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Interior Dialogues
The Co-Voicing of Ritual in Solitude

John W. Du Bois

T

wo of the outstanding qualities of ritual are its contribution to
the impersonal construction of social authority (Du Bois 1986;
Durkheim 1915) and its mediation of the individual’s unfolding
subjective experience (Briggs 1993; James 1902). Yet ritual’s paradox
remains: How do the social and the individual, the impersonal and the
subjective, connect? Can we construct a vision of ritual to unify what
has been sundered?
In our quest to come to terms with the nature and significance of
ritual, we may come to notice, without at first attaching any great
significance to it, that perfectly ordinary occasions arise in the course
of everyday life in which ritual finds a voice—or rather, is given a voice
by its practitioners. On such occasions the ritual practitioner turns out
to be, often enough, an ordinary layperson like ourselves, and the voice
we hear is characteristically tinged with the personal tones of its author.
Taking the opportunity to observe the mundane rituals that surround
us, we contemplate the subtle yet potentially unsettling character of
what happens when the ritual text meets the voice of the individual
who would enact it. The encounter of a seemingly timeless text with
the uniquely personal voice of its present performer calls into question
some of our most basic assumptions about the separation between the
worlds of ritual and ordinary discourse. At stake, too, is something
larger: the accompanying ontological assumptions regarding the nature
of the social actions and entities, including ritual signs, that populate
our life-world, and of the lived experience of the individual who works
to find meaning by way of ritually mediated discourse.
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The variety of ritual to be analyzed in this chapter is apparently
sufficiently innocuous that it has remained largely unnoticed, undoc
umented, and untheorized, even as it represents a recurring reality in the
daily lives of millions of believers worldwide. The genre mixes layers of
scriptural citation leavened with pious commentary, presented in small
portions suitable for daily reading. In the single instance examined here,
we meet a solitary layman, entirely alone in a room, who is speaking
aloud. No others are present to hear him perform, as he habitually does
each morning, a ritual reading of a short religious text specified for that
day. The following excerpt comes from the middle portion of the text:
(1) 94 A child of the light confesses instantly and stands bared before God,
95 a child of darkness says oh I can explain that away.
The reading unfolds routinely, largely in accordance with the expected
pattern for the practice. But at least one feature sets this instance apart.
The present speaker, unlike most, talks back. Departing from the script
before him, he responds to the preceding lines, after a pause of 3.7
seconds’ duration, in his own words:1
(2) 96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109

(3.7)
(TSK) (H) That is the difference.
(1.6)
The light,
and the dark.
(0.7)
(H) Confession,
(0.7)
and self-explanation,
(0.5)
Self-explanation is (0.2) ego.
(1.0)
(H) .. Id.
(0.4)

The dialectic between the text and the speaker’s response to it is
explored in detail in what follows, but a few preliminary comments
are in order here. Although printed for mass circulation and destined
to be part of a massively shared, synchronized performance realized by
dispersed members of a common religious orientation, the text in its
moment of distributed reading is locally enacted, embodied, situated,
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and, ultimately, appropriated and personalized. By responding in his
own voice, the speaker introduces a new layer of dialogic imbrication
to the already complex strata of embedded metadiscursivity (Silverstein
1993, 2005) entextualized in this ritual genre. Yet belying its apparent
authority, the ritual text’s vital dependence on processes of personal
performance render it vulnerable to confrontation by alternative dis
courses, opening ritual up to the unfinalizability of polyphony and
heteroglossia (Bakhtin 1981 [1934]; Voloshinov 1973). Crucially, the
contingency of the dialogic response allows it to veer between the poles
of affirmation and contestation.
One way to think of the tension between institutionalization and
personalization of ritual is in terms of what Foucault characterized as
“the mode of action that an individual exercises upon himself by means
of the technologies of the self” (1988: 225). Technologies of the self
can be understood as the structures that subtend practices of ethical
self-formation, involving “forms of subjectivation” through which the
individual constructs at once a “relation to oneself” and a relation to
generalized moral codes of behavior (Foucault 1988: 225). The idea
naturally lends itself to anthropological analyses of practices in which
the individual deploys some cultural resource (such as a ritual text) to
reshape aspects of her own subjectivity (cf. Hirschkind 2006; Mahmood
2001; Robbins 2004) in the construction of moral personhood (Shoaps
2004). (The ritual text to be analyzed in what follows seems to present
a paradigm case.) Disenchantment with the totalizing tendencies of
the Durkheimian perspective has long since motivated a turn from
monolithic interpretations of society-level functions of ritual to more
nuanced views of the heterogeneous meanings ascribed by individual
participants to their own ritual practice, including subjective experience.
Whether a shift in this direction reflects a change in the world or only
in our preoccupations with it, there is value in probing the individual’s
personal participation in, and response to, ritual.
The traditional anthropological concern with ritual faces uncertainty
today, in part because its object of study is no longer what it once was.
Arguably, a worldwide trend is under way that threatens the living
continuity of certain forms of ritual, especially large-scale public rituals
linked to traditional religions under pressure. Such trends may be
compared to the catastrophic loss of endangered languages worldwide,
although the analogy, and the analysis, remains controversial (Hill 2002).
At the same time, other ritual forms are on the rise, especially those
associated with the global expansion of some varieties of Christianity
and Islam (Hirschkind 2006; Keane 1997c, 2002; Mahmood 2001;
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Robbins 2005). Whether the cultural consequences of globalization
are blamed or simply noted, the effect on the observer class has at
times been to motivate an escape to safer fields of inquiry. But this is
hardly the time for anthropologists to give up on ritual. What is called
for instead is a renewal of the terms of engagement. Subtle shifts in
theoretical perspective can reform expectations regarding what we hope
to receive from ritual in pursuit of the anthropological enterprise.
In pursuing a dialogic approach to ritual, the present line of research
seeks to renew and extend anthropology’s long-standing exploration
of the centrality and power of ritual in social life while probing as well
the more intimate dimensions of human subjectivity. In examining
the individual’s exploitation of received ritual forms for processes of
self-formation in daily life, the need arises to address the contingent
aspects of ritual’s locally situated realization. To frame the problem, my
analysis draws on an array of conceptual tools including participation
(Goffman 1981b), voice (Agha 2005b; Keane 1999), indexicality (Ochs
1996; Silverstein 1976, 2003), and the technology of self (Foucault
1988; Mahmood 2001; Robbins 2004). These issues are situated within
an overall dialogic perspective (Bakhtin 1981 [1934]; Voloshinov 1973),
within which Bakhtin’s ideas on “interior dialogicization” (Bakhtin 1973
[1929]; cf. Cohn 1978) and “internally persuasive discourse” (Bakhtin
1981 [1934]; cf. Rampton 2006) are especially relevant to the rhetorical
efficacy of “voices from without . . . which can speak in the language
of a voice within” (Burke 1950; cf. Du Bois forthcoming). In addition,
given that the act of reading is centrally at issue, the observations of
literary theories of “interior monologue” (Bickerton 1967; Chafe 1994;
Cohn 1978; Humphrey 1954), hermeneutics (Ricoeur 1976), and reader
response criticism (Iser 1978) become relevant. The whole is organized
under the general rubric of stance (Du Bois 2007), as developed further
in what follows.
In the rest of this essay I present a dialogic approach to the analysis of
ritual discourse in its personal dimensions, exploring the nexus between
text, voice, and subjectivity as a matter of the structure of participation
in ritual. Methodologically the work is grounded in observable aspects
of ritual practice, analyzed in terms of stance (Du Bois 2007). The first
section briefly delineates a contrast between the visible exterior and the
subjective interior as they relate to ritual. In the next section I undertake
an extended analysis of the event that provides the main focus of the
chapter: a solitary performance of a ritual discourse in which a dialogic
back-and-forth develops between reader and text. The penultimate
section moves to a more generalized theoretical characterization of
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the role of voice in ritual, depicting what I call co-voicing as a form
of participatory engagement with the ritual text, as framed within
stance theory. Finally, the conclusion highlights some of the broader
implications of the dialogic perspective for understanding ritual in
social life.

Ritual: Exterior or Interior?
In any attempt to define ritual, one immediately encounters a question
that has generated debate over the ages: Where does ritual reside? Is it
external, such that it can be taken as sufficiently defined by its proc
edure? On such a view, ritual is constituted by a behavioral surface, a
configuration of acts, signs, bodies, and objects accessible to the external
gaze, amenable to imitative reproduction by its observers. By this token
the realization of ritual is objective (Rappaport 1974, 1999), occurring
appropriately under conditions of effective enactment regardless of the
subjectivity of those who do the enacting. Or is ritual rather internal, a
process that penetrates into the individual psyche (James 1902; cf. Briggs
1993; Lienhardt 1961; Rampton 2006)? Among the many variants of
this position, one version holds that ritual demands a certain subjective
involvement by the actor in the act, presupposing a configuration of
intentionality to be located variously within the soul, psyche, or con
sciousness of the ritual participant (Bauman 1983; Hanks 2000; Keane
1997b, 2002; Shoaps 2002).
That there are deep and long-standing divisions concerning the prop
er answers to these questions, fueled in part by divergence of religious
doctrine, is well known. The philosophical and sociological dimensions
of the problem are no less daunting than the theological, evoking such
fraught issues as objective and subjective dimensions of experience and
of sociality. Although it is tempting to sidestep such issues entirely, if
only to avoid raising problems we are unlikely to be able to resolve, the
question of ritual’s external and internal aspects—obvious and opaque,
objective and subjective (Rappaport 1974; Turner 1975)—refuses to be
entirely set aside. The ritual participants, who feel themselves to be
doing something more than merely producing patterns of behavior to
be analyzed, annotated, or reproduced, are not to be ignored. Ritual
participants not only weave but inhabit and indeed embody the fabric of
social life. Even as ritual life is conducted in public spaces, it reveals an
interior as well as an exterior dimension, whether we speak of spiritually
potent ritual located in religious practice (Abu-Lughod 1986; Bauman
1983; James 1902; Shoaps 2002) or interaction ritual found in daily
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encounters (Basso 2007; Goffman 1967). The realization of the ritual
act must encompass not only the events of the visible exterior but also
those that penetrate to the affective interior. In ritual, the subjective
animates the objective as much as the objective mediates the subjective.
In taking account of the personal involvement of the individual in
ritual, it is important to avoid falling into a merely psychologizing
account (Rampton 2006). It proves useful to attend closely to specific
details of the individual’s dialogic practice, in order to appreciate how
the situated actions indexically mediate relations between the ritual text
and the subjectivity of its performer. Such an analytic methodology can
yield more secure results, with far-reaching implications for the way
the realization of ritual contributes to its own force and significance
in social life. It is to this kind of close analysis of ritual practice that I
turn in the next section.

Ritual in Solitude
The initiating complication that drives the present inquiry arises in
an encounter with a specific form of ritual, briefly exemplified earlier.
Although drawn entirely from a recording of one man talking, the dis
course can hardly be described as a monologue. Paradoxically, it presents
a challenge not only to reified notions of the ritual text but also to
certain interactional approaches to discourse (a.k.a. talk in interaction)
that sometimes insist on the need for two bodies to make an interaction
(Schegloff 1999: 408).
The circumstances bear some clarification. The recording was made
under my direction using a portable digital tape-recorder I had set up
in advance to record for four hours continuously. The speaker, who
lives alone, took the recorder home and turned it on in the morning
when he awoke. He wore the recorder and microphone on his person
as he moved freely about the house. Because no outsider was present,
the resulting recording appears reasonably natural, in the sense that
the speaker seems to behave more or less as he would have without the
tape-recorder present.
In the common parlance, solitary speaking is sometimes referenced
as “talking to oneself.” Such a pat formulation is at best incomplete and
at worst prey to unspoken prejudicial assumptions, but in any case it
is too crude to capture the significance of what happens on occasions
like the present one. More productively, the phenomenon of self-talk
has recently been receiving serious, theoretically motivated attention
from psychology (Baars 1997; Morin 1993) and other cognitive sciences
(Fields 2002), updating an interest that can be traced back to the

Interior Dialogues: The Co-Voicing of Ritual in Solitude   323

work of Vygotsky and others. Although most discussion of self-talk is
framed almost exclusively in psychological terms, a notable exception
appears in the brilliant sociological speculations of Goffman (1978),
who acutely discerned a dimension of sociality in the unaccompanied
individual’s use of “response cries” to manage the presentation of self
even when ostensibly “alone.” The present work continues along these
lines, addressing the social rather than the psychological dimensions of
self-talk, but I depart from Goffman in attending closely to extended,
transcribed samples of naturally occurring discourse.
Despite the solitary conditions of its production, the event at issue
here unexpectedly reveals itself as dialogically constituted, in an almost
literal sense. The recording begins with Daniel, as I will call him, waking
and going about his morning activities. During the course of these events
he often speaks aloud, providing a running sotto voce commentary on
the activities he is engaged in. His comments often seem to derive from
associations triggered in some way by his present circumstances. We
may speculate that, living alone, the widower Daniel tends to speak
aloud when others might only think the words to themselves.
Turning to the event itself, we observe a context that is in some re
spects familiar. It is morning. A man sits holding a book in the compact
form of a daily devotional reader, My Utmost for His Highest by Oswald
Chambers (1935), a best-seller among Christian religious tracts. Daniel’s
first task is to ascertain which page-long text he should read, from among
the many in the book. Following the conventions of daily devotional
practice, he makes the selection via a calendrical procedure (in effect
a minor divination; Du Bois 1993, forthcoming). The book specifies a
text for each day of the year, so the day’s date becomes consequential
for the unfolding ritual reading:
(3) 1		
2
DANIEL;
3		
4		

(1.8)
Today is March the,
(0.8)
(Hx) twenty- .. what -f:ourth:. (Hx)

Daniel somewhat hesitantly decides that the current date is March 24.
But after a few moments of uncertainty (omitted here), he revises his
estimate:
(4) 12 DANIEL;
13		
14		
15		

(TSK) (H): Or twenty-third.
I guess.
.. Yeah.
(0.3)
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What Daniel accomplishes in this sequence may seem trivial, but it
turns out to be important for grounding the ritual character of what
happens next. What is established is not merely a fact about a date but
the calendrical authority that motivates the selection of a particular text
for the day’s reading. Daniel then proceeds to the ritual reading proper:
(5) 16 DANIEL;
17		
18		
19		
20		
21		

(TSK) (H) Am I carnally minded.
(H) (TSK) (H)
(0.6)
Whereas there is among you .. jealousy and strife,
are ye not carnal.
(2.3)

Italics here indicate passages of reading, as opposed to speaking in
one’s own voice.2 It bears pointing out that the status of this utterance
as read speech is indexed not so much by the use of a special vocal
quality per se as by its rhythmic regularity, moderation of intonational
variability, and, especially, the absence of disfluencies and word-search
pauses within the boundaries of a single sentence.
Daniel starts his reading with the title at the top of the printed page:
“Am I Carnally Minded?” (line 16). He takes a breath, then another,
then pauses (lines 17–18). Although we cannot know what is going
on in any particular pause, certain observations and speculations are
possible. Pauses and vocalisms such as in-breath are abundant in the
vicinity of the read passages; more precisely, they seem to occur more
often at discourse boundaries, especially between sentences. Although
the presence of a scripted text, mapping out fully which words are to be
spoken next, should obviate the need to pause for word searches, some
sentences nevertheless trigger a following pause. These often seem to
be those calling for some contemplation, if not a response. Thus, pause
distribution may reflect moments of cognitive activity by the reader
(Chafe 1994), an index of dialogic reader response (Iser 1978; Riffaterre
1990) to the “assimilation point” associated with the completion of a
sentence.3
Be that as it may, Daniel goes on to read the opening biblical epigraph
(lines 19–20). Chambers’s source was evidently the English Revised
Version of the Bible (1881): “For whereas there is among you jealousy
and strife, are ye not carnal?” (1 Corinthians 3:3). In reading aloud,
Daniel deploys a voice that cannot be considered exclusively his own,
if only because he has yet to invest it fully with his own stance (Basso
2007; Du Bois 2007). Partly cued by details of the manner of speaking,

Interior Dialogues: The Co-Voicing of Ritual in Solitude   325

the reading voice subtly restructures the participation frame for the
utterance at hand. For Daniel the reading voice is a provisional one,
creating a kind of temporary buffer for ritual propositions. This leaves
open the question of whether we are to interpret the stance that would
normally be implicit in an active voicing of the read proposition as
present—whether it counts as the speaker’s current committed stance
or not.
Daniel goes on, reading now from words evidently originating not
with the Bible but with the devotional pamphlet’s author, Oswald
Chambers:
(6) 22

DANIEL;	(TSK) (H) No natural man knows anything about
carnality.
23		
(0.4)
24		
(H) (TSK) The flesh lusting against the spirit,
25		
that came in at regeneration,
26		
the spirit lusting against the flesh,
27		
produces carnality.
28		
(2.4)

After a substantial pause (line 28), Daniel continues with a passage from
the apostle Paul, which elicits additional layers of voicing and revoicing.
On the printed page, what appears in My Utmost for His Highest for the
date March 23 is the following (Chambers 1935: 83):
(7)	“Walk in the Spirit,” says Paul, “and ye shall not fulfil the lusts of
the flesh”; and carnality will disappear.
Although Chambers does not cite his source, the portion in quotation
marks is from Paul’s letter to the Galatians (Galatians 5:16, King James
Version). In Daniel’s reading this is realized as follows:
(8) 29 DANIEL;
30		
31		
32		
33		
34		

(TSK) (H) (0.2) Walk in the Spirit,
says Paul.
(0.2)
(H) #and ye shall not fulfill the lusts of the flesh,
(0.2)
(H) (TSK) (H) and carnality will disappear. (Hx)

Up to this point (excerpts [5]–[8], lines 16–34), the reading has pro
ceeded uneventfully as a faithful reproduction of the printed text,
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augmented only by the bodily behaviors that commonly accompany
human vocal production, such as breath and pause. What determines
the course of events, its seems, is the script laid down by the devotional
pamphlet. Cast in the role of a mere animator of the unhindered words
of the text, Daniel seems ordained to transmit a mix of propositions
formulated variously by Oswald Chambers, the apostle Paul, and the
biblical author. But in the next increment of the discourse, cracks begin
to appear in the seamless voicing, amid indications that Daniel will now
deploy his own voice to engage dialogically with Paul’s. (The previous
excerpt is repeated here for context.)
(9) 29 DANIEL;
30		
31		
32		
33		
34		
35		
36		
37		
38		
39		
40		

(TSK) (H) (0.2) Walk in the Spirit,
says Paul.
(0.2)
(H) #and ye shall not fulfill the lusts of the flesh,
(0.2)
(H) (TSK) (H) and carnality will disappear. (Hx)
(H) (TSK) Walk in the Spirit,
yeah.
(0.4)
#(H) (TSK) #n_Kay.
(0.5)
(H) Okay.

A superficial analysis might hold that Daniel “repeats” (Norrick
1987; Tannen 1987) the same words twice, a few moments apart (in
lines 29 and 35). But once the question of stance is considered for
these two utterances, it becomes problematic to maintain that, when
Daniel speaks the words “Walk in the Spirit” a second time in line
35, he is merely “repeating” the same stance action he has already
achieved in line 29. And whereas the words may in some sense be the
same—though surely not their precise prosody and pronunciation—the
voice is another matter altogether. The difference becomes clear if we
distinguish the specific vocal quality (phonation style, etc.) employed
on a given occasion of speech production from the voice as a mark of
identity. Identity as applied to voice is a complex and subtle matter,
but we can provisionally define it as involving a recognizable index of
a social being or socially constituted positionality capable of constancy
across renewable occasions of participation in dialogic engagements.
Voice in this sense, which we may characterize in stance terms as the
voice-position, is not reducible to voice quality in the phonetic sense.
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Although Daniel’s vocal quality does not change systematically between
his two acts of voicing, we may still recognize a shift in voice qua voiceposition. To be sure, because multiple voices can be laminated together
in one polyphonous utterance (Günthner 1999), sorting them out can
be challenging, to the extent that it draws on cues across multiple orders
of indexicality (Silverstein 2003), among other things.
It should not need to be said, but perhaps it does, that the fact that
speakers sometimes manipulate multiple voices need have nothing to
do with “hearing voices,” another folk characterization of a pathology
sometimes associated with self-talk. According to the scholarly literature
on such issues, in the healthy version the multiple voices are managed as
an internal matter under the control of a coherent self; in the unhealthy
version they may seem to be controlled by an external source.
One easily overlooked cue to relations between stances (and the voices
they imply) is sequence (Schegloff 2007). When Daniel’s voicing of
his “own” words follows his voicing of Paul’s, the sequence reflects
recognition of two voices apparently taking turns and, in the process,
realizing distinctively positioned stances. (The language of turn and
sequence is invoked here, even when no other conversationalist is
physically present, on the basis of cues that typically accompany turntaking [Schegloff 2007: 14; and see Du Bois forthcoming.]) The new
contribution made by a second voicing is to shift to the self voice, the
better to take a stance indexing commitment (Kockelman 2004). Once
stance is taken into account, it becomes clear that the first voicing
represents a stance lead, and the second, a stance follow (Du Bois 2007:
161–168).
That the present discourse is organized as an alternation of voices
taking stances receives some support from what Daniel does next. He
confronts the issue that has been at stake all along: whether he will be
content with a mere animation of the ritual text (lines 29–34), enacting
a provisional voicing of words that remain alienated from him as the
stance of another, or will move to align with the prior stance. In line
36 he makes his initial move, departing from the script to interject a
clear expression of his own stance alignment, using the convergent
alignment marker “yeah” (Du Bois 2007). This “yeah” is introduced
in postposed position, that is, at the end rather than the beginning of
the response (Raymond 2000). In lines 38 and 40 this positioning is
confirmed, if slightly softened, with the stance follow marker “okay”
(expressed in two variant pronunciations). “Okay” here serves to mark
consent to someone else’s proposal. By substituting “okay” for “yeah,”
Daniel downgrades his participation, marking his move as stance follow
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to Paul’s stance lead. He thus consolidates both his alignment with
the stance of the ritual text and his recognition of its priority. The
uncertain balance between alternative contingent outcomes—will he
follow Paul’s lead or not?—is resolved. He has made the move from
entertaining a textually proposed proposition to making it count now
as his own stance.
To represent the subtle interplay of virtual voices, it is useful to intro
duce a new coding convention. Supplementing the standard transcrip
tional practice of notating the identity of the speaker (qua animator)
at the start of each new “turn,” a further annotation is introduced to
indicate what type of voice-position the speaker is inhabiting. Among
the general voice types implicated in reading aloud, we may distinguish
the text voice, in which the speaker primarily animates the words of the
text, from the self voice, in which the speaker fills both animator and
author roles (roughly speaking).4 One first writes the standard speaker
attribution label (here marking the animator role, in effect), then an
equal sign (=), and then the annotation specifying the author role.
Applied to the previous two passages, lines 29–34 would be analyzed
as indexing a text voice (DANIEL=TEXT), whereas lines 35–41 reflect a
self voice (DANIEL=SELF). Obviously, such labels serve only as rough
guides to aspects of the dynamic flux of vocal polyphony and should
be taken with a grain of salt.5 Yet even partial attempts to annotate
vocal positionalities can be useful in calling attention to aspects of the
participation frame as it is dynamically constructed in discourse.
In the next installment of the text, the reader is confronted with a
question. Refusing to treat the question as merely rhetorical, Daniel
responds with an expressive interjection:
(10) 41 DANIEL=SELF;
42 DANIEL=TEXT;
43				
44 DANIEL=SELF;

.. (AHEM) (AHEM)
(TSK) (H) Are you contentious.
.. easily troubled about trifles.
Oh boy.

Responding with an affectively intensified interjection (“Oh boy”),
Daniel seems to acknowledge that the term “contentious” fits him.
“Oh boy” goes well beyond the option of a minimal stance alignment
marker (e.g., “yeah”) to participate empathically in an affectively loaded
dialogic exchange between differentiated voices.
This is not to suggest that the exchange is symmetrical, which would
be absurd: only one of the voices is capable of responding to the other
in real time. As Ricoeur pointed out (1976: 75), in the “asymmetric
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relation” between text and reader, “only one of the partners speaks
for the two.” In contrast to the relative fixity of the text voice, the self
voice has the luxury of contingent response, choosing the terms of
its engagement. Still, when the text voice animates what is formally
marked as a question (Are you . . .?) addressed to the reader (you) and bear
ing on emotions (contentious, troubled), an interactionally appropriate
response is forthcoming: Daniel answers with an affective expression
of the self voice.
The examples adduced so far have been relatively tame in presenting
a more or less consensual convergence of alignment between text and
self voices. But dialogic engagement is not all sweetness and light; the
meeting of stances at the juncture of self voice and text voice need
not be so harmonious. To allow for a dialogic response opens the text
to a dialectic of contingent alternatives, exposing it to the very real
possibility of divergence and even contestation between voices. We
start to get a sense of what is at stake in the next portion of the reading.
(The preceding lines are repeated here for context.)
(11) 42 DANIEL=TEXT;
(TSK) (H) Are you contentious.
43		
.. easily troubled about trifles.
44 DANIEL=SELF;
Oh boy.
45		
(0.4)
46 DANIEL=TEXT;	(H) (0.7) Oh but no one who is #a Christian
ever is.
47		
(1.1)
48 DANIEL=SELF;
What absolute nonsense.
49		
(4.4)
50		
The way Paul talks,
51		there would have been no reason for Christ
to have come in the first place,
52		because everyone’s supposed to be perfect
already.
53		
(1.8)
Upon reading what he takes to be Paul’s words, Oh but no one who is
a Christian ever is (line 46), Daniel responds, after a pause, in his own
voice. He evaluates Paul’s stance with the harsh assessment, “What
absolute nonsense” (line 48).6 In voicing such a critical evaluation,
Daniel gives the clearest evidence yet that he is involved in something
more profound than merely animating the words of another. He faces
a deeper question: To what extent will he sign on as (co-)author of the
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words? In stance terms, the choice is whether to make the stance his
own through convergent alignment or to reject it through divergent
alignment. If Daniel does not shy away from sharp divergence at times,
his very independence lends meaning to his voicing of the ritual stance.
As an apparently free agent—according to the ideology of the so-called
liberal subject—he seems to wield his free will as he chooses to deploy
his own voice and words, whether to reject, embrace, or otherwise define
a nuanced alignment with the ritually offered stance.
In the next “turn,” Daniel shifts back to reading in the textual voice:
(12) 54 DANIEL=TEXT;
(TSK) (H) Paul says,
55		
(0.3)
56		
they are.
57		
(2.5)
58		(TSK) #(H) He connects these things with
carnality.
59		
(3.1)
Daniel reproduces these words with no explicit evaluation. After a pause,
he goes on to read three more sentences of Chambers’s text, the last of
which (lines 64–65) elicits a notable response:
(13) 60

DANIEL=TEXT;	(H) Is there a truth in the Bible that instantly
awakens petulance in you?
61		
(0.4)
62		(H) (TSK) (H) That is a proof that you are
yet carnal.
63		
(0.8)
64		(TSK) (H) If sanctification is being worked
out,
65		
there is no trace of that spirit left.
66		
(1.7)
67 DANIEL=SELF;
(H) (TSK) (H) No: #,
68		
#that,
69		
(0.3)
70		
That’s (0.7) (%) crap.

Daniel shifts to his own voice in line 67, after a pause and in-breath
(lines 66–67), which are typical correlates of the beginning a new turn
(Du Bois n.d.). The initial “no” in his own voice indexes the beginning
of a divergent alignment, relative to the words of the ritual text he has
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just finished animating. He goes on to render his verdict on the prior
proposition via the metapragmatic assessment “That’s crap” (line 70).
“Crap” is a pretty strong word to use in assessing a biblical exegesis, but
that’s just what Daniel does. Yet the word “that,” though apparently
innocuous in comparison with “crap,” is no less devastating in its own
way. It is used here to demarcate a portion of the prior discourse as
an object, an utterance whose stance can be evaluated. (This may in
fact be the typical, if underappreciated, function of “that”: to point to
something in the prior discourse, constituting it as an object cognitively
accessible to participants [Ariel 1998; Hanks 1990, 2006; Webber 1991].)
Faced with the proposition If sanctification is being worked out, there is no
trace of that spirit left, Daniel moves to define it as his (reflexive) stance
object, apparently even before he knows what to call it. He first utters
“that,” then pauses (lines 68–69), then again “that’s” and another pause
(line 70), before he goes on to deliver his blunt evaluation, “crap.”
I turn now to the closing moments of this intertextual engagement.
(Lines 94–109 were presented earlier, in excerpts (1) and (2); lines 71–93
and 110–116 are omitted in the interests of space.) As he reads the final
sentences of the prescribed text for the day, Daniel stays mostly in text
voice until the end:
(14) 117 DANIEL=TEXT;	(H) (TSK) (H) What is the proof that carnality
has gone?
118		
(0.2)
119		
(H) # Never decei:ve yourse:lf?
120		
(1.0)_((MOVES_PAPER))
121		When carnality is gone it is the most real
thing imaginable.
((7 LINES OMITTED))
129		(H) (TSK) (H) You will never cease to be the
most amazed person on Earth,
130		
at what God has done for you.
131		
(0.6)
132		
on the inside.
133		
(1.0)
134 DANIEL=SELF;
(TSK) (H)
135		
(1.9)
136		
Okay, (Hx)
Upon completing the prescribed reading (in line 132), Daniel pauses,
takes a breath, pauses again, and finally responds with a simple “Okay”
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(line 136). As in the case discussed earlier, Daniel’s “okay” here indexes
a stance follow aligned with the ritual text’s stance lead. It comes across
as rather tepid, but Daniel doesn’t leave things there; the “continuing”
(or “comma”) intonation of line 136 hints at more to come. And Daniel
indeed goes on to recast his overall evaluation of the text he has just
finished reading. Amid a sequence of pauses, clicks, throat-clearings,
and other vocalisms, he elaborates a further dialogic response—now
whispered, but in his own voice:
(15) 137		
138 DANIEL=SELF;
139		
140		
141		
142		
143		
144		
145		
146		
147		
148		

(1.6)
(TSK) (H)
(2.3)
<WHISPER> Yeah </WHISPER>.
(0.7)
(TSK)
(1.3)
#(H) (AHEM) (AHEM)
Mhm,
(0.2)
(TSK)
(1.9)

So this is the way the whirl with the text ends, not with a bang but
a whimper. After this Daniel moves on to other activities and topics.
Yet close examination reveals some significance to be found amid
the pauses and vocalisms, in the subtle sequencing of stance alignment
markers. Compared with his initial “okay” (line 136), Daniel’s subsequent
“yeah” and “mhm” (lines 140 and 145) represent a nuanced shift in
alignment, from acceptance of the stance of a differentiated other to a
more direct personal appropriation of the text’s ritual stance. As the final
explicit response in his own voice, the sequence of alignment markers
can be heard as a gradual upgrading of his commitment, indexing his
deepening inhabitance of the position voiced—and now co-voiced—in
his dialogic performance of the ritual text.

The Ritual Stance
What, if anything, can stance theory bring to the problem of ritual? I
began this essay by acknowledging the gap between the entextualized,
decentered, authoritative aspects of ritual form and the subjectivity and
contingency that attend its local realization by particular participants.
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Although the issue may seem moot for mass media products such as
devotional publications, it is only masked by the apparent complete
ness, self-sufficiency, and autonomy of the text. To close the gap, it
is important to consider how the users of ritual materials forge a re
lationship between themselves and their texts. Stance theory can help
to model the structures and processes involved in the construction of
a participation frame for intersubjective engagement with ritual forms.
Stance can be defined as a triplex act in which the speaker as subject
(1) evaluates an object, (2) positions a subject (canonically the self), and
(3) aligns with other subjects (Du Bois 2007). The triune stance model
is fundamentally dialogic. It builds on the structure of engagement
between speaking subjects who jointly construct, in the inter-individual
territory of distributed cognition (Voloshinov 1973; Hutchins 1995),
an intersubjective framing of their respective subjectivities. Through
repeated processes of stance alignment, each co-participant’s expressions
of subjectivity come to be structured in relation to the others’. For ritual
in solitude, with only one (living) speaker in the room, it may appear
that the issue of intersubjective alignment is moot. Once we take the
perspective of voices rather than individuals, however, the pervasive
relevance of stance alignment comes into focus.
Consider, for example, the relationship between Daniel’s voice and
the represented voice of the apostle Paul, as discussed earlier.7 (Portions
of excerpt 9 are repeated here for convenience, condensed to highlight
the parallels between the voices.)
(16) 29
DANIEL=TEXT;
30		
((4 LINES OMITTED))
35
DANIEL=SELF;
36		

(TSK) (H) (0.2) Walk in the Spirit,
says Paul.
(H) (TSK) Walk in the Spirit,
yeah.

As noted earlier, Paul’s stance is enacted as an imperative admonish
ment to Walk in the Spirit (line 29), to which Daniel responds in his
self voice, first reproducing the words he has just spoken (line 35) and
then introducing the postposed stance alignment marker “yeah” (line
36). Figure 13.1 represents the structural relations between the stances
taken by Paul and Daniel as constructed in this “exchange.” In the terms
of the stance triangle, Paul’s role as first stance subject is represented
by a speaker label at the upper left node of the triangle. His stance
utterance, the directive Walk in the Spirit, is represented along the vector
beginning from this node and sloping downward to the right. Daniel is
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represented as the second stance subject, with his speaker label at the
lower left node of the triangle and his stance utterance represented along
the vector sloping upward to the right. What the two stance vectors
point to, canonically, is the shared stance object. How to characterize
a shared stance object in the present case is not so easy to pin down,
but it can be provisionally defined as the principle of moral obligation,
“what one ought to do.”

Figure 13.1. Co-voicing the ritual stance.

For the present discussion, however, what matters most is the third
stance vector, depicted in the vertical line connecting the two stance
subject positions. This represents the dimension of alignment between
Daniel’s and Paul’s stances. It is important to clarify that alignment is
not, as I use the term, a simple binary opposition but a scale of con
tinuously variable degrees. Certainly the polarity of alignment may
be dichotomized as convergent versus divergent, which leads some
analysts to divide the territory categorically into “alignment” versus
“disalignment.” But in a more nuanced approach, it becomes crucial
to recognize alignment as a continuous variable, if only because it is
actively negotiated as such by participants.
As a process, the implementation of alignment is not symmetrical: it
may be initiated by one participant. This lends alignment a directionality,
shown in figure 13.1 by an arrow directed from the second subject to the
first (from Daniel to Paul). This analysis reflects the fact that it is Daniel’s
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stance marker “yeah” that indexes convergent alignment between the
two stance subjects. Even if the paired utterances in lines 29 and 35 are
identical in words, propositional content, and perhaps illocutionary
force, once we consider the matter of voicing, the difference could not
be clearer: in this structuring of stance participation, one speaker leads,
the other follows.
It may seem that in treating Daniel’s voice as engaging directly with
Paul’s, I am committing an unpardonable oversimplification of the
intertextuality and polyphony in play, neglecting a whole series of
embeddings of Paul’s words—first in the Bible, then in Chambers’s
pamphlet, and then in Daniel’s reading voice. The “original” participation
frame, after all, can be construed as a matter strictly between Paul
and the Galatians. But the status of the Bible as scripture lends it a
semiotic openness that transforms the scope and reach of its address.
As a ritual text its participation frame is hyperactivated, as it were,
inviting us to hear Paul’s admonishment to the Galatians as extended
universally, even to ourselves. Read in a ritual attitude of participatory
openness, the text calls us as new readers to construct ourselves as
addressed participants, filling roles once taken by its original audience.
As Ricoeur wrote (1976: 93), “the letters of Paul are no less addressed
to me than to the Romans, the Galatians, the Corinthians, and the
Ephesians.” This builds on the “omnitemporality” of the text, which
“opens it to unknown readers.” By such means, ritual links participatory
permeability to constituted authority, inducing a unique capacity for
mediation across participation frames. This may be necessary for ritual
to function effectively as a center of semiosis (Silverstein, this volume).
What is remarkable in Daniel’s discourse is not so much his habit
of talking out loud when alone but his ritual attitude: from the outset
he approaches the text at hand as a suitable partner for dialogic
engagement. And yet his practice may not be so unusual after all, if we
set aside the issue of self-talk. The dialogic connection depends first on
separation: the criterion of interaction is that each partner must wield a
distinguishable voice. Once differentiated, the dialogic partner has the
potential (whether exercised or not) to make contingent contributions
that will shape, at least in part, the emerging stance.
To approach a ritual text with a preparatory orientation to dialogic
engagement is to adopt a ritual attitude of a certain kind, without which
the outcome may be limited to mere vocal animation of prescribed
words on a page. This at least is the recurring Protestant critique of
ritual’s formalistic tendency (Bauman 1983; Keane 1997b, 2002; Shoaps
2002). There doubtless exist forms of ritual practice designed to be
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carried out in a detached manner, as in some kinds of divination (Du
Bois 1993). But in individualistic forms of religious practice such as the
one considered here, this is clearly not the ethos.

Conclusion
If ritual has long been favored as a point of entry for anthropological
probings into the salient structures of culture and society (Durkheim
1915), in recent years this privileged status has come into question.
Ritual awaits a new role in a theoretical landscape transformed by a
multiplicity of concerns including practice (Bourdieu 1991; Silverstein
1998), linguistic ideologies (Kroskrity 1998; Robbins 2001b; Silverstein
1985), the social imaginary (Gaonkar 2002; Taylor 2002), technologies of
the self (Foucault 1988; Mahmood 2001; Robbins 2004), modernity and
its “posting” (Rampton 2006), “afterology” (Sahlins, cited by Robbins
2005), and other contemporary preoccupations. It is difficult to say how
much the disciplinary crisis of confidence in anthropology, of which
diffidence about the theoretical import of ritual is only one indicator, is
connected to the actual crisis of ritual in the world that anthropology
proposes to represent. In the face of sociocultural disruption driven
by accelerating processes of globalization, the fraught contradictions
among jostling forms of tradition, modernity, and postmodernity give
rise to a complex pastiche that seems to offer little to bewildered subject
populations except a choice between self-referential skepticism and
doctrinal fundamentalism. Yet amid this flux, ritual is not so much
abandoned by its practitioners as it is transformed via new forms and
practices, new projects and interpretations. Against this background,
a neglected dimension of ritual stands a chance of becoming visible,
even if it was present all along. Ritual’s capacity to induce and embrace
the contingent responses of new participants suggests that, even in its
interior dimensions, ritual has always been already dialogic.
In previous work I have emphasized the way ritual’s recurrent struct
ural properties serve to systematically imbue it with social authority
(Du Bois 1986, 1993), tying its functional efficacy within a community
of discourse to the social construction of its own entextualization.
Without taking anything away from the import of social authority,
entextualization, or structural universals, I would here redress the
tacit imbalance by foregrounding a role for the voices of ritual partic
ipants—among whom must be included not only ritual speakers but
also hearers and readers. To theorize personal participation is to frame
the issue of subjectivity so as to recast the active social construction of

Interior Dialogues: The Co-Voicing of Ritual in Solitude   337

intersubjectivity as a locally situated project of participants. And the
project remains social, indeed intersubjective, even for the individual in
solitude. The polyphony of dialogic voicing introduces the potential for
socially distributed agency into any utterance. Yet it is precisely ritual’s
formal constitution as an “objectively” entextualized technology of the
self that opens up a usable channel for continuously modulated vocal
participation in the ritual frame. In ritual, the text voice puts a stance on
the table, and the self voice endorses it (or not). The alternation of voices
yields a sequential organization not unlike what can be observed in turntaking, a structural principle long recognized for its contributions to
the manifestly social activity of multiparty, face-to-face interaction. The
words of a solitary participant can be demarcated into the equivalent of
“turns” by recognizing the distinctiveness not only of successive phases
of verbal action but also of alternating voices whose positionality is
differentially indexed by the stanced utterances they realize. As ritual
subjects are drawn into the active construction of intersubjectivity, ritual
in its actual enactment comes to resemble, more than might have been
expected, the dialogic negotiation of stance alignment in interaction.
I began by posing a fundamental question for the understanding of
ritual: How can the gulf be bridged between the impersonal authoritative
form of ritual and its affect-laden subjective experience? The answer
has to begin with the fact that ritual is not (only) something we do
but something we experience in the doing. As active agents in the
realization of ritual, we find our selves changed by the activity. Entering
the participation frame of ritual co-voicing, we are transformed—as
is the ritual itself, in the contingencies of its renewed manifestation.
Through ritual we submit to a discipline beyond ourselves, a technology
of the self, that has the power and apparently the purpose to induce
change in our subjectivity, to penetrate into interior domains of affect,
apprehension, and affinity. But this destabilized subjectivity is not left
to float freely, untrammeled in an interior realm of imagination and
solipsism. What goes on in the interior is dialogue, and dialogue always
reaches ultimately to the exterior. There it finds itself constrained by the
encounter with another subject, another voice wielding a stance of its
own. Ritual is designed precisely to mediate the reflexive engagement
between the implied voice of a prior text and the present voice of
one who would reenact it. It is in this sense that ritual is constructed
dialogically, through the collaborative achievement of co-voicing.
When the solitary individual faces the ritual text, the conditions for
dialogic engagement are stripped to the bare minimum. What the case
under analysis—in which the protagonist not only animates but also
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talks back to the ritual text—reveals is a penetration of the dialogic
principle into the deepest levels of the realization of ritual. In this
instance the process turns out to hinge on the dialogic configuration
of personal involvement in ritual technologies of the self, which makes
possible the production of particularized, situated meanings via cult
urally generalized materials.
Under conditions of solitude, sociality does not disappear. If anything,
the solitary social actor challenges us to come to terms with the full
scope of sociality, revealed now in its dialogic guise. Dialogic practice is
seen to organize even such activities as self-talk and private ritual, which
in turn help create an inherently dialogic organization of persons. Ritual
text and ritual practice thus emerge as two distinct phases of a single
semiotic life cycle that together implicate a third term: a dialogic self
that both constructs and is constructed by the circulation of discourse
between public and private domains, crossing the exterior-interior
divide. Whether in solitude or in public, ritual stands as perhaps the
paradigm case among technologies of the (dialogic) self. The critical
contribution of ritual co-voicing is to construct a frame for individual
participation that links contingent, subjective dimensions of personal
meaning to the compelling authority of ritual form, with its ramified
links to ideological structures in an intertextual maze of meaning
extending to the horizons of the sociocultural field.

Notes
An earlier version of this chapter was presented at the Wenner-Gren symposium
in Sintra, Portugal, that gave birth to this volume. I would like to thank the
participants in that event for their many stimulating observations and insights
on ritual, as well as feedback on this chapter, both of which substantially
benefited the work. I particularly appreciate the generosity of Ellen Basso and
Gunter Senft as organizers, editors, and creative contributors to the whole.
Thanks are due to the Wenner-Gren Foundation for the remarkable support
that made such a vibrant intellectual exchange possible and for its knack for
location, location. I thank Wally Chafe for bringing to my attention the literary
theories of Humphrey, Cohn, and Bickerton, as well for his insights on interior
monologue. Thanks also to three anonymous reviewers, whose comments
improved this work significantly. For her deep support and encouragement,
I thank Mira Ariel. Finally, I wish to acknowledge my continuing debt to the
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man whose voice is heard in these pages, whose collaboration in a particularly
intimate piece of research allowed me to witness the private practices of a
creative soul—without whom there would be nothing to say.
1. The excerpts are transcribed following the system of conventions known
as Discourse Transcription (Du Bois et al. 1993) as recently updated to “DT2”
(Du Bois n.d.). For the sake of clarity, the excerpts are presented in a slightly
simplified transcription. The transcription conventions employed are the
following: {LINE}, each line of the transcription represents one intonation
unit; DANIEL;, speaker attribution label; =TEXT, role or voice enacted by
speaker; italics, reading voice (ad hoc local convention); (1.7), pause, with
duration in seconds; .., very short pause (less than 0.18 second); colon (:),
prosodic lengthening of previous sound; em dash (—), truncated intonation
unit; (H), in-breath; (Hx), exhalation; (TSK), alveolar click; (%), glottalized
vocalism; (AHEM), throat-clearing; @, laugh (one pulse); #word, uncertain
hearing of word; <WHISPER> words </WHISPER>, beginning and end of
whispered voice quality.
2. I use italics here in preference to the standard convention of Discourse
Transcription (“DT2” revised practice; Du Bois n.d.), which is to enclose the
read words within angle brackets as follows: <READ> words </READ>. Given
the prevalence of reading throughout this analysis, the use of italics as an ad
hoc local convention seemed more user friendly.
3. For those steeped in the rhythms of conversational interaction and
the interactional significance of the sequential location of pauses between
speakers’ alternating turns (Schegloff 1999: 408, 2007: 14), it is important to
recall that in the solitary situation, the absence of real-time, co-present coparticipants (though surely not of co-participants in the intertextual sense)
provides a reprieve from competition for the floor. One key consequence is
a modification of the conditions governing allotment of time for the current
speaker’s preferred activities, including, speculatively, cognitive processes
such as silent speech or even silent (“interior”) dialogue.
4. Goffman’s influential partitioning of the speaker role into animator,
author, and principal is suggestive but ultimately inadequate to account for
the interplay of polyphonic voices, as when the implied voices of a ritual text
meet the living voices of ritual participants. The hope to subsume Daniel’s
voicing under the rubric of a mere animation of Paul’s (or Oswald Chambers’s)
words becomes still more difficult to sustain as the dialogic engagement un
folds. Yet promoting Daniel to author will not make the problem go away.
What matters more, perhaps, is the tension between the animator and author
roles, a tension that may be an integral component of the dialogic construc
tion of social relations by processes of co-voicing. To the extent that they
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help us articulate this tension, animator and author are provisionally useful
categories, but they capture only a part of what is needed for a fully dialogic
understanding of the participation framework within which ritual comes
into being. The issue merits further examination in light of Irvine’s (1996)
critique of the Goffmanian participation model, Hanks’s (1996) extension of
the debate to embrace ritual, and so on.
5. Note also that vocalisms such as breathing and throat clearing are
typically attributable to the self voice, regardless of how the line as a whole
is labeled.
6. Although my primary concern here is with what Daniel makes of the text
as he reads it aloud, one possible alternative reading of the original is worth
mentioning. Close perusal of this passage suggests that Chambers intended
the words Oh but no one who is a Christian ever is (line 46) as a representation,
perhaps, of the imagined response of a prideful Christian, who boasts that
the mere fact of being a Christian automatically protects one from error.
The intrusion of the interjection oh into the written passage can be heard
as evoking the language of direct quotation from an oral source (Heritage
2002), thus tending to support the view that this is a representation of the
voice of an imagined reader, not of Paul. Chambers originally delivered his
homilies as oral performances before audiences. His words were transcribed
in real time by his wife, Biddy, a trained stenographer who later edited and
published the texts posthumously. Whatever vocal cues might have been
present in Chambers’s original live performances to index the ventriloquated
response of a misguided listener, they did not survive the transition to the
printed page. Where Chambers scripted a heteroglossic positionality for the
recalcitrant reader’s “answering word” (Voloshinov 1973), thereby introduc
ing an additional layer of complexity into the participation frame, Daniel
apparently misses the implicit cues signaling a shift in voicing and so attributes
the words to Paul. This is the more understandable in that on this page of
text, the use of quotation marks is otherwise reserved exclusively to signaling
Biblical quotations.
7. For the sake of simplicity, I treat the complement clause following
Paul says as Paul’s utterance in his own voice. A more thorough treatment
would take into consideration the many layers of complex metapragmatic
embedding that are introduced by the present text’s profoundly intertextual
pedigree, implicating sources of the Bible, its transcriptions and translations,
Oswald Chambers’s lectures, Biddy Chambers’s real-time transcriptions, her
editing and posthumous publication of selections in the form of a devotional
volume, and more. This is an interesting story, but not for this occasion.

References Cited

Abu-Lughod, Lila. 1986. Veiled sentiments: Honor and poetry in a Bedouin
society. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Agblemagnon, F. N’sougan. 1969. Sociologies des sociétes orales de l’afrique
noire: Les Ewes de sud Togo. The Hague: Mouton.
Agha, Asif. 1994. “Honorification.” Annual Review of Anthropology 23:
277–302.
——. 2005a. “Semiosis across encounters.” Journal of Linguistic Anthro
pology 15 (1): 1–5.
——. 2005b. “Voice, footing, enregisterment.” Journal of Linguistic
Anthropology 15 (1): 38–59.
—— and S. E. F. Wortham, eds. 2005. “Discourse across speech events:
Intertextuality and interdiscursivity in social life.” Journal of Linguistic
Anthropology 15 (1): 1–150.
Agostinho da Silva, Pedro. 1974. Mitos e outras narrativas Kamayura.
Bahia: Universidade Federal da Bahia, Coleção Ciência e Homem.
Aijmer, Karin. 1996. Conversational routines in English: Convention and
creativity. London: Longman.
Aikhenvald, Alexandra. 2004. Evidentiality. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.
Akindele, Femi. 1990. “A sociolinguistic analysis of Yoruba greetings.”
African Languages and Cultures 3: 1–14.
Albert, Bruce. 2000. “O ouro canibal e a queda do céu: Uma crítica
xamânica da economia política da Natureza (Yanomami).” In
Pacificando o branco, edited by Bruce Albert and Alcida Rita Ramos,
239–276. São Paulo: Editora UNESP.
Ali, Denny J. 2001. “Democratization from below: Protest events
and regime change in Indonesia, 1997–1998.” Ph.D. dissertation,
Department of Political Science, Ohio State University.
Ameka, Felix K. 1987. “A comparative analysis of linguistic routines in
two languages: English and Ewe.” Journal of Pragmatics 11: 299–326.

341

342   References

——. 1992. “The meaning of phatic and conative interjections.” Journal
of Pragmatics 18: 245–271.
——. 1994. “Areal conversational routines and cross-cultural com
munication in a multilingual society.” In Intercultural communica
tion: Proceedings of the 17th International LAUD Symposium, Diusburg
23–27 March 1992, edited by H. Pürschel, 441–469. Bern: Peter Lang.
——. 1999. “‘Partir c’est mourir un peu’: Universal and culture specific
features of leave-taking.” RASK International Journal of Language and
Communication 9 (10): 257–283.
——. 2004. “Grammar and cultural practices: The grammaticalisation
of triadic communication in West African languages.” Journal of West
African Languages 30: 5–28.
——. 2006. “‘When I die, don’t cry’: The ethnopragmatics of gratitude
expressions in West African languages.” In Ethnopragmatics: Under
standing discourse in cultural context, edited by Cliff Goddard, 234–266.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
—— and Anneke Breedveld. 2004. “Areal cultural scripts for social
interaction in West African communities.” Intercultural Pragmatics
1: 167–187.
—— and James Essegbey. n.d. “Mido Eνegbe.” Manuscript.
Anderson, Benedict. 1983. Imagined communities: Reflections on the origin
and spread of nationalism. London: Verso.
——. 1991. Imagined communities: Reflections on the origin and spread of
nationalism. 2nd ed., rev. London: Verso.
Arewa, E. Ojo, and Alan Dundes. 1964. “Proverbs and the ethnography
of speaking folklore.” American Anthropologist 66 (6), part 2: 70–85.
Ariel, Mira. 1998. “The linguistic status of the ‘here and now.’” Cognitive
Linguistics 9: 189–237.
Atran, Scott. 2002. In gods we trust: The evolutionary landscape of religion.
New York: Oxford University Press.
Austin, John L. 1962. How to do things with words. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.
Axelrod, Robert. 1984. The evolution of cooperation. New York: Basic
Books.
Baars, Bernard J. 1997. In the theater of consciousness: The workspace of
the mind. New York: Oxford University Press.
Bakhtin, Mikhail M. 1973 [1929]. Problems of Dostoevsky’s poetics.
Translated by C. Emerson. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press.
——. 1981 [1934]. The dialogic imagination: Four essays. Edited by Caryl
Emerson and Michael Holquist. Austin: University of Texas Press.

References   343

——. 1986. Speech genres and other late essays. Austin: University of
Texas Press.
Barnard, Timothy P., ed. 2004. Contesting Malayness: Malay identity across
boundaries. Singapore: Singapore University Press.
Barth, Fredrik. 1993. Balinese worlds. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.
Basso, Ellen B. 1973. The Kalapalo Indians of central Brazil. New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
——. 1985. A musical view of the universe. Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press.
——. 1987. In favor of deceit: A study of tricksters in an Amazonian society.
Tucson: University of Arizona Press.
——. 1993. “A Kalapalo testimonial.” In La remontée de l’Amazone:
Anthropologie et histoire des sociétés amazoniennes, edited by Phillipe
Descola and Anne-Christine Taylor. L’Homme 33: 379–407.
——. 1995. The last cannibals. Austin: University of Texas Press.
——. 2003. “Translating ‘self-cultivation.’” In Translation and ethno
graphy, edited by Tullio Maranhão and Bernhard Streck, 85–101.
Tuscon: University of Arizona Press.
——. 2007. “The Kalapalo affinal civility register.” Journal of Linguistic
Anthropology 17 (2): 161–183.
——. 2008. “Epistemic deixis in Kalapalo.” Pragmatics 18: 215–252.
—— and Gunter Senft. 2006. “Ritual communication.” Organizers’
statement for Wenner-Gren conference held in Sintra, Portugal,
March 16–23, 2007.
Bauman, Richard. 1977. Verbal art as performance. Prospect Heights, Ill.:
Waveland Press.
——. 1983. Let your words be few: Symbolism of speaking and silence among
seventeenth-century Quakers. Prospect Heights, Ill.: Waveland Press.
——. 1986. Story performance and event. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
——. 1992. “Performance.” In Folklore, cultural performances, and popular
entertainments, edited by Richard Bauman, 41–49. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
——. 2004. A world of others’ words: Cross-cultural perspectives on inter
textuality. Malden, Mass.: Blackwell.
——. 2005. “Commentary: Indirect indexicality, identity, performance.
Dialogic observations.” Journal of Linguistic Anthropology 15: 145–150.
—— and Charles Briggs. 1990. “Poetics and performance as critical
perspectives on social life.” Annual Review of Anthropology 19: 59–88.
Bauman, Zygmunt. 1995. Life in fragments: Essays in postmodern morality.
Oxford: Blackwell.

344   References

Beatty, Andrew. 2004. “Ritual.” In The social science encyclopedia, vol. 2,
edited by J. Kuper, 888–891. London: Routledge.
Beier, Christine, Lev Michael, and Joel Sherzer. 2002. “Discourse forms
and processes in indigenous lowland South America: An arealtypological perspective.” Annual Review of Anthropology 31: 121–145.
Belzner, William. 1981. “Música, modernización y occidentalización
entre los Shuar de Macuma.” In Amazonia ecuatoriana: La otra cara
del progreso, edited by Norman Whitten, 150–169. Quito: Abya-Yala.
Ben-Amos, Dan. 1969. “Analytical categories and ethnic genres.” Genre
2: 275–301.
Benveniste, Emile. 1971 [1956]. Problems in general linguistics. Translated
by Mary Elizabeth Meek. Miami: University of Miami Press.
Berger, Peter L., and Thomas Luckmann. 1966. The social construction of
reality: A treatise in the sociology of knowledge. New York: Doubleday.
Bickerton, Derek. 1967. “Modes of interior monologue: A formal defin
ition.” Modern Language Quarterly 28: 229–239.
Bloch, Maurice. 1974. “Symbols, song, dance and features of articula
tion: Is religion an extreme form of traditional authority?” European
Journal of Sociology 15: 55–81.
——. 1975a. “Introduction.” In Political language and oratory in traditional
society, edited by Maurice Bloch, 1–28. London: Academic Press.
—— ed. 1975b. Political language and oratory in traditional society.
London: Academic Press.
——. 1986. From blessing to violence: History and ideology in the circum
cision ritual of the Merina of Madagascar. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Bloom, Paul. 2004. Descartes’ baby: How the science of child development
explains what makes us human. New York: Basic Books.
Booth, Anne. 1968. Public protest in Indonesia. Athens, Ohio: Ohio Uni
versity Press.
Bourdieu, Pierre. 1977. Outline of a theory of practice. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
——. 1990. The logic of practice. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University
Press.
——. 1991. Language and symbolic power. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press.
Boyd, Robert, and Peter J. Richerson. 2005. The origin and evolution of
cultures. New York: Oxford University Press.
——. 2006a. “Solving the puzzle of human cooperation.” In Evolution
and culture, edited by Stephen C. Levinson and Pierre Jaisson, 105–
132. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

References   345

——. 2006b. “Culture and the evolution of the human social instincts.”
In Roots of human sociality: Culture, cognition, and interaction, edited
by N. J. Enfield and Stephen C. Levinson, 453–477. Oxford: Berg.
Boyer, Pascal. 1994. The naturalness of religious ideas: A cognitive theory
of religion. Berkeley: University of California Press.
——. 2002. Religion explained: The human instincts that fashion gods,
spirits, and ancestors. London: Vintage.
Brenneis, Donald. 1984. “Straight talk and sweet talk: Political discourse
in an occasionally egalitarian community.” In Dangerous words:
Language and politics in the Pacific, edited by Donald Brenneis and
Fred Myers, 69–84. New York: New York University Press.
——. 1988. “Language and disputing.” Annual Review of Anthropology
17: 221– 237.
——. 1996. “Telling troubles.” In Disorderly discourse: Narrative, conflict
and inequality, edited by Charles Briggs, 41–52. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
—— and Fred Myers, eds. 1984. Dangerous words: Language and politics
in the Pacific. New York: New York University Press.
Bricker, Victoria R. 1974. “The ethnographic context of some traditional
Mayan speech genres.” In Explorations in the ethnography of speaking,
edited by Richard Bauman and Joel Sherzer, 368–388. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Briggs, Charles L. 1988. Competence in performance. The creativity of tradition
in Mexicano verbal art. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.
——. 1993. “Personal sentiments and polyphonic voices in Warao
women’s ritual wailing: Music and poetics in a critical and collective
discourse.” American Anthropologist 95: 929–957.
—— ed. 1996a. Disorderly discourse: Narrative, conflict and inequality.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
——. 1996b. “The politics of discursive authority in research on the
‘invention of tradition.’” Cultural Anthropology 11: 435–469.
—— and Richard Bauman. 1992. “Genre, intertextuality, and social
power.” Journal of Linguistic Anthropology 2 (2): 131–172.
Brinkerhoff, Derick, and Arthur Goldsmith. 2002. Clientelism, patri
monialism and democratic governance: An overview and framework for
assessment and programming. IQC no. AEP-I-00-00-00005-00, Task
Order no. 4801-003-01. Cambridge, Mass.: Abt Associates.
Brody, Jill. 1991. “Indirection in the negotiation of self in everyday
Tojolab’al women’s conversation.” Journal of Linguistic Anthropology
1: 78–96.

346   References

Brown, Michael. 1986. Tsewa’s gift: Magic and meaning in an Amazonian
society. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press.
Brown, Penelope. 1997. “Conversational structure and language ac
quisition: The role of repetition in Tzeltal adult and child speech.”
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Anthro
pological Association, Washington, D.C., Nov. 27.
—— and Stephen Levinson. 1978. “Universals in language usage:
Politeness phenomena.” In Questions and politeness: Strategies in
social interaction, edited by Esther N. Goody, 256–289. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Brown, R., and A. Gilman. 1960. “The pronouns of power and solidarity.”
In Style in language, edited by Thomas A. Sebeok, 253–276. Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press.
Burgess, Anthony. 1962. A clockwork orange. London: William Heinemann.
Burke, Kenneth. 1950. A rhetoric of motives. New York: Prentice-Hall.
——. 1966. “What are the signs of what? (A theory of ‘entitlement’).”
In Kenneth Burke, Language as symbolic action: Essays on life, literature,
and method, 359–379. Berkeley: University of California Press. [Orig.,
Anthropological Linguistics 4 (6): 1–23 (1962); repr., Anthropological
Linguistics 35 (1–4): 476–497 (1992).]
——. Philosophy of literary form. 2nd ed. Baton Rouge: University of
Louisiana Press.
Bustamante, Teodoro. 1988. La larga lucha del kakaram contra el Sucre.
Quito: Abya-Yala.
Byakutaaga, Shirley C. 1991. “Empaako: An agent of social harmony in
Runyoro/Rutooro.” Afrikanistische Arbeitspapiere 26: 127–140.
Cancian, Frank. 1965. Economics and prestige in a Maya community:
The religious cargo system in Zinacantan. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford
University Press.
——. 1992. The decline of community in Zinacantán: Economy, public
life, and social stratification, 1960–1987. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford
University Press.
Carsten, Janet, and Stephen Hugh-Jones. 1995. “Introduction: About
the house. Lévi-Strauss and beyond.” In About the house: Lévi-Strauss
and beyond, edited by J. Carsten and S. Hugh-Jones, 1–46. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Case, William. 2002. Politics in Southeast Asia: Democracy more or less.
Richmond, U.K.: Curzon Press.
Casquete, Jesus. 2006. “Protest rituals and uncivil communities.” Total
itarian Movements and Political Religions 7 (3): 283.

References   347

Caton, Steven C. 1986. “Salam tahiyah: Greetings from the highlands
of Yemen.” American Ethnologist 13: 290–308.
Čermák, František. 2004. “Text introducers of proverbs and other
idioms.” In Phraseologismen als Gegenstand sprach- und kulturwissen
schaftlicher Forschung, edited by Csaba Földes and Jan Wirrer, 27–46.
Hohengehren: Schneider Verlag.
Chafe, Wallace L. 1994. Discourse, consciousness, and time: The flow and
displacement of conscious experience in speaking and writing. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.
Chambers, Oswald. 1935. The golden book of Oswald Chambers: My utmost
for His Highest; selections for the year. New York: Dodd, Mead.
Charteris-Black, Jonathon. 1999. “The survival of English proverbs:
A corpus-based account.” DeProverbio 5 (2) www.deproverbio.com/
DPjournal/DP,5,2,99/Black/survival.htm.
——. 2005. Politicians and rhetoric: The persuasive power of metaphor.
Basingstoke, U.K.: Palgrave Macmillan.
Clark, John E. 2004. “Mesoamerica goes public: Early ceremonial centers,
leaders, and communities.” In Mesoamerican archaeology: Theory and
practice, edited by Julia A. Hendon and Rosemary A. Joyce, 43–72.
Oxford: Blackwell.
Cohn, Dorrit. 1978. Transparent minds: Narrative modes for presenting
consciousness in fiction. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.
Comaroff, John, and Simon Roberts. 1981. Rules and processes: The
cultural logic of dispute in an African context. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.
Conrich, Ian, and Estella Tincknell, eds. 2006. New Zealand fictions:
Literature and film. New Zealand: Kakapo Books.
Couvreur, A. J. L. 1914. Memorie Van Overgave. Afdeeling Soemba
[Memoires]. Unpublished archival material. Zug, Switzerland:
Interdocumentation.
Cowie, A. P., ed. 1998. Phraseology: Theory, analysis, and applications.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Damon, Frederick H. 1982. “Calendars and calendrical rites in the
northern side of the Kula ring.” Oceania 52: 221–239.
Danielson, Peter. 1998. Modeling rationality, morality, and evolution. New
York: Oxford University Press.
De Haan, Ferdinand. 1999. “Evidentiality and epistemic modality:
Setting boundaries.” Southwest Journal of Linguistics 18: 83–102.
——. 2001. “Encoding speaker perspective: Evidentials.” Language
Diversity and Linguistic Theories Symposium Proceedings: Linguistische
Berichte, Sonderheft 9: 201–216.

348   References

Déléage, Pierre. 2007. “A Yaminahua autobiographical song: Caqui
caqui.” Tipití: Journal of the Society for the Anthropology of Lowland
South America 5: 79–95.
Descola, Philippe. 1986. La nature domestique: Symbolisme et praxis dans
l’écologie des Achuar. Paris: Editions de la Maisons des Sciences de
l’Homme.
——. 1996. “Constructing natures: Symbolic ecology and social prac
tice.” In Nature and society: Anthropological perspectives, edited by
Phillipe Descola and Gisli Pálsson, 82–102. London: Routledge.
——. 1997. The spears of the twilight: Life and death in the Amazon jungle.
London: Flamingo.
——. 2000. “Un dialogue entre lexiques.” In Les rituels du dialogues:
Promenades ethnolinguistiques en terres Amérindiennes, edited by Aurore
Monod Becquelin and Philippe Erikson, 313–327. Nanterre: Société
d’Ethnologie.
Devereaux, Leslie. 1995. “Experience, re-presentation, and film.” In Fields
of vision: Essays in film studies, visual anthropology, and photography,
edited by Leslie Devereaux and Roger Hillman, 56–73. Berkeley:
University of California Press.
Ding Choo Ming and Abdul Rahman Arba’eyah. 2002. “Daripada
Kamus Peribahasa Melayu Digital ATMA kepada Perkamusan Bahasa
Berkomputer.” Dewan Bahasa (July): 48–59.
Dixon, R. M. W. 1971. “A method of semantic description.” In Semantics:
An interdisciplinary reader in philosophy, linguistics and psychology, edited
by D. Steinberg and L. A. Jakobovits, 436–471. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Du Bois, John W. 1986. “Self-evidence and ritual speech.” In Evidentiality:
The linguistic coding of epistemology, edited by Wallace L. Chafe and
Johanna Nichols, 313–336. Norwood, N.J.: Ablex.
——. 1993. “Meaning without intention: Lessons from divination.”
In Responsibility and evidence in oral discourse, edited by Jane H. Hill
and Judith T. Irvine, 48–71. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
——. 2007. “The stance triangle.” In Stancetaking in discourse: Subjectivity,
evaluation, interaction, edited by Robert Englebretson, 139–182.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
——. forthcoming. “Co-opting intersubjectivity: Dialogic rhetoric of
the self.” In The rhetorical emergence of culture, edited by Christian
Meyer and Felix Girke. Oxford: Berghahn.
——. n.d. “Representing discourse.” Manuscript, Department of
Linguistics, University of California, Santa Barbara. Excerpts available
at www.linguistics.ucsb.edu/projects/transcription/representing.

References   349

—— Stephan Schuetze-Coburn, Susanna Cumming, and Danae Paolino.
1993. “Outline of discourse transcription.” In Talking data: Trans
cription and coding in discourse research, edited by J. A. Edwards and
M. D. Lampert, 45–89. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum.
Duranti, Alessandro. 1981. The Samoan fono: A sociolinguistic study.
Canberra: Pacific Linguistics.
——. 1985. “Socio-cultural dimensions of discourse.” In Handbook of
discourse analysis, vol. 1: Disciplines of discourse, edited by Teun van
Dijk, 193–230. New York: Academic Press.
——. 1997. “Universal and culture-specific properties of greetings.”
Journal of Linguistic Anthropology 7: 63–97.
Durkheim, Emil. 1915. The elementary forms of the religious life. Translated
by J. W. Swain. London: Allen and Unwin.
——. 1982 [1895]. The rules of sociological method. London: Macmillan.
Dzameshie, Alex K. 2002. “The forms, functions and social value of
greetings among the Ewes.” In New directions in Ghanaian linguistics,
edited by Felix K. Ameka and E. Kweku Osam, 381–408. Accra: Black
Mask.
Egblewogbe, Eustace Y. 1990. “Social and psychological aspects of
greeting among the Ewes of West Africa.” Research Review (n.s.) 6:
8–18.
Eibl-Eibesfeldt, Irenäus. 1984. Die Biologie des menschlichen Verhaltens:
Grundriß der Humanethologie. Munich: Piper.
——. 1989. Human ethology: Foundations of human behavior. New York:
Aldine de Gruyter.
—— and Gunter Senft. 1987. Studienbrief Rituelle Kommunikation.
FernUniversitat Gesamthochschule Hagen, Fachbereich Erziehungsund Sozialwissenschaften, Soziologie, Kommunikation—Wissen
Kultur.
Enfield, N. J. 2009. The anatomy of meaning: Speech, gesture, and composite
utterances. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
—— and Gérard Diffloth. 2009. Phonology and sketch grammar of Kri, a
Vietic language of Laos. Cahiers de Linguistique—Asie Orientale 38,
no. 1.
Evans-Pritchard, E. E. 1940. The Nuer: A description of the modes of live
lihood and political institutions of a Nilotic people. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.
Fabian, Johannes. 1994. “Jamaa: A charismatic movement revisited.” In
Religion in Africa: Experience and expression, edited by Thomas Blakely,
Walter van Beek, and Dennis Thomson, 257–274. London: James
Currey.

350   References

Feld, Steven. 1982. Sound and sentiment: Birds, weeping, poetics, and song
in Kaluli expression. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.
Ferguson, James. 1999. Expectations of modernity: Myths and meanings of
urban life on the Zambian Copperbelt. Berkeley: University of California
Press.
Fields, Chris. 2002. “Why do we talk to ourselves?” Journal of Experimental
and Theoretical Artificial Intelligence 14: 255–272.
Finnegan, Ruth. 1969. “How to do things with words: Performative
utterances among the Limba of Sierra Leone.” Man 4: 59–69.
Firth, Raymond. 1967. Tikopia ritual and belief. London: Allen and
Unwin.
——. 1972. “Verbal and bodily rituals of greeting and parting.” In The
interpretation of ritual: Essays in honour of A. I. Richards, edited by J. S.
La Fontaine, 1–38. London: Tavistock.
Földes, Csaba, and Jan Wirrer, eds. 2004. Phraseologismen als Gegen
stand sprach- und kulturwissenschaftlicher Forschung. Hohengehren:
Schneider Verlag.
Foley, William A. 1997. Anthropological linguistics. Oxford: Blackwell.
Fortes, Meyer. 1966. “Religious premisses and logical technique in
divinatory ritual.” Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of
London, Series B, Biological Sciences 251 (772): 409–422.
Foucault, Michel. 1988. “Technologies of the self.” In Technologies of
the self: A seminar with Michel Foucault, edited by L. H. Martin,
H. Gutman, and P. H. Hutton, 16–49. Amherst: University of
Massachusetts Press.
Fox, James. 1974. “‘Our ancestors spoke in pairs’: Rotinese views of
language, dialect, and code.” In Explorations in the ethnography of
speaking, edited by Richard Bauman and Joel Sherzer, 65–85. Cam
bridge: Cambridge University Press.
——. 1977. “Roman Jakobson and the comparative study of parallelism.”
In Roman Jakobson: Echos of his scholarship, edited by D. Armstrong
and C. H. van Schooneveld, 59–90. Lisse: Peter de Ridder.
Frake, Charles O. 1975. “How to enter a Yakan house.” In Sociocultural
dimensions of language use, edited by M. Sanches and B. G. Blount,
25–40. New York: Academic Press.
Franchetto, Bruna. 1983. “A fala do chefe: Generos verbais entre os
Kuikuru do Alto Xingu.” Candernos de Estudos Linguisticos 4: 4–72.
Campinas, Brazil.
——. 2000. “Rencontres rituelles dans le Haut-Xingu: La parole du
chef.” In Les rituelles du dialogue, edited by Aurore Monod Becquelin
and Philippe Erikson, 481–510. Nanterre: Societe d’Ethnologie.

References   351

——. 2001. “Línguas e história no Alto Xingu.” In Os Povos do Alto
Xingu: História e cultura, edited by Bruna Franchetto and Michael
Heckenberger, translated by Cesar Gordon Jr., 111–156. Rio de
Janeiro: Editora Universidade Federal Rio de Janeiro.
——. n.d. “Les marques de la parole vraie en Kuikuro, langue Caribe du
Haut Xingu (Bresil).” Manuscript (www.AILLA.texas.org).
French, D. H., and K. S. French. 1998. “Wasco, Wishram, and Cascades.”
In Handbook of North American Indians, vol. 12, Plateau, edited by
Deward E. Walker Jr., 360–377. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian
Institution.
Galvão, Eduardo. 1953. Cultura e sistema de parentesco das tribos do AltoXingu. Boletim do Museu Naciuonal, n.s., vol. 14.
Gándara, Lelia. 2004. “‘They that sow the wind . . .’: Proverbs and sayings
in argumentation.” Discourse and Society 15: 345–359.
Gaonkar, Dilip Parameshwar. 2002. “Toward new imaginaries: An
introduction.” Public Culture 14: 1–19.
Garfinkel, Harold. 1967. Studies in ethnomethodology. Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall.
Geertz, Clifford. 1957. “Ritual and social change: A Javanese example.”
American Anthropologist 59: 32–54.
——. 1966. “Religion as a cultural system.” In Anthropological approaches
to the study of religion, edited by Michael Banton, 1–46. London:
Tavistock.
——. 1973. “Deep play: Notes on the Balinese cockfight.” In Clifford
Geertz, The interpretation of cultures, 412–453. New York: Basic Books
Gergely, György, and Gergely Csibra.2006. “Sylvia’s recipe: The role of
imitation and pedagogy in the transmission of cultural knowledge.”
In Roots of human sociality: Culture, cognition, and interaction, edited
by N. J. Enfield and S. C. Levinson. Oxford: Berg.
Gibson, James J. 1979. The ecological approach to visual perception. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin.
Gluckman, Max. 1954. Rituals of rebellion in south-east Africa. Manchester:
Manchester University Press.
——. 1958. Analysis of a social situation in modern Zululand. RhodesLivingstone Institute, Paper 28.
——. 1963. “Rituals of rebellion in south-east Africa.” In Max
Gluckman, Order and rebellion in tribal Africa: The Fraser lecture, 110–
136. Manchester: Manchester University Press.
Gnerre, Maurizio. 1984. “Shuar de contacto y español de contacto.”
In Relaciones interétnicas y adaptación cultural entre Shuar y Achuar,
211–226. Quito: Mundo Shuar.

352   References

——. 1986. “The decline of dialogue.” In Native South American dis
course, edited by Joel Sherzer and Greg Urban, 307–341. New York:
Mouton de Gruyter.
——. 1999a. “Ii jinti—Our way: An English textbook from the Amazon.”
Anglistica 7: 59–78.
——. 1999b. Profilo descrittivo e storico-comparativo di una lingua
amazzonica: Lo Shuar (Jívaro). Naples: Istituto Universitario Orientale.
——. 2000a. “Cazando sapos: El triste humorismo de un diálogo
Shuar.” In Les rituels du dialogues: Promenades ethnolinguistiques en
terres Amérindiennes, edited by Aurore Monod Becquelin and Philippe
Erikson, 285–311. Nanterre: Société d’Ethnologie.
——. 2000b. “From head-hunters to writers: A Shuar myth and an
oration.” In Translating native Latin American verbal art, edited by Kay
Sammons and Joel Sherzer, 197–210. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian
Institution Press.
——. 2003. “La história semántica de la voz huaca.” In Il sacro e il
paesaggio nell’America indigena, edited by Davide Domenici, Carolina
Orsini, and Sofia Venturoli, 371–384. Bologna: CLUEB.
——. 2007. “‘Io,’ agentività e genere nelle modalità comunicative shuar
(Amazzonia).” In Agency e linguaggio: Etnoteorie della soggettività e
della responsabilità nell’azione sociale, edited by Aurora Donzelli and
Alessandra Fasulo, 113–141. Rome: Meltemi editore.
Goddard, Cliff, 1998. Semantic analysis. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
——. 2000. “‘Cultural scripts’ and communicative style in Malay
(Bahasa Melayu).” Anthropological Linguistics 42: 81–106.
——. 2002. “Ethnosyntax, ethnopragmatics, sign-functions, and cult
ure.” In Ethnosyntax: Explorations in grammar and culture, edited by
N. J. Enfield, 52–73. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
——. 2004. “The ethnopragmatics and semantics of ‘active metaphors.’”
Journal of Pragmatics 36: 1211–1230.
—— ed. 2006. Ethnopragmatics: Understanding discourse in cultural context.
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
—— ed. 2008. Cross-linguistic semantics. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
——. n.d. “‘Follow the way of the rice plant’: The semantics of proverbs
in English and Malay (Bahasa Melayu).” Manuscript submitted for
publication.
—— and Anna Wierzbicka, eds. 2002. Meaning and universal grammar:
Theory and empirical findings. 2 vols. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
—— and Anna Wierzbicka, eds. 2004. Special Issue on Cultural Scripts.
Intercultural Pragmatics 1 (2).
Goffman, Erving. 1959. The presentation of self in everyday life. New
York: Doubleday.

References   353

——. 1963. Stigma: Notes on the management of spoiled identity. New
York: Simon and Schuster.
——. 1967. Interaction ritual: Essays on face-to-face behavior. New York:
Doubleday.
——. 1971. Relations in public: Microstudies of the public order. Harmonds
worth, U.K.: Penguin.
——. 1974. Frame analysis: An essay on the organization of experience.
New York: Harper and Row.
——. 1976. “Replies and responses.” Language in Society 5: 257–313.
——. 1978. “Response cries.” Language 54: 787–815.
——. 1981a. Forms of talk. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press.
——. 1981b. “Footing.” In Erving Goffman, Forms of talk, 124–159.
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.
——. 1983. “The interaction order.” American Sociological Review 48:
1–17.
Goodwin, Charles. 1986. “Between and within: Alternative sequen
tial treatments of continuers and assessments.” Human Studies 9:
205–217.
—— and Marjorie Harness Goodwin. 1987. “Concurrent operations
on talk: Notes on the interactive organization of assessments.” IPrA
Papers in Pragmatics 1: 1–52.
Goody, Esther N. 1972. “‘Greeting,’ ‘begging’ and the presentation of
respect.” In The interpretation of ritual, edited by J. S. La Fontaine,
39–72. London: Tavistock.
Gossen, Gary H. 1973. “Chamula Tzotzil proverbs: Neither fish nor
fowl.” In Meaning in Mayan languages, edited by Munro S. Edmonson,
207–233. The Hague: Mouton.
——. 1974a. Chamulas in the world of the sun: Time and space in a Maya
oral tradition. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.
——. 1974b. “To speak with a heated heart: Chamula canons of style
and good performance.” In Explorations in the ethnography of speaking,
edited by Richard Bauman and Joel Sherzer, 389–413. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
——. 1985. “Tzotzil literature.” In Supplement to the Handbook of Middle
American Indians, vol. 3, edited by Victoria R. Bricker and Munro
Edmonson, 65–106. Austin: University of Texas Press.
Graham, Laura. 1995. Performing dreams: Discourses of immortality among
the Xavante of Central Brazil. Austin: University of Texas Press.
——. 2005. “Indigeneity and instrumentality.” American Ethnologist 64:
622–641.

354   References

Gregor, Thomas. 1976. Mehinaku: The drama of daily life in a Brazilian
Indian village. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
——. 2001. “Casamento, aliança e paz intertribal.” In Os Povos do Alto
Xingu: História e cultura, edited by Bruna Franchetto and Michael
Heckenberger, translated by Cesar Gordon Jr., 175–192. Rio de
Janeiro: Editora Universidade Federal Rio de Janeiro.
Grünberg, Georg. 2004. Os Kaiabi do Brasil central. São Paulo: Instituto
Socioambiental.
Gumperz, John J., and Dell Hymes, eds. 1972. Directions in sociolinguistics:
The ethnography of communication. New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston.
Günthner, Susanne. 1999. “Polyphony and the ‘layering of voices’ in
reported dialogues: An analysis of the use of prosodic devices in
everyday reported speech.” Journal of Pragmatics 31: 685–708.
Hancher, Michael. 1979. “The classification of cooperative illocutionary
acts.” Language in Society 8 (1): 1–14.
Handelman, Don. 1988. Models and mirrors: Towards an anthopology of
public events. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Hanks, William F. 1990. Referential practice: Language and lived space
among the Maya. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
——. 1996. “Exorcism and the description of participant roles.” In
Natural histories of discourse, edited by Michael Silverstein and Greg
Urban, 160–202. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
——. 2000. Dialogic conversions and the field of missionary discourse
in colonial Yucatan. In Les rituels du dialogue: Promenades ethnolin
guistiques en terres Amérindiennes, edited by Aurore Monod Becquelin
and Philippe Erikson, 235–254. Nanterre: Société d’Ethnologie.
——. 2005. “Pierre Bourdieu and the practices of language.” Annual
Review of Anthropology 43: 67–83.
——. 2006. “Joint commitment and common ground in a ritual event.”
In Roots of human sociality: Culture, cognition and human interaction,
edited by N. J. Enfield and Stephen C. Levinson, 299–328. Oxford:
Berg.
Harner, Michael. 1972. The Jívaro: People of the sacred waterfalls. Garden
City, N.Y.: Anchor Books.
Hasan-Rokem, Galit. 1992. “Proverb.” In Folklore, cultural performances,
and popular entertainments: A communications-centered handbook, edited
by Richard Bauman, 128–133. New York: Oxford University Press.
Haugerud, Angelique. 1995. The culture of politics in modern Kenya.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

References   355

—— and Kimani Njogu. 1991. “State voices in the countryside: Politics
and the Kenyan baraza.” Working Papers in African Studies 159. Boston
University African Studies Center.
Hauser, Marc D. 2006. “Moral ingredients: How we evolved the capacity
to do the right thing.” In Evolution and culture, edited by Stephen C.
Levinson and Pierre Jaisson, 119–145. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
Haviland, John B. 1967. “Vob: Traditional instrumental music in
Zinacantan.” Harvard Chiapas Project. Manuscript.
——. 1977a. “Gossip as competition in Zinacantan.” Journal of Com
munication 27: 186–191.
——. 1977b. Gossip, reputation, and knowledge in Zinacantan. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.
——. 1988. “A father-mother talks back: The micro-creation of context
in Tzotzil.” Paper presented at the workshop “Contextualization of
Language,” Konstanz, Germany, October.
——. 1993. Merolicos. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the
American Ethnological Society, Santa Fe, N.M., April 16.
——. 1994. “Lenguaje ritual sin ritual.” Estudios de Cultura Maya 19:
427–442.
——. 1996. ““We want to borrow your mouth”: Tzotzil marital squab
bles.” In Disorderly discourse: Narrative, conflict, and inequality, edited
by Charles L. Briggs, 158–203. New York: Oxford UNiversity Press.
——. 1998. ““Mu‘nuk jbankil to, mu‘nuk kajvaltik; He is not my older
brother, he is not Our Lord”: Thirty years of gossip in a Chiapas
village.” Etnofoor 11: 57–82.
——. 2000. “Warding off witches: Voicing and dialogue in Zinacantec
prayer.” In Les rituels du dialogue: Promenades ethnolinguistiques en
terres amérindiennes, edited by Aurore Monod-Becquelin and Philippe
Erikson, 367–400. Nanterre: Société d’ethnologie.
——. 2005a. “‘Whorish old man’ and ‘One (animal) gentleman’: The
intertextual construction of enemies and selves.” Journal of Linguistic
Anthropology 15: 81–94.
——. 2005b. “Selling with fear: Merolicos in Mexico.” Paper presented
at the conference “Language and Text Variation in Business and
Economics,” University of Florence, Feb. 3.
Heckenberger, Michael J. 2005. The ecology of power: Culture, place,
and personhood in the southern Amazon, a.d. 1000–2000. New York:
Routledge.
Heeschen, Volker. 1987. “Rituelle Kommunikation in verschiedenen
Kulturen.” Zeitschrift für Literaturwissenschaft und Linguistik 17: 82–
104.

356   References

Henare, Manuka. 2008. “On an economy of mana.” Paper presented at
a round-table discussion, European Society for Oceanists conference,
Verona.
Hereniko, Vilsoni. 1995. Woven gods: Female clowns and power in Rotuma.
Suva, Fiji: University of Hawaii Press/Center for Pacific Islands Studies.
Heritage, John. 2002. “Oh-prefaced responses to assessments: A method
of modifying agreement/disagreement.” In The language of turn and
sequence, edited by C. E. Ford, B. A. Fox, and S. A. Thompson, 196–224.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Herzfeld, Michael. 1985. The poetics of manhood: Contest and identity in
a Cretan mountain village. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.
Heywood, John. 1972 [1546]. The proverbs of John Heywood, being the
“Proverbes” of that author printed 1546. Edited by Julian Sharman.
Folcroft, Pa.: Folcroft Library Editions.
Higbee, Kenneth L., and Richard Millard. 1983. “Visual imagery and
familiarity ratings for 203 sayings.” American Journal of Psychology
96: 211–222.
Hill, Jane H. 2002. “‘Expert rhetorics’ in advocacy for endangered
languages: Who is listening, and what do they hear?” Journal of
Linguistic Anthropology 12: 119–133.
——. 2005. “Intertextuality as source and evidence for indirect indexical
meanings.” Journal of Linguistic Anthropology 15: 113–125.
Hill, Jonathan D. 1993. Keepers of the sacred chants. Tucson: University
of Arizona Press.
Hill, Warren D., and John E. Clark. 2001. “Sports, gambling, and gov
ernment: America’s first social compact?” American Anthropologist
103: 331–345.
Hirsch, Susan. 1998. Pronouncing and persevering: Gender and the dis
courses of disputing in an African Islamic court. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.
Hirschkind, Charles. 2006. The ethical soundscape: Cassette sermons and
Islamic counterpublics. New York: Columbia University Press.
Hobsbawm, Eric J. 1959. Primitive rebels: Studies in archaic forms of
social movements in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Manchester:
Manchester University Press.
—— and Terence Ranger, eds. 1992. The invention of tradition. Cam
bridge: Cambridge University Press.
Hoëm, Ingjerd. 1995. “A sense of place: The politics of identity and
representation.” Ph.D. dissertation, University of Oslo.
——. 1998. “Clowns, dignity and desire: On performance, reflexivity
and identity.” In Revising ritual: Performance, media, identity, edited by
Felicia Hughes-Freeland and Mary Crain, 21–43. London: Routledge.

References   357

——. 2004. Theater and political process: Staging identities in Tokelau and
New Zealand. Oxford: Berghahn.
Howe, Leo. 2000. “Risk, ritual and performance.” Journal of the Royal
Anthropological Institute (n.s.) 6: 63–79.
Humphrey, Robert. 1954. Stream of consciousness in the modern novel.
Berkeley: University of California Press.
Hutchins, Edwin. 1995. Cognition in the wild. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT
Press.
Huxley, Sir Julian, ed. 1966a. A discussion on ritualization of behavior in
animals and man organized by Sir Julian Huxley. Philosophical Trans
actions of the Royal Society of London, Series B, Biological Sciences
251, no. 772.
——. 1966b. “Introduction.” In A discussion on ritualization of behavior
in animals and man organized by Sir Julian Huxley. Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society of London, Series B, Biological
Sciences 251, no. 772, 249–271.
Hymes, Dell. 1968. “The ethnography of speaking.” In Readings in the
sociology of language, edited by Joshua A. Fishman, 99–138. The Hague:
Mouton.
——. 1972. “Models of the interaction of language and social life.”
In Directions in sociolinguistics, edited by John J. Gumperz and Dell
Hymes, 35–71. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
Inomata, Takeshi. 2006. “Plazas, performers, and spectators: Political
theaters of the Classic Maya.” Current Anthropology 47: 805–842.
Ireland, Emilienne M. 2001. “Noções Wauráde humanidade e identidade
cultural.” In Os Povos do Alto Xingu: História e cultura, edited by Bruna
Franchetto and Michael Heckenberger, translated by Cesar Gordon Jr.,
250–286. Rio de Janeiro: Editora Universidade Federal Rio de Janeiro.
Irvine, Judith T. 1974. “Strategies of status manipulation in the Wolof
greeting.” In Explorations in the ethnography of speaking, edited by
Richard Baumann and Joel Sherzer, 167–191. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
——. 1979. “Formality and informality in communicative events.”
American Anthropologist 81 (4): 773–790.
——. 1996. “Shadow conversations: The indeterminacy of participant
roles.” In Natural histories of discourse, edited by Michael Silverstein
and Greg Urban, 131–159. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
——. 2005. “Knots and tears in the interdiscursive fabric.” Linguistic
Anthropology 15: 72–80.
Iser, Wolfgang. 1978. The act of reading: A theory of aesthetic response.
London: Routledge.

358   References

Jackson, Michael, and Ivan Karp. 1990. “Introduction.” In Personhood
and agency: The experience of self and other in African cultures, edited by
Michael Jackson and Ivan Karp. Uppsala: Uppsala University.
Jakobson, Roman. 1960. “Closing statement: Linguistics and poetics.” In
Style in language, edited by Thomas A. Sebeok, 350–377. Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press.
——. 1971. “Shifters, verbal categories and the Russian verb.” In Roman
Jakobson, Selected writings II, 130–147. The Hague: Mouton.
James, William. 1902. The varieties of religious experience: A study in human
nature. New York: Longman Green.
Jasper, James M. 1997. The art of moral protest: Culture, biography, and
creativity in social movements. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Joyce, Richard. 2006. The evolution of morality. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT
Press.
Juris, Jeffrey S. 2005. “Violence performed and imagined: Militant
action, the black bloc and the mass media in Genoa.” Critique of
Anthropology 25 (4): 413–432.
Kahin, George M. 1949. “Indirect rule in East Indonesia.” Pacific Affairs
22 (3): 227–238.
Kahn, Joel S. 2006. Other Malays: Nationalism and cosmopolitanism
in the modern Malay world. Singapore: Singapore University Press/
Copenhagen: NIAS Press.
Kapferer, Bruce. 1983. A celebration of demons. Bloomington: Indiana
University Press.
——. 1986. “Performance and the structuring of meaning and experi
ence.” In The anthropology of experience, edited by Victor Turner and
Edward Bruner, 188–203. Urbana: University of Illinois Press.
Karp, Ivan. 1987. “Laughter at marriage: Subversion in performance.”
In Transformations of African marriage, edited by David Parkin and
David Nyamwaya, 137–153. Manchester: Manchester University
Press.
Keane, Webb. 1997a. “Religious language.” Annual Review of Anthropology
26: 47–71.
——. 1997b. “From fetishism to sincerity: On agency, the speaking
subject, and their historicity in the context of religious conversion.”
Comparative Studies in Society and History 39: 674–693.
——. 1997c. Signs of recognition: Powers and hazards of representation in
an Indonesian society. Berkeley: University of California Press.
——. 1999. “Voice.” Journal of Linguistic Anthropology 9: 271–273.
——. 2002. “Sincerity, ‘modernity,’ and the Protestants.” Cultural
Anthropology 17: 65–92.

References   359

Kecskes, Istvan. 2003. Situation-bound utterances in L1 and L2. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.
Keenan, Eleanor. 1974. “Norm makers, norm breakers: Uses of speech
by men and women in a Malagasy community.” In Explorations
in the ethnography of speaking, edited by R. Bauman and J. Sherzer.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Keesing, Roger. 1992. Custom and confrontation: Kwaio struggle for cultural
autonomy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Kelly, John D., and Martha Kaplan. 1990. “History, structure, and ritual.”
Annual Review of Anthropology 19: 119–150.
Kershaw, Baz. 1997. “Fighting in the streets: Dramaturgies of popular
protest, 1968–1989.” New Theatre Quarterly 13 (51): 255–276.
Kessler, Clive, Joel S. Kahn, and Francis Loh Wok Wah, eds. 1992. Frag
mented vision: Culture and politics in contemporary Malaysia. Sydney:
Allen and Unwin.
Key, Catherine A., and Leslie C. Aiello. 1999. “The evolution of social
organization.” In The evolution of culture: An interdisciplinary view,
edited by Robin I. M. Dunbar, Chris Knight, and Camilla Power,
15–33. New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press.
Knight, Chris D. 1999. “Sex and language as pretend play.” In The
evolution of culture: An interdisciplinary view, edited by Robin I. M.
Dunbar, Chris D. Knight, and Camilla Power, 228–247. Edinburgh :
Edinburgh University Press.
—— Robin I. M. Dunbar, and Camilla Power. 1999. “An evolutionary
approach to human culture.” In The evolution of culture: An inter
disciplinary view, edited by Robin I. M. Dunbar, Chris Knight, and
Camilla Power, 1–11. New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press.
—— Camilla Power, and Ian Watts. 1995. “The human symbolic
revolution: A Darwinian account.” Cambridge Archaeological Journal
5: 75–114.
Kockelman, Paul. 2004. “Stance and subjectivity.” Journal of Linguistic
Anthropology 14 (2): 127–150.
——. 2006. “Residence in the world: Affordances, instruments, actions,
roles, and identities.” Semiotica 162: 19–71.
——. 2007. “Agency: The relation between meaning, power, and
knowledge.” Current Anthropology 48: 375–401.
Kratz, Corinne A. 1981. “Are the Okiek really Masai? or Kipsigis? or
Kikuyu?” Cahiers d’Études Africaines 79 (XX, 3): 355–368.
——. 1982. “Language and communication in ritual contexts.”
Manuscript.

360   References

——. 1986. “Ethnic interaction, economic diversification and language
use: A report on research with Kaplelach and Kipchornwonek Okiek.”
Sprache und Geschichte in Afrika 7: 189–226.
——. 1987. “Chords of tradition, lens of analogy: Iconic signs in Okiek
ceremonies.” Journal of Ritual Studies 1: 75–96.
——. 1988a. “The unending ceremony and a warm house: Representa
tion of a patriarchal ideal and the silent complementarity in Okiek
blessings.” In Property, power and ideology in hunting and gathering
societies, edited by James Woodburn, Tim Ingold, and David Riches,
215–248. Oxford: Berg.
——. 1988b. “Emotional power and significant movement: Womanly
transformation in Okiek initiation.” Ph.D. dissertation. University
of Texas, Austin.
——. 1989. “Genres of power: A comparative analysis of Okiek blessings,
curses and oaths.” Man (n.s.) 24: 299–317.
——. 1990. “Sexual solidarity and the secrets of sight and sound: Shift
ing gender relations and their ceremonial constitution.” American
Ethnologist 17 (3): 31–51.
——. 1993. “We’ve always done it like this . . . except for a few details:
‘Tradition’ and ‘innovation’ in Okiek ceremonies.” Comparative
Studies in Society and History 35: 30–65.
——. 1994. Affecting peformance: Meaning, movement, and experience in
Okiek women’s initiation. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution
Press.
——. 2000. “Forging unions and negotiating ambivalence: Personhood
and complex agency in Okiek marriage arrangement.” In African
philosophy and cultural inquiry, edited by Dismas Masolo and Ivan
Karp, 136–171. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.
——. 2005a. “Kinship in action: Managing uncertainty in Okiek mar
riage arrangement.” Paper presented at the conference “Imagining
Kinship,” University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, March 19–20.
——. 2005b. “Wild bees, hairless cows, and hidden enemies: Imagining
relatedness and fate in Okiek marriage arrangement.” Manuscript.
——. 2007. “Uncertainties and transformations in Okiek marriage ar
rangement.” Paper presented at the conference “Place versus Path:
Reconfiguring Nomads to Fit the State,” University of Bergen, Norway,
June 7–10.
——. n.d. “Looking for the hairless cow: Arranging Okiek marriage.”
Book manuscript in preparation.
Krebs, John R., and Richard Dawkins. 1984. “Animal signals: Mindreading and manipulation.” In Behavioural ecology: An evolutionary

References   361

approach, 2nd ed., edited by J. R. Krebs and N. B. Davies, 380–405.
London: Blackwell.
Kropp Dakubu, Mary Esther. 1981. One voice: The linguistic culture of an
Accra lineage. Leiden: African Studies Centre.
——. 1987. “Creating unity: The context of speaking prose and poetry
in Ga.” Anthropos 82: 507–527.
Kroskrity, Paul V. 1998. “Arizona Tewa kiva speech as a manifestation
of a dominant language ideology.” In Language ideologies: Practice and
theory, edited by B. B. Schieffelin, K. A. Woolard, and P. V. Kroskrity,
103–122. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Kuipers, Joel C. 1990. Power in performance: The creation of textual authority
in Weyewa ritual speech. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press.
——. 1998. Language, identity, and marginality in Indonesia: The changing
nature of ritual speech on the island of Sumba. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
——. n.d. “Personal names and changing modes of inscribing identity
in Sumba, eastern Indonesia: ‘Bloody Thursday’ in linguistic and
social context.” In Asian naming systems, edited by C. MacDonald
and Yangwen Zheng. Singapore: National University of Singapore
Press. In press.
Langer, Susanne K. 1951. Philosophy in a new key: A study in the symbolism
of reason, rite, and art. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.
Laughlin, Robert M. 1975. The great Tzotzil dictionary of San Lorenzo
Zinacantan. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press.
——. 1980. Of shoes and ships and sealing wax: Sundries from Zinacantan.
Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution Press.
Leach, Edmund R. 1966. “Ritualization in man.” In A discussion on
ritualization of behavior in animals and man organized by Sir Julian
Huxley. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London,
Series B, Biological Sciences 251, no. 772, 403–408.
Leech, Geoffrey N. 1983. Principles of pragmatics. London: Longman.
Levinson, Stephen C. 2006a. “Cognition at the heart of human inter
action.” Discourse Studies 8: 85–93.
——. 2006b. “On the human ‘interaction engine.’” In Roots of human
sociality: Culture, cognition, and interaction, edited by N. J. Enfield and
S. C. Levinson, 39–69. Oxford: Berg.
Lévi-Strauss, Claude. 1963. Structural anthropology. Harmondsworth,
U.K.: Penguin.
——. 1966. The savage mind. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
——. 1981 [1971]. The naked man. Translated by John and Doreen
Weightman. New York: Harper and Row.

362   References

——. 1987. Anthropology and myth: Lectures 1951–1982. Oxford:
Blackwell.
Levy, Robert. 1973. Tahitians: Mind and experience in the Society Islands.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Liénard, Pierre, and Pascal Boyer. 2006. “Whence collective rituals? A
cultural selection model of ritualized behavior.” American Anthro
pologist 108: 814–827.
Lienhardt, Godfrey. 1961. Divinity and experience: The religion of the
Dinka. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Lim, Kim Hui. 2003. “Budi as the Malay mind: A philosophical study
of Malay ways of reasoning and emotion in peribahasa.” PhD
dissertation: University of Hamburg.
Lima, Antonio C. de Souza. 1992. “On indigenism and nationality in
Brazil.” In Nation-states and Indians in Latin America, edited by Greg
Urban and Joel Sherzer, 236–258. Austin: University of Texas Press.
Mageo, Jeanette Marie. 1984. “‘Ferocious is the centipede’: A study of
the significance of eating and speaking in Samoa.” Ethos 17: 387–472.
——. 1996. “Spirit girls and marines: Possession and ethnopsychiatry
as historical discourse in Samoa.” American Ethnologist 23: 61–82.
Mahmood, Saba. 2001. “Rehearsed spontaneity and the conventionality
of ritual: Disciplines of şalat.” American Ethnologist 28: 827–853.
Malinowski, Bronislaw. 1923. “The problem of meaning in primitive
languages.” In The meaning of meaning: A study of the influence of
language upon thought and of the science of symbolism, by C. K. Ogden
and I. A. Richards, 296–336. London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner.
——. 1935. Coral gardens and their magic. 2 vols. London: Allen and
Unwin.
——. 1968 [1929]. The sexual life of savages in northwestern Melanesia.
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.
——. 1974. Magic, science and religion and other essays. London: Souvenir
Press.
——. 1978 [1922]. Argonauts of the western Pacific. London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul.
——. 1978 [1935]. Coral gardens and their magic, vol. 2. New York: Dover.
Mauss, Marcel. 1954 [1925]. Essai sur le don/The gift. London: Cohen
and West.
McPhail, Clark. 1991. The myth of the madding crowd. New York: Aldine
de Gruyter.
Mead, George Herbert. 1956. The social psychology of George Herbert Mead.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

References   363

Merlan, Francesca, and Alan Rumsey. 1991. Ku Waru: Language and
segmentary politics in the western Nebilyer Valley, Papua New Guinea.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Mertz, Elizabeth. 1996. “Consensus and dissent in U.S. legal opinions.”
In Disorderly discourse: Narrative, conflict and inequality, edited by
Charles Briggs, 135–157. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Mieder, Wolfgang. 2001. International proverb scholarship: An annotated
bibliography. Supplement 3 (1990–2000). New York: Peter Lang.
——. 2004. Proverbs: A handbook. Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press.
——. 2005. Proverbs are the best policy: Folk wisdom and American politics.
Logan: Utah State University Press.
Miller, Peggy, Randolph Potts, Heidi Fung, Lisa Hoogstra, and Judy
Mintz. 1990. “Narrative practices and the social construction of self
in childhood.” American Ethnologist 17: 292–311.
Mitchell, David. 1999. “Tragedy in Sumba: Why neighbours hacked
each other to death in a remote part of Indonesia.” Inside Indonesia
58 (April–June), www.insideindonesia.org/content/view/694/29/.
Monod-Becquelin, Aurore. 1975. Le pratique linguistique des Indiens
Trumai (Haut Xingu, Mato Grosso, Brésil). 2 vols. Paris: SELAF.
Moore, Sally F., and Barbara G. Myerhoff, eds. 1977. Secular ritual.
Amsterdam: Van Gorcum.
Morin, Alain. 1993. “Self-talk and self-awareness: On the nature of the
relation.” Journal of Mind and Behavior 14: 223–234.
Murphy, Robert, and Buell Quain. 1955. The Trumai Indians of central
Brazil. Seattle: University of Washington Press.
Mydans, Seth. 1998. “Indonesia’s students: An unrelenting force for
change.” New York Times, November 13, A3.
Myers, Fred. 1986. “Reflections on a meeting: Structure, language,
and the polity in a small-scale society.” American Ethnologist 13 (3):
430–447.
Naden, Tony. 1980. “How to greet in Bisa.” Journal of Pragmatics 4:
137–145.
——. 1986. “Social context and Mampruli greetings.” In Pragmatics
in non-Western perspective, edited by George Huttar and Kenneth
Gregerson, 161–199. Arlington, Tex.: University of Texas at Arlington.
Ndoleriire, Oswald K. 2000. “Cross-cultural communication in Africa.”
In African voices, edited by Vic Webb and Kembo-Sure, 268–285. Cape
Town: Oxford University Press Southern Africa.
Norman, Donald A. 1991. “Cognitive artifacts.” In Designing interaction:
Psychology at the human-computer interface, edited by J. M. Carroll,
17–38. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

364   References

Norrick, Neal R. 1985. How proverbs mean: Semantic studies in English
proverbs. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
——. 1987. “Functions of repetition in conversation.” Text 7: 245–264.
Nyaku, Frank K. 1985. Hogbedede. Accra: Language Centre, University
of Ghana.
Oakdale, Suzanne. 2002. “Creating a continuity between self and other:
First-person narration in an Amazonian context.” Ethos 30: 158–175.
——. 2005. I foresee my life: The ritual performance of autobiography in an
Amazonian community. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.
Obelkevich, James. 1994 [1987]. “Proverbs and social history.” In Wise
words: Essays on the proverb, edited by Wolfgang Mieder, 211–252.
New York: Garland.
Obeng, Samuel Gyasi. 1996. “The proverb as a mitigating and politeness
strategy in Akan discourse.” Anthropological Linguistics 38: 523–549.
Ochs, Elinor. 1990. “Indexicality and socialisation.” In Cultural psychology,
edited by James W. Stigler, Richard A. Shweder, and Gilbert Herdt,
287–308. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
——. 1996. “Linguistic resources for socializing humanity.” In Rethinking
linguistic relativity, edited by John J. Gumperz and Stephen C. Levinson,
407–437. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Owings, Donald H., and Eugene S. Morton. 1998. Animal vocal
communication: A new approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Parkin, David. 1984. “Political language.” Annual Review of Anthropology
13: 345–365.
——. 2001. “Ritual.” In International Encyclopedia of the Social and Be
havioral Sciences, edited by N. J. Smelser and Paul B. Baltes, vol. 20,
13368–13371. Amsterdam: Elsevier.
Peeters, Bert, ed. 2006. Semantic primes and universal grammar: Evidence
from the Romance languages. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Peirce, Charles S. 1965 [1932]. “Speculative grammar.” In Collected
papers of Charles Sanders Peirce, vol. 2, Elements of Logic, edited by
C. Hartshorne and P. Weiss, 127–269. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press.
Peletz, Michael. 2001. “Ambivalence in kinship since the 1940s.” In
Relative values: Reconfiguring kinship studies, edited by Sarah Franklin
and Susan McKinnon, 413–443. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.
Pellizzaro, Siro. 1978a. “Uwí en la actualidad Shuar.” In La celebración
de Uwí, 121–137. Quito: Museos del Banco Central del Ecuador.
——. 1978b. Uwishin. Quito: Mundo Shuar.

References   365

Perrino, Sabina M. 2002. “Intimate hierarchies and Qur’anic saliva
(Tëfli): Textuality in a Senegalese ethnomedical encounter.” Journal
of Linguistic Anthropology 12 (2): 225–259
Persson, Johnny. 1999. Sagali and the Kula: A regional system analysis
of the Massim. Lund Monographs in Social Anthropology 7. Lund:
Department of Sociology, Lund University.
Polletta, Francesca. 2004. “Can you celebrate dissent? Holidays and
social protest.” In We are what we celebrate: Understanding holidays
and rituals, edited by J. E. Bloom, 151–177. New York: New York
University Press.
Radcliffe-Brown, Alfred R. 1940. “On joking relationships.” Africa:
Journal of the International African Institute 12 (3): 195–210.
Rampton, Ben. 2006. Language in late modernity: Interaction in an urban
high school. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Rappaport, Roy A. 1974. “The obvious aspects of ritual.” Cambridge
Anthropologist 2: 2–60.
——. 1999. Ritual and religion in the making of humanity. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Raymond, Geoffrey. 2000. “Questions in interaction.” Ph.D. dissertation,
Department of Sociology, University of California, Los Angeles.
Reed, Thomas V. 2005. The art of protest: Culture and activism from the
civil rights movement to the streets of Seattle. Minneapolis: University
of Minnesota Press.
Richerson, Peter J., and Robert Boyd. 2005. Not by genes alone: How culture
transformed human evolution. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Ricoeur, Paul. 1974. “The question of the subject.” In The conflict of
interpretations: Essays in hermeneutics, edited by Don Ihde. Evanston,
Ill.: Northwestern University Press.
——. 1976. Interpretation theory: Discourse and the surplus of meaning.
Fort Worth: Texas Christian University Press.
Riffaterre, Michel. 1990. “Compulsory reader response: The intertextual
drive.” In Intertextuality: Theories and practices, edited by Michael
Worton and Judith Still, 56–78. Manchester: Manchester University
Press.
Robbins, Joel. 2001a. “Ritual communication and linguistic ideology:
A reading and partial reformulation of Rappaport’s theory of ritual.”
Current Anthropology 42: 591–614.
——. 2001b. “God is nothing but talk: Modernity, language, and prayer
in a Papua New Guinea society.” American Anthropologist 103: 901–
912.

366   References

——. 2004. Becoming sinners: Christianity and moral torment in a Papua
New Guinea society. Berkeley: University of California Press.
——. 2005. “Humiliation and transformation: Marshall Sahlins and
the study of cultural change in Melanesia.” In The making of global
and local modernities in Melanesia: Humiliation, transformation and the
nature of cultural change, edited by Joel Robbins and Holly Wardlow,
3–21. Burlington, Vt.: Ashgate.
Roseman, Marina. 1991. Healing sounds from the Malaysian rainforest:
Temiar music and medicine. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Rothe, Elvira. 2004. “Wulla Poddu: Bitterer Monat, Monat der
Tabus, Monat des Heiligen, Monat des Neuen Jahres in Loli in der
Siedlung Tarung-Waitabar, Amtsbezirk der Stadt Waikabubak in
Loli, Regierungsbezirk Westsumba, Provinz Nusa Tenggara Timur,
Indonesien.” PhD dissertation, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität,
Munich.
Rubenstein, Steven. 2002. Alejandro Tsakimp: A Shuar healer in the margins
of history. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.
Rumsey, Alan. 2000. “Agency, personhood and the ‘I’ of discourse in
the Pacific and beyond.” Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute
(n.s.) 6: 101–115.
Sacks, Harvey. 1975. “Everyone has to lie.” In Sociocultural dimensions
of language use, edited by Mary Sanches and Ben G. Blount, 57–80.
New York: Academic Press.
——. 1992. Lectures on conversation. London: Blackwell.
Sahlins, Marshall D. 1981. Historical metaphors and mythical realities:
Structure in the early history of the Sandwich Islands kingdom. Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press.
Salivas, Pierre. 2000. Musiques jivaro: Une esthétique de l’hétérogène. Paris:
Université Vincennes-Saint Denis.
Samarin, William, ed. 1976. Language in religious practice. Rowley, Mass.:
Newbury House.
Sapir, Edward. 1909. Wishram texts. Leiden: E. J. Brill.
Saville-Troike, Muriel. 2003. The ethnography of communication: An
introduction. 3rd ed. Oxford: Blackwell.
Schechner, Richard. 1985. Between theater and anthropology. Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press.
Schegloff, Emmanuel A. 1968. “Sequencing in conversational openings.”
American Anthropologist 70: 1075–1095.
——. 1999. “Discourse, pragmatics, conversation, analysis.” Discourse
Studies 1: 405–435.

References   367

——. 2007. Sequence organization in interaction: A primer in conversation
analysis, vol. 1. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
—— and Harvey Sacks. 1973. “Opening up closings.” Semiotica 8: 289–327.
Schortman, Edward M., Patricia A. Urban, and Marne Ausec. 2001.
“Politics with style: Identity formation in prehispanic southeastern
Mesoamerica.” American Anthropologist 103: 312–330.
Schottman, Wendy. 1995. “The daily ritual of greeting among the
Baatombu of Benin.” Anthropological Linguistics 37: 487–523.
Searle, John R. 1969. Speech acts: An essay in the philosophy of language.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
——. 1995. The construction of social reality. New York: Free Press.
Seeger, Anthony. 1987. Why Suyá sing. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Seki, Lucy. 1999. “The Upper Xingu as an incipient linguistic area.” In
The Amazonian Languages, edited by R. M. W. Dixon and Alexandra
Y. Aikhenvald, 417–430. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Senft, Barbara, and Gunter Senft. 1986. Ninikula: Fadenspiele auf den
Trobriand-Inseln, Papua-Neuguinea. Baessler-Archiv NF 34: 93–235.
Senft, Gunter. 1985a. “How to tell—and understand—a ‘dirty’ joke in
Kilivila.” Journal of Pragmatics 9: 815–834.
——. 1985b. “Emic or etic or just another catch 22? A repartee to
Hartmut Haberland.” Journal of Pragmatics 9: 845.
——. 1985c. “Trauer auf Trobriand: Eine ethnologisch/linguistische
Fallstudie.” Anthropos 80: 471–492.
——. 1986. Kilivila: The language of the Trobriand Islanders. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.
——. 1987. “Rituelle Kommunikation auf den Trobriand Inseln.”
Zeitschrift für Literaturwissenschaft und Linguistik 17: 105–130.
——. 1991. “Mahnreden auf den Trobriand Inseln: Eine Fallstudie.” In
Verbale Interaktion: Studien zur Empirie and Methodologie der Pragmatik,
edited by D. Flader, 27–49. Stuttgart: Metzler.
——. 1996a. “Phatic communion.” In Handbook of pragmatics: Supplement
1996, edited by J. Verschueren, J.-O. Östman, and J. Blommaert, 1–10.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
——. 1996b. “Past is present, present is past: Time and the harvest
rituals on the Trobriand Islands.” Anthropos 91: 381–389.
——. 1997. “Magical conversation on the Trobriand Islands.” Anthropos
92: 369–391.
——. 1999. “Bronislaw Kasper Malinowski.” In Handbook of prag
matics: Supplement 1998, edited by J. Verschueren, J.-O. Östman, and
J. Blommaert, 1–20. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

368   References

——. 2003. “Wosi milamala: Weisen von Liebe und Tod auf den
Trobriand Inseln.” In Anabasis: Prace Ofiarowane Professor Krystynie
Pisarkowej, edited by I. Bobrowski, 289–295. Kraków: LEXIS.
——. 2006. Review article: “A biography in the strict sense of the term.
Michael Young, Malinowski: Odyssey of an anthropologist 1884–1920,
Volume 1.” Journal of Pragmatics 38: 610–637.
Sennett, Richard. 1977. The fall of public man. New York: Knopf.
Severi, Carlo. 1993. La memoria dell’uomo bianco. Florence: La Nuova
Italia.
Sherzer, Joel. 1983. Kuna Ways of Speaking: An Ethnographic Perspective.
Austin: University of Texas Press.
——. 2002. Speech play and verbal art. Austin: University of Texas Press.
Shoaps, Robin Ann. 2002. “‘Pray earnestly’: The textual construction
of personal involvement in Pentecostal prayer and song.” Journal of
Linguistic Anthropology 12: 34–71.
——. 2004. “Morality in grammar and discourse: Stance-taking and the
negotiation of moral personhood in Sakapultek (Mayan) wedding
counsels.” Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Linguistics, University
of California, Santa Barbara.
Silk, Joan B. 2002. “Practice random acts of aggression and senseless
acts of intimidation: The logic of status contests in social groups.”
Evolutionary Anthropology 11: 221–225.
Silverstein, Michael. 1976. “Shifters, linguistic categories, and cultural
description.” In Meaning in anthropology, edited by Keith H. Basso and
Henry A. Selby, 11–55. Albuquerque: University of New Mexico Press.
——. 1981. “Metaforces of power in traditional oratory.” Lecture
presented in the PERL Lecture Series, “The Rhetoric of Politics,”
University of Chicago, and at the Department of Anthropology, Yale
University.
——. 1985. “Language and the culture of gender: At the intersection
of structure, usage, and ideology.” In Semiotic mediation, edited
by Elizabeth Mertz and Richard Parmentier, 220–259. New York:
Academic Press.
——. 1986. “Classifiers, verb classifiers, and verbal categories.” Pro
ceedings of the Berkeley Linguistics Society 12: 497–514.
——. 1990. “Chinookans of the Lower Columbia.” In Handbook of North
American Indians, vol. 17, Northwest Coast, edited by Wayne Suttles,
533–546. Washington, D.C.: Smithsonian Institution.
——. 1993. “Metapragmatic discourse and metapragmatic function.”
In Reflexive language: Reported speech and metapragmatics, edited by
John A. Lucy, 33–58. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

References   369

——. 1996a. “Indexical order and the dialectics of sociolinguistic life.”
In Proceedings of the third annual symposium about language and society,
edited by Risako Ide, Rebecca Parker, and Yukako Sunaoshi, 266–295.
Texas Linguistic Forum 36. Austin: University of Texas, Department
of Linguistics.
——. 1996b. “The secret life of texts.” In Natural histories of discourse,
edited by Michael Silverstein and Greg Urban, 81–105. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.
——. 1998. “The improvisational performance of culture in realtime
discursive practice.” In Creativity in performance, edited by R. Keith
Sawyer, 265–312. Greenwich, Conn.: Ablex.
——. 2001. “Comments on ‘Ritual communication and linguistic
ideology,’ by Joel Robbins.” Current Anthropology 45: 606–608.
——. 2003. “Indexical order and the dialectics of sociolinguistic life.”
Language and Communication 23: 193–229.
——. 2004. “‘Cultural’ concepts and the language-culture nexus.”
Current Anthropology 45 (5): 621–652.
——. 2005. “Axes of -evals: Token vs. type interdiscursivity.” Journal of
Linguistic Anthropology 15 (1): 6–22.
Simon, Herbert A. 1990. “A mechanism for social selection and success
ful altruism.” Science 250: 1665–1668.
Sinavaiana, Caroline. 1992. “Where the spirits laugh last: Comic theater
in Samoa.” In Clowning as critical practice: Performance humor in the
South Pacific, edited by William E. Mitchell, 192–218. Pittsburgh:
University of Pittsburgh Press.
Singer, Milton. 1984. Man’s glassy essence: Explorations in semiotic anthro
pology. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.
Sobrevilla del Valle, Dení. 2000. “Desempeños discursivos de un
personaje urbano: Los merolicos, una aplicación de la oralidad.”
Master’s thesis, CIESAS, Mexico, D.F.
Spanjaard, Helena. 2000. “Reformasi Indonesia!” Protest art, 1995–2000.
Delft, Netherlands: Museum Nusantara.
Spier, Leslie, and Edward Sapir. 1930. Wishram ethnography. Seattle:
University of Washington Press.
Steel, Daniel. 1999. “Trade goods and Jívaro warfare: The Shuar, 1850–
1957, and the Achuar, 1940–1978.” Ethnohistory 46: 745–776.
Surrallés, Alexandre. 2003. “Face to face: Meaning, feeling and per
ception in Amazonian welcoming ceremonies.” Journal of the Royal
Anthropological Institute (n.s.) 9: 775–791.
Sweeney, Amin. 1987. A full hearing: Orality and literacy in the Malay
world. Berkeley: University of California Press.

370   References

Swettenham, Frank. 1906. British Malaya. London: John Lane and
Bodley Head.
Sykes, Karen. 2005. Arguing with anthropology: An introduction to critical
theories of the gift. London: Routledge.
Szerszynski, Bronislaw. 2002. “Ecological rites.” Theory, Culture and
Society 19 (3): 51–70.
Tambiah, Stanley J. 1968. “The magical power of words.” Man (n.s.) 3:
175–208.
——. 1979. “A performative approach to ritual.” Proceedings of the British
Academy 65: 113–166.
——. 1985. Culture, thought, and social action: An anthropological per
spective. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.
Tannen, Deborah. 1987. “Repetition in conversation: Towards a poetics
of talk.” Language 63: 574–605.
Taylor, Anne-Christine. 1981. “La riqueza de Dios: Los Achuar y las
misiones.” In Amazonía ecuatoriana: La otra cara del progreso, edited
by Norman Whitten, 115–143. Quito: Mundo Shuar.
——. 1993. “Remembering to forget: Identity, mourning, and memory
among the Jívaro.” Man 28: 653–678.
—— and Ernesto Chau. 1983. “Jivaroan magical songs: Achuar ánent
of connubial love.” Amerindia 8: 87–127.
Taylor, Archer. 1962 [1931]. The proverb, and an index to the proverb.
Hatboro, Pa.: Folklore Associates.
Taylor, Charles. 2002. “Modern social imaginaries.” Public Culture 14:
91–124.
Tilly, Charles. 1979. “Repertoires of contention in America and
Britain: 1775–1820.” In The dynamics of social movements, edited by
J. McCarthy, 126–155. Cambridge: Winthrop.
Toren, Christina. 2001. “Comments on ‘Ritual communication and
linguistic ideology,’ by Joel Robbins.” Current Anthropology 45: 608–
609.
Turner, Victor. 1967. The forest of symbols: Aspects of Ndembu ritual.
Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press.
——. 1969. The ritual process. Chicago: Aldine.
——. 1975. Revelation and divination in Ndembu ritual. Ithaca, N.Y.:
Cornell University Press.
Urban, Greg. 1989. “The ‘I’ of Discourse.” In Semiotics, self, and society,
edited by Benjamin Lee and Greg Urban, 27–51. Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyer.
——. 2002. “Metasignaling and language origins.” American Anthro
pologist 104: 233–246.

References   371

van de Walle, Nicolas. 2002. “Africa’s range of regimes.” Journal of
Democracy 13: 66–80.
van Gennep, Arnold. 1909. Les rites de passage: Étude systématique de
la porte et du seuil, de l’hospitalité, de l’adoption, de la grossesse et de
l’accouchement, de la naissance, de l’enfance, de la puberté, de l’initiation,
de l’ordination, du couronnement, des fiançailles, et du mariage, des
funérailles, des saisons etc. Paris: La Haye.
——. 1960 [1929]. The rites of passage. Translated by M. B. Vigedom and
G. L. Caffee. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
van Jaarsveld, Gerrit J. 1988. “Goeimorgen, good morning, kgosto,
dumela, sawubona: Opening routines and misunderstandings.” South
African Journal of Linguistics 6: 93–108.
Vel, Jacqueline A. C. 2000. Tribal battle in a remote island: How district
leaders in Sumba (eastern Indonesia) combat the fading of their authority.
Violence in Indonesia, its historical roots, contemporary manifestations.
Leiden: Leiden University.
Viveiros de Castro, Eduardo. 1998. “Cosmological deixis and Amerindian
perspectivism.” Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute 4: 469–488.
Voloshinov, V. N. 1973. Marxism and the philosophy of language. Trans
lated by Ladislav Matejka and I. R. Titunik. New York: Seminar Press.
Vonen, Arnfinn Muruvik. 1992. “A Tokelau folktale: The tale of Alo.”
In Kupu mai te Tutolu/Tokelau oral literature, edited by Ingjerd Hoëm,
89–168. Oslo: Institute for Comparative Research in Human Culture/
Scandinavian University Press.
Waterson, Roxana. 1990. The living house: An anthropology of architecture
in South-East Asia. Singapore: Oxford University Press.
Watts, Ian. 1999. “The origin of symbolic culture.” In The evolution of
culture: An interdisciplinary view, edited by Robin I. M. Dunbar, Chris
Knight, and Camilla Power, 113–146. New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers
University Press.
Webber, Bonnie L. 1991. “Structure and ostension in the interpretation
of discourse deixis.” Language and Cognitive Processes 6: 107–135.
Weiner, Annette B. 1976. Women of value, men of renown: New perspectives
in Trobriand exchange. Austin: University of Texas Press.
——. 1983. “From words to objects to magic: Hard words and the
boundaries of social interaction.” Man 18: 690–709.
Werlen, Iwar. 1984. Ritual und Sprache, Zum Verhältnis von Sprechen und
Handeln in Ritualen. Tübingen: Gunter Narr.
Wheelock, Wade T. 1982. “The problem of ritual language: From
information to situation.” Journal of the American Academy of Religion
50: 49–71.

372   References

White, Geoffrey M. 1987. “Proverbs and cultural models: An American
psychology of problem solving.” In Cultural models in language and
thought, edited by Dorothy Holland and Naomi Quinn, 151–172.
Cambridge, Mass.: Cambridge University Press.
Whorf, Benjamin Lee. 1956. Language, thought, and reality. Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press.
Wickler, Wolfgang. 1966. “Mimicry in tropical fishes.” In A discussion
on ritualization of behavior in animals and man organized by Sir Julian
Huxley. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London,
Series B, Biological Sciences 251 (772), 473–474.
Wielenga, Douwe Klaas. 1912. “Riesen op Soemba.” De Macedonier 15:
328–334.
——. 1928. Oemboe Dongga: Het kampoeng hoofd van Soemba. Kampen:
Kok.
Wierhake, Gudrun. 1985. Cultura material shuar en la historia. Quito:
Mundo Shuar.
Wierzbicka, Anna. 1987. English speech act verbs: A semantic dictionary.
Sydney: Academic Press.
——. 1996. Semantics: Primes and universals. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.
——. 2003. Cross-cultural pragmatics: The semantics of human interaction.
2nd ed. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
Williams, Raymond. 1977. Marxism and literature. Oxford: Oxford Uni
versity Press.
Winick, Stephen D. 1998. “The proverb process: Intertextuality and
proverbial innovation in popular culture.” PhD dissertation, Uni
versity of Pennsylvania.
Wittgenstein, Ludwig. 1953. Philosophical investigations. Oxford:
Blackwell.
Yahya-Othman, Saida. 1995. “Aren’t you going to greet me? Impoliteness
in Swahili greetings.” Text 15: 209–227.
Yankah, Kwesi. 1995. Speaking for the chief: Okyeame and the politics of
Akan royal oratory. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.
Yngve, V. H. 1970. “On getting a word in edgewise.” In Papers from
the sixth regional meeting, Chicago Linguistics Society, edited by M. A.
Campbell, 567–578. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Young, Michael. 2004. Malinowski: Odyssey of an anthropologist 1884–
1920. New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press.
Youssouf, Ibrahim Ag, Allen Grimshaw, and Charles Bird. 1976. “Greet
ings in the desert.” American Ethnologist 3: 797–824.

