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Introduction 

Adolescence is understood to be the period when use of vernacular forms accelerates (Labov 

1972) – and ‘third wave’ variation studies have provided a framework for understanding the 

social practices that construct teenage vernacular culture (e.g. Eckert 2000; Mendoza-Denton 

2008; Moore 2004) – but adolescence does not signal a sudden awareness of the social function 

of linguistic variation (Eckert 1997: 162, 2000; Roberts 2002). Comparatively little is known, 

however, about meaning making in pre-adolescence, when children are subject to the (often 

conflicting) pulls of both adult and peer influence. This age group has been the subject of 

Eckert’s recent work, which focuses in particular on the role of gender (2010) and ethnicity 

(2008) in the construction of a peer-based preadolescent social order, and it will be the basis of 

this paper, where my focus is on the influence of regional affiliation and social class2.  

I use data from a comparative ethnography of 9 to 10 year-old children in two social 

class-differentiated schools in Teesside, north-east England, to explore a transitional period in 

which local dialect forms cluster in social acts and stances that gravitate away from adult 

influence and towards the peer group. I focus in particular on two salient local dialect forms: 

‘howay’ (e.g. ‘Howay, you need to let us’); and right dislocation with pronoun tags (e.g. ‘I hate 

this book bag, me’). ‘Howay’ is a dialect term (of obscure origin and etymology) specific to the 

north-east of England. It means something like ‘come on’ and functions generally as a directive3, 

but as we’ll see, the precise meaning of this form is indeterminate, often opaque to those outside 

of the north-east, and very much open to negotiation in interaction. This form occurred only in 

peer-group interaction in my data. Right dislocation refers to the phenomenon whereby a clause 

is followed by a tag which is co-referential with the preceding subject or object pronoun. The tag 

may be a full noun phrase (e.g. ‘They do have guns, police’) or a pronoun (e.g. She’s a liar, 

her’). Noun phrase tags are common in informal spoken discourse (Biber et al. 1999, Quirk et al. 

1985), but pronoun tags (and especially personal pronoun tags) are generally viewed as non-

standard dialect forms, and are associated especially with varieties of northern English4. 

I conclude the paper by considering social class differences in the stances and 

interactional moves these children make in their journey towards adolescence. 

My Approach to ‘Stance’ 

I will not attempt to provide an overview of how the term ‘stance’ has been used in the 

sociolinguistic literature. Alexandra Jaffe’s (2009) recent volume, and in particular her 

                                                 
2 Outside of variationist sociolinguistics, linguistic anthropologists such as Marjorie Goodwin (e.g. 1990, 2006) have 
studied pre-adolescent groups extensively. 
3 See Snell (2009) for a full review of social class differences in children’s use of directives. 
4 For further analysis of right dislocation see Snell (2009) and Moore & Snell (2011). 
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comprehensive introduction, does just this. Central to much of the work Jaffe reviews, and to her 

own conceptualisation of stance, is positionality: ‘how speakers and writers are necessarily 

engaged in positioning themselves vis-à-vis their words and texts (which are embedded in 

histories of linguistic and textual production), their interlocutors and audiences (both actual and 

virtual/projected/imagined), and with respect to a context that they simultaneously respond to 

and construct linguistically’ (Jaffe 2009: 4). In this paper, I argue that such positioning or 

stancetaking is an inherently interactional phenomenon5 (and with this in mind I return to 

Goffman’s work on footing). I further locate evaluation at the heart of the process, since every 

act of evaluation is simultaneously an act of alignment or disalignment with respect to others in 

our social space (Du Bois 2007; Bucholtz & Hall 2005; Goodwin 2006). These acts are highly 

significant in my data, where stancetaking becomes a means of constructing and policing the 

emerging pre-adolescent social order.  This link between stance, evaluation (or ‘assessment’ in 

Goodwin’s terms) and social organisation comes out very clearly in Marjorie Goodwin’s (1990, 

2006) work with pre-adolescent girls groups.  Goodwin (1990, 2006) explores a wide range of 

resources that participants can draw upon in the construction of stance: alternative syntactic 

structures; address terms; intonation; body movement; sequential organisation. To this list I add 

local dialect forms. 

I’m not going to elaborate my approach any further, but rather launch into an analysis 

that demonstrates it. Before presenting data analysis, however, I first give a brief overview of the 

fieldwork sites and data collection processes upon which this study is based. 

Background to the Study 

The two schools which form the focus of the study are Murrayfield Primary School in Fairfield, 

Stockton-on-Tees and Ironstone Primary School in Grangetown, Middlesbrough. These schools 

both fall within the urban conurbation of Teesside in the north-east of England, and are 

approximately nine miles apart6. Murrayfield and Ironstone Primary are differentiated in terms of 

the socioeconomic profile of the areas they serve, and by implication, the social background of 

the students. Ironstone Primary is situated in a lower-working-class area of Teesside while 

Murrayfield Primary serves a predominantly lower-middle-class area7. The extracts that I present 

in this paper are from Ironstone Primary. 

                                                 
5 Lempert (2008) draws a distinction between propositional / epistemic stance and interactional stance, showing how 
one may be mapped onto the other (see also Lemke 1998). In my analysis, I find that the two are not so easily 
separated. 
6 The names of the two schools, as well as the names of all the participants referred to in this study, are pseudonyms. 
7  Snell (2009) makes a detailed comparison between the two areas based on 2001 census statistics in addition to 
other government information and ethnographic detail about the two areas. 
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In order to understand how these social and demographic differences translated into 

actual experience, I embarked upon an extended period of ethnographic fieldwork in November 

2005, which lasted approximately 15 months. During this time I made weekly visits to the Year 

4 (and subsequently Year 5) class8 in both schools and participated in classroom life as a 

classroom assistant. I also spent time with the children in the playground, chatting and playing 

games. As a result, I was able to get to know the children’s personalities, interests and 

friendships, and engage with their activities both inside and outside of the classroom. 

After seven months of making weekly visits to the schools, I began recording the children 

using a radio-microphone. The radio-microphone enabled the children to move around freely in 

recording sessions. I had to be nearby (at a distance where the receiver was still picking up the 

transmission) but did not have to be involved in the children’s conversations and could be out of 

sight (e.g. in a classroom while the children were in the playground). I analysed 50 hours of data 

based on the participation of five boys and five girls from each school who wore the radio-

microphone for half-a-day.  

Analysis 

First, I’d like to set the scene about life at Ironstone Primary. In the classroom setting, all of the 

children’s actions were very closely monitored and directed by the teacher, in a way that did not 

happen at middle-class Murrayfield Primary. The teachers and teaching assistants in this school 

commented to me on a number of occasions that the children were immature, needy and liable to 

step out of line if they weren’t given strict boundaries. This was not my impression of the 

children, however. In the playground I witnessed them assert a sense of independence that was 

denied to them in the classroom. Moreover, the playground was a place where social position 

was up for grabs; it was not dictated by adult (i.e. teacher) priorities, like ability in reading and 

mental mathematics, and results on standardized tests9. 

The method of data collection that I used meant that I could experience the transition 

from adult-oriented classroom to child-oriented playground as it happened. We see this in the 

first extract that I’d like share with you (recorded on the morning of 3rd November 2006, when 

Robert was wearing the radio-microphone). As the extract10 begins, the children are leaving the 

classroom and going into the playground for morning break. They immediately begin to 

negotiate a game of ‘Bull Dog’. This is a ‘tag-based’ game played by children across the UK (it 

                                                 
8 The children were aged 8-9 when I began the fieldwork and were 9-10 years old when I completed data collection 
9 Year 5/6 teachers in Britain must spend a great deal of time preparing children for Standardised Assessment Task 
tests (SATs). SATs scores are used to rank schools in national league tables. 
10 A transcript of the full 15 minute playground break (from which Extracts 1 and 2 are excerpted) can be found in 
the appendix 
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occurred in both of the schools in my study). One or two players are selected to be the ‘bulldogs’ 

and must stand in the middle of the play area (in the extract these are the children referred to as 

being ‘on’). The other players stand at one end of the playground and try to run to the other end 

without being caught (i.e. ‘tug’) by the bulldogs. When a player is caught, they become a bulldog 

themselves. As Extract 1 begins, Robert aims to find out who the bulldogs are (note the use of an 

informal, reduced version of Nathan’s name, now that the children are away from the 

classroom). 

The immediate speaking context (i.e. the game of Bull Dog) is what renders the 

children’s utterances meaningful in this extract, but I will argue that while participating in this 

game, the children are accomplishing much more than simply coordinating a joint activity. 

Extract 111: 
1 Robert: Natty, who's on? 

  . 

  . 

  ((1 minute 3 seconds later)) 

  . 

  . 

36 Anon: Clare's on 

37 

38 

39 

Robert: Harry 

(2.3) 

Gemma 

40  (3.3) 

41 Robert: Gemma or Clare 

42  ((Background noise – 6.8 seconds)) 
43 

44 

Sam: no you're not 

Gemma's on 

45 

46 

47 

Robert: and she is 

(0.7) 

and she is 

48 Sam: (I didn't know that xxxx) 

49 Robert: go on 

                                                 
11 Transcription notations include: 

(text  )   - Transcription uncertainty  
(xxxxxxx) - Indistinguishable speech 
(.)        - Brief pause (under one second) 
(1)       - Longer pause (number indicates length to nearest whole second) 
((   ))   - Description of prosody or non-verbal activity  
[ - Overlapping talk or action 
[ 
text   - Emphasised relative to surrounding talk (underlined words) 
te:xt  - Stretched sounds 
sh-  - Word cut off 
>text< - Speech delivered more rapidly than surrounding speech. 
TEXT  - Shouting 
(.hhh)  - Audible inhalation 
(hhh)  - Audible exhalation 
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50 you're on 

51 Sam: I’m not 
52 Robert: yea::h 

53 Sam: I didn't know 

54 Robert: yeah you did 

55 Sam: no I never 

56 Robert: [yeah you did 

57 Sam: [(xxxxxxxxxxx) 

58 Robert: she said 

59 Sam: everybody told me [Gemma was on 

60 Robert:                   [she said 

61 

62 

Sam: nobody said- 

nobody said Clare 

63 

64 

65 

Robert: just go on 

(1.4) 

I'll get tug in a minute anyway 

66 Sam: so 

67 Robert: howa::y [aʊweː] 
68  (2.1) 

69 Robert: howay you have to take it 

70  (2.3) 

71 

72 

Robert: Chris has taken it 

he hasn't been tug yet though 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

Sam: yea:h 

he doesn't know that 

(1.5) 

it's because I didn't- 

I didn't even know she was on 

78 

79 

Robert: yeah but he- 

he soon goes on 

80  ((Background noise – 5.2 seconds)) 
81 Robert: Sam won't take it 

82 Sam: I wasn't even- 

83 

84 

85 

Robert: because he got tugged by Clare 

(0.8) 

he should take that though 

86  ((Background noise and inaudible talk – 5.7 seconds)) 
87 

88 

89 

90 

Robert: howay I'm running 

 (1.9) 

I'll-  

I'll walk (to them) 

91  (3.2) 

92 

93 

94 

Robert: ((Laughing)) 

ha you-  

you (xxxxx there) 

95 

96 

97 

Harry:   Robbie 

I'm not on 

am I 

98 Robert: No why 

99 Harry:   Sam said I am 
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  . 

  . 

  ((1 minute 58 seconds later)) 

  . 

  . 

140 Robert:   howay I'm going me (xxxxx) 

141 Billy: I'm going with you 

142 Robert:   without Sam seeing us 

 
Goodwin (2006: 42) writes that ‘children display a serious orientation towards forms of 

aggravated correction’ when calling out a foul during games (see also Goodwin 2002). On line 

45,  Robert offers such a corrective to Sam (who we hear disputing the fact that Clare is ‘on’, and 

therefore that she has legitimately ‘tug’ him, in lines 43-44). This correction comes quickly 

(‘and she is’, line 45) and is repeated again (in line 46) for emphasis. Sam accepts this 

alternative version of events, but pleads ignorance, ‘I didn’t know that’ (line 48), expecting 

that appropriate allowances will be made. In keeping with the rules of the game, however, 

Robert directs Sam:  ‘Go on, you’re on’ (lines 49-50). Sam doesn’t accept this – ‘I’m not’ 

(line 51) – and over the next six turns disagreement between the two boys is signalled through a 

series of opposing polarity markers (yea::h / no), broken only by Sam’s attempt to account for 

his position in line 59 (cf. Goodwin 1990, 2006: 128-9). Robert does not accept this account 

however (‘just go on’, line 63). The dispute continues, and as we shall see, becomes a 

productive site for evaluative stancetaking (cf. Shoaps 2009). 

In line 65, Robert changes tactic, and  tries to cajole Sam into accepting his fate by 

projecting a stance of camaraderie (‘I’ll get tug in a minute, anyway’), thus suggesting 

that the two boys are in it together; but this stance is rejected by Sam: ‘so’(line 66). Robert 

responds with the dialect term ‘howa::y’ (line 67), which he articulates with an extended 

vowel sound in the second syllable and a distinctive fall-rise intonation, a pattern that according 

to Ladd (1980: 150) may be used to ‘do something like a holistic “contradiction” or questioning 

of speaker A’s assumptions’. This is exactly what Robert is doing. Moreover, the assumptions 

being questioned extend much further than the immediate interaction. I will argue that the use of 

‘howay’ enables the speaker to take a stance of authority with regard to the local social/moral 

order. Fair-play and equity are important aspects of these playground games: Sam has been tug 

and therefore should ‘go on’ just like Chris has done (lines 71, 78-9), and his resistance to do so 

is deemed unacceptable by Robert. Sam is thus negatively evaluated as someone who flouts the 

rules of the game and is not a team player. Robert continues with, ‘howay, you have to take 

it’ (line 69). Sam appears to acknowledge the validity of Robert’s stance when he offers further 

explanation for his behaviour (in lines 76-77). 
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By line 81 Robert is still annoyed by Sam, but he now directs his utterances to a different 

(unnamed) addressee, and refers to Sam in the third person (‘he should take that though’, 

line 85). That Sam is still in hearing distance is indicated by his response on line 82. It is 

possible, then, that while Robert was not directly addressing Sam, Sam was in fact still the 

intended recipient of the force of his utterances in lines 81 to 85. We’re missing the visual cues, 

but it seems likely that Sam is still a ratified participant (Goffman1981: 128) in this exchange. 

In lines 69 and 85, Robert claims a high degree of knowledge and certainty with respect 

to the game (i.e. epistemic stance), and responsibility for enforcing the rules (i.e. deontic stance), 

indicated by his use of the verbs ‘have to’ and ‘should’. Robert thus takes a stance with respect 

to the propositional content of his utterance, but he simultaneously takes an interactional stance12 

– these utterances define his relationship to Sam in this moment of talk: ‘rule enforcer’ versus 

‘rule transgressor’. These momentary roles reflect their more enduring roles in the peer group. 

Robert is a leader in the peer group, well-liked by everyone and active in playground games. 

Sam dips in and out of friendship groupings. He does usually participate in playground games 

like Bull Dog and football, but he’s known amongst the year group as someone who tends to 

exaggerate his individual needs over the needs of the team (i.e. someone who does not readily 

‘take it’ when things don’t go his way). Note for example the following two excerpts from my 

fieldwork diary: 

A group of Y4 boys were playing football (Sam, Billy, Chris…). Sam was on 
the floor injured so I went over to help him, but was told by some of the other 
children that apparently he’s a bit of an ‘actor’ and always pretends to be more 
badly hurt than he really is. 

(Ironstone Primary, 28th June 2006) 
 
The boys were mainly playing football. Sam fell down injured, again! 

(Ironstone Primary, 12th July 2006) 
 

The status of someone as ‘leader’ is collaboratively constructed in moment-to-moment 

interaction (Goodwin 1990: 97). Robert’s position as leader is continually (re)constructed by the 

ways in which others orient to him. In lines 95 to 99, for example, Harry asks Robert to clarify 

whether or not he is ‘on’, and thus act as arbiter in a dispute between Harry and Sam. In doing 

so, Harry reaffirms Robert’s authoritative position in this group13. Robert uses the dialect term 

                                                 
12 Examples such as this one demonstrate that different kinds of stance can (and often do) occur simultaneously in a 
single interaction (Bucholtz and Hall 2005:593). 
13 Even in the classroom, Robert is often called upon to settle disputes amongst his peers. When in a reading group 
there is disagreement about which page of the book the group got up to last time, Andrew turns to Robert: ‘Aren't 
we only up to page twenty-two Robbie?’ 
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‘howay’ to further assert his peer-group status in lines 87 and 140. Let’s focus in particular on 

his interaction with Billy in lines 140 to 142. 

I have argued elsewhere (Snell 2009) that ‘howay’ functions as a directive (meaning 

something like ‘come on’), but that it also marks in-group identity within the Ironstone Primary 

community, largely through its status as a highly localised dialect feature. On line 140, the 

meanings associated with ‘howay’ work in concert with the right dislocated pronoun tag (i.e. 

‘me’ in howay I'm going me). Robert wants to take his chance and run over to the other side of 

the playground without being caught by Sam (the person who is ‘on’), and he seems to want 

Billy to come with him (perhaps to distract Sam’s attention away from himself). Robert 

announces his intention to run and uses right dislocation to set himself apart from Billy and take 

the stance of a confident leader (his utterance seems to convey something like ‘I’m going with or 

without you, but you can join me if you want to’). The use of right dislocation also implicitly 

contrasts Robert’s intended future action with Billy’s – if Billy does not run he will be left 

behind, and this may not be desirable for him. Together, the use of ‘howay’ and the right 

dislocated pronoun tag combine to form a cloaked directive which appeals to Billy on the 

grounds of solidarity and in-group/team membership. Billy buys into this appeal: ‘I'm going 
with you’ (line 141).  

The next extract occurs 2 minutes 41 seconds later. The game continues, but Robert now 

finds himself in a difficult position. He attempts to negotiate his way out of this situation, again 

using ‘howay’ to assert his authority with regard to the social order. 

Extract 2: 
237 Robert:   howay you need to let u::s 

239 Sam: you need to let us out 

240  (1.7) 

241 

242 

Sam: if I did that-  

Hannah you're on 

243 Hannah: I know I am 

244 Sam: so you have to let us out 

245 

246 

247 

248 

249 

Robert: you can't just stand there 

(1.2) 

you need to actu- 

see what I mean 

Nathan's just ran 

250  (2.7) 

251 

252 

Robert:   no if you get me here then it doesn't count 

coz you're just letting everyone go except for me 

  . 

  . 

  ((1 minute 55 seconds later)) 

  . 
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  . 

301 Robert: howay you can't guard 

302  ((Background noise – 3.7 seconds)) 
303 Robert:   someone at least- 

304 Sam: Andrew's at the top waiting for us 

305 Robert:   where 

306 Sam:   swear down just like stood [there 

307 

308 

309 

310 

Robert:                              [CHRIS (0.6) 

ARE YOU ON 

(1.1) 

CHRIS ARE YOU ON 

311  ((Background noise – 5.2)) 
312 Robert:   aw we could have ran then 

313 Sam: I know yeah 

314  (2.0) 

315 Robert:   while they weren't looking 

Robert’s utterance on line 237 is directed to the person who is ‘on’ because that person is 

standing right in front of Robert and Sam, not even giving them the opportunity to run. So the 

utterance means something like ‘come on, you need to move out of the way and at least let us try 

to run’. Sam builds on Robert’s utterance, repeating ‘you need to let us out’ (line 239) and 

then ‘you have to let us out’ (line 244), a process Goodwin (1990, 2006) refers to as 

‘format tying’ (see also Lempert’s (2008) discussion of ‘cross turn parallelism’ and the poetics 

of stance14). Sam, who was previously at odds with Robert, thus now demonstrates alignment 

with him. Together they take a collaborative stance against their interlocutor (who is negatively 

evaluated as flouting the implicit rules and ‘spirit’ of the game). Robert explicates these rules in 

lines 245-252, and makes the authoritative judgement, ‘no if you get me here then it 
doesn't count coz you're just letting everyone go except for me’ (lines 251-2).  

Around two minutes later, the same situation arises again, and Robert again intervenes: 

‘howay you can't guard’ (line 301) (meaning you can’t stand in front of us). Robert’s stance 

here (and in lines 67, 69 and 237) is confrontational, but the sense of ingroup solidarity indexed 

by ‘howay’ mitigates the inherent face-threat, and thus retains the spirit of friendliness and 

camaraderie in the playground game (cf. Bucholtz’s (2009) analysis of the Mexican American 

youth slang term güey and Kiesling’s (2004) analysis of dude). I think it does more than this 

though. I would like to suggest that the use of ‘howay’ here, and in lines 67, 69 and 237, marks a 

change in footing, defined as ‘a change in the alignment we take up to ourselves and the others 

present as expressed in the way we manage the production or reception of an utterance’ 

(Goffman 1981: 128). There is a subtle change in ‘production format’ in these utterances: Robert 

                                                 
14 Lempert (2008: 571) writes that a ‘poetics of stance may permit us to chart the movement from propositional to 
interactional stance’.  
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remains ‘animator’ and ‘author’ of his words, but now speaks on behalf of a wider moral 

authority (a change in the ‘principal’ of the utterance), in the name of ‘we’ not merely ‘I’. In 

these examples, Robert is appealing to a shared sense of what is right, fair, and acceptable within 

this game and within the local community more generally, and ‘howay’ encapsulates this appeal. 

So the meaning of ‘howay you can't guard’ (line 301) is actually something like ‘come on, 

don’t stand guard over us; it’s not fair, and you know it’. The precise referential, pragmatic and 

social meanings indexed by ‘howay’ are continually (re)negotiated by members of this 

community as they interact together, but some seem to have more involvement than others in this 

process. Robert’s status within the peer group enables him to take authoritative and 

confrontational stances in order to police (Extract 1, lines 67-85), organise (Extract 1, lines 140-

142) and, if necessary, challenge (Extract 2, lines 237-301) his peers and the overall social order 

(cf. Shoaps 2009: 111). The local dialect term ‘howay’ is one resource he draws upon in this 

endeavour.  

Robert’s independence briefly returns with him to the classroom following the morning 

break. As he walks into the classroom, the teaching assistant, Mrs Trotter, says to the pupils, 

‘Right get your reading books back out’, to which Robert responds (though not directly 

to Mrs Trotter) ‘Back out, we never even got it out’. With this comment, Robert 

maintains the ‘transcendence of adult arrangements’ (Eckert 2008: 31) that was evident in the 

playground, but in the classroom, these independent (and often ‘anti-school’) stances must be 

reserved only for hushed side comments. 

Robert was the most prolific user of ‘howay’ in my data, and he was also amongst those 

who used right dislocated pronoun tags most often. Overall, these features were used most 

frequently by the outgoing, confident children, and often to mark status within the peer group. 

Robert’s counterpart amongst the girls at Ironstone Primary was Danielle. Danielle was a 

favourite with the teachers, being described by the class teacher, Mrs Johnson, as ‘a shining star’. 

Like Robert, she appeared studious, quiet and well-behaved in class. She was also very popular 

with her peers (boys as well as girls), though there were some children in the class who felt that 

the methods Danielle used to maintain her popularity were underhand (one of the other girls, 

Charlotte, confided in me that Danielle could be a bully). Danielle was the most frequent user of 

right dislocation at Ironstone Primary, and she used it especially to index evaluative stance. In 

the following extract (recorded on the afternoon of 3rd November 2006, when Clare was wearing 

the radio-microphone), a group of girls are eating their packed lunches together. The extract 

starts as a disagreement breaks out between Clare and Danielle over who has been stealing 

whose lunch. 
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Extract 3: 

1 Tina: what's she eating 

2 Anon: I don't know 

3 Danielle: you're not getting any of mine then 

4 

5 

Clare: good (1) 

I've got my own thanks 

6 Danielle: no you haven't 

7 

8 

Clare: not anymore 

because you nicked half of it 

9 Tina: oh shut up 

10 Danielle: I nicked two not half 

12  ((Laughing and background noise)) 

13 

14 

Danielle: she's a liar her 

I hate her 

15 Clare: nicked two pieces though 

16 

17 

18 

Tina: yeah but you're a liar 

(1.3) 

you're a liar [lɔɪə] 
19 

20 

Clare: a lawyer ((Mimicking Tina’s pronunciation)) 
((laughs)) 

There is no doubt that the utterance containing the third-person right dislocated pronoun 

in line 13 is intended to negatively evaluate Clare (and quite aggressively so), but there is more 

at stake here. Danielle, a popular leader within the peer group, expresses this evaluation in such a 

way as to draw the others into alliance with her (and against Clare). Danielle creates a ‘visible 

multiparty consensus’ against Clare (Goodwin 1990: 248). She is  able to demonstrate publicly 

that her characterisation of Clare is one that others share (e.g. in line 16, Tina acts as animator of 

Danielle’s words). In this way the right dislocated tag serves not only to evaluate Clare as a liar, 

someone who has violated the groups’ norms and values, but also to show Danielle as the moral 

authority, thus reinforcing the well-established peer group hierarchy, which places Danielle at 

the top and Clare firmly on the periphery of the girls’ friendship group.  

The third person pronoun tag further marks a change in participation framework – Clare 

is no longer a ratified participant in this exchange. Girls often negatively evaluate the behaviour 

of other girls in their absence (which can give rise to confrontations of the ‘he-said-she-said 

variety’ (Goodwin 1990)), but here, Danielle evaluates Clare in her presence. She is able to do 

this because of the change in participation framework – Clare is treated as if she were absent. 

Clare resists her positioning, however, by turning the word ‘liar’ into verbal play15. 

Overall, right dislocation with pronoun tags served an important social function for 

pupils at Ironstone Primary: it explicitly sets the speaker apart from some individuals while 

                                                 
15 See Snell (2007) for other ways in which Clare uses language, and in particular the resources of her local dialect, 
to resist the exclusionary practices of her peers 
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simultaneously aligning him or her with others; and moreover, it explicitly signals the speaker’s 

desire to be so grouped. In a collaboration with Emma Moore (Moore & Snell 2011), in which 

we investigated the use of right dislocation by adolescents in a Bolton (north-west England) 

secondary school, as well as in the Teesside primary schools, we found that while all speakers 

(regardless of class) used first person pronoun tags to position themselves (e.g. ‘I want that one, 

me’), only the working-class oriented speakers, whose wider community sanctions (and, indeed, 

values) transparent, open and candid forms of engagement, used second and third person tags 

(e.g. You’re dead nasty, you’, ‘She’s a liar, her’) to position and evaluate others. It may be, then, 

that personal pronoun tags, and particularly those which position others (i.e. those in the second 

and third person), have a role to play in the maintenance of social group norms: ‘[e]very act of 

evaluation expresses a communal value-system, and every act of evaluation goes towards 

building up that value-system’ (Thompson & Hunston 2000: 6). 

Discussion 

In both activities, we find that children who are treated as dependent, needy and often immature 

by their teachers in the classroom become active agents in peer-centred spaces, capable of 

regulating their own and others’ behaviour according to shared social rules, and they often draw 

upon the resources of their local dialect in doing this. I have focused mainly on the working-class 

participants, but what about middle-class Murrayfield Primary? Well, quantitatively speaking, 

the dialect forms that I examine here were preferred by the working-class participants in my 

study (e.g. there were 42 occurrences of ‘howay’ in the Ironstone data and only 7 in the 

Murrayfield data)16. This will come as no surprise to those familiar with variationist 

sociolinguistic literature, which has shown repeatedly that frequency of use of non-standard or 

low prestige linguistic features correlates with low socio-economic class. But, this aggregation of 

data obscures the fact that these forms were used most by certain types of speaker, taking on 

certain types of stances, the meanings of which were highly situated and only came to light 

through interactional and ethnographic analysis. 

In what ways do the interactional stances and local community norms that I have 

uncovered relate to the wider socio-cultural field? In a recent article (Snell 2010), I show that the 

Ironstone Primary children used another feature of their local dialect, possessive ‘me’ (i.e. the 

use of [mi] for the first person possessive singular, as in ‘me pencil’s up me jumper’) to index a 

stance of stylised negative affect/transgression17. I argue that habitual use of such stances may 

cumulatively construct a particular kind of working-class identity (characterised by humour, 

                                                 
16 See Snell (2009) for a full quantitative analysis. 
17 Stylisation refers to a particularly self-conscious and performative form of stancetaking (See Coupland 2001; 
Rampton 2006, 2009) . 
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playfulness, and the policing of social boundaries), and thus focus on stance as a way of 

conceptualizing the processes of indexicalization that link individual performance with social 

meaning (see also Bucholtz 2009; Jaffe 2009:4; Johnstone 2007; Kiesling 2009). Meaning flows 

from stances to local styles and personas and eventually to macro-level social identity categories, 

but it may also flow the other way too, in what is essentially a cyclical process (e.g. the macro-

level association between possessive ‘me’ and working-class speech might feed back into local 

interactional use) (Snell 2010: 650) 18. Similar reasoning can be applied to the features that were 

the focus of this paper, though ‘howay’ is a rather special case. 

This dialect form is highly ‘enregistered’ (Agha 2003; Johnstone et. al. 2006; Johnstone 

& Kiesling 2008) as a marker of north-east identity, especially a working-class and male identity 

(masculine indexicalities likely come from the association with Newcastle United Football Club, 

for whom the battle cry is ‘Howay the lads’19). It is so highly enregistered that it appears to have 

achieved what Johnstone et. al (2006) (and others) have called third order indexicality – the term 

is subject to overt social commentary and is commodified20 in novelty mugs, T-shirts and key 

rings (see Figure 1) (compare discussion of ‘Pittsburghese’ in Johnstone et al. 2006 and 

Johnstone & Kiesling 2008).  As an enregistered form ‘howay’ indexes a stereotypic social 

persona (Agha 2005: 39), that of a north-eastern, working-class male. Third-order indexicality 

involves troping on such conventional indexical associations to yield hybrid personae of various 

kinds (Agha 2005: 39). It’s difficult to know to what extent the children are aware of the 

conventional social persona associated with ‘howay’ (and thus to what extent they can exploit 

them). Working on interaction, I’ve recognised its local pragmatic functions, but describing these 

doesn’t in and of itself tell us about the images of person or group that the children themselves 

associate with this form (this is where the interactional analysis I’ve done might be 

complemented by a more in-depth analysis of distribution across speakers and of metalinguistic 

commentary). Having said that, it seems likely to me that the children are knowing vis-a-vis the 

conventional indexical link with working-class masculinity, because surely thus must somehow 

come into play when ‘howay’ is used to index ingroup solidarity, local knowledge, fair play and 

a sense of egalitarianism; this appears to account for at least part of the reason why this form can 

be used to take a stance of authority with regard to the local social order.  

                                                 
18 Kiesling (2009: 178)  makes a similar point in his discussion of the relationship between ‘interior’ and ‘exterior’ 
indexicalities. 
19 ‘Howay the Lads’ was the name of a single released by North East cabaret act The Barrie Brothers to mark 
Newcastle United’s bid for 1974 FA Cup glory. 
20 Joan Beal has discussed the enregisterment and commodification of the ‘Geordie’ dialect (the variety specific to 
Newcastle in the north-east of England) more generally (see e.g. Beal 2009) 
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Figure 1: The commodification of local dialect 

Conclusion 

In summary, I’ve begun to explore what speakers accomplish by using marked dialect forms. 

I’ve shown that for the working-class children in my study, local dialect forms were an important 

resource in interactional stancetaking outside of the classroom, where they busied themselves 

with organising the pre-adolescent peer-based social order.  The middle-class participants used 

these forms much less often than their working-class counterparts. How might we explain this 

fact? 

It could be that that had other resources for constructing the same kinds of stances and 

simply avoided the marked dialect forms because of their associations with working-class 

speech, incorrectness, and so on. Or it could be (and I think this more likely) that the middle-

class participants did not take the same kinds of stances as the working-class participants, or 

rather that they didn’t take these stances with the same frequency or to the same degree of 

intensity, because they were constructing a different kind of peer-based social order with a 

different set of rules, norms and values. It would be wrong to suggest a stark difference between 

these two groups. What we actually get is more a turning up or turning down of stylistic 

possibilities (cf. Jaffe 2009: 13). And in both schools, it was predominantly a certain type of 

speaker who exploited the meaning potential of ‘howay’ and right dislocation. 

This is an open (and complex) question, which has by no means been resolved in this 

paper, but focusing on stance gives us the opportunity to explore it further by taking a close look 

at the intersection between language, local social organisation, and wider social structure. 
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Appendix: A Game of Bull Dog – Full Transcript (including Extracts 1 & 2) 
1 Robert: Natty, who's on? 

2  ((Background noise – 6 seconds)) 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Robert: who's on 

(1.7) 

go on then 

(1.9) 

Clare's o::n 

(1.7) 

I need to jog 

coz I've got this in my pocket 

I need to jog 

coz I've got this in my pocket (.)  

and it'll fall out 

14 Anon: what've you got in your pocket like 

15 Robert: that 

16 Anon: not bothered 

17 Anon Robbie 

18 

19 

Billy:   What I wanted to say is 

I'm not staying in. 

20  ((Faint sound of bell ringing in background)) 

21 Sam: a::w end of break howay 

22 Robert: aw 

23 Nathan: say fuck off 

24 Sam: look at that thing there 

25 

26 

Robert: I know 

why 

27 Nathan: fuck off 

28 Robert: Nathan stop swearing 

29 Nathan: Robbie stop swearing now 

30 Robert: that's you 

31  ((Background noise – 6 seconds)) 
32 Anon: hello  

33 

34 

Robert: ((Laughs)) 

(what did Sam) 

35  ((Background noise and laughing – 7.5 seconds)) 
36 Anon: Clare's on 

37 

38 

39 

Robert: Harry 

(2.3) 

Gemma 

40  (3.3) 

41 Robert: Gemma or Clare 

42  ((Background noise – 6.8 seconds)) 
43 

44 

Sam: no you're not 

Gemma's on 

45 

46 

47 

Robert: and she is 

(0.7) 

and she is. 

48 Sam: (I didn't know that xxxx) 

49 Robert: go on 
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50 you're on 

51 Sam: I’m not 
52 Robert: yea::h 

53 Sam: I didn't know 

54 Robert: yeah you did 

55 Sam: no I never 

56 Robert: [yeah you did 

57 Sam: [(xxxxxxxxxxx) 

58 Robert: she said 

59 Sam: everybody told me [Gemma was on 

60 Robert:                   [she said 

61 

62 

Sam: nobody said- 

nobody said Clare 

63 

64 

65 

Robert: just go on 

(1.4) 

I'll get tug in a minute anyway 

66 Sam: so 

67 Robert: howa::y 

68  (2.1) 

69 Robert: howay you have to take it 

70  (2.3) 

71 

72 

Robert: Chris has taken it 

he hasn't been tug yet though 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 

Sam: yea:h 

he doesn't know that 

(1.5) 

it's because I didn't- 

I didn't even know she was on 

78 

79 

Robert: yeah but he- 

he soon goes on 

80  ((Background noise – 5.2 seconds)) 
81 Robert: Sam won't take it 

82 Sam: I wasn't even- 

83 

84 

85 

Robert: because he got tugged by Clare 

(0.8) 

he should take that though 

86  ((Background noise and inaudible talk – 5.7 seconds)) 
87 

88 

89 

90 

Robert: howay I'm running 

 (1.9) 

I'll-  

I'll walk (to them) 

91  (3.2) 

92 

93 

94 

Robert: ((Laughing)) 

ha you-  

you (xxxxx there) 

95 

96 

97 

Harry:   Robbie 

I'm not on 

am I 

98 Robert: No why 

99 Harry:   Sam said I am 
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100  ((Background noise and inaudible talk – 9.4 seconds)) 
101 Robert:   I'm off me 

102  ((Background noise – 5.8 seconds)) 
103 

104 

Anon: I’m gonna go- 
Sam’s on 

105 Anon: Sam 

106  (2) 

107 

108 

109 

Robert: no::: 

(1.3) 

I'm going to get tug aren't I 

110  ((Background noise and Robert running – 4.7 seconds)) 
111 

112 

113 

114 

115 

116 

117 

118 

119 

120 

Robert:  you missed 

(0.6) 

you missed 

didn't he miss there 

(0.7) 

he missed 

(1) 

you di- he didn't 

(0.7) 

he didn't get me there did he? 

121  (2.5) 

122 Billy:   tell Sam to get away now 

123 Robert:   no don't 

124 Billy:  Sam Reed 

125 Robert:   no stop it 

126  (2.6) 

127 Anon: I wonder if she can hear that 

128 Robert:   she ca::n 

129 

130 

131 

Anon: go this way 

(1) 

look quickly 

132 

133 

134 

135 

136 

Robert:   Ah j- cu- I twisted my ankle 

(0.7)  

Sam ha ha you're on 

((Laughing – 11.7 seconds)) 
Sam deserves a kick 

137  ((Background noise and Robert running – 10.8 seconds)) 
138 Robert: phwoar that was close 

139  ((Background noise and running – 34.5 seconds)) 
140 Robert:   howay I'm going me (xxxxx) 

141 Billy: I'm going with you 

142 Robert:   without Sam seeing us 

143  ((Background noise and running – 3.6 seconds)) 
144 

145 

Anon: no it was- 

[it was a skimmy 

146 

147 

148 

149 

Robert:   [me 

me 

yeah it was 

you went like that 
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150 Anon: no (even that's a skimmy) 

151 Robert:   yeah 

152  ((Background noise and inaudible talk – 2.9 seconds)) 
153 Robert:   It's still a skimmy 

154 Sam:   there 

155 

156 

Robert:   that's a skimmy 

that's a skimmy 

157 Sam: (ah see that’s a skimmy there) 
158 Robert: (xxxxxxxxxxx body) 

159  ((Background noise and running – 6.0 seconds)) 
160 

161 

162 

163 

164 

165 

Robert: ((Chanting)) easy, easy easy 

no do you know Billy 

he went let's go this way 

and he got tug by Sam coz he-  

((laughing)) 

he went BULLDOG and got tug 

166  ((Background noise 9.9 seconds)) 

167 Robert: Are you (on Li-) 

168  ((Background noise and running – 8.1 seconds)) 
169  Robert:   I didn't know you were on. 

170  (2.6) 

171 Anon: ((laughing)) you’re on 
172 Robert:   who's on 

173 Anon: Chris 

174 

175 

176 

177 

178 

Robert: Chris is on 

(1.9)  

Andrew was on 

Andrew's on 

Andrew's on 

179  ((Background noise and inaudible talk)) 

180 Billy: didn't- 

181 Sam: Billy's on because Andrew touched him 

182 Billy: no I fell over 

183 Anon: you ran into Andrew 

184  ((Background noise and running – 8.0 seconds)) 
185 Anon: who's on 

186 Robert: erm Andrew 

187 Anon: Andrew 

188 

189 

Robert: yeah 

you pushed Carl Richards over 

190 Anon: Andrew 

191 Anon: ((to Robert)) you should have saw me then 

192 Robert:   you pushed [Carl Richards over didn't you 

193 

194 

Anon:            [Robbie  

Robbie 

195 Robert:   you pushed Carl Richards over 

196 Anon: Robbie 

197 Sam: me 

198 Robert:   yeah 

199 Anon: Robbie 
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200 

201 

Robert:   yeah you did  

coz he called you a long haired mosher 

202 Anon: ere 

203 Sam: it wasn't me 

204 Anon: Robbie 

205 Robert:   it was 

206 Sam:   it was Harry 

207 Robert:   no it wasn't 

208 

209 

Sam: it wasn't me 

I never pushed him over 

210 Robert: he said that long-haired mosher Sam Reed in year five 

211 

212 

Sam: I never-  

I never done it. 

213 

214 

Anon: there he is 

ere 

215 Sam:   I haven't done owt 

216 

217 

Anon: Robbie 

Robbie 

218 Robert:   what 

219 

220 

221 

Anon: (xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx) 

I'm like this- 

I went 

222  (1) 

223 Billy: (xxxxxxxx) 

224 Robert: Howay I'm- I'm running 

225  (2.3) 

226 

227 

228 

229 

Robert: bloody hell 

(1) 

someone's going to get us 

see what I mean 

230  (2.3) 

231 Robert: a::hh Chris 

232  ((Laughing and sound of running – 13.8 seconds)) 
233 

234 

235 

Robert:   aw bloody hell 

(1.6) 

(xxxxx man) 

236  (1.9) 

237 Robert:   howay you need to let u::s 

239 Sam: you need to let us out 

240  (1.7) 

241 

242 

Sam: if I did that-  

Hannah you're on 

243 Hannah: I know I am 

244 Sam: so you have to let us out 

245 

246 

247 

248 

249 

Robert: you can't just stand there 

(1.2) 

you need to actu- 

see what I mean 

Nathan's just ran 

250  (2.7) 
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251 

252 

Robert:   no if you get me here the it doesn't count 

coz you're just letting everyone go except for me 

253  (2.7) 

254 Hannah: where's Harry 

256  ((Background noise and running – 12.0 seconds)) 
257 

258 

259 

260 

261 

262 

263 

Robert: a::::h (1.5) run (0.7) run 

((Laughing and running – 14.0 seconds)) 
I got through 

(hhhh)(.) (hhhh) 

see the skill on me 

(1.2) 

did you see 

264 Sam: (xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx) 

265 Anon: what's that Robbie 

266 Robert:   it's a thing 

267 Anon: what is it 

268 Anon: what is it 

269 

270 

271 

Robert:   it's a microphone 

(1.7) 

did you see the skill on that then 

272  (2.0) 

273 Anon: ((in a funny voice)) I love you Robbie 

274 Robert:   shut up 

275  (2.8) 

276 Robert:   are you on Bill 

277 Anon: yeah he tried to get me 

278 Robert:   did you see me there I just went- 

279 

280 

281 

Anon: he- he stands in den the little (0.6) 

liar 

you stand in den 

282  (1.8) 

283 Robert: Harry I skinned yous [yez] all then. 

284  (3.1) 

285 

286 

Robert: skinned yous [yez] all 

didn't I 

287  ((Background noise and running – 5.6 seconds)) 
288 

289 

290 

291 

292 

293 

294 

Robert:   

 

I was knackered as well 

(0.8)  

I felt (.) 

feel my legs are going to drop off 

woe:: 

(0.7) 

nearly fell out then 

295  ((Background noise – 9.6 seconds)) 
296 

297 

298 

299 

Robert: I sh-  

no you should have seen  

I skinned yous didn't you (.)  

I just went ((makes noise for demonstration)) 

300  ((Background noise and laughing – 8.6 seconds)) 

301 Robert: howay  you can't guard 



 24 

302  ((Background noise – 3.7 seconds)) 
303 Robert:   someone at least- 

304 Sam: Andrew's at the top waiting for us 

305 Robert:   where 

306 Sam:   swear down just like stood [there 

307 

308 

309 

310 

Robert:                              [CHRIS (0.6) 

ARE YOU ON 

(1.1) 

CHRIS ARE YOU ON 

311  ((Background noise – 5.2)) 
312 Robert:   aw we could have ran then 

313 Sam: I know yeah 

314  (2.0) 

315 Robert:   while they weren't looking 

316  ((Background noise – 8.9 seconds)) 
317 Anon: now 

318 Robert:   now 

319  ((Shouting and background noise – 3.3 seconds)) 
320 Robert:   he ki- 

321 Anon: eh eh e::h 

322 

323 

324 

325 

326 

Robert:   I'm ready now 

ha ha ha 

a:h are you on 

((Laughs)) 

are you 

327 Hannah:   ho:w long have you went 

328  ((Background noise – 4.7 seconds)) 
329 Robert: he's going to get me 

330  ((Background noise and inaudible talk – 4.7 seconds)) 
331 Robert: why coz I'm faster than yous [yez] 

332  ((Background noise and inaudible talk – 4.4 seconds)) 
333 Robert:   Go on Bill 

334  ((Sound of Robert and others running and laughing – 11.8 
seconds)) 

335 

336 

337 

338 

Robert:   what you on about (xxxxx) 

(1.6) 

I came back (1.6) 

I came back 

339 Anon: you were passed 

340 

341 

Robert: I came back 

I was passed 

342  (2.7) 

343 

344 

345 

346 

Robert: I'm still p-  

I was still past though 

(1.1) 

okay yeah 

347 Anon: she has been running 

348 Robert:   you can't get through them 

349  ((Background noise – 7.9 seconds)) 
350 

351 

Robert:   ((Laughing)) 

(1.5) 
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352 

353 

354 

aw something's just 

(0.7) 

dug in to my leg 

355  ((Running and laughter – 7.9 seconds)) 
356 

357 

Robert:   get Chris-  

Chris you're on 

358  (2.2) 

359 Anon: Chris is on 

360  ((Background noise and inaudible talk – 7.1 seconds)) 
361 

362 

Robert:   you- you- you and- 

you and Andrew ran into each other didn't you 

363 Andrew: and Harry 

364 Gemma:   I tug Sam but you were chasing me 

365 

366 

367 

Andrew: and Harry howay 
(1.5) 

Chris and Harry are on 

368  (1.4) 

369 

370 

Chris: Gemma’s on 
she’s won 

371 

372 

373 

Harry:   she won Gemma 

(0.7 seconds)  

Gemma's- 

374 Robert: you're still on 

375 Harry: she won 

376 Robert: you're still on. 

377 Harry: no she won 

378 Robert: yeah so 

379 Chris: no Gemma won 

380  (1.9) 

381 Harry: Gemma won coz [she (xxxxxxx)  

382 Robert:               [aw Nathan's on 

383  ((Background noise and inaudible talk – 22.6 seconds)) 
384 Robert: are you on 

385  ((Background noise – 11.2 seconds)) 
386 

387 

388 

Robert: I'm going again  

(0.7) 

I'm gonna go again 

389 Sam: Someone on one side [someone on the other 

390 Robert:                     [no there- there- he saw us 

391  ((Background noise and inaudible talk – 9.7 seconds)) 
392 Robert:   where is he? 

393 Anon: there- there he is behind Jonny. 

394 Robert:   what you doing 

395 Anon: ((Laughs)) 

396 

397 

Robert:   don't push me out 

that sun's in my e:yes 

398 Anon: he's behind Jonny 

399 

400 

401 

Robert:   where's Jonny 

(0.8) 

[aw there he is 
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402 Anon: [there he is 

403  ((Background noise and running – 6.0 seconds)) 
404 

405 

406 

407 

Robert: and again 

(0.6) 

we can make it 

and again 

408  ((Sound of Robert and others running – 10 seconds)) 
409 Robert: And again 

410  ((Background noise and sound of running – 4 seconds)) 
411 Anon: (he skinned Matty) 

412 Robert: I know 

413  ((Background noise – 17.1 seconds)) 
414 Robert: I skinned you then 

415  ((Background noise – 4.0 seconds)) 
416 Sam:   you proper skinned him there like 

417 Robert:   who 

418 Sam: you 

419 Robert:   I know 

420 Anon: by the way Chris is on 

421 Robert:   I skinned Natty then 

422 Chris:   by the way I'm on 

423 

424 

Robert:   I know 

I was saying move to him 

425  ((Background noise – 12.8 seconds)) 
426 Robert: howay let's go now 

427  ((Background noise and inaudible talk – 7.5 seconds)) 
428 Gemma:   I've already tug Billy Rutter 

429  ((Sound of hand bell to signal the end of break)) 

430 

431 

432 

Robert:   I'm running 

(1.1) 

I'm running 

433  ((Background noise: running and laughing – 25.8 seconds)) 
434 Robert:   what are you on about 

435 

436 

437 

438 

439 

440 

Sam: if you go out the lines 

like over the grass 

you still can tig them can't you? 

(0.8) 

yeah 

no 

441 Robert:   no 

442 Sam: like over that bit there 

443 Robert:   in between this line 

444 Sam: no (in between that) over there 

445 Robert:   over there you [can 

446 Sam:                [on the grass 

447 Teacher: right you four against the wall now 

 
 

 


