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Abstract

Despite increasing their consumption footprints, high-income countries have im-
proved domestic environmental and labor conditions. This incongruity is enabled by in-
ternational trade, dissociating consumption benefits from adverse production impacts.
However, political debates on new regulation to make environmental and labor prac-
tices more sustainable throughout companies’ global supply chains have emerged in
the Global North. While shifting public sentiment towards regulating global business
practices could place sustainability on the policy agenda forefront, citizen support for
such policies remains under-identified. Here we explore dimensions of citizen support
for global supply chain regulations via survey-embedded experiments. We find that
citizens prefer strong reporting requirement and enforcement capabilities across the
12 largest OECD importing countries (N=24,003). Further, such policy preferences
are driven by environmental attitudes and political ideology, and are robust against
pro-/anti-market informational manipulation. These results suggest substantial, cross-
national public opinion mandates for policy interventions to make global supply chains
more transparent. From a sustainability perspective, this is an a priori encouraging find-
ing as it implies that over the last decade, public opinion on this emerging policy topic
has matured. Consequently, political actors have an incentive to situate the subject
prominently in their policy programs.
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Introduction

In order to meet the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), high-income

societies of the Global North need to implement substantial changes to both the supply

(corporate-level, producer) and demand (individual-level, consumer) side of economic ac-

tivity [1]. In recent years, intense political debates on policy interventions to make global

supply chains more sustainable (i.e., the corporate producer side) have emerged through-

out the Global North [2]. Several countries (e.g., Germany, France, and the UK) have

unilaterally implemented binding supply chain regulations largely focused around increas-

ing transparency, with additional policies currently in the design process in the EU and

elsewhere [3]. Likewise, the United States government has become increasingly willing to

intervene in global business conduct by enforcing sustainability standards [4].

Yet, there appear to be limited incentives for both governments and firms to impose

stricter sustainability transparency standards on global supply chains. Actually, tighten-

ing regulation of firms’ overseas production and sourcing practices is clearly at odds with

the general understanding of (global) public goods governance as a collective action prob-

lem, where governments are likely to shirk [5]. That is, the absence of binding interna-

tional agreements is likely to constrain national governments’ willingness to impose stricter

domestic rules unilaterally [6]. Further, facilitating more sustainable global supply chains

could be associated with differential opportunity costs for firms. While some firms may ben-

efit from stricter policies in this field (particularly those that already serve niche markets for

sustainable products [7], others are likely to anticipate or experience difficulties in passing

the increased costs of production resulting from stricter sustainability requirements on to

consumers [8].

Thus, we are presented with the puzzle of how to make sense of the widespread, unilat-

eral policy shifts towards stronger sustainability transparency regulations of global supply

chains within industrialized economies.

Exploring fundamental changes in public sentiment towards business conduct provides
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a useful starting point. Within high-income democracies, the social license to operate –

the societal legitimacy benchmark of what companies ‘owe’ society and what constitutes

acceptable corporate behavior [9] – has shifted over recent decades. Empirical findings

from the United States [4] and Switzerland [3] point to considerable public support for gov-

ernment intervention in global supply chains, even though the benefits of these policies are

largely experienced abroad (such as environmental quality improvements and fairer and

safer labor conditions that would result there).

However, a comprehensive multi-country assessment of public policy preference for-

mation – and the resulting political operating space so to speak – to regulate information

disclosure in global supply chains is missing in the literature to date. Extant research stud-

ies largely focus on the perceived legitimacy of state intervention in response to patterns of

conduct by firms and governments. While previous findings suggest that citizens support

government interventions aimed at aligning international business conduct with an evolving

normative benchmark, the policy designs which garner heightened and diminished citizen

support remain under-identified. This is an important omission for several reasons.

From a sustainability perspective, the geographic dissociation of consumption and pro-

duction has particularly severe consequences. The current global economy is operating

well beyond the Earth’s ecological carrying capacity – in 2020, demand for environmental

resources exceeded Earth’s ecological capacity by approximately 60% [10]. Large multina-

tional corporations carry substantial leverage on potential progress towards the SDGs [11]

- around 80% of goods traded worldwide are linked to the international production networks

of the world’s largest enterprises [12]. Yet, efforts towards making economic activity more

sustainable are often undermined by global supply chains and international trade practices.

These global conveyor belts enable high-income societies of the Global North to ‘have the

cake and eat it too’ – to consume much more than their respective territory and population

could sustainably provide while preserving a high level of domestic environmental quality

and good labor conditions.

From a public policy perspective, environmental and social externalities of global sup-
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ply chains have, thus far, largely been governed by a system of voluntary sustainability

standards, whose remedial effectiveness have been contested by ex-post analyses [13].

However, if instead, hybrid governance schemes (i.e., blends between legally binding pub-

lic policy and voluntary measures by firms) are negotiated or conceived in the shadow

of hierarchy (i.e., initiated by the government and/or in anticipation of a regulatory threat

[14]) public opinion has the potential to shift (ideally, increase) [15, 16] the ambition levels

of non-state initiatives – particularly with regards to increased stringency and government

enforcement capacity.

Lastly, the heterogeneous macro (i.e., country)-level conditioning of individual-level sup-

port for sustainability regulation of global supply chains remains largely unknown. Even

within the increasingly interconnected Global North, substantive economic, political, social,

and cultural differences remain [17]. These factors shape citizens’ economic self-interest

and allegiance to political ideologies in environmental policy debates [18]. Accordingly, fur-

ther insights are necessary to explore [in]consistency across countries in citizens’ global

supply chain sustainability policy preferences.

In this paper we, thus, provide systematic insights into public support across the Global

North for stricter global supply chain sustainability standards, drawing on a novel survey-

embedded experiment, which we implemented in the 12 largest (by imports) high-income

OECD member economies (BE, CA, CH, DE, ES, FR, IT, JA, KO, NL, UK, US, N=24,003).

In aggregate, these economies account for almost 45% of goods imports globally [19]. In

particular, we examine public sentiment across a range of policy design attributes: policy

scope, transparency reporting requirements, and governmental rule enforcement capacity.

These policy design attributes reflect dimensions of current political and academic debates

– from voluntary business standards for large multinational companies only to government-

enforced mandates applying to most businesses. We explore the support for individual pol-

icy measures and identify politically (from a public opinion viewpoint) feasible policy designs

(packages of multiple policy instruments). Furthermore, we use a vignette experiment to

assess citizens’ preference formation in response to to pro-, and anti-, market informational
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treatments. Lastly, we examine how individual-level socio-economic factors, environmental

attitudes, political ideology and social value orientations influence support for sustainable

global supply chain policies.

Research Design

To explore cross-national support for global supply chain policy instruments, we conduct a

conjoint choice experiment [20], embedded within a larger original survey. Conjoint experi-

ments present respondents with two randomly generated separate policy proposals (A and

B), and ask them which one would they prefer. In our case, the proposals are policy designs

(packages) to regulate global supply chains. The proposals vary across three attributes,

each of which could assume several expressions (levels): (i) scope (4 levels), where a new

law could apply to companies with ‘25 or more employees’ to ‘25,000 employees or more’,

(ii) transparency mandates (3 levels), where a new law could make companies’ disclosure

‘slightly stricter than current regulations’ up to ‘much stricter’ (e.g., public, detailed report-

ing requirement), and (iii) enforcement of these disclosure mandates (3 levels), where if a

company withholds or presents false information, the new law could adopt ‘no changes’ to

the enforcement capacity of the state, to allowing for ‘strong government action’ where the

company would be placed on a public list, face a financial penalty, and be liable to legal

charges. Thus, each policy proposal presents a random mix of attribute levels (one level

per attribute, resulting in a full factorial of 36 unique designs). In total, each respondent is

presented with 5 choice tasks between two proposals. The Methods Section summarises

the full set of attribute levels.

Conjoint experimental designs have become common within political science, allowing

for causal inferences to be made about preferred policy instruments (e.g., preferences for

‘slightly stricter’ versus ‘much stricter’ transparency requirements), as well as (in the sense

of gaining majority support) policy designs mixes (mixes of policy instruments, policy pack-

ages). Further, we explore how support for policy instruments varies by country, individual
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respondent characteristics (political orientation, environmental attitudes, social value orien-

tation), as well as by informational anchor – a vignette treatment to test the robustness of

citizens’ preferences (random assignment to either pro-, anti-market information, or con-

trol with no information presented). Further context on the conjoint experimental design is

provided in Methods.

Results

We analyze these results using marginal means [21], which present the probability of se-

lecting (in a forced choice task), a proposal that contains a specific policy instrument (level

of policy attribute). Given the choice between A or B, marginal means are centered around

0.50, which we plot as a reference in each of the graphs. Hence, for example in Figure 1,

support for proposals with ‘no changes’ to government enforcement is estimated at 0.39,

while proposals including ‘strong action’ are much more supported, at a probability of 0.57

(equivalent to an average marginal component effect of 0.18).

The survey instrument was structured as follows: First, we ask respondents broad ques-

tions on attitudes towards global business, then we implement an informational treatment,

followed by the conjoint choice tasks. Next, we probe respondents perceived policy conse-

quences, and lastly, we record political and environmental attitudes. The Methods Section

includes more information on all survey components. The analyses report results from the

conjoint experiment (Figures 1-3), attitudes items (Figure 4), and vignette (Figure 6), but

also include one of the consequences probes in order to identify respondent expectations

regarding costs associated with regulating supply chains (Figure 5).

Sustainable Supply Chain Policies Support

Panel A of Figure 1 depicts the distribution of respondents’ support for mandatory dis-

closure of information on environmental and working conditions by companies in general

terms. Respondents provided this general preference before completing the experimental
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components of the survey and before receiving any additional information on supply chains.

The response distribution indicates that most respondents agree that governments should

adopt new laws to make information disclosure on environmental and working conditions

mandatory (average response of 5.26 out of 7).

Next, drawing upon the conjoint choice experimental design, we explore support for

global supply chain policy across three dimensions: scope (company size subject to regu-

lation), transparency (the extent of mandatory corporate disclosure), and enforcement (the

capacity of the government to sanction non-compliance) (Panel B of Figure 1). We find

strong support for comprehensive policy measures across all three dimensions. Overall,

citizens prefer policies that apply to companies of most sizes (broad scope), with a slight

preference for policies applying to large and very large companies (Pr(Proposal ≥ 2, 500

employees)=0.51). Furthermore, policies that aim to strongly increase transparency (de-

tailed government rules on required reporting content, public report) obtain strong support

– 0.54% of policy combinations that make transparency reporting ‘much stricter’ are se-

lected as preferred policy designs, in comparison to ∼ 45% of those that only ‘slightly in-

crease’ reporting requirements. Lastly, respondents prefer robust government enforcement

competencies in cases of non-compliance (e.g., naming and shaming, imposing financial

penalties, canceling public procurement, pressing legal charges). ‘Strong’ governmental

action receives far greater support (0.57) than policies that do ‘not change’ current (rela-

tively weak) enforcement schemes (0.38), a difference of almost 20 percentage points.

Figure Captions
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Figure 1: Support for global sustainable supply chain policies. Panel A: Mean and
distribution on survey item ‘[Respondent’s country] should adopt and enforce
new laws that make it mandatory for any company in [respondent’s country] to
provide accurate information to consumers on the environmental and working
conditions under which imported products they are selling were made abroad.’
Responses measured on a 7-point Likert scale (7: ‘strongly agree’; 1 ‘strongly
disagree’). Dotted red line represents mean response (5.26). Panel B: Marginal
means (predicted probabilities) are calculated from the conjoint choice experi-
ment for dimensions scope, transparency, and enforcement with 95% confidence
intervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors). Individual choice based
on preference towards a policy proposal (A or B) is the dependent variable. 50%
probability of selecting a proposal with the given characteristics is plotted in black.

Support for sustainability policy interventions to global supply chains is remarkably con-

sistent across all 12 countries examined (Figure 2). The most notable differences are for

respondents in Japan, which were comparatively less likely to support the application of

new supply chain regulation to all companies (Pr(Proposal ≥ 25 employees)=0.43), mak-

ing reporting requirements ‘much stricter’ (Pr(Proposal ‘much more’)=0.52) and allowing for

‘strong’ government enforcement (Pr(Proposal ‘strong action’)=0.52). However, these dif-

ferences in Japan are substantively small, where for example, a majority still prefers more
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transparency regulation and stronger enforcement provisions. In sum, these findings indi-

cate that there is strong public support across the largest importing economies of the Global

North for stricter sustainability regulation of supply chains.
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Figure 2: Marginal means of supply chain policy support by country. Marginal means
(predicted probabilities) are calculated from conjoint choice experiment for di-
mensions of scope, transparency, and enforcement, with 95% confidence inter-
vals (respondent-level clustered standard errors) individually for each country.
Individual choice based on preference towards a policy proposal (A or B) is the
dependent variable. 50% probability of selecting a proposal with the given char-
acteristics is plotted in black.

Policy Packages

To identify the variance in public support for policy packages, we conducted full factorial,

three-way interaction analyses across all levels of the three policy attributes (Figure 3) [22].

Specifically, we calculated the marginal means for each iteration of the full-factorial inter-

action to explore “horizontal” policy packages (i.e., inclusive of multiple dimensions related

to the same policy goal) to identify ‘ideal’ combinations of policy designs which have the
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greatest support. The marginal means for each iteration of the policy design are akin to

average component interaction effects (ACIE) for the full-factorial of policy instruments [20].

We find that policy designs including ‘much stricter’ transparency reporting and ‘strong’

government enforcement obtain the strongest support. Around 60% of respondents sup-

port such policy designs, particularly when applied to companies with ≥ 2, 500 employees.

In contrast, policy designs that include only ‘slightly stricter’ transparency reporting require-

ments and bring ‘no changes’ to governmental enforcement are, on average, rejected by

respondents (∼ 35% support), regardless of the company size to which new rules would

apply. These findings suggest that policymakers can build upon a fairly strong public reg-

ulatory mandate if adopting policy designs inclusive of more stringent transparency and

enforcement mechanisms.
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However, Figure 3 also illustrates that depending on the specific attribute level, policy

features can either be considered complements or substitutes in individuals’ preference for-

mation. Specifically, without robust enforcement provisions (‘no changes’ to enforcement

action), none of the policy packages reaches the 50% public support threshold (regardless

of the level of transparency requirements). However, as soon as government enforcement

becomes part of the package (‘some enforcement action’), nearly all policies exceed sup-

port levels of 50%. At this point, extending the transparency reporting requirements can, in

some cases, substitute for tightening enforcement provisions further (‘strong enforcement

action’). For instance, a policy package applying to firms ≥ 2, 500 employees and including

‘much stricter’ transparency reporting requirements has one of the greatest probabilities of

support, despite being backed by only moderate (‘somewhat more’) government enforce-

ment capacities.

Drivers of Variation in Individuals’ Support

The first two steps in the empirical analysis established that cross-national public support

for regulating supply chains in terms of policy scope, transparency, and government en-

forcement is strong. However, citizens vary on their attitudinal and value-related priors, and

this variation affects evaluations of policy designs. Since regulating global supply chains

is an attempt to provide environmental and social public goods abroad [3] (and there are

less clearly defined domestic pocket book ‘winners’ and ‘losers’) we expect particularly

strong moderating effects of individual characteristics on policy preferences. Consequently,

we evaluate support for policy attributes by individuals’ characteristics in terms of environ-

mental attitudes [23] (from low to high), political orientation (self-assignment on a left-right

scale), and social value orientations [24]. We calculate each policy attribute’s predicted

probability of support at substantive levels of each characteristic.

First, support for increased policy scope is moderately related to environmental atti-

tudes and political orientation, but not to measures of social value orientations (see Figure

4, Panel A). For example, the predicted probability of supporting policies that apply to all
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companies (≥ 25 employees) differs by 5 percentage points between respondents with low

(-2SD) and high (+2SD) levels of environmental attitudes.
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Figure 4: Marginal means of supply chain policy support by subgroups.Marginal
means (predicted probabilities) are calculated from conjoint choice experiment
for dimensions scope, transparency, and enforcement with 95% confidence in-
tervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors). Individual choice based on
preference towards a policy proposal (A or B) is the dependent variable. Marginal
means are conditioned by subgroups at different levels of environmental attitudes
(-2SD to +2SD), political orientation (left to right), and social value orientation
(competitive, individualistic, prosocial, and altruistic). 50% probability of select-
ing a proposal with the given characteristics is plotted in black.
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Next, support for increased transparency reporting requirements is more strongly as-

sociated with environmental attitudes and political orientation (see Figure 4, Panel B). The

likelihood of supporting ‘much more’ mandatory reporting is ∼ 10 percentage points greater

for those with heightened environmental attitudes (e.g., +2SD compared to -2SD). Similarly,

respondents on the political left are ∼ 5 percentage points more likely to support policies

with ‘much more’ mandatory reporting, while alternatively, those on the right are ∼ 5 per-

centage points more likely to support policies with only ‘slightly more’ transparency. Again,

we find minimal substantive differences across social value orientations.

Last, we observe the strongest moderating effects of individual characteristics on in-

creased government enforcement competencies (see Figure 4, Panel C). Support for

‘strong action’ against non-compliant actors is ∼ 15 percentage points greater for respon-

dents with ‘high’ levels of environmental attitudes. While, respondents on the political right

are ∼ 10 percentage points more likely to support proposal with ‘no changes’ to governmen-

tal enforcement actions than those on the political left. Lastly, for social value orientations,

we find substantively smaller differences, where for example, respondents with ‘pro-social’

values are roughly 5 percentage points more likely to support policies with ‘no changes’

than those with ‘competitive’ values.

Perceptions of Cost Implications and Robustness

Furthermore, we tested how respondents view the potential costs implications of new sup-

ply chain policies for them as consumers. After the conjoint experiment, we presented re-

spondents with one of three randomly assigned policy packages, consisting of varied levels

of stringency (low, medium, high). We then tasked respondents with evaluating their expec-

tations of this policy package across a range of potential impacts (on 7-point scales). Here,

we focus on perceptions of cost implications, calculating the marginal means of responses

across these three policy packages (see Figure 5).

We estimate marginal means of respondents’ expected policy costs for consumers due

to the (hypothetical) adoption of low-, medium-, and high-stringency policy packages by
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their home country (comparison between-subjects). We observe that respondents expect

cost impacts for all low-, medium- and high-stringency policy packages (grand mean of

4.32), whereby expected costs impacts are greatest for high-stringency policies (0.46 above

scale mid-point, 28% of standard deviation). Yet, while this difference from the scale mid-

point is substantially large, the evaluations between the three policy packages do not differ

by much. For example, low stringency policy packages are similarly evaluated to be 0.16

above the scale midpoint, or 10% of standard deviation). Accordingly, these findings sug-

gest that while respondents do perceive some cost implications of supply chain regulations,

the perceived differences between more nuanced designs may not be large enough to sub-

stantively shape support for these policies on the basis of cost perceptions.

Given the relatively recent development of global supply chain policies, we tested the

robustness of respondents’ preferences. First, we investigated potential effects of informa-

tional treatments on policy preferences [25] . To that end, we implemented an informational

vignette experiment, where each respondent was assigned either to a pro-market treatment

(emphasizing corporate credibility and the effectiveness of certification labeling schemes),

an anti-market treatment (highlighting issues of greenwashing and the ‘labeling jungle’), or

the control group where no further information was presented. If, indeed, supply chain reg-

ulation has become a contested political subject, we would expect relatively only small (if

any) preference updates in response to informational framing. Indeed, we find that citizen

preferences for supply chain policy instruments are largely robust to framing effects (see

Figure 6). Across all policy dimensions, there are only minor substantive differences in

preferred policy design features based upon informational treatment assignment (all differ-

ences in support are ≤ 5 percentage points).
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Discussion

Here we present a cross-national assessment of public acceptance of sustainable global

supply chain regulations in high-income societies of the Global North, finding strong sup-

port for unilateral interventions aimed to increase sustainable labor and environmental con-

ditions. Specifically, citizens in 12 high-income democracies greatly prefer policy designs

that include stricter corporate disclosure mandates and strong governmental enforcement

capacities. However, crucially, we further observe that respondents expect increased con-

sumer costs as a consequence of any policy package (high stringency policy packages in

particular), in line previous research finding that respondents associate supply chain regu-

lations with opportunity costs and competitive disadvantages for firms [3].

These findings corroborate arguments that public support for (localized) environmental

and social public goods – a societal consequence of increased macro-economic develop-

ment – apply to both domestic and overseas contexts [3]. Further, the experimental design

allows for causal inferences regarding public support for specific policy designs and how

individual characteristics influence policy preferences [21]. Crucially, these findings high-

light that a medium-level amount of governmental enforcement competencies – including

‘naming and shaming’ of non-compliant companies and financial penalties – are required

components for policy packages to receive majority support. Hence, our study points to a

contemporary political operating space, which, in terms of stringency, extends beyond the

current (rather fragmented) governance in global supply chain management, which is pre-

dominantly characterized by corporate voluntarism, non-coercive partnerships and more

recently, reporting mandates [26].

From an environmental or human rights perspective, this is an encouraging finding as

it provides political actors (‘entrepreneurs’) with a high baseline level of public sentiment to

cultivate the subject further [27]. Shifting public opinion could be effective in bringing the is-

sue to the forefront of the policy agenda, especially since relevant actors have established

themselves in pivotal positions – for example, green parties are currently part of govern-
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ing coalitions in 7 EU Member States and have recently received record electoral support

across democratic states of the Global North [28].

Furthermore, at least two important political framework conditions appear to be fa-

vorable. First, while corporate lobbying often presents serious obstacles to implementa-

tion of new policies [8], preferences towards global supply chains’ sustainability (and their

regulation) are quite heterogeneous, where conflicts between competing interest groups

could push policy design in opposite directions [29]. Thus, intervention-averse interest

groups may not carry sufficient political momentum to blunt governments’ choices towards

parochial trajectories. Second, governments might be able to apply pre-existing (domes-

tic environmental) structures (based on, e.g., transparency and sanctioning) to optimize

market processes to a new policy area. The current state of public sentiment, political en-

trepreneurs and political boundary conditions [27] is favorable such that the political system

could respond to public support for further policy action in this area.

Limitations and Future Research

Still, questions remain regarding underlying policy preference formation mechanisms. For

instance, voters might systematically prefer coercive but level-playing-field policy instru-

ments at the firm level (e.g., mandatory disclosure) over paternalistic interventions aimed

at changing individual consumer behaviors [e.g., taxation 30]. This may be a consequence

of consumers being i) unwilling to adapt due to a hedonic utility loss via unpleasant infor-

mation [31] or ii) unable to make changes due to costs associated with information-seeking

[32]. Accordingly, future inquiries could focus on individual willingness to pay for additional

sustainability information to quantify the value such disclosure mandates may have to con-

sumers [33]. In any case, developing a deeper understanding of consumers’ sensitivity

or indifference vis-a-vis costs is vital because the effectiveness of a heightened sustain-

ability information supply (induced by disclosure mandates) partly depends on facilitating

more sustainable consumption. Otherwise, disclosure-based policies run the risk of be-

ing expressive, “producing a sense that something has been accomplished without actually

20



helping anyone” [34, p.133].

Hence, further research could probe deeper into processes effecting differences be-

tween regulatory approaches within high-income states [35] – such as public pressure for

regulation varying across industrial sectors (e.g., mineral extraction, agriculture, textiles).

Similarly, future research could test whether public support for transparency is constant

across different stages of the supply chain. For example, the public might be particularly

interested in information about conditions of production upstream because, such (relatively

distant from a consumer perspective) harms of production tend to diffuse to regions with

weak governance.

It remains essential to consider that while achieving more transparency (the focus of

this study) constitutes an important lever to improve sustainability in global supply chains,

“transparency is only ever a means, not an end”[36, p.171]. In other words, the relationship

between transparency and sustainability is not automatic, though greater transparency is

likely to be a necessary (though not sufficient) condition for more sustainable global sup-

ply chains. This means that we need more research on how effective particular types of

disclosure initiatives are under particular conditions. It is also important to consider the

distributional implications of such initiatives. For instance, poorly-designed transparency

initiatives in high-income countries could reduce or even prevent market access by smaller

producers from countries in the Global South [37]. Future research should thus examine

the policy preferences towards sustainability governance of global supply chains also in

countries of the Global South to assess whether and where preferences align or differ from

the preferences in the Global North.

We suggest further studies to replicate and expand upon these findings. While there

may be country-specific differences in regulatory approaches and intervention strategies –

e.g., between the EU and the anglophone countries – our results suggest that global supply

chains likely will remain a key item on individuals’ and parties’ economic and foreign policy

programs.
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Methods

We implemented an original survey between September 22 and November 3, 2021, with

24,003 respondents from the 12 largest high-income importing economies (BE, CA, CH,

DE, ES, FR, IT, JA, KO, NL, UK, US, N= 2,000 each) [19]. We recruited respondents from

Dynata’s (formerly Survey Sampling International and Research Now) online panel. Our

sampling strategy targeted only citizens eligible to vote, i.e., respondents had to be at least

18 years of age. We set quotas on age, gender (interlocked with age), and education (3

categories), whereby our study sample followed the distribution of these characteristics in

the target countries’ censuses.

We fielded the survey in English, German, French, Italian, Spanish, Flemish, Dutch,

Japanese, and Korean, the main official languages in our target countries. We implemented

a multi-step translation procedure: First, translators at Dynata translated the survey instru-

ment from English to all other languages. In a second step, native speakers reviewed

the translations, correcting minor errors and suggesting improvements. In a final step, the

translations were finalized by the Dynata translators. Our survey instrument was approved

by the ETH Zurich’s Ethics Committee (EK-2021-N67), and we pre-registered it on Harvard

Dataverse (see: https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/KLOTB6).

We implemented a series of checks to control respondents’ attention and safeguard data

quality. Specifically, we flagged respondents for meeting any of the following criteria: a) re-

sponse duration below 45% of the median duration (conditional on the respondent country

and experimental group, see below, grand median at 14 minutes) b) incorrect answer on

an item requesting respondents to indicate how many wheels a bicycle has (question in the

first third of the survey) c) incorrect answer on an item requesting respondents to ‘select

the triangle’ (other shapes being displayed, question in the last third of the survey). Re-

spondents flagged twice were replaced in the sampling process, and they are not included

in our empirical analysis. These bad quality interviews amount to around 3.2% of the total

sample.
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Further, while we set quotas across essential socio-demographic characteristics, and

non-probability samples can yield equally accurate inferences as traditional probability sam-

ples, we assess the risk of bias derived from our non-probability sampling design [38].

Accordingly, we explore the congruence of non-quota relevant attitude dimensions (politi-

cal and non-political) between our online sample and a sample collected using probability

sampling techniques. In particular, if we compare the Swiss sample used in these analyses

to a probability sample collected for the Swiss Mobility Panel (N=9,500, 2020-2022), we

only find non-substantive differences in the descriptive statistics for political orientation and

social value orientation (Table S10). These findings suggest that our online, ‘convenience’

sample is representative of the underlying populations beyond quota-relevant characteris-

tics.

Next, given the multiple components included in this survey instrument, there may be

ordering effects, particularly in the sub-group attitudinal scales which are presented at the

end of the survey design. Methodological research suggest that even within strong, ‘direc-

tional’ treatment designs (such as repeated within-subject vignette experiments), there are

minimal treatment biases shaping subsequent survey items [39]. Further, given that con-

joint experiments are non-directional and multiplicative, such designs are likely less prone

to creating biases. Lastly, we also explore potential biases generated as a results of the

vignette treatment assignment. We compare the descriptive statistics of the environmental

attitudes and political orientation scale, finding minimal differences resulting from treatment

assignment (see Table S9). In sum, we expect minimal biases as a result of these experi-

mental components.

Citizens’ Policy Preferences

A conjoint choice experiment was at the core of our research design [40]. Conjoint ex-

periment designs are quite adaptable, and well suited for questions addressed in a wide

range of social science research. In particular, they are commonly used to identify policy

designs (packages or mixes of policy instruments) to maximize support and political fea-
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sibility of policies (for example in carbon taxation [41]. Furthermore, such designs can be

adopted to assess policy support by decomposing policy packages into their individual in-

struments [40]. This focus on the role of individual instruments allows for researchers to

leverage the conjoint experimental design to make causal inferences regarding preferred

policy elements.

We requested respondents to evaluate two policy proposals, A and B, displayed side-

by-side in that experiment. Each of the policy proposals was composed of three attributes.

Each of these attributes, in turn, represented a dimension of potential government inter-

vention into global supply chains. The particular attribute values making up policies A and

B were drawn randomly from the full set of attribute values. Respondents completed five

rounds of the choice experiment.

We used three items to measure respondents’ policy preferences. First, we asked re-

spondents to indicate whether they would oppose or favor either proposal separately. As

the main outcome (response) variable in the conjoint experiment, respondents were asked

to indicate which of the two policy proposals they would support if they had to vote to-

day (forced choice). Respondents who indicated they would oppose both policies were

prompted in a follow-up question to tell why they opposed both proposals. In that case,

respondents could either state that ‘neither proposal was strict enough’ that ‘both proposals

were too restrictive’ or fill in a text field.

Before entering the conjoint experiment, respondents were given the following introduc-

tory information (United States example):

“Products sold in the United States are often made partially or entirely in another

country. Think, for example, of coffee, computers, clothes, cars, gold, chemi-

cals, or steel. These products are manufactured and sold through international

supply chains that may involve multiple companies from the United States and

from other countries abroad.”

“Each country has its own distinct standards for labor conditions and environ-

24



mental protections. Hence, imported products that we buy locally in the United

States may be produced abroad under certain working (i.e., wages, working

hours, safety rules) and environmental conditions (i.e., clean air and water qual-

ity) that are different from US standards.”

In the next step, respondents were informed that “politicians and societies around the

world are debating whether governments should adopt and enforce new laws.” Finally, we

introduced respondents to all conjoint attributes and their values. Despite a global shift in

sustainable economy policy towards comprehensive (i.e., across economic sectors) supply

chain regulation, discussions on policy design vary considerably between national con-

texts (e.g., depending on the legal system). Hence, to draw generalizable inferences, we

had to abstract from these debates. Consequently, we based our experimental attributes

on key policy design dimensions identified by the global environmental governance liter-

ature. Specifically, most policy blueprints to govern common goods suggest that trans-

parency/monitoring provisions [42] and a sanctioning regime to punish non-compliance are

necessary [43]. Thus, even though we maintain that our list of attribute values reflects

real-world debates in all of our sample countries, we avoided national policy design idiosyn-

crasies (Rudolph et al. provide an excellent summary of the state of current affairs across

countries in their supplementary material [3]).

In particular, we translate insights from the governance literature to the supply chains

context by focusing on three key policy characteristics. In particular, the first attribute – the

scope attribute – represents the share of the private sector that would be subject to new

regulation, whereby we distinguish companies by the number of employees (a common dis-

tinction in regulatory policy-making, and also a simple to grasp feature for our respondents).

Thereby, we relate to literature on corporate self-regulation, which has conceptualized the

extent of participation in environmental policy as ‘breadth’ [44, 2] and calibrated the corre-

sponding attribute based on the European Commission recommendation 2003/361, which

situates small- and medium-sized enterprises up to around 250 employees. However, since
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debates on supply chains policies are often linked to large companies [11], we set the at-

tribute levels such as to generate variation near the upper boundary of company size.

The second attribute – the transparency attribute – identifies how firms are required to

report on environmental and labor conditions in their supply chains. This attribute varies on

whether the report is confidential or public and to what extent the government mandates

specific contents of the report. The underlying logic is that more detailed and public re-

porting increases reputational stakes for firms, which in turn is likely to decrease corporate

shirking incentives. Empirical evidence on social activism even suggests that ‘good’ firms

that disclose more information actually make better targets for advocacy groups [45]. To

make the substantive differences between the attribute levels easy to understand, we vary

both attribute dimensions simultaneously whereby future research could tease out differ-

ences in public support for more specific reporting instruments.

The third attribute – the enforcement attribute – measures the strength of accountability

mechanisms. In other words, the attribute indicates what happens if companies do not com-

ply with disclosure mandates. Standard arguments posit that accountability mechanisms –

although not popular in the private sector – are necessary to increase compliance pressure

and, particularly in bottom-up governance, to reduce the incentives to free-ride [46]. To

identify respondents’ confidence in private-sector reporting absent enforcement, we set a

zero accountability baseline. Again, we made the qualitative differences between the at-

tribute levels easy to understand for respondents by increasing the strength of government

capabilities on several common sanctioning dimensions – ‘naming and shaming’, fines and

legal action. Table S1 in Supplementary Information reports all attribute levels.

We analyze the conjoint data using marginal means [21]. Since every respondent eval-

uated two policies in five choice tasks, our data collection resulted in around 240,000 ob-

servations. Marginal means represent the average choice probability across all policy pack-

ages in which a particular attribute value was part. Further, we implement this method to

investigate respondent preferences in subgroups – e.g., differentiated by political left-right

orientation [21].
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Individual Characteristics

Arguments related to the Environmental Kuznets Curve model posit that, in general terms,

citizens in high-income countries will support policy to provide domestic (environmental)

public goods. However, concerning the provision of environmental and social public goods

abroad, we expect more substantial variation in citizens’ policy preferences depending on

their attitudinal and value-related priors [3]. We base this expectation on the fact that, unlike

trade policy debates, discussions on global supply chains tend not to be characterized by

cleavages between economic ‘winners’ and ‘losers’. Therefore, we stratify our analyses by

three crucial individual characteristics in this context.

First, we asked respondents to indicate their political preferences on an 11-point left-

right scale: "In politics people sometimes talk of ‘left’ and ‘right’. Where would you place

yourself on this scale, where 1 means the ‘left’ and 11 means the ‘right’?".

Second, we measured respondents’ general environmental attitudes drawing on the

battery of 7-items developed by the International Social Survey Programme, previously im-

plemented in 2010 (Environment III) [23]. These 7-items measure different components of

environmental attitudes, with 2 items capturing measures of perceived environmental im-

pact, while the other 5 items more broadly measure environmental attitudes. Given the

ordinal nature of the response outcomes for environmental attitudes (Likert scale, 1-7), we

conduct a factor analysis using a polychoric correlation matrix [47], using the iterated prin-

cipal factors method for extraction [48]. For all 7-items, the factor analysis indicates a likely

two latent factors underlying this construct (5 items measuring attitudes, and 2 measur-

ing direct effect of environmental impacts). We use the 5 items measuring environmental

attitudes for these analyses, via a predict factor score, which was standardized (Mean=0,

SD=1). Specific item wording and factor analyses are presented in Tables S4 and S5 in the

appendix.

Third, we recorded respondents’ social value orientations using an instrument devel-

oped by Murphy and colleagues [24]. In a nutshell, based on six tasks, in which individuals
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distributed an amount of (fictional) money between themselves and an anonymous ‘other

person’. For example, they could choose between different sets of funds where the re-

spondent would hypothetically receive between 50-100 dollars, and the ‘other’ would also

receive somewhere between 15-100 dollars. Given the variance in these potential choices

(which are not zero sums, e.g., not all choice sets sum to 150 for both the respondent

and the other), we are able to estimate how willing the respondent is to maximize payouts

for themselves (individualistic), for others (benevolent), for both themselves and the other

(pro-social), and minimizing the payout to the other (competitive).

Robustness of Policy Preferences

To examine how crystallized citizens’ attitudes on the topic are, we implemented a vignette

survey experiment. In the experiment, we used informational anchors regarding the current

state of global supply chains management . In other words, if supply chain regulation has

become a salient policy issue and if indeed, citizens have had sufficient time to develop

strong attitudes, we would expect no effects of one-off information on policy preferences.

Specifically, before entering the conjoint experiment – i.e., after the explanatory infor-

mation on supply chains, but before being introduced to the conjoint attribute levels – re-

spondents were assigned to a control, a pro-market or a con-market group. Respondents in

the control group did not receive any additional information. Respondents in the treatment

groups were confronted with four short text excerpts. After each text, respondents were

prompted to reflect and indicate (on seven-point scales) to what extent the information they

just read affected a) their confidence in how companies informed consumers about environ-

mental and working conditions in their supply chains and b) their support for new govern-

ment laws on how companies disclose information to consumers about the environmental

and working conditions in their supply chains. The pro-market treatment text excerpts em-

phasized the credibility of corporate efforts and the effectiveness of certification and labeling

in communicating the sustainability of products to consumers. In contrast, the con-market

treatment text excerpts highlighted that many companies engage in greenwashing and how
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the ‘labeling jungle’ caused consumer confusion [49]. See our pre-registered study design

for the complete treatment wording.

Second, our findings broadly suggest preferences for increased regulatory interventions

of global supply chains (Figure 1, Panel A), where support increases along with measures

for heightened stringency (Figure 3). Lastly, as a robustness check in the conjoint experi-

mental design, after asking respondents to choose which policy they would prefer (A or B),

we asked them separately if they would prefer either policy A and B separately (yes or no).

We replicated the findings presented in Figure 1-6 presented here using this alternative

response methodology (see Figure S1-S5).

Finally, to investigate perceptions of policy consequences and get a deeper understand-

ing of individual preference formation mechanisms, we confronted respondents with hypo-

thetical policy scenarios, which, in terms of wording, we based closely on the conjoint at-

tributes. Specifically, respondents were randomly assigned to one of 3 possibilities – a low,

middle and high stringency policy scenario. In a next step, we asked respondents for their

evaluation of the consequences of the presented policy proposal on a 7-point scale (agree-

ment to disagreement). In particular, we implemented this experiment to test to what extent

respondents associated policy with potential costs for them as consumers. We Table in ,

we summarize the three policy scenarios in Table S2 in Supplementary Information.
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n=24,003 respondents for Panel A. Error bars in Panel B represent 95% confidence intervals (df=24,002) from 24,003 respondents * 10 choices for n=240,030 observations

Figure S1: Support for global sustainable supply chain policies. Panel A: Mean and
distribution on survey item ‘[Respondent’s country] should adopt and enforce
new laws that make it mandatory for any company in [respondent’s country] to
provide accurate information to consumers on the environmental and working
conditions under which imported products they are selling were made abroad.’
Responses measured on a 7-point Likert scale (7: ‘strongly agree’; 1 ‘strongly
disagree’). Dotted red line represents mean response (5.26). Panel B: Marginal
means (predicted probabilities) are calculated from the conjoint choice exper-
iment for dimensions scope, transparency, and enforcement with 95% confi-
dence intervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors). Individual choice
based on preference towards a policy proposal A and B is the dependent vari-
able (asked independently, support proposal ’yes/no’?). 50% probability of se-
lecting a proposal with the given characteristics is plotted in black.
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Figure S2: Marginal means of supply chain policy support by country. Marginal
means (predicted probabilities) are calculated from conjoint choice experiment
for dimensions of scope, transparency, and enforcement, with 95% confidence
intervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors) individually for each coun-
try. Individual choice based on preference towards a policy proposal A and B
is the dependent variable (asked independently, support proposal ’yes/no’?).
50% probability of selecting a proposal with the given characteristics is plotted
in black.
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Figure S3: Marginal means of supply chain policy packages.Marginal means (predicted
probabilities) are calculated from the conjoint choice experiment of policy pack-
ages for full factorial, interactive product terms of all policy instruments, with
95% confidence intervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors). Indi-
vidual choice based on preference towards a policy proposal A and B is the
dependent variable (asked independently, support proposal ’yes/no’?). 50%
probability of selecting a proposal with the given characteristics is plotted in
black.

3



0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

−2
SD

−1
SD

Mean +1
SD

+2
SD

Environmental Attitudes

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

Left          Right

Political Orientation

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

Compe−
titive

Individ−
ualistic

Pro−
social

Altru−
istic

Social Value Orientation
A)

Scope − Company Size

Very large >=Large >=Medium All Companies

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

 

−2
SD

−1
SD

Mean +1
SD

+2
SD

Environmental Attitudes

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

 

Left         Right

Political Orientation

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

Compe−
titive

Individ−
ualistic

Pro−
social

Altru−
istic

Social Value Orientation
B)

Transparency − Mandatory Reporting

Slightly More Somewhat More Much More

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

 

−2
SD

−1
SD

Mean +1
SD

+2
SD

Environmental Attitudes

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

 

Left         Right

Political Orientation

0.35

0.40

0.45

0.50

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

Compe−
titive

Individ−
ualistic

Pro−
social

Altru−
istic

Social Value Orientation
C)

Enforcement − Government Action

No changes Some action Strong action

Error bars in represent 95% confidence intervals (df=24,002) from 24,003 respondents * 10 choices for n=240,030 observations

Figure S4: Marginal means of supply chain policy support by subgroups.Marginal
means (predicted probabilities) are calculated from conjoint choice experiment
for dimensions scope, transparency, and enforcement with 95% confidence in-
tervals (respondent-level clustered standard errors). Individual choice based on
preference towards a policy proposal A and B is the dependent variable (asked
independently, support proposal ’yes/no’?). Marginal means are conditioned by
subgroups at different levels of environmental concern (low to high), political
orientation (left to right), and social value orientation (competitive, individualis-
tic, prosocial, and altruistic). 50% probability of selecting a proposal with the
given characteristics is plotted in black.
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Tables

Table S1: Overview of Policy Attributes in Conjoint Experiment

Attributes Values

Scope – A new law
could apply to:

• Very large companies (25,000 employees or more)

• Large and very large companies (2,500 employees or more)

• Medium sized, large and very large companies (250 employ-
ees or more)

• All companies with 25 employees or more

Transparency – A new
law could make com-
panies’ reporting:

• Slightly stricter – no government rules on required content
(companies can freely choose what they report), annual confi-
dential report to government

• Somewhat stricter – some general government rules on re-
quired content (companies can partially choose what they re-
port), annual confidential report to government

• Much stricter – detailed government rules on required content
(companies must report according to a specific set of ques-
tions), annual public report (online)

Enforcement – If a
company withholds or
presents false infor-
mation, a new law
could:

• Not change the status quo and not allow for government action
against the company. The company can only remind the com-
pany of its responsibility.

• Allow for some government action – putting the company on a
public list of companies that provide unreliable information and
imposing a moderate financial penalty

• Allow for strong government action – putting the company on
a public list of companies that provide unreliable information,
imposing a severe financial penalty, stop buying government
supplies from that company, press legal charges against the
company management.
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Table S2: Overview of Policy Scenarios

Stringency
Level

Scenario Components

Low

• Very large companies (25,000 employees or more)

• Slightly stricter – no government rules on required content
(companies can freely choose what they report), annual confi-
dential report to government

• Not change the status quo and not allow for government action
against the company. The company can only remind the com-
pany of its responsibility.

Medium

• Medium sized, large and very large companies (250 employ-
ees or more)

• Somewhat stricter – some general government rules on re-
quired content (companies can partially choose what they re-
port), annual confidential report to government

• Allow for some government action – putting the company on a
public list of companies that provide unreliable information and
imposing a moderate financial penalty

High

• All companies with 25 employees or more

• Much stricter – detailed government rules on required content
(companies must report according to a specific set of ques-
tions), annual public report (online)

• Allow for strong government action – putting the company on
a public list of companies that provide unreliable information,
imposing a severe financial penalty, stop buying government
supplies from that company, press legal charges against the
company management.
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Table S3: Descriptive Statistics and Variable Coding

Variable Coding Mean Std. Dev.
Environmental Concern Scale 1 ’Lowest’ to 7 ’Highest’, see Table S4 4.37 1.06
Political Orientation 1 ’Left’ to 11 ’Right’ 6.08 2.42
Social Value Orientation Coded according to Murphy et al. [24]

Competitive 0 ’Not Competitive’ to 1 ’Competitive’ 0.02 0.14
Individualistic 0 ’Not Individualistic’ to 1 ’Individualistic’ 0.60 0.49
Pro-social 0 ’Not Pro-social’ to 1 ’Pro-social’ 0.35 0.48
Altruistic 0 ’Not Altruistic’ to 1 ’Altruistic’ 0.03 0.16

N 24,003
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Table S4: Environmental Attitudes Items, Variable Coding and Descriptive Statistics

Variable Coding Mean Std. Dev.
Environmental Concern Scale 1 ’Lowest’ to 7 ’Highest’ 4.37 1.06

(1) It is just too difficult for someone like me to do much about the
environment.

1 ’strongly agree’ to 7 ’strongly disagree’ 4.29 1.74

(2) There are more important things to do in life than protect the
environment.

1 ’strongly agree’ to 7 ’strongly disagree’ 4.32 1.80

(3) There is no point in doing what I can for the environment unless
others do the same.

1 ’strongly agree’ to 7 ’strongly disagree’ 4.26 1.93

(4) Many of the claims about environmental threats are exagger-
ated.

1 ’strongly agree’ to 7 ’strongly disagree’ 4.59 1.87

(5) I find it hard to know whether the way I live is helpful or harmful
to the environment.

1 ’strongly agree’ to 7 ’strongly disagree’ 4.07 1.64

N 24,003
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Table S5: Items and polychoric factor loading of Environmental Concern Scale. Items are mirrored to reflect a scale of low-high
levels of environmental concern. See Table S4 for item wording and descriptive statistics.

Item Factor Loadings Uniqueness
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? (1) (2) (3) (4)

(1) Too difficult for someone like me 0.760 0.281 -0.062 -0.072 0.335
(2) More important things to do in life than protect 0.744 -0.274 -0.030 -0.105 0.360
(3) No point in doing what I can for the environment unless others do the same 0.710 0.080 -0.130 0.111 0.461
(4) Claims about environmental threats are exaggerated 0.760 -0.269 0.091 0.069 0.338
(5) Hard to know whether the way I live is helpful or harmful to the environment 0.539 0.256 0.172 0.004 0.615

Eigenvalue 2.501 0.298 0.059 0.033
Difference 2.204 0.238 0.026 0.034
Proportion 0.865 0.103 0.021 0.012
Cumulative 0.865 0.968 0.989 1.000
N 24,003

10



Table S6: Regression estimates of stated policy preferences on conjoint experiment attributes. Regression estimates are
presented for the full sample, and by experimental vignette treatment. Null hypothesis test of β = 0, 2-tailed t-test.

Full Sample Control Con-market Pro-market
Scope - Company Size (ref. All companies with 25 employees or more)

Very large companies 0.01** 0.03** -0.00 0.01
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Large and very large companies 0.03** 0.05** 0.03** 0.02**
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Medium sized, large, and very large companies 0.03** 0.04** 0.03** 0.02**
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Transparency - Mandatory Reporting (ref. Slightly stricter)

Somewhat stricter 0.05** 0.04** 0.06** 0.05**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Much stricter 0.09** 0.08** 0.10** 0.09**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Enforcement - Government Action (ref. Not change this)

Allow for some government action 0.15** 0.15** 0.16** 0.15**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Allow for strong government action 0.18** 0.16** 0.19** 0.18**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)

N 24,003 8,054 7,997 7,952
Ordinary least squares regression coefficients with clustered standard errors in parentheses. P-value *0.05 and **0.01
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Table S7: Regression estimates of stated policy preferences on conjoint experiment
attributes conditioned by political orientation. Null hypothesis test of β = 0,
2-tailed t-test.

Scope - Company Size (ref. All companies with 25 employees or more)
Very large companies -0.02

(0.01)
Large and very large companies 0.02**

(0.01)
Medium sized, large, and very large companies 0.02*

(0.01)
Transparency - Mandatory Reporting (ref. Slightly stricter)

Somewhat stricter 0.08**
(0.01)

Much stricter 0.14**
(0.01)

Enforcement - Government Action (ref. Not change this)
Allow for some government action 0.24**

(0.01)
Allow for strong government action 0.29**

(0.01)
Political Orientation 0.01**

(0.00)
×Very large companies 0.00**

(0.00)
Political Orientation×Large and very large companies 0.00

(0.00)
Political Orientation×Medium sized, large, and very large companies 0.00

(0.00)
Political Orientation×Somewhat stricter -0.00**

(0.00)
Political Orientation×Much stricter -0.01**

(0.00)
Political Orientation×Allow for some government action -0.01**

(0.00)
Political Orientation×Allow for strong government action -0.02**

(0.00)
Vignette Treatment (ref. Control)

Con Market 0.00
(0.00)

Pro Market -0.00
(0.00)

Country (ref. BE)
CA 0.00

(0.00)
CH 0.00

(0.00)
DE 0.00

(0.00)
ES 0.00

(0.00)
FR -0.00

(0.00)
IT 0.00

(0.00)
JA 0.00

(0.00)
KO 0.00

(0.00)
NL -0.00

(0.00)
UK 0.00

(0.00)
US 0.00

(0.00)
N 24,003
Ordinary least squares regression coefficients
Clustered standard errors in parentheses. P-value *0.05 and **0.01
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Table S8: Regression estimates of stated policy preferences on conjoint experiment
attributes conditioned by environmental concern. Null hypothesis test of
β = 0, 2-tailed t-test.

Scope - Company Size (ref. All companies with 25 employees or more)
Very large companies 0.11**

(0.01)
Large and very large companies 0.08**

(0.01)
Medium sized, large, and very large companies -0.04*

(0.01)
Transparency - Mandatory Reporting (ref. Slightly stricter)

Somewhat stricter -0.04**
(0.01)

Much stricter -0.12**
(0.01)

Enforcement - Government Action (ref. Not change this)
Allow for some government action -0.12**

(0.01)
Allow for strong government action -0.21**

(0.01)
Environmental Concern -0.06**

(0.00)
×Very large companies -0.20**

(0.00)
Environmental Concern×Large and very large companies -0.01**

(0.00)
Environmental Concern×Medium sized, large, and very large companies -0.01**

(0.00)
Environmental Concern×Somewhat stricter 0.02**

(0.00)
Environmental Concern×Much stricter 0.05**

(0.00)
Environmental Concern×Allow for some government action 0.06**

(0.00)
Environmental Concern×Allow for strong government action 0.09**

(0.00)
Vignette Treatment (ref. Control)

Con Market 0.00
(0.00)

Pro Market -0.00
(0.00)

Country (ref. BE)
CA 0.00

(0.00)
CH 0.00

(0.00)
DE 0.00

(0.00)
ES -0.00

(0.00)
FR -0.00

(0.00)
IT 0.00

(0.00)
JA 0.00

(0.00)
KO -0.00

(0.00)
NL -0.00

(0.00)
UK 0.00

(0.00)
US -0.00

(0.00)
N 24,003
Ordinary least squares regression coefficients
Clustered standard errors in parentheses. P-value *0.05 and **0.01
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Table S9: Environmental and Political Attitudes by Vignette Treatment Assignment

Environmental Attitudes Scale Political Orientation
Mean SD Mean SD

Control 0.00 1.008 6.04 2.42
Pro-market 0.00 0.994 6.06 2.41
Con-market -0.01 0.997 6.08 2.40
N 24,003
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Table S10: Comparison of Political Orientation and Social Value Orientation Measurements in Switzerland, Paper Online
Sample and Probability Sample from SMP.

Comparison of Political Orientation and Social Value Orientation 2021 Swiss Online Sample 2020-2022 Swiss Probability Sample
(Paper Analysis) (Swiss Mobility Panel)

Mean Mean
(SD) (SD)

Political Orientation 5.90 5.81
(2.28) (2.08)

SVO
Competitive 0.02 0.02

(0.14) (0.14)
Individualistic 0.63 0.66

(0.48) (0.43)
Pro-social 0.32 0.30

(0.47) (0.40)
Altruistic 0.03 0.02

(0.17) (0.13)
N 24,003 9,500

15



Table S11: Sampling Quotas (BE-FR). Distribution of Sample by Gender interlocked with Age and Educational attainment for Bel-
gium, Canada, Switzerland, Germany, Spain and France. Displaying population distribution compared with survey sam-
ple.

BE CA CH DE ES FR
Pop. Sample Pop. Sample Pop. Sample Pop. Sample Pop. Sample Pop. Sample

Male
18-24 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06
25-34 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.09
35-44 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.12 0.10 0.10
45-54 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
55-64 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.09
65+ 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

Female
18-24 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06
25-34 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
35-44 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.12 0.09 0.09
45-54 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
55-64 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09
65+ 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07

Education
Low 0.25 0.21 0.09 0.06 0.12 0.08 0.13 0.13 0.41 0.30 0.22 0.22
Moderate 0.37 0.40 0.35 0.38 0.46 0.50 0.58 0.58 0.23 0.32 0.43 0.43
High 0.37 0.40 0.35 0.38 0.46 0.50 0.58 0.58 0.23 0.32 0.43 0.43

N 2,000 2,001 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
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Table S12: Sampling Quotas (IT-US). Distribution of Sample by Gender interlocked with Age and Educational attainment for Italy,
Japan, South Korea, Netherlands, United Kingdom and United States. Displaying population distribution compared with
survey sample.

IT JA KO NL UK US
Pop. Sample Pop. Sample Pop. Sample Pop. Sample Pop. Sample Pop. Sample

Male
18-24 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07
25-34 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.10
35-44 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
45-54 0.10 0.10 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
55-64 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08
65+ 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.05

Female
18-24 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07
25-34 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.10
35-44 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
45-54 0.11 0.11 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
55-64 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.09
65+ 0.08 0.08 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.06

Education
Low 0.40 0.40 0.01 0.01 0.13 0.05 0.23 0.07 0.19 0.17 0.10 0.10
Moderate 0.42 0.42 0.49 0.49 0.40 0.48 0.41 0.53 0.35 0.32 0.44 0.44
High 0.42 0.42 0.49 0.49 0.40 0.48 0.41 0.53 0.35 0.32 0.44 0.44

N 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,002
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