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ABSTRACT

Human civilization faces a range of global catastrophic risks (GCRs), including nuclear war, bioengineered pandemics, major

solar storms, and uncontrolled artificial intelligence. In New Zealand, limited information exists on public views about whether

the government should respond to such risks. A representative survey of 1012 adults in July 2024 included two questions on

GCRs. Sixty-six percent (95%CI: 63%-70%) supported the government developing specific plans to address extreme risks, and

60% (95%CI: 56%—-63%) supported establishing a dedicated commission or agency. In multivariable models, support increased with

age, education, income, and trust in scientists (the latter also associated with support for an agency). There were no significant

differences by gender, ethnicity, or political orientation. These findings suggest a clear majority of the public supports government

planning for catastrophic risks. Further research, including repeat surveys and deliberative methods such as citizens’ assemblies,

could help explore underlying reasons for opposition and how the public weigh policy trade-offs.

1 | Introduction

Humanity faces a number of risks that pose a threat to us on
a global scale. A recent report commissioned by the US Gov-
ernment outlined several such global catastrophic risks (GCRs):
“artificial intelligence; asteroid and comet impacts; sudden and
severe changes to Earth’s climate; nuclear war; severe pandemics,
whether resulting from naturally occurring events or from syn-
thetic biology; and supervolcanoes” (Willis et al. 2024, 221).
Similarly, assessments made by nine European countries and
Swiss Re cover the following types of risks: “electricity supply
shortage, nuclear accident, pandemic, severe space weather, and
volcanic outbreak” (Kohler 2023, 4).

There is growing concern among domain experts and super-
forecasters about such GCRs (Karger et al. 2023), with expert
assessments suggesting that the likelihood of such events is

both non-trivial and increasing (Mecklin 2025; World Economic
Forum 2025). In response to these warnings, researchers and civil
society organizations have urged governments to proactively plan
for these scenarios, to reduce vulnerabilities and mitigate—if not
prevent—harm.

New Zealand is an interesting case study country for considering
responses to GCR. It has previously established a “Commis-
sion for the Future” (von Knebel 2023), which reported on
the impact of nuclear war (Preddey et al. 1982), along with
a Planning Council that conducted a very detailed study of
this topic in the 1980s (Green et al. 1987). The country has a
long history of community action opposing nuclear weapons
and central government-adopted legislation that bans nuclear
weapons (Schregel 2015). Most recently, in 2024, the New Zealand
Government co-sponsored (with Ireland) a United Nation’s reso-
lution to further explore nuclear war impacts (Diaz-Maurin 2024).
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There has also been work in New Zealand on the risk of very
large earthquakes (Crimp 2024) and on preparing for severe space
weather events that could damage the national electrical grid
(National Emergency Management Agency 2024).

Nevertheless, New Zealand remains very unprepared for major
risks, according to an expert review (Gluckman and Bardsley
2021) and recent studies on nuclear war/winter (Boyd et al. 2023,
2024). In particular, despite the apparent national self-sufficiency
in its food supply, New Zealand is extremely dependent on
imported liquid fuels for agricultural machinery (Boyd et al. 2024;
Wilson, Prickett et al. 2023). Another anomaly is the lack of GCR
preparation in New Zealand despite island nations, especially
those in the Southern Hemisphere, probably being relatively
more likely to survive such catastrophes, for example, nuclear
or volcanic winters that could have global impacts (Boyd et al.
2023; Wilson, Valler et al. 2023) (although New Zealand is a
volcanically active country, research indicates the probability of a
supervolcanic eruption in its territory to be very low Barker et al.
2021; Bebbington 2020).

Governments need to properly address cross-border risks; how-
ever, this may be challenging without public support. Public opin-
ion not only reflects societal values and priorities but also plays a
key role in shaping the political agenda. Policies that attract broad
public support are more likely to gain traction among decision-
makers, influence party platforms, and be prioritized in legislative
processes (Burstein 2003). Surveying public attitudes enables
us to assess the level of backing for a given policy, anticipate
possible sources of resistance, and better understand the social
and political landscape into which a policy would be introduced.
Such insight is critical for informing advocacy strategies and
evaluating the likelihood that the policy will ultimately be
adopted.

Public attitudes toward catastrophic risk preparedness in New
Zealand have been explored to some extent in the past. For
example, a 1982 survey reported by the Commission for the
Future found that 64% of respondents supported New Zealand
making preparations for a potential nuclear war in the Northern
Hemisphere (Preddey et al. 1982). A subsequent survey for a
Defence Committee of Enquiry reported that 82% supported
some preparation or plans to survive nuclear war (Corner et al.
1986). More recently the Department of Prime Minister and
Cabinet has commissioned regular national surveys on risk
perception. Although these don’t address specific GCRs, they
have found that 82% of respondents surveyed in 2024 believed
that the central government has a responsibility to protect and
respond against risks from “emerging technologies” (Ipsos 2024).
The results for a central government role relating to “Disrup-
tion of critical infrastructure due to attack” were even higher
at 87%.

Therefore, in this study we consider what the New Zealand
public think about the government’s potential role in planning
for a global catastrophe. Using data from a representative survey,
we aimed to describe public support for two (broadly framed)
government initiatives focused on GCRs and to use a multivari-
able analysis to consider the socio-demographic correlates of this
support.

2 | Methods

The survey was conducted in July 2024. Survey participants (18
years or older) were recruited through the commercial online
panel provider Dynata (dynata.com; ISO 20252 certified). Age
and gender recruitment quotas were set to reflect the national
population, whereas an ethnicity quota deliberately oversampled
participants identifying as Maori, the indigenous people of New
Zealand (30% of sample). This was to increase explanatory power
for this population in recognition of the Treaty of Waitangi
obligations of researchers in New Zealand (Reid et al. 2017).
Participants providing informed consent completed the survey
on the Qualtrics platform. Participants failing both of two short
instructional manipulation checks embedded in the survey (e.g.,
“please select the response ‘Neutral’ as your answer”) were
excluded from the final sample and did not count toward
quotas. A total of 1012 participants completed the survey. The
(unweighted) final sample included 505 women (49.9%), 502 men
(49.6%), and 5 (0.5%) selecting “Other” gender category, with a
mean age of 45.0 years (SD = 16.7). Full sample characteristics
are reported in Table SI.

The survey was developed by the lead authors to explore a range
of research questions concerning New Zealanders’ perceptions of
public health and their policy preferences. It included a broad
set of questions on public health topics, including a battery of
items measuring support for 19 existing or proposed policies
relating to public health issues. Examples of these policies include
government provision of free Covid-19 tests and limits on the
advertising of alcohol (not reported here). The final list of policies
was based on a combination of items drawn from previous studies
(Grunseit et al. 2023; Peniamina et al. 2024), research interests
of the wider project team, and consultation with stakeholders
such as health advocates and policy professionals. This section of
the survey included two questions related to GCR policy, which
are the focus of this study. Policy support items were prefaced
with the preamble: “We are interested in what everyday New
Zealanders think about a range of proposed policies. Belowis a list
of actions that the New Zealand Government is taking or could
take. For each of the ideas below, let us know how much you
support or oppose the Government taking such an action.” The
two GCR items were:

* “Developing specific plans to deal with extreme risks such as
the release of a bioengineered infectious disease or a Northern
Hemisphere nuclear war.”

* “Establishing a commission or agency that is tasked
with monitoring and reporting on extreme risks, such as
bioweapons, nuclear war or rogue artificial intelligence.”

The level of support was captured for each using a widely accepted
Likert scale ranging from “Strongly Oppose” (1) to “Strongly
Support” (7).

Participants also provided self-reported political orientation
(on a 7-point scale from very liberal/left-wing (1) to very
conservative/right-wing (7)) and reported trust in various sources
of information (i.e., “scientists,” “politicians,” and “mainstream
media,” on a 5-point scale ranging from “Not at all” (1) to “A great
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FIGURE 1 | Levels of support by the New Zealand public for governmental responses to catastrophic risks.

deal” (5)). Given the focus of the wider survey, the trust variables
were specific to public health and framed with the preamble:
“How much would you trust information on public health issues
from the following sources?” (see Table S2 for full item wording).

For the analysis, we applied raked weights to adjust the sample
to match the 2023 Census population for age, gender, ethnicity,
and education using the survey R package (Lumley 2011). We
also conducted multivariable analyses to examine the association
between several demographic and attitudinal variables and sup-
port for the policies. We fitted weighted general linear models
(survey::svyglm()) that included several demographic variables:
gender, age, ethnicity, income, and highest qualification, as
well as political orientation and reported trust in information
sources. For multivariable analyses, ethnicity was recoded using
an administrative prioritization approach (Yao et al. 2025).

All participants provided informed consent, and the research
was approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics
Committee (project number 24/0275). The data and R code used
in this study are available on the Open Science Framework at
https://osf.io/jtgy8/.

3 | Results

As detailed in Figure 1, a majority of respondents, at 66% (95%CI:
63%-70%), expressed support for the government “developing
specific plans to address extreme risks.” Similarly, 60% (95%CI:
56%—63%) supported the “establishment of a dedicated commis-
sion or agency.” In contrast, 8% (95%CI: 7%-11%) and 15% (95%CI:
12%-17%) had some level of opposition to either plan or a dedi-
cated agency, respectively. A weighted regression model indicated
that the difference in net support between the two policies, 6.4%
points, was statistically significant (95%CI: [3.0, 9.8]; p < 0.001).

To identify the socio-demographic correlates of support, we
fitted two weighted linear regression models. The results in
Figure 2 indicate that support for the government developing
specific plans to address extreme risks significantly increased
with increasing respondent age, level of education, and income
level and with trust in scientists as an information source.

However, there were no significant differences in support by
gender, specific ethnic group, or political orientation (liberal vs.
conservative). Considering support for the establishment of a
commission or agency to address extreme risks, we find few
significant predictors. Relative to participants coded as European,
participants coded as “Other” ethnicity expressed greater support.
Support for an agency or commission was higher among those
who were more trusting of scientists as a source of information.
Full model results are reported in Table S3 (descriptive statistics
and correlations reported in Table S4).

Across the two proposed government actions, trust in scientists
was the only consistent predictor of support. Figure 3 visualizes
predicted effects, offering more detail on the relationship between
respondents’ trust in scientists as an information source with
support for government planning and establishing an agency.

4 | Discussion
4.1 | Support for Government Action

The key finding of this survey is that there exists majority public
support for the New Zealand Government to progress work
around planning for GCRs. This majority support is consistent
with other contemporary data for New Zealand. That is, the
recent DPMC survey data in terms of 82% of respondents
believing that central government has a responsibility to protect
and respond against risks from “emerging technologies” and so
forth (see Section 1). In comparison to international work, US
voters have been surveyed concerning the management of the
risks of advanced artificial intelligence (Gruetzemacher et al.
2024). Here, a majority (53%) favored international governance
(international treaties and intergovernmental organizations) over
that of governments (19%) or companies (28%).

We note that a higher proportion of our sample expressed
support for “developing specific plans” compared to “establishing
a commission or agency.” This may reflect a reticence toward
increasing bureaucracy in favor of more concrete action, though
this remains speculative. Although a small but notable proportion
of New Zealanders (8%—9%) are actively opposed to government
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FIGURE 2 | Predictors of policy support. Results of survey-weighted linear regression models regressing support for government actions onto
demographic and social predictors. Points represent standardized regression coefficients with 95%CI.

action on extreme risks, a much larger segment—around a quar-
ter of respondents for each policy statement—express neither
support nor opposition. This raises an important question: Why
do some New Zealanders oppose or remain ambivalent about
developing plans or agencies to manage extreme risks? Although
this study was not designed to answer this question directly, we
can offer some possible explanations and suggest avenues for
future research.

Potential reasons for opposition or ambivalence include a lack
of information or awareness about extreme risks; skepticism
about the likelihood or severity of such risks; doubts about
the government’s ability to take effective action or a sense of
fatalism; or the perception that other issues are more pressing
and deserving of government attention (Wiener 2016). Further
survey research is needed to understand the prevalence of these
beliefs and their relationship with support for government action.
Longitudinal studies would be particularly valuable in assessing
how attitudes evolve over time and could provide stronger causal
insights. Additionally, qualitative research could help elicit the
underlying reasons for opposition or ambivalence in greater
depth.

On the question of competing policy priorities, survey-based
experimental designs could offer further insight into how people
weigh government action on extreme risks against other con-
cerns. For example, conjoint analysis of different policy scenarios
could help identify the trade-offs people perceive when consider-
ing government investment in risk mitigation (Christensen and
Rapeli 2021).

Although we must defer the question of “why” to future research,
our multivariable analyses provide some insight into the “who”—
which demographic groups are more or less supportive of action
to mitigate risks. Our findings for significantly increased support
for “specific plans” on extreme risks with increasing levels of
education and income are not surprising, as these groups may
be better informed on catastrophic risks and less focused on
immediate day-to-day stressors around the cost of living, and
so forth. Perhaps more surprising were the support levels being
independent of political orientation. This may suggest that more
conservatively orientated respondents still see the government as
having arole in matters of protection and security against external
threats. This specific finding should not be taken as evidence that
political views do not matter. The lack of significant relationship
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FIGURE 3 | Respondent’s support for government responses to global catastrophic risks by level of trust in scientists as information sources while

controlling for other variables in the multivariable model; estimated marginal effects from survey-weighted linear regression models.

between political orientation and support for government action
may be explained by the broad framing of “extreme risks” in our
survey. Previous research has shown that political self-placement
is linked to concern over certain specific risks. For example, Kahn
et al. (2022) report that more liberal individuals express greater
concern over threats with a global impact that arise from inaction
(e.g., climate change), whereas conservatives are more concerned
by threats with local impacts that arise from malicious intent
(e.g., war, terrorism) and are accordingly willing to allocate more
hypothetical resources to address such issues (see also Choma
et al. 2013). Therefore, the relationship between political ideology
and support for government actions to address extreme risks
could depend on which specific risks are presented as requiring
attention.

Our research finds that individuals who are more opposed to
government action on extreme risks also tend to have lower
trust in scientists as a source of information. This has important
implications for efforts to build public support for extreme risk
planning. Because scientists are often the primary communica-
tors on these issues (Johns Hopkins University 2019), their lower
credibility among opponents of GCR initiatives may limit their
persuasiveness. Our findings suggest that alternative messengers
with higher perceived credibility (such as community leaders,
ideologically aligned political figures, or influential commen-
tators) may be more effective sources of information for this
sub-group. Partnering with such messengers to convey the need
for government action could be a more successful strategy for
reducing opposition and increasing public support (Balog-Way
et al. 2020). For further discussion on framing and communicat-
ing extreme risks to motivate action, see recommendations from
Johns Hopkins University (2019).

4.2 | Study Strengths and Limitations

A strength of this study is the use of broadly representative survey
data for a country that has previous and contemporary survey
data, which can help contextualize the findings. This study also
involved questions that specifically addressed government plan-
ning and having an agency focused on these risks. Nevertheless,
the following limitations are relevant.

There were only two questions on GCRs that were embedded in
a larger survey on a wide range of public health topics. As such,
there was possibly a lack of time and context for the respondents
to think deeply over their responses. Therefore, it would be ideal
if respondents were engaged on such topics in more deliberative
processes such as citizen assemblies or citizen panels.

In particular, the “trust” variable in this primarily public health-
orientated survey, may have been impacted by the legacy of the
Covid-19 pandemic. That is, anti-vaccination and anti-mandate
attitudes among some respondents could have contributed to
distrust toward scientists, especially if “scientists” were perceived
as public health scientists or epidemiologists. Although such
a Covid-19 impact has not been measured for trust in New
Zealand public health scientists, “trust in physicians and hospi-
tals decreased during the Covid-19 pandemic” in the United States
(Perlis et al. 2024).

Respondents’ views may have also been impacted by newsworthy
events during the months in 2024 prior to the survey. These
included the war in Ukraine (and associated nuclear weapon
threats), the spread of highly pathogenic avian influenza in birds
and various mammals, and rapid developments with artificial
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intelligence. As such, these survey questions should ideally be
repeated in future surveys, along with questions that could assess
“availability bias.”

4.3 | Potential Research and Policy Implications

Given these limitations, further research is needed. This could
include repeated surveys as well as the use of methods such
as citizens’ assemblies, deliberative polling, focus groups, in-
depth interviews, and community forums to explore the issues
in greater depth (Setdld and Smith 2018). As noted above,
it would also be valuable to investigate the underlying rea-
sons for a lack of support for government planning (e.g.,
perceptions of government efficacy or a fatalistic attitude
toward catastrophic risks). Comparative cross-country stud-
ies could examine how public responses in New Zealand
align with those in other high-income countries facing similar
threats.

In addition to the need for further research, there is a developing
case for the New Zealand Government to begin mitigation and
adaptation responses around GCRs. This could involve such
options as establishing a dedicated agency focused on such
risks (Boyd and Wilson 2021). Alternatively, given the similar
risks, a joint agency could be developed for both New Zealand
and Australia. Such a trans-Tasman approach has already been
suggested in terms of preparing for, and responding to, future
pandemics (Graham et al. 2025; Wilson et al. 2024).

5 | Conclusions

These findings of majority public support for government plan-
ning around catastrophic risks are compatible with other contem-
porary New Zealand survey data. As such, there is a case for the
New Zealand Government to further consider the research and
planning implications. Additional research steps include further
surveys and employing deliberative democracy measures such as
citizen assemblies to better understand minority opposition to
planning and to explore policy trade-offs.

Acknowledgments

This research was supported by the Public Health Communication
Centre, which is funded by a philanthropic endowment from the Gama
Foundation.

Open access publishing facilitated by University of Otago, as part of the
Wiley - University of Otago agreement via the Council of Australian
University Librarians.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Data Availability Statement

The data that support the findings of this study are openly available in
OSF at https://osf.io/jtgy8/.

References

Balog-Way, D., K. Mccomas, and J. Besley. 2020. “The Evolving Field of
Risk Communication.” Risk Analysis 40, no. S1: 2240-2262. https://doi.
org/10.1111/risa.13615.

Barker, S. J., C. J. N. Wilson, F. Illsley-Kemp, et al. 2021. “Taupo:
An Overview of New Zealand’s Youngest Supervolcano.” New Zealand
Journal of Geology and Geophysics 64, no. 2-3: 320-346. https://doi.org/
10.1080/00288306.2020.1792515.

Bebbington, M. S. 2020. “Temporal-Volume Probabilistic Hazard Model
for a Supervolcano: Taupo, New Zealand.” Earth and Planetary Science
Letters 536: 116141. 10.1016/j.eps1.2020.116141.

Boyd, M., B. Payne, S. Ragnarsson, and N. Wilson. 2023. Aotearoa NZ,
Global Catastrophe, and Resilience Options: Overcoming Vulnerability
to Nuclear War and other Extreme Risks. Report by the Aotearoa
NZ. Catastrophe Resilience Project (NZCat) [Report]. Reefton. Adapt
Research Ltd. https://adaptresearch.files.wordpress.com/2023/11/231117-
vl-nzcat-resilience-nuclear-gers-1.pdf.

Boyd, M., S. Ragnarsson, S. Terry, B. Payne, and N. Wilson. 2024.
“Mitigating Imported Fuel Dependency in Agricultural Production:
Case Study of an Island Nation’s Vulnerability to Global Catastrophic
Risks.” Risk Analysis 44, no. 10: 2360-2376. https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.
14297.

Boyd, M., and N. Wilson. 2021. “Anticipatory Governance for Preventing
and Mitigating Catastrophic and Existential Risks.” Policy Quarterly 17,
no. 4: 20-31.

Burstein, P. 2003. “The Impact of Public Opinion on Public Policy: A
Review and an Agenda.” Political Research Quarterly 56, no. 1: 29-40.

Choma, B. L., Y. Hanoch, M. Gummerum, and G. Hodson. 2013.
“Relations Between Risk Perceptions and Socio-Political Ideology Are
Domain- and Ideology-Dependent.” Personality and Individual Differ-
ences 54, no. 1: 29-34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.07.028.

Christensen, H. S., and L. Rapeli. 2021. “Immediate Rewards or Delayed
Gratification? A Conjoint Survey Experiment of the Public’s Policy
Preferences.” Policy Sciences 54, no. 1: 63-94. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11077-020-09408-w.

Corner, F., D. Hunt, and B. Poananga. 1986. Defence and Security: What
New Zealanders Want. Defence Committee of Enquiry.

Crimp, L. 2024. “Earthquake Disaster Risk From NZ’s Hikurangi Subduc-
tion Zone.” RNZ, May 14.

Diaz-Maurin, F. 2024. “UN to Conduct New Study of the Broad Impacts
of Nuclear War. Not All Countries Want to Know.” Bulletin of the Atomic
Scientists, November 5. https://thebulletin.org/2024/11/un-to-conduct-
new-study-of-the-broad-impacts-of-nuclear-war-not-all-countries-
want-to-know/.

Gluckman, P., and A. Bardsley. 2021. Uncertain But Inevitable: The Expert-
Policy-Political Nexus and High-Impact Risks. University of Auckland.
https://informedfutures.org/high-impact-risks/.

Graham, J., M. Boyd, G. Sadler, and M. Noetel. 2025. Mapping Australia’s
Risk Landscape: A Comparative Analysis of Global Catastrophic Risks and
Traditional Hazards. SSRN. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5253625.

Green, W., T. Cairns, and J. Wright. 1987. New Zealand After Nuclear War.
New Zealand Planning Council.

Gruetzemacher, R., T. D. Pilditch, H. Liang, et al. 2024. “Implications
for Governance in Public Perceptions of Societal-Scale AI Risks.” ArXiv.
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.06199.

Grunseit, A. C., E. Howse, J. Williams, and A. E. Bauman. 2023.
“Are Perceptions of Government Intervention Related to Support for
Prevention? An Australian Survey Study.” Healthcare (Basel, Switzerland)
11, no. 9: 13246.

Ipsos. 2024. National Risks Public Survey: All Threats and Hazards.
Commissioned by the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet.

Risk Analysis, 2025

51017 SUOLULIOD SISO 3|01 ddke aU Ad poueA0B 812 SOoILE YO 95N JO'S3N. 10} ARIGITBUIUO AB|IA UO (SUONIPUOD-PLB-SLLLBILLC" B I A2 1[BU1|UO//:SA1Y) SUOIPUOD PUE LB | 841 39S *[S20Z/0T/TZ] Uo ARig1 T 8UIUO AB1IM ‘UHESH JO ANSIUIN Ad 96002 BSI/TTTT OT/I0P/W00" A3 | v ARe.q 1BU1UO//SC1IY LLOJ PPROIUMOQ ‘0 ‘Z696EST


https://osf.io/jtgy8/
https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.13615
https://doi.org/10.1080/00288306.2020.1792515
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2020.116141
https://adaptresearch.files.wordpress.com/2023/11/231117-v1-nzcat-resilience-nuclear-gcrs-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/risa.14297
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2012.07.028
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-020-09408-w
https://thebulletin.org/2024/11/un-to-conduct-new-study-of-the-broad-impacts-of-nuclear-war-not-all-countries-want-to-know/
https://informedfutures.org/high-impact-risks/
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.5253625
https://arxiv.org/abs/2406.06199

https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/our-programmes/risk-and-resilience/
national-risk-framework/2024-national-risks-public-survey-report.

Johns Hopkins University. 2019. Risk Communication Strategies
for the Very Worst of Cases. Johns Hopkins University. https://
centerforhealthsecurity.org/sites/default/files/2022-12/190304-risk-
comm-strategies.pdf.

Kahn, D. T., F. Bjorklund, and G. Hirschberger. 2022. “The Intent
and Extent of Collective Threats: A Data-Driven Conceptualization of
Collective Threats and Their Relation to Political Preferences.” Journal
of Experimental Psychology: General 151, no. 5: 1178-1198. https://doi.org/
10.1037/xge0000868.

Karger, E., J. Rosenberg, Z. Jacobs, et al. 2023. Forecasting Existential
Risks: Evidence From a Long-Run Forecasting Tournament (FRI Working
Paper #I). Forecasting Research Institute. https://staticl.squarespace.
com/static/635693acfl5a3e2ald4a56ada/t/64abffe3f024747dd0e38d71/
1688993798938/XPT.pdf.

Kohler, K. 2023. National Risk Assessments of Cross-Border Risks. Center
for Security Studies (CSS). https://doi.org/10.3929/ethz-b-000592788.

Lumley, T. 2011. Complex Surveys: A Guide to Analysis Using R. John Wiley
& Sons.

Mecklin, J. 2025. “Closer Than Ever: It Is Now 89 Seconds to Midnight-
2025 Doomsday Clock Statement.” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,
January 28. https://thebulletin.org/doomsday-clock/2025-statement/.

National Emergency Management Agency. 2024. National Space
Weather Response Plan. National Emergency Management Agency.
https://www.civildefence.govt.nz/resources/news-and-events/news-
and-events/national-space-weather-response-plan.

Peniamina, R., B. McNoe, J. Kerr, C. Cleghorn, and L. Signal. 2024.
Strong Public Support for Healthy Food Policies in Aotearoa. Public
Health Expert Briefing. https://www.phcc.org.nz/briefing/strong-public-
support-healthy-food-policies-aotearoa.

Perlis, R. H., K. Ognyanova, A. Uslu, et al. 2024. “Trust in Physicians
and Hospitals During the COVID-19 Pandemic in a 50-State Survey of US
Adults.” JAMA Network Open 7, no. 7: €2424984. https://doi.org/10.1001/
Jjamanetworkopen.2024.24984.

Preddey, G., P. Wilkins, N. Wilson, T. Kjellstrom, and B. Williamson.
1982. Nuclear Disaster: A Report to the Commission for the Future.
Wellington, New Zealand: New Zealand Government. https://www.
mcguinnessinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/CFTF-March-
1982-Future-Contingencies-4-Nuclear-Disaster- FULL.pdf.

Reid, P., S. Paine, E. Curtis, et al. 2017. “Achieving Health Equity
in Aotearoa: Strengthening Responsiveness to Maori in Health
Research.” New Zealand Medical Journal 130, no. 1465: 96-103.
https://www.auckland.ac.nz/assets/fmhs/about- the-faculty/tkhm/
Responsiveness%20to%20Maori%20Reid-1.pdf.

Schregel, S. 2015. “Nuclear War and the City: Perspectives on Municipal
Interventions in Defence (Great Britain, New Zealand, West Germany,
USA, 1980-1985).” Urban History 42, no. 4: 564-583.

Setidld, M., and G. Smith. 2018. “Mini-Publics and Deliberative Democ-
racy.” In The Oxford Handbook of Deliberative Democracy, edited by A.
Bichtiger, J. S. Dryzek, J. Mansbridge, and M. Warren, 300-314. Oxford
University Press.

von Knebel, M. 2023. “Cross-Country Comparative Analysis and Case
Study of Institutions for Future Generations.” Futures 151: 103181. https://
www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S001632872300085X.

Wiener, J. B. 2016. “The Tragedy of the Uncommons: On the Politics of
Apocalypse.” Global Policy 7, no. S1: 67-80. https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-
5899.12319.

Willis, H. H., A. Narayanan, B. Boudreaux, et al. 2024. Global Catas-
trophic Risk Assessment. RAND Corporation. https://www.rand.org/
pubs/research_reports/RRA2981-1.html.

Wilson, N., M. Boyd, J. Potter, O. Mansoor, A. Kvalsvig, and M. Baker.
2024. The Case for a NZ-Australia Pandemic Cooperation Agreement.

Public Health Expert Briefing. https://www.phcc.org.nz/briefing/case-
nz-australia-pandemic-cooperation-agreement.

Wilson, N., M. Prickett, and M. Boyd. 2023. “Food Security During Nuclear
Winter: A Preliminary Agricultural Sector Analysis for Aotearoa New
Zealand.” New Zealand Medical Journal (Online) 136, no. 1574: 65-81.
Wilson, N., V. Valler, M. Cassidy, M. Boyd, L. Mani, and S. Bronnimann.
2023. “Impact of the Tambora Volcanic Eruption of 1815 on Islands and
Relevance to Future Sunlight-Blocking Catastrophes.” Scientific Reports
13, no. 1: 3649.

World Economic Forum. 2025. The Global Risks Report 2025. World
Economic Forum. https://www.weforum.org/publications/global-risks-
report-2025/.

Yao, E. S., K. Meissel, P. Atatoa Carr, et al. 2025. “Unpacking Tick-Boxes:
Considerations and Recommendations for Collecting, Analysing, and
Interpreting Ethnicity Data.” Journal of the Royal Society of New Zealand
55:1432-1451. https://doi.org/10.1080/03036758.2025.2467275.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information can be found online in the Supporting
Information section.

Table S1. Survey sample demographics Table S2. Survey item wording
Table S3. Full model results for survey-weighted linear regression models
presented in Figure 2 Table S4. Descriptive statistics and weighted Pearson
correlations for continuous variables

85UB017 SUOWILIOD BA1Fe81D 3|qeot dde au3 Aq peusenob afe Sa[olie YO ‘8Sn J0 S3|NI o4 A%eiq 1 8UIIUO A3]1M UO (SUO 1 IPUOD-PUR-SWSH 00" A3 1M A1q 1 IUO//SANY) SUORIPUOD PUe SWS L 83 88S *[5202/0T/T2] Uo Areiqiaujuo A8 |IM ‘UiesH 4O AISIULAl AQ 96002 BS1/TTTT OT/I0p/W0D A3 | 1M AIq 1 RUIIUO//SANY WO1) paPROjUMOQ ‘0 ‘¥Z696EST


https://www.dpmc.govt.nz/our-programmes/risk-and-resilience/national-risk-framework/2024-national-risks-public-survey-report
https://centerforhealthsecurity.org/sites/default/files/2022-12/190304-risk-comm-strategies.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000868
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/635693acf15a3e2a14a56a4a/t/64abffe3f024747dd0e38d71/1688993798938/XPT.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3929/ethz-b-000592788
https://thebulletin.org/doomsday-clock/2025-statement/
https://www.civildefence.govt.nz/resources/news-and-events/news-and-events/national-space-weather-response-plan
https://www.phcc.org.nz/briefing/strong-public-support-healthy-food-policies-aotearoa
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2024.24984
https://www.mcguinnessinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/CFTF-March-1982-Future-Contingencies-4-Nuclear-Disaster-FULL.pdf
https://www.auckland.ac.nz/assets/fmhs/about-the-faculty/tkhm/Responsiveness%20to%20Maori%20Reid-1.pdf
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S001632872300085X
https://doi.org/10.1111/1758-5899.12319
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA2981-1.html
https://www.phcc.org.nz/briefing/case-nz-australia-pandemic-cooperation-agreement
https://www.weforum.org/publications/global-risks-report-2025/
https://doi.org/10.1080/03036758.2025.2467275

	Public Attitudes to Responding to Global Catastrophic Risks: A New Zealand Case Study
	1 | Introduction
	2 | Methods
	3 | Results
	4 | Discussion
	4.1 | Support for Government Action
	4.2 | Study Strengths and Limitations
	4.3 | Potential Research and Policy Implications

	5 | Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement

	References
	Supporting Information


