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Abstract

Research on gender and language has been through a recent crisis. The study of ‘difference’
has no longer any appeal since its drawbacks were exposed. In fact, many scholars attacked its
inherent essentialism and its unjustified focus on ‘differences’ to the exclusion of other
interesting phenomena. Added to this attack is the wider currency of constructionism:
constructionists argue for the centrality of the performative qualities of language for the
situated construction of gender identities. The framework allows an investigation of gender as
a responsive and intersubjective process in talk. In order to study societal members’
orientation to the intersubjective character of gender, researchers have recently drawn on the
principles of Conversation Analysis and Membership Categorization Analysis, especially as
their tools pay close attention to the local and performative character of identities in situ in the
immediate context offered by talk as the site of multiple forms of sequential and categorial
organizations. Both approaches take Ethnomethodology other stands of interactionism as their
theoretical foundation. The former particularly goes to great length in insisting on the situated,
local, and interactional basis of all forms of social institutions. Ethnomethodology is
especially known for its reluctance to draw on external social structures, seeing these as
brought off by social members’ common sense practical methods rather than vice versa.

One such aspect of common sense practices is taken up here. The sequential and categorial
aspects of Moroccan members’ work in talk are traced in order to see how gender gets
constructed, negotiated and sustained; and what the consequences are for such work.
Recordings of naturally occurring data in the form of mundane talk and calls to radio-phone
programs are used. The recordings were transcribed and their sequential and categorial
aspects investigated. Two results of the investigation stand out. First, Moroccans draw on
default gender categories, i.e., common sense, to achieve a particular type of gender identity.
However; common sense gender categories are not static, but can be used to organize
members’ conversational moves to bring off particular outcomes. Gender identity work is
inextricably tied to the performative nature of talk. It is, in short, a discursive achievement.
Second, and relatedly, Moroccan societal members bring gender categorization to bear on
everyday moral dilemmas they face in ordinary life. Their categorial work reflexively
constructs gender identities as well as exploits these to make sense of moral issues. The
details of gender work are discussed, its nuisances and implications are listed, and its
applications are then considered.

Key words: gender construction, identity, morality, conversation analysis, membership
categorization, telephone calls, Ethnomethodology.
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Key to phonological symbols

The phonological symbols used in this work are based on IPA and Sadiqi (2003). Where
capital letters are used to transcribe pharyngealization in Sadiqi (2003), superscripts (dot
above the symbol) are used here. Gemination is denoted by consonant doubling. Where
French words are used, writing the words has been chosen over transcribing them in order not
to clutter the text with additional phonetic symbols.

Consonants

b: o t: o
r: zZ: )
3: & k: 4
V. & h: ¢
PR d: o
f: o St ow
oo g: &
X: ¢ C: &
h: _a g: &
t: b S:
d:

Vowels

a: /madahir/ appearances

o: /doktor/ doctor

e: /semana/ a week

i: /simana/ a week

u: /fku:n/ who

o: /Jrrazs:1l/ husband
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Key to transcription symbols

The symbols employed and their use are a simpler version of the elaborated symbols used in
much work in Conversation Analysis. The conventions are those in Jefferson (2004).

End of a turn.
[ The onset of overlap.
= No gap between line, either by same speaker or different speakers.
(0.4) Time elapsed in silence in tenths of seconds.
() Short gap, no more than one tenth of a second.
Vowel length. Exp. “fku:n” (who)
Capital Loud sounds.

Underline Extra stress on a syllable, word, etc.

hh Outbreath.

.hh Inbreath.

hhhhh laughter. Time estimated is indicated by the number of h’s.
() Unclear talk.

) Description rather than transcription.

— Cut off or self-interruption.

°° Quite or soft talk

> text< Rushed or compressed talk.
<text > Slow talk.

! downward intonation

) upward intonation.
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MCA:

CA:

MA:

CDA:

SA:

FCA:

SRP:

MCD:

FPP:

SPP:

CARM:

Table 1: Time length of recordings of mundane conversations.

List of Abbreviations

Membership Categorization Analysis.
Conversation Analysis.

Moroccan Arabic.

Critical Discourse Analysis.

Speech Act.

Feminist Conversation Analysis
Standardized Relational Pair.
Membership Categorization Device.
First Pair Part.

Second Pair Part.

Conversation Analysis Role-play Method.

Tables

Table 2: Radio programs selected for analysis
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General introduction

That language is now a basic component in the study of all, or almost all, human conduct is
hardly news for social scientists. Scholars who contributed to the inception and subsequent
development of the many cross-disciplines of Sociolinguistics (Fasold, 1990; Labov, 1972;
Wardhaugh and Fuller, 2015), Interactional Linguistics (Gumpertz, 1982; Tannen, 1993),
Ethnography of Communication (Hymes, 1964; Saville-Troike, 2002), Discursive Psychology
(Billig, 2009), and the body of work that now go under the umbrella term of ‘Discourse
Analysis’ (Burr, 1995) argue very strongly for the focal place of language in the construction
of the self and the social reality of its users and the maintenance as well as the transmission of
the cultural patterns in any society. So much was the power of language recognized that for
some scholars its grip on the social, psychological and cognitive realities of its users was

deterministic, as embodied, for example, in the Whorfian linguistic determinism.

Recognizing the centrality of language to the maintenance of social and psychological
realities was indeed the starting point for the interdisciplinary field that related language to the
situations of women. As a research arena, ‘gender and language’ undertook the study of the
various facets of interaction between the two; and, since its inception, it found the tools of
Sociolinguistics, Interactional Linguistics, Ethnography and Discourse Analysis handy in
order to explore those facets, and even to propose change in some. For its most part, the
analysis has for decades burgeoned within a paradigm characterized by a focus on
‘difference’; that is, discrepancies of form and usage were linked to gender as one element in
a long list of social, psychological and contextual features — features that are said to affect
how people use language. Inherent in this view of linguistic difference is an assumed stability
of gender. Whether conceived in biological or social terms, gender was considered a ‘once
and for all’, unchanging and unchangeable entity, or identity, that is, naturally enough, located

within the psychological makeup of people.

However, no sooner had this conception of human beings been established, than the field
came under attack. Most criticism centered on what were seen as essentialist claims made by
scholars who use gender as an innate feature to explain behavioral differences. Essentialists
claimed that gender explains, even predicts, differences in language use between men and
women. It was treated all along as a variable along with other psychological entities endowed
with an explanatory power, just like motivation, attitudes, drives, etc. In sociolinguistics, it

was more akin to social features such as class, ethnicity, and age. In short, and given its
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institutional character in almost all known societies, gender was considered a structure with

its own dictates

In order to avoid the essentialist fallacy and its many shortcomings (Sadiqi, 2003; Burr,
1995), scholars have reached for alternative frameworks. The latter came in the form of an
embracement of a sort of constructionism where gender was not seen as a personal trait but a
social construction enabled by the performative quality of language. The starting point for the
new paradigm was a focus on language to see how gender identities are constructed, carried
through, and enacted — rather than reflected in— language. In this line of inquiry it was in
discourse, not in the psyche, nor in social structure, that researchers investigated the gender
relationships, women’s subordinate situation, gender roles, gender divisions, sexism, ect.
Gender performance, in other words, was recognized for what it is, as primarily a discursive
phenomenon played out in discursive performance with consequences on the social situation
of social actors. The study of discourse has thus opened the door for the study of gender as a

process lived out principally in the linguistic arena.

Dynamic as it was, however, Discourse Analysis have failed to appropriately engage with
language in its most basic manifestation in conversational form. This is true of major
constructionist approaches to discourse analysis like Communities of Practice (Eckert &
McConnell-Ginet, 2003, 1992), Interactional Sociolinguistics (Tannen, 1993), or even
Postmodernist Discourse Analysis (Lazar, 2008). Instead of bringing their views on language
to their logical conclusion, which means here a detailed attention to conversational practices,
discourse analysts have instead chosen to take gender out of individuals and place it within a
discursive realm (Bozatzis, 2011). The realities described were consequently far more
abstract, and no less essentialist, than the notions constructionists attacked in the first place. In
Faucouldian Discourse Analysis, for example, discourse has a real existence independent of
its users (Burr, 1995; Bouzatzis, 2011, Wetherell, 1998). Taken to the extreme, this view has
resulted, in Burr’s view, in considering individuals as “spoken by discourse” (1995, p. 61).
Thus, a focus on ‘discourse’ has ultimately led to the obliteration of its most basic facet in

conversation.

The present dissertation aims essentially at addressing this lacuna in much social
constructionist work by drawing on an entirely different theoretical framework and
methodology. If gender is indeed a social and discursive practice, then one must look for it in

the details of social actors’ everyday practices to see how these enable gender patterns to
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emerge out of the variable, varied, ever changing, and ever evolving social contexts people
find themselves in, and of which they try to make sense. Gender, accordingly, becomes both
an everyday performance and a sense making device, both in the sense of Garfinkel (1967, see
also Heritage, 1984b). More than this, and since much of everyday life is interactive, it is but
one small step to see how gender is a collaboratively joint practice and a shared resource for
members to organize their daily lives (Kessler and McKenna, 1978). In short, gender is not
subjective but is rather, to adopt Heritage’s widely known idea (Heritage and Atkinson, 1984;

Heritage, 2007) words, an intersubjective achievement.

As a consequence to this view, and given the centrality of language in the performance of
everyday social practices, it is sensible to look for gender not in a discursive realm abstractly
conceived, but in the daily situations of social life; specifically in everyday conversations, or

what Schegloff terms “talk-in-interaction” ((1987, p. 207)).

This view of gender emanates from the theoretical principles of Ethnomethodology (Heritage,
1984b, Kessler and McKenna, 1985). Their conversion into a research program is enabled by
the methodological and analytical tools of Conversation Analysis (CA) and Membership
Categorization analysis (MCA), the former being concerned with sequential organization of
talk-interaction (Schegloff, 2007a) and the latter with the organization of resources of person
description and categorization. Both kinds of organization are motivated by the action aspects
of talk; hence both methods share in the view that language has primarily a performative

character. In short, gender is here seen as an intersubjectively organized action in talk.

Obviously, this conception of language and gender requires asking different sort of questions
than those traditionally asked within the ‘difference’ tradition, or even within a discourse
analytic paradigm widely conceived. The present work is designed to answer two overarching
questions. Both questions take the ways social actors orient to gender in talk as their starting

point each comprises a subset of other questions.

The first question is: What are the social and cultural linguistic resources exploited by
members to interactionally achieve, display, or ratify their gender identities? A brief answer to
this question is that genderized membership categories in talk are the cultural building blocks
out of which social interactants carve their gender identities in situ, not only for themselves
but for other people as well. Categorial work is used as a practice that relies on shared and
common sense properties of membership categories to do the work of gendering social life so

as to make it understandable.
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This said, it is important to stress that, for the most part for social actors, gendering the social
sphere is done only in passing in the categorial work of interactants. For, in invoking
membership categories, other more local and more concrete activities get done as well. The
analysis of these locally interactional activities is therefore the right way to glimpse at the
how gendering Moroccan social life is achieved cumulatively. Given the inherent complexity
of the subject matter, the research question above can therefore be split into other sub-

questions:

- How are gender expectations and orientations built out of categories?

- How are gender roles and identity boundaries constructed via properties of
membership categories?

- How and why is ‘working mothers’ still a marked category in the Moroccan society?

- How does categorial work by interactants contribute to the construction of versions of
accounts designed to display specific versions of social problems related to gender
identities?

- How are specific versions of gender-related social problems ratified and negotiated in
interactions?

- How are reformulation and repair of categories embedded in the negotiations of

accounts, gender problems and gender relations in interaction?

It will be seen that, in answering these questions in the body of the dissertation, the aims is to
focus on gender categories as a sense making resources capable of both invoking a social and

cultural order and realizing it at the same time at the interactional level.

The second overarching question aims to look into gender performance in interaction. Its
component set of questions relates specifically to one kind of work gender does, and this is
the moral work. Analyzing the moral work of gender categorization is carried here not along
the lines of Gillian’s theory of gender differences in moral judgments, but in an
ethnomethodological sense in which categories are tied to specific moral expectations
embodied in their use (Jayyusi, 1984; Stokoe and Edwards, 2009, 2012; Watson, 1978;
Wowk, 1984). The question of what differences might exist between the moral judgments of
men and women has consequently no place here, since it reflects the same essentialist claims
that an analysis motivated by social constructionism tries to eschew. In its place, a more

pertinent set of questions runs along the following lines:
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- When and how does gender become consequential to the moral outcome of
interaction?
-  How do gender categories perform moral judgments, evaluations, blame; in short,

moral work in interaction?

It will quickly be seen that the entire project for this dissertation is descriptive in nature.
Heritage argues rather cogently that Ethnomethodology sees social life as carried mostly
through description (1984b, p. 137) and that social science can only begin with the description
of everyday common sense methods as organizing patterns of social life if a scientific account

of them is to be had.

One merit, then, in phrasing the above research questions in the ‘how-interrogative’ is a full
commitment to a descriptive enterprise ‘pre-required’ for any discourse analytic work
(Schegloft, 1997); otherwise, researchers, as Schegloff warns in many articles (1987a, 1991,
1997), will end up glossing that which they take as their object of study. That is, instead of a
painstaking engagement with data, researchers’ exit them early on in the form of coding,
either quantitatively as in much feature-count research; or qualitatively, as in the
‘thematizing’ tradition of interactionism (Tannen, 1990; Sadiqi, 2003). In both kinds of work,
the raw intricacies of everyday talk-in-interaction are lost in favor of a tendency to gloss
them, as patterns, styles, or as discourse. As an alternative, the present work seeks to describe
the ways societal members achieve gender identities and the ways gendered cultural patterns

reside in talk.

The objectives of the study are achieved through examining recordings of mundane
conversations and recording of calls to phone-in radio programs. The opening accounts in
calls to the programs selected for analysis show callers drawing on categorial knowledge to
construct accounts geared towards specific goals. Notwithstanding the institutional character
of radio-phone programs as media talk (Fitzgeral and Housley, 2002; Hutchby, 1992, 1996,
2008), or perhaps thanks to it, much categorial work in phone-in program draws on the same
patterns as in mundane situations in a way that justifies a disregard for its institutional
character). As will be seen, the institutional aspect of the talk is manifest mainly in its
sequential organization in the telephone calls episodes and not in the categorial work callers
do. Details of the techniques used for the recordings figure in the methodology chapter; a

glimpse at the sequential organization of phone-in calls opens up the analysis part.
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The body of the present dissertation is then conveniently organized around the above two sets
of questions, their theoretical and methodological underpinnings, their implications and their
applications in the field of gender and discourse analysis in general. It opens with a review of
the literature, in chapter one, which ranges over issues central to the study of gender and
language in the last four decades or so. Given that the interrelation of gender and language
was a serious undertaking of pioneering sociolinguists, the review opens with a brief account,
as well as criticism, of work done within that field. It then goes on to document the beginning
of theorizing on gender and language in Lakoff’s work and the subsequent surge of writings
in response to her claims. The discussion focuses specifically on some linguistic aspects
which epitomize the study of difference: tags, hedges, interruption as well as other aspects.
The centrality of those features for the difference paradigm justifies a somewhat detailed
uptake of them in the review, even if to show the inconsistency that marked the analytic

findings that marked the field.

Following that, the three major theories proposed to account for gender differences in
language are discussed. Shortly after that, Conversation Analysis is introduced as an
alternative framework; its relationships to Goffman’s work on the one hand, and to
Garfinkel’s on the other are briefly discussed, and its distinctive characterization of ‘action’ as
sequentially organized is briefly introduced. Conversation analysis is then contrasted to other
approaches to the study of talk-in-interaction, namely Pragmatics and Critical Discourse

Analysis. Finally, a brief consideration is given to the conversation analytic study of gender.

Based on the discussion of Conversation Analysis, the review moves to discussing its twin-
sister, namely, Membership Categorization Analysis. It reviews its major principles and then
considers its relation to Conversation Analysis. It ends with a capsule review of work done on

gender using Membership Categorization Analysis as a methodological framework.

Chapter two details the major methodological principles of CA and MCA. It includes as well
a thorough description of, and rationale for, data collection techniques, data transcription, and
data analysis steps used. Other methodological issues are also discussed here, such as the
stricture against using ethnographic in analysis and the choice of translation techniques. Given
the recent adoption of sequential and categorial analysis by scholars of gender, a brief
consideration is given to how gender categories might be fruitfully incorporated in the general

analytic framework.
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Subsequent to methodology are two chapters that make up the body of analysis in this work.
To begin with, chapter three addresses the first set of questions introduced above. It answers
each of them separately but the answers hang together by the overall principles, introduced
earlier, of CA and MCA with regards to the study of gender. Chapter four then examines how
moral principles are built out of the raw materials of gender categorization. Prior to that, the
chapter draws a distinction between linguistic gender and interactional gender. The issues
implicated by the division are empirically tackled there,; but anticipating the discussion
somewhat, the distinction cautions against taking the linguistic inflection of Moroccan Arabic
for gender as synonymous with its interactional relevance for Moroccan social actors. Even if
marked for gender, categories cannot be said to ‘index’ gender interactionally once and for all

unless members index them in talk-in-interaction (Ochs, 1992).

Chapter five briefly summarizes the major findings of the analytical chapters, discusses some
of their implications for the study of gender, and considers possible venues where the findings
can be applied to effect social change. And, last, a general conclusion closes up the discussion

in the current work.

In reading the present dissertation, one might perhaps get the feeling that its overall general
message is seemingly a redundant one, for it is not research news, and indeed it is a common
sense notion, that social life in Morocco is deeply divided across gender lines. With this
division, spatial organization, moral entitlements, social resources, rights and obligations
ensue from being a man or woman, a mother or a father, a son or daughter, etc., in short, all
the well known and much studied dichotomies that are part of the linguistic repertoire of

Moroccan Arabic users (Sadiqi, 2003).

Such redundancy is, however, possible and even conceivable if conversational language is
taken to really and literally represent the structural organization of the Moroccan society; that
is, to represent truths about it ‘described’ by ordinary actors and recognized, collected and
explicated by social researchers. Throughout much of the history of gender and language, the
latter has been treated as a passive reflect of social facts about the former. Such a view stems
from what Heritage refers to as ‘a referential view of language’ (1984b, 135-141), where “the
meaning of a word is what it references, corresponds with, or 'stands for' in the real world”
(1984b, p. 137). The essentialist conception of gender, coupled with the representative view
of language, contributed to the rise to prominence of a program that focused on hypothesized

differences, asymmetries, and inequities in language use along gender lines. Thus, such
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program contributed even more to the reification of language use and gender, so much so that
the findings themselves became more like clichéd stereotypes rather than the results of robust
analyses. The wider currency of the results of such program drained their novelty from any
academic credibility (the contradictions in the results were baffling), or any political power
(i.e., the power to challenge the status quo). To exacerbate the matter further, people
descriptions and accounts (in interviews and questionnaires for example) were given a factual
status. Descriptions, accounts, and talk in general ‘refer’ to what is actually ‘there in the

world’.

It is this conception of language and gender that is attacked in constructionist and
ethnomethodological work. In Ethnomethodology, the view that both gender and language are
socially constructed phenomena safeguards against turning analysis to a sort of repetitive task,
aimed either to corroborate or discredit any hypothesized ‘nature’ of gender or language,
whatever that might be. Both Burr (1995) and Heritage (1984b) (see also Speer, 2005)
recognize people’s descriptions and accounts of conduct as choices among many other
possible and alternative descriptions. Burr stresses the fact that descriptions are discursive

practices which result in a person being one sort of person rather than another.

The person you are, your experience, your identity, your ‘personality’ are all the
effects of language. This means that we can only represent our experiences to
ourselves and to/others by using the concepts embedded in our language, so that
our thoughts, our feelings and how we represent our behaviour are all

‘prepackaged’ by language” (1995, p. 26-27).

The linguistic element is thus a crucial one, but language itself, as Heritage argues, is far from
being a clear and reliable medium of description since much of language is indexical in
nature. In discussing the ethnomethodological conception of language, Heritage (1984b), first
treats the range of descriptive practices in everyday conduct on a par with other social conduct
— i.e., he treats them as social actions selected from a pool of choices and designed as a
means to an end. Descriptions are, thus, not faithful representations of a world existing prior
to, and independently of, the doer and receiver of them, but require active contribution on the
part of the doer and the receiver of descriptive accounts to establish their meaning(s) in any
given context. For Heritage, indexicality is not the property of only some expressions in

language but is a major characteristic of all of it. Quoting him at length,
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Garfinkel approaches the topic by stressing that understanding language is not to
be regarded as a matter of 'cracking a code' which contains a set of pre-established
descriptive terms combined, by the rules of grammar, to yield sentence meanings
which express propositions about the world. Understanding language is not, in the
first instance, a matter of understanding sentences but of understanding actions -
utterances - which are constructively interpreted in relation to their contexts. This
involves viewing an utterance against a background of who said it, where and
when, what was/ being accomplished by saying it and in the light of what
possible consideration and in virtue of what motives it was said. An utterance is
that the starting point for a complicated process of interpretative inference rather
than something which can be treated as self-subsistently intelligible (1984b, p.
139-140) (emphasis the author’s).

Consequently, and far from treating ordinary talk, descriptions, or accounts as reflective of
some state of affairs and therefore symptomatic of problems in Moroccan social life
organization, the present work treats such talk as action, designed to implement gender
identities for whatever outcomes societal members want to achieve, and which preoccupy
them in a specific interactional episode. The action implementation and the identity work in

ordinary talk are here subject to analytic investigation in order to see how they are done.

Although it is this line of inquiry that is taken up here, the present dissertation does not aim to
question the veracity of the previous findings, being both the result of sociological work on
the Moroccan society and a common sense view in it. Nor does it aim to be just another piece
of evidence that adds to its facticity. In addition to the focal status given to conversational
details, what is novel here is that the analysis of the gendered nature of the social life of
Moroccans is not seen as an artifact of overarching social forces or structures, the way Sadiqi
(2003) for example argues, but as intersubjective patterns realized in situ each time talk in
used to ‘carry out’ the social and cultural structures Moroccans live by. Gender relations,
divisions, roles, etc. do not reside in a cultural sphere outside individuals, but are realized

each time talk among members takes place.

Briefly then, gender categorization in talk is one concrete vehicle of culture. The present
dissertation is an endeavor to carefully take apart that vehicle in order to see how it sets to
motion the social forms of gender relations that are, for researchers as well for lay members,

recognizably Moroccan.
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Chapter I: A review of the literature

Introduction

Chomsky’s linguistics, with its emphasis on the competence of the ideal language speaker in
the ideal speech community as the legitimate object of linguistic study, called for reaction
from scholars working within socially-oriented linguistic frameworks (Hymes, 1964). The
search for autonomy for the field of linguistics, Hymes explains, “joined with other
intellectual currents, has led some linguists to divorce the structural study of language from
meaning in its broader sense and from social context.” (1964, p. 5). To re-institute the social
context to the study of language, the reaction turned instead to the investigation of the
‘communicative competence’ of speakers — a social ability which is influenced by cognitive
and social factors and which merits empirical investigation (Rickeit, Strohner and Vorwerg

2008; Hymes 1972).

Broader in its sense, then, communicative competence can be defined as the ability of
speakers to communicate in an effective and appropriate manner. For Hymes, speakers learn
not only the linguistic code of their community but also how to use it. They learn “when to
speak, when not, and also what to talk about, with whom, when, where, in what manner”
(1972, p. 277). The inclusion of contextual factors was therefore one major step towards a
more socially inclined linguistics. A step that decisively paved the way for the rise of

Sociolinguistics,

Within sociolinguistic research itself, the study of communicative competence has
concurrently bifurcated into the study of its acquisition, especially by children and second
language learners, and the investigation of language variation across context, the latter being
comprised of all the factors, linguistic and social, that bear on the verbal performance of
speakers (Edeslsky, 1976). Work within the first tradition abounds (Canale and Swain 1980,
Keenan 1974, Thompson 1997, Saville-Ttoike 2002). However, concerning the differential

acquisition of communicative competence, Edelsky notes that

(d)espite the interest in the two areas of language acquisition and of
communicative competence, surprisingly little research combines the two, to
deal with the acquisition by children of the sociolinguistic rules shared by adult
members of a speech community or interpretation of language that varies with

such speech event factors as participants, settings, or topics. (1976, p. 47)
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In other words, although socialization was a very well recognized factor affecting how
children learn to communicate (Saville-Troike 2002, Zhan 2010), scholars did not consider
what effects contextually bound adult language had on its acquisition neither by children nor
by second language learners. In short, the effect of variation on acquisition was simply

disregarded.

This separation seemed to stem from a research practice that kept apart language ‘form’ and
language ‘use’ (Canale and Swain 1980, p. 5). The study of variation in the latter did not call

for a similar study in the former.

Sociolinguistics, as an emergent field in the 1960s, took impetus from the then recent
recognition that linguistic variation, far from being random, is socially structured. Hymes
asserted that “(w)hat seems deviation from the standpoint of a single linguistic code emerges
as structure and pattern from the standpoint of the communicative economy of the group in
whose habits the code exists.” (1964, p. 3). Among others, Labov (2006) was a pioneer in
taking the relation of language and society as the major subject matter of sociolinguistic
research. His work extended the notion of ‘patterned variation’ to a complete theory of social
stratification of language. Reminiscent of Hymes’ words, Labov considers that when an
individual idiolect is studied within the larger speech community, “it is seen as an element in
a highly systematic structure of social and stylistic stratification” (2006, p. viii). For Labov,
social stratification is the outcome of the twin mechanisms of ‘differentiation’ and

‘evaluation’ of linguistic items that mirror differences in the social world. (ibid., p. 129).

Since social differentiation involves a complex set of different social dimensions, it follows
that language variation reflects this complexity. For example, findings from Labov (1972)
show how differences in geographic areas, occupation, age and attitudes, correlate with
phonological variations in the pronunciation of some vowel sounds in the case of Martha
Vineyard study, and how the pronunciation of the a single sound (r) follows class
stratification in the case of New York city. In his analysis of social stratification of language,
Labov focused on vowels, on the linguistic side, and the socio-economic class, on the social
side, as ideal models of correlational studies (Coates, 2004), although he introduced valuable
insights that bore on gender as well. Also, Trudgill (1972) investigated language variation
across social class and gender lines in the urban British English of Norwich. He borrowed the
notions of ‘overt’ and ‘covert’ prestige as well as ‘linguistic insecurity’ from Labov to

explain gender differences on phonetic variables. Trudgill’s findings concurred with those of
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Labov concerning the effect of social class and gender on linguistic variation, and similar
studies (Newbrooks, 1982) followed what Coates referred to as “the standard paradigm of
classic sociolinguistic research” (2004, p. 47), i.e. co-relational studies of language and social

variables.

Though it grounded linguistic study into a sociological framework, early work focused
almost exclusively on phonological variation, to the exclusion of all other linguistic variables
that can appropriately be studied using techniques of sociolinguistics. The choice was a
response to methodological considerations rather than a theoretical necessity. On the one
hand, there was the need to establish the field on a scientific basis (Le Page, 1998). For
example, Labov (2006) explained that phonological variables were desirable because they
satisfied a number of criteria. They are “high in frequency, have a certain immunity from
conscious suppressing, are integral units of larger structures, and may be easily quantified on
a linear scale.” (2006 p. 32) (author’s emphasis). The early bias towards sound variation led
many authors to call work within that paradigm “sociophonology” (Honey 1998, Wodak and
Benke 1998) or, alternatively “sociophonetics” (Preston and Niedzielski 2010). Within this
framework, a researcher “studies only those differences of pronunciation which are perceived

as socially significant” (Honey, 1998, p. 65).
Summarizing the findings of classic studies, Coates reports that they

revealed clear social stratification, and gave rise to the related concepts of
prestige and stigma. Prestige is said to be attached to those linguistic forms
normally used by the social group with the highest social status....Conversely,
stigma is attached to non-standard forms. This stigma may be overt...or it may be

beneath the level of public consciousness (2004, p. 47);

With regard to gender, women’s use of standard forms mirrors their orientation towards ‘overt
prestige’ (ibid, p. 50). Men employ vernacular speech forms because of the masculinity
connotations such forms carry. The connotations formed part of the ‘covert prestige’ (ibid, p.

64).

With regard to gender studies, Sociolinguistics’ outstanding achievement was its ability to
produce powerful descriptive generalizations that elucidate the role of gender in language
variation. Meyroff (2006) refers to three principles definitely established by variationist work

in Sociolinguistics. The first sates that women use the standard form related to overt prestige
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for stable sociolinguistic variables. The two other principles relate to sound changes in
progress. The second principle stipulates that, for sound changes taking place, and of which
people are conscious (above the level of consciousness), women use the standard form more
than men. The third principle says that women use the vernacular variant for variants below

the level of consciousness.

Notwithstanding its achievements, the early sociolinguistic program came under criticism on
different grounds. Theoretically, Cameron (1990) contended that Sociolinguistics suffered
from what she called an “explanatory void” because, “in the absence of a well-thought-out
theory of the relation of language and society, sociolinguists tend to fall back on a number of
unsatisfactory positions”(1990, p. 81). In the same vein, Wodak and Benke (1998) mentioned
the crude acceptance of the notion of ‘gender’ as equivalent to the notion of ‘sex’, as well as
the lack of sophisticated sociological concepts. According to them, “the studies either aim at
the description and explanation of mechanisms of language change as such, or they want to
describe an observed language variation and find sociological reason for it” (1998, p. 95).
Gender/sex was treated as “one factor of a set”, besides class and age as the most prominent
(bidi.). The Labovian paradigm has thus been accused of being “too static to capture the
dynamic nature of language use in its social context” (Kauhanen, n.d. p. 7). In short then,
what had started as a plea for the study of language in its social context was subsequently
accused of excluding it. Both linguistic complexity and social agency were reduced to

quantitative variables in an elegant analytical model of bars and pie charts.

Overall then, it can be said that gender as a variable received a cursory, though important,
share of investigation. In an important sense, this was because, as Wodak and Benke (1998)
recognized, the ‘sex’ of participants was a noticeable variable. For this reason —merging the
social with the biological— sociolinguistics alone cannot be credited with ‘causing’ the
interest in gender in the study of language. The establishment of gender and language studies,
as a coherent field, is in fact linked more to the rising of feminism, with its declared purpose
of re-thinking the impact of the ‘man-made’ language, in the words of Spender (1980), on the
situation of women in society. Even more importantly, the rise to prominence of gender in
language studies came from the interest of feminists in the possibility of social change

through language study and language reform (Lakoft, 1975).
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1. The legacy of Robin Lakoff

1.1. The beginning of ‘difference’

The year 1975 was seminal in the history of language and gender studies with the appearance
of two publications that systematically grounded gender differences in language in the
network of social interaction (Key 1975, Lakoff 1975). Key’s text is a much boarder survey
of gender differences that drew on written and oral material- newspapers, radio talks, literary
works and conversations. Lakoff’s work is much more important in that it explicitly tried to

explain how women use language and the implications of that use for their social conditions.

Lakoff was the first to explore the dynamics of gender with reference to gender practices,
themselves embedded in the wider web of social, especially patriarchal, practices. For her,
the discrimination against women is manifested “in the way they are taught to use language,
and in the way general language use treats them” (1975, p. 4). She documented women’s use
of language by analyzing features she claimed were exclusive to women. She also discussed
the descriptively sexist language used to talk about them. Lakoff’s work, according to

Cameron (1998), defined the gender and language agenda for many years.

For Lakoff, women’s language was manifested in many of its phonological, grammatical,
semantic and pragmatic facets. She introduced a number of features she claimed were
characteristic of women’s speech, as well as offered social explanations for their occurrence.

Briefly, these are:

1) Women use weak expletives and men use strong ones because they -women- are not

allowed to express strong emotions except mildly (anger for example).

2) women use an exclusive range of adjectives like ‘adorable’, ‘charming’, ‘sweet’, ‘lovely’
etc., that connote “approval of the trivial”, not related to “the world of male influence and

power” (ibid, p. 13).

3) Tag-questions, which are neither statements nor questions but are something in-between,
render the speaker unaccountable for the statement, hence unassertive in their claims. Yet,
women use tags when they express their personal feelings. Such use explains why men

perceive women as unsure of themselves.

4) Women use yes-no intonation patterns for declarative statements with the consequence of

being perceived as hesitant.
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5) Women use more super polite language than men, which is one consequence of being

socialized as a ‘lady’.

Concerning sexist language, Lakoff discusses the case of semantic derogation (Fontecha and
Catalan 2003, Hellinger and Baumann 2003, Romaine 2000), which refers to pair-words like
lady/sir, man/woman, widow/widower, bachelor/spinster, and Mr./Mrs./Miss. Words related
to women go through a specific kind of meaning-change, the replacement of originally
neutral senses by pejorative ones which, “[p]laced in the context of language and gender, they
conjure up other terms such as loaded language or sexist language” (Fontecha and Catalan,
2003, p. 772). For example, ‘master’ and ‘mistress’ were once equivalent words; but the word
‘master’ refers now to someone with great abilities in a specific professional field. The word
‘mistress’, on the other hand, refers now only to a sexual partner, usually outside marital
relationship (Lakoff 1975, p. 29). Another example is the pair ‘bachelor/spinster’. Whereas
‘bachelor’ connotes choice to marry or not, ‘spinster’ implies a girl beyond the age of

marriage, basically through her failure to appeal to men (ibid.).

Both Key (1975) and Lakoff (1975) concurred in their conclusions with regard to differences
in language use across gender lines. They saw them as reflecting a form of social
organization that favors men over women. As such, they were the pioneering proponents of
what came to be known later as the “dominance approach” (Hall and Bucholtz 1995). Before
discussing this and other related approaches and reviewing the research literature the work of
Lakoff stimulated, it is fit to look at problems that critics identified with her methodology as
well as her findings. Of course, the criticism her work received did not mean that it was
short-sighted, or its appeal short-lived. Quite the opposite, for a long time, Lakoff’s work was
to students of language and gender what Plato’s work was for students of philosophy. It set
the agenda for subsequent research and was responsible for the tumult in the field, so much
so that it can be claimed that the field emerged only in an attempt to test empirically the

‘Lakoft’s hypothesis’ (Cameron McAlinden and O’Leary, 1988).

1.2. Criticism of the difference hypothesis

Critics of Lakoff challenged her work basically because of the introspective method she used
as well as her methodological approach to analyzing data (Aries, 1996; Cameron, McAlinden
and O‘Leary, 1988). Dubois and Crouch (1975) accused her of fabricating data, in the sense
of making up examples, and that her examples run counter to their empirically based

findings. Aries (1996) pointed to the fact that Lakoff assigned meaning to structures on a one-
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to-one basis while in fact a structure like a tag question which, Lakoff claimed, indicates
unassertiveness, can have more than one meaning (see also Coates 2004, Holmes 1984a,

1984b, 1995).

For example, Holmes (1984b) divided tags in ‘modal’ and ‘affective’ tags. The first type, she
claimed, are used to request information or confirmation of information of which the speaker
is uncertain, while the second type is used to show concern for the addressee. She further
indentified four types of tag questions and classified them based on their functions (epistemic
modal tags, facilitative tags, softening tags, and challenging tags). According to this view,
Lakoff failed to recognize that “a single language form can serve a variety of functions
depending on its context” (Aries, 1996, p. 104), what Cameron McaAlinden and O‘Leary call
“the form and function problem” in Lakoff’s analysis (1988, p. 76).

In addition to the form-function problem, other scholars criticized Lakoff, and early research
in general, for wrongly neglecting variables which might have offered better explanations for
differences in language across gender (Gerristen and De Hann, 1979; Steil and Hilman,
1993). For Simkins-Bullock and Widman (1991), gender is just one of a set of variables.
They state that, “in addition to cultural background [on which their study focused], other
variables that could individually or in combination play important roles in determining how
one uses language include age, race, socioeconomic status, education, social status, gender
roles and situational context” (1991, p. 150). Crosby and Nyquist (1977) argue that the
‘female register’ which Lakoff identified, reflected gender roles and not gender per se. As
such, it could be used by both females and males depending on the situation. In their words,
“the distinguishing feature of the female register is not...that it is used exclusively by women
but rather that it embodies the female role in society” (1977, p. 314) (emphasis the authors’).
The importance of other contextual variables besides gender is similarly discussed by others.
For example, Bilou and Krauss (1988) maintained that accommodation to the ‘gender’ of
one’s partners in conversation was more important than one’s gender in explaining
differences. For yet other researchers, the dimension of power was paramount (Kollock,

Plumstein and Schwartz, 1985; O’Bar and Atkins 1980).

Considering the plethora of wvariables, besides gender, introduced to explain linguistic
differences between men and women in language use, Aries consented to the significance of
other variables but pointed to the failure of analysts, especially in quantitative studies, to

produce “the baseline” on which comparisons of verbal differences could be made (1996, p.
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105). In her view, “generally less than 10% of the variance in social behavior is accounted for

by gender; and typically less than 5% (1996, p. 7).

Lakoff’s work, therefore, forced researchers to take gender seriously, but also to look beyond
it for better explicators of linguistic differences between men and women. However, the race
towards finding linguistic differences and correlate them to social variables had

consequences.

One consequence bore on the view of difference in terms of either/or. Early research
conceptualized differences in language as ‘exclusive’ rather than ‘preferential’ (Coates 2004,
Meyroftf 2006, Talbot 2010). Exclusive features, according to Meyroff, “are those which are
used by (or to) speakers of a particular sex” (2006, p. 202). On the other hand, Talbot
mentions that “sex-preferential differences are not absolute; they are a matter of degree”

(2010, p. 6).

Using this distinction, it was possible to criticize Lakoff of exaggerating gender differences to
the extent that they lead researchers to think of some linguistic items as exclusive in their use
to women. However, it is now common knowledge that gender differences in language are a
matter of ‘more-than’ or ‘less-than’ features. As such, Lakoff’s claim to the existence of a
‘women’s language’ has been later altered to mean the existence of gender-preferential

patterns used more by women than by men.

A second and related consequence was reflected in methodology choices. The
methodological procedures followed to establish gender patterns were clear and relatively
easy to follow. Generally, as a first step, researchers set out to establish gender differences in
language on the basis of feature-count: how many of a specific feature (questions, number of
words, tag questions, talk-time, etc.) were found in women’s speech compared to those in
men’s? A second step was to correlate the observed differences in the use of specific features
to macro-social variables, usually power dynamics, socialization processes, situational
variables or gender variables under study (group composition, gender composition, status,
etc.). Another line of investigation that did not diverge much from feature-count procedures
was the study of pragmatic differences. Researchers reported on differences in speech acts

then discussed their social significance.

Therefore, a review of gender differences in language is necessarily a review of specific

linguistic and pragmatic features with relation to gender. It is to those features that the
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discussion now turns. It is appropriate to mention right at the beginning that the number of
these features is large; what it reviewed here is only a specimen to illustrate the points made
above. Specifically, the subsections below consider tag questions and hedges, interruption, in

addition other differences subsumed in one section.

2. Differences in male-female language

2.1. Tags

Many scholars reported greater use of tag questions by women (Cameron et al. 1988,
Hartman 1976, Holmes 1984b, 1985 and 1990, Mulac et al. 1986, 1988). As part of a broader
anthropological program, Hartman (1976) conducted interviews with twenty eight men and
women born in Maine (USA) at the beginning of the 20™ century and found that women used
more tag questions than men. McMillan et al. (1977) also reported asymmetry in the use of
tag questions. In their study, however, women used more tags in the presence of men than in
all-female groups. They suggested that “women use more linguistic categories that connote
uncertainty when men are present than when men are absent” (1977, p. 545). The resultant
differences were in turn a reflection of the power-differentials in mixed-sex groups. Also,
Carli (1990) related tag questions to status differences between men and women. According
to her, “status may be an important determinant of gender differences in language. However,
status is clearly not the only determinant.”(1990, p. 949). Other studies related the greater use
of tags not to power differences in mixed-sex groups, but rather to the facilitative speech style

used by women especially when they interacted with men (Hannah and Murachver, p. 2007).

Other studies reported gender differences in tag questions in the opposite direction —men used
more tags, while still others reported no significant differences or no differences at all.
Dubois and Crouch (1975) tape-recorded after-presentation discussions in formal settings and
found that men used more tag questions than women. Among the many variables studied by
Grob et al (1997) (see also Grob and Mike 1996), tag questions were infrequent in the
conversations of the thirteen groups studied, although, as the authors argued, significant

gender differences concerning their use existed.

In explaining the contradictory results reported in the literature, Aries (1996) specified that
empirical studies differed about a large number of factors that affected the results achieved.
Among these factors were the sex, status of the participants, and content of speech. She goes

on to say that
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[t]aken together, these studies suggest that there is no simple answer to the
question of which sex uses tag questions more frequently. Research may be
more meaningful if it were reframed away from a research for the presence or
absence of gender differences in tag questions and framed instead from a larger
perspective that considers gender differences in the function of tag questions in

particular situational contexts” (1996, p. 109 )

Aries therefore urged a movement away from feature-count toward a functional analysis of
their use. Such analysis would take into consideration what a linguistic item does in context

rather than how many is there in data.

Concerning function, Lakoff identified the use of tags with reluctance and unassertiveness
when used by women. In her view, there are legitimate uses of tags as “when the speaker is
stating a claim, but lacks full confidence in the truth of that claim”, or when “the speaker is
making ‘small talk,” trying to elicit conversation from the addressee” (1975, p. 54). But one
use of tags characteristic of women is when they express opinions, perceptions and feelings
and qualify their statement with a tag. To use a tag to question one’s personal feelings is
meaningless and can only lead to the perception of women as reluctant and unassertive

(Lakoftf 1975, see also Holmes 1990).

Also related to unassertiveness are hedges, qualifiers, intensifiers and rising intonation in
declarative statements. This cluster of conversational features was termed ‘tentative
language’ by Leaper and Robnett (2011, p. 130), and was claimed by Lakoff to constitute part

of women’s language.

2.2. Hedges

Bradac et al. (1995) define hedges as “adverbs that decrease the force or strength of the
predicate or that express the speaker's reluctance to commit to the validity of that predicate”
(1995, p. 103). In English, hedges are expressions like verbs (‘guess’, ‘think’ ‘seem’, believe’
‘suppose’), adverbials (‘perhaps’, ‘probably’, ‘maybe’), pragmatic particles (‘kind of’, ‘sort
of’, ‘eh’, ‘you know’, ‘I mean’), which are used as introductory or final expressions to

mitigate the force of a statement (Aries 1996, Holmes 1990, Leaper and Robnett, 2011).

Research on hedging and influence suggested that a greater use of hedges may lower the
perceived power and effectiveness of the speaker regardless of gender (Bradac and Mulac,

1984; Bradac et al., 1995; Hosman 1989). Hosman and Wright (1987) simulated courtroom
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contexts in their study and found that both hesitation and hedging expressions had negative
effects on their users regardless of the impression they left on participants. In a subsequent
study, Hosman (1989) found that the perceived authoritativeness of hedges’ users decreased
as the rate of hesitations and hedges increased. Bradac et al. (1995) found a link between low
evaluation on the dimensions of status and dynamism and the use of particular hedges (‘kind
of” and ‘fairly’). In short, those studies linked the use of hedges to powerless speech which,
although it could be used by either males or females, was in Lakoff’s view part of women’s
language. In line with this view, Bradac et al. (ibid.) suggested that it may be the case that
women used more hedges when talking to men than when talking to women (similar to the

results McMillan et al. (1977) found for tags).

Whereas a number of studies found that women signal uncertainty by the frequent use of
hedges, qualifiers and pause fillers (Carli 1990, Crosby and Nyquist 1977, McMillan et al.
1977, O’barr and Atkins 1980), they rejected the implied restriction of uncertainty to women
and emphasized the multi-functionality of hedging expressions. To give an example, O’Barr
(1982) study found that, in general, females used more hedging than males; but he attributed
this to power differentials in courtroom (the site of the study) which related more to status
rather than to gender. According to him, hedging expressions were characteristic of the
powerless, be it a male of a female (ibid.). However, McFadyen writes that “in other contexts,
‘powerless speech’ (e.g. qualifiers) is used alongside powerful actions such as initiations, in a
manner that makes the attainment of control appear indirect” (1996, p. 362). McFadyen
paired students with either students (same status) or with lecturers (higher status) in same-sex
and mixed-sex dyadic conversations. In addition to the above results, his analysis revealed no

differences in the use of qualifiers as long as the gender of the participants was concerned.

Broader in scope, Bradac et al. (1995) built on the multi-functionality of hedges and
intensifiers in problem-solving conversations and found the frequency of hedges higher in the
speech of men than women with particular expressions. In contrast to the claims of Lakoff,
men had a wider repertoire of hedging expressions, what the authors called ‘diversity’, and,
surprisingly, “the finding for diversity may indicate that men have a richer and more precise
knowledge of hedging, that is, this form of qualification is relatively familiar to them” (1995,
p. 111). The authors concluded that hedges “constitute a category with a decidedly masculine
bias” (ibid, p. 112). However, in a study of criticism giving in organizational settings by
managers, Mulac, Seilbod, and Farris (2000) found hedging expressions to be more indicative

of women’s speech than men’s.
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But again, in contrast to the findings of Mulac, Seilbod and Farris (2000), other researchers
found no significant gender differences. For instance, Acosta (2009) studied the amount of
talk and the number of hedges in the debate sessions of Colombian Senate and found that
male senators were responsible for more than 62% of the hedges in the total amount of talk
whereas female senators used slightly more than 37%. Considering the amount of talk, which
was reported as 65.9% for males and 34.1%, Acosta interpreted the results as indicating no
differences in the rate of hedges used. Grob et al (1997) also found no significant gender
differences in hedging expressions; although hedging was frequent in group interactions.
Similar to research on tags, what results that emerged from the study of hedging were at best

inconsistent and at worst meaningless.

Reflecting on this state of affairs, Murphy (2010) suggested that the conflation of different
expressions under the heading ‘hedges’ may be responsible for eclipsing any differences that
may correctly be ascribed to gender. Features categorized under ‘hedging’, Murphy explains,
were linguistic structures that vary both syntactically and semantically (2010, p. 50).
Examples include: modals, formulaic expressions (‘I think’, ‘I mean’), degree adverbs
(‘quite’, ‘relatively’, ‘necessarily’), restrictive adverbs (‘only’, ‘just’), stance adverbs (‘of

course’, ‘kind of’, ‘sort of”), double negatives, and tag questions.

In front of this amalgam of features, Murphy (ibid.) reasoned that the study of specific
expressions may thus clear up some of the contradictory conclusions previous studies have
reached. The analysis of individual features may also reveal complex functional meanings of
hedges that, like tags, vary across situational contexts. Within this framework, Holmes’
(1985, 1986, 1988a, 1988b) studies were exemplar of the functional study of a single

expression or a small group of similar expressions.

Taking prosodic analysis and position-in-utterance as her starting point, Holmes (1986)
initially classified ‘you know’ in two broad categories. The first is speaker-oriented, which
expresses certainty and confidence, of various kinds, in “addressee’s background knowledge
and experience, attitudes and anticipated response” (1986, p. 7). The second category
comprised instances of ‘you know’ that express addressee-oriented-uncertainty and message-
oriented-uncertainty. This categorization allowed Holmes to ground her analysis in Brown
and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) model of politeness, claiming that the speaker-oriented-certainty
‘you know’ instances are strategies of positive politeness; while addressee- and message-

oriented uncertainty instances are negative-politeness strategies. At a further level of analysis,
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Holmes identified within the speaker-oriented-certainty category three functions of ‘you

know’.

1) Conjoint knowledge: the speaker uses ‘you know “to introduce what they regard
uncontestable mutual knowledge” (ibid., p. 8). This use assumes a common ground
knowledge that is shared by speaker and addressee and, in this case, ‘you know’ typically
precedes the introduced statement.

2) Emphatic: ‘you know’ is used to strengthen the force of the statement leaving no
doubt in the mind of the speaker as of the validity of the utterance. Holmes suggested that this
use of ‘you know’ can be paraphrased as “let me assure you” (1986, p. 8). In this instance,
‘you know’ is typically used in utterance-final positions with a falling intonation.

3) Attributive: This function shares properties of the two previous ones. Here, the
speaker expresses confidence in the validity of the proposition being delivered and his
confidence that the addressee, though he/she do not know the particular instance expressed in
the proposition, knows the general state-of-affairs of which the particular instance is an
example. ‘you know’ in this function can be paraphrased as “I’m confident you know the
kind of thing I mean”(1986, p. 9). ‘you know’ in this function is always utterance-final with a

falling intonation and a pause precedes and follows it.

Turning to examples of ‘you know’ which express uncertainty and which are addressee- and
message-oriented, Holmes identified four functions as follows: (the last three signal linguistic

imprecision and hence are message-oriented-uncertainty type).

1) Appealing: The speaker may lack confidence in the proposition and calls for
validation. He/she may call for agreement in the case a negative comment is issued; or may
use it to soften the impact of a negative remark or call for sympathetic response. Holmes
remarked that it is the only function that Lakoff recognized for ‘you know’; and on the basis
of which women were said to use hedges to express powerless uncertainty (1986, p. 10).

2) Signaling lexical imprecision: the speaker expresses their uncertainty concerning the
choice of the next word(s).

3) Introducing qualifying information: the speaker uses this function between two
propositions to mark their awareness that the first proposition needed precision which is
given in the second proposition.

4) Indicating false start: A speaker uses ‘you know’ to indicate that an utterance needs

reformulation. The reformulation is subsequently given.
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Holmes used her analytical framework in an investigation of the use of ‘you know’ in
spontaneous speech in both formal and informal conversations. She found that the overall rate
of ‘you know’ in the speech of men and women did not differ. However, “there are
differences in the functions for which ‘you know’ is used in female and male speech” (1986,
p. 13). On the functional level, she reported that, surprisingly, women used instances of ‘you
know’ more frequently to convey certainty (speaker-oriented). Men, on the other hand, used
the addressee- and message-oriented types of ‘you know’ more frequently. Men in Holmes
data were the ones who used hedging expressions as markers of uncertainty. This stood in

contrast to the opposite view promulgated by Lakoff and others.

Stubbee and Holmes (1995) extended Holme’s functional framework to what they referred to
as ‘pragmatic particles’, something akin to Schiffrin’s (1987) ‘discourse markers’, types of
tags (invariant ‘eh’, modal tags, and set-marking tags) and other hedging expressions (‘you
know’, ‘I mean’, ‘I think’, ‘sort of’ and ‘kind of’). Their study corroborated the previous
findings of Holmes’ (1986), that is, “the somewhat counter-intuitive tendency for men to use
more of the...addressee-oriented particles than women in conversations, in particular e and
you know” (1995, p. 72). The same results obtained for specific studies of individual
expressions -‘you know’ (Holmes 1985), ‘of course’ Holmes (1988a), and ‘sort of” Holmes

(1988b).

Holmes analysis of hedging expressions cast doubt on Lakoff’s claims regarding the use of
hedges by women. Holmes (1995) in-depth functional analysis showed that hedges fulfill an
affective function in addition to their grammatical meaning. On the affective level, they may
function as negative politeness strategies to “attenuate or reduce the strength or directness,
mitigate face-threatening acts, and avoid impositions on the addressee” (1995, p. 74), or as
positive politeness strategies to “convey solidarity and to establish shared understanding with

the addressee” (1995, p. 64).

Generally then, in politeness studies, Holmes concurred with other authors in their claim that
hedges express politeness (which is a domain unrelated to the assertive-unassertive
dimensions). That hedges are markers of politeness was supported by such studies as Brown
and Levinson (1978), Dixon and Foster (1997), and Kasper (1990). But even here, the results

are contradictory.

To illustrate, Brown and Levinson (1978) maintained that hedges are politeness strategies

within ‘face-threatening acts’ whose use marks a desire to cooperate and avoid disagreement



Gender work 24

(1978). On the other hand, Dixon and Foster (1997) adopted Holmes’ contrast between
affective and epistemic (or grammatical) hedges to study dyadic conversations of South
American students, but reached opposite conclusions. As they claimed, “the epistemic and
affective functions of hedges are usually not mutually exclusive but coexist within particular

utterances” (1997, p. 97).

2.3. Interruption

The pragmatic category of ‘interruption’ is also among the most extensively studied features
within gender and language studies. It is also a feature among the least understood. The
complication surrounding the study of interruption has come as a natural consequence to

disagreements with regards to its definition, use, functions as well as its relation to gender.

Zimmerman and West (1975) and West and Zimmerman (1977) define interruption as an
instance of simultaneous speech that violates the right of the current speaker to complete their
turn. Technically, an interruption “is seen as penetrating the boundaries of a unit—type prior to
the last lexical constituent that could define a possible terminal boundary” (1975, p. 114). In a
simpler way, Beattie (1981) says that an interruption occurs when the current speaker has not
finished what he or she intended to say, causing his or her to ‘lose’ the floor. Still less
formally, James and Clarke (1993) identify interruption as a conversational case where a next
speaker starts talking while current speaker has not finished. However, and due to the
complexity of conversational interactions, scholars further differentiated between interruption

and overlap.

Overlaps according to West and Zimmerman are instances of “simultaneous speech where a
speaker other than the current speaker begins to speak at, or at the very close to, a possible
transition place in a current speaker’s utterance (i.e., within the boundaries of the last word)
(1975, p. 114). Based on the work of Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 1974, the former
authors hold that, unlike an interruption, which is intended, an overlap is an ‘error’ in the
judgment of a transition relevance point (TPR). Focusing on the contribution of next speaker,
Schegloff (1973) (cited in Bennett, 1981) characterizes the difference between an overlap and

an interruption in the following words:

If [next speaker] starts in the environment of what could have been a
completion point of the prior speaker’s turn, then we speak of it as an overlap./

If it’s projected to begin in the middle of a point that is in no way a possible
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completion point for the turn, then we speak of it as an interruption (1981, p.

172/173).

While the above identification are clearly formal, it is possible to say that, functionally
speaking, an interruption is an act of intentional dominance that attempts to effect floor-
taking, while an overlap does not constitute such an act; that is, it is free of negative

connotations (Tannen, 1983).

Due to the difficulty in structurally assigning simultaneous speech to either an interruption or
an overlap category, both Dindia (1987) and Kennedy and Camden (1983) considered
interruption as a subclass of what they call ‘speech overlap’ by which they meant
simultaneous speech in general. Their claim is that, at any rate, interruption always entails
simultaneous speech. Others subsumed all instances of simultaneous speech to an interruption

category (Wiens et al. 1965).

Disagreeing with these views, Murray and Covelli (1988) suggests that “simultaneous speech
is neither necessary nor sufficient for the recognition of an interruption by interlocutors”.
What this means is that interruption without speech overlap is possible. For these authors, it
is perfectly possible to imagine a situation where an interrupter starts talking precisely near a
completion point mid-turn, where turn exchange is possible, leading to interruptee stopping

speaking. This is what Ferguson (1977) calls ‘silent interruption’.

Undoubtedly then, what emerged out of interruption studies was an abundance of definitions
which had, naturally enough, affected both instances of interruption one ‘may find’ and their
classification to either interruption or overlap. Also naturally enough, differences in the
classification of simultaneous speech inevitably led to inconsistencies of research findings,

and hence to inconsistencies of interpretation in terms of gender differences.

2.4. Classification of interruptions

Ferguson (1977, p. 296-297) identified four types of interruption, which according to him
formed part of what he refers to a ‘speaker-switch non-fluency’. The latter referred to
attempts to switch speaker which resulted in simultaneous speech as opposed to a perfect

speaker-switch, i.e. the ‘no gap no overlap rule’ (Sacks et al, 1974).

The first type is ‘simple interruptions’, which leads current speaker to stop talking and results
in interruptee taking the floor. The second type is called ‘overlaps’. The occurrence of

overlap causes no break in the continuity of speech by current speaker and apparently no
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intention to take the floor by the interruptor. This type corresponds to what is generally
known as ‘overlap’. A third type is the ‘butting-in interruptions’, which involves a
discontinuity of verbal utterance by both interruptee and interruptor but does not result in
gaining the floor by the interruptee. Noticing a conflict, both interruptee and interruptor stop
short of talking and interruptee takes up their turn. The forth type is what Ferguson called
‘silent interruption’ (referred to above). In it, current speaker stops at mid-sentence, at a TRP
but without intending to relinquish speakership, but next speaker takes the floor with no
noticeable simultaneous speech. Building on the latter category, Graig and Pitts (1990) added
a fifth to Ferguson’s classification. They identified a ‘talk-over’ which refers to current
speaker’s attempt to take back the floor. A talk-over is then simply an “unsuccessful
interruption, as the second speaker fails to gain the floor” after a TRP not intended to

terminate the first speaker’s turn (1990, p. 128).

On the successful-unsuccessful dimension, Roger and Schumacher (1983) talked of
successful interruptions as those that lead to floor loss in contrast to unsuccessful
interruptions with no floor loss by current speaker. Irish and Hall (1995) differentiated
between successful interruption behavior that results in floor loss; partially successful
interruptions where both participants continue speaking at the same time; and unsuccessful
interruptions in which the interruptor causes the interruptee a moment’s silence but the
interruptee finishes their utterance. Extending the classification to segments of conversation
larger that the turn, Dindia (1987) indentified what she referred to as ‘an interruption
sequence’. According to her, interruption sequences are composed of 1) the pre-interruption
speech, or the speech that was interrupted; 2) the interruption; and 3) the post interruption

speech, or the response to the interruption (1987, p. 353).

Against those structural classifications of interruption, other researchers called for a
functional approach to their study. Bilous and Krauss (1988) for example, maintained that
“interruptions do not constitute a homogenous class, and it is clear that different types of

interruptions serve quite different sorts of functions” (1988, p. 184).

One prominent function of interruption was unanimously acknowledged by scholars. A
conversational participant willing to speak next uses interruption as an interactional strategy
to forfeit the right to an utterance of a current speaker. Given this function, it is no wonder, as
hinted above, that most studies of interruption considered interruption as an index of

dominance behavior (Brooks, 1982; Graig and Pitts, 1990; Itakura and Tsui, 2004; McCarrick
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et al.,1981; Rhoades, et al. 2001), the more so if current speaker was a female (Zimmerman

and West, 1975; West, 1983).

2.5. Interruption and gender differences

The widely cited Zimmerman and West (1975) study reported findings from thirty one (31)
conversational segments recorded in public places (coffee shops, campus, and drugstores).
Their data included twenty (20) conversations between same-sex dyads and 11 between
opposite-sex ones. The analysis revealed that same-sex dyads were characterized by
symmetrical distribution of interruptions across gender lines while in opposite-sex dyads,
interruptions were asymmetrically distributed. Men were responsible for 96% of the 48

interruptions recorded in interactions between men and women.

Building on this, West (1983) (in West and Zimmerman n.d.) analyzed dyadic conversations
of ten (10) male and female students previously unacquainted and found the same pattern of
male dominance in interruptions. Of twenty eight (28) instances of interruption indentified,
75% of them were initiated by men. This provided additional evidence, according to the
authors, for the dominance pattern identified as characteristic of men when talking to women

(see also West 1884, 1990, West and Zimmerman 1977, 1983).

Other studies seemed to support West and Zimmerman’s conclusions. For example, Octigan
and Niederman (1979) studied interruption in mixed-sex and same-sex dyads. Males in 12
mixed-sex dyads were responsible for 68% of interruptions and overlap in all dyads. The rate
of interruption varied from 56% to 100%. In same-sex dyads, interruption was symmetrical in
both all-male and all-female conversations. The authors remarked that “the same man who
showed such respect to another man interrupted a woman freely and with ease”, which
recalled, according to the authors the “deeply ingrained patterns of male superiority” (1979,
p. 52). In a similar vein, Willis and Williams (1976) analyzed conversations in settings
ranging from formal to informal. They concluded that “men are much more likely to talk
simultaneously when women are speaking than when men are speaking” (1976, p. 1070). In
addition, women tended to agree with men when interrupted and men tended to disagree with
women four times more often than they agreed. This is similar to Shaw and Sadler (1965, p.
350) observation that females interrupted with “agreeing reinforcing comments” in their
study of conversations between husbands and wives, dating couples, and unaffiliated male

and female dyads. Also, McMillan et al. (1977) tested the hypothesis that men interrupt
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women more than women interrupt men. They reported that “men interrupt women at least

five times as frequently as women interrupt men” (1977, p. 553).

Other examples can be cited and all of them claimed the male interruptive behavior to be
universal. For instance, Campbell et al. (1992) focused in their study on interruption patterns
as related to sex of the speaker and feelings of social inadequacy in mixed-sex groups that
consisted of 6 to 10 undergraduate students. They found that “interruptions from men were
also more frequent than those from women” (1992, p. 420), which the authors attributed to

men’s low feeling of social inadequacy.

Another set of studies focused on the interaction between gender and status. Stratford (1998),
for instance, observed that male therapists interrupted female clients three times more than
they did male clients. Female therapists, on the other hand, did not differentiate as to the sex
of their interlocutors-client. Although they scored as high on the interruption scale as male
therapists did, theirs was evenly distributed. For female therapists, in other words, the gender
of clients did not influence their decision whether, when and how, to interruption. Likewise,
Irish and Hall (1995) videotaped fifty (50) physicians during medical visits, each physician
with a male and a female patient. Their analysis showed that while patients interrupted more
with statements, physicians interrupted with questions, which they attributed to participants’
roles. However, physicians used less partially successful interruptions with male patients than
with females. More tellingly, according to the authors, patients interrupted and overlapped

female physicians more than they did male physicians.

Similarly, Graig and Pitts (1990) studied tutorial groups and differentiated between
interruptions made and those received. They reported that “tutors, male or female, dominate
the discussion groups, as demonstrated by the frequencies of interruptions they use when
taking the floor from students” (1990, p. 194), which suggested initially that female tutors,
too, were power sensitive. However, female tutors’ interruptions were not as successful as
those of men. A similar study is Brooks (1982), who studied interruption in male and female
professors’ classes. She reported that “male dominance behavior was significantly greater in
female professors’ classes than in male professors’ classes” (1982, p. 688), both with regard
to duration and frequency of speech and frequency of interruptions. In addition, male students
interrupted female students more than they did male professors. These findings marked,
according to the author, the fact that “the ascribed secondary status of women takes cognitive

precedence among male students over their achieved status™ (1982, p. 688).



Gender work 29

Even relatively recent studies confirmed the above conclusion to the effect of male
‘wallowing’ in interruptive behavior. One such study is Karakowsky, McBey and Miller’s
(2004) who analyzed interruption patterns in groups that were one-gender dominant; that is,
groups in which one gender outnumbered the opposite gender. They videotaped two hundred
and sixteen (216) university students engaged in mix-sex discussion in task-oriented groups.
Viewing interruption as a power display, the authors confirmed that “men in male dominated
groups exhibited higher levels of power displays, in the form of verbal interruptions
compared with women in female dominated groups” (2004, p. 429). Men engaged in higher
interruption rates both in male-dominated and female-dominated groups; however, men
decreased their interruption rates as they moved from female-dominated to male-dominated
groups. This suggested that males used interruption behavior either in accordance with
perceived gender male characteristics or to compensate for their perceived low status. For
men, thus, interruptions seemed to be a ‘negotiative attitude’ (Irish and Hall, 1995). In spirit,

this conclusion is also similar to Graig and Pitts’ (1990).

In other words, gender for men is more salient a feature than status in determining their
behavior toward women. In female-dominated groups, men act in what they believe men-
like verbal fashion. In male-dominated groups, where the belief is shared, interruption

reflects relative status in the group.

At the other side of those studies that attributed male’s greater use of interruptions to the
status-power differential existing between male and females, other scholars found no
significant gender differences (Dindia 1986, Grob, Meyers and Schuh 1997). Some even
attributed differences, if they found any, to factors other than gender (Bilous and Krauss,
1988; Campbell et al 1992; Crosby and Nyquist, 1977; Hannah and Murachver, 2007;
Simkins-Bullock and Widman, 1991).

Stratford (1998), for example, reported that female therapists “did not differentiate to the
same extent as male therapists in the gender of the client they choose to interrupt, and
therefore appeared more even handed” (1998, p. 389). Stratford, however, admitted that the
differential pattern observed may be dependent on other social and contextual variables (age,
background, familiarity with clients, institutional power). In the same vein, Murray and
Covelli (1988) analyzed interaction in four different settings- a white-people party, a black-
people party, interviews and un-chaired meetings. They concluded that “interruption is within

the behavioral repertoire of some women, both when speaking to other women and to men”
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(1988, p. 108). In view of their results, and similar to Stratford’s (1998), the authors
expressed the need to take the conversational context into account. LaFrance and Carmen
(1980) reached a similar result; even if, functionally speaking, men in their study interrupted
more with statements, which indicated assertiveness, while women interrupted more with

questions, which the author argued were responsive in character.

Against these claims, Dindia (1987) found no gender differences in the interruption
sequences she studied. Even more significant was her claim that “women did not have less
assertive behavior interrupted, nor did they engage in less assertive types of interruptions, nor

did they respond to interruptions less assertively” (1987, p. 365).

The analytical confusion that resulted from studies like the above led some scholars to
criticize work on gender and interruption for mixing the variable ‘gender’ with ‘status’ and
‘sex roles’ traditionally, and collectively, linked to women. What for some counted as gender
patterns might as well be the result of power and status independently of gender. The

similarity of such critique to tags is clear enough.

Espousing the latter view, Thonus (1999) suggested that dominance patterns can be explained
by the institutional role people embody in interactions in institutional settings. Accordingly,
“dominance...resides in speech situations which confer status and authority on institutional
representatives” (1999, p. 244). As well as contributing to the debate on exclusive-
preferential gender patterns, Crosby and Nyquist’s ‘female register’ was, additionally,
responsive to other dimensions they argued existed in females’ talk. They claimed that “the
distinguishing feature of the female register is not...that it is used exclusively by women but
rather that it embodies the female role in our society” (1977, p. 314). Thus, Crosby and
Nyquist maintained that ‘sex roles’ may be a better explanatory factor for the preferential use

of the female register.

Also, Campbell et al. (1992) focused on “interruptions as related to sex of subject, sex role
orientation,...and feeling of social inadequacy” (1992, p. 420). Men-initiated interruptions
were also more frequent than those initiated by women (ibid.). On the dimension of social
inadequacy men scored less. However, regardless of sex, lower score on social inadequacy
correlated with higher interruption rates and vice-versa. Consequently, for these authors,

social inadequacy was a better explanatory factor than dominance (ibid, p. 421).
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In an attempt to disentangle the effects of ‘gender’ and ‘power’, Kollock et al. (1985)
analyzed mixed-sex dyadic conversations while controlling for power. For this, they studied
couples where the man was powerful, couples where the woman was powerful, and couples
where the man and the woman were both of equal power (power was measured by the status
of their subjects). Overall, their study suggested that, with regard to interruption, it was more
appropriate to correlate it to power and status irrespective of gender. They disagreed with
West and Zimmerman’s gender-based explanations in that their findings “show that power
dynamics by themselves can create a conversational division of labor parallel to the one
originally associated with sexual differentiation” (1985, p. 42). Turner et al. (1995) also
corroborated that finding by arguing that men and women in their study were sensitive to the

power dimension when status was at stake.

Like Turner and his colleagues, Carli (1990) confirmed that “status may be an important
determinant of gender differences in language” (1990, p. 949). She found no gender
differences in interruption rates in mixed-sex dyads, but her study suggested that the degree
of formality of the setting may be more important a factor than gender. More importantly, she
claimed that tentativeness and unassertiveness may actually enhance women’s degree of

‘infuenceability’ in some specific settings.

Overall then, the analysis of gender and tags, hedges, and interruptions, seems to point to a
general conclusion— that gender affects language is acknowledged by all; but to what degree,
in what way, and when are questions to which no conclusive answers have been given yet.
The same conclusion holds even when scholars turned to the study of other features. To
illustrate, the section below pulls together some studies concerned with gender differences in

compliments, apologies, politeness, and voice qualities.

2.6. Other gender differences

Kharraki (2002) studied syntactic strategies in paying compliments in Morocco and reported
that women used a specific rhetorical pattern identified by exclamation with rising intonation.
This pattern oriented to the positive face of women’s interlocutors and was indicative of
solidarity (e.g. what a lovely gown!). Men, on the other hand, used a minimal utterance of
‘adjective plus noun phrase’ (nice hat!). Kharraki showed that women complimented other
women on their appearance whereas men on skill and performance in tasks. Overall, “men,
more than women, perceive compliments as a token of social distance rather than an act of

solidarity” (2002, p. 65), and this may be due to their higher level, compared to women, of
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social awareness concerning status. Al-Harahsheh (2014) reached the same conclusion. He
observed that even if both women and men avoided face threatening acts, especially in
mixed-sex conversations, or in same-sex conversations where solidarity is low, “women tend
to produce countless positive politeness devices for each other rather than men” (2014, p.

876).

Studying apology as another aspect of politeness, Chunlin (2013) found no significant gender
differences in the production of apologies but he claimed that important differences in the

choice of apology strategies existed. When women offend others they

prefer to pay the damage for other [i.e. assume responsibility for damage done to
other’s face]; when females are offended by other, they wish other pay their

damage and they prefer to accept the payment” (2013, p. 271).

Males use the ‘I-am-sorry type’ when they offended one another and preferred others not to
pay their damage. Overall then, the choice of apology strategies for females reflected the
third premise in Lakoff’s (1975) theory of politeness (show sympathy), whereas men’s

strategies reflected the first premise (keep aloof).

Also in gender and politeness, Brouwer et al. (1979) investigated a corpus of utterances
produced by ticket buyers at a train station and observed that politeness strategies may be
influenced by other factors besides the sex of the speaker; factors such as age, sex of the
addressee, and time of the ticket purchase. They noted that utterances indicating insecurity

and politeness were “often produced by both men and women when speaking to the male

ticket seller” (1979, p. 47).

On the intersection of gender and voice qualities, Henton (1989) (see also Graddol and
Swann, 1989) found no essential differences between the pitch range of males versus those of
females. Based on her finding, she ascribed the socially perceived differences, and the
consequent stigmatization of women voice, to the “persistence in andocentric societies to
continue to mark women as an outgroup, to label their unacceptability” (1989, p. 308). Men,
in the author’s view, developed derogative adjectives that describe not the way women
actually speak, but the way their speech is socially judged be men, which is naturally a

negative judgment because of androcentrism (ibid.)

To conclude this section, a comprehensive study is worth reporting. Based on a corpus of

more than 14.000 written and spoken texts, Newman et al. (2008) used a computer-based
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coding system to analyzing gender differences on a wide variety of linguistic items and their
correlation with different social and psychological states, focusing mainly on the category of
function words. According to them, function words “reflect differences in the ways that
individuals think about and relate to the world” (2008, p. 216). Although the differences they

found are small, they are nonetheless consistent:

Females’ language was more likely than men’s to include pronouns and social
words, a wide variety of other psychological process references, and verbs.
Negations and references to the home were also features of the female profile.
Men exceeded women on a number of linguistic dimensions including word
length, numbers, articles, and prepositions. Men also discussed various current
concerns more frequently, and swore more often... Female language emphasized
psychological processes, social processes, and verbs. Male language emphasized
current concerns. Thus, the results are consistent with the idea that men and

women employ language for different reasons. (2008, p. 223)

Overall, the study of language use along the dimension of gender extends well beyond tag
questions, hedges and interruption behaviors politeness and other linguistic features. Those
categories were chosen because they illustrate the heterogeneity of the fields concerned with
language and gender in general and the resulting disagreement in both findings and

explanatory frameworks that come as a natural consequence to that heterogeneity.

The sheer quantity of research into gender and language differences gives the impression that
difference is an omnipresent fact continuously, consciously or unconsciously, affecting
people’s everyday interactions. Aries (1996, p. 102-146) provided an overview of the
literature on gender-related differences in language use, which, as said before, grew
principally, as a response to Lakoff’s book. Aries reviewed studies on interruption, questions,
tag questions, politeness, qualifiers and hedges, minimal responses, exaggerations, personal
pronouns, topic initiation and change, as well as the sociolinguistic, social and psychological
theories adduced by scholars to account for gender differences, to deny their existence or to
downplay their significance. Aries observed that comparative work on men and women’s
language are unlikely to settle questions that arose concerning gender and difference. Much

comparative work, in Aries view, isolated linguistic features from their social context.

For a future research agenda, Aries urges that context should be the appropriate object of

study, “rather than the relative use of language features independent of social situations”
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because of the important fact that “gender cannot be understood apart from these contextual
variables” (1996, p. 145). Interestingly, Aries is a forerunner of recent calls to see gender as
dynamic, one element in a wider social web of discourses. Her call, in other words, is a plea
to turn instead to gender construction in the varieties of social contexts wherein language use
takes place. Since social activities are necessarily discursive and interactive activities, the call
is meant to place gender and language research within the wider field of discourse studies.
While Aries is not explicit enough on what sort of context studies she had in mind, it is
possible to read her book, within reasonable boundaries, as a call for a discursive-
constructionist turn (Sunderland, 2008; Weatherall, 2002b). Within this framework, gender is
seen as an accomplishment (Coates, 2004), something that people do (West and Zimmerman,

1987), and as a social construct (Cameron, 1998; Holmes, 2006).

First, it is appropriate to review the theories used to account for language differences with
relation to gender, and to discuss some of their inherent problems. Historically, two
theoretical paradigms have been influential: Dominance Theory inaugurated by the work of
Lakoff, and the Two-culturess Theory, known also as the Difference Theory, which initially
drew on Maltz and Borker’s (1982) work and was fully fledged in the work of Tannen.
Preceding these two is the Deficit Theory that is generally linked to work prior to Lakoff’s.

3. Theories of language and gender

3.1. The deficit theory

Although gender differences in language had been observed to operate for quite a long time,
no systematic effort has been made to conceptualize them in one coherent account based on
theoretical principles. What studies were there prior to the seventies either reported men’s
and women’s use of language in primitive societies (Haas, 1979; see Coates 2004 for a
review of early anthropological work) or, when the focus was on modern languages, they
aimed to establish the (male) normative use of language, against which the non-standard
forms can be studied (Jespersen, 1922). Haas’ work (1979) is exemplar of anthropological
studies of language on whose findings the notion of gender-exclusive language differences
advanced. Jespersen’s work is typical of analyses on which early gender and language studies

were founded.

Jespersen (1922) devoted an entire chapter, entitled “The woman”, to the study of women’s
language. The chapter presented what he considered distinctive characteristics of women’s

language and ranged over historical factors that influenced its use. Viewed from a historical
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angle, some authors argue that Jespersen’s work can indeed be appreciated for the adeptness
with which the he observed and discussed gender-based linguistic change. For example, his
statement that “there can be no doubt that women exercise a great deal and universal
influence on linguistic development” despite the flawed explanation the author advanced- i.e.
“their distinctive shrinking from coarse and gross expressions and their preference for refined

and veiled and indirect expressions” (1922, p. 246).

In addition to the issue of taboo language, Jespersen’s chapter also discussed syntactic
differences, polite and assertive speech and the social status of women, issues that are still at
the heart of gender and language studies today. It is even possible to credit Jespersen’s work
for foreshadowing linguistic upheavals with relation to gender in his concluding remark that
“great social changes are going on in our times which may eventually modify even the
linguistic relations of the too sexes” (ibid, p. 254). The remark came at a time where serious

theorizing on language and gender was still years ahead.

Jespersen’s work has come to represent what retrospectively came to be known as the Deficit
Theory which, according to Sadiqi, “considered women’s language as an essentially
‘deficient’ version of men’s speech” (2003, p. 4) in that their communication ability were,
according to Henley and Kramarae, “often evaluated as handicapped, maladaptive and

needing remediation” (1994, p. 384).

Added to the linguistic deficiency of women’s language was a supposed social inferiority that
placed them below the social rank of men (Talbot, 2010). Jespersen described how women
“use only the lower stratum of speech” because their social status does not favor them to
participate in what he called “higher culture” (1922, p. 242). Romaine best described the
stance of the Deficit Theory as that which considered women the linguistic ‘second sex’

(2000, p. 105).

In addition to early work on gender and language, Coates (2004) mentioned Dialectology as
one field in which the ideas of the Deficit Theory were reflected. Being concerned with
gathering linguistic vestiges of ‘pure’ dialects from informants in rural areas, dialectologists
were ambivalent on the inclusion of female respondents. Some dialectologists excluded them
altogether; and some accepted them but only conditionally. Women were seen by the latter as
better informants because of their conservatism while the former rejected them because they

fail to speak the vernacular dialect of interest to dialectology.
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However, as Coates remarks, “even dialectologists who see women as better informants on
linguistic grounds (because of their conservatism) reject them for non-linguistic reasons”
(ibid., p. 37). Women were said to be too busy or too timid, or embarrassed at being asked to
speak in front of a researcher. Combined with this, was the fact that the questionnaires used
in dialectology favored fields that were traditionally the prerogative of men. The fact that

fieldworkers were predominantly males also discouraged women from full participation.

As such, it was no wonder that where women have been included, “it has been to supplement
the fieldworker’s information, rather than as full member of the speech community.
Dialectology, in other words, marginalized women speakers” (ibid., p. 41). They were indeed

seen as ‘the second sex’.

Notwithstanding its impact, it is fair to say that the account the Deficit Theory presented was
less a theory than a collection of assumptions researchers relied on when theorizing gender
differences in language. The ideas the deficit world view incorporated were more a reflection
of amateurish linguistics and social stereotypes rather than the result of rigorous methods of
inquiry. Research was carried under the assumption of male’s speech as the standard against
which the speech of females must be explained, presumably because it was seen to deviate

from typical norms (i.e. male norms).

For this reason, many researchers criticized Jespersen’s work as being no more than
‘impressionistic’ explanations, culled mostly from anecdotal and literary sources, of an
assumed linguistic deviance of women (Speer, 2005). In addition, Speer (2005) argued,
Jespersen’s study was sexist, and based on folk-linguistic stereotypes disguised as academic
research, since “it provides a purportedly ‘scientific’ account’ of an already assumed female

inferiority” (2005, p. 21).

3.2. The dominance theory

Considering the above remarks, it is therefore more appropriate to document the beginning of
‘theory’ with the publication of Lakoff’s (1975) work, even though she was accused of
perpetuating the assumptions of the Deficit Theory about gender and language (Speer, 2005).
As seen above, Lakoff suggested that women lacked assertiveness and that men’s
assertiveness was desirable. The many linguistic features she ascribed to women portrayed
them as less assertive, unsure of themselves and the world around them, and that in contrast

to the assertiveness and down-to-earth way men speak.
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Notwithstanding her remarks, the explanations Lakoff proposed tallied more with the views
of what came to be known as the Dominance Theory, especially her linking of women’s
language to power inequalities that exist in society. Her claim that “linguistic imbalances are
worthy of study because they bring into sharper focus real world imbalances and inequities”
between men and women; as well as her evocation of the socialization processes as
determinant factors in bringing about differential language uses, resonated well with the
“differences perspective” that formed the basis of the Dominance, and later the Difference,

theory, in gender and language (Speer, 2005; see also Smith, 1985).

According to the Dominance Theory, men not only dominate the public sphere, where they
control the major institutions of economy, education military etc., but they also take hold of
the private, more intimate sphere of the family (Weatherall, 2002b; West and Zimmerman,
1975). The division of labor that exists at the institutional level results, according to Fishman
(1978), in a division at the conversational interactional level. Fishman proposed that
“IpJeople who do the routine maintenance work, the women, are not the same people who
either control or benefit from the process” (1978, p. 99). By this, she suggested that the power
inequalities that favor men were also manifest in the conversational interactions between men

and women.

Fishman analyzed conversations between married couples and indentified interactional
strategies that men and women used differentially, and which reflected their social power
asymmetries. In her study, women asked more questions to ensure an otherwise denied and
minimal participation in interaction. They used twice as many attention beginners as men in
order to be able to secure, single-handedly, the interest of the topic, a process that, in
symmetrical relationships, is normally and concertedly done by talk-participants. Also,

women initiated topics more than men did, but failed to get them pursued.
Viewing conversational work as a process of reality production, Fishman proposed that

men control what will be produced by the interaction. They already have, and they
continually establish and enforce, their rights to define what the interaction and

reality will be about” (1978, p. 100).

Dominance was also proposed by Zimmerman and West (1975) to lie behind interactional
asymmetries in mixed-sex conversations. They claimed that, in addition to their control of

macro-institutions, men’s control “is also exhibited through control of at least part of one
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micro-institution” and that is the turn-taking system in interaction (1975, p. 125). West and
Zimmerman were pioneers in their attempt to study the operations of power in everyday talk.
Especially important is their operationalization the notion of ‘dominance’ by situating it in

the interruptive patterns in mixed-sex conversations.

Also important is their suggestion that asymmetries in power relations in mixed-sex
conversations are similar to that found in parent-child conversations (West and Zimmerman,
1977). Accordingly to them, the patterned control by parents of child’s talk is similar to
men’s systematic control of women’s talk in mixed-sex interactions. One aspect of men’s
control is exhibited in interruption patterns. When used by males, it is, according to West and
Zimmerman, “a display of dominance or control to the female...just as the parent’s
interruption communicates an aspect of parental control to the child” (1977, p. 527)
(emphasis the authors’). Much like the way parents are ‘in charge’ of their children’s
behavior, then, men are the ones in charge of women’s behavior; interruption is one

conversational tool to control the latter’s behavior

West and Zimmerman’s claims —and Fishman’s also— are therefore far reaching in that, if
true, men orient toward a controlling behavior that is meant to curb, discourage, and even
silence (Spender, 1990), women from engaging in interactional work at all, except when it is

needed by men..

In a later study, West (1979) analyzed post-interruption responses and addressed the claim
that women’s speech invites interruption owing to their submissive post-interruption
behavior; that is, their failure to fight for their conversational rights. West recorded and
analyzed mixed-sex dyadic conversations staged between unacquainted university students,
prior to a purported laboratory experiment. Her analysis showed that, beyond corroborating
their earlier findings, submissive responses to interruptions, as one type of resolution to
interruption in general, were characteristic of both males and females. However, “the only
reason females appear to be more ‘submissive’ is that they are far more frequently interrupted
in the first instance” (1979, p. 93). In other words, with greater use of interruptions by males
comes greater use of submissive post-interruption. For women then, their post-interruption
responses are more noticeable only because they are interrupted more. This means that
linking submissive post-interruption resolutions to women is more of a stereotype than a fact.
Stereotypically, the causative relation between men’s interruption and women’s post

interruption is therefore reversed and women are seen as “asking for interruption”.
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Even when no gender difference is apparent, cultural stereotypes assure an asymmetrical

treatment of conversational features across gender lines. Thus, according to West,

Given the fact that males interrupt females more frequently than the reverse in the
first instance, speakers engaging in cross-sex conversations may come to orient to
those repeated infractions as ‘more’ than independent violations of turn space and
in fact, ‘more’ than isolated violations of speaker’s rights to be engaged in
speaking: female resolutions of deep interruption...may themselves come to color

the conversational definition of the situation (1979, p. 93).
3.3. The two-cultures theory

Especially for feminist researchers who sought to redress the imbalance in gender studies
with regard to power and dominance, the pursuit of Lakoff’s line of enquiry and reasoning
disadvantaged, more than benefited, women. To take one example, her work, as well as that
of Fishman, West and Zimmerman, led to the emergence of assertiveness training programs
(Frith and Kizinger, 1997; Talbot, 2010), with the explicit aim of training women how to be
assertive just like men. The assumption behind such training reflected the bias in favor of
male’s mode of interaction. Thus, men’s assertiveness was considered a desired quality to be
acquired. Women’s lack of it was somehow deficient. Their lack of an assertive character was
claimed to be behind women’s loss of personal as well a social power (Talbot 2010).
Consequently, rather than elevating women’s forms of talk, the application of The

Dominance and The Deficit theories contributed further to their stigmatization.

Against that background, the difference model emerged as an attempt to leverage the negative
view of women’s language echoed in deficient and dominance accounts. For the critics of
these two theories, where men and women were found to differ, the differences were grounds
to establish men’s and women’s language as equally valid, neither is compared negatively to

the other nor is it superior.

Supporters of ‘equal validity’, what came to be known as the Difference Theory or the Two-
cultures theory (Speer, 2005, p.32), do not view women’s language as socially lacking but
argue that both men and women have their own conversational styles that underline their
strategic use of language resources, and which are employed to manage interpersonal issues
in their daily interactions (Gray, 1992). The notion of style, for instance, was central in

Tannen’s work (2005, 1990, 1987, 1983, and 1981). She defined conversational styles as,
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all the ways speakers encode meaning in language and convey how they intend
their talk to be understood. Insofar as speakers from similar speech communities
share such linguistic conventions, style is a social phenomenon. Insofar as
speakers use particular features in particular combinations and in various settings,

to that extent style is an individual phenomenon (1981, p. 136).

Style for Tannen refers to whatever features, linguistic, paralinguistic or otherwise, (2005, p.
181-189) that signal the intention of a speaker to be heard in a particular way by the hearer.
Building on Lakoff’s theory of politeness and John Gumperz’s work on inference, Tannen
maintains that conversation styles are responsive to a myriad of “contextualization cues”
available for participants in conversation (1987, p. 251). Elsewhere, she stresses that the
fluctuation of styles in accordance with contextual demands is not random but “is made up of
devices based on strategies for serving the simultaneous and conflicting need for and danger

of interpersonal involvement (2005, p. 36).

The goal of the flexible responsiveness of style, then, is to manage the two basic needs that
underlie human communication in general: “the need to be free” and “the need to be liked”. In
Tannen’s view, “[1]inguistic systems, like other cultural systems, represent conventionalized
ways of honoring these needs” (1981, p. 137). The acquisition of conversational styles is part

and parcel of language acquisition in general (2005, p. 16).

With regard to gender, Tannen’s account explains what lies behind men’s and women’s
different needs and different stakes in interaction. Her model explains both the how and why
of gender differences in language. For one thing, males differ from females as to the primary

use of conversation. Quoting Tannen again,

For males, conversation is the way you negotiate your status in the group and
keep people from pushing you around; you use talk to preserve your
independence. Females, on the other hand, use conversation to negotiate closeness
and intimacy; talk is the essence of intimacy, so being best friends means sitting

and talking (1990, p. 95).

The implications for mixed-sex conversation are clear. When they come in contact with each
other, it is only natural, given their different goals, that men and women use different styles.
Females use language to create rapport and a sense of empathy, whereas men use language to

report (ibid.).
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Consequently, it is also natural that misunderstandings arise because of such differences. An
example of men’s orientation towards status and women’s emphasis on rapport is found in
Johnstone’s (1993) analysis of personal stories. She remarked that men’s stories were more
about context and independence, where the protagonist acted alone and is successful.
Women’s stories, on the other hand, reflected community-shared values and joint action.
Their stories were a site where groups of women acted together in mutually supportive ways

(1993, p. 71).

With regard to the origins of gender styles, champions of the Two-cultures model maintain
that the origins of conversation styles are to be found in early socialization patterns of
children (Maltz and Borker, 1982). Children prefer same-sex playing groups in early
childhood. Their preferences result in their growing up in two separate sub-cultures, totally

different from each other. Talbot explains that,

boys and girls groups seem to be rather different, so that children grow up, to an
extent, in gender specific cultures; they learn about such things as how to interact
in friendly way from their peers rather than from adults. Consequently, learning

cross sex-talk can be a big problem in childhood (2010, p. 80).

Tannen (2005) and Maltz and Borker (1982) asserted that children show preference for same-
peer style early on at the age of five. Others claim that awareness of gender-linked styles

emerge as early as the age of four (Cook et al., p. 1985), or even three (Sheldon, 1993).

Carrying gender awareness to mixed-sex conversations in adulthood leads to communication
failure, much as the way communication fails as a result of cross-cultural communication.
According to Maltz and Borker (1982), cross-gender communication is one type of cross-
cultural communication in as much as men and women approach conversation with different
assumptions, expectations, and different conversation styles to put those expectations across;
and in as much as, when miscommunication arises, justification for it always turns on
personal characteristics and cultural stereotypes. In both cross-cultural and cross gender
communication, misunderstanding is inevitable. Negative views, judgments and social

stereotypes emerge consequent to those misunderstandings.
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3.4. A critique of the early theories of gender
Speer (2005) argues that an adequate approach to gender and language studies should satisfy
a number of criteria in order to satisfactorily account for the sociolinguistic practices of

gender.

First, because of the essentialist nature of much sociolinguistic work on gender, Speer
advocates instead a constructionist approach where “(t)he focus in on how language users
produce speakers as male and females, and construct, orient towards, and use gendered
identities in their talk” (2005, p. 13). Since in a constructionist approach, gender identity is an
accomplishment, produced during interaction, analysis should detail the ways in which the
situated reproduction of gender possible, “the ways in which people use language to produce

gender difference, and to construct gender dualism as natural, inevitable and timeless” (ibid.).

Second, social scientists have long divided the realms of social phenomena into two
incongruent fields, that of sociology which studies social structures, and that of psychology
which deals with cognitive phenomena (Heritage, 1884b). Within this paradigm, both social
structures and cognitive processes are treated as primary “imput” to social action (Speer,
2005, p. 13). Discourse is considered a ‘by-product’, “a window through which to look to the
more important mental and social operations” (ibid., p. 43). In an essentialist paradigm, in
short, discursive phenomena refer directly to social or psychological states. Their importance
lies in providing a ‘resource’ that enables researchers to probe the workings of social and

cognitive structures, but neither are discursive activities capable of producing social action

nor are they themselves a form of social action.

In a discursive approach, however, discourse itself is the primary object of study since it
shapes, not reflects, the social and psychological structures people orient to in their daily
interactions. Talk, then, should be studied as a form of social action, and discourse as “a

social practice rather than a thing” (ibid., p. 14).

Related to the second criterion is a third that emanates from the same premise. The object of
analysis in a constructionist approach is interaction as a form of social action. It urges a focus
“on what discourse is doing, how it is constructed to make things happen, and the
conversational resources that are drawn on to facilitate that action or activity” (ibid., p. 14).
Gender, according to this view, does not reside in interactants as personal selves; but
interactants work to genderize themselves and others in interaction to achieve specific

outcomes.
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Fourth, and unlike work within domains like Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), which
prioritize the political agenda of the researcher, the study of discursive practices within a
constructionist paradigm means that researchers ‘bracket’ their politics in favor of studying

participants’ problems and concerns as members themselves ‘see’ them.

In view of the criteria she recommends for an adequate analysis of gender and language,
Speer subsequently criticizes the Deficit, Dominance and Difference theories as lacking in
their satisfaction of adequate theoretical premises. Discussing the shortcomings of each
theory, Speer reaches the conclusion that the former theories share an essentialist view of
gender, either in their disregard to contextual sensitivities altogether or their tendency to treat
men and women as homogenous groups. Former theories to gender and language, therefore,
reify both gender and the social context in which discourse takes place. In addition, the three
theories consider language a by-product, second in importance to social structures, like power
for example, or to psychological processes like socialization, interests and emotional needs.
Rather than seeing interaction as constitutive of the very context that affects discourse (see
below pp. 60-64), it is considered as merely ushering to the dynamics, or impact, of wider,
and more important, contexts. Language, according to this view, is considered a carrier of
meanings that travel across macro-structural contexts regardless of the particularities of the

local context where each interaction takes place. In her own words, Speer says that,

despite first proclaiming that they are sensitive to context, each author
simultaneously adopts practices, procedures and categories which strip talk of its
contextual subtleties and which ignore the context-sensitive of actual language
use. They imply that, at least to some extent, gendered meanings do indeed reside
in, and come attached to certain words and linguistic forms, regardless of the

precise context in which such words are uttered (2005, p. 37).

Speer also criticizes researchers using the theoretical frameworks of Dominance and
Difference for prioritizing their own interests, reflected in research questions they set and
explanations they provide. For example, the question of how men and women differ in their
use of tags, hedges, and interruption already assumes that a differences exists and, moreover,
that their explanation lies in the gender of interactants. By a leap of faith, researchers
consequently relate gender linguistic differences to social or psychological mechanisms of
interest to them. Rather than producing results ingrained in the particulars of each

interactional episode encountered, they produce instead generalizations over diverse contexts,
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disregarding contextual differences totally. This approach to analysis, Speer argues,
“inevitably gives primacy to the perspective of the analyst, over and above that of the

participants’, thus preventing an analytically tractable analysis of gender” (ibid, p. 40).

Finally, representatives of the three approaches hold the view that language reflects rather
than constructs reality. Given the second-in-importance view of language referred to above,
proponents of the three theories consider gender-related language problems as symptomatic of

social and/or psychological problems rather than as problems in and of themselves.

Overall then, the interest in gender and language has a long history that had started well
before rigorous sociolinguistics probed the effects of gender on linguistic variation. Also, it is
possible to see the history of language and gender studies as one line extending from the
essentialist views of earlier work to a discursive turn where gender is seen as an
accomplishment, a kind of social doing (West and Zimmerman, 1987). The discursive turn in
gender and language studies coincided with ascendency in social studies of CA as an
approach to language as a form of action manifested in the organization of everyday talk. CA
thus provides a useful methodology to study language in its much neglected local context; or,

as Schegloff (1987, p. 207) calls it, to study ‘talk-in-interaction’.

Since the perspective adopted in this paper shares Speer’s views as a rationale to choosing a
conversation analytic approach to study gender, it is worth looking at the origins of CA and

its subsequent adoption especially in discourse studies and Sociolinguistics.

4. Conversation Analysis: Historical Background and theoretical underpinnings

4.1. Historical background

CA grew out of a sociological enterprise undertaken initially by Harvey Sacks (see the two
volume compilation of Sacks’ lectures edited by Jefferson, 1992) and later Sacks, Schegloff
and Jefferson (1974) in their attempt to establish the legitimacy of conversation as a prime
locus of social order. It is now growing to be an independent discipline with a cross-
disciplinary character (Markee, 2000). As Maynard notes, it “has established itself as a
worldwide theoretical and empirical endeavor concerned with the social scientific

understanding and analysis of interactions™ (2013, p. 11).

In a now classic paper in CA, Schegloff undertook to “show that the raw data of everyday
conversational interaction can be subjected to rigorous analysis” (1968, p. 1075). By way of

analyzing how the openings of telephone calls can be construed as realizing social actions (a
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summon-answer pair of actions), he was able to argue that “the stuff of everyday life can be
studied for the orderliness it exhibits”(ibid). That mundane conversation can be objected to
analysis for showing its underlying structural organization was quite an illumination at that

time (Silverman, 1998).

Also throughout his lectures, Sacks was at pain to show, according to Silverman, that talk is
constructed with an eye on “how it will be heard”. By fashioning talk is a particular way with
a particular position, speakers “make available to our hearer(s) a particular reading of what
we mean” (1998, p. 6). Thus, speaking and hearing become social activities, constitutive of a
social-exchange system, much like an economy (Sacks et al., 1974), which organizes actions

1n interaction.

In that sense, it is possible to say that when people engage in conversation, they engage in the
collaborative construction of actions constrained by normative rules. The description of those
rules and actions becomes the analytic aim of CA researchers (Heritage, 2008; Markee, 2000;

Silverman, 1998). Speer more comprehensively defines CA research agenda as such,

[c]onversation analysts are primarily concerned to describe the methods that
speakers use to coordinate their talk to produce orderly and meaningful
conversational actions. In order to access these methods, they study the
procedures which inform the production of both individual utterances and
sequences of utterances....these procedures are not idiosyncratic, but display
relatively stable patterns and organized regularities that are oriented to by
participants, and which are evident in all of our talk. The goal of CA is to
establish the structural frameworks that underpin and organize such regularities in

interaction- or ‘the structures of social action’ (2005, p. 78)

The regularities in, and the orderliness of, conversations is the product of a ‘machinery’
(Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson, 1974) that constitutes part of the shared cultural competence
of societal members, and that enables them “to do what they do, produce the activities and

scenes of everyday life” (Benson and Hughes 1991, cited in Markee (2000, p. 26)).

Two observations issue from the above definition, First, CA analysts hold that the study of
conversation should be recognized as a field within the sociology of action (Heritage, 1984b).
Sociology established itself as a field concerned with human social activities and talk is the

most pervasive of all human activities (Schegloff, 1986, p. 111). Goffman (1964) was a
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pioneer in observing that face-to-face interaction exhibits all the aspects of social order. Its
analysis legitimates a new direction is sociological inquiry, what he calls the interaction order
(Goffman, 1982; see also Goodwin and Heritage, 1990; Heritage 1984a/b, 2001; Jacobsen and
Kristiansen, 2015). The analysis of conversation, in short, is an offshoot of the study of the

interactional order.

Conversation was neglected though because, as already said above, language was treated as a
resource to access other more important phenomena to the social scientist rather than being
itself worthy of study (Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998; Speer, 2005). One reaction against this
shortcoming is therefore the turn to the study of language as constitutive of social conduct

(ibid.)

Second, being concerned with conversation, social action and social order, CA stands at
cross-roads between linguistics —more specifically pragmatics and sociolinguistics— and
Sociology (Maynard, 2013). Since CA probes structural order as produced by societal
members themselves in their daily interactions, it is more particularly related to a form of

sociological enquiry known as Ethnomethodology (Heritage, 1984Db).

Appropriately therefore, before discussing its bearings on pragmatic and Sociolinguistic
investigation, an account of the sociological foundations of CA will be provided, with
particular reference to two important figures in the field on whose ideas CA theory stands.
These are Ervin Goffman, who advocated the study of face-to-face interactional order; and
Harold Garfinkel, who stressed the importance of studying societal members’ procedures for

the production of social realities.

4.2. Ethnomethodology and the study of common-sense reasoning

There is a major sense in which CA can be said to be the legitimate heir of the
Ethnomethodology and, as such, a purely ethnomethodological enterprise (Hester and Francis,
2000; Heritage, 1984b). In his introduction to Sacks’ lectures, Schegloff (1992, Vol 1)
mentions Garfinkel as a major influence on the thinking of Sacks, stating that he admired the
way Garfinkel’s ideas were to remodel sociological theory current at that time (Heritage,

1984b; see also Heritage, 2001 ).
According to Hester and Francis,

[t]he mainstream sociological conception is that social order comprises structures

and forces which operate at a level 'above and beyond' that of social interaction
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and which determine, at least in part, the shape of interactional activities. Allied to
this assumption is what one might call an architectural metaphor, in which the
organized and orderly character of social life—the nature of society—is conceived

as an edifice, or a complex of edifices (2000, p. 395).

Mainstream Sociology, in Hester and Francis’ view, is therefore a discipline that inquires into,
the nature of social structures — the complex of edifices — and their effects on the nature of

the sort of social order they enable. It is in short a top-down form of enquiry.

One flaw of this view is that it places social agency outside social agents (Heritage, 1984b). In
traditional sociology, social actions are, as Heritage (1984b, pp. 7-36) argues, imposed by
structures from without and internalized by social agents from within. In choosing a course of
action according to this view of agency, a member of a community does nothing but to choose
among pre-established courses that the social forces make available for them through the said

process of internalization (ibid).

It was exactly this line of reasoning that Garfinkel attacked, accusing mainstream Sociology
of treating social agents as cultural and psychological ‘dopes’ (1967; 1971). By this, Garfinkel
refers to sociologists’ conception of a social agent as one “who produces the stable features of
the society by acting in compliance with established and legitimate alternatives of actions that
the common culture provides” (1972, p. 24). ‘Psychological dope’ refers a view of the societal
member as one who re-enacts social order as a result of operations similar to conditioning in

behaviorist psychology (Heritage, 1984b).

As an outcome of this treatment of the social agent, Sociology has dismissed from
investigation what Garfinkel calls ‘common sense rationalities of judgment’, which ought to
be the proper subject-matter of sociological study. According to Garfinkel, societal members
do not just reaction to social structures, but they act upon them in ways that render structures

meaningful to them. In his words, the justification for this view is that a

[a] member of the society uses background expectancies as a scheme of
interpretation. In their terms, actual appearances are for him recognizable and

intelligible as the appearances of familiar events (1971, p. 3).

Therefore, Ethnomethodology is a field concerned, as Liddicoat says, with the study of “the
common sense resources, practices, and procedures” of everyday life. The latter are employed

concertedly in interaction to sustain, as well as build, the ‘world as we know it (2007, p. 3).
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For ethnomethodologists, according to Liddicoat, social structures and social order are “not a
pre-existing framework™ (2007, p. 2), but are rather a product of social interaction (See also

Hester and Francis 2000, p. 395).

Given their subscription to ethnomethodological doctrines, CA practitioners maintain that the
proper object of analysis is interactants’ procedures of sense-making as they engage routinely
in social activities. Interaction of course is an essential component of any social activity, and
talk is such a routine component of the majority of social events, to which interactants bring
their common-sense knowledge (Schegloff and Sacks, 1973). Talk-in-interaction becomes
thus a legitimate object of analysis and the focus of CA on conversation is not random, nor is
it happenstance. It is quite the contrary. Schegloff and Sacks explain that they started the

analysis of conversation under the assumption that,

If the materials [recordings of natural conversations] were orderly, they were so
because they had been methodically produced by members of society for one
another, and it was a feature of the conversations that we treated as data that they
were produced so as to allow the display by the co-participants to each other of
their orderliness, and to allow the participants to display to each other their

analysis, appreciation, and use of that orderliness (1973, p. 290).

In other orders, orderliness obtains because, as Garfinkel argued, members of society “use
background expectancies” in methodic ways to bear upon situations that are “recognizable

and intelligible as the appearances of familiar events” (1971, p. 3).

Reflecting on the common theoretical assumptions that CA shares with Ethnomethodology,
Lynch (2000, 528-531) explains that there are three ways to think of the connections between
the two fields.

The first connection is historical. It relates to the fact that Garfinkel and Sacks were close
collaborators. The second concerns the stance Ethnomethodology has against mainstream
sociological work on social structure and social action. This stance, Lynch argues, finds its

methodological interpretation in CA practices.

Methodologically, CA researchers analyze actions in conversational instances under the
assumption that a conversation, or part of it, can be analyzed on a single-case basis since
every and each conversational instance embodies social structure as constructed in that

instance and not as applied generically (as would be in top-bottom approach). CA
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practitioners defy through that practice the well known cumulative-quantitative research
which aims to establish abstract patterns of social structures by extrapolating from large
amount of data. A related methodological difference emerges out of the first. CA relies on
audio-taped and video-taped conversations as data, much against the prevalent tendency in
social science to impose constancy upon interactional situations through standardized

methods of coding.

The third connection is related to the outcome of analysis. In mainstream sociology, the
analysis is supposed to offer answers to research questions that are pre-established prior to
conducting the analysis. The researcher simply disregards whatever peripheral issues his/ her
data might give rise to in order to focus on their research concerns. In CA, however, the
description of participants’ issues at the moment-by-moment unfolding of interactional-

activities is given primary importance.

To conclude then, CA inherited from Ethnomethodology a general concern with societal
members’ everyday practices as exhibiting order in their organization. Such practices,
therefore, merit serious attention for how they bring into existence the very social structures
people live by, and which social scientists look for elsewhere, as if they lie outside those very
practices (by coding, and aggregating through, large numbers of social practices). CA’s
contribution was to focus on a particular social practice: conversation. But sociology was rife
with other problems that cast doubt on the legitimacy of CA proper subject-matter- i.e. the

study of conversation.

In fact, the problem was related to the status of verbal data in general, and talk in particular.
As seen above, the tendency in much social scientific research was to consider language,
(verbal data in interviews, questionnaires, focus groups, etc.) just a tool that enables a glimpse
at social and psychological dynamics. That talk-in-interaction could itself be studied for its
own structures, and as the very embodiment and realization of social and psychological

dynamics, was not a conceivable analytical endeavor.

In that, CA’s situation vis-a-vis Sociology resembled that of Sociolinguistics in its relation to
formal Linguistics. Much as sociolinguists were at pains to establish the analytic relevance of
social structures for which formal linguists had no conceivable place, CA analysts were,
almost at the same time, trying to find a place for the study of talk-in-interaction as itself a
form of social structure. For this, CA practitioners turned to the sociology of Goffman for

help (Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998).
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4.3. The Social interactional order

For sociological investigation, Goffman proposed to investigate the organization face-to-face
interaction (1967, p. 2). Interaction for him was an institutionalized order, no less real than
other established institutions. That social interaction was a proper place wherein to look for
institutional order, was, according to Heritage (2001), a fundamental achievement of
Goffman, given that “the social science of the period was highly abstract and unconcerned

with the specifics of everyday conduct” (2001, p. 48).

Also for Goffman, societal members in face-to-face interactions are preoccupied with
impression management or “face work” (Goffman, 1967) (see also Jacobsen and Kristiansen
2015). At the verbal level, speakers and hearers manage impressions through the constant

processing of each others’ the verbal display (Silverman, 1998, p. 32).

According to Goffman, interaction entails a mutual definition, or a mutual ‘framing’, of the

situation by interactants through which, and in which, interaction makes sense.

[w]hen an individual projects a definition of the situation and thereby makes an
implicit or an explicit claim to be a person of a particular kind, he automatically
exerts a moral demand upon the other, obliging them to value and treat him in the

manner that persons of his kind have a right to expect (1956, p. 6).

The interactional order has thus a moral character that compels participants to respect each

other’s displayed views of the situation in their ‘labor’ to achieve a particular framing.

With regard to Goffman’s influence on CA, Silverman (1998, p. 33) observed that Sacks took
Goffman’s study of interaction as exemplar of how conversational order can be
methodologically studied. Goffman himself emphasized the need to study conversation since
it is a “socially organized activity”, not by virtue of the linguistic code alone, but also because

it is a “little system of mutually ratified and ritually governed face-to-face action” (1964, p.

136).

4.4. Action and talk in conversation

In developing its own character, CA merged the perspectives of both Ethnomethodology and
Goffman’s sociology. As said earlier, CA begins with the assumption that talk is orderly and
that orderliness is the outcome of societal members’ common-sense modes of reasoning. This

is not to say that common sense is a reified mould. Rather, it allows for flexibility is defining
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particular frames and appropriate modes of action. Members, in short, apply common sense

procedures on a frame-by-frame basis.

Sacks’ translation of this idea was to emphasize that societal members engage in a process of
constructing talk with their hearer’s understanding in mind- a process known as “recipient
design” which is the most general principle guiding conversation according to Sacks et al.
(1974). Liddicoat states that recipient design “refers to the idea that participants in talk design
their talk in such a way as to be understood by an interlocutor, in terms of the knowledge that
participants assume they share” (2007, p. 5). In this sense recipient design is quite similar to
Goffman’s ‘definition of the situation’ in that it is a moral obligation towards hearers; but it
also includes a measure of negotiation in so far as each speaker at the same time displays and
checks his/her understanding of talk in light of previous understanding displayed by others in

interaction. Thus, the principle works in a stepwise fashion.

Exactly how the principle of ‘recipient design’ works is explained by Sacks et al. (1974)
account of the turn-taking system. Levinson (2013) exemplifies how the principle operates in
naturally occurring conversation by introducing its aspects: the problem part (the “action
formation” and the “action recognition” problems), and the solution part (the adjacency pair

sequence) (see also Schegloff, 2007a).
Schegloff formulates the action formation problem as thus:

how are the resources of the language, the body, the environment of the
interaction, and position in the interaction fashioned into conformations designed
to be, and to be recognized by recipients as, particular actions — actions like
requesting, inviting, granting, complaining, agreeing, telling, noticing, rejecting,

and so on — in a class of unknown size? (2007a, p. Xiv).

Levinson defines the action recognition problem as “the assignment of an action to a turn as
revealed by the response of a next speaker, which, if uncorrected in the following turn(s),

becomes in some sense a joint ‘good enough’ understanding” (2013, p. 104).

Action formation requires speakers to design their turns in such a way that their hearers
recognize what the former intend to accomplish (the action of the speaker’s utterance). Action
recognition requires hearers to design their subsequent turn in such a way as to display their
recognition of the action carried by the speaker’s original turn. The task for the analyst is to

study the social organization that allows speakers and hearers to meet those different
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demands. In other words, the problem is to study the organization which allows participants in
a conversation to recognize that an action has been made and that this action has been
acknowledged. What ‘machinery’, using the word of Sacks et al. (1974) again, provides for

the coordination of actions in conversations?

The answer Schegloff and Sacks (1973) provide is that talk is socially organized in sequences,

with the adjacency-pair as the fundamental unit.
According to Schegloff and Sacks (1973) adjacency pairs

consist of sequences which properly have the features: (1) two utterances length,
(2) adjacent positioning of component utterance, (3) different speakers producing
each utterance....A given sequence will thus be composed of an utterance that is a
first pair part produced by one speaker directly followed by the production by a
different speaker of an utterance which is (a) a second pair part, and (b) is from

the same pair type as the first utterance in the sequence is (1973, p. 295-296).

The answer, less formally speaking, is that talk comes in small ‘bundles’ that consist of two
turns adjacent to each other. Turns are related to each other in an adjacency pair by the fact
that the second represents a particular reading of the first. Producing second turn means that
the hearer “understood what a prior turn aimed at, and that he is willing to go along with that”
(1973, p. 298). Positioning a second part adjacently to a first also enables the first speaker to
see whether the action he/she intended is acknowledged or whether amendment is necessary

(ibid).

The existence of adjacently pairs demonstrates that societal members produce turns at talk in
a systematic way. Turns are not produced randomly and independently of what goes on before

them, but are rather subject to a social constraint of their production.

A basic rule of adjacency pair operation is: given the recognizable production of a
first pair part, on its first possible completion its speaker should stop and a next
speaker should start and produce a second pair part from the pair type of which

the first is recognizably a member (1973, p. 296).

There is thus a social-structural constraint on members’ contributions in conversation which is

meant to guarantee how actions in talk are coordinated.
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Since the constraint on adjacent turns forms part of the common-sense methods shared by
interactants, an adjacency pair provides for utterances’ ‘projectability’ (Levinson, 2013); and
that is the ability of participants to see actions in sequences of talk and to see those actions as
sequentially coordinated. Levinson argues that the “ability to ‘see’ actions, to project coherent
sequences from their subparts, and cooperatively offer to do part of them, is part of some
special capacity for interaction that seems more or less confined to our species” (Levinson,

2013, p. 125)

For Levinson, projectability refers to the ability of interactants to dissect each other’s
utterances in order to “predict both the content and its structure, so that they can predict when

it will come to an end” (2005, p. 103).

It is clear from the above that the organization of turns into adjacency pairs provides a
solution to the problems of how actions are coordinated in talk-in-interaction and, more
importantly, points to a more general fact. In interaction, members bring their knowledge of
organizational patterns operative in talk to bear upon the design and the understanding of
interaction. Those organization patterns, like the adjacency pair, are assumed as shared and in
common by societal members. They form thus part of the interactional order Goffman talked

about and the machinery Sacks showed as operative in talk.

It is also clear that the view of social actions as carried by talk-in-interaction intersects a view
commonly held by proponents of Speech Act theory (SA) in pragmatics, and of Critical
Discourse Analysis (CDA) in Discourse Analysis studies (DA). Common to the approaches is
their link of the linguistic to the social. On this ground, CA can be said to be an

interdisciplinary approach.

Accordingly in the next section, the affinities that CA bears to Pragmatics and CDA will be
outlined if only to show the extent to which CA has an interdisciplinary character. As with the
review of Sociolinguistics and gender studies above, the argument will be developed later that
both SA theory and CDA fall short of providing an adequate framework for the analysis of

gender and that CA provides an better alternative.

5. Conversation analysis and other approaches to discourse
5.1. Conversation analysis and pragmatics
In pragmatics, it was Austin (1962) who developed the analysis of utterances as a form of

social action. He analyzed what he called “felicity conditions”. Felicity conditions for a
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particular act are the social and linguistic conditions whose fulfillment makes it possible for
that act to be considered ‘properly done’ by a particular utterance. SA theory, as developed by
Austin and, later, Searle (1969), focused on constructed sentences linguistically decomposed
to discover their speech-act forces. The conceived goal of SA theory was the mapping of

speech acts into linguistic forms.

As current in linguistics at that time, Austin relied on invented sentences and typical speech

situations to develop intuitively the necessary conditions (Geis, 1995).

A consequence of this focus on the sentence was that pragmaticists viewed speech acts as
primarily linguistic in nature. Their force was to be sought in the linguistic properties of an
utterance and not within a conversational context (Searle, 1992). Pragmatics was therefore
doubly guilty (see Schegloff’s rebuttal in the same book, 1992b). It used invented sentences
and insisted that felicity conditions reside in them. Criticizing this trend in linguistics, Sacks
remarked that, while the invention of isolated sentences is an easy undertaking, inventing
series of sequences that would amount to a real conversation in any conceivable context is

almost impossible (1992, vol 2, p. 5).

It is on that score that CA analysts criticized SA theorists. SA theory was mindless, according
to Geis of “the absolutely critical contribution of context” to the realization of speech acts
(1995, p. 13). In short, SA analysts’ conception of the relation between sentences and acts
inevitably led to the same problem of ‘form and function’, referred to above with regard to

Lakoff’s treatment of women’s linguistic features.

Unlike Pragmatics, using natural conversations in their actual context for the study of social
action was a hallmark of all Sacks’ work and would later become one distinctive feature of
CA. Commenting on the difference between CA’s treatment of interaction as communicative
social action (Levinson, 2013) and speech acts as verbal performance, Geis provides an

analogy worth quoting at length.

One cannot kiss another/ person without closing one's lips together, drawing air
into one's lungs, thereby creating a partial vacuum, and then releasing the bilabial
constriction. But if we follow the suggested line of reasoning of Austin we will
have to conclude that kissing is primarily, and most importantly, a bilabial,
ingressive pulmonary act. It is a bilabial, ingressive pulmonary act, even

sometimes a reciprocal bilabial, ingressive pulmonary act, but it is also, and more
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importantly, a social action, ranging in significance from signaling sexual interest
to showing affection, to communicating a greeting (the kissing that is done

between celebrities on television shows), to communication (1995, p. 14-15).

Geis (ibid.) proposes a re-analysis of speech-acts as social, as opposed to linguistic, units. He
argues that SA theory can accommodate an approach that is sociologically driven. Geis in

short favors the analysis of speech acts along CA lines.

Instead of viewing a speech act as the property of a sentence, CA treats them as
conversationally shared actions. They become the joint achievement of speakers and hearers
across segments of conversations (whose minimal unit is the adjacency pair). Geis argues that
“there is nothing to be gained, and much to be lost, if we continue to think of speech acts or
illocutionary acts as acts performed in saying something” (1995, p. 10). If, in other words,

speech acts are treated as monologically (Searle, 1992).

5.2. Critical discourse analysis

CDA is an approach exemplar of interdisciplinarity. Since its foundation, researchers have
drawn on findings in many disciplines in order to link language with other social phenomena,
disciplines such as linguistics, Sociology, Literary Theory, Ethnography, and Psychology
(Chilton, 2005).

The phenomena that CDA addresses are discourse, social inequality, power, ideology, and
dominance (van Dijk, 1993). CDA attempts to study how discourse, (which means language
in its simplest expression (Chilton, 2005), is implicated in the wider social struggle between
those who have power and those who do not. It also aims to show how language constructs
and is constructed to mediate the ideological stance of those implicated in the struggle for
power (van Dijk, 1998, Wodak, 2002). Van Dijk explains that CDA is to uncover “the role of
discourse in the (re)production and challenge of dominance” (1993, p. 249) and adds that
CDA analysts’ objective is to “know what structures, strategies or other properties of text,
talk, verbal interaction or communicative events play a role in these modes of reproduction”
(1993, p. 250). According to (Fairclough, 1992), CDA practitioners carry this project with an

eye on social change.

Considering its stated mission, CDA, therefore, offers a unique stance. It is a field that links
the study of language to society in a specific way. Unlike Sociolinguistics, SA theory or CA;

CDA takes, as van Dijk describes, the relations of language to power, dominance, and
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inequality for granted, as well as “the position of the discourse analyst in such social
relationships” (1993, p. 249). CDA practitioners are academically as well as politically
engaged in redressing the balance of social power in favor of those who have less of it.

Elsewhere, van Dijk says that “CDA is biased — and proud of it” (2001, p. 96).

Notwithstanding their different methods, critical discourse analysts unanimously agree that
language (or discourse) is a major social practice which creates and perpetuates inequality in

social life.

On the link between discourse and social practices, Van Leeuwen (1993) distinguishes two
kinds of relations: discourse as social practice, “as a form of action, as something people do to
or for or with each other” and discourse as representation of those practices, “as the things
people say about social practice(s)” (1993, p. 193). For CDA, people use language both to
produce actions in the world and to account of their production. For Van Leeuwen (ibid.), the
aim of CDA should be the analysis of discourse both as the instrument of power and the

construction of social reality wherein power relations reside.

The ‘criticality’ of CDA derives from the above relation of language and its context. Wodak

suggests that the,

critical account of discourse would thus require a theorization and description of
both the social processes and structures, which give rise to the production of a
text, and of the social structures and processes within which individuals or groups

as social-historical subjects, create meanings in their interaction with texts (2002,

p. 12).

Rogers (2004) also comments on the “critical’ aspect of CDA and details three meanings that
attach to the word. The first relates to the fact that the political commitments of the analyst,
as already noted, guide analysis. The second concerns the goal of the analysis, which is the
study of the relationship between language form and language function (See also Locke
2004). The third meaning concerns the commitment to address social inequalities; or the way
CDA “explicitly addresses social problems and seeks to solve social problems through the

analysis of accompanying social political action” (2004, p. 4).

It can be concluded then that, unlike SA theory, with its unifying philosophical foundations
and long standing linguistic principles and applications, CDA is hard to characterize as a

field. Its coherence, as stated above, derives rather from agreement on a number of political
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principles and a systematic use of specific key terms such as ‘power’, ‘dominance’, and
‘ideology’. It is fit at this junction the review to briefly consider how these terms are

employed within the CDA framework.

van Dijk (1993) argues that the study of power relations in society entails that social power is
given primary importance to the exclusion of personal-power. Social power relates to that
form of it which holds among social groups, not individuals within the same group. An
interest in the power struggle between individuals is important only in so far as it is a
reflection of the larger struggle between social groups. Being social in nature, power
accordingly flows from ideology, which Fairclough succinctly defines as “[i]nstitutional

practices which people draw upon without thinking” (1989, p. 33).

It is the ability to control not only the verbal but also the contextual determinants of discourse
as well which leads from power to ‘dominance’. Dominance occurs when powerless groups
see unequal social practices as the natural order of things (Fairclough, 1989; Fairclough et al.,
2004; van Dijk, 1993). A social group, in its ability to institutionalize discourse practices
which legitimate and naturalize unequal social relationships, to the extent that powerless
groups ‘consent’ to these practices, can be said to be the ‘dominant group’. Dominance is
therefore the ideological manifestation of the exercise of power, as much as it “project[s]

one’s practices as universal and ‘common sense” (1989, p. 33).

The ultimate aim of CDA analysts is to lay bare the workings of ideology in texts. Given that,
as Fairclough said, “ideology is most effective when its workings are least visible”, (1989, p.
85), it becomes incumbent upon CDA proponents to make it most visible. CDA has one goal.
It is to uncover how discourse helps sustain as well as reproduce ideological social structures
that ultimately lead to unequal organization of interaction. One needs only to think of how
interruption was considered an ideologically motivated interactional organization that favors

the position of men to the detriment of that of women.

5.3. Context: The framework problem

Common to the three approaches discussed above is the rejection of the structural study of
language in favor of a context-based analysis of language. For speech acts theorists,
incorporating the notion of context entails the study of speech acts and the conditions that
must be fulfilled before a speech act is felicitous (socially fulfilled). For CDA proponents,
context embraces a wide web of social relations between individuals and conditions through

which they live, conceived in terms of structures which are mediated through social practices,
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with language being at the front of those practices. Conversation analysts hold a different
view of context. It is seen as a local achievement in interaction. Technically, CA considers

context in terms of turns sequentially organized in interaction.

All three approaches therefore agree that language is primarily a socially ‘contexted’
phenomenon. However, they disagree as to what the proper limit on context is, allowing for
an adequate description of language that makes sense not only for the analyst — being
concerned with a theory of language-society— but also for the people who use language in
their everyday activities. Gee refers to this disagreement as ‘the framework problem’ and

describes it in the following words,

Context...is indefinitely large, ranging from local matters like the positioning of
bodies and eye gaze, though people’s beliefs, to historical, institutional, and
cultural settings. No matter how much of the context we have considered in
offering an interpretation of an utterance, there is always the possibility of
considering other and additional aspects of the context, and these new
considerations may change how we interpret the utterance. Where do we cut off
consideration of context? How can we be sure any interpretation is right if
considering further aspects of the context might well change that interpretation?

(2004, p. 30)

As McHoul et al recognize, one must necessarily set a limit to contextual elements required
for an adequate analysis of discourse, but the question remains of “where do the boundaries of

what might be called cultural information lie?”” (2008, p. 50).
As a CDA analyst, Gee suggests that,

all discourse analysts can do to deal with the framework problem is offer
arguments that the aspects of context they have considered, in a particular piece of
research, are the important and relevant ones for the people whose language is

being studied and for the analytic purposes of the research” (2004, p. 32).

Phrased in this way, it is clear that Gee conceives of the framework problem as a
methodological nuisance for the analyst, to be solved simply by choosing some contextual
features among a myriad of others and ‘argue’ for their relevance. That the relevance of a
particular feature of context must be argued for and not empirically established is a point that

Schegloff (1991, 1997) vehemently criticizes.
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Gee’s solution to the framework problem is exemplar, according to Schegloff (1997), of the
“theoretical imperialism” that CDA analysts engage it when their political preoccupations
gloss over local contexts; preoccupations which might not be viewed by interactants as
political in the first place (1997, p. 167). Schegloff takes CDA to task for prioritizing the
analyst’s selection of contextual features over those that can empirically be shown to be
participants’ understanding of context. CDA prioritization of political issues is groundless
since, to paraphrase Garfinkel’s (1972) idea, people are well capable of understanding the
social conditions under which they live. They are not the ‘social dopes’ social scientists take

them to be. For Schegloff and CA practitioners in general, interactants are

sentient being who themselves orient to their context under some formulation or
formulations, who grasp their own conduct and that of others under the
jurisdiction of some relevancies and not others; who orient to some of the
identities they separately and collectively embody and, at any given moment, not

others (1997, p. 166).

In CA, Schegloff’s criticism has given rise to a new conception of context. Linell and
Thunqvist (2003) for example, make a distinction between a ‘traditional’ and a ‘modern’
conception of context. The former sees context as a “pre-existing and stable environment”
which includes biographical background, cultural knowledge, institutions, etc.; and which
people draw upon to ensure understanding. The modern view looks at context as only “partly
pre-given, and as constructed or reconstructed on-line, i.e. as situationally accomplished”
(2003, p. 410). This division is based on Schegloff’s (1991) distinction between approximate
and distal contexts and his defense of the CA methodology which takes surrounding textually
adjacent features as sufficiently warranting an adequate analysis of talk-in-interaction. In line
with Schegloff’s division, Linell and Thunqvist (2003) call for the study of contextual
features endogenous to interaction that can be gleaned from talk without recurrence to any

exogenous contextual consideration.

Differing from this view somewhat, Mchoul et al. (2008) call for a synthesis of the two ways
of looking at context in keeping with the CA principle of accountability of analysis to data.
Their solution to the framework problem is to argue for the usefulness of whatever contextual
information (biographic, institutional, historical or otherwise) available in talk itself, and
which participants display to each other through interaction. This they propose as an aid to a

CA analysis in the strict sense. The idea is to allow analysts to avail themselves of contextual
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features that might transpire from talk itself and use it as an extra source in validating a CA
analysis. This way, the authors suggest, context can be harnessed in favor of a CA analysis.
Their rationale is that “contextual knowledge is by no means necessary but, as a luxury, it

need not be rejected out of hand if verifiably available” (2008, p. 46).

Weatherall very succinctly summarizes CA’s notion of context when she comments that, in
CA, “the interaction is the context” (2000b, p. 114). In Lepper’s view, this notion means that
it is “generated on a turn by turn basis by speakers, rather than as a pre-existing ‘frame’

within which interaction takes place” (2000, p. 52).

However, this view of context as local itself was in turn attacked. For example, Wetherell
(1998) accuses CA of banning the integration in discourse analysis of the cultural knowledge
that people bring to their conversation and which might be shaped by forces other than those
consciously brought to bear on the production of discourse. In her view, an analysis limited to
textual data only cannot be satisfactory since it ignores the working of discourse in the
Foucaulian, but also critical discursive, sense; that is, as historically and socially shaping

forces (see also Wodak, 2002).

In her analysis of male discourse on sexuality in conversations with young males, Wetherell
(1998) draws on both CA and postmodern theories of subject positions and power struggle
(Burr, 1995), to show the workings of identity trouble management in conversation about
sexual issues. For her, a close technical analysis of the kind CA recommends is unhelpful and
unproductive. It needs to be supplemented with “[t]he more inclusive notion of discourse
found in post-structuralist writing [which] provides a better grounding for analysis” (1998, p.

394),

The above discussion has made it clear that consensus over the framework problem is non-
existent, as witnessed for example in the many debates over it among scholars (see in this
order Schegloff 1997; Wetherell 1998; Schegloff, 1998; Billig, 1999; Schegloff, 1999). It is

also quite clear that each proposed solution has its own merits and its own drawbacks.

The present paper adopts a CA view of context as an interactionally emerging phenomenon. It
shares Wooffitt’s view on CA commitment to a “principled reluctance to draw on
ethnographic [biographical, historical, social or cultural] characterization of the setting and its
participants in the analysis” (2005, p. 63). The rationale for such commitment being that

context is itself a vague word which, as Schegloff (1997) shows, can be inexhaustibly
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definable in a large number of ways, all of which are, in Wooffitt terms, “logically correct or
true by any test of correspondence” (2005, p. 63). As CA analysis is guided by data, context
awaits emergence. It cannot be specified a prior in any meaningful sense. It is probably the
reason why, with regard to the problem of how the analyst is to decide which particular form
of context is most appropriate in interpreting data, Wooffitt, provides no proposed solution
because of the non-commitment of CA to any pre-defined notion or set of notions prior to

analysis.

In other words, the analyst does not take a stance towards a particular contextual feature
unless it emerges interactionally in talk; it is participants’ displayed orientation to a contextual
feature which makes it relevant. Using Schegloff’s terminology, analysts must demonstrate
empirically the “programmatic relevance” of a given contextual item (1987a, p. 112), in order
for that item to be valid analytically. With this, it is possible to turn now to see how gender
fits into a consequential analysis of the sort CA proposes. The ramifications of this view of
context for a categorial analysis will be discussion later (section 6.3, p. 73). Given that gender
has always been a contextual source for the analysis of language, and considering that CA is
as a late comer in gender studies, the section below reviews how the CA ideas affected the

study of gender and language.

5.4. Conversation analysis and gender

As seen above, Wetherell (1998) claims that CA should be complemented with notions
derived post-modernism in order to validate any analysis of gendered identities. Her argument
is that conversations are shaped by institutionally and historically social forces operating
outside talk. Only the analyst, with careful explication of the intricate ways those forces are
enmeshed in the texture of everyday talk, can detect their workings since they cannot be
gleaned from the surface of interaction. Nonetheless, Wetherell is careful to stress that the

relevance of social forces must be demonstrated empirically from within the data.

Recent debates over gender address its claimed ‘omnipresence’ that, as Garfinkel argues
(1967), warrants its relevance even in the absence of discursive cues to show participants’
orientation to gender (Billig 1999, Kitzinger 2000, Weatherall 2002b). If, as Wetherell urges,
analysts “must be able to show [empirically] that participants had the orientation claimed for
them” (1998, p. 392), how can such an orientation be shown in the absence of cues ushering
its existence? For instance, how can a focus on gender identities be coupled with a focus on

conversational rules, like the adjacency pair rules, which operate over and beyong any
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particular identity? As Billig notes, an apparently egalitarian system for the management of
turns in conversation might in fact hide “deeply practiced and often unnoticed inequalities”

(1999, p. 554) that gender identities might trigger in conversation.

Billig (1999) argues that CA’s insistence on taking talk ‘on its surface value’ disregards the
payoffs of an analysis that probes its undercurrent forces in talk, historical, social,
psychological, etc. For him, the purported non-critical stance of CA harbors an ideological
view of the world as a place where participants in discourse are assumed to have equal rights
and equal access to power; a view the study of gender and power has proved misguided. For
this reason, Billig, like Wetherell, urges CA analysts to consider the wider cultural context

whenever that can fruitfully inform analysis of talk-in-interaction.

To these accusations, Schegloff (1999) responds that no such recourse to approaches outside
CA is necessary since a technical analysis of the sort CA advances does not preclude
preoccupation with wider social issues, should the analyst find that participants to talk orient
to those issues. As an example, Schegloff suggests that the workings of gender must be
shown in talk rather than presumed to operate behind it. Analysts will do well if, in the words
of Linell and Thunqvist, they ‘background’ their assumptions and ‘foregroun’ those of

participants in interaction (2003).

Many researchers take the CA challenge seriously. Studies have appeared that ground gender
within the conversation analytic framework and show how people manage issues of gender as
they unfold in the turn-by-turn basis of communication (Hopper and LeBaron, 1998;
Kitzinger, 2000; Kirzinger and Frith 1999; Speer, 2001a/b; Stokoe 1998; Stokoe and
Smithson, 2001; Weatherall 2002a, 2002b; West, 1995). CA’s emphasis on societal
members’ orientation as demonstrated in their talk has, thus, presented additional leverage to
the social constructionist view of gender. As Weatherall claims, the idea that gender can be
studied as members’ orientation “is one that has been missing from the widely accepted
(essentialist) psychological theories of gender” (2002b, p. 100), but is ever present in recent

CA-informed studies. The rest of this section reviews some such studies.

Hopper and LeBaron (1998) studied how gender ‘creeps’ into talk by using as data extracts of
interactions where gender words were the locus of explicit attention in interaction. In their
data, a gendered word went through three phases which marked its relevance to the
participants and how they oriented to it. Once a gender term was introduced, its status as

peripheral was developed through a series of ‘noticings’.
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First was the introduction of a gender category in talk. Second, its noticing by participants,
and third, the word became the subject-matter of talk in subsequent turns. Hopper and
LeBarron (ibid.) argued that the creeping of gender into talk was carried through thanks to the
availability in language of resources that index gender, directly or indirecty (Ochs, 1992).
One distinctive characteristic of this indexing is that it makes the introduction of gender
relevant but not always explicit. That is to say, not all gendered words become the center of

talk. Noticing might or might not take place.

On a different level, and as said earlier, work within the power-powerless framework was
responsible for the emergence of training programs that purported to teach women how to be
assertive in their refusal of unwanted actions (especially sexual intercourse). Using the
findings of CA on how people do refusals, Kitzinger (2000), argued against the assumptions

behind such training.

CA work on the adjacency pair ‘offer-rejection’ shows that in everyday situations, refusal is
not direct and incorporates one or more elements that attenuate its ‘negative’ force (its face-
threatening force). Rejecting an offer may be preceded by temporal delays, hedges,
palliatives (appreciations, apologies, token agreement etc.) or accounts (explanations,
justifications, or excuses for declining an offer). According to Kitzinger and Frith (1999),
training programs that urged women to refuse sexual proposals by being assertive, by ‘just
say no’, did not appreciate the norms governing refusals and which people orient to in their
everyday life. One outcome of this dis-attention had been that women expressed difficulty in
carrying out refusals in an assertive manner because, as Kitzinger put it, “refusal skills
training programs seem to be offering advice that does not adequately capture the reality of
how refusals are done” (2000, p. 178). (The implications of such work will be discussed in

chapter V).

Hopper and LeBarron (1998) Kitzinger (2000), and Kitzinger and Frith (1999) all show that
CA findings can benefit gender studies in ways that escape prior work in the field of gender
and language. In those studies, gender is not a contextual feature always on offer for analysts
to be linked to talk features; rather, the contextual relevance of gender is itself a matter for
analysis. As such, Stokoe and Weatherall (2002) consider as especially invigorating the CA
caveat that analysis be driven by participants’ orientations rather than by analyst’s

preoccupations. They argue that prior work is guilty of invoking an ‘ethnographically-
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furnished context’ by analysts on behalf of interactants (ibid.), and this invocation, as Watson

notes, is a “misconceived analytic formulations of context” (Watson 1997, p. 75).

In light of the recent developments in gender and language studies, the present dissertation
proposes a sequential analysis of gender as a contextual feature that emerges, or gets
constructed, out of talk. Limiting oneself to gender-as-it-emerges can be said to be as
adequate a solution to the framework problem as can be formulated if the aim is to align
research in the field of gender and language with the criteria for a constructive approach
outlined earlier (see pp. 42-44). This methodological stance not only inoculates possible
findings against any accusation of interpretative work on the part of the analyst, but also
seeks to ground the researcher’ claims in empirical analysis. Such policy, it is hoped, will

escape the limitations of past work.

This said, one must admit that focusing solely on the sequential properties of interaction is
not enough, for gender is not a sequential matter like adjacency pairs. Gender is an identity
operating within talk but on a different level. To complement sequential analysis, one must
turn to another strand of Sacks’ work (1992, edited by Jefferson) which is also suited to the
study of the social construction of gender, and on which other scholars draw. This offshoot
has grown to a fully fledged approach known as Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA)
(Sacks, Lecture 6 (p.40-48; lecture )Vol I, 246; Hester and Eglin, 1997). As Stokoe and
Weatherall see it, MCA enables work on gender and language “to move away from a
‘difference’ trajectory” (2002a, p. 708) that is largely the legacy of the Dominance and the
Difference approaches (Crawford, 1995). Work that uses MCA to study gender will be
introduced in a sub-section below (sub-section 6.3), but first the origins of MCA will be

delineated first (sub-section 6.1).

6. Membership categorization analysis

6.1. Principles of MCA

Fitzgerald et al. define MCA as the “analysis of the descriptive and inferential aspects of
interaction” (2009, p. 47). Hester and Eglin (1997) discuss the principles of MCA through
tracing its beginnings in Sacks work and its uptake by non-American scholars especially in
England, after it has remained relegated to the shadows in mainstream CA with its focus on

structural aspects of talk.

Sacks’ formulation of the principles of MCA was the outcome of his analysis of a short story

“the baby cried mommy picked it up” (Sacks’ lectures, as edited by Jefferson 1992, p. 223).
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Sacks wanted to account for the fact that people hear links between the categories ‘baby’ and
‘mommy’ and specifically that the mommy is the mommy of the baby in the story and not of
another baby (Hester and Eglin 1997, Lepper 2000, Schegloff 2007b). The link is, according
to Sacks, provided by the Membership Categorization Device (MCD) of ‘family’; and of
which ‘baby’ and ‘mommy’ are categorial members (1992, Vol 1, 238).

Membership categories, then, “are classifications or social types that may be used to describe
persons” (Hester and Eglin 1997, p. 3). An MCD allows the grouping of categories together.
Hester and Eglin contend that,

[tThe idea that membership categories form collections refers to the fact that, in
the locally occasioned settings of their occurrence, some membership categories
can be used and heard commonsensically as 'going together,’ whilst others

cannot be so used and heard (1997, p. 4).

Watson also defines MCDs informally as people’s “commonsense equivalence classes for the

identification of persons” (1978, p. 106).

The MCD used in Sacks’ story is not explicitly mentioned, but is rather inferred from the
juxtaposition of the two categories ‘baby’ and ‘mommy’. The MCD provides an organizing
framework with reference to which the two categories in the story can be commonsensically
seen as falling into a single collection; therefore, they “can be used and heard as ‘going

299

together’ (Psathas 1999, p. 143). Collections are “made up of a group of categories [which
make is possible to] classify any member of the population” (Sacks, 1992, p. 40). To put it
differently, the categories ‘baby’ and ‘mommy’ are not used randomly or independently of
each other; but are rather purposefully ‘drawn’ from the MCD family and meant to be heard
that way. It is their membership in a collection, or a device, that provides for their descriptive

adequacy.

In addition to their classification and grouping work, MCDs enable inferences to be made
about categories. In his lectures, Sacks referred to MCD as an “inference machine” (ibid.).
MCA is therefore the study of the rules that underlie the working of ‘inference generating’
and ‘inference making’ (Lepper, 2000; Silverman, 1998). In the words of Lepper, it is the
study of “how speakers and hearers make inferences about what is going on, and how they

provide for inferences to be made from what they say or do” (2000, p. 15).
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Categories become members of a particular MCD through two rules of application. These
Sacks called the ‘economy rule’ and the ‘consistence rule’ (1992, Vol I, p. 246). Lepper

defines the consistency rule as such:

If a population of persons is being categorized, and a category from a membership
categorization device has been used to/ characterize a first member of that
population, then hear subsequent categorizations as coming from that device

(2000, p. 18-19)

For example, for a group of people, if someone is categorized as ‘goalkeeper’, then other
persons in the group would necessarily be referred to as ‘defender’ ‘midfielder’, ‘forwards’,
etc.. The consistency rule stipulates that all the categories be drawn from the device ‘football
team’. It is even possible to speak of a device within a device or a ‘sub-device’. For
examples, if a person is described as incumbent of the membership category ‘center-back’
and other persons as ‘full-back’, ‘wing-back’, etc., then interactants hear that all the

categories used as drawn from the sub-device ‘defenders’ (Lepper, 2000, Psathas 1999).

Sacks observed that a category can belong to more than one MCD. In the story , the category
baby for example belongs to two devices. Baby can be part of a family (father, mother, baby);
but it can also used to refer to as ‘stage of life’ (the collection, baby, teenager, adult, etc.). As
a result, Sacks observed that a corollary to the consistency rule is required to ensure that

relevance of only one device at a time. This corollary is defined by Silverman as follows:

Consistency rule corollary: If two or more categories are used to/ categorize two
or more Members to some population, and those categories can be heard as

categories from the same collection, hear them that way (1998, p. 80-81)

Therefore, the corollary ensures the hearing of ‘baby’ as belonging to the MCD ‘family’ and
not the MCD ‘stage of life’.

On the other hand, the second rule, the economy rule, explains ‘referential adequacy’
(Silverman 1998, Schegloff 2007b). Referential adequacy refers to the preference by
interactants for minimal use of membership categories to describe or refer to persons in

interaction (1979). Silverman defines the economy rule in the following terms,

The economy rule: a single category from any membership categorization device

can be referentially adequate (1998, p. 79).
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The economy rule represents in fact more of a constraint than a requirement. Since there exist
virtually infinite ways to categorize people (e.g. a woman can be a mother, teacher, wife,
activist, Muslim, etc.), interactants use categories such as to ensure that people described, or
referred to, are adequately identifiable with relations to the inferences that can be made about
them, and which interactants see as the relevant inferences at the moment of interaction
(Schegloff, 2007b). Psathas reformulates the above as meaning that “[oJne membership

category is adequate for describing a member of some population” (1999, p. 143).

In the story then, the use of ‘mommy’ invokes the person as a ‘mommy’, not a teacher or an
activist for example, to pick up a crying baby, even if it is the case that the categories
‘teacher’ and ‘activist’ might very well apply to the person. ‘Teacher’ and ‘activist’ are not
referentially adequate on that occasion even if they may be adequate categories on some other
occasions. It is in this sense that categorization is sensitive to the descriptive, referential and

inferential exigencies at hand at the moment of interaction.

In the story, therefore, the device ‘family’ and the two rules of consistency and economy
warrant that the two membership categories are referentially adequate such as to ensure that

the intended links between mommy and baby are hearable (Lepper 2000, Silverman 1998).

Both the economy and the consistency rules account for the fact that the baby and the
mommy are members of the device ‘family’. However, for Sacks, there is still the need to
explain the fact that they are heard as members of the same family, not two separate families,
and the fact that that mommy is the mommy of that baby in that story (see Lepper 2000,
Sacks 1995, Schegloff 2007b, Silverman 1998, emphasis added). The link is actually far from
clear in the story. For this, Sacks introduced what he called ‘duplicative organization’ (Vol I,

p. 247). Lepper defines duplicative organization as such;

A collection of membership categories treated as a unit. When categorizing a
population, potential members are then treated as a unit, not as countable
individuals. When one category from that collection is used, then it will be
inferred that any other category from that device can be used to construct an
adequate description simply by virtue of occupying a position within that device

(Lepper 2000, p. 20)

Duplicative organization refers to interactants’ ‘presumption’ (Schegloff, 2007b) that, in

interactions, membership categories are heard as falling into a single team, unless otherwise
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explicitly indicated. Invoking a given category “will automatically invoke inferences about
who else might be expectably present” (ibib., p. 21). Moreover, Silverman notes that
duplicative organization is “not just likely but required” in order to see categories as falling
into a single ‘unit’ (1998, p. 81). Duplicative organization is therefore characteristic of the

common-sense logic to see ‘unit-ness’ of categories in interaction (Psathas, 1999).

That interactants treat categories as duplicatively organized in interaction is the result what is

called ‘the hearer’s maxim’. Again according to Silverman,

[1]f some population has been categorized by use of categories from some device
whose collection has the "duplicative organization" property, and a Member is
presented with a categorized population which can be heard as co-incumbents of a

case of that device's unit, then hear it that way (1998, p. 81).

The hearer’s maxim requires the hearer to apply an MCD if commonsense logic requires that
MCD for appropriate understanding of categories used by the speaker. Less formally then,
the maxim stipulates that ‘if it can be heard that way, then hear it that way’. (Some authors
treat the consistency rule corollary and the hearer’s maxim as referring to the same principle.

See for example Psathas, 1999).

Duplicative organization is most clearly seen in Standardized Relational Pairs (SRPs). These
are pairs of categories that are socially sanctified, such that the pair “constitutes a locus for
rights and obligations” (Lepper, 2000, p. 17). Examples include husband-wife, teacher-

student, and doctor-patient.

In the story then, not only are the categories ‘baby’ and ‘mommy’ heard as belonging to the
same family, but their membership in that device gives rise to expected activities, rights and
obligations by virtue of the SRP the baby and the mother form. ‘Crying’ is an expected
activity of babies and ‘picking up crying babies’ is an expected activity, an obligation in fact,
of their mothers. In this sense also, not only are the categories used and activities in the story
‘co-selected’ (Psathas, 1999), but co-selection invokes for the participants notions of

‘attributes’, ‘motives’, ‘rights and obligations’ (Watson 1978, 1997; Wowk and Carlin 2004).

The outline of the principles of MCA above makes it clear that MCDs, as Schegloff argues,
“are not mere taxonomic labels” (2007b, p. 471, see also 2005). He notes that the use of
categories extends well beyond the simple issue of mentioning, referring, or describing a

person (Schgloff, 2007b). Similar to CA, the use of categories enable interactants to do
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actions in talk (Watson, 1978; Wowk, 1984). It is therefore basically because categories are
not mere labels that they can “play a profoundly more consequential role” (Schegloff 2007b,
p- 469). One such role is that categorization in interaction necessarily taps on moral issues of
segregation (Eglin and Hester, 1999; Schegloff, 2005), evaluation (Stokoe and Edwards,
2012), or blame attribution (Wowk, 1984).

Categories store people’s knowledge about themselves and other people in such a way that,
as Schegloff notes, “[a]ny attributed member of a category...is a presumptive representative
of the category” (2007b, p. 469). Sweeping generalizations and stereotyping are most of the
time done through membership categorization (e.g. women’s language is affiliative, men’s is
competitive). Categories are also ‘induction-proof’ by dint of the common-sense knowledge
stored in MCDs (ibid). If a woman’s language does not seem to be affiliative for example,
then the stereotype is never revised, and the conclusion is that “there is something wrong with
[her], not with it” (ibid., p. 470). The power of categorization resides in the fact that people

rarely check their knowledge about categorial knowledge.

Also, given their concrete import to interaction, categorization does not engage people in
making choices from an abstract ‘meaning system’ pre-existing the interactional context.
Rather, it involves a competence to combine categories together in ways that advance
interactants’ interests in interaction, i.e., those actions and interests that occupy them at the
moment of interaction. It is in this sense that categorial work is local. It consists in the ability
to use categories in situ for the local purposes of interaction (Hester and Eglin, 1997). The
fact that membership categories are, in Hester and Eglin’s words, “assembled objects” (1997,
p. 46) for the particular occasion on which they are invoked by participants in an interaction,
“provides a functional basis for categories to have those semantic properties [attributed in the
here and now], rather than, say, fixed and definitive properties and membership” (Stokoe,

2006, p. 474).

In the words of Lepper, this categorial competence underlies “both knowledge of how things
go together and the transmission of that knowledge” (2000, p. 20). By using categories in
talk-in-interaction, Fitzgerald et al. observe, participants make a sense of, as well as display it
to each other, “who-we-are-and-what-we-know-each-other-are-doing” (2009, p. 58). In
addition to ‘who-we-are’, categorization work, as already noted, also provides a sense of
‘who-others are’ who are referred to, described, or invoked in talk-in-interaction. On that

account then, MCA analyzes descriptive, referential and inferential work as ‘recipient
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designed’ moral actions. They necessarily involve a dimension of ‘selection’ among other

categories available.

It is for that same reason that, for Antaki and Widdicombe (1998), membership
categorization involves also a dimension of identity work. People invoke their knowledge of
categories in order to establish ‘versions of reality’, or ‘the doing of reality’ (Lepper, 2000).
Interactants employ different membership categories to create their own accounts of facts
which either acknowledge or contest those of others. This function is possible because, as
said above, MCD make available inferences users want their interlocutors to hear, which
inferences can in turn be accepted or rejected. Identities, or identity work, are interactants’
resources to make available for themselves and their interlocutors what they take to be the

natural state of the social order (Antaki and Widdicombe, 1998).

A corollary to treating identity as members’ resource, then, is the view expressed by Hester
and Eglin that identities are not “reified entities” (1997, p. 7) invoked by social scientists in
their attempt to theoretically explain social order. With regard to gender for example, the
inadequacy of earlier theories consisted in doing just that —reifying gender categories.
Categories like ‘male’ and ‘female’ were theoretically invoked by scientists to explain
interactional phenomena without any warrant in the phenomena itself of the relevance of
gender. A gender identity was simply used as a theoretical resource by the analyst even it has
no traces in participants’ orientations in the interactional phenomena analyzed. This is
precisely what Schegloff meant by ‘theoretical imperialism” (1997, p. 167). In addition, with
regard to categorization work, theoretical imperialism consists of the failure to treat
categories as “indexical expressions” whose sense “is therefore locally and temporally
contingent” (Hester and Eglin, 1997, p. 18) on how interaction unfolds on a turn-by-turn basis

by and for participants themselves.

This view of categories has far ranging consequences as far as the conception of ‘culture’
goes. For, as Hester and Eglin (ibid.) contend, if MCDs and categories are part of the cultural
knowledge people possess in their capacity as social members, then “culture is constituted in,
and only exists in, action” (1997, p. 20), with action in this sense referring to categorization

work in interaction. Arguing the same point, Stokoe argues that:

[blecause people often use categories as a ‘short-cutting’ device, studying the

recurrent ways through which they are deployed in interaction permits the
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empirical investigation of, and sheds light on, the social organization of cultural

knowledge. (2010, p. 429)

Conceived that way, it is clear how MCA, like CA, offers a solution to the framework
problem that has plagued other approaches to the study of discourse in general. In addition to
the turn by turn context that CA attends to, cultural context, as a configuration of the cultural
knowledge possessed by interactants and hoarded in categories, does not exist outside talk-in-
interaction, but rather, context and categories are reflexively constitutive of each other.
Cultural context and categories are, as Hester and Eglin observe “mutually elaborative”

(1997, p. 26).

One therefore need not venture outside interactional phenomena to, for example, biographic,
historical, or institutional particulars, in order to analyze the workings of gender categories. If
gender is relevant, it must be relevant to interactants in the first place, and that relevance must
be empirically demonstrable by the analyst. One such demonstration is the analysis of

interactants’ categorial work.

Before discussing the recent work on MCA and gender, two points will be discussed briefly
and consecutively in two sections below. One concerns the historical tension between
mainstream CA and MCA, especially the reluctance of CA to draw on MCA. The second
discusses how scholars have come to embrace MCA as offering new venues for the analysis
of gender from a constructionist point of view. Both points are introduced with reference to
the argument made above (pp. 1-9) that a sequential-categorial analysis promises better
payoffs. Following that, the last section briefly reviews a specimen of the literature that

emerged out of the marriage of CA and MCA.

6.2. The effect of categorization on talk-sequence

Watson talks of a “disattending of membership categorization analysis” (1997, p. 50) by
mainstream CA given the latter’s prioritization of sequential analysis. As he notes, the
disregard for MCA was somewhat ironic since the basic key concepts (membership
categories, devices, rules of application, category-bounded activities, etc.) were fully
established in Sacks’ lectures before his death. Sacks developed an interest in categories side
by side with his interest in the formal organization on conversation (ibid.). One reason for the
distinction between CA and MCA is that analysts have for a long time considered MCA
pursuit quite independent of any concern with sequential analysis which has, until recently,

been the sole preoccupation of mainstream CA (Goodwin and Heritage, 1990; Schegloff,



Gender work 72

2007a). Arguing against this stance, Watson (1997) endeavored to show their

interdependence.

Watson argues that formal analysis of the structural aspects of talk does not completely
account for the finely-grained organization of its content. While such analysis generally links
types of utterances structurally, such as, for instance, the provision of a question makes
relevant the provision of an answer, it does not account for categorial relevance, i.e. the
relations of the answerer’s answer to the particular questions the questioners asks. In his
view, analysis needs to account for how ‘fine tuning’ of a given answer attends to the
question as occasionally produced. Attendance to categorial relevance means that analysis
accounts for the “identifiable relatedness between this question and this answer” (Watson
1997, p. 59) (emphasis the author’s). Far from being a matter of formal normative
procedures, the selection of a category then may be “topic-sensitive and, more generally,

thematically-relevant” (ibid.).

In the light of the observations he introduced, Watson (1997) reconsidered Sacks’ analysis of
telephone conversations in terms of the categories ‘caller’ and ‘called’, which are relevant by
virtue of the nature of telephone conversations. Watson’s argument is that being a caller or a
called party in telephone conversations entails a set of ‘rights and obligations” that bear on
the turn-by-turn organization of sequences. To illustrate the point, Watson, mentioned the
fact that to be a ‘called’ category means that its incumbent has the moral obligation of having
to do the opening turn in the telephone call (see Schgloff (1968), for a treatment of opening
sequences in telephone conversations). Similarly, by virtue of their being an incumbent of the
category ‘caller’, one has the right to initiate a pre-closing offer, which a ‘called’ may
accept/reject (1997, p. 69) (Schegloff and Sacks, 1973). Similar in this regard is Stokoe’s
(2006) discussion of the sequential aspects of police interviews in terms of the categories
‘interviewer’ and ‘interviewee’ the interview makes relevant. For instance, initiating a
question-answer pair is predominantly the prerogative of police officers in their capacity as

interviewers.

Watson concluded by observing that “[c]onversational sequences are categorially instructed,
both for lay speakers and analysts” (1997, p. 73). For similar reasons, Fitzgerald urged that

the rapprochement of sequential and categorial work be done the following way,
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the work of MCA may focus on developing ways of exploring members’ use and
display of categorial orientations within and as part of doing their social work

within the sequentially layered texture of this event (2012, p. 309).

The set of sequential opportunities provided by categorial incumbencies is very important
here, since as will be seen later, calls to phone-in programs, which form part of the data set
for this work, offer categorial identities that organize the contributions of ‘host’, ‘caller’ and

‘guest’ in specific sequential ways (see chapter III).

Heeding the call to supplement CA-informed analysis of formal properties of talk-in-
interaction with insights from MCA, the analysis in the present dissertation will probe the
ways in which categorial incumbency informs social actions that are sequentially organized.
It will show how the categories ‘host’ and ‘caller’ organize sequences in calls to phone-in
radio programs with reference to the specific actions of ‘advice seeking’ and ‘advice giving’.
Also, it will be shown how these actions give rise to further categorial incumbencies of
‘advice seeker’ and ‘advice giver’. The latter in turn account for the properties of the calls to
phone-in programs and organize members’ turns in the telephone calls, as well as the
particulars of categorial work in those turns. For example, being a ‘caller’ also means being
an incumbent of the category ‘advice-seeker’. This incumbency gives the caller the right to
narrate, in an extended turn, her/his problem for she/he seeks advice from an ‘expert’ hosted
by the host of the particular program chosen by the caller. In addition, analysis will focus

extensively on the gendering work callers do in those extended turns, narratives and accounts.

6.3. MCA, participants’ orientations and gender

It was stated above that MCA is the study of culture-as-context, culture-in-action, or social
knowledge in action as it unfolds on a moment-by-moment basis (Hester and Eaglin, 1997;
Fitzgerald, 2012). It was also stated that this view of categorization work echoes Schegloff’s
(1997) position regarding the framework problem. Like he does critical discourse analysts,
urging them to set their theoretical stances aside and limit themselves to talk-in-interaction as
supplying sufficient contextual background to the study of social issues, Schegloff also urges
membership categorization analysts to ground their claims “in the conduct of the parties, not
in the beliefs of the writer” (2007b, p. 476, see also 1991, 1987). The purpose of Schegloftf’s
constraints, as he noted, is to avoid making both MCA and CA “a vehicle for promiscuously
introducing into the analysis what the writing needs for the argument-in-progress” (ibid) (see

also Fitzgerald, 2012).
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Recently, by heeding Schegloff’s call, as well as other scholars’ calls to combine both CA
and MCA, major headways have been made in discourse studies, and in gender and language
studies in particular. Particularly in gender studies, MCA has proved quite conducive to the
study of gender and language (Wilkinson and Kitzinger, 2008) (see also Kitzinger (2008)
(2000) and Wowk (2007) for a debate concerning the utility of CA for gender and feminism

in general).

Especially useful is the movement away from concern with highly abstract ‘conversational
styles’ to a focus on gender categorial work that interactants do in talk-in-interaction (Stokoe,
2004, 2006). What people consider ‘facts’ of gender are, in Stokoe’s view, only “situated
accomplishments of local interaction” (2006, p. 468), which consist, according to West and
Zimmerman, in the “continuous creation of the meaning of gender through human action”
(1987, p. 129). Gender is, in other words, “an ongoing activity embedded in everyday
interaction” (ibid., p. 130).

The social ‘doing of gender’ (West and Zimmerman, 1987) irrevocably ties gender work to
moral assessment and accountability. Interactants must attend to the normative character of
categorial rights and obligations and align their behavior with cultural norms assumed to
regulate gendered behavior. They must also monitor the behavior and talk of their
interlocutors to check for ‘normativity’ (West and Zimmerman, 1987). Otherwise, men and
women “may risk ‘gender assessment’ if they do not live up to normative conceptions of
femininity or masculinity” (Stokoe, 2006, p. 469) (see also West and Zimmerman, 1987, p.
136). Since categorization work is done in situ for the local purposes of interaction, that work
can be analyzed to check if, and how, it provides for, and sustains, common sense knowledge
about gender identities. To demonstrate how this particular line of enquiry is taken up, a

number of studies are reviewed below.

Stoke (2004) analyzed fragments from the conversation of four university students who were
given pictures of women and asked to write down non-stereotypic descriptions of them. In
naming a scribe for the group, one student suggested another for the task. The suggested

student happened to be the only female in the group.

According to Stokoe, (ibid.) the student’s account for his choice of the female member
revealed the powerful working of categorization. In the turns she analyzed, the student
juxtaposed the category ‘secretary’ and ‘female’, and made thereby the link hearable that the

two categories belong to the MCD “female professions’. Thus, the student excluded males
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from being incumbent of the category ‘scribe’ by constructing a SRP male profession/female
profession— a categorization that hinged on the duplicative organization of the SRP male-

female.

Stokoe (ibid.) also noted that prior to the sequence where the above link was made, it was a
male student who issued the question ‘who’s going to write it?’, which explicitly required an
answer, but which implicitly served to make the student-questioner a non-candidate for the

category ‘scribe’, by directing his question to the others present.

Stokoe contended that use of the membership category ‘secretary’ by the student helped
“construct a version of the social order”; one which ties the category ‘secretary’ to the
category-bound activity of ‘note-taking’ that thus excluded its incumbent, the female student,

from “active collaboration in the development of the group’s ideas” (2004, p. 116).

In the same study, Stokoe also analyzed a chain of descriptors the students used for one
picture-prompt, and showed how the movement from one descriptive category to another
helped to create a relevant category environment where the descriptors could be heard as
‘doing sexism’. The way they did this, she observed, was by moving “from one category in
the MCD ‘occupations’ to another (instructor /bricklayer /dominatrix), via a cumulative

listing of particular predicates” (2004, p. 117).

Analyzing the same interactions, Stokoe (2006) noted that there was nothing inherent in the
category ‘secretary’ that made it gendered. Rather, the student who used it drew on cultural
resources for the designation of a ‘scribe’ for the group; namely, that professions could be
divided across gender lines. Hence, the SRP female/male was exploited to construct a parallel
SRP female profession/male profession. It is in this sense that Hester and Eglin (1997) talk of
membership categorization as assembled objects. Stokoe suggested that MCA “allows
language and gender researchers to see how everyday notions of gender are taken up,
reformulated, or resisted, in turns of talk that accomplish conversational action” (2006, p.

467).

In Weatherall’s view, gender categorization in everyday life, as part of doing categorization
in general, involves a dimension of ‘negotiation’ (2002a). In order to study the development
of that dimension in children, Weatherall first provided groups of children with dolls of
ambiguous gender and then recorded and analyzed their interaction while they played with

those dolls. She was interested in how children used categorization to solve gender troubles
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that arose because of difficulties to assign gender. Her analysis demonstrated that the process
of acquiring “competencies necessary for becoming ‘members’” (2002a, p. 769) involves the
ability to move from difficulties with gender assignment toward “more seamless construction
of gender” (ibid.), largely the prerogative of adults. Weatherall’s analysis showed that, for
adults, the ability to do gender categorization is largely the outcome of long processes of
socialization into social and cultural patterns. In other words, neither is assigning gender
categories natural to societal members, nor are gender categories natural identities (Antaki

and Widdicombe, 1998).

One resource interactants draw on to establish gender identities is what Nilan calls the
“inclusionary and exclusionary processes of social identity boundary maintenance in
everyday gendered discourse” (1994, p. 152). Nilan analyzed dialogues in plays written by

students for each other to be rehearsed in the classroom.

She observed that when males wrote roles for males, male performers found the roles
assigned them fitting and in accordance with their male identity. However, problems arose
when female students wrote dialogues for males to perform. The male students objected to
the performance of the dialogues because they depicted characters who were “caring and

emotional” (1994, p. 143), category-bound activities that the males strongly rejected.

Nilan accounted for this by showing that the female writers drew on resources available to
them through pop culture (romance novels, soap operas, etc.); and argued that the categorial
analysis of the dialogues written revealed the “the operative centrality of the binary

opposition gay-straight within the dominant discourse of masculinity” (1994, p. 146).

6.4. Summary

The literature review in this chapter has shown that the field of gender and language has
come a long way since the first breakthroughs of the seventies. Early ideas have been
abandoned because they have come to be seen as essentialist in nature whether in classic
sociolinguistics (Cameron, 1990; Smith, 1985), or in language and gender studies
(Weatherall, 2002b). Notwithstanding their achievement, the outcome of early studies,
according to Smith, was “a myopic concentration of research on sex differences” (1985, p.
16), with the concomitant result that linguistic differences were seen as essential
characteristics of women’s and men’s language which defined them as gendered creatures.

Linguistic difference, in other words, was their essence as gender beings.
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The essentialist view came under attack, and an alternative framework, a constructionist one,
has recently gained ground. Within the new paradigm, analysts study language as itself the
process, not the medium, of identity construction. In this regard, CA and MCA are suitable to
an investigation of how gender is constructed, since the theoretical stance they emanate from,
Ethnomethodology, tallies with the modern view of gender categorization as both a social
construct and a form of social action. Interactants, in other words, mobilize gender categories
to achieve specific outcomes in interaction. Conversation, or talk-in-interaction, then, is not a
value-free activity, nor an action-free activity at that, but is attendant on social, cultural,

institutional and moral issues that concern gender categorial work in everyday interactions.

The consequences of this work are manifest for example, in the ways people draw for
categorization work on social hierarchies, social institutions, and cultural patterns that are
reflexively created anew each time interactants invoke them to do categorization. Using CA
and MCA, Kitzinger, Stokoe, Weatherall and others try to unravel the social workings of

gender via a meticulous attention to the micro phenomena of sequential and categorial work.

Following these authors, the present study subscribes to the constructionist paradigm for
which CA and MCA offer suitable methodologies. The aim in the study will be to use both
sequential and categorial analyses to study how Moroccan members construct gender

identities in calls to phone-in radio programs as well as in mundane conversations.

Since, as said earlier, members enlist their sequential and categorial knowledge for the
services of achieving particular consequences in talk, and since the focus of the present study
is on gender; their gender categorial work will be examined for what is does in the specific
sequences where it is invoked. Like talk in general, gender construction in talk, as said above,

is neither a value-fee activity, nor is it an action free activity.

Before embarking on such a task, the methodological principles that underline CA and MCA
must first be fully explained. This is the purpose of the next chapter. In it figures a discussion
of the data collection techniques used, the methodological guidelines followed, the analytical

steps pursued, as well as other issues, like transcription and translation.
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Chapter II: A methodological framework

Introduction

The ideas presented in this chapter are meant to ground, as well as to provide a rationale for,
the methodological procedures followed throughout this thesis. As seen in the previous
chapter, CA is an approach to the analysis of social actions as these are principally carried
through talk. It derives its distinctive character from its roots in the ethnomethodological
conception of social activities as ordered phenomena, and its alignment with Goffman’s call
for the study of face-to-face interaction as exhibiting such order. CA is in short a principled

approach.

For this reason, a discussion of methodological principles in CA (Hutchby and Wooffitt,
1998) is due before a detailed account is given of the data collection techniques, the data sets
used, and the analysis techniques. Introducing those principles is important since the

methodological steps are a translation of them.

On the MCA level, the surging interest in its prospects is a recent event, and no treatment of it
has yet been written that discusses its methodological import or its relevance to the study of
discourse (but see Stokoe, 2006). The same is also true for the still newly emerging studies
that combine both CA and MCA as, for example, in Feminist Conversation Analysis

(Kitzinger, 2000, 2008).

Considering this state of affairs, the methodology followed in this work is largely a CA-

informed one that is suitable for the sequential or categorial analysis, or both.

Although CA has made major headways in fields as varied as Linguistics, Sociolinguistics,
Discourse Analysis, Communication studies and Social Psychology, a number of its

practitioners still emphasize its sociological and constructive character (Silverman, 1998).

Seedhouse (2004) for example distinguishes between two types of Conversation Analysis:
ethnomethodological CA and linguistic CA. The latter is preoccupied with analyzing
conversational units (adjacency pairs, sequences, and acts) in the spirit of grammar analysis. It
proceeds by isolating smaller, independent units that make up larger units of conversation.
Conversational units are seen as responsible for the production of talk in a rule-like-fashion
(cf. Schiffrin, 1994), and the interactional organization of talk is considered a product

generated out of the application of those units.
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In ethnomethodological CA, on the other hand, units of organization are seen as constitutive
of the very talk they are part of. Interactional procedures have a ‘normative’, rather than
‘regulative’ character (Seedhouse, 2004). In ethnomethodological CA, rules are treated as
“situationally invoked standards that are part of the activity they seek to explain” (Pomerantz

and Fehr, 1997, p. 67).

Ethnomethodological CA, to which the present study subscribes, is interested in social actions
as intrinsic to talk-in-interaction. The present work therefore does not regard interactional
units in the same way that linguistics regards descriptive rules. The analysis does not consider
interactional units as part of a “coding scheme”, to use Seedhouse’s phrase (2004, p. 51).
Since no extrapolation of rules is intended, the data for this study is neither codified nor

quantified.

A corollary to this view is that sequential and categorial work is not considered the outcome
of general cultural rules that must apply in the linguistic sense. If anything, cultural and social
patterns are, as indicated above, norms which members’ conduct may or may not abide and
which account for the shape members’ conduct takes every time interaction takes place. In

this sense, as Have recognized, interactional patterns are not grammatical (2007, p. 51).

Notwithstanding the differences on where they stand on language, Have (2007) sees CA’s
relation to Linguistics, as well as to Pragmatics and Sociolinguistics, as one of cross-
fertilization. For all those disciplines, language is primarily a social phenomenon. The social
stamp of language is most obvious in that social interactions are primarily carried through
talk. Therefore, it makes perfect sense that this study, whose goal is the analysis of the
construction of gender and its consequences in interaction, keeps it social scope in focus. An
overview of the methodological principles of CA is due for that social character to be well

appreciated.

Accordingly, section one in this chapter tackles basic issues involved in conducting a
conversational analytic work. In it figures a discussion of its ethnomethodological basis more
generally. Building on that, section two succinctly discusses principles directly pertinent to
CA and their methodological translation into concrete analytical stages. It covers the
techniques involved in recording naturally occurring talk, making transcripts and other
analytic issues in data analysis. The section ends with a consideration of the techniques used
in the present work to cover the three components of gender, sequence and categorization.

Section three, the last one, concludes with a brief discussion of other issues that further reflect
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the character of the data and data analysis used. Two issues are of concern in section three:
why CA refrains from using ethnographic material and how issues of translation of transcripts

are managed.

1. Basic methodological issues

1. 1. The ethnomethodological basis of conversation analysis

Seedhouse (2004) discusses five ethnomethodological principles that he argues bear on CA
methodology.

1- Indexicality: text and context are elaborative of each other. Ethnomethodology views
context as ‘talked into being’ . At any given moment in interaction, interactants orient to
particular aspects of contexts which display such orientation in talk. Hence, the unfolding of
talk is at the same time the unfolding of context (cf. Hester and Eglin, 1997 and the discussion

of context above).

2- Documentary method of interpretation: participants to interaction proceed along the
assumption that each utterance is an “example of a previously known pattern” (Seedhouse,
2004, p. 7). The analysis of sequences is the analysis of patterned activities. This principle
accounts for the claim that the gender patterns discussed in this study, are stable (i.e. have a

normative characters).

3- The Reciprocity of perspectives: involves the recognition and the mutual willingness of
people to accept the assumption that they are acting on the basis of the same norms (Heritage,
1984b). This shared perspective is the basis through which “intersubjectivity” is reached in
talk (Seedhouse, 2004, p. 9).

4- Normative accountability: Normative procedures are constitutive of interaction, part and
parcel of the very social actions in talk and are not social constraints imposed from outside
(Heritage, 1984b; Zimmerman, 1998). They are constitutive in the sense that “they constitute
the setting in which the actions may be performed and interpreted” (Seedhouse, 2004, p. 10).
In addition, as Garfinkel (1972) argues, norms are points of reference, not rules; their absence
results in moral accountability and does not index degenerate use of communicative
competence. Given the assumption of their sharedness, norms are morally abiding. In the
analysis of narratives sequences, for example, it will be seen that Moroccan members exploit
the normative character of gender to construct particular versions of their problems in order to

ask for specific types of advice.



Gender work 81

5- Reflexivity: For participants to talk-in-interaction, the same methods are used for the
production and for the interpretation of utterances (Seedhouse, 2004, p. 12). Reflexivity might

be one solution to the speaker’s and hearer’s problems regarding the understandability of talk.

Together, the principles above represent an ethnomethodological framework for the study of
interaction. The first principle clearly underlies CA stance on the ‘framework problem’ (p.
57). The second principle reflects CA insistence that talk-in-interaction is orderly. Together
with principle three, the first two principles underscore the objective of describing the
procedures that ordinary members use in order to reach a particular understanding of talk-in-
interaction. Understanding itself becomes a joint achievement, what Heritage (1984b) refers
to as intersubjectivity and which Sidnell defines as the “convergent knowledge of the world”

(2010, p. 12) (see also Garfinkel, 1972 and Silverman, 1998).

As said above, the principles Seedhouse (2004) discusses reflect the ethnomethodological
basis of CA and explain its orientations. For instance, the insistence on the treatment of
context as intrinsic to social action explains one specific character of the CA tradition,
namely, its reluctance to invoke ethnographic information of participants in the analysis of

conversational data (See Have, 2007).

The ethnomethodological basis of CA also explains why it is considered an emic approach
(Have, 2007, p. 34), the aim of which is to describe interaction as members achieve it (i.e., as
social action), and achieve it in an orderly manner. Accordingly, the basic question analysts
ask is, according to Seedhouse (2004), “why that, in that way, right now?’. The description of
both the formulations (the ‘why-that’), and the format (the ‘in-that-way’), are central to any
CA project (Sidnell, 2004; 2010). These questions are basic ones when analyzing gender

construction and its consequences in interaction.

1. 2. Principles of sequential analysis
In proposing principles specific to CA, Seedhouse (2004) builds on previous work that
discussed the origins, theory and methodology of CA (see Heritage, 1984b). The principles he

offers pertain to talk as the most pervasive form of social interaction.

1- Talk is rationally designed. To use Seedhouse’s own words, talk “is systematically
organized, deeply ordered and methodic” (2004, p. 14). This principle justifies the use of
mundane conversation as data in CA, conversation that for linguists are flawed manifestations

of a a more perfect competence.
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2- Talk-in-interaction is context shaped and context renewing. Any utterance in conversation
can only be properly understood with reference to its sequential environment as preceded by,
and preceding, other utterances. The principle stems from the ‘indexicality’ principle above

and justifies the exclusion of contextual data extrinsic to talk.

3- Attention to details. Given that talk is designed to effect certain outcomes. No detail of talk

is random, or “dismissed a priori as disorderly, accidental, or irrelevant” (ibid. 2004, p. 14).

4- Analysis is induction-oriented. One consequence of this principle for the present wok is
that cultural structures are analyzed as they emerged in talk. It is talk that explains cultural

features rather than the other way around.

Translating those stipulations into methodological steps, Have (2007) proposes that analysis

would at least follow four phases.

1- Getting or making recordings of natural interaction;
2- Transcribing the tapes, in whole or in part;

3- Analyzing selected episodes;

4- Reporting the research.

Following this general recipe, the next section details the concrete methodological steps that
CA analysts follow. The steps consist of data collection methods (participants, research sites,
data corpus of recordings and transcription), and data analysis (features of sequential
analysis). Within the discussion, the section introduces the participants, research sites, and the
data corpus for the thesis. The introduction of the data will therefore substantiate the CA
methodological line entailed the principles above and, conversely, this methodological line

will justify the data collection and analysis techniques adopted in the thesis.

2. The methodological steps followed in the study
2. 1. Recording naturally occurring talk

Before a description is given of the procedures followed to collect data for the present work, a
brief discussion of the advantages and the problems of each step starts each section. The
discussions put the steps intro perspective, in order to better appreciate their specific character

as CA-MCA-informed techniques.
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In addition to their permanent availability (Sacks, 1984b), recorded conversations offer other
advantages. The invention of recording devices allowed the study of the social order at the
micro level (Have, 2007, Sidnell, 2010). Traditional techniques like field notes, interviews,
and other techniques did not allow a focus on the details of ‘real talk’. This in turn is because
those techniques are largely dependent on the researcher ‘recovering’, recapitulating and

interpreting events after the fact (Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997; Have, 2007; Sidnell, 2010).

Sacks instead offered recorded talk as an alternative to qualitative methods known to social
studies at the time. Many CA practitioners argue that qualitative techniques are manipulative
and inherent in them are theoretical and methodological assumptions that taint the analysis of
data (Atkinson and Heritage, 1984; Have, 2007; n.d.). For all those reasons, CA analysts use

recorded conversations that are neither edited nor codified.

Recordings were also preferred to other methods for another reason, as Have (2007) and
Sacks (1984 b) argue. Recorded data of talk are available to the researcher and the readers
alike. Researchers use them to analyze talk and readers can use them to check the researcher’s

analysis (Have, 2007, p. 6).

The attention given to naturally occurring talk as ‘primary data’ (Sidnell, 2010) was reflected
in the focus of earlier CA studies on the analysis of telephone conversations. Telephone
conversations presented the advantageous perspective of limiting visual access of participants
to each other. In telephone conversation, participants have to rely solely on verbal behavior. It
enabled analysts to focus on talk to the exclusion of any other form of interaction (Silverman,
1998, p. 109). In telephone conversations, Sidnell says, the “number of complicating factors
are bracketed out” as to make visible other forms of social organization that are dependent on

talk (2010, p. 23).

Concerning the choice of research sites and the status of talk as naturally occurring, Have
(n.d.) advises that sites be as diversified as possible. In addition to mundane talk, direct or
mediated through the telephone, Sidnell (2010, p. 23) considers TV talk-shows and radio

phone-in programs adequate choices.

Following the guidelines above, the data collected for the present study fall in three
categories. The first comprises recordings made by the researcher himself. The second

includes recordings of mundane conversations made by persons other than the researcher. The
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third includes calls to phone-in-radio programs publically available on the radio and or

uploaded on internet.

For the first data set, the researcher made his own recordings using a Smartphone (Samsung
Trend Plus, GT-S7580) with an application called ‘Smart Voice Recorder’ downloaded free
of charge from Play Store, Google’s market for Android-run smartphones. The developers of
the application claim that it allows for high quality recordings. The recordings obtained were
of good quality, in the sense that they allowed the analyst to proceed along the lines
established by most CA practitioners. Nonetheless, it should be noted that the recording
procedure did not fully match some of the guidelines described in the literature (see for

example Sidnell, 2010, Have, 2007).

The mismatch was related to one point. Most of the work reported in the literature refers to
formal procedures of recordings which are based mainly on sticking little microphones to
speakers or telephone handsets. This is systematically done in order to be able to record
maximum details (breathing, sniffing, quite talk, etc.). The resultant recordings allow
researchers to conduct detailed sequential analysis of the type mainstream CA requires. As
mentioned above, CA is based on the premise that, to paraphrase Sacks, order is everywhere
in talk; hence even tiny bits of details are of big sequential importance. Analysts naturally

assume that their production does contribute to meaning making processes in interaction.

This of course remains true for the current study as well. But, since its major objective is
sequential-cum-categorial analysis; that is, the descriptive apparatus that members use and
what it tells about the social construction of gender in conversation; the logistic problem
attached to the recording procedure was not a drastic inconvenience, at least not to the level
that would render impossible the analysis of data. In other words, the analysis of gender
categorization required more attention to words, descriptors, person reference; in short

membership categories, rather than the more purely formal aspects of talk.

Concerning how recording proceeded, the researcher activated the recording application
whenever issues about girls, women, boys, men, marriage, personal relationships, work
outside home, women’s and men’s human rights, sexuality, and sexual issues, arose during
conversation in which he was a member. The recording continued until a topic shift occurred.

If gender issues were up again, the operation was repeated.
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It should be noted at this junction that the researcher, prior to the data collection phase, was
aware his contributions to conversations might contaminate the data, since his research
preoccupations might motivate him to stir his interlocutors into specific topics. To circumvent
this problem, he often, but no always, took the stance of an unobtrusive observer whenever
conversation permitted. However, this stance was actually hard to sustain given that, being a
member in conversations, participation was inevitable. This is especially true in dyadic or
triadic conversations, or when other participants selected him as next speaker in group
conversations. In such cases, effort was made to participate as naturally as possible. It is true
that the task proved somewhat difficult during pilot recordings, but it was subsequently easy

to forget that a recording machine was going on when immersed fully in natural conversation.

An effort was also made to diversify recording sites as much as possible. This was not done
with any theoretical notions in mind but simply to make the number of issues as large as
possible. It is to be noted, for example, that, among male friends in informal settings, the
issues brought up were very likely to hinge around sexuality, girlfriends and boyfriends,
marriage, and views about the opposite sex. For the most part, these were characterized by the
use of a large number of sex-related terms and, almost always, of profane language. In more
restricted settings, like family talk or talk between people whose degree of familiarity is low,
or even between unacquainted people, participants tended to talk about issues of marriage,
women’s rights, working women’s duties at home and other issues of tangible, but non-

personal, sensitivity.

In addition to data collected by the researcher himself, a second data set was obtained by
engaging the assistance of colleagues and family members to do some recordings. Those who
agreed were instructed, during a pilot phase, as to how and when to proceed, and were
presented with a cover research objective (which was explained as a general interest in young
people’s everyday problems versus old people’s problems). They were prompted to take notes
of some ethnographic details that would facilitate recognition of setting (time, place, and
participants). Uniformly, after a number of recordings were made, samples were played in

order to facilitate voice recognition during the transcription phase.

Being themselves conversational participants, the collaborators were told that they held the
right to stop recordings whenever they felt it was inconvenient, or whenever the issues that
turned up were deemed too sensitive for the participants. The materials collected using this

technique allowed access to varied sites, especially female-female and male-female
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conversations, to which access would have been limited had the researcher relied solely on his

own recordings.

The recording phase was in no way an easy one, since, obviously enough, secretly recording
people’s talk raises ethical issues that concern not only consent issues but also the right to
privacy. In compliance with standard ethical codes, a first attempt to get participants’ consent
during pilot-recordings revealed that an important number of people became rather confused
when approached with a request to record their conversation. This happened even with
intimate friends or when the topics discussed were rather of the ‘chit-chat’ kind. It seemed
that seeking a pre-recording consent restrained natural talk from proceeding naturally. The

researcher was in an observer’s paradox as recognized by Labov (1972, p. 209).

In addition to the observer’s paradox, another problem was identified that might very well be
qualified as related to the ‘Hawthorne’ effect. In some cases, once the researcher revealed the
true purpose of the study and requested consent to proceed with the recording, some
participants were more than eager to contribute to its success that they consciously brought up
issues related to the theme explained, and increasingly engaged others to talk about them even
when the occasion invited no such themes. In short, an increase of ‘productivity’ was
observed by dint of tempering with participants’ assumption of ‘naturalness’ of mundane

conversations.

In short, during the pilot recording phase, the problems encountered made it ample clear that
insistence on getting naturally occurring data run counter to a similar insistence on obtaining
consent from participants that would reveal the true purpose of the recording. It was clear that
the latter problem might be solved by telling a ‘cover story’ to participants. The former,
however, had the researcher take special measures. Instead of obtaining consent prior to
recording, the researcher tried to obtain what he called ‘a post-recording consent’ (see

appendix II). This is how it worked:

Once an ‘on-the-spot’ decision was made to record a particular spate of talk, and upon the
termination of the conversation in which such talk occurred, the researcher informed the
participants that part of their conversation was recorded and the purpose, ‘the cover version’,
behind doing it was explained. The participants were then given the choice either to authorize
the use of the recordings for research or delete them instantly. For recordings made by the
collaborators, they themselves did not know the true objective of the study, but were

nonetheless required to obtain post-recording consent from participants.
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It was noticed that participants showed surprise when they were told their conversations had
been recorded. Some participants even jokingly accused the researcher, or the collaborator, of
deceit. Overall, since willingness to delete the recordings made was displayed, and since the
matters recorded were, with the benefit of hindsight, trivial and the purpose of the recording
seemed ‘unthreatening’ for participants, a large majority of participants gave their consent. In
fact, it seemed to be a general fact that participants’ objection to being recorded was minimal.
In only few cases was ‘post-recording-consent’ withdrawn not because participants felt any
kind of deception, but because they claimed the materials were sensitive to be displayed in a
research paper. The uneasiness continued even after the researcher or the collaborator assured

participants of total anonymity.

Using this technique, it was possible to obtain a large corpus of data; not all of it, however,
was of interest to a study about gender, nor found its way to the final version of this work.
Some conversations were unrelated to the theme of gender, some only touched on the issue
but participants moved quickly to other things, and some were hardly amenable to
transcription. ‘Cleaning’ these data off left the researcher with the materials presented in the

table below.
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Table 1: Time length of recordings of mundane conversations

Reference of recordings Length Description

Rec 001 00:8:18 High school break time

Rec 002 00:00:30 friends’ talk (house of a friend)
Rec 003 00:03:08 friends’ talk (house of a friend)
Rec 004 00:01:55 friends’ talk (house of a friend)
Rec 005 00:24:48 Friends’ talk (house of a friend)
Rec 006 00:12:31 Friends talk at a café

Rec 007 00:13:35 Two friends’ talk at a café

Rec 008 00:25:16 Family after meal time

Rec 009 00:12:26 At a barber’s shop

Rec 010 00:48:37 Friends’ walk after a mealtime
Rec 011 00:37:05 Friends’ talk

Rec 012 00:20:47 Friends’ talk

Rec 013 00:01:37 Friends’ talk

Rec 014 00:15:15 Friends’ talk

Rec 015 00:23:09 Friends’ meal time

Rec 016 00:13:30 Waiting for the train talk

Rec 17 00:33:05 Family meal time

Rec 018 00:07:15 Friends talk

Rec 019 00:30:42 Train compartment talk

Rec 020 00:47:57 Train compartment talk

Total time 6 hours 21 minutes 26 seconds

In addition to researcher’s and collaborators’ type of data, a major subset worked through in

this dissertation subsumed instances of telephone conversations from phone-in-radio

programs. Calls to such programs offered a handy source of data that alleviated the need to

deal with problems similar to the ones encountered with mundane talk. Also, as CA

practitioners have long recognized, participants had no visual access to one another

(Silverman, 1998, p. 109). Every action is done with talk, and that is a substantial gain to a

study concerned precisely with that.
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Major findings of CA had telephone calls as their primary data source. Sacks (1972) for
examples studied categorization work in calls to a helpline for suicidal persons. Hutchby
(1992; 1996; 2008) studied the system of turn taking and its implications for asymmetries in
power, politeness and interruption, between host and caller in phone-in radio shows. Among
other things, Lepper (2000) analyzed membership categorization in phone-in talk shows.
Considering this, it was only natural to exploit the potential of that research site in a

conversation analytic work of the kind presented here.

To have access to phone-in calls, the researcher first visited the websites of radio stations
broadcast in Morocco in an attempt to locate particular ‘interactive’ radio shows that focused
on gender issues. The search consisted of reading the descriptive entries that accompany a
given program’s page in the radio station’s website and, once a particular program was
chosen, the researcher regularly followed it for a period of one week to one month (depending
on its broadcast frequency). This was done in order to get a ‘feel’ of what the issues presented
might be about. Subsequent to that, a pool was made among a number of shows that treated
gender relations, conflict, marriage problems, divorce and other issues that were deemed

possible loci of gender dynamics.

Second, a choice was made from the initial pool, and a third choice from different episodes of
a given program. Once the target episode was downloaded from the stations website, a fourth
choice involved choosing among the calls in a single episode. Transcripts were then made of
sequences of the particular calls chosen. Table 2 gives a list of the programs selected and

provides a brief description of their ‘mission statement’.
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Table 2: Radio programs selected for analysis

Program’s title Description

fdith umyzal (Talk and work) A phone-in program where Moroccan

women partake of the daily concerns of each

3

other. “women help each other like they do

friends”.

Kidayr m?a Imsrouf (House budget ?) A phone-in program that addresses problems

of, and gives solutions to, home budgets.

Adith nssa (Women’s talk) A phone-in radio show that discusses “issues
pertaining to housewives and the difficulties
that face them in the modern world, social,

legal, and health issues”.

Likoul 1Sosra (To every family) A program that discusses issues related to

daily home issues.

Kif 1hal (How is it going?) A program that discusses “varied social
issues freely, like Moroccan women of today,
difficulties between husbands and

psychological issues”.

The data collection strategies detailed in this section reflect the ‘insistence’ of CA on
recording naturally occurring data data. The method followed thus constitute a ‘departure’
from most traditional methods known in the social sciences such as interviews,
questionnaires, field notes, observation, or even intuitively invented and idealized data
(Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997; Psathas; 1995; Psathas and Anderson, 1990). In the view of
Atkinson and Heritage (1984), collecting naturally occurring data is “the most economic”
technique if one considers that talk-in-interaction provides a wide range of circumstances that
a “natural’ laboratory” can provide “for the pursuit of hunches and the investigation of the
limits of particular formulations by systematic comparison” (1984, p. 3). Considering the data
collection techniques detailed above, it is deemed that the present dissertation allows for both

detailed analysis of, and comparison with, a variety of instances.
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After the first phase of data collection comes a second one of transcription. The section below
discusses issues related to transcription, focusing especially on its status, its aspects and its

conventions in CA methodology.

2. 2. Making transcripts

For all CA practitioners, the status of transcripts is quite clear. They are reproduced
‘representations’ of recordings which are themselves representations of particular
interactional episodes (Huttchby and Wooffitt, 1988, p. 74). Given this status, transcripts are
considered partial ‘versions’ that reflect the analytic purposes of the researcher. The goal of
transcripts, as explained by Psathas and Anderson, is “to provide in a written, linear format
enough of the details of the interaction to permit subsequent analyses of particular kinds”

(1990, p. 77).

According to this view, transcripts work as a major “noticing device” (Have, 2007, p. 95) as
the phenomena researchers are interested in do not yield after a first, second or even more
hearing of the recording. Transcription is thus a way of visualizing data with the purpose of
dissecting it into more “manageable pieces” (ibid.). Visualization aims to capture both the

‘what’ and the ‘how’ of talk.

Besides the visual advantage, an overriding principle in transcription conventions is the
readability of the transcripts by the audience. A balance must be struck between too much
technical details and readability by the general public. Because of these constraints, one
constant feature of CA transcripts is the avoidance of standard orthography in favor of
transcribing the actual speech in use with minimum technical details to allow for its

readability.

Both Liddicoat (2007) and Have (2007) offer three ways in which data can be transcribed,
with standard orthography and its total modification as two extreme options. The third option,
being a compromise between the two, presents ‘consistent’ modifications as the best solution
(Liddicoat, 2007, p. 19, Have, 2007, p. 99). However, given that the data for the present work
are interactions in a language other than English, and, unlike the latter, has no standard
written conventions, the author had to face the additional problem of translation (see p. 99 on

the problem of translating and transcribing non-English materials).

In practice, the third option consists of using Jefferson’s transcription conventions (2004).

However, of the myriad of transcription symbols introduced by Jefferson, and which are now
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standard in CA, analysts choose only those that are related to their research interests. The
policy adopted for transcription preferences for each analyst actually reflects the kind of
analytical projects they carry. For this reason, transcripts are neither complete nor objective
representations of what is in the original recordings. Given this, Hutchby and Woffitt
characterize transcripts as “necessarily impressionistic”. They represent what the analyst
‘hears’ on the tape (1998, p. 92). They are not theory-free objects but are produced for a
purpose (Psathas & Anderson, 1990, p. 77).

Since the purpose of the present work is to capture gender dynamics, and since, as said
earlier, these reside more in categorial than sequential work, no attempt was made by the
present researcher to transcribe in greater details the sample of interactional episodes subject

to analysis here.

Materials for the present study were transcribed on a step-by-step basis. Utterances were
transcribed as a first step. This was supplemented, subsequent to additional hearings, with
details of speech delivery; but these were kept to a minimum (intonation, voice rise,
interruption and pauses, and sometimes laughs and smiles). Below is an illustration of what a

transcribed exerpt looks like.

VOC6-001- (00:00:32)

1 Abdrhm: [ozab LLAH o:: [rbbi dar tre:g
2 Salim: [wahd lt1bs:nt

3 (.)

4 Salim: wahsad lbent kant

5 k:ddir 1i ziti:d franse

6 kant katgra mGa xti flafak,

7 Hamid: °2::,

8 Salim: uhsjja mdik ziha djal mtalsa.
9 wahd lxtra zalha=

10 =hsjja ¢ndha dik lholm temfi lbrra=
11 kaddir lfranse.
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The title ‘VOC6-001- (00:00:32)’ simply means that the excerpt is taken from conversation
number 6 (the recording order in the corpus, see table 1 above), and that 36 seconds have
passed before the particular excerpt transcribed happened. The title therefore reads ‘36
seconds into conversation number 6’ (for the transcription symbols see the key on p. vi). Each
transcript line was numbered for ease of reference when that line is cited in the body of the
text. The numbering starts with the first turn in each transcribed excerpt and does not proceed
from the beginning of the conversation, given that the research and his collaborators recorded

only chunks and not whole conversations.

The telephone conversations selected from phone-in programs were transcribed with the same
level of detail, with only a minor change that pertains to the title of the each extract. In the
excerpt below, for example, ‘Lalla zhour 05.12.2015 (1:38:21)’ gives the name of the
program, the date it was broadcast on air and how much time elapsed prior to the point where
the interaction happened (one hour thirty eight minutes and twenty one seconds into the

episode).

Lalla zhour 05.12.2015 (1:38:21)

Guest2: .h o: nsbyi ndedxxsl fhads
fhad lhals dja:ls: [( )
Host: [NORA

Guest2: |nora.

o

Guest?2 [.h ana kangol lnora
annaha tflet o::

1

2

3

4

5 Guestl: ‘°nora [o:
6

.

8 jotni texres tewgef
9

jofni ma— wils wila xerzst mPeddik rrrazl

This junction is probably the right place to offer a few remarks on the process of transcirption
for this work. For one, the details provided were the best obtained because the technology
used for recording purposes (smartphones) was not adequate to capture all the speech
phenomena that a hard-minded CA analyst would consider important (some analyst transcribe

texts down to the last detail of breath taking, sneezing, and other minutia).
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For another, and with regard to the radio shows downloaded, the objective of the technology
used for broadcasting purposes is principally used to amplify sound quality. Hence it is used

to suppress the details that might concern an analyst (like noise, breath intake of outtake).

Notwithstanding those observations, the limitations they offer do not detract from the validity
of the transcriptions used for analysis here. Sequential details per se are not the objective but
the descriptive apparatus of gender membership categorization is. Mostly, the intersection
between MCA and CA lies mostly in an interest in the content of utterances (words and
sentences), rather than speech delivery characteristics (intonation, pitch, speed, etc.). As said
above, the level of details reflects the research concerns of the analyst. Detailed transcription,
in other words, is neither a hindrance to the analysis here; nor is the analysis carried in the
spirit of pure CA. The final form transcripts took satisfies the purposes set for this dissertation

and stops at that.

With this settled, discussion is geared toward a different issue in methodology —the way

analysis proceeds from transcripts. The next section is concerned with just that.

2. 3. Sequence and category in data analysis

The objective of the present work is to analyze gender work in talk-in-interaction that
combines both sequential and categorial analyses. As said earlier, it is only recently that
analytic programs in that spirit have begun. It is consequently natural that, considering the
practical necessity of proving the utility of CA/MCA to gender and language studies, scholars
disregarded methodological issues, with the effect that, within the field of gender and
language, steps of a sequential and categorial analysis are rarely explained (Stokoe, 2000 &

2012).

In place of an interest in methodology in CA-MCA-informed gender studies, most of the
work in the field takes the central findings of CA and MCA and applies them to analyze
societal members’ procedural methods of sequence organization in talk and how members
orient to, invoke, construct, as well as negotiate the constructions of gender categories

(Ostermann et al., 2012; Speer 2005).

Given this state of affairs, and notwithstanding the dearth of methodological work in the field,
an analytic decision had nonetheless to be made. Admittedly, a focus on the formal properties
of talk (sequential analysis) is slightly skewed in favor of an MCA analysis (but see chapter 3,

sub-section 1.1). Still, their intersection illuminates how gender is constructed, exploited, and
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made sense of, in everyday talk-in-interaction (Kitzinger, 2005, 2009; Kitzinger &
Mandelbaum, 2013; Kitzinger & Rickford, 2007; Kitzinger, Shaw & Toerien, 2012; Shaw &
Kitzinger, 2012; Stockill & Kitzinger, 2007; Toerien & Kitzinger, 2007). Therefore, a partial
disregard of sequential details in favor of afocus on categorial matters is not a downside after

all.

2. 4. Data analysis procedure

Have (n.d.) refers to a specific issue in studying common sense methods of societal members,
which he calls “the problem of the invisibility of common sense” (parag 18). CA offers one
solution to their study. It consists of making recordings of naturally occurring talk,
transcribing it and then trying to build an apparatus that describes its orderliness as a social

product.

Properly speaking then, analysis begins with the process of transcribing and working through
transcripts “in close conjunction with the tape-recorded materials” (Atkinson & Heritage,
1984, p. 12) (emphasis the authors’) in order to build a corpus of data. It demands a
“methodical listening” with careful attention given, through repeated listening, to the
organizational resources of talk and the activities and actions embedded within sequences
(Psathas & Anderson,1990, p. 76). For the present study, how recording and transcription
proceeded has already been detailed. It remains to see how episodes are chosen for analysis

and what analysis consists of. This is the concern of the remained of this section.

The delimitation of an interactional episode can informally be done by delimiting related
sequences (like adjacency pairs) that recognizably do one series of related actions throughout
a space of talk. As such, an interactional episode may contain one or more sequences (Have,

n.d.).

Once an interactional episode is delimited, the next step consists of considering the
relationship between sequences and categories for the realization of the actions in the excerpt.
This means that the researcher analyzes both how sequence organization and categorial
organization contribute to the understandability of the episode as a particular kind of action,
designed in a particular context for a particular speaker (Pomerantz & Fehr, 1997). The
researcher describes the ways in which participants assemble categories within their
sequential context and the overall context provided by the interaction (Silverman, 1998;

Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1988).



Gender work 96

As is known by now, the focus of the present work is on gender categorization, the task for
the researcher is to describe identities, roles, category-bound activities oriented to, invoked, or
challenged, which are implicated by the choices of gender categories and MCDs in the
episode analyzed. However, the researcher cannot lose sight of the sequential context of talk
since, the categorial choices participants make are, to repeat, always embedded in sequential

environments that further specific actions in talk.

It has already been emphasized that the researcher’s task is to ‘describe’, rather than to
theorize the interactional work interactants do. He attempts to delineate the set of procedures
that enable interactants to arrive at the recognition of a talk episode as a particular kind of
social activity, a particular kind of doing, and “how these ‘doings’ interconnect” (Have, n.d.).
This said, descriptions must be empirically grounded in the actualities of talk in the sense that
they necessarily build on what can demonstrably be shown to be the case for participants in
interaction. In other words, analytical claims should be grounded in the details of the episodes

under study (Psathas, 1995).

When a description of a single episode is done, the analyst refers back to the data corpus to
see if other instances confirm the description hitherto developed (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998,
p. 95, see also p. 110). Describing additional episodes is important in order to establish a
pattern,; that is, to show that the gender categorial practices claimed for participants are
systematic, orderly and common sense. Describing other episodes in the data is also
necessary to account for any departures from the pattern (Heritage, n.d.). This way the analyst
proceeds from what is referred to in the literature as ‘single case analysis’ to collection

analysis studies (Hutchby & Wooftitt, 1998).

The ultimate object of analysis is to build analyses that , to use Hutchby & Wooffitt’s words,
“track down the various conversational strategies and devices which inform and drive”
interactants’ gendering work in conversation (1998, p. 121). An additional advantage of
single case analysis is that it allows cautious application of findings from collection studies in
the analysis of single episodes of talk in domains different from the parent CA field. With
regard to membership analysis, both collections of similar practices and single cases are ideal
for the description of categorization work, especially when category memberships and
category activities are in contention among parties to talk. While collections allow general
insights about categorial work to emerge, the nuisance effects of this work can only be

identified on a case by case basis. This is because categories are always indexically and



Gender work 97

reflexively tied to their local context and the outcomes of any interaction (Hester and Eglin,
1997). As said before, categorization devices constitute what Hester and Hester (2012) call
“culturally assembled objects” contingent upon aspects of the context to which they are

indexically bound.

The analysis procedure thus briefly explained the next section considers how analysis
proceeds in a study concerned with gender categorial work. Since as said earlier,
methodology in CA-MCA-driven gender studies is still awaiting treatment, the account below
is mostly gleaned from work advanced by Kitzinger and her collaborators in developing what
they refer to as Feminist Conversation Analysis (FCA), and the work of Speer and Stokoe
(2011) who defend, and argue for, the potential of CA and MCA for gender and language

studies

2. 5. Gender in a sequential-categorial analysis
Whereas CA focuses on the sequential organization of actions and on the description of the

course of turns in sequences, MCA focuses on how categories are used to achieve specific
outcomes in interaction. This focus therefore entails collecting interactional episodes that
contain instances of gender categories (Jackson, 2011a/b). It also entails paying attention to
person reference, word selection and descriptors of people and activities related, implicitly or

explicitly, to gender (Kitzinger & Mandelbaum, 2013).

The analyst’s task is then to describe interactants’ orientations to gender only when that
orientation can be demonstrated in their talk-in-interaction. However, the idea is not that
gender is always relevant (chapter IV argues specifically against this notion), but rather that
“[g]ender is invoked and discarded in the interests of local interactional goals™ (Kitzinger &
Rickford, 2007, p. 220). This observation of Kitzinger (see especially Kitzinger, 2000; 2005),
therefore, supplements the procedure described above. Interactional episodes were selected
with gender in mind. When instances for analysis were located, the researcher proceeded to
describe their sequential context, the actions implemented by their component turns, and the

outcomes achieved with the use of gender categories.

Following the description of sequences and categories in a single episode, and the
identification of the work that gender does in it, the researcher moves to the description of
other instances in order to establish a pattern of gender categorial work. That is, to reiterate, a

description of the common sense logic that informs the patterns observed.
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The analytical steps followed can thus be summarized as follows,

- Selection of an interactional episode of interest.

- Description of the sequential organization of that episode.

- Description of gender categorial work in that episode.

- Description of other instances that confirm the analysis of the first episode.
- Establishment of a pattern, the systematic nature of gender work.

- Accounting for departures from the pattern.

The steps thus summarized are similar to any CA project. Likewise, an integrated sequential-
categorial analysis does not call for drastic modifications of methodological steps, but is no
where explained in the literature. One exception is Stokoe’s (2012) article where she
introduces useful recommendations for the sequential-categorial analysis of gender. Her
guidelines are reproduced below in order to show how they compare with, and are informed

by, analytical steps above.

1. Collect data across different sorts of domestic and institutional settings; collect both
interactional and textual materials depending on the focus of the study. Data collection may
be purposive (e.g. gathering together instances of particular categories in use because of an a
priori interest in that category) or unmotivated (e.g. noticing a category’s use and pursuing it

within and across multiple discourse sites).

2. Build collections of cases where categories are explicitly used by co-conversationalists
during interaction (e.g. man, human, boy-racer, anarchist, teacher, Australian, pianist,
prostitute, lesbian, etc.); membership categorization devices (e.g. ‘occupation’, ‘parties to a
crime’, ‘stage of life’, ‘sex’, ‘family’, etc.); and category-resonant descriptions, i.e.,
descriptions of appearances and/or activities, (putting make up, gossipy, moody, whiny,

fretting, etc)

3. Locate the sequential position of each categorial instance within the ongoing interaction, or

within the text.

4. Analyze the design and action orientation of the turn or text in which the category, device

or descriptions appears.

5. Look for evidence that and how recipients orient to the category, device or resonant

description; for the interactional consequences of a category’s use; for co-occurring
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component features of categorial formulations; and for the way speakers within and between

turns build and resist categorizations (Stokoe’s , 2012, p. 280)

3. Other issues in Methodology

3. 1. Ethnographic data
It is essential to register here that ethnographic background is given in the scantiest form

possible: pseudo names of interactants and places, and descriptions/summaries of activities
prior or subsequent to the excerpts analyzed in the paper. CA reluctance to draw on external
context has already been discussed. It was clear that this character of its methodology stems

from Ethnomethodology’s stance towards social action and social order.

3. 2. Translation

The preponderant number of CA-MCA studies is carried out in English. Jefferson’s
transcription symbols have originally been developed for the English language. However, the
adoption of CA in other parts of the world has raised the problem of how to transcribe non-

English materials.

Have (2007) counted five ways in which data in a language other than English is presented in
published work. They range from the employment of the original language with no
translation, through giving an upshot in English of each turn, to the use of the original
language with a morpheme-by-morpheme gloss and a translation bellow it line-by-line. Have
pointed out that the latter technique was the preferred one since, according to him, it is the
most exact and precise one. Of course, he has the international English readership in mind

when he made that recommendation.

For the purposes of present thesis, an initial attempt was made to do a word-by-word
translation and to write an approximate translation of the entire utterance below the word-by-
word gloss. This, however, proved laborious and time consuming. The majority of the
interactional episodes presented in the dissertation are long. Adding a gloss and a translation

would have tripled their length.

Another added difficulty was the fact that that there is no recognized written medium for
Moroccan Arabic (MA). Attempts to establish written conventions for MA have a political

and educational history of their own and ones that are rife with tension.

Given that Have offers no aid for the transcription of non-written languages, the researcher

thought at first about transcribing the Moroccan Arabic (MA) talk by suing transliteration it;
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that is, by using the informal code similar to the one used on billboards advertisement, and
commonly employed by social media users (especially Facebook). The outcome of this

strategy was something like this,

VOC12-001
Hamid: kifach katji kat3tek 1lflous ?
(0.2)
Thsan: kaddewwer m3aya.
Hamid: Hadi rojoula daba kaddewwer m3ak hiyya bnt=
Ihsan: ochno,
Hamid: =rojoula hadi akhay jawl[ad ?
Kamal: [wellah ma rojoula
Hamid: [ (h) hehehehe

Though handy, the informal symbols generated addition problems. For example, the symbol
“t” is used to transcribe the MA sound /t/ and /t/. Generally, the pharyngeal MA sounds were
transcribed using the same symbols that transcribe their non-pharyngeal counterparts. Added
to this is the problem of pronunciation. In everyday talk, some words are produced fast so
their rendition in the format above does not capture ‘real’ talk. For instance, the second vowel
sounds in the word ‘kifach’ is reduced in real talk to ‘fo’ (see the alternative transcription

below).

Another problem was related to the shape of the transcript itself. Using these symbols gave
the transcript an informal feel that is hardly suitable for a serious study of mundane talk. (And
it might be mentioned here that critics of CA/MCA did not miss to comment on what they
considered the ‘weird’ Jeffersonian transcription symbols that produced funny looking
transcripts. This is not withstanding their long history and the firm establishment of CA and

MCA as respected disciplines).

Considering the above hurdle, a last solution was to use broad phonetic transcription

conventions. The above excerpt was then rendered as follows,
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VOC12-001
1 Hamid: kife[ katzi ktCte:k 1flu:s?
(1.2)
2 Ihsan: kaddewwear m1G:aja.
(2)
3 Hamid: hadi rozu:la daba kaddswwer mfa:k hijja bent ?
4 Thsan: ufnu’,
(1.2)
5 Hamid: hadi rozu:la daba kaddswwer mfa:k hijja bent ?
6 Ihsan: ‘ufnu®,
(1.2)
7 Hamid: rozu:la hadi axaj kam[al-?
8 Kamal: [weollah ma rozu:la.
9 Hamid: [ (h) hehehehe

Settling the question of transcription, the researcher was left with the problem of translating
the transcripts into the language of the dissertation. As said earlier, a line by line translation
would have unnecessarily complicated the transcripts. The decision was therefore made to do
away with translation altogether since, the readership is mostly Arabic speaking.
Consequently, the analysis in the body of the text here used the original excerpts with no

translation.

Summary

Considering the range of issues that flow from the theoretical and methodological stances
taken in this thesis, it has become clear by now why this chapter deviates from what
customarily figures in a ‘methodology part’. That is, instead of tackling issues of research
sites, number of participants and their biographic background, research techniques, response
rates, etc., the discussion was devoted to discussing how the recordings were collected, how

the transcripts were made, and how the analysis proceeded.

These quite unusual aspects of the methodology reflect the distinctiveness of CA and MCA.
Both credit their distinctiveness to their character as a reaction against the epistemological
and ontological bases of mainstream social scientific work, which inform most research tools

in qualitative as well as quantitative research.
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CA practitioners are primarily interested in giving accounts of societal members’ constructs
and not in building social scientific accounts or theories of them. Their concern lies in
understanding the common sense procedures that enable members to organize their conduct
rather than how social scientists understand it. In other words, the task for CA analysts is

descriptive and not explicative.

For a social scientist preoccupied with providing theoretical accounts with explanatory power,
it is only natural that they ‘design’ research that rigged members’ behavior towards the
phenomenon of interest to the scientist wherefrom the manipulation of variables in
quantitative studies, and the special arrangements of focus groups, interviews, and
questionnaires in most qualitative work. As a consequence, in methodology sections in this
kind of work, analysts detail precisely those methods and techniques they designed to favor a

particular outcome that itself provided a justification for their selection.

CA and MCA, on the other hand, are motivated by quite different concerns. Analysts who
subscribe to the principles of CA and MCA are happy to study whatever talk members’
produce and to examine that talk for the orderliness it exhibits. Characteristic of this talk is
that it is produced in the first place for conversational partners in a particular social event, be
it a formal event in a court setting or a chit-chat around a dinner table. It is in no way

produced for the sake of the analyst (Sacks et al. 1974; Hutchby and Wooffitt, 1998).

In this sense, it can be said that CA and MCA researchers study natural data, not only in the
sense that they analyze naturally occurring talk, but also in the sense that its original shape is
not tampered with (no codification or thematization). Although this kind of data generated
methodological considerations of its own, those considerations are different from those
generally encountered by classic methods. The methodological issues raised related to how
best to capture talk processes, how to analyze them, how to validate a specific analysis. In

short, they pertained to issues this part has dealt with.

Consequently, in choosing for the purposes of this dissertation a CA-MCA-informed method
over established ones, the researcher did not merely change one tool for another, but has
moved from one paradigm to another, one that is altogether different (Heritage, 1984b for an
especially illuminating account. Heritage contrasts functionalism in the social sciences to

Ethnomethodology as one offshoot of interactionism).
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Chapter I11: Genderized categories in calls to phone-in radio programs

Introduction

The literature reviewed in the first chapter traced a paradigmatic shift that occurred in the
course of the last decades in discourse studies in general, and gender and language studies in
particular. In it, the analytical rewards of CA and MCA as constructive approaches were
established, namely, that they can be applied to the fruitful study of the dynamic and
interactive construction of gender locally in conversations. That identity work is first and
foremost the concern of participants in interaction, before it is the analyst’s, was indeed a
novel idea that helped very much to gain new insights on gender dynamics in the context of

everyday life.

Therefore, building on the conceptual and methodological frameworks introduced in the
previous chapters, the present work aims to substantiate the claim that gender is societal
members’ concern by demonstrating that it is apparent in, and relevant to, their talk. It is in
talk that members explicitly draw on membership categories to do gender work and exhibit, in

the course of that work, its social construction in action.

Foreshadowing the discussion in the present chapter, it can be said that gender work consists
in invoking membership categories, category-bound activities, and MCDs to display a gender
identity that serves some business in talk. The business of the analysis, on the other hand, is to

study that identity and that work and how they are both achieved din interaction.

To reiterate an earlier point, to the extent that categories furnish part of the cultural materials
out of which social actions are organized and recognized, gender is a concern for the analyst
when gender categorization constitutes a resource whose attributes organize the outcomes of
interaction. This concern respects Schegloff’s general caveat that a category is not relevant
until it is ‘made’ relevant by the sequential and categorial work of conversationalists
themselves. More particularly, it respects Kitzinger’s constraints that gender becomes an
interactional achievement when conversationalists’ orient to it (see for example Kitzinger,
2000; Wilkinson & Kitzinger, 2008). In short conversationalists do work to genderize the
world, through categorization, in sequentially organized, locally meaningful, and contextually
specific ways in conversations. The task for an analyst concerned with gender is to study what

sort of work that is.

Accordingly, this chapter analyzes how gender categories inform a particular understanding

of the social world that Moroccan conversationalists inhabit. It shows how categorial work
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constructs shared cultural expectations in situ. This demonstrates, as ethnomethodologists
would argue, that the cultural textile is built at the same time that interaction unfolds and is a
commonsensically and morally binding one. More particularly, the analysis here details how
the categorial work participants do reflexively ties them to certain genderized roles which, in
turn, ties them to certain genderized identities where those are the contextually relevant ones.
The overall argument of the chapter is that talk-in-interaction realizes situated gender work
and gender realizes organizational cultural patterns, of which it is itself one aspect. It will be
recalled that this reflexive relationship is one of the most fundamental principles of

Ethnomethodology.

The argument will be sustained through the analysis of a specimen of interactional episodes
that typically illustrate gender in MA interaction. The examples are taken from recorded
episodes of calls to phone-in radio programs and their transcripts. As previously mentioned,
both constitute part of the data set for this study, the other part being gathered through

recording mundane conversations.

The first section describes the overall sequential and categorial organization of phone calls in
the programs selected. The second section shows how gender is invoked by Moroccan callers
to these programs. Building on the first two sections, section three analyzes how callers build
‘versions of reality’ that are ‘steered’ toward achieving that and only that genderized social
world which that talk constructs as self-evidently real. Section four then looks at similar data
as the preceding sections to show how reformulation and repair of categories are a means of
carrying forward specific actions in the course of talk. It looks specifically at how

conversationalists work to achieve ‘social distance’ through reformulation and repair.

Together, the four sections contribute an understanding of gender as an ‘identity’ realized in
categories invoked by interactants. Societal members’ categorizations in conversation are thus
a form of ‘identiy work’, or gender work along the principles detailed by Antaki and

Widdicombe (1998),

» for a person to ‘have an identity’ - whether he or she is the person speaking, being
spoken to, or being spoken about - is to be cast into a category with associated
characteristics or features;

* such casting is indexical and occasioned;

» it makes relevant the identity to the interactional business going on;

» the force of ‘having an identity’ is in its consequentiality in the interaction; and
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» all this is visible in people's exploitation of the structures of conversation (1998, p.

3).

1. Building a ‘genderized’ world in calls to phone-in radio shows

1.1 The sequential organization of the calls

This section briefly describes the overall sequential strucutre of calls to phone-in radio
programs. It focuses particularly on the structural organization of the opening sequences
where important sequential and categorial work is done with relation to gender work. The
delineation of the structural organization is backed up by data excerpts for specific claims

made about it.

At the risk of gross generalization, the overall sequential structure of calls to the phone-ins is
as follows. (‘Host’ refers to the host of the program, ‘Caller’ to any person calling the
program, and ‘Guest-expert’ (or Expert for short), denotes the person invited by the host of
the program to advise callers on the issue(s), or the problem(s), that are the reason of making
a call. Given the declared stated mission of a given phone-in program, then, the Guest-expert

can be a doctor, a lawyer, a marriage counselor, or an expert on budget management, etc.).

1— Caller rings the intended number, reaches the intended destination where his/her call is met

by either Host, or by an intermediary third party (a call receptionist).

2— In case a receptionist takes the call, they transmit personal information to Host. The latter
introduces Caller usually by first name and geographic location. Otherwise, in case Host is the
one receiving the call directly, Caller introduces herself/himself also using first name and

geographic location.

3— Caller greets Host and Guest-expert. The greeting is done either individually or
collectively; that is, Caller either greets Host then greets Guest-expert (rarely the opposite

direction), or they greet them together at the same time.

4— Host and Expert return the greeting. Host asks Caller if he/she has a problem about which
he/she wants to consult Guest-expert. Or, since orientation to problem telling is guaranteed by
the making of the call and reaching that specific program as destination, Caller proposes to
tell his/her problem without explicit request from host. In case Caller asks for permission to
tell their problem, the request is guaranteed with only minimal verbal aknowledgment from

Host.
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5— Caller tells a narrative in which the details of the problem are furnished.

6— The narrative terminates once a problem is identified. If necessary, Guest-expert,
sometimes with the help of Host, starts a series of question-answer sequences, repair
sequences and other information-seeking sequences in order to get more details about the
problem, in case the narrative is not clear to them. If Guest-expert deems that no further
details are needed, or no repair is required, she/he proceeds to step seven directly, skipping

step 6 altogether.

7— Advice-initiation and advice-giving sequences may come after question-asnwer sequences,
repair sequences, and other information-seeking sequences that may or may not follow

Caller’s narrative.

8- Sequences of advice-giving terminate once their reception is aknowledged by Caller (for

example, thanking Host and Guest-expert).
9— Host initiates a closing sequence to terminate the call.

It might be observed, following Schegloff’s (1968) work on mundane telephone calls, that the
calls made to phone-in programs are monotopical. All parties orient to the call as an
interactional site where the caller is expected to tell about one problem. The majority of the
calls are indeed monotopical. This said, it is conceded that each and every sequence within the
overall format is subject to one or more expansions as problem-clarification requires. This
may give rise to other ‘side’ problems which may also require attention from the Guest-

expert. A discussion of these two points will follow shortly.

The following example embodies the structural organization of phone-calls in its shortest and

and most basic format.

Example 1:
Lkoul Osra (02/05/2016: 12:21)

Caller: .hh  [byit yi nswwsl sssjda mrjem,

Host: [tfodli.

1

2

3 Host: alh.

4 Caller: [wahed le lain fl ver kanari,
5

Host: sh hsh.
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6 Caller:
7

8
9Expert:
10
l1Caller

12 Expert:

13
l4Caller:
15Expert:
16
17
18Caller:
19

20 Expert:

21Caller:
21Host
22Caller:
23Expert:
24Caller:
25Expert:
26Host:

107

wof ndexxal ¢li:h 1 be:3,
wlla ndi:r l1lu:n flu:n ?
ul— ulgru:ns tahuwwa f ls lain.
.h dirhum fllu:n £ 1lu:n a lolla.
s[bah 1lxi:r (£) btisam baf¢da hh=

[ndirhum 1llu:n £ llu:n ?
=wi: llu:n fllu:n yajzik zwi:n.
[.h huwa 11i kajn lmoda djal daba=
()
=mabgina:f kandiru ls degrade:
wlla kondexlu lwa:n axri:n.

[.h kanxedmu 1llun fllu:n.
[Ju:kran a lsl-—
fuk[ran axti lshla jxsttek

[katzl zwina:

[tbarksllah ¢likum=

[bssahha wrraha.
=Cwafor mb[ru:ka

[rbbi jxollik

[()=

[C[lina wqlik.

[Clina wClik.

The call started with the caller dialing the number and, once recognizing that she reached the

intended program, she moved to step 4 (line 1) where she requested to ‘ask’ the Guest-expert,

“pyit yi nswwel ssojda mrjem” (I want to ask Mrs Meriem) (line 1). That request was

launched at the same time that the host signaled, by the token “tf=d1i” (go ahead) (line 2),

that the caller had now the floor to tell the problem. The request and the ‘floor-giving’ signal

were launched simultaneously. Line 3 was thereafter uttered to signial the host’s granting of

the caller’s request. The opening therefore shows the two ways callers procceed to the

sequences of problem telling, namely, caller’s request or host’s proposal to tell the problem.

Lines 4 to 8 represent the sequences where the caller told about a particular situation, the

prupose of the call (step 5).
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Lines 9 to 17 are sequences of advice-initiations and advice giving (step 7). The sequence
ended with the caller acknowledging that an advice had been given (step 8) by expressing
gratitude (lines18 and 19). Incidently in this call, the host oriented to a missing greeting-
greeting sequence (line 10) which should normally have occurred as part of step 3, and prior
to problem-telling. However, that orientation was not taken up by the caller (she disregarded

the greeting altogether).

Lines 21 to 26 represent a closing sequence, or more particularly a pre-closing sequence
(Schegloff and Sacks, 1973). It offered a proposed exit from the problem part and hence
projects the end of the call.

It was said above (p. 106) that the basic sequences of a call may be subject to expansion. In
this call for example, Caller initiated a repair sequence (line 11) where she repeated the
Guest-expert’s utterance word for word, asking thereby for confirmation that this was the
exact advice the caller heard. The caller confirmed that understanding in line 12. Also, the
advice given in line 9 was itself subject to expansion, in lineS 13 to 17 where the Guest-expert

gave an account, the reason, behind giving the advice she had given.

The extract also shows another property of phone-in calls — their monitopicality. All parties
‘assume’ that Caller introduces one and only one problem during a given call. However, there
are variations to this. Callers in a few cases in the data introduce two topics, but only rarely

three topics. No cases were encountered where more that three problems were introduced.

In cases where callers have additional problems about which they need advice, work is done
to explicitly signal the ‘multitopical’ character of the call. In constrast to ‘first problems’,
‘second problems’ require specific interactional work and entail different interactional
responsibilities for Host and Caller. Structurally, then, a first problem is ‘unmarked’,
subsequent problems are ‘marked’. The making of problems has evidence in the calls

themselves.

First, the ease with which callers proceed to tell about a first problem in step 3 may be
explained with reference to steps 1 and 2. That is, the realization of step 1 is itself a request to
tell a problem. Once Host ‘picks up’ the phone and Caller recognizes that she/he has reached
the program as the intended ‘called’ (see Zimmerman, 1998); then step 2, introducing first
name and geographic location, is treated as a pre-beginning to problem telling (The goal of

step 2 is to connect problems with their owners if reference is made to them later in the
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episode). In other words, dialing up the telephone number for a specific phone-in program
itself constitutes a request to tell a problem and ask for advice. The request is granted once the

caller is put on air.

Also as evidence of monotopicality, Caller is given as much time as needed to complete the
narration of the problem she/he introduces in step 3. She/he is free to offer whatever details
she/he deems necessary. Guest-expert also orients to the right of the caller to give full
accounts of problems and, as more evidence of their recognition of this right, may initiate
repair on ‘ambiguous facts’ —ask for more ‘facts’— if they need extra details in order to

understand first problems.

In contrast to that, the status of a second problem as ‘marked’ has two aspects: interactional
work must be done in order to signal its existence; and a second problem must be brief,

considering the overall time during which a first problem is told and treated.

First, Caller must explicitly display his/her orientation that a second problem exists, or at least
an extension of a first problem exists. In the following example, after Caller had identified the
first problem, one that concerned his wife’s dysfunctional Fallopian tube (talk not shown
here), the Guest-expert first recapitulated Caller’s problem, and then gave her medical opinion

and advice about that problem.

Example 2:
hditnsa 24-11-2015 (00:34:58)

1 Expert: mt nSam glti: lgrn limen maxddamch

2 [hit 1: 1: hada 11i byit nwesssllsk annahu lmra
3 Caller: [a:h

4 Caller: rah jmklha thml yi bgsrn wahead

5 Caller: [Jokra::n ha:d— fokran hada 11i byit nsms¢

6 [rah ma i

7 [ana ( )

8 Expert: [l1la. rah rah makajn tta [i ifka:l

9 ja(h)ni rah ila kan wahe—

10 wfhal mxtra kanfufo mra ga:¢ .h uw—

11 hmla:t udart lhmala flgrn ohjjsdna lihs lgrn

12 ubga ¢ndha yir grn wathad Uwlda:t mnb¢d.
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13 (.)

l4Caller: [Jokra:n lah jsrhm lwalidin

15 Expert: [J(h)ni hada makajsbbeb[ tta ifka:1l

16 yir uka:n yatb— [ufo tbiba ila kant

17 fi munaffita:t tSteha liku:m baf tga:d lihs

18 1Cada [[shrijja js(h)ni bzza:f dlmasat?i:1

19 .h wallajsnni ?ans Crft ttaxewwuf djalsk
annaha infa?sllah

21 yadi twled waxxa kajsn grn wahad.

22Caller: =) [::::: docto—

23Host: [yathml ;nfa?°1h°=

24Caller: [doktora=

25Host: [nCam a sidi

26 =laj barsk[fik

27 Expert: [th: (hh)ml hh

28 [.hh

29Caller: [doktora

30 Expert: ah heh,

31Caller: daba (h)ija xsrzstlha wahd lkina yir simana

The advice the expert gives in line 4 was treated as conclusive by the caller regarding the
problem introduced by him. In line 5, he initiates a thanks-giving turn that shows his
acknowledgement that the advice has been complete. The expert nonetheless, expands that
opinion in subsequent turns. Even with the expansion, however, all parties treat the call as

terminated and the request for advice as satisfied.

As additional evidence that all the parties recognized that an an advice had been given and,
therefore, that a closing sequence was due, it may be noticed, for example, how the host’s
turn, line 23, orients to the Guest-expert’s expansion as foreshadowing a close. After
sufficient warrants given by the expert in the expansion, the host finally mirrors the caller’s
concern in the call. It will be recalled that, where hosts intervene after advice giving and
advice acknowledging, it is to proceed to terminating the call. All parties therefore initially

oriented to that termination after advice was given to the problem.

Nonetheless, the calls did not end up at that point. Notice how the host’s turn in line 23 was

simultaneously uttered with the caller’s summoning the expert by “doktora” (doctor), and it is
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the host, not the expert, who answered the summons. By answering the summons on behalf of
the expert, the host is invoking her role as the regulator (Fitzgerald & Housley, 2002) of talk.
She is therefore the person to allow or disallow further talk. Considering, as Schegloff (1968)
has shown, that summons require further talk, the call was thus extended beyong a possible

point where it might have been terminated.

The “n{:am” (yes) (line 23) provides not only a second-pair part to the summons but also
makes it necessary for the caller to produce a next turn (Schegloff, 1968). Also, since the
expectation is that callers provide advice-seeking-oriented talk, the ‘yes’ orientes toward
sustaining this assumption — that either a ‘a second problem’, or at least an extension of the
first problem, is to come. In short, then, the caller exploitedthe sequential aspects of
summons-answer in order ‘halt’” momentarily, so to speak, the termination of the call. It is

exactly this which constituted the ‘extra’ work done by the caller.

Furthermore, it is interesting that the caller had to repeat his summons three times in lines 22,
24 and 29, and each time his summons was produced against ongoing talk, overlapping it.
Recall that this extensive work is falling within a pre-closing sequence. In other words, the
caller recognized that his acknowledgment of the advice marked the termination of his call,
and that the other parties had treated it as such. He had therefore to do additional work to
secure another turn to in which to tell whatever his wants to tell before the call was, almost

automatically, terminated.

The caller was indeed sensitive to the fact that the summons was done in a call-closing
environment, for he repeated his summons until he secured the attention of the expert (line
30), and, by securing this, was granted a further turn. The point, to reiterate, is that the
callers had to do extra work to secure a place where he could introduce another issue after the
introduction of his ‘first problem’. Obviously, it was clear to him that the other parties to talk
were heading towards ending the call. This proves, again, that in order to suspend the

assumption of monotopicality, callers need to do additional interactional work.

In other cases, monotopicality is suspended at the very beginning of the call. Right after the
greeting sequence, Caller may indicate how many problems she/he wants to tell and , thereby,
request talling them (sometimes time constraints do not allow the introduction of further
problems). Once the request is granted, both Host and Expert orient to the production of a

second question as expected after a first problem is given. In the following excerpt, for
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example, the caller indicated that she had two problems to tell right at the beginning of her
narrative (line 4). The host granted their telling (line 6).

Example 3

1 Host: aloy alalla: [o::

2 Caller: [Cafa:k =: Co—
3 Host: [tfdli.

4 Caller: [€ndi zu:3 dyal 1?as?ila

5 laj: zazi:k [bixi:r.

6 Host: [@jja::h.

7 Caller: 9:: ssu?al lowws

Notice that “t£fd11” (please go ahead) (line 3) overlaps the caller’s announcement that she
‘has two questions’. It is therefore oriented to first problem telling as ‘granted’, so to speak,
simply by making the call. It cannot be said in this sense to be directed to the announcement.
Notice also that the caller in this case ‘announced’ she had two problems. In cases where
Caller had only one problem to tell, no such announcement is needed (although it is
sometimes made, probably to indicate that what comes next is directed to Expert, and not to
Host. If this analysis is correct, the announcement of a first problem would be an interesting

case of a strategy to effect hearer change in phone-in programs).

Back to the example, once the caller had finished telling the first problem, both the expert
(line 13 below) and the host (line 15) recognized it as such and expected the telling of a
second problem. The host asked the expert if he wanted to address the first problem before

moving to the second (lines 15 and 17).

8 Caller: [difisil baf ktxrrss33ha:

9 Expert: [nCa:m. nCam alalla.

10 [.h o::=

ll1Caller: [1Pa::

12Host: [im:m.

13Expert: =hada ssu?al[:1 l?atwwal
14Host: me— [naxdu ssu?a:l=

15 =lwwal tzawb=
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16 Expert: 2Jj7j:2h.

17 =C[1li:h bCda?

18Caller: [ssu?al tta:[ni ¢ndi
19Expert: [tfadli ( )

((Caller continues with a second narrative))

A similar example is the following, where the caller mentioned that the number of questions

was going to be three (line 3).

Example 4:
Kiflhal 02-11-2015/ (12) (01:31:21)

1 Host : mrhba bi:k.

2 Caller : aloy 32 ve: e:tx txe bye:v
3 [Cn [di txwa ptit kestijo.
4 Host : [ale[zi.

5 Expert: [mrhba.

The caller then proceeded to a first narrative that detailed the first problem. Once that

narrative was finished, she signaled the beginning of the second problem (line 6).

6 caller : la de:zje:m kestjo se ko:

Following the termination of the second problem telling, the caller again explicitly signaled

the beginning of a third,

7 Caller: alory e la txwazjem kestj 3zatni had sba:h
8 Host : sh thim

9 Caller: o: hhh dezole [si (ila smejtu:)

10 Host: [l1la: alalls mrhba:.
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It is interesting that the caller felt the urge to apologize, (line 9), even when her right to tell a
third problem was already granted by both the host and the expert right at the beginning of the
call (lines 4 and 5 above). The reason of her apology is, nonetheless, ambigious as “ila
smejtu:)” (if, you know) does not specity a particular reason. One reading of her apology is
that she wanted to make sure she would be given enough time by gauging how much of it the
host could ‘grant’ the problem telling. However, that reading is not sustained given that
callers with only one problem to tell do not feel the need to apologize even if, as in some
cases, their calls may take much longer time than it was the case in the above example. The
explanation then lies not in the length of the call, but particularly in the status of the problem
narrated as a ‘third’. Being a third problem was a severe violation to the assumption of

monotopicality that its telling was felt as requiring an apology.

The above examples show that all parties to a phone-in program call — Host, Guest-expert
and Caller — orient to the monotopicality of the call as the norm; that is, they treat the call as a
site where to adress one problem, at least, and three problems at most (nowhere in the data a

caller brought up four problems in a row).

It might be suspected that monotopicality is a consequence of time pressure as might be
exercised on Host to take as many calls as possible from different callers. Although the data
set does not include phone-in programs of the argumentative sort, where Caller calls to take
‘for’ and ‘against’ sides (Fitzgeral & Housely, 2002), the idea that part of the entertainment in
the programs selected is to listen to as many cases as possible is, nonetheless, not a far fetched
one. It is even intuitively plausible. The number of calls and the time factor, along with the

need for diversity, all put a pressure on the parties to the calls to orient to monotopicality.

Going back to the structural steps above, the first and second observations have as evidence
the fact that Host introduces Caller by name and geographic location. Unlike ordinary calls,
parties dispense with the ‘greeting sequence’ as ‘identification-recognition’ sequence (see
Schegloff, 1968). A greeting there is in phone-in calls, but it simply is not a ‘specimen’ of
voice to allow recognition as Schegloff analyzes greeting sequences in ordinary calls. No
identification and recognition ‘through greeting’ are expected since parties to phone-in callers
are strangers to each other. Consequently, if it is a receptionist receives the calls, then she/he
transmits name plus geographic location to the host who, in turn, transmits this information to

the guest and to the audience at large. In programs where the call is unmediated and callers
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introduce themselves directly to Host and the Guest-expert, introductions are nonetheless
done using first name and city or village name. The following are examples that illustrate the
point. In example 5, it is the host who introduced the caller (line 3); in examples 6 and 7,
callers indentify themselves using first name and geographic location (lines 5 and 8

respectively).

Example 5:
hditnsa 09-11-2015/ (3) (00:45:10)

1 Host: .h yadi n:waslo da?iman m¢a mufaraka:
2 mufarake hatifijja mn rba:t

3 m¢a bassa:m. mrhba sidi.

4 (.)

5 Bassam: alu: salamms ¢lik:um

6 Host: watalikum ssala:m.

Example 6:

Samir lail 05-05-2013/ (1) (00:03:56)

1 Host: salamma ¢likum.

2 (1)

3 Caller: alu:?

4 Host: morhba lalla.

5 Caller: o:mfak asidi: dunija mn mdinst dda:r lbida.
6 Host: morhba lalls dunija.

Example 7:

Samir lail 05-05-2013/ (2) (00:25:47)

Host: .hh o::h sallama ¢likum.

Caller: salam warhmat llah taGala wabarakath=ssi:
(.)
mstafa labas?

Host: LAH jbarsk fik asidi mrhba bttawasul djalsk=

o O w N

Caller: bixir o¢la xi:r?
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7 Host: lajbarsk fik marhaban.

8 Caller: hada m¢ak milu:d mwlaa:d da:hu.
9 Caller: agulra:j.

10Host: [<mi:1lu:d> mn— agura:j?
l1Caller: m— mlad da:hu.

12Host: mhm?

The restriction of the introduction to ‘first name’ and ‘geographic location’ as sufficient
information about callers does two important things in the context of phone-ins. First,
personal name and city/village name give enough information on a caller thus identified in
order for the parties (other callers, Host, Guest-expert) to refer to him/her adequately, if they
wish to do so later in the episode. For example, if a subsequent caller wishes to refer to a
previous caller, the first name isolates the referent from other previous callers who have
different names, thus restricting the referent person to a smaller group of callers who have
similar names (if it so happens that more that one caller with the same name called the
program during the same single episode). Geographic location then isolates the intended
referent from the pool of callers who might have the same name. More conretely, if two
Callers have the name X and one is from region Y and the other From region Z, then a caller
who wishes to refer to ‘X from Z’, uses first name to restrict the refrence to just two callers,
and then uses geographic location to designate the intended caller. First name plus geographic

location gurantees that a caller referred to by another is correctly identified.

The second, and perhaps more important, reason for the introductory sequence ‘first name
plus geographic location’ is to guarantee the anonymity of callers. All of the calls involve
personal narratives that tell of social problems with other people, groups, or even institutions.
Given the probability that any information beyond personal names and location might divulge
sensitive personal information, and, consequently, jeopardize the rights of others to privacy,
Host (or Caller) introduces just enough information that does the work of ensuring adequacy
of reference (Schegloff, 1996a) among the parties to the call, and of ensuring the right to

privacy to Caller and any third parties involved in her/her narratives.

It was said earlier that being on air itself guarantees caller’s right to tell of their problem (step
4). Once a person is admitted to being the ‘now caller’ (Fitzgerald and Housley,2002), she/he
has the the right to tell about her/his problem(s) (step 5) and is entitled to a ‘piece of advice’
given by the Guest-expert (step 6). The upshot of this organization is that the parties to any



Gender work 117

given call construct it as ‘problem-oriented’ and as ‘advice-giving oriented’. The following
extracts show how, once the identification and greeting actions are done with, Caller is
expected to ‘do the telling of a problem’ related to the stated social domain the program
targets. As it was already said, in some cases caller may request permission to tell a first
problem, but, considering that he/she is expected to do so, the request seems redundant (or

probably used to effect hearer change, i.e., from Host to Guest-expert) (see example 8).

In example 8 below, the host issued a floor-giving’ token (line 4) once the greeting sequence
terminated (lines 1 and 3). The host again re-issued that token at line 12, after the caller asked
for permission. By giving the floor before the caller was asked for, the host therefore
considers that the end of the greeting is the place for the caller to tell a problem. The caller’s
request was in this sense redundant. But notice that the reading of the announcement as the
‘doing of hearer change’ is very plausible. The caller was cut off midsentence that started

2

with “obyit ns: —7, which, if complete, would very plausibley read as something like

“obyit ns:wwel l?ustada” (I want to ask your lawyer). The same analysis applies to

example 9.

Example 8:

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (14) (00:50:39)

1 Host: mrhba sidi.

2 (0.2)

3 Caller: mrh (h)ba xti;

4 Host: tfddsl,

5 (0.2)

6 Caller: Cafak axti ¢ndi wa:hd-

7 ¢ndi wahd lmwdo:¢ =(h)::

8 xa:$ bhadf i djal:: lmudawwans
9 obyit ns[:—

10Expert: [m:m=

11 =nCa:m °a[sidi®

12Host: [mrhba bi:k tfddsl.
13Caller: fokran xti.

(0.5)
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Example 9:
Kiflhal 02-11-2015/ (05) (01:05:25)

1 Host: tfddsl bssu?a:1 djalk.

2 Caller: a:h axti:

3 ¢ndi wahd ssu?a:1l djals:
4 djal lwlsjjad dyali

In example 9, “tfddsl bssu?a:1 djalk.” (go ahead with your question) embodies the
expectation that the caller had a problem for which she needed advice. The host therefore

granted the caller’s request, to tell problem, even when none is explicitly made.

The examples show that the structural organization of the calls to phone-in program requires
callers to narrate a problem at exactly that specific point in the call. Host, rather than asking
Caller if she/he has a problem, takes the shortcut of directly giving the floor to Caller without
his/her explicitly asking for it.

In this sense then, the occurrence of a question-answer sequence in example 10 below after
the exchange of greetings seems redundant, and maybe treated as an expansion on the basic
organization in steps 5 and 6. The host asked “Cndsk su?a:17?” (Do you have a question?)
(line 2), but only after the green light to tell the problem was given by “t£d1i” in line 1. The

sequence of question answer (lines 2 and 3) is more likely to be a redundant expansion.

Example 10:
Kiflhal 02-11-2015 (00:22:19 )

1 Host: [aloy tfdli

2 ¢ndsk su?a:l?

3 Caller: a:h.

4 ¢ndi wahd ssu?a:l

5 ans ¢ndi Cchri:n satna

In the telephone calls analyzed, once the narrative is terminated, no request for advice is
explicitly done by Caller. In other words, the telling of the problem by Caller, in which the

relevant persons, objects, times, locations and other things are introduced, stands for the
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request for advice. Both Host and Expert orient to the narrative as itself the ‘request for
advice’ on whatever problems the narrative raises. In a substantial majority of cases,

therefore, the problem, or the question, in the story is inferred rather than directly stated.

The upshot of this last observation, that the narrative is a presequence (a pre-request) doing
the request for advice, is consequential for the claims advanced in this study. The narrative is
considered here the central element in phone-in calls for its production is a major aim behind
making them. In the narrative, places, objects, times, and, of course, persons, are invoked,
described and categorized. Additionally, the importance of the narrative also derives from the
fact it is addressed to hearers who are total strangers to callers. Callers, therefore, build their
accounts out of a myriad of narrative possibilities so as to suit both their purposes and their

audience. In that, an account is only a constructed version of reality.

An account is at the same time purposive and manipulative, for it constructs the social and
cultural world not as it is —the existence of a social world with a true essence is dubious
anyway— but as the caller takes it to be. Likewise, it it a world whose workings the audience
would effortlessly know, a world in common with others, but at the same time a world

constructed for the local purposes served by the calls and in them.

With regard to the purpose of the present study, a caller’s narrative is a rich site of gender
categorial work. In any given call, persons introduced, characters described, and identities
invoked are part and parcel of the narrative in a way that categorization contributes to the
construction of the problem as is it for the caller, but also to display a world known in
common with others. The remainder of this chapter accordingly presents a detailed analysis of

callers’ gendering work in their narratives.

1.2. Invoking culturally genderized roles

Kitzinger (2005) offers a re-analysis of data in classic CA papers for what they reveal about
cultural heterosexist ‘assumptions’ that are normatively oriented by speakers in everyday
interaction Making use her preoccupations with ‘hidden assumptions’ (2005, p. 223) in
categorial work, it is worth revisting that Sacks’ story. Membershipt categorization rules
aside, the story also shows how cultural assumptions and expectations imbue categories

invoked in ways that are taken-for-granted by conversationalists.

The invocation of the category ‘mommy’ shows that the category-bound activity of ‘picking

up crying children’ is the default cultural expectation when woman’s role of ‘mothering’ is
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invoked. Not any person occupies the category ‘mommy’ but only women do so. ‘Mothering’
in other words, is predicated on women only. It is for this reason calld here a ‘genderized’

category.

The default status of such an expectation could be made clearer if a different scenario is
proposed; one in which the child furnished the story along a different line that invoked other
categories, for example ‘the baby cried, daddy picked it up’. If ‘daddy’ were the category
invoked that did the picking, then the absence of ‘mommy’ from the scene would be
“observable-reportable” (Eglin, 2002, p. 819). The story’s hypothetical recipient might have
registered the fact that the baby’s mother is absent and might have asked a question that
brings to the front that noticeable fact. For example, noticing that father’s picking up of
children is non-default; the recipient might ask the question, “where was her mommy?” as a

relevant follow up to the story.

Pressing the speculation further, the child might even use the story as a special kind of talk, a
preface, to project exactly the question above from the recipient, and to announce the news
about mommy he wanted to tell. In the language of CA, the child might use the story as a
‘pre-announcement’ that projects the action of ‘inquiring’ about the mother as an appropriate
next action in order to enable him to tell the news. The hypothetical scenario might run along

the following lines,

Child: The baby cried. Daddy picked it up.
Adult: Where was his mommy?
Child: She had a row with daddy and she went away.

In this sense then, one can talk about roles, identities and categories as genderized. Their

invocation carry with them cultural assumptions related to gender.

Applying this notion to the calls to phone-in programs, one can say that callers construct
gender in situ; yet, their construction ties back to normative ways that are culturally
sanctioned, i.e., normative (Kitzinger, 2005). Both the construction and the invocation of
gender do specific actions. One such action, an overarching one, is to construct facts in a
social world shared and in common, which enables callers to pursuit the more specific goal of

advice-request.
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A corollary to this pursuit is that genderized identities are built into the very categories that

speakers’ utterances make necessary for the specific purposes served by talk. In order to

illustrate the above points, the following extract will be examined.

Example 11
Kiflhal 02-11-2015/ (02) (00:44:25)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Iman:

Host:

Iman:

aloy >1jum ans ¢ndi< un bebe

de:: ds deux ans.
m:m. tbarkll[a:h.
[@:::: lajbark fik.

u:: udabs wsnna lwahd leta:p
11i mabgaS dak

dak ls bebe 11i mzja:n=

=gals fbljestu: keskay: .h dha:k
ojlCa:b

((A few lines omitted))

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Iman:

Expert:

Iman:

Expert:

Iman:

donk. bahl dbba: ma:—
ans 11i maCrftf, —
fno huma:—
fnuws® 11i xssak dditru:
.h & : oyadi jbga fnita:g °>bhaldba<’
1l’"exploration de son tmonde.
oh h:m. ((sniffing))
ofnu 11i xasssk tmnfu,
umatwllih[ jdiru.
>bha[l dba< matalan

[sh h:
kajn de txyk( )11li kajdirhem
11i kajSsbona.
matslsn hnajs: °matslsn’
jhrreSs:- .hh (.) ()
matslan o:: jhoz [i haja
mexssuf/ jhzha. mn
yi:r matslsn hh o::

skije— 2o:: skije dazrg.
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29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

Expert:

Iman:

Expert:

Iman:

Expert:

Iman:

Expert:

Iman:

Expert:

Iman:

Expert:

Ima:n:

Expert:

Iman:

Expert:
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[mhh:m=
[ (matslen) [jol¢sb b dontifris hawwa,
=[mh hem=
s:: jgtts(h) hwajsu:,
[hawwse hada:
=[mh hsm. mh hom.
wa:ch fhadffi xsni nxlli:h?
ghir nywwst ¢li:h yi [witjja,
u:: ulla xasni nmSu complétement.
majdirf hadf[i.
ba:f— .hh baf majDIRS
fi hajs maktr.
nCam. .h tres bien.
.h 1slla ima:n, .hh
[we
[o: wlidatna a partir mn—
a partir ds deux ans
kanbdaw kastfmlu mfa (h)sm le rituels.
[ah hsa:h
[nCtek mita:1l.
.h @ . un tube djal dentifrice
qui coute si diy(h)am wlla
sept diy (h)am,
[mafi Imufkil annahu yaj=
[we.
=f{ddu yajd jsl¢sbtbi:h
Imufkil anna (h)u rubbama
yadi jolGeobbih fmatka:n
.h yir msmu:h bi:h. jak wlla 1la?
ta::h. [exactement
[vyajdyl— yadi jl1¢b bih

f $sarlu:n wola ffi blass.

Initially, it is possible to start with the observation that the word “bebe” (baby) (line 1), which

is a French word that refers either to a baby girl or a baby boy, is used by Iman to refer to a

‘baby boy’. However, even if the word ‘bebe’ is marked for the masculine, its semantic
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status is the same as the English word ‘baby’, in the sense that it can refer to either a ‘baby
boy’ or a ‘baby girl’. Initially then, the sex of the referent of the word “bebe” remains an
interactional problem until it is solved by the subsequent use of appropriate pro-terms (i.e,
pronouns) (line 6). In French as in English, pro-terms are used to make the sex of the referent

explicit.

It seems to be the case for Iman that her subsequent use of pronouns, the equivalent of ‘he’
(line 6) and ‘his’ (line 8), makes explicit that she is talking about a baby boy. Interactionally,
then, Iman’s talk orients the expert to hear the sex of her baby in the pronouns rather than in
the word “bebe” itself. Initially, then, the category “bebe” is ambivalent — it belongs to both

the device ‘stage life’ and the device ‘family member’.

Iman opens her account by mentioning first the fact that she has a baby and that baby is of a
certain age. She then moves to describe the baby’s behavioral change as a particular sort of
problem to her. The baby has changed his behavior in ways that transform the initially quiet,
docile, and all-smiles baby (line 5 to 9) into one whose behavior the mother does not approve
of (lines 11 to 18). Noticing this transformation, Imanis finds herself in a dilemma. The
boundaries between what the child is and isn’t allowed to do are quite unclear to her (lines 13
and 17). This dilemma she expresses in the form of a three-part list (lines 25, 30, and 32)
(Jefferson, 1990) of the activities now ascribed to the baby. (Notice that she also uses the

three-part list in citing approvable activities that are no longer the case in lines 8 and 9).

Through the three-part list, Iman emphasizes the escalating degree ‘complainability’ about the
baby’s activities and coaches her request for advice in terms set by that list. In other words,
Iman is exemplifying the sort of activities she has encountered problematic. They are these

and similar behavior that constitute her dilemma.

That the expert understands such citation of activities as a request to help sort them in
‘allowed’ versus ‘prohibited’ categories is clear in that he picks up one item from the list of
activities the mother has furnished in order to advise her on how she can transform them into

‘allowables’ (line 49).

On the categorial level, the above sequence is an elaborate story told by a grown-up to a
grown up; yet it shows striking similarities to the very short story told by the child in Sacks’

example. It may be recalled from Sacks work that the word like ‘baby’ is ambiguous in that it
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simultaneously belongs to the MCDs ‘stage of life’ and ‘family’. In the opening of Iman’s

account, the dual status of the category is exploited to do some interesting interactional work.

First, Iman indicates the relevance of the device ‘family’ by stating explicitly that the baby is
hers through the possessive “cndi” (I have) (line 1). The use of the pronoun ‘I’, together with
the possessive, orients to her role, given her sex, as the mother of the baby. Immediately after
establishing the interactional relevance of the MCD ‘member of family’ for the baby, she
moves on to explicitly indicate her baby’s age (line 2). The relevance of age is therefore also
established, and the incumbency of the MCD ‘stage of life’ is also made relevant. The
outcome of this dual status of ‘baby’ is exploited to construct a particular version of mothers’

role, and one that is culturally sanctioned for that matter.

As a mother, Iman is required to watch over her child. The requirement applies not only
because she is the child’s mother only, but because the child is at a young age he can’t watch
over himself (for an exploration of similar links between gender care-giving and old age see
Paoletti (2002)). Moreover, there seems to be a negative correlation between the child’s age
and the degree of ‘mothering’ demanded— the younger the child, the higher the degree of care

given to it.

A default cultural assumption is at work in Iman’s case. Its upshot can be glossed thus: the
care-giver be the same as the birth-giver. Since birth-giving is definitively the business of
females, invoking age as a stage of life displays the degree of mothering required by the
female member of the family. Being a category that belongs to ‘family’ and ‘stage of life’, the
word ‘baby’ mediates the leap, back and forth, from the role of female birth-giver to the role
of ‘care-giver’. In the story above, Iman the birth-giver is required to take notice of what stage
of life the baby is in. As a mother, she is required to administer appropriate ‘treatment’ when
things go wrong for the child. Unless specific interactional work is done to show otherwise,
the hearing that ‘birth-giver’ and ‘care-giver’ are one and the same person is guaranteed by

the hearer’s maxim.

The analysis above shows that the invocation of age is interactionally relevant in a specific,
locally meaningful way. The mother is expected to know in detail about her child’s life-line
growth. Posessing that knowledge is predicated on her identity as a mother in the first place.

That Iman orients to her category-bound identity as the mother of the baby is
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commonsensically explicit, because it is the very duties of a mother she invokes as the locus

of the problem (lines 35 to 40).

Second, Iman does not only observe the behavioral change of the baby, but she moreover
observes it over time. Her failure to interpret the change in behavior in the baby only attests
that she executes her roles dutifully— closely monitoring the child as he moves from one stage
to another. Her failure to interpret the change; then, only testifies to her meticulous and keen
observation of the baby and her assuming the role of guardian and provider of whatever is

necessary to guarantee his well being.

Being part of the MCD ‘family’ thus imposes on mothers a particular role related to activities
bound to the MCD ‘stage of life’; that is, they are normatively required to monitor physical
and behavioral change in their babies (Heritage & Sefi, 1992). Looking after children in that
particular way becomes predicated on mothers. It is, in other words, constructed as a

genderized role, that only women can discharge.

Aditional evidence that this role is culturally expected of women is found in the interactional
episode itself. It may be noticed for example that, although the behavioral transformation in
the baby resulted in inconveniences for the mother and the father, as attested by Iman’s use of
the first person plural pronoun in “kajSsbona” (they make us nervous) (line 22), she
enquires about what might be done by her, in her capacity as the mother, rather than by the
father, or even by both the father and the mother. While the baby’s behavior affected the
family as a unit, it is only the mother who is expected to redress whatever damage caused
from that behavior. Indeed, it is to enquire about what to do to redress the damage done to the
family that Iman calls the Guest-expert in that particular radio phone-in program. In making
the call, therefore, she at the same time invokes her identiy through category-bound activities
narrated and engages in one such activity: making the call to request advice in her capacity as

a mother. The call itself documents her genderized identity.

Iman’s narrative thus constructs an interactional texture where the activities, roles, and

identities within the family follow a ‘known-in-common’ cultural pattern.

Another way to state this is to say that categorial work in the call establishes a frame
(Goffman, 1982, Malone, 1997) in which interpretation is possible and alignment of
understanding is achieved. In the episode above, the call sets up a frame where a lay member,

the caller, requests the advice of a knowledgeable expert (Sacks, 1972) (Sacks refers to
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Professional as members of collection ‘K’ to highlight their possession of specific knowledge

lay members do not have).

Yet, being a lay person does not mean being void of knowledge. It is worth noting that the
caller’s narrative above displays the knowledge she has on the issue at hand. The caller
invoked her categorial membership of ‘mother’ as normatively supposing, or requiring, a
degree of ‘expertise’ about babies. The result was that the parties to this episode conjointly

negotiated, even though on less-than-equal terms, what was allowed and what was not for the

baby.

Again, evidence for Iman’s claim to knowledge is present in the sequential organization of the
interaction and is linked to what Heritage and Sefi (1992, 391) call “unmarked

acknowledgment of advice-giving”.

In their analysis of interaction between health visitors and first-time mothers, Heritage and
Sefi (ibid.) distinguihsed between three ways in which visitor-initiated advice is received. The
first is ‘marked acknowledgment’ in which mothers acknowledge information given as ‘new
information’ and aknowldge it as advice. The second is ‘unmarked’ acknowledgement’, in
which mothers tacitly refuse to acknowledge that an advice has been given. The third way is
“the assertion of knowledge or competence” (Heritage and Sefi, 1992, p. 391), where claims
to knowledge or expertise are explicitly made by a mother in order to reject the advice-aspect

of the health visitor’s talk.

Assertions of knowledge or competence constitute an outright denial of the newness of
information given; they are therefore a direct resistance to its character as advice giving. In
addition to that direct strategy, Heritage and Sefi argued that unmarked acknowledgments
constitute a strategy to perform what the authors call ‘passive resistance’ (ibid., 409).
Characteristic of the latter is the use of “receipt objects as mm hm, yeh, and that’s right”
(ibid.,395) that overlook the pieces of advice given by offering a less than acknowledgment

to them.

In the data above, it is possible to claim that the ‘receipt objects’ used by Iman, (lines 47, 53,
58), constitute a mild form of passive resistance to the pieces of advice given by the expert,
even though she is the one who initiates the call. Notice for example that the token “ a: :h.
[exactement” (yes exactly) (line 58) is an agreement token rather than a receipt object. The

utterance shows concurrence of opinion rather than receipt of new information. Also, in
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seeking agreement with a yes-no question (line 57), the expert shows that he, too, is sensitive
to the knowledge status of Iman. The activitiy that the expert seeks agreement on is, in
addition, drawn from Iman’s previously introduced list formulation. As a mother, the caller is
expected to know particular details about her child. It is those specific details that the Guest-

expert orients to in order to grant the advice sought.

Overall then, although the expert and the caller are members of different MCDs
(knowledgeable professionals and lay persons), achivement of understanding is possible
thanks to the cultural norms their categorial work invokes. With regard to the question of how
that happen, the argument so far has been that categories, MCDs, and category bound-
activities are the building blocks of the cultural patterns conversationalists invoke in order to
display the kind of world they live in. A “working consensus” (Malone, 1997, p.98) about the
social organization of identities in the calls is thus achieved via the way categories are

assembled to invoke specific roles (Hester and Eglin, 1997).

This way, an understanding of the category ‘mother’ as a ‘genderized’ category is so because
the activities tied to it are organized by reference to gender roles locally invoked in talk,
therefore interactionally relevant to parties’ understandings of themselves and other person

referents.

One intriguing thing about this and other extracts is that genderized roles are oriented to by
speakers in such a way that they incidentally reinforce cultural divisions of labor along gender
lines. Yet, they do so without any explicit mention of division, or role, or even gender for that

matter. How is this possible?

The extract above enables a glimpse to the answer: categorial work always establishes the
context where participants invoke, hear and/or infer a characterization of callers’ problems,
and more particularly, a characterization of callers’ genderized roles in the problems. The
invocation, hearing, or inference cues Guest-experts as to what sort of problem it is, and what
advice should be given. In the above extract, it was seen that the first category term that
immediately commands attention was the category ‘mother’ although, surprisingly enough, it
is not at all mentioned in the interaction. This is proof that it is not necessary to explicitly
mention categories to do categorization (Watson, 1997; lepper, 2000). Similarly, it is not

necessary to explicitly mention gender in order to genderize people’s activities.
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Let’s stay with the notion introduced above that the role of ‘mothering’ is oriented to by

members of the Moroccan society as a genderized property predicated on women; and let’s

keep that in mind when analyzing the next example.

Example 12

Kiflhal 02-11-2015/ (05) (01:05:25)

1 Host: .hh alors ssimohommed,

2 Simohammed: nfa:m ajlslls.

3 Host: tfddsl bssu?a:1l djalk.

4 Simohammed: ath axti:=

5 =Cndi wahd ssu?a:1 djals:
6 djal lwlsyyad djali=

7 =Cndu daba ¢artmajn.

8 (.)

9 Host: m:m

10Expert: [sh hs:h

l11Simohammed: [@:: 121l knt =:: mCfah fddar

12

had 1?ajjam (h)adi=

13 =>wkntCa:st [iwjje< d leplejstejfon
14 w lkors ohatdi=
15Host: [m:m

l16Simohammed:

17

=[wlla mu?axxarsn wlla o—

wlla bayi lju:tub.

18 (.)
19 lju:tu:b afnu balyi ba o: bayi
20Host: [m:

21Simohammed:

(h)ir her tonobijla:t.

22Host: vidjol[wa:t.

23Simohammed: [ (h)er tomobitla:t

24 omb%ach bayi jnu:d lmama:h
25 ml— mn fo:g (lpesse) bmerra.
26Expert: .hh [tm::m

27Simohammed: [hija kant flwwsl o:

28 bayija: dik lgadijjs Gla:[=
29Expert: [m:h
30Simohammed: =katfga [fwijjs ([)
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31Host: [kej— [ksjtla:ha,
32Expert: [°m:h.°
33Simohammed: rak [1Qa:rf

34Expert: [°mh hem®.

35Simohammed: kajtlatha:.

36Host: m: [m.

37Simohammed: [me: mu?axxarsn mabga:[ bsyi

38 jnudliha mlfoq [o:: °lppesse®’.
39Host: [nC1a:m.

40 fha:1 fSmru gltinna ssi muhsmmad?
41Expert: °sanat[ajn®.

42Simohammed: [Camajn.

43Host: Camajn.

129

As is expected, Simohammed introduces a personal narrative, prefaced by “Cndi wahd
ssu?a:1” (I have a question) (line 5), an announcement that, together with the narrative,
does the action of requesting advice. Even though the caller starts by telling the host and the
expert that he has a question, neither it nor the request materializes. It has been said that such
a formuation is redundant in telling first problems. As an action, it effects hearer change, from
the host to the guest. It might be added here that the utterance “Cndi wahd ssu?a:1” a
pre-request that makes the narrative understood as itself the request. The the narrative
furnishes all the components of a probelm; therefore, it alleviates the need to directly request
advice, given that the telling is granted once the call is received; and given also the

dispreferred status of requests (see Schegloff, 1987b & 2007a for pre-expansion sequences).

Also, Simohammed invokes the MCDs ‘family’ (line 6) and ‘stage of life’ (line 7), which the
host and the expert understand as the relevant MCDs to the problem. However, in this
example, it is the father who makes the call and describes, how, in the course of his

provisional stay at home (lines 11 and 12), he noticed a behavioral change in his child.

The interest of this episode lies in the fact that, whereas for Iman, her observations about her
baby’s behavior are hearable as part of her role as a constant presence inside the house, the
observations of Simohammed are, on the other hand, hearable as only ‘accidental’ on a
specific event (line 13), during a specific time (linel2), and specific to one particular behavior

(line 17). Whereas constant presence at home is the condition upon which Iman built her
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narrative, it is the implicated constant absence, with intermittent stays at home, which is the
condition upon which Simohammed builds his. Thus, as said before, ‘who makes the call’ is

itself a display of genderized roles.

More importantly, roles are hearable even in a simple thing as the introduction of the mother’s
observations as a normal course of events, (example 11), and the introduction of the father’s
as consequent on something else— his not doing something else outside. It is in this sense
unremarkable that Simohammed qualifies his stay at home as ‘temporary’, continuing only for

“had 1?ajjam (h)adi” (these last days) (line 12).

There is evidence in the interactional episode that shows how the boundaries between roles
are spatially drawn along the lines of ‘inside—outside’ the family house. There is also
evidcence that genderized roles assumed are operative, with default cultural patterns
providing for understanding those roles as linked to problems of child care. Their invocation
organizes the structure of the problem that, in turn, justifies making the call to the specific

phone-in program selected.

Evidence for it is that, what starts as a problem for the child’s father for which he, the father,
seeks advice, turns out to be the child’s mother’s problem. Simohammed’s playstation palying
with the child causes the problem (lines 13 and 14); but it is the mother who suffers its
consequences. The child now “omb%9ach bayi jnu:d lmama:h ml— mn fo:g
(lpesse) bmerra.” (He refuses to get off the PC for his mom, at all) (lines 24, 25, 37
and 38). It is remarkable here that the mother is invoked as the authority-figure who had failed
to carry out the task of getting the child off the PC. The invocation of her membership in the
MCD orients hearers to a particular understanding of the problem. Given her being the female
in the SRP ‘father-mother’, and given the cultural expectations that accompany that SRP, the
father’s talk is designed to unceremoniously invoke her role as the one who is always
responsible for the baby’s behavior. More than that in his narrative, her responsibility extends

well to the cause of the problem itself. Following is an explanation of this state of affairs.

Simohammed insinuates that his play with the child was tacitly permitted by the mother (line
28) and, this way, he implicates her in causing the problem. Later, he also shifts the blame on
her in an adroit way. He invokes her other category-bound activities as the reason the mother
allowed the play in the first place (line 30). The father and child played video games, not
because the father liked it, but because the mother “kat fga fwijja” (She exhausts herself)

(line 30), obviously by doing house chores. Simohammed then orients to the category-bound
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activity of ‘housework’, as predicated on the mother, as the reason she couldn’t fulfill her role
of child care. He explicitly invokes ‘doing house chores’ as they limit the mother’s capacity to

devote her time and energy to the child.

The shift of blame is tacitly achieved via the construction of the mother’s other category-
bound activities as an account for the mother’s action vis-a-vis the child. According to
Evaldsson (2007), an account is “a norm-oriented explanation designed to recast the
pejorative significance of the action and resist responsibility for the action”, but silultaneously
confirms the action as pejorative (2007, p. 385). Accordingly, at the same time that
Simohammed finds excuses for the mother’s permission, he implicitly construct her action as

an instance of ‘neglecting’ the child, therefore, as blame-worthy.

Both the host and the expert in this example agree with the import of the account given.
Following the caller’s reference to the mother’s house chores (line 30), the host makes
explicit the implication in the caller’s reference, saying “ksjtla:ha” (it makes him busy)
(line 31); and the expert shows that same understanding with an agreement token “°m:h.*”
(line 32). Both, therefore, ratify the implied distribution of blame. The ease with which the

account succeeds attests to the implicated boundedness of ‘child care’ to ‘mothers’.

This way, father and child’s play is made to appear as responsive to, not causative of, the
problem in the first place. The account can therefore be read thus: since the child’s mother
was busy doing other chores, the father stepped in with video gaming because that kept the
child busy (line 35). Consequently, the caller has built a local context in which the act of

playing is hearable as a form of assistance.

Video gaming was then the means through which the father helped the mother, the one in
charge, to do activities other than watching over the baby. The outcome is that hearers are
invited, so to speak, to see the origins of the problem in activities other than the father and
son’s playing together. More specifically, it is its ratification inside the home by the mother
that is also, if not the cause, then at least an exacerbating factor. It is through the mobilization
of that understanding that the effects of the problem were introduced by Simohammed with

relation not only to himself but to the mother of the child as well.

One way the caller did the balme shift was by drawing on cultural patterns in categorial work.
Moving first in and then out of the problem was done through tacitly building on hearer’s

understanding that mothers are, by default, responsible for whatever happens inside the home.
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They are the ones to blame for problems therein and the ones, as in the previous example, to

redress them.

The neat outcome is that, unlike Iman who grappled with the problem as hers by reporting it
as hers, Simohammed in this example is doing ‘reporting’ on behalf of his wife. He is
reporting the behavioral change of the baby that his wife, as a mother, suffers from. Here, it is

worth reproducing the steps whereby the reporting is achieved in the interaction.

First, Simohammed introduces his membership as ‘father’ through his SRP relation with a
‘child’ (line 6). Again, the category ‘child is ambigious with regard to MCDs ‘stage of life’

and ‘family’.

Second, the SRP father/child provides for the hearing, through the hearer’s maxim, of the
activity of playing videogames, as an activity categorially bound to ‘child’, with that
boundedness working as the backdrop for understanding the role each member in the SRP
has. Therefore, the problematicity in the caller’s talk, (line 17), is, at least initially, hearable as
built around that SRP. It can be rephrased as ‘the son’s insistence on performing an

unauthorized activity that goes beyond the allowable activities he is, as a child, entitled to’.

Initially in the caller’s talk then, it might be expected at that stage where Simohammed
introduces the problem (lines 17, 19, and 21), that, since the problem included category bound
activities that related to both his occupation of the devices ‘adult’ and father’ and his son’s
occupation of the devices ‘child’ and ‘family member’, the problematic issue would include
some kind of clash between the activities bounded to those membership categories invoked at
the beginning. Speculating somewhat, the problem might have called forth a clash between
the child’s stubborn insistence on watching Youtube and the father’s authoritatively
forbidding it, with all the subsequent tension this might have given rise to within the family.
Handling the problem on those terms would genuinely have made it the father’s, but this was

not the case.

Third, subsequent to the introduction of a contentious point that might possibly be ‘the
problem’, Simohammed shifted the burden off his shoulders’ and threw it on the mother’s.
This was done simply by invoking her categorial membership and letting hearers make the

link— that child care is the female’s problem.
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The problem then was not one of authoritative decisions taken by the father and the son’s
challenging them, but one that involved the child’s abstinence from compliance with the

mother’s commands.

Fourth, the invocation of the caller’s membership within the MCD ‘family’ guaranteeed his
epistemic right to ‘report’ the problem. He knows and reports such problems as might occur
between other members of the family. It is worth noting that the reporting is done not through
explicit markers of reported speech but through a reliance on hearers’ understanding of the
properties of the category ‘mother’, embedded in the activity of telling by a member of the
SRP father/mother. As said before, the caller implicated the mother as the one ‘creating’ the
problem of the child’s addition to YouTube, for she agreed at the beginning to his playing
playstation games with the father. Ostensibly, the play provided her with enough time to do
her other ‘wife-wise’ activities. Here is then, an instance of categorial work that provides for
the reading of the problem as one involving the female member in the family, the genderized

roles of whom accounts for the caller’s implication of her.

Establishing that Simohammed in this call is doing ‘reporting’ on a problem that is not
specifically his, it is possible to ask about what sort of social organization permits the
reporting in such a way that the reporting is not itself problematic for parties to the call, i.e.
that the parties to talk in that episode do not question the legitimacy of Simohammed to report
problems encountered by someone else. Why is it that hearers of this narrative do not doubt

its veracity or ask for the mother’s view on the problem?

Briefly, the answer to the question shows how the hearer’s maxim works. The maxim
informally states that if two or more categories can be seen as belonging to the same device,
then hearers assume that device as the one meant to organize speaker’s talk. In the example
above, only the SRP father/child and child/mother are explicitly mentioned. The
understanding that the categories ‘father’, ‘mother’ and ‘child’ belong to the ‘same family’ is
guaranteed by the hearers’ maxim, thereby making relevant the SRP husband/wife. To all
appearances, and ordinarily, Simohammed is talking about the child’s mother who is at the

same time his wife. All the parties are therefore members of the same family.

The duplicative organization of the device ‘family’ allows one of its members, the father, to
report not only his problem but also the mother’s problem with a third party— the child, itself
part of the same operative device. Being husband or wife calls attention to the obligations

each has towards the spatial context of the house, and towards each other. As Sacks (1972)
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showed, being a member of collection R (relative), the husband then has a moral obligation to
help his partner. However, the help he provides in this example was of a specific kind. It is
not in matters of child care, but in only faithfully reporting his wife’s problem with the
intention of seeking advice on them. In this example, ‘who makes the call’ documents such
help; but, in contrast to example 11, it documents the identity of the caller as a male member

of the family.

Narrating the problem the way he did, Simohammed has genderized the problem by making it
his wife’s. In telling about the problem, he re-introduces, indexes, and reproduces a division
of labor that is normative in the Moroccan society. As in the previous example, the caller in
this one invoked an arrangement of the social world treated by parties to the call as

unproblematic.

The analysis of the caller’s categorial work has thus made it ‘possible’ to glimpse’ at the
gender work of the caller; a work that depended on a known gender division of labor which is
treated as default by Moroccans. The analysis so far corroborates the claim that, far from
being just kinship terms in some abstract semantic web, ‘father’ and ‘mother’ are more than
referential terms. They are are genderized membership categories that attach to a social order

(Malone, 1997).

The way a narrative is designed has consequences for subsequent talk. Both the expert and the
host display their understanding in subsequent talk. They also display how they take for
granted the genderized roles embedded in narratives. They orient to the relevance of
genderized roles, the reference to ‘mother’ and especially to the “relevant thing about her”
(Edwards, 1998) in the problem — i.e care-giving. Evidence of this is found in Simohammed’s
example, where subsequent talk shows what the expert made of the former’s use of

inferentially-rich categorization.

The excerpts below are the beginning turns of the expert’s sequence

Kiflhal 02-11-2015/ (06) (01:06:11)

lExpert: la::h. ©: ssi: ssi muhemmed,

2 Simohammed: nCa:m a’®sidi®.

3 Expert: jo¢ni bkul saraha: joSni ma:—
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4 hadu mbilhala:t 111

5 majmkenf lins nbgaw n:— .h n¢—
6 nxb— ntxsbbaw

7 mora: [i hwaj3 xri:n baf

8 mangolu: [ SssSaraha.

9 mt. ja(h)ni ans kangullsk

10 nta wl?um djals: djal

11 jo(h)ni nta wzzawza djalsk

12 .h (h)ni Ctgo lwlijjsd djalkum,
13 limud- Same— had ssanateyn hadi
14 whtta ltala:t sanawa:t

15 .hh rah nnumuw djal wld djalkum
16 rah xassu jkun numuw hissi harak:

The expert orients to the narrative as advice-seeking and confirms this in the way he designs
his talk. He starts with a preliminary ‘rebuke’ for Simohammed (lines 3 to 8) and then
Simohammed and his wife (line 11), before moving directly into the technicalities of child’s
growth (lines 13 to 16). Later he finishes by giving concrete pieces of advice to the mother

alone (talk not shown here).

In addition to advice giving, the design of the expert’s talk reveals what he has made of the
categories the caller introduced; and the kind of understanding he has of the roles of the
parties to the narrative. A number of issues are worth pointing out that show how the
genderized nature of child-care is produced and reinforced and how genderized roles operate

in talk rather than in a social or cultural space outside it.

First, in the excerpt above, the expert addresses Simohammed as ‘recipient of talk’ (line 1) by
explicitly summoning him. He then invokes the ‘family’ as his real ‘addressee’ (line 11). In
shifting from talking to the single individual at the other end of the line to addressing the
family, the expert orients to Simohammed as ‘hearer’ and Simohammed and his wife as
‘adressee’ (Greatbatch and Dingwall, 1998) (Malone, 1997). Using the pronoun with the
categories “nta wzzawsza djalsk” (you and your wife) (line 11) brings forth his
understanding of the MCD ‘family’ that subsequently justifies his use of the plural second

person pronoun.
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Second, the identification reformulation from “wl1?2um” (mother) (line 10) to “wzzawza
djalsk” (you and your wife) (line 11), is directed to the inferential import of the categories
invoked. The expert cuts off the ongoing sentence “ans kangullsk nta wl?um djals:
djal” (I'm telling you and the mother of) only because it dissociates the recipient of talk,
Simohammed, from the other recipient, ‘mother of the child’ as members of the same device.
The ongoing sentence had the projectable ending as “wl?um djals lwsld djalsk” or
“wl?um djals tfel djalkum”. This would have caused inappropriate inferences to be
made, similar to cases, for example, where the parents of the child are divorced (section 2.3.
on ‘doing distancing’ in this chapter). The repair is sensitive to the caller’s initial reference to
the MCD ‘family’. More specifically, the sensitivity to that device as relevantly standing is
invited by the earlier juxtaposition by Simohammed of the SRPs ‘father/child’ and
‘mother/child’, and of activities that only married couples do. The reformulation from “w1?2um
djals lwsld djalsk”to “nta wzzawsa djalek” avoids treating the parties involved as

two separate entities by addressing them as a family.

If the MCD ‘family’ is interactionally invoked, it is to orient to the arrangement of the
household in such a way that women are permanently in the house, and men are only
temporarily in the house, each separately attending to problems ensuing from their
membership categories of wife/husband and mother/father respectively. In this regard, that the
expert addresses his advice solely to the mother shows his stance towards, and confirms his
reading of, the problem as the mother’s alone. The advice is directed first at the father, then
the father and mother, and lately to the mother alone; but nowhere to the father alone. Since
looking after babies of a very young age is mostly done within the house, it is a corollary to

the in/out division of labour.

This and other examples show that societal members display their knowledge of the ‘default’
patterns of the social sphere through the local use of MCDs, categories and activities that
bring into play gender as consequential for how parties to the calls understand actions in talk-
in-interaction. Appealing to membership categorization implicitly or explicitly in inviting a
particular understanding of problems in talk, besides grounding them in certain genderized

roles, has consequences for the subsequent display of that understanding by hearers.

For the caller in example 12 above, his construction of a genderlized division of labor and
space relied for its success on shared cultural patterns. The claim of course is not to say that

women are always in and men are always out, but it is to stress that this kind of spatial
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division of labor is the default organization, and this has consequences for the categories that
are divided across gender lines, and also the moral obligations that issue from incumbency of

categories so divided.

This kind or arrangement is ‘default’ because it is often assumed to be the case when no talk
is introduced by callers to discredit the understanding it engenders. In short, it is default in the
sense that it requires not extra, or explicit, talk to show otherwise. To quote Kitzinger (2005),
this default understanding of the social world is happening when ‘“nothing special is

happening” (2005, p. 259).

1.3. Working wives as a marked status

If callers make no extra work at the beginning of interaction to annul the normal organization
of genderized roles, such as the explicit mention of working outside the house for a woman,;
then hearers will orient to the default arrangement. Using the notion of default cultural
organization of gender roles, the next example can be appreciated as an instance of a deviant
case that confirms the rule— that extra categorial work is needed to annul default
understanding. As such, the example constitutes a striking evidence for the default social
management of gender with regard to the division of labor. It also corroborates the previous

analysis of categories in relation to the division of space as well.

After greeting exchanges, the caller begins her talk as follows.

Example 13:

Mesrouf 19-04-16 (1) (00:11:39) )

1 Expert: mrhba bik.

2 Afaf: duktu:r xodri llah jktter xirsk

3 Cndi sale:r djal kat mil diy (h)am.
4 Expert: sjjsh,

5 (.)

6 Afaf: u:: vraiment maSroft| [n-—

7 fi Sam uns$ dabs wlla Samajn

8 wana kantsnnat likum

9 kanhawsl nga:d walaksn rah ma— ma-—
10 mabyat[ tgadli had lmizanijja.
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As said before, speakers ask for advice with a preliminary turn in the form of a narrative. That
is, what usually follows greetings is not direct advice-request but a narrative that describes a
social state of affairs. Description does the work of establishing necessary knowledge of the

problem as well as references to whatever sets up its various constituents— especially people.

It was also mentioned previously that the host and the expert, as addressees, orient to the
narrative as itself a ‘doing of request for advice’. They orient to this understanding once
enough elements are introduced by the caller, or required by the host and the expert through
information-seeking sequences, in order to establish the problematicity in the call. Once the
problematicity identified, callers either —redundantly— produce a request, stop talking to
signal the end of their turn, or the host and the expert identify the problem and thereby limit
callers’ further talk. The expert may then proceed to advice-giving or an information-seeking

sequence.

The coherence of the call depends, therefore, on producing a SPP (advice-giving) to a hanging
FPP (advice seeking), either projected by the narrative itself, or explicitly produced after it in
a separate turn. (For an account of how a pre-expansion FPP replaces the action projected in
the base adjacency pair see Levinson (1983) and Schegloff (2007a). Schegloff (1990)
empirically demonstrates that a base adjacency pair is the relevant unit of coherence in talk
even when the FPP and the SPP are separated by quite long expansion sequences). What
usually happens, given the kind of narratives recounted in the phone-in program from which
example 13 is taken, is that the elements the expert inquires about include marital status,
number and age of children, whether the house is bought or rented, how much is paid for rent,

and other various details.

In example 13, the caller sought advice on budget management, and detailed the financial
situation of her and her husband in the narrative (not shown here). After the caller finished the
narative, the expert began a sequence of question-answer where he sought confirmation about
some inferences he made, which of course had their basis in the narrative the caller

constructed.

l1Expert: Cafa:f,



Gender work 139

12 mzawza wlla 1lla?

13 (.)

14Afaf: jjoh asidi.=

15Expert: |mzaw3a.

16Afaf: =¢ndi bnita ¢enda un an et trois mois.
17Expert: ¢ndha Sam otslt | fhur.

18Expert: nfCllah. 1llah jkbbesrha f Czzsk.

(A few lines omitted)

19Expert: 9:: rb¢ala:f drhm— a::

20 hada s$sale:r djal zzsw3 djalsk ila fhmt.
21Afaf : lla djali ana=[djali ana.

22Expert: [d— djalsk nti. waxxa.

23 9:: ans fdu:1i kanbyi nswwal.

24Afaf: 1la mrhba

25Expert: h hada: rbSala:f drhm. hada $s$sale:r djalsk.
26Afaf: wi:.

2 7Expert: fhemt anns zzaw3 maSndu:ch daxl ida:n.
28Afaf: LAA Lla.

29 ¢ndu normalment trois milles cing cent diyham.

The sequence comes after talk in which Afaf complained about the difficulty in reaching the
program (example 13 above) and detailed some elements of her problem concerning her
salary (not shown here). The expert summons Afaf (line 11) and directs a question to her (line
12). His turn thus marks the termination of the narrative and the beginning of the question-
answer sequence. Once the expert gets Afaf’s attention (her answer to the summon showing

this (line 14); and his question is answered, he begins a series of inference-display sequences.

In the first sequence (line 12), the expert asks about the marital status of Afaf with a yes or no
question format, to which Afaf replies by confirmation token (line 14) plus, and gives
additional information “Cndi bnita Cenda un ans et trois mois.” (I have a
daughter of one year and three months) (line 16). The expert registers the information by

repeating elements from the answer in both cases (line 15 and line 17).

After some talk inconsequential to the analysis (therefore not shown here), the expert’s turn

begins with the first inference-display statement. Coming after the information-seeking
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sequence, the statement reveals the relevance of the previous question to the kind of

understanding he is taking Afaf’s narrative to warrant.

The expert’s turn “hada $sale:r djal =zzswz djalsk ila fhmt.” (that’s your
husband’s salary if I understand correctly) (line 20), marks an assumption that awaits
confirmation by a ‘yes’ or ‘no’. Unlike the previous question “mzew3za wlla 11a?”, which
orients to the genuine ignorance of information, the assumption advances a proposition about

the world, a hypothesis, so to speak.

To corroborate this analysis, notice that the downward intonation on the tag ‘ila fhmt.’
functions more like ‘you know’ described in Holmes (1986)). Its turn final position carefully
recasts the illocutionary aspect of information-seeking in the utterance into an inference-
display utterance. The tag turns the ignorance-state normally displayed by a question into an
assumption the expert is somewhat certain about— a hypothesis to be confirmed or rejected.

To see how the inference-display works, consider what is done in each utterance below,

1) hada s$sale:r djal zzsw3 djalsk?
2) hada s$sale:r djal zzsw3z djalsk 1la?
3) hada ssale:r djal zzsw3z djalsk ila fhmt.

There is a clear change in the illocutionary force with the movement from a question to a
statement. Contextually, the expert’s utterance is motivated by the categorial import in the
caller’s narrative. He is careful in bringing out inferences based on previous talk by Afaf
against surface evidence. The tension between what was said by Afaf and what is inferred, or

assumed to be the case, by the expert is detailed below.

In the narrative, and without preliminary introduction to her status with reference either to the
family or workplace, Afaf presented her problem as one of budget management and the
difficulties she encountered in keeping up with different expenses by her own means.
Throughout the narrative, she clearly referred to the ‘budget’/’salary’ she gets as her own,
using in many places the equivalent of the expression ‘my salary’. The reference is clearly
made to “a fixed amount of money agreed every year as pay for an employee” (Electronic
Cambridge Advanced Learners’ Dictionary, third edition) which, in the case of Morocco, is

paid every month. The use of the possessive adjective ‘my’ therefore makes explicitly clear
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that in talking about the salary, she is unequivocally referring to her categorial incumbency of

‘employed person’.

Afaf’s use of the first person pronoun in ‘my salary’, therefore, makes no room for doubt that
the salary is hers. However, in the absence in her narrative of references to her status as a
working person outside the household —i.e., the absence of categorial work to show her
membership in an MCD ‘working person’— the expert assumes that the salary referred to is
the husband’s (line 20); and this understanding is so because the information seeking
sequence (lines 12, 14 and 15) has already established that Afaf is a ‘wife’. It is almost as if
the expert is caught in a web of default assumptions, based on Afaf’s categorization as a

‘wife’ and the genderized division of labor it invoked.

In the absence of devices related to ‘working person’ in Afaf’s talk, the expert displays his
understanding of ‘my salary’ as that of the working husband, the default cultural organization
if the status of the woman as a working-person is not explicitly mentioned. The inference-
display sequence therefore enables him to bring to the front his suppositions as a matter of

course, albeit hedgingly, on the basis of the previously, and the only, invoked device ‘family’.

In this sense then, the surface literal meaning of the sentence “Cndi sale:r djal kat
mil diy (h)am.” (I have a salary of four thousand dirhams) (line 3) is overridden by the
MCD ‘family’ that introduces the genderized SRP ‘working man/housekeeping woman’ that
the expert considers operative. The source of the tension is the absence of devices and
membership categories that dissolve the cultural pattern in the SRP. It is the absence of that

extra turn required to revoke a ‘default’ categorial organization.

One might object that the inference-display turn is a banal question that was meant to check
whether the salary is the wife’s or the husband’s, without any ill-intension on the part of the
guest to ‘downgrade’ the caller by referring to ‘her salary’ as the husband’s. It is after all a
single question that has nothing to do with working women, household, or gender, and
certainly does not refer to any culturally-sanctified gender division of labor. With the now
changing values in the nuclear family, a woman working outside her home is an ordinary fact

of life. But is it?
Until 2011, it was still possible for some to claim that,

[w]omen’s attainment of economic independence and the role of women as

financial providers are still opposed by traditional views. Interconnected is of
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course also men’s view of their role as the sole provider. Islamic instructions
dictate that the husband/father serves as the provider of the family regardless of
his wife’s possible wealth; ingrained in culture and tradition, using his wife’s

money can be considered humiliating and shameful (Laskaridis, 2011).

What is curious is that, even if not opposed by modern views, “women’s attainment of
economic independence” and their role as breadwinners must explicitly be mentioned in talk,
through categorial work. If gender “traditional views” are to be revoked, they are to be

revoked interactionally and publicly in talk.

Even more curious is to notice that, in order to seek (dis)confirmation of default cultural

2

assumptions against Afaf’s “Cndi sale:r djal kat mil diy(h)am.”, the expert
displayed his inferences by relying on the MCD ‘family’ and not the MCD ‘working force’.
The relevance of the former the expert already established through the information-seeking
sequence. The guest could have asked Afaf if she worked outside the household, thereby
orienting to device ‘working force’ that the word “sale:r” (salary) makes relevant. That he
could have checked her professional status via the simple question “waf xsddama?” (Do
you work?), but didn’t, shows how inferentially rich MCDs and categories are, and how
imbued they are with cultural assumptions organized around them. Curious then is the fact
that, even though Afaf is a member of the working force outside the household, her failure to

mention that membership legitimizes a reading by the expert of the problem as one that

concerned the husband’s salary.

The first inference-dispay turn was subject to repair (line 21). The sequence that followed also
contained an inference-display turn, and as such, it also demonstrates how inferentially-rich
categorization is. Even after the fact of Afaf’s working status was established, her now-
established membership subsequently formed the ground on which further categorial
inferences were made. This time, the inference concerned Afaf’s simultaneous incumbency of

the positions ‘breadwinner’ and ‘wife,

27Expert: fhemt anns zzaw3 ma¢ndu:ch daxl ida:n.
28Afaf: LAA Lla.

29 ¢ndu normalment trois milles cing cent diyham.
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Again, the interest of this sequence resides in how, given categorization work, related
inferences seem to follow naturally. Categories lay behind the reasoning that is apparent in the
use of the logical connector “ida:n” (then) at the end of the expert’s turn (line 27). Because
she was silent on her husband’s salary, the expert assumes that the latter is jobless and, again,
that inference was rejected (line 28), and then repaired (29), by Afaf. Once again, the basis of
the second inference revolves around the category ‘breadwinner’, which is a genderized

category when the MCD ‘family’ is relevant.

In other words, the logical reasoning with regards to ‘breadwinner’ is both contrastive and

exclusive. Informally, it seems to go like this: If MCD ‘family’, then,

1) If Husband is breadwinner, then assume Wife is housewife.
2) If Wife is ‘working person’, then assume Husband is ‘jobless’.

3) If otherwise, categories must be explicitly established.

For clause one above, categorial membership is contrastive along the line ‘inside/outside’
referred to above. However, notice that, for clause number 2 above, if the wife is a working
woman, the husband is then understood as a member of the category ‘jobless’ and not ‘house-
husband’. Another legitimate inference, if the wife is ‘breadwinner’, is to assume the absence
of the category ‘husband’, as in divorce'. In this sense, then, and whatever the case maybe,
membership categories within the MCD ‘family’ are contrastive and exclusive. Women retain
an exclusive membership of the category ‘housewife’ (the link between ‘house’ and ‘wife’ is
abundantly suggestive of the role a woman is supposed to play after marriage. This also

applies to the Moroccan Arabic word /rabbatu ba;jt/).

For the thirt case, the indication must of course come early in interaction, at the phase where
callers invoke membership categories to design their version of the problem. Categorial work

must explicitly be done during the narrative-pre-request.

The categorization-based lay reasoning finds its explanation in the cultural assumptions
implicated in categories. Culturally, it is men’s job, indeed man’s ‘prerogative’, to support the
family. That women might be ‘breadwinners’, while their husbands are not, is simply
unavailable as ‘default’; considering the social and cultural arrangements of the Moroccan

society.
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What the analysis of the calls so far demonstrates is that cultural progress and change find
their expression in genderized categories invoked by Moroccan Arabic members in their talk.
The episodes show ways that categorial work brings into play default inferences that are
oriented to, displayed, repaired, rejected, or confirmed by parties to talk. That gender is
relevant as a central basis for inferential patterns by Moroccans is evident in how specific
MCDs are locally deployed by speakers, and locally heard by recipients, for the purposes of
reaching a ‘working consensus’ about their social world, even if it transpires that their social

world somewhat differs from the one traditionally taken for granted.

With regard to example 13, the upshot of the analysis is that the absence of person reference
to the husband in the caller’s talk incidentally called for ‘uncalled for’ cultural assumptions.
As such, they displayed the genderized default social organization of the Moroccan society,

even though they were later subject to repair.

Moreover, and crucial to the claim of this chapter, the analysis showed how the expert tapped
on the the caller’s categorial work (Sacks, in Jefferson, 1992, Vol 2, p. 40). It runs through
and binds the alignment of understandings in talk. Membership categories organize
participants’ social world and people’s roles in it. This social world is itself reconstructed
every time participants reflexively tie categories introduced in talk to cultural knowledge

—what everybody knows— as the basis for understanding at the moment of interaction.

In cases where genderized default assumptions are inoperative, participants will seek to repair
them, but the repair work itself shows that default assumptions are, time and again, an
achievement about gender. If they are to be revoked, callers must explicitly and
interactionally revoke them in talk; otherwise, as in the previous examples, default
organization is normatively at work. Categories confirm or disconfirm a particular social

organization. Either way, it is an interactional achievement.

One such routine achievement is that gender categories realize a social and economic division
across male-female lines. This division is unavoidably invoked every time gender categories
are invoked in talk-in-interaction. Categorial work, therefore, mediates the link between
macro and micro (context and discourse) that has long being missing from theorizing about
gender identity (Zimmerman, 1998). The question of how social identities translate into
performance has occupied theorists of gender for quite a long time. The theories reviewed
above constituted one attempt to answer the question by locating gender in social

conversational performance. However, one of their shortcomings consisted in seeing gender
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identities as relevant whenever a person opens their mouth to talk, regardless of whether or
not context warrants their relevance. Members’ gender identities were considered at work
above and beyond the contextual contingencies specific to each situation; hence the

essentialism that plagued the theories.

Against this view, a sequential-categorial analysis demonstrates that, if gender is relevant, it is
in situated talk that one enacts a gender identity that is interaction-oriented according to

contextual demands.

If, therefore, it happens that gender is operative across a variety of contexts, its operation must
be an observed product of a process of categorial work; that is, a process of mapping sex
division onto the social sphere. It is inevitably apparent in categorial work in talk-in-
interaction. In other words, the recurrence of similar social expectations across situations is
indexed in recurrent gender categories in talk, each reflexively relies on the other for its
enactment in a way that makes sense for societal members. In short, then, since social actions
are members’ work, it follows that gender identities in talk are also members’ work, each

depends on the other for its performance.

1.4. Gender role boundaries in categories

Nilan calls “social boundaries maintenance” (1994, p. 142) the practice of marking out
identity territories through categories. In the previous section, the argument was that callers
invoke genderized roles through categorization. This section extends the argument by
claiming that “social boundaries maintenance” subsumes role boundaries maintenance which
is also done through categorial work. To sustain this argument, a sample of interactional
episodes is analyzed for the import of categorization to role maintenance. Foreshadowing the
analysis below, the interactional episodes reveals that the deferral of the invocation of
‘father’, until later in the conversation (example 14 and 15), can be appreciated for that

import.

In addition, it was claimed in the foregoing analysis that ‘house’ constitutes a spatial
boundary in the delimitation of gender roles. The analysis argued that the housewife-in and
husband-out is the default assumption if no talk is done to repair it in the calls to the phone-in
radio programs. In this section, it is interesting to see how this assumption is itself sometimes

explicitly invoked as a justification for re-organizing the social world across different lines.
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The excerpt in example 14 below comes at the end of a call by a working woman. The
narrative can be summarized as follows. Early in the call, the caller identified herself as a
mother who works outside the house in a confection factory. Her work demands that she be
outside her household for the good part of the day— from sunrise to sunset. For her, being a

‘mother’ and, at the same time, a ‘breadwinner’, therefore, resulted in conflicting demands.

On the one hand, she is required, as a mother, to take care of her children and to attend to their
needs inside the house. On the other, her job causes her to be permanently away from them. In
making the call to the phone-in program, the caller specifically sought advice on her seven-
year old child who tenaciously complained about the mother’s constant absence and

demanded her presence in the house and in the child’s life.

Prior to the extract presented below, the expert suggested a number of steps the caller might
take which could help in attenuating the child’s insistence on the caller’s presence inside the
house. He suggested, for instance, that she take her child with her to the factory; explain to
her the importance of money in providing for the family’s needs. He also advised her to turn
from factory-based to house-based work. However, the expert’s advice turned out to be
impractical, given the conditions of the caller’s work, which are not that flexible. For the
expert’s suggestion of taking the child to the factory, the caller reported that it did not solve
the problem. All of the expert’s pieces of advice were thus met with objection. The sequences

in example 14 took place after that.

Example 14:

Kiflhal 02-11-2015/ (11) (01:50:32)

1 Expert: u ?2u:m tasni:m

2 Cafak tklimilijja ¢la 1?ab djalu.
3 wa[ Sndu [i:: waf Cndu [i—

4 ki ki ksjxdem mfa wlidatu?

5 kaj m:: mdaxl mCahum [fwijja:?

6 Um tasni:m: snnivu: [wijja walakin—

7 Expert: LLA MAkanhdrf ¢la lgraja lalla.

8 Um tasni:m: ath.

9 Expert: waf kajttwa:3d waf huwa mutawaszid
10 mGa wlidatu, kajxrs3 mSahum?

11Host: dgi:qga.
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12Um tasni:m: 9: o

13Host: mhm.

14Um tasni:m: mnnu: ngullih gls mSahum

15 heffodhu:m wlla di:r mGa:hum
16 huwa ta(h)wa mfyu:l.

What is interesting in this example is that, during the whole call between Um tasnim and the
Expert —that is, from the first narrative to the sequence of advice-giving— nowhere prior to
the extract above was the father mentioned as relevant to the problem. Both parties oriented
only to the relevance of ‘mother’ and her category-bound obligations towards her child and
her house. And both oriented to the solution as pertaining to her role of ‘mothering’ as the

caller’s business (she is the female in the family).

It was only when all advice-giving failed that the expert invoked the category ‘father’; and he
invoked him in a very specific way. The analysis below details how the sequential and the
categorial organization of the episode provides for the reading of the father’s invocation as

quite specific.

First of all, it is worth noticing that the expert’s invocation of the father is seen as an
unremarkable event. The device ‘family’ established by prior talk makes it a relevant category
to invoke by virtue of the fact that it is part of the relevant SRP mother/father. The family is a
collection of categories; hence, the categories ‘father’, ‘mother’, and ‘child’ “can be used and

heard “commonsensically as ‘going together’ (Psathas 1999, p. 143).

Second, relying on the collection ‘family’, the expert designs his talk to ask for information
about the father. The first part of his turn “Cafak tklimilajja Cla 17?ab djalu.”
(please talk to me about his [sic.] father) (line 2), is vauge on the kind of information required.
The expert subsequently substantiated his request, in the same turn, by asking about details of

the father’s activities vis-a-vis the children (lines 3, 4, and 5).

The expert twice cuts off the ongoing turn “waf S¢ndu [fi:: waf Sndu [i—" (does he
have some kind of) (line 3) and reformulates it into another new one “ki ki kejxdem mCa
wlidatu?” (does he work with his children?) (line 4), and then produces a next turn that is
also explicatory of the kind of ‘work’ he has in mind, “kaj m:: mdaxl mCahum

fwijja:?” (Is he involved with them) (line 5). Um tasnim replies by saying that the
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educational level of the father is “fwijja” (a little) (line 6), an adjective that perhaps refers

to ‘below average’ or ‘below expected level’.

It turns out, however, that Um tasnim misunderstood both of the expert’s questions as shown
by his subsequent repair work “LLA MAkanhdrf ¢la lgraja lalla.” (no I’m not
talking about education.). The misunderstanding might have originated from the fact that the
question “kejxdem mCa wlidatu?” is conventionally used to ask about parents’ work with
their children in doing school homework. In initiating repair, the expert interrupts Um
tasnim’s ongoing turn, since her misunderstanding is projected in the very beginning of her

turn (line 6).

Third, once the expert initiates repair, Um tasnim’s token “a:h.” subsequently yield the floor
for him to do the repair; which he does by asking about the father’s presence in his children’s
lives “waf kajtiwa:3d waf huwa mutawazid mCa wlidatu,” (is he present in the
life of his children?) (line 9), and then asking specifically “kajxrs3 mCahum?” (does he go
out with them?) (line 10).

Considering, as in the previous turns (lines 2 to 5), that each subsequent question elaborates or
explicates the other, it seems to be the case that the expert is asking about a specific kind of
father’s presence in the children’s lives, by asking whether he ‘goes out’ with them, not
whether he ‘stays in’ the house with them. The spatial orientation clearly betrays the expert’s
commonsense assumption about the division of space between Um tasnim and her husband.
Commonsensically, he treats the activity “kajxrs3 mCahum?” as a proto-type of the kind of

activities bound to the category ‘father’.

Fourth, in answering that question, however, Um tasnim invokes activities that might be done
inside the house, treating the specific question about ‘going out’ as only an instantiation of the
type of activities the expert had in mind when he asked about the SRP father/children, and not
a question to be answered literally. Her answer (lines 14 to 16) then disattends to the surface
locution of the expert’s question (a yes/no question) (Nonetheless, it might be observed that
the father’s sitting with children is done on the mother’s demand, and not initiated by the

father, an activity predicated on him).

In addition, example 14 illustrates a common categorial aspect of calls to phone-in radio
shows. The invocation of the category ‘children’ readily invokes the SRP child/mother;

whereas it does not as readily invoke the SRP child/father. The caller and the expert oriented
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to the relevance of the father only /ater in the call. It is only prior to closing the conversation
that ‘father’ is invoked and only because the ‘project’ (Levinson, 2013) of the interaction
failed (i.e. providing practical advice for the caller to help in solving a problem). Both parties
then treat the SRP child/mother as primary, and child/father as secondary to issues related to
‘child care’. Such a late invocation of the father corroborates the argument that ‘child care’
was, all the way up to the point prior to the invocation, seen as inextricably bound to the caller
in her capacity as a mother. One might ask, then, what sort of work the category ‘father’ is

designed to do?

As an answer, it is possible to say that the expert used it to deal with the aftermath of the
failure of the project. Its invocation touched on the moral consequences of the caller’s failure
to carry out the suggestions provided by the expert; and which are caused by her membership
in both the category ‘mother’ and ‘working person’. Since it is the caller’s role as mother
which is ‘unmarked’, the demands of her ‘marked’ status as ‘working person’ caused the
sense of blame, or guilt, that visibly runs through her call. It is obvious that her assumed

negligence of her duties as mother prompted her to make the call in the first place.

In trying to alleviate the sense of blame-guilt resulting from the conflicting demands of the
caller’s categorial incumbencies, the expert worked to extend gender role boundaries in order
to complete the project of the call. Basically, the extension consisted of invoking the father as
also concerned with ‘child-care’; but it displayed the father’s unmarked role of ‘breadwinner’.

Hence, any sense of blame for him is absent that category.

Even with the extension, the genderized spatial boundaries between inside and outside are
apparent. The parties oriented to the father’s activity outside the house as a gauge of how
helpful he might be inside it (lines 10 and lines 14, 15, and 16). Um tasnim for example
invoked his ‘busy-ness’ outside the house as a justification for his not helping enough inside it
(line 16). Ironically enough, whereas the category-bound activities of the father outside home
exempt him from duties inside it, it is precisely the mother’s presence outside the house that
renders her culpable, morally speaking. The account given for not offering help —busy-ness—

justifies the father’s conduct and confirms Um tasnim’s responsibility of the problem.

In this context then, reference to ‘father’ is done only to draw the caller’s attention to the idea
that he might assist her in discharging her, and primarily, her duties. Whereas child-care is a
feature of the mother’s role, the father in this case is introduced, and only late in the

conversation, to suggest that he might ‘borrow’(see Watson, 1978), so to speak, the
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incumbency of the category ‘care-giver’ by dint of his possible availability. Otherwise, the

roles are clear-cut.

In this context also, the availability of the category ‘father’, after advice-giving fails, does not
only allow the expert to suggest the exceptional extension to work, but it does apportion
moral responsibility in the very attempt to alleviate it, in a way similar to how accounts works

(Evaldson, 2007).

In that sense then, the invocation of the category ‘father’ in talk about issues of children is
interactionally designed to do specific work. It attends to the moral implications in ‘child
care’ problems. In the excerpt above, although the boundary roles could be trespassed, as the

last resort to complete the goal of the call, the moral responsibility could not.

As additional evidence, it is possible to notice that the utterance “huwa ta (h)wa mfyu:1.”
(he too he is busy) (line 16) refers to busy-ness ‘outside the household’, since it is the feature
in common between the caller and her husband. Their simultaneous incumbency of the
categorical position ‘breadwinner’ gave rise to substantially different moral values that
essentially ensue from their gender categories as women and men. The category

‘breadwinner’ was the grounds of exoneration and incrimination at the same time.

Aided by the analysis of the extract above, and noting how Um tasnim defended the father’s
withdrawal from children’s life on the basis that he was ‘busy’ (line 16), the explicit marking
of ‘working person’ for the category ‘mother’ can be appreciated for its work in interaction: It
offers a justification, an account (Evladson, 2007, p. 385), for the non-fulfillment of activities
bound to mothers at the same time that it confirms the non-fulfillment as morally binding. In
short, categorization entails moral judgments (Jayyusi, 1984). It is perhaps for this reason that
one hears an undertone of self-incrimination running through Um Tasnim’s narrative in the

call.

Armed with the notions introduced above, example 15 can be examined for the import of the

categorial work the caller does.

Example 15:
Kiflhal 02-11-2015/ (12) (01:32:14)

1 Um ghita: la deuxieme question c’est que:
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7
8 Host

9 Um ghita:

10
11Host:

12Um ghita:

151

ana mra?a muwddat fa,

.hh e:: je laisse la cadette,

1’ainée, raha fla creche djalha:

mais la cadette je suis obligée

dla laisser avec la nu:ntu:

.hh [[i mrra: yi jusqu’a cing six heures.
[m:m.

.h umlli tandxsl ldda:r biensure j’ai:

je dois contrdler pas mal de choses .hh

[m:m

[et en plus me partager entre les deux.

The similarity between the two calls in 14 and 15 is clear. In trying to morally justify her

dilemma concerning child-care by invoking her category as ‘working person’ (line 2), Um

ghita, like Um tasnim, reproduces the ‘natural’ genderized organization of activities as well as

space (lines 9 to 12).

Again, in the face of the impracticality of advice addressed to Um ghita as a ‘working

person’, the expert extends the category ‘care giver’ to include the father. In his view, and

drawing on the common knowledge about family organization, the father is the first ‘near

enough’ ralative to borrow the incumbency of the category ‘care giver’.. Needless to say, the

father’s membership in collection R, in SRP husband/father, and their membership in the

device ‘family’ all constitute the basic justification for their invocation to offer help.

Kiflhal 02-11-2015/ (12) (01:40:30)

1 Expert:
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
1

0

.hh dekf[fi Cla:[ alalla.

.h ?ahsen [23?

annaki dxli zzsw3 djalsk mbak.

.h ?nnaki twlli:w bzu:3ku:m
katshtemmu: bihum bzu:j=

=htta ils kntl: .h 1:7?ab

Cndu des occupations 11i huwa apres
six heures ou apres sept heures

.h makajszi: [ lddar bskri,

.h famumkin ?nnans ndiru:
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11 wahd une pautse

12 (h)na tbsrksllah

13 nous sommes des intellectutels

14 ja(h)ni ngdru ?annana ndiru

15 wahd la pause fhjstna lzamaliyya,=
16Host: [m:m

17Expert : [mt. tout s qui est aprés dix-neuf heure
18 wlla aprés dix-huit theures

19 .h (.) comme ca yadin—

20 yadi nGte [1?ahemmiye=

21Host: [nx$sSuha leswlida:t.
22Expert: =le foyer djanns.

Unlike in example 12, where the expert addressed the mother even when she was absent,
invoking the father is done with a transition from the single ‘you’ (line 3) to the plural ‘you’
(line 4), to the inclusive ‘we’ (line 10). The upshot of the expert’s advice is that the father can
share in taking care of children because “nous sommes des intellecturels” (we are
intellectuals) (line 13). The ‘we’ stands for a collection which includes the caller, her
husband, the expert himself, and probably the host. Therefore, the extension of the role of
‘care giver’ is done through an MCD other than the ‘family’. The ‘we’ is a marker of a wider
‘group identity’ of intellectuals, (Malone, 1997) — wider and hence irrelevant to the identities

originally relevant to the problem.

One thing is clear. The extension of roles is imbued with moral ramifications that accompany
membership categories. For women, the extension of their incumbency from ‘mother’ to
‘working person’ becomes for them a source of moral blame, guilt, and possibly
condemnation. Their blame can only be attenuated by the extension, for men, of the
incumbency from ‘father’ to ‘child care giver’. What the grounds are for such proposed

extension is a interactional problem locally solved in each call.

In the example above, the expert urged the mother to include the father since they are all
intellectuals. The important thing, however, is that the extensions for men and women work in
different directions. Whereas for mothers, their membership in the category ‘working people’
is deplorable, father’s potential membership in the category ‘child caregiver’ is laudable. The

moral stance vis-a-vis categories has its basis in memberships culturally organized.
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Whereas males occupation of multiple categories within the device ‘family’ is unmarked—
‘father’ and ‘husband’ concurrently with ‘breadwinner’ outside the household, women’s work
outside the household is, at least for some Moroccans, incongruent with their primary
categorial role of ‘caregiver’, even in opposition to their culturally delineated role of child
caregivers. In so far as women-callers themselves orient to the predicaments engendered
through their status as workforce outside the household, their categorial work point to the
moral conundrums they face of being in and out their home — conundrums that are
inexperienced by men. As Watson (1978) analysis of MCD illustrates, membership categories
are invoked by interactants to distribute blame and moral responsibility due to their power as
hoards of cultural expectations. (As an aside, and given the activities bound to each category,
it is perhaps still the case that, for some Morocans at least, a ‘working mother’ sounds like an
oxymoron while the expression ‘working father’ sounds more like a tautology. No matter how
modern one’s views are, cultural knowledge ingrained in categories is hard to sidestep since

that knowledge is the basis of common sense understanding in daily interaction).

2. Gender problems, advice giving, and repair.
2.1. Problematicity in talk and categorial work
In the previous section, the discussion has treated callers’ narratives as problem-oriented.
Callers construct and invoke gender roles that orient to a taken-for-granted world. However,
the discussion did not detail the ways in which ‘problematicity’ itself is constructed in the

narrative. It just took it for granted.

Accordingly, this analytical lacuna is addressed in the present section. It analyzes how
participants negotiate problems in the social world and how categorial work stands behind
their negotiation. The examples below provide an opportunity to deal with the ways the rather
simple task of description invoke structurally genderized ties for the benefit of hearers, in
order to guarantee that they ‘see’ the problem in falk, or more particularly, the specific version

of the problem that is the reason for the call.

Following Stokoe’s guidelines (2004, 2006 & especially 2000), the present section focuses on
how categories dissect the social word that people live in, a world that is made up of ‘couples

and their offspring’ as a major source of not only identity but also problematicity.

The following extract is exemplar of opening sequences in which speakers set the terms for

the problem they are going to relate in the narrative. The excerpt enables a glimpse at the
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ways hearers anticipate the crux of the problem, based on the categories introduced at the very

beginning of the narrative.

Example 16

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (27) (01:58 :42)

1 naGima: ana ¢ndi tlats dlswlida:t umzw3za.
2 Host: laj xollihum lik.

3 Expert: nfa:m a |lalls.

4 NaCima: zzaw3 djali kent hamla [bttalst.
5 Host : [°m:°

6 NaGima : bttalset jalni.

Categories that participants use at the opening accounts offer an important clue to hearers as
to the reason of the call. Since callers make the calls to request advice from a person of the
collection K, a professional in a specific field, the use of specific MCDs allows callers to
display that their problem is pertinent to that field of knowledge of the expert. In the above
extract then, since the show’s stated mission has to do with social problems, the invocation of
a set of categories by the caller orients hearers to ‘await’ the telling of a social problem which
involves the persons invoked. Callers’ categorization work projects what kind of problem it is

going to be.

The narrative-openings are therefore the site for two important types of action. Sequentially, it
secures an extendend turn (announces that a story-problem is coming). Callers are allowed to
proceed uninterrupted (otherwise repair is due, see below). Categorially, the opening projects

what kind of problem it will be.

Thus, the invocation of an MCD is not gratuitous (Moerman, 1988). The organization of ‘the
family’, for example as an arena where gender relations can be the locus of problems, is
guaranteed by the fact that that device is itself imbued with specific cultural assumptions
concerning gender appropriate behavior within it (the previous sections fully demonstrated
that point). Where a device is invoked, it allows hearers to see the collection of categories
within it as a possible source of problematicity. After all, relational problems almost always

involve a disruption of categorially organized activities. In a narrative designed to tell a
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problem, there is no sense in invoking a category if it does not contribute to the problematicity
in the call. Given the normative assumptions in categorial work, it is the infringement of
norms that provides for problems. For example in the call above, if one surmises that the
problem was between wife and husband at the time of the former’s pregnancy, the assumption
is indeed borne out in the call. Specifically, the problem concerned an escalating tension
between the caller and her husband following the former’s refusal to travel with the latter. The
category ‘pregnant woman’ enables hearers to immediately see who to blame for the tension.

Therefore, it is to that effect that the category was introduced in the first place.

Being the potential source of problems, category membership organizes solutions as well. In
offering advice, the expert invariably introduces members from collection R (Relatives), who
are expected to offer help when needed (see Silverman 1998, p. 82). If members of collection
R are themselves the locus of the problem (husbands, wives, etc.) members turn to collection
K (Knowledgeable professionals) to seek help. As members of collection K, experts in the
phone-ins analyzed refer callers back to members of collection R to seek help. If R’s are not
available, they refer caller back to other members of K (Sacks, 1972). Persons who offer help

are, therefore, categorially ordered.

The organization of the the ‘problem-solution’ pair has consequences for the categorial
membership of experts. They cannot ramain remain neutral. In fact, the data here belie one of
Stokoe’s remarks on the ‘neutral’ stance’, assumed by radio and TV presenters and which
“may account for why the presenter does not display shared category knowledge at the point
at which it might be relevant for her to do so” (2010, p. 430) (for a specific treatment of the
alignment of, and display of shared, categorization in phone-ins, see Fitzgerald and Housley,
2002, in calls to emergency services see Zimmerman, 1998). Stokoe’s analysis is only valid
for TV and radio interviews and also for hosts in programs that require callers to express their
points of view on a given topic, but it cannot be generalized to all sorts of phone-in

programs).

At least for the present set of phone-in programs selected, hosts and their Guest-experts do
display exactly the same shared knowledge as that of callers. In some cases, that shared
knowledge allows variously to blame, rebuke, commend, sympathize with, callers or persons
introduced in their narratives. Since, naturally, categorial work is one way in which shared

knowledge is displayed (McKinlay & Dunnet, 1998), the shared knowledge about genderized
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categories that constitutes the reason for why the advice given at the end of the call is attuned

to the categories made relevant in the preliminary narrative at the beginning.

To summarize the argument so far, whatever categories callers invoke will be assumed to bear
upon later details of the problem and, much later, upon the advice-aspect of it. Any narrative
introduced offers a unique opportunity to provide a ‘version of the problem’ which favors the
caller’s stake in it, since it is the structurally available place where they are offered a chance,
so to speak, to provide the reason for the call. Invariably, narratives in the calls include

membership categories.

To support this view, it is worth noticing what happens where no categorial work is
introduced. The example below is taken from the preliminary narrative of a woman who

called to tell about her problem with a ‘house blueprint’, an inanimate, rather than a person,

referent.

Example 17

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (28) (02:06:20)

1 Host: mrhba mina.=

2 Mina: =parak llaho fik axti.

3 >b[rk llaho fik<

4 Host: [tfddsal

5 Mina: fkra::n >a(h)ti<

6 Host: [1Cafw alalla.

7 Mina: [ana ¢ndi wahd Imufkil axti
8 f: fwahd lbtlan

9 (1)

10Host: bla:n? [blan djsls disl ddar?
11Mina: [m: blan djals::: ds ddar
12 e:jjsh [djal tddar.

13Host: [nTa:m.

l4Mina: ¢ndi farika:

15Expert: nCa:m a °lsl”’.

16Host: 2h h:m,



Gender work 157

Notice what happened when the caller’s problem did not involve a person referent, but
involved rather an object referent (line 8). Mina prefaces her account with “ana ¢ndi wahd
lmufkil axti f: fwahd 1lbtlan” (I have a problem sister with a plan). What follows
this utterance is a one second silence, after which the host initiates repair on the object
referent. The silence that followed the introduction of ‘the plan’ can be contrasted, for

example, with the short pause in example 12 (line 8),

4Simohammed: a:h axti:=

5 =¢ndi wahd ssu?a:1l djals:
6 djal lwlesyyad djali=

7 =Cndu daba Catmajn.

8 (.)

9Host: m:m

10Expert: [sh ha:h

or with the absence of a gap in example 16,

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (27) (01:58 :42)

1 naCima: ana ¢ndi tlats dlswlida:t umzw3za.
2 Host: laj xollihum lik.
3 Expert: nfa:m a |lalls.

In example 17, the one second silence can be attributed to either the host or the caller. Either
both the host (and the expert) bypassed her opportunity to speak after the completion of
Mina’s turn, since she oriented to a multi-unit turn narrative; or the caller paused mid-turn in
her narrative. In either case, it is clear that the reference to “bla:n” (plane) is the reason of

the silence.

Taking silence as the host’s, the absence of uptake immediately after Mina finishes producing
her turn might be due to the ambiguity of introducing an ‘object’. It does not after all cue

them as to what might be expected as a problem in a program on social relations.
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Given this, the host initiates repair (line 10). Notice that the repair does not indicate a hearing
problem, as attested by the fact that she repeats the repairable “plan” with a rising intonation
(line 10). Such repair work would be unlikely, were the narrative to start with person
referents. As the examples above show, when people categories are introduced, even as banal

an uptake as ‘m:m’ is quick to come. Here is additional evidence,

hditnsa 09-11-2015/ (3) (00:45:10)

1 Bassam: ¢ndi wahd zzawsza

2 kt tzewwst mfaha tegriben

3 fi €fri:n sana

4 wmazab/ llah lwlida:t m&ahs.
5 Host: [2]Jj=h,

6 Expert: [mh hsh,

Kiflhal 02-11-2015/ (02) (00:44:25)

1 Iman: aloy >1jum ans ¢ndi< un bebe

2 de:: des deux ans.

3 Host: m:m. tbarkll[a:h.

4 Iman: [@:::: lajbark fik.

Given that the object referent does not offer a clue as to the type of the problem,
problematicity is actively sought very early in the call by the host and the expert through
repair sequences and information-seeking sequences. The turn-type they use, whether
continuer or repair initiator, displays their grasp, or failure to, of the relevance of the referents

introduced.

This of course does not mean that none other than persons can be introduced. It just means
that where an inanimate object is introduced, it is in cases where such introduction is
expected. The specific local context should warrant its introduction. In the example below, the
guest is an expert in a program that gives advice on ‘budget management’. Reference to
‘salary’, and money in general, is not only unproblematic, but it is expected. Reference to any

other object would be problematic.
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Mesrouf 19-04-16 (1) (00:11:39) )

1 Afaf: duktu:r xodri llah jktter xirsk
2 Cndi $s$ale:r djal kat mil diy (h)am.
3 Expert: 2jjah,

What this means is that problematicity is established right at the beginning of the phone calls
by descriptive, referential and categorial work. In the absence of initial clues that guide the
hearer’s understanding, repair work becomes necessary;, and repair temporarily stops the

continuation of the narrative.

With regards to gender, whenever genderized categories or genderized categorial activities are
introduced at the beginning, both ‘caller’ and ‘called’ orient to their relevance as categorial
organizers of problematicity. In calls about social relations, therefore, gender categories

introduced, implicitly or explicitly, are inoculated against repair work,

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (14) (00:50:39)

1 Guest: =nCa:m °al[sidi®

2 Host: [merhba bi:k tfddl.

3 Cala®: fokran xti.

4(0.5)

5 Cala®: anajs da:bs mzwws3z,

6 Guest: sh [hs:h,

7 host: [m:m.

8 Cala®?: o:mgbl kan ¢ndi Salaga=

9 Cala?: =mCafi [i: wahda xtra:
(.)

10Host: mh hs:h,

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (15) (00:56:42)

1 Saliha: bhal =o(h): ana ¢ndi mofkil

2 mGa zawz djali 11li:

3 ta:1l wahd lmodda tiwi:la,

4 .h o(h):: ssabab djalu t1lxijanna=

5 ?Host: uhm.
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The point is worth emphasizing because, as will be shown in the example below, gender
membership categories are crucial to understanding the ways in which callers constitute

versions of the problem.

Example 18

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (8) (00:37:48)

1 Expert: hada talaqg [rizSi mafi [iga:g?
2 Mustapha: [°2:° o::

3 (.)

4 lla lla: tala:qg [figa:g=

5 =ans 11i mtellsgha.

6 (.)

7 Expert: nfa:m. m[h.

8 Host: [uhh.

9 Mustapha: fist dbs [i sbfa tdelmsliju:n
10 wu: ans: wka?— xdda:m (h)a:: b—
11 ba:?i¢ mutazawwil.

12 (0.75)

13 Expert: Jthamn sana wntu:ma mzsw3i:n?
l4Mustapha: o¢[fri:n Ca:m.

Mustapha called to consult with the expert about a court sentence concerning the payment of
an alimony he found heavy. He complained that he did not have the means to pay the sum

asked of him.

After the expert has inquired about the type of divorce issued by the judge (line 1), Mustapha
answers, first, that it is a “fiqga:qg” type of divorce (irredeemable) (line 4); and then provides

more information on the financial consequences of the divorce type enacted (lines 9 to 11).

His utterance “ans 11i mtellsgha” (it’s I who divorced her) (line 5) makes reference,
though indirectly, to his ex-wife.. What is remarkable is that up to the point where the locally
initial pronoun (Schegloff, 1996a) “ha” (her) is introduced, nowhere in the call has the caller

referred to his ex-wife by explicit categorization. The introduction of the (ex)wife was
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previously done through the category-bound activity of ‘divorcing’ which, culturally speaking

is an action done by men.

Mustapha mentions that he has done a category-bound activity (divorced his wife). Therefore,
he shows that he is not just a man, but a specific type of male— a husband. His incumbency of
that specific category entitled him to perform the act of divorcing. Moreover, since the
category ‘husband’ is part of the SRP husband-wife, and since the act done by the former is
only applicable to the latter, the reading of “ha” as not referring to a female, but a specific
type of female, a wife, is therefore guaranteed by the hearer’s maxim, i.e., hear the pronoun as

referring to ‘wife’.

The pronoun therefore does not just index gender; but it constructs a gender identity. It would
indeed be hard to imagine a locally initial pronoun pinpointing a gender identity had it been
the case that ‘divorce’ is also a problem in other relational pairs (boyfriend-girlfriend for
example). Parties to the call not only make their orientation to the device ‘family’ observable
through the categories used/inferred, but in their very act of invoking that device, re-invoke a
legally regulated social norm, and reflexively re-produce that social norm as consequential to

the understanding of the problem.

Like other categories, ‘divorcee’ and ‘divorced’, are divided across lines which are clearly
genderized, and which are sanctified both socially and legally. They also locally constitute the
problem— in the form of tension between incumbents of different membership categories. In
the case above, the invocation of the identities divorcee-divorced regulates the problem as

seen by participants in this episode.

It is indeed remarkable that subsequent to this first introduction of ‘ex-the wife’ in the call,
both parties made reference to her only through pronouns. Never once had the referent of the
pronoun “ha” been made explicit until later in the conversation, and in repair sequences after

that.

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (10) (00:38:40)

1 Expert: m:m. .hh o:: 1- glitilija: sr—
2 bs[ srrshti b:—bddaxl djalsk
3 glti: fha:1 ddaxl dja:1lk ka:n?

4 Mustapha: ddexl djali: o:: [smejtu:=
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5 Expert:
6 Mustaha
7
8

Mustapha:

9 Expert:
10

11Mustapha:

12
13
l14Expert:
15

l6Mustapha:

17Expert:
18
19
20
21
22

23Mustapha:

24
25
26Expert:

2 7Mustapha:

28Expert:
29

30Mustapha:

31Expert:
32

33Mustapha:

34Expert:
35

162

[ (throat clearing)
=n(h)a:r kajzib lla:h sb¢i:n
(.)
sb¢i:n drh:m tmani:n drh:m.
jo(h)ni hadf[i bach
srrahti [bi:h.

[ans kanbi:¢- ta:h
knbi:¢ a:: smejtu:
(h)a: frrafs fzzenga.
.hh wzzawza djalek madla:t[
bma jufi:d 1¢aks?
nfa:m alalla?
.hh zzawsza djalsk magalt/
bi?anna: ?lla r(h)
kay[fod kter mn hadf[i hads
3abt lwata?ig llikstbbst bi?annk
nta ¢ndk [[Ji Ssale:r kbir
ktr mn (h)dffi 11i ketg[o:1?

[ (h)s:?2—

lla: ane ma maSndi: [
[ana (.) kenbi:¢
[.hh LLA: o:—
[a: (h)?
[Pa:h fhemtk 2o—
fhemtk nta maSndskf 2ah:.
[e:h hs: (h),
[.hh mra:tek fof kntu: ¢nd lga:t1di
[.hh
[sh hsh,
waf] gotliho:m bi?a:nns ha:d sjjsd tesjkdsb
rah ¢nd- kjfad kter mn had [[i 11i taygu:l.

Mustapha then introduced a categorial identity —an ex(wife)— through a locally initial

pronoun. Following that, the expert referred to that identity via the category “zzawza” (wife)

(line 14 above) in an information-seeking turn. In the same sequence, Mustapha answered by

providing the necessary information, and therefore confirmed the expert’s understanding of
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the pronoun as referring to the ex(wife). In other words, Mustapha confirmed the inferences

the expert drew from the the activity of ‘divorce’ introduced earlier.

Participants then not only take turns to produce TCUs, but each turn confirms the
understanding a previous turn displays and offers a new understanding that gets confirmed, or
rejected, in a subsequent turn (Schneider, 2000). To quote Atkinson and Heritage (1984), the
shared knowledge in categories is part and parcel of the “publicly displayed and continuously
updated intersubjective understanding” (1984, p. 11), which is, in the present case, of

problematicity in the calls to phone-in radio programs.

Example 18 is also interesting for another reason. Unlike linguists’ identification of pronouns
as pro-terms whose referents are specified in prior talk, participants do display their
orientation to common referents via what ten Have calls “available categories”, meaning
points of reference culturally available (2007, p. 47). Genderized categories are one such set
of ‘available categories’. Both Mustapha and the Guest-expert above know that
problematicity involves a woman whose relevant identity at the moment of the interaction is
‘caller’s ex-wife’. It is the only available referent given the set of activities introduced during

the call. As such, no prior work is needed to identify the pernoun’s referent.

Being an available category, a genderized category is then ‘obvious’. In the call above,
members of the Moroccan culture would consider it tautologically absurd to specify the
identities of the persons in an utterance like “I divorced her”. Nailing down for each pronoun
its specific referent would constitute an interactionally laborious task, were it not for the
reflexivity of categories and their category-bound activities. The table below shows how

gender identities could be invoked via category bound identity alone.

Tied activities Non-tied activities
a- /tllaqtha:/ /klitha:/

b- /Stetha sdagha:/ /Stetha flu:sha:/

c- /wlatha: hadi amajon/ /qrri:tu Samajon/
d- /Stetha bratha/ /Stetu : bratu:/

Hester and Eglin (1997) observe that successful identification may be achieved by naming

only one category from any SRP. In some cases, successful identification is done through
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category-bound activities. In each example on the left column of the table above, members of
the Moroccan culture can tell ‘who is doing what to whom’, without any person reference
provided (husbands and wives in a, b, and d; mother in ¢). On the other hand, unless referents
are specified in advance for activities on the right column, information on the possible
speakers as well as referents remains inaccessible. The conclusion is clear. With regard to

gender, categorial work informs problem-construction locally for the purposes of the calls.

Here is another example from the same call. Notice how implicit reference to ‘wife’ runs
implicitly and smoothly for many turns. (The sequences in this example come before the

explicit mention of ‘wife’ in line 14 above).

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (9) (00:38:08)

1 Mustapha: ¢ndi: smejtu m(h)aha f flkayst

2 ha:ttelha yire: xmsmja:t drhm.

3 (1)

4 Expert: n¢:am.

5 (0.5)

6 maS¢ndsk| moPaxxar sada:g?

7 (1.5)

8 Mustapha: .h fhala: [ mx— m(h)axxar sadaqg

9 mafham[t .

10Expert: [.hh

l11Expert: flkaye:t. Ctetiha s$dagha kamsl=
12 =xmsmja:t drhm [ddat(h)a kamla=
13 =wbga ndha bga ¢ndha 1: a: (h)

14 bgat katsa:lsk [ihazs Matalan d-
15 dfe¢til (h)a xmsmja wxllitila matslen
16 .hh js:[d dlmljun=

17Mustapha: [lla:=max—

18Expert: =[wlla tlata wlla:,

Bringing together the observations made in this section, one can say that the construction of a
particular version of a problem is done along the following lines. First, the genderized

division of activities is a cultural expectation that parties to talk orient to when membership
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categories, MCDs, and category-bound activities are introduced. Second, through categorial
work, participants invoke genderized local identities, even in the case of referential absence of
holders of those identities. Third, such local identities, where invoked, create observable
consequences, through the (mis)match between cultural expectations and what callers report.
Problematicity then is located in that (mis)match. Categorial work, therefore, provides for the
understanding of the calls as a context where general gender dynamics are enacted (expected)

and, at the same time, specific gender relations are enacted (problems).

It is worth observing that the ideas above are in line with the principles inroduced in the
methodology chapter. The provision of an adequate understanding hinges on how each
category relies on ‘what is known in common’ based on previous contexts. In turn, each

category ‘documents that understanding once more in a still new one (Garfinkel, 1967).

The next section introduces yet a fourth line. For experts in the shows, locally-invoked
categories provide also for the kind of ‘denouement’ expected to the problems announced in

callers’ narratives.

2.2. Categorial work and the action of advice-giving

Categorial work at the beginning of the calls provides both for advice-seeking and advice-
giving. Gender identities, as part of that work, are brought into play by the callers themselves.
An overarching gender identiy is not warranted simply because a person happens to be a man
or a woman. They are many more things beside that. Since people are always invoked as
having one or more identities on any given occasion of talk, it is that invocation which is the

proper object of analysis.

In orienting to situated, locally managed, and contextually relevant identities, callers make
them procedurally consequential (Speer, 2005) to the way phone-in calls unfold. In this
section, an attempt will be made to show how the procedural consequentiality of identities
introduced by caller is located in advice-giving sequences. The discussion will show that
gender categorial work in a caller’ narrative not only constructs a particular version of a

problem, but also orients the expert to offer a particular version of ‘advice’ to that problem.

The beginning is with the example below. Its analysis focuses on the way categorization and
reference shape the outcome of the interaction and projects the kind of advice given later by

the expert.
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hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (14) (00:50:39)

1¢ala®?

Host:
Cala?:

10Cala?:

l11Expert:

12Host:
13¢ala®?:
14

15
l6Host:
17¢ala®?:
18
19Host:
20Gala?:
21

22

23Expert:

24Host:

25Expert:

26Host:
27Cala?:
28Host:

29Expert:

30Cala?:
31

327Expert:

33?Host:
34Cala?:
35

3
4
5 Expert:
6
7
8

Cafak axti ¢ndi wa: hd
¢ndi wahd lmewdo:3 o (h) ::
xa:s hadf[fi djal:: lmudawwana
ubyit ns[:—
[m:m=
=nCa:m °a[sidi®
[mrhba bi:k tfddsl.
fokran xti.
(0.5)
anajs da:bs mjwwsj,
sh [he:h,
[m:m,

o:mgbl kan ¢ndi Calaga
mGafi- [i whda xtra:
(.)
mh hs:h,
>katskn fmadinot rritba:t< =
=u:wlot mfaha:: swljjad.

[mh he:h.

[<wolakn dak> lwald ma—
mamSakkad[ mnno
waf wldi wlla mofi wldi.

nCa:m.

[ka:nt Condha Falaga:t.
mh hsh,
mh hs,
su?ali: huwa daba:
kattasl bijja dek tsssjDA.
mh hsh,,
mh hsh
katgollijjaa byina ndexlu lwald.
(.)
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36 flhals lmadanijja=

37 =wans ¢ndi hals madnijjaa

38 dabs mGa Ilmra jdi:ida:

397Expert: mh hsh,

40Cala®: utndi wlsjjsad nn:it mfaha.

41Expert : nCa:m.

42Host : udabs (h) xsseak t?skksd gbl=

43 =t3rf twa:[ch woaldek wlla ma[i woldsk.
44Fxpert : [jm:m.

It was already said that categorizing persons in talk is a not a gratuitous work. Interactants
trust that whatever categories are used, they are used for a reason, and that reason is relevant
to the work that categories are doing at the moment of talking. Inference and reference are

two faces of the same coin (category).

Their interaction is in fact interesting, Sacks and Schegloff (1979) describe a preference
organization operative when people do refer to others in talk. The preference is for speakers to
use recognitionals where they assumed hearers know —or can recognize— the person referred
to. First names are the clearest form of recognitionals. Where recognition is not assumed,
speakers use non-recognitional terms, of which category terms are preponderant (a man, a
lady, a driver, a doctor, etc). Categories are therefore preponderantly, but not always, used as
‘non-recognitional’ terms. Although inferentially-rich, they make no demand on hearers to

know the person referred to.

In phone-in calls, it is routine that callers make references to other people. They do not
assume any prior knowledge of those people by the host and the expert. As mentioned before,
callers and ‘calleds’ are after all un-acquaintances; and this alleviates the preference for
recognitionals altogether. This leaves callers with the only option of using non-recognitionals.
However, even non-recognitional terms are theoretically infinite. One can refer to the same
person as ‘a woman’, ‘a Muslim’, ‘a Moroccan’, ‘someone’s wife’, ‘a professor’, ‘someone’,

‘someone at the university’, etc.).

The upshot is, as said above, that neither reference nor categorization is free-floating, or

gratuitous (Moerman, 1988). Picking up a categorial reference over another is recipient-
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designed (Sechgloff, 1995) in that it entails inferences that a caller wants their interlocutors to

make, and that even when recognition is absent.

In the excerpt above, fala? makes reference to his present marital status at the beginning of
the narrative. In it, he mentions that he is now a married person (line 10) who, previously in
the past, had a relationship with another woman (lines 13 and 14). This woman gave birth to a
child and asked §ala? to acknowledge him and to add him to the civil birth registry (lines 34
and 36). fala?, however, is not sure whether or not the baby is his, since he mentions that the

woman had other relationships (line 27).

The advice Yala? seeks is of a social-legal sort. This is in keeping with the situated identity of
the expert as ‘lawyer/legal counselor’ in this program. Indeed, it is the main capacity in which
she enters the program, although she sometimes veers to offer social counseling or personal
advice. What is interesting is that, in the excerpt above, there is evidence that the caller
orients to the situated identity of the expert ‘legal counselor’ in a way that curbs her stepping

in as a social counselor.

Notice for example Sala?’s introduction of the membership category ‘married at the present’
at the very beginning (line 10), prior to reaching the crux of the problem (line 34 and 36), and
after reaching it (lines 37 and 38). He could have stated his problem without referring to his
marital status at all, that is, and without orienting to the relevance of the MCD ‘family’.
Omitting the turns where reference to his marital status is made, in lines 10, 37, 38 and 40,
would still make the problem understandable. It would not, however, preserve the problem as
a legal one. Since talk is recipient designed, it is legitimate to enquire about what sort of work

this reference to marital status is doing.

Through invoking the category ‘husband’, (ala? claims that this is pertinent to the
problematicity of the call. He asks his interlocutors to take it into consideration since his

identity as a husband displays how his problem should be understood when offering advice.

When one is married, the slot for ‘wife’ in the SRP is not only occupied, but sanctified
socially and legally. When one is in a relationship outside marriage and its consequence are
such that it results in offspring, then one can amend it either socially (through marriage) or
legally (through acknowledging the relationship and assuming the legal consequences).
Invoking the SRP ‘husband/wife’, ala? constructs the problem as such: what are the legal,

not the social, arrangements to be made in order to accommodate his outside-marriage
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situation? This particular hearing, then, hinges around the introduction of the MCD ‘family,

especially the SRP ‘wife/husband’. The slots for ‘wife’ is not empty after all.

Still in the Moroccan society, a ‘husband’ who is involed in an outside-marriage relationship
can still take a second wife, but this possibility fala? removed through the invocation of his
partner’s other relationships (line 27). Presenting the partner as the sort of person who
engaged in multiple relationships cast her as someone unstuitable for marriage. This way,
Cala? restricted the problem to the offspring, resultant of the illegal relationship, by
constructing a contrast between different categories: wife/partner (lines 10 and 13), legal
child/illegal child (lines 18 and 40). Each incumbent of the first category renders social
arrangement for the second, if not, impossible, then at least complicated. The expert is then

left with the crux of the problem.

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (14) (00:50:39)

Cala?: hads hewwa lmufki:1 daba=

=wane ba:yi walakin: [s(h)::

?Host: [mh [hm:
?Expert: [m:m
Cala?: byit nt?skkad.

The advice the expert introduces later in the call was indeed sensitive to the categorial work
of Gala?. To appreciate its sensitivity, it is possible to imagine how her advice would have
been different had Sala? not been married. His marrying the girl with whom he had a child
would most likely be proposed as a solution to the problem. However, since he is already a
husband, the slot in the SRP pair where a ‘wife’ fits in is already taken. Invoking marriage,
and also children from that marriage oriented the expert to notice the occupied slots; and
perhaps, discouraged her to propose a second marriage as an appropriate solution. Not
surprisingly, marrying the girl with whom he had a child would have been a moral, if not a
legal, obligation had the categorical slots for ‘wife’ and ‘child’ been vacant. It is, therefore,
sensitivity to invoked categories that restrained the expert’s identity in this example to a legal

counselor only. She kept the advice directed exclusively to legal issues.

In relation to that, another point needs clarification here. Reference to the outside-marriage

partner is done through a non-recognitional “whda x+tra” (another+female) (line 14). It has
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already been said that when category-bound activities are invoked, speakers can dispense with
persons reference. In the case of non-bound activities, however, referents must be explicitly
stated. This explains why “mzswwe3” (married) makes available the category ‘wife’; and
therefore a social arrangement; in a way “3sndi Calaga” (have a relationship) does not.
“kan Cndi Calaga mCafi- [i whda xrra:’ (I had a relationship with someone else
(female)) (lines 13 and 14) alludes exclusively to a sexual-relation, perhaps sexual orientation,
but no more. The reference invokes no social obligations. This explains the different hearings

of the non-recognitional references ‘woman’ and ‘child’ in Sala?’s talk,

Utterance Hearing
kattasl bijja dek t1ssjDA (line3l) | ‘spjda’ means ‘former partner
:wladt mGaha:: swlsjjad. (linel8) | ‘wlgjjad’ means ‘a child’

wans ¢ndi hale madnijja dabs mfa | ‘lmra’ means ‘wife’
Imra jdi:tda: (line 38)

utndi wlejjad nn:it mSaha. (line ‘wlyyad’ means ‘a son’
40)

To corroborate this analysis, consider also the following example

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (15) (00:56:42)

1 Saliha: [byit yir ne:— ne:— n::: no:— n:—
2 nswwal Cla:: (.) talagqg o(h): liffiga:g

(lines ommited)

Sali7a: [ila kan mn taraf lmar?a
Guest: nfa:m.=

Host: =nGa:m.

Saliha: bhal = (h): ana ¢ndi mofkil

mGa zawz djali 11i:

ta:l wahd lmudda tiwi:la,

© O 9 o U b W

.h a(h):: ssabab djalo t1lxiyanna=




Gender work 171

10 ?Host: uhm.

11 Saliha: omaSraftf ans(h) bi?nnah kan jxunni
12 htta dazt wahed lmudda djal

13 togribn ¢fri :n sarna

14 .hh ¢ad Sreft bi?anna

15 kant ¢ndo Sala:ga mfa: mra xra.

Even when the same term ‘woman’ is used (lines 3 and 15), the reference to the social
arrangement of marriage and sexual relations outside it are different. Different categorial
activities (divorce and adultery in lines 2 and 11 respectively) map different social inferences

into talk; therefore, different social relations.

Utterance Hearing

lmar?a (line 3) From the MCD ‘family’ and MCD ‘stage of
life’ (married adult, wife)

Mra (line 15) MCD ‘gender’ and MCD ‘stage of life’
(adult woman).

Hearers can distinguish between the two readings thanks to the categorial activities cited.

Those tie to the appropriate devices.

In keeping with the argument that reference, categorization and identities in callers’ narrative
shape the course of the whole call, and are consequential for the form of advice experts give
as well, the analysis below focuses on the general reference expression that has the format:

“wahad + category term”.

It is common knowledge and practice in a lot of cultures that the SRP ‘husband/wife’ is
formed following a proposal by a man to a woman. It is on the man’s initiative and the
woman’s acceptance that the SRP pair becomes the locus of matrimonial rights and
obligations. Prior to the formation of the pair, however, the parties may or may not be
strangers to each other. They are, reference to each by the other is adequately made using

non-recognitional terms.
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As said above, non-recognitionals are reference terms that speakers use because they assume
that hearers do not know the person referent. When categories are used as reference points,
they are mostly used as non-recognitionals. A membership category can mark one as ‘total
stranger’. In Moroccan Arabic, unqualified words like “wahad xajna” (some guy), “wahad
lwahad” (some male person), and “wahad” (someone ‘a male’) signal that recipients are not
assumed, not even required, to know the person referred to as such. The examples below

demonstrate the point.

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (12) (00:46:18)

1 Fatima: ana: kan xatbni wahsd xsjna
dabs [i Cam ons.
((line omitted ))
2Host: fatima ?altlu:,
3 Fatima: ?allu (?alu) gotlsk dabs ana xatbni wahsd lwahad

VOC20-003: (00:06:23) (continuation VOC20-002)

1 Z: nzalt mn::: tftotbi:s onsqgta¢ tri:q.
2 Y: [ )
3 7Z :[<wa:hsd maCreftu:ch mnin xrsj>,

With this in mind, the following example will be analyzed,

Example 20

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (12) (00:46:18)

1 Fatima: ana: kan xatbni wahsd xsjna
2 dabs [i Cam onsas.

((Lines ommited in which the parties attend to a hearing trouble))

3 Host: fatima ?altlu:,
4 Fatima: ?allu (?alu) gotlsk dabs
5 ana xatbni wahsd lwahsad

o Cam ons da:bs (h)
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7 Host: nGa:m.

8 Fatima: ta:nijjan kajgullsk ddar

9 mx$so: [ y3i ¢ndku:m ha:d=

10 =aloy maxsso: [ j3i ¢nd ddar

11 i Ca:m onss

12 maSmro 3a Snd(h) .

13Host: ah hsh,

l4Fatima: tatzi Ca?iltu wdakp[[fi

15 huma tajgullsk lla: huwwa majzi:J.
16 u ans mafhemt[ maSrsftf afyandi:r.

Non-recognitionals pin down a person referred to, but only on general grounds. In the case of
phone-ins, no knowledge of persons is shared; therefore, no recognitional terms are used. This
of course does not mean any categorial descriptor goes. What non-recognitionals to use is an
interactional problem for parties to the calls; and it is a problem tied to the purposes of the

calls.

In the example above, Fatima’s first identifies the person through her use of ‘wahsd xsjna”
(line 1) and “wahed lwahad” (line 5), roughly the equivalents to the word ‘a guy’ and
‘someone’ in English. She then goes on to describe her relation with this person as the reason
for the call, namely, that after a year and a half of formal engagement, she has not yet met the

guy— a problem in front of which she remains helpless (line 16).

As it transpires, Fatima’s problem concerns her ‘fiancé’, who she displays as a ‘stranger’
through the use of the non-recognitional terms usually reserved for strangers. Here is how the

call continues,

17Expert: °hh®[.hh ukifaf xotbok=xstbsk=
18Host: [°hh®.hh

19Expert: =pb:: [llasilki? hehe

20Host: [eLLA: >anslli mffhemt[< balda
21 yatsemhili a: o— kif[ lextaba b¢da
22 djal C:am onsas?

23 ans ma:: a(h) jslni:—

24 .hh umakajzi:f.
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25 .hh madx (h)latlijach lrra:s
26 semhili a fatems
27 jo¢ni lkenti tfsrinna: 2akter.

First of all, it is worth noticing that Fatima’s narrative is, structurally speaking, terse but
adequate. However, even if it satisfies the sequential aspects of advice-request calls in that
particular radio program, it does not satisfy the categorial ones. On the one hand, the category
Fatima implies (‘fiancé’) raises cultural expectations of a newly formed acquaintance on the
fiancé’s initiative. On the other, the reference form she uses “wahsd xsjna” and “wahad
lwahsd”, that imply stranger before courtship, constitue the locus of the problem. It lies
specifically in the continued status of the fiancé. It is exactly that mismatch the host and the
expert oriented to when they stopped to repair their assumptions in light of Fatima’s talk

(lines 17 to 27).

In Moroccan Arabic, when someone is ‘someone asking for a girl’s hand’, it is often assumed
that he is a ‘stranger’. It is their membership of that device which is often displayed by the use
of “wahad lwahad” and “wahsd xojna”. Therefore it is this display of ‘unaquaintance’
that makes no claim on the part of hearers to read beyond the reference. Unlike other

3

categorial references, the non-recognition expression ‘wahed lwahsad’ in fact makes no
demand at all beyond the existence of a gendered being— a male. Because of its ‘emptiness’,
it is neither problematic, nor carrying the seeds of problematicity. It is the tying of the
category to a specific activity that vests on it a categorical specificity. To see how the
categorial information of “wahed lwahsd” is minimal, compare the utterance “ana xatbni
wahod lwahed” to “kan xatbni wahsd lbulisi”. Whereas in problematicity in the

former is pending, it is in the latter expected to hinge on the membership category

‘policeman’ introduced. Here is a concrete example to drive the point home.

VOC20-003: (00:06:23)
1 Z: nzolt mn::: ttotbi:s onsgts¢ tri:qg.
2 Y: (C )

3 Z: [<wa:hed maSreftu:ch mnin xrsj>,
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In VOC20-003 above, the problem becomes a problem when the “wa:hsd” begins doings
some action. The problem then is still pending and awaits subsequent talk to clarify it. It is
only then that its identification as a specific category of person becomes relevant (line 4
below). The identification of the person as a “kidnapper” is understood only after the

introduction of the non-recognitional “wa :hed” and is not embedded in it.

4 7Z: ana wahsad hazzah fdshri swldi [addah hakk(h)

o (h)waj bya jhsjjsd lija wldi (h),

Similarly in Fatim’s example, the use of “wahed lwahsd”, or its variant, keeps categorial
information to the minimum. Given that only minimal categorial information was introduced,
the host and the caller gleaned talk for clues as to what the problem exactly was. The
following is how the interactional context created by Fatima enabled a particular construction

of her problem by the host and the caller..

Right from the beginning then, Fatima’s has made expected that when a ‘stranger’ ’asked for
her hand, he did it personally; or, if someone did it for him, hearers at least expect that the
‘fiancée’ would now engage in activities bound to the newly formed SRP ‘fiancée-fiancée’
during the courtship period. The implication of the category ‘fiancé’ for a previous ‘stranger’,
with category-bound activities are now appropriate, clues the host and their expert to wait for
‘trouble talk’ to emerge because of this categorization. When it did not, the category itself, its
category-bound activities and the concomitant cultural expectations have become the target of
repair (lines 17 to 21). This is perhaps the reason why, following Fatima’s narrative (line 16),
the expert does not engage in seeking additional information or giving advice, but both she
and the host initiate repair on the categorial aspects the problem. For them, rather than

explicating a problem, the caller’s narrative blurs it.

For the host and the expert then, Fatima displayed, through her categorization of the suitor,
that she was unacquainted with him before. Following their engagement, their new pistions as
‘fiancé-fiancée’ entail certain cultural norms that go with these categories. Of relevance to
Fatima’s new position is the assumed right not only to talk to her fiancé but also the right to
see him. Both her hearers locate her problem in the absence of those rights and norms,

orienting to their absence (lines 19 and 24). The expert orients to the failure of the suitor to
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show up on the engagement day, an obligation that, as a stranger, had to fulfill, while the host

orients to the length of the engagement period and the abnormal lack of ‘courtship’.

Given that the host’s and the expert’s initiated repair on membership categories, Fatima’s

subsequent action was to ‘repair’ her previous categorization,

28Fatima : ha:nti htta/ huwwa ja¢ni
29 kaj3ini wd xalti.
30Expert : ajljs:h.

31Host: [anCa:m="dakor”®.

Notice how the introduction of a new categorial membership (line 29) is treated by the expert
as ‘making sense’ of previous talk (line 30) and by the host as a piece of news. The expert
introduces an acknowledgment token and the host first introduced a ‘change of state token’
(Heritage, 1984a) “anca:m”, with an emphatic stress on the onset of the expression , followed
by the acknowledgment token “dakor”. The token is this respect is similar in its function to
the particle “oh” in English (Heritage, 1984a). The device ‘relative’ then changes the host’s

and the expert’s understanding of Fatima’s previous story.

More significantly, it allows them to see the problem in it. While the category ‘fiancé’
remained intact, it is Fatima’s repair from “wahad xajna” to “wd xalti” that illuminates
both hearers as to the nature of Fatima’s problem. It turns out that the fiancé is not a total
stranger after all— a reading that the reference format ‘wahad + category term’ called for— but

is rather Fatima’s cousin— a member of the device ‘relative’

Concerning its impact on advice-giving, the new device obliterated the reading of the suitor’s
absence as inappropriate and also diffused his ‘responsibility’ for it. The category ‘relative’
the absence somewhat expected. Fatima’s problem is now one of ‘arranged marriage’ and,
indeed it is that aspect of the problem that the expert oriented to in offering advice. The expert
advised Fatima to insist on talking to her fiancé and demand explanations for his absence. The
expert also alluded to the possibility that the fiancé’s abstinence from visiting Fatima’s house
was probably a sign of refusal on his part of the family-arranged marriage, an allusion that

would indeed be strange if the fiancé were a complete stranger. After all, it is on the man’s
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initiative that strangers become members in the pair ‘fiancé/fiancée’ and later in

‘husband/wife’.

Conclusively then, the inferences beneath the format ‘wahad-+category’ references’ were the
locus of repair work in the example above precisely because those inferences implicate one
sort of problem and not another. The format had consequences for the shape of the advice that
the expert gave in due time in the call. Had the fiancé been a total stranger to Fatima, as the
initial reference format suggested, the course of action she might have been advised to take
would have been completely different from the one she was urged to follow, and this only
when it transpired that the fiancé was a family member. Given how categorization changes the
way people see a problem, one might even speculate on the organization of ‘advice-
sequences’ in the calls, and the way their organization is responsive to the categorial work at

at the ouset of the calls.

Categorial work then has consequence not only for the shape of callers’ narratives but also for
experts’ understanding of the problem and the administration of advice. This means, to
reiterate, that categories are introduced for a purpose. Naturally then, their reformulation is
also done for a purpose. The next section examines this particular aspect of categorial work,

namely, the repair and reformulation in situ of membership categories.

2.3. Reformulation and repair of genderized categories

Having established above that ‘family’ is an MCD around which gender relations are
organized, the present section moves to another issue in studying the work gender does. The
title of this section brings to the front the issue of how participants to talk, in reformulating
and repairing categorization, display their sensitivity to the inferences, norms, expectations,

activities, rights and duties that are attached to it.

More specifically, this section considers what interactional work is done when callers to
phone-in programs invoke devices other than those of ‘family’ in talk about referents that are,
or used to be, members of family. What interactional work is done when, for example, a caller
refers to a (former) ‘husband’ through invoking categorial memberships other than those
related to ‘family or the SRP husband/wife? What interactional goals are achieved when
callers make °‘strangers’ out of former wives by dint of what Stokoe refers to as the
“subversion procedure” (2006, p. 474) — a way of tacitly correcting inferences in ways that

make category membership “deniable”.
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The answers to these and other questions will figure centrally in the analysis that follows.
Moreover, the answers extend the argument in the previous sections on the way gender social

dynamics are lodged in categories (Lepper, 2000).

Right from the outset, it has to be mentioned that whenever a change of reference is done by
the caller himself/herself during a sequential episode, it is treated as an instance of
reformulation. Whenever it is the hearers, either the host and the expert or both, who ask for
clarification (as in the previous section), it is considered repair. Also whenever hearers
introduce a category, for a referent, not originally used by the caller, the introduction is
considered an ‘embedded’ repair (Jefferson, 1987). In CA terms, reformulating genderized
categories is then a speaker-initiated sort of action. It guides hearers to disregard the
relevancies that are attached to a former category introduced and orient to those attached to a
‘new’ one subsequently introduced. Repair on the other hand is hearer-initiated. 1t is a way

of seeking alignment.

Whether the change of category is speaker’s reformulation or hearer’s repair, the argument is
that the change constitutes a negotiation of inferences, expectations, activities, rights and
duties attached to categorial use. Lauded as it is, categorization work involves doing actions
that foreground and background specific aspects of categories used; and which organize their
negotiation between parties to call. This section extends the focus given to genderized
categories and will try to show that, in doing categorial reformulation/repair, speakers manage

issues of responsibility, blame, social relations, and social distance.

As an entry to the analysis, it is fruitful to see how participants sometimes reformulate or
repair categories in ways that bring forth ‘specific aspects’ meant to display their command of
categorization. As such, reformulation and repair can both be an action whose aim is to show
that both speakers and hearers share the same knowledge within a participation framework.
For parties to talk, participation involves an orientation to the same perspective. This point is

illustrated though example 21 below.

In the phone call from which the example is taken, the caller, Malika, called the program in
order to ask about some solution to a problem related to her ‘son’ and ‘his wife’. In her
capacity as a ‘caller’ and ‘advice-seeker’ she introduced the relevant referents, through
appropriate categorization, to establish the terms on which the problem will be defined. In

doing so, she at the same time gave off her allegiances vis-a-vis the referents.
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Prior to the segment of interest below, Malika described the problem as one having to do with
the wife’s demand for a “saka:n mustaqgil” (private lodging) and her complaint that the
one the husband provided was not ‘private’ after all. The lodging the husband provided was

situated in the same building where his parents lived, an arrangement the wife refused.

Right before the beginning of the excerpt below, Malika cited the wife’s refusal to return to
the “ssaka:n Ilmustagil” (private lodging) as an instance of disobedience both to the
husband solicitation and the court’s order. It was this word which which triggered repair on

the part of the expert (line 7 below).

Example 21
hditnsa 09-11-2015/ (1) (00:23:06)

1 Malika: 3at mfaha maCroft [wa[ Cri:fa

2 Host: [mt. .hh

3 Malika: wlla [mufawwid gada?i ( ).

4 Expert: [s::su?AL djals malika

5 laj jazek bixir:=

6 Malika: [nS:am.

7 Expert: =[ferhilijjs Jnu (h)uwa ssaka:n lmustagil
8 11i [x— 111 Cta had rrazel 1 1 1:
9 Malika: [Ilmusta—

10Expert: .h 11i [¢ta woldek=

11Malika: [°brtma:®

12Expert: = 1: lzzawsza [djalu.

13Malika: [ppertma. PPREMA.

The particular turn of interest is the one where the expert says ferhilijjs [fnu (h)uwa

ssaka:n lmustagil 11i [x— 11i C¢ta had rrazsl 1 1 1: .h 1l1li [Cta
woldsk 1: lzzawsza [djalu. Malika tries to provide an answer before the epxert finishes
her turn, hence the overlap. The projectability of the TCU’s ending being sufficiently clear for

Malika to understand its purpose.

Within that turn, the expert reformulates from “had rrazel” (this man), (line 8), to

“waldek” (your son), (line 10). Her category reformulation is one instance of Stokoe’s



Gender work 180

subversion procedure’s referred to above. The expert might have risked the use of a category
that would have distanced the caller from the referent of “had rraszsl1”. Even thought the
reference is clear enough, the reformulation to “we1dsk”™ (your son), (line 10), emphasized
the close kinship relationship between the caller and her son. The reformulation is indeed

sensitive to the fact that caller was a mother reporting her ‘child’s problem.

As noted, the categorization “had rraszsl”, while referentially adequate, is inferentially
distancing. Knowing the person to be a relative to the caller (her son), it becomes relevant,
indeed a requirement even, that reference to him be made using a kinship term which
observes and preserves its categorial relationship to the caller. The use of “had rraszsl”
would possibly have the consequence of turning the referent to an “un-acquaintance”. More
than this, “had rraszsl” 1is a categorization that involves what is later referred to later as

‘social distancing’ (see this chapter, sub-section 2.3).

Categorial reformulation and repair are, therefore, ways of showing that hearers are attendant
to what speakers say. The former show they are sensitive to categories introduced by the latter
who define the situation first and foremost for hearers’ benefit. Reformulation in the example
above was a way of demonstrating a grasp of the ramifications of the problem introduced by
the caller. One way of demonstrating it was through relevantly reproducing category terms

from the same MCD the caller employed earlier in her narrative.

As said earlier, membership categories callers invoke are designed to set the terms of, reveal,
and constitute problematicity in, the interaction. Those same categories constrain subsequent
categorization work. However, problematicity and understanding apart, categorial work in the
calls to phone-ins constitutes a web of connections. It reveals the cultural textile and the social
organization in the here-and-now twists of interaction (Moerman, 1988). As categorization is
always enmeshed with the moral order of social relations, reformulation and repair are never
“innocent” deeds (Moerman, 1988). This brings back the arguments made in section two of

the present chapter, and it is in the same spirit that analysis of the extracts below proceeds.

In example 22 below, Achraf deploys categorial reformulations for a number of purposes.
Through them, he deals with changing situations across past and present in order to juggle his
way through a web of social and moral issues. Below is the opening sequence of Acharf’s

narrative after the greeting-exchange sequence,
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Example 22
hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (19) (01:19:43)

1 Achraf: xt (h) bx(h):t yi nswwal 1 2ustads

2 lah jzazi:k bi[xi:r=

3 Host: [ejj=h.

4 Achraf: an[a:— ana:—

5 Host: [°marhba®

6 Achraf: ana de:3a devorse f: deux mille onze
7 [Ja:k?

8 Host: [mhm

9 Expert: mh hes:m,

10 (.)

11Achraf: u:: u:ssbab ta:¢ ddevors hu(w)a

12 anns had sejjida 11i kent mzswwsz bi(h)a
13 lgit ¢endha une maladie

14 transmissible ko— contagieuse. jak?
15Host : mh hoem,

Achraf opens his narrative by stating directly his present situation as a “devorse” (divorced)
(line 6). Then he continues directly with a piece of information that constitutes the reason of
his incumbency at the present moment of that categorical position (lines 11, 12, 13 and 14).
The self-categorization as ‘divorced’ calls attention to a change in the relevant SRP— from a
former SRP of husband/wife that is no longer applicable, because of the reason introduced by
Achraf. Now, the categorization ‘divorced’ is itself part of an SRP divorced/divorcee, with the

woman occupying the second position in the pair.

The point is that, if Achraf chooses to refer to himself as divorced, then he could as relevantly
have referred to his former wife as “taliga djali” (my divorcee), or even “zawza dyali
ssabiga” (my ex-wife). Both terms are referentially and categorially adequate to do the
referring. However, Achraf chooses to ‘do referring’ to his ex-wife in terms that usually mark
a stranger “had sojjida” (that lady) (line 12). This reference is embedded, in the same turn,
with an activity that he performed during the time when the SRP husband/wife became

effective “had ssjjida 11i ksnt mzswwsz bi (h)a” (this lady I was married to).



Gender work 182

As stated earlier, except in family marriages, the activity of ‘marrying’ occurs between a man
to a woman, who are initially unacquainted, in order to remove the social distance due to
being initially ‘strangers’. Reference, then, to an ‘ex-wife’ using a category that marks prior-
marriage strangeness (“had ssjjida”) is a way to re-effect that same social relation of ‘un-
acquaintance’, and make it attending to Acharf’s present relation to his ex-wife. “had

ssjjida”, implies a social distance even divorce does not warrant.

To clarify this, consider social distance as a score on a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 means very
close socially (family relationships) and 10 marks total absence of acquaintance (stranger).
Prior to marriage, a man and a woman start at level 10, then after marriage move to level 1. If
divorce occurs, then they are not as close as they were in marriage, but neither are they as ‘un-
acquainted’ as they used to be before marriage. What the utterance “had ssjjida 11i
kent m3ewws3z bi (h)a)” does is that it marks a wider social distance than would the use
of ‘divorcee’ or ‘ex-wife’ implies. In other words, what Achraf cannot proclaim factually for
his ‘ex-wife’, he proclaims categorially through the use of a term reserved for ‘strangers’. The

expression is thus a categorial tour de force.

Understandably then, in referring his former wife, Achraf had a gamut of categories out of
which he could have relevantly, and adequately chosen™. However, what the categories
‘divorcee’, ‘my ex-wife’, and ‘a lady to whom I was married’ do not share is the particular

social distance holding between the speaker and the persons thus categorized.

To back up the above analysis, further talk in the same call will be examined. As will be clear,
Achraf’s narrative, long and uninterrupted, showed him pushing the social boundaries

between himself and his former wife even further.

Sometime after the episode above, Achraf’s talk runs as follows,

Example 23

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (19) (01:19:43)

1 Achraf: u: yva(h)ni tatzswweszt >ans wsajja(h)<
2 w3ina lwe3zda uskenna fwe3|da

3 walakin ff lgi:t dak Imuftkil

4 jo(h)ni:: SAFI::

5 womfo:— mfit ¢end darhu:m
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6 lki:n (h) bJ nhkilihum ngulhum

7 jawaddi rah ha lu problem

8 11i: bini wbin bsntku:m uhardi,

9 .hh js(h)ni la famille djalhum—

10 ?o::— byaw jddabzu mCa

11 jo(h)ni mafi fi na:s 11i kajhtto:

12 Imufki:1 atla:bl=

13 Host: [m:m.

14Achraf: =wojnaqfuh mfa:k Jja(h) vwa:la vwals

15 benthum fiha:— fihe— fiha: mufkil. ja¢3ni
16 (.)

17 huma xsos(h)um ja(h)ni jlumu bsnthu:m

18 jgul- jguliha lla: joSni

19 ba[ ddabzo mfaya: jso(h)ni

20 lgit anns talwasat les3timaC¢i ntaCmhu:m ma:—
21 (0.2)

22 saf axti fkkit m¢ahu:m.

23 mfit Ilmehkama: rfadt deSw:—

24 deCwa ta¢ ttalag lffitga:g=

25Host: [udaba—

26Achraf : =[uswa:— uz[wanji:t dak lmilsf j(h)ni b:=
27Host: [m:m. m:m.

((Lines omitted in which the the caller specifies the amount of the

alimony he was ordered to pay))

28Expert: 2(h): [Achraf-—

29Host: [su?alk dabs waf ¢la wad lmustahaqgga:t-?
30Expert: Cla:f zosSmakina [hokmatlihs lmshkams [bmeblys=
31Host: [m:m, (¢ ) =
32Expert: =[xmsa wtlati:n ?alsf derhem

33Host: =[ryma annahu huwwa lmotadatrrir

34 uhuwwa jo¢ni lga: [.h

35Achraf: [a :h.

It might be useful to remember that all the talk above was inserted between the beginning of
the preliminary announcement “xt (h) bx (h) :t yi nswwal 1 2ustads lah jzazi:k

bi [x1i:r” (sister I just want to ask the laywer please) and the narrative, which almost always



Gender work 184

replaces the ‘intended’ question. In the example above, the caller never asked a question, but
it was nonetheless ‘retrieved’, conjointly by the host and the expert, from the narrative. Both
displayed their understanding of the problem in the narrative after the caller identified the
amount he was ordered to pay (talk not shown here). Again, it is in this sense that Achraf’s
narrative allowed his hearers to ‘see’ the problem, but also to see Achraf’s stance via-a-vis the

problem.

More to the point of this section, references in the narrative were done through multiple
categorizations. Semantically, they were referentially adequate in that they all designate to the
same persons. On the categorial basis, though, each category contributed something different.
The analysis showed that Acharf was doing something similar to a flashback. Referring to his
ex-wife with the terms “had ssjjida” re-constitued their relationship as ‘less socially
close’ than divorced people are; which is in turn ‘less socially close’ than married people are.
The validity of this analysis rested on the fact that divorce does not reinstate a relationship of
stranger/stranger; but rather introduces a new one— that of divorcee/divorced that Achraf

chose to disregard through a subversive procedure.

There are other features of the calls that are worth to mention here. In example 23, Achraf
tells first of his move to Oujda with his wife (line 2), and then of the course he took after the
discovery of his wife’s problem, mentioned in example 22 as infection with a sexually
transmissible disease. The measures included, first, discussing the problem with his wife’s

family (line 5), and, second, resorting to a family court to ask for divorce (line 23).

At the starting point to his telling of the story, Achraf establishes his newly acquired status as
a husband through the utterance “tatzswws3t >ans wejja (h)” (when I married her). The
story then makes the device ‘family’ operative for past events narrated. Talking about events

prior to divorce makes clear that the person referred to by the pronoun in “ans wsjja (h)”is

the ‘wife’.

Achraf reformulates the embedded category ‘wife’ to the explicit one, ‘your daughter’. The
reformulation is occasioned by the context where the wife’s parents are invoked. The problem
is now between himself and their daughter “bini wbin bentku:m” (line 8). Again, the net
effect of this reformulation is the distancing of the wife on the social closeness scale. In
invoking the relevance of the relationship of daughter/parents, Achraf shows himself taking as
yet another step backward, categorially speaking, and refusing to admit any responsibility that

might incur from his duties as a husband. The problem is not between the caller as the
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husband and his wife; but it is rather between the caller and someone’s daughter. The social
distance displayed by the use of ‘your daughter’ being greater than that displayed by ‘my

wife’.

Later in the call, Achraf pushes the social boundaries between himself and his ‘divorcee’ even
further through the invocation of the social milieu (line 20). By implication, ‘social milieu’
boundaries are social class ones. For Achraf, the invocation of social milieu is conclusive
since it does not only distance him from his wife, but also from her parents (her original
family) as well. More importantly, not only does Achraf distance himself from his ex-wife’s
family, but he finds an objective justification for doing so. His personal disconnection with
his ex-wife now has a class basis, and he clearly depicts himself as standing higher than his

ex-wife and her parents.

It is noteworthy how Achraf’s narrative betrays his acclaimed social superiority. As he makes
clear in the call, he discussed the problem with the parents knowing exactly where blame
should lie: “huma xss(h)um ja(h)ni jlumu besnthu:m” (they had to blame their
daughter) (line 17). ‘Talking’ to the wife’s family meant for him ‘dictating’ what they should
have said. He has the upper hand in determining who is to blame in the problem. When the
parents refused to discuss the problem on Achraf’s terms, then, it became for him a matter of
‘social milieu’ difference; one where the wife’s family stands lower because they couldn’t see
how reasonable Achraf’s point of view was. Within this framework of class difference the use
of “benthu:m” (their daughter) can be understood. Invoking one’s wife as someone’s
daughter demonstrates a resolution to get out of the problem by categorially invoking before-

marriage relations.

In the call then, the effect of Achraf’s categorial work is clear. As the narrative went forward
in describing the problem, Achraf’s categorizations went backward on social distance. To do
this, he manipulated membership categories to push the social gap between himself and the

wife further and further.

The analysis of the sequences in Achraf’s call has been concerned with tracing the work
categorial reformulation does. It reveals that the shift from the SRP categories
‘divorced/divorcee’ to “sojjida” (roughly the equivalent of ‘lady’), and lastly to ‘daughter’,
was intentionally provided by the caller in order to distance himself from the obligations
attached to being a husband at the beginning (attending to his wife’s ilness), and from any

sense of blame that might incur from his eventual initiation of divorce.
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The example then shows callers deploying categories in order to monitor the social distance
displayed as holding between themselves and the persons they refer to in talk. Hearers in turn
monitor that deployment for cues that might reveal information about the social distance

between caller and referents.

This being the case, MCA can be used to see how both speakers and hearers use
categorization to gauge social distance that holds between different participants to talk at
different levels of social relation. The idea that talk is an indicator of social distance between
participants is, however, not new. A classic sociolinguistic study of the use ‘tu-vous’
pronouns revealed how their differential use in talk reflects the social status of the speaker and
the addressee (Brown and Gilian, 1960). What is new is the realization in MCA that
membership categories can also be studied for the variation it tells about the parameters of

social distance and solidarity.

Keeping the argument on categories and social distance in mind, the next example is san
interesting one. Initially, the caller claimed a social distance closer than actually the case
between himself and the person he referred. However, he failed due to his use of ‘wrong’
categorization. The example demonstrates that hearers pay attention to categorization together

with the intended ‘message’ a caller wants to put across. The sequences run as follows:

Example 24
hitnsa 09-11-2015/ (2) (00:30:40)

1 Abdelwahed: daba ana: alalls kent mzeowwo3z
2 Ca:m alfajn ossbifals:: =

3 Expert: [n3a:m.

4 Abdelwahed: =knt mzewwsj lmu (h)im

5 wbddsbt ((caller gives geographic lcoation))
6 Expert: mh hs:m,

7 Host: nGa:m.

8 Abdelwahed: olmuhim hadik ssjsda mCaya

9 Ca:m uhijja mSaja fddar.

10 togriban.

l1Expert: m[hm.

12Host: [mhm.
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Abdelwahed establishes his marital status by ascribing to himself the category ‘husband’ (line
1). It has been argued before that right after this introduction of ‘husband’, a contextual
environment is created where hearers anticipate other members of the ‘family’to follow, be it

‘the wife’, ‘children’, or other members.

The category ‘wife’ indeed shows up in the story, but the caller refers to her not as ‘wife’ but
rather uses a reformulated category “ssjsda” (line 8). As argued before (see note iii), the
reformulation from the embedded category ‘wife’ to ‘lady’ implicates unavailability and
politeness, two factors that normally attend one’s relationship with more distant members,
socially speaking. Notice the similarity between Achraf’s turn in the previous example and

Abdelwahed’s turn in the present one:

Achraf: ana de:3a devorse f: deux mille onze

Abdelwahed: daba ana: alalls ksnt mzswws?3

Ca:m alfajn ossbifa

In both turns, the callers use the utterances “devorse” and “ksnt mzswws3” to refer to a
past membership in a marital situation. In Achraf’s talk, his incumbeny of the category
‘divorced’ leaves no doubt about the current status— he divorced his wife in 2011. In
Abdelwahed’s, however, his marital status is impending on coming talk, because “mzswws3
Ca:m alfajn ossbt¢a” (I was married in the year two thousand and seven) could mean,
initially at least, either ‘I married in two thousand and seven and now I’'m not’ or ‘I have been
married since two thousand and seven till now’. It turns out that Abdelwahed married in two
thousand and seven and his wife had stayed with him for approximately a year (line 9).
Apparently then, both callers indicate a similar movement from a past situation of marriage to

a new one (non-marriage).

The sotries in the two examples are also similar. Both callers indicate their current status in
order to tell a story about past events that happened during marriage. It was within that
contextual environment that the use of categories other than the ‘then-relevant’ (i.e., husband

and wife) was claimed to do distancing. The similarity extends to categorization work as
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well. Since it was previously argued that Archaf used “ssjjida” to distance himself further
than the category ‘ex-wife’ allowed; would it be true to say the same thing for Abdelwahed?
Would it be that, given the pattern of categorization, hearers ‘see’ the right social distance that
holds between himself and “hadik ssjjida” (that lady) (line 8), who, to reiterate, he
designates as his ‘then-wife’? More of the call is needed to see if this observation is borne

out. The episode continues like the following,

13Abdelwahed: uwahad nha:r dexlu ¢lijja

14 zu3 djal lmusrimi:n

15 (.)

16 ugalulijja had sssjjida fin katS¢rfha,
17 udaba ana dak sssjda ¢ondi mfaha wsald
18Expert: kifaf glalulsk =:: waf katlrsha,

19Host: [kifaf? kif we[f katCrsfha-?
20Abdelwahed: dexlu Clijja alalls wxdawha mnni bzzez=
21 =gllijs knna kant¢efuha gbs[l mn—
22Host: [wa[ MRATSK?
23Abdelawhed: [mrati mr— mrti alalla.

24 Expert: [°mra:tu a:h.°

25Abdelwahed: xtatfuha lijs wddawha lije=

After establishing relevant identities in the preface, Abdewahed continues to tell of an
incident that happened while he was married. Two ‘criminals’, he claimed, assaulted him. To
all likelihood, the assault took place inside Abdelwahed’s family home as evidenced by the
use of the verb “dex1u” (they broke in) (line 13). Next, Abdelwahed reports what one of the
attackers asked him “ugalulijja had ssejjida fin katCrfha” (and they asked me
how you knew this lady”) (line 16). Notice how the criminal’s use of “had sseojjida”
parallel’s Abdelwahed’s (line 8 above). Whereas it is natural for a stranger to use the

expression, is it just as natural for a ‘husband’ to use it?

In fact, the persistence in using “sssjjida” to refer to his wife is quite remarkable in
Abdelwahed’s talk. The expression is used again when he mentions other members of ‘his
family’ in “udaba ana dak sssjda Ceondi mCaha wsld” (I have a child with that lady)

(line17). The design of that turn is at odds with the device ‘family’. To see this, the
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categorization of the ‘lady’ and ‘child’ can be contrasted with a similar categorization in a

previous call reproduced below,

From hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (14) (00:50:39)

13¢ala®?: o:mgbl kan ¢ndi Galaga

14 mGafi- [i whda xtra:

15 (.)

l16Host: mh hs:h,

17Cala?: >katskn fmadinst rritba:t< =
18 =u:wlot mfaha:: swljjad.

Cala? uses “swljj=d” (a child) (line 18) to indicate the social distance that holds between
himself and “fi whda xtra:” (line 14), with whom he had a non-marriage relationship. “u
u:wlst mCaha:: swljjed.” (line 18) is similar to Abdewahed’s categorization of ‘his

child’, the diminutive form “swl-jsd” notwhithstanding,

17Cala?: >katskn fmadinot rritba:t< =

18 =u:wlat mfaha:: swljjad.

And

17Abdelwahed: udaba ana dak sssjda ¢ondi mfaha wsald

In the first example, “swl1j=sd” belongs to ‘stage of life’ (the diminituve in fact reinforces
age), but ulike the example above, its membership in ‘family’ was exluded by dint of Cala?’s
earlier categorization of the mother as “whda x1ra:”. The categorization does distance him
from the mother (she is his ‘wife’). Given that Abdewahed uses “sssjda”, a categorization
that also does distance referent from the caller, the categorization work of Abdelwahed again
raises the question about the real social distance that holds between himself and the person he

claimed to be his wife.



Gender work 190

Going back to the example, and following the characterization of the assault incident by
Abdelwahed, the expert and the host both initiate repair (lines 18 and 19). The expert with a
specific repair initiation (how + repeat) “kifaf glalulek =:: wsf katCrafha,”, and
the host with “kifach?” (what?), a general repair initiator, before making the repairable
more specific with “kif wesch kat3rfha?”, triggered, and hurriedly in tandem with the
expert’s repair format (line 19). The format of the repair makes it clear that it is not a hearing
problem that caused it, but rather the event narrated by Abdelwahed. In addition, what
triggered the repair seems not to be the event of kidnapping someone’s wife itself, but rather

the content of the question itself.

In other words, both the host and the expert orient to the incongruency of the attacker’s
question. In asking for the reason of asking (“kifaf gl[alulsk =:: wef katCrsfha,”),
they mark the question as inappropriate. The host and the expert are not therefore doubting
the veracity of Abdewahed’s narrative (for this is not the import of the repair they initiate),
but they are as if asking Abdelwahed to account for the attacker’s inappropriate question. For
them, the “sssjjida” is Abdelwahed’s wife and it does not make sense to ask how he came

to know her.

Next, Abdelwahed does repair by rewording his turn “dexlu ¢lijja alalls wxdawha
mnni bzzsz” (They came and took her from me by force) (line 20). He subsequently adds
the true background for the attacker’s question : “gllijs knna kantSsfuha gbs[1
mn—" (He told me they knew her before I did) (line 21).

However, and before he finishes his turn, the host cuts him off with the question “waf
MRAToK?” (is she you wife?) (line 22). The louder and more emphatic “MRAT=K” explicitly,
and for the first time, marks the SRP husband/wife, hitherto assumed operative, as

problematic, even doubtful.

The host, in other words, sensed that ‘a skeleton is in the cupboard’ of the caller’s narrative;
but, up to the turn where she displays this doubt (line 22), there is nothing in the narrative that
ushers to its imminence. This is corroborated by the fact that against the host’s doubt, the
expert joins Abdelwahed (line 23) in confirming that the woman in question is his wife (line
24). Given that the narrative has not developed to a point where the true status of the referent

is questionable, what then was the basis of the host’s doubt?
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Were it a face-to-face interaction, Abdelwahed, would probably give off many clues that
would raise hearers’ doubts— facial and body expressions, eyes contact, hesitation. A whole
lot of visual expressions could belie what someone says in face-to-face encounters. As it
stands, however, the host had no access to visual clues. In addition, Abdelwahed’s narrative
displays no sign of dis-fluency markers beyond what normal interaction allows. The basis of
the host’s doubt must therefore be sought somewhere in the talk itself. The claim here is that

it is exactly the categorization work of Abdelwahed that forms its basis.

As said earlier, categorization does a lot of work in talk. It establishes relevant identities,
defines the problem itself, projects the form and nature of advice (as well as the capacity in
which the expert can provide it), and last, gauges the social distance between the characters in
the narrative. All this work is done at one and the same time and, each aspect is interwoven in
the other. Now, it is especially categorization work that Abdelwahed does not sustain in his
narrative, exposing the whole narrative to the host’s doubt, and exposing it even further
through the introduction of category bound activities in dissonance with his membership as

‘husband’. The call continues thus,

26Host: nya:m. [wenta [nu derti=

27Expert: [nfa:m a sidi a:

28Host: =wo [nu derti nta,

29 (0.7)

30Abdelwahed: la: lalls madsert wa:lu [b9it ( )
31Expert: [A:H?
32Abdelwahed: madsrt te tta [i hasza madsrtha.

33 [hads huwa—

34Host: [kifaf ma— mam[iti S¢ond lbuli:s mafkiti?
35 .h annsk teadrbti?

36 bi?annahum xtatfolsk zzswza djalsk

37 ma: (hh) (.) mawadsh[ assi ¢sbd lwahsad
38 had lImes?ala ¢ondk.

The host has registered her doubt and then moves on to ask Abdelwahed’s about what he did
after the attackers kidnapped his wife (line 26). The question is clearly oriented to the caller

category-bound activity as ‘husband’ of the ‘wife’ kidnapped. After Abdelwahed’s answers
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that he did nothing “madsrt wa:1u” (I did not do anything) (line 30); and before he goes
further in the narrative, the expert interrupts with an emphatic and loud “reaction token”

“1a:H2” (WHAT) (line 31) that expresses her incredulity.

Given the fact that husbands are assumed to helpwives, the host and the expert rebuke
Abdelwahed for not doing an activity bound to him. Commonsensically indeed, to do
‘nothing’ is an incredulously atypical action in such a critical situation as kidnapping. The
absence of the category-bound activity of ‘help’ is markedly noticeable in the narrative. Its
absence detracts substantially from the veracity of the SPR ‘husband/wife’ claimed at the

beginning. It renders Abdelwahed’s story “unclear’ (line 37).

Noticing his hearers’ doubt, Abdelwahed declares his true position vis-a-vis the lady he

introduced as his wife.

39Abdelwahed: daba ans alalls Imufkila 11i Sendi

40 had ssejda Condi mfaha wsld—

41 intkellem mSakum bisaraha
42Expert : a:h.

43Abdelwahed: had ssjda S¢ondi mSaha t1wald

44 umamkatb[ m¢ahs.

45 Condi mGahs wsld omamkatb| mfahs.
46Host: WA vwala mafi mra:tsk

47 swwaltak goltk waf zzawsza djalsk=
48 =goltili sjjsh zzawsza djali.

49 ma[i mratsk donc.

50Expert: daba hadi kenti mfafsrtha

51 fwahed ddta:r u:w— uhemlta:t

52 uzaw: Ji wahdin

52 kans kaj¢erfohs gbsl mnnsak

53 ohajduhalsk. jak?

54 [hadi hijja 1Srd— hads (h)wwa:=
55Abdelwahed: [( )

56Expert: =hada huwa lheadra, yak?
57Abdelwahed: a: o: hada (h)uwa Imufkil

58 [11i tra lijja

59Host: [wa vwala (talk continues)
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It transpires then that the claimed category membership of ‘husband’ and the embeddedly
claimed category of ‘wife’ are not the case. Abdelwahed admits that the woman he referred to

as “had sssjda” throughout his narrative is in fact his sexual partner (line 45).

There is another thing to note here. The repair initiator occurred much earlier in the call, prior
to the host’s ‘mawadsh| assi Cebd lwahsd had lmes?ala Ceondk.’ (this thing, Mr.
Abdelwahed, is not clear) (line 37-38). Precisely, it occured where the host asked the caller

“waf MRAToK?” (Is she your wife?) (line 22).

Since, before line 22, no apparent clue of ‘doubt’ was clear, its seed must therefore have lied
in the inferences that the caller gave off because of categorization. The use of the category
“had ssjda” throughout his narrative betrayed a wider social distance than that normally

holding between a ‘husband’ and ‘a wife’ at the time when the events narrated took place.

After Abdelwahed did categorial repair, and, with it, the true social relations became visible,
the expert invoked the true categorical identities of the parties to the narrative (line 50) to
offer a summary of the problem (lines 50 to 54). With the new story line acknowledged by the
caller, the parties then proceeded with question-answer sequences and later to advice

sequences.

The lesson out of this example is interesting. Abdelwahed’s explicit categorization was
inadvertently counteracted by his use of a reformulation (had ssjda). First, he implicated
the category ‘wife’ to introduce his partner but reformulated this to ‘that lady’a nd kept using
the latter throughout the narrative. The reformulation betrayed a distance greater than he

intended.

The irony in the example is that, at the same time that Abdelwahed deployed the category
‘husband’ to explicitly self-categorize himself, he was at the same time, and unknowingly,
engaged in ‘implicit self-categorization’ (Psathas, 1999) through reformulation. The
reformulation and the activities he brought up created for him what Lepper referred to as
“disjunctive categories” (2000:36). These are asymmetric category pairings which generate

conflicting characterizations of the same person.

Lepper however used the term to describe how different interactants differently categorize the
same person; here it is used to draw attention to the fact that categorial reformulation by the

same person can generate, by the subversion procedure, and even unintendedly, a disjunctive
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category. The implied disjunction in Abdelwahed’s example leads to disjunctive
understanding of two different “versions of reality” (ibid) — one given and the other given off’
by categorization in the narrative. The host’s question “wa/ MRAToK?” was therefore the
incipience of a challenge (Silverman, 1998) to Abdelwahed’s narrative, and which culminated

later in his confession that ‘that lady’, was not actually his wife, but his sexual partner.

The example also shows another aspect of the narratives in calls to phone-in radio programs.
All the narratives introduced share a basic aspect. They are all specimen of what Silverman
calls “hearably fragile stories” (1998, p, 93). The stories caller construct are designed to
‘immune’ their ‘version of reality’ from prospected challenge by hearers (ibid.). However,
where callers in the other examples succeeded to immune themselves from challenge to

identities claimed, Abdelwahed in the last example failed to do so.

The last episode introduced in the section shows how categorial reformulation and repair can

be a tricky matter when no culturally available category is fit to describe a situation.

Example 25

Kiflhal 02-11-2015/ (10) (01:11:46)

1 Hasna: lha:1s djali huws anna:: o: lmuhi:m
2 o zzaw3 djali huw— 11i huwa batbah
3 .h je(h)ni txslla C¢lina: whswa <ndu
4 jallah xems [ho:r gsl [i $emans.

5 Host: m:m.

6 Expert: mh hsh, mh hsh,

7 Hasna: txolla ¢litna umfa: >1lmuhi<m:

8 Cajef hjatu: whada:

9 femdina xra, mataj:-

10 ldareszst annahu matajnfeq 31i:h

11: [ldarazst annahu-

12Host: [mataj swwolf[ Cli:h mem ppa?
13Hasna: mataj swwolf[ Cli:h utal ?ahl djalu
14 mem ppa 1l?ahl djals matay ss[wlu:f ¢li:h=
15Host: [m:m.
16 =mattafi hartja: =o:—

17Host: [.h aloy mlli katguli txella ¢li:kum=
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18Host: [o:—

19Host: =ttalsgtu: wlla yi mfa fhal[lu: m—
20Hasna: [ls::11a%

21 hadi hijja Imufkila. mazal mtslladni: |
22Host : [mhm.

23Hasna: [mazal [ma:=

24Host: [mh

25Hasna: =[mahna mzsw3i:n mahna mtslgi:= wsalskin
26Expert: [mhm

27Hasna: o: smajtu: ( [ ) ans ma— dajra fbali an—
28Host: [mfru:gi:n.

29Expert: n(h)am.

The absence of category terms that are culturally sanctioned to provide for a situation leads to
extended talk to reformulate just those inferences that may be drawn from the use of
categorial terms that do not best describe that situation. In the particular extract below, the
caller has recourse to extensive interactional work to explain her incumbency of a category
for which there is no appropriate term, in the sense that there is no culturally available default

term (lines 1-16).

All the talk above is introduced by the caller to describe a social organization that is neither
marriage nor divorce (line 25). The problem is that there is no culturally available term to
describe a husband who leaves his family and lives his own life independently of them. The
caller, Hasna, invokes her husband’s activities to warrant her membership in what might be
glossed as ‘deserted wife’ (line 7). Of course, ‘deserted wife’ is a linguistically available
description, but not a culturally sanctified one. There are no social consequences, nor
assumptions, nor rights and obligations attached to it. In short, there are no category-bound

activities that follow from membership in that category.

When a husband deserts his wife, or vice versa, it is not a fulfillment of a category-bound
activity of a ‘deserter’ but it is rather the non-fulfillment of the category-bound activity of
‘wife’ or ‘husband’. It is for this reason that there is no pair such as ‘deserter/deserted’ the

cluster of which would entail a culturally recognized set of activities.

The case of the category ‘deserted wife’ is similar in this regard to ‘boyfriend’ or ‘girlfriend’.

Relations there are, but no expected consequences follow (like moving together, bringing
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children, etc, in short, normalizing the SRP). Unlike the other categories introduced so far, the
one negotiated through the sequences above are what Jayyusi (1984) refers to as an
‘occasioned category’. It only serves an identity of the caller for the purposes of that call
where this category is consequential for the projected advice-giving sequence. The occasioned
nature of the category is clear in the length of the reformulation sequence above. First, Hasna
describes her situation vis-a-vis her husband to show how that category does not fit her
present situation. Hasna then summarizes the husband’s activities as “txslla Clitna
umfa:” (he deserted us and went away) (line 7). This turn then generates the occasioned
categories ‘deserter’ for the husband and ‘deserted’ for the wife. However, since the generated
categories have no culturally recognized status, the host initiated repair on them by trying to

accommodate them to culturally recognized categories (line 19),

17Host: [.h aloy mlli katguli txslla Cli:kum=
18Host: [o:—
19Host: =ttalsqgtu: wlla yi mfa fhal[lu: m—

In doing repair, Hasna makes clear the unsuitability of that categorization ‘divorced’ as “the
problem” (line 21). She, however, does not provide repair per see; but she just rephrased the
problem as “mahna mzew3i:n mahna mtslgi:n” (we are neither married nor divorced)
(line 25). After a long turn, then, Hasna denies incumbency of the established categories
‘married’ and ‘divorce’ (lines 25). Lacking a shorthand category, then, both Hasna and the
host had to work extensively through many turns to reach agreement just over an appropriate

category to describe Hasna’s situation (line 28).

At the end of Hasna’s extended turn, the host offers the occasioned category “mfru:qgi:n”
(separate) (line 28) and Hasna agrees with the description. Notice, however, how this
categorization merely re-introduces the previous one implied in “txslla Clitna umfa:”.
Its re-introduction displays that the parties have now reached a ‘working consensus’ on the
appropriate category to use. They can therefore proceed with the business of the call that the

repair sequence halted; and this they did.

The last example demonstrates that reformulation and repair are not done randomly but are

geared towards actions that parties to the calls want to implement. The availability of
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culturally and socially sanctified categories provides callers with a handy way to squeeze
referential and descriptive clusters into a single category. In the absence of culturally
available categories, categorization, reformulation and repair can indeed be a tricky business.
To corroborate this, it might be noctived that, had the caller used ‘mfru:qgi:n’ right at the
beginning, it might have been unclear as to how that category describes her situation. There
are many ways a husand and wife can be ‘separated’ than there are for them to be ‘divorced’.
They can live under the same roof yet live separately; they can be physically or emotionally
separated, or they choose just not ignore each other; or do no longer care for each other, etc.
each of these situations can be described as ‘separation’. Had the caller above used the
category right from the outset of the narrative, it might have triggered repair to what exactly
‘seperated’ means. In this sense it is possible to talk of culturally-sanctioned and culturally-

unsanctioned categories.

An example of a category which has fared well toward normalization in the Moroccan society
is ‘single mother’. Calling a woman a ‘single mother’ now brings forth a collection of moral
assumptions, social and legal organizations, and a whole set of what has now become
common knowledge, that go with it. Instead of narrating the whole story of how one came to
be pregnant with a child outside marriage, and narrating the consequences of it socially,
legally, economically, etc., one can use the categorial shorthand °‘single mother’. The
acceptance of occasioned categories as natural therefore tells a lot about the development and

change of cultural values.

Summary

The purpose of the chapter was to study the categorial and sequential aspects of gender work
in the calls to Moroccan phone-in radio shows. Following a somewhat general
characterization of the sequential structure of the calls in section one, section two detailed the
work participants in the programs do to set up the scene as exactly shared, therefore expected,
for a gender division of labor. The social roles women take on (e.g. giving birth to children,
mothering them, and working inside the house) are invoked as natural for parties to calls. It is
exactly where the power of categorization lies— to invoke a world that is ‘natural’ every time

appropriate categories are invoked.

In order to depict that naturalness, one may here draw attention to specific cases where
categorization ‘fails’; if only to press further the argument made in the foregoing discussion.

One needs only think of cases where a husband who chooses to take care of babies and of a
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wife who sustains her family by working outside. In a case like that, the notion that the wife is
‘mothering’ her baby is, for members of the Moroccan society, suspended. The wife is simply
not doing what ‘being a mother’ involves. On the husband’s side, while what he does is
appropriately ‘mothering’, it is hard to refer to him as ‘being a mother’. It is twice as hard to

refer to his activities as ‘fathering’ either.

The ‘unnaturalness’ of roles reversal proves how very gender-linked, and therefore, how
naturally genderized, those roles are. ‘Mother’ and ‘father’ only begin when a child is given
birth within the family; the culturally sanctified division is for women to ‘mother’ and males

to ‘father’ their children.

A similar example, and a more troubling one for that, is the case of same-sex couples who
adopt children. The partners can of course fulfill every role a mother or a father does; but the
difficulty, in fact the unnaturalness, of categorizing them individually as ‘father’ and ‘mother’
is further evidence of the culturally genderized nature of the activities organized around

membership categories.

Within the analytical framework of genderized categories, the third section constituted further
evidence of the taken-for-granted naturalness, within the Moroccan society, of the social
division of labor across gender and across space. That ‘work’ has to be explicitly invoked
marks women’s status only against a culturally natural role of ‘housewives’. The analysis in
the section also showed how women build on their incumbency of the category ‘working
person’ to construct versions of their problems to deal with social and moral dilemmas in
ways inexperienced by men. In sum, the category ‘working woman’ raises social and moral

issues for its incumbents.

Section four claimed that categories have role maintenance boundaries built in them. Doing
categorization is definitely a business of drawing lines between incumbents of different
identities. The boundary maintenance function is enabled by duplicative organization,
standardized relational pairs, and in most genderized categories (husband/wife, father/mother,
father/child, mother/child, etc.). The examples is the section showed that the device ‘family’
makes relevant categories that are divided, in addition to role, with regard to both gender and
space. Woman-cum-wife-cum-mother is expectedly an inside-the house member. On the other
hand, man-cum-husband-cum-father is a membership outside the house v Again, the
unnaturalness of categorical permutations is worth remembering for how stable these

categorizations are.
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Analysis in sections five and six was carried out on similar data as the previous sections but
from a different angle. Section five looked at how categories construct that and only that
identity on which the identification of the problem hinges. This in keeping with a powerful
CA- and MCA-informed caveat: Since people can be categorized in a virtually countless
number of ways, the relevance of a category, like gender, must be shown to be relevant for

members themselves before it is analytically relevant for the researcher.

By way of showing their relevance, the identities invoked by callers were shown to do
specific actions in the context where they were used. One such action is to construct specific
versions of callers’ problems. Since the calls were advice-driven, relevant identities allowed
callers to align prospective advice with the version of the problem presented. Neither the host
nor the expert advised on just any life-area a caller may have problems in, but only those
areas as invoked in the narrative and restrained by categorization. For instance, for a caller
asking about a child’s problem, the knowledge that they are married does not justify the
expert in giving advice on family life in general. However, the expert is justified in using that

knowledge to bear upon any other advice given for the problem.

Callers therefore color the problem as ‘family problem’, ‘work problem’, ‘legal problem’,
‘financial problem’, etc., essentially through categorial work. They invoke their relevant
identity in the problem through that work. Categorization, therefore, carries the seeds of the
shape the problem will take as well as the shape the advice will take. The analysis in section

six has demonstrated how that was possible.

Section seven considered a different, but related, aspect of categorization. It showed how
reformulation and repair display social distance between people involved in callers’ stories.
Like other linguistic aspects — styles, register, pitch, pronouns choice, etc .— the analysis of
reformulation and repair can be studied for what it tells about the social relations of power,
solidarity, and distance. Section seven considered only one such aspect, social distance, but
categorial repair (and its uptake in sequences) can also be studied to measure power and

solidarity in that it constitutes a site where contention is likely to arise.

Overall, the analysis in this chapter makes one conclusion clear. Participants to calls to phone-
ins draw on the structural — i.e. sequential aspcets of the calls, given their overall format—
and the categorical —i.e. descriptive resources provided by the linguistic, social, and cultural

organization of society— to display themselves as sharing the same framework operative in



Gender work 200

the calls. How genderized categories do achieve a common framework in the calls is what is

here referred as gender work.

Notes

'That the expert thought the ‘caller’ divorcee was suggested to me by my supervisor. However, even that
assumption is based on the MCD ‘family’ and orients to the category ‘breadwinner’ as the male’s prerogative in
the first place. The point is that in the absence of explicit categorization of a woman as ‘working person’, the
inferences made about her are related to her default categorization as ‘housewife’.

"In fact, an analysis along the CA/MCA line is needed to track the systematic sequential and categorial
conditions that enable the expert to step aside from situated identity as legal counselor in order to provide
personal opinions and advice.

i might be noted, as an aside, that the choice of ‘sajjida’ (lady), over ‘Imra’ (woman) for example, marks a
greater degree of politeness and a sexual unavailability, aspects that attend social relations between strangers.
In this, the choice of ‘sajjida’ over ‘Imra’ has probably the same underlying motivation as the choice of the
word ‘lady’ over ‘woman’ in English. ‘Lady’ is more polite and is stripped of social connotations associated with
‘woman’. As such ‘lady’ has come to be used euphemistically (Lakoff, 1975) in relation to sexual connotations.
Also, in contrast to example 21 where the reformulation from “had rrazal” to “waldk” was done to bridge the
social distance the former word might conjure, the category “sajjida” in this example is done to widen the
social distance if taken as a tacit reformulation of the category ‘ex-wife’ embedded in Achraf’s self-reference as
‘dirvoced. It can therefore be said that membership category reformulation in talk can be a metric of social
distance between person referents there in.

) agree with my supervisor’s suggestion that the unnaturalness of ‘working mothers’ lingers in traditional
societies only; but | hold that Morocco is semi-modern. ‘Working mothers’ are only tolerated and not fully
naturalized. Housework is still women’s business, which explains why working women assume responsibility
particularly for child-related, problems. The fact that work-wife and housewife are exclusive of each other for
women, in a way that workman and houseman are not, suggests that the Moroccan society is on the way to
modernity, as far as cultural values go, and not a fully modern society.
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Chapter IV: The interactional relevance of gender to talk and its moral character

Introduction

As said earlier in the review, an analyst is bound by the categorization work their data
warrant, and has no right to impose their own categories, unless of course they are willing to
engage in what Schegloff termed an act of ‘analytical imperialism’ (1997, p. 167).
Categorization, it was said, is a “situated accomplishment of social interaction” (Stokoe,
2006, p. 468) that parties to talk achieve. Given such a view of category work, gender is not
omni-relevant as West and Zimmerman (1987) argue (see also Klein, 2011), but is of analytic
importance only when it is demonstrably relevant for societal members in their everyday
conduct. This latter idea is fully embraced by contemporary scholars working in the field of
gender and language, and who use CA and MCA as research methods (See for example

Jackson, 2011).

Embracing that idea entails that researchers study the interactional ways in which gender
affects the outcome of interaction, in addition to its furnishing a cultural backdrop to the
understanding of genderized categories in talk (previous chapter). Besides the cultural
assumptions displayed through members’ use of genderized categories, gender, as a
contextual property, must also be “procedurally related” for the stepwise unfolding of actions
in interaction (Schegloff, 1987a, p. 219), if it is to be warranted an analytical consideration. It
will be remembered that ‘procedural consequentiality’, according to Speer (2005, p. 171), is a
criterion by which the utility of a ‘constructionist’ approach to gender is judged for its validity

(see chapter one, p, 42).

The current view on gender outlined, the present chapter takes up such dimensions of it as
aptly provide for its consequentiality in Moroccan mundane conversations as well as in calls
to phone-ins. The chapter begins by tackling a recently emerging debate resulting from the
consideration of gender and procedural consequentiality. The debate concerns the analytical
grounds for the separation, on interactional grounds, of the linguistic relevance of gender, on
the one hand, from its interactional relevance (Kitzinger & Rickford, 2007; Jackson, 2011).
The difference concretely translates into a distinction between using gender categories to
achieve certain outcomes in interaction, and using gender — because of linguistic necessity —
as a property categories have, including their linguistic marking of the gender of interact ants.
Concomitant to the distinction between ‘linguistic gender’ and ‘interactional gender’ is a

claim that only the latter allows fruitful analytical observations to be made about the work of
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gender categorization in conversation. It is fit to say at this juncture that the body of the

present analytical chapter hinges around this distinction in the following ways.

First, section one applies the distinction between linguistic and interactional gender to data
from the Moroccan Arabic context. It argues, along the lines established by Kitzinger and her
associates’ argument for English, that linguistically-marked gender categorization does not
necessarily mean that gender is relevant to the outcomes of interaction (Kitzinger & Rickford,
2007; Kitzinger, Shaw and Toerien, 2012). To concretize this claim, section one opens with
an empirical exemplification of the sort of issues the differentiation entails for the present

analytical undertaking.

Second, the study of gender for its interactional import permits a detailed analysis of those
actions which are done through talk and that bear on interaction. The study allows one to see
gender not only as one parameter of the intelligibility of interaction (i.e., as a cultural
backdrop), but also to see it, ‘creeping into talk’ (Hopper and LeBarron, 1998), in a way that
is visible in interaction (Klein, 2011). One way to see gender at work is to consider the
relevance of gender categories to everyday moral judgments. It is that line of analysis that

section two takes up.

Section two specifically pursues the moral character of gender work and reveals a world of
what Stokoe and Edwards call ‘mundane morality’ (2012) (also, Stokoe and Edwards, 2009).
Analysis therein details the descriptive and categorial procedures behind, and which allow for,
the accomplishment of gender categorization as part of the task of doing morality, that is, of
holding people up for judgments, evaluations, criticisms, appraisals etc. More particularly, the
analysis traces those talk episodes where the moral character of ‘a person’, upheld for moral
judgmental, becomes related to their gender (Stokoe, 2006). In short then, the section analyzes
the moral aspects of gender categories where those contribute to the action of ‘doing morality’

in interaction.

Taken together, the two sections that make up the present chapter substantiate the claim of
procedural consequentiality — that gender explicitly affects the outcomes of interaction in
ways visible in talk. In addition to that, the chapter illustrates such consequentiality within the
domain of morality. It shows that gender categorization has a normatively moral character,
and is a locus of judgments, descriptions, blame, decisions, etc., that reflexively tie moral
conduct to standards of morality locally defined, as well as invoked, by members in

interactional situations. Mundane morality does not, therefore, involve the application of
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abstract moral reasoning to concrete situations. It does involve, however, the work of
constructing moral principles out of contextual particulars and categorial specifications that
are interactionally constructed. It is here that one can start to appreciate the uniqueness of a
sequential-categorial analysis of gender work. Unlike other essentialist approaches, CA and
MCA do not consider gender an inherent feature of interactants that can statistically be co-
related to types of moral reasoning (Stokoe, Edwards, 2012). Instead, both gender and

morality are interactional achievements— i.e., products of interaction.

CA and MCA study whether or whether not gender bears on interaction; and if it does then
what the nature of its effects is. A said above, this approach stems from the focus of CA and
MCA on sequences in interaction; but also from the fact that gender is not an overarching
factor affecting interactions now and always. After all, people do judgmental descriptions,
evaluations, condemnations, assessments, and all sort of moral work based on all sorts of
categories (Jayyusi, 1984 for a analysis of categorization and moral work, and see Jackson,
2011, Stokoe & Edwards, 2012 for specific analyses of gender and moral work, see also

Nilan, 1994).

In short then, the chapter holds the distinction between the linguistic relevance and the
interactional relevance of gender. The crux of the chapter argues for the primacy of the latter.
First however, an illustration of what linguistic gender means is due, if only to provide the

relevant background for the argument.

1. Linguistic and interactional relevance of gender categories

The first section empirically tackles a contentious point in the literature on gender, CA and
MCA. Briefly, the contention hinges on the following: When and how does gender turn into
an issue for analysis? Are analysts to assume the relevance of gender dynamics each time a
gender term surfaces in member’s talk, i.e., treating gendered-marked words, for example, as
warranting an analytic stance that incorporates gender issues? Are they to assume its
relevance based on the gender of parties to talk? Or are they to assume the relevance of

gender only when members invoke its relevance, regardless of categorical work in talk?

Klein (2011) for example, argued for the omni-relevance of gender as witnessed in the
preponderance of words that refer to men and women in conversation, especially the words
‘man’ and ‘women’ themselves, or some variants thereof (through chains of references). She

argued that since gender is linguistically coded in English, that codification warrants its
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‘system relevance’ if not its action relevant in interaction (Klein, 2011, p. 69). Kitzinger and
her associates, on the other hand (see especially Stockill and Kitzinger, 2007; Jackson, 2011),
hold that gender becomes of analytic importance only at the interactional level,

notwithstanding its linguistic relevance.

Among other things, linguistic gender is ordinarily displayed in personal names, pronouns,
kinship terms and categories. Jackson (2011) analyzed episodes where linguistically gendered
terms, especially categories for referring to persons, were used. She concluded that, even
though gender-marked, such terms did not make gender and issue. According to her [i]t
appears that the marking of gender through linguistically gendered references is the norm...a
kind of baseline noticing that does not necessarily make gender relevant for participants”.

(2011, p. 180)

Furthermore, the differentiation between the linguistic and the interactional relevance of
gender allowed Jackson to incorporate in her analysis what she referred to as “gender-neutral
references that invoke gender” (2011, p. 194); categories which include not only job
references (doctor, player, professor), words like ‘person,” and people, but also pronouns like

‘we’ and ‘they’ (Malone, 1980 chpt 3).

It was said above that the insistence on distinguishing between linguistic and interactional
gender is a analytical step that follows from the kind of theoretical stance MCA and CA
advocate. Within these two approaches, it is the formal organization of, and the actions
embodied in, talk, as demonstrably evidenced in talk itself, which constitute the goal of
analysis. To say that gender is omni-relevant, and to find it in larger or smaller contextual
cues, without tangible proof in talk, is to allow for the kind of contextual laxity that befalls

other approaches (see the discussion on the framework problem (pp. 59-62).

Subscribing to the theoretical stance of CA and MCA, this section shows how the action-
course of a sequence is not always dependent on gender, although gender categories may be
present linguistically in talk (or contextually as interactants can be categorized in males and

females). The detailed analysis of some samples in this section argues for that stance.

Similar to other languages, Moroccan Arabic indexes gender not only through personal
names, but its inflection system marks almost every word for gender. This being the case,
distinguishing between the linguistic and the interactional relevance of gender is as pressing

in Moroccan Arabic as it is in English, if not more pressing.
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For Moroccan Arabic as well, categories can be marked for gender linguistically without its
being an issue for parties to talk. The actions being realized are not dependent for their
realization on gender categorial work. All the examples in this section demonstrate how the
course of actions is separate from any consideration of gender categories; therefore, gender

cannot be said to be relevant. The beginning is with one such example.

Example 1
VOC6-001- (00:00:32)

1 Abdrafiqg: [ozab LLAH o:: [rbbi dar tre:g
2 Salim: [wahd 1lt1bs:nt

3 (.)

4 Salim: wahsad lbent kant

5 k:ddir 1i ziti:d franse

6 kant katgra mGa xti flafak,

7 Hamid: S::,

8 Salim: uhsjja mdik ziha djal mtalsa.
9 wahd lxtra zalha=

10 =hsjja ¢ndha dik lholm temfi lbrra=
11 kaddir lfranse.

12 (1)

13 3a wahod xtsbha mndk-

14 (0.75)

14 dak dik [fi rah madahir

15 flleoxxr ma:txoedlak].

In this example, neither the reference to ‘wahsd 1bsnt’ (line 1), nor to ‘xti’ (line 6), nor
indeed ‘wahad’ (line 13), does make gender a focal point for the interactants. Both ‘wahad
lbont’ and ‘wahed’ are non-recognitionals. As Sacks and Schegloff (1979) demonstrate,
non-recognitionals make no demand on the hearer to try to identify the person referred to,

¢

beyond the fact that such a person exists. ‘xti’, on the other hand, is a recognitional
reference, since it refers to a known person— known by virtue of its being a kin to the speaker.

The import of the categories, and the information they encode are, however, not a matter
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relevant to the action of done in Salim’s turn, which is to secure an “extended turn”
(Liddicoat, 2007, p. 283), where a second story can be told (Sacks, 1992, Vol 2, lecturel p.4).
The excerpt above constitutes then one component of the story that Salim wanted to tell after

Abderrafiq brought his to a close.

Technically, the turn is not a ‘preface’, in Sacks’ words (1986, and also 1992, Vol II, lecture
1) which normally announces the coming of a story to secure a conversational placement for
its telling. It is more of an ‘orientation’ part of the story, in Labov’s terminology (1997),
where speakers established characters, time, and place (Labov and Waletzky, 1967, Labov,
1997). Salim then, jumps headlong in the telling the story without any prefaces. This is so
because the narrative does not occur as a ‘first” story since Salim tells it after Abderrafiq
finishes his narrative. The sequential placement of the story as ‘second’ guarantees its
interactional relevance (Sacks, 1992, Vol II, p. 7). In other words, Salim does not need to

provide for the relevance of the story with a ‘preface’.

Sequentially then, the introduction of the characters is the beginning of the narrative, (Labov
and Waletzky, 1967, Labov, 1997). It gives “some indication of roughly what the story is
about” (Liddicoat, 2007, p. 286) and whom it is about. The formulation at the end of
Abderrafiq’s story (line 1) offers a sequential space where parties to talk may tell another
story that relates to the first; and, in the telling of that new story, demonstrate their

understanding of the first story and what it accomplishes (Sacks, 1992, Vol 11, p. 6).

Obviously then, Salim’s turn falls in a sequential environment where the telling of a second
story is appropriate (Sacks, 1992, Vol II, lecture 1). After the introduction of the characters,
notice how Salim formulates its moral, “dak dik [fi rah madahir fllexxr
ma:txsdCsk[” (They are just appearances that should not fool you), which sums up the
morale, not of the story fo come only, but also displays what analysis he makes of the first
story and the kind of action it does. In other words, both Aberrafiq’s and Salim’s story are
related through a ‘similarity’ of the morale each teaches (ibid). It is that understanding which
the latter makes of the former’s story, and it is that understanding that attaches to the latter’s
yet-to-come narrative. In his lecture, Sacks (1992, Vol 2, lecture 1) takes the analysis of
similarities of conversational first and second stories further towards establishing a general
formal principle by which the similarities can be viewed as an interactional achievement
concertedly organized by parties to talk. Roughly speaking, the principle stipulates that B, as a

hearer of A’s story, actively engages his memory to bring a second story in which B occupies



Gender work 207

the same position A occupies in his. In the example above, Abderrafiq’s entitlement to telling
the story derives from his being, so to speak, a first-order acquaintance (friend) to the main
character. Similarly, Salim’s entitlement originates in his being a second-order acquaintance

in the way explained below.

Taking the above into consideration, the introduction of the characters then establishes the
relational grid organizing their relationship to each other, and to the speaker right at the
beginning. The introduction, in addition, guarantees that subsequent reference to the
characters, via pronoun chains and other expressions, is referentially clear and adequate
through the story. The reference to story characters in gender-marked expressions had the
purpose of clarifying subsequent pronominal use (see Klein, 2011). As Klein (2011) argues,
reference using gender has the purpose of clarifying their subsequent replacement with

pronouns after the initial introduction of categories.

The expression ‘wahed lbent’ (a girl) (line 4) introduces the main character in the story.
The kinship term ‘xti’ (my sister), on the other hand, indentifies the main character with
relation to the speaker (she studied with his sister, line 6), and furnishes the epistemic basis on
which Salim is entitled to narrate the story— i.e. he knows about the story because the main
character, the girl, was his sister’s classmate (line 6). The sister figures in the story as the
basis for the epistemic authority the teller has in telling it. For this reason, the pronominal
chain in the rest of the story, beginning in line 8, is understood to refer to the girl and not to
the sister. The story recipients un-problematically process the pronominal references without

apparent difficulty even though both characters are female.

Interactionally therefore, it is the action of introducing the characters of a story that is
important. Even though the words “wahsd 1lbent”, ‘xti’ and ‘wahsd’ are gender-marked
terms, gender had no further contribution to the action beyond the linguistic indexing of the
characters. It is, in other words, one linguistic parameter of the intelligibility of pronouns in

the story.

Example 2
Gender is also not an issue in the following example, although the action patterns are more
complicated than in the previous one. The excerpt is taken from a long conversation where the

speaker, Zoubir, tells about a girl he encountered a few months ago,
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VOC7-001- (00:00:33)

1 Zoubir: ons ana kangllesb bayi-
2 kangllsb ¢la bsnt nna:s.
3 (5.5)

4 Zoubir: o:h ?

4 Hamid: mo [Cgo:la.

5 Zoubir: [¢la bent nna:s.

Zoubir’s declaration, “kangllsb ¢la bent nna:s.” (I'm looking for a good girl to
marry), is designed to achieve two things. First the declaration serves to clear his ground as to
the meaning, at least to him, of his ‘going out” with the girl he met a few months before. That
is, it is not for fun, and the relationship has a purpose. In addition, the invocation of ‘bsnt

nna:s’ (line 2) sets a benchmark of ‘eligibility for marriage’ for the girl referred to.

The categorization ‘bsnt nna:s’ is a sort of tacit moral evaluation of potentially
marriageable girls, and of which the girl in question is a candidate. It oriented his interlocutor
to gauge the fit between the girl’s description in the conversation, with the standards a ‘girl’

should meet in order to qualify for marriage (a ‘bent nna:s’).

Considering the above, the categorization, ‘bont nna:s’, then exonerates Zoubir from any
impeachment of moral depravity as well as establishes, tacitly and reflexively, a standard to

consider in descriptive work that concerns the girls, if invoked.

Zoubir’s talk continues thus,

6 Zoubir: xddama f kastja:xo bddsbt
7 (1)

8 Hamid: o::,

9 (2)

10Zoubir: walkin axaj Aziz

11 ane ma: fhemtini ?

12 (.)

13 drwifa wzwe::wna txo: bel
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14 bzzaf wdriwifa w-
15 (1)

loHamid: [1ah hh.
17Zoubir: [w ansi dswit.

The personality items cited in the list (lines 13 and 14) are built through an external logic to
the list— they have no shared characteristics except their falling under the rubric, the heading,
‘bent nna:s’ (Jayyusi, 1984 on the construction of lists). As Jayyusi observes, “the items
may 'fit' together [not] because of some family resemblance, some common
denominator...[but] because they all relate to a person or thing external to the list by virtue of
which alone the list was organized” (1984, p. 76). She calls this type of lists “task-related list”
(ibid.). Given this property, the qualities above (lines 13 and 14) are assembled out of a
myriad of other qualities that, commonsensically, could have been added, but were not, added
to the list. Also, Zoubir uses a three-part list that is almost always used when constructing list

in conversation (Jeffesron, 1991).

The qualities are not only hearable as a post-identification of the general categorization ‘bent
nna:s’; but also display Zoubir’s vested interest in the logic of their production— These are
the terms (the qualities) on which he is willing to defend the girl as a member of the category
‘bent nna:s’. The link is guaranteed by the juxtaposition of the category ‘bent nna:s’
(line 2) to the descriptive work that followed it (lines 13 and 14). Also, that the list is locally
assembled is shown in its open-endedness, as is clear first from the cut-off “w-"" (and-) (line
14) and the “w ansi dswit.” (and so on and so forth) (line 17), after the one second pause

(line 15). The items cited became therefore just instances of a general stock.

Given these properties of Zoubir’s list construction, the etcetera-clause in it (line 17) renders
the qualities both potentially defeasible but also potentially defensible. Should hearers
challenge the description “drwifa wzwe::wna txo: bel bzzaf wdriwifa” (nice and
cute very beautiful and nice); or should they argue that these are not important criteria to
qualify someone as a ‘bent nna:s’; or that there are other more important qualities, Zoubir
could retort that any other item is included in the etcetera-clause of the list. It is in that sense
that Zoubir’s descriptive items are at the same time immune from, and open to, challenge.
Hearers can question their relevance; speakers can defend it, and both are interactionally

managed. In short, the expression ‘bent nna:s’ metaphorically stands for a marriageable
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girl with certain qualities that are locally negotiated. Hoever, the expression itself does not

make gender an issue for the parties to this episode even if it is gender marked.

It was noted above that category ‘bent nna:s’ was post-identified by a three-part list.
Neither was the list close-ended and, so other qualities could have been added, nor were the
qualities universal; so disagreement could have arisen. Notwithstanding this openness, one
second elapsed in the conversation (line 15), after the descriptive work was done without the
list raising a gender issue (disagreement over the item of the list for example). Hamid’s turn
“[1sh hh.” was a continuer that marked his forgoing of the turn and orientation to Zoubir’s
talk as unfinished. The continuer is in fact sensitive to an item already displayed by Zoubir in

order to show that his turn was unfinished (the “walkin” (but) in line 10).

Since the list figures between the contrastive “walkin” and the etc. clause, its parenthetical
status allows Zoubir to mark his sensitiveness to the job description he has introduced (line 6)
right after his invocation of the standard ‘bent nna:s’ was introduced. Indeed, the
parenthesis with which Zoubir has opened up the list could be said to orient to the inferential
inappropriateness of the invocation of ‘job’ right after ‘bent nna:s’— that Zoubir treats ‘job

status’ as the criterion for the intelligibility of the category ‘bent nna:s’.

As it stands, the above sketch of the action course of the episode demonstrates its openness
for other potential issues. While it could raise potentially gender-relevant issues, neither party
to the talk pursued arguments concerning, for instance, male criteria of social desirability of
working women, male judgments of female character, female beauty standards etc..Gender

could have been, but is simply not, an issue for the interactants here.

Another way to put this is to say that the expression ‘bent nna:s’ sums up an implicit set of
qualities a female, as a potential candidate for marriage, must have. However, what the
qualities of a ‘bent nna:s’ are, how the qualities translate into a ‘good wife’, and by what
standards girls are separated into ‘bent nna:s’ in contrast to those who do not qualify for
membership in that category; all these issues were glossed over by Hamid’s aknwledgment
token ‘ms [Cgo:1la.’ (line 4) and the continuer “;sh hh.” (line 16), subsequent to Zoubir’s
declaration of intention. As it stands then, the parties to this interaction chose to preserve their
tacit agreement over the relevant aspects of the categorization “bent nna:s”. Alghough the
categorization is imbued with a host of cultural assumptions, the Hamid and Zouhir chose to

pass them by.
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This glossing over is in fact interesting because, as Kitzinger and Wilkinson (2016, in press)
gender-marked words could, but need not, trigger gender issues. The decision whether or not
to pursue them is members’ problems. The problem is not that members do not orient to
gender, they do (and section 2 illustrates that), but it is that they sometimes choose to
disregard gender to pursue other issues that are, for them, more important in the business of

talk. The interactional instances provided above have exemplified that.

Example 3
The examples provided below draw on another aspect of the linguistic relevance of gender.
The categorization work in them illustrates how categories that are marked for the male-

gender are un-problematically used and understood as referring to both males and females.

In example 3, the group categorizations ‘1lwlida:t’ and ‘dra:ri’ are interactionally used as
a cover term for both ‘boys’ and ‘girls’, notwithstanding the explicit linguistic marking of the
two words for ‘male’. This is revealed only in turns that come after the invocation of the two

categories.

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (22) (01:37:07)

1 Host: fin mxs[lja lwlidat?

2 Aziz: [ (bhalli)—

3 (0.5)

4 Aziz: at:hh)?

5 Host: fin x1la :t lwlida:t ?

o Cond 1?2u:m d[jalha?=

7 Aziz: [ (k)txlliheom=

8 =Cond mrt xoha: >wms

9 ma3rft S¢on[d ( ) xoha: ana knfo:f—
10Host: [a:h Cond 1Ca?ila djalha.
11Aziz: ona dra:ri [ans kan[of =

12 Host: [mhem

13Aziz: =koenchu:f mkerfsin.

14Maha: .hh chhal— chha:1 f¢merho:m

15 wlida:t assi:: aziz?

16Aziz: dabs drri::— lbnijjs dabs ¢sndha

17 tegriben [i hda:ch tlGa:m.
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18 udrri: ra: tals¢ dsba: lxsmsni:n.

The host’s initial question “fin mxs[lja lwlidat?” (where does she keep the children?)
(line 1) receives a pertinent answer only after a repair sequence (lines 4 and 5 ). Also, the
question is repeated with a likely candidate answer “Cond 1?2u:m d[jalha?” (with her
mother?) (line 6). The repeated question receives an answer that closes the sequence of
question-answer. However, the question is subsequently modified to allow for uncertainty—
the expression “ma3rft” (line 9). The host then terminates the sequence through the use of
the acknowledgment marker “a:h” (line 10), followed by a TCU that displays the reason she
has asked the question and introduced the candidate answer. Namely, her goal was to check
whether the host of the children is, or is not, a family-member (stranger). This is evident in
the fact that, although the caller has answered the question only in uncertain terms, using
“me3rft Con[d ( ) xoha:” (line 9), the uncertainty is nonetheless acknowledged as
satisfying. The category proposed by the caller “xoha:”, and the one proposed by the host
“12u:m” make relevant the device ‘family’. It is then the children’s keeper’s membership in
the device that was acknowledged by the host and not a particular category therein, hence her

paraphrase “Cond 1¢a?ila djalha.” (line 10).

After the question-answer sequence has terminated, Aziz introduces his assessment of the
children’s well being in terms of an observation (an assessment that was previously

abandoned because it was interrupted, line 9),

11Aziz: ona dra:ri [ans kan[of =
12Host: [mham
13Aziz: =kosnchu:f mksrfsin.

Aziz picked up on the host’s use of the word ‘1wlidat’ and introduces another synonym
‘dra:ri’ (line 11). What both ‘dra:ri’ and ‘1wlidat’ (male-children) have in common is
their linguistic marking for ‘male’, considering that ‘1wlidat’ and ‘dra:ri’ are understood
by Aziz and the host as synonymously referring to the same collection of persons, identified
as Aziza’s children. After that, the host uses the variant ‘lwlidat’ to initiate another

question “chha:1 fCmerho:m wlida:t assi:: aziz?” (how old are your children Mr.
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Aziz?) (lines 14 and 15). It is in the answer to that question that Aziz reveals the true gender

of his children. One child is a ‘girl’ (line 16) and the other is a ‘boy’ (line 18).

Evidently, the revelation causes no comments on the gender of the children and, as such, does
not make gender relevant. Clearly the caller did not orient to the linguistic ‘maleness’ of
‘lwlidat’ in the host’s initial questions; even though he knew the gender of his children as a
matter of course. Likewise, the host does not treat her use of ‘lwlidat’ previously as
problematic; even after the gender of the caller’s children is now revealed (she uses an
acknowledgment token and a continuer, line 19 below). The parties, therefore, do not treat
the gender of the children as important to the series of question-answers here and indeed,

nowhere was the business of the call contingent on their gender.

16Aziz: dabs drri::— lbnijjs dabs ¢sndha
17 togriben [i hda:ch tlCa:m.

18 udrri: ra: tals¢ deba: lxemsni:n.
19Maha: nGa:m mhm,

20Ilham: mhm,

The revelation of the children’s gender occurs in talk when Aziz maps age onto individual
cases of his children rather than in talk where the category ‘children’ was treated as a

collectivity (group).

As an aside, it may be noticed, given the case discussed, that the translation of the words
‘lwlidat’ and ‘dra:ri’ using the English word ‘children’, rather than ‘boys’ right at the
start might not be accurate, semantically speaking. The equation of ‘children’ with ‘wlidat’ is
a retrospective operation that can be done only after Maha’s question about their age forced

the breaking of the group to its individual members.

Had it transpired that the category ‘1wlidat’ contained male members only, the translation
to ‘boys’ would have been more appropriate. Similarly, had the collectivity contained ‘girls’
only, then ‘girls’ would have been the appropriate English word to translate ‘1wlidat’. The
example actually shows that the interactional dimension can in fact add a layer of complexity
to translating transcripts into English, French or another language where a gender-marked

generic word exists. It also shows how the cultural assumptions embodied in talk might be
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distorted by the mere fact of translation. Consider, for instance, how the use of ‘boys’ for a

collectivity that contains both girls and boys would be responded to by an English speaker.

Example 4

In the example above, it was the breaking up of the group category ‘dra:ri’ to its individual
members that brought up the gender heterogeneity of that purely male-marked category.
However, even in the face of that interactional opacity of the word ‘1wlidat’, with regard to
gender, the analyst is in no way justified to build an analytic case for its relevance, since
parties to talk, for whose interest the talk was produced, did not take up issues with what
might appear for the analyst an example of everyday discourse that obscures the visibility of
women. Such use of male-marked words for both ‘males’ and females is quite ubiquitous in
Moroccan Arabic. Regardless of their gender, the collective category ‘1wlidat’ is routinely

used to refer to ‘children’ in general. For evidence, another example is given below,

hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (17) (01:08:58)

Expert: ?odra:ri Jno yaddirs fihu:m=

=1i (huma waslen ltmenta:f lsana=

1

2

3 =11i fajt ltmenta:[ lsans
4 obad%it kay9ra.

5

bnisba lddoku:r bnnisba 1 ?ina:t=

It is the expert in the excerpt above who unpacks the linguistically marked ‘dra:ri’ (line 1)
into male and female members later in the same turn (line 12). Prospectively, then, female
children are part of the referential information in ‘dra:ri’, and this without the word being
problematic for the caller. Again, the linguistic opacity of the term did not translate into an
interactional one. The business of interaction goes on with no noticeable gender issues

uprising to the surface.

Example 5
In addition to gender-marked categories, gender neutral terms can also be used to refer to
gender without making it an issue in Moroccan Arabic in ways similar to those Jackson

(2011) describes for English (also Kitzinger and Stockill, 2007). Neither the topical axis nor
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the interactional one hinges upon the gender-marked categories introduced. The following

example illustrates the point,

Bini obinek 14/02/2016 (09:54)

Guest: .h[h ana daba 11i ken— =
[2::
=11i jemks 1lijjs ngullsk

ana majesmke llija:f ngul lnna:s

ozidi fhalsk=slla.
.h tangul ana awwsl haza

1

2

3

4

5 annahu x11i dak rraszs:1
6

7

8 tangul huwa .h annans nhawlu
9

nzsamCu binsk ubin razlsk.

Prior to the above extract, the caller complained that her husband had an affair with another
woman. The caller reported earlier in the call that she more than once thought about leaving
the household. In the particular excerpt presented above, the expert informs the caller that he,
the expert, advises against such a course of action. However, he does not issue a direct
prohibition to the caller not to quit her husband, but rather attributes to himself the inability to
issue such a piece of advice: “ana majemke 1llija:f ngul lnna:s” (I cannot tell

people) (line 4).

This is indeed a point worth noticing. The expert’s turn is not formatted as a
“should/shouldn’t” utterance with the illocutionary force of getting the hearer do/not do
something. Rather, it is formatted as a kind of telling, or informing, about his inability to urge

a course of action that would result in a person quitting their husband (lines 4 and 5).

This format is sensitive to the seriousness of the action of quitting (given the obvious fact that
it might afterwards result in separation or even divorce). It is likewise sensitive to the fact that
it is the caller who previously revealed her intention to carry the action out, and to whom the
telling implies discouragement, but not direct prohibition. Taking the sensitivity in direct
prohibition into consideration, what the expert achieves by such format is that he avoids some

kind of clash of perspectives, or opinions. He avoids to strongly and directly advise against a
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course of action the caller has already contemplated, but did so only in such terms that might

not appear as blunt ‘order’— he did not say for instance ‘you don’t quit your husband’.

Moreover, in formulating his turn the way he does, the expert makes it visible that his self-
ascribed inability is not occasioned only by that particular case of the caller, but is general to
all the cases where ‘nna:s’ (people) (line 4) are hearably in a similar situation to that of the
caller. In issuing his piece of advice to the collection ‘people’, evidenced by the use of the
group word “nna:s”, the expert displays a principled moral stance rather than a case-specific

advice.

Consequently, by addressing the advice to ‘the people’, the expert invokes two addressees in
the call. One is the caller who was concretely present at the other end of the line, and the other
is ‘constructed’ in the turn as the would-be receiver of the telling, i.e. “nna:s” (people). This
way, the expert directs his prohibition to the caller, as the concrete receiver, only indirectly.
The indirectness is, moreover, enhanced by the use in his subsequent talk of the second person
pronouns in “x11i” (quit-you) (line 5). Whether it refers to the ‘caller’ or ‘nna:s’ is not

clear. What is clear is that it could be exploited to refer to each and to both.

As a consequence, the ambiguity of addressee allows for defeasibility. For it not only
contributes to indirectness, but also to its potential non-applicability for a caller. Since
‘quitting the husband’ was suggested earlier by the caller herself, she can always protest that
her case is special and requires as desperate a measure as ‘quitting her husband’. As a piece of

advice, then, the design of the turn is sensitive to the likelihood of its rejection.

By addressing a collectivity instead of the present hearer, the expert in the above case is
exploiting a common way in everyday interactions to avoid direct clash with the recipient of
advice. Below is a similar example where the caller also complained about her husband. The
expert, afterwards, used a group collectivity ‘tarafajn’ (the couple) when addressing her
advice to the caller. However, the latter pointed out that the problem was not with her, as part
of couple, and was clearly rejecting the application of the advice to herself. The expert then

fell on the group collection ‘couple’ previously constructed to address the rejection.

Lalla zhour 05/06/2015 (00:17:22)
1 Guest: AMATAGUL DABA tangul ksntmsnna

2 .h zzawz djalsk unnas 11i bhalu bech jsemfu=
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3 deba maksngssdek ] nti=nti rak tebfan tatfki

4 mnhad lwad¢ li?nnaki thassa ((talk continues))

It is exactly by directing her previous talk to the couple instead of the caller alone that the
expert is able to displace the hearer from the role of ‘interlocutor’ to a person not addressed
by the talk at all (line 3). Instead, the ‘real’ addressee becomes the husband and people like

him “zzawz djalsk unnas 11i bhalu” (line 2).

The upshot of this is that, in cases of advice rejection, a person using a collectivity as the
intended addressee can always retort to “makengssdskf nti” (I’'m talking about you) or a
variant thereof. Indeed, this is a common way of deflecting hearership in talk where stakes are
high, as in advice about marriage issues. It is then a way of proceeding cautiously (see
Greatbatch & Dingwal, 1998 for a discussion of the management of hearership roles in
marriage consultation services, especially useful is their distinction between ‘hearer’ as

unintended recipient of talk, and ‘addressee’ as the intended recipient).

Going back to example 5, and with the actions done by the turns outlined above, it is now

possible to direct attention to what is specific to the word “nna:s” as used in the expert’s

talk.

Ordinarily, and literally, the word ‘nna:s’ means ‘people’, and when used generically, it
subsumes both males and females under its semantic umbrella. However, in example 5, the
word got its specific meaning not by reference to a linguistic definition, but by reference to
the activities tied to it, and the categories cited prospectively to define the category of people

meant by the word ‘nna:s’. Following is the expert’s talk again,

4 ana majsmks llija:f ngul lnna:s
5 annahu x11i dak rrazes:1l
6 ozidi fhalsk=slla.

Leaving a husband “rrazs:1” can only be performed by a “wife”; and one constitutive-

feature of the category ‘wife’ is her gender as a female. The action of leaving a husband can
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only be performed by a female member. Accordingly, to be a member of the group “nna:s”,

as used here in this interaction, is to be a female person.

The word ‘people’ here is a gendered one (Ktzinger & Stockill, 2007). It hangs on actions
performed by ‘female wives’, towards another one group ‘male husbands’. But even in the
face of such potential relevance of gender, parties to this interaction do not build upon it to
orient to gender in any consequential way. Again, it is one of those cases where issues
pertaining to men and women could, but did not, become the locus of subsequent interaction.

In short, the linguistic gender of the categories did not translate into an interactional one here.

Example 6
In the last example in this section, a detailed analysis is undertaken to show how the action
and gender planes necessarily intersect each other, but only occasionally affect each other;

that is, if parties to talk demonstrably choose to (see section two below).

VOC5-007- (00:20:30)

1 Hamid: fno gatlik hadik a:: ¢sbdessamad

2 Adbessamad: m:m?

3 Aziz: hadik fin tlagitiha fla:fa:k?

4 Abdessamad: fku:n?

5 Hamid: had lbnita 11j dmmertiha shho:=

6 Abdessamad: =a:: e::nnemra wsafi wxdit nnemra djalha

The episode opens with Hamid’s FPP to a question-answer adjacency pair (line 1). He asks
about a female person, given that Morrocan Arabic is inflected for gender (in addition to
number). Instead of stating the person for which the reference is made by name, an
appropriate locally initial reference full-form, Hamid instead uses a ‘locally initial indexical’
“hadik” (that) (Kitzinger, Show, & Toerien, 2012; Schegloff, 1996a). One characteristic of
this form is the absence of referents, since speakers rely on previous talk to establish the
referent. Abdessamad, however, fails, to locate the person intended. This in spite of the ‘she’
inflection of the verb and the demonstrative pronoun ‘hadik’ in “fno gatlik hadik”

(what did that(-she) tell you that-female).
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His failure is demonstrated by his initiation of repair. The generic repair word “m:m?” (line 2)
shows that the previous turn is problematic, but does not specifically locate the source of the
trouble. This leaves open the class of repair work to be done to redress the problem
(Kendrick, 2015). In other words, “m:m?” does not make clear whether the problem is one of
hearing, semantic, lexical deletion, etc.. It is generic. After the utterance of the token “m:m?”,
Hamid is then provided with an opportunity either to treat the problem as one of hearing,
which would make the repetition of the question an appropriate next action; or he can attempt
to figure out what specifically was wrong in his turn and address only those items as requiring

repair.

Noticeably, Hamid’s next turn starts with “hadik” (line 3), which is a repetition of the
demonstrative pronoun previously introduced. As a repairable, the pronoun here displays what
the speaker thinks the problem is, a display that the recipient could either accept or reject,
using, if rejection is due, another repair FPP as appropriate. Otherwise, the turn itself becomes

subject to further repair work (1992a; Kendrick, 2015).

Formally then, the turn “hadik fin tlagitiha fla:fa:k?” is a repairable launched
after the repair initiation item “m:m?”. Clearly, the repetition, together with the description,
demonstrates that he treats the referent of the demonstrative as the problem. Besides repair,
however, Hamid does another action. He asks a new question at the same time that he
provides descriptive information as to whom “hadik” (that-she) refers. The description
“fla:fa:k” (of the university) at the end of the turn identifies the referent of the
demonstrative pronoun, making available the description ‘the girl of the university’. Hamid’s
“the girl of the university” is a repair item that is at the same time embedded in a new FPP to

a question-answer sequence “fin tlagitiha?” (line 3).

‘that girl of the university’ is among the class of what Sacks and Schegloff (1979) call
recognitionals. Implied in recognitionals is the assumption of mutual knowledge of the
referent. In their work on person reference, Sacks and Schegloff (1979) showed that in cases
the hearers are assumed to know the person referred to, speakers use recognitional
expressions that orient to co-knowledge of the referent. In addition to personal names, a
recognitional glass per se, members use other markers of recognition. Examples include kin
terms, and expressions such as ‘the lady I met yesterday’, ‘the guy who called you’, etc.
Similarly in the example above, the identification of the person by location, ‘the girl of the

university’, assumes a shared knowledge. Since recognitionals embody the assumption of
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common knowledge of the referent. Cases where such assumption does not hold are subject to

repair work on a turn-by-turn-basis until recognition is achieved.

Going back to the sequence of interest,

1 Hamid: fno gatlik hadik a:: ¢sbdessamad
2 Adbessamad: m:m?
3 Aziz: hadik fin tlagitiha fla:fa:k?

The sequence follows the same sequential pattern of cases where a recognitional expression
fails. The repair item ‘m:m?’, although an open-class repair item’, is treated by Hamid as
oriented to the non-shared aspect of the assumption; hence the extra information “flafa:k”

to achieve recognition (line 3).

However, the repair item is relegated to the end of the turn, only after a new information-
seeking question “fin tlagitiha” (where did you meet her), and the overall turn is

wrapped in an interrogative intonation contour.

As said above, the turn does double work here. It introduces repair on “hadik” and, at the
same time, checks for its validity as itself appropriate to achieve recognition. In other words,
the initial demonstrative ‘hadik’ could have been followed by ‘dlafa:k’ (that-she of the
university); but given that Hamid is not sure of the status of that description as a ‘fact’ about
the girl meant by ‘hadik’, he chooses to formulate it in a question the factual validity of
which yet to be confirmed by Abdessamad. To understand the double work the turn did, it

would be better to break apart its action parts.

1) That girl you met at the university (the repair)

2) Did you meet her at the univeristy (the question per se)

Given that Hamid is not sure about the location, he offers a candidate recognition expression

— an identification by location — at the same time that he asked about it.

What happened afterwards is repeated below,
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3 Hamid: hadik fin tlagitiha dlafa:k?

4 Abdessamad: fku:n?

5 Hamid: had lbnita 117 dmmertiha shhs:=

6 Abdessamad: =a:: e::nnemra wsafi wxdit nnemra djalha

What is evident is that the smooth flow of talk (from line 1 to 6) was stooped until recognition
was achieved, and it took two repair sequences (lines 2 and 3, and lines 4 and 5). Following
Hamid’s turn at line 3, Abdessamad again treats the repair as referentially problematic using,
this time, a specific repair initiator “fku:n?” (who) (line 4). This may not be surprising given
that the referentially inadequate demonstrative, already problematic in the previous sequence
as a stand-alone recognitional (line 1), is not followed by repair per se work in 3, but rather by
a question to establish the factual status of the repair item(line 3). Neither the demonstrative
nor the allusion to place, ‘faculty’ was sufficient to establish the person referent— beyond the

fact that it was a ‘she’.

As said, it is only after two repair sequences that Hamid offers a piece of description that
refers to a ‘fact’ (line 5), given the affirmative intonation of the turn. It is precisely after the
failure of two recognitionals that a gender-marked word “lbinta” is used. The word
“lbinta” figures in a turn the action of which was to achieve recognition. It is, in addition,
preceded by a ‘demonstrative’ ‘had’, and followed by a characterization of an action done by

the hearer to the referent.

Hamid then used ‘hadik’ in the first turn. In a subsequent turn, he used the demonstrative
‘had’ plus the lexical item ‘1binta’. The word ‘lbnita’ unpacks, or lexicalizes, the
inflectional item in ‘hadik’ and stops at that. This is demonstrated in Abdessamad’s next turn

(line 6), repeated below,

6 Abdessamad:

a:: e::nnemra wsafi wxdit nnemra djalha

First, the TCU “a::” shows the epistemic change of state, similar to the English ‘oh’
(Heritage, 1984a). Abdessamad marks his change from ‘not knowing’ to ‘knowing’ the

referent, and displays that he finally recognizes the referent of ‘hadik’. Second, the TCU
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13

e::nnemra wsafi wxdit nnemra djalha” makes up an answer to the previous
question “fin tlagitiha” (line 3), though not an answer to the original question that
triggered repair. That is, the original question “fno gatlik hadik” was left unanswered.
Abdessamad’s turn is then oriented to an interactional business quite apart from the relevance
the word ‘lbnita’ might have for gender. The relevance of the word ‘1binta’ to the
interaction is linguistic and not interactional. It succeeds in lexicalizing the referent of the

demonstrative and, as a result, in achieving recognition.

The conversational episode demonstrates that the use of the categorization ‘1binta’ did not
make gender an issue, but was recruited for the pursuit of achieving recognition that was, for
parties to the conversation, more important. The example, together with the ones before it,
demonstrate that gender-marked categories can serve interactional issues way removed from
any interests gender analysts might have (e.g. the belittling of girls by using diminutives or

the exploitation of girls for pleasure purposes).

To summarize the argument about the linguistic and the interactional relevance of gender, a
review of the points tackled in this section is appropriate. First, instead of making gender
relevant, the expression ‘‘wahed lbent’’ was used to introduce the main character of a story
in a story preface. The gender of the character was irrelevant to the understanding of the

example as an instance of story beginning.

Second, a set of examples has shown that the words ‘lwlida:t’ and ‘dra:ri’ are
commonsensically used to refer to both boys and girls. Their use as generic categories raises
no problems for members of the Moroccan culture. That such use may be considered an

example of the invisibility of women in language is quite irrelevant for the parties to talk.

Third, in the last example the word ‘1binta’ was used to repair an otherwise problematic
recognitional expression, i.e. a demonstrative pronoun in a repair sequence. Once recognition
was achieved, parties moved on with the business of talk unconcerned about the linguistic

import of the word ‘1binta’ with regard to gender.

The examples analyzed above show that, instead of pulling categories out of their
interactional and sequential context, analysts had better stick to the outcomes of interaction in
order to be able to say anything meaningful about gender. Since the gender-marking of
Moroccan Arabic is one effect of the linguistic requirements (Jackson, 2011), or ‘system’

requirements (Klein, 2011), it does not automatically make gender an issue simply by the fact
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that categories interactants use are gender-marked. Linguistic marking is not ipso facto
interactional relevance. In interaction, more than linguistic marking is required to analyze

gender work.

The existence in data of gender-marked words — linguistic relevance — does not therefore
warrant the existence of gender dynamics, problems, or controversies, disagreements etc., in
talk. Gender may or may not ‘creep into talk’ but only the unfolding of interaction ushers to
its (im)pertinence to talk. Issues of gender are an interactional matter in the sense that no pre-

givens, linguistic or otherwise, settle them prior to interaction.

One result of this view is obvious. For one thing, the distinction between the linguistic and the
interactional relevance maintains an analytic borderline between the interests of researchers
and those of members (Schegloff, 1997). Since, as Schegloff recognizes, ‘“‘sentient
beings...who grasp their own conduct and that of others under the jurisdictions of some
relevancies and not others” 1997, p. 166), analysts cannot supersede the interests of societal
members for the sake of advancing their own. As Schegloff urges (1987, 1991, 1997), and
Jackson demonstrates (2011a), If an analyst claims that gender is relevant theoretically, then
the first analytic step is to show how it is relevant for societal members. If gender is relevant,
then it is necessarily reflected their everyday talk. A theoretical concern with gender should

be grounded in the actualities of the business of talk.

For another, it is not that members do take up issues with gender, it is just that they may have
different stakes in talk. An interest in the workings of gender may not be the primary concern
— if a concern at all— for interactants. As such, the distinction does not preclude the study of
sexism, the exclusion and the devoicing of women, etc., but it does ask of the analyst to be
clear on whether the issues studied are theirs or members’, whose talk the researcher studies.
The distinction between the linguistic and the interactional gender simply asks for more

methodological and theoretical rigor than is the case for other approaches.

To demonstrate the utility of the distinction between linguistic and interactional gender, the
next section focuses on one metric of its relevance in talk. It illustrates the use of gender
categorization in the realm of moral descriptions, evaluations and judgments. The section
shows how gender categories are used as moral categories mobilized to advance specific
courses of action in interaction. What sort of moral actions gender serves is also detailed in

that section. As usual, the discussion is carried on a case-by-case basis.
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2. The moral character of gender categories

It is an ordinary fact of life that human beings are sometimes upheld for moral judgments
based on their gender. This fact is also a point of concern for the social sciences. Gender
Studies, for example, began as a re-action by Feminist scholars to social scientists in general
on moral grounds. As a field, gender studies emerged as a backlash against, and a corrective
to, all the ways women, women’s writings and scholarship, were marginalized based on
putatively ‘scientific’ accounts —historical, social, physiological, and philosophical.
Marginalization on neurological grounds is a late comer which emerged as brain studies

developed.

Beginning with the early feminist scholars, the field developed as some kind of condemnation
of the bias in social studies against women and their exclusion from being subjects of study.
Feminism has developed as a coherent reaction against the ‘unjust’ treatment of women
within and outside academia, and it is in this way that the field has opened up a moral debate
where judgments and counter-judgments are played. It exposed a long-standing male-view of

the world that was harmful to women essentially because it was a ‘male view’.

Gender categorization into ‘male’ and ‘female’ has played the greater part in the development
of Feminism and gender studies. Its effect has propagated to almost every field in the social

sciences.

Wrapping the above ideas in MCA terminology, one can say that gender is therefore
procedurally consequential to the recent developments in the Feminist social science.
Moreover, gender was not only consequential, but also morally consequential, in that the
social scientific discourse about men and women cannot be separated from their relative
treatment within the social institutions. The very categorization of ‘women’ was their

denigration.

Building on the above view, the present section sets up to carry the centrality of gender
categories to the ‘less grand’ field of talk-in-interaction and to study gender, not as part of a
broad theory of morality, but as interactionally relevant to what Stokoe and Edwards refer to
as “local morality” (2012). Using sequential and categorial analysis, the present section seeks
to probe, and establish, the ways in which gender categories play a part, interactionally and
morally, in everyday discourse. Tying gender and local morality, as meant by the Stokoe and
Edwards (ibid.), and adopted here, simply means the management of value judgments at the

interactional level where those values judgments have a gender categorization basis.
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Also, the analysis in this section constitutes an extension and a substantiation of the point
raised in the introduction to this chapter; namely, that there is a distinction between linguistic
and interactional relevance of gender. As such, it both pursues the argument therein and takes

up another thread of the work gender does in interaction— the moral work.

Example 1

The beginning is with the example below, which illustrates what is meant by interactionally
relevant gender as well as constitutes an entry to its moral side. The excerpt figures in a call
that opened with the caller complaining that, after fifteen years of marriage, she discovered
that her husband cheated on her. She called to ask for the expert’s advice on the proper course
of action to take with the husband. The excerpt below begins with the expert starting her

question-answer series.

Lalla zhour 05.12.2015 (15:05)

1 Guest: fufi a: naC:ima hada— kenti
2 katCefrih gbsl ;1lla?

3 Na3ima: Craftu ¢a: muddat [shrajn

4 utzewwazt bih.

5 maSroftu: [ bzza:f.

6 Guest: tayyab.

It was said earlier (pp. 91-103) that guest-experts launch a series of question-answer in pre-
advice sequences. The extract above therefore constitutes the beginning of the expert’s
intervention (line 1), which was cut off midway for the sake of pursuing another action—
establishing relevant facts necessary for the advice delivery. This new pursuit comes in the
form of enquiries about some biographical information about the couple (line 2). In it, the
question “katSsfrih gbsl ;11a?” (you used to know him before no?) is a question about
the status of the couple’s relationship prior to marriage— whether the caller used to know her

husband before they married.

Formally, the turn is a yes/no question with a tag (the “11a2” (no-particle). The falling
intonation on the tag makes it clear that its use in this instance is similar to one type of tags, a

modal tag, identified by Stubbe & Holmes (1995) for English. In this type of tags, the concern
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for the positive face of the recipient overrides the epistemic considerations. Unlike ‘ja: k?’
in Moroccan Arabic, which makes strong claims of certainty, ‘11a?’ has a negative polarity
that makes it possible for the recipient to ‘deny’ the proposition in the speaker’s utterance

with its weak form of certainty.

Formally also, the answer the caller gives is a non-conforming answer. Raymond (2003) calls
a conforming answer to a yes/no question one that employs either a ‘yes’ or ‘no’, or some
variant of them, as an answer. Any other answer is ‘non-conforming’ and it does extra
interactional work. In answering the question, the caller provides more information than a
yes-or-no required. This ‘more’ came in the form of a delimitation of the length of the
courting period before marriage. The provision of the specific time-period in the yes/no
question does extra work and orients to an issue other than ‘answering’ conformingly. This

issue will be taken shortly after considering other sequential characteristics of the episode.

Instead of a short yes/no answer, then, the caller gives information that concerned a time
period. She first specifies that she had known her husband for two months (line 3) and
immediately says that she did not know him long enough (“maCreftu: [ bzza:£.”) (line
5). Whatever the introduction of the time-period and the comment did was clearly accepted at
that point as an answer, since the expert produces an acknowledgment token “tayysb.”
(alright) (line 6) as an uptake. The acknowledgement token “tayysb.” then registered the
answer and marked the closing of the first round of the question-answer sequences.
Proceeding in the conversation, the expert initiates another question. As FPP, that question

ushered to the beginning of a new adjacency pair.

7 Guest: uha:d xmssta:fr Ga:m

8 kan kejdi:r had ssulu:k ajdan

9 wolla jolah bda mufaxxaran,

10caller: maSomri [ddi:t ¢li:h tsa:wsr tal daba.
11 ( (sobbing))

12Guest: waxxa 9:: naf¢ima rexfi ¢la rassak

13 ma:tzejri::[.
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Whereas the expert’s first question relates to the couples pre-marital relationship, her second
question was concerned with the marital-period itself. The expert asks about the husband’s
behavior during the period of marriage (lines 7 & 8), whether the caller had caught him
cheating during the period they stayed together, or whether it began only lately in the
relationship (line 9), “uha:d xmesta:fr Ca:m kan ksjdi:r had ssulu:k ajdan
wolla jolah bda muGaxxaran,” (and in those fifteen years has he been doing that

behavior too r has he just started lately).

In moving temporally from the courting period through the marriage period and until the
present, the expert is scanning the couple’s personal history for a precedence of cheating on
the part of the husband. She is, in other words, rummaging through his personal historical
record for instances of cheating, or signs thereof, as the wife, given her epistemic privileges in
the SRP ‘husband/wife’, may have witnessed during the time she had known him, either prior

or during marriage.

In her answer, however, the wife does not explicitly deny the absence of any precedence of
‘cheating’ but points to fact that, up to the cheating incident she is now reporting, she has
never run across evidence of any specific kind, e.g. photos, that may have convicted the

husband conclusively (lines 10).

This time also, the caller’s answer was a non-conforming one, and its content was ambiguous
in so far as it did neither confirm nor disconfirm the charge of cheating in the expert’s
question. The caller’s answer could either mean that she was certain her husband was cheating
but she never found any proof; or that she did not think he was cheating until now that she
found a proof (the photo). Either way, it may be noticed again that the answer is registered
through an acknowledgment token “waxxa” (ok) (line 12), which marks the closing of this
second sequence of question-answer. With this second round terminated, the expert’s talk

continued thus,

14 Guest: s:: mfa 1¢asaf Dbku:l Casaf

15 kajn nu:¢ mn rza:l kajxelli lmra fddar
16 m¢a wladha wkajbda jgsllsb fzwajsh xri:n.
17 .hh [fa: maCraftf had sjjed kifaf=

18 Caller: al:h ((talk continues))
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At the end of the second adjacency pair of question-answer, the expert therefore launches into
descriptive work (line 15), through which she displays what she makes of the answers the
wife has given. Since the import of the previous questions was to establish a precedence of the
husband’s cheating in the history of the couple, and since that attempt failed, notice the shift

from the historical/personal to gender in the expert’s utterance. Here is the turn repeated

below,
15 kajn nu:¢ mn rza:l kajxelli lmra fddar
16 mGa wladha wkajbda jgsllsb fzwajsh xri:n.

Her utterance ‘there exists a type of men that leaves off their wife at home with her children
and starts looking somewhere else’ (lines 15 and 16) was a moral judgment, not of the caller’s
husband alone, but of a ‘type of men’ who search for women outside the marital relationship.
The invocation of “1mra” (wife) and “kajxs111i” (abandons) makes the object of ‘looking
somewhere else’ clear. A man who forsakes his wife and starts looking somewhere else,
“wkajbda jgsllsb fzwajsh xri:n.”,is hearably searching for other women. Since the
expert condemned that specific type of men (line 15), a gender categorization; and since the
condemnation occurred within a context of moral judgment of a specific man (the caller’s
husband), the gender categorization ‘men’ therefore guarantees the hearability of the moral
judgment as applying to the husband by the hearer’s maxim. Two categories ‘type of man’
and ‘husband’ could be heard as belonging to the same device ‘male’. Recipients hear them

that way.

The outcome was, therefore, an implicit moral denunciation of the caller’s husband as an
instance of, or a member in, the ‘type of men’ explicitly denounced— the kind of man who

forsakes his wives and cheats on her back.

The moral judgment, in other words, has its basis in the gender of the husband through his
membership in a ‘type’. Jayyusi (1984, p. 25) shows that type categorization, [i.e. type +
category], involves the moral evaluation of a person by reference to a group whose features
are locally constructed for the purpose of the evaluation, which provides the explanation

required to condemn that person.
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As Jayyusi argues, “[t]he description of the type...proceeds through the production of a list of
traits and practices” (1984, p. 23). In the present case, the expert’s production of the type
category is based on gender, and the list of traits and practices is predicated on that category:
a type who forsakes wife and children and cheats. What links the caller’s husband and the
group-type together is not membership in a professional category, doctors, lawyers, etc. or
membership of class category the rich, the poor, etc. or any other group membership, but their

common denominator as members in a gender category.

It is in this sense that the husband’s practice, as a man, and as reported by the wife, is morally
deplorable. The ‘type categorization’ and the practices attached to it are constructed as

morally deplorable.

Following from that, the important point, as Jayyusi observes, is that ‘type categorization’ and
its predicates are locally constructed for the purposes of the action in situ. The descriptions, in
other words, could be predicated on any other category and not necessarily on the type
invoked (ibid). For instance in the excerpt above, the judgment may sensibly apply to a type
of doctors, of farmers, of politicians, of the non-religious, or indeed any other category, were
any of them made relevant by the expert. However, what was constructed by her was a
‘gender type’ that was subsequently linked to a set of activities of one of its members. As was

said, the result is a moral condemnation on the basis of gender.

To see in what way gender, and gender alone, is relevant in the example cited, notice that
although any other category (doctors, farmers etc.) would still refer to a male by dint of the
features attributed (forsaking wife and children is hearably as done by husbands), any other
categorization does not invoke ‘maleness’ as the feature upheld for judgment. No other
categorization makes gender conspicuously relevant. A ‘type of doctors’, for instance, would
make relevant their profession categorization and not their gender. In short then, the moral
condemnation of the act of cheating here has a gender basis. It is the cheater’s maleness which

is the explanation for his act of cheating.

Here then is an instance where gender is relevantly invoked as the basis of a moral judgment.
A ‘type of men’, as a gender group, is hearably mobilized for the sake of ‘doing’ moral

condemnation of the caller’s husband.

One last point, also observed by Jayyusi (ibid.), is that the moral judgment and the description

are not separately presented. Type categorization is not merely a description of a ‘state of
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affairs’ (i.e. what people do), but the description itself is a moral judgment. It is perhaps for
this reason that the expert, before constructing the gender type and appending the description
to it, issued a condemnation tokens “mCa 1Casaf bku:1 Casaf” that emphasized her
stance vis-a-vis the type. The moral judgment of the ‘men’ was done in the very terms of the
description. The categorization, description and the moral evaluation are one and the same

thing.

Going a little backward, it is now possible to see how the expert has incrementally built upon
the series of question-answer in order to arrive to the moral judgment. Sequentially, the moral
judgment issued comes on the heels of two previous sequences whose import is to establish
historical evidence of cheating, and which the wife is entitled to give, given her epistemic
rights in the SRP ‘husband/wife’. After the delineation of the moral work gender does in this

instance, the import of the series of question-answer can be fully explained now.

In asking about personal history, the expert’s purpose was twofold. First she tried to check
against evidence if the present instance of cheating was not news to the wife. Supposedly, if
cheating was not news, that non-newness would itself constitute an explanation for its
recurrence— he had done it before and, therefore, he was likely to do it again. Considering
this, the action of the question answer sequence can therefore be glossed as ‘the search for
character explanation for the cheating’ (Jayyusi, 1984). It is quite likely that had the questions
in the previous two sequences been answered in the affirmative, the explanation for the
husband’s behavior would have been personal and related specifically to his character, either

before or after marriage, rather than his membership in the category ‘men’.

The caller’s answers themselves demonstrate that the expert’s questions were concerned with
a search for character. Their import was quite sensitive to that search. The first sequence is

repeated below,

1 Guest: fufi a: naC:ima hada— kenti
2 katCefrih gbsl j1lla?

3 NaCima: Croftu Ca: muddat [shrajn

4 utzewwoazt bih.

5 maSroftu: [ bzza:f.

6 Guest: tayyab.
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The caller’s first answer is composed of two parts. The first part “Creftu Ca: muddat
fehrajn utzewwezt bih.” (I knew him for two month and I married him) offers a
specific time-period of the pre-marital relationship. The second part, “maCreftu: [
bzza:f.” (I did not know him for too long) offers an ‘evaluation’ of that time period. Not
knowing someone for too long does not mean that the wife did not know her husband long
enough as to know some basic biographic information about her then-suitor (name, age,
profession, etc.). Rather, ‘I did not know him for too long’ before mariage orients to the fact

that a two-month period courtship is not enough to adequately know someone’s character.

It was this assumption in the caller’s turn that the expert acknowledges. As such, it was the
recognition of that assumption in the question which constituted the extra work of the caller’s
non-conforming answer. Clearly, the wife’s answer is minutely sensitive to the ‘character-

knowledge claim’ embedded in the question, and which a simple ‘yes’ answer would confirm.

Since the first attempt for explanation by character has failed, the expert continues her search

for an incident of cheating. The second adjacency pair which shows this is repeated below,

7 Guest: uha:d xmssta:fr G¢a:m

8 kan ksjdi:r had ssulu:k ajdan

9 wella jslah bda mufaxxaran,

10caller: maComri [ddi:t ¢li:h tsa:wsr tal daba.

Sensitivity to character-knowledge claim is also found in the caller’s second answer
“maComri fddi:t Cli:h tsa:wer tal daba.” (I never found something against him
until now). Importantly, while the answer seems to tacitly acknowledge that fifteen years of
marriage are more than enough to know the character of one’s partner — a logical assumption
the wife cannot deny — she denies instead the existence of evidence to prove that the husband
has engaged in any questionable behavior that would lead to establishing his character as
cheater. (The ambiguous denial, referred to above, may have resulted from the character claim

implied in the question and resisted by the answer’s non-conformity).

It was after this two-round question-answer series that the expert launched a moral evaluation.

It was after the absence in the husband’s history of instances of cheating that the expert
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invoked gender as a “collective attribute categorization” (Jayyusi, 1984, p. 35) to explain the

present instance of cheating the caller reported.

Instead of character explanation, then, the expert resorted to ‘explanation by categorization’
(Jayyusi, 1984, p. 35), when biographic evidence failed to provide an appropriate reason for
the husband’s cheating. Gender was therefore her last resort to explain his behavior: The
explanation by categorization may be glossed thus: He cheated because he is a type of man

who cheats.

This way, the reason the husband cheats on his wife lies outside their marital relationship
altogether. It is not marital problems, personal propensities, psychological or social problems
that the husband may suffer that has caused the problem (nowhere in the call were these
issues raised). Instead, it is the claim of his being a type which generates moral judgments of

character based on group membership in ‘men.” As Jayyusi argues, it is

that those activities performed, and habits engaged in, by particular individuals
categorized under 'type' rubric do not find their various explanations in their

biography: they become de-historicized (1984:25).

In short, it is gender, as a categorization independent of people’s history, that does the moral

work in the excerpt above.

Consequently, one way gender intervenes in interaction is by providing an “explanation by
categorization”; that, it is not “by virtue of a specific reason or grounds but simply by

reference back to the 'type's' attributes, i.e. class features” of gender (Jayyusi, 1984:35).

One corollary of this ‘evaluation by gender-categorization’ is that it does not follow logico-
semantically from the categories invoked. Being a type of man does not presuppose or
presume cheating; but the category and its feature are assembled locally for the moral
evaluation of the person thus categorized. It therefore constitutes part of mundane reasoning

(Jauyussi, 1984) in the service of mundane morality (Stokoe & Edwards, 2012).

Evidence that the categorization and the moral judgments are ‘assembled object’ is found in
subsequent talk in the same call. In a moral judgment issued later, the expert ‘de-gendered’
(Kitzinger & Rickford, 2007: 219) the practice of cheating by using, this time, a more general

categorization “baCd nna:s” (some people) (line 7),
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1 Guest: .hh ukanGtaged mlli tajgullsk

2 mana maSarsf| kifa:[

3 ffi:ta:n w::ysrni wshada=

4 =ana kanden anna >hadf[i rahwa tahwa<
5 mamgtana$f bhad 1 [[i:

6 uma [1 mabayik[ mafi bayi tjbsdlsk

7 .hh innama:: a: kajen batd nna:s

8 11i:: nnazawa:t tatsylsthum

9 umakajhskmuf la¢gsl djalhum rakter

((talk continues))

It is important to register how the exploitation of the properties of categorial knowledge and
activities has enabled the defeasibility of the moral judgment, and, in the course, made them
local, rather than universal. Notice how the de-gendering is done. The use of ‘baCd nna:s’
(some people) makes explanation by gender categorization entirely irrelevant. The
specification ‘type of men’ was replaced by ‘type of people’ to do the de-gendering (line 7).
Had members pursued the question why ‘some people’ cheat on their partners, the list would
include all sorts of social and psychological reasons other than gender; for it would then be as
odd to say ‘because people men’ as to say “because people are doctors™— gender

categorization would become as irrelevant as categorization by profession.

Example 2

Continuing with the relevance of gender to mundane morality, the next example also
constitutes a case where the assembling of category and judgmental work is evident. The
excerpt is taken from talk among friends around table after dinner at Abdessamad’s house.
Prior to this sequence, Samir was telling the others about his relationship with a girl that he
had met and who used to support him financially, at a time he was broke and his pay was not
dispensed yet. Earlier in the story, Samir mentioned that the girl ended their relationship
because of his refusal to see her father. The breaking up happened soon after the financial

situation of Samir got better after his reception of back pay.



Gender work 234

VOC4-002 (00:01:00)

1 Hamid: waxxa xssak dirlha [i kado=

2 =wrozu:la

3 =wkajna wlla lla axa]j S(sbssamad?=
4 Abdsmd: =kajna.

5 Samir: wa:: maktabf °maktab/f°

Sequentially, Hamid’s turn is made up of three TCUs (lines 1, 2, and 3). The first is addressed
to Samir, in which the latter is strongly urged to offer his girl friend a gift (line 1). Apparently,
the second is addressed to both Abdessamad and Samir, where the reason for the suggestion is
specified as “wrozu:1a” (manly) (line 2). The third TCU seeks Abdessamad’s agreement

on both the suggestion and its rationale (line 3).

Specific to this example is that the three TCUs are latched to each other (the = sign in
transcript). Interactionally, what it is latched are both the suggestion and the grounds on

which it is made, along with an agreement-seeking ‘yes/no’ question.

Knowing that ‘latching’ is one technique to withhold speakership after a TRP (Transition
Relevant Place), and to secure another turn (Liddicoat, 2007; Schegloff, 2007a), Hamid used
it both sequentially, to prevent turn transfer, and interactionally to prevent potential

opposition to the action of the TCU (i,e. the suggestion).

Hamid then is sensitive to the fact that, has he presented the suggestion with no rationale, the
next speaker after line 1, either Samir or Abdessamad might, for example, question the reason
a gift should be given after a break up. The second TCU is therefore latched to the first so as
to preempt any potential contribution by hearers. The third TCU is then latched to the second.
In it, Samir seeks to ensure Abdessamad’s agreement with the rationale proposed in the

second TCU.

It is interesting to note that the reason is given for the suggestion is an abstract noun,
“rozu:la” (manly). To consider the work it does notice that, were Samir to comply with the
suggestion, then his act would be a ‘manly act’ because, evidently, the rationale proposed

specified that the action of gift-giving be heard as tied to the collection ‘manly practices’. But
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Hamid did not explicitly invoke the category membership ‘man’ for Samir to show the latter’s
case as impertinent to the suggestion. Instead, he relied on the taken for granted knowledge of

all the parties that Samir was such a member.

Given this oblique reference to Samir’s gender, Hamid’s turn can be read as a construction of
moral reasoning with two premises, one explcit and one implicit, and a conclusion. Here is a

gross characterization of the reasoning implied,

1) A man performs manly practices.
2) Samir is a man.

3) Therefore, Samir should make his girlfriend a gift

Using the abstract noun explicitly (premise 1), and relying implicitly on the known gender
category of the recipient to do the rest (premise 2), Hamid was able to morally bind Samir to
gender by urging him to exercise a manly act, while he at the same time avoids any negative

implication to his gender categorization were he, Samir, to choose not to perform the act.

This management of the moral implications through the careful selection of the premises is

detailed in the paragraphs below.

1) A man performs manly practices.
The action of gift-giving is hearable as tied to acts that men engage in. As with type
categorization earlier, there is nothing in the utterance ‘rozu:1a’ that makes the act of gift-
giving follow from it, either logically or semantically. It is not even a culturally expected
manly practice (gifts are in fact given by men and women to each other for a variety of social
reasons than being part of manhood). Tying the action of gift-giving to the collection ‘manly
practices’ as its rationale constitutes here an instance of what Jayyusi calls ‘category-
generated activity” (Jayyusi, 1984:37). These are categories and activities that are constructed
for the occasion, locally, and are based on the relevant categorization of a person invoked at

the moment of their construction.

As said earlier, that a person should give his girl friend a gift after their breakup does not
follow logically or semantically from the fact that this person is a man. Hamid’s suggestion of
gift-giving is then only tied to ‘manly practices’ for the purposes of the interaction. In short, it

is an instance of practical mundane reasoning.
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2) Samir is a man.
Since manly practices are expected of the category ‘men’ it is only one small step, that of
noticing the obvious (Samir’s gender), to see how the performance of the activity applies to
his case; and the relevance of that rationale to him on that occasion. Naturally for members to
that episode, Samir is bound to act manly by performing manly practices which his gender

imposed on him.

3) Samir should make his girl friend a gift
However, what makes up manly practices is not pre-defined in advance, but is up for
interactants to define at the moment of interaction. Hamid constructs the action of gift-giving
as such practice for the purposes of that interaction. It is in this sense a category-generated

activity (Jayyusi, 1984).

Now, one property of category-generated activities is their “open-texture”, which refers to the
fact that what features a specific group has are open-ended and thus open for disagreement

among members (Jayyusi, 1984, p. 39).

What is open for disagreement in the example above is the membership of the act of gift-
giving in the device ‘manly practices’ and, clearly, not the membership of Samir in the device
‘gender’ (i.e. his maleness). In other words, the parties could disagree as to whether or not it is
manly to comply with the suggestion, and not whether or not Samir is a man if he complies

(or does not comply) with the suggestion.

In order to see what is at stake, consider the implications of Hamid’s argument if Samir

refuses to, or chooses not to, accept the moral principle implied in the suggestion.
1) He did not give a gift to the girl, so that is not a manly practice.
2) He did not give a gift to the girl, so he is not a man.

Clearly, 1 is the result based of the first premise above — that gift-giving is a manly practice,
which is understandably open for contention. Hearers could disagree with the premise and
Samir could, if he wished, argue against the premise, without his objection referring directly

to his categorization as a man.

On the hand, the logic in 2 invokes directly Samir’s gender in order to pass a judgment that

evidently tints his moral character a man. This being the case, 2 could lead to disaffiliation,
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even escalates to antagonism if meant seriously, as indeed the expression ‘not a man’ is

routinely used as an insult— insulting a man by denying him his gender identity.

The above analysis of the moral assumptions in Hamid’s suggestion makes it possible to see
how it was strategically assembled and was sensitive to gender categorization and its moral
implications. If Samir chose, for example, not to give his girl friend a gift, that action —of ‘not
giving’- would of course not be part of the collection of ‘manhood practices’, but would not
deny him gender-category membership in ‘men’. The use of the abstract noun ‘rozu:la’
was, therefore, sensitive to the commonsense fact that evaluation of persons is stronger,
morally speaking, than the evaluation of practices. For a man ‘not be a man’ is morally more

pejoratively implicative than for a practice to be ‘unmanly’.

There is more to the organization of the above excerpt that shows how its conversational
structure was finely tuned to suit the moral basis for the suggestion Hamid urged at the
beginning of the sequence. Particularly, its structural organization is strikingly similar to the
widely known organization of “insert sequences” that generally take the following form,

(Liddicoat, 2007: 144).

A: FPPyase
B: FPPjnsert
A: SPPinsert
B: SPPpase

Consider the example (Liddicoat, 2007: 145),

(26) [Lunch]
Harry: Aren’t you supposed to go up there FPPy.ase
with John though?
Joy: Wha’' ? FPPinsert
Harry: Y’ aren’t goin’ up there with John. SPPinsert

Joy: na:h that fell through weeks ago. SPPhase
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The similarity is then clear if Hamid’s turn is broken into its constituent TCUs,

1 Hamid: waxxa xssok dirlha [i kado= FPPy.

2 =wrozu:la

3 =wkajna wlla lla axaj Cobdssama:d= FPPinsert
4 Abdsmd: =kajna. SPPinsert
5 Samir: wa:: maktab[ °maktabf°® SPP,...

Insertion sequences point to a general principle in mundane conversation. That is the principle
of contiguity (Schegloff, 2007a, p. 15). In conversation, Sacks et al. (1974) demonstrate, there
exists a preference for FPP and SPP in an adjacency pair to be contiguous. In adjacency pairs
where insertion occurs, the preference for contiguity is maximally preserved for the insertion
sequence (FPPjnsr and SPPjert) at least, leaving the second part of the base sequence

pending. (Notice that an organization such as FPPy,se, FPPipsert, SPPphase, SPPinsert Wwould make

parts of neither pair contiguous).

What is peculiar to the example above is that it is the same speaker who produces both the
FPPy,s. and the FPPj.r. However, the speaker selected next is different in each FPP. The
FPPy,s. selects Samir and the FPPj: selects Abdessamad as next speaker. Given the
contiguity principle, Abdessamad had the right to speak after the TRP of the FPPijser,
producing the SPPj,s (line 4). The explicit selection of Abdessamad by first name (line 3) as
next speaker consequently blocked the way for Samir to respond only to the first TCU in

Hamid’s turn— that is, to respond to the suggestion only.

Formally, the FPPjy is @ ‘yes or no’ question “wkajna wlla lla axaj SCebdssama:d”,
designed to prefer a ‘yes’ as a type-conforming answer (see Raymond, 2003). On the action
level, the turn is an agreement-seeking action that as Pomerantz (1984) has demonstrated,
makes agreement the preferred next action. In all, Hamid’s turn (line 3) maximizes the
chances for a yes-answer, and it is a yes-answer that Abdessamad produces. He answers with

2

“kajna.” (yes) (line 4), an answer that is both type-conforming and action conforming

(Raymond, 2003)
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In all then, taking the above formal considerations into account, it can be said that the
technical design of the FPP;,;t served an interactional purpose. Through it, and the order of
speaker-selection it enforced, Hamid was able to secure the agreement of Abdessamad first

before Samir could respond to either to the suggestion or its ground.

Given that both the suggestion and its rationale were matters that could be challenged by
Samir, the person to whom they were directed, securing the agreement of Abdessamad in the
insertion sequence, before Samir could interfere with a SPPy,s., made any potential challenge
on Samir’s part difficult, for it would mean that he was challenging not one, but two

interlocutors; and on a matter on which they both agreed.

Furthermore, it would mean that he was challenging his interlocutors on a matter-of-course,
for, as Raymond claimed, type-conforming and action-conforming answers to a yes-no
question — what Abdessamad produced — do not treat the import of the question as
problematic in any way for the hearer. In the case above, the import of the question was the
construction of a chain of moral reasoning through a category generated activity: that a man,

qua a man, should do manly practices.

The analysis of the example above has shown how the design of Hamid’s turn exploited the
conversational structure of insertion sequences to affect a particular order of next-speakers
that in turn guarded against any potential challenge to the moral principle he constructed
using a gender category— giving a gift to the girl friend who supported you is a manly
practice even if the relationship is long since it ended. The categories ‘men’ and ‘manly

practices’ figured centrally in this piece of mundane moral reasoning.

Example 3

The next conversation illustrates another way in which the two categories of ‘men’ and
‘manly practices’ can be used as morally-imbued categories. Whereas in the previous example
the categories were used as the reason for advising a particular action —giving a gift to a

girlfriend— the present one illustrates its use by the same speaker for blame distribution.

Since the moral work in the example is done through long strings of sequences, the excerpt
will be broken down in order to show the ways its structural organization allowed one

member to do blame distribution via gender.

Prior to the episode reported below, Thsan was telling his two friends Hamid and Kamal about

how he lived comfortably at the expense of his many girlfriends thanks to his ability to



Gender work 240

conquer both hearts and purses. He narrated one of his adventures with a girl who used to give
him money and pay for his telephone bills. The topical axis of the example concerns that sort

of behavior. The excerpt begins with Hamid’s intervention in Thsan’s narrative.

VOC12-001

1 Hamid: kife[ katzi ktlte:k 1lflu:s?
2 (1.2)

3 Ihsan: kaddewwsr m1C:aja.

4 (2)

The sequence (lines 1 & 4) is an insertion sequence — inserted in the narrative — which is
composed of a question-part and an answer-part. What ties the two parts is not simply their
juxtaposition one next to the other, but the obligation on the part of the hearer of the FPP to
effectuate repair in the SPP that necessarily ties to the type of work required by the FPP.

In the example, once Hamid produces the question part (line 1) it becomes incumbent upon
Ihsan to answer. Ithe did not answer, he would be held accountable for not producing a SPP.
Ihsan then orients to the accountability of not-answering in his answer after an extended
period of silence (1.2 seconds), the content of his answer shows his orientation. It is a
‘paraphrase’ of the part of Hamid’s turn which required clarification, substituting, with
grammatical adjustments made, “kaddswwer mtS:aja.” (she tips me) for “ktCte:k
1flu:s” (she gives you money). Even if circular, then,, Thsan’s answer complies with the

structural requirement for a SPP.

Hamid’s question “kifs[ katzi ktSte:k 1flu:s?” (what do you mean she gives you
money?), demands repair on a previous utterance (not shown here). What is important is that
the repair does not relate to a hearing problem. The question “katzi ktCte:k 1flu:s”is
one of a class of repairs initiated with “interrogative + partial repeats of previous talk
(Kendrick,2015, p. 170). Given its content, the initiation of repair with “kifa ™ (how come)
requests clarification on the action reported — of money giving. It works in a similar way to
the why-questions which, as Sacks (1992) shows, require an account be given for some action
reported. In asking for an account, Hamid’s repair initiation clearly orients to blame and

responsibility.
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Notice also that ‘how come?’ is open with regard to the kind of information it requests and, as

such did not exclude others actions besides account-giving as appropriate next action.

Requests for accounts and clarification from interlocutors holds them accountable for doing
the actions reported. The implication in account requests is that what interlocutors report
somehow violates an expectation. In the example, the nature of the expectation violated
becomes clear only in subsequent talk (extract below); and concerns the expectation that
‘men’ do not take money from girls. As such, the moral principle behind Hamid’s initiation

of repair is brought to the front subsequent to the repair sequence.

5 Hamid: hadi rozu:la dabe kaddewwsr mfa:k hijja bsnt ?
6 Ihsan: ‘ufnu®,
7 (1.2)

It now becomes obvious that, for the two participants in the conversation, what is at issue
relates to the moral implications of Thsan’s action for his gender. The issue can be glossed as
‘whether or not a man should take money from a girl’. As with the previous example, the aim
is to show how gender is central to the way participants discuss the moral dilemma they face

in this interaction and how, given its centrality, it is consequential for how talk unfolds.

Similar to the repair sequence above, it is interesting that following an FPP of a question-
answer pair (line 5), Ihsan answers the question only minimally using one word “°ufnu®,”
(why not). His answer can be read as dodging the moral principle explicitly invoked while
complying with the structural requirement to give an answer. It can thus be considered a face-
saving response, structurally speaking, due to its minimum form. What Hamid makes of this

minimum response is talk that comes after the above sequence; and which run as follows,

8 Hamid: rozu:la hadi axaj kam[al?

9 Kamal: [weollah ma rozu:la.

Even after the second sequence of question-answer was brought to a termination (lines 5 and
6), as the pause makes clear (line 7), the moral accountability of Thsan’s action is brought up

in a new sequence. This shows that the categories Hamid used to construct his blame are still
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2 G

relevant— the categories of ‘manly practice’ “rozu:1a”, ‘girls’ “bant” and by extension

Thsan gender as man.

By bringing the moral question to the surface of talk again, Hamid takes it, and displays to his
interlocutors that he takes it, that even though a formal answer was given (lines 6), a
satisfactory account/justification is still missing. The missing explanation enables him to

pursue the topic further, even with another interlocutor (Kamal).

Peculiarly this time, Hamid directs his question to a third party (line 8) in order to secure his
alignment with a moral principle which he evidently considers violated, and the violation
demands an account. What is also interesting is that the alignment seeking strategy is similar
to the one discussed above, example 2, even if the outcome is not the same. Following is the

sequence repeated with further talk,

8 Hamid: rozu:la hadi axay kam[al?

9 Kamal: [wollah ma rozu:la.
10 Hamid: [ (h) hehehehe

llThsan: [wllah ila rozu:la= wsallalhima n¢-

In example 2, Samir accepted the moral grounds on which the suggestion of gift-giving stood.
Samir’s answer, “wa:: maktab[ °maktab]°” (it was not meant to be), did not argue with
the invoked principle on which the action of ‘gift-giving could be performed. In this example,
however, Thsan openly challenges the same moral ground on which his impeachment stands.
In order to understand the way his challenge is formulated, it is necessary to consider Kamal’s

agreement form first (line 9).

The shape of Kamal’s answer is peculiar in that “wsllah ma rozu:la” is type
unconforming and signals, together with the additional weight added with “wellah”, a

stronger agreement form than a “yes” answer would register (see Raymond, 2003).

Ihsan copies Kamal’s non-conforming answer to issue a similarly strong disagreement with
both interlocutors in order to challenge the agreement between them on the accountability of

his reported action (line 11).
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Again, what is remarkable in the whole sequence is that Hamid, in a similar move as in
example 2, constructs his accusation/blame against lhsan only indirectly, through the same
reasoning steps as the previous example, to arrive at a mundane moral principle. The principle
says that ‘taking money from a girl’ is not constituent of the device ‘manly practices’

“rozu:la”.

Also, similar to the previous example is the indirect tying of Thsan’s action with his gender
category so as to mitigate the threat to his face, a threat that is usually consequent to asking
for an account. Hamid is not saying, for example, “nta mafi razl katzi bent
katCtek 1flous” (you are not a man to take money from a girl), for that would constitute a
belligerent act and a severe threat to Thsan’s positive face, indeed his identity as man. Instead,
Hamid locally constructs the activity as part of an open-textured collection of ‘manly
practices’. Given that he held the practice, not the person, accountable, the open-textured
nature of the category-generated activities provided Thsan with an opportunity to challenge the
principle (if he wants to of course). That is he could challenge the implicit boundedness of the

act to his gender.

Indeed, Thsan, unlike Samir, has chosen to mount a challenge against the moral principle

constructed to judge him. How he does so is clear in further talk,

llThsan: [wllah ila rozu:la=wsllal[hima n¢-
12Hamid: [BAf rozu:la?
13Thsan: wollahima nSgl ¢la bna:dm.

14Hamid: [baf °rozu:la’

15Thsan: [( ) hit ana TAL:ib okaxddam/.

16 (.)

So Thsan challenges the accusation that his act of money-taking is unmanly (line 11). This he
does by dissolving the implied link between his gender categorization as ‘man’ and abstinence
from taking money from a girl as ‘manly’ (line 15), which, as was seen, is locally constructed
as a category-generated activity. He unties the link between his action and his gender by

invoking a different category from a different device — that of ‘student’ (line 15).
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By linking the activity to the category ““TAL:ib” (student) instead, Ihsan succeeds in both
providing an account for his act and discrediting the interactional relevance of gender. The
relevance of the self-categorization “TAL:ib” (notice the rise in voice on the first syllable) is
further highlighted by explicitly bringing up a specific feature of it, i.e. joblessness, which is
hearable as furnishing enough justification for Ihsan to take money from whomever, even

from a girl.

This said, it is not clear whether “okaxddamf” (not working) is a feature predicated on the
category ‘student’ or an altogether separate categorization. That is, whether it is meant as
indicating incumbency of a separate and juxtaposed category — ‘student’’ and ‘jobless
person’ — or is meant as a logical consequent of the incumbency of the former — ‘student’
therefore ‘jobless’. Either way, the invocation of this feature allows Ihsan to dispute the moral
principle hitherto invoked and enables him to construct new grounds on which his act could
read. A reading that does away with the relevance of gender altogether by de-gendering

(Kitzinger & Rickford , 2007) the practice accounted for.

Subsequent talk, (not shown here), illustrates another strategy used by lhsan to avoid the
negative moral implications of his action. The strategy relied on his narrating the story of his
money taking as a funny story. In the story, Ihsan told about his feigned resistance to take the
money his girlfriend offered. The story ended by his surrendering to the girl’s insistence on

his taking the money. The sequence below shows what happened after the story-telling ended,

17Hamid: iwa [fno ballsk fhadf[i

18 a kamal shhs[hh.

19Kamal: [Ca:wllah maCrf axoja=
20 =ma[oftf fiha rozu:la hadik.
21Hamid: ((laughs))

22Kamal: xsajal djalmesn hado?

23Kamal: wa:: [x—

24Thsan: [ana Cteni yi 1flu:s

25 gaC mabayif rrozu:la (hhsah)s:[fafafs
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It is clear that, even after Ihsan’s two strategies were deployed, his interlocutors were still
orienting to the relevance of gender after he finished telling about his feigned resistance (see
lines 17 to 20). Their re-invocation of gender illustrates how it sometimes is, and sometimes is
not, an interactional matter that concerns parties to talk in the first place. In the face of that re-
invocation, Thsan now openly rejects the principle implied in the principle. He openly rejects
‘acting manly’ for the sake of money (lines 24 & 25). The rejection clearly orients to the
failure of his account (i.e. student and jobless) to secure the sympathy of his interlocutors; or

even to treat the incident as a funny instead of morally incriminating.

The analysis of the above conversational episode highlights another way in which gender
categories can be used in conversation. Specifically, the gender category ‘men’ was used to
blame a member for doing ‘unmanly practices’. The blame worked essentially because one
person was treated as being a member of the category; therefore bound to ‘manly practices’.
The blame was administered not on the basis of personal or biographic details but rather on
the basis of the gender category deployed in the service of producing a practice ‘money-
taking from a girl’ as a gendered practice. Also, it is interesting that, for the party blamed to
defend himself, he tried, without success, to de-gender the activity for which he is blamed

essentially by invoking bits of the personal and biographic.
Example 4

That gender can be the categorial basis members deploy to do blaming for doing a particular
action is also clear in the subsequent example. In it, another guest (referred to as ‘Guest’ in
the transcript) was temporarily invited to the program by the host, but she was not the one
callers consulted for their problems. Prior to the episode below, the expert had just finished
‘advising’ a caller who complained about her husband’s mistreatment of her. The guest then
introduced her remarks by way of opinion only after the call was terminated. Her opinion was
a parenthesized one, neither solicited by the other parties during the call, nor relevant to topic

the parties raised after the call ended.

Lalla zhour 05.12.2015 (1:38:21)

1 Guest: .h o: nebyi ndedxxsl fhads
2: fhad lhals dja:ls: [( )
3 Host: [NORA
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4 Guest: |nora.

5 Expert: ‘°nora [o:°

6 Guest [.h ana kangol lnora

7 annaha tflst o::

8 jofni texrss towgsf

9 Jjofni ma— wils wila xorzst mCoeddik trrazl
10 hada lajs¢ni .h annaha:

11 mayataksl [ omayadi[ tefrsb.

12Expert: °sahe:h°.
13Guest: .h tenfad bzsldtha utrsbbi bnsjjstha
14 utGoerri utfommer=

15Expert: °Cla dral[h(h)a®

16Guest: [.h Cla draCtha

17 utglleb ¢la nafa:t mudir ldda[xl.
18Expert: [ddax1l
19Guest: 1i annahu ila bga:t ga:lsa wadGitfa
20 kejnin bzzaf derza:l

21 mafi yi rrazsl djal nora

22 .h 11i kajstayellu dda¢f djanna

23 kanisa:¢ lGasaf.

Conversationally, the guest forms her talk as a piece, or pieces, of advice, for the benefit of
the caller ‘Nora’. What is special about those pieces is that they come bundled with rationales
for their advisability. An explanation of how the advice works in the above sequences is

detailed below.

The guest first urges the caller, Nora, to escape the mistreatment (lines 7 and 8) she suffers at
the hands of her husband (line 9). According to the guest, Nora’s escape would not
consequently mean that she would remain ‘dependant’ on the husband for her daily
sustenance (line 11). What the guest denies then is that Nora’s escape would be her starvation.
It clearly orients to the cultural assumptions around the SRP husband-wife and its default
corollary SRP provider/dependent in the Moroccan culture. By default, it is meant that if no
explicit talk is done to annul it, it is the assumed division— not for example a division of
‘working wife’/‘dependent husband’. (Incidentally, since no Nora is not a ‘working person’,

the understanding that she is ‘housewife’ is reinforced).
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The denial then orients then to Nora’s economic status as subordinate to that of her husband
and, clearly, offers a glimpse of the way her economic status in unfavorable conditions is

negotiated.

To reiterate, the guest offers the reason for the first piece of advice by denying an assumption
implied by the advice itself. The assumption is that a housewife would starve with no husband
to provide for her. The guest then suggests that, for the wife Nora, escaping her husband’s

mistreatment would not mean starvation.

Appended to the first advice is a result that might ensue from Nora’s renunciation of her
membership in the SRP wife/wife. This is the fact that feeding oneself needs work. It is that
fact that constitutes the basis of the guest’s second advice (line 17). She urges Nora to seek a
job “utgllsb Cla nafa:t mudir ldda[xl.” (and she looks for an income generating
activity). Obviously, the pieces of advice are attached to each other: If Nora forsakes her
husband; she has to look for a job. If she remains jobless, joblessness would cause her to

remain weak, exactly as she initially was when she had been dependent on her husband (line

19).

17 utglleb ¢la nafa:t mudir ldda[xl.
18Guestl: [ddax1l
19Guest2: 1i annahu ila bga:t ga:lsa wadCitfa

While it is true that, regardless of gender, a ‘working person’ is ‘stronger’ (less dependent on
others) than a ‘jobless person’, the way the guest draws the line between ‘the strong’ and ‘the

weak’ makes gender relevant to the division.

19Guest2: 1li annahu ila bga:t ga:lsa wadCirfa

20 kejnin bzzaf desrza:l
21 mafi yi rrazsl djal nora
22 .h 11i kajstayellu ddaS¢f djanna

23 kanisa:¢ lGasaf.



Gender work 248

The gender division becomes then relevant at a place in the conversation where the rationale
for the second piece of advice builds on gender categorization. The guest constructs the

rationale as a hypothetical case of ‘if-then (lines 19 to 23). The rationale translates like this,

1) If Nora remains weak

2) Then there are lots of men, not only Nora’s man, who exploit our weakness as women.

The “if-clause”, the antecedent, predicates an action done by Nora as a single person. The
consequent, on the other hand, concerns people that are invoked from the collectivities ‘men’
and ‘women’ from the device gender. Since Nora and her husband can categorially be heard
as belonging to that device, then the hearing maxim ensures that they are heard as members of
that device; i.e. they are heard in their capacity as a ‘woman’ and a ‘man’. The leap from
single individuals to their membership in a collection plays on what is commonly known

about gender categorization, which is itself a consequent of the hearer’s maxim.

It is interesting to see how categorization shifts from the SRP wife/husband, which forms the
basis for the first advice, to the SRP women/men. Essentially, the shift is an interactional leap
guaranteed by the gender of the parties to this call. The leap turned the problem from one that
concerns the caller and her husband to one that concerns women and men in general. Gender
is then central to the second piece of advice gender since it invokes the contrast ‘women’ vs.

¢ b

men .

Therefore, the weakness, or dependency, cited by the guest above, was that of Nora qua
woman via-a-via the husband qua a man. This is to say that in initiating advice, the guest
invokes gender rather than the institutional and genderized roles of husband and wife. The
utterancecs “bzzaf derza:1” (a lot of men) and “rrazel djal nora” do not refer to

them as husbands, but as males.

As evidence, it can be noticed that it was the device ‘gender’ which allows the guest to
include herself in the first place using the inclusive pronoun ‘our’ in “dda¢f djanna” (our
weakness) (line 22). She includes herself in the collectivity mainly because of her gender and
not her marital status in “kajstayellu ddaCf djanna kanisa:¢” (lines 22 and 23).
Like Nora, the guest is exploited by ‘men’, not because she is a ‘wife’, for her marital status is
unavailable in talk, but because she is, like Nora, a ‘woman’. Hence the use of the inclusive

‘we’ and the reliance on the hearer’ maxim to do the connection (i.e., the guest and Nora,
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along with the host and the expert, can be categorization as women, therefore the pronouns

refer to them as a collectivity of women).

The above analysis makes it possible to see the ways in which the pieces of advice the guest
offered had their basis in gender. Like other examples in this section, gender was also
interactionally relevant to that instance of ‘doing advice’. More importantly, it was relevant in
a moral way. The rationales the guest gave to reinforce the applicability of the advice are

grounded in the gender division ‘women’ vs. ‘men’.

Moreover, the example is interesting since it makes the division between linguistic and
interactional gender even clearer. It is in fact the distinction between linguistic and
interactional relevant that explains categorization in the sequence. An illustration suffices to

see how the division works. The excerpt of interest if reproduced below,

20 kejnin bzzaf derza:l

21 mafi yi rrazsl djal nora

22 .h 11i kajstaysllu dda¢f djanna
23 kanisa:¢ lGasaf.

Given that ‘rza: 1’ is the plural of ‘rrazsl’, it stands to reason, at least initially, to assume
that the categories have a plural/singular relationship. Either ‘rza: 1’ should be understood as
meaning ‘husbands’, referring to their social identity, or ‘rza:1’ should be understood as

meaning ‘males’, referring to their gender. The turn can thus be read as meaning either,
1) there exist a lot of men, not only the man of Nora, who exploit out weakness.
or,
2) there exist a lot of husbands, not only the husband of Nora, who exploit our weakness.

Given the invocation of ‘women’ later in the talk, as well as the ‘we’ in the absence of
information on the social identity of the expert, hearers, as members of the Moroccan culture,
understand that “bzzaf derza:1” (a lot of men) makes relevant the gender of the referents,

in the action of the utterance (advice/rationale), in either way specified above.
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Given that the expression “rrazsl djal nora” (line 21), could be understood as referring

to marital status (i.e. husband), a third reading is possible.

3) There exist a lot of men, not only the husband of Nora, who exploit our weakness as

women.

However, given , as argued above, the opposition ‘men’ and ‘women’ constructed by the
guest, and her employment of the inclusive ‘we’, the hearing of “rrazsl djal nora” as
referring to ‘husband’, foregrounds the gender feature implicit in the category ‘husband’,.
Interlocutors hear more in the expression “rrazsl djal nora” than a simple reference to
the husband with a category that is gender-marked, essentially because the subsequent
categories invoked make gender the interactionally relevant feature. In short then, the
collectivity constructed as ‘we’ calls upon gender interactionally rather than only

linguistically.

Again, this example shows that, if interactionally relevant, gender can have a bearing on
issues of understanding and the translation of that understanding from one language to
another— whether to understand “bzzaf dsrza:1” and “rrazsl djal nora” as

referring to husbands only or to men in general.

Summary

This chapter began with the distinction between the linguistic relevance of gender, on the one
hand, and its interactional relevance, on the other. The distinction was throughout maintained
in order to see what work gender does in interaction, apart from furnishing a linguistic
element to pursue other actions in interaction (section one). Section two showed how
interactants tap on gender categories per se to implement actions, interactionally and locally,
which further the purposes talk is designed for. It specifically focused on how members
construct moral principles using gender and, as such, traced the moral work of gender
categories. Also in section two, it was seen that gender categories can occasionally be
exploited to offer explanations, suggestions/advice, and distribute blame based on moral

principles locally constructed.

This does not mean of course that the moral realm is the only place where gender does work,
nor does it mean that the actions illustrated are all that can be done with gender categories.

Looking at morality and gender through the lenses of MCA and CA was meant to show what
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the interactional relevance of gender looks like first, and, second, to offer a specimen of the

work gender does in the special field of local morality (Stokoe and Edwards, 2012).

Since morality subsumes, among other things, how interactants manage issues and dilemmas
through moral reasoning, the examples analyzed in this chapter glimpsed at how moral
evaluations, judgments, and descriptions can have categorization as a vehicle allowing
interactants to invoke MCD, SRP and, together with them, activities, obligations, duties,
responsibilities, etc., for the sake of moral reasoning. As such, the chapter illustrated one way

of ‘doing gender’— a doing irrevocably ties to ‘gender assessment’.

The chapter started with a discussion of how Feminism could be viewed as a moral
condemnation of male practices which perpetuate the downgrading of women in all spheres,
historical, economic, social, psychological, and linguistic. It ended with a discussion of how
gender could furnish the basis of moral condemnation, in everyday life, of male practices that
perpetuate the downgrading of women (example 4). The analysis of the last example clearly
showed how the preoccupation with gender is not the prerogative of the social scientist, the
psychologist or the sociolinguist alone, but is also the concern of societal members where

gender ties relevantly to social conduct in everyday life.

This similarity of concerns between scientific discourse and everyday discourse
notwithstanding, one difference stands out. While social scientists draw on data-talk
(interviews, questionnaires, etc.) in ways that abstract from, and theorize about, gender, thus
contributing to its reification, societal members draw on gender not only to make sense of the
multiple contexts they find themselves in (previous chapter), but they also draw on gender to
perform actions in talk. In both the sense-making and performing operations, societal
members make gender dynamics visible in talk. It is that dynamicity that defies reification

simply because, to borrow Hester and Eglin’s (1997) phrase, it is culture-in-action.

It therefore becomes imperative to begin, first of all, with the study of members methods of
sense making, the way Garfinkel (1967, see also 1972) and his followers did as the foundation
for a scientific understanding of society. CA and MCA, as one branch of this study (Heritage,
1984b, especially chapter 8) follow that line of inquiry. One way CA and MCA contribute to
the study of society is by clarifying the interactional basis of members’ categorization in
interaction, as means to better understand the social and cultural domains, or frameworks, that

make sense for societal members.
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The next chapter will discuss the contributions a sequential-categorial study of gender can
make, along with the implications of the view of gender as culture-in-action to the study of
gender and language. Before that, the chapter will briefly summarize the results of the
analysis in the body of the present dissertation, in order to offer a review of how the research

questions are answered by the analysis.
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Chapter V: Gender work, conclusions and implications
Introduction

Some general conclusions are offered here to the detailed discussions that figured in the
preceding chapters. The chapter will then quickly, but relevantly, move to a consideration of
some implications of the line of inquiry adopted in them, and throughout the dissertation as a
whole. Specifically, it reflects on whether a sequential-categorial analysis can contribute to
the respecifying of language and gender studies research program by taking up the vigorous
analytic mentality, and therefore the theoretical principles and methodological tools, of much
CA/MCA-driven research. It should be mentioned right at the beginning that CA and MCA
have recently risen to prominence in Discourse Analysis and its techniques are much
appreciated, even adopted, wholesale, to inform discursive approaches (Antaki, 2011). The
discussion in this chapter is geared with a view to detail, within reasonable limits, the impact

CA has on discursive approaches as well as on other fields of study.

This said, respecifiying the research agenda is only one impact of CA-informed gender
studies. Another recent, and much significant, development in mainstream CA are the
attempts to apply its core finding on talk-in-interaction to help solve real social problems
(Antaki, 2011). Accordingly, the chapter then concludes by pointing to venues the present
analysis can be applied and, hence, by proving, hopefully, how a CA and MCA-informed
researcher can contribute to domains wider than the close circle in which academic work is

consumed.

CA practitioners’ services are now solicited in some settings for how they can help with their
scholarly interventions in order to improve, or change for better, practices that impede the
achievement of institutions’ desired outcomes (Kitzinger, 2011, Stokoe, 2011, 2013). The
discussion in the present chapter reports on settings where CA scholarship was applied, with a
particular focus on fields where gender and women’s issues are at stake. At a final stage, an
attempt will be made to adumbrate the contributions the findings of the present dissertation
can make to social issues specific to the Moroccan context. Taken together, the sections of
this final chapter nutshell some answers to the research questions raised at the very beginning
of this study as well as demonstrate how the research objectives set out are met in both the

analytical findings and their implications.



Gender work 254

1. Gender work: Summaries

As a first step, the different tasks the analytical chapters carried were girded by a single
objective to study societal members’ practices of doing gender work; the latter idea meant
studying “if, when, and how” (Stokoe, 2013, p. 537) gender contributes to the understanding
of the interactional episodes that participants find themselves in, and how gender contributes
to the overall action trajectory embodied in the sequential development of the episode.
Drawing mostly on data from calls to Moroccan phone-in radio programs, the analysis made it
possible to see how the categories callers draw on, in seeking advice from a particular expert
invited by the program’s host to offer advice, are not ‘innocently’ invoked, but are rather
purposefully chosen, to further specific courses of actions that for the most part betray callers’
motives, objectives, interests, or stakes, in making the calls. In other words, callers do not
merely use categories to report on a social state of affairs, not are categories a mere reflection
of a social reality out there, but categories are first and foremost are designed for their
recipients and with an eye on achieving, and enabling recipients to achieve, a particular
understanding of the problem. In the analysis part, it then was possible to glimpse at the
working of the general principle of recipient design as it empirically manifests itself in the
categorial architecture of the narratives introduced at the beginning of calls to the phone-in

programs selected.

Hence, after the overall sequential organization of the calls was briefly discussed, analysis
focused, at a second stage, on scrutinizing the network of gender categories that run through
the narratives, and which, among other things, contribute to the intelligibility of the narratives
as requests for advice. Embedded in the overall action of advice-request were other, small
scale, actions designed to effect particular, also small scale, outcomes. Ones that cumulatively
shaped the course of the overall call, i.e., they shaped the way advice is sought by the callers
and the way advice is delivered by the host. The sections of the first analytical chapter
demonstrate how, where gender is concerned, those multiple embedded actions have their
basis in the categories invoked by the callers and which enable the overall shape of the
interaction to unfold in a stepwise sequential fashion towards the final goal of advice delivery.
Thus, it was possible to see how callers fall on available stock knowledge stored in default
gender categories, relying as Stokoe acknowledges on their “cultural familiarity” (2013, p.
544) to provide intelligible descriptions of themselves and their roles, as well as descriptions
of persons they refer to in the narrative and their roles. Gender categories, it was seen, are

conveniently invoked, oriented to, and exploited, to unpack those descriptions that, in the very
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act of describing, put across a view of the world in common with the host and the caller, and
by extension with each and every member of the Moroccan society. It provdes a worldview
inhabited by women for household duties inside the house, as housewives and child-caring
agents; and men for household duties outside it, as breadwinners. In essence then, categorial
descriptions of gender feed into the commonsense view of the world of Moroccans. Whenever
invoked in talk-in-interaction, gender categorial descriptions orient to whatever is known in
common about the social organization of women’s and men’s roles in society. The
significance of this, together with the other results of the analysis, will be taken up later.

Below, however, the rest of the results will be summarized.

The social division of labor achieved through gender categorization work points to the fact
that a substantial part of the texture of the cultural backdrop against which narratives are
constructed is woven out of gender categories. The latter grants a commonsense entry to
conversation, an intersubjective orientation to cultural knowledge about the workings
interaction, content of, relationships in, identities of, selves and others, and purposes of
interaction, . Once established, the situation becomes thus open for some possibilities but not
others. Members’ sensitiveness to those possibilities and limitations characterizes their
responses to categorial work. Both what can be done and what cannot be done within a given
situation is exhibited in talk. Gender categories, in other words, organize social situations, but

one in, the situation is very much organized by them.

Categorization work enables callers to construct social organization of the Moroccan society
in talk that shows to what extent gender is institutionalized in the conduct of everyday affairs.

The ‘world as everybody knows it’, in other words, comes off naturally as a gendered one.

This of course does not imply any sort of determinism in the use of gender categories; they
are after all selected from a large, even if restricted, pool of possibilities, but it demonstrably
points to the “seen but unnoticed”, to use Garfinkel’s expression, genderized patterns that are
taken for granted. To disrupt those patterns, one needs to do some ‘extra work’, and do it
necessarily in interactions, i.e., through categorization. Appropriately then, and following the
analysis of default genderized patterns, the task was to empirically check the claim of
‘default-ness’ by taking up another set of calls. In the latter, it was possible to see how
working women should explicitly mention their ‘working status’ in order not to be taken to be
housewives; or only housewives. Men’s work outside home is taken for granted. The

interactional requirement for working women ties to, and is perhaps explained by, the overall
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social organization the Moroccan society. To reiterate a point made earlier on assumptions on

default categories (chapter III section 1.2), two such features are tentatively introduced here.

1) For a married couple, if both the man and the woman are not working, it is only the man
who is ‘jobless’. This explains the moral guilt the man feels vis-a-vis the family. It also
explains the way other societal members blame him, and him only, for that family’s state of

affairs. The woman is exonerated of blame.

2) For a married couple, if both the man and the woman are working, it is only the woman
who is not doing child-care and household duties. This explains the moral guilt the woman
feels towards the family. It also explains the way other societal members blame her, and her

only, for the children’s state of affair. The man is exonerated of blame.

While the first feature was not of specific interest to the analysis, the second point was amply
demonstrated by analyzing working women’s exploitation of gender categories, MCDs, and
category-bound predicates to manage the moral issues of blame distribution emergent from
‘violating” commonsense assumptions of social organization. Here though, it must be pointed
out that, by ‘violating’, is meant the way different categorizations give rise to different modes
of understanding, assumptions, presuppositions, etc., quite independent of any
correspondence between categories and actual states of affairs. To paraphrase Schegloff
(2007b), any person can be correctly categorized in an infinite number of ways with different
assumptions and implications tied to them. Logical and semantic correspondence is simply
not the issue. Working ‘mothers’, in other words, do not mention they are working because
that is after all the case. By explicitly stating their working status, women manage moral
responsibilities they know issue from their membership in the category ‘mother’ and co-
membership in the DMC ‘working force’ along with men. Their double membership in two
devices entails moral and social issues inexperienced by men and explained by the default
genderized cultural assumptions, implications, presuppositions, beliefs, in short, culturally
organized modes of understanding. To use again an idea made earlier (p. 153), while ‘working
father’ is a tautology, ‘working mother’ is an oxymoron. In this sense, unless household work
responsibilities are viewed as a shared responsibility between man and woman, and unless
this view is unnoticeably wired into the culture’s default categorial stock, ‘working woman’

in the Moroccan society is still a ‘special status’.

Given the claim of the existence of default and special roles and identities organized in and

through gender categories, and visible in interaction, it was curious to see how gender role
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boundaries are maintained, altered, and negotiated in ways that are also visible in interaction.
Gender role maintenance was visibly managed against the background of ‘housewife-in’ and
‘husband-out’; or ‘mother-in’ and ‘father-out’, hence the naturally analysis constituted an
extension to the previous one. However, it was analytically more rewarding to zoom on those
interactions whose objective was to negotiate this division and alter a cultural division by
invoking factual information plus reasoned choices. The common problem to the callers in the
subset of the data corpus analyzed was exactly their double membership in ‘mother’ and
‘working person’. It gave rise to their sense of guilt that justified asking for professionals help
in the programs they called. Recognizing this double membership, and the moral guilt felt by
the callers, the experts tried to un-bound the activities, obligations, and responsibilities
predicated on each category by invoking, as a final resort and in the last few minutes of each
call, the father as a potential source of help. In one case, calling on the father to help was
justified by his being an ‘educated person’; in another, he was invoked because there was no
other way the working mother could be relieved from her duties vis-a-vis her daughter. It is
very much telling to note that, while the interactional negotiations of gender roles is done
more or less randomly (i.e. the call on the notion of education, personal traits like helpful or
duty are random choices), the knowledge systematized in the default categories renders the
remaking of boundaries difficult to achieve. The expert, in other words, was drawing on
whatever other categories that may turn up in interaction, educated father, modern father,
sensible father, helpful father, etc., in a sustained attempt to redefine the boundaries of gender
roles against a culturally sanctified and highly systematized knowledge wired in the default

gender roles, identities, and categories.

The random and highly contingent characters of the expert’s attempt can be appreciated if one
notices that, while any member knows that a mother should take care of children because she
is a mother, it is highly unlikely that everyone will sustain the view that a male should help a
female because he is ‘an educated person’, or ‘modern’, or ‘sensible’, or even
‘understanding’. The invocation of other categories to un-do the category-bound activities
attached to gender categories can easily be overridden by the invocation of the default-
category-bound activities. It was seen how, in one call, it was the caller-mother who resisted
the expert’s advice of getting the father involved on the ground that he, the father, is ‘busy’ in
his work. Curiously, the justification for the introduction of the father has reinforced the

cultural expectations bound to the category and to the other categories in the MCD.
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The remainder of the first analytical chapter was concerned with a different set of issues. The
task in it was to show how categorization plays a key role in the management of problem-
telling, or story-problem- telling. The calls were made to specific recipients, and designed to
specific outcomes and realized specific actions; categorization work was sensitive to all those
issues in the calls. The analysis of this work showed that versions of the problems were
established through the categories callers introduce. Recipients’ understanding (experts and
hosts) was displayed and their advice tailored accordingly. Intersubjectivity was therefore
closely displayed, confirmed, or repaired, in the finely tuned coordination of categorial work

across interactional turns.

Detailed as it was, much as categorial analysis revealed about how problems are introduced
and understood, it could have been enhanced substantially if the sequential character of he
calls received the attention it deserves, other than the rather sketchy treatment it received in
the first analytical chapter in this work. The understanding of the extended narratives as
problem-oriented talk is dependent in a crucial way on its sequential placement in the overall
structure of the call, and the close management of the turn-by-turn contingencies in ‘real-
time’. However, sketchy as it was, the description of the sequential flow of the call enabled
the in-depth pursuit of detailed characterization of categorial work without losing sight of
sequential organization, but also without rendering the analysis thick and lengthy. As it stood,
the analysis showed how the request for advice, in the narrative introduction, and the giving
of advice, in the expert’s talk, are coordinated through the categorial and sequential

organization of interactional contingencies in real-time.

The final section in the chapter looked at another layer of coordination, i.e., the realization of
local actions through repair and reformulation of gender categories. Instances of repair and
reformulation were introduced, and their actions were analyzed in the same
sequential/categorial spirit, that is, with close analytical attention to gender categories as they

unfold in turns at talk.

The second chapter in the analysis was motivated by quite a different set of concerns. the task
was to show how gender categories are not only a cultural backcloth on which talk makes
visible cultural patterns, and in which it is understood, but rather to show how members can
actively exploit their knowledge of gender categories to deal with moral issues that arise in
the course of their interaction. Members’ talk was analyzed with an eye on how gender

intersects morality at a local level. Rather than being abstract concepts in the terrain of any



Gender work 259

theory, and rather than being resources for any specific theoretical explanations, gender and
morality were treated as a topic of study (Stokoe and Edwards, 2012). Excerpts of talk-in-
interaction were analyzed for how members’ ‘genderize’ and ‘moralize’ their everyday

activities. The objective was to see how participants do gender and morality visibly in talk.

This goal was enabled by initially introducing a recently upheld distinction between the
linguistic and the interactional relevance of gender. Briefly, the idea behind the distinction
boils down to the following: not every gender category that surfaces in interaction does a
specific action (although, as is argued here, it does offer a particular understanding of the
situation). For a gender category to be relevant, it must be interactionally consequential, that

is, it must bear visibly on the trajectory of interaction subsequent to its introduction.

With this distinction introduced, the first section of the chapter was devoted to exemplify the
difference between the two kinds of relevance. Only in the second, and final, section were
interactional instances analyzed for the import of gender categories to the actions; where the

latter were of a locally moral color (conduct evaluation and judgment mainly).

A general summary of the findings having been given, it is now time to turn to the
implications they have. Right at the outset, it is fit to mention that the implications CA and
MCA have for other domains been developed in parallel to the development of pure CA and
MCA themselves. For instance, Stokoe (2011) argues that Levinson’s work (1983) was such
an early attempt to incorporate in pragmatic analysis key findings of CA. To this can be added
Schegloff’s own engagement in debates over the utility of CA for scholars in different
domains, especially Linguistics and Pragmatics, (1992b, 1999) Sociolinguistics (1989)
Applied Linguistics (Schegloff, 1990; Schegloff et al. (2002), discourse analysis (1996b) and
his concern over what he saw a wrong understanding of CA principles which resulted in the
use of CA for, to quote Have “non-CA purposes” (1999, p. 197)i. In the present work,
however, only those implications which relate to the field of gender and language studies will

be introduced.

2. Gender work: Implications for gender and language research

Gender and language is an interdisciplinary field that has always been receptive to change in
conceptual, theoretical and methodological tastes. As an interdisciplinary enterprise, it even
thrives on them (Kitzinger, 2000). Some implications of the analytical strand taken up here
will succinctly be introduced in the present section. It will quickly be apparent that those

implications follow naturally choices made to confront the research question(s) posed at the
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beginning. Specifically, the field’s need for a constructionist approach, especially one with a
solid empirical basis of the sort provided by CA/MCA to support any claims made about the

social construction of gender, is more urgent than ever (ibid.).

In fact, the need emerges as a pressing one. For one thing, the linguistic turn in vogue in other
disciplines has offered new venues for research. For another, the raison d’étre of the field
itself, its capacity to provide insights at the intersection of language practices and gender and
its practitioners’ capacity to respond responsibly and seriously to criticisms addressed to their
work, are issues in need of immediate attention. The payoffs researchers promise, the
illumination of the social organization of linguistic practices with relation to the social
organization of gender, and the consequences of both sets of organization, for issues of power,
oppression, heteronormativity, sexism, abuse, harassment, etc, are far from realized in the sea
of conflicting claims characteristic of the previous studies. The purpose behind the whole

enterprise can then be a matter of serious doubt.

Going back to implications, one set relates to purpose of the field as being shortsighted,
concerned only with gender differences (Smith, 1985). The focus has been rather
counterproductive in two fundamental ways. For one, the scope of the purported differences,
and the range of techniques used to probe them has given rise to non definitive results,
sometimes even inconsistent findings. Reviewing studies on tags, interruption, and other
linguistic features for what they say about the gendered use of language, commentators found
themselves in a stalemate, often unable to conclusively discern the effect gender has on
language to a satisfying degree. Much often, the findings of one study on one specific feature
can easily be dismissed by citing the opposite findings of another on the same feature. Driven
by desire to explain the effect gender has on language, the very results achieved resist such
explanations. Understandably then, the field is short of a coherent theory with sufficient

explanatory power to explain, synthesize, or transcend, a multitude of contradictory findings.

The lacuna left by the absence of consensus was detrimental to the wider project on which the
field justified its existence. Where the study of gender and language established itself on the
study of linguistic practices that sustain women’s subordinate social status and correct them,
it has proved itself incapable of reaching an agreement over what practices to change, what to
introduce and what to modify in order to fight against those practices for the rights of women.
While feminists for example succeeded in introducing some important changes (the non-use

of generic ‘he’ in academic writings, for example), similar interventions in ordinary life
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practices failed, or were not even initiated. For example, of the many linguistic features
ascribed, and sustain, unequal power relations, it is bewilderingly astonishing that no attempts
were made to rectify the balance. The resistance of ‘Ms’ in English, for example, as an
address form attests to this failure. That sexism, women’s abuse in proverbs (Sinaceur, 2002),
media (Debbagh, 2011; 2012), and ordinary life are as lively issues as they were thirty of
forty years ago is also another evidence to the failure of gender and language studies to
effectively relate to the social problems of women when it comes to language. In short, in
their very attempt to confront concrete linguistic problems that bear on women’s social
situation, scholars ended by overlooking both ordinary language and ordinary women. The
former was treated as merely a ‘window’ (Speer, 2005) to more important social and

psychological phenomena, the latter as passive bearers of gender.

An entry to a much fruitful study of the intersection of language on gender is to repudiate any
theoretical model based on ‘difference’ and to reinstitute to both language and ‘participants’
their real and concrete senses: the former as talk-in-interaction and the second as real social
actors who use talk-in-interaction to act on the world. According to this view, a gender
identity is a local construct of conversational practices in which social members actively
engage (this view in fact motivated the use of ‘genderize’ as a verb). To start by categorizing
actors in ‘males’ and ‘females’ in order to study how their gender bears on the way they use

language is simply to move along the wrong path.

It is in this spirit that the analysis was conducted. The present work has refrained from
alluding to the sex of callers as in any way affecting the sequential and categorial properties
under study. Gender identity is primarily an interactional matter for participants. When
relevant, it has consequence that are visible in talk. The task of the analysis has been to show
what the consequences are and how they are organized. As such, the present study tried to
meet the challenge raised by CA, to show in empirical data the relevance of gender
(Schegloff, 1991). The challenge has been a powerful one as to indeed promise to respecify

the field beyond recognitions to difference-minded scholars.

A second set of implications of the current, and one that is closely tied to the point raised
above, concerns the way the difference model was detrimental to the purpose of gender and
language studies. Its essentialist treatment of gender, always coupled with a view of it as part
of a social structure resulted in a view of men and women as merely enacting differences

against their will as social actors (West, 1979). This in effect means that rather than treating



Gender work 262

gender as an outcome of differential social practices (that is, as an achievement), gender was
seen as its cause. On this account, and to invoke Garfinkel’s cultural and psychological dope
again, men and women do not, and cannot help but act in ways their social, psychological,
and linguistic dispositions dictate for their essentially gender identities (Kitzinger, 2000).
What is left, according to Burr, are “puppets operated by structures” (1995, p. 99). This
second feature of gender and language studies explains the first. That is, rather than
challenging a view of gender as the passive enactment of dictates of social or psychological
structures, research actually sustains it as the acceptance of the widely acclaimed theories of

Difference and Dominance makes clear.

In view of this, as Kitzinger argues (2000), a CA-MCA-driven approach is much needed to
reassert the agency of social actors, and women particularly, as active participants in the
making of their own social realities, indeed, as “agents actively engaged in methodical and
sanctioned procedures for producing or resisting, colluding with or transgressing, the taken-
for-granted social world” (Kitzinger, 2000, p. 168). In adopting CA/MCA then, it is clear that
the paradigm of difference has to be discarded because it does not answer fundamental
questions about how members produce gender as a methodical achievement of a social
identity (ibid., 2000, p. 170). In fact, the issues that Kitzinger raises against early research
agenda constitute key motivations to undertake the study of gender in the present work. It
reflects a concern with gender construction, gender achievement, and identity work, rather
than a preoccupation with a set of well formulated research questions, of a theoretical sort,
about what the researcher takes as a given prior to analysis: that gender is relevant to
whatever he is trying to find as an answer to his research questions. Instead of taking gender
as a resource, it is taken here as a topic for study; and instead of asking in what way men and
women differ on a set of linguistic practices in phone-ins or mundane conversation, the
researcher has sought to probe how gender is oriented to, displayed in, responded to, resisted,
constructed, and identified in, the very practices themselves. How, in other words, talk

practices constitute a fragment, part and parcel, of the gender reality of everyday life.

As the above statement shows, the implication of CA-MCA for gender and language does not
stop at the level of theory. For, even if one accepts CA-MCA and their underlying theoretical
basis in Ethnomethodology, the acceptance still has implications for research questions to ask
and methodological choices to make. With regard to the former, one problem stands out. It
pertains to finding a way to reconcile researchers’ orientations and concerns with members’

orientations (Schgloff, 1997, Kitzinger, 2000). A researcher with good reasons to analyze
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gender identity and power may decide that talk is not good data after all, since mundane
conversation is a ‘trivial’ thing that can hardly be a politically charged site for the study of as

socially significant an issue as power and identity (Maynard, 1988, 314).

A related problem surfaces here. Since it is often perceived that people are not always aware
of the working of power (in CDA and the Foucauldian brand of discourse analysis), the
tendency has been to re-organize data in such a way as to interpret them in the light of the
theoretical concerns of the researcher power (Maynard, 1988). The raw materials of talk is
glossed and along with it the general or specific concerns of those who produced it. This way,
the very research that seeks to ‘validate’ subjects’ experiences proves detrimental to that goal
(Harding, 1987). In providing an outlet for women’s voice, for example, researchers ended up

drowning it for their voice to stand out (Kitzinger, 2000, p. 171; see also D. Smith, 1987).

The tension between analysts’ concerns and participants’ is a not a new one. What is new, as
Kitzinger argues, an analysis along the sequential-categorial line offers a nice solution to how
to reconcile motivated research with the daily realities of societal members, especially their

agency as social actors (Harding, 1987, 5; Kitzinger, 2000). To quote Maynard at length,

it is erroneous to assume that because of their social identities, parties become
involved in patterns of domination and subordination. Instead, at the interactional
level, displays of power include the asymmetric use of conversational resources. ..
and these are the very means by which parties achieve the visibility or social
reality of their identities. Both of these issues point to understanding the
interaction order as a prelude to investigating the complex relations of identity and

power (1988, p. 316).

To put differently, the implication has to do with CA-MCA stricture to refrain from
interpretative analysis in favor of descriptive work in order to engage with data directly.
Using empirical data, the present thesis has sought to engage with the raw materials of
conversations and phone-in calls in order to study some of the ways gender categories work in

the everyday life of Moroccans..

Although not specifically concerned with gender and patriarchy, power, ideology,
oppressions, injustice, inequality and other larger issues, the present work, nonetheless, opens

the possibility for their study in a very situated way. Further analyses can depart from the
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results of this study to show how, for instance, the use of gender categories realized

patriarchal practices as common sense.

An example may be indicated here. Based on the analysis in the present study, one can see
that, for a woman to refer to herself as ‘mother’, she is not only refers to herself, but she at the
same makes visible and expectable a set of category-bound activities, rights and obligations
that go with that reference. The woman then not only produces intelligible talk, but also a
form of patriarchal social order that is, and that’s the crux of it, common sense, one on which
talk itself stands for its intelligibility. To adapt Heritage’s (1984b, p. 118)
ethnomethoddological ideas on reflexivity, a ‘routine achievement’ of a patriarchal social
order is realized by the use of categories. Or, as Burr succinctly puts it, “when people talk to
each other, the world gets constructed” (1995, p. 5). The point is that the world is conjointly

constructed, and such a construction is a matter for analysis.

Likewise, it would be interesting to study how the notions of ‘male’ and ‘female’ are
differentially used in everyday speech to do particular actions (using ‘female’ gender to insult
and ‘male’ to praise for example). The study would then analyze the sequential and
categorical properties of the environment where the categories are used, and how, actions are
carried, supported, or resisted. A sequential-categorical analysis, of the sort undertaken here,
can indeed reveal new insights in the workings of gender that a content, thematic, or simply
list-compilation, study cannot (see Debbagh, 2011; Iraqui-Sinaceur, 2002; Oumlil, 2017).
Also for feminist media studies, a sequential-categorial analysis of verbal properties can
benefit media studies to reveal the particular details in media discourse that allows it to
support or resist patriarchal assumptions. A particularly appropriate site to use the tools of CA
and MCA would be in film studies, where most of the claims on gender are reliant on the
semiotic analysis of imagery. Verbal performance in film is all a simulation of real life
situations, but is an attempt to construct alternative realities. The study of the interactional
basis of those performances can reveal much about media constructions. It can be used, for

example, to support or refute a semiotic analysis of imagery.

The discussion of the implications for gender and discourse analysis of the theory and
methods adopted in the present work has thus spilled over to a discussion of their applications
in other domains. Indeed, the adoption of the analytical tools CA and MCA have on offer
constitutes a form of applied work (Antaki, 2011, p. 1) Below is a list-summary of major

implications the line of inquiry of the present dissertation has for the study of gender and
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language in general. In the next section, the application question is taken up and a brief

consideration of how the results can be applied closes up the chapter.

- A bottom-up approach rather than top-down.

- Descriptions of members’ gender work rather than its interpretation (no transcending).

- Focus on talk as action rather than as form-meaning.

- Gender as a performance, construction and enactment noticeable in talk, rather than an
essential characteristic residing in individuals.

- Technical analysis first then a political and social one (CA can be turned to serve
political purposes as in Feminist CA (Kitzinger, 2000), and to study social problems
(Maynard, 1988, Schegloft, 2005)

3. Gender work: Some new venues of research

Generally speaking, applying the research findings is always a concern that is late to emerge,
when, as Antaki says, “scholars become confident enough to claim that their knowledge might
bring about change” (2011, p. 8). The core analytic findings of sequential CA have already
found their way to application in studying social problems (Maynard, 1988). In addition to
CA offering new insights in the interactional order as an institutional order in its own right,
Maynard discusses the contributions the study of interaction can make to enhance
understanding of social problems, and by extension, to offer appropriate interventionist
solutions (Antaki, 2011) that can either enhance sociologists’ understanding of these problems

or can be applied to counter at least some of their obnoxious aspects.

Traditionally, social problems have always been thought of as global, socio-structural, issues:
diversity, conflict, media, institutions, identity, gender, etc.. It is all too easy to see how the
tendency to think in social structural and abstract terms has obscured a real understanding of
the effect of gender on language or alternatively has glossed both by invoking social
processes (culture and power, themselves glossing structures). One way, then, the study of
interaction can be applied to gender and language, as social issues, is by engaging with them
at the most basis level, to see their working at the level of interaction. As an example, CA
work on power (Hutchby, 1996), and MCA on identity and subcultures (Widdicombe, 1998),
has already demonstrated its utility in bringing a new understanding to the old and vexing

problems.

Schegloff (2005) ingeniously observes that social problems such as poverty, ethnicity,

delinquency, crime, or gender, are the results of institutionalized categorizations that “involve
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segments of the population defined by category membership” (2005, p. 449). Vis-a-vis those

EAN13

categorizations societal members take ‘stance’ “toward various types of persons and various
types of conduct” (ibid., p. 450). Thus, one often hear that black people are lazy, the poor are
the root of the social vices, younger people today have no respect for their elders, etc.
Categorization and stance are therefore basic processes to complain about social problems, to

turn them into ‘complainables’ (ibid.).

As the present study shows, each single problem becomes not a problem between unrelated
individuals, but a problem between wife and husband, husband and child, son and mother,
etc., in short, a problem within the family as a social institution. The tools of CA and MCA
were brought to bear on the study of phone-in programs to explain how personal troubles
were ‘validated’ as social problems in need of the services of an expert. However, the present
study has barely touched the surface of this area and, undoubtedly, more work needs to be

done.

This said, it is unfair to expect its application to yield quick results that concern traditional
issues related to gender and social problems in general: gender identity, women
subordination, male power, gender conflict, sexism, gender media representation, etc. The
study of gender in a sequential-categorial context is relatively recent, and the results are not
definitive. However, some applied projects are already underway and indeed usher to new
directions in how CA and MCA tools can be used by scholars “whose detailed familiarity
with particular social problems would empower them to use these tools to best advantage”

(Schegloff, 2005, p. 475). A brief mention of this work is given below.

Past work in communication skills training tried to teach women how to be as assertive as
men (Kitzinger, 2000). In its ambition to empower women linguistically, this work sometimes
offered practical advice that run counter to specific dictates within the interaction order and
which CA detailed study of that order. For example, women were advised to directly and
assertively say to ‘no’ unwanted sex regardless of the effect this might have on the party
requesting it. However, as CA demonstrates, and regardless of gender, refusals have a
dispreferred status and are ordinarily done indirectly. In most ordinary encounters, refusals
are interactionally achieved through offering delays, prefaces or hedges, palliatives, accounts
and other strategies (Kitzinger, 2000, p. 178). To achieve refusals, women were thus required
to engage in a practice that is interactionally at variance with their most basis common sense

procedures, and therefore at variance with their interactional intuitions.
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There was another negative side to it too, Kitzinger observed. A women who could not say a
direct ‘no’ to unwanted sex was actually blamed for being responsible to let it happen. The
rapist, on the other, was allowed to run away with it by claiming the woman issued no explicit
refusal. The victim was thus blamed for acting within the dictates of the interaction order of
their culture, as embodied in the organization of refusals. Instead of blaming the rapist for
feigning not to understand a refusal, blame was heaped on the victim for issuing it
appropriately. Instead of empowering women, assertion training programs thus contributed to
their disempowerment— robbing them of, and alienating, their common sense interactional

means to initiate actions in the world.

In short, women were victimized not by the act of rape itself, but by invalidating their
experience of resisting it. It is at that point that applied CA work is relevant. Validating
women’s experience is indeed a large feminist project (Harding, 1987, p. 6). Kitzinger (2011)
draws on her work with helpline centers that offer advice on childbirth. She uses her
conversation analysis of calls to those helpline in order to offer advice for call-takers on
particular interactional matters, eliciting problems, validating experience, showing empathy,
etc., both in group workshops and individual cases. In one individual case Kitzinger reports
how the calls taker withholds ‘showing empathy’ to trouble talk by the caller in order to
attend to the more factual and urgent business of providing advice. Interestingly, the
resistance to ‘show empathy’ on the part of the call-taker, which is an appropriate next action
after a sequence of trouble talk (Jefferson, 1988, 420), resulted in resisting advice on the part
of the caller. The interactional misalignment created thus contributed to the failure of the

carrying out the service.

Stokoe’s (2011, 2013) application of CA findings to social issues is even more systematic.
Her effort resulted in a new approach to role-play training. Stokoe (2011) criticizes role-play
as a communication skills training technique claimed to be sufficiently similar to real-work
encounters in order to justify its use in training. In light of her critique, she introduces her
method of ‘Conversation Analytic Role-play Method” (CARM) (also Stokoe, 2013) (see

Stokoe (2011) for a detailed account of this method, see also, www.carm.com).

CARM relies on the findings of CA to provide training workshops rooted in the use of real
data and guided by the analytical insights of CA work. Like Kitzinger, Stokoe uses CA-based
workshop sessions to reflect and change institutional practices in calls to mediation

organizations on neighborhood dispute. She exemplifies her work by focusing on two issues:
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turning callers into clients by ratifying their calls as relevant to the business of the

organization (mediating in neighborhood disputes); and dealing with ‘isms’ in calls.

Kitzinger and Stokoe’s applied research indeed suggests venues for the possible application of
the present study to real-life situations with an aim to train, change, and intervene. For
example, experts in phone-in radio and television programs as well as hosts to specific
programs related to social problems can be trained to pay particular attention to the ways
social relational patterns and gender identities detrimental to women’s image get infused in

narratives about family and children problems in a way that ratifies unfair status quo.

To give an example of the significance of categories as common sense organizing devices, it
was noticed that, in the calls to the phone-ins, working mothers primarily orient to their
identities when children’s welfare is at stake, and only secondary to their ‘worker’ identity’ as
a hindrance to carry out the activities bound to their primary identity. Interestingly, this
orientation runs opposite to that of ‘father’, whose very use of that category triggers the
identity of ‘worker’. In matters of child care, working women thus experience social and
psychological problems that might lead them to think of themselves as ‘bad mothers’ (Burr,
1995, p. 104) by dint of their perceived negligence of their primary activities as ‘child care
providers’. It is after all this activity that provides for ascribing the identity of ‘mother’ for a

woman in a patriarchal culture.

Even worse, it was noticed that experts in the calls ratify that order of things by offering
advice to women on the basis of the identities they orient to. In here there is opportunity for
change. The categorial grounds of the problems as a social problem and the stance taken
towards it by the parties to the calls, to recall Schegloff (2005), should be explicitly discussed,
even challenged, and only on the basis of a new understanding of it can advice be tailored.
Two examples come to mind here, the inclusion of fathers in matters of child care inside and
outside the house can be done on the basis of activities tied to that category and not any other
(like temporary helper, or educated person as in some calls). That is, child-care can be
negotiated as predicated on the category ‘father’ much in the same in does on the category

‘mother’.

Likewise, in a substantial number of calls, only women suffer the social and psychological
consequences of ‘having children’ to rear. There is here opportunity for remedial intervention.
For instance, women may be made ware that the categorization into a ‘father’ or ‘husband’

offers men an easy exit from the family-life problems. The realization that family affairs are a
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joint burden, must be kep alive in front of a division of labor easily invoked by categorial

work.

There are then larger social domains where the findings of CA and MCA can be fruitfully
applied to offer new a understanding, new insights, and new solutions. In order to do so, it is
clear that social activism is entailed. The findings and applications of the analysis can be
usefully disseminated though public agencies. Also, training can be done in collaboration with

organizations of civil society.

With activism however, the work of CA ends, as Kitzinger (2011) rightly argues. In applying
CA findings, one has to recognize that the apolitical stance of pure CA and MCA does stop at
the threshold of application. But this of course has its own good side, for it means that one is
allowed to take up again issues of power, conflict, patriarchy, women subordination, issues
that are at the heart of gender politics today. In this, sequential and categorial analyses can

have good benefits. The following are mentioned only by way of illustration:

- To uncover the subtle interactional everyday practices in which women are still
relegated to subordinate status.

- To make women aware of the linguistic choices they have in dealing with problematic
situations.

- To uncover the interactional basis of much psychological and social dilemmas of

women and how their and men’s linguistic practices perpetuate those dilemmas.

To summarize the argument so far, the sequential-categorial analysis of data does not block a
politically engaged analysis, but, as Schegloff argues in many places (e.g.1997), only asks of
analysts to produce an empirically robust one — to be able to point to the data and point to

whatever issues they claim exist therein.

This said, it must also be pointed out that the kind of analytical work required is indeed
tremendous. In the Moroccan context, the obscure status of sequential and categorial analyses
is surprising. Of all the material encountered during a reading career of four years, and to the
best of the present researchers’ knowledge, only two works were encountered that explicitly
refer to conversation analysis as a research tool. One of them (Tahtah, 2005) is a serious
attempt to study conversational structures of Moroccan Arabic (turn-taking organization,
adjacency pairs, pre-sequences, insertion sequence, and preference organization.) as well as

some of its non-verbal aspects. The other (Debbagh, 2011) was a partial attempt to apply CA
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to the study of identity construction in medial discourse (partial because CA was used side by
side with CDA whose underlying theoretical foundation is the antithetical counterpart to that

informing CA and MCA work).

There is, as a consequence, no solid cumulative work on the sequential structures of
Moroccan Arabic, nor is there a serious engagement with Membership Categorization
Analysis to be found. In attempting to address some sequential and categorical properties of
Moroccan conversations, the present work has thus sought to remedy a lack in the field of
gender and language in Morocco. Mostly however, the present work has only sought to draw

attention to this lack. If it succeeded in this, it has done the job.

The present chapter offered some capsule conclusions to the analytic results of the present
thesis as a whole. It also discussed some implication of the CA-MCA line of enquiry taken
here for the larger field of discourse, gender, and language. Following those implications were
some of the ways the results can be applied to help to better understand social problem as a
necessary step towards devising solutions to them. The discussion of CA/MCA applications
necessarily brought up a consideration of the current state of knowledge of the interactional
order and practices in the Moroccan society as to consider seriously intervention in its social
problem. It was conclude that the current state of knowledge is indeed limited; that there
should be more work on the CA and MCA aspects of the Moroccan interactional order if

serious engagement with social manifestations is to be reached.
4. Limitations of the study

Naturally enough, the analysis provided in the body of the present work has its limitations,
which stem from adopting conceptual, theoretical, and methodological choices while
disregarding others. The materials used for analysis comprised both telephone calls and
mundane conversations. Only in the former was participants’ access to the visual context
limited. For the latter, a more fruitful approach would be to include the non-verbal aspects of
interaction into analysis. Many an Action is sometimes done with only a slight nod of the
head, a wave of the hand, a gaze of the eye, etc. While the reliance on audio-recording had its
advantages, video-recording and the analysis of the visual context of interaction would have
enriched the analysis. This however does not mean that video analysis would come handy, a
whole different set of methodological issues would arise, not least among them problem of

authenticity.
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Second, to save time and effort, the researcher’s the transcription procedure was eclectic. The
calls chosen for analysis were transcribed only in parts. It would have been better to transcribe
the calls in whole to collect a large corpus which would have enabled the identification of still
more robust patterns across a large number of calls. Customarily in CA and MCA projects,
researchers recruit professional transcribers and focus instead on analysis, which is of course
no less laborious but it is at least more rewarding. Given that the present researcher had to
simultaneously prepare the transcripts and conduct the analysis, the result was a relatively
small corpus. Its smallness, however, does not an easy attitude towards analysis. Indeed, the

analysis was is diligently done to the best capacities of the researcher.

Another point is pertinent in this context. Being a competent member of the culture, the
researcher made constant effort not to let his assumptions sieve through the analysis of a
culture. He scrutinized both the cultural patterns and his assumptions, hunches, and
expectations for their meaning The analyses provided were produced with the researcher
painstakingly sticking to the data in order to investigate it in a detached and scholarly manner.
In most CA and MCA work, however, analysis is often done in what is know in the literature
as ‘data sessions’. In a data session, researchers discuss their transcripts beforehand, listen or
watch excerpts of interaction, comment on each other’s analyses and broaden, in this way,
each other’s understandings of the interactions analyzed. It is truly in this way that one’s

cultural aspects are publically and open ‘questioned’.

In attempting a similar activity, the researcher continuously searched for other like-minded
collaborators from within the small PhD community of students he is acquainted with, but
could not manage to find any willing partners to work with. Data sessions are indeed an
important. To the extent that sequential-categorial analyses are a matter of group work, the
present work is lacking, being, as it is, the product of only two individuals (a supervisee and

his supervisor).

General conclusion

The rough history of the present work may very well offer some indication of how the study
of gender and language, or a discursive analysis of gender, has evolved from a first
conception of it as a discourse analytic project. The initial proposal offered to undertake a
study of women and men ‘styles’, the latter roughly conceived in term set by Deborah
Tannen’s work. The search was meant for those linguistic items and their differential

pragmatic understanding, or use. The research site selected was that of weddings as it was
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deemed a rich place for interaction to take place; hence for data to come out in the shape of

group conversations in mixed-sex and same-sex conversations.

No sooner had the project been established than a cursory survey of the recent literature
offered some theoretical and methodological indications that threatened to snag the project
conceived. Not only was the study of gender differences exhausted — with no conclusive
results — and, more importantly, somewhat outdated, but the field also witnessed a foray of
new approaches, some old but rose to prominence, and some new and tried to vie for
recognition. Conversation Analysis and Membership Categorization Analysis belong to the
latter group, for, although the study of gender from an ethnomethodological vantage point is
as old as Ethnomethodology itself, carrying the research program as a feminism project, or a
work in women’s studies, is only a new one. For scholars enthusiastic about introducing
sequential-categorial analyses, it meant, among other things, adapting them for the purposes
of an interdisciplinary community of linguists, sociolinguists, culture analysts,
anthropologists, and text and discourse analysts, not all of whom are ready to embrace the
implications of the new framework. The primary task for the CA-MCA enthusiasts was,
therefore, to argue for the utility of their tools through first supplementing the criticism of the
field of gender and language with new arguments. Only later could they argue for

contributions they tools could make.

The task of supplementing arguments against the study of gender linguistic styles was made
easier by the existence alternative studies in constructionism. A common thread that holds
constructionists and CA and MCA analysts together is their concurrence on the social roots of
gender in interactive and discursive practices. However, CA and MCA analysts put much
emphasis on ordinary members’ constructions of gender rather than analysts’ construction
from member’s accounts of gender. The analysis reported in the present work tried to show
that the direct engagement with members’ common sense has much to offer that renders any

explanation or interpretation of it redundant at best, misleading at worst.

With such work available to instigate a departure from the original proposal, and having
reached a point where the project could progress no further, the researcher then decided, with
the consent of the supervisor of the work, to pursue an analysis along CA and MCA lines. The
outcome of the pursuit culminated in the present dissertation. The search for different styles

for men and women left behind, it was then possible to focus on the details of interaction and



Gender work 273

the emergence of gender through those details. The payoffs of close attention to details can

therefore be taken to constitute a general point made by the dissertation.

There is another points also made by the present dissertation. It was brought up during a
discussion session at a national conference and concerned the added value, the applied side,

contribution, in short the utility, of looking for gender in mundane talk and telephone calls.

Back at the conference, the analytical results presented were culled from the various analyses
of the cultural background of interaction in terms of gender categories, and from the analysis
of how the reflexive and indexical character of gender categories inform such background in a
way that confirms the type-honored social patterns of gender. The analysis therein then
confirmed that gender patterns are skewed in favor men (as in here, the audience was warned
that the results may seems hackneyed); but, given the theoretical and methodological
commitments of the researcher, he refrained from saying anything about power, hegemony,
ideology; nor did he allude to the exploitation of women as housewives, the incrimination of
working wives ‘morally guilty’, or any other topic conventionally related to feminism. As it
turned out, and ordinarily enough, the link to such critical topics was made by commentators
during discussion time; but the link was quickly followed by the question: ‘What of it?” and
‘why specifically studying talk in an analysis of gender?’. Why, in other words, bother
studying as crude a thing as talk, for as serious an issue in discourse analysis, as gender,
power relations, male dominance, or, indeed, gender cultural practice that are traditionally and
conventionally studied is as equally serious domains as cinema, media, cyberspace, novels,
and literary work? If anything, CA’s and MCA’s claims of legitimacy were questioned on the
basis of essentially similar views in their mother field. Writing on the sequential organization
of telephone calls as routine achievement, Schegloff (1986) expresses a point close in spirit to

the one above,

The beginnings of telephone conversations can seem a peculiar object on which to
lavish scholarly attention. Being historically shallow products of technological
innovation, they may seem parochial when set beside other specific subgenres of
speech such as political oratory, for example, whose occurrence and study have
greater historical depth and cross-cultural generality, and whose consequences

seem self-evidently potentially substantial (1986, p. 111).

Schegloff’s article is a defense of the study of telephone openings as ‘action’ on a par with

other, supposed more serious, actions, like marriage proposals or political oratory. So it was
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not very strange, nor indeed surprising, that their validity was again doubted in the host field

of gender and language studies.

Indeed, it seemed as though the shift from the very crude and seemingly unimportant — the
domain of conversation— to the very lofty was very hard to digest. To use interactional
instances to study social issues of such weight was puzzling— for ‘power’, ‘hegemony’,
‘ideology’, ‘discourse’, and ‘identity’ are all big words after all; they are always regarded
with a theoretical ‘awe’. To probe the working of the former in order to uncover the latter
seemed an infringement of academic dignity, a breach to academic respect due to discourse

analysts, so to speak.

It is curious to notice that a similar set of questions is not asked of studies of gender in
relation to diverse domains as cinema, media, Internet, literary works, and neither is its
methodological counterpart asked of well-established research techniques, i.e. questionnaires,
interviews, or focus groups. The former are considered domains where the study of gender
has obvious payoffs, given that their analysis is part and parcel of the analysis of culture in
general. But it can be observed nonetheless that talk was the earliest form in which culture
was transmitted from one generation to another in any given community. If anything, the
recent forms of cultural expressions all have they pedigree in oral expression, i.e., talk-in-
interaction (Schegloff, 1986). It is fit, therefore, to study gender this site which is primordial
with regards to all the cultural forms that build on it for their existence. CA and MCA studies
of gender in mundane talk can therefore lay the foundations for its study in any other domain
where it is of concern. The implications and applications part has demonstrated in what way

CA and MCA can inform other approaches. This is a second point made by the present work.

If, as a final point, the viability of an approach in as competitive a domain of study as
discourse analysis is to be measured against analytical and applied contributions, it is the
researcher’s firm belief that the present work justifies its existence and the final shape it took

on both points.

Notes

i Interestingly, that much quoted phrase is omitted from the second 2007 edition of the book. It certainly says
something about how conversation analysts are now willing to engage with issues once considered outside the
remit of a purely structural domain.
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Appendix I: sample transcripts Mundane talk

VOC1-001 (00:4:10) (speaker selects next)

Said:
Driss:
Driss:
Said:
Driss:
Said:

Soufiane:

A::: hahna daba yadi nzidu lgddam.
kajgtlouh duk 11lila
safi [kaygolha djal-=
[safi:- safi hbss.
fno a xaj su:fjan?
kanshsb axojaa [?ana dik lkalima djali.

[max- maxllitili mangu:1l axoja

VOC11-001- (00:11:45)

MoGad:

S¢id:
MoGad:
S¢id:
MoGad:

MoGad:
MoGad:
S¢id:
MoGad:
Adbessamad:
MoGad:

<hswwa tahowa> kajgi Jjogles dak t1lha:g
kajtjje:b,
AlHA:3 fih zitu:n hadi wlla b°laf°= ((at the kitchen))
=zib @ib zitu:n rah tema:: zib dik—
lla: felmerga ndir fiha [wijs dzzi[°tun®
[A: di:r as(h)—
di:r laka WA:::s513 nndadar assi (sbdlmagi:d
la jumkinu mona- mona:gafatu gara:ra:tika
ugibnna [i chwiyya naklo.

( )

okajtejjss ((to the other conversationalists))
12jje:h
bhali. ((talk continues))

VOC12-005 (11:02)

Ihsan:

awsllah mafddit wshda hda (h)
sakna hda ddar tmmajs.

yi: gartnat

hawwa jgullsk gawad kidajr=
=rah [afha

((makes plosive sound with lips tightly pursed))
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ppa:x.
1lajn¢sal god lbna:t.
() jJa ssahi:b kidajresa wille wille.
Kamal: tajhder yi¢sl lbna:t w- ew
tmma yi tajhdesr e¢l lbna:t

Ihsan: aswlla:h ila Crofti °9rtasa’.

VOC22-001 (00:01:42)

Fatiha: Haga:r firra dik lgala:m?

Samar : rah 3nd wafa:?.

Fatiha: hadik lgalam 11i kenti kaddir bih,
Samar: rah ¢ond wafa:?.

Meysem: lla: 111 galtlsek nti dja:lsk ahagar=

=AHA3A:r gtleak dja:lsk 11i katse[wbi—

Samar: [djali ana-?
Fatiha: m:m.

Samar: angibule:k?

Fatiha: m:m.

VOC20-002: (00:05:06) ((recording made at a train compartment. No names retained))

X: kathdi tate¢jaj [utajdiruha jdiruha bi:k.
Y: [waho:d—
Y: wahad lmerra [gu:3 btna:t

(0.75)

labsin mezja::ne zoalma bnat mafi:—

X: ta:h.

F: m:m.

() : m::m.

Y: telCu felkar meC- ma:— m¢— m:— moSgsbhum/ lkar.

.hhh (h)a:$0gi hadak ans maCgsbni [

(0.2)

ohsbto.

(h) fti [no darli(h)om wahsd xojna bslmsSju:r
¢laf tnezlu,

o o

m[::

D

[(h)ti [darli(h)m- osba:h
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Y: (h)ti du:k lsbna:t msaken
bketrat dakm— umafi me¢j:r=
Y: =zofma ma (h)angullsk| dak 1-—
(.)
.h ImeCju:r 11i: 1liCajrhu:m.
(.)

Y: lsbna:t yadjin bhlla tguli hs$s$slhom tajsrgo fs$s$o0:9qg.
(0.75)

Y: u wllaw lsbnat yadji:n hakk(h) taj—

Y: rjglihum tayj— tayj—[ tj— tj—

X: [Cla[f tjnszlu.

F: [( )

Z bketrsk wa— u— u— wahsad 1-—

zotma hst (h)om fwahsd lmostarwa

jhks[r ¢1i(h)om

Y : Crofti kidajsr hada 11i taj<¢jsr?

(.)
Y: mangollsak[ kida<jer ile> [tti:h jxal¢ak.
F: (cick sound) t ja: (h)
Y: awa::jl
F: hadok as[lan 11i kajkunu fofk kam— kaj:—
Y: [omglds:m umforrst kotllo

Calls to phone-in radio shows
hditnsa 02-11-2015/ (12) (00:47:06)

Fatiha: [hit ana ( )

Expert: [wa:xxa. .h fatema [hal fSomrsk?
Fatiha: atna(h)? a[ns tseCta:[.

Expert: [a:th.

tsoSta: [ rsans=kataqra:j?

Fatiha: 1lla?. Cafdda:r.

Expert: 3afdda:r. .h o: olli fof giti=
=fof aiti txetbti: xaltsk hijja 11i
ja:k xotbatsk?

Fatiha: a:h xalti hijja 11i za:t.

Expert : oCemrask tlagiti mSa had ssjjssd hada: rras frras?
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Fatiha: 1l:1a%?.
Expert: 1la,?.

(.) (talk continues)).

Kiflhal 02-11-2015/ (03) (00:51:10)

Expert: rah manxa:fu:[/ mn waldna
jola bda kajbki nhar llswwsl wenhar tta:ni
ujAh s¢i:b annahu jen{ss ohada.
.h walskin mn bs¢d wllsf wlla mztija:n
Sse— sse superbe.
rahna tkesllemna flwwsal

[bi?enna [l7irtma:n .hh=

Aziza: [m:m

Expert: majonmksn/ lina annans nmen¢u wlidatna mlhirman.=
Aziza: [°n (h)am®

Expert: = [et d’ailleur lhirma:n ra:wws 11i kajxslli(h)um jksbru.

.h [fshjath[um annahum jstColmu-—

Aziza: [m:m

Expert: lhirma:n huwwa 11i kajxslli(h)s annahum jnsghu
Aziza: utajgelbu 3la::: 2o o: vwa:ls

Expert: [aki::d.

Aziza: [kifa[ jrsbhu hadik [l?afja:?=

Abdelhadi: [Paki::d. =

Aziza: [111 t7rmu mnha
Expert: lawla 17irma:n [manktlu:ch [umanziduch 3la rjlina=
Aziza : [egzakt.

Expert: =smannsj7u:ch [omanmchuch=

Aziza: [m:m.

Expert: n9slbu, .hh 3la zzaw[ja:t dianna endiru lwlidat diann-—

Aziza: [Ilmuta:babra=lmutabara fl3amal=

Aziza: [uhada:k °thya ms°®?alts::=

Expert: [extactement

Aziza: [.hh

Expert: [et donc manxafu:ch mn dik la transition dial une setmaine=

=di jour 11i kaybki..
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Appendix II: Post-consent form

CONSENT TO AUDIO RECORDING & TRANSCRIPTION

Title of the study: Communication styles of young and old people in Morocco

By: Najib BOUHOUT, Moroccan Cultural studies Centre, Faculty of letters and human
sciences, University Sidi Mohammed Ben Abdellah, Fes.

The study conducted under the title above involves the use of audio material recorded.

I am aware that the researcher (Najib BOUHOUT), or a third party doing the recording for the
researcher, recorded parts of conversations in which I am a party, and without me being aware
of the recording taking place. The researcher, or a third party doing the recording for the
researcher, informed me of the recording, the parts recorded, and the uses to which the said
parts will be put. Also, the researcher, or the third party doing the recording, asked for my

consent to keep the recordings and use them for research objectives.

I declare that I give my full consent to keep, transcribe, and use the recording made for

research objectives, under the following conditions

- Any information that would identify me be deleted, or anonymized, including names,
names of places, cities, etc.

- Parts or whole of the recording be reproduced in written form only under the first
condition above.

- All recorded materials involving me be destroyed once the project for which it is used

is complete.

Participant's Signature:






