


Recent research in anthropology, sociology, and sociolinguistics has called for a more
dynamic use of the notion of frame—essential to any speech activity and any interaction.
As Bateson ([1954]1972) originally pointed out, all communicative moves are framed
by implicit messages about how the content is to be taken. He explains frames using
the analogies of picture frames (where the frame tells the viewer what to pay attention
to) and, more abstractly, of mathematical sets (how logical implications of membership
may apply). Participants define an activity by relying on the following communicative
and psychological premises: 1) any sign is only a signal and any signal may have more
than one interpretation (e.g., in one situation a bite may signal “play,” while in another
situation it may signal “combat”); 2) one set of messages (“this is play”) excludes other
messages (“this is combat”); 3) messages within a set share common assumptions (“this
is play” may imply “we are friends,” “this is fun,” and shouting and punching are to be
understood as a “game;” 4) there is no communication without metacommunication
(messages cannot be understood unless they are framed); 5) frames are embedded within
one another (the “outer frame” or “ground” delimits how the message—which becomes
figure—is to be understood); 6) framing is dynamic (what set of messages become
figure, while other sets become ground, is a jointly constructed process in an ongoing
activity). These processes capture how indirectness and ambiguity work in everyday
conversations. Of particular interest are paradoxical framings such as “play,” “irony,”
“threat,” or “fantasy.”

Goffman’s influential Frame Analysis (1974) expands on Bateson’s definitions and
provides numerous examples of framing in everyday life, revealing how people transform
activities in systematic ways and cue such transformations. A frame consists of “principles
of organization which govern events—at least social ones—and our subjective
involvement in them” (1974:10). There is no out-of frame activity. Furthermore,
participants in a social encounter are continuously reframing talk and thereby changing
the ongoing interaction. Simultancous meanings and multiple realities are not
exceptional: there is no limit to the number of “rekeyings” of an activity. Each framing,
however, has its own realm of existence; following James (1950), Goffman points out
that selective attention can make real several different worlds. “Frames,” “laminations,”
“keyings,” and “fabrications,” among other concepts, constitute a “framework of
frameworks.” Goffman’s notion of frame lamination operates in much the same way as
Bateson’s psychological frames, where some situational contexts are brought to the
foreground while others become background. Distinguishing keyings (systematic
transformations) from fabrications (intentional efforts to manage activity so as to elicit
a false belief) provides meaningful information about the nature of reframings in settings
such as psychiatric wards, dramatic presentations, or storytelling.

Recent analyses of interaction stress even more the dynamic, processual potential of
frames. Tannen and Wallat ({1987] 1993) propose a useful distinction between interactive
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frames and knowledge schemas. Knowledge schemas are cognitive entities consisting of
“participants’ expectations about people, objects, events and settings in the world”
(1993:60). Interactive frames, on the other hand, have to do with the ways in which
people signal and interpret what activity they are jointly constructing, Frames and
schemas work together to structure an interaction, as Tannen and Wallat show through
analysis of a videotaped pediatric examination, in which the participants juggle several
frames: that of a social encounter (in which the doctor entertains the child and chats
with the mother), a medical examination (in which the doctor not only examines the
child but also explains what she is doing to a video audience, ignoring the mother), and
a consultation (during which the doctor shares information with the mother). Analysis
shows that when knowledge schemas are not shared, the flow of an exchange can be
disrupted and the interactive frame of the moment modified: a mismatch of schemas
about health on the part of the doctor and the mother repeatedly triggers frame switches.
Crucial to the findings, though, is that the frames are interactively achieved; whether it
is mismatched schemas or another trigger that results in a shift in frame, it is not done
unilaterally. Also crucial is how much work is involved in accomplishing each frame
shift as participants negotiate the appropriate register, discourse topic, and verbal and
nonverbal moves.

3. FRAME AND CONTEXT IN INTERACTION

A frame perspective on interaction takes the view that context is not separate from
interaction. Context does not reside in the physical setting or in the enduring
characteristics or relationships of participants. Rather, interactants help create the very
context in which they act; they “dynamically reshape the context that provides
organization for their actions within the interaction itself” (Goodwin and Durand
1992:5). People may orient to their surroundings, past experiences, assumptions about
their interlocutors, expectations about the future (and so on in an infinite list), but just
which such things will matter in any given encounter cannot be predicted. Context, in
this view, may alter from moment to moment: a frame perspective shares with an
ethnomethodological perspective (e.g. Atkinson and Heritage 1984) the assumption
that context is not given 4 priori but is continually renewed and modified. As Erickson
and Shultz (1981:147) say, “the capacity to assess when a context is as well as what it is”
is an essential part of social and communicative competence. Interactants must signal
and recognize transition points in activities in order to produce behavior appropriate
to each stage as well as taking into account sequential relationships among behaviors
(e.g., “fast” speech is fast only in comparison to what preceded it). In the last analysis,
though, context boundaries are notoriously ambiguous, and participants are usually
unable to identify on the fly the exact moment when the definition of a situation
changes. Such analysis, then, takes a participants’ perspective on context while
emphasizing that not all potentially relevant factors are in fact so treated.
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Many elements of a frame are encoded and understood linguistically, or at least
paralinguistically. In this regard, Gumperzs (1982, 1992) “contextualization cues” are
crucial. Contextualization cues include code and variety choice, topic, tempo, rhythm,
voice quality, formulaic expressions, and nonverbal behavior such as laughing, smiling,
and postural shifts. A shift in register — lexical, syntactic, or prosodic features
conventionally associated with particular settings or participants — generally functions
as a cue to a change in frame. Contextualization cues indicate, subtly but powerfully,
how speakers intend for their hearers to interpret what they say. Interpretation is always
situationally based rather than predictable by grammatical rules, and inferencing by
hearers is as important as encoding by speakers. Where cues are misinterpreted, often
because of cultural or other background differences, an interaction may well break
down. Even when conventions are shared, cueing may be problematic, as Dorr-Bremme
(1990) demonstrates in a study of an elementary school classroom: when the teacher
omitted her customary contextualization cues at activity junctures, she inadvertently
relinquished control of the classroom talk.

Topic is a key component in defining contextual boundaries and is part of the definition
of an interactional situation. To apply Tannen and Wallat's (1993) distinction, knowledge
about topics, as well as knowledge about when and where to discuss certain topics, are
schemas (relatively stable cognitive constructs). But topic affects and is affected by
interactive framing. In the analysis of a conversation, figuring out what the topic s,
why it is relevant, and which participants develop it help understand how specific
framings are created and sustained. If speakers avoid controversial topics such as religion
or politics, it is in order to avoid reframing their talk as heated argument; if strangers
talk about the weather, it is in order to frame their talk as sociable and unthreatening.
In institutional interactions, such as those in educational, clinical, or judicial settings,
topic is often dictated by an institutional agenda. For example, in doctor/patient
interviews, the doctor brings a topic agenda that helps establish the major interactional
contexts (Ribeiro 1994). Even such topical talk, however, can trigger more or less subtle
frame shifting: a doctor’s request for information about the patient’s social history may
trigger a personal story and thus a personal framing and a change in participation
structure.

The interrelation of frame and topic has implications for coherence (Ribeiro 1993,
1994). Speakers and hearers have multiple options for coherence as they select candidates
from different levels of talk (Schiffrin 1987). The following illustrates these choices:

Doctor: you were born on what date?
Patient: on January 11.

Doctor: of what year?

Patient: of 1921. I am sixty-one.
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Coherence is achieved within the exchange system as speakers follow turn-taking rules
and alternate in the speaking role. It is achieved simultaneously in the action structure,
when the next speaker provides the expected next action (a request for information is
followed by a statement). Finally, the propositional content coheres as participants
jointly refer to the ongoing topic (date of birth and age). To make sense of the above
interaction, however, one needs to attend to the situation: what is going on here and
now? This is the opening of a standard medical (psychiatric) interview. For a psychiatric
patient, making the proper choice among social and linguistic options has definite
implications for the doctor’s evaluation and diagnosis. Thus the patient must jointly
construct with the doctor the institutional frames of the psychiatric interview. Coherence
is achieved when both participants share an understanding of the ongoing talk/activity,
its purposes, and ways of interaction (Ribeiro 1994).

4. FRAME AND FOOTING

People continuously reframe their ongoing activities by manipulating footing—Goffman’s
(1981) term for the way in which framing is accomplished in verbal interaction. Footing
is the stance that speakers and hearers take toward each other and toward the content
of their talk. In Goffman’s (1981:128) words, it is “the alignment we take up to ourselves
and the others present as expressed in the way we manage the production or reception
of an utterance.” A frame, then, is constructed through participants’ signaling their
own and recognizing and ratifying one another’s footing - which may and usually does
change from moment to moment. Furthermore, Goffman suggests that most often
interactants do not simply change footing, but rather embed one footing within another.
Such embedding of interaction arrangements, or “lamination” of experience, permeates
talk, and “within one alignment, another can be fully enclosed” (1981:155).

Footings and footing shifts are constituted and evidenced in large part through changes
in the “participation framework” of talk (Goffman 1981), the complex relations among
speakers, hearers, and utterances. A speaker, for instance, may at any one time be acting
as “animator,” “author,” and/or “principal” of his or her utterance. The animator speaks
the words, the author chooses and arranges the words, and the principal is responsible
for the position behind the words. These roles may be lodged in one and the same
person (the normal and unmarked situation), or they may be distributed across persons.
On the hearer’s side, one may be either a ratified or an unratified participant; those
ratified include both addressed and unaddressed recipients, while unratified persons
include overhearers and eavesdroppers. Although overhearers are, by definition,
unaddressed, they may well be taken into consideration by speakers and may in fact be
the target of a message. For instance, Morgan (1996) describes “pointed indirectness,”
part of the African American practice of “signifying,” in which a speaker directly addresses
a “mock receiver” but intends the utterance for someone else who is present. Levinson
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(1988) argues that Goffman’s decomposition of the traditional notions of speaker and
hearer may be carried further, and he identifies numerous participant roles (such as
“Relayer,” “Sponsor,” “Ghoster,” “Target”). Irvine (1996), on the other hand, points
out that such alist of participant roles would be infinite—and would not be universally
applicable—because roles are creatively constructed to fit each novel situation.

Scholars who apply the notion of framing to data share the assumption that looking at
naturally occurring, connected discourse yields a fuller understanding than looking at
isolated sentences or constructed texts. In what follows we mention some recent work
that uses the concepts central to frame analysis.

5. FRAMING AND NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION

Kendon’s (1990) work on focused encounters extends frame theory to nonverbal
communication. Particularly relevant is the F-formation (or face formation), a system
of spatial distribution, postural configuration, and orientation. It is an interactional
unit of behavior that “clearly demarcatles] the ‘world’ of the encounter from the rest of
the ‘world” (1990:250). Spacing and orientation work in the process of “frame-
atcunement,” constituting a “scaffold” for whatever people will jointly construct
(1990:253), signaling major and minor adjustments in frame. Positioning arrangements
may “preframe” (1990:253) a new activity (for example, to initiate a conversational
closing, one may step back slightly, after which others may also step back, thus
acknowledging the proposal for closure). Central, too, to Kendon’s analysis is the
distinction between what participants interpret as signal (intended communication)
and noise (background information). Participants continuously select “attentional tracks”
(Goffman’s story-line tracks) as well as “directional tracks” (Goffman’s signs which
regulate components and phases of activities). “Disattended tracks” play an important
part as well, for what was previously jointly understood as noise may be reframed as
signal if given the proper attention.

Others have also pointed to the importance of nonverbal activity in framing encounters.
Playground games (M. H. Goodwin 1985, 1995, 1998), for instance, may be an arena
in which players take authoritative stances toward each other’s missteps. Such stances
are simultaneously and sequentially enacted both verbally—through challenges, teasing,
insults, and rejoinders, often issued with dramatic intonation—and nonverbally—
through challenging postures, gestures such as accusatory pointing, or replaying of
another’s jump to demonstrate its invalidity. C. Goodwin (1995) similarly demonstrates
the centrality of postural shifts, combined with intonational shifts, in an aphasic man
who is nonetheless able to communicate. In everyday conversation as well, coordination
among speakers and hearers is an accomplishment dependent upon both vocal and

nonvocal elements such as gaze (C. Goodwin 1981, Erickson 1996, Schegloff 1999).
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Participants, then, define their activities—as play, as conflict, as conversation—through
the ways in which they align to each other not only verbally butalso physically.

6. FRAMING IN EVERYDAY TALK

Not only do interactants frame their talk as constituting a particular overall sort of
activity, but they frame each moment of talk. Storytellers, for instance, can use a parti-
cular pattern of tense switching to indicate to their audiences that characters in a story
are on unequal footings (Johnstone 1987). In personal narratives about confrontations
with authority figures, Johnstone finds a regular pattern of alternation in the tense of
dialogue attributors (words used to introduce a direct quotation): narrators tended to
use the historical present (/e says) to introduce the speech of authorities (police officers,
parents, or anyone of higher status) and the past tense (/ said) to introduce the speech
of nonauthorities (usually the speakers themselves).

The notion of footing, attending as it does to the micro-interactional level, meshes
with much of what conversation analysts (among others) have noticed about the
intricacies of turn-by-turn sequencing in conversation. When one speaker completes
another’s utterance, for example, the original speaker often adds a third part to the
sequence, ratifying or rejecting the proposed completion. Antaki, Diaz, and Collins
(1996) note that in order for a completion to be ratified, it must not only accord with
the propositional content of the first speaker’s utterance but must maincain the same
participant status; that is, both utterances must have, say, the footing of “author,”
“relayer,” or “spokesperson.” Such a sequence (utterance/completion/ratification) may
also produce a new footing—which may not be noticed without paying attention to
the sequence—of “collective author” (Diaz, Antaki, and Collins 1996).

Footing shifts, and thus frame shifts, are a combined matter of form, placement, and
content. Clift (1999) demonstrates as much in an investigation of irony in conversation
which, by using the concepts of frame and footing, shows irony to be very often affiliative
and not, as is often assumed, necessarily hostile or sarcastic. She notes that ironic
conversationalists, like journalists (discussed below), act as animators who are not authors
or principals and thus “signal a lack of commitment to what they are saying in the very
act of saying it” (1999: 532). However, an ironic conversational contribution is framed
with a double meaning, an “inside” and an “outside” one, with the speaker ostensibly
being detached (animator only) but letting it be known that she is in facta fully involved
participant (animator, author, and principal all in one).

Attention to frame and footing can show how identity emerges through talk. Gender,
for instance, may be enacted through the alignment-of authority, rapport, or
competition-taken to interlocutors (Tannen 1996). Gendered identities may be
constructed through what appears to be the same speech act: “speaking for another”
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(Schiffrin 1993)—speaking on behalf of someone who is present—can convey solidarity
(a typically female stance) when it supportively completes the other person’s utterance,
but it can be judgmental (a typically male stance) when it contradicts the first speaker.
On the other hand, an examination of footing can refute gender stereotypes: M. H.
Goodwin (1998) shows how close analysis of stance during a girls’ game of hopscotch
challenges widely held beliefs that girls’ games lack complexity and that all girls shun
conflict. Other aspects of identity are created through footing shifts as well. Zentella
(1997) shows that New York Puerto Rican children switch between Spanish and English
not only for discourse-internal reasons (e.g., mitigating requests or adding clarification)
but also to reinforce their identity as members of two worlds and their refusal to choose
between them. Rampton (1995), too, identifies a group of young people whose language
choices from moment to moment are central to their community. Among a multiracial
group of London adolescents, patterned switching among Creole, Panjabi, “stylized
Indian English,” and the local vernacular accomplishes local functions (such as resisting
adults, teasing peers, or voicing serious disagreement) but at the same time helps forge
a new interethnic community.

7. FRAMING IN PLAY

Framing is essential to any activity, but it is particularly prominent during play. Play
often occurs as part of conversation in the form of joking and teasing. Conversational
joking of all sorts—teasing, punning, humorous anecdotes, sarcasm, mocking of self
and others—relies upon participants’ willingness, indeed cagerness, to engage in extended
play frames (Norrick 1993). The creation of a teasing frame (Strachle 1993) is a prime
example of one which must be recognized and ratified by all participants, for if an
intended tease is interpreted seriously, it will not succeed and miscommunication will
result. Such a frame may be signaled through prosody, exaggeration, laughter, unusual
pronoun use, or formulaic routines. It is created and sustained through the fine details
of footing, with speakers tying their teases formally and sequentially to each other’s
utterances.

Among children, verbal play is an integral part of imaginary play in which they take on
pretend roles. Children hone their framing abilities as they construct elaborate
interweavings of literal, possible, and fanciful participation frameworks. Imaginary play
gives children the incentive to create a variety of frames using all the resources at their
disposal, including their growing mastery of linguistic registers (Hoyle 1993, 1998)
and discourse markers (Hoyle 1994). Children at play embed participation frameworks
within each other as they shift among their actual identities and pretend identities. In
the following example, two nine-year-old boys are playing a game of computer basketball.
Josh has been speaking as the sports announcer but then takes on the role of interviewer:

44

Josh: Bird has extended his lead to six points,

and were gonna have an interview with Larry Bird.

Let’s go down to Howard.

Howard?

Well hi, Larry Bird, how d’ ya feel about your performance
Mate: Well if they didn’t call that twenty-four second violation,
why did they call that one earlier in the first quarter.
[interview continues|

As announcer, Josh refers to “Larry Bird” (played by Matt) in the third person, thus
indicating that he is addressing the (imaginary) audience, not addressing his playmate.
When he shifts to speaking as an interviewer, he addresses Larry Bird in the first person.
In addition, when he first speaks as interviewer (“Howard”), Josh marks his question
with well, and Matt (as “Larry”) does the same with his answer. This discourse marker,
which indicates a speaker’s alignment to an interlocutor (Schiffrin 1987), also marks
here the speakers’ orientation to a new participation framework. In their play, then, the
children sustain imaginary roles by aligning in specific ways to each other’s pretend
selves.

8. FRAMING AND INSTITUTIONAL DISCOURSE

As interactional concepts that capture the workings of face-to-face communication,
frame and footing are only starting to be used in discussing broader, more structural,
macro-social factors. However, recent work shows that frame analysis can indeed be a
powerful analytic tool for understanding the micro-level workings of macro-social factors.
Rather than assuming social factors to be self-evident, external, and causative, frame
analysis, by focusing on interactional processes, reveals social structures and processes
as emerging in talk.

It is increasingly noted that institutional talk — in which representatives of medical,
legal, academic, or commercial communities talk with their clients, patients, students,
or customers — is institutional not because of the setting in which it is produced or
because of the pre-existing institutional identities of its producers. Rather, participants
themselves construct its nature by displaying their orientation to institutionally relevant
activities and identities on a moment-to-moment basis. Much of the argument to this
effect focuses on the sequential construction of talk without specifically using the notions
of frame or footing. These notions, however, are in fact valuable, as is argued, for
instance, by Hutchby (1999) in an analysis of the opening sequences of talk radio
shows. He demonstrates that in the first three seconds of talk, speakers take a series of
footings as they incrementally achieve “frame attunement” and establish their
institutional identities as caller and host. In other recent work, Matoesian (1999) applies
the notion of footing to close examination of courtroom interaction and shows how in
one trial the defendant is able to take on the identity of “expert” during cross-
examination. 45



The notion of footing has helped illuminate the structure of news interviews. Interviews
differ from ordinary conversation in that they consist of pre-allocated turn types, the
interviewer’s task being to ask questions and the interviewee’s to answer. Routinely, it is
found, participants adopt a footing that displays their orientation to this format even
when the limits of the format are stretched. For instance, Heritage and Roth (1995)
find that even when interviewers™ utterances are not purely interrogative in form,
interviewees delay their turn until a recognizable question is issued. In addition,
interviewers manipulate their footing in order to achieve a “neutralistic” stance (Clayman
1992, Greatbatch 1998) in which they refrain from asserting their own opinions. An
interviewer may, for instance, attribute a controversial position to someone not present,
so that the interviewer is seen to be merely the animator of objectionable sentiments.
Such a neutralistic stance, of course, requires the collaboration of interviewees, which
is usually accorded. Sometimes, however, such collaboration is not forthcoming, and it
is these unusual instances that point up the regularity with which tacit collaboration
does occur.

Neutralism is seen in other kinds of institutional interaction as well. In informal court
proceedings (Ackinson 1992), arbitrators display their neutrality by actively refraining,
on a turn-by-turn basis, from both affiliation and disaffiliation with witnesses. Family
mediators, too (Greatbatch and Dingwall 1999), refrain from expressing their own
opinions, even while subtly advocating certain actions and discouraging others. As in
the case of interviews and arbitration, mediators and disputants collaborate to uphold
the mediator’s neutralism, for it is necessarily a joint production.

8.1 FRAMING AND EDUCATION

Skillful teachers can facilitate children’s adoption of a range of participant roles.
O’Connor and Michaels (1996) show how some teachers provide children with access
to academically valued roles used in solving complex problems, such as “hypothesizer,”
“evidence provider,” or “maker of distinctions.” These teachers may reformulate or
“revoice” students’ contributions to the solution of a problem, but in doing so the adult
merely re-animates (while making more concise or coherent) the child’s utterance. The
child remains the principal, the one who gets credit for the idea. McCreedy (1998)
contrasts lessons during which children merely animate their teachers’ scripts (by
providing a single word or phrase in response to elicitation) with lessons that afford
students opportunities to author their own oral academic texts. Adger (1998), too,
examines how children may be given opportunities to practice an academically valued
stance. Among elementary-school students who are native speakers of a vernacular
dialect (African American Vernacular English), shifting into standard English marks a
prototypically academic stance, especially in a classroom in which the vernacular is not

stigmatized. By reserving the standard dialect for their most formal register, the childien
use it to take an “authoritative footing” that is, “speaking as one who cxpects to be

believed, by virtue of one’s academic knowledge” (Adger 1998:151).
8.2 FRAMING AND MEDICINE

Examples from medicine (Candlin 1997, Cicourel 1992, Hydén and Mishler 1999)
and psychiatry (Ribeiro 1994) show that that doctor-patient communication should
be studied as “meaningful talk ... an essential and critical component of clinical practice”
(Mishler 1984:8). In doctor-patient talk, institutional frames prevail over other possible
frames, with talk about medical concerns overshadowing more personal talk. However,
frame dynamics can modify the typical asymmetrical doctor/patient relationship.
Ribeiro’s (1996) analysis of a psychiatric interview shows how institutional frames (mostly
proposed by the doctor) and personal frames (mostly proposed by the patient) constitute
talk and interaction. These two contexts have different sequential rules, different
constraints on what talk should be about, and different underlying assumptions about
who controls the ongoing activity. While the institutional framings are asymmetrical, a
more balanced, conversational interaction is attempted in the personal framings. By
proposing and accomplishing personal reframings, the patient displays her social
identities and regains control over them. Here a woman-to-woman relationship fleetingly
emerges in the foreground with the roles of patient and doctor in the background.
Such shifts have implications for the larger context of the interview, altering the initial
distance between the doctor and the patient. Most of all, these changes represent a
gradual transition from patient to person, with each personal reframing staging an
expansion of self.

Erickson (1999) examines a casc presentation in which a medical intern reports on a
patient’s symptoms and medical history to an experienced physician—the sort of
interaction through which novices learn how to engage in collegial discussion. These

~ two doctors establish a footing of collegiality by following one another’s lead about

when to switch into an informal register and when to use items from the specialized,
formal register of medicine. However, at certain uncomfortable moments during the
conversation, the intern conspicuously avoids following the preceptor’s implicit invitation
to speak informally. The older doctor is white, the intern an upper-middle-class African
American, and the patient about whom they are speaking a lower-class African American.
By declining to speak informally about drug use, the young doctor may well be
demonstrating (rather than saying outright) that he (unlike a stereotypical lower-class
black man) has no firsthand experience of drug use. For his part, the older doctor
seems to be offering collegiality, not attributing a stigmatized identity to the intern.
The interactants’ footing is disrupted, thus, by problematic assumptions about co-
membership (Erickson and Shultz 1982).
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A final example from medical discourse: Bredmar and Linell (1999), like Tannen and
Wallat ([1987]1993)), examine the complexity of framing in encounters between medical
personnel and lay people: midwives and expectant mothers. A midwife must balance
two tasks, a conversational one and a medical one, and hence two interpretive frames:
she must reassure her patient while checking the progress of the pregnancy and taking
action if she notes a problem. The midwife strives simultaneously to affiliate with the
patient and allay her fears but also to act as a medical professional with the authority to
direct the encounter. The tension between the two frames is evident at points when a
midwife notices a problematic symptom; her speech, for instance, may be filled with
hesitations, pauses, or other hitches.

Analyses of data from a variety of institutional settings, then, reveal both the specialized
and often conflictual nature of interaction in those settings and the wide applicability
of frame analysis.

9. PERSPECTIVES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Our discussion has tried to capture major theoretical developments and applications to
data. Future research may result in refining methodology and analytic tools. For example,
. researchers might investigate how analytic tools such as footing (Goffman 1981), voice
(Bakhtin 1981), positioning (Harré and van Langenhove 1991), and identity (Mishler
1999; Sarbin 2000) are related. These concepts are well established in the social sciences
and capture the transient local shifts in everyday talk. However, each may shed a slightly
different light on our “performed social attributes” (Erickson & Shultz 1982). Another
area for future research may be child language acquisition. Through their framing
practices, children construct themselves as particular kinds of social actors. Young
children of many speech communities are introduced to the framing of everyday life by
participating in teasing (Eisenberg 1986, Miller 1986, Schieffelin 1986). By school
age, children are adept at manipulating framing and constructing complex embedded
participation frameworks—for instance, embedding stories within arguments or gossip
activities (M. H. Goodwin 1990), embedding imaginary characters and activities within
a literal situation (Hoyle 1993), or slipping easily between serious and playful opposition
(M. H. Goodwin 1998). Bilingual children of school age additionally can frame a
switch between playful dramatization and negotiation of the play by code-switching
(Halmari and Smith 1994). But there has been little systematic investigation of the
development of the framing capacity from the youngest children up until the school
years.

Studies of interaction in computer-mediated communication (Cherny 1999, Davis
and Brewer 1997, Herring 1996) may offer new data for comparative analysis of framing
in oral and written communication. Computer-mediated communication, such as email,
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chat, and electronic discussion lists, is a genre that shares some characteristics, such as
spontaneity and informality, with face-to-face oral discourse, but on the other hand iy
one in which participants are separated in space and (often) time, as in traditional
written communication. Interaction using the computer medium can result in cohesive
communities (Baym 1995, Hamilton 1998, Paolillo 1999) in which individuality and
solidarity are constructed. Future investigation of the stances taken by members toward
one another and toward the content of their messages would, it seems, benefit from a
frame analysis.

NOTES
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