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ABSTRACT

AN INVESTIGATION OF COMPETITIVE AND NON-COMPETITIVEFRAMING
EFFECTS: INTERPRETING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ELETRHETORIC
AND SUPPORT FOR PREVENTIVE WAR

by
Jeffrey Guse
The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee,
Under the Supervision of Professor Steven B. Redd
This dissertation examines how competitive and campetitive framing
environments influence public opinion towards tke of preventive force. | attempt to
develop a theory that helps to explain which faceme responsible for influencing public
opinion for those who possess strong predispositiowards or against the use of force
in contrast to those who possess weak predisposit@mvards or against the use of force.
| test predictions based on my theory in two enosplrchapters: a media content analysis
and a laboratory experiment. The media contenysisaallows me to test whether there
is a significant difference between those who aposed to non-competitive and
competitive framing environments from those whoraveexposed to them. The
experimental chapter will allow me to test how fragieffects work, in particular
whether or not those who possess strong predigpusitre likely to be influenced by
frames that correspond to preconceived values dedh&r those who possess weak
predispositions are likely to be influence by franb@sed on the credibility of the source.
In addition, this chapter will examine how thesetdas hold in both competitive and

non-competitive framing environments.
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Chapter 1

Introduction: Framing Preventive War

President George W. Bush, when attempting to lpojoular support for the war
against Irag and more broadly for his administrasigpreventive self-defense doctrine,
suggested that it was in the public's best interfestthe US to accept the risks associated
with going to war in the present in order to aviighting a more painful, costly war
against Iraq in the future. In an address to theatry on Iraq, Bush stated: “in 1 year, or
5 years, the power of Iraq to inflict harm on adld nations would be multiplied many
times over... we choose to meet that threat now, evli@rises, before it can appear
suddenly in our skies and cities” (2003: 340). Bush administration’s “First Strike
Doctrine” is outlined in the September 208ational Security Strategy of the United
States of America

As President Bush and others before him discoyéihede are built-in

electoral constraints against the use of preveifitikee, which suggest that costs be
minimized when initiating conflict. Preventive wiarnot designed to preempt specific
imminent threats, but to prevent subjective, gdimd threats from materializing. The
threat posed by the adversary may take severat yeaevelop. The consequence of
non-action is not an attack by the adversary, leirisk of a more costly war in the
future conducted in a position of relative inferipicompared to the present
circumstances. In short, the motives for fightangreventive war are to fight what is

perceived as a winnable war now rather than fighttlaunder less favorable
circumstances later (Jervis 2003). Since the thmesented by the adversary may
not be visible or apparent in the present, themight be extremely unpopular. Elites

may face a difficult time in achieving reelectidrnhiey have to market an unpopular war.



It is important, therefore, to examine how elitag einimize such costs since

democratic elites are accountable to their pulditstituents. And at the same time, elites

face foreign policy crises created by adversahasdemand their attention and response.
Even though there have been previous studies exagrihe relationship between

public opinion and the uses of force (Berinsky 2@6henberg 2005; Jentleson 1992;
Mueller 1973), few extensive or systematic stuthi@ge been examined extensively
focusing on the relationship between the use ofgrve force and public opinion. This
is a problem because empirically speaking, prevemntiars do take place (e.g., Iraq,
Arab-Israeli War 1967) and therefore they demandsgstematic scholarly and
empirical attention. Most previous work on preveatvar has debated the
appropriateness of utilizing preventive strikesiagfaadversarial targets, the role of
preemption and prevention in US foreign policyidrigal cases to understand conditions
under which states are likely to adopt preventiasdal tactics, the correlation between
power shifts and conflict initiation, and the applion of self-defense in dynamic
political environments (Doyle 2008; Gilpin 197381; Kim and Morrow 1992; Levy
1987; Niou and Ordeshook 1987; Organski 1968; Gskjaand Kugler 1980; Shue and
Rodin 2007).

Furthermore, empirical research has largely assuhsdiemocracies do not
engage in preventive war (Schweller 1992; Silverst®007). In democracies, leaders
will have a hard time mobilizing forces necessargigage in preventive conflicts.
Preventive conflicts are associated with windowsgmdortunity which are conducted for
national glory, economic gain, and territorial astfion when clear and present dangers
may not be present. As a result, the public miighaverse to the costs associated with

preventive war. Scholars have suggested that ptieeevar should only be an attractive



option for declining leaders in non-democraticetgBueno de Mesquita and Lalman
1992; Schweller 1992). And if they do engage ievpntive uses of force, these uses of
force are usually short-lived with a clear-cut gigtin mind. If we buy into this
assumption that democracies do not engage in piegemar due to the costs associated
with such conflict, then we have to rely on anothetested assumption that elites are
unable to mitigate or lower the costs associated such conflict by the way they
present information. And because preventive waorglucted in circumstances in which
threats may not be visibly apparent on the horitloa topic presents a hard test case
concerning the plausibility that elites might béeatio engage in framing effects to
increase support. Itis also important to note ¢l to a failure to study such
phenomena empirically, we do not know which dynanaie therefore responsible for
driving public opinion in association with such &ants.

Since the public depends on elites for informattbrs creates an incentive for
elites to manipulate information for public consump. Dependence on elite
information sources is important because the aegpagson may not have the ability to
monitor closely the events around the world. this ignorance that makes individuals
reliant on elites such as government officialsyjalists, and foreign policy experts for
valuable information. Elites, therefore, attengptontrol and spin information in such a
way that they gain an information advantage or agamda advantage by maximizing
support for their position and minimize supporttieeir opponent's position. Elites may
feel the need to respond to foreign policy crises involve heavy costs in terms of
public support and opinion. It is therefore impoittto know whether or not elites are
able to shape such opinion based on the way tresept information to their

constituents. Sometimes elites engage in competitith other elites when they engage



in framing (Brewer and Gross 2005; Chong and Druaxki2007a; Sniderman and
Theriault 2004). At other times, elites might doatathe terms of debate when they
engage in framing (Brewer 2001; lyengar 1991; Nel€dawson and Oxley 1997; Price
and Tewksbury 1997). These elites, furthermoreglthfferent levels of credibility. In
addition, elites themselves must take into conatilan that they are presenting
information to their constituents who vary in teraigheir sophistication towards the
issue and values they may possess. Some elitéd hage high levels of credibility
while others have low levels of credibility. Indiwal constituents, on the other hand,
vary in terms of the firmness of the opinion theydhtowards the use of force and how
they are exposed to such information from elites.

Purpose

The general question that this dissertation wisbegldress concerns how frames
work to influence public opinion for or against peative war. Subsidiary questions in
association with this main question are listed Welo

a) Do non-competitive frames influence public agir? Do competitive frames
moderate public opinion?

b) How do non-competitive and competitive frameftuence public opinion for
those who initially possess strong opinions towétds use of force in comparison to
those who initially possess weak opinions towahdsuse of force?

My purpose is to understand how elites are abkutwessfully frame preventive
war in competitive in comparison to non-competiticentexts. To do this, the
dissertation will first center on the conditionahitations and psychological mechanisms
associated with framing effects utilizing preveetiwar as a subtext. The conditional

limitations of framing effects simply refer to tlercumstances under which framing



effects are successful or not. The psychologieathmanisms center around whether the
individual buys into the frame based on centraperipheral mechanisms. If a person
buys into a frame based on central cues, accotdirigetty and Cacioppo (1984), this

results from a person's diligent consideratiomédrimation that she or he feels is central
to the merits of the attitudinal position. On theey hand, if a person buys into a frame
based on peripheral cues, then the person makedesinferences about the merits of a
position based on simple cues. A framing effectueg in political discourse when a

speaker's emphasis on a subset of potentially eziabhsiderations in the process of
describing events encourages individuals to foaughese particular considerations in

the process of constructing their overall opinibnuckman 2001b).

Conceptual Framework

The main effect associated with influencing pubdipinion is the framing
environment in which the elites present informatiSome individuals have well formed
opinions about the efficacy of the use of force rglas others may not be sure. If we are
to determine the degree to which an individual ggsoor supports the use of force,
however, it is important to take into account theinment in which the information is
presented. Is only one side presenting informatioare two competing sides presenting
information? We should see differences in the eegio which public opinion is
influenced taking into account the framing enviramnin which information is provided.
Non-competitive frames should polarize public opmi competitive frames should
moderate opinion.

Taking into account concepts such as elites, frafn@&sing environment, source
credibility, the following are my independent andpédndent variables. The framing

environment, individual frames, and frame sour¢ea@hstitute independent variables in



my model. The dependent variables constitute ahamgverall opinion, in particular
change in the direction as well as the degree dradlv opinion and vote choice.
Moreover, | take into account the domestic andrinagonal context in my model. |
examine overall opinion in light of vote choice aspinion towards the use of preventive
force. Lastly, my model also takes into accourangjes in the underlying considerations
of public opinion.

Organization of Dissertation

Chapter | provides an introduction to the issuewill be examining in the
dissertation. In chapter II, | review the mass omamication and political science
literature (agenda setting, priming, and framing)\ell as the preventive and preemptive
war literatures. My major purpose in the literatueview is to discuss the conceptual
distinctions undergirding agenda setting, primiagg framing as they have been applied
to the international conflict literature. | therscliss the work that has been conducted on
preventive and preemptive war. | conclude by pogtout ways in which this
dissertation will make a contribution to mass comioation and political science as well
as preventive and preemptive war literatures.

In Chapter Ill, | explain the theoretical approaktwill use to examine the
psychological mechanisms and conditional limitagi@ssociated with framing effects.
The theoretical approach | will use will generateedictions concerning these
psychological mechanisms and conditional limitagioim the context of both non-
competitive and competitive framing environments.

In chapter IV, | present work associated with nrgtfempirical chapter. In this

chapter, my objective is to simply uncover how fiiagneffects work in competitive and



non-competitive framing environments. In short, mgin purpose is two-fold. First, |
want to see whether or not frames are likely tduarice public opinion based on
exposure. | want to see whether or not individuai® are exposed to frames are more
likely to be influenced by frames in determiningpithoverall opinion than individuals
who are not exposed to such frames. Second, | waakamine if the degree of the
framing effect should be more pronounced in nonjoetitive framing environments in
comparison to competitive framing environments. do this, | will explore the
relationship between framing and the 2004 US pestidl election pitting George W.
Bush against John Kerry. | will conduct contenélsgsis on one major newspaper, the
New York Timesfrom the first day after the end of the Repubilic@onvention
(September 8, 2004) to the day of the presidemiattion, November 2, 2004My
independent variables derived from the 2004 Amariddational Election Studies
(ANES) data set consist of gender, ethnicity, idgy| race, age, education, political
knowledge, non-competitive and competitive framelhe dependent variable is vote
choice, for either Kerry or Bush. In this modelyant to determine whether individuals
that are exposed to political information from thewvspaper determine their vote choice
based on the frames the newspaper focuses on tte mo

In chapter V, | present results and analysis fragnexperimental study. In this
chapter, 1 examine the conditional limitations gmslychological mechanisms behind
framing effects. In particular, I examine the ughce of frames on those who have
initially strong opinions as well as initially wealpinions towards the use of force. The
independent variables include the frame (costsetdydcosts of escalation), the framing

environment (non-competitive/competitive), and fearmource (credible/non-credible).



The dependent variables concern change in ovepatian and changes to underlying
considerations associated with opinion. | wargde if individuals who possess initially
strong opinions are influenced by frames based enmiral cues such as informational
substance and individuals who possess initiallyknagainions are influenced by frames
based on peripheral cues such as source. In @alditiant to see if the degree of the
framing effect is related to initial strength ofimpn and framing environment.

Chapter VI concludes the study by reviewing thgomfindings of the research.

Implications of the findings and suggestions fdufe research are discussed.



Chapter lI
Literature Review

Introduction

There have been three generations of work deveoteddamining the influence of
mass communication on public opinion. The firshg@tion of work asserts that elites
utilize mass communication to manipulate citizeoginion. These models progressed
from those that posited a simple and direct ratatip between mass communication and
citizen opinion in the 1920s and ‘30s (e.g., fgsheration) to more complex models in
the second generation that took into account tresipoity that people’s informational
networks might reinforce pre-existing beliefs thostigating the effects of mass
communication (Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPheetl99 hose in the third generation
rejected the earlier sentiments of second generasicholars arguing that mass
communication has a more robust impact on publiniop. Mass media has strong
long-term effects on popular opinion based on ttieasn of messages presented to
audiences. Elite communication has a sizeablaianfie on citizen opinion because
citizens rely on elite advice to help them makedretiecisions (Downs 1957; Kinder
1998; Lupia and McCubbins 1998; McKelvey and Orde$h1986; Page and Shapiro
1992; Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock 1991). Thigipalar generation gave birth to
three models of mass communication: agenda seitinthe 1970s and framing and
priming in the 1980s.

The focus of this dissertation will be on the @m®x of frame setting and
individual level framing effects. The idea of frarsetting has been compared to agenda

setting (McCombs and Shaw 1972). According to fEsspective, agenda setting deals
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with the accessibility of issues whereas framarsgtieals with the accessibility of issue
attributes. Accessibility refers to the ease incllparticular instances or associations
can be brought to mind (Kahneman and Tversky 1988)es themselves can consist of
attributes which can be employed to think aboutitsae. Agenda setting deals with the
importance of issues, whereas attribute agendmges$t concerned with issue attributes
and has been categorized as “second level agertingsgWeaver et al. 1981).
However, empirical work conducted by Nelson, Clawsmd Oxley (1997) and Nelson
and Kinder (1996) contradicted theoretical appreacadopted by McCombs and Shaw
(1993) and McCombs (1997). Nelson and his colleagdid not reject the role of
accessibility in the framing process, but rathgyuad that the perceived importance of
frames rather than their accessibility is the kagiable (Chong 1996; Druckman 2001b;
Jones 1994; Nelson and Kinder 1991, 1996; Nelstaww€on, and Oxley 1997; Nelson,
Willey, and Oxley 1998). Frames influence opinitrezause they stress specific values,
facts, and other considerations “endowing them \gieater relevance to the issue than
they might appear to have under an alternative diafhlelson, Clawson, and Oxley
1997:569).

Much work needs to be done in addressing the iddalilevel of framing effects.
The interaction between elite frames and audieram@ds (e.qg., individual schemas) has
been hypothesized to motivate behavioral and d#itthanges of the constituents (e.g.,
individual level framing effects). These individdavel variables, in turn, constitute the
raw ingredients that elites use when constructeg tmedia frames. Most work does not
take into account the mediating effects of audignmmes on individual level outcomes.

In the context of information processing, do cdasticies adopt elite frames or frames
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similar to these in processing information? Inevrtb understand the effects of elite
frames on individual level outcomes (e.g., behaljoattitudinal, cognitive responses),
we have to understand how audience frames mediateeffects. This dissertation will

address how audience frames might mediate suctieffdddressing the issues of frame
setting and individual level framing effects arepontant because both are inextricably
linked with citizen attitude formation. And if th&ame-setting process reorders
considerations relevant to opinion, then we neezktomine the individual level effects of

framing by addressing whether the public adopte élames or the degree to which they
use frames similar to these elite frames in them eaformation processing.

This literature review will discuss works assodhteith the agenda setting,
priming, and framing literatures. In addition, @@npreventive war will be utilized as a
template to examine these questions related toifiggrhwill also discuss the preventive
and preemptive war literatures as well.

Agenda Setting

It is important to make some conceptual distintibetween agenda setting and
other related topics. Agenda-setting can be cstadawith agenda building. Agenda
building is a concept adopted by Cobb and Elder2)@and refers to the process
involved in the creation of issues (e.g., policemga-setting) (Behr and lyengar 1985;
Funkhouser 1973; Lang and Lang 1981). In contmaagenda building, public agenda
setting deals with the salience of public issuBsere seems to be a dual focus on elite
content and audience participation. The amount@# br space given to certain issues is
measured and this measurement is related to thararmabtime that individuals pay to

issues or to their innate importance (Kosicki 1998)s not necessarily information
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about the issue or issues which has the effectHigsrtner and Bosk (1988) note, at
stake is the relative attention given to a cerissne by policymakers, the media, and the
public and not to others. The issue has receivegtain amount of processing time and
attention which carries the effect. Issues carabk ordered and rise or fall on the
agenda and compete with one another for attentienalong period of time. Or main
issues on an elite agenda can be investigatediagk point in time. Based on these
perspectives, the public agenda is a zero sum gdinexe is competition associated with
the agenda amongst a very small number of issympemts. At most, there are usually
only four to five issues on the public agenda gtgimen time (Brosius and Kepplinger
1992). Kim, Scheufele, and Shanahan (2002) alssthat agenda setting needs to be
distinguished from attribute agenda setting.

According to Dearing and Rogers (1996) theretlaree major sub-areas
associated with agenda setting: policy agendaj@agkenda, and media agenda. There
is considerable overlap associated with these sedisaThe first policy sub-area relates
to policy agenda-settingssues. In this context, the dependent varialfi@sterest are the
issue agendas of public bodies or elected officidlse important items of interest
concern what issues reach the elite agenda. Asrigeand Rogers (1996) point out, a
number of deductive typologies have been proposadarning issues which might be
placed on the agenda. Lowi (1964) distinguishéwéen distributive issues which do
not involve an excess of expenditures associatddpublic funds and thus not much
interest from public groups; regulatory issues WHuacus on the allocation of contested
public funds and result in interest from combativerest groups; and redistributive

issues, which motivate political leaders to sippablic funding in diverse ways to pacify
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attentive public groups. Rosenau (1971) proposdigision of issues based on the status
of each particular issue, the extent to which huarahnonhuman resources are required
on each issue, the territory affected, and thengxtewhich the means and ends of issue
resolution are tangible. Brecher, Steinberg, aeth$1969), on the other hand,
considered issues to be military-security, econponcultural in nature while Mansbach
and Vasquez (1981) propose a model of how and s8ues are placed on the global
policy agenda by focusing on issue proponentseisalience, what is at stake, the nature
of the stake, and the values that are associatfdiva stakes at hand.

Despite the issue typologies that have been degdlty international relations
studies (Brecher, Steinberg, and Stein 1969; Maitsbad Vasquez 1981) that can be
applied to agenda setting research, Wood and R&8R8) suggest theoretical and
empirical works in the policy agenda setting litara have largely ignored foreign policy
related matters and instead have focused on uaddisty how domestic issues reach the
systemic or institutional agenda of the United &dAnderson 1978; Baumgartner and
Jones 1993; Bosso 1987; Carmines and Stimson 108Bb and Elder 1972; Cohen
1995; Downs 1972; Flemming, Wood and Bohte 199%kal992; Jones 1977, 1994;
Kingdon 1984; Light 1991; Peters and Hogwood 198H8)ese empirical studies were
largely inspired by March and Olsen (1976) who arthat the core dynamic of policy
agenda setting is attention. Fluctuations in éitterare deemed to alter policymaking
routines by destabilizing policy systems. Accogdio March and Olsen (1976), shifts in
attention towards issues are able to disrupt palitysystems because they are able to

make the public more aware and concerned aboucylartproblems and thus lead to a
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broader participation in the policy process throtlghexpansion of the scope of conflict
(Flemming, Wood, and Bohte 1995; Schattsneider 1960

Wood and Peake (1998) would suggest that the negfiéareign policy is
derived from practical academic concerns relateshtfts in attention towards issues and
the nature of the domestic policy agenda. Theo&kded to subsystems cannot be easily
applied to foreign policy concerns because for@giicy issues rarely, if ever, generate
the material benefits necessary to encourage sttgreup participation (Ripley and
Franklin 1991). Pluralism and interest group fotiorg as a result, are considered to be
of low importance in foreign policy matters (WoatdaPeake 1998). In addition, the
domestic policy agenda is developed in graduategoresal fashion with the process aided
by the abilities of domestic interest groups (Arsder 1978; Cobb and Elder 1972;
Kingdon 1984). Thus destabilization of policymaksubsystems is a slow process.
Foreign policy issues, however, evolve as WoodRerke (1998) suggest based on
crisis developments which may be sporadic and dmso nature.

Since foreign policy issues sometimes evolve baseekternal or trigger events
inherited from previous administrations, the presits ability to set the agenda has been
described as endogenous in nature (Cobb and E3d&).1 The president’s ability to
focus on particular foreign policy crises is coasted by the responsibilities he is
believed to possess. Despite the growth of irtgiitg which exist, the president is
boundedly rational (Simon 1947). It is impossifir presidents to either forecast the
rise of foreign policy issues or attend to all tb&ues that develop. The economy of
attention associated with the president’s positanfluenced by the priority that the

president gives to some issues in comparison ere{{Cobb and Elder 1972). The
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president’s agenda determines which issues areatbamrthy of attention and which
issues are not. The most important foreign pabsyes take time and energy to resolve
and require that the president cater to his domestistituents in the process.

The second sub-area traces its seminal originsct@dvhbs and Shaw (1972) and
the focus of this work is opublic agenda settingThis particular area of research is
related to the literature on bandwagon effects @n@n 1975) which focuses on the
relationship between elite knowledge of public ammand subsequent influence that
other individuals have towards that opinion. Thélg agenda setting literature is also
related to the social movement literature (Blum@r 1, Gamson 1992) which focuses on
the collective actions of people to solutions ivuad the emergence of social problems.
The public agenda setting literature, mostly coneldi®y mass communication scholars,
suggests that there has to be a relationship bettheeagenda that elites set and the
agenda which the audience is believed to adoptr{bgeand Rogers 1996). Elites
engage in agenda setting when they shape publtoopby telling citizensvhat issues
are importantandwhat issues to think abo(€ohen 1963; Edelstein 1993; Kingdon
1984). Elite emphasis, for example, on natioealisity threats may lead citizens to
view security threats as an important issue in a@mpn to health care issues. In order
to prove such a relationship, Kosicki (1993) ndtex researchers should present
evidence that the media content is the purportedecaf the effects being considered.
Second, it is important that the audience is exgppdpsesuch content. Third, other
extraneous factors should be controlled for in ptdeensure that the agenda-setting
stimulus is robust and finally, researchers shapletify the mechanisms underlying such

effects.
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Dearing and Rogers (1996) note that public ageettarg studies can be divided
based on the methodological approaches they hak Usvo types have been
incorporated. The first kind perceives the publienda as a hierarchy (McCombs and
Shaw 1972). In this context, all of the main issar the public agenda at a given point
in time are examined. The second kind perceivegtiblic agenda in longitudinal
fashion in which the rise and fall of one or a fieaues at a time is examined (Blumer
1971). One of the key working assumptions of tieeanchical approach is that elite
emphasis on issues helps to determine which ishkeasembers of the public think are
important. The approach suggests that the publielatively passive in nature (Weaver
1977). However, other research violates thesdgdryeemphasizing that the public is
relatively engaged in public issues (Downs 1972n&an 1992; Kingdon 1984).

Hierarchy studies, however, do not adequately caphus relationship since
longitudinal based designs are better able to captow public opinion exerts influence
on policymakers or how issues rise or fall at tkgemse of other issues on the public
agenda (Zhu 1992). Downs (1972) suggests thatgtialinal approach is most
appropriate for an agenda-setting approach be¢hasssue-attention cycle proceeds
through clearly identifiable stages. An undesieabtuation exists but may not capture
public attention. Then a dramatic event suddenipts on the scene and creates public
alarm concerning the issue. The cost of solvimgstbial problem might be seen as too
expensive and thus might begin to slip down thdip@genda as interest fades in the
issue. There might be a high cost associatedsweithing the social problem and the
media or elite coverage of the issue might createdom associated with the issue.

Afterwards the issue drops off the public agen@aperhaps, as Dearing and Rogers
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(1996) point out, the media’s focus on a particidaue might have the opposite effect.
The media or elite agenda might influence the puddienda for an issue based on a
gradual and incremental process. As the cumulativeber of messages builds up and
increases over time, the public may become persuiddée the issue is important. Hence,
the public agenda for an issue might actually bbadened in longitudinal fashion.

Based on research conducted of the public agendadrhierarchical and
longitudinal perspective, foreign affairs issueséngenerally dominated the public
agenda of the US public since World War II, betwééfo to 50% of the MIP (e.g., most
important problem) responses by the public fromel@41976 (Smith 1980). One of the
primary questions raised by public agenda-settindiss pertains to whether the
executive is a proactive or reactive office (Andrahd Young 1996; Peake 2001). In the
context of foreign policy crises, the executiveisved by some as the dominant player
because such an institution has advantages inrk@g auch as secrecy, efficiency, and
unity that the legislative branch does not posé@asmgartner and Jones 1993; Cohen
1995; Edwards and Barrett 2000; Kingdon 1984; J4898¢; Neustadt 1960; Peterson
1994). Sinclair (1993) argues that even thouglycessional leaders have become more
active in foreign and defense policy since the Maet War, their influence is still limited
(see however Carter 1998; Carter, Scott, and Rgvdd04; Lindsay 1994; Scott and
Carter 2002).

Despite such limited influence, Congress is conagkisf individual players who
differ in terms of policy interests. Labeled pglientrepreneurs by Carter, Scott, and
Rowling (2004), certain individuals may wish toeadt policy, whether in support or

opposition. These individuals seek to initiataacon foreign policy actions they deeply
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care about rather than simply wait for administrataction. As Carter, Scott, and
Rowling note, members of Congress have an incettiaet as foreign policy
entrepreneurs if members of the administration@dmitiate policies on foreign policy
interests of deep concern. The second causeuthera note, is to initiate a change in
administration policy that is of particular dislike a member of Congress. Such interests
may be a byproduct of formative experiences or erogsly driven by constituency
needs. However, arguably as the dominant play#iraifioreign policy process, the
president has a number of tools at his disposakiigabelieved to assist him in the public
agenda setting process. Presidents routinelyriag conferences (Eshbaugh-Soha
2003; Hager and Sullivan 1994), travel abroad ardesktically (Brace and Hinckley
1992), and make policy statements to affect the@me they receive.

In addition to holding news conferences and forimdgpolicy statements, the
president is uniquely situated to influence theligidgenda because of his position and
control over the U.S. military. Because the prestchas authority to order military
actions, he has the ability to shift public and gowvnental attention to issues he
considers to be extremely important, which can pi®yublic and congressional political
support for his actions especially if the focusasrow (Barrett and Eshbaugh-Soha
2007; Edwards and Wood 1999; Peake 2001; SchattsnE960). Besides possessing
the power to initiate military actions, public s@ppcan be further cemented through the
president's State of the Union addresses (Grusc2086Kk). Cohen (1995) and Hill
(1998) found that presidential agenda setting istrpoonounced after the State of the
Union address (see however Young and Perkins 2085%omparison to the State of the

Union speech, the president's ability to set thendg declines with other presidential
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speeches not given in front of a national audi€ickvards and Wood 1999; Wood and
Peake 1998).

Some studies, therefore, assert that the execugive reactive rather than a
proactive office (Baum and Kernell 1999; Edwardsl alood 1999; Edwards 2003;
Wood and Peake 1998). As Gruscyznski (2007) ndbes,nature of the constraints
associated with the presidency suggest that welglstudy the powers that the president
has in the context of the entire system that smdsweach presidency. It is important,
therefore, as Gruscyznski (2007) points out, thetd are a number of factors outside of
the president's direct control (e.g., constitutiotianitations, formal and informal
arrangements amongst institutions, and changingditons in the policymaking
environment). Factors which might help the presid® set his agenda such as his
approval ratings, his influence in Congress, ardrimational events are only partially
influenced by the president. Furthermore, the etree is highly responsive to media
coverage (Peake 2001). Those studies that sgedbiglent’s office as reactive in nature
generally view the president’s ability to set tlgeiada as a dependent variable developed
through external factors such as attention paid toy Congress and public opinion.
Approval ratings are dependent on prior economicitmns that are associated with the
presidency at a given point in time (Brace and Kieyg 1992). In addition, as Bond and
Fleisher (1990) assert, the president’s influemc€angress which might help to set his
agenda is determined by and large through thegsattiat are composing the members of
both houses (e.g., whether the government is dividie not). Moreover, he has to
compete for air-time with entertainment choicesTon (Edwards and Eshbaugh-Soha

2001).
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The influence of the media gives credence to tlesigent’s position as largely
that of a reactive rather than proactive officeheTnedia-agenda setting literature
largely assumes that the agenda-setting procesasbegth the issue climbing on the
media agenda (Dearing and Rogers 1996). The medasence determines the public
agenda of elites. Of course such determinatioraget on the credibility of the source.
TheNew York Timegs a more credible source than thational Enquirerand therefore
would have more agenda setting power. In additioemedia has agenda-setting power
based on the amount of interpersonal conversatiiohatakes place amongst the public
that may reinforce media talking points (Wanta ¥ 1992).

The media also may play a significant role basedaareed for orientation on
behalf of the constituents. Individuals with highcertainty will have a high need to
become oriented towards an issue. These indivsdwdl seek out information from
media outlets to reduce their uncertainty thusitepdo greater agenda-setting effects
(Weaver, McCombs, and Spellman 1975). As a reguhis need to reduce uncertainty,
it should not be surprising that an individual'e®sg familiarity with a particular issue
may override the influence of the mass media ipihglto determine what is important
for the person. For example, as Dearing and Rad®$6) suggest, depending on how
individuals hear about information concerning esdike the U.S. military presence in
Somalia (e.g., mass media, interpersonal conversatwith others) will help to
determine the agenda-setting power of the medraividuals, because they are more
likely to be uninformed about international isstlean domestic, will rely more on the
mass media to help establish what is important framat is not important (Manheim

1986). However, scholars such as lyengar and Kirfd@d®87) found that personal
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experience with an issue might sensitize an indizidto that issue, so that further
information is then sought in the media concernimag issue. Hence, there is a positive
correlation between personal experience with ameissid the enhancement of the media
agenda’s influence.

The media can increase or decrease the acceysibilin issue based on the type
or amount of coverage provided (Mullins 1977; Sleaw Clemmer 1977; Wanta and Hu
1994). As Linsky (1986) notes, the media is impotrtbecause government officials and
politicians take the amount of media attention @néson an issue as an indirect
expression of public interest on that particulaues Wittkopf (1990) asserts that many
Americans do not pay a great deal of attentionntasaue until events covered by the
media motivate them to do so. Oftentimes, howethe, attention is slight and has a
tendency to lessen in intensity rather quickly. €urse the president wishes to
manipulate the press by informing the media of ematthat are of high importance to his
administration through presidential trips, sumnatsd speeches (Brace and Hinckley
1992). Many politicians and bureaucrats learn atheother’s activities through the
efforts of the mass media. Policymakers, accortbnginsky (1986), attempt to acquire
positive coverage for their issues while tippin§reporters about the negative aspects of
competing issues. So, as a result, policymakedsedites will naturally try to further
their own policy goals.

Taking into consideration that there have beeredbfit findings associated with
examining the executive office as either proactveeactive in nature, it is important to
examine the circumstances in which the executiveoisstituted as either proactive or

reactive in nature. Scholars have tackled theddivin the reactive/proactive debate by
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considering prior issue importance. Prior issugdrtance, as Edwards and Wood
(1999), Flemming, Wood, and Bohte (1995) suggesty me vital in determining the
agenda-setting power of the president. Dependimdghe policy issue presented, the
president may either be a strong agenda settem@all agenda setter. The policy issue
itself resembles that of a conditional variabld.the policy issue is new or weak, the
president faces relatively few constraints in datamg how that issue might fit into his
agenda since competing actors have very littleéstan such an issue when it is weak or
may not have an established position on it if Hs2i€ is new. However, if the issue is old
or strong, the president has to compete with o#twors in establishing his agenda.
Wood and Peake (1998), for example, have foundeeciel suggesting that the president
is a weak agenda setter in comparison to the nvelakgn salient topics such as the Arab-
Israeli conflict were the subject matter than wimem-salient topics such as health care
(Edwards and Wood 1999) or foreign aid are thectpf concern (Peake 2001).
Priming

The literature suggests that priming takes placenmtlites tell citizensiow to
think aboutpoliticians and issues (Dearing and Rodgers 19@8)izens are primed, for
example, when they evaluate political leaders am liasis of their national security
policies. Priming occurs when elite emphasis onsaoe induces citizens to base their
political judgments on that particular issue (GhanE997; lyengar and Kinder 1987).
Specific issues should be used as benchmarks toa¢edahe performance of leaders and
government. Priming is believed to be relatedgenala-setting. The elite agenda is said
to influence the public’'s agenda (lyengar and Kmnd&87). By encouraging the

formation of public opinion through telling indiwdls what to think about,
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considerations can be shaped that are taken ictmuat when making judgments about
candidates or issues (lyengar and Kinder 1987).

Priming influences constituent attention by calliagjention to some specific
issues and ignoring other issues. Priming thugshiel activate remembered associations
and influence the considerations that individuakghihuse in forming their political
opinions (Jones 1994). As Fiske and Taylor (19%dfe, priming works by helping
individuals take into account context in the intetption of new information which
differentiates priming from other phenomena suclrasing. When people are primed
by television news stories about national defenmple judge elites such as the
president by how well they provide national defen&ecently and frequently activated
ideas come to mind more readily than ideas thahaten the process of being activated.
Accessibility, as is the case for agenda settmgjewed as the key mediator of priming
effects (Higgins and King 1981; lyengar and Kind®&B87; Krosnick and Brannon 1993;
Miller and Krosnick 1996; Price and Tewksbury 19%#er and Srull 1986, 1989). The
concept’s accessibility is determined in part be tinequency (Higgins, Bargh, and
Lombardi 1985) and recency (Herr, Sherman, andoFa883; Higgins, Rholes, and
Jones 1977; Srull and Wyer 1980) in which it hasnbesed in the past, and how readily
such a concept can be retrieved from memory. Thusnic accessibility of a concept
such as the president’s foreign policy will be mgeceater for individuals who have been
exposed to news stories like this in the pastm@timotivate priming by influencing the
individual’s ability to judge and evaluate.

How does priming operate based on accessibiliBriming has been known to

operate through mass media effects because mosidmals are dependent on the mass
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media concerning international affairs (Brewer, {Gemnd Wilnat 2003). Exposure to
news coverage increases knowledge and therefoessbdity in association with such
events (Albritton and Manheim 1983; Manheim andridbn 1984; Perry 1985, 1987).
These events may involve issues such as the nafupersonal interactions amongst
people of different nations to mass attitudes aljotgign policy and the practice of
diplomacy (Bartels 1995; Brewer, Graf and WilnaD2p0Manheim 1991, 1994; Peffley
and Hurwitz 1992).

Studies conducted by lyengar et al. (1984) alortt Wwiengar and Kinder (1987)
illustrate the importance of accessibility in redaship to news stories. The studies
conducted by lyengar and his colleagues are infigleibecause they break ground
methodologically in examining the agenda-setting pnming process. Most research
examining these effects utilizes survey-contentlyasma based methods. However,
lyengar and his colleagues disaggregated agentliagseisearch probing the psychology
of the agenda-setting process by examining thesessfrom a micro-level perspective.

lyengar et al. (1984) randomly assigned subjectsaizh either a news broadcast
containing several stories on defense or a broadehgh contained no stories on
defense related issues. After viewing one of Wee liroadcasts, subjects were then asked
to rate the president’s overall performance in enlper of specific areas, in particular
energy, economic, and defense policy. Subjects whwed broadcasts emphasizing
defense policy placed a greater salience concertliegpresident’s performance on
defense policy than did subjects who saw absolutelystories focusing on defense.
Hence, news stories served to prime opinions tosvéind president’'s performance on

defense policy. lyengar and Kinder (1987) furtdemonstrated that news coverage of a
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particular issue is able not only to increase sabke but also to prime viewers to give that
particular issue more weight in their overall ewdlon of public officials and political
candidates. Exposure to media coverage of natiorddlems such as energy, defense,
and inflation increased the salience that Americassigned to Jimmy Carter’s
performance on these particular issues in regardertming an opinion concerning his
performance. Field studies have also studied ghenomenon as well. Krosnick and
Kinder (1990) examined the effects of media coverag the Iran-Contra scandal on
perceptions of President Reagan in 1986. Theatiscé of the Iran-Contra scandal took
place in the midst of the National Election StutNES) survey and the authors thus
compared two groups of people, one that was ireemd before the disclosure and one
that was interviewed after the disclosure. Respotalin the post-disclosure group lent
more weight to foreign policy in their evaluatiohRresident Reagan’s decision than did
the pre-disclosure group. However, what primingned tell us is whether people lent
more weight to foreign policy based on the typenefvs coverage associated with the
Iran-Contra scandal. We could argue that peopievieight to foreign policy because of
the negative publicity associated with the scanddlich might be independent of the
guantity of news coverage associated with the issue

Two models have been developed to address primingt aelates to these
particular works. First, it is possible to think priming in terms of an associative
network model. Individual memory consists of onigad nodes that are linked together
through various associative pathways (Anderson Boders 1973; Collins and Loftus
1975). Once one node is activated, this activatieem spreads to other nodes that are

present in the mental network. Domke, Shah, anctkan (1998) suggest that
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activation may spread from one political conceptatwmther which can thus activate
indirectly associated concepts. This associative/orx model of information processing
is based on the idea of accessibility because jed¢grand attitude formation have been
found to be correlated based on the ease with wiiebe associations come to mind
(Collins and Loftus 1975; Kahneman and Tversky }97&ccording to this approach,
individuals make judgments about other people suds based on information that can
be easily retrieved through memory. The longertiine that it takes for respondents to
answer a question, for example, the less accessilitee association. Priming works
through accessibility (Cappella and Jamieson 1¥Tong 1993; Domke, Shah, and
Wackman 1998; Fazio 1995; Gamson and Modigliani719889; Hothchild 1983;
lyengar 1991; Nabi 2003). As Brewer, Graf, andnatil (2003) suggest, a story about
domestic terrorism may prime the issue of terrorigimich can thus influence the
attitudes towards foreign nations previously assged with terrorism. However, what is
important to note is that the issues that are thstraccessible in a person’s memory are
most likely to strongly influence the individual.

The second model that has been developed to comp#tethe associative
network model is called the “online” processing mlodWilnat (1997) labels this model
a “storage bin model.” Attitudes are formed asommg information is processed
(Hastie and Park 1986). Attitudes are stored imorg in what has been called summary
or judgment tallies (Lodge, McGraw, and Stroh 1988)ew impressions are processed
and integrated into a running tally that then skapee’s attitude (Torgenthau and
Rasinski 1988). Attitudes may change, but the et which motivated the change in

attitude is forgotten.
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In both models, there is a potential for ambiguityhe linkages between the issue
and target of judgment. It is possible for citizea draw multiple connections between
one concept and another concept. News storiestraggivate contradictory associations
and as a result, fail to guide the judgment okeitis in a particular direction. For
example, as Brewer, Graf, and Wilnat (2003) not@eAcans might be able to draw a
negative association between the “war on drugs’Mexico and Columbia with the
thought that these particular nations are promiseuntces of illegal drugs that might
reach the US. However, the individual may alscett|gy a positive association between
the “war on drugs” and Mexico and Columbia becdahsse countries are perceived to be
key US allies in that war also.

Framing

The framing process is believed to involve botmieabuilding and frame-setting
processes (Kanner 2004). The frame-building potea rather under-theorized
research topic. Frame building refers to proceasssciated with how elite frames are
formed or types of frames created. Based on relseanducted by Shoemaker and
Reese (1996) and Tuchman (1978), five factors baea identified as playing a role in
the frame-building process: social norms and valogganizational pressures and
constraints, pressures of interest groups, jowsti@lioutines, and ideological or political
orientations of journalistsEntman (2004) proposed a media effects framing inekieh
argues that on foreign policy issues, frames thgtrate from the administration shape
the frames used by other elites (e.g., memberaff@ss), media outlets and the public.
Entman’s model suggests that ideas cascade dowrmandhe administration’s first

expressions concerning an event. These expredsimh$o discussions between elites
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who comprise Congressional members and staffangbhas important foreign policy
leaders. The ideas circulated amongst the pressdaeaninistration and elites cascades
downward to the media. These individuals commuaicagularly with individuals from
the president’s administration as well as elit€ke interaction between the media, elites,
and members of the president’s administration hielgenerate media frames which are
then disseminated to the public. The public’s tieaco the media frames feeds back to
the media and other elites who then influence thmiristration’s views. This process is
believed to determine the debate on a particuareisfor example, whether one frame
dominates in the debate or if there is parity ansbagmultitude of frames.

In the prospect theory literature, there is an reffo distinguish between two
phases in the choice process. The first phasditdas the frame-building phase. The
first phase, the editing phase, incorporates a sanple preliminary analysis of the
choice problem. As Levy (1997) notes, the editamgl production of frames plays a
much greater role in choice situations in inteiadi relations than does the evaluating
process. The process is important because thesgdcansforms the representation of
outcomes and probabilities. However, accordindgtdoy (1994), the editing processes
associated with prospect theory remain underdeedlogSuch an analysis, however, is
believed to include an identification of optionsadable to the actors, the possible
outcomes associated with each of the choices,ledalues and probabilities associated
with each of the various outcomes. Involved is fhiocess are several mental operations
involving coding, simplification, the elimination f odominated alternatives and
probabilities associated with outcomes (Levy 199@pding involves the identification

of a reference point and framing of outcomes asatiems from this reference point.
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This process can affect individual orientationsdodg risk. Simplification incorporates
the rounding off of probabilities or outcomes whidleludes the discarding of unlikely
outcomes. In addition, dominated alternativesedireinated and probabilities associated
with identical outcomes are combined.

Most of the literature, however, in internationaltions focuses on the frame-
setting process. Framing, in this context, resargply to the phenomenon that subtle
changes in the wording or description of a situatiaght affect how audience members
interpret a given situation. For those who wartdoceptually distinguish framing from
priming, framing takes into account that the sub#kection of certain aspects of a given
issue by the media or elites makes these aspectsimportant than other aspects.
Framing is utilized, therefore, to simplify complissues. How an issue is characterized
relates to how well it is understood. Framingésaits roots to sociology (Goffman
1974; Pan and Kosicki 1993) and psychology (Kahmeamal Tversky 1979).  Priming,
on the other hand, takes place when elite empbasis issue encourages individuals to
think of that issue in a certain way. Primingeets also rely on context as they interact
with the interpretation and retrieval of informatioContext helps to establish issue
salience and therefore accessibility. Framingotffeo not necessarily have to take into
account context. In addition, framing has beatimjuished from agenda setting based
on the locus of effect. An agenda-setting effakes place based on the processing time
associated with the particular issue. In conti@$taming effect takes place based on
how the issue is described (Scheufele and Tewksh0y).

Elite frames have been referred to in two waysstFframing has referred to the

words, images, phrases, presentation styles thgpeaker may use when relaying
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information to another individual in order to mamigte or influence opinion (Cappella
and Jamieson 1997; Entman 1993). Nelson and Kit@®6) and Entman (1993)
stipulate that frames are simply more than posstimnarguments about an issue. Frames
illustrate the essence of the problem and, by demguggest how the problem should be
thought about as well as in what manner the proldbould be solved. Moreover, the
chosen frame reveals what the speaker sees aanttevthe topic at hand. For example,
President Bush issued a “frame” by suggesting tthexte was a need to go to war with
Iraq due to the threat Iraq posed to US nationtdrésts. In issuing this frame, the
president suggested how the crisis should be thoagbut and in addition, made
recommendations concerning what should be doneolice ghe crisis. An emphasis
framing effect is said to take place. An emphasissue framing effect is said to occur
in political discourse when in the process of diéstg an event, a speaker’s emphasis on
a subset of potentially viable considerations erages individuals to focus on these
particular considerations in the process of cowsitig overall opinion (Druckman
2001b).

In this context, political elites choose to framesmts strategically. Riker (1993)
argues that political elites choose frames thathasige issues in which they have an
advantage relative to other elites and avoid issueghich either the other side or no
particular side has a particular advantage (AuStarith 1993; Jacobs and Shapiro 1994).
As Entman (2004) notes, frames chosen by the exechtive a tendency to shape
opinion developed by congressional leaders and resnmbf the media elite. Public
feedback influences how the media re-frames theeidesr members of the executive.

Thus, when political elites choose frames, theyehimvtake into account that there are
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many actors who might attempt to frame and re-frémese issues. The production side
of the framing equation helps to determine if thexeone frame amongst an issue or
whether competing frames of equal or unequal sadi@fominate the issue. In addition,
members of a decision unit have to be careful cmireg which words, images, phrases,
or presentation styles come to mind when framinicpmptions for an elite decision-
maker (Geva, DeRouen, and Mintz 1993; Geva, Mayrat,Skorick 2000; Geva, Mintz,
and Redd 2000; Maoz 1990; Mintz 1993; Mintz and &&997; Redd and Geva 2001;
Redd 2002).

Ajzen and Fishbein (1980), Boettcher (2004), anasikick (1988) note that
packets of incoming information pass through cogajtaffective, and/or social filters
that help to create perceptions of the outside dvoiThe external environment is both
ambiguous and expansive. Individuals possessddrabgnitive capacities and therefore
must restrict their inputs to the few most salidimensions in order to reach some form
of closure. Because individuals have limited ctigaicapacity, it is possible they might
have vague notions on many political topics andstmay not have fully developed
attitudes. At best, individuals might be able ¥press few considerations that come to
mind in response to questions but not be abledntity their importance. Thus the set of
dimensions along which a person’s evaluations ased might be limited. Hence
politicians, when they attempt to select themeshavkeep in mind the considerations
that their constituents possess. So when we centé words, image, styles, etc., that
an individual may use in the context of framing, st®uld also examine literature which
has focused on works emphasizthgmatic productive initiator v. target andrevolving

versus sequentiaypes of framing.
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When we think othematicframing, we think of attempts by leaders and actor
insert themes into the policy debate. Themes ref@énformation presented by leaders
emphasizing different attributes of an issue (Dmiak 2004a; Nelson, Clawson, and
Oxley 1997). Hence, thematic frames rely on carb@sed communication to get their
message across. The frame contains content whishaa a focal point in which citizens
can be sensitized to specific elements of theipalienvironment (Geva, Courtois, and
Mintz 1996). Thematic frames help to prioritizes thontent that is being considered
during policy debates (Geva, Courtois and MintzG)99n this context, as Berinsky and
Kinder (2006) note, elites introduce frames in sachvay that the public is able to
comprehend and understand them. Riker (1986, 1888) notes that political elites
often choose frames that emphasize issues on wigshhave an advantage relative to
other opponents and also avoid issues in whiclother side or even no side is believed
to have an advantage. If elites are able to defiadoundaries of an issue along which it
is discussed, specifically in terms of what the lpulsonsiders to be domestically
acceptable, then it would be easier for membershef public to lend their support
(Astorino-Courtois 1996; Geva, Courtois and Mint296; Paine 1989; Riker 1986;
Schattsneider 1960).

The purpose of choosing proper words, images, phrasd presentation styles is
to engage ultimately in productive framing. Pradwe framing, quite simply is any
framing attempt that tends to bring about the @esoutcome. If a leader, for example,
decides to portray a potential adversary in a megdght and the intended audience of
the frame is a domestic public, then if the pullaes view the potential adversary in

negative fashion, it can be argued that the frarae productive. If the frame produces
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something other than the intended consequences, ttiee frame itself is said to be
counterproductive or a failed frame (Mintz and R2003).

Important factors that might condition frame suscese moderator variables.
Individuals, as Gross (2000) points out, are lesgptive to frames that might contradict
their values. Strong predispositions to certasimies have been shown to increase
resistance to disconfirming information. Druckreand Nelson (2003) have shown that
knowledge enhances framing effects since it in@gdise likelihood that considerations
emphasized in a particular frame might be availaislainderstood by the individual.
Moderators have been shown to influence framingotdfbased on their influence on the
strength of the frame. Frames delivered by credssurces are likely to influence
framing effects whereas frames delivered by nodibte sources are not (Druckman
2001c). Frames that invoke cultural values are akely to influence framing effects
(Chong 2000; Gamson and Modigliani 1987).

A frame can be successful also depending on tlaéegies or tactics used in the
framing attempt. Productive framing attempts mayderived from who is doing the
framing and/or who is being framed. In turn, theBesen strategies and tactics may also
depend on the issue at stake and the target drahee, for example whether a target
state is democratic or authoritarian. Presidehtdemnocratic states are more likely to
succeed in negatively framing the actions and lesadenon-democratic states and thus
obtain public approval for the use of force agaisisth entities than if they were to
engage in similar activities towards democratioec{Mintz and Geva 1993). As Geva,

Mintz and True (1994) demonstrated, subjects wess kupportive of the use of force
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when the adversary was framed as democratic irengttan if the adversary was framed
as non-democratic in nature.

Whether a frame is deemed to be successful mighiependent on whether the
frame is presented evolvingor sequentiafashion. A revolving frame encompasses a
series of different frames sequentially implementaer time. A sequential frame
utilizes the same frame with the notion that vasi@spects of it are implemented over
time. As Maoz (1990) notes, sequential framingeiated to the salami tactic. Individual
leaders are posited to break a course of actiananseries of gradual policy options.
Each subsequent change in policy options deviatgimally from the previous stage
and also helps to set the stage for future framé® implemented as well. Frames might
be implemented either before or after the decisanade to engage in a use of force. In
the case of the Persian Gulf Crisis, framing oamlirbefore the use of force was
implemented and in the cases of Grenada, Libya,Rarhma, framing took place after
the use of force was implemented (Geva, Mintz anct 1.994).

In addition to the timing of the frame, individualan frame aggregate effects or
multiple options (Levy 1996). Levy notes that fiagnoftentimes focuses on only single,
one-shot outcomes or events and thus overlookgdbkes in which crucial choices are
made involving compound outcomes. How leaders exggde or disaggregate these
outcomes may influence the reference point usestablishing what is a loss or gain.

The second kind of framing, classified as evalwativ nature, refers to the
speaker’s frame of a situation which can alter lag$ understanding of that particular
situation (Brewer, Graf, and Wilnat 2003; Hoyt a@&drrison 1997; Maoz 1990; Taylor-

Robinson and Redd 2003). The frame manipulatesr@fexence point to which the
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external environment is compared with (Mintz andd®R€003). The frame serves to
operate as an evaluative anchor in the assessrhéime @nvironment, and is therefore
able to shift the meaning of the policy debate (ehan and Tversky 1979; Quattrone
and Tversky 1988). An evaluative frame, for examphight skew perceptions of a
peace operation as either more favorable or legwdale than the objective situation
deserves (Geva, Courtois, and Mintz 1996).

The preeminent framing theory in International Reles which takes into
account the nature of evaluative frames is prostmecdry (Levy 1992). Prospect theory
relies heavily on what are called valence-basethifrg effects. An equivalency, or
valence based framing effect is said to occur wihenlogically equivalent statements of
a problem that are not necessarily transparentjinvalency lead individual decision
makers to select different options (Boettcher 19B&hneman and Tversky 1979;
McDermott 2004; Mercer 2005; Quattrone and Tver$R88; Tversky and Kahneman
1981, 1986). Scholars have used prospect theargltinto question the basic economic
premise that individuals are believed to have staldsymmetric and transitive
preferences. Prospect theory thus attempts topocate observed violations of expected
utility theory and derive from these a theory gksi choice that is based on experimental
findings in conjunction with mathematical formulaghich provide the necessary
explanatory and predictive frameworks.

In prospect theory, edited prospects are evaluatedthe preferred prospect is
selected. People tend to think in terms of gamt lasses in the context of a reference
point rather than in terms of their net assetseyléncode the choices they make in terms

of deviations from a reference point. The refeeepoint is usually deemed to be the
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status quo. People have a tendency to remaireadtéttus quo and hence it is the most
common reference point for states as well as fdividuals when they frame a decision
problem (Samuelson and Zeckhauser 1988). The bveards the status quo is believed
to lead to the loss-aversion effect. However,dtadus quo does not have to serve as a
reference point. A future aspiration level carabeference point as well.

Due to the encoding process related to the refergmint and the differential
treatment of gains and losses, the identificatibthe reference point, or framing of the
choice problems is a matter of critical importanda&ersky and Kahneman 1981).
People tend to treat gains differently from losseselationship to the reference point.
The value function associated with prospect th&odeemed to be concave for gains and
convex for losses. Thus, individuals are deemeoktoisk averse in the domain of gain
and risk seeking in the domain of loss (Dawes 1988hese observations have been
substantiated by past work conducted by Kahnemah Tarersky (1979, 1984) and
Tversky and Kahneman (1981) who have found thatnwhdividuals are faced with a
choice between risky prospects (a sure gain of $aGfbmparison to a 50% chance of
receiving $200 or 50% chance of receiving nothirlggy are more likely to use risk-
averse strategies when the outcomes are frameagiras and risk-seeking strategies when
the equivalent outcomes are framed in terms okelsgndividual preferences change as
a result of the alternative frames even thoughatbhiective outcomes are deemed to be
identical. These findings have been demonstratedh ivariety of settings in the
international arena (Astorino-Courois 1996; Boe#tcti995; Farnham 1992; Geva,

Astorino-Courtois, and Mintz 1996; Huth, BennethdaGelpi 1992; Jervis 1992;
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Kahneman and Tversky 1984; Levy 1987, 1992, 1996D&tmott 1992, 1998; Stein
1993).

In addition, negative items are weighted more Hggaychologically than
positive items. Losses hurt more than equal gaiis.event that is framed as averting a
loss or securing a gain may have substantial repsians in arms control negotiations as
well as in escalating commitments. The weapons side may give up will be
experienced as more of a loss than those that dmulyhined through the dismantling of
the other side. The concessions that one makest enare psychologically than the
concessions the other side might make. Concessimhsaicceptable agreements can be
difficult, since the principle of loss aversion icates that both sides want the other side
to give up more weapons than they themselves dimgvto give up. Loss aversion
helps to explain sunk costs. People appear toiliagmo pay additional costs in order
to recover sunk costs. As Schaubroeck and Da@84()land Straw (1976) showed,
individuals who are not responsible for an origipalicy that failed might be more
willing to stop the policy as opposed to puttingtier resources into continuing that
policy. Applied to international relations, whens#éuation is framed as involving the
potential battle deaths to be incurred, it is padity difficult for leaders to cut and run
from the situation. Because of this, risks aretai bad situations (e.g., Vietham) in the
hopes that in doing so, losses may be recoveredjda of the battle may be turned, or
sunk costs might be recouped (Arkes and Blumer 1985

In addition to arms control agreements and esocaldiased endeavors,
McDermott (2004) suggests that arguments overtaoeyrican become particularly

contentious in the context of loss aversion. Baneple, in the Middle East today, the



38

Israelis assert that they own land in the West Bamk Gaza. The Palestinians, on the
other hand, want to possess such territory and miakéeir own sovereign and
independent nation. In this context, when lanthken away, it is framed as a loss that
must be overturned and made right. However, wlaed lis gained, it is framed as a
rightful gain. When each side perceives that #maesterritory is stolen, the possibility
for peace fades into the background. Each sidefighit long and hard for the land they
feel was lost or stolen instead of fighting for niand it seeks to control for the very first
time. It is more difficult to achieve a peacefalgion if individuals believe that the land
they claim as their own is possessed by an adwersar

Given these set of circumstances, what is theioalstip between framing and
preventive war? Can we frame preventive war in saglay that we can systematically
understand how leaders can gain or lose suppottéonse of force?

Preventive War

Before we address these questions, it is importanaddress the differences
associated with preventive wars from warfare inegah In particular, preventive wars
can be distinguished from non-preventive wars ley ghesence or absence of a power
shift. A power shift, very simply, is defined aschange in relative power capabilities
between two states based on changes in nationaltlgroIn order for a war to be
classified as preventive in nature, an actual ocgeed power shift has to be a necessary
and/or sufficient condition. It is this power sHitfiat is believed to create perceptions of a
resource deficit thus fueling the preventive mdia In contrast to preventive wars, in
non-preventive wars, the power shift may be onmany factors we should consider as a

causal variable explaining the outbreak of confliggmke 2003; Levy 1987).
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Normative works address the conditions or circumssta under which it is
permissible to launch preventive war. Thus, warkthe normative genre have largely
focused on legal and moral standards associatddtket proper use of preventive force
within a just-war context (Crawford 2003; Dombrowakd Payne 2006; Raymond 2007,
Record 2004). As discussed by Buchanan and Keofz&gl), there are four different
perspectives in the normative literature in regdaalpreventive war. The first, labeled
the just-war blanket prohibition, suggests thatventive war is strictly forbidden
(Kaufman 2005; Walzer 1977). Force might be jiedifin cases where an attack is
imminent and the enemy is mobilizing forces witbasl aggressive intent and/or missiles
or warplanes have been launched but have not rédkbe intended target. Thus, such a
perspective forbids preventive conflict, though mweemptive conflict. The second
perspective, the legal status-quo, suggests tegpritventive use of force is regarded as
prohibited by contemporary international law unlése state has received collective
authorization from the UN Security Council to contdsuch war. Since the UN Charter
clearly stipulates that the use of force shouldi®ed to defend against armed attack, the
preventive use of force is strictly curtailed. Thlgal-status quo perspective suggests that
these high constraints should be maintained. Tind &nd fourth perspectives are quite
similar. The third perspective, the national iestrperspective, suggests that states may
do whatever their leaders believe necessary toestrg best interests of the state.
Leaders of states may disregard universal morakiplies when they conflict with the
national interest. Leaders have the right to wseef preventively if they deem it to be
necessary to pursue state interests. And thehfquetspective, adopted as a primary

component of the Bush Doctrine, suggests that ptexeewar should be used proactively
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as a tool to defend against future losses. Ifgméve war is used as a proactive tool as
critics fear, then there is the possibility of impéexpansion and overreach as well as the
sensitivity on the part of target nations to suuniperial expansion and overreach (Snyder
2003).

The empirical literature focusing on preventive waas largely addressed
concerns associated with the international syst&ome scholars have pointed out that
preventive war has been initiated to preserve t@danoe of power in the international
system (Gulick 1955). However, as Niou and Ordekh@987) suggest, leaders not
only calculate the balance of power based on ptesssources in the international
system, but also the potential for future imbalanae well. These future imbalances
might be derived from resource deficits caused dgdining world power (Gilpin 1975,
1981; Levy 1987). If the balance of power in tigestem might become "unbalanced" in
the future, then a preventive war might be laundneithe present to perhaps rectify the
situation (Brodie 1973; Fay 1966; Maoz 1983). Heereas Niou and Ordeshook (1987)
note, if preventive wars can be launched simplyectify a future balance of power
problem, then there is a possibility that prevemtivar may involve more than two
adversaries (e.g., a hegemon and challenger namh)nay not be only launched by a
single hegemonic country, but by any country whotwao recalibrate the balance of
power. Preventive war, for example, might be lda@acby a coalition of countries to
prevent one country from becoming too dominant.rt&e coalitions might be more
prone to launching preventive war than others. Amdn if all countries grow at the
same rate, depending on how this rate of growtluentces the future balance of power

between these nations of interest, this might erfke whether or not preventive war
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breaks out. Others such as Organski and KugleBO)lS%ssert that dissatisfied
challengers have waged wars against great powegslefore a balance of power was
substantively achieved (see also Doran and Par$886; Goldstein 1988; Organski
1968).

The empirical literature also suggests that wadriegake into consideration the
domestic constraints associated with launching greéve war.  Structural theories
cannot explain why some power shifts lead to prBvenwar while others do not
(Schweller 1992). Regime type plays a significateérvening factor in determining the
nature of domestic constraints associated withdaing preventive war (Dolan 2004;
Holsti 2004; Hymans 2004; Tucker 2004). In demoesthere are many players who
are more than able and willing to counterframeitatle frames by rehashing the costs
associated with going to war (Fischer 2004; Hyma&094; Tucker 2004). Intra-
departmental squabbles between hawks and dovesals@ayomplicate matters as well.
So taking into account all these constraints, Sdlewg1992) asserts that preventive war
should only be an attractive option for declinimgders in non-democratic states (see
also Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992). In dencasaleaders will have a hard time
mobilizing forces necessary to engage in prevergdordlicts. The separation of civilian
and military power characteristic of democracy disages preventive warfare (Posen
1984; Schweller 1992).

The politics of a society must comply with the nerof that society as Brodie
(1965) suggests and because of this, preventivasaeam attractive response for leaders
facing future resource deficits only in the case@h-democratic regimes. The public is

averse to the costs associated with war. The aggtsvadapted by Schweller (1992) are
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derived from democratic peace theory which suggtsts democracies are by nature
more pacific and less bellicose, all things beigga#, than non-democracies (Chan 1997;
Maoz and Russett 1993; Maoz 1998; Ray 1995; Ru%888; Weart 1998). This does
not necessarily mean that democracies are les poogo to war than non-democracies.
This simply means that there are built-in electo@istraints which suggest that costs be
minimized when initiating conflict. Furthermordaet assumptions adopted by Schweller
(1992) and Posen (1984) fail to take into accohatgossibility that presidents might be
able to frame such policies in ways that may sesrarBible to their constituents and thus
minimize the electoral constraints and costs aasediwith launching preventive war.
Preemptive War

As Reiter (1995) points out, preemptive war is nuitivated by greed as in
preventive war, but by fear. A preemptive war keeaut if an attacker believes that it
will be the target of a military attack in the shtgrm. A preventive war, on the other
hand, breaks out if the attacker believes thatilit e victimized in the long-term. A
preventive war is said to take place if the ustoofe is used to stem an attack that might
take place a few years from now or if the declinfmgver will be in a position of
strategic inferiority in the long-term if it doesotnlaunch an attack in the present.
Therefore, most scholars suggest that we can dissh preventive wars from
preemptive wars based on the time dimension in playvis 1978; Levy 1987; Vagts
1956). Preventive wars take into account a tinmeedision whereas preemptive wars do
not. For example, Van Evera (1999) defines a waraemptive if a state is motivated to
attack if there is an advantage to making the firave regardless if the war happens now

or later. Preventive wars, on the other hand, oddhe attacker prefers war now to war
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later regardless of who made the first move. A isahus preventive according to Van
Evera (1999) if the attacker prefers to attack matlhier than face the risk of an attack in
the future if the additional time affords the aday a relative advantage. Thus,
according to Van Evera, preventive wars emerge fommcerns focused primarily on

long-term shifts in power from wars that emergearfrerisis dynamics.

Reiter (1995) notes that there are two models hvipiedict preemption as a
central path to war: a) spiral model, and b) oféedsfense balance. Relations between
states according to the spiral model are charae@rby spirals of hostility and fear.
Preemptive war is a self-fulfilling prophecy. Tiear of being a target encourages a state
to lash out and strike. As the dynamics of anrir@gonal crisis unfold, the end result is
preemptive war. Tensions between the two statghtmise to the point where one state
believes that the other state is about to attalkck.order to forestall such an attack, a
preemptive assault is launched. As Jervis (193B)ser (1992), Glaser and Hopf (1992),
and Fearon (1990) note, preemptive wars are mieg/ livhen other states are perceived
to be hostile and pose imminent threats.

According to Reiter (1995), we can examine thguency of preemptive wars by
deriving hypotheses inspired by the spiral modélpreemptive wars are estimated to
break out frequently, then the spiral model suggésat states would be constantly
worried about threats to security. If preemptiv@swvould break out occasionally, then
the spiral model would predict that states mightsbenetimes worried about future
threats to security and cognitive miscalculationsuld sometimes result in war. If
beliefs about the offense-defense balance refleetobjective state of affairs and the

balance occasionally favors the offense, preempti@es should break out occasionally.
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Preemptive wars would also be less frequent ifrtlilgary believed that the offense is
dominant and the military exerted a high degreeowitrol over foreign policy.

The second model, derived from Van Evera’'s work9@9 emphasizes the
offense-defense balance. Preemptive wars, likgeptere, are more likely when the
offense is posited or perceived to have the adganta the battlefield. Advantages may
be derived from military technology, strategy, dadain. As Reiter (1995) notes, when
offense is perceived to be dominant, wars foughefmansionist intent increase because
aggression becomes cheaper. In addition, wheroffease has the advantage, future
shifts are likely to have more dire consequencddoreover, preemptive wars may
increase in propensity because if states beliexeah adversary’s attack is more likely,
the motivation to preempt increases. There isdmamtage to striking first (however, see
Jervis 1984; Schelling 1984; Quester 1984). THensk-defense theory is useful in
helping to explain why states with essentially defee policy aims might end up going
to war with each other.

In short, there are many reasons why states mightug going to war with each
other. It is important for scholars to find outtrmmly why states engage in war, but also
whether elites are able to persuade their constsubat war is the best option out of the
other options that might be available.

Cdunsion

In order to determine whether framing effects tleéoal models are significantly

different from agenda setting/priming models, wed#o understand how frames work

and in particular the conditions under which fraraeslikely not to be effective. In short,
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we need to go beyond simply understanding framiagetl on subtle changes in the
wording of situations which might influence audiencterpretation.

Past research conducted by Eagly and Chaiken (1998pests that the
applicability of any given frame increases with gegations of its relevance or strength.
What factors might be related to a frame’s releeanc strength? Frames might be
acceptable only if they are viewed as being strongature (e.g., they come from a
credible source for example) or if personality dsiions or values influence acceptance.
If this is the case, then speakers who want to essfully use frames must build
credibility with their constituents and can onlylirence certain constituents who have
certain predispositions towards the issues beiaméd (see Pornpitakpan 2004 for an
extensive review of the source credibility litensu

In understanding which factors encourage framdsetcelevant, we must begin to
understand better the nuances which exist betwefiereht types of framing
environments (Brewer and Gross 2005; Chong and Kbmao 2007a; Sniderman and
Theriault 1999, 2004). Leaders have to be vergfaato take into account the nature of
their opposition because in democracies, framesretey counterframes. The media, for
example, may deliberately or involuntarily frameaantribute to attempts by others to
frame or counterframe given foreign policy situap individual states, or the
environment. Hence, the success or failure of ingnattempts by national leaders may
depend on whether the media or other third partgsesuch as political parties, advisers
to national leaders, political rivals or challerggemay agree or disagree with the
proposed frame being discussed. Previous work whashfocused on counter-framing

has focused on direction of opinion (Sniderman Eneriault 1999, 2004), the nature and
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number of people’s thoughts about the issues haiisgd by competing frames (Brewer
and Gross 2005), and how competitive framing emvirents might differ based on
number of frames and varying strength levels aasediwith such frames (Chong and
Druckman 2007b).

It is important to examine framing effects fromtlbca non-competitive and
competitive perspective because the capacity aViohaals to engage in framing effects
and thus positively influence public opinion may dfferent depending on the framing
environment they find themselves in. Typical fragieffects studies associated with
international relations employ one-sided designshich subjects are assigned to receive
one of two different alternative representationsaofiven issue. These studies have
shown that if one side can establish the relevamig of debate in conjunction with an
issue, then that side can persuade others to @doposition. However, debates over
contentious issues such as foreign policy crises sgecifically preventive war involve
competition between parties and different ideolabi@ctions. These factions present
issues to the public in opposing terms involvindtiple frames of varying intensity.

In the next chapter, | will discuss my theoreticahtribution which attempts to
address a novel approach to examine the conditumaer which frames might be

relevant in garnering support or opposition forvergive war and vote choice.



47

Chapter IlI
A Theory of Competitive and Non-Competitive FramingEffects
Introduction

In the previous chapter, | concentrated on theebfices between agenda setting,
framing, and priming. In short, the major pointdnted to make was that framing
constitutes a distinct phenomenon from agendaagedind priming. There is still
extensive debate in the literature concerning &xaciw framing effects work. This is
problematic because the primary means by whichisteaduish framing as distinct from
agenda setting and priming is based on frawing effects actually work. It is also
important to understand when framing effects dmlyito work as well.

As the war in Iraqg demonstrated, understanding &vevwhen framing effects
work has imminent “policy” ramifications that haweplications which extend outside of
academia. To encourage and discourage suppdhdavar in Iraq, frames were put
forward by various elites. For example, supportéithe war like President Bush
presented frames suggesting that it was in thegsiltlest interests for the nation to
accept the risks associated with going to war enpgfesent in order to avoid a more
painful, costly war against Iraq in the futuren& Iraq did not fit the mold of a “status-
quo, risk averse” adversary, the costs associaidddelay outweighed the costs
associated with escalation according to this petspe
As Bush made his case concerning the reasons vehy$hneeded to go to war, various
pundits, scholars, and media personalities offéraehes concerning why going to war
was not a good ided&lites such as the former national security adyiBoent Scowcroft,

asserted that a unilateral invasion of Iraq migdstdbilize the Middle East
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and undermine efforts to deal with anti-Americaritamt groups. Among the many

issues brought up by opponents of the war, criiizh as Scowcroft claimed that the
invasion would lead to the deaths of thousand®alhitton soldiers, Iraqgi soldiers and
civilians. Moreover, the war would damage peaak stability throughout the region.

In order for individuals like Bush and Scowcroftiiest market their cases to the
American people, both should have a good idea hmwéhen their frames might be
received by the public. From a theoretical andatlmic” standpoint, answering these
guestions is vital because we do not know emplyicahether leaders move public
opinion based on constituent delegation to perglhmres such as frame source or
whether public opinion is dictated by individuatssciously deliberating over the
frames set forth by leaders.

There are two types of psychological mechanismseumdich framing effects
are hypothesized to work. In the first case, frajneffects work through a passive
process. Framing effects work because individaatsinfluenced by frames based on
peripheral cues such as frame source. For exarfrplees that are sponsored by a
credible source such as Colin Powell may elicit ensupport than frames that are
sponsored by a non-credible source such as Jeriyg8p or Chris Rock. Credibility in
this context is based on the knowledge and acaessfdrmation associated with the
foreign policy crises that the individual sourceynteve. In the second case, framing
effects work because individuals buy into frameseolaon their strength, relevance and
applicability to the issue being discussed. Irdlnals, therefore, when presented with a

frame emphasizing the costs of delay associatddaenflict would buy into the frame.
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only if such a frame corresponds to preconceivédegor beliefs. Framing effects may
not be successful if they do not correspond tcagestalues possessed by individuals.

In addition to understanding how framing effectsrkyat is important to develop
a coherent theory to help us make predictions ganes to the potential successes or
failures of framing effects as they pertain to Htttake into account variables which
might condition such effects (Berinsky and Druckn28®7)* Most research in IR has
presented framing effects in the context of non4getitive framing environments while
ignoring competition as a variable. Hence, we lactheory of framing effects that is
arguably externally valid. The purpose of thissdigation is therefore two-fold: a) to
devise a theory that takes into account when domesiis are likely to buy into frames
based on central or peripheral cues and b) thatuezp the conditional limitations
associated with the framing process as it apptigth competitive and non-competitive
framing environments. | examine the nature of frgreffects in two specific contexts.
The first context is a domestic context involvingtes choice. | examine the use of
framing effects in light of the 2004 election, aleotion that specifically highlighted
themes related to the 2003 US led War in Iraq &nd preventive war. In this case, my

interest concerns the nature of framing effectsaie choice. Is there any difference

! Other theories that have been developed to exfiining success or failure have involved bargaining
situations between two different actors (Kannerf0Xanner develops a model that takes into adcoun
the bargaining situation between a stronger actdraaweaker actor. The weaker actor wishes togghan
the risk attitudes of the stronger actor thus chanthe negotiating outcomes in its favor. However
Kanner’'s model does not take into account thasttenger actor might be constrained not only byrisie
attitudes it possesses, but also by the framing@mwent the actor may be in and the individualeal of
their constituents. The theory that | am tryinglevelop, on the other hand, is a theory of franéking
into account the inter-relationship that existsametn elites and their constituents in multiple firzgm
environments.
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between competitive and non-competitive framesherlikelihood that individuals may
cast their ballot for Kerry or Bush? My major irgst is to determine if there is any
systematic difference between the impact of nongeitive from competitive frames on
vote choice. Are there conditional limitations@sated with framing effects based on
the issue considered, the framing environment iithvthe issue was presented in, and
candidates who frame such issues? The secondkts international context. Here
| want to determine the impact of non-competitind @aompetitive frames on public
opinion towards the preventive use of force. liatarested specifically in understanding
whether individuals are likely to buy into frameasskd on central or peripheral cues
provided by the frames. In addition, are indivildugely to buy into frames based on
central or peripheral cues due to individual predsstions?

Thus framing effects may operate differently defieg on the type of framing
environment (e.g., non-competitive, competitive) d arvariance in individual
predispositions. The major assumptions associaidthe theory that | wish to present
suggest that by understandihgw framing effects work, we might begin to understand
when framing effects work. For example, if people bunoi frames because of the
central cues they offer or if people buy into franhecause they are motivated to justify a
conclusion, then frames are likely to be successhdn they emphasize information that
is favorable to the public because it reinforcemiops they might adhere to. However,
if framing effects work through peripheral cues megople do not feel pressure or
motivated to justify their conclusions, then framesght work because they are

sponsored by a credible source in comparison tmacredible source. If this is the case,
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then framing effects might work in an environmerdttrequires individuals to exercise
less cognitive skill and strain in making their geans. It might matter less whether the
frame itself emphasizes the costs of delay or asoal associated with conflict and
matter more whether or not Colin Powell or Jerryii8yer is the sponsor of the frame.
Frame success might be highly dependent on thébdigdof the individual sponsoring
the frame.

Hence, the major question that | wish to addre$dasv do framing effects work
and under what conditions are they likely to talee@?” When | mention the term
framing effect, | am referring to emphasis frameificts and not equivalency framing
effects’ A framing effect takes place when individualsrieat their thinking towards a
given issue based on information contained in agivame. The important question
here is how and when a framing effect takes place.

Before discussing what the literature has to segerning psychological
mechanisms and conditional limitations associatih twe framing effects process, | will

discuss the literature associated with frames eardihg effects.

2 An emphasis framing effect takes place when aivithaal by focusing on a subset of information
associated with an issue encourages other indilgdoaeorient their thinking in line with the infoation
being addressed. In contrast, an equivalency framifect is said to occur when two logically eqiant
statements of a problem that are not necessaaihgprarent in equivalency lead individual decisiakens

to select different options (Boettcher 1995; Kahaarand Tversky 1979; McDermott 2004; Mercer 2005;
Quattrone and Tversky 1988; Tversky and Kahnem&4119An equivalency framing effect takes place
when frames that cast information in a positiveegative light lead individuals to develop differen
preferences. Such preference reversals are absen®late the invariance axiom which underlies t
rational choice approach.
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Frames
Communication Frames

When we refer to the term frame, we often meanramunication fram& The
purpose of a communication frame very simply referissues emphasized in elite
discourse. Its purpose is to organize reality pnodide meaning to events (Chong and
Druckman 2007b). Communication frames promote @aler definitions and specific
interpretations of political issues (Gamson and Mgl&hi 1987; Tuchman 1978). They
are defined in relationship to a specific issuenyvor political actor. Communication
frames are usually organized by individuals comroatmg information (Scheufele
1999). Communicators make both conscious and wooauns judgments in deciding
what to say and what not to say. Communicatiomé&s, as Brewer (2003) notes, exist
within communicating texts and can be found in statements, newspaper articles, and
news broadcasts. These frames are most likelydatred by political entrepreneurs in
hopes that the media will disseminate them andens discover them, accept them, and
make judgments in association with them. Furtheemiivese frames might present
information dealing with policy or strategy (Cappednd Jamieson 1997) or attribute
responsibility to a specific person or group of pledbased on the logical conclusions
derived from the frame (lyengar 1991).

Since the purpose of communication frames is gamize everyday reality, the
main function of communication frames is to proviteories as to what exists, what
should happen, and what matters. Communicationdsathat relate to issues such as

preventive war accomplish this through influendihg attitudes possessed by individual

% The term communication frame has been referred térames embedded in political discourse” (Kinder
and Sanders 1990:74) and media frames (Entman 1993)
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constituents. In order to influence such attityd&gin (1980) notes that communication
frames rely on principles associated with sele¢t®mphasis, and presentation. This
means that the type of information that is seleatdtie frame is as important as the
information that is not chosen to be part of tlearfe (see Kahneman and Tversky 1984).
As work by Kahneman and Tversky suggests, framlestsand call attention to what
they are describing. The frame, for example, nmaplesize the importance of saving
lives or the frame may emphasize the importandesifg lives. These frames are
characterized by what they omit as well as whay thelude. Therefore, the omission of
certain evaluations, problem definitions, and res@ndations is as important to the
recipient as is what is included in the frame.

Focusing on certain considerations to the exctusibothers may influence the
direction of public opinion. A preventive war franemphasizing the cost of delay but
not the costs of escalation may encourage indivsdt@a favor preventive conflict. A
preventive war frame, on the other hand, emphasittia costs of escalation but not the
costs of delay may encourage individual attitude$ator a more diplomatic approach
(Edelman 1993; Entman 1993). Some frames mighusfoon the public’s overall
attitudes towards preventive war. By focusing oohsinformation, these frames might
exclude information concerning the normative imglicns of a preventive strike. In
short, what is suggested in the frame is as impbréa what is not suggested in the
frame. By focusing on certain information and exiohg other information, elites hope
to move public opinion in a certain direction bycearaging the public to focus on
information contained in the frame.

Frames might also suggest that for actions unkiemtathere is a cause and
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consequence. Entman (1993) asserts that framgstbetiefine problems, diagnose
causes, make moral judgments, and suggest rentediesblems. In defining problems,
frames help to determine what a causal agent niightloing and what the costs and
benefits of a certain action might be. In diagngstauses, frames help to identify the
forces responsible for creating the problem. Irkimgx moral judgments, people use
frames to evaluate whether the action undertakernpbaitive or negative ramifications.
And in suggesting remedies to problems, frames tmiffier and justify treatments for
problems thus predicting their likely effects. Fekxample, the Cold War frame
highlighted certain foreign events such as civirsvas problems. Such a frame may also
highlight the source of the problem which mightdeenmunist rebels. People then could
make moral judgments as to the source of aggressidnadvocate particular solutions
based on the moral judgments advocated. In theexbof a Cold War frame, an elite
figure might advocate that the best possible smiuts that the US supports the side
opposite of the communist rebels (Entman 1993). défining problems, diagnosing
causes, making moral judgments, and applying apiateppanaceas, frames help to
make sense of the complex phenomena around usneBramay present certain issues as
correct and other propositions as incorrect. Fan®le, proponents of preventive war
might frame such an event as possibly “reversingedine in the relative balance of
power” with an adversary. Opponents of preventree might frame preventive war as
unnecessary and or foolish because such war miggud to defeat” since victory is not a
certain outcome. The words, images, and presentatyles used in communication
frames are important (Druckman 2001b).

Besides their focus on privileging certain infotma more than others,
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communication frames may focus on the perceptionshe decision maker in the
decision-making process and/or focus on culturaletlanformation associated with a
topic (Gamson and Modigliani 1987; Tversky and Kahan 1981). A decision frame
itself, therefore, might be a type of communicatiame. A decision frame incorporates
a decision maker’s conception of the acts, outcomed contingencies associated with a
particular choice as it relates to what exists, twétaould happen, and what matters.
Cultural frames, according to Gamson and Modiglid®87), might serve as a central
organizing idea or a story which is able to provagtural meaning to a subsequent
unfolding strip of events. A frame which focuses aultural or constructionist-based
accounts in general suggests what the controverapaut, the essence of the issue, and
as Goffman (1974) notes, a structured understarafitige way that the world functions.
As part of the constructionist framework, the fraseeves to tell a story. In this context,
the frame may present information that is eithésa@gic in nature relying on anecdotes to
convey information or thematic in nature relying arstract analysis to tell a story. If a
frame becomes embedded within a cultural genre,Easnan (1993) notes, the
communicator must be careful with the way he or sbes information associated with
the frame. For example, Gamson (1992) suggedis tieam such as “affirmative action”
is a very controversial issue with individuals takiopposing sides to an issue. If
individual communicators demonstrate that they oiokmow the debate associated with
affirmative action or are unfamiliar with the teaffirmative action, the individual
communicator can be either misunderstood or, waeseeived as lacking credibility.
Frames in Thought

In addition to considering communication framess ialso important to take into
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accountframes in thought An individual's frame in thought is simply thetsef
evaluative beliefs which influences how individupésceive the external environment. It
is what an individual believes to be relevant taenstanding a situation. There are two
perspectives associated with the concept framdisoimght according to Brewer (2001).
One perspective suggests that individuals act asiym& receivers of information.
Labeled the passive receiver hypothesis, citizeadazy organisms who spend as little
energy as possible processing political messagdse passive receiver hypothesis is
based on the premise that framing constitutes ngthiore than an extension of agenda
setting. According to scholars such as Weaver {0dcCombs (2005), and Ghanem
(1997), there are two levels associated with thendg-setting process. “First level”
agenda setting is focused on the relative accdiggibf issue attributes. “Second-level”
agenda setting, meanwhile, is focused on the velaccessibility of issue attributes.
These attributes might simply be the issues anth tod political candidates. Scholars
such as McCombs (2005) and Ghanem (1997) suggaisthese attributes are indeed
frames. McCombs (1997:37) notes that frames domsta “selection of a restricted
number of thematically related attributes for irsttun on the media agenda when a
particular object is discussed.” Frames are matebcriptive elements. Frames, in this
context, are not seen as reasoning devices ompaapo causes, principles, or moral
claims.

Instead, individuals are influenced mostly by wigieer political message

presented by the frame is easiest to access witbmory. There are two versions

* The term “frames in thought” is related to theestla concept. According to Entman (1993:53), tha te
schema refers to “mentally stored clusters of idkasguides individual processing of informatiorThe
term “frames in thought” has been referred to asitwernal structure of the mind” (Kinder and Saisde
1996:164) and individual frames (Scheufele 1999).
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associated with the “passive receiver” thesis. gtheng view associated with this thesis
is advocated by Zaller (1992). Citizens in thistext do not think or reason at all about
politics. They are likely to uncritically accephighever arguments are presented.
Despite uncritical acceptance, people can rejggtraents from sources that seem to lack
credibility as long as they possess the contextuaviedge necessary to judge what is
credible from what is not credible based on thalugs. The second version of this
thesis presented by lyengar (1991), lyengar andé€i1987), and Miller and Krosnick
(1996) suggests that the media indirectly makesesssues more accessible than others.
Exposure to frames “primes” the information invok®dthe frame, thus heightening the
frame’s accessibility.

The second perspective associated with framebdanght has been labeled the
“thoughtful receiver hypothesis” (Brewer 2003). affres in this context are seen as
causal reasoning devices appealing to individualscdnsider the strength or logic
inherent in the information provided. Accordingtlis perspective, frames work because
people consciously weigh the frames presentedam tind only accept those frames that
are relevant in nature. Frames work because theyueage individuals to reconsider the
importance of considerations associated with gigsaes, not because they help
individuals access easy to recall information. Traene that is strongest is not
necessarily the frame that is repeated the masttbe most recent frame to be presented.
Individuals are said to engage in a critical thimtkprocess to determine which frames are
most applicable on a given issue.

The thoughtful receiver hypothesis is derived fr@search conducted by Ajzen

and Fishbein (1980). These scholars describe wltalled a conventional expectancy
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model that is designed to help explain how frameabought work in the framing effects
process (see also Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley 198#his model, Ajzen and Fishbein
(1980) place a significant amount of importanceatitudes. According to Ajzen and
Fishbein (1980), an attitude towards an objediésweighted sum or a series of
evaluative beliefs about that particular object.

In this context, one’s overall attitudes towardeventive war might be a
combination of negative and positive evaluationsoaemted with each belief. An
individual might assert that the initiation of pestive war could in the long-term prevent
an adversary from gaining too much power by wealgitis infrastructure. This might
constitute one belief. However, at the same tithe,initiation of war might create the
uncertainty of third party intervention on behalftbe adversary which may worsen the
crisis. This position might constitute anotheridfel If this individual places a positive
value on the costs of delay and a positive valseaated with the uncertainty of third
party intervention, the attitude of individuals Mdepend on how they weigh and evaluate
each belief (Nelson and Oxley 1999). Of course&;lasng and Druckman (2007b) note,
such a model assumes that individuals posses$digligards the subject matter that are
relevant in nature.

Thus the expectancy value model takes into coreiderthat beliefs vary in
terms of their importance (Enelow and Hinich 1984Jjhe beliefs associated with the
costs of delay might be more important than thestselvhich emphasize the importance
of third-party intervention. If only a belief suels costs of delay or third-party

intervention matters, then the individual is makell to place all weight on that

® The term belief has been used interchangeablyawitisideration (Zaller 1992), value (Sniderman 3993
and attribute (Azjen and Fishbein 1980).
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particular attribute in the attitude-formation pegs. It is these sets of beliefs that
comprise an individual’s frame in thought. If thests of delay dominate all other
considerations in deciding whether the state shgaltb war, then that individual’s
particular frame in thought concerns the costsaetdiylassociated with conflict. If,
however, the individual considers not only the sadtdelay, but also the probability of
victory and likelihood of third-party interventiothen his or her frame in thought is a
mixture of beliefs. One’s frame in thought infleess whether or not one responds
favorably to the use of force. A “costs of delfigme in thought might incline one to
support the use of force. A “costs of escalatifvaime in thought might incline one to
not support the use of force. Zaller (1992) npt@gticians try to mobilize voters behind
their specific policies by encouraging these indlinals to think about these policies along
specific lines or dimensions associated with compation frames.
Framing Effect
Psychological Mechanisms
It has become fashionable in the framing literatiorunderstand the

psychological processes that help to explain frgneiffiects (Brewer 2001; Cappella and
Jamieson 1997; Gross 2000; lyengar 1991; Pricelamdksbury 1997). In order to
understand what a framing effect is, we need temvehat their psychological
mechanisms are. It is also important to deterrtheeexact psychological mechanisms
associated with such effects in order to determinether or not framing constitutes a
unique phenomenon separate from priming as disdusgee previous chapter.

In order for a framing effect to occur, a givesliéf or consideration has to be

available within a person's memory to be retriexed used. So if the frame supporting
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the use of force is likely to have an effect, thests of delay” should be stored in the
person’s memory and be available to be retrievedused. If an individual cannot
understand concepts associated with costs of diley,the costs of delay is not an
available consideration and thus individuals dcelyi not to be influenced by frames
which emphasize the importance of taking into cdergtion “better now than later”
logic.

Second, a consideration must be accessible. Her atvords, the consideration
must be present in either the short-term or lomgtememory to be recalled.
Accessibility is believed to increase through cetgit exposure to communication
frames which are responsible for emphasizing thmesideration (lyengar 1991; Price and
Tewksbury 1997). There is a significant chance tha recipients of the highlighted
information will perceive such information, disceéhe meaning of the information,
process the information, and store it in memorythis context, if individuals are
presented with frames that emphasize the costslay dnore frequently than the costs of
escalation, the consideration that is likely toNmghted heavily and perhaps applicable
in the individual’s mind in forming opinion concerthe costs of delay associated with
the use of force. Hence, it is possible that freugen influence public opinion as Higgins
(1996) and Chong and Druckman (2007b) note, thr@ugassive and unconscious
process. In this context, framing is quite simiapriming. Citizens, according to
Miller and Krosnick (1996:96), are no better thgassive recipients of hypodermic
injections” with the information providing the “iegtion.” If this is the case, framing is
very much a by-product of elite manipulation assbeial psychology literature would

indicate (Cappella and Jamieson 1997; lyengar 19991 ; Zaller 1992). If accessibility
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is the primary mediating factor explaining the fiagheffect process, individuals react to
stimuli in a hasty manner (Nelson, Clawson, ande@x1997; Zaller 1992).

However, in order for a framing effect to be coesedl a distinct phenomenon
from priming, framing effects should operate bagedhe frame strength or ability of the
frame to persuade.The considerations associated with the frame Imistccessible
within the person’s memory in order for the persmoomprehend whether or not the
frame presents information that is influential ot.nHowever, not all information that is
considered accessible is relevant. Individualgivéiames and implications associated
with such frames. Thus information associated withframe must not only be made
accessible through regular or recent exposurethieurame has to be seen as strong or
relevant (Eagly and Chaiken 1993). Frames thaheaed the most frequently may not
necessarily be the strongest. Accessibility maéil& very important, because as
Brewer, Graf, and Wilnat (2003) point out, exposumight positively influence how
individuals perceive the strength of frames and tineir applicability. However,
because applicability is based largely on processated to conscious deliberation,
Druckman (2004a) notes that individual personalivatibn plays an important role in
helping to determine the potential for applicabitib take place. Individuals who are
more motivated are likely to want to exert effoecassary to examine whether or not
frames are applicable in influencing their oveogdinions. However, strong frames may
not necessarily possess sound logic or even bedifctorrect. It is important to note,

as Chong and Druckman (2007a) assert, that strange are not synonymous with

® The primary focus of this dissertation is on frastength.
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intellectually superior or morally superior argurteenStrong frames might be based on
outright lies, arbitrary symbols, etc.

Psychological mechanisms associated with strcargés operate through the
following three processes according to the thowgindfceiver hypothesis. First, beliefs
have to be available and stored in memory in ofalea framing effect to work. Second,
considerations have to be accessible for use. Henvé\people bought into the frames
that reinforce information that is most easily asilele, framing effects would be
indistinguishable from priming effects. Whicheweansiderations that were emphasized
most recently or most frequently would influencélpziopinion the most. Third,
regardless of the recency or frequency associaitédswch considerations, only those
most applicable or strongest have the largest efieoverall public opinion (Nelson and
Oxley 1999). The consideration must still be asit¥s for it to be applicable. However,
if framing effects primarily work through applicéiby then certain accessible
considerations or beliefs within a person’'s menmoay not necessarily be important in
influencing public opinion.

It is important to keep in mind exactly what a fiageffect is and how it is
defined. Regardless of whether or not a framifgceprimarily works in similar fashion
to priming or is a unique phenomenon, a framingcatftakes place when an elite figure
influences individual frames in thought in such athat they reflect underlying
premises associated with communication frames.n Wieat is the primary psychological
mechanism associated with such a process? Dodgramk through a passive process?
Or do frames influence public opinion because ttwytain information that is

considered applicable, persuasive, or relevant?
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Conditional Limitations

Studies examining framing effects have examinedlsbes which condition such
effects. Scholars, as Druckman (2001b) notedk eaamined four major moderators of
framing effects including: a) values; b) framing/eganment; c) source; and d) group
discussion setting.
Values

Predispositions, values, and need to engageilvedation are characteristics
possessed by the receivers of the communicatiomesa Elites frame issues in terms of
values that are widely believed to be cherisheehaoraced by the public. The reason
why elites frame issues in terms of the valuesdhmatvidely embraced is that citizens,
according to Brewer and Gross (2005), have a terydenunderstand political issues
based on the relationship between them and thegrlmgiefs (Hurwitz and Peffley 1987).
These values are used to forge common bonds opcwe between members of the
public and elites who frame important issues. Sfnoredispositions, Gross (2000) and
Brewer (2003) note, reduce the propensity for fragreffects to take place by increasing
the resistance to information that is contradictorguch predispositions. As Gross
(2000) discovered, in the course of deliberatingualan elite frame, people have a
tendency to compare the information that is prexknt the frame itself with their own
predispositions or values. In her study, Gros@@@mployed two types of frames on
the Los Angeles race riots. She labeled one a sligpoal frame and the other, a
situational frame. The dispositional frame plab&me on the individuals for the riots.
The situational frame placed blame on social combtfor the riots. Gross discovered

that individuals who are defined as unprejudicetkegate counterarguments in the face of
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the dispositional frame becoming more liberal ieitlace and welfare opinions in the
process (see also Berinsky and Kinder 2006; PndeNa 2000). People generate
counterarguments in the face of frames they digagrth (Shah, Domke, and Wackman
1996). This research on values provides an inidicdhat individuals do not just base
their opinions on recently and frequently heardnkea as the “priming as framing”
hypothesis would predict. Rather, individuals sekective concerning the frames they
are likely to buy into based on prior predispositi@nd values. The values possessed by
individuals serve as conditioning limitations asated with framing effects.

Research, however, is mixed in terms of the ratatiqp between prior knowledge
and framing effects. Price and Na (2000), Kindet §anders (1990), Haider-Markel
and Joslyn (2001) and Sniderman and Theriault (LEB#%xample, find that individuals
who possess more knowledge are less susceptibkartg framed. Kinder and Sanders
(1990) note that individuals who possess extengnsvledge are likely to have strong
predispositions and therefore are less likely tcnflaenced by external frames.
However Nelson, Clawson, and Oxley (1997) find thatframing effect is much
stronger for those who possess greater familiantly the arguments themselves. If
framing is likely to have an impact, it is likely influence individual beliefs. This
argument stems from the assumption that individwaig are likely to have their beliefs
reordered are those who possess knowledge assbwiditethe issue under
consideration. Moreover, as Druckman and Nels60032suggest, the reason why
frames might influence knowledgeable citizens nibes those who are less
knowledgeable is that frames allow knowledgealileems to connect the framed

information to their prior opinions. In short, Bsuckman (2001b) points out, it is
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important to understand the relationship betweewkedge and framing effects. If
those who possess less knowledge are more sudedptibaming effects then framing
effects are likely to resemble priming effectsdiiduals are likely to be framed based
on manipulation. If however, framing effects deble to take place for individuals who
possess more extensive knowledge, then indivicaralsnore than likely consciously
engaging in deliberation in the process of buyintg frames.

Framing Environment

In addition to predispositions and knowledge,ftaening environment itself may
influence the conditional limitations or boundarassociated with framing effects. A
non-competitive framing environment would only metsone frame. On the other hand,
a competitive framing environment would present t@mpeting frames that are
opposites of each other. A competitive framingiemment, for example, would
incorporate the presentation of a frame emphasthiegosts of delay simultaneously
with a frame emphasizing the costs of escalat®cholars such as Sniderman and
Theriault (2004) suggest that the real world impHGt given frame is neutralized by a
counterframe which emphasizes opposing considesatidhere have, however, been
few empirical studies examining the relationshipaeen variance in framing
environment and conditional limitations associatth framing effects. Most classic
studies associated with framing effects have exadiraming effects in the context of
two conditions. In one condition, the subjectrisgented with one frame and in the other
condition the subject is exposed to a differentnterdframe. The empirical studies that
have examined framing in both noncompetitive andpetitive framing environments

usually examine issues that are of high importalocgstanding in nature, and of course
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competitively contested. It is unfortunate tharthhave been so few empirical studies
examining the relationships between different wersiof framing environments because
as Sniderman and Theriault (2004) assert, peoplex@osed to more than one frame of
an issue usually at any given time. People arsingtly exposed to preventive war in
the context of frames emphasizing the costs ofyd@aosts of escalation. Rather, they
are exposed in general to these different framéseagame time.

One of the earliest studies examining the natticompetition on the framing
effects process was a study conducted by Snideama@i heriault (1999). The authors
implemented two experiments where individuals weqgosed to one of two frames or
both frames simultaneously. They found that irdials exposed to only one frame at a
time were more likely to buy into the frame thatswmesented. However, when
presented with two frames simultaneously individuaére less likely to experience a
framing effect. Individuals are more likely to ssvback to their original beliefs and
disregard the information presented in the frames.

Chong and Druckman’s (2007b) study comprises alguhb most extensive
examination involving the dynamics of framing etfem competitive contexts. In the
context of multiple framing environments, Chong &rdckman (2007b) ask whether the
number of frames in the framing environment inflees public opinion more or less than
the strength of individual frames. To answer fusgstion, participants were asked to
evaluate a local proposal in regulating developra@dtconserving open space through
the creation of urban growth boundaries. In addijtin a second experiment, individuals
were asked to examine the rights of an extrem@igto hold a rally. Subjects were

presented with competing arguments of various gthenon both sides of the issue.
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According to their findings, people’s values werggnificant factor in the policy
preferences across framing conditions. The conmgettontext influenced both how
individuals received as well as processed inforomatiin noncompetitive environments,
unmotivated individuals are inclined to use thesiderations made accessible by the
single frame. Competitive framing environmentstlos other hand, stimulated
individuals to examine the merits of alternativierpretations. As personal motivation
increased, individuals were more inclined to eviuhe applicability of frames and
therefore, only strong frames received supportlividuals who were likely to be
persuaded by weak frames in non-competitive costexte likely not to be persuaded
by weak frames in competitive contexts. At the sdaime, the authors found that
competition actually stimulated individuals to eags opinions reflective of their true
preferences or values. Individuals were more yikelgive weight to competing
considerations on both sides of the issue wherepted with competing frames. As a
result, individuals took a more moderate positizentwhen presented with single
isolated frames.

Source

Variables such as the source of the frame, likeftAming environment, operate
independently of the information associated wite ttame. The persuasiveness of the
frame itself depends on the sponsor of the frarBeudies associated with the source
credibility hypothesis fall into two camps (see otakpan 2004 for a critical review of
the source credibility literature). There haverbstidies which examine the main effects

of credibility and studies which largely examinee thnteraction between source

” Similarly along these lines, as Gamson and Maalijl{1987) point out, the persuasiveness of thadra
is dependent on whether the frame reflects realdaartural themes.
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credibility and other variables. Such interacti@ariables have included but not been
limited to: a) the physical attractiveness of tlwurse; b) the timing of the source
information; c) the modality of the media; d) indival disposition of the source; and e)
passage of time after exposure to communicatiom fite source. Most of these studies
have been conducted in the mass communication aar#teting literatures. Frames
delivered by credible sources are believed to nikedy shift opinions than frames that
do not derive from credible sources (Druckman 20MHarai, Naccari, and Fatuollah
1974; Hovland and Weiss 1951; Lirtzman and Shuv-A886). Frames work because
people turn to elites for guidance (Druckman 200@&eewal, Gotlieb and Mamorstein
1994; Heesacker, Petty, and Cacioppo 1983). lar pwiorks, source credibility has
referred to two phenomena: a) the speaker’s audiengst believe that the speaker
possesses knowledge concerning the informationcedsed with the frames he/she
wishes to present (e.g., the speaker must be agrtgdnd b) the target audience must
believe that the speaker is able to reveal whabrhehe may know (Druckman 2001a;
Hovland, Janis, and Kelley 1953; Lupia and McCubhl®98; Lupia 2000). In other
words, the source must be competent and trustwarthgture®

I will now present the theoretical argument whiehl form the basis for the
ensuing empirical chapters.
Non-Competitive and Competitive Framing Effects: The Theoretical Argument

As discussed previously, the framework attemptsamalyze how and when

framing effects operate. The theory makes an assomihat the framing process takes

8 Other studies have suggested that the credibilitie source depends on other foundations outdide
competence and trustworthiness. Berlo, Lemert,NMedz (1969) identified competence, trustworthies
and dynamism dimensions. Whitehead (1968) idextifour dimensions: trustworthiness, competence,
dynamism, and objectivity. McCroskey (1966) idéet two dimensions: authoritativeness and characte
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into account the interaction between elites andr tbenstituents. Elites, when they
attempt to influence public opinion, do so by engggn framing. In addition, | make
the assumption that there are conditions under lwliaming can and cannot work.
Elites engage in framing because the public imn¢lupon elites for information (Page
and Shapiro 1992; Western 2005). Because the qublireliant upon elites for
information, this creates an incentive for elitesmanipulate information for public
consumption. Dependence on information source$ @& the media is important
because the average person may not have the dbikitgsely monitor events around the
world. It is this ignorance that makes individub&holden to elites such as government
officials, journalists, and foreign policy experfsr valuable information. Elites,
therefore, attempt to gain control and spin infarorain such a way that they gain “an
information advantage” or “propaganda advantage”ntgximizing support for their
position and minimizing support for their opponengosition (Western 2005). Elites
may feel the need to respond to foreign policyesrithat might involve heavy costs in
terms of public support and opinion. It is, therefamportant to know whether or not
elites are able to shape such opinion based owdlyethey present information to their
constituents. Sometimes these elites engage ipetinon with other elites when they
engage in framing while at other times, elites rayninate the terms of debate when
they engage in framing. Furthermore, elites tmaage in framing have different levels
of credibility. Individual constituents, on thehet hand, vary in terms of the firmness of
opinion held towards the use of force. They varyarms of how they are exposed to

such information.
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Based on these assumptions, the theory | wisteveldp takes into account that
we can best make predictions concerning how fraraffects operate and when framing
effects operate through integrating concepts sush elites, discussion groups,
frames/framing, non-competitive/competitive framingnvironments, firmness of
constituent opinion, and exposure to informatidframes, quite simply, work through
exposure. Individual constituents who are expdseslich frames are more likely to be
influenced by such frames than individuals whorareexposed to them.

This explication leads to my first proposition énddamental hypothesis:

e P1: Frames influence public opinion based on exgoslndividuals who are
more exposed to such frames are more likely tofdbeeinced by such frames than
individuals who are not as exposed to such frames.
In addition to frame exposure, it is importantaidress the role of the framing

environment: non-competitive in comparison to cotitpe. The type of framing
environment is important in determining the expeaegree of the framing effect. We
can expect individual constituents to moderater theinions when faced with competing
frames presenting both sides of an issue, whereason-competitive framing
environments, individuals should have little imget® moderate their positions. This
leads to my second proposition:

e P2: The degree of framing effect should be more@uaced in non-competitive
framing environments in comparison to competitrgafing environments.
Besides examining the main effect of the framingiremment on individual opinion,

we also have to examine interaction effects thahmexist as well. Frames have two
key components to them. The first is the substaf@eformation associated with them.
For example, a frame might support the use of fdrgeencouraging the president’s
constituents to consider the costs of delay if stete fails to take action against the

adversary. On the other hand, the frame mightodisge the use of force by
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encouraging the president’s constituents to congluee costs of escalation of conflict if
the state takes action against the adversary. s€ébhend component to a frame is the
individual source sponsoring the frame. The frarsdonsor might be the president, a
journalist, a talk show host, or even a comedidience, | am assuming that the source
that is sponsoring the frame might be a sourceishabnsidered an expert in the subject
or a novice in the subject (Druckman 2001a).

One of the most important interaction effects he firmness of opinion held
towards the use of force. Individuals might haveorgy, well-developed opinions
towards or against the use of force or might haeaky less-developed opinions. Of
particular relevance here is the relationship betwéhe degree and direction of the
framing effect, the framing environment, and firmseof opinion held. In analyzing
these interaction effects, | borrow from Kunda’84@) work on motivated reasoning and
Petty and Cacioppo’s (1984) work on peripheral eedltral routes to attitude change in
examining how framing effects might wotk. According to Kunda (1990), when
individuals want to draw particular conclusionseyhfeel obligated to construct
justifications that can be considered to be redslenan nature. An individual's
motivation provides an initial trigger for the opgon of cognitive processes which lead
to the desired conclusions. As a result, onlyasdal subset of relevant rules and beliefs
can be accessed at any given point in time. Rmawledge imposes constraints on
motivational biases. If this is the case, thenwviddial motivation may bias the individual
constituent who has a firm opinion towards the ofséorce to accept those frames that

are reflective of preconceived values or beliefsengo than those frames that are not

° 1 would like to thank Paul Brewer for bringing migention to this link.
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reflective of preconceived values or beliefs. Hwer, individuals who have weak
opinions towards the use of force may not be asvatedd as those who have strong
opinions to justify their conclusions. These induals are more likely to be influenced
by frames based on who sponsors the informatidrerahan the information provided by
the frame.

Likewise, we can draw similar conclusions based applying Petty and
Cacioppo’s (1984) work on peripheral and centraites to attitude change. Petty and
Cacioppo (1984) note that there are two distinates to attitude change. The first route
they label the central route. In this particulaute, a person diligently considers
information that he or she might believe to be @nto the merits of a particular
attitudinal position. The second route they label peripheral route. The attitude issue
or object is associated with positive or negativesc As Petty and Cacioppo (1984)
point out, a person might make a simple inferenceutthe merits of a particular
position based on various simple cues in the psisnaontext. If a particular expert in a
given field suggests the information is true, tight be enough to persuade individuals
that it indeed is true. There is very little exdme thought concerning issue arguments.
So those who possess strong opinions towards thefukbrce might be influenced by
frames via the central route. These individualghhbe influenced by frames based on a
diligent consideration of information that they mmigeel is central to the merits of a
particular position. On the other hand, those wbssess weak opinions towards the use
of force might be influenced by frames via the pleeral route. The person might be

influenced by the frame that the expert advocaté&unda’s (1990) discussion on
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motivated reasoning and Petty and Cacioppo’s (198%k on central and peripheral
routes lead to my third and fourth propositions:

e P3: In non-competitive and competitive framing eanments, individuals with
strong opinions towards or against the use of faredikely to be influenced by
the frame based on the substance of informationiged by the frame rather than
frame sponsor. In other words, those with strgmgions will use the frames
with which they agree.

e P4:In non-competitive and competitive framing eanments, individuals with
weak opinions towards or against the use of foredikely to be influenced by
the frame source associated with the frame rattzar the substance of
information associated with the frame. In otherdgpthose with weak opinions
will use the frames championed by the party theyasethe most expert in the
area.

When we consider the relationship between firmnafsspinion and framing

effect, it is also important to note the degredrafming effect as well. How much does
the frame influence public opinion? It is impoitan consider this question in light of
the framing environment. In a non-competitive fragnenvironment, individuals who
possess strong opinions are more likely to expeeiemeaker framing effects since the
individual frame should not have an inordinatetuefice on public opinion. In the same
framing environment, individuals who possess wesaliets, on the other hand, are likely
to experience stronger framing effects because dheynore dependent on the frame for
information. The frame should have an inordinatduence on public opinion.
However, the relationship between firmness of aminidegree of framing effect, and
framing environment should be different in competitframing environments. As
Chong and Druckman (2007b), Peffley and HurwitzO@0 and Haider-Markel and
Joslyn (2001) suggest, when two competing framesectogether, the weaker frame
does not have a tendency to fall on deaf ears.hdRaineffective or weak arguments

create a contrast or boomerang effect. IndivEluahen faced with competing frames,
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not only weigh each frame on its individual merlisit weigh each frame based on the
merits raised by the other frame. In this contexdpmparatively weaker argument might
enhance the strength of a comparatively stronggunaent. Therefore, for those who
possess strong beliefs, the framing effect mighstbenger in the competitive framing
environment due to the presence of the weaker frtme it might be in a non-
competitive framing environment with only one frapesented. We should also see a
boomerang effect take place for those who possea&ev beliefs as well in competitive
framing environments. However, in this case, themerang effect should be created by
the non-credible source as determined by the doesti However, the addition of a
competing frame should motivate a need to delibeost behalf of those who possess
weak beliefs. This factor could mitigate againsb@merang effect for those who
possess weak beliefs. The following propositiaik¥v from this analysis:

e P5: The degree of the framing effect should be wefk individuals who
possess strong opinions towards the use of foarefthr individuals who possess
weak opinions towards the use of force in non-cdrmipe framing environments.

e P6: The degree of the framing effect should benggeo for individuals who
possess strong opinions towards the use of foraadoviduals than for those
who possess weak opinions towards the use of forcempetitive framing
environment due to the “boomerang effect.”

Conclusion

In order to examine how framing effects occur ali a@when they occur, | have
devised an original theory that takes into consitien both processes within the context
of non-competitive and competitive framing envir@mts. Theoretically, the
relationship between the circumstances under winaching effects function depends on

the psychological mechanisms associated with frgraffects. | explored how such
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psychological mechanisms operate in non-compet#necompetitive framing
environments as well as how individuals with vagystrength of opinion utilize such
psychological mechanisms (e.g., central, peripharas$) in buying into frames. These
psychological mechanisms, in turn, help to deteemwhether or not individuals buy into
frames based on the sponsor of the frame or fravgiéign. Knowing this information
will help us to make predictions associated with diegree and direction of framing
effects in both competitive and non-competitivarfnag environments.

In the next portion of the dissertation, | witegent my empirical tests associated
with these propositions. My first empirical chapaell examine the relationship between
frame exposure and impact on vote choice utiliamgn-experimental, quantitative
approach controlling for various domestic leveliaales. The second empirical chapter
will examine the impact of non-competitive and ceatiive frames on public opinion

towards the use of preventive force.
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Chapter IV
Non-Competitive Versus Competitive Framing Effects
Introduction
In this chapter, | examine the relationship between-competitive and
competitive framing effects on public opinion. darticular, | want to examine whether
non-competitive frames influence public opinionfeli€ntly from competitive frames
using the template of the 2004 election. Thistedaovas significant because it occurred
shortly after the introduction of the US led waitraq, which has been described as a
preventive war. Scholars have come to differentlimions concerning this question.
The prevailing view associated with this quest®thiat the campaign has a minimal
influence on voting behavior besides reminding tituents of the opinions they hold
(Finkel 1993; Patterson 1980). In this context,\War in Iraq might have minimal
influence on voting behavior. As a result, sch®laave explored the role of non-
campaign factors in examining what factors mayuefice voting behavior. Such factors
have included personal and economic conditionskBan 1989; Finkel 1993; Markus
1992), presidential popularity and consumer senttr{idolbrook 1994), and track record
of the incumbent presidency or party (Fiorina 19829r our intents and purposes, issues
related to preventive war discussed frequentlyughout the course of the campaign
might help to determine vote choice. Non-competiframes (e.g., issues) might
enhance vote choice for one particular candidaée amother and competitive frames
(issues) might moderate vote choice for the paddratandidates.
What is the evidence? Scholars such as Shav@)18®e examined aggregate

differences in voting behavior based on campaidraber whereas others have focused
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on the nature of elite rhetoric and voter evaluetiLau and Redlawsk 2001). Although
this research is ground-breaking and importamnio@s not address how the nature of the
communication environment might influence votindp&eor in an election where
preventive war is considered a salient issue. iBhjpsoblematic to this study because
individual candidates reinforce attitudes in wayest taffect voter turn-out and vote
choices through engaging in framing related adtigi{Althaus, Nardulli, and Shaw
2001; Brosius and Kepplinger 1992; Chong and Drunki2010; Dearing and Rogers
1996; Iyengar and Kinder 1987; lyengar and Simdd020ohnston et al.1992; Sheafer
and Weimann 2005; Zaller 1992, 1996).

In this chapter, | utilize a content analysis ofdlaecampaign coverage in thew
York Timesof the 2004 US presidential election. In partcull focus on how media
frames, both competitive and non-competitive, deiee vote choice for each candidate.
Frames operate as proxies for issue ownership and ¢f media coverage. Non-
competitive frames present one side of an issuesagdest that one candidate is able to
dominate that issue based on the tone of mediaageeCompetitive frames present two
sides of an issue and suggest that that parti@dae is contested in the context of media
coverage. Examination of how frames work has takaoe in the artificial setting of the
lab as well as through the use of hypothetical tioi®saire scenarios. As a result, many
of these findings do not take into account the extoial factors associated with the
political decision making process. Examining fragieffects in the context of a real-
world election campaign should help us to undedsttwow frames interact with
contextual factors better. After examining framieffects in this real-world context, |

find evidence to suggest that frames had mininfatefn influencing voting behavior.
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Important issues influenced the voting behavionaif-attentive constituents in
similar fashion to attentive constituents. In aidaif non-competitive frames did not
significantly influence vote choice and competitiv@mes did not moderate vote choice
as the theory would predict. Hence, we cannot niia&ergument that it was exposure to
frames which helped to determine vote choice. difiteon, only a select number of non-
competitive and competitive frames influenced opinn a significant direction.
Moreover, the most salient frames did not affed¢evahoice as hypothesized. This study,
as a result, argues that frames may have minirfedtah determining individual vote
choice.

Campaign Effects

If we are to make the assumption that elites engaffaming related behavior in
a number of framing related environments, how sthové actually measure such effects
as it pertains to the campaign. As Druckman (2D0wies, there are problems with
using experimental research to examine the natlige @ampaign on voting behavior.
Media effects associated with experiments tendetshmort-lived (Althaus, Nardulli, and
Shaw 2001; Druckman and Nelson 2003; Kuklinski let2800). If an experimental
approach were to be employed in examining the emite of a campaign on voting
behavior, at best we would garner a basic undetstgnconcerning how individuals
might respond to campaign events or short-termuwitimot necessarily understanding
how individuals might respond to the totality ofcampaign over time. In general,
outside of certain exceptions, experiments have cooisidered time as an important
variable (see however Chong and Druckman 2007bBking into account the artificiality

of the laboratory, the limited number of test salgeassociated with experimentation
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(most are derived from convenience samples of gellexdergraduates), and the fact that
the time element is difficult to manipulate in agperimental setting (e.g., experimental
fatigue, loss of participants, etc.), it would kerywdifficult to acquire externally valid
results in the context of examining the influen€@a campaign on voting behavior.
Ideally, the best approach is to measure the inflaef frames on voting behavior over a
specific period of time utilizing a randomly seledgtsample of the population in the
process.

Hence, when | am measuring the influence of thepeaagm on voting behavior, |
am measuring the extent to which frames (non-commyeand competitive in nature)
influence voting behavior. If the campaign infleers voting behavior, then the frames
put forth in the campaign should influence the chaf either voting for Kerry or Bush.
And if the frames themselves are to influence \gbehavior, they should do more than
simply influence specific campaign events whichsioehastic in nature.

The last important issue that | should discusgiims of measuring campaign
influence focuses on the impact of the frames dmgdehavior. In particular, we
need to examine if it is the framing environmenrattis responsible for leading to a
change in voting behavior. Hence, the researcigieshould be constructed in such a
way that we can prove or show that those exposethéomedia frame/s reacted
differently than those that did not react to or evekposed to the media frames. In order
for this to take place, the research design foh sugenture must address the following
three items. First, the voters must be actualfyosed to the information associated with
the campaign. Second, we should be able to measurdentify issues that are

competitive from issues that are non-competitikastly, we have to provide evidence
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that it was indeed the campaign (e.g., the franied)led to changes in vote choice for
either Kerry or Bush and not alternative explameaisuch as party identification, income,
gender, education levels, or prior knowledge.
Research Strategy

The main reason why experiments have been incagmbri® measure framing
effects is that it is easy to establish controloldthg all control variables constant, we
can establish whether or not the frames themsaieenced the dependent variables of
importance. However, as has been stated befoperiexental approaches are not the
most optimum method for measuring the effects chmpaign on voting behavior. The
strategy that | wish to employ takes into accohiat frames are initiated in a campaign
repeatedly over time, not in a brief thirty minusetting in an artificially induced
environment and only once in such a sitting.

Specifically, this paper focuses on the 2004pdssidential election. | examine
campaign content through an intensive content arsabf theNew York TimesThis is a
major newspaper that features a wide audience bscsibers. Most importantly,
however, researchers focus on M@~ York Timebecause it tends to lead to other news
coverage and thus provides a good indicator fométere of US news coverage. It is
possible, therefore, to make the argument thaptiitical topics discussed in tHéew
York Timess representative of mainstream news coverage.
| will examine the impact of the campaign by takedpok at questions associated with
the 2004 NES data set. These questions allow rpeotze the role of the most important
aspects of the 2004 campaign that might serve deriying frames to influence vote

choice. Using NES data, | incorporate measureocagsd with vote choice,



81

demographic related issues that affect vote chaseyell as the impact of competitive
and non-competitive media frames. However, becthes®ES data are not collected in
the context of an exit poll, this data may not adagly assess people’s reasoning as it
pertain to vote choice directly but to short tetimsli independent of vote choice.

Despite the inherent weaknesses associated withsa-sectional design, the
design itself is able to provide insight in examathe variance associated with framing
environments and voters’ decisions. Relativelya&p®y, those who have been exposed
to the media frames are more likely to be influehlog them. As it pertains to this
study, non-competitive frames should influence \atteice and competitive frames
should moderate vote choice more for those wh@gpesed to these frames than those
who are not exposed to such frames.

In this chapter, | test the following hypotheses:

e H1 (P1): Individuals who are more exposed to suaimés are more likely to be
influenced by such frames than individuals whoreokeas exposed.

e H2 (P2): The degree of framing effect should bear@monounced in non-
competitive framing environments in comparisondamepetitive framing
environments.
The 2004 US Presidential Campaign

The 2004 presidential election pitted George W.IBtise Republican incumbent
against John Kerry, the Democratic challenger.arirextremely close and controversial
election, Bush was elected to the presidency ir0208e won the electoral vote despite
losing the popular vote. His first term was markgdhe tragedy of the terrorist attacks,
which occurred on September™ 122001, only eight months after his election. Sor

after these attacks, Bush announced a global wasroorism, which featured an invasion
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of Afghanistan that same year and an invasionaxf In 2003. In addition, Bush made
significant inroads pertaining to domestic polisigning into law broad tax cuts, the No
Child Left Behind Act which reformed educational caontability standards, and
Medicare prescription drug benefits for seniorsordbver, the president emphasized the
importance of creating private investment accowstart of a social security reform
package and opposed mandatory carbon emission®lksont

John Kerry, his opponent, was a Senator from Mdmssetts. Kerry and other
Democrats attacked Bush on the Iraq War, and adduse of failing to do enough to
stimulate the economy. At the same time, Kerrinotal that the Bush administration
presided over skyrocketing health care costs,lkadacegulatory attention to the
environment, and poor job growth. The Bush campamuntered that Kerry was a “flip
flopper,” making contradictory statements concegrtlne war in Iragq and lacked the
decisiveness and vision necessary to successtapagate the war on terrorism. In the
2004 election, Bush carried 31 of 50 states, aoeived a total of 286 electoral votes. In
addition to winning the majority of electoral voi&ish also won the popular vote, with
50.7% in comparison to Kerry who received 48.3%.
Method

To capture campaign content, | performed a cardealysis of theNew York
Timesfrom September 3, 2004 (the day after Bush’'s decep speech at the RNC) until
November 2, 2004. There were two coders on thiscpdar project® Since there was
coverage associated with the election every day,rédsulted in 61 days of coverage. |

analyzed every newspaper article on the presiderarapaign that had the words “Bush”

1% Jean K. Guse was the other coder on this project.
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or “Kerry” written. | then coded each article mmumber of specific characteristics,
including position (lead, non-lead) and type (eul#tlp non-editorial). Altogether, |
considered a total of 14 different frames (3 contipet 11 non-competitive). The goal of
the content analysis was simply to capture the magsortant frames of the election and
categorize them as either non-competitive or coiiypein nature. | simply counted the
number of paragraphs associated with the issune lhumber of paragraphs associated
with each issue favored a particular candidate Bylanargin in a particular article that
featured either Bush or Kerry, | coded the issubesg non-competitive in nature. If the
issue discussed in the article was a non-competitame, it specifically advocated on
behalf of a particular candidate’s position onigsie in comparison to another or
debunked a particular candidate’s position on anéswithout giving equal time to the
opposing side of the issue. Furthermore, a catelgf@onsoring a non-competitive frame
might put a positive “spin” on an issue he or sked is important to electoral chances.
The individual candidate who was on the winning ehthe particular issue in that
article would receive one point, indicating a nmmpetitive frame in association with
that issue. However, if the article considerechhag¢wpoints on the issue or if both
candidates echoed competing interpretations ofpghdicular issue in the same article,
each candidate would receive a half a point onghee indicating that issue was
competitively framed. | determined an issue aadpéiamed in a competitive fashion if
the number of paragraphs for each particular cateidn a particular issue was less than
a 2:1 ratio.

After coding each article in this way, to determmeompetitive frame from a

non-competitive frame, | simply counted the numbérpoints associated with each
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particular issue in each article in relationshigézh of the candidates. | then divided the
point totals accrued by each candidate by the ttaiber of points calculated on the
issue. If the candidate that was awarded the majirpoints received 66.7% or more of
the points on that particular issue, | categoritbedissue in the election as being non-
competitive in nature. If the lead candidate reegiless than 66.6% of the points on the
issue in the election, then | categorized the issuleeing competitively framed. In
addition, if the article mentioned a particulamuissand took a particular position on that
issue or focused on particular positions on ttsses this was counted as one frame.
Regardless of how many times the article mentidhedssue; each issue was counted as
constituting one frame. Hence at most each artioleéd contain one frame on a
particular issue.

Table 1 focuses on summary statistics from théyaes, in particular data from
theNew York TimesEach day, th&lew York Timediscussed the campaign with an
average of 13.8 stories per day. In additiontaiie indicates that the paper utilized
non-competitive frames 63.3% of the time and cortipetframes 36.7% of the time. Of
the non-competitive frames, 76.8% of these frampparted John Kerry and 23.2%

adopted positions supporting George W. Btfsh.

1 Of the issues that were competitively framed, 45%hese frames supported Bush and 55% of these
supported Kerry.
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Table 1

New York Times News Coverage of the 2004 US Presidential Campaign

New York Times

Average percentage of days of presidential campzogerage 100%
Average number of campaign stories on a given day 1(2._861)
Average percentage of stories with competitive fam (n—?,%g%
Average percentage of stories with non-competitiame (256310%
Average percentage of pro-Kerry non-competitivenea (7n6_g<}/c)>
Average percentage of pro-Bush non-competitive é&am (2n3_g°1/g
Average percentage of pro-Kerry competitive frames 22_5%/%))
Average percentage of pro-Bush competitive frames Sig_sz)/iz
n=61

Figures 1 and 2 show the proportion of space deMoi¢he top non-competitive
and competitive frames adopted (in proportion ®ttital number of frames examined).
In contrast to the other issues, which receivedtsatiention, non-competitive frames
involving Iraq, health care, and job growth receitiee most attention. Of the 11 non-
competitive issues that were coded, these thraessslone accounted for 76.3% of the
non-competitive frames. Compared to Iraq, howewealth care is significantly less
important, (z =15.325; p<.01 for a two-tailed difface of proportions test). In this

particular study, the Iraq War was strongly considehe strength of John Kert.

2 Of the 488 frames associated with Irag, Kerry neei79% favorable frames in comparison to 21% for
George W. Bush. Of the 168 frames associated hattith care related issues, Kerry received 74%eof t
favorable frames; Bush 26%. Lastly, of the 122nkea associated with job growth, Kerry received &8%
the favorable frames and Bush 17%. Intercodeabdiiy tests were performed on each of the issues
related to the noncompetitive frames. Intercodéability indexes are in parenthesis. Of the érfes
recoded focusing on Iraq, Kerry received 73.2% falte frames in comparison to 26.8% for George W.
Bush (92.7%). Of the 20 frames associated widitheare, Kerry received 87.5% of the favordhdenes
and Bush, 12.5% of the favorable frames (84.6%4)th® 18 frames associated with job growth, Kerry
received 80.6% of the favorable frames and Bushl%3avorable frames (97.1%).
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Of the three issues that were categorized as caimpdtames, government
spending/services did not significantly receive enattention than anti-terrorism related
issues. Other competitive frames received scéentaan. Of the 269 frames analyzing
government spending/services, Kerry received 6b¥#e favorable frames in
comparison to 35.3% for Bush. Of the 267 framedyaing national security related
issues discussing the war on terrorism, Bush redevd% of the favorable frames in
comparison to 46% for Kerr¥. In sum, the election revolved around three mijomes,
Iraqg, anti-terrorism, and government spending/d@aevices. | thus anticipate that those
who are exposed to the campaign will be influenmgthese three frames the most. In
particular, the war in Iraq should increase votesice for Kerry. Meanwhile, the anti-
terrorism issue, since it is a competitive frant®wd moderate support for either
candidate. And even though government spendinigdseervices is classified as a
competitive frame based on the coding procedulhespércentages are heavily skewed in
Kerry’s direction. So it should not be a surpiifshis particular frame increases voter
choice for Kerry.

Assessment of Campaign

To assess the impact of the campaign, | utiliz&N&ta from the 2004

presidential elections. To evaluate the critendarlying vote choice for Bush or Kerry,

| incorporate measures associated with non-connaefriames (Iraq War, health care,

13 Intercoder reliability tests were performed onteatthe issues related to the competitive frames.
Intercoder reliability indexes are in parenthei.the 23 frames recoded associated with the anti-
terrorism issue, Kerry received 52.7% favorablenfea in comparison to 47.3% for George W. Bush
(87.6%). Of the 24 frames associated with govemtrspending/services, Kerry received 69.5% of the
favorable frames and Bush, 31.5% of the favoratalmés (93.1%).
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job growth), competitive frames (anti-terrorismygmment spending/services), and
demographic variable$.

In particular, to gauge respondents’ views talgdaerrorism, | examined their
beliefs on the importance of combating internatidg@aorism. In short, as the issue
becomes more important for the respondent, we dhsmé anti-terrorism moderate voter
choice for attentive voters more so than for theke are non-attentive since anti-
terrorism is a competitive frame. In additionxhenined the importance of government
spending/services.

| then gauged non-competitive frames by exangimsues associated with the
Irag War, health care, and job growth. | wantedxamine the level of importance each
individual placed on the issue. In particularagsess the importance of the Irag War, |
examined responses towards intervention and digtgm@o assess the importance of
the job growth issue, | examined responses towgudsanteed job self-placement.
Finally, to assess the importance of the healtd s@ue, | examined responses towards
the government health insurance issue. In shedause these frames are all non-
competitive in nature, as the issue becomes maqpertiant for the respondent, we should
see these issues intensify voter choice for Karnaftentive voters more than those who
are non-attentive. As indicated in Table 2, | atsdude standard control variables such
as ideology, party identification, class, religigender, age, racial/ethnic group, and
education. | incorporated political knowledge aatrol variable taking into account
that even if individuals are classified as nonsdtte voters, they still might be exposed

to frames based on high levels of knowledge in@aton with the issues. | measured

" When examining the frame government spending/sesyicexamined issues related to the budget, fiscal
policy, social security, housing, and education.
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political knowledge based on two questions: onéngsiespondents to identify the
political office that House Speaker Dennis Hadteitls and the other one asking
respondents what office William Rehnquist holdsodled this variable as an index. If
the constituent did not correctly identify RehnquisHastert, | coded this as a 0. If the
constituent correctly identified Rehnquist or Hastecoded this as a .5. Lastly, if the
constituent correctly identified both Rehnquist &fastert, | coded this as a 1.

Table 2
Description of NES Respondents

Variable Sample Data
Presidential Vote Choice Voted for Kerry, 48.5%t&bfor Bush, 50.1%;
Voted for Nader, .5%

Ideology Conservative, 55.3%; Moderate, 7.5%;
Liberal, 36.7%

Party ID Favor Democratic Party, 44.8%; Favor it#ijgcan Party,
48%

Religion Religion provides a great deal of guicka35.5%;

Religion provides quite a bit of guidance, 23.9%;
Religion provides some guidance, 18%;
Religion is not important, 22.6%

Gender Male, 47%; female, 53%

Ethnicity White, 71.5%; African American, 14.5%sian
American, 2.4%; Hispanic, 6.2%;
other/no answer, 4.2%

Class Upper Class, .9%; Middle Class, 43.8%;
Working Class, 50.3%; Lower Class, 3.7%
Education High school or less, 38%; some collegéy;
college degree, 28%; advanced degree, 12%
Age 18-24, 11%; 25-34, 17%; 35-44, 18%; 45-54,
20%; 55-64, 18%; 65-74, 10%; 75+, 6%
Political Knowledge 0 Correct, 67%; 1 correct, 2X2%correct, 12%
Attention (TV) A great deal or quite a bit, 42%gr8e and very little, 34%;
None, 1%
Attention (Newspaper) A great deal or quite a®it%; Some and very little, 29%;
None, 1%

| tested for framing effects by comparing the mesges of those attentive to the
campaign (denoted “attentive voter”) to those resiemts who were not attentive to the

campaign (denoted “non-attentive voter”). The delamt variable was vote choice (0 =
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Bush, 1 = Kerry). My assumption is that attentregers should pay closer attention to
the issues related to the election. As a redulames work, those issues framed in non-
competitive fashion should suppress vote choic&8tmh and increase vote choice for
Kerry in comparison to non-attentive voters. Ahddge issues that are framed in
competitive fashion should moderate vote choiceefthrer of the candidates in
comparison to non-attentive voters.

To measure campaign exposure and attention, | ieeanmow much attention the
subjects paid to the campaign discussed in the pegyes and on the television. Since the
NES data does not specify whether the subjectoe&dd access to tidew York Times
specifically, | could not directly measure respamideccess to the specific frames put
forth by this particular newspaper. This is a gigant inference problem given the fact
that it is not certain individuals polled in the SBata had access specifically to frames
presented in thBlew York Timedn addition, individuals also receive access to
information from alternative media outlets suchtasblogosphere. Despite this
weakness in the research design, people do resebstantial campaign information
from the local newspaper and television (Druckm@@4b: Mondak 1995). In addition,
theNew York Timekelps to set the tone for local media news covegigen the fact
that local newspapers much like thew York Timesimilarly receive their information
from Reuters and the AP press outlet.

Those individuals who read the local newspaperpand attention to it on the
television should in general have greater acceBauees presented by the media than
those who have not paid attention to a local nepspaEven though my measure is a far

from ideal measure since local newspapers and T eitlets may decide to frame
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issues different from thdew York Timeand attention may not be synonymous with
processing, the measure | adopt is superior teestilg measures such as “general
personal interest” in a campaign. As Druckman &0@oints out and Southwell et. al.
(2002) allude to, individuals may not remember hrouch personal interest they have in
a campaign but have a better time of recalling bmsely they pay attention to what is
written in the newspaper. Those voters who pdgteat deal of attention” or “quite a
bit” of attention to newspaper articles and/or Thénews are coded as being “attentive
voters.” Those voters who paid “some,” “very &ttl or “no” attention to newspaper
articles and TV news focusing on the campaign kdoas being “non-attentive” voters.
Finally, to test for framing effects, | regressedev/choice on both the issues associated
with non-competitive and competitive frames as \aslall control variables for all
respondents. Then | regressed these aforementiantbles on just attentive voters and
then on non-attentive voters. All variables in libgit model are standardized into a O or
1 format and the methodological approach is a litagit approach. Higher values on
all issues indicate movement towards Kerry sinceded a vote for Kerry as 1 and vote

for Bush as 0.



Table 3

Framing Presidential Voting

Attentive Non-Attentive Everyone
Anti-Terrorism -3.82m -2.47* -22.8%
(1.37) (1.32) (9.32)
ra -.259 -.876 -3.95
q (.755) (.874) (4.79)
. -.226 -.920 462
Government Spending (795) (.958) (4.37)
-.365 1.10 16.6**
Health Care (873) (1.18) (6.9)
121 -.260 -2.77
Job Growth (735) (.883) (4.81)
1.34%* .969 1.91%*=
Ideology (473) (669) (.629)
Gender 491 -.381 1.07*
(.411) (.561) (.567)
Race -1.14%* -.910 -1.11*
(.484) (.672) (.655)
Age 1.23* -.149 2.29**
9 (.649) (.921) (.912)
) .198 -.955 -.510
Education (510) (.659) (632)
Knowledge .326 -.785 688
9 (611) (1.17) (.876)
Religion -.635 -.001 -.429
9 (.528) (.710) (.734)
Class .895 -.134 -.429
(.587) (.834) (.721)
Part 5.06*** 5.28%* 6.10%**
Y (.522) (.754) (.722)
News 281
(5.28)
-6.63
v (10.16)
*
News*Anti-Terrorism (15_85:;)
News*Iraq (g'gi)
News*Government -1.13
Spending (7.24)
News*Health Care %ff;;
News*Job Growth (g'gg)
*%
TV*Anti-Terrorism 2(%678)
TV*Iraq (g'ig)
TV*Government -2.30
Spending (6.60)
- *%
TV*Health Care 1(;;)
TV+Job Growth (g'gg)
TV*News*Anti- -24.9%*
Terrorism (16.8)
TV*News*Iraq (]:_”08;))
TV*News*Government 2.99
Spending (9.80)
*%
TV*News*Health Care 2(E13é46)
TV*News*Job Growth (fogj)
N 433 223 373

91
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Results

The third column of Table 3 shows that all votéaken together, based their vote
on party identification, race, ideology, gender &me anti-terrorism issue. However,
none of the other issues influenced vote choidadividuals who believed that the anti-
terrorism issue was extremely important were miuedyt to vote for George W. Bush
and less likely to vote for John Kerry. Those wherevaffiliated with the Democratic
Party were more likely to vote for John Kerry. addition, minority groups and
individuals who possess a liberal ideology wereenliikely to vote for John Kerry and
less likely to vote for George Bush.

The first and second columns of Table 3 separdtéhewattentive from the non-
attentive voters. As the first column indicai@$entive voters base their vote on the
anti-terrorism issue. Non-attentive voters dlaeed their decision to cast their ballot on
the anti-terrorism issue. As the anti-terrorissues became more important, non-
attentive voters were more likely to cast theireviuir George Bush. As a result, they are
less likely to perceive the anti-terrorism issua@aa&®mpetitive issue. This might perhaps
account for the strong support for George Bushweéier, this does not take into account
that the terrorism issue failed to moderate votaaghfor attentive voters as well. Party
identification mattered for both types of voterghe anticipated direction. Race and
ideology influenced vote choice for attentive veterin neither case was the war in Iraq
significantly related to vote choice. However,aivhe way this variable is
operationalized in the NES data set (e.g., impoganf diplomacy/intervention), this
variable might not fully capture the extent to whindividuals support or oppose the war

in Irag.
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To establish the impact of the anti-terrorism &seu attentive and non-attentive
voters, | examined the predictive probabilitiesrofing for Kerry as indicated in Figure
la, holding all variables at their median valuesthen varying attentive and non-
attentive voters’ values for the anti-terrorisnmuiss. For example, if the median non-
attentive voter believes that the anti-terrorissues(0) is not important, the probability of
voting for Kerry is 84%. If the anti-terrorism issis extremely important, the
probability of voting for Kerry is 30%. For the atitive voter the predicted probability
changes in similar fashion from 98% to 45%. Attemt/oters based their votes on the
second most salient competitive image. Howevergssto the anti-terrorism frame did
not moderate vote choice for attentive voters.ewtive voters, as a result, were not
significantly different from non-attentive voters igentified in Figure 1b.

Figure 1a. Effect of Anti-Terrorism Self-Placementon Voting for Kerry

(Attentive Voters)

Attentive Voters

.8 1
1 1

Probability of Voting for John Kerry
.6
|

4
I

T
0 5 1
Values of Anti-Terrorism

Figure 3a. Effect of Anti-Terrorism variable on the probability of voting for Kerry
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Figure 1b. Effect of Anti-Terrorism Self-Placementon Voting for Kerry
(Non-Attentive Voters)

Non-Attentive Voters
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| ! ! !

Probability of voting for John Kerry
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Values of Anti-Terrrorism

Effect of Anti-Terrorism variable on the probability of voting for Kerry
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To further examine the nature of the framing dffeceran the model and
included a dummy variable for individuals who pattention to the campaign on TV and
newspaper in the fourth column. In addition, llirte interaction effects for newspaper
and issue independent variables and interacti@ctsffor TV and issue independent
variables. These measures specifically addresshehgtwas attention to the TV or
newspaper which helped to determine the importahcesues on vote choice. In
addition, | included three way interaction effeidds TV, news, and issue important
variables.

The results are shown in the final column of #igé. There are significant two-
way interaction effects between news and health, 3 and health care, and TV and
anti-terrorism. Hence, not surprisingly, we can m#ie argument that TV viewership,
not newspaper coverage seems to be influencingcohatiee in regards to the terrorism
issue. Moreover, there are three-way interactfteces among TV, news, and health
care. In this context, framing effects manifested thewsglamong constituents who
attended to the campaign on TV and in the newspaper

Given the inconsistent evidence presented by tiediags, it is important to
gualify the impact that campaigns have on shapegctiteria on which voters base their
votes. Two implications follow from this assertioRirst, if attentive and non-attentive
voters support candidates based on similar issues ¢their importance, candidates have
fewer incentives to try getting issues most favleab them on their agenda. The
motivation to sway attentive voters is less siguifit if these voters behave in similar
ways to non-attentive voters. Second, issues nliglsio important that individuals have

deep seeded beliefs regardless of access to frales result, issues that might be
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framed in a competitive fashion might create a bexang effect. Hence, rather than
moderating support for a particular political catate, opposing views might solidify
opinion solidly in one direction. Hence, this migxplain why those who viewed anti-
terrorism as important and had access to the fraigbt strongly support George W.
Bush in comparison to John Kerry.
Conclusion

This research presents a novel approach to hefgimglars understand the
influence that campaigns might have on the votielgavior process. Scholars in recent
years have attempted to incorporate framing typeagehes to help us understand how
communication might influence such campaigns (Ald)dNardulli, and Shaw 2001).
Work on framing, in particular, has been relegatethat of the laboratory. If we take
this approach to examining the influence of cammsigve will end up knowing more
about specific responses to campaign events tlsmomses to the campaign as a whole.
The study here indicates that at best, framesxrereely limited in their influence on
vote choice. Voters are more likely to determimgirtvote choice based on demographic
variables (e.g., race, party identification). Heee given the fact that tHéew York
Timeshas a decidedly liberal bent, determining whatuk/ a competitive and non-
competitive issue should be qualified. Since regiwvariation exists in the newspaper
coverage of the 2004 elections, the findings assediwith this study should be
qualified. Following Trumbore (2009), future waskould take into consideration
regional variation in newspaper coverage. Loealspapers in certain geographical
regions might frame the anti-terrorism issue ddfety. Hence future research must take

into account a more representative sample of leeaispapers and TV news outlets in
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order to truly convey which issues were non-contpetiand which issues were
competitive.

Second, future work should also emphasize otheoitapt variables that might
influence voter attentiveness. In particular, fatwork should examine the length of
time before an election that a vote choice is mattelividuals who make up their mind
early on in the campaign as to who they will chsirtvote for might be more likely to
pay less attention to the campaign. In contragiyiduals who decide late in the
campaign season who to vote for might be more tateeto the issues addressed in the
campaign. These issues should serve as a cugptarhandecided or independent voter
cast his or her ballot. Intriguing questions migttress the circumstances in which
framing effects are contingent on circumstanceslinmg length of time needed in order
to cast a vote. In contrast, it is possible thase who make up their mind early in the
campaign season do so because they are attentive issues and the way they are
addressed during the campaign season.

Third, future work should further address the retahip between issue
ownership and framing. As Goble and Werner (2@0&)g with Goble and Holm
(2009) point out, voters typically respond to appdam the parties that own the issue.
For example, the Republican Party is generally agkadged to possess an ownership
over national security issues whereas the Demaodpatity is generally perceived to
possess an ownership over health care issues.eHemrder to truly understand if
frames operate in a real world setting such asrga#&gn, we have to know if the ability
of a leader to use frames is dependent on theadmall advantage the leader might have

in regards to the issues the frame sponsorsptissible to do this by examining a more
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representative, regional variety of newspapersioing so, we can begin to take steps to
hold issue ownership constant and attribute diffees which do occur in vote choice to
the influence of frames.

Fourth, future work should address the relationslefoveen issue ownership and
Congress. In particular, are members of Congress mitling to decouple the party’s
reputation from that of the president by distandimgmselves from his policies based on
the competitiveness of the issues the policies wased on? As Goble and Holm (2009)
point out, members of the Republican Congress Weséant to vote against President
Bush’s policies on Iraq despite heavy criticismatiNnal security issues, in general, have
traditionally been an uncontested Republican is8leuld members of Congress have
been just as hesitant to vote against the presititng issue itself was historically one

that neither party owned?
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Appendix A Codebook
Content Analysis Procedure

Pro Bush Anti-Terrorism Frame Suggests President Bush has the right strategy and
ideology to combat international terrorism. PresidBush has the resolve to combat
international terrorism as Commander-in-Chief; wecdha leader who is strong and
decisive in combating international terrorism. @ae trust President Bush as
Commander-in-Chief in combating international tesm. President Bush will
destroy/defeat international terrorists and thbs¢ &id and harbor them; grant peace,
safety, protection, and guidance to prevent a éuterrorist attack; will devote the
necessary resources to combat international temgias the vision necessary to combat
international terrorism; has a competent admirtistnanecessary to combat international
terrorism; and will keep the proper perspectiveassary to combat international
terrorism to win and keep the public trust. KeagHKs the resolve, commitment,
decisiveness, and perspective necessary to sugitgssimbat international terrorism as
Commander-in-Chief; lacks the right strategy, idggl vision, and perspective to
combat international terrorism; does not desereeptiblic trust to combat international
terrorism; will not be strong and decisive in cotiig international terrorism; will not
destroy international terrorists and those thataid harbor them; and will not have the
proper administration in place necessary to graate, safety, protection, and guidance
to prevent a future terrorist attack.

Pro Kerry Anti-Terrorism Frame- Consists of an explicit rejection or rebuttatioé Pro-
Bush national security frame. President Bush'sg@ron in combating international
terrorism is uni-dimensional; we cannot combataiesm by military means alone.
President Bush'’s strategy in combating terroriseatas more enemies than friends.
President Bush is unable or unwilling to gain thport of our allies necessary in
combating international terrorism. The public cainnust President in combating
international terrorism; President Bush will nosttey/defeat international terrorists and
those that aid and harbor them; will not grant peaafety, protection, and guidance to
prevent a future terrorist attack; will not devtite necessary resources to combat
international terrorism; does not have the visiengssary to combat international
terrorism; does not have a competent administratemessary to combat international
terrorism; and will not keep the proper perspectigeessary to combat international
terrorism to win and keep the public trust. Kengs the resolve, commitment, and
nuanced perspective necessary to successfully canmeeational terrorism as
Commander-in-Chief; has the right strategy, ideplagsion, and perspective to combat
international terrorism; deserves the public ttastombat international terrorism; will be
strong and decisive in combating internationalaiesm; will destroy international
terrorists and those that aid and harbor themyaldhave the proper administration in
place necessary to grant peace, safety, proteeimhguidance to prevent a future
terrorist attack.
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Pro Bush Iraq Frame Suggests that President Bush is committed to fighéind

winning the war in Iraq; he has the right stratgugople and resources in place to fight
and win the war in Iraq. Under the leadership relsRient Bush and his administration
the US and its allies are making impressive gairisaiq and achieving political, military,
humanitarian, social, cultural, and economic pregrePresident Bush made the right
decision to militarily intervene in Iraq. The wa Middle East, and US, a much safer
place without Saddam Hussein in power, the userckfin Iraq is sponsored by
multilateral rather than unilateral forces, usefoofe are not meant to extend US empire
or hegemonic interests or concerns in Iraq or énstirrounding region. John Kerry is not
committed to fighting and winning the war in Iragpuld not have the right strategy,
people, and resources in place to fight and winathein Iraq, is wrong to oppose the
war in Iraq, is wrong to suggest that the war iscdrated for hegemonic interests or is
being conducted unilaterally, and is wrong to asstimat the US is not making
impressive gains in politically, military, sociallgulturally, and economically in Iraq.
Kerry's policies in Irag would leave the world, Mileé East, and US vulnerable to its
adversaries.

Pro Kerry Iraq Frame-Consists of an explicit rejection and rebuttalhaf Pro-Bush Iraq
frame. Bush’s strategy in Iraq is disastrous, mpetent, steeped in cronyism, has the
wrong strategy, people and resources in placayta &nd win the war in Irag. Under the
leadership of President Bush and his administraherlJS and its allies are harming Iraq
politically, militarily, and economically. PresideBush made the wrong decision to
militarily intervene in Iraq. The world, MiddIast, and US, a much dangerous place
based on the decision to intervene in Iraq, theofi$erce in Iraqg is unilateral rather than
multilateral, uses of force are meant to extendceldpire or hegemonic interests or
concerns in Iraq or in the surrounding region. nikrry is committed to fighting,
winning and/or ending the war in Iraq, would hale tight strategy, people, and
resources in place to fight, make progress militaculturally, economically, and win the
war in Irag. John Kerry will fight the war in Irdgpm a multilateral rather than from a
unilateral position.

Pro Bush Government Spending/Services Frar@®nsists of explicit support for Bush’s
policies concerning the budget, fiscal policy sashtaxes and the budget deficit, housing,
education, and social security and explicit re@tif Kerry’'s positions on these issues.
Bush engages in prudent spending; his tax plans sasceeded; policies will decrease
the tax burden; fiscal policies will decrease naicdebt and/or deficit; policies have
restored investor and consumer confidence in tbea@uay; economy has grown because
of tax policy. Bush’s fiscal policies will increaslomestic prosperity. Bush’s spending
policies will increase educational opportunitieayé led to excellence in educational
progress, standards, expectations, and/or reforrpnavide more opportunities for
individuals to pursue an education. Bush’s so@alsty policies will strengthen, harbor,
maintain, modernize, fix, and/or reduce risks taygaaind safeguard social security.
Bush’s policies have helped to lead to record gnawthome sales; opportunities to
purchase and/or stay in homes. Kerry will incegiax burden; fiscal policies will lessen
investor and consumer confidence in the econoragalipolicies will increase national
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debt and/or deficit; fiscal policies will be a disar for the economy, country, and its
people; fiscal policy will make the cost of livingpaffordable. Kerry’s fiscal policies
will decrease domestic prosperity. Kerry’s policigll hurt, harm, damage, increase the
risks of, and/or bankrupt social security. Kernytdicies will decrease educational
opportunities, lead to a decline in educationappess, expectations, standards, and
or/reforms, will provide less opportunities for imdiuals to pursue an education.
Kerry’s policies will lead to a decline in home osvahip; opportunities to purchase
and/or stay in homes.

Pro Kerry Government Spending/Services Frant@onsists of explicit support for
Kerry’s policies concerning the budget, fiscal pglsuch as taxes and the budget deficit,
housing, education, and social security and expkgection of Bush’s position on these
issues. President Bush engages in wasteful spggrdmtax plan has failed; policies
have increased the tax burden; fiscal policies edé¢o an increase in economic
inequality; fiscal policy will increase the natidriebt and/or deficit; fiscal policy will
lessen investor and consumer confidence in theasmegnfiscal policies will be a disaster
for the economy, country, and it people. Bustssdi policies will decrease domestic
prosperity. Bush underfunds education; his pdiewdl provide less opportunity for
individuals to pursue and education, lead to aidech educational progress,
expectations, standards, and/or reforms, will gfevess opportunities for individuals to
pursue an education. Bush’s policies will leadigastrous outcomes for social security;
will bankrupt, increase risks towards, harm, hdaimage social security. Bush’s
policies will lead to a decline in home ownershapportunities to purchase and/or stay in
homes. Kerry will engage in fiscal discipline amedtore fiscal responsibility. Kerry will
decrease the tax burden; fiscal policies will iaseinvestor and consumer confidence in
the economy; fiscal policies will decrease thearal debt and deficit; fiscal policies will
make the cost of living affordable. Kerry’s fisqadlicies will increase domestic
prosperity. Kerry's spending policies will increasducational opportunities; have led to
excellence in educational progress, standards céfpens, and/or reform, will provide
more opportunities for individuals to pursue anadion. Kerry’s policies will protect,
safeguard, harbor, maintain, fix, decrease riskato®, and/or modernize social security.
Kerry's policies will lead to an increase in homenrship; opportunities to purchase
and/or stay in homes.

Pro Bush Health Care Frame Consists of explicit support for Bush’s policies
concerning health care and explicit rejection ofri{s positions on these issues. Kerry
opposes innovation in health care that will helpdmwn on consumer costs; might
impose health care policies that increase the maltidebt. Kerry’s health plan is too
ambitious; does not take into account tort refowhgh might not effectively control
lawsuits; does not accurately add up costs assalcveith health care policies; will have
poor relationship with members of Congress on headte related issues. President Bush
supports expanded opportunity in health care pobéfgrs a dramatic, better choice to
health care reform in comparison to Kerry, anddrasnatically different and better
options to health care from Kerry; offers more op$ in insurance coverage based on
policies adopted or will adopt in comparison to ieBush has lived up to his campaign
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promises to deliver affordable health care to @djrsents of the population; has expanded
health care to underinsured sectors of the popuaBush’s health care plans will raise
costs to health care less than will Kerry's; wdlopt tort reforms necessary to control
lawsuits which will curb health care costs.

Pro Kerry Health Care Frame Consists of explicit support for Kerry’s policies
concerning health care and explicit rejection o$lBa positions on these issues. Kerry
offers innovative reforms for health care, offefisedter choice to health care in
comparison to Bush. Kerry will expand health cayeerage to focus on underinsured
segments of population. Kerry will help to keepltieaare costs low, affordable; for all
segments, underinsured segments of the popul&igh has offered no concrete
proposals for health care reform, has failed toigi®good, quality, substantive health
care for Americans or a subset of the populatian igipresently underinsured; health
care polices not working for the American familyetnumber of uninsured has
increased; has failed to accurately calculate tistscassociated with previous health care
proposals adopted. Bush has made little to no pesgon health care related issues, will
not make progress on such issues if reelectedthheale proposals are not innovative or
ambitious enough. Has poor working relationshifhw@ongress on health care related
issues. Bush'’s policies cater to high income Anagrscat the expense of low-income
Americans; will do a below average to poor job uiting health care costs.

Pro Bush Job Growth Frame Consists of explicit support for Bush’s policies
concerning job growth and explicit rejection of Kgs position on these issues. Frame
highlights positive job growth during Bush'’s tenumeoffice shortly before 2004
presidential election, falling unemployment levetsr to 2004 election.

Pro Kerry Job Growth Frame Consists of explicit support for Bush’s policies
concerning job growth and explicit rejection of Kgs position on these issues. Bush’s
record on the economy is highlighted by his ne$ lofsjobs since attaining the presidency
in 2000 which cannot be compensated by recentaietig job creation.

Measurement of Variables
The wordings for the 2004 ANES post-election arelglection survey values are
presented below.

Anti-Terrorism
V45107 US Foreign Policy Goal: Combat Internatiohefrorism

Very Important Goal (1)
Somewhat Important Goal (.5)
Not an Important Goal (0)

Iraq
V045125 Interventionism by diplomacy/military: impance



Extremely Important (1)
Very Important (1)
Somewhat Important (.5)
Not Too Important (0)
Not at all Important (0)

Government Spending/Services
V043137 Importance of Spending/Social Services to R

Extremely Important (1)
Very Important (1)
Somewhat Important (.5)
Not too Important (0)

Not at all Important (0)

Health Care
V043151 Importance of Government Health Insurande t

Extremely Important (1)
Very Important (1)
Somewhat Important (.5)
Not too Important (0)

Not at all Important (0)

Job Growth
V043153 Importance of Guaranteed Job and Standdrgiag Issue

Extremely Important (1)
Very Important (1)
Somewhat Important (.5)
Not too Important (0)

Not at all Important (0)

Ideology
V043086 R self-placement liberal-conservative

Liberal (1)
Moderate (.5)
Conservative (0)

Party Identification
V045257 Like/dislike scale Democratic Party
V045258 Like/dislike scale Republican Party

103
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If score associated with Democratic Party is highan Republican Party (1)
If score of Democratic Party is same as RepubliRary (.5)
If score associated with Republican Party is highan Democratic Party (0)

Religion
V043220 Religion provides some guidance in dayap lt/ing

A great deal of guidance (1)
Quite a bit of guidance (1)
Some guidance (.5)
Religion is not important (0)

Class
V043298 Summary: Subjective Social Class

Upper class (1)

Upper middle class (1)
Middle class (.5)

Average middle class (0)
Working class (0)
Average working class (0)
Lower class (0)

Gender
V043411 R: Gender

Male (1)
Female (0)

Race
VO43299A Race of Respondent

White (no mention of other race) (1)
Black (0)

Asian (0)

Native American (0)

Hispanic (0)

Other (0)

Age
VO 43250 Summary: Respondent Age

68-above (1)
43-67 (.5)
18-42 (0)
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Education

V043254 Summary: Respondent Education Level

Advanced degree (1)

BA level degrees, no advanced degree (1)

Junior or community college level degrees (1)

More than 12 years of schooling, no higher degi®e (

High school diploma or equivalency 3 (0)

9-11 grades and no further schooling (including/é@rs without diploma or
equivalency) (0)

8 grades or less and no diploma or equivalency (0)

Political Knowledge
VO 45162: Political Office Recognition: Dennis Harst
VO 45165 Political Office Recognition: William Retpist

Correctly identifies Hastert as Speaker of the leaafsRepresentatives and Rehnquist as
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court (1)

Correctly identifies either Hastert as Speakehefliouse of Representatives or
Rehnquist as Chief Justice of the Supreme Coutrtndiboth (.5)

Does not either correctly identify Hastert as eitthe Speaker of the House or Rehnquist
as the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court. Intexigidoes not attempt to guess. (0)

Newspaper
VO 43022 Attention to Newspaper Articles

A great deal (1)
Quite a bit (1)
Some (.5)

Very Little (0)
None (0)

TV News
VO 43015 Attention to National (Network) News

A great deal (1)
Quite a bit (1)
Some (.5)

Very Little (0)
None (0)

Attentive

Attentive: If Newspaper and/or TV News is 1 (1)
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Non-Attentive: If both Newspaper and TV News isslésan 1. If Newspaper is less than
1 and there is no observation for TV News or if Ngws is less than 1 and there is no
observation for Newspaper.

Vote Choice
VO 45026 Voter: R’s Vote for President

John Kerry (1)
George Bush (0)
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Examples of Pro-Bush Frame
Anti-Terrorism Frame

“This is not an enemy that can be negotiated witheasoned with or appeased.’, Mr.
Cheney said, ‘This is, to put it simply, an eneimgttmust be destroyed, and with George
Bush as our commander in chief, that is exactlytwmrere going to do.” (Lyman, Rick.
2004. “Cheney Says Kerry Suffers ‘Fundamental Miratanding.” New York Times,
September 4, 2004,
http://www.nytimes.com/2004/09/04/politics/campd@cheney.htm{accessed on
October, 15, 2009).

Iraq War Frame

“We are committed to winning this war on all froraad we are making impressive
gains.” (Franks, Tommy. 2004. “War of Words.” NewrK Times, October 19, 2004,
http://www.nytimes.com/2004/10/19/opinion/19frarikml| (accessed on September 18,
2009).

“Iraq is led by a free government made up of ith@itizens. By the end of this year,
NATO and American forces will have trained 125,0G@®is to enforce the law, fight
insurgents, and secure borders. This is in addibdhe great humanitarian progress
already achieved in Iraq.” (Franks, Tommy. 200#aft of Words.” New York Times,
October 19, 2004 ttp://www.nytimes.com/2004/10/19/opinion/19frariksl (accessed
on October 26, 2009).

Government Spending/Services Frame

“No wait a minute, wait a minute — to be fair, there some things my opponent is for.
He’s proposed more than $2 trillion on federal sfdeg so far, and that’s a lot, even for a
senator from Massachusetts. And to pay for thatdipg, he is running on a platform of
increasing taxes, and that’s the kind of promipel#ician usually keeps. His taxes — his
policies of tax and spend, of expanding governmathier than expanding opportunity,
are the politics of the past.” (President GeorgeBush. 2004. “Full Text of President
Bush’s Remarks.” New York Times, September 2, 2004,
http://www.nytimes.com/2004/09/02/politics/campa@BITEXT-
BUSH.htmlI?pagewanted=print&positigaccessed on October 28, 2009).

Health Care Frame

“These changing times can be exciting times of agpd opportunity. And here, you
face a choice. My opponent’s policies are dramadlfidifferent from ours. Senator
Kerry opposed medicare reform and health savingsuaits.” (President George W.
Bush. 2004. “Full Text of President Bush’s Remdrkiew York Times, September 2,
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2004, http://www.nytimes.com/2004/09/02/politics/campa@BTrEXT-
BUSH.htmlI?pagewanted=print&positiofaccessed on October 28, 2009).

Job Growth Frame

“In his remarks on the economy, Mr. Bush cast bmemic record in a bright light: The
nation, he said, has enjoyed 12 straight monthstofjains, adding 1.7 million jobs in the
past year, and seen the unemployment rate faldtpé&rcent.” (Bumiller, Elisabeth.
2004. “Bush Attacks His Opponent Over His Record’ares.” New York Times,
September 10, 2004ttp://www.nytimes.com/2004/09/10/politics/campdifpbush.html
(accessed on October 8, 2009).

Examples of Pro-Kerry Frame

Anti-Terrorism

“Less than a week before the first presidentialadiebMr. Kerry took aim at what has
long been considered Mr. Bush's greatest polistraihgth since 9/11 - the perception
that he would do a better job keeping the courdfg from future attacks. In two fiery
speeches here, with widows from 9/11 and mothessldliers at his side, Mr. Kerry
dismissed that notion and argued that Mr. Buslalkrezord on fighting terrorism was a
catalogue of mistakes.” (Toner, Robin. 2004. “KdPrpmises to Refocus U.S. War on
Terror.” New York Times, September 25, 2004,
http://www.nytimes.com/2004/09/25/politics/campdRfkerry.html(accessed on
October 22, 2009).

Iraq War

“It's hard to find a nonpartisan national secuatyalyst with a good word for the Bush
administration’s foreign policy. Iraq, in particulas a slow-motion disaster brought on
by wishful thinking, cronyism, and epic incompeteri¢Krugman, Paul. 2004. “A
Mythic Reality.” New York Times, September 7, 2004,
http://www.nytimes.com/2004/09/07/opinion/07krugnidml (accessed on October 23,
2009).

Government Spending/Services

“Four years ago, we had a historic opportunitghore up Social Security for years to
come, and George Bush squandered that opporttir{ifpher, Robin, and David
Rosenbaum. 2004. “Social Security Poses Hurdl®fesident.” New York Times,
September 18, 2004,
http://www.nytimes.com/2004/09/18/politics/campdisocial.ntmaccessed on
October 28, 2009).
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Health Care

“Four years later, have we had a big fight withn@oess that you can remember over
how we’re going to provide health care to all Arnsaris? Can the president come to you
and say how much progress we’'ve made, and thatewmsvered all the children in
America?”” (Halbfinger, David, and Richard W. Stegen. 2004. “With Polls on the
Move, Bush and Kerry Take Their Economic Messagéhm.” New York Times,
September 5, 2004ttp://www.nytimes.com/2004/09/05/politics/campad@ftrail.html
(accessed on October 10, 2009).

Job Growth

“My friends at the rate this administration is atig jobs, you're not going to have a net
plus of one job in the state of Ohio till the y@@i11. | don’t think this is something to
celebrate, | think this is something to get to work™ (Halbfinger, David. 2004. “Kerry
Urges Voters to Look Past Bush’s ‘Last Minute Preesi”” New York Times, September
4, 2004 http://www.nytimes.com/2004/09/04/politics/campd@kerry.htmi(accessed

on October 12, 2009).
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Chapter V
Conditional Limitations Associated with Framing Effects:
Experimental Analysis
Introduction

It is important to understand the interaction egbat might take place which
might confound the relationship between non-contipetand competitive frames on
individual public opinion. As | hypothesized irettast chapter, non-competitive frames
should polarize public opinion and competitive fesimoderate public opinion.
However if we are to understand which factors iafice public opinion more fully, we
should also examine factors which influence theaion of public opinion along with
factors which influence its intensity. By understang how frames influence the
direction as well as the intensity of public opmjave might have a better idea which
factors under which circumstances can be bestitesicas conditional limitations of
framing effects>
Framing Environment, Source, and Individual Predispositions

In short, | argue that in order to make predictiaasociated with the conditional
limitations of framing effects, it is important éxamine the variance in framing
environment, source, and individual predispositiarthis chapter, | will examine two

factors associated with framing effects and thdluence on personal opinion towards

> Research on the conditional limitations of framéffgcts is extremely important given the naturé¢hef
literatures which focus on the volatile nature itizen opinion to subtle changes in the news media
political speech (Zaller 1992). Druckman has régdist questioned these claims and has presented
considerable research illustrating the limitatiohgraming, most notably the impact of source dodity
on the nature of effect (Druckman 2001a, 2004bckman and Nelson 2003).
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preventive war. First, | will examine factors whimfluence the direction of personal
opinion. Second, | will examine factors which irdhce the intensity of opinion.

What factors influence the direction of public apm? All else being equal,
credible sources are more likely to gain supparafposition they sponsor than non-
credible sources. Therefore, we should expectthi@aState Department official is more
likely to be successful garnering support for osiagt preventive war than a comedian
might be. Second, individual predispositions drdig might influence the direction of
public opinion. By taking into account individualiefs, predictions become more
complex and less straightforward. | posit thaivithhals who possess strong
predispositions for or against the use of forcé el influenced by frames based on the
substance of information. Individuals who possessak beliefs towards or against the
use of force are more likely to be influenced anies based on who sponsors the frame.

What factors should influence the intensity of pilblpinion? The type of
framing environment should influence the intensitypublic opinion. If information is
framed in a non-competitive in comparison to a cetitipe framing environment,
individuals will not be presented with both sidésh® issue. Competitive framing
environments, therefore, have a tendency to moelerdtlic opinion in contrast to non-
competitive framing environment8. Non-competitive framing environments in contrast

to competitive framing environments have a tendegagyolarize public opinion.

'® Framing studies often take a rather narrow viethefinfluence of frames on how citizens make seifise
politics and hence have measured the effects gfamd frame at a time (Nelson et. al. 1997). Hawein
day-to-day political discourse, citizens are liklybe exposed to competitive news messages. Heisce
important to examine frames in both non-competitime competitive contexts.
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In addition, the interaction between framing enmiment and individual
predisposition should influence the intensity oblixiopinion. In non-competitive
framing environments, those who possess weakliopi@ions towards the use of force
are more likely to be dependent on the frame fapstyg their views. This factor should
produce a strong framing effect. In contrast, ¢hwbo possess strong initial opinions are
not likely to be highly dependent on the framedbaping their views. This factor should
produce a weaker or moderate effect. This relatipnsight be different as it pertains to
competitive framing environments. For those whesess strong initial predispositions
in these circumstances, the degree of framing e$feauld be determined by the counter-
effects produced by the weaker frame. The degfréaming effect, therefore, might be
strong®’

In short, by taking into account individual presbsitions, the relationship
between formation of public opinion, framing envinobent, and source is made more
complex. In addition, by taking into account fragpienvironment, values, and individual
predispositions, we can make predictions not amplving thedirection, but also the

intensityof the framing effect as welf. Hence, the approach | adopt not only allows us

" Research on competitive framing largely suggestsetkposure to two opposing frames that invoke

different values dampens framing effects (BrewedZ2@hong and Druckman 2007a; Wise and Brewer
2010). However, Sniderman and Theriault (2004yariat competitive framing increases the influewice
personal beliefs in the process and thus decrélasedfects of news framing. The increasing inflee of
personal beliefs in the process suggests that a@dlfurther examine the nature of competitive feamn
the nature of the counter-effect.

'8 1n general, we know very little concerning thetéais which determine the strength of the frame thod
which factors might influence the intensity of fih@ming effect. Chong and Druckman (2007b) would
argue that frame strength depends on source cligdiin general, source credibility works basedthe
theory of issue ownership. Credible sources estabieir reputations based on the accumulatedrigst
evidence of their activities related to the issineguestions.
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to examine whether or not elites can gain supporpfeventive war, but how much

support they can gain for such an enterprise ak Wiipotheses three and four suggest

that framing effects are conditional. In other wggritames should significantly influence
public opinion in non-competitive framing environme for those who possess weak
initial opinions. In addition, frames should sifizantly influence public opinion in
competitive framing environments for those who pgssstrong initial opinions towards
the use of force.

In this chapter, | test the following hypotheses:

e H1 (P3): In both non-competitive and competitivenfiing environments, those who
possess strong initial opinions towards the udercke are more likely to be
influenced in the direction of the frame that refieindividual beliefs and less likely
to be influenced by the frame that does not refletividual beliefs.

e H2 (P4): In non-competitive framing environmentsde who possess weak initial
opinions towards the use of force are more likelpe influenced by the frame being
presented by the more credible source.

e H3 (P5): In non-competitive framing environmentaniies should influence
individuals who have strong initial opinions leban individuals who possess weak
initial opinions.

e H4 (P6): In competitive framing environments, franséould influence individuals
who have strong initial opinions more than indiatkuwho possess weak initial
opinions.

Experimental Overview

To enhance the external validity of the experimtére scenario is based on a real-
life foreign policy crisis. The experiment is basedthe current US-Iranian crisis with
liberties taken to distinguish the fictional crifism the actual real world event. There

are pros and cons to using fictional crises in erpental research. Even though we

sacrifice empirical validity by utilizing fictionadrises in our scenarios, we avoid priming
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the subject to think in a certain way which canfoand the manipulation of the
experiment. The goal of this experiment is to gatlg effects of framing on public
opinion in the context of preventive war in genegnat simply to examine the effects of
framing in the context of specific preventive waesarios such as Iran. In this case, by
utilizing a fictional scenario we increase the gefizeability of our findings to a plethora
of cases that can be grouped under threats tonedi@nal interests.

In the Iranian crisis, the cost of delay from ai@pktandpoint might embolden an
enemy that is not rational in nature. If Iran daegquire nuclear capabilities, it could be
emboldened to become a regional hegemon. If legoines a regional hegemon, this
might lead to an arms race as other countriesamefgion might seek nuclear deterrents
of their own. At the same time, there could bessanfitial costs due to escalation if the
use of force against Iran is used. Iran has hadland buried many of its nuclear
facilities in a way that may be difficult to desgroTherefore, if the US were to go to war
with Iran, the military force needed to destroysta@uclear facilities may cause Iran to
retaliate thus forcing the US to escalate to posliuil-blown regime change. The end
result may be unintended consequences inside asilewf Iran.

Method
Subjects

| recruited a total of 344 undergraduate studewts fpolitical science courses at
a major Midwestern university. The participantgeveandomly selected to receive one
of six different experimental conditions. In faafrthese conditions, subjects received a
single frame (non-competitive situation) with eittiee US State Department official as

the credible source and a comedian as the nonbtessthurce. In two of these
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conditions, a different set of subjects receiveshgeting frames with the US State
Department as the source of one frame and a comadithe source of the other frame.
All participants were told that the purpose of siedy was to examine elite rhetoric and
its subsequent influence on foreign policy crises.
Design

In this study, a 3x2 between groups factorial gless employed. The two factors
are frame (costs of delay, costs of escalatioh)kartd source credibility (credible versus
noncredible). The conditions are as follows: dageredible; b) escalate-credible; c)
both-credible; d) delay-noncredible; e) escalateenedible; and f) both-noncredible.
The Independent and Dependent Variables

The independent variables are the frame and s@esuing each frame. These
constitute the makeup of the research instrumé&he dependent variables of interest are
changes in overall opinion and underlying beliefsagiated with conflict after the
presentation of the frame/frames. Before examichmnges in overall opinion and
issues associated with belief importance, | aslstijues establishing a baseline for
overall opinion. These questions are measuredldhpint scale. If overall opinion is
strongly in favor of the use of force, scores stidaé closer to 10. If overall opinion is
strongly against the use of force, scores shouldldser to 1. Individuals who possess
strong opinions towards the use of force will hageres ranging from 8 to 10 and
individuals who possess strong opinions againstifieeof force will have scores ranging
from 1 to 3. Scores ranging from 4 to 7 | defisengeak opinion. Individuals who

possess weak opinions towards the use of force $@res ranging from 6 to 7 and
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individuals who possess weak opinions against $leeofi force have scores ranging from
4105.

Changes in overall opinioandbelief importance itemare utilized to examine
the extent and nature of framing effects. Eacthe$e questions measured on a 10-point
scale are given after the presentation of the fraiffeese questions are designed to find
out if the frame had any influence in terms of ae@sto overall opinion and belief
importance of respondents. | test for changevanall opinion by simply inquiring how
strongly the subject is likely to support the uséooce after the frame or set of frames
have been presented. In this regard, | measurgekan overall opinion based on
comparing responses before and after the presem@itithe frame or set of frames.

Second, participants will be asked after the framgames are presented
guestions related toelief importance.The subjects will be asked how important the
considerations brought up by the frame were inorese to the question related to overall
opinion after the presentation of the frame. Sgateser to 10 indicate that the
considerations brought up by the frame were higidpificant and closer to 1 if they
were not highly significant in influencing publipimion. The considerations associated

with measures dbelief importancenclude “the costs of escalation,” “probability thie

crisis worsening,” “probability of US military vioty,” “costs of delay,” “likelihood and
costs associated with a future war if diplomacysdeet work” and “feasibility of
diplomatic alternatives.” Higher scores indicatm@re positive response to the belief

importance measuré.

In the sample, mean scores and standard deviatasusiated with belief importance are as folloys: a
costs of delay 6.81 (2.06), b) costs of escalatiéO (1.83), c) feasibility of diplomacy 7.40 (2)28)
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Framing Effect

| measure a framing effect by taking into accotetdifference in overall opinion
before and after the frames have been presentedceiithe framing effect takes into
account opinion movement. In non-competitive fragnénvironments, we should see
less movement for individuals who possess stroitiglimpinions towards the use of
force than for individuals who possess weak inbjainions. In contrast, in competitive
framing environments we should see greater movefoeitdividuals who possess
strong initial opinions towards the use of forcarttor individuals who possess weak
initial opinions. In addition, we should see sfgrant movement based on source for
those who possess weak opinions towards the usecef
The Research Instrument

Frames

The frames mention multiple considerations forghbjects to consider (Nelson,
Clawson, and Oxley 1997). However, the primary consideration of intereghis

potential costs associated with delay and the piatesosts associated with crisis

probability of crisis worsening 5.75 (2.49), e)dihood and costs of future war 6.63 (2.17), and f)
probability of military victory 7.06 (1.43).

% |n some framing experiments, the frame focusekisixely on one consideration (Nelson, Oxley, and
Clawson 1997; Sniderman and Theriault 1999) whifenframes mention multiple considerations, but
emphasize one as of primary importance (Druckm@®12pD My experiment focuses on the latter approach
and not the former. In addition, Entman (2004) wicanigue that the most inherently powerful frames ar
those congruent with schemas habitually used byt mesbers of society. Hence, frames should
emphasize considerations that members of societgemerally familiar with. Levy (1987) would argue
that preventive wars can be distinguished from pi@ventive wars by the presence or absence of apow
shift. If this is the case, then pro-war frame#hils context might be those that emphasize thes ads
delay. At the same time, scholars such as Van H1€29) have highlighted the nature of spiralinigets

as a result of conflict. Hence, a competing anti-fs@me that might be inherently just as powerfidimh
emphasize the costs of escalation.
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escalation. In addition, the sources take an exjplasition concerning whether they
support the use of force or not. People who um®dis also emphasize what the proper
response to the crisis should take into accourd.ififormation associated with each of
these frames is based on work by Levy (1987).hénscenario, those who receive the
costs of delay frame will be told essentially ttreg costs of delay involve the possibility
that one’s position might continue to deterioratdlree enemy develops the technology
necessary to produce dirty bombs and nuclear weaponaddition, they will be told that
it is unknown what the feasibility is of securinigldmatic support to contain the enemy
nor the likelihood and costs of future war if diplacy fails to work. Those who receive
the costs of escalation frame will be told thataig is uncertain and there is a possibility
that escalation could take place from intervenmgltparty states if they choose to use
force. This might make the present crisis worslearathan better.

In each of the frames, the credible source, th&Sta& Department official, will
be described as having extensive knowledge in agswotwith national security affairs
while maintaining access to classified military downts concerning the crisis. The
comedian, on the other hand, will be characteragedot having extensive knowledge in
regards to national security affairs or possessnsite access to classified military
documents concerning the crisis.

Framing Environment

Individuals are presented with one frame or tveorfes simultaneously.

Source of the Frame

The frame is presented either by a credible sotineeUS State Department

official or non-credible source, a comedian in tio@-competitive framing environment.
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In the competitive framing environment, the US &faepartment official and comedian
present both sides of the debate simultaneously.
Procedure

After reading through the fictional scenario anlid tinat their responses are
anonymous, participants are presented with a dedsdline questions asking them for
theiroverall opiniontowards the use of force. Higher scores indioabee positive
responses to each of these measures.

After being presented with the baseline questigmesented each subject with
either a single frame (e.g. non-competitive fransrigation emphasizing one major set
of considerations) or dual competing frames (coitipetframing situation where
competing considerations are emphasized by the saoree). The participants randomly
received one of the six statements — a statemeriofth by a member of the US
Department of State focusing on the costs of egsoalén=60); a statement put forth by a
member of the US Department of State focusing erctsts of delay (n=54); a statement
put forth by a comedian focusing on the costs oélkegion (n=57); a statement put forth
by a comedian focusing on the costs of delay (ns=&gtatement put forth by a member
of the US Department of State focusing on the coiséscalation and on the costs of
delay (n=58); and a statement put forth by a coareticusing on the costs of escalation
and on the costs of delay (n=58)Afterwards, | then ask two sets of questionsteelao

changes imverall opinionandbelief importance

1| conducted manipulation checks using ANOVA onteatthe six experimental conditions. In each of
the non-competitive conditions, | calculated crdiibbased on questions involving a scale of IL@owith

1 constituting that the source was not at all driedand 10 that the source was extremely credibe
Department Escalation Frame 6.67; State DepartDelaty Frame 6.83; Comedian Escalation Frarse;
and Comedian Delay Frame 5.79, F (3,217) = p£88. In the competitive conditions, | calculatbd t
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The last set of questions deal with idiosyncraéickground orientation items.
The first set of variables here (individual rislopensity, need for cognitive closure,
isolationism/internationalism, and militant intetioaalism) serve as control variables
associated with framing effects. | measure rigppnsity through a series of four
guestions asking individuals to select either la aigerse or risky alternative pertaining to
various topics (e.g., recreational activities, maimclimbing, travelling, etc.). |
categorize individuals as risk acceptant if thdgceoption A three out of four times and
risk averse if they select option B three out afrfbmes. Individuals who select option
A twice and option B twice | categorize as neutoalisk?? | measure individual need for
cognitive closure based on questions establismdiyidual need for order and structure
in the environment, comfortableness with ambigaitd open-ended judgments, and
possession of secure and stable knowledge. Eatiesd questions is measured on a 10-
point scale. Scores closer to 1 indicate a laveed for cognitive closure and scores
closer to 10 indicate a higher need for cognitisare.

| measure isolationism/internationalism througleaes of three questions asking
individuals for their views concerning US levelmadlitical and economic involvement in
world affairs, whether or not the US has a speci& to play in world affairs, and
whether the US should have an active role in wafldirs. Scores ranging from 1to 5
will be classified as isolationist responses amd 80 internationalist. | measure militant

internationalism by asking individuals whether tlejieve a strong military should be a

manipulation check using the same scale: Statefrepat Competitive Frame 6.61; Comedian
Competitive Frame 5.72, F (1,115) = 4%&503.

22 |n the sample, 42.2% can be defined as risk aanept0.2% as risk averse, and 17.5% as risk Heutra
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high priority, what the role of the CIA in undernmg hostile governments should be,
and whether or not the Iraq war was justified.

Finally, the second set of variables (e.g., vobebavior, political party behavior,
ideological predispositions, age, gender, racecaiitonal level, and party ID) establishes

the demographic context for the stufdy.
Results

The data analysis focused specifically on detemgii individuals such as the
US State Department official or comedian can engeadpport or opposition towards
the use of force based on the frames that areqesséor public consumption.
Framing Effects on Support for Preventive War

Using the ANOVA statistical method, | tested ftatsstically significant main
and interaction effects on overall opinion towattus use of force. In presenting these
results, | run tests on the entire sample (n=3#4addition, | run tests on subsets of
respondents based on their initial support forube of force; strongly support the use of
force (n=95), strongly oppose the use of force @)=weakly support the use of force
(n=130), and weakly oppose the use of force (n=71).

As reported in Table 4, | found a strong statiiiycsignificant main effect for

frame on those who weakly oppose the use of fér¢2,71) = 5.26p<.008, costs of

In the sample, mean scores and standard deviatgsuiated with cognitive closure, internationalism
and militant internationalism are as follows: cdiyei closure 4.62(2.94), internationalism 5.31(2,&®d
militant internationalism 5.37(2.73) Scores fadiindual questions related to each of these vaemhble
available upon request from the author.

% |n the sample, 45% were under the age of 20, B&8teen the ages of 20-25, 4% between the ages of
26-30, 1% between the ages of 31-35, 1% betweeadgbse of 41-45, and 1% over the age of 45. 57% of
the participants were male. 87% of the participavre white and 13% were non-white. Average
participant ideology was 5.0 (1=extremely libenatld 0 = extremely conservative). Lastly, 23% &f th
participants identified themselves as Republic88% Democrat, and 39% Independent.
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delay frame (M=4.78), costs of escalation frame 3W€), and competitive framing
environment (M=3.92). | found that respondent supfor the decision to initiate

conflict was considerably less when individuals evpresented with a frame emphasizing
the costs of escalation in comparison to eitheysascof delay frame or a competitive
environment featuring both frames.

Table 4. Main Effect of Frame

Sample Cost of Delay = Competitive Frame Costs of Escalation
Frame Frame
Weak Opposition 4.78 3.92 3.76

In addition, as reported in Table 5, | found a nraally statistically significant
main effect for source on those who weakly supth@tuse of force, F (1,130) = 3.74,
p<.06, US State department official (M=5.71) and edran (M=6.10). Support for the
use of force increased when the comedian was tireesof information in comparison to
the US State Department official. In this case fihéings contradict the second
hypothesis which suggests that the US State Depattafficial should have more
influence encouraging support for the use of fahea the comedian for those who
weakly support conflict.

Table 5. Main Effect of Source

Sample Comedian US State Department

Weak Support 6.10 5.71

Afterwards, | ran ANOVA tests examining interactieffects. In Table 6, |
examine interaction effects for non-competitiveriiag environments. | present

results regarding the entire sample size. In adit also present statistically significant
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interaction effects for those who strongly supor weakly oppose the use of force.
First, | found a marginally statistically signifigainteraction effect for non-competitive
framing environment and source, F (3,228) =2.38)0p<State Department Escalation
Frame F (M=4.98), State Department Delay Frame (865 Comedian Escalation
Frame (M=5.71), Comedian Delay Frame (M=5.52). €Hfeslings indicate that
differences in overall opinion are dependent onsth&ce sponsoring the frame. There is
a wider variation in overall opinion for framesussl by the credible source than for
those issued by the non-credible source. It ionamt to note, that overall opinion was
higher for State Department delay frames than fateDepartment escalation frames.
However, opinion towards the use of force is higbethe comedian escalation frame
than it is for the comedian delay frame.

Second, | also discovered statistically significaifécts in regards to non-
competitive framing environments and source foséhwho strongly support the use of
force, F (3,63) = 3.21, p<.03, State Departmenalsion Frame (M=6.26), State
Department Delay Frame (M=7.42), Comedian Escaldiame (M=7.85), Comedian
Delay Frame (M=7.53).

Third, we see very strong statistically significaffects for individuals who
weakly oppose the use of force, F (3,48) = 5.450@3; State Department escalation
frame (M = 3.25), State Department delay frame (5% comedian escalation frame

(M=4.36), and comedian delay frame (M=4.56).
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Table 6. Interaction Effects of Source and Framend@ompetitive)

Sample US State US State Comedian Comedian
Department Department Escalation Delay Frame
Escalation Delay Frame Frame
Frame
Everyone 4.98 5.96 5.71 5.52
Strong Support 6.26 7.42 7.85 7.53
Weak 3.25 4.85 4.36 4.56
Opposition

| also examine interaction effects for competitir@ning environments. For
individuals who strongly supported the use of fotdeund marginally statistically
significant interaction effects as reported in Eablin regards to competitive framing
environments and source, F (1,32) = 2.89, p<.1@ethan competitive framing
environment (M=7.21) and State Department offic@hpetitive framing environment
(M=8.07).

In addition to those who possess strong opiniorss&e statistically significant
effects for individuals who weakly support the a$éorce in competitive environments,
F (1,43) = 4.50, p<.04, State Department competiiaming environment (M=5.95) and
comedian competitive framing environment (M=5.26).

In this case, it was the US State Department affiwhich increased support for
the use of force and comedian who discouraged sugport. In support for the second
hypothesis, those who weakly supported the useroéfwere more likely to buy into the
reasoning put forth by the state department offitian comedian. However, those who
strongly supported the use of force were also rikedy to buy into the use of force

based on information presented by the US State iepat official than the comedian.
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Table 7. Interaction Effects of Source and Framengfetitive)

Sample US State Department Comedian
Strong Support 8.07 7.21
Weak Support 5.95 5.26

However, in order to adequately test the hypothesesimportant to compare
the difference in overall opinion towards the utéace before and after the framing
environments are presented. To do this, | run ANQ¥#s examining opinion towards
the use of force before and after the non-competdand competitive framing
environments are presented. In addition to examgialhrespondents, | also examine
subsets of respondents, specifically those whaglyssupport, strongly oppose, weakly
support, and weakly oppose the use of force. dgrefindings for the entire sample first
before presenting results associated with subseespondents.

As reported in Table 8, | found a marginally stataly significant effect for
respondents presented with the US State Departroempetitive frame, F (1, 58) = 3.37,
p<.07. Overall, opinion was higher before the cotfitipe frame was presented by the
US State Department official (M=5.84) in comparisorafter the competitive frame was
presented (M=5.03).

In addition, | also found a marginally statistigasignificant effect for
respondents presented with the comedian competianee, F (1, 58) = 3.54,<.07.
Overall opinion was higher before the competitirgnfe was presented by the comedian
(M=6.36) in comparison to after the competitivenilmwas presented (M=5.66). In

neither case did the competitive framing environtrsemve as a moderating factor.
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Lastly, | found a strong statistically significagftect for individuals presented
with the US State Department escalation frame,60j1= 9.57 p <.003. Overall opinion

was higher before the frame (M=6.12) in comparisoafter the frame was presented

(M=4.98).
Table 8. Everyone

Framing Environment Before After
US State Department 5.84 5.03
Competitive Frame

Comedian Competitive 6.36 5.66

Frame
US State Department 6.12 4.98

Escalation Frame

Afterwards, | examine the relationship for thoseovplossess strong and weak
opinions towards and against the use of force. tlk@se who strongly support the use of
force, | hypothesize that opinion towards the Usem@e should be higher after the
presentation of the non-competitive frame featuthgcosts of delay. There should be
no effect when presented with the non-competitog s of escalation frame. For those
who strongly oppose the use of force, | anticiphéd opinion should be influenced
favorably by the costs of escalation frame. Irtipalar, opinion towards the use of force
should be lower after this particular framing enmment is presented rather than before.
In addition, | anticipate that there should be fieat when presented with the costs of
delay non-competitive frame. Furthermore, | apate that competitive frames should
have more influence on opinion than non-competitigenes for those who both strongly

support and oppose the use of force due to coefiiects produced by the perceived
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weaker frame. Competitive framing environments $sthemcourage support towards the
use of force for those who have strong initial agms and discourage support for the use
of force for those who have strong initial opini@gainst such activity.

For those who weakly support and oppose the uswad, | anticipate that
framing environments should only be influentiasffonsored by a credible source. In
this context, the costs of escalation should disagel support for the use of force and
costs of delay encourage support only if sponsbyea credible source. Furthermore,
non-competitive framing environments should haveemmpact on overall opinion than
competitive framing environments.

In Table 9, | present results for individuals whimsgly support the use of force.
First, | found a statistically significant effedrfindividuals who strongly support the use
of force regarding competitive frames presentethlystate department official, F (1,13)
=5.23,p<.04. Overall opinion was higher before the competiframe featuring the
state department official (M=9.15) in comparisoratter (M=8.08). In addition, | found
a strong statistically significant effect for indiuwals who are presented with the
comedian competitive frame, F (1, 19) = 12436,002. Overall opinion was higher
before the competitive frame featuring the comedn8.52) than after (M=7.21).
Once again support for the use of force considgradtreased after being presented with
the competitive frame.

Moreover, | found a marginally significant effeor individuals who were
presented with the comedian delay frame, F (1,14)09,p <.06. Overall opinion was
higher before the non-competitive frame sponsogethé comedian was presented

(M=8.52) than after (7.52). Furthermore, | founst@ng significant effect for
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individuals presented with the state departmentsaoisdelay frame, F (1,15) = 8.54,
<.007. In this case, the overall opinion of respand decreased significantly after being
presented with a non-competitive frame sponsoreith®ptate department official
focusing on the costs of delay. Overall opiniondbbefthe frame was presented was much
higher (M=8.27) than after (7.40). Lastly, | fouadtrong statistically significant effect
for individuals presented with the costs of esaatatrame sponsored by the state
department official, F (1,18) = 26.48<.001. In this case, overall opinion was higher
before the non-competitive frame sponsored by tite slepartment official emphasizing
the costs of escalation (M=8.20) than after (M=§.20

In short, these cumulative results indicate thaglise an opinion is strongly held
does not necessarily mean that it is firmly held #rus unable to change. However, it
should be noted in most cases that opinion stdhsfly supported the use of force after
the frame was presented. Still, opinion towardsube of force decreased in all cases
regardless of source and frame. These results tdemdb support to the first hypothesis,
which suggests that opinion towards the use okfgtwould increase after being

presented with noncompetitive and competitive frame
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Table 9. Strongly Support

Framing Environment Before After
US State Department 9.15 8.08
Competitive Frame
Comedian Competitive 8.52 7.21
Frame
Comedian Delay Frame 8.52 7.52
US State Department Delay 8.27 7.40
Frame
US State Department 8.20 6.20

Escalation Frame

In addition, | find statistically significant regdslfor those who weakly support
and oppose the use of force. In short, | hypoteettiat statistically significant effects
should be based on source. In addition, | hypatkdbhat non-competitive framing
environments should have more of an impact on dvagpanion than competitive frames.

However, as was the case for those who stronglgated the use of force,
competitive frames influenced opinion towards tee af force. In Table 10, | found a
strong statistically significant effect for individls who were presented with the US State
Department competitive frame, F (1,19) = 16484.0003. In the first case, support for
the use of force was higher before the competftamme sponsored by the state
department official (M=6.63) than after (M=5.28imilarly, | found a statistically
significant effect for individuals presented wittetcomedian competitive frame, F (1,24)
=6.17,p<.02. In the second case, support for the useroéfwas also higher (M=6.42)
before the competitive frame sponsored by the caandtian after (M=5.96).

In addition, | also found statistically significagttfects for select
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non-competitive frames as well. | found a statadty significant effect for individuals
presented with the comedian costs of delay fran{é,18) = 4.91p<.04. Support for the
use of force was higher before the non-competftamme (M=6.68) sponsored by the
comedian emphasizing the costs of delay than @#te6.05). Moreover, | also found
statistically significant interaction effects faaimes sponsored by credible sources as
well. | found a strong statistically significamteraction effect for individuals presented
with the escalation frame sponsored by the stgtarti@ent official, F (1, 21) = 11.76<
.002. Support for the use of force was higher leetbe non-competitive frame (M=6.57)
sponsored by the comedian emphasizing the costscafation than after (M=5.57).

Table 10. Weakly Support

Before After
US State Department 6.63 5.26
Competitive Frame
Comedian Competitive 6.42 5.96
Frame
Comedian Delay Frame 6.68 6.05
US State Department 6.57 5.57

Escalation Frame

Finally, as reported in Table 11, | found a stretagistically significant effect for
frames sponsored by the US State Department dffaridhose who weakly oppose the
use of force, F (1,12) = 10.70<.004. Support for the use of force was higher itzefbe
non-competitive frame (M=4.50) sponsored by theesiepartment official emphasizing

the costs of escalation than after (M=3.25).
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Table 11. Weakly Oppose

Before After

US State Department 4.50 3.25
Escalation Frame

Table 11 provides support for the second hyposhekich suggests that the
impact of source and frame should encourage opposigainst the use of force for those
who have weak opinions.

Conclusion

Framing effects are viewed as evidence that editesable to manipulate citizens
who uncritically accept whatever frame they arespneed with (Entman 1993; Riker
1986). The results here demonstrate that this nmgbéssarily be the case. In addition,
there was little systematic relationship betweeangjth of overall opinion towards the
use of force and propensity to buy into frames lagbthesized.

First, there was little relationship between thad® possessed strong opinions
towards or against the use of force and directich@®framing effect. Those individuals
who possessed strong opinions supporting the ukad were consistently less inclined
to engage in support for such endeavors after ptasen of the framing environment.
This finding took place regardless if the framimyieonment was competitive or non-
competitive. In addition, this finding took placegardless of the considerations
emphasized by the frame. In addition, there wastatistically significant relationship
between those who strongly opposed the use of Bordadirection of framing effect. As

a result, the first hypothesis is not supported.
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Second, the relationship between source and fragfiiagt is inconsistent.
Findings largely do not support the second hypasHes those who weakly support the
use of force. Support for the use of force decrdasgardless of source if we compare
overall opinion before and after the presentatibtie framing environment. In addition,
findings are mixed regarding which source is marecessful in encouraging support for
the use of force if we compare the two togethendiRgs are more supportive for those
who possess weak overall opinions against the Usgae. These findings are supported
by analyzing opinions both in comparing framing iemments to each other as well as
analyzing overall opinion levels before and aftartigular framing environments were
presented for specific experimental conditionswédfcompare opinion before and after
the presentation of frames, support decreasedhéouse of force as hypothesized. In
addition, there is wider variation in scores if @@nmpare distinct non-competitive frames
sponsored by the credible source than if we comghiatanct non-competitive frames
sponsored by the non-credible source. Becaudasfthe second hypothesis is partially
supported.

Finally, the third and fourth hypotheses founddigupport. Support for the third
hypothesis does not exist given the fact that mmmgetitive frames influenced
individuals who have strong opinions as much asHose who possessed weak opinions.
In addition, | fail to find support for the fourttypothesis which suggests that
competitive frames should influence those who tstk@ng opinions more than
individuals who possess weak opinions.

Future work can build on the results in a few ciens. Given the fact that

strength of opinion was not an adequate predidtinaming effect, other variables
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should be considered. Future research shoulcgpsrtonsider the impact of framing
effects on individuals who possess different preges to accept risk or different
propensities towards cognitive closure. As Druckif#2004a) points out, individuals who
are neutral towards risk are more likely to be spsible to framing effects because prior
opinions are not strong in either direction. ldiadn, it might be fruitful to consider the
impact of cognitive closure (Zuckerman 1994). Aebater and Kruglanski (1994),
Zuckerman (1994), and Federico, Golec, and Dia0%2 suggest, those with a high need
for cognitive closure are more likely to base opits on peripheral cues or adopt
heuristics because they feel uncomfortable in emvrents characterized by
informational uncertainty. Individuals, howevethaevhave low need for cognitive
closure, are likely to process information morertlughly and thus might be less
susceptible to buy into frames simply based orr theiipheral cues.

In addition to cognitive closure and risk, we eaamine other moderators as
well. As Druckman (2004b) points out, interpersoc@hmunication might also serve as
a moderator of framing effects. Hence, we shoultigges consider the influence of
interpersonal communication on the efficacy offtlaening effect (Mendelburg 2002).
As Morrow (1994) and Wittman (1995) point out, papants can introduce alternative
frames into consideration. Hence we need to askhven interpersonal communication
enhances framing effects or whether it mitigatesregy them. Furthermore, we can also
investigate the nature of the discussion group,(e@nogenous, heterogeneous groups)
and its impact on the framing effect (Druckman &ledison 2003; Visser and Mirabile
2003). Indeed homogenous groups might enhanceatiieenof the framing effect on

participants and heterogenous groups lessen thacingp frames. An important question
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that might be asked concerns the nature of dismuggbups and multiple framing
environments. By attempting to understand the sdsatween group and framing
environment we will be a step closer to develo@ragpherent theory of the framing
effect. Finally, more work needs to be done in ppgharticulating a coherent theory of
framing to account for differences in preemptivesus preventive wars. Preemptive
wars take place in environments where the thresggby the adversary is highly visible
and imminent whereas preventive wars address ctmthat take place when the
adversary presents a vague or perhaps long-tegattiiframing preventive conflict
might present a difficult test in comparison togamptive conflict.

More generally, the results presented here fitith research on political
communication. Work on mass communication, as KEman (2001a) has pointed out,
has focused on the indirect effects of mass comeation (e.g., agenda setting, priming,
and framing). My findings fail to confirm past eesch that frames work through
deliberative processes where people seek guidameesources they believe to be
credible (Druckman 2001a; Miller and Krosnick 200&lson, Clawson, and Oxley
1997). However, more work needs to be done in addrg other possible variables as
potential moderators on framing effects, in patticas they pertain to marketing uses of

force given the real world ramifications of suchpencal research.
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Appendix B: Research Instrument

Experimental Scenario One

Various pundits, scholars and media personalite® lweighed in on the situation in
Bajikistan, a small country run by an Islamic gaweent. Bajikistan is an adversary of the US.
As is readily known, Bajikistan is said to posseight operational uranium mines and a nuclear
reactor, which it claims is being used for peacpfuposes. However, Defense Intelligence
Agency (DIA) intelligence reports have indicatedttBajikistan has been reprocessing spent fuel
from the reactor into nuclear weapons grade matefia a result, it is believed that Bajikistan
could produce a nuclear weapon within two yearsaatdirty bomb” within a few months. A
“dirty bomb” combines a conventional explosive sashdynamite with radioactive material that
scatters when the bomb goes off. The bomb cawkilijure through the blast of the
conventional explosive and by airborne contamimefiiom the radioactive material. Such
bombs can be as small as miniature devices orge & a truck bomb. The goal of any military
campaign if it were launched, according to the DA&uld be to take out the nuclear reactor and
development facilities around the country followsdthe use of ground troops to seal off the
uranium mines. Victory, according to the DIA, wddde achieved if the nuclear reactor in the
country is destroyed and ground troops have effelgtisealed off all eight uranium mines.

Overall opinion

1) Taken into account what you have just read, dgal support the decision to use force?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly Stgy
oppose support
decision the decision

Non-competitive condition
Costs Associated with Delay Frame

[US State Department official Ralph Wilson] OR [Gedian Wayne Scott] supports the
use of force. [Wilson has extensive background $hrational security related matters and has
access to classified military documents concertfiigycrisis] OR [Scott does not have an
extensive background in US national security relaatters nor does he have access to classified
military documents concerning this crisis]. Heidets that there are uncertainties regarding
whether or not one’s position will continue to d&ieate in comparison to Bajikistan if a
response to the crisis is delayed. According tdgovi] OR [Scott], it is unknown how much
more formidable of a foe Bajikistan will be if iedelops the technology necessary to produce
dirty bombs and nuclear weapons. Furthermore, g0l OR [Scott] suggest that it is unknown
what the feasibility is of securing diplomatic soppto actually contain and/or appease Bajikistan
or to know the likelihood and costs of a future watiplomacy were not to work in appeasing
Bajikistan.
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OR
Costs Associated with Crisis Escalation Frame

[US State Department official Ralph Wilson] OR [Gedimn Wayne Scott] does not
support the use of force. [Wilson has extensivek@pgound in US national security related
matters and has access to classified military dectsnconcerning this crisis] OR [Scott does not
have an extensive background in US national sgowgiited matters nor does he have access to
classified military documents concerning this sjisiHe believes that even though there is a
greater than 50% chance that victory may be acHiév@nflict is initiated, there is still a chance
that the US may not succeed in its military goald abjectives. In addition, according to
[Wilson] OR [Scott], the US should consider theelikood of escalation from intervening third
party states if they choose to use force which make the present crisis worse rather than
better.

Overall opinion

2) After hearing the views of [Ralph Wilson] OR [We Scott], would you support the decision
to use force?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly Stgly
oppose support
decision decision

Belief Importance

3) How important do you consider [the potentialts@ssociated with delay] OR [the potential
costs of escalation] in determining your suppormposition to the use of force?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Not at Extremely
all Important
important

4) How important do you consider [the feasibilifydiplomatic alternatives] OR [the possibility
that the US may make the crisis worse if they optge force] in determining your support or
opposition to the use of force?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Not at Extremely
all Important
important

5) How important do you consider [the likelihooddarosts of a future war] OR [possibility that
the US may not achieve a victorious outcome] irihaining your support or opposition to the
use of force?
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Not at Extremely
all Important
important

Background Information Questions

6) Each of the items below contains two choicend B. Pleaseircle which of the choices
mostdescribes your likes or the way you feel. Pldasas on your likes and feelings (and not
how others feel or how one is “supposed” to fe@lhere are no right or wrong answers.

A. 1would like to take off on a trip with no prdgmned or definite routes, or timetable.
B. When | go on a trip, | like to plan my route aidetable very carefully.

A. | often wish | could be a mountain climber.
B. | can’t understand people who risk their nedkslting mountains.

A. | like to explore a strange city or section @vh by myself, even if it means getting lost.
B. | prefer a map when | am in a place | don't kneell.

A. | sometimes like to do things that are a liftightening.
B. A sensible person avoids activities that amgéaous.

7) | think that having clear order and rules atkvsressential for success.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

8) I'd rather hear bad news than stay in a stateoértainty.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

9) | usually make important decisions quickly andftdently.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree



138

10) 1 don't like to go into a situation without knowimvghat to expect from it

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

11) I usually do not consult many different opirsdrefore forming my own view.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

12) In general, I think it is wise for the US too&V political or economic involvement with other
countries.

Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly
Disagree Agree

13) The US must play an active role in world afair

Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly
Disagree Agree

14) The US has a special role in world politics.

Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly
Disagree Agree

15) A strong military should be a very high prigrior the US.

Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly
Disagree Agree

16) There is nothing wrong with using the CIA tademmine hostile governments.
Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly

Disagree Agree

17) The Irag War was justified.

Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly
Disagree Agree

18) Age: (Under 20) (21-25) (26-30) @33y (36-40) (41-45) (46 and above)

19) Gender: (Male) (Female)
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20) Race: (White) (Black) (Hispanic) (Asiar(Pacific Islander)
(Native American) (Black and Asian) (BlaakdaNative American)
(Black and Hispanic) (Black and White) (Asiand Native American)
(Asian and Hispanic) (Asian and White) (MatAmerican and Hispanic)
(Native American and White) (Hispanic and Wi (Other)

21) Education Level: (High School or less) (Somddge) (College Degree) (Advanced Degree)

22) What position on the ideological spectrum lbeptesents your political views?

Extremely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Extremely
Liberal Conservative

23) Generally speaking, do you consider yourse Republican, Democrat, Independent, or
what? Write down your answer on the line below.

Manipulation Check

24) How credible was the source passing alongnfioemation?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Not at all Extremely
Credible Credible

25) Do you consider the environment in which tHerimation was presented to be non-
competitive or competitive in nature?

Competitive
Non-Competitive

Competitive Condition

[US State Department official Ralph Wilson] OR f@edian Wayne Scott] suggests
based on research done that we need to considetheotosts of delay and costs of escalation
regarding the use of force. [Wilson has an extensackground in national security related
matters and he has access to classified militacyments concerning these matters] OR [Scott
does not have an extensive background in natietalrity related matters and he does not have
access to classified military documents concertiiege matters]. He believes that there are
uncertainties regarding whether or not one’s pasitill continue to deteriorate in comparison to
Bajikistan if a response to the crisis is delay@dcording to [Wilson] OR [Scott] it is unknown
how much more formidable of a foe Bajikistan widl i it develops the technology necessary to
produce dirty bombs and nuclear weapons. Furthernfié/ilson] OR [Scott] suggests that it is
unknown what the feasibility is of securing dipldinaupport to actually contain and/or appease
Bajikistan or to know the likelihood and costs dfiture war if diplomacy were not to work in
appeasing Bajikistan.
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At the same, [Wilson] OR [Scott] suggests that ed@ugh there is a 50% chance that
victory may be achieved if conflict is initiatedhetre is still a chance that the US may not succeed
in its military goals and objectives. In additi@rcording to [Wilson] OR [Scott] the US should
consider the likelihood of escalation from interiventhird party states if they choose to use force
which may make the present crisis worse rather ibiedier.

Overall Opinion

2) After hearing the views of [Wilson] or [Scotfyould you support the decision to use force?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Strongly Stgy

oppose supportdbeision
the decision

Belief Importance

3) How important do you consider the potential sastdelay in determining your support or
opposition to the use of force?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Not at Extremely
all Important
important

4) How important do you consider the potential sastescalation in determining your support or
opposition to the use of force?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Not at Extremely
all Important
important

5) How important do you consider the feasibilitydilomatic alternatives in determining your
support or opposition to the use of force?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Not at Extremely
all Important

important
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6) How important do you consider the possibilitgttthe use of force may make the crisis worse
in determining your support or opposition to the o§force?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Not at Extremely
all Important
important

7) How important do you consider the likelihood aodts of a future war in determining your
support or opposition to the use of force?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Not at Extremely
all Important
important

8) How important do you consider the possibilitgitthe US may not achieve a victorious
outcome in determining your support or oppositiothie use of force?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Not at Extremely
all Important
important

Background information questions

9) Each of the items below contains two choicesd B. Pleaseircle which of the choices
mostdescribes your likes or the way you feel. Pldasas on your likes and feelings (and not
how others feel or how one is “supposed” to fe@lhere are no right or wrong answers.

1. A. lwould like to take off on a trip with no prdgmned or definite routes, or timetable.
B. When | go on a trip, | like to plan my route aidetable very carefully.
2. A. |l often wish I could be a mountain climber.
B. | can’'t understand people who risk their nedksliing mountains.
3. A. llike to explore a strange city or section @ivh by myself, even if it means getting lost.
B. | prefer a map when | am in a place | don't kneell.
4. A. | sometimes like to do things that are a liftightening.
B. A sensible person avoids activities that amgéaous.
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10) I think that having clear order and rules atknis essential for success.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

11) I'd rather hear bad news than stay in a statmoertainty.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

12) I usually make important decisions quickly aodfidently.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

13)1 don't like to go into a situation without knowimvghat to expect from it

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

14) I usually do not consult many different opirsdrefore forming my own view.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

15) In general, I think it is wise for the US too&V political or economic involvement with other
countries.

Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly
Disagree Agree

16) The US must play an active role in world afair

Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly
Disagree Agree
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17) The US has a special role in world politics.

Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly
Disagree Agree

18) A strong military should be a very high prigrior the US.

Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly
Disagree Agree

19) There is nothing wrong with using the CIA tadermmine hostile governments.

Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly
Disagree Agree

20) The Iraqg War was justified.

Strongy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Strongly
Disagree Agree

21) Age: (Under 20) (21-25) (26-30) @3> (36-40) (41-45) (46 and above)
22) Gender: (Male) (Female)

23) Race: (White) (Black) (Hispanic) (Asiar{Pacific Islander)
(Native American) (Black and Asian) (BlaakdaNative American)
(Black and Hispanic) (Black and White) (Asiand Native American)
(Asian and Hispanic) (Asian and White) (MatAmerican and Hispanic)
(Native American and White) (Hispanic and Wi (Other)

24) Education Level: Education Level: (High Schopoless) (Some College) (College Degree)
(Advanced Degree)

25) What position on the ideological spectrum lbeptesents your political views?

Extremely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 Extremely
Liberal Conservative

26) Generally speaking, do you consider yourse# Republican, Democrat, Independent, or
what? Write down your answer on the line below.

Manipulation Check
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27) How credible was the source passing alongrtfoermation?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Not at all Extremely
Credible Credible

28) Do you consider the environment in which tHerimation was presented to be non-
competitive or competitive in nature?

Competitive
Non-Competitive
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Conclusion

This study was designed to explore how frames wmrkfluence public opinion
for or against preventive war. This dissertatias Bxamined how the nature of the
framing environment, source, and initial predisponiinteract to explain how elites are
able to use frames to influence public opinion. egnthis study sought to answer the
following questions:

a) Do non-competitive frames influence public agir? Do competitive frames
moderate public opinion?

b) How do non-competitive and competitive framaftuience public opinion for
those who initially possess strong opinions towdtds use of force in comparison to
those who initially possess weak opinions towahdsuse of force?

Empirical Findings

The main empirical findings are chapter specifid aere summarized within the
respective empirical chapters. This section wilhtgsize the empirical findings that
address the study’s two research questions.

Non-Competitive Versus Competitive Framing Effects

The first empirical chapter illustrated the impaétat non-competitive and
competitive frames had on overall opinion. Theanguestion | explored was whether
non-competitive frames influenced public opiniondatompetitive frames moderated
such opinion. In this chapter, | explored the rela&hip between framing and voting
behavior in regards to the 2004 US presidentiaitiele pitting George W. Bush against
John Kerry. | conducted content analysis on onpmrewspaper, thslew York Times

from the first day after the end of the Republi€onvention (September 8, 2004) to the
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day of the presidential election, November 2, 2004vanted to determine whether
individuals that were exposed to political informat from the newspaper determined
their vote choice based on frames the newspapeséacon the most. In addition, |
wanted to discover whether these findings werdstitzlly different from individuals
who did not pay attention to the 2004 US presig@éreiection. | hypothesized that
competitive frames were not significantly likely itafluence vote choice whereas non-
competitive frames, on the other hand, would infltee voting behavior in favor of one
candidate over another. Non-competitive frames wkegnes that supported one
candidate approximately 67% of the time or moretlo® issue whereas competitive
frames supported a given candidate less than 8¥étn-competitive frames in this study
were strongly pro-Kerry (e.g., Iraq, health carad gob growth). There were two
competitive frames in this study, one pro-Bush .(etlpe anti-terrorism issue) and the
other, pro-Kerry (government spending). | hypoithes that as attentive people attached
greater importance to the non-competitive issues,more likely they were to vote for
John Kerry. However, | hypothesized that accessoimpetitive frames for attentive
people would moderate vote choice.

Overall, non-competitive frames had minimal effaot influencing voting
behavior through exposure. As each of the non-ebitnge issues grew in importance,
individuals were neither more nor less likely tade/for one candidate over another. Of
the two competitive frames that were considereithis election, one particular frame had
a significant impact on voting behavior (e.g., &émti-terrorism frame). The anti-terrorism
frame was highly salient given the fact that th@2@lection was largely viewed as a

referendum on 9-11. As people placed more impoetam the issue, they were likely to
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vote more for George Bush and less for John Ketpwever, individuals who were
attentive and not attentive were both likely to sider the anti-terrorism issue as
important in determining their vote choice for Rdest Bush. In particular, it was
exposure to both the TV and newspaper and/or exedsuTV viewership alone that
significantly influenced vote choice in regardstite anti-terrorism issue. Access to the
newspaper alone did not significantly influenceevoloice in regards to this issue.
Conditional Limitations Associated with Framing é&tffis: Experimental Analysis

In the second chapter, | examined how non-competiind competitive frames
influenced public opinion. In particular, | wanteéd see if the relationship between
framing environment and overall opinion would beda@ted by frame source and initial
opinion. | hypothesized that individuals who possesinitially strong opinions towards
the use of force would be influenced by frames thase central cues such as
informational substance and individuals who possggsitially weak opinions would be
influenced by frames based on peripheral cues asidource.

In general, regardless of intensity of initial apm the credibility of the source or
the strength of initial opinion failed to serve aslimitation or enhancement on the
framing effect. These findings contradict reseawmhich suggests that individuals
delegate to credible sources because they are temipend trustworthy in nature
(Druckman 2001l1a; Grewal, Gotlieb and Mammorsteir®419Heesacker, Petty, and
Cacioppo 1983; Horai, Naccari and Fatuollah 197dylehd and Weiss 1951; Lirtzman
and Shuv-Ami 1986). In addition, | also examinegpdthesis which attempted to
address the relationship between framing envirotiraad intensity of initial opinion. |

predicted that non-competitive environments woukllveh less effect on those who
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possessed strong overall opinions in comparisaihndse who possessed weak opinions
and that competitive framing environments would éhavbetter chance of possessing a
moderating influence for those who possessed watdiali opinions than those who
possessed strong initial opinions. In short, thegmtheses were not upheld.
Recommendations for Future Research

Based on this dissertation, | believe that futesearch integrating framing
effects, public opinion, and the use of force cartped in the following direction.
Relationship between Framing Environment and OMederators

We should strive to see if there is a relationgi@jween source credibility and
need for cognitive closure. Hence, individuals wlossess a high need for such closure
might be more likely to buy into frames based oumrse than individuals who possessed
a low need for such closure. Prior research hamed the importance that cognitive
style might play in proclivity towards nuanced tigbtiand information processing
(Crowson, Debacker, and Thoma 2006; Federico, Galet Dial 2005; Holbert and
Hanson 2006; Le Boeuf and Shafir 2003; SchallegydBd ohannes and O’Brien 1995).
The relationship between framing effects and needdgnitive closure might be based
on the amount and quality of information duringropn formation and the rigidity with
which opinions are firmly held (Federico, Golecddmal 2005; Kruglanski and Webster
1996). As Federico, Golec, and Dial (2005) argmple with a high need for cognitive
closure face discomfort in the face of informatiouacertainty. As a result, they want to
reduce such discomfort as soon as possible. Ingasdhat possess a high need for
closure do not like to engage in extensive or cauoscdeliberation. Hence, individuals

like this might delegate to credible sources wheking up their minds.
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On the other hand, uncertainty does not create ranxkiety for people who have
a low need for cognitive closure (Federico, Godaa] Dial 2005). As Federico, Golec,
and Dial (2005) suggest, individuals who possessieed for cognitive closure are less
prone to buy into frames based on simplistic cu&sch individuals do not consider the
costs associated with deliberation and thus aedyiito try to weigh all options before
coming to a firm conclusion. Hence in this case timgght be less likely to buy into
frames based on the source than those who haghaked for such closure.
Relationship between Framing Environment and Frapttffect

Debate between elites takes place in a multitdempetitive framing
environments. Future work should further explase/fexposure to different competing
framing environments affects the framing effect.tHis dissertation, each of the frames
presented in competitive environments was presesgadlly. However, further work
needs to explore environments in which competitigsmes are presented unequally in
terms of exposure. Competition between eliteshgiently unequal. Imbalances in the
ability of opposing viewpoints may permit one sideessentially gain an advantage in
framing an issue. Further exploring the relatignsetween exposure and framing effect
will help us to understand how frames can be ugexhgender support for or opposition
towards preventive war. In short, do frames inflcesupport for or opposition towards
the use of force based on their repetition or fezgy? Or is frame influence based on the
considerations they emphasize that might be mokessrsignificant to their constituents?
Relationship between Group, Framing Environmenti Braming Effect

Citizens often look to elites for help to form astthpe their opinions. Citizens,

however, not only base their opinions on what thegr from elites, but also on
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discussions they have amongst themselves (DruclamamNelson 2003; Mendelburg
2002; Mendelsohn 1996; Mutz and Martin 2001; W&883). Previous work on the
implications of competition and discussion has iydsken place in isolation, rather
than in conjunction with each other (Chong and Rnu@n 2007a; Price, Cappella, and
Nir 2002; Sniderman and Theriault 2004). Futurelnsirould consider the relationship
between the type of framing environment and theot$f of different interpersonal
communication environments. As public opinion degs in association with a
particular conflict, one's initial support for waaight change based on the group or
groups the individual associates with as well asftame or frames an individual might
be influenced by. Future work should address ifierdnces presented by polarized and
non-polarized groups. In particular, is there mcedlation of a framing effect or an
enhancement of such effect depending upon pergateghction with a specific group?
Relationship between Time, Framing Environment, farasining Effect

As Chong and Druckman (2013) argue, how citizeastr® counter-frames
determines which policy wins in the forum of puliginion. However, as the authors
point out, we need to examine further how such tatinaming might be successful.
The reality is that counter-framing occurs overejnt is not a static phenomenon. The
effectiveness of counter-frames depends on whegnateepresented in conjunction from
the original message and how they are repeatedtiover Early messages affect people’s
attitudes on issues which then affect how subsdqormation is perceived. Thus, the
framing effect is largely dependent on the durgbdf attitudes formed in response to
earlier communication. Attitudes that are strontgst longer, and thus may be less
resistant to change than attitudes that are moa&iywéeld. Future research should thus

consider the effects of time and attitude formataorthe impact that frames have on
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support for or against the use of force.
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Income inequality.” Conference paper deliverechatWisconsin Political Science
Association conference, Milwaukee, WI., 13 OctoP@d6.

“Deil S. Wright and the No Child Left Behind Act: jatications for the State of
Wisconsin.” Conference paper delivered at the @fism Political Science Association
conference, Milwaukee, WI., 13 October 2006.

“Framing Effects and Counter-Framing Effects: Rallyaround the Flag in Support of
the Preventive Use of Force.” Conference papeveiad at the International Studies
Association Midwest conference, St. Louis, MO., @vBmber 2006.

“Framing Effects and Counter-Framing Effects onz€itis Views Towards Preventive
War: An Experimental Approach.” Conference papdivdesd at the Southern Political
Science Association conference, New Orleans, Laagngiary 2007.
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“Variation in Free-trade Coalitions and Side-Paymen the Post World War Il Era.”
Conference paper delivered at the PSGA Joint MairefuBNVM conference, Milwaukee,
WI.,1 April 2007.

“Deil S. Wright and the No Child Left Behind Act: jtications for the State of
Wisconsin.” Conference paper delivered at the brbHairs Association Conference,
Seattle, WA., 25-29 April 2007.

“When Frames Compete, Who Wins’ An ExaminatiorCaimpetitive and Non-
Competitive Framing Effects in Terms of Source @ity in Foreign Policy Crises.”
Conference paper delivered at the Internationadi8suAssociation Midwest conference,
St. Louis, MO., 3 November 2007.

“The Effects of Deliberation on Framing in Compegttand Non-Competitive Framing
Environments.” Conference paper delivered at thertrational Studies Association
Midwest conference, St. Louis, MO., 8 November 2008

“When Frames Compete, Who WinsAn Examination of Competitive and Non-
Competitive Framing Effects in Terms of Source ity in Foreign Policy Crises.”
Conference paper delivered at the Internationali8suAssociation conference, New
York, NY., 15 February 2009.

“A Study of Competitive and Non-Competitive Framilaffects in the New York Times:
The 2004 US Presidential Election.” Conference pdpévered at the International
Studies Midwest conference, St. Louis, MO., 7 Noleen2009.

“Power Politics and Economic Sanctions: ‘So Whah @e Nature of the System Tell Us
About Sanctions.” (with Wondeuk Cho) Conference@adelivered at the Midwest
Political Science Association Conference, Chicdigg23 April 2010.

Teaching Interests: US Foreign Policy, American Government, Comparafeétics,
International Relations, International Law, Racd &thnic
Relations in American Politics, Introduction to Fos,
Introduction to Political Science Research and Meé#h Politics of
Terrorism, International Organizations

Teaching Experience

Adjunct Lecturer U.S. Foreign Policy, Introductitminternational Relations,
Introduction to Politics, and Terrorism and Intgdince. Spring
2012, Fall 2012. Ripon College. Spring 2012



Associate Lecturer

Instructor
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American Government | and Il. Spring 2012, Fall20Lakeland
College. Spring 2012, Fall 2014

International Simulation, Introtion to International
Organizations and Law, and Introduction to Inteioral
Relations. Spring 2014

American Foreign Policy. University Wisconsin-Stasdoint.
Summer 2013

Introduction to International Organizations and L dwternational
Simulation, and American Government. Fall 2013.vdrsity
Wisconsin-Stevens Point. Fall 2013

American Government, International Simulation, &mdoduction
to International Organizations and Law. Spring 2018iversity
Wisconsin-Stevens Point. Spring 2013

American Government, International Law, and Intéomal
Simulation. Spring 2012. University Wisconsin-Stes@oint.
Spring 2012

American Foreign Policy, Introduction to Internaia Relations,
and Politics of Terrorism. University Wisconsin-&as Point.
Fall 2011

American Foreign Policy. University Wisconsin-Steg Point.
Summer 2011

American Foreign Policy, International Law, anddaiuction to
American Government. University Wisconsin-SteveasmP
Spring 2011.

Politics of Terrorism, Introduction to Internatidr@arganizations
and Law, and Introduction to International Relasiodniversity
Wisconsin-Stevens Point. Fall 2010

International Law, University Wisconshtevens Point. Fall 2012

International Law. University Wisconsin-StevensriRoSpring
2010

Introduction to Politics. University Wisconsin-Miaukee. Fall
2008, Spring 2009, Fall 2009, and Spring 2010.



Guest Lecturer

Teaching Assistant

Spring 2008
Fall 2007
Spring 2007
Fall 2006
Spring 2006

Spring 2005
Fall 2004
Spring 2004
Fall 2003
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“Introduction to International Relas Theories”, Presented in
Introduction to Political Science 103, December&@@d April
2007.

“Introduction to Marxist Thought”, Presented inrmduction to
Political Science 103, February 2007.

“Discourses on the Use of Power in Political ThatigRresented
in Introduction to Political Science 103, Februafp7.

“Discourses on Estrangement and Unity”, Presented i
Introduction to Political Science, 103, Februar@20

“Discourses on Equality and Inequality in Politidaought”,
Presented in Introduction to Political Science Ishruary 2007.

Introduction to International Relaso
Introduction to International Relations
Introduction to Political Science
Introduction to Political Science
Introduction to Political Science Resh/Ethnicity, Religion, and
Race in American Politics
Ethnicity, Religion, and Race in Aroan Politics
Introduction to American Politics
Ethnicity, Religion, and Race in Aroan Politics
Ethnicity, Religion, and Race in Amend@olitics

Professional Experience and Development

Faculty Advisor: University Wisconsin-Stevens Pdvidel UN Student Organization.
My duties specifically involve travelling to New ¥ig NY once a year with the
University Wisconsin-Stevens Point Model UN as tpayticipate in the National Model
United Nations conference. While serving as FacAiltyisor, school has received
numerous awards for its participation at this coeriee.

Fall 2011, “9-11 and the US Constitution”, Guedit facusing on legal rights of enemy
detainees at Guantanamo Bay, Septemb8r 12

Fall 2011 “9-11 18 Anniversary Event”, Guest talk honoring victims®1i1, September

gth
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Fall 2010 “The 2010 Elections: Taking a Closer Lhdkuest talk focusing on President
Barack Obama’s foreign policy direction in regar@l2010 Congressional elections,
November &

Spring 2007 Service Learning Project: Center faacheng and Entrepreneurship
(January 07-May 07). My duties involved organizasibconsultation responsibilities
focusing on reforms in the human relations sechoraddition, | was responsible for
giving input through filing job versatile analyseports. My major contribution was to
design an organizational flow chart helping toatnéne responsibilities amongst leaders
involved in this organization.

Fellowship, Grants, and Honors
Chancellor’s List (2004, 2006).

$350 Travel grant for conference paper deliveratietnternational Studies Association
Midwest conference, St. Louis, MO (October 2005).

Cambridge “Who’s Who Among Executives and Profesali® ‘Honors Edition” (2006,
2007).

National Scholars Honor Society (2007).

$100 Travel grant for conference paper deliverati@tUrban Affairs Association
conference, Seattle, WA. 25-29 (April 2007).

Professional Associations

Member since 2001, Pi Sigma Alpha Political ScieiHoaor Society
Member since 2002, Golden Key Honor Society

Member 2007-2008, Southern Political Science Asdimri (SPSA)

Member 2010 Midwest Political Science Association



