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ABSTRACT

The effort to know and interact with an otherworld tends to demand highly

marked uses of linguistic resources. In contrast to less marked speech situations,

in religious contexts the sources of words, as well as the identity, agency, author-

ity, and even the very presence of participants in an interaction, can be especially

problematic. Different religious practices alter any of a variety of formal and prag-

matic features of everyday language in response to their distinctive assumptions

about the world, otherworlds, and the beings they contain. These practices are also

mediated by speakers’ assumptions about the nature and workings of language.

Because such assumptions bear on the presumed nature of human and nonhuman

subjects, religious debates often dwell on details of verbal and textual practice.

The study of religious language touches on more general problems concerning re-

lations among performance, text, and context. It also reveals chronic tensions be-

tween transcendence and the situated nature of practices, with implications for the

nature of agency and belief.

RELIGION AND MARKED LANGUAGE PRACTICES

Religion, according to William James (1902; cf Wallace 1966, p. 52), is founded

on the subjective experience of an invisible presence. A similar assumption seems

to underlie EB Tylor’s assertion that prayers begin as spontaneous utterances and

degenerate into traditional formulas (Tylor 1873, p. 371). An approach, however,

to the study of religion that begins with subjective experience encounters certain

difficulties. One is epistemological, because the observer can only have access to

other people’s experiences and beliefs through objective manifestations. The dif-

ficulty, however, is due not only to the skepticism or positivism of the outsider. To

presume that religious practice derives from prior experiences or beliefs is to play

with theologically loaded dice. An emphasis on subjective experience involves
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presuppositions and entailments that are not shared by all religious traditions

(Asad 1993). Moreover, concrete activities such as speaking, chanting, singing,

reading, writing—or their purposeful suppression—can be as much a condition of

possibility for the experience of the divine as a response to it (Ferguson 1985).

This can be especially evident, for instance, in the context of proselytization and

conversion, in which language may help make the supernatural believable

(Harding 1987) or induce certain religious dispositions in the worshiper (Rafael

1992, cf Foucault 1980). In general, analytic approaches that stress the public

rather than the subjective character of culture (Rappaport 1979, Schieffelin 1985,

Urban 1991) are also likely to concur with Clifford Geertz’s observation that it is

“out of the context of concrete acts of religious observance that religious convic-

tion emerges on the human plane” (1973, pp. 112–13).
Religious observance tends to demand highly marked and self-conscious uses

of linguistic resources. In this article [bear in mind that the analytic coherence, dis-

creteness, and universality of the category religion are problematic (Asad 1993)],

religious language will be provisionally defined in terms of the perceived distinct-

iveness of certain interactions, textual practices, or speech situations. To the extent

that participants consider religious language different from everyday speech, this

distinctiveness seems to respond to some of the common semiotic and pragmatic

questions they face: By what means can we, and in what manner ought we, talk

with invisible interlocutors? How can we get them to respond? How should we

talk about them? By what marks do we know that some words originate from di-

vine sources? Are these words true, fitting, efficacious, or compelling in some

special way? These questions touch on more general problems concerning the re-

lations among performance, text, and context. They also involve the relations

among experience, concrete practices, and what is culturally construed to lie be-

yond ordinary experience, whether that be in the past, the future, at a spatial dis-

tance, or across an ontological divide. The problems of communication between

this world and another, or of handling authoritative words derived from distant

sources, are critical to many religious practices: Not only do they impose special

semiotic difficulties on human practitioners, but their language must sometimes

contend with the fact that the very presence of the deity, spirits, or ancestors can-

not be taken for granted.1

48 KEANE

1 1This review is confined largely to issues that have been raised in empirical studies of the role
of language in religious practice. I have written little about the extensive literature on belief
statements, the logic of religious discourse, myth, hermeneutics and scriptural interpretation,
conversion narratives, feminist critiques of religious rhetoric, or the more scattered discussions
of oaths, blessings, and uses of writing as material artifact. The review also does not address
research at the intersection between language and music. It does, however, cast the net broadly to
include practices such as divination and so-called “magic,” which some definitions of religion
exclude (often on theologically parochial and historically shifting grounds). Throughout,
citations are limited to works available in English.
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Language is one medium by which the presence and activity of beings that

are otherwise unavailable to the senses can be made presupposable, even com-

pelling, in ways that are publically yet also subjectively available to people as

members of social groups. However, no single set of formal or pragmatic fea-

tures is diagnostic of religious as opposed to other marked uses of language,

such as poetic or ceremonial speech. Rather, different religious practices seem

to select from among the entire spectrum of linguistic possibilities (Murray

1989, Sherzer 1990, Tedlock 1983). They suspend or alter certain aspects of

everyday ways of speaking (even when religious language is taken to be prior

to the everyday) in response to problems posed by their particular otherworlds

and their assumptions about the everyday. Religious language is deeply impli-

cated with underlying assumptions about the human subject, divine beings,

and the ways their capacities and agencies differ. At the same time, religions

face chronic dilemmas posed by the tensions between transcendence and the

situated and concrete nature of verbal practices. So much depends on these as-

sumptions and tensions that much religious debate dwells on linguistic forms

(Bauman 1990; Bowen 1989, 1993; Ferguson 1985; Samarin 1973). The re-

view begins with one common denominator among many varieties of religious

language, the problems raised by interaction with invisible beings. It then ad-

dresses linguistic form and pragmatics. The final two sections consider the

emerging scholarly interest in entextualization and the dilemmas posed for

practitioners by otherworldly authority and agency.

Invisibility and Interaction

That the peculiarity of certain speech situations can support religious interpre-
tation is famously evident in Augustine’s conversion to Christianity
(Augustine 1961, pp. viii, 6–10). Upon hearing the words “take and read, take
and read” (tolle lege, tolle lege) spoken in a “sing-song” voice by an unseen
child from the other side of a wall, Augustine understood them to be a com-
mand from God. Opening the Bible, he took the words he encountered to be an-
other moment of communication. Two features of the speech situation permit-
ted this. First, the invisibility of the speaker allowed Augustine to wonder
about the true source of the words. Second, the fact that words written in one
context can be taken up and read in another allowed him to see himself as their
addressee. This episode illustrates the importance both of participant roles and
of the tension between text and context in understanding the efficacy of relig-
ious language. Moreover, the repetitiveness and assonance that drew Augusti-
ne’s attention to the child’s utterance hint at the power of linguistic form as
well.

Such speech situations are made possible by general properties of language

that allow otherwise nonperceptible beings to play a role in human societies,
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interactions that some scholars view as defining religion (Boyer 1994). To the

extent that religion does involve interaction with invisible and intangible enti-

ties (or even, say, visible but silent icons), it poses certain practical difficulties.

This is implicit in Hanks’s remark that “it is distorting to describe a sha-

man…as acting alone simply because his spirit others are nowhere visible to

the untrained observer” (1996a, p. 167). Invisibility, however, may pose di-

lemmas for even the trained observer, as suggested in the words of a practitio-

ner, which form the title to an ethnography of prayer: “Where are you spirits?”

(Metcalf 1989).
Religious speech situations can differ from the familiar parameters of

everyday speech in several respects. In doing so, they can challenge ordinary

habits as well as the theoretical models of speech that are predicated on them.

If everyday conversation is a joint production that depends on the partici-

pants sharing certain default assumptions (Hanks 1996a, p. 168; cf Sperber &

Wilson 1995), such as who is participating and what counts as the relevant

context of “here” and “now,” religious speech frequently occurs in situations

in which those assumptions must be suspended (Howell 1994). In contrast to

the face-to-face encounters of conversation analysis, the presence, engage-

ment, and identity of spiritual participants in the speech event cannot always

be presupposed or guaranteed. Prayer often seeks to bring about interaction

between human beings and other kinds of beings that would (or should) not

otherwise occur (Atkinson 1989; Gill 1981; Hanks 1990, 1996a; McCreery

1995; Shelton 1976). In some traditions, human beings must be reassured by

aural means “that the ancestors and spirits have not forsaken us” (Peek 1994,

p. 475). Even belief in the omnipresence of divinity does not assure that one

can interact with it (KH Basso 1990, Peacock & Tyson 1989). Spirits may be

the real audience, even of performances not explicitly directed to them as ad-

dressees (Becker 1979, McDowell 1983), and even practitioners who agree on

how to pray may disagree on who their prayers actually address (Frisbie

1980a).
In contrast to everyday conversation, where such matters can be tacitly as-

sumed, addressing invisible interlocutors may require that the participants in

the speech event or even its location be clearly referred to (Gill 1981, Hanks

1996a, McCreery 1995, Metcalf 1989, Schipper 1974, Thomas & Afable

1994). The need to be explicit may also extend to the nature and purpose of the

speech act being undertaken. Much of the content of spells and prayers is meta-

pragmatic, that is, it reflexively refers to the very actions it is undertaking (Sil-

verstein 1976; cf Jakobson 1971). One reason is presumably that the supposed

participants do not all share the same spatiotemporal context, or do not share it

in quite the same way. Metcalf observed of one Berawan prayer that half the

verses are devoted to “trying to ensure that the recently dead man whom he ad-
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dresses knows exactly what is happening and why” (1989, p. 266). Such meta-

pragmatic means may help effect communication with the spirit world or per-

mit a textual world to direct concrete actions (Atkinson 1989, Bell 1987,

Bowen 1993, Gill 1981, Hanks 1996a, Malinowski 1965, Sherzer 1990, Tam-

biah 1970). Some Gayo spells center on passages from the Qur’an that de-

scribe events in which certain powers were granted to characters in the text

(Bowen 1993). By reciting these passages, the speaker may obtain those pow-

ers in turn. This appears to work by recontextualizing narratives as metaprag-

matic statements: Their linguistic form remains the same, but their function

shifts. Rather than being construed as accounts of actions that were carried out

in the past, the words are taken as reports on and directives for the action they

themselves carry out in the moment of speaking.
The problem of presence is often compounded by another feature of other-

worldly beings. If these beings are sufficiently transcendent, then the ordinary

means by which people speak of or to entities in the world of everyday experi-

ence may be ruled out in principle. Some traditions, fearing hubris or blas-

phemy, index the transcendence of divinity by enjoining name avoidance or

circumlocution (Janowitz 1989, 1993). Reflexive reference to the very prohi-

bition itself—e.g. the “unspoken name” (Keane 1997a, p. 131)—may serve to

refer to a deity. As fully developed—for example, in negative theology and

many mystical traditions—the concept of transcendence leads to the dilemma

that even to say that the divine lies beyond discourse is already to reduce it to

discursive form, which should therefore be eschewed (Clooney 1987, Lopez

1990, Sells 1994, Wright 1993; cf Katz 1992). The divine may be avoided not

just as an object of discourse. According to some Jewish traditions, the power

of the divine name lies in the fact that, because the deity Himself utters it, it is

“the most important token” of divine speech (Janowitz 1989, p. 85; 1993). The

prohibition on speaking the divine name thus prevents human beings from pre-

suming to take on a speaking part reserved for God. Prohibition may also serve

not only to protect the speakers from otherworldly dangers, it may also serve to

bound off an entire sacred code from the effects of secular contexts (Kroskrity

1992). To protect the status of Hebrew in Israel, where it is also the language of

secular affairs, Ultraorthodox Jews will not speak it outside liturgical settings

(Glinert & Shilhav 1991, Kantor 1992). From a pragmatic perspective, this

preserves the presupposition that any actual instance of speaking Hebrew will

in fact be sacred.
Most religious traditions, however, do require practitioners to engage with

the invisible world in some respect, and they provide the linguistic means to do

so. What in their own speech activities enables people to have interactions with

divine or spirit beings? Wherein lies the efficacy of religious language? An-

swering these questions requires examination of formal characteristics of
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speech performance and the explicit beliefs or implicit assumptions that ac-

company them.

Form

Some of the richest work on religious language can be divided into that which
focuses on meaning and that which focuses on form, though the two are usu-
ally closely linked. Studies that focus on meaning, especially as conveyed by
metaphor (Calame-Griaule 1986; Fernandez 1982, 1986; Wagner 1986; Wei-
ner 1991; Witherspoon 1977), tend to stress the richness and polyvalent quali-
ties of religious language (although often only according to semantic content).
Conversely, studies of form often ascribe to ritual language a certain semantic
poverty. Here I concentrate on questions of form, which have been more cen-
tral to those interested in verbal practices per se.

It is unusual for religious language not to bear some formal marks of its spe-

cial character. Even the so-called plain speech of Quakers is recognizable by

certain stylistic features (Bauman 1990, Irvine 1982, Maltz 1985; cf Coleman

1996). In her pioneering work, Reichard (1944) sought the “compulsive” force

of Navajo prayer in its formal patterns. Developing the theme, Gill (1981)

claimed that it is a general characteristic of the language of prayer that its repe-

tition and formal elaboration are far out of proportion to the message, con-

strued as denotation. One evident function of this elaboration, he proposes, is

to signal a special frame of interpretation. Virtually any means, including

changes in phonology, morphology, syntax, prosody, lexicon, and entire lin-

guistic code can frame a stretch of discourse as religious. Shifts in phonology

can mimic shifts in language code. I have observed Indonesian Christians take

on Arabic-inflected pronunciations to index the religious (albeit not Muslim)

character of a speech event. Linguistic form is multifunctional, however, and

such devices are likely to entail more than just a shift of frames. For example,

when practitioners of local religions in the Indonesian backcountry take words

from the prayers of their Muslim neighbors, they are also trying to tap into the

power held by politically dominant groups and to claim some of the status as-

sociated with spatially distant sources of knowledge (Atkinson 1989, Metcalf

1989, Tsing 1993).
A useful summary of characteristics commonly found in ritual speech is

provided by Du Bois (1986). Du Bois’s list can be divided into features of per-

formance and of text, and an associated belief that ritual speech replicates how

the ancestors spoke. The performance features consist of marked voice quality,

greater fluency relative to colloquial speech, stylized and restricted intona-

tional contours, gestalt knowledge (speakers often learn texts as a whole and

cannot recite them in parts), personal volition disclaimer (crediting a tradi-
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tional source for one’s words), avoidance of first and second person pronouns,

and mediation through several speakers. Du Bois argues that these features

tend to shift apparent control over speech from the individual proximate

speaker, who is bodily present at the moment of speaking, to some spatially,

temporally, or ontologically more distant agent (see also Urban 1989). This

shift of control and thus responsibility is reinforced by the textual features, in-

cluding the use of a ritual register (different lexical items for the same words in

colloquial and ritual speech), archaistic elements (including words and gram-

matical forms that speakers believe to be archaic), elements borrowed from

other languages, euphemism and metaphor, opaqueness of meaning, and

semantic-grammatical parallelism (the latter having inspired an especially

large literature, e.g. EB Basso 1985, Boyer 1990, Fox 1975, 1988, Gossen

1974, Jakobson 1960, Keane 1997a, Kratz 1994, Kuipers 1990, Sherzer 1990,

Urban 1991).
Boyer (1990) proposed to explain the special forms taken by ritual speech

on the grounds that listeners always assume that those forms are somehow

caused by their divine sources and are thus evidence of the workings of forces

that are otherwise imperceptible. Du Bois’s survey of ritual speech, however,

suggests that the authority ritual speech holds for its hearers need not require

us to attribute implicit theories of causality to them. The formal properties

listed above have such effects as playing down the indexical grounding of ut-

terances in the context of the specific speech event, increasing the perceived

boundedness and autonomous character of certain stretches of discourse, and

diminishing the apparent role of the speaker’s volitional agency in producing

them. The resulting decentering of discourse (Bauman & Briggs 1990; Silver-

stein & Urban 1996a, p. 15), can encourage the perception that the words come

from some source beyond the present context. For example, each recitation of

Zuni prayer should be an exact repetition of words “according to the first be-

ginning” (Bunzel 1932a, p. 493). But the participants’ sense that such prayers

do indeed repeat primordial words need not rely merely on their acceptance of

some explicit doctrine. Rather, the decentering effects produced by the formal

properties of prayers help support this belief as an intuition that is reinforced

by each performance.
A second influential approach focuses on sociopolitical effects of linguistic

form. One version of this approach builds on Durkheim’s observation (1915;

cf Briggs 1988, Kratz 1994) that ritual form can create a unified congregation

by regimenting vocal and bodily movements and, by its emotional effects, may

transform individuals’ subjective states (Davis 1985, George 1996, Goodman

1972, Lawless 1988, Maltz 1985, Nelson 1985, Pitts 1993, Roseman 1991, Ti-

ton 1988). Another approach looks at how linguistic form can restrict access to

the circulation of discourse (Briggs 1993, McDowell 1983, Urban 1996; cf KH
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Basso 1990). To the extent that their use demands esoteric knowledge, relig-

ious speech genres or lexicons can become scarce resources (Bledsoe & Robey

1986, Carpenter 1992, Frisbie 1980a, Irvine 1989, Lindstrom 1990). Their dis-

tinctive aesthetic and semantic character is then sometimes projected onto

those who command them. Those who customarily speak refined or sacred

words may themselves be credited with essential qualities of refinement or sa-

credness (Bourdieu 1991, Buckley 1984).
If those who emphasize metaphor are often inclined to see religious lan-

guage as richer than ordinary speech, another approach sees it as more impov-

erished. Bloch (1975, 1989) claimed that the formal structure of ritual speech

leads to diminished propositional meaning and in other ways restricts the

range of what can be said (cf Rappaport 1979). By these effects, highly formal

speech comes to serve the perpetuation of authority. Bloch has drawn criti-

cism, both for his account of language and for the conclusions he draws from

it, even from some who concur with aspects of his thesis (Boyer 1990,

McDowell 1983). Formality, redundancy, and repetition are not incompatible

with semantic meaning (Briggs 1988, Janowitz 1989). As Gill (1981) pointed

out, formality only looks noncreative when we take texts in isolation rather

than as components of larger actions. In a fundamental challenge to Bloch, Ir-

vine (1979) showed that he had grouped together a heterogeneous set of prop-

erties under the rubric of formality, conflating linguistic properties, kinds of

events, and aspects of social order, when demonstrably formality of one does

not necessarily follow from the other. Thus, rigid poetic canons may correlate

with political hierarchy but leave performers powerless (Metcalf 1989),

whereas flexible speech norms in relatively egalitarian societies may reinforce

individual differences of social status (Atkinson 1989). We need to be careful,

then, about what aspect of society is being correlated with the formality of its

ritual speech (Brenneis & Myers 1984).
Few would be willing to claim that the linguistic and pragmatic properties

of ritual speech are without effect. A third approach has been to link these

properties to the actions that ritual speech is supposed to undertake. In an influ-

ential paper, Silverstein (1981) argued that ritual speech is persuasive in part

because of the mutually reinforcing ways in which its form, at multiple linguis-

tic levels, serves as a metapragmatic figure for the accomplishment of the suc-

cessive stages of the action being undertaken. For example, the sequence of

verbs in Navajo prayers moves from plea for expected future actions to de-

scription of actions taking place to description of result of accomplished ac-

tions (Gill 1981; cf Vitebsky 1993). Thus, over the course of the actual time of

the speech event the portrayal of time by the grammatical tense system shifts,

until finally the outcome is implicitly taken to be something already accom-

plished.
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Such analyses focus on the effects of form on the consciousness of hearers,

speakers, or readers. The forms taken by ritual speech also reflect the partici-

pants’ assumptions about agency or about what is required to communicate ef-

fectively across (or even talk about) (Wright 1993) the semiotic and ontologi-

cal gap between human beings and invisible interlocutors (Gill 1987). If hu-

man beings cannot be sure their addressees share the same language, wordless

song (EB Basso 1985) may be the best way to communicate with them; con-

versely, spirits may manifest their presence by producing unintelligible sounds

(Hinton 1980) or changes in voice quality (Howell 1994, Irvine 1982, Schief-

felin 1985) in possessed human beings. When people use a sacred language,

such as Arabic, they may debate matters of pronunciation in the effort to repro-

duce the sound of revelation (Nelson 1985). Sonic form itself can be seen as di-

vine (Alper 1988, Buckley 1984, Dusenbery 1992, JD Hill 1993, Janowitz

1993, Lopez 1990, Sullivan 1988, Witherspoon 1977). If the utterance of man-

tra is tantamount to divine presence (Staal 1990), the speaker’s intention and

semantic intelligibility become irrelevant. Conversely, those who receive part

of their scripture in translation (e.g. from Hebrew to the Greek of some early

Christians) may find the “spirit” to lie in semantics, in contrast with the

“fleshly” linguistic form (Janowitz 1993, p. 400; cf Stock 1996).
At issue in the formal character of religious language, therefore, are not just

aesthetic, emotional, or social functions, but also assumptions about who is ac-

tually speaking and listening in any given speech event. Closely bound up with

these are local assumptions about how language works. These questions can be

addressed in turn as problems of intentionality, participant roles, and author-

ship.

Intentionality and Responsibility

The means by which human beings communicate with invisible beings tend to

reflect underlying assumptions about the nature of these beings, of the human

subject, and of the social relations between them (Buckley 1984, Bunzel

1932a, Gossen 1974, Rosaldo 1982). In some traditions prayers are shaped by

human deference toward the beings addressed (Robson 1994); others, like the

Zuni, “do not humble themselves before the supernatural; they bargain with it”

(Bunzel 1932b, p. 618). Some forms of speech seek to persuade, flatter, or

please the listener (Calame-Griaule 1986) or influence the spirits by display-

ing the speaker’s privileged knowledge of their names or origins (Atkinson

1989, Bowen 1993, Lambek 1981, Sherzer 1990). It is precisely the assump-

tions about the participants implicit in linguistic form that are often at issue

when religious reformers seek to transform or forbid certain speech practices.

One complaint by reformers is that if God is all-powerful, then cajoling words
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are arrogant, and magical words—to the extent that they seek to act directly

upon their addressee—a denial of divine agency. Another complaint is that

persuasive words that seem to be addressed to offerings, sacralia, or altars

thereby inappropriately impute subjectivity to an inanimate listener and are ef-

fectively a form of fetishism (Keane 1996).
Similar concerns about the role of speakers as agentive, volitional, and in-

tending subjects animate debates in the academic study of language. Religious
language raises difficulties, for example, for the view that the meaning of ut-
terances depends on the listener’s construal of the speaker’s intentions (Grice
1957, Sperber & Wilson 1995). Do shamans or worshippers necessarily ad-
dress beings from whom they expect recognition of their intentions? Do glos-
solalia (Goodman 1972, Samarin 1972), the use of a language unknown to the
addressee (Bauman 1990), or other esoteric or unintelligible speech (Hinton
1980) communicate an intention, and if so, whose? Must I impute intentions to
spirits when seeking signs from them in return? In collective worship, must
every participant share the same intentions or assumptions about what is hap-
pening?

Religious practices have played a central role in scholarly efforts to understand
language as a form of action (Malinowski 1965; cf Lienhardt 1961, p. 238), nota-
bly under the influence of Austin’s concept of speech acts (Austin 1975; see
Ahern 1979; Du Bois 1992; Finnegan 1969; Gill 1981, 1987; Rappaport 1979;
Tambiah 1979; Wheelock 1982). Models of action typically require some account
of actors’ intentions; for example, in the case of language, those of speakers’, as is
evident in Searle’s (1969) version of speech act theory. In response, ethnographic
counterexamples—largely drawn from ritual contexts—have been adduced
against the models of speech that give central place to the intentionality of individ-
ual speakers (Duranti 1993, Rosaldo 1982). In his debate with Searle, Derrida
(1982) stressed the degree to which language is independent of the intentions of its
speakers. What Derrida calls the iterability of language means that because any
given utterance must draw on a preexisting linguistic system and thus can never be
fully determined by or confined to the specific circumstances in which it is uttered,
it is always vulnerable to being taken out of context, being cited rather than used,
taken in jest rather than in seriousness, and so forth. Derrida can be criticized for
overlooking the social character of speech, because over the course of a given in-
teraction participants tend to work together to limit the possible interpretations of
their utterances (Borker 1986, Brenneis 1986, Duranti & Brenneis 1986, Tedlock
& Mannheim 1995). In many religious speech situations, however, the possibili-
ties for such interactive work are highly restricted: Because the spirits are not full
coparticipants in the shaping of meaning in the same way other sorts of conversa-
tion partners are, the ambiguities due to language’s iterability can be especially
prominent.
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Du Bois (1992) argued that divination works by suppressing speaker inten-

tionality, distinguishing between the propositional content of questions formu-

lated by human beings and the pragmatic force carried by the oracle’s answers.

By restricting imputed intentionality to only one component of the communi-

cative event, divination allows people to avoid responsibility for what is said.

Still, Du Bois’s analysis appears to take intentionality to be the default as-

sumption in speech and fails to explain why suppression of intentions should

be more successful than the ascription of intentions to, say, oracular devices or

hidden spirits (for an alternative approach, see the following section).
Speaker intentionality is a central issue in the debates among Indonesian

Muslims discussed in detail by Bowen (1989, 1993). Some modernists de-

mand that believers pray with sincere intentions by uttering the words with a

“powerful depictive imagination” of their goal (1993, p. 84). As this example

shows, intentionality can be crucial even when the words used are highly for-

mulaic and thus not subject to manipulation by speakers. As an element of par-

ticular language ideologies (culturally specific assumptions about the rela-

tions between language form and function) (Woolard 1992), the concept of in-

tentionality can produce effects in its own right. Swedish Evangelicals, for ex-

ample, emphasize the intentionality of the individual speaker. According to

Stromberg (1993), however, because speech can express unacknowledged

aims, there will be occasions of stress when they find themselves saying things

they have not consciously meant. To explain such utterances, which their lan-

guage ideology renders mysterious, they ascribe them to divine agency. Simi-

larly, Catholic Charismatics tell rounds of stories that often develop a thematic

unity over the course of a gathering. Because the collective product is outside

the volition of any particular storyteller, the participants take this unity to

manifest the presence of a single divine source (Szuchewycz 1994; cf Borker

1986). This conclusion seems to be predicated on their assumption that any

agency that lies beyond the level of the individual is not likely to be human.

The role of intentionality across the range of known speech practices remains

subject to debate. But these examples show that any theory of intentions must

consider both extraordinary interactions and the mediating role of language

ideologies.

Participant Roles

In Du Bois’s view, divinatory procedures work in part by distributing respon-

sibility for different components of speech among the several participants in

the communicative event. Notice, however, that what Du Bois takes to be the

suppression of individual intentionality can also be described as an expansion

of the presupposed speaking subject beyond the level of the individual (Keane

1997a) and a fostering of collaborative authorship and interpretation (Brenneis
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1986, Lambek 1981). This expansion can be effected through the elaboration

of participant roles. Erving Goffman (1981, cf Irvine 1996) distinguished sev-

eral roles involved in speech events, including the principal who bears respon-

sibility for what is said, the author who formulates the actual words, the ani-

mator who utters them, the proximal addressee of the utterance, the target to

whom the words are ultimately directed, and the overhearer. To treat a spirit as

the addressee of words is to impute to it a different sort of presence, and per-

haps agency, than that of an overhearer. Roles that can be held in combination

by one person may also be distributed among several incumbents (e.g. priests

who, in the name of ritual sponsors, utter words attributed to spirit authors).

Distribution of roles may serve to displace responsibility away from particular

individuals or diffuse it among many. Elaborations of participant roles may

help invoke sources of authority that are not limited to the perceptible here and

now, so that, for instance, the speech event makes plausible the presence of in-

visible and inaudible spirits (Hanks 1996a). Religious belief thus finds support

in the concrete forms of speech practices as much by what they presuppose as

by what they depict.
If some speech events distribute participant roles among many persons, oth-

ers combine several roles in one physical individual (Hill & Irvine 1992, Sil-
verstein & Urban 1996a). This is evident in possession (Boddy 1994), in which
the deity or spirit and the human being both use the same body, and in Pente-
costal speaking in tongues or glossolalia (Goodman 1972, Maltz 1985, Muel-
ler 1981, Samarin 1972). In possession, however, linguistic forms may not be
sufficient to determine what being has entered the scene (Goodman 1972,
Whyte 1990), or for that matter, whether the speaker is simply insane: The ulti-
mate decision may be determined as much by the politics of interpretation as
by the character of the speech (Irvine 1982).

An important kind of religious transformation consists of taking on a new role
as speaker. The conversion narrative of preachers is often about the call to preach
(Titon 1988), and full conversion may entail being transformed from the listener
to the speaker in acts of “witnessing” (Harding 1987, Lawless 1988, Peacock &
Tyson 1989, Titon 1988) or developing “attunement” with a teacher’s discourse
patterns (Trix 1993). As such studies show, the speaker’s religious identity is ap-
proached not only or most usefully as an object of discourse (as in the “life-
history”), but also as an inhabitable speaking role (Kratz 1994, McDowell 1983),
with all the discursive and moral possibilities that may entail.

Authorship

The analysis of participant roles calls into question who counts as present in

any given event, and to whom the words manifested in any event are to be at-

tributed. Of particular importance in many situations is the question of author-
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ship. One speech genre in a single ritual can encompass quite different kinds of

authors; an Episcopal service can include prayers whose sources are both local

(that for Congress) and divine (the Lord’s Prayer, as taught by Christ). In Boy-

er’s (1990) hypothesis, listeners take the special forms of ritual speech to index

a divine source. The hypothesis, however, does not fully account for the role

played by the human animator who utters words imputed to otherworldy

authors or principals. Often participants are primarily interested in the social

relationships along which speech is transmitted from otherworld to manifest

actors. Shamans, for instance, are commonly said to develop individual rela-

tionships with spirits who then provide them with songs or chants (Atkinson

1989; Briggs 1993; LR Graham 1995; Hanks 1990, 1996a; Howell 1994; Lam-

bek 1981; Roseman 1991; Sullivan 1988). For listeners who are aware of this,

the performance itself will be sufficient to index the existence of the relation-

ship, and the relationship in turn provides the warrant for the performance. In

addition, the efficacy of ritual or sacred speech may stem from the fact that it

originates from those to whom it speaks, something that gives the speaker spe-

cial authority or persuasiveness, or places the listener under special obligations

(Bledsoe & Robey 1986, Briggs 1993).
When the author of words is distinct from their animator, relationships between

the two can display significant variation. Yucatec Mayan shamans receive speech
in dreams or from other shamans, but each individual continues to “beautify” this
speech throughout a lifetime, leading Hanks to ask “what kind of speaker is this?”
(1996a, p. 161–62). Warao shamans receive chants in dreams that are induced by
tobacco that has been received from an older shaman (Briggs 1993). In this case,
the chant appears to index two sources, both the spirit’s authorship (of linguistic
form) and the teacher’s authorization (of pragmatic capacity). Distinctions among
participant roles can have political consequences: Lawless (1988) argued that di-
vinely inspired testimony allows Pentecostal women in patriarchal communities
to exert influence that would not be available to them were they to claim full re-
sponsibility for their words. Howell (1994) correlated distinctions of authorship
with sociopolitical principles. Whereas the egalitarian Chewong treat spirits and
shamans as coproducers of the text, ritual speakers of the more hierarchical Lio are
not supposed to innovate (see also Atkinson 1989, Metcalf 1989). What these ex-
amples show is that the handling of imputed authorship may have more general
implications for local assumptions about agency. At one extreme, if words are
compulsively effective in themselves, then anyone would be able to use them, re-
gardless of the speaker’s personal character or intentions, and without conse-
quences for personal status—unless, like early Quakers, one is the chosen but rela-
tively empty receptacle for God’s words (Bauman 1990). At the other extreme, if
one’s words are supposedly only one’s “own voice” (Metcalf 1989), the speaker
takes on considerable responsibility and risk.
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A single performance can manifest a range of speaker control and a variety

of presumed presences and actors, visible and invisible. Many rituals take ad-

vantage of this “heteroglossic” variability by undergoing, for example, a shift

over performance time from what Bakhtin (1981) called relatively “dialogic”

toward more “monologic” and authoritative speech forms (Kuipers 1990). In

the process, the identity of the presupposed author can shift by degrees along a

wide spectrum. For example, Baptist preachers work toward a climactic stage

marked by a staggered stanza pattern created by breath groups bounded by

audible gasps or nonsense syllables (Pitts 1993; cf Davis 1985, Rosenberg

1970, Titon 1988). Participants take this final stage to be evidence of the divine

speaking through the preacher because “no mortal could possibly project such

a design so far in advance, and so consistently, upon what appears to be sponta-

neous speech” (Pitts 1993, p. 165). When Xavante narrate their dreams, ac-

cording to Laura Graham, pronoun use, altered voice quality, and other fea-

tures come to identify the speaker with the spirits (LR Graham 1995). This ex-

emplifies Urban’s (1989; cf Besnier 1995, JD Hill 1993, Kroskrity 1992, Law-

less 1988) thesis that during a performance, animators can shift between fuller

and lesser identification with the narrated speaker, positioning themselves as

commentators on the spirits, who thereby remain relatively absent from the

present event, or performing as a spirit, thereby bringing their world relatively

close to the present, while also distancing the speaker from the self of everyday

speech. A shift in presumed author entails a shift in the animator’s relationship

to his or her words. Falling short of full possession, in which one socially rec-

ognized identity can supplant the other, is what Hymes (1981) called the

“breakthrough” by which a speaker may shift from report (taking some dis-

tance on his or her words) to performance (fully identifying with the role of

authoritative animator, even if not that of author).
Shifts in performance may thus restructure relations between the speech event

and an otherworld. As a preacher shifts into divinely inspired speech, not only

does an otherworldly author become present in the context of the particular speech

event, but the speech event may come to be projected into another, scriptural, con-

text (Davis 1985, Peacock & Tyson 1989). The relative dominance of text and

context can vary, as shown in Briggs’s (1988) analysis of New Mexican Catholi-

cism: Whereas everyday Biblical allusions bring scriptural passages to bear on a

here-and-now context that itself remains the center of attention (cf Meigs 1995),

the mass may collapse the distinction between Biblical text and ritual context.

Quotation

Because not every society provides explicit, doctrinal explanations of the

sources of ritual words, it may lie primarily with linguistic form to make the

spirit world manifest, inferable, or presupposable for the participants. In addi-
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tion to the linguistic and paralinguistic cues already noted, one means of mak-

ing evident that words have otherworldly sources is the use of quotation. Sha-

manistic speech seems to fall ambiguously between that of priests and of the

possessed. The distinction lies in whether performance is taken to be a kind of

quotation or whether the spirits are speaking through the performer. Words

that are framed as reported speech can thereby be portrayed as originating out-

side the present context in which they are being reported (Buckley 1984). The

Sufi teacher’s authority comes in part from animating the words of others who

have actually seen the other world (Trix 1993). When Baptists hear the voice

of the Spirit in the inward self, the only evidence lies in the public act of talking

about it, a common reason for quoting divine speech (Titon 1988). Jewish,

Christian, and Islamic scriptures abound in reported speech of God (Wolter-

storff 1995).
The different ways in which the quoted words are framed by the quoting

speech can have entailments for their respective authority. What is quoted
might be the original moment in which the words were received (LR Graham
1995), previous performances (Hanks 1996a, Howell 1994), or words formu-
lated by other participants in the same speech event. Because the reported
speech given in the rabbinic text analyzed by Janowitz (1989; cf Trix 1993)
consists of past didactic dialogues, the reader, as addressee of that reported
speech, becomes one more link in the chain of transmission. Simultaneously,
the authority of those words is displayed by quotation frames that show them
to have their origins in the past. The relations between quoter and quoted
speaker may be subject to contestation and historical reconfiguration. Accord-
ing to William Graham (1977, 1987), early Islam did not differentiate the
authority of divine words and the prophetic words ascribed to Muhammed.
The divine words found in the Qur’an are quotation, God’s words framed as re-
ported in the words of the Prophet. Conversely, the Prophet’s words bear di-
vine authority as utterances of God’s appointed. Subsequent efforts to distin-
guish “prophetic speech” from “revelation” in effect sharpen the boundary be-
tween author and animator, and thus between reported text and reporting con-
text, thereby keeping the original prophecy at a greater, potentially more
authoritative, remove from subsequent events.

What distinguishes direct from indirect quotation is the purported resem-

blance of form between the words as they occurred in the original speech event

and their reoccurrence in the subsequent, quoting, speech event (VoloÓinov

1973). In contrast with direct quotation, indirect quotation grants to the person

reporting the original words responsibility for interpreting them from the per-

spective of the subsequent speech event (Lucy 1993). Whereas direct quota-

tion separates animator (the person doing the quoting) from author (the person

being quoted), indirect quotation combines the two roles (because the person
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doing the quoting indicates that the original words have been rephrased), while

still locating the principal—the speaker responsible for the original utter-

ance—in some previous context. Consequently, people often feel direct quota-

tion to be more deferential to the original speaker because it maintains a clearer

distinction between the voices of quoted and quoting speakers, does not pre-

sume to interpret another’s words, and does not superimpose the speaker’s in-

dexical frame of reference onto that of the original speech event (Hanks 1996b,

p. 211; cf Urban 1989). VoloÓinov points out that such differences in form re-

flect the relative authority of the reported words and their authors: “The

stronger the feeling of hierarchical eminence in another’s utterance, the more

sharply defined will its boundaries be, and the less accessible will it be to pene-

tration by reporting and commenting tendencies from outside” (1973, p. 123).

As William Graham’s (1977) discussion of prophetic speech suggests, how-

ever, direct quotation can also come to identify animator with author. For ex-

ample, Janowitz (1989) argued that the hymns given by a rabbinic ascent text

are supposed to be identical to the words sung by angels in heaven. Because

these hymns are replicas of angelic speech, the human being who recites them

in effect joins the heavenly chorus, “collapsing the distance between heaven

and earth” (p. 91). Differences in how reported speech is framed are evidence

for a range of ways in which the animator is thought to benefit from or identify

with the divine sources of the reported words (Irvine 1996, p. 150; Meigs

1995; Urban 1989). Thus, questions about religious authority and ritual effi-

cacy can demand a closer examination of the relations between text and con-

text.

Entextualization and Contextualization

As the question of authorship demonstrates, there is a wide range of forms by

which speech can manifest the presence of divine or spirit beings in concrete

events or cast particular circumstances as instances of eternal or originary

truths. This variation can be seen in terms of agency, as shown above, and it

can also be viewed in relation to the definition and transformation of context

(Schieffelin 1985, Wheelock 1982). The emphasis on the textual aspects of rit-

ual is, more specifically, part of a growing scholarly interest in the particular

ways by which the transformation of context comes about, and a move away

from an earlier anthropological tendency to privilege “face-to-face” interac-

tion and oral performance (Blackburn 1988, Boyarin 1993). A key concept is

entextualization, “the process of rendering discourse extractable,…[so that] it

can be lifted out of its interactional setting” (Bauman & Briggs 1990, p. 73; cf

Silverstein & Urban 1996b). This process can be affected by anything that em-

phasizes the internal cohesion and autonomy of a stretch of discourse, permit-
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ting it to form a text (whether oral or written) that is perceived to remain con-

stant across contexts (Bauman & Briggs 1990). The process can include lin-

guistic and performance devices, such as the formal features listed by Du Bois

(1986), that diminish the speaker’s control over the utterance. Entextualization

is thus an ubiquitous feature of language use [cf Jakobson’s (1960) poetics and

Derrida’s notion of iterability]. For example, it is one means by which anima-

tor can be distinguished from author, because it permits stretches of discourse

to be removed from one context and resituated in another as reported speech.
Note, however, that text is one moment in a dialectical process through

which words undergo both contextualization and entextualization (Bell 1987).
(Re)contextualization, the (re)insertion of text into a context, may, for exam-
ple, take the form of reading aloud, reciting formulaic verse, or quoting an-
other’s words (Becker 1983, Boyarin 1993, Janowitz 1993, Meigs 1995, Sil-
verstein 1996). When scripture is believed to report the actual words of divine
revelation, the act of reading aloud effectively closes the circuit from utterance
in context to written text and back to utterance again (Janowitz 1989, pp.
102–3). To the extent that a scriptural text merges with a context, it can be
taken as making divinity present (Nelson 1985, Peacock & Tyson 1989). Reci-
tations, however, often retain some marked linguistic or performance features
(Blackburn 1988, Rabin 1976, Silverstein 1996), which testifies to their persis-
tent connection to and difference from the prior—and distant—context. Thus,
to the extent that performance permits a distinction between text and context to
remain perceptible (e.g. by reading with an exaggerated monotone), it pro-
vides material substantiation for the participants’ intuitions that the present in-
teraction stands out against a more authoritative source that is in some way ab-
sent (Besnier 1995, George 1996, Valentine 1995). The relation, however, be-
tween text and context can also be understood as an instance of a pervasive di-
lemma for many religions, that the divine is in practice entangled with the con-
crete human acts it should transcend (Lopez 1990, Lutgendorf 1991, Nelson
1985). Groups that seek immediate access to divinity tend to be suspicious of
any overtly textual mediation, including not only actual written artifacts such
as prayerbooks or notes (Bauman 1990, Maltz 1985, Peacock & Tyson 1989,
Pitts 1993, Stock 1996, Titon 1988), but also memorized, formalized, or aes-
thetically appealing words, the use of which can be seen as inauthentic and
idolatrous (Coleman 1996, Janowitz 1993, Keane 1997b, Nelson 1985, Prell
1989).

The concept of entextualization means that context is not the court of final

appeal for any analysis, or something residual that must only be taken into ac-

count. Rather, what is relevant to context—and even whether context is to be

considered relevant—is the result of ongoing social processes, genre expecta-

tions, and language ideologies. Because entextualization tends to decenter the
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event (Bauman & Briggs 1990, p. 70), reorienting it around a prior or other-

wise absent origin, what counts as context becomes problematic. This would

seem to support Bloch’s (1989) contention that ritual suppresses this world in

favor of the otherworldly. Ritual, however, need not serve only one function.

To the extent that entextualization and contextualization exist in a dialectic re-

lation to each other, neither can serve as a final ground for analysis. Because

language use moves between the poles of entextualization and contextualiza-

tion, speech events can also stress the boundary between text and context—as

when ritual language remains incomprehensible to listeners—maintaining the

separation between worlds. To the extent that texts can move across contexts,

they allow people to create the image of something durable and shared, inde-

pendent of particular realizations such as readings, interpretations, or perform-

ances or their historical transformations (Barth 1990; Urban 1991, 1996). One

effect of the transportability of texts is the identification of spatial with tempo-

ral distance: Local practitioners may find the authority of both the scriptures

and the practices they ordain to derive simultaneously from their global reach

and their ancient origins (Bledsoe & Robey 1986, Bowen 1993, Briggs 1988,

Pitts 1993).

Dilemmas of Belief and Agency

The ways in which different religious practices handle language can shed light
on some general dilemmas of belief and agency. One implication follows from
the challenge these practices pose to any strong version of linguistic determin-
ism. Irvine (1982) argued that a diagnosis of spirit possession is never deter-
mined directly by how the possessed person speaks but requires some degree
of social negotiation. Others point out that linguistic form alone cannot tell us
what people take their words to be doing, where they believe those words
originate, or even whether they consider the language to be intelligible (Briggs
1988; Irvine 1982, p. 243). Practitioners themselves may remain in some doubt
about these matters (Goodman 1972). An important consequence of the under-
determined relationship between linguistic form and function is that existing
ritual forms can take on new functions and meanings during periods of relig-
ious reform, in the name either of change or of continuity (Bowen 1989, 1993;
Keane 1995; Tambiah 1979).

A second implication concerns belief. Academic discussions of belief have

tended to presuppose the view characteristic of conversion-oriented religions,

that one either believes or does not, and often that co-religionists can be as-

sumed to possess a high degree of shared belief. But matters need not be so

clear-cut: If linguistic form and function are not mechanically bound together,

then particular practices need not require particular beliefs (Boyer 1990,

Favret-Saada 1980). In fact, some language practices seem designed to permit
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people to carry on without demanding an explanation of what is happening (Du

Bois 1992). Moreover, in contrast to Bloch’s thesis that ritual speech is suc-

cessful only to the extent that it brooks no deviation, some religious speech

practices may be effective precisely because they can support ambivalent or

contradictory beliefs in the practitioner. This is one implication of Rafael’s

(1992) view that Tagalog speech practices in the confessional were simultane-

ously ways of converting to Catholicism and of fending off missionaries’ de-

mands for belief. Ivy (1995), using the psychoanalytic model of the fetish, pro-

poses that Japanese spirit mediums provide members of a highly industrialized

society with the solace of communication with the dead without needing to

fully persuade them that such communication has been achieved.
Religious language also raises questions about agency. In studies of ritual,

performance, and conversation, attention has increasingly shifted from formal

patterns to the emergence and negotiation of meanings over the course of inter-

action (Bauman & Briggs 1990, Kratz 1994, Schieffelin 1985, Silverstein &

Urban 1996b, Tedlock & Mannheim 1995). Wary of the determinism alleged

of some varieties of structuralism, analytic approaches that stress interaction

often give great weight to the agency of participants. The problem of agency

becomes especially acute, however, in circumstances that are supposed to in-

volve otherworldly agents, and in practices that impose severe constraints on

the human practitioner. Religious language frequently puts the role of the ap-

parent performers into question and situates the more efficacious, moral, or

liberating agency in all sorts of other loci, such as sounds, canonical words,

teachers, deities, divinatory mechanisms, congregations, or books.
That language practices presuppose certain constructions of agency helps

explain why religious reform movements give so much attention to the proper

uses of words. Reformers in several religions (Bauman 1990, Bowen 1993,

Maltz 1985) often attack existing speech practices as either granting human

beings too much agency (relative to divine beings), or too little (relative to

false idols or objectified words). Traditionalists may in turn defend themselves

by asserting their superior respect for forebears or accusing reformers, who

seek unmediated access to the divine, of excessive pride. At stake is the rela-

tionship between the exteriority of language and its implications for the interi-

ority of speakers (Keane 1997b). As has often been observed, language can

seem both deeply subjective (as an apparent medium of inner thought), and

eminently social (as a preexisting system and a medium of communication).

Those who stress sincerity or direct access to divinity tend to be suspicious of

language, to the extent that its concrete forms bear evidence of its conventional

or social origins outside the individual speaker. Those who stress the distance

or difficulty of access to the divine often lay great weight on the mediating

power or intersubjectivity provided by those same properties of language. In
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one view, speakers should shape their words; in another, sacred words should
offer something to speakers that they would not otherwise have. Implicit in
these differing stances is a broader point, that human agency is not always
something people want entirely to celebrate or claim for themselves; they may
prefer to find agency in other worlds. To the extent, however, that their access
to other worlds is mediated by language, it involves persistent tensions be-
tween transcendence and the pragmatic present. Those tensions sustain a wide
range of certainties, ambivalences, and ambiguities and thereby keep open a
host of historical possibilities.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

John Lucy, Adela Pinch, Michael Silverstein, and Stephen F Teiser generously
commented on versions of this article. I thank Jacqueline Fewkes, Matthew
Tomlinson, and Jeremy Wallach for research assistance, and colleagues too
numerous to list here for references.

Visit the Annual Reviews home page at

http://www.AnnualReviews.org.

66 KEANE

Literature Cited

Ahern EM. 1979. The problem of efficacy:
strong and weak illocutionary acts. Man
(NS) 14(1):1–17

Alper HP, ed. 1988. Understanding Mantras.
Albany: SUNY Press

Asad T. 1993. Genealogies of Religion: Disci-
pline and Reasons of Power in Christianity
and Islam. Baltimore/London: Johns Hop-
kins Univ. Press

Atkinson JM. 1989. The Art and Politics of
Wana Shamanship. Berkeley/Los Ange-
les/Oxford: Univ. Calif. Press

Austin JL. 1975. How to Do Things with
Words. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univ.
Press

Bakhtin MM. 1981. The Dialogic Imagina-
tion: Four Essays, Transl. C Emerson, M
Holquist, ed. M Holquist. Austin: Univ.
Tex. Press

Barth F. 1990. The guru and the conjurer:
transactions in knowledge and the shaping
of culture in Southeast Asia and Melane-
sia. Man 25:640–53

Basso EB. 1985. A Musical View of the Uni-
verse: Kalapalo Myth and Ritual Perform-
ances. Philadelphia: Univ. Penn. Press

Basso KH. 1990. (1973). A Western Apache

writing system: the symbols of Silas John.
In Western Apache Language and Culture:
Essays in Linguistic Anthropology, pp.
25–52. Tucson: Univ. Ariz. Press

Bauman R. 1990. (1983). Let Your Words be
Few: Symbolism of Speaking and Silence
among Seventeenth-Century Quakers.
Prospect Heights, IL: Waveland Press

Bauman R, Briggs CL. 1990. Poetics and per-
formance as critical perspectives on lan-
guage and social life. Annu. Rev. Anthro-
pol. 19:59–88

Becker AL. 1979. Text-building, epistemol-
ogy, and aesthetics in Javanese shadow
theatre. In The Imagination of Reality: Es-
says in Southeast Asian Coherence Sys-
tems, ed. A Yengoyan, AL Becker, pp.
211–43. Norwood, NJ: Ablex

Becker AL. 1983. Biography of a sentence: a
Burmese proverb. In Text, Play, and Story:
The Construction and Reconstruction of
Self and Society, ed. EM Bruner, pp.
135–55. Washington, DC: Am. Ethnol.
Soc.

Bell C. 1987. Ritualization of texts and the tex-
tualization of ritual. Hist. Relig. 27:366–92

Besnier N. 1995. Literacy, Emotion, and

A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. A

nt
hr

op
ol

. 1
99

7.
26

:4
7-

71
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 a

rj
ou

rn
al

s.
an

nu
al

re
vi

ew
s.

or
g

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
ic

hi
ga

n 
on

 0
5/

16
/0

5.
 F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.



RELIGIOUS LANGUAGE 67

Authority: Reading and Writing on a Poly-
nesian Atoll. Cambridge: Cambridge
Univ. Press

Blackburn SH. 1988. Singing of Birth and
Death: Texts in Performance. Philadel-
phia: Univ. Penn. Press

Bledsoe CH, Robey KM. 1986. Arabic literacy
and secrecy among the Mende of Sierra
Leone. Man 21:202–26

Bloch M. 1975. Introduction. In Political Lan-
guage and Oratory in Traditional Society,
ed. M Bloch, pp. 1–28. New York: Aca-
demic

Bloch M. 1989. (1974). Symbols, song, dance,
and features of articulation: Is religion an
extreme form of traditional authority? In
Ritual, History, and Power: Selected Pa-
pers in Anthropology, pp. 19–45. Lon-
don/Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Athlone

Boddy J. 1994. Spirit possession revisited: be-
yond instrumentality. Annu. Rev. Anthro-
pol. 23:407–34

Borker RA. 1986. “Moved by the spirit”: con-
structing meaning in a Brethren Breaking
of Bread service. See Duranti & Brenneis
1986, pp. 317–37

Bourdieu P. 1991. Language and Symbolic
Power, ed. JB Thompson. Transl. G Ray-
mond, M Adamson. Cambridge, MA: Har-
vard Univ. Press

Bowen JR. 1989. Sal’t in Indonesia: the social
meaning of an Islamic ritual. Man (NS)
24:600–19

Bowen JR. 1993. Muslims Through Dis-
course: Religion and Ritual in Gayo Soci-
ety. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press

Boyarin J. 1993. Voices around the text: the
ethnography of reading at Mesivta Tifereth
Jerusalem. In The Ethnography of Read-
ing, ed. J Boyarin, pp. 212–37. Berkeley:
Univ. Calif. Press

Boyer P. 1990. Tradition as Truth and Com-
munication: A Cognitive Description of
Traditional Discourse. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge Univ. Press

Boyer P. 1994. The Naturalness of Religious
Ideas: A Cognitive Theory of Religion.
Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Brenneis DL. 1986. Shared territory: audi-
ence, indirection and meaning. See Du-
ranti & Brenneis 1986, pp. 339–47

Brenneis DL, Myers FR. 1984. Introduction.
In Dangerous Words: Language and Poli-
tics in the Pacific, ed. DL Brenneis, FR
Myers, pp. 1–29. New York: New York
Univ. Press

Briggs CL. 1988. Competence in Perform-
ance: The Creativity of Tradition in Mexi-
cano Verbal Art. Philadelphia: Univ. Penn.
Press

Briggs CL. 1993. Generic versus metaprag-
matic dimensions of Warao narratives:
Who regiments performance? See Lucy
1993, pp. 179–212

Buckley T. 1984. Yoruk speech registers and
ontology. Lang. Soc. 13:467–88

Bunzel RL. 1932a. Introduction to Zuni cere-
monialism. Rep. Bur. Am. Ethnol., 47th,
1929–1930. Washington, DC: Smithson.
Inst. Press

Bunzel RL. 1932b. Zuni ritual poetry. Rep.
Bur. Am. Ethnol., 47th, 1929–1930. Wash-
ington, DC: Smithson. Inst. Press

Calame-Griaule G. 1986. (1965). Words and
the Dogon World. Philadelphia: Inst.
Study Hum. Issues

Carpenter D. 1992. Language, religion, and
society: reflections on the authority of the
Veda in India. J. Am. Acad. Relig. 60(1):
57–78

Clooney FX. 1987. Why the Veda has no
author: language as ritual in early
M§m~�s~ and post-modern theology. J.
Am. Acad. Relig. 55(4):659–84

Coleman S. 1996. Words as things: language,
aesthetics and the objectification of Prot-
estant evangelicalism. J. Mater. Cult. 1(1):
107–28

Davis GL. 1985. I Got the Word in Me and I
Can Sing It, You Know: A Study of the Per-
formed African-American Sermon. Phila-
delphia: Univ. Penn. Press

Derrida J. 1982. (1972). Signature event con-
text. In Margins of Philosophy. Transl. A
Bass, pp. 307–30. Chicago: Univ. Chicago
Press

Du Bois JW. 1986. Self-evidence and ritual
speech. In Evidentiality: The Linguistic
Coding of Epistemology, ed. W Chafe, J
Nichols, pp. 313–36. Norwood, NJ: Ablex

Du Bois JW. 1992. Meaning without inten-
tion: lessons from divination. See Hill &
Irvine 1992, pp. 48–71

Duranti A. 1993. Truth and intentionality: an
ethnographic critique. Cult. Anthropol.
8(2):214–45

Duranti A, Brenneis DL, eds. 1986. The audi-
ence as co-author. Text 6(3):239–347

Durkheim E. 1915. The Elementary Forms of
the Religious Life. Transl. JW Swain. Lon-
don: George Allen & Unwin

Dusenbery VA. 1992. The word as Guru: Sikh
scripture and the translation controversy.
Hist. Relig. 31(4):385–402

Favret-Saada J. 1980. Deadly Words: Witch-
craft in the Bocage. Transl. C Cullen.
Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press

Ferguson CA. 1985. The study of religious
discourse. In Language and Linguistics:
The Interdependence of Theory, Data, and

A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. A

nt
hr

op
ol

. 1
99

7.
26

:4
7-

71
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 a

rj
ou

rn
al

s.
an

nu
al

re
vi

ew
s.

or
g

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
ic

hi
ga

n 
on

 0
5/

16
/0

5.
 F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.



68 KEANE

Application, pp. 205–13. Washington, DC:
Georgetown Univ. Press

Fernandez JW. 1982. Bwiti: An Ethnography
of the Religious Imagination in Africa.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ. Press

Fernandez JW. 1986. Persuasions and Per-
formances: The Play of Tropes in Culture.
Bloomington: Indiana Univ. Press

Finnegan R. 1969. How to do things with
words: performative utterances among the
Limba of Sierra Leone. Man 4:537–52

Foucault M. 1980. The History of Sexuality,
Vol. 1, An Introduction. Trans. R Hurley.
New York: Vintage

Fox JJ. 1975. On binary categories and pri-
mary symbols: some Rotinese perspec-
tives. In The Interpretation of Symbolism,
ed. R Willis, pp. 99–132. London: Malaby

Fox JJ, ed. 1988. To Speak in Pairs: Essays on
the Ritual Languages of Eastern Indone-
sia. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press

Frisbie CJ. 1980a. Ritual drama in the Navajo
House Blessing ceremony. See Frisbie
1980b, pp. 161–98

Frisbie CJ, ed. 1980b. Southwestern Indian
Ritual Drama. Albuquerque: Univ. N. M.
Press

Geertz C. 1973. (1966). Religion as a cultural
system. In The Interpretation of Cultures,
pp. 87–125. New York: Basic Books

George KM. 1996. Showing Signs of Violence:
The Cultural Politics of a Twentieth-
Century Headhunting Ritual. Berkeley:
Univ. Calif. Press

Gill SD. 1981. Sacred Words: A Study of Na-
vajo Religion and Prayer (Contrib. Inter-
cult. Compar. Stud., No. 4). Westport,
CT/London: Greenwood Press

Gill SD. 1987. Native American Religious Ac-
tion: A Performance Approach to Relig-
ion. Columbia, SC: Univ. S. C. Press

Glinert L, Shilhav Y. 1991. Holy land, holy
language: a study of Ultraorthodox Jewish
ideology. Lang. Soc. 20:59–86

Goffman E. 1981. Footing. In Forms of Talk,
pp. 124–59. Philadelphia: Univ. Penn.
Press

Goodman FD. 1972. Speaking in Tongues: A
Cross-Cultural Study in Glossolalia. Chi-
cago: Univ. Chicago Press

Gossen GH. 1974. To speak with a heated
heart: Chamula canons of style and good
performance. In Explorations in the Eth-
nography of Speaking, ed. R Bauman, J
Sherzer, pp. 389–413. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge Univ. Press

Graham LR. 1995. Performing Dreams: Dis-
courses of Immortality among the Xavante
of Central Brazil. Austin: Univ. Tex. Press

Graham WA. 1977. Divine Word and Pro-

phetic Word in Early Islam: A Reconsid-
eration of the Sources with Special Refer-
ence to the Divine Saying or �adîth Qudsî.
The Hague/Paris: Mouton

Graham WA. 1987. Beyond the Written Word:
Oral Aspects of Scripture in the Hisotry of
Religion. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ.
Press

Grice HP. 1957. Meaning. Philos. Rev. 64:
377–88

Hanks WF. 1990. Referential Practice: Lan-
guage and Lived Space among the Maya.
Chicago: Univ. Chicago Press

Hanks WF. 1996a. Exorcism and the descrip-
tion of participant roles. See Silverstein &
Urban 1996b, pp. 160–200

Hanks WF. 1996b. Language and Communi-
cative Practices. Boulder, CO: Westview

Harding SF. 1987. Convicted by the holy
spirit: the rhetoric of fundamentalist Bap-
tist conversion. Am. Ethnol. 14(1):167–81

Hill JD. 1993. Keepers of the Secret Chants:
The Poetics of Ritual Power in an Amazo-
nian Society. Tucson: Univ. Ariz. Press

Hill JH, Irvine JT, eds. 1992. Responsibility
and Evidence in Oral Discourse. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge Univ. Press

Hinton L. 1980. Vocables in Havasupai song.
See Frisbie 1980b, pp. 275–307

Howell S. 1994. Singing to the spirits and
praying to the ancestors: a comparative
study of Chewong and Lio invocations.
l’Homme 132, 34(4):15–34

Hymes D. 1981. “In Vain I Tried to Tell You”:
Essays in Native American Ethnopoetics.
Philadelphia: Univ. Penn. Press

Irvine JT. 1979. Formality and informality in
communicative events. Am. Anthropol. 5:
651–74

Irvine JT. 1982. The creation of identity in
spirit mediumship and possession. In Se-
mantic Anthropology, ed. D Parkin, pp.
241–60. London: Academic

Irvine JT. 1989. When talk isn’t cheap: lan-
guage and political economy. Am. Ethnol.
16(2):248–67

Irvine JT. 1996. Shadow conversations: the in-
determinacy of participant roles. See Sil-
verstein & Urban 1996b, pp. 131–59

Ivy M. 1995. Discourses of the Vanishing:
Modernity, Phantasm, Japan. Chicago:
Univ. Chicago Press

Jakobson R. 1960. Closing statement: linguis-
tics and poetics. In Style in Language, ed.
TA Sebeok, pp. 350–77. Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press

Jakobson R. 1971. (1957). Shifter, verbal cate-
gories, and the Russian verb. In Selected
Writings of Roman Jakobson, 2:130–47.
The Hague: Mouton

A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. A

nt
hr

op
ol

. 1
99

7.
26

:4
7-

71
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 a

rj
ou

rn
al

s.
an

nu
al

re
vi

ew
s.

or
g

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
ic

hi
ga

n 
on

 0
5/

16
/0

5.
 F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.



RELIGIOUS LANGUAGE 69

James W. 1902. The Varieties of Religious Ex-
perience: A Study in Human Nature. New
York: Longman Green

Janowitz N. 1989. Poetics of Ascent: Theories
of Language in a Rabbinic Ascent Text. Al-
bany, NY: SUNY Press

Janowitz N. 1993. Re-creating Genesis: the
metapragmatics of divine speech. See
Lucy 1993, pp. 393–405

Kantor H. 1992. Current trends in the seculari-
zation of Hebrew. Lang. Soc. 21:603–9

Katz ST, ed. 1992. Mysticism and Language.
New York: Oxford Univ. Press

Keane W. 1995. The spoken house: text, act,
and object in eastern Indonesia. Am. Eth-
nol. 22:102–24

Keane W. 1996. Materialism, missionaries,
and modern subjects in colonial Indonesia.
In Conversion to Modernities: The Glob-
alization of Christianity, ed. P van der
Veer, pp. 137–70. New York: Routledge

Keane W. 1997a. Signs of Recognition: Pow-
ers and Hazards of Representation in an
Indonesian Society. Berkeley: Univ. Calif.
Press

Keane W. 1997b. From fetishism to sincerity:
on agency, the speaking subject, and their
historicity in the context of religious con-
version. Comp. Stud. Soc. Hist. In press

Kratz CA. 1994. Affecting Performance:
Meaning, Movement, and Experience in
Okiek Women’s Initiation. Washington,
DC: Smithson. Inst. Press

Kroskrity PV. 1992. Arizona Tewa kiva
speech as a manifestation of linguistic ide-
ology. Pragmatics 2:297–309

Kuipers JC. 1990. Power in Performance: The
Creation of Textual Authority in Weyewa
Ritual Speech. Philadelphia: Univ. Penn.
Press

Lambek M. 1981. Human Spirits: A Cultural
Account of Trance in Mayotte. Cambridge:
Cambridge Univ. Press

Lawless EJ. 1988. Handmaidens of the Lord:
Pentecostal Women Preachers and Tradi-
tional Religion. Philadelphia: Univ. Penn.
Press

Lienhardt G. 1961. Divinity and Experience:
The Religion of the Dinka. Oxford: Claren-
don

Lindstrom L. 1990. Knowledge and Power in
a South Pacific Society. Washington, DC:
Smithson. Inst. Press

Lopez DS. 1990. Inscribing the Bodhisattva’s
speech: on the Heart Sutra’s mantra. Hist.
Relig. 29:351–72

Lucy JA, ed. 1993. Reflexive Language: Re-
ported Speech and Metapragmatics. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge Univ. Press

Lutgendorf P. 1991. The Life of a Text: Per-

forming the Ramªcritmªnas of Tulsidas.
Berkeley: Univ. Calif. Press

Malinowski B. 1965. (1935). Coral Gardens
and Their Magic (2): The Language of
Magic and Gardening. Bloomington: Indi-
ana Univ. Press

Maltz DN. 1985. Joyful noise and reverent si-
lence: the significance of noise in Pente-
costal worship. In Perspectives on Silence,
ed. D Tannen, M Saville-Troike, pp.
113–37. Norwood, NJ: Ablex

McCreery JL. 1995. Negotiating with demons:
the uses of magical language. Am. Ethnol.
22(1):144–64

McDowell JH. 1983. The semiotic constitu-
tion of Kamsá ritual language. Lang. Soc.
12:23–46

Meigs A. 1995. Ritual language in everyday
life: the Christian right. J. Am. Acad. Relig.
63(1):85–103

Metcalf P. 1989. Where Are You Spirits? Style
and Theme in Berawan Prayer. Washing-
ton, DC: Smithson. Inst. Press

Mueller T. 1981. A linguistic analysis of glos-
solalia: a review article. Concordia Theol.
Q. 45:185–91

Murray DW. 1989. Transposing symbolic
forms: actor awareness of language struc-
tures in Navajo ritual. Anthropol. Ling.
31(3–4):195–208

Nelson K. 1985. The Art of Reciting the
Qur’an (Mod. Middle East Ser. No. 11).
Austin: Univ. Tex. Press

Peacock JL, Tyson RW. 1989. Pilgrims of
Paradox: Calvinism and Experience
among the Primitive Baptists of the Blue
Ridge. Washington, DC/London: Smith-
son. Inst. Press

Peek PM. 1994. The sounds of silence: cross-
world communication and the auditory arts
in African societies. Am. Ethnol. 21(3):
474–94

Pitts WF. 1993. Old Ship of Zion: The Afro-
Baptist Ritual in the African Diaspora.
New York/Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press

Prell R. 1989. Prayer and Community: The
Havurah in American Judaism. Detroit:
Wayne State Univ. Press

Rabin C. 1976. Liturgy and language in Juda-
ism. See Samarin 1976, pp. 131–55

Rafael VL. 1992. (1988). Contracting Coloni-
alism: Translation and Christian Conver-
sion in Tagalog Society under Early Span-
ish Rule. Durham, NC/London: Duke
Univ. Press

Rappaport RA. 1979. The obvious aspects of
ritual. In Ecology, Meaning, and Religion,
pp. 173–221. Berkeley: North Atlantic
Books

Reichard GA. 1944. Prayer: The Compulsive

A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. A

nt
hr

op
ol

. 1
99

7.
26

:4
7-

71
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 a

rj
ou

rn
al

s.
an

nu
al

re
vi

ew
s.

or
g

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
ic

hi
ga

n 
on

 0
5/

16
/0

5.
 F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.



70 KEANE

Word. Monogr. Am. Ethnol. Soc. 7. New
York: Augustin

Robson SO. 1994. Speaking to God in Java-
nese. l’Homme 132, 34(4):133–42

Rosaldo MZ. 1982. The things we do with
words: Ilongot speech acts and speech act
theory in philosophy. Lang. Soc. 11:
203–37

Roseman M. 1991. Healing Sounds from the
Malaysian Rainforest: Temiar Music and
Medicine. Berkeley/Los Angeles/Oxford:
Univ. Calif. Press

Rosenberg BA. 1970. The Art of the American
Folk Preacher. New York: Oxford Univ.
Press

Samarin WJ. 1972. Tongues of Men and An-
gels: The Religious Language of Pentecos-
talism. New York: Macmillan

Samarin WJ. 1973. Protestant preachers in the
prophetic line. Int. Yearb. Sociol. Relig.
8:243–57

Samarin WJ, ed. 1976. Language in Religious
Practice. Ser. Socioling., Georgetown
Univ./Cent. Appl. Ling. Rowley, MA:
Newbury House

Schieffelin EL. 1985. Performance and the
cultural construction of reality. Am. Eth-
nol. 12(4):707–24

Schipper KM. 1974. The written memorial in
Taoist ceremonies. In Religion and Ritual
in Chinese Society, ed. AP Wolf, pp.
309–24. Palo Alto: Stanford Univ. Press

Searle J. 1969. Speech Acts: An Essay in the
Philosophy of Language. Cambridge:
Cambridge Univ. Press

Sells MA. 1994. Mystical Languages of Un-
saying. Chicago/London: Univ. Chicago
Press

Shelton AJ. 1976. Controlling capricious
gods. See Samarin 1976, pp. 63–71

Sherzer J. 1990. Verbal Art in San Blas: Kuna
Culture Through Its Discourse. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge Univ. Press

Silverstein M. 1976. Shifters, linguistic cate-
gories, and cultural description. In Mean-
ing in Anthropology, ed. KH Basso, H
Selby, pp. 11–56. Albuquerque: Univ. N.
M. Press

Silverstein M. 1981. Metaforces of power in
traditional oratory. Lect. Dep. Anthropol.,
Yale Univ., New Haven, CT

Silverstein M. 1996. The secret life of texts.
See Silverstein & Urban 1996b, pp.
81–105

Silverstein M, Urban G. 1996a. The natural
history of discourse. See Silverstein & Ur-
ban 1996b, pp. 1–17

Silverstein M, Urban G, eds. 1996b. Natural
Histories of Discourse. Chicago: Univ.
Chicago Press

Sperber D, Wilson D. 1995. Relevance: Com-
munication and Cognition. Oxford: Black-
well. 2nd ed.

Staal F. 1990. Rules Without Meaning: Ritual,
Mantras and the Human Sciences. Toronto
Studies in Religion, Vol. 4. New York:
Lang

St. Augustine. 1961. Confessions. Transl. RS
Pine-Coffin. Harmondsworth, UK: Pen-
guin

Stock B. 1996. Augustine the Reader: Medita-
tion, Self-Knowledge, and the Ethics of In-
terpretation. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
Univ. Press

Stromberg PG. 1993. Language and Self-
Transformation: A Study of the Christian
Conversion Narrative. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge Univ. Press

Sullivan LE. 1988. Icanchu’s Drum: An Ori-
entation to Meaning in South American
Religions. New York: Macmillan

Szuchewycz B. 1994. Evidentiality in ritual
discourse: the social construction of relig-
ious meaning. Lang. Soc. 23:389–410

Tambiah S. 1970. Buddhism and the Spirit
Cults in North-East Thailand. Cambridge:
Cambridge Univ. Press

Tambiah S. 1979. A performative approach to
ritual. Proc. Br. Acad. 65:113–69

Tedlock D. 1983. The Spoken Word and the
Work of Interpretation. Philadelphia:
Univ. Penn. Press

Tedlock D, Mannheim B, eds. 1995. The Dia-
logic Emergence of Culture. Urbana/Chi-
cago: Univ. Ill. Press

Thomas PL, Afable PO. 1994. Kallahan invo-
cations to the dead. l’Homme 132, 34(4):
89–99

Titon JT. 1988. Powerhouse for God: Speech,
Chant, and Song in an Appalachian Bap-
tist Church. Austin: Univ. Tex. Press

Trix F. 1993. Spiritual Discourse: Learning
with an Islamic Master. Philadelphia:
Univ. Penn. Press

Tsing AL. 1993. In the Realm of the Diamond
Queen: Marginality in an Out-of-the-Way
Place. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univ.
Press

Tylor EB. 1873. Primitive Culture, Vol 2. Lon-
don: Murray.

Urban G. 1989. The “I” of discourse. In Semi-
otics, Self, and Society, ed. B Lee, G Ur-
ban, pp. 27–51. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter

Urban G. 1991. A Discourse-Centered Ap-
proach to Culture: Native South American
Myths and Rituals. Austin: Univ. Tex.
Press

Urban G. 1996. Metaphysical Community:
The Interplay of the Senses and the Intel-
lect. Austin: Univ. Tex. Press

A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. A

nt
hr

op
ol

. 1
99

7.
26

:4
7-

71
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 a

rj
ou

rn
al

s.
an

nu
al

re
vi

ew
s.

or
g

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
ic

hi
ga

n 
on

 0
5/

16
/0

5.
 F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.



RELIGIOUS LANGUAGE 71

Valentine LP. 1995. Making It Their Own:
Severn Ojibwe Communicative Practices
Toronto/Buffalo/London: Univ. Toronto
Press

Vitebsky P. 1993. Dialogues with the Dead:
The Discussion of Mortality among the
Sora of Eastern India. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge Univ. Press

Voloëinov VN. 1973. (1930). Marxism and the
Philosophy of Language. Transl. L
Matejka, IR Titunik. New York/London:
Seminar

Wagner R. 1986. Symbols That Stand for
Themselves. Chicago/London: Univ. Chi-
cago Press

Wallace AFC. 1966. Religion: An Anthropo-
logical View. New York: Random House

Weiner JF. 1991. The Empty Place: Poetry,
Space, and Being among the Foi of Papua
New Guinea. Bloomington/Indianapolis:

Indiana Univ. Press
Wheelock WT. 1982. The problem of ritual

language: from information to situation. J.
Am. Acad. Relig. 50(1):49–71

Whyte SR. 1990. Uncertain persons in Nyole
divination. J. Relig. Africa 20(1):41–62

Witherspoon G. 1977. Language and Art in
the Navajo Universe. Ann Arbor: Univ.
Mich. Press

Wolterstorff N. 1995. Divine Discourse:
Philosophical Reflections on the Claim
that God Speaks. Cambridge: Cambridge
Univ. Press

Woolard KA. 1992. Language ideology: is-
sues and approaches. Pragmatics
2:235–50

Wright DS. 1993. The discourse of awaken-
ing: rhetorical practice in classical Ch’an
Buddhism. J. Am. Acad. Relig.
61(1):23–40

A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. A

nt
hr

op
ol

. 1
99

7.
26

:4
7-

71
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 a

rj
ou

rn
al

s.
an

nu
al

re
vi

ew
s.

or
g

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
ic

hi
ga

n 
on

 0
5/

16
/0

5.
 F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.



A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. A

nt
hr

op
ol

. 1
99

7.
26

:4
7-

71
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 a

rj
ou

rn
al

s.
an

nu
al

re
vi

ew
s.

or
g

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
ic

hi
ga

n 
on

 0
5/

16
/0

5.
 F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.



A
nn

u.
 R

ev
. A

nt
hr

op
ol

. 1
99

7.
26

:4
7-

71
. D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 a

rj
ou

rn
al

s.
an

nu
al

re
vi

ew
s.

or
g

by
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

M
ic

hi
ga

n 
on

 0
5/

16
/0

5.
 F

or
 p

er
so

na
l u

se
 o

nl
y.


