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Hard climate policies (pricing/taxation, regulation, phase-out) are needed for 
decarbonization yet risk to generate public backlash. However, it remains unclear 
how often this risk actually materializes, what produces it, and what implications 
public backlash has for policymaking. So far, these questions have been approached 
largely from the perspective of single/small-N studies of emblematic cases (e.g., 
France’s Yellow Vests, Australia’s carbon tax repeal). To address those questions 
comparatively, this thesis examines public responses to 50 hard climate policy 
packages across 21 OECD countries between 2009 and 2022, employing a mixed-
methods approach that combines systematic media content analysis, fuzzy-set 
Qualitative Comparative Analysis, and structured interviews with 62 policy experts.

In the studied sample, backlash is identified as less prevalent than emblematic cases 
suggest and is likely to arise from combinations of conditions (most centrally policy 
demandingness and unfairness). In terms of policymaking implications, backlash 
is found not to be always leading to policy failure: several contested policies kept 
delivering on their stated goals because they adapted rather than resisted change. 
The core implication, distilled into a practitioner-grounded repertoire of policy 
action points, is a shift in hard climate policy design for the post-adoption phase: 
from trying to avoid contestation toward designing for adaptive viability (i.e., policy 
capacity to deliver on policy goals while adapting to changing circumstances) in the 
face of potential backlash. 
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Thesis Summary

THESIS SUMMARY 

Hard (coercive) climate policies (i.e., pricing and taxation, regulation, and phase-outs) are 
important to ambitious decarbonization, yet they impose costs that are private, immediate, 
and concentrated on identifiable target groups, while the benefits they produce are public, 
deferred, and dispersed across populations and generations. This asymmetry makes such 
policies particularly prone to public backlash: abrupt, forceful, reversal-oriented form of 
contestation that can stall, weaken, or roll back policies after adoption.

Despite its growing salience, backlash remains poorly understood. While recent studies pro-
vide insights into the nature of this phenomenon and describe its empirical manifestations, 
the literature still lacks systematic comparative evidence on how prevalent it actually is; the 
conditions producing it have rarely been examined as combinations spanning both policy 
content and policy context; the relationship between backlash and policy failure has been 
asserted more often than tested; and the policy experts’ perspective on what contestation is a 
problem of has been largely absent.

Against this background, the thesis asks: what conditions give rise to public backlash to 
adopted hard climate policies in OECD countries, and with what implications for climate 
policymaking? It aims to characterize the prevalence of backlash, explain the conditions 
under which it arises, evaluate its consequences for policy outcomes, and learn from how 
experts problematize conditions of contestation and what possible action points they put 
forward to help enhance policy viability.

To this end, the thesis analyses 50 hard climate policy packages across 21 OECD countries 
between 2009 and 2022, drawing on structured interviews with 62 policy experts. It com-
bines media content analysis to map prevalence, fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis 
(fsQCA) to identify conditions, and structured comparative case analysis to evaluate policy 
implications, working from a defined policy population so as to avoid selecting on the out-
come.

The findings are fourfold. Following the analysis, backlash is found to be the exception 
rather than the rule, occurring in roughly 12% of cases, clustering among carbon pricing 
and taxation policies and in the latter half of the study period, with no straightforward link 
to particular design features. It arises configurationally rather than from any single factor: 
a core combination of policy demandingness and unfairness, joined in different cases by 
socio-political polarization, low climate concern, or weak information provision. Backlash 
is also distinct from policy failure: the cases that fared best were not the least contested but 
those that adapted most effectively in response to contestation. Finally, treating experts as 
"problem brokers," the thesis distils a repertoire of action points in which problems rooted in 
policy design (e.g., policy unaffordability, ineffective redistribution, policy misinterpretation) 



9

Thesis Summary

admit direct intervention, while problems rooted in policy context (e.g., partisan capture, 
policy legitimacy deficit) call for strategic policy orientation.

The thesis makes three contributions. Theoretically, it advances backlash as a distinct, con-
figurationally produced phenomenon with not only detrimental but also productive effects, 
since contestation can activate much-needed policy adaptability. Empirically, it establishes 
a systematic medium-N evidence base and a comparative baseline the field had lacked. In 
policy terms, it offers a diagnostic vocabulary and action point repertoire for helping design 
and implement climate policy prone to contention. Its central message is that backlash is 
less prevalent and more diverse in its implications than emblematic cases suggest, and that 
policymakers could prioritize focusing on policy viability through adaptability rather than 
focusing on backlash avoidance per se.
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Samenvatting in het Nederlands

SAMENVATTING IN HET NEDERLANDS

Strenge of dwingende klimaatbeleidsmaatregelen (zoals beprijzing en belasting, regulering 
en uitfaseringen) zijn belangrijk voor ambitieuze decarbonisatie, maar leggen kosten op die 
individuen en bepaalde doelgroepen direct raken, terwijl de voordelen ervan over bevol-
kingsgroepen en zelfs generaties verspreid zijn. Deze asymmetrie maakt dit soort beleids-
maatregelen bijzonder vatbaar voor publieke weerstand (backlash): een abrupte, sterke en op 
terugdraaiing gerichte vorm van weerstand die beleid na de vaststelling ervan kan vertragen, 
verzwakken of terugdraaien.

Ondanks de toenemende relevantie ervan blijft backlash slecht begrepen. Hoewel recente 
studies inzicht verschaffen in de aard van dit fenomeen en de empirische verschijnings-
vormen ervan beschrijven, ontbreekt het in de literatuur vooralsnog aan systematisch en 
vergelijkend bewijs van de mate waarin backlash daadwerkelijk voorkomt. Ook zijn de om-
standigheden waaronder backlash tot stand komt zelden bekeken als samenkomst van zowel 
beleidsinhoud als -context. Bovendien is het verband tussen backlash en beleidsfalen vaker 
verondersteld dan getoetst, en ontbreekt het in dit opzicht aan aandacht voor het perspectief 
van beleidsmakers.

Tegen deze achtergrond stelt dit proefschrift de vraag: welke voorwaarden geven aanlei-
ding tot backlash tegen aangenomen streng klimaatbeleid in OESO-landen, en met welke 
implicaties voor het klimaatbeleid? Het beoogt de prevalentie van backlash te bepalen, de 
voorwaarden waaronder het ontstaat te verklaren, de gevolgen voor beleidsuitkomsten te 
evalueren, en te leren van de manier waarop beleidsexperts ermee omgaan.

Hiertoe analyseert het proefschrift 50 strenge klimaatbeleidspakketten in 21 OESO-landen 
tussen 2009 en 2022, op basis van gestructureerde interviews met 62 beleidsexperts. Het 
combineert inhoudsanalyse van media om de prevalentie van backlash in kaart te brengen, 
fuzzy-set kwalitatieve vergelijkende analyse (fsQCA) om de voorwaarden te identificeren, 
en gestructureerde vergelijking van casussen om de gevolgen ervan te evalueren, waarbij 
wordt uitgegaan van een afgebakende beleidspopulatie om het selecteren op de uitkomst te 
vermijden.

De bevindingen zijn viervoudig. Backlash is eerder uitzondering dan regel: het komt voor 
in ongeveer 12% van de gevallen, en vooral bij beleid voor koolstofbeprijzing en -belasting 
en in de tweede helft van de onderzoeksperiode. Ook ontstaat backlash uit een combinatie 
van factoren in plaats van één enkele factor: vaak een combinatie van beleidseisen en on-
rechtvaardigheid van beleid, in verschillende gevallen aangevuld met sociaal-politieke pola-
risatie, lage klimaatbezorgdheid of gebrekkige informatievoorziening. Backlash is bovendien 
te onderscheiden van beleidsfalen: de gevallen die er het best uitsprongen waren niet de 
minst betwiste, maar degene die zich het effectiefst aanpasten in reactie op de weerstand. 
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Ten slotte destilleert het proefschrift, door experts te beschouwen als “problem brokers”, een 
repertoire van actiepunten waarin problemen die voortvloeien uit het beleidsontwerp directe 
interventie toestaan, terwijl problemen die hun oorsprong vinden in de beleidscontext om 
strategische oriëntatie vragen.

Het proefschrift levert drie bijdragen. Theoretisch positioneert het backlash als een bijzonder, 
configurationeel fenomeen met niet alleen schadelijke maar ook productieve effecten, aange-
zien weerstand het broodnodige aanpassingsvermogen van beleid kan activeren. Empirisch 
vestigt dit proefschrift een systematische, empirische, en vergelijkende basis waaraan het in 
het veld tot dusver ontbrak. Voor beleidsmakers biedt het een diagnostisch vocabulaire en 
een repertoire van actiepunten voor het besturen van klimaatbeleid. De centrale boodschap is 
dat backlash minder vaak voorkomt en diversere gevolgen heeft dan emblematische gevallen 
doen vermoeden, en dat beleidsmakers prioriteit zouden moeten geven aan het aanpassings-
vermogen van beleid, in plaats van het vermijden van backlash op zich.
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Introduction

11.1 RESEARCH PROBLEM

As the climate emergency accelerates, climate change action is likely to remain politically 
demanding. Across OECD countries, climate policy has already become a recurring site of 
public backlash. By public backlash here, I refer to a distinct phenomenon of policy contes-
tation involving “an abrupt and forceful negative reaction by a significant number of actors 
seeking to reverse a policy, often through extraordinary means that transgress established 
procedures and norms” (Patterson, 2023, p. 68). Among different types of backlash, in this 
thesis, I focus on the backlash driven by mass publics and occurring after policy adoption. 
For instance, the Yellow Vest movement that paralyzed France for months from late 2018 
in response to the Carbon Charge Component (Driscoll, 2023),  the repeal of Australia’s 
Carbon Pricing Mechanism after a sustained campaign branding it a “carbon tax” (Crowley, 
2017), the backlash against Canada’s federal carbon pricing in 2018–2019 spearheaded by 
conservative elites (Lachapelle & Kiss, 2019), the protests that erupted across Mexico in 
2017 when the country’s carbon tax coincided with rising fuel prices (Renner, 2018), and 
the contestation surrounding Germany’s 2020 Coal Exit Law from coal regions and climate 
movements alike (Haas et al., 2022) all share a common feature: each occurred as a negative 
mass public response to an adopted hard climate policy. 

While hard policies can be effective in reducing emissions (Fernández-i-Marín et al., 2026; 
Stechemesser et al., 2024), they generate a distinctive problem for democratic policymaking 
given the asymmetry between costs and benefits. By definition, hard climate policy (following 
Salamon (2001), Schulze (2021), and Patterson (2023)) implies imposition of costs through 
“behavioral constraints or negative economic incentives” on policy recipients, “backed by 
the threat of sanction or force” (Patterson, 2023). Following Patterson (2023), I distinguish 
between pricing/taxation (which imposes mandatory costs on emissions-intensive behavior) 
(Barragán-Beaud et al., 2018; Green, 2021), regulation (which imposes limits or constraints 
on certain activities) (Knill et al., 2012; Richards, 1997), and phase-outs (which terminate 
specific technologies or production patterns) (Egli et al., 2022; Rinscheid et al., 2022). The 
costs these policies impose are private, immediate, and concentrated among identifiable tar-
get groups (households, sectoral workforces, energy-intensive industries); while the benefits 
hard climate policies produce are public, deferred, and dispersed across populations and gen-
erations (Harrison & Sundstrom, 2010; Jordan & Matt, 2014; Rabe, 2018). This asymmetry 
makes hard climate policies particularly prone to public backlash. As the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, 2022) and a growing literature on policy backlash (Alter 
& Zürn, 2020; Patashnik, 2023; Patterson, 2023; Patterson, Kaiser, et al., 2026; Stokes, 2016) 
have warned, hard climate policies risk to be rolled back, weakened, or watered down after 
adoption which presents a significant and pressing concern for climate governance. 

While the last decade has seen a notable turn towards industrial policy and green public 
investment as central instruments of decarbonization (Bhandary et al., 2021; Meckling et al., 
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2017; Tagliapietra & Veugelers, 2020), effective reduction of emissions is, nonetheless, likely 
to continue to require coercive instruments (OECD, 2025b). The renewed scholarly attention 
to strategic state action (exemplified, for instance, by the U.S. Inflation Reduction Act, the 
European Green Deal Industrial Plan) has put new ideas on the table about how to decar-
bonize at scale: by creating new markets, reshaping supply chains, and directing investment 
into green industries rather than relying primarily on cost-imposing instruments (Bang, 
2025; Veugelers et al., 2024). The argument advanced here does not dispute the importance 
of this development. Green investment, voluntary measures, information campaigns, and 
subsidies retain their place in the policy mix, but the rate and depth of decarbonization now 
required cannot plausibly be delivered by such soft instruments alone (Eskander et al., 2021; 
Roelfsema et al., 2020). Understanding public responses to hard climate policy (especially 
those that are contentious) therefore remains an important task even as the policy frontier 
expands. 

Among different forms of public contestation (e.g., expressed through mobilization, protest, 
electoral pressure, adversarial campaigning, or legal challenge) (McAdam et al., 2000, 2009), 
this thesis focuses on backlash, that is, a sub-category (Figure 1.1) distinguished from milder 
forms of contestation by three features: its abruptness (it emerges rapidly rather than devel-
oping gradually), its forcefulness (it involves substantial mobilization rather than only sen-
timent), and its reversal-orientation (it seeks to undo the policy rather than only to register 
dissatisfaction) (Patashnik, 2023; Patterson, 2023). The distinction between contestation and 
backlash matters because different forms of contestation have different policy implications, 
and conflating them produces analytical confusion and policy advice calibrated to the worst 
case rather than to the actual case at hand. Studying public backlash in this scoped way as a 
phenomenon with its own dynamics, its own conditions, and its own consequences for policy 
is therefore a distinct and necessary research task.

Figure 1.1. Backlash as a specific sub-category of contestation.
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1Public backlash can stall, weaken, or reverse policies over time whose effectiveness depends 
on durable implementation (Patashnik, 2008, 2023; Patterson, 2023). The concern that 
policy reform is vulnerable to post-adoption reversal is, of course, not new: Patashnik’s 
(2008)  landmark study of reforms at risk demonstrated that sustained implementation 
requires the continuous reproduction of supportive coalitions, institutional anchoring, and 
political insulation from organized opposition. Adjacent literatures have made related points 
from different angles. Social acceptance research, particularly on energy infrastructure, has 
emphasized that public reception evolves through implementation rather than being fixed 
at the point of adoption (Wüstenhagen et al., 2007). Policy studies and policy feedback 
scholarship in particular have shown that adopted policies generate their own constituencies, 
resources, and interpretive frames that can either consolidate or undermine the policy over 
time ( Jordan & Matt, 2014; Lockwood, 2022). While these studies provide helpful insights 
into sustained implementation and acceptance, the specific phenomenon of public backlash 
that arises after adoption remains under-examined.

Public backlash challenges the conventional understanding of policy adoption as the closure 
of political debate (Zittoun, 2014, p. 169). The classical policy cycle (Knill & Tosun, 2020, p. 
7) treats adoption as the moment when contention subsides and implementation takes over, 
but the hard climate policy domain increasingly resists this temporal logic. Costs that were 
hypothetical at the moment of adoption become concrete when implementation begins; po-
litical coalitions that supported a policy at adoption may shift in subsequent electoral cycles; 
new contextual events (energy price spikes, economic crises, populist mobilizations) may 
reactivate latent opposition; and policies that initially passed below the threshold of public 
attention may become objects of contention as their effects become visible (Bergquist et al., 
2020; Mildenberger et al., 2022; Patashnik, 2019; Patterson, 2023; Stokes, 2016). These dy-
namics mean that the post-adoption phase, far from being politically settled, is often where 
the political fate of a policy is actually decided, hence, it needs to be thoroughly examined. 

Currently, the ex-ante perspective dominates the field of studies of public attitudes and pref-
erences (Bergquist et al., 2022; Dechezleprêtre et al., 2022; Drews & Bergh, 2015; Kyselá et 
al., 2019). Ex-ante surveys and stated-preference experiments have produced rich findings 
about the determinants of climate policy support: cost burden, perceived fairness, climate 
concern, political trust, and revenue use, among others (Carattini et al., 2018; Dechezleprêtre 
et al., 2022; Maestre-Andrés et al., 2019; Mildenberger et al., 2022). Yet acceptance measured 
before adoption captures only part of the story. Ex-ante measures are vulnerable to the prin-
ciple-implementation gap (Krosnick & MacInnis, 2013), that is, between abstract support 
for climate action and concrete opposition to specific instruments; to discrepancies between 
stated and actual preferences stemming from distinction between willingness to support 
climate policy and willingness to pay for it (Bakaki & Bernauer, 2017; Dechezleprêtre et 
al., 2022), and to the dynamic re-shaping of public opinion that occurs once a policy moves 
from proposal to lived reality (Heyen & Wicki, 2024). In short, hard climate policies might 
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be supported in principle but as soon as the associated costs become tangible, these policies 
are most likely to generate public contestation (Kallbekken, 2023).

While the existing studies focus on the determinants of acceptance and support, contestation 
in general and backlash specifically cannot be approached as the simple inverse of acceptance 
and support. The implicit assumption in much of the public opinion literature is that con-
testation is what acceptance is not, that is, explaining acceptance is therefore enough. But 
the empirical record shows that the same policy can elicit acceptance from a quiet majority 
and backlash from an organized minority (Stokes, 2016); that contestation can arise where 
ex-ante surveys may have suggested support (Dechezleprêtre et al., 2022; Douenne & Fabre, 
2019); and that the conditions producing contestation may be configurationally distinct 
from those producing acceptance.  Therefore, a literature dominated by insights into support 
and acceptance cannot, on its own, explain the post-adoption contestation that increasingly 
worries climate policymakers.

Overall, despite its growing salience, public backlash to hard climate policies is poorly un-
derstood as a phenomenon, for example, its prevalence, its drivers, and its implications for 
policymaking. We do not have systematic comparative evidence on how prevalent backlash 
actually is, neither do we have clear accounts of the conditions under which such form of 
contestation arises. Similarly, we do not have empirically grounded answers to the question 
of when backlash translates into policy failure and when it does not. And we have only thin 
evidence on what practitioners who have experience with contestation-prone policies actu-
ally think can be done about it. Yet having mass publics on board — or at least not actively 
against — is a precondition for the sustained implementation that effective climate policy 
requires (Kyselá et al., 2019; Rhodes et al., 2017; Stadelmann-Steffen & Dermont, 2021; 
Umit & Schaffer, 2020).

1.2 EXISTING RESEARCH

Three larger bodies of literature directly inform the study of public backlash, where each with 
a sub-field that engages most closely with this phenomenon under investigation, that is, the 
focus of this thesis (Figure 1.2). Public acceptance and support scholarship (within political 
sociology) examines how mass publics respond to climate policy. Contentious climate politics 
literature (within climate politics more broadly) examines the dynamics of policy contesta-
tion in the climate domain. Policy process and policy design literature (within policy studies) 
examines how policies move through stages of formulation, adoption, and post-adoption, 
and how design features shape policy outcomes. Each of these literatures captures part of the 
puzzle, but none in isolation captures the whole; bringing them into sustained contact is one 
of the conceptual tasks this thesis takes up.



21

Introduction

1

1.2.1 �Public acceptance & support scholarship: foregrounding the role  
of mass publics in climate policy

The role of mass publics in policymaking has long been a central concern of political sociol-
ogy, broadly defined as “the social circumstances of politics, that is, to how politics both is 
shaped by and shapes other events in societies” (Orum, 1983, p. 1). In particular, the work of 
social movement scholars focuses on how collective action shapes (or fails to shape) policy 
outcomes (and vice versa). McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly’s foundational work on contentious 
politics (2000; see also McAdam & Tarrow, 2010) developed an analytical vocabulary for 
studying mass publics as political actors whose mobilization can be consequential for the 
trajectory of policy under certain conditions. This insight matters for climate policy because 
climate action (and especially through hard instruments) is unusually demanding of public 
consent: the costs are visible and felt, while the benefits are diffuse and deferred, so policy 
depends on a public attitude that is at minimum tolerant and at best supportive (Wallner, 
2008). The role of mass publics in climate policy is therefore not a peripheral concern but a 
central one — and the conditions shaping distinct forms of public responses are core ques-
tions of climate governance.

Public response here refers to the aggregate behavioral and sentimental response of mass 
publics to a specific adopted policy at the level of the political community, encompassing 
both individual attitudes and collective expressions of those attitudes. This formulation 
draws on the distinct but complementary works of Wüstenhagen et al.  (2007), Dermont 

Figure 1.2. Situating backlash within the related literature fields.
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et al.  (2017), and Batel et al.  (2013), who argue for understanding policy acceptance as a 
process involving multiple actors at multiple stages, rather than as a static individual-level 
attribute. The thesis treats public response as encompassing both sentiment (the presence or 
absence of disapproval) and behavior (the presence or absence of mobilization), following the 
typology developed in Chapter 3. The focus on mass publics (as distinct from interest groups, 
political elites, or organized social movements) is justified because mass publics are the actors 
whose consent and authorization public policy ultimately depends on in democratic settings 
(Wallner, 2008). While organized actors play important roles in shaping public response 
(industry can amplify discontent, political parties can frame policy, media can drive salience), 
mass publics are not reducible to these actors and their distinctive role in policymaking (as 
explained by the literature on policy acceptance and support) is the central concern of the 
thesis.

Public responses (also encompassing public attitudes and preferences) have been studied 
principally through ex-ante survey research and stated-preference experiments (Bergquist 
et al., 2022; Heyen & Wicki, 2024; Kyselá et al., 2019). This work, ranging from individu-
al-country studies (Douenne & Fabre, 2020; Hammerle et al., 2021) to systematic reviews 
(Bergquist et al., 2022; Drews & Bergh, 2015) and large multi-country surveys (Deche-
zleprêtre et al., 2022), has produced a substantial body of evidence on the determinants of 
climate policy support. The methodological dominance of ex-ante designs is striking: a re-
cent overview by Heyen and Wicki (2024) notes that the overwhelming majority of climate 
policy attitude studies employ surveys or experiments conducted before policy adoption. The 
combined finding from this literature is that policy support varies systematically with cost 
burden, perceived fairness, revenue use, climate concern, political trust, and individual-level 
demographic and ideological characteristics (van den Bergh et al., 2021; Bergquist et al., 
2022; Carattini et al., 2018; Maestre-Andrés et al., 2019; Rhodes et al., 2017). This work 
has produced a rich catalogue of factors that shape climate policy attitudes, and it has been 
broadly successful at the analytic task it set itself: that is, explaining variation in stated sup-
port for proposed policies.

The limits of this approach for explaining post-adoption dynamics, however, are increasingly 
difficult to ignore. As mentioned above, ex-ante measures cannot capture the implementa-
tion gap (Krosnick & MacInnis, 2013) by which abstract support for an outcome translates 
poorly into concrete support for a policy; they cannot register the dynamic reshaping of 
opinion that occurs once costs become tangible (Kallbekken, 2023); and they tend to measure 
factors at the individual level when the phenomenon they aim to explain – contestation and 
backlash specifically — is generated through social interaction at the level of political com-
munity (Abrams et al., 2022). They also create what Heyen and Wicki (2024) term “artificial 
environments with low external validity”, in which respondents make choices abstracted 
from the political and economic contexts that shape real-world reception. A literature built 
principally on ex-ante methods provides a substantial but incomplete picture: it tells us much 
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1about the conditions under which a policy might be supported in principle, and rather less 
about the conditions under which it is actually contested in practice.

1.2.2 �Contentious climate politics: explaining why climate policy  
is at times hard to implement

The field of climate politics has its own substantial body of research, and its two broad 
themes are of particular importance for understanding contentious public responses. The first 
is institutional and coalitional: how political systems, party systems, electoral arrangements, 
and interest-group constellations influence what climate policy gets adopted and what it 
looks like (Andersen, 2019; Finnegan, 2022; Lipscy, 2018; Lockwood, 2022; Mildenberger, 
2020). The second is the politics of polarization and partisan competition over climate, 
which examines how climate has become an axis of ideological and affective division in 
many democracies and how this division shapes policy possibilities (Birch, 2020; Flores & 
Barclay, 2016; Hutter & Weisskircher, 2023; Riera & Madariaga, 2023; Tranter & Lester, 
2017). Hence, two findings from this field are particularly important for the puzzle of public 
backlash. 

First, for instance, Mildenberger’s (2020) comparative analysis of carbon pricing in the Unit-
ed States, Australia, and Norway shows that the political fate of adopted climate policy is 
shaped not only by aggregate public preferences but by the embedded structure of fossil-fu-
el-dependent interests within left- and right-leaning coalitions alike, which can generate 
sustained pressure for weakening or repeal long after adoption. Lockwood’s (2013, 2018, 
2022) work, drawing explicitly on the policy feedback tradition, argues that adopted climate 
policies create their own constituencies of supporters and opponents whose interaction over 
time determines whether the policy is locked in or eroded, with affected groups (e.g., ener-
gy-intensive workforces, peripheral regions, low-income households) playing a structuring 
role in the post-adoption period. Together these accounts identify part of the explanatory 
architecture for this thesis: post-adoption contestation is shaped by the interaction between 
policy design and the coalitional and feedback dynamics it sets in motion. 

Second, the literature on polarization and partisan competition, has documented how 
climate has become an axis of ideological and increasingly affective division in many democ-
racies, with consequences that extend well beyond the adoption decision (Birch, 2020; Ellger, 
2024; Iyengar et al., 2018). Ideological polarization shapes which policy designs are politi-
cally feasible and which become focal points for partisan mobilization; affective polarization, 
in which opposition to climate policy becomes bound up with identity-based hostility to 
other political groups, can make even technically modest instruments politically costly. The 
implications for policy, as the more recent literature suggests, run less through changes in 
stated support and more through how issues become “sorted” into partisan camps, how 
new policy designs (e.g., bundling with redistributive measures, investment-led approaches 
(Bang, 2025)) can sometimes cut across these divisions, and how contestation can become 



24

Chapter 1

path-dependent once polarization is established. Both strands have produced sophisticated 
accounts of why climate policy is hard to implement and why specific designs prevail over 
others, particularly in highly polarized democracies like the United States and Australia. This 
literature offers a strong context-side explanation of climate policymaking: it contributes to 
explaining why climate policy looks the way it does in particular jurisdictions (Finnegan, 
2022).

Within this broader field, a more specific sub-literature has emerged on contentious cli-
mate politics which foregrounds the analysis of policy backlash, a distinct phenomenon 
of post-adoption policy challenge involving negative response to a policy, driven by actors 
who mobilize quickly through formal institutions and/or informal channels (Patashnik, 
2019; Patterson, 2023). Such reactions may take the form of voting behavior (Stokes, 2016; 
Stutzmann, 2025), mass mobilization and protest (Patashnik, 2023; Temper et al., 2020), ad-
versarial political or media campaigns (Crowley, 2021), or legal contestation (Stacey, 2021). 
Backlash can be understood either as an endogenous reaction to the characteristics of public 
policies, where shifting political conditions generate incentives for mobilization (Patashnik, 
2023, p. 5); or as a broader socio-political response arising when policies are misaligned with 
their context and fail to meet the needs, preferences, or beliefs of affected groups (Patterson 
et al., 2025). The contentious climate politics literature has, in this respect, opened the ana-
lytical space within which the present thesis is situated: it has identified the phenomenon, 
explored its manifestations, and made the case for taking it seriously as a research object in 
its own right.

Two gaps persist, however. First, the literature on contentious climate politics is over-
whelmingly dominated by single or small-N case studies (with the United States, Australia, 
and France particularly heavily represented), which leaves uncertain the prevalence and 
patterns of contestation across the broader population of hard climate policies (Dreyer & 
Walker, 2013; Fairbrother, 2022; Ziegler, 2017). Second, while the literature offers strong 
context-side explanation (institutional configurations, partisan dynamics, media ecosystems), 
the policy-content side — what features of policy design make a policy more or less prone 
to contestation, and how design and context interact — is comparatively under-developed 
(Ejelöv & Nilsson, 2020; Heyen & Wicki, 2024). Patashnik (2023), Patterson (2023), and 
Lockwood (2013)  all point at this interaction, but systematic comparative evidence on 
how policy content and policy context jointly produce contestation is scarce. Patashnik’s 
(2008)  book-length analysis is particularly important here: it not only theorizes the con-
ditions under which adopted reforms become entrenched or unravel, but devotes a closing 
chapter to the implications for policymakers seeking durable reform. His subsequent work 
(2019, 2023)  extends the argument by foregrounding the political logic of post-adoption 
challenge and offering one of the more explicit accounts of what policymakers and analysts 
can take from this. Building on these foundations, the result is a literature that has done 
much to put contestation on the agenda but has yet to provide a configurational account of 
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1the conditions under which it occurs across hard climate policy as well as the implications it 
entails for policymaking.

1.2.3 �Policy process and policy design: understanding dynamic  
and static aspects of policy 

Two further bodies of work, drawn from policy studies, speak to the research problem. The 
first concerns the policy process itself: the temporal structure of policymaking from agen-
da-setting through formulation, adoption, implementation, and evaluation. While much 
policy process scholarship focuses on the early stages of the cycle, an increasingly active 
strand examines the post-adoption phase: the political dynamics of policy implementation, 
the conditions for policy durability, the relationship between policies and the contexts in 
which they operate, and the assessment of policy outcomes including success and failure 
(Howlett, 2012; Jordan & Moore, 2020, 2023; McConnell, 2010a, 2015; Thalmann & Ba-
ranzini, 2006a). McConnell’s (2015) framework for analyzing degrees of policy success and 
failure across process, programmatic, and political dimensions is particularly relevant for the 
present thesis, as it offers a systematic vocabulary for evaluating policy outcomes. 

The policy process literature provides the analytical vocabulary needed to assess contested 
policy outcomes, that is, moving analysis beyond the question of ‘why backlash occurs’ to the 
question of ‘what implications backlash has for policymaking’. For example, by focusing on 
concepts such as policy change (e.g., Berglund et al., 2022; Hall, 1993; Bennett & Howlett, 
1992), policy feedback (e.g., Béland, 2010; Béland & Schlager, 2019; Jacobs & Weaver, 2015), 
agenda-setting (e.g., Cairney & Jones, 2016; John, 2003; Zahariadis, 2007), implementation 
(Sabatier, 1986; Matland, 1995), and policy dismantling ( Jordan et al., 2013; Pierson 1994), 
this literature enables analysis to move beyond studying the nature of backlash and its drivers 
to examine what consequences backlash has for a broader policymaking process. In this way, 
backlash can be understood not merely as a political reaction, but as a force that shapes policy 
trajectories, influences decision-making processes, and alters the substance and direction of 
public policy.

The second body of work concerns policy design itself: for example, the choice of instru-
ments, the specification of design features, and the relationship between design and out-
come. Salamon’s (2001) influential typology of policy instruments, and the approaches that 
followed (Bemelmans-Videc et al., 2010; Howlett & Cashore, 2009; Howlett & Rayner, 
2007), provide the analytical scaffold for distinguishing instrument types (including the 
hard/soft distinction central to this thesis). A growing literature on design features — for 
example, stringency (Botta & Koźluk, 2014b; Schaffrin et al., 2015), gradualism and se-
quencing (Meckling et al., 2017; Pahle et al., 2018), revenue redistribution (Mildenberger 
et al., 2022), and revenue earmarking (Baranzini & Carattini, 2017; Kallbekken & Aasen, 
2010)   — examines how specific design choices shape policy outcomes including public 
reception.  Rather than treating policy instruments as fixed, uniform devices, this literature 
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posits that the details of policy design can substantially influence both policy effectiveness 
and political viability (Stechemesser et al., 2024). For example, more stringent measures may 
achieve greater environmental benefits but can also generate stronger opposition (Konc et al., 
2022), while gradual implementation and carefully sequenced reforms may ease adjustment 
costs and increase acceptability (Montfort et al., 2023; Leipprand et al., 2020). Similarly, the 
redistribution or earmarking of revenues can affect perceptions of fairness, trust in govern-
ment, and willingness to support a policy (Beiser-McGrath & Bernauer, 2019; Klenert et al., 
2018). Consequently, policy outcomes depend not only on the type of instrument selected 
but also on how that instrument is designed.

Two implications follow for the present thesis. Substantively, policy design scholarship offers 
the design-side complement to the broader context-side analysis present in contentious cli-
mate politics (including political institutions and elite coalitions), and a starting point for the 
configurational analysis the present thesis develops. Methodologically, however, it remains 
weighted towards single/small-N or single-feature studies (e.g., revenue use, stringency), 
with limited systematic engagement with how multiple design features combine with con-
textual conditions to shape post-adoption reception across a wider sample, that is, precisely 
the analytical move this thesis undertakes.

1.2.4 Synthesis: zooming in on public backlash
The three literatures favorably complement each other. Public acceptance scholarship recog-
nizes that policy design and political context matter, but typically captures these as variables 
in individual-level survey models rather than as configurations operating at the level of the 
political community. Contentious climate politics scholarship recognizes that policy design 
matters, but its case-based methodology has not yet generated systematic comparative evi-
dence on how design and context combine. Policy process and policy design scholarship offer 
the conceptual vocabulary for both (e.g., instrument types, design features, post-adoption 
dynamics, success/failure) but these resources have only partially been brought to bear on the 
specific puzzle of post-adoption contestation in the climate domain. Bringing these three 
literatures into sustained contact is what the thesis sets out to do, and what motivates the 
four-empirical-chapter structure described in Section 1.5.

1.3 RESEARCH GAPS

Four specific gaps are evident from the existing research discussed above, each of which 
structures one of the four empirical chapters comprising this thesis. Together they cover the 
descriptive, explanatory, evaluative, and policy dimensions of public backlash to hard climate 
policy. First, the field lacks systematic medium-N evidence on the prevalence of backlash 
across hard climate policies, leaving the empirical baseline against which any explanatory 
or normative claim should be assessed largely unmapped (Heyen & Wicki, 2024). Second, 
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1the literature treats the conditions producing backlash in a partial way: it has rarely brought 
policy-content conditions (design features) and context conditions (institutional, political, 
and societal factors) together within a single analytical frame, and where both are considered, 
they are typically treated as additive variables rather than as configurations, missing the 
conjunctural causation through which policy content and policy context interact (e.g., Ejelöv 
& Nilsson, 2020). Third, the relationship between backlash and policy failure is asserted but 
not systematically examined, leaving open the question of how we can determine when con-
tested policies actually fail and when they succeed (McConnell, 2010b, 2010a, 2015). Fourth, 
a practitioner perspective on contestation and backlash specifically — what experts who have 
experience with contested policies actually think the problems are and what can be done 
about them — is largely missing from the literature, despite its centrality for policy learning 
(Dunlop et al., 2024; Hoppe, 2010). Each gap is addressed through a distinct analytical 
strategy, and each corresponds to one of the four empirical chapters in the thesis.

1.3.1 Gap 1: Prevalence of Public Backlash
The field lacks systematic medium-N evidence on the prevalence and patterns of public 
backlash. Existing scholarship has accumulated detailed case-based knowledge of high-pro-
file episodes (e.g., France’s Yellow Vests (Driscoll, 2023; Martin & Islar, 2021), Australia’s 
carbon tax repeal (Bailey et al., 2012; Crowley, 2017), Germany’s coal-phase-out controver-
sies (Haas et al., 2022; Radtke & David, 2024)), but it has not yet produced a comparative 
baseline assessment of how prevalent contestation actually is across the broader population 
of hard climate policies in OECD countries (Heyen & Wicki, 2024). This empirical gap 
matters because, in its absence, the most visible cases come to dominate inferences about the 
phenomenon as a whole. 

If backlash is, in fact, the modal post-adoption response to hard climate policy, the policy de-
sign implications differ fundamentally from those that follow if contestation is the exception. 
In the absence of prevalence evidence, “fear of backlash” can function as a de facto constraint 
on climate ambition (Patashnik, 2019; Patterson, 2023; Stokes, 2016), with policymakers 
calibrating policy ambition downward to avoid an outcome whose actual prevalence has not 
been measured. The missing systematic descriptive baseline that registers the full range of 
post-adoption public responses — from passive acceptance to outright backlash — across a 
defined population of policies is the gap Chapter 3 addresses.

1.3.2 Gap 2: Configurational Drivers of Public Backlash
Public acceptance scholarship and climate politics research treat policy content and policy 
context as separable explanatory factors, but contestation arises at their interplay. Sur-
vey-based public acceptance research typically estimates the independent effect of design 
features (e.g., revenue use, magnitude of costs) and contextual factors (e.g., political trust, 
climate concern) on individual-level support, modelling them additively as variables in re-
gression frameworks (Dechezleprêtre et al., 2022; Kyselá et al., 2019). This methodological 
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approach has analytical strengths but a structural limitation: it cannot capture the config-
urational logic by which the same design feature produces different outcomes in different 
contexts, or by which the same contextual factor produces different outcomes for different 
designs. The result is a literature that knows a great deal about what predicts support on av-
erage and additively and considerably less about which combinations of conditions produce 
contestation and backlash specifically.

Four interrelated sub-gaps follow from this. First, there is limited clarity on which conditions 
are relevant at the post-adoption stage as opposed to the ex-ante stage: the determinants of 
stated support need not be the determinants of realized contestation (including backlash) 
(Heyen & Wicki, 2024; Krosnick & MacInnis, 2013). Second, the literature has rarely 
brought policy-design conditions and context conditions into the same analytical frame, 
despite their interaction being the locus where backlash arises (Lockwood, 2013, 2018; 
Mildenberger, 2020; Patashnik, 2008). Third, the contextual conditions that are studied 
tend to be operationalized at the individual level (trust, climate concern, ideology), whereas 
contestation is a social and interactive phenomenon involving polarization, coalition-build-
ing, and the dynamic interpretation of policy across publics (Abrams et al., 2022; Hutter & 
Weisskircher, 2023). Fourth, even where conditions are jointly considered, they are typically 
treated as additive rather than configurational (Ejelöv & Nilsson, 2020). Addressing public 
backlash therefore requires not only a configurational approach but one that integrates 
design and context, takes social-level conditions seriously (Ragin, 2009), and is anchored 
in the post-adoption stage — the analytical step Chapter 4 undertakes through fuzzy-set 
Qualitative Comparative Analysis.

1.3.3 Gap 3: Backlash and Policy Failure
Understanding how backlash relates to policy failure is crucial, since the former might not be 
as destructive as it is often perceived to be. Backlash is widely treated, explicitly or implicitly, 
as an indicator of policy failure: where backlash occurs, the policy is presumed to have gone 
wrong (Bovens & Hart, 2016). Yet this equation is more often asserted than examined. 
Empirically, it can be observed that backlash may lead to diverse outcomes ranging from 
outright policy reversal (e.g., Australia’s Carbon Pricing Mechanism (Crowley, 2021); On-
tario’s wind farm development (Stokes, 2016)) to policy weakening (e.g., France’s Carbon 
Charge Component (Driscoll, 2023); South Korea’s ETS (Barlaup & Biedenkopf, 2024)) to 
policy strengthening (e.g., Germany’s Coal Exit Law (Haas et al., 2022)) to no substantial 
policy change (e.g., British Columbia’s carbon tax (Karapin, 2020)). 

The result is a literature that holds two views of backlash in tension. On one hand, backlash 
can be read as a problem to be addressed as it puts policy viability in question (Bovens & 
Hart, 1996, 2017); on the other, backlash can be approached as one moment in a broader 
post-adoption trajectory whose outcome cannot be inferred from the contestation alone 
(McConnell, 2010a, 2010b, 2015). The full distribution of outcomes following backlash 
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1across hard climate policies has not been systematically mapped, and when backlash actually 
leads to failure rather than to adaptation or reinforcement remains unclear. Without a more 
nuanced analysis of the backlash-failure relationship, the policy implications of backlash will 
continue to be inferred from worst-case assessments rather than from comparative evidence 
on actual outcomes. Chapter 5 addresses this by disentangling the complexity of understand-
ing multiple ways in which a policy might fail and the degree to which this occurs, and the 
implications for evaluating the consequences of backlash across the backlash cases identified 
in Chapter 3.

1.3.4 Gap 4: Reflexive policy-related insights
Policy experts familiar with contestation-prone climate policies hold specific reflections on 
what contestation is a problem of and what action can be taken in response, but these reflec-
tions rarely enter the literature on their own terms. Scholars examining policy learning have 
long argued that practitioners accumulate forms of knowledge through engagement with 
cases (Dunlop et al., 2024; Hoppe, 2010) and the interpretive and reflexive currents in policy 
studies have made related arguments about the value of practical reasoning, frame-attention, 
and the dialogic relation between expert analysis and lived political experience (Schön & 
Rein, 1994; Wagenaar, 2011). Where policy experts’ perspectives do enter climate policy 
research, however, they typically appear in one of two forms: as prescriptive advice from 
policy consultancies and international organizations, which tends toward generic best-prac-
tice recommendations detached from the configurational realities of specific cases (Craft 
& Howlett, 2013); or as quoted illustration within case studies, where experts feature as 
informants (Keele, 2019; O’Brien, 2013).

Yet the practical experience of analyzing contested climate policies and reflecting on public 
responses contains a kind of knowledge that survey instruments cannot easily fully capture: 
how problems are diagnosed in real time, which design and context features practitioners 
attend to, what action they see as available and worth pursuing, and on what grounds. This 
knowledge sits between the epistemic perspective of formal expertise and the reflexive in-
terpretation by policy experts of citizen perceptions. This requires careful elicitation of such 
reflections (treating policy experts as “problem brokers”) and thorough thematic analysis of 
their input regarding the policy problems behind policy contestation and possible policy 
action points. Chapter 6 takes up this task through the structured interview method across 
the 16 jurisdictions of the sample.

1.4 RESEARCH AIM AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1.4.1 Research aim
The overall aim of this thesis is to empirically assess and critically reflect on public backlash 
to hard climate policies at the post-adoption stage by systematically characterizing, explain-
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ing, evaluating, and learning from cases of public backlash to hard climate policies in OECD 
countries. This single aim runs across the four empirical chapters of the thesis: Chapter 3 
characterizes the prevalence and patterns of public backlash; Chapter 4 explains the config-
urational conditions under which it arises; Chapter 5 evaluates its consequences for policy 
success and failure; and Chapter 6 distils the reflections of policy experts who have engaged 
with contested cases. 

1.4.2 Overarching research question
Building on the four gaps identified above and guided by the research aim, the overarching 
question of this thesis is as follows:

What conditions give rise to public backlash to adopted hard climate policies in 
OECD countries, and with what implications for climate policymaking?

This question situates public backlash as an object of inquiry and seeks to develop a descrip-
tive map of its prevalence, an explanatory account of the conditions under which it arises, 
an evaluative assessment of its consequences for policy outcomes, and a practical account of 
what policy experts identify as needed for sustained climate policy.

1.4.3 Research sub-questions
The overarching question is decomposed into four sub-questions, each addressed by a specific 
chapter:
	 Q1: �How prevalent is public backlash to adopted hard climate policies in OECD coun-

tries?
	 Q2: �What are the conditions under which public backlash to hard climate policies arises 

at the post-adoption stage?
	 Q3: �When and to what extent does policy backlash lead to policy failure in climate 

change mitigation policy?
	 Q4: �How do policy experts problematize conditions of public backlash to hard climate 

policies, and what possible action points do they see as needed for policy viability?

The four sub-questions follow a deliberate analytical sequence (Figure 1.3): from the de-
scriptive (prevalence), to the explanatory (drivers), to the evaluative (consequences for policy 
outcomes), to the policy-related (action points for future policymaking). Each connects to 
the others: the empirical map of backlash in Q1 establishes the cases on which the explana-
tory analysis in Q2 operates; the configurational explanation in Q2 identifies the conditions 
whose interaction Q3 problematizes; and the failure analysis in Q3 establishes the con-
sequences that the action points in Q4 are designed to address. The four questions, taken 
together, are designed to provide a comprehensive analysis of public backlash — empirically 
grounded, configurationally explained, evaluatively assessed, and practically translated.
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1.5 �STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS  
AND CHAPTERS OVERVIEW

The thesis comprises this introduction, a chapter on research design, four empirical chapters, 
and a concluding chapter. Each empirical paper-chapter addresses one of the four sub-ques-
tions identified in Section 1.4 and corresponds to one of the four gaps identified in Section 
1.3. Table 1.1 summarizes the empirical chapter structure.

Figure 1.3. Interconnections between four empirical chapters of this thesis.

Table 1.1. Overview of the thesis empirical chapters.
Chapter 3 Chapter 4 Chapter 5 Chapter 6

Title Public responses to 
hard climate policies 
in OECD member 
countries: prevalence 
of contention at the 
post-adoption stage

Unraveling the 
conditions for post-
adoption contestation 
over hard climate policy 
in OECD countries

Contested but not 
failed: rethinking the 
relationship between 
backlash and policy 
failure in climate 
policy

Climate policymaking 
in times of contention: 
experts’ insights into 
policy viability

Research 
question

How prevalent 
and varied are 
contentious public 
responses?

Under which 
conditions does public 
contestation occur 
at the post-adoption 
stage?

When and to what 
extent does backlash 
lead to policy failure?

How do experts 
problematize conditions 
for contestation, and 
what action points 
emerge?

Primary 
method

Systematic 
qualitative (media) 
content analysis

Fuzzy-set Qualitative 
Comparative Analysis 
(fsQCA)

Structured 
comparative case 
analysis

Deductive and inductive 
qualitative thematic 
analyses

Cases (n) 50 policy packages 27 policy packages 6 backlash cases 27 policy packages
Countries 21 OECD members 16 OECD members 6 OECD members 16 OECD members
Primary 
data

62 structured expert 
interviews

62 structured expert 
interviews

25 structured expert 
interviews

62 structured expert 
interviews
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Chapter 2 (Methodology) provides overview of the research design of this thesis. it elabo-
rates on the research strategy (overall approach and the set of methods employed throughout 
the empirical chapters) and the research material (case population, sampling frame, and data 
sources). Additionally, it explains the research planning providing details on sequencing of 
analytical steps, timing, and data. 

Chapter 3 (Paper 1) establishes the empirical foundation of the thesis. Drawing on system-
atic media content analysis of 50 hard climate policy packages across 21 OECD member 
countries between 2009 and 2022, it develops a four-fold typology of public responses 
(support, acceptance, non-acceptance, backlash) based on the dimensions of disapproval and 
mobilization, and uses this typology to map the prevalence of contention. The chapter estab-
lishes that public backlash is the exception rather than the rule in the case sample studied, 
and that the most contentious responses cluster among carbon pricing/taxation policies and 
in the latter half of the study period.

Chapter 4 (Paper 2) moves from prevalence to conditions. Drawing on fuzzy-set Qualitative 
Comparative Analysis of 27 cases for which sufficiently detailed configurational data could 
be collected, supplemented by structured interviews with 62 experts and extensive secondary 
documentation, the chapter identifies the configurations of conditions under which con-
testation arises. It establishes that contestation is produced by combinations of conditions 
rather than by any single factor, with the combination of demandingness and unfairness as 
the core configurational explanation, joined in different cases by socio-political polarization, 
lack of climate change concern, and absence of information provision.

Chapter 5 (Paper 3) moves from drivers to consequences. Drawing on structured comparative 
case analysis of the six backlash cases identified in Chapter 3, using McConnell’s adapted 
policy success/failure framework, the chapter examines the relationship between backlash 
and policy failure. It establishes substantial variation across cases in both the degree and 
form of failure, and argues that adaptiveness — rather than contestation-avoidance — is the 
central determinant of policy viability under conditions of backlash.

Table 1.1. Overview of the thesis empirical chapters. (continued)
Chapter 3 Chapter 4 Chapter 5 Chapter 6

Secondary 
data

Newspaper articles 
policy documents; 
academic and grey 
literature

Media; datasets; policy 
documents; academic 
and grey literature

Policy documents; 
media; grey literature; 
academic papers

Policy documents; 
media; secondary 
literature

Key output Typology of public 
responses; prevalence 
mapping

Solution pathways of 
conditions producing 
contention

Distinction from 
failure; positioning 
on a failure/success 
spectrum

Problematized 
conditions and 
corresponding policy 
action points
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1Chapter 6 (Paper 4) moves from consequences to policy implications. Drawing on deduc-
tive thematic analysis of structured expert interviews, the chapter elicits the reflections of 
policy experts acting as “problem brokers” interpreting public contestation. It identifies five 
problematizations of the conditions of contestation (policy unaffordability, asymmetric (re)
distribution, mass publics’ misperception, partisan capture, policy legitimacy) and through 
inductive analysis, it offers a repertoire of policy action points encompassing direct interven-
tions and strategic orientations.

Chapter 7 (Conclusion) synthesizes the findings across the empirical chapters, reflects on 
the limitations of the design and the directions for further research that the findings open 
up, and returns to the practical question with which the thesis began: how to design and 
implement hard climate policy in democratic settings where contestation in general and 
backlash in particular may become a frequent occurrence in climate policymaking.

All supporting material is provided at the end of the thesis. This includes supplementary 
tables and figures, references, list of publications, acknowledgements, and my curriculum 
vitae.
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The thesis uses a multi-staged medium-N comparative research design that combines four 
complementary methods across the four empirical chapters, sharing a common empirical 
sample to enable comparability. The chapters are therefore not parallel stand-alone studies 
but sequential analytical steps on a coherent empirical base. To specify, the prevalence analy-
sis (Chapter 3) furnishes the case population on which the configurational analysis (Chapter 
4) operates; the six backlash cases identified in Chapter 3 form the comparative material for 
the failure analysis (Chapter 5); and the structured interview corpus assembled in support 
of Chapter 4 is read through a different analytical lens in Chapter 6. The design is therefore 
additive, that is, each chapter draws on a subset of a single, coherently constructed population 
of cases, and cumulative, that is, each chapter taking the previous one’s findings as its starting 
point. The following sub-sections explain the research strategy, the research material, and the 
research plan that produced it.

2.1 �RESEARCH STRATEGY:  
OVERALL APPROACH AND SET OF METHODS

The thesis investigates public backlash to hard climate policies as a phenomenon with its 
own descriptive, explanatory, evaluative, and policy-related dimensions. To cover them, 
the overarching approach employs a case-based comparative logic of public responses to a 
medium-N set of policy packages. This analytical orientation runs across all four empirical 
chapters, and it has three implications for how each chapter’s specific research design was 
chosen. First, sampling proceeds from a defined population rather than from cases selected 
for theoretical or empirical prominence; this rules out approaches that would sample on the 
dependent variable (e.g., selecting cases on the basis of the presence of contestation (Dupuis 
& Biesbroek, 2013)) and motivates the use of the Climate Policy Database (Nascimento et 
al., 2022) as a sampling frame in Chapter 3. Second, backlash as a type of public response 
is treated as a product of the conjunctions of conditions rather than as bundles of additively 
combined variables, which makes set-theoretic design using a fsQCA a natural fit for the 
research task of Chapter 4 (Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). Third, the structured compar-
ative design used in Chapter 5 and the thematic analysis of Chapter 6 are motivated by the 
research need to understand better backlash implications for climate policymaking across 
different contexts (Palmberger & Gingrich, 2014).

Chapter 3 employs systematic media content analysis to detect post-adoption public re-
sponses across a sample of 50 hard climate policy packages in 21 OECD countries between 
2009 and 2022. Newspaper coverage is used as a “master arena” (Gamson, 2004, p. 243) 
through which mass public responses become detectable and comparable across cases: rel-
evant articles are interpretively coded along an operationalized typology of disapproval and 
mobilization, each measured on ordinal 0–3 scales, with conservative thresholds (≥2) applied 
to identify the presence or absence of each dimension and thereby place each case in one 



38

Chapter 2

of four response categories: support, acceptance, non-acceptance, or backlash. The strategic 
decision underlying this method (following McAdam & Boudet, 2012) is to take prevalence 
seriously as an empirical question to be answered, rather than as a background assumption 
inferred from emblematic cases; this in turn requires a sampling frame independent of the 
outcome and a coding instrument that can be applied consistently across the full sample.

Chapter 4 employs fsQCA to identify the configurations of conditions under which 
post-adoption contestation arises across a subset of 27 cases for which sufficiently detailed 
configurational data could be collected. Set-theoretic logic is well suited to the analytical 
task at hand for three reasons: it can accommodate conjunctural causation (combinations 
of conditions producing an outcome), equifinality (multiple causal pathways producing the 
same outcome), and asymmetry between the conditions for the outcome and the conditions 
for its absence (Ragin, 2009). The method is used here as both a research technique and a 
research approach (following Schneider & Wagemann, 2012): scoring and calibration are 
interpretively grounded in the case material, multiple solution types (conservative, parsimo-
nious, intermediate) are compared rather than treated as substitutes, and subgroup analyses 
(pricing/taxation; regulation and phase-out) are run alongside full-sample analyses to test 
the robustness of the patterns observed. The five conditions analyzed — socio-political po-
larization, climate change concern, policy demandingness, policy unfairness, and information 
provision — were selected on theoretical grounds and refined through reflection on which 
conditions could be meaningfully and comparably measured across cases.

Chapter 5 employs structured comparative case analysis to examine the relationship between 
backlash and policy failure across the six cases of backlash identified in Chapter 3 (Australia, 
Canada, France, Germany, Mexico, USA). McConnell’s policy success/failure framework 
(2015) is adapted to fit the analytical task: overlapping criteria are consolidated, criteria that 
are difficult to measure consistently are removed, a temporal criterion on the stability of 
policy trajectory is added, and the spectrum endpoints are re-labelled in more neutral and 
numerically tractable terms. Each case is then scored on ten criteria across three dimen-
sions (process, program, politics); the scores are summed into an overall failure score with 
categorical thresholds, and the dimensions are disaggregated to reveal where failure does 
and does not occur. The strategic value of this method is that it permits systematic compar-
ison across cases while retaining the interpretive depth needed to make sense of the highly 
heterogeneous outcomes the backlash cases exhibit; it also makes the evaluative judgment 
about success and failure explicit and procedurally transparent rather than left to narrative 
inference (Bovens & Hart, 2016).

Chapter 6 employs deductive-then-inductive thematic analysis of the structured interviews 
with 62 experts to elicit the problematizations of contestation that policy experts hold and 
the action points they propose. The thematic analysis approach (following Braun & Clarke, 
2006) is implemented in three phases: a first deductive phase that codes the interview ma-
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terial against the five conditions established in Chapter 4; a second inductive phase that 
identifies, within each coded condition, the specific tension experts articulate as the problem 
the condition produces (e.g., unaffordability as the problem of demandingness, asymmetric 
redistribution as the problem of unfairness); and a third inductive phase that maps the action 
points associated with each problem, retaining only those mentioned by at least six partici-
pants across at least two countries (i.e., roughly 10% of the interviewees and jurisdictions). 
The strategic decision underlying this method is to treat policy experts as “problem brokers” 
(Knaggård, 2015) interpreting public contestation rather than as sources of technical advice 
on policy content. The hybrid structured-interpretive logic mirrors the case-based compara-
tive reasoning that runs across the thesis: structured at the level of questions to ensure cross-
case comparability, interpretive at the level of analysis to retain the qualitative depth that the 
practitioner reflections warrant (Palmberger & Gingrich, 2014).

2.2 �RESEARCH MATERIAL:  
CASE POPULATION, SAMPLING FRAME,  
AND DATA SOURCES 

The empirical population analyzed in the thesis is hard climate policies adopted at the na-
tional level in OECD member countries between 2009 and 2022. Three boundary choices 
delimit this population. First, the policy-type boundary (hard climate policies comprising 
pricing/taxation, regulation, and phase-out instruments, as explained in Section 1.1) reflects 
the substantive interest of the thesis in coercive policies that impose costs or constraints 
on identifiable target groups (Patterson, 2023; Schulze, 2021). Second, the jurisdictional 
boundary (OECD member countries) reflects two considerations: OECD countries collec-
tively account for the bulk of historical and current emissions and have adopted the most 
ambitious climate policy portfolios; and the OECD is institutionally heterogeneous enough 
to capture meaningful variation in political systems, policy styles, and contestation dynamics, 
including a number of members often described as developing economies (Chile, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Mexico, Turkey) whose inclusion partially addresses the under-representation 
of Global South cases in the literature (Heyen & Wicki, 2024; Valencia et al., 2024). Third, 
the temporal boundary (2009–2022) brackets the period between the Copenhagen Climate 
Summit and the year prior to data collection, spanning the 2015 Paris Agreement at roughly 
its midpoint and thereby capturing both pre-Paris and post-Paris policy waves; earlier poli-
cies were excluded because the political opportunity structure for climate contention differed 
before the late 2000s, and more recent policies because their post-adoption trajectories had 
not yet had time to unfold.

Within this population, cases are sampled from the Climate Policy Database (CPD) (Nasci-
mento et al., 2022), an open-access repository of national climate policies maintained by the 
New Climate Institute, Wageningen University and Research, and the PBL (Netherlands 
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Environmental Assessment Agency). The CPD was chosen as the sampling frame for two 
reasons: it is the most comprehensive systematic inventory of national climate policies avail-
able at the time of data collection (Roelfsema et al., 2020; Steinebach et al., 2024); and using 
it allowed the sampling procedure to be detached from the outcome of interest (the presence 
or absence of contestation), thereby avoiding the selection-on-the-dependent-variable 
problem that has shaped much of the existing case-based literature (Dupuis & Biesbroek, 
2013). The sequential selection procedure used in Chapter 3 — screening for hard policy 
instrument types, restricting attention to two highly relevant sectors (general framework 
policies, and energy and heat), filtering for policies that impose costs on mass publics, and 
consolidating closely related policies into policy packages (Anisimova & Patterson, 2024, 
2025) — yields the master sample of 50 packages from which the subsamples for the other 
three chapters are drawn (27 cases for Chapter 4 after excluding cases that did not de facto 
impose substantial costs; six backlash cases for Chapter 5; and the same 27 cases for the 
interview corpus underpinning Chapters 4 and 6).

The thesis works with four main kinds of data, each with its own strengths and limitations, 
combined through triangulation to support the analytical judgments each chapter requires: 
newspaper data, structured expert interviews, secondary documentation (encompassing poli-
cy documents, grey literature, academic literature), and policy datasets:

Newspaper data. Chapter 3 relies centrally on newspaper coverage retrieved through the 
NexisUni database, with cross-validation via Factiva and additional open Google searches 
for cases with thin NexisUni coverage. Newspapers are used as the “master arena” (Gamson, 
2004, p. 243)  to showcase mass public responses: contestation that gains national resonance 
is, by design, likely to be reported in quality press of national scope. To ensure cross-country 
comparability, newspapers are selected case by case using the European Social Survey’s 
media-landscape inventory supplemented by national newspaper analyses and expert consul-
tation (Anisimova & Patterson, 2024); up to four newspapers per country (in two languages 
where multilingualism is relevant) are searched, deliberately avoiding the political extremes 
whose coverage quality is likely to decline due to political bias. The strength of this source 
is that it is publicly accessible, systematic, and consistent across cases. Its limitations are as 
follows: contestation that does not attract national press coverage (because it remains sub-
national, intra-sectoral, or otherwise off the media radar) may be under-detected; reporting 
may vary in tone and emphasis across outlets; and language gaps can shape what is and is 
not visible to a non-native reader. The mitigation strategy was to use multiple newspapers per 
country, to search in native languages with linguistically and contextually appropriate terms, 
to extend the time window beyond the immediate adoption period (up to six years from the 
policy decision for gradually implemented policies), and to cross-validate with Factiva and 
supplementary searches for cases with low coverage.
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Structured expert interviews. Chapters 4, 5, and 6 rely centrally on structured interviews 
with 62 national policy experts, conducted between June 2023 and June 2024 (45-60 
minutes on average, recorded and transcribed with participant consent). Interview partici-
pants were identified through two complementary strategies: snowball referral from earlier 
interviewees, which is effective for capturing well-networked policy communities; and desk-
based mapping using public sources (policy committee rosters, press coverage, academic and 
policy documents), which mitigates the over-representation of particular networks inherent 
to snowballing. The combination yields a sample diversified across institutional positions and 
policy stances. The structured interview format — ten anchor questions supported by struc-
tured and spontaneous probing, with several open questions — was chosen deliberately for 
its comparability across the large jurisdictional and policy-package coverage of the sample; 
an unstructured or semi-structured format would have produced a corpus too heterogeneous 
for the cross-case comparison the design depends on. The trade-off is reduced flexibility 
for unanticipated themes, which was addressed by including open prompts and follow-up 
probing within each anchor question. The strength of this source is that it provides compa-
rable, qualitatively rich, ground-truthed practitioner interpretations of policy reception and 
contestation. Its limitations are that three to six interviews per country is somewhat thin 
for fine-grained national claims; that the expert population over-represents publicly visible 
commentators and well-networked figures; and that what is reported is experts’ interpre-
tation of public perceptions rather than those perceptions directly. Cross-national breadth 
(16 jurisdictions) and convergence of themes across rather than within national contexts 
partly compensate for per-country thinness, and triangulation with media and documentary 
sources partly compensates for possible subjectivity in respondents’ interpretations.

Secondary documentation. All four empirical chapters draw on secondary documentation as 
a triangulation source and, in places, as primary evidence in its own right. The materials in-
clude policy documents (legislation, regulatory texts, official communications), grey literature 
(think-tank reports, OECD and IPCC publications, evaluation reports), academic literature 
on specific cases. Secondary materials provide the contextual depth that interview and media 
data on their own would not deliver, particularly for cases that are less covered by media or 
less networked in international expert communities. Their main limitations are unevenness 
across cases — some jurisdictions are far better documented than others — and the variable 
quality and analytical orientation of grey-literature sources. The mitigation strategy is purpo-
sive sampling of secondary sources keyed to the specific analytical task at hand, rather than 
treating them as a uniform corpus.

Policy datasets. The CPD (Nascimento et al., 2022) and the OECD Climate Actions and 
Policies Measurement Framework (Nachtigall et al., 2024) serve a dual function in the de-
sign: as systematic inventories that delimit the relevant population of policies, and as sources 
for specific policy attributes (e.g., instrument type, sector, year of decision, stringency-related 
indicators). Their strength is the consistency they bring to the population definition and 
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to specific cross-case comparisons; their limitation is that they are themselves products of 
particular coding and curation decisions whose categorizations have to be screened and, in 
places, re-categorized for the purposes of this thesis (most visibly in Chapter 3’s re-categori-
zation of CPD instrument types to fit the hard/soft distinction).

The combined use of media data, expert interviews, secondary documentation, and datasets 
is not redundant but designed to triangulate across the limitations of each individual source. 
Each chapter draws on the combination of sources appropriate to its analytical task: Chapter 
3 anchors on media data with secondary documentation as context; Chapter 4 anchors on 
interviews with experts, secondary datasets, and documents as supporting evidence; Chapter 
5 anchors on a sub-sample of interviews with secondary documentation and case-specific 
media; Chapter 6 anchors on the full interview corpus with secondary materials providing 
the contextual scaffolding. Triangulation operates both within and across chapters: within 
each chapter, multiple sources converge on the analytical judgment; across chapters, the 
same underlying material is interrogated from different angles, with each chapter’s analysis 
informing and constraining the others.

2.3 �RESEARCH PLANNING:  
SEQUENCING OF ANALYTICAL STEPS,  
TIMING, AND DATA HANDLING

The four empirical chapters were designed and executed as sequential analytical steps. The 
first step (Chapter 3) constructs the empirical baseline by characterizing the prevalence and 
patterns of post-adoption public responses across the master sample. This step is logically 
prior to the others because it generates the case categorization on which the subsequent 
analyses depend: Chapter 4 takes the 27-case subset of the 50-case sample and asks which 
configurations of conditions produce contestation; Chapter 5 takes the six backlash cases 
identified in Chapter 3 and asks whether and how backlash translates into policy failure; 
Chapter 6 takes the full interview corpus assembled in support of Chapter 4 and reads it 
through a different analytical lens to elicit practitioner problematizations and action points. 
The sequencing is therefore from the descriptive to the explanatory, evaluative, and policy-re-
lated, with each step building on the empirical and conceptual outputs of the previous one.

Data collection proceeded in two main phases (Figure 2.1). The first phase (2022–2023) 
centered on the case-sampling work and media content analysis underpinning Chapter 3, 
including the iterative development of the search strategy, the construction of country-spe-
cific newspaper lists, the article retrieval and screening, and the interpretive coding against 
the disapproval-and-mobilization typology. This phase culminated in the published version 
of Chapter 3 and produced both the case categorization used downstream and the sample 
frame for the configurational and case-comparative work. The second phase ( June 2023 - 
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June 2024) centered on the structured expert interviews, conducted with policymakers and 
policy experts across the 16 jurisdictions covered by the 27-case sample. The analysis of 
transcripts fed into the calibration of conditions in Chapter 4 and the scoring of failure 
criteria in Chapter 5. 

The plan was sequential at the level of chapter logic but iterative at the level of execution. 
Three forms of iteration were built into the design. First, within each chapter, measurement 
instruments and coding protocols were refined through pilot coding and reflection: a 10% 
pilot phase in Chapter 3; pre-tested anchor questions and follow-up probing in the inter-
view protocol; iterative refinement of the fsQCA conditions and their calibration anchors 
in Chapter 4; consolidation and re-labelling of McConnell’s criteria in Chapter 5. Second, 
across chapters, the findings of earlier work re-entered the design of later work: the typology 
of public responses from Chapter 3 became the outcome categorization for Chapter 4; the 
configurational findings from Chapter 4 became the thematic scaffold for Chapter 6; the 
cases identified as backlash in Chapter 3 became the case set for Chapter 5. Third, the ana-
lytical framing was itself refined throughout: for examples, the distinction between contes-
tation and backlash, the move from durability to viability, and the shift from problematized 
conditions of backlash to policy action points. 

The interview-based components of the design (Chapters 4-6) were approved by the Ethics 
Review Board of Utrecht University (Geo S-23000). All participants were informed of the 
purpose of the research, the use of anonymized quotations, and their right to withdraw at 
any point. Quotations are attributed using numbered participant codes, with institutional 

Figure 2.1. Data collection phases.
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affiliations withheld where these would risk re-identification. Security of primary interview 
data and privacy protection are ensured by adhering to the standards set by the European 
General Data Protection Regulation, and as approved by the Geosciences Ethics Review 
Board at Utrecht University.
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Chapter III
Public Responses to Hard Climate 

Policies in OECD Member Countries: 
Prevalence of Contention  

at the Post-Adoption Stage1

1	 Published as Anisimova, K. V., & Patterson, J. J. (2025). Public responses to hard climate policies in OECD member 
countries: prevalence of contention at the post-adoption stage. Climate Policy, 25(5), 673–690. https://doi.org/10.108
0/14693062.2024.2409806 
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ABSTRACT

Effective climate action is likely to require hard climate policies (e.g., regulation, pricing, 
phase-outs), but such policies are often contested. Contention can arise not only during 
policy development and decision-making, but also at the post-adoption stage where adopted 
policies may be challenged, threatening policy durability. However, existing research has not 
systematically analyzed patterns of actual public responses to hard climate policies following 
their adoption. This is needed to understand response variety and the prevalence of conten-
tion. This chapter systematically assesses public responses in a sample of 50 national-level 
hard climate policy packages (covering framework and energy policies) across 21 OECD 
member countries between 2009-2022. The public responses are categorized using a typol-
ogy (support, acceptance, non-acceptance, backlash) involving disapproval and mobilization 
to assess the prevalence of post-adoption contention among mass publics. The analysis draws 
on newspaper data specific to each case to detect contention. Findings reveal a relatively 
low prevalence of post-adoption contentious responses to hard climate policies. Nonethe-
less, contention is pronounced in some cases, and is mainly associated with carbon taxation/
pricing although not exclusively. The most contentious responses, labeled as backlash, cluster 
in the latter half of the study period. Findings suggest a need to analyze drivers of conten-
tion among mass publics which may be complex and involve factors spanning policy design, 
institutional politics, and societal context. 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

The volume of climate policies introduced in countries across the world has grown substan-
tially over the last 10-15 years (Eskander et al., 2021; Nascimento et al., 2022; Roelfsema 
et al., 2020; Schmidt & Fleig, 2018). Policies range from hard (regulation, prices/ taxation, 
phase-out of technology or fossil fuel production) to soft (information campaigns, voluntary 
standards) (Schulze, 2021). Hard climate policy is often considered crucial for rapid and 
large-scale decarbonization but can be politically controversial because it involves distribut-
ing economic and social costs (Harrison & Sundstrom, 2010; Jordan & Matt, 2014; Patter-
son, 2023). Sometimes contentious public responses occur even after adoption, such as when 
costs become apparent or new challengers arise. Examples of contentious post-adoption situ-
ations include rollback of carbon pricing in Australia (2012-14), the Yellow Vests Protests in 
France (2018-19), and rollback of climate policy in Ontario, Canada along with provincial 
court challenges against national climate policy (2019-2020). This creates concerns about the 
risk of backlash or future rollback of climate policy (IPCC, 2022; Patterson, 2023). However, 
systematic understanding of actual patterns of public responses to hard climate policy after it 
is adopted is lacking.

Addressing this gap requires bringing together insights on policy acceptance and contention 
at the post-adoption stage of policy. Bourgeoning literature examines ex-ante determinants 
of public support for climate policy, either in general or for individual policies (Drews & 
van den Bergh, 2016; Bergquist et al., 2022; Dechezlepretre et al., 2022; Kyselá et al., 2019). 
However, expected patterns of support may not always correspond to actual (ex-post) public 
responses (Drews & van den Bergh, 2016; Bakaki & Bernauer, 2017; Dechezleprêtre et al., 
2022; Douenne & Fabre, 2020), especially when costs are felt, political debates and struggles 
shift the meaning of policy, and external events change the impacts and prioritization of 
policy, for example. Moreover, actual public responses to climate policy remain understudied 
(Kallbekken, 2023). Scholars both within climate policy (Stokes, 2020; Jordan & Moore, 
2020) and beyond (Patashnik, 2008) have observed that struggles over policy often continue 
after policy adoption. On the other hand, public support might increase following policy 
adoption as new policy becomes normalized (Kallbekken, 2023; Drews & van den Bergh, 
2016). Hence, it is not necessarily clear which public responses may occur in response to 
specific hard climate policies, even though we might nonetheless expect the potential for 
discontent at the post-adoption stage. 

This chapter therefore asks the question: How prevalent are contentious public responses 
among mass publics towards adopted hard climate policies? It systematically analyzes post-
adoption public responses to hard climate policy in a sample of 50 policy packages across 
21 OECD member countries between 2009-2022. By ‘hard’ climate policies2 are defined 

2	 Although, we also acknowledge that policies often come as a mix (Glaus, 2021; Howlett & Rayner, 2007).
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as those that impose costs through “behavioral constraints or negative economic incentives” 
on policy recipients (Schulze, 2021, p.3) backed by the threat of sanction or force (Salamon, 
2001). Three categories of hard policy instruments are considered: regulation (which im-
poses limits or constraints on certain forms of behavior), pricing/taxation (which imposes 
mandatory costs on certain behavior or activities), and phase-outs (which imposes manda-
tory shifts away from certain forms of technology or production) (Borrás & Edquist, 2013; 
Pacheco-Vega, 2020; Rinscheid et al., 2022). Post-adoption public responses are categorized 
using a typology spanning disapproval (present/absent) and mobilization (present/absent) to 
distinguish four possible public responses (backlash, non-acceptance, acceptance, support), 
drawing on systematically sampled newspaper data (newspapers of quality) in each country. 
Findings reveal a relatively low prevalence of post-adoption contentious public responses to 
hard climate policies. When this does occur, it is mainly associated with carbon taxation/
pricing, although not exclusively. The most contentious responses (i.e., backlash) cluster in 
the latter half of the study period, and the role of design features (e.g., gradual phase-in, 
redistribution) appears ambiguous. 

Overall, this contributes to understanding the role of mass publics in shaping policy ac-
ceptance (Dermont et al., 2017; Ingold et al., 2019; Kammermann & Dermont, 2018) and 
durability ( Jordan & Moore, 2020) by examining relatively near-term post-adoption public 
responses (up to three to six years from policy adoption) complementary to analysis of grad-
ual policy feedback involving mass publics over longer timeframes (Mettler & Soss, 2004; 
Stadelmann-Steffen & Eder, 2021; Sewerin et al., 2020; Jacobs & Weaver, 2015). Evidence 
on the prevalence of different types of public responses to hard climate policies is provided 
using a medium-N set of cases (i.e., n=50, which reflects a middle ground between a small-n 
(e.g., n<5) or large-n (e.g., n>100) sample size). The findings are relevant for understanding 
both the supply side of climate policy regarding patterns of hard policy employed to date, 
and the demand side in terms of actual public responses, which can help to inform expecta-
tions for future policy action. 

The chapter proceeds as follows: Section 3.2 explains how we delineate public responses and 
proposes a typology for studying them; Section 3.3 explains the methodology including case 
sampling, data collection, operationalization, and analysis; Section 3.4 presents the results; 
and Section 3.5 reflects on the findings within ongoing climate policy debates and identifies 
future research needs. 

3.2 PUBLIC RESPONSES 

3.2.1 Delineating Public Responses
This chapter focuses on public responses towards specific adopted climate policies, which en-
compasses both policy recipients and wider audiences within mass publics. Public responses 
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are an important aspect of the overall issue of policy acceptance which goes beyond only 
ex-ante public support (Batel et al., 2013; Wüstenhagen et al., 2007), and involves multiple 
actors (e.g., mass publics, political representatives, interest groups) and stages of a policy 
process (e.g., policy development, decision-making, adoption, implementation) (Dermont 
et al., 2017; Upham et al., 2015). The focus on public responses reflects a concern with 
what Wüstenhagen et al., (2007) term the socio-political dimensions of acceptance; that 
is, whether and how a new policy (which may involve new targets, rules, arrangements, or 
frameworks) is accommodated within a social and political unit. The present work builds on 
Dermont et al., (2017) in considering the post-adoption stage of policy which overlaps with, 
but is also distinct from, the implementation stage because post-adoption centers on public 
responses when policy becomes (or is slated to become) operational rather than on debates 
over how to bring a policy into operation per se. It aligns with a view of policy acceptance 
as a process (Wüstenhagen et al., 2007; Batel et al., 2013; Upham et al., 2015) because the 
post-adoption stage is part of the ongoing process by which acceptance extends over time 
beyond adoption. 

The scope of policy acceptance analysis can include a wide spectrum of public responses 
ranging from highly negative (e.g., resistance, opposition) to somewhat negative (e.g., dis-
agreement, concern) to ambivalent (e.g., indifferent, uncertain) to somewhat positive (e.g., 
acceptance, tolerance) to highly positive (e.g., support, affirmation) (following Dermont et 
al., 2017; Batel et al., 2013; Batel, 2018; Wolsink, 2018). The primary focus is on negative 
contentious public responses (both highly and somewhat negative responses which can 
threaten or undermine adopted climate policy), while also considering this wider spectrum. 
Contentious public responses may occur relatively immediately after a policy is adopted, such 
as outbursts of anger or criticism, potentially (but not necessarily) primed by prior debates, or 
it may occur later when a policy ramps up. Contention might also be triggered by organized 
interests such as industry seeking to foster discontent in the public arena (Mildenberger, 
2020) through media or other campaigns. Contention can include negative sentiment among 
mass publics conveying disapproval, as well as behaviors demonstrating discontent such as 
protests, demonstrations, petitions, or other public actions. 

3.2.2 Typology of Public Responses 
This sub-section develops a typology to characterize mass public responses to hard climate 
policies. A focus on mass publics acknowledges their central role in policy acceptance and 
durability through both sentiment (i.e., the presence or absence of disapproval for a policy) 
and behavior (i.e., the presence or absence of mobilization in regard to a policy). Literature 
on public support for climate policy makes clear the need to consider sentiment towards a 
policy not only before but also after policy adoption (Bakaki & Bernauer, 2017; Kallbekken, 
2023; Drews & van den Bergh, 2016; Dechezleprêtre et al., 2022), as the presence of wide-
spread disapproval can strengthen opponents or even undermine support from proponents 
due to public criticism (Crowley, 2021; Patterson, 2023; Mildenberger et al., 2022). Litera-
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ture on social movements makes clear the need to consider contentious behavior involving 
mass publics as key claimants, alongside institutional actors (political parties, interest groups) 
(McAdam et al., 2001). This can include both organized and spontaneous activities (such 
as protests, strikes, campaigns, or other expressions of discontent) in the public sphere with 
“manifestly [public] political ramifications” rather than “claim making that occurs entirely 
within well-bounded organizations” (McAdam et al., 2001, p.5). Scholars in climate and en-
ergy policy increasingly observe contentious behavior as important regarding climate policy 
(Sovacool et al., 2022; Temper et al., 2020; Driscoll, 2023; Gulliver et al., 2021; Jerolmack & 
Walker, 2018). 

Considering both sentiment and behavior can help to distinguish different types of public 
responses. This not only reflects the potential for a wide spectrum of public responses as 
argued by policy acceptance scholars, but also helps to structure empirical analysis of these 
responses by categorizing them according to underlying dimensions; that is, the presence/
absence of disapproval (sentiment) and the presence/absence of mobilization (behavior). 
Moreover, this also helps to connect policy processes (specifically, at the post-adoption stage) 
with contentious action which is a persistent gap observed by both policy-oriented and social 
movement scholars (Hacker & Pierson, 2014; McAdam & Tarrow, 2010; Tarrow, 2022). Do-
ing so is important given growing experiences of mobilization for and against climate policy. 
Mobilization demonstrates a stronger signal than disapproval alone and could thereby have 
distinct consequences for policy acceptance and durability.

On this basis, a typology to empirically categorize public responses is visualized by Figure 
3.1. Contentious public responses involve substantial disapproval over a policy among mass 
publics but vary as to whether this extends to mobilization or not. A response of ‘non-accep-
tance’ involves the presence of disapproval but with an absence of mobilization, suggesting 
some contention but not severe enough to motivate behavioral responses against the policy. 
This involves criticism and/or opposition (and other forms of conflict inherent to the policy 
process (Ingold, 2011)) which could dissipate over time and transition into acceptance or 
conversely could lead to policy undermining later. A response of ‘backlash’ involves the pres-
ence of disapproval combined with the presence of mobilization against the policy, suggest-
ing substantial contention affirmed through behavioral dissent. This could involve protests 
and demonstrations as well as other forms of non-compliance or resistance by a substantial 
number of policy recipients, and/or possibly further challenges against the policy (Patterson, 
2023; Stokes, 2016). On the other hand, a response of ‘acceptance’ involves the absence of 
disapproval also with an absence of mobilization, suggesting little or no contention. This 
indicates that a policy is accommodated through either active compliance (Dermont et al., 
2017), or passive acceptance such as when policy recipients are not concerned about, or 
perhaps even aware of, a policy. 
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While scholars have convincingly argued that acceptance should in principle be intentional 
rather than merely by default (Dermont et al., 2017; Batel et al., 2013; Upham et al., 2015), 
nonetheless this simplifying assumption is made here because the core focus is on whether 
policy is challenged following its adoption (in other words, the anchor is the presence/
absence of disapproval). If policy is not challenged, then the net result is acceptance of the 
policy, although in the empirical approach (Section 3.3) it is specifically allowed for the pos-
sibility that contention is delayed and thus do account for situations where initial passive 
acceptance is superseded by contention. On the other hand, affirmative responses through 
the final category of support are also distinguished. A response of ‘support’ involves the 
absence of disapproval (which could also be evident directly through signs of approval) com-
bined with the presence of mobilization oriented positively towards the policy. For example, 
this could include demonstrations or other activities taken by mass publics in support of a 
policy (Gulliver et al., 2021). While this category necessitates some further interpretation in 
empirical analysis given the logic of the typology, it is nonetheless distinct from acceptance 
as it asserts a stronger positive stance towards the policy, and from backlash as it affirms an 
adopted policy rather than challenges it. 

This approach has several benefits. First, public responses can vary beyond binaries of ac-
ceptance/non-acceptance, or support/opposition (Dermont et al., 2017; Batel et al., 2013; 
Batel, 2018; Wolsink, 2018; Sælen & Aasen, 2023; Scherhaufer et al., 2017). Considering 
the role of mobilization along with disapproval helps to combine insights from literature on 
policy acceptance and contentious action, providing a structure to organize different public 
responses. For contentious (negative) responses, distinguishing between non-acceptance and 
backlash helps to avoid labelling all negative public responses the same (e.g., counter to the 
apparent growing tendency in climate policy debates to readily label criticism as backlash, 
which arguably should be assessed more specifically). For positive responses, it helps to 
distinguish between acceptance and support, following calls to do so (Dermont et al., 2017; 
Batel et al., 2013; Dreyer & Walker, 2013). Furthermore, while the approach anchors on 
disapproval (in line with our research question), giving less explicit attention to positive 
responses, doing so allows for the possibility of asymmetric explanations for different public 
responses. In other words, the factors or conditions explaining a category on one end of an 
analytical spectrum might not be the inverse of the factors explaining the opposite category. 
Therefore, while there is no intention to explain the observed public responses in detail, the 
approach provides a basis for explanatory analysis of contentious public responses as a future 
step. 

Mobilization
Absent Present

Disapproval
Absent Acceptance Support
Present Non-acceptance Backlash

Figure 3.1. Typology of public responses to climate policy.
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3.3 METHOD

Using the typology in Section 3.2, post-adoption public responses to hard climate policy 
are systematically analyzed in a sample of 50 policy packages across 21 OECD member 
countries between 2009-2022. These are democratic, advanced industrial economies which 
arguably have a global responsibility and resources to advance ambitious climate mitigation 
policy, and can therefore be expected to have taken steps in this direction over the last decade 
or so. As democracies there is an expectation that these countries afford opportunity (albeit 
potentially varied) for public criticism, and that contention would therefore be both possible 
and detectable. The start date is the year of the Copenhagen Climate Summit (COP15) 
when it could be expected that national climate policy was gaining increasing attention and 
activity (even in the run-up to COP15) and the end date is the end of the calendar year 
prior to analysis. This approach helps to advance cross-country comparative analysis of public 
responses complementary to small-N analysis (e.g., single or a few cases) which is more 
common (Dreyer & Walker, 2013; Fairbrother, 2022, p.2; Ziegler, 2017), and thereby also 
helps to provide a balanced view since some countries are highly studied (e.g., United States, 
Australia) which risks skewing empirical debates. 

3.3.1 Case Sampling
Hard climate policies from a defined population are systematically sampled drawing on the 
Climate Policy Database (CPD) (CPD, 2023), a global open access repository of climate 
policies (D’Orazio, 2022; Iacobuţă et al., 2021; Nascimento et al., 2022; Roelfsema et al., 
2020). This database tracks national climate policies in 42 countries and the European Union 
most closely but also in many other countries and draws on other prominent datasets and 
reports (Appendix 3.1). This makes it well suited to systematic analysis of national climate 
policies in our study. The analysis used the latest complete version of the CPD at the time 
of analysis (February 2022), and manually added policies from the rest of the 2022 year 
(Figure 3.2). This sample frame allows us to avoid sampling on the dependent variable (i.e., 
to avoid selecting cases based on the outcome – the presence/absence of contention) (follow-
ing McAdam & Boudet, 2012) enabling assessment of the prevalence of different types of 
public responses, especially contention. Public responses are treated empirically in reference 
to a policy itself, not whether the response reflects preferences for or against climate change 
mitigation per se, to avoid making assumptions about policy appropriateness3. 

3	 For example, backlash could occur due to policy perceived as too strong or too weak, an issue we may see grow in 
coming years.
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Given the focus on hard climate policy, first hard policy instrument types are identified 
within the CPD by screening and re-categorizing instrument identifiers used in the data-
base (Appendix 3.1) to align with our definition of hard policy (Section 3.1). This includes 
policies that regulate or limit certain activities, impose taxes or charges, or phase-out certain 
activities. This is important because policy instruments are often examined individually and 
with different levels of attention, and some instruments such as carbon taxation/pricing 
receive more attention than others (Fairbrother, 2022; Maestre-Andrés et al., 2019; Umit & 
Schaffer, 2020). Hence, the approach contributes to examining comparative patterns across 
different instruments within a certain policy type (i.e., hard policy) (Bergquist et al., 2022; 
Schulze 2021).

Then a sequential case selection process is applied (Appendix 3.2). First, two sectors are 
selected (as per CPD terminology): i)  general frameworks (policies that apply across sec-
tors and/or frame or underpin sectoral policies), and ii) energy and heat (policies related to 
energy supply and infrastructure) (Figure 3.2). General frameworks are selected due to its 
broad coverage, and energy and heat as the largest domain of activity, thus both are highly 
relevant to emissions reduction and decarbonization (Ge et al., 2020; Lamb et al., 2021; 
OECD, 2022b). Then the selected policies are screened to check that hard instrument types 
are central (rather than peripheral) elements4. 

Then it is considered whether the policies impose costs on mass publics. Although the focus 
is on mass publics, interest groups can impact debates in the public sphere, and thus public 
responses to policy. Hence, the selection considers policies with target audiences that are 
either mass publics, or industries if a policy could readily lead to companies transferring costs 

4	 This is especially important for general frameworks which might contain multiple instrument types. Therefore, in data 
collection and analysis, we screened newspaper articles for public responses specifically linked to hard climate policy 
elements. 

Figure 3.2: Cumulative adoption of hard climate policies across sectors in OECD member countries 
over time (accounting for policies ended or superseded).
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to customers (e.g., energy supply) leading to contention in the public sphere. This approach 
echoes Soule and Earl (2005) who consider private organizations fostering public contention. 
Then individual policies are consolidated into policy packages where relevant when there are 
several closely interrelated policies with common goals that may not be readily distinguished 
by mass publics (e.g., Australia’s Clean Energy Act (2011) and its spin-off policies: Carbon 
Pricing Mechanism (2012), Clean Energy Future Plan (2012), Carbon Pollution Reduc-
tion Scheme (CPRS) – ETS (2012)), to be empirically meaningful when studying public 
responses. This leads to the final sample of 50 cases across 21 countries (Appendix 3.3). 

3.3.2 Data Collection
The object of analysis within the cases is public responses to adopted hard domestic climate 
policies. The chapter considers public responses with resonance at the national level. It is 
assumed that valid evidence of public responses, especially contention, will be detectable in 
newspapers of quality5 because contention is likely to readily attract coverage (Robertson 
et al., 2023; Vliegenthart et al., 2011). Public responses are also scrutinized to detect for 
relevance to national political debates over the climate policy in question. This approach is 
chosen for several reasons: first, general audience mass media such as newspapers provides a 
“master arena” for capturing public discourse (Gamson, 2004, p.243); second, this approach 
supports accuracy by drawing on trustworthy newspapers of quality; third, it supports com-
parability across cases through using a broadly comparable data type. 

Newspaper sources are identified on a country-by-country basis to select quality newspapers 
with national scope (Appendix 3.4). First, a list of four newspapers per country is derived 
drawing on the compilation of the European Social Survey supplemented by own analysis 
of a country’s newspaper landscape, previous studies using a similar approach (e.g., Peterson, 
2021), and consultation with scholars knowledgeable about each country. Then a systematic 
search procedure is applied (Appendix 3.5). The procedure first iteratively derives a search 
string involving theoretical considerations (considering the operationalized typology), em-
pirical considerations (e.g., plain-language terms, linguistic and contextual suitability), and 
application considerations (e.g., specificity and noise in search results) (Appendix 3.5), in 
accordance with typical procedures for systematic qualitative searches. The final search string 
is: (“Policy name” OR [colloquial variation of policy name]) AND (protest* OR demonstrat* 
OR mobili* OR contest*). intentionally The search string is intentionally kept focused on 
detecting general forms of mobilization to enable later distinction between mobilization 
against or for the policy. 

We then conduct the search using the database NexisUni on a case-by-case basis (Appen-
dix 3.5). We begin by using two newspapers per country, and then extend this to four if suf-

5	 By “newspaper of quality” (also referred in the literature as “newspaper of record”), the chapter refers to a newspaper 
with “a certain reputation for consistent attention to accuracy and depth in reporting news” (Martin and Hansen, 
1996, p. 591). 
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ficient data is not identified in the first round. The timeframe for each search is anchored by 
the date of policy decision (as recorded in the CPD), with the search period defined as one 
year prior to the policy decision and three years afterwards. In case of a time lag between the 
policy decision and the date of implementation, and/or gradual implementation, the search 
period is extended by three years (i.e., up to six years in total from the policy decision). This is 
a relatively generous approach to ensure that we do not miss relevant public responses arising 
later in time, such as where is policy is challenged in a subsequent election. 

The number of newspaper articles collected is highly variable across the cases. For nearly 
half of policy cases, the number of articles ranges between one and 20, while for 15 policies 
there is no data found in the NexisUni database. To further scrutinize these apparent gaps, 
and since there is unequal coverage of newspapers across different languages in the database, 
we also conducted an additional Google search using the same keywords and date range (yet 
open-ended concerning sources; scanning the first 3-4 pages) to try to detect any further 
evidence of contention not detected in NexisUni. This did not reveal additional evidence 
of contention. As a further check, we applied the same search using the Factiva database 
(Blatchford, 2020; Buntain et al., 2023), which confirmed our original search results (Ap-
pendix 3.6). 

3.3.3 Operationalization and Analysis
We operationalize the typology in Figure 3.1 using measures to assess the presence/absence 
of each variable (i.e., disapproval, mobilization). We derive this approach by considering how 
these variables could be empirically detectable in the context of climate policy, also drawing 
inspiration from social movement literature concerning ways of measuring public conten-
tion (e.g., level of abstraction, use of composite measures, scoring approach) (e.g., McAdam 
& Boudet, 2012) and use of newspaper data to do so6 (Earl et al., 2004; Soule & Earl, 
2005). We use an ordinal scale for each measure (0-3) and combine the measures by taking 
the average of their scores to assess intensity of disapproval and mobilization, respectively. 
We then apply a (conservative) threshold to identify the presence (i.e., ≥2) or absence (<2) 
of disapproval and mobilization, respectively (Appendix 3.7). We do this because even if 
disapproval and/or mobilization is present to a low extent in a certain case, our focus is on 
detecting contention, in which we want to have confidence. 

To detect the presence of disapproval, we use two measures: i) policy dis-favorability (i.e., 
dis-favorability of the specific policy, where: 0=no evidence of disapproval, 1=limited and/
or sporadic dis-favorability, 2=notable dis-favorability which might vary over time, 3=wide-
spread and sustained dis-favorability), and ii) government dissatisfaction (i.e., general dis-
satisfaction with incumbent government beyond the specific policy, where: 0=no evidence 

6	 For example, well known databases as Mass Mobilization Database, Global Protest Tracker, Nonviolent and Violent 
Campaigns and Outcomes, and ACLED (Armed Conflict Location & Event Data) use newspaper data as sole or key 
sources. 
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of dissatisfaction, 1=limited and/or sporadic dissatisfaction, 2=notable dissatisfaction which 
might vary over time, 3=widespread and sustained dissatisfaction). To detect the presence 
of mobilization, we use three measures: i) number of participants (i.e., multiple participants 
involved in mobilization activities [Earl et al. 2004; Soule & Earl 2005], where: 0=absent, 
1=100-999 participants, 2=1,000-9,999 participants, 3=10,000+ participants), ii)  directed 
action (i.e., salient forms of targeted mobilization for political attention), which is a com-
pound measure involving: a)  frequency (i.e., sustained mobilization activities over time, 
where: 0=absent, 1=one activity, 2=two consecutive activities, 3=three or more consecutive 
activities), b) variety (i.e., different types of mobilization activity such as protest, demonstra-
tion, or petition, among others, where: 0=absent, 1=one type, 2=two types, 3=three or more 
types), and c) attention (i.e., whether mobilization receives attention among policymakers, 
where: 0=no apparent policymaker attention, 1=some policymaker attention, 2=moderate 
policymaker attention, 3=high policymaker attention), and iii) goal specificity (i.e., relevance 
of the claim towards the specific policy, where: 0=non-relevant claim, 1=general claim about 
climate change, 2=general claim about climate policy, 3=claim specifically about the policy). 
Appendix 3.7 provides further information on the scoring and coding procedure and two 
illustrative examples of how this was conducted. 

We interpretively code the collected newspaper data by applying the measures using Nvivo 
(qualitative data analysis software). We first screen the newspaper articles for relevance to re-
tain only those actually pertaining to the case (summarized in Appendix 3.8). For cases with 
fewer than 100 newspaper articles, we code all of them (excluding those that are irrelevant 
after individual screening). For cases with 100+ newspaper articles, we individually screen 
the articles (based on title and preview) selecting up to 150 most relevant ones. Coding was 
performed by one coder over a relatively short period of time (12 weeks) following data 
collection. A pilot coding phase comprising approximately 10% of the data gathered was 
performed to deliberate on the coding strategy among both authors and make necessary 
adjustments. The full coding was then performed by the same single coder (first author) in 
consultation with the second author. Coding involved applying the measures as qualitative 
codes (labels) to identify relevant data components (e.g., sentences, reported data such as 
polls and events, statements concerning public responses) to build up a base of evidence 
to score each measure. Furthermore, if a certain case also showed public responses in two 
directions (i.e., for and against a policy) which occurred in a small number of cases, then we 
also coded and scored both responses for a fuller interpretive picture, although this does not 
detract from the assessment of the case because our focus is on positively detecting the pres-
ence of contention. Throughout the coding process, there was a constant reflection back to 
the previously coded cases to ensure consistency. This follows a typical deductive qualitative 
coding approach. Finally, we compile the scores for the presence/absence of disapproval and 
mobilization in each case (rounded to the nearest whole number), and thereby categorize 
each cases against the typology of public responses (Appendix 3.8). 



59

Public Responses to Hard Climate Policies in OECD Member Countries:  
Prevalence of Contention at the Post Adoption Stage

3

An important limitation is that contention might not always be reported equally in newspa-
pers. We sought to mitigate this issue in several ways including searching in native languages 
using linguistically and contextually appropriate search terms as far as we could ascertain, 
focusing on a relatively politically diverse pool of newspapers of quality, and for cases with 
few results expanding the number of newspapers and conducting additional open Google 
searches to try to detect any missed contention. Nonetheless it is possible that we still missed 
some important instances of contention in the cases studied especially due to newspaper 
nonreporting or due to contention at other levels (e.g., subnational, local). Another limitation 
is that due to our focus on positively detecting contention, we assume that cases lacking evi-
dence of disapproval are categorized as Acceptance even if passive. However, some instances 
of non-contention might involve policy indifference/unawareness with latent potential for 
contention. 

3.4 RESULTS 

Results reveal a relatively low prevalence of contentious public responses to adopted hard 
climate policies (12%) while most policies were accepted by mass publics (78%) and oc-
casionally (actively) supported (6%) (Figure 3.3). Clear patterns between the type of public 
response and policy instrument type are somewhat difficult to identify. Although, it is note-
worthy that a substantial proportion of all three hard policy types locate under acceptance. 
This is perhaps counterintuitive especially for pricing/taxation policies which are often seen 
as unpopular and thus with ongoing risk of contention. Yet, on the other hand, there were 
no pricing/taxation policies actively supported by mass publics while this instrument was 
prominent among backlash cases. 

Policy instruments related to carbon taxation/pricing are the most widely used (56%), fol-
lowed by regulation (34%), while phase-outs represent only 10%. This distribution suggests 
that financial and regulatory intervention have been the focus of hard policies to date. Phase-
out policies, understood as policy interventions “that deliberately seek to terminate one or 
several socio-technical elements in a gradual or stepwise process” (Rinscheid et al., 2022, 
p.225) are used more rarely, but might increase in coming years. 
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Temporal patterns of public responses to hard climate policies are somewhat ambiguous 
(Figure 3.4). A possible pattern is the clustering of backlash mostly in the latter half of 
the period studied (i.e., one case pre-2015; five cases post-2015). This might suggest that 
contentious public responses have increased in the aftermath of Paris Agreement due to 
anticipated increases in climate policy ambition (Raiser et al., 2020). But the apparent uptick 
in contention could also be linked to a wider atmosphere of growing populism and/or con-
cerns about economic inequality in various countries within which climate policy becomes 
swept up (Lockwood 2018). In most cases, public responses coincide with the time of policy 
adoption. However, some cases experienced mobilization up to six years after the policy was 
introduced (i.e., three cases of backlash; one case of support). This could be due to gradually 
increasing costs that trigger response at a certain moment (backlash) or eroding policy stabil-
ity that triggers proactive policy support (Pahle et al., 2017).

Figure 3.3: Public responses for different policy instrument types in the sample.
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3.4.1 Support
Three policies encountered public support: the Energy Transition Law (2015) in Mexico, 
the Clean Power Plan (2014) in the United States, and the prolongation of prohibition of 
nuclear energy production (2011) in Italy7. These cases involve support in varying situations. 
Mexico’s Energy Transition Law (2015), a regulatory policy, had been endorsed in 2014 by 
the Chamber of Deputies. But when its passage began to appear stalled, nationwide protests 
arose to affirm support for energy transition involving multiple environment, development, 
and indigenous organizations, demonstrating a linking of concerns over climate policy and 
socioeconomic development/ livelihoods. The US Clean Power Plan (2014), a regulatory 
policy, was targeted for repeal by the Trump administration in 2017 (accomplished in 2019) 
to be replaced by the Affordable Clean Energy (ACE) Rule which would relax environment 
protection standards and allowing states more leniency on emission reduction targets. Public 
support arose to try to defend the Clean Power Plan through legal challenges and politi-
cal party positions. The prolongation of prohibition of nuclear energy production (2011) in 
Italy, an affirmation of an existing phase-out decision, was questioned when the government 
proposed to increase the use of nuclear power for electricity to mitigate increasing energy 
costs (Bersano et al., 2020; Esposto, 2008). However, this proposal was strongly rejected by 
voters in a referendum in June 2011, affirming support for the previous phase-out decision. 

These cases show different reasons for mass public support for climate policy. For Mexico’s 
Energy Transition Law (2015), support arose when the policy process stalled reflecting a 
response to concerns about delays and obstruction. For the US Clean Power Plan (2014), 

7	 Formally referred to as “Abrogation of the legal regime applying to nuclear energy production” (2011).

Figure 3.4: Temporal distribution of public responses to hard climate policies.
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support arose when a new government acted to repeal the policy, representing an affirmative 
response to protect a prior policy win. For the nuclear energy phase-out in Italy (2011), 
support for a continued prohibition of nuclear energy production was motivated by fear of 
future disasters suggesting mobilization against perceived risk. 

3.4.2 Acceptance
Most policies in the sample (78%) were seemingly accepted by mass publics. Importantly, the 
category of acceptance includes cases without substantial disapproval and without notice-
able mobilization (Figure 3.1) and therefore acceptance could be active or passive (Section 
3.2.2). Nonetheless, the overall pattern suggests that hard policies might often be adopted 
without either major support or contention among mass publics. Interestingly, the type of 
policy instrument does not seem to delimit acceptance because a substantial number of both 
regulatory and pricing/taxation policies are reflected. This is perhaps surprising given that 
hard policies are often thought to be contentious, especially those involving pricing/taxation. 
But it also raises questions about whether these policies are specifically viewed as favorable, 
people are not aware of the policy being introduced, or because ambition is too low to gener-
ate attention. 

15 cases were positively categorized as acceptance based on available newspaper data. This 
included five regulatory policies (Australia, Canada, Colombia, Germany, Mexico), nine 
pricing/taxation policies (Switzerland, Colombia, Germany, Denmark, France, UK, Mexico), 
and one policy regarding coal phase-out in Chile. In turn, 24 cases were categorized as ac-
ceptance by default due to an absence of evidence of contention in the data. This included 
eight regulatory policies (Austria, Canada, Japan, Poland, Sweden, US), 14 pricing/taxation 
policies (Chile, Spain, France, UK, Ireland, Japan, South Korea, Turkey), and two phase-out 
policies related to exploration and exploitation of fossil fuels in Costa Rica and France. 

Some policies categorized as accepted are framework policies. For example, the UK Finance 
Act 2011 contains over 200 provisions and grants “certain duties, alters other duties, and to 
amend the law relating to the National Debt and the Public Revenue, and to make further 
provision in connection with finance” (Chapter 11, UK Finance Act 2011). Yet, their broad 
scope might cover up more specific policy measures that are potentially contentious. For 
example, one of the provisions in this Act was an increase in climate change levy (§23, Part 
1) that largely went unnoticed in Part 6 “Other taxes”. Hence, such policies might impact 
public responses regarding other more specific policies. 

Sometimes contention occurred within a specific industry sector or decision arena (e.g., 
ministry, sub-national government). However, if no mass public response followed, we 
treated these as acceptance (i.e., ordinary disagreement eventually resulting in broad public 
acceptance). For example, in the case of Chile’s Carbon Tax policy (2014) protests arose 
from a particular agricultural sector which led to a series of governmental negotiations with 
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industry. These measures as well as the refined policy structure helped avoid the spillover of 
contention into the wider public domain (Musquiz, 2018). In the case of France’s Excise 
Tax on Energy Products (2011) contention arose among different levels of authority (i.e., 
municipal, departmental, national) regarding the beneficiaries of excise revenue but this did 
not evolve into wider public discontent. 

The absence of mobilization concerning policies could be due to an expectation among 
mass publics that policy adoption has been successfully won. For example, Germany’s Fuel 
Emissions Trading Act (2019) experienced a high degree of consensus and therefore was not 
an enduring object of contention. On the other hand, Mexico’s Emissions Trading Scheme 
Pilot Project (2020) was deliberately positioned as a pilot to reduce the risk of contention. 
And in the UK, the public largely remained indifferent to the Finance Act (2011) containing 
climate policy provisions due to the broad nature of this policy. Hence, acceptance may arise 
actively or passively. 

3.4.3 Non-Acceptance
Two policies were categorized as non-acceptance: the UK Energy Acts of 2011 and 2013. 
Both cases involved negative public responses due to unambitious climate policy. The 
Energy Act 2011 established a poorly enforced obligation on energy companies to help 
certain groups of consumers to save energy. However, dissatisfaction arose when payments 
to households for energy efficiency improvements were insufficient due to purportedly 
high costs, which resulted in additional costs to households and growing concerns about 
energy poverty. The Energy Act 2013 introduced an emissions performance standard for 
new power plants, but this was much lower than understood to be needed to meet climate 
targets and allowed new gas plants to lock in high levels of emissions into the future. This 
was criticized by environmentalists and provoked heated parliamentary debate and public 
frustration. Nonetheless, in both cases specific mobilization against the policies appeared to 
be missing. Disapproval mostly took form of negative sentiment about climate and energy 
policy ( James, 2023). 

3.4.4 Backlash
Six policies encountered backlash from mass publics, including all three types of policy 
instruments. Yet, four cases involved carbon pricing/taxation (i.e., Australia, Canada, France, 
and Mexico). France’s Carbon Charge Component was gradually increasing since 2014, 
yet major public discontent erupted in 2018-19 in the form of the Yellow Vests Movement 
when policy-associated costs became perceived by many as excessive and unfair for those 
already experiencing economic anxiety particularly in non-urban areas. Mexico’s Carbon Tax 
introduced in 2014 led to heated protests later in 2017 when rising fuel prices contributed to 
energy poverty among nearly 37% of households (Gutiérrez, 2017). In contrast, Australia’s 
Carbon Pricing Mechanism (2011-2012) and Canada’s Fuel Charge and Pollution Pricing 
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Act (2017-2019) both faced immediate contention and were exploited by political opposition 
as a divisive issue despite rebates and compensation mechanisms for low-income households. 

The only regulatory policy case of backlash was the US Affordable Clean Energy Rule 
(2019) which encountered a high level of contention because it lowered environment protec-
tion standards from the prior Obama-era Clean Power Plan. Political partisanship played 
a crucial role in stirring public debate and mobilizing opposition to the rule which led to 
a series of nationwide protests and helped to put this regulation on hold. The only phase-
out policy case of backlash was Germany’s Coal Exit Law (2020) which also faced public 
discontent, but this was due to a perceived insufficiently low level of climate ambition which 
led to nationwide protests in support of more ambitious climate policy (Haas et al., 2022).

These cases show different reasons for backlash against climate policy. In France and Mexico, 
costs imposed on people unable to shoulder them provoked intense contention. However, in 
Australia and Canada, the drivers of backlash appear to be more centrally related to signifi-
cant societal polarization and divisive populism opposing climate policy. Differently again, 
backlash arose in Germany in response to policies perceived as too weak rather than too 
costly. This shows that backlash is not exclusively a reaction against any climate policy but 
might arise because of a perception of too much or too little ambition. 

3.5 DISCUSSION 

To examine the observed patterns of public responses, we consider potential links between 
public responses and four policy attributes: instrument type, gradual policy introduction, 
country, and timing.  First, instrument type does not seem to produce consistent public 
responses. For instance, carbon pricing policies, which are often considered to be unpopular 
among mass publics (Hammerle et al., 2021; Klenert et al., 2018; Skovgaard & Ferrari, 
2023), were not exclusively contested and were often even accepted. This instrument type 
encountered strong immediate opposition in Canada and Australia, delayed opposition in 
France, and was accepted in Switzerland8, Chile, Colombia (where further tax increase was 
not applied). However, there were no cases of support for carbon pricing. Regulation was 
the only policy instrument type that encountered all four public responses. Although, this 
may simply reflect variation in regulatory policies themselves (Hughes & Urpelainen, 2015; 
OECD, 2022a; Pacheco-Vega, 2020). Despite being the least represented policy instrument, 
phase-out policies cover diverse issue-areas (from nuclear to coal) with mixed results, which 

8	 This refers to the so-called “second CO2 Tax” (2013) which included carbon trading mechanisms. This policy was 
accepted by the population (or at least, no evidence of contention was detected as per the coding procedure). Later 
unsuccessful attempts to revise the law (e.g., 2021 referendum) are not part of the sample due to our focus on adopted 
policies. Yet, it is important to state that a carbon tax remains contested in the Swiss context. 
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could be because public responses are highly context dependent (Egli et al., 2022; Rinscheid 
et al., 2022). 

Second, policies with a gradual introduction (ramping up or tightening over time) had 
varying public responses. In some instances (e.g., Swiss CO2 Compensation Duty (2014)), 
policy recipients grew accustomed to the regulation and largely accepted progressive in-
creases (Levin et al., 2012; Thalmann & Baranzini, 2006). Yet, in the case of Carbon Charge 
Component in France (2014), a progressively increasing policy burden, linked to wider 
concerns and grievances, resulted in major backlash in 2018 (Driscoll, 2023). This cautions 
against seeing incremental ramping-up of policy as a solution to prevent contention. Policies 
with redistribution also had varying public responses. In the case of Canada’s carbon pricing 
policy package, a rebate scheme announced in 2018 seemed to reduce disapproval (Toronto 
Star, 2019) at least in the short-term, although its longer-term effects remain unclear and 
possibly more shaky (Mildenberger et al., 2022). In the case of Australia’s Carbon Pricing 
Mechanism, redistribution through tax cuts for low-income households and direct payments 
to low- and middle-income households did not outweigh perceptions of a cost burden, and 
thus did not allay contention. This suggests that redistribution even if progressive and/or 
premised on fairness (Carattini et al. 2018; Maestre-Andrés et al., 2021) may not always 
mitigate contention. 

Third, there does not seem to be clear geographical patterns in mass public responses. Al-
though, in some countries, diverging public responses such as backlash and support (e.g., 
Mexico, United States) or acceptance and non-acceptance (e.g., United Kingdom) were 
present across different policies. This might suggest a role for political system type in influ-
encing public responses as discussed in the literature. For example, scholars have argued that 
majoritarian systems can foster division between political parties and publics over climate 
policy due to incentives for political opportunity (Andersen, 2019; Lipscy, 2018; Milden-
berger, 2020).  

Fourth, temporally, there appears to be an increase in contention in the post-2015 period. 
This might be simply due to an increase in the number of adopted policies, or perhaps an 
increase in stringency of proposed climate policies leading to increased public contention 
(Botta & Koźluk, 2014; Glaus, 2021; Nachtigall et al., 2022). However, to assess this, in-
depth analysis of stringency would be needed (e.g., Schaffrin et al., 2015). It is also impor-
tant to examine the pre-adoption stage of policy which is likely to reveal substantially more 
contention over policy formulation and adoption. Furthermore, timing might play a role in 
individual policy cases. For instance, timing of policy adoption vis-à-vis electoral cycles or 
broader socio-economic developments (e.g., economic crises, societal polarization) could 
matter (Brown & Sovacool, 2017; Farstad et al., 2018; Hutter & Weisskircher, 2023). 
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Overall, the finding of a relatively low prevalence of contentious public responses in the 
sample (total of 16%, comprising 12% backlash and 4% non-acceptance) is noteworthy given 
the general expectation among scholars and policymakers that hard policies are prone to 
contention and backlash. One explanation for the seemingly low prevalence of contentious 
public responses could be a relatively low level of ambition within the sampled policies. In 
other words, policy recipients are not excessively burdened by such policies. Another expla-
nation could be unawareness by mass publics about the policies. This could be intentional by 
policymakers (e.g., policy discussion is minimized or introduced at times where other issues 
are more salient), structural (e.g., policy is created through inter-party negotiation in ways 
that make attribution of responsibility unclear), or incidental (e.g., due to genuinely low level 
of climate-related concerns). On the other hand, a more positive interpretation could be 
that latent public desire for climate policy is higher than typically thought which moderates 
contentious public responses. But this is less likely since we would then also expect to see 
greater contention over lack of ambition, because our approach focuses on detecting conten-
tion regardless of direction (i.e., too high or too low ambition). Reasons for the occurrence 
of contentious public responses may also vary across different cases due to the embeddedness 
of specific policies within complex socio-political contexts where they become objects of 
attention, including in relation to other issues and debates (e.g., sensitivity to costs, conserva-
tive or progressive shifts in public mood). This would suggest that a key issue is how climate 
policy calibrates to specific socio-political contexts and moments in time. 

3.6 CONCLUSIONS

We contribute to work on ex-post analysis of public responses, complementary to ex-ante 
studies of public support, both of which are important given the challenges of advancing 
ambitious and durable climate policy and the potential causal complexity of public responses. 
Policy struggles do not end with policy adoption, and our study suggests that policymakers 
must remain attentive to post-adoption contention and the role of mass publics at this stage. 
Although our findings reveal a relatively low prevalence of contention at the post-adoption 
policy stage, the chances of such contention may grow in the future both as climate policy 
becomes more demanding and due to wider fractious contemporary politics. Nonetheless, 
politicians and policymakers should not be axiomatically fearful about the lack of public 
acceptance of hard climate policies. There may be more latitude than commonly thought to 
advance hard climate policies, especially as climate policy debates keep rapidly evolving and 
the realities of unfolding energy transitions become increasingly apparent within society and 
politics. 

Several policy implications can be drawn. Firstly, policy makers should consider stringency 
not only as a matter of policy design (de jure) but also as it manifests contextually (de facto). 
For example, the incremental increase of France’s carbon charge component (initially set 
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out in 2014 but triggering a contentious public response several years later) coincided with 
growing economic insecurity for many people, meaning that policy stringency was perceived 
differently in peoples’ lives than it may have seemed in design alone. Relatedly, hard climate 
policy could include flexibility to moderate policy stringency in changing contexts and to 
soften requirements when unexpected pressures arise. Policy moderation is already some-
times done in ad hoc ways (such as when politicians suspend charges or obligations in the 
face of criticism), but this could be structurally designed-in to enable credible proactive re-
sponses following pre-specified rules. It could also include the opportunity to increase policy 
stringency when circumstances allow, such as when renewable energy targets are met sooner 
than anticipated, when a boost is needed to achieve pre-defined targets, or when economic or 
social circumstances allow the possibility to ramp up ambition. This resonates with broader 
calls by some policy scholars for attention to ways of ‘moderating the policy thermostat’ 
(Rosenbloom et al., 2019; Cashore and Howlett 2007). However, such an approach could 
also risk tampering by politicians wishing to hold back climate policy, emphasising the 
need for credible moderation procedures. Lastly, policy makers might consider trying to 
keep policy salience low. However, the efficacy of such an approach is not clear since policy 
developments are likely to become apparent anyway risking greater criticism, and ethical 
questions also arise over transparency. Thus, addressing public concerns thoroughly within 
policy design is likely to be a more robust approach. 

Crucially, our study does not cover cases of policy proposals which experience contention 
(and might be rejected) prior to adoption. This is because our focus was on the post-adoption 
stage as a first step that can be expanded in future work. Our goal was to assess prevalence 
using an objective sample frame to avoid sampling on the dependent variable. As such, the 
analysis provides a baseline assessment for the post-adoption phase only. We also did not 
study sub-national levels of climate policy, yet this would be interesting and important to 
examine and bring alongside national level analysis especially because it is often thought 
that states/ provinces/ regions can exert counter-veiling policy directionality compared to the 
national level.

An important next step for future research is to analyze the drivers of contentious public 
responses to hard climate policies. This could include factors relating to policy characteristics 
but also institutional and societal context. For example, design features such as redistribution 
and progressive phase-in seem to have mixed results concerning public responses, and other 
design factors (e.g., timing, sequencing) need further work and possibly also larger samples 
to scrutinize. Yet, Mildenberger et al., (2022) finds that people may respond in non-rational 
ways (i.e., unaligned with actual policy design) due to partisan cues that can bias peoples’ 
responses to policy. Others point to the political contexts under which policy is adopted (e.g., 
interest intermediation, electoral blame shielding) as important in understanding contention 
(Finnegan, 2022, Andersen, 2019). Further institutional factors (e.g., election proximity) and 
non-institutional factors (e.g., prior mobilization, economic crisis, cultural grievance) might 
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also influence public responses. This points to a complex task to explain public responses, 
which could arise through different causal mechanisms. Our study provides a first step 
towards such work by identifying and reflecting on patterns of public responses to inform 
future analysis of factors and mechanisms causing them. 
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9	 Published as Anisimova, K.V., Patterson, J.J. (2025) Unraveling the conditions for post-adoption contestation over 
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ABSTRACT

Understanding drivers of public contestation over hard climate policies is crucial for ad-
vancing climate action. While existing literature provides insights into conditions for policy 
support and adoption, conditions for policy contestation at the post-adoption stage remain 
opaque. We investigate conditions for policy contestation at the post-adoption stage in a 
sample of 27 national climate policies in OECD countries (2009–2022). We employ fuzzy-
set Qualitative Comparative Analysis drawing on primary (62 structured expert interviews) 
and secondary (media, datasets, academic and grey literature, policy documents) data. Find-
ings reveal that policy contestation arises from a combination of conditions, especially when 
policy is perceived as demanding and unfair, sometimes also combined with socio-political 
polarization, lack of climate change concern, and lack of information provision. This supports 
ex-ante work on expected conditions of contestation but also suggests a need for attention to 
conjunctural causation, complex socio-political constructs, and analyzing policy content and 
policy context jointly. 
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4.1 INTRODUCTION

‘Hard’ climate policies are needed to advance ambitious climate action but can be heavily 
contested both before and after they are adopted. Such policies impose costs or constraints 
on policy recipients (Schulze, 2021, p. 3)  with a threat of sanction or force (Salamon, 
2001). They can include regulation, pricing/taxation, and phase-outs of specific technolo-
gies. While often objects of political struggle during policy formulation, hard policies may 
also be heavily contested at the post-adoption stage, such as when costs (both material and 
symbolic) become apparent to target groups. For example, Krosnick and MacInnis (2013)   
argue that climate policy can face a “principle-implementation gap” where mass publics sup-
port a policy outcome in principle but oppose a specific policy aimed at delivering the result. 
Furthermore, scholars have observed a discrepancy between ex-ante and ex-post public opin-
ion on climate policy (Dechezleprêtre et al., 2022; Schuitema et al., 2010) and a difference 
between willingness to support and willingness to pay (Bakaki & Bernauer, 2017). However, 
despite increasing documentation of post-adoption contestation over hard climate policy 
( Jordan & Matt, 2014; Patterson, 2023), there remains little comparative understanding of 
the conditions under which contestation over adopted hard climate policy arises. Whether 
or not a policy is contested at the post-adoption stage is not necessarily straightforward 
because contestation may depend not only on the magnitude of costs but also, for example, 
perceptions and meanings of a climate policy, and the wider socio-political context which 
could shape responses to a specific policy (e.g., socio-political polarization). 

We can draw insights on post-adoption contestation over climate policy from literature 
on public responses to climate policy and the politics of climate policymaking. First, work 
on public responses to climate policy approaches contestation as a possible type of public 
response within a wider spectrum ranging from support to opposition. The focus is typically 
on understanding acceptance and/or support for climate policy, motivated by a concern for 
making policy politically viable (Kyselá et al., 2019; Sælen & Aasen, 2023, p. 2). For example, 
many studies analyze the factors facilitating support and/or acceptance of climate policy, 
which range from individual characteristics (e.g., age, education, political orientation) to 
policy design features (e.g., effectiveness, fairness, magnitude of costs), to contextual factors 
(e.g., political trust) (Bergquist et al., 2022; Dechezleprêtre et al., 2022; Drews & Bergh, 
2015; Ejelöv & Nilsson, 2020). This has led to rich insights about factors influencing public 
support/acceptance and their importance for climate policy design. However, the common 
reliance on ex-ante surveys and experiments risks creating “artificial environments with low 
external validity” (Heyen & Wicki, 2024, p. 787) and measures factors independently at the 
level of individual respondents rather than at the socio-political level where public contesta-
tion is generated through social interaction. 

Second, work on the politics of climate policymaking approaches contestation from a variety 
of angles. For example, it highlights struggles over the distributional politics of climate 
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change (Aklin & Mildenberger, 2020; Mildenberger, 2020) as well as processes of policy 
design and feedback( Jordan & Matt, 2014; Sewerin et al., 2023) and legitimation (Patterson, 
2023). It also considers the role of different actors (e.g., mass publics, politicians, interest 
groups) in policy formation and adoption (Hutter & Weisskircher, 2023; Mildenberger, 
2020; Schulze, 2021; Stokes, 2016, 2020), and how institutions (Finnegan, 2022; Lacha-
pelle & Paterson, 2013; Lockwood, 2013) and policymaking styles (Andersen, 2019) shape 
policy decisions. However, this literature tends to focus on understanding the conditions for 
policy adoption, rather than the conditions for contestation specifically. It is also somewhat 
fragmented, through taking different analytical angles and highlighting different explanatory 
factors, leaving the implications for explaining post-adoption policy contestation unclear.  

A key gap, therefore, is a lack of specific focus on explaining contestation itself as a depen-
dent variable, which requires bridging policy content and policy context. On the one hand, 
work on public responses to climate policy recognizes contestation as a possible response, but 
usually focuses on explaining public support and/or acceptance (Kyselá et al., 2019; Sælen 
& Aasen, 2023, p. 2). On the other hand, work on the politics of climate policymaking ap-
proaches contestation as inherent to processes of climate policymaking but tends to focus 
on the formal institutions and elite politics of policy adoption rather than the conditions for 
post-adoption contestation specifically. Moreover, the conditions for post-adoption policy 
contestation might not be the direct inverse of the conditions for public support/acceptance. 
The post-adoption stage involves different dynamics to that of policy formation and adop-
tion as costs and other impacts materialize. The wider policy environment might change 
over time, before and after a policy is adopted, changing the propensity for contestation. 
Perceptions and meanings of climate policy may also shift during ongoing political struggles 
(Stone, 2012), including through partisan messaging (Mildenberger et al., 2022) and elite 
cues (Hacker & Pierson, 2014; Smith et al., 2024). The conditions under which post-
adoption policy contestation occurs therefore remain unclear. 

This chapter asks the question: Under which conditions does public contestation over hard 
climate policies occur at the post-adoption stage? To do this, we analyze conditions of contes-
tation over hard climate policy using fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA) 
in a systematic sample of 27 national-level policy cases in OECD countries from 2009-2022. 
This method enables analyzing conditions in combination rather than individually which 
is increasingly called for (Ejelöv & Nilsson, 2020; Heyen & Wicki, 2024). It involves me-
dium-N analysis, which helps to move beyond the common use of single/small-N cases, 
while still allowing for attention to the specifics of each case in data collection and analysis. 
By focusing on the post-adoption stage, by which we refer to the period following a policy 
entering into force (up to six years), we take an ex-post perspective, which complements the 
typical ex-ante focus of work on public responses, to scrutinize actual rather than expected 
conditions shaping contestation. This also complements work on the politics of policymaking 
by focusing directly on the question of ‘what comes next’ after a policy is adopted. 
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The chapter interpretively draws on a variety of in-depth data sources including structured 
interviews with 62 national policymakers and experts from the selected cases, as well as 
secondary quantitative data, policy documents, and media articles. The presence of pos-
sible explanatory conditions is assessed which could be associated with policy contestation 
derived from climate policy literature, spanning policy content and context. Empirically, 
the approach goes beyond the common focus on carbon pricing/taxation in climate policy 
analysis (Fairbrother, 2022; Maestre-Andrés et al., 2019) by also including other types of 
hard policies (e.g., regulation and phase-out). It also modestly contributes to addressing the 
over-representation of Global North cases in climate policy analysis (Heyen & Wicki, 2024; 
Valencia et al., 2024) as around 30% of our cases are in the Global South. The findings reveal 
several conditions (involving both policy content and context) are associated with climate 
policy contestation. In particular, the combination of demandingness and unfairness is likely 
to be central in explaining contestation over hard climate policy at the post-adoption stage, 
potentially also in combination with socio-political polarization, lack of climate change 
concern and lack of information provision. Policy contestation arises from the combination 
of these conditions, rather than their individual presence alone. The ex-post findings broadly 
align with ex-ante work but also highlights the need for greater interpretive attention to 
complex socio-political aspects when explaining policy contestation. 

4.2 RESULTS

This section first analyzes the full sample of hard climate policies (i.e., pricing/taxation, 
regulation, and phase-outs) at the national level in OECD member countries between 
2009-2022 (n=27) to identify conditions associated with policy contestation. Several possible 
configurations of conditions (i.e., ‘solution pathways’) are observed which together explain 
approximately two-thirds of the outcome. The section then disaggregates two subgroups 
based on instrument type: (i)  pricing/taxation (n=15), and (ii) regulations and phase-outs 
(n=12). This interrogates solution pathways for the different hard policy instrument types in 
our sample, and whether overall patterns hold at the subgroup level. The section highlights 
several promising solution pathways for the first subgroup which overlap with those of the 
full sample, but non-informative results for the second subgroup. 

4.2.1 Analysis of the full sample
The section begins with the analysis of necessary conditions for policy contestation. This 
analysis shows that none of the five conditions is individually necessary for the outcome, or 
for the non-outcome (i.e., policy non-contestation) (Supplementary note 1). Some combina-
tions of conditions provide meaningful SUIN conditions with acceptable parameters of fit 
(i.e., inclN ≥ 0.9; RoN and CovN ≥ 0.6): socio-political polarization and demandingness; 
climate change concern and unfairness; and demandingness and unfairness. In other words, 
these combinations of conditions are necessary for the occurrence of policy contestation. 
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However, while a possible further step could be to combine these conjunctural conditions 
into higher-order conditions, we opt not to do so to retain conceptual clarity over the indi-
vidual conditions. 

The section then presents the analysis of sufficient conditions for policy contestation. The 
first step is to develop a truth table (Table 4.4) to organize each case according to the com-
bination of conditions and outcome reflected, where rows reflect combinations of conditions 
and outcomes rather than individual cases. They specify “qualitatively different combina-
tion of conditions … a difference in kind rather than a difference in degree” (Schneider & 
Wagemann, 2012). The truth table converts fuzzy scores into binary-like values based on 
a specified threshold (i.e., the crossover point in fuzzy set values demarcating when a case 
crosses from in to out of a set; here a score of 0.5 reflects the crossover point, following a 
standard approach). The truth table contains the configurations of conditions with empiri-
cal observations in the sample, within a hypothetical full truth table containing all possible 
combinations of conditions (2k, k=5, i.e., 32 rows available). 

Table 4.4. Truth table for the full sample.
Row POLAR CONCERN DEMAND UNFAIR INFO OUT n inclS PRI Cases
27 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 0.861 0.568 13, 16, 27x

7 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 0.948 0.835 23, 24
23 1 0 1 1 0 1 2 0.913 0.779 1, 18
3 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0.847 0.246 14, 21
10 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0.768 0.401 8, 11x

14 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0.766 0.395 3, 22
22 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 0.663 0.198 20, 26
31 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0.913 0.779 12
16 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0.909 0.752 4
19 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0.903 0.596 7
13 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0.887 0.496 10
5 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0.881 0.330 9
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.849 0.248 17
17 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.849 0.398 19
9 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0.841 0.248 25
25 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0.841 0.398 15
20 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0.816 0.496 6
2 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0.748 0.248 5
26 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0.725 0.248 2

xDenotes contradictory rows where outcome does not match case, which is normal as empirical cases with 
the same combination of conditions might have different outcomes (Schneider & Wagemann, 2012, p. 95). 
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Considering parameters of fit (i.e., inclS, PRI), only some rows of Table 4.4 satisfy conven-
tional thresholds for cases featuring the outcome (i.e., cases 1, 4, 12, 18, 23, 24). Following 
the operationalization (see Methods), these are cases with full or partial presence of the out-
come (i.e., backlash or non-acceptance). These six cases (of eight in total within the sample) 
involve carbon taxes in Australia (2011), France (2014), Mexico (2017), and Canada (2018), 
and energy sector pricing-related policies in the UK (2011, 2013). The cases are not evenly 
distributed across all possible combinations of conditions leading to the outcome, indicating 
limited diversity. Therefore, while several possible types of solution can be considered (i.e., 
conservative, parsimonious, and intermediate solutions), the conservative solution is most 
appropriate in the first instance because it prioritizes reliability and consistency, seeking the 
most robust solution given available data.

The conservative solution (model M1) (Table 4.5) has good parameters of fit (consis-
tency=0.929; PRI=0.859; sufficiency coverage 68.5%). This model is made of three solution 
pathways, suggesting that policy contestation arises from: (i) POLAR* DEMAND* UN-
FAIR* ~INFO (i.e., presence of socio-political polarization, demandingness, and unfairness, 
and absence of information provision), (ii) ~CONCERN* DEMAND* UNFAIR* ~INFO 
(i.e., presence of demandingness and unfairness, and absence of climate change concern and 
information provision), and (iii) ~POLAR*CONCERN* DEMAND* UNFAIR*INFO 
(i.e., absence of socio-political polarization, presence of climate change concern, demanding-
ness, and unfairness, and information provision). All three components are combined in the 
model with ‘or’ operators. Yet, a common element present in two of three solution pathways 
covering most cases of policy contestation is DEMAND* UNFAIR* ~INFO, implying that 
policy which is seen as demanding and unfair coupled with lack of information seems to be 
prone to policy contestation. This occurs in combination with either socio-political polariza-
tion or absence of climate change concern. 

However, the conservative solution remains somewhat complex. For comparison, the par-
simonious solution, which also has good parameters of fit (consistency=0.934, PRI=0.876, 
sufficiency coverage=73.7%), involves only the combination of DEMAND* UNFAIR which 
appears in all solution pathways of conservative solution. This raises the question of whether 

Table 4.5. Conservative solution model for full sample with three solution pathways*.
M1: POLAR*DEMAND*UNFAIR*~INFO + ~CONCERN*DEMAND*UNFAIR*~INFO + ~POLAR*CO

NCERN*DEMAND*UNFAIR*~INFO => OUTCOME
inclS PRI covS covU cases

POLAR*DEMAND*UNFAIR*~INFO 0.920 0.820 0.604 0.027 1, 18; 12
~CONCERN*DEMAND*UNFAIR*~INFO 0.920 0.820 0.605 0.054 23, 24; 1, 18
~POLAR*CONCERN*DEMAND*UNFAIR*INFO 0.909 0.752 0.262 0.027 4
M1 0.929 0.859 0.685

*Where, in standard QCA notation, the symbol ‘~’ means ‘absence of ’, ‘+’ means ‘or’, ‘*’ means ‘and’.
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a viable intermediate solution might also exist. Doing so requires introducing directional 
expectations, which essentially represent additional reasoning about the direction in which 
conditions are expected to operate, or in other words, “theory-guided hunches” (Schneider & 
Wagemann, 2012). Given the ambivalent role of climate change concern in the conservative 
solution, we set a directional expectation that this condition reduces the likelihood of contes-
tation. This leads to an intermediate solution with good parameters of fit (consistency=0.929, 
PRI=0.859, sufficiency coverage=68.5%) and three solution pathways: (i) POLAR* 
DEMAND* UNFAIR (i.e., presence of socio-political polarization, demandingness, and 
unfairness), (ii) ~CONCERN* DEMAND* UNFAIR (i.e., presence of demandingness and 
unfairness, and absence of climate change concern), and (iii) DEMAND* UNFAIR* INFO 
(i.e., presence of demandingness, unfairness, and information provision) (Table 4.6). This 
suggests that the core combination DEMAND*UNFAIR combines with another condition 
(either socio-political polarization, lack of climate change concern, or information provision) 
to produce policy contestation, although information provision appears with policy contesta-
tion in only one case (Table 4.6). 

Table 4.6. Intermediate solution for the full sample.
Directional expectations Solution models
Climate change concern 
(inverse to outcome)

M1: POLAR*DEMAND*UNFAIR + ~CONCERN*DEMAND*UNFAIR 
+ DEMAND*UNFAIR*INFO => OUTCOME

inclS PRI covS covU cases
POLAR*DEMAND*UNFAIR 0.920 0.820 0.604 0.027 1, 18; 12
~CONCERN*DEMAND*UNFAIR 0.920 0.820 0.605 0.054 23, 24; 1, 18
DEMAND*UNFAIR*INFO 0.847 0.668 0.288 0.027 4
M1 0.929 0.859 0.685

Figure 4.1. Summary of the conditions under which contestation over hard climate policy is observed 
to occur in the full sample (i.e., demandingness and unfairness combine with other conditions).
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4.2.2 Analysis of subgroups
This sub-section now considers solution pathways for policy instrument type subgroups: 
(i)  pricing/taxation (n=15), and (ii) regulations and phase-outs (n=12). The first subgroup 
reflects a key category of hard climate policy which is often believed to be at risk of contesta-
tion, and the second subgroup reflects policy aimed towards restricting specific activities. 
Ideally, further disaggregating regulations and phase-outs would be worthwhile, although we 
have too few cases to do this. 

For pricing/taxation policies, we find that none of the five conditions is individually nec-
essary for the outcome. Some combinations of conditions provide potentially meaningful 
SUIN conditions with acceptable parameters of fit (i.e., inclN ≥ 0.9; RoN and CovN ≥ 0.6): 
socio-political polarization and demandingness; socio-political polarization and unfairness; 
and absent climate change concern and unfairness. Nonetheless, as previously, we choose not 
to introduce higher-order conditions to retain conceptual clarity over the originally posited 
conditions. Analysis of sufficiency leads to a conservative solution of the same form as the 
conservative solution for the full sample. The section therefore seeks to derive a further inter-
mediate solution. Here, directional expectations for two conditions are introduced: climate 
change concern (as for the analysis of the full sample), and information provision which 
are expected to reduce the likelihood of contestation, despite its potential conceptual and 
empirical ambivalence (see Methods). These directional expectations are introduced stepwise 
(Table 4.7). 

Both M1 and M2 (intermediate solutions for the subgroup pricing/taxation policies) seem 
plausible. M1 is similar to the intermediate solution for the full sample, but with the infor-
mation condition reverse in the solution pathway in which it appears. The combination DE-
MAND* UNFAIR remains in each pathway, and POLAR remains in place. M2 simplifies 
the solution model substantially, leaving only a single combination DEMAND*UNFAIR as 
the solution pathway, suggesting that it is a consistent core combination explaining policy 
contestation for this subgroup. It explains all five cases with policy contestation (i.e., out-
come present) with good parameters of fit (inclS=1.000, PRI=1.000, covS=75.2%). M2 is 
also equivalent to the parsimonious solution, for both the full sample and this subgroup, 
suggesting that it is a robust minimal solution model. 
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For regulation and phase-out policies, the analysis finds that none of the five conditions 
is individually necessary for the outcome. There are also no meaningful SUIN conditions. 
Analysis of sufficiency reveals a truth table with contradictory rows for two of three cases of 
policy contestation. Consequently, the solution model offers only an idiosyncratic pathway 
explaining one case of policy contestation, rendering analysis non-informative, and we do 
not proceed further with the analysis for this subgroup. 

4.3	DISCUSSION

The results provide strong evidence for the role of some conditions in explaining policy con-
testation, and moderate evidence for others. Most notably, the combination of two policy-
specific conditions – demandingness and unfairness – stands out as central in explaining 
policy contestation among both the full sample and in the subgroup analysis of pricing/
taxation policies. This combination of conditions appeared in the parsimonious solution and 
in every solution pathway in the intermediate and conservative solutions. In this sense, our 
findings align with widespread expectations among climate policy scholars in work on policy 
acceptance/support. First, that the more demanding a policy is, the more likely it is to trigger 
contestation (Konc et al., 2022; Lachapelle & Paterson, 2013; Pahle et al., 2017). Second, 
that the more unfair a policy is (or is seen to be), the more likely it is to trigger contestation 
(Bergquist et al., 2022; Dechezleprêtre et al., 2022; Drews & Bergh, 2015). Nonetheless, this 
confirmatory finding is important given the potential for difference between ex-ante and 
ex-post findings (see Introduction), which helps bolster existing expectations with ex-post 
evidence. Yet, at the same time, both of these conditions involve objective aspects (e.g., policy 
design) as well as interpretive aspects (e.g., perceptions and meanings of policy). Hence, a key 

Table 4.7. Intermediate solutions for the subgroup pricing/taxation policies.
Directional 
expectations

Solution models

Climate change 
concern (inverse 
to outcome)

M1: POLAR*DEMAND*UNFAIR + ~CONCERN*DEMAND*UNFAIR 
+ DEMAND*UNFAIR*INFO => OUTCOME

inclS PRI covS covU cases^
POLAR*DEMAND*UNFAIR 1.000 1.000 0.583 0.043 1(1), 10(18); 6(12)
~CONCERN*DEMAND*UNFAIR 1.000 1.000 0.542 0.043 14(23); 1(1), 10(18)
DEMAND*UNFAIR*INFO 1.000 1.000 0.208 0.043 2(4)
M1 1.000 1.000 0.669

Climate change 
concern and
Information 
provision 
(inverse to 
outcome)

M2: DEMAND*UNFAIR => OUTCOME
inclS PRI covS covU cases^ 

DEMAND*UNFAIR 1.000 1.000 0.752 - 14(23); 2(4); 1(1), 10(18); 
6(12)

M2 1.000 1.000 0.752    

^Case no. refers to subgroup categorization, with original case no. (from Table 4.2) in parentheses. 
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need in studying climate policy contestation is to examine why and how a sense of excessive 
demandingness and/or unfairness arises in a specific case (or not). This might involve other 
factors shaping complex processes by which a sense of demandingness and unfairness arises 
(e.g., media discourse, elite cues, status of scientific knowledge in debates over climate policy 
and the potentially legitimating role of scientific advice, peer effects, and individual traits). 

Other conditions under analysis – socio-political polarization, climate change concern, 
and information provision – were also important in different solution pathways. The role 
of such factors often remains unclear across different cases. For example, while scholars 
focusing on the politics of policymaking both in climate policy (Mildenberger et al., 2022; 
Stokes, 2020) and more broadly (Hacker & Pierson, 2014; Patashnik, 2019) would be quick 
to highlight the significance of polarization, its role remains understudied in analysis of 
public responses to climate policy. The solution pathways that we identify involving socio-
political polarization include cases of carbon tax policies implemented in Mexico (2014), 
France (2014), Australia (2011), all of which involved volatile outbursts of public discontent 
(Chapter 3) combination with a sense of policy demandingness and unfairness. The findings 
suggest that the level of climate change concern could also be important in generating policy 
contestation. While there is some ambivalence in our findings regarding this condition (e.g., 
the conservative solution for the full sample), the main message is that lack of climate 
change concern can, in combination with other factors, produce policy contestation. This 
aligns with widespread arguments in policy acceptance literature that the more concerned 
people are, the more willing they are to accept hard policy measures (Dechezleprêtre et al., 
2022; Scruggs & Benegal, 2012). However, it is also possible that in some cases high climate 
change concern could lead to greater sensitivity to policies seen as inappropriate (e.g., unfair) 
and thus propensity for contestation. Or, the result could just be coincidental since only one 
case (Canada, 2018) showed this combination, which could be a case where high climate 
concern sits alongside criticism for other reasons. Lastly, the findings suggest that informa-
tion provision could be important in generating policy contestation. The absence of informa-
tion, in combination with other conditions, may lead to policy contestation as seen in the 
conservative solution for the full sample, although this role dropped away in the intermediate 
solution raising questions about its importance. Conversely, information provision might 
trigger contestation by making policy costs more salient even if it also contains information 
about benefits for target groups (Karapin, 2020, p. 154; Mildenberger et al., 2022).

Therefore, this chapter reveals that the combination of conditions of demandingness and 
unfairness is likely to be central in explaining contestation over hard climate policy at the 
post-adoption stage, potentially also in combination with socio-political polarization, lack 
of climate change concerns and information provision. Crucially, policy contestation is likely 
to be produced through the combination of these conditions, rather than their individual 
presence alone. The core explanatory conditions of demandingness and unfairness are policy 
specific, but socio-political polarization and lack of climate change concerns are contextual 
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conditions. Thus, the findings suggest that policy contestation arises from both policy-spe-
cific and contextual conditions. This can inform work needed to understand causal relations 
in public responses to climate policy (Ejelöv & Nilsson, 2020; Heyen & Wicki, 2024) by 
highlighting how explanatory conditions for policy contestation can operate jointly, and the 
need for interpretive work within a comparative frame that embraces complex socio-political 
constructs. The solution formulas we identify also offer specific insights for strengthening 
climate policymaking by addressing particular combinations of conditions that could be 
relevant in a case. 

By elucidating conditions associated with policy contestation based on rich empirical data, 
we provide a critical check on climate policy debates which are fragmented across fields, 
cases, and explanatory focus. This is especially valuable from the ex-post perspective, given 
that much work on public responses is from an ex-ante perspective, and thus not readily able 
to capture the ways in which public preferences and perceptions may be re-shaped through 
struggles over climate policy that continue at the post-adoption stage. This chapter thereby 
contributes to ground truthing ex-ante claims about factors that are important for public 
acceptance and policy support. The finding is broadly positive in this regard, as such ex-ante 
work largely aligns with our ex-post analysis, provided that it takes on board contemporary 
insights about the central role of demandingness and unfairness, and gives attention to 
other important conditions such as socio-political polarization. However, what is likely to 
be important looking forward is to further embrace interpretivist approaches, rather than 
racing too quickly towards neat methodological designs (often individual-level surveys) at 
the expense of efforts to unravel complex and interconnected conditions shaping public re-
sponses to policy in real-world settings. In other words, we need greater attention to complex 
socio-political constructs and processes not only those measurable at an individual level. 

Beyond identifying conditions involved in producing post-adoption policy contestation, our 
findings also highlight the importance of configurational causation in explaining policy con-
testation. Individual conditions did not explain the outcome, only conditions in combination. 
For example, our intermediate and conservative solutions show that conditions of demand-
ingness and unfairness (which also comprise the parsimonious solution) were co-present in 
all solution pathways, with different solution pathways also involving other additional condi-
tions: socio-political polarization, lack of climate change concern, and information provision. 
By revealing the importance of conjunctural causation, this work helps to show how certain 
conditions might play different roles in different cases, and thereby the need to consider 
conditions for policy contestation jointly rather than individually. 

Overall, this chapter contributes to the field of climate policy through a novel and timely 
medium-N explanatory analysis of the conditions under which policy contestation occurs. 
This informs contemporary debates about policy contestation and backlash with compara-
tive ex-post insights. We develop an approach to study this challenging issue focusing on 
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hard climate policy, drawing out insights beyond individual policy instrument types (such 
as carbon pricing), while also opening possibilities for further comparison between policy 
instrument types. In doing so, we also modestly contribute to addressing the over-represen-
tation of Global North cases in climate policy analysis as around 30% of our cases are in the 
Global South. The medium-N approach complements both small-N analysis by widening 
comparison, and large-N analysis through its interpretive approach combining multiple 
sources of heterogeneous quantitative and qualitative data sensitive to context. Specifically 
regarding QCA, the chapter embraces the qualitative core of QCA as both method and 
research technique, as called for by scholars in this field (Pagliarin et al., 2023; Schneider 
& Wagemann, 2012)   by employing set theoretic logic in design, calibration, analysis, and 
reflection. The chapter thereby contributes to rigorous and ambitious use of QCA in climate 
policy and wider policy analysis. 

There are several avenues for further research. The set of conditions could be expanded, such 
as by adding various excluded conditions (e.g., overlapping economic grievances, trust, prior 
contestation, disasters, cost visibility, and policy formulation process), or some current condi-
tions could be disaggregated further, for example, different types of polarization (ideological, 
affective) or aspects of unfairness (e.g., procedural, distributive). The set of cases could also 
be expanded, especially to strengthen the focus on regulation and phase-out instruments. 
Future work should also examine why and how a sense of excessive demandingness and/or 
unfairness arises in specific cases (or not), which involves considering both objective policy 
content attributes as well as perceptions and meanings generated within political debates. 

Another important area for future work is to examine the effects of policy contestation on 
policy outcomes and life course. This could inform debates over policy dismantling – that is, 
“the cutting, diminution or removal of existing policy” ( Jordan et al., 2013)  – by focusing 
on a subset of cases of dismantling linked to abrupt mass public contestation complement-
ing the typical focus on strategic elite drivers, and by examining the presence and forms of 
dismantling in the wake of different public responses (e.g., non-acceptance, backlash). For 
example, among cases in our sample, carbon pricing policies in Canada, France, and Mexico 
were revised in the aftermath of policy contestation yet repealed in Australia. Elsewhere, 
scholars have argued that policy outcomes following backlash could vary from no change to 
weakening or repeal (Patashnik, 2023; Patterson, 2023). Another opportunity is to examine 
the impacts of policy contestation on future policymaking (e.g., the role of contestation as a 
source of policy feedback) which could help to understand how public responses to specific 
policies influence longer-term climate policy development trajectories. However, while un-
ravelling associations between policy contestation and policy dismantling is intriguing, it is 
also likely to be challenging and require rich case analysis. 

More broadly, analyzing the conditions for policy contestation creates new opportunities for 
climate policy by suggesting that a focus on tempering contestation may be useful instead of 
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the typical (but challenging) goal of securing acceptance or support for climate policy. For 
example, contestation over climate policy may grow in the future due to increasing ambi-
tion, challenging climate policy scholars and practitioners to consider how to respond to 
contestation. Finding ways to reduce contestation enough to achieve ‘sufficiently’ acceptable 
climate policy could be a worthwhile goal, and understanding the drivers of contestation is a 
stepping stone in this direction. 

4.4 METHODS

Qualitative comparative analysis (QCA) is used to examine possible associations between 
our posited conditions (both individually and in combination) and the outcome of policy 
contestation. QCA is a set-theoretic method which assesses the co-presence of conditions 
and outcomes, thereby helping to identify which conditions could contribute to explain-
ing an outcome through their association (Ragin, 2009; Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). 
QCA does not assess causation per se but can provide evidence to inform causal reasoning 
in broader argumentation. It builds on case study logic where close attention is given to 
understanding which combinations of conditions produce an outcome, and extends this logic 
to be able to study a larger number of cases. It thereby reflects a middle ground between 
qualitative and quantitative approaches that helps to systematically compare rich individual 
cases. It is useful when explanatory conditions are complex constructs requiring interpretive 
sensibility informed by different available sources of data, and where conjunctional causa-
tion (i.e., combinations of conditions producing an outcome) and equifinality (i.e., multiple 
causal pathways producing an outcome) could be important (Schneider & Wagemann, 
2012). Conditions and outcome(s) are measured by scoring their degree of presence in a 
case. Fuzzy-set QCA (fsQCA), which we use here, enables scoring the degree of presence 
of conditions/outcomes in a graduated manner (e.g., ‘fully in’, ‘partially in’, or ‘fully out’ of a 
set) using consistent criteria. Overall, we employ QCA as both a research approach and a 
technique (following Schneider & Wagemann, 2012, p. 318) by designing data collection 
to feed into calibration of conditions on a set theoretic basis involving multiple sources of 
heterogeneous data to enable an in-depth qualitative understanding of the cases, examin-
ing different possible solutions and their implications, and from the outset considering the 
possibility of conjunctural causation and equifinality due to potentially diverse dynamics of 
policy contestation. 

The following subsections discuss: (i) conceptual design focusing on policy contestation as 
the outcome, conditions considered, and excluded conditions; (ii) case selection; (iii) opera-
tionalization; (iv) analysis; and (v) robustness considerations.
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4.4.1 Policy contestation as an outcome
The outcome of interest is post-adoption policy contestation. The term ‘contestation’ encom-
passes a variety of disputes over policy (Schaub, 2021) which could range from disagreement 
over certain features, to outright mobilization against it (Verhoeven et al., 2022). Contes-
tation is distinguished from ‘opposition’ as the latter often suggests a focus on organized 
activity (such as party politics and coalitions) (Hess & Renner, 2019) , whereas the former 
leaves open the degree and form of negative response among mass publics.

By contestation, this chapter refers to negative responses to adopted climate policy among 
mass publics (and possibly also other actors) involving distinctly negative sentiment that may 
or may not be coupled with mobilization against the policy. Scholars of public responses 
to climate policy discuss how public responses to a policy can vary across a spectrum from 
support to opposition (Batel et al., 2013; Dermont et al., 2017; Wolsink, 2018). In the 
middle of this spectrum is a mixed zone, where ambivalent response (e.g., somewhat positive 
or somewhat negative) or perhaps even an absence of clear response (e.g., due to lack of 
awareness) can occur. For example, PytlikZillig et al. refer to a “zone of policy tolerance” 
where policies may be explicitly or implicitly tolerated, even if they are not necessarily viewed 
favorably (2018, p. 92). Chapter 3 categorizes policy responses among mass publics into four 
types (backlash, non-acceptance, acceptance, and support). Looking across this spectrum, 
we demarcate those involving contestation from those which are (broadly) non-contested 
(Figure 4.2). This also enables parsing empirical responses into a fuzzy set outcome score by 
giving each category a qualitative code corresponding to the degree of contestation (also see 
Case selection). 

4.4.2 Conditions for post-adoption policy contestation
A variety of possible socio-political conditions that could be associated with post-adoption 
policy contestation is identified. This includes both policy content and context-related condi-
tions (M. Bergquist et al., 2022; Drews & Bergh, 2015; Geet et al., 2021),  because it is 
important to consider not only what is contested (i.e., policy content) but also the context 
within which contestation occurs (Ingold et al., 2019, pp. 3–4). Context-related conditions 
involve the characteristics of a broader policy environment that might condition policy con-
testation. This chapter specifically considers: (i) socio-political polarization, and (ii) climate 

Figure 4.2. Delineating policy contestation.



86

Chapter 4

change concern. Policy content conditions involve policy design features influencing the costs 
or other burdens associated with a policy as perceived by mass publics. This work specifically 
considers: (iii) policy demandingness, (iv) policy unfairness, and (v)  information provision. 
These conditions are summarized in Table 4.1 and further explained individually next. This 
chapter considered but excluded several other conditions as also explained next. Importantly, 
climate change concern and information provision could have a directionality opposite to 
the other conditions. This reflects the conceptual logic of QCA, which emphasizes that the 
presence and absence of a condition is not necessarily inverse, and empirically it is more 
meaningful to measure the presence of these conditions than their absence.

Table 4.1. Socio-political conditions for post-adoption policy contestation.
No. Condition Condition ID Description Reasoning References

C
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d 
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s

1 Socio-political 
polarization

POLAR Presence of 
socio-political 
polarization

Polarization in a society may increase the chances 
of policy contestation as new policies become 
subject to pre-existing oppositional divides.

2 Climate 
change concern

CONCERN Relative level 
of climate 
change concern

Concern over climate 
change among mass 
publics may reduce 
policy contestation due 
to increased willingness 
to support policy actions 
taken. 

(M. Bergquist et al., 
2022; Drews & Bergh, 
2015, pp. 858–859; 
Ejelöv & Nilsson, 2020)
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3 Policy 
demanding-
ness

DEMAND Presence of 
high demands 
on target 
groups made 
by a policy

High policy costs (e.g., 
material/financial, 
behavioral change, 
or other demands 
on policy target 
groups) may increase 
policy contestation 
by triggering specific 
criticisms. 

(Drews & Bergh, 2015; 
Groot & Schuitema, 
2012; Nachtigall et al., 
2022; Pahle et al., 2017)

4 Unfairness UNFAIR Presence of 
features or 
perceptions 
that a policy is 
unfair

Policies designed/
perceived as unfair 
may increase policy 
contestation due to 
moral judgements that a 
policy is unbalanced or 
mistargeted. 

(M. Bergquist et al., 
2022; Dechezleprêtre et 
al., 2022; Dreyer et al., 
2015; Fairbrother, 2017; 
Maestre-Andrés et al., 
2019; Povitkina et al., 
2021)

5 Information 
provision

INFO Good quality 
information 
campaigns for 
a policy

Information provision for a policy may reduce 
policy contestation by generating understanding 
or increase policy contestation by elevating policy 
salience in debates. 
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Condition 1: Socio-political polarization
Decision-making in a polarized society may be prone to contestation as new policies be-
come subject to pre-existing oppositional divides producing opposition. Polarization can be 
related to political beliefs and ideologies (ideological polarization) or hostility and negative 
emotions towards political opponents (affective polarization) (Iyengar et al., 2018; Judge et 
al., 2023), which can overlap in complex ways (Riera & Madariaga, 2023). Polarization can 
impact policy making through undermining the ability to generate and sustain agreement 
( Judge et al., 2023). This could persist at the post-adoption stage by, for example, mobilizing 
publics through negative emotions(Ellger, 2024) or undermining trust in government deci-
sions. Climate policy scholars argue that mass public views can be shaped by elite (Birch, 
2020; Lockwood, 2013) and ideological (Marcos et al., 2023; Smith et al., 2024) polarization, 
and political party stances more generally (Kammermann & Dermont, 2018; Stadelmann-
Steffen & Eder, 2021). A simplifying assumption is made to treat socio-political polarization 
as a single condition because of difficulties distinguishing between ideological and affective 
polarization across all countries in our sample, and within available data (e.g., interviews) 
especially within heated policy debates. Further disaggregation of polarization could be a 
next step if this condition is revealed as important in our empirical analysis. 

Condition 2: Climate change concern
Concern over climate change among mass publics may reduce the likelihood of policy con-
testation due to increased willingness among people to support policy actions taken, even 
when these entail costs or other burdens. Lack of concern over climate change could, there-
fore, have the opposite effect increasing the likelihood of policy contestation. Concern over 
climate change is generally thought to increase the likelihood of climate policy support and 
acceptance (Bergquist et al., 2022; Drews & Bergh, 2015, pp. 858–859; Ejelöv & Nilsson, 
2020), even though support for specific policies may differ. Moreover, support/acceptance is 
heterogeneous within a society (Rhodes et al., 2017). Climate change concern can involve 
various aspects (e.g., belief in anthropogenic climate change, risk perception and expectation 
of consequences, attribution of responsibility). Here, the focus is on the relative prioritization 
of climate change concern within a society among other policy concerns. It is assumed that if 
climate change is of high relative public concern, then the likelihood of contestation towards 
hard climate policies will be lower because people are more likely to believe that climate 
policy measures are needed. 

Condition 3: Demandingness
High policy costs or other burdens on policy target groups may increase the potential for 
policy contestation by triggering specific criticisms among those affected and/or wider 
audiences. For example, this can include material/financial costs, expectations for behavior 
change, or symbolic costs linked to peoples’ identities and values. In other words, the more 
demanding policy expectations are for people, as they experience and perceive a policy, the 
more likely policy contestation may be. Issues of policy demandingness are often thought to 
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be a central factor influencing the acceptability of climate and environmental policy measures 
(Drews & Bergh, 2015; Groot & Schuitema, 2012; Pahle et al., 2017). By policy demanding-
ness, this chapter refers to the extent to which a policy makes demands on target groups. 
Often this is thought about in terms of policy stringency which refers to “the exact degree 
of ambitiousness underlying the government’s efforts to address a given issue” (Steinebach 
et al., 2024). For climate policy, stringency involves “the degree to which climate actions and 
policies incentivize or enable GHG emissions mitigation at home or abroad” (Nachtigall et 
al., 2022, p. 6)  or “the “cost” imposed on polluting or other environmentally harmful activity” 
(Botta & Koźluk, 2014a, p. 6). Thus, stringency usually focuses on costs/burdens in terms 
of the strictness of rules and requirements specified by a policy. Policy demandingness, on 
the other hand, focuses on the overall demand on target groups (through imposing burdens, 
effort, and compliance requirements). A seemingly high cost (stringency) might not always 
be experienced as demanding, and vice versa (as a policy that might not seem burdensome 
might nonetheless be perceived as such by target groups). Thus, policy demandingness needs 
to be assessed interpretively considering both policy stringency (i.e., objective rules/require-
ments – for which this chapter draws on the OECD Climate Actions and Policies Measure-
ment Framework (Nachtigall et al., 2022) ) and perceptions or experiences of target groups 
through interviews and secondary materials (e.g., media articles, other secondary materials). 

Condition 4: Unfairness
Policies perceived as unfair may increase policy contestation due to moral judgements among 
mass publics that policy is unbalanced or mistargeted in society. Fairness is widely identi-
fied as a factor influencing climate policy support and acceptance (Bergquist et al., 2022; 
Bergquist et al., 2020; Drews & Bergh, 2015; Dreyer et al., 2015; Ejelöv & Nilsson, 2020; 
Maestre-Andrés et al., 2019) and has been observed to play a key role in contestation over 
climate policy (Colantone et al., 2023; Driscoll, 2023). In response, scholars commonly call 
for redistributive mechanisms to ensure fairness (Drews & Bergh, 2015, p. 862). Yet, oth-
ers have urged caution about whether such prescriptions hold across non-western countries 
where beliefs about environmentalism and redistribution may be differently organized (Lim 
& Tanaka, 2020). This chapter nonetheless focuses on distributional fairness because of its 
prominence in climate policy thinking and because it provides a basis for cross-case compari-
son, while also considering perceptions of fairness through interpreting multiple sources of 
data (e.g., interviews, media articles, policy documents). The chapter refers to ‘unfairness’ (as 
a negative condition) given the interest in understanding conditions of policy contestation. 

Condition 5: Information provision
Information provision for a policy may decrease policy contestation by increasing under-
standing among mass publics, but it could also increase policy contestation by increasing 
policy salience which could make it a target of criticism (e.g., under the simultaneous con-
dition of socio-political polarization). The importance of information provision for policy 
acceptance is often asserted in reviews (Maestre-Andrés et al., 2019) and surveys (Deche-
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zleprêtre et al., 2022) of climate policy acceptance. However, Rhodes et al. (2014)   show 
that providing information on policy effectiveness may not translate into higher support, 
and Hulkkonen et al. (2024)  suggest that the effect of tailored information provision on 
policy attitude also depends on other factors (e.g., demographic attributes, perceptions of 
vulnerability). Moreover, Mildenberger et al. (2022) found that exposure to individualized 
information about a respondent’s actual climate rebate could lead to people overestimating 
costs rather than benefits depending on their political context. Thus, the role of information 
provision is unclear, requiring consideration of both policy content, as well as interpretation 
of how this is understood by people in practice (e.g., interviews, media). 

Excluded conditions 
This chapter also considered several other policy content and context related conditions that 
could be associated with policy contestation but excluded them for various reasons. In ad-
dition to substantive reasons for excluding each individual condition as explained below, a 
further overall need was to identify the conditions that are most salient to our study to avoid 
including too many conditions relative to the number of cases. This is a key issue for our 
specific method of QCA (Glaesser, 2023, pp. 3487–3488), but it is of course also a critical 
consideration in quantitative research more generally to ensure sufficient variation and avoid 
overfitting. Good QCA practice therefore typically involves limiting the number of condi-
tions, with around 4-5 conditions being appropriate for our case sample size. Nonetheless, 
these excluded conditions also indicate important aspects which future work could further 
consider. 

Excluded context related conditions include inequality, overlapping economic grievances, 
democratic quality, trust, type of political institutions, prior contestation, and disasters. In-
equality is often invoked in discussions of public discontent. However, including it here risks 
overlap with conditions of unfairness and demandingness, which are the more proximate 
ways in which inequality might be expected to translate into policy contestation (i.e., through 
criticisms that a policy is unfair or too demanding for certain groups). Scholars in political 
sociology increasingly highlight relative deprivation or decline in social status (Gidron & 
Hall, 2017) as important in producing discontent linked to inequality, yet these are difficult 
to comparatively measure. Overlapping economic grievances (e.g., economic crisis) could 
increase the propensity of policy contestation (Abou-Chadi & Kayser, 2017). Although, this 
is likely to have complex links to a specific climate policy, and we may also expect to see 
such concerns manifest through conditions of policy demandingness and/or unfairness, thus 
we exclude it from this study. Democratic quality could affect opportunities or propensity 
for policy contestation, although the OECD countries in our sample do not vary greatly in 
this regard (i.e., it is a relatively homogenous background condition). Trust could reduce the 
propensity for policy contestation if target groups trust policymaking processes. However, it 
is difficult to tie trust to a specific policy process as it typically involves a broader generalized 
sentiment. Moreover, people (or other actors) may trust policymaking process but still op-
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pose specific policies, or distrust them yet accept specific policies for other reasons. Therefore, 
it is excluded here. Political institutions are important in comparatively explaining climate 
policy adoption, such as representation (proportional or majoritarian) and interest group 
intermediation (Finnegan, 2022). However, it less clear how such institutions might affect 
post-adoption policy contestation. Industry or interest groups might mobilize contention 
into the public sphere (Mildenberger, 2020), which could be more likely under antagonistic 
majoritarian systems than proportional corporatist ones, but this would probably also be case 
specific and contingent, and thus difficult to compare generally. Prior protests might increase 
the likelihood of policy contestation by lowering uncertainty and transaction costs for con-
testation in a new situation. Although others have considered this condition in studying 
local energy projects (McAdam & Boudet, 2012), this chapter excluded it due difficulties in 
understanding its role at a national level. Natural disasters might dampen policy contestation 
due to increased concern about climate change and/or demand for climate action. However, 
this chapter excluded this as a condition because of difficulties comparing disasters (which 
could vary in type, scale, impact, and affected groups), understanding the complex ways in 
which disasters take on social and political meaning in specific contexts, and assessing varia-
tion in salience and timing in relation to policy processes. 

Excluded policy-related conditions included visibility of costs, inclusion in policy formula-
tion, and proximity to elections. Visibility of costs for target groups could increase the poten-
tial for policy contestation (Pierson, 1993). However, this is difficult to comparatively assess 
across cases, even when costs are notionally visible (such as price breakdowns on bills) due 
to the many ways in which costs might or might not take on meaning within specific policy 
debates. Inclusion in policy formulation may decrease the likelihood of policy contestation by 
incorporating peoples’ concerns and/or increasing legitimacy. However, again, this is difficult 
to assess comparatively since forms of inclusion could vary between contexts and levels of 
governance (Colantone et al., 2023; Driscoll, 2023; Stadelmann-Steffen & Dermont, 2021), 
and is especially challenging to measure at a national level. Proximity to elections could 
create political opportunities for policy contestation (McAdam & Boudet, 2012). Although, 
while this could be important when studying strategic contentious action, we expect that 
post-adoption policy contestation would largely depend on when policy is adopted and/or 
ramped up, provoking a response, rather than on an election cycle per se. Moreover, such 
timing could play different roles in different situations, making comparability difficult. 

4.4.3 Case selection
Cases in our study comprise hard climate policies (i.e., pricing/taxation, regulation, and 
phase-outs) at the national level in OECD member countries between 2009-2022. The focus 
is on these countries as our initial case population because they are industrialized countries 
which arguably should be expected to take on a leadership role advancing domestic climate 
policy action. This chapter examines a 14-year period since 2009 when the Copenhagen Cli-



91

Unraveling the conditions for post-adoption contestation over hard climate policy in OECD countries

4

mate Summit (COP15) occurred which also captures a roughly equal period before and after 
the 2015 Paris Agreement when debates over domestic action grew especially prominent. 

This analysis builds on previous work in Chapter 3 where 50 hard climate policy packages 
were systematically sampled across 21 OECD member countries to assess variation in public 
responses to hard climate policy and the prevalence of post-adoption contestation without 
sampling on the dependent variable. The basis for this sampling was the open access Cli-
mate Policy Database (https://climatepolicydatabase.org) (Nascimento et al., 2022) , which 
involved: (i)  screening and re-categorizing policy instruments to distinguish hard policy 
types, (ii) selecting two important sectors: general frameworks policies, and energy and heat 
policies, (iii) filtering for policies that impose costs on mass publics, and (iv) consolidating 
closely related policies into policy packages where appropriate. Responses were categorized 
into four types (support, acceptance, non-acceptance, backlash) using a typology of disap-
proval (involving indicators of policy dis-favorability and government dissatisfaction) and 
mobilization (involving indicators of participation, sustained action, and specificity in focus) 
using indicators measured by interpretively coding systematically sampled country-specific 
newspaper media (Chapter 3).

This chapter now seeks to explain the conditions under which contestation occurs. First, this 
chapter recategorizes the outcome values into a fuzzy set presence measure of policy con-
testation. Then, the cases are screened further to exclude cases that de facto do not impose 
significant costs or constraints on target groups (as established through further analysis of 
policy documents and consultation with policy experts). As a result, 27 policy package cases 
are retained across 16 OECD member countries (Table 4.2). 

Table 4.2. Overview of cases.
Case no. Country Policy (package) Year Focal Policy 

Instrument
Response 
category

Case ID

1 Australia Clean Energy Act 2011 Taxes/pricing Backlash B_Aus2011
2 Australia Safeguard Mechanism 2016 Regulation Acceptance A_Aus2016
3 Austria Energy efficiency Act 2014 Regulation Acceptance A_Austr2014
4 Canada Federal Carbon Pricing 

Approach and Backstop System
2018 Taxes/pricing Backlash B_Can2018

5 Chile Carbon Tax 2014 Taxes/pricing Acceptance A_Chile2014
6 Chile Coal power phase-out plans 2021 Phase out Acceptance A_Chile2021
7 Colombia Law 1819 creating the National 

Carbon Tax  
2016 Taxes/pricing Acceptance A_Col2016

8 Costa Rica Decree No. 41578 extending 
the national moratorium on oil 
exploration and exploitation

2019 Phase out Acceptance A_CostR2019

9 Germany Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Quota

2015 Regulation Acceptance A_Deu2015
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Table 4.2. Overview of cases. (continued)
Case no. Country Policy (package) Year Focal Policy 

Instrument
Response 
category

Case ID

10 Germany Fuel Emissions Trading Act 
(BEHG)

2019 Taxes/pricing Acceptance A_Deu2019

11 Germany Coal Exit Law 
(Kohleausstiegsgesetz)

2020 Phase out Backlash B_Deu2020

12 France Carbon Charge Component 2014 Taxes/pricing Backlash B_Fran2014
13 France Law on the End of 

Exploration and Exploitation 
of Hydrocarbons and Diverse 
Dispositions Related to Energy 
and the Environment

2017 Phase out Acceptance A_Fran2017

14 Japan Tax for Climate Change 
Mitigation

2012 Taxes/pricing Acceptance A_Jap2012

15 South Korea Transportation-Energy-
Environment Tax

2015 Taxes/pricing Acceptance A_Kor2015

16 South Korea Emissions Trading Scheme 2015 Taxes/pricing Acceptance A_Kor2015
17 Italy Abrogation of the legal regime 

applying to nuclear energy 
production

2011 Phase out Support S_Ital2011

18 Mexico Carbon Tax 2014 Taxes/pricing Backlash B_Mex2014
19 Mexico Energy Transition Law 2015 Regulation Support S_Mex2015
    Guidelines establishing 

and issuing Clean Energy 
Certificates

2015 Regulation Acceptance  

20 Mexico Emissions Trading System 2019 Taxes/pricing Acceptance A_Mex2019
21 Turkey Emissions Trading Scheme 2011 Taxes/pricing Acceptance A_Turk2011
22 Switzerland CO2 Act 2013 Taxes/pricing Acceptance A_Swiss2013
23 UK Energy Act 2011 Taxes/pricing Non-

acceptance
N_UK2011

24 UK Energy Act 2013 Regulation^ Non-
acceptance

N_UK2013

    Carbon Price Floor 2013 Taxes/pricing Acceptance  
25 UK Finance Act 2020 Taxes/pricing Acceptance A_UK2020
    The Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Trading Scheme Order
2020 Taxes/pricing Acceptance  

26 United States Clean Power Plan 2014 Regulation Support S_US2014
27 United States Affordable Clean Energy 

(ACE)
2019 Regulation Backlash B_US2019

^Taken as dominant policy instrument type for this policy package.



93

Unraveling the conditions for post-adoption contestation over hard climate policy in OECD countries

4

4.4.4 Operationalization
A key first step for conducting fsQCA is measuring and calibrating the outcome and 
conditions. This refers to the procedure of assigning a set presence/absence score (or partial 
presence/absence) for each outcome and condition. In other words, the degree to which a 
certain condition or outcome is present in each case. For example, a case with a high level 
of socio-political polarization would be deemed fully (or nearly fully) in the condition set 
‘socio-political polarization’, whereas a case with distinct but lower level of socio-political 
polarization would be only partially in this set, and a case with little or no distinct socio-
political polarization would be deemed outside of the set. Using consistent decision criteria, 
conditions and outcomes across all cases in a sample can be scored. Such decision criteria can 
aggregate different sources of evidence, including varying sources of evidence for different 
cases, into a synthetic criteria-based scoring decision. However, it is important to avoid over-
claiming the level of precision especially when working with complex constructs, qualitative 
and/or mixed sources of data, and differing combinations of data for different conditions/
outcomes and/or cases. Therefore, a common approach is to delineate a limited number of 
qualitative thresholds (anchor points) which represent points along a spectrum of fuzzy set 
presence. This is done following the typical convention among fsQCA scholars using four 
thresholds to avoid ‘middling’ by ensuring that every fuzzy presence score is either distinctly 
more in or more out of the set, rather than on the fence. These thresholds (i.e., anchor points) 
range from 0-1 where: 1=fully present, 0.67=mostly present, 0.33=somewhat present, and 
0=not present. This retains a qualitative disposition while also rendering complex constructs 
comparable across cases. 

For the outcome scores, we categorize each case (Table 4.2) for the presence of policy contes-
tation as: backlash=1, non-acceptance=0.67, acceptance=0.33, and support=0 (see Conceptual 
design). The prior categorization in Table 4.2 involved an extensive systematic media analysis 
drawing on multiple case-specific newspapers and validation steps (Chapter 3). Therefore, 
it is assumed that this input provides a valid assessment which we now re-categorize here. 
The chapter also pays careful attention through the expert interviews to check that our prior 
outcome assessments based on secondary data are appropriate, which were indeed confirmed 
through the interviews. 

For the condition scores, first, anchor points are derived for each condition based on our 
reasoning about how each condition would manifest if fully, partially, or not present (Table 
4.3). Then the analysis draws on multiple sources of evidence to score conditions in each 
case, centering on original primary expert interviews (n=62), supplemented by media articles, 
secondary datasets, academic and grey literature, and policy documents (Figure 4.3). The goal 
is to enable richly informed analytical judgments for each condition. In all cases, the analysis 
draws on interview data as well as media articles systematically sampled in prior analysis 
(Anisimova & Patterson, 2024) and secondary datasets where available. When substantial 
gaps remain that prevent scoring of a condition in a case, we then interrogate academic and 
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grey literature, and policy documents, to address these gaps (Figure 4.3). A summary of data 
sources used for scoring each condition is provided in Supplementary note 2, and an illustra-
tive coding example is provided in Supplementary note 3.

Table 4.3. Criteria for scoring the fuzzy set presence of conditions.
Condition Anchor points

Fully in set
(score: 1)

Mostly in set
(score: 0.67)

Mostly out of set
(score: 0.33)

Fully out of set
(score: 0)

Socio-political 
polarization

Party polarization is 
entrenched and causes 
major difficulties for 
government seeking 
to pass legislation 
(e.g., deadlock, intense 
criticism) and deep 
polarization is also 
apparent in society.

Party polarization 
is persistent and 
causes difficulties for 
government seeking 
to pass legislation 
but agreement is 
sometimes found, and 
notable polarization 
is also apparent in 
society.

Party polarization 
can occur but ebbs 
and flows and areas 
of agreements are 
regularly found, 
and polarization is 
somewhat apparent 
in society.

Party polarization 
is not a significant 
issue, and 
polarization is not 
prominent in society.

Climate change 
concern

High climate change 
concern (within the 
top 3 common public 
concerns sustained over 
time).

Moderate climate 
change concern 
(within the top 10 
common public 
concerns sometimes 
gaining moderate 
traction).

Low climate change 
concern (identifiable 
within the top 10 
common public 
concerns but with 
low traction).

Very low climate 
change concern 
(not within top 10 
common public 
concerns).

Demandingness Policy imposes very 
high costs (e.g., 
economic, behavioral, 
symbolic), even if 
compensated or applied 
gradually.

Policy imposes 
significant costs (e.g., 
economic, behavioral, 
symbolic), which 
are bearable with 
compensation or other 
design features.

Policy imposes some 
costs (e.g., economic, 
behavioral, 
symbolic), but 
relatively low. 

Policy does not  
impose notable costs.

Unfairness Policy is understood by 
target groups and wider 
audiences to be deeply 
unfair and attention 
to fairness is absent in 
policy design.

Policy is understood 
by target groups and 
wider audiences to 
be somewhat unfair 
with limited attention 
to fairness in policy 
design.

Policy is understood 
by target groups 
and wider audiences 
to be only a little 
unfair with moderate 
attention to fairness 
in policy design.

Policy is understood 
by target groups and 
wider audiences to 
be broadly fair with 
significant attention 
to fairness in policy 
design.

Information 
provision

Extensive information 
provision to target 
groups about the policy 
by government (e.g., 
credible, comprehensive, 
sustained).

Notable information 
provision to target 
groups about the 
policy by government 
(e.g., coherent, but 
perhaps only once-off 
or limited outreach).

Some limited 
information 
provision to target 
groups about 
the policy by 
government (e.g., 
fragmented, patchy).

Lacking information 
provision to target 
groups about 
the policy by 
government.
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The structured interviews were conducted with national policy experts in all the cases be-
tween June 2023 and June 2024 (n=62, average duration 45-60 min) (Supplementary note 
4) to gather qualitatively rich, comparable, and ground-truthed insights to inform our QCA. 
Interview participants were selected due to their knowledge and expertise on specific policy 
cases and/or as having close knowledge about climate policy with each country. The inter-
viewees are identified primarily through stakeholder mapping drawing on publicly available 
information about policy experts (such as attendee lists at relevant policy committees and/
or expert meetings, media mentions, academic references) as well as snowballing throughout 
the interview phase. The number of interviews per country ranged from 3-5 depending on 
several factors: (i) degree of relatedness of multiple policies within a case as co-learning 
about several policies was common for some policy packages, (ii) knowledge of individual 
experts who may be knowledgeable about multiple policies, (iii) level of certainty of experts 
about the information they provide meaning that when low level of certainty remained about 
some aspects we recruited further participants to address gaps, and (iv) the overall number 
of policies within a specific country in our sample. Interviews were based on a structured 

Figure 4.3. Overview of data collection steps to score conditions.
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questionnaire to explore and characterize key conditions in our analysis, while also leav-
ing room to discuss relevant issues openly regarding the overall issue of explaining public 
responses to climate policy (Supplementary note 5). The interview guide contained 10 fixed 
questions (supported by structured and spontaneous probing) and several open questions, in 
a consistent order for all participants. 

All relevant data (both primary and secondary) was interpretatively coded for a given case 
using NVivo (qualitative data analysis software) using the framework of conditions (see 
Conceptual design). This provides a consistent basis for integrating different sources of data 
and triangulating to make synthetic judgments to score each condition (Supplementary note 
3). The scored (i.e., calibrated) data for all cases is provided in Supplementary note 6. 

4.4.5 Analysis
The analysis follows established fsQCA protocol (Oana et al., 2021; Schneider & Wage-
mann, 2010, 2012) which involves several steps. First, individual necessary conditions are 
analyzed, which are those that are required in all possible explanations of the outcome. If no 
conditions are found to be individually necessary, the analysis focuses on SUIN conditions. 
This refers to “a sufficient but unnecessary part of a factor [i.e., pathway] that is insufficient 
but necessary for an outcome” (Mahoney, 2008, p. 419), or in other words, conditions (in-
dividually or in combinations) involved in producing the outcome but not enough to fully 
explain the outcome on their own. Second, sufficient conditions are analyzed, which are those 
that (individually or in combination) are sufficient for the outcome. In other words, this 
step seeks to identify possibly multiple pathways through which the outcome is produced. 
fsQCA is carried out using RStudio (version 2024.04.0+735) and the packages ‘QCA’ and 
‘SetMethods’. 

The standard parameters of fit are applied to results (Dușa, 2020; Oana et al., 2021; Schnei-
der & Wagemann, 2010) for necessity and sufficiency. For necessity these parameters are: (i) 
inclN (inclusion for necessity) which is the extent to which a condition (or combination) is 
necessary for the outcome, (ii) RoN (relevance of necessity) which is the empirical relevance 
of a condition (or combination) through being specifically associated with the presence of the 
outcome (i.e., not just present in general), and (iii) CovN (coverage of necessity) which is the 
extent to which a condition (or combination) deemed necessary explains the outcome. For 
sufficiency, these parameters are: (i) inclS (sufficiency inclusion score) which is the extent to 
which a sufficient combination of conditions is associated with the outcome, where typically 
a value ≥0.8 may be considered good, and 0.7-0.79 acceptable, and (ii) PRI (proportional 
reduction in inconsistency) which is the extent to which combinations of conditions are 
consistently associated with the outcome, where typically a value ≥0.9 may be considered 
highly consistent, 0.8-0.89 moderate, and 0.7-0.79 weakly acceptable. 
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Several possible types of solution types are considered (i.e., conservative, parsimonious, and 
intermediate solutions). The conservative solution prioritizes reliability and higher consistency 
scores, the parsimonious solution prioritizes simplicity but accepts lower consistency, and the 
intermediate solution compromises between both. While the conservative solution can be most 
appropriate in the first instance because it prioritizes reliability and consistency, seeking the 
most robust solution given available data, in prioritizing consistency (with limited data), it can 
still lead to complex solutions. Thus, following QCA practice, the chapter critically reflects 
over the appropriateness of different possible analytical solutions to derive the most reason-
able theoretically informed empirical explanation. The step-by-step results with explanation is 
provided in Supplementary note 1, also with a crisp set analysis as a sensitivity test.

4.4.6 Robustness
The robustness of the findings is important to consider (i) regarding conceptual and empirical 
design, and (ii) regarding the analysis approach. First, in terms of design, our five causal condi-
tions are unlikely to be exhaustive. Several other conditions were considered but excluded (see 
Conceptual design) which could nonetheless be relevant, due to difficulties of data availability 
or clarity over the causal link to the outcome. As QCA explicitly highlights the challenge of 
limited diversity inherent to comparison (i.e., where not all possible combinations of condi-
tions are observed empirically) (Glaesser, 2023), it requires being selective about the conditions 
examined. When measuring and calibrating conditions across diverse case contexts, it was 
necessary to allow for different forms and combinations of data available. The chapter sought 
to mitigate this with a standardized procedure for data collection, including primary structured 
interviews with experts in each case designed specifically for this purpose, combined through 
triangulation to produce well-reasoned reflective scoring. This helped to ensure relative com-
parability and to enhance “case intimacy” in calibration (Pagliarin et al., 2023). The approach 
thus helps to foreground the qualitative core of fsQCA including prioritizing in-depth case 
knowledge, contextual understanding, and theoretical grounding alongside the technique itself. 

Second, in terms of analysis, there is a risk of overfitting to the data with a somewhat high 
number of conditions relative to the number of cases. This is an important reason why we 
consider different possible solutions (i.e., conservative, parsimonious, intermediate). Do-
ing so indicates that our findings are likely to be robust because different solution types 
remain consistent around core elements and with little change in parameters of fit meaning 
that substantive interpretations do not greatly change for different model specifications 
(Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). The analysis of the pricing/taxation subgroup aligns with 
the results for the overall sample, although the regulation and phase-out subgroup cannot be 
explained. Although, since the solutions and parameters of fit do not change much between 
the whole sample and pricing/taxation subgroup 1, this also suggests that subgroup 2 may 
not be entirely different, since otherwise we might expect to see a skewing effect in the over-
all sample. Nonetheless, further analysis of these subgroups is a useful area for future research 
to sharpen insights into the reasons for contestation over different hard policy instruments. 
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10	 Under review with the Journal of Policy Studies (submitted March 2026).  
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ABSTRACT

Policy backlash is a recurrent empirical phenomenon that is receiving growing attention from 
policy scholars and practitioners in recent years. However, the impact of backlash on policy 
trajectories remains understudied and, more specifically, the relationship between policy 
backlash and policy failure remains ambiguous. This chapter examines the extent to which 
policy backlash leads to policy failure in climate change mitigation policy, and considers 
implications for future policymaking. We adapt McConnell’s (2015) policy failure/success 
framework to assess six systematically sampled cases of policy backlash by evaluating their 
degree of policy failure. The analysis draws on primary data (25 in-depth expert interviews) 
and secondary data (media articles, policy documents, academic and grey literature). The find-
ings demonstrate substantial variation in both the degree and forms of failure across cases, 
suggesting that backlash does not uniformly lead to policy failure. Moreover, in addition to 
detrimental effects of backlash, there can sometimes also be productive effects by stimulating 
policy adaptation to address policy deficiencies or reinforce a broader policy agenda. Overall, 
this suggests that adaptability is a key determinant for ensuring policy viability in situations 
of policy backlash.
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5.1 INTRODUCTION

Policy backlash – such as from mass publics, elites, and organized groups – is a now ma-
jor challenge in contemporary policymaking across many domains (Alter & Zürn, 2020; 
Patashnik, 2023), including civil rights (Glickman, 2020), migration (Claassen & McLaren, 
2022), and climate policy (Patterson, 2023). Policy backlash involves “an abrupt and forceful 
negative reaction by a significant number of actors seeking to reverse a policy” (Patterson, 
2023, p. 68), which can lead to a range of policy outcomes including policy reversal, weaken-
ing, and delay, but also potentially no change or even policy strengthening (Patashnik, 2023; 
Patterson, Logg-Scarvel, et al., 2026). Backlash is an important policymaking challenge be-
cause it calls into question the ability of policymakers to successfully design and implement 
robust action on contested public good policy issues. However, while policy backlash is often 
treated, explicitly or implicitly, as indicative of policy failure, the relationship between policy 
backlash and policy failure remains ambiguous. Elucidating this relationship is important for 
evaluating experiences of policy backlash, and understanding the potential effects of backlash 
from future policy action. 

Backlash may reflect policy failure if it derails policymaking efforts and undermines the abil-
ity of policymakers to take further action in the short and longer term. For example, reactive 
demands from social groups and/or powerful elites to return to a pre-policy condition can 
reinforce the status quo regarding both substantive goals and social relations (Alter & Zürn, 
2020, p. 566). Backlash may, therefore, hinder efforts to advance ambitious policy by not 
only leading to policy reversal/rollback, but also by undermining the authority and credibility 
of policy proponents, and even poisoning a policy agenda into the future (Patashnik, 2023; 
Patterson, 2023), not unlike major policy program failures which can “threaten the posi-
tion of politicians and parties that sponsor [such] programs” (McConnell, 2010a, p. 357). 
Consequently, a policy problem may go unaddressed as future policy action becomes even 
more difficult. 

Experience of backlash, or fear of it, may lead to a focus on policy design and implementa-
tion approaches to avoid backlash, such as moderating policy ambition, compensating policy 
losers or expanding supportive coalitions to overcome opposition (Anisimova & Patterson, 
2024; Meckling & Nahm, 2022; Patashnik, 2019, 2023). Such strategies may certainly be 
warranted in some situations. However, viewing backlash only as a threat might also lead to 
unduly curtailed ambition, misdiagnosing the actual causes of policy difficulties, or further 
aggravating contestation. Backlash might sometimes also helpfully prompt adaptation in 
policy objectives, instrument choices, and settings, or even overall policy approaches (e.g., 
costs- vs incentives-based modes (Coleman et al., 2023)  , mandatory vs voluntary instru-
ments (Bretter & Schulz, 2025)) that strengthen policy durability by better aligning policy 
with societal conditions ( Jordan & Moore, 2020; Patterson et al., 2025). Hence, there is a 
need to examine not only the effects of backlash on policy outcomes (Anisimova & Pat-
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terson, 2025, p. 5) but also the conceptual links between backlash and policy failure (Mc-
Connell, 2010a). 

The chapter therefore asks: when and to what extent does policy backlash lead to policy 
failure in climate change mitigation policy, and with what implications for policymaking? 
The aim is to unravel the relationship between policy backlash and policy failure to inform 
policy strategies in situations at risk of backlash, such as climate change policy. The focus 
on climate policy because it is a domain where backlash is increasingly observed against 
different types of policies (Anisimova & Patterson, 2024), including carbon pricing policies 
(Driscoll, 2023; Patterson et al., 2025; Raymond, 2020; Skocpol, 2013), regulatory policies 
(Yozwiak et al., 2021), and coal phase-out policies (Stutzmann, 2025), and is therefore likely 
to offer important insights. The chapter takes a political conception of policymaking and its 
interaction with society, where policy is likely to encounter some degree of contestation at 
all stages (agenda setting, design, adoption, implementation, and post-adoption) (Patash-
nik, 2008; Sabatier, 2007; Weible & Heikkila, 2017), which may play out in ways that are 
constructive or detrimental to policy success. This work adapts McConnell’s (2015) policy 
failure/success framework to assess six systematically sampled cases of policy backlash in 
OECD countries between 2009-2022 by evaluating their degree of policy failure, drawing 
on a combination of primary data (25 structured in-depth expert interviews) and secondary 
data (media articles, policy documents, academic and grey literature). The findings reveal that 
the cases vary substantially in their degree and forms of failure, suggesting that backlash does 
not always lead to policy failure, thereby highlighting the need for a nuanced and empirically 
informed view of this relationship. The chapter also highlights that the capacity for policy to 
adapt is crucial in shaping policy outcomes in the face of backlash. Backlash may sometimes 
have productive effects by leading to policy adaptations that address deficiencies of a specific 
policy thus counterintuitively helping to reinforce a broader policy trajectory (Rosenbloom 
et al., 2019). Hence, policy may not fail completely when backlash occurs, and partial failure 
may even be acceptable on difficult contentious issues. The chapter therefore suggests that 
rather than aiming up-front for outright policy success (which is perhaps rarely attainable), 
ambitious policymaking should focus on avoiding complete failure and continuing to adapt 
policy if and when intense policy conflict occurs ( Jordan & Moore, 2020; Leong & Howlett, 
2022; Paterson et al., 2025). 

5.2 �THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN POLICY 
BACKLASH AND POLICY FAILURE

Policy failure involves a combination of unachieved policy goals and presence of policy 
contestation (McConnell, 2010a, 2010b, 2015). In this regard, backlash would likely indicate 
policy failure because it reflects intense policy contestation. Policy scholars examining policy 
success and failure often do not use the term backlash, but nonetheless consider similar issues 
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when discussing “great policy opposition” and/or “virtually absent policy support” (McCon-
nell, 2010b, 2010a), policy conflict (Weible & Heikkila, 2017), protest and oppositional mo-
bilization (Anisimova & Patterson, 2024), or contested legitimacy (Salamon, 2001; Wallner, 
2008). However, this leaves the relations between policy backlash and failure ambiguous. The 
two terms are not synonymous because they focus on overlapping but distinct phenomena: 
policy backlash concerns reactions to a policy development from various actors, whereas 
policy failure concerns a wider range of ways in which policies may fall short. 

5.2.1 Policy backlash
Policy backlash involves a volatile negative reaction against a policy from actors mobilizing 
abruptly through institutionalized and/or non-institutionalized means (Patashnik, 2019; 
Patterson, 2023). This may manifest through voting behavior (Stokes, 2016; Stutzmann, 
2025), large scale mobilizations and protests (Anisimova & Patterson, 2024; Patashnik, 
2023), hostile political and/or media campaigns (Crowley, 2021), or legal challenges (Stacey, 
2021). Backlash can be seen as an “endogenous response to the attributes of public policies” 
where incentives for mobilization are “created by the evolving political context” (Patashnik, 
2023, p. 5), or as a sociopolitical reaction to a mismatch between a policy action and its 
context when policy severely fails to accommodate the needs, desires, and beliefs of target ac-
tors (Patterson et al., 2025). Backlash may thus indicate a lack of political viability of a policy. 

Backlash may be seen as an indicator of policy failure because it is politically disruptive and 
reflects severe dissatisfaction among target actors and/or wider audiences, and may lead to 
significant negative policy consequences (e.g., rollback, weakening) disrupting policy prog-
ress. Thereby, backlash may reflect “a belief that a policy is failing to show due respect to a 
constituency’s values, preferences, or status within the society” (Patashnik, 2019, p. 48), or 
“a deeper dissatisfaction with the social conditions of mainstream society” (Alter & Zürn, 
2020, p. 571) where policy agendas are being pursued by policymakers that reflect certain 
preferences not shared by others. On the other hand, if a policy did not face backlash, or 
did face it but survived, then this could indicate policy success regarding its durability and/
or viability. Hence, backlash is also different from what is sometimes labelled policy fiascoes 
or blunders (Bovens & Hart, 2016) which refer largely to egregious failures by policymakers, 
because backlash involves unintended and often unpredictable reactions often stemming 
from inherent difficulties of the problem and complex and contingent dynamics involved in 
addressing it. Policy action is sometimes unavoidably “politically perilous” because it requires 
“imposing losses on powerful constituencies” (Patashnik, 2023, p. 16). 

5.2.2 Policy success/failure
Policy failure occurs when “even if [policy] is successful in some minimal respects, if it does 
not fundamentally achieve the goals that proponents set out to achieve, and opposition is 
great and/or support is virtually non-existent.” (McConnell, 2015, p. 230). Yet, evaluating 
policy failure is often complex and requires considering multiple dimensions and compo-
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nents which might not all fail to the same extent (Bovens & Hart, 2016; McConnell, 2010b, 
2010a, 2015). Even policies that largely fail may also involve “small and even quite modest 
successes” (McConnell, 2015, p. 231). This raises the question of whether failure in some ways 
due to backlash means failure overall, and how to assess this. Doing so requires considering 
how policy failure does or does not occur in situations of backlash, and conversely, whether 
there are also any indications of policy success (e.g., successful elements, partial durability, 
beneficial adaptations). 

Scholarship on policy failure highlights challenges including selecting criteria to assess policy 
success/failure, variation in the relative degree of success/failure across different criteria and 
over time, variation in experiences/perceptions of policy success/failure for different actors 
or groups, and how evaluations of policy success/failure incorporate objective and subjective 
measures (Bovens & Hart, 2016; Dowding et al., 2025; Howlett, 2012; McConnell, 2010a, 
2015). Because assessing policy success/failure is both “a matter of fact as well as of interpre-
tation” (McConnell, 2010a, p. 346), scholars highlight the need to consider both objective 
indicators (e.g., cost-benefit analysis, technical performance) and subjective indicators (e.g., 
narratives, stories, perceptions of performance) (Bovens & Hart, 2016; Dowding et al., 2025; 
McConnell, 2015). Interpretive judgments are thus unavoidable in assessing policy success/
failure (McConnell, 2010b), not least because actors may hold “contested views” on wheth-
er policy failure occurred (McConnell, 2015, p. 222)  and because resulting narratives are 
“shaped in ongoing ‘framing contests’” between policy proponents and opponents (Bovens & 
Hart, 2016, p. 654). Hence, assessing policy success/failure requires both systematic criteria 
as well as their interpretation. 

5.2.3 Analytical framework
To examine the forms and extent of policy failure due to policy backlash we employ Mc-
Connell’s (2010b, 2010a, 2015) framework of degrees of policy success and failure. This 
framework comprehensively synthesizes diverse ways in which policies may fail and their 
extent, recognizing objective and subjective aspects. It considers three dimensions11: pro-
cess (including policymaking and legitimacy), program (including achieved objectives and 
outcomes, effective and efficient use of resources), and politics (including impacts on govern-
ment popularity, electoral outcomes, and public opinion) (McConnell, 2010b, 2010a, 2015). 
All three dimensions are important because policy backlash might affect broader policy 
and political agendas alongside program consequences (Landwehr, 2020, p. 605; Patterson, 
2023). Moreover, McConnell’s framework focuses on understanding how policy interacts 
with its societal context, which aligns with studying policy backlash at the policy-society 

11	 Bovens (2010) and Bovens & Hart (2016) argue that ‘process’ should be part of both ‘program’ and ‘politics’ dimen-
sions (reflecting a policy proponent perspective), although we follow McConnell’s (2010b, 2010a, 2015) approach 
because it reflects a policy-society perspective where process features (e.g., legitimacy) are not only about securing 
policy success for proponents but about how policy is received in society (also see: (Marsh & McConnel, 2010). 
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interface (Patterson et al., 2025). It thus allows for identifying how policy backlash may 
involve degrees of policy failure.

This chapter adapts McConnell’s framework to strengthen its applicability for our study, 
while also changing as little as possible to retain alignment with wider work (Table 5.1). 
First, this chapter consolidates criteria that were either already largely captured by other, 
broader criteria or were too difficult to measure consistently. Specifically, the criteria on coa-
lition-building (which is difficult to assess consistently, and largely reflected in the criterion 
on process support), target group benefits (due to varying interpretations of who constitutes 
the target group, and which is largely reflected in the criterion on policy outcomes), satisfac-
tion of highly-valued policy priorities (which is somewhat abstract and hard to assess), and 
political benefits for government (which is largely reflected in the other political criteria such 
as electoral and reputational outcomes, and governability) are removed. Second, this chapter 
responds to the need to include temporality in policy assessment (Dowding et al., 2025; 
Landwehr, 2020, p. 605; Leong & Howlett, 2022; Luetjens et al., 2019) such as long-term 
durability under contestation ( Jordan & Moore, 2023), by adding a criterion on stability of 
a policy trajectory over time in the political dimension. For example, policies that experience 
substantial calls for policy change12 shortly after adoption might reflect more fundamental 
design or implementation failures than those that persist for several years before the need for 
change arises. Third, re-labelling of the three points on the spectrum of policy failure in the 
original framework takes place (tolerable failure=low, conflicted failure=moderate, outright 
failure=high) to describe the labels more neutrally and ascribe numerical values to support 
case comparison. 

12	 By ‘policy change', this chapter refers to alteration of overarching policy goals, instruments, and/or settings (Hall, 
(1993). 
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5.3 METHODOLOGY

Within our focal domain of climate mitigation policy, we consider hard climate policies (e.g., 
taxation/pricing, regulation, phase-out). These types of policies are often considered crucial 
for advancing climate action but are most at risk of backlash due to imposition of economic 
and social costs ( Jordan & Matt, 2014; Patterson, 2023). As Bovens & ‘t Hart note: “Much 
of government policy is not about conferring benefits and delivering services, but about re-
stricting freedoms, administering pain and eliciting compliance. To make those types of poli-
cies politically popular is a big ask” (2016, pp. 656–657). Coercive policies may be perceived 
as causing infringements on individual liberty, creating a greater “threat for legitimacy” and 
consequently, negatively affecting policy support (Salamon, 2001, p. 1651), which is essential 
for policy success (McConnell, 2010a, 2015). 

This chapter adopts a comparative approach involving a medium-n sample of six cases of 
policy backlash. This intermediate number of cases enables a broader comparative perspective 
than small-n analysis, helping to examine variation across policies and contexts, while at 
the same time, enabling greater qualitative depth and richness within each case than can be 
captured by large-n analysis which is important for applying the analytical framework. A 
medium-n sample also contributes to enriching literature on policy failure and climate policy 
currently represented by small- and large-n case studies. To do this, this chapter examines 
six policy packages that experienced backlash in Chapter 3, comprising: four carbon pricing 
policies (Australia, Canada, France, Mexico); one coal phase out policy (Germany) and one 
regulatory policy (USA). These cases were identified through systematic sampling of adopted 
hard climate policy instruments in two central climate policy sectors (i.e., general frame-
works; energy and heat sector) within OECD member countries over the period 2009-2022. 
Closely interrelated individual policies with common goals are grouped into policy packages 
as they were often not readily distinguished by policy audiences during political debates. 
This provides a set of cases of policy backlash within a broader population of hard policies 
in OECD member countries, which also reflects some diversity in terms of jurisdictions and 
instruments. This enables empirical analysis of the relations between backlash and policy 
success/failure within the wider policy development contexts of each case.

13	 Based on Climate Policy Database classification (www.climatepolicydatabase.org).
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Each policy case is assessed against the analytical framework (Table 5.1). We score each crite-
rion (1-3 points) by synthesizing primary data (i.e., structured interviews with policymakers 
and policy experts) and secondary data (i.e., policy documents, media articles, grey literature, 
academic papers). The interviews were conducted between June 2023 and June 2024 (n=25; 
average interview length 45–60 minutes) (Appendix 5.1), identifying interviewees through 
publicly available sources focusing on their expertise in policy packages, supplemented by 
snowball sampling during the interview stage. Each case involved 3–6 interviewees, which 
varied depending on the degree to which participants covered relevant aspects of a policy 
package, and if major uncertainties remained, we recruited additional participants. The sec-
ondary sources were purposively sampled through open-ended searches and used this data 
to complement and, where possible, triangulate with interview data to interpretatively assess 
the criteria for each case. 

The scores were summed across the ten criteria for each case (Appendix 5.2) to provide an 
overall policy failure score, categorized according to McConnell’s (2015, p. 237) policy failure 
spectrum: Tolerable failure/Resilient success (i.e., policy goals are not entirely impeded and 
opposition remains relatively small; 10-16 points); Conflicted failure/Conflicted success (i.e., 
elements of both success and failure are both present such as significant policy opposition 
and advocacy/defense, insufficient to form a “fatal blow”; 17-23 points); and (Outright) 
failure/Marginal success (i.e., policy does not achieve its goals and experiences strong op-
position and/or lack of support; 24-30 points). The numerical ranges for each category are 
equally spaced between the minimum and maximum points on the spectrum to provide a 
transparent and comparable scale. The scores were also disaggregated for the three dimen-
sions to examine patterns of failure in more detail. For example, Marsh and McConnell 
(2010, p. 586) suggest that although the dimensions may partly overlap, they could also 
reflect distinct “faces” where “success in one area does not necessarily accord with success in 
another”. Hence, there could be different policy success/failure patterns. 

5.4 RESULTS

The results are presented in two steps: first, the overall comparative assessment of policy 
failure disaggregated across the three dimensions; and second, the findings and assessment 
per case. 
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5.4.1 Overall results
The overall results of the case scoring are shown in Figure 5.1, the disaggregated scores for 
the three policy failure dimensions are shown in Figure 5.2, and a more detailed scoring 
summary table is provided in Appendix 5.2. Consistent with expectations, the chapter finds 
variation in the degree of policy success/failure. Two cases lie in the (Outright) failure/Mar-
ginal success category: Australia’s carbon pricing policy which is nearest to the failure end of 
the spectrum (high in all three failure dimensions), and the U.S. Affordable Clean Energy 
Rule which has a slightly lower total score (with a slightly better score on the program di-
mension). Three cases lie in the intermediate Conflicted failure/Conflicted success category: 
France’s carbon pricing policy which was close to the outright failure category (with slightly 
lower scores across the three failure dimensions), and both Canada’s and Mexico’s carbon 
tax policies which were somewhat more successful (with moderate scores across all three 
dimensions). One case lies in the Tolerable failure/Resilient success category: Germany’s 
coal phase-out which was on the edge of the conflicted failure category (with lower scores on 
process and program dimensions). 

Several cases lie near the thresholds of the overall policy failure categories, which means that 
those cases relatively closer together (e.g., cases 3, 5, 2; and cases 4 and 6, respectively) may be 
more similar than those at different ends within a single category. Nonetheless, the categories 
remain useful by allowing systematic comparison and reflect the nuance of the multi-criteria 
approach showing the value of moving beyond “crude, binary rhetoric of success and failure” 
(McConnell, 2010a, p. 346). At the same time, there are important differences between cases, 
even those relatively close in outcome. Germany’s phase-out differs from cases in the “Con-
flicted failure/Conflicted success” category due to the uniquely pro-climate orientation of the 
backlash it generated. France’s carbon tax differs from the “(Outright) Failure/Marginal suc-
cess” cases because it remained in force. Hence, the outcome categories do prove meaningful. 

Figure 5.1. Case scores assessed showing variation in degree of policy failure.
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When disaggregating the three dimensions comprising the overall score, we observe that 
failure tends to occur across the three dimensions simultaneously, in contrast with the idea 
that these dimensions could be decoupled (e.g., Marsh and McConnell, 2010). Hence, the 
dimensions may be relatively interdependent in practice, despite conceptually reflecting 
different clusters of indicators. This interdependence may be related to legitimacy (input, 
throughput, and output): while Criterion 2 of the analytical framework speaks to legitima-
cy directly, others are also indirectly related to legitimacy, such as Criteria 3 (support for 
policy process), 6  (support for policy program), 7  (electoral and reputational outcomes), 
8 (governability), and 10 (calls for policy change). Both policy backlash literature and studies 
on policy success/failure highlight the importance of legitimacy (Patterson, 2023; Wallner, 
2008). Legitimacy contributes to positive policy outcomes including policy acceptance and 
durability (FitzGerald et al., 2019; Hanberger, 2003; Park et al., 2015; Patterson, 2023). On 
the other hand, lack of legitimacy can contribute to strong negative reactions against policy 
(Salamon, 2001), including backlash (Patterson, 2023). Across cases, the program dimension 
is least consistent with overall failure. For example, case 6 (policy failure) and cases 5 and 
2 (low-failure) have a similar score for the program dimension. This may be because pro-
gram-related failings (e.g., difficulty in achieving policy goals and outcomes) are inherent to 
policymaking rather than only indicative of policy failure. 

Figure 5.2. Disaggregation of policy failure dimensions for each case (NB: legend indicates possible 
score range for each dimension in square brackets). 
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5.4.2 Case Results

5.4.2.1 Case 1: Australia’s carbon pricing policy package (2011-2012) 
Australia’s carbon pricing policy package (2011-2012) was a relatively ambitious attempt to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and support a low-carbon transition. This package emerged 
at a time of growing public and political recognition of climate change, rising domestic 
emissions (especially from coal-fired electricity generation), and increasing international 
pressure for developed economies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (CER, 2012, p. 5). The 
Clean Energy Act (2011) established a legal framework for pricing carbon emissions and 
promoting renewable energy investment. Central to this was the Carbon Pricing Mechanism 
(CPM) (2012), which introduced a fixed carbon price which was intended to evolve into a 
flexible Emissions Trading Scheme (Grudnoff, 2020). The CPM was designed in the wake 
of a previously failed attempt to introduce a Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme (CPRS) in 
2008-09, which was also highly contested. The Clean Energy policy package was legislated in 
2011 by a minority Labor government with support from the Greens and independents but 
was repealed in 2014 by an incoming conservative government after an election campaign 
heavily shaped by ongoing criticism of the carbon pricing scheme by conservative opponents 
(Int3_AUS). 

Backlash arose through strong opposition from conservative politicians in the Liberal-
National party coalition, for whom carbon pricing became a central ongoing criticism. They 
portrayed the policy relentlessly as a punitive “carbon tax” that would raise electricity prices, 
increase household living costs, and undermine economic competitiveness. Right-leaning 
media (including newspapers and prominent individuals) as well as industry campaigns 
amplified this message, which came to resonate among the wider public in a context already 
sensitive to cost-of-living pressures and somewhat wary about climate action (Int2_AUS). 
As a result, conservative opponents succeeded in mobilizing publics through fomenting 
significant discontent over the carbon pricing scheme and sporadic but high-profile public 
protests sometimes involving conservative politicians making inflammatory statements. The 
policy package became contested on multiple grounds including legitimacy challenges (e.g., 
it was perceived as a broken electoral promise of ‘no carbon tax’ (Leslie, 2011), deeper ideo-
logical division on climate policy issues, and political leadership instability (Crowley, 2017)). 

This case is assessed as an “(Outright) Failure/Marginal Success” (28 points). It receives a 
high failure score on every dimension (i.e., process, program, politics). The only exception 
concerns the overall climate policy trajectory (Criterion 9) which this policy package strove 
to uphold. Interviewees suggested that climate ambition was put on hold largely due to the 
political trauma around this policy package (Int1_AUS; Int2_AUS). Regarding process, 
goals and instruments were not revised or modified and were eventually repealed. Regarding 
program, a relatively substantial 8.2% emissions reduction from electricity generation and 
38% increase in renewables occurred between 2012-2014 (O’Gorman & Jotzo, 2014) with 
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minimal macroeconomic impact (Grudnoff, 2020; O’Gorman & Jotzo, 2014). However, 
policy instability limited progress and the primary objective to introduce a long-term carbon 
pricing mechanism failed. Politically, the intense contestation (including fierce political 
rivalry, partisan media framing, and protests) created governability challenges, and led to 
the downfall of the Labor government who introduced the policy package (Copland, 2020). 
Significant policy failure thus occurred across all three dimensions. 

5.4.2.2 Case 2: Canada’s carbon pricing policy package (2017-2020)14
The 2018 Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act (GGPPA) introduced by the Liberal gov-
ernment established a national carbon pricing scheme centering on two key components: 
a consumer fuel charge and an industry Output-Based Pricing System (OBPS) for high-
emitters. The GGPPA emerged from a prior 2016 Pan-Canadian Framework setting out 
principles for a national approach allowing provincial autonomy with a national backstop to 
ensure consistency. Under the GGPPA, provinces can opt-in to the federal scheme or imple-
ment their own equally stringent policy (ECCC, 2025). The federal scheme also involves 
consumer rebates and revenue recycling and an offset and credit scheme for industry which 
have been introduced and/or adjusted over time to try to build support among target groups 
(ICAP, 2024). Most provinces have gradually come to adopt the federal scheme (ECCC, 
2025). While emissions have stabilized over time without hindering economic growth, 
Canada remains off track for its 2030 emissions reduction targets and 2050 climate neutral-
ity goals (Linden-Fraser et al., 2026). 

The policy package faced backlash from conservative politicians at the provincial and federal 
levels, which also generated enduring public discontent. Despite initial alignment under the 
pan-Canadian framework, several provincial Premiers (including some newly elected) soon 
began to sharply criticize federal carbon pricing, portraying it as an intrusion on provincial 
powers and a threat to economic competitiveness (Harrison, 2023; Winter, 2020), and even 
brought separate legal challenges which culminated in a combined Supreme Court challenge 
in 2019. Although the policy was upheld by the Supreme Court in 2021, the intense policy 
conflict exposed enduring tensions between federal and provincial authorities (Hughes & 
Landry, 2024; Stacey, 2021). Opposition parties and business lobbies promoted the narrative 
of a “costly carbon tax” (Int2_CAN), and public mobilization occurred through the Yellow 
Vest Canada movement in 2018-2019 (Tewksbury, 2021). Legal validation by the Supreme 
Court bolstered formal authority, and adaptation of policy instruments helped to address 
socio-economic concerns. Nonetheless, the fuel charge component continued to be criticized 
and was eventually suspended by the Liberals themselves to neutralize it as a political issue 
in 2025 (Pepin-Proulx, 2025). 

14	 Canada’s carbon pricing policy package including Federal Carbon Pricing Approach and Backstop System (2017), 
Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act (2018), Fuel charge (2019), Federal Greenhouse Gas Offset System (2020).
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This case is assessed as a “Conflicted Success/ Conflicted Failure” (19 points). Regarding 
process, policy adjustments over time (e.g., enhancing the visibility of consumer rebates) 
and even the ongoing expression and resolution of conflict (e.g., through court challenges 
and multiple election cycles) helped to validate and sustain the policy for a long time de-
spite criticism (Int1_CAN; Int3_CAN). Regarding program, the policy package has been 
on track to deliver measurable environmental outcomes via reduction of around 80 Mt of 
carbon emissions by 2030 (Thurton, 2024). Nonetheless, and despite consumer rebates and 
revenue recycling (Mildenberger et al., 2022), it still encountered extended negative public 
perceptions. This is not only due to ongoing criticism by opponents, but also because the 
framework’s complexity and uneven impacts raised transparency and fairness concerns, af-
fecting public trust in the policy process (Int5_CAN). Regarding politics, while the federal 
government has maintained administrative and legislative control, the policy package re-
mained polarizing leading up to the 2025 national election. Although the consumer charge 
was suspended, the OBPS remains in place, yet the prospects for carbon pricing are now 
more uncertain (Carbon Direct, 2025; Jouan, 2024).

5.4.2.3 Case 3: Germany’s Coal Exit Law (2020)
Germany’s 2020 Coal Exit Law formalized a commitment to phase out coal-fired power 
generation by 2038. This law was developed from the recommendations of the Commission 
on Growth, Structural Change and Employment (Coal Commission) involving actors from 
industry, labor unions, environmental NGOs, academia, and local communities’ representa-
tives to reach consensus on coal phase-out. However, the final legislation drafted by the SPD 
and CDU/CSU governing coalition diverged from the Commission’s recommendations by 
delaying shutdown of some lignite plants and providing higher, less-conditional compen-
sation to operators (Hauenstein et al., 2023; Wehrmann, 2021). This divergence from the 
Commission’s recommendations was widely perceived as an outcome of industry lobbying, 
raising concerns about process legitimacy (Int1_GER) and procedural fairness (Radtke & 
Beer, 2024), while critics also questioned distributional fairness and output legitimacy in 
light of extensive compensation schemes and exemptions in favor of coal producers (Haas et 
al., 2022, pp. 391–393) as well as uncertainties surrounding regional financial and structural 
transition support (Oei et al., 2020; Radtke & David, 2024). 

Backlash emerged from two fronts: first, coal and energy sector labor unions mobilized 
against plans for a rapid exit from lignite coal (Kleinheisterkamp-González, 2025), a stance 
supported by regional branches of CDU/CSU as well as the far-right AfD party; second, 
civil society groups, environmental NGOs, and climate change experts opposed the policy 
due to its insufficient climate ambition (Gürtler et al., 2021, pp. 7–9) and slow exit timeline 
(Rinscheid & Wüstenhagen, 2019), also accusing the Greens Party of complacency (Thurau, 
2023). Proactive efforts by the government to accommodate the double-sided critique in-
cluded: (i) measures to support structural regional transition (Int2_GER), focusing not only 
on coal phase-out but also future economic pathways, jobs, and regional investment (Bang et 
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al., 2022, pp. 1010–1012); and (ii) a series of reviews scheduled in 2026, 2029, 2032 to build 
flexibility into the policy (i.e., to allow the exit date to be moved closer to 2035 if possible) 
(Agora, 2019). As a result, the Coal Exit Law survived and remains central to Germany’s 
climate change policy approach (Int1_GER; Int3_GER).

This case is assessed as a ‘Resilient Success/Tolerable Failure’ (16 points). Regarding process, 
failures include legitimacy challenges (both throughput and output) as well as concerns over 
procedural fairness given the involvement of industry actors which reduced policy support 
among publics (Haas et al., 2022). However, the Coal Commission itself, with the intent to 
make the policymaking process more inclusive, gave some credibility to the policy process 
(Hauenstein et al., 2023). Regarding program, the policy produced observable and meaning-
ful outcomes: a reduction in coal share, institutional mechanisms for coal phase-out, and 
financial frameworks for transition (Bang et al., 2022). However, several objectives remain 
unmet or only partially met: the exit timeline is slow relative to climate ambition, the most 
carbon-intensive coal type (lignite) still dominates in coal-fired energy production, and 
regional structural transformation remains incomplete (Radtke & David, 2024). Regarding 
politics, while the law itself continues to stand and the government retains capacity to imple-
ment it, the political context suggests that the law has added electoral risk — especially 
in coal-dependent regions where voters may feel the transition is unfair or too slow (e.g., 
fostering far-right support) (Stutzmann, 2025). There have also been reputational costs, 
insofar as the government is portrayed as weak on climate ambition (Int3_GER). Overall, 
despite intense contestation and shortcomings, the policy remains crucial to Germany’s cli-
mate transition strategy (Int1_GER; Int3_GER), supported by ongoing adjustments in its 
implementation (Agora, 2025) and regional policy developments (Bundesregierung, 2022a).

5.4.2.4 Case 4: France’s Carbon Charge Component (2014)
France’s Carbon Charge Component (Contribution Climat-Énergie, CCE) was introduced 
in 2014 as part of the domestic energy tax framework to price carbon emissions from fossil 
fuel use outside the EU Emissions Trading System (Rogissart et al., 2018). The CCE was 
embedded within existing excise taxes on fuels and progressively increased over time (from 
€7/tCO₂ in 2014 to over €44 by 2018) aiming to incentivize energy efficiency and low-
carbon alternatives (Gouvernement, 2025). The CCE rate was frozen in the aftermath of 
the Yellow Vests protests in 2018-2019. Although the CCE became a stable revenue source 
and institutionalized a national carbon price, its social unacceptability created a “carbon tax 
taboo” in French politics, reshaping climate policy toward less contentious, incentive-based 
approaches (Schubert, 2019). Nonetheless, the policy is still in force alongside the EU ETS 
(SDES, 2025). 

Backlash occurred through the massive Yellow Vests protests in 2018-2019. Although 
initially uncontroversial, the CCE later faced severe criticism and legitimacy challenges 
including weak public consultation (input legitimacy), perceived unfair decision-making 
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(throughput legitimacy), and limited environmental effectiveness (output legitimacy) 
(Driscoll, 2023; Jetten et al., 2020). Annual increases in the carbon tax and rising fuel prices 
between 2017 and 2018 generated growing public discontent, culminating in the Yellow Vest 
protests which denounced the tax as socially regressive and fiscally motivated rather than 
environmentally driven (Int6_FRA). The crisis exposed deep tensions between technocratic 
policymaking and distributive justice concerns (Douenne & Fabre, 2020; Martin & Islar, 
2021), paralyzing the country and further eroding already-low public trust (Cautrès, 2019). 
This forced the government to freeze the tax at €44.6/tCO₂ and introduce compensatory 
measures, among other responses, marking a major deviation from the planned price trajec-
tory (OECD, 2024). 

This case is assessed as a “Conflicted Success/ Conflicted Failure” (23 points). Regarding 
process, it scores particularly poorly on the issues pertaining to policy legitimacy. The car-
bon tax became “a straw that broke the camel’s back” (Int1_FRA; Int3_FRA; Int4_FRA) 
as the policy revealed deep-seated inequality and criticism of elites generating nation-wide 
social upheaval (Fourquet & Manternach, 2018). Regarding program, CCE environmental 
outcomes were limited, as low carbon prices and exemptions constrained emission reduc-
tions. Regarding politics, the policy became a political and reputational liability leading 
to reduced policy stringency. Nevertheless, the policy also achieved institutional and fiscal 
objectives by embedding a national carbon price and producing stable revenues. As of 2025, 
it covers roughly 41% of France’s emissions, focusing on transportation, residential, services, 
and industry sectors not covered by the EU ETS (SDES, 2025). Overall, the government’s 
corrective course (e.g., the rate freeze, additional compensation, initiation of the Citizens’ 
Convention for Climate) helped to rescue a seemingly failing policy enabling it to persist. 

5.4.2.5 Case 5: Mexico’s carbon tax policy (2014) 
Mexico introduced its Carbon Tax (Impuesto al Carbono) in 2014 as part of comprehensive 
fiscal and environmental reform aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions and promoting 
cleaner energy as well as raising general revenue for the state budget. Embedded within a 
broader fiscal reform, Mexico’s carbon tax initially attracted limited public attention, shield-
ing it from partisan contestation and major policy process challenges (Int1_MEX). The tax 
applied to fossil fuels covering roughly 40% of national greenhouse gas emissions (CAT, 
2022). Designed as a modest levy, it was capped at about US$3.5 per tCO₂e, (Garcia et al., 
2021) significantly lower than international benchmarks, reflecting concerns about competi-
tiveness and energy affordability. With the low-price level and limited scope (i.e., natural gas 
exemptions), it embodied a fiscal measure rather than a strong climate instrument (Pérez & 
Vence, 2021). Revenues were absorbed into the general budget rather than earmarked for 
climate action (Belausteguigoitia et al., 2021, p. 143), undermining transparency and output 
legitimacy. Industry lobbying during policy design led to diluted coverage (Belausteguigoitia 
et al., 2021, pp. 142–145), and uneven rates across fuels raised public concerns about fairness 
and environmental integrity (Lafont et al., 2020). 
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Backlash occurred in early 2017 in response to a scheduled tax increase which coincided with 
a spike in the world fossil fuel prices. Public protests arose criticising the policy as unfair 
and criticising government mismanagement of the fuel price rises contributing to economic 
insecurity and dissatisfaction with elite-driven policymaking (Grunstein, 2017; Macha-
ca, 2017; Renner, 2018). A wave of protests spread across the country in multiple forms: 
road blockades, gas station occupations, demonstrations, strikes, filing official complaints, 
among others, as well as vandalism on businesses and disobedience against police and law 
enforcement agents (Gutiérrez, 2020). The policy was perceived by people as part of a neolib-
eral project violating Mexico's national interests (given involvement of the World Bank and 
IMF in promoting the reform) and jeopardizing national welfare (given a national cultural 
attachment to the fossil fuel industry) (Garcia et al., 2021; Lafont et al., 2020) Industry 
actors and business groups opposed the policy, and societal groups and academics criticized 
its inequitable design (e.g., zero rates for natural gas mainly benefited large-scale industrial 
users who rely heavily on natural gas, while households and smaller entities using other fuels 
bore the brunt of price increases, particularly through indirect impacts like electricity cost) 
(Int2_MEX; Int1_MEX). To address criticism, the government implemented measures 
to curb rising prices of essential goods and prevent reductions in social programs (Ahrens, 
2017), and ultimately abandoned the planned tax increase entirely (Grunstein, 2017). 

This case is assessed as a “Conflicted Success/ Conflicted Failure” (18 points). Regarding 
process, limitations included an ineffective tax rate as a key policy instrument and lack of 
inclusive policymaking. Regarding program, while this policy symbolized Mexico’s early 
commitment to carbon pricing, it reflected “technocratic stability without climate capacity” 
(Int2_MEX) through a cautious, politically feasible but weak step toward a future market-
based emissions framework (Int3_MEX; Int4_MEX). Regarding politics, its environmental 
impact was modest due to the low price, exemptions, and lack of coordination with broader 
climate mechanisms (Barragán-Beaud et al., 2018; Orozco, 2018). However, some aspects 
were successful: first, the tax generated fiscal revenue, and second, it established a much-
needed carbon-pricing signal (Averchenkova & Guzman, 2018). Another positive outcome 
was that several states followed suit by setting up a state-level carbon tax (Miguel et al., 2025, 
pp. 33–35).

5.4.2.6 Case 6: United States’ Affordable Clean Energy regulation (2019)
The Affordable Clean Energy (ACE) Rule, introduced by the Trump administration in 2019, 
replaced the Obama-era Clean Power Plan (CPP) as the federal framework for regulating 
greenhouse gas emissions from existing coal-fired power plants (EPA, 2019). The ACE Rule 
shifted authority to the states, allowing them to set plant-specific efficiency improvement 
standards rather than establishing national emissions targets. It emphasized “inside the 
fence line” measures (e.g., heat-rate improvements) (Int1_USA; Int3_USA) over broader 
systemic changes like fuel switching or renewable integration. In 2021, the D.C. Circuit 
Court vacated the ACE Rule, and in 2022, the U.S. Supreme Court further limited EPA’s 
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authority to impose broad power-sector decarbonization mandates (NYU, 2021). In April 
2024, the EPA formally repealed ACE, replacing it with stronger greenhouse gas standards 
that included carbon capture and sequestration requirements (EPA, 2025).

Backlash arose from environmental groups and scientific experts who criticized ACE’s lim-
ited emissions impact and legal foundation, arguing that it failed to meet climate and public 
health goals (Keyes et al., 2019; McCormick, 2019; NYT, 2018). Courts, policymakers, and 
stakeholders debated its legality and effectiveness, expressing concerns over the regulatory 
uncertainty prompted by the radical change of the climate policy trajectory (Burgess et al., 
2019; Klass, 2021). At the same time, policy proponents praised the fact that the rule empha-
sized state flexibility and deregulation, aligning with a pro-jobs, pro-states’ rights narrative 
while weakening federal oversight of emissions (Yozwiak et al., 2021). The rule delivered 
mixed results: while ACE temporarily offered regulatory empowerment to the states and 
industry relief (although not fully implemented (Gross, 2019, pp. 9–11)), it weakened na-
tional climate policy by constraining the EPA’s capacity to drive decarbonization (Keyes et 
al., 2019).

This case is assessed as an “(Outright) Failure/Marginal Success” (24 points). Regarding pro-
cess, the ACE Rule represented a short-lived 180-degree turn in climate agenda seemingly 
flawed with legitimacy challenges (Int2_USA). Process legitimacy was questioned by policy 
opponents in the wake of discontent over Trump’s popular minority election (and conse-
quently, the policies of his administration). Additionally, policy opponents called for greater 
accountability and climate action including through legal challenges. Regarding program, 
decentralization and relaxation of climate rules received strong support from conservatives 
and industry. However, the flexibility offered to states did not yield the expected outcomes in 
improving operational efficiencies due to the limited policy lifespan, and anticipated support 
for the coal industry was undermined by market dynamics (i.e., declining renewables and 
natural gas costs which further undermined the coal-supportive rationale (Klass, 2021, pp. 
245–246). Regarding politics, ACE did not provoke a breakdown of governance or a collapse 
of executive authority, but it interrupted and weakened the federal climate policy trajectory 
during 2019–2021 (CAT, 2025; EPA, 2025). 

5.5 DISCUSSION 

The findings reveal variation in the degree of policy failure across the six cases of policy 
backlash, involving heterogeneity across indicators as well as variation in the overall degree 
of policy failure. This challenges the general assumption in debates on policy backlash that 
backlash represents policy failure, or even that backlash is only a negative outcome. Although 
some cases show relatively unequivocal failure, others are more mixed, suggesting a need to 
avoid binary narratives of success/failure concerning policy backlash. This is in line with the 
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suggestion by McConnell that “bundles of outcomes” can lead to “shades in between” suc-
cess and failure (2010a, pp. 345–346). Even some symptoms of policy failure such as intense 
public contestation (Howlett, 2012)  did not always lead to outright policy failure in our 
cases. For instance, although large protests paralyzed an entire country for several months 
in France (case 3), the overall policy was not an outright failure when considering the com-
prehensive framework criteria because the policy continues delivering on its objectives (i.e., 
covering 41% of France’s emissions specifically focusing on sectors not covered by the EU 
ETS). At the same time, policies that did score as outright failure (cases 1 and 6) involved 
repealed policies (i.e., Australia’s carbon pricing policy package and the U.S. ACE Rule). 
This suggests that policy viability (i.e., continuing to deliver on policy goals) systematically 
correlates with multiple policy success/failure assessment criteria.

Our findings suggest that the extent to which a policy adapts in response to policy backlash 
impacts the degree of overall policy failure. Policy adaptation can help to absorb criticism 
and thereby weather the storm of backlash (Glachant, 2001; Pahle et al., 2021; Patashnik, 
2008). Policy adaptation could include slowing or freezing the rate of carbon price increases 
when the context suggests that a higher rate cannot be societally accommodated (e.g., as 
in Mexico and France), reprioritizing policy instruments (e.g., expanded role of offsets and 
rebates in the Canada’s multi-layered carbon pricing framework), and accelerating or decel-
erating policy timelines (e.g., shortening the coal phase-out timeframe from 2038 to 2030 
for the North Rhine-Westphalia region in Germany (Bundesregierung, 2022a) and keeping 
open the possibility to accelerate phase-out nationally (Hauenstein et al., 2022)). This calls 
into question the idea that “the simplest and perhaps best available measure of success or 
failure is whether support for the policy is durable” (2019, p. 8). What might matter most is 
not the durability of policy support per se, but the capacity to adapt a policy when needed to 
keep on securing support. 

Furthermore, our findings suggest that stimulating policy adaptation could sometimes 
be a productive effect of policy backlash (e.g., cases 3-5). Indeed, backlash might invoke 
policy changes that enhance policy sustainability (Patashnik, 2023, p. 176) through adapting 
policy to a changing context and increasing the ability to deliver on its objectives. Following 
Daugbjerg and Kay (2020), this represents a pathway to policy endurance through backlash 
conventionally understood as negative feedback that “threatens to destabilize a policy”. Such 
adaptation could include re-calibration of goals and instruments15 (e.g., as in Canada’s, 
France’s, Mexico’s carbon pricing policies), and strategic adjustment of a policy trajectory16 
(e.g., return to pro-climate policy course after repeal of the U.S. ACE Rule). More generally, 
in all cases policy backlash generated public involvement in policymaking via contestation, 

15	 This speaks to the “double loop” logic of policy learning (Argyris & Schön, 1978; Dunlop, 2017, p. 5) suggesting that 
it implies not only the policy tool modification (“single loop learning”) but also the alteration of objectives in policy 
design.

16	 The “strategic adjustment” here speaks to a policy paradigm shift where policy experimentation broadly and policy 
failure specifically play a key role (Hall, 1993, p. 280). 
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in ways that were not previously present. This could suggest an emancipatory function of 
backlash asserting overlooked political views and interests (Patterson, Logg-Scarvel, et al., 
2026, pp. 27–28) or even “democratic renewal of the procedural consensus” (Landwehr, 2020, 
p. 598), possibly leading to redefinition of the status quo (Kriesi, 2020). Similarly, Alter and 
Zürn (2020) argue that “institutional reshaping” features as a frequent companion and pos-
sible outcome of backlash politics. 

This chapter therefore posits that policy backlash should be seen as holding the potential for 
both detrimental and productive effects on policymaking (Figure 5.3). Backlash is not uni-
formly a mode of policy failure, “but can also generate positive or transformative outcomes” 
(Landau, 2020). While policy backlash is indeed likely to have substantial detrimental ef-
fects, current literature tends to suggest that when such effects are not wholly detrimental, 
this is because either backlash was weak or because it was offset by simultaneous support 
(Patashnik, 2023, p. 176). 

Distinguishing between detrimental and productive effects of backlash requires assessing 
not only whether a policy is able to deliver on its original goals, but also whether backlash 
leads to policy adaptation, which could span settings, instruments, and goals (Howlett & 
Cashore, 2009). This helps to move beyond thinking about the effects of backlash only in 
terms of policy outputs (e.g., whether or not the policy is repealed, weakened, or delayed), 
to instead consider the effects of backlash on a policy more comprehensively. A policy may 
be: (i) resilient (i.e., withstands contestation and continues delivering on its objectives, such 
as Germany’s coal phase-out policy); (ii) adaptive (i.e., able to be modified to deliver on its 
objectives, such as Canada’s carbon pricing policy package); (iii) weakened (i.e., undergoes 
change that diminishes its ability to deliver on its objectives, such as France’s and Mexico’s 

Figure 5.3. Conceptual repositioning of policy backlash as not simply reflective of policy failure, but as 
a more complex outcome which may have both detrimental and productive policy effects.
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carbon pricing policies); or (iv) failed (i.e., withdrawn, reversed, or abandoned, such as the 
United States’ ACE Rule and Australia’s carbon pricing policy package). Thus, genuine policy 
failure occurs when not only policy outputs are undermined but also when policy adaptation 
is lacking. This means that adaptiveness can moderate policy failure, offering the potential for 
positive responses to policy backlash to stabilize, or at least salvage, a policy. In other words, 
the response to backlash may matter as much as the backlash itself in determining policy 
failure. 

5.6 CONCLUSION 

To conclude, backlash should not be equated with policy failure, as it is a complex phenom-
enon that deserves a more nuanced interpretation. If backlash is automatically interpreted 
as failure, policymakers may become overly cautious or reluctant to adopt strong climate 
policies, reducing the scope and ambition necessary to achieve meaningful emissions reduc-
tions (Anisimova & Patterson, 2024). Backlash should be considered less as a uniform threat 
and more as a stormy litmus test that could end up derailing a policy agenda but might also 
end up strengthening it through adaptive responses to headwinds. The findings suggest that, 
instead of seeking ever more refined instruments or attempting to avoid imposing costs alto-
gether, a valuable strategy may be to design policy as thoughtfully as possible while remaining 
prepared to adapt in response to unfolding developments – an approach that may be at least 
as important as initial design quality (Pahle et al., 2021). This is particularly important given 
the inherent uncertainty of political dynamics: backlash can arise unexpectedly, and in other 
cases fail to materialize when it might reasonably be anticipated (Patterson et al., 2025). 

Policymakers should therefore aim for ‘good enough’ policy rather than perfection, recogniz-
ing that what counts as ‘optimal’ will be continually reshaped through processes of adapta-
tion when even the best-laid plans encounter contestation. In this sense, contestation should 
serve as a stimulus for further action rather than a signal of policy failure; indeed, in some 
circumstances, tolerable failure may represent the best achievable outcome, with the goal 
being to avoid outright failure and move from conflicted success/conflicted failure toward 
a more stable, tolerable equilibrium in the face of deeply divided preferences, interests, and 
values. Differentiating between possible backlash outcomes, this chapter makes contribu-
tion to the nascent literature on the effects of policy backlash. Future research could further 
situate policy backlash consequences in wider policy theory by identifying the mechanisms 
through which backlash reshapes political priorities (e.g., preserving continuity of a broader 
policy agenda despite occasional setbacks) and influences the behavior of policy actors (e.g., 
making them accept short-term losses for long(er)-term gains). Additionally, it would be 
worthwhile to explore how policymakers should respond in practice to anticipated backlash 
risks both before policy is adopted (e.g., designing policies with adaptive capacity) and after 



123

Contested but Not Failed: Rethinking the Relationship Between Backlash and Policy Failure in Climate Policy

5

it has been enacted (e.g., making specific policy adaptations in response to backlash and 
wider policy-related contextual developments). 
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Chapter VI 
Climate Policymaking  

in Times of Contention:  
Experts’ Insights into Policy Viability17

17	 This chapter is ready for submission as an academic article.
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ABSTRACT

Policy contention driven by mass publics remains an empirical reality of hard climate poli-
cymaking. Developing viable climate policies therefore requires a better understanding of 
conditions for contention, as well as consideration of policy action points for successful poli-
cymaking accounting for possible backlash. While a substantial body of academic research 
offers helpful theoretical insights into climate policy contention, the study of practice-driven 
policy experts’ perspectives (i.e., insights from the field) is missing. Hence, there is a need to 
examine policy experts’ perspectives on implementing hard climate policies prone to conten-
tion and on policymaking choices for enhancing policy viability in the face of (potential) 
contention. This study uses a qualitative, interpretive research design based on structured 
interviews with climate policy experts (n=62 across 16 OECD jurisdictions). The interpre-
tive thematic analysis distinguishing between “problematized conditions of contention” (i.e., 
underlying problems or tensions conditioning contention) and “policy action points” (i.e., a 
suggested direction for policy action) suggests that despite varying public responses to poli-
cies, policy experts’ interpretations of problematized conditions tend to converge providing 
a basis for possible ways to enhance policy viability. The chapter contributes to a more nu-
anced understanding of specific policy problems conditioning contention and offers practical 
insights into viability of climate policies. 



127

Climate Policymaking in Times of Contention: Experts’ Insights into Policy Viability

6

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

Climate policy has entered a phase in which the legitimacy of policymaking can no longer 
be taken for granted. As Paterson and colleagues argue, climate politics has become “a highly 
contested, multidimensional, transformational project” governed simultaneously by “logics 
of governance and logics of political contestation” (Paterson et al., 2026, pp. 59–60, 64). The 
implication for policymakers might be uncomfortable: regulatory ambition that is techni-
cally sound and politically authorized at adoption can still fail in implementation if it cannot 
withstand the contestation it provokes. Recognizing this, scholars increasingly call for a more 
“adaptive, improvisational, experimental approach” built on “learning by doing” (2026, p. 67). 
This call echoes longer-standing arguments about lesson-drawing (Rose, 1991) or policy 
learning (May, 1992) loosely defined as “a deliberate attempt to adjust the goals or techniques 
of policy in response to past experience and new information” (Hall, 1993, p. 278). 

What distinguishes the climate domain, however, is not the abstract need for learning but 
its specific object: how to design and implement contestation-prone policies in ways that 
allow them to keep functioning under sustained contestation, that is, to ensure policy vi-
ability. This requires a particular kind of empirical evidence that is currently in short supply. 
While contestation has received substantial attention in the literature (e.g., its concepts, 
actors, dynamics, drivers, and patterns) empirical perspectives on contestation conditions as a 
policy problem (in a constructivist sense)18 at the post-adoption stage, and the correspond-
ing strategies for addressing it, remain underdeveloped. Where such evidence does exist, it 
tends to come from two sources, neither fully satisfactory. The first is policy consultancy, 
which typically delivers prescriptive “shopping lists” of best-practice solutions detached from 
systematic evidence and inattentive to context (Keele, 2019; O’Brien, 2013), producing the 
“problem-solving bias” that Hoppe (2010, p. 26) identifies in policymaking. Critiques of such 
solutionism offering easy fixes in policy practice have been abundant largely stemming from 
the premise that “wicked problems are never solved” (Rittel & Webber, 1973, p. 160). The 
second is the small body of well-rounded academic work on durable policymaking under 
contestation (Lockwood, 2013; Patashnik, 2019), which is largely based on single or small-N 
case studies and combines theoretical argument with the authors’ own observations rather 
than triangulating with practitioners’ interpretations. As Jordan and Moore (2023, p. 439) 
note, what is missing is exactly that triangulation: practitioner accounts of what contestation 
conditions are a problem of, and of what can be done about it.

Therefore, I ask the following research question: how do policy experts problematize con-
ditions of public contestation against hard climate policy, and what possible action points 

18	 Based on the constructivist tradition, policy problems are seen as the product of a political process of framing and, 
rather than being objective, represent social constructions (Bacchi, 2009; Berger & Luckman, 1966; Dery, 1984; 
Veselỳ, 2007). In contrast, the objectivist stance implies that the problems are real and have relatively unambiguous 
characteristics that fit a definitional framework (Peters, 2005; Hoornbeek & Peters, 2017).
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they propose to enhance policy viability in the face of such contention? To do so, I draw on 
structured interviews with 62 policy experts from 16 OECD jurisdictions to explore their 
perspectives on public contestation of hard climate policies and elicit their insights for future 
policymaking. The interviewees are approached as “problem brokers” (Knaggård, 2015): on 
the one hand, they help identify policy problems (i.e., specific tensions conditioning conten-
tion); on the other hand, they generate ideas about possible targeted policy action (without 
pressure on delivering solutions). I use a qualitative, interpretive research design using a 
thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Fischer, 2006, Chapter 27)  based on structured 
interviews with climate policy experts reflecting on mass publics’ perceptions of climate poli-
cies prone to contestation.  

Following the work done in Chapter 4 on key conditions of climate policy contestation, I 
thematically organize the policy experts’ insights around five topics: (i) policy demanding-
ness, (ii) policy unfairness, (iii) socio-political polarization, (iv) lack of concern regarding 
climate change, and (v) information provision. This chapter takes those conditions as a the-
matic scaffold and asks a different question: not which combinations of conditions generate 
contention, but how policy experts problematize each condition into a specific tension, and 
what action points they see as needed. This work comes as a response to a call for “find-
ing ways to reduce contestation enough to achieve ‘sufficiently’ acceptable climate policy” 
(Chapter 4, p. 89).

The findings elicit five underlying policy problems associated with the conditions for public 
contestation to hard climate policy: policy unaffordability, ineffective redistribution, policy 
misunderstanding, partisan capture, and policy legitimacy deficit. Policy experts pinpoint 
that each problem evokes a set of possible action points (spanning both policy design and 
policy context) which could help mitigate the magnitude of contestation, thus, contribute to 
enhancing policy viability. The developed framework showcases why it is crucial to diagnose 
which policy problem (or combination of problems) is at issue before reaching for action, 
because the appropriate mode of action differs.

The chapter makes three contributions. Conceptually, it foregrounds the role of policy experts 
as problem brokers who problematize conditions of contestation to distill policy problems. It 
also introduces policy action points as an analytical category for targeted, problem-oriented 
guidance that can take the form of either direct intervention or strategic orientation. Em-
pirically, it provides a structured map of how five conditions of contention are problematized 
by policy experts across 16 OECD jurisdictions, and of the repertoire of action points they 
propose. Practically, it offers policymakers some guidance for pinpointing the specific ten-
sions and the corresponding policy action points, at the level of granularity which is often 
blurred in much existing prescriptive work.
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6.2 LITERATURE BACKGROUND 

6.2.1 Policy learning: bridging epistemic and reflexive modes 
Policymaking as “a form of collective puzzlement on society’s behalf ” (Heclo, 1974, p. 305)  is 
profoundly marked by ambiguity and uncertainty (Fowler, 2021; Matland, 1995). Ambiguity 
refers to “a state of having many ways of thinking about the same circumstances or phenom-
ena” (Feldman 1989, p. 5 as cited in Herweg et al., 2018, p. 18). In turn, uncertainty is usually 
understood as a lack of precise information when “the precise value of an estimate is not set” 
( Jones & Baumgartner, 2012, p. 7). To cope with these adversaries of policymaking, the role 
of policy learning broadly defined as “the updating of beliefs based on lived or witnessed 
experiences, analysis or social interaction” (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013, p. 599) becomes central 
(Hall, 1993; Heclo, 1974; Rose, 1991). 

Whose beliefs update, and how, depends on the kind of problem being learned about. At the 
general level, Dunlop and Radaelli (2022) distinguish four genera of learning, each defined 
by a predominant actor group and by problem tractability: epistemic (expert-driven), reflexive 
(citizen-centered), bargaining (interest-driven), and hierarchical (court- and standard-setter-
driven). Since the problem of climate change is of low tractability (Lazarus, 2008; Levin et 
al., 2012; Rietig & Laing, 2017), epistemic and reflexive modes of learning come to the fore 
(i.e., upper and lower left quadrants of Figure 6.1).

Figure 6.1. Mapping the four genera of the policy learning literature with the focus on climate change 
(Source: Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013, p. 603; highlight added by the author).



130

Chapter 6

Epistemic learning is driven by the epistemic community (also referred to as a ‘policy com-
munity’ in the literature), which denotes “a mainly loose connection of civil servants, interest 
groups, academics, researchers and consultants (the so-called hidden participants), who 
engage in working out alternatives to the policy problem of a specific policy field” (Herweg, 
2016, p. 132). Policy experts usually present the core of such a community (Herweg et al., 
2018, pp. 22–23) appealing to scientific knowledge and technical expertise to explore policy 
content and provide insights into how some predefined policy goals can best be attained 
(Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013). However, as Falk Daviter observes, “epistemic learning does not 
provide the reflexivity needed to deal with the challenges of shifting problem boundaries, 
incompatible and competing problem perceptions and unclear or evolving evaluative criteria 
— in fact, it often stifles it” (Daviter, 2018, p. 161). 

Reflexive learning, by contrast, refers to knowledge use that affects how policy problems are 
understood and perceived by citizens (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2022). This speaks to the idea of 
“national mood”, a term popularized by Kingdon in his seminal work “Agendas, Alternatives 
and Public Policies” (Kingdon, 2003, Chapter 7)  implying presence of “a large number of 
people out in the country are thinking along certain common lines” (Kingdon, 2003, p. 146). 
While surveys and opinion polls might be the first thing that comes to mind for estimating 
“national mood”, Kingdon suggested “not to confound the national mood with the results 
of opinion polls” (Herweg et al., 2015, p. 438) due to representation bias of those polls and 
dynamic swings in public opinion (Kingdon, 2003, pp. 147–149). An alternative option is 
to estimate the national mood via policymakers’ perceptions regarding the acceptability of a 
policy to the general public (Kingdon, 2011, p. 66, p. 147) since “people in and around the 
government” are well positioned to sense a national mood (Kingdon, 2003, p. 146). In this 
sense, policy experts perform a role of “problem brokers” defining conditions as problems 
and pointing out what needs to be done (as opposed to policy entrepreneurs who need to 
both define the problem and deliver on solutions) (Knaggård, 2015, p. 452). Policy experts as 
policy brokers thus “become skillful advocates of particular problem definitions and accept-
able solutions” (Hoefer, 2022, p. 4).

Bridging epistemic and reflexive modes of policy learning seems essential since such complex 
problem as climate change require both epistemic and reflexive learning (Daviter, 2018, p. 
148). This would also allow for upscaling individual learning to collective one which is a 
pitfall frequently accompanying learning (Moyson et al., 2017, p. 165). The framing I adopt 
— policy experts as problem brokers interpreting mass publics’ perceptions — offers one 
concrete operationalization. In this role, experts are selected not for their technical knowl-
edge of policy content but for their capacity to (re)identify and (re)define policy problems 
conditioning contestation on the basis of how mass publics perceive them. The asymmetry 
with conventional epistemic consultation is deliberate: experts here suggest problem defini-
tions and directions for action, not solutions to a given problem.



131

Climate Policymaking in Times of Contention: Experts’ Insights into Policy Viability

6

6.2.2 �Contentious climate policymaking: conditions of contestation  
and policy viability

Contentious climate policymaking straddles between two distinct fields of studies — con-
tentious politics (where contestation comes as a primary object of inquiry) and climate policy 
(treating contestation as a traveling companion of climate policymaking). Broadly defined, 
contestation refers to making collective claims that bear on someone else’s interests (Tilly, 
2008, p. 5) thus featuring a subject (i.e., a claim-maker), an object (i.e., a claim-receiver), and 
a claim itself. Situating it within the field of climate policy, typically this would involve mass 
publics/organized interests making a (number of ) claim(s) vis-à-vis government’s climate 
policies (or lack of thereof ). Importantly, contestation does not automatically produce policy 
change, but it reshapes political opportunity structure changing what policies become politi-
cally possible (Meyer & Minkoff, 2004). This confirms that in the wake of increased public 
scrutiny and contestation, policy success is no longer defined by policy feasibility alone (i.e., 
‘doable under realistic assumptions’ (IPCC, 2022)) but also — and perhaps most importantly 
— by policy viability, understood as policy capacity to function once adopted including the 
ability to sustain through contestation. 

Enabling viability requires understanding the conditions under which contestation arises. 
The present chapter builds on the framework established in Anisimova and Patterson’s work 
(2025), which through fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis identified five conditions 
that, in combination, drive post-adoption contestation against hard climate policy: policy 
demandingness (“the extent to which a policy makes demands on target groups”), policy 
unfairness (lack of (re)distributional fairness), socio-political polarization (opposing political 
beliefs and ideologies, hostility and negative emotions towards opponents), lack of climate 
change concern (relative de-prioritization of climate change concern within a society), lack 
of information provision (absence of accompanying information about policy). I retain this 
scaffold for the three reasons stated in the introduction: empirical grounding, inductive cor-
roboration in the present material, and analytical continuity. What this chapter adds is two 
subsequent moves: from conditions to problems, and from problems to policy action points.

6.2.3 From conditions to policy action points: a conceptual pathway
To bring into conversation the literature on policy learning (which views policy experts as 
problem brokers capable of bridging epistemic and reflexive modes of learning) and the 
literature on contentious climate policymaking (with its specific focus on the conditions 
of mass publics’ contestation), I conceptualize the relationship between the problematized 
conditions of contestation and corresponding policy action points. To identify relevant policy 
action points, it is essential to understand first what contention is a problem of — that is, 
the underlying tension that needs to be addressed through policy action in order to navigate 
possible backlash. 
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Given the interpretative nature of problem identification, I draw on experts’ interpretations 
of the conditions of contention based on their reading of ‘national mood’ (Kingdon 2003, pp. 
146-149) expressed by mass publics essential to identify the problems that underpin those 
conditions. Thus, focusing on the problem, policy experts elaborate possible policy action 
points to enhance policy viability. The conceptual pathway is therefore: condition → (prob-
lematization) → policy problem → (translation) → policy action point (direct intervention or 
strategic orientation) (Figure 6.2). Each of the elements of the pathway is explained in the 
following sub-sections.

6.2.3.1 Conditions as descriptive characteristics not problems per se:
Each of the five conditions is, in the first instance, a descriptive characteristic of policy 
content or context — part of “the situation” within which a policy operates (Herweg et al., 
2015). As Hoornbeek and Guy Peters (2017, p. 381) put it, a problem is “a disconnection 
between existing conditions and desired states of affairs”; conditions in themselves are not 
problems, but parts of reality. 

While  policy demandingness  and  socio-political polarization  are formulated in relatively 
neutral, descriptive terms (i.e., referring to the costs and behavioral changes a policy requires 
or the distance between political camps respectively), it is important to acknowledge that 
the remaining three conditions are already pre-problematized in their conventional formula-
tion. Policy unfairness is not a descriptive feature of policy reality but rather an evaluative 
judgment about distributive impact. Nonetheless, policy unfairness understood as “presence 
of features or perceptions that a policy is unfair” (Chapter 4) is too broad to pinpoint a specific 
issue that needs to be addressed by a policy. While lack of climate change concern and lack 
of information provision presuppose a normative baseline against which observed levels fall 
short, it remains unclear what policy-related tensions are at play here. Hence, I argue that the 
move from condition to problem is mediated by the policy experts interviewed for this study 

Figure 6.2. Conceptual pathway depicting conditions of contention as policy problems followed by 
policy action points to address those problems.
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(acting in their capacity of problem brokers), whose accounts pinpoint the specific tensions 
that transform a descriptive feature of policy reality into a policy problem.

6.2.3.2 Problematized conditions as policy problems
As Charles Anderson in his seminal work The Logic of Public Problems: Evaluation 
in Comparative Policy Research observes (1978, pp. 19-20): “Policymaking is not simply 
problem-solving. It is also a matter of setting up and defining problems in the first place”. 
Key assumption in policymaking process is “ambiguity in problem definition” since differ-
ent actors define the problem differently (Hoefer, 2022, 2). Following Stone’s seminal work, 
“problem definition is never simply a matter of defining goals and measuring our distance 
from them. It is rather the strategic representation of situations” (Stone, 2012, p. 133). As 
Bacchi (2025) neatly summarizes Osborne’s argument (1997, p. 174) that ‘policy cannot get 
to work without first problematizing its territory’ indicates the need to shift one’s analytic 
focus from assumed ‘problems’ to problematisations” (p.8). 

Following Hoppe’s influential work on The Governance of Problems, problematization 
refers to problem-structuring which incurs “analysis and evaluation of competing problem 
representations and problem framings, with a view to their possible integration as inter-
mediary step towards creating common ground for a feasible, doable problem definition 
for policy adoption and implementation” (2010, p. 30). He goes further in specifying that 
such problematization refers to making “an indeterminate situation into a problematic: i.e. 
transforming the confusing situation into an intelligible object of study, by specifying into 
questions the web of difficulties around one major ‘problem’ (cf. Foucault, 1988: 257; Deacon, 
2000; Alvesson & Sandberg, 2013)” (p.2). Problems “require interpretations” and therefore, 
“sociopolitical constructs” (p. 2) and “representations of problematic situations” (p.2). Since 
problems are constructs, they usually have many frames (“problem representations”). In this 
work, I focus on what Entman describes as “problem” framing, that is, zooming in on the 
“nature and category of a problem” (Entman, 1993), as shared by the interviewed policy 
experts. 

I approach such “shared problematizations” as “triggers for better policy designs and imple-
mentation practices” (Hoppe, 2025, p. 1). In other words, identifying the problem involves 
identifying the situation which is “undesirable”, and which consequently requires some sort 
of corrective action which is “doable, effective, and efficient” (Hoppe 2025, p. 6). Hence, in 
this chapter, based on policy experts’ perspectives on each of the conditions, I discern the 
underlying policy problems which further become subjects to targeted policy action.

6.2.3.3 Policy action points as orientation for policy choice
To denote targeted actionable policy interventions providing either direct action or practical 
strategic orientation in contexts where direct action is not feasible (e.g., for multidimensional 
issues such as polarization or unfairness), I use the term ‘policy action points’. A policy action 
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point is a targeted, problem-oriented piece of policy guidance that may take the form of 
either a direct intervention or a strategic orientation, depending on the tractability of the 
problem it addresses. 

The concept draws on several related notions of targeted policy action while combining 
the most relevant elements from each. From fuzzy action moments (Patterson et al., 2021), 
defined as “a practicable course of action within a given set of real-world circumstances” 
(p. 1), it retains the situational and bounded character of policy action, while moving be-
yond their emphasis on when action becomes possible and rather focusing on what action 
is needed. From  policy intervention  (Laborde et al., 2019), understood as a public action 
designed to address a specific problem through allocated resources and intended direct ef-
fects, it retains the targeted orientation, while letting go of the requirement of direct effect 
in order to accommodate problems that require mostly strategic navigation. From  policy 
entry point  (Lázaro et al., 2025), defined as “a system element or node that, if changed, 
leads to system-wide changes”, it retains the implication of leverage, while operating at a 
level of policy rather than system mapping. From incremental policy steps, drawn from the 
radical incrementalism tradition19 (Halpern & Mason, 2015) and denoting “a strategy for 
achieving transformative, long-term change through small, consistent, and actionable steps”, 
it retains the recognition that meaningful change is often built cumulatively, while avoiding 
commitment to a predefined trajectory. What the notion of “policy action points” adds is the 
possibility of two modes of action under one term: (i) direct intervention where the problem 
permits (e.g., to adjust a policy design feature), and (ii) strategic orientation where it does not 
(e.g., to address a broader contextual problem). This dual character is essential for the analysis 
that follows, because the five problems identified in this chapter differ precisely in the mode 
of action they allow for. 

6.3 RESEARCH DESIGN 

6.3.1 Selection of Cases and Interview Participants
The substantive focus on hard climate policy — pricing and taxation instruments, regulatory 
instruments, and phase-out policies — reflects the study’s core theoretical interest. Hard 
policies impose tangible costs and constraints on identifiable target groups, and so generate 
the conditions under which mass public contention is most likely to arise as a policy-relevant 
phenomenon (Chapter 4). Soft instruments (information campaigns, voluntary measures, 
subsidies) generate weaker contestation dynamics and would not allow comparable analytical 
traction on the puzzle the study addresses.

19	 “It bridges the gap between radical ambition and realistic implementation, allowing for significant system transforma-
tion without the overwhelming risk or paralysis often associated with abrupt, large-scale changes.” (p. 34)
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The 27 policy packages were selected through a four-step process developed in earlier work 
(Chapter 3): screening the Climate Policy Database to identify hard policy instruments; 
selecting two sectors of particular importance (general framework policies, and energy and 
heat policies); filtering for policies that imposed costs on mass publics; and consolidating 
closely related policies into packages where appropriate. The original 50-package sample 
(Chapter 3) was further screened for the present study to exclude cases that did not de facto 
impose substantial costs or constraints on target groups, established through closer reading 
of policy documents and consultation with country experts. The sample does not select on 
the dependent variable (contestation): both contested and uncontested policies are included 
– see Appendix 6.1 for the list of cases.

The target population for this study is policy experts with substantive knowledge of one or 
more of the sampled policies or of national climate policymaking more broadly. This includes 
former and current policymakers, policy advisers, policy consultants, and policy analysts — 
actors often described in the literature as moving fluidly between policy and academic circles, 
“help[ing] governments translate problems into actionable policies and programs” (Hoppe, 
2010, p. 4). Crucially, experts are positioned in this study as problem brokers (Knaggård, 
2015)  rather than as sources of technical expertise. They were therefore invited to reflect 
on mass publics’ perceptions and reactions to hard climate policies, rather than to deliver 
assessments of policy content based on “hard facts.”

Participants were identified through two complementary strategies: snowball referral from 
earlier interviewees (effective for capturing well-networked national policy communities) 
and desk-based mapping using policy committee rosters, press coverage, policy documents. 
The two approaches were used in parallel to mitigate the selection bias each carries on its 
own: referral chains tend to over-represent particular networks; desk-based mapping tends 
to over-represent publicly visible commentators. The combination produced a sample diver-
sified across institutional positions and policy stances.

The number of interviews per country ranged from three to six, with the precise number 
reflecting (i) how many policies the country contributed to the sample, (ii) how confident 
respondents were about specific details, and (iii) how closely the policies within a case were 
related. I do not claim that 3–6 experts can comprehensively represent a national policy 
landscape; the claim is more modest. With a structured protocol and a focus on a delimited 
set of policies, this number is sufficient to identify recurring problematizations and action 
points within a national context, and the cross-national breadth (16 jurisdictions, 62 experts) 
compensates for the per country thinness by allowing convergent themes to be identified 
across rather than only within national contexts. 

The study was approved by the Ethics Review Board (Geo S-23000). All participants (see the 
list in Appendix 6.3) were informed of the purpose of the research, the use of anonymized 
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quotations, and their right to withdraw at any point. Quotations are attributed to numbered 
participants (together with their country abbreviation) (e.g., CAN_1, CAN_2, etc.) without 
revealing institutional affiliations where these would risk re-identification.

6.3.2 Data Collection through Structured Interviews
The format of structured interviews was chosen to ensure comparability across cases with 62 
participants distributed across 16 jurisdictions and 27 policy packages. Without a common 
set of anchor questions, cross-case interpretation would be subject to differences in what 
was asked rather than what was meant. To mitigate relative rigidity of a structured protocol 
open prompts and follow-up probing within each anchor question were included to allow 
for interpretive depth on a stable comparative base. This design choice should be read as a 
hybrid: structured at the level of questions, interpretive at the level of follow-up and analysis.

The interview protocol consisted of ten anchor questions designed to elicit experts’ interpre-
tations of (i) the trajectory and reception of the policy under discussion, (ii) the conditions 
they associated with public contestation or its absence, and (iii) the design and contex-
tual choices they considered relevant for managing contestation in future policymaking. The 
complete questionnaire is provided in Appendix 6.2. Interviews lasted 45–60 minutes on 
average and were conducted either in person or via video call, recorded and transcribed with 
participant consent.

6.3.3 Data Analysis Strategy
I conducted thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) using NVivo software, in two inter-
related phases. The first phase was deductive, coding interview material against the five con-
ditions established in Chapter 4 — demandingness, unfairness, polarization, lack of climate 
concern, lack of information provision. The second phase was inductive, identifying within 
each coded condition the specific tensions experts articulated as the problem the condition 
produced (e.g., affordability under demandingness; asymmetric redistribution under unfair-
ness). The labels for the resulting policy problems are my analytical synthesis, drawn from but 
not directly taken from the experts’ words. This dual phase makes the analysis interpretive 
rather than purely descriptive: the problems are not given by the conditions, and they are not 
simply reported by the experts; they are constructed in the dialogue between the framework 
and the data.

A third phase mapped the policy action points associated with each problem, again coded 
inductively. Action points were retained when they were articulated by multiple participants 
across multiple jurisdictions (operationalized as: mentioned by at least six participants across 
at least two countries (i.e., roughly 10% of the interviewees and jurisdictions they represent)). 
This threshold filters out idiosyncratic suggestions and ensures that what is presented as an 
action point reflects a recurring rather than singular position (which would be too many 
to reflect on here). Where this threshold is met, I report the action point and indicate its 
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prevalence using qualifying language; where specific frequencies can be reported (e.g., “over 
90% of participants” for the role of cost in driving contestation), I do so. 

6.4 RESULTS  

In this section, sub-sections 6.4.1-6.4.5 present the policy problems derived from each of 
the five conditions and the corresponding action points drawn from the interview data. The 
conditions span both policy design (demandingness, unfairness, information provision) and 
policy context (socio-political polarization, climate change concerns), and the policy action 
points retain this orientation. Where action points address design problems they tend to 
take the form of direct intervention; where they address contextual problems they tend to 
take the form of strategic orientation. In sub-section 6.4.6, I provide several cross-cutting 
observations based on the results.

6.4.1 Demandingness 
Policy demandingness operates along two dimensions that together give rise to what the 
interviewed experts referred to as the underlying problem of policy unaffordability20. As 
defined in Chapter 4, demandingness refers to “the extent to which a policy makes demands 
on target groups”, and in practice this manifests both (i) as policies that by design impose 
disproportionally high burdens and (ii) as policies whose demands are perceived as dispro-
portionally high by their audience (a perception often sharpened by concurrent contextual 
developments that make the felt costs more acute). Both dimensions point to the same gap 
between ‘what is needed’ to achieve policy goals and ‘what is possible for the target group’, 
and it is this gap that the interviewed experts name as the problem of policy unaffordability. 
Framing demandingness as an affordability problem, rather than merely a question of policy 
stringency, is therefore the essential first step in identifying where policy action is required.

Experts agree that costs are the primary driver of contestation, but they stress that the chal-
lenge lies in how costs are introduced rather than in their presence as such. Over 90% of the 
interviewed policy experts agree that both material and non-material costs (especially when 
significant and unexpected) remain the primary driver of contestation across all cases, in 
combination with other factors. Yet hard climate policies, by their nature, inevitably involve 
the imposition of costs and other elements of coercion, so the question is how to make 
such costs more feasible to bear without “breaking a camel’s back” (FRA_34). To this end, 
experts highlight the importance of avoiding large and sudden cost shocks associated with 

20	 Affordability here is distinct from (economic) feasibility: the former implies the relation between (non)material costs 
and the resources of an individual/household (e.g., disposable income vs. carbon tax costs); the latter implies policy 
costs in relation to policy generated benefits. Basically, there are two distinct logics – “ability to pay” vs “cost-benefit 
analysis”, where the former bears the utmost importance for hard policy target audience.
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the introduction of a policy. Managing the pace and visibility of costs therefore emerges as 
the guiding principle for dealing with demandingness (FRA_22; CRI_1; ITA_37; ITA_49).

A first action point is the use of a conditional escalation mechanism that ties policy strin-
gency to evolving contextual parameters. Such a mechanism is suggested to be key for 
ensuring policy adequacy to the context and cost appropriateness for the target audience. 
The Swiss CO2 levy illustrates this logic: it has been designed with some elements of flex-
ibility in mind, where the rate increase is subject to meeting the emissions targets (CHE_43, 
CHE_33; CO2 Act, 2011). Building conditionality into policy design thus allows govern-
ments to escalate demandingness without severing the link between ‘what is asked’ and ‘what 
is bearable’.

A second action point concerns the architecture of the policy itself through layering, 
bundling, and sequencing. Experts propose combining policy layering (i.e., the process of 
adding new policies, rules, or regulations on top of existing ones (Howlett et al., 2018)) 
with bundling (also referred to as “policy packages” or “policy mixes” (Wicki et al., 2019)), 
and sequencing (defined as “the strategic, temporal ordering of policies, where earlier ac-
tions enable or support the adoption of more stringent, subsequent policies” (Montfort et 
al., 2023; OECD, 2025a; Pahle et al., 2018). Canada’s carbon pricing package exemplifies 
the combined use of all three: effectiveness is enhanced by layering a federal backstop onto 
provincial systems, bundling carbon tax with clean energy investments, and sequencing 
gradual price increases over time so that households and firms can adjust while emissions 
reductions steadily strengthen (CAN_45; CAN_35; CAN_41). Viewed together, these three 
design moves offer policymakers concrete levers for distributing demands across time and 
policy instruments rather than concentrating them in a single, abrupt reform.

A third action point is to devise gradual and predictable pathways that outline how strin-
gency — and therefore costs — will rise over time. This helps reduce regulatory uncertainty 
and gives target audiences time to plan accordingly and adapt. Germany’s Coal Exit Law 
provides one such example, setting clear expectations about the direction and timing of 
policy tightening and thereby supporting planning, compensation schemes, and structural 
adjustment (DEU_50, DEU_25; Bundesregierung, 2022b). In combination with conditional 
escalation and smart policy architecture, predictable pathways turn demandingness from a 
shock into a trajectory that target groups can prepare for.

6.4.2 Unfairness 
The condition of unfairness is originally defined as the “presence of features or perceptions 
that a policy is unfair” (Chapter 4), and according to the interviewed experts it describes 
situations in which a policy disproportionately disadvantages specific groups and thereby 
contributes to, or is perceived as contributing to, existing inequality (Brock, 2020). As with 
demandingness, this condition manifests in both perceived and actual forms. Unfairness, as 
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experienced by mass publics, ultimately stems from the dual problem of asymmetric distri-
bution and redistribution. While the interviewees acknowledge both sides of the problem, 
they pinpoint that the distribution asymmetry is, in itself, often a feature of policy design 
(FRA_22, FRA_4), and it is crucial to assure sufficient tangible compensation resulting 
from effective redistribution mechanisms. The issue of ineffective redistribution also helps 
explain why instruments such as carbon pricing and taxation are often seen as inherently 
regressive and inflationary (Douenne & Fabre, 2020), with highly visible and unavoidable 
costs and benefits which are less immediate, less visible, and/or unevenly distributed (Bakaki 
& Bernauer, 2017). Addressing unfairness, then, requires more than adding a redistributive 
component; it requires making redistribution itself perceptible and effective.

The first action point is to design redistribution mechanisms that are visible, understand-
able, and targeted, and that deliver tangible benefits. Experts stress that the mere presence of 
redistribution within a policy package is not enough (CHL_7; CAN_45; FRA_4). The Swiss 
CO2 Act illustrates the limits of a technically progressive but perceptually weak design: 
although the compensation scheme distributes most of the levy revenue and is often cited as 
progressive and well-designed, in practice it is perceived as ineffective because compensation 
through reductions in health insurance premiums and payments to firms through payroll 
channels is “hidden” (CHE_40), “weakly targeted” (CHE_33), and “poorly understood” 
(CHE_43). Canada’s federal carbon pollution pricing system, by contrast, is frequently 
held up as a model of increasingly visible and structured redistribution21: quarterly cash 
payments, accompanied by a rural supplement of 20% in 2024 (Gouvernement du Canada, 
2025), have made redistribution more frequent, “visible and tangible” (CAN_45), thereby 
strengthening the policy’s perceived fairness (CAN_12, CAN_35). The contrast between the 
two cases shows that fairness is produced as much by the design of the payment form as by 
the overall progressivity of the scheme.

A second action point is to improve fairness perceptions through earmarking of revenues 
for climate-related purposes. This approach is also supported by the evidence in the litera-
ture (Baranzini & Carattini, 2017; Kallbekken & Aasen, 2010). Korea’s ETS illustrates the 
mechanism clearly, as auction revenues are channeled into the Climate Response Fund to 
support mitigation activities and climate-related technological innovation, with positive ef-
fects on perceived fairness (KOR_38, KOR_17). Japan’s carbon tax, formally known as the 
Tax for Climate Change Mitigation, similarly earmarks all revenue for projects aimed at 
reducing energy-originated emissions and promoting energy savings and renewable energy 
development ( JAP_21, JAP_13). Hence, earmarking links the costs imposed by a policy to a 

21	 Given the interviews timeframe (2023-2024), the interviewed policy experts referred to the Climate Action Incentive 
Payment (CAIP) which later in 2024 evolved into Canada Carbon Rebate (CCR). CAIP and CCR are distinct from 
the original Climate Action Incentive which had very low salience due to a cumbersome claiming procedure (i.e., it 
had to be claimed annually through income tax returns) and was deemed quite ineffective in gaining public support 
(Mildenberger et al., 2022). In 2025, CCR was discontinued due to setting the rate of its base source – the federal fuel 
charge – to zero (Gouvernement du Canada, 2025).
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visible and thematically consistent purpose, reinforcing the legitimacy of the redistribution 
logic.

A third action point which is particularly relevant where institutional constraints limit clas-
sic earmarking, is to revive a broader eco-social contract that integrates social and climate 
policies. In some countries, such as Chile, the earmarking of taxes is constitutionally pro-
hibited, requiring that taxes go into the general treasury rather than being linked to specific 
expenditures. Under these limitations, Chile has pursued what can be described as a revival 
of the eco-social contract, implying the integration of social and climate policies (Bergquist 
et al., 2020; Hujo, 2026; IDDRI, 2023). The introduction of Chile’s carbon tax, for instance, 
was closely coordinated with social sector reforms (public education and pension systems) as 
well as pollution reduction efforts, all of which were funded from the general budget, includ-
ing tax revenues (CHL_51, CHL_7). Germany’s coal phase-out offers a parallel example, 
merging climate and social policies through workforce reskilling and lifestyle reorientation 
in the affected regions, which produced a broader societal transition (DEU_47, DEU_50). 
As Participant 50 describes the situation in a coal-mining region:

“The biggest problem was that roughly 75 percent of the working-age population 
works, or had worked, in the coal industry, and that was the main reason why people 
initially wanted to boycott the <Coal Exit> law. Authorities focused on creating jobs 
in this region by stationing a firefighting aircraft squadron and a train depot and 
offering reskilling and training people. They did their best so the local population’s 
argument “They take our jobs” did not really hold" (DEU_50).

6.4.3 Lack of information provision 
Providing information about policy is often seen as a “double-edged sword of policymaking” 
(CRI_55): on the one hand, it may decrease policy contestation by improving policy aware-
ness; on the other hand, it can intensify disagreement by making the policy more prominent 
in public debate (Chapter 4). Interestingly, most of the interviewed experts to a significant 
extent attributed lack of contestation against policies to the citizens’ non-awareness about 
the policy (“tacit consent”). At the same time, speaking of policies faced with public back-
lash, experts did highlight the lack of (accessible) policy information as one of the factors 
inducing contestation. 

The inadequacies of information provision ultimately point to the problem of mass publics’ 
misperception of the policy. When policy audience is not sufficiently equipped with adequate 
information to evaluate the policy on its merits, “acceptance becomes thin, and mispercep-
tion breeds the suspicion that something is being concealed” (USA_2). Framed in this way, 
the challenge for policymakers is less about maximizing exposure and more about enabling 
comprehension. To enhance the policy information and consequently, people’s understand-
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ing of the policy, policy experts evoke three key aspects: timing, content, and form in which 
such information is provided. 

A first action point is to pay close attention to the timing of policy communication. Strategi-
cally chosen timing can enhance receptivity, and communication should not only respond 
to moments of crisis (with the usual pervasive narrative of “the lack of crisis readiness” 
(MEX_9)) but also anticipate them through preventive engagement before policies impose 
tangible costs. Aligning information efforts with broader reform agendas, electoral cycles, 
or windows of political opportunity can further amplify attention, while avoiding periods 
of low public engagement, such as holidays, ensures that messages are not lost (COL_42, 
CHL_44). Getting the timing right, in other words, determines whether information is 
received as meaningful context or as background noise.

A second action point concerns the content of the information itself. Information must strike 
a balance between being neither overly technical nor overly simplistic, while clearly convey-
ing the policy's net benefits, often through a pro-growth narrative that resonates with every-
day concerns. Linking policies to local, tangible issues and embedding them within wider 
agendas, such as inequality reduction or pollution mitigation, can increase their relevance, 
and proactively addressing likely criticisms helps pre-empt opposition. The Chilean carbon 
tax illustrates this approach, combining data-driven arguments about reduced externalities 
with compelling public health benefits tied to pollution mitigation (CHL_44, CHL_46). 
Well-calibrated content thus functions as a bridge between the technical substance of a 
policy and the lived concerns of its audience.

A third action point is to rethink the form of communication so that it engages rather than 
merely informs. Governments must move beyond purely informational, technocratic ap-
proaches toward more engaging strategies, which calls for the professionalization of commu-
nication, since “government is not a coms machine” (CHE_43), possibly through a dedicated 
unit. Experts also highlight the value of accessible language, value-based storytelling, appeals 
to identity and emotion, and diversification of outreach channels, as well as participatory 
mechanisms such as citizens’ assemblies, which move beyond formal consultations and foster 
deeper engagement and legitimacy (GBR_60). Taken together, attention to timing, content, 
and form reframes information provision from a compliance task into a core instrument of 
policy viability.

6.4.4 Socio-political polarization 
Socio-political polarization is a policy condition manifesting in socio-economic and political 
divides is deemed to comprise three dimensions: 1) socio-economic (segmentation along 
social class, income levels); 2) ideological (separation based on political beliefs and convic-
tions); 3) affective (intense emotional dislike and distrust of the opposing target group) (Nezi 
et al., 2023; OECD, 2021; Smith et al., 2024). While the first and second dimensions have a 
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substantial basis, the third one is often subject to pervasive political framing and manipula-
tion via media (“policy opposition was clearly a political project” (AUS_53)). This implies 
that support for the policy ceases to be a judgment on the merits and becomes a marker 
of political identity and ideological beliefs. This denotes the problem of ‘partisan capture’ 
vis-à-vis an issue-area, a policy, and/or authority, that is, the subjective identity-based fra-
ming of reality potentially leading to flawed judgements, poor decision-making, and affective 
resistance. Tackling polarization in climate policymaking, therefore, requires working simul-
taneously on participation, institutional architecture, democratic quality, and the information 
environment.

The general recommendations included the following action points. First, to ensure inclusiv-
ity and representativeness resulting in meaningful participation without “window dressing” 
via passive online publication of policy drafts on governmental websites (KOR_17). This im-
plies strengthening multistakeholder capacities institutionally (AUT_3, FRA_34, USA_6), 
for example through deliberative bodies such as France’s Citizens’ Convention for Climate 
(which came about in the aftermath of protests against carbon tax (formally known as Car-
bon Charge Component (2014)) and Germany’s Coal Commission deciding on the form 
and shape of the coal phase-out (2020), both of which brought together diverse stakeholders 
and produced actionable policy recommendations. 

A second action point is to boost coordination and cohesion both at the policy- and at the 
governance levels. This can be pursued through inter- and intra-ministerial coordination 
(KOR_58) for instance, following the model of a “super-ministry” approach in Switzerland, 
where the Swiss federal administration is organized into seven roughly equal departments. 
For example, Federal Department of the Environment, Transport, Energy and Communica-
tions (DETEC) illustrates efforts to streamline environmental, energy, and transport policy 
portfolios under a single institutional umbrella, reducing fragmentation (CHE_33). At the 
same time, clearer delimitation of federal and sub-federal powers remains crucial, as illus-
trated by tensions and policy variation in Canada’s carbon pricing framework where federal 
authorities clashed over carbon tax threshold with provinces (CAN_5, CAN_41, CAN_35); 
and the US Clean Power Plan (2012) imposing more ambitious climate policies than the 
state governments could agree to, sometimes creating regulatory overlap and inconsistency 
(USA_2, USA_59). 

A third action point is to address broader democratic deficits (e.g., institutional credibility 
and accountability; anti-corruption measures) in order to help dampen distrust often por-
trayed as a polarizing force (FRA_22, CAN_5). This is particularly pertinent in the context 
of developing countries-members of OECD in the sample – Mexico, Columbia, Turkey. The 
interviewed policy experts highlighted lack of transparency, corruption, and cronyism (espe-
cially in relation to extractive industries) as key obstacles for functioning of the institutional 
ecosystem (MEX_8, TUR_14). 
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The fourth suggested action point is closely related to the third one and targets specifically 
the affective dimension of socio-political polarization. It highlights the importance of a di-
verse media ownership structure that avoids both business concentration and state capture. 
For instance, in Australia, high levels of media concentration have been strongly associated 
with polarized climate debates especially at times of Australia’s carbon tax introduction 
(AUS_52, AUS_53), while in the United States partisan media ecosystems have contributed 
to entrenched divisions over Clean Power Plan (2014) and Affordable Clean Energy Rule 
(2019) (USA_2, USA_59). At the same time, in Turkey, the ever-increasing state influence 
over the media outlets has significantly limited balanced public debate in general and climate 
discussions in particular (TUR_14, TUR_18). 

6.4.5 Lack of climate change concern 
The lack of (or insufficient) climate change concern manifested in a low priority of climate 
action with respect to other (more pressing) issues, for example, costs of living (“end of the 
world vs end of the month” (FRA_34, DEU_47)), economic stability, security, unemploy-
ment, etc. Basically, this highlights the presence of distance – cognitive, experiential, geo-
graphic, material, temporal – between climate change and citizens (ITA_10). This condition 
itself is not a problem per se, but it does become problematic when experts articulate a ten-
sion between the urgency that climate science implies and the importance the issue actually 
has for mass publics whose consent and authorization public policies require ( JAP_13).

This ultimately boils down to the problem of legitimacy deficit: without a concerned constitu-
ency, governments lack a robust and legitimate mandate to impose costly measures (Wallner, 
2008). What makes low concern a problem rather than merely a fact about public opinion is 
the democratic premise that demanding policies must be authorized by, and answerable to, 
those they bind (2008, p. 425). This premise is heavily undermined when for mass publics, 
the issue does not have enough weight proportional with what is at stake (AUT_19). Simi-
larly, paraphrasing Beetham, legitimacy deficit denotes situations when policies are “only 
weakly supported by societal beliefs” (Amenta et al., 2012, p. 122). As Participant 3 (AUT_3) 
observes, this is “where reluctance transforms into resistance”. Closing this distance is, there-
fore, a precondition for any policy that asks publics to bear costs now for benefits that are 
diffuse and deferred.
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To bridge this perceived gap between climate change and individuals, it is essential to first 
relate the impact of climate change to day-to-day lives and make it pertinent to lived reali-
ties. Social advertisement can help explain in the accessible language the impact of climate 
change and translate seemingly far-occurring processes into everyday practices (for example, 
the Swiss Info-Sheet Series22). Second, make climate change-related a mandatory part of 
education curriculum. For example, since 2020 Italy (first country in the world) has intro-
duced climate change as a mandatory subject on the curriculum in pursuit of raising aware-
ness about the nature and impacts of climate change. This is especially needed in the regions 
used to natural disasters (e.g., earthquakes, tsunamis) since at times population does not see 
an extreme weather events as a product of human activity due to the ‘immunity to natural 
disasters’ which reigns all over Japan ( JAP_13) or Mexico (MEX_20). 

While formal education on climate change spreads the knowledge, it is also closely 
linked to shaping the system of values, that is, what the experts refer to as identity-wiring 
(ITA_49). This third approach to combat reluctance about climate change aspires to raise 
“a new climate-aware generation” (CAN_11) be it through formal education like in Italy 
or Mexico (which amended its constitution for more climate education) or popular science 
communication on decarbonization like in Costa Rica (CRI_41) where a set of 12 accounts 
of Costa Rican people living in different futures; in some of these futures, the climate actions 
we envision in our public policy are underway; in others, precisely what our plans aim to 
prevent has already happened. Identity-wiring thus anchors awareness-raising in values and 
imagined futures, making climate action part of “who people understand themselves to be” 
(COL_36) rather than an external demand imposed upon them.

6.4.6 Cross-cutting observations 
Figure 6.3 visually summarizes the results embedding them in the conceptual framework 
(Section 6.2.3) (for a more detailed summary see Appendix 6.4), and three main observa-
tions follow: 

22	 Information sheets on redistribution of the CO2 levy: accessed on 10/04/2026 via https://www.bafu.admin.ch/en/
co2-levy-private-individuals 
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First, the mode of action available is structured by the locus of the problem: problems located 
in policy design (affordability, asymmetric redistribution, and (largely) misperception) admit 
direct intervention; problems located in policy context (partisan capture, policy legitimacy 
deficit) admit primarily strategic orientation. This is not a coincidence: design problems are 
by definition addressed through design choices, whereas contextual problems require wor-
king on conditions that no single policy controls.

Second, the problems are interconnected. For instance, misperception and partisan capture 
overlap heavily: partisan capture often operates through the misperception of policy content, 
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Figure 6.3. Summary of the results populating the conceptual pathway.
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and resistant misperception is often a signal of partisan-captured framing. Affordability and 
asymmetric redistribution are two faces of the same distributive question: who pays and who 
is compensated. Recognizing these overlaps suggests that some action points work across 
multiple problems (e.g., visible redistribution mechanisms address both affordability and re-
distribution; participatory mechanisms address both partisan capture and legitimacy deficit), 
while others are problem-specific.

Third, the framework offers a practical implication: policymakers facing contention should 
diagnose which problem (or combination of problems) is at issue before reaching for action, 
because the appropriate mode of action differs. For example, a perceived-fairness problem 
cannot be addressed by escalation conditioning; a polarization problem cannot be addressed 
by communication alone. Hence, I argue that the systematic mapping of problem types to 
action modes is one of the principal practical contributions of the framework.

6.5 DISCUSSION

The first elicited problem – the problem of climate policy unaffordability – is frequently 
conceptualized by the literature under the umbrella of policy feasibility (Beiser-McGrath 
& Bernauer, 2019; Gärling, & Loukopoulos, 2007; Schrage & Haarstad, 2024). While both 
concepts are closely related and important for policy viability, they should not be conflated. 
Affordability here is distinct from (economic) feasibility: the former implies the relation 
between the resources of an individual/household and (non)material policy costs (e.g., dis-
posable income vs. carbon tax costs); the latter refers to policy costs considered in relation to 
(potentially) generated policy benefits ( Jewell & Cherp, 2023). Basically, two distinct logics 
are at play here – an “ability to pay” vs a “cost-benefit analysis”-logic, where in fact, the former 
bears the utmost importance for hard policy target audience (van den Bergh, 2010). Broadly 
speaking, inability of mass publics’ to meet the demands of climate policy even before the 
benefits are being generated is crucial. 

The challenge for policymaking here is that mass publics’ ability to meet policy demands 
is heterogenous, context-related and thus, highly dynamic. Consequently, even a widely-
praised approach of incremental increase in policy demandingness does not help mitigate 
contestation since it falls short of accounting for mass public capacity. The example of the 
Swiss carbon levy is an illustrative one: the policy incrementality was conditioned on meet-
ing emission targets but not on socio-economic parameters (e.g., fluctuating disposable 
income, inflation, etc.). While the interviewed policymakers acknowledged the merit of 
factoring in such parameters, their response was “climate policy is largely done by economists 
who are adepts of the Tinbergen’s law: one instrument – one target” (CHE_43), implying 
that adding extra parameters would “unjustifiably over-engineer the policy” (CHE_40) and 
redistribution mechanisms are in place to “restore justice where necessary”.



147

Climate Policymaking in Times of Contention: Experts’ Insights into Policy Viability

6

The problem of ineffective redistribution is in turn, widely acknowledged in the literature on 
climate policymaking (Carattini et al., 2018; Mildenberger et al., 2022; Renner, 2018). The 
elicited policy action points (i.e., visible and tangible rebates, earmarking, eco-social fusion) 
are also in line with the scholarly debates on this issue (Beiser-McGrath & Bernauer, 2019; 
Kallbekken & Aasen, 2010; Maestre-Andrés et al., 2019). However, as repeatedly evoked by 
the interview participants, what requires particular attention is the temporal gap between 
losses and benefits associated with a policy (both material and environmental). To this goal, 
for instance, the frequency of rebates in Canada was changed from annual to quarterly and 
this helped not only with expediency of payments but also with transparency of tax expendi-
ture. Earmarking also contributes to this goal and becomes widely encouraged to avoid such 
situations as, for instance, in Mexico, a 2025 review of federal budget noted that funding 
from environmental taxes has often been redirected to other infrastructure projects, includ-
ing oil and gas. Additionally, redistribution plays different roles in policy design depending 
on the instrument type. Thus, ‘carbon levy’ implies that almost all proceeds are redistributed 
while ‘tax’ requires special additional provisions to arrange this. Furthermore, introducing 
an extra tax is often more controversial than a levy since it offers an alternative, less burden-
laden framing. Ultimately, when it comes to redistribution, it is not only important how 
efficient it is but also how it is communicated and perceived, “policy benefits awareness is the 
key” (USA_2). 

As for the other three elicited problems (i.e., policy misunderstanding, partisan capture, 
and policy legitimacy deficit), the interviewed policy experts pinpointed that effectiveness 
of communication strategies comes as a common element in ensuring viability of climate 
policymaking (Badullovich, 2022). In democratic societies, the plurality of information 
sources makes it difficult for governments to control narratives; when official communication 
is ineffective, informational vacuums are often filled by competing or misleading messages, 
potentially amplifying contestation. While existing research suggests that widespread knowl-
edge and well-informed citizen support are not strictly necessary for the implementation of 
effective climate policies (Rhodes et al., 2014) , as elicited through the interviews, informa-
tion provision remains crucial for minimizing resistance and preventing the escalation of 
opposition. This challenge is compounded by varying levels of public concern about climate 
change, which may stem either from competing socio-economic priorities or from ideologi-
cal skepticism, both of which are closely tied to broader patterns of polarization (Bliuc et al., 
2015). 

While polarization is acknowledged by interviewees as an inherent feature of heterogeneous 
societies ( JAP_12, GBR_60, AUT_3), they problematize its intensification and instrumen-
talization for short-term political gains which can significantly hinder policy acceptance. 
In this context, the “legitimacy of the communicator” (CRI_1) becomes a foundational 
condition for effective engagement, as messages are more likely to resonate when conveyed 
by trusted authorities. Consequently, adaptive and targeted communication strategies (i.e., 
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capable of addressing diverse audience segments and tailoring frames to different value 
systems) are suggested as essential to navigating these complexities and fostering a more 
conducive environment for climate policy adoption (Areia & Tavares, 2026, pp. 8–9; Lacha-
pelle, 2017; Millar et al., 2021).

6.6 CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the elicited insights from policy experts reiterated that viability of climate 
policies depends not only on their substantive design but also on how policies interact with 
socio-economic conditions, temporal dynamics, and public perception. Accounting for socio-
economic heterogeneity is essential, as even incremental policy changes can impose uneven 
burdens across groups. Moreover, the temporal structure of policies matters — backloaded 
designs (e.g., those concentrating costs toward the end of a phase-out period (DEU_25, 
DEU_47)) may undermine perceived fairness and political feasibility, suggesting that the 
shape of the transition pathway is as important as the presence of gradual milestones. In this 
regard, aligning temporality with redistribution — starting with relatively low costs while 
ensuring rapid and visible compensatory mechanisms — can help ensure policy viability.

At the same time, disentangling policy content from its broader context remains inherently 
difficult, underscoring the need to address both simultaneously. Communication emerges 
as a cross-cutting element in this process, as there is often a significant gap between what 
a policy entails and how it is framed and perceived (Baranzini & Carattini, 2017; Gollier 
& Rohner, 2023). While information provision alone may not be sufficient to secure sup-
port, effective framing can play a decisive role, particularly in contentious reforms (Bez et al., 
2026; Muradova et al., 2020). As emphasized by de Vries (2020), successful communication 
strategies should “keep it simple, balance the message, and provide an action perspective”, 
thereby making policies more accessible and relatable for diverse audiences.

Finally, policymakers must navigate both short- and long-term horizons by combining 
targeted, actionable measures (e.g., effective redistribution mechanisms, incremental policy 
pathways) with broader structural interventions (e.g., tackling societal polarization and low 
climate-related literacy). The insights offered here should be understood as indicative rather 
than prescriptive, recognizing that policy design and implementation are deeply context-
dependent and require a great degree of policy adaptability. Rather than downplaying 
complexity, future efforts should explicitly acknowledge and engage with it (Driessen, 2026), 
embracing adaptive and context-sensitive approaches to advance effective and publicly ac-
ceptable climate policy, thus ensuring their viability.
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7.1 REVISITING THE PUZZLE

Hard climate policies (i.e., pricing and taxation, regulation, and phase-outs) are widely seen 
as central to ambitious decarbonization (Fernández-i-Marín et al., 2026; Stechemesser et 
al., 2024), yet they impose tangible costs and constraints on identifiable target groups and 
so generate the conditions under which public backlash is likely to arise (Patashnik, 2019; 
Patterson, 2023; Stokes, 2016). The ex-ante public acceptance literature has produced a rich 
catalogue of factors associated with stated policy support (Bergquist et al., 2022; Drews & 
Bergh, 2015; Maestre-Andrés et al., 2019), and the contentious climate politics literature 
has theorized the political logic of post-adoption challenge (Patashnik, 2008, 2019, 2023; 
Patterson, 2023). What the literature had not yet produced was systematic comparative 
evidence on public backlash across the broader population of hard climate policies. Exist-
ing work has accumulated detailed knowledge of high-profile episodes (e.g., France’s Yellow 
Vests (Driscoll, 2023; Martin & Islar, 2021), Australia’s carbon tax repeal (Copland, 2020; 
Crowley, 2017)) but has largely relied on single or small-N case studies, leaving the empirical 
baseline against which any subsequent claim should be assessed largely unmapped (Heyen & 
Wicki, 2024).

From this setting four interconnected gaps emerged, each structuring one of the empirical 
chapters of the thesis (Section 1.3). First, the field lacked systematic medium-N evidence on 
the prevalence of public backlash. Second, the conditions producing backlash had rarely been 
brought together in a single analytical frame combining policy-content and policy-context 
factors, and where both were considered they were typically treated as additive rather than 
configurational (Ejelöv & Nilsson, 2020; Lockwood, 2013). Third, the relationship between 
backlash and policy failure was asserted more often than examined, with backlash and failure 
often treated as a situation when “something went wrong” (Bovens & Hart, 2016; McCo-
nnell, 2010b, 2010a, 2015). Fourth, the practitioner perspective on what contestation is a 
problem of, and what can be done about it, was largely absent from the literature despite its 
centrality for policy learning (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2022; Hoppe, 2010).

The thesis addressed those gaps through a multi-staged medium-N comparative research 
design built around four interlocking papers sharing a common empirical sample of hard cli-
mate policies in OECD countries between 2009 and 2022. Chapter 3 mapped the prevalence 
and patterns of post-adoption public responses across 50 policy packages in 21 jurisdictions 
(Anisimova & Patterson, 2024). Chapter 4 identified the configurations of conditions under 
which contestation arises, drawing on fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA) 
(Ragin, 2009; Schneider & Wagemann, 2012) of 27 cases across 16 jurisdictions (Anisimova 
& Patterson, 2025). Chapter 5 examined the relationship between backlash and policy failure 
across the six confirmed backlash cases, using an adapted version of McConnell’s (McCon-
nell, 2010a, 2015) policy success/failure framework. Chapter 6 elicited how policy experts 
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problematize conditions of contestation and what action points they propose, drawing on 
structured interviews with 62 experts approached as “problem brokers” (Knaggård, 2015).

The chapters are not parallel stand-alone studies but sequential analytical steps on a coherent 
empirical base. The prevalence analysis (Chapter 3) furnished the population on which the 
configurational analysis (Chapter 4) operates; the six backlash cases identified in Chapter 
3 formed the comparative material for the policy failure analysis (Chapter 5); and the 
structured interview corpus assembled for Chapter 4 was read through an analytical lens of 
problematization in Chapter 6. This chapter brings the contributions together: Section 7.2 
presents key findings as responses to the four research sub-questions formulated in Section 
1.4. Section 7.3 distils three overall contributions of this thesis. Section 7.4 sets out broader 
implications that the findings prompt without being directly demonstrated by them. Section 
7.5 reflects on limitations and how they shape the interpretation of the work. Section 7.6 
outlines key avenues for future research.

7.2 SYNTHESIS OF FINDINGS

This section presents the key findings as direct responses to the four research sub-questions. 
The findings are reported with the level of confidence the underlying material warrants; 
observations that go beyond what the empirical work directly demonstrates are reserved for 
Section 7.4.

7.2.1 RQ1: �How prevalent is public backlash to adopted hard climate 
policies in OECD countries?

Chapter 3 established the empirical baseline of the thesis. Drawing on systematic qualita-
tive media content analysis of 50 hard climate policy packages across 21 OECD member 
countries between 2009 and 2022, the chapter developed a four-fold typology of public 
responses based on the dimensions of disapproval (sentiment) and mobilization (behavior), 
distinguishing acceptance, support, non-acceptance, and backlash (Anisimova & Patterson, 
2024). Applying this typology, public contestation was the exception rather than the rule 
in the sample: acceptance was the most frequent response (78% of cases), active support 
occurred in 6%, non-acceptance in 4%, and backlash in 12%.

Where backlash did occur, it clustered among carbon pricing/taxation policies and in the 
latter half of the study period, suggesting that increasing ambition and partisan dynamics 
may be reshaping the contestation landscape over time. Importantly, no clear link emerged 
between specific policy attributes (e.g., instrument type, gradualism, redistributive provisions, 
country) and the occurrence of backlash. This is itself a substantive finding: it points away 
from purely design-based explanations of contestation and toward configurational analysis, 
the move undertaken in Chapter 4.



155

Conclusion

7

7.2.2 RQ2: �Under which conditions does public backlash to hard climate 
policies arise at the post-adoption stage?

Chapter 4 moved from prevalence of public backlash to conditions under which it is likely 
to arise. Using fsQCA on a calibrated sub-sample of 27 cases, the chapter analyzed five 
conditions: socio-political polarization, climate change concern, policy demandingness, 
policy unfairness, and information provision, and demonstrated that no single condition was 
sufficient or necessary on its own (Chapter 4). Contestation was produced by combinations 
of conditions, with the combination of demandingness and unfairness emerging as the core 
configurational explanation, present in every solution pathway in both the conservative and 
intermediate solutions. The demandingness-unfairness core combined in different cases with 
socio-political polarization, lack of climate change concern, or absence of information provi-
sion were found to be conducive to public backlash.

Two implications follow for how the determinants of post-adoption contestation are to be 
understood. First, ex-ante findings on the importance of perceived burden and fairness for 
stated policy support (Carattini et al., 2018; Maestre-Andrés et al., 2019) receive ex-post 
comparative validation, which the survey-based literature had long suggested but could not 
confirm under real-world post-adoption conditions. Second, the conditions identified do not 
operate additively (as dominant regression-based work has tended to assume (for example 
Dechezleprêtre et al., 2022)) but conjuncturally: the same design feature produces different 
outcomes in different contexts and the same contextual factor produces different outcomes 
for different designs (Ragin, 2009; Schneider & Wagemann, 2012). This makes the question 
“why is this policy contested?” one that can be posed and answered configurationally, that is, 
taking into account a combination of conditions spanning both policy content and policy 
context.

7.2.3 RQ3: �When and to what extent does policy backlash lead  
to policy failure?

Chapter 5 examined the ambiguous relationship between policy failure and backlash. Draw-
ing on a structured comparative case analysis of the six backlash cases identified in Chapter 
3 (i.e., Australia’s Carbon Pricing Mechanism, Canada’s Federal Carbon Pricing System, 
France’s Carbon Charge Component, Mexico’s Carbon Tax, Germany’s Coal Exit Law, and 
the United States’ Affordable Clean Energy Rule) and using an adapted version of McCon-
nell’s (2010a, 2015) policy success/failure framework, the chapter documented substantial 
variation in both the degree and form of failure across cases. Two cases ended in outright 
policy failure (Australia, USA), three in conflicted success/conflicted failure (Canada, France, 
Mexico), and one in tolerable failure / resilient success (Germany).

The substantive insight is that backlash and policy failure are not synonymous. The cases 
that landed further from the failure end of the spectrum were not those that experienced 
the least intense contestation but those that adapted most effectively in response to it, for 
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example, through revised rebate forms in Canada, scheduled review provisions and structural 
transition support in Germany, and corrective measures in France and Mexico. Chapter 5 
therefore positions policy adaptability (i.e., the capacity of a policy to adapt to changing 
circumstances while delivering on policy goals), as a central determinant of policy outcomes 
in the face of backlash. This finding provides comparative empirical evidence for arguments 
developed in the policy durability and policy feedback traditions ( Jordan & Moore, 2020, 
2023; Lockwood, 2013; Patashnik, 2019, 2023).

7.2.4 RQ4: �How do policy experts problematize conditions of public 
backlash, and what action points do they see as needed  
to ensure policy viability?

Chapter 6 foregrounded policy implications. Drawing on thematic analysis of structured 
interviews with 62 policy experts across 16 OECD jurisdictions, and treating experts as 
“problem brokers” (Knaggård, 2015) who interpret public contestation rather than prescribe 
technical solutions, the chapter focused on problematized conditions (the underlying 
tensions experts identify) and policy action points (targeted, problem-oriented guidance 
taking the form of either direct intervention or strategic orientation). Five problems were 
articulated from the five conditions: policy unaffordability (from demandingness), ineffective 
redistribution (from unfairness), policy misinterpretation (from lack of information provi-
sion), partisan capture (from socio-political polarization), and policy legitimacy deficit (from 
lack of climate concern). Each was associated with a recurring repertoire of action points.

Across the five problems, the analysis surfaced a regularity worth highlighting. The location 
of the problem (be it policy design or policy context) structures the mode of action available. 
Problems located in design (unaffordability, ineffective redistribution, misinterpretation) 
admit direct intervention; problems located in context (partisan capture, policy legitimacy 
deficit) admit primarily strategic orientation. Diagnosing what specifically about backlash 
is the problem in a given case is therefore the prerequisite for any well-targeted policy re-
sponse, and it is what the action points are organized around. The expert reflections converge 
on a recognizably common repertoire: conditional escalation tied to evolving contextual 
parameters (Thalmann & Baranzini, 2006b); layering, bundling, and sequencing of policy 
architectures (Howlett et al., 2018; Pahle et al., 2018); visible and effective redistribution 
channels (Mildenberger et al., 2022); earmarking of revenues for thematically consistent 
purposes (Baranzini & Carattini, 2017; Kallbekken & Aasen, 2010); eco-social integration 
of climate and welfare policies (P. Bergquist et al., 2020); attention to the timing, content, 
and form of communication (de Vries, 2020); meaningful public engagement (Muradova et 
al., 2020) and longer-horizon work on climate-related identity and education (Bliuc et al., 
2015; Poortinga et al., 2019).



157

Conclusion

7

7.3 CONTRIBUTIONS

The thesis makes three key contributions: a theoretical, an empirical, and a policy-related 
contribution. 

7.3.1 Theoretical contribution 

Advancing understanding of public backlash as a distinct phenomenon  
and with complex implications for policymaking
The thesis makes an important theoretical contribution by advancing the existing under-
standing of public backlash as a specific form of contestation distinct from other types of 
public responses to hard climate policies. Backlash is identified to be a product of a configu-
rational interplay between specific policy content and policy context conditions. Chapter 4 
demonstrates that the conditions producing public backlash operate configurationally and 
that demandingness and unfairness form a core combination joined in different cases by 
polarization, lack of climate concern, or lack of information provision. Public acceptance 
research has typically estimated the independent effects of design features (revenue use, cost 
magnitude) and contextual factors (political trust, climate concern) on individual-level sup-
port, treating these as separable variables in regression frameworks (van den Bergh et al., 
2021; Dechezleprêtre et al., 2022; Maestre-Andrés et al., 2019). This approach provides a 
limited perspective on backlash as it does not capture the conjunctural logic by which the 
same design feature produces different outcomes in different contexts. 

Furthermore, the complex nature of public backlash is found to be manifested not only 
through detrimental effects but also through productive impacts on climate policymaking. 
More specifically, chapters 5 and 6 demonstrate how backlash can ensure policy viabil-
ity through activating much needed policy adaptability (the capacity to keep delivering on 
policy goals while the policy itself responds to changing circumstances). This addresses the 
conceptual conflation between policy durability and policy viability. The policy durability lit-
erature has tended to treat post-adoption resilience as the central property of well-designed 
policy ( Jordan & Moore, 2020, 2023; Patashnik, 2008), implicitly associating policy success 
with persistence in original form. Durability so defined privileges resilience: the ability to 
return to an earlier equilibrium after a shock (Capano & Woo, 2017, pp. 402–403). The the-
sis develops a different framing. Building on the long-standing contrast between resilience 
and robustness, that is, the capacity to perform tolerably well across a range of scenarios, 
including ones the policy designer did not foresee (Capano & Woo, 2017; Dryzek, 1983), 
the thesis argues that, for contention-prone climate policies, the relevant property is not 
durability through resistance but viability through adaptability. Chapter 5 develops the dis-
tinction empirically through the comparative case analysis. Chapter 6 elaborates it through 
the problematized-condition and action-point framework, in which design choices such as 
conditional escalation, sequencing, and visible redistribution are read as designed-in adapt-



158

Chapter 7

ability rather than as designed-in invulnerability. The contribution is to articulate viability as 
analytically distinct from durability and to specify what its empirical referents look like in 
the climate domain.

7.3.2 Empirical contribution 

Establishing a systematic medium-N evidence base on public backlash  
to hard climate policy
The thesis provides novel systematic medium-N evidence on public backlash to hard climate 
policies in OECD countries, addressing the absence of comparative empirical work flagged 
across the contentious climate politics and public acceptance literatures (Heyen & Wicki, 
2024; Patashnik, 2019; Patterson, 2023). Through the prevalence map produced by Chapter 
3, the thesis establishes a comparative empirical baseline against which subsequent claims 
about climate policy contestation can be assessed. The finding that backlash occurs in ap-
proximately 12% of hard climate policy cases, with milder non-acceptance in a further 4%, 
complements the case-based knowledge accumulated through detailed studies of high-profile 
episodes (e.g., Driscoll, 2023; Stokes, 2016) by situating those episodes within the broader 
distribution of post-adoption responses. The baseline provides a comparative reference point 
the field had been operating without, and it is established on a sample that does not select 
on the dependent variable. Additionally, the inclusion of OECD members often described 
as developing economies (Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Mexico, Turkey) — accounting for 
roughly 30% of the sample — also modestly addresses the over-representation of Global 
North cases in climate policy analysis (Heyen & Wicki, 2024; Roberts et al., 2020), though 
the sample remains weighted toward Global North democracies.

7.3.3 Policy-related contribution 

Providing a diagnostic vocabulary and action-point repertoire for navigating  
post-adoption contestation
The thesis offers a helpful approach and a set of practical reference points for navigating 
post-adoption contestation, addressing the gap between the generic best-practice prescrip-
tions common in policy-consultancy work (Craft & Howlett, 2013; Keele, 2019) and the 
contextually specific guidance practitioners actually need (Hoppe, 2010). 

The first element is a diagnostic vocabulary. The typology of public responses (Chapter 3), 
the five conditions of contention (Chapter 4), and the five problematizations of those condi-
tions (Chapter 6) together allow practitioners to ask of any given case: which response is 
this? (acceptance, support, non-acceptance, or backlash); which conditions are producing 
it? (and in which combination); and which underlying problem is at issue? (unaffordability, 
ineffective redistribution, policy misinterpretation, partisan capture, or legitimacy deficit). 
This vocabulary decouples the catch-all language of backlash into a more differentiated set 
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of diagnostic questions and links each diagnostic step to a specific analytical framework. It 
provides a structured way of identifying what contestation is a problem of before deciding 
what to do about it, a sequence the policy-design literature has long emphasized but which 
much policy-consultancy work lacks (Howlett et al., 2018; Knaggård, 2015).

The second element is a repertoire of action points. Chapter 6 develops policy action points 
as targeted, problem-oriented guidance that can take the form of either direct intervention 
(where the problem permits) or strategic orientation (where it does not), and matches each 
action point to the problem it addresses. The repertoire includes conditional escalation 
mechanisms tied to evolving contextual parameters; layered, bundled, and sequenced policy 
architectures (Howlett et al., 2018; Pahle et al., 2018); visible and effective redistribution 
channels (Mildenberger et al., 2022); earmarking of revenues for thematically consistent 
purposes (Baranzini & Carattini, 2017; Kallbekken & Aasen, 2010); eco-social integration 
of climate and welfare policies (Bergquist et al., 2020; Hujo, 2026); attention to the timing, 
content, and form of communication (Vries, 2020); meaningful participatory mechanisms 
(Muradova et al., 2020); and longer-horizon work on climate-related identity and educa-
tion (Bliuc et al., 2015; Hornsey & Fielding, 2020; Nezi et al., 2023). The contribution is to 
provide policymakers with policy options structured by problem and mode of action rather 
than by “best practice” in the abstract.

7.4 IMPLICATIONS

Beyond the findings and contributions discussed above, the thesis prompts three broader 
implications, that is, observations not directly demonstrated by the empirical material but 
supported by reading the four empirical chapters together and engaging with the broader 
literature.

7.4.1 �The “fear of backlash” narrative may be more politically constraining 
than the comparative evidence warrants

A first implication concerns the role of the fear-of-backlash narrative in contemporary cli-
mate policymaking. In the absence of comparative prevalence evidence, the most visible cases 
(e.g., Australia’s carbon tax repeal, France’s Yellow Vests) have come to dominate inferences 
about post-adoption contestation as a whole, contributing to what Stokes (2016), Patashnik 
(2019), and Patterson (2023) describe as a political climate in which anticipated risk of 
backlash shapes design choices ahead of any actual contestation. The findings of this thesis 
— an approximately 12% backlash rate in the sample, configurational rather than universal 
drivers, and substantial variation in backlash policy implications — suggest that the fear may 
exceed what the comparative evidence on OECD national hard climate policy in 2009-2022 
supports. The implication is that the political space for ambitious hard climate policy may 
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be larger than the fear-of-backlash framing has allowed (Lockwood, 2013; Patterson et al., 
2025).

This implication should be read with care. The prevalence of backlash differs across cases, 
instruments, and time periods. Contestation clusters in carbon pricing/taxation and in the 
latter half of the study period, suggesting that the conditions under which the fear-of-back-
lash framing is most acute are not uniform across the policy space. The thesis window also 
does not include the most recent post-Paris policy wave, whose contestation trajectories are 
still unfolding. Hence, it is important to be precise here: the evidence does not show that 
backlash is unimportant. It is real, it is consequential where it occurs, and the backlash cases 
illustrate this directly. What the evidence supports is the more bounded statement that, across 
this sample, backlash is not the modal outcome and its consequences vary. The implication 
is therefore not that public backlash should be discounted, but that the proportionality of 
the response to its anticipated occurrence is worth re-examining in light of the comparative 
evidence.

7.4.2 �Policy adaptability may help ensure viability of backlash-prone 
climate policy

Another implication concerns the property that ambitious climate policy should be designed 
for. The findings of Chapter 5, supported by the practitioner reflections in Chapter 6, pin-
point an important criterion which can help enhance viability of contention-prone climate 
policy – a policy capacity to adapt. The cases that continued delivering on their stated goals 
were not those that resisted change but those that adapted: for example, Canada through 
more visible redistribution, Germany through structural transition support and scheduled 
review, France and Mexico through corrective adjustments. Adaptability in these cases was 
not the failure of durability, it was the means through which the policy’s functional viability 
was preserved. The implication, embedded in the broader literatures on policy robustness 
(Capano & Woo, 2017; Dryzek, 1983) and policy adaptability under turbulence (Ansell & 
Trondal, 2018; Howlett & Kemmerling, 2017), is that the appropriate property of climate 
policy in the post-adoption phase is viability through adaptation rather than durability 
through resilience.

This implication aligns directionally with recent calls for adaptive, improvisational, and 
experimental climate governance (Paterson et al., 2026) and reframes what success looks 
like in this domain. The empirical material does not allow the thesis to claim that viability is 
always preferable to durability: there might be policy domains where durability remains the 
right criterion, and the conditions under which one property should be privileged over the 
other is itself a question to be addressed. What the thesis does support is the more balanced 
statement that, for the contention-prone hard climate policies it studies, the viability frame 
organizes the design conversation more usefully than the durability frame.
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7.5 LIMITATIONS

Three limitations warrant particular attention. They are boundary conditions that shape how 
the findings should be read and that point at the most promising directions for follow-on 
work (Section 7.6). 

7.5.1 Conceptual choices
Several conceptual choices in the thesis are defensible but contestable. The first choice con-
cerns how backlash itself is conceptualized and detected. Chapter 3 operationalizes public 
response along two dimensions (i.e., disapproval (sentiment) and mobilization (behavior)) 
each scored on an ordinal 0–3 scale, and classifies a case as backlash only when both di-
mensions cross a conservative threshold (≥2), with the underlying signal read off nation-
al-scope newspaper coverage treated as a “master arena” of public response. The finding that 
backlash occurred in roughly 12% of cases should therefore be read as the prevalence of 
backlash-as-operationalized-here, not as a threshold-free property of the sample.

A second set of choices concerns the five conditions analyzed in Chapter 4: policy demand-
ingness, policy unfairness, socio-political polarization, climate change concern, and informa-
tion provision. These were selected on theoretical grounds and then narrowed to conditions 
that could be calibrated comparably across the full case set; several plausible candidates that 
surfaced during case familiarization (e.g., economic grievance, prior contestation, disaster 
experience, cost visibility) were considered and ultimately set aside, partly because they could 
not be measured consistently across jurisdictions and partly to keep the configurational space 
tractable for fsQCA. A different or larger condition set could have produced additional 
pathways, which presents a promising avenue for future research.

A third choice concerns how the consequences of backlash are assessed in Chapter 5. The 
thesis evaluates what backlash does to a policy through the lens of policy failure rather than, 
for instance, climate effectiveness: it adapts McConnell’s policy success/failure framework 
and scores each case across the process, program, and politics dimensions rather than ranking 
cases by emissions abated or progress toward a mitigation target. The implication is that 
environmental performance enters only as one component of the program dimension, not 
as the main measure of outcome. For instance, Australia’s carbon pricing package illustrates 
the stakes of this choice: it delivered real short-term emissions reductions before repeal, 
yet registers as outright failure here precisely because the framework foregrounds a policy 
legitimacy and viability over its interrupted environmental performance. 

The bottom line is not that the choices are arbitrary — each is defended and explained in 
its respective chapter — but that the thesis conclusions about the prevalence, drivers, and 
implications of backlash hold relative to them, and that work adopting a different threshold, 
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condition set, or an outcome construct should be expected to refine the specific findings 
reported here.

7.5.2 Empirical scope
The thesis focuses exclusively on hard climate policies adopted at the national level in 
OECD member countries between 2009 and 2022. Each of these boundaries is substan-
tively defensible but each excludes other pieces of the puzzle. Sub-national instruments (e.g., 
the state, provincial, regional, and municipal policies) important to ambitious climate action, 
are not covered, even though sub-national contestation dynamics may differ from nation-
al-level dynamics in instructive ways (Marquardt et al., 2022). Furthermore, soft instruments 
(information campaigns, voluntary measures, subsidies) are excluded, although their con-
testation dynamics could provide informative contrast cases. Non-OECD jurisdictions are 
excluded entirely, and even within the OECD the sample remains dominated by Global 
North democracies despite including Mexico, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, and Turkey. The 
2009–2022 window misses the most recent post-Paris policy wave (the EU’s Green Deal 
Industrial Plan, the US Inflation Reduction Act, ongoing carbon pricing reforms), whose 
contestation trajectories are still unfolding.

The findings should therefore be read as describing post-adoption contestation in OECD 
national hard climate policy during this specific window, that is, neither generalized uncrit-
ically nor dismissed for failing to address what was not in scope. The boundaries also clarify 
the conditions under which the framework applies: where the political, institutional, and 
economic context resembles that of the sampled jurisdictions, the framework should hold; 
where it does not, the framework provides a starting point for adaptation. 

7.5.3 Evidence base
The thesis relies on three principal kinds of evidence: newspaper reporting (centrally for 
Chapter 3), structured expert interviews (centrally for Chapters 4, 5, and 6), and secondary 
documentation (across all four empirical chapters). Each carries specific limitations. News-
paper reporting may under-represent contestation that does not attract media attention 
(especially sub-national or intra-sectoral contention) and may over-represent contestation 
that fits prevailing media narratives. Structured expert interviews capture practitioner in-
terpretations of public perceptions rather than those perceptions directly: what Chapters 
4-6 report is what experts believe mass publics perceive, which is itself an interpretive lens 
(Knaggård, 2015). 

Three to six interviews per country, even with structured cross-national comparability, 
presents some limitations for case-specific claims about national dynamics, although it is 
sufficient for identifying recurring patterns across the sample. Secondary documentation is 
uneven across cases, with some jurisdictions far better documented than others. Consequent-
ly, the observed differences between cases may partly reflect variations in data availability 
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rather than substantive differences in policy or practice. The findings should therefore be 
interpreted as indicative rather than definitive, particularly for less-documented jurisdictions 
(e.g., Turkey, Japan, Poland).

7.6 AVENUES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Four avenues stand out as both necessary next steps for the study of public backlash to hard 
climate policy and as productive extensions of the analytical premise developed in the thesis. 
Each addresses a limitation identified in Section 7.5 or pursues a direction the present design 
could not.

7.6.1 Comparative extension to non-OECD jurisdictions
The first avenue is the comparative extension to jurisdictions outside the OECD, particu-
larly major emerging economies (Brazil, India, Indonesia, South Africa) and lower-income 
jurisdictions where climate adaptation may be politically more pressing than mitigation. 
Climate policymaking under different state capacities, democratic institutions, and political 
economies is likely to operate under different constraints and to generate different contesta-
tion dynamics (Roberts et al., 2020). This direction is necessary because the centrality of the 
demandingness-unfairness combination identified in Chapter 4 may be specific to OECD-
style political economies and cannot be claimed as a general explanatory configuration with-
out testing in different contexts. It would help the field move beyond the persistent Global 
North bias in climate policy analysis (Heyen & Wicki, 2024) and would accomplish the 
joint task of testing the framework’s external validity and enriching it with conditions more 
salient in different settings (political regimes, informal sector dynamics, extractive economy 
dependencies, donor-driven policy adoption). While the conceptual and methodological ba-
sis developed in the thesis transfers reasonably to such cases, the empirical findings may vary.

7.6.2 Sub-national extension
The second avenue is the sub-national extension. State, provincial, regional, and municipal 
climate policy is increasingly central to climate governance, and contestation at sub-national 
level may differ substantively from national-level dynamics: sub-national jurisdictions can 
be politically more homogeneous (potentially reducing contestation) but more directly 
exposed to specific community concerns (potentially amplifying it), and they often operate 
under tighter resource constraints that intensify affordability problems (Bulkeley & Betsill, 
2013; Marquardt et al., 2022). This direction is necessary because hard climate policy is 
also implemented at sub-national and local levels, and the national level analysis might not 
attend accurately to those dynamics. It would help identify the conditions under which the 
configurational framework holds at sub-national scale and which conditions are scale-spe-
cific. It would accomplish a useful methodological objective: testing whether the framework 
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operates as a stable explanatory structure across scales, or whether contestation operates 
through different conjunctions at different levels of government.

7.6.3 �Longitudinal extension for the empirical study of viability and most 
recent trends

The third avenue is the longitudinal extension. The 2009-2022 window captures contestation 
trajectories over a relatively short policy timeframe, and many of the cases studied in Chap-
ters 5 and 6 are still unfolding. Tracking the long-term trajectories of contested cases would 
allow the adaptability-viability link to be tested beyond the temporal boundaries of the pres-
ent design ( Jordan & Moore, 2023; Patashnik, 2023). This direction is necessary because the 
distinction between viability through adaptation and durability through persistence becomes 
visible only over time: a policy that has been adapted within five years may look different 
across fifteen, and the difference between adaptive functioning and persistence-in-form 
(i.e., resilience) cannot be evaluated within short windows. It would help clarify whether 
the cases identified as adaptive in Chapter 6 settle into stable post-adaptation forms and 
whether adaptive corrections preserve original policy goals or quietly displace them. It would 
accomplish the empirical specification of viability as a property of policy trajectories rather 
than of single post-adoption episodes, that is, moving the viability frame from a conceptual 
proposal toward a testable empirical claim.

Furthermore, extending the policy sample beyond 2022 is important for both empirical 
and substantive reasons. The most recent period has been marked by significant shifts in 
climate politics (Paterson et al., 2026), including heightened political contestation (Abrams 
et al., 2022), growing concerns about the distributional consequences of decarbonization 
(Bosetti et al., 2025), energy security challenges following geopolitical shocks (Fang et al., 
2023), and the rise of electoral backlash against certain climate measures (Stutzmann 2025; 
Pepin-Proulx 2025). As a result, patterns observed between 2009 and 2022 may not fully 
capture contemporary dynamics. Expanding the timeline toward the present would allow 
assessment of whether earlier trends persist, weaken, or reverse, thereby strengthening the 
study’s relevance and more directly connecting its findings to the evolving political context.

7.6.4 Integration of citizen-perception data
The fourth avenue is the systematic integration of citizen-perception data with expert-me-
diated evidence. The thesis worked with expert interpretations of public contestation rather 
than with public perceptions directly. Pairing expert problematizations with citizen-level sur-
vey, deliberative-forum, or ethnographic data would allow higher-level comparison of expert 
and public framings (Muradova et al., 2020) to test the findings of Chapter 6 and address 
the evidence-base limitation flagged in Section 7.5.3. This direction is necessary because the 
relationship between expert and citizen problematizations is itself a substantive question for 
policy learning research (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2022), especially when they diverge, as the 
divergence is itself analytically informative. It would help specify where expert problemati-
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zations capture publicly held concerns accurately and where they reflect professional culture 
rather than public sentiment. 

These four avenues do not exhaust the directions the thesis opens. The relationship between 
contestation and policy feedback (i.e., how specific contestation episodes reshape the po-
litical opportunity structure within which subsequent policies are made) is hinted at in the 
thesis but not systematically studied. The disaggregation of the five conditions into their 
sub-dimensions (e.g., distinguishing socio-economic, ideological, and affective polarization, 
or the content, form, and timing of information provision) would refine the configurational 
framework further. And the question of how policy adaptation actually occurs (e.g., through 
which institutional, electoral, deliberative, or administrative channels) would deepen the 
mechanism-side of the adaptability finding from Chapter 6. Together, these directions trace 
a research agenda that the thesis hopes to have made possible.

To conclude, climate change is the long emergency of our time, and the policies needed to 
address it are likely to remain politically demanding. The work of designing and implement-
ing such policies will not become easier as the climatic stakes rise. This thesis posits that 
contestation should be expected, not avoided; diagnosed, not catastrophized; and responded 
to with action calibrated to its specific configurational conditions. This might be not a 
comfortable message for either climate optimists who would prefer to imagine a politically 
frictionless transition or for climate pessimists who would prefer to treat backlash as proof 
that hard policy cannot work. This thesis aspired to contribute to a better understanding of 
backlash and its implications by offering an empirical baseline, a configurational explanation, 
an evaluative framework, a repertoire of action points, and a reframing of policy success 
around adaptive viability. Whether and how these advances prove useful in practice remains 
to be seen; by placing them on the table, I hope to contribute to an ongoing conversation 
that continues to inspire both further reflection and meaningful action.
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Chapter III.

Appendix 3.1: Categorization of Policy Instrument Types
We re-categorize the policy instrument types from the Climate Policy Database (CPD 
2023) to systematically identify and consolidate the relevant instrument types for our study 
(Table 3.A1.1, A1.2, A1.3). The Climate Policy Database draws together data from several 
other prominent datasets and reports including the Grantham Institute’s Climate Change 
Laws of the World, the International Energy Agency climate policy database, and the Sabin 
Centre for Climate Change Law databases. We sort this database based on our case selection 
criteria: OECD member country, relevant hard policy instruments, sectors of interest (i.e., 
general frameworks, electricity and heat), study period by date of policy decision (i.e., 2009-
2022), and mitigation policy objective. 
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REFERENCES:
CPD 2023 Climate Policy Database Codebook, 

version March 2023. NewClimate 
Institute, Wageningen University and 
Research & PBL Netherlands Environ-
mental Assessment Agency. URL: https://
climatepolicydatabase.org/sites/default/
files/2023-05/CPDB Codebook v1.2.pdf 
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Table 3.A1.1: Hard policy instrument types selected from the Climate Policy Database.
Policy category Instrument types included Explanation
Regulation •	 Regulatory instruments

•	 Formal and legally binding targets 
or strategy

•	 Codes and standards (e.g., sectors, 
products)

•	 Other mandatory obligations

Policies that control or regulate a process or 
activity enforced by an authority, comprising 
policies directly targeted towards such 
intervention rather than frameworks for taxation/
pricing and phase-outs.

Prices and taxation •	 CO2 and energy taxes
•	 Allowances and credits
•	 Emissions trading
•	 Other charges and tariffs

Policies that levy a tax or set a price (including 
other financial allowances and credits) to control 
or limit greenhouse gas emissions.

Phase-outs •	 Removal of fossil fuel subsidies
•	 Phase-out of fossil fuel production
•	 Technology phase-outs

Policies that specifically aim to phase-out fossil 
fuel production and use, or achieve other forms 
of regime change such as regarding electricity 
production (e.g., moratorium on nuclear energy 
production). 

Table 3.A1.2: Categorization of policy instrument types from the Climate Policy Database.
Hard policy category Instrument types distinguished  

for our study 
Instrument types in Climate Policy Database  
(see Table 3.A1.3)

Regulation •	 Regulatory instruments •	 Regulatory Instruments
•	 Formal and legally binding 

targets or strategy
•	 Formal & legally binding climate strategy
•	 Formal & legally binding energy efficiency 

target
•	 Formal & legally binding GHG reduction 

target
•	 Formal & legally binding renewable energy 

target
•	 Codes and standards (e.g., 

sectors, products)
•	 Codes and standards
•	 Building codes and standards
•	 Industrial air pollution standards
•	 Product standards
•	 Sectoral standards
•	 Vehicle air pollution standards
•	 Vehicle fuel-economy and emissions standards

•	 Other mandatory obligations •	 Grid access and priority for renewables*
•	 Monitoring*
•	 Obligation schemes*
•	 Other mandatory requirements*
•	 Auditing*

Prices and taxation •	 CO2 and energy taxes •	 CO2 taxes
•	 Energy and other taxes

•	 Allowances and credits •	 GHG emission reduction crediting and offset-
ting mechanism

•	 GHG emissions allowances
•	 Green certificates
•	 White certificates

•	 Emissions trading •	 Market-based instruments* [where applicable]
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Table 3.A1.2: Categorization of policy instrument types from the Climate Policy Database. (continued)
Hard policy category Instrument types distinguished  

for our study 
Instrument types in Climate Policy Database  
(see Table 3.A1.3)

•	 Other charges and tariffs •	 User charges
•	 Feed-in tariffs or premiums*

Phase-outs2 •	 Removal of fossil fuel subsidies •	 Removal of fossil fuel subsidies
•	 Phase-out of fossil fuel  

production Re-categorized from other instrument types where 
relevant

•	 Technology phase-outs

*Denotes ambiguous instrument types which we included only when they were clearly tied to other co-
present hard policy instrument types and the policy name and description suggested it was relevant to do so. 
This was performed at the subsequent interpretive screening stage. 
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APPENDIX 3.2: CASE SELECTION PROCEDURE

The case selection procedure, as explained in Section 3.1 Case Sampling is summarized 
below. 

Appendix 3.2: Case Selection Procedure 
The case selection procedure, as explained in Section 3.1 Case Sampling is summarized below.  

 

 

Figure 3.A2.1: Case selection procedure. 

 

  

Begin with Climate Policy Database 
(updated to end of 2022)

5,691 policies across 
195 countries

3,027 policies across 38 
countries

Screen for national climate policies in 
OECD countries

Screen for “Energy & Heat” and “General” 
policies with hard policy instruments

(prima facie)

334 policies across 38 
countries

Screen for hard climate policies 
(in essentia)

Conduct interpretative screening
(screening for policies that generate costs 

for mass publics)

Bundle related individual policies into 
packages to arrive at cases for analysis of 

contention

64 policies across 21 
countries

280 policies across 38 
countries

50 policy packages 
across 21 countries

Step 1:

Step 2:

Step 3:

Step 4:

Step 5:

Step 6:

Figure 3.A2.1: Case selection procedure.
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APPENDIX 3.3: CASE SAMPLE

Table 3.A3.1 lists the individual policies resulting from the case selection procedure de-
scribed in Section 3.1 Case Sampling and in Appendix 3.2 (i.e., 64 policies at Step 5 of 
Figure 3.A2.1), and how they were bundled into policy packages, where relevant, to arrive at 
the final sample (i.e., 50 cases at Step 6 of Figure 3.A2.1). 

Table 3.A3.1: Policy cases in the sample.
Case no. Country Policy no. Policy name Type of policy instrument (see 

Appendix 3.1)
1 Australia 1 Clean Energy Act 

Australia (2011)
Formal & legally binding climate 
strategy, CO2 taxes

2 Carbon Pricing 
Mechanism Australia 
(2012)

CO2 taxes

3 Carbon Pollution 
Reduction Scheme 
(CPRS) - Emissions 
Trading Scheme Australia 
(2012)

GHG emissions allowances

4 Clean Energy Future 
Plan Australia (2012)

CO2 taxes, Institutional creation, 
Strategic planning, Research & 
Development and Deployment 
(RD&D), Technology deployment 
and diffusion

2 Australia 5 Safeguard Mechanism 
Australia (2016)

Regulatory Instruments, Other 
mandatory requirements

3 Austria 6 Energy efficiency Act 
Austria (2014)

Target, Energy efficiency target, 
Formal & legally binding energy 
efficiency target

4 Canada 7 Fuel charge Canada 
(2019)

Fiscal or financial incentives, 
Energy and other taxes

8 Federal Greenhouse Gas 
Offset System Canada 
(2020)

Market-based instruments, GHG 
emission reduction crediting and 
offsetting mechanism

9 Greenhouse Gas Pollution 
Pricing Act Canada 
(2018)

CO2 taxes, GHG emission 
reduction crediting and offsetting 
mechanism, Energy and other taxes

10 Federal Carbon Pricing 
Approach and Backstop 
System Canada (2017)

CO2 taxes

5
Canada

11 Reduction of Carbon 
Dioxide Emissions from 
Coal-fired Generation of 
Electricity Regulations 
Canada (2012)

Sectoral standards
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Table 3.A3.1: Policy cases in the sample. (continued)
Case no. Country Policy no. Policy name Type of policy instrument (see 

Appendix 3.1)
12 Regulations Amending 

the Reduction of Carbon 
Dioxide Emissions from 
Coal-fired Generation of 
Electricity Regulations: 
SOR Canada (2018)

Regulatory Instruments, Codes and 
standards, Sectoral standards

6 Canada 13 Regulations Limiting 
Carbon Dioxide 
Emissions from Natural 
Gas-fired Generation of 
Electricity (SOR/2018-
261) Canada (2019)

Regulatory Instruments, Codes and 
standards, Product standards

7 Switzerland 14 CO2 Compensation Duty 
for Importers of Fossil 
Motor Fuels Switzerland 
(2014)

Other mandatory requirements

8 Switzerland 15 CO2 Act Switzerland 
(2013)

Target, GHG reduction target, 
Formal & legally binding GHG 
reduction target

9 Chile 16 Coal power phase-out 
plans Chile (2021)

Target, Regulatory Instruments, 
Other mandatory requirements

17 Bill on the prohibition of 
coal-fired thermoelectric 
plants Chile (2021)

Regulatory Instruments, Codes and 
standards, Sectoral standards

10 Chile 18 Carbon Tax Chile (2014) Fiscal or financial incentives, CO2 
taxes

11 Colombia 19 Law 1819 creating the 
National Carbon Tax 
Colombia (2016)

Economic instruments, Fiscal or 
financial incentives, CO2 taxes

12 Colombia 20 Resolution 40715/2019: 
Wholesale Energy Market 
with RES

Regulatory Instruments, Obligation 
schemes

13 Costa Rica 21 Decree No. 41578 
extending the national 
moratorium on oil 
exploration and 
exploitation Costa Rica 
(2019)

Fiscal or financial incentives, User 
charges

14 Germany 22 Fuel Emissions Trading 
Act (BEHG) Germany 
(2019)

Economic instruments, Market-
based instruments, GHG emissions 
allowances

15 Germany 23 Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Quota Germany (2015)

Other mandatory requirements
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Table 3.A3.1: Policy cases in the sample. (continued)
Case no. Country Policy no. Policy name Type of policy instrument (see 

Appendix 3.1)
16 Germany 24 German Coal Exit Law 

(Kohleausstiegsgesetz) 
Germany (2020)

Fiscal or financial incentives, 
Tendering schemes, Regulatory 
Instruments, Other mandatory 
requirements

17 Denmark 25 Tax Reform 2.0 Denmark 
(2009)

Fiscal or financial incentives, 
Energy and other taxes

18 Spain 26 Royal Decree Law 
15/2012 on Tax Policy 
Aimed at Energy 
Sustainability Spain 
(2013)

Energy and other taxes

19 Spain 27 Royal Decree 1565/2010 
on the New Tariff 
Regulation for the 
Production of Photovoltaic 
Electrical Energy Spain 
(2010)

Feed-in tariffs or premiums, 
Regulatory Instruments

20 France 28 Excise Tax on Energy 
Products France (2011)

Energy and other taxes

21 France 29 Excise Tax on Final 
Electricity Consumption 
France (2010)

Energy and other taxes

22 France 30 Carbon Charge 
Component France 
(2014)

CO2 taxes

31 Law on Energy 
Transition for Green 
Growth (Energy 
Transition Law) France 
(2015)

Infrastructure investments, CO2 
taxes, Retirement premium, 
Building codes and standards, Other 
mandatory requirements, Energy 
efficiency target, Formal & legally 
binding energy efficiency target, 
GHG reduction target, Formal & 
legally binding GHG reduction 
target, Renewable energy target, 
Formal & legally binding renewable 
energy target

23 France 32 Law on the End of 
Exploration and 
Exploitation of 
Hydrocarbons and 
Diverse Dispositions 
Related to Energy and 
the Environment France 
(2017)

Strategic planning, Regulatory 
Instruments

24 United Kingdom 33 Energy Act United 
Kingdom (2011)

Fiscal or financial incentives, 
Regulatory Instruments
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Table 3.A3.1: Policy cases in the sample. (continued)
Case no. Country Policy no. Policy name Type of policy instrument (see 

Appendix 3.1)
25 United Kingdom 34 Carbon Price Floor 

United Kingdom (2013)
CO2 taxes

26 United Kingdom 35 Finance Act United 
Kingdom (2011)

CO2 taxes

27 United Kingdom 36 The Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Trading Scheme 
Order United Kingdom 
(2020)

Economic instruments, Market-
based instruments, GHG emissions 
allowances

28 United Kingdom 37 Finance Act United 
Kingdom (2020)

Economic instruments, CO2 taxes, 
Energy and other taxes

29 United Kingdom 38 Energy Act United 
Kingdom (2013)

Infrastructure investments, Fiscal or 
financial incentives, CO2 taxes

30 Ireland 39 Finance Act 1992 – as 
amended by Finance Act 
(No. 1) of 2013 Ireland 
(2013)

Fiscal or financial incentives, 
Energy and other taxes

31 Italy 40 Taxing energy use Italy 
(2019)

Energy and other taxes

32 Italy 41 Abrogation of the legal 
regime applying to nuclear 
energy production Italy 
(2011)

Regulatory Instruments

33 Japan 42 Tax for Climate Change 
Mitigation Japan (2012)

CO2 taxes

43 Act Partially Amending 
the Law on Special Tax 
Measures (Tax Reform 
Act) Japan (2012)

CO2 taxes, Energy and other taxes, 
Tax relief

34 Japan 44 Act on Purchase of 
Renewable Energy 
Sourced Electricity by 
Electric Utilities (Law 
No. 108 of 2011) Japan 
(2012)

Grid access and priority for 
renewables, Net metering, Feed-in 
tariffs or premiums, Institutional 
creation, Obligation schemes

35 Japan 45 Thermal power plant 
emissions guidelines Japan 
(2013)

Sectoral standards

36 Republic of Korea 46 Transportation-Energy-
Environment Tax 
Republic of Korea (2015)

Energy and other taxes

37 Republic of Korea 47 Emissions Trading Scheme 
Republic of Korea (2015)

Market-based instruments, GHG 
emission reduction crediting and 
offsetting mechanism, GHG 
emissions allowances, CO2 taxes
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Table 3.A3.1: Policy cases in the sample. (continued)
Case no. Country Policy no. Policy name Type of policy instrument (see 

Appendix 3.1)
48 Domestic Emissions 

Trading Pilot Scheme for 
Korean Industries and 
Power Sector Republic of 
Korea (2015)

GHG emissions allowances

38 Mexico 49 Law on the Electricity 
Industry Mexico (2014)

Green certificates, Other mandatory 
requirements

50 Carbon Tax Mexico 
(2014)

CO2 taxes

39 Mexico 51 Energy Transition Law 
Mexico (2015)

Green certificates, Obligation 
schemes, Other mandatory 
requirements, Target, Renewable 
energy target, Fiscal or financial 
incentives, Formal & legally binding 
renewable energy target

40 Mexico 52 Guidelines establishing 
and issuing Clean Energy 
Certificates Mexico 
(2015)

Green certificates

53 Capacity and power 
auctions supported by clean 
energy certificates Mexico 
(2016)

Market-based instruments, 
Regulatory Instruments, Green 
certificates, Tendering schemes

41 Mexico 54 Emissions Trading System 
Mexico (2019)

Market-based instruments, GHG 
emissions allowances

55 Emissions Trading Scheme 
Pilot Project Mexico 
(2020)

Market-based instruments, GHG 
emission reduction crediting and 
offsetting mechanism, GHG 
emissions allowances

42 Poland 56 Energy efficiency Law 
Poland (2011)

Policy support, Regulatory 
Instruments, Institutional creation

43 Sweden 57 Act on Electricity 
certificates: Act No. 
2011:1200 and 
Regulation on Electricity 
certificates – Regulation 
No. 2011:1480 Sweden 
(2011)

Market-based instruments, Green 
certificates

44 Sweden 58 Government Bill 
(2009/2010: 172): 
Nuclear Power opening 
the way for a generation 
change & Government 
Bill (2009/2010:173): 
Nuclear Power Increased 
Liability Sweden (2011)

Regulatory Instruments, Codes 
and standards, Other mandatory 
requirements
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Table 3.A3.1: Policy cases in the sample. (continued)
Case no. Country Policy no. Policy name Type of policy instrument (see 

Appendix 3.1)
45 Sweden 59 An Integrated Climate 

and Energy Policy 
Sweden (2009)

Climate strategy, Formal & legally 
binding climate strategy

46 Turkey 60 Emissions Trading Scheme 
Turkey (2011)

Market-based instruments

47 Turkey 61 Electricity Consumption 
Tax Turkey (2019)

Energy and other taxes

48 United States of America 62 Clean Power Plan United 
States of America (2014)

Regulatory Instruments, Sectoral 
standards, Target, GHG reduction 
target

49 United States of America 63 Affordable Clean Energy 
(ACE) United States of 
America (2019)

Codes and standards, Vehicle fuel-
economy and emissions standards

50 United States of America 64 Carbon Pollution 
Standard (CPS) United 
States of America (2012)

Sectoral standards



208

Appendices (per Chapter)

APPENDIX 3.4: LIST OF NEWSPAPERS

The list of newspapers in Table 3.A4.1 is derived largely based on the media landscape 
overview conducted by the European Social Survey (ESS) European Research Infrastructure 
Consortium during the ESS Round 6 (version 4.0, May 2015) (ESS, 2012) and ESS Round 
8 (version 2.0, April 2018) (ESS, 2018). The ESS provides comparative cross-national data 
on social issues and therefore can be considered a trustworthy source for identifying news-
papers of quality in our study. These media landscape overviews provide a minimum of two 
quality daily national newspapers per country. Notably, this encompasses different political 
positions (i.e., left/right/center-oriented newspapers), because the primary selection criteria 
by the ESS is information quality and reputation. 

For the countries from our sample that are not within the ESS scope (i.e., Australia, Canada, 
Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Japan, Republic of Korea, Mexico, USA), relevant newspapers 
were compiled through review of national media landscapes in the existing literature and in 
consultation with country experts. Similarly, this strategy was applied to look for two ad-
ditional newspapers when necessary (following the procedure explained in section 3.2 Data 
Collection and Analysis).

Additionally, for the countries with several official/widely spoken languages (e.g., Switzer-
land, Canada, Costa Rica), the newspapers at least in two languages were selected, assuming 
that this will provide sufficient diversity of information (given relatively high level of political 
liberties and freedom of press in the countries of our sample by default). 

We use newspapers as a source of data to gain insight into public contention. We assume that 
major public and political contention has a good chance of being reported in public interest 
media, since free and open media (as in most cases in the study) is particularly amenable 
to controversial topics. This is further bolstered by seeking at least two and sometimes four 
newspapers, as well as further checks on signals of contention. Using newspapers to identify 
mobilization is an approach commonly used in social movements literature (e.g., databases 
such as ACLED, and Mass Mobilization Protest Data), which is reflective of our approach 
that draws on insights and practices from both climate policy and social movements litera-
tures. 

We intentionally refrained from using newspapers from the extremes of political spectrum 
as the quality of data is likely to decrease due to political bias (possibly substantially, but in 
ways that cannot easily be determined). Thus, while representativeness of different political 
positions is certainly one criteria, so is quality and reliability. Ultimately, our view is that 
sticking within newspapers close to the political center is the most reliable approach to meet 
both these objectives. 
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In our view, this does not detract from the likelihood of detecting instances of public conten-
tion that are meaningful at the scale of the political community because: 
1.	 we use multiple sources in each country to account for the fact that not everything will be 

reported in a single newspaper and there may be different levels of attention given in this 
regard,

2.	 we follow good practice in selecting newspapers of quality (Table 3.A4.1), and 
3.	 the countries in our sample are advanced industrial democracies with mostly high levels 

of political and press freedom (e.g., as reflected in OECD inclusion, and elsewhere in 
measures such as V-Dem). Although a small number may teeter on the edge, we expect 
the main newspapers to be fully or mostly independent and will at least approximate a 
relative diversity of coverage, and it is also difficult to justifiably vary the procedure for 
individual countries without the risk of creating further sources of bias that will be then 
impossible to assess. 

Nonetheless, we do not exclude the possibility that there could be situations where an in-
stance of substantial public contention went unreported and was not captured in our findings 
as a result. Although, for the reasons outlined above, we believe that this not likely to be 
common.
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Table 3.A4.1: List of newspapers (derived prior to beginning search). 
# Country Newspapers of record/quality
1 Australia* 1)	 Sydney Morning Herald (center)

2)	 The Australian (right-leaning)
3)	 The Age (left-leaning)
4)	 Australian Financial Review (right-center)

2 Austria 5)	 Der Standard (left-leaning)
6)	 Die Presse (right-leaning)
7)	 Salzburger Nachrichten (conservative)
8)	 Wiener Zeitung (liberal)

3 Canada 9)	 Toronto Star (ENG) (centrist and center-left)
10)	 The Globe and Mail (ENG) (slightly right-center)
11)	 National Post (moderately conservative)
12)	 La Presse (FR) (center-left or liberal-leaning)

4 Switzerland 1.	 Der Tages-Anzeiger (DEU) (center/center-left)
13)	 Die Neue Zürcher Zeitung (DEU) (conservative)
14)	 Corriere del Ticino (IT) (liberal)
15)	 Le Temps (FR) (center)

5 Chile 16)	 El Mercurio (conservative)
17)	 La Tercera (center)
18)	 El Confidencial (liberal)
19)	 El Diario Financiero (conservative liberalism)

6 Colombia 20)	 El Tiempo (center-left)
21)	 El Espectador (center)
22)	 Diario Oficial (neutral)
23)	 El País Colombia (center)

7 Costa Rica 24)	 La Nación (center)
25)	 El Financiero (right-center)
26)	 The Costa Rica News (ENG) (center)
27)	 El Mundo Costa Rica (right-center)

8 Germany 28)	 Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (liberal-conservative)
29)	 Süddeutsche Zeitung (liberal-left)
30)	 Die Zeit (center)
31)	 Die Welt (center-right)

9 Denmark 1.	 Politiken (center-left)
2.	 Berlingske (center-right)
3.	 Jyllands-Posten (center)
4.	 Kristeligt Dagblad (conservative)

10 Spain 32)	 El País (center-left)
33)	 El Mundo (center-right)
34)	 ABC (right)
35)	 La Vanguardia (liberal)

11 France (A)	Libération (left leaning)
(B)	 Le Figaro (right)
(C)	Le Monde (center-left)
(D)	La Tribune (liberal)

12 United Kingdom (i)	 The Guardian (center-left)
(ii)	 The Times (center)
(iii)	The Financial Times (center-right)
(iv)	 The Daily Telegraph (right)
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Table 3.A4.1: List of newspapers (derived prior to beginning search). (continued)
# Country Newspapers of record/quality
13 Ireland (v)		  Irish Times (center-left)

(vi)		  Irish independent (right)
(vii)		 Business Post (liberal)
(viii)	 The Sunday Times (conservative)

14 Italy (ix)		  La Repubblica (center-left)
(x)		  Corriere della Sera (centrist)
(xi)		  Il Sole 24 Ore (liberal)
(xii)		 Avvenire (conservative)

15 Japan (xiii)	 Yomiuri Shimbun (right-center)
(xiv)	 Asahi Shimbun(left-center)
(xv)		 Mainichi Shimbun (left-center)
(xvi)	 Nikkei (right-center)

16 Republic of Korea (xvii)	 Chosun Ilbo (right-center)
(xviii)	 Dong-A Ilbo (center)
(xix)	 JoongAng Ilbo (center-right)
(xx)		 Hankook Ilbo (center)

17 Mexico (xxi)	 El Universal (center)
(xxii)	 La Jornada (left-wing)
(xxiii)	 La Prensa (center)
(xxiv)	 El Financiero (center-right)

18 Poland (xxv)	 Gazeta Wyborcza (center-left)
(xxvi)	 Rzeczpospolita (center)
(xxvii)	 Dziennik Gazeta Prawna (center-right)
(xxviii)	 Puls Biznesu (center-right)

19 Sweden (xxix)	 Svenska dagbladet (center)
(xxx)	 Dagens nyheter (center)
(xxxi)	 Göteborgs-Posten (right-center)
(xxxii)	 Sydsvenska Dagbladet (center)

20 Turkey (xxxiii)	 Cumhuriyet (center)
(xxxiv)	 Hürriyet (center-right)
(xxxv)	 Sözcü (right)
(xxxvi)	 Habertürk (center)

21 USA (xxxvii)	 The New York Times (center)
(xxxviii)	The Wall Street Journal (center-right)
(xxxix)	 USA Today (left-leaning)
(xl)		  Washington Post (center-left)

*Australia is the only country where only two newspapers ended up generating a sufficient amount of data. 
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APPENDIX 3.5: SEARCH PROCEDURE

3.5.1 Search String Construction
The search string for collecting newspaper articles was derived according to the procedure in 
Figure A5.1. This approach aimed to positively derive an appropriate set of search terms, by 
which we mean that our focus was on developing suitable terms with scrutiny on the terms 
themselves, rather than conducting many different searches and comparing the results which 
would be very difficult to do and assess in practice. This is in accordance with the typical 
procedure for systematic qualitative searches/reviews. 

This procedure involved theoretical considerations (step 1), empirical considerations (steps 
2, 3), and application considerations (step 4). It also includes aspects of accuracy – that is, 
reaching the target (steps 1, 2, 3) and precision – that is, reducing noise (step 4). 

While the final version of the search string is presented in Section 3.2 Data Collection and 
Analysis, it took several rounds of refinement following Figure 3.A5.1 to be specific (i.e., 
both accurate and precise) but also inclusive (i.e., allowing for difference and variation across 
cases). For example, the term ‘opposition’ (and its linguistic derivatives) was originally in-
cluded but later proved to introduce too much noise because it included all aspects of politi-
cal opposition (such as opposition in general, and as a formal role in parliamentary systems). 
Searches were conducted with and without this term, checking for loss of specificity on the 
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rendered many irrelevant results due to its non-specificity. For the policy name, we initially used only 

Construct theory-derived search string 

Identify appropriate terms that could refer to the two 
analytical axes of the typology (i.e., ’mobilization’ 
and ‘disapproval’) by examining relevant literature 

(e.g., social movements, policy studies), and 
authors’ knowledge

Step 1:

Step 2:

Step 3:

Step 4:

Step 5:

Scrutinise search terms considering everyday 
language of media debates; Skim variety of media 
articles per country that refer to policy contestation; 
Decide if appropriate search terms are being used 
to capture the variables and indicators of interest

Consider appropriateness of search 
terms in reference to expected/everyday 

language of media communication

Consider appropriateness of search terms 
in different contexts (e.g., linguistically; 

appropriate ways of describing contention) 

Scrutinise search terms based on authors’ 
knowledge; Consult with policy experts from other 

countries to check appropriateness of search terms 
(including policy names); Conduct several trial 
search runs with some experts when possible

Conduct pilot searches and adjust search 
string if needed for precision

Apply search string to entire sample of 
cases and continuously reflect on whether 

any further adjustments needed

Systematically apply the final search string, also 
with case-appropriate policy names and colloquial 

descriptions (see section 2) to all cases

Exclude non-specific terms (e.g., ‘opposition’) that 
introduce noise (imprecision); Check with several 
known cases of contestation that the new search 

string readily captures contestation

repeat if 
needed

Figure 3.A5.1: Search string construction
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climate policy issues of relevance, and we could not observe any loss of accuracy while we did 
gain in precision. This was similar for the term ‘challenge’ which rendered many irrelevant 
results due to its non-specificity. For the policy name, we initially used only the formal name 
but quickly noticed that newspapers rarely use the official policy titles and therefore we also 
added colloquial terms more likely to be used by general audience (e.g., ‘carbon tax’ and its 
relevant translations), so we included both official and colloquial policy names in the search 
string. 

3.5.2 Search Procedure
In addition to the description of the search procedure in Section 3.2 Data Collection and 
Analysis, here we provide some further information on various aspects. 

Choice of NexisUni database:
We used NexisUni because it is an academically focused global database that enables system-
atic search and sourcing of newspaper articles through university library subscription access. 
It is therefore directly comparable to Factiva. NexisUni is considered to be an equal global 
standard database for newspaper data at our university and among universities in our coun-
try collectively (where there has been a shift in recent years towards NexisUni rather than 
Factiva). For example, another university has publicly stated that the interface of Factiva can 
have problems that lead to substantial underutilization of the database, and that there is a 
lack of transparency about how articles are selected/ included, and for this reason they now 
recommended using NexisUni (a view which our university library also subscribes to). 

Comparison between NexisUni and Factiva databases:
Nonetheless, during the review process, we were prompted to compare the NexisUni search 
performance to Factiva as an additional check (see Appendix 3.6). We therefore applied our 
search strategy two both databases (i.e., NexisUni and Factiva). 

Reflections on cases with little or no data:
For the cases where no data was found, we reflected at length on these cases, and sought to 
address this in multiple ways: 
1.	 We focus at the outset on developing a comprehensive but practical search string using 

terms that take into account different relevant terms (formal and anecdotal), appropriate 
translations into different languages, and contextual appropriateness in the way that is-
sues are discussed (Appendix 5.1), 

2.	 We carefully select four quality newspaper sources per country where we would expect 
open reporting of matters of public issue/concern, 

3.	 We begin with two newspapers and then expand the number of newspapers to four when 
we did not find results in the first round, again ensuring newspapers of quality,
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4.	 We conduct open-ended google searches using the same search terms to try to detect any 
further signals of contention that were not detected in the previous systematic newspaper 
searches, and 

5.	 We conduct a comparison search with an additional database (Factiva) to check whether 
there were any major differences (e.g., missing data), which we did not find. 

Hence, for those cases that did not return results, we therefore conclude that there were no 
detectable signals of major public contention. Therefore, following our theoretically driven 
approach focused on positively identifying contention, we conclude that these cases should 
be categorized as acceptance. This could occur for varying reasons as pointed out in Section 
2.2 (in a footnote) explaining the typology, and in Section 4.2 in the Results. Therefore, we 
are confident that the cases without data are genuine cases lacking contention. 

APPENDIX 3.6: SEARCH COMPARISON:  
NEXISUNI AND FACTIVA

The results of a comparison of searches performed on NexisUni and Factiva databases (see 
Appendix 5.2) is provided in Table 3.A6.1. This provides a form of robustness check of the 
database. The compararison suggests that overall NexisUni features an equal or slightly wider 
coverage of newspaper data for the purposes of this study. In the instances when Factiva 
renders more results, these returns are additionally screened for relevance. Most are hits from 
editorials that are prone to delivering ‘noisy’ results (i.e., the search string elements are pres-
ent not within an article but across the entire editorial). 
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Table 3.A6.1: Comparison of the same search performed in NexisUni and Factiva databases. 
Case no. Country Policy name & Year Returns  

in NexisUni
Returns  
in Factiva

Comment 
on negative 
discrepancy

1 Australia -	 Clean Energy Act Australia 
(2011)

-	 Carbon Pricing Mechanism Au-
stralia (2012)

-	 Carbon Pollution Reduction 
Scheme (CPRS) - Emissions 
Trading Scheme Australia (2012)

-	 Clean Energy Future Plan Austra-
lia (2012)

1891 1719 n/a

2 Australia -	 Safeguard Mechanism Australia 
(2016)

43 23 n/a

3 Austria -	 Energy efficiency Act Austria 
(2014)

1 0 n/a

4 Canada -	 Federal Carbon Pricing Approach 
and Backstop System Canada 
(2017)

-	 Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing 
Act Canada (2018)

-	 Fuel charge Canada (2019)
-	 Federal Greenhouse Gas Offset 

System Canada (2020)

305 602 NexisUni did not 
include the returns 
from ‘The Globe 
and Mail’ we 
included this in the 
consideration, we 
included into the 
pull, and the result 
does not change.  

Additionally, many 
returns from Factiva 
are from editorials, 
i.e., ‘noisy’/irrelevant 
returns

5 Canada -	 Regulations Limiting Carbon 
Dioxide Emissions from Natural 
Gas-fired Generation of Electricity 
(SOR/2018-261) Canada (2019)

10 0 n/a

6 Canada -	 Reduction of Carbon Dioxide 
Emissions from Coal-fired Gene-
ration of Electricity Regulations 
Canada (2012)

-	 Regulations Amending the Reduc-
tion of Carbon Dioxide Emissions 
from Coal-fired Generation of 
Electricity Regulations: SOR 
Canada (2018)

7 4 n/a

7 Switzerland -	 CO2 Compensation Duty for 
Importers of Fossil Motor Fuels 
Switzerland (2014)

3 4 Negligible difference
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Table 3.A6.1: Comparison of the same search performed in NexisUni and Factiva databases. (continued)
Case no. Country Policy name & Year Returns  

in NexisUni
Returns  
in Factiva

Comment 
on negative 
discrepancy

8 Switzerland -	 CO2 Act Switzerland (2013) 13 26 Included few 
additional findings 
for further Nvivo 
coding, but mostly, 
Factiva returns are 
from editorials, i.e., 
‘noisy’/irrelevant 
returns

9 Chile -	 Coal power phase-out plans Chile 
(2021)

-	 Bill on the prohibition of coal-fired 
thermoelectric plants Chile (2021)

9 1 n/a

10 Chile -	 Carbon Tax Chile (2014) 15 11 n/a
11 Colombia -	 Law 1819 creating the National 

Carbon Tax Colombia (2016)
13 14 Negligible difference

12 Colombia -	 Resolution 40715/2019: Wholesale 
Energy Market with RES

10 7 n/a

13 Costa Rica -	 Decree No. 41578 extending the 
national moratorium on oil explo-
ration and exploitation Costa Rica 
(2019)

0 3 No relevant 
(content-wise) 
additions were 
detected

14 Germany -	 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Quota 
Germany (2015)

3 0 n/a

15 Germany -	 Fuel Emissions Trading Act 
(BEHG) Germany (2019)

26 7 n/a

16 Germany -	 German Coal Exit Law (Koh-
leausstiegsgesetz) Germany (2020)

742 337 n/a

17 Denmark -	 Tax Reform 2.0 Denmark (2009) 26 0 n/a
18 Spain -	 Royal Decree Law 15/2012 on 

Tax Policy Aimed at Energy 
Sustainability Spain (2013)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.

19 Spain -	 Royal Decree 1565/2010 on the 
New Tariff Regulation for the 
Production of Photovoltaic Electri-
cal Energy Spain (2010)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.

20 France -	 Excise Tax on Energy Products 
France (2011)

13 17 No relevant 
(content-wise) 
additions were 
detected
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Table 3.A6.1: Comparison of the same search performed in NexisUni and Factiva databases. (continued)
Case no. Country Policy name & Year Returns  

in NexisUni
Returns  
in Factiva

Comment 
on negative 
discrepancy

21 France -	 Excise Tax on Final Electricity 
Consumption France (2010)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.

22 France -	 Carbon Charge Component France 
(2014)

-	 Law on Energy Transition for 
Green Growth (Energy Transition 
Law) France (2015)

430 139 n/a

23 France -	 Law on the End of Exploration 
and Exploitation of Hydrocarbons 
and Diverse Dispositions Related 
to Energy and the Environment 
France (2017)

3 1 n/a

24 UK -	 Carbon Price Floor United King-
dom (2013)

8 2 n/a

25 UK -	 Finance Act United Kingdom 
(2020)

11 17 No relevant 
(content-wise) 
additions were 
detected (+ some 
irrelevant references 
to Australia)

26 UK -	 Energy Act United Kingdom 
(2011)

65 38 n/a

27 UK -	 Energy Act United Kingdom 
(2013)

7 2 n/a

28 UK -	 Finance Act United Kingdom 
(2011)

13 16 No relevant 
(content-wise) 
additions were 
detected

29 UK -	 The Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Trading Scheme Order United 
Kingdom (2020)

10 11 n/a

30 Ireland -	 Finance Act 1992 – as amended 
by Finance Act (No. 1) of 2013 
Ireland (2013)

2 1 n/a

31 Italy -	 Taxing energy use Italy (2019) 3 1 n/a
32 Italy -	 Abrogation of the legal regime ap-

plying to nuclear energy production 
Italy (2011)

6 5 n/a

33 Japan -	 Tax for Climate Change Mitiga-
tion Japan (2012)

-	 Act Partially Amending the Law 
on Special Tax Measures (Tax 
Reform Act) Japan (2012)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.
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Table 3.A6.1: Comparison of the same search performed in NexisUni and Factiva databases. (continued)
Case no. Country Policy name & Year Returns  

in NexisUni
Returns  
in Factiva

Comment 
on negative 
discrepancy

34 Japan -	 Act on Purchase of Renewable 
Energy Sourced Electricity by 
Electric Utilities (Law No. 108 of 
2011) Japan (2012)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.

35 Japan -	 Thermal power plant emissions 
guidelines (2013)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.

36 South Korea -	 Transportation-Energy-Envi-
ronment Tax Republic of Korea 
(2015)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.

37 South Korea -	 Emissions Trading Scheme Repu-
blic of Korea (2015)

-	 Domestic Emissions Trading Pilot 
Scheme for Korean Industries and 
Power Sector Republic of Korea 
(2015)

0 2 No relevant 
(content-wise) 
additions were 
detected

38 Mexico -	 Energy Transition Law Mexico 
(2015)

28 21 n/a

39 Mexico -	 Guidelines establishing and issuing 
Clean Energy Certificates Mexico 
(2015)

-	 Capacity and power auctions sup-
ported by clean energy certificates 
Mexico (2016)

13 10 n/a

40 Mexico -	 Carbon Tax Mexico (2014)
-	 Law on the Electricity Industry 

Mexico (2014)

174 161 n/a

41 Mexico -	 Emissions Trading System Mexico 
(2019)

-	 Emissions Trading Scheme Pilot 
Project Mexico (2020)

13 10 n/a
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Table 3.A6.1: Comparison of the same search performed in NexisUni and Factiva databases. (continued)
Case no. Country Policy name & Year Returns  

in NexisUni
Returns  
in Factiva

Comment 
on negative 
discrepancy

42 Poland -	 Energy efficiency Law Poland 
(2011)

0 162 The seemingly 
significant 
discrepancy is a 
result of:
1) noisy returns for 
the homonymous 
nature of the word 
‘to challenge’ (in a 
sense ‘to oppose’) 
that also means ‘an 
issue’ in Polish);
2) there are many 
compiled news 
reports/editorials 
so key elements of 
the search string 
are present in one 
document but across 
different stories;
3) broad title of the 
policy so frequently 
it relates to Poland 
‘protesting EU EE 
initiatives’
=> no relevant 
(content-wise) 
additions were 
detected

43 Sweden -	 Act on Electricity certificates: Act 
No. 2011:1200 and Regulation on 
Electricity certificates – Regulation 
No. 2011:1480 Sweden (2011)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.

44 Sweden -	 Government Bill (2009/2010: 
172): Nuclear Power ope-
ning the way for a generation 
change & Government Bill 
(2009/2010:173): Nuclear Power 
Increased Liability Sweden (2011)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.

45 Sweden -	 An Integrated Climate and Energy 
Policy Sweden (2009)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.
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Table 3.A6.1: Comparison of the same search performed in NexisUni and Factiva databases. (continued)
Case no. Country Policy name & Year Returns  

in NexisUni
Returns  
in Factiva

Comment 
on negative 
discrepancy

46 Turkey -	 Electricity Consumption Tax 
Turkey (2019)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.

47 Turkey -	 Emissions Trading Scheme Turkey 
(2011)

0 0 No search results. 
This may be due to 
content restrictions 
on your academic 
account.

48 United States -	 Affordable Clean Energy (ACE) 
United States (2019)

2 3 No relevant 
(content-wise) 
additions were 
detected

49 United States -	 Clean Power Plan United States of 
America (2014)

116 66 n/a

50 United States -	 Carbon Pollution Standard (CPS) 
United States of America (2012)

1 0 n/a
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APPENDIX 3.7: �SCORING PROCEDURE  
AND EXAMPLES

Here we provide further explanation of how the typology presented in Section 2 (Figure 3.1) 
is operationalized (Table 3.A7.1) and applied using two examples (below) from Australia 
(Table 3.A7.2) and Canada (Table 3.A7.3). 

Operationalization of Typology
The scoring approach derives an intensity measure for the two axes (variables) of the typology 
(disapproval and mobilization) and then determines whether the variable of interest is present 
based on whether the intensity measure meets a threshold for detection. Ordinal indicators 
(0-3 scale) are used for each axis. Disapproval is comprised of indicators for policy dis-favor-
ability and government dissatisfaction. Mobilization is comprised of indicators for number of 
participants, directed action (including frequency, variety, and attention of policymakers), and 
goal specificity. The ordinal scores of the indicators are averaged for each variable (disapproval, 
mobilization) (i.e., summed and divided by the number of indicators) to provide an intensity 
score for the presence of the variable. This averaging approach weights all measures equally, 
with a final score within the same range as the individual measures (i.e., between 0-3), and 
without reducing the final product to zero if any of the measures scores as zero. 

To proceed with categorization (i.e., to transform the scores into categories), we then com-
pare the intensity score to a threshold (Table 3.A7.2). Given the conceptual anchoring of our 
approach in disapproval, we apply a conservative threshold of ≥2 for the (rounded) intensity 
measures of disapproval and mobilization derived using Table 3.A7.1 This is higher than 
the halfway point of the scale because we want to be sure that an instance of contention 
(involving disapproval and/or mobilization) is genuine. 

Overall, we draw inspiration for this operationalization approach and scoring procedure 
from social movement literature which offers insights into conceptualization and pragmatic 
operationalization of public contention (McAdam & Boudet, 2012) as well as its measure-
ment via the newspaper analysis (Earl et al., 2004; Soule & Earl, 2005) Additionally, well 
known databases as Mass Mobilization Database, Global Protest Tracker, Nonviolent and 
Violent Campaigns and Outcomes, and ACLED (Armed Conflict Location & Event Data) 
use newspaper data as sole or key sources. We aimed to take these approaches as a starting 
point to follow similar good practices, while also applying many of our own requirements for 
our specific focus. 

Mobilization 
Absent Present

Disapproval
Absent Acceptance Support
Present Non-acceptance Backlash

Figure 3.A7.1: Typology of public policy responses to climate policy
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A

The following Tables A7.2 and A7.3 provide examples illustrating the scoring and coding 
procedure using the cases of Australia’s carbon pricing policy (Case #1) and Canada’s carbon 
pricing (Case #4).

Example 1: Australia's carbon pricing policy package (Case #1)
Australia’s carbon pricing policy package is an interesting case with the most newspaper 
articles identified in search. From 1891 identified articles in total, 150 articles were selected 
for in-depth qualitative analysis. The richness of data can be explained by the case complexity 
as it includes both anti-policy activity as well as some activity in support of the policy and 
climate action in general. We do not treat this dual directionality numerically (i.e., against 
and for the climate policy package) as it would not make sense to assume that these actions 
could cancel each other out, and their co-presence is in fact reflective of the contention that 
occurred. Instead, we code and score the different sets of activity separately to gain a richer 
insight into the case while ultimately focusing on contention. 

Note: The items in the table are illustrative and non-exhaustive, and provided to give insight 
into the coding.

Table 3.A7.2: Thresholds for determining presence/absence of disapproval and mobilization based on 
the intensity scores.
Response Category Mobilization Score Disapproval Score Comment

Support ≥ 2 <2 Medium-high mobilization  
and absent-low disapproval 

Acceptance <2 <2 Absent-low mobilization and disapproval
Non-Acceptance <2 2-3 Absent-low mobilization  

and medium-high disapproval
Backlash ≥2 ≥2 Medium-high mobilization and disapproval

Table 3.A7.3: Australia’s carbon pricing policy package (Case #1).
Indicators Assigned 

scores of 
measures

Assigned scores 
of variables/axes

Data interpretation and comments
(excerpts from the data below)

D
isa

pp
ro

va
l

1. Policy dis-favorability 3 3 -	 Pronounced, large-scale dis-favo-
rability of the policy;

-	 NB: presence of country-wide 
instances of public support was 
detected as well (of lesser intensity 
comparing to the anti-policy res-
ponse)

	 => high level of dis-favorability [3]
2. Government dissatisfaction 3 -	 anti-Labor sentiments;

-	 claims of no confidence;
-	 calls for the government to resign;
-	 ‘for a year the polls were consi-

stently below 40%’
	 => high level of dissatisfaction [3]
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Total Score: [Mobilization; Disapproval] = [3;3]
Category: Backlash

Table 3.A7.3: Australia’s carbon pricing policy package (Case #1). (continued)
Indicators Assigned 

scores of 
measures

Assigned scores 
of variables/axes

Data interpretation and comments
(excerpts from the data below)

M
ob

ili
za

tio
n

1. People 3 3 -	 ‘11 convoys of trucks and thou-
sands of people’;

-	 ‘Convoys from dozens of regional 
towns’;

-	 ‘ About 200 trucks arrived in 
Canberra in convoys from around 
Australia’

	 => more than 10,000 participants 
[3]

2. Action 2.1. Frequency [3] 3 Unfolded over more than three months 
in multiple forms in connection with 
the wide media coverage and other 
forms of public attention
	 => highly sustained [3]

2.2. Multiple 
forms of action [3]

-	 Protests/ rallies/ truck convoys/ 
petitions/ mobs/ disruption of 
Parliament sessions/ attacks on 
political figures/ formation of new 
institutions/initiatives/ lobby in-
terventions/ bureaucratic forms of 
scrutiny (Freedom of Information 
requests);

-	 NB: occasionally same forms of 
action were used in support of the 
policy;

	 => highly diverse [3]
2.3. Attention of 
policymakers [3]

-	 Leaders of political parties (inclu-
ding the incumbent PM and the 
Opposition Leader); 

-	 members of parliament; 
-	 members of the government
	 => highly salient [3]

3. Goal 3 -	 Policy-specific (‘Axe the tax’ is 
the motto of the anti-policy cam-
paign)

	 => highly relevant claims [3]
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A

Example 2: Canada’s Carbon pricing policy package (Case #4)
Canada's carbon pricing policy package is another interesting and data-rich case. From 305 
articles identified, 115 were selected for in-depth qualitative analysis. This case also involved 
both anti-policy activity as well as some activity in support of the policy and climate action 
in general. Again, we do not treat this dual directionality numerically but instead focus on 
coding and scoring the different sets of activity separately to gain a richer insight into the 
case while ultimately focusing on contention.

Note: The items in the table are illustrative and non-exhaustive, and provided to give insight 
into the coding.

Table 3.A7.5: Canada’s carbon pricing policy package (Case #4).
Indicators Assigned scores 

of measures
Assigned scores 
of variables/axes 

Data interpretation and comments
(excerpts from the data below)

D
isa

pp
ro

va
l

1. Policy dis-favorability 2-3 2.25 => 2 -	 substantial, amount of evidence 
suggesting high level of policy 
disfavorability; 

-	 additionally, sizeable support for 
the policy and pro-climate policy 
agenda as such.

	 => medium-high level of disfavora-
bility [2-3]

2. Government dissatisfaction 2 -	 The disapproval rating of the 
incumbent government is record 
high;

-	 Lack of trust;
-	 The magnitude of disapproval at 

the federal level was somewhat 
dampened by substantial amount 
of disapproval channeled at the 
provincial level (NB: out of scope 
of this study).

	 => medium level of dissatisfaction 
[2]

M
ob

ili
za

tio
n

1. People 3 2.7 => 3 -	 Tens of thousands of participants;
-	 more than a thousand vehicles in 

total;
-	 tens of thousands took the streets;
-	 a cross-country cavalcade;
-	 150,000 signed a pledge; 
-	 7,600 joined the online commu-

nity
=> more than 10,000 participants [3]

2. Action 2.1. Frequency [3] 3 Sustained over more than three 
months in various forms 
	 => highly sustained [3]
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Total Score: [Mobilization; Disapproval] = [3;2]
Category: Backlash

Table 3.A7.5: Canada’s carbon pricing policy package (Case #4). (continued)
Indicators Assigned scores 

of measures
Assigned scores 
of variables/axes 

Data interpretation and comments
(excerpts from the data below)

M
ob

ili
za

tio
n

2.2. �Multiple 
forms of 
action [3]

-	 Protests; rallies; truck convoys; 
petitions; mobs; formation of 
new institutions/initiatives; lobby 
interventions;

-	 NB: same action forms were used 
in support of the policy

	 => highly diverse [3]
2.3. �Attention of 

policymakers 
[3]

-	 leaders of political parties;
-	 federal government;
-	 provincial government;
-	 local authorities;
-	 members of parliament;
	 => highly salient [3]

3. Goal 2-3 -	 Relatively policy specific claims 
coupled with substantial presence 
of broader claims based on re-
gional importance of fossil fuel 
industry (i.e., climate policy in 
general terms)

	 => �medium-high relevant claims 
[2-3]
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CHAPTER IV

Appendix 4.1. Data sources for conditions
This Appendix provides an overview of the data drawn on for scoring each condition, follow-
ing the procedure in Section 3.2, especially Figure 4.2. 

A1.1 Socio-political polarization

Scoring (i.e., weighing up all available evidence, also considering reliability/specificity of data):

Mandatory steps:
1. Expert interviews 1.	 3-5 expert interviews (varies per policy package)
2. Media articles 2.	 Keyword search [“polari*” and translations] through the archived media data ob-

tained from prior systematic search (Anisimova & Patterson, 2024)
3. Secondary datasets 3.	 Variable: ‘Party Polarization’ index in the Sustainable Governance Indicators data-

base (https://www.sgi-network.org).
4.	 Rationale: Consistent coding; full coverage (each country report contains section 

on this with a score; except for the new members: Colombia & Costa Rica – for 
these two cases the score was deduced based on the coding procedures for this SGI 
indicator).

5.	 Interpretation/translation:
1.	 0-3 (extremely high) → QCA category: fully in set;
2.	 3-5 (medium high) → QCA category: mostly in set;
3.	 6-8 (medium low) → QCA category: mostly out of set;
4.	 9-10 (extremely low) → QCA category: fully out of set.

Discretionary steps: Substantial reliable and specific data available. No further data collection required.
4. Academic literature N/A
5. Grey literature N/A
6. Policy documents N/A

Fully in set
(score: 1)

Mostly in set
(score: 0.67)

Mostly out of set
(score: 0.33)

Fully out of set
(score: 0)

Party polarization is 
entrenched and causes 
major difficulties for 
government seeking to pass 
legislation (e.g., deadlock, 
intense criticism) and deep 
polarization is also apparent 
in society.

Party polarization is 
persistent and causes 
difficulties for government 
seeking to pass legislation 
but agreement is 
sometimes found, and 
notable polarization is also 
apparent in society.

Party polarization can 
occur but ebbs and flows 
and areas of agreements 
are regularly found, and 
polarization is somewhat 
apparent in society.

Party polarization is 
not a significant issue, 
and polarization is not 
prominent in society.
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A1.2 Climate change concern

Scoring (i.e., weighing up all available evidence, also considering reliability/specificity of data):

Mandatory steps:
1. Expert interviews 6.	 3-5 expert interviews (varies per policy package)
2. Media articles 7.	 Keyword search [“climate concern*” OR “priorit*” OR “poll”] through the archived 

media data obtained from prior systematic search (Anisimova & Patterson, 2024)
3. Secondary datasets 8.	 Variable: Opinion polls rating

9.	 Rationale: It is hard to obtain reliable evidence in a form of a uniform indicator, 
therefore we resorted to data from opinion polls per country. In doing so, we ac-
count for the timeframe of implementation for each policy package individually and 
look for the evidence within this period to mitigate the dynamic nature of public 
opinion and possible ad-hoc prioritization of grievances by mass publics.

10.	 Interpretation/translation:
1.	 Top 3 (extremely high) → QCA category: fully in set;
2.	 Top 4-6 (medium high) → QCA category: mostly in set;
3.	 Top 7-10 (medium low) → QCA category: mostly out of set;
4.	 Outside of Top-10 (extremely low) → QCA category: fully out of set.

Discretionary steps: Further data collection required.
4. Academic literature 11.	 Not used as not the most efficient type for condition. 
5. Grey literature 12.	 Reports containing relevant opinion polls on public grievances/issues of concern 

during the time period relevant to policy contestation (availability and source varies 
per country).

6. Policy documents 13.	 Not used as not the most appropriate type for condition.

Condition Anchor points
Fully in set
(score: 1)

Mostly in set
(score: 0.67)

Mostly out of set
(score: 0.33)

Fully out of set
(score: 0)

Climate change 
concern

High climate change 
concern (within 
the top 3 common 
public concerns 
sustained over time).

Moderate climate 
change concern 
(within the top 10 
common public 
concerns sometimes 
gaining moderate 
traction). 

Low climate change 
concern (identifiable 
within the top 10 
common public 
concerns but with 
low traction).

Very low climate 
change concern 
(not within top 10 
common public 
concerns).



259

Appendices (per Chapter)

A

A1.3 Policy demandingness

Scoring (i.e., weighing up all available evidence, also considering reliability/specificity of data):

Mandatory steps:
1. Expert interviews 14.	 3-5 expert interviews (varies per policy package)
2. Media articles 15.	 Keyword search [“demand*” OR “stringen*” OR “cost*”] through the archived media 

data obtained from prior systematic search (Anisimova & Patterson, 2024)
3. Secondary datasets 16.	 Variable: ‘Policy Stringency’ index in the OECD Climate Actions and Policies 

Measurement Framework (https://oe.cd/dx/capmf ). 
17.	 Rationale: the most consistent and developed index on policy stringency to date 

from a structured and harmonized climate mitigation policy database. 
18.	 Interpretation/translation:
1.	 9-10 (extremely high) → QCA category: fully in set;
2.	 6-8 (medium high) → QCA category: mostly in set;
3.	 4-5 (medium low) → QCA category: mostly out of set;
4.	 0-3 (extremely low) → QCA category: fully out of set.

Discretionary steps: Substantial reliable and specific data available. No further data collection required.
4. Academic literature 19.	 N/A
5. Grey literature 20.	 N/A
6. Policy documents 21.	 N/A

Condition Anchor points
Fully in set
(score: 1)

Mostly in set
(score: 0.67)

Mostly out of set
(score: 0.33)

Fully out of set
(score: 0)

Demandingness Policy is understood 
by target groups and 
wider audiences to 
impose very high 
costs (e.g., economic, 
behavioral, 
symbolic), even if 
compensated or 
applied gradually.

Policy is understood 
by target groups and 
wider audiences to 
impose significant 
costs (e.g., economic, 
behavioral, 
symbolic), which 
are bearable with 
compensation or 
other design features.

Policy is understood 
by target groups and 
wider audiences to 
impose some costs 
(e.g., economic, 
behavioral, 
symbolic), but 
relatively low. 

Policy is not 
understood by target 
groups and wider 
audiences to impose 
notable costs.
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A1.4 Unfairness

Scoring (i.e., weighing up all available evidence, also considering reliability/specificity of data):

Mandatory steps:
1. Expert interviews 22.	 3-5 expert interviews (varies per policy package)
2. Media articles 23.	 Keyword search [“*fair*” OR “*just*” OR “redistribut*”] through the archived media 

data obtained from prior systematic search (Anisimova & Patterson, 2024)
3. Secondary datasets 24.	 N/A
Discretionary steps: Further data collection required.
4. Academic 
literature

25.	 Keyword search [“Policy name” AND “*fair*” OR “*just*” OR “redistribut*”] – selec-
tion and screening of up to 10 academic articles on Google Scholar 

5. Grey literature 26.	 Policy reports 
6. Policy documents 27.	 We examine policy design features of each policy package as stated in the official 

policy documents to identify attention to progressive and redistributive measures. 
28.	 Interpretation/translation:
1.	 Considerations of fairness in policy design are absent/completely ineffective (extre-

mely low) → QCA category: fully in set;
2.	 Policy contains some elements of fairness in its design, however, it has limited effect 

due to exogenous and/or indogenous factors (medium low) → → QCA category: 
mostly in set;

3.	 Policy is perceived as mostly fair as it is purposefully designed to ensure redistri-
bution. Occasional inefficiencies take place, some marginal room for improvement 
(medium high) → QCA category: mostly out of set;

4.	 Policy design is perceived as extremely fair due to its build-in considerations of 
fairness: via policy measures application and/or via robust & effective redistribution 
mechanisms put in place (extremely high) → QCA category: fully out of set.

Condition Anchor points
Fully in set
(score: 1)

Mostly in set
(score: 0.67)

Mostly out of set
(score: 0.33)

Fully out of set
(score: 0)

Unfairness Policy is understood 
by target groups and 
wider audiences to 
be deeply unfair and 
attention to fairness 
is absent in policy 
design.

Policy is understood 
by target groups 
and wider audiences 
to be somewhat 
unfair with limited 
attention to fairness 
in policy design.

Policy is understood 
by target groups 
and wider audiences 
to be only a little 
unfair with moderate 
attention to fairness 
in policy design.

Policy is understood 
by target groups and 
wider audiences to 
be broadly fair with 
significant attention 
to fairness in policy 
design.
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A

A1.5 Information provision

Scoring (i.e., weighing up all available evidence, also considering reliability/specificity of data):

Mandatory steps:
1. Expert interviews 29.	 3-5 expert interviews (varies per policy package)
2. Media articles 30.	 Keyword search [“inform*” AND “campaign*”] through the archived media data 

obtained from prior systematic search (Anisimova & Patterson, 2024)
3. Secondary datasets 31.	 N/A 
Discretionary steps: Further data collection required
4. Academic literature 32.	 Keyword search [“Policy name” AND “inform*” AND “campaign*”] – selection and 

screening of up to 10 academic articles on Google Scholar
5. Grey literature 33.	 Policy reports regarding government transparency and accountability vis-à-vis policy 

in question 
6. Policy documents 34.	 Interpretation/translation:

1.	 Lack of any dedicated attention to information provision to policy recipients about 
the policy by government (extremely low) → QCA category: fully out of set;

2.	 Some limited dedicated attention to information provision to policy recipients 
about the policy by government. For example, fragmented, questionable credibility, 
notable incompleteness, and/or major bias likely to affect the understanding of policy 
recipients (medium low) → QCA category: mostly out of set;

3.	 Notable dedicated attention to information provision to policy recipients about 
the policy by government. For example, information is relatively coherent, credible, 
and unbiased. However, remains limited in important ways such as insufficiently 
sustained over time, some important gaps in targeting remain, or limited impartia-
lity) (medium high) → QCA category: mostly in set;

4.	 Robust dedicated attention to information provision to policy recipients about the 
policy by government. For example, information is coherent, credible, and unbiased. 
It is also comprehensive in terms of being sustained over a relevant time period, 
information is accessible to policy recipients, and allowed for open debate (extremely 
high) → QCA category: fully in set.

Condition Anchor points
Fully in set
(score: 1)

Mostly in set
(score: 0.67)

Mostly out of set
(score: 0.33)

Fully out of set
(score: 0)

Information 
provision

Extensive 
information 
provision to 
target groups 
about the policy 
by government 
(e.g., credible, 
comprehensive, 
sustained).

Notable information 
provision to 
target groups 
about the policy 
by government 
(e.g., coherent, 
but perhaps only 
once-off or limited 
outreach).

Some limited 
information 
provision to target 
groups about 
the policy by 
government (e.g., 
fragmented, patchy).

Lacking information 
provision to target 
groups about 
the policy by 
government.
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kö

nn
en

 K
os

te
n 

de
r 

E
ne

rg
ie

lie
fe

ra
nt

en
 

au
f K

un
de

n 
üb
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wä

lz
t 

we
rd

en
?”

. B
ak

er
 

&
 M

cK
en

zi
e 

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l.

2)
 C

hr
ist

ia
n 

M
ay

er
 

(2
01

4)
. “

Th
e 2

01
4 

E
ne

rg
y 

E
ffi

cie
nc

y 
A

ct
: 

N
ew

 C
ha

lle
ng

es
 fo

r 
Su

pp
lie

rs
”. 

N
YC

 B
ar

 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n.

0,
33



268

Appendices (per Chapter)

C
on

di
tio

n 
4.

 U
nf

ai
rn

es
s: 

(co
nt

in
ue

d)
So

ur
ce

s
E

vi
de

nc
e

So
ur

ce
In

te
rp

re
te

d 
Q

C
A

 S
co

re
Po

lic
y 

do
cu

m
en

ts
A

us
gl

ei
ch

sb
et

ra
g 

pr
ov

isi
on

s (
Te

il 
6)

Bu
nd

es
-

E
ne

rg
ie

effi
zi

en
zg

es
et

z 
(2

01
4)

0,
67

C
A

LI
BR

AT
ED

 S
C

O
R

E
 F

O
R

 C
O

N
D

IT
IO

N
 #

4
0,

33



269

Appendices (per Chapter)

A

C
on

di
tio

n 
5.

 In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

pr
ov

isi
on

:
So

ur
ce

s
E

vi
de

nc
e

So
ur

ce
In

te
rp

re
te

d 
Q

C
A

 S
co

re
Ex

pe
rt 

in
ter

vi
ew

s
1)

 �“I
 m

ea
n,

 th
er

e i
s d

efi
ni

te
ly

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

pr
ov

id
ed

. W
e h

av
e a

 sp
ec

ia
l c

ha
lle

ng
e i

n 
A

us
tri

a <
…

> 
it 

wa
s 

als
o 

di
sc

us
se

d,
 w

id
el

y 
af

te
r o

ur
 fo

rm
er

 ch
an

ce
llo

r w
as

 fo
rc

ed
 to

 re
sig

n.
 Th

er
e's

 a 
lo

t o
f a

dv
er

tis
in

g 
by

 th
e 

go
ve

rn
m

en
t, 

an
d 

th
er

e's
 al

so
 a 

lo
t o

f s
or

t o
f p

ub
lic

 co
ns

ul
tin

g 
an

d 
a l

ot
 o

f m
on

ey
 is

 sp
en

t o
n 

th
is.

 A
nd

 th
e 

su
sp

ici
on

 is
 th

at
 th

e i
nt

en
t i

s t
o 

bu
y 

in
flu

en
ce

, t
ha

t y
ou

 g
et

 b
et

te
r p

re
ss

 co
ve

ra
ge

 if
 yo

u 
sp

en
d 

m
or

e m
on

ey
 

on
 ad

ve
rti

sin
g 

an
d 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

ca
m

pa
ig

ns
. P

ol
iti

cia
ns

 w
an

t g
oo

d 
pr

es
s c

ov
er

ag
e. 

So
 th

ey
 th

in
k 

th
ey

 h
av

e 
to

 sp
en

d 
a l

ot
 o

f m
on

ey
 o

n 
ad

ve
rti

sin
g. 

So
, f

or
 in

sta
nc

e, 
th

er
e h

as
 b

ee
n 

a m
ed

ia
 ca

m
pa

ig
n 

an
d 

pr
ob

ab
ly

 th
is 

is 
tru

e f
or

 se
ve

ra
l i

ni
tia

tiv
es

, b
ut

 d
efi

ni
te

ly,
 fo

r i
ns

ta
nc

e, 
fo

r t
hi

s c
lim

at
e b

on
us

. Th
er

e c
ou

ld
 b

e m
an

y 
wa

ys
 

of
 ed

uc
at

in
g 

an
d 

no
t  

ju
st 

m
ak

in
g 

ad
ve

rti
se

m
en

ts 
in

 n
ew

sp
ap

er
s a

nd
 o

n 
bi

llb
oa

rd
s b

ut
 th

at
 is

 h
ap

pe
ni

ng
. 

<…
> 

Th
er

e a
re

 o
th

er
 in

iti
at

iv
es

, b
ut

 th
e q

ue
sti

on
 is

 al
so

, y
ou

 k
no

w,
 h

ow
 m

an
y 

pe
op

le 
ar

e y
ou

 re
ac

hi
ng

? 
W

e h
av

e f
or

 in
sta

nc
e, 

a c
lim

at
e d

ia
lo

gu
e p

ro
ce

ss
 in

 o
ur

 m
in

ist
ry

, w
hi

ch
 is

 o
pe

n 
to

 st
ak

eh
ol

de
rs

 an
d 

als
o 

th
e p

ub
lic

 at
 la

rg
e. 

Bu
t t

he
y'r

e s
or

t o
f l

im
ite

d 
se

at
in

g, 
so

 p
ro

ba
bl

y 
lik

e 5
00

 p
eo

pl
e c

ou
ld

 at
te

nd
. I

t h
ap

pe
ns

 
fo

ur
 ti

m
es

 a 
ye

ar
. I

t's
 b

as
ica

lly
 d

isc
us

sin
g 

th
in

gs
 m

or
e s

tra
te

gi
ca

lly
, c

on
ce

pt
ua

lly
. I

t's
 n

ot
 li

ke
 th

e C
iti

ze
ns

 
A

ss
em

bl
y. 

So
 th

er
e i

s n
o 

m
an

da
te

 to
 d

ev
elo

p 
re

co
m

m
en

da
tio

ns
 an

d 
to

 su
bm

it 
th

em
 th

en
 to

 g
ov

er
nm

en
t. 

Bu
t b

as
ica

lly
 it

's 
a d

isc
us

sio
n 

an
d 

I'm
 su

re
 th

at
 th

ey
 w

ill
 al

so
 o

r t
ha

t t
he

y 
als

o 
co

ve
r t

he
se

 is
su

es
. B

ut
 it

's 
no

t t
ar

ge
tin

g 
a m

ea
ni

ng
fu

l p
er

ce
nt

ag
e”

1)
 In

t1
9

2)
 In

t2
4

3)
 In

t3

0,
67



270

Appendices (per Chapter)

C
on

di
tio

n 
5.

 In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

pr
ov

isi
on

: (
co

nt
in

ue
d)

So
ur

ce
s

E
vi

de
nc

e
So

ur
ce

In
te

rp
re

te
d 

Q
C

A
 S

co
re

2)
 �“I

 m
ea

n,
 o

f c
ou

rs
e, 

I m
ea

n,
 th

e l
aw

 w
as

 o
n 

th
e g

ov
er

nm
en

t w
eb

sit
e f

or
 m

on
th

s a
nd

 m
on

th
s. 

Th
er

e w
er

e 
pr

es
s m

ee
tin

gs
 ab

ou
t i

t. 
Th

er
e w

as
 a 

pr
es

s c
on

fe
re

nc
e a

bo
ut

 it
. B

ut
 it

 ju
st 

di
dn

't 
ge

ne
ra

te
 th

is 
m

ed
ia

 fr
en

zy
. 

A
nd

 I 
th

in
k 

in
 G

er
m

an
y, 

we
 sa

w 
th

at
 th

is 
m

ed
ia

 fr
en

zy
 w

as
 fa

r t
oo

 b
lo

wn
 o

ut
 fo

r w
ha

t e
xa

ct
ly

 it
 w

as
. 

A
nd

 th
e d

eb
at

e t
ha

t f
ol

lo
we

d 
wa

s q
ui

te
 h

or
rib

le,
 to

 b
e h

on
es

t. 
 B

ec
au

se
 it

 w
as

 so
 fa

r a
wa

y 
fro

m
 fa

ct
s a

nd
 

ac
tu

al 
po

lic
y 

m
ak

in
g. 

A
nd

 I'
m

 n
ot

 su
re

 w
he

th
er

 it
's 

a q
ue

sti
on

 o
f t

ra
ns

pa
re

nc
y. 

I t
hi

nk
 fu

nd
am

en
ta

lly
 th

e 
go

ve
rn

m
en

t w
ill

 co
m

e u
p 

wi
th

 a 
law

, t
he

n 
it 

pu
bl

ish
es

 it
, a

nd
 th

en
 th

er
e's

 ti
m

e t
o 

re
ac

t t
o 

it.
 A

nd
 th

er
e 

wa
sn

't 
m

uc
h 

re
ac

tio
n 

to
 it

.  W
he

th
er

 th
at

 eq
ua

te
s t

o 
a l

ac
k 

of
 sa

lie
nc

e -
 I 

do
n'

t t
hi

nk
 so

.”

3)
 �“I

 re
m

em
be

r a
t l

ea
st 

on
e c

am
pa

ig
n 

th
at

 w
as

 p
ub

lis
he

d.
 It

 w
as

 a 
ne

ws
pa

pe
r c

am
pa

ig
n,

 an
d 

als
o 

it 
wa

s 
in

 se
ve

ra
l n

on
-s

ta
te

 o
wn

ed
 el

ec
tro

ni
c m

ed
ia

 w
hi

ch
 w

as
 fo

rc
in

g 
th

e a
rg

um
en

t. 
Yo

u 
kn

ow
, i

t w
as

 a 
m

or
e 

ec
on

om
ic 

lib
er

al 
co

ns
er

va
tiv

e p
ar

ty,
 sa

yi
ng

 th
at

 w
e c

an
no

t c
om

pe
te

 w
ith

 o
th

er
s, 

bu
t w

e c
an

 co
m

pe
te

 
ag

ai
ns

t t
he

 lo
ss

es
. A

nd
 w

ith
 th

at
 el

em
en

t, 
we

 g
et

 effi
cie

nc
y. 

W
hi

le 
ha

vi
ng

 th
e s

am
e s

ta
nd

ar
d.

 I 
th

in
k 

it 
wa

s l
ik

e a
 sl

og
an

 “y
ou

 ca
n 

liv
e u

p 
to

 w
ha

t y
ou

 d
id

 b
ef

or
e a

nd
 th

er
e's

 n
ot

hi
ng

 yo
u 

ha
ve

 to
 w

ith
dr

aw
 fr

om
, 

bu
t y

ou
 ju

st 
be

 m
or

e e
ffe

ct
iv

e”
. K

in
d 

of
 o

pt
im

iz
in

g 
– 

th
is 

wa
s t

he
 m

es
sa

ge
 fo

r t
he

 in
du

str
y 

to
 re

m
ai

n 
co

m
pe

tit
iv

e”
. 

M
ed

ia
 

ar
tic

les
n/

a
n/

a
n/

a

Se
co

nd
ar

y 
da

ta
set

s
n/

a
n/

a
n/

a

Ac
ad

em
ic 

lit
er

at
ur

e
1)

 �E
ac

h 
an

d 
E

ve
ry

on
e´

s R
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 –

 E
du

ca
tio

n 
an

d 
A

wa
re

ne
ss

-r
ai

sin
g 

fo
r a

 S
us

ta
in

ab
le 

Fu
tu

re
  

Th
is 

str
at

eg
y 

wa
nt

s a
ll 

cit
iz

en
s t

o 
ac

tiv
el

y 
pa

rti
cip

at
e i

n 
th

e e
ne

rg
y 

sy
ste

m
. Th

e d
em

an
d 

fo
r c

lim
at

e-
fri

en
dl

y 
an

d 
en

er
gy

 effi
cie

nt
 p

ro
du

ct
s, 

se
rv

ice
s a

nd
 te

ch
no

lo
gi

es
 ca

n 
be

 en
ha

nc
ed

 b
y 

in
cr

ea
sin

g 
th

e a
wa

re
ne

ss
 an

d 
th

us
 

als
o 

sti
m

ul
at

in
g 

in
ve

stm
en

ts.
 B

y 
ra

isi
ng

 aw
ar

en
es

s, 
it 

is 
po

ss
ib

le 
to

 b
rin

g 
th

e i
m

po
rta

nc
e o

f c
lim

at
e p

ro
te

ct
io

n 
an

d 
en

er
gy

 effi
cie

nc
y 

as
 w

ell
 as

 h
ow

 to
 d

ea
l w

ith
 en

er
gy

 re
so

ur
ce

s t
o 

th
e p

ub
lic

. Th
e s

uc
ce

ss
 o

f t
he

 m
ea

su
re

s 
of

 th
e c

lim
at

e a
nd

 en
er

gy
 st

ra
te

gy
 st

ro
ng

ly
 d

ep
en

ds
 o

n 
th

e f
ac

t w
he

th
er

 p
eo

pl
e i

de
nt

ify
 w

ith
 th

em
 o

r n
ot

. 
H

en
ce

, i
t i

s v
ita

l t
o 

m
ak

e s
ur

e t
ha

t c
on

su
m

er
s a

re
 in

fo
rm

ed
 an

d 
in

clu
de

d 
in

 th
e p

ro
ce

ss
es

 o
f r

ea
ch

in
g 

th
e 

ta
rg

et
s a

nd
 ar

e m
ot

iv
at

ed
 to

 m
ak

e p
er

so
na

l c
on

tri
bu

tio
ns

.

W
ag

ne
r, 

P. 
(2

01
9)

 “Th
e 

Im
pl

em
en

ta
tio

n 
of

 
E

ne
rg

y 
E

ffi
cie

nc
y 

in
 

A
us

tri
a” 

T
U

-W
ie

n.

0,
33



271

Appendices (per Chapter)

A

C
on

di
tio

n 
5.

 In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

pr
ov

isi
on

: (
co

nt
in

ue
d)

So
ur

ce
s

E
vi

de
nc

e
So

ur
ce

In
te

rp
re

te
d 

Q
C

A
 S

co
re

G
re

y 
lit

er
at

ur
e 

1)
 �A

s a
n 

ad
di

tio
na

l o
bl

ig
at

io
n,

 en
er

gy
 su

pp
lie

rs
 w

ith
 m

or
e t

ha
n 

49
 em

pl
oy

ee
s a

nd
 a 

tu
rn

ov
er

 o
r t

ot
al 

as
se

ts 
of

 m
or

e t
ha

n 
E

U
R

 1
0 

M
io

 w
ill

 n
ee

d 
to

 se
t u

p 
an

 ad
vi

ce
 an

d 
co

un
se

lli
ng

 ce
nt

re
 in

 o
rd

er
 to

 in
fo

rm
 th

ei
r 

cu
sto

m
er

s a
bo

ut
 en

er
gy

 effi
cie

nc
y, 

en
er

gy
 co

ns
um

pt
io

n,
 en

er
gy

 co
st 

an
d 

en
er

gy
 p

ov
er

ty.

2)
 �M

or
e t

ha
n 

40
 A

us
tri

an
 o

rg
an

isa
tio

ns
 o

ffe
r e

ne
rg

y 
effi

cie
nc

y 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
se

rv
ice

s f
or

 co
ns

um
er

s. 
Th

e 
m

os
t p

ro
m

in
en

t o
f t

he
se

 is
 th

e A
us

tri
an

 E
ne

rg
y 

A
ge

nc
y. 

M
an

y 
or

ga
ni

sa
tio

ns
 ar

e a
ct

iv
e o

nl
y 

at
 th

e s
ta

te
 

or
 m

un
ici

pa
l l

ev
els

. A
us

tri
an

 u
til

iti
es

 al
so

 ru
n 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

ca
m

pa
ig

ns
 to

 en
co

ur
ag

e r
es

po
ns

ib
le 

en
er

gy
 

us
e. 

Th
e m

os
t i

m
po

rta
nt

 an
d 

in
no

va
tiv

e n
at

io
n-

wi
de

 ca
m

pa
ig

n 
is 

kl
im

aa
kt

iv,
 w

hi
ch

 is
 th

e A
us

tri
an

 
go

ve
rn

m
en

t’s
 cl

im
at

e c
ha

ng
e i

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

an
d 

gr
an

t p
ro

gr
am

m
e. 

Th
e p

ro
gr

am
m

e i
s o

ve
rs

ee
n 

by
 th

e 
M

in
ist

ry
 fo

r C
lim

at
e A

ct
io

n,
 E

nv
iro

nm
en

t, 
E

ne
rg

y, 
M

ob
ili

ty,
 In

no
va

tio
n 

an
d 

Te
ch

no
lo

gy
, a

nd
 m

an
ag

ed
 

by
 th

e A
us

tri
an

 E
ne

rg
y 

A
ge

nc
y. 

Th
e a

im
 o

f t
he

 p
ro

gr
am

m
e i

s t
o 

su
pp

or
t e

ne
rg

y 
effi

cie
nc

y 
an

d 
in

cr
ea

se
d 

us
e o

f r
en

ew
ab

les
 in

 al
l s

ec
to

rs
 o

f t
he

 ec
on

om
y, 

th
ro

ug
h 

di
re

ct
 g

ra
nt

 su
pp

or
t a

nd
 ac

co
m

pa
ny

in
g 

m
ea

su
re

s, 
su

ch
 as

 in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

an
d 

ad
vi

ce
. Th

e s
ub

-p
ro

gr
am

m
es

 o
f k

lim
aa

kt
iv

 ar
e d

es
ig

ne
d 

to
 su

pp
or

t A
us

tri
a’s

 
gr

an
t, 

re
gu

lat
io

n,
 an

d 
fis

ca
l m

ea
su

re
s a

nd
 to

 g
iv

e t
ar

ge
te

d 
in

ce
nt

iv
es

 fo
r t

he
 u

se
 o

f c
lim

at
e i

m
pa

ct
-

re
du

cin
g 

pr
od

uc
ts.

 k
lim

aa
kt

iv
 is

 an
 in

no
va

tiv
e a

dd
-o

n 
to

 co
m

m
on

 in
str

um
en

ts,
 in

tro
du

cin
g 

ta
rg

et
-g

ro
up

 
or

ie
nt

ed
 p

ro
gr

am
m

es
 in

 th
e a

re
as

 co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

an
d 

liv
in

g, 
m

ob
ili

ty,
 co

m
pa

ny
 p

ol
ici

es
, e

lec
tri

cit
y 

sa
vi

ng
 

an
d 

re
ne

wa
bl

e e
ne

rg
y 

so
ur

ce
s. 

By
 fo

llo
wi

ng
 a 

sy
ste

m
at

ic 
ap

pr
oa

ch
, k

lim
aa

kt
iv

 is
 d

et
er

m
in

ed
 to

 eff
ec

t a
 

br
ea

kt
hr

ou
gh

 in
 th

e u
se

 o
f c

lim
at

e-
fri

en
dl

y 
te

ch
no

lo
gi

es
 an

d 
se

rv
ice

s f
or

 in
cr

ea
se

d 
en

er
gy

-e
ffi

cie
nc

y 
an

d 
of

 re
ne

wa
bl

e e
ne

rg
y 

so
ur

ce
s, 

as
 w

ell
 as

 to
 ac

cr
ue

 th
ei

r m
ar

ke
t s

ha
re

s. 
kl

im
aa

kt
iv

 p
ro

gr
am

m
es

 d
ev

elo
p 

te
ch

no
lo

gi
ca

l a
nd

 o
rg

an
isa

tio
na

l s
ol

ut
io

ns
 ab

le 
to

 co
m

pe
te

 o
n 

th
e m

ar
ke

t, 
ta

ke
 ca

re
 o

f i
nn

ov
at

iv
e q

ua
lit

y 
sta

nd
ar

ds
 an

d 
pr

om
ot

e t
ra

in
in

g 
of

 al
l r

ele
va

nt
 g

ro
up

s. 
Im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n 

of
 th

e k
lim

aa
kt

iv
 p

ro
gr

am
m

es
 m

us
t 

be
 ac

co
m

pl
ish

ed
 w

ith
in

 se
t t

im
e l

im
its

 an
d 

re
su

lts
 in

 co
nc

re
te

 m
ea

su
ra

bl
e t

ar
ge

ts.
 Th

e a
im

 is
 to

 w
id

el
y 

in
tro

du
ce

 en
er

gy
 effi

cie
nt

 an
d 

cli
m

at
ef

rie
nd

ly
 te

ch
no

lo
gi

es
 an

d 
se

rv
ice

s i
n 

th
e fi

eld
s o

f c
on

str
uc

tio
n 

an
d 

liv
in

g, 
m

ob
ili

ty,
 co

m
pa

ny
 p

ol
ici

es
, e

lec
tri

cit
y 

sa
vi

ng
 an

d 
re

ne
wa

bl
e e

ne
rg

y 
so

ur
ce

s. 
 

1)
 C

hr
ist

ia
n 

M
ay

er
 

(2
01

4)
. “

Th
e 2

01
4 

E
ne

rg
y 

E
ffi

cie
nc

y 
A

ct
: 

N
ew

 C
ha

lle
ng

es
 fo

r 
Su

pp
lie

rs
”. 

N
YC

 B
ar

 
A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n.

2)
 A

us
tri

an
 E

ne
rg

y 
A

ge
nc

y 
(2

02
1)

. E
ne

rg
y 

E
ffi

cie
nc

y T
re

nd
s a

nd
 

Po
lic

ie
s i

n 
A

us
tri

a.

0,
67



272

Appendices (per Chapter)

C
on

di
tio

n 
5.

 In
fo

rm
at

io
n 

pr
ov

isi
on

: (
co

nt
in

ue
d)

So
ur

ce
s

E
vi

de
nc

e
So

ur
ce

In
te

rp
re

te
d 

Q
C

A
 S

co
re

Po
lic

y 
do

cu
m

en
ts

Ve
rb

re
itu

ng
 vo

n 
In

fo
rm

at
io

ne
n 

fü
r M

ar
kt

te
iln

eh
m

er
 u

nd
 B

ür
ge

r §
 1

3. 
(1

) D
er

 B
un

d 
ha

t d
ie

 U
nt

er
ne

hm
en

 
ge

m
äß

 §
 9

 u
nd

 §
 1

0 
un

d 
all

e e
in

sc
hl

äg
ig

en
 M

ar
kt

ak
te

ur
e a

uf
 g

ee
ig

ne
te

 W
ei

se
 ü

be
r i

hr
e P

fli
ch

te
n,

 ü
be

r 
ve

rfü
gb

ar
e E

ne
rg

ie
effi

zi
en

zm
ec

ha
ni

sm
en

, m
ög

lic
he

 E
ne

rg
ie

effi
zi

en
zf

ör
de

rm
ec

ha
ni

sm
en

 u
nd

 d
ie

 zu
r 

E
rre

ich
un

g 
de

s E
ne

rg
ie

effi
zi

en
zr

ich
tw

er
te

s f
es

tg
ele

gt
en

 fi
na

nz
ie

lle
n 

un
d 

re
ch

tli
ch

en
 R

ah
m

en
be

di
ng

un
ge

n 
um

fa
ss

en
d 

zu
 in

fo
rm

ie
re

n.
  

(2
) �D

er
 B

un
d 

ha
t E

ne
rg

ie
di

en
stl

ei
ste

rn
 u

nd
 U

nt
er

ne
hm

en
, d

ie
 E

ne
rg

ie
di

en
stl

ei
stu

ng
en

 in
 A

ns
pr

uc
h 

ne
hm

en
 

od
er

 E
ne

rg
ie

effi
zi

en
zm

aß
na

hm
en

 se
tz

en
, K

rit
er

ie
n 

fü
r M

us
te

rv
er

trä
ge

 zu
r V

er
fü

gu
ng

 zu
 st

ell
en

 o
de

r 
zu

gä
ng

lic
h 

zu
 m

ac
he

n.
  

(3
) �D

er
 B

un
d 

ha
t P

ro
gr

am
m

e z
u 

en
tw

ick
eln

, d
ie

 k
lei

ne
 u

nd
 m

itt
ler

e U
nt

er
ne

hm
en

 u
nd

 H
au

sh
alt

e d
az

u 
er

m
ut

ig
en

, s
ich

 E
ne

rg
ie

au
di

ts 
od

er
 E

ne
rg

ie
be

ra
tu

ng
en

 zu
 u

nt
er

zi
eh

en
 u

nd
 d

ie
 V

er
fü

gb
ar

ke
it 

vo
n 

ho
ch

we
rti

ge
n 

E
ne

rg
ie

au
di

ts 
fü

r a
lle

 E
nd

ku
nd

en
 zu

 fö
rd

er
n.

Bu
nd

es
-

E
ne

rg
ie

effi
zi

en
z-

ge
se

tz
  

(2
01

4)

0,
67

C
A

LI
BR

AT
ED

 S
C

O
R

E
 F

O
R

 C
O

N
D

IT
IO

N
 #

5
0,

67



273

Appendices (per Chapter)

A

APPENDIX 4.3. LIST OF INTERVIEW PARTICIPANTS

No. Sectoral role Country Policy Duration (min)
1 Policymaker Costa Rica Decree No. 41578 extending the national 

moratorium on oil exploration and exploitation 
(2019)

42

2 Policy analyst USA Clean Power Plan (2014); Affordable Clean 
Energy (2019)

49

3 Policymaker Austria Energy efficiency Act (2014) 78
4 Policy consultant France Carbon Charge Component (2014) 40
5 Policy consultant Canada Federal Carbon Pricing Approach and Backstop 

System (2018)
55

6 Policy analyst USA Affordable Clean Energy (ACE) (2019);
Clean Power Plan (2014)

48

7 Policymaker Chile Carbon Tax (2014); Coal power phase-out plans 
(2021)

49

8 Policymaker Mexico Carbon Tax (2014); Energy Transition Law 
(2015); Emissions Trading System (2019); 
Guidelines establishing and issuing Clean Energy 
Certificates (2015)

46

9 Policy analyst Mexico Carbon Tax (2014); Energy Transition Law 
(2015); Emissions Trading System (2019)

46

10 Academia, policy 
analyst

Italy Abrogation of the legal regime applying to nuclear 
energy production (2011)

45

11 Policymaker Canada Federal Carbon Pricing Approach and Backstop 
System (2018)

32

12 Academia, policy 
analyst

Japan Tax for Climate Change Mitigation (2012) 48

13 Academia Japan Tax for Climate Change Mitigation (2012) 50
14 Policy consultant Turkey Emissions Trading Scheme (2011) 49
15 Policy consultant Mexico Carbon Tax (2014); Energy Transition Law 

(2015); Emissions Trading System (2019)
45

16 Policymaker France Carbon Charge Component (2014) 33
17 Policy analyst Korea Emissions Trading Scheme (2015); 

Transportation-Energy-Environment Tax (2015)
35

18 Policy consultant Turkey Emissions Trading Scheme (2011) 42
19 Policymaker Austria Energy efficiency Act (2014) 30
20 Academia, policy 

consultant
Mexico Carbon Tax (2014); Energy Transition Law 

(2015); Emissions Trading System (2019)
46

21 Academia, policy 
consultant

Japan Tax for Climate Change Mitigation (2012) 40

22 Academia, policy 
consultant

France Carbon Charge Component (2014) 42
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No. Sectoral role Country Policy Duration (min)
23 Policymaker Mexico Carbon Tax (2014); Energy Transition Law 

(2015); Emissions Trading System (2019); 
Guidelines establishing and issuing Clean Energy 
Certificates (2015)

53

24 Policymaker Austria Energy efficiency Act (2014) 40
25 Academia, policy 

consultant
Germany Coal Exit Law (Kohleausstiegsgesetz) (2020); 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Quota (2015)
40

26 Policy consultant Colombia Law 1819 creating the National Carbon Tax 
(2016)

40

27 Policy consultant Colombia Law 1819 creating the National Carbon Tax 
(2016)

38

28 Policy consultant Colombia Law 1819 creating the National Carbon Tax 
(2016)

50

29 Policy consultant Turkey Emissions Trading Scheme (2011) 43
30 Policy consultant Turkey Emissions Trading Scheme (2011) 43
31 Policy consultant Turkey Emissions Trading Scheme (2011) 43
32 Policymaker France Carbon Charge Component (2014); Law on 

the End of Exploration and Exploitation of 
Hydrocarbons and Diverse Dispositions Related 
to Energy and the Environment (2017)

44

33 Academia, policy 
consultant

Switzerland CO2 Act (2013) 59

34 Academia, policy 
analyst

France Carbon Charge Component (2014) 57

35 Academia, policy 
consultant

Canada Federal Carbon Pricing Approach and Backstop 
System (2018)

55

36 Policymaker Colombia Law 1819 creating the National Carbon Tax 
(2016)

50

37 Academia, policy 
analyst

Italy Abrogation of the legal regime applying to nuclear 
energy production (2011)

43

38 Academia, policy 
analyst

Korea Emissions Trading Scheme (2015); 
Transportation-Energy-Environment Tax (2015)

48

39 Policy analyst France Carbon Charge Component (2014); Law on 
the End of Exploration and Exploitation of 
Hydrocarbons and Diverse Dispositions Related 
to Energy and the Environment (2017)

45

40 Academia, policy 
analyst

Switzerland CO2 Act (2013) 43

41 Policy analyst Canada Federal Carbon Pricing Approach and Backstop 
System (2018)

47

42 Policymaker, 
policy analyst

Colombia Law 1819 creating the National Carbon Tax 
(2016)

65

43 Policymaker Switzerland CO2 Act (2013) 42
44 Academia, policy 

analyst
Chile Carbon Tax (2014); Coal power phase-out plans 

(2021)
43
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No. Sectoral role Country Policy Duration (min)
45 Policy consultant Canada Federal Carbon Pricing Approach and Backstop 

System (2018)
40

46 Academia, policy 
consultant

Chile Carbon Tax (2014); Coal power phase-out plans 
(2021)

68

47 Policymaker Germany Coal Exit Law (Kohleausstiegsgesetz) (2020) 20
48 Policymaker, 

policy analyst
Costa Rica Decree No. 41578 extending the national 

moratorium on oil exploration and exploitation 
(2019)

61

49 Policy consultant Italy Abrogation of the legal regime applying to nuclear 
energy production (2011)

53

50 Academia, policy 
analyst

Germany Coal Exit Law (Kohleausstiegsgesetz) (2020); Fuel 
Emissions Trading Act (BEHG) (2019)

53

51 Policymaker Chile Carbon Tax (2014); Coal power phase-out plans 
(2021)

43

52 Academia, policy 
analyst

Australia Clean Energy Act (2011); Safeguard Mechanism 
(2016)

47

53 Policymaker Australia Clean Energy Act (2011); Safeguard Mechanism 
(2016)

65

54 Policymaker Costa Rica Decree No. 41578 extending the national 
moratorium on oil exploration and exploitation 
(2019)

51

55 Policymaker Costa Rica Decree No. 41578 extending the national 
moratorium on oil exploration and exploitation 
(2019)

46

56 Policymaker Australia Safeguard Mechanism (2016) 41
57 Policy consultant UK Energy Act (2011, 2013); Carbon Price Floor 

(2013); The Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trading 
Scheme Order (2020)

54

58 Academia Korea Emissions Trading Scheme (2015) 48
59 Academia, policy 

consultant
USA Clean Power Plan (2014); Affordable Clean 

Energy (2019)
47

60 Policymaker, 
policy analyst, 
academia

UK Energy Act (2011, 2013); Carbon Price Floor 
(2013); The Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trading 
Scheme Order (2020); Finance Act (2020)

49

61 Academia, policy 
consultant

Costa Rica Decree No. 41578 extending the national 
moratorium on oil exploration and exploitation 
(2019)

51

62 Academia, policy 
analyst

UK Carbon Price Floor (2013);
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trading Scheme 
Order (2020)

54
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APPENDIX 4.4. INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

Context specific conditions:
1.	 To what extent was the political environment polarized when the enactment of Policy Y took place?

1.	 Probe: ideological/affective perspectives
Low -> Medium Low -> Medium High -> High

2.	 In your understanding, were there any other significant public grievances also occurring in Country X at the 
time that Policy Y was being implemented/enacted? 
1.	 Probe: economic downturn, cultural conflicts

3.	 To what extent is public contestation part of the political culture in Country X?
Low -> Medium Low -> Medium High -> High

1.	 Follow-up question: Were there any other prior experience of public contestation related to climate 
policy (protest/mobilization) before this?

4.	 Zooming out further, to what extent have international and supranational climate agreements put pressure 
on national climate policymaking in Country X?
Low -> Medium Low -> Medium High -> High

Policy specific conditions:
5.	 To what extent were citizens involved in the policymaking process of Policy Y?

Low -> Medium Low -> Medium High -> High

6.	 To what extent were the costs associated with Policy Y high for people in Country X? (both from material/
non-material perspectives):
1.	 Probe: material (e.g., economic, financial)/non-material (e.g., symbolic, cultural, emotional)
Low -> Medium Low -> Medium High -> High

2.	 Follow-up question: To what extent were the policy costs perceived as high by people in Country X?
7.	 To what extent was Policy Y seen as fair by people in Country X regarding the distribution of costs and 

benefits?
1.	 Probe: Why? Progressive/regressive nature; cultural and entanglement-related factors (e.g., threat to 

group identity, subjective social status decline, overlooked needs/dependencies)

Extremely unfair -> Relatively unfair -> Relatively fair -> Totally fair
8.	 To what extent were policy costs transparent and explicit for people affected by it?

Low -> Medium Low -> Medium High -> High

9.	 To what extent was Policy Y well communicated to people affected by it?
Low -> Medium Low -> Medium High -> High

10.	 Were there any other important problems in the implementation of Policy Y?
1.	 Probe: processual characteristics (e.g., adequacy of planning, smoothness of coordination, institutional 

readiness)
Concluding questions:

1.	 Summing up, based on your experience, what are the key drivers of policy contention when it comes to 
climate policy?

2.	 Would you like to add anything else that we have not discussed yet?
3.	 Is there anyone else you could recommend talking to about this policy?
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APPENDIX 4.5. CALIBRATED DATA PER CASE

A5.1 Summary table

Cases Conditions
No. ID OUTCOME POLAR CONCERN DEMAND UNFAIR INFO
1 B_Aus2011 1,00 1,00 0,33 0,67 0,67 0,00
2 A_Aus2016 0,33 0,67 0,67 0,33 0,33 0,67
3 A_Austr2014 0,33 0,33 0,67 0,67 0,33 0,67
4 B_Can2018 1,00 0,33 1,00 1,00 0,67 0,67
5 A_Chile2014 0,33 0,33 0,33 0,33 0,33 0,67
6 A_Chile2021 0,33 0,67 0,33 0,33 0,67 0,67
7 A_Col2016 0,33 0,67 0,00 0,00 0,67 0,00
8 A_CostR2019 0,33 0,33 0,67 0,33 0,33 0,67
9 A_Deu2015 0,33 0,33 0,33 0,67 0,33 0,00
10 A_Deu2019 0,33 0,33 0,67 0,67 0,33 0,33
11 B_Deu2020 1,00 0,33 0,67 0,33 0,33 0,67
12 B_Fran2014 1,00 0,67 0,67 1,00 1,00 0,00
13 A_Fran2017 0,33 1,00 0,67 0,33 0,67 0,00
14 A_Jap2012 0,33 0,33 0,33 0,33 0,67 0,00
15 A_Kor2015 0,33 0,67 0,67 0,33 0,33 0,00
16 A_Kor2015* 0,33 0,67 0,67 0,00 1,00 0,00
17 S_Ital2011 0,00 0,33 0,33 0,00 0,00 0,33
18 B_Mex2014 1,00 0,67 0,33 1,00 1,00 0,00
19 S_Mex2015 0,00 0,67 0,33 0,33 0,33 0,33
20 A_Mex2019 0,33 0,67 0,33 0,67 0,33 0,67
21 A_Turk2011 0,33 0,00 0,33 0,00 0,67 0,00
22 A_Swiss2013 0,33 0,00 0,67 0,67 0,00 0,67
23 N_UK2011 0,67 0,33 0,33 0,67 0,67 0,00
24 N_UK2013 0,67 0,33 0,33 0,67 0,67 0,00
25 A_UK2020 0,33 0,33 0,67 0,33 0,33 0,00
26 S_US2014 0,00 1,00 0,33 1,00 0,33 0,67
27 B_US2019 1,00 1,00 0,67 0,33 1,00 0,33

Legend: redred = Backlash; blueblue = Non-acceptance; yellowyellow = Acceptance; greengreen = Support.
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A5.2 Histograms of calibrated dataA5.2 Histograms of calibrated data 
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APPENDIX 4.6. QCA SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

4.6.1 Analysis of necessity for the whole sample

1. Necessity of individual conditions for outcome:

2. Necessity of individual conditions for non-outcome:

3. SUIN conditions:

→ Conclusion: No single necessary conditions (given Cons.Nec < 0.9).

→ Conclusion: No single necessary conditions (given Cons.Nec < 0.9).

3. SUIN conditions: 

 

 

® Conclusion: Some conceptually meaningful SUIN conditions with acceptable parameters of 
fit (inclN ³ 0.9; RoN and CovN ³ 0.6).   
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4.6.2 Analysis of sufficiency for the whole sample

1. Analysis of Sufficiency:

Minimization of the truth table containing all possible combinations of conditions:

2. Conservative solution:

→ Conclusion: Solution not too complex, therefore retain (although still check other solutions). 

 269	

4.6.2 Analysis of sufficiency for the whole sample 
 

1. Analysis of Sufficiency: 

 

Minimization of the truth table containing all possible combinations of conditions: 
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3. Parsimonious solution:

4. Intermediate solution:
Producing intermediate solution requires setting directional expectations:

1. Climate change concern expected to be inverse to Policy contestation (outcome).

→ Conclusion: Core combination of DEMAND*UNFAIR appears in all solution pathways of conservative 
solution as well. 

→ Conclusion: Same core combination of DEMAND*UNFAIR from parsimonious solution, in combination 
with three different additional conditions to produce three different solution pathways. 
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5. ‘Agnostic’ solution:
All directional expectations removed to explore consequences:

→ Conclusion: Solution pathways are same as for the conservative solution. 
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4.6.3 Subgroup analysis

A6.3.1 Taxation/Pricing policies
1. Data frame for subgroup (n=15):

ANALYSIS OF NECESSITY
1. Necessity of individual conditions for outcome:

→ NB: Cases relabeled in left hand column, but original case no. retained within case label. 

→ Conclusion: No single necessary conditions (given Cons.Nec < 0.9).
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2. Necessity of individual conditions for non-outcome:

3. SUIN conditions:

→ Conclusion: No single necessary conditions (given Cons.Nec < 0.9).

 275	

2. Necessity of individual conditions for non-outcome: 

 

 

® Conclusion: No single necessary conditions (given Cons.Nec < 0.9). 

 

3. SUIN conditions: 

 

 

® Conclusion: Some conceptually meaningful SUIN conditions with acceptable parameters of 
fit (inclN ³ 0.9; RoN and CovN ³ 0.6). 

  

→ Conclusion: Some conceptually meaningful SUIN conditions with acceptable parameters of fit (inclN ≥ 
0.9; RoN and CovN ≥ 0.6).
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ANALYSIS OF SUFFICIENCY
1. Analysis of Sufficiency:

Minimization of the truth table containing all possible combinations of conditions:

2. Conservative solution:

→ Conclusion: Solution seems too complex, therefore seek intermediate solution. 
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3. Parsimonious solution:

4. Intermediate solution:

Producing intermediate solution requires setting directional expectations:

2. Climate change concern expected to be inverse to Policy contestation (outcome). 

Producing intermediate solution requires setting directional expectations:

3. Climate change concern expected to be inverse to Policy contestation (outcome). 

4. Information provision expected to be inverse to Policy contestation (outcome).

→ Conclusion: Core combination of DEMAND*UNFAIR appears in all solution pathways of conservative 
solution as well. 

→ Conclusion: Same core combination of DEMAND*UNFAIR from parsimonious solution, in combination 
with three different additional conditions to produce three different solution pathways. 
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A6.3.1 Regulation and Phase-out policies
1. Data frame for subgroup (n=12):

→ Conclusion: Same core combination of DEMAND*UNFAIR from parsimonious solution, and parsimoni-
ous solution for analysis of whole sample. 

→ NB: Cases relabeled in left hand column, but original case no. retained within case label. 
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ANALYSIS OF NECESSITY
1. Necessity of individual conditions for outcome:

2. Necessity of individual conditions for non-outcome:

3. SUIN conditions:

→ Conclusion: No single necessary conditions (given Cons.Nec < 0.9).

→ Conclusion: No single necessary conditions (given Cons.Nec < 0.9).

→ Conclusion: No SUIN conditions with acceptable parameters of fit (inclN ≥ 0.9; RoN and CovN ≥ 0.6). 



290

Appendices (per Chapter)

ANALYSIS OF SUFFICIENCY
1. Analysis of Sufficiency:

Minimization of the truth table containing all possible combinations of conditions:

2. Conservative solution:

→ Conclusion: contradictory rows for two of three cases of policy contestation. The solution model offers only 
an idiosyncratic pathway explaining one case of policy contestation. 

→ Conclusion: Solution too complex, and only explains one case, hence non-informative.
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CHAPTER V

Appendix 5.1. List of interview participants

Case Label Role Date Duration (min)
1. �Australia - Carbon pricing policy 

package (2011-2012)
Int1_AUS Academia, policy analyst 13/03/2024 47

Int2_AUS Policymaker 15/04/2024 65
Int3_AUS Policymaker 29/04/2024 41

2. �Canada - Carbon pricing policy 
package (2017-2020)

Int1_CAN Policy consultant 04/08/2023 55

Int2_CAN Policymaker 22/09/2023 32
Int3_CAN Academia, policy consultant 15/12/2023 55
Int4_CAN Policy analyst 12/01/2024 47
Int5_CAN Policy consultant 01/02/2024 40

3. Germany - Coal Exit Law (2020) Int1_GER Academia, policy consultant 13/11/2023 40
Int2_GER Policymaker 06/02/2024 20
Int3_GER Academia, policy analyst 15/02/2024 53

4. �France - Carbon Charge 
Component (2014)

Int1_FRA Policy consultant 25/07/2023 40

Int2_FRA Policymaker 11/10/2023 33
Int3_FRA Academia, policy consultant 02/11/2023 42
Int4_FRA Policymaker 06/12/2023 44
Int5_FRA Academia, policy analyst 14/12/2023 57
Int6_FRA Policy analyst 03/01/2024 45

5. �Mexico - Carbon tax policy 
(2014)

Int1_MEX Policymaker 21/09/2023 46

Int2_MEX Policy analyst 21/09/2023 46
Int3_MEX Policy consultant 09/10/2023 45
Int4_MEX Academia, policy consultant 27/10/2023 46
Int5_MEX Policymaker 03/11/2023 53

6. �United States - Affordable Clean 
Energy Rule (2019)

Int1_USA Policy analyst 30/06/2023 49

Int2_USA Policy analyst 29/08/2023 48
Int3_USA Academia, policy consultant 08/05/2024 47
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CHAPTER VI.

Appendix 6.1: Overview of cases* 
*Based on Table 2 from Anisimova & Patterson, 2025 

Case no. Country Policy (package) Year Focal Policy 
Instrument

Response 
category

1 Australia Clean Energy Act 2011 Taxes/pricing Backlash
2 Australia Safeguard Mechanism 2016 Regulation Acceptance
3 Austria Energy efficiency Act 2014 Regulation Acceptance
4 Canada Federal Carbon Pricing Approach and 

Backstop System
2018 Taxes/pricing Backlash

5 Chile Carbon Tax 2014 Taxes/pricing Acceptance
6 Chile Coal power phase-out plans 2021 Phase out Acceptance
7 Colombia Law 1819 creating the National Carbon 

Tax  
2016 Taxes/pricing Acceptance

8 Costa Rica Decree No. 41578 extending the 
national moratorium on oil exploration 
and exploitation

2019 Phase out Acceptance

9 Germany Greenhouse Gas Reduction Quota 2015 Regulation Acceptance
10 Germany Fuel Emissions Trading Act (BEHG) 2019 Taxes/pricing Acceptance
11 Germany Coal Exit Law (Kohleausstiegsgesetz) 2020 Phase out Backlash
12 France Carbon Charge Component 2014 Taxes/pricing Backlash
13 France Law on the End of Exploration and 

Exploitation of Hydrocarbons and 
Diverse Dispositions Related to Energy 
and the Environment

2017 Phase out Acceptance

14 Japan Tax for Climate Change Mitigation 2012 Taxes/pricing Acceptance
15 South Korea Transportation-Energy-Environment 

Tax
2015 Taxes/pricing Acceptance

16 South Korea Emissions Trading Scheme 2015 Taxes/pricing Acceptance
17 Italy Abrogation of the legal regime applying 

to nuclear energy production
2011 Phase out Support

18 Mexico Carbon Tax 2014 Taxes/pricing Backlash
19 Mexico Energy Transition Law 2015 Regulation Support
    Guidelines establishing and issuing 

Clean Energy Certificates
2015 Regulation Acceptance

20 Mexico Emissions Trading System 2019 Taxes/pricing Acceptance
21 Turkey Emissions Trading Scheme 2011 Taxes/pricing Acceptance
22 Switzerland CO2 Act 2013 Taxes/pricing Acceptance
23 UK Energy Act 2011 Taxes/pricing Non-acceptance
24 UK Energy Act 2013 Regulation^ Non-acceptance
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A

Case no. Country Policy (package) Year Focal Policy 
Instrument

Response 
category

    Carbon Price Floor 2013 Taxes/pricing Acceptance
25 UK Finance Act 2020 Taxes/pricing Acceptance
    The Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trading 

Scheme Order
2020 Taxes/pricing Acceptance

26 United States Clean Power Plan 2014 Regulation Support
27 United States Affordable Clean Energy (ACE) 2019 Regulation Backlash
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Appendix 6.2: Interview Questionnaire

Context specific conditions:
1.	 To what extent was the political environment polarized when the enactment of Policy Y took place?

1.	 Probe: ideological/affective perspectives
Low -> Medium Low -> Medium High -> High

2.	 In your understanding, were there any other significant public grievances also occurring in Country X at the 
time that Policy Y was being implemented/enacted? 
1.	 Probe: economic downturn, cultural conflicts

3.	 To what extent is public contestation part of the political culture in Country X?
Low -> Medium Low -> Medium High -> High 

1.	 Follow-up question: Were there any other prior experience of public contestation related to climate 
policy (protest/mobilization) before this?

4.	 Zooming out further, to what extent have international and supranational climate agreements put pressure 
on national climate policymaking in Country X?
Low -> Medium Low -> Medium High -> High 

Policy specific conditions:
5.	 To what extent were citizens involved in the policymaking process of Policy Y?

Low -> Medium Low -> Medium High -> High

6.	 To what extent were the costs associated with Policy Y high for people in Country X? (both from material/
non-material perspectives):
1.	 Probe: material (e.g., economic, financial)/non-material (e.g., symbolic, cultural, emotional)
Low ->  Medium Low ->  Medium High -> High

2.	 Follow-up question: To what extent were the policy costs perceived as high by people in Country X?
7.	 To what extent was Policy Y seen as fair by people in Country X regarding the distribution of costs and 

benefits?
1.	 Probe: Why? Progressive/regressive nature; cultural and entanglement-related factors (e.g., threat to 

group identity, subjective social status decline, overlooked needs/dependencies)
Extremely unfair -> Relatively unfair -> Relatively fair -> Totally fair

8.	 To what extent were policy costs transparent and explicit for people affected by it?
Low ->   Medium Low ->  Medium High -> High

9.	 To what extent was Policy Y well communicated to people affected by it?
Low ->  Medium Low -> Medium High -> High

10.	 Were there any other important problems in the implementation of Policy Y?
1.	 Probe: processual characteristics (e.g., adequacy of planning, smoothness of coordination, institutional 

readiness)
Concluding questions:
1.	 Summing up, based on your experience, what are the key drivers of policy contention when it comes to 

climate policy?
2.	 Would you like to add anything else that we have not discussed yet?
3.	 Is there anyone else you could recommend talking to about this policy?
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A

Appendix 6.3: Overview of interview participants**
**Based on Supplementary note 4 Anisimova and Patterson (2025):

No. Sectoral role Country Code name Duration (min)
1 Policymaker Costa Rica CRI_1 42
2 Policy analyst USA USA_2 49
3 Policymaker Austria AUT_3 78
4 Policy consultant France FRA_4 40
5 Policy consultant Canada CAN_5 55
6 Policy analyst USA USA_6 48
7 Policymaker Chile CHL_7 49
8 Policymaker Mexico MEX_8 46
9 Policy analyst Mexico MEX_9 46
10 Academia, policy analyst Italy ITA_10 45
11 Policymaker Canada CAN_11 32
12 Academia, policy analyst Japan JAP_12 48
13 Academia Japan JAP_13 50
14 Policy consultant Turkey TUR_14 49
15 Policy consultant Mexico MEX_15 45
16 Policymaker France FRA_16 33
17 Policy analyst Korea KOR_17 35
18 Policy consultant Turkey TUR_18 42
19 Policymaker Austria AUT_19 30
20 Academia, policy consultant Mexico MEX_20 46
21 Academia, policy consultant Japan JAP_21 40
22 Academia, policy consultant France FRA_22 42
23 Policymaker Mexico MEX_23 53
24 Policymaker Austria AUT_24 40
25 Academia, policy consultant Germany DEU_24 40
26 Policy consultant Colombia COL_26 40
27 Policy consultant Colombia COL_27 38
28 Policy consultant Colombia COL_28 50
29 Policy consultant Turkey TUR_29 43
30 Policy consultant Turkey TUR_30 43
31 Policy consultant Turkey TUR_31 43
32 Policymaker France FRA_32 44
33 Academia, policy consultant Switzerland CHE_32 59
34 Academia, policy analyst France FRA_34 57
35 Academia, policy consultant Canada CAN_35 55
36 Policymaker Colombia COL_36 50
37 Academia, policy analyst Italy ITA_37 43
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No. Sectoral role Country Code name Duration (min)
38 Academia, policy analyst Korea KOR_38 48
39 Policy analyst France FRA_39 45
40 Academia, policy analyst Switzerland CHE_40 43
41 Policy analyst Canada CAN_41 47
42 Policymaker, policy analyst Colombia COL_42 65
43 Policymaker Switzerland CHE_43 42
44 Academia, policy analyst Chile CHL_44 43
45 Policy consultant Canada CAN_45 40
46 Academia, policy consultant Chile CHL_46 68
47 Policymaker Germany DEU_47 20
48 Policymaker, policy analyst Costa Rica CRI_48 61
49 Policy consultant Italy ITA_49 53
50 Academia, policy analyst Germany DEU_50 53
51 Policymaker Chile CHL_51 43
52 Academia, policy analyst Australia AUS_52 47
53 Policymaker Australia AUS_53 65
54 Policymaker Costa Rica CRI_54 51
55 Policymaker Costa Rica CRI_55 46
56 Policymaker Australia AUS_56 41
57 Policy consultant UK GBR_57 54
58 Academia Korea KOR_58 48
59 Academia, policy consultant USA USA_59 47
60 Policymaker, policy analyst, academia UK GBR_60 49
61 Academia, policy consultant Costa Rica CRI_61 51
62 Academia, policy analyst UK GBR_62 54
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