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by others and the methods or practices that are applied to accomplish this uptake. It is
thus in the methods or practices deployed by participants that moralizing-as-action
or moral stances come to the surface (Sidnell 2010; Turowetz and Maynard 2010), and
are constructed (or resisted) in terms of epistemic, deontic, and benefactive stance/
status, as seen, for instance, in recent CA work on action formation (Heritage 2013;
Stevanovic and Perédkyld 2014; Zinken 2016), and action ascription (Deppermann
and Haugh 2022).

Yet for sociolinguists interested in discourse analysis and for sociopragmaticists,
especially those interested in (im)politeness phenomena, the basis of the moral order
is the relationship between self, other, and broader relational networks. Morality can
thus be examined by recurring to other factors beyond the interaction itself (e.g.,
Coupland and Jaworski 2009; Blommaert 2005; Jaworksi and Coupland 2014), even
when these are not reflexively lexicalized or do not overtly affect the trajectory of
the interaction. These areas of discourse analysis, broadly understood, take inspira-
tion from Goffman, who was influenced by Durkheim’s (1933) notion that the moral
order is that which allows solidarity to occur, and holds societies together. Indeed,
Goffman’s (1959, 1967, 1974, 1983) interaction order has a clear moral dimension
as illustrated by his focus on face-saving rituals and the very notion of frame as “the
principles of organization which govern events—at least social ones—and our sub-
jective involvement in them.” (Goffman 1974, 11). In Goffman’s own words, “when
an individual projects a definition of the situation and thereby makes an implicit or
explicit claim to be a person of a particular kind, he automatically exerts a moral de-
mand upon the others, obliging them to value and treat him in the manner that per-
sons of his kind have a right to expect” (Goffman 1959, 24).

,H'j; th- @'-qgiiﬂiese different language and social interaction perspectives have, to varying

& apit moeing. For instance, the orientation of interactional participants to morality has been
] amply demonstrated by ethnomethodologists as being constitutive of the moral order
(Jayyusi 1991; Rawls 2010), particularly in the context of language socialization (e.g.,

«F4e, WA » Hester 2016). In the conversation analytic paradigm, interactants show their orienta-
Ao >WL tion to morality in the way turns and their responses are designed and orchestrated
-TFQ (e.g., Drew 1998). In reCﬁ%¥ears, conversation analytic research has also turned its
attention to matters of epistemics and territories of knowledge (Heritage 2012), and

the way the accomplishment of knowledge in talk-in-interaction is treated as an in-

variably moral matter (Stivers et al. 2011). This interest in morality in interaction has

been extended to cluding deomtics (e.g., Stevanovic and Perdkyla

2014), benefactives (e.g., Clayman and Heritage 2014), affect (e.g., Hebenstreit and

Zemel 2021), and membership categories (Robles 2021). There is also a long-standing

egrees, focused on the evaluative moment as indicative of how morality comes into

line of research examining the role of accounts (Scott and Lyman 1968) in socializing
children in family discourse (Galatolo and Caronia 2018; Sterponi 2003).

Morality has also been the focus of sociolinguistic inquiry, particularly in re-
search drawing on storytelling where the narrative dimensions (Ochs and Capps
2001) of stance (Ochs and Schiefflin 1989; but see also Du Bois 2007) and tellership
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