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Globally representative evidence on  
the actual and perceived support for  
climate action

Peter Andre    1, Teodora Boneva    2, Felix Chopra    3 & Armin Falk    2 

Mitigating climate change necessitates global cooperation, yet global data 
on individuals’ willingness to act remain scarce. In this study, we conducted 
a representative survey across 125 countries, interviewing nearly 130,000 
individuals. Our findings reveal widespread support for climate action. 
Notably, 69% of the global population expresses a willingness to contribute 
1% of their personal income, 86% endorse pro-climate social norms and 
89% demand intensified political action. Countries facing heightened 
vulnerability to climate change show a particularly high willingness to 
contribute. Despite these encouraging statistics, we document that the 
world is in a state of pluralistic ignorance, wherein individuals around 
the globe systematically underestimate the willingness of their fellow 
citizens to act. This perception gap, combined with individuals showing 
conditionally cooperative behaviour, poses challenges to further climate 
action. Therefore, raising awareness about the broad global support for 
climate action becomes critically important in promoting a unified response 
to climate change.

The world’s climate is a global common good and protecting it requires 
the cooperative effort of individuals across the globe. Consequently, 
the ‘human factor’ is critical and renders the behavioural science 
perspective on climate change indispensable for effective climate 
action. Despite its importance, limited knowledge exists regarding 
the willingness of the global population to cooperate and act against 
climate change1–8. To fill this gap, we designed and conducted a globally 
representative survey in 125 countries, with the aim of examining the 
potential for successful global climate action. The central question we 
seek to answer is to what extent are individuals around the globe willing 
to contribute to the common good, and how do people perceive other 
people’s willingness to contribute (WTC)?

Drawing on a multidisciplinary literature on the foundations of 
cooperation, our study focuses on four aspects that have been identi-
fied as critical in promoting cooperation in the context of common 
goods: the individual willingness to make costly contributions, the 
approval of pro-climate norms, the demand for political action and 

beliefs about the support of others. We start with exploring the indi-
vidual willingness to make costly contributions to act against climate 
change, which is particularly relevant given that cooperation is costly 
and involves free-rider incentives9. Using a behaviourally validated 
measure, we assess the extent to which individuals around the globe 
are willing to contribute a share of their income, and which factors 
predict the observed cross-country variation.

Furthermore, the provision of common goods crucially depends 
on the existence and enforcement of social norms. These norms pre-
scribe cooperative behaviour10–15 and affect behaviour either through 
internalization (shame and guilt16) or the enforcement of norms by 
fellow citizens (sanctions and approval17). In our survey, we elicit sup-
port for pro-climate social norms and examine the extent to which such 
norms have emerged globally.

It is widely recognized that addressing common-good problems 
effectively necessitates institutions and concerted political action18–20. 
In democracies, the implementation of effective climate policies relies 
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Finally, we measure demand for political action by asking respond-
ents whether they think that their ‘national government should do more 
to fight global warming’ (answered yes or no). This item assesses the 
extent to which individuals regard their government’s current efforts 
as insufficient and sheds light on the potential for increased political 
action in the future.

The approval of pro-climate norms and the demand for political 
action are deliberately measured in a general manner to account for 
the fact that suitable concrete mitigation strategies may differ across 
countries. Our general measures strongly correlate with the approval of 
specific pro-climate norms and the demand for concrete policy meas-
ures (Methods). In a representative US sample, individuals who approve 
of the general norm to act against climate change are substantially more 
likely to state that individuals ‘should try to’ avoid fossil-fuel-based 
means of transport (car and plane), restrict their meat consumption, 
use renewable energy or adapt their shopping behaviour (correlation 
coefficients ρ between 0.35 and 0.51, all P < 0.001 for two-sided t-tests, 
N = 1,994; Supplementary Table 2). Similarly, the general demand for 
more political action is strongly correlated with demand for specific 
climate policies, such as a carbon tax on fossil fuels, regulatory limits 
on the CO2 emissions of coal-fired plants, or funding for research on 
renewable energy (ρ between 0.49 and 0.59, all P < 0.001 for two-sided 
t-tests, N = 1,996; Supplementary Table 3).

To ensure comparability across countries and cultures, pro-
fessional translators translated the survey into the local languages  
following best practices in survey translation by using an elabo-
rate multi-step translation procedure. The survey was extensively 
pre-tested in multiple countries of diverse cultural heritage to ensure 
that respondents with different cultural, economic and educational 
backgrounds could comprehend the questions in a comparable way. 
We deliberately refer to ‘global warming’ rather than ‘climate change’ 
throughout the survey to prevent confusion with seasonal changes  
in weather35,36, and provide all respondents with a brief definition of 
global warming to ensure a common understanding of the term.

A list of variables, definitions and sources is available in  
Methods. In all analyses, we use Gallup’s sampling weights, which 
were calculated by Gallup in multiple stages. A probability weight 
factor (base weight) was constructed to correct for unequal selection 
probabilities resulting from the stratified random sampling proce-
dure. At the next step, the base weights were post-stratified to adjust 
for non-response and to match the weighted sample totals to known 
population statistics. The standard demographic variables used 
for post-stratification are age, gender, education and region. When 
describing the data at the supranational level, we also weight each 
country sample by its share of the world population.

Widespread global support for climate action
The globally representative data reveal strong support for climate 
action around the world. First, a large majority of individuals—69%—
state they would be willing to contribute 1% of their household income 
every month to fight global warming (Fig. 1a). An additional 6% report 
they would be willing to contribute a smaller fraction of their income, 
and 26% state they would not be willing to contribute any amount.  
The proportion of respondents willing to contribute 1% of their income 
varies considerably across countries (Fig. 1b), ranging from 30% to  
93%. In the vast majority of countries (114 of 125) the proportion is 
greater than 50%, and in a large number of countries (81 of 125) the 
proportion is greater than two-thirds.

Second, we document widespread approval of pro-climate social 
norms in almost all countries. Overall, 86% of respondents state that 
people in their country should try to fight global warming (Fig. 1c). In 
119 of 125 countries, the proportion of supporters exceeds two-thirds 
(Fig. 1d).

Third, we identify an almost universal global demand for intensi-
fied political action. Across the globe, 89% of respondents state that 

on popular support, and even in non-democratic societies, leaders 
remain attentive to prevailing political demands. Therefore, we also 
elicit the demand for political action as a critical input in the fight 
against climate change21.

Previous research in the behavioural sciences has shown that many 
individuals can be characterized as conditional cooperators22–26. This 
means that individuals are more likely to contribute to the common good 
when they believe others also contribute. We test this central psychological  
mechanism of cooperation using our data on actual and perceived WTC. 
Moreover, we investigate whether beliefs about others’ WTC are well 
calibrated or whether they are systematically biased. If beliefs are overly 
pessimistic, this would imply that the world is in a state of pluralistic 
ignorance27, where systematic misperceptions about others’ WTC hinder 
cooperation and reinforce further pessimism. In such an equilibrium, cor-
recting beliefs holds tremendous potential for fostering cooperation28–31.

The global survey
To obtain globally representative evidence on the willingness to act 
against climate change, we designed the Global Climate Change Survey. 
The survey was administered as part of the Gallup World Poll 2021/2022 
in a large and diverse set of countries (N = 125) using a common sam-
pling and survey methodology (Methods). The countries included in 
this study account for 96% of the world’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emis-
sions, 96% of the world’s gross domestic product (GDP) and 92% of 
the global population. To ensure national representativeness, each 
country sample is randomly selected from the resident population 
aged 15 and above. Interviews were conducted via telephone (com-
mon in high-income countries) or face to face (common in low-income 
countries), with randomly drawn phone numbers or addresses. Most 
country samples include approximately 1,000 respondents, and the 
global sample comprises a total of 129,902 individuals.

To assess respondents’ willingness to incur a cost to act against 
climate change, we elicit their willingness to contribute a fraction of 
their income to climate action. More specifically, we ask respondents 
whether they would be ‘willing to contribute 1% of [their] household 
income every month to fight global warming’ (answered yes or no), and, 
if not, whether they would be willing to contribute a smaller amount 
(yes or no). To account for the substantial variation in income levels 
across countries, the question is framed in relative terms. Respondents’ 
answers thus reflect how strongly they value climate action relative to 
alternative uses of their income. The figure of 1% is deliberately chosen 
as it falls within the range of plausible previously reported estimates 
of climate change mitigation costs32,33.

Our WTC measure has been empirically validated and shown to 
predict incentivized pro-climate donation decisions (Methods). In a 
representative US sample30, respondents who state they would be will-
ing to contribute 1% of their monthly income donate 43% more money 
to a climate charity (P < 0.001 for a two-sided t-test, N = 1,993; Supple-
mentary Fig. 1) and are 21–39 percentage points more likely to avoid 
fossil-fuel-based means of transport (car and plane), restrict their meat 
consumption, use renewable energy or adapt their shopping behaviour 
(all P < 0.001 for two-sided t-tests, N = 1,996; Supplementary Table 1).

To measure respondents’ beliefs about other people’s WTC, 
we first tell respondents that we are surveying many other individu-
als in their country about their willingness to contribute 1% of their 
household income every month to fight global warming. We then ask 
respondents to estimate how many out of 100 other individuals in their 
country would be willing to contribute this amount, that is, possible 
answers range from 0 to 100.

To assess individual approval of pro-climate social norms, we ask 
respondents to indicate whether they think that people in their country 
‘should try to fight global warming’ (answered yes or no). Following 
recent research on social norms15,34, the item elicits respondents’ views 
about what other people should do, that is, what kind of behaviour 
they consider normatively appropriate (so-called injunctive norms10).

http://www.nature.com/natureclimatechange


Nature Climate Change | Volume 14 | March 2024 | 253–259 255

Article https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-024-01925-3

their national government should do more to fight global warming 
(Fig. 1e). In more than half the countries in our sample, the demand for 
more government action exceeds 90% (Fig. 1f).

Stronger willingness to contribute in vulnerable 
countries
Although the approval of pro-climate social norms and the demand  
for intensified political action is substantial in almost all countries  
(Fig. 1d,f), there is considerable variation in the proportion of indi-
viduals willing to contribute 1% across countries (Fig. 1b) and world  
regions (Supplementary Tables 4 and 5). What explains the cross- 
country variation in individual WTC? Two patterns stand out.

First, there is a negative relationship between country-level 
WTC and (log) GDP per capita (ρ = −0.47; 95% confidence interval 
(CI), [−0.60, −0.32]; P < 0.001 for a two-sided t-test; N = 125; Fig. 2a).  

To illustrate, in the wealthiest quintile of countries, the average pro-
portion of people willing to contribute 1% is 62%, whereas it is 78% in  
the least wealthy quintile of countries. A country’s GDP per capita 
reflects its resilience, that is, its economic capacity to cope with climate 
change. Put differently, in countries that are most resilient, individu-
als are least willing to contribute 1% of their income to climate action. 
At the same time, a country’s GDP is strongly related to its current 
dependence on GHG emissions37. For the countries studied here, the 
correlation coefficient between log GDP and log GHG emissions is  
0.87. From a behavioural science perspective, this pattern is con-
sistent with the interpretation that individuals are less willing to  
contribute if they perceive the adaptation costs as too high, that is,  
when the required lifestyle changes are perceived as too drastic.

Second, we find a positive relationship between country-level 
WTC and country-level annual average temperature (ρ = 0.35; 95% 
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Fig. 1 | Widespread global support for climate action. a,c,e, The global average 
proportions of respondents willing to contribute income (a), approving of  
pro-climate social norms (c) and demanding political action (e). Population-
adjusted weights are used to ensure representativeness at the global level.  
b,d,f, World maps in which each country is coloured according to its proportion 

of respondents willing to contribute 1% of income (b), approving of pro-climate 
social norms (d) and demanding political action (f). Sampling weights are used to 
account for the stratified sampling procedure. Supplementary Table 4 presents 
the data. GW, global warming.
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CI, [0.18, 0.49]; P < 0.001 for a two-sided t-test, N = 125; Fig. 2b). The 
average proportion of people who are willing to contribute increases 
from 64% among the coldest quintile of countries to 77% among the 
warmest quintile of countries. Average annual temperature captures 
how exposed a country is to global warming risks38,39. Countries with 
higher annual temperatures have already experienced greater damage 
due to global warming, potentially making future threats from climate 
change more salient to their residents40.

Both results replicate in a joint multivariate regression and  
are robust to the inclusion of continent fixed effects and other  
economic, political, cultural or geographic factors (Supplementary 
Tables 6–9). Focusing on North America, we also find a significantly 
positive association between WTC and average temperature on  
the subnational level (Supplementary Fig. 2). Moreover, as low GDP and 
high temperatures constitute two important aspects of vulnerability 
to climate change, we also draw on a more comprehensive summary 
measure of vulnerability, derived for the Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change (IPCC) Sixth Assessment Report41,42. In addition  

to national income and poverty levels, the index also takes into  
account non-economic factors, such as the quality of public infra
structure, health services and governance. It captures a country’s  
general lack of resilience and adaptive capacity, and it is highly corre
lated with log GDP (ρ = −0.93) and temperature (ρ = 0.62). Figure 2c 
confirms that people living in more vulnerable countries report a 
stronger WTC.

The country-level variation in pro-climate norms and demand 
for intensified political action is much smaller than that for the WTC. 
Nevertheless, we find that higher temperature predicts stronger norms 
and support for more political action. We do not detect a significant 
relationship with GDP (Supplementary Table 10).

Beliefs and systematic misperceptions
In line with previous research11,22–26, our data support the importance of 
conditional cooperation at the global level. Figure 3a shows a strong and 
positive correlation between the country-level proportions of individu-
als willing to contribute 1% and the corresponding average perceived 

a
90

80

70

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
w

ill
in

g 
to

 c
on

tr
ib

ut
e 

1%
 (%

)

60

50

7 8 9
Log GDP (per capita, PPP adjusted)

10 11 0 10
Annual average temperature (°C)

20 30 20 40
Vulnerability index (IPCC AR6)

60 80

90
ρ = –0.47 ρ = 0.35 ρ = 0.45

80

70

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
w

ill
in

g 
to

 c
on

tr
ib

ut
e 

1%
 (%

)

60

50

90

80

70

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
w

ill
in

g 
to

 c
on

tr
ib

ut
e 

1%
 (%

)

60

50

b c

Fig. 2 | Country-level variation in WTC by GDP, temperature and 
vulnerability. a–c, Binned scatter plots of the country-level proportion of 
individuals willing to contribute 1% of their income and log average GDP (per 
capita, purchasing power parity (PPP) adjusted) for 2010–2019 (a), annual 
average temperature (°C) for 2010–2019 (b) and the vulnerability index used in 

the IPCC Sixth Assessment Report (AR6) (c)41,42. The vulnerability index ranges 
from 0 to 100, with higher values indicating higher vulnerability. Correlation 
coefficients are calculated from the unbinned country-level data. We use 
sampling weights to derive the country-level WTC. Number of bins, 20; 6–7 
countries per bin; derived from x axis. The red line represents linear regression.
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(triangles). The reported significance levels result from two-sided t-tests testing 
whether the proportion of individuals who are willing to contribute is equal to 
the average perceived proportion. We use population-adjusted weights to derive 
the global averages and the standard sampling weights otherwise. We derive 
the averages based on all available data, that is, we exclude missing responses 
separately for each question. See Supplementary Figure 4 for additional 
descriptive statistics for the perceived WTC (median, 25–75% quartile range).
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proportions of fellow citizens willing to contribute 1% (ρ = 0.73; 95% 
CI, [0.64, 0.81]; P < 0.001 for a two-sided t-test; N = 125).

We document the same pattern at the individual level. In a uni-
variate linear regression analysis, a 1-percentage-point increase 
in the perceived proportion of others’ WTC is associated with a 
0.46-percentage-point increase in one’s own probability of contribut-
ing (95% CI, [0.41, 0.50]; P < 0.001; N = 111,134; Supplementary Table 11). 
This effect size aligns closely with the degree of conditional coopera-
tion that has been documented in the laboratory26.

The critical role of beliefs raises the question of whether beliefs are 
well calibrated. In fact, Fig. 3b reveals sizeable and systematic global 
misperceptions. At the global level, there is a 26-percentage-point gap 
(95% CI, [25.6, 26.0]; P < 0.001 for a two-sided t-test; N = 125; Supple-
mentary Table 4) between the actual proportion of respondents who 
report being willing to contribute 1% of their income towards climate 
action (69%) and the average perceived proportion (43%). Put differ-
ently, individuals around the globe strongly underestimate their fellow 
citizens’ actual WTC to the common good. At the country level, the 
vast majority of respondents underestimate the actual proportion in  
their country (81%), and a large proportion of respondents underes-
timate the proportion by more than 10 percentage points (73%). This  
pattern holds for each country in our sample (Fig. 3b). In all 125 coun-
tries, the average perceived proportion is lower than the actual propor-
tion, significantly so in all but one country (two-sided t-tests, actual 
versus perceived WTC). If we limit the analysis to those respondents  
for whom we have non-missing data for both the actual and the per-
ceived WTC, the global perception gap is estimated to be 29 percent-
age points (95% CI, [27.2, 30.0]; P < 0.001 for a two-sided t-test; N = 125; 
Supplementary Table 12), and the average perceived proportion  
is estimated to be significantly lower than the actual proportion in  
all 125 countries (Supplementary Fig. 3).

Although the perception gap is positive in all countries, we note 
that the size of the perception gap varies across countries (s.d. = 8.7 
percentage points). Examining the same country-level characteristics 
as before, we find that the gap is significantly larger in countries with 
higher annual temperatures and significantly smaller in countries 
with high GDP (Supplementary Table 13). These results are largely 
robust to the inclusion of other economic, political or cultural factors, 
which we do not find to be significantly related to the perception gap. 
These findings are robust to only using respondents for whom we have 
non-missing data for both the actual and perceived WTC.

Discussion
Climate scientists have stressed that immediate, concerted and deter-
mined action against climate change is necessary32,41,43,44. Against this 
backdrop, our study sheds light on people’s willingness to contribute 
to climate action around the world. What sets our study apart from 
existing cross-cultural studies on climate change perceptions1–4 and 
policy views4–6 is its globally representative coverage and its behav-
ioural science perspective.

The results are encouraging. About two-thirds of the global  
population report being willing to incur a personal cost to fight  
climate change, and the overwhelming majority demands political 
action and supports pro-climate norms. This indicates that the world 
is united in its normative judgement about climate change and the 
need to act.

The four aspects of cooperation discussed in this article are likely 
to interact with one another. For example, consensus on pro-climate 
norms is likely to strengthen individuals’ WTC and vice versa13. Simi-
larly, the enactment of climate policies is likely to strengthen climate 
norms and vice versa45. We find a strong positive correlation between 
the WTC, pro-climate norms, policy support and beliefs about others’ 
WTC across countries (Supplementary Table 14). Moreover, countries 
with a stronger approval of pro-climate social norms have passed 
significantly more climate-change-related laws and policies (ρ = 0.20; 

95% CI, [0.02, 0.36]; P = 0.028 for a two-sided t-test; N = 122). These 
positive interactions suggest that a change in one factor can unlock 
potent, self-reinforcing feedback cycles, triggering social-tipping 
dynamics46,47. Our findings can inform system dynamics models and 
social climate models that explicitly take into account the interaction 
of human behaviour with natural, physical systems48,49.

The widespread willingness to act against climate change stands  
in contrast to the prevailing global pessimism regarding others’ willing-
ness to act. The world is in a state of pluralistic ignorance, which occurs 
when people systematically misperceive the beliefs or attitudes held by 
others27–31,50. The reasons underlying this perception gap are probably 
multifaceted, encompassing factors such as media and public debates 
disproportionately emphasizing climate-sceptical minority opinions51, 
and the influence of interest groups’ campaigning efforts52,53. Moreover, 
during periods of transition, individuals may erroneously attribute the 
inadequate progress in addressing climate change to a persistent lack 
of individual support for climate-friendly actions54.

Importantly, these systematic perception gaps can form an 
obstacle to climate action. The prevailing pessimism regarding oth-
ers’ support for climate action can deter individuals from engaging in 
climate action, thereby confirming the negative beliefs held by others. 
Therefore, our results suggest a potentially powerful intervention, that 
is, a concerted political and communicative effort to correct these 
misperceptions. In light of a global perception gap of 26 percentage 
points (Fig. 3b) and the observation that a 1-percentage-point increase 
in the perceived proportion of others willing to contribute 1% is associ-
ated with a 0.46-percentage-point increase in one’s own probability to 
contribute (Supplementary Table 11), such an intervention may yield 
quantitatively large, positive effects. Rather than echoing the concerns 
of a vocal minority that opposes any form of climate action, we need 
to effectively communicate that the vast majority of people around 
the world are willing to act against climate change and expect their 
national government to act.

Online content
Any methods, additional references, Nature Portfolio reporting sum-
maries, source data, extended data, supplementary information, 
acknowledgements, peer review information; details of author contri-
butions and competing interests; and statements of data and code avail-
ability are available at https://doi.org/10.1038/s41558-024-01925-3.
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Methods
Sampling approach
The survey was carried out as part of the Gallup World Poll 2021/2022 
in 125 countries, with a median total response duration of 30 min. The 
four questions were included towards the end of the Gallup World Poll 
survey and were timed to take about 1.5 min.

Each country sample is designed to be representative of the resi-
dent population aged 15 and above. The geographic coverage area from 
which the samples are drawn generally includes the entire country. 
Exceptions relate to areas where the safety of the surveyors could 
not be guaranteed or—in some countries—islands with a very small 
population.

Interviews are conducted in one of two modes: computer-assisted 
telephone interviews via landline or mobile phone or face to face 
(mostly computer assisted). Telephone interviews were used in coun-
tries with high telephone coverage, countries in which it is the cus-
tomary survey methodology and countries in which the coronavirus 
disease 2019 pandemic ruled out a face-to-face approach. There is one 
exception: paper-and-pencil interviews had to be used in Afghanistan 
for 73% of respondents to minimize security concerns.

The selection of respondents is probability based. The concrete 
procedure depends on the survey mode. More details are available in 
the documentation of the Gallup World Poll (https://news.gallup.com/
poll/165404/world-poll-methodology.aspx)55.

Telephone interviews involved random-digit dialling or sampling 
from nationally representative lists of phone numbers. If contacted 
via landline, one household member aged 15 or older is randomly 
selected. In countries with a landline or mobile telephone coverage 
of less than 80%, this procedure is also adopted for mobile telephone 
calls to improve coverage.

For face-to-face interviews, primary sampling units are identified 
(cluster of households, stratified by population size or geography). 
Within those units, a random-route strategy is used to select households. 
Within the chosen households, respondents are randomly selected.

Each potential respondent is contacted at least three (for face-to- 
face interviews) or five (telephone) times. If the initially sampled 
respondent can not be interviewed, a substitution method is used.  
The median country-level response rate corresponds to 65% for 
face-to-face interviews and 9% for telephone interviews. These 
response rates are comparatively high considering that survey  
participants are not offered financial incentives for participating  
in the Gallup World Poll. For telephone interviews, the Pew Research 
Center reports a response rate of 6% in the United States in 2019 
(https://pewrsr.ch/2XqxgTT). For face-to-face interviews, ref. 56  
found a non-response rate of 23.7% even in a country with very high 
levels of trust, such as Denmark.

The median and most common sample size is 1,000 respond-
ents. An overview of survey modes and sample sizes can be found in  
Supplementary Table 15.

Sampling weights. Although the sampling approach is probability 
based, some groups of respondents are more likely to be sampled by the 
sampling procedure. For instance, residents in larger households are 
less likely to be selected than residents in smaller households because 
both small and large households have an equal chance of being chosen. 
For this reason, Gallup constructs a probability weight factor (base 
weight) to correct for unequal selection probabilities. In a second step, 
the base weights are post-stratified to adjust for non-response and to 
match known population statistics. The standard demographic vari-
ables used for post-stratification are age, gender, education and region. 
In some countries, additional demographic information is used based 
on availability (for example, ethnicity or race in the United States). The 
weights range from 0.12 to 6.23, with a 10–90% quantile range of 0.28 to 
2.10, ensuring that no observation is given an excessively disproportion-
ate weight. Of all weights, 93% are between 0.25 and 4. More details are 

available in the documentation of the Gallup World Poll (https://news.
gallup.com/poll/165404/world-poll-methodology.aspx)55.

We use these weights in our main analyses in two ways: first, 
when deriving national averages, we weight individual responses with  
Gallup’s sampling weights; and, second, when conducting individual- 
level regression analyses, we weight respondents with Gallup’s  
sampling weights.

We note that this weighting approach does not take into account 
the fact that some countries have a larger population than others. At the 
global level, the approach would effectively weight countries by their 
sample size and not their population size. Therefore, we also derive 
population-adjusted weights that render the data representative of 
the global population (aged ≥15) that is covered by our survey. The 
population-adjusted weight of individual i in country c is derived as

wic
∑Icwic

× sc × n

where wic denotes the original Gallup sampling weight, Ic the set of all 
respondents in country c, sc the country’s share of the global population 
aged ≥15 and n the total sample size of 129,902 respondents. Division 
by ∑Icwic ensures that countries with a larger sample size (Supplemen-
tary Table 15) do not receive a larger weight. Multiplication with sc 
ensures that the total weight of a country sample is proportional to its 
population share. Multiplication with the constant n ensures that the 
total sum of the population-adjusted weights equals n, but is inconse-
quential for the results.

Although the two approaches yield very similar results (Supple-
mentary Table 16), we use these population-adjusted weights wher-
ever we present global statistics or statistics for supranational world 
regions. Supplementary Table 16 also shows that we obtain almost 
identical results if we do not use weights at all.

Global pre-test
A preliminary version of the survey was extensively pre-tested in 
2020 in six countries of diverse cultural heritage—Colombia, Egypt, 
India, Indonesia, Kenya and Ukraine—to ensure that subjects from 
different cultural and economic backgrounds interpret the questions 
adequately. In each country, cognitive interviews were conducted by 
trained interviewers in local languages. The objectives of the pre-test 
were threefold, that is, to collect feedback, test whether the survey 
questions were understandable and check whether they were inter-
preted homogeneously across cultures. Each survey question was fol-
lowed by additional probing questions that investigated respondents’ 
understanding of central terms and the overall logic of the question. 
Moreover, respondents were invited to express any comprehension 
difficulties. In response to the feedback, several minor adjustments 
to the survey were made. Most importantly, we switched to the term 
global warming instead of climate change to prevent confusion with 
seasonal changes in weather.

Survey items
The US English version of the questionnaire can be found below. Square 
brackets indicate information that is adjusted to each country. Paren-
theses indicate that a response option was available to the interviewer 
but not read aloud to the interviewee. The frequencies of missing data 
are summarized in Supplementary Table 17.

Introduction to global warming. Now, on a different topic… The  
following questions are about global warming. Global warming means 
that the world’s average temperature has considerably increased over 
the past 150 years and may increase more in the future.

Willingness to contribute. Question 1: Would you be willing to contrib-
ute 1% of your household income every month to fight global warming? 
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This would mean that you would contribute [$1] for every [$100] of 
this income.

Responses: Yes, No, (DK), (Refused)
Coding: Binary dummy for Yes. (DK) and (Refused) are coded as 

missing data.
Question 2 (asked only if ‘No’ was selected in Question 1): Would you 

be willing to contribute a smaller amount than 1% of your household 
income every month to fight global warming?

Responses: Yes, No, I would not contribute any income, (DK), 
(Refused)

Coding: We classify respondents into three categories based on 
their responses to both questions. Willing to contribute (at least) 1%, 
willing to contribute between 0% and 1%, not willing to contribute. We 
conservatively code (DK) and (Refused) in Question 2 as ‘Not willing 
to contribute’.

Beliefs about others’ willingness to contribute. Question: We are 
asking these questions to 100 other respondents in [the United States]. 
How many do you think are willing to contribute at least 1% of their 
household income every month to fight global warming?

Responses: 0–100, (DK), (Refused)
Coding: 0–100, (DK) and (Refused) are coded as missing data.

Social norms. Question: Do you think that people in [the United States] 
should try to fight global warming?

Responses: Yes, No, (DK), (Refused)
Coding: Binary dummy for Yes. (DK) and (Refused) are coded as 

missing data.

Demand for political action. Question: Do you think the national 
government should do more to fight global warming?

Responses: Yes, No, (DK), (Refused)
Coding: Binary dummy for Yes. (DK) and (Refused) are coded as 

missing data.
Note: We were not allowed to field this question in Myanmar, Saudi 

Arabia and the United Arab Emirates.

Implementation errors. In two countries, an implementation error 
was made for the question on WTC a proportion of income.

In Kyrgyzstan, 4 of 1,001 respondents answered the survey in the 
language Uzbek. To these four respondents, the second sentence of 
question 1 was not read. The other respondents in Kyrgyzstan were 
interviewed in a different language and were not affected.

In Mongolia, respondents were asked whether they are willing 
to contribute less than 1% in question 1. Of these respondents, 93.1% 
answered yes. We approximate the proportion of Mongolian respond-
ents who are willing to contribute 1% as follows. The implementation 
error should not affect the proportion of respondents who answer no 
to both questions (4.4%). Moreover, we know that in most countries 
5–6% of respondents are not willing to contribute 1% but are willing to 
contribute a positive amount smaller than 1%. This is also true in neigh-
bouring countries of Mongolia (China, 6.0%; Kazakhstan, 4.9%; Russia, 
5.6%). Therefore, we derive the proportion of Mongolian respondents 
who are willing to contribute 1% as 100% − 4.4% − 6% = 89.6%, which 
is close to the uncorrected proportion of 93.1%. Results are virtually 
unchanged if we exclude observations from Mongolia.

Translation
The translation process of the US English original version into other 
languages followed the TRAPD model, first developed for the European 
Social Survey57. The acronym TRAPD stands for translation, review, 
adjudication, pre-testing and documentation. It is a team-based 
approach to translation and has been found to provide more reliable 
results than alternative procedures, such as back-translation. The fol-
lowing procedure is implemented:

•	 Translation: a local professional translator conducts the first 
translation.

•	 Review: the translation is reviewed by another professional 
translator from an independent company. The reviewer identi-
fies any issues, suggests alternative wordings and explains their 
comments in English.

•	 Adjudication: the original translator receives this feedback  
and can accept or reject the suggestions. In the latter case,  
he provides an English explanation for his decision and a 
third expert adjudicates the disputed translation, which often 
involves further exchange with the translators.

•	 Pre-testing: a pilot test with at least ten respondents per language 
is conducted.

•	 Documentation: translations and commentary (Gallup internal) 
are documented.

Ethics
The study was approved by the ethics committee of the Gallup 
World Poll. Informed consent was obtained from all human research 
participants.

Validation
Our main measures of support for climate action are deliberately 
measured in a general manner to account for the fact that suitable con-
crete strategies to act against climate change can differ widely across 
the globe. However, in previous work, we collected both the general 
measures and additional specific measures for the different facets of 
climate cooperation. We conducted a survey with a diverse sample of 
respondents that is representative of the US population in terms of 
the sociodemographic characteristics of age, gender, education and 
region30. Specifically, we first elicit respondents’ WTC, demand for 
political action and approval of pro-climate change norms. In a sec-
ond step, respondents can allocate money between themselves and a 
pro-climate charity (incentivized). We also elicit whether respondents 
have engaged in a set of specific climate-friendly behaviours in the 
previous 12 months (answered yes or no). We further elicit whether 
they think that people in the United States should engage in these 
specific climate-friendly behaviours (yes or no). Finally, we measure 
support for specific climate-change-related policies and regulations 
using a four-point Likert scale. Supplementary Tables 1–3 show that our  
general measures are strongly correlated with concrete climate-friendly 
behaviours, concrete climate-friendly norms and support for specific 
climate-change-related policies and regulation. More details on these 
data can be found in ref. 30.

The data in ref. 30 also allow us to investigate whether we obtain 
similar results using two different survey methodologies. The Gallup 
World Poll relies on computer-assisted telephone interviews (land-
line and mobile) and random sampling via random-digit dialling. In  
ref. 30, an online survey was conducted and quota-based sampling was 
used. Reassuringly, we obtain very similar results for the proportion 
of the population willing to contribute 1% of their household income, 
supporting pro-climate norms and demanding more political action 
(Table 1).

Additional data sources
Annual temperature. This is the annual average temperature (in 
degrees Celsius) from 2010 to 2019. The data are available from the 
World Bank Group’s Climate Change Knowledge Portal (https://cli-
mateknowledgeportal.worldbank.org/download-data) and derived 
from the CRU TS v.4.05 data (https://crudata.uea.ac.uk/cru/data/hrg/).

Continent. A set of indicators for whether a country belongs to one 
of the following five continents: (1) Africa, (2) Americas, (3) Asia,  
(4) Europe and (5) Oceania.
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Economic growth. The average GDP growth rate between 2000 
and 2019, obtained by averaging the year-on-year change in 
real GDP per capita (in constant US dollars) across years (World 
Bank WDI database, https://databank.worldbank.org/source/
world-development-indicators/Series/NY.GDP.PCAP.PP.KD).

GDP. The average national GDP per capita from 2010 to 2019 in  
constant US dollars, adjusted for differences in purchasing power. To 
derive the percentage of world GDP that our survey represents, we take 
national GDP data from 2019. The data for each country are available 
from the World Bank WDI database (https://databank.worldbank.
org/source/world-development-indicators/Series/NY.GDP.PCAP.
PP.KD). For Taiwan and Venezuela, the World Bank does not provide 
GDP estimates. Instead, we use data from the International Monetary 
Fund World Economic Outlook Database (https://www.imf.org/en/
Publications/WEO/weo-database/2022/October).

GHG emissions. The per-capita GHG emissions expressed in equivalent 
metric tons of CO2 averaged from 2010 to 2019. To derive the percent-
age of world GHG emissions that our survey represents, we take national 
GHG data from 2019. GHGs include CO2 (fossil only), CH4, N2O and F 
gases. Data are obtained from EDGAR v.7.0 (ref. 58).

Individualism–collectivism. This refers to a country’s location on the 
individualism–collectivism spectrum, which we standardize59.

Kinship tightness. This refers to the extent to which people are 
embedded in large, interconnected extended family networks. 
The measure is derived from the data of the Ethnographic Atlas in 
ref. 60 and is available at https://dataverse.harvard.edu/dataset.
xhtml?persistentId=doi:10.7910/DVN/JX1OIU.

Regional temperature. The population-weighted regional mean tem-
perature in degrees Celsius (between 2010 and 2019). Regions are 
defined by Gallup and often coincide with the first administrative unit 
below the national level. We use temperature data from the Climatic 
Research Unit (https://crudata.uea.ac.uk/cru/data/hrg/) and popula-
tion data from the LandScan database (https://www.ornl.gov/project/
landscan) to construct this variable.

Scientific articles. The average number of scientific articles (per 
capita) from 2009 to 2018. The annual data for each country are 
available from the World Bank WDI database and normalized with 

annual population data from the Maddison Project Database 2020 
(https://www.rug.nl/ggdc/historicaldevelopment/maddison/releases/
maddison-project-database-2020).

Secondary and tertiary education. This refers to the proportion of 
the population with secondary or tertiary education as the highest 
level of education. The Gallup World Poll includes respondent-level 
information on whether the highest level of educational attainment 
is secondary and tertiary education, which we aggregate to national 
proportion by using Gallup’s sampling weights.

Survival versus self-expression values. The extent to which people 
in a country hold survival versus self-expression values, which we 
standardize. We obtain the data from the axes of the Inglehart–Welzel 
Cultural Map (https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSNewsShow.
jsp?ID=467)61.

Traditional versus secular values. The extent to which people in a 
country hold traditional versus secular values, which we standardize. 
We obtain the data from the axes of the Inglehart–Welzel Cultural Map 
(https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSNewsShow.jsp?ID=467)61.

Vulnerability index. This measure captures a country’s vulnerabil-
ity as defined in the IPCC Sixth Assessment Report41,42. Specifically, 
the measure is the average of the vulnerability subcomponent of the 
INFORM Risk Index and the WorldRiskIndex. The INFORM Risk Index 
consists of 32 indicators related to vulnerability and coping capacity. 
The vulnerability component of the WorldRiskIndex encompasses 23 
indicators, which cover susceptibility, absence of coping ability and 
lack of adaptive capability. For example, the subcomponents include 
indicators of extreme poverty, food security, access to basic infrastruc-
ture, access to health care, health status and governance. The data and 
documentation are available at https://ipcc-browser.ipcc-data.org/
browser/dataset?id=3736.

Quality of governance standard data set 2021. The following vari-
ables are compiled from the Quality of Governance Standard Data Set 
2021 (https://www.gu.se/en/quality-government)62.

Concentration of political power. This variable is based on the Politi-
cal Constraints Index III from the Political Constraint Index (POLCON) 
Dataset (https://mgmt.wharton.upenn.edu/faculty/heniszpolcon/
polcondataset/), which we standardize.

Democracy. A binary measure of democracy, obtained from ref. 63.

Electricity from fossil fuels. The proportion of electricity produced 
from oil or coal (World Bank WDI database).

Perceived corruption. We use the Corruption Perception Index 
(0–100) from Transparency International (https://www.transparency.
org/en/cpi/), which we standardize.

Population. The size of the population aged 15 or higher in 2019. The 
data are taken from the World Bank WDI database.

Property rights. The standardized score of the degree to which a coun-
try’s laws protect private property rights and the degree to which those 
laws are enforced (Heritage Foundation’s Index of Economic Freedom 
dataset; http://www.heritage.org/index/explore).

Quality of Governance Environmental Indicators Dataset 2021. 
The following variables are compiled from the Quality of Govern-
ance Environmental Indicators Dataset 2021 (https://www.gu.se/en/
quality-government)64.

Table 1 | Comparing the US sample from the Gallup World 
Poll to a US online survey

Andre et al. (2022): 
US online  
survey (%)30

Gallup World 
Poll’s US random 
sample (%)

P value of a t-test 
for differences  
in means

WTC 1% 45 48 0.109

Approval of 
pro-climate 
norms

79 79 0.782

Demand for 
political action

76 74 0.188

Beliefs about 
others’ WTC

– 33 –

This table compares the response behaviour in the US random sample of the 2021/2022 
Gallup World Poll to the response behaviour in the US online survey in ref. 30 (N = 2,000) for 
questions that were included in both data collections. See Methods for details about data 
collection. Shown is the proportion of respondents who are willing to contribute 1% of their 
income to the fight against climate change (answered yes or no), approve of pro-climate 
norms (yes or no) and demand more political action from their national governments (yes 
or no) in both samples. The P values of a t-test for differences in means between the two 
samples are also shown.
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Annual precipitation. The long-run average of annual precipitation 
(in mm per year) (World Bank WDI database).

Climate change executive policies. The cumulative number of 
climate-change-related policies or other executive provisions (from 1946 
until 2020), which were published or decreed by the government, presi-
dent or an equivalent executive authority (https://climate-laws.org/)65.

Climate change laws and legislations. The cumulative number 
of climate-change-related laws and legislations (from 1946 until 
2020) that were passed by the parliament or an equivalent legislative 
authority65.

Distance to coast. The average distance to the nearest ice-free coast 
(in 1,000 km)66.

Terrain ruggedness index. An index of the terrain ruggedness (as of 
2012) originally developed to measure topographic variation67 and 
modified by ref. 66.

Reporting summary
Further information on research design is available in the Nature 
Portfolio Reporting Summary linked to this article.

Data availability
The data of the Global Climate Change Survey are available at  
https://doi.org/10.15185/gccs.1. References to and the documentation 
of external and proprietary data, such as the Gallup World Poll data, are 
available in the Supplementary Information.

Code availability
The analysis code is available at https://doi.org/10.15185/gccs.1.
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Nature Portfolio wishes to improve the reproducibility of the work that we publish. This form provides structure for consistency and transparency 
in reporting. For further information on Nature Portfolio policies, see our Editorial Policies and the Editorial Policy Checklist.

Statistics
For all statistical analyses, confirm that the following items are present in the figure legend, table legend, main text, or Methods section.

n/a Confirmed

The exact sample size (n) for each experimental group/condition, given as a discrete number and unit of measurement

A statement on whether measurements were taken from distinct samples or whether the same sample was measured repeatedly

The statistical test(s) used AND whether they are one- or two-sided 
Only common tests should be described solely by name; describe more complex techniques in the Methods section.

A description of all covariates tested

A description of any assumptions or corrections, such as tests of normality and adjustment for multiple comparisons

A full description of the statistical parameters including central tendency (e.g. means) or other basic estimates (e.g. regression coefficient) 
AND variation (e.g. standard deviation) or associated estimates of uncertainty (e.g. confidence intervals)

For null hypothesis testing, the test statistic (e.g. F, t, r) with confidence intervals, effect sizes, degrees of freedom and P value noted 
Give P values as exact values whenever suitable.

For Bayesian analysis, information on the choice of priors and Markov chain Monte Carlo settings

For hierarchical and complex designs, identification of the appropriate level for tests and full reporting of outcomes

Estimates of effect sizes (e.g. Cohen's d, Pearson's r), indicating how they were calculated

Our web collection on statistics for biologists contains articles on many of the points above.

Software and code
Policy information about availability of computer code

Data collection The data were collected as part of the Gallup World Poll by the Gallup World Poll team.

Data analysis R 4.1.2 and RStudio 2021.09.02, StataMP 16.1. 
The analysis code is available at http://dx.doi.org/10.15185/gccs.1.

For manuscripts utilizing custom algorithms or software that are central to the research but not yet described in published literature, software must be made available to editors and 
reviewers. We strongly encourage code deposition in a community repository (e.g. GitHub). See the Nature Portfolio guidelines for submitting code & software for further information.

Data
Policy information about availability of data

All manuscripts must include a data availability statement. This statement should provide the following information, where applicable: 
- Accession codes, unique identifiers, or web links for publicly available datasets 
- A description of any restrictions on data availability 
- For clinical datasets or third party data, please ensure that the statement adheres to our policy 
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data such as the Gallup World Poll data are available in the Supplementary Information. 
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Human research participants
Policy information about studies involving human research participants and Sex and Gender in Research. 

Reporting on sex and gender The role of gender is not among our research questions in this article. We use a dummy for self-reported female gender as 
control variable in some individual-level analyses. The dummy is derived from the Gallup World Poll variable WP1219.

Population characteristics See "Behavioral & social sciences study design".

Recruitment See "Behavioral & social sciences study design".

Ethics oversight The study was approved by the ethics committee of the Gallup World Poll.

Note that full information on the approval of the study protocol must also be provided in the manuscript.

Field-specific reporting
Please select the one below that is the best fit for your research. If you are not sure, read the appropriate sections before making your selection.

Life sciences Behavioural & social sciences  Ecological, evolutionary & environmental sciences

For a reference copy of the document with all sections, see nature.com/documents/nr-reporting-summary-flat.pdf

Behavioural & social sciences study design
All studies must disclose on these points even when the disclosure is negative.

Study description Quantitative globally representative survey study.

Research sample Our survey was administered as part of the Gallup World Poll 2021/2022 in a large and diverse set of countries (see Table S12). To 
ensure national representativeness, each country sample is randomly selected from the resident population aged 15 and above. 
Exceptions are summarized in Table S15.

Sampling strategy The Methods discussion describes the sampling process in detail. Here is an extract: 
 
Interviews are conducted in one of two modes: computer-assisted telephone interviews via landline/mobile phone or face-to-face 
(mostly computer-assisted). Telephone interviews were used in countries with high telephone coverage, countries in which it is the 
customary survey methodology, and countries in which the COVID-19 pandemic ruled out a face-to-face approach. 
 
The selection of respondents is probability based. The concrete procedure depends on the survey mode. More details are available in 
the documentation of the Gallup World Poll. 
 
Telephone: Random-digit dialing (RDD) or sampling from nationally-representative lists of phone numbers. If contacted via landline, 
one household member aged 15 or older is randomly selected. In countries with a landline/mobile telephone coverage of less than 
80%, this procedure is also adopted for mobile telephone calls to improve coverage. 
 
Face-to-face: Primary sampling units are identified (cluster of households, stratified by population size or geography). Within those 
units, a random-route strategy is employed to select households. Within the chosen households, respondents are randomly selected. 
 
Each potential respondent is contacted at least three (face-to-face) or five (telephone) times. If the initially-sampled respondent can 
not be interviewed, a substitution method is employed. 

Data collection The data were collected as part of the Gallup World Poll by the Gallup World Poll team.

Timing April 2021 to October 2022. Table S15 describes the exact timing of the data collection in each of the 125 countries.

Data exclusions No data were excluded.

Non-participation The data were collected as part of the Gallup World Poll by the Gallup World Poll team. We do not have any data on non-
participation.

Randomization No randomization component.
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Materials & experimental systems
n/a Involved in the study

Antibodies

Eukaryotic cell lines

Palaeontology and archaeology

Animals and other organisms

Clinical data

Dual use research of concern

Methods
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ChIP-seq

Flow cytometry

MRI-based neuroimaging
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