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Abstract: Silence in fiction is often treated as the absence of expression. Yet in Celeste Ng’s 
Everything I Never Told You, Lydia’s silence is not simply a lack of speech but a behavior 
continuously sustained by the responses it receives. This study examines how Lydia’s silence 
is rewarded in two settings at once: within the family, where it helps maintain harmony and 
parental expectations, and in public settings, where it is read as manageable and “no trouble.” 
Drawing on scholarship on silence and intersectionality, the analysis uses close reading to trace 
how these rewards sustain silence while making it increasingly difficult to break. Rather than a 
purely personal trait or passive suppression, silence emerges as a socially reinforced strategy. 
Crucially, the same mechanism that rewards silence also produces its fatal paradox: what 
secures stability in the short term ultimately contributes to isolation and culminates in Lydia’s 
death. 
 
Keywords: silence, intersectionality, Asian American literature, model minority, double 
rewards 
 
 
Introduction 
 
In Celeste Ng’s Everything I Never Told You (2014), Lydia Lee’s death marks the point at 
which accumulated silence becomes visible. Silence in the novel is not emptiness but a crucial 
entry point for understanding how family relations, social expectations, and individual 
experience become entangled. Lydia’s silence takes shape within a broader structure of 
racialized belonging, model-minority discourse, and gendered expectations. These conditions 
make silence legible not only as a personal disposition, but as a socially interpreted and 
reinforced practice. 
 
Ng’s novel centers on an interracial family in 1970s Ohio, composed of a white mother and a 
Chinese American father, whose story unfolds around Lydia Lee’s death. On the surface, the 
novel presents a family tragedy; at a deeper level, it reveals how unspoken emotional structures 
intersect with racial identity, female adolescence, and generational projection. Previous 
scholarship suggests that silence in Asian American contexts is rarely neutral: it is often 
interpreted through racialized expectations of compliance and manageability (Lee 2015), while 
rhetorical studies emphasize that silence can function as a meaningful and strategic form of 
communication rather than mere absence (Glenn 2004; Parrott 2012). Educational research 
further suggests that the model minority image may reinforce self-censorship and emotional 
suppression (Zhao and Qiu 2009). These strands of research together indicate that silence must 
be understood within both interpersonal relationships and broader social contexts. 
 
Within Asian American literary studies, silence has also been treated as a recurring narrative 
and relational practice, particularly in texts concerned with family, identity, and social 
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legibility. This paper does not pursue a comparative reading but situates Ng’s novel within this 
broader literary tradition. The central question, then, is why Lydia remains silent and how that 
silence persists across different contexts. More specifically, it examines how silence acquires 
different meanings in the family and public settings, and how these meanings contribute to its 
continuity. I argue, in a preliminary sense, that Lydia’s silence persists not simply because of 
internal disposition or external pressure alone, but because it is repeatedly stabilized through 
context-specific rewards: in the family, it helps preserve emotional harmony, while in public 
settings it allows her to remain legible as manageable and “no trouble.” At the same time, these 
rewards do not remain stable but gradually produce constraints that limit the possibility of 
speaking. 
 
Theoretically, this paper adopts intersectionality as its main analytical framework (Crenshaw 
1991; Collins 2000). Methodologically, it employs close reading to examine scene-level 
interactions. Here, “reward” does not refer to explicit praise, but to those social responses that 
make silence easier to maintain—such as reduced conflict at home or positive recognition in 
institutional settings. Silence is thus analyzed not as absence, but as a relational practice shaped 
by interpretation, expectation, and power. This is a single-text study centered on a Chinese 
American family in a U.S. context; the claims advanced are interpretive and not intended to 
generalize beyond this case. 
 
The argument unfolds in four chapters. Chapter 1 establishes the paper’s theoretical framework. 
It first defines silence, drawing on Glenn and Parrott to treat silence as a rhetorical, relational, 
and context-dependent practice rather than mere absence. It then situates silence within Asian 
American historical and literary contexts and introduces intersectionality, drawing on Crenshaw 
and Collins as the main analytical framework for examining how race, gender, and family 
expectations converge in specific scenes. Chapter 2 turns to the domestic sphere and asks how 
Lydia’s silence functions within the family. Through close readings of her interactions with 
James, Marilyn, and her siblings, this chapter explores how silence becomes associated with 
harmony, compliance, and emotional roles in the family, while gradually narrowing Lydia’s 
space for self-expression. Chapter 3 turns from familial intimacy to institutional and peer 
settings, where the same silence is rewarded less as care than as manageability and social 
readability. Through close readings of school interactions and peer relationships, this chapter 
examines how silence operates within broader structures of recognition and interpretation 
outside the family. Chapter 4 brings together the domestic and public dimensions of silence. 
Building on the previous chapters, it examines how silence is sustained across family and public 
life through what this paper describes as a feedback loop of double rewards. This chapter further 
explores how this mechanism gradually becomes increasingly difficult to sustain, especially in 
relation to Lydia’s death and its aftermath. 
 
 
Chapter 1: Theoretical Framework 
1.1. Silence as Concept and Context 
1.1.1. Silence as Meaningful Discourse 
 
Though it is not heard, “silence is ‘everywhere’” (Glenn 2004, xii). In many social settings, 
speaking up is seen as a valued ability, often associated with participation in public life and the 
expression of subjectivity. By contrast, silence can be easily read as meaninglessness, 
obedience, or absence. What is easier to overlook, however, is that silence can also engage in 
the generation of meaning and is always embedded in specific relations and power structures. 
As Adam Jaworski notes, silence should be understood beyond the “absence of sound” and can 
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take multiple communicative forms, functioning as a “metaphor for communication” across 
domains (Jaworski 1997, 3). In this sense, silence is a form of communication that must be 
recognized and interpreted in specific contexts. 
 
In literary studies, silence may appear through nonverbal actions, narrative omissions, 
hesitations, delays, and the avoidance of speaking. As King-Kok Cheung argues, silence can 
take many forms, including “textual ellipses, nonverbal gestures, [and] authorial hesitations,” 
while still remaining “articulate” (Cheung 1993, 4). Accordingly, this paper does not simply 
interpret silence as a linguistic void, but as a behavioral form that plays a role in specific 
interactions. More specifically, it focuses on interactional silence between characters at the 
scene level. Here, silence refers to moments when a character does not speak, speaks less than 
expected, delays a topic, changes the subject, or allows others to speak for them in a given 
scene. 
 
Scholars across literary and rhetorical studies converge on treating silence not as mere absence 
but as a relational, meaningful practice. Cheryl Glenn emphasizes that silence, though often 
misread as passivity, can function as a tactical strategy within unequal power relations (Glenn 
2004, xi). In her analysis of Maxine Hong Kingston’s The Woman Warrior, Jill M. Parrott 
(2012) further argues that silence participates in the “dynamics of meaning-making and 
signification,” rather than existing outside them (Parrott 2012, 376). Her work also emphasizes 
the importance of power differentials in shaping how silence is interpreted within specific 
relationships and cultural contexts. Together, these approaches suggest that silence must be 
analyzed in relation to who can speak, who remains silent, and how silence is interpreted by 
others. 
 
At the same time, existing scholarship tends to frame silence either as a form of oppression or 
as an instance of agency, often emphasizing one dimension over the other. Less attention has 
been paid to how these dimensions may overlap in practice, and more importantly, to how 
silence may be stabilized through repeated interpretation and everyday interaction across 
different contexts. This gap is particularly relevant in literary analysis, where silence is not only 
expressed but also continuously read, misread, and reinforced by surrounding characters and 
institutions. Building on these insights, this paper treats silence as a strategic and socially 
mediated practice that is sustained through context-specific rewards and interpretations. By 
focusing on how silence is maintained and reinforced across both family and public settings, 
the analysis examines how its apparent stability depends on the very processes that eventually 
render it unsustainable. 
 
1.1.2. Silence in Asian American Contexts 
 
In Asian American contexts, silence, as a meaningful and relational form of expression, carries 
specific historical and social meanings. For Chinese Americans, silence deserves further 
discussion not only because it frequently appears in family and school settings, but also because 
it has long been situated within a racialized and gendered interpretive framework. As Bella 
Adams notes, the term “Asian American,” coined in the late 1960s as a political category, 
remains an “about-to-be” identity whose meaning continues to be reinvented in U.S. history 
rather than fixed by any single “literal referent” (Adams 2008, 5–6). At the same time, Asian 
Americans have also been shaped by stereotypes such as the perpetual foreigner and the 
controllable model minority (74). Silence is not neutral in this context; it is continually 
interpreted and shaped by the social and historical conditions in which it is situated. 
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Historically, the social position of Chinese Americans has long been defined through exclusion 
and gatekeeping. Since the nineteenth Century, immigration laws such as the Chinese Exclusion 
Act (1882) restricted the entry and family formation of Chinese immigrants. The regime also 
produced what Ngai later calls the “impossible subject,” socially present yet legally excluded 
(Ngai 2004, 4–5). The same logic of racialized eligibility persisted into the Johnson-Reed Act 
(1924), under which Chinese, Japanese, Indian, and other Asians were excluded from 
immigration “on grounds that they were racially ineligible for naturalized citizenship,” casting 
Asians as permanently foreign and unassimilable within the nation (Lee 2002, 59). The 
exclusion was gendered as well as racialized. The Page Act of 1875 restricted the entry of Asian 
contract labor and women suspected of prostitution, and in practice curtailed Chinese women’s 
entry and family formation (Lee 2002, 37–38; Salyer 2006, 1). Paul Yin further shows how 
“respectability” was policed through racialized and gendered signs, shaping the formation of 
Chinese American families and their visibility in the public sphere (Yin 2013, 154–55). Under 
such conditions, restraint, caution, and reticence can also function as practical responses for 
preserving dignity and avoiding risks within a structure of exclusion. 
 
In the mid-twentieth century, exclusion did not disappear so much as take a different form: 
limited inclusion without full cultural security. The 1943 repeal of the Chinese Exclusion Act 
had a limited practical effect, as quotas and gatekeeping practices persisted into the early 
postwar period (Yin 2013, 168). During the early Cold War, public discourse increasingly 
praised certain “ethnic traits,” such as filial piety and hard work, as compatible with U.S. ideals, 
but this praise was always conditional (Lee 2015, 36–37). As Erika Lee summarizes (drawing 
on Ellen D. Wu), this image of the model minority was “popular and significant because [it] 
upheld” two Cold War logics, the “valorization of the nuclear family” and “anti-Communism” 
(36–37). Adams similarly argues that the stereotype “helps maintain the dominant racial 
hierarchy” and “in turn obscures continuing economic and political inequalities in and beyond 
Asian America” (Adams 2008, 198). Within this framework, being quiet, well-behaved, and 
trouble-free is more readily interpreted as a racialized form of manageability. 
 
In schools and other public settings, the costs of this model-minority halo become especially 
visible. Yong Zhao and Wei Qiu argue that “Asian students must also deal with the burden of 
being a model minority,” a condition that links praise to pressure and self-censorship (Zhao and 
Qiu 2009, 343). In this context, silence can be interpreted as maturity, cooperation, and even as 
a sign that one poses no trouble. Once interpreted in this way, silence is more likely to receive 
positive reinforcement in everyday interactions, thereby perpetuating itself. For this reason, this 
paper does not reduce Lydia’s silence either to an Asian cultural trait or to a purely personal 
disposition. Rather, it approaches her silence as a social behavior shaped at the intersection of 
family expectations and racialized public perception. It is within this dual context that silence 
is interpreted differently across settings yet is repeatedly reinforced, a dynamic that Chapters 2 
and 3 examine in the family and public spheres, respectively. 
 
 
1.1.3 Silence in Asian American Literature 
 
Within this historical and social context, silence has also become a recurring and significant 
theme in Asian American literature, whose meanings are not fixed. As Adams suggests, “Asian 
American critics attach such importance to visibility because their cultural history is marked by 
invisibility” (Adams 2008, 7). More broadly, Asian American literature has been deeply 
concerned with identity formation, visibility, and the experience of being defined and misread 
by mainstream discourse (6–9). Consequently, silence in this literary tradition is frequently 
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linked not only to identity negotiation and family relationships, but also to racialized 
expectations and the problem of social legibility. 
 
Parrott’s discussion of Maxine Hong Kingston’s The Woman Warrior is especially useful here. 
She argues that silence in the text cannot be reduced to oppression alone, but appears in at least 
three forms: suppression by self-restraint, suppression by force, and suppression in translation 
(Parrott 2012, 375). This distinction is important because it shows that silence in Asian 
American literature may arise from direct constraint, but it may also function as a rhetorical 
response within limited and unequal conditions. Silence, in other words, cannot be treated 
simply as passivity or absence; it must be situated within specific power relations and 
interpreted in relation to who speaks, who remains silent, and how that silence is read by others. 
 
Silence is also a recurring concern in Asian American women’s writing, where it is often related 
to gender expectations, family relations, and cultural belonging. In The Woman Warrior, for 
example, Kingston links silence to secrecy, agency, and the right to speak within the family 
structure (Kingston 1989). Similarly, Amy Tan’s The Joy Luck Club discusses the unspoken 
tensions that shape the mother-daughter relationships and the sense of belonging (Tan 1989). 
These literary precedents establish silence as a meaningful relational practice shaped by unequal 
expectations and emotional constraints. Ng’s novel develops these concerns through its focus 
on silence within a mixed-race family and the pressures of social legibility. 
 
1.2. Intersectionality as Analytical Framework 
 
Intersectionality, initially introduced into mainstream academia from Black feminist 
scholarship, seeks to “disrupt the tendencies to see race and gender as exclusive and separable” 
(Crenshaw 1991, 1244). It aims to address the limits of single-axis analysis and to turn attention 
to how structure and institutions co-produce inequality. This is particularly important for the 
present study, as Lydia’s silence cannot be attributed to a single factor. Explaining it solely 
through the lens of gender or race fails to account for why the same silence can appear across 
different contexts yet be assigned different meanings. 
 
Building on this, Patricia Hill Collins’s account of controlling images explains how race, 
gender, and class relations are reproduced across social institutions. Such images “are designed 
to make racism, sexism, poverty, and other forms of social injustice appear natural, normal, and 
inevitable” (Collins 2000, 87). Intersectionality, then, is not a label but a framework for 
analyzing institutions, discourse, and everyday practice. This paper interprets intersectionality 
not as the sum of race and gender, but as an analytical framework for examining how social 
institutions, cultural discourses, and everyday interactions collectively shape Lydia’s position 
and legibility within different contexts. Here, intersectionality is used to explain how 
institutional norms, familial roles, and racialized expectations work together to produce a form 
of silence that cannot be reduced to any single axis, making certain behaviors appear natural, 
normal, and inevitable. 
 
Lydia’s silence in the novel stems not from a single factor but from the intersection of multiple 
social positions. As a daughter in a mixed-race family, she is confronted with racialized, 
gendered, and familial pressures at the same time, including her father’s assimilation anxiety, 
her mother’s gendered ambitions, and the family’s obsession with success. Intersectionality 
here does not refer to a simple addition of race, gender, and family pressure; rather, it is used 
to examine how these expectations operate simultaneously within specific relationships and 
contexts, shaping how Lydia’s silence becomes legible and meaningful. 
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Chapter 2: Home: Silence as Harmony and Compliance 
2.1. With Father: Silence and Assimilation Anxiety 
 
As noted earlier, Asian Americans’ sense of belonging in U.S. society is often conditioned on 
their being viewed as law-abiding, manageable, and capable of conforming to mainstream 
norms. This historical sense of insecurity is not confined to public discourse. It is also 
internalized as expectations within families regarding success, respectability, and social 
conformity. In James’ case, this internalization takes the form of assimilation anxiety that is 
later projected onto Lydia. In the Lee family, this historical logic is first manifested in James’ 
long-standing anxiety about belonging. As the son of Chinese immigrants under false names, 
James grew up in a predominantly white educational environment but “never felt he belonged 
here” (Ng 2014, 34). During his time at Lloyd Academy, he is constantly aware of being the 
only Chinese student on campus. “He had stopped speaking Chinese to his parents, afraid of 
tinting his English with an accent” (40). James’ experience reflects what Lee identifies as the 
historical construction of Asian immigrants as “permanently foreign and unassimilable” (Lee 
2002, 37). His fear of accent is therefore a response to a racialized system which marks 
linguistic differences as foreignness (Ng 2014, 40). In this context, success becomes tied to 
belonging anxiety, and assimilation therefore becomes not only a goal but also a strategy for 
reducing racial difference. 
 
James’ determination to speak English well, sound natural, and make friends is not just a matter 
of personal character. It also aligns with what Lee calls the Cold War social script that Asians 
should follow certain “ethnic traits” to “serve larger political purposes” (Lee 2015, 10). This 
may explain why he stops speaking Chinese and chooses “the most quintessentially American 
subject he could find”—cowboys—for his research (Ng 2014, 40). This desire to avoid standing 
out later becomes one of the standards through which he measures success and failure. 
 
This anxiety about social acceptance, however, does not remain confined to James’ personal 
experience. As a father, he begins to project the social ease he never attained onto Lydia. Thus, 
he constantly emphasizes the importance of social skills and gifts Lydia a best-selling book on 
interpersonal relationships, How to Win Friends and Influence People. This emphasis on 
friendship is not neutral, but reflects a racialized expectation that social success signifies 
assimilation. In his view, if Lydia could learn how to get along with everyone, she would not 
have to endure the isolation and awkwardness of his own childhood. Under this logic, Lydia 
must not only achieve academic success but also demonstrate interpersonal competence. She is 
expected to be both an outstanding and popular child, as evidence that the Lees can successfully 
fit into American society. From an intersectional perspective, this is not merely a father’s 
personal love, but a point where race, family role, and social recognition converge within the 
household.  
 
Yet James’ expectations of Lydia are not primarily expressed through explicit articulations, but 
rather woven into daily interactions in a manner that appears gentle yet remains highly directed. 
When he gives her How to Win Friends and Influence People as a Christmas present, Lydia 
“swallowed hard” and says, “[I]t’s great, thanks Daddy” (Ng 2014, 37). The gift itself is already 
a form of instruction: it teaches Lydia that sociability is something she is expected to learn, 
perform, and display. Her response, therefore, cannot be read simply as gratitude. The physical 
detail of swallowing suggests that the reply costs effort, while the phrase “thanks Daddy” keeps 
the exchange affectionate and undisturbed. Here, “speech and silence are… simultaneously 
meaningful” (Glenn 2004, 7). Lydia’s answer is a minimal reply that ends the interaction while 
preserving relational stability. The swallowing indicates that this silence is effortful and 
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emotionally costly, even as it maintains surface harmony. Parrott’s discussion of rhetorical 
silence is useful here because it distinguishes between silence as self-restraint and silence as a 
condition shaped by power. Lydia is not forcibly silenced in this scene; she chooses a small, 
acceptable response. Yet that choice is made within a relation in which James has already 
defined what counts as success and belonging. For Lydia, “[I]t’s great, thanks Daddy” is a way 
to close an interaction she has little power to negotiate. What is rewarded in this moment is not 
honest expression, but the appearance of ease: James is reassured, and the interaction can 
continue without conflict. 
 
Race reshapes fatherhood itself: James’ care for Lydia is inseparable from his hope that she will 
achieve the social belonging he was denied. James “could not miss the edge in her voice, but 
he brushed it aside” (Ng 2014, 130). He recognizes the tone, yet chooses to interpret it in line 
with his own expectations. As Glenn notes, silence is shaped by “who can speak… and what 
listeners can do” (Glenn 2004, 9). Lydia is “on the phone with someone” “almost every 
evening” (Ng 2014, 130). These performances function as visible evidence of social success 
rather than genuine communication. Lydia does not actively let her father speak on her behalf; 
rather, James fills in the gap and, based on that, completes a narrative that “she already had 
plenty of friends” (130). Silence becomes a site that invites projection. Her silence is 
relationally motivated, since she knows that failure or isolation would hurt James. Yet this care 
is already incorporated into a broader script of social integration, becoming a daily management 
of his anxiety. Silence sustains James’ assimilation narrative, yet also makes it harder to correct. 
Silence is rewarded not because it reveals truth, but because it allows James’ desired version of 
belonging to remain intact. 
 
Lydia’s unique position within the family further reinforces these expectations. Having 
inherited her mother’s blue eyes, she bears a stronger resemblance to a white person in 
appearance—“one more reason she’s their mother’s favorite and their father’s too” (8). Her 
partial whiteness makes her a symbolic site where assimilation appears achievable. This is 
where intersectional reading becomes necessary. Lydia’s racialized body does not simply add 
to her role as a daughter; it changes how that role functions. James’ hopes for assimilation are 
projected onto her not only because she is his child, but because her partial whiteness makes 
successful belonging seem imaginable in ways that Nath’s or Hannah’s body do not. At the 
same time, this racialized visibility matters differently because Lydia is a daughter: social ease 
and popularity become part of how her value is read within the family. Lydia is imagined as a 
living sign of the possibility of successful integration into American society. 
 
 
2.2. With Mother: Silence and Gendered Ambition 
 
Unlike James, Marilyn’s expectation of Lydia stems primarily from the frustration of her 
gendered ambition. For Marilyn, Lydia becomes a potential continuation of a life trajectory that 
she was unable to realize. As a woman coming of age in the 1960s and 1970s, Marilyn’s 
aversion to her mother, Mrs. Walker, reflects a rejection of the traditional domestic role 
assigned to women. The novel emphasizes this impulse early on: Marilyn “had always liked 
surprising people,” whether by ranking first in every exam or by asking to “switch into shop 
with the sophomore boys” (25). She envisions science and medicine as an alternative life path, 
aligning with the historical context of second-wave feminism, which emphasized women 
achieving self-worth through education and careers. As Friedan argues, postwar American 
culture confined women to domestic roles while discouraging professional ambitions (Friedan 
1963). In this context, Marilyn’s later plans for Lydia can be read as a generational projection 
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of an unfinished gendered life script. Marilyn’s expectation gains its force precisely because it 
takes the form of care and guidance, while functioning as a gendered and generational demand 
that is difficult for Lydia to refuse. This pressure is not simply generational. It is specifically 
transmitted through a daughter because Marilyn’s unrealized ambitions are bound to a gendered 
life course that Lydia is expected to continue. 
 
This projection becomes clearer when Marilyn attempts to reclaim her own ambitions. At one 
point, she leaves home in order to return to her medical aspirations, yet another pregnancy pulls 
her back into the domestic sphere. This attempt lasts only nine weeks, disappearing “like fine 
mist on a breeze,” until she “could not remember now why she thought it had all been possible” 
(Ng 2014, 106). What is lost here is an imagined life trajectory that later informs her 
determination to shape Lydia’s future. Upon returning home, Marilyn resolves to encourage 
Lydia “for the rest of her life, to do more than her mother had” (108). This marks a critical shift: 
Lydia is confronted not only with maternal support, but also with a set of ambitions already 
internalized as justified and necessary. 
 
A daily routine depicted at the beginning of the novel indicates how family members interact 
in daily life. “As always, next to her cereal bowl, her mother has placed a sharpened pencil and 
Lydia’s physics homework, six problems flagged with small ticks” (7). This kind of daily 
management is significant because it allows ambition to enter Lydia’s life in a normal and 
habitual manner. Marilyn’s care is delivered through daily management and academic 
supervision. Marilyn’s maternal love is closely tied to discipline and planning, which makes 
this pressure difficult for Lydia to identify as pressure at all. What is rewarded here is not open 
discussion, but smooth cooperation: the routine can continue, and Marilyn’s sense of purpose 
remains intact. 
 
This reduced speaking often takes the form of minimal replies in key dialogues, most clearly in 
Marilyn’s conversations with Lydia. The narrative flashes back to a dinner scene where Marilyn 
makes academic plans for Lydia and asks for her opinion: “Only if you’re interested,” while 
Lydia responds as always, “Yes. Yes” (116–117). As Glenn notes, “speech and silence are not 
mutually exclusive; they are inextricably linked and often interchangeably, simultaneously 
meaningful” (Glenn 2004, 7). Lydia repeated “yes” should therefore not be read as a passive or 
meaningless response. Instead, it functions as a minimal reply that reassures Marilyn and avoids 
open conflict, while keeping Lydia’s own reluctance unspoken. Marilyn’s conditional sentence 
appears to offer a choice, but in practice, it leaves little room for refusal. Every time Marilyn is 
“holding her breath” when asking and is only able to “breathe again” after Lydia answers, “Yes. 
Yes” (Ng 2014, 116–117). This detail makes the emotional structure of the scene visible: 
Lydia’s agreement does not simply end a conversation, but temporarily restores emotional 
stability within the mother-daughter relationship. As Parrott argues in her reading of Kingston, 
silence does not stand outside meaning-making but participates in how relationships and 
expectations are negotiated within interaction (Parrott 2012, 376). This mother-daughter 
interaction is sustained through an uneven production of meaning: Marilyn hears consent, while 
Lydia suppresses reluctance in order to preserve emotional stability. The narrator’s description 
that Lydia “absorbed her parents’ dreams, quieting the reluctance that bubbled up within” 
further shows that this silence is a form of support and endurance (Ng 2014, 117). In the short 
term, it preserves the emotional continuity within the relationship; in the long term, it delays 
Lydia’s expression of her own desires. Here, what is rewarded is not honesty, but the 
maintenance of reassurance and stability. 
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The full cost of this strategy does not become visible until Marilyn finds her cookbook in 
Lydia’s room and realizes that “[I]t had not been science that Lydia had loved” (179). Lydia’s 
long-hidden possession of the cookbook reveals that Lydia’s earlier cooperation was not 
genuine agreement, but a long-term act of appeasement. What Lydia cherishes is not the script 
itself, but the closeness it seems to secure with her mother. The cookbook transforms her 
repeated “yes” into something more painful: not active endorsement, but the sustained 
concealment of her own preferences. Lydia feels compelled to meet Marilyn’s expectations but 
“embraced anyway” (179). Her silence, therefore, functions as both care and burden. It sustains 
the mother-daughter script, but only by narrowing Lydia’s space for free expression. As Parrott 
suggests, even minimal replies can acquire major consequences when they are repeated over 
time within an unequal relational structure. What begins as a workable way of protecting the 
bond gradually turns into a pattern that leaves Lydia with less and less room to articulate a life 
of her own. 
 
2.3. With Siblings: Silence and Emotional Distribution 
 
In the novel, Lydia becomes the key figure in this intersecting structure, “the reluctant center 
of their universe—every day, she held the world together. She absorbed her parents’ dreams, 
quieting the reluctance that bubbled up within” (117). As the child most heavily invested with 
her parents’ hopes, she assumes the role of maintaining harmony within the household. The 
positions of the other children further clarify this family structure. Nath sits quietly at the dinner 
table every day when his parents keep talking with Lydia. Hannah, the youngest sister, “as if 
she understood her place in the cosmos, grew from quiet infant to watchful child... to ensure 
the terrain of the family did not change” (118). These emotions and pressures remain unspoken 
among family members, yet gradually become embedded in different family roles through daily 
interactions. As Parrott, following Glenn, suggests, silence is shaped by “a power differential” 
involving “who can speak, who must remain silent, who listens, and what these listeners can 
do” (Parrott 2012, 378). In the Lee household, Lydia bears the burden of absorbing parental 
expectations, while Nath and Hannah are positioned more as observers within the same 
structure. 
 
Within this family structure, the relationship between Lydia and Nath offers a more nuanced 
perspective. Silence not only assigns emotional positions but also shapes how intimacy is 
expressed. On the surface, Lydia and Nath do not appear close: after school, “she… settles into 
the seat beside him in silence” (Ng 2014, 17). Yet it is not a complete rupture. By continuing 
to sit beside him, she preserves a limited form of sibling closeness without communication. 
Nath, meanwhile, notices more than he says: he knows Lydia has no real friends and sees how 
she performs normality for their parents, but he does not contradict her or ask for an explanation. 
Silence here does not eliminate attachment; rather, it limits attachment to forms that avoid 
confrontation, disclosure, and shifts in the family’s emotional balance. A sibling pattern thus 
emerges in which one remains silent, and the other does not ask. This does not produce open 
conflict, but it prevents understanding from deepening. 
 
When Lydia is found missing, everyone realizes how little they know about Lydia: Nath 
suspects that Jack may matter but says nothing, and Hannah, who saw Lydia the night before, 
also remains silent. The key is not what is hidden but why they all tend not to speak. Silence 
becomes a habitual way of relating among family members. What is sustained through this 
norm is not clarity, but a fragile family balance in which speaking risks disruption. This baseline 
helps explain why later revelations about Lydia’s life emerge only as belated discoveries rather 
than shared knowledge. 
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The pattern is even more evident in Hannah. She grows into a “watchful child” who helps 
“ensure the terrain of the family did not change” (118). She does not compete for attention or 
voice her own needs; instead, she learns to preserve the family’s balance by remaining silent. 
Even small gestures reinforce this role: when a policeman leaves a fleck of spit on the album 
page, “Hannah wipes it away with her finger” (16). This action is silent, almost imperceptible, 
yet symbolically restores family order after the intrusion. Hannah does not make any comment 
or draw attention; instead, she responds with a small act of maintenance. Her silence here is a 
learned way of participating in the family. Hannah’s role in the household depends less on 
speaking than on preserving emotional continuity without disrupting existing relations. 
Her silence is therefore not accidental, but part of an increasingly learned way of inhabiting the 
family. If Lydia is the child through whom expectations are concentrated, Hannah is the child 
who learns to survive by not disturbing that concentration. 
 
It would be insufficient to read these silences only as a family or cultural habit. As Parrott notes, 
focusing on silence only in cultural terms “ignores the richness to be found in its rhetorical 
implications” (Parrott 2012, 390). Here, silence does specific relational work: it allocates 
emotional burden and sustains the family structure while preventing its members from fully 
knowing one another. Silence is not simply shared among the siblings; it shapes different roles 
and forms of participation within the family. 
 
 
Chapter 3: Public: Silence as Racialized Manageability 
 
Chapter 2 has shown how silence is sustained in the family through intimacy, care, and 
emotional distribution. In public settings, however, the same silence is not rewarded as harmony 
but as manageability, adjustment, or “no trouble.” Chapter 3, therefore, examines how silence 
persists not only through familial interpretation, but also through institutional and social 
interpretation. 
 
 
3.1. School: Silence as “No Trouble” 
 
Silence that functions as care at home can be read as normality or manageability in school 
settings. From the perspective of institutions, Lydia’s silence does not automatically prompt 
concern; rather, it is more likely to be categorized as part of the manageable student template. 
As Lee argues, after World War II, certain “ethnic traits” of Asian Americans—such as hard 
work, respect for authority, and filial piety—were praised precisely because they complemented 
mainstream American values and served broader political purposes (Lee 2015, 10). This 
historical construction helps establish expectations through which Asian American students are 
evaluated. In Lydia’s case, this means that being quiet, obedient, and not causing trouble is 
more likely to be read as a virtue rather than as a warning. This reading is not only racialized 
but also gendered. Lydia’s silence is more easily accepted as maturity and adjustment because 
she appears as both an Asian student and a girl, two positions through which compliance can 
be read as evidence of stability rather than distress. The school, therefore, not only witnesses 
Lydia’s silence; it helps reinforce it by treating it as normal and manageable. 
 
When Marilyn calls the school to confirm whether Lydia went to class, the secretary asks, “Are 
you calling to excuse her absence?” (Ng 2014, 10). This question immediately translates 
Lydia’s disappearance into institutional language. Rather than asking whether something may 
have happened to Lydia, the secretary treats the situation as a routine attendance issue requiring 
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documentation and explanation. She filters what counts as relevant information. When complex 
situations are reduced to absences, silence with little or no explanation triggers not concern but 
routine institutional processing. 
 
The same logic appears in Lydia’s handling of academic failure. She chooses not to tell Marilyn 
that she failed a physics test and did not understand the Krebs cycle. She “pretended to smile” 
when Marilyn “framed the grade report from the college” as encouragement (118). The act of 
framing turns the report into visible evidence of excellence displayed on the wall. Zhao and Qiu 
challenge the assumption that “Asian-American students are trouble-free kids” and note that 
they “must also deal with the burden of being a model minority” (Zhao and Qiu 2009, 342–
343). Under this expectation, the framed report remains physically visible at home, turning 
academic achievement into something permanently displayed rather than privately experienced. 
Lydia’s problem, then, is that she must continue to appear excellent. When academic success 
becomes both tangible proof and family pride, failure grows harder to voice and can only be 
translated into concealment. 
 
Silence in the school setting thus becomes a mode of performance management. Silence 
functions as a response that aligns with institutional expectations and secures recognition as a 
“no trouble” student. Under these conditions, silence appears not dangerous but safe—indeed, 
as the most reasonable way to remain “no trouble.” This institutional reading matters because 
it does not remain outside the family. Once silence is repeatedly recognized as stability in 
school, it becomes easier for her parents to continue reading the same silence at home as 
reassurance rather than distress. 
 
 
3.2. Peers: Silence as Social Isolation 
 
In peer settings, Lydia’s silence no longer appears as familial care, but as a mode of social 
withdrawal that makes relationships shallow, performative, and easily misread. She is not 
completely absent from the world of her peers, but neither does she fully fit into it. Adams’ idea 
about the paradox of visibility and invisibility is especially relevant here. Lydia is visible within 
the peer world, but this visibility does not translate into understanding or inclusion. Instead, it 
leaves her more exposed to others’ interpretation than to genuine recognition. 
 
Nath’s observations make this clear. In the cafeteria, “she sits silent while the others chatter,” 
and when classmates finish copying her homework, she “quietly slides her notebook back into 
her bookbag.” This action is efficient and socially functional, but it fails to invite further 
interaction. Lydia participates in the peer group through usefulness rather than intimacy: her 
assignments are passed around among classmates, yet she remains detached from the 
conversation. Her silence does not remove her from visibility, but confines her to a limited 
social role that others can easily recognize without truly knowing her. Later, Nath realizes that 
“Lydia has never really had friends, but their parents have never known” (Ng 2014, 17). Her 
phone calls and casual updates about Pam or Jenn do not indicate real friendship; they sustain 
only the appearance of belonging. If their father asks, “Lydia, how’s Pam doing?” she replies 
easily, and Nath “doesn’t contradict her” (17). This scene indicates that Lydia learns to simulate 
sociability without actually entering it. As Cheung argues, the negative social assessment of 
reticence can “isolate and baffle many an Asian American,” while also allowing others to speak 
for them (Cheung 1993, 6–7). This is precisely what happens here: Lydia’s silence does not 
remain a private habit, but becomes socially legible as distance, oddness, or unreadability, so 
that others can define her position without having to hear her own account. 
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Before Lydia died, she went out with Jack every afternoon and came home at dinner to “pretend 
she’d been at school all the time” (Ng 2014, 41). At first glance, this relationship seems to offer 
an alternative to her isolation, because it is one of the few spaces in which Lydia actually begins 
to speak. She tells Jack about her family, school, and daily life, indicating that she is not entirely 
incapable of expressing herself, but rather chooses to speak only within a limited and marginal 
space. Her interactions with Jack do not lead her to any stable form of social belonging. Their 
relationship exists in Jack’s car, which is outside ordinary peer visibility, allowing Lydia to 
speak more openly without changing how she is socially recognized in school life. Jack himself 
“talks to no one” and is “alone most of the time” (51), which further reinforces the marginality 
of their connection. As Parrott suggests, what matters is not only who speaks, but who gets to 
define what that speech means and what others do with it (Parrott 2012, 378). In this 
relationship, although Lydia begins to speak, her speech remains confined to a private exchange 
that fails to change how she is positioned in the larger peer world. Her classmates still recognize 
her primarily through silence, usefulness, and distance. The relationship with Jack, therefore, 
does not resolve Lydia’s isolation; it merely relocates it into a more private but equally marginal 
space. 
 
Nath is predisposed to distrust Jack, who humiliated him when they were younger. Neither 
sibling addressed it directly. Nath was “half-angry, half-afraid” about Lydia’s new friend but 
said nothing; Lydia “knew what he was thinking, and she let him” (Ng 2014, 343). The point is 
not Jack himself, but Lydia’s continued refusal to explain or clarify herself, which leaves both 
Jack and Nath within a structure of unresolved misunderstanding. “Nath doesn’t contradict her” 
when their parents assume Pam and the others are Lydia’s friends (17). Silence creates a gap in 
explanation, and that gap is filled not by Lydia’s own account but by assumptions, social 
expectations, and ready-made narratives through which others interpret her behavior. Here, 
Parrott’s “power differential” becomes visible because what matters is that others retain the 
power to interpret that silence in her place. 
 
Here, silence no longer works to maintain harmony. It functions as a form of social isolation 
that keeps peer relations at the level of surface appearance while sustaining misunderstanding. 
Unlike the family context, where silence can still temporarily stabilize intimacy, silence in peer 
settings exposes Lydia to misreading without offering her any durable form of belonging. It 
prevents Lydia from fitting into an ordinary peer network and fails to produce genuine 
understanding in either her relationship with Jack or her relationship with Nath. Peer silence 
marks an important limit of the reward mechanism: it may preserve surface appearance, but it 
no longer produces recognition, support, or genuine relational security. 
 
 
Chapter 4: The Feedback Loop of Double Rewards and the Fatal Outcome 
 
Lydia’s silence does not take shape in a single sphere. In the family, silence is repeatedly 
interpreted as harmony, care, and compliance; in public settings, it is rewarded as 
manageability, adjustment, and “no trouble.” What matters here is how these two sets of 
interpretations begin to reinforce one another, turning silence from a workable strategy into an 
increasingly destructive bind. 
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4.1. Double Rewards: Reinforcement Across Contexts 
 
At this intersection of family and public life, Lydia’s silence is sustained not through pressure 
alone, but through a double structure of reassurance and recognition. As Glenn notes, silence is 
often misread as passivity, even though it can function as a tactical strategy that maintains 
relationships and produces stability (Glenn 2004, xi). Two intersecting situations make this 
mechanism especially visible: Lydia’s academic performance and her performance of 
sociability. In both cases, what is rewarded in one sphere strengthens the silence required in the 
other. 
 
The first crucial scene concerns academic performance, especially the logic surrounding 
Lydia’s high scores and later failure in physics. For Marilyn, whose medical aspirations are 
interrupted by marriage and motherhood, Lydia’s high scores serve as reassurance: they suggest 
that her daughter might achieve the career success she herself could not attain. This maternal 
investment should not be understood as a purely private feeling. As Collins argues, controlling 
images become powerful when they make social arrangements appear “natural, normal, and 
inevitable” (Collins 2000, 87). In this context, Marilyn’s encouragement of excellence appears 
as care, but it also carries a gendered script of aspiration and sacrifice. At the same time, good 
grades are rewarded in the public sphere because they fit the model minority narrative described 
by Lee, in which traits such as hard work, respect for authority, and filial discipline are praised 
precisely because they complement dominant American values (Lee 2015, 10). 
 
When Lydia achieves academic success, she receives a double reward. At home, achievement 
reassures Marilyn and helps preserve family stability; in school and public life, it confirms 
Lydia as legible, reliable, and “no trouble.” But this apparent stability is fragile. Once she fails 
or struggles with physics, hides the failed test, and “pretend[s] to smile” when Marilyn frames 
the grade report as encouragement (Ng 2014, 118), the same system becomes constraining. She 
can no longer admit difficulty in one sphere without risking disappointment in the other. The 
cost of speaking rises because failure would not simply expose one weakness, but disrupt two 
mutually supporting scripts at once. 
 
The same logic extends from academic performance to social performance. The second key 
intersection lies in Lydia’s performance of social popularity, especially her staged phone calls 
and the appearance of an active social life. For James, a Chinese American whose own 
childhood is marked by alienation and failed belonging, his daughter’s displayed popularity 
offers reassurance that she can achieve the social ease he never had. Her ability to “fit in” seems 
to prove that assimilation is possible. Meanwhile, Lydia’s performance of sociability is also 
shaped by the pressure to remain socially adjusted and accepted. Lydia’s silence about her 
actual isolation therefore secures another double reward: it reassures her father at home while 
preserving her image as a well-adjusted girl in public. 
 
Together, these scenes show that Lydia’s silence exceeds any single explanation, because 
parental pressure and racialized expectations are already working through one another. Rather, 
it is sustained through a feedback loop in which the rewards of one sphere reinforce the silence 
required in the other. Public recognition confirms family hopes, while family expectations 
intensify the need for public legibility. In this way, silence becomes harder to abandon, because 
any deviation now threatens both family equilibrium and public readability at once. It is this 
feedback loop that prepares the shift, developed in the next section, from double reward to fatal 
bind. 
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4.2. The Fatal Price: Accumulation, Death, and the Aftermath 
 
What once sustains Lydia’s silence as a double reward gradually turns into a double bind. 
Earlier in the novel, silence still functions as what Glenn describes as a “tactical strategy” that 
preserves stability within unequal relationships (Glenn 2004, xi). By the later stages of the 
novel, Lydia’s silence still delays conflict, but it no longer secures the rewards that once made 
it sustainable. 
 
At this point, Lydia can no longer fail in one sphere without threatening the other. To admit 
academic failure would unsettle the maternal script that equates achievement with future 
possibilities; to admit social isolation would undermine the paternal expectation that she can 
successfully “fit in.” What was previously rewarded in two domains now becomes mutually 
constraining. As Parrott suggests, silence remains shaped by unequal structures of interpretation 
and authority (Parrott 2012, 378). In Lydia’s case, both family and public institutions retain the 
authority to interpret her silence as a stable force. Silence is no longer a negotiable response, 
but a condition she cannot easily exit. 
 
The novel resists reducing Lydia’s death either to a simple accident or to a fully conscious 
suicide. Rather, the novel presents it as the culmination of a structure in which silence has 
become impossible to sustain. Earlier, her silence could still be understood as a form of what 
Parrott describes as “self-restraint” (381). However, as the gap between her performed self and 
lived experience widens, this self-restraint begins to resemble what Parrott distinguishes as “to 
be silenced,” a condition in which expression is no longer available as a meaningful option 
(384). 
 
Lydia’s final movement toward the lake can thus be read not as a sudden impulse, but as the 
endpoint of accumulated strain. This strain is visible even before the final night, especially in 
the way Lydia begins to articulate her frustration to Jack. Lydia tells Jack, “People decide what 
you’re like before they even get to know you… They think they know all about you. Except 
you’re never who they think you are” (Ng 2014, 141). This confession shows that she clearly 
understands herself as trapped within others’ readings of her. What matters in the lake scene, 
however, is that this frustration does not translate into a fully transparent wish to die. Rather, 
she still believes that “[I]t was not too late” and “made a new set of promises” to herself when 
she approaches the lake (198). The darkness on the rowboat makes her feel “strangely calm and 
confident,” and she decides to swim and “kick her way to the dock” just as Nath told her long 
ago (198–199). This scene suggests not a fully formed desire for death, but a final attempt to 
regain control through action in a situation she no longer knows how to escape. 
 
The earlier refusal to learn how to swim acquires retrospective significance: it suggests a long-
standing condition in which Lydia is required to perform competence without possessing the 
means to sustain it. At the lake, this logic reaches its most compressed form: to prove that she 
can swim is also to prove that she can start over, that she can still become someone other than 
the daughter, student, and girl others have already defined. What collapses at the end is the 
fragile equilibrium that silence was maintaining. Once silence can no longer secure reassurance 
in either domain, the system that depended on it begins to fail. 
 
Yet Lydia’s death forces a reinterpretation of that silence. The cookbook scene does more than 
reveal Lydia’s hidden preference; it forces Marilyn to reinterpret years of apparent compliance. 
The realization that “it had not been science that Lydia had loved” and that Lydia had 
“embraced anyway” everything her mother wanted for her exposes silence not as agreement 
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but as long-term concealment at great personal cost. Most importantly, Marilyn’s choking 
thought that this may have been what “dragged Lydia underwater at last” makes the novel’s 
causal logic explicit: the family script does not merely accompany Lydia’s death, but helps 
explain it. Death forces a rereading that takes many forms across the family. For Marilyn, the 
cookbook scene reveals not only Lydia’s hidden preferences but also the extent to which 
apparent agreement had concealed emotional strain. For James, the discovery that Lydia’s 
classmates “barely knew” her destabilizes his long-standing belief that she had successfully fit 
into the social world he himself struggled to enter (57). Lydia’s silence produced the appearance 
of harmony, success, and normality; death exposes the cost of that appearance and forces the 
survivors to confront the unspoken reality. 
 
This rupture becomes visible in the family’s altered forms of relation. Hannah, once described 
as “keeping people’s secrets,” steps into speech, telling James, “I told her you would come 
home,” “not smugly, not triumphantly. Just a fact” (Ng 2014, 200). When she insists, “Look,” 
and draws his attention to the footprint on the ceiling (201), the scene reorients perception itself: 
what had always been present but ignored becomes newly visible. Lydia’s death also begins to 
redistribute the family’s attention. Hannah, the youngest child who was once overlooked, is 
gradually being brought into words and recognition she never had before. Likewise, the 
family’s future is described not as restored harmony, but as difficulty: “for years after that, they 
will grope for the words that say what they mean: to Nath, to Hannah, to each other” (204). The 
earlier system of smooth silence gives way to hesitant and imperfect speech. 
 
The fatal price of the double reward, then, lies not only in Lydia’s death itself, but in the 
exposure of the system that made such silence appear necessary. Silence remained profitable 
only so long as Lydia could continue to maintain stability. Once that performance became 
unsustainable, the mechanism that once secured belonging turned into a constraint with no 
viable exit. Lydia’s death is therefore best understood as the endpoint of a feedback loop in 
which silence was first rewarded, then required, and ultimately exhausted. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Lydia’s continuing silence in the novel is best understood not as a fixed personality trait but as 
a socially mediated practice shaped by the convergence of familial expectations and racialized 
public perception. In the domestic sphere, her silence is repeatedly interpreted as compliance, 
consideration, and the maintenance of harmony. In school settings, it is more likely to be read 
as manageability and “no trouble,” while among peers, it increasingly functions as social 
isolation through misreading, distance, and failed recognition. The persistence of silence, 
therefore, lies not simply in Lydia’s personality but in the different forms of reassurance and 
recognition that silence repeatedly produces across contexts. 
 
Across these scenes, Lydia’s silence is sustained through a feedback loop of double rewards. 
At home, silence preserves fragile family equilibrium and protects her parents’ expectations; in 
public, it helps her remain readable as a successful and unproblematic girl. Yet this very 
mechanism gradually turns into a double bind. Once Lydia begins to fail academically and can 
no longer conceal her social isolation, silence ceases to function as a workable strategy and 
instead becomes increasingly difficult to abandon. Her death should therefore not be reduced 
to either a simple accident or a fully transparent act of suicide. Rather, the novel presents it as 
the tragic endpoint of a structure in which silence has been repeatedly rewarded, required, and 
eventually exhausted. Only after Lydia’s death do those around her begin to reinterpret what 
had long been mistaken for agreement, stability, or normality. 
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The title Everything I Never Told You also resonates with its Chinese translation, (无声告白), 
which literally means silent confession. The Chinese title highlights one dimension especially 
relevant to this study: what is never openly spoken does not disappear, but accumulates through 
silence until it becomes visible through loss and belated recognition. Lydia’s silence therefore 
signifies not absence, but a relational practice shaped by family feelings, racialized 
expectations, and gendered pressure. The short-term rewards it secures ultimately reveal the 
cost of a system in which those rewards can no longer be maintained. 
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