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Fourth lecture
2.2 Who's and what's 
1- When you speak or write anything , you use the resources of English to project yourself as a certain kind of person, a different kind in different circumstances. 
You also project yourself as engaged in a certain kind of activity, a different kind in different circumstances. If I have no idea who you are and what you are doing, then I cannot make sense of what you have said, written, or done. You project a different identity at a formal dinner party than you do at the family dinner table. And, though these are both dinner, they are none the less different activities. The fact that people have differential access to different identities and activities, connected to different sorts of status and social goods, is a root source of inequality in society. Intervening in such matters can be a contribution to social justice. Since different identities and activities are enacted in and through language, the study of language is integrally connected to matters of equity and justice.

2- An oral or written “utterance” has meaning , then, only if and when it communicates a who and a what (Wieder and Pratt 1990a). What I mean by a “who” is a socially-situated identity, the “kind of person” one is seeking to be and enact here and now. What I mean by a “what” is a socially-situated activity that the utterance helps to constitute.

3- Lots of interesting complications can set in when we think about identity enacted in and through language. Who's can be multiple and they need not always be people. The President’s Press Secretary can issue an utterance that is, in fact, authored by a speech writer and authorized (and even claimed) by the President. In this case, the utterance communicates a sort of overlapping and compound who. The Press Secretary, even if she is directly quoting the speech writer, must inflect the remark
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with her own voice. In turn, the speech writer is both “mimicking” the President’s “voice” and creating an identity for him .
Not just individuals, but also institutions, through the “anonymous” texts and products they circulate, can author or issue “utterances.” For example, we will see below that the warning on an aspirin bottle actually communicates multiple whos. 

5- An utterance can be authored, authorized by, or issued by a group or a single individual
Finally, we can point out that whos and whats are not really discrete and separable.
You are who you are partly through what you are doing and what you are doing is partly recognized for what it is by who is doing it. So it is better, in fact, to say that utterances communicate an integrated, though often multiple or “heteroglossic,”
who-doing-what 


Five lecture
2.3 “Real Indians” 
1- Though I have focused on language, it is important to see that making visible and recognizable who we are and what we are doing always requires more than language. It requires, as well, that we act, think, value, and interact in ways that together with language render who we are and what we are doing recognizable to others (and ourselves). In fact, to be a particular who and to pull off a particular what requires that we act, value, interact, and use language in sync with or in coordination with other people and with various objects (“props”) in appropriate locations and at appropriate times.
2- To see this wider notion of language as integrated with “other stuff” (other people, objects, values, times and places), we will briefly consider Wieder and Pratt’s (1990a, b) fascinating work on how Native Americans (from a variety of different groups, though no claim is made that the following is true of all Native American groups) recognize each other as “really Indian.” Wieder and Pratt point out that real Indians “refer to persons who are ‘really Indian’ in just those words with regularity and standardization” (1990a: 48). Wieder and Pratt’s work will also make clear how the identities (the whos) we take on are flexibly negotiated in actual contexts of practice.
3-The term “real Indian” is, of course, an “insiders’ term.” The fact that it is used by some Native Americans in enacting their own identity work does not license non- Native Americans to use the term. 
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4-The problem of “recognition and being recognized” is very consequential and problematic for Native Americans. While in order to be considered a “real Indian,” one must be able to make some claims to kinship with others who are recognized as “real Indians,” this by no means settles the matter. People with such (biological) ties can fail to get recognized as a “real Indian,” and people of mixed kinship can be so recognized.
5-Being a “real Indian” is not something one can simply be. Rather, it is something that one becomes in and through the doing of it, that is, in carrying out the actual performance itself. Though one must have certain kinship ties to get in the “game,” beyond this entry criterion, there is no being (once and for all) a “real Indian,” rather there is only doing being-or-becoming-a-“real-Indian.” If one does not continue to “practice” being a “real Indian,” one ceases to be one 
Finally, doing being-and-becoming-a-“real-Indian” is not something that one can do all by oneself. It requires the participation of others. One cannot be a “real Indian” unless one appropriately recognizes “real Indians” and gets recognized by
others as a “real Indian” in the practices of doing being-and-becoming-a-“real- Indian.” Being a “real Indian” also requires appropriate accompanying objects (props), times, and places 
6-There are a multitude of ways one can do being-and-becoming-a-“real-Indian.” Some of these are (following Wieder and Pratt 1990a): “Real Indians” prefer to avoid conversation with strangers, Native American or otherwise. They cannot be related to one another as “mere acquaintances,” as some “non-Indians” might put it. So, for “real Indians,” any conversation they do have with a stranger who may turn out to be a “real Indian” will, in the discovery of the other’s “Indianness,” establish substantial obligations between the conversational partners just through the mutual 

acknowledgment that they are “Indians” and that they are now no longer strangers to one another. In their search for the other’s “real Indianness” and in their display of their own “Indianness,” “real Indians” frequently engage in a distinctive form of verbal sparring. By correctly responding to and correctly engaging in this sparring, which “Indians” call “razzing,” each participant further establishes cultural competency
in the eyes of the other.



	1
	Angel Human



