CHAPTER 2 Conflict Interaction
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Issue Framing and the Parking Lot Scuffle

In turn 1 Tim framed the conflict by raising the issue of
Jay's fautt in the damage done to his bike. 1f Jay had
gone along with this framing, the conflict would have
taken a very different turn, with Jay possibly apologizing
and agreeing 1o pay for the damage. 1nstead Jay offered
a “counter-frame” by placing the plame on Tim.

The two frames areé developed independently of one
anather in turns 1 through 7. Notice that Tim was
pressing a case consistent with his framing, while Jay
was responding with questions and statements that
develop his own framing. Ina real sense, Tim and Jay
were talking past each othet, because gach has framed
the cordlict differently. There was & lack of engagement
of the other party’s issues by both Jay and Tim. The first
engagement accurred in turns B and 9. Inturn 9, Tim
chalienged the implicit assumption in turns 2 and 8 that
Jay's parking space is his territory and that Tim had
trespassed, instead insisting on heing compensated. Tim
tried to establish the issue as damage to his bike, not
whether Tim had any right to park in the space In the
first place.

Jay's response i turn 10, asking Tim if e warked In
the bgikding, suggested that he is still focusing on the

~ vrights” issue. T Tim did not work In the building, he
" certainly had no right to be ina parking space reserved
for employees. Jay's response {hat Tim “has & prablem”
also attempted to turn Tim's accusation pack on him.
By charging that Tim is acting irrationally, Jay expanded

the range of issues in the conflict. Adding the issue of
Tim's problematic attitude, of course, was only likely to
make Tim more angry and adamant. .

Tim's response in turn 11 reasserted fault for the
damage as the primary issue. Jay then tried to walk
away. Not being willing to buy in to Thn's definition 0
the issues, Jay prabably pelieved further tatk was
counterproductive. 1t is also possible that he was
beginning to be fearful of Tim’'s woroblem.” sometim
the issues we introduce reflect our fears as much as
our thought about the sttuation, and Jay’s statement:
at the beginning of turn 10 may have been stimulate'd
by unease with Tim, rather than an attempt to “one
up” Tim.

This case represents an abortive attempt at issue
framing. Tim and Jay were never able to converge ona
common issue oF 1ssues during their conversation. The!
ability to confront the conflict and come to a resolutio
was hampered by this lack of commen grounding. #

Discussion Questions

« Can you think of other conflicts you have been in
when you and the other party “ialked past” each:
other by advancing different issues?

Could issue framing have been done in a more.
productive way i this conflict? 1f you were in this
conflict, how could you use framing ta move the
canflict in a mate productive direction?




