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INTRODUCTION

The aim of this book is to specify and investigéite linguistic means
of academic identity construction in electroniccdigrse, on the example
of an Internet discussion group (also referredstaraelectronic seminar or
e-seminar). The development of the Internet and peten-mediated
communication (henceforth CMC) has affected theldvaf academia,
both globally and locally. First of all, these newtwork technologies
have intensified the global academic exchange atstnationalisation of
scholarship. The deriving changes include the uestring of contemporary
academic institutions and networks of social refai which in effect,
increases their mobility and lack of stability. Ti@gressing expansion of
new technologies has also had consequences forudgeg new
communicative situations have transformed the iexjsgenre repertoires
of an academic community and caused the emergdnuavel electronic
genres. All these changes have, in turn, genenaé®d mechanisms of
identity construction both for institutions and ividuals, which is
reflected in the discursive practices of an academmmunity.

In view of the above changes, contemporary lingasshas faced
a challenge of investigating academic communicatrenomena in
cyberspace, and in particular, the mechanisms eftity construction in
electronic discourse. An important research quesiioto compare how
interpersonal meanings are realised in academatretéc discourse with
how they are realised in “traditional” academicesgeand writing. In this
way, it will be possible to evaluate the relaticgteen academic identity
constructed by members of an academic communityyberspace with
identity constructed in real life.

What follows from the Hallidayan conceptual framekvof language
as social semiotic, there is a close relation betwlanguage use and the
social context. More precisely, language is vievesda product of the
social processes and therefore should be integnetthin the broader
socio-cultural context. The view of language asiaosemiotic also
foregrounds the dual role of language. Languag®isonly to exchange
information but also has a significant functioncommunicating identities
and relationships. “By their everyday acts of magnipeople act out the
social structure, affirming their own statuses aokks, and establishing
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and transmitting the shared system of value andvledge” (Halliday

1978, 2; see also the dual role of communicatiolNinThompson's

discussion of language and communication, 2003120-This means that
the social structure is implicated in Halliday'sfrework, which carries
major implications for linguistic research of idigyt

First of all, an individual's identity should beewed as a social
category, dynamically constructed in relation tociab structures an
individual is a member of and his/her social roleewever, it is also
necessary to account more explicitly for an indingitls active role in
identity construction. As N. Thompson points outp ‘a large extent,
| choose who | am through my actions and interastiq2003, 26). An
individual’'s identity is socially constructed, bile effect of social forces
is not deterministic. Rather individuals themselvefiexively draw on
a number of socially available resources for thestmction of identity,
including institutional practices, values and bsligiddens 2001, 4-6).

Secondly, linguistic theories of identity must askl the increasing
complexity of contemporary social life and its pregsing diversification,
the changes that affect individuals, communitied amstitutions. In the
postmodern era, dominated by communications mdtm,issue of an
individual’'s identity becomes more problematic antettled as societies
become “displaced”, structurally differentiatedadmented and culturally
pluralistic (Castells 1997; Giddens 2001). This hasulted in the
advancement of more pessimistic accounts of ideribme postmodern
theories of identity are based on the premise tigat communication
technologies have caused a digital revolution asda result, undermined
the stability and credibility of the self, requigifrom an individual the
formation of a new consciousness (e.g. Gergen 19@6pnddition, as
Mudyn (2002) points out, the ongoing digital revolutisrresponsible for
the changes in the psychological condition of atemporary human
being, even if an individual avoids direct contagith the new
technologies. On the other hand, researchers ejs® §e.g. Barnes 2003;
Turkle 1996) that although identity has become astable choice, the
new era has brought the diversity and increased pibesibilities of
effective self-presentation.

The same ambivalence appears in the discussidmedafitanges in the
formation and functioning of contemporary commugstiFor one thing, as
a result of the digital revolution, the world haacbme a “global village”,
the term coined by Marshall McLuhan in the 1960s etpress his
conviction that electronic communication would enithe world.
Information technologies, with computers, netwodatellites, multimedia
and the Internet, have revolutionised communicatwinich, in turn, has
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led to an increased interaction on a global scach of everyday
interhuman interaction has shifted into cyberspaleading to the
proliferation of virtual communities. The term il communities is used
to refer to dynamic collectivities of individualsrmstructed around various
types of CMC, where individuals are bound by comnmgrests rather
than the shared geographical location (e.g. Rh&ng@00; Smith 1995).
For one thing, virtual communities have the capatit unite dispersed
individuals in the fragmented world and bring ralief “true” community
by strengthening social bonds globally and reverdime processes of
social atomisation. For another, these new coligets offer new
opportunities for surveillance and control, whigsults from an uneven
distribution of power in the Internet, not suchemalitarian medium as its
enthusiasts initially thought (see also Kollock &rdith 1999).

The transformation of societies is also accompahiethe restructuring
of contemporary institutions, which also carriesjagnamplications for
identity construction by individuals. Contemporangtitutions, including
academic ones, are characterised by a new dynamioshich social
relations are “uprooted” from local contexts andvet into more global
frameworks. This phenomenon intensifies the prazss$ reorganisation
of time and space, necessitates the re-orderingooial relations on a
global scale, and increases the mobility of contaaqy institutions
(Giddens 2001, 28-37). This, in turn, results ia tack of stability of
contemporary institutions and threatens their itheand authority.

In view of the above changes it seems certainttiexe is a need for
new identification of community and an institutidnyt more essentially of
an individual, an analogue individual whose way thinking and
perception of the world and culture have been foanmed as a result of
“digitalisation”. It appears compelling to invesiig to what extent this
new identification is present in electronic disgmirand what are its
linguistic exponents. In this book, my major foéssan academic virtual
identity. My purposes will be to identify linguistmeans of academic self-
presentation in electronic discourse and to find bow members of
academia give their identity constructed onlindiingonal validity. The
discussion will be empirically supported by the eash of identity
construction in a scholarly electronic seminar émmar) Humanist. The
communicative situation of this asynchronous tygeCMC provides
a challenging context in which to investigate theguistic means of
academic self-presentation as it combines privaiblic and institutional
aspects of identity.

In my discussion | will emphasise the relevancetha conflicting
characteristics of the electronic medium which ristey the complex
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interrelation between mass media, social structanesan individual (e.g.
Goban-Klas 1999). | will argue that the constructaf academic identity
in electronic discourse is affected by such progerbf the electronic
medium as hybridity — related to the blurred bouiegabetween the public
and the private, interactivity, flexibility, digifaation and technological
convergence.

The theoretical and methodological basis of my s$tigation is
a discourse community approach to scholarly comoatinin by Swales
(1990) and the Hallidayan systemic-functional maafedrammar. Swales’
approach allows us to focus on shared communicaiads, horms and
discursive practices as the factors that influetheenegotiation of group
and individual identity. Halliday's (1994) distinoh between ideational,
interpersonal and textual levels of language usa®rtant because these
three levels contribute towards discoursal constrocof identity. My
approach fits in within the current theorising afemtity in linguistic
research, where identity is viewed as a dynamionpimenon, actively
constructed in discourse (see overviews of disearsapproaches to
identity in e.g. Benwell and Stokoe 2006; Buchatzd Hall 2005; De
Fina et al 2006; lvani1998).

As regards the terminology, despite the multipli@f near-synonyms
for identity and the imprecision of the term, in this book Ilstill adhere
to its use. | will be using the teridentity in the broad sense, recognising
its multivariate and dynamic character. Blgntity construction | will be
referring to identity work being accomplished insaburse. The term
construction implies that identity work in discourse is a cdnses activity
on the part of an individual (see e.g. Joseph 2004dmitting that an
individual's self-presentation in discourse is alaogely subconscious,
I have followed the use of this widely acceptednters it emphasises an
individual's agency in identification processes.

The book is organised into four theoretical chap{€@hapters 1-4), in
which | provide an overview of the most importasgies that are relevant
for identity research in general, and the analpdédentity construction in
academic electronic discourse, in particular, ané empirical chapter
(Chapter 5), which presents the analysis and fgslibased on the
Humanist e-seminar. More specifically, the aim of ChaptefLhnguage,
Community, Identity”, is to provide a broad pergipex on linguistic
research of identity in general. | provide the anguats for the necessity of
an interdisciplinary study of identity constructionlinguistics. In relation
to this, | discuss the contributions to identitgaarch of such disciplines
as social psychology, sociology, cultural anthroggland communication
studies. Following a social view of identity, | say the linguistic
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accounts of the communal aspects of identity cangan and argue in
favour of a discursive approach to identity. In Qiea 2, “Academic
Identity in Speech and Writing”, | focus on the dies of linguistic
realisations of academic identity in the “tradig@hmedia. My major aims
are: to emphasise the interactional character aflewmic texts, and to
provide an overview of frameworks that allow us havestigate
interpersonal meanings in academic discourse. @hapt “Electronic
Discourse: Linguistic, Social and Technological &sts”, and Chapter 4,
“Virtual ldentities, Cyberspace and Academic Comiuation”, introduce
linguistic, social and technological aspects of Ckh@t are relevant for
the research of identity construction in acadenécteonic discourse. In
Chapter 3 | characterise electronic discourse rmenavariety of language,
distinct from speech and writing. | also present Cls a new medium
and discuss its defining properties. The aim of@@#1a4 is to discuss the
concepts ofirtual identity andvirtual community: how they are theorised
and empirically investigated. | will also talk akothe changes that
academic communication has undergone as a restile afevelopment of
CMC. Finally, Chapter 5 presents my research amadl/aes of the findings
of identity construction in academic discourse loa basis of an Internet
discussion group. Initial sections of Chapter 51{5.4) present the
research group, theumanist, and the research material, i.e. the corpora of
the postings contributed to th&umanist by its six active members. Then,
in the subsequent sections of Chapter 5 | demdastiaw academic
identity is constructed on three levels of disceurganisation: the
features of lexico-grammar, textual macrostructares genres.

Generally speaking, the results of my analysisaktew important it
is for scholars to maintain a legitimate identityan e-seminar. Virtual
academic identity as constructed in this contexassan extension of
academic identity constructed in the real worlde Tiew communicative
medium seems to have extended the repertoire eftefé means of self-
promotion, and the presentation of academic achiewts and expertise.
These aspects have become important for acadeteradtion in today’s
world, which is characterised by such phenomertheiternationalisation
and globalisation of scholarship, commodificatidrscence and intensified
competition.

The present book is based on my PhD dissertatioittew under the
supervision of Professor Anna Duszak, the Universit Warsaw, and
defended at the University of Szczecin, Poland/amrch 2008.






CHAPTERONE

LANGUAGE, COMMUNITY , IDENTITY

The aim of the present chapter is to look at hagdistics, taking an
interdisciplinary perspective, has tackled the clexipy of identity
construction. Given a social view of language, riden to fully account for
how identity is discoursally constructed, linguistihas to be informed by
other disciplines that focus on the interrelaticgtween the individual,
a social structure and language. These are magdialsdisciplines that
emphasize the role of language as identification and classification
factor, used to mark affiliations and non-alignnsgentonstruct social
bonds and the sense of group identity, convey antid loyalty or
detachment, etc. Thus, | will look at the findingssocial psychology,
sociology, cultural anthropology and communicatsuadies, focusing on
the concepts of social identity, social bond ar@ligridentity.

Then, | will proceed to an overview of linguisticameworks that
address the social context of language and explismursal construction
of identities, frameworks that involve such noti@sspeech community,
discourse community and discourse system, sociaiank and small
culture, community of practice and epistemic comityyrand face and
face systems. What emerges from this overview idomination of
collective views of identity: an individual's idétyt is mainly theorised in
relation to social structures and his/her socilds.oMy major focus will
be on a discursive approach, the basis of whitheisview of identity as a
socially constructed phenomenon. | will speak iwofa of the argument
that identity is a discursive process, i.e. a muplhenomenon which is
dynamically and continuously negotiated in disceuss my ultimate aim
in this book is to investigate discoursal consiorctof identity in the
Internet, which is considered to be a mass mediumil also address
a critical perspective for the analysis of identitgnstruction in mass
media discourse.



2 Chapter One

1.1. The social foundations of language and idenyit
an interdisciplinary perspective

The understanding we have of others and ourselgepeasons is
largely constructed through diverse linguistic pices we engage in.
Languages have developed a range of resourcesuiliitg varieties,
mechanisms and strategies) for handling sociatioglships and thus can
be used to identify the social structure of a gieehectivity (e.g. Crystal
1998; Foley 1997; Tabouret-Keller 1998). In othesrds, “there is an
indexical correlation between the social contextaofgiven linguistic
interaction and the linguistic forms (...): the vaies of social stratification
are given concrete expression in the linguisticicd® of actors” (Foley
1997, 313). This role of language as an identificatand classification
factor has also been addressed in other fieldsudfyshat take into focus
the individual, society and culture, such as sop@lchology, sociology,
anthropology and communication studies.

When discussing the conceptions of identity rootied social
relationships, it is necessary to point to the alglity in conceptual
meanings of the notions @fentity, selfandpersonin these fields of study.
This variability has been numerously addressednhe literature of the
subject (see e.g. Benwell and Stokoe 2006; tvd8i98; Joseph 2004a,
2004b; Kopytko 2002, 2003; Stryker and Burke 2008)d the
disentangling of the complexity of the terminolaiproblem is beyond
the scope of my present discussion. However, s gbction | would like
to focus on those aspects of personhood and setfepd that | find
directly relevant for the linguistic discussion wfentity construction,
especially in electronic discourse.

The near-synonyms for identity reveal some dualisrhow identity
has been conceptualised: identity understood aegaitove or psychic
phenomenon, and identity viewed as a public phenoménterpreted by
people in social interaction (Benwell and Stokod®03-4; see also
Ivanic 1998; De Fina et al 2006). For instance, in hezraew of the
terms synonymous with identity, Iva@niists such alternative notions as
self and ethosthat emphasise the private, individual aspectdehiity,
whereasperson personaor role refer to the public, institutional aspect of
identity (1998, 10). Ivagialso recounts the termssibject subject position
and positioning that may additionally indicate a deterministiceeff of
social practices upon peoples’ identities.

In social psychology, a well-established concefrteel to the social
presentation of an individual is that of social ritiy, fundamental to
social interaction. In most theoretical concepti@fissocial identity, the
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main research interests lie in the forms of soidahtity that derive from

individuals’ real affiliations to social groups awdtegories. Thus, social
identities emerge as the identities attributed tites in an attempt to
situate them in social space (Snow 2001). They mm@ygrounded in

established social roles (e.g. teacher, motherin onore inclusive social

categories (e.g. gender, ethnicity, nationalityd #rus are often referred to
as “role identities” (Snow 2001 following Stryke®80).

The construction of social identity is related ke tformation of the
sense of “We” that links an individual's self witithers (even with the
unknown others), despite the lack of direct expege (Grzelak and
Jarymowicz 2000). The establishment of the mentaistuct “We” is
ensued by the development of other forms of idieatibn with others,
such as the sense of social bond and communitywillingness to
cooperate. Social identity may also be based osyh#olic affiliation to
a social group: “We” may relate to a social grougcl we would like to
belong to. Moreover, the formation of the so-callatdstract We” comes
from the direct identification not with other indiwals but their shared
beliefs, values or goals. Consequently, socialtitlers shaped regardless
of any real or symbolic membership in a social grou

In relation to the contribution of social psychojogowards the
explorations of identity in linguistics (a contriilon which, according to
Giles 1979, is, though, insufficient), two major papaches become
available: Tajfel's theory of social identity andtérgroup relations and
Giles’ accommodation theory (see e.g. Edwards 1®8%ociolinguistic
explorations on ethnic identity, and Fasold 1984sfaciolinguistic studies
of code-switching). Both theories attempt to examthe mechanisms
responsible for group vitality.

Tajfel's Social Identity Theory (SIT), later adogtéy Turner in his
Self-categorisation Theory (SCT), is consideredoéone of the most
influential theories of social identity (see e.grz€8ak and Jarymowicz
2000). According to Tajfel, social identity is part an individual's self-
concept that derives from his/her membership invargsocial category,
together with the value and emotional significaratached to that
membership, shared with other members of this oayedn Turner’s
SCT, social identity is defined as social categuiin of the self based on
the interpersonal similarities and differences st@ng from group
affiliation. In addition, Tajfel proposes a numbefr strategies that are
available to members of groups in contact to endatheir positive
identity (e.g. change of group, redefinition of atge qualities, creation
of new evaluative dimensions). Similarly, speeatbatmodation, developed
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by Giles and others, focuses on identity adjustmehat are made to
increase group status and favourability (Edward51950-154).

The interest of sociology in the processes of $adentification and
the question of how membership in particular soczéegories moulds the
self has centred around the responsibility of dacies and identities for
the definition, meaning and social perception & felf (see e.g. Ilvahi
1998; Kopytko 2002, 2003; Sztompka 2002 for extensdverviews).
Likewise, recognizing social behaviour as a neggseandition for the
development of the self and its relevance for damtegorisation, social
psychologists have developed models of the intsgrally determined
self, stressing the role of communication (symbadliteraction) in the
relationship between the self and society (e.g. M&875; Tanno and
Gonzales 1998; Griffin 2002), the establishment oeakdown) and
maintenance of social relationships (e.g. Argyld Kendon 1967; Argyle
2002), or the processes of group formation (e.gkaMil981; see also
Kopytko 2002 for an overview).

As products of categorization processes, sociattities attempt to
reflect the increasing complexity of modern sodiéé. Snow (2001)
considers this a kind of sociological truism thad tssue of identity in the
postmodern era becomes more problematic and wtbedts societies
become more structurally differentiated, fragmentadd culturally
pluralistic (a problem also recorded in e.g. Cést&€097; Giddens 2001,
Graddol 1997). Still, the so-called phenomenorirofifaneous participation
is a natural feature of a human society (Sztompka22 190). Multiple
membership in social groups, deriving from the iplitity of roles
performed, mirrors the plurality of everyday humaativity. Each
individual typically functions in multiple, oftenoaflicting roles because
of different social contexts and fields of intefant and because of
a variety of needs that need to be satisfied. W&amportant is that,
nowadays, individuals have gained a bigger freedbohoices as regards
their group affiliations. In addition, different meentions for interactions
and expectations are ascribed to different sooiglst Roles also vary in
the extent to which they are rigid or negotiabled é&n the overall effect
they have on an individual's life. It might be aeglthat highly pervasive
roles are likely to become central definitionalesp of a person’s identity
(Foley 1997). Another problem relevant for the ceptoalisations of
social divisions is posed by the complex and amnibitanature of
demarcation processes. ‘“ldentitarian ambivalencey mesult from
contradictory socialization or adaptation to, asé of, multiple positions
(e.g. code switching)” (Duszak 2002a, 3). Moreovét,is generally
assumed that group boundaries are fuzzy rather dismeet, that they
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form a continuum of ingroupness-outgroupness ratigm a combination
of disparate or partly overlapping constructs” (Zaks 20020p cif). As
a result, social identities emerge as complex,térdgnate and dynamic
constructs, the elements of which become invokedvomwed depending
on their situational relevance and their relativgértance in relation to
other identities (see also Snow 2001; Sztompka 20G@bouret-Keller
1998).

Other two terms that are relevant for the discussiosocial identities
are thesocial bondand group or collective identity As it has been
mentioned above, the way people construct and neasagjal identities is
related to the processes of group building and imgndn sociology and
social psychology, a social bond is consideredeta Ibasic determinant of
social life: constructing and maintaining sociahtle is one of the main
aims of social behaviour (see e.g. Jacher 1987ridkeret al 2002;
Kosinski 1987; Szczepmki 1963; Sztompka 2002). Through bonding
with others, people satisfy their basic social sesdch as their sense of
belonging, to open up a way to the realisation tifieo purposes:
performing tasks, pursuing interests, or derivingtarial benefits. In
addition, social bonds play a substantial role @pimg to understand
ourselves and others, winning and maintaining dipas keeping partners
and allies, or boosting one’s self-esteem (Kerdthkl 2002). As a central
social category, a social bond is used to explagnexistence, durability
and functioning of social structures and processess indexical of
a social structure whose cohesion it ensures (3488, 7).

A social bond is a multifold construct, the compatseof which attract
varying research interests that attempt to grasmdture. For example
Kosinski (1987, 118-119) distinguishes 2 sets of comptnef a social
bond: (1) spontaneous-subjective, related to thenpmena of the
individual's identification with a social structur@f interest to social
psychology); (2) formal-objective, including orgaational aspects of
a social bond (of interest to sociology). Kissi also argues that a social
bond is a dynamic phenomenon of varying intengity duration that must
include at least one of the following ten possibtanponents (see also
Szczepaski 1963): (1) spatial contact, (2) psychic contg®) social
contact, (4) interaction, (5) social activity, (§ycial relations, (7) social
dependencies, (8) social institutions, (9) sociahtwl and (10) social
organization. The particular components of a sdmiald correspond to the
subsequent stages of its development, pointingea@tadational nature of
social bonds.

The gradation of a social bond, and, consequesttliiuman groupings,
is also emphasized in Sztompka’'s typology of sobiahds (Sztompka
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2002, 182-192). Depending on the degree of itsldpueent, Sztompka
differentiates the following types of a social bomdtjective, subjective,
behaviouralandco-operational The objective bondefers to the sense of
community deriving from the similarity of a lifetsation, determined by
such external factors as gender, age, race, dtigenplace of living, etc.
(Sztompka 2002, 184). The next stage in the advaeotof a social bond
is thesubjective bondnarked by the emergence of collective identitg th
basic sense of community becomes strengthened bynbers’
identification with a grouping, revealed in a slihsense of “we-ness”.
Finally, the behavioural bondis identified by the sense of community
expressed through common activity, whereas the pevational bond
relates to members’ mutual indispensability in purg individual and
collective goals.

The subsequent stages of bond building correspopdrticular phases
of group crystallization, resulting in the gradatb nature of group
divisions (see e.g. Kerrick et al 2002; Sztompk®20 However, as
Sztompka (2002, 194-196) notices, in reality tteefrequent deviations
from the complete schema of group formation. Netagk is a social
group characterized by the presence of objectidesaibjective bonds, the
conscious realization of the sense of identity, alehse contacts or
interactions. What is particularly pertinent to tdescussion of virtual
communities, the cohesion of a group may also dirom the imagined
sense of community and identity, without any sinifyaof interests or
sameness of any objective factors (see refereniceagined communities
in Chapter 4, Section 4.3.1).

As it has been already mentioned, the processgesoap building and
bonding are related to the development of collectdlentity. Every group
of interacting individuals is considered to possegsbols, slogans,
values, objects, etc. that are necessary for gnoembers to develop the
sense of community and belonging to their groug. (8zczepéski 1963).
The emergence of the shared sense of “we-nessilysagartial reflection
of the growing social bond. According to Snow (2)Qdonceptually, the
essence of collective identity dwells also in theecalled “collective
agency”, i.e. the action component of collectiveniity. More specifically,
the collective agency indicates the possibility afllective action in
pursuing shared interests, and even encouraginy acton. Therefore,
Snow emphasizes the multidimensional, dynamic amdving nature of
collective identity. Differentiating the concept obllective identity from
personal and social identity, Snow argues thatéctilve identities tend to
be more fluid, tentative, and transient than categlly based social
identities” (2001). Also, collective identity is mk@d by the generation
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and maintenance of symbolic resources that strengtroup solidarity
and function as boundary markers of distinguisimsglers from outsiders.

The social view of identity is also emphasised mheopological
research. To present the anthropological foundstidrihe dependency of
the social presentation of theersort upon the establishment of social
relationships and structures, Foley adduces Gesgeiew of social
functioning (Gergen 1990). According to Gergeng“ihdividual's well-
being cannot be extricated from the web of relatidps in which he/she is
engaged”, where “forms of relationships dependhennhutual coordination
of actions” among interactants (quoted in Foley7,9%2). Consequently,
the person appears as “a lived history of strutwwaplings”, bringing to
each interaction the various patterns of relatigpssithat they have been
engaged in, as well as the social status that bes kstablished in the
previous encounters with others. A public sociaésgntation of the
person, in turn, will be contingent on their so@dtus, their membership
in social groups and the variety of social rolesytherform.

Still, Foley (1997) also records some of the crogdgdral differences
in the conceptualisation of personhood, revealed dtichotomy of local
beliefs between sociocentric and egocentric unaledshg of the person.
Personhood defined in sociocentric terms, accortbirtpe social position
a particular individual occupies, is common in atds that do not single
out the individual and his/her autonomy as the llagaderstanding of
a person. “The sociocentric conception of persodhegards the good of
the social grouping as fundamental and subordiriatégidual wants and
needs to the collective good” (Foley 1997, 266).clntrast, in the
egocentric individualist ideology individuals theshses are more
important than any constituent social grouping. §hai person is viewed
as “an individual, an embodiment of absolute vatuber own right, and
not simply in terms of her position in any sociattgrn” (Foley 1997,
265).

Judgments about others as well as the classifitationdividuals into
social categories are invariably based on setsingfuistic and non-
linguistic criteria, which also vary cross-cultuyal The non-linguistic
parameters of social categorization include reddyiypermanent physical
and psychological aspects of an individual's idgnfe.g. gender, age,
ethnicity), or relate to people’s professional awbnomic status (e.g.

! The notion ofersonas understood in anthropology is “a social concegde of
local notions of one’s rights and obligations”, wlnivaries cross-culturally. The
notion of personis contrasted with the notion sklf referring to “a proposed
universal human awareness of one’s own individodl@liment” (see Foley 1997,
262-263).
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educational qualifications, occupation, income|rtgyle of living). The
evaluations of a person’s social position accordimghe latter group of
non-linguistic parameters are frequently just sttbje judgments. People’s
attitudes and practices related to the processesaidl categorization are
inculcated through the various processes of saeiddin (see e.g. Foley
1997).

Finally, taking the perspective of communicationdsts, the accent is
placed on the multiple communicative and identifyinoles of the
linguistic code, in a wider perspective of the rfiuitctionality of the
process of communication (see e.g. Goban-Klas 1998 knowledge of
the phenomena that influence interpersonal comratinit may contribute
to a better understanding of the mechanisms thapesthuman social
behaviour and, subsequently, will give a deepdgimsnto the processes
of group building and bonding. In relation to thentext of CMC, it is also
relevant to mention the complex role of mass conication in bond
building (Goban-Klas 1999). Admittedly, mass comigation enriches
the social landscape, but contributes to the miediaif social relations,
which grow more distant, impersonal and weaker @pekilas 1999, 114—
116). Thus, on the one hand, mass communicatiomum@s to the
consolidation of dispersed individuals and gener#te formation of new
social structures. On the other hand, it leadsreatgr social mobility,
atomisation of society and weakening of social te®d traditional
communities.

1.2. Community-based approaches to identity

Modern linguistics, under the influence of relatBelds of social
psychology, sociology, ethnography of speaking eultural anthropology,
has used a variety of approaches and methodoltmiaddress the social
context of language and explore the constructiosoefal identities. In the
1960s, in his discussion of sociological linguistid. R. Firth recognized
the significance of contextual analysis that makiéswance both for the
situational and social context of language usetl{Fi©64, 66). As people
progressively become incorporated into the soci@amization, they
accumulate a number of social roles that imposerogypjate rules of
linguistic behaviour under specific circumstanceserefore, an efficient
linguistic analysis must be concerned with the ti@ta between the
community’s language and its social structure. rAilsir view appears in
other works within the ethnography of speaking.(Bauman and Sherzer
1974; Hymes 1964a, 1964b, 1968, 1974), and in Guzigppevorks in
cultural anthropology (e.g. 1971a, 1971c, 1974).
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An important contribution of ethnographic reseatchthe studies of
language in its social context is the introductiof the notion of
communicative competence. Hymes subordinates Chgmsinguistic
competence to communicative competence, arguing #féective
communication in language involves not only the Wisalge of language
code, but also social and cultural knowledge oftwbasay and to whom,
depending on a given situation, and speakers’ tahith appropriately
interpret linguistic forms.

Being concerned with how social information is et linguistically,
Gumperz (1971a, 1971c, 1974) and Gumperz and Cankp8rz (1982)
address some sociolinguistic problems of interpgabk@and intergroup
communication, focusing on face-to-face interactiéirst of all, they
recognize the complexity of the communicative emwinent, both at the
level of everyday interpersonal interaction aneiigtoup communication
across society. In modern, constantly changing eties, group
membership, ethnic identity, communicative conteatsl settings are
rarely clearly definable (Gumperz 1974, 7). Morapwince the study of
sociolinguistic phenomena in relation to existingups, institutions and
settings cannot give a full account of everydayavébur, Gumperz argues
against the reliance on a priori social categorf&sciolinguistics needs
analytical models that would consolidate the stafljiow individuals use
their lexical, grammatical and sociolinguistic kriedge to interact
appropriately in various social contexts. This anguat is repeated in
Gumperz and Cook-Gumperz (1982). In addition, Gumped Cook-
Gumperz argue that the boundaries within which f@sgocial identities
are negotiated are dynamic, communicatively coonttdi parameters,
such as those provided by gender, ethnicity anssck@iven this, to fully
appreciate the mechanisms of identity construcsinth maintenance, it is
necessary to gain insight into the communicativecesses by which
social, political, and ethnic divisions arise (Guerp and Cook-
Gumperz1982, 1).

1.2.1. Speech communities

The essential concept for the link between languagd social
structure is that of aspeech communitySpCom), whose origins are
grounded in the general sources of sociolinguisticstorical linguistics,
philosophy of language, dialectology, anthropolagg early structuralism.
This much defined and discussed unit of empirigajuistics has been
used in the research of social groups and sub-grafipsarious kinds:
urban and rural, large and small, specific and talp geographically-
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bounded and of groups that cut across geograpids,lior groups not
defined in linguistic terms (for an extensive revisee Patrick 2002). As
the study of the numerous conceptualisations op@o®n also reveals
much divergence, Patrick notes “a general lacknaflysis and synthesis
concerning the SpCom” (Patrick 2002, 575). The atisigs revolve
around such aspects of a SpCom as group boundgreag; membership
and group homogeneity vs. heterogeneity. Additignak is unclear
whether a SpCom is a primarily social or linguistigject.

In Chomsky’s (1965) conception of a completely hgemmous SpCom,
group membership (of ideal speakers-listenerspigiggent on a shared
access to a code (linguistic competence). Shargglilitic knowledge
becomes the only criterion of social inclusion analusion. However,
Chomsky’s idealization of a uniform community doest relate to what
can be observed in actual communities, i.e. thevgiieg bi- or
multilingualism (Gumperz 1982, 19).

For Hymes, a SpCom is a unit of taxonomy of soeglistic situations:
thus, a social rather than linguistic entity (Hyni€64, 1974). He argues
that the definition of a SpCom in terms of sharegdistic features is
inadequate to the external and internal boundingpaimunities. Besides,
a “primary focus on a single language or grammhtiode tends to make
variation seem peripheral or intrusive” (Hymes 19836). This recognition
of variation among speech habits reflects the asmed concern of
linguistic anthropology for the complexity of thecsal structure. Hymes
extends the criteria of social membership in a SpCapart form sharing
linguistic form, legitimate members of a SpCom nu@npetently exploit
the knowledge of the rules and norms governingrtbemmunicative
practices (communicative competence). Thus, thalidgathemes in
Hymes’ conceptualisation of a SpCom are: (1) botieda(2) co-variation
among linguistic and social features (Hymes 19688)3 and (3)
membership in a SpCom as different from mere ppeton (Hymes
1974, 51). Still, Hymes does not expand on the eissd group
membership, arguing that its complexity requiresdbntribution of social
science.

Initially, Gumperz defined speech communities inmg of linguistic
communities which were purely social concepts. fguliistic community
was a mono- or multilingual structure, whose mermsbgere united by
their “frequency of social interaction patterns aset off from the
surrounding areas by weaknesses in the lines ofreoritation” (1971a,
101). As regards the size and range, linguisticroamities could be small
groups constructed on the basis of face-to-facdactnor they could
spread across larger regions. Subsequently, in nhise restricted
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definition of a SpCom, Gumperz stresses a shangdiktic knowledge as
an essential criterion of a SpCom (1971b, 114).ddwer, he argues that
regardless of the linguistic differences among thesmeech varieties
within a SpCom are systematic, as they reflect arezh set of social
norms. Speech varieties serve as indices of spattdrns of interaction in
a SpCom, reflecting functionally related socialeml(Gumperz 1971b,
116). Lastly, in his later conceptualisation of @C®m, Gumperz
guestions speech communities being defined as ifuradly integrated
systems with shared norms of evaluation, becaused#iinition does not
recognize social variability as an inherent propet linguistic systems
(Gumperz 1982, 26). Therefore, a SpCom comes toddfined in
functionalist terms as “a system of organized ditgrheld together by
common norms and aspirations.... This variation shaystematic
regularities at the statistical level of socialtlaGumperz 1982, 24).

The criticism of the models of a SpCom outlined \@oesulted in
numerous elaborations and refinements of the nofsee e.g. Halliday
1978; Montgomery 1986; Patrick 2002; Romaine 200941 Saville-
Troike 1989). Halliday (1978) notices that a SpCsra general label that
might be applied to almost any aggregate of pedplés idealized sense
(i.e. a linguistically homogenous group sharingctiems and attitudes to
language, linked by some form of social organizgtioa SpCom is
a construct to which human groups can only appraténiHalliday 1978,
154). The classical model of a SpCom proves to wedsonably well in
rural contexts, whereas it begins to collapse wheplied in urban
situations of extensive linguistic diversity amagd within individuals.

Montgomery (1986), in turn, observes that the ciiowls for an
idealised SpCom are rarely simultaneously fulfill&&condly, part of the
difficulty with the notion of a SpCom lies in thetérnal differentiation of
human communities: material, cultural, politicaly bemployment,
occupation, gender, age, etc (Montgomery 1986, 13%)- As it is
difficult to disentangle linguistic practices fratme wider social processes
in which they are embedded, the term SpCom shoelddmcerned not
only with the shared verbal practices, “but alsthviension and conflict
between them” (Montgomery 1986, 135).

In her discussion of a SpCom, Saville-Troike (198®)jmarily
addresses the distinction between participation ameimbership in
a SpCom, arguing that membership cannot be badety s sharing
linguistic knowledge and skills. The focus in ialty defining
communities for study may also be placed on noguiistic criteria, such
as common geographical and political boundaridsmeutraits or physical
characteristics (Saville-Troike 1989, 17). Recogws the natural
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heterogeneity of human communities and the comsxiof social
settings, Saville-Troike speaks in favour of theaapt of a SpCom that
would make allowance for primary and secondary nestbps, and for
multiple and overlapping memberships in socialctmes. This conception,
which makes possible the integration of complexgoas of membership,
proves particularly relevant for the study of conperary technologically
mediated social relations and structures. FinaMlith reference to the
problem of boundary marking by means of languagavillB-Troike
distinguishes between “hard-shelled” and “soft-ul speech
communities (Saville-Troike 1989, 19). The “hard:kdd” communities
have stronger boundaries that limit interactiondeetn in-group and out-
group members, and provide maximum maintenanceanfuage and
culture. In contrast, the “soft-shelled” commurstilow a relatively easy
two-way interaction across the community’s bourekari

The synthesis of Gumperz’'s and Hymes' approachgseap in
Romaine’s definition of a SpCom: “a speech commuisitnot necessarily
coextensive with a language community. A speechngonity is a group
of people who do not necessarily share the sangéaye, but share a set
of norms and rules for the use of language. Thenttaties between
speech communities are essentially social rattaer linguistic” (Romaine
2000/1994, 23). When focusing on membership in €dBp, Romaine
adduces the Prague School's distinction betwsperech bondand
language bondSprechbundvs. Sprachbunil Shared ways of speaking
frequently go beyond language boundaries; thus, lmeeship in
a community is determined in terms of interactiorsher than language
norms (i.e. through communicative competence).

To conclude, the multitude of conceptualisationd esrevaluations of
a SpCom reveals much divergence and disagreemesigarmesearchers,
which contributes to the concept’s vagueness afidielecy. Admittedly,
a SpCom was for long considered a basic definirggofaof language
(Duszak 2001) and a socially-grounded unit of listja analyses (Patrick
2002). However, some dilemmas still remain unsglvedch as the
differentiation of linguistic competence of a SpCQCorts internal
heterogeneity of language, and an individual's ipdtion in multiple
speech communities (Duszak 2001, 8). The adequédheonotion of
a SpCom has been numerously challenged or rejegiethg way for
alternative conceptualisations of the relationshgiween language use
and social structures. These conceptualisatiomsnattto better account
for the complexity and dynamics of the contemporsogial reality of
cross-cultural and cross-linguistic contacts, aurdusly enhanced by the
ongoing development of communication media.
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1.2.2. Discourse communities and discourse systems

One of the major concepts that developed as aerpim@tation of
a SpCom andinterpretative communify is a discourse community
Although much contested (e.g. Borg 2003; DuszakB8499ohns 1997),
the concept of the discourse community has prowaetcplarly useful in
research on specialist discourse (for academiodise analysis see e.qg.
Duszak 1997b; Valle 1994), the study of writingaitcedemic contexts and
writing for specific purposes (Bhatia 1993; Cond®©6; Duszak 1998b),
organizational communication (Orlikowski and Yal&9€4), genre (Bhatia
1993) and cybergenre theory (Berquist and LjunghE®§9; Erickson
1997; 1999; Shepherd and Watters 1999; Sokét 2gates and Sumner
1997).

An influential definition of a discourse communibelongs to John
Swales (1990), who grounded his conception on tiadyaes of English
academic texts. Swales distinguishes six definifm@racteristics of
a discourse community: (1) a set of common pubtialgy (2) mechanisms
of intercommunication among its members, (3) the af participatory
mechanisms primarily to provide information anddieack, (4) shared
genres, (5) shared lexis, and (6) a threshold lefemembers with
a suitable degree of relevant content and discbesgzertise (1990, 24—
27). Thus, the emphasis is placed on genres ans #éxelements that
enable a discourse community’s members to maitkeim goals, regulate
their membership, and communicate efficiently withe another. In
Swales’ original conception, a discourse commurstyinited by written
communication. After the reconsideration of thsues, Swales differentiates
between discourse communities and “place discaros@nunities” which
were united by both written and spoken communicafwales 1998).

As regards the distinction between speech comnasnétnd discourse
communities, the main advantage of a discourse amitynapproach in
Swales’ view is its sociorhetorical perspectiveanélysis. Unlike a speech
community, the term discourse community focusesfuorttional rather
than social determinants of the linguistic behawiof individuals. In
terms of the structure of society, speech comnesidire centripetal, i.e.
inclusive, while discourse communities are cengdlu they tend to
separate people into occupational or specialityregdt groups. A point
raised in relation to the patterns of members’ uiéerent is that
membership in a speech community is typically iitedr by birth,
accident or adoption, whereas in a discourse contyndrby persuasion,

2 According to Stanley Fish (1980), dnterpretative communitjs an open
network of people who share ways of reading texts.
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training or relevant qualification (Swales 1990).24stly, it is not easy to
demarcate between sociolinguistic and sociorheitbaspects of human
communication skills, hence the border between @dpend discourse
communities runs on fuzzy grounds (Duszak 19984).25

Another vital element of a discourse community apph is its
recognition of gradable and multiple membership.a®& notes that
discourse communities have changing membershigsthat the survival
of the community depends on a reasonable ratio dmtwnovices and
experts (Swales 1990, 27). The differentiation leetw experts and
novices implies the gradational nature of membspgcialist, textual and
communicative competence. Full membership in aodisse community is
marked by intensive communicative activity. Mulépmembership in
discourse communities, in turn, is a reflectiortted multiplicity of social
roles and identities that individuals adopt in thsbcial life. Each
role/identity involves the voluntary and consci@gtivation of a specific
communicative, interactional and textual competenoeler particular
situational, social and communicative circumstanddss suggests that
people’s social identities, as well as their mersbigrs in discourse
communities, are dynamic and undergo constant iom&s and
modifications.

Finally, the advantage of the concept of the diss®iwcommunity is
that it does not presuppose a reference to oneudaey just as speech
communities do (Duszak 2001, 10). Since an indexmefmbership in
a discourse community is the competent use of ksl genres and
compliance with the community’s communicative noymas member’s
initiation into other types of discourse competenemains of secondary
importance. Discourse communities are constructétlirvand across
speech communities, independently of the membeasiven language.
Another important consequence of such global dhistion of discourse
communities is their freedom from territorial bosnd his element of the
concept of the discourse community makes it anaetitre tool for
research into CMC-based social structures.

Still, despite its wide application, the concept thfe discourse
community is considered to be abstract (Johns 188d)fuzzy (Duszak
1998a; Erickson 1997, 1999; Swales 1990), and swihits elements as
imprecisely defined (Borg 2003). Johns, concerneith wssues of
academic literacies, expresses the necessity toifgple relationship
between discourse communities and their genregtendchechanisms that
make communities complex and varied. In additidwe, imquires about the
existence of levels of discourse communities: &gn we hypothesize
a general academic community or language?” (JoBf3%,151). Given the



