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Multilingualism and Heteroglossia In and Out of School 
 

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH RESULTS 
 
Introduction 
This project uses interactional sociolinguistics1 to investigate the ways in which adolescents 
experiment with different dialects and languages at school.  It has grown out of research 
which studied the ways in which youngsters use both their own and other people’s ethnic 
home languages during recreation in multi-ethnic peergroups2, and it sets out to extend the 
account (a) to classroom settings, and (b) to non-minority speech varieties.   
So far, the project has 
 examined adolescents spontaneously ‘putting on’ two varieties, one of them prestigious 

(German) and the other stigmatised (Cockney) 
 addressed the substantial theoretical challenges that this kind of ‘stylisation’ presents for 

established concepts and approaches in sociolinguistics and language education 
 compiled dossiers on more than a dozen of the language varieties used in the two schools 

where the research was carried out.   
Over time, an integrated account will develop of how adolescents position themselves in the 
‘economy’ of different language and speech varieties around them.  But in the first instance, 
analysis addresses these speech varieties separately, and seeks to engage with some of the 
main debates that surround each one.   This can be seen in the following summary of initial 
findings on German and Cockney.   
 
Inner London Deutsch   
Within educational discussion, there is a good deal of concern about low motivation and 
achievement in modern foreign languages (MFLs), particularly among adolescent boys.  In 
this project, however, when pupils were recorded on radio-microphones throughout the 
school day, it was discovered that even though none of them had family links with Germany, 
some of them used German spontaneously among themselves.  How?  Why?  And was this 
good news for the teaching of MFLs?   
 There were in fact some fairly close links between pupils’ out-of-class 
improvisations and their experience in language lessons.  Like a lot of traditional MFL 
instruction, teaching in the German classes was heavily ritualised, and up to a point, this 
carried over into the adolescent improvisations, which also had a strongly ritual dimension.  
In the transition, however, the meanings of these ritual fragments were usually transformed, 
and pupils turned them to their own ends.  Among themselves, choral chants became a source 
of hilarity, and with other teachers, German’s status as a curriculum language made it a 
useful disguise for a variety of acts of subversion.  In fact for a while at least, adolescents 
invested German with a symbolic ambiguity that lent itself very well to their daily efforts to 
balance the competing demands of school success and peer group popularity. 
 In the end, though, peer group Deutsch proved to be educationally inconsequential: it 
was actually only a passing fad, informants were unenthusiastic about their German classes, 

                                                 
1  ‘Interactional Sociolinguistics’ is an approach to language study which 

 focuses on the talk and interaction of particular groups of people in particular situations, collecting both 
ethnographic and tape-recorded data 

 produces detailed and comprehensive analyses of key episodes, using a range of frameworks for describing both 
small and large-scale phenomena and processes (pronunciation, grammar, genres, interaction structures, 
institutions, social networks), supplementing these wherever possible with the participants’ own accounts of 
what’s happening 

 regards interaction is a key site for the construction of social identities and relationships, and believes that a 
close look at what people do in everyday interaction can throw new light on issues of general social and 
educational debate. 

    (See for example J. Gumperz 1982 Discourse Strategies Cambridge:CUP.) 
2  See B. Rampton 1995 Crossing: Language and Ethnicity Among Adolescents London: Longman. 
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and they didn’t go on to get good grades at GCSE.  In view of the extent to which they used it 
to tug at the edges of teacher control, this was maybe unsurprising and one would no more 
expect to see skillful soccer players emerging from football practices devoted to dealings 
with the referee.  The data did, however, permit the elaboration of a theoretical perspective 
that could improve our understanding of MFL education over the longer term.   
 Notions of ritual have generally figured only negatively in debates about FL 
teaching, with ritualised pedagogies being dismissed as ‘artificial’ and ‘non-communicative’.  
Peer group Deutsch, however, showed that in certain circumstances, adolescents indulge in 
ritual freely of their own accord.  Clearly, a far more differientiating view of ritual is 
required, and rather than being alienated by ritual per se, student responses are influenced by 
the meanings that particular ritual practices evoke, by the way they are positioned, and by the 
aesthetics of particular performances.  More generally, as a form of everyday action where 
heightened shows of feeling and affiliation are expected, ritual serves as a window on 
language learner ‘attitudes and motivation’ that is much more closely integrated into the 
realities of everyday classroom experience than the social psychological measuring 
instruments that have predominated in language learning research.  As such, it offers a 
perspective that could turn out to be more practical.  
 As a standard language taught at school, German was prestigious and well-defined.  
In contrast, Broad London/ ‘Cockney’ was a much more pervasive and intimate variety for 
everyone, and stylised speech performance played a rather different role in the way that 
adolescents negotiated their social position.   
 
 
Stylised Cockney and London Multiethnic Vernacular English   
The everyday English used by these London informants was variable blend of different 
influences - the most obvious being ‘traditional’ London, Jamaican Creole and, in one of the 
schools, Panjabi3 - and this itself points to the fact that in ethnically plural settings, 
“Englishness [and Londonness] is a new ensemble that both appropriates and is appropriated 
by British-based African Caribbean-ness, Asian-ness, Irishness and so on”.4  But at the same 
time as reflecting the confluence of different ethnolinguistic traditions, these youngsters’ 
everyday speech also bore the imprint of traditional patterns of social class stratification.  
Quantitative analysis of well-established London features like glottal T showed that young 
people shifted their speech towards Received Pronunciation and standard English as the 
situation became more formal, and in interviews, ‘Southall boy’, ‘Rastafarian’, ‘rudeboy’, 
‘cockney’, and ‘mixed’ were all cited together, often interchangeably, as the opposite of 
‘posh’. 
 Both ethnicity and class, then, influenced unself-conscious adolescent speech, as well 
as the explicit evaluation of speech varieties.  The analysis of Cockney stylisations (of who 
put on a stereotyped Cockney accent, how, when, where and with whom) took the account 
one step further, and revealed some of the dynamic aspects of the class-ethnicity relationship.  
Informants were generally happy to count themselves as ordinary speakers of vernacular 
London English, but they weren’t necessarily reconciled to all of the options and images that 
broad London speech was associated with.  There was resistance, for example, to the 
traditional idea that that if you took education seriously, you ought to talk posh.  A migrant 
family might live on a working class housing estate, but upward mobility had often provided 
the motive for coming to England, and sometimes in classroom interaction, traditional 
Cockney speech features were accentuated in efforts to intensify the concentration on school 
work.  And while some stylised performances of Cockney emphasised traditional 
connotations of informal sociability, others were used to mark out ‘free-and-easy’ 
recreational activities that youngsters wanted to distance themselves from.   

                                                 
3
 See Rampton 1995:125-30 for an earlier account of this. 

4
 A. Brah 1996 Cartographies of Diaspora.  London: Routledge.  Page 209.  See also Hewitt 1986 and Rampton 1995 on ‘local 

multi-racial vernaculars’ 
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 So overall, while adolescents recognised and participated in the sociolinguistic 
stratification of London speech, their stylised Cockney performances set up a more complex 
debate about what being non-standard London speaker could actually entail.  Stylisation, 
indeed, showed itself to be significant as one of the active everyday processes through which 
Englishness and London-ness “are continually reconstituted”. 5 
 
 
Conclusion 
This project’s analyses of German and stylised Cockney look towards different areas of 
debate (MFL education with the first, variationist sociolinguistics and Cultural Studies with 
the second).  Both, however, lead away from the essentialist assumption, still powerful both 
in language study and in education, that it is school English and the ethnic minority home 
language(s) that really matter for black and Asian British students.  Beyond that, they 
illustrate the purchase on wider issues that interactional sociolinguistics can provide, and 
perhaps most important, they highlight the value of stylised performance as a fertile site for 
investigation of the different ways in which people engage, actively and often critically, with 
the social conditions and processes where they find themselves. 
 

                                                 
5 Ibid.  Emphases added. 
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R000236602 
Multilingualism and Heteroglossia In and Out of School  

January 1997 - September 1999  
 

FULL REPORT OF RESEARCH ACTIVITIES AND RESULTS 
 
Project staff 
Principal researcher: Ben Rampton 
Co-applicant: Celia Roberts 
Research Assistants: Alissa Shethar (1.97-11.97), Ann Gillett (4.98-9.99), 
 
1  Background 
This project developed from previous ESRC-funded research on ‘language crossing’ (the use 
of a language or variety that in one way or another feels anomalously ‘other’).  Earlier 
research concentrated on recreational sites, focussed on Creole, Panjabi and Indian English, 
and analysed the ways in which adolescents in multi-ethnic friendship groups used each 
other’s family languages in the negotiation of ethnic boundaries, leading in some cases to the 
enunciation of ‘new ethnicities’ (Hall 1988; Hewitt 1986; Rampton 1995).  The project 
reported here extends this 
 beyond recreation into classroom settings, and  
 beyond ethnic minority speech varieties to varieties more closely associated with 

education and social class. 
 
2  Objectives 
2.1 Objectives addressed 
The stated objectives of the project were as follows, together with the main ways they have 
been addressed: 
 
Objective 1: To develop the sociolinguistic study of interactional processes in the 
construction and negotiation of social difference and new ethnicities through the 
investigation of school, classroom and peer group activity, and to extend the theory and 
analysis of language crossing (code switching and use across social and ethnic boundaries). 
 Research on language crossing has been extended to the analysis of instructed foreign 

languages, opening an empirical area that has been largely neglected in sociolinguistics. 
(cf 4.2 below) 

 Analysis of the stylised performance of ‘Cockney’ has drawn the relationship between 
social class and ethnicity into the foreground, as well as the relationship between stylised 
and habitual vernacular speech.  (cf 4.3) 

 A substantial and systematic corpus has been assembled, and subset has been archived 
with Qualidata. (cf 3) 

 Extensive consideration has been given to the wider theoretical and methodological 
implications of language crossing, in meetings and in published papers. (cf 5 & 6) 

 A special issue of the Journal of Sociolinguistics has been guest-edited (‘Styling the 
Other’, Volume 3/4 1999), involving original studies of stylisation and language crossing 
into African American Vernacular English, Korean, German, US Southern speech, Maori 
and Spanish (cf 6.2). 

 
Objective 2:  To achieve an expansion in the theoretical, methodological and empirical 
horizons of second language research comparable to recent developments in the study of 
literacy, by developing an ethnographic account of the wide range of different kinds of other-
language use that adolescents regularly engage in. 
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 Instructed foreign language processes have been analysed from an interactional and 
ethnographic sociolinguistic perspective, and retheorised in terms of ritual and artful 
performance. (cf 4.2)   

 
Objective 3:  To increase understanding in education of the importance, diversity and 
subtlety of the ways in which young people engage with sociolinguistic codes and identities 
(variably) felt to be ‘other’ 
 Papers relevant to education have been presented to educational and applied linguistic 

audiences on 12 occasions, and two have been published in applied linguistic journals (cf 
6.1). 

 There have been 4 presentations at one of the school fieldsites (1 to teachers, and 3 to 
large and small groups of pupils).  

 
2.2 Difficulties 
a)  Closure of the Centre for Applied Linguistic Research, imminent redundancy, a protracted 
‘auctioning-off’ process, and last-minute transfer to King’s College London severely 
disrupted the final 6 months of the project (4.99-9.99).  These events impeded  
 completion of the analysis of stylised Cockney and further comparison of varieties 
 feedback and dissemination of findings to teachers and pupils   
 publication of a manuscript on German in the (suspended) working paper series 

(There are, however, good prospects at King’s, and some or all of these tasks will be 
completed during 2000.) 
 
b)  The original plan was to collect data in just one school, but to supplement this with 
fieldwork in youth clubs.  In the event, it proved impossible to locate informants who 
attended both the club and the school sites where access rights had been negotiated.  The plan 
was therefore modified, and instead, we took advantage of the opportunity to work in two 
schools, the comparison between them affording a sharper sense of the distinctiveness of 
each. 
 
3  Methods 
3.1 Research sites and informants 
The research was carried out in two schools:  
 a highly multiethnic inner London comprehensive (‘Central High’).  In 1999, < 25% of 

students achieved 5 or more A-C grades at GCSE. 
 a grant-maintained suburban school with a preponderance of Southall students with 

family roots in India (‘Westpark’).  In 1999, > 60% achieved 5+ GCSE A-C grades. 
Fieldwork began in October-December 1996, and was most intensive from February 1997-
February 1998.  Informants were drawn from two Year 9/10 tutor groups, one in each school.  
The core sample (defined as those who wore radio-microphones) consisted of 9 boys and 11 
girls, and came from nine different ethnic backgrounds.   
  
3.2 Methods of data collection 
Radio-microphone recordings: 
Twenty informants were recorded wearing radio-microphones in lessons, breaks and 
lunchtimes, producing c 182 hours of data, averaging about 8-9 hours on each informant.  In 
many cases, 
microphone recordings in lessons were supported by supplementary recordings made with a 
handheld multi-directional mic (=> c 60 hours of ‘contextual’ recordings). 
 
Participant observation 
Rampton and Shethar conducted participant-observation in lessons and sometimes in break 
and lunch-time recreation (both in and outside school).  This was recorded: 
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 in field jottings for each lesson, describing seating arrangements, noteworthy events, 
blackboard texts 

 in fieldnotes afterwards (c. 250 pages from 75 visits) 
 on radio- and/or multi-directional microphones (covering c. 175 lessons) 

Wherever possible, copies were made of the written texts from lessons.  There was also 
regular contact with staff outside lessons (also recorded in fieldnotes). 
 
Interviews: 
Almost all 20 core informants were interviewed at least twice.  Many had three interviews 
and some had more.  Informants were almost always interviewed together, or were joined by 
friends, so that in all c 30 informants were interviewed in a relatively informal atmosphere. 
 One interview focused mainly on social life and social relations locally and at school, 
and another attended primarily to issues of language and communication.  Together, these 
produced c. 19 hours of data.  The third interview invited retrospective commentary on 
extracts from the radio-microphone recordings (25 hours). 
 
Background data 
Data were collected on the demographic backgrounds and school performance profiles of all 
informants. 
 
3.3 Data processing and analysis 
The research has involved five stages of data processing and analysis. 
 Stage 1: annotation, broad transcription and initial coding.  120 hours of radio-

microphone recordings have been extensively annotated by hand, using a 16 sheet 
protocol for each side of tape.  The 44 hours of interviews have been orthographically 
transcribed and coded with NUD*IST. 

 Stage 2: compilation of dossiers on the language and speech varieties discussed in 
interview.  Dossiers cover: modern foreign languages, ‘posh’, broad London/‘Cockney’, 
other varieties of English (regional British, American, Australian, Indian, Jamaican, 
idiolectal), Panjabi, Urdu, Hindi, Gujarati, Bengali, Arabic, Somali, others.  Each 
contains an analytic summary, analytic memos, all relevant interview extracts, and where 
possible, a bibliography.   

 Stage 3: triangulation of data, and compilation of a comprehensive list of episodes 
relevant to particular varieties.  Where they relate to the same episode, interview 
transcripts, radio-microphone protocols, retrospective commentaries, fieldnotes, field-
jottings and school documents are drawn together, and each entry in the resulting list of 
episodes is coded in terms of participants, setting, topic, activity type and other-language 
selection.  This stage has been completed for German and broad London. 

 Stage 4: close discourse and interactional sociolinguistic transcription and analysis of the 
episodes where a given variety occurs, leading to a full account of its interactional and 
institutional evaluation, use and distribution.  This stage has been completed for German 
and is currently in progress with Cockney.   

 Stage 5: comparison of language varieties.  This becomes possible when Stage 3 and 4 
analysis has been completed with several varieties, and leads to a fuller account of local 
communicative economies.   

 
4 Results 
4.1 Overview 
The project’s sociolinguistic focus on the school experience of heterogeneous groups of 
adolescents has been guided by the view  
 that situated interaction is a key site for the production of culture, social relations and 

social reality, that actors draw on unevenly distributed resources in locally and 
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historically specific circumstances, and that these circumstances are themselves enabling 
and constraining to different degrees (Giddens 1976) 

 that stylised speech performances (which include language crossing) foreground the 
uneven distribution of resources in circumstances where some resources are preferred 
above others, and as such, for both participants and researchers, they constitute an 
especially rich site for critical engagement with cultural processes and ideological 
conflicts (Bauman & Briggs 1990) 

Stylised speech performance is actually very common in everyday life, but remains hugely 
underexplored.  So far, the project has examined the stylisation of two contrasting speech 
varieties, generating an account of how adolescents position themselves in relation to 
resources that are both positively and negatively rated in education: 
 German, a prestigious standard language that students first start to learn at school 
 Broad London/‘Cockney’, a relatively low-status non-standard ‘dialect’ that forms an 

element in the habitual speech of all the informants 
As analysis builds up, it is developing a cumulative account of how adolescents try to 
position themselves in the ‘economy’ of different languages and varieties that they 
experience day-to-day.  Despite their contiguity in daily life, however, these two varieties are 
generally treated separately in educational and academic discourse, and in the first instance, 
to optimise the scope for connection with current debates, the analysis addresses itself to 
issues that are partly distinct to each.  
 
4.2 Inner London Deutsch 
In the 1960s, 70s and 80s, the assumptions underpinning sociolinguistics made the use of 
instructed foreign languages at school seem a dull topic.  Among other things, priority was 
given to early socialisation at home as the key to language and identity, and this marginalised 
the use of languages which had no native speakers and were only used at school.  More 
recent views on culture and language, however, point to the essentialism in such a view 
(Rampton 1999a, at press a), and in doing so, they create an opportunity to rehabilitate 
instructed foreign language use as significant field for sociolinguistic investigation.  The 
project takes up this opportunity, and develops an analysis of foreign language practices that 
captures their significance in the negotiation of social order, social relations and social 
identities at school. 
 In one of the fieldsite schools (‘Central High’), it was discovered that students - 
especially boys - used German in breaktime, in corridors, and in English, Maths and 
Humanities lessons (with an average of about one sequence every two hours).  None of these 
students had family links with Germany, and there was no evidence that the representation of 
Germans in popular culture was an immediate influence.  Instead, the linguistic, interactional 
and interview evidence pointed to their German lessons as the primary source for this 
spontaneous use of the foreign language.  This was interesting for at least two reasons.   
 First, there is widespread concern about low achievement in modern foreign language 
(MFL) learning among secondary school students generally and among adolescent boys in 
particular (Boaks 1998:38).  What was it about the pedagogy in this school’s MFL classes 
that encouraged these voluntary uses of German?  Did the students’ impromptu language use 
testify to the effectiveness of the teaching they received?  Were there more general 
implications for MFL teaching?   
 Second, these spontaneous uses of German constituted very unusual data for study of 
the impact of FL teaching.  Although they were inadequate as a systematic measure of the 
development of MFL proficiency among the students as a whole, the unelicited status of the 
data provided a view of what pupils took from German lessons that was free from the 
preconceptions of the test/elicitation designer.  What aspects of learning an MFL did pupils 
emphasise among themselves, and how did it fit in with their lives outside the language 
classroom? 
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 The answers to these questions have been written up as Rampton 1999a and in 
manuscript, and what follows is a synthesis of both.  
 The two German lessons that were recorded were subjected to intensive 
sociolinguistic discourse analysis.  This was a small sample, but there are no reasons for 
supposing that these two lessons were untypical: the teacher was competent and experienced, 
her approach ressembled that of her colleagues, and there was a great deal in common with 
the pedagogy described in Mitchell & Martin 1997.  The lessons were teacher-led, 
emphasised oral-aural work, and required a good deal of collective synchronisation from the 
students.  The content focus of the lessons was mundane (early morning routine); to ensure 
that the lesson progressed through the language activities that had been planned, topics 
introduced by students were either kept to a minimum or excluded; and there was an explicit 
emphasis on memory (rather than intelligence). 
 In standard educational terms, these lessons could be described as ‘formal’, 
‘structure-based’ or indeed ‘ritual’.  This latter term is in fact especially appropriate, 
particularly if it is understood anthropologically rather than in the derogatory sense in which 
it is usually used in education (Rampton 1999c).  The  lessons evidenced all of the features 
identified in Dubois’ (1986) survey of ritual speech, and displayed a number of other core 
characteristics of ritual (Rothenbuhler 1998).  The pedagogy required pupils to abandon their 
normal social selves, to suspend independent reasoning and disbelief, and the collective 
synchronisation it demanded was much more intense than in any other lessons.  Indeed, the 
teaching seemed to aim for a ritual state of ‘flow’ among pupils, ‘flow’ being “the holistic 
sensation present when we act with total involvement” (Turner 1982:56,57).  How far did it 
succeed? 
 In interviews, pupils were unenthusiastic about their German classes, and their 
participation during the lessons themselves displayed a number of signs of reluctance.  They 
‘dragged their feet’ in the movement from one segment to another, challenged the injunction 
to suspend their disbelief, and exploited the difficulty the teacher had in determining whether 
non-conformity was due to inability or will.  In fact, their resistance was most apparent 
during choral drills and question-&-answer sequences, the most intensely ritual parts of the 
lessons, while they were more compliant when writing, an activity where public display of 
allegiance to the teacher is much more muted (“the only time this class can actually be 
manageable is when we do writing” [MFL teacher]).  The pupils, it seemed, were 
unenthusiastic in their German classes.  How, then, was it that they chose to speak it on their 
own, sometimes even chanting chorally among themselves?  Again, micro-analysis was 
required, this time focusing on the unprompted use of German outside FL lessons.  
 In about half of the unprompted episodes, informants switched into German at 
moments when classroom order was being asserted and teachers were calling them (back) 
into their official institutional roles as pupils.  On most occasions, Deutsch registered the 
significance of teachers, either as interlocutors, as the source of English words translated into 
German, or as characters that German evoked, and the switching also often encoded speech 
acts that, on the surface anyway, were directed to repairing, preventing or noting breaches to 
social propriety. Both in its orientation to issues of classroom control and in its recurrence in 
apologies, commands and expressions of disapproval, spontaneous Deutsch was a ritual 
practice (Goffman 1967), but there were crucial differences from the rituals of the German 
language class.  Its occurrence at moments when the heterogeneous activity of adolescents 
ran up against the institutional priorities of teachers didn’t mean that impromptu German 
operated as genuine endorsement of official business.  German might be an official 
curriculum language, but its spontaneous use by pupils was often accompanied by signs of 
amusement and by an aesthetic enjoyment of its sound properties and dramatic potential that 
contradicted the kind of attention demanded by teachers.  So exactly what was the 
relationship between impromptu pupil Deutsch and the German lessons?  
 The imprint of German lessons was evidenced in a good deal of the lexis and 
formulaic speech acts which were used in spontaneous Deutsch, and more generally, the 
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subjective experience of MFL instruction was intense enough for pupils to bother to recycle 
certain of its elements.  In doing so, however, the rituals of the foreign language class were 
submitted to a principle of inversion.  German lessons sought to create a unanimous 
community of initiands who would embrace a process that would change them into GCSE 
knowers of German in a subjunctive mood of hope and belief.  In contrast, adolescent 
Deutsch tuned to the reality of a divided and sometimes conflictual grouping of teachers and 
pupils, and its use in lessons played differently to each party, on the one hand pleasing adults 
with the ‘eager’ reuse of a curriculum language, and on the other, entertaining friends with 
tactical dexterity and the arts of the trickster.  
 In the end, impromptu Deutsch provided few grounds for pedagogic optimism.  
Informants certainly took some pleasure in the language, but rather than rehearsing what the 
teacher was trying to get them to learn in the German lessons, their improvisations tied 
Deutsch to regulative and disciplinary activities that high levels of involvement would have 
kept in the background (Turner 1982:56; Goffman 1974:210-211, 417), so that in effect, 
adolescent Deutsch ressembled a football practice devoted to dealings with the referee.  
Interviews with its principal exponents eighteen months later revealed that Deutsch had been 
a transient peer group fad, and their final GCSE exam results were poor.  Finding pupils who 
practised German voluntarily among themselves was unusual, but it didn’t point to a 
pedagogy that had solved the problem of disaffection among adolescent foreign language 
learners. 
 On the other hand, it did provide an opportunity for the development of a theoretical 
perspective that could improve our understanding of foreign language learning over the 
longer term.  If at all, notions of ritual have tended to figure only negatively in debates about 
foreign language teaching.  Ritualised pedagogies are generally thought to alienate pupils 
because they are said to be ‘artificial’, ‘inauthentic’ and ‘non-communicative’, whereas the 
evidence on peer group Deutsch shows that in certain circumstances, adolescents indulge in 
ritual - even in choral drills - freely of their own accord.  Clearly, a far more differentiating 
account of ritual is required: rather than being alienated by ritual per se, the response of 
adolescents is influenced by the meanings that particular ritual practices communicate, by the 
way they are positioned as participants, and by the aesthetics of particular performances.  
More generally, as a form of situated practice where the negotiation and display of affective 
stance are a heightened participant concern, ‘ritual’ contributes an interactionally grounded 
perspective on language learner ‘attitudes and motivation’ much closer to the realities of 
everyday classroom experience than many of the social psychological measures which have 
predominated in language learning research (Dornyei [forthcoming]).  
 Within sociolinguistics, ritual remains an underexploited concept, generally 
understood only as either routine or politeness.  The ritual analysis of MFL education in the 
current project extends the perspectives first developed in Rampton 1995, and also connects 
to theories of performativity that are becoming increasingly significant in sociolinguistics and 
linguistic anthropology.  In building a bridge between these perspectives and MFL education, 
the analysis seeks to initiate a new and perhaps more fruitful understanding of the difficulties 
encountered in school-based foreign language teaching. 
  
4.3 Stylised Cockney and the London Multi-ethnic Vernacular 
German was a very clearly defined variety at school.  Informants encountered it in the 
intensive rituals of the foreign language class, and part of its currency at Central High derived 
from the fact that nobody ‘owned’ it - anyone could use it safe from the issues of 
expropriation and racist mockery that arise with crossing into ethnic varieties that have local 
owners close at hand (Hewitt 1986; Rampton 1995).  Even so, the impromptu use of German 
trod a delicate line between the acceptance and rejection of a prestigious school resource, 
acknowledging it but couching this in strategic ambiguity.   
 ‘London English’ was much less clearly defined, and much more of an intimate 
resource for everyone.  At the same time, it was deeply influenced by ethnic heterogeneity, 
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and by the intersection of this with school language ideology and with social class.  A great 
deal of this complex sociolinguistic matrix was illuminated by the ways in which adolescents 
put on broad London/‘Cockney’ accents (cf Coupland 1996 on ‘dialect-style’).   More than 
150 episodes relevant to this stylisation of London English have been identified, but for the 
reasons given in Section 2.2 above, close interactional analysis of these is still in progress.  
Even so, it is possible to sketch out some of the contours of this phenomenon. 
 Any account of the ways that adolescents put on broad London English accents must 
start in an adequate conceptualisation of the span of varieties that can be broadly designated 
as London Multi-ethnic Vernacular English (LMEVE).  The idea of local multi-ethnic 
vernaculars was first developed by Hewitt (1986, 1992), and further discussed by Sebba 
(1993) and Rampton (1995), but they still await full empirical description.  In the present 
research, however, it was obvious that the English that London adolescents used in routine 
interaction was a blend of different elements, and among other contributing varieties, the 
most obvious ones were ‘traditional’ London, Jamaican Creole and, in Westpark, Panjabi (cf 
Rampton 1995:125-30).  Regular interethnic interaction led to the unself-conscious adoption 
of originally other-ethnic forms which wouldn’t have been used by their parents or 
grandparents, and both in interviews and in classroom interaction, Cockney, Creole and 
Indian forms and influences - ‘innit’, ‘ain’t’, ‘haitch’, ‘Southall boy’, ‘Rastafarian’, 
‘rudeboy’, ‘cockney’, ‘mixed’ and ‘normal’ - were cited together as the opposite of the 
‘posher’ language of the school.   At the same time, there was variation in the precise mix of 
these elements in the habitual speech of individuals and subgroups.   
 More importantly for the present research, the components contributing to LMEVE 
were continuously re-differentiated /separated out again.  Even though the specific ethnic 
origins of particular language forms might be forgotten in some cases, London vernacular 
English couldn’t be heard as a stable and autonomous dialect because it was continuously 
juxtaposed to more accentuated versions of its source varieties through stylisation (‘double-
voicing’) and metalinguistic comment. 
 Through their habitual speech, individuals project images of themselves that they feel 
reasonably confident about sustaining in the situations they generally take for granted 
(LePage & Tabouret-Keller 1985; Hewitt 1992).  Through stylisation/‘double-voicing’ and 
metalinguistic commentary, they make additional efforts to clarify, display or negotiate their 
own and other people’s locations and identities within multilingual social space (Bakhtin 
1981; Rampton 1995:218-224).  The fact that stylisation practices were endemic to LMEVE 
discourse provides important evidence on the phenomenology (Fishman 1977:22-24) of being 
a young Londoner.  Rather than testifying to the uncontested imprint of a single inheritance, 
the vernacular English of these youngsters existed in ongoing dialogue with the possibilities 
and restrictions symbolised in the other varieties and voices that they heard or used.   So far, 
however, research on these kinds of complex sociolinguistic process has only focussed on the 
‘ideological horizons’ conjured by code-switching into Creole, Panjabi and Indian English 
(Hewitt 1986; Sebba 1993; Rampton 1995; Bakhtin 1981).  Within cultural studies, there has 
been some commentary on the artful ‘hyper-performance’ of traditional local varieties 
contributing to multi-ethnic vernacular speech, and these point to the emergence of “new 
forms of working class Englishness” (Back 1996:123, Harris 1997:25; cf Gilroy 1987:194-7 
and others on the record ‘Cockney Translation’).  But there is little on this in sociolinguistics, 
or on the stylisation of ‘Cockney’ more generally in multi-ethnic areas.  
 The adolescents studied in the current project encountered broad London speech on a 
daily basis, if not at home, then at school and in the neighbourhood, and they were familiar 
with a range of representations of it in the mass media.  Quantitative analysis of a number of 
the traditional non-standard London features in the speech of a number of informants showed 
classic patterns of style-shifting (TH-fronting, T-glottalling, H-dropping, L-vocalisation, 
ING/IN: cf Wells 1982), and this was confirmed in sequences where they corrected their own 
or others’ language.  Informants were aware of the traditional class structure of 
sociolinguistic variation, and reflected this in much of their everyday speech.  They weren’t, 
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however, necessarily reconciled to the options and images that broad London speech is 
traditionally associated with, and an elaborate debate about social stratification and the 
meanings of non-standard speech showed up in stylised performance and metalinguistic 
commentary. 
 The meanings that adolescents attached to broad London speech language was 
sensitive to differences in the cultural and linguistic resources at their disposal, in their values 
and aspirations, in their maps of the world and in their sense of what was personally possible 
and relevant.  This introduced individual variation that is still being documented, but it is 
already clear that ethnicity destabilised Cockney’s traditional association with the white 
working class.  The London vernacular was seen as common property “no matter what colour 
you are, if you’re white, Bengali, brown, whatever”, and the expectation that black people 
would talk broad London (or broken English) was such that minority students with 
professional backgrounds encountered surprise when their English was more standard (“I 
really enjoy playing headgames with people”).   
 At the same time,  however, there were elements of resistance to the assumption that 
standardness correlated with educational achievement, that you had to talk posh if you took 
education seriously.  A family with origins abroad might live on a working class housing 
estate, but upward mobility had often provided the motive for coming to England, and 
sometimes in classroom interaction, traditional Cockney speech features were accentuated to 
intensify concentration on the curriculum tasks at hand.  Stereotyped Cockney speech 
(realised through cooccurring vowels, consonants and lexis) was used at the onset of one-to-
one pupil-teacher conferencing, in task-focussed self-talk at the start of a science worksheet, 
in calling peers to be quiet, while in contrast, dumb or patronising comments from the teacher 
could be marked out with a pupil response that was sarcastically ‘posh’.  Beyond that, when 
pupils repeatedly used it together to restyle Bengali or Panjabi words that they had extracted 
from multi-cultural school texts, stylised Cockney featured in condensed symbolic 
performances that resonated with the changing configuration of place, ethnicity and class.  
Within recreational contexts, Cockney retained some of its traditional connotations of 
informal sociability: friends could be celebrated in chants that rhymed their names with 
words pronounced in broad London, and to evoke everyday British racism, it was a Northern 
English vernacular that was performed, not the London one.  And yet here too, stylised 
Cockney proved a flexible resource for symbolic self-positioning, and some adolescents also 
used it to mark out forms of liberal heterosexuality from which they sought to differentiate 
themselves.   
 The analysis currently in progress seeks to clarify the ways in which individuals 
differed in their performance of broad London, taking gender, ethnicity and class into 
account in the process.  It is clear, however, that the stylisation of London was more varied 
than the stylisation of German, and that its salience and resonance made it much more like 
the ethnolinguistic varieties studied in previous research on language crossing (Creole, 
Panjabi and Indian English: Rampton 1995).  There are, however, a number of additional 
consequences following from the focus on London English.   
a) Variationist sociolinguistics has described class stratification in London speech (Hudson 

& Holloway 1977; Wells 1982), and using these findings as a reference point, 
comparable quantitative methods can be used to identify the impact of class structure on 
informants’ habitual speech production.  

b) When quantitative analysis of variability is combined with the qualitative analysis of 
stylised performance, an account emerges not only of the ways in which informants 
tacitly reproduce class identities in speech but also of how they can actively 
problematise them. 

c) This combination points to a way in which sociolinguistic methods can describe both 
structure and agency, the relationship between them currently being a “key problem [for 
sociolinguistics,] demand[ing] a great deal more work” (Bauman & Sherzer 1989:xix; 
Bell 1999:524; Rampton 1999b:422-423).  In this light, analyses which are exclusively 
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either quantitative or qualitative risk a view of the meaning of a speech variety that is 
seriously incomplete.    

d) A list of the elements comprising local multi-ethnic vernacular speech can demonstrate 
the fact that in ethnically plural settings, “Englishness is a new ensemble that both 
appropriates and is appropriated by British-based African Caribbean-ness, Asian-ness, 
Irishness and so on” (Brah 1996:209).  But an analysis of the way in which traditional 
local indigenous features are both assimilated and refigured provides a detailed account 
of some of everyday processes whereby at least in part, “Englishness [or London-ness] is 
continually reconstituted” (ibid: emphases added). 

 
4.4  Reprise 
The analyses of German and stylised Cockney orient to different areas of debate (MFL 
education with the first, cultural studies and variationist sociolinguistics with the second).  
Both, however, lead away from an essentialist ‘linguistics of community’ towards a 
constructionist ‘linguistics of contact’ (Pratt 1987), and the theoretical, methodological and 
practical implications of this have also been addressed at some length (Rampton 1999a, b, d, 
e,  at press a, c).  Together, they are a substantial addition to our understanding of the 
complex interactions between language, education, ethnicity and social class, both in London 
and in contemporary urban settings more generally.  
 
 5 Related activities 
The main supplementary activities were as follows: 
 
5.1 Organisation of meetings 
Two academic meetings were arranged:  
 a two-day interdisciplinary seminar, ‘Urban Culture, Discourse and Ethnography’, 

funded by the British Association for Applied Linguistics and Cambridge University 
Press.  30 participants.  London, March 1997. 

 a 3-session panel, “Styling the Other”, at 1998 International Pragmatics Conference, 
Reims.  9 papers, from US, New Zealand, Scandinavia, Germany, UK.  Audience of c. 
100. 

 
5.2 Networks 
Two networks have been especially significant for the project:  
 Research Network on Language, Power and Identity, funded from 1999-2004 by the 

Belgian-Flemish National Science Foundation FWO-V.  Participants are drawn from 
Belgium, Canada, US and UK.  The network became active prior to receiving funds, and 
there were 3 meetings in 1998 and one in 1999.  Through the network, a 5-month 
placement for Jurgen Jaspers, a PhD student from the International Pragmatic Research 
Centre, Antwerp, was arranged (Oct 98 - Feb 99), and this was spent working with 
project data.  (Report available on request.) 

 Odense University and the University of Southern Denmark (funded by Danish Research 
Academy).  Gillett visited Odense for a course on data-digitisation (January 99), and 
Rampton presented project data and analysis a summer school course on ‘Language, 
ethnicities and late modernity’ (July 99).  Further to this, Rampton is visiting 
Copenhagen and Goteborg in spring and summer 2000. 

 
5.3 Consultative group 
The full consultative group met once (March 99). 
 
5.4 Discussion within TVU 
In addition to continuous discussion between project staff, there were regular meetings on 
data and analysis with non-project staff at TVU.  
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6 Outputs 
6.1 Papers and presentations 
Papers have been, or are scheduled to be, published or presented as follows: 
 
On the theoretical and methodological background and implications:  
 8 presentations (3 domestic & 5 international, including plenaries at Swiss and British 

Association for Applied Linguistics conferences [1998, 1999] and a contribution to a 
seminar series within ESRC Transnational Communities Programme). 

 6 publications (1999: Journal of Sociolinguistics, Bulletin Suisse de Linguistique 
Appliquee, Social Semiotics.  At press & forthcoming: Journal of Linguistic 
Anthropology, Handbook of Pragmatics, Issues in Applied Linguistics)   

 
On foreign language learning rituals and on impromptu and instructed uses of German: 
 20 presentations (7 domestic, 13 international; plenary at American Association for 

Applied Linguistics conference [2000]) 
 2 publications (1999: Applied Linguistics, Journal of Sociolinguistics) 

 
On stylised Cockney 
 3 presentations (1 domestic, 2 international) 

 
On data-digitisation and on NUD*IST (Gillett) 
 2 presentations (domestic) 

 
6.2 Editing 
 Special issue of Journal of Sociolinguistics entitled ‘Styling the Other’ 1999 
 Working paper series CALR Occasional Papers in Language and Urban Culture.  11 

papers on multilingualism and education from both inhouse and external contributors 
(1996-98).  (Publication temporarily interrupted.  Cf 2.2 above.) 

 
6.3 Media 
 1 interview for Open University television programme (1997) 
 1 telephone interview for LA Times (1999) 

 
7  Impacts 
Arrangements were made to allow Cambridge University Press to make detailed transcripts 
of some of the radio-microphone recordings, in exchange for the right to include them in 
CANCODE, a corpus of naturally occurring speech used in the development of ELT 
reference materials (March 1998).  Eventually, however, the data proved too difficult for 
their transcribers. 
  
8  Future research priorities 
 Completion of the analysis of stylised Cockney, and further comparison of German, 

Cockney and other language varieties. 
 Secondary analysis of the impact of ‘techno-popular’ culture.  Radio-microphone 

recordings provide an unusually intimate view of everyday adolescent life at school, and 
make it clear that new media technologies and culture are very influential.  The influence 
of ‘techno-popular culture’ on the communicative economies in which adolescents 
participate, and on the meaning of ethnicity, class and gender, calls for detailed 
ethnographic and interactional sociolinguistic analysis. 
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