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Abstract: In recent years, the intersections between, or entanglements of, local
action and translocal patterns gained renewed interest in sociolinguistics.
Received distinctions such as micro/macro or practice/structure have been chal-
lenged and confronted with more granular concepts such as sociolinguistic scales.
Consequently, established disciplinary orientations such as micro/macro or
qualitative/quantitative sociolinguistics have also been questioned: rather than one
of two options, sociolinguistics is now supposed to embrace “complexity”. This
fundamental discussion also centrally concerns research into language ideologies.
While it has always been acknowledged that language ideologies frame and shape,
or manifest in, local action, they have long been construed as a translocal social
order, a “macro phenomenon”. In the wake of the general discussion outlined
above, however, this has been challenged. Language ideologies are now
increasingly located at the intersection of structure and practice, construed as
structurating practices and as dynamic, scalar phenomena that emerge from, and
are subjected to, ongoing local processes of social positioning and indexical
enregisterment (which they reversely frame). This special issue takes up the dis-
cussion and asks where we can get to with such a complex notion of language
ideologies and/as social positioning, how far we have come already, and which
obstacles lie ahead. The authors address these questions from different perspec-
tives. This introduction sets the scene, recapitulates the discussion and state of the
art, and provides an outline of the issue.
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In memory of Alexandra “Misty” Jaffe (1960–2018)
and Michael Silverstein (1945–2020)

Language ideologies have attractedwide interest in sociolinguistics and Linguistic
Anthropology since Michael Silverstein (1979) introduced the term, rather inci-
dentally, a good four decades ago in a now often (if very selectively) cited
contribution that appeared in a hectographed and rather heterogeneous collection
of a Parasession on Linguistic Units and Levels held by the Chicago Linguistic
Society the same year. Mainly driven byUS (and particularly Chicagoan) Linguistic
Anthropology (see Joseph and Taylor 1990; Woolard and Schieffelin 1994;
Kroskrity et al. 1998; Irvine and Gal 2000; Wilce 2017; Gal and Irvine 2019), but
continuously also adapted by sociolinguistics scholars in Australia (e.g., Penny-
cook 1998; Eades 2013), Asia (e.g., Park 2009; Lee 2009; Zhou 2019), Africa (e.g.,
Yakpo 2016; Kamwangamalu 2019), Europe (e.g., Cameron 1995; Blommaert 1999;
Mar-Molinero and Stevenson 2006; Johnson and Milani 2010; Verschueren 2012)
and the other Americas (e.g., Duchêne and Heller 2007; McElhinny 2007; López-
Gopar 2016), an overwhelming body of literature circulating around this topic has
emerged and keeps emerging (for recent surveys, see Rosa and Burdick 2017;
Busch 2019).

From the very beginning, one central impetus of research has been to find a
way “to mediate between the terms of […] the (micro) study of face-to-face
discourse strategies, and studies of macrohistorical processes” (Gal 1989: 349),
that is, to link communicative practices and the way communication takes place in
situ with larger-scale structures, i.e., the social, culture, and power processes.
At the outset of their review of no less than 329 titles related to the field up to 1993,
for instance, Woolard and Schieffelin (1994: 55) note that

[a]lthough there are varying concerns behind the studies reviewed, we emphasise language
ideology as a mediating link between social structures and forms of talk.

The review concludes with the statement that

The topic of language ideology is amuch needed bridge between linguistic and social theory,
because it relates the microculture of communicative action to political economic consider-
ations of power and social inequality, confronting macro social constraints on language
behavior […]. (Woolard and Schieffelin 1994: 72)

Language ideologies thus, asWoolard (1998: 27) adds in a later revision of the text,
“connect discourse with lived experiences”.

The “mediating” role of language ideologies has thereby been construed
in different ways. Silverstein (1979, 1985, and 2021) is particularly concerned with
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the mediating function of language (or linguistic) ideologies between language
structure and linguistic practice. The language ideological “rationalization or
justification of perceived language structure and use” (Silverstein 1979: 193) medi-
ates from structure to practice in the sense that it renders specific forms in specific
context preferable to others (more “‘appropriate to’ particular contexts of usage”;
Silverstein 2003: 212), and it mediates from practice to structure in the sense
that “justified” or “rationalised” language use also gets regularised in the system
(Silverstein 1985: 223) – “to rationalize, to ‘understand’ one’s own linguistic usage is
potentially to change it” (Silverstein 1979: 233).

Other scholars have beenmore concernedwith how language ideologies reflect
and maintain social inequality or differentiation and thereby link concrete
communicative practices with larger-scale social processes and hegemonial dis-
courses of exclusion, access, authority, legitimacy, and identity (e.g., Kroskrity
2000; Bauman andBriggs 2003; Blommaert 2005; Duchêne andHeller 2007; Gal and
Irvine 2019). In these terms, language ideologies mediate, as Woolard and Schief-
felin (1994: 72) put it in the aforementioned quote, “the microculture of communi-
cative action” with “macro social constraints”.

Particularly through the latter strand, language ideology research has put for-
warda strong counter-argument against the assumptionwidely held in conversation
analysis that semiosis primarily takes place at the “micro level”, that actors some-
what “freely” construct meaning and social relations in interaction (see Schegloff
1997; Deppermann 2015). Language ideology research, thus, has helped to give back
prominence to the “macro level” in interactional sociolinguistics. This “macro level”
was mostly equated with what Silverstein (1993) termed – as a special case of
metapragmatics (and the case he is least interested in himself) – metapragmatic
discourse, with discoursemainly meaning Discourse (“with a capital ‘D’” sensu Gee
1996: 151), that is, discourse beyond the level of local practice.

However, as Woolard (2008) (self-)critically notes, this focus on trans-local
patterns led to a tendency to ignore the level of concrete, situated action in favour
of language ideology analysis as mere Discourse analysis:

[…] some linguistic anthropologists now worry that there is a trend toward the construal of
ideology solely or primarily as metalinguistic discourse and a consequent lack of analytic
attention to linguistic form and practice. Much of the recent work – and I include here my
own – focuses on discourses about language rather than on linguistic practice and tends to
flatten the original three-dimensional model (as proposed by Silverstein (1985: 220) in his
account of the “total linguistic fact”). (Woolard 2008: 437)

In consequence of this trend, the focus was primarily shifted towards the question
of how communicative practices are framed or shaped by supra-local values and
beliefs. What was thereby often neglected is the reverse direction of the dialectical
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process: the question of how communicative practices constitute supra-local
values and beliefs. The “bridge” was used more and more as a one-way street.

Yet it is apparent that language ideologies do not come out of nowhere. They
manifest in (meta)linguistic practices, but they obviously also emerge – or
emanate, as Silverstein (2013) depicts it – from concrete (meta)linguistic or
discursive practices. That is to say, it is the actors and their actions that constitute,
maintain and change language ideologies, even if processes of constitution,
maintenance and change exceed individual interactions by far. Although this has
never really been denied in language ideology research, it still seems fair to di-
agnose that the influence of local practices on trans-local social structures
(i.e., ideologies) is far less clear than the reverse process, i.e., the impact of ide-
ologies on practices. Even more unclear is the reciprocity of the two directions of
relationship that, after all, language ideology research initially set out to explore.
Woolard’s (2008: 440) statement still generally holds in 2021:

How and why, in short, do particular linguistic icons become iconic? Even in the most
compelling work in linguistic ideology, the question of why particular variables emerge is
rarely directly addressed. More work is needed to explain just how and why specific features
become ideologically salient and drive change […].

However, as Woolard also reports, as of the early 2000s serious theoretical paths
have been taken that help to connect the local and structural levels bi-directionally,
and over that good decade since her plea was published, these paths have been
continued. Relevant attempts include the concepts of iconisation or rhematisation
(Irvine and Gal 2000; Gal 2016b; Gal and Irvine 2019), enregisterment (Silverstein
1993, 2003, 2016; Agha 2007; Johnstone et al. 2006; Spitzmüller 2013, 2015), as well
as Silverstein’s notion of recursive orordered indexicality, introducedas “the concept
necessary to showing us how to relate themicro-social to themacro-social frames of
analysis of any sociolinguistic phenomenon” (Silverstein 2003: 193; see also Sil-
verstein 2004; Blommaert 2005; Johnstone 2007; Briggs 2018). All these (highly
seminal) accounts attempt to model how ideological associations emerge, spread
and thicken from (recurrent and reflexive) local practices, and how they are main-
tained and challenged by such practices.

In this context, the relevance of re-iteration, seriality, and citationality (see
Nakassis 2012; Hassemer 2021; Deumert 2021) or inter-relatedness (intertextuality,
interdiscursivity, intergenericity) (see Agha and Stanton 2005; Bauman 2004) has
been stressed, often with reference to Foucault’s (1981 [1971]) central notion of
Discourse as a regulated series of events and to Butler’s (1993, 1997) ensuing
concepts of iterability and resignification as well as to Bakhtin’s (1981 [1975])
dialogic principle. These concepts attempt to explain how singular practices
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connect to “chain-like processes” (Agha 2007: 205; see also Wortham and Reyes
2015) that feed into cultural patterns and metapragmatic associations.

With regard to this nexus, concepts of social positioning (Bamberg 1997; Bam-
berg and Georgakopoulou 2008; De Fina 2013; Deppermann 2015; Wortham and
Reyes 2015) and stance (Du Bois 2007; Jaffe 2009, 2016; Johnstone 2007; Ochs 1996;
Spitzmüller 2013, 2015; Thompson 2016) have helped tomore precisely pinpoint how
local practices of evaluation and inter-personal alignment connect with, and fuel,
trans-local values and beliefs.

As far as the attempted connection of “discourse with lived experiences”
(Woolard 1998: 27) is concerned, finally, promising new attempts have been made
in recent years with the re-strengthening of phenomenological perspectives and
their application on the praxis-practice nexus (Bucholtz andHall 2016; Busch 2017;
Jaffe 2016; McNamara 2019). This new interest on the interplay of Discourse, lived
experience, subjectivation and embodied action helps to understand how lan-
guage ideologies are not only distributed in Discourse, and materialised in con-
crete practice, but also inscribed into human bodies and densely connected with
affect (Park 2021; Busch and Spitzmüller 2021).

For the issue at hand, we have invited colleagues to take on these current ap-
proaches and to revisit the strand-constituting question of how language ideologies
intersect with trans-local discourse, local practice and lived experience/subjectivity.1

We called for a discussionof how the “muchneededbridge” (Woolard andSchieffelin
1994: 72) that language ideology research attempts to build between local interaction
and social structure, or practice and Discourse, is construed today, a good four de-
cades after sociolinguistics and Linguistic Anthropology started the endeavour, a
goodquarter of a century after the bridge-buildinghas beendeclared its core aim, and
a good decade after first traces of corrosion and needs for restoration have been
identified. Does the bridge need restoration? And if so, which tools do we have at our
disposal nowadays to achieve this in amost solid way?Where, anyway, are the weak
points in the construction that would need special attention?

As the responses we received, and the papers assembled here, show, the
theoretical attempts outlined above indeed prove to be suitable bases for such a
critical revision of the fundaments. Social positioning, subjectivation, affect,

1 The thematic issue is rooted in two events: (1.) a colloquium with the title Language Ideologies:
Bridging the Gap between Social Structures and Local Practices organised by two of the editors
(Busch and Spitzmüller) in the context of the 21st Sociolinguistics Symposium in Murcia (June 21,
2016),where a part of the authors presentedfirst versions of their papers. (2.) a PhDSummer School
titled Metapragmatics, Language Ideologies, and Positioning Practices organised by two of the
editors (Flubacher and Spitzmüller) at Vienna University (July 16–20, 2018), where another part of
the authors, acting as instructors, presented and discussed the concepts and approaches that are
condensed in their respective papers in this issue.
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enregisterment, re-iteration, and embodiment were taken up and applied by the
contributors, combined with additional concepts such as “indexical calibration”
(Silverstein 2021) and chronotopy (Park 2021), in order to show how ideologies,
power, the social and the local intersect.

One point that proved to be particularly in need of revision is themicro/macro-
binary that determines many imaginations of the gap to be bridged. Here, we
connect to current discussions in sociolinguistics that have pointed out that the
“micro-macro question” that has haunted sociolinguistics since its infancy misses
the complexity, fluidity and dynamics of processes of structuration or institu-
tionalisation. As Heller notes:

Conceptualising social life in terms of a dichotomy implies that there are different types of
data for each, equally observable (or not, as the case may be), and that, in addition, the
linkages should be identifiable. And yet, empirical work fails to identify such types. (Heller
2001: 212)

In recent times, the notion of scale has been proposed as a more appropriate
account to structuration (cf. Blommaert et al. 2005; Blommaert 2010: 32–37; Carr
and Lempert 2016b; Goebel and Manns 2020), and we take up and audit this
proposal here, for the reasons that follow. To begin with, the notion of scale
reminds us that no clear line can be drawn between structures and practices, since
structures only manifest in practices and practices are always (reflexively) struc-
turing (Giddens 1984). Hence, as Alexandra Jaffe notes:

Language ideological processes are taken to be, not just reflect, processes of social struc-
turation. Language ideologies, like other ideologies, are rationalizations of hierarchical so-
cial orders and are thus implicated in their reproduction. (Jaffe 2020: 72)

This reflexiveness of language ideological structuration, i.e., the circular interdepen-
dencyandmutual integrationof structures andpractices, seemscrucial tous. Secondly,
the notion of scale reminds us that structures are scalable in terms of contextual,
temporal and local scope, as well as in terms of subjective experience. Particularly
with regard to the lived experience of language ideologies and linguistic inequality
(Busch and Spitzmüller 2021; Deumert 2021) and the “groundedness” (Park 2021)
of ideological typifications in concrete spatio-temporal contexts, this strikes us as
eminent. And finally, the notion of scale highlights that scales are the result of scaling
(or “scale-making”; Gal 2016a), a social and ideological action:

[…] the scales that social actors rely upon to organize, interpret, orient, and act in theirworlds
are not given but made – and rather laboriously so. For to scale is not simply to assume or
assert “bigness” or “smallness” by way of a ready-made calculus. Rather […] people use
language to scale the world around them. […] Although things can be made big though
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analogy, scale-making always also entails drawing distinctions, between the bigness of a
whale’s rib and the smallness of a marble, for instance. (Carr and Lempert 2016a: 3)

This also, of course, includes aspects of power and agency since scaling is not done
from social terra nullius:

Like any ideological project, scaling implies positioning and, hence, point of view: a
perspective from which scales (modes of comparison) are constructed and from which as-
pects of the world are evaluated with respect to them. (Gal 2016a: 91)

This will become apparent in many of the contributions. For instance, the scaling
of the phonetically “minima” (in all senses of the word) affricate pairs č/dž to an
uncrossable border of exclusion Busch and Spitzmüller (2021) report on is the
result of a social scale-making process, controlled by the actorswho claimpower in
and over the context at stake.

In this issue, therefore, we take the relation of structure and practice, aswell as
all things ideological and indexical, to be scalable in the sense outlined (and we
are well aware, incidentally, that the analyses of structure and practice we present
here themselves involve scale-making from the prestigious academic and obser-
vational positions we hold).

Language ideologies and social practice, thus, are not considered here as
frames and processes that are to be located at one of two interlinked but separated
(and “to-be-bridged”) strata in an exo-discursively or heuristically devised binary
opposition (either “the local”/practice or “the social”/Discourse), but rather as two
scalable phenomena that relate to, and co-constitute, each other within dynamic
scopes whose boundaries themselves emerge from the interpretive process within
which they operate. Methodically, hence, the interactive and interpretive (co-)
construction of contextual scopes becomes part, rather than the hermeneutic
prerequisite, of the analysis. This is the particular take of the scalar approach
embraced here as opposed to a micro-/macro-related account to the phenomena.

The contributions to the issue approach the scalability of language ideologies
and/in social practice from different points of view and hence focus different
aspects of the questions just outlined.

Michael Silverstein opens the discussion with a theoretical review of the
metapragmatic dimensions and scales inherent to sociocultural semiosis. Based
on a distinction between implicit indexical signalling and explicit metapragmatic
denotation on the one hand, and of reflexive, reportive, and nomic indexical cali-
bration on the other, Silverstein discusses different (interrelated) types and scales
of metapragmatic indexicality. He thereby also reconstructs how cultural phe-
nomena emerge as metapragmatic “assemblages” through processes of indexical
signification, intersemiotic circulation and propulsive emanation and provides an
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elaborated semiotic framework that helps to tackle how indexical meaning is
reflexively and dialectically scaled up and down from, and hence (meta)prag-
matically calibrated between, the “actual” and the “virtual” in contextualisation.

In his contribution, Joseph Sung-Yul Park focuses on the analytical concept of
figures of personhood, which he treats as “indexicals of behavior, demeanor,
character, or practice that are linked to socially recognizable person types” (cf.
Agha 2007) and argues for the attention to time, space, and affect as scalable
dimensions of ideological construal which mediate between discursively enre-
gistered typified personae and their enactment in interactive performance. In order
to illustrate the analytical potential, the author discusses three distinct examples
of figures of personhood: the “incompetent English speaker” in South Korea, the
“privileged but empty-headed” conyo in the Philippines (Reyes 2017), and the
“future-ready graduate” in Singapore. With regard to the topic of the issue, Park
demonstrates how stereotypic figures emerge in, and are fostered by, local prac-
tices, and how they conversely shape local construals of contextualised action
with regard to these three dimensions (time, space, and affect) in flexible ways.

Ana Deumert links reflections on the tensions between micro-macro expla-
nations with the imagination of decolonial futures – exactly on the grounds of
coloniality being “a multi-scalar world-system” (Deumert 2021). For this purpose,
Deumert offers an elaborate overview of the role of language in revolutionary
discourse(s) across time and space, with a focus on South African experiences and
practices. She argues for an understanding of the situation as a potential focal
point for imagining future worlds and, with Aimé Césaire, for an understanding of
the universal as being “rich with all its particulars”.

Drawing on his ethnography in a counselling centre for refugees in Vienna,
Austria, Jonas Hassemer describes how individual agency is both contingent and
co-productive of institutional and social order. As an exemplary case, he analyses
the institutional reiteration of a particular phrase (We have no apartments) and
its entextualisation, de- and recontextualization, leading to what Hassemer (2021)
terms “(meta-)communicative labour”. The author thus demonstrates how the
scalability of ideological frames of construal and agency can be tackled by means
of revealing how local practices of metapragmatic evaluation, via processes of re-
iteration and recontextualisation, connect to, and constitute, trans-local indexical
chains that frame the actors’ contextualisation.

Brigitta Busch and Jürgen Spitzmüller, finally, propose a scalarmetapragmatic
theory of the shibboleth as an “indexical border” that accounts for both enregis-
terment and contextualisation. Their empirical analysis is grounded in bio-
graphical reports of remigration from German-speaking countries to Bosnia and
Herzegovina and the lived experience with phonologically rather subtle but
indexically highly salient affricate shibboleths (č/dž and ć/đ). Busch and
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Spitzmüller identify discourse, performance and subjective, lived experience as
three fundamental dimensions that interoperate in the construal of shibboleths by
those who are subjected to them (again, in contextually and socially highly scalar
ways).

One person ismissing, though shewas present at both events this special issue
has emerged from. She acted as a discussant at the colloquium where our ex-
change started, and was instructor at the summer school where it continued. And
not only that: she turned the crucial screws, inspired and gently, subtly directed
our humble attempts to restore the “much needed bridge” between ideologies and
practice. For sure, this issue would be so much better if it included her planned
contribution. But Misty Jaffe had to withdraw.

Another person is present in this issue, but nevertheless missed. We were glad
thatMichael Silverstein,withoutwhosework language ideology researchwould be
hard to imagine and whose ideas have inspired so many scholars in the field with
his wit and humour, contributed amajor synoptical piece to this issue. Yet Michael
had to fight a severe andmore important battle over the lastmonths, a battle which
he ultimately lost to our great grief. This battle did not prevent him from encour-
aging us to finish this issue and he entrusted us with his contribution for final
editing.

WithMisty andMichael, we lost two dear colleagues, exceptional scholars and
formidable persons. We dedicate this special issue to them.

References

Agha, Asif. 2007. Language and social relations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Agha, Asif & Stanton E. F. Wortham (eds.). 2005. Discourse across Speech Events. [Special Issue].

Journal of Linguistic Anthropology 15(1). 1–150.
Bakhtin, Mikhail M. 1981 [1975]. Discourse in the novel. In Michael Holquist (ed.), The dialogic

imagination, 269–422. Austin, TX: University of Texas Press.
Bamberg,Michael. 1997. Positioning between structure andperformance. Journal of Narrative and

Life History 7(1–4). 335–342.
Bamberg, Michael & Alexandra Georgakopoulou. 2008. Small stories as a new perspective in

narrative and identity analysis. Text & Talk 28(3). 377–396.
Bauman, Richard. 2004. A world of others’ words. Malden, MA: Blackwell.
Bauman, Richard & Charles L. Briggs. 2003. Voices of modernity. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.
Blommaert, Jan (ed.). 1999. Language ideological debates. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter.
Blommaert, Jan. 2005. Discourse. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Blommaert, Jan. 2010. The sociolinguistics of globalization. New York: Cambridge University

Press.

Language ideologies and social positioning 9



Blommaert, Jan, James Collins & Stef Slembrouck. 2005. Spaces of multilingualism. Language &
Communication 25(3). 197–216.

Briggs, Charles L. 2018. Indexical disorders and ritual (de)centers of semiosis. Signs and Society
6(1). 205–224.

Bucholtz, Mary & Kira Hall. 2016. Embodied sociolinguistics. In Nikolas Coupland (ed.),
Sociolinguistics: Theoretical debates, 173–199. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Busch, Brigitta. 2017. Expanding the notion of the linguistic repertoire. Applied Linguistics 38(3).
340–358.

Busch, Brigitta. 2019. Sprachreflexion und Diskurs. In Gerd Antos, Thomas Niehr &
Jürgen Spitzmüller (eds.), Handbuch Sprache im Urteil der Öffentlichkeit, 107–139. Berlin &
Boston: De Gruyter.

Butler, Judith. 1993. Bodies that matter. New York: Routledge.
Butler, Judith. 1997. Excitable speech. New York: Routledge.
Cameron, Deborah. 1995. Verbal hygiene. London: Routledge.
Carr, E. Summerson & Michael Lempert. 2016a. Introduction. In E. Summerson Carr &

Michael Lempert (eds.), Scale, 1–21. Oakland: University of California Press.
Carr, E. Summerson & Michael Lempert (eds.). 2016b. Scale. Oakland: University of California

Press.
De Fina, Anna. 2013. Positioning level 3. Narrative Inquiry 23(1). 40–61.
Deppermann, Arnulf. 2015. Positioning. In Anna de Fina & Alexandra Georgakopoulou (eds.), The

handbook of narrative analysis, 369–387. Oxford: Wiley Blackwell.
Du Bois, John W. 2007. The stance triangle. In Robert Englebretson (ed.), Stancetaking in

discourse, 139–182. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: Benjamins.
Duchêne, Alexandre & Monica Heller (eds.). 2007. Discourses of endangerment. London & New

York: Continuum Press.
Eades, Diana. 2013. Aboriginal ways of using English. Canberra: Aboriginal Studies Press.
Foucault, Michel. 1981 [1971]. The order of discourse. In Robert Young (ed.), Untying the text,

48–78. London: Routledge.
Gal, Susan. 1989. Language and political economy. Annual Review of Anthropology 18. 345–367.
Gal, Susan. 2016a. Scale-making. In E. Summerson Carr & Michael Lempert (eds.), Scale, 91–111.

Oakland: University of California Press.
Gal, Susan. 2016b. Sociolinguistic differentiation. In Nikolas Coupland (ed.), Sociolinguistics:

Theoretical debates, 113–135. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Gal, Susan & Judith T. Irvine. 2019. Signs of difference. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Gee, James Paul. 1996. Social linguistics and literacies, 2nd edn. London: Taylor & Francis.
Giddens, Anthony. 1984. The constitution of society. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Goebel, Zane & Howie Manns. 2020. Chronotopic relations. Language & Communication 70.

82–93.
Heller, Monica. 2001. Undoing the micro/macro dichotomy. In Nikolas Coupland, Srikant Sarangi

& Christopher N. Candlin (eds.), Sociolinguistics and social theory, 212–234. London & New
York: Routledge.

Irvine, Judith T. & Susan Gal. 2000. Language ideology and linguistic differentiation. In
Paul V. Kroskrity (ed.), Regimes of language, 35–84. Oxford: Currey.

Jaffe, Alexandra (ed.). 2009. Stance. New York: Oxford University Press.
Jaffe, Alexandra. 2016. Indexicality, stance and fields in sociolinguistics. In Nikolas Coupland

(ed.),Sociolinguistics: Theoretical debates, 86–112. Cambridge: CambridgeUniversity Press.

10 Spitzmüller et al.



Jaffe, Alexandra. 2020. Language ideologies and linguistic representations. International Journal
of the Sociology of Language 261. 67–84.

Johnson, Sally & Tommaso M. Milani (eds.). 2010. Language ideologies and media discourse.
London: Continuum Press.

Johnstone, Barbara. 2007. Linking dialect and identity through stancetaking. In
Robert Englebretson (ed.), Stancetaking in discourse, 49–68. Amsterdam & Philadelphia:
Benjamins.

Johnstone, Barbara, Jennifer Andrus & Andrew E. Danielson. 2006. Mobility, indexicality, and the
enregisterment of “Pittsburghese”. Journal of English Linguistics 34(2). 77–104.

Joseph, John E. & Talbot J. Taylor (eds.). 1990. Ideologies of language. London & New York:
Routledge.

Kamwangamalu, Nkonko M. 2019. Language ideologies and practices in Africa. Journal of
Sociolinguistics 23(5). 543–554.

Kroskrity, Paul V. (ed.). 2000. Regimes of language. Oxford: Currey.
Kroskrity, Paul V., Bambi B. Schieffelin & Kathryn A. Woolard (eds.). 1998. Language ideologies.

New York: Oxford University Press.
Lee, Yeounsuk. 2009. The ideology of Kokugo. Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press.
López-Gopar, Mario E. 2016. Decolonizing primary English language teaching. Clevedon:

Multilingual Matters.
Mar-Molinero, Clare & Patrick Stevenson (eds.). 2006. Language ideologies, policies and

practices. Houndsmill: Palgrave Macmillan.
McElhinny, Bonnie S. 2007. Words, worlds, and material girls. Berlin & New York: De Gruyter

Mouton.
McNamara, Tim. 2019. Language and subjectivity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Nakassis, Constantine V. 2012. Brand, citationality, performativity. American Anthropologist

114(4). 624–638.
Ochs, Elinor. 1996. Linguistic resources for socializing humanity. In John J. Gumperz &

Stephen Levinson (eds.), Rethinking linguistic relativity, 407–437. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Park, Joseph Sung-Yul. 2009. The local construction of a global language. Berlin & New York:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Pennycook, Alastair. 1998. English and the discourses of colonialism. London & New York:
Routledge.

Reyes, Angela. 2017. Inventing postcolonial elites. Journal of Linguistic Anthropology 27(2).
210–231.

Rosa, Jonathan & Christa Burdick. 2017. Language ideologies. In Ofelia García, Nelson Flores &
Massimiliano Spotti (eds.), The Oxford handbook of language and society, 103–123. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Schegloff, Emanuel A. 1997. Whose text? Whose context? Discourse & Society 8(2). 165–187.
Silverstein, Michael. 1979. Language structure and linguistic ideology. In Paul R. Cline,

William Hanks & Carol Hofbauer (eds.), The elements, 193–247. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic
Society.

Silverstein, Michael. 1985. Language and the culture of gender: At the intersection of structure,
usage, and ideology. In Elizabeth Mertz & Richard J. Parmentier (eds.), Semiotic mediation,
219–259. Orlando: Academic Press.

Silverstein, Michael. 1993. Metapragmatic discourse andmetapragmatic function. In John A. Lucy
(ed.), Reflexive language, 33–58. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Language ideologies and social positioning 11



Silverstein, Michael. 2003. Indexical order and the dialectics of sociolinguistic life. Language &
Communication 23(3–4). 193–229.

Silverstein, Michael. 2004. ‘Cultural’ concepts and the language-culture nexus. Current
Anthropology 45(5). 621–652.

Silverstein, Michael. 2013. Discourse and the no-thing-ness of culture. Signs and Society 1(2).
327–366.

Silverstein, Michael. 2016. The “push” of Lautgesetze, the “pull” of enregisterment. In
Nikolas Coupland (ed.),Sociolinguistics: Theoretical debates, 37–65. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Spitzmüller, Jürgen. 2013. Metapragmatik, Indexikalität, soziale Registrierung. Zeitschrift für
Diskursforschung 1(3). 263–287.

Spitzmüller, Jürgen. 2015. Graphic variation and graphic ideologies. Social Semiotics 25(2).
126–141.

Thompson, Gregory A. 2016. Temporality, stance ownership, and the constitution of subjectivity.
Language & Communication 46. 30–41.

Verschueren, Jef. 2012. Ideology in language use. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Wilce, James M. 2017. Culture and communication. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Woolard, Kathryn A. 1998. Introduction. In Paul V. Kroskrity, Bambi B. Schieffelin &

Kathryn A. Woolard (eds.), Language ideologies, 3–47. New York: Oxford University Press.
Woolard, Kathryn A. 2008. Why dat now? Journal of Sociolinguistics 12(4). 432–452.
Woolard, Kathryn A. & Bambi B. Schieffelin. 1994. Language ideology. Annual Review of

Anthropology 23. 55–82.
Wortham,Stanton E. F. &Angela Reyes. 2015.Discourse analysis beyond the speech event. London

& New York: Routledge.
Yakpo, Kofi. 2016. The only languagewe speak really well. International Journal of the Sociology of

Language 239. 211–233.
Zhou, Minglang. 2019. Language ideology and order in rising China. Singapore: Palgrave

Macmillan.

12 Spitzmüller et al.


	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Euroscale Coated v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 1
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1000
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.10000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU ()
    /ENN ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName (ISO Coated v2 \(ECI\))
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName <FEFF005B0048006F006800650020004100750066006C00F600730075006E0067005D>
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 8.503940
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


