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| have been gven thetask of discussng threeof the most frightening keywordsin lingustic
anthropdogy. grammar, function, and mind. The mere mention d these terms can cause
noringuststo banch and mutter, and in faad traditional formulations of these three ©ncepts
have asimilar effed on many lingustic anthropdogists. Thisis becaise the terms frequently
cluster with ather alarming words such as formalist, reductive, biological, psychological,
teleological, universal, structural. Some of these have drealy been mentioned by the paneli sts,
and nd necessarily admiringly.

If grammar, function, and mind arouse such suspicion, can they be reauperated for usein
an intelledual climate that has degp misgivings abou formali st, reductive, biologicd,
psychologicd, teleologicd, universal, structural analyses? To anticipate, aswell asto
recaitulate what has arealy been said: Y es. Each member of this conceptual triad has
something important to off er anthropdogy. But there ae strongarguments against the familiar
uses of these terms, and as Bonne McElhinny dscussd in her paper yesterday, no ore knows
this better than lingustic anthropdogists.

To begin with, these terms are susped becaise they al engage with questions of
structure, aterm that isitself often felt to be outdated at best, if not downright dangerous. All
three oncepts have been shaped by structurali st traditions but ladk the theoreticd distance from
structuralism that would allow us to label them as sfely poststructuraist. Certainly many o the
other keywords that will be discussed later in this sessonfall onthe safe side of structuralism.

But these threehave long keen associated with a sort of unreconstructed structuralism, a cncern



with haw patterns—of language, of though, of society—work and keep things working. The
structurali st urge is to explain the status quo, not to locate the places where lingustic, cogntive,
and/or socia businessas usua breaks down, is subverted, chall enged, undermined, thwarted.
And yet for most anthropdogists, lingustic and aherwisg, it is at these fisaures that the red
anthropdogicd adion happens.

The universali zing enterprise within which concepts of grammar, function, and mind
have been elaborated has likewise generated grave doult amonganthropdogists. The panelists
discussons suggest why: if these processes are transcultural, what is left for us to say abou
cultural spedficity? And as aresult of their universali zing tendencies, function, mind, and
grammar al have uneasy relationships with a aulturaly situated view of agency, as Jnet Keller
points out. Formalist grammaticd discussons, for example, expend a grea ded of rhetoricd
energy asserting the aedive dimension d grammar, yet what is meant by credivity usually
turns out to be no more than the passhility of embedding yet ancther clause into ore’ swell -
formed, decontextuali zed, introspedively arrived-at sentence The ajency to make one’'s
sentences aslongas one likesis nat up to the task of fadng davn ideology, hegemony, and aher
medhanisms of power that play central rolesin anthropdogicd analyss. Likewise, the rationali st
individual whoisthe hero of Chomskyan syntax also figures heavily in much work on cognition
andit too, like formal grammar, often isultimately theorized as roaoted in biology and hencein
universals. By viewing gammar and cogniti on as endovments rather than adchievements,
traditional theorists &l agency short even asthey cdebrate humanity’ srational cgpaaty.
Functionali st frameworks also attenuate human agency to the point where it is smple
determinism, and they too may be based onthe assumption d universal, even hiologicd,

imperatives.



Michad Silverstein’s survey of how functionali st explanations have mafunctioned—by
varioudy relying on hologicd, psychoogicd, or cultural universalsto enforce social stasis—
concludes by off ering a new perspedive on function, one that is closer to theterm’susein
mathematics than in sociology a anthropdogy. The processof indexicdity, whereby particular
textual forms smultaneoudly projed and produce social meanings—that is, contexts—is not
teleologicd but historicaly contingent and interadionally emergent. Indexicdity doesnot insist
onaprior “functional” need that the indexicd link stepsin to fill . Instead, indexicdity isitself a
function—analogous to a mathematicd function—in which two variables come to aqquire a
contingent association. Thisisafar cry from aParsonian pairing d structure and fucntion, for it
isdynamic rather than static, constitutive rather than regulative, to invoke ordinary languege
philosophyfor the secondtime today.

Jadk Du Bois puts the nation d culture to work for lingustic anthropdogy in much the
same way that Silverstein usesindexicdity: asaway of producing and dsplaying links between
lingustic pradices and social meanings. Keller paints out that forging such linksis a cogntive
ad aswell asasocia and cultura one, and, as $e suggestsin her discusson d conversation
anaysis, these caana be entirely separated. The central projed of conversation anayss, she
nates, isthe description d the strategies gedkers use in interadion, of what they need to know
to interad succesgully. Althoughconversation analysts st aside the role of cogntionin this
processand restrict themselves to the analysis of the text, they implicitly commit themselvesto a
model of mind—d knowledge, cogntion—that isjointly constructed in social interadion. The
familiar divide between culture and the individual, self and society, bregs down when we

consider the self not as separate from society but as emergent from it.



What | hea all threepanélists arguing for, albeit in dfferent ways, isarethinking d
these recdcitrantly structuralist, rationali st, universali st concepts, an approach that privil eges the
socia and cultural withou losing sight of the distinctive role of form, of cogntion, and o
meaning. Lingustic anthropdogy is particularly well suited for thistask, for the theories and
methods of discourse analysisthat are prevaent in the field insist that we view language,
cognition, and the purposes that motivate their use not as biologicdly determined or whally
individuali zed interior psychic phenomena but as scia and cultural adion. Du Bois gives a very
convincing and cetalled demonstration d this approadh, and many of the people in thisroom
provide other examplesin their own work. In placeof the litany of terms| redted ealier, these
keywords in much recent lingustic anthropdogy invoke aoncepts like emergent, discursive,
dialogic, rhetoricd, poetic, paliticd.

Asafina point, what | would uncderscore in the very rich and though-provoking
discussonwe' ve drealy head isthe importance of power—however we might want to theorize
that keyword—in current models of grammar, function, and mind. Once we open upthe
posshility of asocial and agentive model of structure—that is, once we move from social
structure to socia construction—we must addressisales of unequal accessto dscursive
resources, unequal authority to make social meaning a to invoke one’ s cognitive experience
Otherwise we will be vulnerable to the same problems that defeaed ealier structura analyses. If
the arrent state of lingustic anthropdogy, including the present papers, is any indicaion,
however, the task of rethinking function, mind, and gammar with a sensitivity to these and aher

issuesisaready well under way.



