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ABSTRACT This study aims to identify factors which influence the acceptability of environmental
policies and to examine policy acceptability in comparison to willingness to make economic sacrifices for
environmental protection. Data for the Czech Republic from the International Social Survey Programme
Environment module from 2010 are analysed using regression analysis. Environmental concern,
preferences for the role of the state in environmental protection, and trust toward politicians have been
identified as factors influencing policy acceptability. Although the declared acceptability of environmental
policies in the Czech Republic is high, willingness to make economic sacrifices is low and is not related to
acceptability. The results support the conclusion that the two indicators are measuring different concepts.
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Infroduction

The search for the optimal policy mix continues in the ongoing debate on the European
emission reductions goals to be set for 2030 (and later for 2050). Nation-states are expected
to have more freedom to choose the national goals and policy mix in the period from 2020
to 2030 (European Commission 2014). If so, the nationally elected representatives will have
the main decisive power. Policy feasibility and acceptability thus become a major issues.
Policy makers might be reluctant to advance unpopular policies. The lack of public accep-
tance of proposed policies, or even opposition towards them, could prevent their implementa-
tion or lead to implementation of more popular but otherwise inefficient policies (e.g. some
sort of information campaign). Policy makers should therefore be informed about potential
barriers which need to be overcome, including public perception, and ways to improve policy
acceptability.
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The issue of policy acceptability or acceptance thus receives increasing attention and the
amount of research is fast growing. However, the concept of policy acceptability is quite new
and not yet well defined' (Zvéfinova, S¢asny and Kyseld 2014). This study attempts to con-
tribute to existing research, reviewed briefly below, by examining some factors previously
identified having an influence on acceptability and examining the concept in comparison to
a related measure of willingness to make economic sacrifices for environmental protection.

According to Stern’s (2000) widely used classification of environmentally significant
behaviour, acceptance (or acceptability) of and support for environmental policies are cases
of non-activist behaviour in the public sphere, as opposed to environmental activism (e.g.
active involvement in an environmental organization) and private-sphere environmentalism
(e.g. consumer behaviour, use of appliances etc.). Willingness to pay higher taxes can be cited
as another example of such non-activist behaviour. This latter example has been also used to
measure environmental policy acceptability (e.g. Gelissen 2007; Stern et al. 1999) or as an
indicator of the degree of public support (Jin and Shriar 2013). As a consequence, every pol-
icy will affect citizens by either higher taxes or prices, which often lead to a lower standard
of living, as citizens have lower incomes or higher expenses. Therefore, accepting a policy
should be linked to the willingness to finance it. Both policy acceptability and willingness
to sacrifice express some intent (i.e. intent to accept or support a policy and intent to accept
higher prices, or the contrary). But while policy acceptability as defined here (see below) is
mainly an attitudinal concept and is more disconnected from everyday life, willingness to
sacrifice can reflect particular effects of the possible policies on said everyday life. Therefore,
we may assume there are differences in the factors influencing the two.

The goals of this study are to identify the factors which influence policy acceptability
and to compare the structure of influential factors of the two measuers. The study compares
policy acceptability and willingness to sacrifice indicators in order to see whether they are
indeed measuring the same thing or are influenced by the same factors. This could inform
the practice of measuring and analysing policy acceptability, particularly when using datasets
such as the ISSP (International Social Survey Programme) or the European Values Survey,
where willingness to pay higher taxes and prices and to accept lower living standards for
environmental protection are common variables utilized in cross-national and time-series
analyses.

In general, several groups of determinants of environmentally significant behaviour
have been identified, especially in social-psychological research. Steg and Vlek (2009), dis-
tinguish three groups of determinants?. First, motivational factors, such as weighing costs and

1 The term acceptability is often used interchangeably with such terms as support or acceptance
in empirical research, although the argument has been made that these terms are not synonyms
(Batel, Devine-Wright and Tangeland 2013; Dreyer and Walker 2013; Schade and Schlag 2003).
While both acceptability and acceptance are reportedly based more on attitudes, and are therefore
passive, support comprises a behavioural component as well (Batel et al. 2013; Schade and Schlag
2003). In this study, the term acceptability is used in line with previous conclusions, i.e. meaning
an attitude towards a proposed policy before it is implemented.

2 Habit and habitual behaviour is the third group, not reviewed here for the sake of brevity.
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benefits, moral and normative concerns and obligations, environmental concern, and affect,
are the domain of psychological and social-psychological research. Social-psychological the-
oretical models of (not only) environmentally significant behaviour represent the dominant
approach in research of motivational factors. This research has already identified several fac-
tors influencing acceptability (see Harring and Jagers 2013; Steg, Dreijerink and Abrahamse
2005; Schade and Schlag 2000 for application of dominant theoretical models): general®
(Dietz, Dan and Shwom 2007; Leiserowitz 2006; Poortinga et al. 2012; Steg et al. 2005) and
environmental values (Dietz et al. 2007; Eriksson, Garvill and Nordlund 2006; Steg et al.
2005), personal (Cools et al. 2011; Harring and Jagers 2013) and social norms (Schade and
Schlag 2003), and trust (Dietz et al. 2007; Harring and Jagers 2013; Kallbekken and Selen
2011). There is also some evidence for the role of knowledge (McCright 2008; Zahran et al.
20006).

Second, contextual factors are another group of determinants as argued by Steg and Vlek
(2009). Social and environmental context, policy context, political system and dispositions
are important. Harring (2013), for example, explores the effects of corruption and politi-
cal trust on acceptability of policies. Several more specific and more contextual-based fac-
tors have proven influential in the research of policy acceptability (for reviews see Allo and
Loureiro 2014; Jaensirisak, Wardman and May 2005; Pridmore and Miola 2011; Steg and
Schuitema 2007 for transport measures; Steg, Dreijerink and Abrahamse 2006), namely pol-
icy specific beliefs. People tend to prefer measures that do not constrain their possibilities and
freedom. In consequence, pull measures, based on incentives for environmentally friendly
behaviour, rather than push measures penalizing negative behaviour, are preferred (Attari
et al. 2009; Fujii et al. 2004; de Groot and Schuitema 2012). A positive attitude towards
the proposed policy also positively relates to perceived effectiveness* (Bostrom et al. 2012;
Dreyer and Walker 2013; Fiirst and Dieplinger 2013; Kim et al. 2013) and perceived fair-
ness (distribution of costs or benefits; Dreyer and Walker 2013; Jagers, LoFgren and Stripple
2010; Kim et al. 2013; Schmdcker, Pettersson and Fujii 2012; Schuitema, Steg and Kruining
2011). People also consider the specific characteristics, framing, and label (Lockwood 2011;
Lofgren and Nordblom 2009) of the instrument at hand (e.g. how the policy is named, how
it is formulated, and how it is presented to the public). They need to understand the pol-
icy instrument and its logic (e.g. maintaining the overall tax revenue in ecological taxation
scheme); otherwise, they are rather suspicious about the mechanisms (Dresner, Dunne et al.
2006; Dresner, Jackson and Gilbert 2006). Perceived environmental effectiveness of a policy
also increases with environmental earmarking (Selen and Kallbekken 2011).

Trust, either general social or more specific political, seems to be a major determinant of
policy acceptability or support, although it is not included in the major social-psychological
models. The results of the study of Harring and Jagers (2013) give mixed evidence for the

3 General values include worldviews and basic value orientations, for example Inglehart’s concept of
postmaterialist and materialist values (Inglehart 1995), or egoistic, altruistic and biospheric values
inlcuded in the Value-Belief-Norm theory (Stern 2000).

4 Although the evaluation of an instrument’s effectiveness may be only a rationalization of an atti-
tude based on other, less rational, factors, such as the general dislike of taxes.
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influence of general social trust (only significant at a 90% level), but the effect may be medi-
ated by other variables such as trust toward institutions and perceived fairness or effective-
ness of policy instruments (Kim et al. 2013; Schmocker et al. 2012). More research is needed
in this regard. On the other hand, several studies of environmental policy acceptability have
provided empirical evidence for the positive effect of trust towards politicians (Hammar and
Jagers 2006; Harring and Jagers 2013; Jagers et al. 2010; Lubell and Vedlitz 2006) or the rel-
evant institutions (Adaman et al. 2011). Kallbekken and Salen (2011) conclude that trust in
governmental use of the revenues in general is one of the most important predictors of policy
acceptability and, in the study of Harring and Jagers (2013), trust toward politicians has a sta-
tistically significant and independent effect even if other variables, such as ideology or self-
interest, are included in the model.

Several studies have analysed the ISSP Environment dataset used in this paper. Most
frequently, the research has focused on environmental attitudes or environmental concern in
a comparative way both internationally and over time (Franzen and Meyer 2010; Franzen
and Vogl 2013; Hadler and Wohlkdnig 2012; 2012a, 2012b; Olofsson and Ohman 2006; for
analysis of the Czech data see Rehakova 2001; Soukup 2001; Soukup and Jandova 2001). We
review some theoretical approaches that try to explain individual as well as cross-national
differences in environmental attitudes. Particularly, we discuss Inglehart‘s theory of post-
materialism, Dunlap and Mertig‘s globalization explanation, and the prosperity hypoth-
esis. Second, we test these hypotheses by applying multilevel analysis to the International
Social Survey Programme (ISSP). Some authors analysed the predictors of willingness to
sacrifice (Haller and Hadler 2008), i.e. willingness to make economic/financial sacrifices
(Gelissen 2007; Harring 2013) or willingness to pay (Ivanova and Tranter 2008). Inglehart’s
(1977) postmaterialist value orientation, education, environmental concern or risk perception
(Gelissen 2007; Ivanova and Tranter 2008), income (Gelissen 2007; Haller and Hadler 2008),
and age (Gelissen 2007) have been identified as influencing willingness to make economic
sacrifices. However, no study has analysed actual policy acceptability since no such ques-
tion is included in the international module of the ISSP; it is however present in the Czech
version. Therefore, only data for the Czech Republic are analysed with special regard to the
national policy context.

The context of the Czech environmental policy

The policy options presented in the 2010 questionnaire and analysed in this study (i.e. feed-in
tariffs for renewable energy, ecological taxation of polluting businesses, and subsidies for res-
idential heat insulation) have already been implemented in some form in the Czech Republic.
Feed-in-tariffs for electricity from renewable energy sources were first implemented in 2000
and subsidies for home insulation are integrated within the Green Savings programme. There
is no direct taxation of high-polluting businesses, although electricity and fuel taxes and air-
pollution fees for non-carbon dioxide greenhouse gases are in effect (for a general overview
of instruments see Maca 2013).

The Green Savings programme incorporates not only subsidies for thermal insulation of
residential (and later public) buildings, but also financial support for other measures — passive
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energy standards for new construction and the switch to RES for heating. The programme
was started in 2009, a year before the data collection. The awareness of this programme may
still have been low at the time, although it received a large portion of attention by media and
political elites. The feed-in-tariffs for RES electricity received attention from 2009 until 2012
when a substantial change in legislation finally followed the controversy which arose due
to too slow between-year decreases in guaranteed prices and falling prices of the technol-
ogy for solar power plants. This highly profitable situation has led to an increase in the share
of renewables from 4.9 % in 2006 to 8.3 % in 2010 (10.3 % in 2011) and to a considerable
increase in electricity prices (the RES premium increased from 34 CZK/MWh in 2006 to 582
CZK/MWh in 2010; data from the Czech Energy Regulatory Office). Moreover, many cases
of corruption and unfair trading were uncovered (distrust toward politicians and governmen-
tal bodies could be expected on this account). The Czech Republic was also quite successful
in biofuels production until 2009 when the steady support weakened in reaction to the biofu-
els controversy. Scepticism toward any environmental policy could be expected due to these
rather controversial cases, negatively influencing support for some or all measures. The over-
all popularity of subsidies, and the general preference for the regulation of businesses’ could
probably increase the acceptability of this type of instrument (i.e. Green Saving programme),
while negative experience with support for RES could lead to an overall negative attitude.

Methods
ISSP data set

Data from the International Social Survey Programme 2010 Environment module for the
Czech Republic are analysed. The collection of data took place in June 2010 by face-to-face
pen-and-paper interviews. A representative sample of 1422 citizens aged 18 years or older
is based on a three-level stratified probability sampling procedure.® The response rate was
64.9 % (including the boost data for young repondents, excluded from analyses in this study).
The data were weighted for correction of the sampling design and unit non-response.

The variables entering the analyses were checked for missing data. No pattern was dis-
covered and the data appear to be missing at random (MAR).” The size of the sample anal-
ysed in regression is 988 cases if cases with missing data are deleted listwise. The group of

5 Czech respondents in the ISSP 2010 Environment survey preferred state regulations more often if
the subject of the regulation were businesses (83 % of all respondents, N=1427) compared to mark-
edly lower preference for regulations concerning citizens (60 % of all respondents, N=1427).

6 Sampling levels were: stratified probability sampling of residential areas, stratified sampling of
households, Kish table based selection of household member.

7 Missing at random (MAR) refences here to Rubin’s commonly used denotation of patterns of
missingness (Allison 2002; Graham 2009; Leite and Beretvas 2010; Roth 1994; Schafer and
Graham 2002; Sinharay, Stern and Russell 2001). Compared to missing completely at random
(MCAR) which is what we usually intuitively understand as random, i. e. missing data are not rela-
ted to either observed nor unobserved cases, MAR means that missing data are related to observed
values, but we assume that they are not related to unobserved values. The assumption of MAR
cannot be proved since missing data are not available to analyse.
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cases which are deleted in a complete-case analysis is statistically significantly different from
the group left in the analyses in regard to age (Mann-Whitney U test, sig. <0.001 for both
groups given the dependent variable) and political orientation (chi-quare test sig. <0.001 for
both groups given the dependent variable). This violates the assumption that data are miss-
ing completely at random. Moreover, the presence of missing data in several items of inde-
pendent variables is related to some dependent variables (e.g. answers for willingness to
sacrifice items are statistically significantly — chi-square test sig <0.001 — different for those
not answering to what degree they consider global warming dangerous). Proceeding with
complete-case analyses could in this case lead to biased estimates (Allison 2002). Therefore,
missing data in scale items (not socio-demographics such as education) were imputed using
the multiple imputation method.® All analyses were conducted on both imputed and original
data. The results are uniform — the estimates in both analyses differ only slightly. Therefore,
results for complete-case analysis are presented throughout the paper. The key demographic
and socio-economic properties of the representative sample are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Sample characteristics (original weighted data; N=1427)

count %o count T
Age Education
18 - 29 283 19.8 primary 725 50.8
30 -44 408 28.6 secondary 508 35.6
45-59 353 24.8 tertiary 194 13.6
60 and over 383 26.8 Monthly net household income (N=891)¢
Gender up fo 15000 CZK 298 20.9
female 693 48.6 15001 - 30 000 365 25.6
male 734 51.4 30001 - 45000 163 11.4
Subjective status (N=1375) (S.E.) 45000 and more 64 4.6
Mean 4.73 (0.046) Political orientation (N=1173) (S.E.)
sd 1.713 Min=0 Mean 5.06 (0.07)
+ Don’t know 32 Max=10 | sd 2.412 Min=0
+ No answer 20 + Don’t know/Refuse 190 Max=10

+ No answer 63

@ Percent of sample N=1427

8 Data were imputed with 20 imputations by 50 iterations utilizing Fully Conditional Specification
method provided by Multiple imputation tool build in the SPSS Statistics v19 software. Predictive
Mean Matching was used for scale variables. Likert-type scales were treated as scale variables in
the imputation process, since the method is robust towards violations of normality and continuity
assumptions (Leite and Beretvas 2010). One case was deleted from the dataset since the respondent
did not answer all subquestions of the key variables. The imputation model included all variables
used in the analyses and other related variables present in the questionnaire.
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Variables

Given the fact that the ISSP Environment module does not contain any constructs of existing
social-psychological models, no such model can be tested in this study. However, the role of
several social-psychological constructs is examined ad hoc; particularly general social and
more specific political trust, preferences regarding the role of the state in environmental pro-
tection, environmental concern and postmarialist value orientation (see above). The means of
constructed scales and wordings of questions and scale items are presented in Table 3 in the
Appendix.

The policy acceptability scale was constructed as an average score on three 5-point
Likert items® assessing the acceptability for three different policy instruments, namely an eco-
logical tax for polluting businesses, support for renewable energy sources (RES) by feed-in
tariffs, and improving energy efficiency through financial support for residential home ther-
mal insulation (see for example Bostrom et al. 2012; Schmocker et al. 2012; Zahran et al.
2006 for examples of similar measurement of policy acceptability). The Czech equivalent
of the term support was used in the question wording of the dependent variable used in this
study. Moreover, the general instruments named in the questionnaire are already implemented
or were implemented at the time of data collection. However the concept measured by the
question is closer to acceptability as it is rather attitudinal and the question is hypothetical
without regard to the actual state of the policy or respondents’ knowledge of it. In conse-
quence, the term acceptability refers to the dependent variable despite the translation issue.

Second, a willingness to sacrifice scale was constructed as an average of three 5-point
Likert item scores on willingness to pay higher prices, willingness to pay higher taxes and
willingness to accept a lower standard of living.

Two items of general social trust (Spearman-Brown statistic for consistency of two-item
scales is 0.815 indicating sufficient consistency) and one item of political trust were used for
the key explanatory variables. Although there are two items on political trust in the question-
naire, their internal consistency was low (Spearman-Brown statistic 0.584) and hence only
one was chosen for regression analyses to avoid multicollinearity problems, namely level of
respondent’s agreement with statement that politicians are motivated solely by self-interest.

Several items were inspected regarding the concept of environmental values or
worldview,'® but no possible set yielded a satisfyingly consistent scale or sufficiently high
inter-item correlations.!” However, two other related scales were constructed: environmen-
tal concern (perception of environmental risks) and perception of one’s own capacity to act

9 The item scale ranged from 1 (definitely support) to 5 (definitely not support). It is worth noting
that such a scale is intrinsically one-dimensional — there is no opposition in the phrasing of the item
scale, only lack of support. The scales were inversely recoded for the sake of interpretation lucidity.

10 Unfortunately, the complete New Environmental Paradigm scale widely used to measure environ-
mental values was not included in the questionnaire. The research on policy acceptability however
suggests it has predictive power (Attari et al. 2009; Bord, O’Connor and Fisher 2000; Shwom et al.
2010; Steg et al. 2011).

11 Criteria for the internal consistency of scale were Cronbach’s alpha equal or higher than 0.7 and
inter-item correlations equal or higher than 0.5.
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(self-efficacy or locus of control). Five items out of seven in total were used for the environ-
mental concern scale (Cronbach’s alpha 0.781). The two excluded items concerned GMO
and nuclear energy, two topics which are rather controversial in the Czech Republic (GMO
is not yet well known among the public, thus there is a high rate of missing data in this ques-
tion, and nuclear energy is often presented as a “green” energy solution, hence not always
regarded as an environmental threat). Another five items from seven in total served in the
construction of the self-efficacy scale (Cronbach’s alpha 0.723). The ISSP includes two vari-
ables to measure postmaterialist value orientation as conceptualized by Inglehart (1997). The
indicator was construed consistently with usual practice (Rehdkova 2001; e.g. Soukup 2001).
Respondents were given four options when answering the questions what is the most and sec-
ond most important priority for the Czech Republic: maintaining order in the nation, giving
people more say in important government decisions, fighting rising prices, or protecting free-
dom of speech. The first and third options are regarded as materialist priorities, while the sec-
ond and fourth as postmaterialist ones. Individuals were coded as materialists if they chose
any of the materialist priorities in both questions or as postmaterialist if they chose opposite
in both questions. If a combination of postmarialist and materialist priority in any order was
chosen, the respondent was coded as “mixed”.

Respondents’ preferences regarding the role of the state in the protection of the environ-
ment were assessed in two binary-choice questions on whether the state should let citizens
decide how to protect the environment or instead pass some laws to ensure protection. The
same two options were posed for businesses and their behaviour. Further, right-left political
orientation was measured on 11-point scale.

The standard socio-demographic variables such as gender, age, and education were
included in the models. Income, with a large proportion of missing data with a high probabil-
ity of missing data not being at random (individuals with higher or lower income may opt not
to report their level), was substituted by self-assessed social class membership measured on
11-point scale. It can reasonably be assumed that the perception of one’s status and wealth,
as a proxy for subjective ability to pay, is at least equally important for the willingness to
sacrifice some amount of money or comfort as the actual income. All question wordings and
means are presented in the Appendix.

Analyses

In the first step, a model, developed in line with the literature review results, social-psycho-
logical theories, possibilities given by the ISSP questionnaire, and correlation analysis (see
Table 4 in Appendix) is tested by OLS regression analysis. Socio-demographic characteristics
of the respondent (gender, age, subjective assessment of social status, education) and social-
psychological constructs as introduced earlier (environmental concern, self-efficacy, general
post/materialist values, general trust and trust towards politicians, and preferences for the role
of the state) are included as independent variables. The model is used for analysis of policy
acceptability and willingness to sacrifice.

No independent variable posed a collinearity problem in the models (based on variance
inflation factor — VIF, and values of tolerance with criteria set to not higher than 3 and not
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lower than 0.3 respectively (Field 2013: 196). However, the dependent variables are severly
skewed, as may be clearly seen in Figure 1. This contributes to the violation of the assump-
tion of homoscedasticity of residuals in both models. Unfortunately, no transformation of
the dependent variables could amend the problem. Therefore ordinal regression for policy
acceptability and multinomial logistic regression for willingness to make economic sacrifices
(the ordinal model of willingness to sacrifice failed the test of parallel lines) were computed
to check the validity of the results of the OLS regression. Both models yielded the same
results, i.e. the same factors were flaged as statistically significant as in the linear regression,
hence the OLS estimates are presented in the text for the sake of readability of interpreta-
tion. The level of alpha=0.05 has been chosen for interpretation of regression results. SPSS
Statistics version 17 was used for the analyses.

Figure 1: Histogram of policy acceptability and willingness to sacrifice — general indicators distributions
(original data; N=1427)
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Respondents generally found the three presented policy instruments very acceptable. As
expected given the negative experience mentioned earlier, the acceptability of electricity
generation from RES is considerably lower, but still surprisingly high (see Figure 2). On the
other hand, respondents also expressed a strong reluctance to accept the direct or indirect
effects of policies. However, the phrasing of the questions may be the reason for the strong
opposition, since they asked about willingness to pay much higher prices or taxes.
Interestingly, policy acceptability and willingness to sacrifice indicators are not corre-
lated (Kendall’s Tau-b for non-linear relationships see Table 4 in Appendix). The item sets
for these variables were not connected in any way in the questionnaire and the phrasing of
the questions did not imply any relation either. Although the answers to these two questions
could be expected to be related, the opposite is true. We therefore have high acceptability of
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environmental policies on one hand and lack of willingness to accept their costs on the other.
The lack of relationship, by itself, implies that the two indicators are not measuring the same
thing. This is further supported by the results of factor analysis of all the items comprised in
the two indicators — it confirms the two-factor structure very clearly.'? The following regres-
sion analysis explores whether these two indicators are influenced by different factors and
which factors they might be.

Figure 2: Responses to policy acceptability and willingness to sacrifice items (%; original data; N=1427)

Decrease energy consumption by subsidizing
better residential home thermal insulation.

Support electricity production from wind, solar
and biomass by guaranteed feed-in tariffs.

Ecological taxation of businesses considerably TR
polluting the environment. EK\

How willing would you be to accept cuts in your
standard of living in order to protect the...

How willing would you be to pay much higher
taxes in order to protect the environment?

How willing would you be to pay much higher
prices in order to protect the environment? t\\\\\\\\\

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
@ Very unwilling/Definitely do not support B Unwilling/Do not support
B Neither ... or ... B Fairly willing/Support
B Very willing/Definitely support @ Cannot choose

Note: Question 7o what degree would you support following environmental policy measures?

Policy acceptability

The results of the regression analyses of the policy acceptability indicator are presented in
Table 2. The adjusted R? is quite low. With the exception of age, no other socio-demographic
variable has a statistically significant relationship to policy acceptability. The negative effect
of age is not large, however. Still, younger respondents tend to be slightly more in favour of
proposed policies.

12 Bartlett’s test of sphericity sig. <0.001, unrotated solution, factor loadings for factor 1 — willingness
to sacrifice — ranging from 0.771 to 0.896 and for factor 2 — policy acceptability — ranging from
0.486 to 0.714.
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Consistent with previous research on various types of environmentally significant
behaviour (see above) environmental concern has a statistically significant positive effect, as
expected — those who are more concerned about environmental risks are also more likely to
accept environmental policies. Interestingly, general materialist or postmaterialist value ori-
entation has no effect on policy acceptability. Neither has general social trust. Specific trust
toward politicians, on the other hand, has a statistically significant effect. Surprisingly, this
effect is opposite than expected — those who agree with the statement that politicians are in
politics only for what they can get out of it personally are more likely to accept environ-
mental policies compared to the reference middle category (nor agreement or disagreement).
Disagreement with the statement does not relate to change in acceptability. It is hard to judge
what may be the cause of this unexpected effect, but one suggestion could be that regulation
and policies are a kind of insurance or instrument to control the behaviour of others, includ-
ing the politicians whom we may not trust. The preferences regarding the regulations of envi-
ronmental protection for citizens and businesses have a positive effect on policy acceptability.
Those who prefer state regulations for both citizens and businesses are more likely to accept
the policies. This is in accordance with expectations. No other independent variable has a sta-
tistically significant effect.

Willingness to sacrifice

The model for willingness to sacrifice has a relatively higher explanatory power. More fac-
tors also have statistically significant coefficients. As expected, subjective social status has
a statistically significant influence. No demographic variable does. Besides the statistically
significant positive effect of environmental concern, there is a very small, yet statistically
significant, effect of postmaterialist value orientation. To be precise, those who are coded as
either mixed (i.e. have chosen one materialist and one postmaterialist priority) or as postma-
terialist are slightly more likely to be willing to make economic sacrifices than materialists.
Furthermore, the preferences regarding the role of the state in environmental protection have
no impact, although paying higher prices or taxes implies the existence of some policy.

The self-efficacy variable, reflecting perceived personal barriers to behaving in an envi-
ronmentally friendly way, has a positive effect on willingness to make economic sacrifices.
Those who feel less infringed upon by perceived barriers to act pro-environmentally are more
likely to be willing to pay higher taxes or prices or accept a lower standard of living. This
supports the idea that policy acceptability is more of an attitudinal construct, while willing-
ness to sacrifice is closer to the conative aspect of environmental attitudes (see for example
Franzen and Meyer 2010).

Both general social trust and trust in politicians have a statistically significant effect, but
the latter is negligible. The positive effect of general social trust might be surprising, given
that it had no statistically significant effect on policy acceptability. This could be related to
the stakes vested in the willingness to make economic sacrifices — as they are higher than in
the case of simply accepting some policy; trust towards others is more decisive. Harring and
Jagers (2013) argue that environmental problems are social dilemmas laden with the free-
rider problem and moreover, short-term benefits are usually preferred over long-term ones. In
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such a circumstance, trust toward fellow citizens is crucial for one’s own action. 41 % of the
respondents in the present study agreed that it is not worth acting pro-environmentally unless
other people contribute as well. This supports the idea that a more specific assessment of trust
toward fellow citizens is needed.

Table 2: Results for regression models (original weighted data; N=988)

Policy acceptability Willingness to sacrifice
Beta sig. Cl (95%) Beta sig. CI (95%)
Subjective status 0006 | 0860 | 0030 | 0025 | 0.157 | 0000 | 0054 | 0.129
Political orientation 0007 | 0834 | 0021 | 0017 | 0087 | 0006 | 0010 | 0.062
Age -0.134 | 0000 | -0.008 | -0003 | -0022 | 0461 | -0.005 | 0.002
Social frust 0040 | 0191 | 0070 | 0014 | 0115 | 0000 | 0058 | 0.172
Enviromental concern | 0.309 | 0000 | 0259 | 038 | 0160 | 0000 | 0.155 | 0.331
Self-efficacy 0012 | 0701 | -0047 | 0070 | 0.245 | 0000 | 0245 | 0.403
Polficians self- 0.134 | 0000 | 0096 | 0301 | -0.097 | 0004 | -0.343 | -0.067

interested (agrees)®

Politicians self-

. - 0.030 0.383 -0.083 0.215 -0.048 0.134 -0.354 0.047
interested (disagrees)®

Secondary education® -0.039 0.255 -0.146 0.039 -0.013 0.679 -0.151 0.098
Tertiary education® 0.009 0.804 -0.114 0.147 0.042 0.199 -0.061 0.292
Female© -0.002 0.941 -0.082 0.076 0.051 0.068 -0.007 0.206

Mixed preference for

ol o e Shales -0.044 0.251 -0.195 0.051 -0.046 0.207 -0.274 0.060

Preference for stafe 0125 | 0002 | 0066 | 0279 | 0019 | 0605 | -0.07 | 0.183

regulationd

Mixed value types® -0.009 0.766 -0.098 0.072 0.086 0.004 0.055 0.285
Postmaterialiste -0.020 0.536 -0.216 0.112 0.069 0.021 0.039 0.486
Constant 3.105 0.000 2.755 3.455 -0.525 0.030 -0.998 -0.052
Adjusted R? 0.164 0.265

areference category neither agree or disagree
°reference category primary education

c reference category male

dreference category preference for individual action
e reference category materialist

Discussion and conclusions

The aim of this study was to identify and compare the sets of factors influencing acceptability
of environmental policies and willingness to make economic sacrifices (i.e. willingness to pay
higher prices or taxes or to accept lower living standards). Both of these indicators have been
used to measure policy acceptability in previous studies (see above). Although the regression
models have only modest fit, the results clearly indicate the differences in the set of influen-
tial factors between them. In this regard, it is necessary to take into consideration the different
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nature of each indicator as measured in the ISSP questionnaire. While policy acceptability is
more attitudinal, although the policy instruments have been already implemented, willingness
to sacrifice is more a measure of intent. The results support this conceptual difference — the
effect of perceived self-efficacy, i.e. the perceived barrier to act, is statistically significant for
willingness to sacrifice, but not for acceptability of environmental policies.

The measures also differ in regard to financial costs stated in the questions. This is pro-
jected into the relationships with subjective social status. Naturally, variables which imply
cost to citizens, as in the willingness to pay much higher prices or taxes questions, are posi-
tively affected by higher subjective social status. However, policy acceptability was assessed
without any mention of costs of implementing the policy, while willingness to sacrifice is
mainly based on financial sacrifices. Yet these two are in fact inherently related. Higher
prices of products (principally followed by a decrease in living standard as the household has
less money to spend on other goods) are usually an indirect effect of higher taxes imposed
on businesses. Higher taxes, on the other hand, are usually a tool for collecting money ear-
marked to subsidies, such as those for the thermal insulation of residential homes. It seems,
though, that respondents are not aware of this connection, as such awareness would presum-
ably lower the acceptability of policies and would at least partially manifest in a relation-
ship between acceptability and willingness to sacrifice — a relationship which is now absent.
According to Rhodes and Jaccard (2013), policy acceptance is influenced by the visibility
of costs. They show in their case study that the clean electricity regulation policy in British
Columbia gained better acceptance by the public because its costs were unseen or invisible
to the general public, while the acceptance of carbon tax was lower as people were gener-
ally aware of its costs. This is, although indirectly, supported by the results of this study —
high acceptability of three different policies is in striking opposition to strong reluctance to
sacrifice either money or comfort. On the other hand, specification of minor costs can also
increase acceptability where the initial level of acceptability is low (or opposition is present).
This could be, for example, the case of taxes, which are generally disliked by the public, and
the costs people associate with them could be expected to be higher (Lachapelle, Borick and
Rabe 2012).

There is no statistical relationship between the indicators of policy acceptability and
willingness to sacrifice. This points to the terminological and conceptual disparities of policy
support or acceptability definition and measurement. Both measures used in this study can be
found in empirical studies as measures of policy acceptability, but as is clearly shown, both
yield very different results (including a different set of influential factors). Including money
or the actual effects policy would have on a respondent’s life may change the course of con-
sideration and the overall outcome of the question. On the other hand, the general willingness
to make economic sacrifices lacks any specification of policy or instrument attributes. Policy
instruments can be defined on different levels of specificity and with many different charac-
teristics. It seems that measuring acceptability by asking about general environmental poli-
cies, or even more problematically about environmental policy in general, will yield results
positively biased towards higher levels of acceptability or support. Policy acceptability or
support should be measured while respondents are aware of the actual (economical) conse-
quences of the policy at hand (see also Lachapelle et al. 2012) and the mechanisms involved.
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Stated preference methods applied by economists (see for example Cai, Cameron and Gerdes
2010; Cole and Brannlund 2009; Dietz and Atkinson 2010) offer the possibility to assess pol-
icy acceptability with regard to policy attributes, context and cost and allow for computing
the exact financial value of policy attributes (such as effectiveness, instrument characteristics,
cost distribution, revenue use or policy label) and thus allow a comparison between contexts
and attributes (see All6 and Loureiro 2014; Nemet and Johnson 2010; for review Zvéfinova
et al. 2014). A multidisciplinary approach with attention to context-specific factors is recom-
mended for future inquiries in policy acceptability and support.

The analysis confirmed several factors previously identified as influencing acceptability
of environmental policies in general in the Czech Republic, namely environmental concern,
preference for state regulation, and age. However, postmaterialist value orientation has no
statistically significant effect in the Czech data. This is consistent with results of Hadler and
Wohlkoénig (2012) for public environmental behaviour (such as petitioning) and for private
environmental behaviour (such as recycling).

Regarding the role of trust, the results open several questions for future research. First,
general social trust appears to have no effect on general policy acceptability, while scepti-
cism towards politicians’ motivations is positively related to acceptability. Effects of different
measures of trust, both general social and institutional and toward policy-makers should be
assessed as more complex relationships may be uncovered. Specifically, phrasing targeted at
the expectation that others would act responsibly or comply with the policy seems like a good
start (see for example Harring and Jagers 2013).

In the context of the Czech Republic and its history of rather controversial implementa-
tion of environmental policies, the high levels of positive attitudes towards presented poli-
cies, although presumably positively biased, hold some hope for overall positive perceptions
of the endeavour to save the environment with the help of policy instruments, although it is
clear that the Czech public is not willing to sacrifice much to help the cause.
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Appendix

Table 3: Univariate statistics and question wording — independent variables (original weighted data)

Mean sd Min-Max N

Environmental concern 3.76 0.651 1-5 1306

(1 — extremely dangerous for the environment; 5 — not dangerous at all for the environment)
In general, do you think that air pollution caused by carss ...
In general, do you think that air pollution caused by industry is ...
And do you think that pesticides and chemicals used in farming are ...
And do you think that pollution of COUNTRY'S rivers, lakes and streams is ...

In general, do you think that a rise in the world's temperature caused by
climate change'is ...

Self-efficacy 299 0.782 1-5 1323

Q: How much do you agree or disagree with each of these statementse
(1 — Agree strongly; 5 — Disagree strongly)

It is just too difficult for someone like me to do much about the environment
There are more important things to do in life than protect the environment
There is no point in doing what | can for the environment unless others do the same
Many of the claims about environmental threats are exaggerated
I find it hard to know whether the way I live is helpful or harmful to the environment

General social trust 2.68 0.980 1-5 1417

Generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can’t be too
careful in dealing with people?

Please tick one box to show what you think, where 1 means you can’t be too careful and

5 means most people can be frusted.

Generally speaking, do you think that most people would fry to take advantage of you if they
got the chance, or would they try to be faire

Please tick one box to show what you think, where 1 means most people would try to take
advantage of you and 5 means that most people would try to be fair.

Postmaterialist value orientation Don’t know
materialist mixed postmaterialist

35.3% 53.5% 6.8% 4.3%

(504) (764) (97) (62)

Q: Looking at the list below, please tick a box next to the one thing you think should be [COUNTRY"S]
highest priority, the most important thing it should do.

Q: And which one do you think should be [COUNTRY’S] next highest priority, the second most important
thing it should do?

1: Maintain order in the nation 2: Give people more say in government decisions

3: Fight rising prices 4: Protect freedom of speech

Trust towards politicians

Agree  Agree Neither Disagree Disagree Don’t

strongly agree nor strongly know
disagree

34%  34.5% 20.6% 7% 2.4% 1.3%

(485) (493) (295) (100) (35) (19)
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Q: Most politicians are in politics only for what they can get out of it personally

Preferences for the role of the state

both individual both state regulation Don’t know
action

7.8% 21.8% 56.5% 13.9%

(111) (311) (807) (198)

Government should let ordinary people/businesses decide for themselves how to protect the
environment, even if it means they don’t always do the right thing

Government should pass laws to make ordinary people/businesses protect the environment,
even if it interferes with people’s rights to make their own decisions

Table 4: Kendall’s tau-b correlation matrix for variables included in the model (original weighted data;

N=1427)
W. sacr. Social Envi. Self- Age Social Pol'iﬂcal Pol. frust Role of Postmat
trust | concern | efficacy status | orient. state

Policy 0.010 | -0.056" | 0.255" | 0.104" | -0.092" | -0.001 -0.002 | -0.116™ | 0.160" | 0.025
acceptability N=1390 | N=1416 | N=1330 | N=1350 | N=1418 | N=1389 | N=1187 | N=1415 | N=1250 | N=1368
1000 0.143" | 0.148" | 0.295" | -0.064 | 0.221" | 0.170" | 0.150" | 0.117" | 0.189"
Will. to sacrifice ’ N=1450 | N=1347 | N=1361 | N=1445 | N=1409 | N=1207 | N=1444 | N=1260 | N=13%96
1.000 -0.057" | 0.086" | -0.034 | 0.052° | 0.070" | 0.255" | 0.043 | 0.081"
Social trust ’ N=1367 | N=1389 | N=1480 | N=1441 | N=1229 | N=1476 | N=1287 | N=1427
1,000 0.207" | -0.025 | -0,004 | -0.023 | -0.066" | 0.110" | 0.067"
Envi. concern ’ N=1306 | N=1368 | N=1335 | N=1136 | N=1365 | N=1215 | N=1323
1000 -0.045" | 0.149” | 0.116" | 0.108" | 0.176™ | 0.120™
Self-efficacy ' N=1386 | N=1358 | N=1161 | N=1386 | N=1225 | N=1336
1.000 -0.122" | -0.224" | -0.043" | 0.028 | -0.137"
Age ’ N=1441 | N=1227 | N=1474 | N=1286 | N=1423
1000 0.351" | 0.134" | 0.031 0.116™
Social status ’ N=1222 | N=1437 | N=1260 | N=1390
1.000 0.143" | 0.026 | 0.169"
Political orient. ’ N=1228 | N=1086 | N=1188
1.000 0.036 | -0.079"
Trust in politicians ’ N=1283 | N=1421

Note: N counts higher than 1427 are due to use of weights in SPSS nonparametric correlation algorithms
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