Can we make carbon pricing more acceptable by

designing a policy package?
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Introduction Methods & Design

Web-based survey in Belgium (N=2123), representative to age, sex,

— Carbon pricing effective and efficient for climate change mitigation .
education level

— However, remains underused; public acceptability major barrier
— Revenue use in a revenue-neutral tax shift is crucial
— Case Belgium
— from our previous study:
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Key Findings Drivers of acceptability

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Reducing VAT

Reducing labour taxes Acceptability pure Acceptability pure Acceptability carbon Acceptability carbon
Variables carbon pricing carbon pricing pricing package pricing package

Climate adaptation investments

Climate mitigation investments

Acceptability of

Reducing labour taxes for low wages

Climate subsidies to households Ca rbO N p I'ICI ng Perceived effectiveness 0.381%** 0.275*** 0.384*** 0.313***
Financial support to low-income... '
N package is (0.0565) (0.0638) (0.0551) (0.0598)
upporting workers affected by... . .
Lump-sum transfers to all households S|gn|f|ca ntly Perceived fairness 1.360%** 1.299%** 0.651*** 0.594%**
Carbon pricing package .
N higher than pure
Pure carbon pricing b (0.0735) (0.0809) (0.0626) (0.0705)
Government budget caroon r| C| Nge. . R
Reducing corporate taxes p g Financial impact 0.316*** 0.356*** 0.0615 0.110*
(0.0626) (0.0731) (0.0569) (0.0647)
ACCEPTABILITY Climate concern 0.412%** 0.328%**
(0.0608) (0.0585)

completely acceptable completely unacceptable
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Lower corporate taxes (2.6)

Robust standard errors in parentheses *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Unspecified revenue recycling (3.2)
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7 Climate subsidies to households (3.7)

~ [ Policy recommendations

A Investments in climate mitigation (3.7)
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Design the reform as a revenue-neutral tax shift and be
explicit about the revenue recycling.

W Acceptability
carbon pricing

Larger perception
gap = lower
support

Communicate clearly about the tax shift’s climate impact,
public support, distribution and effectiveness. Anticipate to
deviating perceptions and negative framing by opponents.

Perceived
acceptability
carbon pricing of
fellow citizens

Number of respondents

Acceptability
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