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Introduction

During my Master’s Program | worked as an inteacteng first-year
composition at a community college. After the faissignment, a personal narrative, the
supervising instructor asked me to join him in nmgewith Jason, a male, African
American student in order to discuss the gramnsmu@s” in his paper. | also had noted
Jason’s essay as problematic when | read it. lip g@en my commitment to allowing
marginalized dialects into composition coursesad heen surprised by how quickly |
decided Jason’s narrative wasn’t working—largelgaaese of grammatical difference.

After class, the instructor and | met with Jasodiszuss his paper. While the
instructor focused on correcting Jason’s grammtalked to Jason about his voignd
identity in the paper. | told him that many of hesders could interpret evidence of his
dialect (African American English) as error. | agkem to consider maintaining his
voice through vocabulary and the dialogue, butdioeae to “standard” English at other
times, for example when indicating the tense obseFollowing the meeting, | reminded
Jason that | was available to meet with him if lsted more feedback or direction in
revising his paper. Jason never came to meet weth m

| wrote in a reflective journal | was keeping ag time that | had “no idea how to
help Jason navigate instructors’ expectations adwn goals,” especially given my
initial instinct to “ask him to erase much of thdtare from his paper.” Looking back at
this experience and the words | used to descrjlbevias enacting and perpetuating many
of the ideologies | critique in this dissertatidtocated “standard” edited American
English (SEAE) only at the level of the sentenad,mibt acknowledge its connection to
meaning, and often conflated it with grammar; kted to “difference” as inappropriate
for college writing; and | assumed that other laagguvarieties, butot SEAE, work to

signal identity.

! At that time, | understoodbiceto be a written identity largely related to styatis controlled by the
author and expressed through the text. In Chaptedraw on recent work by Matsuda and Tardy to
expand and complicate the conceptoite.



My difficulty responding to both Jason and his wgtillustrates the complexity
of considering SEAE’s role in writing classes. ABedd, composition studies recognizes
SEAE as a gatekeeper that often excludes nontraditstudents from academia (Bizzell,
Fox). However, instructors who want to resist SEH its gatekeeping function often
feel conflicted because of the strong possibiligttother classes and other contexts will
expect mastery of this dialect. Indeed, many ircstms feel compelled to demand SEAE
for that very reason (Smith, Delpit). In large p#nis dilemma explains why there has
not yet been a strong challenge to the priviled@rdéd SEAE by composition studies:
despite the field’'s recognition that this dialamdtions as a gatekeeper, instructors are
convinced by the argument that students need SBAIEder to access mainstream power
and success. Scholars who address the role of $fcé@nposition studies have not, as
yet, considered the indexicality—the ideologicalgass that links language and
identity—of this privileged dialect. As a resuhgtstakes of mandated SEAE in
composition courses have been undertheorized. &d@dent in my reaction to Jason and
his writing, though, the relationship between wagtiand identity matters greatly when
considering the tensions surrounding SEAE in contipos

When | equated Jason’s written identity (what lezhl'voice” at the time) with
African American English and noted that asking dasoemove some features of the
nonstandard dialect from his paper amounted tcsfierg] the culture” from his writing
(emphasis added), | revealed an expectation thaES#ould not have “culture” of its
own and would be identity-less. This project argiines the portrayal of SEAE as
nonindexical—as not connected to identity—preventsposition studies from fully
understanding the relationship between writing igledtity and has, thus far, precluded
an interrogation of the role of identity in SEAKjatekeeping function. This dissertation,
then, examines instructors’ responses to non/stdndas in anonymous student writing,
exploring both the indexicality of SEAE and thetdrecal construction of SEAE as
linguistically neutral.

Throughout the dissertation, | consider the presgperpetuation, and production
of ideologies related to language, standardneskspanlege—specifically standard
language ideology and whiteness—in instructor& &dout student writing. | begin, in

Chapter 1, by providing the reader with an exterdkestription of composition studies’



scholarship on SEAE, the connection between wriing identity, and linguistic
neutrality. In this chapter, | challenge existimtpalarship that locates SEAE at the level
of the sentence and treats the dialect as bothiitigally neutral and capable of erasing
identity. | then shift to describing my own resdaamn instructors’ positioning of and
response to this privileged dialect. In Chaptdrdifer an explanation of my theoretical
frames—Ilanguage ideology and whiteness—and theadelbgy for collecting and
analyzing qualitative data.

The focus of this project is indexicality and peveed linguistic neutrality
associated with SEAE; chapters 3 and 4 explore eftttese constructs in detail.
Chapter 3 describes the indexicality of SEAE aslétes to instructors’ perceptions of
sentence- and text-level standardness and uncemdtsing indexical patterns that link
SEAE with privileged, white student authors andadsociate African American students
from this dialect. Despite these persistent pastesammon portrayals of SEAE as
linguistically neutral—described in Chapter 1—m#s& indexicality associated with this
dialect and justify the privileging of this diale@ecause the indexicality of SEAE is
hidden by its perceived linguistic neutrality, tagmatterns of identification based on
language use work to produce or solidify damagtegestypes, contributing to unearned
privilege for some users of SEAE and persistenigmalization for others. Chapter 4,
then, offers much-needed theorization of linguisgatrality in order to ultimately
challenge perceptions of SEAE as neutral. In thegpter, | interrogate the rhetorical
construction of linguistic neutrality through arafysis of standard language discourse—
the discursive manifestation of standard langudgelogy. This analysis not only
uncovers the construction of linguistic neutrabiyt also challenges this harmful and
inaccurate portrayal of SEAE. In addition, manye pedagogical and practical
suggestions | offer in the final chapter, Chaptdvdgin with a discursive deconstruction
of linguistic neutrality that relates back to thmdings of Chapter 4. Finally, Chapter 5
makes connections between indexicalitgutrality, andelated ideologies—SLI and
whiteness—and articulates the stakes and affordasfamy findings for composition
scholarship, instructors, and students.

Ultimately, this project is part definition as btible the termsvritten dialect

standardnessandneutrality, part discovery as | reveal indexical patterns emmstructed



linguistic neutrality; and part de-mystification laaim to make ideologies visible in
conversations about SEAE. My hope is that my resadd be troubled by the findings
but also encouraged by the possibilities—the pdggibo first acknowledge and then
challenge the indexical patterns and constructeglistic neutrality | expose in this
project and the possibility to better understareddbnnection between writing and
identity for the instructors who assign and read\BE&nd for the students who are asked

to revise.



Chapter 1
“Standard” Edited American English: Composition’sutral Dialect

For decades, the field of composition studies h@&sthed with its position in
academia, both resisting and embracing its roke getekeeper of academic literacies. In
large part, the gatekeeping of composition studiéisked to enforced language
conventions, such as “standard” edited AmericanigEmgSEAE)? which work to
maintain current power structures and ideologiekil&\the field largely acknowledges
that mandating SEAE at the expense of all otheguage varieties is unfair as it
privileges white, middle-class students (Bizzelbddn, Shroeder, Smitherman), scholars
disagree about a solution. Regardless, most schahal practitioners believe that we
must teach our students to write in a way that ellacademically and professionally
valued. In other words, we must teach our studente proficient in SEAE.

SEAE is often treated as relatively stable, espigaihen the field considers the
high stakes of learning (or not) this dialect. ehira sense that other professors and
future employers can identify SEAE and, more pedgiscan identify what isot
standard. Indeed, composition studies’ conceptidhé nineteenth century was based on
this premise, with universities calling for firsegr writing courses to prepare students for
the demands of college writing and to “fix” any de@uate instruction that came before
college (Connors). This treatment of SEAE as awdargstandard that is valuable and
necessary for our students has contributed toitealfs position as the largely-
unquestioned default language variety to both teachexpect in our field. When
composition scholars do interrogate SEAE’s positiothe field and in our classes, they

often focus on students’ access to this dialecttaadultural shift many of our students

2 Although commonly referred to as standard Enggistsimply, English, | follow the lead of “Studehts
Right to Their Own Language” (SRTOL) and Lisa Delpidding “edited” to indicate that this language
variety is both written and no one’s primary diglethough, it is more similar to some primary didtec
than others. Furthermore, including “American” aalfedges the many World Englishes that also have
standard varieties.



may encounter when learning and using SEAE andeswiaddiscourses (Bartholomae,
Delpit “The Skin”).

The concern with providing access to SEAE and éiseltant issues of cultural
assimilation has, for the most part, eclipsed titerrogation of common language
ideologies that create perceptions of SEAE as #raldilter through which students with
“nonstandard” primary language varieties—or morcsely, their language use—can
become standard. Therefore, although compositimtiedt acknowledges SEAE as a
powerful dialect that affords privilege to one gooaf students over others, an ideological
blindspot (which | argue is related to both whitemand standard language ideology)
interferes with the recognition that SEAE also vgotx signal, or index, these privileged
students. In fact, this dissertation argues tha&ESE often, and perhaps unintentionally,
positioned as linguistically neutfady composition scholarship and instructors—a
positioning that contributes to the privilegingREAE, masks the relationship between
SEAE and perceived authorial identity, and perpgetieace and class-based privilege
within our classrooms. To make this argument, hex@ composition instructors’
responses to anonymous student texts, focusingstructors’ talk about student writing,
patterns of error in writing, and idenfitgs it relates to writing. This examination
involves identifying indexical patterns that emeageinstructors construct and assign
identity to authors of privileged language varistispecifically student-produced SEAE,
and exploring the rhetorical construction of lingjig neutrality.

3 Briefly, | define linguistic neutrality as percégts of language and language use as normal and
unaffiliated. | will develop this definition in merdetail later in this chapter and in Chapter 4.

* In this project, | rely heavily on Bucholtz andIMadefinition of identity, which accounts for Hotthe
social positioning of self and other” (586) and teys in which these means of identification anakimg
are “constituted in linguistic interaction” (58T)heir definition suggests that identity is a radatl process
located within a discursive context.

® | acknowledge the conflict in both identifying tidents’ writing as SEAE and asserting that SEAE
neither singular nor stable and is context depeaieth conditional. However, | contend that studenés
instructed in and on SEAE throughout the educatipracess and, given the prompt for the essays insed
this study (see Chapter 2 for a description ofdlstadent papers), are writing in what they belteviee
SEAE. Furthermore, the papers that | chose forgtidy are well within a range of standardness that
composition instructors can expect to see in thsi-year writing courses—a point that is further
articulated in Chapter 2 and confirmed by the ungtyrs during the interviews.
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Providing Access or Valuing Home Languages: A Dichomy is Born

The practice of gatekeeping has deep roots withinposition studies.
Christopher Schroeder traces the origin of gatekgepithin composition to the
nineteenth century, when composition courses “whegged with the responsibility of
safeguarding the cultural capital of academic ingtins” (181), and he is not alone. As
Sharon Crowley states, “the history of composistudies has been written in the
fortunes of the required introductory course in position” (4). These courses were
viewed as remedial and were charged with bringindents up to a skill level they
should have already achieved in order to functigdhiw other university courses.
According to Robert Connors, composition coursesevkern out of an early “literacy
crisis” in 1874 when Harvard “instituted its firshtrance examinations in written English
[and discovered that] large numbers of Americansldoym the best schools were
incapable of correct writing” (4). The first compio@n course at Harvard became a
requirement for first-year students by 1885 andhivifive years “the majority of U.S.
colleges and universities had established requdiiestiman composition courses”
(Connors 5). While much has changed since thenposition studies is still linked to
the first-year writing course, which although nader considered remedias intended
to assimilate all students to college writing (hoeethat may be defined at various
institutions).

As the field has grown and professionalized, tia®been increasing consensus
that writing does not exist apart from context aotfure, and therefore, that writing
courses do more than simply teach rules aboutngrithey also ask students to
participate in and enact various Discoufse® cultures. According to Lynn Bloom,
composition courses function as a rite of passaigeacademia, ensuring the
“promulgat[ion of] the ... values that are thoughb®essential to the proper functioning
of students in the academy” (656). The perspecthimewriting is cultural and linked to
values also means that teaching writing is a palitact, one imbued with power that

necessarily privileges some students over otherdel$tandably, this view of

® Remedial writing courses have since largely bectiragealm of Basic Writing—both a subset of
composition studies and a separate field withwia urnals, conferences, and courses.

" James Gee defines Discourses as “identity kit iticlude “sets of values and viewpoints,” which a
person must accept in order to become a membéedfiscursive community (“What is Literacy” 4).
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composition’s role in academia has introduced nemcerns about students who have not
been exposed to certain values and behaviors initbmes and communities and
students whose cultural beliefs are in oppositmartconflict with those required by the
academy. Because the writing that we teach in ac&deorks to further privilege those
who already have cultural and linguistic cafiitadlued by academia and, to an extent,
most professional settings, teaching writing igk{tiy) seen as a form of gatekeeping.
While many scholars and practitioners have dire@dsted the gatekeeping role of
composition, fighting to increase access to academd challenge the current system of
power and domination (Crowley, Shor, Bizzell, Faothers have suggested that our
students recognize composition courses—and academeneral—as a gatekeeper to
the skills and abilities they value and desire,chtpresumably will lead to both
academic and mainstream success (Smith).

As with many debates, a false dichotomy has formedsponse to the view of
composition as political and in service of thestajuo: either respect students’ home
language varieties (which often includes an undtatgument that composition
instructors should not demand an adherence to SiSAErisks devaluing other language
varieties) or providell students with access to mainstream success byinge8BAE
(which often means that there is not enough timesmposition courses to teach or allow
writing in non-dominant language varieties). Thishdtomy has pervaded composition
studies scholarship. Here, | briefly explore theywas dichotomy is commonly
represented Scholars such as Peter Elbow and Geneva Smithéravenmade waves
and built reputations (and followings) by arguihgttstudents’ home languages should
be a welcomed and assumed component of all conmposiburses. Elbow, along with
ten co-authors, insists that, despite the reatstral constraints in which we operate—
structural constraints that seem to demand thénilegof SEAE—, “it still makes good
pedagogical and human sense” to invite home laregiagd dialects into the writing

classroom (Bean et al. 37). Similarly, Geneva Senittan inTalkin That Talkchallenges

8 The terms cultural and linguistic capital comenirBierre Bourdieu, who argues that “words. . sigas
of wealth,intended to be evaluated and appreciated sagns of authorityintended to be believed and
obeyed” (502). The notion of capital is a usefutapéor for considering how people accumulate, pass
and protect the power and authority associated weititous valued social constructs—in this case the
power and authority associated with language amgliage practices.

® For a more extended exploration of this ongoingate, see Bruch and MarbacKke Hope and The
Legacy



the notion that SEAE is the only dialect that caccanplish the work of academia.
However, more often than not this position stillrlto privilege SEAE, as students are
expected to learn and master “8tandard’—nbut to do so through an acknowledged
starting point of another language or dialect.

Though not a compositionist, Lisa Delpit is wellgkim in the field for arguing
that, given the high stakes of learning SEAE, mralized students in particular need to
be offered explicit instruction in and on this @it in order to gain access to the culture
of power Other People’s Childre283). For Delpit, the consequences are too sewere t
not give students access to the power associatedSEAE. Delpit's perspective does
not deny the unequal power relations associated SBHAE but attempts to increase
access to this privileged dialect. Typically thesition of increasing access to SEAE is
seen as a choice not to challenge the dominargadied academia—or, more precisely,
not to challenge SEAE by teaching or allowing ofla@guage varieties.

While the response to SEAE in composition studsesommonly constructed as a
dichotomy, there are, of course, many other petsmscand approaches that attempt to
bridge what could be potentially compatible posii@nd, in fact, argue that the division
between these perspectives is neither definiteigat. For example, educators and
scholars alike often argue for a “both/and” appho&oth value home languages and
dialectsandteach students SEAE in order to increase thali&et of mainstream
success for traditionally marginalized studentdatt, very few scholars reside wholly
on one side of the debate. Elbow and his co-autfargxample, are representative of
the “value home languages and dialects” side otidimate. However, they also state that
educators should at times provide assignmentsthdéents will only compose in their
home languages or dialects, but also acknowledgeatiother times composing in or
translating into SEAE will be necessary and impart®elpit’'s work, which clearly
supports teaching SEAE, also defies the dichotomiisiemphatic call for valuing
students’ primary language varieties. Furthermsehplars like Anne Curzan, Bruce
Horner, Min-Zhan Lu, Jacqueline Jones Royster,Jotuoh Trimbur attempt to challenge

the position of SEAE by teaching students the josliassociated with privileging one



language variety over another (and encouraging®toedo the same). According to
Curzan,

[i]t is possible to teach Standard English whil¢het same time creating a meta-

awareness of that educational process, so thastudre empowered to examine

the system and its language hierarchies criticatiythat they can challenge that

view if they should choose to—with full control thfe language variety of power

(342).
Horner et al. suggest a classroom practice thdlectyges power associated with certain
language varieties by asking “what produces theagmce of conformity [to dominant
standards], as well as what that appearance mmghiréght not do, for whom, and how”
(304). Despite the increasing bridges between biols of the debate, some scholars feel
more strongly about challenging SEAE than otherst, §s other scholars are more
committed to the idea of SEAE as a key path to powe

Within the different responses to the problem aaqural power relations
associated with SEAE, there are a few constantofahe scholars who engage this
“problem” are invested in a solution for their stk that works to redistribute the
linguistic capital that currently is “owned” by SEEAand its users by increasing the value
associated with other language varieties and/oeasing access to SEAE for
traditionally marginalized students. As such, thereemendous goodwill within the
field of composition studies (and other fields) svd wanting to both challenge SEAE’s
powerful, privileged position within academia andrease access to higher education for
traditionally marginalized students through charigdanguage policies and perceptions.
All of these scholars also feel restricted by ttnectural constraints within which they
operate—including the widespread public and pradesd support of SEAE and standard
language ideology, which creates commonsense baiut both the superiority of
SEAE and the inferiority of most other languageietis™®

Agreements and goodwill aside, composition studiegjoing privileging of
SEAE rests on the implicit (and therefore oftenussjioned) assumption that once

students have mastered this privileged dialect; theguage use, at a minimum, will not

19While this definition of standard language idegldgcursory, | address the concept in greaterildatar
in this chapter.
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elicit discrimination—they will be linguisticallynmarked'* As the following example
shows, the perception of SEAE as linguistically anked rests on an assumption that
this dialect is nonindexical—that is, it does nighal or reveal identity. However, this
dissertation argues that perceptions of identiggleess are likely a symptom of
normative identities—white and middle class—beingharked and unnamed. An
example: In 1971, a professor at California Stai#e@e (Jack Connor) exchanged letters
with William Irmscher, the editor d@CC,one of composition studies’ leading journals.
Their exchange addresses the value of SEAE amdbiiisy not only to increase access to
mainstream success but also to erase differenceidestep “extraneous and irrelevant
things,” or identity markers such as educationgi@h, and race (Barnett 22). To argue
his point, Connor comments on the identity-lesssrigsan author of newly published
guidelines. Connor states:

| cannot tell anything...about him except that hemisommand of the standard

written language. There is no sign of his nativeesih: | cannot tell what color he

is, from what race he sprang, which social trautr@asbled him in his youth,

what occupation his parents followed, which churethas ceased to go to—

nothing (gtd. in Barnett 22).

Like many who believe that spoken “standard” Erglisthe United States (a
network pronunciation) is accentless, both Conmar lamscher assert that SEAE
lacks a written “accent” or other possible sociarkers. Indeed, Connor suggests
that because SEAE is no one’s primary dialecs likiely impossible to tell from
the written language an author’s race and class)\grather social indicators.

The assumption that SEAE can and does mask sdeiatiiy is prevalent in
composition studies’ scholarship, regardless obkgk’ positions on whether/how to
teach SEAE. In fact, many scholars both believe $t8AE masks identity and object to
the glorification of this linguistic “passing.” limese critiques, scholars question the role
of SEAE in composition courses precisely becausts @bility to “unmark” text and
author alike. For example, Beverly Moss and Keithltéfs agree that SEAE erases
difference, asserting “the more that people beceduzated, the more likely they are to

™ n linguistic scholarship, markedness is a posithmt is contrasted with its “neutral” oppositeievhis
the form that is more common and viewed as “norrldicArthur 645). Although the concept ohmarked
is often applied to spoken English, | am interesteldow written language also can be perceived as
unmarked. Un/markedness is further explored anishei@in Chapters 3 and 4.

11



have learned to bleach their speech and writingarkers that reveal their native
regional and social dialect, especially if thessatits are considered nonstandard by
society at large” (444). They make this point iderto implicitly argue that this practice
of “unmarking” language is hegemonic. However, winaich of composition scholarship
ignores is that it is impossible for a dialect ®dompletely unmarked. According to

Donald Rubin, so-called “unmarked forms’ are rgglist normative forms, that is,
representing social and political prestige” (6)tHe case of SEAE, | assert that although
this normative dialect may work to erase some itleaties in texts, it still signals a
privileged author, often white and middle or uppeddle class.

In this project, | argue that assumptions that EE\linguistically unmarked and
nonindexical and the continued, nearly field-widiipeging of SEAE (in part,
associated with these assumptions) work to reieftre portrayal of SEAE as
linguistically neutral. Moreover, the perceptionSEAE as linguistically neutral masks
the indexing work that this dialect necessarilyamaplishes. However, within the
confines of a debate that focuses on whether tht8&AE or other language varieties
(or both) and students’ access to SEAE, both ttexicality and the linguistic neutrality

of this privileged dialect go unquestioned, unackieolged, and perhaps unnoticed.

“Students’ Right to Their Own Language”

To understand the field’s current position on SEAE useful to look back to the
first and most widely known official policy statenteon this issue. In 1972, the
Executive Committee of the Conference on Collegm@asition and Communication
passed an unprecedented resolution entitled “Sts’deight to Their Own Language”
(SRTOL), which was later published @CC along with a background statement
providing linguistic support for the group’s position this controversial issue. The
resolution argues—as its name suggests—that sttame a right to use “whatever
[language variety] in which they find their own id#ty and style” (2), further stating that
privileging one dialect “amounts to an attempt nésocial group to exert its dominance
over another” (3). While the resolution itself igitg short, the accompanying background
attempts to provide English and composition ingttgcwith the linguistic background

they need in order to resist many mainstream lagguoayths, such as the superiority of

12



one dialect over all others. The background incdualdefinition of dialect, a discussion
of the impact of dialect on reading and writingsgible classroom approaches for
respecting language diversity, and ways to recdnedipe the perceived dominance of
SEAE and spoken “standard” English.

As Smitherman argues in “CCCC'’s Role in the Stradgl Language Rights,”
SRTOL is truly a product of its time—a time of dixights, relative political liberalism,
and a heightened awareness of racial inequalittyarUnited States. THairoswas right
for an institutional resolution that called fordunstic equality. However, despite the
political climate calling for equal rights, therachbeen little-to-no public education
around the legitimacy of other language varieti#hile in many ways it feels as though
we have made little progress since that time (gihenongoing negative responses to
African American English [AAE] and the extensivepport for the English Only
movement), the resolution represents the firstiafieffort within composition studies to
institutionalize linguistic equality.

Given the revolutionary work SRTOL aimed to accostplthe accompanying
background statement sought to predict and adgressble areas of opposition—in
large part by educating compositionists about dtaleThe background defines dialects
as “phonological, lexical, and syntactic pattemnd gariations of [a] given ‘community’™
(3). Importantly, it states that meaning, whichythecate in the “deep structure” of
language, is not affected by dialectal differen@esa result, the committee argues that
teachers should ignore (at least temporarily) serfgammatical “errors,” which—as the
resolution states—may not be errors at all if #sai€ is one of dialect, and privilege
content over “spelling, punctuation, and usage € bhackground statement also
encourages teachers to instruct their studentsiitagy shift their focus from grammar
to content (8). Furthermore, the background sthi@sSEAE, a dialect, is easy to identify
and teach (a statement with which many composgienwould likely disagree), but that
teachers should not be unnecessarily impressetirigky correctness” as opposed to
the “still more important features of languageg(e“vigorous and thoughtful
statements”) (8-9). To support the call for shigtettention from correctness, which they
link to standardness (8), to content, the backgicwames “the essential functions of

writing as expressing oneself, communicating infation and attitudes, and discovering
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meaning through both logic and metaphor” (8), arguhat “all languages and all
dialects are essentially the same...regardless ofaowd the surface structure might
be” (9). Through this line of reasoning, the backgrd implies that dialectal differences,
in writing, manifest as grammatical differenceg€Hing, punctuation, and usage” [8])
that are not related to meaning or “the essentiations of writing.” This positioning of
dialects, including SEAE, at the surface levelwerethe sentence level, then, conflates
dialect and grammar, linking both to issues of déaidness and correctness while
divorcing them from meaning, discursive identitydahetorical maneuvering.
Conversely, meaning and ideas are located at Wie¢ & the text and linked to individual
(as opposed to social) identities and are seeminglglated to standards, grammar, and
dialect. Once dialect is reduced to the level efgsantence and conflated with grammar,
it is dismissed in the name of social justice aqdadity, and the corresponding social
identity becomes as unimportant as the linguisfier@nce.

Admittedly, the resolution and background tackleeanrmously complicated
issue. The ideologies surrounding language andlatdness, in addition to an
incomplete understanding of language and meaniagerfor a murky problem space.
For example, in the process of trying to parsedifference between dialectal difference
and error, the authors seem to make an assumptiothe kinds of “errors? that might
be attributed to dialect are and will be distiroinh the kinds of errors, at either the
sentence or text level, that result from a lackxgerience, trying on discourséyr a
number of other possible causes. In fact, the backgl to the resolution lists several
writing errors that they present as distinct fromlett and which they “do not condone,”
including “ill-organized, imprecise, undefined, ppaopriate writing” (8). Certainly,
categories of “error” and difference are not stakdmy student could have multiple types
of “errors” in their writing. Reasons for “errorsae, the background to the resolution
largely locates error that the authors attributdiabect at the level of the sentence and
conflates it with grammar. In part, this move mageed rhetorical sense: dialects do
have their own grammars, so differences in diakgittalso include grammatical

121 use scare quotes around error to acknowledgeahmlexity of distinguishing between unintentional
mistakes and (un)intentional linguistic difference.

13 |n David Bartholomae’s “Inventing the Universityhe argues that students “try on a variety of wwice
and interpretive schemes” based on the discourdefg)are (attempting to) appropriate (624).
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differences that writing instructors may notice avidh to address—or, as the
background encourages, look past in order to be mocepting of other language
varieties. Nonetheless, conflating dialect withngnaar and relegating these linguistic
concepts to the sentence is problematic for meltipasons, perhaps most obviously
because it is misleading.

Distinguishing between dialect and grammar is cacapgd—in part because
both of these terms are contested for various resas@hiledialectis frequently defined
as language use marked by phonological, lexical ,sgntactic patterns that are
connected to regional and/or cultural differentés much more difficult to actually
identify dialectal boundaries (including the boslbetween dialects and the difference
between language and dialect). Furthermore, gilvermpolitics associated with language
use and recognitiomlialectis often taken to mean vernacular, slang, or simaorrect
languageGrammaris not as easily defined dglect however, most linguists
acknowledge that there are prescriptive and ddasezigrammars (the first being a set of
rules that people should follow, the latter patseshactual usageialects then, are
distinguishable by thegrammargsometimes both prescriptive and descriptive) dt we
as pronunciation and vocabulary. Certainly, thoulgis, explanation is lacking. To begin
with, the commonly accepted definitiondiflectseems to focus on oral language over
writing by not offering an equivalent to “pronuntga” for written dialects. Yet,
scholarship on contrastive rhetorics, voitand register often acknowledges (and
sometimes tries to represent) the influence otcaltdifferences on writers’ thought
patterns and rhetorical maneuverings—differencat tf course, extend beyond
grammar and vocabulary. This undefined and underitred rhetorical featuref written
dialects is a key factor in considering how composicourses and teachers can be more
inclusive of dialects beyond SEAE. Specifically,il@fSRTOL encourages teachers to
“value” (or more precisely, tolerate) non-standdialects by not focusing on their
sentence-level features, it ignores the possiholitiext-level manifestations of dialect
(coherence and meaning, for example), which ingtracould judge as incorrect or

inappropriate for the classroom context.

4 The recent conceptualizationaficeas a cumulative written effect located at the nedute writer,
reader, and text (Matsuda and Tardy) will be disedsn greater detail in this chapter.

15



Additionally troublesome, whegrammaranddialectare conflated and dismissed
as sentence-level issues, they are likely to begpexd as distinct from meaning.
Interestingly, the SRTOL statement encourages &radb distinguish between dialect
and meaning as a means of surmounting diale@aksand acknowledges that dialects
“both reflect and are determined by shared regj@wial, or cultural perspectives” (3).
Although SRTOL does not explicitly make the conrmattthese “perspectives’—these
manifestations of culture—of course, are inextrigdibked to meaning making. As a
component of dialect, grammar also is linked t@ioeal, social, or cultural
perspectivesand meaning. Linguists such as Talmy Givon and Miclraliday have
long asserted that grammar—Iet alone dialect—istiie@ble from meaning. For Givén,
the connection between meaning and grammar isljetigel to grammar’s function of
creating coherence between a clause or proposdiwhits wider discourse context”
(13). Halliday makes an even stronger argumenulgeasting that language is always
already about meaning—as such, no aspect of laeguaguding grammar, can be
separated from meaning (xiv). The importance o gaint to the field of composition
cannot be overstated, as reconceptualizing grarbmand the level of the sentence to
include coherence, which is typically relegatethi realm of rhetoric, and challenging
the distinction between grammar, dialect, and nmeargintegrates dialects into the
structure and meaning of texts. These understasdihgrammar and dialect complicate
the SRTOL background statement which asserts ‘@ialldom obscures clear ...
writing” (8). Certainly one could argue that cohmre plays a role in the perceived clarity
of a text and that ultimately every language ch@reemake impacts meaning.
Additionally complicating the relationship betwedialect, meaning, and clarity is the
role of readers. As the background to the resatuicknowledges, the reception of
dialects—patrticularly stigmatized dialects—may imi@eneaning and clarity. So, while
SRTOL is admirable in its intentions, linking dieléo grammar and divorcing both from
meaning is neither accurate nor useful in addrggsi@ overwhelming privilege afforded
SEAE.

As the first quotation from SRTOL in the previowwm@graph suggests, dialects
are supremely cultural and are explicitly acknowledias such by the SRTOL
background statement. However, when the SRTOL baadkgl positions dialect as
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something to be ignored, it also implies that #lated social identities and cultural
differences do not matter. In fact, the resolustates that “all languages and dialects are
essentially the same” (9) and suggests that tkerautual intelligibility in all students’
writing, ™ that the meaning is the same regardless of suféateres, and that those
surface features should be ignored by both studermdtseachers. The background to the
resolution is likely trying to make the point ttakt languages and dialects are
linguistically equal; however, it also argues (@grs unintentionally) that dialect is not
related to and does not affect meaning and thexefioould be—to some extent—
ignored. In the process of treating dialect as pairtant (in that it should not impact
communication and meaning making) and somethingesiis and teachers should
ignore, dialectal differences are treated as atyitand social identity is treated as
unimportant. The linguistic differences, now arditr instead of cultural, are effectively
brushed aside in service of what is deemed to re sansequential, and importantly, to
the assumed benefit of the students who use nonatd dialects—a rhetorical
maneuver that aligns with colorblind rhetorics’esi®n that race doesn’t matter. If
dialectal difference and social identities don’tttea(despite their very real political
implications), the “problem” and the solution be@mdividual not structural. As
Thomas West and others (Bhabha, Lorde, Harris,rPlsave convincingly argued,
differences should not be ignored—or even merdgrabed—as they are important
“signs of struggle” (West) with which we shouldtmally engage. West posits that
“difference seen as benign variation (diversity)][bypasses power as well as history to
suggest a harmonious empty pluralism” (2). In addito engaging difference as
political, Horner et al. encourage a view of diffece as “a resource for producing
meaning in writing, speaking, reading, and listghi(803). In the context of composition
studies, engaging difference requires acknowledtfiegsocial identities associated with
not just “other” language varieties but also SERErthermore, engaging difference must
occur at all levels of language use, which runsteuto the SRTOL advice for teachers.
Engaging difference and its implications, therg leey element in social change

15 As Bruce Horner and others have argued, desmtesiolution’s title, there is an assumption that
students will be writing in a variety of English.
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Although SRTOL and its background primarily focusencouraging instructors
to be more tolerant or welcoming of multiple didtedt cannot help but tackle issues of
standardness. In fact, the background both lin&kedi to issues of standardness and tries
to distinguish between the two. According to thekggound, the “standard” is produced
from repeatedly positioning certain sentence-lésalures as “correct” (8). These
features are linked to dialect, distinct from megrand only important to those
concerned with “finicky correctness” (8). Howevtite authors of SRTOL also identify
standards they believe to be distinct from diafant, therefore, likely exist at the text
level)—specifically organization, clarity, and appriacy (8). Standardness, then, is not
simply located at either the sentence level orl@sl, but is interwoven throughout
language. However, the background statement islanbed in its treatment of
standardness—Ilocating standardness primarily detted of the sentence—and
repeatedly calls for instructors to only focus ogaming, content, and “the essential
functions of writing” (8), not dialectal sentenaaél standardness.

The common practice of linking dialect to issuestahdardness calls on
powerful language ideologies that perpetuate cons@ase beliefs about a perceived
ranking among language varieties, with certainedial not only afforded more prestige
but also perceived as superior to others. Whilesthee real political inequities between
dialects, the field of linguistics has long arguledt all language varieties are equal in
their linguistic worth (Lippi-Green 10). In otheronds, because all languages and
language varieties are socially-constructed, ralgeld forms of communication that have
evolved to suit the needs of their users, langwageties are not inherently good or bad,
inferior or superior, and linked more or less tteiligence. In short, no one language is
linguistically better than another. Nonetheless,tdrmdialectoften works as shorthand
for referring to nonstandard language varieties dha perceived as both inappropriate
and inadequate for the work of formal educatiomal professional situations. This
practice is further reinforced by good-intentioradls for teachers to look past dialectal
difference in order to get at the real work of exing content and meaning.

18 This problematic treatment of standardness withtdéressed in Chapter 3, when | examine the ways
instructors’ conceptions of standardness influghe@ readings of student-author identities.
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While the SRTOL statement is seldom critiqued teitieatment of dialect, it has
been criticized for ultimately calling for the mast of SEAE. Indeed, after arguing that
dialect does not matter (since “all...dialects aeasially the same” [9]), the
background of the resolution states, seeminglyalsipmatically, that “[tjhe speaker of a
minority dialect still will write [S]JEAE in formakituations” (15). The embedded
assumption is that speakers “of a minority dialettiays have been expected to write in
SEAE “in formal situations” and always will B&Here, the background suggests that
students’ own languages are valuable within schibthey serve as stepping stones
toward mastery of SEAE or if these languages aalkclis do not interfere with learning
SEAE. Stated more positively, SRTOL appears torteeds the first “both/and”
arguments about SEAE, calling fooththe valuing of home languagasdteaching
students SEAE. Rosina Lippi-Green, a linguist whaot often called into this
conversation, would likely label SRTOL'’s ultimatien—that students will need to
master SEAE because it is more appropriate inioestaiations (such as for standardized
testing and in professional arenas)—an appropaagyment. Lippi-Green criticizes
such arguments, which she sees as working to “samebusly acknowledge and reject”
stigmatized language varieties all the while pargehg standard language ideologies
(107). Many other educators, though, are convirlgetthe logic of appropriacy. As
mentioned earlier, Delpit and others support teaglBEAE precisely because of its
power and argue that educators must give all stadetess to this privileged form of
communication so they can call on it when appraeriurthermore, Moss and Walters
state that “replacing a model of language basecbomctness with one based on
appropriateness ... forces [one] to think constaabigutwhya particular usage should
be labeled inappropriate or appropriate in a givamntext” (445). From this perspective,
teaching appropriacy would likely include more tlsamply telling students when SEAE
is or is not appropriate but would also foregrotimelideologies behind these
designations and challenge traditional perspectibesit the use of dialects in various
contexts. Similarly, many scholars and practitisfalieve that, while not perfect,

" Here the background to SRTOL unreflexively movesieen speech and writing—a practice that
linguists have successfully and prolifically argweghinst as not only unproductive but inaccurate.
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welcoming and valuing linguistic difference, evéomne teaches and demands SEAE, is a
useful first step in challenging the hegemony oAGE

All of the aspects of the SRTOL background thaavécritigued—that the
background conflates dialect with grammar and stedtess, locates dialect at the
sentence-level and divorces it from meaning, eresksral differences important to and
social identities associated with dialects, andioomes to call for the mastery of SEAE—
allow for positioning the dilemma of dialect anddmage in the writing classroom as one
of translation. The background itself implies thaher students or teachers can do the
work to “translate” ideas from one language vartetgnother and that meaning will not
be affected in the proce¥$in fact, asking students to compose ideas anchaegts that
will be valued in academia using “whatever langueggety” operates on likely false
assumptions that all ideas and argumeatsbe written in other dialects without being
stripped of important, meaning-making differencd #mat the ideas and arguments of
these other dialects will be equally valued wite®that are more closely related to
SEAE. However, acknowledging the interconnectednégsammar, dialect, and
meaning challenges the notion that we should beakm “translation’of any kind.
Unfortunately, translatiors a prevalent component in discussions about SRAI@L
SEAE that suggest writing in SEAE for many studesian exercise in transference.

Arguments that rely on translation (implicitly org@icitly) show evidence of
powerful ideologies that imply students (or teashean simply transfer their ideas from
one (seemingly) neutral language variety to anotinesiddition to the problematic nature
of treating language as though it is neutral—a neergainer for ideas—and ignoring the
interplay between language and meaning, translatignments also commonly confuse
dialect and register. Althougkegisteris not often explicitly addressed and maintains
fuzzy boundaries with style and genre, it is redulanderstood to be language varieties
that are linked to contexts as opposed to usels(Bind Finegan 4). Registers are
socially agreed upon language conventions thaswited to particular topics, contexts,
audiences, and purposes. For example, academaudsscis a register of SEAE that is

tied to particular contexts—in this case schooing academia. Dialects and registers

18 Indeed, the concept of translation is one thagredé well beyond SRTOL. Again, Bean et al. is an
example of a more recent argument that assumesddtiam is possible and desirable.
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are interconnected; all dialects have multiplestys, and many registers allow for
multiple dialects. A simple acknowledgement of tiaist can do important work to
challenge the construction of SEAE as superiohlstand singular—SEAE has multiple
registers as do stigmatized language varieties asi@AE. Similarly, academic
discourse can be enacted in multiple dialétWhen scholars suggest that students
should be invited to compose in their home languageeties and then translate into
SEAE, they not only make assumptions about thestegi of students’ home language
varieties (that students have available to theegsster of their home language
appropriate for the meaning-making and rhetoriask tat hand) but also imply a static
and singular register of SEAE and potentially igntire possibility of allowing students
to compose in (andottranslate from) formal registers within other laaga varieties.

From Language Variety to Language ldeology

The background to SRTOL is decidedly focused otediaand structures of
language. However, it suggests that compositioststsild be concerned with the politics
and power associated with language and dialececifggally, the resolution states that
because there is no inherent superiority or infaéyi@mong dialects (certainly not
accounting for the social and political dimensiofslialects), “the question will no
longer turn on languagger se but will concern the nature of a society whichgas great
value on given surface features of language anscphes others” (9). Stated another
way, the background encourages composition stadiesnsider language ideology as
opposed to language variety—a suggestion that éas Wwell received. For over 30
years, scholars have examined language ideologudththis term is rarely used in
composition scholarship), exploring the ways inabhianguage use indicates and
constitutes social groups and suggesting waysviteistudents to try on various
language practices in hopes they can one day sagaalemic or discipline-specific group
membership through their language choices. Whéeetis much more to say about

language ideology in general (and | will do so imater 2), | first explore standard

¥ Here, again, it is worth noting that while acadediscourseanbe enacted in multiple dialects from a
linguistic perspective, there are political facttirat limit the range of options and strongly ermege—if
not mandate—the use of SEAE.
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language ideology (SLI) as it works to (re)positRBAE as “correct” despite linguists’
(and some compositionists’) efforts to dispel mythnguistic superiority.

According to Lesley Milroy, “the chief charactertsof a standard [language]
ideology is the belief that there is one and omg oorrect spoken form of the language,
modelled [sic] on a single correct written form7@). This one correct form is often
identifiable in contrast to all that is not stardidndeed, in contrast to the standard, all
other language varieties are labeled as “non-stdiidahich can quickly become
sulstandard. The standard language is viewed as sujpel preferable to all other
language varieties—it is perceived as rightfullivieged because it isorrect
According to Jane Hill, “prestige and correctnessagether in [SLI], because it is
believed that prestigious people speak the prestsgiorm, which deserves its prestige
because it is correct” (35). Furthermore, Hill agguhat SLI asks us to believe that “to
speak the correct and prestigious form will bringial and economic benefits, so it is
important, as well as possible and desirable, émppe to learn to speak this way” (35).
From this perspective, the choice to use and adedoathe one correct standard is
common sense—why wouldn’t we encourage peopleaim lhe standard language
variety, thereby increasing their access to thecated powers and privileges?
Because SLI creates an environment in which ibremon sense to privilege one
language variety, it also becomes acceptable aminom sense to discriminate against
other language varieties. In fact, SLI is so coowig that even those who are least
served by this way of thinking often believe in mugrect form of the language. When
people from nonstandard language backgrounds suiy@onotion of a superior, standard
dialect, they contribute to the marginalizatiortledir own language varieties. Embedded
in arguments of the standard as preferred are gagm about common goals. In the
context of the educational system, the assumed @omgoals are educational success
(i.e. grades) and success in the marketplace. Tdsssgnptions fail to acknowledge that
not only might students have different goals babapresumably, students could achieve
success (in education or the marketplace) usingr ddimguage varieties.

2 Treating aspects of language use or receptionmsnon sense is a key component of language
ideologies. In fact, Rumsey defines language idgekas “shared bodies of commonsense notions about
the nature of language in the world” (gtd. in Wadl& Schiefflin 57).
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Lippi-Green argues that SLI does more than identifych form of language is
desirable and standard in that it “rejects or nraliges those varieties...which are
markedly [not standard]” (131). Milroy and Milroyethonstrate the rationale behind this
acceptable marginalization: SLI purports that beedpeopleoughtto use the standard
language...it is quite right to discriminate agamsih-standard users, as such usage is a
sign of stupidity, ignorance, perversity, moral eegracy” (33). Furthermore, Hill
suggests that people can interpret the use of tasrttard language varieties as “an
absence of proper ambition” (35). SLI provideshlegef system and justification
necessary for mandating SEAE and denigrating dédmguage varieties—and the people
who use them—and masks the politics associatedsuith acts.

Given the perception of the standard language@séct,” it is not surprising that
the “standard” is treated like capital and desctibg Michael Silverstein as “a realizable
asset that can be achieved so as to increase lgyersdnal value” (291). However, as
the quotation from Silverstein usefully demonstsateis not enough for standard
languages to be thought of as better than othgukege varieties, they also have to be
widely available, “realizable,” in order to be fykndorsedndhide power relations.
Indeed, standard language varieties must be pedeis unaffiliatedall groups stand to
benefit from using the standard language varietypme group has more access than any
other to the standard language, and the standagddge is not connected to identity; it
is nonindexical. | will discuss the first two asfseofunaffiliatedhere.

According to Silverstein, there is an assumed “cammagreement” of support for
the standard, which works to hide other power &gty in particular language varieties
(288, 290). This “common agreement” is associatild both “correctness” and the
perception of “the standard” as unaffiliated. DelftoCameron explains that the standard
language “is portrayed above allrsmutralanduniversallanguage, one that is available
to all parties equally and does not predetermieeotitcome of their discussion” (120,
original emphasis). Understandably, this portrajdahe standard has influenced literacy
education in our schools. According to Lippi-Gre&he primary educational goal in our
schools brings together the acquisitioritagfracy with the acceptance and
acknowledgment of &tandard US English(104)—in other words, schools should teach
children to read and write in SEAE. The connechbetween schooling and standard
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languages is bidirectional: schools teach and exgiandard languages because they are
superior and correct, and the fact that standargulages are taught and expected in
schools allows for a perception of widespread awdity of these privileged language
varieties. While the perception of universal aJality is most commonly associated

with spoken language, it also applies to writterglaage. For example, the assumption
exists that whether or not students have exposus&AE from their home

environments, schools, as part of their equalifimgtion, will provide access to this
language variety.

One final outcome of SLI is the “naturalization’il{&rstein 291) of standard
languages. Both the perceived superiority and usality of standard languages lead to
common sense support of the language variety. WerStein argues, there is “a
background assumption that Standard is ‘naturalbtfneutral in some sense. And
indeed, this naturalization of the commodity thabjple are able to acquire becomes a
key leitmotif underlying specific advocacies of i&lard” (291). The “naturalization” of
standard languages positions these privilegeddasaie direct conflict with nonstandard
language varieties that are often identifiableamdy through contrast with “Standard”
but also through their close affiliation with a peular social group (e.g., AAE). In fact,
explicitly relating nonstandard dialects to par&cisocial groups while SEAE is
perceived as linguistically unmarked and unaffdcit—despite the acknowledgement that
SEAE is a dialect and dialects are cultural—is péathe justification for the use of
SEAE as opposed to nonstandard language varigétiestreatment of standard languages
as unaffiliated and natural, | argue, positionsittes linguistically neutral, a term | take
up shortly and work to (re)define throughout thigject.

Despite the inability to define SEAE, aside fronfimiag it in opposition to what
is nonstandard, SEAE is commonly positioned (witomposition studies, more
broadly, and in SLI) as singular and stable. Acoaydo Lippi-Green and Milroy and
Milroy, though, SEAE is as much a myth or abst@ct{respectively) as any other
language variety. Importantly, SEAE is treated atalle construct—the one correct
form of written English in the United States—whanfact, what counts as “standard” is
subjective and conditional. However, acknowledddttAE as constantly shifting,

socially constructed, and difficult to define—esjpdlg when trying to teach students not

24



only what “it” is but also how to achieve “it"—id adds with continuing to privilege and
enforce SEAE as the “official” language of educatamd most US institutions. To do so
would disrupt key premises that make SLI compe]lmgmely that SEAE is unaffiliated.
Indeed, even an acknowledgement of the disagreeabent what counts as SEAE (e.g.,
disagreements among handbook authors or edit@tsifting levels of acceptability
depending on the producers, recipients, genrescamexts of texts) could challenge its

position as natural and unaffiliated,thelinguistically-neutraktandard.

Neutral Language in Composition Studies: Dialectd)iscourses, and Registers

Standard language ideology offers an explanatiohdav composition studies
can simultaneously acknowledge the connection tianguage and culture, recognize
that SEAE privileges white, middle-class studeats] actively—though perhaps not
knowingly—contribute to the perception of SEAE iagjlistically neutral. While this
tension and SLI are seldom addressed in compogtbalarship, there has been
significant attention to the ways in which acadethgzourse and essayist literacy
function as neutral language practices within acadeBefore | go further in exploring
the treatment of these registers in compositiodies, | will first define academic
discourse and essayist literacy and explain howy thlate to SEAE, as described in the
literature and for the purpose of this project.

According to Patricia Bizzell iAlt Dis: Alternative Discourses and the Academy
academic discourse is “the language of a communitgthis case, an academic
community—and “at any given time its most standardiidely accepted features reflect
the cultural preferences of the most powerful peaplthe community” (1). According to
Bizzell, the “standard or widely accepted featuralsdcademic discourse include a
grapholect (presumably SEAE, though not expligtited or defined as such),
traditional academic genres, skeptical objectivatyd an argumentative persona (2). In
addition to Bizzell's explicit definition of acadéondiscourse, this registetis also
implicitly defined as unmarked—primarily in conttas the “marked form of discourse

use” (Matsuda 192) that the authors in the colbectermalternativediscourses.

% The registeacademic discourseontains many genres, which are conventionalizeguage practices
linked to recurring situations (Devitt).
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Defining academic discourse—like all standard |laggupractices—through contrast to
what it isnotis common practice: it is much easier to identifyatvis not standard than to
articulate what is standaf@Like Alt Dis, Chris Thaiss and Terry Myers Zawacki’s book
Engaged Writers and Dynamic Disciplines: Researnthih@ Academic Writing Life

offers considerably more space to the definitiowbét is alternative (including
acceptable alternatives) compared to what is stdrddespite the fact that one of the
aims of their research is to understand the stalsdafr*academic writing” across
disciplines.

While academic discourse registers are primariggaed to the domain of
higher education, essayist literacy is a Discoumaprised of multiple registers common
within schooling across levetd According to John Trimbur, Gary Olson, and Ronald
Scollon and Suzzane Scollon, essayist literacgniguage use that dates back to the
enlightenment when writing became decontextualfZetiyorced from an author (or
rather, the author’s identity was positioned asasse from and secondary to the
meaning and truth of the text), and perceived pgesentative of truth and authority.
Trimbur, in “The Rhetoric of Deproduction,” argudst this kind of language use
became simultaneously linked to objectivity anditit’ and disconnected from the
author(s) who produced the text. When this happethednritten text became seen as “a
self-sufficient vehicle of communicatioa,non-indexical accourthat supplies the
contexts necessary for interpretation within the tself” (Trimbur 73, my emphasis).

2 The difficulty of defining what is standard stefrsm the fact that standardness is conditional and
variable and often is related to the context, tleglpcer, and the recipient of “standard” languaaeties

as well as the language use itself. Furthermoimrding to Buckholz and Hall, unmarked forms of
language use (which are almost always “standam@’harmalized and naturalized and “the effort respli

to achieve this status is rendered invisible” (3722) such it can be difficult to both identify what

standard and to describe how to achieve standadbiea Delpit describes this difficulty when wnig

about “codes of power,” stating that people whalhmwer (in this case, the power to both use afidele
the standard language) are often unable to rece@gmd articulate the rules associated with pagt@p in

a cultural standard (24).

2 As with many of the terms used in this dissertatassayist literacgloes not have a single, agreed upon
definition. Indeed, there is significant overlapveendiscourse, register, dialecindessayist literacy.
However, because the definitionsasfsayist literacynclude values and beliefs, | define it as a Disseu
Literacyis a mastery of learned Discourse (Gee, “Whattieracy”) and, therefore, must be embodied. As
such, particular students can enact essayistdifaas a literacy, but the language use (includisigalues
and beliefs) is a Discourse.

|n this case, “decontextualized” means that the ttontextual clues to interpretation are in tx¢ te
itself” (Scollon and Scollon 48), and, therefoles text itself can be “properly” received regardles
context.
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Despite the positioning of the author as unimpdrieampared to the “truth” within the
text), conventions of this Discourse call for difie bond in which both readers and
authors are assumed to be “members of the sama goaup” (Scollon and Scollon

181). As authors and readers write themselvesim@ame textual community, they
work to produce and promote complementary reprasiens of reality. When this single,
agreed-upon perception of reality begins to bepméted as “truth” and is disseminated
through the literature of the discursive communityimits participants both rhetorically
and in terms of allowable identities within theatisrse communify in this way,
essayist literacy “becomes less and less capableaxpression of difference” (Scollon
and Scollon 182). According to Trimbur, this er&saf difference can be positioned as
“radically egalitarian” (82); people of all backgnuds are seemingly able to interact
equally in their shared essayist literacy. Suckebglthough, smack of SLI as they
suggest that one language variety is both supandrunaffiliated—accessible for all
people in all contexts accounting for all goaldarmfguage use. Furthermore, the dismissal
of the author coupled with the expectation for onieal “sameness” suggests that
essayist literacy is not egalitarian but callsgdnactments of identities that are unmarked
and normative (i.e., white and middle class). Tagpprted erasure of difference, then,
actually works to continually position the whiteeesand middle classness as the standard
and the norm, which becomes unmarked and unnameshtitigtless—and marginalizes
all else. In response to the masking of identitékin standard language varieties,
discourses, and registers, some African Americadenics have begun making their
racial difference obvious in their texts. GenevatBemman, for example, often calls on
both SEAE and African American English (AAE) whdrescomposes. In the process,
she makes implicit, and sometimes explicit, argushabout the value of AAE while also
asserting her difference and disrupting the natibsameness within academic
discourses and essayist literacy.

% Carspecken and Apple argue that “identity claineskmsically claims for recognition” and that “péop
can onlyexistby constructing themselves through social intéwastin which identities are continuously
claimed and these claims responded to” (529). Eurtbre, McCarthey and Moje assert that “our ide#it
are constructed in relation to others’ percepticargl that available literacy practices can consioar
identity representations (231). Within discourseomunities, then, only certain identities (or idgnti
claims) are available and acknowledged.
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Regardless of how one might mark him/herself widggsayist literacy, the
overwhelming assumption is that this Discoursenimarked. In fact, all of the perceived
gualities of essayist literacy—that it is decontedized, divorced from an author, and
representative of truth and authority—support tbsitpning of the registers within this
Discourse as neutral mediums for conveying idedsnaganings and, therefore,
universal, natural, and nornfdlArticulated as such, it is easy to imagine hovagiss
literacy became theommonsense Discourse of schooling. In respondeetoommon
positioning of essayist literacy, academic discesiyaind SEAE as neutral, this study
aims to illustrate that all dialects—including SEAIgnal and constitute authorial
identities.

As a dialect, SEAE can enact many registers, imetudcademic discourse and
those of essayist literacy. However, this dialeaiften reduced to a mere convention of
these registers and treated as a sentence-legeidge feature, or grammar. Indeed, time
and again SEAE is represented as a site of stamelssdor these registers. For example,
in the preface td\lt Dis: Alternative Discourses and the Acadethy editors state, “[s]o-
called nonstandard dialects will appear in somihe$e essays” but as a whole, the
chapters in this collection “move far beyond theuis of whether or not a nonstandard
dialect can be employed” (x), which they implya® tharrow a scope for examining
alternative forms of writing in the academy. Thrbubis statement, the authors
seemingly attempt to move away from dialect—SEAE-thasonly site for standardness.
However, they also maintain the division betwealedit and text-level features as the
collection includes discussion and examples of idytar alternative academic discourses
that challenge conventional rhetorical approacbesriting in the academy through
alternative “essay forms, cultural allusions, autilgpersonae” [x]—all of which could
potentially be elements of dialect. Nonetheless viist majority of the contributors
neither claim to be writing outside of SEAE nor iidrage all aspects of SEAE (i.e.,
grammar, vocabulary, and the rhetorical elementiadéct). The result is that the essays,
in large part, do little to challenge the power anigilege of SEAE.

% Despite this common positioning of academic regsstthere are scholars who actively challengstresi
this perspective, including Ken Hyland in his mangicles on stance and engagement

28



Schroeder, Fox, and Bizzell are not alone in legudialect uninterrogated when
considering standards in academia. Chris Thaisany Zawacki set out to determine
how the academy—across disciplines—defines acadaistourse. Although the authors
address SEAE, they define it as a syntax and patictuas opposed to a dialect and
argue that “it is easy to overestimate the impaaio the academic reader of the
student’s adherence to syntactic and mechanicakcimess™ (11). They cite an
increasing linguistic diversity and internationa¢gence as justification for why “it
would not be practical or productive to place priynand equal emphasis on all aspects
of SEAE as a ‘standard’ of academic writing” (1Hpwever, the justification itself
suggests that language diversity, in this casesureiof grammar and usage, is linked to
students and scholars who are in some way “othee#ther not Americans
(“international”) or not traditional students archelars (presumably not white or
middle-class). Furthermore, the concept of a stahdi@alect beyond grammar and usage
is never explicitly addressed. Although | aim t@lénge this inattention to dialect, |
applaud the editors of and contributortoDis as well as Thaiss and Zawacki for their
achievements in untangling issues of standardmessdialect and grammar.

The important work described above convincingly destrates the possibility
for standardness not tied to dialect. Howeverguarhere and in Chapter 3 that some of
this written standardness is likely SEAE even thoitgs not termed as such. The
conceptualizations and definitions of SEAE discddgsehis chapter along with the
field’s persistent privileging of text-level feats over sentence-level language practices
(what might commonly be referred to as privilegihg global over the local in students’
writing), has resulted in SEAE—at any level—beiargkly undefined and ignoréd.

Not only is SEAE undefined, but attempts at defom$ are often incomplete and
inaccurate. Indeed, by locating dialect at thelle¥¢he sentence instead of viewing it as
a language variety within which genres are compaselregisters, discourses, and
literacies can be enacted, composition studiesssacéy mislabels aspects of SEAE as
being outside of dialect—perhaps linked to discepliteracy, genre, register, or even

rhetoric as a written parallel to pronunciationrt@emly, the boundaries between these

2" Calling on language from whiteness studies, SEAupies the position of the uninterrogated,
normative center: nearly everyone acknowledgesSE#E exists and is powerful and privileged in many
contexts, but it remains undertheorized and itsreffd privilege often goes unchallenged.
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constructs are fuzzy and conditional, sometimesuantiing to whether a discursive
feature is attributed to context or user.

However, calling for additional attention to didleehen it is positioned solely at
the level of the sentence, is potentially futilelzes field of composition is largely
inattentive to this level of language use and festuAs Susan Peck MacDonald
demonstrates with data from decades of Conferencaotiege Composition and
Communication (CCCC) session titles, “there haslzedecline in sessions explicitly
focused on [sentence-level] language since the toithte-1970s.” While “Language” is
awarded its own category at CCCC, it accounts iidy 8.5 percent of the total
convention sessions as of 2005 (MacDonald 593)itAaélly, MacDonald argues that
the individual titles suggest that:

we tend to perceivianguageas primarily of concern when students are in some
way struggling...these struggling writers might be_E8idents, students using
‘nondominant’ or ‘nonmainstream’ dialects, gradustiedents in over their heads
as they face new challenges in academic writingfudents whose ‘identities’
are believed to be problematic within academidregtt(595).
This dismissal of sentence-level language use andeptualization of “language” as
nonstandard, is telling: composition studies raeslgiresses sentence-level language use

and when it does, the focus is nonstandardnessES&a result, gets ignored.

Linguistic Neutrality: A Working Definition

Despite composition scholars’ focus on languagelatg and broad
acknowledgement that writing is always ideologi@add, as a result, not neutral), the
continued privileging of SEAE as a default languagpower and the insistent belief that
SEAE can and does erase difference has contribot8BAE occupying a very peculiar
position—one of both neutrality and acknowledgedil@ge associated with particular
groups. For example, the field’s continued insiséeon teaching SEAE generally hinges
on the assumptions that SEAE is both linguisticafiynarked (which in this case signals
the perception of SEAE as neutral) and providessto certain types of power and
privilege. Before | focus specifically on the (uaytrality of SEAE, | will offer a brief
working definition ofneutral This working definition comes from an analysis of

composition scholarship and forms the basis foimagstigation into college
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composition instructors’ treatment of SEAE in anmoys student writingNeutral will
be redefined throughout this project as | analizeeparticipants’ treatment of SEAE.

While neutralis rarely explicitly defined, studied, or addressg® composition
scholarship, it is often used to indicate a positimat is generally accepted as normal
(common sense) and unaffiliated (with specific iiteas, groups, political positions,
social structures, etc.). That which is consideregdtral is often unquestioned,
linguistically unmarked, and perceived as univerfdautralis also often an invisible
position of power for those who have contributedsareation and reap its rewards. As
an example, Lisa Delpit writes about the cultur@aiver in education, arguing that for
those who are a part of this culture, the rules—thecculture itself—are likely the least
visible, if not invisible. The power and the pekes neutrality of the power are both
likely obscured and/or unacknowledged dependingrais relation to these systems of
power.

What is considered to be neutral is, of coursesalt of ideology; it is one of the
“[hJundreds of minor and arbitrary truths” createdideology and “taken for granted,
unchallenged, accepted as inevitable” (Clifford. 48)cording to Althusser, ideology is
“the imaginary relationship of individuals to the&al conditions of existence” (162), or
stated another way, it is a process (ideation)dhts upon cultural norms, helping people
to interpret meaning in their lives and to make wwhédcollectively) imagined become
real. In addition to providing a frame for interppngg meaning, ideology also acts as a
filter for what is deemed meaningful and worthyattention. For example, it is not
unusual for powerful and privileged social struetito occupy positions of neutrality—
indeed, whiteness studies focuses on how the wdte through the perception of
neutrality, has become unmarked and deraced, saditiiy studies examines the
perceived naturalness and universality of healthare-bodiednessleutral then, is an
often unchallenged, unmarked, and powerful posithan is viewed as normal and
unaffiliated and is possible only through ideolo@iie neutral position (whether a neutral
language variety, a neutral identity, or a newaalial structure), finally, is self
perpetuating as it gains power as a result of pecbeptions.

In the case of written American English, SEAE fumes as a standard that

occupies the powerful neutral position. When clpgxamining scholarly conversations
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about SEAE, it is possible to see the tension amfusion between neutral and powerful
as both are often used concurrently as a justificdor SEAE. For example, in the
debate about whether to privilege SEAE or valudestts’ home languages, scholars
acknowledge the power associated with SEAE—powarttiey would like to make
available to their students—but also often treaABB&s the commonsense medium of
instruction and assignments in their courses. lddiénm® strong negative reaction to AAE
or “Ebonics” demonstrates the difficulty educatgrarents, and even students may face
when attempting to envision othaialectsfulfilling the expectations of the academy.
However, these same people would likely quickly easily acknowledge that other
languageq(i.e., foreign languages) can function well ind@aic settings. (Perhaps this
is one explanation for the editorsAit Dis's decision to “move far beyond” dialect when
exploring acceptable alternatives in academia.)

As in other academic and professional realms, caitipn scholarship and
publications often position SEAE as unmarked; indtef naming SEAE as a dialect, it is
treated as a set of grammatical and mechanicalecdions that students must follow
when composing. It is “EnglishMowever, even when SEAE is named and explicitly
acknowledged as powerful and privileged, its posiths neutral is perpetuated by the
continued perception of this language variety asnaband unaffiliated: anyone can and
should write in SEAE to get ahead, and SEAE do¢snaex identity—in fact, it erases
identity. Regardless of individual instructors’ ileé$ about or stance toward SEAE, the
field has yet to offer a true challenge to the poassociated with and afforded by SEAE
and, therefore, continues to operate under thergssan that all students must—in some
way—again mastery over this dialect. Indeed, SEAtEssistent and secure position in the
normative center contributes to its perceived liatiei neutrality as its path to the
normative center is ignored, if not forgotten, iegvan often unnamed and difficult to

define, but purportedly superior and widely acdassidialect.

Indexicality and SEAE: Examining the Link Between Language and Identity
Ironically, at the same time that SEAE has beetrgyed or viewed as
linguistically neutral within composition studiegher conversations in the field

explicitly address the relationship between languagpecifically writing—and identity,
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much of which interrogates literacy and D/discouiid@s scholarship largely depends on
an ideological framework from a group called Newetacy Studies, which posits
literacie$® as processes that help people to make senseimfaalities through the
interpretation and propagation of cultural codesnithis perspective, to be literate is to
be an agent of a discourse; or stated anothertadg literate is to prove you belong.
This view of literacy—and Gee’s definition of Disgse as an “identity kit"—permeates
composition studies scholarship, links languageidedtity, and often works as a frame
for considering the dilemma of whether and howetich SEAE in composition courses,
focusing much of the conversation on issues ofsxaad power.

However, despite these trends in the field, tlieeesome scholars (often on the
margins of composition studies and other fieldspwib turn to language features to
examine identity. For example, over the years caitiomists have wrestled witloice,
including how to define and teach this construchdarship orvoicehas ranged from
describing this construct as individually situatedcollective or social” (Prior gtd. in
Matsuda and Tardy 237). More recently, Paul MatamthChristine Tardy have
revisited this construct, arguing that voice isréten identity created by the writer, the
text, and the reader. More specifically, they cqgalize voice as a collection of
features that span the levels of sentence, tedtdmtourse and include anything from
citations to formatting. Matsuda and Tardy’s woftets another possible theorization of
the relationship between writing and identity aad been well received by the
composition community, including an invitation tdemtured session on voice alongside
Peter Elbow (perhaps the field’s most prolific authn the subject) at the 2009
Conference on College Composition and Communicabi@vertheless, published
composition scholarship continues to give shoriftstar the relationship between identity
and written language features within a text.

Matsuda and Tardy'soice though not termed as such, corresponds closely to
indexicality, a sociolinguistic construct descrifpithe link between language (not just at
the level of discourse and/or literacy) and idgntociolinguists have long recognized

% The idea that literacies are multiple, or “a plset of social practices” (G&ocial Linguisticst9) can

be traced back to multiple scholars from multipédds who challenged the representation of a sargul
literacy that divides the civilized from the sava@ee has since “named” this body of scholarshigchv
approaches literacy from a sociocultural perspectiMew Literacy Studies.” Notable scholars include
Brian Street and Shirley Brice Heath, among others.
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that linguistic features, including whole languages index social groups (Irvine and
Gal 37)* Broadly speaking, indexing is “the creation of &t links between linguistic
forms and social meanings” (Bucholtz and Hall 594)is means that people rely on
various language practices, or languages in gerterdetermine or create identity, to
assign various characteristics to people and sgooaips, and to mark group
membership. Indexicality, of course, is inheremdkgological. Linking language to
identity (and using language to constitute ideititglies heavily on ideological
structures [...that include judgments] about thessoftspeakers who (can or should)
produce particular sorts of language” (Bucholtz biadl 594). Not only is this a
natural—but not neutral—process of categorizatioth jadgment, but also it is often
positive. People make language choices as a még@esforming identity, positioning
themselves in relation to other individual and/myups, and achieving various desired
outcomes to name a few.

Although indexicality is ideological in natures iéffects are very real. For
example, a person who uses the wwickedas an intensifier will likely be perceived to
be young and from New England (and potentiallylagmed with certain sports teams,
schools, dispositions, etcNloreover, others who also identify with these idg may
be more likely to treat the person in positive waysviting theni® to a social event,
offering help if the person seems to be in neeefgpring them for a job position over
other applicants, etc. Although an everyday (ayf) gaactice that people use for various
outcomes and purposes, indexicality can also bé as@ means of stereotyping,
justifying inequality, and perpetuating oppressidohn Baugh, a prominent scholar on
this topic, argues that people regularly parti@gat“linguistic profiling,” or
“identify[ing] an individual or individuals as beiging to a linguistic subgroup within a
given speech community, including a racial subgtdgsed on “auditory cues” (363).
According to Baugh, this profiling is often used tbscriminatory purposes. Baugh is not
alone in his concern with people’s judgments badeubst solely on language use.
Michael Stubbs articulates what many sociolinguigtéeve when he states that:

2 What Irvine and Gal call social groups, | termiabitlentities, or identities that are “attributed
imputed to others in an attempt to situate thesoirial space” (Snow 2).

% Like many others, | have turned to the third-parpmnoun as a gender-neutral alternative to sirgul
third-person pronouns.
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[i]t is difficult to overestimate the importance péople’s attitudes and beliefs
about language. It is almost impossible, for exana hear someone speak
without immediately drawing conclusions, possib&yyaccurate, about hisig]
social class background, level of education andt\whe of the country hesic]
comes from. We hear language through a powerter fdf social values and
stereotypes (66).
Stubbs asserts that these perceptions about peasdel on their language use are often
based on slight dialectal differences, which “alifjo often small and not clear cut, are
often the focus for powerful feelings of group ltyaand for far-reaching social
judgments on speakers” (73). Again, this linguistiereotyping can have both positive
and negative results.

The principles of indexicality and linguistic prirfig, though typically used to
analyze spoken language, can be applied to wrishgell. In addition to redefining
voiceconceptually, Matsuda and Tardy also conductedstwdies to better understand
how voice is constructed by readers. After a sméilhl study that suggested that readers
do construct authorial identity (“Voice in AcadenWriting: The Rhetorical
Construction of Author Identity in Blind ManuscriReview”), they broadened their
scope and surveyed blind manuscript reviewers (ftwarfields of applied linguistics and
rhetoric and composition) asking if and how reviesveonstruct identities for the writers
of the anonymous manuscripts they read. Quicklyedame apparent that readers do
look for clues about writers’ identities—whetherrmat they are established scholars or
students (do they know the conventions), their (ace there any linguistic markers),
their gender (what is the tone), their nationa(éye there indicators of English being the
second language), etc. According to their resedoster 80% of participants [stated] that
they had speculated or had a sense of the authew vaéading a blind manuscript” (Tardy
and Matsuda 43). Moreover, Tardy and Matsuda belibis figure likely understates
“the extent to which [readers] actually think abthé characteristics of the author
inferred from various discursive and non-discurdeatures of the manuscript” (43). Not
only does this research suggest that readers diaraonvoice or authorial identity but
also it indicates that these constructions of itieate in large part related to “the lack of
conformity to particular discourse or genre expiats. .. [or] deviation from a perceived
norm—whether it be in relation to topic, disciplipdoreadth, or linguistic variety” (44,
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46). In other words, their research suggests tigicality is largely related to written
markedness.

Continued research on the ways in which readerstagst identities for
anonymous authors offers promise for understanithiggistic profiling and indexicality
as it occurs in written language. Of particular artpnce to my research is the potential
for both understanding how a dialect can occupgudral position and also challenging
that very position through a focus on the indexaragk that it, of course, does.
Interrogating instructors’ perceptions of standasioffers not just a challenge to
SEAE'’s perceived neutrality but also another oppaty to understand this dialect and
its multiple levels of language use, ultimatelyddropefully) affording additional

productive conversations about the role of SEAEamposition studies.

Composition Instructors’ Perceptions of Student Auhors: The Indexicality of SEAE
To explore issues of linguistic neutrality and neatkess related to SEAE, | asked
composition instructors to read three anonymoudestuessays and to mark the texts
where they strayed from their expectations foregml writing. | then interviewed the
instructors about their readings of the papersthaddentities they imagined for the
student-authors. | analyzed the interviews usiegnitic analysis and discourse analysis.
The following research questions have guided tlsggdeimplementation, and
analysis of my study:
As composition instructors read anonymous studeititny written for a first-year
composition course,

1. how do they construct or challenge beliefs aboutnaélanguage practices and
neutral authors?

2. how is neutral defined through this practice ohidfecation and how does it
related to notions of standardness and markedness?

3. how do instructors infer details about authoriantity?

4. what aspects of written language do they percesvadexical (such as words or
phrases, sentence structures, rhetorical chomeis, etc.)?

5. how do they understand and talk about the relatiprisetween language and
identity?

The four chapters that follow are dedicated todvathderstanding the

indexicality and perceived linguistic neutrality SEAE in order to challenge current and
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enduring power structures related to mandated-SiatEiction and pedagogy in
composition studies. As a point of departure fag thvestigation, the next chapter—
Chapter 2—describes both the theoretical framesigir which | approach this research
and my methodology for collecting and analyzingdhaéa presented in Chapters 3 and 4.
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Chapter 2
Research Design and Methods

Given this study’s focus on ideologies of privileg® neutrality—and
conversely, prejudice and difference—associated $#AE, | approached the research
through the frames of language ideology and whgsn€hese interrelated, and in some
ways inseparable, frames allow me to examine ekplnd implicit assumptions

associated with language use and standards, iradigxiceutrality, and markedness.

Language ldeology

Language ideology is a theoretical construct thaaken up across multiple
fields—most notably among linguists, anthropolagisind linguistic anthropologists—to
examine and understand the relationship betweguége use and social structures and
groups (Woolard and Schieffelin, Wortham). Simpli,ganguage ideologies are
language users’ socially-constructed understandibgsit language. They are “sets of
interested positions about language that reprékentselves as forms of common sense,
that rationalize and justify the forms and functaf the text and talk” (Hill 33-34) and
act as “interpretive filter[s] in the relationshoplanguage and society” (Mertz gtd. in
Woolard & Schieffelin 62). However, because languagd literacy are social and
political, language ideologies are also wrappethupsues of power. Judith Irvine
defines language ideology as “the cultural systémdeas about social and linguistic
relationships, togethevith their loading of moral and political intere$t&®55, emphasis
added). Language ideologies, like all forms of idgy, often carry a commonsense
status and perceived universalfitywhich can render them largely invisible to thegeo
who ascribe to and perpetuate them. Regardle$eohvisibility of language ideologies,
patterned ways of thinking about language can laasignificant impact on people’s

lives. As | argue in my definition afeutral this position of invisible power can be

3 Woolard asserts that the beliefs and truths foegiby ideologies are commonly positioned as and
perceived to be universal (237).
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particularly pervasive as the invisibility of théhing” contributes to its power. Ferguson
states:

The place from which power is exercised is oftdénidalen place. When we try to

pin it down, the center always seems to be someawise. Yet we know that this

phantom center, elusive as it is, exerts a reaeniable power over the entire
framework of our culture, and over the ways wekrabout it. (qtd. in Nakayama

and Krizek 291).

Indeed, the power and invisibility of language ilbey make it an important site of
study, for only when we are able to recognize idg@s are we able to understand and,
potentially, challenge them.

In this project, challenging language ideologiea matter of social justice and
inclusive education. Not only is language use aroomjustification for discrimination
but also it contributes to perceptions of studecisiracter, motivation, ability,
intelligence, etc. This process of characteriza#ind categorization based on language—
indexicality—is dependent on language ideologiesmduage ideology not only acts as
an interpretive filter for the way people feel aband recognize languages, but it
provides justification for labeling languages (@nduage use) and language users as
“good or bad, moral or immoral” (Hill 34). Languagkeologies and indexicality not only
allow people to recognize and characterize otHariguage use but to make decisions,
conscious or not, about expressing their own itiestthrough language. According to
Wortham, this process of “position[ing] [our]selasd others in characteristic ways”
according to language use can lead to “enduringtities for individuals and groups”
(256). These “enduring identities” linked to langaaof course, can significantly impact
individuals’ opportunities for and access to mameitn success. Irvine highlights the
consequences of these positionings when she sgsgbasbecause of language ideology
“some groups (or activities, or varieties) becomasible and inaudible” (39).
Conversely, one could imagine that other groupsuth language ideology, gain
disproportionate power and prestige.

Like Irvine, Lippi-Green also highlights issuespaiwer and subordination when
she provocatively defines language ideology as ftlmenotion of the needs and interests
of a dominant group or class at the expense of imaiged groups, by means of

disinformation and misrepresentation of those nomidant groups” (64). Lippi-Green’s
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definition implies purposeful action or explicitémtion related to power and domination,
which | argue in Chapter 4 may not always be tlse cAdditionally, her take on
language ideology is focused wholly on dominatiad appression and, as a result,
seems to ignore aspects of language ideology thdéss political. For instance, there are
ideologies that work to explain the function ofgaage and the relationship between
language and meaning. In contrast to Lippi-Gredefmition, I, along with many other
scholars, view language ideology as a guiding fati@ughout all levels of interaction
with language and language users—from definingudagg use along axes of sameness
and difference and linking traits to social idaestto assigning values to both the
language practices and social groups. Howevenl tadhis understanding of language
ideology Lippi-Green’s perspective that the wayasaceive of language has political
implications, including domination and oppressithrereby highlighting the importance
of studying this construct.

Given the relationship between language ideologmekindexicality, this project
involves studying both. According to Silversteirhauvs largely credited with
acknowledging, describing, and definimglexicality, language ideologies provide an
interpretive framework for making sense of the kidality of language (“ldeology”

315). Because whole languages as well as instarfickscourse can index identities,
studying indexicality through a frame of languadedlogies means attending to both
macro (whole languages) and micro (local languagd processes. Indeed, one of the
functions of language ideology is to connect theaglwe have about language to specific
instances of language use, often in the servigedeixicality. In addition to examining

the macro and micro processes of language ideaptliies project also explores both
first- and second-order indexicality. Silverstergwes that indexicality operates in
stages: first-order indexicality is the initial cgmition or construction of a link between
language and identity, and second-order indexjcaithe “social meaning listeners [or
readers] make of a particular form” (Wassink an&Dg).

In this project, | focus specifically on the reétetship between standard language
ideology (which | describe in detail in Chapter Paed indexicality. This narrowing of
language ideology to SLI comes, in part, from midong research questions that seek to

better understand instructors’ conceptions of stegiess and neutrality related to the
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indexicality of SEAE. Furthermore, my interview gtiens about instructors’
expectations for “good” college writing were desdrto provoke instructors’ reactions
to and beliefs about standardness. It is no s@pfen, that SLI is a prevalent and
persistent thread throughout the interview datd.iShlso particularly relevant to this
project given its implied understanding of languagedeally neutral. In other words,
SLI purports that language can and should be nearichthat the “standard” languaige
neutral which is partly why it is better than otlhemguage varieties. This reliance on a
perception of neutrality is integral to this stuahd all conversations about the role of
SEAE in composition courses.

| call on SLI as a frame for my interview data naty to examine sentence-level
language use—the common focus in linguistic sckbigrabout SLI—but also text-level
standardness, arguing that although text-leveldagg use offers more inroads for
challenging SLlI, it also works to perpetuate thasvprful ideology. Specifically, in
Chapter 3, | describe the relationship betweenadidl instructors’ conceptions of
standardness at both the sentence and text lemally-in addition to using SLI as a
theoretical frame, | also explicitly examine Sli§ role in indexicality and perceived
linguistic neutrality, and its manifestations imgmage, which | term standard language
discourse (SLD). SLD is described in greater déaser in this chapter.

Whiteness

My second theoretical frame for this project is t@hess—in part because my
understanding of whiteness as a race-based ideofodgmination and privilege means
that it is always already a part of conversatidmsud equity and access. In addition,
whiteness is often an underlying thread in peroagtiof neutrality and markedness. As
such, whiteness is a useful frame for approachaily the privilege associated with
SEAE as well as its presumed linguistic neutradityl the related hidden indexicality of
this dialect.

Although whiteness studies typically (and underd#daty) focuses on race, |
argue that it is also appropriate for studying ofirévileged social identities (e.g., class-
and gender-based identities) and cultural reprasens (e.g., “standard” language

varieties) that, in part, maintain their power tihgh the perception of neutrality. In fact,
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Ruth Frankenberg and Peggy Mcintosh, both leadqngéds in studying whiteness and
white privilege, applied their background in fensimi to race studies in order to argue
that the white race occupies an unmarked posiitich works to maintain privilege at
the expense of other racial groups. Similarly, ¢hera steady presence of whiteness
studies scholarship that highlights the many cotioes between race and class and
argues the importance of class in studying whiteifeartigan, Winans). It is important
to note that my decision to use whiteness studiesfeame to approach my data reveals
my commitment to this field, but does not implytthavill examine the social identity of
race more than other categories.

Before explaining the role of whiteness as a thezaeframe in this project, |
begin with a definition. In the 1980s, white schislacross the disciplines began studying
how the white race has become the “deraced” stdratgainst which other races are
compared. Three decades later, whiteness schotassilaworking to label “norms” as
White and, in effect, re-racialize that which wasisidered neutral. Because the focus of
the field has been on what is or is not recognaetivhite, there has been less attention
to defining whiteness and developing this constasca conceptual framework.
According to Nakayama and Krizek, “whiteness hasiaged the position of an
uninterrogated space...we do not know what ‘whitenmessans” (293). Indeed, within
the literature, whiteness—though rarely explicdgfined—can mean white privilege,
white racial identity, or Racisrif.

While my understanding of whiteness is always cirangd locate myself
primarily alongside Alice Mcintyre, Peter McLareamd the larger body of scholarship
that views whiteness as an ideology of privilegd damination. Importantly, these
conceptions of whiteness do not elide whitenesis wiiite racial identity or experience.
Alice Mclintyre defines whiteness as “a system atwbiogy of white dominance that
marginalizes and oppresses people of color, ergexisting privileges for white people
in this country” (3). Mcintyre’s definition is usdfin that it paints a picture of whiteness
as both structural and ideological. Conceiving bfteness as a structure draws attention

to the long history of racial inequality that impacurrent race relations and nearly every

32| use capital-R Racism to mean institutional aindcsural racism as opposed to individual occuresnaf
racism.

42



institution and culture in our society—in shortfideng whiteness as a structure works to
connect the white race to institutional racismRacism). Mcintyre goes beyond linking
the white race with Racism, though, and offers>grianation of howthis relationship is
enacted when she defines whiteness as an idedfoglyiteness is an ideology, then, it is
both imaginary (socially constructed) and real @nat effects). Furthermore, defining
whiteness as ideological suggests that dominasiomare than physical—it can also be
potentially subtle values and practices that (some=t unintentionally) support racial
inequality. McLaren agrees that whiteness is idgickd, but also argues that it is an
“ensemble of social relations and practices” arfdeproduced through specific
discursive and material processes and circuitesird and power” (66). McLaren’s
definition of whiteness asks us to not get loghmtheory of whiteness as an ideology,
but to consider the very real ways whiteness istegieand constituted in daily life
(relations, practices, and processes).

However, despite Mcintyre’s compelling definitiondaMcLaren’s attempt to
locate whiteness in praxis, studying this constrantains challenging, in part because it
is socially constructed and, therefore, dynamicitéfiess changes as our societal
understandings of race and racism change and &xt®change. Indeed, Nakayama and
Krizek, who interrogate whiteness as a rhetorioalstruct, argue that “there is no ‘true
essence’ to ‘whiteness’; there are only historjcafintingent constructions” (293).
Furthermore, they articulate the difficulty of defig and studying whiteness given its
ability to “[make] itself visible and invisible, etling analysis yet exerting influence over
everyday life” (293). Conceiving of whiteness astdmically constructed is useful and
offers hope: if it can be rhetorically constructgaian be rhetoricallgestructed. Indeed,
my focus on SLD in Chapter 4 rests on the beliaf tinderstanding the discursive
practices of ideologies creates opportunitiesr@mmggression.

Given these understandings of whiteness, | haveedora working definition of
whiteness as an ideology of privilege and neuyr@hait actively creates continued white
dominance, drawing on and reinforcing historical atructural inequality while denying
its existence and/or power. Finally, any definitmfrwhiteness must consider its
intersections with other ideologies of privilegalareutrality (for instance, race and

class). In this project, | describe the ways whetendraws on and reproduces SLI.
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Using whiteness as a theoretical frame to appraachata encourages attention
to markedness and neutrality born out of critical ustddings of difference. According
to Thomas West, one of the leading compositiomsteerned with critical difference,

cultural differences are supremely rhetorical: they defined in language

and have real consequences. They are about theinvaysch groups of

people feel, talk, and think about other grouppedple; about the

assumptions and judgments groups make about otbepgy about how

those assumptions and judgments “compose” societythey influence

philosophy, determine policy, and incite action). (1
Both race and language are ways in which peopégoate one another as different (or
“other”) or same. And, as West argues, based methategorizations, difference
influences nearly every aspect of our social irtioas. Part of categorizing people as
different is to mark them negatively “not white tiguropean, not male”—and in this
study, not standard—"in order to relegate theihtsgto an inferior or lesser status” (West
4).

| call on whiteness in this project to better wistind the perceived neutrality of
SEAE, the power and implications that result frdms positioning, and the negative
valuing of difference that allows a positioningREAE as superior to other language

varieties.

Design and Methodology

Both language ideology—SLI in particular—and whéegs are embedded in the
main focus of this study: the indexicality and peved neutrality of SEAE. To fully
interrogate the indexical process, | examine istms’ responses to anonymous student
texts, focusing on their conceptions of standarghesnstruction of neutrality, and the
ideologies of privilege and neutrality (SLI and vamess) that inform their beliefs about
written language and standardness. Furthermoesdrdbe and analyze the rhetorical
maneuvering that participants call on in orderreate perceptions of linguistic neutrality
and justify and perpetuate privilege. These disearfeatures—which perpetuate both
whiteness and SLI—are aspects of standard langliageursewhich | define below

and examine in Chapter 4.
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To explore these issues, | collected nine papeitsewiby incoming college
students as part of a directed, self-placementgsand interviewed twelve compaosition
instructors about their responses to three of tpapers. The interviews centered on the
ways in which the papers did or did not meet tls¢ructors’ expectations for “good”
college writing and the way the instructors imaditiee student authors of the essays. |
analyzed the interviews using thematic and dis@aralysis.

The object of this study is composition instructoesctions to and beliefs about
anonymous student texts and their constructiomstiforial identity for the students they
imagined as having written the essays. Throughustdissertation, | put my findings in
conversation with existing composition scholarshiprder to theorize constructs central
to this project—standardness and neutrality—aretter understand the field’'s
concurrent treatment of SEAE as working to the bBeoécertain groups of students and

linguistically neutral.

Why College? Why Composition?

The issue at hand in this study—the perceived akiytand indexicality of
SEAE—is relevant to any level of schooling. | chtséocate this study at the level of
college composition because | am professionallymardonally committed to enacting
socially-just change within this academic cont&xirthermore, | designed this study to
address the tension and gaps in composition sdgtar describe in Chapter 1: a tension
that positions SEAE as both unduly accessible tairestudents and linguistically
unmarked; and gaps in the definition of SEAE, staddess, and the relation of both of
these to perceived author identity. Finally, colepmposition courses often serve a
gatekeeping function that is directly related td &hd perpetuates both SLI and
whiteness through its ongoing privileging of SEAtflats treatment of this dialect and its
privilege as neutral (this argument is elaborate@hapter 4). Because compaosition
instructors operate as a local site for the lapgactice of gatekeeping within the
university (as noted earlier), they also have thyeootunity to challenge or reproduce this
gatekeeping within their classrooms in the ways titvgy teach, assess, and interact with

student writing. Researching composition instrugttinen, allows me to identify
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moments in practice where ideologies are reprodacedalso where they can be

challenged.

Study Location

| interviewed composition instructors from two, fiatMidwestern universities—
City University (CU) and Midwestern University (MUTU is an urban university with a
student population of approximately 29,000. Accogdio data from its website, the
racial demographics of students are as follows: #f0fite, 26% African American, 6%
Asian / Pacific Islander, and 2% Hispanic. In casty MU is located in a college town
with students making up 32% of the city’s populati®he more than 41,000 MU
students are considerably more racially and ecocaiyihomogenous than at CU, with
75% of undergraduates self-identifying as whiténd although there are no statistics
available to make generalizations about studentsbeconomic status (SES) at each
institution, the significant difference in tuitigwith MU costing approximately 60%
more than CU) suggests that students at MU arby ltkebe, on average, from a higher
SES. In addition to those differences, the datanftiois study reveal strong perceptions of
privilege associated with MU students and percegtaf CU students as coming from an
inner-city background and under-resourced high cisié

My decision to interview instructors at two diffetesites reveals the importance
of context to this study. Instructors’ expectatiéms“good” writing, distinction between
standards and norms, and perceptions of availaldiest identities vary by context. For
example, one CU instructor (Rachel) responded &odfithe papers she read by first
describing protypical students at every college amgersity at which she had previously
worked. This instructor also gave each paper she t@o grades depending on whether
they had been written by a CU or MU student, despéver having been asked to do so.
This instructor’s response reflects the importamfceontext in the reception of student

work both in terms of indexicality and assessm€¥rttile other instructors were not as

% The 25% of undergraduate students who do notifgiers white are not separated by race. According t
the MU website, these students are “African Amarjddispanic American, Native American, or Asian
American.”

34 Although | did not ask instructors about theirgegtions of overall student wealth and economic
background at each institution, their responsdbdadnterview questions were telling. Chapter 3vjates
information and evidence about these differencgseoteption associated with the two institutions.
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explicit about the importance of context, manynnstors at both institutions referenced
a range of standardness at their school and lotia¢estudents and their papers within
that site-specific continuum. Finally, multiple ingctors from both CU and MU noted
their inexperience with particular identity cateige—specifically African American
males and Hispanic students (males or females)+trasgdy influencing them toot
imagine student-authors from those identity groups.

Despite these contextual differences, the indexiatterns | describe in Chapter 3
exist across study sites and suggest that idedadgiprivilege and neutrality are
compelling, pervasive, and often eclipse local nmegamaking. In addition, both CU and
MU instructors share certain student identity pesfti—specifically those of privileged
white male students and underprivileged, inner-aftycan American studentn
Chapters 3 and 4, | present the data from bothk ®gether in an attempt to demonstrate
the full spectrum of responses from study participaThe similarities across sites make
clear the prevalence of SLI and whiteness in tdexicality and perceived neutrality of
SEAE. When relevant, | note instructors’ institascand comment on the possible

influence of context on instructor responses.

Participants and Recruitment

The participating instructors in this study arecakrent composition instructors
who have taught at least ten sections of collegeng+—often more. Of the twelve
instructors, all are white, and there are equalllemmales and females. Ten instructors
self-identify as coming from a middle-class backgrd;, the remaining two self-identify
as coming from a lower or working SES. While | legped to have more (or any) racial
diversity among the instructors in this studysitot surprising to have all white
instructors. In fact, if membership in compositgindies’ professional organization is
any indication, the vast majority (86%) of compimsitinstructors are white (Middleton).
Therefore, while it would have been instructivetmparatively interrogate the role of
instructors’ race in their production of studergntities, it is also useful to examine the
practices of the powerful racial majority withiretfield of composition.

Of the six MU instructors, five (Darrell, Emilypdathon, Melissa, and Nate) are

graduates of MU’s MFA program and teach both contipmsand creative writing
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courses. These instructors have taught all of twmposition courses at MU. One of the
five works as a faculty member in the universityisting center. The other participant
(Julie) is a graduate student focused on compaosigtated issues whose teaching
experience primarily comes from other institutiofsur of the CU instructors (Carol,
Nan, Rachel, and Richard) have significant teackxperience at multiple institutions.
Two of the participants (Chris and Henry) are geddistudents within a composition and
rhetoric program and one (Nan) is an English Liteeagraduate studefi.

At both CU and MU, | emailed instructors who haddgiat at least 10 sections of
composition courses asking for volunteers. In ¢émil, | briefly described the study,
participants’ role in the process, and offeredrarentive of $50 for their time to read and
respond to three student essays and allow meduoviatv them about the papers. As
instructors responded to my request, | verifiedrtakgibility (in terms of composition
teaching experience) and scheduled interviews oftt mstitutions, | was able to select
the first six instructors who responded to my emad the participants from that site.
Instructor demographics related to race, classgander were not a factor in the
selection process.

Data Collection

The primary data set for this study is the tramsadiinterviews of twelve
composition instructors. | chose interviews as nethod for data collection as they
provide space for instructors to respond to questabout writing and identity in ways
that were meaningful to them with as little or ascmdetail as they wanted. In addition,
interviews allowed for both predetermined questitansiake sure | covered the topic in a
similar fashion with each participant as well ai€ying questions in order to better
understand instructor responses and local meanakgnign Following is a detailed
description of the process of the interviews ad a&the crafting of the questions.

The interviews, which lasted between 60-90 minutese semi-structured in that
| had an interview script with questions | askeeath instructor; however, | also let the
instructors’ responses guide follow-up questionwasanted. Prior to being interviewed,

each instructor read and responded to three anamgystadent papers, following

% See Appendix A for a chart of participant demogies.
48



instructions that asked them to mark the paperseney did not “fit [their]
expectations for what college writing should lodeT (the full instructions for the

participants is included in Appendix B). | also @dkhe instructors to grade each paper.

Crafting the Interview Questiorts

Because this study asks potentially sensitive questbout race, class, and
gender, | thought carefully about how to structine interview in order to best capture
instructors’ initial reactions to the papers beftbrey were tempted to self-censure or
over-analyze their responses. Of course, it is Bajide to actually recreate and capture
the “initial” reaction during an interview. Nonetkss, | crafted the first question of the
interview (“please briefly describe the studenthans you pictured when reading these
papers”) in a deliberate attempt not to interfernwhe process of indexicality. More
specifically, | purposefully began with a broadeewague request so that instructors
would not be overly guided by my question. Haddurethe interviews by asking
instructors to describe the race, class, and gesfdbe student-author they imagined, |
might not have created space for the instructoceszribe the “type of student” they
pictured, which many of them dfd Additionally, by using the word “briefly,” I hopei
encourage the instructors to answer with initiaktens but not to give much
explanation or justification. Finally, | chose therb picturedafter receiving feedback
from a participant in an earlier pilot study | caieted on this topic who specifically
stated thapicturewould have been clearer themagine—the verb | had previously used.
My attempt to elicit initial reactions to the studigpapers did not end with the first
qguestion. Later in the interview, | asked instrustib there were “particular details that
[were] striking” for each of the papers. My usetwd wordstriking, | hoped, would
encourage instructors to recall their immediatetieas when first reading the papers,
before analyzing or reflecting on their response.

In addition to trying to capture initial, indexicaactions to student papers, | also
worked hard to create an interview protocol thatldanake instructors feel comfortable

talking about loaded identity topics. To accomplisis aim, | ordered the questions in a

% See Appendix @or a full list of the interview questions.
37«Type of Student” is an emergent category of resgato the first interview question. | describe thi
category in detail in Chapter 3.
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way that | thought would make the participants gmereasingly comfortable talking
about student-author identity before getting teeratass and gender. For example, |
began the section of the interview that asks goestabout specific aspects of identity
with “how old do you think the student is?” QuesBabout race, class, and gender were
the last questions | asked about student-authatitgiel also built redundancy into my
guestions when possible, asking, for instance,tqresabout where the student grew up
and the student’s education background as welasiore pointed question of “What
socio-economic class do you think this student cofrean?”—all in an attempt to better
understand class-based indexicality.

Whether or not it was due to the order and wordihigny questions, most of the
study participants did answer the questions abodest-author identity® However,
many of the participants commented that the inésvwexperience or the interview
guestions were “hard.” For instance, when asketkstribe the student-author “in as
much detail as possible,” Emily said “I, boy, gdbls is hard,” but then went on to
describe the educational background, socio-econolass, gender, and race of the
imagined student-author. Jonathon responded tsaime question by saying “this must
be an incredibly hard question for you to deal vaitha researcher, because no one wants
to answer it,” but insisted that he would answéfrhie had had a “clear picture.” Julie
and Nan noted that they felt uncomfortable makisguaptions, and Emily called the
generalizations she made “horrible.” These instmgtreactions to my questions are
likely to be at least partially related to commdaalogies that suggest that identity
shouldn’t matter and that SEAE does not revealgmas particular identities. In fact,
Julie stated that she has “been probably trainedrytdo try not to make assumptions
(laughter).” The process was so uncomfortable fan bhat she commented on it again
during the member checking process (described hetaling it an “unnatural” task that
she was conflicted about during the interview. Asamfortable or horrible as it was to
make assumptions about student-author identitiesstrong patterns in instructors’
responses indicate readily available ideologiessaggjest that while consciously

participating in this process is uncomfortable,riscious participation is likely. Again,

% Two MU instructors, Darrell and Jonathon, wereabty distinct in their adamant response that thdy d
not know or have a guess about student-authorifgehaddress these instructors’ reactions in itleta
Chapter 4.
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returning to sociolinguistic scholarship, indexityals natural and common—it is part of
the way we process and respond to language. Whasralking about indexicality
uncomfortable, then, is likely the acknowledgmentraublesome patterns and
stereotypes. As Nate notes in an email responsgcirpts from this dissertation | shared
with him: these research interviews “are usuallgdst in a way that | find uncomfortable
after the fact. It's hard looking back at this &tifut, it's accurate.”

Another challenge when creating interview questwas deciding how to elicit
instructors’ full expectations for standardnesstindent papers without using the word
“standard.” | worried that asking questions speaify about SEAE or “standard”

English would influence instructors’ responses gy that might continue to conflate
standardness and grammar and lead to continugdntiah to standardness in other
aspects of language use, such as register andidaétoaneuverslo address this
possibility, | asked instructors about their expéions for good college writing,

including asking them to identify moments when stutdvriting did not meet their
expectations, both through marking the studenigstand by talking about patterns they
have noticed throughout their teaching experieBpecifically, | asked the instructors to
walk me through and explain their comments to drtb@texts. During this portion of
the interview, instructors often noted how theyitglly respond to student writing to
contextualize their comments in terms of conteet,(what they are commenting on) and
form (i.e., what kinds of marks and/or language/thge on student papers). This
information, along with responses to my questiooulthe kinds of patterns they've
noticed in student writing that does not meet te&pectations, helped me to get a better
sense of the participants as instructors and oée@aled which “issues” in writing were
most important, presented the biggest challenges the most frustrating, etc. Finally,
when instructors responded talked about their contsrnie the student paper and their
sense of when and why student writing does not theatexpectations, | was able to
note how they characterize or talk about nonstahsiardent writing. Despite the
apparent success of this approach—instructors coteti®n both sentence- and text-
level standardness—this wording had its own drak&ia@ne instructor noted that he
interpreted my wording to mean that | was onlyres¢ed in what was nonstandard and

another called my wording “odd.”
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Throughout the interview process, | was struckHgyinstructors’ desire to be
“good” interviewees, to be helpful. Repeatedly tiggrants asked me to confirm that
they were answering questions in the right way @najpologized for not being able to
answer questions. This impulse may have led intrsito posit assumptions about
student-author identities beyond their normal saafgadexicality. It is also possible,
however, that the tension between the discomfe@ated with explicit indexicality and

the desire to be “good” interviewees may have hbdlancing effect.

Student Papers
To collect student papers, | emailed students vdtbvritten a directed-self

placement essay to ask them for permission tohesedssay anonymously in my study
about instructor expectations and the link betwegting and identity. In return, |

offered them both a $10 gift card and access tating workshop the following year. |
asked the students to, in their response, inclueie gender, SES, and race. | then
responded on a first-come basis within two racaégories: white and African American
or Hispanic. Through this approach, | was also &bkchieve SES and gender diversity
within each racial category. | describe the impuctaof and rationale behind my chosen
racial representation below.

Though not an object of study in this researchqatjthe student essays were the
springboard for discussion with the compositioriringors about expectations,
standards, and identity. Therefore, collecting eimaosing these texts was an important
aspect of the study design. Although I interviewestructors from two different
universities, all of the student papers were writhg incoming first-year students at
Midwestern University the summer before they mateated as part of the directed self-
placement process. The students all respondee tgatine prompt, which asked them to
read and analyze an article and write a 750- tov@@@ argument in response. The
article the students read for this particular ygas “Most Likely to Succeed” by
Malcolm Gladwell, which argues for a reformationtleé hiring, training, and tenure of
teachers. In this article, Gladwell describes ttalequacy of predicting the success of a
guarterback in the NFL based on his college fobttaaker as an analogy for the

difficulties associated with choosing good teachmased on college transcripts alone.
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| did not choose papers based on approach to tosence of textual markers,
or other content-related criteria with the excepiod reading the papers to ensure that
they did not include personal narrative or obvig®t. markers that would have overly
disclosed student-author identity to the instruetédthough | screened the papers for
these elements, | did not exclude any papers fhosnstudy.

Using student papers that all came from the sam@prensured a certain
amount of consistency among the student essaysatheould be approximately the
same length, address the same article, would likelyde both an argument and analysis
(as asked for in the prompt), and, finally, werékaty to include personal narrative.
Because the response to an article is a commo gssigned in first-year writing, | felt
confident that instructors would focus more onghelents’ writing than the prompt or
genre of writing. Furthermore, when collecting gapers, | asked the director of both
MU’s writing program and its writing center to rew the nine essays to confirm my
sense that the sample reflected writing commongpentered in first-year composition
courses in terms of genre, topic, and skill level.

This study centers on issues of privilege and stadmess; as such, | chose papers
written by students who self identified as whitkadik (or African American), or Hispanic
(or Latino/a). | chose this racial distribution base the white race typically represents a
privileged and powerful position in the academyle/iifrican American and Hispanic
students are not only underrepresented, but heslbrimarginalized by their language
use.

The nine essays chosen for this study were wriitemale and female students
ranging from working class to upper-middle classc¢aiding to their own self-
identification). Four of the essays were writtervityite students; three were written by
black students; and two were written by Hispanicients. (See Appendices D and E for
more information about the papers according tadle, class, and gender of the author
and the distribution of papers to the 12 instrugjor

My initial plan was for each of the nine paperdsoread by four different
instructors in order to get a range of responsesvever, due to difficulties reaching one
of the student authors for additional permissiding, papers were read four times, three

papers were read five times, and one paper wasordgance.
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Thematic Analysis and Coding

Interviews were transcribed (primarily by a tramstton service) to allow me to
analyze the interviews as text. The transcriptemesverbatim, with the exception of the
exclusion of the discourse marker “um.” Becauseamglysis of the data does not focus
on pronunciation, intonation, or non verbal comneation (gestures, facial expressions),
these features are not included in the transcripts.

Given the purpose of this study and my researcktores, | approached the
analysis of the interview transcripts with somentlee and categories already in mind—
specifically those of race, class, and gender. Hewd also read and reread the
transcripts in order to notice and acknowledge mgplat¢terns in the data that might be
indicative of what is meaningful to the instructoFiematic analysis, a kind of inductive
analysis, involves “identifying salient themes,ueng ideas or language, and patterns of
belief” in order to identify “grounded categorielsneeaning held by participants”
(Marshall and Rossman 158-9). This form of analysisked well to reveal patterns of
response to certain types of questions. Most ngtéikmatic analysis uncovered the
category “type of student” as a response to tis¢ fand deliberately vague) question of
the interview: “describe the student you picturdasging written these papers.” In
Chapter 3, | describe the significance of this gatg.

To analyze the interviews thematically, | readtla@scripts multiple times;
coded the transcripts for each research questiwrexample, | used purple to indicate
moments of indexicality, green to indicate momaitgerceived neutrality, etc.); and
looked across the interviews in order to note pasteT hroughout the coding process, |
wrote analytic memos to capture initial reactiom$hte data as well as to begin to track
and categorize types of responses that were repedtsan and across interviews.

Finally, | created profiles for each of the instars in order to begin to make sense of the
coding and to be able to better understand sirmdarand differences between instructors
and study sites. To represent the themes and psittencovered in this process, | made
charts (Figures 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 in Chapter 3¢poesent indexicality—or more
specifically to show the relationship between vasitanguage features and class-, race-,

and gender-based indexicality. These charts beeanm@egral component in theorizing
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the role of standardness in indexicality and imtdging the enduring indexical patterns
that are prevalent in the data.

As an example of thematic analysis that is notaggnted in the charts referenced
above, several of the instructors make assumpébaat students as readers—
particularly home literacy practices—based on hiogytevaluate their writing. After
noting this theme as being relevant across multipses, | worked to decode the theme,
asking: why are home literacy practices conneatesiudent writing?; what do
instructors mean by “home literacy practices”?; hewhis category connected to student
identity? As | describe in Chapter 3, through asizlyl determined “home literacy
practices” was often a statement about studentS’, 8teir motivation and character, or
both. As another example, thematic analysis—ini@adr, the act of looking across
cases using the identity profiles—encouraged noetsider the importance of
instructors’ interpretations of difference as esror mistakes and revealed the tendency
for instructors to describe standardness as arnamti with markedness (in terms writing
and identity) existing at both ends of the specitrtirase findings are described in
Chapter 3 and 4 respectively.

Discourse Analysis

While thematic analysis was essential to identdypatterns within and across
interviews, discourse analysis was essential t@ackipg the meaning in individual
transcripts, especially given the importance obldgy to this project—ideologies that
shape beliefs about written language, identityil@ge, and neutrality, and ideologies to
which | am not immune. Indeed, | found myself tagto discourse analysis as a way to
force myself outside of the ideologies | share it participants. Discourse analysis
offered an orienting approach to my data and tground myself within the language,
studying what was said, what was not said, codegulage, and rhetorical maneuvering
in order to understand how the instructors conadatel standardness, create and justify
perceptions of neutral language practices, andatladiit sensitive issues surrounding
identity and privilege.

Using discourse analysis as both a methodologyadodm of analysis reveals my

understanding of language use (discourse) as sdgiamic, and political. In this study,
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my participants make meaning of the student textsissues of language and identity
through discourse with the texts, with me, and wdt#ologies. Discourses are culturally-
situated frameworks for social interaction thateetffand create reality, meaning,
identity, etc. James Paul Gee’s defines discoytssdig “D” Discourse) as “identity
kits” that include “sets of values and viewpoingsid behaviors which a person must
accept in order to become a member of the diseimmunity (4). Taking up Gee’s
definition of Discourse leads to a methodologidaltenge: how do you study Discourse
if it can be almost anything—including speech, ingt gestures, appearance, actions,
and other representations of self? In order togaoy analysis on language, | call on
Jane Hill's definition of discourse as “all the wies of talk and text ... the invitations
and clues, the silences, the inferences thattémalicontent of a text or an utterance
invites” (32-3). Putting Gee and Hill in conversatj | define discourse analysis as
studying language interactions (with texts, oursg)\one another, and the world) in order
to gain understandings about the social factoterproduction and reception of
language, the relationship between language andinggand the interplay between
macrodiscourses and local meaning in particularrsanicative instances. Said another
way, discourse analysis, in this project, is theohstudying language in order to make
ideologies visible. As such, studying language meguattending to language use,
including “what is said [and] what is not said” (F82) and the meaning and “values and
viewpoints” (Gee 4) associated with language uséhik study, | critically examine what
instructors say (or don’t say) about student pastandardness, and identity in order to
better understand how their talk reproduces araffallenges SLI and whiteness.

For example, discourse analysis of the followingtgtion from Rachel reveals
the tensions associated with instructor’s expemtatas societal standards are put in
contrast with local norms.

I’'m just surprised at how kind of, how little thegre about the writing. | mean,

I’'m used to it now because I've done it for so ldng |, you can’t really expect

most of them to care about writing; certainly te #xtent that, that | do (Rachel).
In this passage, Rachel admits to being “surpriseeh though she is “used to”
nonstandardness, which she conflates with studemsstment in writing. In fact,

despite being surprised, Rachel says she doestpete most of them to care about
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writing.” In this contradiction, Rachel revealsemsion between an acknowledgement of
students’ nonstandardness in their writing andaneareness of local norms that are
nonstandard. Here, discourse analysis allows nregaogate this relationship and as
well as to examine the indexicality associated with/standardness. In this passage,
Rachel associates nonstandardness with studerdrawtho do not “care about the
writing.” Additionally, Rachel contrasts studentiavdo not care about writing with her
own level of investment. In doing so, Rachel alipesself with the standard and creates
social distance between her and the student-ayth®esvidenced by her use of pronouns
“they” and “them.” This social distance is linkealtioth the nonstandardness in student
writing and Rachel’s perception of the student-atghlack of investment. In this
example, discourse analysis allows for both caredakideration of related, and often
conflated, concepts such as standards and normsnagdamination of indexicality.

As this example shows, discourse analysis is aoddibr approaching excerpts
of text in order to better understand instructonganing (especially related to particular
key terms or concepts), to reveal ideologies angi¢es, and to interrogate the process of
indexicality. Before beginning discourse analybigst identified passages—based on
my thematic analysis and coding—that warrantedtamidil close readings and analysis.
For example, because | was particularly interestele process of indexicality, | often
looked for passages that were not obvious in timaection between student identity and
writing. In other words, when instructors said tlegumed a student-author was a male
because of the many references to football indke the explanation was clear enough
SO as not to warrant discourse analysis. Howelan instructor assumed a male student-
author because of the “vibe” of the paper (Namjdht choose to look more closely at
the text to determine exactly what “vibe” means.

In fact, discourse analysis is particularly usédulinterrogating coded language,

which is common in this study. For instance, insiots use “language,” “standards,”
“correct,” and “clarity” (among other terms) to sa SEAE; several of the instructors
reference students’ home literacy practices in yatat signals SES; and “inner-city” or
“urban” often serves as code for poor African Aroan students and, similarly, one

instructor uses the term “rural” to reference pwbite students. Finally, DA also allows
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for an extended exploration of and engagement éblogies—specifically, the
manifestation of SLI in discourse: standard langudigcourse (SLD).

| use discourse analysis to examine SLD in Chaptehere | identify the various
discursive features that allow for the rhetoricahstruction of SEAE as linguistically
neutral. Part of the perceived and constructedalasity of the standard language relies
on SLD to position the standard in the normative aeutral center. While SLD is as
broad as SLlI, in this study, | focus on the aspet&LD that contribute to perceptions of
linguistic neutrality, including: designations afmarkedness; contrast with “other”; not
naming “the standard”; diverting attention fromdaiage features and use; the metaphor
of clarity; assertions that SEAE is widely accelgsiand beliefs that SEAE is
nonindexical. Chapter 4 of this dissertation offensextended description and analysis of
SLD. In Chapter 4, | turn to discourse analysigefructors’ language not only to
identify the features of SLD but also to better erstiand how using language in
particular ways constitutes SEAE as linguisticalgutral—that is, for example, how
instructors’ regular reference to SEAE as unmarkddature of SLD, positions SEAE as
universal and invisible which serves as justificatfor its position in the normative
center and reinforces such a positioning. Discoarsdysis, in this example, allows me
to identify what the instructors are doing as irepSEAE as unmarked, and to examine
the effects of this positioning. As such, the digse analysis in this project is part
rhetorical analysis.

Role of the Researcher

In a study about language and identity, it is lardverstate the role of the
researcher in the collection and interpretatiothefdata. Certainly, multiple aspects of
my personal and professional identities are releiamy interactions with the study
participants and the data. Specifically, my idgrai$ white and middle-class aligns
precisely with 10 of the 12 study participants.héligh there is considerable variation
with those social categories, the privilege assediavith the white race and middle-class
status rely on certain worldviews and make me aalhgoulnerable to the ideological
masking | hoped to uncover in this study. Despiyegmod intentions, my position in the

normative center in many aspects of my life andexyeriences in the world as a white,
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middle-class woman have undoubtedly created cebtaidspots in my view of the
problem space and my interpretation of the dataaddress this dilemma, | rely on both
discourse analysis and collaboration. More spetlfic! turned to the language again
and again, in order to pull me out of compellingmenonsense notions about language,
privilege, and identity. Indeed, | usedmmonsensas a barometer for the presence of
ideology, attempting to question all that seemeddiovious or easily understood in the
data. In addition, | talked about my research ket regularly—to friends, colleagues,
advisors, committee members—in order to ask theaskdor help identifying my
blindspots and also to gauge their reactions t@rgyment.

Undoubtedly, my gender, race, perceived classstatds as a writing instructor
and MU graduate student influenced the ways in wthe study participants responded
to my questions, my topic, and me. In addition,réneerse is true—the gender, race, and
perceived class of my study participants also Vikefluenced the way | interpreted what
they said and how they said it. These factors séaiech are unavoidable. Instead of
attempting to work against these realities, | aftesd to work with them—to be aware of
potential biases, to reflexively consider the mieace, gender, and class (and other
relevant identity markers) as | engaged with myipigants and the data. However,
reflexivity alone is limited. Therefore, | also mporated member-checking in order to
address the many ways in which my role as a relseaoould potentially interfere with
the validity of my research.

Ethics and Validity

Because talking about issues of power and prigileggn make many people
uncomfortable, | have worked with MU'’s InstitutidriReview Board to ensure a research
design that protects my participants. In particulaemoved identifying information
from student papers and maintained the strictedidmntiality when interacting with the
instructors, protecting their identities at all ém

When approaching the data in this study, | assuimagcthe instructors would use
coded language to talk about issues of power ardgye and may be unaware of
ideologies undergirding their beliefs about staddass in language and student-author

identities. As such, | often worked to uncover megrthat was not explicitly stated
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within the interviews. When doing this work, théselways a risk of misinterpreting
meaning and misrepresenting participants. To addhes risk, | often compared what
individual participants said with the patterns we@d during thematic analysis and with
literature on language ideologies and whitenesghEtmore, | avoid making
assumptions about instructors’ intentions and faostead on the constitutive power of
language in creating perceptions of language andgge that may or may not align with
instructors’ explicit beliefs about these issuasaly, | provided each participant with
excerpts from the dissertation so they could seelhepresent them in this project. This
process, member checking, included sending eattuatsr three excerpts of the
dissertation: the short description of all studytipgpants from earlier in this chapter; one
of the indexicality charts from Chapter 3 to show ways quotations from their
interview are used alongside quotations for othearviews; and an extended quotation
from their interview along with the related contexid analysis. | offered the instructors
an opportunity to clarify or correct their respanse my questions within the excerpts
provided to them. Of the twelve instructors, fisskad for an elaboration or clarification
of what they said during the interview. | workediwihese instructors via email until
they were satisfied with the solution—ranging frohanging a word to adding a
footnote.

Finally, this project aims not only to present fimelings of a research project but
also to come to new understandings about SEAE gfrthe interplay between this study
and existing scholarship on language, identity, refated ideologies. Calling on
scholarship from multiple fields (most notably carsfiion studies, linguistics, and
whiteness studies) acts as a form of trianguldtidhat | do not rely on the data alone to
make my central arguments. The next two chapteexdotly this: they put the findings
from this study in conversation with existing sarship in order to better understand the

indexicality and perceived neutrality of SEAE.
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Chapter 3
Indexicality and “Standard” Edited American Engli&xamining the Link Between
Conceptions of Standardness and Perceived AutHdaatity

This chapter explores how SEAE functions indexycaficluding examining the
enduring patterris that link certain identities or identity profilés written standardness
while making other identities incongruent with SEAEamining the indexicality of
SEAE, | argue, offers an opportunity to challenge perceived neutrality associated with
this language variety and adds complexity to contiposstudies’ conversations about
the existing and ideal role of SEAE in composittmurses. In this chapter, | describe the
role of language in creating readers’ perceptidretuent-author identities, the role of
perceived student-author identities in influending interpretation of “difference” in
student texts, and the role of standardness irbttisectional indexicality. Indeed, |
argue that standardness and indexicality are mytudbrmative. The standard and
nonstandard features of student texts operatedasitals for student-author identities
andthe identity profiles created through this prodefisience the reading of a text as
non/standard.

Given the central role of standardness in this tdrapbegin by exploring
instructors’ conceptions of standardness and dgfithis construct within the context of

this study.

“Bring everyone up to a standard”: Conceptions of tandardness

Because what counts as standard (at any level)ids Yarying greatly according
to context, | follow James Milroy and Lesley Milray making a distinction between
“local and non-local norms” (103) anprmsandstandardsrespectivelyin this

dissertation, | use the terstandardto refer to instructors’ expectations for “good”

% The term “enduring patterns” comes from Worthadgscription of indexicality as “enduring identities
resulting from individuals “position[ing] [them]sats and others in characteristic ways” through U=igg
(256). This chapter looks not only at “enduringritiges,” but also the enduring indexical pattettmest
connect language to identity.
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college writing regardless of context—their nonabieorms. This understanding of
standardaligns with common perceptions of SEAE as theimgithat appears in
published texts and that follows the rules of laagpiuse housed within handbooks and
dictionaries. Furthermore, this conceptiorstz&indardconforms to and perpetuates the
standard language ideology (SLI) as it positionaridard” languages as singular,
identifiable, accessible, and better than otheglage varietiefNorms,on the other
hand, reflect what is common at an institutionroam instructor’'s experience; they are
“local” to a particular context, a particular insttor, or bothNormsare instructors’
expectations fotheir students’ writing, which may or may not includs@sptions that
the writing will be “good” and align with the “stdard.” The distinction between
standardandnormis most visible among the instructors who have héag multiple
institutions or the CU instructors who commonly egpstudent writing not to meet the
“standard.”

With this distinction betweestandardandnormin mind, | now focus almost
exclusively on standardness. One of the findinghigfstudy is that standardness
operates at two levels: the level of the sentencktlae level of the text. In this study,
sentence-level standardness is nearly always thélkeed, therefore, synonymous with
SEAE (the exceptions being some usage-based serwmret standardness). However,
because | argue that SEAE should not be locatedatrithe level of the sentence, | use
the termSEAEto mean written standardness that can exist atthetsentence- and text-
level. | use the terrastandardnessnore generally to signal privileged and normalized
features that may include, but are not limitecdialect.

The notion of text-level standardness for SEAE muade broadly is both obvious
and surprising. While it is not new to acknowledgye-level standardness, such as
“organization, clarity, and appropriacy” (SRTOL &)is much more common to relegate
standardness to the level of the sentence andateritiwith both grammar and dialect. In
fact, the ideologies that link standardness widmgnar are so strong and prevalent that
as | wrote this dissertation, | regularly “forgabout text-level standardness, discovering
it in the data again and again. Furthermore, latgay had to challenge myself not to
locate grammar only at the level of the sentericgedms that despite my concern about

many “common sense” language ideologies, incluthioge that divorce grammar from
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meaning and link it to correctness, | find it hewccompletely “unlearn” them. In other
words, | am guilty of nearly all of the practicesdadeologies that | critique in this
dissertation. Despite the difficulty—or, perhabscause ofhe difficulty—I argue that
conceptualizing standardness at both levels ofuagg use is crucial to all conversations
about SEAE in composition courses. At the mostdlasiel, composition instructors
need to fully acknowledge all of their expectatiémsstandardness in order to teach
and/or challenge SEAE and work toward increasimngss to academia for linguistically-
nontraditional students and expanding the randengfuage varieties that are recognized
and accepted within academia. For example, ingireician better teach SEAE by
acknowledging text-level features of the dialealdAionally, it is important to
acknowledge standardneasst related to dialect so that both students and io&ira can
begin to imagine the possibility of standard wgtin academia that does not use SEAE.
Furthermore, this chapter suggests that recognaaigexamining both levels of
standardness offers one means of challenging tea obmplete conflation of grammar,
dialect, and correctness and the positioning ahgnar and dialect as distinct from
meaning. This section, then, works to describalifierences between text- and
sentence-level standardness as well as forcibgnexdur understanding of SEAE
beyond grammar and sentence-level features.

Like many other ideological and politically-loadedncepts, standardness is often
undefined and undertheorized within compositiomistsiand more broadly. For
example, in academia and many other contexts, SEAte standard dialect. However,
not only does SEAE lack a precise definition bgbat is seldom referred to atandard.

Instead, most of the instructors talk about “exagohs™°

or writing that is “good,”
“great,” “college-level,” or “sophisticated.” Thesexical proxies for standardness and
SEAE vary according to whether instructors areregfeing sentence- or text-level
standardness. For example, instructors label seedlewel standardness as “good,”
“standard,” or correct. To refer text-level standardness, the instructors note t@a
“sophisticated” writing. Furthermore, the instrust@ften conflate sentence-level

standardness with grammar and correctness andtektievel standardness with generic

“° The reliance on the workpectation(sin my interviews likely influenced instructors’ uséthis term.
Nonetheless, the wostandardis notably absent from much of the interview traipgs.
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conventions and college-level writing. Despite thasic distinction, there is crossover
between levels of perceived standardness whematsts talk generally about “good”
writing. The most common categories for standarsliaesoss the two levels are as
follows: grammar and usage (including spelling,usesd homonyms, punctuation,
sentence boundaries, subject-verb agreement, pnemmun agreement, missing words,
syntax, and concision), audience awareness (ingudine and context), academic
conventions (including diction, incorporating citedterial, analysis, and thesis
statements), organization, and clafityAll perceptions of standardness contribute to
instructors’ expectations for and reactions to studexts, including how they imagine
the student-authors and their dispositions towagedstudent-authors. | will return to this
claim in the next section, adding detail and evadeto the argument. First, | will
continue to explore differences between instruttwmyaceptions of sentence- and text-

level standardness and the role of SLI at eacH.féve

Sentence-level standardness

Although conceptions of standardness at both leefyson and perpetuate SLI,
the belief that sentence-level standardness isiginglesirable, accessible, and
unaffiliated most closely matches and supportsghiserful and prevalent ideology. The
relationship between sentence-level standardnemsi\ngar, and SLlI is clearly visible
when Carol shares her opinion of a well-known cgeage on African American English
(AAE) in schools. In the passage that follows, Carootively extols the value of
“standard” English, arguing:

You know, you're in school to meet a certain edwret standard,

and...it is absolutely crazy to single one groupand say that their use of
language is somehow permissible when you're tryinigring everyone up
to a standard...this is a pretty diverse countrythatls fine; that’'s great.
But | think language is one of the very few thirigat, you know, we
should have a standard for in our schools.

*I There is considerable crossover between thesksleflanguage use and the categories | use tmimga
them.Tone for example, is both an issue of audience awaseand academic conventions. Furthermore, it
is a language feature that is related to dictiash @an impact grammar and usage.

*2 Existing scholarship on SLI focuses on sentenvelistandardness. However, | suggest that in the
process of attending to both sentence- and teel-Eandardness, it is also important to attergbtdence-
and text-level language ideology.
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Although Carol doesn’t define what she means biydzted, it is likely that she is
referring to sentence-level standardness giverfoities on dialect—in particular AAE,
which is commonlpositionedas both slang (vocabulary) and incorrect (grammar)
(Rickford and Rickford). Additionally, throughouté interview, Carol regularly calls on
what she perceives to be grammatical errors astbaestudent authors might be African
American. Given the common conflation between dislend grammar, it seems likely
that the “standard” she is referring to is assedatith both dialectnot AAE) and
grammar. Carol’s positioning of the “standard” laage as correct and singular does not
allow for the possibility of positive language disiy. Instead, she states that it is
“absolutely crazy” not to have every student in$hbool conform tohe standard—
indeed, the point of going to school is to provédeess to the standard and improve
nonstandard language users’ educational levelingibg them tip to a standard”
(emphasis added). Carol positions what is not sta@hdssulstandard and suggests that it
defies common sense to have students use or legiimreg other than the correct
standard language. In fact, learning and usinght&ed” English goes beyond common
sense for Carol as she implies that it is impentlisso allow “one group” (i.e. African
American students) to use nonstandard languageibethe standard is not only better
but also an end goal of schooling. Finally, becatiaml| does not believe that linguistic
diversity is acceptable in schools, she promotesraerstanding of the “standard”
language as available to, required for, and tdo#heefit ofall students. In this way, the
“standard” language is positioned as unaffiliateth\any one group even though it is
also positioned as incongruent with African Ameniciudents. This tension between
portraying the standard as linguistically neutrad accessiblandcontrasting the
standard with “other,” often African American, cdats permeates the instructors’ talk
about racial indexicality in this study and is expeld in greater detail later in this chapter.
Like Carol, all of the instructors in this studyeeto a correct and desirable, rule-
based, sentence-level standardness to which stadérdrs should conform. They justify
the superiority of this kind of standardness byigimsng language as a neutral,
transparent vessel for ideas that can either gflolear prose” [Nate]) or impede (“a very
muddy sentence” [Carol]) meaning. Indeed, manyuiesbrs reference the importance of

meaningwhen justifying their sentence-level expectatidtachel states, “I don’t want to
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be like [an] English school marm, but the apostesptthey’re for a reason, and it can
impede comprehension. It has meaning|laaghter)| do think it's important.” Although
as Rachel asserts, punctuati@smeaning, the instructors mostly address grammar and
usage as an aspect of writing that can interfetle meaning. For example, Darrell
explains his negative reaction to a paper, clairtiing number and variety of sentence-
level errors...really inhibited meaning. | mean, @sahard to figure out what the writer
was talking about in some places...you know, theaeg'sason why I’'m marking these
things. It's not just to be picky.” Henry and Nds@place sentence-level language use in
service of meaning when they note its potentialiferfer[ing] with” (Henry) or
“confus|ing]” (Nan) meaning. All of these instrucsdboth affirm the importance of
sentence-level standardness (in its role of netfiating with meaning) and position this
level of language use as secondary to—and didtmct—ideas and meaning. The
perception of language as in service of ideas catimestly from SLI, which suggests

that it is both possible and desirable for a lagguaariety to not interfere with or
influence communication. In Chapter 4, | argue thedting language as a vessel for
communication is a feature of SLD that createg#reeption of linguistic neutrality.

Here, instructors face pedagogical conflict as theyigate the intersection of what they
expect in student writing and what they expectwant) to teach.

In addition to positioning sentence-level language as secondary to ideas and
meaning, the instructors also express a seemimglgrin belief that sentence-level
standardness is fully accessible. Again, thesenggsons carry significant implications
for instructors’ beliefs about and commitment tacteing sentence-level standardness
and their reactions to nonstandard sentence-leatlifes. Because the instructors assume
that students should have had opportunities tmIsantence-level standardness prior to
entering their classrooms, they imply that it eittiees not need to be taught or that it is
not their job as composition instructors to doteéeching. For example, Richard believes
that students have an “innate sense of, of languhgethey can be taught to access. It is
not the rules that Richard expects to have to tdadhtricks for learning how to “tap
into” and “recognize” the existing knowledge of ¢armage in order to “correct” their
syntactical and/or usage problems “on their owretd{ again, sentence-level

standardness is not only accessible, it is supeiarilarly, Julie assumes that the
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students at her current institution already knoangmar and usage rules. When
something does not meet her expectations, sherwésach the rule, she points out
what she believes to be a mistake. As Julie exgléirusually, when | see stuff, | just
circle it on their, like if it's just grammar stuffjust circle it to point it out to them. At
least [my] experience here is that most of theesttalhere, they know it. It's just a
matter of proofreading. So, | just catch it forrthas we go through.” Julie “catch[es]”
the mistakes for her students but believes thewg tfae necessary knowledge to transition
to the standard on their ofiThe assumption that there is one, agreed-upon and
accessible standard is so strong that Richard @ireldb not even name what it is they
think their students know, even though the “gramstaff’ (Julie) and “innate sense of
language” (Richard) can only be “standard,” whidesl not allow for even the possibility
of acceptable difference. Because of their behdisut the accessibility of the standard,
Richard and Julie (instructors from CU and MU respely) do not teach “grammar
stuff” or syntax. As these quotations demonstithie assumption that students have had
access to this level of standardness before egteditege greatly impacts instructors’
practice and pedagogies.

While Richard and Julie also do not $aywor wheretheir students should have
gained mastery of sentence-level standardness‘omraate sense of language,” other
instructors explicitly name prior schooling andd®a practices as two possible points of
exposure and access. Melissa articulates the assuntipat students have learned
sentence-level standardness—especially grammausage—in their pre-college
educational experiences when she states, “on titersz level, the writing is not what
you would hope from a college freshman.” Similadgnathon expresses his expectations
for sentence-level standardness by describingvspath to standard grammar use,
which does not include college composition. Instdéwdsays, “I learned all my
grammar—which still, in a 300 level class, mostof students don’t know the basic
rules of grammar, which always surprises me—baeaaired all my grammar in middle
school, a little bit in high school and in my fageilanguage classes in college.” For

Jonathon, the assumption that grammar instructiq@péns before college is so strong

*3 However, Julie did note after reviewing this pamsaf the dissertation that she also tells students
come to office hours if they have questions alvchat she has circled. At other institutions, Jhkes
approached grammar instruction differently, offgrmore extended and direct lessons.
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that he is surprised when “most of [his] studemts'dknow the basic rules,” even though
he (as well as several of the other instructors)léarned to expect some (or most)
students to struggle with this level of language. i®ositioning sentence-level
standardness, including SEAE, as “basic” contribtisethe sense that this dialect is
widely accessible.

Although many of the instructors believe that shiddiave had access to
sentence-level SEAE through their prior educati@xgleriences, some note that certain
schools or school districts are failing in thistinstional area (for specific examples of
these statements, see Figure 3.1, numbers 1742052and 26 and Figure 3.2, numbers
10 and 11). Positioning reading as another velfiicl&he standard” allows instructors to
both acknowledge discrepancies in access andlstibnd adherence to the standard
without explicitly teaching it. Darrell describess lexpectation that readers (a seemingly
uniform category) have had access to the stantdasdgh interaction with texts when he
states:

| think as readers, we sort of absorb [a familyawith the conventions of

English language] without really thinking aboutM{e understand when a

preposition is used wrong, and it sort of fallstiba ear wrong. If you're a

reader, you pick that up, but if you're not a readeyou’re not familiar

with conventions of English language, you know, 'y@less likely to

catch that.
Darrell does not specify the kind of reading praesinor the texts that would help give
students access to standards, likely becauseahédastl, and by extension “standard”
reading, is treated as normal (commonsense) arf@iliatad. Sentence-level
standardness here is so accessible that it shewddrhething we can accomplish without
much effort—by developing an “ear” for it. In fa®@arrell positions both “English
language” as equivalent to SEAE and the categ@aders” as equivalent to being
“familiar with [the] conventions of English languag If students do not demonstrate
sentence-level standardness, then, they are teeldtanmot being a “reader” and
“pick[ing the conventions] up.” All of these institars, in positioning sentence-level
standardness as widely accessible (basic, evdhpncand perpetuate SLI—a circular
process that justifies and reinforces their comraritrio sentence-level standardness.

Despite the sense that sentence-level SEAE is yatslessible, there is a consistent
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acknowledgement that structural inequalities inilceestudents’ sentence-level
competence. Nonetheless, because the instructiesddstudents have had multiple
opportunities to learn sentence-level standardftessugh schooling, reading, public and
private language use, etc.), they are disappomteshinoyed when students fail to meet
their expectations.

The perception of open and multiple access totdmadard averts the possibility
for systemic institutional critique about unequgaportunities and shifts the responsibility
and/or blame to the individual. If the standarbtiester, accessible, and basic (pre-college
level), trouble with sentence-level standardnessbeainterpreted as an issue of
inadequate effort and motivation on the part ofgdhulent, or worse, “intelligence”
(Jonathon). Or, as Milroy and Milroy argue, if tftiandard is better, not using the
standard “is a sign of stupidity, ignorance, pesiutgr [or] moral degeneracy” (33). Nan
demonstrates the emotion attached to expectatlmng atandards as she “detest[s]
having to teach punctuation,” but does so oncereester, “run[ning] through like major
reasons to use a comma, to use a colon, to useiecden. And what's a complete
sentence? All that kind of junk.” Nan not only heateaching grammar and usage but also
she does so quickly and only once per semestennasg that students can then go back
to her handouts on their own if they need addifiam&truction. It is likely that SLI's
positioning of the standard as readily availablé basic contributes to Nan’s assumption
that students should largely be able to teach tBkmes from her handouts. Moreover,
SLI justifies Nan and other instructors’ frustratiavith and possible assumptions about

the students who do not meet their expectationsdntence-level standardness.

Text-level standardness

While the instructors’ constructions of sentenoeelestandardness are relatively
uniform, there is more variability in their undenstiings of text-level standardness. In
particular, all of the instructors believe textdéégtandardness is desirable (superior);
however, most of them acknowledge the importanaotext in determining what
counts as standard. It is unclear, though, whetteemstructors explicitly teach their
students the contingency of text-level standardriesst-level standardness is also not

positioned as widely accessible—especially priazdllege. Regardless of these

69



differences, all of the instructors relate expectet for “good” (or “great” or
“sophisticated”) writing that are linked to text#d language features. In fact, when |
asked instructors about student writing that dagsmeet their expectations, the majority
note breaks in text-level standardness such asiazagen, critical thinking,

incorporating cited material, and suitable acadeanjtiments. This overwhelming
expectation for text-level standardness demonstafesitioning of text-level
standardness as desirable and accessible, whethet the instructors see themselves as
gatekeepers to the standard—a positioning thatalgth SLI.

Text-level standardness can also be connectedteiped value systems, and in
the cases described below can lead to emotionaioea from instructors when student
texts do not meet their expectations for standaslaéthis level. For example, Rachel
passionately expresses her expectations for andhdament to “good” organization,
stating “you have to be flexible a little bit... Ikt even [punctuation of plural
possessives] go, but not organization. | never dgute up on, that's, like, if that
doesn’t matter any more, then | stop teaching mgibecause there’s no point in
writing.” She hangs the entire value of writing @aiganization—a text-level feature—and
expresses complete dedication to standardnessitisi textual feature. Additionally,
by contrasting organization with the punctuatiomplfral possessives, Rachel positions
text-level standardness as potentially more impoittaan sentence-level standardness,
demonstrating again the tension surrounding ingiracexpectations and their sense of
responsibility for providing access to standardnéssl will show later in this chapter,
the strong possibility of negatively-valued diffece at the level of the sentence is often
related to these expectations (both for standasdaed when/where it should be taught)
and is an integral aspect of both indexicality #r&lreception of texts.

Julie also reacts emotionally when one of the studapers does not include
proper (or any) citations, another text-level feafti She admits to being preoccupied
with and upset by the student’s presumably inaéweplagiarism and says, as though
speaking to the student, “stop pretending like’shyatur idea...stop doing that!” While

Rachel both acknowledges and condones her owrhat&at to organization, Julie

* There is one student paper in this study that asemiconventional citation system. All other referes
to citations and incorporating cited material tsethis “issue” as conceptual and text-level.
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explicitly criticizes her emotional response to ih@&dvertent plagiarism and
acknowledges the importance of context to belibtsuaoriginality and ownership of
ideas. Nonetheless, she cannot stop herself franting with frustration or irritation
when reading the student paper, and her commaad tkiing that!” implies an
assumption that a student should know better. Ratthel and Julie’s commitment to
text-level standards reveals text-level SLI, ag tbenceptions of organization and
citations are positioned as desirable, better swame other models, and accessible.
Furthermore, their emotional reaction to text-levehstandardness seems to stem from
an expectation for a shared value system, as ogpgosbee emotion that results from
sentence-level nonstandardness, which is oftenexzted to beliefs about student effort
and motivation.

Unlike instructors’ expectations for sentence-lestahdardness, there is less
consensus about the accessibility of standardrdks &evel of the text. While some of
the instructors cite reading as a point of acaesst instructors believe they (and
composition courses more broadly) are the gatekeapéhe text-level standards their
students need. Henry expresses this belief whensBag the transition to an academic
tone that his students often need to make. Hesstate

students are decent writers, and they have to rinedéransition from a

sort of conversational tone to a more academidpexiory tone. But

that’s fine. | mean that’s exactly the kind of tséion that especially

freshmen writers need to make and don’t necesdardy how to make.

So that, | have no problem with that. That's st can work on.

Henry expects to teach an academic tone and bglteaé composition courses should
help students with this transition. He states kieahas “no problem” with having to help
students with this transition, which is a markedtcast from some of the emotional
reactions to both sentence- and text-level nonstaméss. Indeed, when instructors
believe they are responsible for providing studevits access to text-level standardness,
they are much less likely to have a negative ematioeaction to corresponding
nonstandardness, at least as they first encountiie also demonstrates patience and
acceptance in the face of nonstandardness asliésipp arguments, asserting “the things
that | see the most, that seem to me to be natofietge-level writing—and which | think

is fine, because | think it's my job to help themstjrecognize that, is—so in ngighs)
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in my class this term | see a lot of students wigoséill writing papers where the
argument is really obvious.” Again, Julie and Hésigommitment to teaching students
these standards as a way to transition them tegmlriting is notably different from the
instructors’ distancing of themselves from senteeeel standardness referenced above.
Nonetheless, both Julie and Henry reference a segyrsingular standard (academic
tone and college-level arguments) which they skfpect their students to learn and
master—though they are willing to assume respoalitgilior providing their students

with access to this kind of standardness.

Instructors’ beliefs about their role in the acdedisy of standardness influences
not only their reaction to non/standardness but @ile indexicality of non/standard
language use. If instructors believe standardreeasnatter of effort, motivation, and
values, nonstandard writing likely indexes a stagrrithor who lacks some or all of these
traits. In contrast, if instructors take respongipfor teaching standardness, student-
authors of nonstandard texts are less likely tpdmtioned as lacking (motivation, effort,
etc.), and there are potentially fewer inferenbas tan be made about students’
personalities and character in light of nonstandesd. However, as the remainder of this
chapter will show, the instructors use both sergeaad text-level standardness to index
student-author identity. Furthermore, as this orapill demonstrate, there are clear

patterns of indexicality grouped around eitherdexel or sentence-level standardness.

Initial Impressions: “Picturing” student-authors

In Chapters 1 and 2, | define indexicality as airat but not neutral, ideological
process of characterization and categorizationdbesdanguage. Indexicality relies on
language ideologies as a guide for recognizing wghiateaningful about language use
and attaching meaning to language use, and langisags. In the responses gathered in
this project, the standard language ideology hgawviluences instructors’ perceptions of
student texts and the student-authors who prodineetéxts. Indeed, SLI both creates
and justifies (perceived and often enduring) cotinoes between language users and
various types of language use and assumptions aboia groups based on their
language use. In other words language ideologiydimgy SLI, can both create a

perception that a particular group of people areentikely to use “slang,” for example,
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and can justify the belief that people who userigfaare inferior to “standard” language
users. In this section, | show that instructorglenstandings of the relationship between
writing and identity, which rely heavily on both Band whiteness (an ideology of
privilege), repeatedly link white and upper/middlass students with standardness and
create identity profiles that influence instructanserpretations of difference within
student texts.

The data from the interviews clearly show thatrinstbrs imagine students based
on language in the student essays—or if they ddvaw¢ a picture of a student-author at
first reading, they are able to turn to variouseasp of language use in order to make
“guesses” about student identities. Although | dsgecific questions about student-
author identity throughout the interviews, | begdth the deliberately vague question:
“pbriefly describe the student-authors you pictunéten reading these papers.” My
primary aim with this question was to capture tigructors’ initial impressions about
identity before they had a chance to reflect on, possibly edit or censor, their reactions.
In other words, because | believe the act of imagirdentity (when identities are
unknown) is often subconscious, | hoped to comdase as possible to recording the
instructors’ subconscious reactions. In retrospasiting this question first, before asking
more specific questions about identity, also ofeetseful point of comparison between
unprompted and prompted identity categories. Itiadar, the unprompted identity
categories includeace, classandgenderas | would have expectédiput they also
include another categortype of student.

Type of studengn emergent category that includes assumptiong abaous
student characteristics, such as their level ghgmedness, is the most common response
to the first question. The prevalence of this catgguggests that it might be common
practice for instructors to assess students—nothes texts—early in a course, perhaps
even beginning with instructors’ first encountelivgtudent writing. In this data set, the
type of studentategory includes instructors’ suppositions alstutlents’ ability level,
approach to the class, personality, and educatlmaiground. The following quotations

are representative of the range of responsesdhatithin this category.

4> My expectations for types of responses come el@art from a pilot study in which | asked many of
the same questions.
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| had one image of this student who thinks theg'fretty good
writer, um, and who maybe is, has some featurégioigy a strong
writer but is still developing. And then | also hidg picture of the
student who is kind of struggling who comes upda wfter class
and says, “lI had no idea how to do this. This veadly hard.”
(Henry)

This person has personalitgghter, and, | don’t know
why...this is the kind of person who I, | would thinkght
actually become a writer. (Rachel)

This is a student who comes from a, a, a good
background...they’'ve come from a high school thatthem
writing a lot, | would suspect, and has some kihidgor in how
they're responding to that writing. (Nate)

Several of the instructors not only posit guesgesiastudents’ ability levels but
also have assumptions about students’ confidentteinability, as evidenced in Henry’s
guotation. In fact, later in the interview, it istruncommon for instructors to hypothesize
about how easy (or difficult) they expect it wolnld to work with the students, which
they base largely on the attitude they perceivbénstudent papers. Although less
common as an initial reaction, Rachel's quote regmés instructors’ sense of students’
personalities or educational interests. Finallglear pattern of response in this category
(illustrated by the quotation from Nate) is comnagpntabout students’ prior educational
experiences. All of these ways of imagining stuekrthors contribute to instructors’
affective responses to the students and their papten influencing the more detailed
identity profiles they create for the students.

Class, race, and genderas also a clear category of response to theifitestview
guestion. Later in this chapter, | will break tfeegory ofclass, race, and gendearto
three distinct units, but because this categodyssnct from and much less prevalent
than the categortype of student,first treat it as one identity category. It isteworthy
that instructors not only have assumptions abauatesits’ class, race, and gender based
on the texts but also are willing to share them—rewvben unprompted. Furthermore,
because all of the instructors who respond toitseihterview question with only type

of studentesponse also, later, have at least some sensglehss’ class, race, and
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gender, it is possible that they simply chose toaia silent about these potentially
fraught identity categories early in the intervidRegardless of whether or not the
instructors initially picture the anonymous studanthors according to their class, race,
or gender, this category of response is less conthmndescribing the students
according to their behaviors and abilities. Quiell, the instructors feel both more
qualified to talk about student characteristics sd comfortable talking about identity
categories that come loaded with political implicas.

Following are responses to the first interview questhat represent thedass,

race, and gendecategory:

My guess would be middle class, definitely. Veryddie class,
could even be some upper middle class...yeah, add,&ould
say probably white would be my guess. (Richard)

There was one in particular | was almost certaia prabably an
African American student. (Carol)

They seemed like males. (Darrell)

Not only do the above quotations reflect instrugtperceptions of students’
identities but also they represent the varying éegof certainty instructors express when
talking about class, race, and gender. Carol wasbst sure of her perception of
identity by stating that she was “almost certaRi¢hard and Darrell on the other hand
respond with a “guess” and a clear articulatiorn thi is their “sense” as opposed to a
reality (respectively). In contrast to the quotaidhat represemype of studentesponses
there is noticeably more hedging involved whenruttbrs reveal their thoughts about
students’ class, race, and gender. Again, the hgdgilikely related to the fraught nature
of each of these terms and their significance msogiety. Furthermore, ideologies about
how quickly instructors should be able to assess #tudents (in terms of ability and
how they will interact in the classroom environn)eatiffer greatly from ideologies that
suggest class, race, and gender should not matteluication and that SEAE does not
reveal and is not connected to individual’s ideesgit—ideologies that contribute to the

tension associated with the categolass, race, and gender

75



In the sections that follow, | show that the categgtype of studerdndclass,
race, and gendedire closely connected, arguing that regardlessstftictors’ initial
approach to “picturing” student-authors, they d@ely ultimately to make assumptions
about student identities that perpetuate the pguilg of both SEAE and the identities

that are commonly associated with this powerfutjleage variety.

“Obvious tip offs”: Classed, Raced, and Gendered Laguage

In this section, | describe the ways student wgisignals classed, raced, and
gendered identities for the instructofs | describe below, these identity categories—
particularly those of class and race—are positicasethtegrally related to educational
exposure and achievement for students in our soaret in the geographic context of
this study. For these reasons, and because thecpeims to further conversations about
equity and access for traditionally marginalizedents, | focus on class, race, and
gendeiin this chapter and throughout the remainder ofiiksertation. However, given
repeated patterns of perceived connection betweecational experience and SES, the
categoryclassalmost always includes elementsybe of studemesponses, too, in that
instructors often comment on students’ prior edocat-one feature of thig/pe of
studentcategory. Indeed, each of the identity categorigsudsed in this section includes
type of studerfeatures. However, | will not explicitly discusge of studenndexicality
until later in this chapter when | explore the fdientity profiles instructors sometimes
create for student authors

In addition to illustrating indexicality within thistudy, this section also aims to
address the relationship between sentence- antetesitstandardness and perceived
identity as instructors repeatedly rely on theirdfs about “good writing” to make sense

of student identity and to explain indexicality.

Class

Because of the instructors’ overwhelming senseghalents’ socioeconomic
class both impacts their educational experiencdsan be seen in their writing, the
categoryclassalmost always includes comments about studentst pducation as well.

Only one instructor explicitly challenges the coctien between SES and the quality of
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students’ previous education when he says, “I'véagdy known many well, working
class families who somehow or other figured outag to get their kids to private
school...[and] some people have...scholarships” (Hemtgjvever, he still admits to
generally assuming that “if a family can figure auvay to send their kids to [a private
school]...they’re middle class.” Like Henry, Melissgpresses a tension around the
connection between class and education, statifegtiweird always equating class with
education, but it really seems to be overwhelminigéycase.” The majority of the
instructors seem to agree with Melissa’s logichey trepeatedly link class and
educational background. Furthermore, although adfethe instructors acknowledge that
it is possible for students to go to a “good” hggihool and not pay attention or for
students to have influences outside of schooliagj¢hn account for good writing, the
vast majority of the participants repeatedly ligotdd” writing with a good high school
education, and by association, class.

Because class is so tightly linked to prior edusal experiences, which is
presumed to greatly impact students’ writing halaty, a wide range of language
features function indexically for this category.deneral, though, the indexicals for class
are text-level language features such as tone relgisas. More specifically, when
student writing exhibits text-level standardnesstructors often assume the student-
author comes from a “good” educational backgroumtiahigher SES (middle to upper-
middle class). The reverse is also often true, whegn instructors do not see text-level
standardness, they imagine a less- or under-pregtudent and attribute that to their
prior education and SES. The following comment dayathon represents both the
indexicality of text-level language features faass and prior education as well as the
connection between text-level standards (in thee cgreat” writing) and identity. He
states, “I think that this is not great writingdanmagine the kid who wrote this may
have come from an under-resourced school where sieeowas deprived of some basic
lessons about academic argumentation. Maybe they @ad as much as someone who
went to a fancy, privileged school.” Jonathon’ssfiand maybe only image” relies on his
assessment of the text as nonstandard in termsatifygof writing and argument and
works to, by contrast, link text-level standardnsstudents from the “fancy, privileged

schools.”
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As this example demonstrates, indexicality in theegoryclassconnects
standardness (at both the sentence- and text-leneélperceived identity. More
specifically, “good” or “great” writing (the standd indexes students from economically
privileged backgrounds, which in turn perpetuakesgerception that students from
economically privileged backgrounds will be (or]esst, are likely to be) better writers
and are closer to the standard than students foomoenically disadvantaged
backgrounds. These perceptions lead to enduringrpatwithin indexicality that are tied
to standardness and privilege.

The chart in Figure 3.1 shows the full range okixidality for classn this study.

In particular, the chart demonstrates that indeiyctor class (and perceptions of
standardness) occurs at both the sentence- ankbwekof language use. Seeing the data
represented in this way makes clear the importaheeademic conventions—
particularly related to tone, diction, and argunagioh—when it comes to perceived SES
as many instructors rely on this broad categorgijuage use as a signal for the type of
schooling students have had prior to college. Ngbrssingly, instructors believe that
students who have gone to good (i.e. wealthy arldresourced) high schools have had
more exposure to the conventions of academic disesuwhich is evident in their
writing.

Although tone and diction are related categoridamduage use, | chose to
separate them in order to locate them at the ésel land sentence level respectively.
Toneis an attitude in the paper which is often govdrbg generic expectations. For
example, instructors repeatedly reference confidésee Figure 3.1, numbers 1, 2, and
3) or, conversely, uncertainty (see Figure 3.1, lmemd) in student prose as an indexical
for class Diction, on the other hand, is vocabulary or syntax linteecegisters. In this
study, instructors often comment on students’ ifigoilith vocabulary (see Figure 3.1,
numbers 10 and 15) or awkward syntax resulting faonattempt to mimic an academic
register (also called “over-writing” or “Engfishiithis study; see Figure 3.1, numbers 11
and 13); these language features help instruatarsake assumptions about students’
past educational experiences and SES. In partjdaktructors seem to assume that an
awareness of academic conventions, including ademftone and word choice that

creates a distanced, objective dictisnggests a better high school and higher SES.
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While the grammar and usage category has the mastmes of any given
category in the following chart, the conflationathssand racen this study makes it
difficult to tell which identity category is morelevant to the instructors. The many
references to thener-city or Metropolis Public Schools this section (as well as the
less common reference toral) show the tangled connections between the categofi
raceandclass.Specifically,inner-cityandMetropolis Public Schoolsefer to poor or
working class African Americans for the instructorghis study—a point | will elaborate
when discussing the indexicals for raEer now, it is worth noting that indexicality
associated with grammar and usage is almost alts&y$o nonstandard features (see
Figure 3.1, numbers 18, 19, 20, 21, and 23); bylamg, the language is treated as
“clear” or unmarked unless there are errors, megakr other kinds of difference.

Because the chart is comprehensive, | have uselddnol underlining to highlight
the aforementioned patterns and help the readégatavall the quotations. Specifically,
the bold words or phrases in the chart illustratiekicality associated with confidence
(or anxiety) and a sense of academic conventitvesymderlined words or phrases
illustrate the role of grammar and usage featureésdexing both race and class

simultaneously.

Figure 3.1: Indexicals for Class

Language Examples from Interviews
Feature
Tone 1. “the confidenceof the prose sort of reinforce[s] a class

identity that this is a person from the upper medolt upper
class. That this is a person who went to a gooddtiiNate)

2. “this student reads to me like somebody who prophbt a
more college prep oriented education...this studeatns to
have theconfidencein their convictions, so whatever
education they were getting, they were encouragdelieve
that” (Julie)

3. “He came from a decent situation economically amad,
maybe a suburban school [based on]...the fact timp#rson
was able to make reference to Ed Deutschlandeug<eand |
think | said to you that it showed me he had aadert

79



confidenceabout making reference to a person’s name an
status” (Carol)

“I would say [the student is] middle class...for soraason,
that’s thevibe | get” (Nan)

“the awkwardness of this prose is an, is an awknesd that
comes fromuncertainty about position” (Nate)

“I don’t think it sounds assophisticatedas the kids who are
coming from ... some of those [wealthy, high achigyin
school districts who would pay more attention tdiance for
example” (Melissa)

[he comes from a] “good background...[based on treiK,
direct language” (Nate)

“they’ve got clear prose...they've come from a highol
that has them writing a lot, | would suspect, aad some king
of rigor in how they’re responding to that writin{ate)

Diction

10.

11.

12.

“Something about the socio-economic class | woudyioe
put a little higher because there’s likasense of good writing
sounding a certain way, like there’s an awarenégslaut it's
not happening there...they understand that acadentiogv
sounds a certain way, as opposed to maybe a kidushbas
no idea and is just writing very personal kind ohracademic
sort of stuff” (Emily)

“I think [he or she] probably [had] a pretty goadiueational
background...I guess there’s enouglanfattempt at
academic writing or sounding formal and distancedo
make me think that...there are nice introductory pésa
and...the language is vaguely professional. | méanriting
to talk in a, a sort of distanced way about theagsshey're
not using the first person pronoun ‘l,” and thatckof thing.”
(Melissa)

“I did not see anwttempt to over write, which | thought was
really significant” (Nate)

“I would say middle lower class...not thinking thhetstudent
came from a wealthier district in that theyfret quite as
well-versed in the academic voicenakes me think that |
might classify them as on the lower end of, of neddass”
(Melissa)
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13.“maybe a lower socio-economic area where they’te no
exposed to much academically and therefore, théwyneg to
over-compensatewith this sort of elevated language” (Emily

14.“when you teach urban kids you tend to get more
colloquialisms, slang, jargon; they repeat a lostefeotypes
and clichés” (Rachel)

15.“He came from a decent situation economically amad,
maybe a suburban school [based on]...the fact thlp#drson
was able to use the wopthilosophy..andpsychological
battle—that's sort of an interesting concept” (Carol)

16.“Misuse ofprejudice..l would say [he] didn’t get the best
writing exposure in the world” (Carol)

Grammar and
usage

17.“l would guess either a middle or upper-middle slas
student...and this is all based sort of on the gramand
punctuation...Metropolis Public Schoalsn’'t seem to
emphasize that grammar and punctuation at all” {an

18.“this one, too, had trouble with verb tense. Anat'tha—to
me, is a bad sign. That'’s, that’s an inner sign, I've come
to—the verb tense issue” (Carol)

19.“a very muddy sentence. A very muddied expressfan o
Um, okay, um, pronoun/noun agreement here. Yeah, |
definitelyl would say that this is an inner citstudent]”
(Carol)

20.“the language problems are so bad...this feels ttikeea kid
from the_inner cityor a kid from a very rural town, rural
under-resourced. | think under-resourced scho@naHook
at this prose” (Jonathon)

21."especially, a lot of times, for inner-ci§ids...sentence
boundaries, that kind of thing. And not understagdiome of
the basics of grammar, let alone the more comglectatuff”
(Richard)

22."Let’s see...they spelled Malcolm Gladwell correctly,

“ During the member checking process, Nan notedhiirastudents from Metropolis Public Schools often
explicitly told her that they did not receive ingttion in grammar and punctuation. As such, theneoh
she makes between grammar and prior educatiort isased on assumption as much as reporting from

students.
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too...Here | get Malcolm spelled, or | get Gladweitwthree
I's or four I's or something” (Rachel)

23."because of the technical issues...the student’sginigb
coming from an educational background that’'s avieaker”
(Nate)

24.“pretty quality high school...[based on] pretty stardi
English...the way the student handles some complex
punctuation, things like colons” (Julie)

25.“some people were never taught grammar, and soo@ee
came from prep school and have grammar down” (Nan)

26."I find the kids, for some reason, who come oulilc# the
Jesuit academies or have had nuns, like at theo{ath
schools, tend to be really, really excellent ongéetence
level...whereas a kid who went to the kind of a lgignt
public school doesn’'t have, doesn’t seem to hageséime
level of skills for execution” (Emily)

27.“They know to put the article in quotation marks éxample”
(Melissa)

28."it’s attitudinal. | mean part of that, though,)isu can see it in
the grammar. That there are these sort of intetlace clipped
sentences, like, that there is, and, and that'sl gaiting....it's
the absence of words...it’s that control of langua@¥gdte)

Argument and
analysis

29."l think that this is not great writing and | imagi the kid who
wrote this may have come from an under-resourcedaic
where he or she was deprived of some basic lesdmmg
academic argumentation. Maybe they don’t read ashmas
someone who went to a fancy, privileged schoolh&ibon)

30.“[urban kids] substitute what they have always Hear TV
for actual analysis” (Rachel)

31.“if you told me this student went to a, a, a natyvgood
school, | would say oh, that, that makes senseeeitns like
the student has not learned a lot about analysisy,ffrom
what I’'m saying, of course I’'m associating thathwét lesser
school” (Emily)

Citations and
guotations

32.“community college students who weren’t particutasell
prepared [often had] real problems...wielding snipjudttext”
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(Julie)

33.“the quote from the text is integrated into a seoge..and
that, that's a sort of elevated thing...they citdda that
didn’t have a quote associated with it...that cleadyne[s]
from somebody who'’s had training” (Nate)

Quality of 34."“my first assumption, if I can be honest, wouldgbe’d gone
writing to private school. She’s the daughter of physic@ns
something...it's the quality of the writing” (Rachel)

35.“I've definitely seen a lot worse. | wouldn’t exgebat this
student comes from an inner-city school in Metragpdbr
example. | think it's a lot more sophisticated thie kind of
writing I've seen from most students who come fribiait
background” (Melissa)

Engagement 36.“the meritocratic emphasis on performance rathan fhrestige
with topics makes me think this could be [a] working classoovdr-
middle class student” (Chris)

Race

While classs linked to instructors’ conceptions of standagieaces often
linked to class—at least implicitly. The instrugbassumptions about the relationship
between educational privilege and race cannot parated from socioeconomic class.
The evidence of white privilege in our societythis case manifest as economic and
educational privilege, is convincing to the instars and serves as a backdrop for nearly
all conversations about race, class, and educetitre interviews. More specifically,
instructors often explain racial indexicality askieéd to an assumption that white students
“have been given more of an education” (Richard) sAch, for many of the participants
in this study, White is linked to standard or “gbediting. Rachel expresses this
connection explicitly, stating “mostly the qualay writing with people of color tends to
be not as good as the white folks.” Although festinctors note this connection between
race and standardness explicitly, the logical mrsgion of assuming that better writing is
linked to better preparedness, which is likely team that the student comes from a
wealthier school district, meaning the student hengelf is probably middle to upper-
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middle class and likely to be white, ultimately étions to create a stereotype of
privileged white students who have had better ettutsiand are, therefore, better
writers. This logic-based approach to considerirggrble of race and class on
educational experience and writing ability reliesam interconnectedness of multiple
aspects of identity—especially race, class, andityud educational background.

It is not uncommon for instructors to mention examps to the connection
between race and class or to refer to studentsdshothese expectations; however, it is
much more common for the instructors to have asiralist (and deterministic) view of
the role of race and class in educational expegi@mel opportunity—at least as
expressed in the interviews. Of course, the ineenspecifically asks instructors to call
on and note patterns from their teaching experiembech implicitly encourages
stereotyping. Therefore, the repeated conflatiodlads and education and the connection
of these categories to race is understandable\aerg & some extent, common sense.
Nonetheless, this logical reasoning ultimately vgaik reinforce and perpetuate standard
language ideology and whiteness (an ideology thsitipns the white race as superior
and protects related race-based power and priyileggdaim | will elaborate and warrant
throughout the remainder of the chapter.

One important factor in the consideration of ratéhis study is that rade
commonly reduced to African American or WHitdn this study, African Americans are
frequently perceived as coming from Metropolisai@é, predominately African
American city with a failing school district. Thassumption is likely related to the close
proximity of both CU and MU to Metropolis—CU is lated in Metropolis and MU is
within an hour’s drive from the city. The perceptiof African American students as
coming from Metropolis Public Schools and the remilidentity category contributes to
instructors’ sense that white students are oftétebprepared educationally than black
students. In fact, when instructors talk about &mbor “inner city” students, they always
do so to signal race (African American) and clds®& SES or working class). For
example, Carol first specifically refers to “urblalack kids,” which she holds in

opposition to “middle class kids.” Later, she regithis identity category to “inner city.”

*" The only exceptions involve discussions about BSBEFL Asian students and an acknowledgement of
other prevalent racial categories on each carafiasfirst constructing race as only African American o
White.
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When asked about class and race associated wsthdtegory, she affirms that “inner
city” has SES connotations and that she envisiansfacan American student. Melissa
also racializes “urban” when she says, “a lot, sstundents coming out of more urban
school systems do have some, black vernacularassti@ally, Chris illustrates that the
suburban versus urban dichotomy holds racial impibois for him when he states “I
would say this is probably a student from the shburand...| suppose by implication
that probably means I'm envisioning the studertte&ing white...because a lot of the
African American students | have come from [an mcigy school district].” He later
affirms this connection when he states “becausedyetis is a predominately African
American city, my guess would be that this is frastudent from African American
race.” For many instructors, these two assumptiahsit-the available races for students
are either African American or White and that AfmcAmerican students are products of
poor, inner-city schools—reinforces the perceivednection between “nonstandard”
writing and African American students and “standavdting and white students and
perpetuates whiteness.

Although the instructors commonly link race andsslahe indexicals for these
identity categories differ. In particular, the ixé=ls for raceare almost all located at the
level of the sentence. Grammar and dialect—bothtoch, in this study, are treated as
sentence-level features—are the most common indisxicr race. The patterns for
indexicality involving grammar and dialect are:ldnguage features that stray from the
instructors’ expectations almost always signal sameenvho has had “less” of an
education and therefore is more likely to be Afnidgemerican (see Figure 3.2, numbers
1, 2, 3, and 5); and 2) the absence of AAE, “idnusgtic diction” (Nate), or other
“obvious tip offs” (Richard) signals a white stud®r{see Figure 3.2, numbers 6, 7, 8, 12,
and 13). These indexical patterns position nedrliyanstandard grammatical features as
error (often connected to African American studedespite some instructors’ awareness
and seeming acceptance of AAE as a nonstandaetdi&tated another way, although
some of the instructors acknowledge that theredislact of English associated with
African Americans, they never consider the possyhif grammatical difference being

dialectal difference, even when they state thase¢lgrammatical differences (read as

8 Although some instructors mention AAE, none idiéesi AAE in any of the student papers.
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errors) specifically signal African American stutierBecause of this tension, | had
difficulty assigning moments of indexicality soldly either the grammar and usage
category or the dialect category and recognizefsignt crossover and interconnectivity
between these two types of indexicals.

The chart in Figure 3.2 is representative of tHeréunge of racial indexicality in
this study and makes visible the prevalence ofiffecit model when instructors make
assumptions about African Americans’ language 8pecifically, there is not one
example of instructors noting a positive featuréhm text as an indexical for African
American students. Furthermore, the chart showspertance of sentence-level
language features in racial indexicality. Gramnd&alect, and diction, which as taken up
by these instructors are all primarily locatednat $entence level, are the most common
indexicals for race. The bold language in the chagftilights the reliance on SLI
(specifically related to a singular, correct, angderior standard) and dichotomous
thinking (black/white; good/bad) when looking farcral clues in language. Writing that
is “bad” or “weird” is linked to black students, Wwéthe absence of racial markers or
“much better” language use indexes white studenigl address the importance of
“absence” (i.e., the absence of AAE features) iaiér 4; it is worth noting here that in
the absence of nonstandard dialectal featuresyaists always make assumptions about
race as opposed to class or education, a connegbtdrs potentially due to the strong
racial indexicality of sentence-level featureshis tstudy.

Figure 3.2: Indexicals for Race

Language Examples from Interviews
Feature
Grammar 1. “this one, too, had trouble with verb tense. Angt'tha, to

me, is &ad sign. That’s, that's an inner-city sign, I've come
to, the verb tense issue” (Carol)

2. “lthink it's probably an African American becauskthe
way some of the language is used. Um nigtake of using
‘has™ (Carol)

3. “Um, okay, um, pronoun/noun agreement here. Yeah, |
definitelyl would say that this is an inner city [student]”
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(Carol)

4. “The, oh, the grammar, of course. The grammar ishnu
tends to be muchetter with my white students by and
large” (Richard)

5. “Sentence structure’s huge. Especially, a lotioks, for
inner-city kids” (Richard)

Dialect

6. “there ardeatures [of BVE]...that | don’t seein this draft,
which makes me, you know, possibly make the disbnc
that this student, at least to my mind, is morelliko be of
white, you know, of white ancestry than African Amcan”
(Chris)

7. “doesn’t have any distinctive black featuresn the writing:
grammar clues, that kind of thing, that | tend to
get...dropping S’s” (Richard)

8. “l didn’t see any of those, like, non-standard Engsh
inflections...so, if | had to guess, white” (Julie)

9. “some of my African-American students will hatreuble
with subject-verb agreement. Instead of, like, fHakes,’
‘He make.” (Darrell)

10.“African American students [from Metropolis] ...will
[sometimes] have sort of idiosyncratic diction” (&g

11."a lot, some students coming out of more urban gcho
systems do have some, black vernacular issuessoes,
they’re not really issuesaughtel but they become issues i
the academic context” (Melissa)

12.“l think he’s white..the lack of any, | don’t see any English
as a foreign language problems. | don’t see anweasaid,
any issues with any kind of cultural vernacular’glMsa)

13.“I'm defaulting to [white] just because that's most of the
students, and there’s nothing there signaling tatherwise,
I guess, which is, | don’t know, it sounds strange
marginally racist or something but there’s nothitingre’s
nothing indicating something else, | guess” (Emily)

Diction

14.“1 think it's probably an African American becauskthe
way some of the language is used. Um tistake
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of...using prejudice as a noun there” (Carol)

15."a verymuddy sentence. A very muddied expression of
it...Yeah, Idefinitelyl would say that this is an inner city
[student]” (Carol)

16.“There was one in particular | was almost certaasw
probably an African American student because thetiva
language was used. You know, there was certain
idio...idiomatic ways of spee, you know, speech.”r@a

17.“1 notice [differences between my white and blatkdents
in] the wording...the language usage.” (Rachel)

18.“the way [black women] speak gets into the papekryou
get this very kind of colloquial word usegird constructions
and just can’t understand the individual senten@@sthel)

19.“when you teach urban kids you tend to get more
colloquialisms, slang, jargon; they repeat a lostefeotypes
and clichés” (Rachel)

Organization

20The “logical progression [is] completely gone” itk
women'’s writing (Rachel)

21. Sign of African American from Metropolis: “like aapagraph
that just would ramble and ramble and ramble aridjoo
anywhere” (Emily)

22.“l see it more with my African American studentsuthl do
with my white students so it makes me think thesily
aren’t taught [organization]. My sense is that inteof ways,
a lot of times, my white students from the subatestaught
organization fairly well a lot of times. | can riasee it in
their, in their writing...But also, | see it betwettre white
and black students at CU, too. It's, you can jaltthat the
white students have been given more of an educdtion
(Richard)

Argument and
analysis

23. African American students from Metropolis “weretatight
kind of rigorous argumentation skills” (Emily)

24."black students tend to, especially the women tenthey
draw upon their experience more...as opposed to hooki
what data and research tell us. Anecdotes areingrgrtant”
(Rachel)
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25.“[urban kids] substitute what they have always Hear TV
for actual analysis” (Rachel)

Quality of writing 26.“the worst writers...are black women” (Rach&))

27.“1 would make general statements about ethnicijai®
because mostly the quality of writing with peopfeolor
tends to benot as goodas the white folks” (Rachel)

28.“there’s a spoiletf and untrained quality to [the African
American students from Metropolis” (Nate)

Engagement with 29."if I had to guess at race, I'd say this is prolyadwhite
topics student [because] the logic here—whichever oneopad
better, etc—that’s the sort of logic that couldused against
Affirmative Action” (Chris)

World view 30.The black students “just [had] certain views alibetway
the world is and what's appropriate in writing amdat’s
not” (Rachel)

31.“An awful lot of urban black kids do not have that
[sophistication about how the world works]. Themply do
not” (Carol)

Gender

Gender is the only identity category for which rastors rely on their intuition
(often described as having a sense) as opposddritfying particular textual features as
markers. The willingness to express assumptionatagender without linguistic
evidence could indicate that the instructors feeshtomfortable making suppositions in
this identity category. In fact, Chris admits thatis more comfortable talking about
gender than race. The instructors’ approach toidering gendered identities for the

student authors could also suggest that ideol@jest gendered communication styles

49 Although this comment is explicitly linked to raaad gender, during the member checking process,
Rachel stated “l assume this is the result of peeondary education (or earlier) rather than angthi
related to their ethnicity—or gender for that mdtetere again, the link between race and claspmaeent.
However, it is important to note that, regardlebwiby,Rachel links African American students (females
in particular) to nonstandard writing.

0 Nate’s use of the worspoiledrefers to children who get their way or lack di$icie and boundaries.
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are more prevalent and more accepted in our soaretyas a result, that we are less
guarded about our gendered assumptions and le$g tikkfeel the need to justify them.
Whatever the reason, some instructors do not peaeixtual evidence for their
assumptions about students’ genders. For exampleeDstates, “it’s really hard to put
your finger on what it is that makes a paper seegifitis written by a male versus a
female. | just sort of instinctively feel like thigas written by—all three were actually
written by guys.” Melissa is another instructor wdmes not identify specific markers for
gender, stating “I don’t know if | could say whaves me that sense at all [that the
author is a male].”

For the instructors who do cite specific cues mtéxt, engagement with the topic
is the most prevalent marker for gender. Becausstildent essays were responses to a
Malcolm Gladwell article that compares teacherguarterbacks, the ways the student-
authors interact with that analogy commonly sigrggisder in this study. Instructors
repeatedly cite “the way the student latched oméofdotball thing” (Julie) as an
indexical for gender. Additionally, many of the tingtors reference existing stereotypes
about differences between male and female commiumicahen acknowledging gender
indexicality in the student essays. For examplegr@i®ns and a linear organization index
male authors, and hedging and storytelling thraexgmmples signal female authors. The
most extended example of calling on societal stgpss about gender is Nate’s
explanation of the indexicality associated with tspecific phrases. He says,

“The torch of excellence and efficiency” has a kofcheroic romanticism
right? And “vastly intelligent and ground-breadfins a kind of
subservient praise, right? Both of these peopleaaesin positions of
weakness. Both of these people feel kind of panic®out their position.
But that would be, to me, the distinction betwdamnale voice and the
female voice in similar circumstance. That it'ssliRaper | wants to
aggrandize the whole situation and create a kimubaip to the situation
that [he] can maybe participate in, whereas [injd?aC the author wants
to aggrandize Gladwell right? And, and in some wags$ necessarily
move herself from her position beneath Gladwejhti In the submission,
she, she just wants, she wants him to be greatwdhts to know that she
thinks he’s great, and he [the author of Paperaijts the whole enterprise
to be great, and | guess by participating in therpnise, to elevate his
own status.
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Nate references stereotypes about gender and sibmis explain his sense of “the
male voice and female voice” in Papers C and hdth papers, he turns to the students’
choice of vocabulary as evidence of a gendereceydiescribing how the phrases
position the student-authors in relationship tod@lall. These likely unintentional
positionings, he feels, signal gendered identitiegddition to signaling gender for Nate,
these phrases are marked in other ways as wellf¢ammdher instructors, too). As Nate
states at various points throughout the intervige, positions of weakness and sense of
panic associated with these phrases are likelyeekd class, and it is the class identities
that he connects to standardness as opposed tergend

Like Nate, the other instructors in this study iar@re likely to connect race and
class with issues of standardness. Although indraenay turn to perceptions of
standardness for clues about gender, there is cmtsistent linking between either males
or females and the “standard.” For example, whibenen (and for Rachelyhite women)
fare well in terms of the overall quality of wrigrin these instructors’ perceptions, they
are also perceived to employ circular logic, to médwer assertions, and to use less
“rigor” in their argumentation. The common treatmehgender as irrelevant to issues of
privilege and standardness is expressed througlat¢kef connections made between
gender with race or class and instructors non syaieally linking gender with
non/standardness.

The chart in Figure 3.3 demonstrates that, in eshtio the language features that
index race and (to a lesser degree) ckhsse that indegender are almost always text-
level language features. Notably absent from tdexitals for gender is grammar and
usage, which is likely related to the percepticat ender and sentence-level
standardness are unrelated. Instead, instructgalyarely on text-level standardness
including engagement with topics; the inclusiorpefsonal experience, affect, and
emotion; assertions; organization; and vocabularglues about gender. While
vocabulary falls within the category of diction f@ce and class indexicality, it does not
work in the same way for gender. When the instmscateference particular words or
phrases as signals for gender, they do so becétise meaningf the words or the ways

that the words position the author, not becausbeficcuracy of these words or the
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resulting level of formality associated with thecabulary choices as evidenced in Nate’s

guotation above.

Although the chart below is meant to be compreivens$ did not include all of

the instructors’ comments regarding the indexigaditthe football analogy. Eight out of

the 12 instructors referenced students’ take uplafiwell’'s football analogy as an

indexical for gender. The seven examples in thetcbpresent the range of ways that

indexicality was expressed.

Figure 3.3: Gender-based indexicality

Language
Feature

Examples from Interviews

Engagement with
topics

=

| would guess probably a girl because “the studeetn’t go into
much detail describing, um, the football analogghfis)

. “given the, the way the student latched onto tlwltfall thing, |

would probably assume the student was male” (Julie)

“probably a male...probably because of the way hetalagng about
football” (Richard)

. “I think it would be more likely to be a female [dmuse it] doesn’t

talk a lot about football in a really knowledgeabtat of way”
(Richard)

“[It] might be a girl. Talks about something abdeating kind...there
was something in here about teachers who were kjfjckinda
thought it might be a girl” (Carol)

“this student seems a little more likely to emphaghe evaluation
question in Gladwell’'s essay and at a couple ofifsat seemed
almost authoritarian...the interest here in perforoeaevaluation,
meeting expectations, you know those features seeam more
masculine to me” (Chris)

“this person...made reference to this quality of, yoy know, the
interactive quality, which | think girls are typlbamore attuned to”
(Carol)

Personal

Experience

“a lot of women tend to talk more about personsiies” (Rachel)
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9. *“it does tend to be white males who kind of relyrenon data”
(Rachel)

10.“l think men probably, especially white males, krath to talk about
personal matters. | would say, in general, it'Seza®r them to write
the quote, unquote dispassionate critique” (Rachel)

Affect and 11.“a lot of women tend to talk more about...emotiortaffs (Rachel)
emotion
12.“that emphasis on an affective experience rathan tin a more
analytic sort of response to personal experiengel thuppose would
be maybe where | would point in this draft as duakcue to the
gender of this student” (Chris)
Assertions 13‘this one sort of seems masculine...because it ssem®f

confident, | guess, in the, in it, in its assersion guess, which,
whether 1 like it or not, is something | probabbisaciate with male
students” (Nan)

14."a lot of forceful assertions...maybe that's partdfy it reads a little
bit male, too” (Julie)

15.“this one felt feminine to me....there’s somethingt&tive and, and
hesitant there and also thoughtful, like you devént to step on
anyone’s toes... ‘| wholeheartedly agree’ feels ferginine”
(Emily)

16."“even the most brilliant women in the class araidfto articulate
that brilliance and everything is a question arerttvriting
sometimes ends up being a little bit more hesitditereas the men,
even if they are total dolts and morons, have mgtiheally interesting
to say, will act as if they do” (Emily)

S/he pronoun

17might be a girl because this person...was a litileriore cognizant
of the he/she and the pronoun usage” (Carol)

Organization

18feminine writing is more circular and masculineitmg is more
linear” (Nan)

19.“1 guess | would say it would be a girl...becauseg[sloes] provide
more examples, more analogies, which is less of lika straight to
the point linear sort of thinking and more of, he¢, let me tell you a
story about this that makes this example clear.ivégit sort of a
storytelling aspect of it, | guess | would call {lan)

20.“males might have a way of expressing themselvaissti little more
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direct and a little less connected and sort ofsticliif we want to talk
about it that way, that in some ways, male paperd to be idea-
idea-idea-idea and sort of blocks of ideas” (Déyrel

21."the better organizers tend to be female” (Rachel)

Vocabulary

221t seems feminine because of “things like ‘a tooflexcellence and
efficiency of tomorrow,’ just kind of, just kind alichés” (Rachel)

23."an interesting and intelligent conclusion...psyabgical
battle’...it's just language that | would more assteiwith a female”
(Richard)

24.“vastly intelligent ad groundbreaking.” | guesssUg’ by itself is a
word that feels feminine to me...Again, brilliantjllant and vastly
intelligent. Generally speaking | wouldn’t assoei#tiat kind of
language with a boy...I more strongly associate,iaasas a
feminine tic. As an unfortunate feminine tic” (Nate

25.“there’s something masculine about [‘a torch ofedkance and
efficiency of tomorrow’]” (Nate)

Quiality of
writing

26."I still think women write better” (Rachel)

27."it was that precision of thought and analysishaf aissignment”
(Henry)

Enduring Patterns

As the above sections on claszce and gendeshow, indexicality associated

with standardness spans both sentence- and tesitfatures. However, there are clear

patterns regarding standardness and indexicalftpa®icular importance is the repeated

linking of sentence-level nonstandardness witha&ini American students and text-level

standardness with middle to upper-middle classentiidents. Indeed, given the

lamination of race and class, African American stitd (who are always assumed to be

from a low SES) are consistently linked with nonstardness at both the sentence- and

text-level and white middle to upper-middle clagglent are consistently linked with

standardness at both the sentence- and text-ledvese enduring indexical patterns are

particularly visible as Melissa describes her guniim of standardness and the
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corresponding student-author identiffiélelissa, like other instructors, relies on a
continuum of standardness and privilege in ordemterstand both student writing and
student identity. In the quotation that follows, IMsa positions one identity category (a
student from “an inner-city school in Metropoligl3 the proxy for nonstandard writing.
She uses this identity profile as a point of conguar for the paper she is responding to
and her perception of the student’s class iderdggerting “I've definitely seen a lot
worse. | wouldn’t expect that this student comesnfian inner-city school in Metropolis,
for example. | think it's a lot more sophisticatban the kind of writing I've seen from
most students who come from that background.” L. atee also reveals the identity
category for standardness as “kids who are commomg f.. some of those [wealthy and
high-achieving] school districts.” Melissa’s scalestandardness is linked to prior
education and, therefore, class, but also “linkedhte, certainly” as she explicitly states
that prior education has racial connotations fanileen imagining student-author
identity.

The indexical patterns described above offer arodppity to examine the co-
occurring ideologies of SLI and whiteness. SLI teedhe assumption that all “good”
schools offer access to SEAE (at the sentenceteatidievel), and all students who have
access to SEAE will use it because it is betterdegirable. Whiteness creates the
assumption that white students are from a high& &#tl have gone to better schools.
Whiteness also affixes standardness with white lee@p worse, equates standardness
with white) and makes other identities, particularlystan opposition to white—in this
case, African American—incongruent with the stadd&LI| and whiteness, then, work
in tandem to perpetuate the belief that SEAE islyidccessible and not affiliated with
any one group of people, but also less accessilidertain marginalized groups and
incongruent with African American language use.sehieleologies functionally prohibit
indexical patterns that would allow African Amemcstudents to be linked with anything
other than nonstandardness. Instead, the endundlexical patterns continue to privilege
white middle to upper-middle class studesitshe expense students of color—in this

case, African American students in particular.

*L While | offer Melissa’s quotation as an examplenéluring racist and classist indexical pattertisifa
the instructors in this study perpetuate theseefseind patterns to varying degrees.

95



The following section, which describes the creatbidentity profiles, shows
these enduring patterns associated with race, @adsstandardness to be so powerful
that they influence instructors’ reception of teasl even perceptions of standardness.
Furthermore, the identity profiles described in tiegt section reinforce my claim that

indexicality often occurs across identity categerie

“Spiraling out a narrative”: The making of identity profiles

This section describes a second level of indexicaliwhich instructors create
identity profiles for student-authors, which oftextend beyond the categories of race,
class, and gender to include “type of student” xickdity. While “type of student”
indexicality adds nuance to instructors’ percemiohstudent-author identity and
influences instructors’ interactions with the tetkie enduring indexical patterns related to
standardness and identity work to solidify sterpes/based on class, race, and gender.
Examining these patterns—both the constructioneapdanation—offers another point
of access for making language ideologies and idgedoof privilege visible as
instructors’ perceptions of identity are linkedowth understandings of standardness and
assumptions about students’ access to “the stariddodeover, examining these profiles
allows a better understanding of the bidirectidgaif indexicality in which
non/standardness is indexical of certain identaied certain identities influence
instructors’ readings of texts and identities.

In addition to having a general sense of studesnitity from reading the papers,
the instructors also provide more details abouttitlewhen asked and even create
identity profiles for many of the students. Thesentity profiles are powerful forces in
influencing instructors’ interactions with textss #his section demonstrates, once
instructors develop an identity profile for a statdauthor, it changes the way they
interpret textual features in the student’s texdc@drding to a study by Piché, Rubin,
Turner and Michlin in 1978, “writing evaluators aret always accurate in discerning the
actual social identities of writers. But if theyaite (for any reason, plausible or not) that
a particular writer is a member of a socially stegimed group, then they are more likely
to perceive the writing as nonstandard and ermeda (qtd. in Rubin 5). The findings
from this study align with those of Piché et alabidition, this study shows the opposite
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to be true as well. When instructors imagine ailgged student-author, they tend to
either overlook errors or to interpret them as akiss.

While not all instructors in this study creatednitigy profiles (and even those
who did, often only created them for some of thelshts), the examples below show that
some instructors turn to existing profiles of formseudents in order to imagine the
student authors of the papers. In fact, sever#aiua®rs state that they imagine specific
former students as they create identity profiles.éxample, Henry notes, “I actually had
a specific student in mind from this semester wtimught was sort of a proxy, who
could easily be this student.” Other instructorgadiep identity profiles based not on a
specific student but on patterns (indeed steresjyymoted in their experiences with and
expectations for students; these constructionsféea marked by language such as
“generally speaking.” Returning to Henry as an egl@nboth the signaling language and
the practice of creating “enduring identities” a&igible. He says, “women students...are
generallyjust more engaged at all levels” regardless df thieting abilities (emphasis
added). Regardless of whether the identity profieslinked to one student or many,
these profiles—and the act of creating them—repeulerful ideologies about
standardness and whiteness, and offer a glimpsewoienduring patterns are created and
reinforced.

Following are examples of identity profiles, whignge from very specific, such
as “High-achieving, Catholic-high-school female"general stereotypes based on
dichotomies such as inner city versus suburbamodigh | have not included every
instructor’s identity profiles here, the followirngtegories are representative of the full
range of profiles in this study. The first profiteakes clear the persistence of whiteness
(regardless of instructor intentions) and the iaflce these profiles have on instructors’

interactions with student texts and likely studauathors.

Female, Catholic high school graduates:

These young women who came from Catholic high Sshare
pretty sharp. They come from middle-class famili¢sere’s a
value on education and they're usually pretty sh@denry)

The first indexical in Paper B is what Henry call$recision of thought™—it is
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both an acute awareness of what the assignmeskiisgafor as well as a good start at
meeting those requirements. The understandingdapproach to the assignment—a
text-level feature—is a strong marker for the “féengraduate of Catholic high schools”
identity profile. According to Henry, the femaleaguates of Catholic high schools are
consistently high achieving. Henry comments thamfihis experience teaching at CU, he
has come to know “that kids from certain schodigt’example Catholic high schools,
“are going to be pretty sharp thinkers and kidsnfi@ther schools and other districts
aren’t,” which he acknowledges “is a horrible thinghe identity profile of female
graduates of Catholic high schools locates theestudf Paper B on the high end of the
standard continuum. In fact, of all the ways Heatigs about identity and standardness,
this identity profile is the closest to standard@nry and is used as a point of
comparison for other students and other studeringri

Unlike gender, which is a non-negotiable comporménibis identity profile (“I
don’t have the same category for Catholic boyan'know where they, they go”
[Henry]), race and class are based on weak assomsptienry states that although his
“assumption is that [the] majority of these kide amiddle class,” he’s also had students
from lower-middle or working class who have gon€atholic schools. Furthermore,
although the students from these schools are “dackwhite,” he reasons that they are
“probably more white than black.” Henry’s assumpsi@bout class and race are a result
of ideologies of privilege that connect both high&S and the white race with privilege
and, as a result, better preparedness and highigy.decause this identity profile is
linked to standard writing and is gendered, it dilsely indicates Henry’s expectation
that females are closer to standardness than nhaliegt, although Henry does not share
any explicit beliefs about females’ writing ab#is being better than males, he does admit
to believing that females are better students.ays,sthe women students in my class
are always, are generally just more engaged &hadls. So not only the students who are
high achievers, but the students who maybe arenfidemt writers are still more
engaged.”

The female, Catholic high school graduate pro§leooted in Henry’s
experiences as a teacher. He cites these expesiaa@vidence for the validity of this

profile and, by acknowledging that it “is a horglihing,” shifts the blame for the

98



inequality in education he has noticed to someagrsmething else, positioning the
inequality as largely unchallengeable. In this wdgnry justifies the enduring pattern he
has created between female, Catholic high-sch@alugites and standard writing.
Furthermore, while likely not his intention, thaentity profile reproduces a connection
between standardness and upper/middle class, dnt@le students.

This identity profile is connected to race, class] gender; however, it includes
significant “type of student” indexicality. Henregicts these students as high achieving
and having a high ability level, stating that tlaeg a “cut above what a lot of students
come to freshman comp with.” Additionally, when desing these students as having a
good understanding of how to approach a writinggassent, which Henry relates to the
Catholic high school background, he implies thattare both good students and easy to
work with. It is this “type of student” indexicafithat seems to be the most influential to
Henry’s engagement with the text and imagined sttidathor. Importantly, Henry notes
that once he identifies the text-level standardtiesissignals this identity profile, it
“radically...changes [his] reading practices.” Altlgbuit doesn’t come up in the
interview, it is likely that once Henry engagessthrofile, which he says happens “in the
very first sentence” of the paper, he is less Vikelinterpret aspects of the paper as
nonstandard or to link nonstandard aspects witlpéper with negative personality traits
or deficits in prior education.

The next profile demonstrates how two instructansie to a similar identity
profile through different paths of reasoning, ubitely working, though, to perpetuate the

link between white, middle to upper-middle classéées and standardness.

White females from the suburbs:

| tend to think it's a chick...a good student, corstious, well-
educated ... somebody who cares about their writingy filt
assumption, if I can be honest, would be she’'d dorpivate
school. She’s the daughter of physicians or somgtt{Rachel)

| would guess that a young woman wrote this...[sebably
comes from a family background in which literacpgdices are
fairly important...[it is] probably someone who readfher own
accord outside of assigned class reading...she rogghn
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education major...I know this sounds really horrildet | would
say this is probably a student from the suburbs...&tldast in
[this area], | suppose by implication that probamlgans I'm
envisioning the student as being white. (Chris)

Like Henry, Rachel and Chris’s “standard” ident&ya white, upper/middle-class
female. Also like Henry, Rachel relies on the tiextel indexical of good writing in order
to signal this profile. Rachel’s profile, thouglpécitly offers assumptions about the
student’s commitment to writing (“somebody who sdyend even “her” character
(“conscientious”). Throughout the interview, Racbhemments on “type of student”
indexicality that references students’ commitment Eevel of investment—issues that
are very important to Rachel. In fact, she regulpdsitions herself as the standard
against which she evaluates other students, stiitaignost students fail to meet the
standard, in part, by not putting enough time, ffand emotional investment into their
writing. In this way, Rachel largely attributes @ writing to effort and character (as
opposed to exposure and education) and, to anteptsitions the “type of student”
category as more important than class, race, ategeflowever, for Rachel the text-level
indexical of “good” writing does signal class, raeaad gender in patterned waysst as
Rachel uses her commitment and drive as the regeggm of standard for “type of
student” indexicality, her own class, race, anddgeralso align with the identity she
positions most closely to “good” writing.

While Rachel claims to not think about SES mucld, expresses discomfort
making assumptions about class (signaled by thaspHif | can be honest”), she links
private schools, professional parents, and horegtiy practices to “good” writing.
These methods of identification, then, act as a&dodtalking about class. Indeed, when
Rachel connects SES to “good” writing, she relieseveral white talk tactics, including
code words, justification, avoidance, and abseasevidenced in the following
guotations. Rachel says she does not “want to riekdistinction between public and
private” but states “public and private does, doedke a difference” and that “generally
speaking, students who come from a house where'sheebook around, if you have
professional parents...I've noticed a big differeh&&achel first avoids claiming that
students who come from private high schools areebetriters, but then asserts that it
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“does make a difference.” Additionally, she calisteer experience as a teacher in order
to generalize (“generally speaking”) the importantelass to writing ability through the
use of coded phrases about home literacy praditgprofessional parents. Finally,
Rachel’s reference to the importance of home lgraactices (“when there’s a book
around”) includes an unstated assumption aboutyeeof book that would hold value in
influencing students’ writing ability. By not nangrihe type of books and type of
language use that is connected to good writingaaglardness—by creating absence
instead of descriptively modifying the literacy ti&connected to privilege and
standardness—, she firmly roots “standard” andilpged literacy practices in the
normative center and positions them as unaffiliatdldof these tactics allow Rachel to
create a strong connection between white women &oniddle to upper-middle class
background and “good” writing, without having topéigitly state her biases.

Chris’s identity profile—although ultimately tharse as Rachel's—is created
through a very different justification process.dPtio describing this identity profile,
Chris had been explaining the importance of citegim student writing. He explained to
me that students often use citations as evidenopgssed to putting their text and
arguments in conversation with the citations. las surprising, then, that the student’s
use of citations is the first indexical for him.this case, the student’s use of citations
signals a female author. However, the citationsatdfunction alone in indexing gender.
Instead, the quality of writing alongside the ugeitations allow Chris to venture a
guess about a female author. He states that ‘& tbe male students [he has] that write
this adeptly are often in the sciences.” These msialéents in the sciences, according to
Chris, “sometimes have trouble...incorporating citeaterial [or] quotations into their
work.” According to Chris, the “good” writing in Par B could be associated with males
or females, but because the text also uses cisatief, and his male students
“sometimes have trouble with this,” he assumesatlibor is a female. Stated another
way, because Chris links gender and “type of sttideinen it comes to citation
practices, he assumes the author is a female.

Like Rachel, Chris makes assumptions about theestisdhome environment and
out-of-school literacy practices. The student’siitlity...of diction and word choice”

suggests to Chris that the author is a readeréoblwvn accord.” Chris does not name the
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literacy practices or types of books that are {ikel help students develop a vocabulary
that would be valued within an academic settingjratreating the “standard” as neutral.
Furthermore, the designation of someone as a reasigzcially outside of school
assignments, likely carries with it implicationsoab “type of student” characteristics that
instructors align with “good” writing—such as astg work ethic and motivation.
Finally, the reference to home literacy practicksly carries class connotations as well.
Certainly, both the kind of reading that would désuvalued “fluidity...of diction and
word choice” and assumptions about parents’ edutaliat would influence whether
there are (appropriate) books at home often inchssemptions about SES.

Although Chris does not explicitly link those ligey practices to SES, he also
does not avoid thelassidentity category, stating that the overall quabifywriting is too
strong to come from the inner-city school distriherefore, he assumes that “this is
probably a student from the suburbs” and, as hessta the quotation above, that
assumption also signals race. Chris does not ettpltate that he believes white
students are stronger writers than black studgatdhe connection between race, school
district, and quality of writing lead him to thensa perceived identity and racial
assumptions as Rachel. Chris’s identity profilenthexplicitly links a higher SES with
standardness and implicitly links white studentd gaod writing. Finally, the student’s
good writing and “logical structuring” along witlehapproach to the topic prompts Chris
to imagine her as an education major. Chris’s apsiomabout the student’s major (as
well as his comment about the male science studisiikely also tied to gender.

Rachel and Chris’s two different paths to suchilainidentity profiles suggest
that enduring indexical patterns limit the idenptyfiles available for “standard”
writing. In other words, it is likely that the idety profile of white, middle to upper-
middle class female students who are “good” writerd connected to positive “type of
student” characterizations is both prevalent anglgrful, and perhaps has begun to serve
as one available proxy for standardness for thesteuictors.

The profiles that follow—those of privileged, whimale students—demonstrate
the powerful influence of a highly privileged id@wntprofile on instructors’ readings of

text and conceptions of standardness.
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Privileged, white male:

| can sort of picture this white, middle-class guth a baseball
hat and a plaid button down shirt (laughter) and doesn’t seem
uneducated. It just seems like ‘this is my perspednd | can'’t
sort of imagine why you would have a different ondt seems
like somebody who has a little bit of a chip onitls&oulder |
think... and is cocky | guess (Nan)

This is a person from the upper middle or uppesstlaa person
who went to a good school...I can only, | could onlfer by
likelihood that this is a white person...I think abga friend of
mine]...rich real estate developer’s son, [privateppschool], very
cultured, very, that's, that's what | see (Nate)

The privileged, white, male student is a relativebynmon identity profile for the
instructors that, at least for Nan and Nate, isigy connected to an attitude or tone in
the writing and corresponding assumptions abougetla@ithors as particular “types of
students.” For both Nan and Nate, the languagepePH indicates a white, middle- or
upper-middle class male student, a profile theyetorvia different paths of reasoning.

Nan begins with gender, noting that the asseriiotise essay seem masculine.
She then quickly notes that the tone, linked tdnltbée assertions and vocabulary
(“horrible teachers” and “horrible facilities”), ems “cocky” to her. This attitude or
“vibe” signals multiple “type of student” categasi@ncluding approach to writing,
personality, and educational background (the lattevhich Nan assumes to be either “a
middle-class private school” or an “upper-middlass, maybe, wealthy public school
district”). Nan’s identity profile offers anothekx@mple of patterned connections between
“type of student” and class, race, and gender:Kgbis gendered, classed, and raced for
Nan. It is noteworthy that although Nan finds fawith the paper, grading it as a C, she
attributes that to the student, not his educatibaakground. She says, “I think [he]
probably had a decent education but did not carehmabout it...took it for granted, |
guess.” These assumptions about prior educatidrclass are very much tied to “type of
student” indexicality. Nan states, “the sort offgeothat [she’s] come up with,” the
“cocky” attitude, and the student’s approach taiargntation (“this is my perspective,
and | can't sort of imagine why you would have tiedent one”), are all linked to a sense

103



of educational and, therefore, economic privildggortantly, although this student does
not produce “good” writing, the identity profile it held in contrast to the standard and
does not challenge the link between “good” writamgl white, upper/middle class
students. Indeed, Nan notes the perceived prividdgiee student and based on this,
interprets the difference in the paper as one oifcehand attitude.

Unlike Nan, Nate’s identity profile does not origte from gender as he believes
“there’s nothing gendered about this text.” Gent®n, is one of the last categories for
Nate and is entirely based on a friend who hergnded of when reading the paper.
Nate cites the “confidence [in] the prose...the aderfice of wealth...that you've been
born to” as the indexical for SES, privilege, arthted “type of student” categories such
as prior education, ability, and personality. Thafadence and privilege are also the
markers that remind him of his friend, the reahtsteveloper’s son. This confidence
and the presence of academic conventions (suditasistts, “integration of quotes,” and
“the engagement with text”) signal both “a classnitity” and a strong educational
background, which alongside the friend he is imexgmesult in the picture of a student
who is “very cultured.” Nate says that the textiarked most strongly for class, which
he then connects to race, inferring that the stuidenhite. Furthermore, Nate cites the
absence of any markers for race along with thegpiess of markers for class when
justifying his assumption that the student is whitewever, what Nate does not
explicitly say is that the confidence and wealtht the notes as indexical for class are
raced. To speak of “wealth...that you’'ve been botrata its resulting confidence is to
speak of persistent white privilege and the comfa#eassociated with both historical and
persistent privilege and having an identity th#isfavithin the normative center.
“Confidence,” then, is more than a marker for clésis also likely a marker for the
white race.

Like the other identity profiles I've addressedfan the privileged, white male
student—regardless of how the instructors evaltreevriting—reproduces whiteness
and perceptions of white superiority. Indeed, grisfile, more so than the others
described so far, solidifies connections betweeruttimarked standard in writing and the
unmarked standard in identity, making a connedtian is so strong, the instructors don’t

have to like the writing to assume that the studeptivileged. Nan gives Paper H a C,
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but despite poor argument “structure” still imagireeprivileged background; Nate states,
“I find it interesting how many little errors | nged in Paper H because of its authority
(laughtel. Like, I'm, I'm willing to forgive like an extrdto” and a, the lost “n” in an
“and” because it just seems like it's in chargehisTidentity profile works to redefine
standardness, making projected authority and toeéated to “type of student”
indexicality, but also class and race—more impdrthan the organization and
development of the argument and positions the seetievel difference as “lazy”
proofreading mistakes as opposed to features cftandardness.

In direct contrast to the privileged, white malefle, the inner-city, black

student is a profile based on deficit, and to sextent, lack of privilege.

Inner-city, black student:

This one, | sort of, this one might be a inner citythought this
might be a boy...[he’s] badly prepared... [and hadmét]l a lot of
good writing experience...[He’s had] an educatiorhvgibme
deficits (Carol)

This is a person coming from a disadvantaged backgl of some

sort...probably an African American...African Americakfrican

American Metropolis...[this person is] really tryibg do the task,

but is severely hampered by poor education (Nate)

The identity profile associated with inner-cityabk students is largely associated
with deficits and is one of the least-developedif@® Carol first notices “trouble with
verb tenses” in Paper D, which she says is “a iad $hat’s, that's an inner-city sign.”
Problems with word choice also indicate to Caral this student is “badly prepared.”

All of the problems in the essay signal to Carokdain “type of student” that went to an
under-resourced school, probably in the inner etyich is connected to both race
(African American) and class (poor). However, raceot only tied to the student’s
presumed inner-city schooling. Carol states, ‘hkhit’s probably an African American
because of the way some of the language is usedthgénmistake of using ‘has’ and
using prejudice as a noun there.” In fact, thedexicals signal prior education, race, and
class—all of which fall under the category of “imrogty” for this instructor. Gender is

the only category that is not linked to the quatifywriting for Carol. Instead, the
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student’s approach to the topic (“it talked abo&R) indexes gender. Carol justifies the
connection between an urban, black student andaaterd writing based on problems
with the education system; regardless of this nati@, the identity profile further
establishes enduring indexical patterns that lifitkcAn American students with
nonstandard writing.

Nate also calls on enduring patterns that link &fn American students from
Metropolis and nonstandard writing, which stem frioisexperience working with
“students from academically nebulous backgrounkat &re admitted through a special
program. Nate’s experience with this program ldadsto make assumptions about
“type of student” categories—students who are wpdepared educationally but “really
try"—as well as class and race. According to N#tese students “never had the
resources put in front of them to actually shapeift energy or intellect into something
usable and they know it. And they feel desperatalyicked about it.” It is this sense of
“panic” that indexes both prior education and rexweNate in Paper |. Because Nate
mostly has experience with female African Americansn Metropolis, but notices
vocabulary cues for a male student, he is unwillmgtate with any confidence a
perceived gender for the author Paper I.

In contrast to indexicality that signals a whiteéhewr, Nate’s identity profile
shows the perceived role of structuralism rathantimdividual choice. Despite Nate’'s
perception that the student is trying hard, stmadtoconstraints interfere with the
student’s access to SEAE and success in his quapar. This pattern of indexicality is
prevalent as the identity profiles for white studereveal a belief in individual effort and
will, which is in striking contrast to African Amiean identity profiles where the
nonstandardness is wholly attributed to structanalassociated with SES and prior
educationln this study, then, success is attributed to tidévidual—importantly,
unearned privilege is not acknowledged when conisigsuccess. Furthermore,
nonstandardness in writing when paired with a “tamgard” identity—which is almost
always an African American student identity—is readstructural inequality associated
with SES. In these patterned responses to studdimgy institutional racism is not
acknowledged or addressed. This positioning alstifigs racial stereotypes, which in

this study seem to be less acceptable that classdlsdereotypes, and exonerates
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instructors by linking the “problem” of certain dients being more likely to produce
nonstandard text with structural inequality andsaié the control of individual
instructors.

Both Carol and Nate attribute error or deficitshe paper with deficits in prior
education, a lower SES, and the African Americaerdhe different justifications and
lines of reasoning for these identity profiles liksignal the pervasivenes$this identity
profile, which may indeed limit the perceived ramggossible identities that can be
linked to nonstandard writing. Conversely, thisntity profile likely also limits the
possibility for there to be a profile that linksr&ian American students with standard
writing.

Taken together, these identity profiles revealgbeer of enduring indexical
patterns and profiles to influence instructorsénaictions with texts (and likely students),
to shape conceptions of standardness, and todwsgibilities for additional identity
profiles connected to non/standardness. Additigntiese profiles demonstrate the
connectedness of “type of student” indexicalityhnétass, race, and gender.

In the section that follows, | explore the othesaerces instructors call on (aside
from identity profiles) to make sense of indexiaaibiguity. Doing so allows for close
examination of the possible relationships amongxihls and the ideologies that justify

indexicality.

Indexical Conflict, Visible Ideology: Interpreting “Difference”

Although the instructors often have a sense of@ighidentity based on
language use at both the sentence and text leéeeg are also moments when opposing
or ambiguous indexicals complicate this process ekample, certain language features
show up as indexicals for both claswlracein the charts earlier in this chapter. As with
the majority of the indexicality that | describetims chapter, moments of indexical
conflict are often centered around notions of stadidess. The ways that instructors
interpret difference on a continuum of standardmefisences these moments of conflict.

Early in my interview with Nan, she acknowledgesihg trouble picturing the
student authors because of the conflicting indésioa“organizational problems” and

good “punctuation and sentence structure.” Becatiber experiences as a teacher, she
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has come to expect that “the papers...with...orgarunatiproblems also have an
abundant amount of like punctuation and sentenmoetste issues.” When the papers she
reads for the study fall outside of that patteh® s unsure of student-author identity.
Although Nan does eventually turn to other markeisrder to get a sense of authorial
identity, this initial reaction suggests that Napects some degree of uniformity of
standardness across levels, allowing her to placksts on either end of the continuum
of standardness.

Nan is not alone in positioning students and tdX¥e&tures as either standard or
nonstandard (as opposed to partially [non]stand&ua), not surprisingly, this creates
some tension when students or their writing ocdugiy positions at once. For example,
Rachel consistently labels African American studeriting as nonstandard, though she
offers one exception: a former student who was batlAfrican American female and a
good writer. This example is necessarily diffefreetause Rachel knows the student and
is able to go outside of the writing for additiondéntity cues to help her make sense of
the discrepancy between her rigid expectationsatatfrican Americans—and
especially African American women—will be nonstartariters. In particular, Rachel
turns to the student’s class, asserting that slas “wery poised, very ambitious, and was
the daughter of professionals, so it made sensetd Although not linked solely to
writing, this process of justification reveals Ralk understanding of privilege in our
society and the small space she has created fmaAfAmerican students to defy her
expectations: if African American students comaerfra higher SES (middle to upper-
middle class since her expectation is that thesgests will be poor), it would make
sense that their writing would be better. This psscof allowing for exceptions does not
challenge Rachel’s category of African Americansi@asstandard writers but does
reinforce the connection between class and standasd

While Nan and Rachel’s understanding of standaddremstandard as mutually
exclusive complicate their perceptions of studerthar identities, Emily encounters
indexical conflict within the category of nonstandlavhen she finds that nonstandard
grammar and usage could signal two distinct idiesstitShe states,

| guess it depends on do | think this is a, darikhhis is a African American kid
in the inner city of Chicago or do | think thisaKorean kid whose parents are
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both doctors who came here when she was 12 and..twvantery good boarding

school...I can’t decide.

The difference between these identity profilespading to Emily, is one of exposure
and access. She says,

part of me wants to say [...the student was] not sggddo much academically

and therefore, they're trying to over-compensatih wiis sort of elevated

language. The other part of me feels like they'gerbvery much exposed and is

having this, this problem accessing that.
While both identity profiles are linked to nonstandl identities, their relationship to
privilege is vastly different. Most obviously, Em#ignals SES differences by calling on
the location “inner city” and contrasting that walstudent “whose parents are both
doctors” and who “went to a very good boarding stfia'hese constructions of SES
dictate access to standardness for the imagineerstsi Emily describes. Finally, given
the importance of reader reception in this studig important to note that
nonstandardness associated with African Americaalesits versus nonstandardness
associated with a Korean student for whom EngBdtis/her second language are likely
to result in different assumptions about the studethor and their engagement with
schooling as African Americans and their languageséigmatized in academia.
Although Emily’s understanding of nonstandard iameed and allows for multiple
identities, it does not challenge the strong liekween white and upper/middle class with
standardness or African American and inner-citfhhwibnstandardness.

The two possible identity profiles that Emily redaces indicate that she
interpreted the nonstandard grammar and usageas;drad she considered them to be
mistakes, the identity profiles would likely haveen different. Indeed, for many
instructors determining whether nonstandard granaaldeatures are errors or
mistaked? is an integral, but not always easy, componettiérconstruction of student-
author identities and also the source of some iicdégonflict. Henry articulates the
difficulty of this process when he states, “I ddkriow until | start talking to the student

whether they just left out words because they wertng so quickly and it was so late

*2 The distinction between error and mistake resta student’s knowledge of rules. If students know a
language rule, but inadvertently don't follow ittfgoo, for example), the misuse of language is stake.
However, if a student is unaware of the rule doilwing a different set of rules that are notagnized in
that particular context, it would be consideredeanor.
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or whether there’s actual syntax, there’s actyabblems with sentence construction.”
Whether Henry decides the missing word in a stusi@atper is a mistake or a problem
with sentence construction likely has implicatiémisthe way he imagines the student. If
Henry follows the indexical patterns in this studgtermining that the missing word is
an error could lead him to picture an African Arsari student and/or a student from a
lower SES (or possibly that the student is an E&ltrier). In contrast, if the missing
word is a mistake, he might imagine a white studemh a middle or upper-middle class
background. In the example above, Henry does uiéiipmaecide that the missing word is
a mistake; however, he does so because he first tarother markers to create an
identity profile that influences his interpretatiohthe grammatical “issue.” Henry states,
“my male, jock student, this [missing word] kindfaé with that. | guess maybe that
would make me assume more this was just kind obviiteng quickly.” He imagines the
student preoccupied with sports to the point wiileeestudent does not allow enough
time to write and properly proofread his Englisip@a In this instance, Henry uses his
identity profile for the student as a guide fordieg the missing word as a mistake. This
example of interpreting the cause for a missingdwagyain illustrates the bidirectionality
of indexicality: language use can create identjtiss as identities can change the way we
receive and interpret language use. Better undwetisig indexicality, then, can allow for

better understanding of standardness, or SEAE.

The Implications of Enduring Indexical Patterns

This chapter has argued that examining the indbicet SEAE—at both the
sentence- and text-level—uncovers often-hiddenladges of standardness and
privilege, reveals enduring indexical patterns, adds complexity to composition
studies’ conversations about the (existing andljde&e of SEAE in composition
courses. In particular, this chapter has demomstriat instructors rely on their
perceptions of written standardness for indexitas, a finding that aligns with Tardy
and Matsuda’s research. Additionally, the analg$itis data suggests that while the
indexicals for class, racand gendespan many levels of language, they are often
clustered in one area and at one level of standasdfi.e., engagement with topic for

gender and grammar and punctuation for race).
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The indexical patterns revealed in this chapteicarepelling and enduring.
Though not all of the instructors noted all of ffegterns, the link between privileged
language and privileged student identities and em®ly the disassociation between
African Americans, in particular, and SEAE is pesiva and, in the majority of cases,
reinforced regardless of the study site or insttgtpersonal experiences; regardless of
instructors’ intention.

When error—in this case grammatical error—becoresrtost common signal
for a particular race (African Americans), it istiao imagine how that would not impact
classroom instruction and overall access to acam@nisome students. The enduring
pattern of linking African American students witbnstandard writing is prevalent across
study sites and for nearly every instructor in gtigly, just as the enduring pattern of
linking white, middle to upper-middle class studetith standard writing—at times even
redefining standardness to maintain this link—os@aross sites and for nearly every
instructor. Importantly, there ar® instances of a positively-evaluated feature in
students’ texts signaling an African American stutdeuthor. This fact alone
demonstrates a continued reliance on the deficdehior making sense of African
American students as writers. Furthermore, bectese enduring indexical patterns
also influence instructor interactions with textss likely that all difference in texts
perceived to have been written by African Amerisaudents will be read as error and/or
nonstandard.

Finally, the role of SLI and whiteness in linkindnite, middle to upper-middle
class students with standard writing and positigriifrican American students as
incongruent with SEAE cannot be overstated. Ind&é&dlprovides the justification and
logic necessary to buy into the existence and valtthe” standard, and whiteness
allows instructors to both acknowledge a link betwé&good” writing and already
privileged students (based on class and race)eandve themselves from either blame or
responsibility for finding a solution for this unes| power system.

One important factor in the continued privilegifgS&EAE despite the indexical
patterns presented here is perceived linguistitrakly. Chapter 4 defines linguistic
neutrality and describes the features of SLD tloatomly create this perception of

neutrality but also perpetuation SLI and whiteness.
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Chapter 4
Standard Language Discourse:
The Rhetorical Construction of Linguistic Neutngalit

This chapter theorizes and defines linguistic radityrthrough an interrogation of
a set of discursive practices | have termed stahidaguage discourse (SLD). In this
chapter, | examine not only SLD, but its rhetorietiect: the creation of linguistic
neutrality. | argue that the composition instrustior this study position SEAE as
linguistically neutral by using SLD to create pgrtens of “sameness,” shift focus onto
the “other,” and deny unearned privilege. Furtheenbnguistic neutrality is created by
not acknowledging (and, therefore, likely reproaggithe indexical work of SEAE that
connects this privileged language variety with eiyed identities and links standardness
to individuals and individual effort. This last &gp—positioning standardness as only a
matter of effort—effectively works to “blame thectim” for inequality>®

Despite the negative implications of treating SEgHinguistically neutral, the
power and prevalence of SLI make this positioniognmon and often seemingly
subconscious. As | argue in Chapter 3, raising emess about the indexicality of
SEAE—especially the problematic enduring indexpatterns—is one means of
challenging the perceived linguistic neutralitytiois privileged dialect. Here, | argue that
given the inherent abstraction of ideologies, orepctive way to better understand and
challenge SLlI is by examining SLD, which is botmaterial outcome of SLI and a
discourse that (re)produce this ideology. Therefbseiggest that identifying and
interrogating SLD allow for a critique of not ortlye perceived neutrality of SEAE but
also SLI. Furthermore, examining SLD and its rhietdreffect demonstrates the creation
of linguistic neutrality associated with SEA&gardlesof instructors’ intentions.

The analysis in this chapter identifies key feaduws£SLD and their rhetorical

effect through a process of discourse analysisghvasks: “what expressions...of

%3 Blaming the victim is a rhetorical feature of vehiess that suggests that minorities are resporfsible
their own subordination.
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discourse give rise to what kind of inferences'n(\@ijk 143) and to what effect? This
analysis considemiscourseo be the text and its features ahdtoricto be the effect of
the discourse. Maurice Charland defines ideologieadourse as “discourse that presents
itself as always only pointing to the given, théumal, the already agreed upon” (133).
Given this definition, SLD is certainly an ideologl discourse. Indeed, SLD relies on the
same common sense beliefs and presentation ofdabeut standard languages as SLI.
According to Charland, the given-ness of ideologitiscourse is problematic in the way
“It presents that which is most rhetorical...as extedorical” (138). In the context of this
examination, | show that SLD positions the supég@nd accessibility of SEAE as
“extrarhetorical,” as existing outside of discour$ke effect of this rhetorical strategy is
both SEAE’s perceived linguistic neutrality and twenmon acceptance of this
positioning. Furthermore, discourse both enactslatges and persuades its audience of
its position (van Dijk 146). For this reason, stindySLD and the rhetorical creation of
linguistic neutrality can reveal the process bychiperceptions of linguistic neutrality
are created and maintainaddallow for a challenging of the discourse, as idgaal
discourse depends on the “already agreed upon’r(@ith133).

Because markedness is a key component in the ootistr of neutrality, | begin
this chapter by examining and defining this cordtrlihe remainder of the chapter is
dedicated to examining features of SLD that rhe&dhy produce perceived linguistic

neutrality.

Markedness

Integral to this study and the examination of tidekicality of SEAE is the
concept of markedness, which is intimately conreetdenotions of standardness. The
termmarkednessas it applies to language, originates in lingaistholarship where it is
used to describe several aspects of languagenesading morphemes (e.g., adding an -
to make a noun plural or aassfor gender), inflections (e.g., adding adto a verb to
indicate past tense) and adjective pairings. Tdssdategory—adjective pairings—
illustrates the relationship between markednessantrality well as one half of the pair
is always treated as neutral. Take for examplg#meng oftall andshort when we ask

guestions about a person’s height, our defaulttopres “how tall is s/he?” In this
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pairing,tall is unmarked and neutral asdortis marked. Linguistic markedness in this
project refers to language use (including botheser#- and text-level features) that is
perceived as different.

The permeable boundabgtweerdifferentandnonstandardthough not
surprising, is noteworthy. In fact, theorizing magkess as nearly synonymous with
nonstandardness is common within multiple fields|uding linguistics, communication
studies, and various fields interested in studyaemtity, to name a few. For example,
Stephen Banks, from the field of communicationtestahat “markedness generally
signals nonstandardness in a negatively valuedessaosh that an individual who
exhibits markedness is seen as different fromradsta, normal, and natural reference
category” (176). Marked language, according to Badkfinition, is not only
nonstandard, bigubstandard. Markedness, then, is perceived to besinatie. This
understanding of un/markedness as it pertainsgulage is clearly visible within SLI,
which labels the “standard” as neutral and pos#tiaihelse as marked and, often,
substandard. Just as markedness is often treasth@symous with nonstandardness,
unmarkedness is conflated with not only standardbasslso “normalcy” and neutrality.
Indeed, a common understanding of the unmarkedipo$s that it is both more
common (aligned with norms) and “neutral” (McArth&#5). These understandings of
markedness are notably context-less as they foramassumption that standardness will
always be expected and, therefore, what is nonatdnill always be marked.

In contrast, the data from this study complicate@mplete conflation of
nonstandardness and markedness as the instruoctorsent on both standard and
nonstandard textual features as marked. Additigna#icause local conceptions of
standardness and expectations for student writ@g@nstantly shifting, context greatly
influences the relationship between un/markednedsan/standardness. Like
standardness, markedness is most complicateddangkructors at City University and
for instructors who have had teaching experientesudtiple institutions, as these
participants differentiate between the standardraorchs—a distinction that creates

space for “good” writing to be both marked (not tlteem) and standard or close-to-
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standard—and vary their expectations for “good” collegetimg based on where they
are teaching or have taught. For example, whilguntrs at both institutions indicate
that students often do not meet their expectafiongood” writing, some of the CU
instructorsexpecthat student writing will be nonstandard. For thiesgructors,
nonstandard writing is a norm that is marked neghti “Good” writing is also marked
(because it does not align with the norm), but imarked positively for its position as
(close to) standard. The following passage fromheb(a CU instructor) demonstrates
the importance of context and experience to mamssirReflecting on her assessment of
student papers on a scale of standardness, Ragysel s

I've taught some places that you never get anytthigygood so it might

be an A...I mean | always change [my grading schlegven’t ever

taught at a community college, but I've taught &itaof schools that have

different student populations, so | always varyasgessment. It would

also be true that | would look at the [unintelligippapers to see where it

fell. I mean if they're all like this or better,éh obviously this would be

closer maybe to a B+. But I'm assuming this iss thiould be among the,

the better papers. This [other paper] is much mommon in my opinion

in terms of what I, | usually get.
This passage is representative of the possibdityrfarkedness and standardness to co-
occur. The paper Rachel refers to, Paper B, is etgplsitively for being better than (but
different from) the norm and more closely alignathv6EAE than most of the papers
she encounters at her current and previous instistConversely, the other paper,
which she says is “much more common,” is a paper‘sates.” That paper, which aligns
with the norm at CU, is also marked for being dd#fg from her conception of standard.
In short, both of the papers are marked and vieagedifferent, but the one that is closest
to the standard is marked positively while the tra is closest to the norm is marked
negatively.

Another example that challenges the conflation betwmarkedness and
nonstandardness is Carol’s discussion of the rahgegiting ability at CU. Like Rachel,
Carol references both positive and negative markssirthough she assigns these

designations to the students as opposed to thimgvrib the passage that follows, Carol

**Indeed, none of the papers in this study is camsitito be wholly standard by the instructors—rwr d
the instructors expect college students to prodooepletely standard writing as they consider éaheir
job to teach students certain academic conventiodgext-level standardness.
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connects marked identities to both standard andtaadard writing. In response to my
guestion about writing that does not meet her egteas, Carol states:

You know, it's kind of hard to say because at CeJ kids come with so

many different levels of capability....because it'sity school and

because the top 10 percent are there on presitiectialarships...that are

totally academic, and so you know, you do get skitie who are very

well prepared and are, you know, thoughtful anddgedters. Um, so you

get a tremendous disparity. You know, you have itle are first

generation Americans, kids who are from the inngreyou just get this

huge...disparity. Um, so, in terms of expectatioma know, um, some of

the students really come so poorly prepared thatu,know, it's hard to

know what kind of expectations to haviaghtell I'm always happy that

there are a few that know what they’'re doing andalsly had some

good writing encounters.
Carol’'s experience with varying levels of abiliti#hin one institution makes it “hard
[for her] to know what kind of expectations to hdwkccording to Carol some students
are “thoughtful and good writers... [who have] hatheogood writing encounters”;
others are “poorly prepared.” In this passage, Catulates a spectrum of standardness
with students who have received Presidential Schioljas on one end and first-
generation American students and students “froninther city” on the other end. This
range of standardness illustrates the “tremendmpmdty” of ability that Carol sees in
her classes and largely aligns with indexical pagelescribed in Chapter 3.

Positioning student identities at either end opa@csrum of ability calls on and
reproduces enduring patterns between cerdi@intity profiles with writing ability—
especially the link between inner-city students aadstandardness, as the location
“inner city” is conflated with SES, prior educatiand writing ability. This conflation of
nonstandard writing with students from a particlilaguistic background or location
stands in contrast to the more general detailsl@aowvides about students’ whose
writing is standard; these students who are “thtfugand good writers” are “very well
prepared,” “obviously had some good writing encewt and “know what they are
doing,” but there is rhetorical space for multiptadent identities to fit this description.
Because the students who are linked to nonstandssdre described first by social
position (“first generation Americans” and “kids ahare from the inner city”), the

secondary comment about their lack of preparedfissgoorly prepared”) is already
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linked to the particular social identities. Retmgnito the concept of markedness, at each
end of the continuum the students and their wriirggmarked as either much better than
she would expect or much worse than her understgrafi“good” writing.

Both of the above examples challenge Banks’ dedimiof markedness as
“different from a standard, normal, and naturaérehce category” (176) by
demonstrating the possibility for marked texts atahtities to be associated with either
standardness or nonstandardness. The data frostualds which demonstrate that
writing is rarely ever fully marked or unmarkedarstiard or nonstandard, challenge the
impulse toward forming dichotomies that seems twapany considerations of the role
of SEAE in composition. Furthermore, as the exaspleove suggest, instead of
conflating markedness with nonstandardness, itlmeayore useful to think of
markedness as context-dependéfierence Conceiving of markedness as difference
works to highlight the role of opposition and c@astrin creating designations of
un/markedness. Also, and importantly, defining redriess as difference draws attention
to the likelihood that unmarkedness is perceivesbaseness-either linguistically or in
terms of identity—and is often unnamed. Indeedirrehg to the passages from Rachel
and Carol, both instructors comment only on matkeduage (and identities) and define
what is marked through a process of contrast. Racimrasts Paper B with writing that
she has read throughout her career as an instragtoell as one of the other papers from
this study. Carol describes identity profiles &hei end of standardness as context for
describing her expectations (or lack thereof). Latehis chapter, | label “contrast with

‘other’” as a form of SLD that works to position AE as “natural” and “normal,” often
leading to perceptions of linguistic neutrality.

In addition to challenging the conflation betweearkedness and
nonstandardness, this project also calls for dwarensideration of the relationship
between markedness and indexicality. As the exafnghe Carol makes clear,
designations of un/markedness can be applied tolanguage and language users.
Additionally, the data in Chapter 3 demonstrated tim/markedness in language is often
indexical for particular identities. Indeed, thaintess examples of instructors using
markedness as the springboard for indexicality rmakeasy to assume that markedness

is alwaysindexical. Darrell’s interview, however, resistsassumed and determined
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connection between markedness and indexicality vieeresponds to the papers he read
for the study as marked but not indexical. Damgtleatedly positions the papers he read
as negatively marked, stating that the papers daeet his expectations for college-
level writing. However, he does not associate idgmtith this markedness. In fact,
Darrell insists that the papers are largely nonag, noting only that he has a sense
that they were written by male students. Despite gense,” though, Darrell does not
reference specific indexicals for gender in theged states that the papers are not
marked for class or race. The papers, then, ararkadfor identity but marked due to
their difference from both the standard and themdrater in this chapter, | further
interrogate Darrell’'s insistence that the papeesusxmarked for identity, or are
nonindexical. | argue that although student papeutd certainly be nonindexical,
positioning SEAE aseverindexical disconnects SEAE from identity and/offtshi
attention away from identity, contributing to therpeption of this dialect as linguistically
neutral.

The following section outlines four key aspectpefceived linguistic neutrality
and identifies and describes the features of Slababntribute to this rhetorical effect.

Constructions of Linguistic Neutrality

As with the other theoretical constructs in thissértation, linguistic neutrality is
slippery and difficult to both define and studypart, because of its inherently
ideological nature. In an attempt to offer a marecgse—though contextually-bound and
contingent—definition of linguistic neutrality, Be turned to instructors’ talk about
students’ texts, standardness, and their expexntatay student writing. My analysis of
the data in this study identifies four featuresirjuistic neutrality: SEAE as normal,
SEAE as natural, SEAE as non-interfering, and SBAEnaffiliated. The representation
of these categories as discrete is artificial amsleaading. Instead, the categories overlap,
work together, influence, and inform one anothemétheless, in the sections that
follow, | attempt to disentangle the four categernié linguistic neutrality in order to
interrogate their individual definitions, constriact, and implications. | call on discourse
analysis to identify features of SLD that creatd parpetuate the aforementioned four

aspects of linguistic neutrality and to examinertigtorical construction of this
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ideological positioning. | argue these discursiva&cpices not only create the rhetorical
space for perceptions of linguistic neutrality blgo are a manifestation of SLI and,
therefore, (re)produce this powerful and endurindarstanding of non/standard
language. Furthermore, throughout this sectiompley whiteness studies as a
theoretical frame that clearly and forcefully dersivates the stakes of positioning SEAE
as neutral. Using whiteness studies in this way al®ws for a comparison between
whiteness and SLI, which | begin in this chaptet artend in Chapter 5.

The first two sections that follow—SEAE as normadl SEAE as natural—are
closely related. Both perceptions of SEAE put grigileged dialect in a normative
center against which other language varieties altged and defined, often negatively.
Furthermore, contrast is an important elementencitimstruction of perceptions of SEAE
as both normal and natural. Despite these simédarithe category of normalcy relies on
assertions of sameness while perceptions of SEAtatasal can often be attributed to

unexamined expectations and conventions.

SEAE as Normal

In the interviews with composition instructors,AEis treated as though it is

normal; that is, the instructors represent thiglege variety as common and defined by
sameness within the language and among language Uisés positioning of SEAE,
which decreases the possibility for acceptableuiistic difference within SEAE, is likely
related to the “fictive bond” between a reader amitier that Scollon and Scollon argue is
common in the “essayist literacy” Discoutsand born out of a commitment to truth and
objectivity that dates back to the enlightenmeihisThetorical relationship between
readers and writers creates perceptions of samands$Scollon and Scollon argue,
makes this register nearly incapable of expresdifigrence (182). The perceived
sameness between readers and writers relies aredsheality” (via content), but also

is connected to shared language practices—as &ryedice disrupts the illusion and
could shift attention from the “truth” of the conteo the author and his/her
subjectivities. In addition to relying on samenessayist literacy also creates an

expectation for sameness by conventionalizing stahlhnguage practices.

% Essayist literacy is described in detail in Chafite
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In this project, implicit assertions of samenesoamted with SEAE are largely
visible in the unnamed norms, and that which i€g@eed to be different is located both
outside of SEAE and outside of the rhetoricallyateel social group. The following
guotation from Richard offers an extended illustraiof three forms of SLD that position
SEAE as normal: designations of unmarkedness, asintrith “other,” and an absence of
name or label. In response to a question abouttteof a student-author, Richard states:

| don’t, once again, see any obvious tip offs of particular dialect or

anything. Yeah. So it’s really hard to tell. If&dhto guess, I'd say white. |

see a white female here, but thatau@hten, would | bet any money on

it? (laughte) | mean, because that’s the only thing you canmgd mean |

get, | mean |, like | said, you can’t really tdlmean, unless you get

obvious tip offs kaughten. There’s really no way of telling. And there are

some fairly obvious tip offs, but if you don’t gistem then you can't,

yeah.
In the first line alone, Richard treats SEAE as arkad (it doesn’t have “any obvious tip
offs”); contrasts it with a “particular” (and “othed”) language variety and leaves it
unnamed (it is simplpot a “particular dialect”). These three SLD practiees not easily
separated as they often work side by side—evenmrmisig one another—in the
positioning of “standard” languages as normalhia passage above, contrast can mask
the absence of a name by shifting attention tddtieer” just as the absence of a name, in
some ways, necessitates contrast. Likewise, unmdaéss is created both through
contrast with what is marked (in this case, SEARata “particular dialect”) and through
the absence of markedness (there are no “obvipudft,” a phrase that is repeated three
times in the above quotation). Unmarkedness ingassage is related to both identity
and dialect as Richard is specifically respondng tjuestion about the student-author’s
race, but in the process positions the languagkatexct-free. Again, this unnamed and
purportedly dialect-free language can only be asklrd—is even constituted—through
contrast. All of these features of SLD rely on acpetion of sameness so as to make a
name, label, or marking unnecessary and contrat“ather” the key means of

demarcation and identification. Indeed, the pelicepdf sameness associated with SEAE
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is so strong that SEAE becomes universal, andanuhiversality, invisible (unmarked
and unnamed$®

Richard’s quotation demonstrates that, often, fhosite of what is marked can
be both unmarked and an absence of markednessdigtisction is particularly
important when considering indexicality. For exaem@ichard uses the absence of the
“obvious tip offs"—the absence of markedness—asfication for his guess that the
student-author is white but calls on the unmarkedmd the language to assert “there’s
really no way of telling” the student-author’s idigy In this case, Richard, like many
other instructors at both institutions, assumesiendentity in the perceived absence of
dialectal markers and uses contrast as his methiootlo treating a particular language
variety as “normal” and justifying indexicality. example, then, demonstrates an
indexical pattern in which language varieties @tiees that lack markedness signal
sameness or “unmarked” identities—here, the abseincmarkedness indexes a white
student-author and positions both the languagedemdity as normal. Unmarked
identities have already been theorized in otheolscly conversations. To name a few,
whiteness studies explores the unmarked white fapgnist studies explores the
unmarked male gender; and queer studies exploraanked heterosexuality. As the
above quotation from Richard suggests, the white irmunmarked in this study—more
so than any other identity category. Indeed, dmWwsin Chapter 3, absence of
markedness almost always serves as a racial iralerithis study as opposed to
indexing education or SES.

While the data from this study do not offer an @iptationale for the strong link
between an absence of markedness and the whitgatresckkely related to what Milroy
and Milroy describe as U.S.-based “language idgofogused on racial discrimination”
that stems from “bitter divisions created by slgvand the Civil War” (160). In other
words, in the United States, the “othering” assedavith language use is likely to be
related to race. As this study suggests, the ofgosthat “othering” is also racial, that
IS, perceptions of sameness are, to some extenegi®ns of whiteness. Furthermore,

given the persistent conflation of race and cladhis study, it is likely that the white

* Thomas Nakayama and Robert Krizek describe whiteas a strategic rhetoric that uses universality
and invisibility to maintain its position in the moative center. As | suggest here, SEAE’s positiotie
normative center follows a similar ideological path
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race includes an assumption of middle or upper-fai&ES, unless explicitly stated
otherwise.

In addition to functioning indexically, perceptiooabsence are also a common
sign of constructed normalcy, as what is percetedae absence is actually sameness that
is unnamed and normalized. For example, absenaéparticular dialect” does not mean
that the language is truly dialect-free: instehd, gtudent is writing in an unnamed,
normalized dialect—SEAE. Treating SEAE as absewliaéct and a point of
comparison for other language varieties works atgagreate both universality and
invisibility and positions this language varietyniily in the normative center. Just as the
unnamed dialect can only be described in oppositiamhat is marked, nonstandard
language varieties are also recognized and definedntrast to the unnamed, normative
center. Treating SEAE as unmarked and puttingaipiposition with “other” further
justifies SEAE operating as the normative centairegj which the “other"—often
AAE—is compared and evaluated. This process, tiseself-perpetuating.

The implications of SEAE operating as a normateeter extend beyond the
negative evaluation of other language varietighpalgh that is a serious issdehn
Hartigan, a leading figure in the field of whitesedudies, articulates some of the
implications associated with the white race occngyhe normative position—
implications that appear to apply to this situatasnwell. He states that by treating race
“as a category of difference,” all that “white pémpenerally speaking, do and think”
become norms and any deviance is racialized awdedeaegatively (496-7). Similarly,
“standard” language is created, in part, by astiogdinguistic “standardness” with
privileged people, including—and maybe even esfigetavhite people (Hill 35).
Deviance from SEAE is not only negatively-valued aamed as “other” but also is
linked to non-privileged people. Allowing SEAE torttinue to reside in the normative
center makes it nearly impossible for any otheglege variety to be seen as equal to
SEAE, let alone for linguistic difference to be ceived of positively. Furthermore, just
as whiteness is a largely invisible ideology thergetuates white privilege and
domination, the indexicality and perceived neutyadif SEAE are also largely invisible

and perpetuate both race- and class-based unganmigege and dominance.
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SLI and whiteness—and the discourses that refleticeeate these ideologies—
are often perpetuated through social conventiohe.rnext section focuses on the
unquestioned, even unacknowledged, conventionddaadtto the perception of SEAE as

“natural.”

SEAE as Natural

Treating SEAE as unmarked and unnamed createsthepgion of this dialect as

not only “normal” but “natural.” However, percepti® of SEAE as natural are born out
of firmly entrenched expectations that are not agkedged as political or socially
constructed. When one language variety is percdivée “natural,” it is often also
perceived to be so common and accepted—so muchgofen”—that it is no longer
recognized as a “variety” of language and simplgdoees an unmarked, unnamed, and
unmodified “language” that functions in the serviatedeas or meaning and need not be
addressed. Indeed, the two primary practices of 8iaDcontribute to SEAE as “natural”
in this study are: not naming “the standard” angkding attention from language
features and use. These forms of SLD work to maskeness of the social construction
and political implications of the conventions of &E of SEAE being treated as a
convention, and of linguistic difference that iglfered” and put in opposition to the
“naturalness” of SEAE.

The SLD practice of not naming “the standard” citmiies to the perception of
both a “normal” and “natural” language variety—adhat need not be named in light of
an assumption that “the standard” is obvious amdroon sense. However, as opposed to
contrasting an unnamed SEAE with “other” dialeets described in the previous
section), instructors create perceptions of natesd by making general comments about
“language” or “grammar.” For example, nearly alltiog instructors refer broadly to
“grammar” without specifying which grammar they egpor teach. Similarly, Darrell
and Richard state that they expect their studerkadw the “conventions of the English
language” and to have an “innate sense of langu@gspectively). However, within the
larger context of the interviews, it is clear thath of these instructors are actually
talking about SEAE as opposedaiay dialect or language. By not naming this dialect,
instructors avoid addressing the cultural and aliimplications of expecting, for
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example, that all students should have an “innsg¢eise of SEAE. Additionally, the act

of not naming SEAE reveals instructors’ completeeptance of SEAE being treated as a
generic or register-based convention—especiallywBIeAE is reduced to grammar or
sentence-level language features. Certainly thetauctors would not say that language
varieties aside from SEAE are not “language.” D&rell and Richard elide SEAE with
these broader terms, suggesting that they per&iwéE as natural—at least in the
context of their classes and likely beyond.

In addition to not naming SEAE, many of the instous divert attention from this
dialect by focusing on thideaswithin student paperd his diversion of attention is a key
feature of SLD that contributes to perceptionsaitirainess by positioning language as
something that can function from the backgroundaimmunicate about, but not
influence, ideas and/or meaning, thereby valuimgsdas more important than language.
When instructors privilege ideas over languageuieatand use, they communicate an
implied ideal that students produce correct, “relitdanguage that would allow
instructors to focus solely on the content. Thigextation or goal is often most visible
when instructors note a tension about whether tivemd language features within student
papers or to focus mostly—if not solely—on the stid’ ideas and arguments. For
example, Henry says that he “tr[ies] to get a safisghat the student’s trying to say and
what their purpose for the paper [#forehe comments on usage. Similarly, Jonathon
asserts that ideas are the most important pattidést essays despite the striking
“deficiencies of language” he notes in two of theee student papers he reads. In these
cases, the instructors distinguish between ideddamguage use, privileging the former.
While Carol does not explicitly create a hierartiepween content and language use, she
does struggle with the tension between the two vefenencounters a student who “has
absolutely no idea what a sentence is...but...does &mmwmagination...does put things
together [...and] have interesting ideas.” In altli#se cases the instructors express a
commitment to students’ ideas and position languesgeas “natural” and unnoteworthy
when it correctly functions in service of ideas—ttisa when it is standard.

The tendency to put ideas in contrast with langdagtires and use permeates
composition scholarship and pedagogy as well gmraptly, instructors’ practice. Fhe

St. Martin’s Guide to Teaching Writin@lenn and Goldthwaite describe the act of
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responding to student essays as noting both “fostaaldards,” which they define as
“formal errors in standardized English” (116) arstithdards of content” (117). Research
by Connors and Lunsford suggest that, of theseapproaches, which could be referred
to as attending to the local and the global (re$pelg) in student writing, “more
teachers comment adeasthan on any other single area” (qtd. in Glenn aontti®aithe
118, original emphasis). This separation betweeasdor “standards of content”) and
language (or “formal standards”) and focus on trenér is inline with the call put forth
by SRTOL, which asks instructors to rank ideas @ntent—or language issues
perceived to be related to ideas and content—ae mgoortant than sentence-level
language concerns or issues. The advice by SRTQLivibege ideas implies that
instructors would only comment on language usewfare problematic, nonstandard.
Here again, standard language is positioned asnkechand unnoteworthy. The
nonstandard, though, is marked and in conflict wdéras because content and meaning
shouldbe more important.

However, this treatment of language as indepenfdemt and in service of ideas
reinforces the field’s inaccurate understandindiafect, both positioning it at the level
of the sentence and treating it as distinct fronamgy. Additionally, it creates rhetorical
space for arguments of superior language varigtesdon’t interfere with meaning in
their transmission of ideas (a feature of SLD wHielplore in the next section). Perhaps
more importantly, though, suggesting that “languafgesn’t matter—that it is the ideas
we should focus on—when instructors obviously hetveng and negative reactions to
language use that doesn’'t meet their expectatgnmssieading and problematic for
students who have not mastered these conventiahbath masks the power and
importance associated with “language” and makks# likely that instructors will
prioritize language features in their instructidespite their expectation for linguistic
standardness. This approach to student papergiedlganakes sentence-level (and
likely some text-level) standardness a “cultur@aiver” (Delpit 282) with rules linked to
and controlled by those in power—in this case, ¢heko are responsible for demanding
adherence to the rules and those who gained atc#ss culture of power tacitly. So,

while the impetus for privileging global concerngdeas—in student writing is
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understandable and admirable, this study sugdest$ainguage and ideas/meaning
cannot and should not be addressed independeottydne another.

An effect of treating SEAE as natural, in addittorcontributing to perceived
linguistic neutrality, is that when students’ laage use fails to meet common
conventions, it disrupts expectations for samenessyting in “difference” that is
“othered.” Quotations from both Darrell and Jonatidemonstrate the “othering” that
can occur when encountering linguistic differedoaesponse to my question about how
he pictured the student-author of a paper, Dadedtribes “usage troubles” as
“puzzling.” He goes on to say, “l wasn't sure whithee student] had come up with that
notion of this being a correct way to express thadwes.” The reference to correctness
signals Darrell’'s commitment to standardness. ism ¢hse, the writing strays so far from
his conception of standard that he is “puzzle[dn{the student’s language use. Darrell’s
complete acceptance of both the conventions of SERESEAE as a convention in
student writing leads him to assume that the stuidenying to write in a standard
language variety when he surmises that the stublenks his/her writing is “correct.”
When his expectations aren’t met, Darrell createsa distance between himself and the
author by not understanding either the “usage te®litor a context in which this kind of
language use would be acceptable. Darrell’s reat¢tidanguage that he perceives as
“different” or “other” is not unique. Jonathon hasimilar response to a student paper
with many grammar and usage “errors,” calling tHasguage features “strange” and
wondering about their origin (“I would have to askere that's coming from”). In both
of these instances, the effect of positioning SEAmatural is the “othering” of linguistic
difference, treating it as unnatural (“puzzling’ddistrange”), which leads to negative
evaluations and protects the perceived naturalmfeSEAE.

If the instructors were to conceive of linguistiference as social or cultural,
they might be less likely to be confused by itssprece. Indeed, both Darrell and
Jonathon suggest that if they were to better utalgisthe origins of the difference it
might not be “puzzling” or “strange.” As such, thahering” of nonstandard language
use may be, in part, related to a positioning of/siandardness at the level of the
individual. Furthermore, Darrell’s stated assummptioat the student was aiming for

“correct[ness]” when in fact s/he produced whatrBl&interpreted as error signals a
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belief that nonstandardness is purposeful. Thessiiuchose “to express themselves” in a
way that Darrell evaluated as nonstandard. Conugiof nonstandard language use as
choice (and likely effort) relies on, but also peimtes, the SLI tenet that “standard”
language is widely accessibland, therefore, the individual’s responsibilitpsRioning
linguistic difference as both individual and delide (though it may be both at times)
ignores the societal and structural influencesrahaauses of such differente.

When conventions are no longer perceived to beaBpaonstructed, they are
divorced from power and culture. Instead, “natutaiiguage appears to exist
organically, extrarhetorically even, or at leastpparent common agreement, and for
uninterrogated “good” reasons that are usually@assd with notions of correctness and
language as a vessel for ideas. SLI relies on thes®ptions of “the standard” language
as accessible and desirable in order to maintsipatver and justify the denigration of
“other” language varieties and the people who hsent Positioning SEAE as natural,
then, not only works to create the perceptionmjdistic neutrality associated with
SEAE but also is integral to the perpetuation of. Finally, whiteness studies
scholarship suggests that unexamined conventiahs@ms (in this case, associated
with SEAE) contribute to the unearned privilegentiite people as norms are connected
to privileged group’s behaviors and habits. TheadatChapter 3 support such an
argument.

In the section that follows, | return to the impdseparation of language use and

ideas in order to better understand the percepfi®@EAE as non-interfering.

SEAE as Non-Interfering

Positioning “standard” language as non-interfersng common element of SLI,
serving as partial justification for why “standaddhguages are superior to other

language varieties and more appropriate for puatiguage use. The metaphor of clarity,

°"| discuss the perceived accessibility of “stantiéadguages in depth in earlier chapters of the
dissertation and later in this chapter.

8 This positioning, however, is not consistent thitowgf the interviews. As discussed in Chapter 3,ywhe
linking African American students with nonstandandting, instructors often note SES and under-
resourced schools as the source of the nonstaretadim those instances, linguistic differenceoidrpyed
as determined by class-related structural forces.
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a commonplace in talking about student writinga sommon representation of the belief
that writing can contain but not interfere withiofluence meaning and ideas. Indeed,
“clear” writing implies transparency on the partlahguage that allows writers to
precisely transmit ideas and meaning to an audiéruse likening of language to an
ideally translucent container for ideas, meanihgught, etc. sets up dialect as either
functioning properly (not interfering with accesstie ideas, etc.) or obstructing
meaning.

Each instructor in this study refers to clear wgtor clarity of ideas at least once,
and often more, during the interviews. Furthermtre,ideology of language as a
container is visible outside of composition studiresxpressions such as “putting it in
writing” and references to writing having contenttontaining ideas. Treating language
like a container carries an assumption that consemiore important than the medium
through which it is delivered and, more importanthat language does not influence
meaning or content; language can impede or enlartEss to meaning, but it does not
interact with the meaning itself. This perspect¥e¢he function of language positions
writing as non-interfering with meaning or ideasqv&s as partial justification for the
superiority of the “standard,” and is integral tol.S

The metaphor of clarity—a feature of SLD—reliessaveral other, already-
introduced features of SLD and aspects of percemneedrality, most notably not naming
“the standard” and diverting attention from langeidgatures. When positioning
language as transparent, instructors in this stedyer name this language as “standard”
or SEAE and implicitly discourage the study of laage features because “language” is
simply a means to an end: the expression of idedsreeaning. In this way, the metaphor
of clarity is similar to the colorblind rhetoric @fhiteness: it asserts that something
doesn’t matter when in fact it matters greatly.ded, in this study, clarity is always used
to signal readers’ perceptions of writing as namdard.

By examining instructors’ use of the metaphor afity as a reflection of and
contribution to the perception of language as maarfering, it is evident that clarity or
“clear writing” serves as a code word for both {exid sentence-level standardness. At
times, instructors refer to sentence-level “differe” as an impediment to meaning,

suggesting that if students could clean up theinddy” (Carol) sentences, the meaning
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and ideas would be more accessible. Indeed, whetheat the instructors explicitly call
on the metaphor of clarity when talking about graanand usage, statements about
language interfering with meaning or the importaot&leas over language often rely on
the same conception of language as a vessel.

Interestingly, as | began interrogating the metamtielarity, | assumed that it
would be commonly associated with sentence-leagdg#rdness—an assumption that
exposes the pervasiveness of ideologies that veodkvbrce sentence-level language
features from meaning. However, in this study, anatiof clarity are often called on
when instructors are tackling the complicated s#etion of sentence-level and text-level
language features. For example, instructorstiagsition phrases and appropriate
signaling for summation and/or argument as spegifitents in sentence-level language
use where students could be more clear in theressppon of ideas and better produce
text-level standardness. Darrell articulates the ob clarity in both sentence- and text-
level standardness and the relationship betweetwihevhen he asserts:

| find that many students, even if they’re havirmuble expressing their ideas in a

complex way, many times won’t be able to express theas clearly... because

if [clarity] doesn’t exist on that sentence levdhink...the cumulative effect is

sort of a fuzziness in terms of what the focusvisat the approach is.

The metaphor of clarity as used in this passageesea perception of linguistic

neutrality that aligns with and reproduces SLI—sijpeadly the notion that “standard”
languages are superior to nonstandard languagpartibecause of the assumed fact that
they will not unduly impact the outcome of commuation (Cameron 120).

An often unacknowledged first step to the positignof SEAE as a clear vessel
for meaning is portraying this dialect as unafféid, that is, not linked to any particular
group. In the section that follows, | examine timsl construction of linguistic
neutrality.

*¥However, as an aside, Darrell also does encouyagid important work to challenge the artificial
separation between language (i.e. sentence-leatlréss) and meaning (i.e. text-level features)ithat
common in composition studies.
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SEAE as Unaffiliated:
Two aspects of SLD, the portrayal of SEAE as widslgessible and the

positioning of SEAE as nonindexical, divorce thiglelct from groups, cultures, and
identities, creating a perception of this dialectaaffiliated. Positioning SEAE as
unaffiliated is crucial to the rhetorical constioatof linguistic neutrality. To begin with,
perceptions of SEAE as widely available suggestkgccess and opportunities,
removing the possibility to claim or acknowledgeustural inequality by shifting
responsibility—and blame—to the level of the indival. Indeed, the perceived
accessibility of SEAE allows for the portrayal bifg privileged dialect as “equalizing.”
Trimbur notes that SEAE’s perceived accessibilitydeople of all backgrounds has been
positioned as not just linguistically neutral, biadically egalitarian” (82), erasing
differences that could, in other contexts, resuliscrimination. Through this logic,
SEAE, unlike other dialects, is acultural and ndeixical, making it the common sense
choice for a standard language that “anyone” can Tise more wide-reaching the
perceived access to SEAE is, the more likely thagedt is to be thought of as not only
widely accessible, but fullpomprehendible and communicative; for instance, SEA
positioned as so widely accessible that it is whiko interfere with communication
because everyone can understand and use it, againrg its position as the preferred
medium for public discourse.

Although this section focuses primarily on the egtoon of SEAE as
nonindexical, | begin with the portrayal of SEAEaasessible. In Chapter 3, | describe at
length instructors’ positioning of SEAE as basidarelatedly, accessible through
multiple contexts, including schooling, readingnteliteracy practices, or even simply
an “innate sense of language” (Richard). This pasing of SEAE as widely accessible
encourages an acceptance of the myth of meritocvaugh positions all success in this
country as a result of individual effort—not uneadrprivilege—and, therefore, as fair.
And, if everyone begins at the same starting kt@ndardness, like success, is also an
individual accomplishment based on effort. The gl of SEAE as widely accessible
alongside the SLI tenet that the “standard” is siopéo other language varieties

contribute to indexicality, or assumptions aboutlehts who do not write in SEAE. Yet,
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because indexicality is justified through ideolo§EAE is perceived awrnindexical and
unaffiliated. That is, SLI's positioning of SEAE @a&dely accessible contributes to the
perception that this dialect is not linked to angial group and the logic that blames
nonstandard language users for not trying hardgimtmachieve standardness, a type of
indexicality based on contrast. Ironically, there two features of SLD that are called on
most often in this study to create the perceptioBEAE as unaffiliated are in conflict
with, but also work to justify and constitute, car@other.

Earlier in this chapter, | provide a quotation fr&ichard in which he references
the unmarkedness of SEAE when justifying his clthat “you really can't tell” a
student-author’s identity. While unmarkedness isamouncommon path to proclaimed
identity-less-ness associated with SEAE, this sadbcuses on common positionings of
the academic discourse register and the genreadeatic student essays—and relatedly,
SEAE—as nonindexical. These representations anegpity linked to two additional
features of SLD: assertions that identity doesrdttar and assertions that certain genres
and registers related to SEAE disallow or erasetitje

Both Jonathon and Darrell repeatedly state thakestuwriting is largely
nonindexical and are outliers in their unwillingeds everguessabout most aspects of
student identities. As such, they are the focub®femainder of this section, in which |
argue that their assertions constitute studens &xd the language they are created in as
identity-less. This positioning of student textsraj with Jonathon and Darrell’s portrayal
of students’ identities (real or perceived) asimgiortant when responding to student
texts are functions of SLD and mirror aspects oitevtess that deny the importance of
identity to structural inequality. It is importatat note that while | would not argue that
all papers are always indexical for all instructorslentify the repeated insistence that
academic student papers are nonindexical as actas@erceived linguistic neutrality
that can mask indexicality when it does occur amygnt action in response to the
pervasive and destructive enduring patterns desttiilb Chapter 3.

To better understand Jonathon and Darrell’'s focugemre, it is worth noting that
both instructorhiave backgrounds in creative writing and at thetohthe study were
teaching creative writing and composition courgesthermore, both of these instructors

cite creative writing as a space where writing alehtity intersect and contrast it with
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academic student essays, which they state do loet &ir the expression of student
identity, except for very specific instances (eirgcorporating anecdotal evidence).
Darrell says,

| do think that, especially with creative writirtpere’s a sense that yes, you can

point to a text and say that there’s an identhgré’s a voice; there’'s a

personality behind this text. Transferring thabitiie composition classroom, |

think, is a more curious question, because | tewén more advanced writers

don’t feel many times like they can express thanidy in the framework of a

college essay...it's more that you have to sort off@on with this outside

structure and there isn’t much room for one’s peasaentity in that equation.
Here, Darrell’s description of the conventionsluo tcollege essay”’ and students’ agency
within these conventions constructs identitiesndévidual, self-contained, and
deliberate. Each student has a “personal identiigt can be inserted into creative
writing or that is constrained by the “structure™framework of a college essay.” The
writer, then, can choose—to some extent—whethaobto “express that identity.” In
this quotation and throughout the interview, Ddrmeles not acknowledge, nor seem to
allow for, identity that is either attributed toiters by readers or interactionally created
by writers, readers, and texts. Furthermore, Diagiceds not acknowledge the possibility
for writing to be unintentionally marked for socidéntities.

Jonathon also describes the relationship betweiimgvand identity as one of
choice, saying that “diction and syntax and othmr-narrative, non-anecdotal rhetorical
strategies” reveal only “academic preparation.”tkemmore, Jonathon suggests that the
conventions of the academic student esBsgouragerepresentations of identity so that
this genre can function as a true measure of wbiititthis way, Jonathon implies that
there is a purposeful erasure of identity withia tdonventions of this genré/hile
Jonathon’s understanding of identity doesn'’t altber author quite as much agency as
Darrell’'s (given the constraints of the generic\eamtions), he does position identity as
an individual presentation (or performance) thatdsinfluenced through interaction
with a readerFurthermore, Jonathon removes the importance ajrsidentity and
subjectivity when he describes his grading proesssiechanical; he says he has trained
himself to respond to student papers “like a robfeteding the, the language into that
computer part of my mind.” He goes on to say, “lamé think grading is such a strange

process and to do it fairly, | really, | think hédl think a lot of us have done this, | feel
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like I've developed a mechanism by which | takargluage [sic] from a student and
shovel it in there and out pops a grade.” Accordmgonathon, the possibility for
identity to be connected to student writing is “patt of [his] rubric for processing
writing.” Jonathon’s representation of the gradmmgcess asserts that identity (the
author’s or his own) does not and should not ma@eren the potential for conflict in

the grading process and in order to “do it fairlyghathon attempts to grade like a literal
machine (“like a robot”), suggesting that througli ®nd training a person can focus
only on the language, which is either nonindexioddegin with or through the process
becomes nonindexical because iderditgsn’t matterWhat matters are ideas, which he
says ideas are the most important aspect of stydgars.

Here, social identity is put in opposition to idéaisnilar to treating language as
non-interfering), which becomes a proxy for “indiul.” This metonyni? or reduction
of social identity to individuals, using the codadguage of “ideas,” is a common theme
in colorblind rhetoric, which attempts to shift tecfrom race in order to assert that race
doesn’t matter. Jonathon shifts attention fromaadeentities to an individual’'s ideas.
Asserting that social identity doesn’t influence trading process or the way language is
received ignores evidence to the contrary—evidémee this dissertation and evidence
that attempts to describe and explain the existthgcational achievement gaps.
Furthermore, approaching responses to studentseasaynly a response to individuals
works to, again, perpetuate the myth of meritociaay treat identities as individual and
deliberate.

At one point in the interview, Jonathon engagdsoaght experiment to test his
positioning of identity as a matter of authoriabwde. Jonathon notes a piece of
published, creative non-fiction written by an Aaic American woman and considers
whether he could have determined her race fronatiguage in the text. After thinking
about it for a moment, he asserts, “I don't thik tritten voice, her diction or syntax,
etcetera sounds necessarily black or necessaritg whhink it sounds educated because
it's intelligently written and the sentences arargphand clear and smart and complex.”

Jonathon’s conclusion is that (“standard”) writisgnonindexical for many social

% Victor Villanueva, a compositionist who has delserthe rhetorical turns of colorblind discourse,
describes metonym as a reduction, using the exaofipégucing institutional racism to individual ram,
which is easier to dismiss.
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identity categories but that it can signal eduggthich earlier in the interview he links
to SES Jonathon'’s selection of a piece of creative writiyga black, female author,
though, is revealing. Again, he links identity ®nges of creative writing; again, he
asserts that (“standard”) writing is nonindexiaalthis instance, for race), creating the
perception of linguistic neutrality. Nonethelesis, focus on an “othered” author in order
to test for “othered” language features suggesisliaf that unintentional representations
of identity in written texts would be marked bokindugh linguistic difference and as
marked identities. Certainly, Jonathon’s reasorcfaosing the text and author that he
did could also be attributed to countless othetol@e—perhaps he recently read the text
or was just talking about the author with a studertolleague. However, given the
patterns that associate marked identitipswticularly African Americans—with
negatively marked language, it seems likely thist éixercise further demonstrates the
connection between the normative center of SEAEtlaadvhite race.

The example above demonstrates a positioning oftES&Anonindexical.
Additionally, both Jonathon and Darrell disassamtademic student essays, in
particular, with identity because of certain acamenriting conventions—such as a
distanced, objective tone—that Trimbur argues riethearegister’s aim to be objective
and its historical link to truth. In fact, althougbnathon and Darrell are unique in their
insistence that the student essays are nonindegitar instructors similarly describe the
generic of academic student essays as ideallyiigdess. Several instructors even
suggest that the academic writing register activadyks to erase identity—a position
that is common in composition scholarship (and @xeld at length in Chapter 1). For
example, Emily states that the student essay “&fnelanted to sort of wash that
[identity] all out,” and Melissa says that academitting “tries not to” reveal identity.
But as Nate shows in the quotation below, instdaaasingidentityacademic discourses
may actually erasdifferenceln response to finding out that Paper H had beettenrby
a black, middle-class female as opposed to theewhgper-class male author identity he
had assigned to the paper, Nate replies,

Well, good. Okay. Then that proves the point..déiye well trained as a writer,
and, for, for an academic context, either A; ithwdrrectly strip you of identity,
right? That it will be your ideas, content of yalmaracter, etcetera, it will be your
ideas and your engagement with those ideas tlia¢ ihing that the person
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notices, or B; you will, like all other well-traidepeople, look like a rich white

guy.

The first part of this comment about the connechietween academic writing and
identity mirrors those mentioned above that demyitimportance of identity and shift a
focus from structural or institutional patternspoivilege to individuals and their ideas. In
fact, this passage demonstrates the portrayakai¢hdemic writing register as doing
more than masking identity by shifting focus toadeit erases (“strip”) identity and
makes authors identity-less. By beginning this oesp with “well, good. Okay. Then
that proves the point...,” Nate suggests that stniggiuthors of their identity is a
laudable goal of academic writing. Like JonathoatéNsays that removing identity
allows readers to correctly focus on the authat&as. However, Nate’s allusion to
Martin Luther King Jr. (“content of your charactedlso positions identity as social and
contrasts it with one’s character and ideas. Thmosiion between social and individual
identity does not allow for the two types of idéyto influence and constitute one
another.

However, the second half of the above quotatioeatly contradicts and
challenges a portrayal of academic writing as agasocial identity. Indeed, Nate’s
second point seems to suggest that, at leastannstiance, the writing was not stripped
of identity; instead, he states that “good” acaaennting signals a privileged identity—
particularly given his initial perception of thaident-author of Paper H. According to
this perspective, “all...well-trained” student-auth@re likely to “look like a rich white
guy.” Not only does this second interpretationha indexicality in Paper H align with
Nate’s indexical response to the paper, it alsotfie patterns described in Chapter 3.

It is important to note that although it is comntorposition academic writing as
something that “strip[s] you of identity,” Nate’'staal response to Paper H was to
imagine a very privileged, white, male student-autespite Nate’'s explanation of the
process of shifting attention from—or, rather, remg—identity in order to focus on
“ideas and...engagement with those ideas,” Nate diigharceive Paper H to be identity-
less or unmarked for identity. For Nate, the wgtimas marked as privileged and
stripped of racial difference that would likely laresulted in assumptions about

nonstandardness. Even though Nate later goes aestwibe the identity work in Paper H
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as one of masking certain identities in order ¢mal a privileged class, race, and gender,
his first offering reveals an elision between naim@asocial identities—in this case, the
white race—and “identity-less-ness.” Nate acknowedthis connection later in the
interview when he says, “as we elevate in powercordlate that with identity-less-ness.
Like that white men are not white men. They're jirs people in power.” In this
guotation, Nate astutely notes that privileged idies can be interpreted as identity-less-
ness.

Despite Nate’s acknowledgement of the indexicahst is hidden behind
presumed “identity-less-ness,” the repeated expentéor identity-less-ness in “good”
college writing—throughout many interviews—impli@gommon positioning of writing
(or, more precisely, SEAE) as nonindexical. Howewasrthis dissertation aims to prove,
these portrayals of SEAE shift attention from bibi indexicality of this dialect and the
ongoing structural inequality associated with laamggiuse and, in the process, creates

presumed linguistic neutrality.

Identifying Neutrality, Challenging ldeologies

This chapter demonstrates the central role of pexddinguistic neutrality in the
privileging of SEAE. Specifically, SLD’s constructi of SEAE as linguistically neutral
relies on and allows for the continued maskinghef tialect’s indexicality and
contributes to constructions of SEAE as both widelgessible and superior to other
language varieties. Furthermore, SLD’s treatmel8BAE as linguistically neutral make
the perceived accessibility and superiority appesirarhetorical,” a given component of
SEAE. All of this—treating SEAE as linguisticallyuatral, widely accessible, and
superior and not acknowledging this positioninghaetorically constructed—perpetuates
the unearned privileging of the dialect and itsrsigand also reinforces SLI.

The consequences of positioning SEAE as linguiggiceutral are multiple—
especially in regards to indexicality. As | demaatd earlier in this chapter, when SEAE
is positioned as neutral through perceptions ofiibkect as unaffiliated, standardness
and identity become individual and a matter of chpwhich justifies indexicality, and
shifts the responsibility for linguistic equality the subordinated group. Additionally,

because language use and idergg/connected, perceived neutrality in one category
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can signal and/or create perceived neutrality enatiher. When it comes to perceptions of
identity-less-ness related to SEAE, privileged td&rs continue to be privileged but
under the guise of neutrality, of identity not neaitig.

According to Bucholtz and Hall, “when one categisrglevated as an unmarked
norm, its power is more pervasive because it iskeds(372). Through this project, |
attempt to challenge SEAE’s power by revealingpdsition in the normative center—a
position that is perpetuated and protected byhbeorical positioning of this dialect as
linguistically neutral. Indeed, | argue throughthe chapter that identifying the
particular discursive practices that create linguiiseutrality associated with SEAE
creates opportunities to challenge this presumattaléy and, in the process, undermine
both SLI and whiteness, both of which rely on naiagacenters and perceptions of
neutrality. As an ideological discourse, SLD musterceived as “given” to be
persuasive. Exposing the features of SLD as dis@uend rhetorical, then, challenges
this discourse’s “given-ness” as well as SLD artimately, SLI.

The next and final chapter of this dissertatioritsiitom uncovering problematic
perspectives associated with SEAE—such as troublishgxical patterns and perceived

linguistic neutrality—to discussing the affordanoéshis research.
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Chapter 5
Breaking Patterns and Opening Gates

This dissertation is highly theoretical—it takesstandardness, neutrality, and
multiple ideologies in order to investigate theaggtion and treatment of SEAE in
composition courses and scholarship. At the same, ihe project aims to be practical in
its challenging of unearned privilege associateith WEAE andomeof its users. In this
final chapter, | focus on the implications—bothdretical and practical—of my findings
and on where to go from here. After connectinggieees from Chapters 3 and 4, | use
the insights gained from this research to suggessiple challenges to current
composition scholarship and to offer pedagogicabmemendations. Finally, | share my

plans for future work on this topic.

Indexicality and Neutrality

As this dissertation has demonstrated, SEAE sigdaltgtityandis rhetorically
constructed as linguistically neutral. The fundatakoontradiction between these two
positions is born from ideology—specifically SLIcawhiteness—and works to a
particular end, serving particular groups. SLI ardteness allow for and mask both
indexicality and perceptions of neutrality and deeply ingrained in composition studies
and beyond. One important and unanticipated outaufrtfés project is a better
understanding of the relationship between theseegoWdeologies. Considering the
findings from this study alongside scholarship & &d whiteness makes clear the
interconnectedness of these ideologies: they melgral create perceived neutrality, rely
on and create one another, and justify indexicality

Whiteness studies’ scholarship has long notedrtip®itance of perceived
neutrality to whiteness and the privilege assodiatgh white people. The findings from
this project show the same is true of SLI, whidomafs SEAE privilege, in part, based on

a presumption of linguistic neutrality. SLI and wdmess, though, don’t just depend on
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perceived neutrality; they create it. The ideolayareation of perceived neutrality
happens, in part, through discursive practices (8h® white talk) that position SEAE
and the white race in the normative center, a jpositg that powerfully shifts attention
to the other and makes “standard” language practod identities commonsense, or
universal and invisible. This project focuses om ¢heation of neutrality associated with
SEAE through SLD. Similar discursive practices ewighin white talk that associate the
white race with neutralifif; for example, the white race is often positionscharmal and
natural when not named and contrasted with “oth@glitigan).

SEAE and the white race are connected not onlgahthey are perceived to be
neutral and reside within the normative centeraisd in the ways they signal and
constitute one another. The indexical patternsrde=t in Chapter 3 demonstrate a
strong link between standardness—including SEAE—manaleged identities, primarily
white, middle to upper-middle class social groupdditionally, because of the
bidirectionality of indexicality, an imagined whigaithor can also create perceptions of
standardness. SEAE signals a white author justdsta author (real or perceived) can
signal SEAE. Both standardness and race are cremtlis$ process. In short, SEAE and
the white race—and the ideologies associated Wwemt—influence and (re)produce one
another through enduring connections between “stafidanguage and identities:
privileged languages and language practices acksprivileged people, justifying
their ongoing privileg&? Privileged people maintain their privilege by atisg
superiority associated with presumably widely asitds and neutral cultural practices—
using a “standard” and “superior” language variéty example.

Finally, both SLI and whiteness justify the indeality of SEAE. As |
demonstrate in Chapter 3, instructors call on betigat SEAE is superior and widely
accessible as well as their understandings oflpgeias justification for making
assumptions about students’ race and class, rejelitking standardness with the
white race and middle to upper-middle class stugldntaddition to linking standardness
with race and class, instructors also turn to eanffardness in order to make

¢! Indeed, | plan to better examine and describevyes white talk rhetorically creates neutrality &
article on whiteness.

%2 Traditionally underprivileged people also can pémpte SLI and whiteness as well as use privileged
languages. Nonetheless, the findings from thisysti@imonstrate strong indexical patterns linking
privileged languages with privileged identities.
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assumptions about students’ effort and investnuards | call it in Chapter 3, “Type of
Student” indexicality. As with most of the indexitain this study, there are patterns
within “Type of Student” responses that are linkedtructural inequality. For example,
although instructors at times note positive chamstics of African American students
(e.g., effort), the overwhelming sense of strudtumaguality related to access to
education seems to lock instructors into an esséerad and deficit model of thinking
associated with these students. Similarly, whetruors imagine students who are
economically privileged and white, the structurgno¥ilege trumps the category of “type
of student”—so even though instructors often na&gative individual character traits
linked to students’ writing (e.g., laziness andkiness), the students and their writing
are overwhelmingly perceived as positive and “stadd SLI and whiteness, then, are
intertwined in their influence on instructors’ umsi&andings of language and identity,
severely limiting the range of allowable identitleged to standardness and instructors’

descriptions of types of students.

Allowable ldentities and Identity-less-ness

Given the indexical patterns revealed in this stildgeems clear not only that
identity is a part of the reception of student $axiit also that there are limited
recognizable identities based on instructors’ eigoees and compelling ideologies about
SEAE and privilege. Indeed, there are few allowaddmtities that can be associated with
standardness in this study. McCarthey and Mojeradsa literacy practices can limit our
identity representations and reception, particulathen the range of acceptable literacy
practices is constrained within a given contextl{2® this case, the strong expectation
for SEAE in academic contexts is likely one limgifactor for possible identity
representationandthe reception of identity.

The reception of standardness—and correspondirggp&ons of identity—in
this study is highly patterned. The patterns oekidality, which | describe in Chapter 3,
call on stereotypes about language, language wsstrivilege in our country and more
locally. However, this indexicality also works toopguce and/or solidify existing
stereotypes. As Wortham notes, “position[ing] [seiyes and others in characteristic

ways” according to language use can lead to “endudentities for individuals and
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groups” (256). For example, as | state in Chapténée is not one example of
instructors noting what texts aeell as an indexical for an African American student.
The only indexical features for African Americandgnt-authors are negatively valued,
assumed to be error resulting from inadequate ¢ducaften positioned as an
educational obstacle, and used to create sociaindis between the instructor and
perceived student-author. Indeed, the instructepsatedly access a deficit model when
considering African American students’ language U$es perspective of African
American language use is undoubtedly linked to papepresentations of AAE as
“wrong”—which effectively links AAE and, to some &xt, African Americans with
error—and instructors’ sense that African Ameristudents are economically and
educationally under-privileged. Because indexigasitbidirectional, though, instructors
are more likely to perceive discursive differensesgor if they believe the author is an
African American. This reverse indexicality furtheorks to justify existing stereotypes.

The concept of linguistic profiling—of making ofteregative assumptions about
people and their identities based on their langusge—is central to my research
interests. However, this project also reveals tmgartance of the opposite, the
potentially unearned positive evaluations assodiaii¢h particular dialects and
discursive features. In particular, the findinganirthis study show a strong link between
SEAE and the white race and middle to upper-mi&i#t&, suggesting that SEAE is a
raced and classed social dialect. Even though there inherent link between race and
dialect, when one dialect is both “read” as whitd deemed more acceptable than other
dialects, it becomes raced in the reader’'s mind,adten more broadly, and perpetuates
whiteness. Furthermore, as certain language pescticdialects are connected to race,
other dialects in that same context can be racedigh contrast. Finally, as this study
shows, racialized language use also racializeskgg users; however, whiteness and
SLI mask this process by simultaneously racialiZ#AE and arguing the neutrality of
this often unnamed, privileged dialect (e.qg., “Esigl).

Returning to the tension at the heart of this tpjhe indexicality (racial and
otherwise) associated with SEAE is hidden by peszklinguistic neutrality and an
expectation for identity-less-ness in SEAE and,ergpecifically, student academic

writing. The assumption that SEAE can erase idgntitluding race, contributes to the
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myth that race and other identity categories atdauors in educational inequality. Any
individual, then, can choose to succeed througbrtedind achievement in literacy and
education. Through this lens, structural inequeditire no longer relevant. Moreover,
expectations for identity-less-ness can be problien@ students as they navigate
available identity representations in their writfiog composition courses. For example,
racelessness—which this study suggests is actuabked whiteness—may be to the
detriment of students of color. Studies indicatg 8tudents who are able to maintain
strong racial identification throughout schoolirdheeve higher levels of success
(Dehyle, Mattute-Bianchi, Carter, Akkom). If whitess—packaged as racelessness or
identity-less-ness—is required of students in dassrooms, these students may have a
harder time maintaining connections to their racahmunities. Although these studies
do not examine identity representations associatddwriting, the findings may be
relevant to ongoing research on the role of SEAEoimposition courses and scholarship.

Clearly, the stakes surrounding SEAE and identigytagh. This study suggests
that instead of asking students to use a dialettrttasks identity, we are asking students
to use a dialect that signals identity—and for saeur students, an identity with which
they may not want to be associated. Gatekeepimagiassd with SEAE, then, is not only
a result of insisting that academic writing be proed in SEAE but also is connected to
the reception of and indexicality associated with/standardness. Traditionally
marginalized students may be held at a distanee &cademia due to their language use
anddue to the fact that there are no allowable idiestithat are both linked to
standardness and representative of their variozialsgroups.

One of the valuable contributions of this projecthat it reveals the often
invisible ideologies involved in both SEAE’s indeality and perceived neutrality.
Because ideologies gain power through their inilisfbrecognition of these processes
and their implications can be transgressive. Funtlbee, because the perceptions of
SEAE revealed in this study are ideological in rat@and, in the case of perceived
linguistic neutrality, rhetorical in constructiae intentions of the individual instructors
do not matter. Stated another way, instructors nwyagree with the stereotypes
reflected and perpetuated by the indexical patter@hapter 3, or they may not believe
that SEAE is linguistically neutral; however, thdiscursive practices work largely to
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reproduce SLI and the problematic representatiodsparceptions of SEAE. Therefore,
my hope is that composition instructors and sclsolall take action, will change their

practices—discursive and pedagogical—and challpotjeies based on this awareness.

Practical and Pedagogical Approaches

The findings from this project suggest that addnessdexical patterns and
perceived linguistic neutrality requires a constanrisideration of the relationship
between dialect and identity. For example, teacBB&E as an issue of appropriacy
(which I will discuss in greater detail shortlykasstudents to evaluate contexts in order
to decide when they should use SEAE and, in thegssy attempts to avoid positioning
any dialect as better than another. Consideringelagionship between dialect and
identity, though, begs the question of whethes ppedagogically responsible to tell
students that some identities (e.g., African Armeericentities) are not appropriate in an
academic context. Additionally, as | argue in Cleaft, so many of the pedagogies that
include “nonstandard” dialects in composition céssexpect translation from dialect to
dialect. Certainly identity complicates this alrggmtoblematic pedagogical approach.
The sections that follow consider alternativeshhodels of appropriacy and
translation and offer suggestions for teacher pedjwa and professional development
programs. These suggestions are rooted in discetasé argue in Chapter 4 and again
here, what is constructed through discourse canksdeconstructed through discourse.

Naming SEAE
This study makes clear that despite attempts &l BBAE as a dialect, it is

seldom acknowledged as such by individual compmsitistructors and composition
studies more broadly. Dialects are “other”; theg emltural and connected to social
groups. Dialects are indexical. SEAE, in contrapgrates from a normative center,
allowing it to go unnamed and forwarding percepiohit as unaffiliated—all of which
contribute to the perception of SEAE as linguidtycaeutral and the masking of
indexicality associated with this dialect. Howeas,this study shows, SEAE—Iike all
dialects—functions indexically. In this study, tlemsion between the indexicality of

SEAE and the rhetorical construction of SEAE aguistically neutral often worked to
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position this language variety as both not a ditaded nonindexical. In reaction to this
positioning, composition scholars and instruct@ms purposefully acknowledge SEAE as
a dialect, that is, as language use that is cujtudexical, anchotlinguistically neutral.
Taking a lesson from whiteness studies, the diegb in repositioning SEAE is an
act of naming: in our practices, in compositionaalship, and in others’ engagement
with this topic, we must insist that SEAE be laledes “standard” and recognized as a
dialect—as opposed to, for instance, simply belgglish” or “language.” Naming
SEAE challenges the perception of SEAE as natm@in@rmal and works directly
against SLD. Additionally, acknowledging the intepgndence of language and
meaning—that both shape one another—resists penspif SEAE as a container for
ideas that is ideally non-interfering. And, perhapsst importantly to this study,
recognizing the indexical work of SEAE serves asminder that this dialect is affiliated
with and signals particular social groups. Thede atresistance, though small,
challenge SLD and can contribute to the rhetodesionstruction of linguistic neutrality.
In previous scholarly conversations about SEAEGhfEmatic role in
composition courses, many scholars and educatoosw@end acknowledging the
legitimacy of other written dialects (Bizzell, ElwpSmitherman). | suggest that we
should also work to disrupt the unearned privilaggociated with SEAE by exposing
and breaking the enduring indexical patterns tih&at$EAE with white, middle to upper-
middle class students. As we know, African Ameristaudents (and other historically
marginalized students)—regardless of their printlamguage variety and educational
background—eanand do master and produce texts in SEAE. Despgeitowledge,
pervasive ideologies create a likelihood that SEMlEsignal white, privileged identities.
As such, scholars and educators need to activell tedmagine diverse successful
identities as a means of challenging these endpaitigrns. Attacking indexical patterns
offers the potential for new and expanded allowatdatities associated with SEAE.
Because identity is interactionally and discursiyaioduced, there is potential not only
to allow for a wider range of indexicality assoe@twith SEAE but also to create new
and more diverse successful and “standard” idestithereby challenging whiteness.
To introduce this issue (both the indexicality gmdceived neutrality of SEAE) to

instructors, teacher preparation and professioaatidpment programs can incorporate
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activities that ask instructors to consider th@mndinguistic biases and the ways their
perspectives about language and identity may inflaeheir practice. The section that

follows suggests a few such activities.

Teacher Preparation and Professional Development

Asking instructors to consider their own linguigtiet peeves, the kinds of
characteristics they associate with them, and dissiple implications this could have on
assessment of student writing allows for a discusabout indexicality associated with
dialects, including SEAE, as well as portrayalSBAE as linguistically neutral.
Facilitators can be ready with examples that méieit discussion, including
consideration of nonstandard language feature$ @sielements from other dialects) to
put in conversation with other “errors” that ingttors might mention (for instance,
misused homonyms). In these discussions, facitéatan note both the perception of
SEAE as nonindexical and the indexicality of SEAEamonstrated by this research,
drawing attention to the connections between staimégs and particular identities.
Facilitators can also introduce into discussiomaesh that suggests the implications of
expected non/standardness on assessment (bosftuttysand Piché et al. gtd. in Rubin).
Instead of simply talking about this project, thbutacilitators can also mimic part of
this project by asking instructors to read an anooys text and then having a group
discussion about perceived student-author identhys kind of an activity allows
facilitators to continually ask instructors to pite specific examples from the text so
that discussions can consider specific momentsdexicality, resisting a conversation
based in abstraction. Additionally, the discussian encourage instructors to reflect on
not only their own perceptions of authorial idgnbased on the language but also the
patterns that may emerge within the group.

Teacher preparation and professional developmeugrams also need to
acknowledge institutional discourse that calls nd perpetuates ideologies of privilege
and neutrality and the related expectation—or memd#hat writing instructors demand
SEAE from their students. These programs shouldigeeanstructors with a means for
challenging the discourse within which they are soiled. Challenging the institutional

discourse, which likely relies heavily on SLI, daggin with making visible the
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discursive practices, such as SLD, that perpetuatiens of SEAE as superior and
widely accessible. For example, training sessi@amsigclude a short demonstration of
how to examine one’s learning objectives for stasl@morder to identify and resist SLD.
Facilitators can provide a sample objective abtudents’ ability to demonstrate control
over grammar and syntax. Discussion about thisiegrobjective can include whether
the expected language variety is named, whethagtiage” is positioned as working in
the service of ideas, and how instructors mightesklidentity in learning objectives.
Additionally, teacher preparation programs can mmrghe relationship between various
pedagogical approaches and the institutional eapentfor SEAE. For example, both
translation and appropriacy pedagogies seek tocadkadge and legitimize nonstandard
language varieties, but ultimately expect SEAEnmst, if not all, academic writing.
Positioning these pedagogical approaches as cdnaimgand perpetuating powerful
discourses that support ongoing privileging of SES®Es programs up well for offering

alternatives such as the ones that follow.

Teaching SEAE, a Conventional Dialect

As a first step, if writing instructors expect SEAhen they also need to talk
about and teach SEAE However, given the portrayal of SEAE as normal aatliral
within this study, which often means this dialeceg unnamed, it is possible that SEAE
is an unstated expectation. Indeed, the WPA (WyiBnogram Administrator) teaching
outcome statement for first-year writing never oreferences SEAE, instead calling for
students to “use conventions of format and strectyopropriate to the rhetorical
situation” and “control such surface features agay, grammar, punctuation, and
spelling.” While the absence of specific referet@w&EAE creates space for nonstandard
dialects, instructors must be clear about theiedtal expectations (and indeed they may
be in their syllabi or writing prompts). More tharst stating an expectation for SEAE,
instructors need to teach it—and, as I've arguealuihout this dissertation, teaching
SEAE involves more than teaching grammar. Baseith®findings from this

83 In this study, all of the instructors expected $HA “good” college writing. Additionally, the resiv of
composition scholarship provided in Chapter 1,udatg my examination of SRTOL, suggests thaist
composition instructors expect SEAE in student papgdowever, | recognize that there may be instmsct
who do not require students to write their paperSEAE.
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dissertation, teaching SEAE must include definiBgAB as a privileged, written, social
dialect that, as with all dialects, is tied to ssand is, therefore, cultural and indexical. It
also includes acknowledging the interdependencduaay boundaries between SEAE
and academic registers.

In addition to the act of naming SEAE as an expxtdor the course (if indeed
it is) and a dialect of English, instructors casoalesist SLI by avoiding vocabulary
associated with correctness when talking abouesert and text-level standardness and
dialect. Some scholars have suggested replaciadidnly evaluative model of right and
wrong with appropriateness, begging the questwmya particular usage should be
labeled inappropriate or appropriate in a givenexti (Moss and Walters 445).
Although this approach may allow for questioning thtionale behind designations of
in/appropriate, it does not require it. In fact,| pkesupposes an answer to this question
by positioning the “standard” as superior and asibés. Additionally, appropriacy
language includes evaluation—thoughppropriatemay be more positive thawong
because it is more likely to be perceived as aeartependent evaluation, labels of
appropriate or inappropriate still imply that atparar language variety is wrong for a
context or occasion. As Lippi-Green says, appr@graxguments—despite their
intentions—work to “reject” nonstandard languageet#es (107).

| suggest, then, using the labetmventionabndunconventionaés a frame for
describing language practices within particulartegts, which avoids an immediate
valuing of the language use: conventional is magbk deemed “good” and
unconventional is not always perceived as “baddebd, academics and students are
often very willing to challenge the conventionalislimportant, here, to note the
distinction betweeronventionsandconventionaks the ternconventionsywhen
associated with language use, can be coded landgoiageammar and are often seen as
good. Framing the conversation about SEAE as urérdional language use allows
instructors to acknowledge a “typical” and typifiggproach to language use in a given
context but also makes clear the social constmafdhese positions as opposed to
allowing them to be “extrarhetorical’—given—and t@atially, perceived as neutral.
Again, describing certain language practices asamvientional does not carry with it

judgment about correctness, but asks for carefusideration of the benefits and risks
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associated with following or breaking conventiai®reby encouraging reflection on
why some language practices are conventional addruhat circumstances it may be
important to stray from a typical approach.

In addition to changing our vocabulary—and thergdvgctice—any pedagogical
changes we make must also include an awareneks oflationship between language
and identity. To use my own suggested term, the@ational perspective of SEAE has
been to assume that this dialect works to erasgitgeAs we teach SEAE, we need to be
explicit with our students that dialect does natseridentity; in fact, it signals identity.
Talking with students about the relationship betweeiting and identity encourages
explicit instruction about the ways students cavett#p rhetorical strategies for
purposefully signaling an identity that is both segsful and aligned with their own
goals. For example, Christine Tardy spoke at tf@2ZDCCC about the ways ESL writers
can position themselves as multilingual in ordeavoid having readers interpret their
writing through a deficit lens. Additionally, to gonent conversations about and
instruction on signaling successful identitiestudent writing, instructors will likely
want to have models of succesgiohstandard writing. Geneva Smitherman’s writing is
one such example; however, instructors shouldtalsoto their own students’ work for
models of powerful, unconventional texts.

Finally, composition instructors can include studan the process of challenging
the indexicality and perceived neutrality of SEAfEdoeating activities that: encourage
students to recognize and name SEAE as an (uns&tpdctation; allow for an
examination of indexicality associated with SEAE ather dialects; and explicitly take
on issues of standardness at both the sentendedridvel, reintegrating dialect with
meaning and ideas. For example, instructors castaslents to read an anonymous text
and then answer questions about identity (justrasdmmend for instructors in teacher
preparation and professional development progragtsjlents can extend this exercise
outside of the classroom by asking some of thainéts also to read the text and describe
the authorial identity they imagine. Students dantbe asked to write a reflection about
any patterns they note and the relationship betwe#img and identity. Additionally,
educators could ask students to consider theirlmguaistic resources, identifying the

kinds of non-classroom written dialects and regsstkey control, and reflect on whether
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these languages or elements of these languages lmeuised in their essays. Finally,
instructors could assign a paper in which studenistincorporate multiple language
varieties or registers and consider the affordaacedlimitations of their text and the
kinds of identities they hoped to portray rhetdhcall of this would create

opportunities for discussions about language pslifeanguage and identity, and SEAE as

a privileged, written, social dialect that is limki and does signal identity.

A Call to Action: Future Research

Given the limited scholarship on written diale¢kss project and the field of
composition studies enters conversations about SEiEan incomplete definition and
understanding of what it is we are talking abowt/anstudying. As | suggest in Chapter
1, our current understanding of dialect as proratram, vocabulary, and grammar does
not translate well to writing. Furthermore, the e¢oon conflation between grammar and
dialect positions dialects as distinct from meanangd as a result, less important than
discourses or genres. Furthermore, the regularapaof sentence-level language use
from ideas and meaning works to position dialeotl(és related cultural difference) as
unimportant, creating an idealized “correct” langei@ariety that works in service of
ideas. Of course, this perception of language asimerfering contributes to the
construction of linguistic neutrality associatedSEAE. Additionally, if the
“appropriate” focus for composition instructorsdeas and meaning, which is attributed
to individuals, there is less opportunity for stural critiques about unequal access to
standardness.

| argue that we need more scholarship on whatewiialects are beyond
vocabulary and grammar, especially at the levéheftext. In fact, in response to
Delpit’s call for transparency of expectations &ndes” of standardness, | assert that we
cannot provide access to SEAE for students opegrétim other dialects without
acknowledging and teaching dialect at both theeseret and text level and without
addressing the interrelatedness of dialects, ergidiscourse, and rhetoric. Additionally,
we need to study written dialects other than SEABrder to consider their possible role
in composition courses. We cannot challenge SEfEislege in composition courses

without being able to show that other dialects Haveal registers that are appropriate to
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academia. Geneva Smitherman, Victor Villanueva, @lutia Anzaldua (to name a few)
have begun this work by producing scholarship iradidialects. Despite these scholars
success, the “gate” remains primarily closed tostexmdard written dialects.
Furthermore, there are significant pedagogicallehges to allowing or encouraging
students to writing in “nonstandard” dialects. Egample, many “nonstandard” dialects
do not have a standardized orthographic systenreTibalso a high likelihood that
instructors will not have much experience with,dktne mastery over, “nonstandard”
dialects and, therefore, will have difficulty teaulpand coaching students as they work
to develop rhetorical sophistication in a languageety other than SEAE.

In addition to needed research on written dialebese is also need for ongoing
research on the indexicality of SEAE. Indeed, sofmay personal plans for future
research come from the limitations of the currémtig—most notably the lack of racial
diversity among the instructor participants. Thisrecholarship that suggests that SLI is
convincing to people of color or people who usestandard dialects, which may mean
that even with additional racial diversity, comgimsi instructors would still engage and
reproduce SLI and treat SEAE as neutral. Howeves léss clear how indexicality
would work for instructors who themselves are Wkie be exceptions to the indexical
patterns noted in this dissertation. In other wpifdsn African American instructor has
mastered SEAE, he/she may be less likely to limkstemdard language practices with
African American student-authors and standard laggipractices with white student-
authors.

Truly, the possibilities for future research asateml with this project are many. In
the near future, | also plan to conduct researahdékaminestudents’perceptions of
authorial identity based on SEAE. Another futurtglgtinvolves examining instructors’
reactions to standardness when the identity oathlkor is known to further interrogate

the bidirectionality of indexicality.

Concluding with Questions
My project ends with questions rather than conolusi | return to my interaction
with Jason. | wonder how my insights from this patjcould help me—and other

educators—address similar interactions in the &thlow does my project help Jason?
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Would it have helped to talk about SEAE as raceticdassed? Would it have helped to
talk about how writing signals identity? To be hsih&'m not sure that it would have.

But, I do think it would have made a differencévfould have started that class by
talking about SEAE as a privileged dialect, by adding the different tools and
resources we all have available to create (as rasqossible) a successful authorial
identity, and by incorporating the activities déised earlier as well as representations of
successful authorial identities linked to both ded and nonstandard language varieties.
Even if | didn’t havehesolution for Jason, | would have had a shared wdeapto use
with him to talk about the issue, and | may evevehaad the beginnings of his trust in
order to tackle the difficult terrain of languageivilege, and identity. Moving out of the
past and into the future, | feel confident thatlidmging composition studies to more
carefully consider written dialect, to recognizdericality associated with SEAE, and to
rhetoricallydeconstruct linguistic neutrality are steps in thghtidirection, steps toward

undoing harmful patterns, steps toward linguistjaaity in practice not just theory.
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Appendix A

Instructor Demographics
Note: Gender, Race, and Class were self-reportadglimterviews

Midwestern University Instructors

Gender Race Class Other
Darrell M White Middle | MFA
Emily F White Middle | MFA
Jonathon M White Working| MFA
Class
Julie F White Middle | Composition studies graduatelent;
taught mostly at other institutions
Melissa F White Middle | MFA; works in university’sriting
center
Nate M White Working | MFA
Class
City University Instructors
Gender Race Class Other
Carol F White Middle | Has taught at multiple instiituns
Chris M White Middle | Composition studies gradudtedsnt
Henry M White Middle | Composition studies graduatedent
Nan F White Middle | English Literature graduate stoigl
has taught at multiple institutions
Rachel F White Middle | Has taught at multiple ingiiins
Richard M White Middle | Has taught at multiple ingtions
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Appendix B
Instructions for Instructors on Responding to tm@Aymous Student Papers

Please read the following three student papersvfégtien by incoming first-year
students). As you read, mark the text as you natigghing about the writing that does
not fit your expectations for what college writisgould look like. Please also describe
what it is that you are marking and why?

When you have finished reading each paper, pled&sea moment to write about any big
picture or global writing issues that did not mgetir expectations but could not be
identified in one place in the paper. Finally, gleg@rovide a letter grade (A-F) for the
paper.

Following is the prompt to which all of the papessponded:

Prompt: Analyze Gladwell’s proposal on how to seted retain teachers in the United
States, and argue for or against his proposal wsitgnce from the article.

Your essay will be evaluated for the following eknts:

1. Focus: your essay should be developed around aada#ral thesis or argument,
integrating your own views with material from thiice.

2. Structure: your essay should be clearly organinexiway that elaborates on and
supports your central thesis. Individual paragragitmuld be cohesive, and your
reader should be able to follow the logical progr@s of your ideas from one
paragraph to the next.

3. Evidence/Analysis: make sure that you support ytaims with well-chosen
examples from the article, and that you explain tio#se examples support your
points.
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Appendix C
Interview Protocol for Composition Instructors

Part |

1) How long have you taught?

2) Where else have you taught?

3) Please briefly describe the student-authors yotuEd when reading these
papers.

Part Il

1) Pick one text and walk me through the notes youentadhe paper. As you are
talking, use as much detail as possible to expldiat you marked and why you
marked it.

2) Please also tell me how you would talk to the sttisdho you imagine wrote this
paper about what you marked.

3) From your experience, what does it look like wheritimg doesn’t meet your
expectations? How do you account for these ins&thce

4) In your experience, how common are these occurggnce

Part IlI* -- Questions for each of the student pape

5) Are there particular details that are striking tmyn this paper? Why?

6) In as much detail as possible, describe the stuyarnpictured as having written
this paper.

If not addressed by the response to Question 6:

7) How old do you think the student is?

8) What kind of education do you think this studerd bafore coming here?
9) Where do you think the student grew up?

10)What political affiliation do you think the studemas?

11)What race do you think this student is?

12)What socio-economic class do you think this studentes from?
13)What gender do you think the student is?

Part IV

1) Did you identify with anything in this paper?

2) Can you imagine writing on this topic?

3) Do you personally agree with the argument or stamtleis paper?
4) Would you ever use language or phrases simildrisostudent?

Part V
Reveal gender, race, and class of student author
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A) If it matches up with the instructor’s profilBo you think this means that our
writing reveals our identity? Or that our writirggéonnected to our identities?

B) If it doesn’t match up with the instructor’s prefilDo you think in other instances
you could tell a writer’s identity from the textDyou think there is a connection
between writing and identity?

Part VI

1) How do you self identify in terms of race?

2) How do you self identify in terms of socio-econoroiass?
3) How do you self identify in terms of gender?

*For each of the questions in Part Ill, | will asknecessary: What from the text and
your prior teaching experiences make you thinkzhat

155



Appendix D
Student Author Demographics
Note: Race, class, and gender are self-reported

Paper A: White, middle-class male

Paper B: White, upper-middle-class male

Paper C: White, middle-class female

Paper D: White, middle-class female

Paper E: African American, working-class male
Paper F: Hispanic, middle-class female

Paper G: African American, working-class male
Paper H: African American, middle-class female
Paper I: Hispanic, middle-class male
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Appendix E
Distribution of Student Papers

Paper| Paper| Paper| Paper| Paper| Paper| Paper| Paper| Paper
A B C D E F G H I

Inst. 1 W W AA
Inst. 2 W W H
Inst. 3 H AA H
Inst. 4 W W AA
Inst. 5 W W AA
Inst. 6 W AA AA
Inst. 7 W AA AA
Inst. 8 W AA AA
Inst. 9 \W AA AA
Inst. 10 W AA H
Inst. 11 W AA H
Inst. 12 W W H
Legend:
W = White

AA = African American

H = Hispanic
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