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Approach

Scope: Identifying why voters do not like carbon taxes (outside EU ETS), and 

their preference to different tax designs and communication devices

Synthesis of findings from 39 empirical studies testing people’s preference for 

carbon/Pigovian taxes, its associated designs and communication devices

Methods : qualitative (focus groups), quantitative (surveys, discrete choice 

experiments, lab experiments, quasi-natural experiments)

# of studies conducted in countries: 
• 6 studies: Sweden, USA
• 5 studies: Norway, Switzerland, UK
• 2 studies: Denmark , Germany, Netherlands, Italy
• 1 study:   Austria, Canada, Czech Republic, France, Ireland, Greece, Poland, Spain, Turkey 

25 countries & 2 

Canadian provinces 

with a carbon tax 
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Key findings: Main concerns about carbon/Pigovian taxes

The personal costs of a tax would be too high.

Carbon taxes are regressive, having a disproportionate negative impact 

on low-income households.

Carbon taxes are not an effective way to discourage high-carbon 

behaviour.

Government’s ‘hidden’ motive is to increase fiscal revenue rather than curb 

emissions (i.e. lack of trust in politicians).



Factors that affect preference for different tax designs

1. Tax rate: people do not like high tax rates

2. How carbon tax revenues are used: Due to lack of trust in politicians, 

people prefer clearly marking how revenues are used, with order of 

preferences being:

1. Earmarking for emission reduction projects (improves perceived 

effectiveness of carbon tax)

2. Redistribution to ameliorate regressive effects of taxes 

3. Revenue neutrality of carbon taxes 

3. People’s aversion to carbon taxes decreases over time: opportunity to 

assess costs and benefits of carbon taxes (particularly with measuring 

and communicating effects of tax)



Policy recommendations on options for introducing carbon taxes

Phasing in carbon taxes over time through 

trial periods, or introducing the tax at a low 

rate but having commitment devices to 

increase the rate to more efficient levels.

Earmarking carbon tax revenues to 

finance mitigation projects when this 

enhances acceptability. 

Alternatively, and preferably, using the 

carbon tax revenues for social 

redistribution and revenue neutrality, 

whenever possible.

Using information-

sharing and 

communication 

devices to improve 

trust and credibility, 

before and after the 

introduction of a 

carbon tax.
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