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In South Africa, the transition from an apartheid regime to a popularly elected
government in 1994 made possible wide-ranging changes in power relations in
every sphere of human interaction, including language. Under the new political
dispensation, there are 11 official languages (listed in order of numbers of speak-
ers): Zulu, Xhosa, Afrikaans, Tswana, North Sotho, English, South Sotho, Tsonga,
Swati, Ndebele, and Venda. They replace English and Afrikaans, formerly the 2
official languages.

The change from 2 to 11 official languages is part of a language policy that
emphasizes equality among languages, a position severely compromised by leav-
ing the details of language use to what is both “equitable and practical” in various
domains. Contributors to the volume under review demonstrate that both conti-
nuity and change in status exist for particular languages. Daryl McLean suc-
cinctly summarizes the history of language and political interaction in South
Africa, and his article and others explore emerging trends for particular languages.

Chief among languages whose status has changed is Afrikaans, whose role is
considerably weakened by the demise of the government with which it was as-
sociated. However, Christo Van Rensburg argues that this now permits the “nor-
malization” of Afrikaans as first language and lingua franca. The main beneficiary
of the “demotion” of Afrikaans is English, increasingly recognized as the prin-
cipal language of status and of social and economic advancement in South Africa.
The promotion of 9 African languages to official language status has been under-
mined by the increasing hegemony of English. Despite 5 years of the new lan-
guage policy, Athalie Crawford observes that language equity has not filtered
down to doctor—patient discourse, where former power imbalances still charac-
terize actual language interaction. For indigenous languages like Phuthi with no
official status, lack of recognition may mean growing relegation to a status as
“home” languages, with one of the official African languages being used at school
and work.

Thus, a trend toward a three-tiered power dynamic emerges among the lan-
guages of South Africa. English appears at the top as a language of high status,
followed by a tier of other official languages — Afrikaans and African languages —
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and last, a tier of languages that have no official status and whose future is more
precarious than that of the others.

Thistrend illustrates that legislating language equity is the easy part. It does not
ensure, for example, that African languages will be used in all the domains that
are potentially accessed by legislation, nor does it necessarily alter traditional
power relations among languages. When language use is ultimately determined
by practicality, change requires focused commitment of resources and expertise.
Unless this happens, ad hoc and established power relations among languages will
continue to dominate social discourse and language politics. In his article
integrating South African language policy with African language policy, Russell
Kascula uses the terms “endoglossic” (encouraging indigenous languages) and
“exoglossic” (favoring former colonial languages) in classifying language poli-
cies. In these terms, South Africa ostensibly has an endoglossic policy while un-
officially pursuing a laissez-faire exoglossic language policy that favors English.

The interplay among languages in the new South Africa in various domains is
a recurrent theme in this volume. McLean and Kascula present comprehensive
overviews and histories of language policy from past to present as background to
language interaction. McLean then discusses language initiatives in secondary
and tertiary education that are designed to redress past injustice and to implement
language policy in education and training. The infrastructure for educational re-
form is embedded in the National Qualifications Framework (NQF), the educa-
tional and training arm of the Reconstruction and Development Programme (RDP),
a framework for policy development that attempts to meld social equality with
economic development.

Through the NQF, an outcomes-based and assessment-led reform of education
(similar to that found in Australia) was designed to ensure national standards in
educational achievement. Standards were first developed in English and then
extended to African languages, without consideration of different types of ex-
pression in the different languages or of the English bias of the types of materials
used in outcomes assessment. Furthermore, English standards were based on
English second-language competence, not on first-language competence. Their
translation into standards for African languages meant lower thresholds of com-
petence and opportunity in people’s firstlanguages. The English bias to curriculum-
free assessment compromises first-language standards and reinforces historical
power relations among languages in South Africa. In tertiary education, English
is the dominant language, and its hegemony over Afrikaans and the African lan-
guages is predicted to have negative effects on these languages, but no reversal of
this trend is foreseen for the future. The conflict between potential and actual
equity of different languages in secondary and tertiary education, discussed by
McLean, provides a forceful example of the hypothetical endoglossic language
policy and its exoglossic realization.

Crawford’s article on doctor—patient discourse highlights the fact — perhaps
surprising, given that the post-apartheid era is five years old — of continued com-
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munication problems between English- and Afrikaans-speaking doctors on one
hand and rural Xhosa speakers on the other. In hospital and clinic, a nurse is
generally coopted to translate the patient’s complaint from Xhosa into the doc-
tor’s language. This is a job for which nurses are neither prepared nor trained, and
for which they qualify simply by virtue of being native speakers of Xhosa. Being

a native speaker is not sufficient to the translation task for a variety of reasons; for
example, the nurse may speak an urban variety and translate for patients speaking
arural orhlonipha(‘respect’) variety of Xhosa. Nurses are often resentful of this
additional and unpaid demand on their time. As Crawford points out, until pro-
vision is made for training translators in hospitals, patients’ complaints will con-
tinue to be reduced to simple, selectively edited statements by informal interpreters.
The lack of communication between doctors and patients is not a new problem,
and it is not limited to Xhosa speakers. However, given the changed power dy-
namics and language boards that are dedicated to promoting the use of indigenous
languages, it is disappointing that resources cannot be made available to remedy
a clearly stressful situation that prevents effective health care.

Two articles explore the implications of post-apartheid language politics for
particular languages. Van Rensburg discusses the probable future of Afrikaans,
the most obvious casualty in the linguistic configuration of South Africa because
of its link to the apartheid government. He predicts that with the depoliticization
of Afrikaans, the language will naturalize as one of many languages in the rain-
bow nation, albeit as a lingua franca and a first language to a significant number
of people. Simon Donnelly’s article concerns Phuthi, a relatively poorly re-
searched Nguni language with heavy Sotho borrowings, spoken in Lesotho and
South Africa by a community of approximately 20,000 speakers. While children
still appear to learn Phuthi as a first language, the small number of speakers and
lack of official status may relegate this language to the status of a home language
with limited use in wider social and economic domains. A language policy ded-
icated to the maintenance and encouragement of all the languages of South Africa
may actually marginalize such unofficial languages.

Kascula integrates language policy in South Africa into the Organization of
African Unity’s (OAU) African language policy promoting indigenous languages
alongside exoglossic languages. Endoglossic language policies promote African
languages as “national” languages, a somewhat ambiguous term. In Kascula’s
view, South Africa pursues an endoglossic policy because of its commitment to
eleven official languages, although it is too early to see whether this is an active
or inactive policy. Botswana, Lesotho, and Swaziland “do not pursue an active
endoglossic policy but have indigenous languages as national languages.” The
position advanced by this reviewer is that South Africa has adopted an endoglos-
sic language policy with an exoglossic reality.

Eve Bertelsen'’s article on the role of language in advertising is an interesting
addition to the major theme of language interaction. She explores language as
vehicle of change in media perception. She shows how advertising has taken
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powerful images from the apartheid years and converted them into slogans for an
emerging elite. “Jobs, peace and freedom,” banners in the struggle, now market
the image of the new consumers of commodities. From a theoretical location

within postmodernist and Marxist approaches to cultural studies, she shows how
the rhetoric of the struggle is used in the social construction of new discourses
where political ideals get reinvented to the advantage of the advertiser.

In conclusion, this volume is a selective but informative collection of well-
written articles. The editors are to be thanked for putting together this progress
report on language in transitional South Africa, aptly described by them as a
“linguistics laboratory.” The list of researchable topics is long, and the need for
research is urgent. Research is important not only to investigate sociolinguistic
and psycholinguistic language dynamics, but also to inform and guide socially
relevant decisions and future language policy.

JAN BLOMMAERT & JEF VERSCHUEREN. Debating diversity: Analysing the dis-
course of toleranceLondon: Routledge, 1998. Pp. xiv, 233 pp. Pb $22.99.
Reviewed byMARrRY BucHOLTZ
English, Texas A&M University

College Station, TX 77843
bucholtz@tamu.edu

Debating diversitya pragmatic analysis of official liberal discourse concerning
migration in Flemish Belgium, is a thorough, topical, and relevant treatment of
the widespread yet near-invisible forms of racism that pervade public discourse
on cultural difference. Electing not to focus on the far more widely recognized
phenomenon of right-wing racism, the authors instead offer a careful critique that
makes clear that the left is by no means immune to racism in its policies and
practices. Following in the wake of research by a number of other politically
oriented discourse analysts, this volume addresses how racism manifests itself in
discourse. It therefore serves as an important reminder that ideologies are con-
structed, and hence contingent and changeable. Because of the broad scope of its
inquiry and the relatively accessible methods it employs, it will be of interest to
scholars in many fields, including anthropology, communication, political sci-
ence, race and ethnic studies, and sociology, as well as linguistics. Despite its
sometimes overwhelming wealth of detail, it may also appeal to a nonacademic
readership, as did the Dutch version of the book when it was first published in
Belgium.

Indeed, some of the book’s most fascinating discussion concerns the response
of the Belgian public, press, and political structure to the authors’ unflinching
analysis of racism as the inevitable outcome of arguments for “tolerance.” The
book had a major impact in Belgium, winning a Flemish free speech award. Yet
it also excited a great deal of controversy, and Blommaert & Verschueren were
subjected to numerous attacks on their scholarship. These attacks perhaps explain
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7a certain defensive tone that is taken at various points in the book (e.g., the
description of a particular analytic inference as “not the product of a misguided
analysis or an attempt to find bad intentions in every word,” p. 168). The authors,
beleaguered in their own country, appear to be equally wary of their prospective
audience elsewhere. Thus, it is a bit surprising that the Belgianness of the book is
downplayed both in the title and in the presentation of the data, which are pro-
vided almost exclusively in English (the Dutch originals are supplied in the notes).
Of course, this choice may have been a deliberate effort to counter another form
of xenophobia: the parochialism of scholars writing in the English language. Yet
to analyze discourse entirely in translation detaches the texts from their linguistic
context. One effect is to universalize the phenomenon of liberalmeeia con-
sequence that has a certain practical utility despite its dangers. Unquestionably,
although the analysis is quite specific to the Belgian political and historical con-
text, the issues that Blommaert & Verschueren raise apply to all post-industrial
states with immigrant populations. Regardless of their nationality, readers will
certainly find parallels between the Belgian situation and the public discourse on
race in their own country.

The book is made up of eight chapters, which are arranged into three sections.
The first two chapters introduce the issue of diversity in Belgium and set up the
terms of the debate. Chap. 1 describes the “management paradigm” that prevails
in this debate, as it has taken shape in media and other public discourse. Chap. 2
provides conceptual background and offers details about the ethnographic and
historical context from which the data emerged. Despite the labeling of this con-
textualizing as “ethnographic,”this section focuses on generalities about the pro-
duction of political discourse. More truly ethnographic details would be welcome,
particularly information about the production and reception of the specific texts
under analysis in the later chapters.

The second section examines the components of Belgium’s liberal ideology
of race. Chap. 3 considers how “migrants” — not only temporary workers but
even second- and third-generation residents — have come to be problematized
in liberal discourse. Thus, some groups but not others are labeled “migrants,” a
term freighted with connotations of essential foreignness and nonassimilation.
In discourse, these terms are used to express implicitly negative attitudes to-
ward immigrants and their descendants, even when couched in apparently pos-
itive terms. Here again, greater attention to textual production would be valuable,
for without this information the authors must resort to speculations about why
such texts often look and sound so unnatural. In analyzing a political text about
cultural diversity, for example, they find syntactic oddities that they suggest
may be due to struggles between political positions during the writing of the
document. Being able to show that such struggles indeed shaped the document
would strengthen this claim, as well as enriching the book by demonstrating
how diverse perspectives are reduced and distilled to a homogeneous middle
ground in public discourse.
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Chap. 4 traces four key concepts (culture, nation, demoghacyan rights,
and integration) of the discourse of tolerance in the context of specific texts. The
salient feature of culture, in this discourse, is the dichotomy it forges between
foreigner and native: Cultures are viewed as clearly separate, static, and distinct;
difference is dangerous; and migrants’ cultures are inferior to the native one (con-
veniently homogenized for rhetorical purposes). The concept of nation, too, is
deeply rooted in homogeneity. This has two results: Migrants are viewed as rep-
resentatives of a national culture even when they are members of targeted ethnic
minorities in their home countries; and because they disrupt the purported ho-
mogeneity of the Belgian nation, they can never become full-fledged members of
Belgian society. Yet, paradoxically, the concept of democracy is presented in this
discourse as a fundamental component of European, and hence Belgian, heritage.
This paradox is explained by the authors as the result of the assumption that as a
“culturalized” concept, democracy is viewed as the preserve of the native popu-
lation. The collapsing of human rights into democracy justifies the failure to
protect the rights of migrants, since migrants are seen as a threat to democracy.
The notion of integration, which promises true equality, is similarly asymmetri-
cal, demanding integration on the part of the migrant without guaranteeing as-
sistance and adaptation on the part of the native. Because the integration process
is in principle without limit, as the authors note, liberal discourse ensures that
migrants will never participate fully in the life of the idealized Belgian nation.

Chap. 5 concentrates on the doctrine of homogenism, a principle that underlies
the key concepts discussed in the preceding chapter. The basic elements of ho-
mogenism are the assumptions that both migrants and migration itself are aber-
rant, and that xenophobia is normal. As a consequence, diversity is seen as
inherently problematic. This beliefis particularly strong in Flanders, where group
identity is rooted primarily in language as a result of the historical threat that
French posed to Dutch speakers in Belgium. It is all the more remarkable, then,
that many Flemish Belgians argue for the “Belgian model” as a way to avoid
interethnic conflict in other regions of the world. The authors’ neat debunking of
this argument in the case of Yugoslavia is a tangent of sufficient interest to justify
its inclusion.

The first 5 chapters develop an extensive analytic apparatus that is exempli-
fied in two brief chapters of specific texts (chaps. 6 and 7). The authors consider
these later chapters merely illustrative; however, the data are fascinating, and itis
a pity that they are treated as an afterthought. A different organizational scheme
might have made these valuable chapters more central to the book’s argument.

Chap. 6 is an in-depth analysis of a multicultural training program for police
officers. Blommaert & Verschueren argue that the program demonstrates the ten-
sion identified earlier in the book between liberal goals (promoting diversity) and
implicit messages (problematizing diversity). As evidence, they examine train-
ing sessions and written materials as well as interviewing the program leaders. It
is an odd omission, however, that the trainees were not likewise interviewed.
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Moreover, despite having recorded 33 hours of interaction during the training
sessions, the authors provide very little analysis that refers to this interactional
dimension. The treatment of these materials is relatively abstract and decontex-
ualized, and there is little sense that the discursive meanings analyzed in the
chapter are in fact negotiable and interactionally contingent. In short, dialogical,
interactional data are treated in monological, textual terms. Yet understanding
how various participants positioned themselves at different moments in the dis-
course —including trainers of migrant background —would help move the analy-
sis away from a model of discourse as monolithic and consensus-based.

Chap. 7 returns to textual data with its consideration of a government flier on
migration. This flier makes explicit, despite its ostensibly pro-migrant tone, that
migrant rights are in fact privileges that must be earned through integration. Strik-
ingly, even the supposed evenhandedness of the flier reveals its bias: The enu-
meration of the “responsibilities” of both natives and migrants assigns natives the
“responsibility” to repress and restrict migrants, while the migrants have the ob-
ligation willingly to accept this repression.

The eighth and final chapter considers the notion of tolerance in the context of
anti-racism. As the authors point out (and convincingly show throughout the
book), tolerance is an inadequate response to racism. In an analysis of three sep-
arate expressions of Belgian anti-racist efforts (a government anti-racist commis-
sion, an educational nondiscrimination policy, and immigrant asylum policies),
Blommaert & Verschueren argue that the notion of racismin the liberal anti-racist
movement is restricted to legal definitions, and often the rhetoric of anti-racism
is itself used to justify racist practices.

The authors see little cause for hope in their data. The book concludes with the
comment that current Belgian migrant policies are “a sure recipe for racism with-
outend” (p. 189). But this gloomy statement is not the final word. In the epilogue,
in which the authors comment on their dual roles as scholars and activists, they
also provide some specific proposals for combating covert forms of racism. Read-
ers who find themselves discouraged by the relentlessly racist discourse of the
public debate on diversity may take some comfort in these constructive and con-
crete recommendations.

As useful as such recommendations are, however, the findings on which they
are based are ultimately not very surprising. This may be because such discourse
is so familiar, but it also raises the question of whether, in affirming what (we
think) we know, we may also reify it. The view of the discourse that emerges
leaves little room for other perspectives: There are few hints that anyone dissents
from these ideologies, although many Belgians (both immigrants and otherwise)
surely do. Readers may wonder, for example, in what sense all the discursive
examples cited in the book truly reflect and construct a single ideology, whether
“liberal” or “moderate” (the increasingly preferred term for a conservatism that
doesn’t want to get its hands dirty). Some sense of the diversity of political po-
sitions in Belgium would lend nuance to such labels. Similarly, to what extent are
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these and other key terms sites of struggle or contestation? How are they used
outside of official liberal discourse at the most public level? How do they shape
and respond to other kinds of discourse about migrants?

It is possible that the authors chose to limit their discussion of these issues in
the interest of keeping an already complex argument as accessible as possible.
And this is a valid and worthy goal, for it is clear that this book is intended to do
political as well as scholarly work. In attempting to forestall potential criticisms
from conservative scholars, however, Blommaert & Verschueren lose sight of the
more important critiques of their work from the left, and especially from mem-
bers and allies of the migrant population. The call for a more materialist analy-
sis — a left-wing critique of the Belgian version of the book — is not answered in
this publication. The work continues, however, and meeting this challenge is the
goal of the authors’ ongoing research. Such integration of the textual dimension
with the material, the ethnographic, and the interactional realms will provide
greater context for an analysis that is already a valuable resource for anti-racist
activists and progressive scholars alike.

DeBorAH CAMERON, Good to talk? Living and working in a communication
culture London, Thousand Oaks, CA, and New Delhi: Sage Publications, 2000.
Pp. ix, 213. Hb $65.00, pb $24.95.

Reviewed byBoNNIE URCIUOLI
Anthropology and Communication Studies
Hamilton College

Clinton, NY 13323
burciuol@hamilton.edu

Deborah Cameron8ood to talks excellent; an innovative and insightful analy-

sis of what she terms “communication culture” in Britain. With a few changes, it
also works for the United States. Cameron analyzes how it happened and what it
means that “a commonplace social activity has been transformed into a technical
skill, with its own professional experts and its own technical jargon” (p. 2) —i.e.,
that talk has become technicized@simunicaTioN. She asks two sets of ques-
tions. First, what are the ways in which people are encouraged or required to talk,
what are these norms of talk, and who has established them? Second, why codify
and regulate talk in these ways, and why has communication come to be seen as
cAUSAL? By addressing these questions, she gives new direction to the literature
on ideologies of English, beyond the examination of linguistic form and correct-
ness issues.

Cameron traces the project of technicized talk to the saturation of education
with corporate concerns, and to the advocacy of “oracy” in education; the latter
predates the former by a couple of decades. The combined effect is a philosophy
of education meant to socialize workers not so much with subject-specific knowl-
edge but with unproblematic attitudes and styles of practice. She examines the
operation of these “styled” communicative practices and ideologies in the do-
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mains of work, schooling, and soci@lersonal life. Drawing on research done by
herself and four of her students, she demonstrates how coherently the techniciz-
ing of talk is ideologized (reinforcing the flexible workforce ideal) across all
three areas, particularly in the ways in which “empowerment” is invoked in the
ideological styling of interpersonal discourse. These data come from transcribed
interaction, background interviews, and published sources, and they are consis-
tently and lucidly located in the economy and symbolic power of occupation and
educational structures.

Cameron treats the codification of techniques for talk as a manifestation of
Giddens’s reflexive construction of self in late modernity, a project of which a
central element is the ongoing production of a single coherent narrative stressing
a unique, rational self. She locates the technicizing of communication within the
enterprise culture of the past 20 years, in which the discourses of public life are
increasingly those of the corporate-managerial sector. With certain communi-
cative practices segmented, objectified, and labeled as “skills,” a workforce or
potential workforce (i.e., students) can be held to a particular standard of account-
ability. This construction of “skills” facilitates the assumption of cause-and-
effect scenarios, which in turn reinforces educational ideologies and workforce
training policies. Looking past these assumptions, Cameron examines instruc-
tional manuals and training exercises, and interviews workers in communication
industries. She finds that the repatterning of sentence structure, question forma-
tion, and paralanguage is more appropriately understood as “styling” —thatis, the
imposition of a standardized format. If anything, this is Taylorized deskilling:
specific actions are prescribed by experts and reinforced by surveillance.

In Chap. 2, Cameron asks to what extent there exist codified practices that
match the ideology of a unified, expert-certified skills set. It is not clear what
constitutes expertise, since communication consultants come from a range of
fields, selling heterogenous products united by a common ideology. She charts
the history of teaching talk from a focus on linguistic art and etiquette to a focus
on social utility, with the new expertise coming from counseling, therapy, and
psychology. Linguists, she notes, are marginal to this project insofar as their
concerns are descriptive, and the ideology of communication instruction is noth-
ing if not prescriptive. The idea that problems are “caused” by poor communi-
cation is taken as axiomatic and generalized as unproblematic in therapeutic
models.

Chaps. 3 and 4 examine the enforcement of verbal hygiene practices in cus-
tomer service work. In Chap. 3, Cameron examines “styling” applied to greeting
and question structures, tone of voice, and vocabulary. The problem with these
enactments of what Norman Fairclough calls “synthetic personalization,” is that
service people are not free to deviate from the script and adjust to context (which
would be an exercise of communication skill) because deviations are monitored
and criticized. Cameron offers two case studies illustrating this point: one a Brit-
ish retail outfit selling electrical appliances, and the other the Safeway grocery
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stores (the latter is especially problematic because it relies on U.S.-style inter-
actions though in the U.K.). Customer work, particularly when meant to be taken
as natural friendly interaction, is emotional labor. Can people be trained for this,
learning it as if it were a typing skill? The styling described in Chap. 3 is supposed
at least to simulate natural interaction, but some consultants and managers argue
that there is no substitute for actually producing emotions in service encounters.
Itis no accident that the workers assumed to be most naturally talented for this are
women, and, as Cameron notes in the next chapter, such workers may be hired
simply because they are women.

In Chap. 4, she examines “communication factories,” specifically call centers
involving two major activities, talking to customers and inputting data. Like pro-
duction line work, this is highly repetitive, involving Taylorized regimentation of
time and routines. Politeness formulas and filler become part of efficient service
(keep callers happy, move interactions along) and so are factored into the rou-
tines. Standardized interaction is seen as efficient, giving customers uniform and
consistent dealings with the organization. The assessment of performance is en-
tirely about how the performance is scripted; none of it is about content. Of
particular interest is the fact that the people writing the assessments have no real
metalanguage for speech. When they refer to vocal production, they use written-
language terms, such as “pause betwsewnrences.” These call centers are
particularly salient examples of communicative deskilling: Workers follow an
interactional script, and the information they give customers is read from a com-
puter. Skills are required: the capacity to focus, to stay on script, and not to re-
spond negatively to upset or angry customers. Doing these well is hard work, but
it is not, strictly speaking, transferable communication skills in the sense touted
by the communication industry.

In Chap. 5, “Schooling spoken discourse,” Cameron examines the history of
oracy in British public schooling. This is an especially interesting chapter, illus-
trating connections between the demands made by new capitalism on educational
institutions, and contributions that good communication skills are supposed to
make to a person’s development. Here we see spelled out the emphasis on skills
devoid of content, as called for, for instance, by the Royal Society of Arts
“Education for the 21 Century” report, which recommends adoption of a
“competence-led curriculum” focused on learning, citizenship, relating to peo-
ple, managing situations, and managing information. Although schools have long
reflected workplace concerns, the formalization of skills training has never loomed
quite so large in the curriculum, to supply workers with generic, transferable
skills. These become, in Bourdieu’s terms, the cultural capital of the enterprise
culture, with communication skills its linguistic capital. Such skills are distin-
guished from correctness per se. The allegedly inefficient and inarticulate age-
graded discourse markelige, you know whatever?come in for particular
criticism: Good speech should sound like the scripted speech valorized by cre-
dentialed experts; it should not sound interactively emergent.
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In Chap. 6, Cameron returns to the therapeutic ideology underpinning the
scripting of communication. She examines U.S. folk notions of communication
as inherently good, which neatly fits a theory of unique selves and pure relation-
ships. Relating this to work by Tamar Katriel, Gerry Phillipsen, and Donal Car-
baugh, she examines the link between popular and therapeutic notions of talk as
(drawing on Fairclough) a discourse technology. Talk organizes and connects
feelings, making them available to those qualified to assess them and put them in
order. Argument and disagreement are innately negative and need fixing through
“conflict resolution” and “anger management.” What Cameron does then —and |
cannot overstress the importance of this in understanding the pragmatics of he-
gemony — is to show how such discursive management can reinforce the status
quo. Conflict resolution models operating on the assumptions that social relations
are egalitarian, cooperative and nonjudgmental, and that consensus is normal and
always good, can (while alleging to “empower”) effectively implement heg-
emonic saturation, to use Raymond Williams’s phrase, as shown in Cameron’s
analysis of gender and power manipulation in a “better conversation” on p. 170.

As Cameron insistently demonstrates throughout the book, “The phrase ‘com-
munication skills’ names a cultural construct, not a natural phenomenon with
objective existence in the world” (145). Such skills are not to be confused, as she
firmly notes in the Epilog, with what any ethnographer of language would rec-
0ognize a$OMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE, open-ended and decided among speak-
ers, not scripted by consultants for the benefit of management. Attributing causality
to communication is a convenient way to elide issues of control or social injus-
tice. As Cameron says, she finds such discourse on communication depressing
(177). So, oh so, do I.

MaRrY BucHoLTz, A. C. LAING, & LAUREL A. SuTTON (eds.), Reinventing
identities: The gendered self in discourblew York and Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1999. Pp. xiii, 431. Pb $35.00.

Reviewed byMary M. TALBOT
Media and Cultural Studies, University of Sunderland
Sunderland, SR1 3SD, UK

Mary.Talbot@sunderland.ac.uk
This is the inaugural volume of a new series, Studies in Language and Gender.
This substantial book is an edited collection of recent research in the field of
language and gender, predominantly but not exclusively focused on language use
in the United States. The research represented in its 20 chapters is wide-ranging,
both in terms of the genres and media explored in them and in terms of analytic
approaches. The genres, media, and locations investigated include, among oth-
ers, American shopping channel talk (Mary Bucholtz), self-revelatory on-line
journals (Laurel Sutton), office interaction (Deborah Tannen), Latina hopscotch
in Los Angeles (Marjorie Goodwin), Irish-language community radio (Colleen
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Cotter), British teenage girls’ conversations (Jennifer Coates), and a Tunisian
sociolinguistic interview (Keith Walters).

Given the maturity of language and gender as a field of study, a series devoted
to it is long overdue and most welcome. The maturity of the field is reflected in
the scope of this first volume on identity formation and in its engagement with
theory. Many of the contributors directly or indirectly interrogate categories such
as masculine, feminine, heterosexual, white, or middle-class. It is notable that all
are conscious of theoretical shortcomings in earlier work by feminist linguists
(for critiques, see especially Bing & Bergvall 1996, Cameron 1996). A careful
avoidance of bipolar categories of gender and of the comparative approach that
goes with them runs through the volume. Indeed, a striking feature of the book is
its repeated rejection of gender identity as a static category. This conceptualiza-
tion of identity as flux, strongly influenced as it is by poststructuralism, parallels
developments elsewhere in linguistics, as does the flexible use of the term “dis-
course.” Thus, the optimism in the introduction about a “rapprochement between
feminist linguistics and feminist theory” (p.20) seems well founded. It would
perhaps have been useful also to have made some connection with other areas of
linguistics, and with cognate disciplines such as psychology, that are going through
similar developments. The low profile of critical discourse analysis (e.g. Coulth-
ard & Caldas-Coulthard 1996) in the United States no doubt accounts for its
omission; the same cannot be said for social constructionism (e.g. Crawford 1995),
which is mentioned just once.

The book reads as a sequel@ender articulated: Language and the socially
constructed selfHall & Bucholtz 1995), a collection of studies of people actively
constructing their gender identities through practices that include linguistic pre-
sentation of themselves as members of social groups. This earlier book was split
into coverage of reproduction and chayigeallenge (in three clearly distin-
guished parts: Mechanisms of Hegemony and Control, Agency through Appro-
priation, Contingent Practices and Emergent SelvesiRdimventing identities
the focus is predominantly on the latter: on resistance and challenge to social
reproduction by “bad subjects” (Althusser 1971) or, sometimes, on resistance to
pressure from above to change, as in a study of letters by Native American women
to federal authorities written during the period of enforced assimilation in the
1920s (Rebecca Dobkins). Many of the chapters focus on “marginal,” often trans-
gressive identities. For example, Kathleen Wood examines the narrative skel-
etons of lesbian coming-out stories on e-mail, showing how they both draw on
and transgress heterosexist ideologies in constructing their narratives as coher-
ent. Two of the other three chapters focusing on narrative examine gendered
literacy practices among very young Latjtiatino children (Marjorie Orellana)
and the distribution of narrative roles in an agoraphobic woman’s family (Lisa
Capps). Capps’s study of narrative as interaction and its part in the construction
of the woman'’s agoraphobic identity provides a valuable corrective to decontex-
tualized psychiatric work, with its assumption that mental disorders are solely
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individual pathologies. These three chapters are in the first part of the volume,

Identity as Invention; the other three parts are Identity as Ideology, Identity as

Ingenuity, and Identity as Improvisation. However, the distinction between these

partsis notvery clear, and there is a good deal of overlap among them (in contrast
to the sharp divisions in Hall & Bucholtz 1995); hence, the headings seem to be

present more for the pleasure of their patterning than to reflect any conceptual
structuring.

A valuable and engaging feature of the book is that, at the same time as it
contributes to the consolidation of new theoretical positions, it does not lose
touch with earlier “moments” in the field of language and gender. Individual
chapters revisit earlier categories, concepts and — perhaps most important — re-
search findings, in order to critically reassess and reinterpret them. This seems
preferable to the unconstructive dismissal of the efforts of scholars from earlier
periods. For example, Sara Trechter revisits the distinction between sex-exclusive
and sex-preferential differences, arguing that the distinction is an ethnocentric
one and ultimately untenable. She reexamines the sex-exclusive differences in
Yana identified by Edward Sapir (1949) and reinterprets them as differences in
register. Then, on the basis of her own research among present-day Yana speak-
ers, she presents the features, previously identified as sex-exclusive, being used
by both men and women in everyday narrative performances of stereotypical
femininity and masculinity. In a similar manner, Rusty Barrett returns to Robin
Lakoff’s (1975) speculations about a stereotypical “women’s language” in a study
of African American drag queens’ performances of an “uptown white woman”
style. He reiterates the point that “women’s language” is a hegemonic notion of
gendered speech (Bucholtz & Hall 1995) which, he argues, is used in the culti-
vation of an exaggerated “feminine” persona which is ultimately neither gen-
dered nor ethnic, butLassep (321). Among other early concerns revisited in the
volume from a late 1990s perspective are English language reform issues (Caitlin
Hines, Anna Livia).

Overall, this is an impressive collection, which makes a useful contribution to
the reworking of language and gender studies. It is particularly successful in
bringing recent feminist theory to bear on earlier feminist and pre-feminist lin-
guistics, and in continuing to bring together research on “bad subjects” — mar-
ginal voices and emergent transgressive identities.
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Thisis a collection of studies of identity in the framework of Conversation Analy-
sis. Many of the essays make explicit use of Harvey Sacks’s descriptions of the
“membership categorization devices” by which people construct attributions of
identity in the course of interaction, as a way of accomplishing particular, situ-
ated goals. Many mount explicit arguments against psychological accounts of
personal identity and social categorization according to which people bring pre-
existing identities into interactions. With one or two exceptions, the contributions
are well argued, clearly written, and free of the jargon that sometimes makes
work in Conversation Analysis inaccessible to outsiders. Readé&@gfuage in
Societyshould find the collection thought-provoking.

In the first chapter, Antaki & Widdicombe lay out the general theme: “Mem-
bership of a category is ascribed (and rejected), avowed (and disavowed), dis-
played (and ignored) in local places and at certain times, and it does these things
as part of the interacti