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Definition of the term (1/4, 125-500 words)
Framing refers to the manner in which information, choices, or issues are described, influencing how they are perceived and understood (Kahneman & Tversky, 1984). For example, a pound of ground beef could equivalently be labelled as either “75% lean” or “25% fat” (Levin & Gaeth, 1988). In marketing, the term is commonly associated with the presentation of products, services, ideas, or brands in a manner that makes them more appealing or understandable to the target audience. Essentially, framing shapes the narrative around a product or service, influencing consumer perceptions, decision-making processes, and behaviors. 
Framing can be applied in a variety of marketing contexts, from advertisements and promotional campaigns to packaging and product placement. It capitalizes on cognitive biases, heuristics, and the way human beings process information. For example, a sale on a $500 product presented as "$50 off" might be perceived better than one presented as "10% discount," even though the savings are identical.
Key Findings & Insights (2/4, 250-1000 words)
1. Prospect Theory & Loss Aversion: The most influential theory of framing is Prospect Theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). This theory posits that we evaluate events with respect to a reference point and code them as gains or losses. For example, considering buying a $55 product that is currently on sale for $35 could be perceived as a $20 gain, because the reference point is $55. Furthermore, according to loss aversion, potential losses weigh roughly twice as much as potential gains; a potential price increase of $5 feels twice as bad as a potential price drop of $5 feels good. 
2. Prospect Theory & Risks: Another key contribution of Prospect Theory is that consumers perceive probabilities non-linearly; we over-weight small probabilities and underweight large probabilities (Tversky & Kahneman, 1992). For example, a “1% chance to die” in surgery is considered by doctors to be much more serious than a “99% chance to survive” surgery (Marteau, 1989). Furthermore, consumers tend to be risk averse when considering gains (wanting the certain gain more than the chance of a larger gain), but more prone to taking chances to avoid losses (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981). For example, gamblers may take large risks to win their money back. 
3. Attribute Framing: This type of framing pertains to the positive or negative presentation of equivalent attribute information. For instance, beef labeled as "75% lean" meat is more appealing than beef labeled "25% fat," even though they convey the same information (Levin & Gaeth, 1988). In general, marketers seek to communicate positive frames for their products. 
4. Goal Framing: Here, the focus is on presenting the benefits of engaging in an action versus the consequences of not doing so. For example, a health campaign might emphasize the benefits of quitting smoking (e.g., "live a longer, healthier life") versus the risks of continuing (e.g., "increase your risk of lung cancer"). Research has shown that the effectiveness of one frame over the other can vary depending on the audience and context (Maheswaran & Meyers-Levy, 1990). For example, when detailed processing is high (e.g., thinking carefully about cancer screening), negative framing may be more persuasive (“if you do not screen for breast cancer, you will have a decreased chance of detecting a tumor at an earlier, treatable stage”), but when detailed processing is low (e.g., making a quick judgment about buying beef), positive framing may be more persuasive (“75% lean”). 
5. Issue framing: This type of framing pertains to the broader portrayal of societal issues and how different presentations can shape public opinion or policy decisions. For example, lab grown meat can be presented to consumers as providing “societal benefits”, “high tech”, or “same meat”; U.S. adults respond more negatively to the “high tech” frame (Bryant & Dillard, 2019). 
6. Emotional Responses and Framing: Beyond cognitive effects, framing can also elicit emotional responses. Frames that induce fear, for example, can be particularly effective in prompting action, especially when combined with efficacy messages detailing how to avoid the feared outcome (Rothman et al., 1999).
7. Individual differences: Different types of consumers respond to frames in different ways. For example, people with obesity are more responsive to marketing tactics that frame foods and portions as healthier than they really are (Cornil et al., 2022). In another example, Republicans and other anti-tax political parties respond more negatively to a carbon price framed as a carbon “tax” as opposed to an equivalent carbon “offset” or other non-tax cost (Hardisty et al., 2010; Sussman & Olivola, 2011). 
8. Cultural Differences: Cross-cultural studies indicate that the effectiveness of framing can vary depending on cultural values, norms, and cognitive styles. For instance, individualistic cultures may respond differently to framing than collectivist cultures, emphasizing the need for marketers to be culturally sensitive when developing framed messages (Briley et al., 2005).
Outlook (1/4, 125-500 words)
Research on framing is continually evolving, especially with the proliferation of digital media and the increasing complexity of the consumer landscape. A few areas of interest include:
1. Digital Framing and Personalization: With the growth of AI and machine learning, companies can frame messages in real-time, tailoring them to individual consumers' preferences and behaviors. This personalization can make marketing efforts more efficient.
2. Ethical Considerations: “Pure” framing is transparently equivalent: the glass of water is described as “half empty” or “half full”. Furthermore, framing is unavoidable. All human communications are framed in some way. As such, worries that the any use of framing is manipulative or unethical are unfounded. Yet, issue framing can present new information or ideas (e.g., immigration may be framed as a “national security” issue or a “human rights” issue), and thus serve an educational role. And, pushed to the limit, framing becomes deception and misinformation, and therefore can certainly be unethical. For example, a sugary breakfast cereal might be framed as “a healthy source of whole grains” without adequately addressing its high sugar content. Misleading frames can manipulate consumers, leading to potential backlash and loss of trust. The challenge for marketers is to harness the power of framing responsibly, ensuring transparency and honesty in their communications.
3. I-Frame and S-Frame: Often research papers convey an implicit frame about what behavior can or should be changed. Indeed, most research on sustainability (and other social issues) in marketing is about how to change individual consumer behavior (the “i-frame”), meanwhile system-level change of firms and governments may be more impactful (the “s-frame”) (Chater & Loewenstein, 2022). Future research should further explore how to effect system change, as well as the effects of system change. 
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