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Assessing public support for degrowth: survey-based
experimental and predictive studies

Dario Krpan, Frédéric Basso, Jason E Hickel, Giorgos Kallis

Summary

Background Degrowth argues that high-income economies should reduce harmful production and prioritise well-
being. Although degrowth is increasingly seen as essential to tackling climate change, the extent of public support for
this economic approach remains unclear. In this study, we aimed to investigate public support for the full degrowth
proposal in the UK and USA—high-income, growth-oriented nations with substantial climate responsibility and
political resistance to degrowth. Our objectives were to distinguish support for the proposal itself from perceptions of
the degrowth label and to examine the role of participants’ individual differences.

Methods Our objectives were examined in two studies, Study 1 and Study 2, administered online via Qualtrics. For
both studies, participants in the USA and UK were recruited via Prolific (an online pool of participants) to be rep-
resentative of the respective populations in age, gender, and ethnicity. Participants had to pass several attention and
quality checks to qualify for analyses. Study 1 used a within-subjects design whereby all participants rated their
support for the full degrowth proposal (summarising the key ideas, practices, and goals of degrowth) without any
label and for eight economic approaches presented by label only (ie, degrowth, ecomodernism, ecosocialism, green
capitalism, green growth, green market economy, post growth, and wellbeing economy) on a 7-point scale (from 1
[strongly oppose] to 7 [strongly support]). Study 2 used a between-subjects design whereby participants were ran-
domly assigned using the randomiser function in Qualtrics, to one of seven economic approaches (the full degrowth
proposal; a label referring to either degrowth, ecosocialism, or wellbeing economy without a description; or a
combination of the full degrowth proposal with one of these three labels), for which they rated their support on the
same 7-point scale. Mean support for each approach was classified on the basis of 95% Cls, meaning that similar
means could be classified differently across studies and samples due to variations in these intervals. To identify key
predictors of support, we also measured 74 individual differences, including various psychological and socio-
economic characteristics, and analysed them using an approach combining widely used machine learning models
with multiple linear regression analyses; a variable was considered a key predictor only if it ranked among the most
predictive in the machine learning models and was also statistically significant in the regression analyses.

Findings Data were collected from study participants between Oct 10, 2023, and Dec 1, 2023. 6228 participants from
the UK and USA were initially recruited, of whom 5454 were eligible for analyses. When presented without a label, in
the UK, the full degrowth proposal received support from 736 (81%) of 910 participants in Study 1 and 210 (82%) of
255 in Study 2. In the USA, it received support from 683 (73%) of 941 participants in Study 1 and 187 (72%) of 260 in
Study 2. On the 7-point scale, in Study 1, support was 5-37 in the UK and 5-07 in the USA (both corresponding to
somewhat support), whereas, in Study 2, support was 5-34 in the UK (corresponding to somewhat support to
support) and 4-97 in the USA (corresponding to somewhat support). When degrowth was presented as a label alone,
it received support from 237 (26%) of 910 participants in Study 1 and 50 (20%) of 250 participants in Study 2 in the
UK and 266 (28%) of 941 participants in Study 1 and 34 (13%) of 270 participants in Study 2 in the USA. In Study 2,
the degrowth label accompanied by the full proposal was supported by 184 (74%) of 248 participants in the UK and
177 (68%) of 260 participants in the USA. In addition, 188 (75%) of 250 participants in the UK and 176 (67%) of
264 participants in the USA supported the full degrowth proposal plus ecosocialism label, and 209 (84%) of
250 participants in the UK and 179 (72%) of 249 participants in the USA supported the full degrowth proposal plus
wellbeing economy label. Key individual difference predictors of support were people’s drive to address global
challenges and belief in ecosystem integrity.

Interpretation Contrary to concerns from politicians and commentators that degrowth is broadly unpopular, the core
degrowth proposal received substantial support from UK and US participants in this study, regardless of whether the
full proposal was accompanied by the degrowth label. Therefore, negative perceptions of the degrowth label appear
surmountable once people learn about the main principles behind degrowth. Fostering proactive engagement with
global challenges and awareness of nature’s fragility could further enhance the public’s acceptance of degrowth.
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Introduction

Degrowth—the notion that high-income economies
should reduce non-essential production while prioritising
wellbeing—has recently gained widespread traction in

Research in context

Evidence before this study

Degrowth is increasingly viewed as crucial for addressing climate
change, yet public support for this concept remains uncertain, and
little research has explored the extent of this support or the
factors that influence it. A search for peer-reviewed publications in
Scopus from database inception to July 8, 2025, without language
restrictions, with the keywords “degrowth” OR “de-growth” OR
"postgrowth” OR “post-growth AND (study OR studies OR
psychology OR experiment* OR survey)” in the article title,
abstract, or keywords returned 1821 documents. After screening
the publications for eligibility on the basis of the focus of our
research—ie, lay evaluations of policy goals, proposals, messages,
or labels interpreted or presented as degrowth-oriented or post-
growth-oriented—we identified 21 research articles (appendix p
6). Several studies focused on specific populations or sectors—
such as tourism, fashion, students, high-income earners, or rural
populations. Another cluster of studies examined particular policy
concepts (eg, wellbeing) and specific degrowth policies or
evaluated how degrowth or post-growth measures compared
with more conventional growth-focused policies. A third set of
studies approached the growth-versus-environment debate,
probing whether the public sided with growth at all costs, green
growth, agrowth, or degrowth. Some of these articles offered a
more detailed look at degrowth or post-growth messages
themselves, and a few considered individual differences such as
age, gender, or values. However, none of these articles conducted
a comprehensive investigation of public support for degrowth by
focusing on the full proposal of this economic approach (ie, a
vision integrating the key ideas, practices, and goals that define
degrowth; appendix pp 3-4) rather than on general, vague, or
basic descriptions of degrowth or isolated practices. Additionally,
no previous studies separated support for the degrowth label (or
alternative labels) from support for the full degrowth proposal or
examined a comprehensive range of individual differences that
might shape support.

Added value of this study

Against this background, to our knowledge, this study is the first
to provide a comprehensive, large-scale examination of public
support for degrowth, focusing on representative samples from
the UK and USA—two wealthy, growth-driven nations that bear
considerable responsibility for climate change and show notable
political opposition to degrowth. Specifically, we measure support
for the full degrowth proposal; systematically distinguish
between support for the degrowth label and the economic
approach itself; examine the role of alternative labels linked to

academic and public discourse.! The call for degrowth
stems from evidence that high-income economies far
exceed their fair share of planetary boundaries** and that
gross domestic product is unlikely to decouple from

other sustainability-oriented economic approaches (eg, wellbeing
economy and ecosocialism); and assess a large set of individual
differences, including psychological characteristics (personality,
attitudes, values, and wellbeing) and socioeconomic indicators, to
identify key predictors of support. By examining public support
for a coherent vision that integrates degrowth’s key ideas,
practices, and goals, this research addresses important gaps in
previous knowledge on degrowth support to evaluate its political
feasibility. This study also provides a crucial basis for policy makers
and advocates to advance transformative societal change

(eg, from using our full proposal to communicate about degrowth
to the public to identifying which sectors of the population,
reflected in psychological characteristics and sociodemographic
variables, might be more receptive to it) and offers a foundation
on which scientists can build to further investigate the feasibility
of degrowth transitions. For example, future studies could extend
our procedures and proposal to identify the specific formulations
of the degrowth vision that attract the most support or could
examine how to make degrowth more approachable to those
individuals more likely to resist it.

Implications of all the available evidence

Our findings indicate strong public support and low opposition to
the full degrowth proposal in both the UK and the USA. Support
was notably lower when degrowth was presented solely as a label
without explanation, but when the key ideas and goals of
degrowth were detailed, support remained high regardless of
whether the label was attached. This finding suggests that any
negative connotations of the degrowth label do not undermine
support when people engage with its substantive principles.
Moreover, support for the full degrowth proposal was similarly
high when it was combined with alternative labels such as
ecosocialism and wellbeing economy, even though these labels
received higher support than degrowth when presented alone.
Importantly, we identified two key predictors of support: people’s
drive to address global challenges with ideas and action (ie, a
transformative utopian impulse) and their belief in the
importance of ecosystem integrity (ie, a new ecological
paradigm—balance). In contrast, socioeconomic indicators

(eg, political orientation or income) were not consistent
predictors. Overall, although degrowth is often criticised as
lacking public support and being unlikely to gain traction in civil
society, this research shows that the full proposal enjoys
substantial backing, regardless of whether the degrowth label is
included.
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emissions and material use quickly enough to meet eco-
logical targets.”” Degrowth scholarship argues that econ-
omies can sustain high wellbeing with much lower output
and resource use and that targeted policies can help them
function without growth.®* A comprehensive overview of
such policy proposals, which are being increasingly dis-
cussed in policy-making circles (eg, the Beyond Growth
conference hosted by the European Parliament™), is avail-
able in the literature.'”''? A key critique against degrowth
is that it is unlikely to gain popular support and might
increase resistance to climate policy.”® However, little sys-
tematic research has examined public support for degrowth
and its drivers.

Some hypothesise that support for degrowth is hindered
by the term’s negative connotations, rather than the content
of its key ideas, practices, and goals (referred to in this art-
icle as the full degrowth proposal; appendix pp 3-4).21
However, there is no convincing evidence to support this
claim. Emerging research on the opinions of scientists
and the general public finds that sizeable majorities
support growth-critical positions,"" but these studies do
not directly measure support for degrowth.' Instead, they
classify responses to growth-versus-environment state-
ments into what the analysts themselves judge to be
positions close to degrowth. Beyond the problem of
subjective interpretation, this approach makes it difficult
to distinguish support for the content of the degrowth
proposal from support for the label.

Although a few studies have directly examined degrowth
and found that labelling and framing are important,**
such studies generally present degrowth simplistically
(eg, with generic statements about prioritising sustain-
ability at the cost of growth) without addressing the full
proposal. Moreover, they do not systematically separate
content from labelling by assessing whether public support
differs when people encounter degrowth content alone, its
label alone, or both together. It is also unclear whether
alternative labelling affects support. To investigate this
aspect, researchers compared people’s emotions and atti-
tudes toward labels for degrowth and other sustainability-
oriented economic approaches, such as green economy and
post-growth.??! They also examined whether some of these
labels (eg, post-growth) influenced evaluations of a brief
degrowth description.® Although some differences
emerged, those studies have not systematically separated
the effects of labelling from the description itself, nor have
they examined the full degrowth proposal.

Beyond content and labels, some researchers have
investigated whether individual differences—such as
materialism and biospheric values—predict the prioritisa-
tion of environmental protection over economic growth.?
However, those studies did not explicitly address degrowth
(either the label or the full proposal), and the individual
differences analysed were chosen on the basis of their
availability in the World Values Survey* rather than selec-
ted from a broader range of measures for their relevance to
degrowth.

www.thelancet.com/planetary-health Vol = m 2025

To develop a comprehensive understanding of public
support for degrowth while engaging with unresolved
questions in the literature, our work had four main objec-
tives: objective one was to test public support for the full
degrowth proposal (ie, its core vision, presented without
labels); objective two was to examine how the degrowth
label shapes support by comparing how people respond to
this economic approach when it is referred to by its label
and without a description versus when it is presented as a
full proposal, either with or without the label; objective
three was to investigate the role of alternative labels by
comparing how people respond to the full degrowth pro-
posal when it is labelled with terms used for other linked
sustainability-oriented approaches (eg, ecosocialism and
wellbeing economy) versus how they respond to these
labels or the full proposal alone (this comparison was
important because including multiple labels allowed us to
more robustly assess whether support depends on sub-
stantive ideas or label-driven impressions and explore how
people respond to degrowth versus other sustainability
approaches when they have little information about them—
reflecting how these concepts are often encountered in real-
world discourse);***' and objective four was to test which
individual differences (ie, psychological characteristics and
socioeconomic indicators) predict support for the proposal.
These objectives addressed whether criticisms of degrowth
based on its content or labelling are warranted and allowed
for systematically separating support for the full proposal
versus support for various labels. They also shed light on
the implications of population diversity—expressed
through various individual characteristics—for degrowth
support.

The full degrowth proposal used in this study summa-
rises key aspects of degrowth as reflected in the literature
without explicitly using the label degrowth and captures
several key elements of this economic approach—namely,
that high-income countries would scale down harmful and
non-essential production and consumption to help achieve
ecological goals;? that wellbeing would be improved by
ensuring universal access to public services, affordable
housing, gainful employment, and living wages;' that
control over the economy (production, resource use, and
public services) would be progressively democratised;**
that countries in the Global South (ie, the developing
economies of Latin America, Africa, the Middle East, and
Asia) would be liberated from patterns of appropriation and
enabled to achieve human development® and that
improvements in technological efficiency would be pur-
sued alongside sufficiency principles.® The full degrowth
proposal aligns with how this economic approach is typic-
ally framed by degrowth scholars, highlighting its core
principles and critical stance towards the current system.
Our aim was to assess how the public responds to this
authentic vision as commonly advanced by degrowth
advocates rather than to different arguments for or against
growth. We focused on examining public support in
the USA and UK—countries that hold substantial

See Online for appendix
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For the surveys used in Study 1
and Study 2 see https://osf.io/
65vj8/?view_
only=9af8d4b0ec924d
ebh956a33d7cb0c0f65

responsibility for climate breakdown* and are growth-ori-
ented, high-income economies, matching the profile of
countries where implementing degrowth would be crucial
for global sustainability"**# but is often considered politically
unfeasible.*

Methods

Study overview and participant information

We examined the four main objectives of this work in two
studies conducted consecutively. Each study addressed
objective one by testing public support for the full degrowth
proposal. Regarding objectives two and three, Study 1 pro-
vided preliminary insights by testing people’s support for
the full proposal and for several economic approaches
referred to by labels (eg, degrowth and ecosocialism) with-
out any accompanying description. In contrast, in Study 2,
we conducted a more systematic investigation by testing
different combinations of the full proposal and selected
labels, comparing them both in isolation and combination.
Finally, regarding objective four, Study 1 examined a
comprehensive set of 74 individual differences (detailed in
the appendix [pp 26-32)) to identify key predictors of sup-
port for the full proposal, whereas Study 2 aimed to repli-
cate and extend insights about these key predictors. Taken
together, the two studies offer complementary insights,
with Study 1 providing preliminary evidence and Study 2
testing the replicability of key findings and examining
particular objectives in more depth.

Participants were recruited via Prolific (an ethically
robust and widely used online participant pool)**' to be
representative of the respective US and UK populations in
age, gender, and ethnicity. Prolific achieves representa-
tiveness through stratified quota sampling, which involves
dividing the target population into these three demographic
subgroups and filling each with a predetermined number of
participants. These quotas are based on up-to-date census
data (from the US Census Bureau and UK Office for
National Statistics) to ensure that each subgroup (eg, Asian
women aged 25-34 years) is proportionally represented
(the sampling method is detailed and appraised in the
appendix [pp 7-9]). All participants were compensated at
£8 per hour.

All participants had to pass several attention and quality
checks (appendix p 11) to be eligible for analyses. Among
participants eligible for analyses, the amount of missing
data*>** (referring specifically to incomplete responses
from eligible participants) was low (0-1-58% depending
on the analysis; appendix pp 12-14), remaining well
below conservative thresholds (>5%) typically used to
indicate meaningful risks to analytic validity.*** Therefore,
missing data were handled using listwise deletion. The
sample size rationale for each study is provided in the
appendix (pp 15-16).

All procedures complied with the ethics code of the
London School of Economics and Political Science, and the
studies were approved by the Department of Psychological

and Behavioural Science at the London School of Eco-
nomics and Political Science (Study 1: reference 249034;
Study 2: reference 292748).

Study design and procedures

The two studies followed a similar design and procedure
(figure 1; a detailed description is in the appendix [pp 17-19])
and were administered online via Qualtrics. The surveys
used in each study are available via the Open Science
Framework. Participants completed the consent form
first, followed by the three core sections: (1) economic
approach (relevant to objectives one to three); (2) indi-
vidual differences—psychological characteristics (rele-
vant to objective four); and (3) individual differences—
demographics (relevant to objective four). The order of
the economic approach and psychological characteristics
sections (ie, sections 1 and 2) was randomised; the
demographics section (section 3) was always completed
last. Attention checks were conducted in both studies: in
Study 1, there were six instructed-response check items,
all in section 2; in Study 2, there was one instructed-
response check item in section 2; and in both studies,
one seriousness check and one captcha test were done at
the end of section 3 (appendix p 11); only participants
who passed all the checks were eligible for analyses.

In the economic approach section, Study 1 used a within-
subjects design, meaning that all participants rated their
support for the full degrowth proposal (without any label)
and for eight economic approaches presented by label only
(ie, degrowth, ecomodernism, ecosocialism, green capital-
ism, green growth, green market economy, post-growth,
and wellbeing economy) on a 7-point scale (whereby
1=strongly oppose and 7=strongly support). The selected
economic approaches either share conceptual affinities
with degrowth—some being used interchangeably by
advocates and researchers (eg, ecosocialism and post-
growth),'®”” although not without some controversy
(eg, wellbeing economy)'****—or present competing sus-
tainability visions against which degrowth is often con-
trasted (eg, ecomodernism, green capitalism, green
growth, and green market economy).® The full rationale is
presented in the appendix (p 5).

In contrast, Study 2 used a between-subjects design,
meaning that participants were randomly assigned (via the
randomiser function in Qualtrics) to one economic
approach in section 1, for which they rated their support.
The economic approach could be either the full degrowth
proposal, a label referring to an economic approach without
description (ie, degrowth, ecosocialism, or wellbeing
economy), or a combination of the full proposal with one of
these labels. We focused on degrowth, ecosocialism, and
wellbeing economy rather than adopting all labels from
Study 1 because these terms are often used interchangeably
to describe similar approaches and could, thus, be com-
bined with the full proposal, even though ecosocialism and
wellbeing economy can also be presented as compatible
with a growthist narrative (appendix p 5).
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Study 1

Study 2

|

All participants completed the consent form

[

Participants were asked to rate support for the

« Full degrowth proposal (without label)
« Degrowth (label only)

« Ecomodernism (label only)

« Ecosocialism (label only)

« Green capitalism (label only)

« Green growth (Label Only)

« Green market economy (label only)

« Post growth (label only)

« Wellbeing economy (label only)

{

Study section 1
Economic approach

following economic approaches (within-subjects design):

Participants were randomly assigned to rate support
for one economic approach (between-subjects design):

« Full degrowth proposal (without label)

« Degrowth (label only)

« Ecosocialism (label only)

« Wellbeing economy (label only)

« Full degrowth proposal plus degrowth label

« Full degrowth proposal plus ecosocialism label

« Full degrowth proposal plus wellbeing economy label

!

Study section 2
Individual differences-psychological
characteristics

Participants were asked to complete a set of 64 peer-
reviewed measures assessing psychological characteristics,
including personality traits, attitudes, values, and wellbeing

Participants completed only the scales measuring
the two key predictors identified in Study 1

I

|

Study section 3
Individual differences-demographics

satisfaction

Participants reported information regarding ten different
demographic and socioeconomic variables, including gender,
age, political orientation (left vs right), and income

Participants reported information regarding the same
ten variables as in Study 1, including gender, age, political
orientation (left vs right), and income satisfaction

Figure 1: Overview of research design and procedure

|

All participants were debriefed and reimbursed

Studies 1 and 2 followed a similar procedure consisting of three main sections. The order in which participants received sections 1 and 2 was randomised, whereas section
3 was always completed last. In section 1, full degrowth proposal refers to the key ideas, practices, and goals of degrowth (appendix pp 3-4).

In the individual differences—psychological character-
istics section (section 2), participants in Study 1 completed a
comprehensive set of 64 measures presented in a randomised
order. These covered wellbeing (eg, life satisfaction*),
values (eg, universalism*), attitudes (eg, new ecological
paradigm—balance®), and various personality traits, from
general (eg, Big Five*!) to more specific (eg, transformative
utopian impulse for planetary health*). All psychological
characteristics were assessed with scales and instruments
published in peer-reviewed journals and were selected on
the basis of their conceptual relevance to degrowth
(an overview and justification of the individual difference
predictors is provided in the appendix [pp 26-32]). In
Study 2, only the two strongest predictors of support
identified in Study 1 were included in the individual
differences—psychological characteristics section.

In the individual differences—demographics section in
both studies (section 3), we assessed ten demographic and
socioeconomic variables potentially linked to degrowth,
including gender, age, political orientation (left vs right),
income satisfaction, and others (appendix pp 26-32). At the
end, all participants were debriefed.

Statistical analysis

For analyses involving statistical significance testing, we
applied the Benjamini—Yekutieli false discovery rate cor-
rection for multiple testing,* assuming an uncorrected
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significance level a of 0-05 and accounting for all p values
computed in each study. This correction helps reduce the
likelihood of mistakenly identifying false effects as real
while still allowing true effects to be detected.* Statistical
differences in support for economic approaches in each
study were computed on the basis of the 7-point rating scale
used to measure support. Paired ¢ tests were used in Study 1,
given its within-subjects design, and linear regressions
were used in Study 2, given its between-subjects design.

To identify the key predictors among the 74 individual
differences (appendix pp 26-32) tested as part of objective
four in Study 1, we used an analytical approach combining
widely used machine learning models (eg, random forest
and lasso)¥# with multiple linear regression analyses for
each country (full details are provided in the appendix [p 20]).
A variable was considered a key predictor only if it ranked
among the top 30 in the most predictive machine learning
models and was also statistically significant in the regression
analyses for both the UK and the USA. In Study 2, the
robustness of the key predictors identified in Study 1 was
evaluated by conducting linear regression analyses that
included these predictors along with ten demographic and
socioeconomic variables (included to ensure that they did not
confound the relationships between the key predictors and
public support). One linear regression model was computed
separately for each country (appendix p 56). We also con-
ducted multiple linear regressions to examine whether the
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relationships between the key predictors and public support
varied by economic approach (appendix p 19).

Statistical analyses were conducted with R statistical
software, version 4.2.3.

Role of the funding source

The funder of the study had no role in research design, data
collection, data analysis, data interpretation, or writing of
the article.

Results

Data were collected from study participants between Oct 10,
2023, and Dec 1, 2023. 6228 participants from the UK and
USA were initially recruited, of whom 5454 were eligible for
analyses (table). The participants were representative of
their country’s demographics in terms of age, gender, and
ethnicity (detailed demographic information is provided in
the appendix [pp 33—43)).

Regarding objective one, participants generally sup-
ported the full degrowth proposal when presented without
a label. A basic breakdown of support, neutrality, and
opposition shows that the full degrowth proposal was
supported by 736 (81%) of 910 participants in Study 1 and
210 (82%) of 255 participants in Study 2 in the UK and
by 683 (73%) of 941 participants in Study 1 and 187 (72%)
of 260 participants in Study 2 in the USA (figure 2;
appendix pp 72-73). A more nuanced breakdown based
on the full rating (7-point) scale used to measure support
shows that mean scores ranged from 5-34 (Study 2; corre-
sponding to somewhat support to support) to 5-37 (Study 1;
corresponding to somewhat support) in the UK, and from
4-97 (Study 2; corresponding to somewhat support) to 5-07
(Study 1; corresponding to somewhat support) in the USA
(figure 3; appendix pp 44-45).

Regarding objective two, breakdown of the support per-
centages (figure 2) shows that when degrowth was pre-
sented as a label alone, it received support from 50 (20%) of
250 participants in Study 2 and 237 (26%) of 910 partic-
ipants in Study 1 in the UK and 34 (13%) of 270 participants
in Study 2 and 266 (28%) of 941 participants in Study 1 in
the USA. In contrast, in Study 2, the degrowth label
accompanied by the full proposal was supported by 184
(74%) of 248 participants in the UK and 177 (68%) of
260 participants in the USA (appendix pp 72-73). Figure 3
provides an overview of statistical differences in support
levels (detailed analyses are in the appendix [pp 46—49]).
Support for the degrowth label alone was significantly lower
than for the full proposal with or without the label, whereas
support for the full degrowth proposal did not differ
significantly depending on whether the label was present.

Regarding objective three, support across both studies
for alternative sustainability-oriented economic approaches
when labelled by name only ranged from 36% (ecoso-
cialism, Study 2) to 81% (wellbeing economy, Study 1) in
the UK and from 30% (ecosocialism, Study 2) to 73%
(wellbeing economy, Study 1) in the USA (figure 2;
appendix pp 72-73). Wellbeing economy had the highest

support, with 132 (51%) of 261 participants in Study 2 and
738 (81%) of 910 participants in Study 1 in the UK and 106
(39%) of 271 participants in Study 2 and 691 (73%) of
941 participants in Study 1 in the USA supporting this
economic approach (appendix pp 72-73). All alternative
labels received significantly higher support than the
degrowth label alone (figure 3). In contrast, the full
degrowth proposal (without the label) was generally sup-
ported significantly more than the alternative labels, apart
from green growth and wellbeing economy, for which the
findings were inconsistent across countries and studies.

In study 2, the names of the two economic approaches
often associated—albeit to different extents—with
degrowth (ie, ecosocialism and wellbeing economy) were
combined with the full degrowth proposal. In the UK, 1838
(75%) of 250 participants supported the full degrowth
proposal plus ecosocialism label, and 209 (84%) of
250 supported the full degrowth proposal plus wellbeing
economy label; in the USA, 176 (67%) of 264 participants
supported the full degrowth proposal plus ecosocialism
label, and 179 (72%) of 249 supported the full degrowth
proposal plus wellbeing economy label (figure 2;
appendix pp 73). Support in these cases did not signifi-
cantly differ from support for the full proposal either alone
or with the degrowth label, despite the degrowth label
receiving significantly less support than ecosocialism and
wellbeing economy labels (figure 3).

Regarding objective four, only two variables met the cri-
teria for being key predictors in Study 1 (for all analyses, see
appendix 50-55): the transformative utopian impulse®
(ie, people’s drive to address global challenges with ideas
and actions) and new ecological paradigm—balance® (ie, a
belief in ecosystem integrity). Both were associated with
higher support levels. Figure 4 presents the ten predictors
with the highest partial R? values (ie, their unique contri-
bution to explaining support) from the regression
models (one for the UK and one for the USA). As seen in
figure 4, some psychological (ie, biospherism, pro-trait
antiegalitarianism, and malicious envy) and socioeconomic
(ie, political orientation) characteristics were statistically
significant predictors but only for one country (either the
UK or the USA) and, therefore, did not meet the criteria for
key predictors. Other variables we tested were not statis-
tically significant predictors in either country, including
socioeconomic characteristics such as annual income (after
tax), income satisfaction, and whether people feel secure in
their surroundings® (appendix pp 52-55). The regression
models (figure 4) explained 45-31% of the variance in the
UKand 51-88% in the USA; comprehensive analysis output
is available in the appendix (pp 52-55).

In Study 2, to further probe the robustness of the two key
predictors, we examined whether they predicted public
support across all participants, regardless of the economic
approach participants were assigned to rate (ie, full pro-
posal, labels only, or combinations thereof), and whether
the strength of this relationship varied depending on
the economic approach. The results confirmed that
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Sample size Country Age, years Gender
Male Female Non-binary Undisclosed

All Participants

Study 1, sample 1 1117 UK 45-9 (15-4) 532 (47-6%) 577 (51-7%) 8 (0-7%) 0

Study 1, sample 2 1107 USA 45-7 (15-8) 537 (48-5%) 553 (50-0%) 17 (1-5%) 0

Study 2, sample 1 2001 UK 457 (15-6) 968 (48-4%) 1022 (51-1%) 11 (0-5%) 0

Study 2, sample 2 2003 USA 45-4 (15-8) 979 (48-9%) 995 (49-7%) 27 (13%) 2 (01%)

Eligible participants*

Study 1, sample 1 910 UK 46-4 (15-5) 441 (48-5%) 462 (50-8%) 7 (0-8%) 0

Study 1, sample 2 941 USA 455 (15-8) 450 (47-8%) 478 (50-8%) 13 (1-4%) 0

Study 2, sample 1 1769 UK 457 (15-6) 849 (47-0%) 910 (51-4%) 10 (0-6%) 0

Study 2, sample 2 1834 USA 45-3 (15-9) 883 (48-1%) 922 (50-3%) 27 (1-5%) 2 (01%)
Data are n, n (%), or mean (SD). Study 2 followed a between-subjects design; the sample sizes for each economic approach to which participants were randomly allocated, among
those eligible for analyses in the UK and US samples were as follows: 255 in the UK and 260 in the USA for the full proposal; 250 in the UK and 270 in the USA for degrowth (label
only); 255 in the UK and 260 in the USA for ecosocialism (label only); 261 in the UK and 271 in the USA for wellbeing economy (label only); 248 in the UK and 260 in the USA for the
full proposal plus the degrowth label; 250 in the UK and 264 in the USA full proposal plus the ecosocialism label; 250 in the UK and 249 in the USA for the full proposal plus the
wellbeing economy label. *Participants who passed the required attention and quality checks (detailed in the appendix [p 11]) were eligible for the analyses.
Table: Sample size and background information for all participants who completed a study and for participants who were eligible for analyses

the transformative utopian impulse and new ecological
paradigm—balance were the strongest predictors in
both the UK and USA across all economic approaches
(appendix p 56). This time, political orientation was also a
significant predictor in both countries (unlike in Study 1, in
which it was significant only for the UK), with support
decreasing slightly across the left-right continuum. Rela-
tionships between these predictors and support were typ-
ically significant for participants who received the full
degrowth proposal (with or without any labels), whereas
those who received labels only showed weaker and less
consistent effects (appendix pp 57-62). From the other
variables tested, participants’ educational attainment was a
significant predictor only for the UK (appendix p 56);
therefore, we did not investigate whether its relationship
with support systematically varied depending on different
economic approaches. Socioeconomic characteristics such
as annual income (after tax), income satisfaction, and
whether people feel secure in their surroundings® were
again not statistically significant predictors in either coun-
try (appendix p 56). Additional findings showed that par-
ticipants generally had little knowledge of degrowth and
related approaches (appendix pp 64-71).

Discussion

Critics often argue that degrowth lacks public support and
is unlikely to gain traction in civil society,"** but these
claims are not supported by empirical evidence. Our find-
ings show that the full degrowth proposal enjoys strong
popular support, regardless of the associated label. Resist-
ance to degrowth arises primarily when people encounter
the label alone, without a description of what this economic
approach entails. Additional analyses suggested that this
resistance might be due to low public knowledge and
awareness of degrowth combined with a dislike of the
term. Therefore, when exposed only to the label, people
might base their judgment on surface-level impressions
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(eg, shrinking their income)®* rather than on the ideas
underlying the label.

These findings underscore a simple but powerful insight:
public resistance to degrowth is not rooted in the substance
of this concept but in the lack of opportunities to commu-
nicate it as a coherent, purposeful whole. For policy makers
and advocates, the findings highlight the importance of
moving beyond labels or isolated practices and, instead,
presenting degrowth as a unified vision for societal trans-
formation. One way to increase public support for degrowth
could, therefore, be to raise public awareness of its key ideas
and principles, presented together as an integrated and
meaningful whole (appendix pp 3—4).

Importantly, socioeconomic indicators such as annual
income (after tax), income satisfaction, and whether people
feel secure in their surroundings® did not significantly
predict support for the full proposal. This finding suggests
that wealthier individuals might not oppose degrowth,
despite its emphasis on reducing unnecessary production
and consumption. Although politically right-leaning indi-
viduals were somewhat less supportive of degrowth, this
finding was inconsistent, occurring in both the UK and
USA only in Study 2. The strongest predictors of public
support were the transformative utopian impulse®* and
belief in ecosystem integrity.*

These findings suggest that degrowth support could be
leveraged by nurturing people’s tendencies to address
societal challenges and appreciate the delicate balance of
nature. The findings also have other practical implications.
For example, personalised communication—ie, tailoring
messages to people’s personality and other psychological
characteristics—is more effective than one-size-fits-all
communication and is increasingly used in policy.*-** Our
findings could, therefore, help policy makers and cam-
paigners to design more effective communication strat-
egies to promote degrowth by drawing on the key individual
differences identified in this study. The study findings
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Study 1 used a
within-subjects design; all
participants rated all
approaches. Study 2 used a
between-subjects design;
participants were randomly
allocated to one approach.
Full proposal refers to the
full degrowth proposal
without any name label
(appendix pp 3-4). Other
economic approaches were
either labelled by name alone
(without descriptions) or
combined with the full
proposal. To create the
percentage breakdown,
support for each approach
was first measured on a
7-point scale (1=strongly
oppose; 2=0ppose;
3=somewhat oppose;
4=neither support nor
oppose; 5=somewhat
support; 6=support; and
7=strongly support);
responses from 1 to 3 were
designated as oppose, a
response of 4 was designated
as neutral, and responses
from 5 to 7 were designated
as support.
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Figure 2: Percentage breakdown of support for degrowth and other synonymous or related economic approaches in UK and US participants representative of the
respective populations by age, gender, and ethnicity (Studies 1 and 2)
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Figure 3: Average support for degrowth and other synonymous or related economic approaches, with statistical comparisons, in UK and US participants

representative of the respective populations by age, gender, and ethnicity (Studies 1 and 2)

Full proposal refers to the full degrowth proposal without any name label (appendix pp 3-4). Other economic approaches are labelled by name alone (without
descriptions) or combined with the full proposal. Support was measured on a 7-point scale (1=strongly oppose; 2=oppose; 3=somewhat oppose; 4=neither support nor
oppose; 5=somewhat support; 6=support; and 7=strongly support). Lines and whiskers indicate 95% Cls; the key classifies mean support for each approach on the basis of

the 95% Cls (exact values provided in the appendix [pp 44-45]). Similar means might be classified differently across studies and samples due to variations in these
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intervals, affecting colour
coding. Some approaches do
not fall within a single
category and span two
classifications. p values are in
the appendix (pp 46-49);
based on the Benjamini-
Yekutieli false discovery rate
correction for multiple
testing, p values of
0-00159977 or lower in
Study 1 and 0-00350789 or
lower in Study 2 were deemed
significant. Additional
comparisons are provided in
the appendix (pp 46-49).
*Approaches with support
differing significantly from
support for the degrowth
label only. tApproaches
with support differing
significantly from support
for the full degrowth
proposal. $Approaches with
support differing
significantly from support
for the full proposal plus
degrowth label.
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Figure 4: Unique contribution of individual difference predictors to public support for the full degrowth proposal (without any name label) in Study 1
Contributions are based on partial R? values, representing the unique percentage of variance in public support explained by each predictor. Values were derived from
two linear regression models, one for the UK and one for the USA (appendix pp 52-55). Each model included all 74 assessed individual difference variables
(appendix pp 26-32); only the ten strongest contributors are shown (with statistical significance indicated). Based on the Benjamini-Yekutieli false discovery rate
correction for multiple testing, p values of 0-00159977 or less were deemed significant. Support was measured on a 7-point scale (1=strongly oppose; 2=oppose;
3=somewhat oppose; 4=neither support nor oppose; 5=somewhat support; 6=support; and 7=strongly support). A positive effect indicates that higher scores on a
predictor are associated with greater public support; a negative effect indicates that higher scores on a predictor are associated with lower public support. For non-
significant predictors, both the direction of the effect and the partial R values should be interpreted with caution as non-significance indicates insufficient evidence that
the effect differs reliably from zero. *Higher scores indicate more right-leaning political orientation. tFemale coded as 1 and male coded as 0.

could also inform computer-based simulations™ that could
be used to develop and refine degrowth communication
strategies and policy packages before real-world testing and
implementation. These simulations draw on real human
characteristics such as those from our research and are

increasingly used in policy research to explore how individ-
uals with specific profiles might respond to policy-relevant
survey questions.*

This study has several limitations that, nonetheless, point
to promising directions for future work (discussed further
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in the appendix [pp 24-25]). We focused on the UK and
USA because our comprehensive procedures made it
unfeasible to include more countries within a single study.
Future research should extend this work to other high-
income nations where degrowth is similarly crucial for
achieving global sustainability. Moreover, although our
study centred on public support for the full degrowth pro-
posal, future studies should examine the constituent ideas
and policies of degrowth in more depth to understand how
they are most effectively presented as a whole. For example,
it could be investigated whether particular policies receive
broader support than others, whether presenting them in
combination produces additive effects on overall support
for degrowth, and how support varies by individual and
social characteristics. Importantly, although our main
findings regarding the four objectives are likely to be
generalisable to the broader UK and US populations, the
specific numerical estimates should be interpreted with
appropriate caution, given potential unmeasured differences
between our samples and the general population.

Overall, our research offers some reason for cautious
optimism regarding the political prospects of degrowth
because it shows that individuals in two growth-oriented
and affluent countries, regardless of income level, support
key ideas associated with degrowth and its implementa-
tion in society, as outlined in the full proposal. Never-
theless, this finding does not mean that the political
uptake of degrowth would necessarily occur without
opposition. If and when introduced, degrowth could face
strong resistance from vested interests and partisan
media, particularly in the UK and USA, where various
outlets and industries are likely to attack such proposals as
they enter public discourse.”” The adoption of degrowth
will likely depend on efforts at multiple levels, from
effective communication and political organising to the
coordination of initiatives that bridge local actions with
national and global economic reforms.
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Supplementary Methods and Insights

Full degrowth proposal and its rationale

The full degrowth proposal we developed describes the key ideas, practices, and goals that define this economic
approach, aligning with how it is articulated in the literature.!~® It summarizes central aspects of degrowth as
presented across various sources. Our aim is to accurately represent how degrowth scholars conceptualize this
approach—emphasizing its core principles and intended benefits—to assess whether the general public views this
vision positively or negatively. In our description, we use a critical and empathic tone that is often adopted in
literature on degrowth, including expressions such as unfair, unnecessary, fairer economy, ending this process of
plunder, and so on.'* By doing so, we aim to stay true to how degrowth is typically presented—which, if anything,
is critical of the current system and likely to create resistance’!'—to understand people’s support for this authentic
presentation of degrowth. Rather than presenting people with arguments for and against degrowth, our objective is
to assess people's reactions to the proposal as it is presented by degrowth advocates, not to debates about degrowth.

Below, we present the full degrowth proposal (non-indented paragraphs) and support its key points with relevant
argumentation and sources (indented paragraphs marked with an arrow). Please note that participants in our research
saw only the full proposal without the supporting statements.

Full degrowth proposal

High-income countries dramatically overuse energy and materials, which is driving climate change and ecological
breakdown. Nonetheless, they still fail to meet many people’s basic needs (e.g., for housing, healthcare, nutrition).
To solve this double problem, it is necessary to transform the economy.

- Degrowth proposals focus specifically on high-income countries, which have high levels of energy and
material use per capita (with high energy use driving high emissions, and making it more difficult to
achieve sufficiently rapid decarbonization; and with material use well in excess of sustainable levels).!%!*
Despite excess levels of global aggregate energy use and production, billions of people are denied access to
the basic goods and services required for decent living standards.!® According to degrowth scholarship,
decent living standards can be achieved for all, with sustainable levels of energy and material use, but this
requires transforming the economy to focus production on what is most necessary for human well-being
rather than what is most profitable to capital.!”"”

On the one hand, high-income countries must scale down non-essential forms of production and consumption to
achieve faster decarbonization and reverse various forms of ecological damage (e.g., biodiversity loss). This
includes reducing things like SUVs, private jets, mansions, luxury goods, industrial meat, advertising, and fast
fashion; cutting the purchasing power of the very rich; shifting from private cars to public transit; ending the
practice of planned obsolescence by designing products that last longer; and extending product lifespans through
repair and reuse.

- Degrowth scholarship argues that efficiency improvements cannot alone achieve sufficient reductions of
energy use to enable decarbonization fast enough to achieve the Paris Agreement objectives.?2%2
Unnecessary forms of production should be scaled down in order to reduce energy use directly. '

On the other hand, social progress and human well-being must be improved by ensuring universal access to high-
quality public services (e.g., healthcare, education, public transit, childcare), affordable housing, and living wages. A
public job guarantee, where the government guarantees employment to those willing and able to work, would end
unemployment and empower people to contribute to the most important projects of our generation: building
renewable energy capacity, improving public transit, insulating homes, and regenerating ecosystems. It would put an
end to economic insecurity and make it possible to achieve necessary social and ecological objectives.

- Improvements in human welfare and subjective well-being are possible with lower levels of energy
use. 171824 The social policies listed above are central to degrowth scenarios in the published
literature. 13623

This could stop climate change (i.e., limit global warming to 1.5 °C and thus achieve the goal of the Paris
agreement), enable biodiversity to bounce back, and improve human well-being at the same time.



- Degrowth scenarios can achieve decarbonization in line with the Paris Agreement targets without
relying on speculative technological change.?!®2? Biodiversity loss is closely linked to aggregate material
use.?6 Reductions of material use can be achieved to sustainable levels while still ensuring decent living
standards for all.!”

This economic system aims to reach economic democracy. In the current system, decisions on what is produced,
how labour and resources are used during the process, and how the outputs are then distributed are made primarily
by the few who hold the most investable wealth. For them, the objective of production is to maximize and
accumulate profit. By contrast, the economic system described in this text would involve democratizing decisions
about production (at the level of finance, the state, and the firm), which is likely to result in people prioritizing well-
being and ecology. For most people, the key instantiation of economic democracy would be democracy in the
workplace.

- When people have democratic control over production they tend to prioritize sustainable production and
fair allocation.?®?

Crucially, this economic system would have an impact beyond the high-income countries where it would be
implemented. Currently, the overuse of resources in these countries is sustained through the unfair appropriation of
resources from the Global South. As a consequence, the countries in the Global South are more susceptible to
various detrimental environmental and social consequences (e.g., biodiversity loss, poverty) and are drained of
resources that are necessary for human development. The economic system we are describing is about ending this
process of plunder. It calls for a fairer international economy so that all people on the planet can achieve decent
living standards within planetary boundaries.

- Growth and high material consumption in high-income nations is maintained through net-appropriation
of resources from the global South, which drains the latter of productive capacity.3°2

Finally, this economic system is not anti-technology; rather, it embraces innovation, efficiency improvements, and
technological change (crucially, to the extent that these are feasible, safe, and just for people). However, it
emphasizes that technology alone is not going to solve our ecological problems if non-essential forms of production
and consumption are not scaled down. Therefore, this new economic system is a vision of efficiency (i.e., wasting
less materials and energy in the process of production through technological innovation) plus sufficiency (i.e.,
reducing non-essential forms of production and sharing resources more equitably).

—> The published degrowth scenarios all assume strong technological innovation and efficiency
improvements, and add sufficiency-oriented policy on top. 83333



Rationale for the selection of economic approaches used in the present research

For this research we assessed eight labels: Ecomodernism, Green Capitalism, Green Growth, Green Market
Economy, Post-Growth, Wellbeing Economy, Ecosocialism, Degrowth. All of these concepts promise to achieve a
sustainable economy, but with different assumptions and parameters.

The first group of four terms (Ecomodernism, Green Capitalism, Green Growth, Green Market Economy) are
similar to one another.>*3° They are common terms that are used widely in the media and by policymakers, and
represent what might be considered the standard discourse on sustainability. They claim that the existing structure of
the capitalist economy can remain in place, with the continued orientation toward profit maximization and perpetual
growth, such that GDP per capita can continue to increase indefinitely while at the same time decarbonization can be
achieved at a sufficiently rapid rate to meet the Paris Agreement targets and material use can either be reduced or
decoupled from ecological impact, by relying on efficiency improvements and technological change. The literature
on post-growth and degrowth has challenged these claims.?>3°20-2225

The second group of four terms (Post-Growth, Wellbeing Economy, Ecosocialism, Degrowth) represent an
alternative position,>**442 even though, as we shall see below, Wellbeing Economy is not consistently interpreted
that way, leading to some controversy. Generally, they claim that achieving sustainability requires transforming the
structure of the economy by shifting away from profit maximization as the main objective and instead prioritising
human well-being, social progress, and other democratically ratified goals. They all emphasize the need for greater
equality and fairer distribution of resources, together with strong social policy to ensure all people have access to
necessary goods and services.

Within this common perspective there are several important differences. Proponents of Post-Growth and Degrowth,
as well as many advocates of Wellbeing Economy, insist that growth imperatives and growth dependencies must be
overcome. However, Post-Growth and Wellbeing Economy may be agnostic about growth;*'*#% in other words,
while they aim to overcome growth dependence and ensure the economy can be stable without growth, and while
they may also seek to reduce aggregate throughput to meet ecological objectives, they are indifferent to whether
GDP increases or decreases. Moreover, some interpretations of Wellbeing Economy can be ambiguous and
compatible with pro-growth, as evidenced in the literature (e.g., refs.***°) and exemplified by the Wellbeing
Economy Forum.*® Therefore Degrowth represents a stronger position than Post-Growth and Wellbeing Economy: it
explicitly holds that (a) certain forms of production must actively be scaled down, and (b) sufficiently rapid
reductions in throughput in high-income nations are likely to result in a temporary decline in GDP, requiring
preparations to ensure the economy can remain stable under such conditions. Degrowth is a universally anti-
capitalist position, but while some proponents prefer a socialist orientation, others prefer a more anarchist
orientation.3%>1->4

Finally, ecosocialism is a school of thought that emphasizes sustainability can only be achieved by overcoming
capitalism and democratizing the means of production.*® This transformation would enable people to organize
production around social and ecological goals. However, the school is split on the question of growth. Some
ecosocialists subscribe to post-growth and degrowth positions, while others believe that under socialism growth can
be “greened” by unleashing the power of innovation that is presently fettered by capitalism. Degrowth scholarship
has challenged this view.>*¢ The term ecosocialism is particularly interesting to us in this study because it
represents an alternative framing that has been proposed as an alternative framing to degrowth while still retaining
its strong content.

We selected these terms to represent the range of competing concepts that are commonly discussed in academic and
public debates.



Results from search for peer-reviewed publications in the Scopus database

A search for peer-reviewed publications (‘articles’ in ‘journal’) using the Scopus database on 8 July 2025 with the
keywords “degrowth OR ‘de-growth’ OR postgrowth OR ‘post-growth’ AND (study OR studies OR psychology OR
experiment* OR survey)” in the ‘article title, abstract, keywords’ returned 1,821 documents. After screening the
publications for eligibility based on the focus of our research—Ilay evaluations of policy goals, proposals, messages,
or labels interpreted or presented as degrowth- or post-growth-oriented—we identified 21 research articles.

Several studies zoomed in on specific populations or sectors—such as tourism,’’ fashion,?® students,>* or high-
income earners,® or rural populations.®! Another cluster delved into particular policy concepts (e.g., well-being),
specific degrowth policies,® or evaluated how degrowth/post-growth measures compare with more conventional
growth-focused policies.®4%° A third set approached the growth-versus-environment debate,®®%® probing whether
the public sides with “growth at all costs,” “green growth,” “agrowth,” or “degrowth.”®~73 Some of these articles
offered a more detailed look at degrowth or post-growth messages themselves, %747 and few considered individual
differences like age, gender, or values.!!:00:61,63.65.74



Details and appraisal of the sampling methodology

All participants in our research were recruited via Prolific (an ethically robust and widely used online participant
pool’®77) to be representative in terms of age, gender, and ethnicity. The sampling methodology that Prolific uses for
this purpose is described in their documentation here and here. In a nutshell, Prolific’s nationally representative
sampling feature uses stratified quota sampling (i.e., dividing the target population into demographic subgroups and
filling each subgroup with a set number of participants) to approximate the demographic structure of national
populations (UK and US) based on three core variables: age (18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, and 55+), gender (male vs.
female), and ethnicity (White, Mixed, Asian, Black and Other). These strata are defined using the most recent UK
Office for National Statistics and US Census Bureau data. The platform constructs a grid of demographic subgroups
(e.g., 25-34-year-old Asian women) and allocates participants proportionally to match census-based distributions.
Eligibility is restricted to residents of the target country who match the relevant criteria.

In addition to using Prolific’s representative sampling feature, we implemented several measures to enhance data
quality and minimize the possibility that our survey might disproportionately attract participants with specific
viewpoints. First, participants on Prolific are reimbursed for their participation at an hourly rate of at least £6 (see
here), which helps reduce the chance of attracting only those who are interested in volunteering or are motivated
primarily by answering questions on topics that may be aligned with their views or opinions.”®® In our case,
participants were paid at an hourly rate of £8, which helps ensure broad participation across the Prolific pool. The
demographic data we collected shows that our payment schedule did not disproportionately attract participants with
particular income levels or financial satisfaction. For example, satisfaction with household financial situation was
evenly distributed (see Supplementary Table 4), and participants’ post-tax personal annual income levels broadly
aligned with national census benchmarks, with most clustered in lower-to-middle income brackets and substantially
fewer in higher-income categories (see Supplementary Table 3; please note that income data for both the US and
UK are presented in $ for comparability). Governmental data on personal income for the US is available here and
here, and for the UK here.

Importantly, to further reduce the chance of attracting participants with particular viewpoints, our research was
advertised on Prolific using a neutral description. The titles of all studies were “A study about personality and
attitudes,” and the descriptions (included both in the recruitment text and consent form) stated that participants
would answer questions about their personality traits and attitudes regarding a political system that would be
described in detail within the survey. No mention was made of specific political approaches or economic ideologies,
thereby reducing the likelihood of attracting participants based on alignment with the topic.

Finally, the way participation on Prolific is set up also helps reduce the risk that participants respond in a particular
way due to perceived pressure by the researcher or concerns about losing compensation. Specifically, all participants
are anonymous to researchers, and Prolific requires that participants be reimbursed as long as they submit the
survey, regardless of how they respond or how many questions they choose to answer.

Various publications show that Prolific is a high-quality participant recruitment pool, meaning that it yields data
characterized by attentiveness, comprehension of instructions, honesty in responses, and reliability across various
psychological measures’®””. More specifically, participants recruited through Prolific consistently demonstrate
strong attentiveness, reliability, and compliance with study instructions.”®3! They are likely to provide meaningful,
thoughtful answers, follow directions accurately, and retain information across survey items.’® Studies have also
found that they respond at a pace consistent with careful reading, exhibit low levels of dishonest behaviour (defined
as deliberately providing false information), and perform well on attention checks.”®”’

The main limitation of Prolific is that it relies on non-probability sampling rather than probability-based methods.??
This means that even in a sample like ours, which is representative in terms of age, gender, and ethnicity, individuals
within the same demographic category (e.g., adults aged 85+, males, or people of mixed ethnic background) do not
have a known or equal probability of selection. While internet penetration is nearly universal in the UK (97-8 %)
and the US (931 %),%3 and Prolific samples are in practice highly diverse®*®° (see here for a detailed breakdown of
Prolific participants by nationality, age, ethnicity, and many other characteristics), such samples may still diverge
from the broader population on characteristics not captured by the quotas used to balance the sample.


https://researcher-help.prolific.com/en/article/95c345
https://researcher-help.prolific.com/en/article/e6555f
https://researcher-help.prolific.com/en/article/56b197
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/cps-pinc/pinc-01.html
https://www.irs.gov/statistics/soi-tax-stats-individual-statistical-tables-by-size-of-adjusted-gross-income#_grp1
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/percentile-points-from-1-to-99-for-total-income-before-and-after-tax
https://app.prolific.com/audience-checker

Nevertheless, despite the limitations of non-probability samples, there are several reasons why it is unlikely that the
main conclusions from our findings would fail to apply to the broader populations of interest.

First, according to one of the most recent large-scale reviews of non-probability samples,®? such samples have
performed comparably to probability samples in experimental research (i.e., identifying whether an intervention or
treatment causes a change in outcomes). They have also often produced broadly similar patterns in multivariate
analyses (i.e., examining how multiple variables relate to one another or jointly predict an outcome), meaning that
the direction of relationships tends to align even if effect sizes differ.®? In line with this, our research Objectives 2-3
are tested using experimental methods (e.g., assigning participants to different economic approaches to compare
their support), and Objective 4 is tested using multivariate analyses that follow a highly rigorous procedure,
including fitting multiple models to determine predictors of degrowth support that are consistent across them
(Supplementary Material, p.20). Given this, it is reasonable to assume that the main patterns observed in our
findings for these objectives are broadly reflective of those that would emerge in the general population, even if
effect sizes might differ. Specifically, for Objectives 2 and 3, we find that support for degrowth is significantly
higher when presented as its full proposal (regardless of the presence or absence of different labels), compared to
when it is presented as a label alone. For Objective 4, we find that transformative utopian impulse®” and new
ecological paradigm-balance® are the two key predictors of public support among the variables tested.

Moreover, when it comes to Objective 1, the similarity in support for the full proposal between our sample and the
UK and US populations would depend on the extent to which different sociodemographic variables that drive
support are misaligned between our sample and the general populations.®? In our regression analyses, where these
variables were tested alongside a comprehensive set of other individual differences (Supplementary Tables 17-18),
they accounted for only small proportions of unique variance in public support for the full proposal in both the UK
(with political orientation explaining the most at 1-68%) and the US (with Education and Employed explaining the
most, each at 0-35%). Therefore, given that the full proposal received quite a convincing majority support in our
research (UK: 74-84%; US: 67-73%), even large discrepancies in sociodemographic variables between our samples
and the broader populations would be unlikely to reduce support below the majority threshold (e.g., below 50%).

Importantly, the review of non-probability samples on which we draw®? proposes that participants, including the
ones who are inattentive and provide bogus responses (e.g., bots), are among the biggest influences on biased
findings from non-probability samples. In line with this, the review recommends that “building multiple check
questions into a survey is one of the strongest means of identifying problematic responses” (p.15).8? The present
research is aligned with this recommendation, since we had various check questions in our survey (e.g., instructed-
response items®® and seriousness checks® for attention, and captchas to prevent bots from participating; see
Supplementary Information, p.11). Moreover, Prolific generally has strong safeguards against bots and ensures that
all participants are unique and real humans (see here), in addition to multiple research showing that participants on
Prolific are highly attentive.”®”” Therefore, our studies are grounded in procedures that are recommended to reduce
bias in non-probability samples.®?

Ultimately, probability samples are rare because they are logistically highly demanding. Notable examples include
large national health or household surveys conducted by statistical agencies (e.g., the National Health Interview
Survey; the American Community Survey) and a handful of long-running social surveys (e.g., the General Social
Survey). Therefore, even the highest quality research with findings related to policy implications and public
opinions published in the Lancet Planetary Health, Nature Sustainability, Nature Climate Change, Nature Human
Behaviour, Lancet, American Economic Review, and other journals of similar standing frequently uses non-
probability samples. Many such articles are based on Prolific samples (for example, refs.”!~'%") or on other online
surveys (for example, refs.!927197), Therefore, our samples are aligned with standards that are followed by most
rigorous publications in the field.

Overall, it is important to emphasise that no sample is perfect, and even probability samples can have weaknesses
and lead to biased estimates, as indicated in various election polling errors over decades.!”® For example, some of
these weaknesses can include nonresponse bias,'” when selected individuals systematically choose not to
participate, undermining representativeness, and coverage error,'!” where parts of the population are excluded from
the sampling frame. Probability samples also struggle to accurately measure rare subpopulations without extremely
large sample sizes,!!! and social desirability bias and declining trust in institutions can lead to systematic


https://researcher-help.prolific.com/en/article/34d66d#:~:text=How%20does%20Prolific%20ensure%20participants%20are%20real%20and,and%20detection%20of%20LLM%20use.%20Learn%20more%20here.

misreporting or nonparticipation by key groups, further eroding data quality.''>!!* Therefore, as with any research, it
is important that claims and findings are tested and extended by multiple researchers across different studies to
contribute to cumulative scientific knowledge. In this respect, it is encouraging that our findings align with a
growing body of evidence showing that radical climate views and initiatives are gaining support from increasing
majorities.loz’lm’l 14,115



Reading time for the full degrowth proposal (Studies 1 and 2)

Both studies included a timer to measure how long participants spent reading the full degrowth proposal (available
on pp.3-4). Our analyses below show that reading times were consistent across countries (UK and US), and across
different presentations of the full proposal (i.e., with or without different labels).

In Study 1, UK participants (N = 910) took on average 267 seconds (SD = 220) to read the full proposal and
complete the associated task (i.e., evaluating and ranking different economic approaches: see Study 1 procedure on
pp-17-18), while US participants (N = 941) took on average 289 seconds (SD = 315). The difference was not
statistically significant, F(1, 1849) =3-08, p = 0-079, > = 0-002.

In Study 2, the results showed no statistically significant difference in the time UK participants spent reading the full
degrowth proposal across the different presentation formats, whether the proposal was presented without a label or
paired with the labels degrowth, ecosocialism, or wellbeing economy, F(3, 999) =2-03, p = 0-108, > = 0-006. The
average reading times were as follows: Full Proposal Without Label (N = 255, M = 181 sec., SD = 155); Full
proposal + Degrowth Label (N =248, M = 190 sec., SD = 188); Full Proposal + Ecosocialism Label (N =250, M =
162 sec., SD = 125); Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy (N = 250, M = 196 sec., SD = 187). Similarly, there was
no statistically significant difference in the time US participants spent reading the full degrowth proposal across
different presentation formats, F(3, 1029) = 0-386, p =0-763, #> = 0-001. The average reading times were as
follows: Full Proposal Without Label (N =260, M = 181 sec., SD = 249); Full proposal + Degrowth Label (N = 260,
M =187 sec., SD = 171); Full Proposal + Ecosocialism Label (N =264, M =173 sec., SD = 132); Full Proposal +
Wellbeing Economy (N =249, M = 187 sec., SD = 138).

Lastly, in Study 2, there was no statistically significant difference in the time taken by UK (N = 1003, M = 182, SD
= 166) compared to US participants (N = 1033, M = 182, SD = 179) to read the full proposal, F(1,2034) =0-001, p
=0-977, n* <0-001. The interaction effect between presentation format (namely, Full Proposal Without Label, Full
proposal + Degrowth Label, Full Proposal + Ecosocialism Label, and Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy) and
country (UK vs. US) was also not statistically significant, (3, 2028) =0-001, p = 0-984, n* < 0-001. Note that the
average length is longer in Study 1 than in Study 2 because participants also evaluated and ranked different
economic approaches within the same block as the full proposal (see Study 1 procedure on pp.17-18).

Overall, these results indicate that participants generally spent a reasonable amount of time (three to five minutes on

average) reading the full proposal, and that this time did not vary between countries or different presentations of the
full proposal.
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Attention and quality check items that participants had to pass to be eligible for analyses

To be eligible for analyses, all participants had to pass several attention and quality check items placed in each
study’s survey. The attention check items included instructed-response items, in which participants are told to
respond with a particular response to show they are paying attention, as recommended by ref.®: for example “Please
respond with ‘Somewhat disagree’ for this item (this is a check item to probe if you are paying attention).” An
additional type of attention check, developed and validated by ref.*® to improve data validity in online research, was
a seriousness check. This item asks participants to explicitly state if they took the study seriously: “It would be very
helpful if you could tell us at this point whether you have taken part in this study seriously, so that we can use your
answers for our scientific analysis, or you were just clicking through without reading the instructions and survey
questions? Please answer honestly - you will receive the payment regardless of your answer.”*° Finally, for quality
check, participants were asked to complete a CAPTCHA, which verifies that they are human and not automated
bots. Importantly, CAPTCHAs were included for extra precaution, since the participant recruitment platform
Prolific has strong guardrails against bots and ensures that all participants are humans with real IDs (see here).

Each of our studies included one CAPTCHA and seriousness check per sample: they were administered at the end of
each study after demographic and socioeconomic variables but before debriefing. Furthermore, Study 1 had six
instructed-response items per sample, while Study 2 had one. These instructed-response items were embedded
within the sections that assessed individual differences (surveys for each study are available via the Open Science
Framework [OSF]: https://osf.io/6svj8/?view_only=9af8d4b0ec924deb956a33d7cb0c065).
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Percentage of missing data per different statistical analyses

The information below summarises missing data across all statistical analyses conducted in Studies 1 and 2, as
reported in Supplementary Tables 14, 16, 17, 18 and 23 (for Study 1) and Supplementary Tables 15, 19, 20, 21, 22,
25, and 26 (for Study 2). For each table, we report: (i) the total number of participants eligible for analysis, (ii) the
number included in the analysis (after excluding those with missing values), (iii) the number of participants with
missing data, and (iv) the corresponding percentage of missing cases. Where a table includes multiple models, we
clarify which models or variables the information applies to.

STUDY 1
Supplementary Table 14: Sample 1 — UK

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 910

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 910
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 0

% missing: 0 %

Supplementary Table 14: Sample 1 — US

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 941

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 941
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 0

% missing: 0 %

Supplementary Table 16: Samples 1 and 2 (UK and US) combined

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1851

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1837
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 14

% missing: 0-756 %

Supplementary Table 17: Sample 1 — UK

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 910

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 902
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 8

% missing: 0-879 %

Supplementary Table 18: Sample 2 — US
Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 941
Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 935
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 6
% missing: 0-638 %
Supplementary Table 23: Sample 1 — UK
Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 910
Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 901
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 9

% missing: 0-989 %

Supplementary Table 23: Sample 2 — US
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Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 941

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 939
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 2

% missing: 0-213 %

STUDY 2
Supplementary Table 15: Sample 1 — UK (Applies to each model reported in the table)

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1769

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1769
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 0

% missing: 0 %

Supplementary Table 15: Sample 2 — US (Applies to each model reported in the table)

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1834

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1834
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 0

% missing: 0 %

Supplementary Table 19: Sample 1 — UK

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1769

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1741
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 28

% missing: 1-583 %

Supplementary Table 19: Sample 2 — US

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1834

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1811
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 23

% missing: 1:254 %

Supplementary Table 20: Sample 1 — UK (Applies to each model reported in the table)

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1769

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1741
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 28

% missing: 1-583 %

Supplementary Table 21: Sample 2 — US (Applies to each model reported in the table)
Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1834
Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1811
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 23

% missing: 1-254 %

Supplementary Table 22: Sample 1 — UK (Applies to all predictors reported in the table: Utopian Impulse,
NEP Balance, and Political Orientation)

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1769
Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1741
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Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 28
% missing: 1-583 %

Supplementary Table 22: Sample 2 — US (Applies to all predictors reported in the table: Utopian Impulse,
NEP Balance, and Political Orientation)

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1834

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1811
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 23

% missing: 1:254 %

Supplementary Table 25: Sample 1 — UK (Applies to models for Knowledge and Awareness)

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1769

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1769
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 0

% missing: 0 %

Supplementary Table 25: Sample 1 — UK (Applies to models for label preference — please note that Label
Preference was not measured for participants who were assigned to the full degrowth proposal since no label
was present in this case)

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1514

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1514
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 0

% missing: 0 %

Supplementary Table 25: Sample 2 — US (Applies to models for Knowledge and Awareness)

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1834

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1834
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 0

% missing: 0 %

Supplementary Table 25: Sample 2 — US (Applies to models for label preference — please note that Label
Preference was not measured for participants who were assigned to the full degrowth proposal since no label
was present in this case)

Total number of participants eligible for analyses: 1574

Number of participants used in analyses due to missing data: 1574
Number of participants for whom the data were missing: 0

% missing: 0 %
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Determining sample size

A recent crisis of confidence in psychology and other social sciences has centred on the potentially high prevalence
of false positive findings: results that appear statistically significant but do not reflect true effects (i.e., they are
actually null effects).!!*'2° A major contributor to this problem has been the common use of small sample sizes,
124 despite the fact that most effect sizes in the social sciences are small to medium at best (for example, refs.!25-131),
In addition, researchers would often conduct a large number of statistical tests but report only those that reach
significance, without applying appropriate corrections for multiple comparisons. 327137

121-

To address these concerns, our primary rationale when planning sample sizes was to reduce the risk of false
positives by using relatively large samples, which are appropriate for detecting the kinds of effect sizes typically
observed in psychology and behavioural sciences. 23131138140 Egtimating reliable power for more specific effect
sizes based on previous research was not feasible, as few studies directly relevant to our research exist (as reviewed
in the article introduction), and none employ procedures fully consistent with ours or examine the range of effects
and relationships we investigate (it is also important to point out that effects observed in individual or only a few
studies are often highly variable, which limits their usefulness for precise power analyses).?"!41-144 Ag a result, we
could not base our sample size estimates on effect sizes more precise than general benchmarks such as “small.”
Nevertheless, Planning for small to medium effects has become a widespread practice, often encouraged by high-
quality journals, reflecting the increased rigour that has emerged in the field.'*147

Furthermore, because our studies involved multiple statistical significance tests (see Supplementary Tables 14, 15,
17,18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, and 26), we applied the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y)'*® false discovery rate (FDR)
correction to control for multiple testing, using an uncorrected significance threshold of a = 0-05 and accounting for
all p-values computed within each study. For Study 1, this number was 234 (all p-values except for “constant” from
Supplementary Tables 14, 17, 18, and 23), and for Study 2 it was 366 (all p-values except for “constant” from Table
1 and Supplementary Tables 15, 19, 20, 21, 22, 25, and 26). This correction helps reduce the likelihood of falsely
identifying null effects as significant, while maintaining reasonable power to detect true effects.!*® The FDR
correction was computed in R using the stats package.'*® The code and the output are available via the Open Science
Framework (OSF) using the following link: https://osf.io/6svj8/?view _only=9af8d4b0ec924deb956a33d7cb0cOf65

In the sections below, we describe in more detail how sample sizes were determined for each study, guided by this
general objective.

Study 1. The sample size for this study was determined based on the requirements for computing machine learning
(ML) models to test individual difference predictors of support for the full degrowth proposal (see section
“Procedure for selecting the most predictive individual differences in Study 1” in this document) rather than on the
repeated-measures analyses used to compare support for the full degrowth proposal with other economic approaches
labelled by name (Supplementary Table 14), since the latter analyses generally have high statistical power and thus
do not require large sample sizes.'>* Sample size and power for ML models implemented using k-fold cross-
validation remain uninvestigated, and there are no established guidelines on power analysis in this context. Recent
simulations showed that, for the 10-fold cross-validation we were planning to implement, testing 1000-2000
participants is optimal because it achieves high generalisability (i.e., the likelihood that the findings will generalise
to different participant samples from the same population of interest) without increasing the time needed to compute
the models.'3! Based on this insight, we decided to recruit approximately 2,200 participants (about 1,100 in each
country, the UK and US) for the total sample used in our ML models. This was expected to comfortably exceed
1,000 participants even after accounting for missing data or exclusions due to failed check items. As shown in Table
1 in the article, this sample size requirement was met.

Study 2. For each country, we aimed to achieve sample sizes that are sufficiently powered (i.e., 1-p = 0-80) to detect
small effects (i.e., Cohen’s f2 = 0-02)"*° for the main analyses we were aiming to conduct, as described in the two
“Analytic approach” sections for Study 2 under “Detailed description of design, procedure, and analytic approach
for each study” on p.19 (for the output of these analyses, see Supplementary Tables 15, 19, 20, and 21). Since we
could not predict in advance which p-values would be considered statistically significant based on the false
discovery rate (FDR) correction for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y) approach,'® we used a
highly conservative significance criterion (i.e., o = 0-001). All power analyses were conducted using G*Power.!>%!%3
Given that comparing the differences between the mean levels of public support for the full degrowth proposal
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(without the name label) and the six remaining economic approaches required conducting multiple linear regressions
with six dummy variables (Supplementary Table 15), the required sample size for each country was 1,295
participants. Moreover, since the analyses testing the main individual difference predictors of public support
required conducting multiple linear regressions with 12 predictors (given that this was the total number of predictors
we tested; Supplementary Table 19), the required sample size for each country was 1,588 participants. Finally, since
the interaction analyses we were planning to compute using multiple linear regressions included 24 predictors in
total (i.e., six dummy variables for the seven economic approaches tested in the present study, 12 individual
difference predictors, and six interaction terms between the dummy variables and one predictor of interest—for
example, transformative utopian impulse; Supplementary Tables 20 and 21), with the focus being on the six
interaction terms, the required sample size for each country was 1,296 participants. Therefore, across the main
analyses we were planning to conduct, the largest required sample size was 1,588 participants. As can be seen in
Table 1 in the article, this sample size was met for each country.
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Detailed description of design, procedure, and analytic approach for each study

Below, we describe the detailed design and procedure for each study and provide an overview of the analytic
approach used to test the research objectives that informed the results reported in the article (for an overview of
research objectives, see Supplementary Table 29). All studies were administered via Qualtrics: full surveys we used
with questions assessing all variables are available via the Open Science Framework (OSF):
https://o0sf.i0/6svj8/?view_only=9af8d4b0ec924deb956a33d7cb0c0f65

Study 1

Procedure. The procedure was identical for UK and US participants. All began by giving consent before proceeding
to three main survey sections: (1) the “economic approach” section (relevant to Research Objectives 1-3), in which
they answered questions about several different economic approaches; (2) the “individual differences—
psychological characteristics” section (relevant to Research Objective 4) that contained various measures of
individual differences pertaining to psychological characteristics (i.e., personality, attitudes, values, and wellbeing);
and (3) the “individual differences—demographics™ section (relevant to Research Objective 4) that assessed both
basic demographics and socio-economic predictor variables. The order of the “economic approach” and
“psychological characteristics” sections was randomised, while all participants completed the “demographics”
section last and were then debriefed.

In the “economic approach” section, participants rated their support for the full degrowth proposal without the name
label (Supplementary Material, pp.3-4) on a 7-point scale (1 = “Strongly oppose” to 7 = “Strongly support”). They
then ranked a randomized set of eight economic approaches (i.e., degrowth, ecomodernism, ecosocialism, green
capitalism, green growth, green market economy, post-growth, wellbeing economy)—Iabelled only by name and
without any accompanying descriptions—based on how strongly they associated each one with the full proposal. We
used these rankings in additional analyses (Supplementary Material, p.22 and Supplementary Table 23) to assess
whether participants could correctly associate degrowth with its full proposal, indicating their level of knowledge
about the concept. The selected economic approaches either share conceptual affinities with degrowth—some being
used interchangeably by advocates and researchers (ecosocialism, post-growth, wellbeing economy),!3+-13¢ not
without some controversy (wellbeing economy)*%47134155__or present competing sustainability visions against which
degrowth is often contrasted (ecomodernism, green capitalism, green growth, green market economy).'” A full
rationale is available in Supplementary Material (p.5). After the ranking task, support for each economic approach
was assessed using the same 7-point scale as for the full proposal. Overall, given that in this section participants
rated their support for the full proposal as well as eight other economic approaches referred to by name only, it used
a within-subjects (i.e., repeated-measures) design.

In the “individual differences—psychological characteristics” section, participants completed measures assessing 64
psychological characteristics (Supplementary Table 1) we aimed to test as predictors of support for the full degrowth
proposal, presented in a randomised order. These covered wellbeing (e.g., life satisfaction),'*® values (e.g.,
universalism),' attitudes (e.g., new ecological paradigm-balance),'® and various personality traits, from general
(e.g., BIG 5)'®! to more specific (e.g., transformative utopian impulse for planetary health).®” All psychological
characteristics were assessed using scales and instruments published in peer reviewed journals and were selected
based on their conceptual relevance to degrowth and identified through a review of several large databases of
psychological measures, including the Database of Individual Differences Survey Tools.'®? An overview of these
individual differences, their rationale, and links to degrowth is provided in Supplementary Table 1, whereas full
questions for each measure are available as part of the full survey that can be accessed via the Open Science
Framework (OSF): https://osf.i0/6svj8/7view_only=9af8d4b0ec924deb956a33d7cb0c0f65. As indicated in the
section “Attention and quality check items that participants had to pass to be eligible for analyses™ on p.11 above,
six instructed-response items were presented alongside questions from various measures in this section and used the
same response format (e.g., Please respond with ‘Somewhat disagree’ for this item [this is a check item to probe if
you are paying attention]; answered on the following response scale: Strongly disagree, Disagree, Somewhat
disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Somewhat agree, Agree, Strongly agree).®

In the “individual differences—demographics” section, we assessed 10 demographic and socio-economic variables
potentially linked to degrowth, including gender, age, political orientation (left vs. right), income satisfaction, etc.
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These variables and their relevance to degrowth are also overviewed in Supplementary Table 1. At the end, all
participants completed a seriousness check® and a CAPTCHA'® (see section “Attention and quality check items
that participants had to pass to be eligible for analyses” on p.11 above) and were debriefed.

Analytic Approach: Comparing public support for the full degrowth proposal and other economic
approaches. To compare mean levels of public support for the full degrowth proposal (without the name label) and
other economic approaches labelled by name only (i.e., degrowth, ecomodernism, ecosocialism, wellbeing economy,
green capitalism, green growth, green market economy, and post-growth), we computed paired t-tests for all
possible approach pairs (see Supplementary Table 14).

Analytic approach: Individual difference predictors of public support for the full degrowth proposal. To
examine individual difference predictors and identify the key ones, we focused specifically on participants’ support
for the full degrowth proposal, rather than its label, as the outcome variable. This ensured that our findings reflect
what degrowth represents, rather than potential perceptions of its name, in line with Research Objective 1. However,
to assess the extent to which the key predictors also apply to the degrowth label (with and without the full proposal),
we investigated this more systematically in Study 2, as explained under that study below.

To select the key (i.e., most predictive) individual differences in Study 1, we used a rigorous two-step procedure that
combined machine learning (ML) and linear regression analyses. Key predictors were identified based on their
consistency across multiple ML models and their statistical significance in regression analyses for both the UK and
US (full details are provided in the section “Procedure for selecting the most predictive individual differences in
Study 1” on p.20 below). %4

Study 2

Procedure. The procedure was identical for UK and US participants. All began by giving consent before proceeding
to three main survey sections: (1) the “economic approach” section, in which they were randomly allocated to an
economic approach and answered related questions; (2) the “individual differences—psychological characteristics”
section that contained the two key predictors of public support identified in Study 1 (i.e., transformative utopian
impulse®” and new ecological paradigm-balance);® and the “individual differences—demographics” section where
participants provided the same demographic and socio-economic information as in Study 1. The order of the
“economic approach” and the “psychological characteristics” sections was randomized, while all participants
completed the “demographics” section last and were debriefed.

In the “economic approach” section, participants were randomly assigned to one of seven economic approaches in a
between-subjects design: (1) the full degrowth proposal without a label (as in Study 1); (2-4) one of three economic
approaches presented by label only, without any description (i.e., degrowth, ecosocialism, or wellbeing economy);
or (4-7) one of three full proposal—label combinations (i.e., full proposal + degrowth, full proposal + ecosocialism,
or full proposal + wellbeing economy). We focused on degrowth, ecosocialism, and wellbeing economy because
these terms are often used interchangeably to describe similar proposals (Supplementary Material, p.5).
Additionally, ecosocialism and wellbeing economy are the alternative approaches most similar to degrowth
(although see Supplementary Material, p.5, for discrepancies). Including all eight economic approach labels from
Study 1 was not appropriate, as not all align with the full degrowth proposal (Supplementary Material, p.5).
Moreover, doing so would have increased the total number of economic approaches to 17, requiring an impractically
large sample size for a well-powered study given recruitment platform constraints and substantially increasing the
risk of Type I error (i.e., false positive findings).'?!-122.137.150

Participants rated their support for the assigned economic approach (1="Strongly oppose” to 7="“Strongly support”),
as well as their prior knowledge (1="Not knowledgeable at all” to 5=“Extremely knowledgeable”) and awareness of
it (1="Never” to 5=“Very often”). The latter two questions were included to provide a deeper understanding of the
main findings, and the results related to these variables are reported under additional analyses in Supplementary
Material (p.22) and Supplementary Tables 24-26. Additionally, for all participants except those assigned to the full
proposal without a label, we assessed another additional variable for deeper insights (Supplementary Material, p.23,
and Supplementary Tables 24-26): how much they liked or disliked the label degrowth (or ecosocialism or
wellbeing economy) without associating it with any economic approach (1 = “Dislike a great deal” to 7 = “Like a
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great deal”). Moreover, two unused questions, intended to inform future research, were included to assess how
surprised participants were by the labels assigned to the full proposal. These questions were presented only to
participants who received the full proposal paired with a label.

In the “individual differences—psychological characteristics™ section, participants completed the Transformative
Utopian Impulse for Planetary Health Scale (TUIPHS)®” and the New Ecological Paradigm Scale (Balance),®® as in
Study 1, presented in a randomised order (Supplementary Table 1). As indicated in the section “Attention and
quality check items that participants had to pass to be eligible for analyses” on p.11 above, one instructed-response
item was presented alongside TUIPHS items and used the same response format (i.e., Please respond with
‘Somewhat disagree’ for this item [this is a check item to probe if you are paying attention]; answered on the
following response scale: Strongly disagree, Disagree, Somewhat disagree, Neither agree nor disagree, Somewhat
agree, Agree, Strongly agree).®

In the “individual differences—demographics” section, participants provided the same demographic and socio-
economic information as in Study 1 (Supplementary Table 1). At the end, all participants were debriefed.

Analytic Approach: Comparing public support for the full degrowth proposal and other economic
approaches. To compare mean levels of public support for the full degrowth proposal (without its label) and the
remaining six economic approaches, we computed linear regressions comparing all possible pairs of economic
approaches (see Supplementary Table 15).

Analytic approach: Individual difference predictors of public support. The goal of these analyses was to further
probe the robustness of the two key predictors identified in Study 1 (i.e., transformative utopian impulse®’ and new
ecological paradigm-balance).® For this purpose, we examined (a) whether these variables predicted public support
across all participants, regardless of the economic approach they rated (i.e., full proposal, labels only, or their
combinations), and (b) whether the strength of these relationships varied depending on the economic approach.

For (a), we first conducted linear regression analyses that included all measured individual differences as
predictors—namely, the two key predictors identified in Study 1 (transformative utopian impulse®’ and new
ecological paradigm-balance),® along with ten demographic and socioeconomic variables (see Supplementary Table
1). Although the demographic and socioeconomic variables were not identified as key predictors in Study 1, we
included them to ensure they did not confound the relationships between the two key predictors and public support.
One linear regression model was computed separately for each country (Supplementary Table 19), with public
support (measured for participants across all seven economic approaches) as the dependent variable.

For (b), to examine whether the relationships between transformative utopian impulse®” or new ecological paradigm-
balance®® and public support varied by economic approach, we conducted multiple linear regressions that included
interaction terms between the two key predictors and the six economic approaches (i.e., degrowth, ecosocialism,
wellbeing economy, full proposal + degrowth, full proposal + ecosocialism, and full proposal + wellbeing economy)
other than the full proposal (which served as the reference category) (Supplementary Tables 20-22).!% In other
words, these analyses examined whether the strength of the relationships between the two key predictors and public
support differed for participants who evaluated the full proposal compared to those who evaluated any of the six
other economic approaches. Because in Study 2 political orientation (left vs. right) emerged as a significant
predictor of public support in both countries in the regression analyses described above under (a) (Supplementary
Table 19), we also tested interactions between political orientation and the economic approaches to examine whether
its relationship with public support differed across them. Although Education was also a significant predictor, this
was only the case in the UK (Supplementary Table 19); due to this inconsistency across countries, we did not
include it in the interaction analyses.
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Procedure for selecting the most predictive individual differences in Study 1

To select the most predictive individual differences, we used a rigorous procedure that consisted of two steps, as in
Krpan, Booth, and Damien.'®* In the first step, we computed the following 10 commonly used ML models using the
caret package'®®1%7 in R: lasso, ridge, elastic net, random forest, conditional random forest, k-nearest neighbours,
regression trees, conditional inference trees, neural networks, and neural networks with a principal component step.
For each model, public support for the full degrowth proposal was used as the dependent variable, and the 74
individual differences (Supplementary Table 1) as predictors. All models were computed on the combined UK and
US data to ensure that the identified predictors generalise across both countries, and the 10-fold cross-validations!%8-
172 were implemented.

The root-mean-square error (RMSE)'%-168 was used to identify the most predictive ML models. In particular, the
model with the lowest RMSE, indicating the best fit, was selected first, and the remaining models were compared to
it using paired-samples t-tests. Overall, the ML model with the lowest RMSE (i.e., the best-fitting model) and the
ones that were not statistically significantly different from it (at p < 0-05) were deemed the most predictive models.
For each of them, using the VarImp function in R,'®” we first identified the 30 most important individual difference
predictors, and then selected those predictors that appeared in the top 30 in all the models.

Furthermore, in the second step, we conducted separate linear regression analyses for each country, using public
support for the full degrowth proposal as the dependent variable and the 74 individual differences (Supplementary
Table 1) as predictors. Overall, to be identified as a key predictor of public support, a variable had to both be a top
30 predictor across the five ML models identified above and be statistically significant in the regression analyses for
each country.!%*

This approach had two main benefits. First, because different statistical models can yield varying results regarding
the best predictors, using multiple models and procedures minimized the risk that findings were driven by
idiosyncrasies of specific statistical tools and ensured that key predictors remained robust across different analytical
approaches. Second, since in Study 2 we aimed to replicate the key predictors using linear regressions to make these
variables relevant to numerous researchers who typically employ this most used analysis in social sciences, by
computing linear regressions in Study 1 we wanted to ensure the predictors are replicable in the next study and
useful to a large number of researchers.
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Relationships between individual difference predictors and public support across different economic
approaches assessed in Study 2

As described in the section “Analytic approach: Individual difference predictors of public support” for Study 2
(Supplementary Material, p.19), to examine whether the relationships between transformative utopian impulse®” or
new ecological paradigm-balance®® and public support varied by economic approach, we conducted multiple linear
regressions that included interaction terms between the two key predictors and the six economic approaches other
than the full proposal (which served as the reference category) (Supplementary Tables 20-22).!9 Because political
orientation (left vs. right) emerged as a significant predictor of public support across the overall UK and US samples
in Study 2 (Supplementary Table 19), we also tested interactions between political orientation and the economic
approaches to examine whether its relationship with public support differed across them (please note that Education
was also a statistically significant predictor, but only for the UK, so we did not use it in interaction analyses due to
its inconsistent effect across countries).

The output of the interaction analyses is presented in Supplementary Tables 20-22. Specifically, Supplementary
Tables 20 and 21 present the regression analyses in which the interaction terms were computed. Statistically
significant interaction terms indicate that the relationship between a given predictor (e.g., transformative utopian
impulse)®” and public support differed in magnitude for participants who rated the full proposal versus another
economic approach (e.g., wellbeing economy). While these outputs show where the relationships differ across
approaches, they provide only partial information about the strength and direction of each predictor-support
relationship within each economic approach, and interpreting these patterns directly from the regression tables is not
straightforward. These relationships are instead reported in Supplementary Table 22 and were computed using
regression-based analyses of simple slopes.'®

Overall, the results across Supplementary Tables 20-22 generally showed that the relationships between public
support and transformative utopian impulse, new ecological paradigm-balance, or political orientation were similar
for the full proposal presented with or without the labels, but differed when comparing the full proposal to the
economic approaches presented by label only (i.e., degrowth, ecosocialism, and wellbeing economy). This could be
explained by our additional findings that people generally had little knowledge of degrowth and related approaches,
suggesting that their support ratings for labels alone were driven by arbitrary factors rather than alignment with their
traits or values (Supplementary Material, p.22, and Supplementary Tables 24-26).
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Additional insights: Knowledge and awareness of degrowth

Previous research indicated that on average people are not very knowledgeable about degrowth.” As this may have
implications for how people react when they encounter degrowth, in the present research we used different
approaches to explore people’s level of knowledge and awareness of this economic approach. To assess knowledge
in Study 1, participants were provided with the full degrowth proposal (without any labels), but also with the names
of eight economic approaches without any description (i.e., degrowth, ecomodernism, ecosocialism, wellbeing
economy, green capitalism, green growth, green market economy, post-growth; for a rationale, see section
“Rationale for the selection of economic approaches used in the present research” in this document).

We asked participants to rank these approaches according to their similarity to the economic approach described in
the full proposal. As shown in Supplementary Table 23, the approach labelled as degrowth was ranked last in both
the UK and US samples, which indicates that participants were least likely to associate it with the description that
captured essential elements of degrowth. To test whether the differences in ranking between degrowth and other
approaches were statistically significant, we first computed the Friedman test, which was significant for both the
UK, yX(7) = 1279-070, p < 0-001, and the US, ¥*(7) = 976-198, p < 0-001, thus showing that on average the eight
economic approaches had different rankings. We then computed the Wilcoxon signed-rank tests which specifically
showed that the mean rank for degrowth was statistically significantly different from all other approaches, except for
post-growth in the US sample (Supplementary Table 23). This finding shows that people were generally unable to
link degrowth to its full proposal.

To further understand how knowledgeable people are about degrowth, in Study 2 we asked them to report their level
of knowledge and awareness regarding the economic approach to which they were allocated (i.e., full proposal;
degrowth label only, ecosocialism label only, wellbeing economy label only, full proposal + degrowth label, full
proposal + ecosocialism label; full proposal + wellbeing economy label). The mean responses for each approach as
well as the classification of the mean responses are available in Supplementary Table 24, while statistical
comparisons between the means are available in Supplementary Tables 25-26. In most cases, participants rated
themselves between “not knowledgeable at all” and “slightly knowledgeable”, whereas in terms of awareness they
had “never” or “rarely” heard of the economic approach (Supplementary Table 24). The only exception was the
group assigned to the full proposal without any label, which showed significantly higher mean scores than the other
groups (Supplementary Tables 25-26). However, even in this case, participants “rarely” heard about the described
economic approach and rated themselves as “slightly” to “moderately” knowledgeable at best (Supplementary Table
24).

In sum, the key insight from the analyses is that people have a weak understanding of degrowth, as they are on
average unable to associate its name with its full proposal, and as they generally self-report relatively low levels of
knowledge and awareness of the economic approach when the label degrowth is used, but also in relation to the
other labels we tested (e.g., ecosocialism, wellbeing economy).
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Additional insights: Label preferences

Previous research has suggested that people may not always perceive the label degrowth as positive.”*’+7 Because
this may have implications for how people react when they encounter degrowth as an economic approach, in the
present research we explored people’s level of preference for this and other labels used in the present research. As
can be seen in Table 24, when people rated degrowth only (without any content), their preference for the label
typically corresponded to “Dislike a little”, and when degrowth was combined with its full proposal, the preference
varied between “Dislike a little” to “Neither like nor dislike”. People’s preference for the degrowth label was
typically statistically significantly lower compared to the other labels (Supplementary Tables 25-26). Therefore,
degrowth was the least liked label, and when presented without the full proposal people generally disliked it.
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Extended discussion of limitations and future directions

In the present research, we focused on the UK and US because they are high-income countries with significant
historical responsibility for the climate crisis and exemplify economies where degrowth is both urgently needed to
address this crisis and often perceived as politically unfeasible.!>!314173-175 Nevertheless, there are many other high-
income countries where implementing degrowth would be important for achieving global sustainability (e.g.,
European countries such as Germany, France, and Spain; North American countries such as Canada; Asian countries
such as Japan, and others), and where investigating its support is therefore highly relevant. We were unable to
extend our study beyond the UK and US, as focusing on even two countries within the format of a single article was
challenging given the complexity of our procedures (e.g., systematically distinguishing support for degrowth content
versus labels, analysing 74 individual-difference predictors). Therefore, achieving a comprehensive understanding
of public support for degrowth across other relevant countries will require a joint effort by multiple research teams
working across several studies and publications.

Beyond the need to extend this research to other affluent nations, there are additional limitations that could inform
future research. One such limitation is the counterpart of one of the main strengths of our studies. Namely, we
investigated the full degrowth proposal in all its richness, combining its overarching vision with specific practices
and policies, contrary to previous studies that investigated more generic and short descriptions (e.g., a statement that
sustainability should always take priority even at the cost of economic growth).” However, the full proposal
includes a variety of practices and policies, and it remains to be investigated whether participants would support
each of them with equal force. Indeed, recent evidence shows that some degrowth policies are supported more
widely than others (e.g., refs.®%%), and it would be worthwhile testing whether the policies that comprise the full
degrowth proposal are subject to an additive effect, whereby they are supported more strongly when combined and
presented together rather than separately, and under which conditions.!”® This is one of the most direct extensions of
the present work and would need to be systematically tested across a series of research projects to distinguish
between support for individual policies and for policy combinations, and to examine how this support varies
depending on whether the policies are presented as part of degrowth’s core vision and under different labels.

Building on this, future research could investigate whether any potential additive effects of different degrowth
policies on support vary across people with different personality (e.g., utopian impulse) and socioeconomic (e.g.,
class, SES) characteristics, and/or depending on whether one degrowth policy (e.g., job guarantee) helps address the
limitations of another (e.g., loss of employment that might be due to consumption reduction).* For example, future
research could examine whether working-class individuals are more likely to support a degrowth policy that
includes a job guarantee when it is presented alongside a policy aimed at reducing non-essential production and
consumption to accelerate decarbonisation, as the job guarantee may help offset concerns about potential job losses
associated with the latter policy. Future studies could also explore whether informing people of the advantages and
disadvantages of the policies that comprise the degrowth policy proposal influences their level of support.'”’
Finally, while the present research focused on policy support, it could be refined by distinguishing between the
desirability and (perceived) feasibility of different degrowth solutions as climate response policies. !

A final point to address concerns the generalisability of the present findings. As we discuss in detail in the “Details
and Appraisal of the Sampling Methodology” section (see Supplementary Material, pp.7-9), there is good reason to
believe that our main conclusions are applicable to the broader UK and US populations. These conclusions include:
the finding that a majority supports degrowth (Objective 1); that support is statistically significantly higher when
degrowth is presented as a comprehensive proposal (regardless of the label used) compared to when it is presented
as a label alone (Objectives 2—3); and that the transformative utopian impulse and the new ecological paradigm-
balance are the two strongest predictors of public support among the variables tested (Objective 4). This is because
our samples were designed to be nationally representative of the UK and US populations in terms of age, gender,
and ethnicity; we employed rigorous procedures to ensure high data quality and to avoid attracting participants with
specific viewpoints; and sociodemographic variables explained only a small proportion of unique variance in
support for degrowth in our models (e.g., Supplementary Tables 17-18), suggesting that even moderate or larger
differences between our samples and the general populations would be unlikely to shift our main conclusions.

Nevertheless, because our sample was drawn using non-probability methods (see Supplementary Material, pp.7-9)
and matched only on core demographic variables (age, gender, and ethnicity), it is likely that the exact percentages
of support and the strength of associations between predictors and outcomes may differ somewhat from those
observed in the broader UK and US populations. This is due to potential differences between our sample and the
general populations on variables that were not measured but could potentially influence attitudes toward degrowth.
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However, we aimed to minimise the risk of overlooking such variables by measuring a comprehensive range of
individual differences and examining their associations with support for the full degrowth proposal (see
Supplementary Table 1). Therefore, while the main patterns are likely to generalise, the specific numerical values
should be interpreted with appropriate caution.
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Supplementary Tables
Supplementary Table 1: Individual Difference Predictors and their Justification

All individual difference predictors (bold typeface) categorized into their corresponding domains (i.e., personality traits, attitudes, values, wellbeing,
and demographics and socioeconomic variables), the measures used to assess them (light typeface), and their justification (Study 1)

Ideally, to identify the most important predictors of support for the full degrowth proposal, one would need to first identify all individual differences that have
been conceptualised in the literature and then select those relevant to degrowth (namely, those with potential theoretical or conceptual links to degrowth, or those
previously shown to relate empirically to degrowth-related outcomes) to test them together as predictors and determine the best ones. However, identifying all
existing individual differences is not realistically possible, as doing so would require reviewing nearly all publications in which such variables might appear.
Therefore, the next best approach is to compile a comprehensive set of individual differences which, while it cannot be claimed to include every existing one,
encompasses a wide range of variables that have been documented across an extensive body of literature. In practice, this is difficult to achieve, especially for
measures developed to assess psychological characteristics, because they are published in an immense number of different journals across various disciplines and
subdisciplines related to psychology and behavioural sciences. Therefore, to identify as many individual differences as possible, bringing us closer to a
comprehensive set from which to select those most relevant to degrowth, we drew on various sources. First, we reviewed two large databases of psychological
measures: the Database of Individual Differences Survey Tools'®? and Psychological Scales.'”® Moreover, we reviewed our own collections of articles,
accumulated over the years, that refer to or contain measures of numerous individual differences across various personality traits, attitudes, values, wellbeing,
demographics, and socioeconomic variables. As the main aim of the study was to uncover the key individual difference predictors of the full degrowth proposal,
when reviewing the databases and sources we aimed to select all individual differences that could plausibly be linked to degrowth, based on prior theorising,
empirical findings, or logical reasoning, in order to minimise the risk of omitting important predictors. All individual differences listed in the table below,
including psychological characteristics (i.e., personality traits, attitudes, values, and wellbeing), as well as demographic and socioeconomic variables, were
selected following this approach. It is important to emphasise that all psychological measures presented in the table come from peer-reviewed journal
publications. That is, they are not arbitrary items or sets of items that we randomly selected or constructed. The full set of survey questions corresponding to
these measures is available in the complete questionnaire used in the study, which can be accessed via the Open Science Framework (OSF):
https://0sf.i0/6svj8/?view_only=9af8d4b0ec924deb956a33d7cb0c0f65

Given that participants have limited attention, we were aware that we needed to be as concise as possible to ensure that we were not asking them to respond to a
number of scales they could not complete attentively. For this reason, we decided to always use the shortest available measure of an individual difference, and to
avoid using scales that are redundant. For example, since we found in our previous research®® that the transformative utopian impulse for planetary health scale
(TUIPHS) is strongly correlated with various other scales that assess tendencies to transform the world through ethical engagement with society, such as the
green consumption scale,'® ethically minded consumer behaviour (EMCB) scale, '8! or activist identity and commitment scale (AICS),'? we used TUIPHS
because it is the most economical and all-encompassing measure to avoid redundancy. Furthermore, we avoided scales that directly measure a core element of
degrowth, since finding an association between such scales and degrowth support would show that degrowth predicts degrowth, which would not be a
meaningful finding. For example, we did not include a measure of voluntary simplicity lifestyle!®3 since a degrowth economy implies some form of voluntary
simplicity. '3

Predictor Justification

Psychological Characteristics: Personality Traits
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Need for Cognition (NCS): Short Need for Cognition Scale (NCS-6),'® 6 items, 1-5 scale
(1=Extremely uncharacteristic of me, 5= Extremely characteristic of me).

The need for cognition describes individuals’ tendency to engage in and enjoy effortful cognitive
activities characterised by the desire to come up with solutions to complex problems.'* Given
that degrowth is a proposed solution to complex problems (i.e., various global issues such as
climate change),’ it might be especially appealing to individuals with higher need for cognition.

Affiliation (Independence) (FSMI_AI): Fundamental Social Motives Inventory (FSMI),'s” 6
items, 1-7 scale (1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree).

Affiliation (independence) reflects the extent to which a person is individualistic and likes to be
on their own versus engaging and spending time with others.'” Since degrowth emphasises the
importance of considering others and their needs, and it aims to restore a sense of community in
economic life by prioritising other-orientation,'®® it is plausible that people higher on affiliation
(independence) may be less likely to support degrowth.

Empathic Concern (IRI_EC), Perspective Taking (IRI_PT): Interpersonal Reactivity Index
(IR1),'* 14 items, 0-4 scale (0=Does not describe me well, 4=Describes me very well).

Empathic concern measures individuals’ compassion and concern for others, while perspective
taking evaluates their unplanned attempts to adopt others’ perspectives.'® These dimensions are
crucial when considering degrowth, as it emphasises the significance of acknowledging others
and their needs. 8418

Intolerance of Uncertainty (IUS): Short Intolerance of Uncertainty Scale (IUS-12),"! 12 items,
1-5 scale (1=Not at all characteristic of me, 5=Entirely characteristic of me).

The potential consequences of a degrowth economy are uncertain due to the difficulty in
predicting the scope and impact of this change. Since it remains unclear how degrowth may
impact the future, the reaction of people to degrowth may be shaped by their intolerance of
uncertainty.'”

Contra-Trait Antiegalitarianism (SDO_CTA), Contra-Trait Dominance (SDO_CTD), Pro-
Trait Antiegalitarianism (SDO_PTA), Pro-Trait Dominance (SDO_PTD): Short Social
Dominance Orientation Scale (SDOy),'* 8 items, 1-7 scale (1=Strongly Oppose, 7=Strongly
Favor).

We assessed social dominance orientation because it is linked to people being less open to new
experiences'* and indicates a preference for systems of group-based dominance and inequality.
This construct may thus generally indicate resistance to change towards degrowth as it entails
social justice in economic life.?

Narcissism (DDDT_N), psychopathy (DDDT_P), and Machiavellianism (DDDT_M): Dirty
Dozen Dark Triad (DDDT),'® 12 items, 1-9 scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 9=Strongly Agree).

Narcissism, psychopathy, and machiavellianism are three socially aversive traits that are typically
characterized by increased feelings of grandiosity, willingness to exploit others to achieve one’s
goals, tendency toward deception, etc.'”® We therefore assessed these traits because it is plausible
that scoring higher on them might be linked to lower degrowth support, as degrowth emphasises
the importance of considering others and their needs, and is based on solidarity with other human
beings. '3

Life Orientation (LOT): Life Orientation Test (LOT),'”® 10 items, 0-4 scale (0=Strongly
disagree, 4=Strongly agree).

Life orientation captures optimism about the future.'”® Since people may associate degrowth with
negative feelings and future economic outlook,” we assessed life orientation because of the
possibility that more optimistic individuals may also be less pessimistic about the future impact
of degrowth on human lives and thus support it more.

Cognitive Reappraisal (ERQ_CR): Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ),'” 10 items, 1-7
scale (1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree).

Cognitive reappraisal refers to how easily people can change the way they think about a situation
to reduce negative emotions and feel more positive.'”’ It is therefore plausible that individuals
higher on cognitive reappraisal can more easily cope with potentially negative emotions that
climate change evokes,'”® and may thus be less likely to support and/or engage in various pro-
environmental behaviours compatible with degrowth that can be prompted by negative
emotions.'”
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Consideration of Future Consequences (CFCS): Consideration of Future Consequences Scale
(CFCS),%0201 8 items, 1-5 scale (1=Extremely Uncharacteristic, 5=Extremely Characteristic).

Consideration of future consequences measures the extent to which people consider distant versus
immediate consequences of potential actions, and it predicts health and environmental behaviours
relevant to degrowth economy better than other constructs assessing how people perceive
future.?®

Internal Control (BLLCTS_IC), Chance (BLLCTS_C), and Powerful Others
(BLLCTS_PO): Brief Levenson Locus of Control Scale (BLLCTS),*® 9 items, 1-7 scale
(1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree).

Internal control, chance, and powerful others are different aspects of locus of control that indicate
to what extent people believe their life is determined by their own actions, chance, and powerful
others respectively.?”> Therefore, people who score higher on internal control and lower on
chance and powerful others generally feel that they have more control over their lives and
future.?** Since degrowth is a planned and democratic reduction of consumption and
production,® such individuals may feel more in control over potential impact of degrowth on their
lives and thus view degrowth in a more positive light.

Transformative Utopian Impulse for Planetary Health (TUIPHS): Transformative Utopian
Impulse for Planetary Health Scale (TUIPHS),” 12 items, 1-7 scale (1=Strongly Disagree,
7=Strongly Agree)

The Transformative Utopian Impulse for Planetary Health Scale measures the individual
propensity to have thoughts and engage in actions of which the purpose is to transform the
current society into a better one in the future by addressing existing global issues.”> Since
degrowth is considered a concrete utopia,?* and prior literature found that TUIPHS predicts
support for degrowth,”> we expected this variable may be an important predictor of degrowth.

Agency (HS_A) and Pathways (HS_P): Hope Scale (HS),** 8 items, 1-7 (1=Strongly Disagree,
7=Strongly Agree)

Hope scale measures Agency, which refers to a sense of successful determination in meeting
goals in the past, present, and future, and Pathways, which refers to a sense of being able to
generate successful plans to meet goals.?”® Since degrowth requires a radical transformation of
society and implementing it would therefore require considerable determination and sense of
being able to meet goals,’ the two dimensions of hope may be linked to degrowth support.

Agreeableness (BFI_A), Conscientiousness (BFI_C), Extraversion (BFI_E), Neuroticism
(BFI_N), Openness to Experience (BFI_O): Short Big Five Inventory (BFI-S-15),'¢! 15 items,
1-7 scale (1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree).

Since BIGS are fundamental personality traits that are at the core of personality research,?’ it was
important to investigate whether and to what degree these traits are associated with degrowth
support.

Boredom Proneness (SBPS): Short Boredom Proneness Scale (SBPS),*® 8 items, 1-7 scale
(1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree).

Boredom is a negative experience that occurs in situations lacking meaning, interest, or
challenge.”® Boredom can motivate people to remediate these deficiencies by modifying
behaviours or situations. Therefore, it could be argued that boredom proneness could have either
a positive or negative relationship with degrowth support. For example, if people high in boredom
proneness are easily bored with their current economic situation because they lack meaning,
interest, or challenge, they may support degrowth as a radical change. In contrast, people high in
this trait may think that degrowth economy could lead to boredom due to reduced economic
production and consumption and be against it.

Affect Intensity-Positive Emotions (SAIS_PE) and Affect Intensity-Negative Emotions
(SAIS_NE): Short Affect Intensity Scale (SAIS),>” 14 items, 1-7 scale (1=Strongly disagree,
7=Strongly agree).

Affect intensity measures stable individual differences in the strength with which individuals
experience their emotions.?” These differences can affect a person’s cognitive, behavioural, and
emotional responses in various contexts.’’’ Since people high in affect intensity-negative
emotions tend to feel these emotions very strongly, they may be more easily activated by potential
negative consequences of climate change'® and thus inclined to support degrowth as an
alternative economic approach. Emotions can lead to support for the current dominant social
paradigm (growth),'® but it could also be argued that people high in affect intensity-positive
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emotions may experience strong positive emotions in response to various environmental and
societal benefits of degrowth, and thus support this alternative economic approach.

Perception of Change (AHS_PC): Analysis-Holism Scale (AHS),*!! 6-items, 1-7 scale
(1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree).

Individuals who score highly on the scale are expected to have a non-linear perception of future
events, rather than a linear one.?!! In other words, they are more likely to believe that the world
can change suddenly and in a drastic manner, rather than being easily predictable. Since degrowth
would involve a significant paradigm shift which results in an economic approach drastically
different from the one that is predominant today, individuals higher in perception of change may
be more likely to support degrowth.

Need for Material Input (NEIS_M): Need for External Input Scale (NEIS),?'?, 4 items, 1-7 scale
(1=Strongly disagree, 7=Strongly agree).

The need for material input encompasses materialism, material greed, and other similar constructs
that reflect people’s propensity to material posessions.?'> Therefore, since degrowth endorses
reduction of production and consumption and its essence is the opposite of materialism,'®* the
need for material input may be linked to lower support for degrowth. ¢

Malicious Envy (BeMaS_Ma): Benign and Malicious Envy Scale (BeMaS),'* 5 items, 1-6 scale
(1=Strongly Disagree, 6=Strongly Agree).

Malicious envy is linked to socially harmful behaviour aimed at bringing others down.?' It is
worth investigating whether degrowth, which is a movement that advocates for reducing
economic growth and consumption in order to achieve a more sustainable and equitable society,
is associated with this disposition. For instance, one could argue that degrowth is motivated by
people envying rich others and wanting them to lose what they have. Therefore, malicious envy
could be linked to higher degrowth support.

Brief Self-Control (BSCS): Brief Self-Control Scale (BSCS),?'* 13 items, 1-5 scale (1=Not at
All, 5=Very Much).

Literature suggests that social problems can be analysed through the lens of self-control.
Individuals with high levels of self-control are more likely to lead happier and healthier lives.?'*
Degrowth may require self-control. This includes reducing consumption and production,® which
can be challenging for those with low self-control. Therefore, higher self-control may be linked
to higher degrowth support.

Actively Open-Minded Thinking (AOT): Actively Open-Minded Thinking (AOT) Scale,?'* 7
items, 1-7 scale 1=Completely Disagree, 7=Completely Agree).

Actively open-minded thinking is a thinking style that describes an individual's tendency to
evaluate new evidence against their preferred belief, spend enough time on a problem before
giving up, and thoughtfully consider the opinions of others when forming their own.?'® Therefore,
considering that open mindedness comprises a tendency to consider new evidence despite one’s
previous beliefs, and that an increasing amount of new evidence shows that degrowth is one of
the few plausible ways to counter rapid climate change,***?'” open-minded thinking could be
linked to higher degrowth support.

Maximization Tendency (MTS): Maximization Tendency Scale (MTS),?'® 9 items, 1-7 scale
(1=Completely Disagree, 7=Completely Agree).

Low maximization tendency scores reflect a general tendency to satisfice (i.e., settle for a solution
or outcome that is good enough, rather than seeking the absolute best possible option), whereas
high scores reflect a general tendency to maximise (i.e., search for and compare all available
options to make the optimal choice).?'® Since maximisers strive toward selecting the best possible
option when making a choice or solving a problem, and degrowth may be the most optimal and
effective solution to tackle climate change,’***'” higher maximisation tendency may be linked to
higher degrowth support.

Psychological Characteristics: Attitudes
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Egobiocentrism (EB_EGO), Biospherism (EB_BIO), and Anthropocentrism (EB_ANT):
Ecocentric and Anthropocentric Environmental Beliefs (EB) Scale,”’ 15 items, 1-5 scale
(1=Strongly Disagree, 5=Strongly Agree).

Three main environmental beliefs have been identified in the literature: an anthropocentric
dimension based on the instrumental value of the environment for humans, a biospheric
dimension that values the environment for its own sake, and finally an egobiocentric dimension
that values humans within nature as a whole.?!? Given that environmental sustainability is one of
the key aspects of the degrowth proposal,>'®¥ the environmental beliefs may play a role in
degrowth support.®

New Ecological Paradigm-Balance (NEP_B): Abbreviated New Environmental Paradigm
(NEP) Scale,'*’ 5 items, 1-7 scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree).

Balance characterises the idea that nature is balanced, highly interdependent and complex, and
therefore susceptible to human interference.? Since degrowth aims to limit human interference
by curbing economic growth, balance should predict support for this alternative economic model.

Resistance to Change-Beliefs—Gradual Change (RC_B_GC) Scale: Resistance to Change-
Beliefs (RC_B) Scale, ! 5 items, 1-7 scale (1=Strongly Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree).

Resistance to Change-Beliefs—Gradual Change captures the belief that radical change should be
avoided in favour of gradual change.?' Given that degrowth represents a radical departure from
the current growth-centred economic system and relies on a sense of urgency to address global
warming, resistance to change may undermine support for degrowth.

Psychological Characteristics: Values

Achievement (PVQ5X_AC), Benevolence-Caring (PVQ5X BEC), Benevolence-
Dependability (PVQ5X_BED), Conformity-Interpersonal (PVQ5X_COI), Conformity-
Rules (PVQ5X_COR), Face (PVQSX_FAC), Hedonism (PVQ5X_HE), Humility
(PVQS5X_HU), Power-Dominance (PVQ5X POD), Power-Resources (PVQ5X_POR),
Security-Personal (PVQS5X_SEP), Security-Societal (PVQS5X_SES), Self-Direction Action
(PVQ5X_SDA), Self-Direction Thought (PVQSX_SDT), Stimulation (PVQS5X_ST),
Tradition (PVQSX_TR), Universalism-Concern (PVQ5X_UNC), Universalism-Nature
(PVQ5X_UNN), and Universalism-Tolerance (PVQ5X_UNT): PVQ5X Value Survey,??? 57
items, 1-6 scale (1=Not like me at all, 6=Very much like me).

Considering that PVQ5X?? measures basic individual values, we used it to understand which
core values underpin psychological processes regarding degrowth. We measured all values from
PVQ5X both to gain a comprehensive and overarching understanding of the importance of values
in predicting degrowth support, and given that many of these values could be potentially linked
to this economic approach. For example, values comprising openness to change (i.e., Self-
direction Action, Self-direction Thought, and Stimulation) and self-transcendence (i.e.,
Universalism-Concern, Universalism-Nature, Universalism-Tolerance, Benevolence-Caring,
and Benevolence-Dependability) may be associated with degrowth support since this economic
approach requires a transformative societal change and is underpinned by individuals going
beyond their selfish needs to take care of nature and each other.>'® Furthermore, values
comprising conservation (i.e., Conformity-Interpersonal, Conformity-Rules, Tradition, Security-
Societal, and Security-Personal) and self-enhancement (i.e., Achievement, Power-Dominance,
and Power-Resources) may be negatively linked to degrowth support since this economic
approach requires going beyond conformity, tradition, and status quo to transform society, and it
requires sacrificing personal success and resources to the benefit of others.'s

Psychological Characteristics: Wellbeing

Trait Negative Affect (PANAS_TNA), Trait Positive Affect (PANAS_TPA): Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS),?* 20 items, 1-5 scale (1=Very slightly or not at all,
S5=Extremely).

People who are high in trait negative (positive) affect are generally more likely to experience
negative (positive) state affect across different situations.”**** As a result, they may be
predisposed to negative (positive) psychological reactions toward degrowth due to their generally
negative (positive) disposition,'® in line with how trait affect operates in other domains.'**

Life Satisfaction (LST): Life Satisfaction,'®® 1 item, 0-10 scale (0O=Completely dissatisfied,
10=Completely satisfied).

People’s life satisfaction is linked to their positive or negative feelings in various areas of their
lives, such as health, work, and family.?** This individual difference might therefore shape their
reactions to different topics and situations, including degrowth.®?
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Loneliness (TILS): Three-Item Loneliness Scale (TILS),?® 3 items, 1-5 (I1=Never, 5=Very
Often).

Loneliness emerges when the basic need for belongingness to other members of social groups is
not met by the environment.??® Loneliness is associated with perceived social isolation or feelings
of disconnectedness. Since degrowth has a strong community orientation and includes practices
aimed at connecting individuals to the society in which they live (e.g., high quality public
services, affordable housing, empowering people to contribute to their society, sharing
resources),**!% rather than disconnecting them from it, those who feel lonely may be more likely
to support degrowth.

Grateful Disposition (GQ): Gratitude Questionnaire—6 (GQ-6),”*’ 6 items, 1-7 scale (1=Strongly
Disagree, 7=Strongly Agree).

Highly grateful people tend to view everything they have, including life itself, as a gift. Therefore,
feeling grateful can lead one to be thankful for their life and living circumstances and thus justify
the system in which they live.”® Considering that degrowth involves reimagination and
transformation of the current economic system,'®* scoring high on grateful disposition could be
associated with lower degrowth support.

Demographics and Socioeconomic Variables

Age (Age): in years.

Previous research showed that age is associated with favourable views about green growth
policies. It has also been found that age is negatively correlated with support for degrowth.™
Therefore, we expected that this variable could be a potential confound of the relationship
between the individual differences tested and support for degrowth.*

Gender Identity (Gender): Male vs. Female vs. Nonbinary (Note: Since only seven participants
identified themselves as nonbinary in the UK and 13 in the US, this variable was used in its binary
version—male vs. female—in all predictive models reported in Supplementary Tables 16-21. For
this purpose, to avoid excluding participants, those who identified themselves as nonbinary were
randomly classified as either female or male using the RANDBETWEEN function in Excel so
they could be used in analyses. This approach was also used in ref.'®).

Previous research showed that gender can influence people’s support for both green growth and
degrowth policies.'"**”* We thus included this variable in our analyses as a potential confound of
the relationship between the individual differences tested and support for degrowth.

Household Financial Situation Satisfaction (SatFin): “How satisfied are you with the financial
situation of your household?” from the World Values Survey (WVS),?! 1-10 scale
(1=Completely dissatisfied, 0=Completely satisfied).

In some studies, income was negatively associated with degrowth support,™ or climate action.®
Household financial situation satisfaction could therefore also negatively predict the support
variable. People who are well off might infer from a degrowth policy that their income will be
negatively impacted, thus having negative views of degrowth.

Political Orientation (Left_Right): “In politics people sometimes talk of “left” and “right”.
Using the scale below, where would you place yourself on the political spectrum?” adopted from
references,’*** 0-10 scale (0=Left, 10=Right).

Political orientation influences views about economic growth and the environment.”"”**** For
instance, support for degrowth™ and for a sustainable economy, which emphasise the priority of
sustainability even at the cost of economic growth,”™ is negatively correlated with a right-wing
political orientation. Therefore, it was important to probe whether political orientation is one of
the most important predictors of degrowth support.

Educational attainment (Education): “What is your highest education level?” from the World
Values Survey (WVS),?! 1-9 scale (1=Early childhood education / no education; 2=Primary
education; 3=Lower secondary education; 4=Upper secondary education; 5=Post-secondary non-
tertiary education; 6=Short-cycle tertiary education; 7=Bachelor or equivalent; 8=Master or
equivalent; 9=Doctoral or equivalent). (Note: Educational attainment was measured in
progressive categories from 1-9 so that it could be used as a continuous variable in all predictive

Previous research showed that educational attainment plays a role in public views on economic
growth, the environment and prosperity.”' Consequently, we expected that educational attainment
might be related to degrowth support.®®
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models—see Supplementary Tables 16-21—since our main interest was to see whether degrowth
support would increase or decrease as people’s educational level increases, and since some
categories may substantially differ regarding sample size, so comparing them against each other
as categories may not be optimal. This is consistent with other research.)?*24!

Number of Children (Children): “How many children do you have?” based on the World
Values Survey (WVS),?! 0-21 scale (0=no children, 21=more than 20).

Having one fewer child is presented as one of the most significant choices to reduce carbon
footprint at individual level,*** and people experience eco-anxiety through being a parent.”* Such
findings indicate that having children (or not) can be associated to environmental concern and
may thus be linked to degrowth support.

Annual Income After Taxes (INCM): personal annual income (after taxes) in US Dollars ($) or
British Pound (£) inputted in numbers, adopted from ref.”* (Note: In all predictive models—see
Tables 16-21—INCM in £ was converted into $ using the World Bank purchasing power
parities—PPP—conversion factor at the time of our data collection).?** Moreover, INCM was log
transformed in line with other research given its skewness. 224

Since income was found to be negatively correlated with support for degrowth,” it was important
to measure it to examine if it is one of the most important predictors of degrowth support.

Household Size (Household); “Including yourself, how many people — including children — live
in your household?” from the World Values Survey (WVS),! 1-21 scale (1=I live on my own,
21=More than 20). (Note: Similar to INCM, in all predictive models—see Tables 16-21—
Household Size was log transformed given its skewness.)

There are several ways in which household size could be linked to degrowth support. For
example, larger households on average have lower carbon footprint per capita because of sharing
resources and living space,”® which means that such households are more compatible with
degrowth. Indeed, degrowth often advocates for a reduction in unnecessary consumption that can
lead to a more sustainable and financially manageable lifestyle, resonating with households that
need to optimize their budgets.?”!

Security (Security); “How secure do you feel these days?” from the World Values Survey
(WVS),?! 1-4 scale (1=Not at all secure; 2=Not very secure; 3=Quite secure; 4=Very secure).

Feeling less secure in one’s surroundings is an indicator of socioeconomic status (SES) as it can
be linked to crime in one’s neighbourhood, job insecurity, and various other concerns associated
with lower welfare.?>** Since the full degrowth proposal is about improving human welfare,' it
could be appealing to individuals who feel less secure.

Employment Status (Employed): “What is your employment status?” adopted from
reference,'® 0-2 scale (0=Unemployed; 1=Self-employed; 2=Employed and working for an
employer). (Note: For statistical analyses, 1 and 2 were combined into the same category, and the
variable therefore had two levels: 0=Unemployed; 1=Employed).

Unemployment is one of the problems pointed out in relation to economic growth,’ and it could
thus be linked to degrowth support. For example, people without a job might be more likely to
support degrowth since it involves a public job guarantee.'

Note. Although the recruitment platform (Prolific) provides information on participants’ ethnicity (categories: Asian, Black, Mixed, White, Other), which is summarised in Supplementary Table 6,
we did not include this variable in our statistical analyses because neither our previous research’ nor our current data indicated any relationship between ethnicity and support for degrowth.
Additionally, the large discrepancy in participant numbers across ethnic groups in our representative samples could introduce bias into the analyses.
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Supplementary Table 2: Breakdown of Participant Demographic Information (Age)

Frequency distribution of Age (binned into eight brackets: 18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, 65-74, 75-84,
85+), shown separately for UK vs US and for all participants who completed a study as well as those who
were eligible for analyses due to passing attention and quality checks

Dataset Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2 Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2
All All All All Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Country UK Us UK Us UK us UK us
Total N 1117 1107 2001 2003 910 941 1769 1834
Missing N 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1
Missing % 0-000 0-000 0-050 0-050 0-000 0-000 0-057 0-055
Number (N) of Participants per Age Category
18-24 N 93 100 193 183 74 85 168 171
25-34N 224 246 399 447 180 214 349 415
35-44N 232 192 397 367 173 161 356 336
45-54 N 177 173 323 318 150 150 287 281
55-64 N 246 249 427 408 205 211 373 372
65-74 N 124 128 223 238 110 104 202 221
75-84 N 21 15 38 40 18 13 33 36
85+ N 0 4 0 1 0 3 0 1

Percentage (%) of Participants per Age Category

18-24 % 8-326 9-033 9-645 9-136 8132 9-033 9-497 9-324
25-34 % 20-054 22-222 19-940 22-317 19-780 22-742 19-729 22-628
35-44 % 20-770 17-344 19-840 18-323 19-011 17-109 20-124 18-321
45-54 % 15-846 15-628 16-142 15-876 16-484 15-940 16-224 15-322
55-64 % 22-023 22-493 21-339 20-369 22-527 22-423 21-085 20-284
65-74 % 11-101 11-563 11-144 11-882 12-088 11-052 11-419 12-:050
75-84 % 1-880 1-355 1-899 1-997 1-978 1-382 1-865 1-963
85+ % 0-000 0-361 0-000 0-050 0-000 0-319 0-000 0-055

Note. Age was reported in years. For the purpose of frequency reporting, it was binned into eight brackets: 18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64,
65-74, 75-84, and 85+. This variable was used in analyses examining potential predictors of public support (more information about
this and other predictors is available in Supplementary Table 1, whereas analysis output is available in Supplementary Tables 16-21).
Information about attention and quality checks is available in Supplementary Material (p.11).
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Supplementary Table 3: Breakdown of Participant Demographic Information (Annual Income After Taxes)

Frequency distribution of Annual Income After Taxes (INCM), binned into nine brackets ($0-24,999;
$25,000-49,999; $50,000-74,999; $75,000-99,999; $100,000-149,999; $150,000-199,999; $200,000-299,999;
$300,000-499,999; and $500,000+), shown separately for UK vs US and for all participants who completed a
study as well as those who were eligible for analyses due to passing attention and quality checks

Dataset Study 1 Study Study 2 Study 2 Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2
All 1 All All All Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Country UK us UK us UK uUs UK us
Total N 1117 1107 2001 2003 910 941 1769 1834
Missing N 10 5 15 7 8 5 13 7
Missing % 0-895 0-452 0-75 0-349 0-879 0-531 0-735 0-382
Number (N) of Participants per Income Category
$0-24,999 N 350 334 594 585 279 290 519 542
$25,000-49,999 N 503 296 913 566 417 260 815 523
$50,000-74,999 N 171 232 329 354 138 192 298 323
$75,000-99,999 N 45 114 95 230 37 88 77 209
$100,000-149,999 N 31 82 42 166 25 68 36 149
$150,000-199,999 N 0 21 8 65 0 17 6 56
$200,000-299,999 N 4 16 4 21 3 15 4 17
$300,000-499,999 N 3 4 1 7 3 4 1 7
$500,000+ N 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 1
Percentage (%) of Participants per Income Category
$0-24,999 % 31-334 30-172 29685 29-206 30659 30-818 29-339 29-553
$25,000-49,999 % 45-031 26739 45-627 28258 45-824 27-630 46-071 28517
$50,000-74,999 % 15-309 20-958 16-442 17-673 15-165 20-404 16-846 17-612
$75,000-99,999 % 4-029 10-298 4-748 11-483 4-066 9-352 4-353 11-396
$100,000-149,999 % 2-775 7-407 2:099 8-288 2747 7226 2-035 8124
$150,000-199,999 % 0-000 1-897 0-400 3-245 0-000 1-807 0-339 3-053
$200,000-299,999 % 0-358 1-445 0-200 1-048 0-330 1-594 0-226 0-927
$300,000-499,999 % 0-269 0-361 0-050 0-349 0-330 0-425 0-057 0-382
$500,000+ % 0-000 0-271 0-000 0-100 0-000 0-213 0-000 0-055

Note. Annual Income After Taxes was reported in £ for the UK and § for the US, but Income in £ was converted into $ using the World Bank
purchasing power parities—PPP—conversion factor’** at the time of our data collection for easier comparison. For the purpose of
frequency reporting, it was binned into eight brackets: $0-24,999; $25,000-49,999; $50,000-74,999; $75,000-99,999; $100,000-
149,999; $150,000-199,999; $200,000-299,999; $300,000-499,999; and $500,000+. This variable was used in analyses examining
potential predictors of public support in its non-binned version in $ and log transformed in line with other research given its
skewness?*2** (more information about this and other predictors is available in Supplementary Table 1, whereas analysis output is
available in Supplementary Tables 16-21). Information about attention and quality checks is available in Supplementary Material
(p-11).
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Supplementary Table 4: Breakdown of Participant Demographic Information (Household Financial Situation
Satisfaction)

Frequency distribution of Household Financial Situation Satisfaction (SatFin), measured on a 1-10 scale (1 =
Completely Dissatisfied, 10 = Completely Satisfied), shown separately for UK vs US and for all participants
who completed a study as well as those who were eligible for analyses due to passing attention and quality
checks

Dataset Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2 Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2
All All All All Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Country UK us UK us UK us UK uUs
Total N 1117 1107 2001 2003 910 941 1769 1834
Missing N 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Missing % 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-050 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-055
Number (N) of Participants per Income Satisfaction Level (1=Lowest, 10=Highest)
IN 36 66 69 157 27 59 59 143
2N 53 66 87 164 47 56 74 150
3N 90 119 186 209 78 107 172 198
4N 116 100 210 218 87 90 185 204
5N 103 106 253 188 86 89 220 173
6N 192 143 338 277 150 116 305 257
7N 253 182 441 302 209 156 385 271
8N 188 173 305 308 153 144 268 277
9N 63 102 74 120 53 80 66 107
10N 23 50 38 59 20 44 35 53

Percentage (%) of Participants per Income Satisfaction Level (1=Lowest, 10=Highest)

1% 3-223 5-962 3-448 7-838 2-967 6-270 3-335 7-797
2% 4-745 5-962 4-348 8-188 5-165 5:951 4-183 8-179
3% 8-057 10-750 9-295 10-434 8571 11-371 9-723 10-796
4% 10-385 9-033 10-495 10-884 9-560 9-564 10-458 11-123
5% 9-221 9-575 12-644 9-386 9-451 9-458 12-436 9-433
6 % 17-189 12-918 16-892 13-829 16-484 12-327 17-241 14-013
7% 22-650 16-441 22-039 15-077 22-967 16-578 21-764 14-776
8% 16-831 15-628 15-242 15-377 16-813 15-303 15-150 15-104
9% 5-640 9-214 3-698 5-991 5-824 8-502 3-731 5-834
10 % 2-059 4-517 1-899 2-946 2-198 4-676 1-979 2-890

Note. This variable was used in analyses examining potential predictors of public support (more information about this and other predictors is
available in Supplementary Table 1, whereas analysis output is available in Supplementary Tables 16-21). Information about attention
and quality checks is available in Supplementary Material (p.11).
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Supplementary Table 5: Breakdown of Participant Demographic Information (Employment Status)

Frequency distribution of Employment Status (Employed), reported on a 0-2 scale (0 = Unemployed; 1 = Self-
employed; 2 = Employed and working for an employer), shown separately for UK vs US and for all
participants who completed a study as well as those who were eligible for analyses due to passing attention
and quality checks

Dataset Study 1 Studyl Study2  Study2 Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2
All All All All Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Country UK Us UK Us UK uUs UK us
Total N 1117 1107 2001 2003 910 941 1769 1834
Missing N 1 0 4 4 1 0 4 4
Missing % 0-090 0-000 0-200 0-200 0-110 0-000 0-226 0-218
Number (N) of Participants per Employment Category
Unemployed N 299 265 512 516 246 241 451 477
Self-employed N 173 197 251 331 140 167 220 298
Employed (Working for 644 645 1234 1152 523 533 1094 1055
Employer) N

Percentage (%) of Participants per Employment Category

Unemployed % 26.768 23.939 25.587 25.761 27.033 25.611 25.495 26.009
Self-employed % 15.488 17.796 12.544 16.525 15.385 17.747 12.436 16.249
Employed (Working for 57.654  58.266 61.669 57.514 57.473 56.642 61.843 57.525

Employer) %

Note. This variable was used in analyses examining potential predictors of public support (more information about this and other predictors is
available in Supplementary Table 1, whereas analysis output is available in Supplementary Tables 16-21). Please note that, for
statistical analyses, categories 1 and 2 were combined into the same category, and the variable therefore had two levels:
0=Unemployed; 1=Employed. Information about attention and quality checks is available in Supplementary Material (p.11).
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Supplementary Table 6: Breakdown of Participant Demographic Information (Ethnicity)

Frequency distribution of participant Ethnicity (White, Black, Asian, Mixed, and Other), shown separately
for UK vs US and for all participants who completed a study as well as those who were eligible for analyses
due to passing attention and quality checks

Dataset Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2 Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2
All All All All Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Country UK us UK us UK us UK UsS
Total N 1117 1107 2001 2003 910 941 1769 1834
Missing N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missing % 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000
Number (N) of Participants per Ethnicity Category
White N 977 857 1746 1559 803 742 1546 1445
Black N 36 145 62 256 25 111 51 217
Asian N 76 66 145 120 61 55 132 108
Mixed N 17 22 30 38 15 21 24 38
Other N 11 17 18 30 6 12 16 26
Percentage (%) of Participants per Ethnicity Category
White % 87-466 77-416 87-256 77-833 88-242 78-852 87-394 78-790
Black % 3-223 13-098 3-098 12-781 2-747 11-796 2-883 11-832
Asian % 6-804 5-962 7-246 5:991 6-703 5-845 7-462 5-889
Mixed % 1-522 1-987 1-499 1-897 1-648 2232 1-357 2:072
Other % 0-985 1-536 0-900 1-498 0-659 1-275 0-904 1-418

Note. Information about attention and quality checks is available in Supplementary Material (p.11).
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Supplementary Table 7: Breakdown of Participant Demographic Information (Gender Identity)

Frequency distribution of participant Gender Identity (Male, Female, and Nonbinary), shown separately for
UK vs. US and for all participants who completed a study as well as those who were eligible for analyses due
to passing attention and quality checks

Dataset Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2 Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2
All All All All Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Country UK us UK us UK us UK us
Total N 1117 1107 2001 2003 910 941 1769 1834
Missing N 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Missing % 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-100 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-109
Number (N) of Participants per Gender Identity Category
Male N 532 537 968 979 441 450 849 883
Female N 577 553 1022 995 462 478 910 922
Nonbinary N 8 17 11 27 7 13 10 27

Percentage (%) of Participants per Gender Identity Category

Male % 47-628 48-509 48-376 48-877 48-462 47-821 47-993 48-146
Female % 51:656 49-955 51-074 49-675 50-769 50-797 51-441 50-273
Nonbinary % 0-716 1-536 0-550 1-348 0-769 1-382 0-565 1-472

Note. This variable was used in analyses examining potential predictors of public support (more information about this and other predictors is
available in Supplementary Table 1, whereas analysis output is available in Supplementary Tables 16-21). Since few participants
identified themselves as nonbinary in the UK and US, this variable was used in its binary version—male vs. female—in analyses
examining potential predictors of public support (Supplementary Tables 16-21). For this purpose, to avoid excluding participants,
those who identified themselves as nonbinary were randomly classified as either female or male using the RANDBETWEEN function
in Excel so they could be used in analyses. This approach was also used in ref.'* Information about attention and quality checks is
available in Supplementary Material (p.11).
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Supplementary Table 8: Breakdown of Participant Demographic Information (Educational Attainment)

Frequency distribution of Educational Attainment (Education), measured on a 1-9 scale (1 = Early childhood
education/no education, 2 = Primary education, 3 = Lower secondary, 4 = Upper secondary, 5 = Post-
secondary non-tertiary, 6 = Short-cycle tertiary, 7 = Bachelor’s or equivalent, 8 = Master’s or equivalent, 9 =
Doctoral or equivalent), shown separately for UK vs US and for all participants who completed a study as
well as those who were eligible for analyses due to passing attention and quality checks

Dataset Study 1  Study 1 Study2 Study?2 Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2
All All All All Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Country UK us UK us UK us UK us
Total N 1117 1107 2001 2003 910 941 1769 1834
Missing N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missing % 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000

Number (N) of Participants per Educational Attainment Level

Early childhood education / no 0 1 1 2 0 1 1 2
education N

Primary education N 3 34 5 76 1 29 4 64
Lower secondary education N 44 31 67 51 38 28 60 44
Upper secondary education N 228 175 393 280 184 154 353 264
Post-secondary non-tertiary 128 103 235 178 104 88 205 167
education N

Short-cycle tertiary education N 58 112 100 196 50 101 91 184
Bachelor or equivalent N 437 459 814 859 351 381 715 778
Master or equivalent N 178 158 320 289 147 134 283 267
Doctoral or equivalent N 41 34 66 72 35 25 57 64

Percentage (%) of Participants per Educational Attainment Level

Early childhood education / no 0-000 0-090 0-050 0-100 0-000 0-106 0-057 0-109
education %

Primary education % 0-269 3-071 0-250 3-794 0-110 3-082 0-226 3-490
Lower secondary education % 3-939 2-800 3-348 2-546 4-176 2-976 3-392 2-399
Upper secondary education % 20-412 15-808  19:640  13-979 20-220 16:366 19-955 14-395
Post-secondary non-tertiary 11-459 9-304 11-744 8-887 11-429 9-352 11-588 9-106
education %

Short-cycle tertiary education % 5-192 10-117 4-998 9-785 5-495 10-733 5-144 10-033
Bachelor or equivalent % 39-123 41-463  40-680 42-886 38-571 40-489 40-418 42-421
Master or equivalent % 15-936 14-273 15992 14-428 16-154 14-240 15-998 14-558
Doctoral or equivalent % 3-671 3:071 3-298 3-595 3-846 2-657 3-222 3-490

Note. This variable was used in analyses examining potential predictors of public support (more information about this and other predictors is
available in Supplementary Table 1, whereas analysis output is available in Supplementary Tables 16-21). Information about attention
and quality checks is available in Supplementary Material (p.11).
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Supplementary Table 9: Breakdown of Participant Demographic Information (Security)

Frequency distribution of Security (i.e., how secure people feel these days), measured on a 1-10 scale (1 = Not
at all secure, 2 = Not very secure, 3 = Quite secure, 4 = Very secure), shown separately for UK vs US and for
all participants who completed a study as well as those who were eligible for analyses due to passing attention
and quality checks

Dataset Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2 Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2
All All All All Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Country UK us UK [N UK us UK usS
Total N 1117 1107 2001 2003 910 941 1769 1834
Missing N 0 1 9 7 0 1 9 6
Missing % 0-000 0-090 0-450 0-349 0-000 0-106 0-509 0-327
Number (N) of Participants per Security Level
Not at all secure N 67 74 113 173 55 68 102 157
Not very secure N 349 356 641 735 287 316 554 690
Quite secure N 611 539 1091 915 490 445 980 830
Very secure N 90 137 147 173 78 111 124 151
Percentage (%) of Participants per Security Level
Not at all secure % 5-998 6685 5-647 8637 6-044 7-226 5-766 8-561
Not very secure % 31-244 32-159 32:034 36-695 31-538 33-581 31-317 37-623
Quite secure % 54-700 48-690 54-523 45-681 53-846 47-29 55-399 45-256
Very secure % 8-057 12-376 7-346 8-637 8-571 11-796 7-010 8-233

Note. This variable was used in analyses examining potential predictors of public support (more information about this and other predictors is
available in Supplementary Table 1, whereas analysis output is available in Supplementary Tables 16-21). Information about attention
and quality checks is available in Supplementary Material (p.11).

40



Supplementary Table 10: Breakdown of Participant Demographic Information (Political Orientation)

Frequency distribution of Political Orientation (Left_Right), measured on a 0-10 scale (from 0 = Left to 10 =
Right), shown separately for UK vs US and for all participants who completed a study as well as those who

were eligible for analyses due to passing attention and quality checks

Dataset Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2 Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2
All All All All Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Country UK us UK us UK us UK us
Total N 1117 1107 2001 2003 910 941 1769 1834
Missing N 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 2
Missing % 0-000 0-000 0-050 0-100 0-000 0-000 0-057 0-109
Number (N) of Participants per Political Orientation Level (0=Left, l0=Right)
ON 60 198 84 305 48 173 75 280
IN 85 133 133 217 68 115 122 198
2N 156 127 266 251 127 107 236 232
3N 147 66 275 148 116 60 247 135
4N 88 66 209 152 75 59 190 140
5N 324 197 557 378 261 160 475 351
6N 113 63 198 125 96 48 175 116
7N 76 49 147 116 66 38 131 105
8N 37 77 82 142 30 68 72 125
9N 13 64 26 79 9 55 24 74
10N 18 67 23 88 14 58 21 76
Percentage (%) of Participants per Political Orientation Level (0=Left, 10=Right)
0% 5372 17-886 4-198 15-227 5-275 18-385 4-240 15267
1% 7-610 12-014 6647 10-834 7-473 12-221 6-897 10-796
2% 13-966 11-472 13-293 12-531 13-956 11-371 13-341 12650
3% 13160 5:962 13-743 7-389 12-747 6-376 13-963 7-361
4% 7-878 5:962 10-445 7-589 8-242 6-270 10-741 7-634
5% 29-006 17-796 27-836 18-872 28-681 17-003 26-851 19-138
6% 10-116 5-691 9-895 6-241 10-549 5-101 9-893 6-325
7% 6-804 4-426 7-346 5791 7-253 4-038 7-405 5725
8 % 3-312 6956 4-098 7-089 3-297 7-226 4-070 6-816
9% 1-164 5-781 1-299 3-944 0-989 5-845 1357 4-035
10 % 1-611 6-052 1-149 4-393 1-538 6-164 1-187 4-144

Note. This variable was used in analyses examining potential predictors of public support (more information about this and other predictors is
available in Supplementary Table 1, whereas analysis output is available in Supplementary Tables 16-21). Information about attention
and quality checks is available in Supplementary Material (p.11).
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Supplementary Table 11: Breakdown of Participant Demographic Information (Number of Children)

Frequency distribution of Number of Children (Children), measured on a 0-21 scale (from 0 = No children to
21 = More than 20 children; please note that no one reported having more than 10 children), shown
separately for UK vs US and for all participants who completed a study as well as those who were eligible for
analyses due to passing attention and quality checks

Dataset Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2 Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2
All All All All Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Country UK us UK us UK us UK us
Total N 1117 1107 2001 2003 910 941 1769 1834
Missing N 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missing % 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000
Number (N) of Participants per Number of Children Level (0=No Children, 10=10 Children)
ON 489 528 878 956 390 453 785 885
IN 156 164 330 313 126 139 295 276
2N 310 229 546 420 257 187 473 395
3N 109 119 178 194 93 104 156 175
4N 36 48 55 80 32 42 48 70
5N 12 15 10 25 9 12 8 20
6N 4 2 4 8 3 2 4 7
7N 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 5
8N 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1
9N 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0
10N 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Percentage (%) of Participants per Number of Children Level (0=No Children, 10=10 Children)

0% 43-778 47-696 43-878 47-728 42-857 48-140 44-375 48255
1% 13-966 14-815 16-492 15-627 13-846 14-772 16-676 15-049
2% 27-753 20-687 27-286 20-969 28-242 19-872 26-738 21-538
3% 9-758 10-750 8-896 9-685 10-220 11-052 8-819 9-542
4% 3-223 4-336 2-749 3-994 3-516 4-463 2-713 3-817
5% 1-074 1-355 0-500 1-248 0-989 1-275 0-452 1-091
6 % 0-358 0-181 0-200 0-399 0-330 0-213 0-226 0-382
7% 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-300 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-273
8% 0-000 0-090 0-000 0-050 0-000 0-106 0-000 0-055
9% 0-000 0-090 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-106 0-000 0-000
10 % 0-090 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000

Note. This variable was used in analyses examining potential predictors of public support (more information about this and other predictors is
available in Supplementary Table 1, whereas analysis output is available in Supplementary Tables 16-21). Information about attention
and quality checks is available in Supplementary Material (p.11).
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Supplementary Table 12: Breakdown of Participant Demographic Information (Household Size)

Frequency distribution of Household Size (Household), measured on a 0-21 scale (from 1 =1 Live on My Own
to 21 = More than 20), shown separately for UK vs US and for all participants who completed a study as well
as those who were eligible for analyses due to passing attention and quality checks

Dataset Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2 Study 1 Study 1 Study 2 Study 2
All All All All Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Country UK Us UK us UK Us UK us
Total N 1117 1107 2001 2003 910 941 1769 1834
Missing N 0 1 1 2 0 1 1 2
Missing % 0-000 0-09 0-05 0-100 0-000 0-106 0-057 0-109
Number (N) of Participants per Household Size (1=I Live on My Own to 21=More than 20)
IN 165 224 291 426 133 184 261 389
2N 410 362 768 685 340 317 690 635
3N 221 229 438 389 182 197 383 351
4N 215 173 353 307 175 142 309 286
5N 74 77 110 113 60 65 93 98
6N 21 27 30 52 12 24 23 48
7N 8 8 6 17 6 6 6 14
8N 2 3 1 8 2 3 1 7
9N 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 2
10N 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 2
1IN 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
14N 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
21N 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0

Percentage (%) of Participants per Household Size (1=I Live on My Own to 21=More than 20)

1% 14-772 20-235 14-543 21-268 14-615 19-554 14-754 21-210
2% 36-705 32-701 38-381 34-199 37-363 33-688 39-005 34-624
3% 19-785 20-687 21-889 19-421 20-000 20-935 21-651 19-138
4% 19-248 15-628 17-641 15-327 19-231 15-090 17-467 15-594
5% 6625 6-956 5-497 5-642 6-593 6-908 5-257 5-344
6 % 1-880 2-439 1-499 2-596 1-319 2-550 1-300 2-617
7% 0-716 0-723 0-300 0-849 0-659 0-638 0-339 0-763
8% 0-179 0-271 0-050 0-399 0-220 0-319 0-057 0-382
9% 0-090 0-090 0-000 0-100 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-109
10 % 0-000 0-090 0-000 0-100 0-000 0-106 0-000 0-109
11% 0-000 0-000 0-050 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-000
14 % 0-000 0-000 0-050 0-000 0-000 0-000 0-057 0-000
21 % 0-000 0-090 0-050 0-000 0-000 0-106 0-057 0-000

Note. This variable was used in analyses examining potential predictors of public support, where it was log transformed given its skewness
(more information about this and other predictors is available in Supplementary Table 1, whereas analysis output is available in
Supplementary Tables 16-21). Information about attention and quality checks is available in Supplementary Material (p.11).
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Supplementary Table 13: Support for Economic Approaches (Means and Classifications; Studies 1 and 2)

Means, and their 95% confidence intervals and classifications for people’s support for economic approaches

assessed in Studies 1 and 2 (table note explains how Mean Classification was determined)

Economic Approach *

Mean Mean 95% CI

Mean Classification ®

Sample 1 — UK

Economic Approach Support (Study 1)

Full Proposal
Degrowth
Ecomodernism
Ecosocialism
Wellbeing Economy
Green Capitalism

Green Growth
Green Market Economy
Post Growth

5-373 5:286 — 5-459
3-842 3-754-3-929
4-857 4-784 —4-930
4-721 4-628 —4-814
5-455 5-378 - 5-532
4-489 4-408 — 4-570
5-170 5:095 -5-246
5:026 4-951 -5-102
4-427 4-357-4-498

“Somewhat support”

“Neither support nor oppose”
“Somewhat support”
“Somewhat support”

“Somewhat support” to “Support”
“Neither support nor oppose” to “Somewhat
Support”

“Somewhat Support”
“Somewhat Support”

“Neither support nor oppose”

Economic Approach Support (Study 2)

Full Proposal 5-337 5-173 -5-501 “Somewhat support” to “Support”
Degrowth 4-024 3-896 —4-152 “Neither support nor oppose”
Ecosocialism 4-365 4:231 -4-499 “Neither support nor oppose”
Wellbeing Economy 4-824 4-693 — 4-954 “Somewhat support”

Full Proposal + Degrowth 5-081 4-902 —5-259 “Somewhat support”

Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 5-032 4-844 —5-220 “Somewhat support”

Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 5-376 5-217—5-535 “Somewhat support” to “Support”

Sample 2 — US

Economic Approach Support (Study 1)

Full Proposal 5-068 4-961 —-5-176 “Somewhat support”

Degrowth 3-832 3-734-3-930 “Neither support nor oppose”

Ecomodernism 4-696 4-604 —4-788 “Somewhat support”

Ecosocialism 4-607 4-494 - 4-719 “Neither support nor oppose” to “Somewhat
Support”

Wellbeing Economy 5-261 5-168 — 5-355 “Somewhat support”

Green Capitalism 4-492 4-394 —4-590 “Neither support nor oppose” to “Somewhat
Support”

Green Growth 4-994 4-898 — 5-089 “Somewhat support”

Green Market Economy 4911 4-815—-5-006 “Somewhat support”

Post Growth 4-365 4-278 —4-451 “Neither support nor oppose”

Economic Approach Support (Study 2)

Full Proposal 4-969 4763 -5-176 “Somewhat Support”

Degrowth 3-630 3-484 -3-776 “Somewhat oppose” to “Neither support nor
oppose”

Ecosocialism 4-096 3-923 —4-269 “Neither support nor oppose”

Wellbeing Economy 4-613 4-478 — 4-747 “Neither support nor oppose” to “Somewhat
Support”

Full Proposal + Degrowth 4-788 4-578 —4-999 “Somewhat Support”

Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 4-856 4-631 —5-081 “Somewhat Support”

Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 4-940 4-720 — 5-159 “Somewhat Support”

Note. * For Study 2, Economic Approach refers to the seven economic approaches to which participants could be randomly allocated (i.e.,
Full Proposal, Degrowth, Ecosocialism, Wellbeing Economy, Full Proposal + Degrowth, Full Proposal + Ecosocialism, and Full
Proposal + Wellbeing Economy), whereas for Study 1 it refers to the eight economic approaches regarding which all participants
were asked to respond (i.e., Full Proposal, Degrowth, Ecomodernism, Ecosocialism, Wellbeing Economy, Green Capitalism, Green
Growth, Green Market Economy, and Post Growth).

® Mean classification was determined based on the 95% CI in relation to participants’ response options for Economic Approach
Support. The response options for this variable were 1=Strongly oppose; 2=Oppose; 3=Somewhat oppose; 4=Neither support nor
oppose; 5=Somewhat support; 6=Support; and 7=Strongly support. Therefore, the mean classification was as follows: 95% CI<1-5
= Strongly oppose; 95%CI > 1-5 & <2-5 = Oppose; 95%CI > 2-5 & < 3-5 = Somewhat oppose; 95%CI > 3-5 & < 4-5 = Neither
support nor oppose; 95%CI > 4-5 & < 5-5 = Somewhat support; 95%CI > 5-5 & < 6-5 = Support; 95%CI > 6-5 = Strongly support.
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If two rather than one classification applied to a mean, both classifications are listed under Mean Classification (e.g., “Somewhat
support” to “Support”).
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Supplementary Table 14: Comparisons of Support for Economic Approaches (Study 1)

Comparisons between participants’ support for the full degrowth proposal without any labels (referred to as
“full proposal” in the table) and for other economic approaches labelled by their name only, computed using
paired t-tests (Study 1)

Comparison Item 1 Comparison Item 2 Mg 95% CI t p
Sample 1 — UK
Degrowth Ecomodernism -1-015 -1-110--0-921 -21-121 <0-0001*
Degrowth Full Proposal -1-531 -1-627 —-1-434 -31-158 <0-0001*
Degrowth Ecosocialism -0-879 -0-976 —-0-782 -17-761 <0-0001*
Degrowth Green Capitalism -0-647 -0-756 —-0-539 -11-686 <0-0001*
Degrowth Green Growth -1-329 -1-428 —-1-230 -26-326 <0-0001*
Degrowth Green Market Economy -1-185 -1-282 —--1-087 -23-802 <0-0001*
Degrowth Post Growth -0-586 -0-671 —-0-501 -13-519 <0-0001*
Degrowth Wellbeing Economy -1-613 -1-711 —-1-515 -32-359 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Full Proposal -0-515 -0-594 — -0-437 -12-935 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Ecosocialism 0-136 0-054-0-218 3-262 0-001*
Ecomodernism Green Capitalism 0-368 0-283 —0-453 8-494 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Green Growth -0-313 -0-383 —-0-243 -8-800 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Green Market Economy -0-169 -0-240 —-0-099 -4-723 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Post Growth 0-430 0-352-0-507 10-902 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Wellbeing Economy -0-598 -0-671 —-0-524 -15-972 <0-0001*
Full Proposal Ecosocialism 0-652 0-578 —0-725 17-412 <0-0001*
Full Proposal Green Capitalism 0-884 0-786 —0-981 17-793 <0-0001*
Full Proposal Green Growth 0-202 0-125-0-279 5-163 <0-0001*
Full Proposal Green Market Economy 0-346 0-271 -0-422 8-984 <0-0001*
Full Proposal Post Growth 0-945 0-856—1-034 20-876 <0-0001*
Full Proposal Wellbeing Economy -0-082 -0-156 —-0-009 -2-198 0-028
Ecosocialism Green Capitalism 0-232 0-128 —0-336 4-388 <0-0001*
Ecosocialism Green Growth -0-449 -0-536 —-0-363 -10-203 <0-0001*
Ecosocialism Green Market Economy -0-305 -0-390 —-0-221 -7-073 <0-0001*
Ecosocialism Post Growth 0-293 0-201 - 0-386 6-251 <0-0001*
Ecosocialism Wellbeing Economy -0-734 -0-818 —-0-650 -17-126 <0-0001*
Green Capitalism Green Growth -0-681 -0-760 — -0-603 -16-981 <0-0001*
Green Capitalism Green Market Economy -0-537 -0-611 —-0-463 -14-275 <0-0001*
Green Capitalism Post Growth 0-062 -0-031-0-154 1-:302 0-193
Green Capitalism Wellbeing Economy -0-966 -1-061 —-0-871 -19-987 <0-0001*
Green Growth Green Market Economy 0-144 0-086 —0-202 4-839 <0-0001*
Green Growth Post Growth 0-743 0-663 —0-823 18-241 <0-0001*
Green Growth Wellbeing Economy -0-285 -0-353 —-0-217 -8-222 <0-0001*
Green Market Economy Post Growth 0-599 0-516 —0-682 14-223 <0-0001*
Green Market Economy Wellbeing Economy -0-429 -0-500 —-0-358 -11-845 <0-0001*
Postgrowth Wellbeing Economy -1-027 -1-106 —-0-949 -25-718 <0-0001*
Sample 2 — US

Degrowth Ecomodernism -0-864 -0-965 —-0-763 -16-839 <0-0001*
Degrowth Full Proposal -1-236 -1-341 —-1-131 -23-139 <0-0001*
Degrowth Ecosocialism -0-775 -0-876 —-0-673 -14-960 <0-0001*
Degrowth Green Capitalism -0-660 -0-772 — -0-548 -11-531 <0-0001*
Degrowth Green Growth -1-162 -1-262 —-1-061 -22:576 <0-0001*
Degrowth Green Market Economy -1-:079 -1-182 --0-975 -20-494 <0-0001*
Degrowth Post Growth -0-532 -0-619 — -0-445 -12-003 <0-0001*
Degrowth Wellbeing Economy -1-429 -1-534—--1-325 -26-915 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Full Proposal -0-372 -0-458 —-0-286 -8-505 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Ecosocialism 0-089 -0-004 - 0-183 1-873 0-061
Ecomodernism Green Capitalism 0-204 0-114-0-294 4-446 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Green Growth -0-298 -0-373 —-0-222 -7-718 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Green Market Economy -0-215 -0-292 —-0-137 -5-422 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Post Growth 0-332 0-245-0-418 7-496 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism Wellbeing Economy -0-565 -0-644 — -0-486 -14-055 <0-0001*
Full Proposal Ecosocialism 0-461 0-375-0-548 10-460 <0-0001*
Full Proposal Green Capitalism 0-576 0-:470 — 0-682 10-620 <0-0001*
Full Proposal Green Growth 0-074 -0-011 -0-160 1-715 0-087
Full Proposal Green Market Economy 0-157 0-071 —0-244 3-564 <0-001*
Full Proposal Post Growth 0-704 0-607 —0-800 14-356 <0-0001*
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Full Proposal
Ecosocialism
Ecosocialism
Ecosocialism
Ecosocialism
Ecosocialism

Green Capitalism
Green Capitalism
Green Capitalism
Green Capitalism
Green Growth

Green Growth

Green Growth

Green Market Economy
Green Market Economy
Postgrowth

Wellbeing Economy
Green Capitalism
Green Growth

Green Market Economy
Post Growth

Wellbeing Economy
Green Growth

Green Market Economy
Post Growth

Wellbeing Economy
Green Market Economy
Post Growth

Wellbeing Economy
Post Growth

Wellbeing Economy
Wellbeing Economy

-0-193
0-115
-0-387
-0-304
0-242
-0-655
-0-502
-0-419
0-128
-0-769
0-083
0-629
-0-268
0-546
-0-351
-0-897

-0-274--0-113
-0-002 - 0-231
-0-481 —-0-293
-0-400 —-0-208
0-144 - 0-340
-0-746 —-0-564
-0-582 —-0-422
-0-499 —-0-339
0-030-0-226
-0-868 —-0-671
0-024-0-142
0-541-0-717
-0-345--0-191
0-456 —0-636
-0-430 —-0-271
-0-984 —-0-810

-4-721
1-931
-8:092
-6:210
4-853
-14-107
-12-299
-10-274
2:554
-15-368
2-764
14-018
-6-823
11-889
-8-685
-20-252

<0-0001*
0-054
<0-0001*
<0-0001*
<0-0001*
<0-0001*
<0-0001*
<0-0001*
0-011
<0-0001*
0-006
<0-0001*
<0-0001*
<0-0001*
<0-0001*
<0-0001*

Note. Participants’ support for all economic approaches was rated on a scale from 1=Strongly oppose to 7=Strongly support. Comparison
Items 1 and 2 refer to the economic approaches that were compared against each other. Mg refers to mean difference. The study used
a within-subjects design, which means that each participant rated their support of all economic approaches. Based on the false
discovery rate (FDR) correction for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y) approach,'*® significant p values were
<0-00159977 and are labelled with *. Mean values for participants’ support of the economic approaches reported in this table are
available in Supplementary Table 13.
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Supplementary Table 15: Comparisons of Support for Economic Approaches (Study 2)

Comparisons between participants’ support for the full degrowth proposal without any labels (referred to as
“full proposal” in the table) and for other economic approaches labelled by their name only (degrowth and
ecosocialism) or the “full proposal”’-label combinations, computed using linear regressions (Study 2)

Variable (Economic Approach) b SEb 95% CI t p Partial Partial

2 R? %
Sample 1 — UK
Model 1: Baseline = Full Proposal
(Constant) 5-337 0-079 5-183 -5-492 67797 <0-0001 2-609 72-289
Degrowth -1-313 0-112 -1-533 —-1-094 -11-737 <0-0001* 0-078 7-252
Ecosocialism -0-973 0-111 -1-191 —-0-754 -8-735 <0-0001* 0-043 4-151
Wellbeing Economy -0-514 0-111 -0-731 --0-296 -4-639 <0-0001* 0-012 1-207
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-257 0-112 -0-477 —-0-037 -2-289 0-022 0-003 0-296
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-305 0-112 -0-525 —-0-086 -2-728 0-006 0-004 0-421
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-039 0-112 -0-181 —0-258 0-346 0-729 <0-001 0-007
Model 2: Baseline = Degrowth
(Constant) 4-024 0-080 3-868 —4-180 50-611 <0-0001 1-454 59-246
Ecosocialism 0-341 0-112 0-121-0-560 3-045 0-002* 0-005 0-523
Wellbeing Economy 0-800 0-111 0-582-1-018 7-189 <0-0001* 0-029 2-849
Full Proposal + Degrowth 1-057 0-113 0-836-1-278 9-378 <0-0001* 0-050 4-754
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 1-008 0-112 0-787—-1-229 8-965 <0-0001* 0-046 4-362
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 1-352 0-112 1-131-1-573 12-:024 <0-0001* 0-082 7-583
Model 3: Baseline = Ecosocialism
(Constant) 4-365 0-079 4-210-4-519 55-443 <0-0001 1-745 63-564
Wellbeing Economy 0-459 0-111 0-242 -0-676 4-147 <0-0001* 0-010 0-967
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-716 0-112 0-496 —0-936 6-386 <0-0001* 0-023 2262
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-667 0-112 0-448 — 0-887 5-964 <0-0001%* 0-020 1-979
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 1-011 0-112 0-792 —1-231 9-038 <0-0001* 0-046 4-431
Model 4: Baseline = Wellbeing Economy
(Constant) 4-824 0-078 4-671-4-976 61991 <0-0001 2-181 68-563
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-257 0-111 0-038 - 0-476 2-304 0-021 0-003 0-300
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-208 0-111 -0-010—0-426 1-872 0-061 0-002 0-198
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-552 0-111 0-334-0-770 4-964 <0-0001* 0-014 1-379
Model 5: Baseline = Full Proposal + Degrowth
(Constant) 5-081 0-080 4-924 —5-237 63-645 <0-0001 2-299 69-687
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-049 0-113 -0-270-0-172 -0-432 0-666 <0-001 0-011
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-295 0-113 0-074-0-516 2-621 0-009 0-004 0-389
Model 6: Baseline = Full Proposal + Ecosocialism
(Constant) 5-032 0-080 4-876 —5-188 63-289 <0-0001 2-273 69-450
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-344 0-112 0-123 — 0-565 3-059 0-002* 0-005 0-528
Sample 2 — US
Model 7: Baseline = Full Proposal
(Constant) 4-969 0-097 4-779 —5-159 51-355 <0-0001 1-444 59-075
Degrowth -1-340 0-136 -1-605 —-1-074 -9-881 <0-0001* 0-053 5-073
Ecosocialism -0-873 0-137 -1-141 —-0-605 -6-380 <0-0001* 0-022 2-179
Wellbeing Economy -0-357 0-135 -0-622 —-0-091 -2:633 0-009 0-004 0-378
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-181 0-137 -0-449 — 0-088 -1-321 0-187 0-001 0-095
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-113 0-136 -0-381-0-154 -0-830 0-407 <0-001 0-038
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy -0-029 0-138 -0-301 — 0-242 -0-213 0-831 <0-001 0-002
Model 8: Baseline = Degrowth
(Constant) 3630 0-095 3-443 -3-816 38:225 <0-0001 0-800 44-437
Ecosocialism 0-467 0-136 0-201-0-732 3-441 0-001* 0-006 0-644
Wellbeing Economy 0-983 0-134 0-720 — 1-246 7-326 <0-0001* 0-029 2-854
Full Proposal + Degrowth 1-159 0-136 0-893 —1-425 8-548 <0-0001* 0-040 3-845
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Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 1-226 0-135 0962 — 1491 9-082 <0-0001* 0-045 4-319
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 1-:310 0-137 1-:041—1-579 9-557 <0-0001* 0-050 4-761

Model 9: Baseline = Ecosocialism

(Constant) 4-096 0-097 3-906 — 4-286 42-332 <0-0001 0-981 49-516
Wellbeing Economy 0-516 0-135 0-251-0-782 3-812 <0-001* 0-008 0-789
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-692 0-137 0-424-0-961 5-059 <0-0001* 0-014 1-382
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-760 0-136 0-493 - 1-027 5-574 <0-0001* 0-017 1-672
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-844 0-138 0-572 -1-115 6-098 <0-0001* 0-020 1-995

Model 10: Baseline = Wellbeing Economy

(Constant) 4-613 0-095 4-427-4-798 48-667 <0-0001 1296 56-453
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-176 0-135 -0-090 — 0-442 1:299 0-194 0-001 0-092
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-244 0-135 -0-021 - 0-508 1-805 0-071 0-002 0-178
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-327 0-137 0-059 — 0-596 2-389 0-017 0-003 0-311

Model 11: Baseline = Full Proposal + Degrowth

(Constant) 4-788 0-097 4-599 —4-978 49-487 <0-0001 1-340 57-272
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-068 0-136 -0-200 - 0-335 0-496 0-620 <0-001 0-013
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-151 0-138 -0-120 — 0-423 1-094 0-274 0-001 0-065

Model 12: Baseline = Full Proposal + Ecosocialism

(Constant) 4-856 0-096 4-668 — 5-044 50-570 <0-0001 1-400 58-329
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-084 0-138 -0-187 — 0-354 0-607 0-544 <0-001 0-020

Note. For models 1-6, R>=0-121, and for models 7-12, R* = 0-084. Models 1-6 and 7-12 had 1769 and 1827 residual degrees of freedom
respectively. Participants’ support for the economic approach was rated on a scale from 1=Strongly oppose to 7=Strongly support.
Although all models had the same number of variables, we report only unique comparisons not repeated in other models to avoid
redundancy—this explains why some models have fever variables. In all models, we used t-tests (two-sided) to assess the significance
of the coefficients. Based on the false discovery rate (FDR) correction for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y)
approach,'*® significant p values were <0-00350789 and are labelled with * (this does not apply to p values for Constant). Partial {*
refers to Cohen’s f2 effect size (0-02=small; 0-15=medium; 0-35=large).'*" Partial R? refers to the proportion of variance in the
outcome variable uniquely explained by each economic approach relative to the baseline (e.g., Wellbeing Economy relative to the Full
Proposal), after controlling for the other approaches.'* For ease of interpretation, we express this value as a percentage (%). For
example, a partial R? of 1207 indicates that a given economic approach, relative to the baseline, explains about 1-2 % of the outcome’s
variance beyond what is accounted for by the other approaches. Mean values for participants’ support of the economic approaches
reported in this table are available in Supplementary Table 13.

49



Supplementary Table 16: Individual Difference Predictors of Public Support Across Machine Learning (ML) Models (Study 1)
ML models most predictive of support for the full degrowth proposal and their 30 most important individual difference predictors (Study 1)

Overall, as shown in the table, the most predictive ML models were lasso (RMSE = 1-155), ridge (RMSE = 1-160), elastic net (RMSE = 1-155), random forest
(RMSE = 1-174), and conditional random forest (RMSE = 1-162). Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) measures how accurately each model predicted people's
actual support levels when tested on data the model had not processed during training (using 10-fold cross-validation)—the lower the number, the better the
predictions. RMSE was chosen as the primary evaluation metric because it is one of the most widely used measures of predictive accuracy in machine learning.>>*
Although model selection was based on RMSE, the analyses also produced R? values, which may be more intuitive to interpret because they are commonly used
in linear models. For the five most predictive models, R? values ranged from 0-414 to 0-426, indicating that these models explained approximately 41-43% of the
variance in public support for the full degrowth proposal in the test data. Overall, the similar RMSE and R? values indicate that all five models achieved comparable
predictive accuracy and performed similarly well in forecasting public support. None of the differences in RMSE among these five models were statistically
significant (based on paired-samples t-tests; see ‘“Procedure for selecting the most predictive individual differences in Study 1” on p.17). However, they all
significantly outperformed the remaining five models tested: k-nearest neighbours, regression trees, conditional inference trees, neural networks, and neural
networks with a principal component step.

Varl in the table indicates the importance of a predictor variable, as computed using the VarImp function in R.!%!1¢7 This function ranks predictors according to
their contribution to the model’s predictive accuracy. For linear and penalised regression models (ridge, lasso, and elastic-net), it uses the absolute values of
standardised regression coefficients; for tree-based models, it relies on permutation-based error increases, meaning the rise in prediction error when a variable’s
values are randomly shuffled. The resulting scores are then rescaled so that the most influential predictor in each model is set to 100, with all others expressed as a
percentage of that maximum. Overall, as can be seen from the table, only the predictors highlighted in grey appeared among the top 30 predictors (based on Varlmp)
across all five of the most predictive ML models.

All analyses codes for the ML Models are available via the Open Science Framework (OSF) using the link below:
https://o0sf.i0/6svj8/?view_only=9af8d4b0ec924deb956a33d7cb0c0f65

Lasso Ridge E Net R Forest CR Forest

Predictor * Varl Predictor Varl Predictor Varl Predictor Varl Predictor Varl
TUIPHS 100-000  TUIPHS 100-000  TUIPHS 100-000 NEP_B 100-000 NEP_B 100-000
NEP B 88-:026 NEP_B 94-357 NEP B 90-809 TUIPHS 70-607 TUIPHS 69-693
SDO_PTA 34-467 SDO_PTA 43-958 SDO_PTA 38:712 Left_Right 29-491 Left_Right 23-386
Left Right 28-669 Left_Right 39-468 Left_Right 33-388 SDO_CTA 26-000 SDO_PTA 17-:206
SDO _CTA 24-079 SDO _CTA 35718 SDO CTA 30-284 SDO _PTA 24-362 SDO _CTA 17-069
Country ° 23-338 Country ® 31-363 Country ® 26-457 PVQ5X_UNN 9-868 BeMaS_Ma 4-444
BeMaS Ma 22-171 BeMaS Ma 28:694 BeMaS Ma 24-786 PVQ5X UNC 9-738 Country * 3-205
PVQ5X TR 21-818 PVQ5X TR 28570 PVQ5X TR 24-098 INCM 8-059 PVQ5X_UNN 2-577
CFCS 16078 SDO_PTD 21-657 CFCS 17-745 CFCS 8-005 PVQ5X_UNC 2:392
PVQ5X COI 14-315 PVQ5X UNN 20-997 PVQ5X _COI 16-571 AOT 7-645 PVQ5X TR 2-327
LOT 10-868 CFCS 20-331 SDO_PTD 14-104 PVQ5X TR 7272 CFCS 1-993
PVQ5X_SDT 10-328 PVQ5X_COI 19-876 PVQ5X_SDT 12-946 SBPS 6-799 NEIS M 1-698
SDO_PTD 10-021 PVQ5X_SDT 19-410 LOT 12:638 Age 6-782 AOT 1-608
BFI C 9-967 PVQ5X_SES 18:617 BFI C 12-364 BeMaS Ma 6-501 EB BIO 1-496
Gender 9-713 LST 17-631 Gender 11-978 MTS 6-472 NCS 1-423

50



SatFin 8917 BFI C 17-585 PVQ5X SES 11-815 1US 6332 SatFin 1-175

NCS 8-005 EB BIO 16307  PVQS5X HE 10-514  SAIS PE 6319 PVQ5X SDT 11127
PVQ5X HE 6:944 PVQ5X HE 15802  LST 10368 SAIS NE 6243 PVQ5X_COR 1-126
HS P 6-918 Gender 15705 SatFin 10:057  NCS 6-077 Age 11122
PVQ5X_SES 6743 PVQ5X_UNC 15543 PVQ5X UNN 9:660 SDO CTD 5-926 PVQ5X_COI 1-080
LST 5-906 LOT 15-440  NCS 9-037 RC B GC 5-744 SDO _CTD 1042
BLLCTS C 5-441 AOT 15052  EB BIO 8-891 BSCS 5733 SBPS 0-956
INCM 4918 Age 14577  AOT 7-915 EB ANT 5-704 LOT 0-915
PVQ5X BED 3-988 PVQ5X_POD 14372 HS P 7-824 NEIS M 5-532 GQ 0-895
AOT 3-907 SatFin 12640  PVQ5X UNC 7-784 BLLCTS C 5-420 US 0-855
Age 3-760 BSCS 12486 Age 7-687 EB BIO 5-174 BLLCTS PO 0-813
RC B GC 3-633 RC B GC 11-877  INCM 7-136 DDDT M 5-155 SAIS NE 0-809
EB_BIO 3-440 IRI PT 11296 PVQ5X POD 7-066 BLLCTS PO 5-073 BLLCTS IC 0-778
PVQ5X_POD 3-103 INCM 11269  BLLCTS C 6766 PVQ5X FAC 4-997 BFI N 0-768
PVQ5X SEP 3-081 NCS 11-137 __RC B GC 6752 LOT 4-966 PANAS TPA 0-705

Note. E Net = Elastic Net; R Forest = Random Forest; CR Forest = Conditional Random Forest. Varl indicates the importance of a variable computed using the VarIlmp function in R.!%*1¢” For
clarification of predictor name abbreviations, see Supplementary Table 1.
*The cells that are highlighted in grey indicate variables that were among the 30 most important predictors across all five models.
®Since all machine learning (ML) models were conducted on the combined UK and US data to ensure that the key predictors identified generalised across both countries (as indicated in the
section “Procedure for selecting the most predictive individual differences in Study 1” on p.20), in all ML models Country was included as a predictor to control for any potential
confounding effects.
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Supplementary Table 17: Individual Difference Predictors of Public Support (Linear Regression Model:
Study 1 UK)

Testing predictors of participants’ support for the full degrowth proposal (without name labels) using multiple
linear regression models (Study 1: Sample 1 — UK)

Variable b SEb 95% CI t p Partial Partial R %
(Constant) 1-973 1-041 -0-071 — 4-018 1-895 0-058 0-004 0-432
PANAS TNA 0-007 0-076 -0-142-0-156 0-097 0-923 <0-001 0-001
PANAS TPA -0-009 0-079 -0-165—0-147 -0-113 0-910 <0-001 0-002
LST 0-015 0-032 -0-048 —0-077 0-454 0-650 <0-001 0-025
NCS -0-076 0-055 -0-185-0-033 -1-374 0-170 0-002 0-228
FSMI Al -0-008 0-039 -0-085-0-068 -0-217 0-828 <0-001 0-006
IRI EC -0-066 0-085 -0-233-0-102 -0-767 0-443 0-001 0-071
IRI PT 0-005 0-078 -0-148 - 0-158 0-065 0-948 <0-001 0-001
JLON] 0-030 0-066 -0-:099 - 0-159 0-460 0-646 <0-001 0-026
SDO PTD 0-032 0-039 -0-045-0-109 0-813 0-416 0-001 0-080
SDO CTD 0-038 0-047 -0-054-0-129 0-811 0-417 0-001 0-080
SDO PTA -0-052 0-034 -0-120-0-015 -1-523 0-128 0-003 0-280
SDO CTA 0-010 0-058 -0-103-0-124 0-177 0-859 <0-001 0-004
DDDT M 0-020 0-034 -0-047 - 0-087 0-584 0-559 <0-001 0-041
DDDT P 0-038 0-043 -0-047-0-123 0-885 0-377 0-001 0-095
DDDT N -0-007 0-037 -0-080 — 0-066 -0-186 0-853 <0-001 0-004
LOT -0-120 0-071 -0-261 -0-020 -1-689 0-092 0-003 0-344
ERQ CR 0-028 0-046 -0-062—-0-117 0-606 0-544 <0-001 0-044
CFCS -0-110 0-063 -0-234-0-014 -1-745 0-081 0-004 0-367
BLLCTS IC -0-019 0-057 -0-131-0-094 -0-324 0-746 <0-001 0-013
BLLCTS C -0-001 0-044 -0-087 —0-085 -0-029 0-977 <0-001 <0-001
BLLCTS PO -0-032 0-037 -0-105 - 0-041 -0-863 0-388 0-001 0-090
PVQ5X _SDT -0-049 0-067 -0-180 - 0-081 -0-742 0-459 0-001 0-066
PVQ5X_SES -0-051 0-051 -0-151-0-050 -0-991 0-322 0-001 0-119
PVQ5X HE 0-076 0-056 -0-034-0-187 1-354 0-176 0-002 0-221
PVQ5X _COI 0-132 0-046 0-041 -0-223 2-843 0-005 0-010 0-968
PVQ5X_UNC 0-079 0-068 -0-056 -0-213 1-150 0-250 0-002 0-160
PVQ5X POD 0-036 0-052 -0-:066 —0-139 0-695 0-487 0-001 0-058
PVQ5X HU 0-036 0-056 -0-075-0-146 0-629 0-529 <0-001 0-048
PVQ5X_UNN -0-014 0-056 -0-123 - 0-096 -0-244 0-807 <0-001 0-007
PVQ5X FAC 0-074 0-052 -0-028 -0-176 1-426 0-154 0-002 0-245
PVQSX ST -0-098 0-058 -0-212-0-015 -1-709 0-088 0-004 0-352
PVQ5X BED 0-069 0-058 -0-046-0-184 1-178 0-239 0-002 0-167
PVQ5X SEP -0-014 0-060 -0-132-0-105 -0-225 0-822 <0-001 0-006
PVQ5X POR -0-023 0-054 -0-130-0-084 -0-424 0-672 <0-001 0-022
PVQ5X_UNT -0-088 0-064 -0-213 -0-037 -1-383 0-167 0-002 0-231
PVQ5X COR -0-031 0-043 -0-116 —0-053 -0-727 0-468 0-001 0-064
PVQ5X AC -0-018 0-055 -0-127-0-090 -0-334 0-738 <0-001 0-014
PVQ5X TR -0-039 0-037 -0-112-0-033 -1-067 0-286 0-001 0-137
PVQ5X SDA -0-048 0-061 -0-168 —0-072 -0-792 0-428 0-001 0-076
PVQ5X BEC 0-051 0-065 -0-077-0-179 0-785 0-433 0-001 0-074
TUIPHS 0-413 0-057 0-301 -0-526 7-213 <0-0001* 0-063 5-919
HS A 0-008 0-068 -0-127-0-142 0-111 0-911 <0-001 0-001
HS P -0-144 0-066 -0-274 --0-014 -2-181 0-029 0-006 0-572
BFI O 0-080 0-044 -0-006 — 0-167 1-818 0-069 0-004 0-398
BFI C 0-027 0-041 -0-054-0-109 0-658 0-511 0-001 0-052
BFI E -0-049 0-032 -0-112-0-014 -1-524 0-128 0-003 0-280
BFI A -0-004 0-045 -0-093 - 0-085 -0-088 0-930 <0-001 0-001
BFI N 0-050 0-040 -0-028 - 0-127 1-252 0-211 0-002 0-189
SBPS -0-052 0-046 -0-141-0-037 -1-145 0-253 0-002 0-158
SAIS PE 0-065 0-048 -0-029 -0-159 1-354 0-176 0-002 0-221
SAIS NE 0-038 0-051 -0-061 -0-138 0-756 0-450 0-001 0-069
TILS -0-008 0-049 -0-104 - 0-088 -0-159 0-874 <0-001 0-003
AHS PC -0-051 0-047 -0-143 - 0-042 -1-074 0-283 0-001 0-139
NEIS M 0-067 0-037 -0-005-0-139 1-816 0-070 0-004 0-397
BeMaS Ma 0-009 0-050 -0-089-0-107 0-190 0-850 <0-001 0-004
BSCS 0-076 0-086 -0-093 - 0-244 0-884 0-377 0-001 0-094
GQ 0-008 0-054 -0-098-0-114 0-147 0-883 <0-001 0-003
AOT 0-090 0-059 -0-026 — 0-206 1-:523 0-128 0-003 0-280
MTS -0-029 0-054 -0-136 -0-077 -0-537 0-591 <0-001 0-035
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EB EGO -0-207 0-073 -0-350 —-0-064 -2-839 0-005 0-010 0-965

EB BIO 0-353 0-091 0-174 - 0-532 3-871 <0-001* 0-018 1-780
EB_ANT -0-147 0-055 -0-255--0-039 -2:669 0-008 0-009 0-854
NEP B 0-275 0-044 0-189-0-361 6-288 <0-0001* 0-048 4-563
RC B GC -0-085 0-047 -0-177-0-006 -1-824 0-069 0-004 0-401
Age -0-003 0-004 -0-:011 -0-004 -0-822 0-411 0-001 0-082
Gender 0-181 0-084 0-017-0-346 2-164 0-031 0-006 0-563
SatFin 0-010 0-027 -0-:042 - 0-063 0-384 0-701 <0-001 0-018
Left Right -0-087 0-023 -0-133 —-0-042 -3-763 <0-001* 0-017 1-683
Education -0-001 0-025 -0-050 - 0-049 -0-020 0-984 <0-001 <0-001
Children 0-040 0-038 -0-035-0-115 1-054 0-292 0-001 0-134
Household -0-065 0-092 -0-245-0-116 -0-703 0-482 0-001 0-060
Security 0-035 0-073 -0-109-0-179 0-481 0-631 <0-001 0-028
INCM -0-031 0-020 -0-070 — 0-008 -1-542 0-123 0-003 0-287
Employed 0-015 0-096 -0-174 - 0-204 0-156 0-876 <0-001 0-003

Note. Model R? = 0-453; residual degrees of freedom = 827. In the model, t-tests (two-sided) were used to assess the significance of the
coefficients. Based on the false discovery rate (FDR) correction for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y) approach,'*
significant p values were <0-00159977 and are labelled with * (this does not apply to p values for Constant). Partial f* refers to
Cohen’s 2 effect size (0-02=small; 0-15=medium; 0-35=large).'® Partial R? refers to the proportion of variance in the outcome
variable uniquely explained by each predictor, after accounting for the effects of other variables.'*’ For ease of interpretation, we
express this value as a percentage (%). For example, a partial R? of 5:919 corresponds to approximately 5-9% of the variance in the
outcome variable. For clarifications of variable name abbreviations and how the variables were measured, see Supplementary Table 1.
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Supplementary Table 18: Individual Difference Predictors of Public Support (Linear Regression Model:
Study 1 US)

Testing predictors of participant’s support for the full degrowth proposal (without name labels) using multiple
linear regression models (Study 1: Sample 2 — US)

Variable b SEb 95% CI t p Partial Partial R* %
(Constant) 0-268 0-969 -1-635-2-170 0-276 0-782 <0-001 0-009
PANAS TNA 0-015 0-079 -0-140-0-170 0-192 0-848 <0-001 0-004
PANAS TPA 0-046 0-084 -0-119-0-210 0-549 0-583 <0-001 0-035
LST 0-041 0-031 -0-020-0-103 1-321 0-187 0-002 0-202
NCS -0-036 0-055 -0-145-0-073 -0-648 0-517 <0-001 0-049
FSMI Al -0-020 0-042 -0-103 - 0-063 -0-465 0-642 <0-001 0-025
IRI EC 0-056 0-091 -0-122 -0-234 0-615 0-539 <0-001 0-044
IRI PT -0-153 0-086 -0-322-0-015 -1-785 0-075 0-004 0-369
JLON] -0-012 0-074 -0-158-0-134 -0-163 0-871 <0-001 0-003
SDO PTD 0-113 0-039 0-036-0-189 2-901 0-004 0-010 0-969
SDO CTD 0-002 0-048 -0-093 - 0-097 0-036 0-971 <0-001 <0-001
SDO PTA -0-122 0-037 -0-194 —-0-050 -3-336 0-001* 0-013 1-277
SDO CTA 0-119 0-055 0-011-0-227 2-158 0-031 0-005 0-539
DDDT M -0-014 0-037 -0-086 —0-058 -0-392 0-695 <0-001 0-018
DDDT P -0-022 0-045 -0-110-0-066 -0-494 0-621 <0-001 0-028
DDDT N -0-010 0-037 -0-082 - 0-062 -0-269 0-788 <0-001 0-008
LOT -0-052 0-076 -0-202 -0-099 -0-675 0-500 0-001 0-053
ERQ CR 0-044 0-049 -0-052 -0-141 0-899 0-369 0-001 0-094
CFCS -0-130 0-068 -0-264 — 0-004 -1-909 0-057 0-004 0-422
BLLCTS IC -0-073 0-059 -0-189-0-043 -1-241 0-215 0-002 0-179
BLLCTS C 0-005 0-050 -0-092-0-103 0-110 0-912 <0-001 0-001
BLLCTS PO -0-009 0-042 -0-091 -0-074 -0-208 0-836 <0-001 0-005
PVQ5X _SDT -0-118 0-081 -0-276 — 0-040 -1-464 0-144 0-002 0-249
PVQ5X_SES -0-075 0-058 -0-188 —0-038 -1-299 0-194 0-002 0-196
PVQ5X HE 0-079 0-061 -0-041 -0-198 1-288 0-198 0-002 0-193
PVQ5X _COI 0-021 0-051 -0-080—-0-121 0-400 0-689 <0-001 0-019
PVQ5X_UNC 0-028 0-079 -0-127-0-183 0-352 0-725 <0-001 0-014
PVQ5X POD 0-075 0-054 -0-031-0-181 1-384 0-167 0-002 0-222
PVQ5X HU -0-078 0-063 -0-202 - 0-045 -1-242 0-214 0-002 0-179
PVQ5X_UNN -0-002 0-063 -0-125-0-121 -0-036 0-971 <0-001 <0-001
PVQ5X FAC -0-064 0-063 -0-187 - 0-059 -1-016 0-310 0-001 0-120
PVQSX ST 0-009 0-063 -0-115-0-132 0-139 0-890 <0-001 0-002
PVQ5X BED 0-039 0-065 -0-089 - 0-167 0-603 0-547 <0-001 0-042
PVQ5X SEP 0-095 0-068 -0-038 —0-228 1-399 0-162 0-002 0-227
PVQ5X POR -0-027 0-056 -0-137 -0-083 -0-475 0-635 <0-001 0-026
PVQ5X_UNT 0-088 0-072 -0-054 -0-230 1-218 0-224 0-002 0-172
PVQ5X COR 0-051 0-052 -0-050 -0-153 0-998 0-319 0-001 0-116
PVQ5X AC -0-014 0-063 -0-137-0-110 -0-218 0-827 <0-001 0-006
PVQ5X TR -0-102 0-045 -0-191--0-014 -2:265 0-024 0-006 0-593
PVQ5X SDA 0-017 0-071 -0-123 -0-157 0-240 0-810 <0-001 0-007
PVQ5X BEC -0-033 0-080 -0-190 -0-123 -0-421 0-674 <0-001 0-021
TUIPHS 0-389 0-059 0-273 - 0-504 6-608 <0-0001* 0-051 4-832
HS A -0-059 0-070 -0-197-0-079 -0-842 0-400 0-001 0-082
HS P -0-005 0-067 -0-136 -0-126 -0-079 0-937 <0-001 0-001
BFI O -0-003 0-046 -0-092 - 0-086 -0-068 0-946 <0-001 0-001
BFI C 0-130 0-048 0-036 - 0-225 2-703 0-007 0-008 0-843
BFILE <|-0-001] 0-032 -0-062 - 0-062 -0-005 0-996 <0-001 <0-001
BFI A -0-042 0-051 -0-142 -0-058 -0-825 0-410 0-001 0-079
BFI N -0-033 0-043 -0-117-0-052 -0-753 0-452 0-001 0-066
SBPS 0-117 0-054 0-011-0-223 2-170 0-030 0-005 0-545
SAIS PE -0-056 0-052 -0-158 — 0-047 -1-061 0-289 0-001 0-131
SAIS NE -0-001 0-053 -0-106 —0-103 -0-026 0-979 <0-001 <0-001
TILS -0-023 0-053 -0-128 — 0-081 -0-440 0-660 <0-001 0-023
AHS PC 0-002 0-052 -0-100-0-103 0-030 0-976 <0-001 <0-001
NEIS M -0-044 0-041 -0-124-0-036 -1-087 0-277 0-001 0-137
BeMaS Ma 0-173 0-055 0-066 —0-281 3-166 0-002* 0-012 1-152
BSCS 0-105 0-090 -0-072 - 0-281 1-162 0-245 0-002 0-157
GQ -0-043 0-056 -0-153 - 0-067 -0-767 0-443 0-001 0-068
AOT 0-097 0-062 -0-026-0-219 1-553 0-121 0-003 0-280
MTS 0-009 0-054 -0-:097-0-115 0-168 0-866 <0-001 0-003
EB EGO 0-190 0-077 0-039-0-342 2-467 0-014 0-007 0-702
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EB BIO -0-106 0-104 -0-309 - 0-098 -1-019 0-309 0-001 0-120

EB ANT 0-095 0-057 -0-018 —0-207 1-654 0-098 0-003 0-317
NEP_B 0-341 0-051 0-240 - 0-441 6-643 <0-0001* 0-051 4-880
RC B GC -0-023 0-050 -0-121-0-075 -0-459 0-646 <0-001 0-024
Age -0-006 0-004 -0-013 - 0-002 -1-507 0-132 0-003 0-263
Gender 0-110 0-096 -0-079 - 0-300 1-142 0-254 0-002 0-151
SatFin 0-011 0-026 -0-041 - 0-063 0-416 0-678 <0-001 0-020
Left Right -0-026 0-019 -0-063 -0-011 -1-389 0-165 0-002 0-224
Education 0-047 0-027 -0-006 —0-101 1-728 0-084 0-003 0-346
Children 0-008 0-039 -0-069 — 0-085 0-201 0-841 <0-001 0-005
Household 0-002 0-093 -0-181-0-185 0-019 0-985 <0-001 <0-001
Security 0-017 0-078 -0-135-0-169 0-217 0-828 <0-001 0-005
INCM -0-029 0-024 -0-076 —0-017 -1-246 0-213 0-002 0-180
Employed 0-192 0-111 -0-026 —0-410 1-729 0-084 0-003 0-346

Note. Model R? = 0-519; residual degrees of freedom = 860. In the model, t-tests (two-sided) were used to assess the significance of the
coefficients. Based on the false discovery rate (FDR) correction for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y) approach,'*®
significant p values were <0-00159977 and are labelled with * (this does not apply to p values for Constant). Partial f* refers to
Cohen’s 2 effect size (0-02=small; 0-15=medium; 0-35=large).'* Partial R? refers to the proportion of variance in the outcome
variable uniquely explained by each predictor, after accounting for the effects of other variables.'*’ For ease of interpretation, we
express this value as a percentage (%). For example, a partial R? of 4-832 corresponds to approximately 4-8% of the variance in the
outcome variable. For clarifications of variable name abbreviations and how the variables were measured, see Supplementary Table 1.

55



Supplementary Table 19: Individual Difference Predictors of Public Support (Linear Regression Models:
Study 2)

Testing predictors of public support across all economic approaches presented in Study 2 using multiple
linear regression models

Variable b SEb 95% CI t P Partial £ Partial R? %

Model 1: Sample 1 — UK

(Constant) 2-286 0-298 1-703 —2-870 7-683 <0-0001 0-034 3-303
NEP B 0-242 0-032 0-178 —0-305 7-459 <0-0001* 0-032 3-120
TUIPHS 0-404 0-034 0-339-0-470 12-:057 <0-0001* 0-084 7-760
Age -0-003 0-003 -0-008 — 0-002 -1-116 0-264 0-001 0-072
Gender 0-088 0-057 -0-023 - 0-200 1-551 0-121 0-001 0-139
SatFin 0-008 0-018 -0-027 - 0-043 0-447 0-655 <0-001 0-012
INCM -0-005 0-014 -0-032-0-023 -0-323 0-746 <0-001 0-006
Left Right -0-083 0-015 -0-112 --0-053 -5-546 <0-0001* 0-018 1-749
Education -0-066 0-018 -0-102 —-0-030 -3-602 <0-001* 0-008 0-745
Children <0-001 0-031 -0-062 — 0-062 <0-001 >0-999 <0-001 <0-001
Household -0-055 0-071 -0-194 - 0-085 -0-769 0-442 <0-001 0-034
Security 0-079 0-053 -0-024-0-183 1-508 0-132 0-001 0-131
Employed -0-011 0-075 -0-158 —0-137 -0-141 0-888 <0-001 0-001

Model 2: Sample 2 — US

(Constant) 1-383 0-301 0-794 -1-973 4-600 <0-0001 0-012 1-163
NEP B 0-282 0-034 0-215-0-349 8-304 <0-0001* 0-038 3-693
TUIPHS 0-469 0-034 0-402 - 0-537 13-677 <0-0001* 0-104 9-423
Age -0-001 0-002 -0-006 — 0-004 -0-539 0-590 <0-001 0-016
Gender 0-112 0-064 -0-014 - 0-238 1-739 0-082 0-002 0-168
SatFin 0-001 0-019 -0-035-0-038 0-072 0-943 <0-001 <0-001
INCM -0-035 0-016 -0-067 —-0-004 -2-185 0-029 0-003 0-265
Left Right -0-079 0-013 -0-105 —-0-054 -6-:098 <0-0001* 0-021 2-027
Education -0-003 0-020 -0-042 -0-036 -0-149 0-881 <0-001 0-001
Children 0-020 0-030 -0-038 - 0-079 0-682 0-495 <0-001 0-026
Household 0-174 0-067 0-042 - 0-306 2-581 0-010 0-004 0-369
Security -0-041 0-058 -0-155-0-072 -0-714 0-475 <0-001 0-028
Employed 0-030 0-081 -0-129 —0-190 0-374 0-709 <0-001 0-008

Note. Model 1 R*=0-237; Model 2 R* = 0-356. Models 1 and 2 had 1728 and 1798 residual degrees of freedom respectively. In all models, t-
tests (two-sided) were used to assess the significance of the coefficients. Based on the false discovery rate (FDR) correction for
multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y) approach,'*® significant p values were <0-00350789 and are labelled with * (this
does not apply to p values for Constant). Partial f> refers to Cohen’s f> effect size (0-02=small; 0-15=medium; 0-35=large).'*’ Partial R?
refers to the proportion of variance in the outcome variable uniquely explained by each predictor, after accounting for the effects of
other variables.'® For ease of interpretation, we express this value as a percentage (%). For example, a partial R? of 4-832 corresponds
to approximately 4-8% of the variance in the outcome variable. For clarifications of variable name abbreviations and how the variables
were measured, see Supplementary Table 1.
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Supplementary Table 20: Interactions Between Predictors and Economic Approaches (Study 2 UK)

Interactions between Transformative Utopian Impulse (TUIPHS), New Environmental Paradigm—-Balance
(NEP_B), and Political Orientation (Left_Right) with different economic approaches (i.e., the full proposal vs.
other approaches) in predicting public support for these approaches (Study 2: Sample 1 — UK) (Note: In each
model, the key predictor used in the interaction analyses, the economic approaches, and their interaction
terms are presented in separate sections for clarity, although they belong to the same model)

Variable b SEb 95% CI t p Partial Partial

2 R? %
Model 1: Interactions between TUIPHS and the Economic Approaches

(Constant) 1-811 0-402 1-023 —2-600 4-506 <0-0001 0-012 1-170
Key Predictor Used in the Interaction Analyses

TUIPHS 0-575 0-069 0-440 - 0-711 8-354 <0-0001* 0-041 3-908
Economic Approach

Degrowth 0-911 0-466 -0-004 — 1-826 1-954 0-051 0-002 0-222

Ecosocialism 0-176 0-466 -0-738 —1-090 0-377 0-706 <0-001 0-008

Wellbeing Economy 0-873 0-448 -0-006 —1-752 1-949 0-051 0-002 0-221

Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-389 0-443 -0-480 — 1-257 0-877 0-380 <0-001 0-045

Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-166 0-456 -1-060 — 0-728 -0-364 0-716 <0-001 0-008

Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-532 0-485 -0-419 —1-483 1-:097 0-273 0-001 0-070
Other Predictors

NEP B 0-247 0-030 0-189-0-304 8-356 <0-0001%* 0-041 3-910

Age -0-002 0-002 -0-007 — 0-002 -0-991 0-322 0-001 0-057

Gender 0-071 0-052 -0-031-0-173 1-369 0-171 0-001 0-109

SatFin 0-008 0-016 -0-023 - 0-040 0-513 0-608 <0-001 0-015

INCM 0-001 0-013 -0-024 - 0-027 0-108 0-914 <0-001 0-001

Left Right -0-088 0-014 -0-114 —-0-061 -6:476  <0-0001* 0-024 2-386

Education -0-049 0-017 -0-082 --0-017 -2:958 0-003* 0-005 0-507

Children <|-0-001| 0-029 -0-056 — 0-056 -0-011 0-991 <0-001 <0-001

Household -0-045 0-064 -0-171-0-082 -0-695 0-487 <0-001 0-028

Security 0-053 0-048 -0-040 — 0-147 1-119 0-263 0-001 0-073

Employed 0-022 0-069 -0-113 - 0-156 0-319 0-750 <0-001 0-006
Interaction Terms between TUIPHS and the Economic Approaches

Interaction: TUIPHS * Degrowth -0-494 0-097 -0-683 —-0-304 -5-112 <0-0001* 0-015 1-500

Interaction: TUIPHS * -0-232 0-098 -0-425 —-0-039 -2-363 0-018 0-003 0-324

Ecosocialism

Interaction: TUIPHS * Wellbeing -0-288 0-094 -0-473 —-0-104 -3-061 0-002* 0-005 0-543

Economy

Interaction: TUIPHS * Full -0-132 0-092 -0-313 - 0-049 -1-428 0-153 0-001 0-119

Proposal + Degrowth

Interaction: TUIPHS * Full -0-015 0-095 -0-202-0-172 -0-153 0-878 <0-001 0-001

Proposal + Ecosocialism

Interaction: TUIPHS * Full -0-124 0-100 -0-320-0-073 -1-236 0-217 0-001 0-089

Proposal + Wellbeing Economy

Model 2: Interactions between NEP_B and the Economic Approaches

(Constant) 1-036 0-453 0-148—1-924 2-289 0-022 0-003 0-304
Key Predictor Used in the Interaction Analyses

NEP B 0-537 0-069 0-401 —0-673 7771 <0-0001* 0-035 3-399
Economic Approach

Degrowth 2-023 0-575 0-897 —-3-150 3-522 <0-001* 0-007 0-718

Ecosocialism 0-802 0-535 -0-247 —1-850 1-500 0-134 0-001 0-131

Wellbeing Economy 2602 0-501 1:620 —3-584 5-197 <0-0001%* 0-016 1-550

Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-300 0-525 -0-729 - 1-329 0-572 0-567 <0-001 0-019

Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-706 0-522 -0-318-1-730 1-352 0-177 0-001 0-106

Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 1-101 0-561 0-001 —2-201 1-963 0-050 0-002 0-224
Other Predictors

TUIPHS 0-376 0-030 0-317-0-435 12-468  <0-0001* 0-091 8-306

Age -0-001 0-002 -0-006 — 0-003 -0-622 0-534 <0-001 0-023

Gender 0-089 0-051 -0-012-0-190 1-725 0-085 0-002 0-173

SatFin 0-006 0-016 -0-025-0-037 0-373 0-709 <0-001 0-008

INCM 0-005 0-013 -0-020-0-030 0-392 0695 <0-001 0-009

Left Right -0-090 0-013 -0-116 —-0-063 -6:690  <0-0001* 0-026 2-542

Education -0-054 0-016 -0-086 —-0-021 -3-253 0-001* 0-006 0-613
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Children -0-015 0-028 -0-:070 — 0-040 -0-531 0-596 <0-001 0-016

Household -0-020 0-064 -0-145-0-106 -0-312 0-755 <0-001 0-006

Security 0-065 0-047 -0-028 —0-158 1-378 0-168 0-001 0-111

Employed 0-016 0-068 -0-117-0-149 0-233 0-816 <0-001 0-003
Interaction Terms between NEP B and the Economic Approaches

Interaction: NEP_B * Degrowth -0-600 0-098 -0-793 —-0-407 -6:090  <0-0001* 0-022 2-115

Interaction: NEP B * Ecosocialism -0-303 0-094 -0-486—-0-119 -3-233 0-001* 0-006 0-605

Interaction: NEP_B * Wellbeing -0-549 0-088 -0-722 —-0-377 -6-253  <0-0001* 0-023 2-228

Economy

Interaction: NEP_B * Full Proposal -0-090 0-092 -0-:271 - 0-090 -0-981 0-327 0-001 0-056

+ Degrowth

Interaction: NEP_B * Full Proposal -0-166 0-091 -0-345-0-013 -1-816 0-070 0-002 0-192

+ Ecosocialism

Interaction: NEP_B * Full Proposal -0-204 0-096 -0-393 —-0-015 -2-118 0-034 0-003 0-261

+ Wellbeing Economy

Model 3: Interactions between Left Right and the Economic Approaches

(Constant) 2-855 0-302 2-263 —3-446 9-465 <0-0001 0-052 4-961
Key Predictor Used in the Interaction Analyses

Left Right -0-131 0-034 -0-197 —-0-065 -3-879 <0-001* 0-009 0-869
Economic Approach

Degrowth -1-893 0-208 -2:300 — -1-486 -9-119  <0-0001* 0-048 4-622

Ecosocialism -1-154 0-214 -1:574--0-733 -5-381 <0-0001* 0-017 1-659

Wellbeing Economy -1-173 0-214 -1:593 —-0-753 -5-483  <0-0001* 0-018 1-722

Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-278 0-207 -0-683 - 0-128 -1-342 0-180 0-001 0-105

Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-122 0-211 -0:536 - 0-293 -0-576 0-565 <0-001 0-019

Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-085 0-215 -0-337 - 0-508 0-397 0-691 <0-001 0-009
Other Predictors

NEP B 0-259 0-030 0-201-0-317 8-775 <0-0001* 0-045 4-294

TUIPHS 0-383 0-030 0323 - 0443 12:561  <0-0001* 0-092 8:420

Age -0-002 0-002 -0-007 — 0-002 -0-911 0-362 <0-001 0-048

Gender 0-083 0-052 -0-:019-0-184 1-588 0-113 0-001 0-147

SatFin 0-010 0-016 -0-022 —0-041 0-605 0-545 <0-001 0-021

INCM 0-002 0-013 -0-023 - 0-027 0-130 0-896 <0-001 0-001

Education -0-055 0-017 -0-088 —-0-022 -3-299 0-001* 0-006 0-630

Children -0-008 0-029 -0-065 — 0-048 -0-296 0-768 <0-001 0-005

Household -0-038 0-065 -0-165-0-089 -0-592 0-554 <0-001 0-020

Security 0-044 0-048 -0-050-0-138 0-922 0-357 <0-001 0-050

Employed 0-021 0-069 -0-114-0-155 0-305 0-761 <0-001 0-005
Interaction Terms between Left Right and the Economic Approaches

Interaction: Left Right * Degrowth 0-120 0-047 0-028-0-212 2-558 0-011 0-004 0-380

Interaction: Left Right * 0-058 0-045 -0-029 - 0-146 1-309 0-191 0-001 0-100

Ecosocialism

Interaction: Left Right * 0-167 0-046 0-077 - 0-257 3-632 <0-001* 0-008 0-763

Wellbeing Economy

Interaction: Left Right * Full 0-013 0-044 -0-074 - 0-100 0-290 0-772 <0-001 0-005

Proposal + Degrowth

Interaction: Left Right * Full -0-024 0-045 -0-112 - 0-064 -0-541 0-589 <0-001 0-017

Proposal + Ecosocialism

Interaction: Left Right * Full -0-028 0-046 -0-119-0-062 -0-617 0-537 <0-001 0-022

Proposal + Wellbeing Economy

Note. Model 1 R?=0-380; Model 2 R? = 0-392; Model 3 R? = 0-378. All models had 1716 residual degrees of freedom, and the full degrowth
proposal (without a label) served as the reference category. In all models, T-tests (two-sided) were used to assess the significance of
the coefficients. Based on the false discovery rate (FDR) correction for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y)
approach,'*® significant p values were <0-00350789 and are labelled with * (this does not apply to p values for Constant). Partial f>
refers to Cohen’s f* effect size (0-02=small; 0-15=medium; 0-35=large)."*’ Partial R? refers to the proportion of variance in the
outcome variable uniquely explained by each predictor, after accounting for the effects of other variables.'>* For ease of interpretation,
we express this value as a percentage (%). For example, a partial R? of 3-908 corresponds to approximately 3-9% of the variance in the
outcome variable. For clarifications of variable name abbreviations and how the variables were measured, see Supplementary Table 1.
The analyses of simple slopes that clarify the interaction terms from this table by computing the relationships between the key
predictors from the interaction terms (i.e., TUIPHS, NEP_B, or Left Right) and public support for different economic approaches are
presented in Supplementary Table 22.
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Supplementary Table 21: Interactions Between Predictors and Economic Approaches (Study 2 US)

Interactions between Transformative Utopian Impulse (TUIPHS), New Environmental Paradigm—-Balance
(NEP_B), and Political Orientation (Left_Right) with different economic approaches (i.e., the full proposal vs.
other approaches) in predicting public support for these approaches (Study 2: Sample 2 — US) (Note: In each
model, the key predictor used in the interaction analyses, the economic approaches, and their interaction
terms are presented in separate sections for clarity, although they belong to the same model)

Variable b SEb 95% CI t p Partial Partial

£ R? %
Model 1: Interactions between TUIPHS and the Economic Approaches
(Constant) 0-498 0-452 -0-389 — 1-385 1-102 0-271 0-001 0-068
Key Predictor Used in the Interaction Analyses
TUIPHS 0-734 0-076 0-585—-0-883 9-654 <0-0001* 0-052 4-960
Economic Approach
Degrowth 2-298 0-486 1-346 —3-250 4-733 <0-0001* 0-013 1-239
Ecosocialism 0-929 0-469 0-010—1-848 1-983 0-048 0-002 0-220
Wellbeing Economy 2-537 0-466 1-622 —3-452 5-440 <0-0001* 0-017 1-630
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-327 0-478 -0-611—1-265 0-683 0-495 <0-001 0-026
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-292 0-472 -1:219 - 0-635 -0-618 0-537 <0-001 0-021
Full Proposal + Wellbeing 0-414 0-489 -0-546 — 1-373 0-846 0-398 <0-001 0-040
Economy
Other Predictors
NEP B 0-285 0-030 0-225-0-345 9-346 <0-0001* 0-049 4-662
Age -0-002 0-002 -0-006 — 0-003 -0-752 0-452 <0-001 0-032
Gender 0-069 0-058 -0-044 - 0-182 1-195 0-232 0-001 0-080
SatFin <|-0-001| 0-017 -0-033 - 0-032 -0-014 0-989 <0-001 <0-001
INCM -0-033 0-015 -0-:062 — -0-005 -2:283 0-023 0-003 0-291
Left Right -0-082 0-012 -0-104 —-0-059 -7-011 <0-0001%* 0-028 2-678
Education -0-006 0-018 -0-041-0-029 -0-328 0-743 <0-001 0-006
Children 0-019 0-027 -0-033-0-072 0-713 0-476 <0-001 0-028
Household 0-198 0-061 0-079-0-317 3-268 0-001* 0-006 0-595
Security -0-050 0-052 -0-152 - 0-052 -0-962 0-336 0-001 0-052
Employed -0-010 0-073 -0-153 -0-133 -0-138 0-890 <0-001 0-001
Interaction Terms between TUIPHS and the Economic Approaches
Interaction: TUIPHS * Degrowth -0-749 0-098 -0-941 —-0-557 -7-646 <0-0001* 0-033 3-169
Interaction: TUIPHS * -0-342 0-096 -0-530—--0-155 -3-584 <0-0001* 0-007 0-714
Ecosocialism
Interaction: TUIPHS * -0-580 0-094 -0-765 —-0-395 -6-154 <0-0001* 0-021 2:076
Wellbeing Economy
Interaction: TUIPHS * Full -0-062 0-098 -0-254-0-129 -0-639 0-523 <0-001 0-023
Proposal + Degrowth
Interaction: TUIPHS * Full 0-067 0-096 -0-121 - 0-255 0-702 0-483 <0-001 0-028
Proposal + Ecosocialism
Interaction: TUIPHS * Full -0-072 0-099 -0:266 — 0-122 -0-730 0-465 <0-001 0-030
Proposal + Wellbeing Economy
Model 2: Interactions between NEP_B and the Economic Approaches
(Constant) 0-378 0-455 -0-515-1-270 0-830 0-407 <0-001 0-039
Key Predictor Used in the Interaction Analyses
NEP B 0-534 0-069 0-398 —0-670 7-712 <0-0001* 0-033 3-222
Economic Approach
Degrowth 2-598 0-506 1-607 —3-590 5-140 <0-0001%* 0-015 1-458
Ecosocialism 1-022 0-485 0-071 —1-974 2-109 0-035 0-002 0-248
Wellbeing Economy 3-667 0-495 2:696 —4-639 7-402 <0-0001* 0-031 2-977
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-399 0-491 -0:563 — 1-362 0-813 0-416 <0-001 0-037
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-115 0-490 -0-845-1-075 0-235 0-814 <0-001 0-003
Full Proposal + Wellbeing 0-168 0-499 -0-811—1-147 0-336 0-737 <0-001 0-006
Economy
Other Predictors
TUIPHS 0-495 0-031 0-435-0-555 16-188 <0-0001* 0-147 12-795
Age -0-002 0-002 -0-006 — 0-002 -0-952 0-341 0-001 0-051
Gender 0-064 0-057 -0-048 —0-177 1-124 0-261 0-001 0-071
SatFin <|-0-001] 0-017 -0-033 - 0-032 -0-007 0-994 <0-001 <0-001
INCM -0-037 0-014 -0-:066 — -0-009 -2-587 0-010 0-004 0-373
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Left Right -0-082 0-012 -0-105 —-0-060 -7-135 <0-0001* 0-029 2-771

Education -0-013 0-018 -0:049 — 0-022 -0-753 0-452 <0-001 0-032

Children 0-029 0-027 -0-:024 — 0-081 1-074 0-283 0-001 0-065

Household 0-178 0-060 0-060 — 0-295 2-961 0-003* 0-005 0-489

Security -0-047 0-052 -0-149 — 0-054 -0-913 0-361 <0-001 0-047

Employed <0-001 0-072 -0-142 - 0-142 0-002 0-998 <0-001 <0-001
Interaction Terms between NEP B and the Economic Approaches

Interaction: NEP_B * Degrowth -0-710 0-089 -0-886 —-0-535 -7-940 <0-0001* 0-035 3-409

Interaction: NEP_B * -0-315 0-086 -0-485—-0-146 -3-647 <0-001* 0-007 0-739

Ecosocialism

Interaction: NEP_B * Wellbeing -0-718 0-088 -0-891 —-0-545 -8-134 <0-0001* 0-037 3:572

Economy

Interaction: NEP_B * Full -0-069 0-087 -0:240 - 0-102 -0-789 0-430 <0-001 0-035

Proposal + Degrowth

Interaction: NEP_B * Full -0-017 0-087 -0-187-0-154 -0-191 0-848 <0-001 0-002

Proposal + Ecosocialism

Interaction: NEP_B * Full -0-016 0-089 -0-190 - 0-159 -0-175 0-861 <0-001 0-002

Proposal + Wellbeing Economy

Model 3: Interactions between Left Right and the Economic Approaches

(Constant) 2-165 0-293 1-590 —2-739 7-394 <0-0001 0-031 2-970
Key Predictor Used in the Interaction Analyses
Left Right -0-165 0-025 -0-215--0-115 -6-529 <0-0001* 0-024 2-331
Economic Approach
Degrowth -2:056 0-168 -2:386 —-1-727 -12-224 <0-0001* 0-084 7-721
Ecosocialism -0-992 0-171 -1:327--0-657 -5-808 <0-0001* 0-019 1-854
Wellbeing Economy -1-252 0-171 -1-588 —-0-916 -7-310 <0-0001%* 0-030 2-905
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-115 0-175 -0-458 — 0-228 -0-657 0-511 <0-001 0-024
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-205 0-173 -0-134 - 0-543 1-187 0-235 0-001 0-079
Full Proposal + Wellbeing -0-025 0-177 -0-372-0-322 -0-141 0-888 <0-001 0-001
Economy
Other Predictors
NEP B 0-265 0-031 0-204-0-325 8-576 <0-0001%* 0-041 3-955
TUIPHS 0-475 0-031 0-414-0-536 15-277 <0-0001* 0-131 11-558
Age -0-002 0-002 -0-006 — 0-003 -0-701 0-483 <0-001 0-028
Gender 0-079 0-058 -0-036-0-193 1-351 0-177 0-001 0-102
SatFin 0-006 0-017 -0-027 - 0-039 0-339 0-735 <0-001 0-006
INCM -0-033 0-015 -0-062 —-0-004 -2:245 0-025 0-003 0-281
Education -0-009 0-018 -0-045 - 0-027 -0-506 0-613 <0-001 0-014
Children 0-014 0-027 -0-039 - 0-067 0-510 0-610 <0-001 0-015
Household 0-169 0-061 0-049 — 0-288 2-763 0-006 0-004 0-426
Security -0-048 0-053 -0-151-0-055 -0-910 0-363 <0-001 0-046
Employed 0-016 0-074 -0-129 — 0-160 0-212 0-832 <0-001 0-003
Interaction Terms between Left Right and the Economic Approaches
Interaction: Left Right * 0-199 0-036 0-128 —0-269 5-515 <0-0001%* 0-017 1-675
Degrowth
Interaction: Left Right * 0-073 0-035 0-005—0-142 2-100 0-036 0-002 0-246
Ecosocialism
Interaction: Left Right * 0-247 0-035 0-180-0-315 7-168 <0-0001* 0-029 2-797
Wellbeing Economy
Interaction: Left Right * Full 0-031 0-036 -0-:040 —0-101 0-859 0-391 <0-001 0-041
Proposal + Degrowth
Interaction: Left Right * Full -0-047 0-036 -0-117-0-022 -1-329 0-184 0-001 0-099
Proposal + Ecosocialism
Interaction: Left Right * Full 0-024 0-036 -0-047 - 0-095 0-663 0-508 <0-001 0-025

Proposal + Wellbeing Economy

Note. Model 1 R? = 0-487; Model 2 R? = 0-496; Model 3 R? = 0-477. All models had 1786 residual degrees of freedom, and the full degrowth
proposal (without a label) served as the reference category. In all models, T-tests (two-sided) were used to assess the significance of
the coefficients. Based on the false discovery rate (FDR) correction for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y)
approach,'*® significant p values were <0-00350789 and are labelled with * (this does not apply to p values for Constant). Partial f>
refers to Cohen’s f2 effect size (0-02=small; 0-15=medium; 0-35=large).'* Partial R? refers to the proportion of variance in the
outcome variable uniquely explained by each predictor, after accounting for the effects of other variables.'>’ For ease of interpretation,
we express this value as a percentage (%). For example, a partial R? of 3-:222 corresponds to approximately 3-2% of the variance in the
outcome variable. For clarifications of variable name abbreviations and how the variables were measured, see Supplementary Table 1.
The analyses of simple slopes'® that clarify the interaction terms from this table by computing the relationships between the key
predictors from the interaction terms (i.e., TUIPHS, NEP_B, or Left Right) and public support for different economic approaches are
presented in Supplementary Table 22.
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Supplementary Table 22: Individual Difference Predictors of Public Support across Economic Approaches

(Study 2)

People’s drive to address global challenges through ideas and action (Transformative Utopian Impulse),”

belief in the importance of ecosystem integrity (New Ecological Paradigm-Balance),

160

and political

orientation (left vs. right) as predictors of public support across different economic approaches (Study 2)

(Note: The relationships in the table were computed using analyses of simple slopes to interpret the

interaction patterns from Supplementary Tables 20 and 21)

. Partial Partial
Economic Approach b SE b 95% CI t p e R2%
Sample 1 — UK
Transformative Utopian Impulse
Full Proposal 0-575 0-069 0-440-0-711 8:354 <0-0001* 0-041 3-908
Degrowth 0-082 0-070 -0-056 —0-220 1-161 0-246 0-001 0-079
Ecosocialism 0-343 0-074 0-198 —0-489 4-632 <0-0001* 0-013 1-235
Wellbeing Economy 0-287 0-068 0-153 —0-421 4-209 <0-0001* 0-010 1-022
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-443 0-066 0-314-0-573 6-706 <0-0001* 0-026 2-554
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-561 0-069 0-425-0-697 8-075 <0-0001* 0-038 3-661
Full Proposal + Wellbeing 0-452 0-076 0-302 - 0-601 5:922 <0-0001* 0-020 2-003
Economy
New Ecological Paradigm-Balance
Full Proposal 0-537 0-069 0-401 -0-673 7771 <0-0001* 0-035 3-399
Degrowth -0-:063 0-073 -0-207 - 0-081 -0-856 0-392 <0-001 0-043
Ecosocialism 0-234 0-067 0-103 —0-366 3-502 <0-001* 0-007 0-710
Wellbeing Economy -0-012 0-058 -0-126 - 0-102 -0-210 0-833 <0-001 0-003
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-447 0-066 0-318-0-576 6-790 <0-0001* 0-027 2:616
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-371 0-064 0:246 —0-496 5-828 <0-0001* 0-020 1-941
Full Proposal + Wellbeing 0-333 0-071 0-194 - 0-472 4-694 <0-0001* 0-013 1-268
Economy
Political Orientation (Left vs. Right)
Full Proposal -0-131 0-034 -0-197 —-0-065 -3-879 <0-001* 0-009 0-869
Degrowth -0-011 0-034 -0-077 - 0-056 -0-311 0-756 <0-001 0-006
Ecosocialism -0-072 0-031 -0-133--0-012 -2:346 0-019 0-003 0-320
Wellbeing Economy 0-036 0-033 -0-:028 —0-101 1-111 0-267 0-001 0-072
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-118 0-030 -0-177 - -0-058 -3-882 <0-001* 0-009 0-871
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-155 0-031 -0-215--0-095 -5-036 <0-0001* 0-015 1-457
Full Proposal + Wellbeing -0-159 0-033 -0-223 —-0-095 -4-850 <0-0001* 0-014 1-352
Economy
Sample 2— US
Transformative Utopian Impulse
Full Proposal 0-734 0-076 0-585—-0-883 9-654 <0-0001* 0-052 4-960
Degrowth -0-015 0-067 -0-147-0-117 -0-223 0-823 <0-001 0-003
Ecosocialism 0-392 0-063 0-268 - 0-516 6-197 <0-0001* 0-021 2-105
Wellbeing Economy 0-154 0-061 0-034—-0-274 2-509 0-012 0-004 0-351
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0672 0-067 0-541-0-803 10-051 <0-0001* 0-057 5-354
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-801 0-064 0-676 —0-927 12-502 <0-0001* 0-088 8-048
Full Proposal + Wellbeing 0-662 0-068 0-528 —0-796 9-701 <0-0001* 0-053 5-005
Economy
New Ecological Paradigm-Balance
Full Proposal 0-534 0-069 0-398-0-670 7-712 <0-0001* 0-033 3-222
Degrowth -0-176 0-063 -0-300 —-0-052 -2:791 0-005 0-004 0-434
Ecosocialism 0-219 0-058 0-104-0-333 3-748 <0-001* 0-008 0-780
Wellbeing Economy -0-184 0-062 -0-305 - -0-062 -2-973 0-003* 0-005 0-492
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-465 0-060 0-348 —0-583 7-749 <0-0001* 0-034 3252
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-518 0-060 0-401 —0-635 8-681 <0-0001* 0-042 4-048
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Full Proposal + Wellbeing 0-519 0-062 0-397 - 0-640 8-364 <0-0001* 0-039 3-769
Economy

Political Orientation (Left vs. Right)

Full Proposal -0-165 0-025 -0-215--0-115 -6:529 <0-0001* 0-024 2-331
Degrowth 0-034 0-027 -0-:019-0-086 1-244 0-214 0-001 0-087
Ecosocialism -0-092 0-026 -0-142 —-0-042 -3-594 <0-001* 0-007 0-718
Wellbeing Economy 0-082 0-025 0-033-0-131 3298 0-001* 0-006 0-605
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-134 0-027 -0-187 —-0-081 -4-960 <0-0001* 0-014 1-359
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-212 0-027 -0-265 —-0-160 -7-962 <0-0001* 0-035 3428
Full Proposal + Wellbeing -0-141 0-027 -0-195 --0-087 -5-149 <0-0001* 0-015 1-463
Economy

Note. The relationships between different predictors and public support were computed using the analyses of simple slopes implemented
using linear regressions as part of moderation analyses testing the interactions between the predictors and different combinations of the
full degrowth proposal and name labels (for details, see Supplementary Tables 20-21).'% Based on the false discovery rate (FDR)
correction for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y) approach,'*® significant p values were <0-00350789—they are
indicated by the * sign. Partial f* refers to Cohen’s f2 effect size (0-02=small; 0-15=medium; 0-35=large).'® Partial R? refers to the
proportion of variance in the outcome variable uniquely explained by each predictor, after accounting for the effects of other
variables.'® For ease of interpretation, we express this value as a percentage (%). For example, a partial R? of 3-908 corresponds to
approximately 3-9% of the variance in the outcome variable. Higher values of utopian impulse, new ecological paradigm-balance, and
political orientation indicate higher drive to address global challenges with ideas and action, higher emphasis on the importance of
ecosystem integrity, and more right leaning orientation, respectively.
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Supplementary Table 23: Economic Approaches that Participants Associated the Most with the Full
Degrowth Proposal (Study 1)

Participants’ rankings regarding which of the eight economic approaches named in the table (i.e., degrowth,
ecomodernism, ecosocialism, wellbeing economy, green capitalism, green growth, green market economy, post-
growth) they associated the most with the full degrowth proposal (without any labels), and comparisons of
whether the mean rank for degrowth was significantly different from the mean ranks for the other approaches
using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test (Study 1).

Economic Approach Name Mean Rank * Mean Rank SD Wb p
Sample 1 — UK
Wellbeing Economy 3-323 2-150 357966-0 <0-0001*
Ecosocialism 3-397 2-242 3623215 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism 3-938 1-980 3431265 <0-0001*
Green Market Economy 4-026 1-883 339193-0 <0-0001*
Green Growth 4-145 1-933 332044-0 <0-0001*
Green Capitalism 5-080 2-142 285327-0 <0-0001*
Postgrowth 5-785 1-900 254335-0 <0-0001*
Degrowth 6-306 2-113 - -
Sample 2 — US
Ecosocialism 3:432 2-284 383569-5 <0-0001*
Wellbeing Economy 3-571 2-198 360900-5 <0-0001*
Green Market Economy 3-935 1-989 346979-5 <0-0001*
Green Growth 4-253 1-970 332870-0 <0-0001*
Ecomodernism 4-304 2-040 3373245 <0-0001*
Green Capitalism 4-776 2-221 2995885 <0-0001*
Postgrowth 5-771 1-909 2441785 0-004
Degrowth 5-957 2:275 - -

Note. * Lower mean rank indicates higher perceived similarity between a label and the full degrowth proposal.
> W refers to the test statistic for the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.
Based on the false discovery rate (FDR) correction for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y) approach,'*® significant
p values were <0-00159977 and are labelled with * (this does not apply to p values for Constant).
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Supplementary Table 24: Knowledge, Awareness, and Label Preference for Economic Approaches (Means

and Classifications; Study 2)

Means, and their 95% confidence intervals and classifications for people’s knowledge, awareness, and label
preference regarding the full degrowth proposal and other economic approaches (i.e., degrowth, ecosocialism,
wellbeing economy, full proposal + degrowth, full proposal + ecosocialism, full proposal + wellbeing economy)
assessed in Study 2 (table note explains how Mean Classification was determined; label preference was not

rated for the full proposal since no labels were involved in this case)

Economic Approach Mean Mean 95% CI Mean Classification *
Sample 1 — UK
Knowledge
Full Proposal 2-051 1-945-2-157 “Slightly knowledgeable”
Degrowth 1-464 1-371-1-557 “Not knowledgeable at all” to “Slightly
knowledgeable”
Ecosocialism 1-627 1-527 -1-728 “Slightly knowledgeable”
Wellbeing Economy 1-575 1-469 — 1-680 “Not knowledgeable at all” to “Slightly
knowledgeable”
Full Proposal + Degrowth 1-484 1-385—-1-583 “Not knowledgeable at all” to “Slightly
knowledgeable”
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 1-620 1-518-1:722 “Slightly knowledgeable”
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 1-592 1481 -1-703 “Not knowledgeable at all” to “Slightly
knowledgeable”
Awareness
Full Proposal 2-063 1-948 —2-177 “Rarely”
Degrowth 1-512 1-411-1-613 “Never to Rarely”
Ecosocialism 1-733 1-621 — 1-846 “Rarely”
Wellbeing Economy 1:590 1-482 —1-698 “Never to Rarely”
Full Proposal + Degrowth 1-411 1-317-1-505 “Never to Rarely”
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 1-604 1-:501 —1-707 “Rarely”
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 1-420 1-331 -1-509 “Never to Rarely”

Label Preference

Degrowth 3-336 3-175-3-497 “Dislike a little”
Ecosocialism 4-075 3-910-4-239 “Neither like nor dislike”
Wellbeing Economy 4-797 4:656 —4-938 “Like a little”
Full Proposal + Degrowth 3-762 3-582-3-942 “Neither like nor dislike”
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 4-160 3-967 —4-353 “Neither like nor dislike”
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 4-988 4-819—5-157 “Like a little”
Sample 2 — US
Knowledge
Full Proposal 2-462 2:325-2-598 “Slightly knowledgeable” to “Moderately
knowledgeable”
Degrowth 1-474 1-:375-1-574 “Not knowledgeable at all” to “Slightly
knowledgeable”
Ecosocialism 1-692 1-580 — 1-805 “Slightly knowledgeable”
Wellbeing Economy 1-535 1-422 —1-648 “Not knowledgeable at all” to “Slightly
knowledgeable”
Full Proposal + Degrowth 1-642 1-528 - 1-756 “Slightly knowledgeable”
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 1:739 1:619—1-858 “Slightly knowledgeable”
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 1-651 1-525-1-776 “Slightly knowledgeable”
Awareness
Full Proposal 2-358 2-221-2-495 “Rarely
Degrowth 1:470 1377 - 1-564 “Never” to “Rarely”
Ecosocialism 1:727 1-602 — 1-852 “Rarely”
Wellbeing Economy 1-435 1-343 - 1-528 “Never” to “Rarely”
Full Proposal + Degrowth 1-442 1:342 —1-542 “Never” to “Rarely”
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 1-:625 1-510—1-740 “Rarely”
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Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 1-361 1265 —1-458 “Never”

Label Preference

Degrowth 3-222 3-059 —3-385 “Dislike a little”

Ecosocialism 3-942 3762 —4-123 “Neither like nor dislike”
Wellbeing Economy 4-827 4-660 —4-993 “Like a little”

Full Proposal + Degrowth 3-608 3-410—3-805 “Dislike a little” to “Neither like nor dislike”
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 4-189 3-989 —-4-389 “Neither like nor dislike”

Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 4-542 4-343 —4-741 “Neither like nor dislike” to “Like a little”

Note. * Mean classification was determined based on the 95% CI in relation to participants’ response options for each variable. For
Knowledge, the response options were 1=Not knowledgeable at all; 2=Slightly knowledgeable; 3=Moderately knowledgeable;
4=Very knowledgeable; and 5=Extremely knowledgeable. Therefore, the mean classification was as follows: 95% CI < 1-5 = Not
knowledgeable at all; 95%CI > 1-5 & < 2-5 = Slightly knowledgeable; 95%CI > 25 & < 3-5 = Moderately knowledgeable; 95%CI >
3-5 & <4-5 = Very knowledgeable; 95%CI > 4-5 = Extremely knowledgeable. For Awareness, the response options were 1=Never;
2=Rarely; 3=Sometimes; 4=Often; 5=Very often. Therefore, the mean classification was as follows: 95% CI < 1-5 = Never; 95%CI
>1-5 & <2-5 =Rarely; 95%CI > 2-5 & < 3-5 = Sometimes; 95%CI > 3-5 & < 4-5 = Often; 95%CI > 4-5 = Very often. For Label
preference, the response options were 1=Dislike a great deal; 2=Dislike a moderate amount; 3=Dislike a little; 4=Neither like nor
dislike; 5=Like a little; 6=Like a moderate amount; and 7=Like a great deal. Therefore, the mean classification was as follows: 95%
CI< 1-5 = Dislike a great deal; 95%CI > 1-5 & <25 = Dislike a moderate amount; 95%CI > 25 & < 3-5 = Dislike a little; 95%CI >
3-5 & <4-5 = Neither like nor dislike; 95%CI > 4-5 & < 5-5 = Like a little; 95%CI > 5-5 & < 6-5 = Like a moderate amount; 95%CI
> 6-5 = Like a great deal. If two rather than one classification applied to a mean, both classifications are listed under Mean
Classification (e.g., “Neither like nor dislike” to “Like a little™).

Data for Label preference was not measured for the Full Proposal since no name labels were used for this economic approach.
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Supplementary Table 25: Comparisons of Knowledge, Awareness, and Label Preference for Economic
Approaches (Study 2 UK)

The influence of the full proposal (without name labels), different economic approaches labelled by their
names (without descriptions), and the full proposal-label combinations on self-reported knowledge,
awareness, and label preference regarding the economic approaches (Study 2: Sample 1 - UK)

i Partial
Variable (Economic Approach) b SEb 95% CI t P Paglal ;{lz i/ao
DV = Knowledge
Model 1: Baseline = Full Proposal
(Constant) 2051 0-052 1-949 —2-153 39-504 <0-0001 0-886 46-968
Degrowth -0-587 0-074 -0-732 —-0-442 -7-955 <0-0001* 0-036 3-467
Ecosocialism -0-424 0-073 -0-568 —-0-280 -5-768 <0-0001* 0-019 1-853
Wellbeing Economy -0-476 0-073 -0-619 —-0-333 -6-524 <0-0001* 0-024 2-359
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-567 0-074 -0-712 —-0-422 -7-670 <0-0001* 0-033 3-231
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-431 0-074 -0-576 —-0-286 -5-841 <0-0001* 0-019 1-899
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-459 0-074 -0-604 —-0-314 -6-220 <0-0001* 0-022 2-149
Model 2: Baseline = Degrowth
(Constant) 1-464 0-052 1-361 -1-567 27-920 <0-0001 0-442 30-672
Ecosocialism 0-163 0-074 0-019-0-308 2215 0-027 0-003 0-278
Wellbeing Economy 0-111 0-073 -0-033 - 0-255 1-509 0-131 0-001 0-129
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-020 0-074 -0-126 - 0-166 0-267 0-789 <0-001 0-004
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-156 0-074 0-011-0-301 2-104 0-036 0-003 0-251
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  0-128 0-074 -0-:017-0-273 1-726 0-085 0-002 0-169
Model 3: Baseline = Ecosocialism
(Constant) 1-627 0-052 1-526 —1-729 31-346 <0-0001 0-558 35-801
Wellbeing Economy -0-053 0-073 -0-196 — 0-090 -0-722 0-470 <0-001 0-030
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-144 0-074 -0-289 —0-001 -1-942 0-052 0-002 0-214
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-007 0-074 -0-152-0-137 -0-101 0-920 <0-001 0-001
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-035 0-074 -0-180—-0-109 -0-480 0-631 <0-001 0-013
Model 4: Baseline = Wellbeing Economy
(Constant) 1-575 0-051 1-474 - 1-675 30-685 <0-0001 0-534 34-827
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-091 0-074 -0-235-0-053 -1-236 0-217 0-001 0-087
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-045 0-073 -0-099 -0-189 0-617 0-537 <0-001 0-022
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-017 0-073 -0-127-0-161 0-236 0-814 <0-001 0-003
Model 5: Baseline = Full Proposal + Degrowth
(Constant) 1-484 0-053 1-381 -1-587 28-186 <0-0001 0-451 31-076
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-136 0-074 -0-010 - 0-282 1-832 0-067 0-002 0-190
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-108 0-074 -0-038 —0-254 1-455 0-146 0-001 0-120
Model 6: Baseline = Full Proposal + Ecosocialism
(Constant) 1-620 0-052 1-517-1-723 30-895 <0-0001 0-542 35-138
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0:028 0-074 -0-173 -0-117 -0-378 0-706 <0-001 0-008
DV = Awareness
Model 7: Baseline = Full Proposal
(Constant) 2.063 0.052 1.960 —2.165 39.373 <.0001 0.880 46.804
Degrowth -0.551 0.074 -0.697 — -0.405 -7.397 <.0001* 0.031 3.011
Ecosocialism -0.329 0.074 -0.475--0.184 -4.446 <.0001* 0.011 1.109
Wellbeing Economy -0.473 0.074 -0.617 —-0.328 -6.417 <.0001* 0.023 2.284
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0.651 0.075 -0.798 — -0.505 -8.731 <.0001* 0.043 4.147
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0.459 0.074 -0.605 —-0.313 -6.161 <.0001* 0.022 2.109
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy -0.643 0.074 -0.789 — -0.497 -8.632 <.0001* 0.042 4.057
Model 8: Baseline = Degrowth
(Constant) 1-512 0-053 1-408 - 1-616 28-576 <0-0001 0-463 31-669
Ecosocialism 0-221 0-074 0-075-0-367 2:973 0-003* 0-005 0-499
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Wellbeing Economy 0-078 0-074 -0-067 - 0-223 1-054 0-292 0-001 0-063

Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-101 0-075 -0-248 — 0-046 -1-343 0-179 0-001 0-102
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-092 0-075 -0-055-0-239 1-229 0-219 0-001 0-086
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy ~ -0-092 0-075 -0-239 - 0-055 -1-229 0-219 0-001 0-086

Model 9: Baseline = Ecosocialism

(Constant) 1-733 0-052 1-631-1-836 33-085 <0-0001 0621 38319
Wellbeing Economy -0-143 0-074 -0-288 — 0-001 -1-945 0-052 0-002 0-214
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-322 0-075 -0-468 —-0-176 -4-316 <0-0001* 0-011 1-046
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-129 0-074 -0-275-0-017 -1-737 0-083 0-002 0-171
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-313 0-074 -0-459 —-0-167 -4-208 <0-0001* 0-010 0-995

Model 10: Baseline = Wellbeing Economy

(Constant) 1-590 0-052 1-488 —1-692 30-705 <0-0001 0-535 34-857
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-179 0-074 -0-324--0-033 -2:409 0-016 0-003 0-328
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-014 0-074 -0-131-0-159 0-189 0-850 <0-001 0-002
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-170 0-074 -0-315--0-025 -2-:297 0-022 0-003 0-298

Model 11: Baseline = Full Proposal + Degrowth Label

(Constant) 1-411 0-053 1-307 - 1-515 26-566 <0-0001 0-401 28-599
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-193 0-075 0-046 — 0-340 2-570 0-010 0-004 0-374
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-009 0-075 -0-138 - 0-156 0-116 0-908 <0-001 0-001

Model 12: Baseline = Full Proposal + Ecosocialism Label

(Constant) 1-604 0-053 1-500 - 1-708 30-315 <0-0001 0-522 34-278
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-184 0-075 -0-331 —-0-037 -2:459 0-014 0-003 0-342

DV = Label Preference

Model 13: Baseline = Degrowth

(Constant) 3-336 0-086 3-167 -3-505 38-827 <0-0001 1-000 49-992
Ecosocialism 0-739 0-121 0-501 - 0-976 6-108 <0-0001* 0-025 2-414
Wellbeing Economy 1-461 0-120 1-225-1-697 12-152 <0-0001* 0-098 8919
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-426 0-122 0-187 - 0-665 3-500 <0-001* 0-008 0-806
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-824 0-122 0-586 — 1-:062 6781 <0-0001* 0-030 2-959
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 1-652 0-122 1-414 - 1-890 13-596 <0-0001* 0-123 10-919

Model 14: Baseline = Ecosocialism

(Constant) 4-075 0-085 3:908 —4-241 47-894 <0-0001 1-521 60-335
Wellbeing Economy 0-722 0-120 0-488 —0-957 6:039 <0-0001* 0-024 2-362
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-312 0-121 -0-550 —-0-075 -2-579 0-010 0-004 0-439
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-085 0-121 -0-152-0-323 0-707 0-480 <0-001 0-033
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-913 0-121 0:676—1-151 7-555 <0-0001* 0-038 3-647

Model 15: Baseline = Wellbeing Economy

(Constant) 4-797 0-084 4:632 —4-962 57-045 <0-0001 2-158 68-334
Full Proposal + Degrowth -1-035 0-120 -1-271--0-799 -8-590 <0-0001* 0-049 4-665
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-637 0-120 -0-873 —-0-401 -5-298 <0-0001* 0-019 1-827
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-191 0-120 -0-045 —0-427 1-589 0-112 0-002 0-167

Model 16: Baseline = Full Proposal + Degrowth

(Constant) 3762 0-086 3:593 -3-931 43-610 <0-0001 1-261 55-775

Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-398 0-122 0-159—-0-637 3-268 0-001* 0-007 0-703

Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 1-226 0-122 0-987 —1-465 10-069 <0-0001* 0-067 6:299
Model 17: Baseline = Full Proposal + Ecosocialism

(Constant) 4-160 0-086 3-991 -4-329 48-417 <0-0001 1-555 60-854

Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-828 0-122 0-590 — 1-066 6-814 <0-0001* 0-031 2-987

Note. For models 1-6, R* = 0-046, for models 7-12, R* = 0-059, and for models 13-17, R* = 0-149. Models 1-12 had 1762 residual degrees of
freedom, and models 13-17 had 1508 residual degrees of freedom. Although all models 1-12, and all models 13-17 had the same
number of variables, we do not report duplicate effects of different variables across different models to avoid redundancy—this
explains why some models in the table have fewer variables. In all models, we used t-tests (two-sided) to assess the significance of the
coefficients. Based on the false discovery rate (FDR) correction for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y) approach,'®
significant p values were <0-00350789 and are labelled with * (this does not apply to p values for Constant). Partial f* refers to
Cohen’s 2 effect size (0-02=small; 0-15=medium; 0-35=large).'* Partial R? refers to the proportion of variance in the outcome

variable uniquely explained by each economic approach relative to the baseline (e.g., Wellbeing Economy relative to the Full
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Proposal), after controlling for the other approaches.'™ For ease of interpretation, we express this value as a percentage (%). For
example, a partial R? of 3-231 indicates that a given economic approach, relative to the baseline, explains about 3-2% of the outcome’s
variance beyond what is accounted for by the other approaches. DV refers to a dependent variable: Knowledge evaluates how
knowledgeable participants were about the economic approach and was assessed on a scale from 1=Not knowledgeable at all to
S=Extremely knowledgeable; Awareness refers to whether participants had previously heard about the economic approach and was
assessed on a scale from 1=Never to 5=Very often; and Label Preference indicates how much people liked or disliked a label if they
thought of it independently without trying to associate it with any economic approach, on a scale from 1=Dislike a great deal to 7=Like
a great deal. Since the Full Proposal on its own involved no labels, this economic approach was not analysed for the label preference.
Mean values for the variables reported in this table are available in Supplementary Table 24.
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Supplementary Table 26: Comparisons of Knowledge, Awareness, and Label Preference for Economic
Approaches (Study 2 US)

The influence of the full proposal (without name labels), different economic approaches labelled by their
names (without descriptions), and the full proposal-label combinations on self-reported knowledge,
awareness, and label preference regarding the economic approaches (Study 2: Sample 2 - US)

i Partial
Variable (Economic Approach) b SEb 95% CI t P Paglal };2 52
DV = Knowledge
Model 1: Baseline = Full Proposal
(Constant) 2462 0-060 2344 -2-579 41-122 <0-0001 0-926 48-068
Degrowth -0-987 0-084 -1-152 —-0-823 -11-774 <0-0001* 0-076 7-053
Ecosocialism -0-769 0-085 -0-935 --0-603 -9-087 <0-0001* 0-045 4-324
Wellbeing Economy -0-926 0-084 -1-091 —-0-762 -11-057 <0-0001* 0-067 6272
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-819 0-085 -0-985 —-0-653 -9-677 <0-0001* 0-051 4-876
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-723 0-084 -0-888 —-0-558 -8-572 <0-0001* 0-040 3-866
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-811 0-086 -0-979 — -0-643 -9-475 <0-0001* 0-049 4-684
Model 2: Baseline = Degrowth
(Constant) 1-474 0-059 1-359 - 1-589 25-095 <0-0001 0-345 25-634
Ecosocialism 0-218 0-084 0-054 —0-383 2602 0-009 0-004 0-369
Wellbeing Economy 0-061 0-083 -0-102 -0-224 0-735 0-463 <0-001 0-030
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-168 0-084 0-004 —0-333 2-:006 0-045 0-002 0-220
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-265 0-084 0-101 —-0-428 3-167 0-002* 0-005 0-546
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-177 0-085 0-010—0-343 2-082 0-038 0-002 0-237
Model 3: Baseline = Ecosocialism
(Constant) 1-692 0-060 1-575-1-810 28272 <0-0001 0-437 30-434
Wellbeing Economy -0-157 0-084 -0-322-0-007 -1-877 0-061 0-002 0-192
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-050 0-085 -0-216-0-116 -0-591 0-555 <0-001 0-019
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-046 0-084 -0-119-0-212 0-549 0-583 <0-001 0-017
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-042 0-086 -0-210-0-126 -0-487 0-626 <0-001 0-013
Model 4: Baseline = Wellbeing Economy
(Constant) 1-535 0-059 1-420 - 1-650 26-181 <0-0001 0-375 27-283
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-107 0-084 -0-057-0-272 1280 0-201 0-001 0-090
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-204 0-083 0-040 - 0-367 2:439 0-015 0-003 0-325
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-116 0-085 -0-051 -0-282 1-364 0-173 0-001 0-102
Model 5: Baseline = Full Proposal + Degrowth
(Constant) 1-642 0-060 1-525-1-760 27-436 <0-0001 0-412 29-179
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-096 0-084 -0-:069 — 0-262 1-142 0-253 0-001 0-071
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-008 0-086 -0-160—-0-176 0-097 0-923 <0-001 0-001
Model 6: Baseline = Full Proposal + Ecosocialism
(Constant) 1-739 0-059 1-622 - 1-855 29-268 <0-0001 0-469 31920
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-088 0-085 -0-255—-0-079 -1-:032 0-302 0-001 0-058
DV = Awareness
Model 7: Baseline = Full Proposal
(Constant) 2-358 0-056 2-248 - 2467 42229 <0-0001 0-976 49-394
Degrowth -0-887 0-078 -1-:041 --0-734 -11-343 <0-0001* 0-070 6-580
Ecosocialism -0-631 0-079 -0-786 —-0-476 -7-989 <0-0001* 0-035 3-375
Wellbeing Economy -0-922 0-078 -1-:076 —-0-769 -11-801 <0-0001* 0-076 7-083
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-915 0-079 -1-:070 —-0-761 -11-593 <0-0001* 0-074 6-853
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-733 0-079 -0-887 —-0-578 -9-315 <0-0001* 0-047 4-534
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-996 0-080 -1-153 —-0-840 -12-480 <0-0001* 0-085 7-856
Model 8: Baseline = Degrowth
(Constant) 1-470 0-055 1-:363-1-578 26-838 <0-0001 0-394 28-276
Ecosocialism 0-257 0-078 0-103-0-410 3-280 0-001* 0-006 0-585
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Wellbeing Economy -0-035 0-077 -0-187-0-117 -0-451 0-652 <0-001 0-011

Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-028 0-078 -0-181-0-125 -0-359 0-720 <0-001 0-007
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-155 0-078 0-002 - 0-307 1-984 0-047 0-002 0-215
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy ~ -0-109 0-079 -0-264 — 0-046 -1-377 0-169 0-001 0-104

Model 9: Baseline = Ecosocialism

(Constant) 1-727 0-056 16171836 30931 <0-0001 0-524 34369
Wellbeing Economy -0-291 0-078 -0-445 —-0-138 -3-730 <0-001* 0-008 0-756
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-285 0-079 -0-439 —-0-130 -3-605 <0-001* 0-007 0-706
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-102 0-079 -0-256 —0-052 -1-296 0-195 0-001 0-092
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-365 0-080 -0-522 —-0-209 -4-578 <0-0001* 0-011 1-134

Model 10: Baseline = Wellbeing Economy

(Constant) 1-435 0-055 1-328 —1-543 26-248 <0-0001 0-377 27-384
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-007 0-078 -0-146 — 0-160 0-088 0-930 <0-001 <0-001
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-190 0-078 0-037 - 0-342 2-435 0-015 0-003 0-324
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-074 0-079 -0-229 — 0-081 -0-936 0-349 <0-001 0-048

Model 11: Baseline = Full Proposal + Degrowth

(Constant) 1-442 0-056 1-333 -1-552 25-833 <0-0001 0-365 26755
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-183 0-079 0-028 - 0-337 2-323 0-020 0-003 0-294
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-081 0-080 -0-237-0-076 -1-013 0-311 0-001 0-056

Model 12: Baseline = Full Proposal + Ecosocialism

(Constant) 1-625 0-055 1-516 - 1-734 29-328 <0-0001 0-471 32-01
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy  -0-264 0-080 -0:420 —-0-108 -3-314 0-001* 0-006 0-598

DV = Label Preference

Model 13: Baseline = Degrowth

(Constant) 3:222 0-092 3:041-3-403 34-895 <0-0001 0-777 43-711
Ecosocialism 0-720 0-132 0-461-0-979 5-462 <0-0001* 0-019 1-867
Wellbeing Economy 1-604 0-130 1-348 — 1-860 12-297 <0-0001* 0-096 8-795
Full Proposal + Degrowth 0-385 0-132 0-127 - 0-644 2:924 0-004* 0-005 0-542
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-967 0-131 0-710 - 1-225 7-364 <0-0001* 0-035 3-343
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 1-320 0-133 1-058 — 1-581 9-901 <0-0001* 0-063 5-884

Model 14: Baseline = Ecosocialism

(Constant) 3-942 0-094 3-758 —4-127 41-895 <0-0001 1-119 52-816
Wellbeing Economy 0-884 0-132 0-626—1-143 6-713 <0-0001* 0-029 2-794
Full Proposal + Degrowth -0-335 0-133 -0-596 —-0-074 -2:514 0-012 0-004 0-402
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-247 0-133 -0-013 - 0-507 1-864 0-063 0-002 0-221
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-600 0-135 0-336 — 0-864 4-459 <0-0001* 0-013 1:252

Model 15: Baseline = Wellbeing Economy

(Constant) 4-827 0-092 4-646 —5-007 52-365 <0-0001 1-749 63-621
Full Proposal + Degrowth -1-219 0-132 -1-477 - -0-961 -9-253 <0-0001* 0-055 5-178
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism -0-637 0-131 -0-895 —-0-380 -4-856 <0-0001* 0-015 1-482
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy -0-284 0-133 -0-546 —-0-023 -2-135 0-033 0-003 0-290

Model 16: Baseline = Full Proposal + Degrowth

(Constant) 3-608 0-094 3-423 -3-792 38-339 <0-0001 0-937 48-385
Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 0-582 0-133 0-322-0-842 4-388 <0-0001* 0-012 1-213
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-934 0-135 0-671 —-1-198 6-946 <0-0001* 0-031 2-985

Model 17: Baseline = Full Proposal + Ecosocialism

(Constant) 4-189 0-093 4-006—4-373 44-862 <0-0001 1-284 56-208
Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 0-353 0-134 0-090 - 0-616 2-632 0-009 0-004 0-440

Note. For models 1-6, R* = 0-091, for models 7-12, R*=0-111, and for models 13-17, R* = 0-115. Models 1-12 had 1827 residual degrees of
freedom, and models 13-17 had 1568 residual degrees of freedom. Although all models 1-12, and all models 13-17 had the same
number of variables, we do not report duplicate effects of different variables across different models to avoid redundancy—this
explains why some models in the table have fewer variables. In all models, we used t-tests (two-sided) to assess the significance of the
coefficients. Based on the false discovery rate (FDR) correction for multiple testing using the Benjamini-Yekutieli (B-Y) approach,'®
significant p values were <0-00350789 and are labelled with * (this does not apply to p values for Constant). Partial f refers to
Cohen’s 2 effect size (0-02=small; 0-15=medium,; 0-35=large).'* Partial R? refers to the proportion of variance in the outcome
variable uniquely explained by each economic approach relative to the baseline (e.g., Wellbeing Economy relative to the Full
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Proposal), after controlling for the other approaches.'™ For ease of interpretation, we express this value as a percentage (%). For
example, a partial R? of 4-324 indicates that a given economic approach, relative to the baseline, explains about 4-3% of the outcome’s
variance beyond what is accounted for by the other approaches. DV refers to a dependent variable: Knowledge evaluates how
knowledgeable participants were about the economic approach and was assessed on a scale from 1=Not knowledgeable at all to
S=Extremely knowledgeable; Awareness refers to whether participants had previously heard about the economic approach and was
assessed on a scale from 1=Never to 5=Very often; and Label Preference indicates how much people liked or disliked a label if they
thought of it independently without trying to associate it with any economic approach, on a scale from 1=Dislike a great deal to 7=Like
a great deal. Since the Full Proposal on its own involved no labels, this economic approach was not analysed for the label preference.
Mean values for the variables reported in this table are available in Supplementary Table 24.
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Supplementary Table 27: Absolute Numbers for Percentages in Figure 2 in the Article (Study 1)

Absolute numbers (Response Category N) and corresponding percentages (%) of participants who opposed,
supported, or were neutral toward each economic approach shown in Figure 2 in the article (Study 1)

Sample Economic Approach Total N Response Category ~ Response Category N %
UK Full Proposal 910 Oppose 95 10.440
UK Full Proposal 910 Neutral 79 8.681
UK Full Proposal 910 Support 736 80.879
UK Degrowth 910 Oppose 311 34.176
UK Degrowth 910 Neutral 362 39.780
UK Degrowth 910 Support 237 26.044
UK Ecomodernism 910 Oppose 68 7473
UK Ecomodernism 910 Neutral 279 30.659
UK Ecomodernism 910 Support 563 61.868
UK Ecosocialism 910 Oppose 145 15.934
UK Ecosocialism 910 Neutral 241 26.484
UK Ecosocialism 910 Support 524 57.582
UK Wellbeing Economy 910 Oppose 48 5.275
UK Wellbeing Economy 910 Neutral 124 13.626
UK Wellbeing Economy 910 Support 738 81.099
UK Green Capitalism 910 Oppose 157 17.253
UK Green Capitalism 910 Neutral 292 32.088
UK Green Capitalism 910 Support 461 50.659
UK Green Growth 910 Oppose 55 6.044
UK Green Growth 910 Neutral 167 18.352
UK Green Growth 910 Support 688 75.604
UK Green Market Economy 910 Oppose 65 7.143
UK Green Market Economy 910 Neutral 206 22.637
UK Green Market Economy 910 Support 639 70.220
UK Post Growth 910 Oppose 105 11.538
UK Post Growth 910 Neutral 427 46.923
UK Post Growth 910 Support 378 41.538
UsS Full Proposal 941 Oppose 154 16.366
UsS Full Proposal 941 Neutral 104 11.052
UsS Full Proposal 941 Support 683 72.582
US Degrowth 941 Oppose 337 35.813
UsS Degrowth 941 Neutral 338 35919
UsS Degrowth 941 Support 266 28.268
UsS Ecomodernism 941 Oppose 142 15.090
UsS Ecomodernism 941 Neutral 264 28.055
UsS Ecomodernism 941 Support 535 56.854
UsS Ecosocialism 941 Oppose 211 22.423
UsS Ecosocialism 941 Neutral 185 19.660
UsS Ecosocialism 941 Support 545 57.917
UsS Wellbeing Economy 941 Oppose 93 9.883
UsS Wellbeing Economy 941 Neutral 157 16.684
usS Wellbeing Economy 941 Support 691 73.433
UsS Green Capitalism 941 Oppose 198 21.041
UsS Green Capitalism 941 Neutral 238 25.292
usS Green Capitalism 941 Support 505 53.666
US Green Growth 941 Oppose 123 13.071
UsS Green Growth 941 Neutral 169 17.960
usS Green Growth 941 Support 649 68.969
US Green Market Economy 941 Oppose 132 14.028
UsS Green Market Economy 941 Neutral 186 19.766
usS Green Market Economy 941 Support 623 66.206
US Post Growth 941 Oppose 160 17.003
UsS Post Growth 941 Neutral 392 41.658
(0N Post Growth 941 Support 389 41.339

Note. Total N refers to the total number of participants in a given sample who rated the corresponding economic approach. Response Category
N indicates the number of participants whose support rating fell into a specific response category. % represents the percentage of
participants in each response category for each economic approach.
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Supplementary Table 28: Absolute Numbers for Percentages in Figure 2 in the Article (Study 2)

Absolute numbers (Response Category N) and corresponding percentages (%) of participants who opposed,
supported, or were neutral toward each economic approach shown in Figure 2 in the article (Study 2)

Sample Economic Approach Total N Response Category Response Category N %
UK Full Proposal 255 Oppose 24 9.412
UK Full Proposal 255 Neutral 21 8.235
UK Full Proposal 255 Support 210 82.353
UK Degrowth 250 Oppose 40 16.000
UK Degrowth 250 Neutral 160 64.000
UK Degrowth 250 Support 50 20.000
UK Ecosocialism 255 Oppose 27 10.588
UK Ecosocialism 255 Neutral 137 53.725
UK Ecosocialism 255 Support 91 35.686
UK Wellbeing Economy 261 Oppose 9 3.448
UK Wellbeing Economy 261 Neutral 120 45.977
UK Wellbeing Economy 261 Support 132 50.575
UK Full Proposal + Degrowth 248 Oppose 32 12.903
UK Full Proposal + Degrowth 248 Neutral 32 12.903
UK Full Proposal + Degrowth 2438 Support 184 74.194
UK Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 250 Oppose 38 15.200
UK Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 250 Neutral 24 9.600
UK Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 250 Support 188 75.200
UK Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 250 Oppose 22 8.800
UK Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 250 Neutral 19 7.600
UK Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 250 Support 209 83.600
UsS Full Proposal 260 Oppose 49 18.846
US Full Proposal 260 Neutral 24 9.231
UsS Full Proposal 260 Support 187 71.923
UsS Degrowth 270 Oppose 84 31.111
UsS Degrowth 270 Neutral 152 56.296
UsS Degrowth 270 Support 34 12.593
UsS Ecosocialism 260 Oppose 47 18.077
UsS Ecosocialism 260 Neutral 134 51.538
Us Ecosocialism 260 Support 79 30.385
UsS Wellbeing Economy 271 Oppose 11 4.059
UsS Wellbeing Economy 271 Neutral 154 56.827
UsS Wellbeing Economy 271 Support 106 39.114
UsS Full Proposal + Degrowth 260 Oppose 59 22.692
UsS Full Proposal + Degrowth 260 Neutral 24 9.231
Us Full Proposal + Degrowth 260 Support 177 68.077
UsS Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 264 Oppose 56 21.212
UsS Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 264 Neutral 32 12.121
UsS Full Proposal + Ecosocialism 264 Support 176 66.667
UsS Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 249 Oppose 49 19.679
UsS Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 249 Neutral 21 8.434
[N Full Proposal + Wellbeing Economy 249 Support 179 71.888

Note. Total N refers to the total number of participants in a given sample who rated the corresponding economic approach. Response Category
N indicates the number of participants whose support rating fell into a specific response category. % represents the percentage of
participants in each response category for each economic approach.
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Supplementary Table 29: Research Objectives, Associated Gaps in the Literature, and Summary of Findings

Overview of the main research objectives, their links to gaps in the literature, and findings regarding each objective

Overarching research aim

A comprehensive examination of public support for the full degrowth proposal (Supplementary Material, pp.3-4) and its determinants, including name labels and individual differences (i.e., personality

traits, attitudes, values, wellbeing, and socio-economic indicators).

Research objective

Literature gap addressed by the objective

Summary of findings for the objective

1. To test public support for the full degrowth proposal.

= This objective examines people’s support for an economic
approach characterised by key degrowth principles and
initiatives, without referring to the degrowth label.

. To examine how the degrowth label shapes public support.
= This objective examines if degrowth support changes
when people encounter its full proposal versus the label
only, and if combining the label with the full proposal
makes a difference.

3. To examine the role of alternative labels in public support.

= This objective examines if labelling an economic approach
as degrowth (without any description of it) changes
support compared to the names of other sustainability-
oriented economic approaches (e.g., green market
economy, post growth), and if some of these names, which
denote economic approaches similar to degrowth (e.g.,
ecosocialism, wellbeing economy), change support for its
full proposal when attached to it, compared to labelling it
as degrowth.

4. To test which individual differences predict public support
for the full proposal.

=  This objective examines a comprehensive range of
individual differences (e.g., personality, values, socio-
economic indicators) with potential links to degrowth, to
determine which ones predict support for its full proposal.

Previous research on support for degrowth has either presented
this economic approach in a simplistic manner,” or assessed
opinions on various growth versus environment
statements,*>'**?% but it has not measured support for the full
degrowth proposal.

Whereas previous work has considered the potential negative
impact of the degrowth label on public support,”®’+7>2% no
research has systematically distinguished between support for
the label and the economic approach itself, by comparing the
full proposal and the label in isolation, vs. in combination.

Previous research has explored how people evaluate degrowth
and other sustainability-oriented economic approaches based on
their labels alone (e.g., green economy, post growth).” Some
studies have also examined whether labels for approaches
similar to degrowth influence evaluations of its brief
description.” However, previous work has not systematically
distinguished between labels and descriptions, nor has it
examined the full degrowth proposal rather than its brief
description.

Previous research has explored individual differences but
mainly in relation to the prioritization of environmental
protection over economic growth,?’ rather than public support
for degrowth. Moreover, the individual differences used were
limited to a specific dataset (i.e., World Values Survey).?!

Support for the full proposal was generally high (>81% in the
UK, >72% in the US), whereas opposition was low (<10% in the
UK, <19% in the US) (Figure 2 in the article). Across both
countries, average support ranged from “somewhat support” to
“support” (Figure 3 in the article).

When people rated degrowth based solely on its label, public
support was statistically significantly lower than for the full
proposal alone or when combined with the label (Figures 2 and 3
in the article). However, public support for the full proposal did
not differ with or without the label.

Alternative sustainability-oriented economic approaches labelled
by name only (Figures 2 and 3 in the article) received statistically
significantly higher support than degrowth (label only). However,
support for these alternatives was statistically significantly lower
than for the full proposal (without the label), except for green
growth and ecosocialism, where findings were inconsistent.

When the names of the two economic approaches very similar to
degrowth (i.e., ecosocialism and wellbeing economy) were
combined with its full proposal, support was not statistically
significantly different from the full proposal alone or with the
degrowth label (Figures 2 and 3 in the article). This contrasts
with findings for labels in isolation, where both ecosocialism and
wellbeing economy were supported more than degrowth.

People’s drive to address global challenges with ideas and action
(i.e., transformative utopian impulse)*” and the belief in the
importance of ecosystem integrity (i.e., new ecological paradigm-
balance)® were key predictors of support for the full proposal.
Socio-economic indicators such as political orientation or income
were not consistent predictors.

Overarching message
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The full degrowth proposal is generally supported by UK and US citizens, regardless of whether it carries the degrowth label. In contrast, support is low when the degrowth label is used alone but
increases with alternatives like ecosocialism or wellbeing economy. Therefore, increasing public support for degrowth requires raising awareness of its ideas and principles or experimenting with

alternative labels and frames. Since people driven to address global challenges with ideas and action, and those who value ecosystem integrity, are more likely to support degrowth, nurturing these
tendencies through education and other initiatives could further facilitate the transition toward degrowth.
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