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Introduction

There is a venerable tradition in philosophy that argues that what
the reader assumes to be real is but a shadow, and that by attend-
ing to what the writer says about perception, thought, the brain,
language, culture, a new methodology, or novel social forces, the
veil can be lifted. That sort of line, of course, gives as much
a role to the writer and his writings as is possible to imagine and
for that reason is pathetic. (What can better push a book than
the claim that it will change what the reader thinks is going on?)
A current example of this tradition can be found in some of the
doctrines of social psychology and the W. 1. Thomas dictum: “If
men define situations as real, they are real in their consequences.”
This statement is true as it reads but false as it is taken. Defining
situations as real certainly has consequences, but these may
contribute very marginally to the events in progress; in some
cases only a slight embarrassment flits across the scene in mild
concern for those who tried to define the situation wrongly. All
the world is not a stage—certainly the theater isn’t entirely.
(Whether you organize a theater or an aircraft factory, you need
to find places for cars to park and coats to be checked, and these
had better be real places, which, incidentally, had better carry
real insurance against theft.) Presumably, a “definition of the
situation” is almost always to be found, but those who are in the
situation ordinarily do not create this definition, even though
their society often can be said to do so; ordinarily, all they do is to
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2 INTRODUCTION

assess correctly what the situation ought to be for them and then
act accordingly. True, we personally negotiate aspects of all the
arrangements under which we live, but often once these are nego-
tiated, we continue on mechanically as though the matter had
always been settled. So, too, there are occasions when we must
wait until things are almost over before discovering what has
been occurring and occasions of our own activity when we can
considerably put off deciding what to claim we have been doing.
But surely these are not the only principles of organization, So-

cial life is dubious enough and ludicrous enough without h?—Vﬂing'

to wish it further into unreality,

Within the terms, then, of the bad name that the analysis of
social reality has, this book presents another analysis of social
reality. I try to follow a tradition established by William James in
his famous chapter “The Perception of Reality,” first published
as an article in Mind in 1869. Instead of asking what reality is, he
gave matters a subversive phenomenological twist, italicizing the
following question: Under what circumstances do we think
things are real? The important thing about reality, he implied, is
our sense of its realness in contrast to our feeling that some
things lack this quality. One can then ask under what conditions
such a feeling is generated, and this question speaks to a small,
manageable problem having to do with the camera and not what
itis the camera takes pictures of.

In his answer, James stressed the factors of selective attention,
intimate involvement, and noncontradiction by what is otherwise
known. More important, he made a stab at differentiating the
several different “worlds” that our attention and interest can
make real for us, the possible subuniverses, the “orders of exis-
tence” (to use Aron Gurwitsch’s phrase), in each of which an
object of a given kind can have its proper being: the world of the
senses, the world of scientific objects, the world of abstract
philosophical truths, the worlds of myth and supernatural beliefs,
the madman’s world, etc. Each of these subworlds, according to
James, has “its own special and separate style of existence,”? and
“each world, whilst it is attended to, is real after its own fashion;

1. William James, Principles of Psychology, vol. 2 (New York: Dover
Publications, 1950), chap. 21, pp. 283-324, Here, as throughout, italics in
quoted materials are as in the original.

2. Ibid., p. 291.
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6. First appearing in Philosophy and Phenomenologu;al (13&9:41;;1;,“:
19;15)- 533}1576; reprinted in his Collected Pape‘rs, 3 “"?['; iy
I(VI rtim;s Nijhoff, 1962), 1:207-259.) A later version is e R
fat.he Life-WorIcl:l,” in Alfred Schutz and Thomas L:.;cl;lm;!:ins,tram iy
‘:ures of the Life-World, trans. Richard M..Zan_er an .1973) s,
hardt, Jr. (Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern Um-versuy Press, a,nsl '-I‘homas
A?‘l in’ﬂut'ential treatment of Schutz’s ideas is Peter L. Bé}-tgerNY 0o o
Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality (Garden City, N.Y.
day & Company, Anchor Books, 1966).



4 INTRODUCTION
as opposed to another. Schutz added the notion, interesting but
not entirely convincing, that we experience a special kind of
“shock” when suddenly thrust from one “world,” say, that of
dreams, to another, such as that of the theater:

There are as many innumerable kinds of different shock experi-
ences as there are different finite provinces of meaning upon which
I may bestow the accent of reality. Some instances are: the shock
of falling asleep as the leap into the world of dreams; the inner
transformation we endure if the curtain in the theater rises as the
transition into the world of the stageplay; the radical change in our
attitude if, before a painting, we permit our visual field to be lim-
ited by what is within the frame as the passage into the pictorial
world; our quandary, relaxing into laughter, if, in listening to a
joke, we are for a short time ready to accept the fictitious world of
the jest as a reality in relation to which the world of our daily life
takes on the character of foolishness; the child’s turning toward his
toy as the transition into the play-world; and so on. But also the
religious experiences in all their varieties—for instance, Kierke-
gaard’s experience of the “instant” as the leap into the religious
sphere—are examples of such a shock, as well as the decision of
the scientist to replace all passionate participation in the affairs of
“this world” by a disinterested contemplative attitude.?

And although, like James, he assumed that one realm—the
“working world”—had a preferential status, he was apparently
more reserved than James about its objective character:

We speak of provinces of meaning and not of subuniverses be-

cause it is the meaning of our experience and not the ontological
structure of the objects which constitute reality,8

attributing its priority to ourselves, not the world:

For we will find that the world of everyday life, the common-sense
world, has a paramount position among the various provinces of
reality, since only within it does communication with our fellow-
men become possible. But the common-sense world is from the
outset a sociocultural world, and the many questions connected

7. Schutz, Collected Papers, 1:231,
8. Ibid., p. 230. See also Alfred Schutz, Reflections on the Problem of
Relevance, ed. Richard M. Zaner (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University

Press, 1970), P. 125. On matters Schutzian I am indebted to Richard
Grathoff.
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with the intersubjectivity of the symbolic relations or.ig‘i)nate within
it, are determined by it, and find their solution within it.

and to the fact that our bodies always participate 1n th ev?rydlay
world whatever our interest at the time, this participation 1m11()1 }1'0
ing a capacity to affect and be affected by the_ e\reryday word .
So instead of saying of a subuniverse that it is generated In
accordance with certain structural principles, one says it has a
in “cognitive style.”

Ce]gziltz’sg;aper (Zmd Schutz in general) was brought 1to tl;le
attention of ethnographic sociologists by ﬁarold G'a?ﬁnke » Who
further extended the argument about multiple reahtles. by go}ing
on (at least in his early comments) to look for'rules Whlch, when
followed, allow us to generate a “world” of a given kmd..Preslum-
ably a machine designed according to the proper specifications
could grind out the reality of our choice. The conceptual aFtrzlc-
tion here is obvious. A game such as chess generates a habita ?
universe for those who can follow it, a plane of be%ng, a ca§t 0
characters with a seemingly unlimited number of different situa-
tions and acts through which to realize their natures and des-
tinies. Yet much of this is reducible to a small set of interdepen-
dent rules and practices. If the meaningfllllness of everygay
activity is similarly dependent on a closed, finite set of rules, ;1 en
explication of them would give one a powerful means of. an Gyz-
ing social life. For example, one could thel'.l see (fol%owmg har-
finkel) that the significance of certain deviant acts is that t ;y
undermine the intelligibility of everything else we had thoug t
was going on around us, including all next acts, t}_'m's.‘generatmgf
diffuse disorder. To uncover the informing, COI.IStitl.ftl\:’E rules o
everyday behavior would be to perform the socmlf)glsts'a?che_:my
—the transmutation of any patch of ordinary social activity into
an illuminating publication. It might be added that al_thou-ih
James and Schutz are convincing in arguing that something like
the “world” of dreams is differently organizec.l fr.om 'the wor‘ld. of
everyday experience, they are quite unconwn::mg ln”prowdmg
any kind of account as to how many different “worlds” there are
and whether everyday, wide-awake life can actually be seen as
but one rule-produced plane of being, if so seen at all. Nor has

9. From “Symbol, Reality, and Society,” Schutz, Collected Papers, 1:294.
10. Ibid., p. 342.
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there been much success in describing constitutive rules of every-
day activity.* One is faced with the embarrassing methodologi-
cal fact that the announcement of constitutive rules seems an
open-ended game that any number can play forever. Players
usually come up with five or ten rules (as I will), but there are no
grounds for thinking that a thousand additional assumptions
might not be listed by others. Moreover, these students neglect to
make clear that what they are often concerned with is not an
individual’s sense of what is real, but rather what it is he can get
caught up in, engrossed in, carried away by; and this can be
something he can claim is really going on and yet claim is not
real. One is left, then, with the structural similarity between
everyday life—neglecting for a moment the possibility that no
satisfactory catalog might be possible of what to include therein
—and the various “worlds” of make-believe but no way of know-
ing how this relationship should modify our view of everyday
life.

Interest in the James-Schutz line of thought has become active
recently among persons whose initial stimulus came from
sources not much connected historically with the phenomenologi-
cal tradition: The work of those who created what has come to be
called “the theater of the absurd,” most fully exhibited in the

11. Schutz’s various pronouncements seem to have hypnotized some
students into treating them as definitive rather than suggestive. His ver-
sion of the “cognitive style” of everyday life he states as follows:

1. a specific tension of consciousness, namely,

ing in full attention to life;

2. a specific epoché, namely suspension of doubt;

3. a prevalent form of spontaneity, namely working (a meaningful
spontaneity based upon a project and characterized by the intention
of bringing about the projected state of affairs by bodily movements
gearing into the outer world );

4. a specific form of experiencing one’s self (the working self as the
* total self);

5. a specific form of sociality (the common in
munication and social action);

6. a specific time-perspective (the standard
interaction between durde and cosmic time
structure of the intersubjective world).

These are at least some of the feat
to this particular province of meanin
world—the valid as well as the invalidated ones—partake of this style we

may consider this province of meaning as real, we may bestow upon it
the accent of reality. [Ibid., Pp. 230-231.]

wide-awakeness, originat-

tersubjective world of com-

time originating in an
as the universal temporal

ures of the cognitive style belonging
8. As long as our experiences of this

7
INTRODUCTION

analytical dramas of Luigi Pirandello. The very useﬁlllle ilzlal:‘):;izz
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i in that what we mean by “really ha -
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ing” is complicated, an : i
ities, it is sti f him on that occasion
nrealities, it is still proper to say o
1ils really dreaming.’s (I have also drawn on the work of a_studt?nt
of Austin, D. S. Schwayder, and his fine book, The Strattﬁcc;tmri
of Beha't;ior.)l‘* The efforts of those who study (or ‘?t tjiaasl”
ublish on) fraud, deceit, misidentification, and _otl.ler op. g
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i " i i aling and revealing bear
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deﬁnitiorgm of the situation. The useful paper by Ba:c'ney Glazzr:
and Anselm Strauss, “Awareness Contexts and SO(?:lal Int;r ‘
tion.”" Finally, the modern effort in Mguisﬁc@y onfant(?df 1501‘;
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(T Bautich Repht R et s St By o
1(\? e?ie?l\?::vl':')osr?c):, lggl.lggaie‘Books, 1%72), pp. 177-193. A use)‘r;:;lt ex(t:aflei?!:s
isl\::iilliam F. Fry, Jr., Sweet Madness: A Study of Humor (Palo Alto,
Paiﬁc}?ﬁﬁh?fig)ﬁe, in the first chapter ::f hi;; Bét;;igz:nl; ?nir; g;:;i, hgﬁlst:
o lfclefom;:: Ct;e(g:x: ‘}l::::‘:;e’}gﬁ ‘na:ﬁclzc:;gz_ame way thzft Bates;on ii(u):lees-
?::1[3:1 gzxgé;ts some of the same lines of inquiry, but I think quite
S o e Lndi Wit b gt
“afSS.- g;af:' fI\:J[r i::::;?:e C;l();;fo’;‘ 1n lfis Sense and Sensibilia (Oxford: Ox-
ord University Press, 1962).
" o T PO
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and patterns all events that fall within the boundaries of its
application.

I have borrowed extensively from all these sources, claiming
really only the bringing of them together. My perspective is
situational, meaning here a concern for what one individual can
be alive to at a particular moment, this often involving a few
other particular individuals and not necessarily restricted to the
mutually monitored arena of a face-to-face gathering. I assume
that when individuals attend to any current situation, they face
the question: “What is it that’s going on here?” Whether asked
explicitly, as in times of confusion and doubt, or tacitly, during
occasions of usual certitude, the question is put and the answer to
it is presumed by the way the individuals then proceed to get on
with the affairs at hand. Starting, then, with that question, this
volume attempts to limn out a framework that could be ap-
pealed to for the answer.

Let me say at once that the question “What is it that’s going on
here?” is considerably suspect. Any event can be described in
terms of a focus that includes a wide swath or a narrow one
and—as a related but not identical matter—in terms of a focus
that is close-up or distant. And no one has a theory as to what
particular span and level will come to be the ones employed. To
begin with, I must be allowed to proceed by picking my span and
level arbitrarily, without special justification.18

A similar issue is found in connection with perspective. When
participant roles in an activity are differentiated—a common
circumstance—the view that one person has of what is going on
is likely to be quite different from that of another. There is a
sense in which what is play for the golfer is work for the caddy.
Different interests will—in Schutz’s phrasing—generate different
motivational relevancies. (Moreover, variability is complicated
here by the fact that those who bring different perspectives to the
“same” events are likely to employ different spans and levels of
focus.) Of course, in many cases some of those who are com-
mitted to differing points of view and focus may still be willing to
acknowledge that theirs is not the official or “real” one. Caddies

18. See the discussion by Emanuel A. Schegloff, “Notes on a Conversa-
tional Practice: Formulating Place,” in David Sudnow, ed., Studies in So-
cial Interaction (New York: The Free Press, 1972), pp. 75-119. There is a
standard criticism of “role” as a concept which presents the same argu-
ment.
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work at golf, as do instructors, but both appreciate that their jt_)b
is special, since it has to do with servicing persons engaged-m
play. In any case, again I will initially assume the rigl'{t.to plc.k
my point of view, my motivational relevancies, only limiting this
choice of perspective to one that participants would easily recog-
nize to be valid.

Further, it is obvious that in most “situations” many different
things are happening simultaneously—things that are likely to
have begun at different moments and may terminate dissynchro;
nously.® To ask the question “What is it that’s going on here?
biases matters in the direction of unitary exposition and simplic-
ity. This bias, too, I must be temporarily allowed.

So, too, to speak of the “current” situation (just as to speak of
something going on “here”) is to allow reader and writer to con-
tinue along easily in their impression that they clearly know :and
agree on what they are thinking about. The amount of time
covered by “current” (just as the amount of space covered by
“here”) obviously can vary greatly from one occasion to the ne'ax.t
and from one participant to another; and the fact that particl-
pants seem to have no trouble in quickly coming to th_e same
apparent understanding in this matter does not deny the intellec-
tual importance of our trying to find out what this apparent
consensus consists of and how it is established. To speak of
something happening before the eyes of observers is to be on
firmer ground than usual in the social sciences; but the ground is
still shaky, and the crucial question of how a seeming agreement
was reached concerning the identity of the “something” and the
inclusiveness of “before the eyes” still remains.

Finally, it is plain that retrospective characterization of the
“same” event or social occasion may differ very widely, that an
individual’s role in an undertaking can provide him with a dis-

tinctive evaluative assessment of what sort of an instance of the
type the particular undertaking was. In that sense it has been
argued, for example, that opposing rooters at a football game do
not experience the “same” game,*® and that what makes a party

19. Nicely described by Roger G. Barker and Herbert F. Wright, Mid-
west and Its Children (Evanston, Ill.: Row, Peterson & Company, 1964),
chap. 7, “Dividing the Behavior Stream,” pp. 225-273.

90. Presented perhaps overstrongly in a well-known early paper by Al-
bert H. Hastorf and Hadley Cantril, “They Saw a Game: A Case Study,”
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, XLIX (1954 ): 129-234.
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a good one for a participant who is made much of is just what
makes it a bad one for a participant who thereby is made little of.

All of which suggests that one should even be uneasy about the
€asy way in which it is assumed that participants in an activity
can be terminologically identified and referred to without issue.
For surely, a “couple” kissing can also be a “man” greeting his
“wife” or “John” being careful with “Mary’s” makeup.

I only want to claim that although these questions are very
important, they are not the only ones, and that their treatment is
not necessarily required before one can proceed. So here, too, I
will let sleeping sentences lie.

My aim is to try to isolate some of the basic frameworks of
understanding available in our society for making sense out of
events and to analyze the special vulnerabilities to which these
frames of reference are subject. I start with the fact that from an
individual’s particular point of view, while one thing may mo-
mentarily appear to be what is really going on, in fact what is
actually happening is plainly a joke, or a dream, or an accident,
or a mistake, or a misunderstanding, or a deception, or a theatri-
cal performance, and so forth. And attention will be directed to
what it is about our sense of what is going on that makes it so
vulnerable to the need for these various rereadings.

Elementary terms required by the subject matter to be dealt
with are provided first. My treatment of these initial terms is
abstract, and I am afraid the formulations provided are crude
indeed by the standards of modern philosophy. The reader must
Initially bestow the benefit of mere doubt in order for us both to
get to matters that (I feel ) are less dubious.

The term “strip” will be used to refer to any arbitrary slice or
cut from the stream of ongoing activity, including here sequences
of happenings, real or fictive, as seen from the perspective of
those subjectively involved in sustaining an interest in them. A
strip is not meant to reflect a natural division made by the sub-
jects of inquiry or an analytical division made by students who
inquire; it will be used only to refer to any raw batch of occur-
rences (of whatever status in reality) that one wants to draw
attention to as a starting point for analysis.

And of course much use will be made of Bateson’s use of the
term “frame.” [ assume that definitions of a situation are built up
in accordance with principles of organization which govern
events—at least social ones—and our subjective involvement in
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them; frame is the word I use to refer to such of r.hesef basic
elements as I am able to identify. That is my definition of a:[;a.irnn:_.
My phrase “frame analysis” is a sl_ogan to ref'er to the ex
tion in these terms of the organization of experience. —
In dealing with conventional topics, it is usual_ly 1pracuence-
develop concepts and themes in some sort of logl.ca 15:23 y and
nothing coming earlier depends on somet?!ﬂlirioi%i] i US:Ed ir;
ly, terms developed at any one poi Iy u
};%I;if:;{les thereafter.pOften the cor.nplamt of the _wntler lzﬁt;it
linear presentation constrains w.hat is acFuaHy a circu a;n A thé
ideally requiring simultaneous introduction of telrmgt,ﬁ:me{i 5
complaint of the reader is that concepts elaborate_y et
not much used beyond the point at whlch_r_he fuss is mati e
their meaning. In the analysis of frames, ]‘mear presenta 011 sl
great embarrassment. Nor is the defining of terms 1o Mo
thereafter. The problem, in fact, ;;s t}}:a:lé ?ngisi fé‘;g ;3 ;nti:zt'obegins
i rring at the point at which it is _ )
E(;h }111\??::)0 mguch beaEing, not merely applylr}g to wa};atagon;es
later, but reapplying in each chapFer to what it hetl)s 1:eeS fn O]E:
plied to. Thus each succeeding section of the study efcomhat S
entangled, until a step can hardly be made because o v;; i
be carried along with it. The process closely follows t‘he o;'lrat o
repetition songs, as if—in the case of frame an_aly-sus—w
MacDonald had on his farm were partridge and juniper trees. g
Discussions about frame inevitably lead to questions con;:eir;l
ing the status of the discussion itself, because her_e te]rmslapi zee g
to what is analyzed ought to apply to the anz.tlyms also. ap e
on the commonsense assumption tI.lat ordma}ry lamgl.ll1 g ;e
ordinary writing practices are sufficiently ﬂembl:a1 ;c; a (;“frouoz;r
thing that one wants to express to get expressed.*! Here
Carnap’s position:
The sentences, definitions, and rules of the syntax of a I;nguz%:
are concerned with the forms oil tha]t la?}%:;%;‘i:t;on%v:, CO{;\; =
s, definitions, and rules
Lifriszzﬁt?e?:ea,kind of super-language. necessary for tifntah Ii):rsllosei
And, again, a third language to exp%mp the ::‘.yntax ;}0 ulatep;! i
language, and so on to infinity? Or is it p(?ssﬂ:le Ftrc;l ;r;ious b
syntax of a language within that language 1tself'€ eﬂ i
will arise that in the latter case, owing to certain reflexiv

T e ; ; - b
921. Wovan man nicht sprechen kann, ist mcht”der satz, “Wovan m
niche. sprechen kann, dariiber muss man schweigen.
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tions, contradictions of a nature seemingly similar to those which
are familiar both in Cantor’s theory of transfinite aggregates and in
the pre-Russellian logic might make their appearance. But we shall
see later that without any danger of contradictions or antinomies
emerging it is possible to express the syntax of a language in that
language itself, to an extent which is conditioned by the wealth of
means of expression of the language in question.22

Thus, even if one took as one’s task the examination of the use
made in the humanities and the less robust sciences of “ex-
amples,” “illustrations,” and “cases in point,” the object being to
uncover the folk theories of evidence which underlie resort to
these devices, it would still be the case that examples and illustra-
tions would probably have to be used, and they probably could be
without entirely vitiating the analysis.

In turning to the issue of reflexivity and in arguing that ordi-
nary language is an adequate resource for discussing it, I do not
mean that these particular linguistic matters should block
all other concerns. Methodological self-consciousness that is full,
immediate, and persistent sets aside all study and analysis except
that of the reflexive problem itself, thereby displacing fields of
inquiry instead of contributing to them. Thus, I will throughout
use quotation marks to suggest a special sense of the word so
marked and not concern myself systematically with the fact that
this device is routinely used in a variety of quite different ways,

22. Rudolf Carnap, The Logical Syntax of Language, trans. Amethe
Smeaton (London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., 1937), p. 3.

23. I. A. Richards, for example, has a version in his How to Read a Page
(New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1942):

We all recognize—more or less unsystematically—that quotation marks
serve varied purposes:

1. Sometimes they show merely that we are quoting and where our
quotation begins and ends.

2. Sometimes they imply that the word or words within them are in some
way open to question and are only to be taken in some special sense
with reference to some special definition.

3. Sometimes they suggest further that what is quoted is nonsense or
that there is really no such thing as the thing they profess to name.

4. Sometimes they suggest that the words are improperly used. The
quotation marks are equivalent to the so-called.

5. Sometimes they only indicate that we are talking of the words as dis-
tinguished from their meanings. “Is” and “at” are shorter than
“above.” “Chien” means what “dog” means, and so forth.

There are many other uses. . . . [p. 66]
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that these seem to bear closely on the question of frame, and that
I must assume that the context of use will automatically lead my
readers and me to have the same understanding, although
neither I nor they might be able to explicate the matter further.
So, too, with the warning and the lead that ordu_lary lan%uagfj
philosophers have given us. I know that the crucial term .real

may have been permanently Wittgensteined into a blur of slightly
different uses, but proceed on the assumption that c:_irefulness
can gradually bring us to an understanding of Pasxc .t_h.e}mes
informing diversity, a diversity which carefulness itself l_mtlally
establishes, and that what is taken for granted co.ncernmg'the
meaning of this word can safely so be done until it is convenient
to attend to what one has been doing. :

A further caveat. There are lots of good grounds for doubtln'g
the kind of analysis about to be presented. I would do so myself if
it weren’t my own. It is too bookish, too general, too.removed
from fieldwork to have a good chance of being anything more
than another mentalistic adumbration. And, as will.be noted
throughout, there are certainly things that cannot.be nicely dealt
with in the arguments that follow. (I coin a series of terms—‘
some “basic”; but writers have been doing that to not much avail
for years.) Nonetheless, some of the things in this world seem 'Eo
urge the analysis I am here attempting, and! the compuls.lor'l is
strong to try to outline the framework that will perform this job,
even if this means some other tasks get handled badly.

Another disclaimer. This book is about the orgam'za'tion c?f
experience—something that an individual actor can take into I.ns
mind—and not the organization of society. I make no claim
whatsoever to be talking about the core mattets of sociology—
social organization and social structure. Those matters have been
and can continue to be quite nicely studied without reference to
frame at all. I am not addressing the structure of social life but
the structure of experience individuals have at any moment of
their social lives. I personally hold society to be first in every way
and any individual’s current involvements to be s'econd; Lh‘ls
report deals only with matters that are second. This l.)ook will
have weaknesses enough in the areas it claims to deal with; there
is no need to find limitations in regard to what it does not set
about to cover. Of course, it can be argued that to focus on the
nature of personal experiencing—with the implication this can
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have for giving equally serious consideration to all matters that
might momentarily concern the individual—is itself a standpoint
with marked political implications, and that these are conserva-
tive ones. The analysis developed does not catch at the differ-
ences between the advantaged and disadvantaged classes and can
be said to direct attention away from such matters. I think that is
true. I can only suggest that he who would combat false con-
sciousness and awaken people to their true interests has much to
do, because the sleep is very deep. And I do not intend here to
provide a lullaby but merely to sneak in and watch the way the
people snore.

Finally, a note about the materials used. First, there is the fact
that I deal again in this book with what I have dealt with in
others—another go at analyzing fraud, deceit, con games, shows
of various kinds, and the like. There are many footnotes to and
much repetition of other things I've written.?* I am trying to
order my thoughts on these topics, trying to construct a general
statement. That is the excuse.

Second, throughout the book very considerable use is made of
anecdotes cited from the press and from popular books in the
biographical genre.* There could hardly be data with less face
value. Obviously, passing events that are typical or representative
don’t make news just for that reason; only extraordinary ones do,
and even these are subject to the editorial violence routinely
employed by gentle writers. Our understanding of the world pre-
cedes these stories, determining which ones reporters will select
and how the ones that are selected will be told. Human interest
stories are a caricature of evidence in the very degree of their
interest, providing a unity, coherence, pointedness, self-complete-
ness, and drama only crudely sustained, if at all, by everyday
living. Each is a cross between an experimentum crucim and a
sideshow, That is their point. The design of these reported events
is fully responsive to our demands—which are not for facts but
for typifications. Their telling demonstrates the power of our

24. So much so that I use source abbreviations, a list of which can be
found on p. xi.

25. An analysis of incidentally published stories—“fillers”—is provided
by Roland Barthes along with an exhibition of literary license in “Struc-
ture of Fait-Divers,” in his Critical Essays, trans. Richard Howard (Evan-
ston, Ill.: Northwestern University Press, 1972), pp. 185-195.
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conventional understandings to cope with the bizarre potentials
of social life, the furthest reaches of experience. What appears,
then, to be a threat to our way of making sense of the world
turns out to be an ingeniously selected defense of it. We press
these stories to the wind; they keep the world from unsettling us.
By and large, T do not present these anecdotes, therefore, as evi-
dence or proof, but as clarifying depictions, as frame fantasies
which manage, through the hundred liberties taken by their
tellers, to celebrate our beliefs about the workings of the world.
What was put into these tales is thus what I would like to get
out of them.

These data have another weakness. I have culled them over
the years on a hit-or-miss basis using principles of selection
mysterious to me which, furthermore, changed from year to year
and which I could not recover if I wanted to. Here, too, a carica-
ture of systematic sampling is involved.

In addition to clippings as a source of materials, I draw on
another, one as questionable as the first. Since this study at-
tempts to deal with the organization of experience as such,
whether “actual” or of the other kinds, I will have recourse to the
following: cartoons, comics, novels, the cinema, and especially, it
turns out, the legitimate stage. I am here involved in no horrors
of bias different from the ones already exhibited in the selection
of bits of human interest news. But I am led to draw on materials
that writers in other traditions use, whether in literary and
dramatic criticism of current “high” culture or in the sort of
socielogical journalism which attempts to read from surface
changes in commercially available vicarious experience to the
nature of our society at large. In consequence, many of the things
I have to say about these materials will have already been said
many times and better by fashionable writers. My excuse for
brazenly dipping into this preempted domain is that I have a
special interest, one that does not recognize a difference in value
between a good novel and a bad one, a contemporary play or an
ancient one, a comic strip or an opera. All are equally useful in
explicating the character of strips of experienced activity. I end
up quoting from well-known works recognized as setting stand-
ards, and from minor works current at the time of writing, but
not because I think these examples of their genre have special
cultural worth and warrant endorsement. Critics and reviewers
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cite the classics of a genre in dealing with current works in order
to explicate what if anything is significant and artful in them. I
draw clumsily on the same materials—as well as critiques of
them—simply because that is what is easy to hand. Indeed, these
materials are easy to everyone’s hand, providing something of a
common fund of familiar experience, something that writers can
assume readers know about,

K ol S st e g

That is the introduction. Writing one allows a writer to try to
set the terms of what he will write about. Accounts, excuses,
apologies designed to reframe what follows after them, designed
to draw a line between deficiencies in what the author writes and
deficiencies in himself, leaving him, he hopes, a little better de-
fended than he might otherwise be.?® This sort of ritual work

26. There is a useful article by Jacob Brackman called “The Put-On”
(The New Yorker, June 24, 1967, pPp. 34-73). In his twelve-page introduc-
tion to the paperback edition he writes:

Updating. If “updating” this essay were to mean exchanging more cur-
rent jokes and performers for ones since disappeared, and appending
how there came to be “put-on” head boutiques, and TV game shows, and
a Sears Put-On clothing shop, and publishers crowing “This is the novel
that makes you ask: Is the author putting me on?”, and thousands of
winkful commercials that seemed to say, “I know that you know that
I'm trying to sell you. Let's you and me both goof on the product
together.”—if I were to “update” along these lines, and if I were to add
little exegeses of Tiny Tim's wedding, Paul Morrissey’s movies, Paul
McCartney’s death, then the piece would begin to stink of inauthenticity.

I think you must let a piece like this stand—not in its syntax, neces-
sarily, but within the limits of its original awareness—as a fragment of
cultural history. It may have been valid to the precise present for a
matter of months, or days; who will quibble now that time is so short?
Once the vision’s devoured, mulched and incorporated, unless it has been
frozen somewhere, its moment—when only so much had happened,
when only so much had been revealed—is lost forever. All we have left
are “updated” reports, grotesquely stretched, debased and freshened up,
as what played itself out between haircuts is made to seem the rage of
a decade. If I were to do this piece today (which would itself be im-
possible) hardly anything in it would stay the same. Of things in the real
world about which one can try to write, sensibility may be the slipperiest.
If I won’t write the new piece now, how can I go back and meddle with
the old one? [The Put-On (New York: Bantam Books, 1972), pp. 10-11.]

Brackman also argues that current items of cultural interest date very
rapidly and fully, and, by implication, that writings concerned with these
items will date quickly, too. He also suggests that the point of such writings
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can certainly disconnect a hurried pedestrian from a minor in-
convenience he might cause a passing stranger. Just as certainly,
such efforts are optimistic when their purpose is to recast the way
in which a long book is to be taken. (And more optimistic still in
the case of a second edition’s preface to an already prefaced
edition, this being an attempt to recast a recasting. )

* * * * * *

But what about comments on prefaces? Where does such a
topic taken up at such a point leave the writer and the reader (or
a speaker and an audience)? Does that sort of talk strike at the
inclination of the reader to discount or criticize prefacing as an
activity? And if it turns out that the preface was written in bad
faith, tailored from the beginning to exemplify this use that will
have come to be made of it? Will the preface then be retrospec-
tively reframed by the reader into something that really isn’t a
preface at all but an inappropriately inserted illustration of one?
Or if an admission of bad faith is made unconvincingly, leaving
open the possibility that the disclosure was an afterthought?
What then?

* * * * * *

And does the last comment excuse me in any degree from
having been puerile and obvious in commenting on prefaces, as
when, in a book analyzing jokes, the writer is excused the bad-
ness of the cited jokes but not the badness of the analysis of
them? (A novelist who nowadays injects direct address in the
body of his work—"“Dear Reader, if you've gone this far, youll
know I hate that character . . ."—easily fails to change the foot-

is to bring the not quite consciously appreciated to awareness, and to do
this first, and that once again a restatement or republication will sound
stale. All of this I think has some truth and correctly describes the con-
tingencies of that kind of subject matter, there being inevitably an unstated
element of the reader’s interest that derives from the current interest of the
item. This element will decline rather quickly, leaving the writer having
written something that can no longer be read with interest. In fact, every
analyst of jokes has faced this problem, since the current version of a basic
joke which he writes about today will sound very dated tomorrow. But
given what Brackman is stuck with reprinting, his introduction does the
framing work that introductions can do to segregate the producer from his
product, in this case arguing that the piece was an expression of his sensi-
bility then, not now.
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ing we allow him; but what if he writes that he would like to
succeed in such a device but knows we will not let him?)

ok ok x ox %

And what about discussions about being puerile and obvious?
A word incorrectly spelled can, I think, be successfully used by
the misspeller as an illustration of incorrect spelling and ana-
lyzed as such. But can a writer posture in his writing and then
effectively claim that all along he was only providing an illustra-
tion of bad taste and lack of sophistication? Would it be neces-
sary for him to show, and if so, how would he, that his claims
were not merely a device hit upon after the fact to make the best
out of what he was not able to prevent from being a bad thing?

* * * * * *

And if in the first pages after acknowledging colleagues who
had helped, I had said: “Richard C. Jeffrey, on the other hand,
did not help.” And if I had gone on here (in these later pages) to
suggest that the aim had been to make a little joke and inciden-
tally bring awareness to a tacit constraint on acknowledgment
writing? Then the explication of this aim could be seen as bad
faith—either a post-hoc effort to hedge on having tried to be witty
or an admission of having entrapped the reader into accepting a
plant, that is, a statement whose reason for inclusion would later
be shown to have not been apparent. But if, as is in fact the case,
the whole matter is enclosed as a question within a section of the
introduction dealing with a consideration of introductions and is
therefore not to be seen as having an initial character as a simple,
straightforward introduction, what then?

And after all of this, can I get the point across that Richard C.
Jeffrey in fact didn’t help? Does this last sentence do it? And if
so, had a conditional been used, as in: “And after all of this,
could I get the point across . . . etc.” What then? And would
this last comment transform an assertion into an illustration and
so once again cast the matter of Richard C. Jeffrey in doubt?

* * * * * *

And if the preface and the comments on the preface and the
comments on the comments on the preface are put in question,
what about the asterisks which divide up and divide off the
various sections in which this is managed? And if the orthog-
raphy had still been intact, would this last question itself have
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undermined these framing devices, including the ones which
bracket this sentence with the prior one?

T PR S S T R

And if above I had said: “What about the * * * * * * which
divide up and divide off . . .”; would this be a proper use of
print, and can an easy rule be formulated? Given the motiva-
tional relevancies of orthographers, a book on orthography can
properly use a batch of print to illustrate print, to the neglect of
saying something with its meaning. Similarly, a geography book
can properly switch from words to maps. But when a mystery
writer has his hero find a coded message on a torn bit of paper
and then shows the clue to the reader by insetting it in the center
of the page as though it were a map in a geography book, so th_at
the reader sees the tear as well as the message, what sort of shift
to a nonfictional frame has the writer asked the reader to make,
and was he quite within his rights to ask it? Is it overly cute f-or
an anthropologist reporting on the rcle of metaphor (with special
reference to animal sources) to write, “One always feels a bit
sheepish, of course, about bringing the metaphor concept into the
social sciences and perhaps that is because one always feels there
is something soft and wooly about it”"??? Similarly, if .I try to get
dodgy with prefaces, is this not different from writing about
tricks done with prefaces (which characteristically need not be
undertaken at the beginning of a study)? Is this not the differ-
ence between doing and writing about the doing? And in con-
sidering all of these matters, can I properly draw on my own tc?xt
(“And if above I had said: “‘What about the * * * * * * that d1.v1de
up and divide off . . ; would this be . . .”) as an illustration?
And in this last sentence has not all need to be hesitant about the
right to use actual asterisks disappeared, for after all, a doubtful
usage cited as an example of doubtful usage ceases to be some-
thing that is doubtful to print?

* ok ok ok k%

And if I wanted to comment on the next to last sentence, the
one containing a parenthesized quoted sentence and questionably
real asterisks, could I quote that sentence effectively, that is,

27. James W. Fernandez, “Persuasions and Performances: Of the Beast
in Every Body . . . And the Metaphors of Everyman,” Daedalus, Winter
1972, p. 41.
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i i ks and yet allow
employ the apparently required punctuation mar ' :
thePreZder an easy comprehension of what was be.mg said about
what? Would the limits of doing things in print have been

reached?

W T TR N

That is what frame analysis is about.

2

Primary Frameworks

I

When the individual in our Western society recognizes a particu-
lar event, he tends, whatever else he does, to imply in this re-
sponse (and in effect employ) one or more frameworks or
schemata of interpretation of a kind that can be called primary. I
say primary because application of such a framework or perspec-
tive is seen by those who apply it as not depending on or harking
back to some prior or “original” interpretation; indeed a primary
framework is one that is seen as rendering what would otherwise
be a meaningless aspect of the scene into something that is
meaningful.

Primary frameworks vary in degree of organization. Some are
neatly presentable as a system of entities, postulates, and rules;
others—indeed, most others—appear to have no apparent articu-
lated shape, providing only a lore of understanding, an approach,
a perspective. Whatever the degree of organization, however,
each primary framework allows its user to locate, perceive, iden-
tify, and label a seemingly infinite number of concrete occur-
rences defined in its terms. He is likely to be unaware of such
organized features as the framework has and unable to describe
the framework with any completeness if asked, yet these handi-
caps are no bar to his easily and fully applying it.

In daily life in our society a tolerably clear distinction is
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