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ABSTRACT

Eric Parajon: Framing the Super Wicked Problem: Three Essays on American Climate Attitudes
(Under the direction of Cameron Ballard-Rosa)

Addressing global climate change effectively and equitably requires significant political will and public

support. In the United States, persistent climate skepticism complicates this effort. This dissertation

investigates the political psychology of climate attitudes, with a focus on how identity-based factors,

particularly racial resentment and nationalism, influence support for climate action.

This dissertation consists of three papers. The first paper examines how the perceived racial distribu-

tional effects of climate policy shape the views of White Americans. I argue that racial resentment has

emerged as a key determinant of climate attitudes, especially when policies are seen as benefiting commu-

nities of color. Using both correlational and experimental survey data, I find that higher levels of racial

resentment are associated with lower support for domestic and international climate policy, regardless of

partisanship. An original survey experiment shows that support declines further when respondents are

explicitly informed about the racial equity goals of climate action.

The second paper investigates whether racial resentment operates as a distinct mechanism or merely

reflects broader conservative worldviews. Using an original survey of White Americans, I test competing

explanations for the linkage finding that racial resentment remains a significant and independent predictor

of opposition to climate policy, even after accounting for other psychological and ideological factors.

These results indicate that racial resentment is not merely a proxy for cultural conservatism, but represents

a distinct form of out-group animus that actively shapes climate attitudes.

The third paper, co-authored with Tyler Ditmore, explores strategies to overcome climate skepticism.

Through a vignette and a conjoint experiment, we find that framing green industrial policy as a tool of

international economic competition, particularly with China, is especially effective in shifting opinions

among ex-ante climate skeptics.
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Collectively, these papers highlight the importance of non-material factors, such as racial attitudes and

sociotropic concerns, in shaping public support for climate policy. They offer critical insights for scholars

and policymakers on how climate messaging can either build or erode coalitions for action. Understanding

these dynamics is essential for crafting politically viable and inclusive climate strategies.

iv





























alongside alternative worldview factors such as personal attribution and traditionalism. The findings

confirm that racial resentment significantly reduces support for climate policy, particularly when the

policy is framed around environmental justice, even when accounting for these alternative worldviews.

However, this effect is weaker for policies that are less explicitly racialized such as climate policy

emphasizing business regulation. Additionally, the negative affect toward Barack Obama predicts lower

climate policy support, but racial resentment remains a significant factor even when controlling for this

sentiment. These results indicate that racial resentment is not merely a proxy for cultural conservatism,

but represents a distinct form of out-group animus that actively shapes climate attitudes, reinforcing

racialized resistance to climate action. Thus, these results have crucial implications for understanding

public attitudes toward climate action and for policy makers crafting climate policy.

The third paper, “International Economic Competition and Public Support for Climate Policy”

(co-authored with Tyler Ditmore) transitions from factors that may dissuade to factors that may persuade.

We examine how framing green industrial policy as part of international economic competition with

China, a key geopolitical rival, can convert climate skeptics, especially Republicans and nationalists. We

argue that defining green industrial policy as a means of enhancing national economic competitiveness is an

effective strategy for increasing public support for climate action by activating sociotropic anxieties about

economic security. Using two survey experiments on a sample of Americans, we find that when climate

policy is framed in this way, it becomes more popular, especially among Republicans and nationalists

without activating a backlash effect among ex-ante climate supporters.

Taken together, the three papers make several contributions to the study of climate attitudes and the

role of non-material attitudes in shaping public opinion. First, they broaden our understanding of the

link between racial resentment and support for climate policy by analyzing its effects across both domestic

and international domains. Second, they probe the mechanisms underlying this relationship, showing

that it operates through both benefit framing (i.e., policies helping people of color) and harm framing (i.e.,

policies protecting people of color from climate impacts). Third, they establish that racial resentment

reflects more than generalized conservatism, it is a distinct animus-driven factor shaping climate opinion.
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Finally, the dissertation highlights the malleability of public opinion in response to different frames,

pointing to strategic avenues for increasing support among skeptical groups.
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varying the level of racial resentment across the entire observed spectrum (0 to 1), indicates that for both

climate policies, as level of racial resentment increases towards the maximum value of 1.00, the likelihood

of supporting the climate action decreases.

Respondents with higher levels of racial resentment, controlling for other demographic and political

factors, have lower support for both a domestic climate policy (CPP), and an international climate

agreement (COP21). Both of these declines are statistically significant at the (p < 0.000) level and

substantively large. The predicted probability of support for COP21 in the average case declines from

0.951 95% CI [0.958, 0.942] at a racial resentment level of 0.00 (minimum) to 0.472 95% CI [0.508, 0.437]

at a racial resentment level of 1.00 (maximum) a 47.8 percentage point decline in support; the predicted

probability of support for CPP similarly declines from 0.839 95% CI [0.856, 0.821] to 0.409 95% CI [0.438,

0.381], a 43.0 percentage point decline.

Figure 1: Effect of Racial Resentment on Climate Policy Approval
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Figure 6: Effect of Cues on Support for Climate Action by Type

As before, I use the question concerning perceived personal benefit to explore a potential mechanism

through which the treatments are reducing support. Again, I find evidence that those in either the harm

or benefit condition, regardless of scope, reduced the respondent’s perceptions that the climate action

would benefit themselves relative to those randomized into the control.
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Figure 7: Effect of Cues on Perceived Personal Benefit of Climate Action by Type

While not pre-registered, I also find that respondents do appear to differentiate somewhat based on

the scope of the treatment. The largest decline was among those in the domesticXbenefit condition,

who reported a -0.4 point decline (p <0.001) decline relative to respondents in domesticXcontrol.

Those in the international condition who received the harm cue had a decline in the perceived personal

benefit of the climate action reducing their perception of personal benefit by 0.26 points (p=0.03); on the

contrary, those in the domesticXharm condition did not appear to have lowered belief that the policy

would benefit them, compared to those in the domesticXcontrol.
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Table 3: Heterogeneous Effects of Treatment on Climate Policy Approval: Racial Resentment

Frame (reference= Control)
Benefit * Racial Resentment −0.316

(0.303)
Harm * Racial Resentment −0.660∗∗

(0.311)
Benefit −0.176

(0.178)
Harm 0.060

(0.185)
Racial Resentment −1.042∗∗∗

(0.230)

N 1,137
R2 0.369
Control Variables Yes

Coefficients reported from OLS regression model. Model includes control
variables for age, gender, income, partyID, political interest, religiosity, po-
litical ideology, and education level. The dependent variable is coded on
a five point scale, with four indicating support a great deal. Significance
codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.

35



Notably, even at the minimum level of racial resentment, those exposed to the benefit condition did

not increase their support for the hypothetical climate action (-0.17, p=0.32), and and respondents with

the lowest level of racial resentment exposed to the harm condition reporting an insignificant positive

0.06 (p=0.75) increase to the same condition again relative to the control baseline.

Overall, the results suggest that in line with my expectations in H3: Racial Resentment Framing,

respondents with higher levels of racial resentment reacted more negatively to the out-group cues than

those with lower levels of racial resentment. This indicates that feelings of racial resentment moderated

the effect of the informational cues increasing the negative impact of the cues relative to the control. As

anticipated the largest and most significant reaction was to the harm condition suggesting that the two

treatment conditions (benefit and harm) may work differently in reducing support for climate action.
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Figure 8: Effect of Harm Cue on Support By Level of Racial Resentment

Alternative explanations

I conclude by discussing two alternative explanations that could moderate the results: respondent’s level

of nationalism and the respondent’s party affiliation. Unlike the racial resentment results, I find little

evidence that nationalism moderates the treatment effect (parallel questions were not available in the

correlational data). Additionally, I find that across the partisan spectrum higher levels of reported racial

resentment are associated with lower support for climate action and that the experimental cues worked

similarly.
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Figure 9: Effect of Cue on Support for Climate Action by Party ID

Discussion

This paper advances understanding of the linkage between racial resentment, out-group cues and climate

opinion among White Americans. The data provide compelling evidence for a persistently negative effect

of respondents’ feelings of racial resentment at predicting support for White Americans’ approval of

both international and domestic climate action. First, in correlational data from the CES I find that

respondents with higher levels of racial resentment are less supportive of action to address climate change.

These effects persist across party lines, Democrats, independents, and Republicans with higher levels of

racial resentment exhibit a lower propensity to support climate policies.

Second, in a survey experiment I find that White Americans respond to information that non-Whites

are the desired beneficiaries of climate action (benefit) or that non-Whites are the most harmed by

negative climate impacts (harm) by reducing their support for climate action relative to those in the

control condition.
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It is possible that combining climate action with broader social justice goals or an explicitly racialized

framing may carry with it a political cost particularly among White Americans. This matters because

politicians on both sides of the political aisle can choose to frame climate policy as racial and lead to an

activation of racial resentment. These results suggest that understanding racial attitudes and the impact of

racial cues are a crucial variable for determining overall levels of support for climate policy among White

Americans. Better understanding variation across the spectrum of racial attitudes of White Americans is

vital to conceptualizing how to shape efforts to increase climate concern and support for climate change

mitigation policies that benefit all Americans including communities of color.
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to your own views, even if neither is exactly right?” Respondents were then asked a series of dichotomous

questions summarized in the appendix. Each question was coded so that a response aligned with the

worldview being measured was assigned a “1”, while the alternative response was assigned a “0”. The final

indices were calculated by averaging responses across all items, resulting in a scale from 0 to 1, where higher

values indicate stronger alignment with the given worldview. These indices were then used as continuous

variables in the OLS regression analysis.

Below I visualize the distributions of the three batteries beginning with traditionalism which has

a mean score of 0.65 and a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.65. The traditionalism battery is made up of four

questions averaged together so that higher values represent the respondent increasingly agreeing with the

traditionalist viewpoint. For example, answering “Established traditions provide the wisdom necessary to

understand the world” is coded a “1” and “To understand the world, people must free their minds from

established traditions” is coded as a “0”. Thus, averaged scores closer to “1” indicate a greater belief in

traditionalism compared to progressivism (“0”).

Figure 11: Distribution of Traditionalism Across White Respondents

Next, the personal attribution index which has a mean score of 0.47 and a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.4.

Again, a score of “1” represents total alignment with the underlying construct. For instance, in the personal

attribution battery, selecting “Americans go bankrupt because they lack the personal responsibility and

work ethic to pay their bills” was coded as “1”, whereas responding “Americans go bankrupt because they

lack access to affordable healthcare and good jobs” was coded as “0”.
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Table 8: Effect of Racial Resentment on Climate Opinions

Increased reg on businesses Support intl climate agreements Support climate aspects of IRA

(1) (2) (3)

Racial Resentment (0-1) −0.146∗∗∗ −0.260∗∗∗ −0.325∗∗∗
(0.043) (0.041) (0.039)

N 948 948 948
R2 0.210 0.312 0.362
Demographic Control Variables Yes Yes Yes

Table entry is the OLS regression coefficient with standard error in parentheses. Significance codes:∗p<0.1;
∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.

The predicted probability plot, with all control variables set to their mean or modal values, indicates that

for all three climate policies, as the respondent’s level of racial resentment increases towards the maximum

value of 1.00, the likelihood of supporting the climate policy in question decreases.

Figure 15: Climate Means by RR

More specifically, on the 0-1 scale, the mean level of support for increased regulation on polluting

businesses decreased from 0.58 at the minimum racial resentment score to 0.506 at the midpoint (0.5),

down to 0.433 at the maximum score a drop of 14.6 percentage points (p < 0.00). The mean responses

from the other dependent variables were similar, with support for international efforts to address climate
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change decreasing from 0.61 at the minimum, to 0.48 at the midpoint, down to 0.35 at the maximum a

decline of 26 percentage points. Finally, support for the climate provisions of the inflation reduction act

declined the largest from 0.64 at the minimum level of racial resentment to 0.47 at the midpoint to 0.31 at

the maximum a total decline of 33 percentage points. Taken together, these results show strong support

for the linkage between racial resentment and climate approval across the climate measurements. Across

all three variables, as level of racial resentment increases towards the maximum value of 1.00, the likelihood

of the respondent supporting the climate policy also decreases at statistically significant at the (p < 0.001)

levels.

Next, I turn briefly to exploring the power of worldviews in predicting climate attitudes (H1a and H1b).

As with the racial resentment battery, additional worldviews are highly predictive of climate attitudes.

Respondents who exhibit stronger personal attribution (vs. structural) have lower levels of support

for the three dependent variables. Additionally, respondents who have higher levels of traditionalism

(vs. progressivism), are less supportive of the climate policies. While on average the coefficient sizes are

noticeably smaller than those in the racial resentment models, it does appear that the worldview batteries

are correlationally linked to lower support for climate policy.

Table 9: Effect of Worldviews on Climate Opinions

Increased reg on businesses Support intl climate agreements Support climate aspects of IRA

(1) (2) (3)

Personal Attribution (0-1) −0.140∗∗∗ −0.141∗∗∗ −0.124∗∗∗
(0.038) (0.037) (0.036)

Traditionalism (0-1) −0.128∗∗∗ −0.222∗∗∗ −0.209∗∗∗
(0.034) (0.033) (0.032)

N 946 946 946
R2 0.226 0.331 0.358
Demographic Control Variables Yes Yes Yes

Table entry is the OLS regression coefficient with standard error in parentheses. Significance codes:∗p<0.1;
∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.

After finding correlational evidence that the worldview attitudes (personal attribution and tradition-

alism) are associated with the climate policy preferences of Americans, I now turn to investigating the

worldview attitudes along side feelings of racial resentment. I now run a series of regressions including

both the racial resentment index and the worldview batteries. This is a test of H3: RR persistence which

anticipated that the correlation between high levels of racial resentment and lower support for climate
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Figure 17: Climate Means by RR Controlling for Worldviews

The visualization shows a marked decline in support for international efforts to address climate

change, and the climate elements of the inflation reduction act as the level of racial resentment increases.

Specifically for the international variable, as racial resentment moves from the minimum of zero to the

maximum of 1 support decreases from 0.59 to 0.43 a 16 percentage point decline (p < 0.00). Similarly for

the inflation reduction act we observe a decline from 0.63 at the minimum to 0.38 a 26 percentage point

decline (p < 0.000). These results confirm correlational evidence that racial resentment is associated with

a substantially and statistically significant decline in the climate policy support of Americans even when

accounting for a respondents’ worldviews suggesting that racial resentment and worldviews are acting

through distinct pathways.

Next, to test H2: Obama, I turn to investigating the extent to which respondents with lower affect

towards former President Obama indicate lower levels of support for the climate questions. As before I

begin by running a series of OLS models including the independent variable in question (in this case Obama

FT) and covariates. This allows us to observe the relationship between Obama affect and climate policy.
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only racial resentment but other measures that may be linked to climate attitudes. It is clear that merely

considering demographic variables leaves out a large part of the explanatory story. Additionally, by

permuting the variables in isolation the random forests provide an additional piece of evidence of the

importance of considering racial resentment, worldviews, and Obama affect as distinctive factors that are

all connected to climate policy support.

Discussion

A deeper understanding of the factors shaping climate opinions is essential for evaluating public attitudes

toward climate policy. This paper contributes to the literature by further investigating the relationship

between racial resentment and climate opinion among White Americans. Specifically, I examine whether

omitted variable bias could explain prior findings that racial resentment negatively influences climate

attitudes. To address this, I test three potential confounding factors: personal attribution worldviews,

traditionalist values, and negative affect toward former President Barack Obama.

My findings confirm a persistent link between racial resentment and climate policy attitudes. Among

White Americans, higher levels of racial resentment correlate with lower support for climate action.

Although worldviews such as personal attribution and traditionalism do also predict climate attitudes,

controlling for these factors does not fully eliminate the effect of racial resentment, particularly in the

case of international climate action and policies framed around environmental justice. This suggests

that racial resentment captures more than just cultural conservatism or opposition to broad government

intervention.

The policy framework plays a crucial role, with racial resentment exhibiting the strongest negative

relationship on climate policy support when the policy explicitly benefits marginalized communities (e.g.,

the provisions of the Inflation Reduction Act). However, this weakens when policies focus on regulating

polluting businesses. This reflects the multifaceted nature of climate politics and suggests that researchers

should carefully consider policy framing when analyzing public attitudes and determining their choice of

predictors, particularly in relation to climate policy that includes elements of environmental justice. This
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also suggests that policymakers and climate advocates should take particular care in framing policies to

avoid triggering attitudes of racial resentment.

Furthermore, my findings support the spillover of racialization hypothesis in climate policy attitudes.

Negative feelings toward Barack Obama predict lower climate policy support, yet racial resentment remains

a significant predictor even when controlling for this factor. Using generalized random forests, I also

find that racial resentment, worldviews, and the Obama feeling thermometer are among the strongest

predictors of climate policy opinions, surpassing commonly assumed drivers such as income, gender,

region, or age.

These findings open several avenues for future research. First, additional experimental studies on

racial framing in climate policies could provide causal insights into how different policy narratives in-

fluence public opinion. This could help identify which types of climate policies are most susceptible to

racialized opposition. Because climate change involves a wide range of distributional consequences, climate

skepticism, a major political force in the U.S., is unlikely to be uniform. Instead, it should be understood

as a complex and varied phenomenon. Disaggregating types of skepticism, particularly by levels of racial

resentment, is crucial for understanding how different groups may respond to different climate policy

framings. Future work can extend these findings by experimentally interrogating the extent to which the

effect of racial resentment, and other attitudes linked to climate skepticism, vary by type of climate policy.

Second, while the racial resentment index is specific to White Americans, future work should explore

how racial identity influences climate policy attitudes among other racial and ethnic groups in the U.S.

Finally, investigating the role of racial attitudes in climate policy preferences beyond the U.S., particularly

in countries with different racial and political dynamics, would help determine the generalizability of

these findings.
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Figure 20: CATE of Economic Competition Framing: By Party Affiliation

Notes: In-set panel: Mean value of policy support in each condition in our experimental design.

Notably, framing green energy tax credits alongside economic competition serves to narrow the

partisan preference gap without reducing support among Democratic respondents. As anticipated, while

the estimated effect of “Economic Competition | Electric Vehicles” among Democratic respondents is

positive, it is substantively smaller and statistically insignificant (0.19, p=0.18). Despite the large positive

effect from the “Electric Vehicles | No Competition” for Democrats, it is unlikely that the null effect

among Democratic respondents for climate competition is due to ceiling effects. Only 12.9% of Democratic

respondents answered the max of “strongly agree” in the “Electric Vehicles | No Competition” condition.

This percentage was 17.5% in the “Electric Vehicles | Economic Competition” condition, indicating there

was room for approval to grow.

These effects are substantively large and meaningful. Crucially, among Republican respondents

the mean support for climate tax incentives framed in terms of international competition was over the
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initiatives and are far less likely to support costly policies. There is also no variation of policy approval

based on targeted industry.

Most importantly, compared to a pure climate policy, respondents opposed both policies that “advance

U.S. national interest by prioritizing economic competition with other countries” (-3.15 percentage points

p=<0.000) and “promote U.S. national interest by deepening collaboration and cooperation with other

countries” (-2.33 percentage points p= 0.002). Compared to the vignette finding, the negative finding

on this generic competition cue suggests that economic nationalism is less salient outside of great power

competition. Additionally, here we are comparing the competition prime to information about the pro-

climate effects of the policy, which may suggest the average respondent is more concerned with perceived

effectiveness of a climate policy achieving the goal of reducing the effects of climate change. These results

provide evidence against the treatment generalizability of H1.

Partisan Support

Policy Cost
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Policy Tool

Domestic Effects

International Effects

−0.10 −0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10

−0.10 −0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10

−0.10 −0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10

−0.10 −0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10

−0.10 −0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10

−0.10 −0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10

International climate change

International cooperation

International economic competition

Domestic climate change
Attract foreign investment
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Government spending
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Government regulation
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Energy
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Errors bars: 95% CI.

Figure 22: Baseline Conjoint Results on Climate Policy Preferences (AMCE).
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of the climate crisis will truly take global cooperation. Studying this interplay is critical to more fully

understanding how new international systems will build around domestic climate coalitions.
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first, that resentment over perceived benefits to people of color, and second, indifference or hostility to the

disproportionate harms climate change inflicts on those groups.

Using correlational data, I find that high racial resentment is associated with reduced support for both

domestic and international climate policies (extending previous work in a valuable direction), irrespective of

political affiliation. Using an original survey experiment, I demonstrate that providing White respondents

with information about the racially distributive effects of climate policy reduces their support for climate

action, with the largest negative impact among those with high levels of racial resentment.

This research highlights the role of race and racial attitudes in shaping foreign policy opinions. My

findings show that understanding racial attitudes and the influence of racial cues is crucial for determining

overall support for climate policy. Gaining insight into the range of racial attitudes among White Americans

is useful for policymakers to effectively frame efforts to bolster support for climate policies that benefit all

Americans, including communities of color.

In the second paper, “Principled Conservatism or Out-Group Animus? Disentangling the Linkage

between Racial Resentment and Climate Opinions Among White Americans,” I extend the above find-

ings to further investigate the psychological mechanisms underpinning the relationship between racial

resentment and climate attitudes and also investigate the possibility of omitted variable bias as a driver

for the relationship. I argue that feelings of racial resentment represent a distinct pathway driving lower

support for climate policy among White Americans.

I test this argument using an original survey experiment, investigating the role of traditionalism, per-

sonal responsibility attribution, and affect towards former President Obama. I find that racial resentment

is not simply a proxy for cultural conservatism or personal responsibility mindsets; it exerts an independent

and powerful effect on climate attitudes. Additionally, I find key differences in the effect of the above

predictors based on the type of climate policy in question. As a result, policymakers should not assume

opposition to climate action stems only from ideological conservatism; racial resentment plays a distinct

and influential role. The results also demonstrate a tension between pursuing climate justice (for the most

affected) and building viable political coalitions among voters with racially biased views.
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In the final paper, “International Economic Competition and Public Support for Climate Policy”

(co-authored with Tyler Ditmore) I shift from a focus on racial attitudes towards considering another key

stumbling block to decisive climate action, the reluctance of Republicans in the U.S. to embrace climate

action. The polarized political environment encourages Republicans in the electorate to closely follow

Republican leader cues, which are mostly anti-climate policy. As a result, finding ways to frame climate

policy in a manner that is palatable to ex-ante climate skeptics like Republicans is vital for expansive climate

spending.

This paper introduces a new dimension to theories of climate preferences, one that policymakers have

been leveraging for rhetorical frames: international economic competition. Competition generates support

for green spending by activating deeper preferences for national economic security. This is especially

true for the individuals most opposed to climate policy, namely conservatives and nationalists. In this

paper, we examine how framing green industrial policy as part of international economic competition can

convert climate skeptics by activating sociotropic anxieties about national economic security. We test this

argument with both a vignette and conjoint experiment and find that when framing green spending as

economically competitive against China, the climate policy becomes more popular, particularly among

Republicans and nationalists, crucially without a backlash effect among Democrats. Our results suggest

that effective climate messaging may require strategic re-framing, avoiding global-based appeals in some

contexts, in favor of frames grounded in nationalism or economic pragmatism.

This dissertation investigates the complex, often overlooked role of identity-based considerations,

particularly racial attitudes, in shaping American public support for climate policy. Across three distinct

but related papers, I demonstrate that American climate attitudes are not only a function of material

interests, partisan identity, or ideological orientation. Instead, they are profoundly influenced by how

individuals perceive the beneficiaries of climate action and whether those beneficiaries are perceived as

part of their in-group or as members of a racial or national out-group.

Together, the three papers make several key contributions to the study of climate politics and public

opinion. First, they advance a more nuanced understanding of how racial resentment, an established driver

of domestic policy attitudes, extends to climate policy preferences, including support for international
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agreements. By providing both correlational and causal evidence through survey experiments, I demon-

strate that among White Americans, exposure to information highlighting the racially disproportionate

impacts or benefits of climate action reduces support, particularly among those with high levels of racial

resentment.

Second, this dissertation helps clarify the mechanisms at play. The second paper provides evidence

that racial resentment operates independently of conservative worldviews such as traditionalism or indi-

vidualism. Rather than serving merely as a proxy for partisanship or ideology, racial resentment reflects a

specific form of out-group animus with powerful implications for climate opinion formation. In doing

so, I contribute to broader conversations in political science about how identity shapes public opinion

and underscores racialized resistance to climate action in the United States.

Third, while much of the existing literature focuses on the constraints that identity-based resistance

imposes on climate progress, the third paper provides an important counterpoint. It shows that public

opinion is malleable, support for green industrial policy can be increased, even among ex-ante skeptics,

when climate action is framed in terms of national economic competitiveness. This offers a potential

strategic avenue for increasing public support, particularly among groups historically opposed to climate

policy.

Normatively, these findings raise important questions about the trade-offs involved in climate mes-

saging. Centering racial equity is necessary for climate justice and to better address the serious and

disproportionate environmental harms faced by marginalized communities; however, this type of message

may provoke backlash among racially resentful segments of the public, potentially weakening political

support for the policies themselves. This tension underscores a key dilemma: how best to pursue equitable

climate policy while maintaining a politically viable domestic coalition.

Furthermore, while framing climate policy in terms of economic nationalism may increase support

among skeptics, it is not without risks. Climate change remains a global public good, and appeals to

national competition may undermine the international collaboration essential for innovation and decar-

bonization efforts. Green industrial policy pursued in a zero-sum framework could strain global supply

chains, erode research partnerships, and contribute to a broader unraveling of international norms around
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trade and cooperation, as already evidenced by tensions surrounding the Inflation Reduction Act between

the U.S., EU, and China.

This work also sets the foundation for my future research agenda. I aim to explore how these dynamics

translate to other national contexts, investigate alternative framing strategies that emphasize shared identity

and universal values, and to further unpack how racial and nationalist cues interact to shape support for

international climate cooperation. These lines of inquiry are essential for building inclusive, effective, and

politically sustainable policy to address the climate crisis.

Future Research Directions

Moving forward, I plan to build on the findings of this dissertation in several key ways. First, I aim to

examine how these results translate across other countries and political contexts. Do race-based attitudes

similarly shape climate opinions in multi-ethnic democracies or in states with legacies of racial stratification?

Conducting comparative survey research in countries such as Brazil, Germany, or France, nations that

play pivotal roles in the global climate response, would be especially valuable.

This line of research could also inform the development of alternative framing strategies aimed

at increasing support for climate policies that benefit all Americans, including communities of color.

National campaigns should test new communication approaches, such as (1) emphasizing the shared

benefits of climate policy to foster a sense of common identity rooted in, for example, class and collective

vulnerability, and (2) framing climate action around universal values such as national security, domestic

prosperity, and climate resilience, rather than perceived climate redistribution.

A related question is whether similar dynamics between harm-based and benefit-based framing apply

in international contexts. For example, does racial resentment toward foreign beneficiaries, particularly in

the Global South, reduce support for international climate cooperation and climate finance? This line of

inquiry is part of a broader research agenda focused on understanding the international dimensions of

public support for climate policy. Given the global nature of climate change, it is crucial to examine how

domestic attitudes toward international agreements and cooperation are formed. I plan to investigate how

concerns about international economic competition and geopolitical rivalry shape public preferences for
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global climate initiatives. In addition, I will explore which aspects of funding the global green transition

are the most politically acceptable to the American public.

In my existing dissertation work, I find that exposing White Americans to information about the racial

distributive effects of climate policy decreases their support for international climate action irrespective

of the respondent’s partisanship. However, the mechanisms that underlay this decrease in support for

international climate action remain uncertain. For example, members of the public could be less supportive

of climate agreements that they perceive as benefiting other countries at the expense of the United States

(nationalism) or they could be less supportive of financial support going to benefit non-Whites (racial

animus). In future work I aim to tease out the mechanisms underpinning public support for international

climate agreements.

This directly contributes to one of the central goals of my research agenda: understanding the role

of racial animus and in-group preference in shaping American attitudes toward climate policy. This

research will also expand our understanding of fiscal politics in the era of environmental transformation.

By gauging public opinion on different funding strategies, future studies can offer valuable insights into

how to build public support for financing the green transition. These insights will help policymakers

design climate strategies that are not only effective in addressing the global crisis but also politically viable

and inclusive, particularly among groups historically resistant to climate policy. A better understanding

of variation in American climate attitudes is essential for developing approaches that foster broad-based,

equitable support for climate action.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL 1: THE EFFECT OF RACIAL RESENTMENT AND
OUT-GROUP CUES ON SUPPORT FOR CLIMATE POLICY

Study 1: Correlational Results

CES information

Table A1: Survey Demographics: Question wording

Variable Wording

Education What is the highest level of education you have completed?

Gender Are you...

Income Thinking back over the last year, what was your family’s annual income?

Party Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a ...?

Political Ideology How would you rate each of the following individuals and groups? Yourself

Race What racial or ethnic group best describes you?

Region In which census region do you live?

Age Year of birth?
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Table A2: Survey Demographic Information

Variable Value n Percentage
Education Advanced Degree 6294 14.60
Education Bachelor’s degree 10097 23.40
Education Associate degree 4320 10.00
Education Some college 8913 20.70
Education High school graduate 12214 28.30
Education No high school 1274 3.00
Gender Female 24168 56.10
Gender Male 18944 43.90
Income More than $150,000 3522 9.10
Income $100,000–$149,999 5539 14.20
Income $60,000–$99,999 13249 34.10
Income $30,0000–$59,999 7520 19.30
Income Up to $29,999 9053 23.30
Party Independent 5912 14.10
Party Democrat 18782 44.90
Party Republican 17123 40.90
Political Ideology Conservative 15642 38.30
Political Ideology Middle of the Road 9947 24.30
Political Ideology Liberal 15274 37.40
Race White 43112 100.00
Region Midwest 10972 25.40
Region Northeast 8554 19.80
Region South 15668 36.30
Region West 7918 18.40
Age Mean Value 50.4

CES: additional results

Figure A1: Effect of Racial Resentment on Climate Policy Approval By Party Affiliation
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Table A3: Overall Effect of Racial Resentment on Climate Policy Approval: With Controls Shown

COP21 CPP

Racial Resentment −3.066∗∗∗ −2.018∗∗∗
(0.068) (0.056)

Education (reference= Associate degree)
Advanced Degree 0.075 0.219∗∗∗

(0.076) (0.059)
Bachelor’s degree 0.035 0.202∗∗∗

(0.066) (0.052)
Some college −0.075 0.090∗

(0.066) (0.052)
High school graduate 0.058 −0.126∗∗∗

(0.062) (0.049)
No high school 0.200∗ −0.264∗∗∗

(0.121) (0.099)
Gender (reference= Female)

Male −0.494∗∗∗ −0.098∗∗∗
(0.036) (0.029)

Region (reference= Midwest)
Northeast −0.033 −0.067

(0.052) (0.041)
South −0.044 −0.038

(0.045) (0.036)
West −0.097∗ −0.001

(0.055) (0.043)
Income −0.018∗∗∗ 0.007

(0.006) (0.005)
Age −0.007∗∗∗ −0.0003

(0.001) (0.001)
Political Ideology (reference= Moderate)

Liberal 0.493∗∗∗ 0.569∗∗∗
(0.061) (0.047)

Conservative −1.123∗∗∗ −0.441∗∗∗
(0.043) (0.039)

Political Party (leaners inc.) (reference= Independent)
Democrat 1.238∗∗∗ 0.395∗∗∗

(0.058) (0.049)
Republican −0.688∗∗∗ −0.341∗∗∗

(0.049) (0.045)
Constant 3.305∗∗∗ 1.823∗∗∗

(0.107) (0.086)

N 32,585 32,614
Log Likelihood −10,700.500 −15,895.960
AIC 21,435.000 31,825.920

Coefficients reported from logit regression models. The dependent variables are coded 1 if the respondent indicated
support for the climate policy option and 0 if they opposed the climate policy option. Significance codes:∗p<0.1;
∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Table A4: Overall Effect of Racial Resentment on Climate Policy Approval (By Party leaners inc.): With
Controls Shown

Democrats Independents Republicans

COP21 CPP COP21 CPP COP21 CPP

Racial Resentment −3.355∗∗∗ −2.082∗∗∗ −3.403∗∗∗ −2.417∗∗∗ −2.672∗∗∗ −1.556∗∗∗
(0.138) (0.097) (0.148) (0.133) (0.097) (0.082)

Education (reference= Associate degree)
Advanced Degree 0.252 0.644∗∗∗ 0.145 0.192 −0.004 0.013

(0.181) (0.118) (0.166) (0.152) (0.103) (0.079)
Bachelor’s degree −0.056 0.430∗∗∗ 0.362∗∗ 0.372∗∗∗ −0.025 0.077

(0.153) (0.102) (0.149) (0.137) (0.087) (0.068)
Some college −0.025 0.156 0.052 0.189 −0.135 0.049

(0.152) (0.100) (0.147) (0.135) (0.088) (0.067)
High school graduate −0.556∗∗∗ −0.400∗∗∗ 0.295∗∗ −0.112 0.217∗∗∗ 0.029

(0.140) (0.092) (0.139) (0.128) (0.081) (0.063)
No high school −0.748∗∗∗ −0.461∗∗ 0.550∗ −0.444 0.380∗∗∗ −0.118

(0.256) (0.183) (0.307) (0.271) (0.146) (0.124)
Gender (reference= Female)

Male −0.110 0.197∗∗∗ −0.491∗∗∗ −0.165∗∗ −0.605∗∗∗ −0.199∗∗∗
(0.080) (0.056) (0.081) (0.076) (0.049) (0.038)

Region (reference= Midwest)
Northeast −0.113 −0.186∗∗ −0.134 −0.127 0.032 0.018

(0.108) (0.075) (0.116) (0.107) (0.071) (0.057)
South −0.082 −0.152∗∗ −0.136 −0.117 −0.006 0.019

(0.101) (0.070) (0.102) (0.094) (0.059) (0.046)
West 0.002 0.062 −0.216∗ −0.016 −0.092 −0.043

(0.121) (0.084) (0.121) (0.111) (0.075) (0.058)
Income 0.009 0.042∗∗∗ −0.043∗∗∗ 0.018 −0.024∗∗∗ −0.016∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.009) (0.013) (0.012) (0.008) (0.006)
Age 0.037∗∗∗ 0.007∗∗∗ −0.0003 0.005∗ −0.023∗∗∗ −0.005∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001)
Political Ideology (reference= Moderate)

Liberal 0.747∗∗∗ 0.663∗∗∗ 0.583∗∗∗ 0.270∗∗ −0.270∗∗ −0.353∗∗∗
(0.090) (0.061) (0.141) (0.122) (0.125) (0.118)

Conservative −1.159∗∗∗ −0.567∗∗∗ −1.243∗∗∗ −0.703∗∗∗ −1.108∗∗∗ −0.378∗∗∗
(0.112) (0.098) (0.093) (0.085) (0.056) (0.051)

N 15,172 15,182 4,022 4,035 13,391 13,397

Coefficients reported from logistical regression models. Models include control variables for education, political
ideology, partisanship, gender, age, region, income, and race. The dependent variables are coded 1 if the respondent
indicated support for the climate policy option and 0 if they opposed the climate policy option. Significance
codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Table A6: Effect of FIRE Questions on Climate Policy Approval

White people in the U.S. have advantages Racial Problems are rare
COP21 CPP COP21 CPP

White people in the U.S. have advantages −0.633∗∗∗ −0.397∗∗∗
(0.014) (0.012)

Racial Problems are rare −0.668∗∗∗ −0.373∗∗∗
(0.015) (0.012)

Education (reference= Associate degree)
Advanced Degree 0.143∗ 0.272∗∗∗ 0.302∗∗∗ 0.356∗∗∗

(0.075) (0.058) (0.076) (0.058)
Bachelor’s degree 0.078 0.237∗∗∗ 0.201∗∗∗ 0.312∗∗∗

(0.066) (0.051) (0.067) (0.052)
Some college −0.038 0.108∗∗ −0.060 0.112∗∗

(0.066) (0.051) (0.067) (0.052)
High school graduate 0.031 −0.153∗∗∗ 0.047 −0.159∗∗∗

(0.062) (0.049) (0.063) (0.049)
No high school 0.249∗∗ −0.249∗∗ 0.126 −0.280∗∗∗

(0.122) (0.099) (0.124) (0.100)
Gender (reference= Female)

Male −0.459∗∗∗ −0.079∗∗∗ −0.351∗∗∗ −0.025
(0.036) (0.029) (0.037) (0.029)

Region (reference= Midwest)
Northeast −0.035 −0.065 −0.052 −0.053

(0.052) (0.041) (0.053) (0.042)
South −0.020 −0.024 −0.061 −0.037

(0.045) (0.035) (0.046) (0.036)
West −0.067 0.021 −0.046 0.034

(0.055) (0.043) (0.056) (0.043)
Income −0.018∗∗∗ 0.008∗ −0.003 0.014∗∗∗

(0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005)
Age −0.012∗∗∗ −0.004∗∗∗ −0.018∗∗∗ −0.007∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Political Ideology (reference= Moderate)

Liberal 0.654∗∗∗ 0.714∗∗∗ 0.709∗∗∗ 0.783∗∗∗
(0.060) (0.046) (0.061) (0.047)

Conservative −1.123∗∗∗ −0.445∗∗∗ −1.188∗∗∗ −0.501∗∗∗
(0.043) (0.039) (0.044) (0.040)

Political Party (leaners inc.) (reference= Independent)
Democrat 1.245∗∗∗ 0.425∗∗∗ 1.354∗∗∗ 0.512∗∗∗

(0.058) (0.049) (0.059) (0.049)
Republican −0.761∗∗∗ −0.387∗∗∗ −0.754∗∗∗ −0.378∗∗∗

(0.049) (0.045) (0.050) (0.045)

N 32,614 32,643 31,822 31,850

Coefficients reported from logistical regression models. The dependent variables are coded 1 if the respondent indicated support for the climate policy
option and 0 if they opposed the climate policy option. Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.

Table A7: Potential proposals DVs

Variable Wording

regulate CO2 Give the Environmental Protection Agency power to regulate Carbon Diox-
ide emissions

renewable fuels Require that each state use a minimum amount of renewable fuels (wind,
solar, and hydroelectric) in the generation of electricity even if electricity
prices increase a little

strengthen EPA Strengthen the Environmental Protection Agency enforcement of the Clean
Air Act and Clean Water Act even if it costs U.S. jobs

raise fuelefficiency Raise the average fuel efficiency for all cars and trucks in the U.S. from 40
miles per gallon to 54.5 miles per gallon by 2025.
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Table A8: Overall Effect of Racial Resentment on Climate Proposal Approval

Regulate CO2 Renewable Fuels Strengthen EPA Raise Fuel Efficiency

Racial Resentment −2.298∗∗∗ −2.117∗∗∗ −2.687∗∗∗ −1.740∗∗∗
(0.064) (0.059) (0.063) (0.058)

Education (reference= Associate degree)
Advanced Degree −0.073 −0.227∗∗∗ 0.084 −0.029

(0.066) (0.063) (0.068) (0.059)
Bachelor’s degree −0.108∗ −0.073 0.005 −0.070

(0.058) (0.055) (0.060) (0.053)
Some college −0.128∗∗ −0.110∗∗ −0.062 −0.046

(0.058) (0.055) (0.060) (0.053)
High school graduate 0.228∗∗∗ 0.077 0.098∗ 0.128∗∗

(0.055) (0.052) (0.056) (0.050)
No high school 0.106 −0.160 0.349∗∗∗ 0.041

(0.109) (0.105) (0.111) (0.103)
Gender (reference= Female)

Male −0.527∗∗∗ −0.419∗∗∗ −0.169∗∗∗ −0.549∗∗∗
(0.032) (0.030) (0.033) (0.029)

Region (reference= Midwest)
Northeast 0.180∗∗∗ 0.027 0.056 0.205∗∗∗

(0.047) (0.044) (0.048) (0.043)
South 0.106∗∗∗ −0.056 0.026 0.125∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.038) (0.041) (0.036)
West −0.199∗∗∗ −0.129∗∗∗ −0.158∗∗∗ −0.089∗∗

(0.049) (0.046) (0.050) (0.044)
Income −0.035∗∗∗ −0.025∗∗∗ −0.018∗∗∗ −0.051∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Age 0.001 0.001 −0.001 −0.006∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Political Ideology (reference= Moderate)

Liberal 0.675∗∗∗ 0.506∗∗∗ 0.740∗∗∗ 0.449∗∗∗
(0.062) (0.053) (0.056) (0.051)

Conservative −0.939∗∗∗ −0.842∗∗∗ −0.904∗∗∗ −0.662∗∗∗
(0.042) (0.040) (0.041) (0.040)

Political Party (leaners inc.) (reference= Independent)
Democrat 1.154∗∗∗ 0.841∗∗∗ 1.011∗∗∗ 0.629∗∗∗

(0.058) (0.053) (0.053) (0.052)
Republican −0.206∗∗∗ −0.258∗∗∗ −0.364∗∗∗ −0.191∗∗∗

(0.047) (0.046) (0.047) (0.046)

N 32,746 32,750 32,749 32,747

Coefficients reported from logistical regression models. The dependent variables are coded 1 if the respondent indicated support for the climate policy
option and 0 if they opposed the climate policy option. Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.

Table A9: Effect of Racial Resentment: Location-Based Analysis

Employment quotient Wage quotient
COP21 CPP

Racial Resentment −3.059∗∗∗ −2.018∗∗∗ −3.059∗∗∗ −2.018∗∗∗
(0.069) (0.056) (0.069) (0.056)

Employment quotient −0.015∗ −0.008
(0.008) (0.006)

Wage quotient −0.014∗∗ −0.008
(0.007) (0.005)

Education (reference= Associate degree)
Advanced Degree 0.075 0.213∗∗∗ 0.074 0.212∗∗∗

(0.076) (0.059) (0.076) (0.059)
Bachelor’s degree 0.033 0.202∗∗∗ 0.033 0.201∗∗∗

(0.067) (0.052) (0.067) (0.052)
Some college −0.079 0.093∗ −0.079 0.093∗

(0.067) (0.052) (0.067) (0.052)
High school graduate 0.057 −0.127∗∗∗ 0.057 −0.127∗∗∗

(0.062) (0.049) (0.062) (0.049)
No high school 0.193 −0.263∗∗∗ 0.194 −0.262∗∗∗

(0.122) (0.100) (0.122) (0.100)
Gender (reference= Female)

Male −0.497∗∗∗ −0.098∗∗∗ −0.497∗∗∗ −0.098∗∗∗
(0.037) (0.029) (0.037) (0.029)

Region (reference= Midwest)
Northeast −0.041 −0.075∗ −0.041 −0.075∗

(0.052) (0.042) (0.052) (0.042)
South −0.050 −0.044 −0.046 −0.042

(0.045) (0.036) (0.045) (0.036)
West −0.081 0.006 −0.083 0.006

(0.056) (0.044) (0.056) (0.044)
Income −0.020∗∗∗ 0.008∗ −0.020∗∗∗ 0.008∗

(0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005)
Age −0.007∗∗∗ −0.0004 −0.007∗∗∗ −0.0004

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Political Ideology (reference= Moderate)

Liberal 0.490∗∗∗ 0.561∗∗∗ 0.490∗∗∗ 0.561∗∗∗
(0.061) (0.048) (0.061) (0.048)

Conservative −1.118∗∗∗ −0.437∗∗∗ −1.118∗∗∗ −0.437∗∗∗
(0.044) (0.039) (0.044) (0.039)

Political Party (leaners inc.) (reference= Independent)
Democrat 1.249∗∗∗ 0.397∗∗∗ 1.249∗∗∗ 0.397∗∗∗

(0.058) (0.049) (0.058) (0.049)
Republican −0.689∗∗∗ −0.344∗∗∗ −0.689∗∗∗ −0.344∗∗∗

(0.050) (0.045) (0.050) (0.045)

N 32,137 32,166 32,137 32,166

Coefficients reported from logistical regression models. Models include control variables for education,
political ideology, gender, age, region, income, and race. The dependent variables are coded 1 if the
respondent indicated support for the climate policy option and 0 if they opposed the climate policy
option. Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Table A10: Overall Effect of Racial Resentment on Climate Policy Approval (By Rural)

Non-Rural Rural
COP21 CPP COP21 CPP

Racial Resentment −3.229∗∗∗ −2.118∗∗∗ −2.568∗∗∗ −1.693∗∗∗
(0.080) (0.064) (0.137) (0.113)

Education (reference= Associate degree)
Advanced Degree −0.093 −0.069 0.159 −0.052

(0.060) (0.048) (0.104) (0.083)
Bachelor’s degree −0.093∗ −0.044 0.078 −0.027

(0.053) (0.042) (0.085) (0.067)
Some college −0.079 0.023 −0.282∗∗ −0.117

(0.062) (0.049) (0.125) (0.095)
High school graduate 0.084 0.203∗∗∗ 0.049 0.286∗∗

(0.087) (0.068) (0.160) (0.124)
No high school 0.059 0.210∗∗∗ −0.078 0.158

(0.077) (0.060) (0.135) (0.104)
Gender (reference= Female)

Male −0.066 0.079 −0.096 0.130
(0.079) (0.061) (0.123) (0.096)

Region (reference= Midwest)
Northeast 0.089 −0.119∗∗ −0.011 −0.144

(0.075) (0.059) (0.112) (0.089)
South 0.125 −0.225∗ 0.271 −0.346∗∗

(0.157) (0.126) (0.193) (0.163)
West −0.442∗∗∗ −0.085∗∗ −0.671∗∗∗ −0.146∗∗∗

(0.042) (0.033) (0.074) (0.057)
Income −0.021∗∗∗ 0.008 −0.014 0.002

(0.007) (0.005) (0.012) (0.009)
Age −0.005∗∗∗ −0.0003 −0.011∗∗∗ 0.001

(0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)
Political Ideology (reference= Moderate)

Liberal 0.442∗∗∗ 0.591∗∗∗ 0.644∗∗∗ 0.451∗∗∗
(0.069) (0.054) (0.131) (0.101)

Conservative −1.159∗∗∗ −0.464∗∗∗ −1.041∗∗∗ −0.390∗∗∗
(0.051) (0.046) (0.083) (0.075)

Political Party (leaners inc.) (reference= Independent)
Democrat 1.222∗∗∗ 0.374∗∗∗ 1.280∗∗∗ 0.442∗∗∗

(0.067) (0.056) (0.119) (0.100)
Republican −0.677∗∗∗ −0.328∗∗∗ −0.716∗∗∗ −0.380∗∗∗

(0.057) (0.052) (0.096) (0.086)

N 25,316 25,329 7,253 7,268

Coefficients reported from logistical regression models. Models include control variables for education,
political ideology, gender, age, region, income, and race. The dependent variables are coded 1 if the
respondent indicated support for the climate policy option and 0 if they opposed the climate policy
option. Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Study 2: Experimental Results

Research ethics statement

The human subject research in this study was reviewed and determined to be exempt from further review by the [AUTHOR’S] institutional review board

(23-0389) and adheres to the APSA’s Principles and Guidance on Human Subject Research. Qualtrics recruited participants through an online opt-in model.

Respondents were required to give their voluntary and informed consent after being provided with a description of the survey and prior to beginning the survey.

Additionally, respondents were compensated by Qualtrics for the approximately 10 minute survey, at a level determined by Qualtrics to be commensurate

with the standards of other survey providers. The study did not specifically target any vulnerable groups, represent any undo risk to respondents, or utilize

deception.

Moderators

Table A11: Racial resentment and Nationalism Questions

Variable Wording

RR nofavors Irish, Italians, Jewish and many other minorities overcame prejudice and
worked their way up. Blacks should do the same without any special favors.

RR slavery Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make
it difficult for Blacks to work their way out of the lower class. [REVERSE
CODED]

RR deserve Over the past few years, blacks have gotten less than they deserve. [REVERSE
CODED]

RR tryharder It’s really a matter of some people not trying hard enough; if blacks would
only try harder they could be just as well off as White people.

NAT Superior “In the United States, our people are not perfect, but our culture is superior
to others”

NAT Ratherbe “I would rather be a citizen of America than of any other country in the
world.”

NAT BetterPlace “The world would be a better place if people from other countries were more
like Americans.”

Treatment wording

Respondents viewed a common preamble reading “In the next section, we will present you with information about a hypothetical climate [agreement/policy].

This is a general scenario about a hypothetical [agreement/policy]. It is not about any specific [agreement/policy] that you may have heard about in the news.

Please read the details of the scenario carefully, afterwards we will ask for your opinion regarding the [agreement/policy].”

After the preamble, respondents viewed one of six different treatment conditions concerning the hypothetical [agreement/policy]. Shown below

• International X Benefit Frame: The U.S. Congress is debating approving a new international climate agreement. The agreement is between the

United States and a number of other countries around the world. The purpose of the agreement is to help the member countries slow down the

global effects of climate change.

The agreement is designed to reduce the negative impacts of the changing climate for non-White people.
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• International X Harm Frame: The U.S. Congress is debating approving a new international climate agreement. The agreement is between the

United States and a number of other countries around the world. The purpose of the agreement is to help the member countries slow down the

global effects of climate change.

Researchers studying the effects of climate change have found consistent evidence that non-White people are more negatively harmed by the changing

climate than White people.

• International X Control: The U.S. Congress is debating approving a new international climate agreement. The agreement is between the United

States and a number of other countries around the world. The purpose of the agreement is to help the member countries slow down the global

effects of climate change.

• Domestic X Benefit Frame: The U.S. Congress is debating approving a new domestic climate policy. The purpose of the policy is to help the U.S.

slow down the domestic effects of climate change.

The policy is designed to reduce the negative impacts of the changing climate for non-White people.

• Domestic X Harm Frame: The U.S. Congress is debating approving a new domestic climate policy. The purpose of the policy is to help the U.S.

slow down the domestic effects of climate change.

Researchers studying the effects of climate change have found consistent evidence that non-White people are more negatively harmed by the changing

climate than White people.

• Domestic X Control: The U.S. Congress is debating approving a new domestic climate policy. The purpose of the policy is to help the U.S. slow

down the domestic effects of climate change.

Evaluations

After viewing information about the policy/agreement all respondents are asked the following questions:

• DV: Do you support or oppose the United States [approving the pending domestic climate policy/ joining the international climate agreement]?

– Strongly support (4)

– Somewhat support (3)

– Neither support nor oppose (2)

– Somewhat oppose (1)

– Strongly oppose (0)

• DV2: To what extent do you believe the proposed [policy/agreement] will help or harm people like you?

– Help a great deal (4)

– Help a moderate amount (3)

– Neither help nor harm (2)

– Harm a moderate amount (1)

– Harm a great deal (0)
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• Manipulation Check: benefit: Which of the following groups of people is the proposed [policy/agreement] designed to benefit?

– White people

– Non-white people

– Democrats

– Republicans

– Don’t know

• Manipulation Check: harm: Researchers studying the effects of climate change have found consistent evidence that which of the following groups

of people are most negatively impacted by climate change?

– White people

– Non-white people

– Democrats

– Republicans

– Don’t know

Demographics

Additional analysis
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Table A12: Demographic Balance Table

control (N=380) benefit (N=406) harm (N=371)

N Pct. N Pct. N Pct.

Age 18 - 24 33 8.7 36 8.9 30 8.1
25 - 34 52 13.7 57 14.0 53 14.3
35 - 44 77 20.3 78 19.2 87 23.5
45 - 54 50 13.2 62 15.3 36 9.7
55 or older 168 44.2 173 42.6 165 44.5

Gender Female 183 48.2 202 49.8 186 50.1
Male 195 51.3 202 49.8 179 48.2
Neither of the above 1 0.3 2 0.5 5 1.3

Income Up to $29,999 69 18.2 68 16.7 78 21.0
$30,0000–$59,999 89 23.4 90 22.2 76 20.5
$60,000–$99,999 96 25.3 109 26.8 93 25.1
$100,000–$149,999 84 22.1 87 21.4 79 21.3
More than $150,000 35 9.2 46 11.3 42 11.3
Prefer not to say 7 1.8 6 1.5 3 0.8

PartyID Independent 99 26.1 95 23.4 98 26.4
Democrat 125 32.9 140 34.5 119 32.1
Republican 132 34.7 136 33.5 126 34.0
Don’t know/other 23 6.1 34 8.4 27 7.3

Poli interest Most of the time 170 44.7 184 45.3 162 43.7
Some of the time 125 32.9 134 33.0 130 35.0
Only now and then 50 13.2 54 13.3 48 12.9
Hardly at all 34 8.9 34 8.4 30 8.1

Religiosity More than once a week 39 10.3 31 7.6 35 9.4
Once a week 75 19.7 91 22.4 70 18.9
A few times a month 37 9.7 30 7.4 39 10.5
A few times a year 53 13.9 57 14.0 70 18.9
Never 126 33.2 120 29.6 103 27.8

Educ Associate’s Degree 37 9.7 26 6.4 41 11.1
Less than high school 16 4.2 13 3.2 11 3.0
High school graduate 82 21.6 88 21.7 99 26.7
Some college 114 30.0 114 28.1 90 24.3
Bachelor’s Degree 73 19.2 105 25.9 73 19.7
Advanced Degree 58 15.3 60 14.8 57 15.4

Racialresentment catagory Racial moderate 69 18.2 87 21.4 72 19.4
Racial liberal 133 35.0 139 34.2 128 34.5
Racial conservative 174 45.8 179 44.1 169 45.6
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Table A13: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Racial Resentment Index Items

Item Loading Std. Error
RR nofavors 0.770 0.015
RR slavery 0.769 0.015
RR deserve 0.729 0.015
RR tryharder 0.743 0.015
NOTE: Confirmatory factor analysis of the questions used to create the index
of racial resentment. The standardized factor loadings indicate that each of
the racial resentment questions contributed to the scale.

Table A14: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Nationalism Index Items

Item Loading Std. Error
NAT Superior 0.875 0.022
NAT Ratherbe 0.612 0.024
NAT BetterPlace 0.777 0.021
NOTE: Confirmatory factor analysis of the questions used to create the index
of nationalism. The standardized factor loadings indicate that each of the
nationalism questions contributed to the scale.
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Table A15: Heterogeneous Effects of Frame Treatment on Climate Policy Approval

Racial Resentment Nationalism

Frame (reference= control)
Benefit * Racial Resentment −0.316

(0.303)
Harm * Racial Resentment −0.660∗∗

(0.311)
Benefit * Nationalism 0.165

(0.478)
Harm * Nationalism −0.376

(0.478)
Benefit −0.176 −0.370

(0.178) (0.311)
Harm 0.060 −0.161

(0.185) (0.315)
Racial Resentment −1.042∗∗∗

(0.230)
Nationalism −0.141

(0.357)
Age (reference= 18-24)

25 - 34 0.209 −0.074
(0.138) (0.218)

35 - 44 0.320∗∗ 0.065
(0.130) (0.205)

45 - 54 0.217 0.088
(0.141) (0.223)

55 or older 0.148 −0.168
(0.125) (0.197)

Gender (reference= Female)
Male 0.149∗∗ 0.112

(0.066) (0.102)
Other 0.240 −0.470

(0.409) (0.506)
Income (reference= Up to $29,999)

$30,0000–$59,999 −0.191∗ −0.222
(0.102) (0.154)

$60,000–$99,999 −0.078 −0.312∗∗
(0.103) (0.154)

$100,000–$149,999 0.019 −0.123
(0.116) (0.176)

More than $150,000 0.219 0.135
(0.138) (0.211)

Prefer not to say −0.457∗ −0.846∗∗∗
(0.276) (0.325)

Political Party (reference= Independent)
Democrat 0.425∗∗∗ 0.646∗∗∗

(0.089) (0.129)
Republican −0.212∗∗ −0.245∗

(0.091) (0.134)
Don’t know/Other −0.302∗∗ −0.107

(0.139) (0.213)
Political Ideology (reference= Moderate)

Liberal 0.200∗∗ 0.416∗∗∗
(0.086) (0.126)

Conservative −0.560∗∗∗ −0.592∗∗∗
(0.087) (0.125)

Political interest 0.103∗∗∗ 0.102∗
(0.037) (0.059)

Religiosity 0.019 −0.010
(0.020) (0.031)

Education (reference= Associate’s Degree)
Less than high school −0.096 −0.043

(0.204) (0.328)
High school graduate 0.050 −0.026

(0.126) (0.188)
Some college 0.048 −0.038

(0.122) (0.181)
Bachelor’s Degree −0.108 −0.088

(0.130) (0.198)
Advanced Degree 0.015 0.112

(0.143) (0.211)
Constant 2.786∗∗∗ 2.756∗∗∗

(0.222) (0.353)

N 1,137 561
R2 0.369 0.360
Adjusted R2 0.353 0.326
Residual Std. Error 1.049 (df = 1108) 1.080 (df = 532)
F Statistic 23.108∗∗∗ (df = 28; 1108) 10.680∗∗∗ (df = 28; 532)

Coefficients reported from OLS regression models. The dependent variable is coded on a five point scale, with four indicating support a great deal.
Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Effect of scope on respondent support for climate action

I pre-registered three additional hypothesis concerning the scope of climate action. In contrast to my

expectations, I find that respondents preferred the hypothetical international climate agreement over the

domestic climate policy.

Table A16: Effects of Scope Treatment on Climate Policy Approval

Main Effects Racial Resentment Nationalism

Scope (reference= Domestic)
International * Racial Resentment −0.050

(0.436)
International * Nationalism 0.221

(0.461)
International 0.275∗∗ 0.225 0.050

(0.128) (0.258) (0.300)
Racial Resentment −1.028∗∗∗

(0.320)
Nationalism −0.302

(0.327)
Age (reference= 18-24)

25 - 34 −0.093 −0.201
(0.244) (0.248)

35 - 44 0.146 0.061
(0.225) (0.230)

45 - 54 0.038 −0.125
(0.250) (0.253)

55 or older −0.042 −0.155
(0.221) (0.229)

Gender (reference= Female)
Male 0.003 −0.060

(0.118) (0.122)
Other −0.060 −0.200

(1.096) (1.127)
Income (reference= Up to $29,999)

$30,0000–$59,999 −0.258 −0.262
(0.179) (0.182)

$60,000–$99,999 −0.179 −0.174
(0.182) (0.185)

$100,000–$149,999 0.038 0.053
(0.204) (0.207)

More than $150,000 −0.199 −0.169
(0.264) (0.264)

Prefer not to say −0.579 −0.451
(0.427) (0.434)

Political Party (reference= Independent)
Democrat 0.360∗∗ 0.389∗∗

(0.153) (0.156)
Republican −0.291∗ −0.334∗∗

(0.157) (0.160)
Don’t know/Other −0.803∗∗∗ −0.827∗∗∗

(0.265) (0.265)
Political Ideology (reference= Moderate)

Liberal 0.321∗∗ 0.443∗∗∗
(0.150) (0.149)

Conservative −0.375∗∗ −0.494∗∗∗
(0.155) (0.155)

Political interest 0.160∗∗ 0.167∗∗
(0.063) (0.065)

Religiosity −0.013 −0.019
(0.035) (0.036)

Education (reference= Associate’s Degree)
Less than high school 0.529 0.421

(0.337) (0.339)
High school graduate 0.305 0.239

(0.216) (0.220)
Some college 0.279 0.278

(0.208) (0.212)
Bachelor’s Degree 0.112 0.115

(0.231) (0.236)
Advanced Degree 0.314 0.376

(0.251) (0.255)
Constant 2.489∗∗∗ 2.701∗∗∗ 2.479∗∗∗

(0.091) (0.349) (0.360)

N 379 372 376
R2 0.012 0.361 0.339
Adjusted R2 0.009 0.313 0.290
Residual Std. Error 1.248 (df = 377) 1.039 (df = 345) 1.060 (df = 349)
F Statistic 4.600∗∗ (df = 1; 377) 7.488∗∗∗ (df = 26; 345) 6.883∗∗∗ (df = 26; 349)

Coefficients reported from OLS regression models. The dependent variable is coded on a five point scale, with four indicating support a great deal.
Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL 2: PRINCIPLED CONSERVATISM OR OUT-GROUP ANIMUS?
DISENTANGLING THE LINKAGE BETWEEN RACIAL RESENTMENT AND CLIMATE

OPINIONS AMONG WHITE AMERICANS

Question wording

For each of the batteries respondents were presented with pairs of questions and were asked: “Which

statement comes closer to your own views, even if neither is exactly right?”

Below I display the batteries of interest, starting with Personal attribution.

The personal (vs. structural) attribution answer is shown in italics:

1. Personal attribution

For each pair of questions, respondents were asked to choose which of two statements best represented

their view, even if neither is exactly right. The personal (vs. structural) attribution answer is in italics:

a. Addiction:

• Those with drug and alcohol addiction abuse substances because they lack self-control.

• Those with drug and alcohol addiction are raised in families and live in neighborhoods

that cause them to abuse substances.

b. Bankruptcy:

• Americans go bankrupt because they lack the personal responsibility and work ethic to pay

their bills.

• Americans go bankrupt because they lack access to affordable healthcare and good jobs.

c. Parents:
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• Parents spend too little time with their kids because they must work multiple jobs and

have no time.

• Parents spend too little time with their kids because they don’t make it a priority.

d. Schooling:

• When children fail at school, it is usually because the children aren’t trying.

• When children fail at school, it is usually because the schools are failing the children.

e. Depression:

• Most people with depression would feel better if they could just be tougher and not give in so

easily.

• Most people with depression would feel better if they had better access to treatment and

good healthcare.

2. Traditionalism (connection to cultural conservatism)

The traditional (vs. progressive) answer is in italics:

a. Established traditions:

• Established traditions provide the wisdom necessary to understand the world.

• To understand the world, people must free their minds from established traditions.

b. Wisdom in old ideas:

• If ideas have been around a long time, they probably need to be updated.

• If ideas have been around for a long time, they probably have some wisdom in them.

c. Morals:

• The world is always changing, so we should adjust our view of moral behavior.

• Even though the world is changing, it would be a mistake to adjust our view of moral

behavior.
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d. Old traditions worthy:

• Old traditions are often worth following because they can connect us to our shared past.

• Old traditions are often not worth following because they can discriminate against

unique people.

Table A17: Racial resentment Questions

Variable Wording

RR nofavors Irish, Italians, Jewish and many other minorities overcame prejudice and
worked their way up. Blacks should do the same without any special favors.

RR slavery Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make
it difficult for Blacks to work their way out of the lower class. [REVERSE
CODED]

RR deserve Over the past few years, blacks have gotten less than they deserve. [REVERSE
CODED]

RR tryharder It’s really a matter of some people not trying hard enough; if blacks would
only try harder they could be just as well off as White people.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Table A18: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Racial Resentment Index Items

Item Loading Std. Error
RR nofavors 0.838 0.013
RR slavery 0.767 0.016
RR deserve 0.751 0.016
RR tryharder 0.773 0.015
NOTE: Confirmatory factor analysis of the questions used to create the index
of racial resentment. The standardized factor loadings indicate that each of
the racial resentment questions contributed to the scale.
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Table A19: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Traditionalism Index Items

Item Loading Std. Error
Established traditions 0.647 0.041
Wisdom in old ideas 0.761 0.039
Morals 0.665 0.041
Old traditions worthy 0.775 0.038
NOTE: Confirmatory factor analysis of the questions used to create the index
of traditionalism. The standardized factor loadings indicate that each of the
traditionalism questions contributed to the scale.

Table A20: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Personal Attribution Index Items

Item Loading Std. Error
Addiction 0.228 0.054
Bankruptcy 0.989 0.101
Parents 0.456 0.059
School 0.235 0.052
Depression 0.775 0.388
NOTE: Confirmatory factor analysis of the questions used to create the index
of personal attribution. The standardized factor loadings indicate that each
of the personal attribution questions contributed to the scale.
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Additional analysis

Figure A2: Random Forest: Variable Importance Continuous IVs
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Table A21: Survey Demographics

Variable Value n Percentage
Age 75 or older 86 9.00
Age 65 - 74 228 23.90
Age 55 - 64 210 22.00
Age 45 - 54 109 11.40
Age 35 - 44 187 19.60
Age 25-34 89 9.30
Age 18 - 24 44 4.60
Education Advanced Degree 148 15.60
Education Bachelor’s Degree 171 18.00
Education Associate’s Degree 99 10.40
Education Some college 274 28.80
Education High school graduate 237 24.90
Education Less than high school 22 2.30
Gender Female 478 50.20
Gender Male 472 49.50
Gender Other 3 0.30
Income More than $150,000 102 10.70
Income $100,000–$149,999 229 24.00
Income $60,000–$99,999 269 28.20
Income $30,0000–$59,999 216 22.70
Income Up to $29,999 137 14.40
PID Strong Not very strong 451 47.30
PID Strong Strong 502 52.70
Party No preference 100 10.50
Party Democrat 316 33.20
Party Republican 537 56.30
Political Ideology Conservative 430 45.10
Political Ideology Moderate 246 25.80
Political Ideology Liberal 241 25.30
Political Ideology Haven’t thought much 36 3.80
Region North Central 196 20.60
Region Northeast 185 19.50
Region South 392 41.20
Region West 178 18.70
Racial resentment mean 0.56
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Table A22: Effect of Racial Resentment on Climate Opinions

Increased reg on businesses Support intl climate agreements Support climate aspects of IRA
(1) (2) (3)

Racial Resentment (0-1) −0.146∗∗∗ −0.260∗∗∗ −0.325∗∗∗
(0.043) (0.041) (0.039)

Gender (reference= Female)
Male 0.016 −0.011 −0.002

(0.021) (0.020) (0.019)
Other −0.212 −0.342∗∗ −0.278∗

(0.170) (0.163) (0.156)
Education (reference= Associate degree)

Advanced Degree 0.053 0.004 −0.006
(0.041) (0.039) (0.037)

Bachelor’s degree 0.014 −0.065∗ −0.048
(0.038) (0.036) (0.035)

Some college 0.028 0.012 0.007
(0.034) (0.033) (0.031)

High school graduate −0.024 −0.031 −0.053∗
(0.035) (0.033) (0.032)

No high school −0.041 −0.049 −0.087
(0.069) (0.066) (0.063)

Income (reference= Up to $29,999)
$30,0000–$59,999 −0.070∗∗ −0.047 −0.081∗∗∗

(0.033) (0.031) (0.030)
$60,000–$99,999 −0.038 −0.015 −0.053∗

(0.032) (0.031) (0.029)
$100,000–$149,999 −0.049 −0.011 −0.044

(0.034) (0.033) (0.031)
More than $150,000 −0.033 −0.020 −0.046

(0.041) (0.040) (0.038)
Age (reference= 18 - 24)

25 - 34 −0.066 −0.018 −0.038
(0.055) (0.053) (0.051)

35 - 44 −0.076∗ 0.020 −0.021
(0.045) (0.043) (0.041)

45 - 54 −0.051 0.088∗∗ 0.017
(0.040) (0.038) (0.036)

55 - 64 0.010 0.103∗∗ 0.025
(0.042) (0.040) (0.039)

65 - 74 0.015 0.071∗∗ 0.010
(0.037) (0.036) (0.034)

75 or older −0.005 0.050 −0.001
(0.037) (0.035) (0.034)

Region (reference= Northeast)
South 0.006 −0.008 0.020

(0.026) (0.025) (0.024)
North Central −0.012 0.013 0.003

(0.030) (0.029) (0.027)
West −0.004 0.035 0.036

(0.031) (0.029) (0.028)
Political Ideology (reference= Haven’t thought much about)

Moderate 0.048 0.075 −0.017
(0.053) (0.051) (0.049)

Liberal 0.082 0.095∗ −0.021
(0.057) (0.054) (0.052)

Conservative −0.034 −0.037 −0.134∗∗∗
(0.054) (0.052) (0.049)

Party ID w/leaners (reference= No preference)
Democrat 0.109∗∗∗ 0.144∗∗∗ 0.167∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.038) (0.036)
Republican −0.064∗ −0.029 −0.033

(0.037) (0.035) (0.033)
PID Strong (reference= Not strong)

Strong −0.031 −0.049∗∗ −0.017
(0.021) (0.020) (0.019)

N 948 948 948
R2 0.210 0.312 0.362

Table entry is the OLS regression coefficient with standard error in parentheses. Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Table A23: Effect of Worldviews on Climate Opinions: Controls shown

Increased reg on businesses Support intl climate agreements Support climate aspects of IRA
(1) (2) (3)

Personal Attribution (0-1) −0.140∗∗∗ −0.141∗∗∗ −0.124∗∗∗
(0.038) (0.037) (0.036)

Authoritarianism (0-1) −0.128∗∗∗ −0.222∗∗∗ −0.209∗∗∗
(0.034) (0.033) (0.032)

Traditionalism (0-1) 0.015 −0.019 −0.014
(0.021) (0.020) (0.019)

Gender (reference= Female)
Male −0.159 −0.274∗ −0.218

(0.169) (0.161) (0.157)
Other 0.058 0.017 0.009

(0.041) (0.039) (0.038)
Education (reference= Associate degree)

Advanced Degree 0.014 −0.068∗ −0.049
(0.038) (0.036) (0.035)

Bachelor’s degree 0.028 0.012 0.011
(0.034) (0.032) (0.031)

Some college −0.025 −0.031 −0.053∗
(0.034) (0.033) (0.032)

High school graduate −0.046 −0.062 −0.097
(0.069) (0.065) (0.064)

No high school −0.073∗∗ −0.050 −0.084∗∗∗
(0.032) (0.031) (0.030)

Income (reference= Up to $29,999)
$30,0000–$59,999 −0.041 −0.021 −0.062∗∗

(0.032) (0.030) (0.029)
$60,000–$99,999 −0.043 −0.010 −0.049

(0.034) (0.032) (0.031)
$100,000–$149,999 −0.027 −0.009 −0.036

(0.041) (0.040) (0.038)
More than $150,000 −0.104∗ −0.073 −0.078

(0.056) (0.053) (0.052)
Age (reference= 18 - 24)

25 - 34 −0.103∗∗ −0.015 −0.043
(0.045) (0.043) (0.042)

35 - 44 −0.085∗∗ 0.041 −0.024
(0.040) (0.038) (0.037)

45 - 54 −0.016 0.067∗ −0.006
(0.042) (0.040) (0.039)

55 - 64 −0.008 0.039 −0.017
(0.037) (0.036) (0.035)

65 - 74 −0.012 0.042 −0.005
(0.037) (0.035) (0.034)

75 or older 0.004 −0.008 0.022
(0.026) (0.025) (0.024)

Region (reference= Northeast)
South −0.014 0.012 0.002

(0.030) (0.028) (0.027)
North Central 0.001 0.043 0.046

(0.030) (0.029) (0.028)
West 0.050 0.087∗ −0.005

(0.053) (0.050) (0.049)
Political Ideology (reference= Haven’t thought much about)

Moderate 0.079 0.099∗ −0.009
(0.056) (0.054) (0.052)

Liberal −0.027 −0.024 −0.130∗∗∗
(0.054) (0.051) (0.050)

Conservative 0.106∗∗∗ 0.145∗∗∗ 0.177∗∗∗
(0.039) (0.038) (0.036)

Party ID w/leaners (reference= No preference)
Democrat −0.051 −0.013 −0.020

(0.036) (0.035) (0.034)
Republican −0.033 −0.051∗∗ −0.022

(0.021) (0.020) (0.019)
N 946 946 946
R2 0.226 0.331 0.358

Table entry is the OLS regression coefficient with standard error in parentheses. Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Table A24: Effect of Racial Resentment on Climate Opinions Controlling for Psychological Factors:
Controls shown

Increased reg on businesses Support intl climate agreements Support climate aspects of IRA
(1) (2) (3)

Racial Resentment (0-1) −0.060 −0.162∗∗∗ −0.257∗∗∗
(0.047) (0.044) (0.043)

Personal Attribution (0-1) −0.124∗∗∗ −0.091∗∗ −0.040
(0.041) (0.039) (0.038)

Traditionalism (0-1) −0.116∗∗∗ −0.193∗∗∗ −0.164∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.033) (0.032)

Gender (reference= Female)
Male 0.015 −0.017 −0.011

(0.021) (0.020) (0.019)
Other −0.165 −0.292∗ −0.247

(0.169) (0.160) (0.154)
Education (reference= Associate degree)

Advanced Degree 0.056 0.010 −0.004
(0.041) (0.038) (0.037)

Bachelor’s degree 0.011 −0.073∗∗ −0.054
(0.038) (0.036) (0.034)

Some college 0.026 0.008 0.004
(0.034) (0.032) (0.031)

High school graduate −0.025 −0.031 −0.053∗
(0.034) (0.033) (0.031)

No high school −0.047 −0.065 −0.102
(0.069) (0.065) (0.062)

Income (reference= Up to $29,999)
$30,0000–$59,999 −0.072∗∗ −0.048 −0.081∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.031) (0.029)
$60,000–$99,999 −0.039 −0.015 −0.053∗

(0.032) (0.030) (0.029)
$100,000–$149,999 −0.042 −0.007 −0.042

(0.034) (0.032) (0.031)
More than $150,000 −0.027 −0.010 −0.039

(0.041) (0.039) (0.038)
Age (reference= 18 - 24)

25 - 34 −0.106∗ −0.079 −0.089∗
(0.056) (0.053) (0.051)

35 - 44 −0.105∗∗ −0.022 −0.055
(0.045) (0.043) (0.041)

45 - 54 −0.086∗∗ 0.041 −0.022
(0.040) (0.038) (0.037)

55 - 64 −0.016 0.070∗ −0.0003
(0.042) (0.040) (0.038)

65 - 74 −0.007 0.042 −0.012
(0.037) (0.035) (0.034)

75 or older −0.012 0.042 −0.004
(0.037) (0.035) (0.033)

Region (reference= Northeast)
South 0.002 −0.011 0.016

(0.026) (0.024) (0.024)
North Central −0.014 0.012 0.002

(0.030) (0.028) (0.027)
West −0.004 0.033 0.033

(0.031) (0.029) (0.028)
Political Ideology (reference= Haven’t thought much about)

Moderate 0.050 0.086∗ −0.007
(0.053) (0.050) (0.048)

Liberal 0.076 0.092∗ −0.019
(0.056) (0.053) (0.051)

Conservative −0.023 −0.015 −0.115∗∗
(0.054) (0.051) (0.049)

Party ID w/leaners (reference= No preference)
Democrat 0.101∗∗ 0.130∗∗∗ 0.154∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.037) (0.036)
Republican −0.050 −0.012 −0.020

(0.036) (0.034) (0.033)
PID Strong (reference= Not strong)

Strong −0.033 −0.051∗∗ −0.021
(0.021) (0.020) (0.019)

N 945 945 945
R2 0.227 0.340 0.383

Table entry is the OLS regression coefficient with standard error in parentheses. Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Table A25: Effect of Obama FT on Climate Opinions: Controls Shown

Increased reg on businesses Support intl climate agreements Support climate aspects of IRA
(1) (2) (3)

Obama FT (0-1) 0.242∗∗∗ 0.340∗∗∗ 0.341∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.033) (0.032)

Gender (reference= Female)
Male 0.007 −0.023 −0.017

(0.020) (0.019) (0.018)
Other −0.217 −0.348∗∗ −0.284∗

(0.167) (0.158) (0.153)
Education (reference= Associate degree)

Advanced Degree 0.038 −0.014 −0.021
(0.040) (0.038) (0.037)

Bachelor’s degree 0.004 −0.077∗∗ −0.060∗
(0.037) (0.035) (0.034)

Some college 0.014 −0.007 −0.010
(0.034) (0.032) (0.031)

High school graduate −0.039 −0.048 −0.071∗∗
(0.034) (0.032) (0.031)

No high school −0.067 −0.084 −0.117∗
(0.070) (0.065) (0.063)

Income (reference= Up to $29,999)
$30,0000–$59,999 −0.070∗∗ −0.050∗ −0.084∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.031) (0.030)
$60,000–$99,999 −0.045 −0.030 −0.070∗∗

(0.032) (0.030) (0.029)
$100,000–$149,999 −0.068∗∗ −0.045 −0.082∗∗∗

(0.034) (0.032) (0.031)
More than $150,000 −0.055 −0.055 −0.082∗∗

(0.041) (0.039) (0.037)
Age (reference= 18 - 24)

25 - 34 −0.079 −0.030 −0.042
(0.054) (0.051) (0.049)

35 - 44 −0.087∗∗ 0.011 −0.021
(0.044) (0.042) (0.040)

45 - 54 −0.060 0.079∗∗ 0.010
(0.039) (0.037) (0.036)

55 - 64 0.014 0.110∗∗∗ 0.034
(0.041) (0.039) (0.038)

65 - 74 0.012 0.070∗∗ 0.011
(0.037) (0.035) (0.034)

75 or older −0.011 0.044 −0.006
(0.036) (0.034) (0.033)

Region (reference= Northeast)
South 0.011 0.002 0.031

(0.026) (0.024) (0.023)
North Central −0.006 0.022 0.012

(0.029) (0.028) (0.027)
West −0.002 0.041 0.044

(0.030) (0.028) (0.027)
Political Ideology (reference= Haven’t thought much about)

Moderate 0.038 0.061 −0.032
(0.053) (0.050) (0.048)

Liberal 0.065 0.079 −0.035
(0.056) (0.053) (0.051)

Conservative −0.018 −0.020 −0.123∗∗
(0.054) (0.050) (0.049)

Party ID w/leaners (reference= No preference)
Democrat 0.067∗ 0.090∗∗ 0.120∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.038) (0.036)
Republican −0.040 0.005 −0.001

(0.036) (0.034) (0.033)
PID Strong (reference= Not strong)

Strong −0.023 −0.040∗∗ −0.009
(0.021) (0.020) (0.019)

N 947 947 947
R2 0.239 0.355 0.388

Table entry is the OLS regression coefficient with standard error in parentheses. Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Table A26: Effect of Obama FT on Climate Opinions w/ RR Controls Shown

Increased reg on businesses Support intl climate agreements Support climate aspects of IRA
(1) (2) (3)

Racial Resentment (0-1) −0.082∗ −0.172∗∗∗ −0.241∗∗∗
(0.043) (0.040) (0.039)

Obama FT (0-1) 0.002∗∗∗ 0.003∗∗∗ 0.003∗∗∗
(0.0004) (0.0003) (0.0003)

Gender (reference= Female)
Male 0.009 −0.019 −0.010

(0.020) (0.019) (0.018)
Other −0.217 −0.348∗∗ −0.284∗

(0.167) (0.156) (0.150)
Education (reference= Associate degree)

Advanced Degree 0.036 −0.018 −0.028
(0.040) (0.038) (0.036)

Bachelor’s degree 0.001 −0.082∗∗ −0.064∗
(0.037) (0.035) (0.033)

Some college 0.012 −0.011 −0.015
(0.034) (0.031) (0.030)

High school graduate −0.038 −0.047 −0.069∗∗
(0.034) (0.032) (0.031)

No high school −0.068 −0.085 −0.119∗
(0.069) (0.065) (0.062)

Income (reference= Up to $29,999)
$30,0000–$59,999 −0.069∗∗ −0.049 −0.082∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.030) (0.029)
$60,000–$99,999 −0.041 −0.023 −0.060∗∗

(0.032) (0.030) (0.028)
$100,000–$149,999 −0.064∗ −0.035 −0.067∗∗

(0.034) (0.031) (0.030)
More than $150,000 −0.051 −0.048 −0.072∗∗

(0.041) (0.038) (0.037)
Age (reference= 18 - 24)

25 - 34 −0.088 −0.048 −0.067
(0.054) (0.051) (0.049)

35 - 44 −0.095∗∗ −0.005 −0.045
(0.044) (0.042) (0.040)

45 - 54 −0.065∗ 0.069∗ −0.002
(0.039) (0.037) (0.035)

55 - 64 0.011 0.103∗∗∗ 0.025
(0.041) (0.039) (0.037)

65 - 74 0.010 0.066∗ 0.006
(0.037) (0.034) (0.033)

75 or older −0.012 0.042 −0.009
(0.036) (0.034) (0.032)

Region (reference= Northeast)
South 0.009 −0.003 0.025

(0.026) (0.024) (0.023)
North Central −0.007 0.019 0.009

(0.029) (0.027) (0.026)
West −0.008 0.030 0.032

(0.030) (0.028) (0.027)
Political Ideology (reference= Haven’t thought much about)

Moderate 0.038 0.062 −0.031
(0.053) (0.049) (0.047)

Liberal 0.060 0.070 −0.047
(0.056) (0.053) (0.050)

Conservative −0.013 −0.008 −0.107∗∗
(0.054) (0.050) (0.048)

Party ID w/leaners (reference= No preference)
Democrat 0.061 0.078∗∗ 0.104∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.037) (0.036)
Republican −0.038 0.008 0.002

(0.036) (0.034) (0.032)
PID Strong (reference= Not strong)

Strong −0.024 −0.041∗∗ −0.009
(0.021) (0.019) (0.019)

N 946 946 946
R2 0.242 0.367 0.413

Table entry is the OLS regression coefficient with standard error in parentheses. Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Table A27: Effect of Racial Resentment on Climate Opinions Controlling for Psychological Factors and
Obama FT

Increased reg on businesses Support intl climate agreements Support climate aspects of IRA
(1) (2) (3)

Racial Resentment (0-1) −0.007 −0.089∗∗ −0.187∗∗∗
(0.047) (0.044) (0.042)

Obama FT (0-1) 0.212∗∗∗ 0.286∗∗∗ 0.274∗∗∗
(0.037) (0.034) (0.033)

Personal Attribution (0-1) −0.125∗∗∗ −0.094∗∗ −0.042
(0.041) (0.038) (0.036)

Traditionalism (0-1) −0.092∗∗∗ −0.159∗∗∗ −0.132∗∗∗
(0.035) (0.032) (0.031)

Gender (reference= Female)
Male 0.010 −0.022 −0.016

(0.020) (0.019) (0.018)
Other −0.173 −0.301∗ −0.256∗

(0.166) (0.154) (0.148)
Education (reference= Associate degree)

Advanced Degree 0.040 −0.011 −0.024
(0.040) (0.037) (0.036)

Bachelor’s degree −0.0005 −0.088∗∗ −0.069∗∗
(0.037) (0.034) (0.033)

Some college 0.011 −0.012 −0.015
(0.033) (0.031) (0.030)

High school graduate −0.038 −0.047 −0.068∗∗
(0.034) (0.031) (0.030)

No high school −0.070 −0.096 −0.129∗∗
(0.069) (0.064) (0.062)

Income (reference= Up to $29,999)
$30,0000–$59,999 −0.071∗∗ −0.050∗ −0.083∗∗∗

(0.032) (0.030) (0.029)
$60,000–$99,999 −0.042 −0.022 −0.059∗∗

(0.031) (0.029) (0.028)
$100,000–$149,999 −0.057∗ −0.030 −0.063∗∗

(0.033) (0.031) (0.030)
More than $150,000 −0.044 −0.036 −0.063∗

(0.041) (0.038) (0.037)
Age (reference= 18 - 24)

25 - 34 −0.120∗∗ −0.098∗ −0.106∗∗
(0.055) (0.051) (0.049)

35 - 44 −0.118∗∗∗ −0.039 −0.071∗
(0.045) (0.041) (0.040)

45 - 54 −0.094∗∗ 0.030 −0.033
(0.040) (0.037) (0.035)

55 - 64 −0.012 0.074∗ 0.004
(0.041) (0.039) (0.037)

65 - 74 −0.009 0.041 −0.013
(0.037) (0.034) (0.033)

75 or older −0.018 0.035 −0.012
(0.036) (0.033) (0.032)

Region (reference= Northeast)
South 0.006 −0.006 0.022

(0.025) (0.024) (0.023)
North Central −0.010 0.017 0.008

(0.029) (0.027) (0.026)
West −0.007 0.029 0.030

(0.030) (0.028) (0.027)
Political Ideology (reference= Haven’t thought much about)

Moderate 0.039 0.072 −0.021
(0.053) (0.049) (0.047)

Liberal 0.054 0.068 −0.043
(0.056) (0.052) (0.050)

Conservative −0.007 0.008 −0.094∗∗
(0.053) (0.049) (0.048)

Party ID w/leaners (reference= No preference)
Democrat 0.058 0.071∗ 0.097∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.037) (0.035)
Republican −0.027 0.021 0.012

(0.036) (0.033) (0.032)
PID Strong (reference= Not strong)

Strong −0.025 −0.043∗∗ −0.013
(0.021) (0.019) (0.019)

N 943 943 943
R2 0.255 0.388 0.427

Table entry is the OLS regression coefficient with standard error in parentheses. Significance codes:∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01, two-tailed tests.
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Business Intl IRA

Importance Variable Importance Variable Importance Variable

1 41.53 Party dem FT 46.13 Party dem 42.92 Ideo conservative
2 33.32 Ideo conservative 41.73 Ideo conservative 38.10 Party dem
3 31.00 Party rep 36.57 Obama FT Above Median 34.49 Obama FT Below Median
4 19.71 Income 150k up 31.29 Obama FT Below Median 29.99 Obama FT Above Median
5 19.38 Gender Female 28.60 Party rep 28.60 Traditionalism Above Median
6 18.61 Obama FT Below Median 28.21 Racial resentment Below Median 26.88 Racial resentment Above Median
7 18.61 Ideo liberal 26.17 Traditionalism Below Median 25.84 Traditionalism Below Median
8 17.98 Gender Male 24.18 Racial resentment Above Median 24.94 Party rep
9 17.53 Obama FT Above Median 23.88 Traditionalism Above Median 21.50 Racial resentment Below Median

10 16.27 Racial resentment Below Median 18.78 Ideo liberal 21.16 Ideo moderate

Table A28: Most Important Variables for GRFs (top 10)
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Survey instrument

Treatment Wording

Respondents viewed a common preamble reading:

In the next section, we will present you with information about a hypothetical policy debate.

These are general scenarios about policies the United States may consider enacting in the

future. They are not about any specific policies you may have heard about in the news. Please

read the details of the policy carefully, afterwards we will ask for your opinion regarding the

policy.

After the preamble, respondents viewed one of four different treatment conditions concerning the

hypothetical policy before evaluating the policy

• Electric Vehicles X Economic Competition: U.S. policymakers are debating ways of encouraging

the creation of new manufacturing jobs in the United States.

To help create new manufacturing jobs that are also environmentally-friendly, some American

policymakers have proposed providing clean energy tax credits to automobile manufacturers. The

green tax credits would make it cheaper for those businesses to produce electric vehicles in the U.S.

and would support the clean energy transition.

Additionally, the Chinese government is competing with the United States to attract

environmentally-friendly investments. The proposed clean energy tax credits would make it more

attractive for companies to invest in the United States rather than China.

• Electric Vehicles X No Competition: U.S. policymakers are debating ways of encouraging the

creation of new manufacturing jobs in the United States.

To help create new manufacturing jobs that are also environmentally-friendly, some American

policymakers have proposed providing clean energy tax credits to automobile manufacturers. The

green tax credits would make it cheaper for those businesses to produce electric vehicles in the U.S.

and would support the clean energy transition.
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• Generic Autos X Economic Competition: U.S. policymakers are debating ways of encouraging

the creation of new manufacturing jobs in the United States.

To help create new manufacturing jobs, some American policymakers have proposed providing tax

credits to automobile manufacturers. The tax credits would make it cheaper for these businesses to

produce vehicles in the U.S. and would support American innovation.

Additionally, the Chinese government is competing with the United States to attract investments.

The proposed tax credits would make it more attractive for companies to invest in the United States

rather than China.

• Generic Autos X No Competition: U.S. policymakers are debating ways of encouraging the

creation of new manufacturing jobs in the United States.

To help create new manufacturing jobs, some American policymakers have proposed providing tax

credits to automobile manufacturers. The tax credits would make it cheaper for these businesses to

produce vehicles in the U.S. and would support American innovation.

Figure A4: Example Vignette Treatment

Notes: An example of how respondents learned about the fictional policy, in the Electric
Vehicles x Economic Competition treatment.
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Evaluation Wording

• DV: To what extent would you support [providing clean energy tax credits to automobile manufac-

turers] \[providing tax credits to automobile manufacturers]?

– Strongly support (7)

– Support (6)

– Slightly support (5)

– Neither support nor oppose (4)

– Slightly oppose (3)

– Oppose (2)

– Strongly oppose (1)

• Open: Briefly, could you tell us why you feel the way you do about [providing clean energy tax

credits to automobile manufacturers] \[providing tax credits to automobile manufacturers]?

• DV:Econ: To what extent do you think the proposed policy of [providing clean energy tax credits

to automobile manufacturers] \[providing tax credits to automobile manufacturers] improves the

overall condition of the U.S. economy?

– Significantly improves (7)

– Improves (6)

– Slightly improves (5)

– No change (4)

– Slightly worsens (3)

– Worsens (2)

– Significantly worsens (1)
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• DV:Climate: To what extent do you believe the proposed policy of [providing clean energy tax cred-

its to automobile manufacturers] \[providing tax credits to automobile manufacturers] addresses

the negative impacts of climate change?

– Very effectively (7)

– Effectively (6)

– Somewhat effectively (5)

– Neutral (4)

– Somewhat ineffectively (3)

– Ineffectively (2)

– Very ineffectively (1)

• Compcheck1: In the scenario you read above, the government of which country is competing with

the United States to attract investments?

– Japan (0)

– China (1)

– Germany (0)

– Australia (0)

• Compcheck2: In the policy shown above, what was the primary reason why American policymakers

were considering providing tax credits to automobile manufacturers?

– To support American innovation (1)

– To support the clean energy transition (1)

– To help workers with children (0)
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Conjoint Design

Figure A5: Conjoint Attributes and Dimensions
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Demographic Balance

Table A29: Demographic Balance Table

Generic Autos (N=1169) Electric Vehicles (N=1168)

Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

White 0.7 0.4 0.7 0.5
Nationalism 4.3 1.4 4.4 1.3

N Pct. N Pct.
Competition control 582 49.8 591 50.6

treatment 587 50.2 577 49.4
Gender Female 588 50.3 601 51.5

Male 563 48.2 558 47.8
Educ Associate’s Degree 171 14.6 141 12.1

Advanced Degree 129 11.0 138 11.8
Bachelor’s Degree 292 25.0 287 24.6
Some college 261 22.3 282 24.1
High school graduate 286 24.5 288 24.7
Less than high school 30 2.6 31 2.7

Employment Disabled 78 6.7 74 6.3
Employed full time 509 43.5 533 45.6
Employed part time 152 13.0 144 12.3
Retired 221 18.9 226 19.3
Student 41 3.5 37 3.2
Unemployed looking for work 118 10.1 105 9.0
Unemployed not looking for work 50 4.3 49 4.2

Age bins 18 - 24 119 10.2 136 11.6
25 - 34 222 19.0 214 18.3
35 - 44 236 20.2 218 18.7
45 - 54 184 15.7 195 16.7
55 - 64 215 18.4 202 17.3
65 - 74 151 12.9 151 12.9
75 or older 42 3.6 52 4.5

Party ID Independent 304 26.0 273 23.4
Democrat 398 34.0 397 34.0
Republican 379 32.4 411 35.2
No preference 82 7.0 67 5.7
Other 6 0.5 20 1.7

Social Ideology Haven’t thought much 63 5.4 64 5.5
Moderate 347 29.7 304 26.0
Liberal 386 33.0 386 33.0
Conservative 373 31.9 414 35.4

Economic Ideology Haven’t thought much 61 5.2 65 5.6
Moderate 319 27.3 296 25.3
Liberal 350 29.9 338 28.9
Conservative 439 37.6 469 40.2

Region Midwest 216 18.5 225 19.3
Northeast 247 21.1 226 19.3
South 438 37.5 466 39.9
West 250 21.4 242 20.7

Climate skepticism Climate high 548 46.9 504 43.2
Climate low 620 53.0 664 56.8
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Table A30: Alternative DVs

All Respondents PID Nationalism

Climate Economy Climate Economy Climate Economy

Tax Credit Treatment (reference= Generic Autos)
Electric Vehicles 0.602∗∗∗ −0.117 1.192∗∗∗ 0.331∗∗∗ 0.372∗∗∗ −0.396∗∗∗

(0.082) (0.082) (0.126) (0.125) (0.118) (0.117)
Competition Treatment (reference= Control)

Economic Competition 0.169∗∗ 0.131 0.160 0.098 0.277∗∗ 0.217∗
(0.082) (0.082) (0.123) (0.122) (0.121) (0.120)

PID (inc. leaners) (reference= Democrat)
Republican −0.039 −0.068

(0.126) (0.125)
No preference −0.058 −0.296∗

(0.163) (0.162)
Nationalism (reference= Nationalist)

Non-nationalist −0.389∗∗∗ −0.309∗∗∗
(0.117) (0.116)

Gender (reference= Female)
Male −0.082 −0.200∗∗∗ −0.118∗∗ −0.230∗∗∗

(0.058) (0.058) (0.059) (0.059)
White (reference= Non-White) −0.116∗ −0.023 −0.251∗∗∗ −0.145∗∗

(0.069) (0.069) (0.069) (0.068)
Education (reference= Associate degree)

Advanced Degree 0.103 0.321∗∗∗ 0.228∗ 0.432∗∗∗
(0.119) (0.118) (0.121) (0.120)

Bachelor’s degree −0.078 0.096 −0.011 0.152
(0.099) (0.098) (0.100) (0.100)

Some college −0.197∗∗ −0.067 −0.192∗ −0.064
(0.098) (0.098) (0.100) (0.100)

High school graduate −0.094 0.002 −0.091 0.009
(0.099) (0.098) (0.101) (0.100)

No high school 0.020 0.142 −0.089 0.044
(0.196) (0.194) (0.199) (0.198)

Income (reference= Up to $29,999)
$30,0000–$59,999 −0.033 −0.049 −0.050 −0.072

(0.081) (0.080) (0.083) (0.082)
$60,000–$99,999 −0.046 −0.051 −0.092 −0.099

(0.089) (0.088) (0.090) (0.090)
$100,000–$149,999 −0.077 0.007 −0.165 −0.076

(0.112) (0.111) (0.113) (0.112)
More than $150,000 −0.086 0.095 −0.142 0.049

(0.129) (0.128) (0.132) (0.131)
Employment (reference= Disabled)

Full time 0.006 −0.216∗ −0.031 −0.252∗
(0.131) (0.130) (0.134) (0.133)

Part time −0.027 −0.306∗∗ −0.012 −0.298∗∗
(0.143) (0.142) (0.146) (0.145)

Retired −0.092 −0.206 −0.147 −0.259∗
(0.153) (0.152) (0.156) (0.155)

Student −0.178 −0.347∗ −0.227 −0.392∗
(0.206) (0.204) (0.210) (0.209)

Unemployed-looking −0.126 −0.282∗ −0.190 −0.357∗∗
(0.148) (0.147) (0.151) (0.150)

Unemployed-not looking −0.248 −0.406∗∗ −0.244 −0.411∗∗
(0.181) (0.180) (0.186) (0.185)

Age (reference= 18 - 24)
25 - 34 −0.116 0.095 −0.146 0.068

(0.115) (0.114) (0.117) (0.116)
35 - 44 0.039 0.207∗ −0.015 0.164

(0.116) (0.115) (0.119) (0.118)
45 - 54 −0.133 0.144 −0.199 0.099

(0.121) (0.121) (0.125) (0.124)
55 - 64 −0.182 0.243∗∗ −0.260∗∗ 0.185

(0.123) (0.122) (0.127) (0.126)
65 - 74 −0.267∗ 0.217 −0.284∗ 0.222

(0.153) (0.152) (0.156) (0.155)
75 or older −0.526∗∗∗ −0.181 −0.617∗∗∗ −0.254

(0.202) (0.201) (0.207) (0.206)
Region (reference= Midwest)

Northeast 0.199∗∗ 0.059 0.221∗∗ 0.086
(0.091) (0.090) (0.092) (0.092)

South 0.079 −0.040 0.023 −0.084
(0.080) (0.079) (0.082) (0.081)

West 0.030 −0.007 0.042 0.015
(0.091) (0.090) (0.092) (0.092)

Interaction (reference= Control—Generic Autos)
Green—Economic Competition −0.082 0.066 −0.169 0.069 −0.169 0.088

(0.116) (0.116) (0.176) (0.174) (0.167) (0.166)
Interaction (reference= Generic Autos, Democrat, Control)

Green X Republican −1.097∗∗∗ −0.947∗∗∗
(0.177) (0.175)

Green X No preference −0.652∗∗∗ −0.211
(0.232) (0.230)

Competition X Republican 0.115 0.097
(0.176) (0.174)

Competition X No preference −0.220 −0.074
(0.236) (0.234)

Green X Competition X Republican 0.091 −0.023
(0.248) (0.246)

Green X Competition X No preference 0.300 0.104
(0.336) (0.333)

Interactions (reference= Generic Autos, Nationalist, Control)
Green X Non-nationalist 0.436∗∗∗ 0.523∗∗∗

(0.164) (0.162)
Competition X Non-nationalist −0.160 −0.131

(0.165) (0.164)
Green X Competition X Non-nationalist 0.192 −0.016

(0.232) (0.231)

N 2,337 2,337 2,309 2,309 2,305 2,305
R2 0.040 0.004 0.125 0.088 0.085 0.048

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01
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These results provide further validation of the main findings in the paper. In particular, we find

that when people are told about climate competition, they become less likely compared to those in the

control to consider climate and more likely to consider economic security. They are especially likely to

consider security from a context of Economic Nationalism, in which they view relative gains by economic

competitors as losses for their country. This suggests further that when respondents are cued to consider

economic competition as part of climate policy, they support the climate policy more because of the

potential economic well-being it offers to their national unit.
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Additional Results

Heterogeneous Effects

Group mean(1-7) lower95CI upper95CI n
1 Democrat 5.56 5.48 5.64 987
2 Republican 3.86 3.75 3.97 978
3 Nationalist 4.48 4.37 4.58 1126
4 Non-Nationalist 4.91 4.82 5.00 1206

Table A32: Mean Support for Climate Investment by Group (Pre-treatment)

Figure A8: Correlation (-1,1) between Relevant Variables
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Table A33: Nationalism Index Questions

How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
1. The world would be a better place if people from other countries
were more like Americans.

2. In the United States our people are not perfect, but our culture is
superior to others.

3. People should support their country even if their country is in the
wrong.

4. Generally speaking, America is a better country than most other
countries.

5. I would rather be a citizen of American than of any other country in
the world.

Table A34: Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Nationalism Index Items

Item Loading Std. Error
America is better country 0.862 0.007
American culture superior 0.823 0.009
World would be better if people more like Americans 0.803 0.009
Rather be American citizen 0.793 0.010
People should support their country even if wrong 0.561 0.014
Comparative Fit Index 0.980
SRMR 0.039
NOTE: Confirmatory factor analysis of the questions used to create our index
of nationalism. The standardized factor loadings indicate that each of the
nationalism questions contributed to the scale. The fit indices demonstrate
that our conceptualizing of the scale as a single latent dimension fits the data
well (Comparative Fit Index (CFI) >0.95; standardized root mean square
residual (SRMR) <0.08.
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Figure A9: Generalized Random Forests: Electric Vehicles | No Competition

generate durable coalitions. Second, they provide granular, individual-level predictions of treatment effects

that viscerally demonstrate the polarization of climate policy. Even in a framing that emphasizes green

growth and economic benefits of climate investment, Republicans and nationalists are at the opposite

ends of the spectrum from Democrats and non-nationalists. Yet these poles reverse when we introduce

economic competition, without punishment from climate supporters, demonstrating that this frame is

effective at winning over climate opponents without losing the original pro-climate base.
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