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Message Framing

| | | | . | » Framing conditions implemented using different graphical interfaces (see above
» Framing of information has important consequences for decision making.

panels):

» Losses are viewed more favourably when framed as a ‘decrease in gain’
(Kahneman et al., 1991; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Tversky & Kahneman,

1986).

» People are more likely to commit to a climate change mitigation policy when the
associated cost to personal income is framed as a foregone gain rather than an
opportunity cost (Hatfield-Dodds & Morrison, 2011).

> Opportunity Cost—participants’ adjust an orange bar representing the cost to
Australian average NI, per person, in 2020 under the different emission cut
options.

> Foregone Gain—participants’ adjust an orange bar representing Australian
average NI, per person, in 2020 under the different emission cut options,
relative to a yellow bar showing NI in 2020 in the absence of emission cuts.

» Participants select the emission cut option they would be willing to commit to.

2. Aims

4. Predictions

» Low and high free-market supporters asked in a hypothetical referendum
scenario which of several CO5 emission reduction policies they would choose:
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» Participants initially given information about CO2 emissions (International
Energy Agency estimates of CO2/kWh) in one of three different scenarios:

Control Average Rank

Norming Condition

> Control: Australia’s emissions only, with no comparative data. 5. Implications

> Average: Social norming data placing Australia’s emissions above the world
average.

> Rank: Social norming data placing Australia as the 5th most polluting nation
in the world out of 140.

» Free-market ideologists pose a significant barrier to attempts to reduce
Australia’s carbon pollution.

» Provision of rank-based social norming information, placing Australia amongst
the worst polluting nations in the world, may render free-market supporters

» Subsequently asked to commit to different extents of CO5 emission > | o _ |
more willing to commit to a CO2 emission reduction policy.

cuts—ranging from 0-50% in 5% increments—in one of two framing conditions: T | _
» Such normative information may be most effective when the cost to personal

iIncome of committing to a climate change mitigation policy is framed as a
reduction in future gain rather than an opportunity cost.

> Opportunity Cost: National income (NI) decreases in 2020.
> Foregone Gain: Nl increases in 2020, but not by as much as without emission
cuts.
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