BRImAZR( SRR /Nov. 2021/No. 6

DRV BIHEZ 73 B e Je ok 5 REAH
F%) fi UE Bl SE 252

BN

(B ZB] XTRXXEZZHEG WAL AALFTRTEAENEL, L GER S A 37
U6 W SORMER ik R XAHR 3k, F A M S M RAZH oM. 52Ty “SE 457 Mk A XA
FO BTG — B, XA ER BN XK ZALFHARNE AZEHEFLT AR X
F Xk B AL A0 IE SE M BT R 08 S il £ B BB KRR T B A 5 AR R 54 b AR R
HEHERZAME. B TE(EFAFTPHAREIA)S GERIMDGOHFREN, XK F P
RERHE AR AMRAT A2 FELH R R 62, BEBIE XK EHLFHIHNAZ—,E
LAERE LA A LR R T oM EhRA, f BHB 5AERZ A 7 T 48 2 9 &

(8] L XA %; @@ E3h; MBI ER I, AL EHA

KB AL » K2 ( Erving Goffman) 7k = RAFRAAREJERIRE T 11 AEAEMZ R
PRI, BEE T AL VT T A AR FAE N O BB AT ST R G o 3R 2 A=A AR P B 2 2 o 30T 1Y
FOURITE BT S, 1A A PP s 30 R B OCTEME SR 0 A S iz e 1974 4F R CREZR 20 ) -5 AT A
AL TCIRTE 3 H XA 2 AR N A TT AR AR AR R 22 5% . NI M 22 S M R R, M 3RNTTR A X
K& Utk 2o "R R SR I 5 BB, DR A Al e 00 A 2 2 AR LR AP FE W R . AR SO R
PRS- SHEZL AT, DU TR AR 3 I 2 k2 SEVARL 0 SE 0 P BB SR8 P AT, 3o i A Bl 7 B
Mo R 1R Xk & A 2 A

—. BEREREH: BT RSB

KR G ERA BT V2 AN 8, AR TS 2 AR S SRR . Bt TS AR A
ARTE B B A7 2 A K2 A AR A | = 7 — B, BT B £ R AR VAR SOl
XA R & A 22 BB 5 A — Bl 2R WL ALK O “WT 208" o SR, B IA ] I 2L a5
B2 0 TR 2 S AR AR 7 B A AN R ER A AT R BT 7 =2

T, HRFE L, PERYASAXSKRFEREHIR( L5 100083) o
(DM. Flaherty, “Two Conceptions of The Social Situation: Some Implications of Humor” , The Sociological Quarterly ,Vol.31,No. 1,
1990, pp. 93 - 106.

083



AU E TR LA CH A& i B3R R0 (R SCRIAR (A TS BL)) A CRESE 437 ) 45 4 43 17
Ao IO TA ] 3 % o i A0 )5 3 ] U ADUR SR AR A, 10 CHE 2 20 A7 ) D s 5 3 FLATE 50 % M A A
Bo UL, RS I SHEAL S Tt 0 1 S R @ AP FEAR A 22 5, (HEZRAMT) 2 5, M it JE AR R A=)
JRHEAE o i R R PR, FRAT T AT LIRS Xk & i) BARIR R 20 A AR B B, B 20 120 50 4R4Q K
ZHTEEA 60 AFAUT0 AR Z S5 o R IXFR AL 37 00 2 ) T IA A 1974 4R LUG Xk 2 BT A i A i
HRAT LIREZR A R A 132 , 4R« /R AR IR « 2 vk 22 B IO GEARMHT) CAEWT S 7 1% B A AR
e o e H RIS 1 5 B PRI AN ] 4% o ©

S AU SR I R B R WG R o 20 A4S 60 ARAUR, KR EMH S LR,
HAEAR AR A AR X E BRI 5 — 3 E GRIE ). 7831 B, SR 8l il i 1
B TR 200, B N2 50 (Y RO G He ] 5 1R B4 5 28T @ U, EOR AR I - AR
N RR GG BEAAR P AT 5 22 5 1) B N2 A 75 5 A )™ 7 A, XM IE ST B A
AR TR REE® TR « it gRig il kS22 AR A JER = A BBy il R 18 % A 401
TG 5 HA DR i 3@

S = ROULASIA N, ek B AR e A B At BT HEZR 2347 ) st GRaE TR X)), i (BRms 1k
H.E)(1969) , ErabE HAEARAER 2F it WEE 3L, SR 8 2 AR A 73 5F A R AEZL S H7
al il AR TR R A . XA kT, IR 2 B RS AR At T 20 (22 60 -0 5
SATERA A R 5 25 4 B B R % BB S4B 30 « MIAR( Thomas Schelling) Z [R5 5. Ak LI 2%
WM ZE A 5a 38, Z HE R, RS AEMTFE H AT 4 I 00U , e K Ak 2 2 336 il ik 1R
WP A T 2R I A oAb AR R A CRISMEE.Z)) — b M SR & BUBE A 1 lalie, &
SR RAFLRAL PR IVEIR I B 2 3 e i & A . ©

& 0 o ey L N iU R TR S SVt 77 =1 I - N e N G et D S e 3 1 1 By | R PN
SRS MR 27 s M ik 30 ) 18 2R 8 S5 A8 L DA R &7 3k Je MR~ iU B HE 22 73 K
HOXTEF 208 o AR SCEOGHR B )T T2 3 SO [T 300 B9 “ANTR] 2 7 2 ) A5 L IE A7 AR AR A
AN — 20 P B s 2 R = R0 b, SO — A0l o F2 38 BIA D $UURIE S HESR 7 M 2 (8] 4
IR EOC & A I AS S W AL T IO - B8 TR 2 B B, ek & 7E EZL A ) vh 4l
PR RS S (A REZBD A BT AR SR R 3238 00 o “aiie 30 7 5 AR a3l IF R
IR AR S — DRI LT B A2 P A LRI f o U, SOXUAN TRl A LG T 40
FAEPHERER MR R B, 5 AR RO I G 0, SCXOIT AR A8 1546 75 Mg v o BREEL » S04 7 5 iy
P 35 (REZR M) HLURHRAY TCIR BT, AR R ( 576 0) K40 U 73 2 — , T X FE 22 2 A 2
WHEHYEFEN A © 1 EAE ERLIHT) B, X5 & R FE LARBUR] ARl 1 0 45 2 5 Rt 2 2
T TRAESE o FRUC, MADURITE BIAE 22 73 A (LT 22 B H A SR AN [a] A 1 580, B0 — R A G 15 A 1 57
P E R BB B 5 A — Rl A S I T S AR SR NP BT AR S+ RS ( Alvin
Gouldner) Htt I AR 9% 32 SO% B — V1A i AL HHE 5 A GREZR 347 ) 2 8y Hh — S B 5 19 By 1
MEFIR Z AR SGIE ENIEE G 5y« R ST TS Ik ) 8 I 9 9 X0 57 35 485 5 AR RN, ek 2

OD. Diehl & D. McFarland “Toward a Historical Sociology of Social Situations” , American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 115, No. 6,
2010, pp. 1713 — 1752.

@P. Clough, The End( s) of Ethnography ,Newbury Park ,CA: Sage,1998,p. 102.

@D. Shalin, “Signing in the Flesh: Notes on Pragmatist Hermeneutics” , Sociological Theory,Vol.25,No.3,2007 ,pp. 193 —224.

@M. Stein, “Sociology and the Prosaic” , Sociological Inquiry,Vol.61,No.4,1991,pp. 421 —433.

®A. Dawe “The Underworld~view of Erving Goffman” , British Journal of Sociology,Vol. 24 ,No.2,1973 ,pp. 246 —253.

®M. Davis “Review of Frame Analysis” , Contemporary Sociology,Vol.4,No.6,1975,pp. 599 - 603.

084



9if e 2 6 i S R HEE SR IR . NG b 2R ARSI B R R TR, B R IR 2 B S R
WHIRIE T S AR o f)n W 0 — i, BB YT e AE o W ATk~ a 8 22 « B IR
Wik Ry, R & S W 2 A 3 — B D7 X A B1IR , T2 B T 7 R A 55l 1 O S B Ak 2
R R RALGE -V B RIE R Ak 2ok i e LR Y SR S SRR AT 2 Lk TR A
AR R M SR F SR . W 2 SRR S PR A AR RS AR 0, R 7R 92 B Y
AT A BEXTEHATHISE . IR 7R 5 WSO TS 8 T H S B P 9 — e BB HE 2L, 220w 1
W PUIRAR Y SCERANTY  ELR (BT ) BT FAR L SR 2 o2 [0 39 il PRS0 o 8 Mf 3 4 DA K
PPy A I 22 56 2 S A 58 3] 3 A LT B 8T o — PR PR I B4 2 i 2 R
MR B, Wit 7 LU HE 22 ik ) 07 SR ok & i AR 2R A Tl B A B
W RIS L A SDURI LA | foe A8 BCER A AR 16 2 0 A 2L VAR 2N 55 X Fof L A [) L AR SR
KR B e EF A ARG 1k IR JERAE A b B A 20 SEAEL L F2 LR i ) L 5T
T SCRUER, EL 22 7E A 20 42 SO ARARA) M1 38 SO R 2 i H S FA SR I8 SC IR R i ok . AR SCHR
P 55—, KRS A2 2 AR AR R AR AU, B2 BRI 22 5 TF X 5
VABAHBL ) 73 A& DA (A BB AR i U SOA R e Rk S A e i “IRR IR IR ™, 7 I B Al
EAAEARZE L IE - 55 (AR B9 SR &4k 2 i B ROOR B AR I A UR 1
Je HA 2 B BN A (ERURE A Rk A 2 AR Y 43, T e He v — Bl R i I AL A

= WENERIRIA TR

PRI 71 L 44 5 ‘AR ARG ANE R ik g (AR S
PO VEARIT T HURIE A A MRS, A0 R BE T 65 '3F‘* ORI A EN R AT RIBEELT
“EALT B A O AL RN FIRR S 1 SRR L O F R e B = TR A L A DA 4R R AL
HEASIEE S AT IR A PR “IL3E 7 e i) “RH B TRIRT @ MAVR RTINS G, WA AR A %
" @ ‘%‘EEEXJ'MXZI‘ETJﬁ% JE B AR A i R AT S PP 5 B3 D0 AT 0z 5 b e WA
WEARTR ] BESE A LR At 22T 3l Al AT 149 2R 5% /e R i i v b B A SIS 1 i 7 i 45 ek 22 B3k
ﬁizf‘iﬁﬁl_ ST A WO . i B BRI T A R T R T A B R 7R IS 0 i R
BT B R IX RS TCAATE ARG 55 G Z AT AR fan, B B LR & 20
F}*'ﬂi(}”WU\J?*%*%?'J%%‘FFM’EE@%%/M;& TESEFE BT L i 15 o o 2 74 by 2368 114 s IR i
&, LR Z AR A G i ARSI GRS RANMERE T 2R LZ b MR e
B\ B R ,EQYQLE@KH%EE%%% PRI AR B X R — A B Y B S 1k SO, L AR R B
BOIME— PR B T 2AF )R Y (HEZR 20T ) BL, 35K S R (ol Bk A = OFE PR R -
PURE R IR Ho SR T NBR B3 p s 2 B 1 i B 6 3R ED R BLE 2 B MR
WHITT AL AR B ) EARPERIR . e B AR D AEE L R £ A B NS T/
TER AR TE N AT A BRI, i %%E%%L%mﬁ% SRR P W= N =R N = e
e R A B AT R 45 (5 B T 5 i E o SRt TR IR R (5 B, B R Y

=
=
S

%

(DA. W.Rawls “Orders of Interaction and Intelligibility: Intersections between Goffman and Garfinkel by Way of Durkheim” , in
Javier Treviiio (ed.) , Goffmans Legacy,New York: Rowman & Littlefield publishers,2003,pp. 216 —253.

@E. Goffman, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life,New York: Anchor,1959,p. 105.

BE. Goffman, Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience ,New York: Harper & Row,1974,p. 125.

085



IATTHER, ZIAE R AN [ SEHHEA T 200 0 YR B AR A R 1 “albye B2 ™ 23 43 0 AN Rl g 2 280
T DR (1) R T TR AR A 14 XU R A 23 R T S S A BRI BRI L BRSO 1 s L e 4 s L
B PRUCRIFFEE D NG AR /S 5 00 32 BRTE  AB T A+ 2 D RE AT N DLIEH M=% 5T
FOREVE /BRI 5 SNSRI AR TARR L, W 50 T M sl HE 2 ) A 45 b
B X 86 5 WOULAR AT LA TE AR LA 1] T A, i WA 2/ T AR 3 AN 2O DAt T 95 4 P i
KRBy o SR & 06 T M AR A 30 43 B XA / 2 5 5 1 R M ROC I 195 AR, i
SELURENE IR AR/ 25 F AR TT B A AT T IR TR M AT 20 22 vy, 9 X 3 3 1) 1 I 87 A5 AN T
BRI B2, AR 2 LA -5 3 R L[R2 5 AR Rp IR S8 e 380 i o TR AS X 375 28
B BEA TSy A TR TG €Y 3 — FPORT Y 92 FESEARRBE b, T DLUEAURDIE Y 32 5 2 B
YAy i O T B S B L Rl

1E GREZR I3 Hr ) BL, 36 5% @ A TUEI ABLRI 78 M B H o 25 305 2 SUN A7 AR BB L TR 37 Y B 1E 2 €A
TR RS R AR - AE HEZRZAT) BTFR , R B RS HEAT AT IR IR IR
S MEG—YRRG WA LER" @ FE L (AT AR A b IR BRI Eh —
IS B S A S A 7 T BEAEAE S R L LA 98 Hh B U AT 2 0 A B IR A 22—

SRS BRI - AT LU 73 (4 288, VR S P i i 2805 e X e (Al ] 2 ik e —
A E AL BUE F T ED A B BOR 5 8 A 23 B B v B A B %) S () L LA R A (] 2 ) DE
B SAHE G R o (DR IE AR 1 (0 T 00 55— B, 55 BG4S SRR ) AR OC 9 3 S0 A8 i Ay HoAte
WA L[R]3 o A . ©

SVFERATAT LU A 8o Z OB AR IR VR (A Fe 230D Bpg X Fhigid oy . R EIFARRA
RAREURIE A B B BB, (EATS SR 3R 98 B ARy — Rkt 2 0 M AR A B AT B0 BB g o MBS B2 L
5 R — B EE MRS o XK S a6 AN [R] b 77 2 W DL -5 B 52 =2 18] W A7 15 18 2 1), 4 Q)
G p 2 R ARLI” AR B B AR RGO HE S 1T B SRR I I B Y5 37
TR (H3R) AR NS =05 4% R 7 B 92 A 3% vh iR A 35 A0 YOG 2 SR 5 R 4
E AR T LV RE T I BLSE 4 LBl ] REGE B BRI 2 B VEIT i o A2 R TS 7 3h 43 R
AN TR AR 0l 5 A (O R R AT MBS R, 5 TR BIE AR B B A 3R R AT SR HEAT ED R AT B, 7 ke
Zeo UL, RIS A = RGUEH RS H A T RO ME— LA, AR R WS A N A
H—DYERE . e — HR BT LA RE R 5 TR Z A B OC 2 , $E 2 O S AR Y ) T RE 2
I RE PR ER . Sk & R AT TC S8 A B2 LASDURITE A 8 2B 30 (L[] I 7R 2 TR LA 2 B 1Y
A, SRR SR I B4

=, (ARZEI LSRR ELANHRER. FEMEIE = TR ARAJER, ok
i — AT TR R BEA L o B, RS PE EL 3 ) 7T 7 7 L 490 B 5 48 BRI 50 11 A
S, i Be s it T AR IER S G544 )(1963) FRIT 25 24k 22 55 SR S M st i EN 4
S AR T (R Y R, R AR R IO MR @ W )(1961) T A
FRANHURE N B i iR o CF R B b R A S 3. B A0 Ok 2 m R 1 (REZE
B ), WA E 1 AR Z I it — LM RO 2RI « FH IR (AR EH TR, X

DE. Goffman, Frame Analysis,pp. 125 —126.

@E. Goffman, Frame Analysis,p. 1.

BE. Goffman, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life ,pp.240 —241.

@F. Cioffi “Stating the Obvious: What Does Erving Goffman Really Tell Us?” ,in G. Fine & G. Smith( eds. ) , Erving Goffman,Vol.2,
London: Sage publications,2000,p. 97.

®P. Manning “Reinvigorating the Tradition of Symbolic Interaction” , Symbolic Interaction,Vol. 28 ,No.2,2005,pp. 167 —173.

086



R RSB NGB A AT B (TR B O
=, ERSHTSRERK

1968 4, 3Kk & MM R #AA S M AL AT TE T2 47 1 R R AR H . Hl, = A7 3K e RN
Fil PRI« W ( Dell Hymes) 50F78 B $E A « ATEE R /K ( Ray Birdwhistell) 558 A%
RTRREEFRIHSET ¥ T HWE LS8R G P &R EENEM. 15, AR5 A
AT 25 23 Sl e o) TREE 0 A AT TANAT 0 A [ 6 R AT 8l o 78 GHEZR M) o, ek s BB
DGR AP Jr R A T ) TR X T Ll o 2 AT B S AR =2 ) AS [ 9 AR BE AT BT A T At A
[l AFEIE (Y208, RV SE PR B3 A7 R 26 AL, % 1) B8l B th MR I rOHE SR 3 A7 o A LR T
B WA Z 18] ) HL B 7K R T TR e T AR 22 S JE R 2 T BRI B Bl 2 A Y AR
FEH3HT SO T A BN 2 .3l TR AESR” 0@ Xk & il IR 2 i R id 278 57 S5 HE A ff
SRR AL S R L CHEZR A3 AT ) 332 G % 5 vk, 2 5 Kok ol g F R s M A
TR A T ) A GRAEIE 300 PR 5 A -

CGHEZL AT ) IEARTHE 22 KA AL 22 RGEUNT LU, T A H 05 22 96 A ey 28 SR B A 2 T 5
I ZRGEME RN o RESR AR IEA 319 55 58 (0 A 25 b S UL IS0, A 2 1 B ma A B T e e A AV 28 X Y
ARERMEEMZ TS F— LS RHEZRAL S 3 ) — M HERL, 58 “ A HESL S AL &5 5
ZAHELL e A AW B S N . HEZLEAR B0 R R AU AR 2 S e ki o i 5 R, B AR R
T Y o BT SRR AU SRR A I — Bl Z b MEZLGE T4 LLER AR O DX 5 A
) L2 FESL S BE , A [R] RO RE S BE S A B AN [ A 22 300 J2 YR Bl AN W) B 7 55, o AT SR SEAE 2, £
SRR . RS R MHERAR O “OIEHELL” B AL A AR MEZL S A L P Bl 6
Bo [ RHESRSE AR A2 AR A 1 SR 5 LA S A AT 19 85 5 S0, X S A R A B AN 32 N3
Wi, QR A SHESRBE ARG I e 38 AR 7 I SR RESh MR BRAR FE1F , A<l »

H B AR T P A HE SR LAY 35 25 1 P AR AU T e e o Ak X HEZR BB S U 57, B0 28 mi— A 5
MRS AR A F Yo AR SHERA TR A 5 J7 30, 705 o “RCRT e G0 SRR EEE 7
Lo “EOBE T o Horh, CMBCHE IR R T S e AL ORI R SR T A 5 B AL S SRR L
PEKIAR B H A LSRRI EIAS o 55 ] RT LRI PR, M 728 D40 5 ] LA B R SR AE B 5 3G 225
VA B AR B AR AT LA PR o SRR AN 5L R AR 5 B SRR AT S g B R AR BOE RS R R
{0 ASCAS R T s T HEIEE ST 21 37 5% (9 18 B3 mT RE IR O 8 5 L Rl X Oy e 65 1 A& AR EOOE 3F- e Je ok
X RS I B E A g R BT SN T B R 2 B SE R X — R & E A . A
SIS RZ AR L E R A, Bl BT SRS BEI LA R . A0 3 A 2 TRIE X
6 2 TS, RO TR 2 S HE 2R IR A S 4y DT 4 o 5k 6 TR S /A B 2 () 2 4, iR [l 38 B
TIAIHELL o G i SEHELL B 55 — b A He4ig &, BIE A A IEAE R AR R A8 7= AR IR R L& 5 i
L HELRAT 7 B “HEZRSME Bl "I, 23 L 03 — R LS o R e LA R A e 30 2 A 16 vl 119 2% i o 2
TR VBT H W28 LG B (S sz 2 B RO 705k 36 4 R S R e B — 1R . HEZL )
Hriy B s SCREZR A BIMA L B IS SR R SR 55 BRA , O 38 i 35 r B 30 B B R R AT O 1 e T e 9
Vo TEIRGF K, M7 B NI T B 25 b AR A9 S A RIS O 70 ik 26 2 IRAE B2 19 i

& N> M

DA. Giddens “On Rereading The Presentation of Self: Some Reflections” , Social Psychology Quarterly, Vol. 72, No. 4,2009, pp.
290 -295.
@E. Goffman, Frame Analysis,p. 127.

087



S A B THAAFAT 2 E B SRR FEHNE b HE AL RS 3 T LATC PR AE g HEZR 2 oA AE
Ao i, RS BRI AE AR A PRI IR A O SR, B S A 0 T R A AR 2 S M RE AR (H X s
HEZOFAETCRREE T, BT B A R @ B2 HESL BT IR I T H 8 AR 36 A 22 56 45 4 2 A e] JE B i
HEAR Y 5 2 FRAE R TR B B e PE A SO A R TR R B AR P e W SR 3, 254 70 (2
HEZR ST o

S 2w FARESR AT S5 40U 1) BEma R TR G RO o b 28 K 22 96 2H SR 45 ) 5 ) L ) i vk it
FERELE A7 I FLARHEZRAE B AR T PP R, TS0 — 2e g L A5 Sk i B RS AR 2 - IE 24
SMERR( SCAL) A5 aX LEA T3l 75 5 AR U S X R S AR RO AE 2R S8 e U T JEOR B A ARHEZE . H iRk
WA R — R N AR S IR AR, RIS A28 1y e, PRI 3 13X A 2o i v 3 28 05 A
75— 7, KRB WRERIE VA — R AT R 3R . AT K, Rk 0 AR BOR R R TRIG 451, il 3
(R HE SR S5 ) 5 1R 22 [ 4 “RRVRA6 [T AR R o © I 28 0ok B A I Vo Ja) A -, 35 0 R
W B G R T R S WA A GRIGEAD B, SRk & ik — P BA T WL IRIEAS 5 iy 1
JE P B T B S R S, T R I T 5 S HIE T T 2 1 FRA A (8 3 IR A SR, AT IBOUL AR
BRI S AES o G SR B YO AL 23 2R 1 ST HE SR 0 (T 5 e, A7 Bl o G AR BN TR A AE 2R
LY MK LE L5 X TR Az . MR A LT AT Al B9 AT o, TR SRR B E AT
HAIIFAIBATEE” @ A P b L, JF MR PE A HE SR S B — BLBIO N2, B 2 A — &
FUFFEENER) “REMBETRL AT 0 o ol THSORT R BE 1 A 37 3R i T 2 Rk S AE AR PR Y 249 2 T A ST A9
T8 2238 3 R L2602 52 RN A Rk A 2 24 o A B0 T 28 7 38 ) T ot

TEH NITIEAE R R & AR A i ) 5 2000 o 4k 2 AR b i 58 B A B A 23 2400
I B AE WA 2R a2 5P 2 S R AL 2 S #0208 T R B 45 5 0 7 T
TESE R AR i 300 S S8 B J R — b 2 P, bR 28 98 R O AR EL A B9 45 4, FIRE SR 3 35 A
it LS THIEAT S CREARMT) R W1, AT 22 73 11 300 S5 2 g A 114, S Iy 2 6 25 78 LA ATE
e E R T HAU . 1R B9 GRIE ) YO 15 5 b 8 v iR i O R K 7 2 — Pt 2 Bk
J¥ o ANPRAERE S A8 R OIS 20 i AT AR 2R A7 s E B R TR Sh AR . B A
CHEZR 23 ) A G 200 L, Je e s 48 20 L3l Bk e i “Telal sl U AR ) iz A
W22 R o AT 2 AL 2 XA T 4 R R e —Fh R R S 7 O

7Y HEZR A B SR AL R

1E GHEZL 3B ) HL, 365 S AN B (] 38 J5U5E A9 J280, ml— 73 o 07 AR 254 rh B2 210 iy 2401, 3 i
BT ANRIVE W 7 RO B A RVt LIE SR A0 00 A TR 2R AT R o SDURIE 0 AR R 778 5 e
Fr THEZROMT . R 7 IR T RIAAL RO B S HEAS i 5 ) R HE AR /N UEAE 22 LA DR B 1R 3 HE A
4 IFEC T IRIE BOREZRL AT b SRS BURIE - BRI, BR TR AR AL 2 4, CHESR S B ) s |
R FLSE LRV A 5 UL, TR 02 CHE SR 4347 ) AN I8 [l 3 7 52 o v 2 0. © B 5 A 7 R SR 5 3R

T. Scheff “The Structure of Context: Deciphering ‘Frame Analysis’ ” , Sociological Theory,Vol.23,No.4,2005,pp. 368 —385.

@R. Collinsg “The Passing of Intellectual Generations: Reflections on the Death of Erving Goffman” , Sociological Theory,Vol.4,No. 1,
1986, pp. 106 - 113.

BE. Goffman, Frame Analysis,p. 55.

@E. Goffman, Frame Analysis,p. 246.

®P. Manning “Review of Frame Analysis” ,American Journal of Sociology,Vol.82,No.6,1977 ,pp. 1249 - 1318.

®P. Johnson, “Review: A Frame for Theatre” , Educational Theatre Journal,Vol.28 ,No.4,1976,p.568.

088



DX IR A I 2l 4 2 i AL 2, 3 LR DX WA AN [ B2 O A ] B9 2 IR, B AT T R xR TR RE R B PSS
25 — MR T RIS G R 0 — MRS Haih M. SRS RA] “%
SR T SRR AR AT T ahE TR T R R R K A A
B ERERE N AR BETE SR R AR 1 LS B h T AR AR A R 2 5 M o, O i A DU A 4545 O X
s S BRI S S NI, B 5 AR B8 “PTRERA AN R TR e AR S 5 AL Y B3, B aT LA
TERR R LR e O

b, R E I THEL AT BB AE (A IR 280D (54 ) F GRS PEE.Zh) th B2 Frigik , LI
SE T OC T ENGUREM  15 44 B O (0 A8 B DR 2B AR B ) A L Bl SR L 9 B SR . s ED R A B T
5 AR S 7 L5 70 PR B2 5 AR Fr AL 55

WHME TG SR A X5 %G S A T 2 — B i A2 4k, R A ] 36t 6 2 ) 2R

o M ZEREERT SR IRA REE A IS S RAE (B2, s th ML S 2 A8 T 5

52, BN 2 NG T Z B — VDB A IR . @
FERRBFR WHIEFTCEWRM A TS5 O BURISR Y, M # A 52 2 6] ) SRR
HAEAN TG IR AR B o X — BARAE REZL 3 Hr ) AR Bt — 20 4, R RS s L ]igid
RRIREZL” o RS UAAE H AR A S 2 4 B, 4 BB B A 2 A0 el it sU i & 1 204
J5, TS A e Y s R AN RS A LA, AR i VR AR SR Z By B e R A i L, i
F1 R R XA , S ME M A 23S O B Se B Y ) S U Z M Js T e ik s ™ @
PEO RO T HE TR R 2R b, S5 5 A B b D) 40 356 Sk ) i Re 5 S5 R 1 T B (2
{8 53 R IUAE 1, B P LIRS W) Y J2 1D Je SR o el B 15 8 O3 0 3RO ALY, B HURE
T R B A S T A 7S AR TR] 65 3 01 B C S S AR B . TERXRN R L b SRS BOLAT
iz R BESL T LA B Sk VI e WUARAT RE 0 F & 1 T3 58 2 AN [ T IR ) 5 S5 o
AT O B AR KR T BER B B R B AT N T R LR RGN “ A Sh A TS

PSR BE G R AFAE “Z RN MBS b i g 2 EIRIE R I A & A
W%, 25 F5 M RE S WA —FhIRE R 15 ) —FIRIE . [, B BT I BT A 22 A [a] 2
JEE Ml 5 I LR S, T Rk 6 A [a] A 0 84 40 D A0 A A TR S X 2 T 7 A B S AT B IR R E
SCHMHERRAL . SR &I SRS XMAESL 5 i 5 ) RERE SR 2 (A7 AR 22 5, IX D 22 5 TR A P R
PR A R BN R B e AR 3R AL oh T 00 8 B R BRI G BT 7 I B — A SRE R SE A,
I, Z2 E RO Z B RS . BEIAR BRI B A A R SR IhEe” i, ) R R e AR
HAT =M B DIRE , € AT LAME A HESR P #5 SEAY— 5000 m] RUES 35 42 ol P Al s 1 D L I b O
ATEHR ARG 5 Z A TR LA R B 5t 22 18], M B 32 B AN TR 5 2R ik T LURA XRIRAT 9 1Y
BEAERT, RIS R0 H e AL R “SIHLOCIBM: 7 e W sl Rl — B R
i, B BA AN E R UIfE .

TERLRIE SHESE T Z A A b A « 2 T U REZR AT ) 2 05 — AR i (et
W )® LB THER, KRG SIR LIS T 5 5 41 LS 0 TH A 5 Sh e AL B G AT i e Stk
BRI e HRT TS, XA S S B b S R 07 T B 5 B 3 3 O B 65 S B A DX O3 O

=}

i

(DE. Goffman, Frame Analysis,p. 230.
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(DR. Collins “Theoretical Continuities in Goffmans Work” ,in P. Drew & A. Wootton ( eds.) , Erving Goffman: Exploring the Inter—
action Order ,Cambridge: Polity, 1988 ,pp. 41 —63.

090



5 0 H AR AR 2 — P AR T A A 3 2 PRI, 20 S T 2 1 BT A 2 R S8 B 1 A R i LA
X ARG RIS S HES AT R AT 22 S AR 52 BATT T A& DA A9 REABL AR 35 3 A 21k (R
AN B P AE S 55 LATE 9 “HELEE ™A B AN TR B AN e T2 9k LAABLIRN 38 BT A B — U0, T A o g
PURIE HERL AT T8 5 e ], BN TEGR AR A oA TR, e R 2 BN SR R
REARAN R -

(REHE % B

From Dramaturgy to Frame Analysis:

Evolution or Continuation of Goffman’s Thoughts
WANG Qingfeng

Abstract: Those who hold a so-called “rupture view” on Goffman’s sociological thoughts mainly
believe that there are inconsistencies and ruptures in his works: in particular, his work Frame Analysis
serves as a turning point, after which his writing style became obscure, showing a pursuit of formal
theory and a replacement of interactive analysis with structural analysis. In contrast, the “continuation
view” holds that Goffman’s thoughts are consistent. This view regards dramaturgy as the entire content
of Goffman’s sociology and reinterprets all of his works from this perspective. The debate on the
continuity or rupture in Goffman’s sociology mainly involves the comparison between his early thoughts
represented by dramaturgy and his later thoughts represented by frame analysis. A return to his The
Presentation of Self in Everyday Life and Frame Analysis will show that Goffmans overall academic
thoughts have not undergone fundamental changes, but unlike the “continuation view” , dramaturgy is
only one of the analytical perspectives of Goffman’s sociology. Dramaturgy and frame are both used to
analyze the interaction order, and each could be explained by the other.

Keywords: Erving Goffman; face-toface interaction; dramaturgy; frame analysis; social thoughts
About the author: WANG Qingfeng, PhD in Sociology, is Associate Professor at College of Humanities
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