6 Competing Frames in a
- Political Campaign

James N. Druckman’

me% all framing studies examine whether contrasting frames, when considered
individually, can shift public opinion on an issue.?2 The typical experiment
msmoa_< assigns individuals to receive ome of two alternative representations of
arnissue, For example, in studies of people’s willingness to allow hate groups such
25 the Ku Klux Klan to conduct a rally, individuals learn of the issue framed
ithier it terms of free speech (e.g., all groups have a right to speak} orin terms
of magn safety (e.g., rallies often lead to violent confrontations between the hate
_group and counter-demonstrators). In this case, the relevant comparison js the
ifference of opinion between individuals in the two conditions. Such studies
employ one-sided designs insofar as the exclusive focus is on how exposure to
single frame affects opinions.

‘Most framing studies find that contrasting frames nearly always have a
Enmmnm:% significant impact when compared to one another. For instance,
Eazm_m exposed to the free speech frame are significantly more willing to
llow Klansmen to rally than are individuals who receive the public safety frame
g, Nelson et al. 1997). This research therefore suggests that, if one side can
establish the relevant terms of debate over an issue, it can successfully persuade
dividuals to support its position.

ma:com however, is typically competitive, fought between parties or ideological
ctions; and debated issues are framed in opposing terms. The strategic use of
”m.mmﬁzm to mobilize public opinion on a contested issue is a tactic available to
Il sidés. Surprisingly, social scientists have little to say about which of many
ompeting frames (c.g., free speech, public safety, opposition to racism) will
hape public opinion. Sniderman and Theriault (2004, pp. 141-142) explain
that amnmn,:mm studies . . . have neglected the fact that frames are themselves
ontestable. They have _mmwnm& restricted attention to situations in which citizens
are artificially sequestered, restricted to hearing only one way of ﬁwwnmaum about
mom.mn& issue™ {also see Entman 1993; Riker 1995; Wittman 1995).3

ri this chapter, I build on the work of Sniderman and Theriault (2004)
d Chong and Druckman (2007a, 2007b, 2007c¢) to explore how opinion
Q.Smmoz works in competitive mass communication (framing) environments.
do'so by first reviewing Chong and Druckman’s {20072, 2007b) approach 1o
ma&amm competitive framing. I then present a new study of competitive framing
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‘- Importantly, on each issue—including the Ku Klux Klan raily and Abu
“Ghraib—many of the frames employed competed with another, meaning they
-came from opposing sides. As mentioned, a free speech frame of a hate group
rally likely increases support while a public safety frame decreases it. Similarly,
‘the Abu Ghraib individual responsibility frame suggests that fauit lies with the
“individuals involved whereas the administration or military commander frames
-putthe bulk of the blame on the culture established by higher-level actors. That
‘opposing sides simultaneously employ competing frames also is evident in several
-of the chapters from the first part of this volume. Gerrity reveals how different
sides offer competing interpretations of the partial-birth abortion debate, Hartis
shows how parties in Congress compete by providing alternative frames of the
same issue; and Nelson describes how supporters of neo-creationist theories
.of evolution reinvented themselves by incorporating new values (e.g., a
marketplace of ideas) in an effort to counter supporters of conventional
‘evolutionary theories. :

- ‘These chapters suggest that some frames succeed and others faif in affecting
public opinion. Yet, as mentioned, little work has more systematically—that is,
‘beyond offering impressionistic case studies—explored how competition between
frames affects public opinion, One notable exception is Sniderman and Theriault
(2004) who argue and demonstrate, with two experimental surveys, that when
cornpeting frames are presented with one another (e.g., afree speech and a public
safety), they canesl ont such that the frames do not affect individuals® opinions.
Chong and Druckman {20072, 2007b, 2007¢) build on Sniderman and Theriault
(2004). Specifically, they conceive of “competition” as the presence of frames
aimed at supporting different sides of an issue (a “pro” side and a “con” side =
nrmﬂ is, the frames have distinct positional directions. For example, the free speech
frame promotes the right to raily (“a pro frame”} while the public safety frame
implies opposing that right (“a con frame™). They then identify two dimensions
of competition. One dimension concerns the number of frames offered from
.n.wn: side. Continuing with the example, the free speech frame (and /or other “pro
frames”) may be presented one time, two times, ten times, etc., while the public
safety frame (and/or other “con frames”) could be presented the same or any
other number of times. There is variation in the repetition of cach side’s frame(s).

-~ The other dimension is the strength of the frames—this gets at the likely
effectiveness of the frame in actually influencing public opinion. (In this context,
“effective” refers to a frame’s impact on opinions and not its presence in media
content.) Chong and Druckman (20070, p. 640) explain thar “(perceived)
strength referfs] to the extent to which a frame emphasizes relatively available
and applicable considerations.” Availability means that individuals are able to
connect a given consideration {e.g., free speech) to the issue at hand (e.g., the
hate group rally); they understand that itisa potentiaily relevant consideration.
Availability is asscssed by asking respondents to list what considerations come
8..95& when they think of the issue. Applicability refers to how compelling
the frame is perceived to be, and is assessed by asking respondents to rate the
relative “effectiveness” of a frame. {While this leaves unclear exactly why a given

that focuses on a publicly fnded casino proposal. The results o.m the study mmoA.a
that not all frames are effective, that competition plays a nmﬂn& n.omo when wn :
comes to framing, and that the key to being an effective frame lies in a frame’s
“strength.”

Framing and Campaigns

A large number of studies over the last 20 years show that m.mmd.wnm effects have -
the potential to fundamentally shape public opinion. Hrnmn.mmwwgnm &maﬂm.mmnmﬂn ”
that for a given issue (e.g., a hate group rally request) the opinions nm wmanﬁwng
(randomly) exposed to one frame (e.g., free speech frame) significantly ann.m :
from those of participants {randomly) exposed ﬁo.mmonrnn frame Am“m; public :
safety frame). The problems with these studies, which have been carried outon |
a wide range of issues including affirmative action, in_m.mnﬁ .mmm gun control, are :
that they (1) focus exclusively on frames that are ommnnaw@ ?h.w that successfully:
impact public opinion}, and (2) expose individuals to justa single frame (e.g.s
cither free speech or public safety). These features bear little resemblance to ﬁwn. :
reality of most pofitical contexts. A number of factors have wamb shown to make
a given frame émeffective. For example, frames from non-credible sources Anm g
the National Engquiver) or that contradict strongly v&.& <&.me (e.g., a public:
safety frame to free speech advocates) do not affect public opinion {e.g., Brewer:
2003; Druckman 2001a, 2001b). Not all frames work. .
On the second point—concerning exposure to just a single mnmﬂni.sa.qns al
cursory glance at real-world political campaigns makes clear that Hpagaﬁm_m.
receive various frames from competing sides (e.g., the ACLU promotes 2
free speech frame while the NAACP emphasizes safety concerns ora racial preju-
dice frame). More systematic evidence on this point comes from Chong and
Druckman’s {n.d.) study of the framing of 14 &mmbn.m issues. @U.o authors ME&«N@@
coverage of these issues in major newspapers over time, counting the number 0m
frames put forth on each issue (as well as other features of the frames}. ,Hmﬂ\ mwwbu
computed a score to capture the “total effective number of m.BBn.f gmﬁn..w.
amounts to a weighted score of the number of frames used on a given _,mmmn:?. &
frames employed more often reccive greater weight) H{The term ﬁ.nnmnnﬂﬁn wﬁ....w
does not refer to the success of the frame in affecting public opinion; but rather,
to the extent of its presence in newspaper coverage on the issue.) .?mwomm the 14:
issues, the average effective numbser of frames is 5.09 (standard deviation = 1 .Gv.._
The issue for which the fewest effective frames were employed was coverage
of 2 1998 Ku Klux Klan rally in Tennessce (with 3.03 effective frames E&E&n.m.
free speech, public safety, and opposing racism). The issue ﬁmw n_mﬂn most m,»aom
was coverage of the 2004 Abu Ghraib controversy concermng prisoner m_uﬁ.a,n g
members of the armed forces (with 6.9 effective frames, including B._w.ﬁ.mq
responsibility, presidential administration responsibility, individual wamwonmw_nw:,@,.
military commander responsibility, negative consequences for m.dmﬁdmmom&
relations, positive consequences for international relations, negative aoEnmnn
consequences, positive domestic consequences, ete. ).
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frame is perceived as effective or not, it is nonetheless analogous RM the E:MMN
used technique in psychology to assess argument strength.) Overal wmwmm he
a relative construct; a frame is deemed mnwmméq. stronger than umomana WF M
registers significantly higher availability and applicability scores (for Q.ME e \
discussion, see Chong and Druckman 20073, 2007b, 2007¢). Indeed, di mmﬂwm |
frames on each side might be relatively strong or E.amw compared to one another,
For example, individuals likely perceive the public safety mdnmn. noamun mmwwbmnM ._
(both in terms of availability and applicability) nrmm. an .m:ﬁnmmz.o con”: BMM ..
that argues the raily should not be held because it will result in litter 1 w. E
mQHnMﬁMronu competition between contrasting frames varies by woémowﬁmm wwww :
side is repeated and the relative strength of Hrn.mmﬂnw used on. each side. el
result is a potentially infinite number of combinations that a.wmnn. Mw ﬂnMMM ‘
frequency of repetition and the strengths of mSB.nm from opposing sides. ¢ m ..
and Druckman (2007b} test 16 combinations in two laboratory nxmuw::,ﬁm
{one on the issuc of urban sprawl and the oﬁr.ma on a hate mﬁwc@ Bm.q Hnmcmmww..
finding that frame strength plays the most decisive 3.;& a frame’s relative mﬁwgm j
matters more than its repetition { regardless of the side of the argument endorsed.
ENMMHM,\W.MMWMWO/{“& 1 build on Chong and Druckman’s {20073, 20075, moownv
efforts in two ways. First, I move ouside of the controlled laboratory mwﬁsw ﬁw
implement an experimental framing study in the context of an mwnnm_.._o: gmw“ ..
exit poll {on the need to move outside the lab, see Kinder 2007, cnOnMW m_
look at various combinations of frames that Chong and Um.ﬁfﬂmw 2 ) o;
not explore. In sum, I explore framing outside of .ﬁrn _mmw with a wﬂmﬁomnmaonm.
sample of voters, exposing them to a novel nomﬂcwmm:os of frames. - m.
In the next section, I describe the issue on ﬁ%mnr.H focus: a mcwrow.% MH e
casino. I present the relevant frames and present .n<ﬁnbnm about mrnﬂ re Mﬁmﬁ
strengths. I then turn to the study design ﬂ,&:& Etorﬂa experimenta zq
embedding various combinations of frames in an Election Day M.Mwﬁ wo“m
implemented in the Chicago, 11, area. Next, I present Hrw mamw.:.hm, which mwom. i
how various frames, in different combinations, impact mmcr.n opinion. H conclude -
with a discussion of what the results imply for future studies of framing.

J: Fred Giertz explained at the time, “the last three months are cause for con-
“eern . . . In 2005, Iilinois made up some of the lost ground that took place
‘in the three years that followed the 2001 national recession. 2005 was an
‘encouraging year. So far, 2006 is not” (Reutter 2006). An August 2006 poll
showed the economy was by far the most important issue on voters® minds with
:37 percent citing it as the central issue followed by only 19 percent mentioning
the war in Irag and 14 percent saying national security (Rasmussen Report
:2006). How the candidates would combat the failing economy and raise revenue
appeared as if it would dominate the campaign.
~ Topinka’s economic plan—as enunciated on August 23—zevolved around
the creation of a land-based state-owned Chicago casino with profit to be used
for state spending on education and property tax relief. In contrast, Blagojevich
proposed leasing the state lottery to generate revenue, (Both candidates opposed
‘income or sales tax increases; Whitney’s positions were nominally covered
throughout the campaign.} An August 24 Chicago Tribune cditorial stated that
the candidates are “framing this contest for governor just as it needs to be
framed: How can a grossly overcommitted state government bend the financia
trend lines that point inexorably toward ruin?” Topinka’s casino idea split the
public—a mid-September Tribune polled 54 percent in opposition to the casino
plan-—and cut across partisan lines. Indeed, while Blagojevich opposed the
proposal, he had just a year earlier proposed to double gambling positions, and
Chicago Democratic Mayor Daley was open to the plan {although would

presumably have prefered that the city own the casino so as to receive most of
- the revenue).®

“Just as in-depth discussions of the candidates’ competing revenze plans began,
however, the campaign took an unexpected turn. With little forewarning, a rash
of corruption allegations were launched including accusations that Blagojevich
traded state jobs for personal payoffs and improperly spent state money. Topinka
. also received scrutiny for her role in the administration of previous Governor
George Ryan who was on trial for charges of corruption. These events became
the focus of a faitly vicious negative campaign which led to the ascendance of
corruption as the key campaign issue, overtaking the economy and casino plan,
“which virtually disappeared from the agenda. A content analysis of Chicago
Tribune coverage of the campaign (from the date of the casino proposal umntil
wﬁnmos Day)” showed that the casino ended up receiving only 3 percent of the
overage while the budget in general received only 5 percent.® Inital expectations
of more coverage were proven incorrect with the corruption charges becoming
 the major issue in the campaign; corruption received 45 percent of ail coverage.

Thus, by the time the experimental survey was implemented on Election Day,

the bulk of voters presumably had scant knowledge of the casino proposal,

_perhaps at most possessing a vague memory of the proposal.® As T will discuss,

the Election Day exit poll experiment entailed {randomly) cxposing voters to a

description of the proposal using different combinations of frames. A first step

i designing the experiment entailed identifying the possible frames for the

asino issue and assessing their strengths.

Framing a Casino

I focus on 2 proposal for a state-funded land-based mﬁdv:bm casino ﬁaw.: @Momm
to be used for funding educagon and property tax relief. The overall attitu nn.o .
interest, then, is the extent to which an individual supports or ommomnm.m mMm M'
owned and state operated gambling casino. I put this issuc in the context o wfﬁ M
2006 Illinois Gubernatorial election between Democrat H:n.mﬁcam : o.n~
Blagojevich, Republican Judy Topinka, and Green party candidate Ric .ﬁ.

éﬁﬁawﬁw&mmvm initial focus concerned .ﬁwo state of ﬂw.wn economy. EEOM
economy was trending in a negative direction-—as prominent state cconomis

W
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do not think they are particularly important.” The average respondent listed 1.78
anmm I coded respanses focusing on the aforementioned frames.

I randomiy asked the other group of respondents {N = 31) to evaluate the
mEumnm@EQ and direction of the considerations emphasized in each of the
frames. Again, like Chong and Druckman (20075), I listed each consideration
and asked respondents to judge its effectiveness (i.e. , perceived persuasiveness)
Aom a 1-7 scale with 1 being definitely not effective, 4 being not sure, and 7 being
mnmmm%n_% omwnn:avu and its directionality {on a 17 scale with I being definitely
opposed or “con,” 4 being neither, and 7 being definitely supportive or “pro”).
InTable 6.2, I report the availability, perceived applicability, and directionality
- scores. As discussed, strength requires bozh availability and applicability and is a
“relative” concept—such that a frame might be relatively stronger than another
ifit has higher availability and applicability.

"The results suggest a fair degree of availability of the economic benefits and
social costs frames, and some availability for the entertainment and morality
frames. The other frames appear to generally not be available: corruption is
significantly less avaitable than entertainment, and neither community building
nor politics is listed by any respondents. Clearly, the economic benefits frame and
the social costs frame constitute compelling frames in opposing directions. Both
display significantly greater perceived applicability than all other frames (at the
0.05 levei for all comparisons), but are nearly indistinguishable from one another
in terms of applicability (7, = 1.33, p < 0.20 for a two-tailed test).!! They also
significantdly differ from one MEom._Q in terms of direction (2, = 11.75, p< 0.01 )—
social costs is 2 frame opposed to the casino proposal and economic benefits is a
supportive frame. Thus, if I find differential effects of these frames, it clearly stems
from direction and not strength variations. In sum, I use economic benefits as
the pro-strong frame and social costs as the con-strong frame.

T also use three weak frames. On the weak pro side, I use the entertainment
mu_n.wﬁ it is significantly Iess applicable than both the economic benefits and
social costs frames (respectively, 2, = 3.30, p < 0.05; teo =430, p<0.01}and
is significantly more pro than the social costs frame (7, = 8.03, p< 0.01).1213 1
use two weak con frames. One is the corruption frame, which has very low
avaifability (6 percent), does not significantly differ from the weak entertainment

1 identified the set of possible frames for the casino proposal by examining:
coverage of proposals for state-owned casinos in various states and exploring:
advocacy group propaganda on both sides of casino proposals. This led to the
identification of seven often-used frames, as presented in Table 6.1. On the pro”
side (i.c., support the casino), the frames include the economic benefits from
the casino, the entertainment value of the casino, and the positive community
effects. The con (i.e., oppose the casino) frames include the social costs of the
casino, the morality of casinos, and the corruption and /or patronage that could”
come from the casino. Finally, the politics behind implementing a casino.
proposal served as a directionally neutral frame.

As mentioned, three key elements of frames include their positional direction;
the number of times they appear (i.e., repetition), and their strength. To asses p
strength, I follow the pre-test approach used by Chong and Druckman (2007b);
T also use the pre-test to confirm that the directional leanings of the frame (i.e: :
pro/con) are consistent with what I just described. .

The pre-test involved 2 sample of 63 voting-age adults who did not H.amﬁf
Illinois. It took place approximately one month prior to Election Day.!0 A§
explained, strength entails two dimensions—availabilityand applicability—and:
so Lasked pre-test respondents to assess the availability and applicability of each
of the seven frames. Like Chong and Druckman (2007b), I assessed the
availability of different considerations by randomly asking about half of the:
respondents {n = 32} the following open-ended question: “Many states \&.m. :
considering proposals for the state to operate land-based gambling casinos:
When it comes to such proposals, what types of ideas or considerations do you:
think people consider? List any ideas or considerations, even if you _.uﬁmos»:%

Table 6.1 Casino Frames

Frame Descriprion

Ecenomic benefits Finances gained from state-owned casino will have
positive economic benefits in terms of education, tax
relief, job creation, development, etc.

Entertainment - Casinos are harmless entertainment, and people rmsw
been doing it for centaries.

Community building Casinos give a community an identity and help to

promote social capital, .ﬁ«ww 62 Pre-test Results (sed. dev. in parentheses)

Social costs Casinos have severe social costs (e.g., addiction, n_nwﬂ
: suicide, fanily impact, health). They also mostly
adversely affect the poor.

Frame : Availability Peycetved Directionality
«Qwﬁ%x&ga v percentage applicability score (support) scorve

ly affect o . o i (N =32) (N =31) (N =31)
Morality Gambling is biblically immoral since it is a form of . - .
hoft Social co 59 © 4.55(1.89) 2.52 (1.03)
. . ) Economic benefits 56 3.97(1.54) 5.81(1.17)
Corruption A state-owned casino provides many patronage Entertainment 25 2.74(1.39) 4.97 ﬁ.wm
possibilities with concomitant corruption and erime - Morality 31 N“Nw ﬁ”wm ) 1 .wo Ao.wmw
problems. . Corruption 6 3.00 (1.67) 2.23(1.15)
Politics A state-owned casino would need other political Community building 0 1.97 (1.20) 4.81 {1.28)

support (e.g., from the state Jegislature). Politics 0 1.84 (1.39) 3.65 (1.43)
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Twblz 6.3 Experimental Casino Frames 2 “How many times have you ever been to 2 casino?” Response options included

e ERS N : LR R~ » g : » « cm e ??
Spportivs (pro) Opposed (con) - “Never,” “1-2 mBmm“ 3 o.n:mmnf 6 H.o times,” and VMQ. times Amwn
. o] Donahue and Miller 2006). Given the prominence of the corruption theme in
Strong Economic benefits oca nmmnm ~the gubernatorial campaign, T also asked respondents: “In your opinion, to what
Weak Entertainment « Morality

_extent, if any, has the Blagojevich administration engaged in corrupt practices:”
“with higher scores indicating increased perceptions of corruption. I imagine
voters who see the current administration as more corrupt will be less likely to
““involve state government in running a casino. Along similar lines, T included a
“standard trust in governmment item, asking “How much of the time do you think
‘you can trust the government in Washington to do what is right?” (with choices
“being “just about always,” “most of the time,” or “some of the time™). The
M.m.E.cnw included standard demographic measures that asked for respondents’ party
identification {on a 7-point scale with higher values indicating more Republican),
‘gender (0 = male, 1 = female), minority status, age, and a few other items. ¥

In Table 6.4, I report the descriptive statistics for the sample. (The Ns vary
~by variable because of non-responses.)?® Impressively, the vote totals of 61
- percent for Blagojevich, 19 percent for Topinka, and 18 percent for Whitney
“match almost perfectly the actual rotals that the candidates received in the
“universe of the polling area (where they received 61 percent, 21 percent, and
18 percent respectively).?! The table also shows that the respondents come from
: fairly diverse backgrounds; although, as would be expected in northern Cook
-County, the sample is skewed towards Democrats and voters whe are both
 politically interested and involved.?? Given the experimental approach, along
“with my ability to control for these variables, the focus on these voters is not
-problematic; moreover, it is a representative sample of actual, heterogeneous
voters from the area (rather than being composed of the more homogeneous
samples typical in laboratory experiments).

+ Corruption

frame in terms of applicability (z,, = 0.67, p < 0.55), and is significantly less
applicable than the strong economic benefits and social costs mﬂmwmnm
(respectively, #,, = 2.38, p < 0.05; z,, = 3.42, p < 0.01)." In terms of direction, -
it sigmificantly differs from the pro msmaﬁmﬁanwﬂ and economic bencfits frames
(respectively, £, = 8.87, p < 0.01; £, = 12.15, p < 0.01). The other weak con. ;
frame is morality, which is significantly more opposed than the entertainment
and economics frames (respectively, z,, = 10.76, p < 0.01; £, = 14.51, p< 0.01), -
and does not substandally differ in applicability from the weak entertainment -
frame (£, = 1.57, p < 0.12 for a two-tailed test).}516 Table 6.3 summarizes the
frames [ employ in the experiment.

Experimental Huu.dnn&dan and Design

I tested the impact Om various combinations of competing frames by namuaa%nm :
experimental conditions in an Election Day exit poll. The exit poll makes for -
a relatively realistic context in which to assess framing effects since the :
respondents had just voted in an election where the issue at hand (i.e., the casino
proposal) had at least some relevance.!” I implemented the exit poll survey
experiment by assembling 24 teams of two student pollsters. I then randormly -
selected polling locations throughout the northern part of Cook County,
Ilinois. Each polling team spent a randomly determined 2-3 hour daytime -
period at their polling place. A pollster asked every third voter to complete a self-
administered, anonymous questionnaire in exchange for $5.

The main dependent variable asked “A proposal is being considered for 9@..
Illinois state government to operate a land-based gambling casino. What do -
you think—do you oppose or support the proposal for a state-run gambling -
casino? Circle one number on the following 7-point scale {where 1 = oppose |
strongly, 4 = not sure, 7 = support strongly}.” I incorporated the framing
conditions—which I will soon discuss—by altering the wording of this @cnmaon. :

The surveys included various other items meant to capture potential individual :
level correlates of casino support.'® One question measured a respondent’s values
toward government regulation of business, with the expectation that increasing -
support for regulation would correlate with higher support for the casino. The
precise question asked “In general, do you feel that government regulation of .
business: usually does more harm than good; or is necessary to keep businesses’
from engaging in practices that are harmful to the public?” with higher scores:
indicating increased support for regulation, Another measure asked respondents: -

Expevimental Conditions

‘The experimental conditions introduced various mixes of frames that replicate
and extend the conditions used in Chong and Druckman’s {2007b)
experiments. Table 6.5 lists the full set of conditions, to which respondents were
“randomly assigned.
©The first listed condition is the control group that simply answered the main
dependent variable question described above (N = 61}. This group serves as a
aseline for evaluating the effects of the frames'in the other conditions. I
randomly assigned another group to the strong pro economic benefits frame
such that respondents answered the main dependent variable question with the
-added statement: “. . , Some say that the revenue from the casino would provide
‘tax relief and help to fund education . . .7 (N = 54).2% A similatly one-sided
group randomly received the strong con social costs frame that included: .
:some say that a state-run casino will have severe social costs, such as addiction
‘and debt. . .” A final one-sided condition randomly exposed respondents to the
weak con non.mmﬁo: frame: “, . - Some say that a state-run casino would increase
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u; able 6.5 Experimental Conditions

Varinble Seale (overnll distribution %) Average (std. dev.) ¢ Condirion Frames Prediceed effect on overal] opinion
Education 1 = less than high school (1) 4.03 Control None Baseline
{N = 555} w = high mn_._m.Q AMWS {1.00) - Pro-strong Economic benefits Increase support for the proposal
- ollege :
4= WNMMNM_E@W degree (28) " Con-strong Social costs Decrease support for the proposal
5 = advanced degree (42) Con-weak Corraption No effect
Houschold income W - mmmcwm%oowwwwvoao 29) AN.MMU ~Con-strong— Social costs— No effect {i.c., cancel out)
{N =504} = y U= ) - - pro-strong cconomic benefits
3 = > $100,000 (39) .
Age (N = 548) 1=18-24(18)2=25-34(11) 353 __%wnhm%sﬁ Mmmmmmmww . Decrease support for proposal
3=35-44(19)4 =45-54 (21} (1.71) -
5 = 55-64 (18) 6 = 6574 (9) - Con-weak-— Corruption— Increase support for the proposal
7 =75+ (4) S pro-strong cconomniic benefits
Sex (N = 558} Male (43) n/2 Con-weak— Corruption— No effect
Female (57) - pro-weak enrerrainment
Ethnicity (N = 560) %:_nnm N.wnanm: (10) n/a -Con-weak- Corruption-morality ~ No effect
: ; -weak
Asian American (4) ‘con-wea
Hispanic (2) Con-weak- Corruption—economic  Increase support for proposal
Omw,nw. (3) ) S pro-strong— benefits—morality
Prefer not o answer Ceon-weak
Party identification 1 = strong Democrat {29} 2.63 R
(N = 553) 2(27) (1.59)
3{15)"
4 = Independent (18) i
5(4) “patronage and corruption in state gévernment . . .» (N = 58). The theory
w Wqugm Republican (3) -suggests that the sirong economic benefits and social costs frames will
Tnterest in politics 1 = not interested (1) g 44 ..mm.m.mmmnmua% push respondents in pro and con directions, respectively, while the
(N = 572) 213) (1.41) ‘weak corruption frame will have no effect,
. 3(4) 419 The six other conditions include various combinations of frames exposing
M ﬁmﬂvo derately interested (19) respondents to two or more competing frames.?* I explore the predicted
6127 -canceling effect of two opposing strong frames by pairing the social costs and
7 = extremely interested (28) “economic benefits frames (N = 55) (Druckman 2004; Sniderman and Theriault
Frust in government 1 = just about always Am 2.83. 2004). I also include a condition with the strong con social costs frame along with
(N =56l) w - MMMM wmmww wﬁwm 3 »W (0.41) the weak pro entertainment frame, with the expectation that the strong social
ber of d L 0 days a week (14} 1 (10) 2903 coists frame will exhibit a greater effect (N = 58) (Chong and Drackman 2007b3.
MMMM MM% :GM\W e 2(10) 3 (11) 4 (8) (254} - The other conditions include the weak con corruption frame. One of these
(N = 355) 5(13)6(7}7(27) pairs the corruption frame with the strong pro economic benefits frame (N=
55). This is again a strong-versus-weak condition, and, thus, only the economic
Number of days 2 week 0 days a week (9) 1 {5) wmwv benefits frame should significantly affect respondents. I also included a condition
read paper during 2(8)3(9)4(12) (2- hat paired the weak con corruption frame and the weak pro entertainment
campaign (last two months} 3 (12) 6 {57 (40) ” . .
(N M mm 4) frame (N = 57), and a condition that grouped the weak con corruption frame
Gubernatorial vote chioice  Blagojevich (Democrat) (61) n/a ~witha weak con morality frame (N = 60). In both these cases, T expect no effect
LOCKII: 1yt

(N = 403)

Topinka (Republican} (19)
Whitaey (Green) (18)
Other (2)

sincé weak frames are predicted to not influence opinions. The final condition
adds the strong pro economic benefits frame to the weak corruption and
morality frames with the expectation of increased support (N = 60). The final

column of the table lists the predicted effect on overall opinion (relative to the
‘control group).?s
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Results

I focus the analysis on how the different combinations of frames affect overall
attitudes toward the casino proposal. Specifically, I estimate the refative impact -
of the frames by using a statistical technique called an ordered probit model; in

so doing, I treat the control group as the point of comparison (Chong and -
Druckman 20072), and include separate dummy variables for each of the nine :
treatment conditions. 26 I list the condition means in appendix A,% and report -
the specific regression results in Appendix B. .

Using the results reported in Appendix B, I generated the probabilities %mﬂ
an average respondent from each condition 20:5 support the casino proposal.
For example, holding all the demographic and political (control} variables at-
their means, I find that the average control group respondent has a 24 percent
chance of supporting the casino proposal (I construe support as reporting a
score of 5, 6, or 7 on the 7-point scale).

In Figure 6.1, I graph the probabilities, relative to the controf group, that an
average individual from each condition would support the casino proposal. The
graph presents the difference between the probability of support in each group’
and the control group’s aforementioned 24 percent likelihood of support. 2 The
graph thus reveals the specific impact of the frame({s), relative to the control group,
in moving respondents to be more or less supportive of the casino proposal. In”
the graph, each condition (abbreviated) variable name describes the specific frames:
to which respondents were exposed. (The abbreviations Cn. = con, Pr = pro, Str
- strong, and Wk = weak; the other abbreviation should be self-evident.) -

The figure shows that, as predicted, only strong frames influenced opinions:
Specifically, the two single strong frame conditions show substantal effects—
the strong pro economic benefits frame moved respondents to be 24 percent
more supportive the casino {compared to the control group-—thus, the average
individual in this group was 24 percent + 24 percent = 48 percent likely to be
supportive), while the strong con social costs frame moved respondents to be
18 percent less supportive (or in total, 24 percent — 18 percent = 6 percent likely -
to be supportive). These single strong frame results replicate conventiona .
framing experiments that expose respondents to one strong frame or anothe
{e.g., free speech or public safety}. The other single frame condition used the
weak con corruption frame and, consistent with expectations, this had virtually
no effect refative to the controt group, .

Similarly, simuitaneous exposure to the two strong frames—social costs an

gowe

5

24

economic benefits—did not significantly move respondents (the 5 percent decline -
is not statistically significant), suggesting that the frames counteract one anothe
(consistent with Sniderman and Theriault’s (2004) prediction). By contrast
when the social costs frame is matched with the weak pro entertainment frame
respondents react, as predicted, by becoming less supportive, with the probability
of support dropping by 15 percent. The strong frame wins out. This is an’|
important caveat to Sniderman and Theriault’s (2004) theory that noBmommm
frames cancel out: frames cancel out only when both frames are strong. :
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The other three dual conditions match a weak con corruption frame with other
frames. As expected, respondents who received the strong pro economic benefits

frame along with the corruption frame become significantly more supportive {by :

22 percent). The insignificance of both the weak con corruption-weak pro
eptertainment condition, and the weak con corruption-weak con morality
condition further highlights the lack of impact from weak frames (neither
condition significantly moves opinions), even when there are multiple weak
frames in the same direction {e.g., in the case of the con corruption—morality
combination).

The final condition shows that the one strong pro economic benefits frame -
overwhelmed the weak con corruption and weak con morality frames. This again
accentuates that strength is more important than repetition. Moreover, notice

the probability of support in this condition exceeded the control group by

41 percent which is substantially greater than the impact of the strong pro.
economic benefits frame alone (24 percent). This is evidence of what Chongand
Druckman (20072, 2007b) calf a contrast effect, where the presence of a weak -
contrary frame {or in this case two weak frames) can backfire, pushing’
respondents even further in the opposite direction. That is, the con side would -
have been better off offering no frame (as in the cconomic frame only condition
where there was no con frame and opinion increased by 24 percent) instead of “

offering the weak con frames (as in this last condition where opinion increased
by 41 percent).

Conclusion

Competing sides regularly seek to offer alternative frames for making sense of -
issues and events. Incorporation of competition into studies of framing is critical -

ifwe are to understand how frames work. The results concerning frame strength

and contrast effects support Chong and Druckman’s (20072, 2007b) theory.
Strength is more important than repetition, and the impact of a frame in isolation
may differ from its effect when mixed with other frames (as evident from the’
contrast effect). The resuits also provide one of the few examples of framing

effects among a heterogeneous group of voters in a campaign setting.

The obvious unanswered question concerns what makes for a strong frame
{Chong and Druckman 2007¢). Unfortunately, extant work on persuasion
provides hittle guidance on the conditions of strength-—for example, dual process

models of attitude change (e.g., Petty and Wegener 1998) distinguish the
origins of strength (e.g., cues or argument quality) but say little about what
factors matter when, and what makes for a high-quality argument {or frame}."
There are, however, some recent studies in political science thatisolate strength-
promoting clements—for example, strong frames tend to comport with'
cognitive biases (Arceneaux 2007), highlight specific emotions (Aarge 2008;
Petersen 2007), include multiple, frequently appearing, arguments (Baumgartner
ctal. 2008), and /or have been used in the past (Edy 2006). This research offers:.
a compelling baseline for future research that needs to identify not only the :
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elements of swength but also the conditions under which ‘a frame might
‘be strong or weak. This will enhance our understanding of public opinion
formation, emable us to make sense of why some campaigns succeed while others
fail, and reveal what makes for the most effective campaign strategy {e.g.,

i Schaffner 2008).

_Appendix A

: Table 6.A1 Experimental Condition Means

~Condition . EBrames Mean (std. dey.; N)
~ Control None 3.10(1.93;59)
i Pro-strong Economic benefits 4.20 (1.68; 54)
. Con-strong Social costs 2.04{1.28;57)
Con-weak Corruption 3.07 {1.97,58)

- Con-strong-pro-strong Social costs—economic benefits 2.9112.01;55)
 Con-strong-pro-weak Social costs—-enterrainment 2.05{1.49; 58)
- Con-weak—pro-strong Corruption—economic benefits 4.20 (2.04; 55)
¢ Con-weak-pro-weak Corruption—entertainment 2.37(1.77,57)

Con-weak-con-weak Corraption—-morality 3.09 (2.05; 59)

- Con-weak-pro-strong— Corraption-cconomic 4.42 (2.13; 58)
con-weak benefits—morality

“Appendix B

‘Table 6.B1 reports the regression result; it includes control variables that might

plausibly affect casino attitudes.?” The experimental condition variables appear
on the left side and the control variables appear on the right. The text contains
a'discussion of the impact of the experimental conditions. Also of note are some

tof the effects of the demographic and political variables.

" "Those who have a greater distrust of government are less supportive of the

proposal, presumably reflecting their general lack of trust in expanding
~governmental control. Also, older people and women exhibit significantly less
support while minorities show more support. Politically, those who voted for

Topinka are more supportive, which, even though it was her initial proposal, is
mildly surprising given the lack of coverage of the casino (as discussed). The

:other variables including perception of corruption in the current administration,
values regarding state regulation of business, frequency of going to 2 casino, and
partisanship had no significant effects. Overall, it is interesting that demographics
iplay a larger explanatory role than political values and partisanship, perhaps

wnmnn&wm political ambivalence about casinos, which indeed makes people
susceptible to framing effects in the first place. {That is, people are susceptible

‘to framing in the first place because they are not sure how to weight alternative
-‘considerations; see Druckman 2001b).
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Twble 6.81 Experimental Framing Effects on Support for Casino Proposal {1 to 7 Scale} :

Experimental condition Consrol vavinble
Econ {Pr-str) 0.78** Administration corruption -0.41
{0.21} (0.26)
Soc Costs {Cn-str} -(.37* Regulation value 0.04
(0.22) (0.23)
Corr {Cn-wk) 0.13 Casino visits 0.22
{0.21) {0.16)
Soc costs—econ -0.05 Distrust government —0.50*
{Cn-str—pr-str) {0.21) {0.26)
Soc costs—entert ~(.55%* Partisanship (Republican) ~0.38
{Cn-stu—pr-wk) (0.23) (0.24)
Cormr—ccon 0.88%* Age ~(3.39* .
{Cn-whk-pr-sir) (0.21} (0.19}
Corr—entert -0.30 Minority 0.44%*
{Cn-wk-pr-wk) (0.22) (0.15)
Corr-moral 0.08 Female -(.22*
{Cn-wk—cn-wk) (0.21) (0.11}
Corr-econ—moral 1.00*%* Vote for Topinka 0.26*
{Cn-wk~pr-str-cn-wk} (0.22) {0.16)
¢, through # See below
Log likelihood ~815.86
Number of observations 478
Note

Entrigs are ordered probit coefficients with standard crrors in parentheses. **p = 0.01; *p < 0.05
for one-tailed tests. The coefficient and standard errors for # through 7, are as mo:oﬁm ~1.41
(0.39),~0.82 (0.39), ~0.47 {0.39), -0.10 (0.39}, 0.24 (0.39), o.mw {0.40).

Notes

1. This chapter grew out of an ongoing colfaborative project with Dennis Chong, who'

offered sage advice at all stages of the research presented here. T thank Jason Reiffer
for his generous contributions, and Toby Bolsen, Jaclyn Cheron, Caitlin Chester,
Thotnas Leeper, Lauren Matecki, Tommy Szalasny, Cara Walsh, and Jonathan Weber

for rescarch assistance. Support was provided by Northwestern University and the"

AT&T Research Scholar Fund.
2. This introduction was co-written with Dennis Chong.

3. Exceptions include Sniderman and Theriault (2004), Brewer and Gross Amoomw..

Hansen {2007), and Chong and Druckman (20073, 2007b, 2007¢).
4. They also report a count of the total number of frames; however, this is of limited

interest since some frames appear only a few times (and a strict count does not m&mmn.

for frequency of use).

5. The casino plan was not an issue on which voters would directly vote (e.g.; ar

initiative} but initially appeared to be a critical campaign issue (¢.g., Pearson 2006)

6. Interestingly, after being re-elected, Blagojevich expressed support for a casino mwwm :

{Meitrodt and Garcia 2007).
7. This covers August 24 through November 6.
8. Details on the content analysis are available from the author.

9. The main exception would be attentive voters who formed opinions carly in Ea :
campaign, during the brief period when the casino proposal reccived substantial

coverage. Indeed, these voters did behave differently, although I do not focus on
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these differences here. Detailed analyses of these voters as a distiner sub-group are
available in Drackman (2009).

= 10. Fused non-Illinois voters to ensure that the respondents had not been influenced by

the ongoing campaign. It turned out that such exposure probably would not have

. . mattered, given the fack of coverage of the casino proposal. However, when planning
2.0 for the pre-test, I was not certain how the campaign would develop. The pre-test
- respondents closely resembied the Exit Poll respondents in terms of demographic

backgrounds.

. The “t-statistic” generates a probability indicating the likelihood of the two scores
.- {e.g., economic benefits frame average and social costs frame average) being
“compared are the same—that s, that the differences berween them is due to random

chance and not “real” systematic differences. The p < 0.20 means thar there is arcund

"'20.20 chance that they are “really” the same (and the difference is just due to arbitrary

chance). This is typically seen as too high to conclude “real differences.” Typically,

- real differences are accepted as evident when the probability at least approaches 0.10.
2. I did not consider using the community building frame since it registered 0 percent
i availability and never appeared in the coverage, suggesting it may not be relevant to
- the issue {despite occasional references to it by advocacy groups). I also did not

consider using the.politics frame since it is directionally ambiguous.

. One potential problem, however, is that, while entertainment is significantly more

supportive than all others except economic benefits, I also find that economic benefits
is significantly more supportive than entertainment (£, = 2.70, p < 0.01 for a two-
tailed test). This is a potential confound insofar as I will not necessarily know based

i on this pre-test if variance in the impact of economic benefits and entertainment
“usterns from strength or directionality.

. However, it is mnnnn?na as significantly more applicable than morality (2, = 2.11,
p < 0.04 for a two-tailed test).
.‘The morality frame is significantly more opposed than the social costs frame (i,

2.50, p < 0.05 for a two-tailed test). This is in another potential confound in that

Gitdifferential effects of morality and social costs could stem from strength or
=i, directionality. This is similar to the confound between economics and entertainment.
6. The two potential confounds are between morality and social costs differing in rerms
i of both strength and degree of opposition (although both are significantly more
- 'opposed than the support frames), and between entertainment and cconomics
s significantdy differing in terms of both strength and support. In both cases however,
“Thave confidence that differences between these frames wil reflect strength variations
rather than directional variations since in both cases the differences in terms of
i2iostrength are much greater than the differences in direction. Also, overall, the set

of supportive frames are significantly different from the opposed ones, and the set of

o strong frames are significantly stronger than the weak ones.

Even if voters did not recognize the connection to the election itself, they were stiff
- voting on state office which would ultimately decide whether or not to pursue the
_state-owned casino proposal.

. The survey included a series of belief importance measures that read “Listed below

are several considerations that people might weigh when thinking about the proposal

“-for a state run gambling casino. Please rate how unimportant or important each
‘consideration is to you where: 1 = very unimportant . . . 5 = very important.”  listed

considerations that correspond with the main frames: economic benefits, corruption,

- morality, social costs, and entertainment. In this chapter, I do not analyze the belief
_‘measures; however, the results garnered by using various belief importance measures
:.."as the dependent variable (instead of overall opinion) are consistent with the results

reported below.

G “The survey also included various other items pertaining ro the gubernarorial campaign

. that are not relevant to the casino proposal.
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Kinder, Domald R. 2007. “Curmudgeonly Advice.” Jowrnal of Communication 57:
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Meitrodt, Jeffrey and Monique Garcia. 2007. “Governor Might Take Gamble.”
Chicage Tribune (May 26), Secdon 1: 16.
Nelson, Thomas E., Rosalee A. Clawson, and Zoe M. Oxley. 1997. “Media Framing of
a Civil Liberties Conflict and Its Effect on Tolerance.” American Political Science
~Review 91: 567-583,
Pearson, Rick. 2006. “Topinka Gambiing on Casino.” Chicago Tribune (August 24),
i Secton 1: 1.
Petersen, Michael Bang. 2007. “Causes of Politcial Affect: Investigating the Interaction
« Between Political Cognititions and Evolved Emotions.” Unpublished paper, Aarhus
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: .Q_Wn_.mu Susan T. Fiske, and Gardner Lindzcy, editors, Handbook of Social
- Peychology, 4th edidon, Vol. II. New York: McGraw-Hill.

20. A toral of 575 respondents were assigned to the main experimental conditions, as
described below; not surprisingly, given the context of the survey, a aumber of
respendents did not answer all questions. o

21. Data on vote totals come from Cook County Election Departmment website at -
http:/ /www.voterinfonet.com /.

22, In2004,82 percent of these voters opted for Kerry. I also note that the mvwﬁnmn high ©
degrees of cynicism presumably reflects the times and location (i.e., 2 Republican &
president with low approval, among largely Democratic respondents). .

23, 1 faced severe space limitations since participation was solicited on the spot, meaning
the survey had to be kept short {see Traugott and Lavrakas 2000}. To ensure a
reasonable number of respondents, then, I could not ask them to read lengthy, framed
articles about the casino issue and then answer various questions. I followed typical =
practice on survey experiments, which is to embed alternative frames in the question
itself, B

24. T did not implement an exhaustive sct of conditions because of the nature of using
an exit poll. Specifically, all dara had to be collected in one day and I could only
estimate the number of respondents (given the number of pollsters T had hired).”
Also, T could not use the experiment to test repetition effects directly, since it would =
have meant repeating the same consideration in very close succession which would -
be awkward (i.e., I could not embed them in alternative longer articles, given time’
limits). ;

25. There were two other conditions in the exit poll that I do not discuss here. These’
conditions asked exit poll respondents to assess the availability and applicability of
the frames (similar to the pre-test). Based on these results, there is some evidence that
the corruption frame was stronger than the pre-rest indicated, and that the constant
corruption theme of the campaign in general may have affected voters’ interpretation
of the casino. This evidence, however, is speculative and, for the analyses reported
below, [ continue to infer from the pre-test data that the corruption frame is weak.’
Further details are available from the author.

26. This differs from the Chong and Drackman’s (2007b) analysis because, unlike their
data, these daga include a non-exhaustive set of m.mm&mm conditions.

27. >Qomm conditions, the mean casino support score is 3.14 {2.01).

28. I compute-these probabilities using “Clarify” (Tomz et al. 1999). I do not Rtoz
standard deviations because “Clarify” provides probabilities for each dependent’
variable value {1 through 7}, and I sum the probabilities for 5, 6, and 7 (which mpm_m@ :
support). The results are consistent using different breakdowns. :

29. This was not necessary given successful random assignment {which was ncmmnBa&“
however, it is worthwhile to have a better understanding of casino auitudes. Also note
that when I include other control variables, as listed in: Table 6.4, none is significant
and none of the results presented below changes. In the presented analysis, Tinclude
variables that either had theoretical relevance or were found to be significant in®
preliminary analyses.
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“Many of the chapters in this volume focus on how the way a policy proposal is
Aramed can influence public support or opposition for that proposal. For
“example, in Chapter 2, Nelson et al. show that framing science as a “marketplace
‘ofideas” leads to more support for the teaching of intelligent design than when
:science is framed as the “progress of ideas.” In Chapter 6, Druckman shows that
‘strong” frames influenced support for a publicly funded casino. Framing effects
re also prominent when it comes to citizens’ evaluations of tax policies. For
‘example, citizens express significantly less support for tax cuts when the question
/1§ framed in a way that emphasizes the services that would have to be sacrificed
to pay for those cuts {Welch 1985).

~While studies of framing effects have demonstrated that frames can influence
- the public’s support or opposition for policies, less attention has been paid to
. whether frames can also influence the public’s beliefs about the content of policy
-proposals. In this chapter, we document just-such an effect in the debate over
~ whether to repeal the inheritance tax. While this tax applies to only abous
. _._w.mnnnmm of Americans, Republicans framed it as a “death tax” to suggest that
the tax affected a much larger share of the public. Using a survey experiment
conducted in 2003, we demonstrate the effectiveness of this strategy by
.%Eonmmmmmsm that citizens exposed to the “death tax” were more likely to think
.mx.ﬂ most Americans were subject to the tax,

We begin this chapter by introducing the inheritance tax anwﬁn and outlining
.roﬁ Republicans came to employ the “death tax” frame to change the way the
public viewed the tax and ultimately attract support for a repeal. We then
ntroduce the survey experiment we use. We find that employing the “death
tax” frame [ed some respondents to think that the tax applied more widely than
with those who were not exposed to that frame. Furthermore, these belicfs
“had important effects on whether citizens supported or opposed a permanent
repeal of the inheritance tax. The chapter concludes with our discussion of the
:consequences of these findings for broadening our understanding of framing
‘effects.




