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INTRODUCTION

For all that has transpired over the last two years, race remains a central cleavage in American
society. Far from a significant amelioratiohtension in the public discourse about race, the
election of President Barack Obama has led to a volatile, complicated public dialogue. For
example, how does one judge the vitriol leveled at the president bywilgipicommentators,
bloggers, and telesion talk show hosts? Are they simply expressing ideological disagreement?
Didndét the |l eft attack President Bush in the
competence for the job were challenged in rather direct and unflattering waysn tGe other

hand, is what we are witnessing an expression ot$baigding and deegeated racial animus
camouflaged in a shawl of freedom of expressionthdsnvective directed at the president and

his family a manifestation of the bardbglowthe-surface racism thahany believe defines the
American identity?

The upshot of these complexities is that it has been, and continues to be, difficult to have a
productive conversation about race in the United States. More to the point, for advocates of
sccial justice and racial equityhis makes it all the more difficult to bring forward public
policies that are likely to produce more evenhanded outcomes in communities ofSmtbe
guestion become¥ihat is the most effective way to have a publiocveosation about race that
leads to higher levels of support for a progressive race policy a@érfear the past several
years, the FrameWorks Institute has been supported by a grant from the W. K. Kellogg
Foundation to explore answers to questions liksehabout the intersection of race pplic
preference and communication$ig report is one of a family of studies published at
www.frameworksinstitute.orwith support from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation.

The prevailing wisdonamongscholars and advocates advancing a racial equity agenda is that
communications must Al ead with fromtceo. This m
acknowl edgment of Americads racist g@tist earl vy
argument are that:

1. ltis highly unlikely that white Americans will see the need for interventions and
policy reforms if they do not recognizie continuing legacy ofhe racial inequities
embeddedvithin the structures and policies thie American government and society
(structural racismyvhich, in turn, help explain differential outcomes or disparities
between groups

2. There is a mor al i mperative to confront A
reasoning, America mustknowledge antlealthe wounds of its sordid racial
history before it can move forward with open and honest dialogjbes. argument
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presents a Ascripto that denies the authe

not originate from this sequencing.

A second view, ofte carried forward by more conservative analysts, is the notion that any
productive conversation about race must recognize the tremendous strides we have made as a
society with regard to racéAs such, this perspective perceives a steady and optimistitmar
toward a colorblind society in which peopl e
the color of their skin. It is in this wagome argughat America will beomea truly equal

opportunity society. The rationale for targeted interventioen, is as a necessary evil to reach a
truly colorblind society.

There is a third view whicemanates frora body of work on communicating race conducted by
the FrameWork#nstituteover the last several yedrsThis approach, rooted in theories of

framing, maintains that a dominant frame on race exists which exerts an almost primal pull on
public communications that can (and does) derail public support for a progressive race policy
agenda. Its gravitational foe can be counteracted, however, by careful frame choreography that
recognizes the pitfalls of the dominant frame and, instead, pays careful attention to the order in
which the communications unfolds. In particular, we maintain that communicationsdimat be

with an articulation otertaincore American values can build support among white Americans

for racetargeted public policies.

Let us state now, clearly and without equivocattbatthis is a report about communications,

not sociepolitical analyss. In other words, this nota study of the utility of racial equity or
structural racism as analytic propositions. As a matter of fact, we are extremely partial to
structural analyses of racial inequality and share the goals of a progressive @cageida.

What is in question, however, is the appropriate communications strategy to achieve higher
levels of racespecific policy support. We are not now, nor have we ever advocated that
advocates should not talk about race. Rather, we have developegument which we put to

the test in this reporitthat focuses on the order of values, issue domains, and specific policies in
public communications.

In short,the primary purpose of this report isdaminethe extent to which race can be
introduced in communications as a value propositeading tohigher levels of support for race
targeted public ga@ies. We subject the hypothes® a rigorous empirical test utilizing the latest
technology in weklbased experimental surveys that allow us taioka large nationally
representative sample of American adults.
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FRAMING AND THE PRESENTATION OF RACE

The cancept of frames is foundational to our approaéidecade of FrameWorks research
confirms a growing body of scholarsHipm the social andognitive sciences strongly
suggeshg thathow social issues are framed has a significant impact on how the public
understansl cause and effeathat rolepeople attribute to public and private actoesjdwhat
effective solutionsnight entail® In short, frames are devices that people use to organize
information in order to make meaningthe world around therh.

FrameWorks has forwarded an i mportant concept
reasoningg wi t h regar d t o nttibbtes toweople uhderatandirfg ofaonialn g c o
issues On this |line of reasoning, ideas and issue
minds. As shown in Figure 1, there are three basic levels of public thinking with resihect to

publ i c 0 ationmofopalisyipreéference. Level One is the highest level and refers to broad

values such as freedom, justice, and individual responsibility. Level Two is the level at which

ideas and issues are organized cdtegories of policies or policy domaisuch as health,
education, housing, womenos rights, etc. Lev
specific polcies, actions, and programs suclafismative action, minimum wage, the Earned

Income Tax Credit, or the Child Nutrition Act.

Figure 1. Levels of Public Policy Reasoning

Level 2: Policy

|
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Each level in the hierarchy shamaslpowerfully directs our thinking Most important, research

from the cognitive sciences suggests that people tend to reason from the broadest level (at the

level of values) tahe more specific levels (policy domains and then, to discrete

policies/programs). Put differently, broadly held values serve as a lens through which people

reason about particular issue domains and specific policy progfamisistance, how people

think about golicy such as unemployment benefits may be a function of how much one believes

in the role of i1individual responsibility in d
which communications raise the issue of race is likely to be an impdatartninant of

subsequent public support for rdeased policiesBy extension, when policy issues are raised

without the contextwualizing influence of a va
commonly associate with that policy. Communicatitirag allow for this filling in process are
then subject to the publicds arbitrary assign

Leading with Race

Atbase, the argument about Al eading with raceo
the deefy held American valueand that it must be directly challenged if we are to gain public

support for ameliorating its impact3 o be sure, the sordid history of American race relations

(and several contemporary events) underscores the validity of tessu This thinking is

evident in the communications of social justice advocates. For example:

Structural racism . . .touches and implicates everyone in our séaidtites, blacks,
Latinos, Asians, and Native Americ@nsecause it is a system for al&dmg social
privilege. The lower end of the privilege scale, characterized by socioeconomic

di sadvantage and political i solation, has hi
or fAcol or. o Meanwhi |l e, the uppranty,end of t he
benefits, and power has been associated with

of whiteness and blackness there is a fluid hierarchy of social and political spaces that
are occupied by different groups of color at various times.

Structural Racism and Community Building
Aspen Institute, June 2004

Similar proclamations have come from institutions interestedendingrace relatione the

United States byglirectly confrontingand proposing strategies to rediice a c i a | and et hn
di sparitieso.
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Structural racism is the silent opportunity killer. It is the blind interaction between

institutions, policies, and practices that inevitably perpetuates barriers to

opportunities and racial disparities. Conscious and unconscious racistimae to

exist in our society. But structural racism feeds on the unconscious. Public and

private institutions and individuals each build a wall. They do not necessarily build

the wall to hurt people of color, but one wall is joined by another until¢bagtruct

a labyrinth from which few can escape. They have walled in whole communities.
Grantmakers in the Arts, 2009

Structural racism in health care can make the difference betweesmniif death for
people of color.We must act now to demand equalithealth care from lawmakers
and decisiormakers.
Elaine Gross, President of ERASE Racism, 2609

As stated earlier, we concur that structural inequalé@resa leading source of racial inequaiity

the United States todawhat remains to be seen, however, is whether or not
racisnidiscriminationis an effective Level One valudlbatbooss support for gorogressive race

policy agenddrom a communications perspectivieut another way, does structural racism

stand on its owls a core concept that can sway audiences to remedial and preventive policies or
does it require translation? And, if the latter, what alternative values and communications
elements can help deliver the vision that structural racism set eubie?

Race,Values and Order

The | ast several years of Fr akepiddMofrthe sapacityefs e ar ¢
racismas a Level Onealue to increase policy support facespecific policy’ In particular,

we have found that white Americans the main, reject the idea that racism plaggaificant

part in determining life chances for minorities in genexatl AfricanAmericansn particular.

The prewiling view is that racism isrehistorical artifact that has been outlaw®da serie®f

legislative policies which ensure that individual acts of racism are effectively redressed. In fact,

many groups have begun to argue that those policies need to be dismantled because they
constitute fAreverse di scr ianiAmesidansoverothex graupsact u a
From thisperspectiveit is easy to understand tbensistent pattern dihdings thatemergerom
ourqualitative workkwhi t es fAshut downo when the conversa-
American racism.

As a result, FrameWorks hdevoteda considerablaumber of both qualitative and quantitative
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studiesto finding alternative way$o communicateabout racethani t i gat e t he publ i
instinctive reactions to racism asupposition for policy actionln that respectyve have found

that priming people with fundamental, widely consensual American values such as opportunity
for all, ingenuity, and prevention can lead to higher levels of support fotaegeted public

policies and programs. The logictbfs approach is found in the notion that Americans do
indeedhonor coradeas about the openness of the society, its opportunity structure, and its
capacity to meet and solve even the thorniest of problems. When thinking is structured by the
introductian of race neutral Level Onalues, we posit, people (i.e., white Americans) can and

do support policies that are very clear about the proposed beneficiaries of the intervention (i.e.,
minorities). That is, we have found that leading communications witladily shared valuebas

a greater impact on enhancing public support for-besed policies than does leading with a
direct statement about race or racism.

Toward A New PostRacial, Color Blind Society?

Ever sinceDr. Martin Luther Kingg s dveé aDH e a mo , is whiehehespoke so eloquently

about hisdreamthathishi | dr en woul d not be Ajudged by t he
content of their charactgf, the goal osomeprogressive race advocates has been to move

America toward a poinvhereraceis no longer a major social issu&he election of Barack

Obamain 2008was widelyconsidered avatershed momeinhat renewedh o pe t hat Dr . Ki
vision could yet be realized. #lsobrought the discussion about the meoitand possibilities

for a colorblind societputside of the discourse of legal philosophy and into mainstream public
discourse

The historical context for the perspective of America as a colorblind spomtever extends

much further back in the annai§ American jurisprudence. One example of this perspective in
jurisprudence is found in what is now a stran
dissent inPlesy v. Ferguson.Harlanwrote,

A[ O] ur Co n s t-blinduahd neithekriows nar twlerates classes among

citizens. 0 The strange twist is provided by
from the common view that held blacks as seabask citizens, while today it is the most

conservative voices that argue for a adbtind society. As blogger John Rosenberg

wr ot e i Ihis oRedo0tiBe:many ironies in the strange career of racial equality that

in order to defend racial preferences liberals today rely on purposefully ambiguous

language resulting from the desirétbe framers of the 14th Amendment to preserve

segregation and statesdé6 rights, while the cr
viewed as conservatives, echo the radicals who wanted to proscribe all racial
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di stinctions. Todaygo.aretimescslk mcoeslkirkalky th
Justice John Marshall H &lesly @ Refgasorgidsemtghate nt a s s e
Aour Constitution is colorblind. oo

Orba conservative commentator and lateetomes whse t Lin
argue for colorblind policies. o

Another example is found in a report issued by the Reagan transition team giidhe E
EmploymentOpportunityCommission(the team was headed by black conservative J.A. Parker
and included a pr8upreme CourClarence Thomas). The report concluded, "[T]he goal of all
Americans of good will should be the creation of a society which is both-lolial and

committed to economic growth and advancement. A system of racial quotas and classifications
in a declinig economy is the prescription for intgroup tensions and social dislocation. It

violates our basic principles of individual freedom and our hope for continuing progfess."

Obamads el ection made ma lyyeflectomim guesticot whather b e gi n
America had finally made a pesicial turnand the public discoursm racehas beeisatedwith

open questions abotite extent to which a color blind societyr the real possibility thereofjad

finally arrived. Even a cursory look at the titles from newspapers, news magazines, and talk

radio programs since the election gives a clear indication that tiosviene new tact ithe

dialogueonrace in America.

Table 1 offers only a small portion of the now @kent menu of news stories about race. The
diversityof new sources included hérérom youngadult (MTV) to conservative (FOXlews
and National Review) to matream news outlets and mdérsuggests that this frame has
become virtually ubiquitous. THmasic pointhereis thatthere is a renewed public discourse
that invokes the idea of a colorblind or postial society.

It is clear from this coveragtha many of the advocates of the colorblind madanot believe

in benefits assigned by aniassificationand certainly not by racial classification. As a result,

we would not be surprised if exposure to the colorblind fraatethe impact afiepresig

support for racespecific policies Even sothere are some who believe that we mustibiste

public benefits to racial and ethnic minoriti
The ubiquitous nature of this frame and our speculation, (based on prior research) that it is likely

to be counterproductive to progressive attemptgain support for raekased policiegrovided

the catalyst for including it in our experimental research.
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Table 1. Selected Media Titles on Race, 2009

11

Does Obama's Win Show US Is Colorblind@X News- Jan 5, 2009

Obama Biilds On King's Dreami Post Racial AmericaWashington Times - Jan 19, 2009
Morgan Welcomes Golden Globes Audience To-Rastal America’ MTV.com - Jan 11, 2009
PostRacial Era? Go tell i¢tims O Police $iootings. USA Today- Jan 13, 2009

Is This How the PodRacial Obama Administration BegimhBEOX News- Jan 20, 2009

Are We Living In A PosRacial AmericaNational Public Radio- Feb 11, 2009

Mobilizing Against Rcism h Post Rcial America. San Francisco Chronicle- Feb 12, 2009
WelcomeTo PostRacial America.Philadelphia Weekly - Feb 27, 2009

Election Of Barack Obamandl PostRacial $ciety. Daily Monitor - May 16, 2009
Journalists Ignore Reality That 'PeR@acial' President Isn'tFOX News- Jun 5, 2009

Col orbi nd Erase iStereotypeRtdladéghia Inquirer - Jul 8, 2009

The Recession Is Nobrblind. Salon- Jul 15, 2009

PostRacial America Looks Pretty Racial TeMAtlanta Journal Constitution - Jul 22, 2009
PostRacial America &l A Mirage. Philadelphia Inquirer - Jul 22, 2009

So Much For PosRacial America. Tampa Tribune - Jul 29, 2009

So Much For APostRacial" America?CBS News- Jul 30, 2009

Miles To Go To Achieve A PeRacial America.Kansas City Star- Aug 2, 2009

Despite Progres, We're Still Not A Truly Pofacial America Seattle Times- Aug 7, 2009
Jimmy Carter Is Wrong- It's Just Not About Race AnymorneOX News- Sep 16, 2009

What Happenedd'PostRacial' America?Korea Times- Sep 21, 2009

PostRacial America....Whatd PostRacial America?Huntingtonnews.net- Oct 7, 2009
Farrakhan: Obama's Election No Post Racial AmericBS News- Oct 18, 2009

"He's The Americanf@sident,The PostRacial America orhe National Review-Oct 21, 2009
Why We're NoPostRacial. Wall Street Journal - Nov 20, 2009

SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

A In generalexposure tomy values prime increases support for rapecific policies

compared to a control condition that does not expose people to a values prlme@npact
of all of the values primes on policy support wasitive. Moreovereffects of thesealues
on child/youth policiesn 7 of the9 treatmentsverestatistically significantand on health

policies, 4 of the 9 treatments proved tostatistically significant.

A Values such aBrevention,Opportunityfor All, andingenuity were most effective in raising
support for racgargeted policies and program$hese treatments attracted statistically
significant coefficients in more tha@®% of the tests. The findings were more robust for

child and youth development policy than health policy.
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A Exposure to a racism values prime was not as effective in raising policy sagpgogtosure
to values that were not <connec Naaeheless, Amer i ca
exposure to the Bparities prime was more effective than exposure té&-#immess Across
Groupsprime, particularly with regards to child and youth depatent policy.

A Exposure to the racism prime appearecetaind people of their prior orientations in terms
of party affiliation and racé=zor example, there westrong differences in policy support
across race and party affiliation but also in some dasgecially on health policy), across
the entire spectrum of potential moderators. In particiirness Across Groujpsan
appeal that closely mirrors common communications about dispértiakthe effect of
deepening existing social cleavages.

A Thecolorblind argument wathe least effective in elevating support for race policles.
related coefficients failed to reach statistical significance in any of the tests.

A Even introducing race (as opposed to racism) into the more general values [wirbtein
ways underming support for raceargeted policiesln particular, only 1 of 6 values
(Opportunityfor All) show statistically significant increases in policy support for child/youth
policies or health policiewhen African Americans are specifically named as policy
beneficiaries

RESEARCH METHODS

The findings in this paper are drawn from two separate experimental stadascted in

October of 2009 The first which we refer to throughout the report®tdy |, includeda

natiorally representative sample 4P75registered voters (weighted on the basis of gender, age,
race, education and party identificatigrandwas drawn from a national online paf&More
than400 hundredespomlents were assigned at randtmrhe control grou443), whilethe
remainder wasssigned t@ne ofnineexperimental conditions.

The second stugdyvhich we refer to asStudy llithroughout this report, alsncluded a national
representative sampleeighted on the basis of gender, age, racec&itlon and party
identification® This study included 4,15@gistered voterandwas drawn from a national
online paneln the same manner as our previous studgre than 40@espondents were
assigned at ratom to the control group (4b@nd the remainder was assigned to one of the
treatment groups.
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The theory of random assignment in evaluation research design suggests that any variation
between the control and the treatment groopsstemming from expaose to the stimuli of the
treatmentsshould be negligible or nonexistent. To test this proposition more specifically in our
research, we conducted a series of overddists to determine if there were any systematic
differences in the race, gender, edigrg and party affiliation between the treatment and control
groups. We found no differences significant at the p>.10 level. Even so, as an additional
precaution against selection bias caused by prior disposition or other observed characteristics, we
alsousel statistical methods to control for the impact of a discrete set of demographic and

political variables available to usVhenever such methods are used to control for these factors,

we note that in the text.

The Treatments

In the two experimentatudies discussed in this report, the treatments consist didsstl

stimuli to which the subjects in the study are exposHtk overall objective of both studies is to
test the efficacy of incorporating some discussion of race more explicitly asia lead
communications meant to build support for rkhe@sed policiesTo fully test the implications of
incorporating race as a leadto such communications, we developed stimuli across two studies
that test the presentation of race at all three levgisilgiic thinkingi as Level One values, as
Level Two policy domains and as Level Three specific policy actidsssuch, both studies
provide a unique window into this issue by testing this proposition in slightly diffdrent
complementaryvays.

More specifically,Study Iwas designed to teite extento whichthe presentation of race at

Level Oneheighters supportfor racebased policieand wherghe attempt to explaiwhy

society ought to address radsduess made through an appeal to a LeNelomaini in this

case, racial disparities access to qualitfiealth care and educatibhThe first set of stimuli

test two values that inherentlyake ratsm and discriminatioa prominent focal poirfor

thinking about the kind of society we wantibbabit Those stimuli are encapsulated in the
treatmentsenttdld ADi sparitieso amd §fHaier fdagstAcreds 0 fC
race is actively invoked} tested against a second set of stithat do not feature racism or

discrimination as an inherently American value propositibne second seif treatments

represerdgvalues that FrameWorks has tested in other experimental trials and found to be

successful in increasing support for pragige public policies. Tése treatments are

encapsul ated i n PreventiaorfRraspentg fOppertumityfdr All, | e d A
fAlnterdependenaefiingenuityd, andfFairness Aross Places . Fi alsointlugea we
treatment endoi whedhiAiCalvokkbki nd theultihatetgoaloh| v a's
eradicating raem as a public issueTexts of the ninestudytreatmentsan be foundn

Appendix A.
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Study llwas designed tget at the introduction of race in a more subtle fashinstead of
directly representingacisnidiscriminationasa Level Onevalue, we made two adjustments.
First, while the value statement remained race neutral, we identified the recipient of the public
benefits as African American. Second, and in response to claims ofterbynadeocatehat
the publicneed more specifianformation about the types pblicies andnterventions that are
necessary, we included a set of very specific policy solutiotie values primé.e., Level
Three explanations) As a result, the attempt to explaulmy society ought to address raki
issues is made through the identification of a set of specific Level Three pofagethe
treatments (Prevention, Opportunity All, Ingenuity,Fairness Across PlaceandFairness
Across Groupgshave beemiven a different orientation than oueatmentsn Study | in ways
that allow us to examine the presentation of race from a slightly different vantageTgwnt.
specific text of the fivéreatments from this studyan be found iM\ppendix B

In both studies, all of the treatmemtgre compared to a control group that received no stimuli.
Mean differences between each of the treatments and the control group in terms of policy
preferences are reported hereirirame effects We should also note that the text of the
treatments ifboth studies have been evaluated for their readability and show that the average
reading level is about Yyrade!®

Data Collection

In both studies,ujects were first asked to respond ftoriaf series of introductory questions

where they rated thelevel of concern abouwt set ofunrelated political issues. To avoid
contamination of testing effects, the series of political issues offered to subjects was rotated each
time the survey was administered and was quite broad in subject matter. Immédliatelng

this series of questions, subjects were assigned to either a treatment camditibair

treatments were shown on the screethey were assigndad the control conditionirf which

case theyeceived no stimuluspubsequently,lbsubjects vere then asked to answer questions
related to their support for a range of polpnyicies(described belowand their political

attitudes in generaQuestions within each of these outcome areas were also rotated to mitigate
against order effects.

Outcome Measures
Subjects from both experimental surveys were asked a series of quéstiatiswed us to
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measure their policy preferencdsssentially, ve comparedesponseacross the treatments and
control groupsn both studieso better underand the impact of invoking race at different levels
of presentatiofin communications.

To measure these policy preferenaes developedeveral index variables (referred to here as
policy batteries) that tapped the approval/disapproval dichotomgerfies of policy proposals
across several policy domaink this reportwe examinghe frame effects on twaf those

policy areas included in both surveydl) child and youthdevelopment policies an@) health
policies. For both studieswefirst collected a list of policy proposakteing debated and
discussed among policy advocatesithenasked study subjects to indicate their support for
those measuresFor Study | we designed the policy batteries to specifically underscore the
impact of thoe policies on minorities and minority communities. The policies developed for
Study llweremore broadly targeted. The lst policiesincluded in the policy batteries for both
studiescan be found in Appendix.C

To ersure reliability we first pretestedthe policyitems witha small pilot samplelhe pilot
suggested thdhe interitem correlations étween the questions within edufitterywere

reliable To test for validitywe performed a factor analysis to confirm tkia¢ batteriswere, in
fact, distinct We t hen performed a Cronbach&s edkh pha
battery to gaugtheir general reliability. All tests demonstrated that the respective scales
displayed coefficients well above the range of atatgfity 0 reliability scores for all of the
batteries were greater than .8&&sured of the reliabilitgf the batteries as independent scales,
we collapsed the questions into index variables that were subsequently used as outcome
measures in the statiséil analyses that followin addition, for ease of interpretation, these
variables were rescaled to range from O {with one indicating higher levels of suppaat)d

are reported in these increments

FINDINGS

In this report, weexaminethe extent tavhich racialized communicatigimpact policy thinking
andat what level of presentation thosemmunicationsremost advantaged by directly
incorporating race (Level One, Two, or Three). this end, we developed tvexperimental
studies. Study lexamnesthe relative impact of three presentations of a values prime:

0] racism/discrimination

(i) coreAmerican values

(i)  colorblindness

Similarly Study llexaminesvhen race (as opposed to racism) is introduced as part of a general
American values prime and includes discrete information aheuteneficiaries of policy action
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as well the nature of the action.

In this section of the repomve present the findings associated with exposure to the treatment
conditiors. Treatment effects are defined here in terms of differences in mean scores between
the control condition and the experimental treatments. To estimate the treatmentvedfeses!

a series of generalized linear regression models. Regression analysis is a useful technique
because it measures the strength of the relationship between multiple variables of interest
simultaneously. In addition, a number of control variables weredabdie regression models
(including race, gender, class, party affiliation, age, education, region of residency, religious
affiliation, and marital status) to increase the precision of the effect measurements

Study I: Measuring the Strength ofRacialized Appeals at Leves One and Two
Support for Race Targeted Child and Youth Development Policies

Table2 presents thampact ofexposure to values on policy support for child and youth
development policy and health policy.

Treatments Control Group
All Treatments 037 (.012)*
Racialized Value Treatments 026 (.014)*
Non Racialized Value Treatments 042 (.013)%+
Treatments Control Group
Race .
invisibility | 00" Blind 012(.017)
Racialized | Disparities .04Q(.017)**
Treatments| Fairness Across Groups .029(.017)*
Prevention .054(.016)***
Non Prosperity .015(.016)
Racialized Opportunityfor All .044(.017)**
*%
Treatments Interdependence .037(.017)
Ingenuity .049(.017)**
Fairness Across Places .051(.016)**
Statistically Significant Differences **
Note 1: Standard errors are indicated in parentheses.
Note 2: Several controls were included (age, race, party, marital status, religious observanc
income, region of residence, and news attentiveness).
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The main effects of the treatments are preskmt the top portion of Tableghd suggest three
things. First, exposure to aalue (whether racialized or noi§ associated with higher policy
support when compared to the control conditidine bottom pa@l of Table2 provides even
more specific information about the efficacy of employinadues as part of the communications
strategy. Here we find thatl of thevalues tested (whether racialized or not) raigeiblic
support for child angouth policies when compared against the control greumo 7 out of 9 of
them are stafitically significant

Second, the positive treatment effects for non raciaafees (as a group) are about twice that

for racializedvalues (as a group). Whemetdisaggregated treatment effects are examined, we
can see that the strongest individual treatment effects come from PreventionHa5wss

Across Place6051) and Ingenuity (.049)These analyses show thalthough advocates may

gain some tractin using racsm as d_evel One valughey garner almost twice as much support
from values not associated with racism or discriminatidrhird, exposure to the colorblind

values prime represents the smallest increase over the control group in terms of policy support.
Although the coefficients are in the positive direction, they are statistically insignificant. In other
words,the treatment whichrgues that we ought to address racial disparities as a step toward a
more colablind or postracial society provedeast likely to raise support for policies that

address thoseerydisparities.

We find both sinilarities and differencesvhen we examinsupport for health policyAs before,
Table 3showsthatthe maineffects of the treatments overalre positive increasés policy

support We also find thathe treatments that proved most effective in elevating public support
for child/youth policiegPrevention Fairness Across Placetgenuity,and Opportunityfor All)
proved successful in elevating health policiésfinal similarity is that the colorblind treatment
againproved least likely to raise public support for rF@sed policies on health

Still, there are important differences. Exposure to racism as a value proposaemnless

effective in elevating policy suppom dealth tharon child/youth policiesNone of the

racialized treatments rose to the level of statistical signifeeamterms of their ability to raise
public support for health. A finalifference between the chiigiuth developmertolicies and
healthpoliciesis that the value dinterdependence falls short of statistical significance on health,
although it was shen to be statistically significant in elevating public support for child/youth
policies.
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Treatments Control Group
All Treatments 022 (.012)*
Racialized Value Treatments 009 (.013)
Non Racialized Value Treatments 024 (.012)
Treatments Control Group

Race .

Invisibility | 010" Blind -004(.017)
Racialized | Disparities .017(.017)
Treatments| Fairness Across Groups .007(.016)

Prevention .041(.016)**

Non Prosperity .009(.016)
Racialized Opportunityfor All .034(.016)**
Treatments Interdependence .012(.016)

Ingenuity .030(.016)*
Fairness (Places) .037(.016)**
Statistically Significant Differences **
Note 1: Standard errors are indicated in parentheses.
Note 2: Several controls were included (age, race, party, marital status, religious observanc
income, region of residence, aneWws attentiveness).

Two broad implicationgmergerom these analysed-irst,using aLevel One valu¢o begin a
conversation on race is productive for increasing support foitaageted policies and programs.
We found thido be trueacross both policy areamder examinationSecond, while it is true that
racism as a value did have some positive effects, they were, in the main, about half as effective
as exposing people to core American values that did not cite historical disciomiagian
explanation for disparities in sociefjhe fact that more generalized treatments were able to
elevate support for policies that were specifically targeted to racial and ethnic minorities makes
these effects even motempelling. It suggests aild of disjunctve ironyi in order to garner
support for racebased policies, advocates needegin the conversation by invoking broader
core American valuesBeing literal about racism in the public dialogue about race is not the
most effective way touild public will for progressive race policy reforms.
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Evaluating the Moderating Impacts of Race, Gender,
Educational Background, and Party Affiliation

We recognize thahese counterintuitive results might be a function of the interaction between
thet r eat ment ef f ect s onbelefsand predigposgiandhe litacatupea nt s 6
suggests that framing effects can be attenuated by several factors. In some cases, strong prior
beliefs about the issue or object will trump activation bytstesm contextual cues (Chong and
Druckman, 2007; lyengar, 1991). In other words, there is a distinction between the temporary
activation of cognitive structures and the chronic accessibility of$taugding beliefs.

As a result, weonductedegression analyses to evaluate the impasewéral types of
moderatorgoundin our prior researchio havesomeimpacton policy preferences race, gender,
education, and party affiliatiohVe examinghese moderators on policy suppiorttwo of the
treatments tested in the stuid{Preventiof and(Fairness Across GroupsFigures2 and 3
presenthe interactiorcoefficients for thd’reventiontreatmenfor child/youth and health policy.
Figures4 and 5dothe same foFairness Across Group$n all of these Figures, the bars
represent the extent to which the group identified is statistically differentifs@ounterparts in

the control grouplor example, in Figure 2, women who received the Prevention treatment are
statistically more likelythan women in the control group to support child and youth policies.

More generally, fronFigure 2 we can see that gender and education are not effective moderators
of the treatment effects of Prevention, since there are statistically significant treatment effects
across all categories in themeas Put more simplyirrespective of gender @ducational
background, study participants exposed to the Prevention treatment are significantly more likely
than their counterparts in the control group to support child and youth development pdlicies.
does appear that there amme party moderatpeffects here, as only Democrats exposed to the
Prevention treatment are statistically significant from Democrats in the control group, but those
appear to be fairly minimasincepolicy support bypoth Republicans and Independests

positive (albeit nbstatistically significant) There are no importaithpactsby race since none

of the racial categories has a statistically significant impact on policy support for child/youth
polices.

The overall effect of the moderators is similar when we evaluwgiport for health policy among
study participants exposed to the Prevention treatment but there are a few important differences.
Policy support among the college educated and Independents drops substantially on health
policies. In the other directiopplicy support increases among whites and blacks and it

surpasses that of Hispanics (whereas the opposite trends were found on child/youth policy).
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Figure 2. Prevention Treatment and Potential Moderators- Child/ Youth Development Policy Support
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Perhaps most important, across both policy areas we see that the greatest impact of the
Prevention treatments happens for Democrats, men, and those with a high school degree or less.
Converselysupport among Republicans and Independents is most atteiuikisdg a

reflection of the fact thaiothgroups are generaliyore criticalof policy interventions in these

areas antlkely more cynical of attempts iatervene prior to the emergencepobblems.

Figure 3. Prevention Treatment and Potential Moderators- Health Policy Support
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We also chose to evaluate the moderators on those exposedr&irtiess Across Groups
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treatment. On child and youth development policy, we faug and party affiliation to be strong
moderators of support for child/youth policies after exposure to this treatment. In particular,
policy support drops among whites and Republicans aftersexe toFairness Across Groups

On the other hand, policy support is strengthened after exposure among all other groups but
especially among women and Democrats.

Figure 4. Fairness Across Groups Treatmentiad Selected Moderators Child/Youth Development Policy
Support
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Women and Democrats continue to offer the strongest policy support after expdsaira¢ss

Across Groupsvhen we evaluate health policies but support among other key groupaksr
compared to childandyouthdevelopmenpolicy. In particular, Independents and the college
educated join whites and Republicans as groups for which policy support is lower after exposure
to Fairness Across Groupisan their counterparts in the control group.

In general, these analyses suggest that exposure to treatments with racism as a Level One value
propositionevokedstronger differencem policy supportacross race and party affiliation but

alsoin some cases (on health policy support, for example), across the entire spectrum of
potential moderata. In some cases (especially on health policy), the bidirectional nature of the
coefficients actually had the impact of canceling out any main efiéth® treatments. For

example, the increased policy support by blacks and Hispanics was largely cancelled out by dips
in support among whites. Likewise, strong support by women, Democrats andllege

educated study participants was negated by Bgstabng opposition among men, Independents,

and the college educate@vhile it may be tempting fadvocates to try to target thealFness

message to the groups who seemed to be most receptive, our data strongly suggest the efficacy of
employing a morenainstream value like Prevention to garner more widespread support.
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Figure 5. Fairness Across Groupslreatment and Selected Moderators Health Policy Support
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Study II: Measuring the Strength ofRacialized Policy Appeals atevel Il

From Study Iwe discovered thatepresenting race as a value proposition about the

discriminatory nature of American society has limited capacity to lift public support for race

targeted policies and programé/h at we dondt katanevcan igtrodwde emteh er or
(as opposed to racism) in a core American value proposition. In other words, can race be subtly
injected in a more general values prime? Can
the incoming communications strear8tud/ Il is designed to answéris question.

Support for Child and Youth Development Policies

To begin this analysis, waresent the treatmeatfects related to policy support for child and
youth developmentglicy. Table 4indicatesthatthe overalltreatment effectof thefiracializea
policies(as a grouparepositive but not statistically significant (at .00%For comparison sake,
it is interesting to note that the treatment effecte@mevalues inStudy laveraged about .042
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Treatments Control Group
All Treatments T Racialized .009 (.014)
Treatments Control Group
Opportunity for All(African Americars) .037(.022)*
Ingenuity (African Americars) .013(.022)
Prevention(African Americars) .006(.022)
Fairness Across Grougafrican Americars) .002(.022)
Fairness Across Placéafrican Americar) .012(.021)
Statistically Significant Differences **H¥
Note 1: Standard errors are indicated in parentheses.
Note 2: Several controls were included (age, race, party, marital status, religious observance
income, region of residence, aneWws attentiveness).

Moreover, when we look at the disaggregated results in the lower portion of Table 4, we find that
the only treatment for which we see statistically significant increases in policy support is for the
value of Opportunity for All. Thus, while the coefficisrsuggest that these values have some
effect on policy support (as indicated by the positive coefficients that range from .006 to .037),
the increases are minimal and insignificant compared to the control condition.

Treatments Control Group
All Treatments T Racialized .015(.016)

Treatments Control Group
Opportunity for All(African Americars) .047(.024)**
Ingenuity(African Americars) .022(.024)
Prevention(African Americars) .023(.024)
Fairness Across GrougAfrican Americars) .011(.024)
Fairness Across Placéafrican American .006(.024)

Statistically SignbOi*pads*pdild ferences **H¥
Note 1: Standard errors are indicated in parentheses.
Note 2: Several controls were included (age, race, party, marital status, religious observancg
income, region of residence, and news attentiveness).
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In Table 5, we evaluate how the treatments fare on health policies. We find that the coefficients

on the treatments are generally lower than those fouBdiudy |1 . The only #@Arac
with statistical significance in this study is OpportunityAdl. The treatment coefficient on

Opportunity for All is highly significant and comparable to the effects we fouldudy Ibut it

is the only value for which this is true.

Evaluating the Moderating Impacts of Race, Gender,
Educational Background, and Party Affiliation

We evaluateseveral potential moderators of the fragfiecs we found in this studyAnalogous

to our analyses in the first study, we present the results of regression analyses that evaluate the
impact of race, gender, educatiand party affiliation on support for child and youth pgliand

health policy In Figure § we examine support for child/youth policies and evaluate several
potential moderators ddpportunity for All(the value which garners the most policy support

and Pevention (as a follovup to the analysis Study ).

Figure 6. Opportunity for All Treatment and Potential Moderatorsi Child/ Youth Development Policy Support
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Figure 6 shows thatithough support for child/youth developmepnticies vaiesacross groups,
the potential moderators examined show minimal impathat is, support for child/youth
policies does not seem to be determined by differences in race, gendegrdgsarty
affiliation.

Figure 7 evaluates the imgtaof these moderators on support for health policy following
exposure to Opportunitipr All. The overall pattern of findings mostly mirsdhat foundin
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Figure § with only minor differences in the magnitude of the effects. As we discussed earlier in
this section of the report, study participants had a slightly stronger response to the health policies
thanto the childandyouth policies following exposure to tireatmentsand Figures 7 reflects

that.

Figure 7. Opportunity for All Treatment and Potential Moderators- Health Policy Support
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Figures 8 and 9 evaluate moderators forlRtheness Across Groupeatment.For childand

youth policy it is clear thafor most groupsany differences between the treatment group and the
control condition are fairly minimalln fact, the only factofor which we can observe fairly
substantial movement after exposure toRh&ness Across fdupstreatment is acrossace.

For exampleBlacks are much more likely to support child and youth policies eXjgosure to

this treatment but this increase in support is negated by the strong losses in policy support after
Hispanics are exposed to tkame treatment

On support for health policy, as reflectedrigure 9 we find that the same pattern exists across
the moderating effect¥Vhen comparing Figures 8 and 9, we also find plodity support on
health policy among women, Republicans and those with less than a college education is
actually slightly lower than qaport among their counterparts in the control conditiévie also

find the samelramatic bifurcation across raffeetween black and Hispan)ass well as party
affiliation found for child/youth policy. Moreover,@dose examination suggestBatimpacts
across all of the other moderators in the stadyactivated by thEairness Across Groups
treatmentSo,Fairness Across Groupa Study I, seems to have the same impacts as found in
Study I- deepening existing social cleavages.

© FrameWorks Institute 2009



26

Figure 8. Fairness Across Group§reatment and Potential Moderators- Child/ Youth Development Policy Support
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In sum,we evaluated two values treatments (OpportuioityAll and Fairness Across Groups

On the former, we find surprisihgfew moderating #ects. That is, irrespective of gender, race,
party affiliation, or educational background, exposure to Opportunity for All produces increases
in support for child and youth and health policiéhe picture is very different when we

measure the moderating impawoinFairness Across Groupdere we find that race (and to

some extent, party affiliation) act as powerful moderators that mitigate any overall positive
impacts of the treatmenOther moderating effects are found to be active (albeit to a lesser
exten) on support for health policy as well.

Figure 9. Fairness Across Groups Treatment and Potential ModeratorsHealth Policy Support
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The findings related to the moderating impacts legfplainwhy Opportunityfor All is

successful in elevating policy support on both sets of policy batter@&sidy Il Opportunity

for All, everwhen it is directed at one group (in this case, African Americang)r vi ves t he |
ver sus fhsumahmkingften foond when the public is faced with a message about

policy benefits targetetb minority groupsand, as a resultpolicy supporis elevated across all

groups By contrastFairness Across Grouplrected at African Americardoes not seem to

survive this kind of zergum thinking and policy support wasgaignificantly across each of the
moderators.

DiscussioN AND CONCLUSI ONS

We opened this report with a discussion about the implications of the Obama presidency on race
relations in United States ahdw sucha historically significant event might shape

communications about race. In many ways, the findings discussed in this report are very much
in alignment with the central argument that Obama himself has made about race relations in this
countryi that appeal$or better conditions for African Americans stand on much firmer ground
when theyarebound to(and made on the basis tBtter conditions for the broader society.

That is, communications meant to broaden support for policies that address racidleisgrari

likely to have a greater impact when made on the basis of a broader set of sharedvaiges.

March 18, 2008 speech on race, Obama expressed the essence of this viewpoint.

AFor t h-&meldam coranaumity, that path means embracing thedmsrdf our

past without becoming victims of our past. It means continuing to insist on a full measure

of justice in every aspect of American life. But it also means binding our particular

grievances for better health care, and better schools, and bégties - to the larger

aspirations of all Americans the white woman struggling to break the glass ceiling, the

white man whods been |l aid offY the immigrant

Ob a ma 6 s howeawar slagsd in stark contrast to the practices anmahgcate®f racebased

policiesthat constitute whatie deem to be a kind alfogic of literalness thistenacious view

that support for racbased policies can only be won if we &teral anddirect n our
communications about racihat is,anexplci t acknowl edgement of Amer
past and present practiceghe findings in this paper suggest that adherence to this kind of

literalness is not so much counterproductive as much as it is a strategy thahahgds the

overallgoal ofbroadening policy support. As such, thesire to have our communications about
racereflect the vantage point that racism, discrimination, and inequality are alive and well may

make us feel bettérserving a kind of cathartic functianbutit gets us o closer to building the
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kind of public support for raebased policies that might actually make a differer@bama
captures this dilemma in his March™8peechas well

AThe fact is that the comments thaed have bee
over the last few weeks reflect the complexities of race in this country that we've never

really worked through a part of our union that we have yet to perfect. And if we walk

away now, if we simply retreat into our respective corners, we will nevable to come

together and solve challenges like health care, or education, or the need to find good jobs

for every® American. o

Indeed, ve could easily retreat tmur respective corneysalking past each other by juxtaposing
discussions of structural racism with those about reverse discrimination, inequality with those of
political incorrectness, and social justice with historical progress but in doing so we pnt off
easier task thatrategic communications offer§hat is, gnoring what the research suggests

a wayforward toward building a big tent of public support for rhesed policiesandinstead
choosing teelevate race to prominence in the discussiotihout thinking though the impacts

on public thinking. And it is the latteposition,an illogical position oforts, which threaterie
undermineghe prospects farommunicating a vision that lesitb atrue postracial America.
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APPENDIX A: EXPERIMENTAL TREATMENTS T STUDY |

Now we would like to ask you to respond to some interesting things in the news today.

1. Control Group.

2. Disparities

Lately there has been a lot of talk about disparities in our country. Some people believe that
discrimination continas to create differences in the quality of health and education programs

and services available to people. This puts some groups at greater risk for problems than others.
For this reason, it is important to reduce disparities by promoting programs aodimgpr

services available to those groups. According to this view, we should eliminate differences in
the quality of services people can get because it harms their quality of life. Have you heard this
explanation of why we should allocate societal agsedsidress disparities?

3. Colorblindness

Lately there has been a lot of talkoalb the value of having a coldind society. Some people
believe that in order to get to a point where race is no longer a dividing line, we need to resolve
differences irthe quality of health and education programs and services that racial and ethnic
groups can get. These continuing differences bbaclability to achieve a colblind society.
According to this view, we should promote programs and improve servicasdband ethnic
minorities so that our nation can move d¢tave you heard this explanation of why we should
allocate soetal assets to achieve a cdilind society?

4. Fairness Across Groups

Lately there has been a lot of talk about fairness betdifenent groups in our country. Some
people believe that some groups are struggling because they are not given a fair chance to do
well. This is because programs and services are not fairly distributed among all groups in our
society. When some groupealenied the resources they need, they are unable to overcome
problems like poor health and education. According to this view, we need to make sure that all
groups in our country have equal access to quality health and education pragieses/eces.

Have you hearthis explanation of why we should allocate societal assets more fairly among
groups?

5. Prevention

Lately there has been a lot of talk about prevention in our country. Some people believe that we
should prevent health and education pgobis bef or e t hey occur. Wh e n
they eventually become worse and cost more to fix. For this reason, it is important to promote

© FrameWorks Institute 2009



30

programs and improve services that keep problems from occurring in the first place. According
to this view,we can save lives and money if we make good prevention programs easier for
everyone to access. Have you heard this explanation of why we should allocate societal assets to
prevention?

6. Prosperity

Lately there has been a lot of talk abprdsperity in our country. Some people believe that we
should do more to address problems that undermine prosperity, like poor health and education.
When we support overall community wéking, it increases the chances that our society will
thrive. For ths reason, it is important to promote programs and improve services that keep our
society moving forward. According to this view, developing human and community resources is
vital to our ability to achieve a progpeis society. Have you heatds explantion of why we

should allocate societal assets to create greater prosperity?

7. Opportunity for All

Lately there has been a lot of talk about opportunity for all in our country. Some people believe

that too many people still face barrierstogood healand educati on. Our cou
achieve is undermined when not enough people have access to the things that help you succeed

in life. For this reason, we need to ensure that everyone has access to the programs and services
that strengthen oppamity in our country. According to this view, promoting programs and

improving services that enhance opportunity will result in a better quality of life for the whole

nation. Have you heard of this explanation of why we should allocate societal agsgiote

opportunity for all?

8. Interdependence

Lately there has been a lot of talk about how we are all connected in our country. Some people
believe that we will only succeed when all parts of the nation are in good shape. Problems of
poor healtrand education that happen in one part of the nation end up affecting us all. For this
reason, moving ahead as a country requires promoting programs and improving services
everywhere so that we all benefit from our interconnectéhacording to this viewall

communities must be able to realize their potential and contribute to the country. Haneageu

this explanation of why we should allocate societal assets to recognize the connections among
communities?

9. Ingenuity/Solutions First

Lately there has been a lot of talk about the need to use more innovation in our country. Some
people believe that society is not applying enough American ingenuity to promoting programs
and improving services that benefit communities. We can make pragvwessl solving health
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and education problems if programs are evaluated and the effective ones are continued. For this
reason, innovation should be a priority. According to this view, smart states have significantly
made conditions better in some comntigsi by finding innovative ways to improve and promote
heath and education pragns. Have you have heatds explanation of why we should allocate
societal assets to inventing better solutions?

10. Fairness Across Places

Lately there has been a lottatk about fairness among different parts of our country. Some

people believe that certain communities are struggling because they are not given a fair chance to
do well. This is because programs and services are not fairly distributed across alhd@amu

When some communities are denied the resources they need, they are unable to overcome
problems like poor health and education. According to this view, we need to level the playing

field so that every community has access to quality health andtestupeogramsand services.

Have you hearthis explanation of why we should allocate societal assets more fairly among
communities?
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APPENDIX B: EXPERIMENTAL TREATMENTS T StuDY I

1. Control Group.

2. Opportunity for All.

Lately there habeen a lot of talk about social conditions in America. Some people believe that
African American communities still face many barriers to opportunity. They have more
declining school budgets, restrictive lending practiaes fewer health professionals.eTh
American Dream has always relied on creating an environment where everyone has an
opportunity to achieve including African Americans. According to this view, we need to

devote more attention to ensuring that every commiinitgluding African American

communities provides an opportunity to succeed for all its residents. This will result in a better
quality of life and future prosperity for the nation as a whole. Please tell us if you have heard this
explanation of why we should allocate societal ssteimproving conditions in African

American communities.

3. Ingenuity/Solutions First.

Lately there has been a lot of talk about social conditions in America. Some people believe that
we as a society are not devoting enough attention to effguili@es and programs that benefit
African American communities. They maintain that effective solutions do exist. Progress can be
made if programs are routinely evaluated and the good ones brought to scale in African
American communities. According to thigw, smart states have significantly improved
conditions in some African American communities. They have done this by raising teacher
guality, creating lending policies for buying homes, and increasing the number of health
professionals. Please tell igyou have heard this explanation of why we should allocate societal
assets to creating better solutions to problems affecting African American communities.

4. Prevention

Lately there has been a lot of talk about social conditions in America. Soiple pebeve that

preventing problems in African American communities is important because they will eventually
become everyoneb6s probl ems. Preventing ,decl in
and a scarcity of health professionals in Afriéanerican communities will prevent worse

problems in the future. According to this view, we can prevent further damage to our nation by
devoting more resources to addressing these problems in African American communities before
they become more seriouseBse tell us if you have heard this explanation of why we should

allocate societal assets to preventing problems affecting African American communities.

5. Fairness Across Groups
Lately there has been a lot of talk about social conditions in Am&drae people believe that
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many of the problems African Americans confront are the result of discriminatory practices that
continue to unfairly target African Americans. Whether overtly or more subtly, African

Americans are treated differently when it corteesuch things as getting ahead in the classroom,
applying for a home loan or being able to see a doctor. According to this view, we need to renew
our commitment to a just society if we are to achieve real equality. We can do this by devoting
more resourceto policies that uncover discrimination and address fairness in our society. Please
tell us if you have heard this explanation of why we should allocate societal assets in a manner
that is fairer to African Americans.

6. Fairness Across Places

Lately there has been a lot of talk about social conditions in America. Some people believe that
America will only prosper when all Ameaa communities have a fair cha&no achieve. The

reality is that African Americanommunitiesare not enjoying the s@e benefits as the rest of the
nation. This happens because t-lbemg, l&ké dcanomtics t hat
development, availability of health care prograared opportunities for a good education, have

not benefited African Americacommnunities We need to make sure those parts of the country

that are at a disadvantage get their fair shaneluding African American communitieBlease

tell us if you have heard this explanation of why we should allocate societal assets in a manner
thatis fairer to African American communities.
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APPENDIX C: PoLICY BATTERIES IN THE EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES

Study |

Policies in theChild and Youth DevelopmentBattery
1. Improve the quality of early care and education centers for racial/ethnic mictatdgen

by investing more resources in small class sizes, low teabiidrratios, and highly skilled
teachers.

2. Make highquality early care and education programs more affordable foroweme
minority families by providing public subsidies.

3. Forgive federal loans for students who become trained and work for at least five years in
child care and education programs in {mgome minority areas.

4. Increase access to Early Head Start and other comprehensivguhldi settings for
minority infants and toddlers.

5. Require all parents that receive public subsidies for their children to attend preschool sign
a pledge to read to their children at least 3 times per week.

6. Give publicly funded preschools in minority communities more authorigxpel children
who continuously disrupt the classroom until their parents complete a parental
responsibility seminar.

Policies in theHealth Battery
1. Increase recruitment and retention of underrepresented minorities in the health professions

2. Improve funding for public hospitals and community health centers that provide
comprehensive quality services to underserved minority populations.

3. Improve access to affordable health care for minorities by setting inbasesl standards
for outof-pocket hedh care costs (such as lower premiums, copayments and deductibles)

4. Fund community health assessments that meas
environmento (such as the quality of housin
p e o pHeatldils minority communities.

5. Allow insurers to adjust health insurance rates for minorities who hawexsting
conditions caused by unhealthy lifestyle choices.

6. Get health food manufacturers to provide coupons that can be distributed ritymino
communities to encourage families to buy healthier foods.
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Study I

Policies in the Child and Youth Development Battery

1.
2.

3.

Develop and fund programs tlea¢ate a transition into school for poor children ages 3 to 6.
Make highguality early care and education programs more broadly available and affordable
for lowerincome families through subsidies and sliding fee scales.
Increase K12 school funding to rural school districts so that children in rural areas are
provided with qualityeducational environments comparable to those children have in more
densely populated areas.

. Provide more fresh fruits and vegetables to schools by expanding federal fresh fruit and

vegetable programs as well as by working through commodity food pnsgra

Fund communigpased programs that encourggeth in lowincome neighborhoods to

serve as community leaders and social change agents.

Increase funding for initiatives at colleges and universities that inappeeunities for

minority studers to enter and complete their college degrees.

The Child Nutrition Act should be revised so that it updates and improves nutrition standards
for schools that participate in the National School Lunch Program and School Breakfast
Program.

Policies inthe Health Battery

1.

Require paid sick days be provided to all workers so they are not forced to choose between
losing a day of work or not caring for themselves or a sick child.

Provide health care for all pregnant women and women in childbeaang y

Make these child health care services available for all childrerchitdlvisits, oral health

care, neonatal screening and folloyw, and vision and hearing screening.

Develop family resource centers in communities to encourage sociarkiatyy provide
parenting education and make referrals for social services.
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8 May 11, 2009 as quoted from the Suffolk county website:

http://www.co.suffolk.ny.us/departments/healthservices/Press%20Releases/2009%20May/20090511%20REMINDE

R%20Suffolk%20County%20t0%20H0st%20%20a%20Documentary%20Fiim%20Su&etiand%20Worksho

p%20Series.aspx

¥ See for example, Gilliam, F. (200®ffects of explicitness in the framing of race: A FrameWorks research report

Washington, DC: FrameWorks Institute.

19 Martin Luther King, Jr. (1963) "I Have a Dream". Delivered 2a8yAst 1963, at the Lincoln Memorial,

Washington D.C.

M This quote is cited in a May 28 2009 posting on the Accuracy in Media website by Paul Brownfield commenting

on Judge Sotomayor and t he Rtp/dwv.aimorg/gDest8lumm/foaanda f i r ef i g h

genuinelycolor-blind-society).

2 The data in the survey are weighted to reflect the US population but the raw data characteristics are as follows:

the median age of the sample was 46; 53 percent were women, 75 percent were white, 11 percent were black, and 7

percent were Hispanic. Resptents with a high school education represented 35 percent of the sample, those with

some college 33 percent, and college graduates made up the remaining 32 percent. The sample included residents of

all 50 states, with California, New York, Florida, Peraapia and Texas accounting for 34 percent of the sample.

In terms of their political party affiliation, 33 percent identified as Democratic, 27 percent as Republican, and 27

percent as independent, 8 percent as other, and 4 percent as unsure.

13 We speciically made use of the national Whsed surveys conducted by YouGov Polimetrix. YouGov

Polimetrix requires its two million panelists to participate in weekly studies in exchange for free Internet access. To

match those participants to our survey, a-tvoa ge sampl i ng procedure is utilized

That is, first a conventional random sample is drawn, and Polimetrix subsequently mirrors the conventional sample

by selecting panelists who most closely resemble each member of thenrszushple.

“The data in this survey are weighted to reflect the US population as well but the raw data characteristics are as

follows: the median age of the sample was 47; 53 percent were women, 73 percent were white, 11 percent were

black, and 7 percemtere Hispanic. Respondents with a high school education represented 33 percent of the

sample, those with some college 35 percent, and college graduates made up the remaining 32 percent. The sample

included residents of all 50 states, with California, Néwk, Florida, Pennsylvania and Texas accounting for 29

percent of the sample. In terms of their political party affiliation, 35 percent identified as Democratic, 31 percent as

Republican, and 32 percent as independent, 3 percent as other, and 2 parosate

5 Here, we should say that we choose these two domains because they represent two of the most compelling

domains for the public or essentially, where we thought public support would be highest, thus making the best case

possible for the argumentade by advocates in the field.

16 Readability statisticareimportant to evaluate because they meakore easily an adult caradandunderstand

atextWe wanted to ensure that the treatment teacduratelt s ar e n

understand the concepts in the treatments.

i;Bar ack Obama speech made on March 18, 2008, "A More P
Ibid.

© FrameWorks Institute 2009


http://www.co.suffolk.ny.us/departments/healthservices/Press%20Releases/2009%20May/20090511%20REMINDER%20Suffolk%20County%20to%20Host%20%20a%20Documentary%20Film%20Screening%20and%20Workshop%20Series.aspx
http://www.co.suffolk.ny.us/departments/healthservices/Press%20Releases/2009%20May/20090511%20REMINDER%20Suffolk%20County%20to%20Host%20%20a%20Documentary%20Film%20Screening%20and%20Workshop%20Series.aspx
http://www.co.suffolk.ny.us/departments/healthservices/Press%20Releases/2009%20May/20090511%20REMINDER%20Suffolk%20County%20to%20Host%20%20a%20Documentary%20Film%20Screening%20and%20Workshop%20Series.aspx
http://www.aim.org/guest-column/toward-a-genuinely-color-blind-society
http://www.aim.org/guest-column/toward-a-genuinely-color-blind-society

