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Abstract
Relying on a recent survey of more than 3300 participants from China, Germany and the US, this paper empirically analyzes citizens’ perceptions of climate
change and climate policy, focusing on key guiding principles for sharing mitigation costs across countries. The ranking of the main principles for burdensharing is identical in China, Germany and the US: accountability followed by
capability, egalitarianism, and sovereignty. Thus, on a general level, citizens
across these countries seem to have a common understanding of fairness. We
therefore find no evidence that citizens’ (stated) fairness preferences are detrimental to future burden-sharing agreements. While there is heterogeneity in
citizens’ perceptions of climate change and climate policy within and across
countries, a substantial portion of citizens in all countries perceive a lack of
transparency, fairness, and trust in international climate agreements.

Policy relevance
Disagreement over the distribution of mitigation costs across countries is blocking current negotiations about a new international climate change agreement to
be adopted in 2015. At the heart of this disagreement are different perceptions
of distributive justice among negotiators. Our findings show that there is no difference in the ranking of fairness principles across citizens in China, Germany
and the US, suggesting that the common ground for crafting a future agreement
is larger than expected. In particular, the accountability principle should weigh
heavily when deciding on the burden sharing. In addition, our findings suggest
that in order to gain support among citizens, international climate policy may
need to take measures to improve procedural fairness and trust.
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1

Introduction

The international community generally agrees that to prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system, the increase in average global
temperature needs to be limited to 2°C compared to its pre-industrial levels 1. To
achieve this target, immediate, substantial and sustained reductions of greenhouse gas emissions are required (e.g. IPCC 2013). Countries disagree, however, on how to allocate the efforts of doing so, and, to a large extent, this lack
of consensus on the inter-generational burden-sharing (or effort-sharing) explains the lack of sufficient progress in international climate policy. 2, 3 Allocating
emission reduction efforts across countries may be regarded as a typical problem of distributive justice. In 1992, countries agreed on fundamental principles
for such an effort-sharing in Article 3.1 of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC 1992):
“The Parties should protect the climate system for the benefit of present and
future generations of humankind, on the basis of equity and in accordance with
their common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities. Accordingly, the developed country Parties should take the lead in combating climate change and the adverse effects thereof” (UNFCCC 1992).
These principles of equity and common but differentiated responsibilities and
respective capabilities (CBDR&RC) build the basis for all negotiations under the
UNFCCC such as current negotiations under the Ad Hoc Working Group on the
Durban Platform for Enhanced Action (ADP), which is in charge of crafting a
new global climate agreement for the period beyond when the second commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol expires in 2020. So far, however, in particular
the principles of CBDR&RC have turned out to be difficult to apply in actual policy making. While equity is generally understood as distributive justice, there are
numerous interpretations of what this actually means in the context of the
UNFCCC. For example, the third assessment report of the IPCC lists 13 differ1

The Copenhagen Accord adopts the 2°C target by recognizing “the scientific view that the
increase in global temperature should be below 2°C” (UNFCCC 2009).

2

See for example, Morgan & Waskow (2014), Winkler & Rajamani (2014), Gupta, J. (2012),
Okereke (2010), Klinsky & Dowlatabadi. (2009), Okereke et al. (2009), Heyward (2007),
Lange et al. (2007, 2010), Ikeme (2003), or Ringius et al. (2002).

3

The recent UNEP “Gap-Report” estimates that global greenhouse gas emissions in 2020
will be at least 59 GtCO2e, and hence 8-12 GtCO2e above emissions pathways deemed
consistent with a likely chance of meeting a 2°C target (UNEP 2013).
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ent approaches, and no common understanding has emerged (see UNFCCC
2012). Among others, Ringius et al. (2002) or Lange et al. (2010) categorize
these approaches along four main principles. First, accountability (or responsibility) relates to past and current levels of greenhouse gas emissions (polluter
pays principle). Second, ability to pay highlights countries’ heterogeneous financial and technological capabilities to reduce emissions versus economic
development needs. 4 The latter is also referred to as equitable access to sustainable development (EASD). Third, egalitarian approaches underline that all
people should have equal initial rights to use the atmosphere. Finally, sovereignty-based rules stress countries’ rights to govern their own climate policy
targets which typically imply preserving the current pattern of countries’ shares
of global emissions (grandfathering). Of course, two or more of these principles
may also be combined. 5 For example, the ‘equal cumulative per capita emissions’ approach derives emissions from a carbon budget and essentially combines the accountability and egalitarian principles (e.g. Kanitkar et al. 2010).
Similarly, multiple principles may be employed, typically via an ad-hoc weighting
scheme. Such burden-sharing approaches are likely to be politically more palatable, and may be seen as a compromise solution for aligning conflicting interests, since the different burden-sharing rules have very different distributive implications. For example, the US or the EU would be better off under a grandfathering principle than under an equal-per-capita rule. The reverse would be true
for China. Incidentally, the US has for the longest time refused to discuss equity
issues in the burden-sharing debate and essentially stressed the sovereignty
principle. In contrast, Brazil, China or India consider equity to be central to any
future climate agreement, stressing, in particular, the need to recognize cumulative historic emissions, i.e. the accountability principle. The EU, while acknowledging the need to consider accountability, stresses the importance to also factor in countries’ capability to combat global warming. At the climate summit in
Warsaw 2013 (COP 19), Brazil proposed that a reference methodology to quantify national historical contributions to climate change should be developed. The
methodology should be based on countries’ cumulative emission levels dating
back to 1850 and help set national targets. This proposal was supported by 130

4

Article 3.3 of UNFCCC (1992) demands “full consideration of specific needs and special
circumstances of developing country Parties”.

5

Quoting Adams (1965) and Deutsch (1975), Carlsson et al. (2013) point out that these
effort- or burden-sharing rules can generally be traced back to the basic principles of distributive justice: equity, equality, and need.
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nations including China and India, but blocked by the EU, the US, Australia, and
Canada.
The thrust of the academic literature on distributive justice entails conceptual
and quantitative analyses. Conceptual contributions include, among others:
Rose et al. (1998), Aldy et al. (2003), Ringius et al. (2002), Ikeme (2003), Heyward (2007), Lange et al. (2007, 2010), Klinsky & Dowlatabadi. (2009), Okereke
et al. (2009), Okereke (2010), Gupta (2012), Morgan & Waskow (2014), Winkler
& Rajamani (2014), or Garibaldi (2014). The quantitative analyses may further
be distinguished into those calculating the future emission budgets of countries
and regions under particular burden-sharing rules and those focusing on the
economic implications, i.e. in particular on mitigation costs. 6 The former include,
for example, Chakravarty et al. (2009), Hof & den Elzen (2010), Mattoo &
Subramanian (2010), den Elzen and Höhne (2010), or den Elzen et al. (2007,
2013). The latter include Böhringer & Welsch (2006), Jacoby et al. (2010),
Lange et al. (2010), Bosetti & Frankel (2011), Van Ruijven et al. (2012), or Tian
et al. (2012). The comprehensive literature survey by Höhne et al. (2014) points
out that applying the accountability, capability and egalitarian principles (or
combinations thereof), result in a rather high portion of the mitigation efforts for
OECD countries. 7
Only a few studies attempt to empirically elicit negotiators’ or citizens’ preferences for particular burden-sharing rules. The studies by Dannenberg et al.
(2010) and Lange et al. (2010) rely on individuals who had been involved in international climate policy negotiations, while Carlsson et al. (2013) studies ordinary citizens in China and the US. The findings by Lange et al. (2010) in particular, suggest that negotiators at climate conferences prefer burden-sharing
rules that are in their countries’ economic interest. This general finding on the
so called in-group or self-serving bias is also supported by Carlsson et al.
(2013). 8 Relying on a discrete choice experiment, the authors find that citizens
6

Note that ambitious emission targets do not necessarily translate into high mitigation costs
for countries with a large potential of low-cost mitigation measures. Also, if trading of emission certificates or of credits from offsetting projects across countries is allowed, the distribution of costs does not necessarily correspond to the distribution of emission reduction efforts. The focus of our analysis is on citizens’ fairness perceptions of the distribution of
costs (rather than emission reductions).

7

Prominent proposals include the Greenhouse Development Rights Framework (Baer et al.
2008) and Winkler et al. (2009).

8

See Brekke & Johansson-Stenmann (2008) for an overview of the behavioural economics
literature on the self-serving bias.
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tend to favor the burden-sharing principle that is least costly to their home country. In a different context, Kals et al. (2007) found no difference in fairness evaluations among for solutions to environmental conflicts for individuals affected
and non-affected in two field experiments involving German and Australian citizens. Also, individuals’ fairness judgment was not only based on self-interest.
According to Lind and Tyler (1988) individuals are often as concerned about the
justice of the process as with the outcome itself. Legitimacy and acceptance of
the outcome depends on whether individuals perceive the process to be fair and
transparent. Procedural justice, however, has attained considerably less attention than distributive justice (Okereke 2010). Among others, Klinsky &
Dowlatabadi (2009) and Okereke (2010) point out that procedural justice in climate policy requires representation of the interests of all countries in the climate
negotiations, in particular, of those countries that are most vulnerable to climate
change. Similarly, following Furlong (2005), legitimacy and acceptance may
depend on individuals’ confidence in the structure or the process of international
climate policy (procedural trust). While several studies analyze how individuals’
perception of fairness and trust in politicians or governments affect their attitudes towards policy instruments (e.g. Hammar and Jagers, 2006; Jagers et al.,
2010; Jagers and Hammar, 2009; Torgler and García-Valiñas, 2007), citizens’
perceptions of procedural trust related to international climate negotiations have
largely been unexplored.
International comparisons are typically limited to analyses of individuals’ awareness of climate change. Awareness of climate change is generally high in Europe and the United States (e.g. European Commission, 2011; Leiserowitz et
al., 2012), but is subject to fluctuations depending on media attention, recent
events linked to climate change, or even current weather conditions (BBC,
2010; Pidgeon & Fischhoff, 2011). Further, awareness of climate has been declining recently (GlobeScan, 2012).
The main objective of this paper is to explore people’s perceptions on distributive justice across countries with regard to the key burden-sharing rules. To do
so, a survey was conducted simultaneously in China, Germany (i.e. the most
populous EU Member State) and the US. Due to their respective greenhouse
gas emissions, economic strength, and political clout, these countries are expected to play a key role in the success of future climate policy. Besides questions on distributive justice, the survey also addresses – in a rather explorative
way – issues related to procedural justice and trust. Concurrently, we analyze
basic questions on public perceptions of climate change, i.e. its existence,
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causes and consequences. Furthermore, we look at the justification of climate
policy, e.g. beliefs whether mankind should take action and whether international climate negotiations have been successful.
Above all, our findings provide insights into whether distributive justice principles discussed and endorsed by climate policy decision makers are in line with
citizens’ preferences in these countries, and to what extent these preferences
are potentially countervailing across countries and, hence, detrimental to future
burden-sharing agreements. More generally, since the decisions at the international level get executed at the domestic level, the findings on distributive justice
and, more generally, on justification of climate policy indicate the level of domestic public support for these measures. Thus, analogous to Oberholzer et al.
(1997), a higher acceptance of international climate policy may mean that citizens are more willing to take on financial burdens associated with national implementations of climate policies.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents a description of the survey and sample demographics for the three countries. Section 3 then presents the findings, distinguishing between citizens’ perceptions
on climate change and climate policy in general, as well as on distributive justice. The concluding Section 4 discusses the main findings and points to future
research needs.

2

Survey

The data for our analysis was collected from three representative online surveys
among a total of 3445 citizens aged 18 and older in Germany, the United
States, and China. All surveys were carried out in May and June 2013 by the
market research company GfK SE (Gesellschaft für Konsumforschung). In total,
1005 respondents in Germany, 1010 respondents in the US, and 1430 respondents in China completed the questionnaire. In Germany and the United
States, the sample was drawn from representative GfK Online Panels. Respondents were invited via email to attend a self-administered interview in a
web-based online environment. In China, respondents were recruited by employees of GfK China in eleven core regions, invited to centrally located test
studios, and interviewed face-to-face. About one half of the respondents in China come from rural areas and the other half of the Chinese respondents live in
metropolitan areas. The questions encompassed general personal assessments of climate change, specific attitudes towards international climate policy
and negotiations, and individual engagement in climate-friendly behavior and

6
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CO2 offsetting. To complete the survey, respondents in Germany took 31.8
minutes on average, in China 28.5 minutes and in the US 30.4 minutes.
Participants were asked to specify their level of agreement or disagreement with
a particular statement or to subjectively assess the importance of a particular
principle on a symmetric scale with five ordered response levels. Potential problems associated with this type of scale are: central tendency bias (especially in
China) acquiescence bias, and social desirability bias (e.g. Chen et al. 1995).
These issues were addressed by “don’t know/no answer” options to distinguish
true neutral from unsure responses, a scale design involving balanced keying,
and closed ended and “neutral” wording of the items.
To draw reliable conclusions for the total population, the statistical analyses
employed specific weights which were calculated by the survey institute to ensure offline representativeness of the results. Differences across countries or
across items are assessed via z-tests. Rather than comparing the means of
responses, we compare the shares of responses, typically adding up the shares
for the two highest or two lowest response levels. For example, we first add the
(shares of the) responses “strongly agree” and “agree” for a particular item and
then conduct a standard z-test to compare findings across countries. In this
sense, our statistical analysis is conservative, since it does not assume the data
to be interval data.
The sample demographics for all three countries appear in Appendix I. Appendix II reports those questions on climate change and climate policy which are
not presented at full length in the paper.

3

Results

We first report the main descriptive statistics results on respondents’ perceptions of climate change and climate policy in general, and on distributive justice,
in particular. For all questions, differences in citizens’ responses across countries are highlighted.

3.1

Existence, causes and consequences of climate
change

In the survey, climate change was defined as a rise in the average global temperature over the past 150 years or in the future, resulting in weather and climate changes. The results suggest that a majority in all three countries considers climate change to be an important or very important challenge (Q1). This
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share is significantly higher in China (94%) than in Germany (85%). 9 Similarly,
the shares in China and Germany are significantly higher than in the US (64%).
In China and Germany (but not in the US), climate change is considered about
as important as combating poverty, diseases, or stabilizing the financial system.
Further, a large majority of citizens in all three countries believe that climate
change is already happening (Q2). In China this share is highest (88%) and
significantly higher than in Germany (78%) and in the US (68%). Another 10%
in China and the US, and 13% in Germany, think that climate change is not
happening now, but that it will occur in the future. Of those who believe that climate change is real, i.e. that it is already happening or will happen in the future,
most respondents in China (54%), Germany (71%), and the US (59%) consider
natural processes as well as human activities to be responsible for climate
change (Q3). In China, over 40% think that climate change is caused by human
activities only. This share is significantly higher than in Germany or in the US. In
the US about 10% of the citizens believe that climate change is due to natural
processes only - a significantly higher share than in China (3%) or Germany
(2%). In all three countries, about half the citizens who believe that climate
change is real consider climate change to have rather negative or very negative
consequences for the present generation (Q4). For future generations, this
share is about 60% in China and the US, and significantly higher in Germany
(85%). Conversley, about one in four US Americans and Chinese think that the
consequences of climate change for future generations will be rather positive or
very positive.

3.2

Justification of climate policy

The questions in this subsection were only asked to those respondents who
believe that climate change is real. A slight majority of Germans (54%) and US
Americans (53%), but the vast majority of Chinese (83%) believe that climate
change may still be effectively limited (Q5). Around 85% of the Chinese and
more than 70% of the German population, but only 48% of the US citizens think
that humans should act to limit climate change (Q6). These differences across
countries are also statistically significant.
In each country about a third of the respondents agree strongly or very strongly
with the statement that scientific findings are too uncertain to serve as the basis
9

Unless noted otherwise, “significant” means statistically significant at the 1% significance
level in a two-sided single z test.
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for climate negotiations (Q7). This share is highest in China (38%), followed by
the US (33%) and Germany (31%), but differences are not significant.
The majority of citizens in China (54%) perceive previous international agreements to have been rather successful or very successful in combating climate
change (Q8). This share is significantly lower in the US (22%) and in Germany
(8%).
About four out of five Germans (83%), three out of four Chinese (74%) and two
out of three US Americans (64%) consider future international agreements rater
important or very important for combating climate change (Q9). The differences
between China and Germany compared to the US are significant.
Next, the majority of citizens in China (63%), Germany (64%) and the US (57%)
agree rather strongly or strongly with the statement that all countries can benefit
from international climate agreements, but differences across countries are not
significant (Q10).
There is rather high support in China, Germany, and the US for the main issues
discussed at international climate conferences (Q11). In Germany and China
about 85% of the citizens consider both, “measures to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions” and “comprehensive quantitative targets” to be rather important or
very important issues for future climate negotiations. In the US, the respective
“approval rates” are significantly lower – 72% for mitigation measures and 68%
for comprehensive targets. In comparison, the “approval rates” for “adaptation
measures to the consequences of climate change (e.g. dams for flood protection” are 73% for China, 78% for Germany and 67% for the US, and hence significantly lower than for mitigation measures and comprehensive targets.

3.3

Information and representation

The share of respondents who feel well, or very-well informed about international climate conferences is highest in China (35%) and significantly lower in
the US (24%) and Germany (21%) (Q12). Almost one out of two Germans
(45%) feels poorly informed about international climate conferences, i.e. responded with “badly” or “rather badly.” This share is significantly higher in Germany than in China (26%) or in the US (33%). The difference between China
and the US is also significant. A significantly higher share of Chinese (44%) feel
their own position to be well or very well represented than US Americans (21%)
or Germans (11%).
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The survey further asked respondents about their perceptions of the representation of countries and whether they are believed to pursue particular interests
at international climate negotiations and agreements (Q13). The countries were
distinguished in industrialized and developing countries. About 42% of the US
Americans and 35% of the Germans believe (strongly and very strongly) that all
countries have the same opportunities to represent their interests at international climate conferences – in China this share is significantly higher (70%).
Around 55% of the Germans and Chinese agree (strongly and very strongly)
that industrialized countries use international climate negotiations to push
through their own economic interests vis-a-vis other countries (Q14). This share
is significantly lower in the US (41%). In comparison, only about 30% of the
Germans and US American citizens, but a significantly higher share of Chinese
citizens (46%) think (strongly or very strongly) that the (developing) countries
use international climate negotiations to push through their own economic interests vis-a-vis other countries.

3.4

Distributive justice

The questionnaire informed participants that to mitigate climate change and its
consequences, international climate policy had attempted for some time to
reach internationally binding regulations on CO2 and other greenhouse gas
emissions at several world climate conferences (e.g. Rio de Janeiro, Kyoto or
Copenhagen). They were then asked to assess the relevance of four key principles underlying potential rules to allocate mitigation costs across countries (burden-sharing):
• Accountability (polluter pays): ‘Every country has to bear costs according to

the emissions it causes (hence countries causing higher emissions have a
higher share of the costs)‘;
• Capability (ability to pay): ‘Every country has to bear costs according to its

economic strength (hence richer countries have a higher share of the costs)’;
• Egalitarian (equal right to pollute): ‘Every country is allowed to produce the

same amount of emissions per capita (hence countries with currently high
emissions per capita have higher costs)’;
• Sovereignty (status quo): ‘Every country is allowed to produce the same

share of global emissions as in the past (hence the proportional reduction of
emissions is the same for every country)’;
The respondents’ assessments of these principles are displayed in Figure 1.
First, we analyze citizens’ preferences for particular burden-sharing rules within
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countries. Figure 1 shows that the ranking of the distributive justice principles
considered in the survey is identical in all three countries. Using the initials of
the principles as abbreviations, we get the following orderings:
China:
Germany:
US:

𝐴 ≻∗ 𝐶 ≻∗ 𝐸 ≻∗ 𝑆

𝐴 ≻∗ 𝐶 ≻∗ 𝐸 ≻∗ 𝑆

𝐴 ≻∗ 𝐶 ≻ 𝐸 ≻∗ 𝑆

where ‘*’ means statistically significant at the 1% significance level (based on z
tests on the shares of responses in the categories ‘consider rather strongly’ and
‘consider very strongly’). Thus, apart from the ranking between the capability
principle and the egalitarian principle in the US, all components of “ACES” are
significantly different from each other.
Next, we analyze differences in preferences for distributive justice across countries. The preference for the accountability principle is highest in Germany,
where almost 77% think this principle should be considered strongly or very
strongly when deciding on how to split up mitigation costs across countries. This
portion is significantly lower in China (69%) and in the US (62%).
Respondents’ preferences for the capability principle are highest in China,
where about 64% feel this principle should feature strongly or very strongly in
the burden-sharing. In China and Germany (56%) this share is significantly
higher than in the US (46%). The difference between China and Germany is
statistically significant at the 5% significance level.
Citizens’ preference for the egalitarian principle is highest in China, where 51%
believe this principle should weigh strongly or very strongly in allocating the mitigation costs across countries. This share is lower in Germany and in the US
(45% each), but the differences are not statistically significant.
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Perceptions of distributive justice principles across countries
(responses per answer category in % of total)
China

Germany

US

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Consider very strongly

Consider rather strongly

Consider neither weakly nor strongly

Consider rather weakly

Consider very weakly

Don’t know / no answer

Finally, preferences for the sovereignty principle are highest in China, where
42% of the participants think this principle should be strongly or very strongly
considered in the burden sharing. The corresponding shares for the US and
Germany are 32% and 17%, respectively. Almost all differences are statistically
significant at the 1% level, the difference between US and China is significant at
a significance level which is slightly higher than 1%.
Additional calculations show that in all three countries a large portion of the citizens simultaneously rate several principles highly. For China, for example,
about 55% of the respondents believe that accountability and capability should
both be considered strongly or very strongly. Similarly, 38% think that accountability, capability and the egalitarian principle should all be considered strongly
or very strongly. Qualitatively similar findings hold for Germany and the US.

12
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3.5

Trust in climate policy

The questionnaire contained several questions which capture aspects of trust in
international climate policy and its outcomes in a rather exploratory way. Respondents were asked how strongly they agreed with the following statements
• ‘Commitments made at international climate negotiations will not be kept

anyhow’ (broken promises);
• ‘The richer (industrialized) countries should show they can successfully

reduce emissions first before the poorer (developing) countries have to do so’
(lead by example);
• ‘Climate negotiations are used to publicly denounce the industrialized

countries’ (pillory rich countries);
• ‘Governments use international climate negotiations to pacify their citizens

instead of reducing global greenhouse gas emissions’ (pacify citizens);
As displayed in Figure 2, almost two out of three Germans (62%) believe
(strongly or very strongly) that commitments made at international climate negotiations will not be kept. The corresponding shares for the US (41%) and China
(30%) are significantly lower.
Citizens in China, in particular, think that industrialized countries should show
they can successfully reduce emissions first before the developing countries
have to do so. The share of those which strongly or very strongly support the
corresponding statement is around 72% in China, and significantly higher than
in Germany (45%) and the US (43%).
Almost one out of two Chinese participants (48%) strongly or very strongly
agrees with the notion that climate negotiations are used to publicly denounce
the industrialized countries. This share is significantly higher than in Germany
(30%) or in the US (35%). The difference between Germany and the US is also
significant.
Finally, 61% of the German citizens strongly or very strongly believe that governments use international climate negotiations to pacify their citizens instead of
reducing global greenhouse gas emissions. The difference between Germany
and China (51%) and Germany and the US (42%) is significant.
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Trust in international climate agreements
China

US
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0%

Very strongly

4

Rather strongly

Neither weakly nor strongly

Very weakly
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Don’t know / no answer

Conclusions

In this section we summarize and discuss the main empirical findings, relate
them to the literature and highlight policy implications.
Existence, causes and consequences of climate change
Our findings suggest that citizens in China, Germany and, to a lesser extent, in
the US consider climate change as a serious challenge which is comparable to
other issues like fighting poverty or diseases. For China, the stated high relevance of climate change is consistent with the findings (mainly for Beijing) by Yu
et al. (2013) and may partly be driven by recent concerns over (local) pollution.
Unlike US citizens, Germans have traditionally attributed a relatively high relevance to climate change (e.g. Lorenzoni & Pidgeon 2006, European Commis-
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sion 2011). The majority of respondent in all three countries are aware of the
causes and consequences of climate change, but there are differences across
countries. In the US in particular, a fairly large share does not believe in climate
change or that it is man-made. For comparable questions, the study for the US
by Leiserowitz et al. (2012) finds almost the same shares as our study, and also
points out that these shares have declined over the recent years (cp.
GlobeScan, 2012). In a sense, though, our findings rationalize the view that in
the US, domestic policy measures are strongly justified towards the general
public via their alleged positive effects on employment and security of supply. In
comparison, in Germany climate policy targets are portrayed as the main objective for national policy such as the “Energiewende”, while other aspects are rather seen as co-benefits.
Citizens in all three countries perceive climate change mostly as a threat. This
reflects the outcomes of previous studies, including (a few) cross-country analyses (e.g. Lorenzoni et al. 2006, European Commission 2011). Germans appear to have particularly negative expectations for the consequences of climate
change in the future. The disparate distribution of the costs of climate change
against future generation is consistent with the scientific literature (e.g. Parry et
al. 2007). To some extent, the relatively high share of citizens in China and the
US who expect positive consequences in the long-run may be rationalized by
possible benefits of global warming on agricultural productivity in some regions
in these countries (e.g. Parry et al. 2007).
Justification of climate policy
We further find that a majority of those citizens who believe that climate change
is real considers climate policy to be justified. In general, “approval rates” tend
to be substantially higher in China and Germany than in the US, although there
are strong concerns about the scientific basis for climate policy in all three countries. Given that climate change is a highly complex issue entailing a substantial
degree of uncertainty (e.g. IPCC 2013), this finding is little surprising. At the
same time, policy design is not based on scientific evidence alone, but the outcome of a socio-political process also involving value judgments (e.g. Oppenheimer 2005). In our survey, the Chinese citizens appear to be generally more
optimistic than German or US citizens about the effectiveness of past and future
climate accords. Similarly, Yu et al. (2013) find that Chinese citizens tend to
have high confidence in their government’s ability to effectively combat climate
change.
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The Germans seem particularly skeptical about the chances to limit climate
change, and largely consider past policy efforts to be a failure. Nevertheless,
they overwhelmingly consider future international agreements important for
combating climate change. A fairly large share (40%) of respondents from China, Germany and the US does not believe that all countries can benefit from
climate negotiations. Thus, a large part of the population may not be aware that
international cooperation in climate policy can produce a global public good. 10
Our findings on the relevance of negotiation topics suggest that people in all
three countries associate international climate agreements somewhat stronger
with emission targets and mitigation measures, i.e. the likely causes of climate
change, rather than with adaptation issues, i.e. the symptoms of climate
change. In the US, the portion of citizens which do not consider adaptation
measures to be a relevant topic for international climate negotiations is particularly high. Incidentally, unlike several European countries (including Germany)
or Australia, the US has not yet contributed or pledged to contribute to the
UNFCCC Adaptation Fund. In sum, our findings suggest that in all three countries a majority of citizens considers international climate policy to be justified.
This view is shared by a larger portion in China and Germany than in the US.
Information and representation
In all three countries, and in particular in Germany, a substantial part of the
population feels badly informed and finds their own position poorly represented
at international climate negotiations. This finding is consistent with the relatively
critical perception of Germans on the success of previous climate conferences.
In Germany and the US (but not in China), only a minority of citizens believe
that all countries have the same chances to represent their interests at international climate conferences. In all three countries, though, a higher share of citizens thinks that industrialized countries - rather than developing countries push through their own interests at international conferences. These findings
indicate that citizens in China, Germany and the US question whether decision
processes in international climate policy are fair and transparent. Notably, the
climate summit in Copenhagen in 2009 has been criticized for lack of transpar10

A prime justification for international cooperation in climate policy is the public goods character of mitigation efforts, i.e. all countries benefit from lower risk of climate damage as a
result of a country’s mitigation efforts. When countries decide on their mitigation efforts,
without taking into account the benefits of these efforts on other countries’ wellbeing, global
mitigation efforts will be too low. In principle then, all countries may benefit from welldesigned international climate agreements, providing an economic rationale and justification for such agreements.
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ency and democratic decision making, especially since the final outcome of
COP 15 had essentially been forged by only a few countries (e.g. IISD 2009). In
essence, these criteria reflect aspects of procedural justice
Distributive justice
Our main finding suggests that, on average, citizens in all countries prefer the
following ranking of the key guiding principles for the burden-sharing of mitigation costs: accountability ahead of capability, egalitarianism, and sovereignty.
Thus, in communicating and justifying costly domestic climate policies to the
electorate, governments in all three countries should point out a country’s responsibility for climate change. In other words, we obtain no difference in the
ranking of citizens’ (stated) average fairness preferences across the three countries. Thus, on a general level, we find no evidence that citizens’ (stated) fairness preferences are countervailing across countries and hence detrimental to
future burden-sharing agreements. Also, in particular for the US, the government’s strong focus on the sovereignty principle in climate negotiations appears
to reflect citizens’ fairness perception incompletely. Likewise, we find only limited support for a potential self-serving bias, which had been identified in the
studies by Lange et al. (2010) for delegation members (“negotiators”) and
Carlsson et al. (2013) for ordinary citizens. Neither German nor US citizens appear to clearly favor burden-sharing principles that are in their countries’ best
economic interest. Unlike Germany or the US, China, may benefit from the accountability principle because historic emissions were relatively low. Since
2006, however, China is believed to be the largest annual emitter of greenhouse gases, and cumulative emissions are expected to soon pass those of the
EU. That is, depending on the actual implementation, China would not benefit
from using the accountability principle for the burden sharing of mitigation efforts. Comparing findings across studies, is problematic, however, since methodologies differ. In particular, Carlsson et al. (2013) rely on a choice experiment
designed to elicit citizens’ preferences for a particular principle. Compared to
our study, in Lange et al. (2010), conference delegates were presented with
more complex decision tasks and more complicated burden-sharing options.
Arguably, conference delegates may also have better knowledge than ordinary
citizens when assessing the country-specific economic consequences of different burden-sharing principles.
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Trust in climate policy
Finally, our survey results indicate that international climate agreements suffer
from a lack of trust among a large portion of citizens in all countries, but the extent differs substantially across countries and issues. In all countries (in particular in Germany), a substantial part of the population believes that commitments
made at international climate negotiations will not be kept. Most prominently,
these responses may reflect the well publicized fact that the US never ratified
the Kyoto Protocol, or that Canada formally withdrew from it in 2011. More recently, and after our survey was conducted, Japan weakened its reduction
commitment under the Copenhagen Pledges/Cancun Agreements at the climate summit in Warsaw, thus further undermining trust in international climate
agreements. Possibly also motivated by the lack of trust in developed countries’
sincerity, a large part of the population in all three countries believe that industrialized countries should first show they successfully reduce emissions before
the developing countries have to do so. Likewise, this claim may reflect the distributive justice principal ‘capability’, which essentially echoes Article 3.1 of the
climate convention (UNFCCC 1992), and requires developed countries to take
the lead in combating climate change. In any case, these findings are in line
with large developing countries’ ongoing requests for steeper emissions cuts
from the US and other developed countries as a precondition for taking on their
own targets. Many developing and emerging countries fear that a cap on emissions implies a cap on development. Finally, a large share of citizens in all
countries believes that climate negotiations are used for purposes other than
intended, i.e. to publicly denounce the industrialized countries or by national
governments to pacify their citizens. In this sense, national governments are
perceived to abuse international climate policy to push their own domestic political agenda.
Limitations and future research
As is typical for surveys relying on self-assessments, the validity of our findings
may suffer from respondents’ propensity to answer the survey questions in a
way that will be perceived favorably by others. We tried to address this social
desirability bias by choosing “neutral” wording, closed ended items and granting
anonymity. Nevertheless, social desirability bias cannot be excluded, since climate change is a topic that may be particularly subject to this kind of bias. In
addition, for China, implementing a self-administered on-line survey turned out
to be infeasible.

18

Citizens’ perceptions of fairness in international climate policy

Our findings suggest that a large portion of the citizens rates several burdensharing principles equally high. However, our survey did not allow exploring potential tradeoffs between these principles. For example, individuals’ preferences
may be convex in these principles, i.e. people may prefer averages to extremes.
In this case a mix of burden-sharing of principles would gather higher support
among citizens than relying on a single criterion.
While our research provides some empirical evidence that international climate
negotiations are perceived as lacking procedural fairness and trust, these findings would have to be further explored in depth with a richer set of items. Previous research has focused on the impact of perceived fairness and trust in politicians or governments on people’s attitudes towards public policy and environmental policy instruments. Future research could explore the effects of citizens’
perceptions of procedural justice and trust in climate negotiations on their attitudes towards such policies, their willingness to accept costly national climate
policies or their voluntary efforts to reduce greenhouse gases. In addition, while
our analysis focuses on differences between citizens’ perceptions of various
principles of distributive justice within and across countries, future research
could explore the determinants of these perceptions, e.g. via multivariate analyses. A better understanding of citizens’ justice perceptions may help gather
domestic support for international policy towards the burden sharing of mitigation costs, but also towards financing adaptation or technology transfer. These
latter issues are about to take center stage at international climate negotiations.
Acknowledgements
This research has been carried out within the project titled “The Relevance of
Voluntary Efforts and Fairness Preferences for the Success of International
Climate Policy: A Theoretical and Empirical Analysis at the Individual Level
(VolFair)”. VolFair is supported by the German Federal Ministry of Education
and Research (BMBF) under the funding priority “Economics of climate
change.” Some of the findings were presented and discussed at the United Nations Climate Change Conference COP/CMB 19, Warsaw, Poland, 11 - 22 November 2013 in the Side Event titled “Squaring the Circle of Mitigation Adequacy and Equity - Options and Perspectives.” We are thankful to Vicki Duscha
for providing helpful comments and to Greg Molecke for proofreading.

Citizens’ perceptions of fairness in international climate policy

19

Literature
Adams (1965): Inequity in social exchange. In: Berkowitz, L. (Ed.), Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology. Academic Press, New York, pp. 267–
299.
Aldy, J. E., Ashton, J., Baron, R., Bodansky, D., Charnovitz, S., Diringer, E.,
Wang, X. (2003). Beyond Kyoto, advancing the international effort against
climate change. Pew Center on Global Climate Change. Arlington, VA.
Baer, P., Athanasiou, T., Kartha, S., & Kemp-Benedict, E. (2008). The Greenhouse Devel-opment Rights Framework - The right to development in a
climate constraint world (Technical Report). Berlin: Heinrich-Boell-Stiftung,
Christian Aid, EcoEquity, and the Stockholm Environment Institute.
British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC). (2010). BBC climate change poll –
February 2010. Available from
http://news.bbc.co.uk/nol/shared/bsp/hi/pdfs/05_02_10climatechange.pdf
Böhringer, C., & Welsch, H. (2006). Burden sharing in a greenhouse: Egalitarianism and sovereignty reconciled. Applied Economics, 38, 981–996.
Bosetti, V., & Frankel, J. A. (2011). Politically feasible emission target formulas
to attain 460 ppm CO2 concentrations. Review of Environmental Economics and Policy, 6, 86–109.
Brekke, K.A., & Johansson-Stenman, O. (2008). The behavioral economics of
climate change’. Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 24(2), 280–297.
Carlsson, F., Kataria, M, Krupnick, A., Lampi, E., Löfgren, Ǻ. & Sterner, T.
(2013). A fair share: Burden-sharing preferences in the United States and
China. Resource and Energy Economics, 35, 1-17.
Chakravarty, S., Chikkatur, A., de Coninck, H., Pacala, S., Socolow, R., &
Tavoni, M. (2009). Sharing global CO2 emission reductions among one billion high emitters. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of
the USA (PNAS), 106, 11884–11888.
Chen, C., Lee, S-Y., & Stevenson, H. W. (1995). Response style and crosscultural comparisons of rating scales among East Asian and North American students. Psychological Science, 6 (3), 170-175.

20

Citizens’ perceptions of fairness in international climate policy

Dannenberg, A., Sturm, B., & Vogt, C. (2010). Do equity preferences matter for
climate negotiators? An experimental investigation. Environmental and
Resource Economics, 47, 91–109.
den Elzen, M. G. J., Hof, A., Mendoza Beltran, A., Van Ruijven, B., & Van Vliet,
J. (2013). Implications of long-term global and developed country reduction targets for developing countries. Mitigation and Adaptation of Strategies for Global Change, 18, 491–512.
den Elzen, M. G. J., & Höhne, N. (2010). Sharing the reduction effort to limit
global warming to 2°C. Climate Policy, 10, 247–260.
den Elzen, M. G. J., Höhne, N., Brouns, B.,Winkler, H., & Ott, H. E. (2007). Differentiation of countries’ future commitments in a post-2012 climate regime. An assessment of the ‘South–North Dialogue’ proposal. Environmental Science and Policy, 10, 185–203.
European Commission (2011). Special Eurobarometer 372. Climate Change.
Report.
Deutsch, M. (1975). Equity, equality, and need: what determines which value
will be used as the basis of distributive justice? Journal of Social Issues,
31, 137–149.
Furlong, G. T. (2005). The conflict resolution toolbox. Models & maps for analyzing, diag-nosing, and resolving conflict. Mississauga, Ontario: John
Wiley & Sons Canada, Ltd.
Garibaldi, J. A. (2014). The economics of boldness: equity, action, and hope,
Climate Policy, 14, 82-101. DOI: 10.1080/14693062.2013.831314.
GlobeScan (2012): Global Societal Trends on Sustainable Development Issues.
The Regeneration Roadmap.
Gupta, J. (2012). Negotiating challenges and climate change. Climate Policy, 12
(5), 630-644.
Hammar, H., & Jagers, S.C. (2006). Can trust in politicians explain individuals’
support for climate policy? The case of CO2 tax. Climate Policy, 5(6), 613–
625.
Heyward M. (2007). Equity and international climate change negotiations: a
matter of perspective. Climate Policy, 7, 518–534.

Citizens’ perceptions of fairness in international climate policy

21

Höhne, N., den Elzen, M. & Escalante, D. (2014). Regional GHG reduction targets based on effort sharing: a comparison of studies. Climate Policy, 14,
122-147. DOI: 10.1080/14693062.2014.849452.
Hof, A. F., & den Elzen, M. G. J. (2010). The effect of different historical emissions datasets on emission targets of the sectoral mitigation approach triptych. Climate Policy, 10, 684–704.
Ikeme J. (2003). Equity, environmental justice and sustainability: incomplete
approaches in climate change politics. Global Environmental Change, 13,
195–206.
IISD (2009): A brief analysis of the Copenhagen Climate Change Conference.
An IISD Commentary. International Institute for Sustainable Development.
http://www.iisd.org/pdf/2009/enb_copenhagen_commentary.pdf
IPCC (2013): Summary for Policymakers. In: Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Stocker,
T.F., D. Qin, G.-K. Plattner, M. Tignor, S. K. Allen, J. Boschung, A. Nauels,
Y. Xia, V. Bex and P.M. Midgley (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA.
Jacoby, H. D., Babiker,M. H., Paltsev, S., & Reilly, J.M. (2010). Sharing the
burden of GHG reductions. In J. E. Aldy & R. Stavins (Eds.), Post-Kyoto
international climate policy (pp. 753–785). Cambridge, MA: Massachusetts
Institute of Technology.
Jagers, S.C., & Hammar, H. (2009). Environmental taxation for good and for
bad: on individuals’ reluctance to mitigate climate change via CO2-tax visà-vis alternative policy instruments. Environmental Politics, 18(2), 218–
237.
Jagers, S. C., Löfgren, Å., & Stripple, J. (2010). Attitudes to personal carbon
allowances: Political trust, fairness and ideology. Climate Policy, 10, 410–
431.
Kals, E., Syme, G. J., Kärcher, J. D., Müller, M. M. & Nancarrow, B. E. (2007).
Community views of fairness in environmental conflicts: Evidence from
Germany and Australia. Journal of Environmental Systems, 31 (2), 117140.

22

Citizens’ perceptions of fairness in international climate policy

Kanitkar, T., Jayaraman, T., D’Souza, M., Sanwal, M., Purkayastha, P., &
Talwar, R. (2010, June). Meeting Equity in a Finite Carbon World: Global
Carbon Budgets and Burden-sharing in Mitigation Actions. Background
Paper for the Conference on Global Carbon Budgets and Equity in Climate
Change, Tata Institute of Social Sciences, Mumbai, India.
Klinsky, S., & Dowlatabadi, H. (2009): Conceptualizations of justice in climate
policy. Climate Policy, 9, 88–108.
Lange, A., Vogt, C. & Ziegler, A., 2007. On the importance of equity in international climate policy: an empirical analysis. Energy Economics, 29, 545–
562.
Lange, A., Löschel, A., Vogt, C. & Ziegler, A. (2010). On the self-interested use
of equity in international climate negotiations. European Economic Review, 54, 359–375.
Leiserowitz, A., Maibach, E., Roser-Renouf, C., Feinberg, G., & Howe, P.
(2012). Climate change in the American mind: Americans’ global warming
beliefs and attitudes in September, 2012. Yale University and George Mason University. New Haven, CT: Yale Project on Climate Change. Comhttp://environment.yale.edu/climate/files/Climate-Beliefsmunication.
September-2012.pdf
Levi, M. (1997). Consent, Dissent, and Patriotism: Political Economy of Institutions and Decisions, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.
Lind, A. E.; Tyler, T. R. (1988). The social psychology of procedural justice,
New York: Plenum Press (Critical issues in social justice).
Lorenzoni, I., & Pidgeon, N. (2006). Public views on climate change: Europe
and USA perspectives. Climate Change, 77, 73-95.
Lorenzoni, I., Leiserowitz, A., de Franca Doria, M., Poortinga, W., & Pidgeon, N.
F.: (2006). Crossnational comparisons of image associations with ‘global
warming’ and ‘climate change’ among laypeople in the United States of
America and Great Britain. Journal of Risk Research, 9(3), 265–281.
Morgan, J., & Waskow, D. (2014). A new look at climate equity in the UNFCCC,
Climate Policy 14 (1), 17-22.

Citizens’ perceptions of fairness in international climate policy

23

Mattoo A., & Subramanian, A. (2010). Equity in Climate Change: An Analytical
Review. World Bank Policy Research Working Paper 5383, The World
Bank, Washington, DC.
Oberholzer-Gee F., Bohnet I. & Frey B. (1997). Fairness and competence in
democratic decisions. Public Choice, 91(1), 89-105.
Okereke, C. (2010). Climate justice and the international regime. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change, 1 (3), 462-474.
Okereke, C., Bulkeley, H., & Schroeder, H. (2009). Conceptualizing Climate
Governance Beyond the International Regime, Global Environmental Politics, 9(1), 58-78.
Oppenheimer, M. (2005). Defining dangerous anthropogenic interference: The
role of science, the limits of science. Risk Analysis, 25(6), 1399–1407.
Parry, M.L., Canziani, O.F., Palutikof, J.P., van der Linden P.J. & Hanson C.E.
(eds) (2007): Contribution of Working Group II to the Fourth Assessment
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, M.L. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY,
USA.
Pidgeon, N.F & Fischhoff, B. (2011). The role of social and decision sciences in
communicating uncertain climate risks. Nature Climate Change, 1, 35–41.
Ringius L., Torvanger A., & Underdal, A. (2002). Burden sharing and fairness
principles in international climate policy, International environmental
agreements. Politics Law and Economics, 2, 1–22.
Rose, A., Stevens, B., Edmonds, J., & Wise, M. (1998). International equity and
differentiation in global warming policy: An application to tradeable emission permits. Environmental and Resource Economics, 12, 25–51.
Tian, H. Shi, X., & Whalley, J. (2012). Cross Country Fairness Considerations
and Country Implications of Alternative Approaches to a Global Emission
Reduction Regime. NBER Working Paper No. 18443 (October).
Torgler, B.,& Garcia-Valinas, M.A. (2007). The determinants of individuals’ attitudes towards preventing environmental damage. Ecological Economics,
63, 536–552.
UNEP (2013). The Emissions Gap Report 2013. United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP), Nairobi.

24

Citizens’ perceptions of fairness in international climate policy

UNFCCC (1992). United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change.
United Nations, New York.
UNFCCC (2009). Copenhagen Accord. FCCC/CP/2009/L.7.
UNFCCC (2012). Report on the workshop on equitable access to sustainable
Development. Revised report by the Chair. Ad Hoc Working Group on
Long-term
Cooperative
Action
under
the
Convention.
FCCC/AWGLCA/2012/INF.3/Rev.1.
http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2012/awglca15/eng/inf03r01.pdf (Accessed
7 January 2014).
Van Ruijven, B., Weitzel, M., den Elzen, M. G. J., Hof, A., van Vuuren, D. P.,
Peterson, S., & Narita, D. (2012). Emission allowances and mitigation
costs of China and India resulting from different effort-sharing approaches.
Energy Policy, 46, 116–134.
Yu, H., Wang, B., Zhang, Y-J., Wanh, S, & Wei, Y-M. (2013). Public perception
of climate change in Chna: results from the questionnaire survey. Natural
Hazards 69, 459-472.
Winkler, H., Vorster, S., & Marquard, A. (2009). Who picks up the remainder?
Mitigation in developed and developing countries. Climate Policy, 9, 634–
651.
Winkler, H., & Rajamani, L. (2014). CBDR&RC in a regime applicable to all.
Climate Policy, 14, 102-121. DOI: 10.1080/14693062.2013.791184.

Citizens’ perceptions of fairness in international climate policy

Appendix I: Sample Demographics
Table A1:

Sample Demographics for China

Total
Gender
female
male
Age
18-29
30-47
48-66
67+
Education
below secondary
secondary and higher
Household income in Yuan*
<4000
4000 - < 5000
5000 - < 10000
10000 - < 15000
15000 - < 25000
>25000
Region
Beijing
Shanghai
Guangzhou
Shenyang
Wuhan
Chengdu
Shijiazhuang
Hefei
Lanzhou
Yinchuan
Quanzhou

N=1430
%
(unweighted) (weigthed)
713
717

50
50

379
684
349
18

23
47
28
1

333
1078

25
75

124
105
363
326
247
195

10
8
28
24
16
15

220
234
182
112
109
89
89
87
141
86
81

3
3
19
9
11
16
13
11
5
1
7

* net income after tax and social security contributions
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Table A2:

Sample Demographics for Germany

Total
Gender
female
male
Age
18-29
30-47
48-66
67+
Education
below secondary
secondary and higher
Household income in €*
<1500
1500 - < 3000
3000 - < 6000
6000 - < 10000
> 10000
Region
East
West

N=1005
%
(unweighted) (weigthed)
494
511

51
49

192
478
306
29

18
31
39
12

452
548

50
50

164
323
287
40
8

22
42
32
4
1

215

21

790

79

* net income after tax and social security contributions
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Table A3:

Sample Demographics for the US

Total
Gender
female
male
Age
18-29
30-47
48-66
67+
Education
below secondary
secondary and higher
Household income in US$*
<2000
2000 - <4000
4000 - <7500
7500 - < 12500
> 12500
Region
Northwest
Midwest
South
West

N=1010
%
(unweighted) (weigthed)
476
534

52
48

100
385
412
113

19
33
34
14

321
685

32
68

124
468
61
121
109

10
35
38
8
9

204
230
354
222

21
20
37
22

* net income after tax and social security contributions
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Appendix II: Survey Questions
Question 1:
Q1: How important do you consider the following global challenges to be?
a) Combating climate change
b) Combating poverty
c) Combating disease
d) Stabilization of the financial systems
e) Combating terrorism
□ Very unimportant □ Rather unimportant □ Neither important nor unimportant
□ Rather important □ Very important □ Don’t know / no answer
Q2: Which of the following statements about global climate change are you most likely to agree
with?
□ Global climate change is already occurring
□ Global climate change is not happening now, but it will occur in the future
□ Global climate change is not going to occur at all
□ Don’t know / no answer
Q3: What, in your opinion, is the main cause of climate change?
□ Natural processes □ Human activities □ Natural processes as well as human activities
□ Don’t know / no answer
Q4: In your opinion, what consequences does climate change have for
a) present day generation?
b) future generation?
□ Very negative consequences □ Rather negative consequences
□ Roughly equally positive and negative consequences □ Very positive consequences
□ Rather positive consequences □ Don’t know / no answer
Q5: Do you think that we can still effectively limit climate change by climate protection
measures? □ No
□ Yes □ Don’t know / no answer
Q6: In your opinion, should climate change be limited by human activities?
□ No
□ Yes □ Don’t know / no answer
Q7: The scientific findings are too uncertain to serve as the basis for climate negotiations
Q8: How successful do you think the international agreements reached so far are in combating
climate change?
□ Very unsuccessful □ Rather unsuccessful □ Neither successful nor unsuccessful
□ Rather successful □ Very successful
□ Don’t know / no answer
Q9: How important do you consider future international agreements are for combating climate
change?
□ Very unimportant □ Rather unimportant □ Neither important nor unimportant
□ Rather important □ Very important □ Don’t know / no answer
Q10: How important do you consider the following issues to be for international climate negotiations?
a) Comprehensive quantitative targets to reduce global greenhouse gas emissions?
b) Measures to reduce global greenhouse gas emissions?
c) Adaptation measures to the consequences of climate change (e.g. dams for flood protection)
□ Very unimportant □ Rather unimportant □ Neither important nor unimportant
□ Rather important □ Very important
□ Don’t know / no answer
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Q11: How strongly do you agree with the following statement?
All countries can benefit from international climate agreements.
□ Very weakly
□ Rather weakly □ Neither weakly nor strongly
□ Rather strongly □ Very strongly □ Don’t know / no answer
Q12: How well informed do you feel about these climate conferences?
□ Very badly □ Rather badly□ Neither well nor badly □ Rather well
□ Very well
□ Don’t know / no answer
Q13: How well do you think your personal position is represented at international climate negotiations?
□ Very badly □ Rather badly□ Neither well nor badly □ Rather well □ Very well
□ Don’t know / no answer
Q14: How strongly do you agree with the following statements?
a) All countries have the same opportunities to represent their interests at international climate
conferences.
b) The richer (industrialized) countries use international climate negotiations to push through
their own economic interests yis-a-vis other countries.
c) The poorer (developing) countries use international climate negotiations to push through
their own economic interests vis-a-vis other countries.
□ Very weakly
□ Rather weakly □ Neither weakly nor strongly
□ Rather strongly □ Very strongly □ Don’t know / no answer
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