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zed the tripartite Institute. It is a companion
getown University Round Table on Languages and
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n Appendix to the Introduction
¢ remainder of this Preface, based on my remarks at the Institute’s
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opening ceremony, places the Institute in personal and ﬁ%ﬁ%%ﬁﬁé content
and acknowledges the many people who contributed to 11,

 The 1985 LSAJTESOL Institute

161973, 1 was a teacher of remedial writing, freshman composition,
and English as a Second Language at Herbert H. Lehman %Z”,{}ﬁz%sgz? of
the City University of New York, That summer [ went to the Linguistic

*Institute at the University of Michigan. 1 attended classes all day, and

| went to lectures in the evenings. It ‘was at, and because of, tha
Institute, “Language in Context,” that I decided to become a linguist.

8o I have g personal debt to Linguistic Institutes. My way of repaying
that debt was organizing and directing the 1988 LSA/TESOL Institute:
the first ane since 1973 to focus on language in contexy, or, broadly
speaking, sociolinguistic/discourse approaches to language.

“The History of Linguistic Institutes

_ Nineteen eighty-five was the second year the LSA and TESOL Institutes
were jointly held, and the third time Georgetown University hosted 2
Linguistic fnstizute. The fist and second times were 1054 and 1954,
{1 was then stendard for 2 university 1o host the Institute two vears
in a row.}) The 1985 Institute took its place in a long tradition. (The

- following information comes from *The History of Linguistic Institutes™
by Archibuld Hill and from earlier Institute brochures, all of which

- were provided by the Linguistic Society of America,)

The firgt two Linguistic Institutes were held in 3;%?23 and 1929 2t

Yale University. The next two, in 1930 and 1931, were held 4t the
College of the City of New York. All four of these Institutes were
direcied by Edgar Sturtevant, Hill reports, “Preliminary costs . . . wers
guaranteed by a group of thirty-two of the most disting-ui-ihcd meisbers
of the Society” including Boas, Bloomfield, and Sapir. Because of
economic conditions, Institutes were then discontinued until 1936 when
they began again and were held five years in succession at the {niversity
of Michigan, directed by Charles Fries. At these Institutes. the con-
nection between linguistics and the teaching of languages was central
_ The 1536 Linguistic Institute included “luncheon conferences.” The
- brochure explains, “These luncheon conferences will be held in one of
ﬁ: J&:Hﬁfﬁ?% %&gm of the Michigan Union and will cost each
“hig” !un('hcnﬂ.ﬁ%lghc Iiw;ﬁ::;u}ﬁrofr = ,%ﬁﬁh@miim s likclyﬁ%&%
e T b faculty members includes not a single
5}%%.@% w:klr::umum fee for tuition was $39; & single room cost
S e ard was $4-7 per week. The railroads offered a special
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{ & % fare for Institute porticipants. Visiting scholars wore admitted
free.

The Undwersity of Michisan again hosted the Linguistic lnstitute
from 1945 o 1950 About the 1945 Institute, FHI writes, “in addition,
the lpetures containgd the frst appearance of what has come 10 be the
most theatrically and linguistically effective performance of many In-
stituies, Profossor Pike's “Demonsteation of gn Introdectory Analvsis
of 2 Language Unknown 1o the Linguist” Exactly 40 vears later,
Proafessor Pike performed o similsy demonstration at the 1985 Institute,

Purticipants

1 was particularly pleased to have on the faculty of the 1985 Institute
somesone who had sl hess on the faculty of the 1953 Institute ot
Goorgetown: Charles Ferguson. Indecd, the 1983 Institute had a large
and stellar faculty, including seven scholars from abroad (Michag!
Canale, Bobert Cooper, Florlan Coulmas, Beatriz Lavanders, Andrew
Pawlev, Suzanne Romaine, Henry Widdowson); five from the Wash.
ington, DO area (Jo Ann Crandall, Robert Johnson, Scont Liddell,
Sivhard Tucker, Walt WollramYy and fificen from Geosgetown Uni-
versity, including members of the French (Simon Battestini), English
{Daniel Moshenberg), and Philosophy (Steven Kuhn) Depariments as
well as Linguistics (Walter Cook, $.J., Francis Dinneen, 8J., Ralph
Fasold, Chardes Kreidler, Robert Lado, Power Lowenberg, Sclomon
Sara, 8.1, Deborah Schiffrin, Shaligram Shukls, Roger Shuy, Joha Stac-
ek, Michael Zarechnak) The twenty-throe visiting faculty members
from other states were Kathlesn Hailey, Russell Campbell, Wallace
Chale, Mark Clarke, Jenny Coolke-Gumperz, Frederick Erickson, John
Fanselow, Lily Wong Fillmore, Jobn Cumperz, Evelyn Haich, Shirley
Brice Heath, Robin Lakoff, Diane Larsen-Freeman, Michael Long,
James McCawley, Marianne Mithun, Joan Morley, William Moulton,
Susan Philips, Haj Ross, Leonard Talmy, Rita Wong, and Vivian Zamel,
Onewesk scholarsineresidence were Emanuel Schegloff {week one);
Blinor Ocks and Bareld Schiefielin (week two);, Charles Fillmore {week
three);, and Paul Hopper (week four) Forum lecturers were Kenoeth
Pike, Paul Friedrich, Stephen Krashen, Peter Strevens, Murkel Saville-
Trolke, amd William Labov, The NEH faculty were A, Lo Becker, Ray
MeDermoy, Harld Rosen, and 1. John Gumperz held the Linguistic
Society of America Chair. Williarn Moulton held the Herman Collitz
Chair, ]

Thers were also numerous lectures, meetings, workshops, and con-
fﬁ:mﬁ{fm which pontributed to the rchness and excitoment of the Ine
stitutes. These events and thelr organizers were: Jens Allwood and Per
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Linell (“Reconsidering structuralist linguistics”™); Paul Chapin (“Bvery.
thing you ought to know about how to apply for an NSF grant™)
Florian ‘Coulmas {(“The national language question™), Hans Dechert
{*“Current trends in European second language acquisition research™y:
Richard Frankel (“Exploring the medical encounter through micro-
interactional analysis™y; Roy Freedle (“Cognitive and linguistic aspocts
of language test performance”); Donald Freeman (“Experiential language
teacher educatiom A workshop in issues, practices, and techniques™,
David Hiple and Judith Liskin-Gasparro {(“Four.day oral proficiency
workshop”™), Joyee Hutchings (TESOL Summer Meeting), Leah Kedar
(“Language and power™); Joan Morley and Sandra Silberstein (“The
art and science of materials development™); Livia Polanyi (“Syntactic
mzi semantic aspects of discourse structure”™); Deborah Schiffrin (Lin-
‘guistic Institute summer meetingl; John Staczek (“Colloguinm on Sran.
ish, Portuguese, and Catalan linguistics™); Len Talmy and Deborsh
Tannen ("Analyzing videotaped interaction: Loud family tapes™); Jackie
Tanner (“Media sofiware development for ESL feachers™) and Anne
% Wa!kcr and Judith Levi (“Language and the judicial process™. I or
ganized 4 concluding NEH Conference “Interpretation in Linguistic
: L@mﬁys&&j as well as 4 public presentation entitled *Women and Men
- Taiking" which featured Robin Lakoff, Susan Philips, Frederick Erick
- son, John Gumperz, and sctors from Horizons Theater,

_ These faculty members, lecturers, and organizers; those who partic-
ipated in these events; and the students and visiting scholars, constituted
~-the Institute. The nearly $50 students and visiting scholars also ca
from ait over the world. Some {by no means all) of the countries the
came from 3’5,-'&30“%@% Australia, .i%mgia@%hg Belgiom, Brazil, Can-
:;{d? ’Fhan:l,_ El Salvador, Costa. Rica, Dominican Republic, Holland,

= y ' aica; Japan, Kuorea, Eowait, Malavais,

‘Nigeria, Norway, Peru. Philipni ' i i
Nig Y, ; ppines, Saudi Arabia, ! ; Soutt
Adrica, Sweden, Switzerland. Syri ot 4 S

a, Taiwan, ) Sradiln
Turkey, and Yenczuela, R o s Tobago, Togo, %Q idad,
‘Acknowledgements

.- The |

ast part of my opening remarks were devoted to thanking (he

:‘:E:\;«rﬁﬁ,“k “h: helped make the 1985 ,[SA:’TES()L;a;?nT:;?Fg{ In-

which %;g‘”?:c: 'nl:('h !,hfmkmg behavior is 4 ritug! within the ritual

mmn’ihé! it g :?i;ﬁ %’f‘&mnﬁ_\;‘ The fact that it is a ritual does not

because it i 5o ;;,x,,-‘.f;crc’ Quite the contrary, the thanking is ritualized
L M B0 rsally true

: % that ‘e
without the efforts of 2 great many miij:f%ﬁls do not -materialize

PREFACE  xvil

First, my carnest thanks go o the Institute stafl Associute Direciors

Cfngne Larsen-Freemon and Wallsee Chale helped define the thomes,

design the curriewdum, and seloor facelty for the TESOL and |
components, respectively, Assistant Dirsctor Heldi Byenes helped with
sdministrative taske, sspecially thow sssociated with the 1985 GURT,
oroomdar was an oxzmplary speoial gssistant befre the I

Bell, Gravie ¥ :
erine Langan, Clage
Edwin Solis, Belle
Venetia Acson woy & special consultant, The LA staff offered vontinual
aned varied support, ssoecinlly John Hammer, Margare! Beyaolds, and
Hernarde Erwing blkewise, the TESOL stafl, especially Carel LeClaie
and Susan Baviey, The LA Committer on Institutes and Fellowships
and the TEROL Committee fo Select the Ruth Crymes Fellow deserve
thanks oo,

it was James Alatis, Denn of the School of Langoages and Lingnistios
and Executive Secredary of TESOL who initiated the ides for a joint
LEASTESOL Instituge ot Georgetown, His support was crucial through-
out, and others in his office provided invaluable help: Richard Cronin,
Jose Hernamdez, John Staczek, and Josetie Selim. The Linguistics
Depastment secrstary Carobvn Lollich cheerfully sbsorbed many pres-
sures exerted by the presence of the Institnste,

The Institutes were under the direct jurisdiction of the School for
Summer and Continuing Education, of which 1 thark Dean Michael
Colling and Bsther Rider, Director of Summer Sessions. Ouistanding
for their paticnee and organization were the Registrar, John Peirgg,
and Associate Registrar Jan Doshlert,

1 aly thank those whe provided funding for aspects of the progran
the Mational Endowment for Humanities, and staff members David

Wise and Jack Mevers, for support of the NEH Institute, “Humanistic
Appro to Linguistic Analysis”: the National Science Foundation

for support of the condereane “Language and the Judicial Process™ and
the DU Community Hurmanities Council, the British Council, the Adrian
Akmalisn Memorial Fund of the Linguistic Society of Amernica, and

WAMU radio host Diane Rehim, for making possible the special public
presentation, “Woy and Men Talking A& Cobtwad Approach to

Understanding Male/fomale Communication.”

There are two people 1 haven't mentioned becsuse mention alone
1§ inadeguate to the task of acknowledging their contributions, Every
person | have named enabled some gspect of the Tnstitutes, Dot thers
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- are two peoplé who enabled every aspect. They are Carol Kaplan, my
assistant, and Gerald Suilivan, M%ﬁﬁ%&% Drean of the School for Bummer
and Continuing Edication,

I dubbed Carol Kaplan Ms. %&% %m&mm she cheerfully, tirelessly,
and ably handled the masses of details and people that besieged her,
always working Above and Bevond what might reasonably be expeciod,

Gerald Sullivan was the Indtitute’s Guardian Angel from the fie
1 first wrote the proposal, three vears before the Institutes ook place,
He continiied fo be a stalwart, untiving, and unfappable suppont ot
svery stage. He was the key person in making all armangements from
budget and fellowships to parking and feld bouse membership. His
unwavering fiith in the Instittes’ success became 2 selfbflfiliing proph-
sow , , iy ,

Time and piace o prepare this volume were provided by 3 sabbaticnl
leave from Georgetown University and affitiation with the Joint Program
in Applied Anthropology of Teachers College, Columbia University for
which I am grateful to Lambros Comitas. Ray McDermott provided
invaluable dislogue on the issues discussed in the Introduction, snd
he as well 45 Jo Anne Kleifgen, Clifford Hill, and Michae! Macovski
- gave helpful comments on an eartier drafl, I thank, finally and especially,
-the contributors who helped make the 1985 LRA/TESOL and ?’«2’?@
'Insnmm A gueress, mz ﬁ;mgg%x their extra efforts, made this volume,

Deborah Tannes -
New York, &Y

Introduction

1t s an exciting time in Hogelstics, With the burgeoning of research

in discourse, our Beld has seen g broadendng of scope and diversifving
of methods of nguivy, This window.opening has ushered in invigorsting
debate ghow the nature of language and of Hoguistics: the relationship
berween the individual and the sondal, the fed and the novel, the
thecretical and the empirical, the homaniztic and the sclentific. As
Clifford {}%ﬁ{ {198%:%) domonstrates in his essay " Blurred Genres”
i*w pssay which uses as one of three examples the work of a stholar
included herer A L. Beckes), current scholarship is experiencing “sig-
nificant realignments in scholarly affinities,” so that ¥a growing number
of people trving to understand [buman behavior] bave turped o line
guistics, assthetics, cultural history, law, or Hterary criticism for -
mination rather than, as they vsed to do, 1o mechanics or g}%‘%fﬁf@iz}%agyﬁ

Paul Hopper concludes in his lecture included in this volume that
our feld reflects “two competing ideologles, corresponding broadly to
the two major intellectual trends of our day: structuralism, with its
helief in and attention 1o 2 priori structures of consciousness and
behavior, and hermeneutics, with i1z equally firm conviction that temn-
poralitv and context are continually reshaping the elusive present”
The 1983 LEA/TESOL Instituie brought together scholars who represent
the latter trend or are actively strugeling with the challenges it poses,
Institute participants who attended the daily classes and listened 1o the
mg%@z% jectures took part in their interchanges, This volume, which
includes all but a fow of the lectures delivered at the Institute, invites
& witer audience of readers 1o participate as well,

Part of the exeiterment of this new dialogue comes from its inler-
disciplinary roots. To better understand the nature of language, linguists
are working alongside colleagues from anthropology. sociology, psy-
&%ﬁ%‘;‘s?%g}a literature, and education. All these felds are represented in
this volume (and in its companion volume of lectures from the 1985
Gieorgetown University Round Table on Languages and Linguistics,
composed of papers by Institute faculty members listed in an Appendix).

1o its very title, reflecting its joint nature, the 1985 LSA/TESOL
Institute was about connecting the field of linguistics with related

4
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disciplines, in particular the eaching of English to gﬁé&%ﬁ@% of oiber
fanpuapes. The bt of the Institile was “Linguistion and Languase
in Context The hoterdependence of Theory, Dot and Application)
Theory” dota” and Yapplication” were intended o8 constitutive nid
additive. The vonviction underdving this cholee of subtitle b tha
Hinguistic research should entail all three at once, 1t needs a simulian
commitment 10 close observation of real lansiape in comiexl, o bene
and inchsive theoretival perspective, and altention 10 the weer o our
research. The Insthles grew out of a wish 1o brivg topether resenr i
~ who were working in this spirit, o communicate with sach other and
1o display & panorama of the work they are dobi. In g sente, the el
1o Hnk scholars who ordinarily work in sélative dsolition g hasan
counterpart 1o the need o link microunalvais with wider pergpentive
of theory and application, - f

The title of the NEH Institute, whose faculty members gave lectures
ta the larger Institute which are included here, was “Humanistic Ap.
 proaches 1o Linguistic Analveis” The focus of this Institute was the
relationship between the language of evervday conversation and the
 language of literature, including poetry. This theme runs through 2
 number of the lectures included in this volume, not only those of the
HEH by , , - ,

The Institutes thus represented a range of research—a range, more-
aver, that in itselfl contributes 1o an understanding of the relationship
among theory, data, and application, The volume as s whele, reflecting
the crystalline microcosm of individual lectures. is about connecting
observation and understanding, and putting theny to use.

SECTION ONE: HUMANISTIC APPROACHES TO
LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS,

The four §f§%ﬁsm i Section One are by the faculty who taught for one
week cach in the NEY Institute, A, L. Becker beging “Lanpuage in
%ﬂm?a{x A Lecturt” by asking, “If thers is a Méiﬁgg&émm in the
%m&m%%@% < what might it be and how might we do it and why
%‘5«‘%?2%%5:3 Wewantlo do it . T For him, the road fo such g iéﬁgmgé;ﬁ%
b %ﬁ%@% the ;}f&fﬂiimz"iarﬁ”%%‘ ¢ some philosophical strands of hu
manistic Bagusiic analvsis, Por ROT SUZRROLL that we e hi}xﬁ%é%ﬁa

Hnguistics, not 10 replace the scientific b -
L U0 HOLIO Teplace the selentific kind but ip el o
be done within i : do work that cannot

Sounding a theme that i also disen
Githen

saod by Friedrich, Pike, and
tes that humanistic linguisiics
Demonsirating with sentences

i succoeding lectures, Bocker no
e obwrver buck into onr work
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produced on the spot by audience members, E%aficim DEODOSes an uns
derstanding of grammar gimilar to what Hopper, ina later lecture, ﬁg%ﬁg
the “emergent gramimar hypothesia™: that language is modeled on priot
text, Vdrawn from lingual memory and reshaped 1o present circum-
staniee” Pl waplaing, "0 disciphine and oo vigorin humanistic
Hepiation potees o Trom the panticalyite of e fetsinontent, not
from the rigor of the rules” Put ancther way, the discipline “comes
pot eoar theory but frome o language”
the daeeoof bis dninal ousstiong s why would we winl o
do s Wind of Hapnistios, Beckdr, ollowing Geertz, reminds us fii:m
our goal 18 o learn 1o converse with those we have diffioulty conversing
with" Yooy oown o petalbors pnd Sty o peonle lalfwry round. e
w7 aned Becker concludes o lsarn to respectothers Vas the practivyd
first sten in having my own differences respected.” Thus, ?%@esﬁ%@z%
leeture provides a foundation for the collection by expressing zi’%
Institnte’s themes ove understanding of linpuage 1o theary) and obe
wvations of partionlar Bits of language (what might be called data)

L : ! .
are sralile fomeeach other and Trom the practice]l use of hinguage

i evireday Bl fapplicationy ; :

Becker sites Ortepn v Ohpsset’s abservation. that %WW} ponsisls
above ol dee silencis A belng who conkd nod renounce g many
things wonhd be incspable of speaking” Thiscould be gl A @za
sepond - WEH lectures By MoDermotd shows that Uheriiouiatendss”
e Be Serpantzed T foccnsinns oo which people ure et without words
are systematic outcomes of a set of relations among a group of persons
bound in a social structure” MeDermott illustrates “twe ends of a
continnum of mastery and disappointment .7 At the apparently
articulate end he considers the weiters of the Trish Literary §%imm§g§;ﬁ§m
showing the inarticulate inoeven theirwork and the i Lgsismg*é%mﬁsi
nse of thelr wxteesriot, exile, and condemnation.” At the “mutterance”
end, he introducss Harace, who fails at school, and White-Thunder, a
Menoment Indian described by Bloombeld and discussed by Hymes,
who lacked Tacility in both Menoment and English,

Melermy interested in “institutional apmngements.” For %ﬁgﬁsi?z
the anpares rticalate and the apparently inarticulate he asks, “Firsy,
what was their situation and what language resources did they have
available for explicating and transforming their situation” Second, what
effects did their falk bave on the conditions that so limited them?”
MeDermott invites us to “move slowly away from a linguistics of
speakers towards a hinguistics of participation . " :

MeDepmtt offers 2 supremely social view of mﬂgmwi He alan
claims that an amorml lnguistics 8 ot worth having: Tusight must
become 4 mesns o Yorganize g better world” Like Beckers be i
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 converned with understanding not only speakers of different langoages
~and cultures but “vour spouse or your neighbors.” Moreover, insight
into what makes some {others) inarticulate is inseparable from frsipht
into what muakes others {us) articulate. Selfknowledgs is a goal of
analyzing oihers, £ e :
Harold Rosen's NEH lecture is, like Becker's and McDermott’s, an
essay. Including his own creative writing as material (a5 Friedrich and
Pike also do), Rosen argues for the centrality, force, and pervasiveness
of "The Autobiographical Impulse” He asks, Why is narrative so
amversal? And why is it “so constantly thwarted, put down, and often
explicitly outlawed in our educational system and in ‘high” discouree™
In coumterpoint to McDermott, Rosen cites de Certeay to the effer
that “memory emerging as narrative is one means available 1o us for
Aasserting our authority against institutionalized power , . .
Rosen shows that narrative, like dialogue, is a way of thinking a0d
learning. Narrative is a social activity, a means of presemtation of self
Furthermore, telling the past negotiates it “The existence of 2 ponre,
learnt in thousands of tellings, offers us 4 framework which promises
order and control.” He concludes with 2 practical recomemendation:
that naryative be recognized and incorporated in educational and other
institutional disconrss, '

- Rosen argues, “Autobiographical stories often lie completely con-
cealed beneath the genres which come 1o be defined precisely "’m’ their
omission of personal stories.” He cites Gilbert and Mulkay’s observation
of the excitement that emerges when scientists tell sbout their discov-
enes, contrasted with the burial of that excitement in their scholarly
writing. This discussion prefigures 2 theme of the next and last NEH
ig@:z%m my own, “Hearing Voices in Conversation, Fiction, aod %@%2‘5,’%%
Genres™ 1 discuss a passage from a book by Mary Catherine Bateson
who, because of her conviction that suppressing emotion in scholarly
discourse obscures meaning, used fictional technigues in writing the
procecdings of a scholarly conference, This exanple “highlights the
E(f!-t '_;v?1’;}!!;:;%*\‘:!:‘:L: :T;!/fmfandgﬁg' in language which is the kew 10 my
& .:!:.’!lcctum %‘%% with discussion of the centrality of dialngu’:" in
v ‘-";-1 p:‘i: 133%%% jii;}'l:‘h?f !::91']\-1c|11n§ in Cmﬁiﬁg}iéﬁ?ﬂlvcmcnt. T%isﬁ&

. constructed o cialogue. in conversational storytelling is
mf‘;'- n::r‘salzm:'! ﬁfﬁ!h":r:;:‘f( ' examing the ‘%ﬁi&%ﬁ}gﬁg in 3',‘3“‘{‘ told in
% pattern of vivid %m_rc;;:mé; ?I’;jﬁ;/,(fsnvsmﬁ?mgﬁdla}oguc is part of
O comes YIeing by reference to a pilot study by Mary

1t comparing how Brazitian and American speakers told it
Riding ¥, Next, | present dislogue £ 1 Epe m ol Lﬁﬁ%,%ﬁﬁ
was introduced by graphic verbs, I 1 A b kg
4 U VEIUR 1 turn then 1o three spoken and

Cfrierads
Inoenmclu

AND LR

INTRODUCTION &

weitsen penves produced by funior high school students: g school writing
assignment evidencing stilted diglogue; a sharply contrasting conver-
saviomal mtoryr and 2 kind of written conversation: notes passed 1o
are strikingly similar in idiom to the conversational story,
nm, 1ooite the dislogue of o Hasldic Jew as rendered by a

o’

i ang St where Phumanistie” is langueze-Tocused, contexte

sensitive, and concerned slways with the effects of langusge use on
prople,

BECTION TW(: THE NATURE AND USE OF LANGUAGE
SGUISTIC THEORY.

In “Ewergert Grammar and the A Priogd Grammar Hypothesis” Paul
Hopper dentifies two spproaches o grammar “whose polay extremes
are dominated by radically different understandings of the natwre of
human hngusee.” The “a priovt grammsr attitude” (APG) sors grammar
a5z discrete set of nudes which are Jogleally and mentally presupposed
by discourse,” so they “grammar i3 jogically detachable fom discourse
and precedes discourse.” In conirast, the “emergence of grammar ate
fitude” (OG0 sees “pranvmar as the vame for 3 vaguely defined sot
of sedimented e, grammaticized) recurront partials whose status i3
constantly being segotiated in spesch . . " The two approsches 1w
grammar are “competing ideologivs, corrgsponding broadiy 1o the two
major iwelleotnal trends of our day: structurslismy, with s beliel in
aod sttention 1o prior structures of conscicusness and behavior, and
hermenen with ity egually fiom conviction that emporality and
comtent are continuadly reshaping the clusive presert”

Like Widdowson, Hopper notes that divergent paradigms entail
different ideas of data Onteition and madeap sentences vs. real lan-
suaged and different attitades toward temporality {grammar as static,
an objert existing in speakers” minds v, grammar as a reab-time activity,
ot homogeneoust, Whersas APG is “indifferent to prior 28 not
distinguishing between repetitive utterances {such s idioms and prov-
erbs) aud “hizarre fotional sentences,” EOG is concerned with “strat
egies for building texts.” : :

Supporting the BOG, Hopper demoustrates the efficacy of "2 tex-
taslydumed 'sz;é*gmmﬁ‘i concerning some aspects of emergent clause
structure™ in a nineteenth century Malay written narrative. Adopting
Becker's term “text-building strategies,” he argues, “Tt is from such

m‘
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natural ways of constructing discourse . . . that the phenomens we

think of 23 ‘grasuman,” such a2 the classification of verbs into transitive
and intransitive, perfective and imperfictive, and 5o on, develop and

become sedimented.” ; '

- Finally, Hopper kes up the “debate over functionalism.” He gues.
Hons the simplistic correspondence of sentence grammar and discourse
grammay snd observes, “The assumed priority and autonomy of the
Sentenies are a4t the bead of 2 Hne of implications which lead 1o the
‘modularity’ of syntax, semantics, and pragmatics—the separation of

-structure from meaning, and meaning from use” Thus, ke many of
Ahe anthors in this volume, Hopper argues against stomism in fave

of 4 holistic view of langunge, ; :

In the next lecture, Emanuel Schegloff demonstrates the pionesring

~and still most influential paradigm for analyzing conversation, Like

McDermott, Scheglofl is interested in “the organization of social action.”
Conversation becomes the focus of analysis because it is “the primordial
- site of sociality and social life.” Essential 1o Schegloff's approach iy
continual retern to the data. For him, the sbservation of 2 phenomenon
in a videotape of interaction is not the end of shservation, b i
beginning: oceasion for rerunning the bit of tape inpumerable times
refine and check analysis.

: In M”'f‘-nurw as an Interactional Achievement 1L An Frercise in
- Conversation Analysis,” Schegloff examines two short segments from
& casual conversation videotaped by Marjorie and Chagles Goodwin,
10 give s serse of his analysis, I will summarize a small part,

%W;E ?%2 segment in the videotape, & speaker, Mike, produced two

v ,% ﬁéﬁg zifg@i?zii angd ﬁ%zwﬁw&i, both accompanying ﬁim;i%;zg

;wrr-::nrrﬂj, ’H‘}y&i m i%‘/ f%‘%lifﬁf;gﬁﬂr g‘”?m @?’5‘3« ol bt

proreding %;%:%mzm m: ééﬁm% ?'.ha::-mim: i Qf« 55 Wﬁ?ﬁm& i

Furthermore, hiead gestures are ﬁ%ﬁ@@;&; :!.:.0 used as an intensifier,
priziuced by mﬁméﬁ%@ %i;ﬁ;é 5 k grgu'v-s o i o o

this time apparently a listener ,1-IPC"1 ;;r;g L ‘%ﬁ%@m o s i
afler Curt utters & word with 3 i ‘: shakes %xz [iead, beginning just
8 pitch peak can b 3&. WZ:W of r:'n':rk' r:"k;ﬁﬁ e %mgﬁimiﬁ@ %’F?ﬁf%“

*Mike's head gesture may be %é % E t?ga@kmm is about 1o end,

disagree with whit i"tm-% i g} WWQ}W* gm%%* about 1o

S : - has just said. Schegloff argues that the con-

»

e

“Hnvation of Curt’s utterince fnug ;
3 ATLS UTierance tnust be soon 22 5 reer AR
dissgreement, and therefore a5 4 ot SR

1 inll.'m{‘hrmal m%%& and aehieve.

7 ;’iﬁgi‘f%}@% 5 01 1o show that the whole sequence b zx}gﬁff:@:smﬁ%%z?m
eanacienired by several tries. He accounts for two cut-offs of the ﬁzéég
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compenent of Curt’s torn, The 8rat 12 2 repair probably cocasioned by
an overlap, The speond takes into accousnt g remark mwade by anpther
speaker, Phylils, which otherwise seemed to have been ignored, Schegloff
proposes, fnally, that the placement of the second repair is responsive
10 the smpending possible completion polnt of the utieranee,

Based on gngd of such detalls, Scheplof addresses the theoretiog!
problem, “How is it that with the use of abstract formal resources
interad ! participants oreate idiosynoratic, particalarized . . . inter

oo

oy

gotions clasion, reforring 1o the incorporation in his analvsis
of such trpditonslly nonlinguistic concerns as gesture and inferactiong

Scheploff reminds us that “the fabric of the soclal world
s to B woven with seams gt the disciplinary boundaries.”
1, we nead Y ostence towsrd the organdzation of inguisy
social e which interweaves Unguistics, togother with other
aret potso-traditdons] disciplines, as parts in g larger social
h 15 both humanistic and solentifie”

The lasr chanter in this section, Willlam Labov's “The Judicial
Testing of Linguistic Theory,” looks a1 the nature of theory through

abwry veports on his participation in three legal
he roception of s and his colleaguey’ linguistic
evidence by the courte onsts fight on “the fmiliar probloms of the
relations hetween theory and practics, theory and data, theory and
facts™

I the Brst case, Unguists were asked o testify as to whether the
wording of 2 letter was biased. The letter, to be sent to black steel
workers in Plushburgh along with o check in settlement of 2 national
class petion suit, sxplnined that secepting the check entailed relinguish-
ing clabm o 8 potentially much brger settlement in 2 pending locd
clags action suit, The lawvers representing the steel workers in the local
suit fele that the letier’s explanation of the recipionts’ options was biased
in favor of accepting the check and waiving rights to the pending claim.
Labov and Wis colleagues agreed, Their analysis indicated that the letter
was comprehensible and objertive, “bat where the document was come
prehensible, i was not objective; and where it was oblective, 11 way
ot ctanprehensilie”

The judge was sympathetic 1o the perspective of the expert witnesses
but allowed the letter 1o go out with only minor changes. In the second
case, however, involving letters notifing welfare recipients that their
benefits would be curtailed, the judge ordered that 2 new letter be sent,
one which made clearer the possibilite of appeal. The rosult was that
far more recipients appealed the curtailment of their benefita,

The third and last case involved the incarceration of 2 man accused
of having made threatening telephone oalls, Comparing tapes of the
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actual %@%@?}E‘Zﬁﬁﬁ threats to tapes of the defendant wttering the sume

words, Labov determined that the caller spoke in Fastern New Frgland

dislect whereas the defendunt spoke in Mew %}ﬁg, ity dintesy, and
phonetic differences between the two exist at levels bevond conscious

- control: Using & variety of types of linguistic analysis, Laboy convineed ;

the judge that his findings were fact, not cpindon. The defendant was
- Labov notes that many academic linguists see theories a8 their end
product, so that “facts are valued 1o the extent that they serve a
theory . .." He suggests, instead, that theories be created o resolve

 questions about the real world: that they be based on observation and
éxperiment: and that it is “the application of the theory that determines
its value.” Labov's pwn paper offers a model of the use of Hopwicic

theory in the pursuit of social justice, : '

SECTION THREE: POETRY: LINGUISTIC ANALYSIS AnND
LANGUAGE TEACHING. ok i ,
All three chapters in the third section deal with analysis of poetry.
‘Two are also concerned with language teaching, as are two of the
chapters i the final section, : 5

Widdowson begins his lecture, “Poetry and Pedagogy,” by oherving
that poetry is normally placed outside the scope of applied linguistics
and language teaching. (One might als6 observe that it has been in-
frequently included within the scope of linguistics,} Citing & Hterary
e hp!a5~*@§w hﬁiir\'rd poetic language is unique in rrq’uiriné the reader
- 1o il in meaning, Widdowson notes that gl language requires this. In
poetry, however, meaning is more ofien by association, PO

gence. {1t is just this observation that leads Paul Friedrich, in the Loot
ﬁfrcvm which the subsequant lectare i taken, to argue that af languszge
i more of less postic,) In language teaching, as in linguistics, there is

A continuum between twy poles (Hopper's twe poles of grammatical

th Yy ; G2 ;
,1:::;1 ﬁiﬁ ""?“”_”d by asseciation): on' the one hand, the study of
on the fﬂhc:‘ ;:1:5 ¢ fizmiﬁié% %?{? rules and assumptions of objectivity:
: ;NG e study of langoage a5 art. aesoc k "
on the particularity of the data, e %ﬁf e ol
np\\:i:f::uqnﬂ Joins athers in this volume in ﬂbﬁﬂﬁnx “the needless
ﬂ'l::r'?r‘.:? ‘*‘1 }“"_m forn and meaning Studying poetry along with
%%qm r!?&'r\ discourse talls attention 1o the language -4 wll 88 its
ning. Literature %:mﬁm@%ming life rather than comméntjng o

it can be “4 means of Chliaat :
 medited through their m #ing the previous experience of learners as

other tongue and bringing # 10 bear o the
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learning of the now language,” fulfilling a4 goal of g}ﬁféﬁf}gi}g}f to observe
the formad properties of lonpusge by using 231&;@@5@% in f:m%‘ma .
 Poul Friedrich, in “The Unberglded Revolution in ﬁw Spnnet ?{}w
ward 8 Cenerative Model,” also posits # continuun, “’f?mm 4 f"ﬂjmmﬁ
conversation to stylized and deeply conventiong ;%mmz f&?m@f" The
sonnet “illustrates one extrome case of ‘poetic lanpuage” with g{:ﬁwﬁ%y
constraining roles, patterns, and conventions of all sorts for all levels
of sound and meaning” :

The lapguage of the sonnet illustrates “the ﬁﬁ%‘&m‘?ﬁ% and gwg ’%m
breskdown of order aod convention in several ways.” f%?w outlining
the higtory of the sonnet, its varying forms, 138 fimﬁm‘m%ng SUCIures,
and I8 rules and how they arg broken, Friednch exnmines the gﬁ%;%m
of the sonnet in contemporary posiry. Asking why the form has endured,
he considers the vichness of prior text echons of 2l the sonnets that
came helore, : ; : k

Friedrich apolies 10 laoguage the princinle of indetorminacy in gzi:ajgﬁgm
“the observer is an integral part of the undverse of a%}swva‘%‘mﬁ % He
includes in bis suploration bis own gxperience of writing sormets, In
this argument and this practice, bis lechwre prefigures the next one,
Kenneth Pike’s “Iridging Language Learning, Langnaps Analysis, and
Poetry, viz Experimental Svntax.” G
%gj:ﬁéﬁ F %Ej v Pike reflects o theme of the NEH imgmwz the
relationship between postry and conversational ftmgigag& He fﬁﬁ‘%}%‘?ﬁ“
relates both to second Innguage pedagogy. HMe oses %:aﬁ:&z own Lreative
writing a5 oblests of gnalvsis and introspection, seeing z%z;g two as
inexiricable fechoing Friedrich and also MeDermottl }fﬁﬁa rejection of
autonory i contral to Pike's view of language and Ezg@zﬁgz\;m}{:& Like
many mi;m i fhis volume, he discusses the congept of context.

Pike suggests that an understanding of language and ;}f}ﬁm&am ﬁ%ﬁfﬁ
process of language learning, can be enhanced %:%y&mm@mmwg with
syntax: *the deliberate, gvstemmatic, pattorned changing of g text in order
10 force the student to use different grammatioal forms to parsphrase
the same reforentisl material” Whereas Widdowson discusses the ben-
elits 1o language learners of reading poetry, Pike suggests that ﬁitﬁﬁiﬁ*ﬁ?ﬁ
write poerns, and poems paraphrasing poems, to get 3 kaleidoscopic
view of the poem's linguistic parts. v

In keeping with the spirit of the Institute, Pike states at the outset
that he wants to build bridges between theory and application, science
and philosophy, form and meaning, the intellectual gm% the personal;
"1 wanted a theory that would allow one to live outside the offios m‘%}%
the same philosophy one uses inside it This required i?z;as ifmfgjﬁ{};}m?m
of a view which allowed one o integrate research “%’;%*i%?%’ E}@wai thing
with person, fact with assthetics, knowledge with application of knowh

o
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gdge.” He aotes that “pare formalism as such, withouwt sttention

referential social axioms, is powerless to capture the relevance of many

discourse grammutical fonotions”

SECTION FOUR: LANGUAGE ﬁﬁ%%%i%@ AND TEAL

Muriel Saville-Troike (“From Context to Communication: Paths 1o
Second Language Acquisition™) reports on regearch conducted aver the
-~ previous four years on the scquisition of English by children of varied
language backgrounds. She joins the chorus of Institute voives when
she notes, “collecting data only to confirm or disprove a priori hy-
- potheses is likely to exclude crucial evidence for phenomena which
oceur in the process of language acquisition . . °

ﬁagﬁiw‘?z‘fgéﬁw’s study sugpests stapes of development in language
learners within which she finds two types of learsiers: Type A (“other-

~directed”) and Type B (“inner-dirécted™), Within each stape, loarners
of each type exhibit different communicative tactics. For example, a1
Stage 2‘1; when English first appears, she finds “two basic ﬁmﬁ@wmﬁ@@é
Strategies™ “holistic” or “message-oriented” and “analvtic™ or “oode-
oriented,” , % s
; f;g@;;ﬁ;rmim discusses implications of her study for second language
acquisition theory as well as for teaching, For tiamplc."i"ﬁz@? g%"fw 55
of naLu‘;'a! language learning is not unitary, and may take different
f“”@* \\hgrﬁ:ﬁzi& “meaningful context is critical for Ian&uagc@mz;z@%ﬁg ¥
n\'rr-frr!ph?sgs “n providing coniextual mcaning for students vm;;v
actually Jnhibit their development of context-reduced/academic com-
hmc:r::Td\ S;\}T, gndx }wyn‘h 4 g@%@of concern for the young subjects of
b, hc ;‘ %&;&mutrap of ,Engl_lsh by very young children “is it
e K1 %hﬁa expense of their native language development.”
e rashen’s “Do We Ledrn 10 Read by Reading?: The Re-
onship ‘Between Free Reading and Reading Ability” represents an
cipiinary and methodological mode of argumern-
alysis. Yet his approach 1o the teaching of reading
\pproach to la’pg’uagc found in the oiher
than atomistic view of Iangcu:srfu:;il%\i %;;icﬁ‘mﬂ‘d S m‘iﬁﬁﬁ“{
Y. Keading 1s not a busndle of

autonomous, independently ioni '
. ntly functionin i :
Boud, Sumiaty enmrese g i skills, but an OFMnlt,,g;ﬁmmzw

Krashen reviews 1he

- chapters in this volume. H

mining whether children % of quantitative studies aimed at deter-

who do more pl ; ot
rraders, a8 mean T ! picasure reading g t
Wit 1 r.a:; r:':"““""'d;’i?? tests of reading comprehension, He ?s c;c:,\cmtﬁ
:  programs implemented in schools; students’ reports of
S et S Iguarts

wyRDDUCTION 11

fren reading outside of school, and the avallahility of books and other
forme of print. He concludes that “free reading consistently relates fo
spcorss in reading comprehension”” 1 children spend 2 pordon of thelr
clags time simply reading bookseegr comiogle-of their own choosing,
while their teacher silently reads for olessure, thelr reading ability
improves as muck as or more than 11 does i thelr time is spent entirely
o “skills™ lewons,

in the fnnl chapter of this section and this volume, “Language
1@:’@*@%2 wl Langoage Teaching: Towards an Integrated Model” Peter
Strevens notes that an “istellectua! base™ for the “massive argy of
wublished materinly, of paching wehnigues, and of professional support
for the teacher and the fegrner . . . i supplied principally through
spplied lapuistios . .7 He identifies four paradigme presently in use,
The one forls ombraces the others and s seripnsly condusive 10
langusze learning is the feachingearning paradigm. He discusges the
of lorpuage earning and bow langusge toaching can s
ity respond 10 an undensianding of these components.

REINTEGRATING LINGUISTHS,

An intriguing analogue 1o the mission of this volume in Hoguistics is
provided by neneologist and essayist Oliver Sacke” (1986, 1987} account
of pevroangtomy. Sacks (1987:41) notes that advanoes in modem med-
icine resulted in “a real gain of knowledge but a real Joss of under-
standing” beeavse of compartmentalization into motor, intellectual, and
affective domains and excessive abstraction associated with “narrow
formulations or theories” (40) which he contrasts, citing William James,
with ““the Heht of the workd™s concrete fullness |, . 410" To regain
understanding, he recommends that his colleagues "listen minutely” to
patients and “ohserve them, everyihing sbout them, with a compre-
hensive eve” (40). Sacks calls for *“a neurclogy of Hving experience”

The lectures in this volume represent 3 reach for a “lingoistics of
living language” indeed of “living experience.” The scholars whose
voices are heard here are striving for a linguistios rich in the details
iption, not blindered by “narrow formulations and theories,”
not Blinded 10 the “concrete fullness” of Ianguage by cxoessive abstrac
fion, not blocked from understanding by compartmentalization into
sutonomous parts, Like Sacks’ (1986:3) call for a “personalistic” science
of neurology, is the call for a linguistics grounded in buman experience,
perhaps g “personalistic” linguistics.
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A NOTE ON THE DIVERSITY OF EXPOSITORY VOICES.

All x\'-olumcs,z:;f collected papsrs are characterized by a diversity of
voices. Since this volume secks to give g sense of the LSA/TESOL

© . and NEH Imtingtes 25 an event, | see that diversity a3 a strength, The

- expository voices of the authors differ, even as individual voices and
lecturing stvles differ.

In addition 1o personal stylistic variation, perbaps 8 reflection of i,
there is variation in the degree and type of correspondence betwosn
what is printed here and what was heard by those present st the lectize,
This range in what is represented by a written “paper” Is a corollary
in writing o & phenomenon 1 have discussed elsewhere fTannen 1988%

the diverse nature of the activity commonly referred 1o as “giving a4

paper” at i scholarly conference—an activity that takes 2 myriad forms,
resulting from a variety of intertwined uses of speaking and writing
- and linguistic patterns associated with each. In a lecture series, no one
tries to make individual speakers speak in the same way. Similarly, 1
did not try 10 make the Institute lecturers transform their lectures into
writing is the same way. ,

Moreover, the diversity of expository voices reflects the disciplinary
diversity of our field. The study of language is interdisciplinary by
nature, so any volune seeking to include a range of linguistic approaches
is, in effect, cross-disciplinary, representing a variety of theoretical and
methodological paradigms. 14 ,

. The risks of interdisciplinary efforts are described by Henry Wid-
dowsan (Chapter Seveny ]

The conventions of the paradigm not only determine which topics are
relevant. They determine toe the approved manner of dealing with e
_ What counts g data, evidencs, and the inferenice of fact; what can %m
allowed ay axiomatic, what needs to be substantiated by argument or
smpirical proof. The paradigm, therefore, is 4 sort of cultural construct
-+« « So the way language is conceived by another discipline, informed
: 'vy another set of beliefs and vafies (the culture of 2 diﬂ':rt;'n tribe of
u.hn!a;;l fends 10 be seen w2 irrelevant, inzdmimi%:éﬁ,/ or mimn«i»’%,
L ni::::l tlhT_t thqse who'try to promote cross-cultural relations
o “i‘ : iSciplinary are likely to be ostracized by both sides znd
. \tns"l?h:tlr::r lm::rm'r; a5 amateur or mousiebank. The role is even
- Ftom hou.ndanﬁ Iarrr:‘:;l would seek to miediate not only adroas
by referring academic enquiry 10 the reatities
18 is whast applied Hnguisis ry 10 do,

This i alﬁn what the 1985 LSA/TESOL and NEH Ir;sytixum fried to
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do, and what the present volume tries to do in representing the
Institutes. 1 hope that readers who affirm the need for interdisciplinary
and applied cum theoretical studies, will attune their eyes to the varying
veices mch as we attune our ears 1o the cadences of difforent languages
or Varving acoenis in our own languspes.

As leemren delivered a1 the LEA/TEROL Ingtitute, the chapiery in
this volume represent 2 range of research in Hnguistics, The authors
do not agres on all jssues, methods, and approaches, Yet, diverse as
they are, they share 2 commitment fo gaining understanding through
close oheervation of language in use, and to exploring ways that our
discipline can be of use to people in their lives, They share 2 com-
mitment to rigorous inguiry of theoretical and practical ymport.

Dieborah Tannes
New York, WY
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 APPENDIX

~ Papers by LSA/TESOL Institute faculty included in Georgetown Uni-

versity Round Table on Languages and Linguistics 1985, Languages

- and Linguistics: The Interdependence of Theory, Data, and Application,

edited by Deborah Tannen and James E. Alatis. Washington, DO
Grorgetown Undversity Press, 1986,

William B, Moulton (Emeritus, Princeton University). An unex-
plored semantic relation betwern verb and complement: Revip-
rocal

Walt Wolfram (University of the District of Columbia and Center
for Applied Linguistics) {with Deborah Hatfield). Interlanguage
fads and lnaguistic reality: The case of tense marking

Suzanne Romaine (Oxford University). The syntax and sermantics
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of the code-mixed compound verb in Panjabi/English %@ﬁmgwﬁ

discourse .
%%%mmg Mithun (SUNY Albany).
pronominal affixes and nouns

:§§§§§§’m§%§§§§: Eé*g% case of

Leonard Talmy (University of California, %@gﬁﬁ ). Foree dy-
. npamicsasa gﬁﬁﬁmﬁmiﬁm over ‘causative’

Scott K. Liddell and Robert E. Johnson (Gallaudet §%§§§§§§§ %

ican Sign |
of the lexicon
Andrew Pawley (University of Auckland). mm@&x&z&m
Beatriz R. Lavandera &}mwmé&* of Buenos Aires). Interte xm;ﬁ
relationships: ‘Missing people’ in Argentina

uage compounds: img}iﬁﬁng}m %{:‘xg the struchure

k Florian Coulmas (Universitit Disseldorf). Nobody dies in &&gﬁgw

La: Direct and indirect h across languages
Susan L1 ?&zig}& {University of Arizona). ﬁﬁgﬁ@ﬁﬁé speect
evidence in an American trial ;

Robin Tolmach Lakoff (University of C a%zfﬁmmy @%ﬁi?é&%&»‘?} My

life in court

Haj Ross (Massachusetts Institute of Technology). iwgmgﬁﬁ as
poems ;

Charles A. Ferguson ig%ﬁ&?m i%mwmﬁy} ’?ﬁﬁ study of fﬁsgﬁm@
discourse

Wallace Chafe (University of Cali %}fm% ﬁ%ﬁi@%ﬁ%ﬁ How we §§§§§§%
things about language: A plea for catholicism

Rita Wong (San Francisco State University). Does g}mmmmm@
teaching have a place in the communicative classroom?

John F. Fanselow (Teachers College Columbia U iniversity), You
call yourself a teacher? An alternative ﬁ”ﬁ%&:‘ti for discussing
lessons

Michael Canale (Ontario %ﬁ&ﬁﬁ{g for Studies in Education). Lan-
guage assessment: The method is the message

G. Richard Tucker (Center for Applied amgmmm} 3‘:}%‘%‘@{3@
4 language-competent American society

~ Robert L. Cooper (The Hebrew University of §ﬁmg§§am} &%&%@

language reform
Shirley Brice Heath {Stanford %mg‘%w&fﬁ
change
Frederick Erickson (Michi
speaking

Mark A Clarke (University of C Colorada %%i i}ma@f} ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁ&w
tional narratives as altered states of COnsCiousness

§§‘ff§§§§« 5 %ﬁ;{é SLinbery g% %gy@g‘%}%\% ot '8 %%g{}mgg T’é%f"z‘%gg } Koo ep-

x%éii it together: Text and conte
%t i chil
ization dren’s language social-

v). Literacy &:}ﬁ §§§§%§%ﬁ;§§:§§§%

gan State %mwm%; &§§§§§§ﬁg and




