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The biases and heuristics tradition

 Application to policy advisors and decision-
makers

... decision-makers can take different decisions 
based on exactly the same information depending 
on how that information is presented.
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Framing bias and preference reversals

Policy advisors are familiar with the language of 
framing, but many are perhaps not aware that we 
are able to make formal predictions about how 
certain types of frame will affect decision-making. 



Our inborn tendency is to generalise that 
something is good or bad, rather than a complex 
mixture of the two.
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Implications of framing bias and preference 
reversals for policy advice

Further applications of cognitive psychology 
to the policy process

... it appears important that advisors are careful 
in the way they communicate risk, to ensure the 
risks are well understood without leading to their 
cognitive exaggeration. 



Procedural approaches to considering 
cognitive biases

But the language and concepts of cognitive 
science are not often encountered explicitly, and 
are not typically part of the formal training and 
development of advisors. 
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Conclusion

1 This could be seen as an example of the attribute 
substitution heuristic, whereby the mind substitutes an easy 
problem ($1.10 - $1) for a somewhat harder problem (x + y 
= $1.10, y - x = $1, solve for x).
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