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1 Introduction  

Environmental campaigns and public policies that focus on individual responsibility and 

behavioral changes of individuals have been widely studied and are frequently promoted as 

key tools to combat a wide range of environmental problems. However, there are increasing 

concerns about the implications of such a policy orientation. In a recent article, Chater & 

Loewenstein (2023) argue that a focus on individual-level responsibility and behavioral 

changes, what they call an “i-frame”, might shift the focus away from standard system-wide 

policies and institutional design changes, what they call an “s-frame”. Thus, the recent surge 

in “i-frame” polices, particularly in the form of behavioral interventions, may have the 

unintended consequence of slowing down or halting system-wide changes, i.e., 

comprehensive policy measures and institutional frameworks that would in turn make 

behavioral changes simpler or easier to implement. In this study, we investigate if and how 

an “i-frame” intervention affects the support for “s-frame” policies in both the domain that 

the “i-frame” targets and in other domains.1 Specifically, we investigate how a campaign 

targeting the use of single-use plastics affects support for system-wide policies targeting 

plastic use and policies targeting other environmental problems. 

Previous studies have investigated the associations among pro-environmental behaviors 

across different domains (see e.g. Carlsson et al., 2021; Jessoe et al., 2021; Kaida & Kaida, 

2015; Truelove et al., 2014; Thøgersen & Ölander, 2003; Thøgersen, 1999). For example, 

Carlsson et al. (2021) find that a social information campaign targeting water use also 

reduced electricity use for the same households. They argue that this was due to individuals' 

desire to act consistently across similar domains (Cialdini, 1984; Frey, 1993). A similar 

effect is found by Jessoe et al. (2021). These are known as positive spillover effects (Galasso 

et al., 2023; Truelove et al., 2014). On the other hand, Mazar and Zhong (2010) find that 

people become less altruistic after purchasing environmentally friendly products than after 

purchasing conventional products. They label this type of effect as moral licensing (also see, 

 

1 While our paper speaks to the concern of Chater & Loewenstein (2023) and we adopted their 

terminology when describing different policy frames, our experiment predates our knowledge of 

their work. We preregistered the research questions of the effect of plastic reduction campaign on 

wider policy support in Alpizar et al. (2019). 
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Blanken et al., 2015), also known as indirect rebound effects (Reimers et al., 2021) or 

negative spillover effects (Truelove et al., 2014).  

Our interest is in the potential spillover from an information campaign focused on individual 

behavioral change to attitudes toward public policies, some of which may require systemic 

changes. Here the evidence of any spillover effect is much scarcer. Studies that have 

examined spillover effects on policy support typically only look at policies in the same 

domain. For example, Steinhorst and Matthies (2016) examine the long-term spillover 

effects of interventions aimed at energy-saving behavior on low-carbon policy acceptability. 

Werfel (2017) provides survey-based evidence that people who were randomly assigned to 

report their energy-saving actions after the shutdown of the Fukushima power plant were 

less likely to support a tax increase on carbon. Knook et al. (2022) finds in an experiment 

that subjects who were primed to think of a low-cost mitigation practice were less likely to 

support a national mitigation policy. Related to this is the finding in Hagmann et al. (2019) 

that alerting people to a low-cost policy focusing on individual behavior (a green energy 

nudge) reduced support for broader measures like a carbon tax. In the context of plastics, 

Truelove et al. (2016) finds evidence of negative spillover effects of bottle recycling on 

students’ support for a green fund. The existing evidence thus suggests that there is a risk 

of a negative spillover from interventions that focus on individual behavior in terms of 

reducing policy support (Chater & Loewenstein, 2023). However, the evidence is not 

extensive, and it largely relies on survey-based evidence or evidence from laboratory 

experiments. In this study we not only investigate the potential spillover within the same 

domain but also if it spills over to other domains. This focus is important because it is 

sometimes argued that focusing on one environmental problem may risk taking attention 

away from other significant environmental issues (see e.g., Stafford & Jones, 2019) 

This study also contributes to the literature on policy support or acceptability. There is 

extensive literature on public support for environmental policies (e.g. Fang & Innocenti, 

2023; Baranzini & Carattini, 2017; Kallbekken & Sælen, 2011; Thalmann, 2004). 

Preferences for which environmental problems to address are endogenous and affected by 

a large set of observable and unobservable factors (Mattauch et al., 2022). Factors such as 
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the characteristics of the policy itself – including efficiency and distributional impacts – 

political attitudes, and self-interest often affect the level of support for policies.2 

The unique aspect of our study is that we use experimental variation to evaluate the impact 

of an environmental campaign on associated changes in policy support for various policies. 

By comparing policy support in the control group with support in the treated groups, we can 

assess whether the campaign also influenced participants’ support for conventional policy 

instruments such as bans, taxes, or subsidies. We investigate support for policies in the same 

domain as the campaign domain (plastic use) and in other environmental domains, 

particularly carbon-related policies. We conduct a randomized experiment in two large 

university dormitory complexes in Vietnam. The details of the experimental design have 

been documented by Ho et al. (2022). Another unique aspect of our study is that we evaluate 

changes in policy support weeks after the delivery of the campaign, which captures more 

stable and sustained effects than the typical immediate effect measured in most studies.  

We find that the environmental campaign focusing on the use of single-use plastics also 

increases subjects’ support for policies that combat plastic pollution. Thus, in contrast to 

most studies (see, for example, Reimers et al., 2021), we find no evidence of a within-

domain moral licensing effect (as also found in Urban et al., 2021). Furthermore, we find 

that the campaign had a negative effect on support for environmental policies in other 

domains, evidencing a cross-domain negative spillover effect. Using Chater and 

Loewenstein’s terminology, the plastic-oriented “i-frame” campaign brings increased 

support for “s-frame” policies within that domain, while decreasing support for s-frame 

policies in other domains.  

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: in Section 2 we introduce the experimental 

design and how we measure policy support; in Section 3, we show the results; we discuss 

the implications of the findings and conclude the paper in Section 4.  

 

2 With regard to self-interest, we mean that individuals are more likely to support a policy that does 

not have a negative impact on their own circumstance. For example, someone who does not has a 

car is more likely to support a congestion charge than someone who has a car.  
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2 Experimental Design 

This study is nested within a field experiment designed to examine the effect of a behavioral 

intervention (having a celebrity endorse a campaign) targeting the use of single-use plastics 

(Ho et al. 2022). The whole experiment was registered on the AEA RCT registry (Alpizar 

et al., 2019). In this paper, we move beyond Ho et al. (2022) and use a set of questions that 

elicit the extent of public support for different policies. Importantly, we have this 

information for both treated and control groups.  

2.1 The Environmental Information Campaign on Plastics 

The field experiment was designed to evaluate the effects of an environmental information 

campaign, with and without celebrity endorsement, on the use of single-use plastics. The 

information campaign (Plastic Campaign) was organized in the form of environmental 

workshops with a strong educational element and a clear injunctive tone. For a subset of the 

subjects, the campaign was endorsed by a celebrity in a video (Campaign + Celebrity). 

Participants in the control group were invited to workshops with a similar length but no 

relation to plastic pollution to control for any effect of participating in a workshop. The 

control workshops were a series of personality tests on general topics, such as being 

successful in school and how to plan a future career. The two treatment arms and the control 

are key to our identification strategy.  

We also conducted surveys before and after the intervention. These surveys are central to 

our paper and are described below. The detailed experimental design and experimental 

results on the consumption of single-use plastics have been documented by Ho et al. (2022). 

2.2 Measures of Policy Support 

We elicit information on the extent of support for different environmental policies through 

questionnaires. To measure the direct impact of the plastic-specific campaign on support 

for plastic policies, we elicit information on support for three commonly adopted policies 

about single-use plastics: a ban in supermarkets, a full ban, and a tax. Specifically, we asked 

the participants the following questions: “Do you support a policy that bans single-use 

plastics in supermarkets?”, “Do you support a policy that completely bans single-use 

plastics across the country?” and “Do you support a policy that taxes single-use plastics?”. 
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Policy support is measured on a 1-5 Likert scale. We elicit information on support for plastic 

policies twice, once in the baseline survey and once in the end-line survey. The baseline 

survey took place about one week before the start of the workshops. The end-line survey 

was carried out at least 3 weeks after the workshops. This allows us to track the within-

subject change in attitudes towards single-use plastic policies as well as between-subject 

comparisons.  

For the other domains, we elicit subjects’ attitudes towards a variety of environmental 

policies that target environmental issues with both local and global relevance. Specifically, 

we ask subjects to what extent they agree with each of the five statements as follows: the 

government should introduce a congestion charge; the government should invest more in 

public transportation; the government should introduce a carbon tax; the government should 

invest more in the renewable energy sector; and the government should tax meat products. 

Support for these policies is also measured on a 1-5 Likert scale. We measure support for 

these environmental policies only once, in the end-line survey. Therefore, we rely on 

between-subject comparisons to estimate spillover effects.  

2.3 Data Collection and Sample Characteristics 

The experiment was conducted from October 2019 to January 2020in two student villages 

in Ho Chi Minh City and Can Tho City, Vietnam, using college students as subjects. 

Treatment assignment was randomized at the dormitory room level to reduce contamination 

between treatment and control groups. One student in each selected room was randomly 

selected as a participant in the workshops.  

In the control group, 340 students participated in the experiment and responded to both the 

baseline and endline surveys. For the two treatment groups, the corresponding numbers 

were 326 and 319 students. 3  Table 1 shows the summary statistics of individual 

 

3 In total 1,700 students were invited to participate in workshops. This includes a third treatment 

group that is not used in this study. The treatment for the third group is like the treatment with a 

celebrity endorsement, but includes a pledge. As reported by Ho et al. (2022), there was no 

additional effect of the pledge compared with the treatment with just the celebrity endorsement, and 

for that reason we do not include this treatment in this paper. Most of the students accepted the 

invitation to participate in the workshops. Over 1,600 students completed the pre-treatment survey. 
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characteristics of the control and treatment groups as well as the baseline support for plastic 

policies.  

Table 1. Summary Statistics and Balance Checks 

  Summary statistics Balance check 

  Control Plastic 

Campaign  

(T1) 

Campaign 

+ Celebrity 

(T2) 

T1 T2 

Demographics      

Age Age in years 19.2 19.2 19.2 
-0.024 

(0.062) 

-0.0001 

(0.061) 

Male 
Gender dummy: 1 if 

male 
0.55 0.48 0.48 

-0.287* 

(0.158) 

-0.272* 

(0.160) 

Kinh 
Ethnicity dummy: 1 

if Kinh ethnicity 
0.92 0.94 0.94 

0.330 

(0.310) 

0.394 

(0.320) 

Rural 
Rural dummy: 1 if 

from a rural area 
0.68 0.68 0.68 

0.031 

(0.170) 

0.0001 

(0.172) 

Support for plastic policies  

Ban in 

supermarket 

Support for a ban on 

single-use plastics 

in supermarkets.  

4.08 4.15 4.14 
0.136 

(0.109) 

0.139 

(0.110) 

Full ban 

Support for a 

national ban on 

single-use plastics. 

3.69 3.75 3.72 
-0.117 

(0.097) 

-0.110 

(0.098) 

Tax 
Support for a tax on 

single-use plastics. 
3.87 3.90 3.91 

-0.088 

(0.087) 

-0.128 

(0.088) 

Obs.  340 326 319   
Join test: p-values, chi-squared test 0.387 0.305 

Note: A balance check is carried out by regressing treatment assignment on individual characteristics and 

baseline attitude using a multinomial logistic regression with the control group as the reference group. We 

show the coefficients in the last two columns.  

Policy support is measured on a 1-5 Likert scale with increasing levels of support.  

 

The sample is well balanced across groups on individual characteristics, except that the 

control group has a slightly higher proportion of male subjects. Attitudes towards plastic 

policies at baseline are also well-balanced across groups. 4  Overall, the allocation into 

different groups is not correlated with any of these characteristics.  

 

About 9% of the students dropped out after the pre-treatment survey. A total of 1,460 students 

participated in the workshops. The attrition between the workshop and the post-treatment survey 

was smaller. We observed that 1,348 out of the 1,460 workshop participants participated in the post-

treatment survey, giving an attrition rate of 7.7%. As stated in Ho et al. (2022), sample attrition does 

not pose a serious challenge for the interpretation of the results.  
4 Pair-wise Mann-Whitney tests: p=0.96 (Control v Campaign), 0.84 (Control vs. Campaign + 

Celebrity) and 0.87 (Campaign vs. Campaign + Celebrity) for a ban in supermarkets; p=0.26, 0.22 

and 0.89 for a full ban, and p=0.33, 0.12 and 0.54 for a tax.  
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3 Results 

3.1 Policy Support in the Same Domain 

We first look at support for the various policies concerning single-use plastics. Figure 1 

shows the mean level of support for the three plastics policies. We report the full distribution 

of responses both at the baseline and the endline survey in the Appendix.  

    

    

Figure 1. Support for plastics policies in the baseline and endline survey 

There is relatively high support for plastic policies in all groups and the three groups started 

on an equal footing before our intervention. However, we do see a higher support level for 

plastic policies in the two treatment groups. This effect is particularly evident for policies 

that propose taxation on single-use plastics. 

To account for unobserved differences between the groups and time-varying factors, and to 

have a more precise estimate of the size of the effect, we use a DID regression to estimate 

the treatment effect of our plastic campaign on support for plastic policies. We include 

dummies for the plastic information campaign and for the information campaign that 
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included endorsement by a celebrity. We have multiple outcome variables, and our main 

interest is in any overall change in support for plastic policies. We therefore follow the 

procedure in Clingingsmith et al. (2009) and report mean standardized effects as our main 

result in order to avoid multiple-testing issues and to increase the statistical power of the 

analysis. The mean standardized treatment effect estimates the average of the normalized 

treatment effects obtained from a seemingly unrelated regression, where each dependent 

variable is one of the outcome variables. The mean standardized treatment effect on the 

outcomes for the three plastic policy options is 
1

𝐽
∑

πj

σj

𝐽
𝑗=1 , where πj is the average treatment 

effect on support for policy j (j=1, 2, 3) and σj is the standard deviation of the support for 

policy j in the control group. Results are reported in Table 2.5  

Table 2. Treatment effects on support of policy on single-use plastics 

 (1) (2) 

Plastic Campaign 0.200*** 

(0.079) 

0.207*** 

(0.080) 

Celebrity endorsement -0.008 

(0.080) 

-0.011 

(0.081) 

Individual characteristics No Yes 

No. of observations 1,962 1,912 

Note: Results reported are from calculating mean standardized effects across multiple outcomes, 

following Clingingsmith et al. (2009). The mean standardized treatment effect estimates the 

average of the normalized treatment effects obtained from a seemingly unrelated regression, 

where each dependent variable is one of the outcome variables used. The three outcome measures 

here are the support for a total ban on single-use plastics; support for a ban on single-use plastics 

in supermarkets; and support for a tax on single-use plastics. All three individual outcome 

measures are on a 1-5 Likert scale, with increasing levels of support. The coefficient of the plastic 

campaign represents the treatment of having the plastic information campaign, and the coefficient 

of celebrity endorsement represents the additional effect of the celebrity endorsement of the 

intervention. Variables showing respondent’s characteristics include gender, age, ethnicity, and 

whether respondents were from rural or urban area. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

There is a statistically significant increase in policy support because of the plastic 

information campaign. The size of the effect is modest, about 20% of the standard deviation, 

or about a 4.5%-5.6% increase from the baseline level. We do not find any additional effect 

on support for plastics policies from celebrity endorsement of the campaign. Thus, we find 

no support for a negative spillover effect on support for s-frame policies from the i-frame 

intervention, on the contrary, support increases. The lack of negative spillover effect is not 

 

5 Results for each policy are reported in Table A1 in the appendix. We also show the results from between 

group comparisons using only the endline survey data in Table A2. 
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driven by changes in plastic use due to the intervention because, as in Ho et al. (2022), the 

information campaign itself did not have any statistically significant effect on plastic use 

except when endorsed by a celebrity. This is interesting because it suggests that the effect 

on policy support is not primarily driven by changes towards more environmentally friendly 

behavior. 

3.2 Policy Support in Other Domains 

Figure 2 compares the attitudes towards policies in other domains. Note that now we can 

only rely on a cross-sectional comparison, using responses from the endline survey.  

   

Figure 2. Attitudes toward policies in other domains across groups 

The general pattern that emerges if we compare the control group and the two treatment 

groups is that policy support is somewhat lower in the two treatment groups, although the 

extent of the difference varies across specific policies. For example, the difference in 

support is much more pronounced for a policy to invest more in public transport, and smaller 

for imposing a carbon tax. 
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Again, because we use multiple outcome variables to capture the potential changes in 

support for environmental policies in general, we report the mean standardized spillover 

effects of the plastic-specific campaign on support for other environmental policies.6 As 

before, we include dummies to capture the effects of the plastic information campaign on 

its own, and the effect of the celebrity endorsement element. The estimation is based on a 

between-subject comparison at the end-line. Results are reported in Table 3. 

Table 3. Spillover effect on support for policies on other environmental issues 

 (1) (2) 

Plastic Campaign  -0.131*** 

(0.046) 

-0.143*** 

(0.047) 

Celebrity endorsement 0.069 

(0.046) 

0.069 

(0.047) 

Individual characteristics No Yes 

No. of Observations 977 952 

Note: Results reported are from calculating mean standardized effects across multiple outcomes. 

Five outcome variables are included in the seemingly unrelated regression. The outcome variables 

are support for a carbon tax; support for larger investment in renewable energy; support for a meat 

tax; support for a congestion charge, and support for larger investment in public transportation. 

All outcome measures are on a 1-5 Likert scale with an increasing level of support. The coefficient 

of the plastic campaign represents the treatment of being exposed to the plastic information 

campaign, and the coefficient of celebrity endorsement represents the additional effect of celebrity 

endorsement of the intervention. Variables related to individual characteristics include gender, 

age, ethnicity, and whether the respondents are from a rural or urban area.  

Robust standard errors are in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 

The plastics campaign leads to a decrease in support for policies related to other domains, 

indicating a negative spillover of the informational element of the campaign. Furthermore, 

we find no additional effect of the behavioral element of the campaign on support for 

policies. Controlling for individual characteristics, the negative spillover effect caused by 

the campaign corresponds to 14% of the standard deviation, only slightly smaller in size 

than the direct positive effect on support for plastics policies. This translates into a 3.5% to 

4.7% decline in mean support in the treatment group compared to the control group, which 

is again only slightly smaller than the direct positive effect. Thus, here we do observe a 

negative spillover effect on support for s-frame policies from the i-frame intervention.  

 

6 Results for each policy are reported in Table A3 in the appendix. 
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4 Discussion and Concluding Remarks 

The findings directly contribute to the ongoing debate on the interaction between behavioral 

versus system-wide interventions, with nuanced evidence. On the one hand, our plastic 

campaign targeting individual behavioral changes in the use of single-use plastic increases 

support for plastics regulations and taxation of single-use plastic. The individual-level 

solution (the “i-frame”) facilitates system-wide (the “s-frame”) interventions in this domain. 

On the other hand, we find an effect of reduced support for policies in other environmental 

domains. Whether the trade-off is worthwhile depends on policy priorities and the relative 

importance of environmental challenges. Our results are clearly context-dependent, and 

more research is needed.  

The positive effect on the support for plastic policies can be attributed to the informational 

content of the campaign. The campaign provided information on plastic pollution at both 

local and global levels.  The campaign may thus increase awareness of and concerns around 

plastic pollution and therefore increase support for related policies. The information 

campaign did influence knowledge of plastic pollution and on subjects’ normative 

perceptions about single-use plastic consumption, as also reported by Ho et al. (2022).  

The negative effect on the support for policies in other domains is particularly interesting. 

The different directions of the effect on policies of different domains suggest that it could 

be some type of licensing effect (Leslie, 2019; Mazar & Zhong, 2010; Merritt et al., 2010), 

that is, supporting stricter environmental policies in one domain provides a moral license to 

withhold support for environmental policies in other domains. However, if moral licensing 

explains the negative effects on the support for policies in other environmental domains, we 

would perhaps expect to see a stronger licensing effect of the campaign with celebrity 

endorsement, since it was only celebrity endorsement that led to people changing their 

behavior (Ho et al., 2022). Another explanation could be a type of diversion of attention. 

Given limited cognitive resources, a focus on plastic pollution might result in a downplaying 

of other environmental problems and a reduction in support for other policy changes. The 

concern has been raised, that the media focus on marine plastics is a “convenient but 

distracting truth” that shifts attention and policies away from bigger issues such as climate 

change (Stafford & Jones, 2019). 
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One consideration is extent to which our results are driven by experimenter demand effects 

(De Quidt et al., 2018). However, this is not likely to be the explanation since all subjects 

in the treatment groups received the same information. Thus, the contrast between the 

effects of the treatments on behavior and on support is not likely to be driven by 

experimenter demand effects. However, subjects in the control group did not receive any 

information about plastic use or policies, and the two surveys were not obfuscated (Haaland 

et al., 2023). Although we cannot exclude the possibility of an experimenter demand effect, 

we highlight two important considerations: (i) the baseline survey was conducted before 

any information provision, and (ii) the end-line survey was conducted at least three weeks 

after the experiment had ended. There is also little reason therefore to believe that the 

experimenter demand effect would go in the opposite direction in different domains.  

Our findings have policy implications for information campaigns to address specific 

environmental issues. When designing and implementing an environmental campaign 

targeting a specific issue, caution should be exercised to mitigate negative spillover effects 

on other domains. This highlights the need for further research to examine spillover effects 

on actual individual behavior and systemic changes within and across domains, such as 

measuring policy support through actual behavior.  
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Appendix 
 

 

 

 

Figure A1. Distribution of support for plastic policy before (left) and after (right) the intervention. 
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Table A1. Treatment Effect on Support for Plastic Policies 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

 Ban in 

supermarket 

Ban in 

supermarket 

Full ban Full ban Plastic tax Plastic tax 

Plastic 

campaign * 

Endline 

0.093 

(0.091) 

0.091 

(0.092) 

0.270** 

(0.106) 

0.274** 

(0.107) 

0.223** 

(0.097) 

0.241** 

(0.097) 

Celebrity 

endorsement * 

Endline 

-0.032 

(0.090) 

-0.039 

(0.092) 

-0.055 

(0.107) 

-0.050 

(0.109) 

0.063 

(0.096) 

0.056 

(0.097) 

Plastic 

campaign 

0.020 

(0.068) 

0.032 

(0.068) 

-0.075 

(0.078) 

-0.071 

(0.079) 

-0.080 

(0.075) 

-0.082 

(0.075) 

Plastic 

campaign + 

Celebrity 

endorsement 

0.022 

(0.069) 

0.032 

(0.071) 

-0.079 

(0.078) 

-0.073 

(0.080) 

-0.108 

(0.074) 

-0.115 

(0.075) 

Endline 
-0.026 

(0.067) 

-0.030 

(0.068) 

-0.115 

(0.075) 

-0.124 

(0.076) 

0.179*** 

(0.069) 

0.157** 

(0.069) 

Male 
 

 

0.025 

(0.038) 

 

 

-0.015 

(0.044) 

 

 

0.064 

(0.040) 

From rural area 
 

 

0.017 

(0.042) 

 

 

0.032 

(0.049) 

 

 

0.002 

(0.043) 

Ethnic Kinh 
 

 

0.109 

(0.070) 

 

 

-0.018 

(0.079) 

 

 

0.084 

(0.079) 

Age 
 

 

-0.017 

(0.015) 

 

 

-0.022 

(0.018) 

 

 

-0.018 

(0.015) 

Constant 
4.097*** 

(0.049) 

4.288*** 

(0.309) 

3.750*** 

(0.055) 

4.165*** 

(0.367) 

3.782*** 

(0.052) 

4.021*** 

(0.314) 

Observations 1962 1912 1962 1912 1962 1912 

Adjusted R2 -0.001 -0.000 0.002 0.002 0.040 0.039 

Note: Policy support is elicited twice, before and after the intervention. Policy support is measured 

on a 1-5 scale. DID style regression results for support for each plastic policy. The coefficients of 

the two interaction terms, Environmental campaign * Endline and Celebrity endorsement * 

Endline, correspond to the treatment effects reported in Table 2. Robust standard errors are in 

parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.  
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Table A2. Treatment effects on support for policy on single-use plastics with Endline 

survey 

 (1) (2) 

Plastic Campaign 
0.170*** 

(0.061) 

0.185*** 

(0.061) 

Celebrity endorsement 
-0.019 

(0.061) 

-0.024 

(0.062) 

Individual characteristics No Yes 

No. of observations 977 952 

Note: Results reported are from calculating mean standardized effects across multiple 

outcomes, following Clingingsmith et al. (2009). The mean standardized treatment effect 

estimates the average of the normalized treatment effects obtained from a seemingly 

unrelated regression where each dependent variable is one of the outcome variables used. 

The three outcome measures here are support for a total ban of single-use plastics; support 

for a ban on single-use plastics in supermarkets; and support for a tax on single-use plastics. 

All three individual outcome measures are on a 1-5 Likert scale with increasing levels of 

support.  

Variables for individual characteristics include gender, age, ethnicity, and whether the 

respondent is from a rural or urban area. Robust standard errors are in parentheses. *** 

p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A3. Treatment Effect on Support for Environmental Policies in Other Domains 

Panel A 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 Carbon tax Renewable 

energy 

Meat tax Congestion 

fee 

Public 

transport 

Plastic Campaign 
-0.043 

(0.078) 

-0.272*** 

(0.091) 

-0.064 

(0.078) 

-0.129* 

(0.077) 

-0.162* 

(0.086) 

Celebrity 

endorsement 

0.014 

(0.077) 

0.214** 

(0.096) 

-0.011 

(0.077) 

0.023 

(0.078) 

0.116 

(0.089) 

Constant 
3.526*** 

(0.055) 

4.188*** 

(0.056) 

3.024*** 

(0.054) 

3.615*** 

(0.054) 

3.753*** 

(0.057) 

Observations 977 977 977 977 977 

Adjusted R2 -0.002 0.008 -0.001 0.001 0.002 

Panel B 

 (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

 Carbon tax Renewable 

energy 

Meat tax Congestion 

fee 

Public 

transport 

Plastic Campaign 
-0.050 

(0.079) 

-0.292*** 

(0.092) 

-0.074 

(0.078) 

-0.136* 

(0.078) 

-0.177** 

(0.087) 

Celebrity 

endorsement 

-0.003 

(0.078) 

0.223** 

(0.097) 

-0.010 

(0.078) 

0.014 

(0.079) 

0.135 

(0.090) 

Male 
0.139** 

(0.064) 

-0.064 

(0.075) 

-0.178*** 

(0.063) 

0.008 

(0.064) 

-0.009 

(0.071) 

From rural area 
0.067 

(0.070) 

0.099 

(0.081) 

-0.067 

(0.070) 

0.020 

(0.070) 

0.081 

(0.077) 

Ethnic Kinh 
0.139 

(0.129) 

0.064 

(0.130) 

-0.042 

(0.115) 

-0.016 

(0.123) 

0.090 

(0.130) 

Age 
-0.030 

(0.024) 

0.031 

(0.027) 

-0.023 

(0.023) 

-0.068*** 

(0.022) 

0.022 

(0.025) 

Constant 
3.855*** 

(0.491) 

3.516*** 

(0.543) 

3.637*** 

(0.474) 

4.930*** 

(0.461) 

3.207*** 

(0.508) 

Observations 952 952 952 952 952 

Adjusted R2 0.003 0.009 0.005 0.005 0.001 

Note: Level of support for environmental policies in other domains is elicited only once, at the 

endline. Policy support is measured on a 1-5 scale. OLS regression results for support for each 

policy. Panel A shows the regression results with no individual characteristics. Panel B shows the 

results with individual characteristics as additional control variables. Robust standard errors are 

in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 

 

 


