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Frame Analysis

From Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of
Experience*

There is a venerable tradition in philosophy that argues that what the reader
assumes £o be real is but a shadow, and that by attending to what the writer
says about perception, thought, the brain, language, culture, a new method-
ology, or novel social forces, the veil can be lifted. That sort of line, of course,
gives as much a role to the writer and his wrtings as is possible to imagine
and for that reason is pathetic. (What can better push a book than the claim
that it will change what the reader thinks is going on?) A current example of
this tradition can be found in some of the doctrines of social psychology and
the W. L. Thomas dictum: “If men define situations as real, they are real in
their consequences.” This statement is true as it reads but false as itis taken.
Defining situations as real certainly has consequences, but these may
contribute véry marginally to the events in progress; in some cases only a
slight embarrassment flits across the scene in mild concern for those who
tried to define the situation wrongly. All the world is not a stage—certainly
the theater isn’t entirely. (Whether you organize a theater or an aircraft
factory, you need to find places for cars to park and coats to be checked, and
these had better be real places, which, incidentally, had better carry real
insurance against theft.) Presumably, a “definition of the situation™ is almost
always to be found, but those who are in the situation ordinarily do not create
this definition, even though their society often can be said to do so; ordi-
narily, all they do is to assess correctly what the sitnation ought to be for
them and then act accordingly. True, we personally negotiate aspects of all
the arrangements under which we live, but often once these are negotiated,
we continue on mechanically as though the matter had always been settled.
So, too, there are occasions when we must wait until things are almost over
before discovering what has been occurring and occasions of our own
activity when we can considerably put off deciding what to claim we have
been doing. But surely these are not the only principles of organization.
Social life is dubious enough and ludicrous enough without having to wish
it further into unreality.
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Within the terms, then, of the bad name that the analysis of social reality
has, this book presents another analysis of social reality. I try to follow a
tradition established by William James in his famous chapter “The
Perception of Reality,” first published as an article in Mind in 1869. Instead
of asking what reality is, he gave matters a subversive phenomenological
twist, italicizing the following queston: Under what circumstances do we think
things are real? The important thing about reality, he implied, is our sense of
its realness in contrast to our feeling that some things lack this quality. One
can then ask under what conditions such a feeling is generated, and this
question speaks to a small, manageable problem having to do with the
camera and not what it is the camera takes pictures of.

In his answer, James stressed the factors of selective attention, intimate
involvement, and noncontradiction by what is otherwise known. More
important, he made a stab at differentiating the several different “worlds”
that our attention and interest can make real for us, the possible subuni-
verses, the “orders of existence” (to use Aron Gurwitsch’s phrase), in each
of which an object of a given kind can have its proper being: the world of
the senses, the world of scientific objects, the world of abstract philosophi-
cal truths, the worlds of myth and supernatural beliefs, the madman’s world,
etc. Each of these subworlds, according to James, has “its own special and
separate style of existence,”? and “each world, whilst iz is attended 1o, is real
after its own fashion; only the reality lapses with the attention.” Then, after
taking this radical stand, James copped out; he allowed that the world of the
senses has a special status, being the one we judge to be the realest reality,
the one that retains our liveliest belief, the one before which the other worlds
must give way.* James in all this agreed with Husserl’s teacher, Brentano,
and implied, as phenomenology came to do, the need to distinguish between
the content of a current perception and the reality status we give to what is
thus enclosed or bracketed within perception.’

James’ crucial device, of course, was a rather scandalous play on the word
“world” (or “reality”). What he meant was not the world but a particular
person’s current world—and, in fact, as will be argued, not even that. There
was no good reason to use such billowy words. James opened a door; it let
in wind as well as light.

In 1945 Alfred Schutz took up James’ theme again in a paper called “On
Multiple Realities.”s His argument followed James’ surprisingly closely, but
more attention was given to the possibility of uncovering the conditions that
must be fulfilled if we are to generate one realm of “reality,” one “finite
province of meaning,” as opposed to another. Schutz added the notion,
interesting but not entirely convincing, that we experience a special kind of
“shock” when suddenly thrust from one “world,” say, that of dreams, to
another, such as thart of the theater:
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There are as many innumerable kinds of different shock experiences
as there are different finite provinces of meaning upon which I may
bestow the accent of reality. Some instances are: the shock of falling
asleep as the leap into the world of dreams; the inner transformation
we endure if the curtain in the theater rises as the transition into the
world of the stageplay; the radical change in our attitude if, before a
painting, we permit our visual field to be limited by what is within the
frame as the passage into the pictorial world; our quandary, relaxing
into laughter, if, in listening to a joke, we are for a short time ready to
accept the fictitious world of the jest as a reality in relation to which
the world of our daily life takes on the character of foolishness; the
child’s turning toward his toy as the transition into the play-world; and
so on. But also the religious experiences in all their varieties—for
instance, Kierkegaard’s experience of the “instant” as the leap into the
religious sphere—are examples of such a shock, as well as the decision
of the scientist to replace all passionate participation in the affairs of
“this world” by a disinterested contemplative attitude.”

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

We speak of provinces of meaning and not of subuniverses because it
is the meaning of our experience and not the ontological structure of
the objects which constitute reality,®

attributing its priority to ourselves, not the world:

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

and to the fact that our bodies always participate in the everyday world what-
ever out interest at the time, this participation implying a capacity to affect
and be affected by the everyday world.'® So instead of saying of a subuni-
verse that it is generated in accordance with certain structural principles, one
says it has a certain “cognitive style.”

Schutz’s paper (and Schutz in general) was brought to the attention of
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ethnographic sociologists by Harold Garfinkel, who further extended the
argument about multiple realities by going on (at least in his early
comments) to look for rules which, when followed, allow us to generate a
“world” of a given kind. Presumably a machine designed according to the
proper specifications could grind out the reality of our choice. The concep-
tual attraction here js obvious. A game such as chess generates a habitable
universe for those who can follow it, a plane of being, a cast of characters
with a seemingly unlimited number of different situations and acts through
which to realize their natures and destinies. Yet much of this is reducible to
a small set of interdependent rules and practices. If the meaningfulness of
everyday activity is similarly dependent on a closed, finite set of rules, then
explication of them would give one a powerful means of analyzing social life.
For example, one could then see {following Garfinkel) that the significance
of certain deviant acts is that they undermine the intelligibility of everything
else we had thought was going on around us, including all next acts, thus
generating diffuse disorder. To uncover the informing, constitutive rules of
everyday behavior would be to perform the sociologist’s alchemy—the trans-
mutation of any paich of ordinary social activity into an illuminating
publication. It might be added that although James and Schutz are
convincing in arguing that something like the “world” of dreams is differ-
ently organized from the world of everyday experience, they are quite
unconvincing in providing any kind of account as to how many different
“worlds” there are and whether everyday, wide-awake life can actually be
seen as but one rule-produced plane of being, if so seen at all. Nor has there
been much success in describing constitutive rules of cveryday activity.'!
One is faced with the embarrassing methodological fact that the announce-
ment of constitutive rules seems an open-ended game that any number can
play forever. Players usually come up with five or ten rules (as I will), but
there are no grounds for thinking that a thousand additional assumptions
might not be listed by others. Moreover, these students neglect to make clear
that what they are often concerned with is not an individual’s sense of what
is real, but rather what it is he can get caught up in, engrossed in, carried
away by; and this can be something he can claim is really going on and yet
claim is not real. One is left, then, with the structural similarity between
everyday life—neglecting for a moment the possibility that no satisfactory
catalog might be possible of what to include therein—and the various
“worlds” of make-believe but no way of knowing how this relationship
should modify our view of everyday life. :

Interest in the James—Schutz line of thought has become active recently
among persons whose initial stimulus came from soutrces not much
connected historically with the phenomenological tradition: The work of
those who created what has come to be called “the theater of the absurd,”
most fully exhibited in the analytical dramas of Luigi Pirandello. The very
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useful paper by Gregory Bateson, “A Theory of‘ Play and Phantelxsy,”'1 in
which he directly raised the question of unsel"lousn;ss and seriousness,
allowing us to see what a startling thing experience is, such that a b}.t of
serious activity can be used as a model for putting together unserious
versions of the same activity, and that, on occasion, we may not knox_;v
whether it is play or the real thing that is occurring. (Bateson introduced his
own version of the notion of “bracketing,” a usable one, and a!e:.o tl?e argu-
ment that individuals can intentionally produce framing confusion ‘1‘1’1 thosS
with whom they are dealing; it is in Bateson’s paper that the. te1:-n frame
was proposed in roughly the sense in whicl? I want to employ ‘1t.) The work
of John Austin, who, following Wittgenstein,' suggested again r_hgt whg; wei
mean by “really happening” is complicated, and thgt although an mc.hva t;a
may dream unrealities, it is still proper to say of him on that occasion .at
he is really dreaming.'® (L have also drawn on the Work_ ofa smdent‘of f?zlsun,
D. S. Schwayder, and his fine book, The Stratification of Be{kamqr..) The
efforts of those who study (or at least publish on) fraud, deceit, misidentifi-
cation, and other “optical” effects, and thelwork of tpose who stu.dy
“strategic interaction,” including the way in which concealing and revealing
bear upon definitions of the situation. The useful paper by Barney lGla’s,e:J;"
and Anselm Strauss, “Awareness Contexts and .So.cn.tl Interaction.
Finally, the modern effort in linguistically oriented disciplines to employ the
notion of a “code” as a device which informs and patterns all events that fall
within the boundaries of its application. o
I have borrowed extensively from all these sources, F:la:mmg regliy only
the bringing of them together. My perspective is s:tuanonal‘, meaning here
a concern for what one individual can be alive to at a particular momer'xt,
this often involving a few other particular individuals and not neces.sanly
restricted to the mutually monitored arena of a face—to—.face gathering. I
assume that when individuals attend to any current situation, th‘ey face tl’.le
question: “What is it that’s going on here?” Whether asked exphclt}y,. asin
rimes of confusion and doubt, or tacitly, during occasions of usual ce.rtlt.ufie,
the question is put and the answer to it is presumed by tl‘le way the 1f1d1v1d—
uals then proceed to get on with the affairs at hand. Starting, then, with that
question, this volume attempts to limn out a framework that could be
appealed to for the answer. . - o .
Let me say at once that the question “What is it t.hat s going on here?” 15
considerably suspect. Any event can be described 1n terms of a chus Fhat
includes a wide swath or a narrow one and—as a related but not identical
matier—in terms of a focus that is close-up or distant. And no one has a
theory as to what particular span and level will come to i?e the ones
employed. To begin with, I must be allowed to proceed by picking my span
and level arbitrarily, without special justification. ' N
A similar issue is found in connection with perspective. When participant
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roles in an activity are differentiated-—a common circumstance—-the view
that one person has of what is going on is likely to be quite different from that
of another. There is a sense in which what is play for the golfer is work for
the caddy. Different interests will—in Schutz’s phrasing—generate different
motivational relevancies. (Moreover, variability is complicated here by the
fact that those who bring different perspectives to the “same” .events are
likely to employ different spans and levels of focus.) Of course, in many cases
some of those who are committed to differing points of view and focus may
still be willing to acknowledge that theirs is not the official or “real” one.
Caddies work at golf, as do instructors, but both appreciate that their job is
special, since it has to do with servicing persons engaged in play. In any case,
again I will initially assume the right to pick my point of view, my motiva-
tional relevancies, only limiting this choice of perspective to one that
participants would easily recognize to be valid.

Further, it is obvious that in most “situations” many different things are
happening simultaneously—things that are likely to have begun at different
moments and may terminate dissynchronously.’® To ask the question “What
is 7 that’s going on here?” biases matters in the direction of unitary expo-
sition and simplicity. This bias, too, I must be temporarily allowed.

So, t00, to speak of the “current” situation (just as to speak of something
going on “here”) is to allow reader and writer to continue along easily in
their impression that they clearly know and agree on what they are thinking
about, The amount of time covered by “current” (just as the amount of
space covered by “here”) obviously can vary greatly from one occasion to
the next and from one participant to another; and the fact that participants
seem to have no trouble in quickly coming to the same apparent under-
standing in this matter does not deny the intellectual importance of our
trying to find out what this apparent consensus consists of and how it is
established. To speak of something happening before the eyes of observers
is to be on firmer ground than usual in the social sciences; but the ground
is still shaky, and the crucial question of how a seeming agreement was
reached concerning the identity of the “something” and the inclusiveness of
“before the eyes” still remains.

Finaily, it is plain that retrospective characterization of the “same” event
or social occasion may differ very widely, that an individual’s role in an
undertaking can provide him with a distinctive evaluative assessment of what
sort of an instance of the type the particular undertaking was. In that sense
it has been argued, for example, that opposing rooters at a football game do
not experience the “same” game, and that what makes a party a good one
for a participant who is made much of is just what makes it a bad one for a
participant who thereby is made little of.

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

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

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

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

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

And of course much use will be made of Bateson’s use of the term
“frame.” 1 assume that definitions of a situation are built up in accordance
with principles of organization which govern events——at least social
ones—and our subjective involvement in them; frame is the word I use to
refer to such of these basic elements as I am able to identify. That is my defi-
nition of frame. My phrase “frame analysis” is a slogan to refer to the
examination in these terms of the organization of experience.

In dealing with conventional topics, it is usually practical to develop
concepts and themes in some sort of logical sequence: nothing coming
earlier depends on something coming later, and, hopefully, terms developed
at any one point are actually used in what comes thereafter. Often the
complaint of the writer is that linear presentation constrains what is actually
a circular affair, ideally requiring simultaneous introduction of terms, and
the complaint of the reader is that concepts elaborately defined are not much
used beyond the point at which the fuss is made about their meaning. In the
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analysis of frames, linear presentation is no great embarrassment. Nor is the
defining of terms not used thereafter. The problem, in fact, is that once a
term is introduced (this occurring at the point at which it is first needed), it
begins to have too much bearing, not merely applying to what comes later,
but reapplying in each chapter to what it has already applied to. Thus each
succeeding section of the study becomes more entangled, until a step can
hardly be made because of what must be carried along with it. The process
closely follows the horrors of repetition songs, as if—in the case of frame
analysis—what Old MacDonald had on his farm were partridge and juniper
trees.

Discussions about frame inevitably lead to questions concerning the status
of the discussion itself, because here terms applying to what is analyzed
ought to apply to the analysis also. I proceed on the commonsense assump-
tion thar ordinary language and ordinary writing practices are sufficiently
flexibie to allow anything that one wants to express to get expressed, Here I
follow Carnap’s position:

The sentences, definitions, and rules of the syntax of a language are
concerned with the forms of that language. But, now, how are these
sentences, definitions, and rules themselves to be correctly expressed?
Is a kind of super-language necessary for the purpose? And, again, a
third language to explain the syntax of this super-language, and so on
to infinity? Or is it possible to formulate the syntax of a language within
that language itself? The obvious fear will arise that in the latter case,
owing to certain reflexive definitions, contradictions of a nature seern-
ingly similar to those which are familiar both in Cantor’s theory of
transfinite aggregates and in the pre-Russellian logic might make their
appearance. But we shall see later that without any danger of contra-
dictions or antinomies emerging it is possible to express the syntax of
a language in that language itself, to an extent which is conditioned by
the wealth of means of expression of the language in question.?

- Thus, even if one took as one’s task the examination of the use made in the

humamities and the less robust sciences of “examples,” “illustrations,” and
“cases in point,” the object being to uncover the folk theories of evidence
which underlie resort to these devices, it would still be the case that exam-
ples and illustrations would probably have to be used, and they probably
could be without entirely vitiating the analysis.

In turning to the 1ssue of reflexivity and in arguing that ordinary language
is an adequate resource for discussing it, I do not mean that these particular
linguistic matrers should block all other concerns. Methodological self-
consciousness that is full, immediate, and persistent sets aside all study and
analysis except that of the reflexive problem itself, thereby displacing fields
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of inquiry instead of contributing to them. Thus, I will throughout use
quotation marks 1o suggest a special sense of the word so marked and not
concern myself systematically with the fact that this device is routinely used
in a variety of quite different ways,* that these seem 10 bear ¢losely on the
question of frame, and that I must assume that the context of use will auto-
matically lead my readers and me to have the same understanding, although
neither I nor they might be abte 10 explicate the marter further. So, too, with
the warning and the lead that ordinary language philosophers have given us.
1 know thatr the crucial term “real” may have been permanently
Wittgensteined into a blur of slightly different uses, but proceed on the
assumption that carefulness can gradually bring us to an understanding of
basic themes informing diversity, a diversity which carefulness itself initially
establishes, and that what is taken for granted concerning the meaning of
this word can safely so be done until it is convenient to attend to what one
has been doing.

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

Another disclaimer. This book is about the organization of experi-
ence—something that an individual actor can take into his mind—and not
the organization of society. I make no claim whatsoever to be talking
about the core matters of sociology-—social organization and social struc-
ture. Those matters have been and can continue to be quite nicely studied
without reference to frame at all. T am not addressing the structure of social
life but the structure of experience individuals have at any moment of their
social lives. I personally hold society to be first in every way and any indi-
vidual’s current involvements to be second; this report deals only with
martters that are second. This book will have weaknesses enough in the areas
it claims to deal with; there is no need to find limitations in regard to what it
does not set about to cover. Of course, it can be argued that to focus on the
nature of personal experiencing—with the implication this can have for
giving equally serious consideration to all matters that might momentarily
concern the individual—is itself a standpoint with marked political implica-
tions, and that these are conservative ones. The analysis developed does not
catch at the differences berween the advantaged and disadvantaged classes
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and can be said to direct attention away from such matters. I think that is
true. I can only suggest that he who would combat false consciousness and
awaken people to their true interests has much to do, because the sleep is
very deep. And [ do not intend here to provide a lullaby but merely to sneak
in and watch the way the people snore.

* * *

It has been argued that a strip of activity will be perceived by its participants
in terms of the rules or premises of a primary framework, whether social or
natural, and that activity so perceived provides the model for two basic kinds
of transformation—keying and fabrication. It has also been argued that these
frameworks are not merely a matter of mind but correspond in some sense
to the way in which an aspect of the activity itself is organized-—especially
activity directly involving social agents. Organizational premises are
involved, and these are something cognition somehow arrives at, not some-
thing cognition creates or generates. Given their understanding of what it is
that is going on, individuals fit their actions to this understanding and ordi-
narily find that the ongoing world supports this fitting. These organizational
premises—sustained both in the mind and in activity—! call the frame of the
activity.

It was also suggested that activity interpreted by the application of partic-
ular rules and inducing fitting actions from the interpreter, activiry, in short,
that organizes matter for the interpreter, itself is located in a physical, biolog-
ical, and social world. Fanciful words can speak about make-believe places,
but these words can only be spoken #n the real world. Even so with dreaming,
When Coleridge dreamed his “Kubla Khan,” he dreamed it in an
undreaming world: he had to begin and terminate his dreaming in the
“natural” flow of time; he had to use up a bed, a good portion of the night,
and apparently some supplies of a medicinal kind in order to be carried away
into his dream; and a sufficient control of the environment was assumed,
pertaining to air, temperature, and noise level so that he could go on
dreaming. (Think what has to be organized materially and correctly so that
an astronaut in flight will be able to dream.) It is this intermeshing of framed
activity in the everyday unstaged world that I want to consider in this
chapter.

The relation of the frame to the environing werld in which the framing
occurs is complex. An illustration. Two men sit down at a game-equipped
table and decide whether to play chess or checkers. In terms of the game-
generated realm in which they will soon be lodged, the difference between
chess and checkers is considerable; quite different dramas will unfold
involving quite different game-generated characters. But should a stranger
or employer or a janitor or policeman approach the two players, it will
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usually be quite sufficient 1o know that the men are playing a board game.
The gearing of the game into the immediately surrounding workaday world
is largely in terms of this relatively abstract categorization, for what are
involved are such matters as the electric light, the room space, the time
neaded, the right of others to openly watch and under certain circumstances
to interrupt the men and ask them to postpone the game or shift its physical
location, the right of the players to phone their wives to say they will be
delayed because of a game to finish. These and a host of other detailed ways
in which what is going on must find a place in the rest of the ongoing world
are relatively independent of which game is being played. By and large it is
the mode of transformation, not what is thus transformed, that is geared
into the world. And yet, of course, this independence is not complete. There
are implications in the difference between chess and checkers that bear upon
the world external to the playing of these games, For example, in America
those seen playing chess tend to be regarded as possibly cultivated, an iden-
tificarion not secured by those seen playing checkers. Also, if but one set of
each of the games is available, then the players who elect to play one of the
games can force a next pair to play the other. And, of course, the players
must come to whichever game they decide to play with prior knowledge of
it. (They must enter also with a desire to play and a willingness to play each
other, but these psychological prerequisites do not much differentiate
between chess and checkers.) It should be repeated: a similar argument can
be advanced in regard to any self-absorbing, fanciful activity.?* A cup can be
filled from any realm, but the handle belongs to the realm that qualifies as
reality.

Observe that any discussion of the gearing of the playing of a game into
its surround—any discussion of the rim of this frame—leads to apparent
paradox. The understanding that players and nonplayers have of where the
claims of the ongoing world leave off and where the claims of play take over
is part of what the players bring to their playing from the outside world, and
yet is a necessary constituent of play. The very points at which the internal
activity leaves off and the external activity takes over—the rim of the frame
itself—become generalized by the individual and taken into his framework
of interpretation, thus becoming, recursively, an additional part of the frame,
In general, then, the assumptions that cut an activity off from the external
surround also mark the ways in which this activity is inevitably bound to the
surrounding world.

This paradoxical issue is a harsh fact of life for those who we might think
had other business. When two individuals come together to engage in one
tossing of a coin, we might be brought to admit that enough light will have
to be available to allow the gamblers 1o read the fall. But there is no need to
think we might have to supply the gamblers with a snack and a bathroom.
When the game is longer lasting, these latter services might have to be laid
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on, for wherever one’s person goes, so, after a certain while, goes the role-
irrelevant need for basic caterings. And the material equipment may come
to require refurbishment. (Thus, in casinos, arrangements must be made to
replace worn cards and to wash dirty chips.) But note that very often the
services required by men and equipment-—whatever the realm of activity
sustained by what is thus kept in working order---are institutionally avail-
able, part of the fixed social plant. Indeed, the players and equipment used
in quite different activities can employ the same service in a close inter-
weaving of use. All this routine servicing allows individuals to take the matter
for granted and to forget about the conditions that are being quietly satis-
fied. But there i1s a special set of activities calculated to remind us of the
anchoring of our doings, namely, ones which draw us away for an extended
time from socially institutionalized provisioning. Family camping trips,
mountaineering expeditions, and armies in the field provide examples. Here
the institutional plant must be carried along; logistics acquires a name and
becomes a conscious problem, as much a part of the plans as the story line,

The question of how a framed activity is embedded in ongoing reality
appears to be closely tied to two others, namely, how an activity can be keyed
and {especially) how it can be fabricated. William James himself gives us
reason to inquire along these lines.

When James asked, “Under what circumstances do we think things real?”
he assumed that somehow reality in itself was not enough and, instead, prin-
ciples of convincingness were what really counted. (His answer, no doubt
inadequate, does raise the question as to how it is that the world is tied
together for us.) Now it might be thought thar these principles could be
fulfilled at times when what seemed to be going on was not in fact going on,
and this is no doubt true. Immediately, then, a basic dilemma is produced.
Whatever it is that generates sureness is precisely what will be employed by
those who want to mislead us. For surely, although some evidence will be
much more difficult than other evidence to fake, and therefore will be of
special use as a test of what is really going on, the more it is relied upon for
this reason the more reason there is to make the effort to fake it. In any case,
it turns out that the study of how 1o uncover deception is also by and large
the study of how to build up fabrications. The way in which strips of activity
are geared into the world and the way in which deceptions can be fabricated
turn out, paradoxically, to be much the same. In consequence one can learn
how our sense of ordinary reality is produced by examining something that
is easier 1o become conscious of, namely, how reality is mimicked and/or
how it is faked.

* * *

1. This study began with the observation that we {(and a considerable

|
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number of theys) have the capacity and inclination 10 use concrete, actual
activity—activity that is meaningful in its own right—as a model upon which
to work transformations for fun, deception, experiment, rehearsal, dream,
fantasy, ritual, demonstration, analysis, and charity. These lively shadows of
events are geared into the ongoing world but not in quite the close way that
1s true of ordinary, literal acuvity.

Here, then, is a warrant for taking ordinary activity seriously, a portion of
the paramount reality. For even as it is shown that we can become engrossed
in fictive planes of being, giving to each in its turn the accent of reality, so it
can be shown that the resulting experiences are derivative and insecure when
placed up against the real thing. James and even Schutz can be read in this
way. But if that is comfort, it comes too easy.

First, we often use “real” simply as a contrast term. When we decide that
something is unreal, the reality it isn’t need not itself be very real, indeed,
can just as well be a dramatization of events as the events themselves—or a
rehearsal of the dramatization, or a painting of the rehearsal, or a reproduc-
tion of the painting. Any of these latter can serve as the original of which
something is a mere mock-up, leading one to think that what is sovereign is
relationship, not substance, (A valuable watercolor stored—for safe-
keeping—in a portfolio of reproduced masters is, in that context, a fake
reproduction.)

Second, any more or less protracted strip of everyday, lteral activity seen
as such by all its participants is likely to contain differently framed episodes,
these having different realm statuses. A man finishes giving instructions to
his postman, greets a passing couple, gets into his car, and drives off.
Certainly this strip s the sort of thing that writers from James on have had
in mind as everyday reality. But plainly, the traffic system is a relatively
narrow role domain, impersonal yet closely geared into the ongoing world;
greetings are part of the ritual order in which the individual can figure as a
representative of himself, a realm of action that is geared into the world but
in a special and restricted way. Instruction giving belongs to the realm of
occupational roles, but it is unlikely that the exchange will have occurred
without a bordering of small talk cast in still another domain. The physical
compeltence exhibited in giving over and receiving a letter (or opening and
closing a car deor) pertains to still another order, the bodily management of
physical objects close at hand. Moreover, once our man goes on his way,
driving can become routine, and his mind is likely to leave the road and dart
for moments into fantasy. Suddenly finding himself in a tight spot, he may
simultaneously engage in physically adroit evasion and prayer, melding the
“rational” and the “irrational” as smoothly as any primitive and as charac-
teristically. (Note that all these differently framed activities could be
subsumed under the term “role”—for example, the role of suburbanite—but
that would provide a hopelessly gross conceptualization for our purposes.)
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Of course, this entire stratified strip of overlapped frammgs could certainly
be transformed as a whole for presentation on the screen, and it would there
be systematically different by one lamination, giving to the whole a different
realm status from the original, But what the cinemartic version would be a
copy of, that is, an unreal instance of, would itself be something that was not
homeogeneous with respect to reality, itself something shot through with
various framings and their various realms.

And by the same argument, a movie showing could itself be seen as part
of the ordinary working world. It is easily possible to imagine the circum-
stances in which an individual attended the movies and became involved in
its offering as one phase of an evening’s outing—a round that might include
eating, talking, and other actualities. Granting this, one can imagine the
circumstances in which the moviegoer might compare the reality of the
evening’s round with watching a TV drama in which such an evening was
depicted. Contrariwise, in court, establishing an alibi, our individual could
avow that he really had gone to the movies on a particular evening in ques-
tion, and that deing so was for him an ordinary, uneventful, everyday thing
to do, when, in fact, he had really been doing something else.

2. Butthere are deeper issues. In arguing that everyday activity provides
an original against which copies of various kinds can be struck, the assump-
tion was that the model was something that could be actual and, when it
was, would be more closely enmeshed in the ongoing world than anything
medeled after it. However, in many cases, what the individual does in serious
life, he does in relationship to cultural standards established for the doing
and for the social role that is built up out of such doings. Some of these stan-
dards are addressed to the maximally approved, some to the maximally
disapproved. The associated lore itself draws from the moral traditions of
the community as found in folk tales, characters in novels, advertisements,
myth, movie stars and their famous roles, the Bible, and other sources of
exemplary representation. So everyday life, real enough in itself, often seems
to be a laminated adumbration of a pattern or model that is itself a typifica-
tion of quite uncertain realm starus.?” (A famous face who models a
famous-name dress provides in her movements a keying, a mock-up, of an
everyday person walking about in everyday dress, something, in short,
modeled after actual wearings; but obviously she is also a model for everyday
appearance-while-dressed, which appearance is, as it were, always a brides-
maid bur never a bride.) Life may not be an imitation of art, but ordinary
conduct, in a sense, is an imitation of the proprieties, a gesture at the exemp-
lary forms, and the primal realization of these ideals belong more to
make-believe than to reality.

Moreover, what people understand to be the organization of their ex-
perience, they buttress, and perforce, self-fulfillingly. They develop a corpus
of cautionary tales, games, riddles, experiments, newsy stories, and other
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scenarios which elegantly confirm a frame-relevant view of the workings of
the world. (The young especially are caused to dwell on these manufactured
clarities, and it comes to pass that they will later have a natural way to figure
the scenes around them.) And the human nature that fits with this view of
viewing does so in part because its possessors have learned to comport them-
selves so as to render this analysis true of them. Indeed, in countless ways
and ceaselessly, social life takes up and freezes into itself the understandings
we have of it. (And since my analysis of frames admittedly merges with the
one that subjects themselves employ, mine, in that degree, must function as
another supportive fantasy.)

In looking at strips of everyday, actual doings involving flesh-and-blood indi-
viduals in face-to-face dealings with one another, it is tempting and easy to
draw a clear contrast to copies presented in fictive realms of being. The
copies can be seen as mere transformations of an original, and everything
uncovered about the organization of fictive scenes can be seen to apply only
to copies, not to the actual world. Frame analysis would then become the
study of everything but ordinary behavior.

However, although this approach might be the most congenial, it is not
the most profitable. For actual activity is not merely to be contrasted with
something obvicusly unreal, such as dreams, but also to sports, games,
ritual, experimentation, practicing, and other arrangements, including
deception, and these activities are not all that fanciful. Furthermore, each of
these alternatives to the everyday is different from the others in a different
way. Also, of course, everyday activity itself contains quickly changing
frames, many of which generate events which depart considerably from
anything that might be called literal. Finally, the variables and elements of
organization found in nonliteral realms of being, albeit manifest and utilized
in distinctive ways in each of these realms, are also found in the organiza-
tion of actual experience, again in a version distinctive 1o it.

Notes

1 William James, Principles of Psychology, vol. 2 (New York: Dover Publications, 1950),
chapter 21, pp. 283-324. Here, as throughout, italics in quoted marerials are as in the
original.
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4 James’ interest in the varieties-of-worlds problem was not fleeting. In his Varieries of
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5 “But who does not see that in a disbelieved or doubted or interrogative or conditional
proposition, the ideas are combined in the same identical way in which they are in a
proposition which is solidly believed” (James, Principles of Psychology, 2:286). Aron
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1. A. Richards, for exampie, has a version in his How to Read a Page (New York: W. W.

Nerton & Company, 1942):

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

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

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

3.  Sometimes they suggest further that what is quoted is nonsense or that there is really
no such thing as the thing they profess 10 name.

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

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

There are many other uses . . . [p. 66]

Simme} presents the case for works of art in “The Handle,” in Georg Simmel et al., Essays

on Seociology, Philosephy and Aesthetics, ed. Kurt H. Wolff (New York: Harper & Row,

1965):

Modern theories of art strongly emphasize that the essential task of painting and sculp-
ture is the depiction of the spatial organization of things. Assenting readily to this, one
may then easily fai to recognize that space within a painting is a structure altogether
different from the real space we experience. Within actual space an object can be
touched, whereas in a painting it can only be looked at; each portion of real space is
experienced as part of an infinite expanse, but the space of a picture is experienced as
a self-enclosed world; the real object interacts with everything that surges past or hovers
arcund it, but the content of a work of art cuts off these threads, fusing only its own
elements into a self-sufficient unity. Hence, the work of art leads its life beyond reality,
To be sure, the work of art draws its content from reality; but from visions of realiry it
builds a sovereign realm. While the canvas and the pigment on it are parts of reality,
the work of art constructed out of them exists in an ideal space which can no more
come in contact with actual space than tones can touch smells. {p. 267)

War games intreduce a special twist. Since logistics is a major part of a military under-

taking, the practicing of such a doing must include attention to supplies, medical

treatment, communication channels, and all the other paraphernalia of a community, But
since these engaging in the exercise will in fact be cut off somewhat from institutional
services, it follows that real supplies, medical facilities, communication channels, and so
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forth will have 1o be assured, and, moreover, carefully kept from getting r'nixeld up t{n’th
the practice versions. Observe that the more the circumstances of the exercise give we:ght
to logistics and the need to practice at it, the greater are likely to be the real logistics
requirements. ‘
See Alfred Schutz, “Symbol, Reality and Society,” Collected Papers, vol. 1 (The Hague:

Martinus Nijhoff, 1962), p. 328.
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Frame Analysis of Talk

From “Felicity’s Condition”*

A presupposition (or assumption, or implication, or background expectation)
can be defined very broadly as a state of affairs we take for granted in
pursuing a course of action. We can perform these acts of faith without
“doing” anything. And even appreciation figures variably. We may never
come to be aware of something our action presupposes; having once been
aware, we may no longer be; having not been aware, we may come to be;
being aware, we may try to conceal this fact from others or to allude to it
indirectly. Yet, according to one reading of the term, if we explicitly attest
to a condition of our action we cease to presuppose it, although this ceasing
does not lessen our dependency on it.

By this broad definition, in planning at night to leave at dawn, we would
be presupposing the sun will come up. We do and it will. So what? We also
presuppose that an earthquake will not occur before morning and drop us
forever through a fault, and there is an infinitude of other possibilities,
Clearly, almost all of what we presuppose is footless to any but those who
discuss presuppositions and want to make the point that there are presup-
positions of concern to no one. So it behooves the student not merely to
uncover presuppositions but also to present reasons for doing so, and not
merely the reason just cited. Opportunity abounds. An imaginative analyst
ought to be able to show the significance of presuppositions that no one
else had ever thought would signify,’ and certainly every quirk and crisis in
social life generates sudden insight in this connection, spreading apprecia-
tion that what had been unthinkingly taken for granted should have been
given thought. For indeed, we are as unthinking about many of the
political and economic conditions of our lives as we are about the sun
coming up.

Plainly there are unstated grounds of our action that particular others do
not require for their understanding of it and their further response (if any)
to it. The contrast is with “social presuppositions,” these incorporating a
double theme, namely, our tacitly taking something for granted (whether
aware of having done so or not), and also unabashedly, even unthinkingly,

* Originally published in American Yournal of Sociology 89 (1), pp. 1-3, 25-51. Reproduced by
permission of the University of Chicago Press. © 1983 by The University of Chicago,
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Cambridge University Press.

Stalnaker, Robert. 1973. “Presuppositions.” Journal of Philesophical Logic 2:447-57.

i4

Frame Analysis of Gender

From “The Arrangement Between the Sexes”*

In modern industrial society, as apparently in all others, sex is at the base of
a fundamental code in accordance with which social interactions and social
structures are built up, a code which also establishes the conceptions indi-
viduals have concerning their fundamental human nature, This is an oft
stated proposttion, but until recently its awesomely ramified significance
escaped us.

* ok *

Now the heart of the matter. It is common to conceive of the differences
between the sexes as showing up against the demands and constraints of the
environment, the environment itself being taken as a harsh given, present
before the matter of sex differences arose. Or, differently put, that sex differ-
ences are a biological given, an external constraint upon any form of social
organization that humans might devise, There is another way of viewing the
question, however. Speculatively one can reverse the equation and ask what
could be sought out from the environment or put into it so that such innate
differences between the sexes as there are could count—in fact or in appear-
antce—for something. The issue, then, is institutional reflexivity, Consider
some examples.

1. Clearly on biological grounds, mother is in a position to breastfeed baby
and father is not, Given that recalcitrant fact, it is meet that father
temporarily but exclusively takes on such tasks as may involve considerable
separation from the household. But this guite temporary biologically-
grounded constraint turns out to be extended culturally. A whole range of
domestic duties come (for whatever reason) to be defined as inappropriate
for a male to perform; and a whole range of occupations away from the
household come to be defined as inappropriate for the female. Given these
soctal definitions coalition formation is a natural response to the harsh facts
of the world, for only in this way will one be able to acquire what one needs

* Originally published in Theory and Sociery, 1977, 4 {3), pp. 301, 313-19, 324. Copyright &
1977 by Kluwer Academic Publishers. Reprinted by permission of Kluwer Academic
Publishers.
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and yet not have to engage in labor that is unsuitable for someone of cne’s
kind. Nor is couple formation required only because of gender constraints
on task performance. In public life in general women will find that there are
things that should be done for them, and men will find that there are things
that they should be doing for others, so once again they find they need each
other. (So that just as a man may take a wife to save himself from labor that
is uncongenial to him, so she can seek him so as to have the company she
needs if she is to make full use of public places.} Thus, the human nature
imputed to the male causes him to be dependent on a female connection,
and the reciprocal condition prevails for women. Who a male finds he needs
if he is to act according to his nature is just who needs him so that she can
act according to hers. Persons as such do not need one another in these ways,
they do so only as gender-based identities.

2. Consider the household as a socialization depot. Take as a paradigm a
middle-class pair of cross-sexed sibs. The home training of the two sexes will
differ, beginning to orient the girl to taking a domestic, supportive role, and
the boy to a more widely based competitive one. This difference in orienta-
tion will be superimposed on a fundamental quality in many matters that
are felt to count. So from the start, then, there will be two basic principles
to appeal 1o in making claims and warranting allocations. One is the equality
of sibs and beyond this of participating members—the share and share alike
theme realized in its strongest form in many wills and in its most prevalent
form in turn-taking systems. The other is the accounting by sex, as when the
larger portion at mealtime is given to the male “because he’s a boy™ or the
softer of two beds is allocated to the female “because she’s a girl,” or a male
is accorded harsher negative sanctons than a female because his is the
coarser nature and it will take more to get through to him. And these
accountings by appeal to gender will never cease to be used as a handy device
to rationalize an allocation whose basis is otherwise determined, to exciude
a basis of allocation that might cause disgruntlement, and, even more, 10
explain away various failures to live up 10 expectations.

All of this is perfectly well known in principle, although not adequately
explored in detail. What is not well appreciated is that differently sexed chil-
dren coming under the jurisdiction of the same parental authority and living
much of their early lives in one another’s presence in the same set of rooms
produce thereby an ideal setting for role differentiation. For family life
ensures that most of what each sex does is done in the full sight of the other
sex and with full mutual appreciadon of the differential treatment that
obtains. Thus, whatever the economic or class level and however well or
badly off a female sees she is when compared to children in other families,
she can hardly fail to see that her male sib, equal 1o her when compared to
children in other families and often equal, too, in regard to ultimate claims
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upon the family resources, is yet judged differently and accorded different
treatment from herself by their parents. So, too, a male sib. Thus from the
beginning males and females acquire a way of judging deserts and treatment
that muffles (by cross-cutting) differences in class and economic power.
However superior the social position of a family may be, its female children
will be able to learn thar they are different from (and somewhat subordinate
to) males; and however inferior the social position of a family may be, its
male children will be able to learn that they are different from (and some-
what superordinate to) females. It is as if society planted a brother with
sisters s0 women could from the beginning learn their place, and a sister with
brothers so men could learn their place. Each sex becomes a training device
for the other, a device that is brought right into the house; and what will
serve to structure wider social life is thus given its shape and its impetus in
a very small and very cozy circle. And it also follows that the deepest sense
of what one is—one’s gender identity-—is something that is given its initial
character from ingredients that do not bear on ethnicity or socio-economic
stratification, in consequence of which we all acquire a deep capacity to
shield ourselves from what we gain and lose by virtue of our placement in
the overall social hierarchy. Brothers will have a way of defining themselves
in terms of their differences from persons like their sisters, and sisters will
have a way of defining themselves in terms of their differences from persons
like their brothers, in both cases turning perception away from how it is the
sibs in one family are socially situated in a fundamentally different way from
the sibs of another family. Gender, not religion, is the opiate of the masses.
In any case, we have here a remarkable organizational device. A man may
spend his day suffering under those who have power over him, suffer this
situation at almost any level of society, and yet on returning home each night
regain a sphere in which he dominates. And wherever he goes beyond the
household, wemen can be there to prop up his show of comnpetence. It is not
merely that your male executive has a female secretary, but {as now often
remarked) his drop-out son who moves up the hierarchy of alternative
publishing or protest politics will have female help, too; and had he been
disaffected enough to join a rural commune, an appropriate division of labor
would have awaited him. And should we leave the real world for something
set up as its fictional alternative, a science fiction cosmos, we would find that
here, too, males engage in the executive action and have females to help out
in the manner of their sex. Wherever the male goes, apparently, he can carry
a sexual division of labor with him.

3. In modern times, mating pairs appear naked to each other and are even
likely to employ a bathroom at the same time. But beyond this, the mature
genitalia of one sex is not supposed to be exposed to the eyes of the other
sex. Furthermore, although it is recognized that persons of both sexes are
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somewhat similar in the question of waste products and their elimination,
the environment in which females engage in this act ought (we in America
apparently feel) to be more refined, extensive, and elaborate than that
required for males. Presumably out of consideration for the arrangement
between the sexes in general, and the female sex-class in particular, it has
come to pass, then, that almost all places of work and congregation are
equipped with two sets of toilet facilities (a case of paralle! organization),
differentiated with respect to quality. A case of separate and unegual.
Therefore, in very nearly every industrial and commercial establishment,
women will be able 1o break off being exposed to males and their company
and retire into an all-female enclave, often in the company of a female
friend, and there spend time in toiletry, a longer time presumably, and
perhaps more frequently, than males spend in their segregated toilet,
and under more genteel environmental conditions. A resting room that is
sex-segregated (as many are) may extend this divided realm. There is thus
established a sort of with-then-apart rhythm, with a period of the sexes being
immersed together, followed by a short period of separation, and so on.
{Bars, gyms, locker rooms, pool rooms, €1c., accomplish the same sort of
periodic segregation, but from the male side, the difference being that
whereas female redoubts tend to be furnished more genteely than the
sutrounding scene, male redoubts [at least in the U.S.] are often furnished
less prepossessingly than the surround.) This same patterm scems to be
extended outwards from toilets and resting rooms to larger domains. Large
stores have floors which merge the sexes but also smaller zones which offer
one-sex merchandise patronized very largely by that sex alone. Schools
provide coeducational classes, punctuated by gym, Sports, and a few other
activities that are sex-segregated.

All in all then, one does not so much deal with segregation as with seg-
regative punctuation of the day’s round, this ensuring that subcultural
differences can be reaffirmed and reestablished in the face of contact
between the sexes. [tis as if the joining of the sexes were tolerable providing
periodic escape is possible; it is as if equality and sameness Were a masquer-
ade that was to be periodically dropped. And all of this is done in the name
of nicety, of civilization, of the respect owed females, or of the “narural” need
of men to be by themselves. Observe that since by and large public places
are designed for males (the big exception being large department stores),
fernale facilities have had 10 be added to ones already established.
Predictably, it has been an argument against hiring females that an extra
complement of toilet facilities would be necessary and is not available.

Now clearly, if ogling and sexual access is to play the role it does in pair
formation in our society, then sequestering of toilet functions by sex would
seem to be indicated. And even more clearly, what is thus sequestered is 2
biological matter in terms of which the sex-classes biologically and markedly
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d?ffer. .But the sequestering arrangement as such cannot be tied to m

biological, only to folk conceptions about biclogical martters. The funcrflttt}m
of scf:x—differentiated organs is involved, but there is nothing in this 1?:1?1&’
tioning that biologically recommends segregation; thaz arrangement is t()[:;l:_
2 culturgl mgtter. And what one has is a case of institutional reflexivity: toile{
segregation is presented as a natural consequence of the difference be.tween

the seyil-class?s, when in fact it is rather a means of honoring, if not
producing, this difference. ’

4._ Consider now selective job placement. Traditionally in industrial
soc1e:cy women have gravitated to, or have been gravitated to, jobs which
sustain the note established for them in houscholds—the garm:ent indust
domelstic labor, commercial cleaning, and personal servicing such Y:;
teaching, innkeeping, nursing, food handling. In these latter scenes, presum-
ably, it wili‘ be easy for us to fall into treating the server as someor’le 1o hel
usina semi-mothering way, not someone to subordinate coldly or be suboz
dinated by. In service matters closely associated with the body and the self,
;ﬁ; 3;; ttl:g:; ;E: to play down the harshness that male servers might be

Women, especially young, middle-class ones, have also, of course been
much employed in clerical and secretarial labor, which work is often d::ﬁnecl
as a dead-end job to be filled by someone who dresses well and doesn’t
eXpect or want to make a career out of the labor. Presumably secretaries are
merely marking time until marriage, preferably in a place where opportunity
to “meet” men is to be found. In any case, the age and sex difference between
secretgry and employer allows for some styling in avuncular terms B
removing the relationship from the strict world of business, the superiox: caz
suffer being intimarely viewed by a subordinate without feeling that he has
lost rank by the association. He can also make minor demands beyond the
core of the contract, expecting to be seen as someone whose needs should
be attended to however varied these might be—as a child would be attended
by a mother. In return he can extend family feeling, using a personal term
of address (of course asymmetrically), please-and-thank-you brackets
around each of the minor discrete services called for, and gallantry in the
matter of opening doors and moving heavy typewriters. He can also allow

her to use the telephone for personal calls and can respond to pleas for
special time off to accomplish the business of her sex.

So, Foo, one finds in jobs where women “meet the public”-—-ticket-takers
r;ceptxonists, airhostesses, salespersons—that standards of youthful “attrau:i
tiveness” apply in employee selection. Which practice is, of course, even
more marked in selecting women for advertising displays and the drz;matic
arts. The consequence is that when a male has business contacts with a
female, she is more than otherwise likely to be someone whom he might take
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pleasure in associating with. Again, the courtesy he here extends and receives
can carry a dash of sexual interest. (It appears that the higher the male
reaches in the hierarchies within business, government, or the professions,
the classier will be the women he is required to have incidental dealings with,
a sign and symbol of success.)

Finally, note that in almost all work settings established as places for thor-
oughly masculine labor, one or two women can be found engaged in some
sort of ancillary work. It tums out, then, that there are few social settings
where males will not be in a position to enact courtesies due to the fernale
SeX.

In all, then, one can see that selective employment comes to ensure that
males are likely to find themselves rather frequently in the presence of
females, and that these women will not only tend to allow a personalization
of the contact, but will be relatively young and attractive beyond what
random selection ought to allow. In that sense, the world that men are in is
a social construct, drawing them daily from their conjugal milieu to what
appears to be all-male settings; but these environments turn out to be strat-
egically stocked with relatively attractive females, there to serve in a
specialized way as passing targets for sexually allusive banter and for diffuse
considerateness extended in both directions. The principle is that of less for
more, the effect is that of establishing the world beyond the household as a
faintly red-light disfrict where men can easily find and safely enjoy inter-
actional favors. Observe that the more a male contents himself with gender
pleasantries—systematically available yet intermittent and brief---the more
widely can a preferential category of females be shared by males in general.
(Indeed, the traditional dating game can be seen not merely as a means of
getting the sexes paired, but as a means of giving a large number of men a
little of the company of exemplary women.)

5. Among all the means by which differentiation along sex-class lines is
fostered in modern society, one stands out as having a special and an espe-
cially powerful influence: I refer to our identificarion system, this involving
two related matters, our means of discovering “who” it is that has come into
our ken, that is, our placement practices, and our means of labeling what it
is we have thus placed.

On the placement side, it is clear that the appearance established as appro-
priate to the two sexes allows for sex typing at a distance. Although recently
this arrangement has developed some potential for error, still the system is
remarkably effective at any angle and from almost any distance, saving only
that viewing be close enough to allow perception of a figure. Effectiveness
of placement by sight is matched by sound; tone of voice alone—as on the
phone—is sufficient by and large for sexual identification. Indeed, hand-
writing is effective, too, although perhaps not as fully as appearance and
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voice. (Only appreciable differences in age are as effectively betrayed
through all three channels; race in America is conveyed through sight and,
by and large, through voice but not through handwriting.)

On the naming side, we have a system of terms including proper personal
names, titles, and pronouns. These devices are used for giving deference
(whether respect, distance, or affection), for specifying who we are
addressing or who among those present we are referring to, and for making
ateributions in written and spoken statements. And in Buropean languages,
by and large, except for second-person pronouns, these naming practices
inform at least about sex-class, this often being the only matter they do
inform about.

Now our placement practices and name practices, taken together as a
single systern, serve to define who we are to have dealings with and enable
these dealings to proceed: and both sets of practices very strongly encourage
categorization along sex-class lines. Right from the very start of an inter-
action, then, there is a bias in favor of formulating matters in sex-relevant
terms, such that sex-class provides the overall profile or container, and
particularizing properties are then attributed 1o the outline by way of speci-
fication. This is not a small bias. And note that this identification-naming
system is overwhelmingly accounted for by the doctrine that consequent
discriminations are only natural, something not to be seen as a product of
personal or social engineering but rather as a natural phenomenon.

* * *

I have suggested that every physical surround, every room, every box for
social gatherings, necessarily provides materials that can be used in the
display of gender and the affirmation of gender identity. But, of course,
the social interaction occurring in these places can be read as supplying these
materials also. Participants in any gathering must take up some sort of
microecological position relative to one another, and these positions will
provide ready metaphors for social distance and relatedness, just as they
will provide sign vehicles for conveying relative rank.

More important, the management of talk will itself make available a
swarm of events usable as signs. Who is brought or brings himself into
the immediate orbit of another; who initiates talk, who is selected as the
addressed recipient, who self-selects in talk turn-taking, who establishes and
changes topics, whose statements are given attention and weight, and so
forth. As with verbal interaction, so also with jeint participation in silent
projects such as walking together, arranging objects, and the like. For here,
100, organization requires that someone make the decisions and coordinate
the activity; and again the opportunity is available, often apparently unavoid-
ably so, for someone to emerge as dominant, albeit in regard to trivial
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matters.

An interactional field, then, provides a considerable expréssive resource,
and it is, of course, upon this field that there is projected the training and
beliefs of the participants. It is here that sex-class makes itself felt, here in
the organization of face-to-face interaction, for here understandings about
sex-based dominance can be employed as a means of deciding who decides,
who leads, and who follows. Again, these scenes do not so much allow for

the expression of natural differences between the sexes as for the production
of that difference itself.

“Gender Display”*

Take it that the function of ceremony reaches in two directions, the affir-
mation of basic social arrangements and the presentation of ultimate
doctrines about man and the world. Typically these celebrations are
performed either by persons acting to one another or acting in concert before
a congregation. So “social situations” are involved-—defining these simply
as physical arenas anywhere within which persons present are in perceptual
range of one another, subject to mutual monitoring—the persons themselves
being definable solely on this ground as a “gathering.”

It is in social situations, then, that materials for celebrative work must be
found, materials which can be shaped into a palpable representation of
matters not otherwise packaged for the eye and the ear and the moment.
And found they are. The divisions and hierarchies of social structure are
depicted microecologically, that is, through the use of small-scale spatial
metaphors. Mythic historic events are played through in a condensed and
idealized version. Apparent junctures or turning points in life are solem-
nized, as in christenings, graduation exercises, marriage ceremonies, and
funerals. Social relationships are addressed by greetings and farewells.
Seasonal cycles are given dramatized boundaries. Reunions are held. Annual
vacations and, on a lesser scale, outings on weckends and evenings are
assayed, bringing immersion in ideal settings. Dinners and parties are given,
becoming occasions for the expenditure of resources at a rate that is above
one’s mundane self. Moments of festivity are attached to the acquisition of
new possessions.

In all of these ways, a situated social fuss is made over what might ordi-
narily be hidden in extended courses of activity and the unformulated

* Originally published in Gender Advertisements: Studies in the Anthropology of Visual
Communication, 1976; reprinted here from the 1979 edition, pp. 1-9. Copyright © 1976 by
Erving Goffman. Reprinted by permission of HarperCollins Publishers, Inc.
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experience of their participants; in brief, the individugl is given an oppor-
wnity to face directly a representation, a somewhat iconic expression, 2
mock-up of what he is supposed to hold dear, a presentation of the supposed
ordering of his existence. N X .

A single, fixed element of a ceremony can be callegl a “ritual”; the inter-
personal kind can be defined as perfunctory, conventionalized acts through
which one individual portrays his regard for another to that other.

1

1f Durkheim leads us to consider one sense of the term ritualizzatif)n, Darwin,
in his Expression of Emotion in Man and Animals, leads us, comc1dentally? w0
consider quite another. To paraphrase Julian Huxley {and the ethologl.cal
position), the basic argument is that under the pressure qf natu?ai selection
certain emotionally motivated behaviors become formalized—in the sense
of becoming simplified, exaggerated, and stereotypecll—and loosened from
any specific context of releasers, and all this so rhgt, in effect, there WJI! be
more efficient signalling, both inter- and intra-specifically.’ These behaviors
are “displays,” a species-utilitarian notion that is at lr.he heart of the etho-
logical conception of communication. Instead of havmg o play’ou.t an gcz,
the animal, in effect, provides a readily readable expression oii hls”snuatlon,
specifically his intent, this taking the foFm of a “ntuahzatl_on of some
portion of the act itself, and this indication (whether promise or threat)
presumably allows for the negotiation of an efficient response from, and to,
witnesses of the display. (If Darwin Jeads here, John Dewey, and G. H. Mead
are not far behind.) .

The ethological concern, then, does not take us back from g ritual
performance to the social structure and ultimate beliefs in \.R’h]Ch the
performer and witness are embedded, but forward intq the unfolding cours’e
of socially situated events. Displays thus provide evidence of the.actor s
alignment in a gathering, the position he seems prepared to tfake up in w}xat
is about to happen in the social situation. Alignments tentatively or indica-
tively establish the terms of the contact, the m.0c.16 or st)lrle or for.mulz! for the
dealings that are to ensure among the indxv:duals‘m Fhe situation. As
suggested, ethologists tend to use the term ‘comrfmmcatlon here, but that
might be loose talk. Displays don’t communicate in the narrow sense of the
term; they don’t enunciate something through a language of sy1:nb013 openly
established and used solely for that purpose. They provide ev1depce of the
actor’s alignment in the situation. And displays are important insofar as
alignments are. o .

A version of display for humans would go something like this: J_Assume_ ali
of an individual’s behavior and appearance informs those who witness him,
minimally telling them something about his social identiry, about his mood,
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intent, and expectations, and about the state of his relation to them. In every
culture a distinctive range of this indicative behavior and appearance
becomes specialized so as to more routinely and perhaps more effectively
perform this informing function, the informing coming to be the controlling
role of the performance, although often not avowedly so. One can call these
indicative events displays. As suggested, they tentatively establish the terms
of the contact, the mode or style or formula for the dealings thart are to ensue
between the persons providing the display and the persons perceiving it.
Finally, our special concern: If gender be defined as the culturally estab-
lished correlates of sex (whether in consequence of biology or learning), then
gender display refers to conventionalized portrayals of these correlates.

I

What can be said about the structure of ritual-like displays?

1. Displays very often have a dialogic character of a statement-reply kind,
with an expression on the part of one individual calling forth an expression
on the part of another, the latter expression being understood to be a
response to the first,

These statement-response pairs can be classified in an obvious way. There
are symmetrical and asymmetrical pairs: mutual first-naming is a sym-
metrical pair, first-name/sir is an asymmetrical one. Of asymmetrical pairs,
some are dyadically reversible, some not: the greetings between guest and
host, asymmetrical in themselves, may be reversed between these two
persons on another occasion; first-name/title, on the other hand, ordinarily
is not reversible. Of dyadically irreversible pairs of rituals, some pair parts
are exclusive, some not: the civilian title a male may extend a fernale is never
extended to him; on the other hand, the “Sir” a man receives from a subor-
dinate in exchange for first-name, he himself is likely to extend to Ass
superordinate in exchange for first-name, an illustration of the great chain
of corporate being.

Observe that a symmetrical display between two individuals can involve
asymmetries according to which of the two initially introduced the usage
between them, and which of the two begins his part of the mutual display
first on any occasion of use.

And symmetry (or asymmetry) itself can be misleading. One must
consider not only how two individuals ritually treat each other, but also how
they separately treat, and are treated by, a common third. Thus the point
about symmetrical greetings and farewells extended between a male and a
close female friend is that he is very likely to extend a different set, albeit
equally symmetrical, to her husband, and she, similarly, a yet different
symmetrical set to his wife. Indeed, so deeply does the male-female differ-
ence inform our ceremonial life that one finds here a VEry systematic
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“opposite number” arrangement. For every courtesy, symmifr:)cal or as:lrlrlx;l31
metrical, that a woman shows to almost anyone, there will be ahpa; g
one-—seen to be the same, yet different—which her brother or husban
me person., ‘
S}‘};wéi{x?e;h:h:\i indipviduais have work to do in socia% situations, the. question
arises as to how ritual can accommodate to wha:\t is th.us otherwise otCCff—:
ring. Two basic patierns seem to appear. First, display ;;eemsth(;t >
concentrated at beginnings and endlr'lg's ot_” purp_osefu% underta ng;: (Th:l ;
at junctures, so that, in effect, the actvity 1t§elf is not }nterfered with. o
the small courtesies sometimes performed in our soc1ety by men to.wortrll
when the latter must undergo what can be deﬁnedlas a slight change in phys-
ical state, as in getting up, sitting do“{n, e:ntenng a room or 1eat\lrf1;1g_ it,
beginning to smoke or ceasing to, moving indoors or outdo'or;, 8 elxin:)gf
increased temperature or less, and so forth.) Here one mig t spe;
“yracket rituals.” Second, some rituals seem demgn.ec.i to t?e contlcnin‘uf:1 asa
single note across a strip of otherwisel intended activity thl:aout isp act:}ng
that activity itself. (Thus the basic mihtarg courtesy qf staz?dmg at atten 1;11;
throughout the course of an encounter with a superior—in c:ontrfas;t“tqt e
salute, this latter clearly a bracket ritual.) One can spea‘k 'here of a “ritu
transfix® or “overlay.” Observe that by combmz.ng thes'e ' tWo
locations—brackets and overlays—one has, ‘f"or any strip of actx-vxtg, a
schedule of displays. Although these rituals will tend to be percclawe‘ ?s
coloring the whole of the scene, in fact, of course, they only occur selectively
1113?&1[ is plain that if an individual is to give and receive what is. consadert?d
his ritual due in social situations, then he mu‘st_wh'ether by mt:;lt or -1r;
effect—style himself so that others present can unfnedxately know_th.e soccl:iian
(and sometimes the personal) identity of he. wheo is to be dealt wi 3 ?n
turn he must be able to acquire this informan(.)n'abpu.t those he thusin orms.
Some displays seem to be specialized for this 1denF1ﬁcatory, early—vaam.mg
function: in the case of gender, hair style, ‘cloth_mg, and tone o dvolcec.1
(Handwriting similarly serves in the situat_xgn—hke co.nta-cts ﬂ;:on uctv.ia 1
through the mails; name also so serves, m addition to serving Ln e magxiﬁat
ment of persons who are present only in re:ference.) It can be a;gue that
although ritualized behavior in social S}t.u?tlo-x'ls may m.arkedly c ailge er
time, especially in connection with politicization, identificatory stylings
ject to change. .
bz.le?;ltl:ribi,: no doubt fhat displays can be, and are likely to‘be? multlvqcal
or polysemic, in the sense that more than one piece of social _mflc;rm:ctfl):g
may be encoded in them. (For example, our terms of .address typica ykr xd
sex of recipient and also properties of qﬁle rela}:onsh'xp b,e’:tween ;pea er a <
spoken to. So, too, in occupational tlt}es [ agepnves 1. In ; Z prmc':xgx !
European languages, typically a masculine form is the unmarked case;
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feminine is managed with a suffix which, in addition, often carries a conno-

tation of incompetence, facetiousness, and inexperience.?) Along with this

complication goes another. Not only does one find that recognition of
different statuses can be encoded in the same display, but also that a hier-
archy of considerations may be found which are addressed sequentially. For
example, when awards are given out, a male official may first give the medal,
diploma, prize, or whatever, and then shake the hand of the recipient, thus
shifting from that of an organization’s representative bestowing an official
sign of regard on a soldier, colleague, fellow citizen, etc., to a man showing
regard for another, the shift in action associated with a sharply altered facial
expression. This seems nicely confirmed when the recipient is a woman. For
then the second display can be a social kiss. When Admiral Elmo R.
Zumwalt, then chief of U.S. naval operations, officiated in the ceremony in

which Alene Duerk became the first female admiral in the U.S. Navy’s

history (as director of the Navy Nurse Corps) he added to what was done

by kissing her full on the lips.? So, too, a female harpist after just completing

Ginastera’s Harp Concerto, and having just shaken the hand of the

conductor (as would a male soloist), is free (as a male is not) to strike an

additional note by leaning over and giving the conductor a kiss on the cheek.

Similarly, the applause she receives will be her due as a musician, but the

flowers that are brought onstage a moment after speak to something that

would not be spoken 10 in a male soloist. And the reverse sequence is

possible, I have seen a well-bred father raise his hat on first meeting his

daughter after a two-year absence, then bend and kiss her. (The hat-raise

denoted the relationship between the sexes—presumably “any lady” would

have induced it—the kiss, the relation between kin.)

5. Displays vary quite considerably in the degree of their formalization.
Some, like salutes, are specified as to form and occasion of occurrence, and
failure to so behave can lead to specific sanctions; others are so much taken
for granted that it awaits a student of some kind to explicate what everyone
knows (but not consciously), and failure to perform leads to nothing more
than diffuse unease and a search for speakable reasons to be ill-tempered
with the offender.

6. The kind of displays I will be concerned with—gender displays—have
a related feature: many appear to be optional.* In the case, for example, of
male courtesies, often a particular display need not be initiated; if initiated,
it need not be accepted, but can be politely declined. Finally, when failure
to perform occurs, irony, nudging, and joking complaint, etc., can
result—sometimes more as an opportunity for a sally than as a means of
social control. Correlated with this basis of looseness is another: for each
display there is likely to be a set of functional equivalents wherewith some-
thing of the display’s effect can be accomplished by alternative niceties. At
work, too, is the very process of ritualization. A recipient who declines an
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incipient gesture of deference has waited until the intending giver has 'shfown
his desire to perform it; the more the lattef can come to count on T_hl.S ore-
closure of his move, the more his show of intent can itself come to displace
ded form.
ﬂi/‘e. u(l;i(c)ilinarily displays do not in fact provide a representa}tion in the round
of a specific social relationship but rather of 'broad groupings of them, For
example, a social kiss may be employed i?y kin-refated persons or cross-s‘eﬁ
friends, and the details of the behavior itself may not inform as to Wth.
relationship is being celebrated. Similarly, precede_nce througk-l a door 1s
available to mark organizational rank, but the same indulgence is acn?orded
guests of an establishment, the dependently young, the aged and 11.1ﬁrm,
indeed, those of unquestionably strong social_ position a'md those (by inver-
sion courtesy) of unquestionably weak position. A picrure, then, of the
relationship between any two persons can hardly be obtained through an
exarnination of the displays they extend each othler on any one type of occa-
sion; one would have to assemble these niceties across all the mutually
identifying types of contacts that the pair has_.
There is a loose gearing, then, between social st.ructures and what goes on
in particular occasions of ritual expressi-on.'Thls can further be seen l?y
examining the abstract ordinal format which is commor}Iy genergted within
social situations. Participants, for example, are often c.:hsplayed in rankable
order with respect to some visible property—looks, height, elevation, close-
ness to the center, elaborateness of costume, temporal pr.ecedence,'and 50
forth-—and the comparisons are somehow taken as a reminder of dlffe;‘&ﬂ-
tial social position, the differences in social cllistancc-e between various
positions and the specific character of the positlons_ bemg lf)st from.wew.
Thus, the basic forms of deference provide a peculiarly l1m1teF1 verspn'of
the social universe, telling us more perhaps, about the special depictive
resources of social situations than about the structures presumably
thereby.
E)él?r?:z;lle, unlilze other animals, can be quite consci(?us 9f the displays the.y
employ and are able to perform many of th.em by ldes,l’gn in conFexts of their
own choosing. Thus instead of merely “dasplacmg_ an ‘act Qn the sense
described by ethologists), the human actor may wait until _he is out of the
direct line of sight of a putative recipient, and then engage in a portrayal of
attitude to him that is only then safe to perform, the performance gio.ne for
the benefit of the performer himself or third parties. In turn, the recipient of
such a display (or rather the target of it) may actively collabqrar_e, fc:stermg
the impression that the act has escaped him even though it hgsn t—and
sometimes evidentally so. (There is the paradox, then, that what is dope for
revealment can be partially concealed.) More important, once a display
becomes well established in a particular sequence of actions_,, a section of ti}e
sequence can be lifted out of its original context, parenthesized, and used in
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a quotative way, a postural resource for mimicry, mockery, irony, teasing,
and other sportive intents, including, very commonly, the depiction of
make-believe scenes in advertisements. Here stylization itself becomes an
object of attention, the actor providing a comment on this process in the
very act through which he unseriously realizes it. What was a ritual becomes
itself ritualized, a transformation of what is already a transformation, a
“hyper-ritualization.” Thus, the human use of displays is complicated by the
human capacity for reframing behavior.

In sum, then, how a relationship is portrayed through ritual can provide
an imbalanced, even distorted, view of the relationship itself. When this fact
1s seen in the light of another, namely, that displays tend to be scheduled
accommodatively during an activity so as not to interfere with its execution,
it becomes even more clear that the version ritual gives us of social reality is

only that—not a picture of the way things are but a passing exhortative guide
to perception.

v

Displays are part of what we think of as “expressive behavior,” and as such
tend o be conveyed and received as if they were somehow natural, deriving,
like temperature and pulse, from the way people are and needful, therefore,
of no social or historical analysis. But, of course, ritualized expressions are
as needful of historical understanding as is the Ford car. Given the expres-
sive practices we employ, one may ask: Where do these displays come from?

If, in particular, there are behavioral styles—codings--that distinguish the
way men and women participate in social situations, then the question
should be put concerning the origins and sources of these styles. The
materials and ingredients can come directly from the resources availabie in
particular social settings, but that still leaves open the question of where the
formulating of these ingredients, their styling, comes from,

The most prominent account of the origins of our gender displays is, of
course, the biological. Gender is assumed to be an extension of our animal
natures, and just as animals express their sex, so does man: innate elements
are said to account for the behavior in both cases, And indeed, the means
by which we initially establish an individual in one of the two sex classes and
confirm this location in its later years can be and are used as a means of
placement in the management of domestic animals. However, although the
signs for establishing placement are expressive of matters biclogical, why we
should think of these matters as essential and central is a cultural matter.
More important, where behavioral gender display does draw on animal life,
it seems to do so not, or not merely, in a direct evolutionary sense but as a
source of imagery—a cultural resource. The animal kingdom—or at least
certain select parts of it-provides us (I argue) with mimetic models for
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ender display, not necessarily phylogenetic ones. Thus, in W(?S[em socze;y}z
2 has served us as an ultimate model of fawning, of bristling, and (ujl
ne 'dogof fangs) of threatening; the horse a model, to be sure, of physical
:ta::::;ggtl‘l, but of little that is interpersonal and ixrltera.cti-:)nal.5 _ 9

Once one sees that animal life, and lore concerming t‘hat life, provi es a

cultural source of imagery for gender display, the way is ope:}l, to exaTn:::-

ther sources of display imagery, but now models for r‘mmzcry atare close
?0 home. Of considerable significance, for gxampie, is the complex ass-ocl:lx-

ted with European court life and the doctnnesiof the .gentlﬁe.man, especially
. hese came to be incorporated (and modified) in mlhtary. etiguette.
j\slt;aough the force of this style is perhaps declining, it was, 'I'thn'lké of ve;g
real importance until the second World W?r, especially in Bnu'gl in 1::]1‘:18
countries and especially, of course, in dealings between lmales_. or ex o 1:;h ;
the standing-at-attention posture as a means of expressing b;mg on ct 1:3 be
«Gir” response, and even the sfalute, became part of the deference sty

s from military life.

be%?)r;doiiegzrposes, there is a source of display much more releva.ntdt;agl
animal lore or military tradition, a source clos-er 1o home, a source, in s
right in the home: the parent-child relationship.

\Y

The parent—child complex—taken in it:s. ideal middle-class x;etr)mg:v—iolf;s;
some very special features when consxdffred as a source 0 ed viora
imagery. First, most persons end up having been-chli.dret;ll care ' osy_r
parents and/or elder sibs, and as parents {or elder sibs} in the rr?;:e efs >
ition. So both sexes experience both roles—a sex-free rv.:source. ( he I:mom
playing the role opposite the child is a mother or older 51_ster a;s mu;:l bo mor
than a father or elder brother. Half of those in 'the ch:]d. role will ebie fo;
and the housewife role, the one we used to think wa§ 1dezf\llg sx'nta le ot
ferales, contains lots of parental elements.) SEC(.JIld., given in .entatr;xc; : and
residence patterns, parents are the only authont}irm our SOleity hat o
rightly be said to be both temporary and exerted “in the l?est mte\x;v s of
those subordinated thereby. To speak her;-——at lea_st in ﬁur ;;-) e
society—of the child giving something of.eqmvalence in exc gggem o
rearing that he gets is ludicrous. Tkllere is no apprecmple quid p inqthé
Balance lies elsewhere. What is received in one generatl.on is gi\f’;;l";' the
next. It should be added that this impo@ant unselfseekxnlg possibi ity s
been much neglected by students of society. The es.tabhshed 1magec11'ythe
economic and Hobbesian, turning on the notion of social exct;;ngfa, an Lhe
newer voices have been concerned to show how parental authority ca
isgui sive, and ineffective. ‘

mlIiIg;l\:vdgdv:r:r?tp :ssargtie that parent—child dealings carry special value as a
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means of orienting the student to the significance of social situations as a unit
of social organization. For a great deal of what a child is privileged to do and
a great deal of what he must suffer his parents doing on his behalf pertains
to how adults in our society come to manage themselves in socia] situations.
Surprisingly the key issue becomes this: Whar mode of handling ourselves do
we employ in soctal situations as our means of demonstrating respectful orientation
to them and of maintaining guardedness within them?

It might be useful, then, to outline schematically the ideal middle-class
parent-child relationship, limiting this to what can occur when a child and
parent are present in the same social situation.

It seems to be assumed that the child comes to a social situation with all
its “basic” needs satisfied and/or provided for, and that there is no good
reason why he himself should be planning and thinking very far into the
future. It is as though the child were on holiday.

There is what might be called orientation license. The child is tolerated
in his drifting from the situation into aways, fugues, brown studies, and the
like. There is license to flood out, as in dissolving into tears, capsizing into
laughter, bursting into glee, and the like.

Related to this license is another, namely, the use of patently ineffective
means to effect an end, the means expressing a desire to escape, cope, etc.,
but not possibly achieving its end. One example is the child’s hiding in or
behind parents, or (in its more atrenuated form) behind his own hand,
thereby cutting his eyes off from any threat but not the part of him that is
threatened. Another is “pummeling,” the kind of attack which is a haif-
serious joke, a use of considerable force but against an adversary that cne
knows to be impervious to such an effort, so that what starts with an instru-
mental effort ends up an admittedly defeated gesture. In all of this one has
nice examples of ritualization in the classical ethological sense. And an
analysis of what it is to act childishly.

Next, protective intercession by parents. High things, intricate things,
heavy things, are obtained for the child. Dangerous things—chemical, elec-
trical, mechanical-—are kept from him. Breakable things are managed for
him. Contacts with the adult world are mediated, providing a buffer between
the child and surrounding persons. Adults who are present generally modu-
late ralk that must deal with harsh things of this world: discussion of
business, money, and sex is censored; cursing is inhibited; gossip diluted.

There are indulgence priorities: precedence through doors and onro life
rafts is given the child; if there are sweets to distribute, he gets them first.

There is the notion of the erasability of offense. Having done something
wrong, the child merely cries and otherwise shows contrition, after which he
can begin afresh as though the slate had been washed clean. His immediate
emotional response to being called to task need only be full encugh and it
will be taken as final payment for the delict. He can also assume that love
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will not be discontinued because of whatt': ge.has. tclone, providing only that
n up he i1s because of doing 1it. .
e Sgotsi}slz\;’ gg?rli(sus ;enera}ization behind all these forms of ll‘cense and
T.lere A loving protector is standing by in the wings, aliowxln-g n,:at S0
e e% . dependency as a copping out of, or relief from, the “reaimf.:s, that
Fnuch o efsities and constraints to which adults in social situations are
> [‘he nIec the deepest sense, then, middle-class children are not engaged in
Sut‘)]e:i; 1’:0 and adapting to social situations, but in praf.jti.cing, trying out,
afiulsayifg at these efforts. Reality for them is deeply forgmn_g. "
° II\)I te. if a child is to be able to call upon these various reliefs from real
i othe,n of course, he must stay within range c?f a distress. cry, or within
B sc:xmper-back distance. And, of course, in all of this, parents are
;lri)‘:ided scenes in which they can acF out tl'%eir parentho?l.d oa for
You will note that there is an obvious price that the child must pay
i ed from seriousness. _
be:lig f: :ubjected to control by physical fiat and to co;nmanci; :e;xggfris Hai
lively reminder thereof: forced rescues froTn oncoml(;ng t;a ;ttens .
potential falls; forced care, as when his cogt :s bu!_:tone an n;remoniouﬂy
on against his protest. In general, Fbe child’s doings are ux:ic:saﬁ31
interrupted under warrant of ensuring that they are executc;_l : t;ﬁmd -
He is subjected to various forms of nonperson treatment. cel: :st mionpare
and taitked about as though absent. Gestufes pf affecnqn and atte -
performed “directly,” without engaging him in verba_l interaction e
the same acts. Teasing and taunting occutr, dealmgs- whu?h start olut 1:1a olving
the child as a coparticipant in talk and end up reating him merely a 2
Ofg;: E::r);d thoughts, feelings, and recollections are not trea_te(:;i as thz?agg
he had informational rights in their disclosure: He can be queried on cc:lo act
about his desires and intent, his aches gnd pains, his resentments an fi s
tude, in short, his subjective si.tuz.mon., but he.can;:ot i(: i;izswe
reciprocating this sympathetic cun'os:ty without being thoug D n.]ay
Finally, the child’s time and territory r-nay.be seen as expenh . .dom at
be sent on errands or to fetch somethmg in spite of w_hat e is fgthe
the time; he may be caused to give up territorial prerogatives because o
ne;?cj\s ila:)c:: 1t[1i.at an important feature of the child’s situation ;ln llfg is E}t:zi
the way his parents interact with him tf:nds to be emgloyed to k'lm gdoeven
adults also, extending to nonparental knnsmen., acquainted non mi ; ven
to adults with whom he is unacquainted. (It 1s as though the wor v’Iv‘ek:lru o
the military uniform of one army, and all fxdults were its ‘oflﬁcers(i) rhus 2
child in patent need provides an unacquainted adult a rlgd r.l aneems nan
obligation to offer help, providing only that no other close adult s

in charge.
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Given this parent—child complex as a common fund of experience, it
seems we draw on it in a fundamental way in adult social gatherings, The
invocation through ritualistic expression of this hierarchical complex seems
to cast a spate of face-to-face interaction in what is taken as no-contest terms,
warmed by a touch of relatedness; in short, benign control. The superordi-
nate gives something gratis out of supportive identification, and the
subordinate responds with an outright display of gratitude, and if not thar,

then at least an implied submission to the relationship and the definition of
the situation it sustains.

One afternoon an officer was given a call for illegal parking in a
commercial area well off his sector. He was fairly new in the district,
and it took him awhile to find the address. When he arrived he saw a
car parked in an obviously dangerous and illegal manner at the corner
of a small street. He took out his ticket book and wrote it up. As he
was placing the ticket on the car, a man came out of the store on the
corner. He approached and asked whether the officer had come in
answer to his call. When the patrolman said that he had, the man
replied that the car which had been bothering him had already left and
he hoped the patrolman was not going to tag his car. “Hey, I'm sorry,
pal but it’s already written.”

“I expected Officer Reno, he’s usually on 6515 car. I'd appreciate
it, Officer, if next time you would stop in before you write them up.”
The patrolman was slightly confused. . . .

He said politely and frankly, “Mister, how would it look if I went
into every store before I wrote up a ticket and asked if it was all right?
What would people think I was doing?” The man shrugged his
shoulders and smiled. “You're right, son. O.K., forget it. Listen stop
in sometime if I can help you with something.” He patted the

patrolman on the shoulder and returned to his business {Rubinstein
1973:161-2).

Or the subordinate injtiates a sign of helplessness and need, and the super-
ordinate responds with a volunteered service. A Time magazine story on
female police might be cited as an illustration:

Those {policewomen] who are there already have provided a devas-
tating new weapon to the police crime-fighting arsenal, one that has
helped women to get their men for centuries. It worked well for
diminutive Patrolwoman Ina Sheperd after she collared a muscular
shoplifter in Miami last December and discovered that there were no
other cops—or even a telephone—around. Unable to summon help,
she burst into tears. “If I don’t bring you in, I'll lose my job,” she
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sobbed to her prisoner, who chivalrously accompanied her until a
squad car could be found.®

It turns out, then, that in our society whenever a male has deali.n.gs XiVlth e;
femnale or a subordinate male (especiall.y‘a yf)ungfer 01:16), some mxt::;gatiodn s
potential distance, coercion, and hostility is quite 111‘(ely to be in uce 1}y
application of the parent—child comple).c. Which implies that, r:tufz y
speaking, females are equivalent to subord-mate males and bo_tfp gre elquwa;
lent to children. Observe that however distasteful ar_xd humlhgtﬁg e;iefo
may find these gentle prerogatives to be, they must give second thoug Lo
openly expressing displeasure, for whosoever exFends betmgn concern is

to quickly change his tack and show the other side of his power.

VI

Allow here a brief review. Social situations were deﬁqed gs are'nas of mutugi
monitoring. It is possible for the student tg take Sf)(.‘la] sztuano.ns lx.f;:ry ﬁfetm
ously as one natural vantage point fr'o.m which to view all f’f SOC.lal tkll e.fu ]]eesnt-
all, it is in social situations that ind1v1duals-car.1 _cornmumcate in the
sense of the term, and it is only in them that md1v1duqls can physically coetzlrlce
one another, assault one another, interact sexually, :mpor_tu.ne‘ one anotl er
gesturally, give physical comfort, and so forth. Moreover, 1t 1s in soclal_srcul—l
ations that most of the world’s work gets dong. Understandably, in 2
societies modes of adaptation are found, mcludmg s',ystems .of norman'wi
constraint, for managing the risks and opportunities specific to socia
Slt‘(l)ax?roirrl;.rnediate interest in soclal situations was that- it is mainly in such
contexts that individuals can use their faces and qules, as‘ well as small
materials at hand to engage in social portraiture.-It 15 here_m these smazil,
local places that they can arrange themse‘lves microecol(_)gical]y tq depict
what is taken as their place in the wider social frgme, a_liow‘mg t_hem, in turn,
to celebrate what has been depicted. It is here, in so&;nal s1‘tuat10ns, tha.t th.e
individual can signify what he takes to be his social zfiennty and herf_: indi-
cate his feelings and intent—all of which information the ot.hers in th;.:1
gathering will need in order to manage r_hei_r own courses of.actmn———w.hm
knowledgeability he in turn must count on n carrying out his own designs.
Now it seems to me that any form of socialization which in faffecft addr‘esses
itself to social situations as such, that is, to the resources ordinarily available
in any social situation whatsoever, will have a very pqwerful effect upt(l)ln
social life. In any particular social gathering at any particular moment, the
effect of this socialization may be slight—no more consequence, say, than
to modify the style in which matters at hand proceed. (Aft‘er all, whether you
light your own cigarette or have it lit for you, you can still get lung cancer.
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And whether your job termination interview is conducted with delicacy or
abruptness, you’ve still lost your job.) However, routinely the question is
that of whose opinion is voiced most frequently and most forcibly, who
makes the minor ongoing decisions apparently required for the coordination
of any joint activity, and whose passing concerns are given the most weight.
And however trivial some of these little gains and losses may appear to be,
by summing them all up across all the social situations in which they occur,
one can see that their total effect is enormous. The expression of subordi-
nation and domination through this swarm of situational means is more than
a mere tracing or symbol or ritualistic affirmation of the social hierarchy.
These expressions considerably constitute the hierarchy; they are the
shadow and the substance.’

And here gender styles qualify. For these behavioral styles can be
employed in any social situation, and there receive their small due. When
mommies and daddies decide on what to teach their little Johnnys and
Marys, they make exactly the right choice; they act in effect with much more
sociological sophistication than they ought to have—assuming, of course,
that the world as we have known it is what they want to reproduce.

And behavioral style itself? Not very stylish. A means of making assump-
tions about life palpable in social situations. At the same time, a
choreography through which participants present their alignments to situ-
ated activities in progress. And the stylings themselves consist of those
arrangements of the human form and those elaborations of human action
that can be displayed across many social settings, in each case drawing on
local resources to tell stories of very wide appeal.

VII

I conclude with a sermon.

There is a wide agreement that fishes live in the sea because they cannot
breathe on land, and that we live on land because we cannot breathe in the
sea. This proximate, everyday account can be spelied out in ever increasing
physiological detail, and exceptional cases and circumstances uncovered,
but the general answer will ordinarily suffice, namely, an appeal to the nature
of the beast, to the givens and conditions of his existence, and a guileless
use of the term “because.” Note, in this happy bit of folk wisdom—as sound
and scientific surely as it needs to be—the land and sea can be taken as there
prior to fishes and men, and not——contrary to Genesis—put there so that
fishes and men, when they arrived, would find a suitable place awalting
them.

This lesson about the men and the fishes contains, I think, the essence of
our most common and most basic way of thinking about ourselves: an
accounting of what occurs by an appeal to our “natures,” an appeal to the
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very conditions of our being. Note, we ,C?fm use this forrmmula both for cate-
gories of persons and for particular 1nd1v1dual§. Just as we account for the
fact that a man walks upright by an appeal to his nature, so we can account
for why a particular amputee doesn’t by an appeal to his particular con-
ditions of being. . '

It is, of course, hardly possible to imagine a soclety whose me.mbers do
not routinely read from what is available to the senses to sometl_nng larger,
distal, or hidden. Survival is unthinkable without it. Cor-resjpondmgiy, there
is a very deep belief in our society, as p_resumably‘ there'ls in others, that an
object produces signs that are informing about it. Objects are thought to
structure the environment immediately aroqnd themseives'; the.y cast a
shadow, heat up the surround, strew indicat_xons, }fzave an imprint; they
impress a part picture of themselves, a portrait tl_lat 18 u.nmtended and not
dependent on being attended, yet, of course, lmformmg nonethe?es's tp
whomsoever is properly placed, trained, and inclined. Pretj,umab}y t.hlS indi-
cating is done in a malleable surround 01:’ some kind——a field for
indications—the actual perturbations in which 1s the‘ sign. Pre.sumf‘bly qni
deals here with “natural indexical signs,” sometimes havmg iconic
features. In any case, this sort of indicating is to be seen ne1.ther as physical
instrumental action in the fullest sense, nor as commgmcatnon as such,‘ l?ut
something else, a kind of by-production, an overflowing, a tel!—tale. soiling
of the environment wherever the object has been, Athough these signs are
likely to be distinct from, or only a part of, t‘t?.e object about whxch they
provide information, it is their configuration which counts, and the ulnmgte
source of this, it is felt, is the object itself in some independence of the partic-
ular field in which the expression happens to oceur. Thus we tgke sign
production to be situationally phrased but not situationally .detern.nned._

The natural indexical signs given off by objects we call. animal (including
and principally, man) are often called “expressions,” b.ut in the sense of that
term here implied, our imagery still allows thata material process is involved,
not conventional symbolic communication. We tend to believe that these
special objects not only give off natural sign§, but_do so more thar} do other
objects. Indeed, the emotions, in association with various bodily organs
through which emotions most markedly appear, are considered veritable
engines of expression. As a corollary, we assume tha-t among %mma.ns a very
wide range of attributes are expressible: intent, feelmg, relanonshklp, infor-
mation state, health, social class, etc. Lore and adv:ge concer-mng thes.e
signs, including how to fake them and how to see ‘behmd fakeries, consti-
tute a kind of folk science. All of these beliefs regarding man, taken together,
can be referred to as the doctrine of natural expression. ‘

Tt is generally believed that although signs can be reaq for what is merely
momentarily or incidentally true of the object producu.lg them—as, say,
when an elevated temperature indicates a fevér—we routinely seck another
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kind of information also, namely, information about those of an object’s
properties that are felt to be perduring, overall, and seructurally basic, in short,
information about its character or “essential nature.” (The same sort
of information is sought about classes of objects.) We do so for many
reasons, and in so doing presume that objects (and classes of objects) have
natures independent of the particular interest that might arouse our concern.
Signs viewed in this light, I will call “essential,” and the belief that they exist
and can be read and thart individuals give them off is part of the doctrine of
natural expression. Note again, that although some of these attributes, such
as passing mood, particular intent, etc., are not themselves taken as charac-
teristic, the rendency 10 possess such states and concerns is seen as an
essential attribute, and conveying evidence of internal states in a particular
manner can be seen as characteristic. Ini fact, there seems to be no incidental
contingent expression that can’t be taken as evidence of an essential
attribute; we need only see that to respond in a particular way to particular
circumstances is what might be expected in general of persons as such or a
certain kind of person or a particular person. Note, any property seen as
unigue to a particular person is likely also to serve as a means of character-
izing him. A corollary is that the absence in him of a particular property seen
as common to the class of which he is a member tends to serve similarly.

Here let me restate the notion that one of the most deeply seated traits of
man, it is felt, is gender; femininity and masculinity are in a sense the proto-
types of essential expression—something that can be conveyed fleetingly in
any social situation and yet something that strikes at the most basic charac-
terization of the individual.

But, of course, when one tries to use the notion that human objects give
off natural indexical signs and that some of these expressions can mform us
about the essential nature of their producer, matters get complicated, The
human objects themselves employ the term “expression,” and conduct
themselves to fit their own conceptions of expressivity; iconicity especially
abounds, doing so because it has been made to. Instead of our merely
obtaining expressions of the object, the object obligingly gives them to us,
conveying them through ritualizarions and communicating them through
symbols. (But then it can be said that this giving itself has unintended
expressive features: for it does not seem possible for a message to be trans-
mitted without the transmitter and the transmission process blindly leaving
traces of themselves on whatever gets transmitted.)

There is, straight off, the obvious fact that an individual can fake an
expression for what can be gained thereby; an individual is unlikely to cut
off his leg so as to have a nature unsuitable for military service, but he might
indeed sacrifice a toe or affect a limp. In which case “because of” becomes
“in order to.” But that is really 2 minor matter; there are more serious diffi-
culties. I mendon three.
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First, it is not so much the character or overall‘ stmctufe of‘an entilt)y tha;
gels expressed (if such there be), buat r‘ather particular, situationally- 0:1;1
features relevant to the viewer. (Sometimes, for exgmpie, no more than that
the object is such a one and not an-othef'.) The notion f’f essence, chatraﬁc;.er,
structure, is, one might argue, social, since there are likely to be an in m=i
aumber of properties of the object thatl could be selected out as the Fem&f
ones, and, furthermore, often an infinite number c.)f ways o.f bounding the
object from other ones. Thus, as suggesn?d, an attribute w.hlcl'u allows us to
distingnish its possessor from thg;f? he is seen amongst is likely to enter

in our characterization of him.

Strg?féig: expression in the main is not instinctive buF socially learned a1.1d
socially patterned; it is a socially defined category wh1f:h employ§ a partic-
ular expression, and a socially established schedule whlclh d.et'ermmes when
these expressions will occur. And this is so even though individuals co;?e 10
employ expressions in what is sensed to be a spontaneous and ‘uns?e. cor;—
scious way, that is, uncalculated, unfaked, natural. Furthermc?re, 1nd1‘v1dua's
do not merely learn how and when to express the;:nselves, for in learning thls;
they are learning to be the kind of object to ‘whlch the dqcmne of r;latur_a

expression applies, if fallibly; they are learning to be ?b)ects that ave a;
character, that express this character, and for whom this characterologica

expressing is only natural. We are socialized to confirm our own hypotheses

our natures.

ab'(;}ll:ird, social situations turn out to be more than a conven%ent.ﬁe_ld of what
we take to be natural expression; these configurations are mtrmsacfally, not
merely incidentally, a consequence of what can be generated in social
situations. .

So our concern as students ought not to be in uncovering real, natu-ral
expressions, whatever they might be. One should not appeal to the d.octrme
of natural expression in an attempt to account for‘ natural expression, for
that (as is said) would conclude the analysis before it I.md bf:gun.- These acts
and appearances are likely to be anything but natu’ra1_ mdemcgl signs, exc:fzpt
insofar as they provide indications of the actor’s interest in cond}lctmg
himself effectively under conditions of being treated in accorc‘iance with the
doctrine of natural expression. And insofar as natural expressions of gender
are—in the sense here employed—natural and expressive, what they na.tu—
rally express is the capacity and inclination of indivx‘duals to portray a version
of themselves and their relationships at strategic momenfs——a work{ng
agreement 1o present each other with, and.fac:lhtate Fhe otht?r 5 pr.esentatlc}:n
of, gestural pictures of the claimed reality of their relationship and the
claimed character of their hurnan nature, The comp?,tency to Pmduce these
portraits, and interpret those produced by others, might be said to b.e essen-
tial to our nature, but this competency may provide a very poor pxc.:ture of
the overall relationship between the sexes. And indeed, I think it does.
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What the relationship between the sexes objectively is, taken as a whole, is
quite another matter, not yet well analyzed. '

What the human nature of males and females really consists of, then, is a
capacity to learn to provide and to read depictions of masculinity and femi-
ninity and a willingness to adhere to a schedule for presenting these pictures,
and this capacity they have by virtue of being persons, not females or males.
One might just as well say there is no gender identity. There is only a
schedule for the portrayal of gender. There is no relationship berween the
sexes that can so far be characterized in any satisfactory fashion. There is
only evidence of the practice between the sexes of choreographing behav-
iorally a portrait of relationship. And what these portraits must directly tell
us about is not gender, or the overall relationship between the sexes, but
about the special character and functioning of portraiture.

One can say that female behavioral style “expresses” femininity in the
sense of providing an incidental, gratuitous portrait. But Durkheim recom-
mends that such expression is a political ceremony, in this case affirming the
place that persons of the female sex-class have in the social structure, in other
words, holding them to it. And ethnologists recommend that feminine
expression is an indication of the alignment a person of the female sex class
proposes to take (or accept) in the activity immediately to follow—an align-
ment which does not merely express subordination but in part constitutes
it. The first points out the stabilizing influence of worshipping one’s place
in the social scheme of things, the second, the substantial consequences of
minor allocations, Both these modes of functioning are concealed from us
by the doctrine of natural expression; for that doctrine teaches us that
expressions occur simply because it is only natural for them to do so—no

other reason being required. Moreover, we are led to accept as a portrait of
the whole something that actually occurs at scheduled moments only, some-
thing that provides (in the case under question) a reflection not of the
differential nature of persons in the two sex classes but of their common
readiness to subscribe to the conventions of display.

Gender displays, like other rituals, can iconically reflect fundamental
features of the social structure; but just as easily, these expressions can coun-
terbalance substantive arrangements and compensate for them. If anything,
then, displays are a symptom, not a portrait. For, in fact, whatever the funda-
mental circumstances of those who happen to be in the same social situation,
their behavioral styles can affirm a contrary picture.

Of course, it is apparent that the niceties of gender etiquette provide a
solution for- various organizational problems found in social
situations—such as who is to make minor decisions which seem better lost
than unresolved, who is to give way, who to step forward, who is to follow,
who to lead, so that turns, stops, and moving about can be coordinated, and
beginnings and endings synchronized. (In the same way, at the substantive
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jevel, the traditional division of labor petween the sexes prot\;lldes a ‘::Ea;lﬁ
jution to the organization of certain person.al services, the one g
i}%mestic; similarly, sex-biased linguistic practices, such as the use oif ¢
as the unmarked relative pronoun fo? “individual”—amply 111ustrate§ 1;11 t;l-::
papep—pmvide a basis for unthinku}gly concerted usage I:ipo? wml:omer
efficiency of language depends.) But just w}ly gender instead o s(c;h orher
attribute is invoked to deal with t_hese orgamzatmlnal problems, and ho
adapted gender is for doing so, is an open question. s down more
In sum, gender, in close connection ‘thh age-grade, ays wn ou;
perhaps, than class and other social divisions an unde.rstandmg o gv;rlt " our
ultimate nature ought to be and how and where this naturedou Lo be
exhibited. And we acquire a vast corpus of accounts to be gsei a;s a source
of good, self-sufficient reasons for many of our acts (part_:cu.ar y)a  (hese
determine the allocation of minor mdﬂgence§ and depnvatlonsb s t)l st &
others acquire a sovereign means f’f accounting for our.ownG.e ha Ou;
Observe, there is nothing superficial about t_hls accounting. ;:vas  our
stereotypes of femininity, a particular woman'wxll find that the wasl!.l o8 been
cleared to fall back on the situation of her entire sex to accoun}: to el pleg
why she should refrain from vying with men in matters frinni;: t;n:;a;s, faﬁure
cial, political, and so forth. Just as a particular man will . a ey
to exert priority over women in these matters reﬂfacts on him p ctions,
giving him warrant for insisting on success in these coimeound o.f
(Correspondingly, he can decline dorpesnc .ta}sks‘ on _the general gr und of
his sex, while identifying any of his wife’s disinclination here a; an t}; >
sion of her particular character.) Because the.:se stereotypes begin o be
applied by and to the individ;al from the earliest years, the accounting
i er well implanted.
aff;);:i;s;:: taken a fu[;ctionalist view of gender display and have ?r%hue.d
that what, if anything, characterizes.persons as se?;—class n;erlnbe;sd is lae:
competence and willingness to sustain an appropriate sc]::i ﬂr e oh ﬂiis:)viz‘,;
only the content of the displays d1st1ngulshtles the class_es. oug this view
can be seen as slighting the biological rea%xty 'of sex, it shou.lc.l n?t efthese
as belittling the role of these displays in som'al lee. For 1:he:.fac1htanoxc1i o
enactments runs so deeply into the or.gamzatmn of society as to en;;l ;.;r‘;,)‘(
slighting view of them. Gender expressions are by way of bfsmg a rﬁc;e s th;
but a considerable amount of the substance of society is enrolied In
Stalsil(r;rg scl)lfolltﬂd too easy a political lesson be dra.wn by 'those syr-npatl?enc': to
social change. The analysis of sexism can start with obvmusly unjust f:scnm;
inations against persons of the female sex—clas:ls, bu.t analysis as suc] can::h
stop there. Gender stereotypes run in every direction, and alm(;s‘t as m o
inform what supporters of women’s rights approve as \'vhat they 1sappro ar;
A principal means men in our society have for initiating or terminating
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everyday encounter on a sympathetic note is to employ endearing terms of
address and verbal expressions of concern that are (upon examination)
parental in character and profoundly asymmetrical. Similarly, an important
ritual available for displaying affectionate concern, ermphasizing junctures in
discourse, and marking differential conversational exclusiveness is the laying
on of the hand, ordinarily an unreciprocatable gesture of male to female or
subordinate male,

In all of this, intimacy certainly brings no corrective. In our society in all
classes the tenderest expression of affection involves displays that are polit-
ically questionable, the place taken up in them by the fernale being
differentiated from and reciprocal to the place taken up by the male, Cross-
sex affectional gestures choreograph protector and protected, embracer and
embraced, comforter and comforted, supporter and supported, extender of
affection and recipient thereof; and it is defined as only natural that the male
encompass and the female be encompassed. And this can only remind us
that male domination is a very special kind, a domination that can be carried
right into the gentlest, most loving moment without apparently causing
straint—indeed, these moments can hardly be conceived of apart from these
asymmetries. Whereas other disadvantaged groups can turn from the world
to a domestic scene where self-determination and relief from inequality are
possible, the disadvantage that persons who are female suffer precludes this;
the places identified in our society as ones that can be arranged to suit oneself
are nonetheless for women thoroughly organized along disadvantageous
lines.

And indeed, reliance on the child—parent complex as a source of display
imagery is a means of extending intimate comfortable practices outward
from their source to the world, and in the wake of this domestication, this
only gentling of the world we seem to have, female subordination follows.
Any scene, it appears, can be defined as an occasion for the depicton of
gender difference, and in any scene a resource can be found for effecting this
display.

As for the doctrine of expression, it raises the issue of professional, as well
as folk, analysis. To accept various “expressions” of femininity (or
masculinity) as indicating something biological or social-structural that lies
behind or underneath these signs, something to be glimpsed through them,
is perhaps to accept a lay theory of signs. That a multitude of “genderisms”
point convergently in the same direction might only teli us how these signs
function socially, namely, to support belief that there is an underlying reality
to gender. Nothing dictates that should we dig and poke behind these images
we can expect to find anything there-except, of course, the inducement to
entertain this expectation,
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Notes

Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London, Series B, No. 772, Vol. 251 (Dec.

29, 1966), p. 250. . .
See the thorough treatment of “feminizers” in Conners (1971).

3 Jnrernational Herald Tribune, June 3—4, 1972,

As Zimmerman and West (1977) remind me, the individual has {and se‘cks) very little
option regarding identification of own sex class. Often, however, there will be choice as
to which complement of displays is employed to ensu?e gender I.?Iact?mcnt. )

An important work here, of course, is Darwin’s Expression frfEmonons in Man and Animals.
In this treatise a direct parallel is drawn, in words and p_lCt‘lJIfS, berween a few gestures
of a few animals—gestures expressing, for example, dominance, appeas‘ement, fear—and
the same expressions as portrayed by actors. This study, recently and rightly }'est.xrrectefi
as a classic in ethology (for indeed, it is in this book that dis:plays are l:'u-stl studied in detail
in everything but name), is generally taken as an elucidation of o.ur animal n?m‘res and
the expressions we consequently share with them. Now the book is also fufu:.nonmg :as a
source in its own right of cultural beliefs concerning the character and origins of align-

ment eXpressions.

& Time, May 1, 1972, p. 60; I leave unconsidered the role of such tales in Time’s fashioning

of stories.

7 A recent suggestion along this line can be found in the effort to specify in detail the differ-

ence between college men and women in regard to sequencing in cross-sexed
conversation. See Zimmerman and West (1975), Fishman (1975), anfi West and
Zimmerman {1975). The last discusses some similarities between parent—child and adult
male-female conversational practices.
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