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| j ';éal Dynamics of Framing
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8, 2016, Donald Trump was elected the 45th president of
ates. This was the culmination of a long, brutal, and rather
o for both Trump and his Democratic opponent, Hillary
mp’s campaign was surrounded by controversy as soon as
businessman announced his candidacy, promising to be
egal immigration. He announced, “When Mexico sends its
“not sending their best . . . they’re bringing drugs. They’re
hey’re rapists. And some, I assume, are good people.”’
ton’s campaign began amidst allegations of wrongdo-
r use of a private email server that contained potentially
H 2
troversies reflect a much larger trend in the 2016 elec-
tes were surrounded by scandals throughout the cam-
ides attempted to frame their opponents as negatively
these various scandals against one another—Clinton
‘Trump as a bigot. However, this “scandal” frame was
vailable to the two candidates, nor was it the only one
. “policy” frame also entered the debate throughout
linton and Trump’s proposed policies were vastly different

gn become centered on this topic of policies and
Clinton may have greatly benefitted, as Trump had
policy maker compared to Clinton’s decades of
nately for Clinton, this is not what happened. The
e campaign became one of scandal and questions
d neither candidate was spared from this frame
ction; for example, Clinton would later become
controversy involving her charitable organization
eign donors having influence over her. And while
s became more numerous as time went on, per-
35 a leaked recording of the Republican nominee
€ statements about women. A content analysis
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of campaign coverage shows, for example, that coverage of T
scandals outpaced coverage of his economic positions three to ope
analogous comparison for Clinton reveals an even greater disP. .
with the scandal frame dominating an economic frame.’ Y
This preponderance of attention on scandal in the media led to

(/g perhaps more re‘ie\rant than foreign policy or ethical/
I,.‘;_;'Emsiderations). Alte_rnatlvely, a policy advocate who describes
health care as ensuring equal access for all accentuates egalitari-
er than, for instance, the costs of coverage.

W refer to an indivi ! : :
o el A 2016l o i s con i 20 vl g o g
just 36 percent of voters viewed Clinton as “honest and trustwoy t::'ty A communication,!! but rather describes an i;dividuelf?
and the same percentage YleWCd Trump as “honest and trustworth; OPE Y situation; e Booice euiali wlit sn indiiidial see:a:
Mogeoen; the disproportionate focus on p crsonal traits (i.c., the .- understanding a situation. For example, an individual who
dal fFame} likely favored Trump. Even though he too faced sgg ndidates based on their economic issue p,ositions is said to b
criticism, he clearly had a less developed policy portfolio. The ~ i frame of mind.** A person who thinks.of uri 5 P— E
on personal traits also benefited Trump insofar as many saw | = I_ -r_i.h't for all is in an egalitarian frame of L}ngcrsa cas
the candidate of change. An August Pew poll found that 77 perce n;c ﬁfnunlmication siid fearies o thow h::nl: r: similar i
voters believed Trump would bring about significant change if ¢ b orh are concerned b B i cmg hasi; rm:iaJ ar in
while Clinton was viewed as being “more of the same.” In g differ in that the former usage f ocuseqlzm who . 1enlfc,
seemns that the scandal frame, at the very least, hurt Clinton m ; ; m]i-' latter usage focuses on what én imiividual a:s Eii}fkainer
it hurt Trump. . . . A nes to political framing, one can discuss the framing of 3gr;
Would the election have ended differently, with a Clinton victo; olfare, affirmative action, energy policy), a g
policies and policy experience defined the campaign? Would vou . \;var) orld Campaigr; gy policy), an event (cg., a
focused on the economy if the media and the candidates had ul . ;:(;mmuni’cation - plély an “Tnpostant role'$h shapi
spent more time doing so, rather than turning their attention to s thought. This process 1s called a frgmin gffzs,‘ 11? ; e
and allegations? These questions can never be directly answer « because individuals almost always focﬁs onl ) rarrll)mg
what is clear is that how a campaign, an issue, Or an event is | says to think about an issue, event, or cam aiy OI}FEI; - S}?t
can fundamentally change political outcomes by altering how an 1 mind determines their c;pini on’s and be}favigor;.s A:Z’t;r’z
people think : . , en two candidates may vary depending on whether the
In this chapter, we explore framing research with the goal i g in an economic or foreign policy frame." So, which
onstrating what we do and do not know about framing. We b e can play a big role in vote choice and L llc
explaining what a frame is. We provide a number of example . Indeed, consider the aforementioned 2016 pr c}l, : f':ci
elites of various stripes engage in framing. We then turn to a/dis Election Day, it became fairly clear that a polic pfes1 S
of how frames matter, and perhaps most importantly, when frams Bers’ choices—if it had, perha Cl'p Y rarlrclle e
ter in altering public opinion. We conclude by emphasizing new , perhaps Clinton would have
framing research, as well as some areas where more work is 1

Ol

: ples of framing effects exist: support for universal
hinge on whether one thinks of it in terms of egalitarian-
> costs; an individual’s attitude toward welfare recipients
e extent to which one believes their plight is explained
res or by social and economic disadvantages; and one’s
dilgdzf:r?;? gr(}up to publicly rally may l}inge on the
e Caseslrg;l ree speech versus Ipalntalning public
e , the attitude and/or choices depend on the
; ___Cqmpetlng frames.
‘fa gzaadvocates regularly attempt to frame campaigns
vantage because they understand that what the
elec;tlon outcomes and public policy.'* Media
¢ choices of which frames to use when covering

What Is a Frame?®

The term “frame” has varied meanings across disciplines, inclu
nitive science, economics, sociology, psychology, and more.” W
comes to politics, the prototypical approach distinguishes be
uses. First, a frame can refer to the words, images, phrases, a6
ration styles a speaker uses o relay information; these are 2
in communication.’ The frame that the speaker chooses reveaiss 3
speaker believes is most relevant to the topic at hand.!” For
a politician who emphasizes economic issues during @ POREE
paign uses an “economy frame,” suggesting economic consic
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that often establish subsequent olicy agendas are driven, in no gm ; . i
way, by strategic couside?ationspthatymgy bear little relal:’im—;;];;J Smal| tions of most 1SSUcs geiall 2 SUNCy e through time.”**
: : 5 P wit} B arch concerning social movements and framing also suggests that
pressing governmental issues. | ' _ | - . difficult due to disagreements within a particular sid
The above examples focus on the framing tactics of a single elite ~frame sho "1d be adopted in the first place. If particular side over
without taking account of competition between elites or the role of m sarn ot that seeks to reframe an ig sue d aMyEEResHETCHPIe
There is little doubt that the Democrats emphasized the troubled mr.en.: what to re-frame that issu ur; oes not possess internal
omy in their public statements following Bush’s 2002 State of the Uy h :viil be curtailed e as, then its ability to carry out
address; similarly, Nixon’s opponents likely tried to shift the agendang (')j ng SUEEESts a' sebics of cragial :
alternative issues that were less favorable to Nixon. These comy : '}gren i advantaseois peh ellite: t‘l“ﬂStiOnS left for further
frames often appear when one turns t0 how the media cover issues ang ) dwh ow often do they have the resou(; attempt to re-frame an
events. Unlike politicians, intent on winning office, the media (¢ > o5 possess b oth incentives and resom;::: tr;ecesgary to d‘_) so?
dfwcn to increase audience share) often aim to present a more balanced a0  complish their objective? Answers :g tlt‘lame an issue,
picture of different frames. To explore the extent to which competin ' s to understand why issues are so ¢ | ‘ ese questions
frames are represented in news COVErage of political issues, Chon; e of the absence of elite incentives shortaam ¥ ;e' ramed, whether
Druckman content analyzed major newspaper coverage of 14 d <<k or entrenched public opinio; on th sy revséfurces to carry
issucs over time, counting the number of frames put forth on eac 1, we next turn to a discissionat ehlssufes. ith these ques-
(as well as other features of the frames).” 0; dinary citizens when frames do shape the
Across the 14 issues studied by Chong and Druckman, the a '
umber of frames employed was 5.09, with the fewest frames emp
in the coverage of a 1998 Ku Klux Klan rally in Tennessee and hel
on the 2004 Abu Ghraib controversy (when members of the A '
military were reported to have abused prisoners in the Iragi prison
Ghraib). Importantly, many of the frames employed on each issu
from opposing sides. For example, a frame of individual respon
concerning Abu Ghraib suggested that fault for the incident lay ¥
individuals involved, whereas the administration or military co
frames put the bulk of the blame on the culture established by b
level actors. Opposing sides simultaneously employ contrary fran
often make their way into media coverage. How individuals proc
mixes of frames is the topic to which we shortly turn.
Once a set of frames is established, introducing entirely novel
is not easy. Lobbyists often try to accomplish this in order to
the terms of the debate but find this task to be quite challeng
example, Baumgartner, De Boef, and Boydstun explore the rat
98 issues, over a nearly two-year period, are re-framed, that!
a wholly or partially new frame enters the conversation reg& A — !
issue among interest-group lobbyists, media coverage, an Sications will be (;n o rage,h the groups exposed. to
level information.** They report that “of the 98 issues tha ) 10 the frames o questif)rnaginty (:iisfzfler?e save for be}ng
. ences in opinion

our sample, we judged just 4 issues to have undergone some ¢ then bec :

re-framing over the period studied.”® They point to Seyeratas EXperierrfstrlli,y E;t‘f;bllged t; the frames to which

of re-framing elite understandings, including limitations 10 Ebicommunications res eda vantage because the

political constraints (e.g., coalitions that made agreeing ond i respondents rememberi p0nh ents received—they do

difficult), and failed lobbyist strategies. The lack of change @ iment typically begi ng what th?y, read or heard.”

Baumgartner, et al., is consistent with studies that show “S¥ ‘one of two altemftlir‘l,i :‘2;}; ef:::;?p ants frand.om ly
ions of an issue.

s Effects

nonstrate framing effects using a variety of methods, includ-
and case studies.” The use of experimentation, however, has
for developing causal claims concerning the inﬂuen(;e of
p:efeFences. Experiments provide researchers with the ability
y ign participants to receive particular messages at par-
n time. This sidesteps a key limitation of observational
.1_f-s'election by participants into messages for reasons
uence how they interpret the frame. That is, individuals
listen to politicians or read media reports that tend to
a!ready favor. This makes it difficult, if not impossi-
 if the frames influence their opinions or whether the
ween frame exposure and opinion is spurious in nature
i allows researchers to get around this problem becausé
_ﬂh: (group of respondents. and randomly assign them to
or multiple) frames instead of another (or others).
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The canonical example of this procedure comes from a study condy, ed together A T—
by Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley on a porential rally by the Ku iy : Jlic safety frame regarding a hate group rally), and found that
Klan (KKK).** The researchers randomly provided participants y nd 4 P oy ely disappeaeds people instead based their decisions
information that stressed either the free speech claims of the KKK 2 geﬂe;ally cared more about free speech or public safety.** The
the potential impact 0% P ublic safety the rally would entail. We can g suggest that competing frames make alternative positions equally
cern a framing effect if opinions toward the rally differed significan ! 13,'which e the likelihood that people will be able to iden-
based on the information stressed. Just such an effect occurre =i choose the side that is consistent with their ideological values.™

researchers observed that individuals exposed to the free speech
were significantly more positive in their support_fOF the Pr_opose'd 7 and Chong suggest that cancelling out is not the necessary
The results of this experiment, and others of similar design, allow g : frame competition.*’ Instead, it is the stronger frame that
to conclude that the framing of an issue has great consequence forigh Pruckman and Chong define steongth:af consisting of chige dle-
opinions individuals express. ; _ | he figst is availability, which means that the individual needs
ons B eriment demonstrates that the manner in whi nnection between the consideration/frame and the issue at
frame an issue influences public opinion to a significant degree, ) he frame to matter. In the hate group rally example, an indi-
evidence for this powerful claim comes from EX_P?riments conduet make some connection between free speech and the rally
[yengar and Kinder.?* Participants in these experiments were rand or the frame to be influential. The second aspect of strength is
assigned to view edited television newscasts that contameq sto . The frame must actually come to mind as a consideration
defense spending, unemployment, Or inflation. Iyengar and Kinder- about the topic (this often comes from the frame in com-
el dfecencept d great dividends in l}ow participants The final facet of strength is applicability. An individual
e mresert Participants ended up ev aluating the president’ consideration as compelling or persuasive for it to be con-
on the issue upon which the newscast focused; someone who vi If free speech comes to mind and is connected to the issue
o e e o defense spending, for instance, evala nstance, but is not seen as an important consideration for
president based on his or her views on defense spending, but not on 0 l:late group rally, then the framervill HoTToRYREHOhe
tion and unemployment. The content of the newsc.asts framed po! inion. As in much of psychology, availability is assessed
participants by stressing the importance of some issues over othe - ple what‘cor.lsiderations come to mind, frames are made
Early studies on framing provided evidence that evena ST,“?“ - r:gn%mum.cauons (¢.g:, in experiments), and applicability
in the framing of an issue could produce quite dramat_n: shifts w asking different respondents what they think of different
ion. However, these studies did not explore three crucial aspects i i lesihow important do individuals rate free speech,
o e et often occurs: 1) the comp etition B n reputation, possible litter from the rally, and so on,
frames, 2) the durability of framing effects, and 3) the 1.“f_1““5“‘3-e fabput.a hate group rally. Thus, importantly, applicabil-
san polarization on a frame’s effectiveness. Recent wprk in ea ‘We g o the dssne of strength in the conclusion.
areas has contributed to a more nuanced understanding of framing BWAbY & number of studies, the strength of a frame is a key
; 100 as _f_(f__how influential it will be on an individual’s ultimate
5t one example, Druckman conducted a study of sup-
y funded casino during the 2006 Illinois gubernatorial
'.pr.estes.ted a variety of frames for strength by asking
not live in Illinois (and thus were not affected by

frames are created equal, however. With this in mind,

Framing Competition

Citizens typically receive multiple frames concerning an 1ssué
ferent sides due either to media exposure, or access to gene
debate. A critical question is which of these competing Eramﬂsd.
The initial foray into this question came from Sniderman and o
who posited that when exposed to competing frames, 1€ . Ipants to rate the effectiveness of various considera-
win—people would fall back on their values.*' They state e :

“capable of picking the side of the issue that 'n?atches then'” ?0__1, 5
ples when they are exposed to a full [compemwe_] debate.”™ ;
ctrated this dynamic by presenting individuals with two compeEEs

h conmdergtion as being in favor or opposed to the
}‘.et;ts, he ldenFlﬁed two strong frames (i.e., highly
* the economic benefits (e.g., for education funds)
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that would ¢ -asi
e addlititic(?::mdf:borm a casino and the social costs that cag;
e c,osts ). O.bwously,‘ t}*fe economic frame wasI
o fmm:Tganve. He su.:mlarl}f identified weal fr-aa PI"-”E.
cable) of entert&inmenéle_" people viewed it as not available ang p,,
il o ([I..E., €asinos are a source of entertajp ot
D ame nﬁmra Ity (e.g., casinos are immoral) e
: an then conducted 3 survey of a grou

trol group). Seve
. ral notable resy]
Druckm : esults emanated from this exper; :
s Oau; f.ounc'l that when individuals received a Smg]e‘sﬁﬁrlmem.
A T

strong Pfon.;?ns - _the expected direction (e.g. those exposcgng =
conomic frame became more supportive of the gnly )
® Casing),

I : .
ine with the results t?f the single-frame studjes described abe Secs
i : ve. Segg

con morali '
o fraahry frame', for instance, were no different than th
3 Chanmec:s \Zhen. It came to support for the casino. Third
‘ange when individuals were exposed to two str
i ong

line with ¢

of s

WhEtrr:ngth. A strong frame overwhelmed a weak one

- reispoudents received a single strong frame ;
S, such that opinion moved jn the direction of th

SOm i 3 :
o Eg:;—i els: o; ullllportance: repetition is not the k
’ Ty to Zaller’s claim that ¢i+
: at citizens “are b)
current of info ; re blown about by whate
The key to 5 S:JHCI:::E] Jmanages to develop with the greatest irften];?;‘;ﬁi
competitive framj L $
results have be s - 1§ strategy is strength -
a hate group r;ﬁ] fEPgLayed with a host of issues includj ng urbgn 5 1;: E'SIE-
the Patriot A.ct Uy’()a a][mh marna'ge rule, immjgfatioﬂ, ﬂcal’ th cari; awé
ure out which f-rmeve‘r all, the key Is whether political advocates Ca;] ﬁu-
work, using weak &s e srong—indeed, in some of the 3f0r€mfnrionegd
s ; rames is not only ineffective but sometimes | k
people in the Opposite dirﬁrcrion 50 es backfired

frames frop,
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s chortly after exposure to the frame. This question _has
e ention with the model being best summed up as: “When

att os are separated by days or weeks, most individuals
cssas ight to the most recent communication because

grtionate we z "s1 .
S ots decay over time.” In short, the effects seem short-lived,
i that the frame heard most recently is the one that wins out

Cir is a strong frame). .
effects, generally speaking, do not appear to be durable, and
jjas appears o be _r_hc ruie However, there is some c’:on_dl_non—
that finding. First, if an initial strong frame [ea.ds an individual
srongly held attitude, for example, their attitude toward the
mes very important to them, then that initial effect will last.®
he first frame is repeated multiple times before the counter-
presented, then the first frame can endure.” Third, and most
atlys “media choice” can ic?ad to th.e endurance of frames'. .
lity that we thus far have ignored is that many communications
ot simply appear to people from elites (or experimenters). Rather,
duals choose what to watch or read as when they choose to read one
on the Internet rather than another. This is what we mean by “media
jce.” In an experiment conducted by Druckman, Fein, and Leeper on
ubject of universal health care reform was the first to combine infor-
tion choice and over-time framing within the same experiment.** The
seriment in question consisted of four sessions that were completed one
part. During the first session, participants were exposed to either
irong pro frame (i.e., health care will reduce inequalities), a strong con
(i.e., it will be expensive), both, or no frame at all. The first session
thus mimicked the design of prior framing studies. During the fourth ses-
on, meanwhile, the participants were exposed either to no additional
-ame or to a frame opposite of the one they received in the first session;
a person who received a strong pro frame (inequalities) in week one, for
. instance, received a strong con frame (economic costs) in week four. The
key methodological innovation occurred during sessions two and three.
For these sessions, a selection of participants was randomly allowed to
choose from 35 different stories presented on a webpage (they were given
15 minutes). Eight of the stories were on health care, with four employ-
ing a version of the pro frame and four the con frame. The other articles
covered alternative political or non-political topics (the topic and direc-
tion of coverage was clear in the title that participants clicked when they
wanted to read a story). The inclusion of this choice condition enabled
Druckman, et al. to observe whether participants selected information
!ZJ'&'SEd on the frame they received in the first week and, ultimately, the
influence of information choice on framing effects.
Druckman and his colleagues found that allowing people to choose
1 EE | - -
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who read a story on health care were then more likely to Wang
only read more stories on health care, but also stories thag emply
same frame as the initial story they read. For example, thoge whe
received a frame that discussed health care in terms of inequg g
were more likely to access health care stories that used that frame,
rather than one that used the cost of health care frame). Conseqy
that first frame was in essence repeated and the initial effecp endy

the initial frame effect was stable and the most recent framing effecy

(e.g., are they strong) and w
people opt to then seek out additional information on the topic. Me
choice matters in determining which frames win. '

Aside from whether a frame persists past its initial effect, there is th

question of whether frames are capable of spreading, or “
other, similar issues. For instance, a story about government spending
crime, framed as a security issue, later influences attitudes on anti-terp
spending (e.g., people view anti-terror spending in terms of security, ral
than costs, because they read the security crime frame). This spillover effe
occurs because the two issues, crime and terror spen
both their arguments and the attitudes associated wi
who cares about security in their city will likely al
from terrorists), However, a study by Hopkins a
the spillover potential of fra
proximate to each other, such as in the crime/terror example. For exam-
ple, they find that being exposed to a story on stimulus spending, framed
around distrust in government, has little-to-no impact on later attitudes
toward spending on poverty, crime, and terror. Moreover, this stimulus
frame does not affect later attitudes on a more proximate issue like health
care spending, even when they share a “distrust in government™ frame, 5
Thus, it is important to remember that while there are certain conditions
under which frames can become stronger, it is highly unlikely that a frame
could ever be so strong as to encompass every issue all atr once.

spilling over,

ding, are proximate in

Partisan Polarization and Framing

A final topic of timely importance stems from the reality that many frames
come from partisan sources, that is, from Democrats or Republicans. This
factis important to consider as the difference berween the two parties has
increased over the last quarter century. McCarty states that “by almost
all measures of partisan polarization, the divide between Democratic and
Republican Members of Congress have widened deeply over the past
twenty-five years, reaching levels of partisan conflict not witnessed since
the 1920s.5 How might partisan polarization affect framing?

th them (i.e., someone
so care about security.
nd Mummolo suggests
mes is limited to only issues that are extremely
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. _sion’s influence on framing is addreshsed 1{:

rlzs:itl by Druckman, Peterson, and Slotf uu:-;tl;]“E
o il drilling and support for

. support for oil : 1 ) : Act

i m{pmfm;{elieri;,p and Education for Alien Mﬁ‘;ﬁsgmgf

(bevelogﬁje: ;athway for citizenship for m}d{)gu;: o o

d provice :red States before the age of 16,

' Dice st tWO years
0.reﬂt€red th(::llfm)ral character and complete am&;&zoﬁllm-
ol, have 500 ervice. We will focus on the DREAM e

: farization on framing, as the two e)‘{pﬁm:ilmilar.
effects of poh results from them were s.ubstantsa yﬁr D
'-d'esig" and the EnONS in these experiments. The firs :

i jects. The
ewecs sw 1(: kgafms received by the experimental subjects
oncerned T €

i frame

mly received either 1) a pro strong :

pants in -the.slt ud}(;zl;;d;eop}ie by providing them w1th. 1?ew]0§;l;-
ponill ey frame (i.e., the Act encourages illega !

e szirm;gthe system), 2) the aforen:!e‘nnoned pro str rlg

on and over-bUIkeff:a me (i.e., the Act is just politics and thug pooll .3;

e k frame (i.e., the public supports the Act in po .d
il ‘:iad con strong frame, or 4) both the aforementione

one

| o determined
- eak frames. Weak and strong frames were the experi-

o and strong W described above. The second dimension to

g the pre-tests as

i i nt for the issue. In
; he partisan environme Y
ile, concerned t vir e
; ?efomﬁ: Fr,ames described above, g?mafilen;je;atniat gemocrats
- . f the frame, 2) a sta
1 1o T dorsements of t s S
o pary = Republicans opposed the Act but th;:) pusies enct i
supporte ¢ Eve?‘fy polarized), or 3), a statement that e;‘zl;) e e
pﬁ.‘rt.(no blicans opposed the Act but the parties were AP
y ?gRepc}; Efl."hcre also was a control condition that simply
polarizea). :
s £ AR arty Cues,
-suppi?ﬂ fe(;::};chers ]found that the presence or gbsem’:zntzfi fﬂueice o
; Tcii]i in a context of polarization, was an 1rnporcues iyt
:liﬂi-latu:e of the framing effects observed. When gatr;); T i
for instance, the resulting framing efjﬁcts rn.urorsppoﬂ gy
| . 1 ng s
1 1 ne cues influencing suj |
‘casino study, mtl} 1) strong S B and 2) frames_of equst
Act even when pitted against a W e e ations In
g ‘ehoamceling qut end SREOS chiees Onth researchers observed
the conditions with non-polarized party cues, Ef: e e
two key results. First, when the frames were o‘ UIZ 1-? g i
, sttone pro frame and a weak con frame), frame str itrs i
? dlgsi of party cue. For example, when participa B
e parti : § art, their resulting opinion on .
the parties were not far zP ;1 y received—Dbecoming more SUPPOLTIVE,
i frame that the .
S ehony h ceived the strong pro and weak con ‘
 wimmn, wien < F-the of the same party as the one endorsing
they were
regardless of whether

ents condul

ne

¥
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the strong frame. However, party cues did drive opinion When
ents were presented with opposing frames of equal Strength, o
words, when the frames were both strong or both weak, People
to their party for guidance. Perhaps most interesting, however, v
results from the final set of conditions where respondents recei‘:re' .
ized party cues. In these conditions, frame strength became i,
and people just went along with their party’s endorsed frame
meant following a weak frame and ignoring a strong one.

The key implication here is that partisan intensity matters it ol
petitive framing settings—when parties are polarized (i.e., far apare as
homogenous), they drive opinions regardless of the strength of the 4.
ment. The results suggest that a polarized political
actually lead citizens to hold opinions of a lower qu
n arguments that are actually weaker than alternatives offered by
other party. This suggests that the potentially sanguine implicatig
the elite competition studies described above may be more limited ¢
previously thought. '

Aside from the impact of polarization on competitive framing effe
one can also study polarization as an “electorate” frame and/or hg

irrele
e

environmen.
ality, ones p,

polarization itself is framed. For example, Levendusky and Malhor -I

conducted a content analysis of newspaper a
polarization from 2000 to 2012, and found t
has grown substantially in that time period.

rticles covering the topi

electorate as mostly moderate. Levendusky and Malhotra find compared
to those exposed to the more moderate story, those exposed to the story
emphasizing polarization were more likely to perceive Democrats and
Republicans as being deeply polarized on
finance, immigration, taxation),*
An additional example comes from Mullinix and Robison. While
Levendusky and Malhotra were interested in the amount of coverage
given to elite polarization, Mullinix and Robison concentrate on how
polarization itself is framed. For instance, in their first study Mullinix
and Robison explore the role of media criticisms of elite polarization.
They first show via a content analysis of news articles in the New York
Times that media coverage of elite polarization was nearly always nega-
tive in tone, with explicit criticisms of polarization frequently voiced and
calls for bi-partisanship common. Mullinix and Robison then explore
whether framing polarization as a problem in this manner affected how
partisans reacted to party-sourced issue frames. Much as in Druckman,
Peterson, and Slothuus, Mullinix and Robison found that partisans were
dismissive of arguments coming from the other side when polarization
was cued by itself. However, when polarization was also criticized, as it

a number of issues (election

hat coverage of polarizatig
These researchers then cons
ducted an experiment that randomly assigned participants to read either

a story framing the electorate as deeply polarized or a story framing the
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each of these two frames shifts opinions in the expected directiong 3
importantly, when factual information is added to one or both ﬁ-
(in other conditions)—such as citing a specific study about eney
(e.g., a study shows CNTS will double the efficiency of solar
coming years), that information does nothing to add to the p
frame. In short, frames with specific factual evidence are no
their effects) than analogous frames that include no such ev
is troubling insofar as one believes scientific evidence shoul
greater credibility.

Otherwise, it seems as if frame strength increases with frameg
highlight specific emotions, invoke threat against one’s own group iy,
ests, contain some incivility, include multiple, frequently appearin
arguments, and/or have been used in the past.* The initial studieg
frame strength make clear that one should not confound “strength” .
“normative desirability.” What exactly is meant by normatively (

able lies outside the purview of this chapter, but is a topic that demangs
careful consideration.

cells jn
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Continuing Changing Media Environment

Research on framing is also far from conclusive thanks to the ever
changing environments in which individuals receive their information,

As individuals shifted from receiving political messages from network
news to cable television, more programming options became available.

and viewers who had no interest in watching political news increasingly
had the option not to. A result of this growing choice was a widening
gap between those with the least political knowledge and those with the
most.* The implications of an increasing reliance on the Internet for
receiving political messages have not yet been fully realized. With the
Internet, information consumers can choose exactly when they receive
information and they can select their own format, be it in pictures
only, in streaming video, from traditional news sources who have an
online presence, or from their friends and family in the form of social
networking. Furthermore, the Internet allows individuals to respond to
messages by commenting on stories or by engaging in dialogue. This
interactive element will surely have consequences for how we interpret
political messages—once dictared solely by a news source but now sub-
ject to viewer interaction.

One ongoing trend has been the growth of partisan news outlets. Many
have minimized the impact of these outlets in framing debates because
their audience size is relatively small Indeed, even with the cable news
audience standing at just under 5 million in 2016, this audience is dwarfed
by the hundreds of millions who do #of consume cable (partisan) news.’
Yet, the power of these partisan networks in framing may be greater than

| parties, candidates,
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research by Druckman, L?vendusky, afld MC].;J;E
i e because the impact of partisan networks c:‘::m spr
his i ¢ 527 unication, or what is typically called a “two-step
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iy pC“P discussions, the political attitudes of those who
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e s p\irs For example, some of the participants watched
m]:a?;;uea in favor of additional oil drilling, £rar.ned as an
?.e ., the economic benefits of drilling). In line w1t?1 z} c]ast-2
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e isan news or stories on drilling. Yet those non-watche
g Pa'mfsl,an ced (in the conversations) by the watchers and they
e S uerlmic frame and become more supportive. This indi-
':a'dthedha:ua}?té?scussion, the framing effects of partisan cable news
w,ﬁ?ﬁ;’nierthegattitudes of those who do not directly consume that sort
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Where Do Frames Come From?

i i i in which elite political actors—
i, Pfocessi ;EIYS(;C(Z;E-Y—C;;E321())7r}i)lrmulate framfs in competition
' with each other, which are then communicated to the 'medla and, f.inallﬁr,
wnth:amass pul,)lic.“9 The public hears what the media reports Wlt}ll the
:r(:edia reporting what is on the goYernmf;ntr saiin;li, etllilteertzl;zriryr;ga}ggﬁ
that the process of frame construction occurs O iy e 4
date) to elite (media) level. A great Qeal of attention e paid o tie

rtion of this process, the media to public aspect of framing,

?:Itlci(c)i by the reseaP;ch reviewed in this ch.apter‘ Th(zl gl]rSt half;clLoe\rA;ever,
remains underexplored and appears to actively befu dle resea N mf;diap

How do elites choose among frames to communicate to tf e issue;
How do the media choose which to use in their coverage of andies o.f
Some research sheds light upon these questions. ?n a sF:rleslo dStIlil e
elite framing concerning an immigration initiative in Swntfer and, Odugcgérd
produces evidence that the media are more likely to use rames pr fuced
by “powerful” organizations, as measured by the orl%amzartlzrriiszatigns
tation for influence, as well as the degree' to which these o lg A
use the frame in question.”” Powerful pOllth.al. actors may a sg g
outsized role in influencing the frames that c1tlzen7slsee, as evi .e?result};
Hinggli’s results and by some of Entman’s Work.h "[;hese. 1n1t1?ocess ™
begin to fill in the details of an important part of the framing p
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the constmcna :
Stra[egic Con

suggesting an interactive process between elites over

transmission of frames, although it still leaves the

tions underlying this process relatively underexplore

While some strides have been made in understanding the e

of frames, changes to the media environment suggest that the gy

ing model, wherein the media largely play a role of frame trang,

rather than frame creation, is in need of revision. Hing ;
instance, that journalists in Western democracies abide

informational journalistic norm,” wherein they attempt to pagg
the frames used in competition rather than actively participating i,
construction. The evolution of blogging and the (re)emergence g
san media, however, may very well complicate this argument ang paud
the specter that political elites have “lost control” over the framjn
process.” Although, during the 2016 Presidential Election, ang
cially so during the Republican primary, no one could question Dg
Trump’s ability to make news simply through tweeting some]
inflammatory. Those tactics earned Trump far more media Coverapg
about $2 billion worth—than any of his competitors, effectjy
allowing him to control much of the framing process surroundi
Republican primary.” So, it would appear that political elites haye not

by a “ne

yet lost their hold over the framing process, as it seems they may pe

adapting to the changing nature of the news environment.

Implications for Accountability

The evolution of research on framing has had powerful implications for
notions of representation and accountability. For a long time, the study
of representation assumed that mass preferences were exogenous to the
activities of elites.™ The mass public, standing to the side, forms its opin-
ions on its own and then transmits them to elites through the various
modes of democratic action available to them. The degree of represen-
tation on offer can then be adduced by analyzing how closely aligned
the communicated preferences of the mass are with the actions of elites.
When this gap is wide, serious problems of representative accounta bility
may occur.”

The study of framing effects greatly complicates this picture. Instead
of preferences being exogenous to elite activity, elite framing strategies
may greatly influence them, an argument that Druckman and Jacobs®
research on presidential framing supports.” And, indeed, it may be the
case that our media environment, so resplendent in terms of choice, may
very well be fostering this influence. Partisans have an ever-greater ability
to select into one-sided, or nearly one-sided, communications, which may
then motivate them to seek out only confirming evidence and counter-

ng the

Conclusion
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