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Goffman's methods are determined by his
central object, face-fo-face interaction. In this
Goffman sees predominantly - and the whole of
his method is marked by this = a world of implicic
krowledye that actors can barely articulate or
‘say’ because of its habitual nature. The kind of
knowledge he means is manifest, for example, in
the equally unconsidered and subtly adapted
behaviours of looking, smiling, tactful avoldance
or repartee, A result of the ‘unconscious’ nature
of this kind of behaviour (Giddens speaks of
‘practical conscicusness' as opposed to ‘discur-
sive consciousness’) is the limited nature of
methods that depend on explanations and self-
descriptions from the actors under investigation
ifor example, interviews, or personal biographi-
cal evidence). In Goffman's view, laboratory
experiments are even more limited in value
because they eliminate precisely what ought to
be investigated flest, the ‘soclal’ nature of {inter-
active) behaviour,

The set of methods that Goffm 1 used in place
of what he called “traditional investigative proce-
dures’ (Goffman 1971 XVT) will be listed below,

1 MATURALISTIC OBSERVATION

Goffman developed inferaction ethology (1971 X).
The aim of this methodelogical framework

is to Investigate the processes of interaction
‘naturalistically’, that is, first to discover and
document them In their ‘natural miliew'. In a
posthumously published lecture on fieldwork,
Goffman (1989) stresses that it 15 a matter of get-
ting as close as possible to the objects of
research, and of subjecting oneself as authenti-
cally as possible to the circumstances of their
life. Only in this way can the decisive goal be
reached, that of a high degree of familiarity with
the practice in question and its actors. In this
familiarity Goffman sees a preliminary stage of
sociological information which is then arranged
at a first level when the investigator succeeds in
discovering natural behaviour patterns in appar-
ently unordered streams of behaviour,

In his early works Goffman uses raturalistic
observation primartly to mean ‘participant obser-
vation' (see 5.5). Working, In this sense, as an
‘ethnologlst of his own culture’ (Dahrendorfs
term), he observes, an the one hand, normal
‘everyday life’, On the other hand he lnvokes
particular, remarkable and separate worlds
beyond the layman's everyday world. A remote
community of peasant farmers, a gaming casino
and a psychiatric institution are the best-known
examples. Goffman’s studies of these (cf. 1959,
1961a, 1961b) show the systematic possibilities
that sociological observers have of using their

own ‘alienness’ as a generator of information. i
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By becoming familiar, as an ‘outslder’, with the
saclety and meanings under investigation, the
researcher may experience their pecullarities as
a set of differences from what hefshe has taken
for granted.

[n his later work Goffman sees a special and
pipeclally important option for naturalistic
phservation in the use of audic-visual recording
equipment (see 5.6, 5.7). With ‘recorded’ data,
they produce, in his opinion, a gqualitatively
pew basis for ‘microfunctional study, that is an
examination of the role of a bit of behaviour in
the stream which precedes co-occurs and
follows’ (Goffman 1979 Z4). From his belief that
the ‘coincidence of a subject matter and record-
ing technology ... places the student in an
entirely novel relation to his data, (Goffman
1979: 24), he does not draw the conclusion,
however, that media recordings should be privi-
leged or allowed to plav the only central role.

Goffman's basic position on the question of
data tends to be ‘pluralistic’. He makes use of a
range of materials in order to obtain alternative
and complementary access routes to his research
objects and alternative bases for comparlson, It
Is also Important that Goffman relles on the
richiness of his own primary experience and on
newspaper ‘stories’.

2 METAPHORS, MODELS,
THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

From the very beginning Goffman's ‘naturalism’
means more than simply ‘empiricism’. In
Goffman we are dealing rather with a ‘theoreti-
cally oriented empiricist’ (Collins 1980: 174).
Goffman's full observational, analytical and
descriptive strategy therefore consists of using
metaphors, concepts and models. For example,
Goffman uses theatrical metaphors (195%), a rit-
wal model (1967, 1971, 1979) and the game-
theory (1965). On the one hand he is concerned
with the generation of conceptual and meaning
devices that are applicable, in the sense of a
‘strategy of analogies' (Lenz 1991: 57), to the
widest range of soclal practices, On the other
hand Goffman aims at sociological information
by means of relative alienation from soclal real-
ity, that is, the familiar reality of everyday life.
Many of Goffman’s ‘discoveries’ are a result of
the reflective and distancing perspective of his
‘frames’ that give new significance to the obvi-
ous and the well-known (cf, Williams 1988: 73).
Here it is important that Goffman relies on certain
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Interpretative tools which, lke the theatre or
games, have their own world of meaning and
reallty which, however, resembles that of the
object of lnvestigation, This 15 the basls of
Goffman’s ‘comparative analysis’ which leads -
in a systematic and empirically valid manner -
te the determination of ldentitles, relationships
and also differences.

Goffman practises this strategy in a number of
studies which, in terms of the ‘interaction order”
{Goffman 1983), have the same object of inter-
est, but which are framed from different per-
spectives. This corresponds to his idea that there
is both an unbridgeable gulf between sociologi-
cal objects and methods of interpretation and
also that the different methods of interpretation
cach have their own relativity. Goffman coun-
ters this relativity — that is, the specific blindness
attached to every individval perspective in an
investigation — with a pluralization of his own
perspectives,

3 FROM ABNORMALITY
TO NORMALITY

One of Goffman’s most important research
strategies has been called by Hans Oswald
(1984: 212) "the method of extreme contrast’
and by Paul Drew and Anthony Wootton (1988: 7)
‘the investigation of the normal through the
abnormal’. This refers to the fact that Goffman
uses extremes, deviations, crises, instances of
anomic and other ‘abnormalities” as bridges to
the understanding of normmal forms.

Ultimately, therefore, Goffman's analyses of
strategic interaction aim to shed light on the
structural principles of everyday interaction,
Similarly, Goffman elaborates the ‘negative
experience’ (1974 378) in which normality col-
lapses, is broken or never exists, Extreme experi-
ences, such as those of psychiatric inmates,
provide Goffman (1%61b, 1963a) with a way
into whnfultimnte]}r ‘helds normallty together”,

Apart from his reliance on ‘natural’ con-
trasts or deviations, Goffman’s way of using
‘artificial’ deviations and irritations s totally in
accord with other approaches within qualitative
soclal research, There 1s a kind of ‘crisls experi-
ment’ (see 3.2} in his investigation of gender
representation in  advertising photographs
(1979%. There he recommends that the gender of
the subjects displaved should be mentally inter-
changed to reveal implicit expectations of nor-
mal forms. This ‘technique’ could rely on the
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vast social competence of the eye and the
impressive consensus sdstained by viewers'
(197% 25). Here, as everywhere else, Goffrnan
assumes that social scientists may make analyti-
cal use of their intuitive (Rabifis-)knowledge
because they share this with aother members of
society.

4 DECONSTRUCTIONS

Goffman also pursues his goal of unveiling
social 'meaning mechanisms’ and ‘mental
machination” with a kind o# sociological deep-
structure hermeneutics rhnt"f_demnsiructs’ such
daily-life constructs as that of the speaker and
such distinctions as that between truth and
falsehood (see, for example, 1959, 1961a, 1971,
1981). Goftman's first monograph, The Presen-
tation af Self in Everpday Life, which deconstructs
the ‘indivicdual” into various dramaturgical func-
tions and elements, was already conceived
along these lines and may therefore be under-
stood programmatically,

The systematic high point in Goffman’s
‘deconstructivist” perspective is, without doubt,
his Frame Analysis (1974), Goffman’s strategy of
frame analysiz, used to reveal ‘unconscious’
meaning complexity, corresponds to a complex
system of concepts that permits the identifica-
tion of different classes of frames and the
description of logical transtormational relation-
ships between different frames, Transcending
the level of interaction (and thereby the bownd-
arfes of microsectology), Goffman analyses and
deconstructs the reflexivity and stratification of
various kinds of social meaning,

5 MATERIAL CLASSIFICATIONS, IDEAL
TYPOLOGIES, DIFFERENTIATIONS

Omne varant of Goffman’s way of handling phe-
nomena and data may be labelled ‘subsumption -
logical’. In Gender Advertisements he pursues his
analytical goal on the basis of arranging ancd
rearranging a variety of pictorial material. He
makes the subsumption of supesficially” diverse
data which, on the principle of ‘trial and eror’,
he locates hypothetically in one and the same
frame {1979 25), The classification of the mate-
rials reveals a kind of form, namely a structural
identity, that emerges from the recorded differ-
ential contexts, The depth and breadth of the

contextual differences In the materials somehow
convey, according to Goffman, ‘o sense of strc-
ture, o sense of a single organizationender]ying
mere surface differences’ {1979 25).

The logic of this procedure corresponds Lo
Max Weber's notion of ideal types to which
Golfman explicitly tefers in Asplums as his
‘method’ (19610 5), Concepts such as that of
the ‘total institution® are therefore abstract
constructs, incorporating a large number of
different phenomena (cf. Manning 1992 21),
Accordingly, Goffman strives to show how the
elaboration of significant differences follows
from the identification of common features
{1%61b: 5), For example, when he brings
together social structures such as monasterles,
concentration camps, psychiateic institutions,
barracks and merchant ships and ldentifies
them as ‘total institutions’, le then - in the next
step - deals with the limitations of this frame,
ceriving from the structural pecullarities of the
phenomena in question. Goffman handles
every kind of data according to the same princi-
ple. For him the search for apparent or real dis-
crepancies of facts and ‘exceptions to the mle’ is
as important, in terms of reseaich strategy, as
the procedure of sorting in the search for an
(ideal) typology.

6 SEQUENTIAL ANALYSIS

Another of Goffman's range of research strate-
gles ds 'sequentlal analysis’, the aim of which is
to reconstruct the sequence of events in the
process of interaction (of, 1971, 1981} The pro-
cedure of sequential analysis, which ethno-
methoedological conversation analysis (see 5.17)
and structural hermeneutics {see 5.16) see as
their core, relates to a notion of {interaction-)
order that does not only consist of the serial
adjacency of two utterances, ‘Sequence’ rather
refers to the specific linking of elements of
hehaviour to a ‘genuine sequential pattern. An
utterance, such as a “question”, can have
“sequential” implications to the extent that it
eatablishes, in respect of the following “turn(s)”,
by what speaker, through what activity, by what
kind of utterance, and so o, it 15 to be reallsed’
(Bergmann 1991: 3100 In the sense of this inter-
pretation, and relating explicitly to ethno-
methodological conversation analysis, Goffman
alse requires the investigator to uncover the
sequencing "We deal with the sequencing of
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actlon in which the move of one participant is
followed by that of another, the first move
establishing the environment for the second
and the second confirming the meaning of the
flrst’ (1971 149,

Admittedly the sequential analysis postulated
and practised by conversation analysts, as a pure
‘systemnic analysls', where ‘the process of com-
munication [is] more or less conceptualized as
an independently organized system” (Bergmann
1991: 311), was considered by Goffman to be
inadequate. What Goffman objects to here is
the detachment or denial of the maoral-ritual
dimension of social practice, defined in culture-
STM:EIT'IC rerms. It is in this dimension that
Goffman discovers a distinctive and distinctively
sequential ordering {cf., for example, 1967,
19710,

7 DOUBLE HERMENEUTICS

One of Goffman’s most important research
strategies seeks to discover implicit meaning
patterns and ‘world-views' in the practice of
everyday life, whether they be common to all
members of society or limited to particular
secial groups. ‘One muost’, he savs in Frame
Analysis, ‘try to form an image of the group's
framework of frameworks - its belief system, its
“cosmoslogy” - even though this is a domain
that close students of contemporary social life
have usually been happy to give over to others’
(Goffrman 1974: 27} Prederic Jameson (1976),
referring to this essential idea of Goffman’s
research programme, spoke of his ‘theory of
theorles'. Anthony Giddens (cf. 1984: 12[f.)
called Goffman’s approach ‘double hermeneu-
tics” - ‘double’ because it i to do with the art of
interpreting evervone’s ‘art of interpretation’
[s2e 5.21).

This does not anly refer to meaning structures
and skills of judgement at the level of interac-
tion. Goffran is alse rather more concerned
with practical constituents of knowledge or
types of ‘hermeneutics’ that more or less corre-
spond to complex life-forms and identities. [n
this he assumes ‘that any group of persons -
prisoners, primitives, pllots or patlents - develop a
lifee of thelr own that becomes meaningtul, rea-
sonable and normal once you get close to i, and
that a good way to learn about any of these worlds
s to submit onesell In the company of the
members to the daily round of petty contingencies
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to which they are subject’ (Goffman 196 L [X1,).
In addition to participant observation (see 5.5),
Goffman also relies on a reflexive knowledge of
particular classes of actors, As we have already
said, Goffman is assuming that the knowledge
of ‘life-practitioners” is of a predominantly
intuitive-unconscious nature {and therefore not
testable), but he also believes that extreme or
borderline cases, such as stigmatized peopls,
adulterers, spies, kings, or concentration camp
inmates, acquire, through their deviation from
normality, a kind of discursive knowledge
about normality, Goffman separates this ‘para-
sociological” knowledge, for example, [rom
cleverness as a tvpe, and uses it simultaneously
to make inner soclal perspectives transparent, n
this way, from ‘asylums’ one can also learn the
‘meaning’ of how the soctal world af the clinic
i “subjectively experienced’ by the Inmates
(19616 [X, cf, von Kardorff 1991: 337).

8 COMCEPT CONSTRUCTIONS

For Goffman the development of a conceptual
reference system ‘into which a continuously
larger number of facts can be placed” {1971:
KV is a major task for his discipline. Goffman
set himself this task in the context of an inter-
play of theoretical and empircal work. Instead
of forming ‘top-down' theories he frst imported
conceptualization technigues into empirical
work, This procedure pursues two principal
goals: first, he is concerned with perspectives
‘that reorder our view of soclal activity' (1971
KV secondly it is a matter of organizing, or
reorganizing, large and diverse quantities of
data. What is decisive is that the starting point
of Goffrman’s approach always lies ln empirical
work, and from its varying particularity he then
decides on a guiding analytical perspective, such
a5 the theatre model. Goffman achieves the sep-
aration of the different guiding perspectives
from congeprual svstems of relationships by set-
ting up hierarchies of ‘partial constructs”. The
development of these is carricd out in ferms of
mare or less abstract basic conceptual distine-
tions, for example the distinction between - key-
ing" anel “fabrication’ (cf, 1974: 4041}, To this is
always attached a network of further distine-
tions in differing lavers of abstraction that come
increasingly close to the empicical, Al of this
always takes place during the processing of, and
conlrontation with, materials on which the
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concepts  have to prove  themselves,  (cof
Williams 1988: 71), The final objective of this
hoth inductive and deductive procedure is a
formal analytical language that will make it
possilile to describe the feld of face-to-face
interaction,

Goffman achieves the highest level of for-
malization in his ‘frame analysis’. There he suc-
ceeded in developing a ‘meta-schema’ for the
analytical description of the interaction order
which also substantially  incorporated  his
earlier conceptual apparatus. This meta-schema
and its precursors in Goffman’s work are, as a
sociological ‘map’ and as a th#*oretical-analytical
programme, tather closer to Farsons's sociology
than is generally believed. ‘Goffman's critical
distance and even opposition o Parsens
cannot hide the fact that his approach deserves
the title of ‘structural-functicnalism’ that is
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normally associated with Parsons, And even
Farsons’s  formalism  finds, In Gotfman’s
soclology, nol an opponent butaether an
emulation.
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Harold Garfinkel and Harvey Sacks

scientific and historical background
Develapment of the research programme
fosearch practice
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Harold Garfinkel (b, 1917} is widely known
teday as the founder of ethnomethodology. He
gave this research approach its name, and in his
early work, which appeared in his 1967 collec-
tion Studies in Effmomethodolany, he created the
theoretical, conceptual and methodological
foundations of the approach. The subject of eth-
nomethadology, according to Garfinkel, is prac-
tical everyday action in situations, [ts goal is o
determine the practices and procedures (or
methods) that are taken for granted, and by
means of which members of a soctety {or etf-
nos), in thele actions, make thele own behaviour
perceptible and recognizable, and structure and
arder meaningfully the reality that surrouncds
them, Unlike the work of Erving Goffman (see
2.2}, which dates from about the same period,
Garfinkel's works are much more cumbersome
and inaccessible: they are basic in their
demands, thoroughly programmatic in charac-
ter, and for these reasons are often very opague.
In spite of this, ar perhaps even because of this,
Garfinkel has attracted a large number of fol-
lowers who made ‘ethnomethodology’ into a
school of its own. In the 1960s and 19705 con-
versation analysis (see 5.17) developed out of
ethnomethodology, as an independent research
orlentation that concentrates on ldentifying the
structural mechanisms of lngulstic and non-
linguistic interaction. In conversation analysis
the work of Harvey Sacks (1935-1975), in parti-
cular his Lectures (1992), was of fundamental

Garfinkel, Sacks and qualitative social research

importance, For reasons that will be explained
below, both Garfinkel and Sacks were wery
reserved in explaining and setting out the meth-
ods of their procedure. It will therefore be all the
more revealing to examine the research stvle of
these two scientists more closaly,

1 SCIENTIFIC AND
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Garfinkels decision to place everyday action at
the centre of social sclentific interest was not
due to a fascination with the exotic nature of
trivial matters. It is based, rather, on a theoreti-
cal consideration with many underlying assump-
tions. Garfinkels starting point i5 a theme that
is known in sociology as the Hobbesian
Froblem, and relates to the guestion of how
social order is possible when human beings
pursue egoistical goals and are therefore
constantly in conflict with one another
Garfinkel” began with the reflections of Talcott
Parsons (1937), his doctoral supervisor, who had
set out in his theory of social actlon a general
framewaork for soclology, and who dominated
international seciological debate at that thme,
Farsons saw the solution of the problem of
social order not In utilitarian models of sockety,
but In a way already landmarked by Durkhelm
and Freud: social order, he claimed, results from
the collective adoption and internalization of



