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INDEXICAL ORDER AND INDEXICAL FIELDS

As the above examples suggest, Oacts of identityO (Le Page and Tabouret-Keller
1985) are not primarily a matter of claiming membership in this or that group

or category as opposed to another, but smaller acts that involve perceptions of
individuals or categories that fall under the radar of large sociolinguistic surveys.
This is not to say that these acts are independent of the larger social order; on
the contrary, they are systematically related to the macrosociologistOs categories
and embedded in the practices that produce and reproduce them. It is in the
links between the individual and the macrosociological category that we must
seek the social practices in which people fashion their ways of speaking, moving
their styles this way or that as they move their personae through situations from
moment to moment, from day to day, and through the life course (see also Heller
this issue). In this process, they do not simply use social meaning b they produce
and reproduce it. Michael SilversteinOs (2003) concept of indexical order provides
a crucial perspective on this process. It gives a foothold on the relation between
the macrosociological facts and linguistic practice by providing a theoretical
account of the role of construal in context in the process of indexical change.

In his discussion of the indexical value of variation, Silverstein engages
with John GumperzOs (1968) distinction between dialectal and superposed
variability and with LabovOs (1971) distinction between indicators, markers, and
stereotypes. In LabovOs ternisdicatorsare dialectal variables that distinguish
social or geographic categories but have attracted no notice and do not figure in
variation across the formality continuum. Markersand stereotypeare variables
that have attracted sufficient attention to emerge within those categories in
stylistic variation. The difference between markers and stereotypes lies in the
level of consciousness: stereotypes are subject to metapragmatic discussion,
while markers are not. An indicator in variation is what Silverstein terms a
first-order indexA first-order index simply indexes membership in a population b
it designates people as MarthaOs Vineyarders, Beijingers, Detroiters. In the case of
LabovOs (1966) New York City study, which Silverstein uses as his example, the
populations may be social class strata. But the social evaluation of a population
is always available to become associated with the index and to be internalized
in speakersO own dialectal variability to index specific elements of charaétét.
that point, the linguistic form becomes a marker, a second-order index, which
figures stylistically as speakers position themselves with respect to the elements
of character selected out for internal use. The difference between the notion of
marker as used in variation studies and the index of SilversteinOs treatment is in
the ideological embedding of the process by which the link between form and
meaning is made and remade. Participation in discourse involves a continual
interpretation of forms in context, an in-the-moment assigning of indexical
values to linguistic forms. A form with an indexical value, what Silverstein
calls an nth orderusage, is always available for reinterpretation © for the
acquisition of an n+ 1st value. Once established, this new value is available
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