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Chapter 6: Talk and Interpersonal Relationships 
SAGE Journal Article and Discussion Questions
Relational Framing Theory: Drawing inferences about relationships from interpersonal interactions
Solomon, D. H., & McLaren, R. M. (2008). 
In L. A. Baxter & D. O. Braithwaite (Eds.), 
Engaging Theories in Communication (pp. 103-115). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE, Inc.
Note that this piece actually comes from one of SAGE’s edited books on communication, and has been included here to offer a unique perspective about interpersonal relationships. In this book chapter, the authors describe the basic assumptions of relational framing theory and discuss empirical findings that support the theory. Relational framing theory posits that two substantive dimensions of relational communication, dominance-submissiveness and affiliation-disaffiliation, function as cognitive frames to help people interpret each other’s messages. The theory also states that there is a third dimension of relational judgments, involvement, which is an intensity judgment about the two substantive dimensions.
Discussion Questions: 
1. Relational framing theory draws on a large body of research on relational communication to argue that all communication is about either dominance-submissiveness or affiliation-disaffiliation. Think back on some of your recent interactions. Can you identify which dimension was most relevant for understanding that interaction? Do you agree with this general claim? 
2. In the beginning of this reading, the authors describe a number of situations that might seem ambiguous and therefore require a person’s relational frame to fill in the details. What characteristics of interactions might make them or more or less difficult to decipher? 
3. The authors provide the picture of the old woman and the young girl as an illustration of how relational frames displace each other. By looking at the picture, you can focus on details that allow you to see the old woman or the young girl, but you cannot see both at the same time. Do you think that people can focus on details of an interaction to purposefully perceive them as relevant to the dominance-submissiveness frame or the affiliation-disaffiliation frame? Do you think people can consciously choose how to frame an interaction or is it always an unconscious process? 
4. After someone’s initial framing of an interaction, do you think people can re-frame an interaction? If so, what things might change someone’s initial reaction to an interaction? 
5. The authors discuss different cues that might activate relational frames, such as the content of an utterance, the function of a social episode, or people’s dispositional tendencies. Do you think that those cues all carry equal strength in activating relational frames? For example, when might the function of a social episode (e.g., a job interview) influence frame activation more than the exact words they are using in that interaction? Can you think of an example where you had to rely on one cue more than another to understand what the interaction was about? 
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