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0000000000000000000000000000000000
0000000000000000000000000000000000
0 Olson 1977: 262-2710 0000000000 Olson (1993) 000000 O
0000000000000000000000000000000000
0000000000000000000000000000000000
0000000000000000000000000000000000
0 O O Goody (1986)0 Goody and Watt (1968)0 Ong (1982) D000 0 0 O
Olson0 00 0000000000000000000000000000
0000000000000000000000000000000000
0000000000000 0000 Street (1984) O Collins and Blot (2003)
0000000000000000000000000000000000
000000000000000000000000000 (cf. Warner
1990)00000000O0Ison 0000000000000 00000000
0000000000000000000000000000 —0000
0000 —0000000000000000000000000000
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Olson (1977) 1000000000000 O000000000O0OOO0O
0000000000000000000000000000000000
0000000600000000000000 (Martin Luther) 0000 O
0000000000 (essayists) 100 0000000000000000
00000000000000000000000

..., propose that Chomsky’s theory is not a theory of language generally but
a theory of a particular specialized form of language assumed by Luther,
exploited by the British essayists, and formalized by the logical positivists. It
is a model for the structure of autonomous written prose, for what | have
called text (Olson 1977: 272).

OlsonD 00000000 O0OO0O0O0OCO0O0OO0OOOUOODOOOOOOn
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They (the members) have therefore been most rigorous in putting in
execution, the only Remedy, that can be found for this extravagance: and that

has been, a constant resolution, to reject all the amplifications, digressions,

and swellings of style: to return back to the primitive purity, and shortness,

when men delivered so many things, almost in an equal number of words.

They have exacted from all their members, a close, naked, natural way of

speaking; positive expressions, clear senses, a native easiness: bringing all

things as near Mathematical plainness as they can: and preferring the

language of Artizans, Countrymen,and Merchants, before that of Wits, or
Scholars .(quoted in Vickers 1987: 172) (D 0D 0D OO0 O0O OO

gbobobooboobooboboboboboboobooooboooobaon
0000000000000 000000000 DL O “the primitive purity
and shortness’ D 000000000 O0ODOOOOOOOOODOOOODDOO
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Since wit and fancy finds easier entertainment in the world, than dry truth

and real knowledge, figurative speeches, and allusion in language, will

hardly be admired, as an imperfection or abuse of it. | confess, in discourses,

where we seek rather pleasure and delight, than information and

improvement, such ornaments as are borrowed from them, can scarce pass
for faults. But yet, if we would speak of things as they are, we must allow,
that all the art of rhetoric, besides order and clearness, al the artificial and
figurative application of words eloquence hath invented, are for nothing else
but to insinuate wrong ideas, move passions, and thereby mislead the
judgment; and so indeed are perfect cheat....(Locke 1997: 452)0 0 0 0 O
gooood

0000000 d"dry truth and real knowledge” 0O “information and
improvement” O O “wit and fancy” O “pleasure and delight” OO0 OO OO0O0O
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(cf. Foucault 1970 [1966](1]
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(idea) DODODOODOOOOODOODODOOOOODODODODOODODOO
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0000000000 0OAasleff (1982) OO0 O0DOOO0DOODOOODOOOO
gobodobobooboooboobbooboobboobuouobnboo
Oooooood®... he (human being) should be able to use these sounds, as

signs of internal conceptions, and to make them stand as marks for the ideas within
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hismind....” (Locke1997: 361)0 DO 00O 0OO0OO0OOOOOOOOOODO
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gbobobooooooooboobooobobobobooooooboon
gboboboobooooboobooboboboboboboobooobooboon
O0000000o0ooooooooogg (bid, 3670 000ooooog
gbobobooboooobobobobooboooooooboobobo

Words become general, by being made the signs of general ideas: and ideas

become general, by separating from them the circumstances of time, place,

and any other ideas, that may determine them to this or that particular
existence. (Locke 1997: 368; quoted in Bauman and Briggs 2003)00 O 00 O
gooooo

gbobmoooooobobobobooboobooboooDobobobo
goooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
ggbooobooboboooboobboobuooboboobboooboo
ggboogoboobobooboobboobboobboobboooboo
0000000000000 000D000 —0O000 (fabuse’y—0O 00O
000b0obOO0o0obOOooooDOobDOobDOD —0Oo000(fremedies’) —O OO
gogooooobogd
oo0oboooooobooboboooboobooobooboboooboo
00OO0DbOoboOoOoogog®..aman should take care to use no word without a
signification, no name without an idea for which he makes it stand” (Locke 1997:
4550000 00000000000000000D0D0O0O00O0O0O0OOoO
00O0DO0O0O0O00O00O0DO0bO0bD0ObOOob0OOoObDO oogogX(...itis
not enough a man uses his words as signs of some ideas, those ideas he annexes
them to, if they be simple, must be clear and distinct, if complex, must be
determinate...” (ibid., 456)0 0 0000000000 OO0OOOOODOODOO
gogboooobooboobooboobboobboobboobboooboo
goooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
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gobodooboobooboboobbooboobboobuouobboo
0 0O O“...they (men) must also take care to apply their words, as near as may be, to
such ideas as common use has annexed them to” (ibid., 457)0 00000000
gobodooboobooboboobbooboobboobuouobboo
gobodooboobooobooboooboobbooboobboo
goboooboobooooboobobooobooboboooboooboo
O000O00O0o0ObOOob0ObOoO0bOoOobOooog®... after the observation of
the foregoing rules, it is sometimes necessary for the ascertaining the signification of
words, to declare their meaning....” (ibid., 458)0 0 000000000000
oo ooboboboobobobobbbbbbobobooooga
(“declare’) DO ODO0OD0OO0OOOCO0ODODOOOOODODOOODOOODODOO
goboooboobooooboobobooobooboboooboooboo
000000000000 O0OOO0*...in al discourses, wherein one man
pretends to instruct or convince another, he should use the same word constantly in
the same sense...” (ibid., 4650 0 0 00000000000 0O0DOOOO0OO
gobodbobooboooboooo
ggobooboobooboobooobuoobbobbuoobboooboobog
goboooboobooooboobobooobooboboooboooboo
gobodooboobooboboobbooboobboobuouobboo
gobodoobooboooboboobboooboobbooboobLboo
goboooboobooooboobobooobooboboooboooboo
gobtodboboobuooboboobbooboobboobuouobboo
gobodoobooboooboboobboooboobbooboobLboo
00000000000 O0DOBauman and Briggs (2003) DO O OODOOO
00000 00D (“suppression of indexicality’) 00 000000000000
gogooboooooboooobbodL0 —booobbooobbooo
00 —o00doooboooooobbobooooobbooogooobooo
“dry truth and real knowledge” O “information and improvement” 0 0 0O O 0O O
gogbodobobooboooboboobbooboobboobuoobbog
goooooobbobooboooooodoooooooobobooboobooooo
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0Mo0o0o0oOoooooboobooooo@red”yo0ooooooooon
gbobobobobooooboobDobDobooboboboboboooeesd
gdbooooboobobooobooboboobooboboobooooboo
gogboooboobobooboobboobuoobboobboooboo
ggooooobooooobobobbuooooobbbobooooobobboa
gdbooooboobobooobooboboobooboboobooooboo
gogboooboobobooboobboobuoobboobboooboo
0 O O Bauman and Briggs 2003: 3911

Silverstein (1976) O 000000000 ODODODOODOOODOODOO
gogboooboobobooboobboobuoobboobboooboo
gooobooboooobobooobbooobb —0o0obbbooobbbooo
0 —0b0booobbooobbooobobooooboooobooo
gogboooboobobooboobboobuoobboobboooboo
ggbogooboobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gooooobooboooooooodooooooobobboobobooooo
gogboooboobobooboobboobuoobboobboooboo
ggbogooboobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gdbooooboobobooobooboboobooboboobooooboo
Oo00o0ooO (OO1999; cf. Clifford and Marcus 1983)0 Bauman and Briggs
(2003 0 O0OO0O0ODOOOO0DOOOODODDOOOOOOOOOOODO
000000000000 DOO0DOOde.g., Briggs 1996; Clifford 1997; Inoue
ol dobuobtbooboboubboobuobboobuoobboo
000000O0Ovan Dijk (1993) 000 O0O0O0OOO0OOOOODOOOODOO
gdbooooboobobooobooboboobooboboobooooboo
gdbobooobuooboboooboobboobuoobboobboooboo
ggbogooboobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gdbooooboobobooobooboboobooboboobooooboo
gooo

goobooboogoobuoobbooobobooboooboobboooboo
godoooboboooooobobboooooobooooooobboo
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oooOo00obOOoOoooOoooOoOobooOoooOoOobDOolson (1977) OO O
gbobobootobvoobooboboboboboboooobooooboon
gbobobooobooooobooboboboboobooboooobooooobooo
gboboboooboooboobobobobobwvbobo20o00000n
gbobobooobooboobooboboboboboboooobooobooboon
gbobobooobooooobooboboboboobooboooobooooobooo
gboboboobooobooboobobobobobobooooboooooboon
gbobobiwvobooobooboobobobobobobooooooobon
goobooobooo

vioooooobobooobobooobooooo

goobobobooooooooooobooboboboboooboooo
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobobooooboooboooboon
gboboboooboobooboobobobobobobooooboooobon
gbobobooboooobooboboboboobooboobooooobooo
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobobooooboooboooboon
gboboboooboobooboobobobobobobooooboooobon
gbobobooboooobooboboboboobooboobooooobooo
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobobooooboooboooboon
gboboboooboobooboobobobobobobooooboooobon
goboboooooboboobooooobobobooboboobL —Ooboo
gbobobibo —0obooboboboooboboboboooooboon
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobooooooobooban
gbobobooboooobooboboboboobooboobooooobooo
goboobob —-bo0bobo —0b0b —000 —000000000
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobooooooobooban
goboooooobboooobbooobbooobbooooboboooD
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobobooooboooboooboon
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobooooooobooban
gboboooobooboboboooog
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gooobobobbooooobbbbooooobobbbooooobooo
Rudwick (1985) 0 00190 000000000 O0ODODOO0OOODOOOOO
18070 0 0 O O O O The Geological Society of LondonD O OO0 00O OO0DO0O
vooooooobooobobooboooboboobbooboobboobo
ggboogobooboobooboobbooboobwwobbooobod
000000000 Mects’) 000000000 OODOODODOODOOO
gogboooboobobooboobboobuoobboobbobooboo
0000000000 00000 (tdignifiedsilence”) 0000000 O00O0O
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
ggoobobobooooobobobbuoodooobobbuooooobobboo
gogoboogoboobooboooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
gogboooboobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gogoboogoboobooboooboobbooboobboobboooboo
0000 (Rudwick 1985: 25-26)0 0 0D 000 DODODOOOOOODOODO
gooooobgoobooobobodob —boobbooboboobbo —oo
00000000000 @ddress)y 00000000000 O0ODOOOODOO
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
gogooooboobooboboobuodLD —boobooboboobo —
ggboogobgooboo

Hyland (2001) OO OD0O0OODOOOOOOODOOODOOOOODOOOOO
00000 Cimpliedreader”) OO DOOD0OODOODOODOOOODOODOODOOO
ggoboogoboobooboooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
gogbooobuooboboobuoobboobuooboboobboooboo
O0000OHylinddODOOODOODOOOD “we" JO00O000OO0OODOOOO
gooboooobooobobooobobooobbooooDD *wer 00O
ggbooobuooboboobodobboobuooboboobboooboo
0000000000000000 (Hyland 2001: 559)0 0 0000000
goboooobooboooobooboboobooobooboooobod
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godoob*weour-us’ DOOOOOO0OOOODODOODODOOOOOOO
00 (e.g,Wales1999)0 0000000 O000ODO0ODODOOOOOOOOO
gooboobboooooobobbooooobobbooooooobogo
O0OHylandDO OO OOOOOOOOOODOODOODOODOODOODOODOOO
gogbodooboboobooobooboooboobbooboobLboo
gobooobooboooboobobooboobooooboooboo
gobbodooboboobooboboobbooboobboobuoobnboo
gopbodboboogoboobbooboon

Hyland (2001) O D0 0O00OODOOO0OOOO0ODOODODOOOOODOOOOO
gobbodooboboobooboboobbooboobboobuoobnboo
do0odooooooooooogooogn (eg., Markkanen and Schroder
1997; Myers 2002; cf. Hyland 2005)0 0 0 0 0000000000 OOOO0O
gobbodooboboobooboboobbooboobboobuoobnboo
gobodoboboobooobooboboooboobboobuoobLboo
gobooobooboooboobobooboobooooboooboo
00000000000 0ODO0ODOD (eception OO OOOOOODOODO
gobodoboboobooobooboboooboobboobuoobLboo
gobooobooboooboobobooboobooooboooboo
gobbodooboboobooboboobbooboobboobuoobnboo
000000000 DWarner (2002) 00D 00000 DO (public) D000
goboodOwanerD DO 0DD0OO0OO0OOO0ODOOOOODOODDOODDOO
gogoboobobbuooooobobbooodobbbuooooobobobouo
Warnerd DD OO O0O0OOO0O0DOOO0OO0OO0OO0OOOOODOODLbOOn
goobooomoobbboooooobobbooooooboboooog
ygjd@mijooooobooooobobbbooooobobobowbobog
gobodobobooboooboobboooboobbooboobLboo
goboooboobooobooboboobooboboooboooboo
gobooobodbwamerbO0oogooboobobooboobbog
0000000000 00000D00000 (cireulation) OO0OO0OO0OOO
goboooboobooobooboboobooboboooboooboo
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000000000000 b0o0obOOobOobDOoDgn (Warner 2002: 65-66; cf.
Harbermas 1989; Warner 1990)0]

oo0obooooooboobooooboobooobooboboooboo
gogboooboobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
ggboogobooboobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
gogboooboobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
ggboogobooboobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
O000O0O0O0OOHyland (2001) OOOODOOODOODOODOOOOO
ggbogoobooboboooboobboobboobboobboooboo
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
gdbboooboobobooboobbooboobobooboowarnerd
ggoobboooooboobooboooboobbobbuoobbooobooboa
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
gogboooboobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
ggbogoobooboboooboobboobboobboobboooboo
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
gogboooboobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
ggbogoobooboboooboobboobboobboobboooboo
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
ggbtbooobuoobobooobodobboobuoobboobboooboo
ggbogoobooboboooboobboobboobboobboooboo
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
000bOobOoooooooono®*we ('us'" O “ourr DO O)YOOQOOOODO
gogoo

0000000000 DO0DOO0O0O0D0OO0OoOgon (Silverstein 1976)0 0O O
gbooboobuouobuobuooboboboobogbobbouobo
(presupposition) D 0 0000000000000 OOOOODOOOOOO
0000000000 0%hs O0O0000D0O0ODOOD0OO0ODO0O0DO0ODOOO0
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000o000bOO00O00bOobOoOobOoboOoobOobog “sheeOOOODO
gogbodboobodobooobboooboobboobboobuoobobo
goboooboobooooboobobooobooboboooboooboo
goobooboboooooobboo@mbbooooobobobboooog
000 (entailment) 0000000000000 DOODOOODOODOOOODO
00000000 0O00OO0O0DoOoOgOoOSiversteindO0O00OD0O0OODOOOO
00O0DO0ODODOODOODOODbOODO (non-referential language) D OO0 OO
gobodooboobooobooboooboobbooboobboo
goboooboobooooboobobooobooboboooboooboo
gobodoboboobooboboobbooboobboobuouobboo
gogbodobobooobbooobobooobobuoobuooboboobboobobo
goboooboobooooboobobooobooboboooboooboo
goboooobgoooobo “mobbodbboobuoobbuoobboo
gobodoobooboooboboobboooboobbooboobLboo
gooooo «rooobobbbod@moooooooboboooog
gooboboooo *wer DOOoooobobbbboooooobboobooboo
ggoooobobooooobobobbuooooobbbobooooobobboa
00000000 DbO00O0000bO (booOooOoOobOOoooDoooaon
O000O0O0O0OO0oOoOTsilverstein (1976) DO DO OOOODOOOODOODO
gobodoobooboooboboobboooboobbooboobLboo
goboooboobooooboobobooobooboboooboooboo
goboodbbooo™@oboobuoooboobboobboobuooobobo

vioodooooooooooooooooood

gobooboobooboobno *wer DO0OO0OO0OOODDOODOO
gbobooooooobogan

(1) In this paper we argue that Derek Freeman’s book...is not....(Patience
and Smith 1986: 157)
(2) We shall show that Freeman’s attempted refutation of Mead is based
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on.... (ibid., 157)

0000 “we OO0OO0OO0O0DOOCOOOOOODO Patienced SmithD O O
gbobobooboobooboboboboooooo

(3) Let us suppose that Freeman’s critique of Mead is successful. (ibid., 160)

000000000000000000000000000000 “us’
(we) 0000000000 0000000000000Wales (1996) O O
0000 “we 0000000000 “we'D (“workshop we’) 0000 O O
0000000000000000000000000000000000
000 (Wales 1996: 66)0 0 0 0 O Hyland (2001) 0000000000 “we’
0000000000000000 —00000000 —0000000
O00OWalesDO0ODDO000MOOOO0O0OOOO0OOOOOOO0000
0000000000000000000000000000000000
000000000000000000000000000 (inclusion) OO
0000000000000000000 (exclusion) 0000000000
0000MO0O000000000000000000000000000
0000000000000000000000000000000000
OO0O0“Freeman” 0000000000000 0000000000OO0O
O00“we’ 00000000000 00000O000000000000
00000000 “r 00000000000 O000000000000
0000000000000000000000000000000000
000000000 “wethey’ 00000000000000000000
000000000000 (Lee 1997; Singer 1989)0 0 00000000 O
0000000 “we OFreeman0 00 0000000000000000
0000000000000 0OFreemand 000000000000000
000000000000000000000000000000000
000000000000000000000000000000000
00000 *weour-us’ 00 00000000000000000O00M
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ggooobobbooooobobobbuooooobbbooooobobboo
gobodooboobooobooboooboobbooboobboo
golessgoo3igooooooonoooobooboooobooooboog
0000000 “New Samoa Book Challenges Margaret Mead's Conclusions”
(The New York Times, Late City Fina Edition, Jan.31,1983) 0 0 0 OO OO OO
Job0oooboobooobooesdibooooooonooooboog
OOO0DO0DOODOODOMargret Meadd DO DODOODOODOODOODOODOODO
Comingof AgeinSamoa 0 0 00O O0OO0OODOOODOOOOODOOOO
gooooboboooooobobbooooobobooooooobboo
00O 0O Margaret Mead in Samoa: the Making and Unmaking of an Anthropological
MythOOOOOODOOO0ODO0ODO00O0OO0O0OO00O00D0000DO000O00
000000000000 D0000 (Derek Freeman) OO0 O OOODOOO
gobtbodoboboobooboboobbooboobboobuoobboo
gogoooobobobobbbboodooooououooobobbboobobobooboo
Jobooobooboooobooboboobooboboooboooaagrod
gobtbodoboboobooboboobbooboobboobuoobboo
000000000D0DOYans-McLaughlin (1985) OO0 0OO0OOOOOO
gobooobooboooboobobooboobooooboooboo
gobbolsbbgobooooboobbooobooboboobuouobboo
gobodoobobooboooboobboooboobbooboobLboo
gobooobooboooboobobooboobooooboooboo
gobtbodboboobuooboboobbooboobboobuouobnboo
0000000000 (FranzBoas) D000 0OOO0ODODOOODOOOODOO
000D0O0DO0000000DO00O0O00oOOoOoO0 (Freeman 1983)0 8001
gobtbodboboobuooboboobbooboobboobuouobnboo
gobodoobobooboooboobboooboobbooboobLboo
OO0o00o0Ooboooobooogno (eg., Clifford and Marcus 1983)0 0 0 0 O
gobz0bbgobbooboboobbooboobboobuouobnboo
gogbodoobooboooboobbooboobbooboobbog
gobooobooboooboobobooboobooooboooboo
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gogboooboobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
ggoboooobooboooobooooboobbobbuoobooobooba
20000020030 (DOODDODODOO200100000000)00O00O000O0
00000000 O0ODO0O American Anthropologist OO OO0 OO0OOOO
O00Ocf.Roscoe 20030 00 0000000300000 00O0O0O0O0O0O0O
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
gogboooboobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
0O0D0D0O00 (eg. Robin 2004)0 Warner (2002) 00000000000 DO0O
gooooobOoobboooboooboobooobooo

000000000000 0O019830000 American Anthropologist O O O
gboogooobobooooobooobobooobobooobboobobobooa
Theodore Schwartz00 0 0 O O “Anthropology: A Quaint Science” O OO0 OO0O
gogboooboobobooboobboobuoobboobbobooboo
odb ‘v 0bog

(4) The “media event” broke upon us some months before most of us had
seen the Freeman book, precipitated by an unprecedented blitz of advance
publicity, sensational, almost apocalyptic in tone.(Schwartz 1983: 919)

goboboooooobobooooobooooooboobooooobn
‘s’ JOO0O0O0O0obOO0o0ob0oboooobbooobooboboooboOooboDbOoo
‘us’ DOOOoOoOoOooOOobOoboOobooobOobOobOo v ODO00O00O0
O0000oooooOd “mediaevent” O0O0O0OO0O0O0ODOOOOOO
goobooooooon “event” 00000 0D0O0O0OO0ODODODODO
gbobobooooobooboobooboboboboboboobooobooobon
‘us’ JUOO0OoobOoobobOoooboboooboobobooobbooobboo
gboboboooooooobooboooboboboboooooobooon
gbobobooboobooboomobobooobooboooooboobobobo
gboboboboooboboob *we' —0000000 —0O0000D00
gbobooooooboobobobooooo
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gdoboobooboessoogobooboboobobuoobbooobog
0000000 EthosOODOOOOODOORobert LevyD OO “Mead,
Freeman, and Samoa: The Problem of Seeing Thingsas They Are’ OO O OO0
gobodoobobooboooboobbooboobboobuouobboo
gobodbbooboobobooobo

(5) Derek Freeman, in collaboration with Harvard University Press, stirred
things up a bit last Spring with his attack on Margaret Mead and a variety
of other more or less associated targets (Freeman 1983). Different

consumers of anthropology got variously stirred up by different aspects

of that strangely concocted book. The media, because they were

threatened in one of their symbiotic celebrities. The Pacific |slanders

were presented with yet another problem in trying to understand what the
West had done with them and to them. The profession, or at least afew of
its fragments, was upset (for the most part) for miscellaneous reasons, in
keeping with its current miscellaneous state. (Levy 1984: 85)0 00 0 O O

googd

gobbooootobbooogbbbouooubbooooobon “we-us-
our" O OO0OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO “different consumers of
anthropology” 00000000 ODOO0DOODOOOOOODOOOODOO
dobbooobobbioooubLewdDDODOOUODMMOOOO Levy
gogoboooobodg “weusour” U000 OooonobooobbOoOog
goboooboobooobooboboooboobooooboooboo
ggooooboob v 0000 "ourr OO0 DO

(6) Freeman believes that the counterattacks from us represent a concerted
squawking because he hit us squarely on our passionately held and
blinding paradigm—*culture” as the exhaustive explanation of human

behavior, denying a deeper and truer and incorrigible biological human
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nature. But his study of our culture at a distance, viewed from Canberra
and the Antipodes, seems, as these things usually do to natives, off the
mark. (ibid., 85)

gogboooobuoobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
ggboogoboobooboooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
goobooboooobbooobbooobboogbboog —booo
goobtb —ogobbooobbuooobbooobbbooobbbooo
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
000000000000 hisstudy of our culture at adistance’0 0 00 00O
ggboogoboobooboooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gobooooboobooooboobobooboobobooboooobod
“we (anthropologists)-they (natives)” 0 000000000 OOOOOOOO
ggbogobooboobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gooboobooobbooobom*we OO0 O00oODbOOODDOO
goobobooobbooobbooobboogbby —Ubobbooo
goooboooobbooob —oobbbooobbboobbbooo
goooooboooooooooo
gobooboooobod*we 01600 OO0 O%our D130 000
ggboogobooboobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
gooboooobgodien *we DODODOD0ODDOOOODODDODOOODDOOO
gooboooboboobobbooobbooobboo "wer bbb
gogboogobuoobobooboobbooboobboobboooboo
goboooobooboooobooboboobooobooboooboo
gogbooobooboboooboobbooboobboobboooboo
ggoboobooobobooobuoooboobbo*we Uoboooboooboobg
gobooooboobooooboobobooboooboobooooboo
OooooDb0oOD “wer OOOOOOODOO “we (ethnographers)-they
(natives)” 00 OODO00OODOOOOODOODOODOODOODOOODOOO
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gboboboobooobooboobobobobobobooooboooooboon
gbobobooobooboobooboboboboboboooobooobooboon
goobooooobboobooooooboooboooboboobooooooo
‘we JOOO0O0O0OO0OOO0LevyDOOOOODOOOOOOOODOODODOO
gbobobooobooboobooboboboboboboooobooobooboon
OOo0o0og “they OOODOOOO0ODOOODOODOO *"we OOOOODOO
gobo “we d0O0ooboobooboobboobboobooboo
goooomoboooo0 ws oo oooooooooo
gboboboobooooobooboboboboobooboooobooooobooon
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobobooooboooooboon
gboboboooboooboobooboboboboboooooooboobaon
gboboboboooooookoodn "our DO0O0O0OO0OOO0ODOODO
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobobooooboooooboon
gboboooooboboboboooooob

obob *weour-us’ ODO0O0OODOODOOOOOOOOODODO22000
goz2ootboooooobooboobooboboboboooooobogon
gobobooooooooobobobobotb —OOobO0bo —000ao
oobod0ob00OLevyDDOOo20000000000D00O0O0DOOODO
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobobooooboooooboon
gboboboooboooboobooboboboboboooooooboobaon
gboboboobooooobooboboboboobooboooobooooobooon
gboobooboboooboobobomooboobooboboobooon
gboboboooboobooboobobobobobooooooooban
gbobobooobooooobooboboboboobooboooobooooobooo
gbobobooobooooboobobobobobooboooobooobooboon
gboboboooboobooboobobobobobooooooooban
gbobobooobooooobooboboboboobooboooobooooobooo
gbobooooobooboboobooooog



gooooooobooobo0o0b0bO—0000000bo00bb00000000— 663

viigooog

Foucault (1980) DO OOOOOOOCOCOCOOCOOOOOOOOOOOOO
gboboboooooooooboobooobobobobobooooboon
gbobobooobiob —0obobobooboooboobobobo —00oo
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobobobooboooboooboon
gobobooooobooobobooobboooboboooboboooo
gboboboooboooooboobooboboboboboboobooobooobon
gbobobooobooobooboobobobobobobobooboooboooboon
gboboboooooooooboobooobobobobobooooboon
gboboboooboooooboobooboboboboboboobooobooobon
gboboboobwoobooboboboboboboooooooboon
gbobobooooobogooobobobobobooboooobobboobo
gboboboooboooooboobooboboboboboboobooobooobon
gbobobooboobooboobobobobobobobooooboobon
gboboboooooooooboobooobobobobobooooboon
gboboboooboooooboobooboboboboboboobooobooobon
gbobobooboobooboobobobobobobobooooboobon
gooooooboobooboobuoobobooobobomboooon
gbobobooobooooooboobobobobobobooboooboooboon
gboboobd

1000000000000 0000O00DOO0O0O0bOO0oDOOoO0Ob0OODOnDn
gooooooooooooboooooooooobooobOoooooooooo
goivooooooboobivooooobooooooooobooooooooo
gbooooooooooboobooobooobooobooOobOOoooOooooOoooo
gobobooooboooooooooooboooobooooobooooooooDno —
gobobooobooooooooooooooboooooooooboooDno —
gooooooboooobooooobooobDbooooooooooooOooooo



664

oooocooo

0000MO000000000000000000000000000000
000000000000000000000000000000000000

0000000000D0000000D000000000000000ONg
(1982)0 Goody (1986)0 Goody and Watt (1968) D 00000 0000000000

000000000000000000000000000000000000

ooo

2 Atkinson D000 O0OO00O0OOOCOOO0ODODOOOOOO0DODOI70O0O0ODOO

00000000 (‘ego-centric’) 0000000000000 0O0O0O0OO1900
000000 (“object-centered”) DO OO0 ODOOOODOOOOOOOOODOOOO
OO0O000OBiber (1988) OO ODOOOO0ODOOOOOOODODODOAtkinson O
gboboooooooooooooooooooobooOobOoooooooono
goooooooooboooobobooooboobooooDo

300oooooooooooOooOoOD Chafe0000mMOCOO—4LO000O

boboodbo—-4oooooooboooobooooobboobooooooooonoo
0000000000000 00000000000mMm 00000 (idea unit)O
gbooobooobooboobobooooooboobooobOooboboboOoooo
OOChafe (1985) OO OOOOO0O0OOOOOOOOOOOOODOOOOOODO
gooooooooooobobooooobooD —O00O0oDbDOobOoOOooOoDbo
gooooob —oO0o0oOooOoobOoooooOO0obooooobDOoboooOoDo
gboboooooooooooboooobooooobbooboooooooooono
bobooooobooooooboooooOobooOobOoOobOooOOoOoOOoOoDo
oboboooooooooooboooooOoooOoboOobOoooboOooobooOooDo
—O0o00000 —00Oo0oooooooooooooon

4 0000LeithODOODO1870 0000000 Principp0 000000000

000000000000000000000000000000000000
0000000 (Leith 1983: 48)0

[00O00]

Aadleff, Hans. 1982. From Locke to Saussure. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.
Adolph, Robert. 1968. The Rise of Modern Prose Style. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Atkinson, Atkinson. 1999. Scientific Discourse in Sociohistorical Context: The

Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London, 1675-1975. Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Publishers.

Bauman, Richard. 2004. A World of Others’ Words: Cross-cultural Perspectives on

Intertextality. Malden, MA: Blackwell.



gooooooobooobo0o0b0DbO—0000000b000b00O000000— 665

Bauman, Richard and Charles Briggs. 1990. Poetics and Performance as Critical
Perspectives on Language and Social Life. Annual Review of Anthropology 19: 59-88.

Bauman, Richard and Charles Briggs. 2000. Language Philosophy as Language |deology:
John Locke and Johann Gottfried Herder. In P. V. Kroskrity, ed., Regimes of Language.
Santa Fe, New Mexico: School of American Research Press.

Bauman, Richard and Charles L. Briggs. 2004. Voices of Modernity: Language |deologies
and the Palitics of Inequality. New Y ork: Cambridge University Press.

Biber, Douglas 1988. Variations Across Speech and Writing. New Y ork: Cambridge
University Press.

Briggs, Charles L. 1996. The Politics of Discursive Authority in Research on ‘the Invention
of Tradition.” Cultural Anthropology 11: 435-469.

Chafe, Wallace. 1982. Integration and Involvement in Speaking, Writing, and Oral
Literature. In D. Tannen, ed., Spoken and Written Language: Exploring Orality and
Literacy. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Chafe, Wallace. 1985. Linguistic Differences Produced by Differences Between Speaking
and Writing. In D.R.OIson, N.Torrance and A.Hildyard, eds., Literacy, Language, and
Learning: The Nature and Consequences of Reading and Writing. New Y ork: Cambridge
University Press.

Clifford, James. 1997. Routes: Travel and Culture in the Late Twentieth Century.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Clifford, James and George E. Marcus. 1983. Writing Culture. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Cohen, I. Bernard, ed. 1990. Puritanism and the Rise of Modern Science: The Merton
Thesis. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press. .

Collins, James. 1996. Socialization to Text: Structure and Contradiction in Schooled
Literacy. In M. Silverstein and G. Urban, eds., The Natural History of Discourse.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Collins, James and Richard K. Blot. 2003. Literacy and Literacies: Texts, Power, and
Identity. New Y ork: Cambridge University Press.

Crapanzano, Vincent. 2000. Serving the Word: Literalism in America from the Pulpit to the
Bench. New Y ork: The New Press.

Flowerdew, John. 2002. Academic Discourse. New Y ork: Longman.

Foucault, Michel 1970[1966]. The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences.
New Y ork: Random House.

Foucault, Michel 1980. Power and Knowledge. New Y ork: Pantheon Books.

Freeman, Derek. 1983. Margaret Mead and Samoa: The Making and Unmaking of an
Anthropological Myth. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.



666 oooocooo

Geider, Cheryl. 1994. Academic Literacy and the Nature of Expertise: Reading, Writing,
and Knowing in Academic Philosophy. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
Publishers.

Goody, Jack. 1986. The Logic of Writing and the Organization of Society. New Y ork:
Cambridge University Press.

Goody, Jack and lan Watt. 1968. The Consequences of Literacy. Comparative Studies in
Society and History 5: 304-345.

Guyer, Paul. 1994. Locke's Philosophy of Language. In V. Chappell, ed., The Cambridge
Companion to Locke. New Y ork: Cambridge University Press.

Harburmas, Jurgen. 1989. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry
into a Category of Bourgeois Society. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Hyland, Ken. 2001. Bringing in the Reader: Addressee Features in Academic Articles.
Written Communication 18: 549-574.

Hyland, Ken. 2002. Disciplinary Discourses: Social Interactions in Academic Writing. Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Hyland, Ken. 2005. Stance and Engagement: A Model of Interaction in Academic
Discourse. Discourse Studies 7: 173-192.

Inoue, Miyako. 2006. Vicarious Language: Gender and Linguistics Modernity in Japan.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Jakobson, Roman. 1960. Linguistics and Poetics. In T. A. Sebeok, ed., Style in Language.
Cambridge: MIT Press.

Jones, Richard Foster. 1951. The Seventeenth Century: Sudies in the History of English
Thought and Literature from Bacon to Pope. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Jones, Richard Foster. 1953. The Triumph of the English Language. Stanford: Stanford
University Press.

Jones, Richard Foster. 1961. Ancients and Moderns: A Sudy of the Rise of the Scientific
Movement in Seventeenth-Century England. New Y ork: Dover Publications.

Kroskrity, Paul V. ed. 2000. Regimes of Language. Santa Fe, New Mexico: School of
American Research Press.

Lee, Benjamin. 1997. Talking Heads. Durham: Duke University Press.

Leith, Dick. 1983. A Social History of English. New Y ork: Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd.

Levy, Robert 1. 1984. Mead, Freeman, and Samoa: The Problem of Seeing Things as They
Are. Ethos 12: 85-92.

Locke, John. 1997. An Essay Concerning Human Understanding. London: Penguin Books.

Markkanen, Raija and Hartmut Schroder, eds. 1997. Hedging and Discourse. Berlin: Walter
de Gruyter.

0000019990 000000000000000000D0000—0D0000D



goooooooboooboo0obbO—0000000booobo0ooo0000— 667

00000000 —mo0o000o0o0oUoo0oUooO0o0oDooDoo

gooop0z2001. 0000000000 DOOO0OO0O0O0O0DODODOOOOO0—00OO0
oooooo0O000000000O0O0O000—M 0000002000000
ooooo

Mead, Margaret. 1928. Coming of Agein Samoa. New Y ork: William Morrow.

Merton, Robert K. 1970. Science, Technology & Society in Seventeenth-Century England.
New Y ork: Howard Fertig.

Mertz, Elizabeth. 1996. Recontextualization as Socialization: Text and Pragmatics in the
Law School Classroom. In M. Silverstein and G. Urban, eds., The Natural History of
Discourse. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Montgomery, Scott L. 1996. The Scientific Voice. New Y ork: The Guilford Press.

Myers, Greg. 1989. The Pragmatics of Politeness in Scientific Articles. Applied Linguistics
10: 1-35.

The New York Times (Late City Final Edition). Jan.31, 1983.

Olson, David R. 1977. From Utterance to Text: The Bias of Language in Speech and
Writing. Harvard Educational Review 47: 257-281.

Olson, David R. 1993. Literacy and Objectivity: The Rise of Modern Science. In Olson, D.
R. and N. Torrance, eds., Literacy and Orality. New Y ork: Cambridge University Press.
Ong, Walter J. 1982. Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word. London and

New York: Methuen.

Oshima, Alice and Ann Hogue. 2006. Writing Academic English. White Plaines, NY:
Pearson Education.

Philips, Susan U. 1998. Ideology in the Language of Judges: How Judges Practice Law,
Politics and Courtroom Control. New Y ork: Oxford University Press.

Reiman, Jonathan E. and Joyce D. Hammond. 1985. Some Comments on the Freeman-Mead
Controversy. American Anthropologist 87: 393-394.

Roscoe, Paul. 2003. Margaret Mead, Reo Fortune, and Mountain Arapesh Warfare.
American Anthropologist 105:581-591.

Roy, Robin. 2004. The Ghost of Caliban. In Scandals and Scoundrels. Seven Cases That
Shook the Academy. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Rudwick, Martin J. S. 1985. The Great Devonian Controversy. Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press.

Schieffelin, Bambi B. and Kathryn A. Woodlard, & Paul V. Kroskrity, eds. 1998. Language
Ideologies. New Y ork: Oxford University Press.

Schwartz, Theodore. 1983. Anthropology: A Quaint Science. American Anthropologist 85:
919-929.



668 oooocooo

Scollon, Ron and Suzanne B.K. Scollon. 1981. Narrative, Literacy, and Face in Interethnic
Communication. Norwood, NJ: Ablex Publishing Corporation.

Scollon, Ron and Suzanne W. Scollon. 1995. Intercultural Communication. Cambridge:
Blalckwell.

Silverstein, Michael. 1976. Shifters, Linguistic Categories, and Cultural Description. In K.
Basso and H. Selby, eds., Meaning in Anthropology. Albuquerque: University of New
Mexico Press.

Silverstein, Michael and Greg Urban. 1996. The Natural History of Discourse. In The
Natural History of Discourse. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Singer, Milton. 1989. Pronouns, Persons, the Semiotic Self. In B. Lee and G. Urban, eds.,
Semiotics, Self, and Society. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Street, Brian V. 1984. Literacy in Theory and Practice. New Y ork: Cambridge University
Press.

Swales, 1990. Genre Analysis: English in Academic and Research Settings. New Y ork:
Cambridge University Press.

Van Dijk, Teun A. 1993. Elite Discourse and Racism. London: Sage Publishers.

Vickers, Brian. 1987. English Science, Bacon to Newton. New Y ork: Cambridge University
Press.

Wales, Katie. 1996. Personal Pronouns in Present-day English. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Warner, Michael. 1990. The Letters of the Republic: Publications and the Public Sphere in
Eighteenth-Century America. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Warner, Michael. 2002. Publics and Counterpublics. New Y ork: Zone Books.

White, Hayden 1978. Tropics of Discourse. Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press.

Yans-McLaughlin, Virginia. 1985. Comment on the Freeman/Mead Controversy. Sngs 10:
594-597.

The Social Semiotics of English Academic Writing:
Discourse of Knowledge Construction and Language |deology

Keiko MATSUKI

Key words: Semiotics, Academic discourse, Language ideology,



gooooooobooobo0o0bDbO—0000000bo00bb00O000000— 669

Knowledge and Authority

Academic writing is an ingtitutionally-situated communicative practice in
the sense that it involves the inseparable realms of knowledge and authority
(Foucault 1980). Disciplinary knowledge is constructed through academic
discourse, and the practice of academic writing is both practically and
ideologically important for the construction of a discipline as well as
knowledge itself. By paying attention to such an institutional apparatus
surrounding knowledge and authority, this paper examines what norms
mediate the practice of English academic writing. The study looks into a
complex functioning of such norms concerning English written academic
prose, particularly, in terms of sign, discourse, and text. Previous work on
academic writing has been concentrated in the area of applied linguistics
with pedagogical concerns. In this regard, the present study illuminates
academic writing from a different perspective, a perspective on the dynamic
interaction between society and sign.

The study consists of two major discussions. The first discussion focuses
on the norms mediating academic written prose. One important norm
concerns the idea of “autonomous text” (Olson 1977). It is a
decontextualized text, a text which is separable from the context of “here
and now.” It logically implies the autonomy of knowledge constructed, and
furthermore its authority that transcends any time and space. However, this
idea of text is an ideological construct. Academic writing is not a neutral
notion; it is permeated with particular sociocultural meanings. In order to
examine such meanings, the discussion explores its genealogy which dates
back to the birth of modern science—along with Puritanism and also
utilitarianism—and its ingtitutional apparatus represented primarily by the
Royal Society of London in the seventeenth-century England. By looking at
specific discourses of such advocates of modern science as Thomas Sprat
and John Locke among many, the discussion illuminates the significance of
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“plain English” which is mediated by referential language ideology. In the
sociocultural context then, this particular rationalization of language led to
the idealization of English language, in contrast to classic languages like
Latin and Greek, as the language of new scientific knowledge
representation (Bauman and Briggs 2003).

The second discussion focuses on the actual practice. This latter
discussion particularly illuminates the importance of academic community
as context. Academic writing is a communicative practice, and writers
always address their discourse to the audience. A variety of previous studies
have pointed out the significance of such an interactional aspect of
academic writing, and discussed how a writer brings in an “implied” reader
into his/her discourse. Here, the construction of virtual interaction is
considered to be arhetorical strategy for persuasion in academic writing. In
this regard, the present study agrees to its rhetorical importance, while it is
distinct from previous studies in that it looks at the interaction of discourse
by conceptualizing the audience as a more socially open-ended context, and
exploring a semiotically created linkage of indexical meanings in the
politics of social positions and relations. In order to illuminates such
semiotic dynamics, the discussion focuses on the indexicality of the first
personal plural pronoun “we” actualized in specific discourse examples
taken from the Mead-Freeman Controversy in contemporary anthropology.
By examining concrete use and function of this pronominal index in
discourse, the study explores the interaction between academic discourse
and academic community.



