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FRAMING EFFECT AND PUBLIC SUPPORT  
FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

ABSTRACT: Framing effect consists in the fact that how a problem is presented (or framed) affects the 
decision maker’s perception of the problem and their preferences. Public opinion about the environ-
mental policy can vary depending on how the aims and consequences of particular policy actions or 
instruments are featured. The paper aims to exa-mine how alternative ways of framing SO2 pollution 
problem (highlighting consequences for human health, nature and state finance) affect the public 
support for abatement policy (emission fees and emission trading) and bearing higher heating costs. 
The research made use of an experiment with students as participants. The results were analysed 
using the two-sample t-test. The findings suggest that highlighting the impact of environmentally dam-
aging behaviour on human health may increase the public support for the imposition of environmental 
policy instruments and may encourage voluntary actions aimed to protect the environment.
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Introduction

The mainstream environmental policy theory is based on the neoclassi-
cal economics assumption of homo economicus always acting with unbounded 
rationality and self-interested motives. This assumption can be found among 
others in Pigouvian negative externality analysis, Coasian property rights 
approach to pollution control, cost-benefit analysis of environmental changes, 
and common property resource management (Venkatachalam, 2008). How-
ever, individuals do not always react to environmental policy instruments as 
predicted by neoclassical economics. Human behaviour, determined by many 
psychological circumstances, often deviates from the homo economicus pat-
tern. That is why some environmental economists move towards the theory 
of behavioural economics (including prospect theory, framing effects, deci-
sion biases, hyperbolic discounting) which offers more realistic views on 
human behaviour.

On the basis of behavioural economics foundations, R. Thaler and C. Sun-
stein developed the nudge theory. This theory assumes changing behaviour 
by modifying the choice architecture through the use of nudges (Cooper, 
2017, p. 11). A nudge can be defined as a way of ‘influencing choice without 
limiting the choice set or making alternatives appreciably more costly in 
terms of time, trouble, social sanctions, and so forth’ (Hausman, Welch, 2010, 
p. 126). 

The concept of using nudges in public policies has gained popularity 
among others in the UK and the US. The nudge can be seen as ‘a substitute for 
more conventional coercive interventions such as command and control reg-
ulation’ (Van der Heijden, Kosters, 2015, p. 4), so-called ‘behaviourally 
informed interventions’ (Olejniczak, Śliwowski, 2014, p. 24). An example of 
using nudges in public policies can be an appropriate framing, i.e. a congru-
ent way of presenting the information.

The aim of the paper is to examine how alternative ways of framing (or 
presenting) sulphur dioxide (SO2) pollution problem (highlighting conse-
quences for human health, nature and state finance) affect the public support 
for abatement policy (emission fees and emission trading) and bearing 
higher heating costs. This study contributes to the discussion of behaviorally 
informed interventions in environmental policy as the human health and 
financial frames remain relatively under-researched. According to the best of 
the author’s knowledge, framing SO2 pollution issue taking into account 
impacts on human health, nature and state finance have not been considered 
in the literature before. The study provides new insights into framing the pol-
lution problem in terms of economic consequences for state finance in an 
unexplored setting by investigating the public support for environmental 
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policy in one of the new European Union member states (i.e. Poland), in 
which the EU membership is an important political and social issue.

Behavioural aspects of environmental policy 

Consequences of human biases resulting from bounded rationality and 
other psychological circumstances can be observed, among others, with 
regard to environmental policy. As for Croson and Treich notice, the environ-
ment is often associated with strong moral feelings (guilt, shame, pride etc.), 
which may affect citizens’ beliefs and attitudes toward green consumption, 
policies and politics. Moreover, many environmental issues are complex and 
have the nature of public goods. They also often have long term and global 
effects, increasing the scope for bounded rationality (Croson, Treich, 2014, p. 
336).

Environmental policy, as other areas of public policy, has to face different 
risks. According to some experimental research, people tend to systemati-
cally misjudge the expected impact of low probability, high-severity events 
such as catastrophic climate change, biodiversity loss, pest/disease invasion 
or nuclear disaster. These misperceptions can lead to inefficient levels of 
insurance and risk prevention, as well as incorrect economic valuations of 
environmental risks (Shogren, 2012, p. 5). The perception of risk by the pub-
lic may be very different from that of experts, contrary to what is assumed in 
the neoclassical theory. An example of the risk perception bias in air pollu-
tion is the observed overestimation of risks associated with outdoor air pol-
lution compared to those associated with indoor air pollution (Carlsson, 
Johansson-Stenman, 2012, p. 87). The problem resulting from the misper-
ception of risks is the choice of the risk perception on which to base environ-
mental policy: on the perception of risk by the public, by experts, or on other 
criteria (Carlsson, Johansson-Stenman, 2012, p. 88). 

Crowding out effects are another behavioural aspect of environmental 
policy, neglected in the neoclassical environmental economics. They consist 
in the fact that financial incentives affect moral obligations to behave pro-en-
vironmentally. People can be deprived of the feeling of having done some-
thing good and thus can become less motivated intrinsically to behave in this 
way if altruistic actions are monetarily rewarded. What is more, compensat-
ing the effects of their behaviour can make them believe that they have a right 
to deviate from pro-environmental behaviour, in other words, that they have 
the right to pollute (Garcia-Sierra et al., 2015, p. 295).

For most people, self-image and social approval are important. They care 
about how they perceive themselves and how others perceive them. In terms 
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of environmental issues, people usually want to see themselves and be seen 
as responsible citizens. As Carlsson and Johansson-Stenman point out, ‘the 
existing literature on ecolabeling and green consumerism, as well as that on 
fair trade, has often been framed within a classical market context in which 
price and quality are the drivers of consumer choice. However, consumers 
may also be concerned with the choices made by other consumers, and peo-
ple’s consumption decisions may therefore not be independent of social con-
text’ (Carlsson, Johansson-Stenman, 2012, p. 81). 

The knowledge of behavioural patterns and biases of which examples are 
described above can be used in the environmental policy-making process, in 
the policy design and implementation (OECD, 2017). A key policy instrument 
in this context is ‘green nudges’ that make environmental behaviour of indi-
viduals be influenced by subtle modifications of their decision context. 
Among ‘green nudges’ aimed at promoting environmentally responsible 
behaviour, there are those:
• capitalizing on consumers’ desire to maintain an attractive self-image 

through ‘green’ behaviour, by either simplifying product information or 
by making certain product characteristics more salient,

• exploiting people’s inclination to ‘follow the herd’, i.e. to imitate the 
behaviour of their peers; e.g., by conveying certain social norms through 
peer comparison,

• exploiting the behavioural effects of purposefully set defaults that stipu-
late what happens if people don’t actively choose (Schubert, 2017, p. 329-
331).
Thus, the behaviourally informed interventions of the policymakers to 

tackle environmentally damaging behaviour include, among others, simplifi-
cation of complex environmental information aiming to prevent information 
overload, framing of information in order to arouse desirable attitudes of 
individuals, changes to the default policy, changes to the physical environ-
ment, use of social norms, comparisons and timely feedback mechanisms. 
The practical examples of ‘green nudges’ can be:
• framing of energy efficiency labels aiming to focus on the savings that 

individuals could gain when choosing the best-in-class electric appliance 
in terms of energy efficiency,

• the proper location and colour of recycling bins, 
• sensor-based water taps,
• messages on the water bill comparing the household’s consumption with 

the average household in the same neighbourhood,
• placing stickers emphasising the need to save water next to faucets,
• the default setting of thermostats at a lower temperature,
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• real-time feedback on energy consumption through in-home displays 
(OECD, 2017, p. 4-5 and 8).
According to the OECD report (2017, p. 7) the majority of interventions 

are based on simplification and framing of information. 

Framing effect as a cognitive bias in the environmental setting

When the same problem is framed in different ways, the psychological 
principles governing the perception of decision problems and the evaluation 
of probabilities and outcomes produce predictable shifts of individual’s pref-
erence (Tversky, Kahneman, 1981, p. 453). Framing effect occurs when pre-
senting information in different modes changes how people make judgments 
and decisions about equivalent choice problems. The literature suggests that 
the framing effect is critical to our understanding of how people make deci-
sions, and especially choices involving risk (Carpenter, 2018).

Tversky and Kahneman have identified three particular types of framing 
that can result in actions that are anomalous by: 
• framing of acts, referring to the question of whether two decisions are 

presented independently or in tandem,
• framing of contingencies, referring to whether a possibility is presented 

as more or less contingent or certain, and 
• framing of outcomes referring to whether outcomes are presented as 

gains or losses in respect of the status quo (Nash, 2006 p. 318).
Framing effects with regard to environmental problems or policy are 

among the topics more and more often undertaken in the literature on behav-
ioural, environmental economics. This is the case especially for climate 
change consequences and mitigation policy. Some studies presented below 
investigate how different framing impacts public opinion on environmental 
problems and policy actions.

The results of research on the effect of the message frame on attitudes 
towards sustainability and energy consumption in Belgium indicate that to 
promote and strengthen pro-environmental behaviour it is necessary to 
emphasize possibilities of overcoming environmental problems rather than 
the gravity of these problems. This case is similar to the so-called “Asian dis-
ease problem”. Additionally, according to the research findings, the framing 
effect depends on age, gender, education level, and pro-environmental atti-
tude (Van de Velde et al., 2010).

Severson and Coleman (2015) assessed the effects of various frames 
(moral, scientific, and economic) on support for climate change mitigation 
policies. The religious, moral frame emphasized the stewardship of humans 
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over God’s creation, whereas the secular one accentuated widely shared val-
ues such as a duty to one another or concern for future generations. The eco-
nomic frame took two forms: an equity frame and an efficiency frame. The 
former emphasized the uneven distributional effects of climate change 
among poor island countries and the latter referred to the costs and benefits 
to the United States of taking action on climate change. The negative science 
frame highlighted the negative consequences of inaction in the face of climate 
change, and the positive science frame underlined the positive consequences 
of climate change mitigation action. The research results are mixed. The pos-
itive and negative scientific frames, the secular moral frame, and the eco-
nomic equity frame had the potential to increase public support for climate 
change mitigation policies, whereas the religious, moral frame and the eco-
nomic efficiency frame were ineffective at enhancing this support.

The influence of framing climate change in terms of perceived scientific 
consensus about its environmental consequences was also investigated by 
van der Linden et al. (2015). Using pre and post measures from a national 
message test experiment in the US, they found that increasing public percep-
tions of the scientific consensus was significantly and causally associated 
with an increase in the belief that climate change is happening, human-
caused and a critical threat. In another study (van der Linden et al., 2014) 
they present results of the research aimed at testing the efficacy of different 
ways to communicate the consensus-message (a descriptive text, a pie chart, 
and metaphorical representations) on climate change. According to their 
findings a visual form, i.e. a pie chart is the most effective in conveying the 
message about the scientific consensus due to its simplicity, shortness, and 
easiness to comprehend and remember.

In an experimental approach, Cason and Raymond (2011) used environ-
mental framing as a treatment variable in the context of an emissions trading 
system with voluntary reporting of emissions and imperfect enforcement in 
order to investigate whether environmental framing influences behaviour 
towards pollution control and reporting. The imperfect enforcement was 
modelled as random inspections to determine whether pollution reports 
were accurate, with monetary fines imposed for under-reporting. In environ-
mental framing, the item being traded was described as an emissions permit, 
and experiment participants were required to report pollution of greenhouse 
gas emissions at the end of each period, whereas in neutral framing partici-
pants traded “coupons” and reported a “number”. The research result sug-
gests that environmental framing reduced subjects’ incentives to honestly 
report pollution to the experimental regulator due to the negative connota-
tion of being a larger polluter. These results persist even when controlling for 
participants’ self-reported attitudes toward the environment and climate 
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change, motivations for compliance with rules and demographic characteris-
tics.

In a framed laboratory experiment on downstream water pollution, Czap 
et al. (2013) investigated the importance of empathy vs self-interest framing 
in determining the behaviour of upstreamers (i.e. persons who live upstream) 
regarding the negative externalities, and the potential of downstreamers (i.e. 
persons who live downstream) to influence the choices of upstreamers using 
non-monetary sanctions and rewards, alleviating the need for intervention 
by the local governments and regulatory institutions. Their findings provide 
evidence that environmental policy should appeal to the empathy of pollut-
ers and promote social punishment and public shaming as strategies to 
achieve lawful or cooperative behaviour. Empathy framing had a much more 
significant impact on individual behaviour than self-interest framing. Overall, 
individuals’ behaviour was more profit-oriented in the self-interest framing 
and more egalitarian in the empathy framing. 

Singh and Swanson (2017) examined the influence of three frames on the 
importance that individuals assign to climate change policy. These frames 
included putative national security, human rights, and environmental conse-
quences of climate change. They did not find that framing climate change 
altered the perception of its importance as a policy issue among the overall 
public. However, they observed that the assigned importance of climate 
change policy varied depending on political views. Republicans and the right-
ists sometimes assigned less importance to climate change policy when the 
issue was framed in terms of national security and climate change, while 
Democrats and the leftists, perceived climate change as more important in 
the case of national security and human rights frames. These patterns held 
the strongest when the frames were presented with accompanying official 
sources of information.

Individuals’ preference for environmental policy may be influenced by 
news framed as either emphasizing harmony with nature or mastery over 
nature. The results of research on the interplay of ecological worldviews and 
media frames by Fung, Brossard, and Ng (2011) suggest that harmony frame 
amplified the effect of the balance-with-nature worldview in supporting 
a natural approach to flood protection. In contrast, the mastery frame ampli-
fied the effect of the human-domination-over-nature worldview on the pref-
erence for a structural approach to flood protection. The natural approach 
relied primarily on land management and suggests the relocation of busi-
nesses and houses, to restrict development on flood-susceptible lands, and to 
carve out more overflow areas for floodwaters. The structural approach sug-
gested building stronger and more technologically advanced dams and lev-
ees in flood-prone areas. 
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Mossler et al. (2017) measured support for carbon emissions mitigation 
policies from individuals presented with one of five different policy frames 
(climate change, global warming, carbon pollution, air pollution, and ocean 
acidification). The “air pollution” frame generated the highest degree of pol-
icy support overall, while the „ocean acidification” frame elicited the least 
support overall. The “carbon pollution” frame won a little more approval for 
mitigation policies than “climate change” or “global warming” frames. Fram-
ing effects were partially contingent on prior knowledge and attitudes and 
mediated by concern.

Similar research has been conducted by Schuldt et al. (2011) who in 
a question wording experiment found that framing problems with rising tem-
peratures as “global warming” rather than “climate change” made Republican 
respondents more sceptical that global climate change is a real phenomenon, 
whereas other political groups were unaffected by question-wording. 

A comparison of local versus global framing of climate change in terms of 
individuals’ perception of this environmental problem’s severity, willingness 
to support policy actions and to take voluntary actions to mitigate climate 
change are also the topics of some studies. However, these studies present 
contradictory findings. According to Wiest et al. (2015), local framing is more 
effective in enhancing perceptions of the severity of climate change, support 
for sub-national policy action and some behavioural intentions to address 
climate change. Additionally, presenting information on the potential bene-
fits (e.g. longer growing seasons) and losses of climate change weakens per-
ceptions of the problem’s severity at the local and national level as compared 
to information on the potential losses only. Wiest et al. point out that the 
effectiveness of particular frames of climate change impact depends to some 
degree on individual political leanings. Similar inferences were drawn by 
Scannell and Gifford (2013) who in their study, investigated how spatial dis-
tance influenced climate change engagement. In their experiment partici-
pants completed questionnaires concerning attitudes to climate change after 
having read messages on local or global climate change impacts. They found 
that local message frames appear to improve communication of negative cli-
mate impacts. On the other hand, the findings of the experiment by Spence 
and Pidgeon (2010) indicate that framing climate change impacts as distant 
ones results in perceiving them as more severe in comparison to local ones. 
Moreover, according to their research results, attitudes towards climate 
change mitigation were positive when individuals were asked to consider 
social rather than personal aspects of climate change (i.e. benefits and risks 
arising from climate change in terms of personal considerations only were 
assumed to relate to local climate change impacts).
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In general, the above-presented studies suggest that framing an environ-
mental problem in a certain way may have more potential than others to 
make individuals assign this problem greater importance, to increase public 
support for mitigation policy and to strengthen pro-environmental behav-
iour.

Research methods

The experiment was conducted during two academic years: 2017/2018 
and 2018/2019 and a total of 288 students from AGH University of Science 
and Technology took part in it. Participants were randomly given one of three 
short descriptions of the consequences of excessive sulphur dioxide emis-
sion, presented in different frames referring to human health, nature (for-
ests) and financial penalties (cf. table 1). Each treatment group numbered 96 
persons concomitantly. The random assignment of the participants to treat-
ment groups is a prerequisite for the experimental research. The data on 
socio-demographic features of the participants were not collected.

Table 1. Information frames for SO2 emission effects

Frame Content

Human 
health

Sulphur dioxide belongs to the most important air pollutants, and it is emitted mainly 
when fuels containing sulphur are burned. It causes severe health problems includ-
ing cardiovascular diseases (e.g. narrowing of the arteries, heart attack), breathing 
problems, irritation of eyes, nose and throat, headache and anxiety. It contributes to 
the smog formation. According to different sources, about 20-67 thousand people 
die in Poland annually due to the smog.

Nature

Sulphur dioxide (SO2) is very harmful to all living organisms, particularly to plants. 
In the air SO2 oxidises to SO3 and in combination with water forms sulphuric acid that 
is the main cause of acid rains. SO2 may cause contamination of vast natural areas 
due to shifting around over long distance. It negatively impacts forests, causing soil 
acidification, dysfunction in the edaphic solution and changes in the availability of 
alimentary components. SO2 emission and acid aggradation have been a significant 
problem in forest areas worldwide for several decades, leading to an overall reduc-
tion in the increment of trees, i.e. decrease of the thickness of growth rings and tree 
height and morphologic damage of needles and leaves. 
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Frame Content

Financial

Within the struggle for abatement of excessive sulphur dioxide emission, the adop-
tion of new European Union regulation is planned imposing penalties for member 
states for noncompliance with incoming tightened standards of concentration of 
this gas in the air. In the case of non-compliance with the new standards and taking 
into account the current level of sulphur dioxide emission in Poland, the estimated 
amount of financial penalties that Poland would pay totals about 3-4 billion PLN 
annually. EU member states have time to conform to the new regulation until the end 
of 2021.

Source: author’s work. The information on health impacts was developed on the basis of the report 
of the European Environment Agency (EEA, 2013) and the effects on nature were described using the 
work by Baciak et al., 2015. The financial frame is the author’s description.

Participants of the experiment were then asked to assess their support 
for two instruments proposed as a solution for excessive SO2 emission: the 
imposition of additional emission fees and launching of the cap-and-trade 
program and to assess their support for (voluntarily) bearing higher heating 
costs due to the use of the least sulphur-containing fuel. They could express 
their opinion using a 7-point Likert scale (cf. table 2). In the analysis the 
answers were given the value from 1 to 7, starting from the strongly negative 
attitude (‘I strongly disapprove’) to the strongly positive one (‘I strongly 
approve’). 

Table 2.  Solutions for SO2 emission abatement problem proposed to experiment 
participants

Description of proposed instruments within 
the environmental policy Questions Possible answers

Proposed solutions of SO2 emission abate-
ment include the imposition of additional 
emission fees of 2,7 PLN/kg and/or implemen-
tation of the obligatory SO2 cap-and-trade 
program for heavy polluters (mainly power 
plants). This latter solution consists in the 
allocation of allowances for SO2 emission 
among polluters and the possibility of buying/
selling allowances between interested parties. 
The enterprise participating in the cap-and-
trade program has to cover its SO2 emission 
with allowances granted or bought on the 
market.

• Do you approve of the 
imposition of additional 
SO2 emission fees for 
heavy polluters?

• Do you approve of the 
launching of the SO2 
cap-and-trade program 
for heavy polluters?

• Do you approve of (volun-
tarily) bearing higher 
heating costs due to the 
use of the least sul-
phur-containing fuel? 

• I strongly disapprove
• I disapprove
• I rather disapprove
• I do not have an opinion
• I rather approve
• I approve
• I strongly approve

Source: author’s work.
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The differences in the support for environmental actions between three 
groups of participants were analysed by means of the two-sample t-test, in 
which (Wieczorkowska, Wierzbiński, 2007, p. 180):
• the null hypothesis is that the means of two populations are equal: H0 : 

μ1= μ2,

• the alternative hypothesis assumes that the means are not equal: H1: μ1≠ 
μ2,

• the t-statistic is the following:

   (1)

where:
M –  the mean in the sample,
s –  the standard deviation in the sample,
n –  the strength of each sample.

Research results and discussion

The support for proposed instruments and voluntary action within the 
SO2 emission abatement policy among the experiment participants is pre-
sented in table 3. Regardless of the treatment group, the participants back 
the least bearing higher heating costs due to the use of the least sulphur-con-
taining fuel, which is quite understandable. In the case of nature and financial 
frame, the imposition of the cap-and-trade program commands the highest 
endorsement, and in the case of human health frame, most support is won by 
the imposition of emission fees. All three proposed solutions for excessive 
SO2 emission are approved the most by the participants from the group with 
human health frame. The participants from nature frame back more on aver-
age the cap-and-trade program and voluntarily bearing higher heating costs 
than those from financial frame. The opposite happens in the case of emis-
sion fees. The average total support for two instruments and voluntary action 
is the highest among the participants provided with information in the 
human health frame (5.20), then among the participants provided with infor-
mation in the nature frame (4.54) and in the financial frame (4.50).

The diversification of the participants’ attitudes toward the imposition of 
emission fees and voluntarily bearing higher heating costs in all three treat-
ment groups is moderate. The coefficient of variation, i.e. the ratio of the 
standard deviation to the mean for emission fees equals 27%, 30% and 32% 
in the case of human health, nature and financial frame respectively. This 
coefficient for bearing higher heating costs totals 28%, 30% and 42% in the 
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case of human health, nature and financial frame respectively. The partici-
pants’ attitudes toward the imposition of the cap-and-trade program are 
slightly less diversified (the coefficient of variation is equal to 24%, 22% and 
27% in the case of human health, nature and financial frame respectively).

Table 3. Support for proposed instruments and actions within the environmental policy

Instrument/action Mean Standard 
deviation

Human health frame

Emission fees 5.53 1.51

Cap-and-trade program 5.41 1.28

Bearing higher heating costs due to the use of the least sulphur-containing fuel 4.68 1.31

Nature frame

Emission fees 4.58 1.39

Cap-and-trade program 4.98 1.11

Bearing higher heating costs due to the use of the least sulphur-containing fuel 4.05 1.23

Financial frame

Emission fees 4.70 1.51

Cap-and-trade program 4.90 1.33

Bearing higher heating costs due to the use of the least sulphur-containing fuel 3.91 1.63

Source: author’s work.

Table 4. The two-sample t-test results 

Frames
Emission fees Cap-and-trade program

Bearing higher heating costs 
due to the use of the least 
sulphur-containing fuel

t-statistics p-value t-statistics p-value t-statistics p-value

Human health  
vs nature 4.5353 0.0000 -2.4589 0.0148 -3.3915 0.0008

Financial  
vs nature 0.5434 0.5875 -0.4698 0.6390 -0.6973 0.4865

Financial  
vs human health -3.7933 0.0002 -2.6992 0.0076 -3.5956 0.0004

Source: author’s work.
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Table 4 presents the two-sample t-test results. They reveal statistically 
significant differences in support for emission fees, cap-and-trade program 
and voluntarily bearing higher heating costs between human health and 
nature frames and between human health and financial frames at the signifi-
cance level of 0.01 except for cap-and-trade program in human health and 
nature frame comparison (0.05). The attitudes toward proposed solutions in 
nature and financial frames do not differ in terms of statistical significance.

According to the findings of this study, framing the SO2 pollution problem 
taking into account consequences for human health has more potential to 
increase the public support for proposed instruments and voluntary action 
within the SO2 emission abatement policy than highlighting consequences 
for nature and state finance. These results are quite understandable, keeping 
in mind that health belongs to the most important values in life. The results 
of the survey carried out by the Central Statistical Office in Poland indicate 
that the health is of very great importance to 80.5% of the Poles and of great 
importance to 18.2% of them (GUS, 2017).

The nature frame has turned out to fail to increase the support for pro-
posed solutions within the SO2 emission abatement policy as compared to 
other competing frames. Similar results were indicated by Singh and Swan-
son (2017) who did not find the advantage of climate change framing in 
terms of environmental consequences of this change over other types of 
framing. Emphasizing the potential financial burden for the Polish state 
finance has proved to be not better than two other ways of presenting the SO2 

emission problem. This finding is in line with the above-cited research results 
by Severson and Coleman (2015) who examined, among others, the effect of 
the economic efficiency frame. Although the membership in the EU is impor-
tant for the majority of the Poles and the financial penalties that could be 
imposed by the EU on Poland are quite often used in the public discussion as 
a bugbear, underlining this financial aspect in the context of the SO2 emission 
abatement policy has not come out to be more effective than other frames.

The findings of the study do not suggest that highlighting pollution con-
sequences for nature or state finance does not matter to the society but 
rather that there are better types of ‘nudges’ in the environmental policy that 
appeal to the personal aspects of environmental problems like the impacts 
on the human health. The similar interference can be drawn from studies by 
Scannell and Gifford (2013) and Wiest et al. (2015) who indicated that local 
framing of climate change (i.e. underlining consequences near to the people) 
was more convincing than global framing.
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Conclusions

The behavioural, environmental economics combines the best of two dis-
ciplines: the normative power of traditional environmental economics 
together with a more realistic description of individual behaviour from psy-
chology and other human and social sciences (Croson, Treich, 2014, p. 346). 
It should help to understand why people do not respond to environmental 
policy measures, as predicted by neoclassical economic theory and to improve 
environmental policy design (Pasche, 2013, p. 1).

The findings of this study support the assumption that psychological con-
siderations may have a significant influence on people’s attitude towards 
environmental policy. Individuals tend to support environmental policy 
instruments and voluntary action the most when the SO2 pollution problem 
is framed in the context of consequences for human health. These inferences 
are rather not surprising, taking into account the fact that health is among 
the life aspects most prized by people.

The results of our study allow us to draw a conclusion that highlighting 
the impact of environmentally damaging behaviour on people’s health by the 
regulators and other organizations involved in the environmental protection 
may increase the public support for the imposition of environmental policy 
instruments and may encourage voluntary actions aimed to protect the envi-
ronment.

The study is not free from limitations regarding especially the sample 
that is confined to the students of one university. It could be extended by 
including other groups in terms of age, educational background and profes-
sion, e.g. managing directors in companies exerting a significantly negative 
impact on the environment and being subject to the environmental regula-
tion. The research relates to the assessment of support only for emission 
fees, emission trading, and bearing higher heating costs in the context of SO2 
excessive emission problem under three specific framings. Other environ-
mental problems such as climate change and other instruments of environ-
mental policy could also be investigated regarding the perception and sup-
port for these instruments among different stakeholders taking into account 
a variant framing.

In the author’s opinion, the behavioural aspects of environmental policy 
are interesting topics and require further investigation. They could provide 
additional insights into how psychological considerations influence different 
decision-makers regarding their environmentally damaging or desirable 
behaviours and help the regulators to design more effective environmental 
policy.
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