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FECTS ON
UDYING FRAMING EF
|Sa1(_)LITICAL PREFERENCES

Existing Research and Lingering Questions

fthan Busby, D. J. Flynn, and James N. Druckman

i iti ication research since
Jy of framing has played a role in political l:()lllll‘ll.]l‘ll(,ﬂt]lon -
[ l ‘olleagues elson, Lazar
TI:L L ;1{- 19505, when Bernard Berelson and colleagues (Bere slt:]t . ¥ l,.“.‘,_ :
Ty | co ibed 1 Truman’s victory reflected, n part, <
- se chap. 12) described how'l E ) . il
-Phee, 1954, sce chap. IS ik ghvic S
Ml: i of h,i*i campaign’s issue platform to socioeconomic ra i i e
reframing 5 G & . Since then, but especially ov .
tional isstes in order to influence the vote. .Suu,{t then, leﬁ“ s B
national 1ss R wsape frames g
g rche 2 stgated messag ;
s century, researchers have inves e
ast guarter century, . . ‘ o st and opinions
P‘;t o pumerous political settings, including policy hmtunu‘u. : ! 1edj[ "
offects 1n SFOLS 't Bl e e
= favor/oppose a policy), candidate evaluation, and .nmbl;:;l?) e o
5., fav : G
ﬁ‘g , for policy outcomes (see Klar, Robison, & Druckman, i— : )[' e e
thread throughout these domains is that frames have effects on {l_: e i)
hread ¢ : s " i
Specifically, exposure to frames—in news coverage and other fo
ecifically, expos : : Sty —
d'p e—plays a substantial role in how individuals form ;m{am{?_ e
SCOUTSC dys a5 5 ; 29, i A — .
L The study of preference formation is immersed in a brl.llm h o ( ey
o . : itical actor (e.g., ¢ Z,
: B ade when a political actor (e.g.,
is framing. Such emphases are made w ; v
enmphasis framing. Suc : en | e S
. tf o5t ;zznup media outlet, opinion leader) highlights a subset 0“—,“[”) . zm“m
interest g j ; _ . o O ) sid-
vant considerations about a candidate, 1ssue, or event (Druck A i
: e ] L e issue over another (Zaller,
, ion is defined as a reason for favoring one side of an issue ufvu n o
g te e s : ions in terms of positive and nega-
1992). Advocates often express such considerations in terms of p SO ane e
e i > lers—say, favoring
issue specific cvent engender: 2 LAEY
ive evaluati about an issue that a spec or
g Al its notential cconomic development or disfavoring it
boasng dove op e i bt : t. Thus, an advocate’s viewpoint
£ 15 that 1t will hurt the environment. Lhus, an g : -
on the grounds that 1t wi . e s s
i t gi in the architecture of an attitude, which is the weighted s ' p‘“u.ldc
15 rooted : ; =y e e 66, B
' snt/issue. Because advocates ye:
ive beliefs about the event/issue. 1 : ‘ <
of evaluative beliefs abo ! i o i SERER
i « news media to circulate |
iences. the ate toward the news me 2 A
iy S i like, to form a total mnter-
F ; that fit together, gestalt-like, to
ina oy of elements chat fit together, g wlame
contain a “medley of elem : : i
e kage that makes sense of the issue and suggests a course
pretive packs at makes
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(Nelson & Willey, 2001, p- 248). As such, issue frames are rarcly expressed—q,
covered in news—in terms of strictly logical equivalents of the sides of an issye,
is found in prospect theory’s terminology of gains and losse
Vreese & Lecheler, 2

s
s (D"Angelo, 2017, de
012). Rather, the considerations, values, and beliefs that con.
stitute an advocate’s issuc frame represent “unspecified complements” particular
to what Levin, Schneider, and Gaeth (1998) call artribute equivaleney fianring. Thug,
from the perspective of individuals who re:

ad and hear news, framing refers g,
“the process by which people develop a particular conceptualization of an issue

rcorient their thinking about an issue” (Chong & Druckman, 2007a).

A classic example of this kind of emphasis framing involves a debate over
whether to permit a hate group (c.g., the Ku Klux Klan) to hold a public rally,
Supporters of the rally might frame the issue as a question of free speech. Thig
causes citizens to weigh constitutional rights heavily when forming their opinions
and to support the group’s right to demonstrate. On the other hand, opponents of
the rally might frame the issue as one of public safety, leading citizens to focus on
maintaining social order when forming opinions and to oppose the rally (Nelson,
Clawson, & Oxley, 1997).

Despite all of the empirical mquiry into framing effects, our understanding of
how and when frames influence preferences in realistic political settings remains
limited. Accordingly, this chapter ide

or

ntifies a series of lingering questions about
framing effects and discusses recent studies that

organized into two main sections. The first section
In communication from frames in thought. Then,
in which researchers have

address these questions. It i
begins by distinguishing frames
it looks at three major domains
examined how frames contained in mediated political

communication impact the frames of reference people use to form and

articulate
preferences. After that, it addresses the fundamental—and largely unanswered—
question of why certain framies have lar

ger effects than others, Finally, it discusses
individual and contextual moderators of framing effects, pointing out how framing
cffects demonstrated in experimental laboratories are likely less robust in other
scttings.

The second main section brings the
together by detailing the expectancy value
of framing effects that connects opimions
The section describes how existing re
model. We conclude by highlighting
challenges for framing researche
fruitful paths forward.

conceptual components of preferences
model,a common psychological model
and evaluations with beliefs and attitudes,
search should be understood in light of this
a number of conceptual and methodological
rs, claborating on these challenges and suggesting

What Is a Framing Effect?

In framing research, o common starting point is to draw
two different notions of framing; Srame
(Druckman, 2

a distinction between
Wi communication and Srames in thought
001). Frames in communication refer to the way a speaker uses

w()l'db

jsue 1t 1

siderations are 1Mpor
. ven the election as a whole.
s .
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] images to put topics—such as events and issuus: and [?conlc "wolli\:,it_{
e oo L‘ i 4 particular context, When a frame m communics
et o0 15*”'"'5_"'?[0 lP nd values in order to state a view on a contested
o ";;1 {1 pc:"i::';: %:ul];':“ (Nellson & Willey, 2001)." In articulating an issue

¢ called an “issue

i Siw o PR ST S L f‘ - z 1]
Eh ! o S 001 .ﬁ'.l o
a CL’[]II![L"]ILE!L‘(‘)] L. dASSOCHILeS certam IJlLLt:g TIEGT | 1 dr I

m ¢
yion dr
mrmc't opic-relevant information in an effort to define the topic
l“’w“”‘.‘lflf t(i)ti.rlnlcmza about it™ (ID"Angelo, 2017, p. 635). For example, a
5"1:1:;13:;:: the role of the economy in a p.c)litic,a] C:ll"ﬂ‘]‘\:llgl‘l T::):I
*indicating that the communicator thinks that _u.o‘m‘nlttl‘ltl ;} -
t;\ﬁt in contextualizing a particular aspect of the electio

frame, the
omils
:'u'ld puwi:y a
messige that et :
wgconomy frame,

itical communication research, frames in C(‘lnlll.‘llll'l‘it'fill.il.?l'l are typic‘n.l]‘_y'

: lmhuer'N » in which the message is technologically mediated. Also, it is

-y -SL mel*; frames entail a strategic purpose (Pan & Kosicki, 2001). At ll?‘c

IJT('-'Sl““-Cd lta}::lt:::l c.{.)‘unnuniuator's message strategy oftentimes are news media,
a :

core of use™ directly in order to reach a par-

"
| m“m“'““""‘[“r '"'*.‘" "‘(ijd“(’:’i (m\:i;\ ads or tweets), knowing full well that
e (:f 1g0 “]‘-’::.:;1 :11{:5'51;;1:5 are often newsworthy enough to reach
even these controlled, ene \
diences via news stories (D'Angelo, 2017). o I
- h‘ in thought, in contrast, refer to how individuals perceive a 51t'ua io :
Frm-lm: n:' ft(ljigd:;u not refer to an attribute of a specific cTnnnmlmc:lL.'Ion,:
o kl'nt‘ vedl hat an individual secs as relevant to understanding a .‘;mlmuclm
e w\?ﬁ)r ; ':7"’8) Obviously, articulating a frame m communication
U]?:::;shttl:ltlthc cénuunnicatur has a frame 'm. thought. HO:?WKSE;CZ];; g;:ht_z
t'f l“mming effects, researchers also see frames in thn_ugln as hcllng e
(f)ranm in communication. Once inﬂucnfced, frm;lestutal tlu;(t;;ct ‘u,‘:;(i“;;c .
o ‘es that a person subsequently forms about the 4 —— ssue,
Ei{:l;:]tithnt is c.lm-crcd in the news story or cxpressed'VT/%dn(Erjn(;(t)hzz Otzfl}()jn(i)f
mediated message. Individuals who evaluate c;md%dutes afccgr ing;{
issues, for example, can be said to be in an econonuc fr:1|‘1.1L-_ O‘t}:n i; .
The frames in conununication vcrsu_s thought di:";c, l]-m o Tor
understanding framing effects on the individual level. . htn(l; himlghted o
when an emphasis causes individuals to place greater wc1g11 . ;Ubsections "
i ion in the course of forming preferences. In the' fo owing st =
— i ains that involve these kinds of framing effects. As
L e r (;mmms 'l l::ltylrlonsicler frames in communication that
ill become clear, researchers typics fr: , ‘
Zrlluglk:li in news or media coverage (Chong & Druckman, 2011) and focus on

i individuals’ >rences.
how such frames influence individuals’ prefer

Framing Effects within Political Domains

A C]l— SR{CH (,1 S omain ()1 1 C: setung. )
Wi TCSear d d a ldllllllg Cc [(,(,t§ 18 t]l(. Lle( tion sett g IiCIC
an 1y <l > Ot T C C alua d [) 4
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candidate. When evaluating a candidate, voters ty pically consider a range of evaly,_
ative dimensions, including (but not limited to) favoring or opposing a candid
specific policy stances and liking or disliking particular personality characteristieg
(Druckman & Jacobs, 2015). The multidimensional nature of candidate evaly
opens the door to framing, and the news media and candidates fi requently prese
a number of different frames in communication.

Druckman, Hennessy, St. Charles, and Weber (2010) looked at how frameg
focusing on two dimensions—issue positions and candidate images (c.g., hon-
esty, empathy)—affect evaluations and vote choices in a congressionl primary
election. Specifically, they investigated attitudes toward two candidates running
in a4 Republican primary election for Congress in Massachusetts: Tom Tierney
and Jim Ogonowski. The authors randomly assigned participants to read one
of two versions of a newspaper article which contained passages conveying two
common political frames of reference: one passage framed the election as being
about issues. and the other framed it as being about images. The issue frame
indicated, “This election is about the issues such as the war and healthcare—the
voters need to determine who will put their preferences into action.” In contrast,
the image frame stated, “This election is about the candidates’ personal strengths
and weaknesses.” After reading one of the frames, participants watched a debate in
which the candidates discussed the relevant issues and some of the images in play.
In a post-debate questionnaire, those who had read the issue article based their
evaluations (i.c., their assessments of for whom they were more likely to vote) on
the candidates issue stances (e.g., where they stood on healthcare). Those who
read the image article, in contrast, based their evaluations on image perceptions
(e.g., which candidate displayed more leadership qualities). Participants in the
study also favored Tierney on the issues and Ogonowski on images; thus, the
frames generated distinct candidate preferences, with the issue frame leading
individuals to favor Tierney and the image frame causing individuals to favor
Ogonowski (Druckman et al., 2010).

A second domain of framing effects research concerns the framing of particular
policy issues. Work in this arca has explored numerous topics, such as abortion
(Ball-Rokeach, Power, Guthrie, & Waring, 1990; MeCaffrey & Keys, 2000), gun
control (Haider-Markel & Joslyn, 2001), climate change (Spence & Pidgeon,
2010), and welfare (Nelson & Oxley, 1999; Sniderman & Theriault, 2004), Take,
for example, research on gay rights. Brewer (2008) exposed individuals either to a
media frame emphasizing equality or to onc highlighting morality. He found that
the equality and morality frames influenced individuals’ frames in thought, which
in turn, altered overall opinions about gay rights: individuals reading an equality
(morality) frame became more (less) supportive of these rights (Brewer, 2008).
Another policy example comes from Sniderman and Theriault (2004), who show
that framing spending for the poor as enhancing opportunity leads individuals to
support spending, while framing it as increasing taxes leads individuals to oppose
spending,.

ately

Tt

handg

Ao
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of policy framing concerns npiuions‘ ahout r.'.oft‘tl'.c:'llfxl_
arkel and Joslyn (2001) randomly assigned ])m‘i‘.‘ll.lp.llllth

- emphasizing either individuals” right to protect ‘theullselvus or‘t 1e
h S L .‘} - m;c to public safety. They found that framing concealed
) pUh{'-}th m*:: 'Iniﬁ » public safety dramatically increased opposition Lo
o o '.1Is§ explored how subjects attributed rcsp(msihil'}ty for
of three

another exaniple
un laws. Haider-M

yet

tﬁ-ﬂ‘ad
threat SUC
pandgun Jaws .
ghese 1% gl 257 posed participants to one
BT ence. Specifically, they randomly exposed partic ]:. 1o ,

e vmk-lltt at only mentioned a recent shooting (i.c., control group),
- 1 the ;Iw.-oting to weak gun control laws, and one that :1LLr1bchd
L e in media. The frames had the expected result, increasing
b (i.c., laws or

ames: one th

one
the sh
pm:tici
the media).
is. latter
.l['l-:,;:; domain in which framing cl’r'cc‘.ts' pply: 2
ity Addressing (“treatment responsibility”) a !m)?c-.m ( ng -
A ; l(u:: 2008). A classic example of atrribution framing comes from
£ M"‘lhi’;;‘: )&who ('-];l'l"t.‘l't‘]:lti;'itc.‘i episodic and thematic frames. The former I‘ocuscs
i \ while the latter emphasizes general patterns in society or
dies of attribution framing effects, lyengar (]t)m.)
broadeast to include either a thematic or an ¢pi-
d recent nationwide increases

ooting to violence

ts’ level of blame for the cause mentioned in cach frame
pants’ le

study—focusing on how frames affect -.1t1‘ributi_m1s——mtmduccfs
; : apply: for causing (“causal responsi-
Iyengar 1991; see

Iyengar _
on individual stories,
the economy. In a series of T;rlu
m;mipulatcdanctwork I;::I.cwsmn_ . i incls
sodic frame for poverty. Thematic frames disc unﬁn . e
in poverty, reductions in social welfare pmgr.{lm,'anf U u.. 1{-., : 1_ hip berwecn
unemployment and the deficit. By contrast, episodic h‘um.es Deused } t_hmr
s of unemployment, deseribing a Midwestern family 1111:111]-:. to pay .

cases ol unemploy i gl ¢ this

iter heating bills, homeless individu 0, and an
e 1991) observed robust framing effects

unemployed auto worker in Ohio. Iyengar ( o
on perceived causal tesponsibility for poverty, He explained:

attributions for poverty [i.c., blaming individuals for living

[ndividualistic _ als f¢ 8
as prominent under conditions of epi

i sre > than twice
in poverty| were more ¢ indetioons fm8 1 2P
sodic framing. Conversely, the frequency of societal causal attribu

[i.c., blaming societal forces for poverty| was substantially higher following
.., blaming s

expostre to thematic framing of poverty. (p. 54)

¢ how attribution frames affect broader opinions. For

5 studies conside ‘ ;
Al ations of the US

i i 3 artisan conflict affects evalu
example, in their study of how partisan conflic

Congress, Flynn and Harbridge (2016) manipulated the causal t‘.‘.\].'llfll_l;l[t()ﬂ
rovited ative gridlock. Specifically, they randomly assigned participants

B cal differences

ibuted gn o b
to one of two attributions: one frame attributed gridlock to ideolog

ibuted it to strategic par-
between Democrats and Republicans, and the other attributed it to strategic |

tisan fighting (i.e., preventing a victory by the opposing party). lhc am'.hm's 11:]11011'1
‘ al of how Congress is handling policymaking, They

e ,
measured participants’ approv adlin Hing; ]
. l nees” frame resulted in higher approyal than the

report that the “ideological differe
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“partisan fighting” frame, suggesting that individuals were more und

gridlock arising from ideological differences than from strategic partisan conflice

What Makes a Frame in Communication Strong??

The framing effect studies we just reviewed focus on individu
a single frame in isolation. Yet, in many contexts, such as ele
debates, political elites compete with one another by offering diffe
with the hope of moving citizens in their preferred direction, For e
debate about whether to permit a hate group to hold a rally, suppo

size free speech while opponents focus on public safety. Which fra;
competition?

als’ reactions to
rent frameg

rters emplig.
Mes win thig

[n one of the first studies of competitive framing, Sniderman and Theriay]g

(2004) examined what happens when individuals receive competing frames gp
the same point in time. Focusing again on support for a hate group rally, the
authors randomly assigned individuals to a free speech frame, a public safety frame,
or both frames (i.c., competing with one another), As expected, they found that
exposure to only a free speech frame or only a public safety frame pushed indj-
viduals’ opinions in opposing directions (e.g., free speech recipients favored the
right to rally while public safety recipients opposed it). However, the group that
received both frames were not moved by either but, instead, based their opinions
on their prior values. Individuals who generally valued free speech (public safety)
expressed support (opposition) for the rally. Thus, the frames cancelled out, and
people returned to their basic values when forming opinions.

Yet, competing frames do not always cancel out. Some frames are “stronger”
than others, and stronger frames generally win in competitive settings. Chong and
Druckman (2007a) characterize strong frames as possessing three properties: avail-
ability (e.g., do people connect a value such as civil liberties to a hate group rally?),
accessibility (e.g., do civil liberties come to mind?), and applicability/ appropriate-
ness (e.g., is the civil liberties frame Judged as compelling?)

To illustrate how one of these three propertics enh

ances frame strength, con-
sider Druckman’s (2010) study of frames regarding public casino funding. He

pre-tested frame strength by asking individuals to rate the effectiveness of various
frames (i.e., increased “effectiveness” indicates greater applicability). He found that
individuals viewed frames accentuating economic security (e.g., benefits from the
casino) and social order (e.g., avoiding addiction and debt) as strong frames for and
against the casino, respectively. In contrast, respondents rated morality (of gam-
bling) and entertainment (from gambling) low in terms of strength, and thus, they
constitute respectively weak con and pro frames. For the experimental portion
of the study, Druckman randomly assigned a distinct group of respondents to
various combinations of these frames. He found that strong frames in isolation
move opinions, weak frames in isolation do not move opinions, and most import-
antly, when presented together, only the strong frames influence opinions. For

erstanding of i gxam'r‘lc‘

o SUPP‘O It
] whcn they

ctions and p()licyj

xample, in 4
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mic frame were 41% more likely
participants exposed to a strong economic frame were 41%

the casino
asceived weak frames 1

also received wed ; g m

that some frames are more effective due to their applicability

— n e g 'VL"]'.[
(relative to a control group that received no frames), ¢
pointing in the oppesite direction. These

findings suggt‘Sti
. sadie at hands . I
. lear that frame streneth matters; yet, an enduring queston in ll | 5
Cgeetnns cle at fr 3 £ ; e i
Sy srecisely which properties of frames promiote strength. Even t ! {;_,
e insi refe (2016 ints out, decades
= 11 persuasion offers little insight. As O'Keefe (2016) points olu 0 -
’ & el identify factors that consistently result in
! I on the topic have failed to identify factors that consistently resu :
e ce ies offer some insights.
ol cived strength. Nonetheless, several recent studies offer snnuhi s
o her perc : . . » shre L source,
!_.-ugh‘irl follows, we focus on four factors that seem to promote strengt
g what K 2 ; BN )
In odic focus, emotion, and identity rhrtal.« _ N
e dividuals often perceive frames from credible sources (as ¢ p;L se ©
irst, 1l als of ; S GBI SEtret ¥ KRB e
e dible sources) as more applicable (Druckman, 2001; see a ;T 1 8
. . studied source effects with
HOUC bbins, 1998). Chong and Druckiman (2007b) studied source " :
W : fault’s hate study, but wath
A ;ment akin to Sniderman and Theriaults hate group rally study o
i igned frames—a free speech frame,
. ps added to the frames. The randomly assigned frames—a free spe o
i i ither a credible source (a majo
Sﬂuf; lic safety frame, or both—were attributed to either a credible source ( 1:]
ic sa ame, _ ‘ : ible: S
e spaper) or a non-credible source (a high school ncwsp.l}:ncr)l. T.lm mgs
" it d with competing frames of this kind, the
howed that when people were presented with competing g
I ' s oo At g e SNee
i credible source’s framie had a much larger effect on attitudes. ;;1_ P :
e B ¢ i - cance ¥ ¢ safe
S he credible source, for example, did not cancel out a publ ety
S - , : ed opinions by causing
' 15 _credible source; rather, the former moved o} .
B e ot tive of the right rally. The stronger framie, defined
» to bec nore supportive of £ ; s
cople to become 1 llys Eharsianges dyme
F- p'ts one coming from a credible source, won the battle between fr‘fl ;
A L ame strength concerns the episodic or thematic nature o

| pesed

epl

seC ce of fr e
Em:):c:uﬁflfzs;ud episodic frames deal with I_acr:;‘m‘ml acrfmuu'.s, L.'a-S(;‘.SLI.I:il.C’sl;;;Z]:I
llilnlun interest stories. Such messages reference individuals mnerc.tu l?}}(]:;l.‘::lt 5 g
Thematic frames, on the other hand, reference general ].a;ﬁltr:rrzl: .,: :t re..e?‘rg[h.‘n}
sunumary statistics). Aaroe (2011) cx;;cri‘nwum.:—i?/ ch:rr]cti)::i ,: :{ .]11 :rriagc ].,'W o

isodic versus thematic frames on the issue ol immigr a arriag ;

g,j::ﬁ::.-ljr;:llwtsmdy manipulated two aspects of thL’: frames: su1‘11~ft)rt/]o‘11;‘n:i>:::)1;)jr;
to the law and the episodic/thematic nature of th l'mmr.: For L‘K.‘ll'll_pst., :L;de
frames in support of the law described how an immigrant v\io.nnfuswa I.E[.-emm.ed
from an unwanted arranged marriage by the law. Th‘c ti?m. l]:ll‘lt: ve .|'.\1101_1‘ . A.n.“c
patterns in overall marriage, rather thanany particular individual s. c.\p;,ri’g‘lm....‘ e
discovered an interesting combination of frame type and cnmtlcln‘a..-.-1 ‘ rt:?fljllzt’;wm
episodic frames generated more emotional reslpr.m-scs F_rom [?;wtulp.:i:f.e l.l_mt-mn_
more persuasive among individuals who experienced higher :m.u‘m.n ; REE o
Thematic frames, on the other hand, were only more CHCLU\{L than \.11 e
frames among subjects who reported no or low levels O_f emot{ons bmt r:s}.[:_ e
to the frames. As a whole, then, this research suggests an interaction ; wtion N
emphasis of a frame and emotional responses: episodic frames can be strong
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than thematic frames, contingent on the amount of emotion invoked by the issye
at hand.

This discussion introduces a third determinant of frame strength: emotion,
Arcencaux (2012) shed light on the role of emotion vis-i-vis gain and Jog
framing. In a study of support for gay—straight alliance clubs in high schools, he
manipulated both the frames subjects encountered and their emotional states (prior
to receiving the frames). When anxiety was induced, subjects preferred argumengs
that focused on averting losses, regardless of whether the frames emphasized free
speech or traditional family values. This research suggests that the strength of
frame depends partly on the extent to which its content matches the emotiong
being experienced by the framie receivers,

A final factor that can promote frame strength is identity threat. Klar (2013)
studied two identities—Dbeing a parent and being a Democrat—and three issucs—
social spending versus reducing the deficit, anti-terrorism spending, and sex
offender sentencing. Importantly, these are topics on which Democratic parents
often experience ambivalence. For example, parents are more likely than non-
parents to support deficit reduction, increased anti-terrorism spending, and
harsher sentences for sex offenders. These positions contrast with common
Democratic preferences. Klar exposed a sample of Democratic parents to receive
a mix of frames linking the issues to cach identity (i.c., Democratic or parental),
The experiment varied whether subjects received a frame that merely mentioned
the identity, a frame accentuating the political relevance of the identity, or a frame
highlighting a threat to the identity. She found that the threat appeal had the lar-

gest effects on expressed preferences. In regard to strength, frames that threaten
individuals’ identities are more likely to be persuasive and win out in competitive
settings.

In sum, understanding the determinants of frame strength is critical if scholars
are to isolate which arguments will prevail in competitive political gettings (see
also Baumgartner, De Boef, & Boydstun, 2008; Druckman & Bolsen, 2011). Extant
research identifies some factors that contribute to frame strength, but clearly more
work is needed.,

When Do Frames Matter?

The success of a given frame depends not only on its strength but also on various
individual and contextual variables. Next, we review research on five factors that
may condition framing cffects: prior atticudes, cucs, deliberation, media choice,
and time.

First, framing effects depend on the strength of individuals’ prior attitudes
(ie., the pre-frame attitude). Strong attitudes are defined as those that endure
and impact cognition and behavior (Krosnick & Petty, 1995). The stronger an
individual’s prior attitude, the less likely it is that the individual will be influenced
by a frame. As Druckman and Leeper (2012) explain.
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when an individual possesses a strong opinion and encounters a potentially
e ' . d 1 1 1 1 : + el g
ive stimulus [e.g., frame] ... the individual will reject the stimulus

1::!‘5“33 0 F ) IR S Ly 2 i
; ne to the extant opinion, This happens because individuals with
g .

and cli ' ‘ o
rong attitudes tend to engage in motivated reasoning. (p. 54)
strong 4 §

G e
Motivated reasoning occurs when individuals view evidence (e.g., new frames)
oLivi : 5000 S ; e
stent with prior opinions as stronger or morc effective and counter-arg
nsiste

_(:0_1 -¢ inconsistent with prior opinions (Kunda, 1990). Stronger attitudes
iene St = ! . ) _ o,

b ise the likelihood of motivated reasoning (Taber & Lodge, 2006).

nered:

To understand how this process works, consider Ch‘ong :1f1%1 ]_)1.-1)(k111;m's (21}1 3)
ovef~tix11c experiment focusing on Fhe.l)jdtrim P.\CL At an 1n1|;1;::lr‘|:1m‘cull (t:)‘(\{,l::l

, researchers randomly exposed individuals to one of two f!.ll‘.'l(..‘:. A p [
o 1." h:l i the threat of terrorism or a con-frame focused on civil liberties. Thty
fot‘-“*"“h‘:wd some individuals to form strong attitudes in rcsp_onsc .m the initial
ﬁ-|50 - and others to form weak attitudes).! Thus, at the end of t;, as in the proto-
ff“:l‘*; (F‘ll*nming experiment, those exposed to the pm.(‘con). frame hcr.ulu:lein:o‘r.e
l(-lyqu) supportive of the Patriot Act. The importarllt addlt.lf}ll 1§ that .:.0:1115 1;;1:;:;:
atitudes more strongly than others. At a later ime period (.t:)' s%}m.‘:. “?L, I:]m:sc
were exposed to the opposite frame to wi'w;lt they had r‘ec‘enlrcc{ .1_(:‘1‘.1{‘({..!,.,) -
who received the pro terrorism frame rcccwafd the con s:wl_l h[;:rn;.s m‘n::_ (.) s
study found that individuals with weak t; attitudes moved 1.11 dt e m_c_m I]3 {he
t, frame (e.g., exposure to the con frame gcuerntcd decrease _stlpp-olu.j. .yq o
t;:m, individuals with strong t, attitudes rejected the CO}IIlLL'r.-;lml?‘L ‘uxt:,' .1;1 : ly
engaged in motivated reasoning. In short, a strong prior attitude prevents a Ly
h‘“";fl]:f 1::2;;;:1611;{ role of attitude strength has important implications For ];:)?v
framing studies are executed. Druckman and Leq?e.r {2(]12? p()lfll out‘;lf.ﬁji w ;rj
designing experiments, scholars often choose to focus on issues ()l:l} w )m, 1 (u;; J
viduals have weak prior opinions (see, e.g., Chong & Druckman, -__Ul(ti }; h677).
This practice could lead to misunderstandings abo‘ut the robustness o mfr.ung
effects across issues. Put differently, published work likely O\t'm.'stntes the r(.)liu.-.Ln.ess
of framing effects because it focuses ovem{hehmngly on issues on which prior
opinions are weak—and therefore more casily ﬁ';uuled. | - -

Second, framing effects are less likely when mdlvldu;ﬂ_s use LLIL‘S to “o.rk
opinions. A cue is “a piece of nformation that allows Lnuhwduzds to m.;. ]e
mferences without drawing on more detailed knowledge™ (Druckman c% al.,
2010, p. 137). Reliance on a simple cue (e.g., an endorsement) can somcmin‘e.s
overwhelm a frame. For example, when individuals follow a Party‘cuu (e.g., tl(,l;’
party endorses allowing a hate group rally), individuals may just inl]oty the CEle
endorsement and ignore any frames on the topic (e.g., al.mut frec speech or public
safety) (see Druckman et al., 2010, for a detmled (..'lls_cussmn)‘ N

Even when people consider frames and cues _]mﬂ[]y, cues can still s 1;1}1; : ow
framing effects operate. For example, Slothuus and deVreese (2010) studied how
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party cues moderate framing effects in two experiments focused on welfare and
trade policy. In both studies, the researchers randomized the direction of the
frames (i.c., pro or con) and the cue provided (i.c., frames were attributed to
one of the two major parties). The effect of party cues 1s striking: participants’
opinions moved in the direction of the frames, but only when the frame was
attributed fo onc’s own party. By contrast, when frames were attributed to the
opposing party, individuals ignored them altogether. As Slothuus and de Vreese
(2010) explain,

These results suggest that citizens act as motivated reasoners when responding
to party frames. Thus,when judging applicability of frames explicitly sponsored
by a partisan source, people tend to use their partisanship as a filter biasing
their assessment of the frame, (see also Druckman, Peterson, & Slothuus, 2013)

Thus, framing effects are less likely when individuals follow cues—as opposed
to engaging in more thorough deliberation—to form opinions.

Third, framing cffects can vary depending on social networks (e.g., inter-
personal discussions). In particular, social networks can both introduce new
frames and moderate the effects of frames originated elsewhere (e.g., from elites).
Cramer Walsh (2004) studied the influence of interpersonal discussion on people’s
understanding of frames used in local media coverage. She content-analyzed
local newspaper coverage of several political issues and observed discussion of
these issues among a group of senior citizens (see Cramer Walsh, 2004, p. 128).
She notes that although initial media frames influenced the course of discussion,
people were able to “transform and even circumvent [elite] frames™ through inter-
personal discussion (p. 16). For example, one issue concerned the decision of a
local automobile manufacturer to begin offering benefits to same-sex partners of
its employees, While the media framed the issue i terms of the company's motiv-
ations, corporate influence on social norms, and equality of opportunity, discussion
participants largely eschewed these frames in terms of an alternative frame: feasi-
bility. This study suggests that citizens are not passive receivers of frames; rather,
deliberation can seriously limit the ability of elites to frame political issues (see
Calvert & Warren, 2014, for further discussion).

Druckman and Nelson (2003) examined the influence of deliberation on
framing cffects. In an experiment on campaign finance, they randomly assigned
their pro- or con-frame subjects to discussion networks. Subjects first read a news
story containing a randomly assigned frame—a pro-frame focused on special

interests or a con-frame focused on free speech—and were then invited to discuss
campaign finance with three or four peers. Some discussion groups contained only
individuals who had read the same frame (“homogeneous groups”), while others
contained some individuals who had read each frame (“heterogencous groups”).
At the end of the study, subjects were asked about the extent to which they

supported campaign finance reform. The influence of the post-frame discussions
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was dramatic: among subjects in heterogencous discussion groups, framing cffects
Uccuﬂ;pd as expected (e.g., the initial pro-frames made people more supportive).
Flowever, among participants in homogeneous discussion groups, framing effects
i Ssipnwf] entirely. Thas is true I't‘,'.géll‘k'“(:!i.‘i of the frame to which subjects were ini-
dially assigned: homogeneous discussion networks climinated the effect of both

the pro- @

large body
diverse OpINioN groups tend to result in more moderate attitudes (e.g., Huckfeldt,

thnsml, & Sprague, 2004; Mutz, 2006; see also Druckman, 2004; Klar, 2014). In

nd the con-frame on overall support. These findings cohere with a
of research on deliberation, which suggests that conversations among

suni, this research suggests that social networks can serve as a source of frames or
a5 4 limit Lo framing eftects.

A fourth factor that influences the robustness of framing effects is the degree
of choice in the media environment (see Prior, 2007). As Arcencaux and Johnson
_@m 3) point out, today’s media consumers “have agency over what they watch,
and they exercise this agency when given a choice. More important, the act of
choosing has implications for the extent to which the media influence people”
(p. 10). In particular, framing effects arc less likely if citizens can selectively avoid
certain types of messages: many citizens will avoid or counter-argue frames that
contradict their existing attitudes (e.g., Stroud, 2011; Taber & Lodge, 2006), and
others will eschew politically relevant media (c.g., frames) altogether (Prior, 2007).

Arcencaux and Johnson (2013) provide experimental evidence on how media
choice limits the breadth of framing effects. They employed a unique design in
which participants were asked their preference for news or entertainment pro-
gramming before being randomized into experimental groups. This allowed
the researchers to examine the effects of media frames among groups that are
more or less likely to be exposed to them in the real world (“news-seekers” and
“entertainment-seckers,” respectively). After measuring content preferences, they
randomly assigned participants to watch one of two news programs about fed-
eral tax policy (or a control group, which watched a non-political program).
Specifically, one treatment group watched a program employing pro-Democratic
frames (c.g., “rich people are not paying their fair share™), while another watched
a program employing pro-Republican frames (e.g., “not enough pcople paying
federal taxes™).

The researchers then asked participants to rank-order the importance of the
six frames featured in the programs. As a dependent variable, they calculated the
probability of participants in each group ranking an attitude-consistent frame {e.g.,
a pro-Democratic frame for a liberal participant) as the most important one m
thinking about tax policy. Arceneaux and Johnson (2013) found that among news-
seckers, frames had no discernible effect on the problem definitions. Put differ-
ently, media frames fail to affect the way in which news-seekers think about the
1ssue of federal taxcs. By contrast, among entertainment-seckers, the rescarchers found
no effects for pro-attitudinal frames and modest cffects for counter-attitudinal
frames. To summarize, media frames had no cffect among the group most likely
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to encounter them in the real world. The modest framing effects the researchers
uncover are limited to entertainment-seekers, who are unlikely to encounter these
frames outside the experimental context. A key implication is that citizens’ ability
to choose their media content represents a serious obstacle to widespread framing
effects.

Druckman, Fein, and Leeper (2012) provide further evidence of the influence
of media choice on framing effects with an over-time experiment on healthcare
policy. At an initial time period, they randomized whether participants were
exposed to pro- or con-frames regarding healthcare reform (the pro-frame
focused on reducing inequality, while the con-frame focused on the high costs of
reform). In subsequent time periods, some subjects were allowed to select their
frames, while others were given frames chosen by the experimenter (captive
audiences). Druckman ct al. (2012) found that over-time framing dynamics
differed greatly depending on whether participants were allowed to choose
their frames. In the over-time captive exposurc conditions, framing effects
were observed as expected, with individuals’ attitudes reflecting the most recently
encountered frame. This is akin to the recency effects Chong and Druckman
(2010) obscerved among those with weak attitudes. By contrast, in the choice
conditions, the researchers observed a primacy effect: the carliest encountered
frame shaped opinions, as participants selectively avoid subsequent frames that
are inconsistent with prior opinions. Put differently, when given choice over
time, individuals opted for frames that were consistent with their initial opinions
(which had been shaped by the first frame received); this means that any con-
trary frames are ignored and thus ineffectual. The result is a primacy effect from
the first frame. Without choice, later frames predominated, meaning there was a
recency effect. The rescarchers explain,

[t]hese results imply that the captive audience constraint present in nearly
all extant experiments has potentially generated a misleading or at least
incomplete portrait of framing effects. In our case, the relaxation of this
assumption shifted the over-time influence from decay to stability and
recency to primacy ¢ffects. This suggests that using captive subjects ... changes
the very nature of [framing] effects. (Druckman et al., 2012, p. 439; emphasis
in original)

A fifth factor that moderates framing effects is time—or how long it has been
since the individual first encountered the frame. Typically, studying the duration
of framing effects involves exposing an individual to a frame, recording an imme-
diate opinion, and then re-measuring that same opinion at a future point in time.
Some studics suggest that after initial exposure, framing ceffects generally dissipate
with time (e.g., Chong & Druckman, 2010; Lecheler & de Vreese, 2011, 2013).
However, there are conditions under which framing effects are more likely to
endure. One such factor is the repetition of frames. Repeated exposure to or
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use of a consideration may increase accessibility—and thus promote continued
framing effects (Chong & Druckman, 2013; Lecheler & de Vreese, 2016; Moons,
Mackie, & Garcia-Marques, 2009). Additionally, framing effects are more likely
to endure when people are mduced to form stronger, more effortful opinions
u. on initial exposure to the frame (Chong & Druckman, 2010; Matthes &
Gehemet, 2012).

There are also frame-level factors that are known to promote endurance.
For examiple, frames emphasizing losses or cons (“negative frames”) tend to
have longer-lasting effects than frames that emphasize gains or successes (“posi-
tive frames”) (Lecheler & de Vreese, 2016; Ledgerwood & Boydstun, 2014).
Additionally, the duration of framing effects depends on characteristics of the
recipient. For example, one study finds that although initial framing effects dt‘:l {wt
depend on political knowledge, mdividuals with moderate amounts of political
knowledge experience the most persistent framing effects days and weeks after
exposure. The authors explain that these individuals are best positioned to incorp-
orate frames into long-term memory (Lecheler & de Vreese, 2011). To be sure,
there is still ongoing debate about frame duration, and existing research is limited
in the types of frames and time periods that studies employ. As Lecheler and de
Vreese (2016) state, “the literature on over-time experimental designs in framing
rescarch is in its infancy” (p. 4).

In all, frames are not encountered in a vacuum; rather, framing effects depend
on a number of individual and contextual factors. To the cxtent that framing
experiments fail to incorporate these realities, we are likely to misunderstand—
and to overstate—the robustness of framing effects in realistic communication

$Cenarios.

The Psychology of Framing Effects

In this section, we turn to a discussion of a commonly employed psychological
model of how framing effects work, called the expectancy value model (Ajzen
& Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein, 1967; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1974; Nelson, Oxley, &
Clawson, 1997), which has been the implicit model underlying our discussion
so far. According to this model, an individual’s attitude toward a specific object
(e.g., candidate, issuc, ctc.) reflects the weighted sum of a set of beliefs about that
object.’ Formally, an attitude can be described with this equation:

Attitude = 21/[ * 1,

In this formula, v; refers to the evaluation of the object on dimension f, and w,
refers to the salience weight connected to that dinmension (Zw; = 1). For instance,
someonc’ attitude to the development of a new industrial site would consist of
a combination of different evaluations on the dimensions that are salient to that
individual (i.c., dimensions on which 1w, > 0). This person may think that the
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industrial site will damage existing grecn spaces (i=1) but also provide an eco-
nomic boost through job creation in the arca (i=2). Assuming the individual
values both environmental protection and cconomic growth, v, would be negative
(i.e., negative evaluation on the dimension of green space) and v, would be posi-
tive (i.e., positive evaluations on job creation). The overall attitude, then, would
depend on which dimension is more salient, or has a larger weight (w): green
space Of €CONOMIICS (Nelson & Oxley, 1999).

According to this model, a framing effect occurs when a frame in communica-
tion leads to a change in the salience of a given consideration i (w), thereby influ-
encing an individual’s frame in thought (for applications of this model, see Chong &
Druckman, 2007a; Klar et al., 2013; Nelson, Clawson, & Oxley, 1997; Nelson &
Oxley, 1999; Nelson, Oxley, & Clawson, 1997; Wood, 2000).% Importantly, the
expectancy value model does not presume that individuals consider a wide range
of dimensions when forming attitudes; rather, in most cases, individuals rely on
a highly constrained subset of possible evaluative dimensions (sec Druckman &
Lupia, 2016).

Many studies, including those referenced in the previous section, show that
frames in communication influence overall opinions of issues, candidates, and pol-
itical decisions. However, the expectancy value model suggests that these changes
can occur through different mechanisms. For instance, instead of changing the
salience of existing considerations (and therefore frames in thought), frames in
communication could change the confent of individuals’ beliefs (i.e., introduce new
considerations).

How can researchers convincingly demonstrate that attitude change results
from a framing effect, as we have defined it? A useful example comes from Nelson
and Oxley (1999), who investigated attitudes toward developing land for the con-
struction of a new hotel. The authors randomly assigned subjects to read an article
using cither an cconomic benefits (pro) frame or an environmental risks (con)
frame. After reading the article, subjects were asked to (a) rank the salience (or
importance) of various belicfs when they thought about the development (e.g.,
how important was “the environmental impact of the property development in
the area?” and how tmportant was “the cconomic impact of the development
on the arca?”); (b) evaluate whether the project would have negative or positive
benefits for the environment and the economy, respectively; and (c) report their
overall opposition or support for the project.

Nelson and Oxley’s approach is appealing because, n addition to documenting
overall opinion change resulting from exposure o various frames, they present
direct evidence that frames changed the salience of the considerations invoked 10
the frames. In other words, individuals exposed to the cconomic benefits (envir-
onmental risks) frame ranked the economy (environment) as more important than
did individuals exposed to the other frame. They also report that the frames had
no influence on the confent or cvaluations of beliefs about the environmental or
¢Cconomic consequences. Unfortunately, Nelson and Oxley’s clear demonstration
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fa causal process represents an exception to the norm in framing studies. Mil[.l)-‘
ZG not explore the psychnlngwn] processes at work, discussing only change in
nw:mll opinions (¢.g., Chong & Druckman, 2010; Haider-Markel & Joslyn, 2001;
snid':l'“m” & Theriault, 2004). . . -

Other studies that dircctly measure changes 1 salienee resulting from frames

fier mixed support for the model presented here. For instance, Slothuus (2008)
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) \ce, evaluations (or belief content), and overall attitudes. Slothuus reports that
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pserved effects from frames n communicanon do not work exclusively through

0

lience. Instead, at least for some individuals (e.g., those with moderate

or cutting social welfare. He measured sali-

changes 111 54 1 :
solitical knowledge or those with weak values), frames affect both salience and

belief content (see also Druckman & Nelson, 2003).

Another example of contrary findings comes from Leeper and Slothuus (2017),
who conducted a series of experiments Lo study the framing of v;u-iousl issues,
including hate group rallies, hiealthcare policy, the DREAM Act, Lhc'l’ntrlm Act,
and offshore drilling. These experiments Were designed to distinguish between
.challgt‘s in belief content and salience, using randomly assigned treatment
conditions Lo examine belief content and salience independently. The authors
found consistent effects from changes in belief content and only inconsistent, con-
ditional effects from changes in salience. When framing effects, as we have defined
them, did occur, they were much smialler than paraliel effects due to changes in
belief content.

These varied findings suggest that the field has yet to adequately isolate not
only the psychulogicul process(es) that generate framing effects, but also the
conditions under which one process dominates. Thus, it is possible that studies
that only measure overall opinions are not documenting framing effects at all.

Mixed findings aside, clearly documenting salience changes from a (mediated)
message Poses serious methodological challenges. The problem stems from the
fact that, il a message affects overall opinion via multiple processes (e.g., changes
in salience and evaluative content), then the statistical method used by Nelson
and Oxley and others 15 biased (Bullock & Ha, 20115 Imai & Yamamoto, 2013).
Careful experimental design and analysis can help to address some of these
problems, but studies that simply assume that frames in communications influ-
ence overall opinions through salience (i.¢., frames in thought) will likely lead to
unjustified conclusions. It is beyond the purview of this chapter to dive deeply
into these methodological concerns, but a number of researchers have challenged
the techniques researchers have used to explore the processes behind framing
effects.

In addition to methodological issues, framing studies sometmes suffer from
significant conceptual ambiguity. For example, distinguishing between “priming”
and “framing” has created confusion. As Roskos-Ewoldsen and Roskos-Ewoldsen
(2009) sunmmarized, “Priming refers to the effect of some preceding stimulus or

3
event on how we react, broadly defined, to some subsequent event Or person
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(p. 178). Priming research has a long history in the social sciences (sec Molden,
2014). However, in political communication research, a priming effect is typically
precipitated by information made available in spot news and breaking news; ip,
turn, that information becomes what is accessible in the mind of an individua] at
the time of an evaluation. Priming cffects in political communication research typ-
ically center on people’s evaluations of prominent political figures (e.g., Krosnick
& Kinder, 1990). Research on framing effects sometimes encompasses mediy
priming; for example, the process underlying how an individual shifts the weighg
given to a consideration stems from a priming mechanism. Therefore, we believe
that, as used in the media and political communication context, the terms “priming” and
“framing” are the same.

Additionally, the use of the term “persuasion” can also be problematic, as it can
refer to a change in opinions resulting from any number of processes. For example,
one widely cited definition of persuasion is “human communication designed to
influence others by modifying their beliefs, values, or attitudes” (Simons, 1976,
p- 21). This definition is sufficiently broad to envelope framing effects, for they
entail changes in belief content, changes in belief importance, and still other
processes.

We are hardly the first to highlight these conceptual problems. For instance,
one prominent scholar states:

the boundaries between framing and other forms of media or elite influence
on public opinion have become blurred. Framing is often indistinguish-
able from [other concepts] ... more attention—both at the conceptual and
operational levels—to distinguishing between framing and other contextual,
short-term influence on public opinion [is needed]. (Iyengar, 2010, p. 190;
see also Cacciotare, Scheufele, & Iyengar, 2016)

This state of confusion has led some to argue that researchers should eschew
emphasis framing and focus instead on other types of frames in communication,
such as equivalency frames and visual frames (Cacciotare et al., 2016; Scheufele &
Iyengar, 2014). While these two forms of framing are no doubt important, we
disagree with the call to restrict framing research to these subjects.

Equivalency frames entail different—butlogically equivalent—characterizations
of an issue or event (Druckman, 2001). As we noted in the introduction, framing
analysis in political communication research, particularly work on news framing
analysis, veers away from the strictly logical equivalents as stated in prospect
theory’s discussion of decision-making via gain vs. loss frames (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979, 1984). Rather, it mainly deals with “attribute” equivalency frames
that sources use to articulate policy stands in terms of complements (see Levin
et al., 1998, for a full explanation of the types of valence frames). For example,
research participants could be asked to choose between two employment pol-
icies, stated in different but mathematically equivalent ways (Druckman, 2004).
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articipants, the frame describes the percentage of the p().pulnt'%on .q)e

-« would employ (90% and 95% employment); the other version discusses
g - w¢ of the population that would remain snemployed (10% and 5%,
1 This difference in attribute valence framing leads to dra.n'latlc
g in policy choices. Yet, it does rf*.sonate w.ith work on r.isk and (1ec15)1;)11—
in that equivalency framing effects of this sort are typically assumed to
ding biases in human decision-making (e.g., loss aversion;
more than from increases in the salience of certain consid-

the percent
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o1 =1 others.
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l.s holars have also suggested that framing researchers should devote greater

‘on to non-verbal frames, such as facial similarity and skin tone (Schcthlf.cle
.at[cm.{:mr 2014). For example, Bailenson, Iyengar, and Yee (2008) used editing
. w:;:;f()g; to manipulate the degree of similarity betweer} .p?liciciar.ls and vot.ers,
information provided about the politicians. Visual framing
a number of psychological biases, such as a preference for

eri

tech
holding constant the
effects can result from

-cually “similar” others. A
VISL;;;]:N;‘L‘UCC and visual frames are appealing insofar as they pcrl;u't ;1' hl%h
degree of experimental control—that is_, they allow resenr.chcrs to .vnr?/lt he m.mn‘cr
in which 2 stimulus 15 presented, holding constant the informationa f)or pcrsula—‘
sive content of messages (Cacciatore ¢t al., 2016; Scheufele & Iyengar, 2014). T m‘
cesult, these scholars argue, is a cleaner test of framing eﬂ‘.‘ec"ts. Lgepcr an'd SlOthl.lL‘lb
(2017) make a similar point in their critique of the p;lr;ldlglllatlc frannng experi-
ment, noting “[the] need to independently evaluate the 1mpa‘ct on OpITIONS of
merc emphasis on an issuc dimension (i.c., framing) by se.para’fmg it experimen-
tally from the impact of policy information or nrgumcn.mtlon. )

We agree that documenting opinion change following cxposuri tf) c@phasls
frames is insufficient to establish the presence of a “framing effect.” Studies that
claim to do so invite conceptual ambiguity of the sort noted by Scheufele and
Iyengar (2014) and others. However, as noted, not al.l cquwalenC)./ frames arc
created equal (Levin et al., 1998); thus, the way forward is not to restrict our focus
to the effects of one type of equivalency frame or to visual frames per s. .Inde?d
(as also noted in the introduction), emphasis framing is t}'xc norm in clite d‘1‘s—
course (Leeper & Slothuus, 2017). As Sniderman and Theriault (2()94) a.rguc, It
is difficult to satisfy this requirement of interchangeability of alternatives [1111p9sec1
by equivalency and visual framing studies] outside a rmr1jow range of choices
(p. 135). Put differently, restricting scholarly focus to equlv;ﬂgncy f.rn‘mcs means
overlooking the types of frames that typically appear in realistic political settings
(¢.g., media, policy debates). o .

Our recommendation is to study frames in communication on their own,
without making claims about frames in thought per se. This approncb would
look for differences among emphasis, equivalency, and non-verbal me.dm frames
without the nced to explore distinct psychological mechanisms (which can be

studicd as part of a distinct research agenda).
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A second key point concerns the psychology of framing effects, whicb 1
- tured by the expectancy value model of attitude formation. According
mﬁﬂhf i’ del, attitudes are the sum of various considerations and the salience
o obs I{n:)o th,ose considerations. Framing cffects, then, occur when frames in
(L {1ic1tion change frames in thought by altering the salience (w) of par-
'fﬁen.mlul rll‘siderations. In order to convincingly document a framing effect,
ticular Ccr)leed to present evidence that their treatments caused a change in
%;ii?:ﬁopinions via a change in salience and not other processes (e.g., changes
a i tent).

- l;i;ejri;rily, tlzerc are many other factors that determine the effects of frames
\in addition to those discussed in this chapter. For example, rescarch to date has
';md scant attention to ways that changing trends across media formats and tech-
:I[ﬁéi'ogics impact framing effects.” Newsroom practices and.norms matte.r, to'o. For
.I-.é}'cﬁ:flplcu two decades ago, Price and Tewksbury (1997) discussed framing in tbe
iﬁémcxt of the application of news values. More work needs to be dor%e to dir-
ectly connect how newsroom practices ultimately lead to frames that influence

With these perspectives in mind, researchers could still look for changes §
overall opinion from frames in communication, This effect could be labeleq 3
framing effect, but in a way that does not reference any change in frames in thoughy
(e.g., salience changes). Frames in communication frequently affect opinions, by teache
the mechanisms behind these effects remain unclear. For instance, such effects ¥
may operate through frames in mind and belief Importance, changing the conteng
of individuals’ beliefs, or other processes. Put simply, a focus on frames in com-
munication would allow all of these possibilities. Scholars who are nterested ip
frames of thought should document the distinct psychological processes at work.
Without this level of analysis, these studies cannot establish that the effects of 5
communication occur via changes in salience.

Following Brewer and Gross’s (2010) argument in the first volume of Doing
News Framing Analysis, we urge researchers to employ careful research design when
studying framing. The moderators we have discussed, including the passage of
time and competing frames, suggest that framing effects can be overstated whey
these moderators are not considered. Indeed, the very context in which I'r;nnj_ng
experiments are conducted may influence the perceived effectiveness of frames
(Brewer & Gross, 2010), Along these lines, we agree with calls to diversify the
methods used to study frames, including increased reliance on non-laboratory

| 10
.Frat‘crcnces. ‘ o o
g To summuarize, doing news framing analysis entails investigating and

understanding framing effects on political preferences within realistic settings.
Such framing effects operate via a specific psychological process, and are strongly
mitigated by a number of individual and contextual factors. We urge framing
researchers to take all of these points seriously, as overlooking them can lead to
conflicting and unclear conclusions about how framing operates in realistic com-

experiments, content analyses, and qualitative interviews. Such methodologicl
diversity could significantly improve the generalizability of framing findings—
both by documenting framing effects in various settings and by overcoming the
limitations of a single method (c.g., laboratory experiments).

We also recommend that framing researchers exercise caution when making municative COntexts.
normative claifns about what their research says about attitudes, democratic
competence, and the influence of the media (see Druckman, 2001). Given the
moderators discussed above, the overall influence of framing on preference forma-
tion remains unclear. For instance, the passage of time, individuals’ media choices,
conversations between people, and competition all influence the overall effect of

Notes

1 In political communication research on framing, the presumption is that even when a
communicator frames an cvent or person, they are either implicitly or explicitly framing

: 0 : . int of contention—or issue—that concerns the cvent itsclf, an actor involved in the
a frame. Scholars should consider these realities carefully before making sweeping gipoint o ’

. . _— . event, or both.
conclusions about the normative implications of framing.

This discussion is drawn from Drucknian and Lupia (2016).

The issue under study was Denmark’s “24-year rule,” which requires Danish citizens
who marry noncitizens to live outside of Denmark until both spouses are 24 years
old. This law has been the subject of considerable controversy in Denmark and the
European Union.

Those in the strong attitude condition were asked to think carefully about what the
frame did to their thoughts, and were told they would be queried later about their
attitudes. Those in the weak attitude condition were distracted when reading the frame
aud told to focus on the grammatical structure of the sentences in the frame,

The expectancy value model is also referred to as the summative model (O’Keefe,
2016).

Changes in salience result from one of three processes: changes in availability, accessi-
bility, and/or applicability. We discussed each of these processes briefly in the previous
section of the chapter, but see Chong & Druckman (2007h) for more detail.

Conclusion

This chapter focused on framing effects on political preferences, emphasizing sev-
eral key points. The first is that framing effects occur when frames contained
in political communications affect frames in thought. Working from this broad
definition, researchers have demonstrated framing effects in an array of contexts
(e.g., campaigns, policy debates). However, as discussed, there are serious questions
about the robustness of these framing effects in realistic political settings. In par-
ticular, research in five areas—atticude strength, cues, social networks, media
choice, and frame timing—suggests that frames may be less consequential in the
real world than in surveys and experimental laboratories.
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7 At the extreme, people consider only a single dimension and assign that di mension o
weight of 1 (all other considerations are therefoe weighted at 0); for exaniple, one
only think/care about free speech when it comes to the right of a hate group o rally,

8 Interested readers should sec Imai, Keele, and Tingley (2010); Bullock ;
Imai and Yamamoto (2013); and Imai, Tingley, and Yamamoto (2013).

9 Editor’s Note: See the Tewksbury and Riles chapter (this volume) for
this topic.

10 Editor’s Note: See the Boesman and Van Gorp chapter (this volume)

for a discussion
of this topic.
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CHANGING THE STORY

ﬁeflections on Applied News Framing Analysis

Mojra O’Neil and Nathaniel Kendall-Taylor

The Frame Works Institute is an interdisciplinary think tank that has been applying
ﬁmmng theory to conduct applied empirical communications research for nearly
gwo decades. We help scientists, advocates, and practitioners reframe public dis-
course on a range of social issues, including race and racism, climate change and
ocean acidification, criminal justice reform, addiction, immigration reform, early
childhood development, education, and environmental health, to name a few. In
this chapter, we lay out a theory of practice that draws on and synthesizes a range
“disciplinary approaches and scholarly insights. We explain how FrameWorks
wused this approach to support the work of a diverse set of experts and advocates
‘are united by a common mission to use communications to expand public
hinking and shift discourse about critical social issues.

News media discourse lies at the heart of this work. The frames and framing
strategics embedded implicitly or used intentionally in media stories are vital
#ﬁhjape'rs of public thinking (Pan & Kosicki, 1993; Price, Tewksbury, & Powers,
7). News media are an integral aspect of the ecology into which reframes
t be able to seep and thrive in order to change public discourse and expand
tspectives on social issues. This means that communicators must deeply under-
stand the ways in which news media, through choices of issue presentation, shape
blic understanding and can be leveraged to shift public conversations. In many

$, our view of news framing matches Nisbet’s (2010) thesis, who, in the first
olume of Doing News Framing Analysis, wrote that his chapter “is intended as a
Primer for practitioners—journalists, experts, or advocates—who wish to under-
d what it takes to break through the perceptual paralysis that plagues complex
problems” (p. 44). Clearly, the news media stand as both the challenge and
“Instrument with which to change public understanding,

2




