lost
..  Developmentally, ways of speaking in the home and in peer groups are associated with certain activities and stances (eating, cuddling, disciplining, etc.). These stance exemplars  may then extended be to other situations. For example, situations in which hierarchical power is at issue have similar stance characteristics as those in which parents discipline their children

.
This stance
. Finally, I’ll argue that Eckert’s individual style
 is a bundle of stances, or really is indexical of likely stances
.

The overall goal of this essay is  to un hypothesis that this connection can be made through the concept of stance.

I will begin with a discu
 have a primarily social function. And even those interactions that are less overtly social  must be done in ways that are appropriate to our culture. For example, buying a train ticket in Australia would be very different from buying a train ticket in, for example, Germany
. We always have choices in how and even whether to say anything when we meet someone, and it is these choices that convey aspects of our relationship to that person. 

These relationships are what I consider to be a person's identity. We have relationships to everyone in society on a number of different levels of social organization. The nucleus of this organization is the speech activity type
 or speech event: an actual interaction. It is in real speech events where we experience our social life and our relationships. But in these iddle-class European American as well
. Finally, this stance will communicate information about some of my sociocultural ideologies - such as the fact that I value casualness and friendliness
. Other relationships between my stance and.....may be deduced by my interlocutor over which I have little control, or which may be subtly negotiated as we interact
.

Following Ochs (1992) we can understand indexes to work both directly and indirectly. Indirect
 indices refer t organization
. Analyzing the complex ways language indexes social identity in any instance thus requires a deep understanding of the social context of use  because it is this context that structures  speakers' models of indirect indexes., 
In addition to direct and indirect indexicality, I would like to make a further distinction  between interior and exterior indexicality. This is based on a spatial metaphor of  the speech event, in which  int. Take
 for 
bine with other indexes and context to propose relationships among people, and these meanings are subsequently negotiated by the interactants. Stance is at the center of this process of indexicalization because......[fill in here]
.

Stance

All linguistic pat
 they are also very certain (epistemic stance) about what they are saying. Stances are thus connected both to the ways we relate to the content of our talk, and to the socialness of our talk

Stances very general
 m
 above.
A notion similar to stance within variationist sociolinguistics  is passociation with  urban vs.  suburban areas of Detroit), they are used in specific ways to create personal styles by individuals. We can understand Eckert’s personal styles to be repertoires of stances; that is, the sum total of the variables used habitually by speakers in the adoption of stances within specific, local contexts of interaction (this view is articulated more fully in Kiesling 2003, 2004, 2005a, 2005b
). speech
. A li

The argument I am pursuing, then, is that stance-taking is a speaker’s main goal in conversation
. That is, the informational function of language  may be  subordinate to the affective function, which is a form of stance-taking.   Alo. It is th
, which fell into thr
 men used this variable in the fraternity, with a view towards understanding why men might use higher rates of the ‘nonstandard’ variant, as documented in every study of this variable. The results showed a strong consensus in the rate of (ING) variation across individuals in the so
 Rath makes statements that are not marked epistemically, making them seem like ‘eternal truths
.’ On the other hand, Speed takes an opposite, more laid-back approach. Saul and Mick both take stances that stress their hard-working identities and solidarity with the other members of the fraternity. The display or creation of these
 stances is aided by an increased usage of -in’. This variant has indexicalities that connect it to a stereotype of a hard-working masculinity, with an oppositional, practical stance and a particular kind of solidarity. 

This stance is thus indirect in a complex way; this variable is old enough that it has short-circuited indexicalities with social categories like class and gender. Class and gender also motivate the original (or more traditional/conventional) stance indexicalities: the ‘non-standard’ is used to represent informality, casualness, and opposition to formality. These indexicalities mean that it nonstandard speech can be mobilized  in stances that emphasize solidarity and subversiveness. But it also is useful for men, because a casual power and
 cool
 expresses opposition to ru, ways that agree with his personality (a word that sociolinguists shy away from but perhaps deserves a bit more looking into
). Ag a habit
.
, in an actual
 multi document  an eight-person interaction in which  each speaker was recorded on her  own 

Eberhardt observed three meetings before recording a fourth. Each individual was recorded on a different track and tra.’ We quasi- lectures, classic Labovian sociolinguistic narrative, with a long monologue, short quips that barely counted as a turn, byplay’ (Goffman 1981:PAGE), and (in this conversation) could simply be orienting to the conversation itself. 

We chose  to cod

We al of /l
/. 
The results are sh. One in Pittsburgh
. Final

Figure 2:

 Eberhardt (2006) expanded this method for the stable variable (ING) coding all (ING) t
 categories This the varbrul analysis
. 
in that they use less by class
. One speaker is an exception, however: Marcie
. Explanations for the main shift
 are difficult within the style frameworks  discussed above. The attention to speech model would posit that people pay more attention to their speech when they are momentarily switching speech activities in the same conversation
, Auaudience-design models posit that.....but don’t explain this data since the audience does not  change. There are ways to use these approaches to explain these shifts, such as saying that the imagined referee audience has changed in some way, but they tend to be other ways of saying that the speaker’s stance changed. Hence, we are led to suggest that we should just call it stance from the beginning
.
 (Jane) adopted. Jane as leaders.  Eberhardt’s analysis shows that both women do  significant amounts of informational work, but do so by taking upvery different stances. Jane adopts wh 
es 12 of information
, not as an expert with advice that the rest ought to heed. (2006:~21
)

In su solidarity
. There is thus a connection between the stances that the variable indexes and the way it is used more generally in the speech community, and in fact (ING) is such an established, stable variable that its indexicalities are very general
, and can be deployed flexibly. But
 th
 correlations, these correlations are not so much  meaningful in themselves; but rather, as first-order indexicality that offers  potential for further social meanings that may not move to the second-order level. 

One important aspect of this study is that the interviews were performed by a second-generation Greek woman. This  identity was thus available to the respondents, who had the option to orient to their shared or different background in some way; in short, to take a stance with respect to immigrant status. In f
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 like Ouranita
 [t
, if we do not appealing to stance, we would have to assume  that Sp. This seems unlikely (because?) Si is  immediately relevant socially for the speakers, it is logical to view  these stances as motivating  variation patterns that have social meaning. Stance provides a true explanation of variation use from the speaker’s perspective
: it i
 approaches to style
. In th
 salient
 for 
socially
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Stance and language change

The example of the spread of ‘dude’ shows that
 stance is implic
 they take
. As r. Thus
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�but....you need to be explicit here in saying why the data don't conform. 


�First, calling audience design and attention to speech "approaches to style" is confusing, because you've invoked Eckert etc. earlier as a model of style and this is not her take. In any case, you can cut straight to the chase here: in a given speech activity, with a stable audience, changes in the use of a variable must be attributable to stance.


However, let me note here that because you have conflated or regrouped different speech activities under these broad headings, it may well be that a shift from giving vs. requesting information (under informational) , or evaluating the self vs. evaluating someone else (under social) could prompt a change in a linguistic variable


�or, that she is powerful enough that she doesn't need to display her power overtly


�presumably this difference between Marcie and Jane would have been captured using your original categories of "information sharing" vs "expert information". Is this the case? 


The other thing to note here is that giving information while downplaying expertise is in fact highly interpersonal/social: it's all about self and other construction. So this really calls for a revisiting of the categories in Table 2--it suggests that there are some primary stances embedded here. It also suggests that a successful interpretation of stance takes all these functions into account at once, since many utterances/stances will be doing social, informational and discourse management at the same time.


�or not...in part it depends if it's reciprocal.


�what are they and in what way are they general? 


�come back specifically to Marcie here and link to main theses: isn't she, by taking a solidary, egalitarian stance while doing informational work, taking a personal stance (what kind of leader am I?) in reference to shared, or conventional ways of understanding leadership and enacting authority linguistically. Isn't this her personal style? 


�none of this section is crucial to argument here; condense in an endnote


�gloss "open"


�x


�x


�x


�x


�x


�I think you can rewrite the end of this section so that you don't quote yourself, and skipping the alternative interpretations that don't work. The key point for this chapter is that interviewees drew upon their sociolinguistic repertoires (which included the new (er) or wogspeak) during the interview to take up stances of greater or lesser  alignment/connection with her, with the new (er) doing the work of connection. This demonstrates shared knowledge of the indexical connection with immigrants (external indexicality) and it also does work within the conversation of orienting to sharedness on specific topics at specific moments (internal). Then, you can say something about how that relates to individual style: what we see an individual doing with the repertoire. 


�Did you also evaluate Ouranita's language?Was her usage completely consistent, or did she also shift to accommodate others as well? Why would only interviewees accommodate? 


�I'm uncomfortable with "true" for reasons explained earlier. 


�see previous comments; I think it's better to reframe this section in reference to what stance adds to models of style that view them as active, negotiated acts of identification. You can make many of the same points. Also, the discussion of audience design, accommodation, recipient design, is a bit too telegraphic--we get a sort of blanket "this is all stance" assertion. I think that the relationship with these concepts deserves more of a treatment. There are also issues to do with fragmentation of the audience role--but I don't know if you want to get into that. The point here about stance positioning both speaker and addressees is an important one, and I would highlight it. However, if you want to do so, you need to go back into your data analysis and make this salient, because until this moment, there has been very little attention to this and many assertions that this is a speaker-centered approach. In fact, as you say here, stance is mutually constructed.  
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