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Abstract

We provide causal evidence that the economic framing of a structural policy

changes households’ macroeconomic expectations. In a randomized survey

experiment in the Bundesbank Online Panel of Households, all participants

first read an identical neutral primer about climate policy measures and are

then randomly assigned to receive no further text or an additional narrative

interpreting the policy primarily as a negative demand or supply shock.

Both narratives reduce expected growth. However, only the supply-shock

framing raises inflation expectations, while the demand-shock framing does

not reduce them—contrary to a simple demand-channel benchmark. These

findings suggest that communication that makes different macro channels

salient can materially shape expectations, with implications for economic

policy communication during structural transitions.
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1 Introduction

Households systematically interpret inflation as a sign of economic weakness. In-

stead of associating rising prices with stronger demand, they link inflation to falling

output, higher unemployment, and declining real incomes—a pattern known as the

“stagflationary view.” This interpretation has major implications for the credibil-

ity of policy interventions, especially when central banks and governments aim to

guide expectations. This paper provides causal evidence that narrative framing,

whether the green transition policy is described as a negative supply or demand

shock, significantly shapes macroeconomic beliefs. While both framings reduce

growth expectations, our results show that the supply framing increases inflation

expectations, whereas the demand framing fails to decrease them. Thus, condi-

tional on an identical policy primer, the macroeconomic channel emphasized in

communication materially shapes households’ stated expectations.

The evidence on the stagflationary view of inflation has been documented

consistently across countries and periods. In the United States, Kamdar and Ray

(2024) show that consumers expecting higher inflation are simultaneously pes-

simistic about future economic activity, with inflation and unemployment expec-

tations moving together. Candia et al. (2020) find that both households and firms

hold such beliefs. Ferreira and Pica (2025) find that European households raise

inflation expectations in response to both negative supply and demand shocks.

At a global level, D’Acunto et al. (2025) report that in over thirty economies,

households anticipating higher inflation also expect weaker growth or falling real

incomes. These findings suggest that many households anchor their beliefs in a

supply-side, rather than demand-driven, understanding of inflation.

Using experimental designs to exogenously shift inflation expectations, Coibion

et al. (2022) and Coibion et al. (2023) focus on the consequences of altered expec-
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tations for spending or income perceptions and demonstrate that raising inflation

expectations reduces durable consumption or optimism about real income, out-

comes consistent with a stagflationary interpretation. Asking households for their

rationale why they dislike inflation, Shiller (1996) and Stantcheva (2024) suggest

that households’ fear of deteriorating purchasing power and declining living stan-

dards might be reasons why households hold such beliefs.

Yet despite this growing evidence in favor of the supply-driven view, we lack

causal evidence whether households adopt stagflationary expectations also because

of the economic narrative in which policy information is embedded. This paper

addresses that gap. Using a randomized controlled trial (RCT), embedded in the

Bundesbank Online Panel of Households (BOP-HH), we examine how framing the

green transition as a negative supply versus demand shock influences macroeco-

nomic expectations. Holding the content of climate policy constant, we vary the

narrative framing, whether the transition is described as affecting the economy

through production constraints or reduced consumption.

We use the green transition as a theme of our RCT for two main reasons.

First, climate change mitigation policies are a salient policy intervention. Second,

they are an economically ambiguous structural shock since they can be plausibly

framed either as supply-side measures that raise production costs and constrain

capacity, or as demand-side measures that dampen consumption and investment.

This ambiguity makes the green transition an ideal setting for studying how fram-

ing affects belief formation. Our RCT setup exposes respondents to climate-policy

information framed through different economic reasoning. All participants first re-

ceive a neutral primer describing Germany’s emission-reduction goals and related

measures. Treatment groups then receive additional narrative interpretation em-

phasizing either supply- or demand-side mechanisms. After the narrative exposure,

we elicit expectations for inflation, output growth, and trust in the European Cen-
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tral Bank’s (ECB) ability to maintain price stability. This is relevant because a

supply-driven interpretation of inflation by households can reduce the effectiveness

of demand-based monetary policy.

Our findings are threefold. First, comparing responses before and after re-

spondents read the neutral climate-policy information without explicit economic

framing, reported growth expectations are lower, quantitative inflation expecta-

tions are higher, and institutional trust is reduced. Second, when the policy mea-

sures are framed in supply-side terms, households exhibit stagflationary updating,

i.e., inflation expectations rise while growth expectations decline. In contrast,

demand-side framing depresses growth expectations but has either no effect or a

positive effect on inflation expectations, suggesting no disinflationary updating of

beliefs. Third, we do not find any sizeable impact of either supply- or demand-

oriented information on trust in the ECB, indicating that credibility may not be

sensitive to the narrative framing of the shock per se.

Against this background, this paper makes two contributions. First, empiri-

cally, it offers the causal evidence that the economic framing of a policy and not

just its content shapes inflation and growth expectations. Second, theoretically,

it advances our understanding of belief formation under uncertainty, supporting

the view that narratives and not just news drive expectation formation. These

findings are particularly relevant for central bank or government communication

during structural transitions such as the green transition or AI adoption, where the

public’s macroeconomic interpretations may diverge sharply from experts’ views.

They also suggest that narrative framing can be a strategic policy tool. Carefully

interpreting the economic frame of a given policy may influence public beliefs,

manage inflation expectations, and reinforce institutional credibility without al-

tering the policy itself.

Our findings contribute to several literatures. First, they extend the emerg-
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ing behavioral macroeconomics literature on expectation formation by provid-

ing direct causal evidence on how households interpret macroeconomic shocks.

Whereas previous experiments documented behavioral responses to shifted expec-

tations (Coibion et al., 2023, 2022), we show how those expectations arise in the

first place. Second, our study contributes to the emerging literature on climate

change and macroeconomic beliefs (Georgarakos et al., 2025; Dietrich et al., 2024;

Meinerding et al., 2023), but with a distinct focus. Existing work has primarily

studied how climate-related concerns or news about physical risks affect expecta-

tions. Meinerding et al. (2023) document a negative correlation between climate

concerns and inflation expectations, Georgarakos et al. (2025) use an RCT to

show that information about higher future temperatures raises inflation expecta-

tions, and Dietrich et al. (2024) interpret increases in the perceived probability

of climate catastrophes as negative news shocks in a macroeconomic model. In

contrast, we focus on households’ macroeconomic beliefs in response to climate

policies themselves, treating these policies as macroeconomic shocks. We show

that narrative framing of climate policies as either demand or supply shocks helps

explain divergent findings in prior research. When climate policy is framed as a

demand shock, households revise their growth expectations downward while keep-

ing inflation expectations either unchanged or higher, implying no disinflationary

updating of beliefs. In contrast, a supply framing lowers growth expectations and

raises inflation expectations, consistent with a stagflationary pattern. These dif-

ferences suggest that observed variation across studies may stem not only from

the content of climate-related information, but also from how the policy context

is economically framed.

Finally, our findings speak to debates on central-bank communication and

credibility (Blinder et al., 2024). Eickmeier and Petersen (2024) show that a

majority of households in Germany report increased trust in the ECB due to

5



its climate engagement, valuing the institution’s broader scope and concern. We

complement this evidence by showing that, during structural transitions, growth

expectations appear more central to trust than inflation fears. This suggests that

effective communication may require narratives that address the perceived output

costs of policy measures, not only their price implications.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the

experimental design and data. Section 3 presents the results. Section 4 discusses

mechanisms, policy implications, and concludes.

2 Experimental design

We study how households form macroeconomic expectations in response to differ-

ent narratives about climate policy. Specifically, we test whether framing the green

transition as a supply- or demand-side shock differentially affects beliefs about in-

flation, output growth, and institutional trust. To do so, we embedded a random-

ized survey experiment in the Bundesbank Online Panel of Households (BOP-HH),

a large-scale monthly online survey that collects economic expectations and atti-

tudes from a representative sample of German households with participants being

German citizens aged 16 years or older.

The experiment was fielded in June 2025, and was completed by 4,048 respon-

dents. This wave was augmented to include our RCT and six additional questions

on expectations of economic growth and inflation in the medium term, consider-

ing the green transition of the economy, and trust in the ECB’s ability to ensure

price stability during the green transition. In addition, we use responses from

the core questionnaire on macroeconomic expectations, on concerns about current

macroeconomic developments and socio-demographic information in our analysis.
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2.1 RCT and key questions of interest

All participants were first asked about their qualitative expectations of the unem-

ployment rate in Germany, the inflation rate, economic growth in Germany and

fuel prices. Half of the sample was asked about their expectations three years

ahead and the other half about their expectations five years ahead, in line with

the default core questions design in the BOP-HH survey regarding medium-term

quantitative inflation expectations at the three- and five-year horizons. This ques-

tion was worded as follows:

• ”How do you expect the [metric] to develop over the twelve months between

June 2027 and June 2028 [on average over the next five years]?”

The respondents could choose their answer on a scale of 1 (”decrease significantly”)

to 5 (”increase significantly”).

Afterwards, all participants were shown a short, neutral text that described

the goals and instruments of climate mitigation policy in Germany.

• ”Now we would like to provide some information about climate change mit-

igation measures in Germany.

Reducing carbon emissions is one of the most important objectives for lim-

iting the impact of climate change. This is why Germany has committed

to reducing its carbon emissions by 65% by 2030 compared with 1990. An

increasing number of measures are being implemented in order to achieve

this objective.

Examples of such measures that could affect both firms and households are

the phasing-out of coal power, a carbon price on fuel, as well as funding

programmes for energy-efficient buildings and renewable energy.”

This description was designed to convey factual information without introducing

any directional economic interpretation.
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After reading the primer, respondents were randomly assigned to one of three

groups: a control group, which received no additional information, or one of two

treatment groups, each receiving a short paragraph that emphasized either the

supply- or demand-side consequences of the green transition.

In the demand-side treatment, participants read

• ”Let us now look at the potential impact of these measures to reduce carbon

emissions on the economy.

Some economists expect that the transition to a climate-neutral economy

could dampen consumption levels and investment in Germany. Certain as-

sets, such as fossil fuel reserves or specialised machinery, could lose value

and jobs in affected sectors may be cut. Such a decline in income and wealth

could lead to lower investment and consumption throughout the economy.”

In the supply-side treatment, the paragraph instead stated:

• ”Let us now look at the potential impact of these measures to reduce carbon

emissions on the economy.

Some economists expect that the transition to a climate-neutral economy

could dampen production in Germany. The switch to climate-friendly pro-

cesses could increase costs, lead to restructuring of individual industrial sec-

tors, reduce the supply of goods or lead to delays in supply chains. Such

a decline in capacities could lead to lower production throughout the econ-

omy.”

The wording of both treatments was intentionally parallel in structure, length, and

tone, differing only in the supply vs. demand mechanism emphasized (see, e.g. Ci-

ccarelli and Marotta (2024)). All respondents received an identical neutral primer

about the policy, and the treatments then added one paragraph that interpreted

this same policy primarily through either a demand-side or supply-side channel.
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Treatments were randomized at the individual level. All respondents were then

asked the same set of outcome questions.

First, directly following the information treatment, the demand and supply

groups were asked whether they agree with the provided information:

• ”To what extent do you agree with these statements on the potential impact

of measures to reduce carbon emissions on the economy?” where, on a scale

of 1 to 10, 1 refers to ”strongly disagree” and 10 refers to ”strongly agree”.

Following this question, all groups were asked qualitatively about their medium-

term expectations of inflation and economic growth on a scale of 1 (”decrease

significantly”) to 5 (”increase significantly”):

• ”How do you expect economic growth in Germany would respond to mea-

sures to achieve climate targets over the twelve months between June 2027

and June 2028 [respond on average to measures to achieve climate targets

over the next five years]?”

• ”And how do you expect the inflation rate in Germany would respond to

measures to achieve climate targets over the twelve months between June

2027 and June 2028 [respond on average to measures to achieve climate

targets over the next five years]?”

Afterwards, the respondents were asked about the expected level of medium-term

inflation, taking into account the green transition:

• ”And what value do you think the rate of inflation or deflation would take

over the twelve months between June 2027 and June 2028 [would take on

average over the next five years] if the measures to achieve climate targets

were taken into account?” where respondents were asked to write down a

percentage value with a maximum of one decimal place.
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Finally, considering that physical and transition risks associated with climate

change may affect the economy and, consequently, price stability, we asked the

participants whether climate policy would have an impact on the ECB’s ability to

fulfil its mandate.

• ”The European Central Bank (ECB) is responsible for safeguarding price

stability in the euro area.

What impact do you expect the Federal Government’s measures to reduce

carbon emissions to have on the European Central Bank’s ability to safeguard

price stability?” where, on a scale of 1 to 5, 1 refers to ”be strengthened

significantly” and 5 to ”be weakened significantly”.

To ensure internal validity, randomization checks in the Appendix A confirm

balance across treatment arms on demographics characteristics. Because all re-

spondents received the same underlying policy information and differed only in

how its economic consequences were described, any differences in expectations

across groups can be causally attributed to the framing mechanism.

Since half of the sample reported expectations three years ahead and the

other half five years ahead, we focus on the five-year horizon in the main text and

present the corresponding three-year results in the Appendix A. Our focus on the

five-year-ahead horizon aligns with the primer’s stated goal of reducing carbon

emissions by 65% by 2030 relatively to 1990 levels.

To mitigate the influence of outliers in quantitative inflation expectations, we

remove the top and bottom 2.5% of quantitative observations and, in subsequent

analyses, employ Huber regressions to endogenously downweight the effect of ex-

treme values. Finally, for qualitative macroeconomic expectations and trust in

the ECB, we group the original five response categories into three for ease of in-

terpretation. Qualitative expectations of economic growth and inflation are thus
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measured on a three-category scale: decrease, stay the same, and increase. Simi-

larly, trust in the central bank is measured on a three-category scale: strengthened,

unaffected, and weakened.

One note is in order. All respondents receive the same factual primer about

climate-policy goals and instruments. The treatments do not add new policy facts.

Instead, they add a short economic interpretation that makes either demand-side

or supply-side mechanisms salient. We therefore interpret our estimates as the

incremental effect of channel salience (demand vs. supply framing), conditional

on the common primer.

2.2 Data and stylized facts

2.2.1 Summary Statistics

Table A1 in the Appendix A shows socio-demographic characteristics of the whole

sample across the control group and treated groups. Results of balance tests show

that differences in age, gender, household income, college degree and location in

Germany are clearly not significant, hence, demographics are similar across groups.

This result also holds for respondents who were either asked about their macroe-

conomic expectations over the next three or five years (Table A2 and Table A3).

2.2.2 Stylized facts

In the following section, we replicate two key empirical patterns from the literature

on inflation expectations and climate change within our sample. First, consistent

with Meinerding et al. (2023), we find a negative correlation between a house-

hold’s concern about climate change and its inflation expectations. In the core

questionnaire, respondents rate the seriousness of climate change on a scale of

1 (”no problem at all”) to 10 (”an extremely serious problem”). While we do
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not attempt to explain variation in climate concern itself, we use this variable

to examine heterogeneity in belief formation later on. As shown in columns (1)

and (2) of Table 1, the negative association between climate concern and inflation

expectations is statistically significant in our data.

Second, we observe a negative relationship between households’ growth expec-

tations and both their quantitative and qualitative inflation expectations, consis-

tent with findings in Coibion et al. (2023). Columns (3)–(6) of Table 1 summarize

these results. This pattern supports a supply-side view of macroeconomic expec-

tations, in which higher inflation is associated with weaker economic growth.

Table 1: Stylized facts

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Prior quant. inflation Prior qual. inflation Prior quant. inflation

exp. 5y ahead exp. 5y ahead exp. 5y ahead

Climate concern -0.054*** -0.062***
(0.01) (0.01)

Prior qual. growth exp. -0.25*** -0.26*** -0.34*** -0.35***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)

Adj. R2 0.013 0.030 0.101 0.108 0.063 0.072
N observations 1909 1853 2014 1950 1908 1853

Demographics No Yes No Yes No Yes

Note: This table presents the estimated effects from Huber regressions for columns (1), (2), (5), and (6) as well
as OLS regressions for columns (3) and (4). Demographic controls include age, gender, education, household
income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

3 Results

This section presents the effects of the experimental treatments on households’

macroeconomic expectations and institutional trust. We begin by documenting

the effects of the neutral climate-policy information alone (control group), then

turn to the differential effects of supply- and demand-framing treatments. We

conclude with a discussion of heterogeneity by respondents’ concerns and socio-
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demographic characteristics.

3.1 Effects of the general primer information

The control group received only the general primer on climate policy, without

any explicit economic framing. This setup allows us to isolate the effect of ba-

sic information about climate targets and mitigation measures on households’

macroeconomic expectations, taking into account wording differences in pre- and

post-treatment survey questions.

As shown in Figure 1, average growth expectations decline significantly after

the primer information, from 2.25 to 2 on a scale of 1 to 3. Qualitative inflation

expectations remain unchanged, but quantitative inflation expectations rise from

a mean of 3.2% to 3.8%. These results suggest that even neutral, fact-based

climate communication tends to induce an interpretation resembling a negative

supply shock—that is, lower expected growth accompanied by upward pressure on

inflation.

3.2 Treatment effects

3.2.1 Agreement with the treatment statements

While the control group received only the general primer on climate targets and

mitigation measures, the two treatment groups received additional information

emphasizing either demand- or supply-side effects of the green transition. This

setup allows us to causally identify and examine whether framing the same climate

policy content through different economic narratives influences macroeconomic

expectations relative to the control group.

Immediately following the information treatments, respondents were asked to

indicate their level of agreement with the economic consequences described on

13



Figure 1: Prior and posterior macroeconomic expectations: Control group
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Note: These figures show the average of the corresponding variable with 90% confidence intervals
for the pre- and post-treatment questions within the control group. Qualitative expectations of
economic growth and inflation are thus measured on a three-category scale: decrease (1), stay
the same (2), and increase (3).

a scale of 1 to 10. Figure 2 shows the average level of agreement in the two

treated groups. Overall, respondents tend to agree with the potential impacts

of green transition policies, but agreement is significantly higher in the supply

treatment group (mean of 5.94) than in the demand treatment group (mean of

5.63), consistent with the earlier results in Section 3.1 that point to a supply-

driven interpretation of climate policy.

When considering socio-demographic variables (Table A6), we find that being

female or having a college degree is associated with lower agreement with both

information treatments. When we additionally control for concerns about climate

change and concerns about the economic situation, both these concerns become

statistically significant predictors of agreement in both treatment groups. Specif-

ically, greater concern about climate change is associated with lower agreement,

whereas greater concern about the economic situation increases agreement. No-
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tably, once these controls are included, the gender effect becomes insignificant

and the effect of education diminishes. In Section 3.5, we further explore the

heterogeneity of treatment effects across households’ concerns and demographic

characteristics.

Figure 2: Treatment agreement
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Agreement with potential impacts of the green transition

Note: This figure shows the average agreement of the information treatments with 90% confidence
intervals. The degree of agreement is rated on a scale of 1 to 10.

3.3 Causal effects on macroeconomic expectations

Figure 3 and Figure 4 show the distribution of posterior expectations about eco-

nomic growth and inflation over the next five years across the control and treat-

ment groups. Respondents were asked whether they expect growth or inflation to

decrease, remain unchanged, or increase. Growth expectations decline further in

both treatment groups compared to the control group, indicating that both ad-

ditional economic framings amplify the pessimism about future growth prospects.

Inflation expectations, however, diverge across treatments. A significantly larger

share of respondents in the supply group expects inflation to increase, while ex-

pectations in the demand group remain statistically indistinguishable from the
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control. Taken together, these patterns suggest that the supply narrative trig-

gers a stagflationary belief updating, combining lower growth and higher inflation

expectations.

Figure 3: Posterior economic growth expectations: control vs. treated groups
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Note: This figure shows the share of respondents, with 90% confidence intervals, who expect
that economic growth in Germany would decrease, stay the same or increase as a response to
measures to achieve climate targets over the next 5 years.

The results of the ordered probit regressions for post-treatment qualitative

growth and inflation expectations and Huber regressions for quantitative inflation

expectations on treatments are shown in Table 2. Column (1) reports the marginal

treatment effects on qualitative growth expectations. Those who receive the sup-

ply and demand treatments are more likely to state a decrease in growth expec-

tations, with a higher, albeit insignificantly, magnitude for the supply treatment

relative to the demand treatment. Exposure to the demand information reduces

the probability of expecting an increase in economic growth by 7.2 percentage
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Figure 4: Posterior inflation expectations: control vs. treated groups
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Note: This figure shows the share of respondents, with 90% confidence intervals, who expect
that inflation in Germany would decrease, stay the same or increase as a response to measures
to achieve climate targets over the next 5 years.

points relative to the control group; for supply-treated respondents the magnitude

is 11 percentage points. Columns (2) and (3) show the respective marginal effects

on qualitative and quantitative inflation expectations. There is no significant ef-

fect of the demand treatment, whereas being treated with the supply information

leads to a significant increase in inflation expectations. Column (3) reports Huber

regression estimates: the supply treatment is associated with a 0.23 percentage

point increase in the average quantitative inflation expectation. Table A7 in the

Appendix A reports the results using sample weights, confirming the robustness

of our findings.

Table A9 in the Appendix A shows results for respondents who provide macroe-

conomic expectations 3 years ahead. The results for the supply treatment group
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remain largely unchanged. However, for the demand treatment, we find lower

expectations for economic growth, no significant effects on qualitative inflation ex-

pectations, but a significant increase in quantitative inflation expectations. This

finding is noteworthy, as one would typically expect the demand treatment to re-

duce inflation expectations due to its association with lower aggregate demand.

Hence, this robustness check confirms that there is no disinflationary updating

after the demand treatment.

Table 2: Treatment effects on posterior macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead

(1) (2) (3)
Qualitative Qualitative Quantitative

economic growth exp. inflation exp. inflation exp.

Control: Primer (reference)

T1: Primer+Demand -0.072∗∗∗ 0.0093 0.056
(0.02) (0.03) (0.06)

T2: Primer+Supply -0.11∗∗∗ 0.11∗∗∗ 0.23∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.03) (0.06)

Prior expectations Yes Yes Yes
Demographics Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.081 0.063
Adj. R2 0.810
N observations 1946 1937 1809

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead.
Columns (1) and (2) report results for qualitative expectations of economic growth and inflation, respectively,
measured on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). The estimates are obtained from ordered
probit regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting increase. In Column (3), we
report the estimated effects from Huber regressions for quantitative inflation expectations. Demographic controls
include age, gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.

To sum up, neutral information on the climate target reduces growth expecta-

tions and increases inflation expectations. Both narratives on the green transition

further reduce growth expectations, but only the supply framing consistently raises

inflation expectations. The demand framing either has no effect on inflation ex-

pectations five years ahead or increases inflation expectations three years ahead.
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Overall, our results suggest that individuals update their beliefs in a stagflationary

rather than a disinflationary direction. Framing therefore plays a central role in

shaping macroeconomic beliefs, particularly with regard to inflation.

Finally, we analyse how households revise their expectations by comparing

the directions of qualitative growth and inflation expectations (decrease, stay the

same, increase) before and after treatment and across groups. Figure 5 shows the

results. We find that across all groups, both before and after treatment, the share

of respondents that hold a negative demand view, i.e. decreasing inflation and

growth expectations, is negligible. This observation is in contrast to Meinerding

et al. (2023) and Dietrich et al. (2024). A much larger share, around 20 % pre-

treatment, is attributed to a positive demand view with increasing growth and

inflation; however, this share decreases strongly for both treatments.

The dominant pattern across all groups is consistent with an adverse supply

shock, in which households expect rising inflation alongside declining economic

growth. This pattern is most pronounced in the supply treatment group (one

third of all post-treatment responses), where the share of respondents holding this

view increases most strongly after treatment. By contrast, the distribution of

supply- and demand-related beliefs remains relatively stable in the control group.

One notable exception in the control group is the decline in the share of households

expecting higher output growth with stable inflation. This decrease is accompanied

by a rise in the share of respondents expecting no change in either inflation or

growth. This suggests that the observed shifts are driven by the economic framing

of the policy rather than the general climate information.

3.4 Causal effects on trust in the ECB

Finally, we are interested in how households perceive the impact of the govern-

ment’s climate policy on the ECB’s ability to ensure price stability. Figure 6
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Figure 5: Directions of Growth and Inflation Expectations
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displays the distribution of responses across treatment groups. For the control

group, aside from the roughly 50% of respondents who expect that climate mea-

sures have no significant effect on the ECB’s ability, 32% expect climate measures

to weaken it, and only 18% expect them to strengthen it. After providing either

demand or supply narratives, the distribution of views on how climate measures

affect trust in the ECB remains largely unchanged compared with the control

group. We observe a slightly higher share of respondents who believe that these

measures weaken trust in the ECB, and a smaller share who think they strengthen

it, with these shifts appearing primarily in the demand treatment group.

Table 3 shows the treatment effects on trust in the ECB’s ability from or-

dered Probit regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of se-
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Figure 6: Trust in ECB’s ability: Control vs. Treated groups

.1
.2

.3
.4

.5

Control: Primer T1: Primer+Demand T2: Primer+Supply

Strengthened Unaffected Weakened
90% confidence intervals

ECB's ability to safeguard price stability

Note: This figure shows the share of respondents, with 90% confidence intervals, who state that
the ECB’s ability to safeguard price stability will be strengthened, remain unaffected, or be
weakened by the Federal Government’s measures to reduce carbon emissions.
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lecting “strengthened” compared with the control group who only received the

primer information. Column (1) reports the marginal effects without controlling

for posterior macroeconomic expectations. Those who received the demand treat-

ment are 2.6 percentage points less likely to think that the climate measures will

strengthen trust in the ECB, indicating a decline in trust relative to the con-

trol group. However, the magnitude of this effect is economically small and only

marginally significant at the 10% level. The marginal effect of the supply treatment

on trust in the ECB is also negative but statistically insignificant compared with

the control group. When using sample weights as a robustness check, Table A8 in

the Appendix A shows that neither treatment has a statistically significant effect

on trust in the ECB. These results suggest that the supply and demand narratives

have little impact on how people form trust in the ECB.

To explore the mechanism underlying this relationship, we re-estimate the

model while controlling for posterior macroeconomic expectations. Column (2)

in Table 3 shows that controlling for posterior qualitative inflation expectations

leaves the demand treatment effect largely unchanged. When controlling for pos-

terior growth expectations (Column (3)), the effect of the demand treatment not

only becomes statistically insignificant but also decreases in magnitude by about

half. At the same time, growth expectations are positively associated with trust

in the ECB, suggesting that higher growth expectations strengthen respondents’

confidence in the institution. Hence, the demand narrative appears to erode trust

primarily through its negative impact on growth expectations. Table A10 in the

Appendix A shows similar results for respondents who provided three-year-ahead

macroeconomic expectations.

Overall, our results suggest that adding a brief narrative interpretation of

the green transition — emphasizing either a demand-side or supply-side macroe-

conomic channel — has at most a marginal influence on perceived ECB ability
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to safeguard price stability. If anything, any effect originates mainly from the

demand-side framing rather than the supply-side framing.

Table 3: Treatment effects on trust in the central bank: 5 years ahead group

(1) (2) (3)

Control: Primer (reference)

T1: Primer+Demand -0.026∗ -0.024∗ -0.014
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

T2: Primer+Supply -0.019 -0.00025 0.0053
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01)

Qualitative inflation exp. -0.12∗∗∗

(0.01)
Qualitative economic growth exp. 0.10∗∗∗

(0.01)

Demographics Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.003 0.045 0.055
N observations 1927 1927 1927

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on trust in the ECB among respondents who
provide macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead. Trust in the central bank measured on a three-category
scale (strengthened, unaffected, weakened). The estimates are obtained from ordered probit regressions, with
marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting ”strengthened”. Demographic controls include age, gender,
education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05,
∗∗∗ p < 0.01.

3.5 Heterogeneity

In this subsection, we examine the heterogeneity of treatment effects across dif-

ferent domains of household concerns—namely climate change, the economic sit-

uation, the geopolitical situation, and U.S. trade policy—based on responses to

the following core question: “To what extent do you think the following develop-

ments are a serious problem at present?” (on a scale of 1 to 10). Since the median

response for most domains is 8 out of 10, with the exception of the economic sit-

uation, which has a median of 7, we classify respondents as having high concern

about a specific topic if they provide a rating between 8 and 10. The correspond-

ing results are reported in Tables A11–A14 in the Appendix A. Furthermore,
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Tables A15–A18 present the treatment effects across key household demographic

characteristics, namely education, income, gender, and age groups.

First, we find that the effects of the supply treatment on macroeconomic ex-

pectations are generally robust across all household groups, suggesting that supply-

side narratives significantly increase stagflationary expectations in the overall pop-

ulation. While the supply treatment does not, on average, have a significant effect

on trust in the ECB, it appears to reduce trust among low-income households and

older individuals aged 60 and above.

In contrast, the effect of the demand treatment on growth becomes insignifi-

cant for certain groups, such as respondents with low climate concern, high eco-

nomic concern, or female respondents. Consistent with the overall results, the

demand treatment does not significantly affect inflation expectations in any house-

hold group. Moreover, the negative effect of the demand treatment on trust in

the ECB appears to be driven primarily by respondents with high concerns about

the economic or geopolitical situation, as well as those without a college degree or

lower income levels.

Finally, we examine treatment effects among respondents who report high

agreement with the information treatments (scores ≥ 7 on a 1–10 scale), relative to

the control group, while controlling for the same set of demographic characteristics

as in the baseline models. Since agreement is measured post-treatment and only

among treated respondents, conditioning on high agreement introduces selection.

While demographic controls reduce observable imbalances, unobserved differences

may remain, therefore these results should be interpreted as suggestive rather than

cleanly identified treatment effects. Table A19 and Table A20 in the Appendix A

show the results. We find that both treatments have similar effects in amplifying

stagflationary views, leading to lower expected economic growth and higher infla-

tion expectations. Moreover, respondents who strongly agree with the information
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treatments report significantly lower trust in the ECB’s ability to maintain price

stability. Taken together, these results suggest that households may have difficulty

distinguishing between negative demand- and supply-side shocks, consistent with

evidence in the literature documenting stagflationary interpretations of inflation

in consumer expectations surveys across countries and time periods (Candia et al.,

2020; Kamdar and Ray, 2024; Ferreira and Pica, 2025).

4 Discussion

Our findings offer a number of insights into the formation of household macroeco-

nomic beliefs and the role of public communication in shaping them. The results

show that households do not passively process policy information. Instead, their

expectations about inflation and growth might depend heavily on the economic

narrative frame in which a policy is presented. The same underlying policy, in this

paper the climate mitigation effort, produces distinct macroeconomic narratives

when described as a supply or demand shock. This heterogeneity in interpreta-

tion is not simply theoretical, but it offers useful implications for how households

perceive the impacts from economic policies.

First, our results deepen the empirical understanding of the stagflationary view

of inflation. Previous studies have shown that households often associate high in-

flation with economic downturn, rather than overheating. These beliefs have been

inferred indirectly, via surveys (Kamdar and Ray, 2024; Candia et al., 2020) or

through randomized shifts in inflation expectations and subsequent changes in

behavior (Coibion et al., 2023, 2022). Our experiment adds a new dimension

by directly manipulating the narrative framing of a structural policy shock, while

holding the policy description constant and varying only the macroeconomic chan-

nel emphasized in the narrative. The fact that only the supply-side framing implies
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a simultaneous increase in inflation expectations and a decline in growth forecasts

supports the view that stagflationary beliefs are not merely retrospective correla-

tions, but can be implied by how the economy is described. Households appear

to form expectations using a model in which supply shocks trigger pessimistic

expectations for prices and output.

Second, our results contribute to a growing literature on the role of narratives

in economic behavior (e.g., see Andre et al. (2024)). Households do not process

information mechanically but they interpret it through simplified stories, often

grounded in prior beliefs or media coverage. The green transition offers a natu-

ral test case because it can plausibly be understood through multiple economic

channels. What our experiment shows is that belief formation is sensitive to fram-

ing even when factual content is held fixed. This has broader implications for

how policymakers, journalists, and economists may communicate about structural

change. Whether the subject is climate, trade, or automation, the framing of eco-

nomic consequences may be as important as the content itself in shaping public

expectations and responses.

In sum, this paper shows that the economic frame through which policy is com-

municated has first-order effects on household beliefs. These effects are asymmet-

ric: supply frames generate stagflationary expectations, whereas demand frames

do not produce disinflationary expectations. Both patterns are relevant for cen-

tral bank credibility, and more generally for macroeconomic policymaking in a

world where expectations are narrative-driven. Understanding and anticipating

these responses is critical for effective policy design and public communication.

Central banks and governments might treat narrative framing as a strategic com-

munication choice. This insight applies to other structural transitions, such as

digitalization and AI introduction, where uncertainty is high and public expecta-

tions are particularly sensitive.
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Figure A1: Distribution of prior quantitative inflation expectations
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Note: This histogram shows shares of posterior quantitative inflation expectations 5 years ahead
across the whole sample. The top and bottom 2.5% of the quantitative observations are removed.
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Figure A2: Distribution of posterior quantitative inflation expectations
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Note: This histogram shows shares of posterior quantitative inflation expectations 5 years ahead
across the whole sample. The top and bottom 2.5% of the quantitative observations are removed.
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A.3 Determinants of information treatment agreement

Table A6: Determinants of Information Agreement

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Demand treament Supply treatment Demand treatment Supply treatment

Problem: Climate change -0.38∗∗∗ -0.38∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02)
Problem: Economic situation 0.37∗∗∗ 0.31∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03)
female -0.48∗∗∗ -0.22 -0.12 -0.048

(0.14) (0.15) (0.12) (0.13)
age 0.00070 0.0038 0.0054 0.0034

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
west 0.19 0.45∗∗ -0.00036 0.29

(0.21) (0.21) (0.19) (0.19)
south 0.11 0.49∗∗ -0.16 0.30∗

(0.20) (0.20) (0.17) (0.18)
east 0.24 0.18 -0.19 -0.15

(0.24) (0.24) (0.21) (0.22)
college -0.41∗∗∗ -0.36∗∗ -0.19 -0.26∗∗

(0.14) (0.15) (0.12) (0.13)
household income -0.14 0.068 0.042 0.15

(0.13) (0.14) (0.12) (0.12)

Adj. R2 0.012 0.007 0.235 0.218
N observations 1299 1302 1299 1302

Note: This table presents OLS coefficient estimates. The dependent variable measures agreement with the
demand or supply information treatment on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 10 (strongly agree). Standard
errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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A.4 Robustness checks using sample weights

Table A7: Treatment effects on posterior macroeconomic expectations 5 years
ahead

(1) (2) (3)
Qualitative Qualitative Quantitative

economic growth exp. inflation exp. inflation exp.

Control: Primer (reference)

T1: Primer+Demand -0.050∗ 0.014 0.069
(0.03) (0.03) (0.06)

T2: Primer+Supply -0.056∗ 0.093∗∗∗ 0.21∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.04) (0.06)

Prior expectations Yes Yes Yes
Demographics Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.085 0.073
Adj. R2 0.797
N observations 1946 1937 1653

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead.
Columns (1) and (2) report results for qualitative expectations of economic growth and inflation, respectively,
measured on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). The estimates are obtained from ordered
probit regressions using sample weights, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting increase.
In Column (3), we report the estimated effects from Huber regressions for quantitative inflation expectations.
Demographic controls include age, gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported
in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table A8: Treatment effects on trust in the central bank: 5 years ahead group

(1) (2) (3)

Control: Primer (reference)

T1: Primer+Demand -0.015 -0.010 -0.0075
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

T2: Primer+Supply 0.0010 0.017 0.011
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Qualitative inflation exp. -0.11∗∗∗

(0.01)
Qualitative economic growth exp. 0.093∗∗∗

(0.01)

Demographics Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.021 0.060 0.067
N observations 1927 1927 1927

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on trust in the ECB among respondents who
provide macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead. Trust in the central bank measured on a three-category scale
(strengthened, unaffected, weakened). The estimates are obtained from ordered probit regressions using sample
weights, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting ”strengthened”. Demographic controls
include age, gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗

p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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A.5 Treatment effects on macroeconomic expectations 3
years ahead

Table A9: Treatment effects on macroeconomic expectations 3 years ahead

(1) (2) (3)
Qualitative Qualitative Quantitative

economic growth exp. inflation exp. inflation exp.

Control: Primer (reference)

T1: Primer+Demand -0.033∗ 0.014 0.15∗∗

(0.02) (0.03) (0.06)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.049∗∗ 0.054∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.03) (0.06)

Prior expectations Yes Yes Yes
Demographics Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.062 0.049
Adj. R2 0.790
N observations 1955 1953 1786

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations 3 years ahead.
Columns (1) and (2) report results for qualitative expectations of economic growth and inflation, respectively,
measured on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). The estimates are obtained from ordered
probit regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting increase. In column (3), we report
the estimated effects from Huber regressions for quantitative inflation expectations. Demographic controls include
age, gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10,
∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table A10: Treatment effects on trust in the central bank: 3 years ahead group

(1) (2) (3)

Control: Primer (reference)

T1: Primer+Demand -0.031∗∗ -0.028∗∗ -0.024∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.013 -0.0059 -0.0014

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Qualitative inflation exp. -0.090∗∗∗

(0.01)
Qualitative economic growth exp. 0.11∗∗∗

(0.01)

Demographics Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.007 0.037 0.078
N observations 1940 1940 1940

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on trust in the ECB among respondents who
provide macroeconomic expectations 3 years ahead. Trust in the central bank measured on a three-category
scale (strengthened, unaffected, weakened). The estimates are obtained from ordered probit regressions, with
marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting ”strengthened”. Demographic controls include age, gender,
education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05,
∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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A.6 Heterogeneous treatment effects

A.6.1 Treatment effects across households’ concerns and demographic
characteristics

Table A11: Treatment effects across climate concerns

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Climate concerns: Low Climate concerns: High

growth exp. inf. exp. ECB growth exp. inf. exp. ECB

Control: Primer
(reference)
T1: Primer+Demand -0.027 0.037 -0.017 -0.098∗∗∗ -0.019 -0.025

(0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.071∗∗∗ 0.098∗∗ -0.0067 -0.12∗∗∗ 0.11∗∗∗ -0.024

(0.02) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)

Prior expectations Yes Yes No Yes Yes No
Demographics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.080 0.065 0.006 0.072 0.064 0.009
N observations 891 890 885 1055 1047 1042

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations and trust in the ECB
among respondents who provide macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead. Qualitative expectations of economic
growth and inflation, respectively, measured on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). Trust
in the central bank measured on a three-category scale (strengthened, unaffected, weakened). The estimates are
obtained from ordered probit regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting ”increase”
for macroeconomic expectations and ”strengthened” for trust in the ECB. Demographic controls include age,
gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.

43



Table A12: Treatment effects across economy concerns

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Economy concerns: Low Economy concerns: High

growth exp. inf. exp. ECB growth exp. inf. exp. ECB

Control: Primer
(reference)
T1: Primer+Demand -0.098∗∗∗ 0.0065 -0.0011 0.037 -0.00064 -0.053∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.13∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ -0.013 0.11∗∗ 0.052 -0.021

(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02)

Prior expectations Yes Yes No Yes Yes No
Demographics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.057 0.052 0.002 0.114 0.083 0.014
N observations 1199 1194 1191 747 743 736

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations and trust in the ECB
among respondents who provide macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead. Qualitative expectations of economic
growth and inflation, respectively, measured on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). Trust
in the central bank measured on a three-category scale (strengthened, unaffected, weakened). The estimates are
obtained from ordered probit regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting ”increase”
for macroeconomic expectations and ”strengthened” for trust in the ECB. Demographic controls include age,
gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.

Table A13: Treatment effects across geopolitical concerns

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Geopolitical concerns: Low Geopolitical concerns: High

growth exp. inf. exp. ECB growth exp. inf. exp. ECB

Control: Primer
(reference)
T1: Primer+Demand -0.065∗ 0.019 0.0057 -0.073∗∗∗ 0.0019 -0.043∗∗

(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.10∗∗∗ 0.13∗∗∗ -0.038 -0.11∗∗∗ 0.094∗∗∗ -0.0078

(0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)

Prior expectations Yes Yes No Yes Yes No
Demographics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.054 0.072 0.009 0.101 0.060 0.006
N observations 738 734 729 1208 1203 1198

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations and trust in the ECB
among respondents who provide macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead. Qualitative expectations of economic
growth and inflation, respectively, measured on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). Trust
in the central bank measured on a three-category scale (strengthened, unaffected, weakened). The estimates are
obtained from ordered probit regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting ”increase”
for macroeconomic expectations and ”strengthened” for trust in the ECB. Demographic controls include age,
gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table A14: Treatment effects across trade concerns

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Trade concerns: Low Trade concerns: High

growth exp. inf. exp. ECB growth exp. inf. exp. ECB

Control: Primer
(reference)
T1: Primer+Demand -0.076∗∗ 0.032 -0.031 -0.070∗∗ -0.011 -0.024

(0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.073∗∗ 0.090∗∗ -0.022 -0.14∗∗∗ 0.12∗∗∗ -0.017

(0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)

Prior expectations Yes Yes No Yes Yes No
Demographics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.084 0.073 0.006 0.083 0.059 0.001
N observations 842 841 837 1104 1096 1090

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations and trust in the ECB
among respondents who provide macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead. Qualitative expectations of economic
growth and inflation, respectively, measured on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). Trust
in the central bank measured on a three-category scale (strengthened, unaffected, weakened). The estimates are
obtained from ordered probit regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting ”increase”
for macroeconomic expectations and ”strengthened” for trust in the ECB. Demographic controls include age,
gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.

Table A15: Treatment effects across education

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
No college degree College degree

growth exp. inf. exp. ECB growth exp. inf. exp. ECB

Control: Primer
(reference)
T1: Primer+Demand -0.063∗∗ -0.016 -0.044∗∗ -0.087∗∗∗ 0.042 -0.0067

(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.13∗∗∗ 0.11∗∗∗ -0.033 -0.085∗∗ 0.10∗∗∗ -0.00085

(0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)

Prior expectations Yes Yes No Yes Yes No
Demographics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.077 0.061 0.009 0.086 0.070 0.001
N observations 1043 1036 1029 903 901 898

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations and trust in the ECB
among respondents who provide macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead. Qualitative expectations of economic
growth and inflation, respectively, measured on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). Trust
in the central bank measured on a three-category scale (strengthened, unaffected, weakened). The estimates are
obtained from ordered probit regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting ”increase”
for macroeconomic expectations and ”strengthened” for trust in the ECB. Demographic controls include age,
gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table A16: Treatment effects across income

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Low household income High household income

growth exp. inf. exp. ECB growth exp. inf. exp. ECB

Control: Primer
(reference)
T1: Primer+Demand -0.071∗∗ 0.030 -0.039∗ -0.072∗∗ -0.014 -0.012

(0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.10∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ -0.037∗ -0.12∗∗∗ 0.077∗∗ 0.0029

(0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)

Prior expectations Yes Yes No Yes Yes No
Demographics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.089 0.062 0.007 0.074 0.067 0.002
N observations 983 978 971 963 959 956

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations and trust in the ECB
among respondents who provide macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead. Qualitative expectations of economic
growth and inflation, respectively, measured on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). Trust
in the central bank measured on a three-category scale (strengthened, unaffected, weakened). The estimates are
obtained from ordered probit regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting ”increase”
for macroeconomic expectations and ”strengthened” for trust in the ECB. Demographic controls include age,
gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.

Table A17: Treatment effects across gender: Female vs. Male

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Female Male

growth exp. inf. exp. ECB growth exp. inf. exp. ECB

Control: Primer
(reference)
T1: Primer+Demand -0.052 0.014 -0.029 -0.084∗∗∗ 0.0049 -0.023

(0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.13∗∗∗ 0.12∗∗∗ -0.011 -0.093∗∗∗ 0.10∗∗∗ -0.024

(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)

Prior expectations Yes Yes No Yes Yes No
Demographics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.082 0.056 0.006 0.083 0.072 0.002
N observations 797 788 783 1149 1149 1144

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations and trust in the ECB
among respondents who provide macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead. Qualitative expectations of economic
growth and inflation, respectively, measured on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). Trust
in the central bank measured on a three-category scale (strengthened, unaffected, weakened). The estimates are
obtained from ordered probit regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting ”increase”
for macroeconomic expectations and ”strengthened” for trust in the ECB. Demographic controls include age,
gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table A18: Treatment effects across age groups

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Age: 16-59 Age: 60+

growth exp. inf. exp. ECB growth exp. inf. exp. ECB

Control: Primer
(reference)
T1: Primer+Demand -0.081∗∗∗ -0.012 -0.022 -0.059∗ 0.041 -0.030

(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.02)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.11∗∗∗ 0.079∗∗ -0.0046 -0.12∗∗∗ 0.15∗∗∗ -0.042∗

(0.03) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03)

Prior expectations Yes Yes No Yes Yes No
Demographics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.078 0.057 0.002 0.086 0.083 0.010
N observations 1091 1085 1078 855 852 849

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations and trust in the ECB
among respondents who provide macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead. Qualitative expectations of economic
growth and inflation, respectively, measured on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). Trust
in the central bank measured on a three-category scale (strengthened, unaffected, weakened). The estimates are
obtained from ordered probit regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting ”increase”
for macroeconomic expectations and ”strengthened” for trust in the ECB. Demographic controls include age,
gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗

p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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A.6.2 Treatment effects if agreement is high

Table A19: Treatment effects on macroeconomic expectations if agreement is high,
5 years ahead

(1) (2) (3)
Qualitative Qualitative Quantitative

economic growth exp. inflation exp. inflation exp.

Control: Primer (reference)

T1: Primer+Demand -0.20∗∗∗ 0.17∗∗∗ 0.42∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.04) (0.09)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.23∗∗∗ 0.26∗∗∗ 0.58∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.03) (0.09)

Prior expectations Yes Yes Yes
Demographics Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.123 0.088
Adj. R2 0.770
N observations 1182 1174 1090

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead for
those respondents that report high agreement to the information treatments (≥ 7 on a scale of 1 to 10). Columns
(1) and (2) report results for qualitative expectations of economic growth and inflation, respectively, measured
on a three-category scale (decrease, stay the same, increase). The estimates are obtained from ordered probit
regressions, with marginal effects reported for the likelihood of selecting increase. In column (3), we report the
estimated effects from Huber regressions for quantitative inflation expectations. Demographic controls include
age, gender, education, household income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10,
∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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Table A20: Treatment effects on trust in the central bank if agreement is high, 5
years ahead

(1) (2) (3)

T1: Primer+Demand -0.11∗∗∗ -0.081∗∗∗ -0.060∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
T2: Primer+Supply -0.096∗∗∗ -0.059∗∗∗ -0.039∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Qualitative inflation exp. -0.11∗∗∗

(0.01)
Qualitative economic growth exp. 0.093∗∗∗

(0.01)

Demographics Yes Yes Yes
Pseudo R2 0.025 0.059 0.071
N observations 1165 1165 1165

Note: This table presents the marginal effects of treatments on trust in the ECB among respondents who
provide macroeconomic expectations 5 years ahead and respondents who report high agreement to the information
treatments (≥ 7 on a scale of 1 to 10). Trust in the central bank measured on a three-category scale (strengthened,
unaffected, weakened). The estimates are obtained from ordered probit regressions, with marginal effects reported
for the likelihood of selecting ”strengthened”. Demographic controls include age, gender, education, household
income, and region. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. ∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.
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