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Abstract

Organizations have been viewed as pluralistic marketplaces of ideas in which issues are “sold” via the persuasive efforts of managers and “bought” by top executives who set the firm’s strategic direction. Issue selling calls attention to particular concerns and influences a firm’s investment of time and attention and thereby shapes, in part, the actions and changes that ensue. Managers who are skilled at championing issues are perceived as powerful and successful because they are able to effectively influence the organization’s agenda. Framing/reframing, subtly selecting and highlighting aspects of an issue to communicate a particular compelling interpretation, has been identified as one important skill issue-selling managers must develop because seemingly trivial changes in the salience of information can substantially influence decision makers and mobilize subsequent action. Regrettably, the organizational literature provides few guidelines on how to effectively frame/reframe issues. This article attempts to remedy this deficiency. 

Improving Issue Selling Through Framing
Managerial time and attention are scarce resources in organizations (Pfeffer, 1992). Both managers and non-managers compete to gain the attention of top policy makers for issues that they believe are important to the organization. To do so, they engage in what Ansoff (1980) and Dutton and Ashford (1993) have labeled issue selling, calling organizations’ attention to key trends, developments, and events that have implications for organizational performance. While relevant to all organizational members, issue selling is an activity that is typically associated with those who have managerial responsibility.
This upward influence skill has become important for all management levels because organizations have flattened their hierarchies, frequently taking out entire levels, thus providing greater access to senior managers by even lower echelon supervisors (Pfeffer, 1997). Research by Ancona et al. (2004) suggests that managers’ ability to sell an issue is impacted by a number of factors including framing/reframing.
 
At the most general level, the concept of framing refers to often subtle alterations in statements and presentations of judgment or choice problems that produce significant change in perceptions, opinions, and decision outcomes resulting from these unobtrusive alterations (Iyengar, 1991). Reframing is generally referred to as reshaping or redefining an existing perspective or previously presented position so as to bring others to a new point of view and new incentive to support that point of view. Reframing is reactive and is often used as an influence technique to help convince persons to see some previously offered proposal or idea in a different light (Brown & Murti, 2004). In this paper we view framing and reframing as interchangeable concepts, except that framing is proactive and reframing is reactive. Both activities are seen as key managerial competencies for which the business literature offers little guidance on how managers can effectively use these competencies so that their perspective is accepted over competing views. Hence the focus of this paper is to provide a set of principles/guidelines managers can adopt that will assist them in selling their ideas and initiatives. The paper begins by summarizing the issue selling literature followed by a discussion of framing and reframing. A set of guidelines gleaned from various literatures (e.g., counseling, business, sociology, and politics) that will enable managers to more effectively get their realities accepted is presented followed by concluding remarks. 

Issue Selling
Organizations are a cacophony of complementary and competing attempts to unfreeze and move various parts of the organization as managers at all levels join the change fray and push for issues of particular importance. Indeed, it may be most accurate to portray an organization as a pluralistic marketplace of ideas in which issues are “sold” via the persuasive efforts of managers and “bought” by top managers who set the firm’s strategic direction. Issue selling calls attention to particular issues and influences a firm’s investment of time and attention, sets the organization’s agenda, and thereby shapes, in part, the actions and changes that ensue. 

Issue selling is a voluntary, discretionary set of behaviors by which organizational members attempt to influence the organizational agenda by getting those above them to pay attention to issues of particular importance to them (Dutton & Ashford, 1993). The types of issues that are sold range from changes in an organization’s environment (e.g., technological or demographic changes) to more internally generated conditions, such as increasing employee dissatisfaction or changed goal levels. Trends and developments become issues when people construct them as real and make claims about their importance (Kitsuse & Spector, 1981). Such assertions determine, in part, what initiatives get activated (Dutton & Ashford, 1993; Floyd & Wooldridge, 1996). The motivation implied by issue selling can be quite broad. Potential issue sellers make choices to come forward about an issue based on the belief that it appropriately belongs on the organization’s agenda or out of a personal desire to have an issue heard (Dutton and Ashford, 1993). With issue selling, the motivation to raise an issue doesn’t imply an observation of illegality, a feeling of dissatisfaction, or a sense that justice or honesty has been violated. A person might raise an issue out of a sense that it represents an important organizational or personal opportunity (Ashford, Rothbard, Piderit, & Dutton, 1998). 
Influence and prestige in organizations involve challengers and powerholders proffering ideological views of an issue and seeking to persuade others of its superior veracity (Riker, 1986; Steinberg, 1999). Hence, issue selling is an important leadership activity that managers must develop if they are to be successful (Ancona, Kochan, Scully, Van Maanen, & Westney, 2004). To become “star performers” Kelley (1998) indicated that individuals must master show-and-tell skills that allow them to persuade audiences to trust their expertise and their message—whether to sell their initiatives, to explain their perspective, or to accept their leadership. Issue sellers are “players” (Ocasio, 1997) who use a repertoire of actions to sell preferred ideas and direct decision makers’ limited attention. A key activity such players use is carefully framing their positions and ideas so that key decision makers selectively focus on certain characteristics of the organization and its environment, and ignore others. The question is not whether issue selling is important, but how to engage in it successfully—and framing helps.

Framing

“Framing” and reframing” are terms that refer to the broad structure in which an argument, a point of view, perspective, or an issue is seen and presented (Brown & Murti, 2004). Much the way any building or product takes shape around a basic frame, so a point of view is largely based on and shaped by the frame in which it is conceived and presented. In determining the way people perceive the world, frames both define and limit a person’s thinking, enhancing a prevailing viewpoint and restricting other, competing points of view from making the same good sense. According to Bolman and Deal (1991), “Frames are both windows on the world and lenses that bring the world into focus”.... “Frames help us order experience and decide what to do” (p. 12). 

Any gesture, remark, or act between or among people can have multiple interpretations. Indeed, the same experience may be labeled spontaneous or impulsive; frank or rude; thrifty or stingy; consistent or rigid; intense or overemotional; serious or grim; trusting or gullible; and so on (Langer, 1989; Raffoni, 2002). Individuals performing the same work may define and interpret objective task characteristics as their job, calling, or passion. There can be as many interpretations as there are observers at any time (Boje, Oswick, & Ford, 2004). For example, there are several aspects or interpretations to the well-known Old Woman/Young Woman figure (see Figure 1)—perhaps the most famous of the ambiguous figurative illusions. If one looks carefully, they may find both. The older woman’s prominent nose can also be a young girl’s face in profile. The women’s thin lipped smile can become the young girl’s choker-collar. Just as optical illusions exert a trick on our eyes, so framing exerts tricks on our minds because the way we are presented information determines our reaction to that information, and there can be many ways to present information (Piattelli-Palmarini, 1994). [Appendix A lists a number of other illusions to be used in a training seminar.]
-------------------------------------

Insert Figure 1 about here

--------------------------------------
The nature of framing can be illustrated by the well-known anecdote of two stonecutters working on a cathedral in the middle ages (Conger, 1991). When asked what they were doing one said, “Cutting stone, of course.” The other replied, “Building the world’s most beautiful temple to the glory of God.” Each was doing the same job but framed their activities differently. Contemporary examples of framing might involve Internet service providers changing their view of their work from “making sales” to “connecting those who would otherwise be left behind in the information revolution” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 181), and public defenders claiming that they are “protecting the constitutional rights of all citizens to a fair trial—not helping criminals avoid condemnation” (Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999, p. 421). The meaning of work in these scenarios, that is, individuals’ understandings of the purpose of their jobs, or what they believe is achieved (Brief & Nord, 1990), is reflected in the framing of their work. In turn, “…such meanings shape work motivation and performance” (Roberson, 1990, p. 107). Marketers, likewise, often times reframe their offers so as to appear more attractive to consumers. Gourville (1998), for example, found that temporally reframing costs from an aggregate one-time expense to a series of small ongoing expenses significantly positively influenced subsequent transaction evaluation and compliance. For example, for years, actress Sally Struthers told TV audiences that for “only 72¢ a day” they could feed a starving child, rather than contributing over $250.00 per year (Gourville, 1998, p. 395).
Reframing is generally referred to as reshaping or redefining a perspective so as to bring others to a new point of view and new incentive to support that point of view. Reframing is often used as an influence technique to help convince persons to see some proposal or idea in a different light. The power of reframing as an influence technique is central in our culture. In classic stories and films, such as for example, “It’s a Wonderful Life” and “A Christmas Carol”, the central character is led to rethink his or her approach to life by seeing it through a different frame of reference—one in which the consequences of the current frame is brought to light for them. In “Dead Poet’s Society” and “Stand and Deliver”, the teachers reframe, in different ways, the process of learning to their student audiences (Brown & Murti, 2004). 

Framing in its various formats is done by everyone, knowingly or not, when individuals wish to influence others by offering a diagnosis and prognosis of a problem and a call to action for its resolution (Gamson, 1995; McAdam, McCarthy, & Zald, 1996; Snow & Benford, 1988). Our view of framing draws heavily upon the writings of Goffman and other sociologists. For example, in Goffman’s (1959) The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, he advanced the view that individuals engage in performances in various settings for particular audiences in order to shape their definitions of the situation. In a later book Goffman (1974) portrayed everyday interactions as strategic encounters in which one attempts to “sell” or frame a particular interpretation. Hence, a frame is defined as “a quality of communication that causes others to accept one meaning over another” (Fairhurst & Sarr, 1996, p. xi). Similarly, Lippa (1994) described framing as entailing attempts to influence social judgments, decisions, and behavior by the way relevant information is presented or questions posed. And more recently, Entman (2004) identified framing as a process communicators use in “…selecting and highlighting some facets of events or issues, and making connections among them so as to promote a particular interpretation, evaluation, and/or solution” (p. 5). Framing/reframing effects occur when logically equivalent descriptions/redescriptions of objects or outcomes lead to different behaviors (McKenzie, 2004). 
These framing definitions highlight a process involving selection and highlighting certain aspects of a topic while excluding or downplaying others. When individuals share their frames with others, they manage meaning because they assert that their interpretations are “reality” and should be taken over other possible interpretations. This is consistent with the view of Gamson (1992) who construed a frame as an organizing mechanism that enables communicators to provide meaning (see also Gamson & Modigliani, 1989). 

Because much organizational behavior occurs in complex, chaotic, and uncertain environments, there is considerable maneuverability with respect to shaping “the facts.” Cues from the environment are often ambiguous and one establishes meaning as he or she experiences the surrounding world, creating the reality to which they respond (Weick, 1979). Hence, language and discourse do not merely “name” or passively describe reality, but they create and shape it (Fairhurst & Sarr, 1996). In doing so, framing promotes particular attitudes and behaviors and discourages others. Describing someone involved in an armed struggle as either a “freedom fighter” or a “terrorist” is an enduring reminder of how competing discourse can prescribe (rather than describe) and refract (rather than reflect) social reality. As Fairclough observed: “Discourses do not just reflect or represent social entities and relations, they construct and constitute them” (1992, p. 3). Hence, reality is problematic and not a given, for “the world is not already there, waiting for us to reflect it” (Cooper & Burrell, 1988, p. 100). Indeed, reality exists only in the minds of individuals and as such is extremely malleable (Drummond, 1992).
Historically, framing has been cast as a perceptual or decision-making error that distorts an objective, rational view of the world (Bateman & Snell, 2002; Champoux, 2003). However, framing may be viewed as an opportunity for individuals to exert influence by selectively emphasizing preferred alternatives. Because language and actions are closely related, language defines certain actions as “legitimate, necessary, and may be even…the only ‘realistic’ option for a given situation” (Dunford & Palmer, 1996, p. 97). The speech act produces a changed reality and does not simply report on or represent something that was already there (Austin, 1961; Ford & Ford, 1995). Indeed, people “do not use language primarily to make accurate representations of perceived objects, but, rather to accomplish things” (Alvesson & Kärreman, 2000, p. 137) and to “…mobilize potential adherents and constituents, to garner bystander support, and to demobilize antagonists” (Snow & Benford, 1988, p. 198). 

A number of examples of framing can be cited. One such illustration is found on Boston’s Freedom Trail—a part of the historic city that highlights key events of the colonial period. At one stop on the Trail the famous Boston Massacre is highlighted, a site where five Americans were killed. Although any loss of life is regrettable, the term “massacre” is likely overstated. Rather, Samuel Adams had effectively framed the incident to impel action leading to the Declaration of Independence and the subsequent Revolutionary War. Similarly, until Samuel Gompers, founder of the American Federation of Labor, succeeded in shifting the discourse about working hours in the 1920s, union organizers seeking agreements for 8-hour workdays were portrayed as anarchists and immoral radicals (Martorana & Hirsch, 2001). Gompers replaced the rhetoric of fairness and decency by focusing attention on how the inefficiencies of workplace arrangements reduced profits and productivity. Long working hours resulted in greater rates of accidents and illnesses to fatigue and exhaustion (Sparks, Cooper, Fried, & Shirom, 1997). Gompers shifted the terms of debates over working hours from arguments for employee welfare and human rights to a dialogue on the economic costs of employment and the inefficiencies caused by worker fatigue (Hunnicutt, 1988). This more utilitarian discourse, emphasizing the goals of safety, health, and working conditions became important economic justifications for the passage of reduced workweek legislation culminating in the passage of the Fair Labor Standards Act in 1938 (Schuster & Rhodes, 1985). 

Another example of effective framing involves the issue of abortion. Those individuals who view abortion as tantamount to murder have framed their position as “pro-life” and their opponents’ as “pro-abortion.” Those persons who view abortion as involving a woman’s right to choice over whether she has the right to terminate a pregnancy have framed their position as “pro-choice” and their opponents’ as “anti-abortion.” Pro-life and pro-choice are two very effective frames that leaders and strategists on the political right and left, respectively, have skillfully used to create the context for their public education and that contribute to the on-going abortion controversy (Esacove, 2004). As Gloria Feldt, president of the Planned Parenthood Action Fund, Inc., put it, “Whoever frames an issue [effectively] wins the debate” (Vennochi, 2003). 

A fourth example of successful framing involved the 1995 trial of O. J. Simpson, a famous African American football player who was acquitted for the murder of his wife, Nicole Brown Simpson, and Ronald Goldman. In the beginning, jurors were instructed to determine whether or not O. J. Simpson had murdered his wife. The initial question was framed as O. J. Simpson not guilty vs. O. J. Simpson guilty. However, both defense and prosecution attorneys immediately attempted to reframe the argument in terms of victimhood. The prosecution framed the trial as wife-beater male vs. female victim, while the defense attempted to adopt the frame of ethnic minority victim vs. racist police force. The outcome of the trial depended on which frame was most persuasive when the jury reviewed the evidence. One of the two frames dominated and Mr. Simpson was found not guilty (Rhodes, 1997). 

Additionally, a number of studies have called attention to the ways in which social movements (e.g., animal rights, victims rights, gay/lesbian rights) identify victims of a given injustice and amplify their victimization to inspire and legitimate the activities and campaigns of the movement (e.g., Jenness, 1995; Weed, 1997; White, 1999). Indeed, Beneford and Snow (2000) in reviewing framing processes and social movements call attention to the effectiveness of such injustice frames.
Another ongoing framing controversy involves “Deep Throat.” On May 30, 2005 W. Mark Felt, former FBI official was identified as the legendary anonymous source, “Deep Throat,” who helped force President Richard Nixon from the White House in the Watergate scandal of the 1970s (Page & Memmott, 2005a). Mr. Felt’s daughter, Joan, called her father “…a great American patriot” and “Grandson Nick Jones said he was a ‘hero who went well above and beyond the call of duty at much risk to himself to save his country from a horrible injustice (Page & Memmott, 2005b, p. 4A). Orvill Schell, dean of the journalism school at the University of California at Berkeley, lauded Mr. Felt as the ultimate whistleblower who saw wrongdoing and exposed it at risk to his own career: “I don’t know Mr. Felt’s motives, but I do know that what he revealed was of incomparable consequence to the nation. Indeed, it toppled a president. Felt did something truthful. In that act, he has to be commended” (Page & Memmott, 2005b, p. 4A).

On the other hand, some viewed Mr. Felt as a villain. “’I don’t think Deep Throat was a hero’, said Leonard Garment, who was domestic policy advisor for Nixon and later became his White counsel. ‘My loyalties were somewhere else. I was the president’s lawyer and for all his faults and difficulties, he did many good things. I don’t think someone who contributes to his destruction was a hero’” (Page & Memmott, 2005b, p. 4A). Former Nixon aide, Charles Colson, said Felt “didn’t handle this heroically. Given his position, Felt should have gone to the FBI director and demanded action. If that didn’t work, he could have resigned in protest and blown the whole thing wide open. It is inconceivable to me that a man of his caliber would be slinking around in dark alleys at night to meet with [The Washington] Post reporter Bob Woodward” (Page & Memmott, 2005b, p. 4A). W. Mark Felt: hero or villain? Which frame will prevail in history?

There are also a number of examples of effective reframing. Ellerton (n. d.) provides a number of examples of reframing. For example, during the 1984 presidential campaign, there was considerable concern about Ronald Reagan’s age. With the media speculating whether Reagan’s age had made him unfit for office, he put the issue to bed during the presidential debate with Walter Mondale when he said “I will not make age an issue of this campaign. I am not going to exploit, for political purposes, my opponent's youth and inexperience.” Reagan’s age was not an issue for the remainder of the campaign! Another reframing example includes the story about Thomas Watson Sr., the first President of IBM. A young worker had made a mistake that lost IBM $1 M in business. She was called in to the President’s office and as she walked in said, “Well, I guess you have called me here to fire me.” “Fire you?” Mr. Watson replied, “I just spent $1 M on your education!” A final illustration involves a father who brought his head-strong daughter to see Milton Erickson—the famous hypnotherapist. He said to Erickson, “My daughter doesn’t listen to me or her mother. She is always expressing her own opinion.” After the father finished describing his daughter’s problem, Erickson replied, “Now isn’t it good that she will be able to stand on her own two feet when she is ready to leave home?” The father sat in stunned silence. That was the extent of the therapy—the father now saw his daughter’s behavior as a useful resource later in her life. 
The ability to frame and reframe, then, grows from the awareness that nothing has "meaning" in and of itself, but that meaning in the human sense emerges as a mental construct—a way of thinking about something.
Framing in organizations

Within an organizational context, framing is a key tool individuals use—knowingly or unknowingly—to persuade and influence others, though they may be unaware of doing so. Fairhurst and Sarr (1996) argue that framing is an art and communication skill whereby individuals manage meaning and socially construct reality for themselves and others. Wrzesniewski and her colleagues (Dutton, Debebe, & Wrzesniewski, 2000 as cited in Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001) studied 28 hospital cleaners and custodial personnel. Those employees who framed their work as a calling (as opposed to a job) believed strongly that they were helping patients get better, and they approached their work accordingly. They timed themselves for efficiency. They prided themselves on anticipating the doctors’ and nurses’ needs. They also took interest in brightening the patients’ days by rearranging furniture and decorating the walls, and engaged in many tasks that helped patients and visitors and made others’ jobs in the unit (e.g., nurses, clerks) go more smoothly. 

In addition to creating realities for themselves, individuals can also frame reality for others. Photographers provide their view of the world through their pictures as they capture a viewpoint for others to appreciate. Sales persons translate product or service features into benefits that address customer needs. Politicians cast their messages so as to connect with their electorate. Reporters construct stories in ways that privilege one viewpoint over another (Shah, Kwak, Schmierbach, & Zubric, 2004). Parents transmit “facts” to their children, religion conveys “truths,” and effective leaders communicate to employees their reality of the world. 

Individuals become leaders through their ability to decipher and communicate meaning. Effective leaders are excellent at communication, the resource they use to get others to act in accordance with their mental models (Fairhurst & Sarr, 1996; Gronn, 1983). Leaders socially construct reality for their followers through framing techniques that present purposes and missions in ways that energize followers. Gardner and Alvolio (1998) indicate that in framing their visions, charismatic leaders choose words that amplify audience values, stress importance and efficacy, and if necessary, denigrate their opponents (e.g., competitors). Their communications lead supporters to see opportunities where others perceive only constraints and roadblocks. 

Affirmative action has been framed as “remedial action” for the continuing effects of discrimination, or as “reverse discrimination” against whites and/or males (Nelson & Kinder, 1996). Similarly, Bandura (1993) reported an unpublished study by Jourden that examined feedback to different individuals that was factually equivalent but varied in whether progress or shortfalls were underscored. If an individual performed at a 75 percent level of a standard, the positive feedback emphasized the 75 percent progress attained. The negative feedback was framed as a 25 percent goal shortfall. Accenting the gains achieved enhanced perceived self-efficacy, aspirations, efficient analytic thinking, self-satisfaction, and performance accomplishment in subsequent tasks. Highlighting deficiencies in terms of the shortfall undermined self-regulative influences with resulting deterioration of performance on subsequent activities. 

In another setting, managers indicated a desire to invest more money in a course of action that was reported to have a 70 percent chance of profit than in one said to have a 30 percent chance of loss (Bateman & Zeithaml, 1989). Even electric shock can have significantly different and less stressful effects when individuals were asked to think of the shocks as interesting new physiological sensations, as opposed to painful stimuli (Holmes & Houston, 1974). Virtually all behavior can be cast in a negative or a tolerable or justifiable light (Langer, 1989) and framing is a key process used to do so. 

Types of frames


Levin, Schneider, and Gaeth (1998) identified several kinds of frames that cast the same information in either a positive or a negative light: attribute framing, goal framing, and risky choice framing. Each of these categories involves distinct, independent processes. Additionally, while not precisely considered an example of framing, question formatting is also presented because of its similarity to framing.

Attribute framing

Attribute framing represents the simplest and most widely understood case of framing. Some recent examples of attribute framing involve consumer judgment or other forms of item evaluation. One such study by Levin and Gaeth (1988) showed that perceptions of the quality of ground beef depended on whether the beef was labeled as 75 percent lean or 25 percent fat. They found that a sample of ground beef was rated as better tasting and less greasy when it was labeled in the positive light (percent lean) rather than in the negative light. In a more business-related example Bazerman, Magliozzi, and Neale (1985) asked business students to be “buyers” for retail stores and “sellers” for refrigerator manufacturers in simulated business negotiations. Many buyers and sellers simultaneously tried to arrive at agreements that would maximize profits and minimize expenses for their companies. Subjects’ negotiations were presented in memos that emphasized one of two goals: that negotiators not exceed a certain level of costs in a deal or that they not accept less than a certain level of profit. Interestingly, subjects whose negotiations were framed in terms of profits rather than costs tended to complete more deals. Thus, the outcomes of negotiations may depend in part on how negotiation goals are framed ahead of time.
Another common application of attribute framing involves describing situations in terms of success versus failure rates. In all cases, the same alternative was rated more favorably when described positively than when described negatively. An example is observed in studies where a surgery or other medical treatment is described in terms of survival rates versus mortality rates. In one study participants were informed that a new cancer treatment had either a 50 percent success rate or a 50 percent failure rate. Though equivalent, these different frames led to quite different evaluations. Those in the 50 percent success group judged the treatment to be significantly more effective and stated that they would be more likely to advise a close family member with cancer to seek the treatment (Levin, Schnittjer, & Thee, 1988). The literature abounds with similar results in varying contexts (see: Bandura, 1993; Bateman & Zeithaml, 1989; Levin, 1987; Levin, Snyder, & Chapman, 1989). 

Goal framing

In goal framing an issue is structured to focus attention on its potential to provide benefits or gains (positive frame) or on its potential to prevent or avoid loss (negative frame). Gain-framed messages highlight the advantages of either engaging or not engaging in a course of action, whereas loss-frame messages highlight the disadvantages. A distinguishing feature of goal framing manipulations is that both framing conditions promote the same act. The question of interest in goal framing is which frame, positive or negative, will have the greater persuasive impact. 


Many studies of goal framing are in the health area (e.g., AIDS, see Levin & Chapman, 1983; coronary heart disease, see Maheswaran & Meyers-Levy, 1990; skin cancer, see Block & Keller, 1995; and mammography, see Banks, Salovey, Greener, Rothman, Moyer, Beauvais, & Epel, 1995). The literature indicates that intentions to engage in preventative health are generally higher when the behavior is framed in terms of its related costs (loss frames) than its related benefits (gain frames), even when the two frames describe objectively equivalent situations (Rothman & Salovey, 1997). A well-known example of such goal framing is illustrated by Meyerowitz and Chaiken (1987) who showed that women were less apt to engage in breast self-examination (BSE) when presented with information stressing the positive medical consequences of engaging in BSE than when presented with information stressing the negative consequences of not engaging in BSE. Considerable research also supports the views that messages emphasizing losses associated with inaction are generally more persuasive than messages emphasizing gains associated with action (Fagley & Miller, 1990; Ganzach & Karsahi, 1995; Maheswaran & Meyers-Levy, 1990; Newberry, Reckers, & Wyndelts, 1993).


Risky choice frames

Risky-choice framing is the form most closely associated with the term “framing” in the decision-making literature. With this type of framing outcomes of a potential choice involving options differing in level of risk are described in varying ways. For example, Tversky and Kahneman (1981) examined choices between two strategies for dealing with an emergency situation in which a number of lives would be lost unless one of the strategies would be adopted. Choices differed depending on whether the strategies were described in terms of how likely a given number of lives would be saved with each strategy or how likely a given number of lives would be lost with each strategy, even though the objective information was the same in each case. Thus the only difference between the options was the wording. Prospect theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) was used to explain these results. This theory suggests two major outcomes about the effect of framing a decision problem in either gain or loss terms. First, it holds that people are risk-averse when a decision problem is formulated in terms of gain and risk-prone when the problem is formulated in terms of loss. Second, people exhibit loss aversion, i.e. that losses loom larger than gains (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981). As with other kinds of framing, additional studies support these results (e.g. Dressler, 1998; Neale & Bazerman, 1985).

Question formatting

Although not formally an example of attribute framing, current research on question formatting seems to follow the notion that positive framing supports more favorable evaluations and that negative framing supports less favorable ones. For example, Harris (1973) demonstrated that height estimates are influenced by whether participants considered how “short” versus how “tall” a person is, and Loftus (1975) found that subjects reported more headaches if asked whether they have “frequent headaches” rather than being asked if they have “occasional headaches.” Smith (1987) made a similar point in his discussion of differences generated when “welfare” and “poor” are used in survey questions. Specifically, support for more assistance for the poor was 39 percentage points higher than for welfare recipients. The welfare/poor distinction illustrates the major impact that different but similar words can have on response patterns. 
Why framing works
One of the most reliable findings in social psychology concerns the effects of expectations on behavior (Eden 1990; Jones, 1977). Simply using a term can change people’s orientations, expectations, and, thus, their behavior. Language and terminology make some behaviors and expectations comparatively more salient, and what is salient and prominent in consciousness directs behavior (Pfeffer & Cialdini, 1998). Salience, although very important in directing and affecting behavior, is fragile and readily altered. It is important, then, if framing is to be effective that managers be consistently on message, even relentlessly repetitive, in their efforts to communicate a particular interpretation and deflect competing messages (Barnes, 2004). Indeed, research indicates that repeated use makes mental associations or images more readily accessible (Lodge & Taber, 2000).   
Not all frame attempts work 

Framing only work if there is some substance behind them. Garbage collectors can call themselves “sanitation engineers,” but this title change never caught on in public discourse—in fact, it is mostly associated with late night TV jokes. Why? Because no one believes the framing behind it, namely, that these folks are as highly trained professionals as those individuals who build suspension bridges and automobiles. Similarly, some may wish to frame certain individuals as having an “enlarged physical condition caused by a completely natural genetically-induced hormone imbalance” instead of fat, while others may wish to frame ugly people as visually challenged and criminals as behaviorally challenged (Politically Incorrect Dictionary, n. d.). 

It is doubtful that such seemingly nice catchphrases will ever be adopted as a serious counterframe. They are simply foolish because they are trying to create a frame that simply does not exist and has little chance of ever existing. Ford Motor Company can spend billions telling us that “Quality is Job 1,” but it is not going to work unless there is some real evidence that Ford cars are genuinely higher in quality than others. There has to be a significant kernel of truth behind the message in order for it to have an impact.
In summary, then, frames are both windows on the world and lenses that bring the world into focus. Frames filter out some things while allowing others to pass through easily. Frames help us to order experience and decide what action to take (Portnoy, 1999). The lesson to learn is that there is always more than one way to think and act in any given situation. An individual wishing to influence and persuade others must develop the ability to frame an issue or reframe a problematic situation into one of opportunity by imagining new and creative possibilities. The key to reframing is to remove one lens and replace it with another. To do so requires the belief that every set of circumstances is open to a wide variety of interpretations. Framing is more effective if consistent with the values of the audience for whom the crafted message is intended.  

Framing and Values

Successful framing depends, in part, on the extent to which frames resonate with the potential understandings of adherents and sympathizers (Bray, 2000). Effective framers evoke issues in ways that link their messages to core values that the target audience understands and cares about.
 Thus, those frames that employ more culturally resonant terms have the greatest potential for influence because they are fully congruent with the values and beliefs habitually used by most Americans. Such frames use words and images highly salient in the American culture and generate the greatest intrinsic capacity to arouse similar responses among most Americans (Entman, 2004). Hence, in a general sense it would be helpful if managers frame/reframe issues within the context of American values since this is a language most American managers understand and appreciate (Schriesheim & Hinkin, 1990).


While there is no unanimity regarding what Americans value, most historical and contemporary analysts (Althen, Doran, & Szmania, 2002; de Tocqueville, 1835/2000; Hofstede, 1980; Ledeen, 2000; Stewart & Bennett, 1991; Weber, 1930) have identified the following major beliefs, many of which were brought with the Pilgrims and reinforced by pioneer movements into the West:

· High value placed on work and wealth;

· Belief in the perfectibility of humanity;

· Fundamental belief in individualism, freedom, autonomy, choice, and privacy;

· High value placed on self-interest;

· High value placed on equality of condition and meritocracy;

· High value placed on time thrift

· Youth orientation

High value placed on work and wealth
Work is honored in America and is demonstrated in its citizens esteem of the “work ethic” that has been inculcated into American culture through Puritan and Protestant values espoused since people landed on the eastern shores of North America 400 years ago (Weber, 1930). At the core of this value is the assumption that hard work leads to success, achievement, and the good life—in short, work leads to the accumulation of material wealth and is proof of American’s inherent righteousness. Someone who gets the job done is highly valued. Motivated achievers become valued associates. Successful, action oriented, on-the-go individuals who make something of themselves receive high regard. Phrases such as “idle hands are the devil’s workshop” acknowledge this cultural assumption about what it means to be successful in life. The basic rule is that if an individual works hard, they will make it. If a person wants their prayers answered, they need to get off their knees and hustle (Peterson & Wilson, 2004). 

Belief in the perfectibility of humanity

The history of America is characterized by a constant and relentless march toward a better future and a better life. Americans are forever “getting on with it,” and that they can remake the world every day—and if they work hard, they may be able to do it by sundown (Ledeen, 2000). This belief, that Americans can be and do better and create a better future, leads Americans to constantly struggle with overcoming their faults and failures and creates “I must try harder” mentality. Even our parents reflect and perpetuate this belief when Americans are children by their instructional and paternal comments such as “What did you learn from the experience?” and “How could you do better next time?” The onus is on the individual to take responsibility and work harder, because hard work pays off (Stewart & Bennett, 1991). In summary, the belief in the perfectibility of humanity is summed up in the concept of progress requiring devotion to hare work, personal improvement, growth, and adaptability to change (Peterson & Wilson, 2004).
Fundamental belief in individualism, freedom, autonomy, choice, and privacy
The one value that nearly every American would agree upon is individual freedom. Whether it is called individual freedom, individualism, or independence, it is the cornerstone of American values. It permeates every aspect of American society. Indeed, the concept of an individual’s having control over his/her own destiny influenced the type of government that was established here, and individual rights are guaranteed in the United States Constitution—the supreme law of the land. 

Americans are devoted to individualism. They have been trained since very early in their lives to consider themselves as separate individuals who are responsible for their own situations in life and their own destinies. They have not been trained to see themselves as members of a close-knit, tightly interdependent family, religious group, tribe, nation, or other collective unit. Of all the cultural norms associated with individualism, the strongest is that of self-reliance: Americans view positively the “self-made man” and the ability to “pull oneself up by the bootstraps” (Ledeen, 2000; Stewart & Bennett, 1991). These activities can best be attained if the individual has freedom, autonomy, and the ability to make choices.

Closely associated with the value they place on individualism is the importance Americans assign to privacy. Americans assume that people need some time to themselves or some time alone to think about things or recover the psychological energy they expend. Americans have great difficulty understanding foreigners who always want to be with another person, who dislike being alone. Invasions of ones privacy is a transgression not to be taken lightly.

High value placed on self-interest
Flowing from individualism is the notion of self-interest. Peterson and Wilson (2004) call it “doing well by doing good.” By improving others, Americans improve themselves. Such self-interest tends to create a need in Americans to believe that they are “engaged in a crusade to improve not only their own life, but that of the whole world” (Ledeen, 2000, p. 141). There is a natural orientation toward having a purpose and meaning in their work pursuits that reflect this self-interest (Terez, 2001). When work is purposeless and meaningless, it creates a tension for Americans that their lives have no value (Treadgold, 1997). Meaning includes having a sense that what one is doing as an individual and what the organization is doing collectively, truly makes a difference.

Finally, such self-interest is a product of self-control, temperance, and moderation. It celebrates self-sacrifice for a grater individual or community good (Ledeen, 2000). It suggest that for one to be happy in life one ought to watch over one’s passions and carefully repress one’s excesses, and “…that once can acquire a lasting happiness only in refusing a thousand passing enjoyments,” and “…that one must constantly triumph over oneself to serve oneself better” (de Tocqueville, 1835/2000, p. 504). 

High value placed on equality of condition and meritocracy
Overall, Americans have a deep faith that people are equal, with no one born superior to anyone else. Additionally, America is perceived as the land of limitless opportunity in which individuals can go as far as their own merit takes them. According to this belief, an individual gets out of the system what they put into it. Getting ahead is ostensibly based on individual merit, which is generally viewed as a combination of factors including innate abilities, working hard, having the right attitude, and having high moral character and integrity. Rewards and occupational positions are allocated justly on the basis that all citizens have the opportunity to be recognized and advanced in proportion to their abilities and accomplishments, rather than ascriptive factors such as class, gender, ethnic group, or wealth. Americans not only tend to think that is how the system should work, but most Americans also think that is how the system does work (Huber & Form 1973; Kluegel & Smith 1986; Ladd 1994). Americans view each other as equals—no one being better than any one else and in the workplace, Americans value symmetrical working relationships, impartial leadership, and objectivity in hiring. Lack of equality means lack of fairness and creates lack of opportunity to succeed and achieve, which in turn conflicts with our value of work and wealth (Brunner, 1997).

Equality, however, does have a dark side in that it tends to isolate individuals form one another and to bring each of them to be occupied with him/herself alone (de Tocqueville, 1835/2000). Equality of condition coupled with our value for material gain also causes Americans to behave competitively toward on another. Competition is an American societal norm and winners are idolized with the major criterion of a winner determined by whoever gets the most money. Equality of condition produces a turbulent environment in which each individual tries to distinguish themselves from others by outdoing then in the basic American competition for wealth (Ledeen, 2000).

High value placed on time thrift
For Americans, time is a “resource” that, like water or coal, can be used well or poorly. “Time is money,” they say. “You only get so much time in this life; you'd best use it wisely.” The future will not be better than the past or the present, as Americans are trained to see things, unless people use their time for constructive, future-oriented activities. Thus, Americans admire a “well-organized” person, one who has a written list of things to do and a schedule for doing them. The ideal person is punctual (i.e., arrives at the scheduled time for a meeting or event) and is considerate of other people’s time (that is, does not “waste people’s time” with conversation or other activity that has no visible, beneficial outcome). Time thrift is the basis of measuring productivity and a foundation of contemporary management techniques (Taylor, 1947).

The American attitude toward time is not necessarily shared by others, especially non-Europeans. Non-Americans are more likely to conceive of time as something that is simply there around them, not something they can “use.” One of the more difficult things to which many foreign businessmen and students must adjust in the U.S. is the notion that time must be saved whenever possible and used wisely every day. 

An additional time consideration is the focus on the future. The future, rather than history and tradition, is American’s most pressing concern. Prospects for growth and development thus become primary considerations. To illustrate, American psychology has as one its fundamental assumptions the notion that the capacity to deter gratification (doing something that is not particularly pleasant today to maximize future pleasure) is an indication of both maturity and good mental health (Ferraro, 1998). Indeed, Americans have made best-sellers out of futuristic books such as Megatrends (Naisbitt, 1982), The Third Wave (Toffler, 1981), and Paradigms: The Business of Discovering the Future (Barker, 1992)..
Emphasizing the new and young

It follows logically that in a future-oriented society like the U. S. those persons who are least valued—the old—are those with the least amount of future ahead of them. Youth are thought to be energetic, enthusiastic, resourceful, and resilient, all characteristics needed for becoming an achieving, productive member of society. It is all too generally accepted in the

U. S. that all worthwhile things in life stop (or at least drastically diminish) after one reaches a certain age (frequently 65). 

The U. S. is a youth-oriented society, extolling the virtues of the young while devaluing, or at least ignoring, the old (Ferraro, 1998). Americans tend to emphasize what is new and young by keeping up with new tr3ends and maintaining a youthful spirit. The U. S. free enterprise system has encouraged this attraction with all things new. As a way of increasing sales, U. S. clothing manufacturers have convinced Americans to discard perfectly functional clothing on the ground that it is old-fashioned or out of style. Additionally, Americans spend hundreds of millions of dollars each year on a variety of products designed to keep them looking as young as possible. A wide variety of hair coloring products are purchased each year to help prevent the graying process. Plastic surgeons make Americans appear years younger by tucking this or that skin area or rearranging their anatomy. And, of course, Americans purchase running shoes, exercise machines, and health spa memberships in an effort to keep their bodies looking slim, trim, and youthful.
Key words to emphasize

Based on the above values there are a number of words that should be emphasized to support ones view and concomitantly to thwart ones adversaries. Table 1 provides a number of words that are consistent with American culture and which may provide a seller an advantage in presenting an issue. 

---------------------------------

Table 1 about here

---------------------------------

A values caveat must be noted. Core values are often in conflict, as de Tocqueville pointed out (1835/2000; Gordon & Miller, 2004). Americans have historic experience with the value of freedom, especially when it comes to freedom of speech and the press. However, there is an inherent conflict between equality and freedom that Americans fail to appreciate when attempting to rationalize hierarchical perspectives (Ellis, 1992; McClosky & Zaller, 1984). The tension between freedom and equality remains just as prominent a characteristic of American political culture today as it did in de Tocqueville’s time. Like the conflict that exists between equality and freedom, there is an inherent conflict between individualism and equality. Individualism refers to the principle that people should get ahead on their own, pull themselves up by their own bootstraps. A person should get what he or she earns and earn what he or she gets. Assistance from government (or anyone else) is not required, nor particularly desirable. McClosky and Zaller (1984) describe a similar conflict when addressing the tension between capitalism and democracy.

Framing Workshop Description and Schedule

[Appendix A lists a variety of illusions and perhaps this may be a good opener for a training session; the point is that just as illusions often present our eyes multiple and sometimes paradoxical realities, framing is a language tool that shapes the way we think and our perceptions of reality.]
[Appendix ??????? will address values important to many Americans and individuals using framing as a persuasive tool should ensure that their frames resonate with these values----This will be included later]
[Appendix B lists a number of framing examples that could be used in a training workshop.]
[Appendix C lists a number of Implications for Managers]
Conclusion

Framing is a language tool generally considerd secondary in importance to action. Language, discourse, and talk are often depicted within organizations as “stepchildren” to action (Oswick, Keenoy, & Grant, 1997). This inferiority is signaled by commonplace sayings such as “Talk is cheap” or “Easier said than done”—and epitomized in the maxim: “Actions speak louder than words.” Doing appears to be more highly valued than talking. In contrast, we suggest that the role of discourse, particularly framing, in management and the process of managing has been consistently understated and undervalued (Oswick et al., 1997). We believe that talk is not cheap and that what is said matters. Seemingly trivial changes in the framing of information can substantially influence decision making and decision makers. 

It should be acknowledged, however, that some question the appropriateness of teaching
 framing skills. Indeed, the notion of organizational influence can have a negative connotation, giving rise to forms of deception, lying, and intimidation (Champoux, 2003). Machiavellian personalities are especially well adapted to abusing such techniques. Indeed, their resistance to social influence, lack of ethical concerns, and use of deception and manipulative tactics have been noted (Wilson, Near, & Miller, 1996). 

These concerns notwithstanding, framing is a key component of language and expression within organizational contexts. Managers should master framing as a means of presenting their perspectives to others inside and outside of the organization, while seeking to reduce the gratuitous and deceptive use of the technique by others in the organization. In summary, when framing is properly used in an organization, it can create clear visual images and strong support for a course of action. When it is improperly utilized, however, it can result in an inaccurate presentation of the facts surrounding a situation, and ultimately a poor decision. Astute managers learn to distinguish between the two extremes.
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Table 1. Key words to include in an issue seller’s vocabulary to support their position for an

American audience.

	freedom
	liberty
	autonomy

	self-determination
	self-reliance
	self-fulfillment

	the importance of the individual
	self-interest
	self-sufficient

	self-development/self-help
	proactive
	pursuit of happiness

	earning
	equality
	fairness

	progress—a constant and relentless march toward a better future and a better life
	pursuit of well-being and happiness
	value of hard work (industry)

	private property
	merit differentiation/meritocracy
	opportunity

	pursuit of wealth
	time urgency—time is money
	personal responsibility

	competition
	As all elected officials know, you need to be for something rather than simply against something. 
	future-oriented and rejecting the status quo; we are a nation of change agents; a better tomorrow; Clinton’s “Don’t stop thinking about tomorrow”

	materialism and wealth
	privacy
	patriotism

	informality
	national defense
	active

	triumph
	democracy
	American

	dignity
	family
	working

	free enterprise
	youth-oriented; young
	new

	resourceful
	energetic
	productive

	resilient
	growth
	development

	marriage
	discipline
	competence

	commitment
	choice
	action-oriented

	doing, working, achievement
	relative equality of sexes
	rationality

	Rights—Americans have always been committed to the concept of rights.
	right/s (e.g., human rights, minority rights)
	conservation

	Efficient/efficiency
	Convenience
	Personalization and individualism

	Small business vs. big business: to work for a small company, to work for yourself; be your own boss, create your own life (style)
“Big enough to deliver,   small enough to care;” Main Street (about people and family) vs. Wall Street (about greed and corruption)” Our image of our nation is a small town, not the urban lifestyle of Manhattan
	Family values test better than traditional values, American values, or community values (Luntz) 
	Responsibility

	Community
	Sacrifice
	No one should promote “Hollywood values;” promote family values

	Hope/optimism/positive; we are a nation of pilgrims, pioneers, immigrants, and dreamers; the glass is half-full rather than half empty
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Figure 1. Old Lady/Young Lady Illusion.
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Appendix A. Extra Illusions to be used in Training Class
Figure 2 Illusion.

This classic illusion was first presented in 1889 by Franz Muller-Lyer, a version of which is reproduced below. This perceptual or optical illusion is also thought to typify how human beings make obvious errors. When we look at the left-hand side of the diagram, it appears that the line on the top with the arrows pointing inwards is longer than the line below it with the arrows pointing outwards. The illusion is revealed or made transparent when the two lines are enclosed in a rectangle as shown in the right-hand diagram.
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[image: image5.jpg]Is the blue on the inner left back or the outer left front?
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How many prongs do you see?
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What do you see?
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Duck or Rabbit?
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Appendix B. Examples of framing that could be used in a training seminar or workshop.

Framing is in the eye of the beholder. Review the following labels used to describe the same 
phenomenon. Adapted from Krell, Mendenhall, and Sendry (1987).

	One Frame
	Alternative Frame

	Blaming others
	Fixing responsibility

	Kissing up

	Developing working relationships

	Apple polishing
	Demonstrating loyalty

	Passing the buck
	Delegating authority

	Covering your rear

	Documenting decisions

	Creating conflict
	Encouraging change and innovation

	Forming coalitions
	Facilitating teamwork

	Whistleblowing
	Improving efficiency

	Scheming
	Planning ahead

	Overachieving
	Competent and capable

	Ambitious

	Career‑minded

	Opportunistic
	Astute

	Cunning
	Practical‑minded

	Arrogant/Conceited
	Confident

	Perfectionist
	Attentive to detail

	Stubborn

	Firm in convictions; tenacious; committed

	Difficulty
	Opportunity; challenge

	Minimum wage
	Living wage

	Spendthrift

	Generous

	Aggressive

	Assertive

	Career
	Passion

	Job

	Calling

	Surrender

	Compromise

	Politicking

	Networking; Building alliances

	Obstinate

	Strong willed

	T.G.I.F.—time to party
	T.G.I.F.—can work two days without 
interruption

	Soft-headed
	Kind

	Opinionated
	Well-informed

	Manipulate
	Influence

	Afraid
	Cautious; prudent

	Cost

	Investment

	Problem as in 

 a. battling spouses 

 b. bad hair 

 c. obese people 

 d. sexist pig

	Issue as in 

 a. marital issues 

 b. hair issues 

 c. weight issues 

 d. a man with gender issues

	25% shortfall of goal
	75% achievement of goal

	50% chance of failure
	50% chance of success

	25% fat in hamburger
	75% lean beef in hamburger

	30% chance of losing
	70% chance of winning

	Math dummy
	Math challenged

	Impulsive
	Spontaneous/Proactive/Dynamic

	Rude
	Frank/Candid/Honest

	Hard headed; rigid; stubborn; bull-headed
	Steadfast; determined; firm; consistent

	Stingy/cheap/miserly

	Thrifty/frugal/economical

	Overemotional

	Intense

	Gullible

	Trusting

	If you do not do [action] you will be worse off because…
	If you do [action] you will be better off because of…

	One person is slow
	The other person is thorough

	Overstepping authority
	Exhibiting initiative

	Wishy-washy
	Flexible

	In a dream world
	Optimistic

	Optimist
	Out-of-touch

	Pessimist
	Realist

	Downsizing
	Rightsizing

	Dictate
	Advise

	Pro-choice

	Pro-life

	Junk
	Antique

	Partly cloudy

	Partly sunny

	Lied
	Misspoke

	Occupier

	Liberator

	80% cure rate
	20% mortality rate

	Organized
	Neat freak

	Product has 0% fat
	Product is 100% fat free

	Price discount as % (better for low-priced items)
	Price discount as $s (better for high-priced items) 

	Ku Klux Klan rally…

a disruption of social order
	Ku Klux Klan rally…

an exercise in free speech rights

	Affirmative action…

giving a helping hand to groups historically discriminated against; tolerable cost
	Affirmative action…

giving racial and gender preferences to some while discriminating against whites; 

	Affirmative action goal
	Affirmative action quota

	A product will have perfect performance
	A product will be free from defects

	Opt-in…if you want to participate in [activity/program] return this notice
	Opt-out…if you do not want to participate in [activity/program] return this notice

	Retreat
	Moving forward in another direction

	Abandoning allies in time of war (cut and run)
	Strategic redeployment

	Used (as in used car)
	Pre-owned (as in pre-owned car)

	War
	Self-defense

	Cautious
	Meticulous; disciplined; afraid

	Lots of potential
	Underperformer; underachiever

	Disruptive
	Unconventional

	Weakness
	Opportunity to excel

	Victim
	??????????

	Shy/introverted
	Distant/cold

	Tenacious/persistent
	Doesn’t know when to quit/can’t let go

	Flamboyant
	Showy

	Private person
	Secretive

	Multitasking
	Trying to do too many things at one time

	Entertaining
	Center of attention

	Sexy
	Sluty

	Brown-nosing
	Showing respect for authority figures

	Repaired
	Refurbished

	Clothes that were homemade
	Clothes that were handmade

	Liar
	Exaggerates/Embellishes

	Obese
	Stout

	Shortsighted
	Focused

	CYA (cover your _ _ _)
	Foresighted/Proactive

	Dingy
	Thinks-outside-the-box

	Lazy
	Laid back/Meditative

	Procrastinates
	Cautious

	Martyr
	Puts others first

	Caustic
	Direct/Candid

	Smelly
	Fragrant

	Indecisive
	Contemplative

	Insistent
	Persistent

	Problems/Difficulties
	Disconnects

	Troubles
	Dilemmas

	Impractical
	Creative/Imaginative

	Audacity
	Boldness

	Disruptive individuals
	Free thinkers

	Employee
	Associate

	Death tax
	Estate tax

	Gun control
	Gun safety

	Mistakes in life
	Lessons in life

	Competitive activity
	War (as in the “cola war”, burger war”, and “internet browser war”)

	Terrorist
	Freedom fighter/martyrs

	Cheap
	Inexpensive

	Complaining customer: pain in the neck and potential litigant
	Complaining customer: important free source of information

	Threat
	Promise

	Student as customer
	Student as product

	Foolish
	Bold

	France: arch adversary
	France: ancient ally

	Obstacle as challenge
	Obstacle as a reflection of personal deficiency

	Goal with focus on performance; e.g., decrease costs by 10% this quarter; good for motivating well-learned tasks
	Goal with focus on learning; e.g., find 10 ways of developing a relationship with end-users of our products; effective for discovering radical, out-of-the-box ideas

	Failure
	Learning opportunity

	Religious fanatic
	Spiritually devoted

	Bankruptcy
	Corporate restructuring

	Anal
	Detailed oriented

	High maintenance
	Classy

	Job hopper
	Opportunist

	Overweight; fat
	Voluptuous; full-figured

	Old
	Experienced

	Closed-minded
	Prudent

	Cater to/aid/serve (e.g., customers, students)
	Pander to (e.g., customers, students)

	Manager
	Leader

	Cautious
	Paranoid

	Terri Schiavo Case—the 2005 controversy over the removal of a feeding tube of a severely brain damaged woman who had been in a persistent vegetative state after her heart stopped in 1990
  --Right to live

  --Murder

  --Moral matter

  --Loving family

  --Misguided family

  --Barbaric act

  --State-sponsored torture

  --Starving someone to death
	Terri Schiavo Case—the 2005 controversy over the removal of a feeding tube of a severely brain damaged woman who had been in a persistent vegetative state after her heart stopped in 1990
  --Right to die

  --Mercy

  --Legal matter

  --Selfish husband

  --Brave husband

  --A humane and painless release
  --Exploitation of a private family tragedy

  --Allowing someone to die

	Undocumented worker
	Illegal alien

	Cheater
	Opportunist

	Nosey
	Inquisitive

	Agitate
	Stimulate

	Intelligent
	Nerd

	Slow
	Precise

	Meat-based dressing
	Chili

	Addiction
	Disease

	Problem
	Myths

	Free trade
	Fair trade

	Democrat
	Progressive

	Reality
	Rhetoric

	Welfare
	War on Poverty

	Profit: gains made by exploiting the poor
	Profit: gains made by serving human needs

	Criminals commit crimes
	Criminals make mistakes

	Best estimates and realistic assumptions
	Worst-case scenarios

	Global warming
	Climate change

	Trial lawyer
	Public protection attorney; Personal injury lawyer

	In the late 1940s we had “the Negro problem”
	In the 1960 we started talking about civil rights

	Tax reform
	Tax simplification

	Old people; elderly
	Senior citizens

	Capitalism; Private system
	Free market economy

	FairPay Overtime Initiative
	Removing overtime pay for many jobs

	Limiting compensation to victims in lawsuits
	Corporate protectionism

	Tort reform
	Lawsuit abuse reform

	Liberal
	Progressive

	Physical punishment
	Discipline

	Healthcare choice
	The right to choose

	Framing
	Spinning

	Foreign trade
	International trade

	Drilling for oil
	Exploring for energy

	Gay marriage
	Freedom to marry; the right to marry who you choose

	A person who throws up or pukes on an attraction or ride
	At DisneyWorld that person had a protein spill

	Concern
	Outrage

	Untried and untested
	State of the art

	Dull, plodder
	Thorough; meticulous

	Rash
	Quick thinking

	Lazy
	Contemplative

	Concern
	Outrage

	Untried and untested
	State of the art

	Dull, plodder
	Thorough; meticulous

	Rash
	Quick thinking

	Lazy
	Contemplative

	Food
	Cuisine

	Persuasive
	Manipulative

	Stupid, dumb
	Naive

	Whining
	Surfacing problems

	Selective memory
	Forgot, lied

	Feed a starving child for only $300 a year
	Feed a starving child for only 82¢ a day

	Pet
	Family member

	Debate
	Partisan bickering

	Manipulate
	Orchestrate

	Minority
	Extremist; radical

	Person who exaggerates
	Alarmist

	Truth
	Propaganda

	Perceptive
	Opportunist

	“Some people are always grumbling because roses have thorns.”
	I am thankful thorns have roses.”   -- Alphonese Karr (19th Century French author)

	Transition
	Change 

	Politically incorrect

  --bum

  --crazy; a nut job
  --trailer park

  --sex change

  --psycho

  --ghetto

  --housewife

  --white trash

  --man’s job/woman’s work
	Politically correct

  --homeless person

  --mental illness

  --mobile home community

  --gender re-assignment

  --pathologically high-spirited

  --economically disadvantaged area

  --domestic engineer

  --losers of European descent

  --traditional gender work role

	Lower our expectations
	Be more realistic

	Stanley Tookie Williams: innocent victim and man of peace who authored children’s books discouraging youngsters from joining gangs who was wrongly executed December 13, 2005
	Stanley Tookie Williams: death-row con artist and cofounder of the bloody Crips gang who was justly executed December 13, 2005

	Wal-Mart: Greedy villain
	Wal-Mart: Shopper’s best friend

	Baby Boomers: often viewed as a problem to be dealt with (Tortorici, 2005)**
	Baby Boomers: viewed as a great opportunity to be leveraged (Tortorici, 2005)

	Losing season
	Rebuilding year

	Used jewelry
	Estate jewelry

	Transitional neighborhood
	Slum

	Gambling industry
	Gaming industry

	Craft messages; Wordsmithing: Framing
	Spinning; Damage control

	Consistent
	Inflexible; Dogmatic

	Special people
	Individuals with impeded abilities

	Drug; medicine
	Medication

	Prison
	Rehabilitative correctional facility

	Deaf
	Hearing impaired

	Spirits
	Liquor

	Customer of a bank
	Member of a credit union

	Drilling for oil
	Exploring for energy

	Bastard
	Illegitimate child; Non-marital child

	Security
	Peace of mind

	Sperm-challenged
	Person with low sperm count

	Pharmaceutical industry
	Pharmaceutical profession

	Stewardess
	Flight attendant

	Gay marriage
	Same-sex marriage

	Impotence
	E.D./Erectile dysfunction

	Waiter/Waitress
	Server

	Las Vegas Casino
	Family-friendly resorts of Las Vegas

	Negative 
	Realistic/Sensible/Practical

	Organizational roundtables
	Conversations

	Our numbers are soft
	Our numbers are terrible/horrible

	It’s not oil
	It’s liquid engineering 

	Bank robbery
	Undocumented withdrawal

	Bank robber
	Misguided worker struggling against a socially unjust society who is trying to better his position in life

	Terrorist
	Misguided criminal (The BBC attempt to strip away all emotion by using what it considers 'neutral' descriptions when describing those who carried out the bombings in the London tubes.")

	Negative option marketing
	Implied consent marketing

	Brainstorm
	Thought shower - invented to replace brainstorm to avoid upsetting people with brain injuries.

	We didn’t lose the game
	We just ran out of time

	Chocolate makes you fat
	Chocolate doesn’t make you fat, it just makes your clothes grow smaller

	
	

	
	



* Krell, T. C., Mendenhall, M. E., & Sendry, J. (1987, April). Doing research in the conceptual morass of organizational politics. Paper presented at the Western Academy of Management Conference, Hollywood, CA.

**Tortorici, F. (2005, September 19). America’s aging workforce posing new opportunities and challenges for companies. Conference Board. Retrieved April 13, 2006 from http://www.conference-board.org/utilities/pressDetail.cfm?press_ID=2709 . Unfortunately, baby boomers are too often viewed “as an issue to be dealt with instead of a great opportunity to be leveraged.”
Appendix C—Implications for Managers

Implications for Managers

We believe that framing represents a valid means of presenting one’s perspective. There is nothing inherently right or wrong about framing. However, framing—knowingly or unknowingly—can ultimately distort the facts and perceptions surrounding a situation, resulting in poor decisions. Within this context, the notion of framing provides a number of managerial implications. 

First, utilize framing techniques to your advantage. If one desires a favorable judgment, decision, or behavior related to a topic, one would focus on desirable characteristics (e.g., “winning,” “percent lean beef,” or “percent of goal attained”). If, however, one desires a negative evaluation then one should focus on undesirable features (e.g., “losing,” “percent of fat,” or “percent of goal shortfall”). Framing, thus, is an effective but subtle influence technique.

The development of influence skills has been said to be “…absolutely critical to job and career success in organizations today” (Ferris, Perrewe, Anthony, & Gilmore, 2000, p. 29). If this is correct, it may behoove women and minorities to pay particular attention to issue framing as an approach to enhance their influence. In one study, for example, white men had a greater understanding of organizational influence approaches, including framing, than did racial and ethnic minorities and white women (Ferris, Frink, Bhawak, Zhou, & Gilmore, 1996). Such a deficiency may be partly responsible for the failure of women and ethnic/racial minorities to make progress in organizations (e.g., salary progression, promotions, and career advancement), thus posing an alternative explanation for employment discrimination. The researchers endorsed the practice of using mentors to help women and minorities develop their influence skills and learning the informal organizational rules. Added to this recommendation would be for the less adept at organizational influence to consider enhancing their language skills through more effective framing. Table 2 summarizes some key principles and implications for managerial behavior derived from the framing literature.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Insert Table 2 about here; Table 2 is at end of Appendix C—this appendix

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Second, watch for and neutralize others’ attempts to frame a situation. For example,

managers should take notice of any communication that appears to emphasize one portion of a whole while deemphasizing another portion. For example, if a supplier boasts a 90 percent customer satisfaction rate, one might ask why the other 10 percent were not satisfied. If a subordinate emphasizes the disadvantages of one course of action and the advantages of a second course, ask for a presentation of the advantages of the first course and the disadvantages of the second. Such responses will force a more balanced treatment of facts before decisions are made. 

Third, anticipate opportunities for framing and take steps to avoid it. When prospective

solutions to an organizational problem are to be discussed, ponder the likely perspectives of the participants and consider assigning counter positions in advance. For example, if a sales manager and a production manager are called to a meeting to discuss lagging sales of a new product, one could ask the sales manager to open the meeting with a discussion of ways in which the product could be presented more effectively to prospective customers. The production manager could then lead a discussion of how potential changes in the product or improvements in its quality might make it easier to sell. This approach forces each individual to adopt another’s perspective at the outset instead of rushing to frame the problem as someone else’s failure. Indeed, advocates of such multiple perspective approaches claim, such activities provide a number of advantages: “The ability to shift form one conceptual lens to another provides a way to redefine situations so that they become manageable” (Bolman & Deal, 1991, p. 37; “Less effective managers and problem solvers seem to interpret everything from a fixed standpoint” (Morgan, 1986, p. 12); “Situations and problems can be framed and reframed in different ways allowing new kinds of solutions to emerge” (Morgan, 1986, p. 337).

Fourth, resist the temptation to overly frame a situation. Framing is a useful technique for presenting a perspective on a particular issue. Overuse of the approach, however, can raise “red flags” among those to whom one is communicating. This can lead to reduced credibility of the framer, and ultimately a loss of power and influence.

Finally, educate others in the organization on the merits and concerns associated with framing. Organizational members who question the frames presented by their colleagues ultimately develop a more balanced perspective of the salient issues, enabling them to make more effective decisions. Promoting “framing awareness” reduces the likelihood that poor decisions will be made because some members of the organization are unable to see beyond a frame.

Table 2. General principles and implications for managerial behavior derived from the framing

literature.

	General Principles
	Implications

	1. People are not completely rational decision makers and respond differentially to factually equivalent messages depending on how these messages are presented or framed
	1. Framing works and indicating that the glass is half full or half empty can have a significant impact on attitudes, intentions, behavior, and message persuasiveness

	2. People are risk-averse (more conservative) when a decision problem is formulated in terms of gain and risk-prone when the issue is presented as a loss
	2. Frame problems as positive gains to promote conservative decisions; to encourage more risky decisions frame problems as potential losses

	3. Positive framing supports more favorable evaluations and negative framing supports less favorable evaluations
	3. Frame your preference in favorable terms (e.g. investment) and your opponent’s preference in less favorable terms (e.g., cost) 

	4. How questions are asked makes a difference; a rose by any other name does not always smell as sweet
	4. Pay attention to your choice of words and use language that presents your desired position in a positive light.

	5. People exhibit loss aversion, i.e., losses loom larger than gains. A given positive occurrence  (e.g., receiving $5) is less psychologically rewarding than a negative occurrence of equal magnitude (e.g., losing $5) is punishing
	5. Framing a decision in terms of possible loss should motivate a person more than framing the same decision in terms of a possible gain.



	6. Messages emphasizing losses associated with inaction are generally more persuasive than messages emphasizing gains associated with action
	6. Casting a competitor’s proposal as a vote for inaction, missed opportunities, and the “status quo,” is more effective than stressing gains associated with your suggested action 


Extra Stuff

“Message sculpting” [Kelley, R. E. (1998). How to be a star at work: Nine breakthrough strategies you need to succeed. NY: Times Books p. 226] In his chapter, “Show-and-Tell: Persuading the Right Audience with the Right Message” Carnegie Mellon University Professor Kelley indicated that one of the nine breakthrough strategies the star performers (“eye-popping top producers,” p. XVII) he observed had mastered was their ability to deliver a message to a targeted audience, to persuade listeners to accept the message, and be proactive in deflecting criticism. 

Message crafting

Spinning 

Message Packaging 

Propaganda—misinformation and half-truths

Labeling

Orchestration

A frequently seen occurrence in the political world is the term “spin” that has come to refer to the twist candidates put on a fact, detail, statement, or story which gives it a different look or perspective (Lewis, n.d.). Political spins give the content a particular perspective or ideology. In its most basic sense, spinning is simply the process by which individuals “frame” the debate and argue a certain point of view. 

Framing is also a key concern in the organization and business world (Bolman & Deal, 1991; Frost, Moore, Louis, Lundberg, & Martin, 1991; Hodgkinson, Maule, Bown, Pearman, & Glaister, 2002).

Reality exists only in the minds of individuals and as such is extremely malleable (Drummond, 1992). For example managers can choose to frame an issue as an opportunity for the organization or as a threat that it faces. Framing the issue as an opportunity may induce greater participation (Ashmos, Duchon, & Bodensteiner, 1990) more commitment to taking action (Ginsberg & Venkatraman, 1992), and changes of lesser magnitude (Dutton & Jackson, 1987), than if the issue is framed as a threat. To frame or reframe an issue effectively as an opportunity, managers must work hard to help others to see the issue as controllable, involving gain, and as positive in impact. The seller’s actions may also create legitimacy by couching an issue in a form that is consistent with the language of the organization (Schriesheim & Hinkin, 1990). Comparing the pattern of mentions strengthens this interpretation as this move was described in many more of the successful episodes than the unsuccessful episodes. 
“Framing” and reframing” are terms that refer to the broad structure in which an argument, a point of view, perspective, or an issue is seen and presented (Brown & Murti, 2004). Much the way any building or product takes shape around a basic frame, so a point of view is largely based on and shaped by the frame in which it is conceived and presented. In determining the way people perceive the world around them, frames both define and limit a person’s thinking, enhancing a prevailing viewpoint and restricting other, competing points of view from making the same good sense. According to Bolman and Deal (1991), “Frames are both windows on the world and lenses that bring the world into focus”... “Frames help us order experience and decide what to do” (p.12). 

An individual’s frame of reference to a particular event or process, while pre-configured by past experience, is also subject to modification by a person in a leader role, to a certain extent. For example, if a professor were to describe a required course as demanding but essential to learning in a particular field of study, and then reiterate that description during the first class in a no-nonsense, take-it or leave-it approach, students would be likely to view the course as a necessary “grind”. Most would likely comply with course requirements. On the other hand, if a professor framed a course as an adventure into exciting, novel concepts that would not only prove interesting to “discover” but also highly beneficial in terms of growth and career, students would be more likely to react to the course in that frame, seeing it more as an opportunity than a chore. Many students might adopt an enthusiastic commitment to the course, but others might not be willing to work hard, if their expectation of excitement and adventure is not met. 

For most events in life, people have a preconceived way of perceiving the event that defines the frame of reference. A broad and enduring societal frame of reference is often referred to as a paradigm, while a more immediate perspective is characterized as a frame of reference. In a group or organizational setting, a frame of reference is generally a shared component of the group or organizational culture. 

Reframing is generally referred to as reshaping or redefining a perspective so as to bring others to a new point of view and new incentive to support that point of view. Reframing is often used as an influence technique to help convince persons to see some proposal or idea in a different light. And as an influence technique, it remains a concept of much use to persons in business and management - practitioners, students, instructors, and researchers alike. According to Portnoy (1999), the key to reframing is to remove one lens and replace it with another. That is the influence skill of the leader. 

The power of reframing as an influence technique is central in our culture. In classic stories and films, such as for example, “It’s a Wonderful Life” and “A Christmas Carol”, the central character is led to rethink his or her approach to life by seeing it through a different frame of reference—one in which the consequences of the current frame is brought to light for them. In “Dead Poet’s Society” and “Stand and Deliver”, the teachers reframe, in different ways, the process of learning to their student audiences. 

In a business setting, a frame is what helps shape a company’s business strategy, the manner in which it competes, and its methods for motivating members to support the strategy. Recently, an owner of a regional car wash company put it this way: “In re-evaluating our marketing strategy, we decided that we are essentially marketers who wash cars, and not car wash providers who do marketing”. Strategically, this company had reframed its mission and strategic perspective. In this new frame, the CEO could then talk about related services they were considering providing in the immediate future and about a distant future of possible “waterless carwashes”. 

Generally, the frame in which the owners or leaders of a business conceptualize that business is instrumental in shaping the wording of that company’s vision and mission statements. But more importantly, it is how a company’s leaders collectively view the competitive environment in which they operate, their position in that environment, and the kinds of decisions they make in order to capitalize on opportunities in that environment. Major mistakes occur, and companies consequently often falter, when leaders misinterpret that environment and operate from a faulty or obsolete frame. 

“Tunnel vision” and “being blind sided” are terms that stem from thinking within a given frame. In contrast, “thinking outside of the box” implies thinking beyond a current frame of reference in order to discern alternate solutions to a problem and possibly an alternate frame for future use. “Reframing” is undertaken when leaders (or “influencers”) determine that a current frame is inadequate or that a newly recognized way of approaching a major issue is warranted. 

Reframing versus: (a) paradigm change and (b) “spinning”.

A paradigm is essentially a broad set of assumptions, concepts, values, and practices - a perspective - that constitutes a way of viewing reality with in a defined community, or social sphere that shares them. It amounts to an unwritten set of guidelines or rules that establish and define perceptual boundaries and tell one what are acceptable modes of behavior within those boundaries. At the other end of the perceptual spectrum, “spinning” - or playing up one side of an issue - refers to an influence technique that highlights certain aspects of an event or situation generally after the fact and within a defined frame of reference. 

Spinning—portraying some event or program in a preferred light—is often done as a form of “damage control” in response to bad or discouraging news. Framing and reframing are processes that take place within a defined paradigm. Shading, highlighting, or “spin” occurs within the context of a defined frame of reference. In organizational theory, a “four frames” model has been developed that describes four alternate frame through which an organization may be conceptualized and led (Bolman & Deal, 1991). These four frames are: a structural frame, a human resource frame, a political frame, and a symbolic frame. The model posits that it is within the discretion of leaders to select the frame that best suits their organization’s function and goals and then inculcate that frame into the viewpoints of organizational members in such a way that all or most members share the frame. Elaborating on leader practices within a human resource frame, Pearce and Conger (2002) develop and describe methods and practices by which leaders can reframe their management style to one of shared-leadership. Gareth Morgan (1989) states, “By learning the art of reframing as a basic life skill, we can improve our ability to deal with the challenges of a changing world and open the way to a constant stream of insight and innovation”.
http://hereswhatsleft.typepad.com/home/2004/11/framing.html
Framing Workshop Description and Schedule

I. Definition of framing

a. Multiple realities

b. Framing as a language illusion; just as optical illusions exert a trick on our eye and may present more than one reality, so too do language illusions, such as framing exert a trick on our minds 

An interesting message-crafting model. This messaging model was called "the message box." It is a tool for thinking about how to present your message, taking into account the context and battlefield realities that message will be presented in. 

Draw a box. Then divide that box into four quarters. In each of the four corners, you will jot down the following information: 

	What we will say about our position
	What they will say about our position

	What we will say about their position
	What they will say about their position


So, in preparing a message about opposition to attacking Iraq, we might have written the following: 

	We must finish the work in Afghanistan. Our troops are needed both there and at home.
	Leaving Iraq alone is dangerous, as they will become a deadly threat shortly. Showing disunity in time of war will encourage our enemies.

	Bin Laden is not in Iraq. Iraq has done nothing to Americans who aren't in Iraq. The Bush family wants to invade Iraq.
	Saddam is evil. WMDs are there. Iraq supports terrorists.


So I'm going to lay out a simple, step-by-step approach to building a message and getting it out there. 

First, I'd like to reiterate what framing really is. Framing is using language that, while applicable to the issue at hand, refers to a giant submerged iceberg of thoughts and feelings. This hidden iceberg is called a frame. 

Okay, with that in mind, let's walk through a practical framing exercise all the way through to getting the message into the public's mind.
1. Choose your iceberg.

2. Brainstorm messages.

3. Eliminate and refine. Get focused.

4. Draw your "message box" and fill it in.

5. Get the word out. 

That's it. Just go through the process and you'll be amazed at what you've accomplished. Let's walk through it together. 

Diaries :: Kyle B's diary :: :: Trackback :: 

1. Choose your iceberg.
Choose a value that is central to the issue you want to talk about. George Lakoff's "Don't Think of an Elephant" lists many progressive values you can look at as examples. 

Let's say my message is in support of an academic scholarship program. What value is central to my support for this scholarship program? There could be many; let's choose "fulfillment." 

Fulfillment is one of those icebergs. You can say that one little word, and it carries with it a whole host of other ideas: pleasure, achievement, satisfaction, reaching one's potential, reward, delivering on a promise, and so forth. Plus, who can argue against fulfillment? 

Okay. So: the scholarship program and fulfillment. 

2. Brainstorm messages.
Remember, we want to use messages that evoke that iceberg. Brainstorm a big list of possible messages, keeping the core value(s) in mind. 

So, for my scholarship campaign, I might have: 

· Scholarships enable poorer students to achieve their potential

· It's our obligation to educate people who might not otherwise be able to afford it

· Academic quality is improved when there's a monetary incentive

· Disadvantaged students deserve our help

· We promised to fund this scholarship program

· This scholarship has helped many students in the past to get degrees

· Students without scholarships have a harder time, since they might have to work while in school

· This scholarship is cost-effective, since the academic requirements mean that the aid dollars have a higher chance of going to a student who will graduate 

3. Eliminate and refine. Get focused.
Now eliminate those messages that don't use the chosen value (or values). We're crafting a focused message here. So ignore all the messages -- however true they might be -- that don't evoke that idea of fulfillment. Then refine and polish the remaining messages to improve their impact. 

· If all you have is a brilliant mind, The Scholarship will handle the rest.

· The Scholarship: producing first-in-family college graduates every year

· We promised, the Scholarship delivers. 

4. Draw your "message box" and fill it in.
The "message box" is a very useful tool I learned about in. In it, you write down four things: 

	What we will say about our position
	What they will say about our position

	What we will say about their position
	What they will say about their position


Now let's fill it in for The Scholarship: 

	If all you have is a brilliant mind, The Scholarship will handle the rest. The Scholarship: producing first-in-family college graduates every year
	The Scholarship is an entitlement program. It's an irresponsible handout. Students should work for their education.

	We promised, the Scholarship delivers.
	The Scholarship was set up in strong economic times. We must make hard budget choices these days.


5. Get the word out.
Okay so now you know what you want to say, and you even know what to expect from the enemy. Take the offensive! Get the word out: 

1. The workshop will begin with a brief introductory section followed by an interactive section. In the introduction, the concepts of framing and reframing will be explained, with an applied illustration of each concept. We will cover definitions as well as a brief synopsis of the common usage of these terms. Distinctions will be made between paradigm shift, reframing and spinning. In business disciplines and cases, there are numerous examples of reframing especially in strategy, marketing and management. Participants in the workshop will be given examples that they can use to help their students understand reframing and learn how to apply it. Participants will also improve their ability to use reframing practices in class to motivate the students’ participation.

 2. During the interactive component, we will use four mini case situations from business disciplines and education and invite the audience to try their hands at reframing. They will be asked to reframe these situations using a certain point of view. This segment should elicit numerous and hopefully creative ways of reframing a situation. Some of these cases may raise ethical issues, since reframing can create an impression contrary to a prevailing view about a given situation. These exercises will enlighten participants audience as to how reframing is done, so they may apply the technique effectively in teaching. It will allow them to point out the process of reframing to their students. 3. Finally, there will be a wrap up and conclusion in which the authors will summarize the session and the ways in which the participants could use the concepts of framing and reframing in their courses, both as learning components and as techniques for effective teaching. 
� Other factors addressed by Ancona et al. (2004) to enhance the chances of gaining attention include: bundling (combining an issue with other issues), involvement (whether to sell an issue on one’s own or with others), and approach (whether issue selling should be formal or informal and/or public or private). These topics, however, are beyond the scope of this paper.


� A number of terms are used interchangeably in this paper: reframing, spinning, labeling, message sculpting, message crafting, and message packaging.


� A value is defined “as an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of existence” (Rokeach, 1973, p. 5).


� It should be noted that many of these values may be in conflict with one another. For example, there appears to be a built-in tension between economic individualism and political egalitarianism. 


� Created by cartoonist W. E. Hill, originally published in Puck in 1915 as “My Wife and My Mother-in-law.”











