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Abstract
Transport-related taxation decisions are often made with non-transport goals in mind by non-transport actors. In such cases, changes in tax policy stem from other policy goals, often presented to the public as fiscal policy, leaving transport or environmental rationalizations out of the general debate. Such a policy framework affects the public debate, the rhetoric against and for the policy and the likelihood of promoting and implementing the policy. 

This paper examines such a case: Israel’s taxation policy on company cars and the efforts to increase these taxes. The public debate focuses on the question of whether higher tax is justified when income tax in Israel is already high. On the other hand the Ministry of Finance claims that the tax on company cars is low compared to the benefit the employee derives from it, and therefore the treasury loses taxes.


Company cars and their usage should be the concern not only of tax authorities, but also of transport and environment policymakers. The fact that the employee, the car user, is not sensitive to the marginal car costs may cause excess travel. However, these aspects are not reflected in the public discourse. The paper examine the following questions: why did policymakers frame the policy as an under-taxation problem? How did this framing affect the public discourse and the creation of discourse coalitions of both opponents and supporters of the policy? And lastly, how does such a framing affect the likelihood of the policy being implemented?
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Introduction
Changes in transportation related taxes are frequently derived from fiscal policy and not from transportation policy. In some cases the policy change goes along with transport-related goals (e.g., increasing fuel tax) but in other cases it may contradict such goals. The case of company car taxation demonstrates such a case, when tax reform regarding company car taxation dramatically increases the number of company car users, thereby increasing the number of car users that are not sensitive to the marginal cost of car use (Cohen-Blankshtain, 2007).  


Usually, policy change follows public pressure or needs public support to be implemented. As such, the way the policy is presented and framed affects the public discourse and the likelihood of raising public support among different groups as well as the willingness of politicians to support or oppose it. The policy framework sets limits to the discourse, to the policy problem and to the proper policy alternative. 


This study examines a policy proposal by the Ministry of Finance (MOF) to increase the benefit in kind that is attached to the company car (for tax purposes). The policy is proposed as a correction to the current company car taxation framework that is, as the MOF claims, under-taxed. Framing the issue as under-taxation and tax losses to the national budget constrains the public discourse to tax issues and marginalizes other implications of company cars.  As a result, the public discourse concentrates on fairness and the expected budget influences, and to a lesser degree on transport and environmental aspects of company cars.  This paper examines the developed discourse, the dominant actors that are involved in the policy, their influence on the discourse and the policy process. 
Framing, agenda setting, policy discourse and policy
Social problems are not defined objectively, but rather depend on one’s definition and values. As Wildavsky (1979) puts it, the heart of policy analysis is to ‘create a problem that can be solved’, meaning that policy problems can and should be manipulated by policymakers in such a way that they can offer realistic and implementable alternatives. Problem definition can be seen as a framing exercise that selects a policy frame among various possible frames. The importance of such selection is well documented in the political literature as “…one of the most important concepts in the study of public opinion” (Druckman, 2001, pg.1041). The framing effect leads decision makers to choose different options when logically equivalent statements of a problem (i.e., framing) are given (Tversky and Kahneman, 1981). Therefore, the importance of policy framing is in its ability to affect the support of a proposed policy alternative.


Policy framing affects not only public opinion, but also the public and institutional agenda. The public, as well as the government, cannot pay attention to all social needs and problems. Therefore, agenda setting is ‘the process by which some problems come to public attention at given time and place’ (Weiss, 1989, p.118). Some scholars suggest that framing and agenda setting are not only related but that framing is an extension of agenda setting (McCombs et al, in Scheufele, 1999). Since policy issues compete for attention, the way they are framed affects their likelihood to access the public or institutional agenda. Kingdon (1995) demonstrates how mass transit and light rails failed to gain public and federal support when they were framed as transport or environmental policies. When they were framed as an energy policy (after the oil crisis in 1973) light rails gained intensive attention and resources. However, even when an issue gains public or institutional attention, the framing is of great importance since it affects the policy discourse, the values that are involved and the legitimacy of various groups to participate in the discourse. Moreover, it transmits ideas about the groups that are involved (or affected by the policy) and their ‘types’ (Ross, 2000). For example, framing can present the group that is affected by the policy as losers or as enjoying disproportional benefits that should be eliminated.  

Framing affects the coalition structure by enabling various interest groups to share a common goal. Such coalition is best described by Hajer’s (1995) notion of ‘discourse coalition’: actors that are united through shared discourse. In contrast with Sabatier’s (1998) ‘advocacy coalition’ who “share a particular belief system” (Sabatier, 1998. p.115), discourse coalitions share interests and discourse rather than values. Therefore, while advocacy coalitions are less affected by framing, a unifying framing is essential for discourse coalition since it enable various actors with different values to promote or oppose a policy.


Using the notion of policy framing and discourse coalition in the case of company car taxation policy in Israel raises a few questions: 1) why did policymakers frame the policy as an under-taxation problem? 2) How did such framing affect the public discourse and the creation of discourse coalitions of both opponents and supporters of the policy? 3) And lastly, how did such a framing affect the likelihood of the policy being implemented?

Company cars: the phenomena and its history

The company car is a vehicle owned by the employer but used by the employee for both work and non-work trips. In most countries, business-related travel is considered to be part of the production costs for tax purposes. However, since company cars are also used for private trips (in most countries commuting is not regarded as business trips), from the perspective of taxation, private trips should be distinguished from business trips. The car owner (the company) usually bears all the related costs (purchase, insurance, maintenance and fuel and sometimes parking) and deducts these expenses for tax purposes. In addition, since a company car is regarded as a benefit to the worker, employees who receive company cars are usually required to pay income tax on the equivalent monetary benefit attached to the car, i.e., benefit in kind.  In most cases the benefit in kind is a fixed cost, unrelated to actual car use.


The fact that the employee, the car user, is not sensitive to the marginal costs of car use can affect her/his travel choices and other household members’ choices. Annual mileage traveled by company cars tends to be higher compared with privately owned cars (Johansoon-Stenman, 2002), partly due to longer commuting trips since company car users tend to live further from their work place compared with other employees (Jones, 1997). Thus, company car drivers make excessive use of their car and impose additional environmental costs. Moreover, when the employer also pays road tolls and parking expenses, the car user is not sensitive to these costs. Since the use of company cars is largely insensitive to usage costs, it is also insensitive to the fiscal aspects of transportation demand management (TDM) measures. Therefore, from a transport policy perspective, it is wise to limit the number of company cars, or to tax the car such that it reflects the full costs of the car in order to minimize those users that are not directly affected by various policy measures.

The company car is a worldwide phenomenon. Yet it is difficult to measure the exact share of company cars in the total fleet. A report of the European Commission Directorate General for the Environment estimates that 10-50%
 of all new cars purchased in the EU are registered as company cars (European Commission Directorate General for Environment, 2002). Although different tax regimes may be found in different European countries, most of the countries have fixed charging systems: they differ with respect to the value charged, and only a few impose additional taxes on free fuel supply or car usage levels.

In Israel, as in many European countries, the number of company cars increased dramatically in the last decade. As Table 1 shows, the share of company-owned cars out of the total private car fleet almost doubled in less than 10 years. This is further underlined when looking at the share of company cars out of the total of new cars purchased in 2003: 56% are registered as company cars (Israeli CBS, special analysis). Recently it was estimated that in the year 2006, company cars were 15% of the total private car fleet. In other words, 250,000 people in Israel use company cars, 130,000 of them are using leased cars (The Marker, 2006). Changes in the tax policy can explain, partly at least, the increased popularity of company cars in Israel (Cohen-Blankshtain, 2007).
Table 1: Private cars and company cars in Israel, 1994-1997

	
	Private cars per 1000 inhabitants
	Total number of company cars
	Share of company cars in total fleet


	1994
	192
	66,633
	6.4%

	1996
	204
	83,143
	7.0%

	1997
	208
	89,514
	7.3%

	2003
	233
	170,585
	11.2%

	2006
	237
	229,913
	13.6%


Source: Israeli CBS, special analysis (see footnote 2 for more details)
Until 1995, taxing policy distinguished between private and commercial vehicles
. While most of the costs of commercial cars could be deducted for taxes purposes, most of the expenses of private cars could not. A business was required to demonstrate the need for a commercial vehicle for work-related travel and could only deduct the costs if it was deemed eligible. However, only a small fraction of the costs of private vehicles could be deducted when they were used for business-related travel. Since there was a clear advantage for commercial vehicles, businesses and workplaces tended to purchase those even when there were not really needed and the tax authorities had to deal with large amount of requests to approve business commercial car (that were asked in order to justify taxation refunds). 



In 1994, the MOF initiated an ad hoc committee to study the tax standards for company car taxation and propose changes (The Committee for Studying Tax Considerations of Car Usage, 1994). Among other recommendations that were later adopted, the committee suggested abolishing the differentiation between private and commercial cars and applying comparable rules for all cars up to a weight of 3,500 kilograms. Now, all business can use a car (of all kinds) and deduct its expenses for tax purposes, without distinction between the car types. The new regulation gave the employers of all kind of businesses opportunity to offer company cars to their employees and using a large part of the car expenses as deductible expenses.  

While the employers felt the effect of the changes in the tax framework, the employees felt it in their perks. Here also, the tax reform eliminated the distinction between commercial and private. In addition, instead of differentiating taxes according to engine size, the tax was differentiated according to car price.  Since 1997, a company car is taxed according to its price: Six price groups were set (an additional one was added in 2004), where higher prices pose higher value of benefit in kind. In 2005, the values of benefit in kind were raised substantially (an additional 21-31% to different price groups). Nevertheless, a report initiated by the MOF (MOF, 2005) found that the value of the benefit in kind that is attached to company cars is still less than 50% of the real benefit that is given. The ministry estimates a conservative tax loss of more than one billion dollars per year. Table 2 presents the annual benefit in kind that is attached to each price group. The value of the benefit in kind is added to the employee salary, and the taxes calculated for the whole sum of the salary.
Table 2: Value of annual benefit in kind according to car price groups (US$)*, 2006

	Price group
	Price of the vehicle
	Annual benefit in kind

	1
	Up to $19,330
	$3,147

	2
	$19,331-$25,330
	$3,547

	3
	$25,331-$29,555
	$4,640

	4
	$29,556-$33,555
	$5,760

	5
	$33,556-$43,555
	$8,080

	6
	$43,556-$62,222
	$10,267

	7
	$62,222 and up
	$12,933


*converted from Israeli Shekels (1US$=4.5 Israeli Shekels)

Source: adapted from the Israeli tax authority regulations


The significance of company cars in Israel is reflected not only by its growing share, but also by the effect it has on the car market. The price group of the car affects its attractiveness, since a lower price group means less taxation for the company car. However, the price group affects not only the company car receivers, but the overall price of the car since car importers set car prices in a way that enables them to belong to a specific price group. Every decision and change regarding price groups leads to changes of car prices in the Israeli car market. In other words, the general car market and car prices are highly affected by policies that are related to company car taxation.
The policy proposal   
The loss of tax led the MOF to initiate a drastic increase in the taxation of company cars. This was part of the motivation to initiate, in January 2006, an inter-ministerial committee for green taxes, chaired by the head of the economic and development unit of the Israeli Tax Authority. The committee seeks economic instruments to encourage greener usage of energy, mainly through green taxes. Among other issues, the taxation of company cars was discussed and studied.  

On April 2006 the ministry announced its intention to implement the policy, after examining the current tax frame and the monetary consequences. In contrast to the previous rise in the value of benefit in kind (in 2005), this time the proposal calls for almost tripling it. The rationale for the policy change was framed as a correction of under-taxed benefits. The current situation, the ministry clamed, benefits 10% of the salaried employees at the expense of the public. They estimated that such tax correction would yield an additional 2 billion Israeli Shekels (approximately 450 million US$) to the state revenue.

The announcement awakened a high volume public discussion, led mainly by the opponents to the policy proposal: company car receivers, leasing companies and employer organizations such as “the CFO forum”. The policy proposal was presented as a tax increase in an already highly taxed system. Moreover, it was claimed that the policy mainly harms the middle class workers, the backbone of the economy that already bears the heaviest share of taxes. The leasing companies hired a tax expert who claimed that the state will not gain from the proposed policy, but rather lose. Taking into account lowered income from purchasing and fuel taxes that are expected from the proposed policy
, the overall effect would be a tax loss of more than 500 million US$.   (The Marker, 25.10.06). 

During the next ten months the policy proposal remained high on the public agenda, reflecting the strong and vocal lobby against the policy proposal. The newspapers were loaded with letters, articles and advertisements attacking the policy on the grounds that it will harm the company car receivers. It was claimed that they are already paying excessive taxes for the car, that the car serves for work purposes and  therefore should not taxed, and that such a policy would have negative effects on road safety and the environment since the employees would have to buy older private cars. 


The intensive lobbying against the policy proposal led the MOF to establish an ad-hoc committee to re-examine the policy proposal and hear all the relevant actors. The committee is additional to the (still operating) inter-ministerial committee for green taxes. 
Policy framing and public discourse

From an institutional point of view, the policy proposal, as part of the green taxes committee, was driven by environmental considerations. The Ministry of Environmental Protection (MEP) was a significant contributor to the policy proposal and saw the current tax framework as contradicting the principles of sustainable development. The reform in company car taxation was seen as part of an overall policy change that is needed in worker mobility programs. However, the framing of the policy proposal and the public discourse that evolved had nothing to do with the environment. The policy justification was presented as a tax correction and as an equity issue. In other words, although the initiation and justification of the policy proposal was based on environmental-transport related arguments, it was presented to the public in isolation from these arguments. Moreover, the MOF was presented as the only actor behind the policy proposal although there are more ministries involved. 
Table 3: environmental framing of the policy vs. Fiscal framing
	
	
	Institutional discourse
	Public discourse

	Environmental framing
	Pros.
	· Supported by the MEP; 
· Conforms with a governmental decision to adopt sustainable development strategies.

	· Normative policy statement aims at reducing car travel and promoting environmental goals;
· Provokes a more general discussion about commuting and possible policies to encourage non-driving commuting; 

· Mobilize supportive public opinion from green organizations and public transport providers.
 

	
	Cons.
	· Environmental considerations are not highly rated on the governmental agenda and the ministry is relatively not influential. 

	· If the goal is to encourage commuting by public transport, opponents will attack the poor public transport services and demand to delay the policy until there is a good service;
· Environmental goals are not rated highly on the public agenda

· Provokes counter-arguments that company cars contribute to the environment since they are newer. 

	Fiscal framing
	Pros.
	· MOF is a strong and influential actor that is known for its ability to affect policymaking in an effective way;
· Shows immediate gains to the government: increase tax revenue;

· “Value free” professional discourse. 
	· “Value free” professional discourse;
· Presents the company car receivers as white collar already highly paid that enjoy car subsidy for their car; 
· Supported by the car importers that wish to reduce the weight of car leasing companies since they become a dominant actor in the market and demand reduced price for their car.

	
	Cons.
	· Perceived as tax increase, unpopular policy for politicians.

	· The population that loses from the policy perceived as a victim, not as the harmer;  
· The company car receivers are presented as the group that carries most of the tax burden already and such policy increases the burden;
· Can be seen as additional taxation through the back door;

· Focuses the discourse on tax revenue and open to criticism that such policy reduces rather than increases overall tax revenue. 



 Table 3 presents possible discourse implications of the policy framing as an environmental issue or as a fiscal issue, from the point of view of the policy promoters. In addition, for each framing, there is a distinction between the governmental discourse and the public discourse.


As table 3 demonstrates, each frame bears risks and opportunities. Environmental framing places the policy proposal as part of the effort to reduce car travel and meet global environmental standards. Company cars, in such a framework, contradict such goals since they subsidize car travel. Company car drivers are presented as potential excess polluters since company cars tend to have higher mileage. Green activists and organizations may support such an initiative and join a wider coalition against private car subsidies. However, such framing also bears risks since the discourse may concentrate on the poor public transport services that should provide an alternative for car travel. When the framing is fiscal, public transport investments are not part of the discourse. When the framing is fiscal, the discourse concentrates on tax revenues and the regulator’s efforts to correct tax distortions. Company car taxation is presented as such a distortion, where 10% of salaried employees enjoy subsidized cars without policy justification. In addition, the policy proposal is supported by the car importers that wish to reduce the weight of car leasing companies since they have become a dominant actor in the market and demand reduced prices for their car.  However, such framing concentrates the public discourse around a sensitive issue: tax increases. The opponents to the policy change consider this to be an easy way to increase taxes without making declarations about it (in an era of declared tax reductions). Much of the discourse focuses on the unjust burden on employees if taxes would increase the already heavy taxes that they are bearing and the expected consequences for the most creative and contributing work force. Fiscal framing creates a wide discourse coalition: employers, company car users and leasing companies, all emphasize the negative impacts of such policy on the working force, labor market and the overall economy. Many of the economic journalists in the media are not in favor of new taxes or tax increases and join the criticism about “back door additional taxation”.   


The employees that are most identified with company cars are high-tech workers who use the car for commuting, not for work-related trips. Yet, the argument against the tax increase highlights other types of company car users, who need the car for work trips, to carry merchandise or visit clients. Again, such workers are presented as victims who already pay excessive taxes and whose only “sin” is that they use the car on weekends.  In addition, experts were hired to demonstrate the social benefits of company cars as they generate higher tax revenue, as mentioned above. Experts also estimated that such tax increases would impose additional expenses reaching 10 million US dollars on the business sector (The Marker, 29.10.06). 

As Table 3 suggests, the risks associated with the institutional discourse differ from the risks of public discourse. The MOF is one of most influential ministries in Israel and therefore mobilizing the ministry for any policy initiative dramatically increases the likelihood that the policy proposal would be adopted. Hence it is logical to frame policy initiative in a way that corresponds with the objectives of the MOF. In our case, framing the policy as the correction of a tax distortion and the loss of tax revenue increases the likelihood of institutional attention. Environmental framing is, on the other side, less likely to attract institutional attention and active support. However, fiscal framing emphasizes the aspect of tax increase, which is unpopular for politicians and may delay implementation. 

It seems that fiscal framing is more suitable to promote the policy at the institutional level, since the leadership of the MOF is important in enabling the policy to gain institutional attention and support. Nevertheless, fiscal framing is more problematic for the public discourse. While suitable for the institutional discourse, it creates a strong opposing coalition without identifiable counter-coalitions that might have been created and had a stronger voice were the framing environmental.  

The actors that are involved in the discourse both affect and are affected by the discourse. Since the policy proposal is related to taxes, the MOF is a central actor. However, while in a fiscal discourse the leading (and the only) actor is the MOF, in an environmental discourse the MEP also plays a significant role. But more importantly, aside from the institutional actors, the discourse affects the legitimacy and the role of various actors to participate in the public discourse and the mobilization of various groups to become actively involved in a policy proposal. Environmental framing allows a variety of actors to join the debate and protect their interests while fiscal framing leaves the potential losers from the policy together with the silent public that is about to benefit from it. The fiscal discourse enables the policy opponents to build a discourse coalition, but leaves no place for a supportive coalition. Thus, the public discourse is dominated by the policy opponents that are actively engaged with the policy proposal.

Wilson (1980) offers a simple model to predict political mobilization according to types of effects that policies produce through the diffusion of costs and benefits of the policy proposal. Diffusion of effects, whether costs or benefits, is less likely to mobilize active support or opposition, whereas concentration fosters it.  Although Wilson assumes that the policy issue determines the political and public mobilization, Stone (2002) demonstrates how different framing of the policy problem constitutes the losers, beneficiaries and their concentration. In her words: “issues are portrayed in terms of who and how many people benefit precisely in order to mobilize support for and against proposal. Programs do not themselves have inherent distributions of costs and benefits” (Stone, 2002, pp.226).   


The fiscal discourse marks concentrated and well recognized losers while the beneficiaries are spread. Environmental discourse will not change the concentration of the losers, nor their strong interests to oppose to the policy proposal, but it may mark more visible beneficiaries. Environmental framing includes environmental NGO’s and activists in the discourse and marks the policy proposal as a measure to mitigate excess car travel.  The benefits from such a policy are not just general tax revenue, but a normative and practical policy to slow down the negative effects of car use. Indeed, the benefits are still diffused, but environmental activists are often given as an example of a group that is less affected by the “logic of collective action”
 (Stone, 2002). In addition, public transport providers that aim at higher subsidies and positive incentives for public transport usage are natural supporters of such policy.  Therefore, framing company car taxation as an environmental-transport problem could activate support for the policy and balance, to some degree, the opponents-dominated discourse.  
Why was a fiscal framing chosen?
As discussed, the dominant discourse regarding the policy proposal was fiscal although environmental framing might have changed the public discourse and mobilized support for the policy proposal while in fiscal discourse the policy beneficiaries are spread and general. In spite of that, fiscal framing can be explained by various, non-exclusive aspects: personal, institutional and political.    

The personal aspect
The people behind the policies can contribute to our understanding of the framing process. The head of the economic and development unit at the Israeli Tax Authority who initiated the policy and chairs the inter-ministerial committee for green taxes is the dominant promoter of the policy proposal. His name and statements dominate both the public and institutional discourse and in most cases he presents the arguments for the policy proposal. He has invested major efforts over the years in correcting tax distortions since, in his view, when tax considerations have a disproportional effect on household or firm decisions, this represents a tax failure. Therefore, minimizing tax distortions can solve many undesirable behaviors. Clearly, according to his view, the policy justification is fiscal, where environmental and transport arguments serve as additional validations of the proposal. 
The institutional aspect
The institutional aspect looks at the ministries involved, their interests, goals and legal and professional mandate. Tax policies fall under the jurisdiction the Tax Authority at the MOF and therefore the Tax Authority led the proposed tax increase and was presented in the media as its sole initiator and promoter. The MEP, as well as other ministries, considers tax to be a very useful tool to affect behavior. However, most of the policy tools are based on regulations, enforcement, planning and education, tools that are under the authority of the ministry. Efforts to use tax instruments that are not under their mandate should be undertaken with the MOF.

The Ministry of Transport, a natural player in the field of company car policy, is hardly engaged with TDM approaches and is rarely active (not to mention a leader) on issues that seem remote from “classic” transportation issues due to the structure of the ministry and its manpower profile. Therefore, in Israel, the MEP is a more relevant actor in such policy initiative and it initiates numerous TDM initiatives (such as employer transport plans).  
 
The political aspect

Fiscal policy and fiscal considerations are perceived as superior to environmental policy. Historically, in order to promote environmental goals, environmentalists learned to “speak economics” and attribute economic logic to the proposed policy. Environmental policy entrepreneurs often need to build a discourse coalition in order to promote their goals and use policy justification that also suits non-environmental actors. Fiscal framing, economic jargon and taxing as an instrument enable a meaningful coalition with one of the strongest ministries: the MOF. Seemingly, the institutional discourse justifies the fiscal framing. But since there was no distinction between institutional discourse and public discourse, the same framing also remained at the public sphere. 

As mentioned above, the inter-ministerial committee for green taxes is chaired by the MOF, stressing the importance of the policy tool (taxes) and less the policy goal (energy and environmental preservation). The fact that the MOF heads the committee signifies the power of the ministry and the perception that initiatives that are led by the ministry are more likely to be effective and be implemented. Interestingly, although the coalition that was built between the MOF and the MEP began as a classic discourse coalition (i.e., sharing common interests, without sharing common ideology and goals), the long cooperation created an advocacy coalition, sharing the goal of efficient resources usage. Such an advocacy coalition promises a long partnership between the ministries and posits environmental aspects stronger on the institutional agenda.   
Concluding remarks
Although company cars have significant consequences for the transport system and its environmental costs, historically, in Israel, the MOF is a dominant policymaker in the field. The justification for the policy proposal that tripling the benefit in kind that is attached to company cars, was presented as a tax correction since the company cars are under-taxed. The high volume public discourse around the policy proposal challenged the fiscal justification and raised counter-arguments suggesting that from a fiscal point of view, such policy is harmful. Transport-environmental aspects of company cars were rarely raised, and the public discourse, following the policy framing, remained fiscal and was dominated by the policy opponents: company car receivers, car leasing companies and employers. 

Framing the proposal as a transport-environmental problem could mobilize policy supporters, who support policy measures to reduce car travel. The fiscal framing excluded these actors and constrained the public discourse. As a result, while a strong advocacy coalition was built to hamper the policy proposal, no counter coalition was built to support it.


The policy proposal is still under consideration, since the Finance Minister, following strong pressure, appointed an ad-hoc committee to reconsider the policy and hear all the relevant actors. Meanwhile, the coalition against the policy grows, including, in addition to the company car receivers and the car leasing companies, the main labor union in Israel and the employees union. The public discourse hardly includes environmental and transport-related arguments and emphasizes the harmful effects of tax increase. Since the policy needs the parliament approval, a strong lobby against the policy proposal is active in order to block it.  

Fiscal framing is a rational choice at the institutional level, since MOF support and leadership increases the chance of the promotion and implementation of a policy proposal. Environmental justification is not strong enough to push such a controversial policy and, therefore, a common practice of environmental entrepreneurs is to build a coalition with stronger actors. Although such framing creates a strong coalition against the policy, it seems that the fiscal framing is more likely to push the policy since the institutional support of the MOF is strong. 
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� The range differs substantially across countries


�The number of company-registered cars was derived as follows: each car is registered with its owner ID. The ID of a company in Israel always starts with the number 5. Therefore all cars with an ID starting with the number 5 are considered company-registered cars (Personal ID numbers that start with the number 5 are rare). Such estimate represents both underestimation and overestimation of the number of company cars. Underestimation occurs since such analysis does not include cars that belong to self-employed and partnerships. Overestimation occurs since such analysis includes rental cars and leased cars that are not serving as company cars. 


� Commercial vehicles were defined as a vehicle that used (or planned to use) mobility of goods. As such it has a cabin to store goods. 


� If the tax on company car increases, the number of company car receivers will decrease. Not all of them will substitute it with another car and therefore less tax revenue is expected from car purchases (in Israel, 95% of the car price +15.5% VAT) and fuel tax.


� The logic of collective action takes its name from Olson’s (1965) book and relies on the free-rider problem. Individuals have little incentive to join groups and work for the collective good, since they will enjoy the benefit if others work for it. Therefore, when benefits are not individual and exclusive, there are low chances to mobilize active support.   
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