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bicro-sociology, the attempl at a disci-
phined study of cvervday life, has required
that its theoTists congeive of the “natural”’
umit of analysis lor such a study. that is,
the orgenized and bounded secial entity
muost immediate W the individual’s expen-
ence. within which his’her mundane af-
fairs with others cocur. This paper exam-
ines and compares two of the most signefi-
cant af these vooceptions—he “sitpa-
pen,t as s applicd within symbolic io-
teractionism, and the “‘frame.”” as con-
ceived  fmast ooiablyr by Erving
Goffman—in order o demonstratle 1hat
they contain widely divergent uwnder-
standings of the nature of everyday life. It
1% an exercise that mus1 be seen as a frag-
ment of what ts necessanly a kengthier,
mure complex project that allemprs o de-
velop o truer and mors comprehansive

undecstanding of the body of Goffman's |

wark, i1 pat by propusing to visw it as an
American varenl of contgmporary stnie-
turadtsm and, consequendy. by abanden-

*Paper presented at the aenual meenngs af the
Amerean Socwbkygical Assocwton. Chicage. Sep-
fember, 1977, The followine persoes are Lhanked Tor
their hetprul comments Tam B, Tale Dannele.
Erving Sodman, Roebert Kelly, Charles BNonry.
Suzanne Paguin. Kathy Stanwick, Moms Feldilch,
Ir amed 1wa anonymous 457 ceviewers,

ing the common misunderstanding that
makes of Coffman o svymbalic interag-
tignist,

The initiate into Amencan sociology
might well come ta kaow Croeffman as a
symbolic interactionist That Coffman oe-
cuptes a pluce within this schodol, same-
times 05 a mudor spokespecson. hus been a
frequent casual wssertion o infarmal
sacwlogical talk and the fpresomablyd
firmer conviceion af many of 1hose who
make the classification of socielogists and
secinlogical works thewr instrumental can-
cern fe.g.. Dreitzel, 19700viinn Feling

973 189fF, bullins. 1973:7AfT Warshay,

197524 Eisenstade amd Curclgﬂl.
1976:85 19 277, Cuzzort and  Kung.

19762400 This paper asserts that when
CGalfman's work s forced into the sym-
bedic inleractivnest paradigm and made w
reflect, and speak 1o, its speciai coneems,
much of the authar's actuuk meaning and
significance is s, tw result being some
_mesure of distorton Such misredd g

' Many athers make (he assesuon thangh it is net
essenlal i their Lk e, Densn, 19720 Cale, L
Stakes and Hewitl, 19761

T There wre good suciulogeal rosans w be tound
for s foreed resding of Calfman’s wuerk ®ilts the
arganizalan ad recem mistary of Amencan sl-
oey which. far leck of space. cunnot be maached
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conceals the fundamemal and systematic
differences between the theoretical char-
acter of Croffman s work and that of sym-
J bolic interactionism properly onderstood.
- " These thearetical differences—regarding,
| "for inslance, the odgin and nature of the
seff. the place of meanings and actors’
subgective onentztions in analvsis. and
whal are appropriate research methods—
Eumound issues of central imporance,
that 15, those issues with respect to which
symbolic interacnon as a perspective has
i been defined by its leading figures (see
| Ruse, 1962 Blumer. 1969, As will he
seen, (offman’s approach stands opposed
e the centril tenets and moss basic as-
sumpions of symbalic interactionisom.
Goffman’s work fromm the beginning,
has demuonsirated not random deparures
I from symbolic inferactionism or meras
iwsyneracies, dut the application af un
alternutive paradigm.® As oppased 1o the
interactionist frumework, Coffman pro-
poses, atbeil somewhat implicily, bis own

turahist reading of Goffmun’s work frees
up for correct theoretical understanding
mast of the elements that have been seen
in terms of author’s style (or wwken s
superflucus: ax well as those that pre-
viously have been misiolerpreted or have
| simply gone winaticed.

———————— — . .

CEITLZATIONT VERSUS “FRAME™

! here There are . o mtast L wand, Those commenrinars
who refiwe froem appiving  rthe  imreracizon:sr
[ramowork. ol teast e full, = their anaivacs of
Goffmar. and these are the better preces e,
Couldngr, 1970378 Glaser and Sizanss, 1971,
Manning, M4761. ¥¢: these, oo, faib 1o reach a gen-
eral understanding of Guffman because they apply
na allernauve framewok for interpretation amd,
therefore, (2main impressicnsnc. Maeso ofien, some
oddiies are notiged abeus Golfman’s work hot 1hey
remain  pozzles leg, MeCall oand  Simamons.
1% 1441, The resulong discussion af Gadman’s
- work can be a canfusing ane e, Cuolling and
o Makowsky, 197210214,

K 'Ltz net my oineation o deny thal umportant
| Charges have 1aken place in Goitman's approach
i that some 1= .. Maramg, 19748 have noted. This
R Paper focuses on the cengral issues with regard to
L which Goffman has Always been ot adds wilh sym-
bolic interaction. 11 maght be sand, however. that it is
I Frame dmctviy 119741 that Goffman most congis.
| ently 1akes e posion ascribed 16 him here.

© * Certain comementators have hegun 10 9ee this,
b Ooably Nack [Muglas (persanal comemuamcatan and
fIameson (1976) whase excellemt article suffers only
TOM [aa greal an assweciabon of Goffman wach
L ethnome: hodology .
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[n this paper. the constraces of situaton
and  frame  represent  two o opposing
puradipms that are engaged currendy n
the siudy of cveryday life, but each musg
be seen as the derivative af a classical
sovudopeal traditan. T Ritualen”T s §
password that opens up an nleractionist
ror social actiont approach. the basic prin-
ciples of which wre Webenan, while
“frame’ poses an apparatus for a Kind of
structuralism fur which GolTman is heay- |
iy indehued w Thurkheim * The wse wir,hjn_!.
micro-sociology  of these fundamental
comsipeds activates many of the elements
operative o each  of  these  broader
classical traditions, and muluiple points of
compartson  continually suggest  them-
selves. In thes puper, most of these must
be lefl undeveloped.

It shanid be cleor that the identification
and comparison of distinet theorencal ap-
oroaches. such as the (wo i quesoom
here, s o project il requimes Some 5ys-
remalie method of s own. This study Fol-
lows the sugpestion of Bierstedt (19605
“ta push [each! particular interpretation
of social phenomeny just as far as o is
reasonahle o go i wor effort o shed -
lumination an 1.7 What arc presented,
then. are idealized descriptions of each
approgch,  which  “candidly  emplow
exngperation’” of their parity and exclusiv.
ity of orientation as an " heuristic devier™
IBicrstedt, 1960:8). This o seen as only o
preliminary s1ep i the overall effort o
unify sociolopical knowledge, ot crugial
i grder o avoid 1the common facile svn-
thesis™ i which a reconciliation of per-
speclives is achieved at the cost of lerting
imporaat differences hetween them go
unrecogntzed, The point of our slightly

ronfartunately, 0 this paper, e links with these
paditicos cennol be made fally clear. This 1 an
mportant (ask because microesalogy has Dedn
thowght of as a homogeneaus Oeld Based an o5
presumed empincal domaup, evervday afe, and re-
Jecied oo defended as 4 whale on the “asis of he
mportance or [riveality atehuted 10 thes inlerest.
This aitheprencal leadency should be counteracied
by loeating differemy micro-sociological theones
within the greater thearetiga] parsdigms 1o which
they belong, that is, by showing 1o whal theones of
wtefy they contmbute. On rhis ssue, Lhis paper
ubiiizes the recent work of Pape ey al. 11975 which
emphasizes the  divergences. sheorencally  and
methodolagicably, hetween Durkheim and Weber.
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idealized endificaton of approaches iheq,
18 10 establish the actual narure of what are
faken ta be valid perspectives on the topic
at hand, Only after such an effore js made
can we hope for the working out of dif-
ferences 1o produce a true synthesis, ane
that does not sacnfice the mdispensuble
contobotion intrinsic to either of the arig.
inal partial approaches,

The Unigueness of ' Sitnations'

Symbolic interacuonists have consid-
ered ir their theoretical calling to deseribe
the rch rexture af everyday social life,
quality highly valued by them and, al-
legediy, coldly ignored in the funcrionalist
portrayal of social reality . against which
they define their movement (e g., Scott,
1970). To remaun true o human experi-
ence, they huve insisted un sindy at close
fafige. as participants, wnd, from this van-
tage point. the situstions that muke up
evervday life have been seen ag tdivsvn-
oratic.

Ohjective situatons are unigue. [nthe words,

of W [ Thomas, “ocial situancems naver

ipottanecitsiy  repeat  themye|ves, BVEY

SUIALGN i5 more or less new, for BYETY e

includes new human acnvites defTerentiy

combined.” iStebbins, 196754

The reward for research activity wouid
seem (o be an endless wonderment

In face, given this initjat assumption
about the uniqueness of situations. the
abundaot research enarees of symbolic
interactionism have cast it. as a body of
wark, in the direction of EVCr-mre (Je-
tarled description, that is. townred o VIgor-
oS empincism. Wl Concepts it has
managed to gencrate have always beeq in
danger of being rejected from within the
paradigm by practitioners whose tacsc 1o
employ  more  precision o appreciate
moce fuity the ceh texture, the *indeter.
minancy.” of social Jife undercuts a-
tempis at generalization te.g.. Turner,
1962). The ussertion thut each SILUALIN %
unique has been devastaung of theory.
Symptomatically, Blumer 11969 471 pro-
pused that what he called the “detinitive
canzept.” that refers “precisely to whut s
commarn to a class of objects,”” give way
tn sociclogy to the less powerful * sensjriz-
ing concept’” o Prevent  unwarrnned
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eeneralization, As he cxplainad, “working
with und through the disunctive r Uniguy'
nature of the empirical instance. instead of -
casting this umique nature aside callg; +
seemingly by necessity. for g SENSITiZing
concept’” (Blumer, 1969 |49) .5

In contrast with the above-noted tep.
dencies within nleractianism, Crofran
work should be seen. in irg Caience and
direction, as a formal sociology,” This
means thal it s an effort toward the
shstraction from everyday life af the very
definite 2nd limited nurmber nf forms or
mades  in which  this  Jjfe ocoury,
Groffman’s goal, following a t¥pical stme-
turalist  program-statement. s “the
enumeration of forms and thejr OTZanizg-
ton, the exposition of SIgnifying stye.
tures und their mode of functioning'
thane, 197037} that js. the discovery of
classes of ahbjects, precisely 1he proiect
Blumer rejects ® There are not <o many
torms (n whech everyday e occurs that
one wiil frequently he unrecogmzable, its
rules unfamiliar, to individuals wha find
themselves contained in i Each of the
forms of everyday activity studied by
Goffman has a name: ane is ar the
movies.” or the “dinner tubje Narte,
however, that situations are nime less, but
deseribable s, fur insiunce, “the time Joe
spilled his heany,

" Compare Weher

For the knowledge of histarea phenameny

heir concrereness, <he MSE general laws because

thev are the must Jevmd of cantesy, are the least
valuahle The mo g tomprehenisive (e vadidity ur

O ot A term the muore I ey Ay [rom the

richness af reaimy For i peder Ly inglude 1he com-

Man o elementy of he largest ninnler  of

Fhemamana, it mas nesdssacily beoan abstracr as

passeble and henve devinyd of cantent In the cul-

tural sctences, (e kuowledee of the umversal or

Renesal in o onever wijuable o gt | Waher,

14949 1iny

T Lenen (O9TLERIT G Gy G fman 4 offerng a
Ularma socinlegy, ¥eU b e riptien al whal con-
slivaees forimalism 15, 4y [eges inthe e of dnHman.
misleading. Furthermare, hiy canterton that ;apterac-
Smsm o irself temily uward Farmglsm v the view
oF This pager, incorreer.

* Thus, while Gofman's 1924 300wl s o 0y e
PSalare some o e oy Trameworky a1 understand-
N ol sagiety Blume: 1965 1341 would insst
it Mwe i omgt clegve gate what pives cock (-
STAnZe ils geculior ¢ haracg - Arl PESIAct purselves o
whal it bas 1oy commuon wghy the afker instances in the
class.™ rhus Precluding any such aftempr.
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URITUATION

While imteraciiomsis allempt ta deal
wieh the unfolding of acrual everyday
events, 1L i+ Goffman’™s intent to “see be-
hind " thes constant activity to whal, in
madern parlance, would be referred o as
the “structures’’ that inwisibly govern o
These structures Goffman now refers W as
“frames.” tand earhier as Uoccaswns,’
and somenmes misleadingly as  sitwa-
tions ). Whercas a sttuation 13 described
by its puricular contents, especally by
those elements that are unigue 10 1 and
have been composed within its own exist-
ence, 2 frume 15 deseribed by the stuhle
rules of ns operavon, whatever the cir-
cumstances of any particular enactinent,
In other words, frames are not w be
thought of as empirical wn the way that
situations are.”

In o strocturalist  anabysis  (here
Goflman’s), cveryday life 5 seen 1w be
made up ol mare or less well-delineated
“worlds.” realms of special meaning

within which a particular lanpuage ot

reality 15 Panding. 'Y The world is 4 mode af
experience {leshed out by adherence to
the rules ot 2 frame or occasion.

Euch clasy of .
distinctive ethos,

. OCCHSIonS MISSESACE A
wospirit. wnd emotwonal

siructure. that must he properly created.
sustained, and laid to rest (GafTman,
196519

* Godelier HYT3 3300 provides & clear gxprsi
of 1his itz from the strzconrahst pooy of siew:

Ueiractares" sheuld not 92 confased wihb visible
Tk relalzans bl consiie o fevel of reafine
invizibie bat presem aenind the visbie sooal rela-
wens The hagie of Lhe laller, and the lpws of sacia
practice more generally . depend on the funciiemng

af these hdden structures and the discavery of

these last should allow us (o o
Facrs ohserved.”

aceaunt Tor all The

Because of his use of innumerable ermplical exam-
' ples. Gatfman 3 often theugh: to be interesied i a

siclapy of wppearanees 1e.g.. Guouldner, %30k
Bul. though they possibly are axcessive, [ helieve

“these ¢xamples are intended always 1o point up 1he
 FEldinn betwaen structore aod actoan. | thus egard.

Bale Coffman’s 11%6ia 35, B%: crucial disuncugns
tween, for example, “game™ ard “ploy." 2
and ''rale performance.”
¥ " Alfred Schetz's analysis shares this method of
dividing the subje-:‘ miatler into mades af experience
he calls “'provences of meaning,' but Goffiman
1994313 cricizes his handiing of this job. The
Micro-sociodoges of Schutz and ethnomethadalogy

LT nat witkin the scape of this paper.
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For Goffman, it is the world, not the
situation-event, thal 1s charactenzed by
an analvucally relevant umiqueness of
cagnitive and emuniunal sivle. Being ina
particular waorld provides expenence thal
is qualitatively different from that offered
by any other world: merely different
enuctments of the same world are ana-
vtically indistinguishuble. Goffman ex-
presses this in an analysis of the worlds
that the plaving of gumes makes possible.

A malrix of poswble events and o cast of

rales through whuse enactment the events

pecur cunslitute together o tield for fateful
dranane actiont. a plane of bemng, an engine
af meaning, a world i itself, different lrom
all ather warids. exvepl the ones gcnc_rdt:-.ql
when the same gumne 5 plaved at uther Danes.
tGoftman., 19600.26- 71

If the structuralist analvsis idenufies
well-defined worlds wherein action takes
place, for the interaclionist the subsiance
af evervday life is much more homogene-
pus, The rules the imeractionist sees
operaling in human igteraciion are wniver-
sal, thut is, are featores of adl interaction,
nol just that of any particular realm of
activity. Forthermore, these rules are nat
discovered in research aclivity, hut are
sturting principles. applicable to the study
af any setting. In other words, they are
not aecurately reterred to as rules at all
but, rather, us laws. Basically. these are
the Mewdian principles that humans are
svmbolizing poings who, in interaction,
make attributions and hold ocul expecla-
tions of thers. who o turn amalgumate
these to form a self capable of furmulating
meaningtul reciprocal bines of action. This
process, symbalic inleracuon, underlies
all realms al human activity, What differs
between seftings and serves lo generate
interest within the interactionst paradiem
is the varicd character of social life that
may be found and the different roles that

e “played” by individsals, whose ap-
parent naivete with regard 10 the facts of
their cultural origin seems, from within
the paradipm, to be nolable.

Symbalic intermctionism has loaked to
curous manifestations of its laws and,
consequently, has been criticized tor its
picture of social rcality that overempha-
sizes  the “exotic”  (Meltzer et ai,
1975:9%). Now we can see that this ten-
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dency 15 detfermined For those working
within the interactionist paradigm. who
seek, gquite naturally, to provide iilustra-
tians that will elicit high interest. The
more exotic the behaviors of subjects ap-
pear to be, the preater the sense of irony
generated by the seemingiy blind ideniifi-
cations of these actors with their social
roles. Barthes' examinatwn of the “"myth
of exoticism™  behind much  popuiar
ethnography lends support to this descrip-
tion of the similar habits of interactionist
stucties, In this sort of ethnography, he
says. it is contended that “"all things are
alike, . . . they are only different in hue. . . .
The cultural facts are never reizted to a
particular historical wrder’” {could we say
particular world?), Rather. each example
provides the means for emoting “the
theme of an clemal condition™ (Barthes,
1957:94-3y. Ko i1 s that what vares for
inletactionists and makes things interest-
ing. is not the set of nules that guides collec-
bree acteon 1o w0y sething, but the changing
camfears of human rides and situations.

In their descriptions of varoos suboul-
tares thul wre bt upon the pure laws of
mteraclin, interactionists glide over the
Foundaries markimeg off the worlds that
{ioffman teels as stumbling blocks. He
would consider the Meadian laws of svm-
bolic  interaction  as  something ke
tiwisms. which leave us as theonsts in z
seamless world whose apparent consis-
tency  defies real analvsis, Fis work
sugpesls that the apparent contiouily of
everyday life masks o real diccontinuity,
the coexistence of forms of datlv life
showing dramatic ditfercnees in principie.
Their heundaries mark nat just changes in
taste or style, i how naked beings are
clathed, bur potentaslly signitficant  dif-
ferences in the character and qualicy of
everyday lite.

Thus, Goffnan 1974:1271 attacks the
interactionsts: " The first ssue is nat in-
reractwon but frame.” Tuoo casily. he says,
“the term Cinteraction’ equaily applics o
gvervthing one might want 1w distin-
guish.”” but this simple apphcation “con-
ceals the unalysis that would be required
bo mmake sense oul of 1his interaction’” in
the first place {Goffman, 19734: 1271, One
cannat <laim to have reached a scientific
understanding of a siip of interaction,
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says Geffman, unless one has worked gy |
an understanding of the rules of the frame
in which thix interaction takes place. Thiy
latter understanding has been UnCONSCiony |
for the imeractionises, whe. like ordinary
participants. have brought unexamined
poor knowledge of buckground rules 1
the sartings they have siwdied. Conge.
quently, they have described variations of
bebavior within particular frames withoyt
acknowledging the set of rules and strue.
tured socal relations that make the exist.
ence of such farms of activity possible D
Te take Owitman’s own example of thig
puint. interactionists have pome o the
theatre and studied such a phenomenon as
performer-audience  interaction  without
having come t¢ recognize the system of
conventions that brings into existence a
“stage’” fa new “plane of being™} und a
cast of “characters™ who can behave
without the ordinary consequences for
their seifmages

Those who have siwdied the process of
“defining the sitwaoon.” then. mustly
have 1gnered the micro-struciures within
which this informal, and G a structuralist
view ] |argely inconsequentind, activity of
detfining *akes place. But Gotfman’s study
af everyday life has made these frames ity
focus. [t nsks about the central working
princifdes that asoimate any  particular
made of activiy, " Frame analvsis™ is the
attempt W become goenizant of the miles
for copninwn and communecalion that are
bound up with the production of any
witrld. Goffiman™s contribotion o strus-
turalismn is his application of this method,
almost ungnnocunced, not o works of urt
or literature or ta myth, but to the various
medin’” of everyday |ife. which consti-
tute for him its different “genre” (Hymes,
19751, that is, furms of mundane acrvity
characterized by stuble rules of vperation
and wnderstunding.

Fire Precarionsaess of ' Seeetions

Realizing thal within a culture there is 2
great deai of uniformity wn the manner 0

which particular activities are collectvely

" See Gudelier s 1972 5w gva far 3 terse wocaunt af
the logically similae Marcst-sinecruralist crtgee of
caswcal meonomics.



carmicd vat—that a wedding, for example,
15, @0 GUr society, always wery much the
same—inieractionists have felt it neces
sary 10 make reference in their work o oa
distinction that is possibic hetween *pre-
determined’” wnd “spontanecus™ defini-
tions of the situation (Thomas, (972330
or. in the same vein, hetween “rigid™ and
“pliahle”” anes (Hwne and Farbermoan.
197 130, Favoning the former pole of this
distinction,  there  are those  “role
theansts™ whe have emphasized the cul-
tural as opposed to the situstional origins
of these definitions. It will be necessary
later in the paper to show why this con-
cessien does oot make their analyses
structuralist. ax some commentators hive
suggested te.g. . S1okes and Hewitt, 19765
For now, we should see 1hat this eo-
dency of same role theoosis to emphasize
the slable and cultural aspects of defini-
tuns resists the main pull of svmboelic in-
teractionism. 'Y The (nsistence. hy intesac-
tionists, on an approach focusing om
Uprocess’ de2g.. S1ome and Farbermoan.,
P70 [50, passimt has led them o favor
the second pole of the above mentioned
distinctwon. Thus. s Stokes and Hewn:
!19?6'841‘1} say. “The locus and strength of
IMErdeUonIst theory 15 un amphasis an
pecple’s capacity to vreale meaning and
arder in the process of intecactwm.” The
elementary unit of social life within the
paradipm. the sitwation, is not constitntgd
of impased furmal reles, but oformai
ones, devised from within for 1the duratwan
of its short lefe. Ts character, it is often
stated. Is ongongly “negotiated. always
freshly accomplished. Seen as the ephem.
eral construction of social actors who are
_3-- Co-present und engaged in interaciion, the
g Sltuation is conceived as @ precarions
A Stale. Al any moment, it existz as a deli-
¥ cate and alterable balance of human (and
L Physical] factors, the wvery “reality” of
_Wh@ch can depend. we are told, on simple
belief, i.e., its definition as real by partice-
pa_nls_:'!-
"__‘_\_ -

"I Turner 1147415191 makes she disinction
Rlwcen symbolic inleraclionism and rale theary
clear Al see Robin (19743,

] 'f Peter Rergec's frequent usage of the word “pre
L Sancus ™ 1o descbe social ceality s precisely Lhis
e, which i3 no accdent. His work (Berger and

CRITUATIONT VERSLS "FRAME™
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T Goltfman, itis unthinkable that social
reality mught undergs a construgtion or
recomnstEuCtion af SVENY EONULLITET. As o -
posed o the oonce-only understandings
associaled with situations. frames repre-
sent the worlds that ure commonly "aviil-
ahle” w members of o coltuee, and
routinely realized”” through adherence o
their conventions (Gaffman, 1961a 41,28,

We cannot say the worlds are 2reated on the

spok because, whether we refer fo o pame of

cards ar o tegmnwark Quring surgery, usé iy
usually made of tradilional equipment having

d osuvcial hesiary of its own in the wider soci-

erv. L, iGofTman, 1% 1a:27T-%

The structure of a frame. unlike that of a
situation, fs Hxed und leit essentially on-
touched by evervday events, Thus. when
sime commentators 1Gauldner, 1970, Col-
lins and Makowsky, 1972 Manning, [976)
insist that Goffman depicts a social reabity
that 15 precanous and fragibe, we must
specity that it s the individual’s security
and sense of reality that, in Goffman’s
world, may be so described. not the social
structure.  Any world is an objective
reality, whatever the <titus of it panici-
panls belief o it pGaffman. 1974:4-7),
Varable defirmuons of this reality ~eon-
tribute very marginally to the evenes in
propress” (CretTman, 1975010

bLois signiftcant in thes repasd  that
Goffman sees the rules of frume ax
dnalopous o the sy niawtical strugctures of
lunpuage (Goffmar, 197410 20 236 o
this he shares a praverty crucial o most
versions of contemporary structuralism,
“"the beliel that all manitesiations of social
reality ., that are practised in any society
constitute lunguuges 10 the fonnal sense”™
[Lane, 1970:13. 41, The charactensts of
Linguage most salient to the present dis-
cussion 15 s stabe snd grven structure.
[t5 rules are left virtually unchanged by
speech-events. Similarly. argues Goff-
man. socizl acters do nor fiddle endlessly
with the way rheic everyday worlds are
built. nor need they explicitly recapitulate

Luc_l-cmann. L% [9) 15 ais0 an attempi ol a
sociologicul analyisat the ceality o evervduy Life ™
In thal analyses, Thamas *definition of 1he sHua-
ton” becormes Berger and Luckmann's *defintion
nf reality.”” This serves 10 gusl the wnalvsis uf a
societal rrather than wizuational | level, hul major por-
tans of the nreractionet conveptual apparmos hold.




the rutes for understunding each time they
acl.
“Presumably, a - dafinttion of the sitation”
15 almost 2lwavs to be fonpd., but those who
are in the sitwation ordinanly do not creare
rhis delinfion. even though ther society can
| be sard to do o) erdinanly, ail they da s to
;oassess correctly what the sithanon aught to

ke for them and then act accordingly.
|I (CGoffman, 1974:1.3

—_

By tgnorng frume, interactionists have
had to hold to the pasition that nothing is
understood by social actors that has net
been communicated ouwtwardly. or
dramatized {e g, Pednbunayagam, '975).
[t is suppesed thal shared understandings
surrcunding every matter contingen! to
the actors’ present project must hegin tn
intetaction, i.e.. have an accomplished
character. For Goffman. on the conteary,
the busts of any resfm of activity lies in a
precaisting system o rubes. I is simply
incancetvahle, from this pomnt of view,
that every element on which a situation s
grounded be established withino its bonnds
and, m the case of many of its featyres,
not feasible because the actors™ under-
standing is uneonscious, Furthermoere, w
assume that any one such element couid
be defined tn iselation from the others
overlooks the systemic nature of the relu.
tiuns betwesan them.

That the nteractionists can think of
stuations us built up plece-hy-piece s
possible because these entities are thought
of a5 constituted of an innumerabie
number of elements, amaigamared during
the ongoing privcess of interaction, having
nu definite arrangement, and amang them
nw relatiens of deminance, Stone and Far-
Berman (1970015 1fn) thus can tell us that
they have thought of more thun Bity such
elements 1thm make up o typical sitwa-
tum. " These elements, they say, are ' as-
sembled. arranged, mampulated, [and)
controlled”  (Store  and  Farberman,
1970: 151 by participants in defining a
situation. Any real-life sitnation (s unigue,
then, becavse of its once onlv configura-
lion of elements. And, within inlerac-

' Stabims 1 P71 50 58 alwo cefers tathe i
maey factars’” that hive 3 ride wn the Composition of
4 siteatian, and he lisis same of thern See alsa Sieb-
bins 4 19770
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tiunisa. there will be no reference w cer.}
tain of these elements as being uitimabelr.
determinant within uny situation. Eather, A
a theoretical parity is assumed betweeg ™

them '#

. . . -
From Coffman’s analyses of pamcuiar;'
framed activities, we can derive certajp’d

principle charactermtivs o frames, A
frame is not conceived as a loose. some.

whar accidental amalgamation of elements %

putl [ogether over a short bLime-span,
Rather, it is constituted of a set number of
essential components, baving o definie
arrangement and stable relations, Thesse
comppnents are md gathered from here
and there, as are the elements of a situa-
tion, bur are alwavs found logether as g
system. The standard components cohers
and are complele: that is, together they
represent a potential world that answers
all questions about what it is that shali be
taken by participants as real, and how it is
thar they should be nvolved in this
reality. Criher less essental «lements are
present in any empinical instance and lend
some of their character to the whole, yet
these are of necessanily minor importance
relative to the basic canfiguration of com-
ponents that govern the action. In all this,
frames are wvery close n conception to
Ustructures’ as discussed by Plaget (1970
amd Althusser and Bahbar ¢ 1970).

As has been suggested, it is inhergnt in
the nuture of the task that interactionists
huve set for themselves-- constramed by
the imperative to demonstrate the
emergence of definitions du-ing inter-
action—that the situation be consid-
ered extremely malleuble. In fact. because
its members are granted 4 nearly com-
plete flexibility in the form and directivn
uf conduet,” the situation seems in con-
ceplion w be infinitely wariable. “The
image conveyed is of {the! virually limit-
less creation of culture’” (Stokes and
Hewitt, 19768400, Since a  situation
entails no central prnciple of organiza-
ton, ne set of fixed relationys at s heart,
ils participants presumably may redefine
its lousely bound elements one ot a tme.
incrementally chaoging s overall char-

I3 Cumpare Weber's very simuiar understaadomg 0f
a hisoricw  seualon as described by Aran
PEEye 235 a7,




acter- A frame. though, would seem IIVER
be subject 1o the gradug) changes brought
aboul by continyed redefinition, Although
chanpe processes are Yery much under
gxamined by Golfmurn, 4 frame s invariant
status implies thar change occurs at some
point by rapid muraton. With a great
£nough reworking of frame, we have done
mere than redefiped 4 Situation; we have
destroved a waord.

CAreacteralise
Irientanons

versas CCwliral”

I huve referred 1o the emphasis placed
by some role theorsts upan widely-held
cudtural deftnitions ol the situarion, that 1%,
on noTms and values Reld collectively
prior ta the time a sitvation convenes.
This i5 a2 viewpoint often termed “strug-
teral,”™ and. sometimes. guite inappropri-
ately, as we will see, ag Uslructueatist,
as, for example. in the recem article hy
Stokes and Hewit! (19781, In this SECLOn,
I will discuss the imporant ways in which
Geffinan’s approach departs from  this
Ustrueteral™ or tcuitural” one, gven as i
departs simultanecusly from the interac.
tienist approach (within which. inciden-
tally, Stokes and Hewitt place Goffman
with  respecl g 1heir dichoromous
Ustructuralist-interactionist classifecn-
tion scheeme!.

Culrural  definitions come abour. t
seems. from the accaunts of same
lhearists, in the same manner 33 dg the
more ephemeral or situationa! kingd, that
is, through the inreracijon of tndividual

Y soeinl unjts. Thus, Stebbins (1967:158)
ﬁSpeakﬁ of them as having “developed
- from the interrelationship of many similar
g persanal definitions. Such cultural defi-
nitions form the NECESEATY  CONKensys
[ upon which any working social reality is
g22=n 10 depend (Stone and Farberman,
1970:152; Perinbanayngam, 19743,

Frame analysis is in Gpposition o thesa
ViIEws in ut Jeast two ways. First, “framing
yooaventions,” the set of rujes governing
B0 activity. are not seen as having arisen
EIrotieh & consciogs, interactive Process.
piccond, and mare important in what fol-
ws, frame analysis rejects the picture of
plture as piven by role theorists. specif-
ally the quality of near-perfect consis-

USITUATION™ YERSLS “"FRAME"

day ]

lency attribeted to i1 when seen in the
above-stuted fashion—that is, us g large
siLuption.

Within the cyitural approach. the siua-
lons that embody 3 culture al any mi-
ment all reflect that culiure’s core values,
as well as the principles ol operation of the
whole, which can be described as pluralis-
tic. Each situation is seen as a4 mediaimg
fluid between culture and the ndividuai. Ir
SETVES 10 ITAnsmit culture in two direc.
tons. First, it provides a medivm o
sactilization whaere oylturg narms  and
values materialize, j.e. . are made real for
the individual {Thomas, 19723 Hence, in
this model. culture is ultimately the expla-
nation of conduct us. within interac-
fionism. it is the sum of the influences of
to-present others {Stokes and Hewjr,
P¥76:83%.  Second. the incalculable
number of silpations serve as <o uny
collecting devices for the inputs that indi-
vidual actors make 1o the cultural "*defini-
twmn of the situation.” [n either direction
of this flow. the transmission is frue, clear
and uvnimpeded.

The notion of frame allows Gotfman a
much different picture of culture and s
conststency, Evervday activities are 1ot
simple reflections ol the hroader culture’s
srganization and values. The boundary, or
membrane,” between a focused activity
s¥stem and the wider sociery is 3 screen
which “not only welects byt also frans-
frms and modifies whar js passed through
I (Goffman, 1961a:33), As Manning
{1976 16fnt has noted . “since Goffman |, .
5c€s the sitnated encounter as being “ifed’
1o the larger social struciyre through what
he calls trunsformation fuies, he does not
adopt the Parsonian view that each rela-
tionship is patterned by a set of pre-
extabiished  normative ortenlations,
Though each framed activity is embedde
In the arganization of the wider society
2nd owes its existence to the functioning
of the whale, a clase view of it does not
provide a description of the greater svs-
tem. There may be wdifference., Goffman
tells us, between, say, the distnbution of
substantive rights and POWET in a society
and that which we find in the structure af a
certain kind of encounter {Goffman,
[9ia:34fn}, Social action is contained,
then, within micro-structures that have an

1
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integrity as systems in their own rght.
Society s a “framework of frames”
{GuiTman. 19741,

What guedes conduct in this  struce-
turalist medel i not a set of shady core
values or the influence of athers who are
cikpresent, hot the individual’'s  place
within the formal social organization of a
cancrele activity., or, 1o put it differently,
one’s place with respect to the sociul rela-
nons of production of a rnitwal world. In
comparison with this, an examination of
Stokes and Hewitt's (1976 attempt to re-
soive the “‘parailel weaknesses™ aof the
cultural and  interactionist approaches
must conclude that 1t offers no real alter-
nalive to thesa. Swkes and Hewitt simply
aeve recogritkon to both “culture™ and
“others’” as factors that tafloence con-
duet, thus paying homage at once o hoth
the cultural and interacionist approaches,
which, respectively, point to one of these
twit realittes as that with whech actons
need be “aligned.” Like these other ap-
proaches, they leave whaolly unrecognized
the srructured  activity  system’”  (or
frame) within which evervday action. in
Coftman’s approach. takes place. In this
wily, Stokes and Hewitt succuemb o the
persistent belief that culture 1meaning)
and actron are "all thers s

Fur the role theornst and the intarac-
tionist, then. culture ts composed of
activity-situations all operating oo the
same hasic ponciples and camying the
sume messages, reftections of one another
aml af the whale. Bot in the stoucturalist
congepuon, cach realm of activity ex.
habits, ax a sysiem, rudes and under.
stondings that may be in contradicuon
with those of other realms or with the
Ereater socely,

Where the social content of a seuared sys-
tem Faithtully expresses in mionmbore [he
structure of the broader soctal organization
inwhich ir s located, then little chanes 0 the
traditivnal refe analvsis s necessary: ... But
where a discrepancy s found, we wouid be
it a4 posiion [ oshow proper tespect tor .
1Goffman, [961a:99

In the structuralist madel. it 5 in such
discrepancy or incompatibility hotween
the structures composing a system, where
the patential lics for secisl transformation
10odelier, 1972:0a0.
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YWe zan now see that role theoriss WIm_
orent themselves to structure or Clitupe?
and symbaic interactionists who empha. 4
size process merely study from opposite. 3
ends what both see as a pluralistic jng 3
consensual  society.  Goffman's  suyg. -
raitsm, while under the influgnce of hoth, -
these other schools of thought. actually.
futs nesther model and must remain misup.
derstood by those who would farce it inig
one o7 the other.

Sufjecivry and Mednay

[ will return to the matter of exploring
the divergence of the structuralist aod in-
teractiomist approaches o the study of
evervday fife, nuow exwmining more tradi-
tonal issues than those treated thus far
the place of subjectivity and meaning in
analysis. and the ontalogical status of the
self.

To gather the reul importance uf the roade
ol subjective omentations within interac-
trpnism. it 1s helptul to return to the early
development of this perspective. The for-
muly known us the “definition of the situ-
ation”" was conceived by Thomas in the
19305 (o order 10 faciditate un understand-
ing of the behavior of the individual sociud
actor {Meltzer ot al., 1975 23 1t referred
to the meaning ar individoal gave w bisf
her mmmedune  circumstanees, 1the in-
terprecation une made of them. This defi-
Mton was meant as ane very unportant
factor wn the determination of the indi-
vidiel™s behavigr. Different hel aviemnl re-
sponses could be seen as the result of var-
iations o subjective definitions of the
situalion,

For the nexl gemeraticn ns weil. the
focus of inteructionism, o fact that of
much of Americun sociclogy, remained
“the person’s behavior in the group”
{Gorden, 1957581 ar “'the relationship
Between . . . Jefiuitivn and behavior in the
slualion’™ LSebbing, (967 (490 And.
hecause it was the actor’s subjectrve
assessment of the silualion thar way seem
as the muost salient Jewrminant of be-

ECancell 19570 conld say, amohs 19
presilential address to the A%A char, CIndesd,
socichagy can be towght of 5y 1 discipline Jevored 1a
the analysis uf wvial sagations
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haviar. U wits this mwental construction
that became the object of inlengive study.
Despite Thamas und Thomas' (1970 54
31 carly waming that analyses should he
done ool without regard to the factual
glements in the sifgatwm.™ the “objective
sitnation,” as Stebbins (1967 termed it
came 10 be seen, quile inevitably . as neg-
ligible. since 1t was not to this unmediated

reality  that  socwl  sctors responded
(Pecinlranayagam, 1974:523 1 is the
Usubjective situation.” siaed  Stebbins

(%67 150, this “construction of the per-
son’s  world, that is ol concem 1o
sociologists [because] it will affect [the in-
dividual’s| action arientations.” For his
part. Stebbins (E967:151) announces what
is wsuaily impiicit in interactionist studies:
“In this paper the teem situation will refer
o the subpective kind unless stated other.
wise. " The tradition of ineractionism b
ruled oul the vhjective conditions sur-
rounding social aclion as a passible realm
of scivntific merest.

Interactionists, then, consider 1t to fuve
becn unquestionably established by their
forebears that the starting paint for any
social analysis is the meamng that actors
give o their siwation. Thuos, Penn-
banayagam 11974:3231 seems to fee] thal
he is expressing more than Jus! an ani-
Ivical predilection when he states that
Cene is condemned | . L to a4 world af
meanings,” Whal he actually does ex-
press s the mature of his confinement
within the (nteractionist paradignt.  Of
Course. as Perinbanavagam suggests, an
Approach cast steadfastly at the level of
mezning can be mohilized 10 an analysis of
other than the behavior of individual ac.
tors within social sitwalons:

We may froitfully treat all human cammuni-
cated material ay “lexps tspoken, wnitten,
and [ may add. carved, sculpted, paintel,
hieroghvphed.  symboiized, smblemized,
dramatized, filmed) and apply the same
g Methads of interpratarion aneg understand-
g P8 (Perinbunavagam, 1974 518)

But, if raken serously, such an ap-
Proach would entirely eliminate Goff-
$TANs Dresent program of study, as out-
gued in Frame Anafvsis., For him, each
g the above-mentioned media of expres-
RIOT presents a code™ {Gofman, 1974:7)
b2 be cracked. an uaconscious system of

RA3

categones and rules governing the crea-
nan and communication of meaning. [t is
the task of analvtically recovering these
grarmmatical svstems that Goffman has set
for tumseif. For him, the meanings trans-
miited via each of the media cannut he
thought of as cammensurate, as the BHLTER
tion implies. for. impiicitty contained
within each, les i1s more Jecisive “mes-
sage.’” a formal system of social organiza-
thor.

For interactionism. the focus on mean-
ing is linked, us we have seen, ta its con-
ventional assumplion that “everyday be-
havier 15 a “direct” indicatwon of [the ac
ter's] anner state, of the doer's hueing™
(Davis. 19756011, Goffinan. in the tradi-
tien of structuralism, mverts this under-
standing by making 1he subjective aspect
of acnom subsidiary, an “'after-effect.”
Any outward indication s tself the suh.
stance, not the shudow™  (GodTman,
19744631 The actral pattern of deter-
mination, then, accarding to Goffman, (s
Just the reverse of how. in aur society fand
N interactionismi, it fs  perceived
IGoffman, 1974 462-31. I is the activity of
producing a particular world that gener-
Aes 4 characlenstic seL ol “inner states”
for its partucipants. The patiern of their
sicurrence—when and for whom they
shall be felt, ax well as how they are o be
expressed s i determined aspect of 1he
operation of any  cstablished Kind  of
setivily-svstem. Individuals infer the sub-
Jectvity proper to their rales in such a
s¥stem by applving current doctrines con-
cerning how they are to be related to their
uacts, Conventions regarding the nature of
these “linkages’™ herween acts and actors
are 4 feaiure of the rules of iany frame (see
Gonos, 19762001},

It follows from his estimation of the
pirce  of subjective orientations  thae
Goffman’s methodolopy necessanly  dif-
fers from that employed in the study of
situations. Because the situation is, in
large part, a subjective reality., the means
of its investigation lie most naturally in the
Weberian method of Versrehen. the em-

7 Levi-Strauss 1963680 70 sumilerly inverts she
refatonship between inner-staies and sheir cutward
manfestauons that he fiods postulaed 18 certan
funetianaliat theanes
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pathenic grasp of the social actor's undes-
standing of the situation and histher typi-
cul intentions within it. Dacumentation
of these ioner states may be sought
through guestionnaires, inlensive inter-
views. or in natural dialogue.

Though for interactionests it is the anly
means of entry inta the situation, Goffran
does not wish for purposes of reseuarch 1o
“take the role™ of & panticipant e a setting
iGoffman, 19748 144, Because his inter-
est 15 largely in the umintentional proper-
nes (or svntaxy of systems of activity, he
van, for the most part. disregard what in-
terngtionists take w be the most important
source of data, the meunings attached by
aorers W their situations. The rules for
cogniton and conduct by meuns of which
an activity 15 actually produced and un-
derstaod. as these are convetved of within
structuralism, crnnot be discovered in the
conscipusness of ts participants, through
an intersubjectvity. Phes, Goffman muin-
lains a deep convicteon ahout the waeless-
sy ol attending (o actors’ schjecrivity
amd halds a special distrust of verbal ad.
missinns of notives.

When an individual speaks —lormally o

irformally—sometimes what he seams t he

JiimE s voIZing an ominrgn. expressong a

wish, Wesite, or inclination, conveying hi

attztnele, aml the like, These atestations of
the eainience of what are raken 1o be infer
shiles hove uorelevant feature: they can be as
little established s deconticmed. (Cofman.

1875023

1115 clear why Goffmon’s methodulogy,
thaugh following o its prejudices those of
Dutkhenn, should seem mysterious, or
even Hoentions, 10 some commentatwrs. It
15 becuuse his interest resides in what, for
interaciionists, is that ferbidden terrain,
the “ohiective sitwation™ or, as Maclver
put it in the situation as it might appear
e some  omniscent and  desinterested
erve iquoted by Stebbins, 1967 | 5.

Tite Nl

The ingeracrurmst perspective posits in-
dividual setves as the elementary, even
the primal social ennties, that is, existing
privr o social strecture. Mead, according
te Blumer 1 1969:62), “saw rhe human
being as un wrginism having a self.” The

7 PN I bag
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mterachionist version of the “'myth of cra
ation’ procesds from the existence of
seives (having certain predispositions) 1o
the establishment, through interuction, of
a soctal arder. Situations and seciety are’
conceived of as Cindividueal-geoerateds.
iMeltzer et al_ | 1975: 24},

The starung point of this process, usy-
ally left unspoken. is calted by Waller the
Vundefined  situation.”” apparently not
subject to any extemal constramts. For
example, from  Waller's Sociology of
Teachimg:

We see many undefimed situations confrone-
ing the indiveiual in the school. The new
teacher vonfronts a situation wholly unde-
fined, amd he has very little idew as to the
detals of the Jefinition that would be desip-
able from his point of view . The axperienced
reacher who faces o new class faces an unde-
fined stwation. and it 15 panl of his job ta
impase his defimizion of the situation on the
class gquickly, hefore any alternatives have
had an opporunity 1o he comsidered. (Wal-
ler. P9 1661

Such a definition, Waller savs. will estab-
lish, for exampte, whether the tracher will
ke friendly” or “dominating™ {Waller,
I9): 166, Now, it is certainly e that
such lativndas in work-style are aflowed
the schoolteacher and may indeed be dis-
cussed under the rubric of the definition of
the sitaton *® But, in the structuralist
view, they must be thought of as finc
points of adjustment within a system
whose most fumlamentzl nules are well-
cerablished and essentially nonnegotiable
in oy sociery. that of the classroom. This
frame consists of a set of parameters for
the stedent-teacher relationship, a pecu-
liar conception of the nature of knowledge,
aeconstricting system of grading and credit

_ e wouid be mustuken o ndes stand Lhe ubes of
trame as parallel in purpose to thar of situation snd.
thus, a5 simply 1 substiture for the lwlter, Frame
Anal¥ies retmms o plave for the nation of sauation. s
ANy CONNIELE CiICUMSIAACe , hul gives priomty &0 The
Sl af frames. wiich eajs ar anuther “hidaden™
level, Thus, in Gurfmun Imalvgrs, fagtion arc
sabeled “situationsl ™ that do not huve a S eontaued
ronsgyuence” Gollman, 1974-336) kevond their
RrESenl ClrGumstances, in terms of frame, ~ % heer
¥olume of commuedian am fyror is not what stgnifies.
Bul gk, & is Frame relsvance that counts
1Gatfoman. 1%% £27. There 1 70 eqiivalent disnng-
noe wichin interactionom.
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which straiifles the student budy and m. on social sciors do o come from other
woduces power relattenshps, a custom-  individuals, i
ary physical amangement. e, Waller s Thz concepl of meeraction 15 Lhus :r:m:-;-i

approach, interactionism, effaces all 1his
in beginning with a pastulated - undefined
sileatiom” om which, presumably. actors
may imprnt thewr own nations of the
classroom. MNecessarily, then, Waller
description af the process of definme that
ensues 15 surreputiously  narrowed in
scope 10 focus on the teacher's uctiai
rule-making  capacity  1see  Waller.
1970: 1711, Consequently, the systein of
formal relations that is constituted by the
classToom  must g0 upexamined, while
Waller, in ihe manner of interacuanist
studies, begins his analy«is with nothing
but selves.

Ultimatety, then. the charcter of any
situatim is the result of the unique meet-
g of particular individuals and their
combined effects on one another. In this
conceptwn, the shezr number of individa-
als present becomes hnportant, as do ar.
avals and departures (Stebbins, 197193
8). Onher individuals. not social structure
Or even narms, are seen as the preatest
influence om social actors.

The attitudes of athers are, i [acr, the mos:
amporant limitations upoan the behaviar of
any ong persan, and they are also the masr
IMportant inducements to any pariicolar ac-
tion. The attitudes of others ars dynamae
clements in the undefined siteation which
presents itself woany individuab. and as o
result of those attitudes the individual may
fome o defing the sitwation in ene way and
nat m another. Thessfore we may sav rhal
a0 persom defines the siuatien for anather,
(Waller, |970; [#3)

5 In the interactionist unalvsis, then, dif-
ferences in experience seem aften to de-
i PEnd not so much on the realm in which
RINteraction occurs as on whom an indi-
L¥idual is with. The process of defining the
Sluation consists ol “the firtivg together
of the lines of behavior of the separale
participants,” resulting in what Rlumer
ealled " joint action.

For Goffman, everyday social en-
RoUnters do not pose the problem of
goordination, because they are examples
g1 the ritvalized reproduction of cultural
Prlects according tu presstablished for
Miae. Here, the primary forces exerted

A

tormes imstead of referming 10 mutuai indly-
enes that mughl e peripheral and trvial, it
nirw refers oG highly structured form of
muetngl farefuliess . 1Goffman, 19612351

For Gotfman. say Ciluser and Strauss
F1972:4570 inleracnon proceeds Lo ils
lermination aimos? g+ inexorably as a
Circek frapedw.”

Juch imagery reflects the fuct that a
structuralist unalvsis, such as Goffman’s,
assumes ¢ ditferent starting point than that  1°
of interactionism. To employ one current
means of expressing this, we can say that
i does not “start with” social actors, bui _
with the socrally piven ltame that exises - \
prier o these individuals, who are called
wpon 1 pive it life. The language of frame
analvsis sogpests that, inoa very real

sense. individual selves do not exast ex. 4
cept for 4 enuous sociad reality thar cer- A
tain frames hestow wpon them. Sclf, here.
15 nol an entity, as the micractionist per-
specuve has it. but a dramatic effect.

When and in what manner the self appears
i5 an artifact of 1he operation of particular
acuvily-systems, “nol a result of some
Dreanes expressive carry-over from actor
to actions 1Goffman. 1974297 GofTman
has, in different ways, always suggested
that the uppearance of self lics in a rela-
tidnshin, that it 15 conveved throwgh a dis-
crepansy between structure and action
ts¢e esp. Gulfman. 196la:85-132:
(901320 1974, 200 _3H: Gongs, 1976:
20-%. There s more than a hint that
the issue of welf only arses in our own
historical epoch |Goffman, 96T 47_95],
Far from grounding his analysis in th
existence of individual selves, ag s
gathered by many commentalors from a
reading of the Presentation of Self 11959,
(rolfman  has  almost  single-handedly
dmong American micra-saciologiss
worked 1o undetmine this  possible
gromending.'*

The concepts “situation” and “'frame
thus imply very Jifferent understandings
of the piace of the individesl in analysis,

* Mate Ralibac's semilar determination g elim-
nate fram sacual theory a5 2 foreign body ' the idea
of “men” {Alhusser amf Balibar, 1990:207),
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Inieracuonists  emphasize the world-
huliding capacities of people in everyday
situaiens and ook to them as the source
of social thange, while the concapt uf
frame leads Goffmun to think of individu-
als as supports” for the continued exist-
ence «f sociul structures. They are “re-
sources” or materials” called upon to
brng forms of actvity o Ife; hoeman
Cmature”  simply Cfits the  (rame”
1Ootfman, 19745141

Cornctiesion

Whereas interactionism objects to the
Uoversocaalieed  conception of  man
istone and Farberman, [978:13) and em-
phasizes voluntarism, Goffman’s  indi-
viduals are aptly described as “eaiclogi-
cal to the care™ (Davis, 1973:601). Whar
inleractionists ¢an be seen to glorfy in
senttmental maaner as  personal Style,
Goffman wishes 10 dignify as suhject rmat-
ter for 4 strct socivlogical unalysis. [n-
teractimusm 15 charming because it relnins
a 5plit picture for the analyses of everyday
affans and mucro-social struciures: thus,
s easy coexistence with functionalism.
Conversely, 1t 15 the understanding of
dunly activiries ax mamfestations of sacn)
structure. a single peture 50 wr spaak, that
enables Goffman to carry on his hife-wark,
Ctecombat the touching tendency o keep
d part of the world safe from suciology
iCefFmun, 19818150 -2 tendency . he
Sueggesti, thal is very much wlive within
interscionism.

Cuotfman’s work tells us that 00 15 the
reshty of frume., not fazhens of behavior,
that the sewiclogeal saudy of evervday life
must explcate, fest afl modes uppear 1o us
ai the sume. as heman anteraction in
ditferent dress, 1 remains for ws 1o
anatvze the place of the frames of Every-
duy life within political wnd economie S¥5-
s, the trames at another lave] of o -
ization. This is  the passibility  that
Gotfman s work affords—ihe LA LICIra-
twrn of micro-socislogy  inte socialogy
proper,

REFERCHCES

Avbusses. Loy and Enenee Balnar
70 Reading Capitd. Sew Yark, Pagrheon.

AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW

Aron. Bavioond ;
L*0 Man Curents in Saciwlogical Thoughs T
New York Anchor
Barihes. Baland
1957 Mythologies, ™ew York  Hill and Wangd
Berger, Peter 1. and Thomas [ieekmmon il
I The Social Consyucuon of Beality. MNew
York: Anchaor *
lierseed]. Robert LY
'l Xagiology and humane karmimg.” Ames>
fun Zaciofogical Review 25:5-9.
Blumer, Herbwrt a
L% Svmbohc [nlemcganism: Merepective apd
Method.,  Eaglewond  Chefs, 1.
Premtice-Hall .
Cule, Stephen
1975 “The growth of sciennfic knowledge.
thearies of deviance as 1 case Study.” pp.
175240y Lewis ©Caser ed 3, The Yea af
Socil Sorucenre: Papers in Honoe of Rurbeert
K. Mertan., New York: Hurcouwr: Rracs
Tovanavich.
Collins, Randail and Michae) Mukaw sk
T The Dscuvery of Saciery . New York: Ranp-
Jom Honse,
Cpttrell. Lenngd 5.
950 “Zame neglected problems o social mEy-
ChOMOEY T Amencan Sociologieal Review
15 5.2
Cuarrom, BOPoawl E. W, K.img
197 Humamiy and Madern Souiar Thought,
Hinsdale., 1. Dirvden.
Bavis. Murray &
W75 "Heview  syempasiam”
Soumoingy 4 3W_EN]
Denrin. Sarmun K
1972 " The research aci Fp. 7691 e Jerome
O Mamy and Bermnard N, Melizer igds. 1,
swmbehc Interacnan: A Bealer in Soe
Puychology. Baston: Allvn and Bacon.
Drairel. Hans Peer
1971 Revenl Svcwrligy Moo 7 New Yoek: Mo
miiian.
Ersensvtadl, § N, ar M. Curelazu
%R The Form of Suciclegy: Paralipms and
Coines Mew Yok, Wiley
Cilaser, Barney 47 g Anselm Sorizoss
19720 Asareness caneexss and social interac-
borl.™ Ppo HI_62 0 lerome G5 Muanis amd
Hermund ML Melzer edso, Sembotic [
Tracuon. A Reader o Sovial Boychology.
Brsron: Allvn smed Bacon.
Cradelier. Mayne
197 Rakanalus and Mrutomaliny @ Eoanamiss.
Mew York, Munlbly Beview Freys.
Hrructerd wd gonizadiciog in cupreal.
Pp. 319 5 in Bobin Blackbuim jed, s, ideck
HEY W Socal Joene. Keadings e Ol
dueidl Themy Mew ¥org: Yintaga.
Citfman, Erving
14 Encoanier New York: Butik - el
PHh Asvlums, Mew Yorks Anchar
%55 Behaviarin Public Plyces. mew Yook Free
Prese..
M0 Interacuan Riluul, vaw York: Anchor.
T Erame anaivsas. New York: Harper amd
Rawr

.1

Cantempriry

1973




Crenas, Creorae
TR g0 nancing:
anaivers 7o Lichan 2
{aarden. Baviend |
1950 hileracinm Detween amitude wat the Jdee
MmN 3f the ditgutan
wal Rewigw U sn-y
Caaldner, alvon W
AT The Coring Orsin af Western Soc
Hew YWark  yven
Hy-nes, Mell
1975 UFolkivre™s nacare and the syn s mywzh
Jowinul of Amerwcan Falklare W 345 03
Jurneson, Fredrc
%% 'tIn Gofman’s rame aralysis,”
and Fagierty 3| [Wo3],
Lane, Michael 1ed.;
9% Inrroducuos w Stracturalism. New Yark
Baxic
Lewi-Siraues, Clawde
I#: Tawermisen, Basion: Heseon.
MoiTall, Gewrge [ oand 1
1% [dennzies und
Free Pros
Manning, Perer k.
1%7h  The cecline o covility - o comment <y Zrv.
g Uoflimae’s socigiogy ' The Canudian
Heview of Socwclngy  and Anilropalags

WUMPL il e e
ife 5018% 20

frame

Amencan Socmalog.

i

Ihears.

1. Simmaes

Mleraciions ™ew ok,

L3l h=15,
Mzlizer, Bernand ¥ . John W, Peisgs and larry T
Eeynolds
TF Bymbeoixe [nteractionism  Genews. Van

engs and Crigicism. Baston: Rautledge andg
Kegan Poul.
Michobay €
Theores and Theory Lrmups in Conempao-
rary  Amercan Secielogy. York
Harper and How
Pennbanavagam. B 5.
1974 " The detitan of the seuaton: an walosi
ol e ethnginethalepical and dramatirgizul
Vi The Sociolagical [raarterly
RN —ag
Fiagsr. Joun
970 Srructuradim. Mew York: Harper and How .
Pope, Whatney. Fere Cuher and 1awsgner Hareinup
1975 On the divergence of Wener and Therk -
heim; 4 crbque of Parsans CONYETRENC K

Mulins,
1471

Naw

Thesis.” Amerizan Soctalugical Review
EYTRE ] e
Rebin, Stanley 5
+ 1%9 “Three approaches o roie theary ©* Pp
! (T4 Bl Seree Denisefl, Orel Callahan
EF and Mark H. levine 1eds.). Theornes and

Paradigms 10 Cumtemporary Sovinlogy.
Daska, [ Pevock.
N ?ﬂﬂ. Armold 8.

11 A syaemanic summary of svevaolic -

leraction theney.” Pp. 3 1Y in Amoid Rouwe
ted . Human Behavior and Social Proc.
- wites Boston: Houghten Mifin.

CHITUATION VERSUS "FRAME"

k&7
Sehulz, 4 frey
1971 Callected Papers 10 The Prabler of Socim)
Heulite. he Hupue: Mamimus ~ighof
wenll, Marvin B
1970 " Tuncoanal analysy a slatemen af prog
lems " Pp. 21— in Gregory Stone ané H -
vev Tarkerman ieds 1, Soviad Forchulogy
threugh Symbube Interaction. Waltham,
Ma  Keroa
Sickking. Ruben A

197 & rheary ot the defimtion af the sirug-
ban " The Canadian Bewvew of Soiclogy
and Ambropelogy d |48 L &d,

1472 “Studving the defimbion of the stuanon:

theary and field research sizacegies. Pr.
237255 in Terame . Manis and Bernard M.
Melrzer feds 3, Svmbalic Inlerachon: 4
- Reader w1 Sweial Pavehalogy. Boston: ailyn
and Bacan.
Stehes, Randall and Tohn P, Hewinr
9% *“Aligming acnens.” Amencan Sacisl gl
Heview 4838 49,
Stone. Gregary and Harvey Farbernan
1990 Bgwiul Py halome thisugh Syvmbefe o
leracnon. Walthamn . Mu. - Xerax,
memas. Willam 1. and 1araisy Swiane Choesas
PFIE Suuations defined 15 real are real i their
citnsequenaces. T Ppo 134 F 0 Gregury
Slane ard Harvey Farserman ieds 1 S
Fiychalagy through Symnalic Interagon,
Wallkom. Ma. Xerox,
Chomas. Wilham 1.
1972 "The defimitaon o1 the tuation. Pp 3114
mteeame G, Manis ang Becnard . Mo rer
1eds L Symhaliz lnienwcion 4 Beader 0
anezil Pevchalegy, Dostion: Allen amg Ba
SR
[amnez. Rulph
P%62 Hule ahing process v, confarmite.” Bo.
S04 AL Rase ted L Homan Belavior

and Sowia! Prwesaes, Buson  Houophton
:fflin.
Tur=er, Ianatkun
1970 The SNtruglere  of Secralowieal  Theory

Homowood. [ [ersey
Walder, Willaid . _

1470 ' The definiban of the situalion.”  Fo.
1hi-%4 in Gregory Stane and Harvey Far-
berman jeds 1. Socal Prychology shrough
Svmbobic  [nteragoan Waehham,  Ma;
Herox,

Warshaw, L.can

W75 The Current Siale of Socielogical Theory

Mew York: Mokay.
Weber, Mix

19a% The Methudelogy of the Sovial Seences.

Mew York: Free Press.
Zendin, bving .

1973 Rethanking  Sociclogy.

Appletan-Century A rafts

M York:



