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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 Goffman’s 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-to-face 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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