FRAML

WORKS

INSTITUTE

Refining the Core Story of Early Childhood Development:
The Effects of Science and Health Frames

A FrameWorks Research Report

Prepared for the FrameWorks Institute
By
Tiffany Manue| Ph.D.

April 2009

© FrameWorks Institute 2009



Acknowledgments

Funding for this report was provided by the Center on the Developing Child at Harvard
University,in collaborationwith the National Scientific Council on the Developing Child and the
National Forum on Early Childhood Program Evaluation. This report is the latest iteration of
guantitative work in a muhyear, multidiscipline study of how communications about early
child development (ECD) influences public attitudes and policy preferences.

The author would ke to thank the following technical advisdos their constructivéfeedback

and input on the reporHirokazu Yoshikawa (Harvard University) for his invahle assistance

in shaping the presentation and scope of the data presented; Frank Gilliam Jr. (University of
California, Los Angeley, Susan Nall BaleFrameWorks Institute) and Lynn Davey
(FrameWorks Institutefor their contributios to theoverallresearch design anithe articulation

of the key research questions.

The findings and conclusionsgsented in this report are those of the audimordo not
necessarily represent the positions of the project funders or advisors.

© FrameWorks Institute 2009



TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..tuuiiiitiiiiite e ettt e e s temmeet s e e et e e e et e e e eta s smaneeeesanaeaetnnseeesnneeessmmmsaneeensnnaaees 4
INTRODUCTION ...iiisiiiiiittttteeee s ennesssssbsss e e et e et e e e e s emms e e e et e e e e aaaaaeeeeeesessammeeeeeaeeesessssnannnnnnnns 7.
RESEARCH IMETHODS. ... iiittttttittee et eeeettbbteee ettt e et eeeaaeeeessmmmteeaaaaaaeeeaeaessssasnsmnne e s s s s e e nnnnnnes 9
The EXperimental DESIGN........ccoiiiiiiiiiii it eee e eeer e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s e e eeas 9
The StUAY SAMPIE..... i eemnnr e as 10
Representativeness of the Sample...........ooooiveiiieee e 11
Data ColleCtion and MEASUIES .......coiiiii e eeeeeeeeieeee ettt e e e eee e as 11
Statistical Model Specification and EStimation.............ccccoeiiieiieiiieeeiiiiiee e eeeeeeeeeeeeeee 12
THE FINDINGS i iiiiiiii ittt r e ettt ent bttt e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e s ammmteeeeaeaaeeeaeaeesenannns 13
The Frame Effects of Values on Policy Preferences.............ooocoiiiimemnniciciiiiiiiiie 13
The Frame Effects of Simplifying Models and Principles on Policy Preferences......... 16
Other Measures Of POICY SUPPOIT........oovvviiiiiiiiis s e e e e e e e e eeeera e e e e e e e aaaeeees 20
UL o] oY= =T L= PSP 20
Attribution of RESPONSIDIIILY........ccciiiiiiieee e e e e e e 21
o] [T [T 1] o 22
CONCLUSIONS TO DRAW ABOUT THE EFFECTS OF FRAME ELEMENTS ....cooiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeiii e 24
APPENDIX A: VALUES, SIMPLIFYING M ODELS, AND PRINCIPLES .......uuuvutiiiiiieereeeeesineneeneneeens 26
APPENDIX B: PoLICIES RELATED TO CHILD DEVELOPMENT AND WELLBEING .......ceevvvunnnnnns 31
APPENDIX C: MODELS ESTIMATION TECHNIQUES .....ccuuuiiiieiiiieeti e etieee e et e e et ee e e e et e e e enens 33
ADOUL the INSHIIULE......eeeeeieeee e eeee e e e e e et mmme e e e e e eeeeeeseaanaes 36

LIST OF EXHIBITS

Figure 1. Experimental Design SChematiC..............ciiiiiiiiceciiiciee e 9
Figure 2. Treatmeriffects of Values Across All Policy Batteries...........cccccooviviieeciennennd 13
Figure 3. Effect Sizes for Values Treatments Across All Batteries...........cccceeeevveceevnnnnnns 15
Figure 4. Treatment Effects of Selected Simplifying Models and Principles Across All Policy
B Fo T =] TSR 17
Figure 5. Effect Sizes for Selected Simplifying Models and Principles Across All BatterE®
Figure 6. Treatment Effects on Attribution of Responsibility............cccooeeviiimemriiiiiiii e 22
Figure 7. Treatment Effects on Support for TaXatlom ..........ccevviiiiiiieesiiiiiiieeeeeee s 24
Table 1. ValuesSimplifying Models, and PrinCIpleS............cviiiiiiieeeiee e 10
Table 2. Selected Demographic and Political Interest Characteristics of the Sample....10
Table 3. Values Treatment Effects Across All Policy Batteries in the Experimenits......... 16

Table 4. Simplifying Models and Principle3reatment Effects Across All Policy Batteried9

© FrameWorks Institute 2009



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since 2001, the FrameWorks Institutén collaboration with the National Scientific Council on

the Developing Chilpgthe National Forum on Early Childhood Program Evaluatma the

Center on the Developing Child at Harvard Universitiyas been engaged in a muyléar,

multi-discipline study of how communications about early child development (ECD) influences

public attitudes and policy preferences. This body of workselrea wide range of methods
associated with the Strategic Frame Anal ysi seE
media content analysis, cognitive media content analysis, Simplifying Matéslslopment and
experimental surveys); and has examinedmaber of different populations (e.g., engaged

citizens, parents and nqrarents, business executives, legislators, and civic ledders).

This report summarizes results from the latest iteration of FrameWorks experimental research
focused orextending gisting communications strategies e science of ECD and the efficacy
of adding healtlas adimensionof those communications. h€ results greatly expand on our
previous work on this topiand offer new opportunities for refining the communications
mesaging around ECDMore specificallywe report the findings from our tests of 17

potentially constructive frame elements (additional Values, Simplifying Models, and general
Principles)in the pages that followThesel7 discreteframe elementswhile nd exhaustive of
potential ECD reframes, are important in part because if addptdold the potential to

change the public conversation around early child development in ways beneficial to policy
preferences.

We test the impact of these frames agiageveral policy related outcome measures of intérest

the most important of which we seepsblic support for policies hat address chil dr
developmerdl needs. As such we devised, and give a detailed account of, experiments whose
primary intentis o capture the publicds | evel of suppol

to fully evaluate the effects of using different frame elements on those measures.

In addition to the measures of policy support, we also evaluate the effect of theseleanents
on several secondary policglated outcomes of interedhe salience of policies related to child
developmentthewillingnessof the public tasupport public funding fasuch policiesand, more
generally, the extent to which people attréotsesponsibility for advancinghi | dr en 6 s
development and wdlking to collective, rather than solely to individual, actidhese
challenges have emerged from the qualitative research that precedes this specific inquiry.
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Across all of these outcome measures of interest, we find that:

A

Two Values tested in the experiments proved to be extraordinarily promising and robust
in their ability to lift public support for a wide variety of child related policies

Prosperity and Ingenuity. Prosperity as a Value (in the way it was narrated in the survey
we administered) focused the message on investments in early childhood development as
an engine for the sustainable growth of the nation. Ingenuity as a Valsetbon

generating innovation to solve problems in early childhood development and the notion
that the result of that ingenuity would be broadly shared across society.

Although we find that onli?rosperity and Ingenuity hagerobust impact acrosise
various policy domainsseveral other Valuetemonstrated isolated impacts particular
policy batteries: botRuture and Responsible Managemszem to advance policy
support for the issue of child abuse; &whlth as a Valubad a similar positive eftt on
policy support on @althand nutrition.

TheVulnerable Child/Fairnesgalue frame hato demonstrable effect cany of the
policy domains tested.

Five Simplifying Models and Principleas frame elements wesbown to exert

statistically signiicant effects on one or more of the policy domains: Toxic Stress, Toxic
Stress with Health, Pay Now/Pay Lavath Health, Brain Architecture and Return on
Investment.Of these frame elements, Toxic Stress (with and without Health included)
seemed to exethe most cogent influence across the policy domains we tested.

The performance of Health had little effect as an addition to the Values we tested and
showed mixed results when applied to one or more of the Simplifying Models. The
strongest showing of éalth was in its attachment to Principles where the emphasis is

often on funding and where it has the advantage of a robust public debate over the cost of
transforming a system.

The Environmenbf Relationships frame producéte most suppofor prioriti zing

chil drenbés dev e liondeakmore thanmam otheeftainebetemantg
tested No one frame element proved sufficiently strong to lift the policy saliened of
policy areasthis is interesting, given the broad effects of such Values as Prosperity and
Ingenuity onpolicy support

Several frames proved to exert substantial influendsomnthe public thinks about the

role of governmenn addressing issues related to chid@s devel opment :
Toxic Stress with Health, and Return on Investment.

© FrameWorks Institute 2009
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A We found that three frames tended to lift public support for public fundimgrafus
ECD policies: (1) Ingenuity and Pay Now/Pay Later were shown to increase public
funding support for child abuse policies; and (2) Health as a Principle had a similar effect
on health care funding support. In terms of a funding mechanism, severalraintiee f

elements lift public support for taxation in particular: Ingenuity, Health as a Principle,
and Toxic Stress (with Health).
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INTRODUCTION

Theoverall objective of this research is to provide empirical evidence to inform communications
about early childhood development issues and to help communicators choose productively
between competing narrativeshis research expands upon our prior expemiadaesearch by

testing several promising additions to the core stogadfy childhood development whigias

developed by the FrameWorks Institated the Center on the Developing Chilgly the term

Acore storyo, we mean ttdsiendfic princgplesahateedtobeo f t he
undestod in order to achieve a rough appreciation for the process of early childpieent.

Broadly construed, thexperimental researaetailed in this repotties to ascertain whether

exposing politicallyand civically engaged persons to alternative ways of thinking about

chil drenb6s devel opment has a meadwmdudigsghbl e | mpa
salience of, and support for, child development policies.

In preparation for conducting thesgperiments, researchers at FrameWaotkserredwith our

partners (National Scientific Council on the Developing Child; the National Forum on Early
Childhood Program Evaluation; and the Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University)
to develop a geof frame elementévalues, Simplifying Models, and Principlebgat seemed

promising in terms of advancing the effectiveness of the core story. Through several iterations of
discussions and feedback sessions, we identified a list of potentially profmsimegelements to

take into this round of experimental research.

Il n examining new possibilities for extending
improving the articulation and efficacy of the: (1) Values presented at the outset afethe co

story, (2) Simplifying Models meant toapture vital processes and mechanisms of description

the core storyand (3) general Principléisat experts and scientists believe to be both true and
fundamentato comprehension of the topic.

In addition b testing Values, Simplifying Models, and Principles, we also have the separate
challenge of thinking strategically about whether, and how best, to incorporate the concept of
physical health into the core story. The increasing interest from the ECDffiekgerts in

mapping the notion diealthonto the articulation of the core story is an important consideration
and one that seemed especially important to take into experimental testing. Agespah,
considerable effort into making use of variousat®ns of the concept of health in the
experimentaframes.The result in terms of the development of the frame elements tested is that
we explicitly test t he p mnadditiosal conditionorpidcadf at t ac
informationto various aspects of the core story substantially enhances the effectiveness of the
message overall.Specifically, we testeth several waysHealth as a Value, as a sstinding
Principle and as an adjunct to existing Principles and Simplifyirogl84.
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Finally, as a separate challenge, we sougbv&buate the effects éfamesand concepts
currently usedn communications around ECRither bychild welfare advocatesr within the
ECD literaturg againstalternativeways of framing the issuerhe most interesting of the frames
in common usagthat we testedva s t h e A v uframe(or awaly ef talkirg iadout 0
ECD from the perspective of responding to children withmost acute needs throygtlicy
interventior). Our task in introducinghis frame into the mix of frames teste@s to see if there
were any measureable improvements to be had by shaftvagfrom current communications
practiceand tavardalternative ways of engaging this issue with the public

Given this constellation dfaming challenges, this experimental survey set out to assess the
effects of 17 frame elements across a wide array of child development policies. The scope of
our research questions is fairly straiftward:

Qi s it possi bl e dupporafa publiomleiestthateaddessieHild ¢ 6 s
development and wellbeing byposinghem toalternative ways of thinking abotitese
issues: (1) as broader social concerns, (2) as consonant with the ways they are discussed
by advocates and in the earlyilcilnood development literature; and/or (3) by enhancing
the publicbébs understanding of the science

(2) to the extent that thieames we tessuccessfully lift public support for policy refornis
it also possible to demonstrate dian frame effects on other policy relatedtcomes
such as policy salience, support for public funding, and attribution of responsibrlity
policies that addresthese social concerns?

(3) is support for the core story of early childhood developraduanced byncorporating
the notion of physical health as part of the fraané if so, at what level of presentation
do we find the greatest impacts?

We test thesthreepropositions using a welbased survey of 4,200 registered voters in an
interactive venue administered by the Political Communications Laboratory at Stanford
University (under the direction of Dr. Shanto lyengar) #odGovPolimetrix (under the
direction d Dr. Douglas Rivers).The experiments include a 17 treatment panel of stimuli (or
potential reframesneasuredgainst a control groupn a series of policy outcomes, most
notably policy preferences.

Thisreport summarizes the findings from these expenits and isrganized as follows: after a
description of theesearch methods (including teeperimental desigrsampling methodsnd
outcome measuresye presenthe findings from the experimentssomedetail. The final
section of the report discsmss the implicationsf these findings for a communications strategy
related to early child development.
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RESEARCH M ETHODS
The Experimental Design

The experimental desigrsed in this studiargely consisted of exposing a groupi¢z00
randomlyassigned survey participants to one of 17 treatment conditions (or to a control) and
subsequently, measuring their responses to a series of policy related questions (or policy
batteries} Figure 1 provides a more detailed schematic of the experimestghaad it

includes a list of the treatments, fiet of thepolicy batteries to which respondents were asked
to react, as well as the statistical compariseasvere interested in gart of evaluating the
performance of the frames tested.

Figure 1. Experimental Design Schematic

Figure 1. Experimental Design Schematic

Early Childhood Development

e

Table 1 summarizes all 17 frame elements tested in these experifleatsames are

categorized according to a typology of Values, Principles and Simplifying Models developed by
the FrameWorks InstituteThe specific narrative executions of these concepts (as given to
survey resporehts) can be found in Appendix A
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Table 1. Values, Simplifying Models, and Principles

Used as Treatments in thé&Experimental Tests

Values
Prosperity
Ingenuity
Future/Legacy
Responsible Management
Health as a Value
VulnerableChild/Fairness

Simplifying Models andPrinciples Potential Principles of the Core Story | Promising Principles from ECD Literature
Toxic Stress (with and without Health) Environment of Relationships Effectiveness Factors
Pay Now or Pay Later (with and without Health) Health as a Principle Continuous Quality Improvement
Brain Architecture (with and without Health) Return on Investment

The Study Sample

In October 2008, @ gathered a nationally representative sample of 4,200 registered voters using
a Random Digit Dial (RDD) sampling frame \ghied on the basis of gender, age, race,

education, and party identificatién.The theory of random assignment in evaluation research
design suggests that any variation between the control and the treatment groups not stemming
from exposure to the stimuwf the treatments should be negligible or nonexistent. To test this
proposition more specifically in our research, we conducted a series of ovarst$ ko

determine if there were any systematic differencdke race, gender, education and party
affiliations betweerthe treatment and control groupg/efound no differences significant at the

p>.10 level.
Table 2. Selected Demographic and Political Interest Characteristics of the Sample
(N=4,200)
Demographic Characteristics Political and Civic Interest
Has Attended a Church in Recent Months 55% | Registered to Vote 100%
Age 0to 24 yrs. 7.3% | Partisanship Democrat 38.8%
2510 39 yrs. 32.3% Republican 30.7%
40 to 55 yrs 33.7% Independent 25.5%
56+ yrs. 34.1% Other 5.0%
Race/Ethnicity White 77.2% | Ideology Very Liberal 8.5%
Black 11.1% Liberal 17.7%
Hispanic 6.5% Moderate 31.8%
Asian 1.1% Conservative 23.3%
Native American 1.2% Very Conservative 13.1%
Other 2.8% Not Sure 5.7%
Income Less than 70K 53.6% | Political Interest Very Much Interested 70.2%
More than 70k 43.7% Somewhat Interested 24.8%
Not Much 5.1%
Education Less than High School 3.7%
High School 35.6%
Some College 23.2%
2 year Degree 7.4%
4 year Degree 19.8%
Post Graduate Degree 10.4%
Marital Status Married/Dom. Partnership 63.6%
Single/Widowed/Divorced 36.4%
Gender Male 47%
Female 53%
Region South 34.0%
Northeast 20.1%
Midwest 18.2%
West 27.7%
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Representativeness of the Sample

Selected demographic and political interest characteristics of the sample are detailed for review
in Table 1° The median age of respondents in the sample was 49:-ttfiéy percent were

women, 77 percent were white, and approximately 30 percent were college graduates (high
school graduates made up about 35 percent). In terms of partisan affiliation, 39 wereent
Democrats, 31 percent Republican, and 30 percenpadisan.

Data Collection and Measures

In the analysis that follows, we report the findings fromexperiments testing the effecf17
frame elementsc(assified ad/alues, Simplifying Modks, and Principlesaccording to
definitions used by the FrameWorks Instijudgainst four general outcomes of interetted to
chil drends dev e lwelbeng Mmhesedourcbutmmes arl)rievets of support
for policies meant to addreghild development by improving the economic stability of-low
income families(2) the overall slience ofthosepolicies (3) the level osupportfor funding
those policies and, more genera(l§) the extent to which people attribute responsibility for
advancing chil drweHhbéirsgto dodlectigd, ratipentlean solelata iddividual,
action.

The first and most importaof theseoutcomegpolicy preferenceswas assessed usindearly

exhaustve method focused on several polimatteresthat tapped the approvdisapproval

dichotomy ofa series of policy proposaislated to early childhood developmerithe second

of these outcomes (policy salienegs assessed using a set of questions that asked respondents
torankpovertye ducati on, child abuse and other i ssues
i mportanto to Al east i mportanto after being e
pay, a much more difficult concept to capture, was assessed using a set of questsikedhat
respondents to rank their preferred way to address the financial costs of policies that seek to
advance c¢hil drnrawdwdlseing Fknally, atoifutoe of tesponsibility was

evaluated using a series of attitudinal indices that solicitexl p 0 n diewpdints on the role of
government in addressing a set of more general child development related issues.

In addition to the cultivation of the current iteration of these frame elements, we also collected a

list of corresponding public polies against which we could test the usefulness of the frame

elements. The policies chosen were selected from policy proposals advocated by child

devel opment experts or advocates for the purp
faculties and/or overlvellbeing. We collected and categorized these policies into five discrete
policy groupings that we refer to in thus pap
the experiments are: (1) child and family mental health, (2) child abuseatrdatment, (3)
poverty/work/income, (4) health, and (5) early care and education. The batteries used in the
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experiments largely form the basis of one of our primary outcome meauubsy preferences.
That is, we expose survey respondents to dmieedframe elements and then ask about their
preferences and support for policies in each of these batt&hesspecifigolicies that we used
to develop the batteries adtetailed in Appendix B.

These policies were tested in several ways to enseireaibpropriateness in evaluating our
frame elementsFirst, we pretestedeach of the policy batteri@ath a small pilot sample of 125
people. We then checked the intim correlations between the questions withim batteries
and subsequently perfoed a factor analysis to confirm that they were, in fact, distifilcée
results of our statistical tests indicated tthat policy batteries representgigtinct underlying
factor structuresWe t hen per f or ripbaltestdor tBe fidel bf the drades in the
batteriego gaugeheir generateliability. All tests demonstrated that the respective scales
displayed coefficients of .86 or higher; well above the range of acceptaligured of their
reliability as independent scalege collapsedhe questions within each battery irteerious of
index variable that were subsequently used as primary outcome measures in most of the
statistical analyses that follow. In addition, &ase of interpretatiothese index variables were
rescaledo range from O to 1.

In terms of thdormat of the experimentsespondents were first asked to respond to a series of
introductory questions where they rated their level of concern about a short series of unrelated
political issues. To avoidontamination of testing effects, the series of politicalés offered to
respondents wa®tated each time theurvey was administered and wpste broad in subject
matter. Immediately following this series of questions, respondents were showissigied
treatment (essentially, the narrative expression of one of the frame elasshtsvn in

Appendix A and subsequently, they were asked to answer questions related to theirfsapport
the policies in each of the policy batteries, attitudinal doestabout the role of government,

policy priorities, and then, questions about willingness to support public funding. Questions
within each of these outcome areas were also rotated to maiggbentaminatiorof the tests

Statistical Model Specificaton and Estimation

The statistical models used in this study essentially tesixerimental hypothesis that support
for child development policies will be higher lowerfor those exposed to the frame elements
than for those who receive no such expesgar the control condition). To estimate support for
policy, weused a generalized linei@gressiommodel The regression analysis (as a technique)

is useful because it measures the strength of the relationship between multiple variables of
interest anultaneously (in this case, between the various frame elements and our measures of
policy support). In additionptincrease the precision of the effect measuremeaitsited

number of covariates were added tordgressiormodels(such as race, incomeducation,

etc..), as noted in the text. A detailed specification offtimetional formof the model used to
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generate the findings in this report, along with a list of covariates usednamglanation of the
presentation format of these findingande found in Appendix C.

THE FINDINGS
The Frame Effects of Values on Policy Preferences

Over the last several years, significant attention has been focused on the development of a

compelling Acore storyo that could usefully a
the body of science on early childhood development. In the proCekmntifying and refining
this Astoryo, FrameWorks has used a wide var.i

empirically measure various components of the story that are especially key to the translation of
the scientific and social messagesbedded within it. The experimental research findings
summarized in this section of the report are not meant to replace our earlier work on these issues
but rather to test several additional hypotheses with respects to three of the central frame
elementsn a core story:Values, Simplifying Models, andPrinciples.

Given the extraordinary role that Values play in the communication of social messages, we begin
the presentation of the experimental research findings at the level of Values. The artictilation o
the Value is paramount for many reasons, not the least of which is that people tend to reason
about policy issues from deeply held moral values rather than from the inherent appeal of the
policies themselves. In this way, Values facilitate the conmetdipowerful cultural models

that ultimately shape public understanding of the source of social problems, the efficacy of
efforts to solve those problems, and notions about who is responsible for development and
implementation of those remedies. As sihlues are indispensable as gatekeepers in any
effective delivery of the message and the fundamental nature of the problem it addresses.

Figure 2. Treatment Effects of Values Across All PolicyBatteries

6.00 -
o Mental Health

5.00 - ® Child Abuse
B Health/Nutrition

4.00 - i Early Child Care

L Poverty/Work Supports
3.00 -

2.00 H

1.00 H

Difference Between the Treatment and Control
Group Means By Frame

0.00 -

Prosperity Ingenuity Future Responsible Managemen Health as a Value Vulnerable Child Fairnes:
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Recall that we took six discretéaluesinto experimental testing as a way to evaluate the efficacy
of their use in communicating to the public about the fundamental nature of policies related to
chil drenbs devel Gigue summarizesi¢ resudts filorn the statistical

model estimating the treatment effects (the difference between thredrgand the control

group meahpfor eachof the Values tested in our experiments. Results suggest that Prosperity
and Ingenuity exenpositive,demongrable, statistically significant influence on the extent to

which people favor policies relatedearly childhood developmentThe treatment effects
associated with both Prosperity and Ingenuity Values suggest that they have the effect of raising
suppat for policiesacross the batteridsy an average of aboutpbintincrease on the dependent
score variable

The strength of these frames in lifting policy supfaatmost across the boaidsuggest that

either way of talking about childrends develo
improvements over other frames in the survey generBlitgsperity as a ae (in the way it

was narrated in the survey we administefedysedthe message on investments in early

childhood development as an engine fordhstainablgrowth ofthe nation.Ingenuity as a

Valuefocused on generating innovation to solve problanearly childhood development and

the notion that the result of that ingenuity would be broadly shared across society.

Although we find that only the Values of Prosperity and Ingenuity have a robust impact across
the various policy domains, severahet Values appear to exert isolated impacts on particular
policy batteries. More specifically, both the Future and Responsible Management Values are
statistically significant on the Child Abuse Battery. Health as a Value also has a statistically
significant impact on policy support for the Health/Nutrition Battery. This suggests that talking
about the Future and/or government as responsible manager has a positive impact on the extent
to which the public supports policies related to child abuse. Sigitadse findings confirm the
positive impact that Health as a Value has on policies related spbgifaHealth.

In all of the Values we tested, only one seemed to have no demonstrable impact on any of the
policy domains tested Vulnerable Child/Feiness. The latter is particularly important because it
represents the way in which much of the scholarly literature and advocate materials on child
developmenareframed. In a fairly compelling way, these findings suggest that framing the
needforpoit i es that address child devel opment and
to the most vulnerable children in our societ
policy support.

To provide more depth as to the frame effects of the ¥dksted, we also present their effect

sizes as they relate to each policy domain in Figure 3. Effect sizes represent that amount of the
variation in the dependent variables (in this case, of each policy domain) that is explained solely
by a frame. As idicated in Figure 3, the effesizes are most pronounced on the Prosperity and
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Ingenuity Values moving support on child abuse as high as .18 when respondents were
exposed to Ingenuity. This indicates that both of these frames do much more to explain the
difference between the treatment and control groups than do other femtees

Figure 3. Effect Sizes for Values Treatment#\cross All Batteries

0.19 -

]
017 | Mental Health

H Child Abuse
0.15 -~
H Health/Nutrition

0.13
& Early Child Care

0.11 - . Poverty/Work Supports
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0.07

0.05

Effect Sizes of the Values Fram

0.03

0.01 -+

' e

Prosperity Ingenuity Future Responsible Managemen Health as a Value Vulnerable Child Fairnes:

-0.01 -

We should note that these effect sizes would be considered fairly smatlemsreental impacts

but given the modesty of the experiments themselves (one exposure to a framed narrative just
before thinking about policy preferences, in which frames are distinguished from one another by

a relatively small number of words varied), gieength of the effects makes intuitive sense.

Thus, the results show statistically significant but modest differences across the treatments on
policy preferences. Moreover, they should be examined not only for their performance in these
models but fotheir capacity to serve as potential predictors of how social messages about
childrendéds devel opment and well being would I
received ongoing and/or concentrated exposure.

Finally, we present a data table teatmmarizes both the treatment effects and the effect sizes as
outlined in the previous figures but also adds the levels of significance across all policy domains.
The shaded areas represent statistically significant findings and their levelsfafasige. The

data tables tellis that most of the statistically significant results we found are highly significant

at thelevel of p<.05 orlower.
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Table 3. Values Treatment Effects Across All Policy Batteries in the Experiments

Mental Health Abuse/ Health/ Early Poverty/
Frame Element . Neglect ” . Work
Interventions - Nutrition Child Care
Prevention Supports

Prosperity Treatment Effect .033 .039 .045 .009 .034
Effect Sie (by point increase) .07 11 A1 .01 .08

Level of StatisticaBignificance .087* .040** .019** 671 .054*

Ingenuity Treatment Effect .033 .048 .041 .038 .030
Effect Size .08 .18 .09 .09 .06

Level of Statistical Significancq .082* .010** .034* .069** .086*
Future Treatment Effect| .016 .037 .021 .018 .02
Effect Size .02 .10 .02 .02 .00

Level of Statistical Significanc 416 .051* 271 408 .925
Responsible Mgmt Treatment Effect .015 .038 .023 .013 .009
Effect Size .002 A1 .03 .01 .006

Level of StatisticaBignificance 419 .041* .230 .559 .589

Health as a Value Treatment Effect .020 .022 .033 .005 .012
Effect Size .003 .004 .06 .00 .010

Level of Statistical Significancq .290 .226 .083* .820 482

Vul Child/Fairness Treatment Effect .009 .014 .021 .007 .003
Effect Size .001 .002 .002 .000 .00

Level of Statistical Significancq .628 442 .270 747 .862

Statistically Significant Differences * p O .10; **p < .05

The Frame Effects ofSimplifying Models and Principles on Policy Preferences

Simplifying Models can be especiallgeful to the core story in that they can help articulate key
components of the science of E@Dways that potentiallimprove comprehension of the policy
issueandoftenenhance policy suppoas well Althoughlifting support for policies is not their
primary responsibility in a frameve suspect thdheirs is much more about filing cognitive

holes and aiding in comprehension of an iSswee tested them irhis context to see if adding
health information to them would have the impact of lifting policy supdarparticular, the
Simplifying Models included in these experiments (Toxic Stress and Brain Architecture) have
already been empirically tested foritheffectiveness in previous iterations of our wakd we
include them with and withodttealth information to help us fully evaluate the contribution of
health as a concept.

Severalgeneral Principles are tested in this study as well. We define Pemeip those aspects
of child development science that arise from the body of scientific evidence or social policy
research and, on the whole, constitute a process or problermttiegt estimation of experts,
warrants explanatioto the public. In effetg there are a limited number of these Principles on
any issue but they can be said to help form the context and foundation for understanding the
issue. We test three specific Principles #ratrge from the work of the Center on the
Developing Child Effectiveness Factors, Continuous Quality Improvement, and Return on
Investment. We also test the following Principles that have emerged in prior iterations of our
experimental work: Pay Now/Pay Laigvith and without health)Environment of
Relationshipsand Health (as a Principle).
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Figure 4 presents the treatment effects (which we define as the difference between the treatment
and control group means) across a selected group of the Simplifying Models and the Principles
tested. In particular, Figudeonly presents the five Simplifying Models and Principles shown to
exert statistically significant effects on one or more of the policy domains: Toxic Stress, Toxic
Stress with Health, Pay Now/Pay Later with Health, Brain Architecture and Return on

Invesiment. An examination of the treatment effects show that in most policy domains, Toxic
Stress (with and without Health) produced larger gains in public support for policies than other
Simplifying Models and Principles. The largest gains in public sugpone from Toxic Stress
without Health on the issue of child abuse (with a 7 piictease on the dependent score).

Figure 4. Treatment Effects of Selected Simplifying Models and Principles Across All Policy Batteries

8.00 -
B Mental Health

M Child Abuse
H Health/Nutrition
M Early Child Care

i Poverty/Work Supports

Difference Between the Treatment and Control Group Means
By Frame

Toxic Stress Toxic Stress Health Pay Now/Pay Later HealtF Brain Architecture Return on Investment

To aid in our evaluation of the performance of these frame elenkégise 5 presents the effect

sizes for the Simplifying Models and Principles. Although generally modest, the effects sizes are
strongest and most readily apparent in the Toxic Streseféwith and without Health). In

fact, it is the iteration of Toxic Stress in relationship to mental health issues that provides the
strongest showing in terms of frame effects. This suggests that Toxic Stress is not only
statistically significant but@es much more to explain the difference between the treatment and
control groups than do other frames with statistically significant results.
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Figure 5. Effect Sizes for Selected Simplifying Models and Principles Across Alatteries
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To evaluate the performance of all of the Simplifying Models and Principles tested, Table 4
provides a complete summary of treatment effects, effect sizes, and levels of statistical
significance. The shaded areas represent statistgigiiificant findings and their levels of
significance. In examining these results, we especially highlight the fact, that although Return
on Investment has two areas shaded to demonstrate its statistical significance in two policy
domains (Child Abuse ariglarly Child Care), two other areas within ROI are fairly close to
significance as well Health/Nutrition and Poverty/Work Supports.

The findings in Tables 3 and 4 help us to evaluate the proposition that Health should be
incorporated more robustly angicitly into the ECD core story. Data presented in those
tables suggests that taddition of the health message had mixed effectess various aspect of
the ECDframe. For example, although the addition of health as a concept to Toxic Stress
demongrated statistical significance in three areas, when it was excluded in the iteration of Toxic
Stress, we found equally compelling results that Health was unnecessary to lift public support
with this frame element. Concomitantly, it is clear thatitbath message significantly
strengthened the effects of Rdgw/PayLateri enabling it to capture a greater proportion of
policy support for ECD than without it. In fact, Pay Now/Pay Later with Health was significant
in three of the five policy domairexamnedi child ebuse early childhood are, and

healthinutrition i and theaverage treatmemffect was three to four points on the dependent
score

When, however, we examined health as a part of other components of the frame, wefgund
modestresults. Brain Architecture without Health demonstrated some significance, Health as a
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Value was only able to elicit policy support for heakfated policies, and Health as a Principle
was unsuccessful in moving public support for any policy domains.

Table 4. Simplifying Models and Principles- Treatment Effects Across All Policy Batteries

Mental Health Abuse/ Health/ Early Poverty/
Frame Element . Neglect . . Work
Interventions . Nutrition Child Care
Prevention Supports

Env of Relationships Treatment Effect .012 .024 .019 .007 .018
Effect Sie (by point increase) .01 .05 .02 .00 .02

Level of Statistical Significanc .516 194 .325 747 .318

Health as Principle Treatment Effect .018 .024 .021 .017 .024
Effect Size .02 .04 .02 .02 .04

Level of StatisticaBignificance .339 .203 276 408 167

Toxic Stress Health  Treatment Effect .011 .034 .045 .038 .019
Effect Size .01 .09 A1 .10 .02

Level of Statistical Significanc 570 .069* .020* .063* .285

Toxic Stress Treatment Effect| .040 .070 .037 .021 .023
Effect Size 12 .38 .08 .03 .04

Level of Statistical Significancq .031* .000** .051* 294 .182

PN/PL Health Treatment Effect .022 .040 .037 .035 .001
Effect Size .03 12 .07 .08 .00

Level of StatisticaBignificance 242 .037** .056* .098* .963

PN/PL Treatment Effect .009 .024 .014 .034 .002
Effect Size .01 .04 .01 .08 .00

Level of Statistical Significanc .646 212 469 .100 911

Brain Arch Health Treatment Effect .007 .021 .017 .00 .009
Effect Size .00 .04 .002 .00 .01

Level of Statistical Significancq 722 251 379 .981 .614

Brain Arch Treatment Effect .013 .032 .002 .002 .013
Effect Size .00 .08 .00 .00 .01

Level of Statistical Significancq .505 .083* 916 .909 460

EFF Factors Treatment Effect .008 .013 .004 .002 .005
Effect Size .00 .01 .00 .00 .00

F Level of Statistical Significancy .678 478 .832 .938 .753

Cont Improvement Treatment Effect| .004 .016 .009 .00 .002
Effect Size .00 .08 .00 .00 .00

Level of Statistical Significanc .824 418 .634 .679 .897

Retn on Investment  Treatment Effect .005 .033 .030 .042 .025
Effect Size .00 .002 .05 .10 .04

Level of Statistical Significanc .789 .081* 117 .071* 155

Statistically Significant Differences * p O .10; **p < .05

As such, the experimental frames that include health in some way allow us to evaluate the
efficacy of employing health as a concept at various parts of the frame. Notably, we find that
health is unlikely to increase public support when it is placed atahees level of the frame

(given the lack of statistically significant findings Biealth as a Valuas indicated in Table 3).

The performance of Health as an addition to one or more of the Simplifying Models was mixed
augmentingpolicy support in sombut demonstrating ore negligible results on other

Simplifying Models Perhaps the singest presentation of healthsua its attachment to
Principlesand especially on Principleghere the emphasis tends todmefunding andilso,

where health has treglvantage of a robust public debate over the cost of transforming a system.
Furthermore, or analysis ofhepublicd s wi | | i ngn e sfandihgdintkeunpxp or t publ
section of the paper) offeesbitmore evidence to substantiate the latter.
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Other M easures of Policy Support

In additionto the measures on policy preferences, we also examined a set of secondary policy
related outcomes to evaluate the performance of the frames. Those measures are: (1) policy
salience, (2) attribution of responsibyliand (3) support for public funding of policies that
address childrenés development and well bei ng.

Public Salience
As a second set of analyses, we examthedextent to whickthe frame elementgested could

demonstrate measureable agesetingeffects across all (or any) of the policy domains we
examined In practice, we ascertainedsavers to both these queriesdmaluating responses to a
guestion asking respondents to rank the importance of the policy areas discussed in the policy
batteries More specifically, respondents were asked to rank six areas of policy (mental health,
education, abuse/neglect, early child care, health/nutrition and p&\ertige order that they
thought policymakers should address the problems associated witfi enscaled their

answers on each policy domain from 1 to 6 (that is, we recorded where each policy domain
appeared in their priority list) and used this as a dependent measure to ascertain whether
respondents exposed to any particular frame elemenéssubsequently more likely than those

in the control group to raise the standing of any particular policy domain in relation to the others
listed.

To analyze these policy rankings we used a nonparametric test (KWaka) and then

examined the meamankings from the test across the groups. (A more thorough description of
the methods used to determine frame effects on policy salience as derived from these rankings
can be found in Appendix C).

When we examined salience across policy domains irtdldg by evaluating the rankings from
the KruskalWallis tests, we found thabneof theframe elemerstproved sufficientlystrong to
lift the policy salience oéll policy areasin the way that we observed in the tests of policy
support. We also foundhe pattern o$tatistical results to be much ma@eatteredn policy
salience experimental tests than we had observedlicy supports testEven so, we did find
support for the Environment of Relationships frame in lifting the policy salience efadev
policy domains.Although Environment of Relationships wast quite as robust as Prosperity
and Ingenuity on issues of policy preferendedid proveto bethemost demonstrative in
moving policy salience.

These tests alsaiggest thaalthoughno particular frame element waufficiently robust to lift

policy salience across all (or most) policy arepste a fewof themshow general promise in

lifting specific policy areasThe results from the Krusk&Vallis tests do not lend themselves

very well to the same types of statistical data tables as produced for the policy support measures
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but they do provide good general evidence about the performance of the frames with respect to
the policy domains. As a result, we summarize in bulleted formethdts of these tests in terms

of the general direction of the mean rankings. The following bullets reflect the frames in each
policy domain that exerted some ageiseé#ting impacts

A Child Abuse BatteryProsperity, Future and Pay Now/Later

A Health Battery Health as Principle, Brain Architecty@ndReturn on Investment.

A Poverty and Work Supportgigenuity, Environment of Relatships;Toxic Stress (with
Health) Effectiveness Factors and Return on Investment

A Early Child Care BatteryResponsite Management, Environment of Relationshisd
Return on Investment

A Mental Health BatteryPay Now/Pay Later (with Health), and Continuous Quality
Improvement.

Attribution of Responsibiliy
A third outcome of interest is related to assessing pabiitides about the role of government in

advancingevkeil lopmemés add wel |l bei ng.attitudesn t he ex
this regardvereevaluated using series of questions that askkemt o consi der chi l d
wellbeingand therto locate themselves on a scale of populawpoints about the role of
government.Using these questionsye created a summary variable (¢ghat we call an

Attribution of Responsibility Bttery) to further evaluate the impact of the frame elements on

how respndents see the role of government.eitiea behind this series of questions was to

provide a more general sense of whether the frame elements could affect the extent to which

people would assign responsibility for providing solutions for child developissues to

society in general and to policymakers in particular.

Datareported in Figur® summarize the findings in this line of inquiry. Figursu@jgestthat

three frame elements were positively and significantly related to support for a meee acti
governmental role: Ingenuity, Toxic Stress with Health, and Return on Investment. We also note
that Health as Principle was close to the level of significancgtlae@fore, might also be

usefully added to thevolving arsenabf promising frame elenmés that seem to transform how

the role of government is conceptualized on c
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