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A Review on Political Factors Influencing Public Support  
for Urban Environmental Policy 

 
Abstract 
 
Environmental quality is important to urban residents’ physical, social and psychological 
well-being. Governments have been formulating and implementing policies to mitigate 
environmental deterioration in cities. To effectively enacting policies and achieving policy 
goals, gaining sufficient public support is a prerequisite, otherwise, the policy would be in 
ruins and the government may suffer from setbacks in other policies. Therefore, to 
understand what contributes to public support is a crucial task for policymakers. Though 
current literature on socio-demographic and attitudinal/psychological factors provides fruitful 
accounts for policy support, a comprehensive examination of political determinants has yet to 
be established. In response to this, this review paper explores political factors that influence 
level of policy support based on existing literature. An integrated framework is proposed for 
explaining policy support for urban environmental policy. This paper also discusses the 
possible directions of future research. 
 
Keywords: policy support; public acceptance; willingness to pay; urban environment; urban 
policy; politics 
 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1. Background 
 
Nations around the world encounter growing urban environmental problems ranging from 
water pollution, air pollution, excessive waste, loss of biological diversity, climate change, to 
name just a few examples (Hardoy et al., 2013; Satterthwaite, 2003; Van Kamp et al., 2003). 
To address the severity of environmental problems and improve the livability of the 
environment, governments have set up environmental institutions and designed various types 
of policy measures and regulations. For instance, early in 1970 the U.S. government 
established Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) which intends to control pollution and 
protect the environment via laws and regulations (Kamieniecki & Kraft, 2013). Apart from 
institutions set up, different types of policy frameworks and measures have been proposed in 
many countries and across continents. For example, Europe 2020, a strategy which includes 
targets of greenhouse gas emissions reduction, and promotion of renewable energy usage and 
efficient use of energy (López-Mosquera et al., 2015); or measures such as mandatory source 
separation of waste in Nagoya, Japan (Ohnuma et al., 2005). Although cases of successfully 
implementing environmental policies like plastic bags levy can be found (Convery et al., 
2007), not every policy initiatives and measures  are welcomed by the public. Some of these 
policies were rejected because of a lack of policy support (Kim et al., 2013). For example, 
both French carbon tax in 2010 and road pricing in Edinburgh in 2005 encountered 
opposition from the public and failed to be implemented at the end (Kallbekken & Sælen, 
2011). Therefore, gaining sufficient public support would be essential to effectively 
implementing measures to deal with environmental problems in cities.  
 
1.2. Defining policy support  
 
Support in a board sense is defined as an individual’s underlying attitude or behaviour 
towards an object, it can be expressed in overt (e.g., action or advocacy) and covert (e.g., 
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evaluation) behaviours (Easton, 1975). Policy support refers to how an individual orients 
himself to government’s policies through his attitudes or behaviours. Citizens’ support for 
environmental policy can be presented by different means, for example, willingness to pay 
higher taxes for environmental action, approval of environmental regulations, or endorsement 
of allocating more resources on environmental protection (Stern, 2000; Wan et al., 2015), 
which has indirect effects on the environment. Public policy, as one type of formal 
institutions, can change behaviours of individuals (North, 1990). Accepting or supporting an 
environmental policy implies that citizens are more willing to engage in behaviours shaped or 
guided by the policy, e.g., paying taxes, saving energy, therefore, public support would 
indirectly extend the effects on the environment (Stern, 2000). Kollmuss and Agyeman (2002) 
put forward a similar view by arguing that policy support is an indirect pro-environmental 
behaviour. 
 
Recruiting support from citizens plays a critical role in both governance and policy-goal 
achievement. It is a way of which existing political authority seeks approval from the 
governed and secures it from potential overthrow by the public. If a policy is well equipped 
with public support, a government is able to institute the policy in a rather smooth way; and 
gaining support from the public also facilitates the authority to achieve policy objectives 
(Rauwald & Moore, 2002). Support for environmental policy contributes to minimization of 
harmful effects on and protection of the environment. Therefore, to understand underlying 
factors of policy support is a key condition to reach effectual environmental policies and 
foster pro-environmental behaviours among the public.  
 
1.3. Prior studies on policy support for environmental policies 
 
Over the last two decades, a profusion of studies has been conducted to examine the 
correlations between level of policy support and socio-demographic factors such as age, 
gender, education, and income (for a comprehensive review on socio-demographic factors, 
see Dietz et al., 1998 and Jones & Dunlap, 1992). Age and education are suggested to be the 
most consistent predictors among socio-demographic factors (Dietz et al., 1998). Young 
people are proved to be more supportive for spending on environmental protection than older 
generations (Dunlap et al., 2000; Jones & Dunlap, 1992). Education can raise individuals’ 
environmental awareness (Daniels et al., 2013; Torgler & García-Valiñas, 2007). An 
educated individual is expected possessing a positive environmental attitude and being more 
supportive of increased environmental spending (Dietz et al., 1998; Dunlap et al., 2000; 
Israel & Levinson, 2004). Nonetheless, a few studies found mixed results for age and 
education variables, for example, Grønhøj and Thøgersen (2009) found that the elderly 
engage in more pro-environmental activities than young people; Uyeki and Holland (2000) 
reported that education level is not a significant factor of pro-environmental behaviours. 
Compared to age and education, gender is a less stable factor of policy support that the results 
vary across studies. In some studies women are generally proved to be more concern with 
environment than men and appear to be more supportive for pro-environmental actions 
(Hunter et al., 2004; Zelezny et al., 2000), and more willing to pay higher taxes for 
environmental protection (Jones & Dunlap, 1992; Stern et al., 1993). Interestingly however, 
Blocker and Eckberg (1997) suggested that women, compared with men, are less actively 
engaging in public pro-environmental behaviours. Income is also an inconsistent predictor of 
environmental concern compared to other socio-demographic factors. On the one hand, it is 
assumed that affluent people can afford more pro-environmental actions than their poor 
counterparts. Studies of environmental concern on global scale reveal that people in countries 
with higher GDP would devote more efforts on environmental protection than those in 
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developing countries (Franzen, 2003; Inglehart, 1995). On the other hand, some scholars 
suggested that people in wealthier countries do not necessarily perform more pro-
environmental behaviours as those in poor countries do (McCright & Dunlap, 2013; Mostafa, 
2012; Uyeki & Holland, 2000). Though above generalization on environmental behaviours 
does not appear across variables, these studies provide a necessary basis in understanding the 
relationships between socio-demographic factors and policy support. 
 
A second line of research has been eagerly investigating policy support in connection with 
attitudinal/psychological matters. Of which, the Value-Belief-Norm theory (VBN) 
constructed by Stern et al. (1999) provides a comprehensive account for exploring 
individuals’ support and acceptance of environmental policies. The VBN theory links value 
theory, norm-activation theory, and the New Environmental Paradigm in a causal chain 
sequence (Stern, 2000; Stern et al., 1999). According to the theory, values of a person 
(biospheric, altruistic, and non-egoistic) would directly activate one’s belief in ecological 
worldview, then belief in adverse consequences of environment, and finally belief in 
perceived ability to reduce threat to the environment. The sequence of induced-beliefs leads 
up to personal norms such as a sense of obligation to take pro-environmental actions. The 
causal chain engenders four types of behaviours, namely, activism, non-activist public sphere 
behaviours (e.g., supporting environmental policies, theme of this paper), private sphere 
behaviours, and behaviours in organizations. In order to test the predictive power of VBN 
theory for three types of non-activist environmentalism, that is, environmental citizenship, 
private-sphere behaviour, and policy support (willingness to sacrifice), Stern et al. (1999) 
compared the VBN with six other theories such as postmaterialist values. Empirical results 
suggested that the VBN theory had a significant predictive power for non-activist behaviours, 
among which policy support obtains the highest score. The result revealed that the VBN 
theory does have a significant explanatory power in policy support (Stern, 2000; Stern et al., 
1999). The theory is adopted in a number of studies for testing the acceptability of 
environmental policies (Steg et al., 2005) and its explanatory power is generally recognized 
(Steg et al., 2012). 
 
1.4. Bridging the gap: the call for examining political matters 
 
The summarized literature on socio-demographic and psychological aspects only contributes 
a piece of puzzle to explaining people’s support for environmental policy. As Kollmuss and 
Agyeman (2002) suggested, scholars should expand the realm to other fields for exploration 
of unattended but crucial factors for enrichment of discussion. Matti (2015) also argued that 
in order to grasp a full condition for the model of policy support, characteristics related to 
policy instruments itself such as fairness should be counted in for investigation. Only a few 
numbers of study echoed to the suggestions. For example, Ebreo et al. (1996) and Harring 
and Jagers (2013) investigated the impacts of procedural fairness and political trust, 
respectively, on policy support for urban environmental policies. Other focused on specific 
political factors, e.g., political affiliation (Dupont & Bateman, 2012), public participation 
(Daley, 2013; Halvorsen, 2003), and policy preferences (Daniels et al., 2013). However, the 
fragmented investigations failed to grasp a full picture of the issue; therefore, this review 
aims to answer the following research question: what are the political determinants of level of 
policy support. The contribution of this study is to identify and discuss the political factors of 
policy support and convert them into the axes of our proposed conceptual model for analysis 
of urban environmental policies. 
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Conceptually, this paper contributes to the theoretical understanding of political environment 
of environmental policies. Practically, this yields a threefold benefit in regard to governance. 
First, governments can gauge a more thorough understanding of potential policy supporters 
and improve environmental policy formulation process resulting in recruiting more 
supporters for its policies. Second, a policy with strong public support can enhance policy 
legitimacy that would facilitate public compliance with government’s rules and regulations 
(Levi & Sacks, 2009; Wallner, 2008). Third this review establishes a referential value for 
other policies’ formulation and implementation process.  
 
This review will first identify political factors that explain level of policy support from 
available literature. A conceptual framework based on these factors would be proposed for 
analyzing public support for environmental policy. The framework provides a new dimension 
for future research studies of policy support. Moreover, the newly identified political factors, 
together with socio-demographic and psychological factors form a three-dimension 
conceptual block which can shed light on the complexities of policy support. 
 
2.  Methods 
 
2.1. Search parameters 
 
A systematic review was adopted to identify factors influencing level of policy for urban 
environmental policies, with special emphasis on politically-induced factors. The 
methodology is a replicable, systematic, and transparent review process with minimum bias 
and it can provide researchers with a comprehensive and critical body of literature (Bilotta et 
al., 2014; Tranfield et al., 2003). The research question of the present study involves research 
areas related to environmental policy, public policy, and social sciences. For this reason, 
Scopus was chosen as the targeted database because it is a multidisciplinary database which 
enables researchers to search the scope of literature from a wide range of subjects and 
journals. 
 
The concept “policy support” in the field of environmental studies first appeared in studies by 
Stern et al. (1999) and Stern (2000), thereby a search string was developed by selecting 
keywords from these two studies to perform literature retrieval. Table 1 presents the word 
variants of selected keywords used in this study. The search was conducted under the 
combined field “article title, abstract, keywords” in Scopus. The searching timespan was 
restricted to the years 1991 – 2016. The document type was set as “Article or Review” and 
subject area was limited to “Social Sciences & Humanities”.  
 
Table 1 Search string 
Keywords Word variants 

Policy support “policy support” or “public support” or “public acceptance” or “policy acceptance” or 
(willingness and (pay or sacrifice)) 

Environment “environmental” or “environment” 
 

Factor “factor” or “influence” or “determinant” 
 

Policy “policy” or “politics” or “political” or “government” 
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2.2. Selection criteria and information categorization 
 
The search was conducted in June 2016 and the search protocol returned an initial sample of 
282 articles. Since the document type was set as articles or review, documents related to book 
reviews, conference papers, dissertations, and editorials were automatically excluded in the 
retrieved literature. The first selection process was performed based on screening title, 
abstract, and keywords of the articles. Non-English written papers were excluded. We have 
also weeded out irrelevant papers which only mention search keywords in title, abstract, and 
keywords section but research objective is not dealing exclusively with policy support and 
environmental policy. The first filter left a pool of 106 eligible articles for further analysis.  
 
In the second stage, we have read the full text of 106 articles and classified them into the 
following four categories by applying corresponding criteria listed below. As previously 
mentioned, a majority of current literature investigates level of policy support in relation to 
demographic and psychological factors; and a few number of studies touched upon political 
factors. This review paper suggests that existing literature of policy support can be divided 
into following categories, and categorization criteria were developed by drawing reference to 
studies conducted by  Gifford (2014), Matti (2010, 2015), Schuitema and Bergstad (2012), 
Steg and Gifford (2008), and Steg and Vlek (2009). 
 
a) Demographic category (Gifford, 2014): 

Level of policy support is determined by demographic factors such as age, gender, 
education, income, etc. 

b) Psychological category (Steg & Gifford, 2008; Steg & Vlek, 2009): 
Determinants of policy support investigated are related to individuals’ mental processes 
like cognitions and motivations. 

c) Political category (Matti, 2010, 2015; Schuitema & Bergstad, 2012): 
Factors influencing level of policy support are concerned with political context and 
practices. 

 
The second stage revealed that 27 out of 106 articles focus on relationship between 
politically-driven-factors and policy support for environmental policy. The remaining are 
papers (79 articles) examining environmental policy support from demographic and/or 
psychological perspectives. In other words, there is around 25% of articles retrieved from 
database Scopus specifically examine political factors. Distribution of different categories of 
these articles was depicted in Figure 1. 
 
Since the review question focuses on politically-induced factors, only 27 articles would be 
included for review purpose. Relevant backward and forward citations were checked for 
these 27 articles. 10 additional articles were found by following above filtering processes (a-
g), adding up the number of articles related to political factors to 37 in total. Owning to 
relative few numbers of relevant articles found, we have replicated the search processes in 
other databases (i.e., EBSCOhost Academic Search Premier, JSTOR, ProQuest, SpringerLink, 
and Wiley Online Library) by applying and repeating the same searching string and selection 
processes. An additional 51 articles and book chapters were found. The final sample for 
review consisted of 88 documents (Appendix 1). 
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Figure 1 Overview of selected papers retrieved from Scopus (106 articles) 

 
2.3. Extracting findings and interpretation 
 
This review paper aims to identify and collate political drivers from the sampled articles, and 
to develop a new conceputal model which is based on these factors for policy support 
analysis. A full-text review was conducted to first identify all political factors discussed in 
sample articles. Next, we documented and characterized the identified factors by their 
definition synthezied from the articles and it turned out that these factors can be grouped as 
follows: political trust, procedural and distributive fairness, political affiliation, participatory 
process, and policy preference.  
 
Specifically, if the factor in the articles concerns about people’s confidence or degree or trust 
in government in relation to policy support for environmental policy, it would be grouped as 
political trust. For articles investigate whether the policy formulation process and outcome 
would be transparent, fair, and objective, the concerned factor was labelled as procedural and 
distributive fairness. Political affiliation is about respondents’ ideology, political inclination, 
or political stance on the matter of environmental policy. Regarding participatory process, 
articles of this factor are most likely to be focused on public engagement in policy 
formulation and implementation process and the subsequent effects on public support for 
environmental policy. Finally, if articles touch upon public’s preferences over policy or issue 
of environmental policy agenda-setting, and their relationship with level of policy support, 
then we defined this political factor as policy preference. A structured summary and 
discussion of main findings (Bilotta et al., 2014) of each political factor will be reported in 
remaining sections. The narrative review allows us to reach a more critical and in-depth 
discussion and evaluation of political determinants in influencing the level of policy support. 
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3. Review of political factors influencing policy support 
 
3.1. Political trust 
 
Political trust is generally defined as people’s belief or confidence in the government that it 
will produce outcomes which are consistent with their expectations (Easton, 1975; Harring & 
Jagers, 2013; Hetherington, 2006; Kollmann & Reichl, 2015; Konisky et al., 2008; Miller, 
1974; Zannakis et al., 2015), and it is recognized as a crucial factor that influences 
individuals’ level of support for environmental policies. A trustworthy government can 
engender the public’s willingness to comply with laws, to support government initiatives, and 
to follow political leadership without needing to be coerced (Warren, 1999). In contrast, a 
distrusted government would result in lack of trust in anything that the government proposes 
to the public (Johnson & Scicchitano, 2000). Kollmann and Reichl (2015) suggested that 
insufficient trust in governments and politicians is the root cause of people’s reluctance to 
support environmental policy instruments.  
 
Studies conducted by Harring and Jagers (2013) and Kollmann and Reichl (2015) found that 
political trust is a significant factor in determining one’s willingness of supporting 
environmental taxes. According to the studies, there are two reasons lay behind individuals’ 
willingness to support for environmental taxes. One is that people’s confidence in the 
government, the belief that the government will deal the environmental taxes revenues in a 
righteous, effective, and proper way, and would not spend the revenues for purpose other 
than environmental protection (Harring & Jagers, 2013; Kollmann & Reichl, 2015). Another 
concern is people’s perception that the government is capable in combating environmental 
problems (Harring & Jagers, 2013). These two concerns form the basis of political trust 
which together effect policy support of a policy. In addition to economic sacrifices (Harring, 
2013; Kyselá, 2015), political trust is proved to be significant in predicting other supportive 
behaviours such as acceptance of environmental rules (Zannakis et al., 2015) and giving 
approval to additional government actions for environmental protection (Konisky et al., 2008; 
Xu & Li, 2016). The positive impacts of trust on policy support are also proved in the field 
such as air quality or reclaimed water policies (Hartley, 2006; Lubell et al., 2006; Ormerod & 
Scott, 2013). In sum, these studies prove that political trust has a positive impact on degree of 
policy support. Trust-building work is therefore important to be recognized by policymakers 
for formulating and implementing for urban environmental policies (Jenkins-Smith & 
Kunreuther, 2001; Johnson & Scicchitano, 2000). 
 
Political trust can be given to specific political objects or institutions, for example, the 
government as a whole, politicians, political groups, legislature, judiciary system, or even 
bureaucratic agencies (Citrin & Muste, 1999; Levi & Stoker, 2000). Acknowledged by the 
operational distinctions, several studies operationalize political trust for different political 
referents in their studies. For example, Johnson and Scicchitano (2000) found that  American 
respondents’ level of trust towards university scientists who involved in environmental 
decision-making is higher than local public authorities. Zannakis et al. (2015) conducted a 
similar investigation on public acceptance of environmental rules and found that political 
trust towards specific enforcement authorities is a stronger predictor of policy support but not 
trust in institutions in general. These results provide evidence for the argument proposed by 
Levi and Stoker (2000) that, the public’s behaviours are presumably driven by their trust 
toward particular authorities, and trust in particular institutions does not necessarily imply an 
equal level of trust in government as a whole.  
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3.2. Procedural fairness & distributive fairness 
 
Individuals are the ultimate receivers of most environmental policies. People are binding to 
pay for their pollution (e.g., solid waste charging fee) or environmental taxes or to change 
their behaviours (e.g., mandatory recycling) for better environment (Stern et al., 1999). Thus, 
individuals given any environmental policy context bear a certain degree of burden and 
responsibility, either in terms of financial cost or non-financial sacrifice. In light of this, 
people pay a considerable attention to the ways which policy decisions are made and the 
outcomes that affect them. Individuals’ attitudes and support towards a policy is in part 
shaped by perceived justice (Kals & Russell, 2001) which consists of two aspects of fairness, 
i.e., procedural fairness and distributive fairness (Clayton, 1998, 2000; Reese & Jacob, 2015). 
Lind and Tyler (1988) defined the term procedural fairness as the fairness of procedures used 
to determine outcomes. According to Tyler and Bies (1990), procedural fairness includes 
consistency with rule of law, respectful treatment to individuals, sufficient representation of 
citizens, and effective channel for citizens to raise their voices. Distributive fairness is 
regarded as that given a policy framework, responsibility and cost-benefits shared by every 
social member should be distributed in accordance to fair principles and no groups or 
individuals are placed in a disadvantaged position (Folger, 1996; Kim et al., 2013; MacCoun, 
2005).  
 
The concepts are discussed in a burgeoning of studies which examined environmental policy 
acceptability. Rasinski et al. (1994) proposed fairness as one of the motivations for 
explaining support for environmental spending. Their study concluded that fairness is a 
guiding principle governing people whether to support government spending on the 
environment compared with other social spending. Recent studies investigated the 
relationships by paying attention to a particular urban environmental policy. For example, 
Kim et al. (2013) found that an individual’s perception of fairness is the most important 
direct determinant on public acceptability of road pricing and environmental taxation policies 
in New Jersey, US and London, UK. Furthermore, Chung et al. (2011) proposed a model for 
testing prices fairness and tourists’ willingness to pay for natural conservation in America. 
The study’s findings supported that fair user fees policy is positively related to willingness to 
pay. A number of studies focused on urban transportation policy and road pricing. These 
studies showed that fairness positively relates to individuals’ support for these policies 
(Börjesson et al., 2016; Börjesson et al., 2012; Börjesson et al., 2015; Kim et al., 2013). The 
notion of fairness also applies to understanding supportive behaviours for waste management 
policies. Ohnuma et al. (2005) conducted a study in Nagoya, Japan and found that citizens’ 
approval of a new recycling policy is positively influenced by both procedural and 
distributive fairness. Similarly, Rahardyan et al. (2004) proved that fairness of locating of a 
waste management facility is strongly correlated with citizens’ support. Lima (2006) 
examined the impact of procedural justice and distributive justice on acceptance of waste 
incineration facilities in two Portugal cities, negative perception of justice is found to be 
correlated to unfavourable attitudes towards the incinerator. The two notions have been 
included in the studies about community acceptance of treated urban stormwater (Mankad et 
al., 2015) and water allocation decision (Syme et al., 1999).  
 
Though literature proves fairness is a significant predictor of policy support, some studies 
treat fairness as a psychological factor rather than a political determinant of policy support 
(Kim et al., 2013; Rasinski et al., 1994). However, it should be acknowledged that decision-
making procedures are politically determined. It is because the government reserves the 
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rights of providing citizens with a just, transparent, and inclusive policy decision-making 
process; in other words, whether there are fair procedures totally depending on the 
government’s intention of creating such decision-making environment. Therefore, procedures 
and its outcomes should be regarded as politically-induced factors instead of a 
psychologically-induced result. In sum, both procedural and distributive fairness act as a 
motivator of policy support. The fairer the procedures and outcomes, the greater public 
support the policy would gain. Failure to observe the fairness principles may result in losing 
support from citizens or even disobedience of policies. 
 
3.3. Political affiliation 
 
Political affiliation is proved to be a powerful predictor of environmental policy attitudes 
(Dunlap et al., 2001; Konisky et al., 2008; McCright, Dunlap, et al., 2014; McCright, Xiao, 
et al., 2014). Many studies considered political ideology in a liberal-conservative continuum 
where liberals are placed on the left-side and the right-side represents conservatives (Dupont 
& Bateman, 2012; Konisky et al., 2008; McCright, Xiao, et al., 2014; Uyeki & Holland, 
2000). By referring to a brief definition of political spectrum by Liu et al. (2014), liberals are 
individuals who believe in the role government in solving social problems for that the 
government should play an active role in minimizing socioeconomic divergence by 
regulating business behaviours and protecting collective well-being of the society. On the 
contrary, conservatives favour individual liberty for which any intervention from the 
government is discouraged because they believe in the role of market which can bring the 
society back to an equilibrium status. Liberals and conservatives are therefore on the opposite 
end of political spectrum. 
 
The cleavage in political view reflects in environmental issues. Uyeki and Holland (2000) 
proved that conservatives are less environmental concern and tend not to accept 
environmental policies. This is because most environmental policies will increase greater 
costs, either for the government or individuals (e.g., increasing government spending on 
environment protection, taxing individuals to reduce adverse effects on environmental that 
caused by their behaviours), and emphases on regulations for controlling behaviours of both 
private sectors and individuals. All these measures would lead to an infringement of freedom 
and trade-off of economic development, which contradict to political views of conservatives. 
Dunlap et al. (2001) further reaffirmed the argument empirically in a study in the United 
States that liberals have greater adherence to environmental policies than conservatives. A 
large amount of literature revealed that self-reported liberal people or Democrats in America 
consistently show greater support to environmental protection programmes (Carman, 1998; 
Davis & Fisk, 2014; Dietz et al., 2007; Elliott et al., 1997; Konisky et al., 2008; McCright, 
Xiao, et al., 2014; Stoutenborough et al., 2014). Results from other countries, e.g., United 
Kingdom (Clements, 2012; Dupont & Bateman, 2012), Switzerland (Tobler et al., 2012), 
Spain (Torgler & García-Valiñas, 2007), and in cross-national studies (Haller & Hadler, 2008; 
Neumayer, 2004) are more or less the same. 
 
To measure political affiliation and its impacts on environmental attitudes, current scholars 
generally employ different national-wide survey dataset as primary data source for analysis. 
For instance, General Social Survey conducted by US National Opinion Research Centre is 
adopted for analysis (Elliott et al., 1997; Uyeki & Holland, 2000), or other annual 
environmental polls conducted by research companies (Dunlap et al., 2001; McCright, Xiao, 
et al., 2014). To tap individuals’ political views, two measurements, self-labeled political 
ideology and party orientation, are generally used. Respondents are usually required to 
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indicate their position on the political ideological continuum by rating a Likert scale 
(Konisky et al., 2008); while party orientation is commonly coded as several term 
descriptions from a range of strong literals to strong conservatives. To conclude, studies 
discussed above found that political affiliation is a consistent and significant predictor of 
environmental policy support, and it is not only applicable to the U.S. context but also in 
other countries around the world.  
 
3.4. Participatory process 
 
Traditional participatory mechanisms in environmental context include public notices, public 
hearings, written comments, suggestions boxes, etc. These strategies, however, can only 
involve a small number of the general public and lack sufficient communication with the 
stakeholders (Beierle & Konisky, 2001; Daley, 2013). It is common that the government 
already has preliminary decisions and solutions of the concerned problems (Innes & Booher, 
2004). The traditional participatory mode is thus labeled as a government initiated approach 
which the general public plays a passive role throughout the policy decision-making process 
(Johnson, 2010). A number of scholars shared a similar view and suggested that a bottom-up 
approach which involves a broad participants, deliberative processes and collaborative public 
participation should be adopted (Beierle & Konisky, 2001; Garnett & Cooper, 2014; Petts, 
2001). The practice is a set of process which involves a broad stakeholders (e.g., individuals, 
NGOs, interests groups, and organizations) to actively participate in all stages of decision-
making process, and to influence and share control over policy decisions that may affect them 
(Havel, 1996; Reed, 2008). The process not only serves as a platform of aggregating public 
opinion towards policy, it can also increase transparency of decision-making process which 
improves citizens’ satisfaction in and legitimacy of policy decisions; which, in return, recruits 
more supporters for a policy (Hartley & Wood, 2005; Rietig, 2016; Roomratanapun, 2001; 
Shepherd & Bowler, 1997). 
 
Previous studies on public participation in environmental policymaking recognized that 
effective participatory process can gain decision legitimacy and increase public support for 
the policy (Chess & Purcell, 1999; Cuppen et al., 2012; Luyet et al., 2012; Petts, 2001; Reed, 
2008; Renn, 2006). Four major principles for successful public participation can be 
summarized. First, the general public should be provided with opportunities for early 
participation in policy decision-making process because early participation allows general 
public to influence planning process, contribute to high quality decisions and thus foster more 
responsive policies that meet citizens’ needs (Chess & Purcell, 1999; Garnett & Cooper, 2014; 
Luyet et al., 2012; Reed, 2008; Roberts, 2004). Second, a broad range of public participation 
enables the authority to capture a wide range of perspectives of concerned issues. It allows 
public authorities to incorporate knowledge from different stakeholders and reach holistic 
management approaches for environmental problems (Bloomfield et al., 2001; Junker et al., 
2007; Kapoor, 2001); in return, it can increase public acceptance of decisions (Junker et al., 
2007). Third, deliberative process is regarded to be a vehicle to garner more support that 
should provide stakeholders with sufficient information on the environmental problems, and 
chances to critically judge and discuss presented values, evidence, and proposals (Garnett & 
Cooper, 2014; Hartley & Wood, 2005; OECD, 2009; Petts, 2000, 2001; Reed, 2008; Renn, 
2006). Last, degree of influence plays a positive role in shaping policy support that public’s 
value and vision should play a role in the policy decision process (Cuppen et al., 2012; 
Gariepy, 1991; Halvorsen, 2003; Shepherd & Bowler, 1997; Webler et al., 1995). Being 
responsive to public input offers citizens a sense that the government is committed to 
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participatory process by considering and weighting their opinions during decision-making 
process (Beierle & Konisky, 2000; Garnett & Cooper, 2014; Webler et al., 2001). 
 
Findings from the prior studies provide fertile ground for understanding constituents of public 
participation. By taking these aspects into account can yield better management of public 
participation, which is recognized to be crucial for contributing to policy success (Cuppen et 
al., 2012; Luyet et al., 2012). The above summarized principles provide public authorities in 
managing the participatory process and may also serve as the basis for construct 
measurements.  
 
3.5. Policy preference 
 
Policy preference is an indicator for policy support. It refers to the public’s interest in or 
desire for a particular kind of policy than other policies else (Page & Shapiro, 2010; Wlezien, 
1995). Due to the scarce of resources, environmental policies compete against other policies 
for resources (León & Araña, 2016a, 2016b). For example, there is a possibility of reduction 
of welfare spending if the government allocated more financial resources on environmental 
protection; or the society may put a cost on economic development if environmental 
protection is being emphasized (Elliott et al., 1995; Inglehart, 1995). Similarly, competing for 
resources can be found between different environmental issues or problems. Limited 
resources create a preference gap between the general public and policymakers. Policymakers 
and the public may have diversified weighting over specific policies with regard to their 
concerned issues, resulting in differences between enacted policy and public agenda (Daniels 
et al., 2013; Page & Shapiro, 1993; Podhora, 2015). It is suggested that keeping close with 
public preferences allows policymakers to formulate a policy which can gain greater support 
from the public (Dunlap, 2002; Guber, 2003; Milon & Scrogin, 2006). 
 
Public preference over a policy is subject to change in response to particular events. For 
example, Leiserowitz et al. (2006) pointed out that the Three Mile Island nuclear accident 
directed an attention shift of policies. Timing for initiating policy is an important aspect 
which warrants understanding of the public’s policy preferences. The notion is similar to 
what Kingdon (1995) proposed, the opening of policy window (i.e., an opportunity to 
introduce a new policy) depends on public attention to a particular kind of issue and putting 
the issue onto policy agenda. In regard to problem tackling, The World Bank (1993) 
suggested that selection of appropriate policies for tackling problems matters in determining 
individuals’ willingness to pay for expenditure of water planning policies. To sum up, right 
timing of initiating a policy offers opportunities to policymakers to mobilize support for the 
public. The appropriate enforcement tools can foster public support for the policy (Wan et al., 
2015). 
 
The public’s policy preferences can be measured by public opinion survey either in a cross-
section or longitudinal study. Preferences is often tapped by most important problem (MIP) 
questions such as “which policy area do you consider should be given priority”. Another 
common approach for eliciting individuals’ evaluation of environmental conservation and 
sense of environmental priorities is Contingent Valuation Method (CVM). In a study by 
Blaine and Smith (2006), respondents were presented with a series of environmental issues 
and they were required to rate the issues on a Likert scale. Identified preference from public 
opinion is regarded to be a reference of agenda setting and policy decision (Daniels et al., 
2013; Lester, 1995; Major & Atwood, 2004). There are surprisingly rare of empirical studies 
and discussions on the mechanism of policy preferences that influencing policy support. Still, 
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from literature discussed above the potential value of policy preferences in explaining public 
support is made clear. The more a policy matches with preferences of large majorities (i.e., 
policy decisions are congruence with expectation of the general public), the more likely that 
the people would show support for the policy. 
 
3.6. Synthesis of political factors: a new conceptual model for policy support analysis 
 
As mentioned in preceding sections, the field has been filled with a large volume of studies of 
policy support in relation to socio-demographic and attitudinal/psychological variables. 
Evidence from literature suggested that the context in which the policy is formulated and 
implemented should not be excluded from examination of level of policy support. This paper 
addresses the gap by constructing a political conceptual model for the advancement of 
explaining the phenomenon of policy support.  

Figure 2 illustrates the logic of the conceptual model that explains the ways of which political 
factors affect the level of policy support. As depicted in the diagram, a perspective of 
contributed-relationship is emphasized in the model. Five identified politically-induced 
factors, namely, political trust, procedural and distributive fairness, political affiliation, 
participatory process, and policy preferences, independently contribute to the dependent 
variable, that is, the level of policy support. A high level of political trust among people 
engenders the willingness to support a policy or comply with regulations. A policy which is 
formulated by fair principles and with fair outcomes is more likely to be accepted by the 
public. Sufficient public participation also increases the pool of policy support as the 
participatory process allows people to make their voice heard and reach a more favourable 
decision as a result. People also welcome policies which are initiated at a right timing and 
with appropriate instruments, and favour policies that are consistent with their political stance. 
In brief, every political factor independently shapes public’s perceptions towards a policy. 
Positive interactive results between people and the political environmental and a good quality 
of policy would generate a greater amount of policy support. 
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Figure 2 The political conceptual model explaining support for urban environmental policy 
 
 

 
 

Figure 3 The conceptual framework – public support for urban environmental policy 
 

The newly-constructed political model, together with socio-demographic and psychological 
blocks, forms a conceptual framework which comprehensively facilitates the examination of 
policy support (Figure 3). We treat individuals’ socio-demographic characteristics such as 
social class and education level as static variables since they are predetermined and little 
change could be found over time. Still, the variables form the basis of determining the level 
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of policy support of individuals. As for psychological factors, they are regarded as internal 
motivators directing individuals’ level of policy support. The focus of these factors is about 
emotional and cognitive state of a person towards a policy. Political factors, by contrast, are 
external forces driving policy support. They are factors which derive from the political 
environment where the policy is situated in, and exert influences on people’s decision on 
whether they should show support for a policy. Level of policy support is a joint condition of 
different factors and it can only be fully understood by investigating its different facets (i.e., 
socio-demographic characteristics, psychological, and political factors). 

4. Discussion 
 
Previous section has reviewed literature on potential political factors which have effects on 
level of policy support. The following section is about some reflections on current issues and 
some suggestions on future directions for research. 
 
4.1. Political trust 
 
Only a few pieces of studies operationalized measurements to distinguishing trust in different 
political referents (e.g., trust in government as a whole, or politicians, or specific institutions) 
in studies of environmental policy support. Citrin and Muste (1999) suggested that scholars 
should specify the object of trust that is being measured. As discussed above, the public’s 
political trust may not be adequately accessed if only a particular government level is being 
evaluated. Subsequently level of political trust is likely to be magnified or underestimated. It 
is particular true in countries that the public’s civic consciousness is not fully-fledged, 
implying that respondents are not capable of differentiating political referents and make 
corresponding evaluations. Therefore, it is suggested that future research should expand 
current inquiries beyond assessment of political trust in government in an aggregated level, 
and tries to explore how the level of political trust varies in different political referents and its 
impact on policy support. 
 
4.2. Procedural & distributive fairness 
 
Current literature have yet fully discussed elements of fair procedures, for example, Kim et al. 
(2013) and Ebreo et al. (1996) only considered procedural fairness as a blanket of ideas, and 
grasped respondents’ level of perception of fairness by asking question like “Do you think the 
process of government decision making that lead to an environmental tax is fair?” Evaluation 
on other aspects of procedural fairness such as whether citizens’ voice is being heard or 
whether they are well represented during decision-making process is rarely discussed in past 
studies. Future research may examine procedural fairness and its impact on policy support by 
using different criteria, for instance, compliance with rule of law, respectful treatment to 
individuals, sufficient representation of citizens, and effective channel for citizens to raise 
their voices instead of a single aspect or general impression of procedural fairness. Another 
concerned issue is some scholars argued that perceived justice of environmental policy is 
based on fairness of decision-making process more than the outcomes (Clayton, 1998), as a 
consequence, any result found will lost significance (Kals & Russell, 2001). However, 
examining outcomes (i.e., distributive fairness) and its influence on policy support is still 
worthy. As study conducted by Ohnuma et al. (2005) showed, distributive fairness is the core 
determinant of preferences for strict environmental rules. The result provides a referential 
point for future research on investigating support for loose-strict environmental policies. 
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4.3. Political affiliation 
 
Prior research mainly focused on relationships between individuals’ political orientation and 
degree of support for urban environmental policy (Dunlap et al., 2001; Tobler et al., 2012). 
Studies on relationships between public support and different types of policy instruments of a 
given environmental policy are rarely found. It should be noted that there can be a wide range 
of policy tools for addressing a particular kind of environmental problem, for example, 
voluntary-based programmes like campaigns for promoting pro-environmental behaviours, 
financial charge/levy such introducing environmental tax or waste charging schemes, 
statutory instruments such as regulatory framework of air pollutant emission (Elmore, 1987; 
Wan et al., 2015). As discussed above, conservative-attached individuals generally opposite 
intervention from the government (e.g., regulations) whilst liberals are more pro-environment 
and incline to environmental policy in general. In other words, people on different political 
spectrum may show varying degrees of support on an environmental policy, depending on the 
nature of the policy instrument, that is, voluntary-based campaigns to financial means to 
regulatory frameworks. Examining how level of support for different policy tools vary across 
individuals’ political orientation would help the government to formulate policies which can 
maximize support, and in return, effectively implement the policies and achieve policy goals.  
 
4.4. Participatory process 
 
Though research on participatory process and its effects on policy support are well-
documented, most works are based on a single case study and are normative arguments 
deducted by reasoning. These studies have provided fruitful sources for understanding 
participatory process and fertile soil for future research. However, the role of participatory 
process in environment policy and its relation with policy support are yet thoroughly studied. 
For example, current research relies heavily on single case study (Daley, 2013), which case 
comparison is rarely found. It should be noticed that single case study does not allow 
investigation on if level of policy support varies across policies in the absence of 
participatory processes. By conducting comparative study, research in the field would be 
benefited from filling with findings on the magnitude to which participatory process affects 
the degree of citizens’ endorsement of environmental policy. In order to increase the 
reliability, future research should also control other variables which may have effects on 
policy support. Besides, it is observed that many current studies focus mainly on normative 
arguments which quantitative testing is hardly found. Hence, it is suggested that scholars may 
shift their attention to case comparison and more quantitative methods in future research. 
 
4.5. Policy preference 
 
Public opinion polls have revealed that people express a strong environmental attitude and 
tend to support for more government spending on urban environmental policy (Dunlap, 2002; 
Guber, 2003). However, it is too early jumping into a conclusion that the public are in favour 
of environmental policy by only looking into the results of these surveys. The multi-
dimension policy preference of environmental policy may disrupt the conclusion of 
environmental preference of the public. First and foremost, the measurements of 
environmental policy preference such as by simply asking respondents whether support for 
environmental protection or willingness to pay more tax for environmental programme do not 
allow scholars gather accurate preference on environmental policy from the public. This is 
because there are different types of environmental problems. Respondents may have different 
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concerns in different environmental issues. Showing preferences for one particular type of 
environmental issue does not imply equal endorsement of the others (Daniels et al., 2013). 
 
Moreover, instead of expressing positive preference on a simple attitudinal measurement (e.g., 
“Are you willing to pay for environmental protection?”), public’s policy preferences may 
originate from their consideration on the extent of willingness to make sacrifice for 
environmental protection. The degree of preference may diminish in line with the escalation 
of cost for protecting the environment, so as the level of policy support. Going forward, 
depending on what types of resources that people have to sacrifice, policy preference may 
turn out to be different. Some people may prefer using financial means (e.g., paying more 
taxes, approval of earmarking more government spending) or other types of public resources 
(e.g., land resources for environmental facilities) for environmental protection while others 
may favour contributing personal efforts such as spending more time to do recycling in 
response to government’s urban environmental policy. People’s preferences and associated 
policy support may therefore vary with regard to different policy instruments. In order to 
accurately grasp relationships between people’s preferences on environmental issues and 
corresponding level of support for environmental policy, future research may work on 
measurements of people’s preferences by referring to above arguments. 
 
5. Conclusions 
 
This paper has systematically reviewed 88 selected papers retrieved from Scopus and other 
databases and filled the knowledge gap of policy support by identifying political factors for 
possible explanation. Five political factors, i.e., political trust, procedural and distributive 
fairness, political affiliation, participatory policy process, and policy preference, form a new 
conceptual model which take most political contexts into consideration, ranging from 
perceptions over a political authority to policy formations. Apart from socio-demographic 
and psychological factors, future studies can integrate identified political factors into the 
research framework for policy support investigation. The model also facilitates future 
discussions and research on policy support of urban environmental policies. Moreover, 
evaluations of current measurement issues and possible research direction are highlighted in 
this paper. 
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