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divisive issue for workers. How striking is framed by the work.cr.'s‘—-wlmt It means to them
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Gray, & Bougon, 1986). Reframing the mcunmg'of striking during the process can
influence the degree of support for adopting the tactic.

There is, then, a “dance” of framing in which cach party advances its own
interpretations of the issues and acts on them, the other party responds, and the
parties move toward development of g shared frame, on the one hand, or toward
divergent framings, on the other. When parties eventually converge on a shared
framfng, ther'e Is greater possibility for working together toward an integrative
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