highlight all changes made to your manuscript or provide us with a version that tracks changes. 

Please use the link below to submit your revised manuscript and related files: 

Link Redacted 

Note: This URL links to your confidential home page and associated information about manuscripts you may have submitted, or
that you are reviewing for us. If you wish to forward this email to co-authors, please delete the link to your homepage. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review your work. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or would like to
discuss the required revisions further. 

Sincerely, 

[REDACTED] 

---- 



REVIEWER COMMENTS: 

Reviewer #1: 
Remarks to the Author: 
This is an interesting study on an important topic, with some novel features. These major upsides are, however, to a large extent
overshadowed by a confusing study design and exposition of the results. The study needs a major (structural) cleanup and is often
sorely missing in justification for design choices made. 

The study analyses the results from one 20-country 40k respondent survey, and three “complementary” surveys – one for four
European countries, and two (with different sample sizes and questions) for the US. 
1) What is the rationale for conducting one large multi-country study, and then follow it up with a more “detailed” study in some
countries? 
2) When the larger survey is global in scope, why focus only on Western countries (for which public support has been much more
extensively studied) in the “complementary” surveys? And given that you chose Western countries, why exactly these five? 
3) In the “complementary surveys”, why do you focus in greater detail on the fee-and-dividend scheme and not one of the other
policies? 
4) What is the rationale for having 3000 respondents across four European countries plus 3000 in the US in one survey and then
an additional 2000 in the US in a second survey? While I do of course understand budgetary constraints (referred to in the pre-
registration), why make a different choice for the US than for the European countries? Why not focus for example on two countries
and run the exact same study design in those two countries? 

A number of other design choices are also simply presented with no justification or discussion. Examples include: 
• How did you select the four policies you focus on in the global survey? (I.e., why these policies and not other policies?). 
• For the “complementary surveys” it is unclear how the “other global policies” were selected. 
• For the “complementary surveys”, why do you ask about a national redistribution scheme targeting the top 5% in the US, but the
top 1% in Europe? 
• Why is the “maximum wealth limit” also (hugely) different, at USD10 billion in the US and USD 100 million in Europe. 
• Why did you elicit underlying values focusing on “universalistic values” instead of for instance Schwartz Value Survey or cultural
worldviews? 
• For the section on “robustness of support”, which is novel, why did you pick certain strategies and not others? 

Other things are quite simply unclear: “We survey respondents to gather their perspectives… utilizing either an open-ended or a
closed question”. What does this mean? Do half the respondents get the closed and the other half the open-ended question, or is
this done in some other way? 

When it comes to analyzing the results, I’m not sure it is appropriate to group answers across countries/surveys when the details of
the questions differ (e.g. for the national redistribution scheme), as done in Figure 2. A similar concern applies to the comparisons
in “2.3.4 Prioritization” where direct comparisons are made between outcomes from the different countries, yet only “non-
republicans” were surveyed in the US (as far as I can gather from Figure S6). 

I also find the overall structure a bit confusing. For example, after discussing the findings on support for the “other global policies”,
it’s back to the global climate scheme, but this time to focus on how robust the support is. (I believe what is now section 2.2.2
should be followed immediately by section 2.3, and not “interrupted” by 2.2.3-2.2.5). 

Before these overall (structural) issues are addressed, I find it difficult to go into details on the individual analyses conducted, in
particular with regard to such questions as what data can and should be pooled, and what should not (e.g. questions asked only to
non-Republicans in the US). 

In my opinion a major revision is clearly required, but also desirable as there are important and novel ideas contained in the
manuscript – they just need to be brought out in a much more structured and understandable manner. One potential idea is to
simply drop the 20-country survey, and focus only on what is labeled the “complementary surveys (a term that somewhat
diminishes its importance). I also believe some kind of map/visual illustration of the structure of the surveys would be helpful for the
reader (especially to understand the “branches” of the analyses). (Appendix D contains something like this, but it should be
shortened and made much more visually appealing). 

Reviewer #2: 
Remarks to the Author: 
International Attitudes Toward Global Policies 

This paper presents evidence from various surveys on attitudes towards global policies, in particular climate change and poverty.
The main finding is that a global carbon price funding a global basic income (CGS) is strongly supported by respondents from 20
countries. Additional complementary findings from four country samples report similar support, and discuss methodological
concerns, how electoral candidates would win votes endorsing these policies and further support in favour of wealth tax and
foreign aid. 

I think the main message of the paper – widespread support for climate and redistributive policies – is both interesting and
important; but has been reported in a companion paper already. I list my main comments in the following. 

1. I was surprised to see that the main finding from Figure 1 “Relative support for global climate policies” has been shown in the



authors’ companion paper (Dechezlepreˆtre et al. 2022). In the latter paper, Figure A20 presents the exact same figure. (The only
difference is that in that figure the authors report “absolute” not “relative” support, which was confusing to me because for the first
four questions in the first block, numbers are actually exactly the same; in blocks 2 and 3 numbers are higher in the “relative”
presentation in comparison to “absolute”.) In any case, I think Figure 1 is the main insight of the paper and has been reported
before. Maybe I have overlooked it but I think that the authors are not fully transparent about this fact, and I had to double check. In
fact, they write in the introduction that “other (!) questions from these surveys are analyzed in a companion paper”, which I read as
saying that the questions analyzed in Figure 1 have not been reported previously. 
2. The paper is a bit difficult to read and lacks focus. It would be good to structure the paper better and to summarize the findings in
a more concise way. In its current form, too many details and findings are presented in a somewhat disconnected way. What are
the key findings and what are supporting/supplementary findings? Perhaps it would make sense to focus on GCS only (including
robustness), and move all other findings to a separate section? Likewise, the introduction is a bit “all over the place”, perhaps you
could relegate some parts to the discussion section. 
3. Data come from a “Global Survey” and “Complementary Surveys”. It is not obvious to me how the two data sets relate to each
other. Are you replicating the findings from the global study in the four countries from the complementary survey? Are results
consistent between both data sets? 
4. I found the term “relative support”, which seems to include “indifferent” responses, misleading. For a better understanding, I
would prefer Figure 1 to show actual “support” for the respective items. Also, the authors report both “absolute” and “relative”
support in different parts of the paper. To me that was confusing. I would stick to one definition of support throughout the paper. 
5. The first finding, that local policies receive least support is interesting. I wonder if this has to do with an aversion against being
the “only one who contributes”. The notion of conditional cooperation, i.e., the willingness to contribute if others contribute as well,
is one of the most important motives to cooperate. Federal or even global policies reduce the likelihood/fear of being the “sucker”,
i.e., the guys who have to pay. Perhaps you may want to mention that. 
6. How did you choose the global policies, in particular in sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4? The collection of items reads a bit arbitrary. For
example, why is the question about minimum wage in all countries included? Or the democratisation of institutions, etc.? Where are
specific numbers in these items coming from? Is there a conceptual framework or is the selection of items based on some higher
order principles? More guidance would be good. 
7. I like the results from section 2.3 and I believe they strengthen the paper. However, I would tone this down a bit. Many potential
objections remain of course, and framing an answer in terms of a real-stake petition is not the same as asking participants to
actually pay, for example. Also, the description of the various experiments (list, petition) was lacking details and it was therefore
difficult to understand what exactly was done. 
8. What exactly is the purpose of the conjoint analysis in section 2.3.3 and the prioritization in section 2.3.4? How convincing are
the results from section 2.3.5? Is it possible to simulate a public debate? What exactly can we learn from the exercise? 
9. I don’t think section 2.4 adds much, if anything. 
10. I read your results on beliefs in section 2.5. a bit different. To me there is strong support for a systematic underestimation in all
countries (both for GCS and NR) with the exception of the US. 
11. Figure S6 should be translated. 

Reviewer #3: 
Remarks to the Author: 
This is a bold paper on the important topic of international public opinion on global governance reforms to address some of the
most pressing global challenges, in particular, climate change and world poverty. The schemes it considers seem well-considered
and a particular strength of their paper is that they go into a lot of the practical details how such reforms could be implemented. I
would recommend its publication in Nature Human Behaviour, but subject to some substantial revisions. 

Major points: 

1. One of the main issues is the anchoring of the specific proposals that the authors test in academic or policy debates. To what
extent do they reflect such debates, or how do they deviate from them? In their current form, the proposals seem somewhat
detached from existing debates (e.g. the idea of population-proportional voting, line 2030), which may limit their appeal in the eyes
of some readers and relevant audiences. Better anchoring would be key here. 

2. While the authors cannot change their country sample anymore, it would be important that they elaborate on their choice of
countries and provide better justifications for their concentration on Western countries and bigger countries from the global South.
They should also reflect on and analyze to what extent these design choices might be impacting their results, e.g. the greater
concern for climate rather than poverty (page 5, line 143-144). 

3. Since Political Scientists are presumably an important target audience for this article, I was a bit struck by the relative lack of
conceptualization and theory in the article. While it is not an essential part for articles in Nature Human Behaviour, I would still
expect a Political Science piece to offer more in terms of concepts and theorization – at least in the appendix. 

4. One of the main issues of the article lies in its presentation. The authors show us a lot of survey results, but readers are not
adequately led through them or presented with accompanying information such that they can easily grasp what is going on. It
would be good to start off with a few punchy headline findings, then structure the paper along those headlines, and always offer all
necessary information for readers to grasp what is going on without having to go to the appendix. For example, in Figures S1 and
S2, the authors don’t provide the questions, but just reference them. In Table S2, it is not clear what the “open-ended field” is
referring to. It would be useful to always cite the questions in the figures (like they do in Figures S27, S28, and S46, for instance).
Sometimes such omissions are in the way of understanding the figures, and force readers to go to the questionnaire (e.g. Figure
S37). For instance, what is the unit in Figure S25? 

5. The quality of online survey samples should not be overstated. While the samples may reflect population proportions along



certain criteria, they don’t do so along others – as evident in your own data (e.g. see the voting preference splits in Tables S9 and
S10). You should tone down claims to the representativeness of your sample (line 598), acknowledge sample imbalances more
clearly, and provide some discussion of opt-in online sampling vs. traditional random sampling methods (including research that
specifically explores biases in online panels). 

6. Excluding inattentive respondents is not best practice, as that can lead to additional biases in your data. At the very least, you
should keep that data for robustness checks of your main results. 

7. Some questions appear somewhat leading (e.g. the phrase “democratise” on line 2030), and indeed many respondents (albeit
no majorities) seem to agree (Figure S45). It would be good to discuss such potential shortcomings, at least in the appendix. 

8. From Figure S48 it seems like the order of survey blocks was not randomized, right? If so, you should try to justify why that does
not affect your substantial results, as there may well be unexpected effects due to block sequence, respondent fatigue, etc. 

Minor points: 

9. Consider a punchier title than the current one. Something like: “International majorities of citizens support strong global
governance to combat climate change and world poverty”. 

10. The exclusion of indifferent/neutral answers (e.g. page 9, line 263) is understandable, but should be justified better. Also,
results should always be presented in full as well, including such neutral answers, at least in the appendix. 

11. Clarify line 272-273. 

12. Clarify what you mean by “absolute” and “relative” support (e.g. page 14), as you don’t seem to be referring to absolute and
relative majorities. 

13. Don’t overstate the stakes of your real-world petition (p. 17). 

14. Use Figure S24 for a plausibility check on Figure S23. 

15. In Tables S14 and S15, you should state what the bracket below the coefficient shows. 

Version 1: 

Decision Letter: 

25th September 2024 

Dear Dr Fabre, 

Thank you for submitting your manuscript entitled "International Majorities Genuinely Support Global Redistributive and Climate
Policies". We have given the paper our careful consideration and find it of potential interest. However, due to certain shortcomings
we are concerned that sending the current manuscript out to review could lead to unnecessary delays and quite possibly an
undesirable outcome of the review process. In particular: 

(1) It is journal policy that statistical significance is declared at a level lower than .05. Please revise all interpretations of results
where p levels exceed .05 to statistically non-significant. 

(2) Please fully report all statistical analyses (e.g., coefficient, exact p-values, 95% CIs, effect size). Every statement in the main text
of the key results should be supported by fully reported statistics. This applies particularly for the results of experiments in your
work. To avoid clustering in the text, however, you may report all statistical results in tables. 

We would therefore like to invite you to revise your manuscript to address these concerns before we send your manuscript for
external review. 

We shall hope to receive your revised version within two weeks. If something similar is published in the interim we will have to
consider the impact it has on the novelty of a revised manuscript. 

If you are not interested in submitting a suitably revised manuscript in the future please let me know immediately so we can close
your file. If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Please use the link below when you are prepared to resubmit. 
Link Redacted 



Thank you for your interest in Nature Human Behaviour. 

Sincerely, 

[REDACTED] 

Version 2: 

Decision Letter: 

Our ref: NATHUMBEHAV-24041461B 

22nd November 2024 

Dear Dr. Fabre, 

Thank you for submitting your revised manuscript "International Majorities Genuinely Support Global Redistributive and Climate
Policies" (NATHUMBEHAV-24041461B). It has now been seen by the two original referees from the first round and their comments
are below. As you can see, the reviewers find that the paper has improved in revision. We will therefore be happy in principle to
publish it in Nature Human Behaviour, pending minor revisions to satisfy the referees' final requests and to comply with our
editorial and formatting guidelines. 

We are now performing detailed checks on your paper and will send you a checklist detailing our editorial and formatting
requirements within two weeks. Please do not upload the final materials and make any revisions until you receive this additional
information from us. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

[REDACTED] 

Reviewer #1 (Remarks to the Author): 

The structure of the paper is much improved, and the choices justified (although I still do not think all the choices were good ones,
such as splitting the US sample in two waves in a way not done in Europe). 

I do not have any comments I would classify as major at this stage, but a number of minor comments: 

Abstract 
You write: “Using different experiments, we show that the support for the GCS is sincere and that electoral candidates could win
votes by endorsing it.” I believe the first part can largely be supported by the survey, but not the second part about winning votes.
The question concerns “hypothetical progressive and conservative platforms» and even if these were related to real political
platforms, I do not believe a stated preference study can conclude that candidates could actually win votes by endorsing the policy.
Your results might be an indication that endorsing the policy could help a politician win votes, but it certainly does not show that it
does so. 

Introduction 
I do not think you can call the CGS an “established approach” even though several elements of it has been discussed in previous
research. 

When mentioning relevant global initiatives, I would include the shipping fee discussed and likely to be agreed by the IMO (it would
function as global carbon price on emissions from shipping, whether it would be redistributive or not depends of course on which
revenue use agreed upon). 
You write: “Using a global survey on 40,680 respondents from 20 high- and middle-income countries…» I believe this a little
confusing as you have tried to “clean up” the relationship between what you do here and in Dechezlepretre et al. As this is the first
survey mentioned in the introduction, the immediate impression is that this survey is what this paper is all about. 

You write: “…to assess whether the support would diminish in a context with real stakes, we ask respondents whether they are
willing to sign a petition in favor of the GCS…” I do not agree that a hypothetical question about whether they are willing to sign a
petition is “real stakes”. Yes, you are sending the aggregate results to the head of state, but that is not the same as signing your
name on a petition (especially as it says “you will NOT be asked to sign, only your answer here is required and remains
anonymous»). (You later say “in an environment that approaches real stakes” which is better). 

I am not sure about the terminology of “global survey” and “main surveys”. In your title and abstract you largely point to the global
findings. I believe “global survey” and “national surveys” or something similar would be more informative/correct. 

Results section 
You write: “The survey questions in both the European and U.S. surveys are identical … except for an additional question in US2”.



That is not strictly true, as the policy design in some questions varies between the European and US versions. 

You write: “The main surveys ensured representativeness along key dimensions: gender, income, age, highest diploma, and
degree of urbanization. While I agree that generally speaking the samples are well representative of the population, in the UK I
notice that only 43% of respondents are female (vs. 50% in the actual population) according to table S10. This is a little concerning
and should be noted and preferably also discussed/explained. 

You write: “Finding majority support for the GCS runs counter to the conventional skepticism about the feasibility of global solidarity
to addressing climate change». I do not fully agree with this statement. I believe the “conventional skepticism” is based on concerns
over politics, political ideologies and the political economy (interests group lobbying), and not lack of public support. 
I am not sure the section on universalistic values needs to be in the main paper. 

Discussion 
This section is not a discussion of the results presented, instead it introduces new topics (extremely interesting ones I agree), which
I believe should be discussed elsewhere, reserving the Discussion for summarizing and placing the key results into context, and
drawing implications for further research and for policy. 

Reviewer #2 (Remarks to the Author): 

n my view, the paper has clearly improved and the authors have clarified most of my concerns. The paper itself is much better
written and organized in comparison to the first submission, but remains a bit hard to read. It would be good to provide one more
effort to streamline parts of the paper and to summarize the key findings in a more concise way. The paper would clearly benefit
from that and it would also facilitate the dissemination of these important and interesting findings. 

One open issue concerns the presentation of the results. Throughout the paper, shares are presented in terms of “relative support”,
which the authors define as “the share of Somewhat or Strongly support among non-indifferent answers”. I may have
misunderstood, but find this misleading and would definitely call for a different way in presenting results. To illustrate, suppose that
for a given question 90 percent of respondents are “indifferent” between supporting and not supporting a particular policy, the other
10 percent support the policy. In this case the “relative support” would be 100 percent, when in fact most respondents are actually
indifferent. To document “support” for a given item, the authors should use the fraction of supporting responses relative to all (!)
possible responses. (In my example, this fraction amounts to 10 percent.) In its current form, I am afraid most readers will draw
misleading conclusions from the numbers presented in the tables/figures. (Also, from the information provided in the tables/figures,
we do not know how many respondents actually are indifferent.) 

Version 3: 

Decision Letter: 

Dear Dr Fabre, 

We are pleased to inform you that your Article "Majority support for global redistributive and climate policies", has now been
accepted for publication in Nature Human Behaviour. 

Authors may need to take specific actions to achieve <a href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-
research/funding/policy-compliance-faqs"> compliance</a> with funder and institutional open access mandates. If your
research is supported by a funder that requires immediate open access (e.g. according to <a
href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-research/plan-s-compliance">Plan S principles</a>) then you should select the
gold OA route, and we will direct you to the compliant route where possible. For authors selecting the subscription publication
route, the journal’s standard licensing terms will need to be accepted, including <a href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-
research/policies/journal-policies">self-archiving policies</a>. Those licensing terms will supersede any other terms that the author
or any third party may assert apply to any version of the manuscript. 

Once your manuscript is typeset and you have completed the appropriate grant of rights, you will receive a link to your electronic
proof via email with a request to make any corrections within 48 hours. If, when you receive your proof, you cannot meet this
deadline, please inform us at rjsproduction@springernature.com immediately. Once your paper has been scheduled for online
publication, the Nature press office will be in touch to confirm the details. 

Acceptance of your manuscript is conditional on all authors' agreement with our publication policies (see
http://www.nature.com/nathumbehav/info/gta). In particular your manuscript must not be published elsewhere and there must be no
announcement of the work to any media outlet until the publication date (the day on which it is uploaded onto our web site). 

If you have posted a preprint on any preprint server, please ensure that the preprint details are updated with a publication
reference, including the DOI and a URL to the published version of the article on the journal website. 

An online order form for reprints of your paper is available at <a href="https://www.nature.com/reprints/author-
reprints.html">https://www.nature.com/reprints/author-reprints.html</a>. All co-authors, authors' institutions and authors' funding



agencies can order reprints using the form appropriate to their geographical region. 

We welcome the submission of potential cover material (including a short caption of around 40 words) related to your manuscript;
suggestions should be sent to Nature Human Behaviour as electronic files (the image should be 300 dpi at 210 x 297 mm in either
TIFF or JPEG format). Please note that such pictures should be selected more for their aesthetic appeal than for their scientific
content, and that colour images work better than black and white or grayscale images. Please do not try to design a cover with the
Nature Human Behaviour logo etc., and please do not submit composites of images related to your work. I am sure you will
understand that we cannot make any promise as to whether any of your suggestions might be selected for the cover of the journal. 

You can now use a single sign-on for all your accounts, view the status of all your manuscript submissions and reviews, access
usage statistics for your published articles and download a record of your refereeing activity for the Nature journals. 

To assist our authors in disseminating their research to the broader community, our SharedIt initiative provides you with a unique
shareable link that will allow anyone (with or without a subscription) to read the published article. Recipients of the link with a
subscription will also be able to download and print the PDF. 

As soon as your article is published, you will receive an automated email with your shareable link. 

In approximately 10 business days you will receive an email with a link to choose the appropriate publishing options for your paper
and our Author Services team will be in touch regarding any additional information that may be required. 

If you have any questions about our publishing options, costs, Open Access requirements, or our legal forms, please contact
ASJournals@springernature.com 

We look forward to publishing your paper. 

With best regards, 

[REDACTED] 

P.S. Click on the following link if you would like to recommend Nature Human Behaviour to your librarian
http://www.nature.com/subscriptions/recommend.html#forms 

** Visit the Springer Nature Editorial and Publishing website at <a href="http://editorial-jobs.springernature.com?
utm_source=ejP_NHumB_email&utm_medium=ejP_NHumB_email&utm_campaign=ejp_NHumB">www.springernature.com/editorial-
and-publishing-jobs</a> for more information about our career opportunities. If you have any questions please click <a
href="mailto:editorial.publishing.jobs@springernature.com">here</a>.**
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International Attitudes Toward Global Policies

Responses to the Editor and Reviewers

September 10, 2024

Editor’s comments Dear Dr Fabre,
Thank you once again for your manuscript, entitled ”International Attitudes Toward

Global Policies”, and for your patience during the peer review process.
Your Article has now been evaluated by 3 referees. You will see from their comments

copied below that, although they find your work of potential interest, they have raised quite
substantial concerns. In light of these comments, we cannot accept the manuscript for publi-
cation in the current form, but we would be interested in considering a revised version if you
are willing and able to fully address reviewer and editorial concerns.

We hope you will find the referees’ comments useful as you decide how to proceed. If
you wish to submit a substantially revised manuscript, please bear in mind that we will be
reluctant to approach the referees again in the absence of major revisions.

In particular, as Referee #2 says, it will be important to revise the text to transparently
acknowledge and clarify the relationship of this manuscript to the Dechezleprêtre paper which
has been accepted at AER, and to avoid presenting any results here which are also presented
in Dechezleprêtre et al. (e.g. Fig 1 here appears to be the same as Fig A20 in the AER paper).

We are very grateful for the opportunity to revise the paper and the rich feedback provided
by the editor and the three referees, which lead to a better argued and tighter paper. We
believe that we significantly improved the paper with this revision.

In short, we have heavily rewritten the manuscript including reordering sections and
tightening the text throughout. We have changed the title, reworked the introduction, added
a diagram of the survey flow, justified our design choices in the Methods section, and added
sections of theorization and robustness in Appendices. The Methods section also collects
methodological justifications asked for by the reviewers.

The main text (counting headers but excluding text boxes) has now 4,948 words. Due
to the substantial and structural changes, comparison of its original and revised version is
difficult. To improve its readability, we re-ordered the sections in the text of the original file
used to create the comparison document. We apologise that this “track changes” still lacks
readability.

1



Regarding the concern about Figure 1 (now Figure 2), we apologise for the confusion
created.

It is true that this figure appeared in an online appendix of an author’s version of Deche-
zleprêtre et al. (forthcoming), however, it does not appear in the accepted publication in the
American Economic Review. Nor did it appear in any pre-print or working paper version
(see Response to Reviewer 2). No version of Dechezleprêtre et al. (forthcoming) has ever
commented on this figure nor analyzed results on global policies. That publication only deals
with questions on national policies, while the portion of the questionnaire we analyse here
is not discussed in the companion publication.

To further clarify the relationship of our manuscript to Dechezleprêtre et al. (forthcom-
ing), we specified in the revised version’s Data section that “We use unanalysed questions”
in addition to writing that “Detailed information about the data collection process, sam-
ple representativeness, and analysis of questions on national policies can be found in the
companion paper” in the main text.

While this may not be the concern, it had also been agreed between the authors of
Dechezleprêtre et al. (forthcoming) that Adrien Fabre would use the results on global policies
for a separate, companion paper, with other co-authors.

We hope that our revision satisfactorily addresses all the concerns and suggestions that
have been raised, and we are of course ready to implement further changes should they be
deemed necessary.

2



Reviewer #1: This is an interesting study on an important topic, with some novel fea-
tures. These major upsides are, however, to a large extent overshadowed by a confusing
study design and exposition of the results. The study needs a major (structural) cleanup and
is often sorely missing in justification for design choices made.

Thank you for your important feedback that have greatly helped us improving the paper.
We took several major steps to improve the exposition of the results. First, we streamlined
the main text by cutting one fifth of it and removed unnecessary paragraphs from the in-
troduction. Second, we re-ordered the sections to lump together all findings on the Global
Climate Scheme (GCS) and put descriptive results on other policies in a separate, later sec-
tion. Third, we moved the section on second-order beliefs (less central to our analysis) into
a text box. Fourth, we added a simple diagram of the survey flow in the Data section to
help the readers understand the study design. Fifth, we renamed complementary surveys
into main surveys. Finally, to address the concern about design justification, we added a
paragraph on Design choices in the Methods section.

The study analyses the results from one 20-country 40k respondent survey, and three
“complementary” surveys – one for four European countries, and two (with different sample
sizes and questions) for the US. 1) What is the rationale for conducting one large multi-
country study, and then follow it up with a more “detailed” study in some countries?

As stated in the Data section, the reason for the main survey [formerly called comple-
mentary ] is to “delve deeper into the sincerity and rationales behind support for the GCS
and attitudes towards global policies, global redistribution, and universalistic values.” Be-
fore obtaining results from the global survey, we were not expecting such a high support for
global redistributive policies. The finding prompted us to further analyse whether and why
there is high support even in those countries that would have to pay the burden of globally
redistributive climate change mitigation (see also our response to your next comment below).
Our new paragraph on Design choices in the Methods section provides a concise explanation
of this research progression. We write: “As global survey results indicated strong support
for global redistributive policies worldwide, we conducted our main surveys to further inves-
tigate the surprisingly high support.”

2) When the larger survey is global in scope, why focus only on Western countries (for
which public support has been much more extensively studied) in the “complementary” sur-
veys? And given that you chose Western countries, why exactly these five?

In the main [formerly complementary ] surveys, we focused on high-income countries as
they are the ones losing from global redistributive policies. Therefore, we expect people in
high-income countries to be less supportive of such policies, a hypothesis confirmed in the
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global survey (see Figure 2). Surveying less supportive countries is thus a conservative way
to assess the support of citizens around the world.

The main criterion governing our choice of countries was country size. We preselected
the largest high-income countries: the U.S., Japan, Germany, France, the UK, Italy, South
Korea, and Spain. Our second criterion was the level of support for global redistributive
policies. We conservatively selected countries with a relatively lower average support over
the four policies tested in the Global survey. While this average support ranges from 66 to
77% in the selected countries, it is at least 80% in the remaining preselected countries.

We now explain this choice in the paragraph Design choices as follows: “Among the eight
largest high-income countries, we selected the five ones with a relatively low level of support
for global redistributive policies as observed in the Global survey.”

3) In the “complementary surveys”, why do you focus in greater detail on the fee-and-
dividend scheme and not one of the other policies?

The main reason why we focus on the fee-and-dividend is to conservatively assess the
support for global redistribution. Indeed, for policies such as a global wealth tax, the cost
is concentrated on the very rich. If citizens support a globally redistributive policy (such
as the Global Climate Scheme) for which they would have to bear a direct cost, we can
reasonably deduce that they would support a globally redistributive policy that would leave
their purchasing power unaffected. Relatedly, there were more doubts that the stated support
for the GCS could be insincere compared to the stated support for a global wealth tax.

Furthermore, the fee-and-dividend is a conceptually simple policy. An international car-
bon tax with a lump-sum transfer is an important benchmark in the economic literature,
as absent other market failures, this would be the first-best policy response to the carbon
externality. While attitudes towards the national version of this policy are widely studied,
little is known about the support at the global level.

We now explain this choice in the paragraph Design choices as follows: “We also focus
on the GCS as its costs are less concentrated on the very rich, compared to other global
redistributive policies, so we expect lower (or less genuine) support. By selecting countries
that would lose from global redistribution, are less supportive than others, and focusing on
less consensual policies, we aimed at conservatively assessing the level of support of world
citizens for global redistribution.”

4) What is the rationale for having 3000 respondents across four European countries plus
3000 in the US in one survey and then an additional 2000 in the US in a second survey?
While I do of course understand budgetary constraints (referred to in the pre-registration),
why make a different choice for the US than for the European countries? Why not focus for
example on two countries and run the exact same study design in those two countries?
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Thank you for the opportunity to justify our design better. Given that each survey
contained blocks of questions with four branches (in particular the list experiment and the
wealth tax), we needed at least 2,000 respondents per survey to get precise estimates. We
also wanted to test the effect on the support of providing the information on the actual
support, hence the need to split the U.S. survey into two waves (as it turned out, Americans
already had quite accurate views on the level of support and providing them this information
had no effect on the support). We could have run two waves in Europe (or in one European
country) too, with 2,000 respondents in each wave and each continent. However, we preferred
to get a bigger sample (of 3,000 respondents) at least in the U.S., to get more power in our
analyses.

We explained this choice in the paragraph Design choices as follows: “We split the U.S.
survey into two waves to test the effect on the support of providing the information on the
actual support, and merged the Eu survey in one wave to get larger sample sizes and more
power in the analyses.”

A number of other design choices are also simply presented with no justification or dis-
cussion.

Many thanks for the opportunity to justify our choices on policy instruments. We have
one preliminary remark concerning the main choice: studying the Global Climate Scheme.
In our own field, environmental economics, the most efficient way to address climate change
according to the baseline theory is a global uniform carbon price whose revenue would be
redistributed via cash transfers. A large body of research has also shown that equal cash
transfers make this policy progressive, hence it has gained a lot of traction in the economics
literature (Budolfson et al. 2021; Franks et al. 2018; Hamilton & Hartwick 2014; Jakob et al.
2016; Kornek & Edenhofer 2020). However, we now realise from the guidance across Re-
viewers that this cannot be assumed for readers in Nature Human Behavior. We are under
a severe word limit, but have acknowledged this at the beginning of the introduction when
writing: “global carbon pricing is widely regarded by economists as the benchmark climate
policy, as it would efficiently correct the carbon emissions externality. A version of global
carbon pricing as a system based upon tradable permits for carbon emissions is prominently
discussed in environmental economics. [. . . ] We call this established approach to global
carbon pricing a “Global Climate Scheme” (GCS).”

Examples include: • How did you select the four policies you focus on in the global sur-
vey? (I.e., why these policies and not other policies?).

We acknowledge that the selection of policies necessarily involved some degree of arbi-
trariness. We wanted to cover what seemed to be three key areas for global redistribution:
climate change, inequality, and global governance. As the global survey was dedicated to
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climate change, we emphasized this area. As for the policies themselves, we selected policies
theorized as optimal (namely carbon pricing) or backed by prominent sustainable develop-
ment actors (the Brazilian government in the case of the wealth tax, Mobilizing an Earth
Governance Alliance (MEGA) in the case of democratic climate governance). We left aside
policies deemed too technical to explain (recapitalization of Multilateral Development Banks;
rechannelling of Special Drawing Rights; public guarantees on foreign exchange risk) or poli-
cies similar to some that we already survey (financial transactions tax; maritime fuel levy;
aviation fuel levy).

• For the “complementary surveys” it is unclear how the “other global policies” were se-
lected.

Thank you for pointing this out, this is indeed an important point to clarify. We are not
aware that there is an academic method for a systematic selection, yet the chosen policies
are our best attempt for variation around the double objective of climate change mitigation
and redistribution.

Furthermore, all selected policies are either on the agenda of international negotiations
(international transfers for mitigation; adaptation; or loss and damages; cancellation of
public debt; reform of voting rights at the UN or IMF; global wealth tax) or advocated by
prominent NGOs or scholars (global asset registry by ICRICT (2020); limits on wealth by
Robeyns (2024) and Piketty (2022); democratic climate governance by Dryzek & Stevenson
(2011); global minimum wage by Palley (2013) and ITUC; fair trade by Hickel (2017); carbon
pricing by e.g. Cramton et al. (2017); increased foreign by Concord (2019)).

We included the previous sentence in the paragraph Design choices to address this re-
mark and the previous one.

• For the “complementary surveys”, why do you ask about a national redistribution
scheme targeting the top 5% in the US, but the top 1% in Europe?

The goal of the National Redistribution scheme is to offer a complementary policy that
would offset the median household’s financial loss from the GCS. This leads to different cali-
brations depending on the country, as emissions are much larger (and require more transfers
to be offset) in the U.S. The tax base of the National Redistribution scheme, which is not
central to our analysis, is not crucial information to the readers and could add some confu-
sion. Therefore, in our endeavor to streamline the paper and make it clearer, we dropped
this detail. We replaced “the top 5% (in the U.S.) or top 1% (in Europe)” by “top incomes”
in the sentence: “The same approach is applied to a National Redistribution scheme (NR)
targeting top incomes with the aim of financing cash transfers to all adults, calibrated to
offset the monetary loss of the GCS for the median emitter in their country.” The exact
numbers still appear in the questionnaire in the appendix. We added the following explana-
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tory footnote where they appear: “The wider base in the U.S. was chosen because emissions
are larger in the U.S. than in Europe, and it would hardly be feasible to offset the median
American’s loss from the GCS by taxing only the top 1%.”

• Why is the “maximum wealth limit” also (hugely) different, at USD 10 billion in the
US and USD 100 million in Europe.

This choice stems from the observation that Americans favor less redistribution (let alone
confiscatory redistribution) than people in other countries. For example, the U.S. is the only
country among 29 without an absolute majority agreeing with the statement: “It is the re-
sponsibility of the government to reduce the differences in income between people with high
incomes and those with low incomes” (ISSP 2019). Similarly, while the median answer to
“How much do you think a chairman of a large national company should earn?” is e10,000
in France and Germany, it is $250,000 in the U.S. Thus, we decided to tailor the policy
proposal to the country by setting a higher wealth limit in the U.S. ($10 billion) compared
to Europe (e100 million), as stated in the pre-registration plan. However, we acknowledge
that for comparability purposes, it would have been at least equally appropriate to test the
same wealth limit in every country.

• Why did you elicit underlying values focusing on “universalistic values” instead of for
instance Schwartz Value Survey or cultural worldviews?

Admittedly, we did not use the seminal questionnaires developed by Schwartz (1994) to
precisely measure one’s values or by Douglas & Wildavsky (1982) to classify one’s values on
the Individualism–Communitarianism and Hierarchy–Egalitarianism scales. However, none
of the questions involved in those established value surveys address international issues. In
the Schwartz values survey, the 6 items (out of 56) pertaining to “universalism” relate to
the appreciation of social justice without reference to the society considered. In the cultural
worldviews survey, none of the 24 items refer to the international context, while many relate
to the “government”. In fact, none of these questionnaires depart from the prevailing norm
that associates one’s society with one’s nation. Therefore, we felt using those surveys would
not help with assessing the degree of universalism understood as the equal consideration for
foreigners compared to fellow citizens.

• For the section on “robustness of support”, which is novel, why did you pick certain
strategies and not others?
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Thank you for inquiring further here, as indeed this part of our survey is novel, at least
in survey research in economics. We choose the following strategies: list experiment, pe-
tition, conjoint analyses, prioritization exercise, and open-ended fields. In a nutshell, we
picked all strategies we could think of.

To justify these choices, note that a list experiment is commonly used to test for social
desirability bias (Chapkovski & Schaub 2022; Kuklinski et al. 1997), conjoint analyses are
the norm in political science to study the support for given policies (Bechtel & Scheve 2013;
Beiser-McGrath & Bernauer 2019; Bergquist et al. 2020; Schechtl & Tisch 2023), petition
questions are often used to test the respondents’ genuine support (Dechezleprêtre et al.
forthcoming; Grigorieff et al. 2020; Haaland & Roth 2020; Kuziemko et al. 2015; Roth et al.
2022), and open-ended fields are arguably the best way to uncover what is in people’s mind
when they think about an issue (Haaland et al. 2024).

In sum, we are not aware that there are any other suitable survey methods to test whether
support for a policy is genuine and could materialize in an election.

Other things are quite simply unclear: “We survey respondents to gather their perspec-
tives. . . utilizing either an open-ended or a closed question”. What does this mean? Do half
the respondents get the closed and the other half the open-ended question, or is this done in
some other way?

Thank you for pointing out this lack of clarity. Yes, we meant that the sample is split
into two random branches. We replaced the unclear sentence by “We survey respondents to
gather their perspectives on the pros and cons of the GCS, randomly utilizing an open-
ended or a closed question.” We hope that our new wording improves clarity while preserving
brevity.

When it comes to analyzing the results, I’m not sure it is appropriate to group answers
across countries/surveys when the details of the questions differ (e.g. for the national re-
distribution scheme), as done in Figure 2. A similar concern applies to the comparisons in
“2.3.4 Prioritization” where direct comparisons are made between outcomes from the differ-
ent countries, yet only “non-republicans” were surveyed in the US (as far as I can gather
from Figure S6).

We unfortunately do not fully understand the first comment as the National Redistri-
bution scheme does not appear in Figure 2 (which is now Figure 3) and only appears in
figures of the Supplementary Material. The difference in values of the national redistribu-
tion schemes stems from national differences in carbon footprint (see response to the third
point of your comment n°4).

The other case in which the details of the question differ is on the wealth cap (in Figure
3). The legend specifies that the wealth cap tested was e100 million in Europe vs. $10
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billion in the U.S. As it seems to us that the confusion is avoided through the legend, we
prefer to stick to the current, condensed figure.

Meanwhile, there seems to be confusion between the prioritization (Figures S37-38) and
the conjoint analysis (Figure S2). Indeed, Figure S6 presents results country-by-country and
clearly specifies that the fourth conjoint analysis was restricted to non-Republicans in the
U.S. Yet, the prioritization is conducted on all respondents.

Although we always specify in the legend of the figures that, in the U.S., the fourth
and fifth conjoint analyses were only asked to non-Republicans, we are grateful for being
alerted to the fact that we missed pointing it out consistently in the text. To avoid con-
fusion, we replaced “A is chosen by 60% in Europe and 58% in the U.S.” by “A is chosen
by 60% of Europeans and 58% of non-Republican Americans.” We also added “(among
non-Republicans)” after the two occurrences of “in the U.S.” in the paragraph on the fourth
conjoint analysis.

I also find the overall structure a bit confusing. For example, after discussing the findings
on support for the “other global policies”, it’s back to the global climate scheme, but this time
to focus on how robust the support is. (I believe what is now section 2.2.2 should be followed
immediately by section 2.3, and not “interrupted” by 2.2.3-2.2.5).

Thank you for this important feedback. We realise that the previous structure was indeed
not ideal. We now moved (old) sections 2.2.3-2.2.5 after 2.2.2, so that all results related to
the GCS are in a common section, while secondary results pertaining to other policies with
partially shared objectives to the GCS appear in a separate, subsequent section. We hope
this new structure is now clearer.

Before these overall (structural) issues are addressed, I find it difficult to go into details
on the individual analyses conducted, in particular with regard to such questions as what data
can and should be pooled, and what should not (e.g. questions asked only to non-Republicans
in the US).

With all the above changes, we hope to have clarified the exposition and permitted a
smooth reading of our analyses.

In my opinion a major revision is clearly required, but also desirable as there are im-
portant and novel ideas contained in the manuscript – they just need to be brought out in a
much more structured and understandable manner. One potential idea is to simply drop the
20-country survey, and focus only on what is labeled the “complementary surveys (a term
that somewhat diminishes its importance). I also believe some kind of map/visual illustra-
tion of the structure of the surveys would be helpful for the reader (especially to understand
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the “branches” of the analyses). (Appendix D contains something like this, but it should be
shortened and made much more visually appealing).

We are very grateful for these excellent suggestions. Note that Reviewer #2 thinks that
“Figure 1 is the main insight of the paper.” We hence decided to maintain the introductory
results from the global survey, given that it provides unique results on attitudes towards
climate burden-sharing and confirms the support for global redistribution beyond the five
countries of our complementary surveys. That being said, we followed your insights that
calling these surveys “complementary” diminished their importance, and now designate them
as our “main” surveys.

Furthermore, we followed your excellent advice to illustrate the survey flow in the main
text. We replaced Table 1 (which did not bring extra information compared to the Data
section) by a new Figure 1, which depicts the outline of our main surveys in a simplified
way. While Figure 1 does not report the different branches of the analyses, we replaced the
Figures in Appendix D (one for each survey) by a combined Figure S48 that explains the
randomized branches in a shortened and more visually appealing way.

With these and other changes aimed at improving readability, we hope that our results
are now presented in a sufficiently structured and understandable manner.
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Reviewer #2: This paper presents evidence from various surveys on attitudes towards
global policies, in particular climate change and poverty. The main finding is that a global
carbon price funding a global basic income (CGS) is strongly supported by respondents from
20 countries. Additional complementary findings from four country samples report simi-
lar support, and discuss methodological concerns, how electoral candidates would win votes
endorsing these policies and further support in favour of wealth tax and foreign aid.

I think the main message of the paper – widespread support for climate and redistributive
policies – is both interesting and important; but has been reported in a companion paper al-
ready. I list my main comments in the following.

Thank you for your important feedback that have greatly helped us to improve the paper.
We took several major steps to improve the exposition of the results. First, we clarified the
relation between the global and the main (formerly complementary) surveys. Second, we
followed your suggestion and re-ordered sections; we also cut most of the section on univer-
salistic values from the main text. Third, we clarified our methodology by adding paragraphs
on Design choices and Absolute vs. relative support in the Methods section. Fourth, we cut
the questionable interpretation that there was no pluralistic ignorance and toned down our
presentation of the petition.

1. I was surprised to see that the main finding from Figure 1 “Relative support for global
climate policies” has been shown in the authors’ companion paper (Dechezlepreˆtre et al.
2022). In the latter paper, Figure A20 presents the exact same figure. (The only difference
is that in that figure the authors report “absolute” not “relative” support, which was confus-
ing to me because for the first four questions in the first block, numbers are actually exactly
the same; in blocks 2 and 3 numbers are higher in the “relative” presentation in comparison
to “absolute”.) In any case, I think Figure 1 is the main insight of the paper and has been
reported before. Maybe I have overlooked it but I think that the authors are not fully trans-
parent about this fact, and I had to double check. In fact, they write in the introduction that
“other (!) questions from these surveys are analyzed in a companion paper”, which I read as
saying that the questions analyzed in Figure 1 have not been reported previously.

On the origin of Figure 1 [now 2], we apologise for the confusion created. We entirely
understand your concern, but think it is no longer relevant. The companion paper is now
accepted for publication at the American Economic Review and the figure mentioned will
not appear in the publication. The figure does not appear in the working paper versions
(OECD, NBER, CEPR, LSE) either, it only appears in the appendix of an author’s version.
Besides, no version of Dechezleprêtre et al. (forthcoming) has ever commented on this figure
nor analyzed results on global policies, even in the appendix. Therefore, we confirm that
Figure 1 (now Figure 2) has not been previously reported in any publication and that the
companion paper analyzes other questions of the underlying survey, pertaining to attitudes
towards climate change and national climate policies. We tried to make clear that that paper
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only deals with questions on national policies, e.g. in the sentence: “Detailed information
about the data collection process, sample representativeness, and analysis of questions on
national policies can be found in a companion paper.”

To clarify further, the results of the first block are the same whether the support is ex-
pressed in absolute or relative terms, as there was no Indifferent option for this (multiple
choice) question.

2. The paper is a bit difficult to read and lacks focus. It would be good to structure the
paper better and to summarize the findings in a more concise way. In its current form, too
many details and findings are presented in a somewhat disconnected way. What are the key
findings and what are supporting/supplementary findings? Perhaps it would make sense to
focus on GCS only (including robustness), and move all other findings to a separate section?
Likewise, the introduction is a bit “all over the place”, perhaps you could relegate some parts
to the discussion section.

Thank you for this very helpful comment. We followed your suggestion and moved all
findings related to other policies (than the GCS) to a separate section. We also cut the main
text by one fifth, and cut one big paragraph in the introduction that made it somewhat dis-
persed. We now state in the introduction that “Our main result is that the GCS is supported
by three quarters of Europeans and more than half of Americans” and now center all our
analysis on the support for the GCS, presenting results on other policies as supplementary
evidence. We believe that these changes help streamline the paper and maintain the focus
on the essential findings.

3. Data come from a “Global Survey” and “Complementary Surveys”. It is not obvious
to me how the two data sets relate to each other. Are you replicating the findings from the
global study in the four countries from the complementary survey? Are results consistent
between both data sets?

We tried to clarify the relation between the two surveys, in particular by adding a para-
graph on Design choices in the Methods section which states that: “As global survey results
indicated strong support for global redistributive policies worldwide, we conducted our main
[formerly complementary ] surveys to test the robustness of these results.”

While we do not strictly replicate the findings from the global survey (as we do not ask the
same questions), we check that the results of both surveys are consistent. In particular, the
GCS can be understood as a combination of two questions from the global survey: a global
carbon tax with equal rebate per capita, where net costs are specified to the respondents;
and a global quota with equal right to emit per capita, where distributive effects are not
explained in the question. The GCS is a quota with equal rebate per capita and the question
specifies the net costs. Two reasons may explain why, in the global survey, support is lower
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for the tax compared to the quota: (i) distributive effects are made salient in the case of the
tax; (ii) people may prefer a quota, perhaps because they find it more effective than a tax to
reduce emissions. Support for the GCS is at an intermediate level between support for the
two policies tested in the global survey, an outcome that was expected as long as the two
previous reasons held true.

Therefore, we now write: “Two possible reasons for this lower support are that distribu-
tive effects are specified explicitly in the case of the tax, and that people may prefer a quota,
perhaps because they find it more effective than a tax to reduce emissions. The two reasons
are consistent with the intermediate level of support for the GCS in the main survey, which
is based on a global quota but where the question specifies explicitly the distributive effects.”

Besides, we also compare the responses to similar questions on a global tax on millionaires
that would finance low-income countries: support ranges from 73% (in the U.S.) to 86% (in
Spain) in the global survey vs. 69% (in the U.S.) to 87% (in Spain) in the main surveys.
Therefore, we write “Consistent with the results of the global survey, a ‘tax on millionaires
of all countries to finance low-income countries’ garners relative support of over 69% in each
country.”

4. I found the term “relative support”, which seems to include “indifferent” responses,
misleading. For a better understanding, I would prefer Figure 1 to show actual “support”
for the respective items. Also, the authors report both “absolute” and “relative” support in
different parts of the paper. To me that was confusing. I would stick to one definition of
support throughout the paper.

Thank you for pointing out that we could be clearer and more consistent on this distinc-
tion. We use “relative support” wherever possible as we believe it is better suited to assess
whether there are more people in favor or against a policy. We are now more consistent in
that throughout. We have moreover modified the manuscript as follows:

• We followed your advice and removed “relative” from the title of Figure 1, which is
now “Support for global climate policies.”

• To clarify the two notions, we added a paragraph on Absolute vs. relative support in
the Methods section. It reads: “In most questions, support or opposition for a policy
is asked using a 5-Likert scale, with Indifferent as the middle option and compulsory
response. We call absolute support the share of Somewhat or Strong support. We
generally favor the notion of relative support, which reports the share of support after
excluding Indifferent answers. Indeed, the relative support is better suited to assess
whether there are more people in favor vs. against a policy.”

We hope that it is now clear that “relative support” does not include Indifferent responses
in the numerator, but excludes them from the denominator. Even though we emphasize on
the relative notion, we always make the other results easily accessible. For example, in the
Note of Figure 1 (now Figure 2), we refer to Figure S11 for the absolute support.
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5. The first finding, that local policies receive least support is interesting. I wonder if this
has to do with an aversion against being the “only one who contributes”. The notion of condi-
tional cooperation, i.e., the willingness to contribute if others contribute as well, is one of the
most important motives to cooperate. Federal or even global policies reduce the likelihood/fear
of being the “sucker”, i.e., the guys who have to pay. Perhaps you may want to mention that.

This is of course a highly important matter for interpretation of our results. We regret
that we cannot test (using our data) whether the preference for climate policy at the global
scale stems from conditional cooperation or the perception that it would be more fair and
effective. it is worth mentioning the hypothesis of conditional cooperation alongside the one
on redistribution. Therefore, we added: “It could also stem from conditional cooperation
(Barrett 1994), even if previous studies suggest that the support for climate policies does
not depend on climate action abroad (Aklin & Mildenberger 2020; Tingley & Tomz 2014) .”

6. How did you choose the global policies, in particular in sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4? The
collection of items reads a bit arbitrary. For example, why is the question about minimum
wage in all countries included? Or the democratisation of institutions, etc.? Where are spe-
cific numbers in these items coming from? Is there a conceptual framework or is the selection
of items based on some higher order principles? More guidance would be good.

Many thanks for the opportunity to justify our choices on policy instruments. We have
one preliminary remark. In our own field, environmental economics, the most efficient way
to address climate change according to the baseline theory is a global uniform carbon price
whose revenue would be redistributed via cash transfers. A large body of research has also
shown that equal cash transfers make this policy progressive, hence it has gained a lot of
traction in the economics literature (Budolfson et al. 2021; Franks et al. 2018; Hamilton &
Hartwick 2014; Jakob et al. 2016; Kornek & Edenhofer 2020). However, we now realise from
the guidance across Reviewers that this cannot be assumed for readers in Nature Human
Behavior. We are under a severe word limit, but have acknowledged this at the beginning of
the introduction when writing: “global carbon pricing is widely regarded by economists as the
benchmark climate policy, as it would efficiently correct the carbon emissions externality. A
version of global carbon pricing as a system based upon tradable permits for carbon emissions
is prominently discussed in environmental economics. [. . . ] We call this established approach
to global carbon pricing a “Global Climate Scheme” (GCS).”

We acknowledge that the reasons underlying the choice of policies were not sufficiently
transparent. In addition to the modified introduction, we now provide guidance on how the
selection of policies was made in the new paragraph Design choices in the Methods section.
The first higher-order principle is that we attempt for variation around the double objective

14



of climate change mitigation and redistribution. We are not aware that there is an academic
method for a systematic selection in survey design for this objective, but it was our attempt
to vary both components – only climate change objective, only redistribution objective. This
relates especially to former sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4. The second principle we followed is to
choose policies that are either on the agenda of international negotiations or advocates by
prominent NGOs or scholars.

Here is how we summarize our selection procedure in the Design choices paragraph:
“To select the policies tested, we spanned three key areas for global redistribution: climate
change, inequality, and global governance. We selected policies that are either on the agenda
of international negotiations (international transfers for mitigation; adaptation; or loss and
damages; cancellation of public debt; reform of voting rights at the UN or IMF; global wealth
tax) or advocated by prominent NGOs or scholars (global asset registry by ICRICT (2020);
limits on wealth by Robeyns (2024) and Piketty (2022); democratic climate governance by
Dryzek & Stevenson (2011); global minimum wage by Palley (2013); fair trade by Hickel
(2017); carbon pricing by e.g. Cramton et al. (2017); increased foreign aid by e.g. Con-
cord (2019)).” We left aside policies deemed too technical to explain (recapitalization of
Multilateral Development Banks; rechannelling of Special Drawing Rights; public guaran-
tees on foreign exchange risk) or policies similar to some that we already survey (financial
transactions tax; maritime fuel levy; aviation fuel levy).

Finally, on the two examples mentioned: 1) An increase in the minimum wage is a long-
standing demand of unions and social movements. Palley (2013) advocates for a global
minimum wage system where each country would set a minimum wage at or above 50% of
the median wage. 2) The reform of voting rights in international organizations such as the
UN or the IMF is another long-standing issue. Several proposals are on the table (Woodward
2007). We chose voting rights in proportion to a country’s population as this is the easiest
to explain.

7. I like the results from section 2.3 and I believe they strengthen the paper. However,
I would tone this down a bit. Many potential objections remain of course, and framing an
answer in terms of a real-stake petition is not the same as asking participants to actually
pay, for example. Also, the description of the various experiments (list, petition) was lacking
details and it was therefore difficult to understand what exactly was done.

Your comment convinced us and we strived to tone down and better explain the robust-
ness results. We replaced “Even when framed as a real-stake petition” by “Even when framed
as a petition that might have real stakes” and replaced the two occurrences of “real-stake
petition” in the paragraph by the mere “petition”, to tone down the expression. Finally, we
added details on the list experiment and the petition (including the original questions) in
their associated paragraphs in the Methods section.
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8. What exactly is the purpose of the conjoint analysis in section 2.3.3 and the prioriti-
zation in section 2.3.4? How convincing are the results from section 2.3.5? Is it possible to
simulate a public debate? What exactly can we learn from the exercise?

Overall, the purpose of these analyses is to test robustness of support for the GCS. To
explain this better, we added a paragraph on Prioritization in the Methods section to explain
its purpose compared to the conjoint analysis. It reads: “The prioritization allows inferring
individual-level preferences for one policy over another, including in their intensity. This
differs from a conjoint analysis, which only allows inferring individual-level preferences for
one platform over another or collective-level preferences for one policy over another. Also, by
comparing platforms, conjoint analyses may be subject to interaction effects between policies
of a platform (which can be seen as complementary, substitute, or antagonistic) while the
prioritization frames the policies as independent.”

Although it is not possible to satisfactorily simulate a public debate in a survey experi-
ment, providing arguments to the respondents helps assessing the extent to which support
for the GCS is firm or influenceable. That the support decreases by 11 p.p. after 6 cons and
3 pros are presented indicates that the support for the GCS is somewhat context-dependent,
in that a sizable fraction of the population could change their attitude depending on the
public discourse about the policy. To avoid overstating the implication of our experiment,
we replaced the word “simulate” by “mimic” in the sentence: “The objective of the ‘pros
and cons treatment’ was to mimic a ‘campaign effect’.”

9. I don’t think section 2.4 adds much, if anything.

While former Section 2.4 on Universalistic values was not central in our findings, it helped
addressing a pre-registered hypothesis that could have explained the lack of prominence of
global redistribution in public debate: that the support for globally redistributive policies
would conflict with people’s underlying values.

To avoid taking too much space in the main text with this section—which we agree, is
less central to our research question—, we moved most of the section to the Methods section.

10. I read your results on beliefs in section 2.5. a bit different. To me there is strong
support for a systematic underestimation in all countries (both for GCS and NR) with the
exception of the US.

Thank you for pointing out that we were overenthusiastic about the interpretation. We
removed the questionable part, in particular the sentence “However, the evidence for plural-
istic ignorance is limited based on an incentivized question about perceived support”. We
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also cut the passage in the Discussion reading “Having ruled out insincerity and underesti-
mation of fellow citizens’ support as potential explanation for the scarcity of global policies
in the public debate, we propose alternative explanations.”

11. Figure S6 should be translated.

We switched Figure S6 with Figure S16 so that the translated version of the figures ap-
pears first and more prominently.

We thank you for your comments and suggestions. We believe that the major restruc-
turing of the paper following your very constructive comments greatly improved its clarity
and readability. For instance, we hope the link between the global and the main surveys is
now clearer.
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Reviewer #3: This is a bold paper on the important topic of international public opinion
on global governance reforms to address some of the most pressing global challenges, in
particular, climate change and world poverty. The schemes it considers seem well-considered
and a particular strength of their paper is that they go into a lot of the practical details how
such reforms could be implemented. I would recommend its publication in Nature Human
Behaviour, but subject to some substantial revisions.

The positive evaluation is encouraging. Thank you for your important feedback that have
greatly helped us improving the paper. We took several major steps to improve the exposi-
tion of the results. First, we reworked the introduction and the overall presentation of the
paper to structure it around the headline finding (majority support for the Global Climate
Scheme) and anchor it in academic debates. We also changed the title, as you suggested.
Second, we added some paragraphs relating our findings to political science theories. Third,
we added Appendices K and L that reproduce our main results on the extended sample
and assess the effect of questionnaire framing. Fourth, we toned down our presentation of
representativeness, of the petition results. Fifth, we clarified our methodology by adding
paragraphs on Design choices and Absolute vs. relative support in the Methods section.

Major points:
1. One of the main issues is the anchoring of the specific proposals that the authors

test in academic or policy debates. To what extent do they reflect such debates, or how do
they deviate from them? In their current form, the proposals seem somewhat detached from
existing debates (e.g. the idea of population-proportional voting, line 2030), which may limit
their appeal in the eyes of some readers and relevant audiences. Better anchoring would be
key here.

Thank you for this comment. We very much agree with you that the anchoring of the
proposals we study is critical.

We have one preliminary remark. In our own field, environmental economics, the most
efficient way to address climate change according to the baseline theory is a global uniform
carbon price whose revenue would be redistributed via cash transfers. A large body of
research has also shown that equal cash transfers make this policy progressive, hence it has
gained a lot of traction in the economics literature (Budolfson et al. 2021; Franks et al. 2018;
Hamilton & Hartwick 2014; Jakob et al. 2016; Kornek & Edenhofer 2020). However, we
now realise from the guidance across Reviewers that this cannot be assumed for readers in
Nature Human Behavior. We are under a severe word limit, but have acknowledged this at
the beginning of the introduction when writing: “global carbon pricing is widely regarded
by economists as the benchmark climate policy, as it would efficiently correct the carbon
emissions externality. A version of global carbon pricing as a system based upon tradable
permits for carbon emissions is prominently discussed in environmental economics. [. . . ] We
call this established approach to global carbon pricing a “Global Climate Scheme” (GCS).”

Furthermore, in the introduction, we anchored the further global policies we test in
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academic work (the global wealth tax simulator), academic proposals (the Global Climate
Scheme), and political negotiations (at the UN, the African Union, and the G20). To further
justify our policy choices, we added a new paragraph Design choices in the Methods section.
In that paragraph, we write: “To select the policies tested, we spanned three key areas
for global redistribution: climate change, inequality, and global governance. We selected
policies that are either on the agenda of international negotiations (international transfers
for mitigation; adaptation; or loss and damages; cancellation of public debt; reform of voting
rights at the UN or IMF; global wealth tax) or advocated by prominent NGOs or scholars
(global asset registry; limits on wealth (Piketty 2022; Robeyns 2024); democratic climate
governance (Dryzek & Stevenson 2011); global minimum wage (Palley 2013); fair trade
(Hickel 2017); carbon pricing (Cramton et al. 2017); increased foreign aid).”

In this paragraph, we also added references to scientific articles, books, or reports that
propose the policies that we test. For example, population-proportional voting at the IMF
is considered the most democratic option by a UNCTAD report (Woodward 2007).

Finally, we added the following sentences to the introduction: “While 3,354 economists
supported a national carbon tax financing equal cash transfers in the Wall Street Jour-
nal, numerous surveys have shown that support for such policy is mixed (Carattini et al.
2018; Dechezleprêtre et al. forthcoming; Douenne & Fabre 2022; Maestre-Andrés et al. 2019;
Mildenberger et al. 2022). Meanwhile, the GCS — the global version of this policy — is
largely supported, despite higher costs in high-income countries.”

We hope these adjustments address your concerns.

2. While the authors cannot change their country sample anymore, it would be important
that they elaborate on their choice of countries and provide better justifications for their con-
centration on Western countries and bigger countries from the global South. They should also
reflect on and analyze to what extent these design choices might be impacting their results,
e.g. the greater concern for climate rather than poverty (page 5, line 143-144).

We added a paragraph on Design choices in the Methods section where we explain our
selection of countries. In the global survey, we selected 20 among the largest countries. Some
large countries were excluded for diplomatic reasons (Russia) or because the survey company
was unable to provide good-quality samples (Iran, Saudi Arabia) while some relatively small
countries (Denmark, Ukraine) were included due to the condition of some funders.

In the main survey [formerly called complementary ], we focused on high-income countries
as they are the ones losing from global redistributive policies. Therefore, we expect high-
income countries to be less supportive of such policies, a hypothesis confirmed in the global
survey (see Figure 2). Surveying less supportive countries is thus a conservative way to assess
the support of citizens around the world.

The main criterion governing our choice of countries was country size. We preselected
the largest high-income countries: the U.S., Japan, Germany, France, the UK, Italy, South
Korea, and Spain. Our second criterion was the level of support for global redistributive
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policies. We conservatively selected countries with relatively lower average support over the
four policies tested in the Global survey. While this average support ranges from 66 to 77%
in the selected countries, it is at least 80% in the remaining preselected countries. We now
explain this choice in the paragraph Design choices as follows: “Among the eight largest
high-income countries, we selected the five ones with a relatively low level of support for
global redistributive policies as observed in the global survey.”

While the choice of countries can certainly impact some results, in our exposition, we
emphasize on similarities rather than differences across countries. On the greater concern
for climate rather than poverty, we emphasize that both global issues obtain greater concern
than a national issue (national inequality).

3. Since Political Scientists are presumably an important target audience for this article,
I was a bit struck by the relative lack of conceptualization and theory in the article. While it
is not an essential part for articles in Nature Human Behaviour, I would still expect a Politi-
cal Science piece to offer more in terms of concepts and theorization – at least in the appendix.

We acknowledge that we specialise in environmental economics, and hence are no experts
in relating attitudinal surveys to theories from political science. Nevertheless, we thank you
for the opportunity to say some more on how our empirical research relates to an important
theoretical debate in social sciences.

Our contribution is situated in the broad academic debate whether global problems are
insufficiently addressed at a global level because of lack of cooperation or lack of redistribu-
tion. We added a paragraph on this question at the beginning of appendix section A.2.3:

Lack of cooperation vs. lack of redistribution. Major social science schol-
arship from Realism in International Relations to game theory of international
environmental agreements in economics has pointed to lack of cooperation as
the major obstacle to global sustainability (Barrett 1994; Nordhaus 2015; Snidal
1991; Waltz 1979). Another body of literature on international climate coopera-
tion emphasises redistribution from North to South as a key condition for making
global climate policy work, noting the historical responsibility of major emitters
in the Global North (Aklin & Mildenberger 2020; Bou-Habib 2019; Friman &
Strandberg 2014; Parks & Roberts 2008). Taking the second perspective, mak-
ing progress on international climate policy also requires a decision on how the
burden of climate change mitigation should be shared. This raises the question of
whether citizens around the world support such global redistribution policies or,
more specifically, whether citizens in high-income countries are willing to make
sacrifices to combat climate change and extreme poverty.

While we cannot test conditional cooperation as part of the present analysis,
our empirical results document that if the North-South redistribution would be
implemented as part of global climate policies, they would receive strong public
support.
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In addition, some theorization occurs in different sections. In the Discussion section,
we propose five hypotheses to reconcile the lack of prominence of global redistribution in
the public debate with our findings (notably the strong support for global redistribution).
In the literature review (sections A.1.2 and A.2.2), we theorize burden-sharing principles
and propose a unifying interpretation of diverse results from attitudinal surveys on climate
burden sharing.

Finally, we added a paragraph at the end of appendix section A.1.3 where we conceptual-
ize our results on attitudes towards foreign aid and relate them to the existing literature. It
reads: “While foreign aid is generally unilateral, discreationary, and often used as a bargain-
ing chip, global redistribution is conceived as multilateral, rule-based, and with dedicated
funding. Our paper finds much stronger support for global redistributive policies than for
increased foreign aid. The difference in attitudes between unilateral foreign aid and global
policies is consistent with the literature on foreign aid. Indeed, it can be explained by the
observation that people prefer multilateral policies and often view foreign aid as inefficient in
reducing poverty. Therefore, we contribute to the theory of attitudes towards global trans-
fers by showing that when such transfers are multilateral and trusted to be effective, they
would be largely supported.”

4. One of the main issues of the article lies in its presentation. The authors show us a lot
of survey results, but readers are not adequately led through them or presented with accompa-
nying information such that they can easily grasp what is going on. It would be good to start
off with a few punchy headline findings, then structure the paper along those headlines, and
always offer all necessary information for readers to grasp what is going on without having
to go to the appendix. For example, in Figures S1 and S2, the authors don’t provide the
questions, but just reference them. In Table S2, it is not clear what the “open-ended field”
is referring to. It would be useful to always cite the questions in the figures (like they do
in Figures S27, S28, and S46, for instance). Sometimes such omissions are in the way of
understanding the figures, and force readers to go to the questionnaire (e.g. Figure S37).
For instance, what is the unit in Figure S25?

We agree that the previous version was somewhat heavy and not ideally structured to
guide the reader through the results. We restructured the paper and shortened it to focus
on the key results. We now state in the introduction that “Our main result is that the GCS
is supported by three quarters of Europeans and more than half of Americans” and now
center all our analysis on the support for the GCS, presenting results on other policies as
supplementary evidence. We hope that these changes address this concern on clarity.

Wherever practical (including in Figures S37 and S38), we added the original question
to avoid the need to go to the questionnaire. For Figure S1, we could hardly add the
original questions as they are too long, so we added the precision that they are “(Yes/No
questions)”. For Figure S2 (now Figure S5), the original question was also quite long, so we
added a cut-down version: “Imagine a wealth tax on households with net worth above [$]5
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million, enacted in all countries around the world. (. . . )
What percentage should be pooled to finance low-income countries (instead of retained in
the country’s national budget)?” In Figure S25, we specified that the unit was “in percent
of public spending”.

To clarify what the “open-ended field” refers to in Table S1 (formerly S2), we added
the parenthesis (here in bold) in the Table’s legend: “Effects on the support for the GCS
of a question on its pros and cons (either in open-ended of closed format) and on
information about the actual support”.

Finally, we made sure that the survey question is accessible in one click from the figures’
legends, and that the figures are accessible in one click from the associated questions in the
questionnaire. As both will appear in the online appendix, and as we do not want to over-
charge the figures’ legend with long survey questions, we prefer to keep the current structure
when it is not practical.

5. The quality of online survey samples should not be overstated. While the samples
may reflect population proportions along certain criteria, they don’t do so along others – as
evident in your own data (e.g. see the voting preference splits in Tables S9 and S10). You
should tone down claims to the representativeness of your sample (line 598), acknowledge
sample imbalances more clearly, and provide some discussion of opt-in online sampling vs.
traditional random sampling methods (including research that specifically explores biases in
online panels).

We toned down claims of representativeness. Namely, we changed “Appendix G confirms
that our samples are representative of the population” into “Appendix G shows how our
samples compare to actual population frequencies.” and we replaced “Tables S9-S10 confirm
that our samples closely match population frequencies” by “Tables S8-S9 detail how our
samples match population frequencies.”

We clearly acknowledged sample imbalances by adding: “Our samples match well actual
frequencies, except for some imbalance in the U.S. vote (which does not affect our results,
as show the results reweighted by vote in the below section Support for the GCS ).” We
also mentioned biases in online panels in the new sentence: “Stratified quotas followed by
reweighting is the usual method to reduce selection bias from opt-in online panels, when
better sampling methods (such as compulsory participation of random dwellings) are un-
available (Scherpenzeel 2010).”

6. Excluding inattentive respondents is not best practice, as that can lead to additional
biases in your data. At the very least, you should keep that data for robustness checks of
your main results.

In response to your comment, we added Appendix K in which we reproduce our main
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results on the extended sample that includes the 14% of inattentive respondents: support
for seven key attitudes, list experiment, third and fifth conjoint analyses. These results
correspond to the results on the main surveys with Figures or Tables in the main text.
These results closely match the results in our main specification. For example, the support
for the GCS is 54% in the U.S. and 75% in Europe (vs. 54% and 76%, respectively), while
coefficients are still non-significant for the list experiment.

In addition, note that our quotas apply to the final sample. Therefore, our weights are
defined on the final sample, and results on the extended sample are non-weighted. For
these reasons, the extended sample is by construction less representative of targeted socio-
demographics than the final sample,.

7. Some questions appear somewhat leading (e.g. the phrase “democratise” on line 2030),
and indeed many respondents (albeit no majorities) seem to agree (Figure S45). It would be
good to discuss such potential shortcomings, at least in the appendix.

We strived to use neutral wording in every question. Although we reckon that “democ-
racy” is generally associated with a positive view in Western countries, we believe that
“democratise international institutions” is an accurate description in “Democratise interna-
tional institutions (UN, IMF) by making a country’s voting right proportional to its popu-
lation”. Indeed, Woodward (2007) states that this allocation of voting rights would be the
most democratic.

As redistribution and internationalism are values associated with the political left, we
are not surprised that three times more respondents view our survey as left-wing rather than
right-wing biased (though most find it unbiased). We believe that this impression is due to
the topic rather than the wording of questions.

To acknowledge this potential shortcoming, however, we added the following sentence
in the paragraph on Data quality in the Methods section: “At the end of the survey, we
ask whether respondents thought that our survey was politically biased and want to provide
some feedback. 67% of the respondents found the survey unbiased. 25% found it left-wing
biased, and 8% found it right-wing biased.”

8. From Figure S48 it seems like the order of survey blocks was not randomized, right?
If so, you should try to justify why that does not affect your substantial results, as there may
well be unexpected effects due to block sequence, respondent fatigue, etc.

This is a very good point. We did not randomize survey blocks because our block sequence
followed a logical order. For example, we needed to define the GCS before asking questions
about it. Furthermore, we placed simple questions on other policies and values in the latter
part of the questionnaire to avoid survey fatigue with the more demanding questions such
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as conjoint analyses. Finally, we placed the petition question after the other questions on
the GCS to avoid influencing the first ones with the information that the results would be
transmitted to the head of state’s office; etc.

Admittedly, preceding questions might influence later responses. To test whether there
is such an effect of questionnaire framing, we can use the responses to the question “What
group do you defend when you vote?”, which is conveniently present in both U.S. waves and
placed close to the end of the questionnaire.

We added Appendix L, where we regress the responses to this question on the U.S. wave.
Reassuringly, we find no significant effect of the wave.

Minor points:
9. Consider a punchier title than the current one. Something like: “International majori-

ties of citizens support strong global governance to combat climate change and world poverty”.

Thank you for this great suggestion. We changed the title to: “International Majorities
Genuinely Support Global Redistributive and Climate Policies.”

10. The exclusion of indifferent/neutral answers (e.g. page 9, line 263) is understand-
able, but should be justified better. Also, results should always be presented in full as well,
including such neutral answers, at least in the appendix.

We added a paragraph on Absolute vs. relative support in the Methods section where we
justify the preferential use of the relative notion: “the relative support is better suited to
assess whether there are more people in favor vs. against a policy.”

We always present results in terms of both relative and absolute support (relegating the
absolute results in the appendix). From these results, one can recover the proportion of
Indifferent and Oppose answers.

11. Clarify line 272-273.

By adding some qualifiers, we hope to have clarified the sentence. The original sentence
was: “A global quota with equal per capita emission rights should produce the same dis-
tributional outcomes as a global carbon tax that funds a global basic income” and the new
sentence reads: “A global carbon tax that funds a global basic income should produce the
same distributional outcomes as a global tradable quota with equal per capita emission rights
(to the extent that the carbon price is the same and provided that each country returns the
revenues from emissions trading equally to its citizens).”
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12. Clarify what you mean by “absolute” and “relative” support (e.g. page 14), as you
don’t seem to be referring to absolute and relative majorities.

To clarify the two notions, we added a paragraph on Absolute vs. relative support in the
Methods section. It reads: “In most questions, support or opposition for a policy is asked
using a 5-Likert scale, with Indifferent as the middle option and compulsory response. We
call absolute support the share of Somewhat or Strong support. We generally favor the notion
of relative support, which reports the share of support after excluding Indifferent answers.
Indeed, the relative support is better suited to assess whether there are more people in favor
vs. against a policy.”

In fact, we do not refer to absolute vs. relative majorities, but to absolute vs. relative
support (which can each be majority support or minority support).

13. Don’t overstate the stakes of your real-world petition (p. 17).

This is a very good point. We replaced “Even when framed as a real-stake petition” by
“Even when framed as a petition that might have real stakes” and replaced the two occur-
rences of “real-stake petition” in the paragraph by the mere “petition”, to tone down the
expression.

14. Use Figure S24 for a plausibility check on Figure S23.

We added “, consistently with the other variant of the question” at the end of the sen-
tence: “Approximately half of the respondents opt to allocate half of the tax revenues to
low-income countries.”

15. In Tables S14 and S15, you should state what the bracket below the coefficient shows.

We added “Standard errors are reported in parentheses” in these tables’ notes.

We are very grateful for the excellent comments and hope that we satisfactorily addressed
them. We believe that the precise feedback helped enhancing the robustness of the results,
acknowledging their limitations, and improve the paper’s clarity.
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Majority support for global redistributive and climate
policies

Responses to the Editor and Reviewers

January 29, 2025

Editor’s comments Dear Dr. Fabre,
Thank you for submitting your revised manuscript ”International Majorities Genuinely

Support Global Redistributive and Climate Policies” (NATHUMBEHAV-24041461B). It has
now been seen by the two original referees from the first round and their comments are below.
As you can see, the reviewers find that the paper has improved in revision. We will therefore
be happy in principle to publish it in Nature Human Behaviour, pending minor revisions to
satisfy the referees’ final requests and to comply with our editorial and formatting guidelines.

We are very grateful for this positive decision and for the opportunity to improve the
paper further.

We are now performing detailed checks on your paper and will send you a checklist de-
tailing our editorial and formatting requirements within two weeks. Please do not upload the
final materials and make any revisions until you receive this additional information from us.

We have now received the checklist and formatting requirements and carefully complied
with every instruction. We would like to highlight that we changed the title to “Majority
support for global redistributive and climate policies”, in line with editorial suggestions.
Note that if it is possible to add “in major countries” at the end of the title, we would like
to make this additional change.

Reviewer #1 The structure of the paper is much improved, and the choices justified (al-
though I still do not think all the choices were good ones, such as splitting the US sample in
two waves in a way not done in Europe).
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I do not have any comments I would classify as major at this stage, but a number of
minor comments:

Thank you for your positive assessment of the revised version. We did our best to comply
with your comments and hope that you will be fully satisfied with the new version.

Abstract You write: “Using different experiments, we show that the support for the GCS
is sincere and that electoral candidates could win votes by endorsing it.” I believe the first
part can largely be supported by the survey, but not the second part about winning votes. The
question concerns “hypothetical progressive and conservative platforms≫ and even if these
were related to real political platforms, I do not believe a stated preference study can conclude
that candidates could actually win votes by endorsing the policy. Your results might be an
indication that endorsing the policy could help a politician win votes, but it certainly does
not show that it does so.

We acknowledge that the modal verb “could” was used ambiguously and would have
overstated our result concerning the electoral effect of endorsing the Global Climate Scheme.
Therefore, we replaced “electoral candidates could win votes by endorsing it” by “political
programs that include it are preferred to programs that do not.”

Introduction I do not think you can call the CGS an “established approach” even though
several elements of it has been discussed in previous research.

Following your concern, we removed the word “established” from the introduction. The
sentence now reads: “We call this approach to global carbon pricing the “Global Climate
Scheme” (GCS).”

When mentioning relevant global initiatives, I would include the shipping fee discussed
and likely to be agreed by the IMO (it would function as global carbon price on emissions
from shipping, whether it would be redistributive or not depends of course on which revenue
use agreed upon).

We are grateful for this comment. Indeed, we were hesitant to keep the reference to the
IMO, present in the original submission, precisely because the outcome of the negotiations
will likely not involve international transfers. However, you are right to point out that all
options are still on the table, and some countries are pushing for a redistributive outcome.
Therefore, we added back that “the International Maritime Organization is poised to adopt

2



a global carbon levy on maritime fuel;” in the sentence: “While international negotiations
have not yet led to ambitious globally redistributive policies, some recent prominent attempts
are that the International Maritime Organization is poised to adopt a global carbon levy on
maritime fuel; the African Union calls for a global carbon taxation regime, the UN is setting
up a Framework Convention on International Tax Cooperation and Brazil is proposing a
global wealth tax at the G20.”

You write: “Using a global survey on 40,680 respondents from 20 high- and middle-income
countries. . .≫ I believe this a little confusing as you have tried to “clean up” the relationship
between what you do here and in Dechezlepretre et al. As this is the first survey mentioned in
the introduction, the immediate impression is that this survey is what this paper is all about.

We are grateful for pointing out this omission in our endeavour to clarify the relationship
between our paper and the companion paper by Dechezleprêtre et al. We now removed the
“we” from the sentence and specify that this is just a “first piece of evidence” to ensure
the readers understand that our main contribution lies in the new surveys. The sentence
now reads: “As a first piece of evidence, a global survey on 40,680 respondents from 20
high- and middle-income countries reveals substantial support for global climate policies”
instead of “Using a global survey on 40,680 respondents from 20 high- and middle-income
countries, we reveal substantial support for global climate policies”.

You write: “. . . to assess whether the support would diminish in a context with real stakes,
we ask respondents whether they are willing to sign a petition in favor of the GCS. . . ” I do
not agree that a hypothetical question about whether they are willing to sign a petition is
“real stakes”. Yes, you are sending the aggregate results to the head of state, but that is not
the same as signing your name on a petition (especially as it says “you will NOT be asked
to sign, only your answer here is required and remains anonymous≫). (You later say “in an
environment that approaches real stakes” which is better).

Here again, we are grateful for your scrutiny, as we missed this occurrence of the over-
statement on “real stake” in our first revision round. We changed “in a context with real
stakes” into “in a context that approaches real stakes”.

I am not sure about the terminology of “global survey” and “main surveys”. In your title
and abstract you largely point to the global findings. I believe “global survey” and “national
surveys” or something similar would be more informative/correct.
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Thank you for allowing us to carefully think about our terminology. While we changed
the wording from “Complementary” to “main” surveys in our last revision, you are right to
point out that this term is not perfectly satisfactory. We replaced it by the word “Western”,
which is more informative than “main” and more correct than “complementary”, while
emphasizing the geographical difference between our global vs. Western survey.

Results section You write: “The survey questions in both the European and U.S. surveys
are identical . . . except for an additional question in US2”. That is not strictly true, as the
policy design in some questions varies between the European and US versions.

Thank you for pointing out this incorrect approximation. We replaced “identical” by
“almost identical” and added “and variations in policy designs in some questions” at the
end of the sentence.

You write: “The main surveys ensured representativeness along key dimensions: gender,
income, age, highest diploma, and degree of urbanization. While I agree that generally speak-
ing the samples are well representative of the population, in the UK I notice that only 43%
of respondents are female (vs. 50% in the actual population) according to table S10. This is
a little concerning and should be noted and preferably also discussed/explained.

The reason why surveys can never be fully representative is that, towards the end of
the sampling, very specific demographics are needed to fill in the remaining combinations of
quotas. At this stage of the sampling, quotas are relaxed to avoid screening out too many
potential respondents.

Following your concern, we completed the sentence in the Methods section that com-
ments on the sample representativeness, as shown in bold: “Our samples match the actual
frequencies well, except for some imbalances in specific quota demographics —such as
gender in the UK (43% of women instead of 50%) or urbanity in Spain (15%
rural instead of 26%)— that are corrected through our survey weights, and in the
U.S. vote (which do not affect our results, as shown by the results reweighted by vote in the
Support for the GCS section below).”

We also modified the Results section in a way that preserves conciseness. We added the
qualifier “broad” in “The Western surveys ensured broad representativeness”, indicating
that representativeness is imperfect.

You write: “Finding majority support for the GCS runs counter to the conventional skep-
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ticism about the feasibility of global solidarity to addressing climate change≫. I do not fully
agree with this statement. I believe the “conventional skepticism” is based on concerns over
politics, political ideologies and the political economy (interests group lobbying), and not lack
of public support.

We acknowledge that this interpretation of the skepticism about the feasibility of global
solidarity was unsubstantiated. We cut these unproven claims as follows: “Finding majority
support for the GCS runs counter to the conventional skepticism about the feasibility of
global solidarity to addressing climate change. This motivates the subsequent analysis of
robustness and sincerity, novel to attitudinal surveys on instrument choice for environmental
policy.”

I am not sure the section on universalistic values needs to be in the main paper.

As we comply with length constraints and this section has already been extensively
shortened in the previous revision (with most results moved to the Methods section), we
decided to keep it in the main text. Indeed, we find this section’s results informative and
consider that it is the right place to indicate to the readers that more results on this topic can
be found in the Methods section. Moroever, this section helps addressing a pre-registered
hypothesis that could have explained the lack of prominence of global redistribution in
the public debate: that the support for globally redistributive policies would conflict with
people’s underlying values.

To better justify why we believe this section belongs to the paper, we rewrote its intro-
ductory sentence, which now reads: “We ask broad questions on people’s values to assess
whether their core values are consistent with support for specific policies.”

Discussion This section is not a discussion of the results presented, instead it introduces
new topics (extremely interesting ones I agree), which I believe should be discussed elsewhere,
reserving the Discussion for summarizing and placing the key results into context, and draw-
ing implications for further research and for policy.

Thank you for your feedback on the Discussion section. Following your comment, we
attempted to streamline it to better integrate broader implications and better place the key
results into context.

To clarify the link between our key results and the core of our discussion, we removed the
sentence: “One limitation to this finding, inherent to any inquiry into hypothetical policies,
is that the support might change once global policies are discussed in the public debate (as
explored in the paragraph on Pros and Cons).” We shortened the fourth hypothesis that we
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formulate, which becomes: “Fourth, many individuals, including policymakers, may be un-
aware of specific proposals or may perceive global redistributive policies as ill-defined or
technically infeasible, ultimately dismissing them as unrealistic. In particular, policymakers
may have insider information about the technical feasibility of such policies. Alternatively,
the perception of unrealism may stem from an unawareness of specific proposals.” Finally,
we replaced the last sentences to clarify the implications in terms of future research and
policy debate. The sentences were “Confirmation of any of these hypotheses would lead to
a common conclusion: there exists substantial public support for global policies addressing
climate change and global inequality, even in high-income countries. Uncovering evidence to
support the above hypotheses could draw attention to global policies in the public debate
and contribute to their increased prominence.” They now write: “Uncovering evidence to
support the above hypotheses could shift the perceived boundaries of political realism on this
issue. Their confirmation would further support the conclusion that there exists substantial
public support for global policies addressing climate change and global inequality, even in
high-income countries.”

The reason we did not undertake a more substantial modification of the Discussion is
that our interpretation slightly differs regarding the role of the Discussion section in broad
interest journals such as Nature Human Behaviour. As we understand it, while a summary
of the results can be placed in Introduction (as we extensively do), the Discussion should not
repeat the Introduction but be used to open up the reasoning to new ideas. We believe that
our Discussion plays this role and already puts the key results into context, by drawing the
consequences of the rejection of hypotheses that could have reconciled strong stated support
for global redistribution to its rare occurrence in the public debate.

We hope that we have satisfactorily addressed your concerns and thank you for your
insightful comments that have significantly improved the paper.

Reviewer #2 In my view, the paper has clearly improved and the authors have clarified
most of my concerns. The paper itself is much better written and organized in comparison
to the first submission, but remains a bit hard to read. It would be good to provide one more
effort to streamline parts of the paper and to summarize the key findings in a more concise
way. The paper would clearly benefit from that and it would also facilitate the dissemination
of these important and interesting findings.

We are grateful for your kind evaluation of the paper and appreciate that our revision
satisfactorily addressed most of your concerns.

We thrived to streamline the paper further and highlight the key findings to facilitate their
dissemination. For instance, in the introduction, we replaced “GCS” by the more transparent
“Global Climate Scheme” in “Our main result is that the Global Climate Scheme is supported
by three quarters of Europeans and more than half of Americans.” We also specified the
magnitude of support in parentheses in “Support is very strong for a global tax on millionaires
(69% in the U.S., 84% in Europe), and the median respondent prefers to allocate 30%
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of the revenues of such a tax to low-income countries.” To streamline the paper, we cut
unnecessary or redundant sentences. For example, we simplified the transition sentences:
“Finding majority support for the GCS runs counter to the conventional skepticism about the
feasibility of global solidarity to addressing climate change. This motivates the subsequent
analysis”. We also streamlined the Discussion by cutting three sentences: “One limitation
to this finding, inherent to any inquiry into hypothetical policies, is that the support might
change once global policies are discussed in the public debate (as explored in the paragraph
on Pros and Cons).” at the beginning, and “In particular, policymakers may have insider
information about the technical feasibility of such policies. Alternatively, the perception of
unrealism may stem from an unawareness of specific proposals” in the fourth hypothesis.
Finally, to make the main results more visible, we added to Figure 3 results on foreign aid
and the preferred share of a global wealth that should go to low-income countries.

One open issue concerns the presentation of the results. Throughout the paper, shares are
presented in terms of “relative support”, which the authors define as “the share of Somewhat
or Strongly support among non-indifferent answers”. I may have misunderstood, but find
this misleading and would definitely call for a different way in presenting results. To illus-
trate, suppose that for a given question 90 percent of respondents are “indifferent” between
supporting and not supporting a particular policy, the other 10 percent support the policy.
In this case the “relative support” would be 100 percent, when in fact most respondents are
actually indifferent. To document “support” for a given item, the authors should use the
fraction of supporting responses relative to all (!) possible responses. (In my example, this
fraction amounts to 10 percent.) In its current form, I am afraid most readers will draw
misleading conclusions from the numbers presented in the tables/figures. (Also, from the
information provided in the tables/figures, we do not know how many respondents actually
are indifferent.)

We are grateful for this opportunity to improve the exposition of our results regarding
the share of indifferent answers. As a primer, we realize that we misinterpreted a comment
of (probably) yours in the first round of revision. The comment stated “4. I found the
term “relative support”, which seems to include “indifferent” responses, misleading. For a
better understanding, I would prefer Figure 1 to show actual “support” for the respective
items. Also, the authors report both “absolute” and “relative” support in different parts of
the paper. To me that was confusing. I would stick to one definition of support throughout
the paper.” Following this comment, added a paragraph on Absolute vs. relative support in
the Methods section to clarify our concepts, but we misinterpreted your concern about the
figures. We thought that you recommended to simply use “support” in the legend (instead of
“relative support”) while you actually meant to display absolute support in the main Figures
instead of relative support. Now that we fully understand your comment, we reverted the
legends of Figures 2 and 3 back to “Relative support” (instead of just “Support”) for a more
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transparent exposition.
On the substance, we hold views different from yours and choose to stick to our current

preference for displaying relative support in the main text and absolute support in supple-
mentary information, rather than the other way around. Before explaining our choice, let us
stress that we now provide information on the share of Indifferent answers in the Figures’
legend to address your legitimate concerns. The Notes of Figure 2 now include the indica-
tion: “Shares of indifferent answers range from 11% to 48%, with quartiles 20%, 27%, and
33%.” while the legend of Figure 3 includes: “Shares of indifferent answers range from 10%
to 40%, with quartiles 19%, 25%, and 32%.”

One preliminary observation is that the share of Indifferent is always contained to a
minority of answers, which reduces the concerns that actual support would be overstated.
Besides, we believe that the relative notion is a more informative measure of the distribution
of attitudes in favor vs. against a policy compared to a measure that focuses on support
and does not distinguish indifference from opposition. To illustrate that the relative notion
leads to more prudent interpretations than the absolute one, let us assume that the pool of
Indifferent respondents could turn into supporters or opponents under other circumstances:
after they deeply think about the issue, after they are presented arguments, or if they were
forced to make a choice. The absolute support provides a lower bound (while the sum of
Indifferent and Support answers provides an upper bound) for the support once Indifferent
answers have been disallowed. Conversely, the relative support lies between these two bounds
and seems a better proxy for the support when compressing the distribution of answers
into a single number. To conclude, let us stress that presenting absolute support could be
misleading for inattentive readers who do not realize that there was an Indifferent option.
Imagine a policy with 45% support, 30% opposition, and 25% indifference. An inattentive
reader might believe that there are more people against the policy than in favor, while in
reality, the policy garners 60% relative support.

We sincerely hope that we have satisfactorily addressed your concerns and thank you for
your insightful comments that have significantly improved the paper.
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