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ABSTRACT 

This study outh'nes relationships between ideological construction and 

conversational performances, or utterances during casual conversation whose aesthetic 

quality is highlighted. I identify a distinction between native and nonnative English 

speakers that is imagined in predictable ways and expressed in regularized discourse 

patterns. The ideology of nativeness is rooted in a monolingualist view of the world—an 

association of one language with one nation—and intersects with ideologies of race and 

education. 

The regularity of patterns associated with this ideology provides resources for 

performances by white, middle-class U.S. university students about incomprehensible 

accents, bad teachers, la2y or angry foreigners, and rude code-switching or uses of non-

English languages. Speakers use performative strategies such as rhythm, dialogue, and 

emphatic stress, to frame performances as worthy of special attention. Utterances are 

interpreted as more or less p)erformative depending on the density and intensity of those 

strategies. The notion of the discourse frame accounts for speakers' desire to complete 

performances and for listeners' understanding that they are expected to respond 

positively. 

Performance and ideology are reciprocally related, such that performances index 

and depend on the stability of ideological models while providing opportunities for 

sudden shifts in ideological position as well as for transformations of those models. As 

speakers frame performances, they simultaneously create social truths, such as 

exaggerated hierarchical relationships between linguistic in-groups and out-groups, in 
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ways that become memorable and at least momentarily acceptable. Because 

performances are bounded and memorable, they are decontextualizable, which enables 

them to be re-performed by the same speakers or by their listeners in other contexts. 

Performances thus contribute to the pervasiveness of the ideological discourse patterns 

that form the basis of those performances. 

Because of many speakers' drive to establish social solidarity with their listeners, 

performances can coincide with a dramatic shift in ideological position. Such shifts are 

also understandable if we recognize that dominant ideologies are embedded in highly 

regularized discursive patterns, readily available to any speaker who wishes to employ 

them. 



II 

CHAPTER 1 

TOWARD AN INTEGRATIVE THEORY OF PERFORMANCE AND IDEOLOGY 

Natirve-speakerdom begins with more than just a claim and it is more t/ian just a 
measure ofproficiency—it is, like religion, a measure of beliefand the actual, 
unashamed practice ofthat belirf. -Otto M. Dcome 

A Research Narrative 

This study places conversational performance, or speakers' attempts during everyday 

talk to draw attention to the aesthetic form of their utterances, at the center of an analysis of 

ideology. I came upon this focus on performance rather by accident, having set out to 

examine U.S. college students' discursive constructions of themselves and others as 

members or non-members of the discourse commum'ty, "English speakers." My analysis of 

interviews with those students, however, took this study in a different direction. 

As a teacher of composition for both ESL and native English-speaking students,' I 

had numerous interactions with fellow composition teachers, administrators, and students 

that brought to my attention the pervasiveness of a particular phenomenon: the discursive 

construction of mutually exclusive categories—native (usually English) speaker and 

nonnative speaker. One teacher of English 101, for example, showed me an essay written by 

a student in his class from India, and complained, "I can't teach him to write until he leams 

' While I am drawing attention in this dissertation to the contested, fluid, and ideologically 
embedded nature of the terms "native speaker," "second language," etc., the terms are 
sometimes unavoidable. This is particularly so because the field of writing pedagogy not only 
distinguishes LI (first-language) from L2 (second-language) students, but also devises 
curricula, assessment, and administrative practices around that distinction. I have chosen to 
use it here when referring to courses, students placed into those courses, fields of study, etc. I 
also refer to the "ESL" sections of composition as courses for international students because 
it is primarily a student's status as an international that places him or her into those sections. 
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the language first" With this statement, the teacher rendered the student's knowledge of 

English nearly nonexistent, despite the student's 12 or more years of English-medium 

education. In my initial observations of this phenomenon, I noticed that as students from a 

variety of linguistic backgrounds, frequently oveiiieard around campus and audio-recorded in 

my data, claimed to have teachers who "didnt speak English," they were similarly imagining 

normative English speakers to be completely outside the discourse community 

"speakers/writers of English." In spontaneous, everyday talk, speakers assigned others to 

bounded categories—native speaker or normative speaker—and in doing so, indexed a world 

of fluent, knowledgeable native English speakers on one hand, and all others, who could not 

be understood, on the other. My initial claim, then, was that a speaker's (not necessarily a 

native speaker's) categorizations of others into those mutually exclusive groups operated as a 

first-order classification process, which shaped a complex constellation of other assumptions 

about that person, having to do with such features as moral character, intelligence, purpose 

for being in the U.S., and ability to write in English. That is, deciding that another person was 

a nonnative English speaker was often the first step in an implicational hierarchy—a step that 

then implied that the speaker was an immigrant or an exchange student, did not write well, 

and was either especially lazy or especially hard-working (cf Haridau, 2000). 

However, it became clear as I listened to my interview data again that this analysis 

was incomplete. One interview in particular—my first interview with more than one student 

at a time—^revealed far more complex uses of language regarding nativeness and other 

dimensions for characterizing others. These two students fimshed each other's sentences. 

Throughout the dissertation, of course, I highlight the constructed nature of these terms. 
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relied heavily on what seemed to be "teenspeak" exaggeration and intonational patterns, and 

often reproduced each other's lexical, syntactic, and prosodic patterns. I began to understand 

that these two students, and probably others, were performing for each other. Many of their 

utterances were clearly intended to please the other interviewee and probably the interviewer 

as well. The students laughed at each other's exaggerated claims and offered their own stories 

to illustrate their conversational partner's points. The high level of involvement in the 

interaction tended to increase the vehemence of their claims. Minutes later, however, within 

the same interview, earlier claims such as "I have a philosophy teacher who doesn't speak 

English" were rescinded and even completely contradicted: "My philosophy teacher, he's not 

that bad.[...] You can understand him for... ninety-five pjercent of the time." Contradictions 

like these, as well as the categorical exclusion of others from a discourse community, seemed 

explainable to some degree with a theory of ideology construction that accounted for the role 

of performance in ongoing interaction. It also became clear to me later that a theory of 

performance that ignored the historically and ideologically situated nature of discourse was 

similarly impoverished, given what has increasingly been found to be a close relationship 

between performance and ideology (Limon, 1982, l983;Bowen, 1987; Briggs, 1996a, 1998; 

Haviland, 1996; Wilce, 1998). 

I reproduce here an excerpt fi-om that first interview because it so readily illustrates 

some salient features of such performances (Example LI). This excerpt will be analyzed in 

later chapters for its functional elements, including the use of a common, ideologically-

linked theme (the incomprehensible accent) as an aesthetic resource and the interactionally 

achieved transformation of expectations regarding truth and social acceptability. For now. 
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however, I use it simply to illustrate my discovery of performance as a factor in the 

discursive construction of the (non-)native speaker. I had asked the two interviewees to 

characterize good and bad classes, a question that elicited a series of complaints about bad 

teachers. This segment begins with criticism of a teacher's grading practices and leads 

directly into the complaint performance about another instructor's accent (see Appendix A 

for notes on the transcription and Appendix D for an index of excerpts from data): 

Fxample 1 1 The history teacher rnmplaint 

Fl: coulda gotten an F in my class, 
.. ./and I coulda gotten an/ A in (the? a?) class. 

F1; fl would never knowV 
F2: ..I had no idea. 
G: ... [softly] God.= 
F2: =no idea. 
Fl: ..and 1 had a—= 
F2; =that'sjust WRO^IG. 
G: ..yeah.= 
F1: =I had a history professor last year, 

and he's tenured and everything, 
and he doesnt speak English. 
he's from Germany. 
and I couldn't understand— 
..did not understand a WORD he said. 

F2; ..I couldn't /under/stand my calculus <@ teach//er. @>// 
Fl: /Ith-/ 

//I// swear I th-1 s-1 thought the entire time I went to class, 
... I was learning abouL.um... a different culture, 
than what we were even learning about! 

F2: ..@= 
Fl: =I didnt /go to c-/ 
G: /and this was/ in your history class?= 
Fl: =YES! 

...a-
last semester. 
I didnt go to class for THREE WEEKS. 
... and I managed..a..B in that class because... there's no point. 
you-.cant understand /a word he says./ 
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F2: /you're kidding./ 
G: ..wow.= 
F1: =it was like blah blah blah blah blah blah yah yah yah yah yah. 

a-
..ifs a foreign language <@ to me! @> 

G: ..wow.= 
F2: =yeah, 

I think that... the university needs to get a little..um..stricter on/... Eng/lish, 
Fl: /yeah. 

who they hire./ 
F2: ..speaking English, 

because, 
..I had a calculus teacher, 

Fl: /mhm./ 
F2: ../didnt/ speak English, 

I have a philosophy teacher who doesnt speak English. 
... 111 said some/thing li-/ 

G: /at all?/ 
(mean?) not at all, 
//right?// 

F2; //weliy/ 
..he he's— 
... I said something like= 

Fl: =/very difficult to understand/ 
F2: /this is the sole/ source of— 

he's all whafs sole. 
..he's all— 
he thought 1 was talking about like your in...s o /u 1?/ 

G; /U. 
oh./ 
..uh-huh.= 

F2; =he— 
..and he was— 
and it took me ten minutes to un-.. to... tell him what I was ...saying. 
...and I..I just— 
...I think it's— 
...1 mean—= 

FI: =it's hard when /they dont/ understand you.= 
F2: /it's hard./ 

=it's hurting your grade because— 
... we're in America:, 
a:nd... <@ I need a teacher..that speaks English @>. 
you know?= 
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What struck me initially about this segment was the collaboration, the lexical 

repetition, the exclamation (volume and prosodic fluctuation), the exaggeration ("three 

weeks," "did not understand a word," "foreign language," "ten minutes") and the unabashed 

trivializing of the teacher's speech. After more detailed consideration, I noticed other 

strategies that seemed not only to involve the two students in the interaction but also to place 

the speaker in a performative spotlight: narrative, constructed dialogue, rhythm and repeated 

intonational contours, and overt framing devices such as "you know?" Once I saw how much 

performance seemed to shape the talk in this interview, I wanted to find out how significant 

or prevalent performance might be in other interviews. Upon closer examination, I 

discovered performative discourse patterns throughout my data, and, more importantly, in 

talk about particular topics: incomprehensible accents, bad teachers, minority rights and 

immigrants who apparently refiise to leam English. It became clear that the role of 

performance in construing relations between language use, on one hand, and ethnicity, 

identity, nationality, and even morality and intelligence, on the other, was a critical area of 

investigation. 

Performance thus became a central focus of this investigation and one that offers an 

important perspective on the local, ongoing construction of ideology in general and of 

linguistic ideologies of nativeness in particular. Speakers often perform their ideologies; they 

do not merely carry them around and let them leak out in moments of unmonitored 

indiscretion. Moreover, because ideologies are performed in ongoing interaction, they are 

subject to negotiation and even to dramatic contradiction. As U.S. university students 
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perform—in both its enactive and its poetic sense—ideological positions negarding users of 

English and other languages, they participate in a patterned, although not uuii&rm, collective 

defining of native and nonnative speakers. Such categorizing is often infused with ideologies 

of race, monolingualism, economics, education, and political histoiy. 

My initial hypothesis had centered on perceptions of membership or nonmembership 

in bounded speech communities—perceptions that were revealed in discourse and that 

seemed to be associated with implicational hierarchies. For example, once classified as a 

nonnative English speaker, a person might also be considered more likely to need explicit 

grammar instruction, to be less inteUigent, to need more help in a writing class, and in turn to 

be a threat to native speakers' educational success. While I address such assumptions in 

Chapter 2, the dissertation as a whole focuses on the accessibility of certain discursive 

patterns—e.g., "1 couldn't understand a word he said"—that serve as resoujces for displays 

of conversational, aesthetic skill. Furthermore, because of the collectiveness of such 

performances and because of their potential to be lifted from their original contexts and 

refined as new performances, multiple responses to and renegotiations of the ideological 

positions being performed become possible. Performances, then, seem to l>e involved not 

only in the construction of ideological positions but also in the emerging shape of an 

interaction. 

Theoretical Frameworks 

A. Ideology 

This study brings together two lines of scholarship, both of which are themselves 
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supported by interdisciplinary traditions in sociolinguistics, the ethnography of 

communication, folklore, linguistic anthropolo^, and literary and social criticism. These are 

linguistic ideology (e.g., Woolard, 1989; Hill, 1992, 1995; Silverstein, 1979, 1987/1996; 

Irvine, 1989; Gal, 1993; Schieffelin, Woolard, and Kroskiity, 1998) and performance-

oriented approaches to discourse and culture (especially, Bauman, 1977, 1986; Briggs, 1988; 

Bauman and Briggs, 1990; Hymes, 1981; Limon, 1982, 1983). In addition, I will be drawing 

on theories of racism and ideology, particularly those of Wetherell and Potter (1992), Said 

(1978), and Goldberg (1993), to support a theory of linguistic ideology—specifically with 

regard to what I am calling the ideology of nativeness—as a network of socially constructed 

meanings that help speakers create schemes of social and linguistic categorization, situated in 

a particular historical, political context and inscribed in discursive practice. From such an 

integrated theoretical perspective, politically interested beh'efs about language users, as well 

as about their language, are seen as both reflected in and partially constituted by 

conversational performances. 

Because of the varied uses of the term ideology in both academic and popular 

discourse, it is necessary to clarify its use here before outlining the linguistic ideology 

fiamework which forms the basis of this study. Eagleton (1991) helpfully discusses the 

components of wide-ranging theories of ideology, from those that concern themselves with 

unmasking false ideas to those claims that ideology is politically neutral or loosely equivalent 

to culture. In the present study, I have found four particular components of these theories 

useful: 1) ideolo^ is a network of understandings of social and political systems; 2) ideology 

is primarily (although not wholly) taken for granted; 3) ideology is primarily (although not 
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wholly) located in discursive practice; and 4) ideology is not unified ormonoh'thic, but rather 

multiple, contested, and fluid. 

An emphasis on the political, encompassing all relationships within a society and 

particularly those that are fundamentally unequal (Peimycook, 1989), allows us to include 

not just ideologies that legitimate the power of a dominant group but also the political actions 

and beliefs of those not in power. To conceptualize ideology in this way means agreeing with 

Friedrich (1989) that "some political categorization of mutually differentiating values is an 

inevitable consequence of social interaction"(p- 301). Furthermore, we cannot assume a 

simple correspondence between social group or class and ideological position (Briggs, 1992). 

It is particularly critical that we broaden our use of ideology to include any meanings 

regarding a collective order (Silverstein, 1987/1996, p. 285) since, as Briggs (1992), Gal 

(1993), and Hill (1992) among others have pointed out regarding linguistic ideology, 

ideologies are actively negotiated in dialectic relation to each other. If we deal solely with 

dominant ideologies, we risk missing the complex interaction between ideologies and finding 

ourselves in a theoretical position not unlike one that would result from using the common, 

pejorative sense of ideology as "the other fellow's ideas" (Friedrich, 1989, p. 301). A broad 

sense of ideology as an "organization of signifying practices that constitute human beings as 

social subjects" (Eagleton, 1991, p. 18, citing Althusser) provides us with the analytical 

flexibility to deal with non-hegemonic ideas (including but not limited to the actively 

counterhegemom'c) while avoiding the theoreti'cal messiness of calling all thought or all 

discourse ideological. 

However, allowing for the possibility that ideology may challenge as well as 
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legitimate political power does not mean we must throw out a concem with ideological 

strategies such as denigrating alternative beliefs, obscuring social reality, and universalizing 

ideas. The strategy of naturalization, for instance, continues to be theoretically and 

analytically significant (see Briggs, 1992). I am reminded here, as an example of this 

strategy, of my high school economics teacher who claimed that commum'sm simply cannot 

work because greed is part of human nature, rather than, say, being an essential element of 

capitalist systems.^ Woolard and Schiefielin's (1994) review of language ideology research 

points out that this strategy, a process that renders historically situated, politically interested 

conceptual systems natural or universally true, is a common theme in many recent 

conceptualizations of ideology. Rumsey's definition of language ideology as "commonsense 

notions" (1990) highlights this sense of the self-evident 

I would like to preserve this "taken-fbr-grantedness" as a second important 

component of ideology, as I am using it here. This is not to suggest that ideologies are 

necessarily implicit or unconscious. Indeed, as Philips (1992) suggests, we must recognize 

degrees of implicitness and explicitness in ideological discourse. When one of the 

interviewees in this study said, '"English America, Spanish Mexico, you know?" she was 

quite explicitly theorizing linguistic difFerentiation in the world. At the same time, however, 

the monoglot ideology embodied in that statement also underlies many of her other claims— 

indeed, the claims of most of my interviewees—about, for example, a division of English 

composition courses along national lines. Because of the power of naturalization processes, it 

is crucial that we "explore the heterogeneous and layered texture of practices, arguments and 

~ This was the only high school class in which I did not receive an A. 
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representations which make up the taken for granted in a particular society" (Wetherell and 

Potter, 1992, p. 1). 

A third major component of ideology is its location in discursive pwactices. The 

notion that ideology is not merely cognitive or separable from social behawior has been 

discussed at length (e.g., Bourdieu, 1977; Foucault, 1977, 1980; Bakhtin, 1 981; Fairclough, 

1989; Briggs, 1992; Philips, 1992; Wetherell and Potter, 1992). I would lifcie to emphasize 

that it is primarily in discursive behavior that ideology—and not just ideology about 

language—is located. While other signifying practices (Eagleton, 1991), such as the use of 

physical violence or the arrangement of desks in rows, are no less ideological than discourse 

is, discourse is the primary locus of linguistic, cultural, and social reproduc:tion (Ochs, 1990; 

Sherzer, 1987; Urban, 1991). As Sherzer (1987) puts it, discourse is "a ricl*, intricate, and 

dynamic expression of, mediator of, and indeed creator and recreator of the language-culture-

society-individual nexus" (p. 302). It is thus in discourse practices—curricula, policy 

statements, debates, memos, newspaper articles, jokes, television conmiercials, academic 

journal articles, private conversations, uiuversity admissions tests—^that we: find the making 

of ideological meaning. 

Spatial metaphors such as "underlie" or "uncover," on the other hamd, seem to imply 

that ideologies are located somewhere above, below, or behind language fb»nns and may lead 

us to attempt to distinguish what people say from what they mearL Such metaphors are 

difficult to avoid. In using them, however, I am referring to a kind of Bakht±uan 

intertextuality (1981, 1986), by which a single text is related to other texts tfhat have come 

before it These intertextual relations are crucial in creating coherence in idseological 
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discourse. That is, it is in the relations between forms of discourse in a wide variety of 

contexts that we can understand how discursive formations are constructed (Foucault, 1977). 

Ideologies are not the product of a single discursive encounter, nor are they merely opinions 

or attitudes based on individual experience. Rather, individual production of ideological 

discourse, such as the student's rant about her history teacher excerpted above, is inextricably 

linked to similar discourse practices that are accessible all around that single encounter (see 

Chapter 4 for more discussion of these intertextual relations). 

Questions arise about the nature of the relation between ideology and lived 

experience. I am not arguing that ideological discourse has no basis in a prior truth or reality. 

Complaints about incomprehensibility may indeed be felt as real and legitimate. Complaints 

about students who hold others back by virtue of their nonnativeness (see the following 

chapter) may also come from prior experiences. However, the degree to which complaints 

are legitimate or not—^that is, the degree to which they are based in fact, empirical 

definitions, material reality, etc.—is less relevant to our understandings of nativeness than 

the ways in which the ideology of nativeness is a linguistic and social practice. One reason 

for this is that the discourses upon which the speakers draw in a given interaction reach far 

beyond its spatial and temporal limits and are available for use by any speaker (see Chapter 

5). Educational experiences, for example, that are thought to be inadequate because of the 

presence of nonnative English speakers or other members of minority groups are often 

represented in ways that coincide with discourses of competition and rights (see Chapter 2). 

These discourses also seem to coincide with Freire's (1982) banking model of education, 

such that learning only involves receiving "deposits" of a certain, quantifiable amount of 
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material. If that is the primary goal of education, then from such a perspective, students for 

whom material needs to be repeated will indeed slow down the members of the class who 

have already received their deposits and are ready for more. Alternative models of education 

would likely give rise to alternative representations of the linguistic relations between the 

students in the class. A second reason for being less concerned about truth than about 

practice is that the act of complaining about or otherwise constructing the nonnative speaker 

as Other is significant as a way of negotiating social and linguistic identities during the 

ongoing interaction. It simply does not matter to the interactants in the room how proficient 

the nonnative-speaking Other actually is. Third, what have long been thought to be empirical, 

objective definitions have been recently challenged and seen in their relation to political, 

historical, and social contexts (see also "Monolinguah'sm and the Native Speaker," below). 

Such definitions are not opposed to ideological or cultural conceptualizations but rather are 

inseparable from them. 

This discourse-oriented approach to ideology is firmly grounded in research and 

theory from interactional sociolingiustics, particularly the notion that social meanings— 

socioeconorm'c class, dimensions of status and solidarity, ethnicity, gender, power and 

authority, etc.—^are interactionally, locally accomplished (e.g.. Brown and Oilman, 1960; 

Labov, 1964; Barth, 1969; Gumperz, 1982; Philips, 1992a; Brown and Levinson, 1987; 

Cicourel, 1992; Ochs, 1992; Cameron, 1997). Recent research has shown the links between 

ideology and discourse to be present in such diverse practices as the use of anaphoric, third-

person pronoun reference to index asymmetrical social relations in classrooms (Pekarek, 

1999); turn-taking structures and their violations in political debates (Adams, 1999); 
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journalistic use of visual and verbal thematic structures (Kress, 1985); formulations of 

pragmatic ESL teaching methodologies (Peimycook, 1989); narratives in the construction of 

racial hierarchies (Wetherell and Potter, 1992); and code-switching and the shifting of 

linguistic identities (Rampton, 1992; Heller, 1995; Hill, 1995). 

If we conceptualize ideology as located in discursive practices, from face-to-face 

encounters to written policy statements, this leaves open the possibility of negotiation, 

contradiction, and change. This brings us to our fourth component of ideology—^fluidity. 

Ideologies can not be completely unified, monolithic, or static. Because ideologies are 

constructed through discourse, ideological contradiction is always possible, not only in the 

talk of different speakers, but within the talk of a single speaker. Chapters 4 and 5 address 

this potential. Research in linguistic ideology has already shown the existence of multiple 

and contested ideologies (Briggs, 1992; Hill, 1992; Gal, 1993). Ewing's research on the 

active construction of a unified self (1990) sheds light on the cognitive work that people do 

to bring a sense of wholeness to contradictory psychological models. Drawing on Bakhtin's 

theory of heteroglossia (1981), Strauss's study of ideological contradiction among U.S. blue-

collar-workers (1990) identifies cognitive patterning in what appears to be (and has been 

argued to be) mere incoherence. Further research on the "actual, on-the-ground processes" 

(Friedrich, 1989, p. 298) of emergent ideological construction will surely shed more light on 

the tension between what is stable and discursively regularized, on one hand, and what is 

dynamic and potentially contradictory on the other. 

Throughout this study, then, I will attempt to adhere to these four components in my 

analysis of the ideology of nativeness: 1) it is rooted in the social and political; 2) it is taken 
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for granted; 3) it is located in communicative practices, and 4) it is cfynamic and open to 

negotiation and contradictioru 

B. Linguistic ideology 

The well-known "linguistic turn" in social, cultural, philosophical, and political 

research has demanded greater attention to the complex relationships among language 

structure and use, social groups, ideology, and political economy (Gal, 1989; Friedrich, 

1989). Indeed, language ideology (or linguistic ideology—^I use them interchangeably) has 

developed as a growing line of research in the last two decades or so in response to concerns 

with such relationships. Woolard and SchiefFelin (1994) review over 300 publications in a 

wide variety of fields, from the ethnography of speaking to historical studies of colomalism 

and nationalism to literacy research, all of which focus on socio-cultural conceptions of 

language. Irvine's succinct definition offers a useful starting point for a discussion of 

linguistic ideology and draws on some the ideological components discussed in the above 

section; "the cultural (or subcultural) system of ideas about social and linguistic 

relationships, together with their loading of moral and political interests" (1989, p. 255). 

While the particular linguistic ideologies examined in this study are not the property of a 

single culture or subculture, they must be examined with the critical perspective that Irvine's 

definition includes. A more politically neutral defim'tion such as Rumsey's "commonsense 

notions about the nature of language in the world" (1990, p. 346) obscures the potential of 

linguistic ideologies to bear heavily on differential access to educational, political, and 

material resources. Thus, a theoretical crux of the present stu(fy is Woolard's (1992 and 
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1998) assertion that linguistic ideologies mediate between—rather than merely underlie— 

discursive and socio-political structures, such that ideologies are both active and constitutive. 

A better understanding of linguistic ideologies is critical to the study of relationships 

between language, culture, and sociopolitical structures precisely because of the role of 

linguistic ideologies in shaping not just linguistic structure and use (Silverstein, 1979) but 

also other social and political practices from the level of the face-to-face interaction to that of 

national language policies, international relations, and so on. Woolard (1985), Irvine (1989), 

and Heller (1995) draw on Bourdieu's (1977) notion of the linguistic market to examine the 

ways in which language varieties and speech styles are forms of linguistic capital, with 

differential symbolic and economic values. Consider, for example, the public uproar 

surrounding the recogm'tion of African-American English (Ebom'cs) in Oakland, California, 

schools in the mid-1990s (Perry and Delpit, 1998). To understand the various arguments 

about that issue, we must examine ideologies of "Standard English" and "language 

diversity," as well as how those ideologies intersect with ideologies of race, nation, ethnic 

identity, etc., to support or challenge structures of social inequality. 

Among the primary theoretical concerns in linguistic ideology research is the notion 

of naturalization (Silverstein, 1979,1987/1996; Briggs, 1992; Gal and Irvine, 1995). 

Linguistic ideologies allow speakers to rationalize social and linguistic differentiation as 

natural, or simply explainable in terms of biology or some universal truth. Indeed, 

Silverstein's definition of linguistic ideology centers on this process: "sets of beliefs about 

language articulated by users as a rationalization or justification of perceived language 

structure and use" (1979, p. 193). Briggs argues, for instance, that Warao (Venezuela) 
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ideologies surrounding such discourse genres as ritual wailing and shamanistic songs are 

deployed in other discourse genres as strategies for maintaining social power (1992,1998). 

Gal and Irvine (1995) fiirther divide naturalization into three semiotic processes: iconicity, 

recursiveness, and erasure. These processes together allow speakers and writers to make 

symbolic associations between language use and social groups—associations that can serve 

as warrants for political action. An obvious example is the English Only movement in the 

U.S., which assumes a necessary, natural (iconic) relation between residence in the U.S. and 

the use of English; recursively projects this relation onto dimensions such as affect or 

morality ("They refiise to learn English"); and ignores (erases) the complexity of historical, 

economic, social and linguistic phenomena that do not fit a monoglot picture. Much of the 

work so far on language ideology and naturalization seems to focus on similarly dominant 

ideologies, but such pjrocesses certainly operate in non-dominant ideologies as well. More 

research is clearly needed in this area. 

Another element of the linguistic ideology fiamework I am employing here is the 

finding that lingm'stic ideologies produce limited sets of fbrmulaically encoded themes and 

arguments (Hill, 1992). Silverstein (1987/1996) and Woolard (1989) show this in their 

analyses of various arguments related to the Official and Standard English movements in the 

U.S., as do Blommaert and Verschueren (1992) with regard to linguistic homogeneism in 

Europe." As I will demonstrate in Chapter 2, many of the same themes are reproduced in 

^ Blommaert and Verschueren explicitly focus on the unstated assumptions about language in 
arguments about nations and ethnicities, while Hill, Silverstein and Woolard examine the 
more surface-level discursive means (e.g., metaphors, indexical signs) of creating coherence 
in purist or monoglot ideologies, as well as in counter-discourses. What is important here is 
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discussions of college composition course requirements, intemalional instructors, and second 

language learning. Together, these themes constitute a relatively coherent ideology with 

wide-ranging social and political consequences. 

This should not, however, be taken to mean that linguistic ideologies are static or 

monolithic. As I mentioned in the section on ideology, because linguistic ideologies are 

enacted in discourse, they are always subject to negotiation (Gal, 1993; Hill, 1992; Briggs, 

1996b). Moreover, while we may be tempted to associate a particular language ideology with 

a particular social group, recent research suggests that such a link is itself ideologically 

embedded (Gal and Irvine, 1995; Briggs, 1992; Silverstein, 2000; Bauman and Briggs, 2000). 

This challenges us to see linguistic ideologies as shifting and open to contestation. To this 

end, Briggs (1992; 1996b) has argued that language ideologies are more productively viewed 

as resources that speakers use for pragmatic and ideological purposes. Linguistic ideologies 

may be deployed to naturalize social hierarchies (Briggs, 1992), to resist official policies 

(Gal, 1993), or to disrupt understood relationships between language forms and social order 

(Hill, 1992; Gal, 1993), among other purposes. Multiple ideologies may be drawn upon not 

only within a given community but also by a given individual (Gal, 1993; Hill, 2000). 

Bakhtin's notions of dialogism and voice, particularly as they reveal tensions between 

unifying (centripetal) and diversifying (centrifligal) forces in language (1981), aid us in 

discovering the ways in which multiple voices and positions are animated even in the speech 

of one person (Hill, 1995). In Chapter 5,1 will draw on this notion of multiplicity to show in 

detail the discursive means by which one speaker constructs multiple, competing ideological 

the recurrence of themes accessible in discourse, whether overt or hiddeiL 
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positions, particularly as she shifts into and out of performative discourse. 

Conceptualizing linguistic ideologies as strategies that are multiple and contested 

does not contradict the view stated earlier that ideologies are relatively coherent and limited 

in their discursive expression. Indeed, it is the particular tension between the stable and the 

emergent, the coherent and the contested that demands examination of the relationships 

between specific discursive means and the construction of linguistic ideologies powerfiil 

enough to shape linguistic structure and use (Silverstein, 1979; Rumsey, 1990; Hill, 1992) 

and naturalize or challenge structures of social inequality (Hitl, 1992; Patrick, 1999; 

Homberger, 1999). Only through examination of such tensions can we begin to rethink the 

commonly held distinction between "micro" and "macro" levels of human interaction and 

see language use in face-to-face interactions as directly and indirectly bound up with broader 

political-economic relations (Heller, 1995). 

A useful analytical tool for understanding the ideological embeddedness of "on-the-

ground" language use is indexicality, a relation between h'nguistic form and features of 

context such that certain forms "index," or point to, the social status and identities of 

participants, culturally embedded belief systems, norms, values, affective stances, etc. 

Indexical signs may be single words, phrases or propositions, choices of one code over 

another, phonological or morphological structures, or a number of other linguistic fomis 

(Ochs, 1990). These signal something in the material or epistemologjcal world that allows 

participants—^and for that matter, researchers—^to interpret and participate in the ongoing 

interaction. As I argue in Chapter 4, one cannot fully understand, for example, a complaint 

co-performance about an assignment to read Laguna Pueblo author Leslie Marmon Silko 
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(Chaprter 4, example 3) without understanding the performance as an index both of students' 

position vis-a-vis the educational institution and of their ideological position regarding 

Native American/U.S. political history. 

Indexicah'ty is linked to a viev*^ of context as process (Gumperz, 1982; Briggs, 1988; 

Bauman and Briggs, 1990; Auer and DiLuzio, 1992; Duranti and Goodwin, 1992). To the 

extent that indexes signal ideological positions or other contextual features that participants 

can orient to to make sense of the ongoing interaction, indexical signs also serve as 

contextualization cues (Gumperz, 1982, 1992). Once the students begin the co-complaint 

about Silko, for example, they contextualize the interaction in such a way that almost begs 

for increased overlap, pitch, exaggeration of claims, etc., thus changing the shape of the 

interaction as they index ideologies and affective stances. 

Indexicality also helps us to include in our study of language ideology varying 

degrees of language awareness, even if not explicitly theorized by members themselves 

(Kroskrity, 2000). That is, interviewees in my study who contrasted "international students" 

with "English speakers" were indexing but not fully developing an explicitly monolinguah'st 

ideology. Indeed, in other contexts they overtly challenged the simple equation of residence 

in the U.S. with the use of English. If we observe the shifting indexes in discourse, we will be 

able to see ideological fluidity in all its complexity. 

C. Monolingualism and the native speaker 

Before turning to performance theory, the second major disciplinary fiamework that 

forms the basis for this study, I would like to outline briefly a domain of scholarship—^with 
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varying disciplinary foci—^that contributes substantially to linguistic ideology research. 

Increasingly, scholars are recognizing the role of language and ideology in constructing what 

have long been thought of as objectively definable categories, such as nation (Anderson, 

1983), gender (West and Zimmerman, 1987; Cameron, 1997), race (Said, 1978; Goldberg, 

1993), and ethnicity (Barth, 1969; Dutkova-Cope, 2000). These post-structuralist approaches 

to social categorization have greatly influenced current research practices such that, for 

example, deeper reflexivity regarding academia's own ideological orientations is a central 

concern (Clifford and Marcus, 1986; Pratt, 1987; Gal and Irvine, 1995; BCroskrity, 2000). 

In particular, research has increasingly challenged estabh'shed links between one 

language and one nation (or community) (Blommaert and Verschueren, 1992; Gal, 1993; Gal 

and Irvine, 1995) and common academic understandings of languages as abstract systems, 

ffill and Hill (1986) offer an important alternative view: that languages are actively 

manipulated as linguistic ideologies come into play and shape language use (and evaluation 

of such use) in the course of face-to-face interactioiL Seen from this perspective, 

nativeness—even "language-ness"—is something that is worked out in discourse and 

mediated by those ideologies. In the case of "rememberers," who have a special status within 

a Mexicano ideology of linguistic purism, even what seem to be strings of nonsense syllables 

can be positively evaluated as exemplaty language as long as they are actively framed as 

performances of those speakers' competence (Hill and Hill, 1986, esp. pp. 142-44). Studies 

of language identity as multiple and constructed (Rampton, 1995; Amin, 1997) similarly 

challenge a static, abstract notion of language. These challenges, together with research on 

English as an international language (Kachru, 1992; Pennycook, 1994,1998; Singh, 1998) 
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help us to see the role of linguistic ideologies in constructing the boundaries of sjjeech 

communities and determining who counts as native and nonnative speakers. 

The construction—or imagining—of the native speaker is a central premise of the 

present study and one that is inextricably tied to an ideology of monolingualism—or 

homogeneism, in Blommaert and Verschueren's term (1992). As Wiley and Lukes (1996) 

point out, the monolingual ideology is part of the foundation of transitional bilingual 

programs and SLA research and pedagogy in the U.S. Thus, categorizing speakers as native 

or nonnative has unmediate educational consequences as well as consequences for the design 

of SLA research projects. For example, Nigerian, Singaporean, Indian, Pakistani, and South 

African students at the University of Arizona are regularly placed into English 107, a first-

year composition course for normative English speakers, where the basis for evaluation 

(depending on the mstructor) may be largely grammar or paragraph/essay organization. If 

they are placed into English 101 (107's mainstream counterpart, although usually without the 

focus on granmiar and organization), their teachers sometimes either worry that they don't 

have ESL teaching expertise, or they come to ESL teachers like me for support, or they react 

in the same way as the teacher I mentioned at the begirming of this chapter they resist the 

placement and decide the student needs "to leam the language first" In any case, such 

speakers of non-U. S. varieties of English are marked as different and in need of special help. 

Their LI literacy levels, their creativity, their analytical ability, etc., are often ignored, and 

only their nonnativeness in English is salient Permycook (1994; 1998) critically 

demonstrates the ideological underpiimings of English language pedagogy throughout world, 

noting its relation to ideologies of race and ethm'city and to the effects of colom'alism. I will 



discuss these ideological interrelations in more detail in Qiapter 2, but for now, I wish only 

to point out that the native speaker is a discursive construction, linked to historical, political, 

and social contexts. Harklau's (2000) study of representations of ESL students in educational 

settings provides an important model for examining discourse patterns involved in this 

construction. The goal of this dissertation is to show in similar detail the "on-the-ground" 

imagining of the native speaker. 

It should be noted that I am not challenging the referential accuracy of every 

designation of nativeness. L, for example, am undemably a native Engh'sh speaker and a 

normative Japanese speaker. Rather, I am arguing that linguistic ideologies mediate the 

designations of native and nonnative speakers such that my accent in English—and my 

whiteness as well—privileges me in many ways, and my ability to speak any Japanese— 

again, my whiteness plays a role—is seen by many of my Japanese interlocutors as an 

extraordinary feat The monolingualist ideology that pervades both U.S. and Japanese society 

underlies the fact of such dichotomizing but also—and more importantly—the particular 

ways of imagining native and nonnative speakers. 

D. Performance 

One largely untapped theoretical framework with which we can—and, as I am 

arguing, should—analyze the ideological construction of nativeness is performance, or "a 

mode of spoken verbal communication [that] consists in the assumption of responsibility to 

an audience for a display of communicative competence" (Bauman, 1977, p. 11X It should 

be noted that this definition of performance is not limited to culturally salient, named, oft-
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analyzed oral traditions. Performance is a continuum (see Chapter 3). Briggs (1988) calls for 

the analysis of the contextualization of performances in order to understand how 

performances can emerge from less performative discourse. He discusses the "fuz^ 

boundary" between performances and other forms of discourse and argues that only when we 

take into account the emergent, active process of performing and interpreting can we see how 

performances can emerge in everyday conversation as well as in more highly structured, 

ritual contexts. Limon (1982), McDowell (1985), Briggs (1988), and Tannen (1989), have 

noted performativity in everyday conversation. Tatmen's analysis of involvement in 

conversation (1989) sheds light on the specific features of speakers' attempts at drama in 

conversation.'̂  From a performance-oriented perspective, even participants in everyday, 

conversational discourse can be seen to highlight their uses of aesthetic resources. Listeners 

often evaluate the performances with laughter, backchanneling, or subsequent jjerformances 

of their own. Evaluation, then, becomes an important component of the analysis of 

fjerformance. In the present study, I will examine those performances that occurred during 

interview/discussions about university students' academic life and about relationships 

between language, society, and natiorL 

Cmcial to a performance-oriented framework for studying discourse practice are 

Jakobson's discussions of poetics (I960,1966), Hymes's ethnography of speaking (1972, 

1974), the performance framework developed by Bauman (1977, 1986,1992), Hymes 

^ The similarity between the performative strategies in Chapter 3 and Tannen's involvement 
strategies will be obvious. However, I would like to point out that I identified the 
performative strategies well before I read Tarmen's work. The relationship between 
performance and involvement will be discussed to some extent in Chapter 3. 



(1981), and Briggs (1988, 1996), Sherzer's influential approach to the study of discourse and 

culture (1987), and Limon's formulation of performance as ideological, symbolic action 

(1982, 1983). Jakobson's discussion of the poetic function of language is useful not simply 

for the widely known "focus on the message for its own sake" (1960, p. 356) but also for 

other, perhaps more important, reasons. First, he argues that the poetic function comes into 

and out of focus depending on which fimction, within an ever-shifting hierarchy of functions, 

is dominant at any given moment That requires an understanding that the poetic function can 

be present even in what appears to be, for example, primarily referential, phatic, or 

metalingual discourse. Second, his model of verbal communication, represented in Fig. 1, 

CONTEXT 

ADDRESSER. MESSAGE ADDRESSEE 

CONTACT 

CODE 

Fig 1 TTie factors; in verhal cnmmiinicatinn (Jalcnhsnn 1960) 

allows for close relationships between the language choices, the participants, and other 

aspects of the immediate context, on the one hand, and the wider social, material, 

ideological, and cultural context, on the other.^ 

Hymes's ethnography of speaking (1972,1974) adds to this model the importance of 

local, cultural norms for the production and interpretation of discourse. Such an ethnographic 

^ Jakobson's conceptualization of context, which he glosses as "referent," does not appear to 
be so all-encompassing, but because what can be referred to by referential language indexes 
ideological and social meanings as it denotes things in the material world, I will assume the 
broader use of the term here. 
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approach highlights the need to discover what the conventionalized means are of keying 

performances (Goffman, 1974; Bauman, 1977) in different speech communities. This 

culturally situated perspective is essential to the study of audience judgments of performative 

skill and of the organization of social (and ideological) meanings constructed through such 

performances and judgments. Bauman, Briggs, Sherzer, Hill, Irvine, and many others cited in 

this study ground their work in such an ethnographic approach to language use. In his 

ground-breaking study of North Pacific Coast Native performances (1981), Hymes argues for 

the integration of structural analysis of texts with an understanding of the cultural 

competence of the performer and the audience. He further argues that in order to understand 

and explicate performances, we must examine how performances are shaped in the course 

of—and as a form of—social interaction. 

Bauman (1977, 1986, 1992) and Bauman and Briggs (1990) have more explicitly 

developed a theory of performance and its role in social life, suggesting that aesthetic 

language use should take a more central place in the study of speech as social action. A 

number of interrelated components of this theory have been particularly indispensable to the 

present analysis: I) the notion of performer accountability for aesthetic display, 2) the role of 

the audience in shaping as well as interpreting/judging a performance, 3) contextualizati'on as 

an active process, and 4) the twin notions of de- and recontextualization, processes of 

paradoxically separating a performed text from the performative context on which its 

creation depends. 

The recognition that performers have, by definition, a certain amount of 

responsibility for displays of creative skill is one theoretical position that distinguishes 



37 

Bauman's and Briggs' work from more text-centered folklore theories, which reify "object-

centered notions of performativity, text, and context—notions that presuppose the 

encompassment of each performance by a single, bounded social interaction" (Bauman and 

Briggs, 1990, p. 61). By contrast, an agent-centered view of performance necessitates 

analysis of a given performer's irmovations. As Becker (1979) points out, all literature has 

some relation to prior texts. Similarly, all verbal art relies to a greater or lesser extent on 

conventions for performing. However, the performer-as-agent, even in highly ritualized 

discourse genres, has the power to negotiate tensions between what is conventionalized and 

what is novel. The focus on the human potential for creativity—for "the play of familiar 

patterns" (Tannen, 1989, p. 13)—is a major contribution of performance theory to the study 

of discourse. 

The notion of performer accountability entails another component of performance 

theory: the role of the audience as co-performer (Duranti and Brenneis, 1986). Because 

audience members are "guardian[s] of the folk aesthetic" (Yankah, 1985, p. 135), their 

judgments of performative skill are crucial. The fact that such judgments are often (but not, 

as 1 will show in Chapter 4, always) immediate (McDowell, 1985) adds an element of risk to 

any performance (Yankah, 1985). The audience has the power to define not only how 

pleasing or artistic a p>erformance was but also whether a performance occurred at all (Wilce, 

1998, p. 219). As Bauman and Briggs (1990) note, even momentarily silent audiences can 

become active as they comment on, challenge, or otherwise refiame performances in new 

contexts. More discussion of the possibility for recontextualization follows. 

The role of the audience, however, is not limited to post-mortem evaluations. 
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Bauman (1986) and Kroskrity (1999) show how performers actively take what they see as the 

needs of their audiences into account as they make performative choices. Audiences can 

participate more directly and overtly as well, offering backchanneling and other responses 

that the primary speaker can—and usually does—orient to during the performance. Beyond 

such secondary-speaker roles, however, listeners can take their own turns in a collectively 

produced performance (Haviland, 1996). Such co-performances—^analyzed in Chapters 3,4, 

and 5—are both a form of positive audience response and a form of co-contextualization (see 

discussion below), in which speakers and h'steners switch roles in meaningfiil, well-

coordinated, and poetic ways, contributing direcdy to the interactional organization of the 

experience. Both conceptualizations of co-performing are important, especially for 

understanding the relations between performance and the construction of ideological 

positions. This, too, will be dealt with in more detail in Chapters 4 and 5. 

Examination of the specific links between performer and audience is critical for 

developing a theory of the emergent, locally managed nature of performance (Bauman, 1977; 

Briggs, 1988; Bauman and Briggs, 1990). For this, we turn to recent reconceptualizations in 

linguistic anthropology and sociolingm'stics of context, from a view of context as 

independent of and outside of discourse to a more practice-oriented view, by which 

contextualization is a process of actively signaling one's interpretations of the emerging 

discourse, thus shaping others' interpretations of and contributions to that discourse (Bauman 

and Briggs, 1990; Gumperz, 1982, 1992; Duranti and Goodwin, 1992; Auer and diLuzio, 

1992). Those signals, in both verbal and nonverbal behavior, are contextualization cues, "by 

which speakers signal and listeners interpret what the activity is, how semantic content is to 
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be understood and how each sentence relates to what precedes or follows" (Gumperz, 1982, 

p. 131, original emphasis). Based on such cues at multiple levels—prosodic, syntactic, etc.— 

we constantly confirm, reassess, and even change our interpretations. Those interpretations 

then shape subsequent discourse. Gumperz's work is important not only for his vision in 

emphasizing the co-constitutive relation between language and context, but also for paying 

attention to the considerable cross-cultural variation in contextualization conventions, even 

within (what most people consider to be) the same language (Gumperz, 1982). 

Following Gumperz and continuing the tradition of finely tuned conversational 

analysis (e.g.. Sacks, ScheglofE^ and Jefferson, 1974), some scholars have shovm the 

possibility for poetics in the high levels of coordination between speakers' utterances. Muller 

(1992) analyzes everyday storytelling—in this case, narratives of car accidents—for the ways 

in which subtle cues from both speakers and h'steners help to co-create "theatrical moments." 

Erickson (1992) elegantly demonstrates the level of speaker-listener coordination even in 

such apparently irrelevant nonverbal behavior as lifting a salad bowl, creating a rhythmic 

cormection of kinesic motion to verbal contributions. Haviland (1996) carries the analysis of 

emergent discourse farther as he relates cooperatively produced formal couplets during a 

divorce settlement to the production of social order, situating the poetic discourse in its 

ideological context (a context constructed in part by the emerging discourse itself). Highly 

coordinated, conversational performances can be seen as part of the ordinary work that 

participants do to construct meamng and organization in talk. Such research paves the way 

for analyzing performances as emergent activities, co-contextualized by all participants. 

It should be obvious that this view of context as an active, discursively constructed 
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process is linked to Bateson's (1972) and Goffinan's (1974) notion of ftame/ a concept that 

is indispensable to performance theory. Like contextualization cues, which carry social, 

informational, and ideological meaning (as, for example, code-switching does), frames tell 

participants how the ongoing activity is to be interpreted, as in Bateson's classic example, 

"This is play." However, like context, frames do not exist prior to discourse. We can be 

seated, for example, in an auditorium (which, we must concede, does exist prior to a given 

discourse event), and there can be a person standing at the podium in front, but unless that 

person gives some framing device such as "Welcome" or "Shall we get started?" we have 

little reason to interpret the speaker's activity as a lecture and are not expected to pay special 

attention to the speaker. The frame, in other words, can only be constructed through 

discursive strategies and through the participants' interpretations. If the person at the podium 

were to say merely, "Hi, Mom," and then immediately walk off the stage, we may still say, 

"Great lecture," but that does not necessarily frame the "speaker's" utterance as a lecture. 

Rather, nonverbal or subtle verbal cues in the response contribute to framing our response 

itself as a joke, a frame already influenced by the preceding utterance, and confirm the "non-

lecture-ness" of "Hi, Mokl" Frames are thus constructed as participants engage in 

interactiorL 

One might note at this point that I have used "frame" as both a noun and a verb. I 

believe that the two uses together capture the term's relation to performance theory. First, as 

a noun, frames are interpretations of "what it is that's going on here" (Gofi&nan, 1974) for 

^ Because GofiBnan draws so heavily on Bateson's theory of frame, I am for my purposes 
here treating their uses of the word as though they are the same. 
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participants and researchers alike. Once it is determined by participants that a performance 

frame has been constructed, anything uttered within that frame takes on new meaning. 

Listeners pay special attention and usually recognize the expectation that a positive response 

is desired- Moreover, the performance frame signals that poetic, even ideological, license is 

not only permissible but also expected. I will discuss the ideological implications of 

performance frames in detail in Chapter 4. In any case, the frame affects listener and speaker 

involvement, participants' interpretation of what responses and contributions are appropriate, 

and even the degree to which the truth conditions of speech act theory must be met 

McDowell (1985), for example, argues that Grice's (1975) maxims of conversation, 

particularly the maxims of relevance and perspicuity, can be "hostile" to the use of poetics in 

conversation. 

The use of "frame" as a verb highlights its co-construction by participants in ever-

shifting, locally managed ways. According to Haviland's analysis (1996), cited above, two 

elders (and ultimately a third), with their parallel utterances, together frame their utterances 

as a poetic performance to create "a highly structured moral chorus" (Haviland, 1996, p. 187-

88). In this case, it is clear that the framing of the performance is active, emergent, and 

collaborative. However, even in cases in which there is only one primary performer, 

audiences usually recognize the performer's attempts and respond appropriately, such as with 

laughter after the speaker has framed the performance with a "you know," a punchline, or 

another device. The following example briefly illustrates this co-framing. 1 was describing 

the experimental composition course for native and normative English speakers and told the 

interviewees that I had taught the course before. Probably because this seemed to impress 
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these students, I performed a narrative about it, of which the following is an excerpt, 

complete with obviously constructed dialogue (underlined) and some imagery ("beating 

down the door"): 

Fxample 1 1 rofnt cnnstniction of a performance frame 

G: all these 102 students were beating down the door,' 
trying to get into a /102 class/ 

M8: /oh really?/ 
F2I: //yeah.// 
G; //and// they said, 

hey' 
YOTI have some spaces; open 

let's let ̂ em into yoiir class 
ynii Ifke these c^mhineH things 
<@ you /knowy 

F2I: l@l 
M8: //<@ (ah?) @>// 
G: so they //knew— @>// 

they knew who they were dealing with. 

The students' laughter was a response to my own laughter as well as to the dialogue and 

indicated that they interpreted my tum as a performance. Without such a response, 1 might 

not have added my next attempt at humor "They knew who they were dealing with." The 

listeners thus actively contributed to framing the performance, acknowledging and 

responding to it in such a way that shaped my subsequent utterance. 

The notion of frame, then, leads us directly into a discussion of decontextualization 

and recontextualization. A central issue in performance theory is performances' potential to 

be "lifted" from the contexts which produced them, and re-performed or reported upon or 

^ English 102 was the course intended for native English speakers, and I had been teacliing 
English 108, intended for nonnative English speakers. 
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discussed or otherwise refiamed (whether as new performances or not) in other contexts. As 

they are recontextualized, they are also, to a greater or lesser degree, detached from their 

original contexts, paradoxically so despite the tightly woven relationship between performed 

text and context (Bauraan and Briggs, 1990). Bauraan (1986) analyzes three tellings of a 

narrative by a storyteller named Ed Bell, noting how his use of metanarrative devices, 

parallelism, and changes in narrative structure are directly related to changes in context, 

particularly as Bell envisions different knowledge bases and involvement levels in his 

different audiences. While the narrative emerges differently in relation to the new contexts, it 

retains a level of continuity from performance to performance (Bauman, 1986). Bauman and 

Briggs (1990) ask, "[W]hat is it that makes verbal art decenterable despite all these anchoring 

counterforces?" (p. 73). A partial answer to this question comes from Becker's notion of 

particularity (1984), which involves, in part, the aesthetic effects of certain linguistic 

elements in a text that create rich textual coherence as well as particular connections to 

audiences and to the rest of the world outside the text Because some texts are framed as 

performances, their aesthetic effects are highlighted and contribute to the texts' 

memorability, helping them to become part of the expressive repertoires of particular 

listeners/readers/viewers. 

We can also turn to the dialogic model of Bakhtin (1981,1986) for more insight on 

decontextualization and recontextualization. According to this model, all language is 

dialogic. That is, utterances always stand in some relation to previous utterances, 

intermingling others' words with our own, although the tension between "varying degrees of 

otherness and varying degrees of'our-own-ness'" (Bakhtin, 1986, p. 89) is worked out 
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differently in each utterance, depending on discourse genre and other contextual features. 

The potential for recontextualizing prior utterances—for connecting the discursive past to the 

discursive present (Becker, 1979; Bauman, 1992)—is thus always embedded in discourse. As 

Bakhtin elegantly points out, 

the living utterance, having taken meaning and shape at a particular historical 
moment in a socially specific environment, cannot fail to brush up against 
thousands of living dialogic threads woven by socio-ideological 
consciousness around the given object of an utterance; it cannot fail to 
become an active participant in social dialogue. (1981, p. 276) 

Performances are particularly useful sites for investigating just how such dialogic relations 

are constmcted (Bauman and Briggs, 1990). Genre constraints of highly ritualized 

performances, for example, limit the degree to which individual creativity is acceptable; 

therefore, in such performances, the dialectic battle between the fixed and the novel comes 

out in favor of the fixed. Nevertheless, the performance of even highly fixed forms in new 

contexts forges new connections between the past and the present (Becker, 1979). Even 

conversational performances, which are much less constrained, rely on a relatively limited 

set of aesthetic conventions (see Chapter 3)—evidence of a discursive past Moreover, as I 

will argue in Chapter 4, the accessibility of certain ideological formulae (e.g., "You couldn't 

understand a word he said") lends them a high degree of performability. Those formulae, 

which are clearly others' words, serve as an expressive resource—^means to both aesthetic 

and ideological ends. Performed utterances, then, no matter how ritualized or innovative, are 

alreacfy recontextualizations of prior texts and are thus available for fijrther 

recontextualization. We have, then, a double connection: one between a discursive past and a 

discursive present, and another between that same discursive present and a discursive fiiture. 
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Performance theory, aided by Bakhtinian dialogjsm, the study of textual particularily, and the 

interactionally located analysis of discourse, can help us discover how speakers and listeners 

actively make those connections. 

E. Integrating theories of Oinguistic) ideology and performance 

So f^, I have focused my discussion on performances as constructed and framed by 

speakers and hearers in emergent contexts and within culturally defined conceptions of 

aesthetics. I turn now to the content of performances. In Jakobson's terms (I960), it is 

important not only to examine the form of poetic utterances, but also to consider "the 

universe of discourse;" what notions get verbalized in performative ways? It is here that 

issues of ideology come particularly prominently into play. Sherzer's (1987) discourse-

oriented approach to the study of language and culture helps us address this crucial question. 

He suggests that it is particularly in verbal art that we see the most sharply focused 

expressions and constructions of the language-culture-society relationship. If performances 

are heightened moments of cultural production, then we must examine what cultural 

meanings are produced, including ideological ones. Briggs and the contributors to his volume 

on narrative and conflict (1996a), for example, see narrative as a privileged site for 

maintaining, resisting, or modifying structures of social differentiation. This dovetails nicely 

with Sherzer's approach and may be crucial to our understanding of relationships between 

performance and ideology—linguistic or otherwise. 

Both performance theory and discourse-oriented theories of ideology, then, see 

discourse as social action, playing a central role in constituting, challenging, or confirming 
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sociocultural meanings. Perfonnative discourse, in this view, is not merely a collection of 

aesthetically interesting, primarily referential reflections of a social and material reality. It 

has transformative power as well. This power derives partly from the continuity between a 

performative text and its context (Briggs, 1988). As performances emerge in local contexts, 

they index contextual features in ways that transform both the text and the context. If Sherzer 

is right, then, performances will have particularly powerful effects on their social and 

ideological contexts. Indeed, narratives, jokes, legends, proverbs, and other performance 

genres can be means of articulating ideological dominance, complicity, ambivalence, or 

resistance (Abrahams, 1964; Paredes, 1966; Basso, 1979; Limon, 1982,1983; Briggs, 1996b; 

Haviland, 1996; Wilce, 1998). 

Limon's reconceptualization of performance as ideological symbolic action (1982, 

1983), with "full emphasis on the action" (Limon, 1983, p. 206, italics in original), captures 

this transformative power. He analyzes a telling of a popular legend (the Vam'shing 

Hitchhiker) by a group of women and a subsequent telling of an "anti-legend" by a group of 

men as means of challenging or asserting gender dominance, closely linked to claims of 

ethnic identity. He argues that legends and anti-legends are an "expressive resource for 

producing and working out an ideological agenda" (1983, p. 202). Ideological purposes and 

consequences, from this perspective, have a central place in performance theoty. Wilce 

(1998) explores just such a close relationship between ideology and performance. He draws 

on Bakhtin's notion of voice to show how a Bangladeshi woman, characterized by her family 

as mad, recontextualizes others' voices in dramatic ways as a form of active resistance to 

their diagnoses. 
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A few other scholars have explored the relationships between ideology and 

performance, with varying explicitness regarding the enactive, transformative power of 

performance. Bowen's study of poetic dueling in the Gayo highlands of Indonesia (1989), for 

example, analyzes the shift ft^om performative expressions of social equality to expressions 

of social hierarchy and group combat This shift is directly related to changes in political 

structures, particularly increases in state control. Kroskrity (1999) similarly examines the 

ways in which a traditional Coyote story is recontextualized to reflect multiple audiences and 

ideologies of language. Both of these studies seem to see the relation between performance 

and ideology as primarily unidirectional. That is, ideological contexts affect the form of 

performances, and not the reverse. However, seen fi^om the perspective Limon proposes, the 

performances analyzed by Bowen and Kroskrity can be taken as evidence of a more reflexive 

relationship between performance and ideology. The state (Bowen, 1987) or even an 

individual speaker (Kroskrity, 1999) can use performances for p)articular ideological 

purposes and can thus play an active role in shaping the ideological and sociopolitical 

context 

Hill's recent analysis of narrative discourse about Official English policies (1998) 

indicates an interesting link between ideology and, paradoxically, the lack of artfiilness in 

dominant narratives. Impoverished narratives, those with few strategies to create 

involvement or aesthetic appeal, are actually powerfid loci of constmction of dominant 

language ideologies, carrying more weight in populist politics than reliance on empirical 

research or other academically powerfiil rhetorical strategies. In another paper. Hill 

comments that Sherzer's (1987) proposal predicts that such artless—or, as with discourses of 
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whiteness, "invisible"—discourse, in which the poetic function is not the dominant one, 

would be less likely than poetic discourse to have cultural or political force (Jane Hill, 

personal commum'cation, March, 2000). This is clearly not the case with the anecdotal 

evidence used in English Only arguments. Rather than disregard Sherzer's claims, however, 

we should see such evidence as signaling a much closer relationship between performance 

and ideology than an analysis of formal poetic features might suggest It becomes necessary 

to ask, then, whose performances count In the case of Official English narratives, the answer 

is those that are consonant with dominant ideologies, the ideological salience of which is 

sufiScient to suspend aesthetic principles, and whose construction is supported by 

technological and economic forces (Hill, 1998). It also becomes necessary to examine 

ideological discourse for its use of poetic strategies and not just to examine established 

performance genres for their ideological content or purposes. Jane Hill (personal 

commumcation, March, 2000) has noted, for example, poetic couplets in the infamously 

racist claims of Atlanta Braves pitcher John Rocker regarding New York City subways. The 

present study finds that the most vehemently, overtly ideological discourse, such as 

complaints rife with anti-foreigner sentiment, contain the highest density of performative 

features (see Chapters 3,4, and 5).^ 

Performances can contribute to the construction of any ideology, of course, not just 

This claim is based on qualitative comparison of the content of the performative "stretches" 
of talk in my current corpus to the less performative stretches. I have not conducted a 
quantitative analysis of these data but can speculate that the most performative discourse 
seems to express the most accessible ideologies. I am not able here to determine operational 
definitions of slightly, moderately, or highly ideological discourse. Such divisions may not be 
possible. 
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dominant ones and not just linguistic ones. Indeed, we should not over-determine the 

distinction between linguistic and non-linguistic ideologies, since ideologies of, for example, 

race, nation, class, gender, etc., are often implicated in ideologies of language (Gal and 

Irvine, 1995; Briggs, 1996a; Hill, 1998b). Nevertheless, ideologies specifically about 

language may be more closely linked to performance in ways more complex than the 

relations between performance and ideology (in general) which I outline in this study. I 

introduce here some possible relations here as a suggestion for further research. This 

relationship between linguistic ideolo^, in particular, and performance may be so close in 

part because of the capacity of some linguistic ideologies to be deployed as metadiscursive 

strategies in and about performances (Briggs, 1992). The conventions for judging the 

aesthetics of performances or the truth value of narratives, for example, are necessarily 

mediated by those communities' linguistic ideologies. In reported speech, often the core of a 

narrative, we may see a critical link between performance and certain linguistic ideologies. 

Dialogue itself has both performative potential—that is, it is already a performative strategy 

in many performance genres—and the capacity to enabody linguistic ideologies about not 

only the aesthetics of performances but also about the relation of speech to concepts of 

personhood (Briggs, 1992; Wilce, 1998), to social action (Urban, 1984; Briggs, 1996a), to 

things in the world (Rumsey, 1990), to authority and ioiowledge (Besnier, 1992), etc. It may 

therefore be interesting to examine performances whose nuclei are reports of others' words 

as a site for particularly heightened expressions of linguistic ideologies. It is no coincidence, 

then, that much of the work that explores the relationships between performance and 

ideology has been done on ideologies of language, in particular. 
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In summary, it important to understand both how performances are informed by or 

reflect ideological contexts, on the one hand, and how the performances themselves 

participate in the construction and expression of those ideologies, on the other. An integrative 

theory of performance and ideology helps us to heed Cicourers (1982,1992) calls for 

examining not only local, interactionally managed cultural knowledge in "narrow" contexts 

but also the "broad" sociocultural and political contexts of such knowledge. Some questions 

from such a perspective might include these: Whose performances are socially and culturally 

sanctioned? What ideological content is likely to be performed? How are contradictory 

ideologies negotiated in performances? To what extent do performances of non-dominant 

ideologies contribute to public discourse about the social order? How are aesthetic principles 

and ideological positions variously privileged? Put differently, what aspects of the immediate 

and broad context of a performance do audience members attend to—social, verbal aesthetic, 

ideological, etc.—as they offer judgments? Exploration of these questions will add 

theoretical depth and breadth to an integrative framework for the analysis of the complex 

relationships between performance and linguistic ideology, in particular, and ideology, in 

general. 

Methodology 

A. Data Collection, Participants, and Analysis 

The central questions in this dissertation are these: In what specific ways are notions 

of linguistic nativeness and nonnativeness realized in U.S. university student discourse? In 

other words, how are the native speaker and the normative speaker discursively "imagined"? 
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What are the formal features of conversational performances related to nativeness? What role 

do conversational performances play in constructing ideologies of nativeness as well as more 

multilingualist ideologies? Conversely, what role does ideology play in the conducting of a 

conversational performance? 

My im'tial site of investigation was experimental sections of first-year English 

composition for American and international students (alternatively described as the 

combined course for native and normative English speakers) at the University of Arizona. 

Normally, first-year students are tested and placed into one of three separate composition 

sequences: 100/101/102 for most native English sjjeakers (or those who take the regular 

placement exam, even if their first language is not English), 103/104 for honors students, and 

106/107/108^ for nonnative English speakers or international students. Because the 

placement exam for students who go through international student orientation is offered at a 

separate time, most international students, regardless of language background, are placed into 

106 or 107, entering what is routinely called the ESL sequence. For a number of reasons, not 

the least of which was the difficulty of determining who should be eligible for the "regular" 

sequence and who should be eligible for the ESL sequence, a colleague and I proposed a 

multinational course for self-selecting students, with equal numbers of native English 

speakers and nonnative English speakers. This combined course was adopted and is still, as 

Each course (e.g., English 107) is offered for one semester. Some students are required, on 
the basis of the placement exam, to ^^e three semesters of composition, and others only two. 
Because the regular sequence an4 ESL sequence are treated administratively as 
equivalent, students who are in t|ie ESL sequence are not "promoted" to the native speaker 
courses. This is not the case at many other universities and colleges, where ESL students may 
be required to take the same cours^ Multiple times until they "qualify" for English 101. 
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of this writing, being offered at both the 101/107 level and the 102/108 level. 

When I began this research project, I had assumed that talk about language 

background and culture might be foregrounded in such a course since it was promoted 

(especially among American students) as multicultural, and since the very existence of the 

course was a challenge to the uncritical distinctions between the perceived educational needs 

of native speakers and those of nonnative speakers. Although my observations of the first 

several class meetings revealed this assumption to be wrong, I was able to interview 15 

students firom this course, some of whom provided me with some interesting, and as yet 

unanalyzed, data on students' shifting lingm'stic identities. However, these interviews did not 

elicit the kinds of categorical exclusions of nonnative speakers fi^om the speech community 

"English speakers" that I had overheard in complaints by students, teachers, and 

administrators. This might have been because of the more complicated language identities 

and ideological positions held by students who chose that relatively unusual course. It might 

also have been that the interviews were heavily influenced by a status-unequal, distant 

interviewer/interviewee relatioiKhip. Whatever the reason for the lack of particularly 

monolingualist positions that these students expressed, I decided that students would be more 

likely to speak fi-eely about who counts as ideal speaker-hearers of English if they spoke to 

each other and not simply to an interviewer they barely knew. 

I then designed group discussion/interviews that might elicit more student-student 

interaction and widened my pool of participants to include students fi^om any first-year 

English composition class, not just the experimental combined course. In addition to the 

initial 15 interviews, I conducted 21 one-hour interviews with 52 self-selecting students— 
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different from the first 15—in pairs and groups of three. Following a suggestion from Jane 

Hill, I played an audiotape of excerpts from early group interviews (anonymously, and with 

the voices altered) for later groups of students and asked for comments. Students were asked 

to listen for a while and then stop the tape at any point if they had something to say. While 

these tapes played an obviously major part in determining topics, they also allowed students 

to respond in any way they liked. If the students on the tape were complaining about a 

nonnative English-speaking teacher, for example, the students in the ongoing interview might 

say, "That was my calculus class; I switched to a diSerent professor," just as easily as they 

might roll their eyes and say, "if you dont go to class for three weeks, then, you know, youll 

have trouble in any class."'" Because of the availability of certain discourse types and the 

dominance of certain ideologies, however, some responses to those tapes were more 

common than others. Only the group interviews are analyzed in this dissertation. 

Nearly all of the 52 students were first-year students. I will not—indeed carmot— 

provide data on how many were native or normative English speakers precisely because of 

the contested nature of those terms. I regret that I did not ask every student to identify him- or 

herself explicitly in terms of nativeness of language background. However, 35 were enrolled 

in the 100/101/102 course sequence, and 17 were enrolled in the 106/107/108 course 

sequence (see Appendix B for interviewee enrollment data). For students enrolled in the 

combined course, I used their initial composition placement results as a basis for coding 

enrollment These numbers roughly correspond to the numbers of Americans (35) and 

These are among the students' actual responses. I had interviewed six groups one semester 
(spring, 1997) and then used Professor Hill's suggestion for the other 15 groups the following 
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international students (17), respectively. However, because naturalized U.S. citizens, non­

immigrant international students, and multilingual, U.S.-bom students can be placed into the 

regular (100-102) courses, and because 106-108 students sometimes consider themselves as 

proficient in English as in other languages, this division should not be taken to indicate a 

precise one-to-one correspondence between course sequence and nationality or between 

course sequence and language background. Nearly all of the speakers whose talk is excerpted 

in this dissertation, however, identified themselves as native English speakers firom the U.S. I 

will let the reader know when exceptions arise. 

Seeking to capture students' talk about nativeness or other dimensions used to 

characterize language differences and language use, I designed open-ended interview 

questions mostly about fellow students, teachers, international or multilingual experiences, 

and English composition courses (which might elicit students' criteria for proficient writing 

and thus an ideology regarding standard or ideal English). I also quite intentionally asked 

students to describe good and bad teachers in the hope of recording the kinds of 

incomprehensible-accent complaints I had heard often around campus and in public 

discourse about foreign TAs. I do not, however, consider even my leading questions to have 

elicited talk that would not have occurred naturally. On the contrary, this discourse is 

extremely pervasive, and the students in the early interviews who complained on tape usually 

raised the issue of nonnativeness on their own. The question that eventually elicited a series 

of complaints about teachers, including the complaint about the teacher firom Germany at the 

beginning of this chapter, was this: "What makes a class a good class or not a good class?" 

spring (1998). 



Such a question does not necessarily lead to complaints about nonnative speakers. Moreover, 

some expressed overt opposition to their interview partners' foreign-teacher complaints or to 

the complaints on the tape. 

It was not until the sixth interview that I decided to ask a direct question about the 

Official English issue. The response in that interview was so vehement that I excerpted it for 

later interviewees to comment on. Because it was the next item on my own agenda in some 

subsequent interviews, the Official English discussion became automatically associated in 

those interviews with the discourse of the international instructor. In others, cormections 

between the two topics (and to other topics) emerged from students' responses. A clearly 

English Only position arose in one interview in cormecti'on with a discussion of international 

TAs before I had played the taped English Only argument at all. The questions thus varied 

considerably from interview to interview because many arose in the context of specific 

student comments. The issue of nativeness was addressed more explicitly in some interviews 

than in others. This was especially the case with students who referred to their own 

multilingual backgrounds. In many interviews, I let students' responses determine the 

direction of my subsequent questions and never asked all of the questions I had planned to 

ask. The questions included in Appendix C should therefore be taken as merely a rough 

outline of the basic interview rather than as a step-by-step procedure. 

Following Woolard (1989), Hill (1992), and other scholars of linguistic ideolo©f, I 

analyzed the interviews qualitatively for common themes, metaphors, and discourse patterns 

that emerged in talk that characterized language use and users. I became aware early in this 

process that interviewees constructed a network of binary oppositions, such as "Americans" 
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vs. "nonnative English speakers," "international students" vs. "native speakers", and "you 

(generic)" vs. "they," which indexed not only ideological premises but also social and 

linguistic identities. Once this pattern of oppositions revealed itself, I then sought to identify 

attributes of the dichotomized groups. Part of this process was to notice the discourses that 

appeared frequently, such as metaphors of competition and racing in regard to educational 

success. Such metaphors coincided with the native/nonnative categories so closely that the 

link became clear once the discourse of competition arises, native English speakers are 

invariably represented as ahead in an English class and nonnative speakers as behind, 

regardless of the students' relative experience with LI—or even L2—literacy. Other 

common patterns were complaints about accents, claims about how little one spoke of 

another language, references to ethm'city in discussions of lingm'stic diflference, and stories of 

angry or la^ immigrants. These patterns will be discussed and illustrated at length in 

Chapter 2. Because the patterns were so common in my data and so identifiable as an 

ideological model, I used them as a basis for determining which utterances could be said to 

embody a monolingualist perspective as opposed to a multilingnalist perspective. This 

distinction was crucial in determining what constituted an ideological contradiction (see 

Chapter 5). 

In the course of examining the rhetorical moves and discourse patterns in particular 

excerpts, I relied particularly heavily on contextualization (Auer and diLuzio, 1992; Duranti 

and Goodwin, 1992) as a theoretical framework. This framework became especially 

important in understanding the relations among framing, performance, collusion (McDermott 

and Tylbor, 1995), and ideological construction. It was also important as an analytical tool 
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for discovering how speakers located themselves and others within a hierarchically ordered 

social and linguistic world. For example, I began analyzing a complaint about native Spanish 

speakers' accents in Spanish (Example 2.11) as an illustration of deixis as a means of 

constructing Self and Other categories. In the process of analyzing that excerpt, I discovered 

that the students had reversed the native/nonnative terms while maintaining the attributes of 

each category. That is, in that case, it was the native (Spanish) speakers who were 

represented as foreign (in Mexico) and had incomprehensible accents (in Spanish). Such 

discoveries were frequent and fortuitous and depended on a detailed analysis of local 

linguistic choices as indexes of social as well as ideological features of context 

Once I became aware of the performative quality of much of this discourse, I turned 

to performance theory and interactional sociolinguistics, paying attention to repetition, 

pauses, rhythm, prosody, and other features of performative stretches of talk (see Chapter 3). 

Relying on my communicative competence as a member of this discourse community— 

albeit a marginal one because of age—I first identified prototypical performances and then 

noted stretches of talk that seemed to be less performative but were still humorous, poetic, or 

slightly dramatic. Because some utterances were clearly more {jerformative than others, I 

understood the importance of the continuum as a way of understanding performativity and 

the density of performative strategies (see Chapter 3). From my perspective as a participant-

observer, I sought to determine the strategies I was attending to as I decided how 

performative a stream of talk was and marked the transcripts with different colored pens, 

with a single color used to correspond to what I initially saw as a single strategy—e.g., 

yellow for laughter, purple for rhythm, green for dialogue, etc. The visual effect of the 
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rainbow-like sections made it clear that what I had determined intuitively to be the most 

dramatic performances were indeed those that contained the greatest number of overlapping 

performative strategies. 

As I listened to the taped interviews, I found that these prototypical performances 

encoded ideologies that seemed particularly conservative. I thus sought to determine how 

performance and the ideology of nativeness might be interrelated and especially how 

performances play a role in the construction of this dominant ideology. These interrelations 

became the subject of the first chapter I drafted (Chapter 4) and are among the most 

important theoretical developments in this dissertation. It was in fact the recursive process of 

drafting, reexamining my data, looking for illustrative excerpts, analyzing them in writing, 

and reorganizing my ever-shifting outline of primary claims that helped me to formulate the 

relations I have identified. Also crucial in the development of this theoretical framework 

were a number of discoveries: 1) that several of my interviewees contradicted their own 

ideological positions as they moved from performative to non-performative talk, 2) that 

performances were often partly collaborative, 3) that many performances shared not only 

features such as rhythm or dialogue but also relatively fixed phrases or themes such as the 

complete incomprehensibility of an accent, and 4) that one interviewee in particular 

continually and often consciously shifted ideological position in apparent response to her 

interview partner's arguments. What emerged from the analysis of that speaker's (F6's) shifts 

was another important theoretical development: what I had initially thought was an internally 

incoherent, contradictory ideology appears to be sufficiently stable and regular to be 

available to any speaker, regardless of overall ideological orientatioiL The notion of frame 
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also became more salient than I had anticipated. Framing played a role in F6's and other 

speakers' ideological shifts as well as in the collaborative organization and interpretation of 

performances (see Chapter 5). 

This research is clearly a beginning. More research is needed to discover the degree 

to which my conclusions here cut across ideological or speech community lines. The 

particular performative strategies discussed in this study are surely different from 

performative strategies in other communities. However, linguistic ideologies related to the 

notion of nativeness, more general relations between p>erformance and ideology, and the 

degree of internal stability of a given ideological model may be quite similar from 

community to community. While I am analyzing only the relatively informal, conversational 

performances of native English-speaking, mostly white, U.S. college students, I am certain 

that neither the ideology of nativeness nor the complaint as a performance genre is limited to 

this speech conmiunity. 

B. Transcription and the Influence of the Researcher 

Tedlock (1983) and Edwards (1993) thoroughly discuss the challenges we face when 

transcribing oral texts into written ones, especially in order to capture the "practical poetics" 

of a community (Tedlock, 1983). A central challenge is to achieve a balance between 

representing subtle but locally meaningful features such as pitch, prosody, rhythm, turn-

taking strategies, etc., and making the transcribed text readable. In this dissertation, I have 

adapted transcription methods from Edwards and Lampert (1993) and have attempted to lean 

in the direction of readability. Because I am particularly interested in the poetic "sense" of 
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student discourse, I have divided the texts into intonation units (Chafe, 1993) t03 highlight the 

parallelism and rhythm that marks a great deal of the performative talk in my dsata. I have 

also added a device (new to my knowledge) v^ch I hope will capture a well-kmown 

"teenspeak"'' marker rising intonation at the ends of declarative statements. I Ihave 

represented this, and similar tum-final or intonation unit-final rises, with a supea^script (^ ). I 

am thus attempting to distinguish those utterances which are clearly intended as questions 

from those which are not This device finther distinguishes continuing intonaticon (as in a list) 

from non-question rises that seem to indicate transition relevance places (Jefferson, 1985)— 

those moments when a tum-taking move is possible. Backchanneling cues suchi as "yeah" 

and "mhm" often have a similar rising intonation, and so I have also representees! them with 

the same device. 

Another challenge is reflexivity (see Clifford and Marcus, 1986; Briggs,. 1996a; 

BCroskrity, 2000): being explicit about my interestedness, or the situatedness of rmy 

interpretive decisions and my role in the emerging discourse as well. A decision* about 

representing "teenspeak" intonation, for example, is a distancing strategy at sonne level. Such 

a move declares "their" speech to be different from my own, even if actual pracrtices reveal 

little difference between me (or "us" older, more mature speakers) and "them." [ take on 

different roles and alignments at different moments in the interviews—sometimies using my 

position as interviewer to hold the floor, and sometimes identifying wdth the stuodents as 

'' I use this term broadly to include the style of speech common to, but not limitied to, 
teenagers. Lakoff"(1973) noted a sinrular speech pattern in feminine speech. Indeed, joking 
imitations of teenspeak are more likely to target young women and girls than yopung men and 
boys. However, to what extent this is due to actual speech patterning or to gendered 
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much as possible. My research design is also clearly motivated by an ideological agenda, 

which in turn motivates such decisions about what constitutes ideological contradiction (see 

Chapter 5) or coherence of the ideology of nativeness I described in Chapter 2. What students 

understand to be my ideological positions surely influences their own interactional 

constmctions of ideological opposition or alignment, since I am an interactional participant, 

and a more powerful one at that Briggs (1986), Geertz (1973), Clifford and Marcus (1986), 

and others have discussed such researcher influences at length, particularly with regard to 

ethnographic writing and sociolinguistic interviews, but I reiterate the point here partly as a 

way to keep myself honest I hope that this sense of reflexivity does not end with this brief 

statement but is instead present throughout this dissertation. 

Chapter Overviews 

In Chapter 2,1 outiine the ideology of nativeness, a dichotomous ideological model 

that constructs the category native English speakers as contiguous with Americans 

(sometimes British) and normative speakers as contiguous with foreigners. Whether in the 

speech of monolingual, English-speaking students or multilingual students (less so among 

multilingual U.S. citizens), this Us/Them division of the linguistic world underlies most 

performances about foreign instructors and U.S. language policy. The model is linked to 

notions of place and monolinguaUsm and is related to ideologies of race, education as 

competition, and a pervasive U.S. ambivalence toward education. It has at its core a view of 

the world as naturally monolingual (e.g., "English America, Spamsh Mexico, you know?"). 

constructions on the part of the imitators is an issue beyond the scope of the present study. 
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Chapter 3 identifies and illustrates a number of performative strategies used and 

valued by white, middle-class, U.S. um'versity students. These are: 

• narrative 
• constructed dialogue 
• perspective-taking (see discussion below) 
• changes in voice quality 
• expressive phonology: emphatic stress, elongated vowels, exclamatory intonational 

contours 
• lexical and/or intonational repetition (rhythm) 
• strategic pauses 
• opening/closing Seaming devices 
• laughter 
• hyperbole 
• irony and humor 
• imagery 
• kinesic strategies: table-pounding, pointing, leaning back 
• changes in speed of speech 
• sudden shifts of footing or frame (e.g., "Stop! You're mocking me!") 
• affective noises such as sighs and "tsks" 

I examine narrative, dialogue, rhythm, and hyperbole in particular for their role in filming 

performances. Narratives enable the mampulation of filming devices and allow speakers to 

employ other strategies such as rhythm and dialogue to highlight the ideological significance 

of the narrated event Dialogue plays a critical role in performances and in the construction 

of linguistic Others because of its potential to represent others' voices in exaggerated ways. 

Rhythm, accomplished with strategic pauses, emphatic stress, and even kinesic strategies 

such as tapping or pounding a table, adds drama to a performance, giving h'steners important 

cues for interpreting the ongoing talk as a performance. I also discuss collaboration in 

performances, including the role of audience response—for example, laughter, affirmative 

comments such as "yeah," or subsequent performances by new speakers—in the filming of 

performative interaction. 
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Chapter 4 analyzes the role of the performative strategies above in constructing the 

ideolo©/^ of nativeness, as well as the role of ideology as a linguistic resource for 

conversational performances. I outline five specific relations between performance and 

ideology, which together highlight the tension between the prior and the emergent, the fixed 

and the novel: 

1. Performances index existing ideological models. 
2. The relatively limited set of discourse patterns (metaphors, themes, argument 

strategies, etc.) entailed by a given ideology are readily available—and are drawn 
upon—as resources for aesthetic displays. 

3. The fimning of talk as performance opens up a discursive space for constructing 
ideological extremes and stereotypes and, more importantly, for momentarily 
rendering them acceptable. 

4. Performances beget performances, thus creating opportunities for the shared 
making of ideological meaning. 

5. Performances' capacity for recontextualization allows ideologies to be shaped by 
greater numbers of speakers and therefore to be subjected to multiple 
transformations. 

1 also include a discussion of the role of the audience in contextualizing opportunities for the 

joint construction of ideologies. 

Chapter 5 accounts for ways in which the ideology of nativeness is contested, 

sometimes by the same speakers who construct nonnative English speakers in pejorative 

ways. To explain such ideological contradiction, I suggest that some contradictions are 

located in the tension between fixed discourses and the emerging interaction. Because 

dominant ideologies are more deeply encoded in regularized patterns, those patterns are more 

likely to form the basis for conversational performance. Once such patterns arise in an 

interaction, they provide an opportunity to perform. A reason that speakers take advantage of 

such opportunities is that their desire for social and ideological solidarity can be greater than 
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the drive to remain ideologically consistent or accurate. Furthermore, they use cohesiveness 

strategies that create an "illusion of wholeness" (Ewing, 1990) as they attempt to erase such 

contradictions. Performance frames thus paradoxically help sp)eakers maintain some degree 

of ideological consistency and provide opportunities to construct contradictory positions. 

In Chapter 6,1 discuss some implications for research, pedagogy, and 

writing/language program administration in hght of the social, discursively constructed 

nature of the "native speaker." The pervasive reliance on perceived language background as 

a basis for judgments of hteracy levels and quality of teaching, for research design, for 

language policy and other areas of academic life becomes susjject once we see that the 

native/normative distinction is embedded in a much more widespread ideology of language. 

This study lends support to those challenges to the native speaker model coming from post-

colonial theory, from sociolinguistic studies of linguistic identity, and from research on world 

Englishes and multilingualism. The role of performance is particularly critical in 

understanding the propagation of the ideology of nativeness because of the potential for 

performances to be decontextualized and recontextualized. If verbal art is a site for the 

production of cultural knowledge and for engendering or resisting hierarchical social and 

political relationships, we must look to it to help us understand the relationships between 

language, power, and social life. 
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CHAPTER2 

THE IDEOLOGY OF NATIVENESS 

Introduction 

A considerable amount of scholarship in recent years, as I mentioned in Chapter 

1, has been concerned with discussing and challenging the notion of the native speaker. 

Linguists have difficulty defimng the native speaker, as is evident in Paikeday's 

provocatively titled book. The Native Speaker R Dead! (1985) Coulmas and his 

associates (1981) discuss the problematic use of "native speaker intuition" in linguistic 

research, raising such issues as language variation, metalinguistic sophistication, and the 

performance-competence distinction. Davies (1991) notes that the term "is rich in 

ambiguity" (p. 2) and points out that most conceptualizations include both an idealized 

model—an abstraction—and real, living exemplars of that idealized model. Both 

aspects—^the ideal and the real—have been challenged from a number of disciplinary 

perspectives. 

In Singh's volume on multilingualism and the native speaker (1998), Kandiah 

argues that Coulmas's and Paikeday's treatments of the concept are "utterly 

dissatisfying" for their ignoring of "notions of proprietorship, and also identity, that 

appear to be built centrally into the term as it is in fact very widely used, facilitating the 

empowerment of some groups of users of the language at the expense of others" (p. 83). 

Linguistically oriented research on varieties of English used around the world, 

particularly in multilingual contexts, either implicitly or explicitly challenge the 

monolingualist orientation of many attempts to define the native speaker or the ideal 
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English—usually an elite version of British or American English—^to the exclusion of 

proficient use of a variety of English by multilingual speakers living in European-

colonized nations (Kachru, 1992; Singh, 1998).'^ Rampton (1995), Hill and Hill (1986), 

and Heller (1995) offer further challenges from linguistic anthropology with their 

examinations of shifting language identity as sp>eakers position themselves in relation to 

the various linguistic resources within a given community's repertoire. 

Second language acqm'sition researchers, like those studying language use in 

multilingual contexts, point out the political interestedness in their own field (Wiley and 

Lukes, 1996; Benesch, 1993; Pennycook, 1989), which also draws our attention to the 

interestedness of the field's most basic theoretical constructs. Some have examined 

language proficiency testing for its idealizing one variety of English or its ignoring the 

richness of multilingual speakers' language use (Davidson, 1994; Andreasson, 1994), 

while others have critiqued the ideological assumptions underlying second language 

pedagogical practice around the world, specifically the relation of ESL/EFL pedagogy to 

colonialism (Phillipson, 1992; Peimycook, 1994, 1998). Kramsch (1997) demonstrates 

the privileging of the native speaker, with special attention to the idealizing of native 

speakers of French, German, etc., as instructors of those languages in the U.S., and the 

Singh and his colleagues (1998) contest Kachru's (1992) and others' use of the term 
"New/Normative Englishes" to describe indigenized varieties of English such as Indian 
English or Singaporean English precisely because it indexes a view of nativeness as a 
property of only some idealized standard or its speakers. Despite huge theoretical 
differences between the two approaches, they share a recognition of non-British or non-
American varieties of English as regularized and systematic—a recognition that demands 
reconceptualization of the native speaker. For this common concern, I cite them together 
here. 
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concomitant neglect of the multilingual, multicultural experiences of nonnative speakers. 

She further suggests that acceptance by a dominant group and recogm'tion as a native 

speaker may be more important than birth or education in distinguishing native from 

nonnative speakers. Amin's (1997) essay on the relationship between race and her 

identification by ESL students in Canada as a nonnative English speaker supports 

Kramsch's argument. Such exclusion from the status of "native," moreover, is 

discursively constituted through language practices such as testing, teaching, policy­

making, and conversing—practices which produce a basic distinction between native and 

nonnative speakers and attach cultural significance to those categories. 

In addition to such direct challenges to the uncritical use of the concept of the 

native speaker, post-structuralist scholarship by such social and literary theorists as 

Foucault (1970, 1972, 1980), Bakhtin (1981, 1986), Voloshinov (1930/1986), Bourdieu 

(1977, 1991), and Williams (1983) points to the critical role of language in the 

positioning of human beings within systems of domination and subordination. It also 

urges us not simply to include historical, ideological and social contexts in our research, 

but rather to make those contexts the focus of analysis. Said's painstaking analysis (1978) 

of academic and literary discourse about "the Orient" is one such post-structuralist study 

that has particular relevance to the pervasiveness and constructedness of the NS/NNS 

distinction. Examining texts by anthropologists, novelists, historians, and other authors. 

Said argues that the EastAVest opposition used in European (and to a lesser extent U.S.) 

discourse is a construction used by Europe to present a contrasting image, which in turn 

enables Europeans to imagine an Occident It is not merely a product of a discursive 



imagination but has powerfiil social, academic, mihtary, and political institutions to 

support it. This discourse produces understandings of cultures, races, morality, 

spirituality, etc., that are based on difference: how "they" are different from "us." 

Simultaneously, it constructs a sameness that allows the Orient to be perceived as "a vast 

collectivity" (p. 252) that lumps together hugely different cultural and political groups. 

Orientalism may seem like a phenomenon much broader or more obviously 

ideological than the construction of the native speaker. However, like a nation 

(Anderson, 1983) or an imagined collectivity such as the "Orient," a category like "native 

speaker" is by definition a classification of human beings in a social world—a 

classification that necessarily produces groups identifiable as Us and Them. The NS/NNS 

distinction is similarly supported by academic and political institutions and is easily 

accessible in a wide range of public and private discourse. Seen in its functional contexts, 

nativeness "is first and foremost a political predicate for social empowerment or for 

^peer' recognition" (Ikome, 1998, p. 63). It is often seen as unproblematic and natural, 

and yet it is quite directly bound up with a view of the world as essentially monolingual. 

The ideology of nativeness, which has the naturalized NS/NNS distinction at its core, not 

only shapes talk about international instructors, the English Only movement and other 

"Othering" discourse, but also forms the cornerstone of language assessment practices, 

curriculum development, national language policies, language acquisition research, etc., 

all of which are fundamentally discursive practices. 

Both Said and Anderson point out the need to examine such constructions not in 

relation to truth or falsity but rather by "the style in which they are imagined" (Anderson, 
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1983, p. 15). Thus, in this chapter, my goal is not to prove that the NS/NNS distinction is 

a false one that has no basis in material reality, for such a claim would be impossible to 

sustain, but rather to demonstrate that it is a relatively stable, coherent ideological 

formation that is expressed in predictable ways and constituted by forms of talk about 

people and their language use. Its stability enables speakers to draw upon it and deploy it 

as a resource in ongoing interaction. 

At the same time that I emphasize the ideology's stability, I also emphasize its 

fluidity and contestedness. The ideology as a coherent system will be developed in this 

chapter, and the ways in which it is deployed and transformed in performances and 

resisted in the course of interaction will be examined in Chapters 4 and 5. Although I 

have largely separated into chapters the discussions of the stability of the ideological 

model and its potential for change, I hope throughout this work to draw attention to the 

tension between these two properties—a tension tliat is especially high in conversational 

performances. 

Despite some interviewees' general ideological tendencies—ranging from 

especially conservative to especially progressive—I am not proposing a necessary link 

between particular speakers and particular ideologies. Belief and ideology are not 

sufficiently coherent and consistent for such a link to be possible. On the contrary, [ am 

arguing that language users have access to a number of ideologies, drawing upon them in 

the course of an emerging interactional context. That ideologies are available as 

relatively stable resources allows a given speaker to construct radically contradictory 

ideological positions while not necessarily damaging the integrity of the ideologies she is 
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deploying. This theoretical stance is in part based on Briggs's discussion of linguistic 

ideologies as metalinguistic strategies (1992,1998). However, because ideologies 

encounter each other in interaction, and because speakers have a certain degree of 

individual discursive freedom, ideological structures themselves can be also transformed, 

most obviously during performances. 

Another goal in this chapter is to show how the ideology of nativeness is tied in 

discourse, often quite directly and predictably, to ideologies of national um'ty, race, and 

education. One well-developed intersection between "nationness" (Anderson, 1983) and 

nativeness is a pervasive link, forged in academic, political, and conversational 

discourse, between one nation and one language (Blommaert and Verschueren, 1992; 

Gal, 1993; Gal and Irvine, 1995). Such a link occurred in my data frequently. When one 

of my interviewees, a student from Bangladesh, was asked if he was a native speaker, he 

quickly responded, "Isn't it too early? I just got here." His response indexed this link 

directly: English is the language of the U.S. and not of Bangladesh. Furthermore, no 

matter how long he had studied English in Bangladesh, the only indicator of his potential 

nativeness was length of stay in the U.S. 

The association of the Irmer Circle (Kachru, 1992) wath English "nativeness" is 

sometimes also linked to a particularly insidious association of English with whiteness. 

An example from another source might be usefiil to illustrate this ideological 

intersection. Kandiah (1998) writes of an advertisement in Singapore seeking English 

instructors which ran in Th^ Sfrait*; Times in July, 1990, in the two different versions 

below; 
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a. July 12: Native speaking, expatriate English teachers for foreign students. 

b. July 14; Native speaking, Caucasian English teachers for foreign students. 

What was apparently meant by "expatriate" in the first version was clarified in the 

second, thereby excluding, as Kandiah writes with wry irony, any one of "an upstart 

bunch of English users across the world, who had been taught the language so well by 

their 'native speaking' teachers that they now entertained the delusion that they were 

reliable and valid users, interpreters and judges of the language, 'native speakers' in 

short" (1998, p. 80). Desired applicants were not just native to the U.S. or Great Britain 

or Canada or Australia or New Zealand (for, presumably, those are the countries that the 

expatriates had expatriated fi'om); they also had to be white, which would have 

confirmed that they were truly "native." 

Ideologies of race, monolingualism, economics, education, etc., pervade talk 

about native and nonnative speakers. In the discussion to follow, I will demonstrate a 

number of such relations between ideologies. Not all of the examples in this chapter will 

be especially performative. This is because the ideology inscribed in the performances is 

larger than any single performative interaction. As Carole Edelsky puts it, "Performances 

are always about something^'' (personal communication, January, 2000). It is one of these 

somethings, as well as its relation to other somethings, that forms the basis for this 

chapter. The ideology of nativeness, then, is both the object of the investigation, on one 

hand, and the particular site for an analysis of the more general relations between 

performance and ideology, on the other. 
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The Native Speaker/Nonnative Speaker Dichotomy 

The components of the ideology of nativeness that I was able to identify in my 

data were constrained to some degree by the fact that my research participants were 

university students. This also determined the topics of discussion. School complaints 

were frequent, for example. I asked some questions exph'citly in terms of nativeness, a 

concept with which many interviewees had had only certain kinds of experience, 

primarily related to Native Americans.'^ The term arose in discussions of composition 

courses, often only because I used "native speakers" (NSs) and "nonnative speakers" 

(NNSs) to describe the students in those courses. Their reliance on a dichotomous model 

of linguistic differentiation, then, is in part a direct response to my own naming of the 

categories (following the University of Arizona's English composition program, which 

places students into two distinct, parallel course sequences depending on—presumably— 

nativeness). Indeed, sometimes I used the terms "Americans" and "international 

students" instead of NSs and NNSs, because the composition placement process relies on 

the assumption that international students will be nonnative English speakers. However, 

the entailments of such binary oppositions and the particular ways of talking about 

sameness, difference, speed of learning, grammar knowledge, etc., are not a necessary 

result of the composition program's division of courses. One student's comparison, for 

example, of the benefits gained by international students in the combined NS/NNS 

When I first arrived in Japan in 1985 as a recent college graduate, I had not 
encountered the term "native speaker" before. While looking for an English-teaching job 
there, I initially passed over ads for "Native speakers to teach English" because I had 
assumed they were referring to English teachers native to (i.e., bom in) Japan. 
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course to the benefits gained by her mentally disabled aunt's exposure to "normal 

humans" (this and other similarly offensive analogies are examined below) is not 

automatically entailed by the NS/NNS distinction. Neither is such a comparison merely 

an idiosyncratic construction. Other interviews, as well as impressionistic evidence from 

other sources in other contexts, suggest that similar components, whether explicitly using 

the term "native" or not, are pervasive in discourse in the U.S. as well as in other 

countries (see, for example, Singh, 1998). As I suggested earlier, the ideology has a 

sufficiently simple, coherent structure that it can be illustrated in a single chapter but is 

pervasive enough that a much more detailed examination of its construction in other 

speech communities is necessary. 

On the following page is a sketch (Fig. 2) of the overt dichotomizing of "native 

(English) speakers" versus "nonnative speakers" that emerged in these interviews. The 

assumptions entailed by the dichotomy are especially related to composition courses 

because those were the subject of much discussion. Other aspects of the ideology of 

nativeness will be discussed later. Deictic terms such as "we" and "they" are frequent in 

my data and index the dichotomy as well as its entailments (e.g., that the category "native 

speaker" is contiguous with "American" and "normative speaker" with "foreigner"). A 

number of international students used "we" and "they" to refer to international students 

and Americans, respectively, categories which, perhaps surprisingly, retain the properties 

below. These students are thus relying on a similarly dichotomous model. 
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Native Speakers Nonnative Speak-er«; 

are American are international 
are experts in English are novices in English 
all think the same way have different ideas 
are ahead/faster are behind/slower 
are up to speed hold everyone else (native speakers) 

back 
are compared to parents and "normal are compared to young children, the 
humans" mentally disabled or "emotionally 

disturbed," and those who don't 
care 

take normal classes take easy classes that cater to them 
have no accent or have regional ones have accents 

came to the U.S. to leam English, if 
int'l students 
refuse to leara or are la2y, if 
immigrants 
spoke no English on arrival 

have no culture have culture 
are white or Anglo are non-white or non-Anglo 

Fig 2 The basic rnmpnnents; of the nativR/nnnnative dichotomy 

The term dichotomy is used here to suggest what are constructed in discourse as 

binary opposites: native/nonnative, American/international, etc. I do not mean to suggest 

that the contrasted terms are of equal value. On the contrary, within the ideology of 

nativeness, the "native" term and its accompanying properties (American, proficient in 

writing, etc.) are often explicitly privileged, even by those who used "we" to refer to 

international students. Moreover, not all of the statements and assumptions within this 

model were uttered (or are held) by a given speaker. As I will explain in more depth in 

Chapter 5, the model provides a resource upon which any speaker can draw at any time 

without necessarily indexing all of its components. The analysis that follows within this 
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section focuses primarily on the dichotomy as applied to discussions about students and 

English courses. The ideology of nativeness as it arises in relation to other topics will be 

discussed in detail in the following three sections. 

The equation of Americans with native English speakers and international students 

(or teachers) with nonnative speakers is particularly obvious when people draw direct, 

explicit contrasts, such as this expression of concern by an American native English speaker, 

during a discussion of the combined NS/NNS composition course (Example 2.1): 

Example 7 1 rntematinnal <tfiiHent vs natfvf^ Fnglisih <qTealcRr 

F8: if the teacher, 
or the instructor, 
depending on how— 
..what the criteria for grading is for their course, 
... they might be..focusing it all  towards an international  
and n othing towards a native, F.ngli«;h <qTeake.r 

The parallelism at the end of this comment (underlined) highlights the contrast between 

two apparently mutually exclusive groups: "international students" and "native English 

speakers." Indeed, the mutual exclusivity is suggested by the "all/nothing" contrast. The 

dichotomous model is similarly transparent in another student's question, when I told 

that group about the 106-8 courses for, as I put it then, international students. 

Immediately, she asked, "By international, do you mean they can't speak English?" That 

the ideology of nativeness, particularly the assumption that non-Americans do not speak 

English, is inscribed in this question is indisputable. 

In references to English composition classes, students often assumed that 

international students are nonnative English speakers. The same assumption underlies the 
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mismatch between the Uaiversity of Arizona catalog's title of the 106/107/108 sequence, 

"EngUsh Composition for ESL Students," and the process by which students are placed into 

that sequence. All students take a written placement exam, but international students take the 

exam at a different time from that of the rest of the incoming student population. They are 

assumed to be nonnative English speakers and are by and large placed into the ESL 

sequence. Occasionally, a student may be thought to be proficient enough for 100 or 101 (in 

the mainstream sequence), but such students are exceptions. Nonnative English-speaking 

students who come directly from U.S. high schools are usually placed into the mainstream 

sequence unless an exam reader suspects that an exam exhibits ESL features. In some but not 

all of such cases, a member of the University Composition Board meets individually with the 

writer of such an exam to confirm that ttie student is indeed a nonnative English speaker. 

Most of the other items in Figure 2 follow from the assumption that international 

students are necessarily nonnative speakers, clearly an aspect of a monolingualist view of the 

world by which the single language of the U.S. is considered unquestionably to be English. 

One of the entailments of this view is that nonnativeness is a distinct disadvantage in an 

English composition course. Such a position is naturalized with the aid of other linguistic 

ideologies regarding the goals of writing courses (see next paragraph) and produces 

statements such as this one, from a student from India: "You do have to go 

slower...for...intemational students, we..-it's not our native language." Many international 

students I have met, including those I interviewed, express concern about their ability to 

"keep up" in a class with American students in it, despite the enormous variation in writing 

ability in the students enrolled in both course sequences. Indeed, most teachers of English 
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107 and 108 at the University of Arizona claim that their students are on average more 

proficient writers than their 101/102 counterparts. The students' concern is less a reflection 

of international students' record of success compared to Americans' than it is an outcome of 

the privileging of the ideologically constructed native speaker. 

One reason that nonnative English speakers are thought to be poorer writers is that 

the traditional approach to writing as well as language pedagogy has long emphasized 

grammar instruction. This is largely a product of what I believe to be a widely held 

ideological position regarding the nature of language, especially foreign languages: language 

is primarily a collection of vocabulary and grammar.^'* Thus, language proficiency requires 

explicit grarrmiar instruction, which often means teaching the names for tenses and 

grammatical categories. A competing language acquisition lay-theory is that the best way to 

leam a language is to go to '^e country" (almost always singular) where that language is 

spoken. This theory, clearly based on a monolinguah'st understanding of the world, will be 

discussed in more detail in the next section. However, because so many of us have 

experienced traditional, grammar-oriented approaches to learning foreign languages, the 

"grammarian" theory looms large in our metalinguistic discourse, forcing us to move back 

and forth between it and the "immersion" theory when we talk about language learning. In 

Although 1 have not documented this particular ideology of language, a conversation 1 
once had with a Writing Center consultant enlightened me regarding one particularly 
limited definition of grammar. He told me that he did not use grammar much in his 
writing. After some confusion and miscommum'cation, I came to understand that he 
meant punctuation. 

While 1 am referring more to widely held linguistic ideologies about SLA than to the 
academic field of study, debate about the place of explicit grammar instruction is 
common in SLA and ESL composition research and pedagogy. This may or may not be 



78 

any case, if international students are thought to be nonnative speakers, a writing course for 

them is expected to include more grammar instruction than a regular English course would. 

Even the student in Example 2.2, a native Spanish speaker from Chile and one of the most 

fluent and articulate students I interviewed, seemed to make the same assumptiorL She 

considered her attempt to join a 101 class a challenge to her English ability although, judging 

from her sophisticated answers during the interview, I have little doubt that she was a highly 

proficient, persuasive writer and would have been successful in 101. 

Fxample ? 2 Grammar and intRmarional frtiidenfs 

F22: if the teacher [of a 107 class] includes a little bit of grammar, 
it's because we are intemational students, 
..I think-

One interesting facet of the contradiction between the two theories is that discussions 

of, and even by, intemational students in the U.S. are more likely to draw upon the 

"grammarian" theory than the "immersion" theory. This may be in part because formal, 

grammar-oriented language instmction is more culturally salient in many cultures and 

certainly more widely experienced than going abroad to study. (Note that this concept of 

immersion draws on the monolingualist ideology and thus does not apply to the experience 

of people grov^ng up in multilingual conmiunities aroxmd the world.) Another ethnocentric 

ideologj' is also likely to be in play here, at least in the talk of U.S. students: the U.S. is not 

imagined as a foreign country. Intemational students are therefore not living in a foreign 

related to the same grammar-based understanding of the nature of language. Discussions 
of grammar may be more ideologically suspect in ESL composition, given the 
multilingual population of many ESL writing programs and the lingering discourse of 
correctness in writing pedagogy in general. 
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country or being immersed in the dominant language, whereas Americans would be if they 

went abroad- In fact, the part of the immersion theory that involves "picking up the 

language" seems to be drawn on more often in relation to immigrants than to international 

students. Another issue may be a relation to the linguistic-ideological division between 

speaking and writing: when spoken language is the object of discussion, discussants deploy 

the immersion theory. When written language is in focus, the grammarian theory is deployed. 

Further research is clearly necessary in order to sort out the origins, practices, and 

implications of these folk theories of second language acquisitiorL 

Related to the common focus on grammar instruction is a theme that emerged from 

most discussions of the combined NS/NNS class among self-identified native English 

speakers: the discourse of "holding back." That is, international students in such a combined 

class are thought to need so much help that Americans will not have their needs addressed. 

This pro-'tracking" model, common in discussions of primary and secondary education, 

divides students according to some perceived ability, with the least academically inclined 

students relegated to "the dumb class" (see Hofstadter, 1963; Rose, 1989). This model is 

projected onto the discourse of nativeness as long as native speakers are privileged and seen 

as more advanced than normative sp)eakers. Few interviewees saw American students or 

native speakers (depending on how the discussion was framed) as benefitting from the 

combined class; if they did, they saw it as an opportunity for Americans to hear a wider 

variety of opinions and meet people from cultures diflFerent from their own, but not as an 

opportunity to learn more about writing English, or language in general from their 

international, multilingual classmates. On the other hand, most interviewees assumed that the 
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benefits of such a combined class for nonnative English speakers were primarily related to 

language acquisition. Very few saw the potential for something other than nativeness (e.g., 

intelligence, creativity, first language literacy level, emotional maturity, etc.) to be a 

determim'ng factor in student success in an English composition class. Aided by an ideology 

of education as competition for grades and attention, such success is constructed as finite. 

The more instructional attention given to nonnative speakers, who presumably need more of 

the "basics" such as grammar or simple explanations of assignments, the lower the native 

speakers' chances for success. Example 2.3 is a brief^ but clear indication of this competitive 

model: 

Example ? 1 TTie rnmpfitftinn model ofeHiir-flfinn 

Fl: they haven't been.-./exposed/-.deep into English culture, 
G?: /mhm./ 
Fl: ..that the teachers would be concentrating...more on having them 

understand, 
G: ..mm.= 
F2; =/yeah./ 
Fl: /s-/ understand just like what the assignment is or whatever,= 
G: =m//hm7/ 
Fl; //that—// 

...we wouldn't— A 

.../we—I B 
F2?: /mhmV 
Fl: that-.the people who...are..native speaking English would have.. C 

a...less..chance..of...GAINING something from the class^ 

In this way the ideological model of education as competition intersects with a 

monolingualist ideology to produce an imagined distinction between proficient students 

(NSs) and deficient students (NNSs), even if the self-identified NS is less than articulate or, 

as in Example 2.4, deems herself to be deficient The distinction is highlighted in Example 
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2.3 by F1 's use of "we" in lines A and B. "We" is identified in line C as "people who are 

native speaking English" and is contrasted with "they" in the first line. The student in 

Example 4 had already talked about how she has "always been a terrible writer," and again 

refers to that deficiency here. However, she identifies international students (whom she 

specifies a few utterances later) as even more deficient than herself: 

Fxample 7 4 "T nep^ help myself" 

F5; ...I mean, 
the (? a?) person like me, 
..I cant.spend any more time..helping anyone else because I need help 

myself 
<@ you know what I mean? @> 
like,= 

G; =uh-huh.= 
F5: =and that would take away fi-om..my learning, 

if I was..you know, 
busy helping them. 

The same student and her parmer, F6, make use of the "holding back" discourse 

more directly in another segment (Example 2.5). They do not explicitly refer to NSs and 

NNSs because of the generic quality of my question, but because we had been discussing the 

combined class earlier as well as their experiences reading the work of both skilled and 

unskilled normative English writers, I interpret their comments here to index the NS/NNS 

distinction. To index this distinction, the students contrast "people" (NNSs) with "the other 

people" (NSs), "everyone else" (NSs) and "you" (NSs). The generic ">'0u" in lines C and D, 

below, replaces the other indirect references to NSs and makes clear that group's 

urmiarkedness.^^ 

A similar urmiarking of native speakers or Americans is pervasive in my data. 
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Fxample 7 5 The discourse of "holding haclc'^ 

G: ...okay. 
-um, 
...assiiming...then:..that there's this big range. 
..oC.abilities. 
..of using language. 
..do you think that people frora..of..-different abilities should be in the same 

class? 
F6: ...mm, 
F5: ...in some cases, 

I guess it kinda depends on what— 
F6: ..if they can spend extra time with the teacher A 

...out o-..side of class^ 

... /then rd/ say yeah.= 
G: /uh-huhV 
F5: =yeah because you dont want that to hinder— 
F6: ...the other people's leaming,= B 
F5: =yeah.= 
F6: =3ust uh— 

people hold you back. C 
...that's not good. 

F5: ...like I remember that in high school. 
there would be people /in there/ who like didn't really care, 

F6: /mhmV 
F5: or anything, 

and. .//and likey/ 
F6: //(and they'd?)-// 
F5: they were al/ways holding/ everyone else back. 
F6: /(it?) holds you back./ D 

F5's comparison of combined classes to her experience with students who "didn't care" is 

not an idiosjmcratic argument A number of analogies drawn from students' primary or high 

school experiences (illustrated later) were used to make precisely the same argument NNSs 

will benefit from being in a combined class, and NSs will suffer. If nonnativeness (in 

English) is seen to be a disadvantage in an English composition course, normative speakers 

are not only constructed as slower and in need of more help, but they are also considered a 
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threat to native speakers' educational success. 

In the discourse of "holding back," we see relations between dominant ideological 

models—relations akin to the linking of ideological structures that enables a pervasive 

ambivalence about politics to be projected onto outsiders in English Only discourse 

(Woolard, 1989). Citing Barthes (1972), Woolard argues, "The conjoining of cultural themes 

in ideological schemata that authorize political action is a modem kind of mythmaking, in 

which a second-order semiological system is created from existing cultural signs" (1989, p. 

269). Those cultural themes and signs, such as the one-nation-one-language ideal and the 

discourse of "holding back," are linked through metaphor, metonymy, leaps of inference, and 

other semiotic processes, creating structures of ideological coherence. Other ideological 

intersections will be discussed and illustrated in the following sectioa 

The intersection of the competitive model of education and the ideology of 

nativeness as I have outlined it so far results in an interesting argumentative strategy 

regarding the combined composition class. A number of native English-speaking students, in 

four independent interviews, offered analogies from their experiences, always as an 

argument about why the normative English speakers would benefit more than the native 

speakers and why, therefore, the interviewee would not take the course. These analogies 

were never explicitly asked for. I only asked students to say whether they would be interested 

in taking the combined class and why or why not The analogies were completely speaker-

initiated. F5's implicit comparison of NNSs to students who "didn't care" (Example 2.5) was 

one. Another (Example 2.6, below) compared the combined NS/NNS class with a class she 

was in with "special ed" students, who are for the most part developmentally disabled: 
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Example ?. 6 "Special ed" 

F13: well I had a high school English class, 
that— 
..it had a— 
...it was like regular..students, 
and then there're special ed students, 
mixed in, 
...which...we didnt know untiL.later on thaL.during the year, 
that there WERE special ed kids, 
...in there, 
and you-.you could tell that..the class really gets neglected, 
the rest of the class. 
...because the teachers-.a lot of time..are spending all this time..trying to 

help.-you know the students, 
...the other students, 
like, 
for.instance, 
international students probably wouId...(need?) more help, 
because of ..language differences, 

G: /mhm./ 
F13: /and/...stuff like that. 
Fll?: mhm. 
F13: ...I mean, 

I think it would be great for them to get..help, 
..and all that, 
but...you— 
..I always tend to see thaL.the rest of the class gets...neglected, 
and...then YOU don't really get anything out of it, 

G: ..hm.= 
F13: =if you're/.. ./you know, .ahead of the game or whatever 

This segment contains a number of interesting discursive moves that make "the rest of the 

class" an unmarked set and that link international students to "special ed" students, both of 

which groups are contrasted with those who are "ahead of the game." However, the main 

analytical point to be made here is that nonnative English speakers are imagined as 

comparable to mentally disabled students who will hold everyone else back. A student in a 

diflFerent interview made almost the same comparison, only he used the phrase "emotionally 



85 

disturbed or people with learning disabilities" to describe the marked group. 

Another analogy (Example 2.7) makes an unusual twist: 

Fxample ? 7 "Shoved into a hflingnal clas*;" 

F12: ...buL.IVe had bad experiences in those types of classes^ 
...i-
like, 
fo-
in elementary school, 
my sixth grade, 
—I got shoved into a bilingual class. 
..I had never...you know...leamed..any Spanish at all. 
..and..my..bilin-
..my..teacher..talked..in Spamsh, 
..abouL.just abouL.the entire..time. 
...you know, 
I leamed..Spani-
I learned some Spanish, 
buL..I didn't do anythi-
I taught myself.= 

G: =uh-huh.= 
FI2: ==you know, 

1 didn't have a teacher. 

This student's analog is not exactly clear because she seems to be arguing that she, a 

nonnative speaker in this case, did not benefit fi-om being immersed in a class with native 

(Spamsh) speakers. This is contrary to most students' claims that the nonnative English 

speakers in the combined class would benefit more because they would "pick up" English 

quickly. However, she is very explicitly comparing her experience in that bilingual class to 

"those types of classes," which 1 take to refer to classes with students of various linguistic 

backgrounds, although the comparison may have racial or ethnic implications as well. To 

make this comparison, she must accomplish a peculiar reversal; she projects the role of 

nonnative speaking beneficiary not onto herself but onto the rest of the bilingual class. Sbe 
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retains her role as the suffering native speaker while simultaneously making an analogy that 

draws on the culturally salient pro-tracking model. 

A particularly prolific user of the analogy strategy was F8, who alone drew three 

different analogies within several minutes of each other. The first (Example 2.8) was to an 

elementary school class she was in that comprised third- and fourth-graders: 

F.xamplft 1 S The :^rd/4th grade analogy 

F8: ...wonderfiil opportunity for a third grader, 
because I ranked high on scores, 
[...] 

F8: . .but for the fourth graders, 
it was a little biL..of a setback. 

G: //mm.// 
F8: //they// um..were learning some third grade stuff 

..as well as fourth grade stuff, 
things that they had done the year before, 
..they tended to place...s- the slower learners, 
of the fourth grade, 
...into that class. 
but. the faster learners of the third grade into that class. 
..so, 
-it kind of— 
...I dont know if that.you could really consider that discrimination or not, 
...but in the same way, 
if the teacher, 
or the instructor, 
depending on how— 
..what the criteria for grading is for their course, 
..they might be..focusing it all towards an international student, 
and n:othing towards a native English speaker. 

The comment about discrimination was in response to my question about whether sep)arating 

There is more to be said regarding her claim that having a teacher who spoke another 
language was equivalent to having no teacher at all, as well as the attitude embodied in 
the word "shoved." The above analysis, however, will have to suffice for my purposes 
here. 
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native and nonnative speakers constituted discrimination against nonnative speakers, since 

she had suggested that earlier. With that conunent, she turns the notion of discrimination 

around to refer to something like "reverse racism," in which the majority suffers. Her second 

analogy came a few minutes later, after a short complaint from another student about an 

instructor's accent and after hearing the comparison (on the audiotape of an earlier interview) 

of NNSs to emotionally disturbed students. She begins with an orienting abstract: "Being 

able to relate, you know, and be with..um..native English speakers if you're an international 

student, I'm sure,..does play a ..a key part in your learning." She then moves immediately 

into an analogy to her mentally and physically disabled aunt, who "needs constant interaction 

with [...] 'normal' humans." Despite her mitigation strategies, F8's comparison directly 

indexes an understanding of normativeness as a deficit She continues this "lower mental 

ability" argument with her third analogy, in Example 2.9, which she uses to agree with her 

partner that a combined class would benefit nonnative English speakers more than native 

speakers: 

Example 2 9 The olHeyrf child theory 

M2; ..I I think it would be fim, 
..for me, 
but I think it would be a lot.more beneficial for them.= 

F8: =right= 
F7: =me too. 
F8: ...you know, 

we were studying this in...um..psychology last semester, A 
on how...typically, 
...the oldest child in the family, 
..is..the smartest 
[...] 

F8: a- w-.we talked about it, 
it makes a lot of sense. 
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wherL..um the oldest child is born, 
he's around-.his parents. 
...only. 
..t5T3ically. 
..when the second child is bom, 
..he's around parents, 
...AND the oAer child. 
..which is typically.-.close in age. 
...um, 
...having that.lower mental ability^ 
..of—the second child, 
arournd the baby^ 

G: /mhm7 
F8: /while he's/ learning'' 

[-] 
...he tends to leam a lot of what he knoiws, 
...from the other child. 
...which is a lower...capacity, 
...±an what the parents have. 

G: ..mhm.= 
F8: =an:d— 

so I understand that theory, B 
and in a way, C 
...it would be I think more beneficial to the international student, D 
tharL.the native speaker. E 

Her use of "this" in line A and "that theory" in her tum-closing summary statement (lines 

B-E) naturalizes the cormection between babies' cognitive development and the 

experience of normative English speakers in a combined class, making it seem as though 

the theory she learned in psychology (and perhaps has further simplified) was in fact a 

theory of second language composition. She simply and uncritically erases the 

complexity of multilingual students' linguistic knowledge and renders them comparable 

to children vath "lower mental ability." 

Such analogies provide important evidence for the construction of a dichotomous 

ideology of nativeness as a model of binary opposites of unequal value. Native and normative 
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speakers are seen as mutually exclusive groups, hierarchically related to each other despite 

both fix2zy inter-group boundaries and huge intra-group variation in literacy levels, cogm'tive 

and linguistic sophistication, and so on. This model owes its existence to a monoglot 

ideology that is available in pubh'c and private discourse, which imagines the single language 

of the US to be English. The model further imagines the rest of the world as primarily 

monolingual, although this part of the model is less fiequently drawn upon by multilingual 

Americans or non-Americans than by monolingual Americans. 

In the talk of self-identified native English speakers in particular, the ideology of 

nativeness enables one group to be clearly marked and the other to be unmarked (cf Waugh, 

1982). This helps to explain F12's logical twist (Example 2.7), by which she attributes an 

experience assumed to belong to native speakers—discrimination in "mixed" classes—^to 

herself even though she is actually a nonnative speaker of the language in question. She sees 

herself as one of Us, the unmarked group, and implicitly switches the "native'T'nonnative" 

labels for the two groups while retaining the properties entailed by the lack of markedness of 

the in-group. The marked properties, such as receiving special treatment or benefiting from 

the mixing, are projected outward onto the Other, or the more fluent (native?) Spanish 

speakers in the class. 

The principle of markedness helps to account for talk about accents as well. It is 

commonly thought that accents (or dialects) belong to Them, not to Us. This principle can be 

maintained in the face of an awareness of regional variation. Example 2.10 is excerpted from 

an interview with three people who came to agree that there is not "one proper English, or 

one proper Spanish, or one proper of any language. [-.. ] It depends on where you're from" 



(see also Examples 5.15-5.18). On the other hand, they claimed that there are "neutral 

accents," which are contrasted with "dialects." The lower prestige of a "dialect" is quite 

explicitly theorized in this excerpt 

Fxample 1 10 Dialect*; and lack of ediicatinn 

Ml: =I think just dialects in general are are seen as:..um... as a form of not 
really stupidity, 

but like uneducation^= 
G: =mhm^= 
Ml: =like in being uneducated'' 

..like, 

..if you take one of those accents, 
fr- like from... downtown New York, A 
Manhattan or whatever,= B 

G; =mhm. 
Ml: ..you know, 

you don't really think, 
well, 
you know they've been to school, 
or... whatever, 
..like if you <@ go down south, @> C 
too, 
you g-..go to the colleges, 
and..talk to the professors, 
and then they give you (and say like?), 
how y'all do in. 

F3: 
G: //and they're// professors though. 
F3?: /(???)-/ 
Ml; /andy-l-/ 

//yeah, 
M1: and you're like—// 
G: //so do you have that—// 
Ml: ...you..dumb 'em down. 

you know they're like— 
you see 'em, 
they're professors they're up here [places hand up high], 
and they talk, 
and (you're + just?) 
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[moving hand down + sound effect:] DUN', 
..they just /go down/ here.= 

G: /uh-huh7 
=uh-huh^= 

Ml: =like [snaps fingers] like that. 
G: ..yeah.= 
Ml: =and that's..not just like a southern dialect, D 

but..dialects everywhere. E 

This student clearly imagines dialects—associated with regions (lines A-E)—as an indication 

of a lack of education, resulting in the remarkability of prof^sors with accents. People 

believed to be without accents or dialects, then, are unmarked, while people with accents or 

dialects are marked. Interestingly, Ml later claims, based on an article he had read, that 

credit card and other companies locate their customer service departments in Tempe and 

Phoenix, Arizona, because so many people there have "neutral accents." Once I asked he 

defined a neutral accent in this way: "when somebody speeiks you can't tell where they're 

fi"om." In other words, a neutral accent is a lack of an accent His citing the article would 

appear to mark neutral accents as unusual, even distant from "Us," suggesting that "We" 

have accents, unlike those "somebodies" who do not Such an apparent break in the 

ideological link between markedness and accents may be explained with the notion of 

prestige. Accents are often the subject of performances, which fi-ame them as marked by 

their incomprehensibility and even by the threat they pose to Our communicative or 

educational success. (See the "incomprehensible accent" complaints in Chapters 1 and 4.) 

When accented speech is brought into focus, as in Example 2.10, precisely because of its low 

prestige, it is implicitly contrasted with "the way we speak," whose privileged status makes it 

invisible. When the prestige value of accent-less speech is brought into focus, however, it 
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becomes visible and marked, but only momentarily. 

The NS/NNS dichotomy, with its concomitant concepts of privilege, accentedness, 

mutual exclusivity, etc., can even be brought into play when the deixis is reversed. That is, 

even when "us" refers to NNSs and "them" refers to NSs, the h'nks among privilege, 

invisibility, and language remain intact This is particularly so because of the status of 

English in the world (see, for example, Pennycook, 1998). Most of my interviews with self-

identified nonnative English speakers indicated this privileging of native English speakers, as 

expressed, for example, in concerns about their ability to do well in a combined composition 

class. Most normative English speakers assumed, like their NS-counterparts, that the NSs 

would naturally get higher grades. The following discussion of accents illustrates the same 

privileging of the native English speaker but from a NS's perspective. The two students in 

Example 2.11, like the student "shoved" into a bilingual class (Example 2.7), make an 

unusual native/nonnative switch. The question had been whether these two U.S.-bom 

native English speakers ever used the Spanish they were learning in school. In their 

collaborative answer about spring break trips to Mexico, it is the native Spanish speakers 

who have accents, rather than the nonnative speakers (i.e., the interviewees): 

Example 2.11 Native speakers as foreign and accented 

F16: I have on spring break a few times. 
F17: /yeah./ 

F16: /like/..in //Cabo// San Lucas, 
and in Cancun, 
but— 

T could barely communicate with the people at all 

1 /could/ talk^ 
G: /hm7 
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G: ..mhm^= 
F16: =w- r cnnld get my thonghf*; oiit, 

hilt when they'd 

I— 
..it's like I would have th-..them write it down, 
in front of me, 
and THEN I could understand it, 

G: /uh-huh7 
F16: hilt/just the/ accents 
G; ..mllhmll 
F17: //yeah.// 
G: ../mhmV 
F16; l^c\ heavy /= 

F17: =Iike taking the cab ride home, 
and/(??/?), 

F16: /yeah!/ 
ynii have no cine what they're saying to yon 

I have underlined utterances to highlight F16's locating the blame for mis-

communication with the native speakers. She could communicate just fine, she argues, 

but because "the people" in Mexico had heavy accents, communication failed. It might 

be possible to interpret her use of the word "accent" simply as an intended contrast to the 

variety of Spanish she learned in her Spanish class, a contrast that would not necessarily 

index the NS/NNS dichotomy. However, for a number of reasons, I argue instead that she 

is projecting a property of NNSs—incomprehensible accents—onto the native Spanish 

speakers she encountered, thereby confirming the hierarchical relationship between the 

contrasting categories in the dichotomy, even though the '"native" and "nonnative" labels 

for those categories are reversed. First, she does not mention what kind of accent the 

heavy ones were being contrasted with. Second, she employs the discourse of the 

incomprehensible accent, using a variation of the canonical form, "You can't understand 

a word s/he says," complete with the generic "you" that establishes an identification with 
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the listeners; Us. This categorical dismissal of an Other's speech is intrinsic to the 

ideology of nativeness. Third, she proposes an oppositional relation between her own 

unproblematic (unmarked) ability to get her thoughts out, on one hand, with "when 

they'd speak," on the other. Finally, U.S. students on spring break in Mexico are 

notorious for treating their host country as though it were a U.S. colony. From such a 

colonialist perspective, Mexicans, even in their own country, are imagined as foreign. 

This helps F16 justify the claim that they have accents. 

The preceding analysis hints at the relation of the NS/NNS dichotomy to 

ideologies of race, which will be dealt with in more detail later in this chapter. However, 

one aspect of that relationship emerged clearly in American students' talk about the 

combined composition course: just as Americans have no accents, they also have no 

18 culture. One of my questions for American interviewees was whether they had 

interacted with people from different countries, cultures, or language backgrounds 

(depending on how the topics developed in each interview). One student, talking about a 

friend of hers who immigrated to the U.S. from Vietnam when he was five years old, 

tried to explain that he had assimilated into the dominant (white) American culture. Her 

attempts to explain this revolve around the question of whether or not he still "has" his 

culture (see especially lines A-E below): 

Example 2 1?. Foreigner?; havp. culture 

F9: ..he's just like (a r-? ev-?) 

18 I hope that it is clear that my use of "Americans" here is ironic and indexes a dominant 
ideology of race in this country, such that Americans are also constructed as either race-
less (white) or black, Hispanic, Asian, Native American, etc. 
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„I don't think— 
...like, 
his cultural background^ 
..he has it^ 

A 
B 

but... I don't think it— 
... he's not any different, 
...hlce, 
..from the— 
...well I'm sure he is, 
but like, 
...you can't tell by...things that he does. 
... like /I dont know how to say that/ 

F10: /its like after a while, 
you lose/ your— 
you lose your culture type—? 

F9: ..yeah, 
like he— 
..I m- he still has it, C 
but ifs not— D 

Culture, then, is something that one "loses" if one comes to the U.S. from another 

country. Once it is lost, one no longer "has" a culture. F9's use of "but" (line D) indexes 

a perceived discrepancy between the fact that her fh'end can pass for American (line E) 

and his having a cultural background. Her hedging and dysfluency may be partly 

explained by her inability to recall the word "assimilate," which one of her interview 

partners fills in for her after this segment. We cannot, however, ignore the possibility that 

the often subtle strategies used in racialized discourse are partly in play. While this 

segment is not particularly about native speakerhood, it seems to provide some evidence 

of secondary entailments of the NS/NNS dichotomy. That is, whites, Americans, and NSs 

are all similarly invisible and unremarkable categories in this discourse. 

More direct evidence for the relation between race and nativeness comes from 

...like, 

... he might as well be American now. E 
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Examples 2.13 and 2.14. The student in Example 2.13 was referring specifically to 

evidence of nonnativeness in a posting to a computer list that she had read. She used the 

following comment as support for her guess that the writer was a NNS: 

Fxample ? 11 Name*; and nationahty 

F13: you could tell..when..someone's not.used to speaking English, 
or writing it,= 

Fll?: =Tnhm.= 
F13: =they write— 

...they miss words, 
and, 
...and it— 
...when I look aL.to see who wrote it, 
..and you could tell it was..someone from a different country by their name. 

The writer's name apparently indicated not only nationality but ethnicity. The two are, of 

course, linked in dominant ideologies. A similar cormection is made in Example 2.14, 

below. "That" (line A) refers to the combined composition class, which I had talked 

about using the contrasting terms "Americans" and "international students" and which 

the interviewees had discussed in relation to language differences: 

Example? 14 Scntt<;dale^ whifeney;?;^ and language difference 

Fll: ..I never experienced anything like that, A 
...because...I've..grown up..in a..pretty much— 
..I w-
..I grew up in Scottsdale. 
...and that's pretty much...like white /area./ 

Again, this student indexes a link between race and nationality by contrasting "white"— 

which is uttered somewhat apologetically—with "international" and with the possibility for 

linguistic plurality. 

My analysis is rather tentative here because my interview data contains few direct 
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references to race in relation to nativeness. Nevertheless, I would like to propose that much 

closer relations operate between these ideological structures than I am able to examine here. 

Such relations have been discussed to some extent elsewhere (e.g., Woolard, 1989; Amin, 

1997; Hill, in press). Furthermore, I have discovered that ideological intersections of race and 

nativeness tend to become more visible in complaints about foreign accents and in arguments 

in favor of Engh'sh Only policies, which are discussed in more detail below (see '"Ideologies 

of Race") and in Chapter 4. Other ideological intersections, such those among nativeness, 

monolinguah'sm, and, perhaps surprisingly, a pervasive American ambivalence toward 

education, will also be addressed below. 

In summary, the NS/NNS dichotomy entails a number of other binary contrasts, such 

as American/international, language proficient/deficient, advantaged/disadvantaged (not 

necessarily linked to NSs and NNSs, respectively), and with/without culture. The terms of 

the dichotomy are also hierarchically related, although the privileged term is more likely to 

be the one aligned with native English speakers, regardless of the speaker's linguistic 

identity. I turn now to an analysis of a central component of this ideology's conceptualization 

of nativeness and its relations to other ideological models. 

'*PIace" and Monolingualism 

It may be apparent from the preceding discussion that a fundamental component 

of the concept of nativeness is "place," or indigenousness. This component helps to 

explain the association of "American" with "NS," as well as other elements in the 

NS/NNS dichotomy already discussed. It is not simply that speakers are bora into 



98 

languages, which might be suggested by the term "native," but that languages are 

indigenous to places. This clearly underlies the characterization of the varieties of 

English used in India, Nigeria, or Singapore as "non-native Englishes" (Kachru, 1992), 

English, by this reasom'ng, is native to England but not to India. It is no coincidence, 

however, that the same reasoning is not used to argue that English is not native to the 

U.S. The relation of nativeness to race and colonialism again comes into clearer focus. 

The "place" component of nativeness is precisely what naturalizes the equation of 

one language with one nation, by which a dominant language is identified as the single 

language of a given place, which then comes to be iconically associated with that 

language (Gal and Irvine, 1995). The discourse of "place" provides a warrant for political 

action, as is the case with English Only arguments (Woolard, 1989). This link between 

place and language also enables such common and largely unqualified responses to 

questions about the best way to leam a language well, as in Example 2.15, below. I 

referred to this earlier as the "immersion theory" of second language acquisition. 

Example 2 1 5 The immersion theory 

F6: ..if I lived in the country. 
/..there's no other wayV 

F5: /if I lived in the country./ 
G: ..mm. 
F5: ..for a couple years. 

..and.yreally got to know the language./ 
F6; /yeah-

...couple years./ 

While we were not using the term "native" to describe fluency, these students still relied 

on the association of place with proficiency: living in "the country" (singular) where "the 
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language" (singular) is spoken is necessary in order to become comfortable in that 

language. As long as languages are seen to be native to places, multilingualisra in a 

particular nation or region becomes difficult to understand- Indeed, students referred to 

"the language" of a number of countries, including Mexico, Germany, Poland, Japan, and 

Zaire, in discussions of the "immersion" theory of second language acquisition and, not 

surprisingly, in arguments in favor of the Official English movement (see Examples 

2.l9a-2.19d). In several cases, the language of each country was not named but rather 

was referred to generically as "your language," "the language," or "whatever they speak" 

(used in reference to Zaire). Such evasion seems to be a discursive outcome of the 

assumption of monolingualism; the mere naming of a nation carries such a strong 

association with a particular language that the language itself does not need to be named. 

A more detailed investigation is required, however, to confirm this. 

"Place" and monolingualism are linked in my data to expectations that 

immigrants will eventually lose their accents. The link is clear in Example 2.16, which 

was an immediate response to my question, "How do you know when someone is a 

native speaker?" 

F-xample 1 16 "Rom and hp;re" 

F21: =when they were bom and raised here. 
G: ..mkay^= 
M8: =or when you think they are. 

F21 's comment is italicized because her voice quality changed" she was apparently 

imitating a conservative "old timer^' who might say, "Arizona, bom and raised." Despite 

(perhaps because of) the parodic quality of her response, no one challenged her 



100 

assumption that native speakers (of English) are bom "here." M8's immediate addition 

indexes an allowance for the acquisition of nativeness under the condition that one has 

lost any hint of foreignness. Native speakers, after all, do not have accents, according to 

the ideology of nativeness. Thus, an accent-less person must be from "here." 

If immigrants become members of a place, then they can acquire nativeness as 

long as place and nativeness are linked. This prospect was evident in a number of 

interviews, particularly with international students. The Bangladeshi student raised this 

possibility with his claim that it was too early for him to be a native speaker (page 70). 

The following student from Hong Kong also raised the possibility of acquiring nativeness 

in this comment: 

Example 7. 17 Acquiring nativeness 

F31: maybe..if if I..live in America for ten years or so, 
then I would declare myself..a native English speaker. 

Acquisition of nativeness (of English), in this model, can only happen in countries such 

as the U.S. or Britain, which are iconically linked with English. F31 's partner, also from 

Hong Kong, similarly described herself as a normative speaker "because I'm going back 

to home." Places that are not so ideologically linked with English, even places in which a 

large proportion of educational and political discourse is conducted in English, are not 

considered potential sites for the acquisition of nativeness. 

Place is thus also semantically—and often syntactically—linked with time within 

the structure of the ideology. This helps to account for expectations that immigrants will 

lose their accents. Indeed, many interviewees suggested particular time periods during 
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which the shift from nomiativeness to nativeness could be expected. F31 (Example 2.17) 

proposed that ten years might be sufficient. The students in Example 2.15 imagined "a 

couple years" in "the country" before they would feel comfortable in "the language." 

Not a single student linked time with, for example, intensive EngHsh lessons in any 

country. Neither did a single student suggest that a certain period of time in a non-

prototypically English-speaking country (within this ideology) such as India or Zambia 

would help them acquire nativeness. 

It is no coincidence that most interviewees who asserted the possibility of 

acquiring nativeness were international students in the U.S. Even the students I 

interviewed from India and Zambia drew heavily on the ideology of nativeness, which 

associates English with the U.S., despite those students' having been educated in 

English-medium schools in the countries of their birth. Monolingual English-speaking 

U.S. students, on the other hand, only hinted at the acquisition of nativeness when they 

talked about losing accents. However, even with accents, time and place seem to be 

involved. Complaints can occasionally be heard in the U.S. about people who have lived 

here for a long time and still have their accents, as though time in this country should 

have "fixed" them. When I speak Japanese with little trace of an American accent, new 

Japanese acquaintances almost immediately ask me how long I have been in Japan. 

19 Marty Kelley (personal communication. May, 2000) suggests that students (and 
perhaps I) might be merely conflating language proficiency with nativeness. This may be 
true for the students in Example 2.15, who talked about getting to know the language. 
However, because a number of my interviewees explicitly used or directly responded to 
the term "native speaker," I caimot rule out the time/place/nativeness relationships within 
this ideological model. 
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Indeed, on hearing Fl's complaint about her history teacher from Germany, I asked how 

long he had been in this country. Even when the acquisition of nativeness is not explicitly 

referred to, then, the same relations among time, place and accent apply. 

Place provides a metaphor that entails an interesting dimension along which native 

and normative speakers may be discursively imagined: proximity and distance, respectively. I 

have only one clear example of this, but it is telling. Example 2.18 arose during a discussion 

of foreign instructors: 

Example 2 1R "From ';ome little island somewhere" 

M2: ..fm Fm not saying he has to be a native English spea/kerV 
G: /ah./ 

..OK.= 
M2: =uh, 

-he can be...from— 
..or she— 

G?: /mhmV 
M2: .../can be/ from...I don't know, 

some little island somewhere. 
?: [softly] /@/ 
M2: .../they/ just have to have a certain level of...uh proficiency, 

I discuss other ideological implications of this comment in Example 4.11 (e.g., the image of 

the exotic and primitive), but here I will simply point out the metaphor of distance used to 

imagine the least likely native speaker. This comment implies its opposite: that native 

English speakers are from here (the U.S.). Indeed, the relation of "here" to English, if not 

always to nativeness in English, is so close that many U.S. students assumed first that 

international students' primary purpose for coming to the U.S. was to learn English. This 

may be more directly related to the privileging of English in the U.S., and around the world 

as well, than to the connection between proximity and nativeness, but I can speculate that the 
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connection is not unfounded. It meirely remains to be discovered in naturally occurring 

discourse. 

The iconic association of a place and a language within a monolingualist ideology 

enables what I call the reversal strattegy, particularly used in Engh'sh Only arguments. That is, 

some students hypothesized "the re*verse"—also referred to by students themselves as "the 

reciprocal" or "the opposite thing"—^whereby an American is expected to leam the dominant 

(usually imagined as the only) langiaiage of another country. A number of students in different 

interviews used this rhetorical strategy, which is only possible within a monolingual view of 

the world-1 include four examples oof this (Examples 2.19-2.22) to highlight their basic 

structural similarities; 

F.vample ? 19 Reversal T 

F7; you should leara to speak the language of the country where you're gonna 
live, 

no matter where it iss. 
...you know, 
if you wanna..go to you know..Zaire, 
you should leam to apeak whatever they speak. 

Fyample 2 7.0 Rever^ml IT 

FIO: we cant sit there, 
and go to Germany, 
and just be Ii:ke, 
well, 
you guys need to hawe your tellers in English too, 
because, 
..Pm gonna live here=, 
and I want to be para of it, 
but, 
... <[fast] I don't want to leam your language. [fast]> 
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Fvflmple 7 71 RevRr^Ml TTT 

M5: ..(?) you al- have to Iook..also have to look at it another way, 
..uh..say you know a thousand of my bes- of my bestest buddies and I, 
uh decided to pick up and move tor-say— 
..I don't know, 
uh Poland. 

G: ..mhm. 
M5: ..uh and we're sitting there, 

and we decided we're not gonna uh-./we're not/ gonna leam Polish.= 
M6; /Polish./ 
G: =m//hm7/ 
M5: //so'J/ we're gonna speak English all the time, 

a:nd uh.. we're gonna force THEM, 
..to uh-.speak English to us. 

G: ..m/hm./ 
M5: /uhy 

-that's almost the same thing, 
as..as uh...you know..as...a non-..nonnative sp)eakers of English, 
...um, 
attempting to..demand thaL.that we... that we cater to them, 
... even though they're just..you know..kinda-.there. 

Fvample 7 7? Revproil TV 

M5: you have to look at it.you know the other way around. 
where— 
you know, 
what happens if you know...w- i- if you know you're in your little you know 

Spanish..you know...country or whatever, 
and then you know, 
a thousand of.you know us Americans decided to, 
we're gonna move there. 
...we're we're gonna live there, 
and we're gorma speak English all the time, 
a:nd...we're gonna force you to speak English to 'us. 
because..we're not gorma leam Spanish. 

In each case, one or more hypothetical persons is imagined to go to another country and 

either to leam the singular language of that country (the Golden Rule) or to refuse to leam 
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that language (the violation). M5 used this strategy three times, and FIO used it four times."° 

Nonnative English speakers in the U.S., in each instance of this rhetorical strategy, are 

constructed as equivalent to Americans abroad. It is possible to imagine this as a revereal 

only if the world is imagined to be monolingual, such that if one goes Zaire, one can only be 

expected to leam "whatever they speak," just as a visitor to the U.S. can only be expected to 

leam English. Furthermore, languages and countries around the world are seen as equivalent 

to each other in status and power, with no language or country enjoying special status that 

might skew this equation. That Americans actually do go abroad and get angry that bank 

tellers do not speak English (see "Letters to the Editor," TTie Dafly Yomfnri [Japan], May, 

2000) is thought to be merely a violation of the "Golden Rule," rather than an outcome of the 

politics of English as an intemational language. 

The political facet of this discourse, beyond simply the ideological discourse of 

monolingualism, is evident in M5's "your little [...] Spam'sh [...] country or whatever" 

(Example 2.22). He does not trivialize Poland in the same way, which rm'ght be surprising, 

given the history in the U.S. of derogatory Polish jokes. However, the objects of ethmc 

derision change in relation to changing historical, political, and social contexts. Therefore, 

while it is no longer a pervasive part of dominant discourse to make overtly derogatory 

references to Irish or Polish or German immigrants, it is apparently acceptable to derogate 

The anti-immigrant sentiment in these "reversal" arguments also accounts for "angry 
immigrant stories," a common complaint narrative, in which a non-speaker of English (in 
the stories, the immigrant or foreign visitor speaks not a word of English) becomes 
furious that a clerk, a nurse, or other American service person carmot or will not speak 
the visitor's language. A detailed analysis of such narratives is beyond the scope of this 
chapter. One such performance, however, is discussed in Chapter 3 (Example 3.4). 
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"Spanish" countries and their people. Migration patterns only partly account for such a 

change. The discourse of race emerges again as a considerable force that enables a discursive 

link to be drawn between "your little Spanish country" and a monolingualist ideology that 

underh'es speakers' understandings of language acquisition processes. The relations among 

place, monolingualism, ethnicity, and nativeness are so tightly woven that they can be 

brought together in a single utterance. 

The ideology of nativeness, as structurally linked to monolingualism, also 

underlies some models of bilingualism—or non-bilingualism, as the case may be. More 

than one interviewee drew on a model of bilingualism as "their own language" plus 

English. The followang statement is a prototypical example of this: 

F.xample 1. Qiiasi-hilingiiali'sm 

M3: there's some people that are bilingual, 
but...you know, 
can...better understand things in...their own language. 

What is notable here is not the one-language-dominant form of bilingualism that this student 

proposes, but rather that "their own language" is contrasted with English. While fluency in 

two languages is imagined, nativeness in—or at least ownership of—two languages is 

not A much stronger version of non-bilingualism arose in another of FlO's reversal 

arguments (Example 2.24). In her version, not only is nativeness in two languages 

impossible, but fluency in a second language requires losing the first language (lines A 

and B): 

Example 2 24 Non-hilingiiali«;m 

FIO; ...it's like us going over to.. Jvlexico, 
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and saying, 
I want to be jiart of your country buX 
..I'm not gonna speak your language, 
'cause I'm gonna keep mine. 

A 
B 

Language maintenance is thought, at least at the moment of this utterance, to be impossible 

for one learning another language. 

The categorical exclusion of nonnative speakers of English from the category 

"speakers of English" may contradict the notion that nativeness can be acquired; however, it 

also seems to be a central component of the ideology of nativeness. The same kind of 

categorical exclusion is, after all, in operation in "incomprehensible accent" complaints or 

other talk about foreigners and immigrants, which nearly always include a variation of either 

(or both) of two distinct ways of discursively marking non-membership in the discourse 

community: 1) "you can't understand a word s/he says," and 2) "s/he doesn't speak English. 

The following list (Examples 2.25-2.33) is a sample of the over 30 uses of (I) and the over 

12 uses of (2) that appeared in my data: 

Example 7 25 Categorical excliision T 

F7: =that was my calculus class this semester. 
I switched to a different professor because I could not understand a word— 

Example ? 76 Categorical excliisinn IT 

F29: because I couldnt understand a word in the <@ class @>, 

Example 7 77 Categorical exrhisirtn UT 

M9: .../you couldnt/ understand a word he said. 

Example 7 2R Categorical exclusion TV 

F3; but I couldn't understand a word he said. 
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Fxample 7 7Q rategorical exclusion V 

F2: ..I had a calculus teacher, 
Fl: ..m/hm./ 
F2: /didn't/ speak English, 

I have a philosophy teacher who doesnt speak English. 
Fxample 7. :^n Categorical exclusion VT 

F2; ... we're in America:, 
a:nd-.. <@ I need a teacher..that speaks English @>. 

Fxample 7 11 Tatfigorical exclusion VTT 

F6; ...and they dent speak English whatsoever, 

Fxample 7 '>7 ratfigoricai exclusion VTrT 

F28: <@ just 'cause @> like...maybe not everybody spoke English, 

Fxample 7 33 ratp;gorical exclusion FX" 

F24; by international, 
do you mean they cant speak English? 

Such statements are part of a discourse of exclusion, by which only native speakers of 

English—indeed, only native speakers of a certain variety of English—are admitted as 

comprehensible, unremarkable members of the community of English speakers. These 

patterns are stable, accessible, and pervasive enough that they serve as resources for aesthetic 

transformation in conversational performances. Those performances, in turn, enhance the 

cultural truth of such propositions. This point is elaborated at length in Chapter 4. 

Ideologies of Race 

The discourses of monolingualism, place, culture, accent, and exclusion all hint at 

relations to ideologies of race, which pervade U.S. public and private discourse. The claim 
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that racialized discourse is connected to other discourses is not new. Morrison (1992), for 

example, argues that freedom and democracy in the American imagination are tied to an 

imagination of blackness in contrast to whiteness. She eloquently writes, 

hi what public discourse does the reference to black people not exist? It exists 
in every one of this nation's mightiest stmggles. The presence of black people 
is not only a major referent in the framing of the Constitution, it is also in the 
battle over enfranchising unpropertied citizens, women, the illiterate. It is 
there in the construction of a free and public school system; the balancing of 
representation in legislative bodies; jurisprudence and legal defim'tions of 
justice. It is there in theological discourse; the memoranda of banking houses; 
the concept of manifest destiny and the preeminent narrative that 
accompanies (if it does not precede) the initiation of every immigrant in the 
community of American citizens....Africanism is inextricable from the 
defim'tion of Americanness—from its origins on through its integrated and 
disintegrating twentieth-century self (Morrison, 1992, p. 65) 

Although I have provided some evidence so far of the ideological intersection between 

nativeness and race, I would like to develop this point further here. As I noted earlier, 

Woolard (1989) points to "traditional structures of significance" in U.S. political discourse 

that enabled certain metaphors and inferences in arguments in favor of San Francisco's 

Proposition O, an English Only initiative. Negative characteristics such as bossism, 

manipulation, or uninformedness were not only associated with the use of non-English 

languages in elections, but were also constructed as "Ethnic and Other" (Woolard, 1989, p. 

276). The discourse of race—^via argijments about language—is thus projected onto 

pervasive themes in America's imagination of its own poUtical system, espjecially the 

potential for political corruption. A similar ideological intersection was demonstrated earlier 

with regard to the educational discourse of "holding back," such that nonnative English 

speakers are compared to "special ed" students or others who might hinder the learning of 
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those "who know what's going on." In the same way, racialized discourse intersects with the 

ideology of nativeness to produce structural links that demand more precise defiratiorL In this 

section and the next, I hope to demonstrate that the relation between ideological frameworks 

is critical to understanding how ideologies are socially and discursively constructed. 

The association of native speakers to whites has already been illustrated with the ad 

for "Caucasian" Engh'sh teachers and with the trivializing of "your little Spanish country or 

whatever" and "some little island somewhere." The relations of the ideologies of nativeness 

and race are perhaps even more apparent in the language of discrimination and difference, 

which indexes an often simplified understanding of the notion of "separate and not equal." 

This discourse is unquestionably shaped by dominant (white) understandings of U.S. racial 

history and politics and occurs in more than a few of my interviews. 

The language of "special treatment" and "catering" arose in discussions of the 

combined NS/NNS class and of the English Only movement Such language is pjart of the 

"holding back" discourse that constructs the majority—^the invisibly privileged—as an 

oppressed group. It offers a linguistic parallel to the pervasive belief that a "color-blind" 

society is an antidote to racism, a belief that carries with it an undercurrent of irritation that 

people of color are making themselves seen and heard. If "special ed," "international," or 

"emotionally disturbed" (rendered equivalent) students are in a class, they become visible 

and therefore constitute special interests that will take away from the rights of the otherwise 

invisible majority. English Only proponents siim'larly see the use of languages other than 

English as an affront to the ideal "color-blind" society, and thus imagine any attempt to 

tolerate—let alone nurture—the use of those languages as catering to the needs of special 



I l l  

interests. Only when confronted with their own racial, linguistic, or physical distinctiveness 

do the privileged majority begin to talk about themselves as oppressed. In these interviews, 

the language of "special treatment" seemed to require very little discursive maneuvering in 

order for students to connect anti-affirmative action arguments with talk about normative 

speakers or other outsiders in "regular" classes. The following excerpts are juxtaposed in 

order to highh'ght this language as it is used in both Engh'sh Only arguments (Example 2.34) 

and discussions of mixed classes (Examples 2.35 and 2.36): 

Fyampte ? 34 Reverse discriminarion—^visiting abroad 

F7; it that's uh..very ignorant to...go to a country, 
and expect them to cater to you. 

Ryamplft 2 35 Reverse di«M^mination—international !tfiident<; T 

F11: ...that if.you go into a class like that, 
...you know, 
they're gonna cater to the needs of the people thaL..DON'T know exactly 

what's going on, 

Fxample 2 36 Reverse di<;rriminafinn—international snidenf; IT 

F8: maybe ['Tm an international student"] shouIdnt.be written..right at the top, 
because 1 dont think..special:...help should be given to them. 

In Example 2.35, the people who don't know what's going on are the nonnative English 

speakers. In Example 2.36, the speaker is referring to the composition placement exam and 

ways to make it more equitable so that international students who "are wonderful" (at 

English) can be placed into the regular course sequence. However, in this speaker's (F8's) 

argument, she easily draws on the language of special treatment, despite the fact that she 

argues elsewhere that some international students do need special help with English and 
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should be "put back into the international course." Here, the ideology of education as 

competition, the discourse of reverse discrinunation, and the ideolo©^ of nativeness 

converge. Because the US is imagined to be monolingual, nonnative English speakers in the 

US are imagined as outsiders or a minority group who might claim discrimination and 

demand special treatment. If they are mixed with native speakers, the nonnative speakers will 

be catered to, and the native speakers will suffer. 

The connections among these ideologies are elaborated in the next excerpt (Example 

2.37), which was uttered less than a minute before the "special help" comment in Example 

2.36. They are particularly strengthened by the explicit contrast between claiming 

discrimination and being eager to "be a part of the university." 

Example 7 37 Discriminatinn and assimilation 

F8: fU I think in order to um...eliminate...discrimination in a sense, 
and Fm not— 
... 11 mean I don't think that an international student is gonna claim well 

you're discriminating against me, 
because..most of them are so eager to want to be here, 

G: /mhmV 
F8; /and they're/ eager to go through whatever it takes, 

you know, 
F7?: //mhm.// 
F8: to be a //part of/ the university, 

..um, 

... I think that th^ still should go through the same type of process that I went 
through^ 

Claiming discrimination, then, is counterproductive to assimilation. This link is not merely 

reminiscent of arguments for the U.S. as melting pot, which usually idealize the assimilation 

efforts of late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century immigrants; it is structurally related to 

those arguments. What appear to be vastly different topics—placement testing, immigration. 
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discrimination, courses for international students—elicit the same discursive forms because 

the ideologies that produce those forms are projected onto one another. As long as 

international students-as-NNSs "go through whatever it takes" to assimilate, their presence 

will not threaten educational fairness. This kind of inferential link is only possible in an 

ideology which sees racial or linguistic diversity as potentially destructive. 

Further evidence for the connection between the ideology of nativeness, which itself 

draws heavily on an ideology of the world as monolingual, and ideologies of race comes 

from hints in my interviews of the reactionary imperative, "Go back to Mexico.'" Indeed, one 

such statement (Example 2.38) was not a hint at all. What surprised me was not that 

student's willingness to make such an extreme argument, but that another student from a 

different interview indexed that argument in talk about international students on campus 

(Example 2.40). The following is the canonical form: 

F.yample 1 3S "Go hack to Mevim" 

F7: ...they..they need to be able to fimction in society. 
...you know if they...if they want to speak Spanish, 
..and-.fimction in their society, 
well, 
you know, 
th-
...(you can? then?) go back to Mexico, 
you know? 

Here, the imperative is encased in an if...(then) clause structure. Another comment from a 

different student similarly relied on the imperative (Example 2.39), but the /Ae«-clause is 

transformed into a rhetorical question (in the commonly used sense of the term): 
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Fxample? "Tike 

F5: I cant imagine anyone..Iiving here, 
who would be intentionally trying NOT to learn..the language, 
'cause then, 

F6: /thafs true./ 
F5; why /are yon here / 

F6; //yeah// 
F5: //likey/ 

...leave. 

Her shifting from "anyone" to "you" allows her to bring in the imperative, "Like, leave." 

Even without the {Clause, a hint of the conditional and a clearly imperative variation of the 

canonical form are present 

Example 2.40 is remarkably similar to Examples 2.38 and 2.39, with a variation of 

the question "Why are you here," a conditional clause, and a hint of the imperative, "Go back 

to where you came from." The biggest difference, however, is that these students were 

talking about having international students in separate courses instead of about immigrants 

refusing to leam English. The first speaker, M3, had just blamed the composition program 

administration for their "backwards" decision to separate U.S. and international students. By 

the last two lines in this short excerpt, however, the blame seems to shift to the international 

students, who are seen as potentially isolating themselves: 

Fvample 7 40 "Why didn't they <tfay wherp fhpy were from?" 

M3: =I..well I think...whoever..you know, 
separated the classrooms, 

FIG: ...doesnt exactly understand why they're here. A 
they're here to..get the American—= 

M3: =yeah. 
F9: ...why didn't they stay where they were from, B 

if they wanted to be... isolated still. C 
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It is possible to read F9's contribution as simply an expression of sympathy of sorts for 

international students' desire to experience life in the US (Marly Kelley, personal 

commum'cation. May 2000). However, the similarities between her comment and the English 

Only imperative are too striking to ignore. FIO initially embeds in her turn a variation of 

"Why are you here" (line A) although it is clearly not a preface to an imperative such as 

'Xike, leave." F9, however, borrows the question form and approximates English Only 

argument forms more closely and in a particularly accusatoiy way. "Why didn't they stay 

where they were from...?" (line B). No longer is the apparent segregation of international 

students the fault of unaware admimstrators, as it was only six lines earlier. Now the students 

themselves are agents rather than objects. Those students are even imagined as hypothetically 

wanting to be isolated (line C). This comment is more than reminiscent of the way many 

white Americans blame minority groups for their own ghettoization. The form of F9's 

question derives from the same kind of "Love it or leave if argument made by F7: "If they 

want to speak Spam'sh and function in their society [i.e., be isolated],... go back to Mexico." 

F9 is able to draw on xenophobic discourse, whether or not she intends to argue that 

international students should go back to where they came from, for two primary reasons. 

First, the forms are easily accessible because they are well established in dominant ideologies 

of nationalism and assimilation. Second, those ideologies are directly interconnected with the 

construction of group boundaries, esjjecially along ethnic or linguistic lines. As long as 

international students are seen as outsiders and linguistic minorities in the U.S., they are 

subject to the same kind of exclusionary discourse. 
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When I first grappled with these "go back to Mexico" comments, my initial sense 

was that there is an ideological core, which seems to be widely held, and an ideological 

periphery, which allows these extreme comments to be linked to the ideology of nativeness 

and yet remain unacceptable to a majority of speakers. However, I now speculate that if a 

core/periphery structure can be used to describe ideologies, if indeed it can, we might look to 

regularized discursive forms to find an ideological core. It should be apparent from the 

following example that even these extreme forms are accessible enough to provide a 

template that speakers can (and do) draw upon in less overtly noxious talk. All of the forms 

of an ideology may not be equally accessible, however. The foreign accent complaint, for 

example, is far more pervasive than demands that people "go back to Mexico." This 

differential accessibility may partly be explained by taking into account cultural and 

situational contexts. Among some groups of speakers, highly nationalistic and racist 

discourse is not only acceptable; it is a marker of group solidarity. Among other groups of 

speakers, other ideologies of fi-eedom and justice and the unwillingness to recogm'ze 

difference (see Example 2.43) may be salient enough to make speakers avoid using 

"extreme" language. While a core/periphery metaphor may indeed help us to understand the 

structure of this and other ideological models, finther investigation is clearly necessary to 

explain the differential use of certain ideological discourse patterns. 

It is important to note that speakers do not have to make extraordinary linguistic or 

ideological leaps in order to connect topics of immigration, the English Only movement, 

foreign accents, and international students. Indeed, the following student (Examples 2.41 and 

2.42), in direct response to the taped complaint about the incomprehensible history professor. 
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initiated the English Only argument herself. She suggests that English Only policies would 

eliminate the problem of having teachers who cannot be understood. She seems to take the 

complaint at face value, believing that the teacher spoke almost no English. She further 

seems to believe that English Only policies would mandate English proficiency. Therefore, 

such a law would presumably have prevented that instructor from teaching. I include first a 

short excerpt (Example 2.41) from her discussion of the combined NS/NNS class to show 

her use of "stereotype," a key to understanding the ideological connections. The second 

excerpt (Example 2.42), which is quite long, is the argument that links these topics. I include 

the whole argument both to show the cormections the speaker is making and to highlight the 

mitigating strategies (underlined) that pervade her talk; 

Example 7 41 Stereotype f 

F8: ...um:, 
...i- T feel very unfortunate that T RAVE a stereotype of that sort 
but f think a lot of native Fngli«;h yqiealcep; would think, 
wow. 
I should take this course. 
I had a real hard time last semester with my instructor, 
THIS one would probably be EASY. 

G: ../hm./ 
F8: ..I would probab/ly/..get graded, 

you know, 
wonderfiilly, 
...and unfortunately, 
I just think that that might he a stereotype that might come into some native 

speakers' minds^ 

...because um..they might.feel that the course is graded easier. 

..b:eing easier on international students. 

Example 7 A7 Stereotype IT 

F8: I agree with..uh the people on the tape there, 
when they were talking about you know it.needs to be understood. 
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I— 
...unfortunately, 
you know, 
r hate to admit of these <tferRntype«; 
that a lot of Americans have, 
because T thfnk ifs very CRI TFT. in a sense 
this being a free country^ 
and- people immigrated here to Hn-
what it is that they wanted to do 

and, 
...um, 
you know, 
things of that sort, 
...but to me:, 
..a very important aspect of our country, 
is our unifying language. 
..and that being English. 
..when um..govemment starts talking about um...changing..Enghsh..to be the 

only national language, 
HERE. 
..IN America. 

T happen to he one of those people that-.STRONGLY agrees with that 
..because I think that you need some kind of unifying element, 
..for the country, 
...and so T think a lot of these stereotypes 

...jiLSt from people. 

who support.._English being the only language spoken here, 
...are gonna feel the way— 
..you know, 
...I think that..a teacher, 
...of .native English speakers should be able to communicate well in English, 
no, 
they don't have be a native English speaker themselves,= 

G: =hm.= 
F8: =buL..we do need to be able to understand what they're sa>'ing, 

...a lot of people , that I've talked with about this issue 
feel the same way T do 

in that, 
if you're gonna move to America, 
...it should be...i-..MANDATORY, 
..that you can commum'cate in English. 

F7: /(?)/ 
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F8: /with people/ 
and they can understand what you're saying, 
you know how to say things, 
...you dont-require any..special treatment, 
in a sense, 
um, 
...I remember, 
you know, 
in elementary school, 
...forms would be handed out...for you to take home to show your parents. 
..the front side was English, 
...the back side was Spanish. 

thaf<; cool and everything^ 

but..you know when the government is talking about..changing that so it's 
just English^ 

...I strongly support it 

...for /those reasons/ that— 
F7: /mhmV 
F8: L..I think that we need something unifying, 

and F think that'<; where a lot of niir <rtRrRnfype<; come from^ 

upon an issue like this. 
For people like me 

Not only is the logic of this argument interesting, but so are her attempts to soften her 

argument. She positions herself as just one unfortunate person among many who have the 

same "stereotypes." The "stereotypes" themselves seem to be ideological propositions such 

as 'TSTSs will be graded easier than NNSs" and "English should be mandatory." Of course, 

she also argues at the end that such opinions originate in the fact that we do not have an 

official language. That she often mitigates such claims is a result of a number of factors. One 

is surely her tendency to use hypercorrect, formal speech in this interview, such as "upon an 

issue like this." Another factor that we must consider is the understanding that her argument 

is potentially offensive and not merely opposed to other existing positions. Indeed, she uses 

the word "cruel," although what she thinks is cruel is not exactly clear. If this degree of 
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mitigation is a form of "political correctness," it is a response to the knowledge that 

references to racial or other forms of exclusion are considered offensive. At the same time, 

she draws on racialized discourse of discrimination ("special treatment," "stereotypes") as a 

strategy to create cohesion among the topics of international students in English classes, 

teachers who cannot speak English, and the Official English movement"' 

The preceding examples demonstrate that linguistic ideologies of monolinguahsm 

and nativeness can employ the discourse of "reverse discrimination," wiiereby demands for 

special treatment are seen as counter to a national melting pot ethic and an individualistic 

understanding of equal rights. Allowing the use of non-English langu^es, or even non-

proficient English use, is akin to giving some people special treatment. Any such expression 

of difference, then, is a sign of trouble. This notion is central to arguments about reverse 

discrimination. It also plays a key role in one student's extraordinarily numerous (eight) 

utterances of "different" or "difference" once I mentioned the separate course sequence for 

international students. Here are six of those eight utterances (Examples 2.43-2.45); 

Fyample9 4T Differenre f 

FIO: /I don't realize/ what international students, 
or national students has to do with— 
make a difference with... anything. 
like— 

G; ..mhm^= 
FIG; =I don't see the problem. 

I cannot ignore my own participation in making these topical links. After all, I raised 
all three issues in my interview questions because I believe that the ideology of 
nativeness underlies all of them. F8's tying them together here may stem from a similar 
awareness at some level of the ideological cormections between them. Her position on 
these issues, nonetheless, is diametrically opposed to my own. 
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FxamplR:?44 Difference TT 

FIO: what would— 
would it be like— 
..w- what would be the difference. 
... besides having the... other students in there. 
would we like— 
... what would— 
L.don't see the difference in the classes. 
like, 
..would there be any difference. 

Rxample 7 45 nifference TTT 

FIO: ..(??) I d-1 don'L.think it would make a difference. 
like, 
1 just.think this whole idea is just kinda weird, 
'cause I don't think it.would make a difference to anybody.= 

The student is clearly resisting attempts to separate, even to categorize, students according to 

nation of origin or linguistic background. This reaction may be partly an outgrowth of 

Americans' distaste for official policies of racial segregation. Combined, however, with the 

idealizing of assimilation, such distaste has also resulted in an unwillingness to recognize— 

let alone celebrate—racial or linguistic difference. The discourse of the "color-blind" society 

is just under the surface. 

These interviews contain a number of other intersections between the ideology of 

nativeness and linguistic forms common to discourses of race. For instance, several students, 

in talk about linguistic issues, claim either to have "nothing against" a group of people or to 

have a "VERY good friend" who has a bilingual or minority-language background. F8's 

concession that bilingual permission slips and report cards are "cool and everything" 

(Example 2.42) is not unlike such claims. Other students explicitly argued that linguistic 
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pluralism is a threat Still other students constructed nonnativeness (foreign accents or 

mixing with native speakers) as an economic issue, making the web of ideological 

interconnection even more complex. Indeed, the complexity of these relationships demands 

much closer investigation that I can offer here. I will, however, analyze one more facet of the 

ideology of nativeness: a link to a pervasive, American anti-intellectualism. 

Anti-Intellectualism and the Nonnative Speaker 

A common theme that emerged in these interviews is an ambivalence, primarily 

among native English speakers, toward what are thought to be foreign languages in the U.S. 

On one hand, the ideology of nativeness privileges the monolingual, native English speaker, 

as is evident in complaints about people who have accents or cannot speak English (see also 

Kramsch, 1997). Because the world is believed to be monolingual, monolinguals are 

unmarked and normal. This may partially account for the staunch resistance among many 

U.S. high school students to approximating a native-like accent in a French or Spanish 

class.^ Speaking two languages well diminishes their covert prestige. On the other hand, 

many of the people who draw heavily on that ideology also express admiration for people 

who speak a number of languages. I suggest that the model of nativeness I am outlining 

here represents the multilingual person as Other, one who is sometimes admired, 

sometimes denigrated, but mostly unimaginable. Furthermore, this model is easily 

projected onto an anti-intellectualism that makes "smart" people or the subjects they 

Theories of the language ego, while they no doubt apply, must be temp>ered with a 
linguistic ideological understanding of the pervasiveness of this resistance to learning 
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study, including foreign languages, the objects of both admiration and derisioru This anti-

intellectualisra has been pervasive in American political, religious, and educational 

culture for nearly two centuries (Hofstadter, 1963). At least as early as the New Deal era, 

anti-intellectualism was already linked to anti-Semitism, racism, and isolationism. As 

Hofstadter points out, McCarthyism was later able to unite some common ideological 

forces in rebelling against recent social and religious changes. In the last few decades, 

mass media have allowed stereotypes of "nerds" and bookish teachers to proliferate, have 

reified the distinction between people (particularly politicians) who are down-to-earth 

and those who are "pretentious, conceited, effeminate, and snobbish" (Hofstadter, 1963, 

p. 19),^ and have no doubt strengthened the hold that anti-intellectualism has on 

America's national identity. 

Within a monoglot model of American society, non-English languages are 

associated primarily with school rather than with actual speakers or social groups (except 

foreign ones). They are thus talked about with an ambivalence similar to that which 

Hofstadter (1963) described: "an ingrained distrust of eggheads, but also a genuine 

yearning for enlightenment and culture" (p. 19). The ambivalence toward non-English 

languages at least partially accounts for several contradictions in my data. One such 

contradiction is clear as we compare F12's claim that she was "shoved into a bilingual 

class" (Example 2.7) with the following: 

other languages. 
Although Hofstadter was writing about neither George W. Bush nor his father, the 

Democratic opponent in each case was often described in terms nearly identical to these. 
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Fxample ? 46 "I love languages" 

F12: weU, 
...I love languages^ 
..'cause— 
...I I was talking to you /about this/ 

G: /mhm./ 
mhm. 

F12: //"cause I// love seeing how like...worcis change, 
and, 

Fll?; /yeahV 
.../you know/ how they relate differently, 
in different cultures and //stufF/ /like that/ 

Fl 1: //mhm.// 
G: /mhm7 
F12: ..and, 

...I don't //know// 
?: //(?)-// 

Fve always— 
..so I've always liked...languages, 
..so, 
and there's so many that I wanted to leam^ 
...that I'm-.actually considering...taking three of'em. 

Fll?: /wow./ 
F12: ../next/ semester. 

The contradiction is a discursive outcome of this ideology's ambivalence toward foreign 

languages. F12's "actually," her listener's "wow," as well as an "Oh my God" that I 

uttered a few lines before, in response to F12's first declaration of her plan, all derive 

from the same ideology; from a monolingualist perspective, it is difficult to imagine 

someone who can juggle three languages at once. We should not neglect another possible 

interpretation of this segment: a view of languages as school subjects rather than as 

systems of communication appears to be highlighted here. A student might get the same 

responses of surprise or admiration if she were going to take three biology courses in one 

semester. Nevertheless, it would still fit in with the pattern of anti-intellectualism that I 
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am suggesting here. That languages, including English, are indeed considered school 

subjects provides further evidence of a link between ideologies of language and 

ideologies of education. 

The same ambivalence is apparent in Example 2.47, in which one student is 

reporting her feelings upon being told to speak Slovak when she was in Slovakia: 

Fxamplp 1 47 "Slovak's; not like on my r»f language*; to Ipam" 

F6; I was insul-
I was just like, 
..excuse me:, 

F5: /yeah./ 
F6: /Slovak's/ not <@ like on my list, 

of//languages// to leam right now @>, 
F5: //yeah.// 

(??) (like?) [ know how to say hi, A 
F6: /@/ 
F5: and /that's about it/ B 

//likey/ 
F6; //that's ri-// 

I mean, 
..I was trying. 
[almost inaudibly soft] (you know?)? 

The performative quality of her expression of indignation and the use of the coda as a 

transition into a less dominant ideology will be discussed in Chapters 4 and 5. Here, 

however, let us turn our attention to F5's participation in F6's performance (lines A and 

B). Rather than respond to "I was insulted," F5 zeroes in on F6's apparent lack of interest 

or proficiency in Slovak. F5, who has never been to Slovakia, takes F6's perspective, 

assuming her position as the learner of Slovak and, almost as indignantly, points out how 

little "she" knows. Only when F6 ends the segment with "I was trying" does either 

speaker express a renewed interest in the other language. 
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Despite their admiration of people who speak several languages, many speakers 

appear to be boasting when they talk about how little they know of another language. 

This is evident in F6's "Excuse me:" comment and F5's perspective-taking response, 

above. Example 2.48 provides further evidence: 

Fvample 2 48 Rna';tiTig ahoiit low proficiency 

M3: Fve taken Spanish since fourth grade, 
and I— 

FIO: ..samehere.= 
M3: =I ba:rely can get by. 

..in Mexi/co./ 
G: /wow./ 

..wow.= 
M3: =(I mean?) I can go buy something, 

or—= 
FIO: =I can say/hi./ 

Il@ll 
M3: /go/ up to a //bar// and order a /drink/ 

M3 seems to criticize either his own lack of competence or the pedagogical system that 

prevented his proficiency from improving. FlO's facetious "boast" that she can say "hi," 

however, is not an expression of commiseration about what poor language learners they are. 

Indeed, she seems quite comfortable with her lack of proficiency. Whether or not they are 

happy about their inability to speak another language, both of these speakers are distancing 

themselves from Spanish, and perhaps from other languages in general. 

Intercormected with this ambivalence are other ideological premises. First, 

expectations regarding language learning differ for native and nonnative speakers of 

English. Nonnafive speakers of English in the U.S. are expected, according to English 

Only proponents, to leam "enough to get by" (uttered by FIO) which is argued to include 
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being able to understand election materials, the language of US citizenship vows, and the 

talk of bank tellers. Native speakers of English who go to another country may also be 

expected to leam that country's dominant language, and yet, in real terms, trying is all 

that seems to matter. Indeed, not trying may be just as important (see discussion below). 

The reader will recall the reversal strate^, whereby a number of interviewees suggested 

that for Americans to go abroad and not leam "the language'" was the "opposite"—really, 

the equivalent—of immigrants to the US who allegedly refuse to speak or leam English. 

Two of those same interviewees told stories of going to other countries and 

communicating with the local people by speaking English and only a little Arabic and 

French, respectively. They then astom'shingly asserted that their efforts were sufficient. 

Example 2.49 is one of those arguments. FIO was one of the most vociferous supporters 

of English Only and had spent two of her adolescent years living on a U.S. compound in 

Saudi Arabia. When I asked about the extent to which she and her family learned Arabic, 

she told me about her mother's trips to the market: 

Example 2 49 The "reversal" in practice 

FIO: like my mom would sit there, 
and she'd talk— 
h'ke th^ didnt really understand each other, 
but they could— 
..they knew enough where they could talk. 

G: /mhm./ 
FIO; ... and /relate/ to each other. 

... which is basically what you need to do. 
G: ..was she //speak//ing in Arabic?= 
FIO: //(?)-// 

=yeah.= 
G: =uh-huh^= 
FIO; =like. 
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..she was sp)eaking some Arabic, 
and he was speaking some English, 
like, 
..they were kinda... like back and forth-
like when theyd-.like.-deal jewelry, 
and stuff like that 
I mean thaf s... what you need to do. 
like, 
..you can't— 
... if s not like my mom walked in there, 
and was just like, 
..OK, 
I speak English, 
if you dont speak English, 
it's over. 

G: ...m/hm./ 
F10: /which is/...I think what a lot of people do, 

and I dont think thaf s right 

FIO might have explained her mother's not speaking much Arabic with the fact that they 

lived on a secluded compound and were rarely "out in public," as she put it just prior to 

this segment. However, she does not attempt to connect these facts. Rather, she argues 

that even though her mother and the vendors did not understand each other, "they knew 

enough where they could talk." While she may not recognize, or have intended, that 

particular contradiction, she does seem to recognize the contradiction to her expectation 

that residents of the U.S. sf>eak English. She justifies the contradiction by differentiating 

her mother's efforts from the imagined stance of nonnative English speakers in the US: 

"If you don't speak pC], it's over." She even conveniently ignores the fact that the Saudi 

vendor spoke some English in her argument that "that's what you need to do." The 

contradiction is partly explained by the privileged, non-foreign status of English, which 

allows her to ignore the vendor's role in her mother's communicative success, rather than 
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to admire his efforts to speak English. 

A second related ideological premise is that foreign languages (as opposed to 

English, in this ideology) are associated with school, which also has ambiguous social 

prestige. Although education is the focus of expressions of pride and admiration, it is also 

suspect (Hofstadter, 1963). The failure of Michael Dukakis's 1988 presidential campaign 

was thought to reflect Dukakis's being too smart to be president. Children who are 

academically successful are teased and called "brains." School complaints are a common 

genre of conversation among U.S. students. Those complaints are often fostered by an 

ideology of education as competition and an ethic of rights over responsibilities, such 

that students feel entitled to make demands of their teachers. In addition to those 

ideological underpinnings, however—indeed, often discursively linked to them—is an 

anti-intellectualism that encourages students to distance themselves from school 

authority figures and their educational goals. Such complaints are a way of establishing 

social bonds among students. Therefore, a lack of proficiency in a language carries with 

it a covert prestige that helps to prevent someone from appearing overly intellectual. It is 

more common for Americans to talk about how little they know of a language than about 

how much they know. Such ostensibly self-denigrating comments serve the interests of 

establishing that covert prestige, which competes with the overt prestige of knowing or 

even trying to know another language. 

Related to this ambivalence are the contradictions in my data about the value of 

grammar. In the section on the NS/NNS dichotomy, I discussed the conunon assumption 

that international students, who are imagined as nonnative English speakers, are likely to 
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need grammar instruction. This is because grammar—often conceptuah'zed in everyday 

discourse as parts of speech and verb conjugations—is considered basic to learning a 

language, according to the "grammarian" folk theory of second language acquisition. 

Since students in the U.S. are thought to have already studied it by the time they get to 

college, grammar is considered remedial. 

On the other hand, grammar is also thought to be the province of academics. One 

student explicitly stated that grammar was fine for English majors. It is widely known that 

English majors, like many humanities majors, are often derided for a supposed Ivory Tower 

isolation from the real world. In another interview, an intensely collaborative performance 

was created about verb tenses in Spanish. One interviewee suggested first that verbs and 

nouns are at an acceptably low level of difficulty, but anything with a fancier name was too 

much to deal with; 

Fxample ? 50 Present participles and beyond 

F13: I couldn't tell you, 
like half of the— 
...like, 
I mean like I know what a verb, 
and a noun is, 
and all that, 
but like, 
when they get into this...presenL.participle, 
and— 

FlI: ..m/hmV 
F13: I\I don't even know where to go. 

@ 

Grammar is widely the focus of instruction in pre-101, or developmental writing 
courses, similarly thought by many to be remedial. Indeed, in many institutions, 
developmental writers and ESL writers are placed together in remedial courses. 
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Not only is the name of the verb tense too difEcult, but it is associated with a foreign 

language (Spanish, in this case). This association led the third member of this group, F12, to 

argue that English is simpler, with only three tenses, while Sj)am"sh is unnecessarily 

complicated. Grammar, then, is the property of "foreign" languages. She thus grabbed onto 

the anti-intellectual component of F13's school complaint and infiised it with the ideology of 

nativeness, which underlies complaints about non-English languages and their users. The 

group then jointly produced a performed h'st (Example 2.51) of "all these different tenses"— 

a performance in which I admittedly took part 

Example 2 51 The Spanish grammar c^omplaint 

F12: /yeah./ 
you know. 
we have like past. 
present. 
and future. 
...and thafs about-TT. 

frhllTiSl 

Fll: 
-••WW 
/mhm^/= 

G: =yeah.= 
Fll: =in Spanish, 

it's like. 
past. 

F12: /pa-/ 
Fll: ../pre/sent. 

..//fiit-// 
F12: //fut//ure,= 
G: =and then there's /that preterite. 

..and/ imperfect 
Fll: /plusquamperfectoy 

..you know. 
F13; 
G: //<@ I kno- @>// 
F12: 
Fll: //imper/fect 

and—/ // 



132 

G: Ithere's that/^preterite thing = 
F13: =@/@/ 
G: /@/@ 
Fll: lyeahj 

and then—= 
?: =(??)= 
F12: =yeah. 

and you have...past— 
Fll: .Vpast participle/ 
F13: ../participle ciple/ 
Fll: //present participle// 
F13: //present participle// 
G: J@@@J 
F12: ./@@@/ 
Fll: /you know. 

past progressive/= 
G: =oh God, 

youVe got all //these—// 
F12: //present progress//ive. 
Fll?: //(all these progressives?)// 
F13?; /(?)/ 
G: /(?)/ 
Fll: /subjunctive/ 

..sub//junctive!// 
F12: //@//@= 

The ambivalence toward education and its objects, such as grammar, is evident in our 

attempts to show how many tenses we could name, while ridiculing the fact that they seem to 

be so numerous and so oddly-named. People who stuffy such impractical, theoretical subjects 

as "that preterite thing" are brainy and not regular folks. 

An apparent contradiction is thus created between grammar as remedial and 

grammar as highly academic. This contradiction is resolved, however, once we understand 

that grammar is imagined to belong to the world of acadeim'cs and foreigners—a world that 

is distant from (white) America's image of itself. The ambivalence about foreign language 

learning, then, projects an existing ambivalence about education and intellectuals onto an 
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ideology of monolinguah'sm. Those ideological links are likely to be strengthened in the 

school complaint, which provides a forum for dramatically constructing differences between 

Our world and Theirs, whether They are teachers, foreigners, or nerds. 

A theme in many complaints about foreign instructors' accents is the need to mitigate 

the criticism of the teacher with a concession that the teacher is smart This "praise" itself is 

often performed, a fact which lends support to the notion that declaring someone to be smart 

is a form of Othering. Note the exaggeration in F1 's description of the German history 

teacher's major in the fbllowiog excerpt from her complaint: 

Fxample 7 57. 'T-Te's a very smart man" 

Fl: ..I mean, 
[louder] he knew what h-
he's a very smart man, 
he knew what he was talking about, 
I mean like, 
...his MlAJOR was like from..when..DIRT became like/...<@ on earth/ to 

like..fourteen hundred, @> 
G: /@@@@/ 

/Imhmfl 
Fl: so...//the stufD'/ that he went over, 

he knew what he was talking about, 
but even if you sat— 
..it was like... twenty or thirty row..thing, 
...even if you sat in the third row, 
you still couldn't understand what he was talking about^= 

The support Fl offers for this teacher's intelligence is a description of his major, which is 

something so distant from what ordinary people could understand that it cannot be named in 

ordinary terms. If she used an academic term, of course, she would undermine her own 

credibility as an average, young, unintellectual American. She thus performs the description, 

thereby emphasizing the absurdity of the major. 
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Such a performance is clearly related to the general anti-intellectual sentiment in the 

U.S. Nevertheless, other evidence suggests that claiming that an outsider is smart is also a 

way to deflect criticisms that the "insider" is racist, much in the same way that people argue, 

'Tm not racist; some of my best friends are black." First, several students suggested that 

Chinese or Koreans are more academically inclined—a. suggestion that strengthens racial 

stereotypes and the connection of race to anti-intellectualism. Second, because complaints 

about accents are often complaints about foreigners, students are usually aware of the 

ideological implications. School complaints, then, are also a convenient site for making 

another ideological link: monolingualism meets anti-intellectualism meets racism. F8, in her 

argument about "stereotypes" (Example 2.41-2.42) indexed that link, as did another student 

(Example 2.53, below), who described the potential for prejudice in such complaints about 

accents: 

Example 7 53 PrRjiidfce and the Kvahiatinn nf ar;rCTt«; 

F3: it's sens- it's sensitive subject though, 
I almost feel..in..in my opinion that it's like..<@ being prejudice, @> 

G; /to do what./ 
F3: ../to evaluate/ them on— 

..because...you know they a- n-

..they have an acce:nt. 

However, because the ideology of nativeness is so easily accessible, she was able to deploy it 

just moments later, using the canonical form of this praise-cum-criticism: "I'm sure that.he 

was a BRIGHT. .GUY, but I couldn't understand a word he said." 

Here we begin to see how the school complaint performance may be a privileged site 

for the linking of ideological themes. Students' engagement with complaints about 
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homework, teachers, course topics, and so on is partly explained by a culture of anti-

intellectualism. When complaining about teachers' accents, that anti-intellectualism meshes 

with the ideology of nativeness, which is itself linked to ideologies of race. The chain of such 

ideological associations becomes longer when we add one more link: the model of education 

as a competition for goods and services. Metaphors of commodities and investments in 

complaints about a teacher's accent or a class with international students in it are not 

uncommotL More than one student argued that it was a waste of time or money to have a 

teacher with a heavy accent More than one student, as we saw earlier, complained that 

combining international students with Americans would be a disadvantage to the Americans, 

preventing them from learning "all the material." As long as those perceived to be 

outsiders—^whether students or teachers—have the potential to prevent or hinder access to 

those goods and services, complaints about school can easily bring together dominant 

ideological models about economics, education, race, and language. 

Summary and Conclusion 

The preceding discussion is a preliminary exploration of the many facets of the 

ideology of nativeness—facets that are cormected primarily by the unifying premise that 

the people of the world are imagined as essentially monolingual. Native and nonnative 

speakers exist only in relation to each other. That relation is a hierarchical one which 

privileges nativeness as long as the language in question is English. Even in talk about 

speaking Spanish in Mexico, U.S. students attribute the properties of the less privileged 

nonnative speaker—heavy accents, incomprehensibihty, foreigjmess—to native Spanish 
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speakers. The native speaker of English is thus unmarked and invisible. Native speakers 

of other languages are, in contrast, seen primarily as foreigners and nonnative speakers of 

English. Native English speakers are imagined to be Americans, to know English better 

than international students, to be proficient writers (or at least more proficient than 

nonnative English speakers), and to have no accents or culture. Nonnative English 

speakers are imagined to be foreign, to need grammar instruction, to be slower students, 

to have heavy or even incomprehensible accents, and to be more cultural than native 

English speakers. 

The notion that languages are indigenous to places is central to the ideology of 

nativeness and enables certain inferences, such as that living in a country for a long time 

is necessary for acquiring nativeness of that country's dominant language. This 

association of nativeness with place also naturalizes the rhetorical strategy I have called 

the "reversal" strategy: for residents of the US not to learn English is equivalent to 

Americans going to another country and refiising to speak "whatever they speak"— 

imagined as a single language. If the world is imagined as monolingual, multilingual 

people (who speak English as well as one or more other languages) are mostly imagined 

as nonnative English speakers. Even those who are explicitly referred to as bilingual are 

thought to speak "their own language" and also English. They are therefore essentially 

monolingual. 

This ideology is relatively stable and is located in a network of regularized 

discursive forms that speakers can choose to deploy in interaction. As speakers draw on 

the ideology as a discursive resource, they are able to forge links among the discourses of 
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nativeness, reverse discrimination and other racialized discourse, anti-intellectualism and 

models of education as competition. The icoiuc association of a nation to a language, for 

example, is related to an ideology of race that imagines Americans, and by ideological 

extension native speakers, to be white. A racialized discourse of nativeness then enables 

speakers to use the language of discrimination and special treatment in regard to speakers of 

non-English languages. The ideology of nativeness can also be deployed in conjunction with 

a pro-tracking, competitive model of education, such that international students are 

imagined to be NNSs who will inevitably go slower in a writing course and therefore 

hinder the learning of the otherwise invisible majority. This ideology can also be 

projected onto a widespread ambivalence toward education whereby "smart" people and 

the things they study are subject to simultaneous admiration and derision. Because 

foreign languages are associated in the U.S. with school and with foreigners, many 

Americans are ambivalent about learning them or trying to learn them. 

Further investigation is necessary to understand the extent to which similar ideologies 

exist in societies other than the U.S. Based on my reading of the one-language-one-nation 

idea and on my experience in Japan, I can speculate that linguistic homogeneism, no matter 

where it is held as an ideological ideal, is probably linked to similar constructions of the 

native—^and the nonnative—speaker. The particular relations of that ideology to other 

cultural themes, however, will certainly differ. 

The ideology of nativeness, particularly because of its construction of insiders and 

outsiders, underlies many a complaint performance. Its relative stability makes it 

available as a discursive resource for non-complaint performances as well, although the 



138 

bulk of the performances in my data are in fact complaints. The next chapter is an outline 

of the strategies that speakers use, individually or collaboratively, to create such 

performances. 
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CHAPTERS 

PERFOEIMATIVE STRATEGES IN CONVERSATION 

Introduction 

The previous chapter outlined the ideology of nativeness as it occurs in 

conversational interaction. In this chapter, I identify and illustrate a number of 

performative strategies that can be used in the verbal construction of that ideology. The 

relations between these strategies and the actual, on-site construction of the ideology of 

nativeness will be the focus of Chapter 4, although I will address those relations to some 

degree here. It will be immediately apparent that these performative strategies, including 

dialogue and repetition, are remarkably similar to the involvement strategies discussed by 

Tannen (1989). It is no coincidence that discursive strategies that elicit high levels of 

involvement from audiences also create a sense of drama. This suggests to listeners that 

something different is going on in a stream of utterances that contains a number of 

performative strategies. That is, the performative strategies signal that the frame for 

interpreting and participating in the interaction has shifted to a performative one, thereby 

indicating the performer's desire that the audience pay special attention to his or her 

aesthetic display and that they respond positively. Analyzing these strategies in terms of 

performance, rather than simply involvement, sheds light on the framing of aesthetics in 

everyday conversation as well as on speaker accountability for such aesthetic displays. 

My primary goal in this chapter is to show how these strategies are employed, 

usually in concert, to create varying degrees of performativity. The term performativity is 
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used here to highlight the variable nature of performance.^ Just as participants can be 

more or less involved in an interaction, so can their utterances be more or less performed. 

Performative strategies are those discursive strategies, such as emphatic stress, dialogue 

or repetition, that draw attention to a speaker's display of aesthetic skill. While the 

number of those strategies is relatively limited, the degree to which they are employed 

for dramatic effect varies greatly. Moreover, the intensity of many of these strategies is 

inherently variable. Rhythm, for example, can be achieved in short bursts or in long 

stretches and with greater or lesser (or no) supporting kinesic motion. Pitch, too, can 

fluctuate drastically or subtly. Therefore, rather than attempting to distinguish 

performative speech from non-performative speech, we should analj'ze conversational 

performance in terms of a continuum. 

Each of the strategies alone is neither necessary nor sufficient to constitute a 

performance. A possible exception is sustained changes in voice quality, which— 

excluding physiological phenomena such as needing to clear one's throat—almost always 

signal a performance, although such changes are most often employed in conjunction 

with reported speech. Rather, any strategy has performative potential. The concentration, 

or density, and intensity of expression of those features—combined with the audience's 

evaluation of the performance—fulfill that potential and determine where a given stretch 

of talk may be placed along a continuum of performativity. This use of the term "density" 

^ I would like to distinguish the sense of performativity from that outlined by Austin 
(1975). However, I use the same term because it is aesthetically preferable to 
"performative-ness," which would address the fact that performances are dramatic and 
poetic to varying degrees. 
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is similar but not identical to Hymes's (1981, p. 108) use of the term. Whereas he refers 

to the "density of performance," which indicates the location of performative emphasis 

within a given performance, I am referring to the concentration of performative strategies 

that indicates the quality of the performance as a whole. 

Of the strategies listed and discussed below, some seem to hold more 

performative potential than others. This suggests that an analysis of performance in 

conversation may require a hierarchical classification system such that, for example, 

dialogue is a primary strategy, and laughter is a secondary strategy. However, more 

important than determining the degree of potential within a single strategy is to 

understand the ways in which strategies support each other to create effective 

f)erformances. Even dialogue, which 1 believe is central to the conversational 

performances of U.S. adolescents and young adults, can be completely non-performative 

unless supported by openings and closings ("you know?"), rhythm, changes in voice 

quality, and so on. Bauman (1992a) pxjints to the "mutually reinforcing set of formal 

devices: syntactic, prosodic, and paralinguistic" (p. 193) that signals a performance. 

What is at issue, then, is the density of performative strategies, or the extent to which 

these devices reinforce each other. 

Following Tannen (1989), I use the term strategies to evoke the potential for 

individual creativity and agency, despite the risk in doing so of implying conscious 

intent. That a certain degree of skill is involved in creating a successful performance is 

apparent in the fact that the most intense performances in my data were the work of a 

small set of participants, including F1 and F16, who complained vociferously about their 
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instructors' accents, and F7 and FIO, who were the most vehement of the English Only 

supporters. Some speakers are thus especially skillful performers and draw on that skill 

frequently in conversation. A particular speaker might rely more heavily on perspective-

taking comments within others' performative turns or on hyperbole and emphatic stress. 

Skillful performers, whatever their preferred strategies, elicit high levels of engagement 

from their listeners more consistently than do less skillfixl performers. Thus, while 

performative strategies are available to all speakers, they are not equally effectively 

employed. 

Another goal of this chapter is to demonstrate the role of collaboration and 

audience response—^for example, laughter, backchaimeling, and subsequent 

performances by new speakers—in the management of performative interaction. 

Participants use their knowledge of performative strategies to interpret shifts in frame 

and to respond accordingly, including collaborating in the creation of new or ongoing 

performances. Thus, not only is performative competence a part of a given individual's 

communicative competence, established prior to a given interaction, but it is also shaped 

by the interaction itself 

Performative Strategies 

Below is a list of the 16 performative strategies that I have identified in my data. 

Because some are highly likely to co-occur—e.g., dialogue and changes in voice 

quality—1 wall not discuss each individually but rather in relation to each other. 
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• narrative 
• constructed dialogue 
• perspective-taking (see discussion below) 
• changes in voice quality 
• expressive phonology: emphatic stress, elongated vowels, exclamatory 

intonational contours 
• lexical and/or intonational repetition (rhythm) 
• strategic pauses 
• opening/closing framing devices 
• laughter 
• hyperbole 
• irony and humor 
• imagery 
• kinesic strategies: table-pounding, pointing, leaning back 
• changes in speed of speech 
• sudden shifts of footing or ftame (e.g., "Stop! You're mocking me!") 
• affective sounds such as sighs and "tsks" 

While this is surely not an exhaustive list, it does represent the variety of expressive 

resources this speech community has for establishing performative frames. Following an 

ethnography of speaking perspective, which emphasizes local understandings of the 

relationships among speech genres, events, participants, etc., I suggest that these are the 

primary strategies used and valued by white, middle- and upper middle-class U.S. 

university students as ways of keying performances."^ Of these, expressive phonology, 

rhythm, and dialogue seem to be the most highly valued. Indeed, these have been the 

object of pop-culture parody as well as lament by teachers and parents. Note, for 

example, the TV program Friends" use of the phrase "Oh... my... God" as a catch phrase. 

While I have not thoroughly analyzed gender in relation to these strategies, it does 
appear to be related particularly to the differential use of expressive phonology by young 
women and men. This difference is indeed part of a language ideology that white, U.S. 
college students have about themselves (students in English 100, section 74, Fall 2000, 
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The quotative like has also come under fire in public discourse. In fact, its prominence in 

characterizations of "teenspeak" may be evidence that dialogue pervades adolescents' 

and young adults' talk. Rather than join in the lament over such developments in young 

adult discourse, however, I suggest here that these strategies are important means of 

creating aesthetic effects and are employed by members of this speech community with 

varying degrees of skill. Furthermore, performative strategies are part of the ordinar^*^ 

work that speakers do to ensure cooperation—and sometimes to incite competition—in 

the organization of talk. 

A. Narrative, frame, and the creative closing 

Narratives are a common feature of everyday conversation and provide speakers 

with perfect opportunities to perform. As speakers transform their experiences (or 

experiences they have heard narrated), they can embellish at will, offer internal 

evaluation, and creatively summarize the significance of the narrated event (Labov, 

1972). Narratives are also privileged sites, to borrow Briggs's (1996b) term, for the 

representation of others, concentrating, exaggerating, and intensifying components of 

ideological models that depend on SelCOther identification, such as the ideology of 

nativeness. Briggs (1996b) points out the role of narrative in naturalizing particular social 

hierarchies and in generating and mediating social conflict. The present study deals with 

narrative as only one of a number of performative strategies that play a role in the 

construction of ideology. I will thus focus here only on the ability of narrative to enable 

personal communication). 
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the manipulation of framing devices and allow speakers to employ other performative 

strategies to highlight the ideological sigm'ficance of the narrated event. 

Narrative performances in my data often center on exaggerated ideological 

prototypes as antagonists—^the lazy or stubborn immigrant, the person with the 

incomprehensible accent, the unfair teacher. These three stereotypical characters appear 

in three common narrative genres in my data. Stories of people with incomprehensible 

accents and stories of people who did not speak English at all, of which the "angry 

immigrant" story is a sub-genre, are clearly related to each other ideologically. The 

prevalence of these genres indicates that these narrative forms themselves are relatively 

fixed and easily accessible as performance resources. This accessibility enhances the ease 

with which speakers can draw upon the stable formal features of these narratives, such as 

the summative closing, "I couldn't understand a word he said." This point will be 

developed in greater detail in the next chapter. 

Furthermore, narratives have a recognizable structure to which listeners are 

sensitive, thus potentially allowing the narrator longer access to the conversational floor. 

While a fiilly developed narrative will usually include an abstract, an orientation, a 

complicating action, evaluation of various kinds, a result or resolution, and a coda, the 

defining feature of a narrative is a temporally ordered sequence of clauses that is 

represented as matching a sequence of events (Labov, 1972). When other structural 

features are added, it is usually clear to the listeners that a narrative frame has been 

constructed. This is especially true when the internal evaluation is offered in the form of 

performative features such as repetition, expressive phonology, or reported thought (see 
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Labov, 1972, for other evaluative devices). 

Narratives are related to performative frames in a variety of ways_ Some 

narratives are the focus of a performance, in which case the closing of thes narrative is the 

end of the whole performance. However, the narratives in my data were nnuch less clearly 

contiguous with performances. That is, one narrative might be embedded! in a longer 

performance and might not be central to the performance as a whole. Othier narratives 

might include dialogues, within which pronoun referents and verb tenses shift, indicating 

a shift of performative frame. Indeed, the climax of many conversational narratives by 

white college students in the US—and probably by other speakers—is nesarly always 

dialogue. This creates a multi-layered performance. Having constructed ax narrative 

frame, the speaker can employ performative strategies such as repetition, imagery, and 

expressive phonology as resources. A dialogue within that narrative offers its own 

opportunities for speakers to be phonologically expressive, alter their voices, and use 

rhythm and other performative features to highlight the dialogue. The repK>rted speech or 

thought may have its own framing devices, such as a quotative before it amd a "you 

know" after it. Multiple embeddings, as well as shifting in and out of performative 

frames, are thus not only possible, but also likely, especially in the case otf narratives. 

The following excerpt from the history teacher complaint (discuss-^ed at some 

length in Chapters I and 4) is a case in point The longer complaint had boegun much 

earlier in the interview and was interrupted by an interview question abouit levels of 

comprehensibility. In answer to that question, F2 (the primary complainer-'s partner) 

admitted that her philosophy teacher who "didn't speak English" was undicrstandable 
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"95% of the time." Fl, however, had not yet finished her performance and jumped 

immediately back into the performance frame (line A). From within this rebuilt frame 

emerges the narrative (lines B-H): 

F.xample 1 1 Narrative within a longer performance 

G: ...uh-huh.= 
Fl: =my history teacher nobody could understand, A 

wejust <[louder] sat there. [louder]> 
F2: /(I know?)/. 
Fl; ../we would/— 

we would read, 
...The Daily Wildcat because we couldn't understand /a word he/ said. 

G: /mm./ 
..m//hm.// 

F2; //(yeah?)// 
F1: //I mean// everybody— 

on the first day we walked in the class, B 
..he started talking, C 
and everybody looked around, D 
and they were like, E 
... what language is he /speaking./ F 

F2: /yeah./ 
nobody— 
..nobody could understand //him.// G 

F2: //there's// definitely le/vels./ 
Fl: ..even— 

..even the TAs were having a hard time. H 

This brief narrative includes an orientation (line B), three narrative clauses (lines C-E), a 

line of dialogue (line F), and a two-line coda (lines G and H). The single line of dialogue, 

while it may indeed be what some students thought or said, is both an exaggeration of the 

teachers incomprehensibility and the climax of the embedded performance. The 

narrative here seems to help Fl establish credibility regarding the truth of the instructor's 

incomprehensibility—credibility that she attempts to enhance fiirther with the mention of 
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the TAs' difficulty. It is not the main performative event. In this case, a dialogue Same is 

embedded in a narrative frame embedded in a complaint performance frame. 

Still other narratives may provide the highest-level performance frame—that is, 

the narrative is the main performance—but might have closings that themselves 

constitute performances. This is the case in Example 3.2, whose openings and closings 

not only support the telling of the events but also add an important evaluative and 

aesthetic element. The speaker's most creative performative strategies—^the use of 

dialogue and metaphor—do not appear until after the narrative event sequence is over. 

Rather than suspending the narrative action to increase the drama of the performance, as 

many narrators do, she manipulates the coda to her creative advantage. The segment in 

Example 3.2 followed an argument by another student opposing the English Only 

movement, during which he used the melting pot metaphor. He was apparently calling 

for wider recognition of racial, cultural, and lingm'stic diversity. F7 (below) then seized 

the image of "melting" and, with her narrative and the external evaluation that followed 

it, highlighted the notion of assimilation that usually accompanies it: 

Fxample 3 1. rndia'<; election 

F7; ...like um. 
...back when I was Virginia, 
this uh..this lady I worked with, 
she uh...worked aL.the elections. 
...and uh..this-..uh guy from India came in, 
he'd just recently become a citizen, 
...and he...asked her, 
...well where are all the Indian candidates. 
...you know, 
he wanted to vote in India election, 
it's like. D 

B 
C 

A 
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um,= 
G: =mhm.= 
F7: =hello:. E 
F8: /@@/ 
F7: ..<@ /(you're?) a @> US/ citizen now. F 

you cant vote there attymore. G 
G: 
F7: =you know. 

they they come here, 
but they they stfll wanna— 
„they.„they wanna be­
er what's that— 
what am I trying to say. 
..it's...like..they don't want to melt H 
...you know what I mean?= 

The narrative sequence itself consists of only two event clauses (lines A and B), plus the 

report of speech (line C) that completes the second clause. Whether or not the man's 

question is represented accurately is, of course, impossible to determine. More important, 

however, for the present purposes is the structural, performative support that the narrative 

receives—support that itself dramatically drives home the point of the story. After the 

reporting of events is over, F7 places the members of the current interaction in the scene of 

the narrated event and imagines what we all might have said to the man (lines D-G). This 

"dialogue" is a coda, meant to underscore the absurdity of his alleged questiorL She receives 

a minimal positive response from me and then ofifers her own evaluation of what "they" do. 

Presumably "they" are immigrants, represented by the man in the story, who refiise to 

assimilate by speaking English or otherwise following the rules of society. Her performance 

is only over when she comes up with the metaphorical extension, "They don't want to melt" 

(line H), and punctuates it with the common conversational performance closing, "You know 

what I mean?" This example illustrates the potential available in the structure of narrative to 
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create performances with multiple layers of closings, evaluative devices, and performative 

strategies such as dialogue and imagery, all of which can support the point of a skeletal 

narrative sequence. The narrative here, despite its centrahty to the performance, is thus only 

a framework for much more substantive evaluation (Labov, 1972, p. 371). 

In this case, as well as in Example 3.1, narrative frames and other performative 

frames do not simply surround each other like concentric circles. Nor is the dialogue or 

other creative display necessarily an aesthetic (e.g., rhythmical) presentation of the 

narrative event sequence or a suspension of the action. Rather, as shown in Figure 3, the 

narrative frame might take a central or peripheral place in a performance and may have 

its own internal frames. In each figure, the darkened oval represents the narrative. The 

Overall performance 

Narrative 

Other mini-performances Dialogue "melt" metaphor 

Ryample 3 1 F.xample 3 2 

Fig 3 rnnfigiiratinn*; of multiple pf^rfni-mance frames 
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size of an oval is meant to indicate roughly the amount of talk in relation to the length of 

the whole performance. The placement of an oval indicates whether the frame it 

represents is the focal point of the performance (center) or is relatively peripheral. In 

Example 3.1, the brief narrative about the first day of class is a short and peripheral part 

of the overall complaint performance, and yet it has its own dialogue frame within it, 

represented by the smallest oval."^ Within that longer complaint, F1 creates several mini-

performances—e.g.. Example 2.52, about how smart the teacher was. The narrative 

illustrated here is one of those. In Example 3.2, the narrative is more salient; it is the 

performance. The coda is the dominant part of that overall narrative structure (dotted-line 

oval). It is central to the performance's aesthetic value and consists of two primary 

components: the dialogue, begiiming with "It's like, um,... hello:," and the comment 

about melting. Neither of these two components subsumes the other, but together they 

serve as external evaluations of the main narrative action and are themselves 

performative. The rest of the material during the coda is suppwrting material—meta-

communicative work and framing devices—for both the dialogue and the metaphor. This 

representation is a tentative attempt to describe two possible relations between multiple 

performance frames. Other types of relations between frames certainly exist. 

For a number of reasons, most of which I cannot provide here, I interpret El's 
complaint to constitute a single, albeit interrupted, performance. One of the most 
important is that speakers can and do shift into and out of performance "mode" even 
when the whole performance has not come to a close. 
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B. Constructed dialogue and co-occurring devices 

As I mentioned in the above section, reported speech or thought is usually the 

climax of a highly performative stretch of talk. Other researchers have discussed the 

affective dimensions of reported speech (Besnier, 1992; Taimen, 1989), as well as its 

potential for establishing the power of the speaker (Lucy, 1993; Briggs, 1996a). Reported 

thought, the vocal equivalent of a comic strip's thought balloon, is a particularly conmion 

and valued strategy in the talk of young Americans. Indeed, it is often impossible to 

distingm'sh reports of speech from reports of thought, especially because both are often 

introduced with a quotative such as "I'm like" or "I'm all." Moreover, as Tannen (1989) 

painstakingly points out, the accuracy of any given instance of reported speech is always 

suspect. Like Tarmen, then, I use the term dialogue to refer to representations of the 

speaker's or another's sp>eech or thought within a frame once (or more times) removed 

from the current interactive frame. When, for example, F1 complains about foreign 

teachers in terms of economics, she embeds a short imperative into her complaint: 

Fxamplfi 1 1 "Don't remind me" 

Fl: ..and especially like for out of state kids, 
I mean they pay a LOT more money in tuition. 

G: ..mhm.= 
Fl: =[K]'s like don't remind /me./ 
F2: /@(^@@@. 

The imperative, "Don't remind me," is, of course, a projection of what Fl is imagining that 

F2 is thinking. Because the frame has shifted, we can easily interpret the addressee and the 

referent of "me" to be the reverse of what they would be in the current conversational frame. 

Such a comment, whether introduced by a quotative or not, constitutes dialogue. 
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Dialogue offers opportunities both to employ other performative strategies, such 

as rhythm and repetition, and to support the construction of ideological positions, 

especially through the representation of others' thoughts or speech. With the power to 

represent others, speakers render these representations as within the realm of what is true 

or plausible (see Foucault, 1970). Thus, even an absurd "imitation" such as, "It was like, 

'Blah blah blah blah blah blah yah yah yah yah yah,'" is accepted as something close to 

what the history teacher from Germany sounded like. This relation between dialogue and 

the framing of truth is central to performance's role in the construction of ideology and is 

elaborated in Chapter 4. 

The frizzy boundary between realistic and obviously constructed dialogue is in 

fact manipulated for aesthetic effect. This is accomplished by various means, including 

repetition, rhythm and changes in voice quality. It is precisely dialogue's potential for 

manipulation that makes it a common location for the concentration of performative 

features. A prototj^iical example of such manipulation is in the following "angry 

immigrant" story, also discussed in Chapter 4. The speaker raises her pitch and simplifies 

the speech of two people in order to create an aesthetically interesting parallel. The first 

line of dialogue (line A) is a slip, which she immediately corrects. Lines B and C, as well 

as the alleged response from the F7's fnend (lines D and E), are clearly the performative 

center of this narrative: 

Fxample 3 4 "F.nglish America^ Spanish N/fexico" 

F7: .../and/..she'll have these...m-1- Mexican couples in the— 
...she said one time, 
this...husband just got IRATE with her because she could not speak Spanish. 
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...like, 
[high pitch] you English. A 
or, 
..you Spanish. B 
you Spanish. C 
she's h"ke, 
..@@ sorry, 
I dont think so, 
you know, 
...you know English America., D 
.Spanish Mexico, E 
you know?= 

Just as the claim that the husband actually said, "You Spam'sh, you Spanish," is susp>ect, 

it is also not at all clear whether the response (lines D and E) is one of the events of the 

narrative or is an addition provided by the current speaker as a coda. In fact, the 

ambiguity is heightened not only by the repetition of the husband's words, but also by the 

parallelism within the response and the structural similarity between the husband's 

alleged utterances and the response. Both are uttered in the same high-pitched voice and both 

are obvious attempts to imitate the simplified grammar of non-proficient English speakers 

and the simplified register sometimes used to talk to nonnative speakers and babies. In this 

case, the accuracy of the dialogue does not matter to the speaker's aesthetic or ideological 

purposes. What matters is the performer's ability to create a response that approximates the 

simplicity and Other-ness of the husband's "broken" English. 

In the following three excerpts, as in the preceding example, the form of the dialogue 

plays an important role in emphasizing its ideological significance. Here, repetition in a 

section of dialogue is used to intensify the sense that an action or utterance occurred many 

times (Tannen, 1989). In the case of complaints about accents, it is not unusual for a 
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particular kind of utterance—a clarification request—to be repeated. The following segments 

(Examples 3.5-3.7), when juxtaposed, clearly illustrate this kind of utterance (underlined): 

Fxample 3 5 "What i5; this what is thfc?" 

F1: ..like..half the time, 
when we'd take our notes down? 
...we'd write, 
what IS this 

what IS this, 
F2?G?/<@tsk@>/ 
Fl: .../the/, .the whole— 

..the whole time when we'd have our um— 

...when we had— 
you know when we'd..meet with our TAs for our discussion group? 
we'd ask the TA, 
well what did this mean, 
what did this mean, 
what did this mean 

Fvample 3 "What? What? What?" 

M9: .../you couldn't/ understand a word he said. 
o- w-..at least I couldn't, 
until after like a day— 
...after I /knew himy 

G: /mhm./ 
M9: it was like, 

what'^ 
what? 
what? 

excuse me? 
could you say that again? 
/you know/ 

Fvample 3 7 "She would say hello and we'd he hke^ what? what?" 

F16: she would say hello, 
and we'd be like, 
what? 

what [TA's name]? 
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Repetition of such a question heightens the impression that the person with the accent 

was so difficult to understand that the current speaker frequently had to ask for 

clarification. Within such complaints, dialogue plays a necessary role in getting the 

audience to identify with the feelings of the "insider," whose lack of comprehension of 

the "outsider" is to be considered both frustrating—for its frequency—and justifiable. 

The aesthetic component of a bit of dialogue, especially because of dialogue's 

central role in many performances, is often critically linked to the construction of an 

ideological position. This is certainly the case in Examples 3.4-3.7, as well as in Example 

3.8, a rendering of an inappropriate switch to a non-English code. The interviewees had 

been collectively trying to decide what constituted rude or reasonable instances of code-

switching. F5 makes several performative attempts to argue that most uses of another 

language in the presence of someone who does not speak that language are rude. The fact 

that she does not receive positive responses and thus makes fiorther attempts is analyzed 

later in this chapter. Of these attempts. Example 3.8 is the most aesthetically effective: 

Fyample 1 8 Tnappropriate code-t:witr:hfng 

F5: ..like 1 would never just be having a conversation right now, 
and..all of sudden be like, 
...HEY! A 
..by the way. B 
..diih duh duh duh duh. C 

Lines A-C are meant to represent the hypothetical non-English utterances. In imitation of 

an inappropriate code-switch, she abruptly gets louder and rhythmically leads up to the 

climax of the dialogue: "diih duh duh duh duh," which is a common rendering of a foreign 
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language." The abruptness highlights not only the shift into a dialogue frame but also the 

rudeness of the switch to a foreign language. 

The preceding example also illustrates the concentration of strategies that 

dialogue enables. The sudden increase in volume at the beginm'ng of the hypothetical 

dialogue is the first in a series of stylistic effects that occur in a very short time. Lines A 

and B are phonologically and rhythmically related, with the primary stress faUing on the 

rhyming words, "hey" and "way." The pauses after those two lines are also similar in 

length, which highlights the rhythm. The last line continues the rhythmic stress and adds 

machine-gun-like repetition and speed. Example 3.9 similarly concentrates a number of 

stylistic effects in three lines of dialogue (lines A-C).~^ I had asked the students about 

what kinds of comments their English teacher made on their drafts, and the student's 

response was an imitation: 

Example 3 9 "Yoirre completely wrong" 

F6; ..I noticed he's like, 
... this is really good, A 
I like how you're writing, B 
but it's completely wrong. C 

The elongation of the "r^' in line A is a way to set up the humor in this short performance. 

It intensifies the praise, which is then dramatically contradicted by the categorical 

rejection in line C. Furthermore, lines B and C have two beats each, marked by primary 

Like the phrase "Ya da ya da ya da," "Duh duh duh duh duh" can be used to mean 
simply "et cetera," but it also has the effect of trivializing another's or one's own speech. 
When it refers to a language perceived to be foreign, one cannot rule out its relation to 
ideology. 

It is not uncommon for dialogue to be constructed in rhythmic triplets. An exploration 
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stress marks. The placing of the beats closer together in line C increases the tempo, 

slightly from the previous line and more sharply from the elongated "really." With these 

subtle strategies, F6 manages to increase the contrast even more between the teacher's 

positive and negative comments and to make it clear that the dialogue is meant to be 

humorous. 

Dialogue can also provide a resource for intra-performance "lexical recycling" 

(Cameron, 1997), as though the current speaker and the quoted speaker are two 

participants in the same interaction borrowing lines from each other. This is illustrated in 

the following excerpt, which comes from a longer complaint performance about Leslie 

Marmon Silko's novel Ceremony a performance analyzed in Chapter 4 in its relation to 

ideologies of race and U.S./Native American history. F2 had just mentioned that she 

comes from California and cannot "relate" to the desert: 

F.yample 3 10 "The de';ert heaiitffill" 

F1: ...so when these /authors/, 
...write about..o:h //the desert's// so: beautiful, 

Fl: //DIRT.// 
F2: and I'm like, 

<@what are they talking about. 
the desert isnt beautiful? 
...GREEN is beautiful. 
flowers. 
color is beautiful.@> 
you /know?/ 

G: /@@/@@= 

The first line of dialogue is, of course, a representation of written discourse but is 

presented as though it were spoken discourse. The higher pitch, the word "oh," and the 

of this phenomenon may be fruitful in describing effective conversational performances. 
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elongated vowels indicate that the frame has shifted for the duration of that line. F2 then 

borrows the authors' (reconstructed) words and responds in kind. With such repetition 

(underlined), she heightens the contrast between the claims of the authors and her own 

claims of what constitutes natural beauty. Such recycling connects the current 

performance with past "utterances" quite closely. This is similar to F7's responding to 

the man in the narrative by throwing his "broken" English back at him (Example 3.4). 

Briggs (1996b) notes the variation that exists in the distance speakers can create between 

narrative and narrated events. Although the framing devices that can be used in an 

instance of dialogue usually mark a shift of frame clearly, there is considerable room for 

manipulation of others' words or thoughts, such that the lines between what was actually 

said, what was probably not said, and what the current speaker would like to say are not 

so clearly drawn. Lexical and syntactic borrowing between the quoted and unquoted parts 

of a performance suggests that speakers make creative use of this ambiguity. 

A strategy such as a change in voice quality within an instance of dialogue can, in 

addition to supporting a speaker's ideological position, provide a primary framing device 

that helps listeners to understand that a frame shift has occurred. It appears that voice 

changes may substitute for quotatives such as "I'm like," although I have few examples 

of this in my data. Example 3.11, however, is one. The shift in pitch in the italicized lines 

is essential for understanding the utterance as performed dialogue because the other 

indications that the frame has shifted are subtle: 

Fyample 3 1 1 Pftch-raffifng a*; a framing devfre 

F5: 'cause we all have like <@ the basically same /opimon. 
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'cause we're all American, 
yeah- @>/ 

F6: /a- yeah, 
th-
American, 
yeah./= 

G: =mm.= 
F6: =gMs want to work, 

//you know. 
not stay home, 
and all that stuffy/ 

F5: //but like, 
..someone Arabian, 
or something// 

F6's overlapping F5's utterance at the beginning of this excerpt, repeating the word 

"American," indicates a high degree of agreement, which provides an occasion to begin a 

performance. This overlapping section sets up the performance frame. Indications that F6 

has taken advantage of that opportunity are the rhythmic similarity of the two lines of 

dialogue and the "you know" between the lines. F6 also suddenly inserts an opinion to 

illustrate the kind of opim'ons Americans might agree upon. The vocally accomplished 

frame shift helps the audience, who might miss the subtleties, avoid the cognitive 

dissonance that might have happened as a result of such sudden specificity. 

In each of the above examples in this section (Examples 3.3-3.11), the dialogue is 

supported by other strategies that help listeners an.<i scholars of language alike determine 

that a performance frame has been constructed. It is not always the case, however, that 

dialogue is accompanied by other performative strategies. The mere presence of dialogue 

is not enough to distinguish performative from noti-performative talk. Example 3.12 

includes three instances of dialogue, only two of which appear to be performed. The third 
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is only offered by way of contrast with the intensity of the first two. F6 is talking about a 

former boyfnend, who was from Kuwait. He apparently wrote her one or more letters in 

English, which she initially found offensive until she realized what he had intended to 

say: 

FvamplP^ 17 -Vmijerlr" 

F6: could have been taken, 
..in a wrong...a wrong sense^= 

F5: 
F6: .. ./and it was/ like, 

..at first I'm like, 
<@ oh my Godl @> A 
and then /later it was like^ 

F5: /you jerk. B 

F6: ..yeah. 
exacdy. 
and then I'm like, 
oh, C 
he doesn't really know, D 
...what it means. E 

Her first line of dialogue (line A) is obviously p)erformed, uttered with exclamatory 

intonation and through laughter. The second instance of dialogue is F5's perspective-

taking contribution (line B). Continuing the performance initiated by F6, she imagines 

what F6 must have thought upon reading his letters. Finally, F6 utters the contrasting line 

of thought/dialogue (lines C-E), which offers no vocal, rhythmic, or even humorous hints 

of a performance. Only the "oh" that introduces it might be considered subtly 

performative, but without any other performative strategies, we can confidently place this 

dialogue frame at the very low end of the performative spectrum. 

To help listeners interpret a dialogue frame as performative, some speakers— 
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perhaps more so than others—introduce the dialogue by elongating the vowel in the 

quotative "like." There are no instances in my data of vowel elongation in other 

quotatives, such as "I'm all," "he says" or "she goes." An explanation of this distinctive 

elongation in "like" is beyond the scope of this study. However, the sudden slowing that 

results from the elongation is usually performative. It may introduce performed dialogue 

or may be part of a longer performance, as in Example 3.13. This excerpt is from a 

lengthy, highly imaginative performance about a normative speaker on an airplane 

(analyzed in detail in Chapter 4): 

Fxample S 13 Vowel elongation in the quotative "like" 

FIO: and he was tr3dng to talk to me, 
and I was just liike, 
OK whatever, 
and T got scared, 
and T switched seats with my brother <[fast and low] so I couldnt talk to him 

anymore, [fast and low]> 

In fact, the quoted part of the dialogue, "OK whatever," is not highly performative, but the 

elongated "li:ke" provides a point of contrast for the much more quickly uttered coda. The 

two lines after the dialogue center on parallel event clauses (underlined). The elongated 

vowel thus helps FIO suspend the action (the man sat next to her and tried to talk to her) in 

order that she can draw attention to the evaluation—an underscoring of her fear—within the 

coda. 

One final point about dialogue here is that it provides a unique opportunity for 

listeners to participate in a performance. One student in particular relied on the strategy 

of perspective-taking frequently as a way of contributing to her partner's performance. 
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Example 3.12 (page 161) is an example of this. The primary p)erformer is F6, but in order 

to join in the performance, F5 offers the comment, "You jerk," as though she were the 

recipient of the offensive letter. She also performs—in both senses of the word—a 

similar perspective-taking move during F6's performance (Example 2.47) about being 

told she should speak Slovak while in Slovakia. I reproduce part of that performance 

here: 

Fxample3 14 Perspective-taking 

F6: 1 was just like, 
..excuse me:, 

F5; /yeahy 
F6: /Slovak's/ not <@ like on my list, 

of //languages// to leam right now 
F5: //yeah.// 

(??) (like?) I know how to say hi, A 
F6: /@/ 
F5: and /that's about it/ B 

Lines A and B are F5's perspective-taking contribution. She assumes the perspective of 

the exchange student (F6), imagining F6's lack of proficiency in Slovak. It is dialogue, 

with its possibilities for constructing thought as well as speech, that allows her to 

collaborate in creating this performance. A less overtly dialogic comment, such as "I bet 

you could barely say hi," would have broken the performative fi-ame. 

Dialogue thus provides a means by which listeners can join in others' 

performances. The culturally approved lack of attention to accuracy in reporting others' 

utterances also enables performers to play with the form of those utterances and connect 

what is inside the dialogue fiame with what is outside it Finally, it provides critical 

support for certain ideologies by empowering speakers to represent others' words or to 
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create responses that position others (foreigners, people with accents, teachers, etc.) as 

objects of ridicule. 

C. The rhythm and music of performative talk 

A number of performative strategies specifically enhance the sound of one's 

speech. Labov (1972) calls some of these uses of sound expressive phonology, including 

the elongation of vowels discussed above. Other typ>es expressive phonology are 

emphatic stress and exclamatory intonational contours, as in the following excerpt from a 

long complaint about a foreign math teacher: 

Fxample 3 15 Parallel rhythm and stress 

F16: she had— 
sh-
her teaching, 
..with..the NUMBERS, 
and the FIGURES, 
on the BOARD, 
was fine.= 

G; =mhm.= 
F16: =but..her explanations...of it— 

...of them, 
was horrible! 

Enhancing the expressiveness of the stressed words, of course, is the parallel rhj^thm of 

those three lines. Rhythm is accomplished not just with emphatic stress but also with 

repetition of lexical items and intonational contours, strategic pauses, and kinesic 

strategies such as tapping a table. Emphatic stress and the dramatic fluctuation in pitch 

that accompanies an exclamation similarly add a musical element to otherwise unmarked 

speech. These strategies, with their focus on changes in tempo, volume, and pitch, mark a 
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stream of spjeech as different from the rest, as something to pay special attention to. 

As with FS's reh'ance on perspective-taking (Examples 3.12 and 3.14), the 

strategic use of rhythm and expressive phonology is favored by particular speakers. F16, 

in the preceding example, is one such speaker. I excerpt her instructor complaint at some 

length here to illustrate the drama that results from the use of sound and rhythm. Note 

especially the orientation, with the oddly emphatic opening, "MATH," and the song-like 

introduction to the main character (lines A-C). Note also the pauses in lines D-G, the 

table-tapping triplet (lines N-P), and the pauses in the "punch line" (line Q): 

F.yample ^ 16 TTie Asian TA the Caucasian TA 

F16: um. 
..we-
I took— 
..what did I take. 
...MATH, 
..121 last semester. 
...and...my TA:, A 
...was <[high pitch] very nixe, [hi^ pitch]> B 
..but she was fronrv— C 
..I don't know where she was from. 
..an Asian-speaking country though. 
...because she was Asian. 
...I had no clue, D 
..what she said, E 
..the whole semester, F 
[...] 

F16: ..a:nd. 

G; 

F16: 

..then they had TAs there. 

..and during the lecture, 
you'd ask the TA if you had a question or whatever. 
...couldn't.understand..what she said. 
and..I didn't want to like..hurt her FEELINGS or /whatevery= 
/mhrnJ 
=mhm.= 
=bul— 

G 
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..a- so I hard, 

..the um...professor— 
I was like, H 
look, I 
I can't understand, J 
he's like, K 
there's no room in any other TA spot, L 
<[fast] duh duh duh duh duh, [fast]> M 
...so, 
..I started checking in with her, 
..and going, [taps table] N 
..to sit, [taps table] O 
..by this OTHER guy. [taps table] P 
...who 1 assumed...spoke...um— 
...or, 
wh-
Is-
I assumed he was from America. 
..okay? 
'cause he was like Caucasian, 
...he (wa?)s from New Zealand. 

G?: hm. 
F16: ...couldn't understand—whaL.HE said- Q 

While the emphasis on "math" in the orientation may merely be a sudden recalling of what 

course her instructor taught, it does not fiilly account for her raising the volume on that word 

alone. A better explanation, I believe, is that she was prepared for, and was preparing her 

audience for, a performance. Indeed, her turn is even longer than the segment reproduced 

here and is frill of similar uses of stress, pauses, and rhythm. I have marked lines H-M 

because they are remarkably free of pauses, in contrast to the other marked lines. This pause-

free section has a clear, performative purpose: to highlight the double difficulty of having not 

one, but two incomprehensible teachers. That section, uttered much faster than the two 

descriptions of the teachers, tells us that the performance is not over. F16 rushes through the 

inconsequential information in those lines to move to the next important focus of the 



167 

performance: she hopes to understand the Caucasian TA, only to discover that he, too, was 

foreign and incomprehensible. Indeed, the parallehsm in the punch lines of this double 

complaint (lines G and Q) is highlighted by the contrastive stress on "HE" and by the 

otherwise identical lexical and syntactic elements. 

Parallelism, including the repetition of intonational contours, percussive tapping, and 

placement of pauses, is the poetic essence of this as well as many other performances 

(Jakobson, 1960, 1966). It is enhanced by emphatic stress, as well as by the exaggeration of 

the claims of incomprehensibility. Parallelism alone, of course, is not a necessary element of 

performance (Bauman, 1992a). However, it enables speakers to create rhythm, especially 

when supported by other performative strategies. As Erickson (1992) has shown, rhjrlhm can 

be a resource for the organization of talk, marking transition-relevance places or new, 

significant information. It also plays a central role in conversational performance. 

Rhythm can be created with strategic pauses, as in the preceding example, and also in 

the relative length of a series of intonation units, as in Example 3.17. While this excerpt is 

not highly performative, its seven successive intonation units are approximately the same 

length and have the same listing contour until the final, falling contour at the end of the list: 

F.xample 17 'We sit we der.iHe we look we go we mark " 

F8: because...me and my parents, 
we sit at home beforehand, 
we decide what we're gorma vote on, 
we look /through all/ the issues, 

F7?; /mhm./ 
F8: ..we go; to: the polling place, 

with..a little cheat sheet, 
and we mark which ones we want. 
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Augmenting the intonational repetition is the multiple repetition of "we" and a relatively 

short, active verb: "We sit, we decide, we look, we go, we mark." Such multi-level 

parallelism adds a certain poetry to this student's argument about being an informed voter. 

Her argument, not incidentally, relies on the same kinds of metonymic associations of 

foreign languages with uninformedness and other imdesirable qualities that Woolard (1989) 

analyzes regarding English Only arguments. Nonnative English-speaking citizens, according 

to this argument, have no excuse for demanding that the ballots be in other languages, since 

they can study the issues before an election and bring a "cheat sheet" The poetry of her 

mildly performative turn adds a sense that the steps she lists are short and simple and 

therefore easily achievable by anyone. 

As we have seen, the rhythm of an utterance can be highlighted by tapping or 

pounding a table or some other nearby surface. In Example 3.18, excerpted from an English 

Only argument, the percussive beats (hitting the table) fall on the same beats as the primary 

points of stress in the utterance, represented with accent marks. These beats are highlighted 

by the pauses that separate them. Example 3.19 (analyzed for its ideological significance in 

Chapter 4) is a much less effective performance: 

Fvample T 18 "T fvfng in Amerira" 

FIO: buL.they're living..ia. America. 

F.xample 3 19 "A German a rhinaman^ a MRvfr^n" 

M3: thej^e not...fifteen people in 107 from Germany, 
you know, 
they're pro-
...[taps table] a German, 
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a— 
G: ..mhm.= 
M3: =you know a [taps table] Chinaman, 

a... [taps table]= 
G: =mhm.= 
M3; =Mexican, 

a. .you know what have you. 

The lower effectiveness of Example 3.19 may be due in part to the speaker's inability to 

establish a consistent rhythm while he tries to think of a list of nationalities that end with 

"-an." It is also neither a complaint nor a particularly antagom'stic claim, at least until he 

chooses the word "Chinaman," to suggest that the students in English 107 are from different 

countries. Nevertheless, I interpret the short hst in Example 3.19 as a performance because 

M3 uses parallelism as the basis for creating this list The similarity in the suffix, 

furthermore, is slightly magnified by the attempted percussive accompaniment 

D. Hyperbole, humor, and imagery 

One of my first clues that the students I interviewed were performing was that 

they exaggerated the extent to which their foreign instructors were incomprehensible and 

later withdrew those claims. Indeed, hyperbole is a common feature of narratives and 

complaint performances. The claim that one "couldn't understand a word" someone else 

said has become so regularized in discourse that it serves not only as the complaint itself 

but also as a coda for longer complaint performances and the basis for further aesthetic 

transformation (see Relation #2 in Chapter 4). 

Hyperbole can similarly be used in codas for other performances, as in the 

following last line of a complaint about a bad instructor 
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Fvample 1 70 "The biggest wftr.h of alP 

F1: but she was the biggest witch of all. 

This exaggeration of how cruel the teacher supposedly was also relies on the image of the 

black-hatted, broom-riding witch—commonly used as a substitute for the even more 

obviously sexist insult, "bitch." In order to be effective as a performative strategy, a 

hyperbolic word or phrase may thus have some other feature—a culturally salient image 

or an aesthetically interesting phoneme—that makes it potentially funny or otherwise 

powerful. For example, "three weeks" (Example 3.21) was a phrase that appeared at 

several moments in three separate interviews. The repetition of the vowel in the two 

words, as well as the potential for the consonant cluster in "three" to be uttered with 

considerable force, seems to make this an effectively performative phrase, whether it 

accurately reflects the reported time period or not. Three weeks is also perceived as a 

fairly substantial portion of a semester. If something takes up three weeks of class time, it 

must either be very important or a total waste of time, from students' perspectives. Being 

absent for three weeks and still getting a B is, in this student's eyes, a remarkable 

achievement: 

Rxample 3 21 Hyperbole and phnnologfcal power F 

F1; I didn't go to class for THREE WEEKS. 
...and I managed..a...B in that class because...there's no point. 
you-.can't understand /a word he says./ 

F2: /you're kidding./ 
G: ..wow.= 
F1; =nt was like blah blah blah blah blah blah yah yah yah yah yah. 

a-
..it's a foreign language <@ to me! @> 
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Hyperbole, especially combined with emphatic stretss, seems to be one of this student's 

favored performative strategies. The "imitation" in - this excerpt is also an exaggeration. 

Again, however, it is supported by the poetic effect of sound: the speaker renders what 

the teacher might have said into rhyming, rhythmic gibberish. 

The same principle holds in the following ejecample, also from Fl's complaint 

performance about the history teacher. The potentiail for a viscerally powerful utterance 

of the word "dirt," below, makes it an effective choiice even if her syntax is somewhat 

distorted by her attempt to use the word. 

Fyample ^ 22 Hyperbole and phnnnlogical fpower IT 

F1: he's a very smart man, 
he knew what he was talking about, 
I mean like, 
...his MrAJOR was like from..when._DIRT became like /...<@ on earth/ 

to like..fourteen hundred, @>" 
G: /@@@@/ 

The fact that she used the word and emphasized "diirt" earlier in the interview, as a 

contribution to F2's performance about the lack of boeauty in the desert (Example 3.10), 

contextualizes her choice in this excerpt. More important than its being borrowed from 

the immediate interactional context, however, is the: word's potential for humor. In both 

the complaint about the desert and the brief momenH of praise, "dirt" is a phonologically 

powerful exaggeration. Other instances of humor an»id hyperbole occur throughout my 

interview data. For example, F6 claims that her teacBier would tell students their papers 

were "completely wrong" (Example 3.9), and M2 sueggests that nonnative English 

speakers might be from "some little island somewherre" (Example 2.18). Most instances 
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performed dialogue are embellished. In fact, most conversational performances by U.S. 

young people rely heavily on humor and exaggerated images.''® A primary goal of these 

performances, after all, is to make the audience laugh-

The Importance of Structure 

The strategies discussed above all help to frame a stretch of talk as a 

performance. They signal that there has been a shift in how the talk should be interpreted, 

specifically that the speaker's aesthetic choices deserve some attention and, with any 

luck, a positive evaluation fi-om the audience. In addition to such strategies as emphatic 

stress, dialogue, and rhythm, speakers often employ more overt frame openings and 

closings. Openings may be external evaluations such as "This is so sad" or simply "Oh 

my God," or they may be abstracts or orienting information such as the following: 

F.xample ^71 OpeTiing«; 

a. "Not intentionally trying to leam the language would be like..." 

b. "Well, uh, we have a friend, [F21] and I do, who names...whose name is [J], 
and...." 

c. "Like an example I think is in my history class." 

Examples 3.23a and 3.23c are direct responses to interview questions, and 3.23b is in 

response to the general topic of conversation during that part of the interview. More than 

the other two examples do. Example 3.23b seems to resemble what might happen in 

natural conversation, but more research is necessary to confirm this. The following 

Perhaps this explains the popularity of the situation comedy on US television. 
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opening is the beginning of F16's double complaint (Example 3.16, reproduced in part 

here as Example 3.24), which was offered in response to Fl's audiotaped complaint 

about her history teacher. 

F.vample ^ 74 'lUATIT' 

F16: um, 
..we-
Itook— 
..what did I take. 
..JvlATH, 
..121 last semester. 

Perhaps because the first tnmcated utterances did not indicate an opening of a performance, 

she stresses the word "math" to let her listeners know that a performance is on its way. 

Closings include, in addition to summative evaluations ("It was horrible," or "It's crazy"), 

words and phrases such as "so," "but um," or "I don't know," with no attempt on the 

speaker's part to continue her turn. A speaker may also end a performance with laughter. 

Many of these framing devices resemble the components of a narrative, especially 

abstracts, orientations, external evaluation, and codas, even in the absence of an actual 

narrative. 

These openings and closings often—but not always—double as important turn-

taking devices, signaling to listeners either (with an opening) that the floor has been 

taken and attention must be paid to the current speaker, or (with a closing) that the floor 

is now up for grabs. Evidence of listeners' sensitivity to these devices comes from the 

prevalence of laughter immediately following performances. Listeners know 1) that a 

performance has indeed occurred, and 2) that the performance is now over and awaiting a 
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response. In this sense, then, framing devices may be seen as strategies for organizing 

conversational interaction as much as they are strategies for shaping the interpretation of 

performative utterances. 

The end of F16's performance about her math teaching assistant, dramatized by 

her subsequent encounter with a TA from New Zealand, illustrates the coordination 

between listeners and speakers, particularly around performance frame closings. Her 

performance was met with almost no response from her partner, F17, possibly because 

F16 was a powerftil speaker who usually held the floor for a long time, but also because 

F17 did not share F16's enthusiasm for complaints about foreign TAs. As the interviewer 

and an empathetic listener, I usually give backchanneling cues that can sometimes be 

interpreted by performers as positive response. In Example 3.25, those cues were timed 

with what I had interpreted to be the end of F16's complaint, which, over the course of 

the whole performance, had come to focus only on the math TA. Three times I 

interpreted her utterances (lines A, D, and E) to be closing devices. After the first two, I 

responded with a backchanneling cue that—I had thought—indicated my interpreting her 

performance to be over. However, she continued closing her performance until finally, Ln 

line E below, she was finished; 

Fxample 1 N/fi^interpreting a cln<;ing 

F16; she would say hello, 
and we'd be like, 
what? 
..what? 
(TA's name)? 
I'm <@ Sony @>, 
but we just couldn't understand her, A 
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and /I felt/ BAD, 
G: /mhm./ 
F16: and I felt RUDE, 

B 

like having to ask /somebody/ ELSE. 
G: /mhm./ 
F16: ...but— 

C 
D 
E ...that was just-.my experience.= 

G: =nihm.= 
F16: =in math. F 
G; [spoken to other interviewee]...anything..(that you want to add?)? 

Line A was similar to many other statements I had heard—^the canom'cal "accent 

complaint" summary. My first "mhm" (line B) was uttered before the first of the three 

lines with parallel stress, indicating that I thought that the summative statement signaled 

her performance to be over, despite her not ending that line with sentence-final 

intonation. I was mistaken. The coda continued with the trio of stressed words, and 

then—I had supposed again—she was completely finished (line E). My second "mhm" 

(line C) may mark an interpretation of a closing, or it may merely be backchanneling. I 

uttered it after the clearly parallel lines ending with "bad" and "rude," but even as I listen 

to that excerpt again at this writing, I cannot say with confidence that I interpreted the 

line following "rude" to be a closing. The sentence-final contour in line E, however, did 

indicate to me that she was finished. I then offered a latched response, onto which F16, in 

turn, latched her ultimate closing (line F). The coda of her pjerformance consists of 

several parts: the summative complaint, the stressed trio, and the two-line final statement 

Even her truncated intonation unit beginning with "but" (line D) might be considered a 

closing. I did not expect the stressed trio, which seemed to renew the drama, to be the 

end of the performance. I believe this accounts for my not responding during her pause 
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after "ELSE," and perhaps also for my silence after "but" (line D). The other parts of the 

coda (lines A, E, and F), however, were more likely candidates for closings, and thus I 

responded as though she were marking a transition-relevance place. After her final 

closing, it was now clear that the performance was over, enabling me to address the other 

interviewee. 

Even clearer instances of structural rupture occurred more than once in these 

interviews and provide important evidence for the integrity of performance structure. 

When, for example, a performance is interrupted before the performer is able to close the 

performative frame, he or she might take the floor when the opportunity arises and 

provide a closing, even after a number of other turns. While not a dramatic performance, 

the following segment (Example 3.26) is performative enough for him to want to 

complete it (in Example 3.27): 

Fxample '\7fs fK performancfi intemipted 

M3; ...you know, 
if th- (a9) guy's walking down the f^treet^ 
and doe<mt «;peak Rnghsh^ 
and he'?; an American ritiVen^ 

and he's not bothering you, 
and— 
...you know, 

FIO: /but-/ 
M3: if he /dnesnt/ want to learn Fngiish^ 

and //move— 
FIO: //I don't understand—// 
M3: and assimilate// into the culture 

and move into a different position, 
than wnrkin' some yon know cnnstniction job 
where he dnesnt need to speak English 
/it's not bothering/ yoii^ 
or— 
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F9: /yeah, 
I worked/ at a store, 
and-.um, 
... people would come in, 
and just speak Spanish, 
and they'd get mad at you because you couldn't understand what they were 

saying" 
.../if you didn't/ speak Spanish^= 

The primary performative feature in M3's argument is rhythm, achieved by the sheer 

number and relatively similar length of successive intonation units (underlined). Each of 

these lines ends with a falling-rising contour. Before he is able to complete the series, 

however, he is interrupted by F9's complaint about unreasonable, Spanish-speaking 

customers. For another several turns, the two female students dominate the floor with 

complaints about alleged demands that clerks, bank tellers, and others speak Spanish. 

During that time, M3 tries match his utterances to their points but is eventually able to 

return to his point about non-English speakers who are "not bothering you." When he is 

finally able to hold the floor (begirming with line A, below), it takes him several lines to 

come back to the same intonational contour, but he does so by line B and completes his 

previously interrupted performance: 

Example 77 A performance completed 

FIO: they can speak their lan/guage, 
but we shouldn't encourage it/ 

M3; /but if they want to speak Spanish, A 
th-/ 
or...//Chi//nese, 

FIO; //yeah.// 
M3: ..you know, 

that's..their prerogative. 
if they donf want to learn English^ B 
then. 
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..you know, 
keep yniir mnsrfnicfinn jnh 

and dn what yon gotta dn 
C 
D 

The repetition of lexical items and propositional content from his first attempt to his 

second may be explained simply by the long interval between his turns, suggesting that 

he is only reminding his listeners of the point he was trying to make earlier. However, the 

similarity in intonational contour indicates a renewed performance. This interpretation is 

supported by the unexpected pronoun shift in line C, marking a dialogue frame, and the 

final, rhythmic expression of his "laissez-faire" position (line D). "Do what you gotta do" 

thus serves as an effective end to his previously ineffective performance. 

The structure of performance thus exerts a powerful influence over both 

performers and listeners. Performance structure can also be manipulated by speakers who 

want to intensify performances or shape the interaction in their own interests. 

Constructing a performance within a performance by using dialogue or narrative is one 

kind of structural manipulation. Another is the sudden and deliberate shifting of 

frames—a strategy relied on several times by FIO, perhaps especially because of the 

constant antagonism from M3. On two occasions, she becomes fhistrated and says 

simply, "Stop," an abrupt raetacommunicative strategy that is jjerformative in itself even 

as it ends another performance. Such an imperative draws attention to the speaker and, 

becaiise of its suddenness, is played for a laugh. Each time, she adopts the persona of a 

child stamping her feet or crossing her arms in defiance. On another occasion, she 

similarly responds to a comment by M3 by saying, "1 don't care." She follows that 

immediately with another fi-ame-breaking comment, "Back to your question." In 
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Example 3.28, she ends her own performance with a relatively conmion closing 

sequence: "you know?" followed by "I don't know." Having not yet relinquished the 

floor, however, she once again adopts the child-like persona and performs a final, fiume-

shifting move (underlined): 

Fvample 7 R  SiiHHen frame-shffHng as a  perfnrmatfve device 

FIO: ...that's what Fm saying. 
they need to pick up. .English off the street enough to where we shouldn't 

have to have the bank tellers, 
we shouldn't have to have the signs, 
we shouldn't have to have the...two signs in Spanish and English saying...what 

door's where. 
...you know? 

G: /mm./ 
FIO: ../Ijust—/ 

.J don't know. 

By saying suddenly, "I'm hungry," she makes what might be considered a rude, meta-

communicative comment implying that the interview has gone on too long. Like "Stop," 

this comment is a performative strategy at the same time that it effectively ends a 

performative turn. Just as talk is highly organized (e.g.. Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson, 

1974), so is the structure of performance, such that speakers and listeners not only know 

what constitutes the beginnings and ends of performances but also can manipulate those 

beginnings and ends for their own purposes. 

G: @@ 
...um. 

Coilaboration and the role of the audience 

As I suggested in Chapter 1, because performance is by definition a display, the 
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audience is a fundamental component of any performance. Listeners are important both 

for their judgments of aesthetic skill and for their participation, at vaiying levels, in the 

performances themselves. It is these two primary roles that Yankah (1985) implies in his 

preliminary typology of signals of audiences' approval or disapproval of performer 

competence: extra-Iudic and intra-ludic signals. Extra-ludic signals are evaluations by an 

audience that are not specific to a given performance genre. Laughter, applause (in the 

case of many non-conversational performance genres), nods, and conmients such as 

"yeah" or "mhm" are considered positive extra-ludic signs of approval within this 

typology. Undesired silence or—much worse—an interruption during a performance are 

negative extra-ludic signals. Intra-ludic signals are "part and parcel of the procedural 

norms of the genre" (Yankah, 1985, p. 138). There is wide cultural and genre-specific 

variation in such signals, from rhyming responses to death, in extreme cases. When I was 

a child, my father used to jokingly disapprove of humming or singing during dinner with 

this rhythmic saying: "Sing at the table, you marry a fool." This is clearly an intra-ludic 

signal, for it cannot be uttered during a conversational performance or during a song in 

another context. 

When analj^ng the role of the audience in conversational performances, 

however, this typology becomes less applicable. Full-fledged co-performing is certainly a 

sign of intra-ludic approval, as is a performance following closely on the heels of another 

and constructing a similar ideological position. Laughter, on the other hand, which 

Yankah (1985) claims is an extra-ludic signal, is itself a closing strategy and a way of 

highlighting the floor-holder's display. Even when it is the audience who laughs, the 
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laughter is usually well-coordinated with the closing of a performance, especially when 

imtiated by the primary performer (Miiller, 1992). Because it is not simply an extra-

performance contribution, it is difficult to categorize laughter as one tj^ of signal or the 

other. 

The same can be said of participation in performances in only slightly 

performative ways. The following performance, partially excerpted earlier in this chapter 

(Example 3.6), includes three comments from the primary performer's friend and 

interview partner, F21. The first two (lines A and B, below) are exclamations and both 

clearly shape subsequent utterances by M9. That is, they might be considered intra-ludic 

because of their role in encouraging M9 to dramatize the story of their fnend's accent 

and also in forcing a concession. They are far less intrinsic to the performance, however, 

than M9's stress, exaggerations, and dialogue: 

Fxample ^ ?9 rntra-lndfr. rR«;pon«;pi<; 

M9: ..welly 
...uh, 
we have a friend— 
.-.[F21]andldo, 
who names— 
..whose name is [J], 

G: ..mhm.= 
M9; =w-

/and [JP]—/ 
F21: [whispered]/yeah!/ A 
M9: and [JP] had-..a TREMENDOUSLY thick Mexican acc-

I mean,= 
G: =<@ mhm. @>= 
M9: =Hispan-^ 
F21: =he /still does!/ B 
M9: /(??)/ 

I mean. 
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w-
yeah, 
he still does, 
but I mean. 

F21: /its not as (7)7 
M9: ..Vyou couldn't/ understand a word he said. 

C 

o- w-.at least I couldnX 
until after like a day— 
...after I /knew him/ 

D 
E 
F 

G: /mhm./ 
M9: it was like, 

what? 
what? 
what? 
excuse me? 
could you say that again? 
/you know/ 

G; /<@ mhm. @>/ 

F2rs second and third contributions (lines B and C) appear to be attempts to make the 

description of IP's accent more realistic. M9, however, does not end the accent-

complaint performance even after F21 begins to suggest—we can assume—that the 

accent is not as heavy or bad anymore (line C). The concession is still offered (lines D-F) 

but is overshadowed by the renewed performance. Whether F2rs contributions are intra-

ludic or extra-ludic may not be the most important way to describe her role in this 

performance. I will discuss this point in more detail below. 

High levels of involvement in an interaction are usually evident in the degree of 

speaker overlap and latching. Overlap is not necessarily, however, a sign of approval. In 

fact, it might indicate a particularly negative judgment of a performance as well as of the 

ideological position being performed. It can be interpreted as an interruption as often as it 

is a sign of speaker-listener coordination. In either case, overlap—like laughter—is 
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difficult to classify as intra- or extra-ludic. I am more inclined to describe it as extra-

ludic, but in Example 3.30, the overlapping comment from F2 (line B) emphasizes Fl's 

poetic juxtaposition of the words "epitome" and "stupidity" (line A): 

Fxample 3 30 "The epitome of f^tiipidify" 

F1: .. my friend last year, 
.. had an English teacher who didn't even sp>eak English. 
... well. 
.. I mean THAT— 
that's just like—= 

F2: =that's j ust /like/— 
F1; /the/ epitome //of stupidity.// A 
F2: //<[fast] 1 was gonna say [fast]> epitome.// B 

l@@l 
Fl; /yeah./ 
F2?: //(???)// 
Fl; ...hi- //hire some//one who...can't speak it, 

...to teach the kids. 
F2: ..yeah. 
Fl: ..<[low] I don't know. [low]> 

F2's comment is so well-coordinated with Fl's that, in my first attempt to transcribe this 

segment, I mistakenly thought that both students said "the epitome of stupidity" 

simultaneously. F2 utters "I was gonna say" very quickly and then slows down on the last 

word, resulting in the perfect overlap of the rhyming words. The two speakers' turns 

overlap twice more in succession after that—a series of overlaps that might be 

interpreted as collaboration on a coda for what had been primarily Fl's performance. 

This overlap, combined with the "lexical recycling" of "that's just like," increases the 

drama of this segment and could thus be considered performative. 

The complex, collective nature of conversational performance suggests that its 

analysis requires a typology of participation structures, all of which indicate positive 
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approval and may be rhythmically coordinated, but with varying degrees of collaboration. 

The listener's role in Example 3.29, in which two partners Icnew the same person with an 

accent, is qualitatively, and perhaps also quantitatively, different from the listener's role 

in Example 3.30. F21 (Example 3.29) merely influences the performed accent complaint 

so that her partner, clearly the primary performer, offers a concession that he might 

otherwise have omitted. In Example 3.30, on the other hand, F2 participates in the 

performance to such a degree that the poetry of lines A-B is not possible without her 

participation. It becomes more difficult to distinguish primary from secondary performers 

in this case. Furthermore, the lines between intra-ludic and extra-ludic audience 

participation can also be fuzzy because the rules of conversational performance must 

incorporate the rules of everyday conversation. That is, any contribution by a listener is, 

in an important sense, part and parcel of the procedural norms of the genre. 

I suggest, then, that we place positive audience responses—negative responses 

will be dealt with below—along a continuum of collaboration, or the degree of 

inseparability of performer and audience roles. Because mim'mal positive response is 

expected, a simple backcharmel cue such as "mhm" is at the low end of this continuum. 

It is usually neither an attempt to take the floor nor a particularly performative utterance. 

An exception is emphatic agreement such as F2rs "Yeah!" which should therefore be 

placed nearer the middle of the continuum. Similarly, p>erspective-taking utterances that 

do not constitute instances of floor-stealing might be somewhere in between the low and 

high ends. In such cases, it is still clear who the primary and secondary performers are. 

The highly collaborative interview with F5 and F6 was full of such instances, including 
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F5's uttering, "You jerk," in imagined response to F6's boyfriend (Example 3.12), and "I 

know how to say hi, and that's about it" in the collective boast about not knowing Slovak 

(Example 2.33). Another performance by the same pair with an intermediate but 

considerably higher level of collaboration is the following complaint about their English 

teacher's comments on drafts; 

Fxample 3 31 Death hy analy^iis 

F5: he wa- he wants us to analyze. 
analyze, 
/analyze, 
analyze./ 

F6: /a:nalyze. 
to:taI/ly. 
yeah.= 

F5; =I could analyze..until//..I// dropped /dead/ 
G: //mhmV/ 
F6; /@/ 

///wouldn't be enough./// A 
F5: and it still ///would not be enough/// (for him?).= B 
F6: =yeah.= 
F5: =/hon/estly. 
F6; /(?)/ 

..yeah. 

The heavy overlap and the well synchronized borrowing by each speaker of the other's 

words not only is an indication of high involvement but also contributes to the 

performativity of the whole segment. F6's "wouldn't be enough" (line A) is a continuation 

of F5's claims that the teacher always wants more analysis. It is timed so well with the 

beginning of F5's sentence (line B) that the two speakers together become the death-by-

analysis victim that F5 hypothesizes. F5, however, might still be considered the primary 

performer because she takes the lead in determining the form of the final sentence (line 
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B), and because F6's final "yeah" more closely resembles a response to a performance 

than a pjerformer-initiated coda. An example of a full-fledged, multi-party performance is 

the collectively created list of Spanish tenses (Example 2.51). 

Below is a simple representation of this continuum of collaboration, with a 

sample of forms of audience participation placed at various points under the line. 

Low 
yeah 
mhm 

F2rs "Yeah! "wouldn't be enough" 
F1/F2: "I can't stand it'^ 

F5's "You jerk" Spanish grammar 

High 

Fig. 3. A continuum of collaborativity 

The dotted line between the laugh symbols (@) indicates that laughter may be more or 

less coordinated and performative. Usually, however, it is not a means of becoming a 

full-fledged co-performer. 

It is important to note that the degree of collaboration may move up and down 

during the course of a single performance. What is abbreviated in the figure as "I can't 

stand it" is a poetic pair of utterances (lines A-D, below) made by Fl and F2 in a 

complaint performance about having to read about Native Americans—a complaint 

analyzed in detail in Chapter 4 (Example 4.4). Although this performance is initiated and 

dominated by Fl, F2's response in line B marks a sudden shift in the level of 

collaborativity. Note the rhj^hm of the underlined segment, with its nearly perfectly 

latched lines: 
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Example 1 3? Collahorative poetry 

Fl: ...the subject we're studying, 
...in..in class is...ab- you know, 
about Native Americans, 
and /stufF like that, 

F2; /yeah./ 
Fl; and I took a— 

I took a course on it last semester, 
and T can't ST AMD it - A 

F2: =T cant eitherB  
Fl: =T cant STAND /ft / C 
F2; /T/ //can't// either D 

G: //huh.// 
F2: ...cant stand it= E 
Fl; =I don't—= 
F2; =I dont like it.= F 
Fl; =I have friends who are r-../reading/ about like... Edgar Allen Poe and 

stuff like that, 
G; /mhm''/ 
Fl; and I'm like, G 

...oh well that sounds interesting^ 
l..can't..stand..the /subject./ H 

G: /why:./ 
//why.// 

F2; //I// can't either.= 
Fl: =don't— 

..'[opens mouth, possibly to say "I," but stops] 
F2: ..it doesnt interest me.= 1 
Fl; =me neither, 

and I cant /relate/ to it, 
G; /huh./ 
Fl: I cant stand //Leslie Marmon Silko.// 

Once F2 responds with her latched "I can't either," Fl is then able to repeat her own 

emphatic statement with impunity, in turn leading F2 to repeat hers. The pitch and 

rhythm of lines C-D are nearly identical to those of lines A-B. Without F2's repeated 

response, then, lines A-D could not have become the poetic performance that they are. F2 

momentarily becomes a fiill-fledged co-performer. Even after the "poem," F2 makes her 
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own contributions (lines E, F, and I) that are not simply audience judgments of F1 's 

performance. The first of those is a third utterance of "|Tj can't stand it," and could be 

classified as performative, as could the well-latched comment, "I don't like it" (line F). 

F2's last utterance (line I), however, is a fairly unmarked comment. F2's role at that 

moment is thus neither performer nor audience. Fl, on the other hand, regains the 

performative lead when she adds dialogue (line G) and another repetition of'*! can't 

stand...," punctuated by rhythmic pauses (line H).^^ The level of collaborativity in this 

performance thus shifts fi'om low to high to intermediate over a very brief period of time. 

The example above illustrates an additional point; collaborativity and 

performativity are not coterminous. The post-"poem" section of that performance is 

relatively collaborative, as F2 is able to take the floor, but F2's turns are not nearly as 

performative as Fl's. Compare this to F5's perspective-taking contribution, "You jerk," 

during what is clearly a short performance by her partner (Example 3.12, reproduced here 

as Example 3.33): 

Example 3 33 "Yniijeric" 

F6: could have been taken, 
..in a wrong...a wrong sense^= 

F5: 
F6: ... /and it was/ like, 

..at first Fm like, 
<@ oh my God! @> A 

I do not mean to suggest that this performance is necessarily competitive, although I 
am certain that some performances may contain a competitive element. Rather, I want to 
draw attention to the differential ability of different speakers to sustain and dominate 
performances. Fl's taking the performative lead is more an indication of individual 
performative skill than a victory in a battle for performative rights. 
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and then /later it was like/ 
F5: /you jerk. 

F6: ..yeah. 

B 

exactly. 
and then Fm like, 
oh, 
he doesnt really know, 
...what it means. 

C 
D 
E 

It is clear that F6 is the primary performer here, partly because the story is about her own 

boyfriend, and partly because she opens as well as closes the performance. I thus placed 

F5's comment at the low-intermediate end of the collaborative scale even though "you 

jerk" is an obviously performative contribution. 

I have dealt so far in this section with the varying levels of collaborativity of 

audience participation. All of the forms I have discussed, from minimal backchaimeling 

to emphatic agreement to more or less performative participation in a performance, are 

forms of positive audience response. Negative responses, including interruptions and lack 

of sufficiently positive response, will be the subject of the remainder of this section. 

A high density of performative strategies is not enough to determine the success 

of a performance. A performance is not successful unless it has been well received, 

according to the expectations of the performer. An absence of a sufficiently positive 

response may inspire a performer to work harder to elicit that response and will 

occasionally result in interactional rupture. Interruption is an even more serious form of 

disapproval (Yankah, 1985). In Examples 3.26 and 3.27, M3 continues an interrupted 

performance, ending finally with dialogue: "Keep your construction job, and do what you 

gotta do." As I discussed in that section, his decision to come back to the same 
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performance is shaped by a sensitivity to the structure of performance. It is surely also 

the result of M3's desire to complete his performance so that he may receive adequate 

praise. Unfortunately, however, he did not receive such praise, probably because no other 

member of the interview group, including the interviewer, agreed with him. Instead, after 

a very short pause, his partner FIO began to perform a counterargument, which because 

of its sheer force and her more general performative skill, attracted attention in a way 

that M3's performance could not (her "anti-performance" is excerpted in Examples 2.20, 

3.18, 3.28,4.1, and 4.3). 

It is no coincidence that M3 was constructing an ideological position that no one 

else in the group shared. Co-performing and other forms of positive response are almost 

never forthcoming if audience members refiise to participate in constructing the 

ideological positions of the primary performer. As Muller (1992) points out, high levels 

of collaboration on the creation of "theatrical moments" tell other listeners, "'Join us— 

we're right!*" (p. 200). When the foreign instructor complaints arose in one interview, 

one student (F12) did not respond positively to those complaints. In fact, the only time all 

of the participants were actively co-performing in that interview was during the school 

complaint performance about Spanish tenses (Example 2.51). Although F12 and I did not 

want to participate in a foreigner complaint, we were perfectly willing to join the 

complaint about Spanish. The ability and desire to participate in such a complaint 

depended both on our being able to remember the names of tenses and on our 

ideologically influenced association of grammatical categories with school-related facts. 

The relationship among collaborativity, positive aesthetic judgment, and ideological 
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solidarity is thus a critical one. 

I return to the highly collaborative interview with F5 and F6 to illustrate this 

relationship more clearly (Examples 3.34-3.37). The most collaborative stretches during 

the interview display clear ideological solidarity, but F6 is generally much more willing 

than F5 to construct multilingualist positions and to acknowledge NNSs' varying levels 

of proficiency. At moments when F6 is not willing to go along with the positions that F5 

is performing, she neither creates performances of her own nor offers especially positive 

responses, although she usually politely responds with affirmative backchanneling cues 

such as "that's true." In the following instance, F5 in fact heightened her performance 

with the apparent hope of receiving a more positive response than "mhm" or "that's 

true." The topic was a letter to Dear Abby by a woman upset that two people with her 

began to speak Spanish, which she could not understand. F6's first comment about that 

topic briefly illustrates the multilingualist position with which F5's performances must 

contend: 

Fxample 3 34 F6's miiltilingiialist response to code-switching 

F6: =I don't think that's...RU-
I mean, 
if theyre.-discussing something behind her ba-
or someth-
not that she'd be able to know, 
...but they just feel more comfortable, 
...I have— 
...I have friends that have to just like— 

F5: ..did they both— 
were /they both speaking/ English? 

F6: /(with?) each other—/ 

Although she admits the possibility that the Spanish speakers were "talking behind her 
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back," her pmmary position seems to be that some people feel more comfortable in a 

language othier than Engh'sh and that that comfort justifies the use of that language. F5, on the 

other hand, is firmly on the side of the letter-writer, claiming that any use of another language 

in the presemce of non-speakers of that language is rude. She even rejects F6's claim that 

sometimes p«eople are just greeting each other in the language they feel more comfortable 

with. F5 argmes, "But still. It's out of courtesy, though." Before F6 has a chance to respond, 

F5 begins a s:eries of unsuccessful performances and performative codas, each of v/hich 

meets with less positive response than she hoped for. 

Fxarwple 3 35 attempt to rRceive a positive response 

F5: 

F6 
F5 
F6 

F5: 
G: 
F6: 
F5: 

[ mean, 
I would— 
..if-s- that happened to me, 
..I'd be like, 
..[exhaled] 'h:, 
wait till you get home or something. 
or can you go someplace < @ else? 
because like, @> 
it's just— 
if we're alL.three having a conversation, 
it's almost like.. ./an inside joke./ A 
/that's true./ 
..you know what I mean?= B 
=yeah, 
i-
..//(??).// 
..an:d //you feel like// so left out. C 
/mhm7 
/that's true./ 
../and— 
but that's even/— 
almost worse than a inside joke. D 
because it's like, 
...[low and irritated] you dont even KN:OW what they're saying. E 
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The coda is several h'nes long (lines A-E), with each line ofiFering additional support for 

her imagined exasperation at being left out of a conversation. The exasperation, now 

perhaps the real exasperation at the lack of positive response, intensifies in the last two 

attempts (lines D and E). Since no one else attempts to take the floor after line E, she has 

the conversational option of continuing the performance until she gets a more satisfying 

response or simply giving up. Indeed, immediately after this segment, F5 receives an 

"mm" and another "that's true" and continues her turn with increased attempts to perform 

her position: 

Fvample S rnntiniied attempt 

G: ../mhmV 
F6: /that's/ true.= 
F5: =and if you have something like...that you want to say, 

...and rm..English-speaking, 

..say it English. 

..1 mean since I'm— 

..since we're having— 
ail three having a conversation, 

G: /mhmV 
F5; ... /say it/ in English. 
F6: ...that's true. 

F5 says, "Say it in English" twice, still receives no more than a "that's true," and finally 

ends her turn with this rhythmic performance (part of which is excerpted as Example 

3.8); 

Fyample 3 37 F5'<; final attempt 

F5: [louder] like I would never just be having a conversation right now, 
and..all of sudden be like, 
...HEYl 
..by the way! 
..duh duh duh duh duh. 
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you /know. 
while we're/ right in the middle of a conversation. 

F6: /oh. 
yeah./ 

F5: ..and..//jusL.completely// /leave some/one out 
F6: //that's true.// 

../I think—/ 
F5: //you know?// 
F6: //that's trueJ/ 

if you're all there together. 
F5: /yeah./ 
F6: (to /have a good?)/ conversation. 
G: /mhmV 

//mhmV/ 
F6: //then that's not//— 

..that's not cool. 
G: ..mhm. 

...but then. 

Even this performance does not receive the kind of response she apparently was hoping 

for— perhaps a similar performance from F6 that might tell her that they share a 

perspective. Instead, F6 merely concedes, perhaps to end the argument, that leaving 

people out is not polite. I then ask a new question, after which F5 makes no further 

attempt to obtain a more collaborative or performative response. 

Conclusion 

The preceding analyses demonstrate the theoretical importance of examining 

conversational performances in the context of the whole multi-party interaction, and not 

just as the property of an individual speaker. Conversational performances are inherently 

interactive events and have their own formal structures. Listeners are sensitive to the 

structure of performance, usually coordinating their responses with the end of a 
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performance. A violation of those structural rules, such as an interruption, can result in 

interactional rupture. Because of the expectation for positive judgments from the 

audience, rupture can also occur when such judgments are not forthcoming. Performers 

might reopen or re-close a performance, heighten the intensity of subsequent 

performances, or simply give up. 

The particular strategies used in conversational performances have varying 

performative potential and may reinforce each other to create a rich texture of aesthetic 

features. Narrative can be an opportunity for multiple frames to be employed in various 

relation to the performative frame as a whole. Dialogue, especially because of the 

possibility for manipulation of the boundary between real and imagined speech (or 

thought), enables the use of rhythm, hyperbole, expressive phonology, and inter-frame 

repetition—that is, the "recycling" of lexical or syntactic units from quoted to unquoted 

utterances and vice versa. Rhythm is created with emphatic stress, repeated intonational 

contours, strategic pauses, and the use of the physical environment, such as the tapping of 

a pencil on the table. 

The audience plays a critical role in the success of a given performance, not only 

for their rendering of positive or negative aesthetic judgment, but also for their 

participation in the performance itself. The degree of collaborativity of audience 

responses can range greatly, from minimal backcharmeling to fiill-fledged co-performing, 

in which case performer and audience roles are inseparable. Perspective-taking 

contributions of dialogue to another's performance are likely to be at an intermediate 

point on a continuum of collaborativity. 
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It is precisely the collectiveness of performances that make them prime loci for 

the joint construction of ideological systems. Although any verbal interaction has the 

same potential, conversational performances are often sites for the construction of 

dominant ideological positions, as we shall see in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE PERFORMANCE OF IDEOLOGY AND THE IDEOLOGY OF PERFORMANCE 

Introduction 

In this chapter, I will attempt to bring together an analysis of the performative 

strategies I discussed in Chapter 3 and the on-site construction and reconstruction of the 

ideology of nativeness I proposed in Chapter 2. While the relations between performance 

and ideology are complex and varied, the fact that the bulk of the performances in my 

data are complaints is a point not to be overlooked. The most common are school-related, 

which is a fimction of my interview questions, but the kinds of complaints that arose in 

discussions of language use mostly embodied dominant positions, which often clearly 

distinguish between an in-group and an out-group perceived to be annoying, threatening, 

or otherwise pernicious. Moreover, some specific strategies, such as exaggeration and 

dialogue, are easily used in the service of representing others, an inherently power-laden 

activity (Briggs, 1996). The relation between complaints and dominant ideologies, then, 

is a particularly fhxitful area of investigation. However, I will only deal with that relation 

in this chapter as an outcome of the more complex interplay between conversational 

performance and ideological construction in general. 

The performative strategies discussed in the previous chapter—repetition, 

dialogue, rhythm, emphatic stress, etc.—caimot be mapped directly onto ideological 

formations. No single strategy can be said to indicate a particular ideological position. 

Rather than drawing such simple correspondences, this chapter addresses the more 

critical and complex role of performance in the construction of ideology: creating 



198 

contexts in which ideological models can be accessed and discursively transformed. 

Performances themselves are shaped by what is already available in the ideological 

model—itself shaped by previously encountered discourse—and by contextualization 

cues in the immediate situation. Ideology and performance can be said, then, to have a 

recursive relationship to each other and to the contexts in which they emerge. 

Performance is related to the construction of ideologies in a number of ways, 

which together contribute to the reciprocal nature of the overarching relationship: 

performances both shape and are shaped by ideologies. Usually, a single performance 

will be linked with ideology in most or all of these ways simultaneously. Indeed, the 

relations between performance and ideology are not easily separated. I have identified, 

however, five basic relations, which together highlight the tension between the prior and 

the emergent, the fixed and the novel: 

1. Performances index existing ideological models. 
2. The relatively limited set of discourse patterns (metaphors, themes, argument 

strategies, etc.) entailed by a given ideology are readily available—and are 
drawn upon—as resources for aesthetic displays. 

3. The fi-aming of talk as performance opens up a discursive space for 
constructing ideological extremes and stereotypes and, more importantly, for 
momentarily rendering them acceptable. 

4. Performances beget performances, thus creating opportunities for the shared 
making of ideological meaning. 

5. Performances' capacity for recontextualization allows ideologies to be shaped 
by greater numbers of speakers and therefore to be subjected to multiple 
transformations. 

The reciprocity of the overall relationship between performance and ideology can 

be seen more clearly if we divide relations #l and #2 fi-om relations #3, #4, and #5. 

Relations #1 and #2 focus on the relative stability of ideology and indicate its use as a 
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resource. That is, ideology provides the basis in both content (relation #1) and form 

(relation #2) for a given performance (to the extent that form and content are separable). 

Both of these relations posit ideology as a network of meanings that exists in some 

relatively stable form, with fixed discourse structures associated with it. However, 

relation #1, the relation of indexicality, also points to the "context-bearing featares" 

(Ochs, 1990, p. 288) of performance. In indexing those existing ideological models, 

performances have the capacity to shape participants' understanding of their respective 

social and political positions. Relation #1, then, has as much to do with performance's 

dynamic, active role in shifting participants' interpretation of the interactional and 

cultural context as it does with ideology's role as a relatively static feature of that 

context. Relations #3, #4, and #5, on the other hand, focus primarily on the role of 

performance in reconstructing ideologies in the course of ongoing interaction. In the 

process of performing, speakers can transform ideological premises toward extremes or 

inscribe them in particularly memorable ways. Those performances raise opportunities 

for other performances by other speakers, thereby allowing increasing numbers of 

participants to collaborate in creating contexts in which transformed ideological premises 

are considered true and acceptable. 

I will explain and illustrate each relation in this chapter, with a short section at 

the end about the role of audience judgments of aesthetics in contextualization: listeners' 

linguistic cues can reveal ideological solidarity or opposition as they express appreciation 

(or lack thereof) for another speaker's aesthetic display. Audience response also 

contributes to the management of talk, as I illustrated in Chapter 3, and therefore plays a 
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role in the negotiation of opportunities for shaping ideological meanings. 

Five Relations between Performance and Ideology 

A. Relation 1: Performances index existing ideological models. 

Performances exist in an indexical relation to various aspects of its context, 

including social status and identities of participants, culturally embedded belief systems, 

norms, values, affective stances, etc. (Ochs, 1990). These contextual features are what 

Silverstein (1979) calls nonreferential indexes, or those indexes that index sociocultural 

understandings as opposed to things or people in the material world. Ideology is precisely 

one such set of sociocultural understandings indexed by collocations of linguistic forms. 

As 1 mentioned in Chapter 1, indexicality is an important part of the contextualization 

process, allowing researchers and participants alike to make sense of an interaction as 

they interpret each other's ideological positions and social relations. 

Performances both presuppose and create the ideological models they index 

(Silverstein, 1979). Presupposing indexical forms are understood by participants to index 

some feature of the context that exists independently of the use of the linguistic form. 

Deictic terms such as 'T' and "you," fof example, presuppose the existence of persons in 

the immediate context Titles and other forms of address, on the other hand, establish 

social relations by their very use (Silverstein, 1976). In this section, I will focus my 

discussion on the ways in which performances presuppose ideological worlds in which 

certain propositions are taken—at least by the speaker, but often by the listeners as 

well—to be true. The more creative, or constitutive, aspects of performance in relation to 
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ideology are addressed more directly under relation #s 3-5 below. 

That the ideology of nativeness exists as a relatively limited set of available 

discourses is evidenced by the prevalence of statements such as those excerpts examined 

in Chapter 2. One set of ideological premises, regarding an understanding of the US as 

essentially monolingual, was indexed in performances throughout my data. The 

following complaint—apparently about linguistic pluralism in the United States—came 

in response to my explicitly raising the issue of the English Only movement. The 

speaker's referents without clear antecedents and her use of commonly used discourse 

regarding the relation between English and Spanish, as well as other elements of the 

complaint, index a monoglot ideology that exists independent of this particular 

interaction. The analysis of those indexical relationships follows this excerpt: 

Rxamplc! 4 1 "My pet peeve"- Supporting English Only 

FIG: =see I'm like.. .really big on that, 
like when they went and started doing the initiation, 
..or like the...process into...becoming a United States citi- citizen, 
when they started reading it in Spanish, 
..that's.-terrible. 
...I mean, 
...it's like us going over to [inhales]...Mexico, 
and saying, 
I want to be part of your country, 
bu.t.rm not gonna speak your language, 
'cause Fm gonna keep mine. 
..(we? you?) dont do that 
..if you want to be part of their country, 
you need to— 
...I mean you can keep it like in the home and stuff, 
but, 
...I mean it is America. 
..you know? 
..that's— 
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Tm Fm SO...big on that 
G: /<@ mhm. @>/ 
F10: that's /just my pet/ peeve, 

is when people sit there, 
and say, 
...well Fm a citizen, 
hurt.I don't speak your language, 
and I don't intend to. 

This is the beginning of an approximately 25-minute argument with nearly constant 

performances from FIO as well as from her partners, one of whom opposes the Official 

English movement and acts as her antagonist. Here, FIO indexes several core 

propositions in the monoglot model: 1) the single language of America is English; 2) 

languages other than English should neither be seen nor heard in public in the U.S.; 3) 

there are U.S. citizens who don't speak a word of English; and 4) the reason that people 

might not speak English in the U.S. is that they refiise to learn iL Argument structures 

for Official English policies are discussed in much more detail in Woolard (1989), Wiley 

and Lukes (1996), Silverstein (1996[1987]) and elsewhere. Other components of the 

ideology indexed in FlO's response include the mutual exclusivity of one's native 

language and one's second language, as seen in this statement (reproduced from Example 

2.24); 

Fvample 4 7 Nnn-hilingTiali<;Tn 

FIG; bu:t..rm not gonna speak your language, 
'cause I'm gonna keep mine. 

This sense that even multilingual people must always have a single native language is 

part of the same monolingualist model. Such a model "rationalizes" (Silverstein, 1979) 

the notion that Mexico, too, has only one language, providing us with more evidence of 
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an existing model of the world as essentially, "naturally" monolingual. 

However, FlO's performance is more than the sum of its prepositional content, no 

matter how implicitly or explicitly proposed. The combination of performative features 

further indexes a number of other contextual dimensions inextricably linked to the 

ideology of nativeness. Those features include strategic pauses, the dismissive "sit there," 

rhythm (particularly in the last three lines, "well I'm a citizen, but I don't speak your 

language, and I don't intend to"), and the animating of the imagined stubborn 

immigrant's voice. In particular, these strategies index her affective stance toward 

immigrants and non-English languages as well as her identification as a cooperative, 

patriotic American who would not dare to commit such an affront to another country's 

people or language. Those dimensions of affect and identity themselves are implications 

of an ideological model which constructs nonnative English speakers as lazy or stubborn 

outsiders. 

The conditions for such a p>erformed argument have, of course, been set by the 

knowledge of a heated public debate about U.S. language policy. The vehemence of her 

performance (it increases later in the argument) indexes a context in which the 

ideological positions she is assuming have been discursively constructed again and again 

in relation to counter-positions prior to this particular interaction. Immediately after her 

line, "and I don't intend to," her partner joins the argument with this oft-heard claim 

about the economics of bilingualism; 

Example 4 3 "It's retarHeH" 

F9: =and a lot of things— 
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like, 
you have to buy— 
..to read something, 
and you have to pay more because they print it in English and Spanish'^= 

FIO; =ye^. 
...it's retarded. 

In addition to invoking a pre-adolescent style of arguing, which contributes to a persona 

she adopts more than once in this interview, the performed response, "It's retarded," 

indexes the existence of prior heated debates in which extreme, affect-laden responses 

are acceptable. Furthermore, I interpret the pronoun "it" in that line to refer not simply 

to the idea of pajdng more for bilingual materials. "It" refers to what she initially claimed 

was her "pet peeve": the claiming of minority-language rights and, even more generally, 

the co-existence of English and Spanish in the U.S. as she imagines it.""" For FIO to say 

"it" and assume that her hearers understand its referent, she must know that they are at 

least familiar with the issue. In other words, she is actively indexing a pre-existing 

ideological model that allows us to interpret her general references as well as the reason 

for her performance, whether we subscribe to that ideology or not. 

The following excerpt even more dramatically and poetically illustrates this kind 

of indexical relation between an ideology and the very performativity of a set of 

utterances. This segment appears early in the interview and forms part of the context for 

the long, dramatic complaint performance (excerpted in Chapters 1 and 2) about the 

history teacher who was described as so hard to understand that "it's a foreign language 

I use the term "imagined" here because the nature of that co-existence is surely 
different in her mind than in mine; at the performative climax of the 25 minutes of 
argument, she confirms this by exclaiming, "But they're taking over! Don't you see?" 
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to me." Here, the two interviewees had just been discussing reasons for differences in 

teachers' grading standards, and then this school complaint performance began rather 

suddenly. The pair's apparent dislike of the topic of Native Americans, in general, and of 

Leslie Marmon Silko's novel Ceremony (1977)^ in particular, fueled a series of 

alternating individual performances as well as some co-performances. This is the first of 

those: 

Example 4 4 Collahoratfve poetry 

F1: ...the subject we're studying, 
...in..in class is...ab- you know, 
about Native Americans, 
and /stufD' like that, 

F2: /yeah./ 
Fl: and I took a— 

I took a course on it last semester, 
and r can't ST AND it - A 

F2: =I can't either.= B 
Fl: =I can't STAND/it./ C 
F2: /r/ //can't// either D 
G: //huh.// 

F l :  =T don|t-= 

Fl: =I have fnends who are r-../reading/ about like... Edgar Allen Poe and 
stuff like that, 

G: /mhmV 
Fl: and I'm like, 

... oh well that sounds interesting' 
T cant stand the /subject./ 

G: /why:./ 
//why.// 

F2; //r// can't either -
Fl: =don't— 

..'[of)ens mouth, possibly to say "I," but stops] 
F2: ..it doesnt interest me ' 
Fl: =me neither^ 

and I can't /relate/ to it. 


