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ABSTRACT 

Anthropologists have tendec! to take either a literalist or 

symbolic approach to religion. This thesis takes a social 

constructionist approach to the same topic. Social 

constructionist studies seek to demonstrate that realicy is 

socially constructed and how it is constructed. This research 

explicates some of the methods used by a pastor to make 

available spiritual entities. The study is pursued through 

analyses of three sermons delivered at a local church. This 

leads to a criticism of the assumption of the other worlalÿ 

orientation of religious belief. IL is arg~ed that social 

constructionism allows the researcher iO capture social 

processes which other approaches fail to illuminate. 
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Social constructionism has achieved rernarkable currency 

in sociology. It dominates the areas of the sociology of 

scientific knowledge (e.g. Knorr-Cetina and Mulkay, eds., 

i983),: and social problerns theory [Holstein and Miller, eds, 

1993) . The approach has seen increased favour amongst 

psychologists ( e - g .  Gergen, 1985, Burr, l995), and nas long 

influenced literary criticisrn (e .g .  Fish, 1980) . Despite 

Evans-Pritchard ( 1 9 3 7 )  influential work, often cited by social 

constructionists (Pollner, 1974; Mehan and Wood, 1975), social 

anthropologists have been relatively slow to embrace the 

approach. This is surprising for a discipline which has long 

prided itself on cultural relativism; one would expect the 

methodological relativism advocated by constructionists to be 

an easy step for social anthropologists to take. Few social 

anthropologists have t a k e n  this step, as Watson (1987, 1991) 

has pointed out in dismay.' 

It is towards this gap in the anthropological l i t e r a t u r e  

that this thesis is aimed. The problem to which this thesis 

Recent discussions of social constructionism in the 
sociology of scientific knowledge include Knorr-Cetina, 1993; 
Shapin, 1995; Sismondo, 1993; and Velody (ed. ) 1994 .  

'One notable exception is Moerman (1968, 1988) . 



addresses itself is derived from Edouard Berryman ( n . d .  : 283) : 

Believers have f a i t h  i n  a God who i s  never "really" 
ernpirically ava i l ab l e .  They pray, but He never " t a l k s  
back"; they see that He acts, b u t  He never acts before 
their eyes; they have a  sense of His power, but they 
never see Him deploying i t .  

Berryman's approach (discussed i n  more detail l a t e r  o n )  

t o  this problem involves investigating s i t ua t i ons  where people 

had i n d e e d  çeen God act. The quotat ion suggests another  area 

for inves t igat ion:  j u s t  how do be l i eve r s  know t h a t  G o d  acts ,  

or how do they see that He makes use of H i s  power, in the more 

ordinary circumstances when H e  is empi r ica l ly  inaccessible? 

This thesis w i l l  attempt to show some of t h e  means by which 

believers m a k e  ava i l ab l e ,  to themselves and  others, t h e  

exis tence  of d iv ine  o r  spiritual e n t i t i e s .  

ANTERûPOLOGP AND RELZGIOUS BEEIXE' 

In h i s  review of anthropological approaches t o  religion, 

Skorupski ( 1 9 7 6 )  i d e n t i f  ied two main  trends of t h e o r e t i c a l  

orientation: i n t e l l ec tua l i sm  (also referred t o  as l i t e r a l i s m )  

and syrnbolism. The former traces its intellectual genealogy 

through Tylor  and Frazer, t h e  l a t t e r  school through Robertson- 

Davies and Durkheim (Skorupski, 1976: 1-17 ,  see a l s o  Jarvie, 

1 9 7 6 ) .  The d i s p u t e  b e t w e e n  t h e s e  two positions provided a 

great  deal of material fcr t h e  r a t i o n a l i t y  debate' which,  i f  

%ee, f o r  example, the c o n t r i b u t  ions to Horton and 
Finnegan ( e d s )  1973. 
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some r e c e n t  p a p e r s  a r e  i n d i c a t i v e ,  ( e - g .  Runciman, 1991)  h a s  

s t i l l  n o t  ended  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  s c i e n c e s .  

The i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t  p o s i t i o n ,  f o l l o w i n g  Skorupsk i  (1976: 

3-11) ,  car! b e  summarized a s  f o l l o w s :  

1. People  wha p r a c t i c e  m a g i c a l  and r e l i g i o u s  a c t i o n  do s o  

because t h e y  b e l i e v e  t h e m  t o  be e f f e c t i v e  means t o  ends. They 

b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e r e  a re  superhuman e n t i t i e s  who a r e  a b l e  t o  

a f f e c t  t h e  h m a n  s i t u a t i o n .  

2 .  R e l i g i o u s  b e l i e f s  are a c c e p t e d  m a i n l y  via  t h e  p r o c e s s  

o f  s o c i a l i z a t i o n  i n t o  t h e  s o c i e t y  i n  which  p e o p l e  a r e  b o r n .  

3. The b e l i e f s  which are r e c e i v e d  are m a i n t a i n e d  t h r o u g h  

various r e s i s t a n t s  t o  t h e i r  f a l s i f i c a t i o n  which can  be divided 

a s  fol lows:  i n d i v i d u a l s  are e i t h e r  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  

f a l s i f y i ~ g  t h e m  c r  t h e  sys te rn  of belief supp l i e s  s u c c e s s f u l  

rneans o f  e x p l â i n i n g  anomaly .  

4 .  R e l i g i o u s  b e l i e f s  o r i g i n a t e d  i n  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  need 

t o  e x p l a i n  o r  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  w o r l d  and e v e n t s .  

The f o u r t n  i t e m  i s  s e e n  t o  be t h e  d e f i n i n g  f e a t u r e  o f  t h e  

i n t e l l e c t u a l i s t  program ( S k o r u p s k i ,  1976: 10 -11 )  .: T h i s  i s  

most c l e a r l y  e v i d e n t  i n  t h e  work of Robin Horton (1960; 1967, 

1 9 6 8 ) .  For  the l i t e r a l i s t ,  r e l i g i o u s  beliefs and s c i e n c e  

s h a r e  a similar f u n c t i o n .  Horton,  on the o t h e r  hand, d e p i c t s  

C O t h e r s ,  who a c c e p t  t h e  first t h r e e  i t e m s ,  b u t  n o t  
n e c e s s a r i l y  the f o u r t h ,  may b e  c o n s i d e r e d  p r ~ p e r l y  a s  
l i t e r a l i s t s .  T h i s  argument  w a s  a n t i c i p a t e d  by Ross ( 1 9 7 1 ) .  



religious beliefs and science as sharing a similar function 

and content. Thus: 

The Gods of a given culture ... form a scheme which 
interprets the vast diversity of everyday experience in 
terms of the action of a relatively few kinds of 
forces .... Like atoms, moiecules, and waves, then, the 
gods serve to introduce unity into diversity, simplicity 
into complexity, order into disorber, and regularity into 
anomaly (1967: 5 2 ) .  

The symbolist position (the mos? vocal proponent of which 

has been Beattie 1964; 1966; l97O), is primarily concerned 

with actions (ritual) rather than beliefs, and consider the 

primary aspect of these actions as expressive, not 

instrumental. As Beattie (1966: 61) has indicated: 

I shall argue that when we are dealing with ritual the 
primary question is not 'what does it do?', or even 'what 
is it believed to do?', but rather 'what does it say?' 
(1966: 61) 

While most literalists and symbolists would agree upon 

what a translation of a belief should be, the symbolist seeks 

Co cake the analysis to another is-jïZboLi~) i e v e l  {Skcrupski, 

1976: 13; see also Beattie, 1966: 6 4  The level at which 

religious action or belief is regarded as symbolic varies 

between analysts, but generally follows one of the following 

four patterns : 

1. Unconsciously symbolic; the native is aware of the 

symbolism but at an unconscious level 

2. They turn out to be symbolic when deeply reflected 

upon (this position is most clearly stâted by Beattie (1966, 



They may have once been syrnbolic but are now literal. 

They are symbolic from the a n t h r o p o l o g i s t ' s  standpoint 

but not to the actor. Thus Beattie (position 2)suggests that 

ritual may serve to express rather t h a n  accomplish a goal, 

whereas Lewis (position 4) would state that the expression is 

one of societal position. Escatic religious practices give 

power to those whose position is marginal (1971: 31). 

Both of the positions outlined above have a l ong  history 

in the anthropological literature. Both positions also, as 1 

s h a l l  argue below, leave unexamined a fundamental aspect of 

the social phenornena which religion encompasses. Let u s  flrst 

consider a position which seems to attempt to bridge the two. 

Rodney Needham (1972: 4) h a s  remarked w i t h  distress that 

anthropologists have made use of the term 'belief' as though 

it were "a word of as l i t t l e  ambiguity as 'spear' or 'cow'." 

I n  responding t o  some of  the arguments made by Leach ( 1 9 6 7 )  in 

his denunciation of the literalist position, Martin Southwold 

(1979) attempts t o  develop a systematic mage of the concept. 

The p a r t i c u l a r  argument o f  Leach which  Southwold takes 

exception to is worth n o t i n g .  In attacking t h e  

intellectualists Spiro particular) , Leach states: 

When the e thnographer  reports that 'members of t h e  X 
t r ibe  believe t h a t  ...' he is giving a description of an 
orthodoxy, a dogrna, something which is true of the 
culture as a whole. But Professor Spiro (and a l 1  neo- 



T y l o r i a n s  who t h i n k  l i k o  him) d e s p e r a t e l y  w a n t s  t o  
b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  e v i d e n c e  can  t e l l  u s  much more t h a n  
t h a t - - t h a t  dogma and r i t u a l  must somehow c o r r e s p o n d  t o  
t h e  i n n e r  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  a t t i t u d e s  o f  the a c t o r s  
concerned .  (Leach, 1967 : 40 )  . 
The r e s p o n s e s  t o  t h i s  s t a t e m e n t  can be g e n e r a l l y  summed 

up by Needhamls (1972 :  6 remark t h a t  "sornething which is 

b e l i e v e d  by nobody i s  n o t  a b e l i e f . "  Southwold t r ies  t o  

r e c o n c i l e  t h i s  w i t h  o t h e r  a s p e c t s  o f  L e a c h ' s  p a p e r ,  which  h e  

sees as having m e r i t .  Taking a  g r e a t  d e a l  o f  i n s p i r a t i o n  £rom 

G e e r t z  (1966) ,  who a r g u e d  t h a t  a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s  c a n  no l o n g e r  

i g n o r e  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  belief,  Southwold a t t e m p t s  t o  answer  

G e e r t z l s  q u e s t i o n ,  " j u s t  what does b e l i e f  mean i n  a  r e l i g i o u s  

c o n t e x t ? "  (Sou thwold ,  1979:  632; G e e r t z ,  1966: 2 4 ) .  

Southwold a r g u e s  t h a t  it i s  safe t o  assume t h a t  p e o p l e  

g e n e r a l l y  b e l i e v e  t h e  b a s i c  t e n e t s  of  t h e i r  r e l i g i o n :  t h e y  

h o l d  them t o  b e  t r u e  i n  some manner (Southwold ,  1979: 632) .  

By b a s i c  t e n e t s  he is r e f e r r i n g  t o  b e l i e f s  on t h e  g e n e r a l  

' God e x i s t s  and  is good ' , ' C h r i s t  d ied  f o r  o u r  

etc.  T h i s  does  n o t  e x c l u d e  t h e  n o t i o n  t h a t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  may 

be s c e p t i c a l  a b o u t  c e r t a i n  a s p e c t s  o f  a be l ie f  s y s t e m .  A 

C a t h o l i c  need n o t  believe t h e  d o c t r i n e  of t r a n s u b s t a n t i a t i o n  

i n  o r d e r  t o  believe t h e  basic r e l i g i o u s  t e n e t s  o f  h i s  o r  h e r  

r e l i g i o n .  T h i s  a r g u e d ,  Southwold (1979:633-42) p r o c e e d s  t o  

list f o u r  p r o p e r t i e s  which can be a s c r i b e d  t o  b a s i c  r e l i g i o u s  

t e n e t s :  
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1. They are e m p i r i c a l l y  i nde t e rmina t e .  Re l ig ious  t e n e t s  

do no t  d i r e c t l y  d e s c r i b e  t h e  world, but  a r e  a framework w i t h i n  

which t h e  world can be def ined .  T h e s e  t e n e t s  cari t h e r e f o r e  be 

n e i t h e r  c o n f i m e d  nor  r e f u t e d  by r e f e r e n c e  to e n p i r i c a l  

ev idence  . 

2. Basic r e l i g i o u s  t e n e t s  a r e  ax iomat ic .  S i r n i l a r  t o  t h e  

axioms of  a t h e o r e t i c a l  model, t h e y  are unques t ionab le  and 

u n t e s t a b l e .  

3 .  They a r e  symbol ic .  T h i s  is no t  t o  Say t h a t  t h e y  a r e  

mere ly  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  o r d e r ,  b u t  t h a t  t h e  

t r u t h  t hey  convey i s  no t  a f a c t u a l  t r u t h ;  t hey  a r e  wha t  

Southwold refers t o  a s  symbo l i ca l ly  t r u e  (1979:  6 3 5 - 6 ) .  

Southwold sugges t  t h a t  t h e  symbolic q u a l i t y  of r e l i g i o u s  

b e l i e f s  is not  t h a t  t h e y  s tand for  something else b u t  t h a t  

t h e y  s e r v e  as  an i n t e r p r e t i v e  landmark t o  o r d e r  e x p e r i e n c e .  

4 .  Re l ig ious  t e n e t s  are c o l l e c t i v e .  They are  l e a r n e d  i n  

a s o c i a l  c o n t e x t  and s h a r e d  by m e m b e r s  of a c o m u n i t y  a n d ,  

most impor t an t ly ,  a c t e d  upon i n  a group s i t u a t i o n .  

A l 1  i n  all, Southwold 's  argument seems t o  be a n  

e l a b o r a t i o n  o f  w h a t  Gee r t z  means when he says  t h a t  r e l i g i o u s  

symbols are bo th  models o f  and f o r  r e a l i t y  (1966:  7 - 9 ) .  

TBE WORK OF THE BELIEVER 

While t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  d i s c u s s e d  above have a l 1  added 

t o  an th ropo logy ' s  s t o r e  o f  knowledge, 1 b e l i e v e  a  change of 



emphasis may b r i n g  rewarding r e s u l t s .  T h i s  may be 

dernonstrated by looking  a t  how each would handle t h e  s t a t emen t  

below. T h i s  s t a t e m e n t  is an e x c e r p t  £rom one of t h e  sermons 

which w i l l  be  a n a l y z e d  la te r  i n  t h e  t h e s i s .  I t  is  t h e r e f o r e  

n o t  something dreamed u p  t o  undermine t h e  p o s i t i o n s  o u t l i n e d  

above. 

2 4  ......................................... Angels ... Twhat 
25  a r e  . a n g e l s ?  Well first w e  n o t i c e  . .  t h a t  a n g e l s  are 
2 6  i n v i s i b l e  a i r i t s  .. t h a t  i s  . t hey  don't have f l e s h  a n a  
27 bu blood > they  d o n 1 t <  have bodies  like we do .  THowever 
28  .. t h e r e  are t i m e s  when ange ls  rney and have taken  on . a 
2 9  human form and made themselves  v i s i b l e . '  

For t h e  l i t e r a l i s t ,  t h e  above exce rp t  would demons t r a t e  

t h a t  t he  speake r  ( o r  h i s  s o c i e t y )  b e l i e v e s  i n  angels .  Angels  

a r e  i n v i s i b l e ,  bu t  can t a k e  on a human form. T h i s  b e l i e f  

would have been brought  about  through t h e  s o c i a l i z i n g  

procedures t h a t  being a  member of  a rhurch e n t a i l s .  Where t h e  

t e r a l i s t  would go from h e r e  is hard t o  Say. i s  obv ious  

t h a t  t h e  s p e a k e r  i s  n o t  trying t o  u s e  a n g e l s  t o  e x p l a i n  

anyth ing ;  q u i t e  t h e  c o n t r a r y  he i s  e x p l a i n i n g  t h i n g s  a b o u t  

angels.  There i s  a l s o  l i t t l e  here t o  show t h a t  t h e  speake r  i s  

defending the f a c t  o f  a n g e l s  agains t  d i s c o n f i r m i n g  e v i d e n c e .  

Though h e  speaks  of a n g e l s  as  i n v i s i b l e ,  bu t  a s  a l s o  having 

t aken  on v i s i b l e  forms, bo th  t h e s e  i n s t a n c e s  conf i rm t h e  

T h i s  s t a t e m e n t ,  w i th  t h e  entirety of  t h e  sermon it is 
a p a r t  o f ,  is ana lyzed  i n  c h a p t e r  four. See t h e  same c h a p t e r  
f o r  an e x p l a n a t i o n  o f  t r a n s c r i p t i o n  symbols. 



pre sence  of  angels. The  l i tera l is t  would need t o  wai t  f o r  

more s t a t e m e n t s  t o  p e r f o r m  any meaningf u l  analysis on t h i s  

b e l i e f  , 

Symbo l i s t s ,  o f  wha t eve r  stripei would perhaps have more 

t o  Say. Leach (1967, 1977)  would perhaps relate t h e  u t t e r a n c e  

t o  its s o c i a l  s i t u a t i o n ,  o r ,  l L k e  L e w i s  ( 1 9 7 1 ) ,  argue that t h e  

a t t e n t i o n  a n g e l s  pay t o  believers eridorses t h e  s o c i a l  p o s i t i o n  

of  t h e  b e l i e v e r s .  T h e  a n g e l s  theri îselves may be seen a s  

symbols,  o r ,  i n  a more s t r u c t u r a l i s t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  w e  can 

see t h e  o p p o s i t i o n  between the v i s i b l e  and the i n v i s i b l e  which 

is mediated by humans who have  b o t h  v i s i b l e  a n d  i n v i s i b l e  

components. 

For Southwold ( 1 9 7 9 ) ,  a belief i n  a n g e l s  may be symbolic 

as w e l l .  A b e l i e f  in i n v i s i b l e  superhuman e n t i t i e s  rnay serve 

as an interpretive landmark for concep t ions  of the world. The 

presence of angels cou ld ,  for example, be demons t r a t i ve  of  t h e  

e s s e n t i a l  goodness of a c r e a t o r ,  o r  a means by which the power 

of this c r e a t o r  is  e n a c t e d .  

1 am g l o s s i n g  o v e r  t h e s e  approaches  somewhat. Given more 

data t o  work w i t h ,  a n a l y s t s  following these t r a d i t i o n s  c o u l d  

corne up with more cogen t  pronouncements. What these a n a l y s t s  

do not do, a n d  w i t h  t h e i r  theoretical perspectives could n o t  

' ~ a r v i e  ( 1976)  w a s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  castigated f o r  lumping 
t o g e t h e r  app roaches  t o  symbolic analysis. 



do, is pay attention to the work which the speaker performs in 

f ormulat ing statements like the excerpt above. The 

explication of s u c h  work is the prescribed goal of the social 

construct ionist approach . Rather than seeking wha t religion 

and/or religious bel ie f  is or does, this thesis will 

investigate how these things are done. Social constructionists 

seek to show that reality is social ly constructed and how it 

is constructed; this thesis proposes t o  do the same. Through 

my own analyses, 1 hope to draw attention to aspects of social 

l i f e  which are left unnoticed by other approaches: namely, the 

active role which actors play in r n a i n t a i n i n g  the factual 

status of the things they h o l d  to be true. While t h e  excerpt 

above does indeed portray a belief in angels, it also works to 

establish the facticity of angels. 

PLAN OF TBE TEESIS 

Chaptez two will set out as explicitly as possible the 

t h e o r e t  i c a l  position of social constructionism. 1 will pay 

particular attention to the constructionist view o f  the 

relationship between accounts and objects through a detailed 

discussion of concept application and the properties of 

discourse referred to as indexicality and reflexivity. 

Chapter three will outline the methodological concerns 

and precedents which have informed this thesis. Particular 

attention will be paid to the means by which analysis is 
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conducted and the way in which the data is to be treated. A 

review of some recent constructionist literature dealing with 

supernatural and religious beliefs will be provided. 

Chapter four, the core of the thesis, will present my own 

data and analysis. This w i l l  subject three sermons ta 

detailed discussion on the methods employed in rendering God, 

and other spiritual entities, available in each. 1 will then 

draw attention to some features which are common to al1 three 

sermons and are contingent on the situation itself. 

In chapter five 1 will provide a synopsis of the most 

significant methods revealed in chapter four, with a brief 

discussion of each. 1 will then spell out some conclusions of 

a more general nature on the use of the constructionist 

approach. 



CHAPTERllWO 

TEEORET1 CAL PERSPECTIVE 

... in so far as al1 human 'knowledge' Fs developed, 
transmitted and maintained in social situations, the 
sociologÿ of knowledge must seek to understand the 
processes by which this is done in such a way that a 
taken-for-grant.d 'reality' congeals for the man in the 
street . In other words, we contend that the sociology of 
knowledge is concerned w i t h  the a n a l y s i s  of the s o c i a l  
construction of r e a i i t y  (Berger and Luckmann, 1966: 15,  
original italics). 

Social constructionism has been referred to as a movement 

(cf. Gergen, 1985) involving analyses demonstratinq sirnilar 

concerns. This requires cornent. mile I will often refer to 

'social constructionism', and thus imply a concrete body of 

theory, no such body is readily evident in the literature. 

Manning i 1994 : 1 1 7 )  has complained that the term social 

constructionism is applied far too loosely, and his complaint 

is well founded. The studies which have been placed under the 

label of social constructionist are numerous and of disparate 

frmeworks and orientations, and the rnetaphor of construction 

often refers to radically differing processes .' One such 

meaning refers to the effect of culture and socialization upon 

: See Sismondo (1993) for a review of constructionist 
studies and the various uses of the metaphor of construction. 
Knorr-Cetina (1993) provides a commentary and constructionist 
response. 
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d i f f e r i n g  w o r l d  v i e w s ,  and  h e n c e  s t r u c t u r e  e x p e r i e n c e  

d i f f e r e n t l y .  What is considered b e a u t i f u l  among one  g r o u p  i s  

c o n s i d e r e d  u g l y  i n  a n o t h e r ;  what i s  mere h a p p e n s t a n c e  i n  

W e s t e r n  s o c i e t y  is t h e  r e s u l t  of witchcraft i n  many A f r i c a n  

societ ies.  I n  t h i s  f o r m u l a t i o n ,  s o c i a l l y  c o n s t r u c t e d  refers 

t o  c u l t u r a l l y  variable. 

The v e r s i o n  o f  s o c i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n i s r n  which I will 

a d v a n c e ,  w h i l e  i n f  ormed sornewhat by t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  a d o p t e d  

above ,  is  of a d i f f e r e n t  and more radical nature. Rathe r  than 

i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t h e  r e p e r t o i r e  of facts  which  a culture p r o v i d e s  

it s mernbers, t h e  a p p r o a c h  p r e s e n t e d  h e r e  i n v e s t  i g a t e s  how 

these f a c t s  ar ise  and are m a i n t a i n e d  a s  f a c t s ;  that i s ,  how 

they are deemed t o  be p r e s e n t  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  of t h e  nembersf 

r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  them.  

The phrase " s o c i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n "  first g a i n e d  w i d e s p r e a d  

u s e  w i t h  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of Berge r  and Lucknann 's  ( 1966 )  The 

Social Construction o f  Reality, which adapted Alfred Schutz's 

phenorneno log ica l  approach t o  a t h e o r e t i c a l  mode1 f o r  t h e  

sociology of knowledge.  Many who use t h e  metaphor,  however, 

o w e  much o f  their d i s c i p l i n a r y  heritage t o  e thnomethodology. '  

T h e r e  has r e c e n t l y  been a r e a c t i o n  a g a i n s t  the conflation of 

' This is  e s p e c i a l l y  true of w o r k  done  i n  t h e  s o c i o l o g y  
o f  s c i e n t i f i c  knowledge (Velody, 1994 ;  Shap in ,  1 9 9 5 ) .  P r i m e  
examples are Barry  Barnes and  Steve Woolgar. 



the two approaches by various ethnomethcdologists.' Watson 

(1994:410) has argued against the epistemological stance taken 

by many social constructionists . Sharrock and Anderson 

(1991:76) explain that ethnomethodologists avoid the term due 

to the potentially negative connotations of describing 

something as being socially constructed. They suggest that 

the metaphor indicates fabrication; the resulting product is 

ethnomethodological research will be included under the rubric 

As Bogen and Lynch note: 

There are definite parallels between the two approaches: 
Both emphasize the role of constitutive practices in the 
formation and maintenance of social order; ... both stress 
the necessity to investigate how the "objects and "facts" 
proper to the field of sociology are practical and 
discursive accomplishments. Mony avowed constructionists 
draw upon ethnomethodological research, and many 
ethnomethodologists embrace constructionist tnemes and 
arguments(l993: 213-14). 

So while 1 classify this thesis as constructionist as 

opposed to ethnomethodological, the theoretical perspective 

which 1 present is in many ways a hybrid of the influences of 

For a discussion, and a good review of recent trends in 
ethnomethodology, see Atkinson ( 1 9 8 8  ) . 

' They point out that the term need not have this 
connotation however: "The demonstration of somethingls 
'socially constructed character need not be -in our view, 
should not be- at the expense of its 'realityl (ibid)." This 
justification is taken into account in this thesis, as will 
become more apparent in the next chapter. 
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these two related strains of thought. This being the case, 1 

will use this chapter to outline in as much detail as possible 

my own views on and justifications for the social 

constructionist position. 

THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIONIST VIEWFûINT 

The social constructionist stance is thoroughly 

relativist. It is not merely relativist in the sense of 

cultural relativism's accepting the beliefs of other cultures 

as valid in their context, it is also relativist in that it 

makes no judgement on the adequacy of any clairn about the 

world; al1 clairns are, for analytic purposes, deemed of equal 

value. This can take the form of either ontological relativism 

or of a methodological imperative to suspend judgement in such 

matters. 

We begin by contrasting two opposing viewpoints on the 

relation between reality and our accounts of it. The first of 

these viewpoints has been dubbed the ' reflective (Woolgar, 

1983) or correspondence (Watson 1987; position. This position 

corresponds roughly to the 'natural attituder of 

phenornenological and ethnomethodological writings (Berger and 

Luchann, 1966; Leiter, 1980). 

The correspondence viewpoint supposes that the world as 

experienced is independent and prior to us. The things 

(facts) which ernbody the world preexist Our knowledge of them, 
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and will cont inue  t o  ex i s t  a f t e r  w e  are gone. R e a l i t y  e x i s t s  

i n  the singular; it cannot  b e  two t h i n g s  a t  once. The event 

t h a t  o c c u r s  for one individual i s  the same event  t h a t  occurs 

f o r  t h e  person  s t a n d i n g  next  t o  him o r  h e r ;  the o b j e c t  t h e y  

look at i s  the same o b j e c t . '  

T h e  r e l a t i o n  o f  r e a l i t y  and d e s c r i p t i o n s  of  it f r o m  t h i s  

s t a n d p o i n t  i s  dep ic t ed  g raph ica l ly  below (adapted f r o m  Woolgar 

(1983: 2 4 3 ) .  

Figure 1 
Correspondence V i e w  of Accounts and Objects. 

Accord ing  t o  t h i s  v iewpoint  then, o u r  a c c o u n t s  a r e  

derived from reality. Accounts are passive, and are judged in 

term of how well t hey  capture the object(s) they  describe. It 

should t h e r e f o r e  be p o s s i b l e  t o  match d e s c r i p t i o n  t o  r e a l i t y  

p o i n t  for p o i n t  (Watson, 1 9 8 7 )  . 

I n  contrast, the s o c i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n i s t  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  

stated simply, s u b s c r i b e s  t o  the n o t i o n  that t h e  wor ld  which 

we expe r i ence  is n o t  a f r e e s t a n d i n g  independent set of facts ,  

but is s o c i a l l y  produced. According t o  the soc ia l  

constructionist mode1 (at least  the one presen ted  here) , t h e  

T h i s  is referred t o  as t h e  i d e a l i z a t i o n  of  t h e  
interchangeability of s t a n d p o i n t s .  



relation between accounts and that which they desc r ibe  is 

reversed  : 

Figure 2 
Social Constructionist View of Accounts and Objects  

The social constructionist therefore contends that our 

descriptions of reality are constitutive of it: they make  it 

what it is (Watson, 1987)  

For the s o c i a l  constructionist, reality is that which 

cannot be wished away (Berger  and Luckmann, 1966:13). This is 

not to Say that our interpretations of the world are 

influenced by the social setting, as is accepted by most 

interpretive anthropologists and sociologists (see Watson, 

1987 ) ' ,  but that the outside world is, for al1 relevant 

purposes, this very  interpretation. There is no access to t h e  

outside world s a n s  interpretation (Fish, 1980:338-55) .  This 

argument elaborated the f ollowing sections. 

Attempts to characterize social constructionism 

coherently are d i f f i c u l t  to f i n d .  Usually the reader finds 

sorne v e r y  brief 'sum u p '  statement (eg, the contributors to 

For example, B o r h e k  and Curtis (1975 :45)  in a criticism 
of constructionism state that reality is encountered, then 
modif ied. 



Velody, ed 19941. Kenneth Gergen (19853 has attempted to 

outline the basic assumptions of social constructionism, but 

is only able to clam that constructionists hold "one or more" 

cf his four truths to be self evident. Burr (1995: 3-8) has 

expandea on Gergen's tenets to show more clearly the parallel 

attitudes which make up social constructionism The three 

t e n e t s  outlined below are Sased on Gergen and Burr with 

influences from other authors cited. 

Social constructionism, as conceived in this thesis, is 

based upon the following theoretical presuppositions: 

1. Our access to reality goes hand in hand with social 

processes. Our experience of the world cannot be iivorced 

from Our methods of understanding it. Social constructionists 

maintain that al1 knowledge is inherently social in character, 

therefore the things known are correspondingly socially 

generated. As this is perhaps the most important 

constructionist assumption a great deal cf space will be 

allocated to its discussion. 

TO elaborate the above premise, let us begin with 

something elementary: concepts and their application. People 

organize experience and reality through concepts, indeed one 

could Say that we experience concepts. The application of a 

concept bestows meaning to an object or event: we experience 

tables as tables, books as books. We do not ever experience 



them without the social baggage of concepts; we do not 

experience tables or books as "thizgs which I refer to as 

means by which concepts are mapped ont0 experience. Barry 

Barnes (1981), i n  perhaps t h e  most under-cited paper in the 

social sciences, has provided an excellent consideration of 

this t op i c .  

Barnes  models cultural knowledge in terms of a network of 

concepts connected through genera1izations.- Thus ,  the 

concept of table is connected to furniture through the 

generalizat ion "al1  tables are pieces of furniture" . The 

diagram below provides a simplified version of Barnes1 net. 

Figure 3 
Barnes' Hesse Net (frorn Barnes 1981: 331) . 

The net can be extended until al1 known concepts are 

included. Under each concept are a List of instances in which 

it has been previously applied- These make up the concept's 

tension. Tension is used: 

- Barnes' mode1 is adapted from the work of Mary Hesse, 
and he refers to his network as a Hesse Net. 



in deliberate allusion to 'extensionr as used in 
philosophical semantics. In the extension of a tem are 
thought to be included al1 the entities to which it 
properly applies, or of which it is true. In the tension 
of a term are included crily past instances of use--a 
finite nurnber of instances. To talk merely of the 
tension of a term is to accept that future proper usage 
is indeterminate. (Barnes, 1981: 3 0 8 )  . 

And so: 

The important thing now is to see that the acquisition of 
al1 that the culture (where the concept is emp1oyed)can 
provide still leaves furure concept application under- 
determined and open-ended. Concepts are invariably 
applied to successions of particulars which differ in 
detail the one from the other. Pro2er competence (in 
concept app1ication)is displayed by their use in ways 
which go beyond what is initially taught (i981:309). 

If concept application is indeteminate, the proper usage 

of a concept must be established in each individual instance. 

Citing a new particular as an exarnple of one category vis-a- 

v i s  another category will depend on the perceived resemblance 

of the new particular in reference to the tensions of the 

categories in question. Each application of a concept is 

therefore in principle problematic. The individual is faced 

with numerous aspects of similarities and dissimilarities to 

the tensions of various concepts: 

There are grounds to be found in previous usage for any 
selection: whatever the new particular is called can be 
made out as in accordance with previous usage. 
Therefore, what the particular is actually called must be 
understood formally as a contingent judgement of the 
agent or agents involved. (Barnes, 1981: 313). 

As judgements, al1 concept applications are therefore in 



p r i n c i p l e  c o n t e s t a b l e  and r e v i s a b l e .  

o b j e c t i v e  means by which the accu racy  

T h e r e  is no forma1 o r  

o f  s u c h  judgements are 

t o  be a s s e s s e d :  i n s u f f i c i e n t  resemblance can always be 

argued."Te conseequences o f  t h i s  argument a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t :  

Not o n l y  is i t  t h e  case t h a t  the i n s t a n c e s  w i t h i n  t h e  
t ens ion  a r e  part of a received c u l t u r e ;  t h e  very p roces s  
whereby i n s t a n c e s  are one by one added t o  t h e  t e n s i o n  a r e  
p rocesses  involving s o c i a l l y  s i t u a t e d  judgement . . . concept 
a p p l i c a t i o n  is not a social a c t i v i t y  i n  t h e  s e n s e  t h a t  it 
is de te rmined  by a c u l t u r a l l y  given classification of 
r e a l i t y ,  b u t  a s o c i a l  activity w h i c h  g ives  rise t o  and 
develops t h e  p a t t e r n  of that very c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The  

does  n o t  account for the a c t i v i t y ;  r a t h e r  t h e  
activity accoun t s  for t h e  pattern (Barnes, 1981:309-10). 

Consequently,  what coun t s  as p r o p e r l y  a p p l i c a t i o n  (ie 

naming, categorizing) can o n l y  be seen as t h e  p roduc t  of 

agreement between actors: 

Concepts do n o t  corne w i t h  l a b e l s  a t t a c h e d ,  c a r r y i n g  
i n s t r u c t i o n s  which t e l l  u s  how they a re  to be used. We 
o u r s e l v e s  detemine usage, t a k i n g  p r e v i o u s  usage as 
precedent .  Moreover, such precedent is c o r r i g i b l e ,  since 
it is i t s e l f  the product of judgements. T t  can always be 
s a i d  t h a t  previous  usage w a s  wrong, t h a t  i t  weighed 
s i m i l a r i t i e s  and  differences i n c o r r e c t l y . . .  (Barnes, 
1981: 313) .  

What t h e n  s t a n d s  as  the c r i t e r i o n  for c o r r e c t n e s s  can 

t hen  on ly  be s e e n  as s o c i a l  agreement (o r ,  i f  you w i l l ,  

absence of d i sag reemen t ) .  Neither t h e  concepts s o  a p p l i e d  nor 

Examples of such cases i n  an thropology  are e a s y  t o  
c i t e .  c o n s i d e r  the r e j ec t i on  of lineage models t o  Japanese 
k i n s h i ~  (Nakane, 1967;  Bachnik, 19831, or  S a h l i n s '  ( 1 9 6 1 )  

segmentary lineage systems, o r  Salunanvs (1978)  r e f u t a t i o n  of 
t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  complementary o p p o s i t i o n .  



the w o r l d  seem t o  have  any opinion i n  the matter. 

This point is made a b u n d a n t l y  c l e a r  i n  P o l l n e r ' s  ( 1 9 7 4 ,  

1975)  t r e a t m e n t  of what h e ,  P o l l n e r ,  has termed ' r e a l i t y  

disjunctures'.? A r e a l i t y  d i s j u n c t u r e  o c c u r s  when two persons 

zome t o  describe t h e  same event i n  d i f f e ren t  ways. Given  the 

assurnption o f  a s h a r e d  and e x t e r n a l  wor ld ,  P o l l n e r  suggests 

rhat s u c h  o c c u r r e n c e s  c o u l d  be  cited as e v i d e n c e  c o n t r a r y  tc 

t h i s  a s s m p t i o n -  The externality of t h e  world is upheld ,  

however, by i r o n i z i n g  the experience of one  of t h e  p a r t i e s .  

One of the v e r s i o n s  i s  h e l d  to be the result of f a u l t y  

p e r c e p t i o n  or  reportage ( 1 9 7 5 :  4 1 7 )  . Notice h e r e ,  however,  

t h a t  i t  is not  t h e  world which ends t h e  d i s p u t e ,  but t h e  

a c t o r s :  

[ t h e ]  resolution of r e a l i t y  d i s j u n c t u r e s  cannot  simply be 
achieved by 'lookinq' at the world. Indeed, that is 
presumably just what parties t o  a a i s j u n c r u r e  have done 
and t h a t  is  n o t  t h e  end o f  their troubles, but the 
beginning of them (1975: 4 2 6 ) .  

The i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e  a r g u m e n t s  above a r e  of cen t ra l  

importance t o  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  p o s i t i o n  advanced here.  When 

concept  application is r e g a r d e d  as a c o n t i n g e n t  p r o c e s s  whose 

u l t i m t e  v a l i d i t y  l ies n o t  i n  reference t o  " th ings  themselves" 

but an e q u a l l y  imperfect s o c i a l  sphere, it f o l l o w s  that what  

is considered t o  be c o r r e c t  fo rmula t ions  of t h e  n a t u r e  of the 

world must be f o r m a l l y  seen as c o n t e s t a b l e .  What i s  deemed t o  

See also Eglin ( 1979 )  on t h i s  t o p i c .  
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b e  correct v e r s u s  a n  i n c o r r e c t  a s s e s s m e n t  o f  r e a l i t y  i s  based 

n o t  upon r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  facts; t h e  p a r t i e s  i n v o l v e d  i n  a  

d i s p u t e  of concep t  a p p l i c a t i o n  o r  ' r e a l i t y  d i s j u n c t u r e l  b o t h  

h a v e  r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  same set o f  facts ,  y e t  s t i l l  t h e r e  i s  

d i s p u t e .  The r e s o l u t i o n  lies i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  of t h e  u n f o l d i n g  

d i s p u t e ,  o r  n e g o t i a t i o n ,  n o t  i n  t h e  e s s e n c e  o f  t h e  o b j e c t s  

themselves. T t  is  th rough  t h i s  p r o c e s s  by which t h e  new f a c t ,  

t h e  judgement that concept  X is c o r r e c t  as opposed to c o n c e p t  

Y, is  r e s o i v e d  ( F i s h ,  1 9 8 0 ) .  

2 .  The second t h e o r e t i c a l  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n  of social 

~ o n s t r u c t i o n i s m  is t h a t  knowledge i s  h i s t o r i c a l l y  s i t u a t e d .  

What c o u n t s  as  r e a l i t y  f o r  a g i v e n  s o c i e t y ,  o r  i n d i v i d u a l  i s  

t h e  r e s u l t  of h i s t o r i c  s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n s -  We are t h e r e f o r e  

dependen t  upon t h e  s o c i a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  knowledge t e m p o r a l l y  

p r e s e n t  ( t h e  s t a t u s  o f  which i s  d i s c u s s e d  a b o v e ) ,  a n d  on  t h e  

p r o c e d u r e s  by  which t h i s  i s  communicated. The main,  i f  n o t  

p r i m a r y  means by which t h i s  i n t e r a c t i o n  t a k e s  p l a c e  is  t h r o u g h  

l a n g u a q e .  Lanquage i s  c o n c e i v e d  n o t  as a p a s s i v e  means o f  

communicating t h a t  which p r e e x i s t s ;  r a t h e r ,  l anguage  m a k e s  

a v a i l a b l e  t h o s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which a r e  a s s e r t e d  t o  

p r e e x i s t  . 

The r e a l i t y  which t h e  social c o n s t r u c t i o n i s t  i s  

i n t e r e s t e d  i n  d i f f e r s  f r o m  t h e  one which t h e  p h y s i c i s t  i s  

concerned w i t h .  The r e a l i t y  which "cannot  be wished a w a y "  i s  
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one in which actors  must  move about i n  everyday l i f e .  The 

social constructionist h a s  no concern for "what is really out 

there", but what t h e  actors regard as being "really out 

t h e r e . "  The ultimate truth o r  validity of any claim is of no 

consequence to t h e  analyst. We no l o n g e r  accept t h e  idea of 

illness produced via "evil vapors" o r  t h e  t h e r a p e u t i c  value of 

bleeding. T h a t  these are deemed as mistakes and errors by 

our current canons of acceptability makes them no less real 

for the people who did believe thern. The reality of evil 

vapors and bleeding w a s  maintained t h rough  the same processes 

that gems and vaccinations are today. 

What consists of a l l  known tacts about the world is not 

available to the individual. A person's experience c m  never 

embrace a l 1  of  what he has knowledge of. For many persons, 

t h e  o n l y  access to the workings of their car engine i s  through 

their mechanic. Or for the anthropological student, t h e  only 

access t o  t h e  fact that the Trobriand Islanders trade kula 

r i n g s  and do not socially recognize  t h e  biological r o l e  of the 

male in conception is through Malinowski's (1922) Argonauts of 

the Western P a c i f i c .  This does not mean that these t h i n g s  do 

not  exist for people. The external and independent nature of 

the combustion engine is j u s t  as real f o r  the mechanically 

incompetent as it is for the mechanic. The same objectivity 

can  be claimed about the Trobriand Islanderst ignorance or 



knowledge, depending on whether you listen to Spi ro  ( 1968 )  or 

Leach (1967), about the male contribution to concept ion.  This 

introduces us to the centra1 r o l e  of language i n  

c o n s t r u c t i o n i s t  theory. A s  Berger and L u c h a n n  state: 

I can speak sbout innumerable matters that are  not 
present at al1 i n  t h e  face-to-face situation, including 
matters 1 never have and never will experience d i r e c t l y .  
I n  t h i s  way, language is capable of becoming the 
ob j ec t i ve  repository of vast accumulations of meaning and 
exper ience  . . . (  l966:52). 

There are t w o  aspects language which 

demand that interpretation be foremost in our apprehension of 

r e a l i t y .  These are indexicality and reflexivity. 

Indexicalitÿ refers to the context dependency of  meaning. 

O u t s i d e  of a s p e c i f i c  con tex t ,  words o r  events become 

ambiguous (Leiter 1980 :  1 0 7 ) .  It h a s  been a long standing 

view in anthropology that symbolic statements are inherently 

ambiguous (cf. Cohen, 1 9 7 4  : 36-37) . Social constructionism 

e n t e r t a i n s  a view that al1 statements share in t h i s  nature. 

The context dependency of statements i s  reflected in the fact 

that they are revisable in meaning (Barnes and Law, 1 9 7 6 ) .  

Recall that concepts are a p p l i e d  to a sequence of particular 

instances. The instances in which they are applied cannot be 

specified in advance, n o r  can the evaluative c r i t e r i a  used for 

such application. Meaning is, therefore ,  always a contestable 

issue, as several variations of meaning may be cited in any 

instance (Watson, 1991) . Consider again t h e  example of the 
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segmentary lineage system. In 1958, Middleton and Tait listed 

numerous societies as exhibiting this organization. Sahlins 

(1961) then redefined the segmentary lineage, assigning 

prirnary importance to acephalous organization based on 

complementary opposition. Salzman (1978) then argued that no 

Society exhibits complementary opposition as def ined by 

Sahlins. Later, Linciholm (1982) argued that the Çwat Pakhtuns 

do indeed exhibit complementary opposition, but not in al1 

cases of dispute. Notice here that redefining the term is of 

no help at all, as the redefinition leads to further problems 

of ambiguity; Sahlinst "tightening up" of complementary 

opposition leads to Salzrnan's rejection of it as a useful 

concept. Each act of redefinition creates a new set of 

indexical expressions to contend with (Watson. 1991). Perhaps 

the most forcefül exposition of this is by Barnes and Law 

(1976: 229-33) in their treatinent of the history of Euler's 

theorem. which they sum up as "one big exercise in repairing 

indexicality. " 

We do not in practice have much trouble with 

indexicality. As each description or concept is already 

located in a context, its sense can be determined in that 

instance. When 1 Say 1 used my mouse to relocate this 

paragraph to its current position, the reader can readily 

understand that 1 mein a mechanical device rather than a small 



rodent. But such understanding, s u c h  facts, must De 

understood as a result of the contextual nature of the 

utterance, not freestanding and independent of it. 

Description, like definition or meaning, is an inherently 

problematic a f f a i r .  No description can be completely 

exhaustive; it Fs in principle a potentially endless affair. 

Consider the example below: 

Were 1 n o w  to formulate where rny notes are, it would be 
correct to say that they are: right in front of me, next 
to the telephone, on the desk, in my office, in Room 213, 
in ~ewisohn Hall, on campus, at school, at Columbia, in 
Morningside Heights, on the upper West Side, in 
Manhattan, in New York City .... Each of these terms could 
be in some sense correct (Schegloff, 1972:81, cited in 
Wooffitt, 1992:14) .  

Any description, therefore, se lec t ive ly  draws attention 

to certain aspects of the object or sotting it describes. The 

description Chereby becornes part of the setting. 

This property of discourse is referred to as reflexivity. 

Reflexivity refers to the r n u t u a l i y  eiaborative dspecrs ûf 

descriptions and their settings. As the descriptions are made 



P r o j e c t i o n  

Figure 4 

Graphical Representation of Reflexivity 

up of indexical expressions whose sense requires the setting, 

t h e  setting, which could potentially be described in a 

potentially endless number of ways, is given specif ic  

properties by the description. Consider the piccure ,  from 

Watson, ( 1 9 8 7 : 3 1 )  above: 

In the diagram above, the word projection constitutes the 

figure as a projection. Note that without these instructions, 

the f i g u r e  is ambiguous, it could be an indentation, or merely 

a collection of l i n e s .  I t  could even be an architectural 

drawing, t h e  lines designating walls and pathways. The word 

projection also derives its sense from the figure; the figure 

lets us know that this is the type of projection we are 

dealing with, not a psychological one (Watson, 1 9 8 7 ) .  

The ethnomethodological conception of social order is 



i n t e g r a l  t o  the v e r s i o n  of c o n s t r u c t i o n i s m  p r o m o t e d  here. For 

e t h n o m e t h o d o l o g i s t s :  

I t  [social order] does n o t  c o n s i s t  of p r o v i d i n g  c a u s a l  
e x p l a n a t  i o n s  for patterned socia l  action. I n s t e a d  w e  
w i l l  deal w i t h  the ways members of society assemble 
settings and behaviours so as  t o  create and s u s t a i n  a 
s e n s e  o f  s o c i a l  o r d e r  as it i s  e x p e r i e n c e d  
c o r m o n s e n s i c a l l y .  Members o f  s o c i e t y  are cont inually 
engaged i n  d i s p l a y i n g  a n d  d e t e c t i n g  the o r d e r l y  f e a t u r e s  
o f  t h e  s o c i a l  w o r l d . .  . S o c i a l  order, f o r  
e t h n o m e t h o d o l o g i s t ~ ,  refers t o  a sense o f  social order. 
Order, refers t o  t h e  f ac tua l  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  o b j e c t s  and 
e v e n t s .  The p r o b l e m  of s o c i a l  order, frorn the 
e t h n o m e t h o d o l o g i c a l  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  deals w i t h  how p e o p l e  
c r e a t e  and s u s t a i n  t h e  f a c t u a l  character of t h e  social 
world as a p a t t e r n e d  object i n d e p e n d e n t  of  p e r c e p t i o n  
(Lei ter ,  1 9 8 0 :  159  o r i g i n a l  i t a l i c s )  . 

T h i s  is to Say the l o c a t i n g  and d i s p l a y i n g  of factual 

f e a t u r e s  r e f l e x i v e l y  makes them available as f a c t u a l  f e a t u r e s .  

Making s u c h  f e a t u r e s  a v a i l a b l e  p l a c e s  them i n t o  t h e  pub l i c ,  

i r i t e r s u b j e c t i v e  arena: it obj e c t i f i e s  them i n  Berger and  

Luckmannvs ( 1966 :  49-50)  t e r rn ino logy .  

3 .  The t h i r d  t h e o r e t i c a l  t e n e t  o f  s o c i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n i s n  

is t h a t  t h e  p r o c e s s e s  by w h i c h  w e  c o n s t r u c t  t h e  s tate  of the 

world  a r e  c o n t i n u o u s :  f a c t i c i t y  is a status which i s  h e l d  

u n t i l  f u r t h e r  n o t i c e .  I n  o t h e r  words, what "is" is c o n s t a n t l y  

revised as s i t u a t i o n s  change .  T h i s  t h i r d  aspect arises as a 

d i r e c t  consequence  o f  t h e  p r e v i o u s  two. The w o r l d  as  w e  have  

made it  a v a i l a b l e  is subject t o  l a t e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  p r o c e s s .  

T t  i s  a n  o n g o i n g  p r o c e s s .  The world is n o t  c o n s t r u c t e d  once  

and for all, b u t  " u n t i l  further n o t i c e "  ( L e i t e r ,  1980:  7 0 ) .  
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Once a g a i n ,  we must c o n s i d e r  t h e  paramount  im?or tance  o f  

d i s c o u r s e .  To c l a r i f y  "what a c t u a l l y  happened" r e q u i r e s ,  o f  

course ,  d e s c r i b i n g  it.  The o n l y  access t o  ' o b j e c t i v e '  e v e n t s  

o r  o b j e c t s  i s  t h r o u g h  d i s c o u r s e ;  'what  t h i n g s  a c t u a l l y  a r e '  

w a s  Ieven i f  I were t o  g r a n t  t h i s  much t o  t h e  r ea l i s t )  l o s t  

w i t h  t h e  passage  of t i m e  and h a s  becorne i n a c c e s s i b l e .  Thus 

t h e r e  i s  no p o i n t  i n  s p e a k i n g  o f  " r e a l i t y  rnodi f ica t ioo ."  

(Borhek  and  C u r t i s ,  1 9 7 5 : 4 5 ) ,  t h e  r e a l i t y  i s  s i m p l y  not  

available f o r  s c r u t i n y .  

T o  take 2 c l a s s i c  a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l  example, c o n s i d e r  

Leach's (1977:159-72) d i s c u s s i o n  of l i n e a g e  n e g o t i a t i o n  among 

t h e  Kachin i n  Burma. I n  t h i s  i n s t a n c e ,  Leach a r g u e s  t h a t  a 

man a l ters  the s t a t u s  o f  h i s  l i n e a g e ,  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  h i s  own by 

performing r i t u a l  i n  a  f a s h i o n  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  h i g h e r  s t a t u s .  

H e  t h e n  rewrites h i s  pe r sona1  h i s t o r y  t o  match t h i s  s t a t u s  by 

manipuiac ion of t h e  v a g a r i e s  of Kachin k i n s h i p .  The a n a l y s i s  

of t h i s  procedure  i s  b o t h  l a u d a b l e  and  n e c e s s a r y ,  b u t  i t  must 

a lways  be remembered t h a t  it w o r k s ' o n l y  th rough  a  p r o c e s s  o f  

ag reement .  Kevin t h e  comrnon Kachin  c a n  p e r f o r m  r i t u a l  a s  

l a v i s h l y  as he wishes  and then sc ream from t h e  h i g h e s t  

mounta in  i n  Burma t h a t  h e  i s  chief: i f  no one e lse  a g r e e s  it 

w i l l  a l1  be f o r  ~ a u g h t .  That Kevin t h e  common Kachin i s  

s o n e t i m e s  able t o  r e n e g o t i a t e  h i s  s t a t u s  is o f  extreme 

i m p o r t a n c e .  I t  alerts u s  t o  the n e g o t i a t e d  a n d  c o n t e x t u a l  



n a t u r e  o f  sucn h a r d  o b j e c t i v e  f a c t  as b i r t h  and age (as t h e s e  

a r e  what must be ü i t i r n a t e l y  r e s p e c i f i e d  f o r  a change i n  r a n k  

among t h e  K a c h i n ) .  

I t  c o u l d  p e r h a p s  b e  said t h a t  t h i s  is a g r a t u i t o u s  

example, a s  t h e  Kachin a r e  a c t i v e l y  o b s c u r i n g  "known f a c t s " .  

W e  need o n l y  t o  l o o k  a t  s c i e n c e  t o  f i n d  f u r t h e r  examples .  

Besides t h e  h i s t o r y  o f  E u l e r ' s  Theorem (Barnes  and  Law, 1976)  

cited e a r l i e r ,  we may a l s o  add  t h e  s h i f t i n g  n a t u r e  of 

T h y r o t r o p i n  R e l e a s i n g  Factor ( T R F ) .  I n  t h e  h i s t o r y  o f  t h i s  

s u b s t a n c e ,  i t  w a s  a p e p t i d e ,  n o t  a p e p t i d e ,  a p e p t i d e  a g a i n ,  

then f i n a l l y  was a form of p e p t i d e  which i t  w a s  n o t  supposed 

to be ( L a t o u r  a n d  Woolgar, 1979:105-50) .  

There h a s  been a growing movement i n  pos t -war  

anthropology towards  p r o c e s s u a l  a n a l y s i s  of t o p i c s ,  i n f l u e n c e d  

by Leach ( 1 9 7 7 )  and Gluckman's u s e  of t h e  c a s e  method ( e g ,  

19681, and t h e  a n a l y s e s  of T u r n e r  ( 1 9 5 7 )  . B a r t h ,  m o d i f y i n g  

t h e  L n s i g h t s  of Goffman i n t o  ' t r a n s a c t i o n a l i s r n l  ( l 9 6 6 ) ,  has 

a l s o  been influential." S o c i a l  cons t ruc t i ox i i sm  i s  

c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by h y p e r p r o c e s s u a l i s m .  P o l l n e r ' s  f r e q u e n t l y  

c i t e d  s t a t e m e n t  "where o t h e r s  see ' t h i n g s l , ' g i v e n s '  o r  ' f a c t s  

o f  l i f e , '  t h e  e thnorne thodo log i s t  sees (or a t t e m p t s  to see) 

p r o c e s s :  t h e  p r o c e s s  t h r o u g h  which t h e  p e r c e i v e d l y  s table  

:"ee a l s o  B a i l e y  (1969)  a n d  K a p f e r e r  ( 1 9 7 6 )  . An 
e x c e l l e n t  review o f  a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l  t h e o r y  i s  g i v e n  by O r t n e r  
(1984), though  o f  c o u r s e  t h e  las t  decade is l o s t .  
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features of socially organized environments are continuallÿ 

created and sustained" (guoted in Watson and Goulet, 1992: 

217) captures the essence of this view. It is frorn moment to 

moment that 'the reall is maintained, dismissed or a l te r&.  

What remains to be accomplished is demonstraiion of how this 

process can be turned into a topic of investigation- 



TBE FOCDS OF CONSTRUCTfONIST STmY 

In the preceding chapter, I presented the underlying 

basis of a social constructionist perspective. This was done 

as forcefully as possible 

think in social c o n s t r u c t  

in order to encoürage the reader to 

i o n i s t  t e r m s .  I have, inescapably, 

been practising that which I attempt to demonstrate. Social 

constructionism is j u s t  as socially constructed as anything 

else. 

The theoretical tenets of a social constructionist 

perspective dictate what empirical goals the researcher will 

seek to obta i r i .  This is particularly true of social 

constructionism as many of its theoretical assumptions arose 

as a critique of normative social s c i e n c e  (Mehan and Wood, 

1975:  37-73). In the previous chapter 1 c h a r a c t e r i s e d  social 

construct ionism as processual in orientation: it âsks 'howl 

instead of 'whyl (Watson and Goulet, 1992). As Kenneth Gergen 

(1985:266)  h a s  s ta ted :  

Social constructionist inquiry is principally concerned 
with explicating the processes by which people corne to 
describe, explain, or otherwise account for the world 
(including themselves) in which they live. 

Social constructionism treats description as work, and 
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i t s  t a s k  i s  t o  d i s p l a y  t h i s  work ( L a t o ü r ,  1988: 163). The 

social c o n s t ~ c t i o n i s t  r e s e a r c h e r  t a k e s  as a t o p i c  what o t h e r  

r e s e a r c h e r s  r e g a r d  as a  r e s o u r c e  (Bogen a n d  Lynch, 1993: 2 2 2 ) .  

To accompl i sh  t h i s ,  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  must s u s p e n d  judgement  i n  

r e g a r d  t o  t h e  f a c t u a l  c h a r a c t e r  of  what is b e i n g  a s s e r t e d .  

T h i s  p r o c e d u r e  i s  o f t e n  called ' b r a c k e t i n g '  o r  e p o c h é  

( P s a t h a s ,  1989: 15 ,  1 0 1 ) .  Whatever t h e  p r o c e d u r e  i s  cal led,  

t h e  resillt i s  t o  h i g h l i g h t  t h e  methods used by p e o p l e  t o  

g e n e r a t e  and m a i n t a i n  t h e  f a c t u a l  p r o p e r t i e s  of  t h e  w o r l d  

(Leiter, 1980: 29-32) .  What the r e s e a r c h e r  r e g a r d s  as  correct 

is o f  no r e l e v a n c e  t o  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  u n d e r  s t u d y :  it h a s  no  

b e a r i n g  on t h e  a c t o r s '  o r i e n t a t i o n s  o r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g s . :  

By suspend ing  judgement on t h e  u l t i m a t e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  

a c t o r s '  a s s e r t i o n s ,  t h e  s o c i a l  c c n s t r u c t i o n i s t  i s  able t o  t a k e  

t h e s e  a s s e r t i o n s  a s  a t o p i c  of s t u d y .  Our f o c u s  becomes "how 

people depict t h e  social world" (Leiter,  1980: 236 ) .  Put more 

e x p l i c i t l y ,  r a t h e r  t h a n  a s k i n g  "What do t h e  Bongo Bongo t h i n k  

of God?", w e  a r e  more i n c l i n e d  t o  a s k  "how do t h e  Bongo Bongo, 

o r  a  C h r i s t i a n  i n  C a l g a r y  f o r  t h a t  matter, make God a v a i l a b l e  

when t h e y  t a l k  a b o u t  h i m / h e r / i t ? "  

N o t  a l 1  c o n s t r u c t i o n i s t s ,  o r  even a l 1  t h o s e  cited i n  t h i s  

t h e s i s ,  m a i n t a i n  t h e  same l e v e l  o f  comrnitment t o  t h e  

See Barnes1 (1981)  c r i t i q u e  of Bulmer ' s  (1967) paper on 
K a r a m  taxonomy f o r  j u d g i n g  Karam c a t e g o r i e s  by reference t o  
t h o s e  of Western z o o l o g y .  



suspension of judgement . Following Pollner (1974, 1975, 1991, 

1993) and Watson (lggl), it will be argued here that this 

suspension must be absolute. To do othemise is to be guilty 

of what Woolgar and Pawluch (1985) have labelled lontological 

gerrymanderingl. Ontological gerrymandering: 

makes problematic the truth status of certain States of 
affairs selected fsr analysis and explanation, vhile 
backgrounding or rninimizing the possibility the same 
problems apply to assumptions upon which the analysis 
depends (Woolgar and Pawluch, 1 9 8 5 :  2 1 6 )  . 

Problems, Spector and Kitsuse discuss the changing definitions 

of marijuana as addictive and non-addictive. They state that 

there is nothing in the nature of marijuana to account for 

these changes, as the nature of marijuana remained constant 

throughout the time periods in question (1977: 4 3 ) .  Woolgar 

and Panluch argue that: 

The key assertion is that the actuâl character of a 
substance (marijuana), condition or behavior remained 
constant. But in each case the authors fail to 
acknowledge tnat their identification of "the nature of 
marijuana'' or their assertion of the constancy of a 
condition or behavior, can itself be construed as a 
definitional claim ..... While the claims of the claims 
makers are depicted as socio-historical 
constructions...that require exphnation, the claims of 
and the constructive work of the authors remain hidden 
and are to be taken as given (1985: 217) . 
Ontological gerrymandering could be seen as a means of 

resolving a ' reality dis juncture' in Pollner's (1974, 1975 1 



terrns. The problem with ontological gerrymandering is t h a t  it 

explains away the social events it wishes to describe. Rather 

focussing the which  the various def initions 

of marijuana are accomplished by the actors as matters of 

fact,  it seeks causes for the inadequate descriptions of 

marijuana.' Such attempts have been criticized by Pollner 

When the analystrs version is treated as the privileged 
version in terms of which alternative accounts and 
experiences are ironicized, subsequent analysis is of t e n  
a search for the presumptive sociological and 
psycho log i ca l  mechanisms th rough  which proponents of the 
subjective versions are allowed to encounter a spurious 
world ..... Sociological encounters with allegedly spurious 
worlds yield equally creative ways of explaining them 
away. 

By explaining the member1s version away, the analyst 

loses t h a t  which he o r  she  is attempting to focus on. For t h e  

social constructionist, it means losing the work which is done 

in producing the "spurious world" which he or she is 

attempting to capture. 

ANALYTIC E'ûCUS 

Social const ruct ionist studies limit their focus to 

particular instances which are to be analyzed. As Watson 

(1992 )  argues ,  the object  of analysis is to demonstrate how 

It should be noted that there is nothing to prevent 
actors from employing ontological gerrymandering as a rneans of 
description. Indeed, Woolgar and Pawluch suggest that 
sociologists do precisely that ( 1985 :  224-5) . 



the work of discourse is done locally, not in some generalized 

or typical fashion. Shapin ( 1995 1 notes that construct ionist 

sociologists of scientific knowledge have tended to limit 

their studies to a detailed examination of how X was 

accomplished in a particular instance. 

With their heavy focus on language use, social 

constructionist studies often becorne studies of accounts. 

Accounts are any communication which reveals aspects of a 

setting (Leiter, :980:162) . The 'setting' may be understood 

as any object, place, situation or person which the account 

may speak of. In a movie review, for example, the movie is 

the setting. 

The particularism of social constructionist research 

allows the reader to judge whether the analysis is merited by 

the data itself. This is especially t r u e  where accounts are 

the chief concern of the research. Ethnomethodologists, with 

their focus on the in s i t u  and occasioned production of order, 

dernand that any analysis be grounded in inspectable data 

(Watson, 1992:6 ) .  This f u r t h e r  benefits the researcher, as he 

or she must realize the analysis presented will be under 

scrutiny for its relation to the data. Working closely with 

a transcribed piece of discourse also serves as a constant 

check on the ambitious analyst looking for something to Say 

(Murphy, 1994 : 66) . 
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Tge SUPERNA- IN TBE SOC= CONSTRuCTI~ST pERsPgCTm 

In recent years, most social constnictionist studies have 

focussed on the social construction of scientific knowledge 

(seminal in this regard is still Latour and Woolgar, 1979), 

social problems theory (eg, Spector and Kitsuse, 1977; 

contributors t o  Holstein and Miller, 19931, and a growing 

group in the area of social psychology led by Kenneth Gergen 

(eg ,  1985) and Potter and Wetherell (eg, 1987, Wetherell and 

Potter 1988). It is relatively recently that social 

con~tructionists have turned their eyes to what is loosely 

deicribed as the 'religious' or 'paranormal'. In this section 

I will review those which are the most pertinent to my own 

project . 
1. The social cons t ruc t ion  of paranormal experience. 

Robin Wooffitt's (1992) analysis of individuals' accounts 

of paranomal experiences is an attempt to merge the 

disciplines of discourse analysis (discussed in the next 

section) and conversation analysis as perfomed in 

ethnomethodological circles(e.9. Heritage, 1988). 

Wooffittvs interest in accounts of paranormal experiences 

arises £rom the fact that the people who claim to have such 

experiences place themselves in a poor social position: they 

are liable to be labelled as deluded or insane (1992: 2 ) .  He 

thesefore sees them as ideal for an analysis of how speakers 



warrant the factuality of their claims (1992:3). The goal of 

t h e  analysis is " t o  describe the t a c i t  communicative skills 

and practices which people use in their accounts to warrant 

their implicit claim that the experiences ... actually 

happened," with no i n t e n t  to judge the effectiveness of such 

skills and practices (1992: 188) . 
To achieve his objectives, Wooffitt first analyzes in 

detail a brief excerpt of a single transcript (1992: 72-92). 

The analysis of this data gives an overview of the elements of 

discourse which will be of in te res t  over the wider corpus of  

data .  He t n e n  looks a t  some features of how speakers begin 

their descriptions of paranormal experiences (1992: 93-116). 

Following Smith (1978) and Woolgar (1980), he argues that t h e  

beginning of each description provides an interpretative frame 

for the hearer t o  judge what  is said after. For  example, t h e  

speakers e l i rn ina te  t h e i r  own agency  i n  the accounts; 

paranormal e x p e r i e n c e s  are not things t h e y  do, but happen to 

them: 

By fomulating their paranormal experiences as  an lit' 
that 'happenedl, speakers...are thus trading on 
conventions which i n f o m  the way t h a t  w e  refer to events 
the occurrence of which were not contingent upon human 
agency and involvement...they portray the e v e n t s  and 
phenomena they experienced as t h e  k i n d  which happen to 
people, and thereby as existing independently of t h e  
speaker's agency, actions and intentions (1992: 103). 

Wooffitt then analyzes the use of two rhetorical d e v i c e s  

which he has located in the accounts. The first of these he 



refers to as "1 was j u s t  doing X...when Y". This involves the 

description of what the individual was doing a t  t h e  time of 

t h e  experience(X), and the speaker's f irst  recognition of the 

exper ience .  

Finally, Wooffitt examines how s p e a k e r s  incorporate t h e  

speech of either themselves or another person in their 

accounts. This achieves a wide variety of effects ,  not t h e  

least of which is dernonstrating the objectivity of the 

phenornenon by its be ing  s h a r e d  w i t h  someone else and not the 

result hallucination. 

Central to al1 of Wooffittls analyses is demonstrating 

how speakers  anticipate that the hearer may be sceptical of 

their account. The accounts al1 show this concern and are 

organized to defeat any sceptical arguments a g a i n s t  their 

veracity. In the example below, the speake r  is describing h e r  

ac t ions  a f t e r  hea r ing  a noise of paranormal origin. The line 

numbers and punctuation match Wooffitt 's original ( 1992  :79- 

8 a a d  >of coursec 
9 1 t u e  apèrt  ma window 
10 1 tore apart t h e  window frame 
11 1 >did Evervthinge 
12 to find out w h a t  the h & P s  causing t h a t  

Wooffittls analysis of this excerpt points out that t h e  

e n s u i n g  search i s  presented as one which would be expected: of 

course she tore apart the window. F u r t h e r ,  her searching for 



a cause  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  s h e  was a c t i n g  i n  a  comple te ly  n o m a l  

fash ion .  F ina l ly ,  w e  may no te  t h e  she d i d  no t  assume t h a t  t h e  

cause  w a s  paranormal.  She did not  go looking  f o r  any th ing  

paranormal ,  r a t h e r  t h e  s e a r c h  r e v e a l s  h e r  o r i e n t a t i o n  t o  

mundane r e a l i t y  . 

2 .  Supernatural beliefs among the  Dene Tna 

Watson and Goulet  (1992) have performed r e s e a r c h  on t h e  

o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n  o f  v i s i o n s  among t h e  Dene Tha of  Northern 

Alber ta .  They set t h e i r  p o s i t i o n  a g a i n s t  a prominent approach 

i n  t h e  cornparison o f  b e l i e f  systems by a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s ,  which 

f o c u s e s  on t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between Western and non-Western 

c u l t u r e s  (1992 :  2 1 6 ) .  Thrir own s t a n d p o i n t  i s  s t a t e d  a s  

be ing  : 

We take  r e a l i t y  t o  mean that which appears t o  conf ron t  u s  
and cannot  be wished away. We are i n t e r e s t e d  i n  how t h e  
Dene Tha o b j e c t i f y  t h e i r  c o n c e p t i o n s  of r e a l i t y ,  no t  i n  
whether t h e s e  concept ions  s a t i s f y  Euro-Canadian canons of 
p l a u s i b i l i t y .  W e  t h i n k  o f  Dene Tha accoun t s  o f  dreams 
and  v i s i o n s  n e i t h e r  as r e f l e c t i n g  r e a l i t y  a s  Euro- 
Canadians conce ive  i ,  nor as  d i s t o r i i n g  it. b u t  a s  
constitutive of Dene Tha rea l i ty  (1992:216, o r i g i n a l  
emphasis)  . 
Watson and Goulet  set ou t  t o  show how t h e  r e a l i t y  of Dene 

Tha rnys t ica l  b e l i e f s  are cons t ruc t ed  and s e l f - v a l i d a t i n g .  The 

c e n t r a l  theme of t h e i r  a n a l y s i s  i s  t h a t  t h e  Dene Tha cons t ruc t  

t h e  ef f icacy of  dreams and visions r e t r o s p e c t i v e l y  through 

s e l e c t i v e  r ead ings  of b o t h  t h e  drearn o r  v i s i o n  and t h e  event  

t o  which it r e f e r s .  I n  t h e  case of p r o p h e t i c  dreams, for 



example, t h e  dream o f t e n  does n o t  s t a t e  the i n e v i t a b l e  b u t  t h e  

p r o b a b l e  (1992 :  218-19) . 
The d a t a  u s e d  by Watson and G o u l e t  o r i g i n a t e  i n  t h e  

f i e l d n o t e s  a n d  p r e v i o u s  p u b l i c a t i o n s  o f  Goule t .  Thus t h e  data 

p r e s e n t e d  c o n s i s t  o f  e i t h e r  q u o t a t i o n s  f rom p u b l i s h e d  s o u r c e s  

o r  ve rba t im f i e l d n o t e s .  There  i s  t h e r e f o r e  no means by which  

t h e  a u t h o r s  c o u l d  p r e s e n t  t h e i r  data i n  t h e  format  fo l lowed  by 

W o o f f i t t .  Such a n  e x e r c i s e  would be f u t i l e ,  i n  any e v e n t ,  as 

many of  t h e  i n t e r v i e w s  were p r o b a b l y  n o t  conducted  i n  E n g l i s h ,  

and t h e  t r a n s c r i p t i o n  changes i n  i n f l e c t i o n  o r  emphasis  would 

be i m p o s s i b l e :  you c a n n o t  emphasize  t h e  word ' p r o b a b l y '  when 

t h e  s p e a k e r  a c t u a l l y  s a i d  enuudli . '  

Watson ( 1 9 9 2 ) :  h a s  a n a l y s e d  i n  g r e a t e r  de ta i l  twenty-nine 

l i n e s  of a  s i n g l e  i n t e r v i e w  from G o u l e t ' s  f i e l d  n o t e s .  

Watson's p a p e r  is d e s i g n e d  t o  d e m o n s t r a t e  how t h e  c o n c e r n s  o f  

ethnornethodology and  c o n v e r s a t i o n  a n a l y s i s  rnay be  a d o p t e d  by  

a n t h r o p o l o g i s t s ,  even i f  t h e  data u s e d  may n o i  b e  deemed 

a c c e p t a b l e  f r o m  t h e  p o i n t  of  v i e w  o f  t h e  c o n v e r s a t i o n  a n a l y s t  

(Watson, 1992:  2 )  . 

Watson i s  a l s o  less concerned  w i t h  t h e  ' s u p e r n a t u r a l '  

a s p e c t s  of  t h e  i n t e r v i e w ' s  c o n t e n t  t h a n  w i t h  how t h e  s p e a k e r  

T h i s  i s  t h e  Dene Tha word f o r  p r o b a b l y  (Watson a n d  
Goule t ,  1992: 2 1 8 ) .  

' 1 categorize t h i s  work as s o c i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n i s t  
d e s p i t e  the denials of i t s  au thor .  
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'makes the world avai lab le ' ,  regardless of t h e  mundane o r  

exceptional aspects of t h e  world which are revealed. Consider 

t h e  

1 
2 

3 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12 
13 

14 

14 lines below and h i s  r e m a r k s  on them: 

When 1 was living in t h e  log house, 
I was coming home when it was dark, a l 1  of a sudden 1 saw 
a woman 
coming towards me, she w a s  w e a r i n g  a red dress a n d  had 
b l a c k  hair, 
she  w a s  coming from t h e  g r a v e y a r d ,  
s h e  w a s  coming c l o s e r  t o  me. 
1 had my rosary i n  my hand and I p u t  i t  a r o u n d  my meck. 
1 knew this woman w a s  Fnnb Ej . 
She kept coming every night. 
F i n a l l y  I t o l d  Anna, 1 told h e r  
as ked 
h e r  what  w a s  wrong with me. She 
Our dad. 
1 t o l d  hirn, h e  gave m e  water to 
me, 
He t o l d  me t h a t  woman wanted t o  

1 d o n ' t  feel good and 1 

t o l d  m e  you better tell 

d r i n k  and h e  b l e w  m e r  

be r e - i n c a r n a t e d ,  
He t o l d  m e  he could see her s p i r i t  around t h e  house  every 
evening 
trying to get close t o  m e .  (Watson, 1992: 4 )  . 

Watson's  a n a l y s i s  focuses  o n  how t h e  s p e a k e r  depicts t h e  

e v e n t s  as objective. H e  n o t e s  t h e  arnount of d e t a i l s  which the 

speaker r e p o r t s  i n  tne story: it is given a t h e  f r m e  (when 

I w a s  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  l o g  h o u s e ) ;  t h e  woman had b l a c k  h a i r  and 

a red dress and w a s  coming f r o m  the graveyard etc. . These 

d e t a i l s ,  Watson argues, are similar to the details which an 

e t h n o g r a p h e r  would p r e s e n t  i n  a rnonograph, and they Say t h e  

same t h i n g :  1 w a s  t h e r e  (Watson,  1992:  13-14) .  

Watson notes t h a t  the details are a l 1  presented i n  a 

"bare-boned" manner. The ' o t h e r  worldl is treated as  n o  more 

e x c e p t i o n a l  t h a n  this world. The  s p e a k e r  p r e s e n t s  h e r s e l f  as 



an o b s e r v e r  t o  the scene. L i k e  Wooffitt's i n f o n n a n t s ,  the 

speaker p r e s e n t s  herself as acted upon by a n  e x t e r n a l  

phenornenon (Watson, 1992: 15-17) . 

Watson draws o u t  other aspects of t h e  transcript, but 

t h o s e  o u t l i n e d  above s h o u l d  give the reader a n  i n d i c a t i o n  of 

t h e  a n a l y t i c  style i n  use. What w e  c a n  note i s  t h a t  t h i s  

style does n o t  i n  any m e a n i n g f u l  way d i f f e r  from t h e  style 

employed i n  t h e  ana lys i s  of a judgement by a judge ( i n  Watson, 

1 9 9 4 )  , s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  there is n o t h i n g  i n h e r e n t l y  'more 

c o n ç t r u c t e d r  about a c c o u n t s  of the s u p e r n a t u r a l  than of  t h e  

natural. 

3. Divine Apparitions 

Edouard Berryman ( n - d . )  has recently done a study i n  t h e  

s o c i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n  of the div ine .  His s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  is t h e  

p r e s e n c e  y e t  e m p i r i c a l  a b s e n c e  of God. T h e  a n a l y s i s  seeks t o  

d e m o n s t r a t e  t h e  practices ' ' through which t h e  ob ject i v i t y  of 

t h e  be l i ever r s  God is achieved" ( B e r r p a n ,  n.d.: 2 8 5 ) .  

T o  conduct h i s  study, Berryman makes use o f  what could be 

c o n s i d e r e d  as a naturally o c c u r r i n g  "breach experiment."' If 

it is normal f o r  God t o  be  present but i n v i s i b l e ,  a 'breach' 

w o u l d  o c c u r  when God is b o t h  p r e s e n t  and v i s i b l e  (Ber ryman,  

A "breach exper iment"  i n v o l v e s  breaching expected 
patterns of b e h a v i o u r  or a c t i v i t y  w i t h  hopes of d e r n o n s t r a t i n g  
what the expected p a t t e r n s  are.  They are d i s c u s s e d  i n  
G a r f i n k e l  (1967:  35-75) .  
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n - d .  : 286)  . Berryman t h e r e f o r e  laoks a t  cases where God ( o r  

a n o t h e r  s p i r i t u a l  b e i n g  such as t h e  V i r g i n  Mary) has  been 

e m p i r i c a l l y  e n c o u n t e r e d .  

Berryman a r g u e s  t h a t  t h e  v i s i o n a r i e s  p r e s e n t  themselves 

and t h e  deities t h e y  e n c o u n t e r  as  r e g u l a r  "mundane reasoners" ,  

t o  a d o p t  P o l l n e r ' s  (1974 ,  1975)  t e r m i n o l o g y .  For exàmple, 

when a s k e d  t o  describe t h e  n a t u r e  o f  an a p p a r i t i o n  of C h r i s t ,  

one  of b i s  i n f o r m a n t s  r e p l i e d  "1 h e a r  H i r n  w i t h  rny e a r s  and 1 

see H i r n  w i t h  my e y e s  as 1 see you now" (Berryman,  n .d . :  2 8 9 )  . 

Berryman c o n t e n d s  that t h i s  r e s p o n s e  a t t e s t s  t o  t h e  

o b j e c t i v i t y  of t h e  a p p a r i t i o n  by i m p l y i n g  t h e  p e r c e p t u a l  

cornpetence of t h e  speaker .  The s p e a k e r  is n o t  s u f f e r i n g  f rom 

h a l l u c i n a t i o n s .  Also, t h e  "moral adequacy" of the s p e a k e r  i s  

c o n f i m e d :  t h e  p e r s o n  i s  not a t t e m p t i n g  t o  d e f r a u d  anyone. 

The deities which appear t o  t h e  v i s i o n a r y  a r e  a l s o  

p r e s e n t e d  as  cornpetent s o c i a l  rnembers. When t h e  V i r g i n  Mary 

a p p e a r s  t o  someone, s h e  s p e a k s  u n d e r s t a n d a b l y  ( s h e  does  n o t  

s p e a k  i n  Hebrew t o  p e o p l e  i n  F rance ) ,  a n d  h e r  t a l k  c a r r i e s  

w i t h  i t  t h e  same assumptions of t h e  world which  h e r  l i s t e n e r s  

o r i e n t  t o  (Berryman, n - d . :  290-92 ) .  

From t h e  way v i s i o n a r i e s  d e s c r i b e  e n c o u n t e r s  w i t h  

deities, m e e t i n g  a d e i t y  i s  much t h e  same as mee t ing  a pe r son .  

The c r u c i a l  a s p e c t  which differentiates t h e s e  e n c o u n t e r s ,  

Berryman a r g u e s ,  i s  a m o d i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  assumpt ion  of t h e  



interchangeability of standpoints: 

I take it for granted--and assume my fellow man does the 
same--that if 1 change places with him so that h i s  "here" 
becornes mine, 1 shall be at the same distance from things 
and see thern with the same typicality as he actually 
does; moreover, the same things would be in my reach 
which are actually in his. (The reverse is also t r u e . )  
(Schutz, 1962: 1 2 ,  quoted in Berryman, n .d . :  293). 

In the case of apparitions this assumption appears to be 

suspended. When his informant sees an apparition of Christ or 

the V i r g i n  Mary, her husband cannot see it even if he is 

present (Berryman, n.d.: 293). 

Berryman sets out to illustrate the necessity of the 

suspension of the assumption of the interchangeability of 

standpoints and what this suspension accomplishes . He does 

this by comparing the lbelieverls' God (with t h e  

interchangeability of standpoints suspended) with a God whose 

availability is subject to the interchangeability of 

standpoints. Berryman argues that, in the latter case, while 

God would have much power He would no longer be omnipotent." 

God could not see everything because He would be in one place 

(Berryman, n. d. : 297-298) . Thus, the empirical non- 

availability of God allows the believer's God to be what He 

is: 

The believerls God can be everywhere because he is 
nowhere to be s e e n .  He i s  al1 powerful because the 

9 h e  use of 'hel in referring to God is used because 
Berryman does so. 



deployment of his power is not seeable. The believer's 
God is possible because He i s  not publicly 
accessible. . .Godls "absence" is what makes His sort of 
"presence" possible for the believer (Berryman, n.d.: 
298, original emphasis) . 
There will be further discussion of Berrymanls research 

i n  the conclusion to t h i s  thesis .  

4 ,  Mambilan divination 

David Zeitlyn ( 1 9 9 0 )  has made use of ethnomethodological 

tenets in an analysis of divination arnong the Mambila of 

Cameroon. Using Garfinkel's (1967: 76-103) paper "Cornon 

sense knowledge of social structures , " as an i n s p i r a t  ion, 

Zeitlyn describes how Mambila diviners m a k e  use of the 

documentary method of interpretation' to arrive at a 

determinate meaning d u r i n g  a problematic divination sequence. 

Zeitlyn contends that most social analyses of divination 

focus on the social consequences of d i v i n a t i o n .  They f a i l  to 

address divination in itself: 

While such analyses may reveal important aspects of a 
divinatory systern, t h e  theoretical standpoint adopted 
allows for no detailed analysis of the praxis of 
consultation. Neither the interaction between diviner 
and client nor, more i m p o r t a n t  ly, the interaction between 
diviner and d i v i n a t i o n  c a n  be understood from t h i s  
perspective. Conversation analysis, however, provides 
techniques to understand these interactions (Zeitlyn, 
1990: 659). 

Mambila spider divination consists of asking questions of 

' The documentary method of interpretation is discussed 
in more detail in the next chapter. 



a yes/no (or this/that) format. The spider's S u r r o w  is 

covered with leaves, and a stick and a stone are placed near 

the burrow. A pot is then placed ove r  al1 of these. A 

question is then posed and then t h e  pot is tapped. When the 

spider leaves its burrow, the leaves are displaced and the 

answer is interpreted through t h e i r  location in relation to 

the stick or the  stone. Several spiders may be consulted at 

the same time (Zeitlyn, 1990: 650-51) .  

Like Evans-Pritchard ( 1 9 3 7 ) ,  Zeitlyn analyses how a 

meaningful divination i s  achieved when contradictory answers 

are received from the oracle. The d i v i n e r s  assume that t h e  

oracles' answers form a pattern. Therefore, new questions are 

asked in light of previous answers (cf. Garfinkel, 1967). 

Contradictory answers  t h e r e f o r e :  

forced the d i v i n e r s  t o  examine the possibilities of more 
cornplicated problems. Once these possibilities had been 
e l i rn ina t ed  the diviners could return to the main strand 
of the enquiry as if no con~radiction had occurred 
(Zeitlyn, 1990: 662) . 
Contradictory answers can therefore be seen  a s  rejecting 

the question which was asked, forcing the diviner to broaden 

the scope of his enquiry (Zeitlyn, 1990: 6 6 3 ) .  

Zeitlyn argues s t r o n g l y  f o r  t h e  merits of the 

ethnomethodological  approach, both in regard to divination and 

more generally in anthropology itself. He claims "that 

ethnomethodology enables us to move beyond ... announcements of 



the d e s i r a b i l i t y  of p r o c e s s u a l  a n t h r o p o l o g y  t o  i t s  a r t u a l  

p r a c t i c e .  " 

THE STüDY OF TEE CONSTRUCTION OF THE SPIRITUAL IN CALGARY 

A g r e a t  deal of c o n s t r u c t i o n i s t  r e s e a r c h  h a s  t a k e n  t h e  

a n a l y s i s  i s  a c a t c h - a l 1  tem which d e s c r i b e s  v a r i o u s  

S t r a t e g i e s  o f  r e s e a r c h ,  the c o m o n  t h r e a d  between which  is an 

emphasis  upon l a n g u a g e  ( B u r r ,  1995:163) .  R e c e n t l y  t h e  term 

has  corne t o  denote t h e  s p e c i f i c  approach t o  a n a l y s i s  deve loped  

by Michael  Mulkay and G. N i g e l  Gi lbe r t  (Mulkay and G i l b e r t ,  

1982 ;  Mulkay, Potter a n d  Yearley, 1983; G i l b e r t  and M u l k a y  

1983; 1 9 8 4 )  and  has c o n t i n u e d  i n  the w o r k  o f  J o n a t h a n  P o t t e r  

and Margare t  W e t h e r e l l  ( P o t t e r  and W e t h e r e l l  1987; W e t h e r e l l  

L d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  o r  r h e t o r i c a l  r e p e r t o i r e s  . 

I n t e r p r e t a t i v e  r e p e r t o i r e s  a re  s e e n  a s :  

t h e  b u i l d i n g  b l o c k s  s p e a k e r s  u s e  f o r  c o n s t r u c t i n g  
v e r s i o n s  o f  a c t i o n s ,  c o g n i t i v e  p r o c e s s e s  and  o t h e r  
phenornena. Any p a r t i c u l a r  r e p e r t o i r e  i s  c o n s t i t u t e d  o u t  
of a  r e s t r i c t e d  r a n g e  o f  terms used  i n  a  s p e c i f i c  
s t y l i s t i c  and  grammat ica l  f a s h i o n  ( W e t h e r e l l  and P o t t e r ,  
l988:172). 

G i l b e r t  and M u l k a y ' s  ( 1 9 8 4 )  a n a l y s i s  o f  what t h e y  t e rmed  t h e  

' e m p i r i c i s t '  a n d  ' c o n t i n g e n t î  r e p e r t o i r e s  u s e d  by s c i e n t i s t s  

when d e s c r i b i n g  s c i e n t i f i c  w o r k .  R e c e n t l y  Mulkay (1993)  has 

a n a l y s e d  a p a r l i a m e n t a r y  d e b a t e  regarding ernbryo r e s e a r c h  i n  



Great Britain. Those supporting embryo research spoke in the 

rhetoric of hope, those opposed in the rhetoric of fear. 

Discoilrse analysis is conducted in order to analyse a 

large amount of data originating in the speech of numerous 

individuals. In the case of the scientists' discourse, the 

number of interviews and individuals involved was truly 

incredible. This form of analysis allows the researcher to 

systematically discuss a great deal of transcribed talk. 

The main failing of discourse analysis is that the 

interpretative repertoires seem to be regarded as prior to the 

speech in which they are found. An individual may exhibit 

several repertoires within a given piece of talk (Wetherell 

and Potter, 1988 :174-76 ) .  This often leads to the individual 

being described as drawing upon multiple repertoires. The 

repertoires themselves are described es types of toolkits 

which people use, as though they were there before the talk 

and necessary pieces for the completion of a discourse jigsaw 

puzzle. This is evident in the following statement by Mulkay: 

... there was a 'rhetoric of hope1 which enabled 
contributors to depict embryo research, and science more 
generally, in a strongly positive fashion (Mulkay, 1993: 
723, emphasis added) . 

Notice here that it is the rhetoric which allowed for the 

positive presentation of science, not the positive 

presentation allowing for a rhetoric of hope. 

The major drawback of this form of analysis lies in the 



l o s s  of d e t a i l .  The i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  r e p e r r o i r e s  which  a r e  

d e s c r i b e d  i n e v i t a b l y  r e p r e s e n t  o n l y  a p a r t i a l  amount of t h e  

o v e r a l l  d i s c o u r s e ,  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  o n l y  a p a r t i a l  amount of what 

t h e  s p e a k e r  a c c o r n p l i s h e s  i n  t h a t  d i s c o u r s e .  W i t h i n  e a c h  

r e p e r t o i r e  a r e  subsurned numerous m i c r o a c t i o n s  which are wor thy 

o f  a n a l y s i s .  

The a n a l y t i c  me thod  f o l l o w e d  i n  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  f o l l o w s  a 

p r o c e d u r e  more i n  l i n e  w i t h  t h e  r e s e a r c h  o f  Smith  (1978,  

1 9 9 0 ) .  Watson ( 1 9 9 2 )  a n d  W o o f f i t t  (1992,  e s p e c i a l l y  c h a p t e r  

f o u r ) .  T h i s  f o m  o f  a n a l y s i s  d i f f e r s  from the d i s c o u r s e  

a n a l y s i s  of Mulkay a n d  G i l b e r t .  Whereas Gilbert a n d  Mulkay 

a n a l y s e d  t h e i r  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  i n t e r v i e w s  a s  a c o l l e c t i o n  io Se 

a n a l y s e d  i n  tems of the i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  r e p e r t o i r e s  which t h e y  

a r e  shown t o  s h a r e ,  t h e  approach here a n a l y s e s  each article of 

d i s c o u r s e  i n  and  of i t s e l f .  A s  each of t h e  s e m o n s  analysed 

o c c u r r e d  upon d i f  f e r e n t  days ,  a d d r e s s e d  dif f e r e n t  t o p i c s ,  and 

o f  c o u r s e  referred t o  d i f f e r e n t  s c r i p t u r a l  r e a d i n g s ,  each 

s h o u l d  be s e e n  as discrete events. To p r o v i d e  a n  a n a l y s i s  

b a s e d  upon t h e i r  s i m i l a r  s t y l e s  would, 1 t h i n k ,  never a l l o w  

t h e  r e a d e r  t o  grasp how each sermon works a s  a t o t a l i t y .  

There would be no a p p r e c i a t i o n  of what t h e  c o n g r e g a t i o n  heard 

on t h e  day the sermon was spoken. If 1 were j u s t  t o  Say t h a t  

t h e  s p e a k e r  o f t e n  does X i n  t h e  sermons,  and t h e n  documented 

t h i s  w i t h  i n s t a n c e s  of i t s  occur rences  w i t h i n  v a r i o u s  sermons,  



j u s t  how X f i t  i n t o  e a c h  sennon a n d  t h e  work it  does there 

would be  c o m p l e t e l y  u n a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  r e a d e r ,  

The data ~ j h i c h  w i l l  be a n a l y s e d  i n  t h e  f o r t h c o m i n g  

c h a p t e r  c o m p r i s e  t h r e e  sermons g i v e n  a t  a  l o c a l  C a l g a r y  

church . '  I n  e a c h  i n s t a n c e ,  t h e  p a s t o r  d e l i v e r i n g  t h e  sermon 

was t h e  same i n d i v i d u a l .  While one may wonder why o n l y  one 

church,  and hence  one s p e a k e r  was used ,  t h e r e  a r e  r e a s o n s  f o r  

t h i s .  

F i r s t ,  r e l y i n g  on one  s p e a k e r  a l l o w e d  m e  t o  f a m i l i a r i z e  

myself w i t h  t h e  s p e c i f i c  p a t t e r n s  o f  s p e e c h  which w e r e  used, 

a i d i n g  g r e a t l y  i n  t h e  a rduous  t a s k  o f  t r a n s c r i p t i o n .  

Secondly,  t h e  c h u r c h  i t s e l f  t a p e  r e c o r d e d  e a c h  a n d  every 

service w i t h  t h e i r  own sound sys tem.  These tapes were 

g e n e r o u s l y  l o a n e d  t o  m e ,  a l l o w i n g  me t o  conduct  t h e  research 

i n  as discreet a manner as poss ib le .  T h e r e  w a s  no  n e e d  f o r  

consp icuous  t a p e  r e c o r d i n g  devices t o  be set up o r  l o c a t e d  

upon my person .  No one  i n  t h e  c o n g r e q a t i o n  needed t o  l o o k  a t  

m e  o r  a recorder a n d  wonder what was o c c u r r i n g .  

My c h o i c e  o f  sermons f o r  a s u b j e c t  m a t t e r  w a s  based upon 

s e v e r a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  The s e m o n  p o r t i o n  of  t h e  service i s  

t h e  o n l y  p o r t i o n  where the  p a s t o r  i s  free t o  speak  a t  l e n g t h  

i n  a n  u n p r e d e t e m i n e d  manner.  The hymns sung i n  c h u r c h  a r e  

- 

1 w i l l  leave b o t h  t h e  c h u r c h  and t h e  s p e a k e r  
u n i d e n t i f i e d  t o  p r o t e c t  anonymity.  



al1 prewritten, many hundreds of years ago?; the liturgy 

spoken was decided upon well before either the speaker, the 

researcher or the reader were born. The sermon represents the 

sole portion of the service in which the pastor is able to 

dern~nstrate for any sustained poriod of time his own 

interpretative and verbal skills. This is not to Say that one 

could not analyze the sociological aspects of the rest of the 

service, merely chat this was not my interest in the study. 

By focussing on the sermon, 1 was also able to obtain 

naturally-occurring and unsolicited accounts. Though the 

pastor knew 1 was present, he was going to be giving t h e  

sermon anyway. It might be noticed that many of the studios 

reviewed earlier relied upon interviews for their data. mile 

there is nothing inherently wrong with using interviews, I 

seem to share with the ethnomethodologists the preferences for 

naturally-occurring statements (Adler and Adler, 1994:387, see 

also Holstein and Gubriurn, 1994), and suggest that interviews 

be used only when such data are unavailable. 

Sermons were seen as ideal sources of data for a further 

reason as well. Each sermon represents a discreet event witnin 

the service. It has a recognizable beginning and end. This 

% interesting study could probably be done on the 
selection of hymns for each service by analyzing the lyrics 
with in relation to the body of the service. This xould 
require another thesis however. 
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allowed me to completely present the data under observation 

without worrying whether 1 was artificially breaking up the 

discourse in any fashion. 

In the sermons analysed in the next chapter, 1 have 

followed Smith's (1978) method of attempting to see how the 

discourse is recognizably about whatever it is about. In 

doing so 1 have unasnamedly used rny own interpretive skills in 

understanding what the sermon is speaking about. The analysis 

then focuses on what it is about the sermon that allowed me to 

understand it in this way. 1 do not feel that this leads to 

any particular problem of individualism in the analysis as the 

work 1 claim the speaker is doing nust be fimly grounded in 

the discourse itself. 



I n  t h e  p reced ing  c h a p t e r s  I have o u t l i n e d  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  

b a s i s  of s o c i a l  c o n s t r u c t i o n i s m  and p r o v i d e d  a n  overview of 

previous work a p p l y i n g  t h i s  p e r s p e c t i v e .  T h i s  c h a p t e r  w i l l  

d e t a i l  my own a t t e m p t s  i n  making u s e  o f  the s o c i a l  

c o n s t r u c t i o n i s t  paradigm.  I n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  pages  1 w i l l  

a n a l y s e  t h e  means by which ' b e l i e v e r s r  make  t h e  o b j e c t  of 

t h e i r  b e l i e f  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  aud ience : '  in t h i s  case, the 

work of a pastor  i n  p r e s e n t i n g  a c t i v e  s p i r i t u a l  be ings  t o  a 

congregation.  I n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  which follows, t h e  c e n t r a l  t a s k  

s h a l l  be t o  de rnons t ra te  how t h e  pastor a c h i e v e s  t h i s .  

T h e  t r a n s c r i p t s  below were selected for s i m p l e  r ea sons :  

t r a n s c r i p t  one was t h e  first sermon wh ich  I taped and  

t r a n s c r i b e d  and  t h e r e f o r e  s t a n d s  o u t  i n  my memory more than 

any o t h e r ;  a l 1  t h r e e  s h a r e  t h e  comrnon p r o p e r t y  of b e i n g  t h e  

c l e a r e s t  r e c o r d i n g s  I p o s s e s s  a n d  h e n c e  did n o t  cause any  

' m e s s i n e s s r  i n  t r a n s c r i p t i o n .  I d o  n o t  c o n s i d e r  t h e  

t r a n s c r i p t s  t o  be p a r t i c u l a r l y  "rich" m a t e r i a l  i n  comparison 

t o  o t h e r s ,  a n d  1 find t h e  h a b i t  of a n a l y z i n g  o n l y  t h e  "rich" 

' T h e  a u d i e n c e  w i l l  be considered t o  be  any o t h e r  
p e r s o n  ( s )  h e a r i n g  t h e  discourse of t h e  s p e a k e r .  
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material somewhat questionable,' though considering the ink 

generated in t h e  analysis such selectivity may be necessary. 

TRANSCRIPTION STPLE 

The transcription style adopted here does not attempt to 

be as rigorous as that used by conversation analysts, such as 

a reader would find in Wooffitt's (1992) work. The reason for 

this is that such a transcription style, which emphasizes 

capturing the phonetic qualities of t a l k ,  quickly becomes 

loaded down with transcription symbols. The example below, 

from Heritage (1988: 135) is a good example: 

myself, 

Well u s : t e n ,  ( )  t i z  you tidyu phone yer  ficar 
ye:t, 
3 )  

1-NQ 1 ainft. 
1- ( . hhh)  
Ob:. 
( - 3 )  
. hhhrn- 
Ah: :-: :-: : 

t h e  uninitiated, o r  the moderately initiated s u c h  as 

such a transcription quickly becomes unreadable. It 

makes especially dif f i c u l t  the reading of long transcripts 

such  as those contained in this thesis. For this reason, many 

of the conventions ethnomethodologists follow in preparing a 

transcript have been left out of my own data. 1 have, for 

example, left out t h e  awkward phonetic spelling of words 

' For example Wooffitt's (1992) choice in his f i r s t  
analysis is "particularly rich", though he does not spell out 
why this is so. Did he j u s t  find it easier to analyze? 



unless t o  do s o  would g ross ly  N s r e p r e s e n t  t h e  f l avour  of t h e  

talk, 1 have a l s o  not t r a n s c r i b e d  t h e  speakers b rea th ing  

(.hhhh and hhhh i n  t h e  e x t r a c t  above) ,  and t h e  ex tens ion  of a  

s y l l a b l e  ( eg ,  Ah::)  has not been noted unless  i t  added 

emphasis t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  statement ( i n  which case it was noted 

a s  emphasis) .  Pauses i n  t h e  t a l k  were n o t  tirned. 

1 have not completely abandoned a t t e m p t i n g  t o  capture  the 

t e x t u r e  of t h e  t a l k  a s  i t  was spoken however, and t h e  system 

employed t o  do t h i s  is  out l ined  below, Fast a r e  adapted from 

word . word A d o t  between two words, w i t h  a  space between 
t h e  dot and each word, i n d i c a t e s  a pause i n  t h e  
speaker ' s  t a l k .  The more do t s ,  tne longer  t h e  
pause. 

word. A per iod d i r e c t l y  following a word i n d i c a t e s  a 
stopping fa11 i n  tone,  usua l ly  a t  t h e  end of  a 
sentence .  

word Underl ining i n d i c a t e s  emphasis. 

T and ! I n d i c a t e  a r i s e  o r  fa11 i n  i n tona t ion .  

>word< I n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  talk contained t h e r e i n  i s  
no t i ceab ly  f a s t e r  than t h a t  which proceeds o r  
fol lows.  

word? Ind ica tes  a  r i s i n g  tone  such a s  i n  a  ques t ion .  
A s top ,  such as  after  a period,  usual ly  occurs.  

( ?  ) Denotes an inaud ib le  p o r t i o n  of t a l k .  

Line nwnbers have been added for ease of re ference .  1 

have not broken up t h e  d a t a  t o  make i t  conform t o  any l i n e  

numbering system. The l i n e s  were added a f t e r  t h e  t r a n s c r i p t s  





f i r s t  verse g i v e s  u s  .. J e s u s '  t h r e e  . a o n g e d  b l e s s i n g  
o f  m i n i s t r y  ... t e a c h i n g  .. i n  t h e i r  synagogues  .. 
preaching .. t h e  good news of God's kingdom .. and  
h e a l i n g  . a l1  . s o r t s  of illness. J e s u s '  p r imary  purpose  
.. T w a s  s p i r i t u a l .  D o  you ever g e t  t h e  impre s s ion  . t h a t  
t h e  world  does  everything t o  p r e s e r v e  the p h v s i c a l  body. 

Now t h e  p h y s i c a l  body i s  i m p o r t a n t  .. b u t  what happens 
t o  t h e  s o u 1  i s  even more i m p o r t a n t  ... o u r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
t o  ou r  l o r d  J e s u s  C h r i s t .  J e s u s  came f o r  t h e  pu rpose  of 
r e l e a s i n g  sins g r i p  on humankind. H e  came t o  conquer s i n  
dea th  and  h e l l  .. and t h e  f o r c e s  of e v i l .  Jesus came t 3  

remove s i n  t h rough  the c l e a n s i n g  power o f  h i s  . shed  
blood.  H e  p u t  u s  back ... i n t o  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  God. 
Now w e  are c a l l e d  t o  r e spond  .. i n  f a i t h  . i n  our l i v e s  
. gu ided  b y  t h e  h o l y  s p i r i t .  The gospe l  . o r  t h e  good 
news o f  J e s u s  . was first  to be t aken  t o  the I s r a e l i t e s  
.. t h e n  a l 1  o t h e r s  would h a v e  access t o  t h e  g r a c e  and t h e  
love o f  God .. even as w e  do today .  Goa's l o v e  would ... 
s p i 1 1  Tover s o  t o  speak  T s p i l l  o v e r  h a l l  g e n e r a t i o n s  i n  
J e s u s  ' name . . land i n  our day. I n  o u r  t e x t  . . J e s u s  
s e n d s  o u t  t w e l v e  d i s c i p l e s  ... and o u r  l a s t  Sunday ' s  
g o s p e l  l e s son  frorn Luke ten w e  have t h e  story of J e s u s  
sending o u t  Tseventy d i s c i p l e s  .. t o  do h i s  work ... two 
. by . t w o .  T h e  love  of J e s u s  w a s  t o  s ~ i l l  a ... over 
a l 1  h i s  peop l e .  I n  o u r  text w e  read ... J e s u s  called his 
twe lve  disciples t o  him a n d  gave them authority t o  c a s t  
o u t  e v i l  s p i r i t s  and t o  h e a l  e v e r y  kind o f  s i c k n e s s  . and  
d i s e a s e  . and t h e n  i n  t h e  l a s t  two words o f  o u r  .. verses 
of o u r  text .. G o  and announce t o  t h e m  t h a t  t h e  kingdom 
of heaven i s  near . h e a l  t h e  s i c k  . r a i s e  t h e  dead . . 
c u r e  t h e  l e p e r s  . c a s t  o u t  demons . freely g i v e  as f r e e l y  
. a s  you have received. Notice that t h e  b i e s s i n g  that 
Jesus  gives h e r e  a r e  p h y s i c a l  s n d  s p i r i t u a l  ... ( ? ) t h e  
d i s c i p l e  w e r e  a l s o  t o  do t h e  same w o r k  t h a t  J e s u s  was 
do ing  . . . t h e y  were i n s t r i m e n t s  of God's k i n d n e s s  a n d  
grace ... h o t  self s e e k i n g .  Now mankind 's  p h y s i c a l  . 
mental a n d  emo t iona l  make up  would en joy  t h e  T o v e r s p i l l  
o f  J e s u s r  l o v e  and b l e s s i n g .  W e  see how t h i s  happened i n  
o l d  t e s t a m e n t  t i m e s  . when fo r  example J o s e p h  became a 
slave i n  t h e  house o f  ( ? )  i n  Egypt and t h e  L o r d  b l e s s e d  
t h e  house  o f  P o t i p h a r  w e  are t o l d  i n  G e n e s i s  chapter 
t h i r t y - n i n e  ... t h a t ' s  b l e s s i n g  by a s s o c i a t i o n  . o r  the 
o v e r s p i l l  .. o f  God's b l e s s i n g s .  J o s e p h ' s  f a t h e r  Jacob  
also en joyed  Godlç b l e s s i n g s  when he  worked f o r  h i s  unc l e  
Laban fo r  twenty yea r s .  L a t e r  Laban confessed i n  Genesis 
t h i r t y  ... t h e  Lord b l e s s e d  m e  ... because  .. of you .. 
God' s l o v e  o r  . . . T o v e r s p i l l  . The house o f  Obetedum 
expe r i enced  God's love overspill . because the arc of  t h e  



c o v e n a n t  was h o u s e d  t h e r e  f o r  s e v e r a l  months.  Obadiah 
t h e  o l d  t e s t a m e n t  p r o p h e t  e x p e r i e n c e d  God's l o v e  
o v e r s p i l l  b e c a u s e  h e  h i d  a  hundred  p r o p h e t s  o f  God. On 
t h i s  s u b j e c t  it w a s  Mar t in  L u t h e r  who w r o t e  . . t h e  
u n g o d l y  f a r e  w e l l  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  g o d l y  ... e v i l  p e o p l e  
e n j o y  t h e  b l e s s i n g s  o f  s a i n t s  whom t h e y  h a t e .  Even though 
a l 1  good t h i n g s  fa11 t o  t h e i r  l o t  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e i r  
a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  g o d l y  . a n d  as a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  
b l e s s i n g s  . .. o f  t h e  god ly .  So p h y s i c a l  b l e s s i n g s  
f o l l o w e d  as a  r e s u l t  o f  T s p i r i t u a l  b l e s s i n g s .  The body 
i s  p a r t  o f  t h e  t o t a l  pe r son  . . i t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  . . b u t  
t h i s  does  n o t  rnean t h a t  t h e r e  w i l l  d w a y s  be t o t a l  
h e a l i n g  f o r  t h e  body i n  every  c a s e .  W e  s t i l l  have  s i n  i n  
o u r  l i v e s  w e  are net p e r f e c t  b e i n g s  we're b o r n  t h a t  way. 
We h a v e  l i m i t a t i o n s  w e  have weaknesses  a n d  i l l n e s s e s  . 
But because  we're a l s o  s p i r i t u a l  b e i n g s  . t h e  body e n j o y s  
. some of t h e s e  b l e s s i n g s .  We migh t  c a l 1  them even . . 
s e c o n d a r y  b l e s s i n g s  which C h r i s t  bough t  .. > i t ' s  a l m o s t  
l i k e  a  bonus<.  So . . as t h e r e  i s  o v e r s p i l l  o f  God's 
b l e s s i n g  i n  b i b l e  t i m e s  . s o  t h e r e  is  a l s o  o v e r s p i l l  of 
G o d ' s  t b l e s s i n g s  t o d a y  d i d  you r e a l i z e  t h a t ?  Now 
c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  l o r d ' s  s u p p e r  . . M a r t i n  L u t h e r  w r o t e  . 
that t h e  Lord ' s  s u p p e r  is  a p u r e  . .  wholesome .. s o o t h i n g  
medic ine  which a ids  and quickens  u s  i n  b o t h  s o u l  .. land 
body ... f o r  where t h e  s o u l  is h e a l e d  t h e  body b e n e f i t e d  
a l s o .  I n  t h e  Lord's supper  t h e  Lord p e r s o n a l l y  g i v e s  u s  
. h i s  g r a c e  . here h e  p e r s o n a l l y  a s s u r e s  e a c h  one  o f  u s  
o u r  s i n s  are f o r g i v e n .  The s c r i p t u r e s  a l s o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  
more we i n v o l v e  o u r s e l v e s  i n  Gocl's word t h e  more 
b l e s s i n g s  w e  receive b o t h  for Our s o u l s  . and o u r  b o d i e s .  
P l a n  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  one of t h e  b i b l e  classes t h a t  w e  
w i l l  be s c h e d u l i n g  o r  have s c h e d u l e d  For  t n e  f a 1 1  .. >cari 
b e c  S u n d a y t s  . weekdays . o r  w e e k  e v e n i n g s .  God's  
b l e s s i n g s  a s o  corne t o  u s  t h r o u g h  h i s  word as w e l l  a s  
t h r o u g h  h i s  s a c r a m e n t s .  Today i n  Our worsh ip  w e ' r e  going 
t o  r e c o g n i z e  t h e  t e a c h e r s  a n d  leaders i n  Our Sunday 
school and b i b l e  classes i n  o u t  t h e  whole C h r i s t i a n  
e d u c a t i o n  depar tment  o f  our  Sunday s c h o o l .  W e  t h a n k  you 
who have  been t e a c h i n g  o r  s u p p o r t i v e  i n  . . .  t h i  i n  Our 
C h r i s t i a n  e d u c a t i o n  i n  Our c o n g r e q a t i o n .  We t h a n k  you 
f o r  your  f a i t h f u l n e s s  . . and  y o u r  l e a d e r s h i p .  I t ' s  a  
service tc y o u r  Lord  . a s  w e l l  as t o  fel low C h r i s t i a n s .  
Who knows how much l o v e  o v e r s ~ i l l  o c c u r s  f rom your  
t e a c h i n g  o f  God 's  word .. I'm s u r e  t h e r e  i s  a  l o t .  God 
blesses h i s  p e o p l e .  S p i r i t u a l  b l e s s i n g s  c a n  show 
t h e m s e l v e s  . . . i n  a l s o  . b o d i l y  b l e s s i n g s .  M e d i c a l l y  
s p e a k i n g  . . you t o o  p r o b a b l y  know p e o p l e  who have  made 
m i r a c u l o u s  - r e c o v e r y  from p h y s i c a l  U m e n t s  o r  a c c i d e n t s  



.. a t  times God a l so  u s e s  medical s c i e n c e  t o  h e l p  u s  .. 
b u t  our  f a i t h  is impor tan t  . . i n  Our . . i n  r e c o v e r y .  
Converse ly  .. p e o p l e  who c a r r y  g r u d g e s  o r  c a n ' t  f o r g i v e  
.. who a r e  u e d  up i n  nervous k n o t s  and a n x i e t y  a l s o  reap  
t h o s e  b e n e f i t s  ... y e t  a change o f  h e a r t  and  a c c e p t a n c e  
a n d  f o r g i v e n e s s  c a n  b r i n g  b o t h  s p i r i t u a l  and  p h y s i c a l  
relief ... one o v e r s p i l l s  .. o n  t h e  o t h e r .  Our l o r d  
e n c o u r a g e  u s  . . u s  t o  f e r v e n t l y  p r a y  f o r  r e c o v e r y  o f  
b o d i l y  a i l m e n t s  as w e l l  a s  a s k  f o r  T s p i r i t u a l  growth t o  
m a t u r i t y .  God is concerned  Ta l so  w i t h  o u r  b o d i e s  . he 
made us  . body and s o u l .  James c h a p t e r  f i v e  in fo rms  u s  o f  
t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  . between t h e  p h y s i c a l  a n d  t h e  
s p i r i t u a l .  S a i n t  John s p e a k s  o f  t h i s  o v e r s p i l l  i n  h i s  
third e p i s t l e  > i n  t h e  second  c h a p t e r c  where  w e  r e a d  .. 
Dear f r i e n d s  .. 1 p r a y  t h a t  you rnay e n j o y  good h e a l t h  .. 
and  t h a t  a l 1  may g o  w e l l  .. w i t h  you . e v e n  a s  y o u r  s o u l  
g e t t i n g  . a l o n g  w e l l .  God h a s  made lmany b l e s s i n g s  
available to u s  . s o u l  and body are i n s e p a r a b l y  l i n k e d  . 
t o g e t h e r .  And b o t h  receive Godf s b l e s s i n g .  We p r a i s e  
a n d  t h a n k  him for  h i s  genesous  l o v e  . . Ta11 b e c a u s e  of 
what  J e s u s  C h r i s t  h a s  done f o r  u s .  I n  h i s  s u f f e r i n g  . 
d e a t h  and r e s u r r e c t i o n  he r e s t o r e d  u s  t o  e t e r n a l  
f r i e n d s h i p  w i t h  God. To him b e  t h e  g l o r y  .. Amen. >And 
t h e  peace o f  God t h a t  s u r p a s s e s  a l1  u n d e r s t a n d i n g <  . keep 
y o u r  h e a r t s  and minds i n  C h r i s t  J e s u  u n t i l  l i g h t  
e v e r l a s t i n g  .. Amen. 

F o r  a n a l y t i c  p u r p o s e s ,  t h e  sermon can b e  d i v i d e d  rough ly  

( a n d  by no means s h a r p l y )  i n t o  t h r e e  m u t u a l l y  e l a b o r a t i n g  

s e c t i o n s .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  s e c t i o n ,  l i n e s  1 t h r o u g h  2 7  a r e  

a c t u a l l y  a  summary of o n e  o f  t h e  b i b l i c a l  r e a d i n g s  frorn t h a t  

d a y ' s  s e r v i c e s ,  derived £rom t h e  book o f  Matthew 9:35-10:8, 

while l i a e s  28 t h r o u g h  40 p r o v i d e  a s o r t  o f  comrnentary o r  

e x p l a n a t i o n  of t h e  b i b l i c a l  p a s s a g e .  L i n e s  40 t o  103 

i n t r o d u c e  t h e  c e n t r a l  theme of t h e  sermon a n d  a p p l y  t h i s  t o  

b i b l i c a l  i n s t a n c e s .  The c e n t r a l  theme o f  t h e  sermon i s  w h a t  

can be r e f e r r e d  t o  as t h e  o v e r s p i l l  p r o c e s s .  The f i n a l  l i n e s  



c o n c e r n  t h e m s e l v e s  w i t h  d e m o n s t r a t i n g  t h e  p r e s e n c e  o f  

o v e r s p i l l  i n  t h e  con tempora ry  t i m e  f r a m e  and  c o n c l u d e  t h e  

sermon. The a n a l y s i s  p r e s e n t e d  below w i l l  r o u g h l y  f o l l o w  t h e  

t h r e e  s e c t i o n s  o f  t h e  semon 1 have  j u s t  o u t l i n e d .  

E s t a b l i s h i n g  the context 

The s p e a k e r  e s t a b l i s h e s  t h a t  t h e  p r i m a r y  purpose  of J e s u s  

was a s p i r i t u a l  one (line 4 0 ) ,  i n v o k i n g  t h e  biblical p a s s a g e  

a s  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  for t h i s  claim ( l i n e s  36-38) .  T h i s  is 

a c c o m p l i s h e d  t h r o u g h  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a c o n t r a s t  be tween t h e  

p h y s i c a l  a n d  t h e  s p i r i t u a l  a s p e c t s  of  human l i f e ,  a s s e r t i n g  

t h a t  t h e  s p i r i t u a l  p o r t i o n  o f  t h i s  d icho tomy i s  t h e  n o r e  

i m p o r t a n t  a s p e c t :  

40 .................................. J e s u s '  p r imary  purpose  
41 .. T w a s  s p i r i t u a l .  D o  you ever get t h e  impress ion  . t h a t  
42 the w o r l d  does  e v e r y t h i n g  t o  p r e s e r v e  t h e  - s i c a l  body. 
4 3  Now the p h y s i c a l  body is impor tan t  .. b u t  what happens t o  
4 4  t h e  s o u 1  is even m e  i m p o r t a n t  . . . 

I n  t h i s  e x c e r p t  t h e  s p e a k e r  c o n t r a s t  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  w o r l d  as 

c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  t h e  p h y s i c a l  body, i m p l y i n g  a n e g l e c t  o f  t h e  

s p i r i t u a l  a s p e c t  of human l i f e .  By ' t h e  wor ld ' ,  I i n t e r p r e t  

t h e  s p e a k e r  t o  be r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  everyday ,  mundane c o n c e r n s  

and e x p e r i e n c e s  w e  al1 have .  T h e r e f o r e ,  our d a y  t o  day  

accompl i shments  o r  g o a l s  are i n e f f e c t i v e  i n  b r i n g i n g  a b o u t  a 

s p i r i t u a l  consequence. 

T h i s  is immediately f o l l o w e d  by  a more de ta i l ed  l i s t i n g  

of t h e  s p i r i t u a l  agenda o f  J e s u s ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t h e  d e f e a t  of 



s i n  and i t s  r e p e r c u s s i o n s .  The consequence  of t h e s e  a c t i o n s  

was t o  r e t u r n  hurnanity t o  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  God (lines 4 5 -  

49). The  agenda  of Jesus is  stated as a matter of fact;  the 

s p e a k e r  d o e s  not d a i m  t o  'believe' or ' t h i n k '  that Christ 

came f o r  t h e s e  purposes, h e  merely m a k e s  a s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  

s t a t e m e n t .  F u r t h e r ,  the c o n s e q u e n c e  of these a c t i o n s  is n o t  

left i n  q u e s t i o n .  J e s u s  d id  n o t  t r y  t o  j o i n  u s  t o  God, b u t  

does "put u s  b a c k  i n t o  as a r e l a t i o n s h i p l '  with him. These  are 

a c t i o n s  which have o c c u r r e d ,  n o t  the s p e a k e r ' s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

o f  them. T h i s  p o r t i o n  of the d i s c o u r s e  a l s o  serves t o  i r ? f o m  

the a u d i e n c e  a b o u t  t h e  n a t u r e  of al1 further u t t e r a n c e s .  I t  

makes a p p a r e n t  a t  t h e  o u t s e t  who the p r i m a r y  actors are ( J e s u s  

a n d  G o d ) ,  a n d  what t h e i r  m a i n  c o n c e r n  w a s  and is  ( s p i r i t u a l  

healing). T h i s  sets t h e  stage for t h e  a u d i e n c e  t o  understand 

t h e  p r o c e s s  of o v e r s p i l l  when it is i n t r o d u c e d  t o  them i n  t h e  

next Eew s e n t e n c e s .  

Overspill in the bible 

T h e  c e n t r a l  therne of t h e  sermon i s  how t h e  b l e s s i n g s  o f  

God and J e s u s  work t h r o u g h  the p r o c e s s  of  o v e r s p i l l .  T h i s  is 

f i r s t  i n t r o d u c e d  i n  l i n e s  51-54, which describe how t h e  good 

news w a s  t o  f i rs t  go t o  t h e  Israel i tes  and t h e n  s p r e a d  t o  al1 

o t h e r  peoples and  g e n e r a t i o n s .  The concep t  of overspill which 

is p r e s e n t e d  i n  the sermon r e p r e s e n t s  a ser ies  of a c t i o n s  and 

o c c u r r e n c e s  which the s o c i a l  audience can r e a d i l y  m o n i t o r  once  



t h s  pattern is made explicit to them. What makes the 

occurrences significant i s  that they are the product of an 

active Gcd. The overspill of b l e s s i n g s  is described as  a 

s p i r i t u a l  set of phenornena. The d i s c i p l e s  are sent out to do 

the work of Jesus (line 59). The love spread by the disciples 

is not their own, b u t  that of Jesus (line 60) and the power 

which they have to do this work derives from Christ (lines 61- 

6 4 ) .  The d i s c i p l e s  are the i n s t r u m e n t s  of God, doing H i s  

w o r k ,  n o t  their own (lines 69-72) . 
Once introduced, the process of overspill is continuously 

stressed throughout t h e  e n t i r e t y  of the semon. Dorothy Smith 

(1978) has suggested t h a t  a recurring theme in discourse c a n  

a c t  as  a set of instructions to the listener as t o  how t o  

i n t e r p r e t  what  is being said.  Throughout the sermon, the 

audience is periodically reminded of the overspill process, 

and thus reminded what the cited instances are instances of: 

overspill. Consider the following excerpt, with the 

instructions italicized: 

72 ....................-.........New mankind's p h y s i c a l  . 
73 mental and emotional make up would enjoy the foverspill 
7 4  of Jesusr l ove  and b l e s s ing .  We see how this happened in 
75 old  testament tirnes . when for example Joseph became a 
76 slave in the house of ( ? )  in Egypt and the Lord blessed 
77 the house of Potiphar we are told in Genesis chapter 
78 thirty-nine . . . t h a t  ' s  blessing by associa t ion  . or the 
79  overspill .. of God's b l e s s i n g s .  

The instructions i n  t h i s  p o r t i o n  are located both befo re  

and after the empirical example provided, thereby informing 



t h e  a u d i e n c e  what t h e  s t o r y  of t h e  house o f  P o t i p h a r  i s  a 

s t o r y  o f .  L e t  u s  l o o k  a t  the ~ e x t  few l i n e s  o f  t h e  

t r a n s c r i p t  : 

................................... J o s e p h  f a t h e r  J a c o b  
a l s o  e n j o y e d  God's b l e s s i n g s  when h e  worked f o r  h i s  u n c l e  
Laban f o r  twen ty  y e a r s .  Later Laban c o n f e s s e d  i n  Genes i s  
t h i r t y  ... t h e  Lord b l e s s e c i  m e  ... because  .. of you . .  
God's l o v e  or  . . . l o v e r s p i l l .  The house  o f  Obetedum 
experienced God's l o v e  o v e r s p i l l  . because t h e  a r c  o f  t h e  
c o v e n a n t  was housed t h e r e  for  several months .  Obadiah 
t h e  o l d  t e s t a m e n t  p r o p h e t  ex9erienced God's l o v e  
o v e r s p i l l  b e c a u s e  h e  h i d  a hundred  p r o p h e t s  of God. On 
t h i s  s u b j e c t  i t  was Mar t in  L u t h e r  who wrote . . t h e  
ungod ly  f a r e  w e l l  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  godly ... 
Notice how each new i n s t a n c e  is p r o v i d e d  w i t h  t h e  

i n s t r u c t i o n s ,  shown h e r e  i t a l i c s .  The a u d i e n c e  f u r t h e r  

reminded o f  t h e  o v e r s p i l l  p r o c e s s  i n  l i n e s  103-105,  127-128, 

The d e s c r i b e d  n a t u r e  of  t h e  o v e r s p i l l  p r o c e s s  is a l s o  

c o n t i n u o u s l y  e l a b o r a t e d  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  c o u r s e  of t h e  sermon. 

When f irst  i n t r o d u c e d ,  o v e r s p i l l  refers t o  the s p r e a d i n g  

t h e  g o s p e l  from t h e  d i s c i p l e s  t o  the p e o p l e  o f  Israel;  t h e n  

from t h e  s p i r i t u a l  t o  t h e  p h y s i c a l  ( l i n e s  7 2 - 7 4 ) ;  t h e n  from 

t h e  g o d l y  t o  t h e  ungodly  ( l i n e s  88-93) .  The i n s t r u c t i o n s  

d i s c u s s e d  a b o v e  are a f u n d a m e n t a l  a s p e c t  o f  t h i s  p r o c e d u r e :  

w i t h  each  e l a b o r a t i o n  w e  are informed t h a t  t h e  new case is a n  

example o f  o v e r s p i l l  . 

The v e h i c l e  t h r o u g h  which  t h e  p r o c e s s  of o v e r s p i l l  can  

work i s  a l s o  expanded upon d u r i n g  t h e  sermon. W e  b e g i n  ( l i n e s  
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56-60) with the disciples  acting as vehicles; then holy 

objects (lines 83-85); sacraments (lines 105-110); and f i n a l l y  

scripture and church a c t i v i t i e s  ( l i n e s  112-117) .  I n  a l 1  of 

these cases, the elaboration of the overspill process is 

accompanied by the instructions. 

The most v i g o r o u s l y  described elaboration introduced is 

the overspill of spiritual blessings into physical blessings. 

I have demonsrrated how t h e  mundane world is cast as u n a b l e  to 

bring about spiritual relief. The spiritual blessings of 

J e s u s  and God, on the other hand,  do not suffer from such  

l i m i t a t i o n .  O n  the c o n t r a r y ,  t h e  p h y s i c a l  consequences of 

God's actions are a fundamental  aspect of t h e  sermon* The 

presence of physical blessings w o r k s  to reinforce the 

a s s e r t i o n  of the spiritual blessings. Consider the excerpt 

below: 

.........,..................,.New mankind's physical . 
mental and emotionâl make r p  wculd en joy  the Toverspill 
of Jesus' love and blessing. We see how t h i s  happened in 
old testament times . when for example Joseph became a 
s l a v e  i n  the house of ( ? )  in Egypt and the Lord blessed 
the house of Potiphar we are told in Genesis chapter 
thirty-nine ... that's blessing by association . or the 
overspill .. of Godqs blessings. Joseph's father Jacob 
also enjoyed God1s blessings when he worked for h i s  uncle 
Laban for twen ty  years. L a t e r  Laban confessed in Genesis 
thirty ... the Lord blessed me ... because  .. of you .. 
Godls love or . . . Toverspill. The house of Obetedum 
experienced Godls love overspill . because the arc of the 
covenant was housed there for several months. Obadiah 
the old testament prophet experienced God's love 
overspill because he hid a hundred prophets of God. On 
this subject  it was Martin Luther who wrote .. the 
ungodly £are well because of the godly . . . evil people 



90 enjoy the b l e s s i n g s  of s a i n t s  whom t h e y  h a t e .  Even though  
9 1  al1 good things f a 1 1  t o  their l o t  because of their 
92 association w i t h  t h e  godly . and as a r e s u l t  of the 
93 blessings . . . of  t h e  g o d l y .  So physical blessings 
94 fol lowed as a resul t  of fspiritual b l e s s i n g s .  

The excerpt describes a series o f  old t e s t a m e n t  

occu r r ences  by which people i n  a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  major biblical 

f i g u r e s  receive blessings t h r o u g h  t h i s  o v e r s p i l l .  Lines 93 

and ( i t a l i c i z e d )  c o n s t  itute t h e s e  e x a m p l e s  p h y s i c a l  

b l e s s i n g s  f o l l o w i n g  from spiritual ones. T h i s  i s  accomplished 

by the use of t h e  word ' so ' ,  which i m p l i e s  a conclusion which  

h a s  been d r a  wn from these i n s t a n c e s ,  t hough 

h a v e  a l r e a d y  been t o l d  what  w e  a r e  g o i n g  t o  see .  F u r t h e r ,  

only t h e  bare b o n e s  of t h e  b i b l i c a l  pa s sages  are p r e s e n t e d  t o  

the aud ience .  T h e  details of w h a t  blessings w e r e  acquired by 

the parties involved are not available, and t h e  members of the 

aud ience  do no t  h a v e  access t o  t h e  b ib l ica l  passages cited by 

t h e  pa s to r .  While t h e  hymnals are p r e s e n t  a t  t h e  church, t h e  

o n l y  b i b l e  1 saw i n  chape1 w a s  t h e  pastorrs.' Thus lines 93 

and 94 tell t h e  a u d i e n c e  what form of b l e s s i n g s  were bestowed. 

By describing which p a r t i e s  r e c e i v e d  t h e  b l e s s i n g  via the 

overspill p r o c e s s ,  the audience i s  a l s o  informed where l i e  the 

s p i r i t u a l  o r i g i n s  of t h e  b l e s s i n g s ,  ( e g :  Joseph; Jacob ;  t h e  

Ark of t h e  Covenant;  the one hundred prophets; and the s a i n t s  

A person could check t h e  passages af te r  the service, 
but it  would  o n l y  be i n  light of what has  already been said. 



p e o p l e  h a t e ) .  

T h e  power o f  s p i r i t u a l  b l e s s i n g s  is  t h e r e f o r e  c o n t r a s t e d  

t o  the more limited work of  t h e  mundane w o r l d  of humans. The 

s p i r i t u a l  w o r k  o f  J e s u s  a n d  God b r i d g e s  t h e  gap  between t h e  

s p i r i t u a l  and p h y s i c a l  a s p e c t  of human e x i s t e n c e .  That  such 

a n  effect can be brough t  a b o u t  mere ly  t h r o u g h  a s s o c i a t i o n  wi th  

t h e  g o d l y  demons t ra tes  t h e  e f f i c a c y  o f  t h e  o v e r s p i l l  p r o c e s s .  

The r h e t o r i c a l  d e v i c e  ernployed h e r e  is what I s h a l l  refer t o  

as  c o n s e q u e n t  i a l  i m p l i c a t i o n .  C o n s e q u e n t i a l  i m p l i c a t i o n  

o c c u r s  when t h e  c o n s e q u e n c e  o r  e f f e c t  s u p p l i e s  t h e  warrant 

f o r  o r  i m p l i e s  t h e  e f f i c a c y  o f  i t s  p u t a t i v e  s o u r c e .  T o  t h i n k  

o f  o t h e r  examples of t h i s  d e v i c e  i s  q u i t e  s i m p l e .  Much 

s o c i o l o g i c a l  work making u s e  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  c o r r e l a t i o n  

p r e s e n t s  i t s  f i n d i n g s  i n  t h i s  manner,  e g  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  

v i o l e n c e  i n  t h e  media on  t h e  v i o l e n t  crime ra te ,  which shows 

t h e  l e v e l  of v i o l e n t  crime i n c r e a s i n g  ( c o n s e q u e n c e )  w i t h  t h e  

level of access t c  v i o l e n c e  th roügh  media  ( s o u r c e ) .  Another  

example ,  r e c e i v i n g  much p r e s s  t h a n k s  t o  the release of  t h e  

f i l m  The People vs  L a r r y  F l y n t ,  i s  the amount o f  r e a d e r s h i p  

p o r n o g r a p h y  receives ( s o u r c e )  arnong m a l e s  who c o m m i t  

a t r o c i t i e s  a g a i n s t  women (consequence)  . The w a r r a n t  p r o v i d e d  

i n  s u c h  s i t u a t i o n s  is s i m p l e :  if t h e  consequence  can be 

d e m o n s t r a t e d ,  t h e n  the  s o u r c e  must be  p r e s e n t .  I n  m o s t  c a s e s ,  

a n d  i n  o u r s ,  t h e  a u d i e n c e  is  given o n l y  one  source t o  a s c r i b e  



c a u s a l i t y  t o .  

I n  t h e  sermon a t  hand, w e  a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  how 

c o n s e q u e n t i a l  i m p l i c a t i o n  se rves  t o  w a r r a n t  t h e  presence  o f  

a d e i t y .  Through t h e  concept of o v e r s p i l l ,  t h e  speake r  

p r o v i d e s  a mechanism by which an a c t i v i t y  of god can be 

moni tored  ( e - g . ,  t h e  b l e s s i n g s  o f  t h o s e  i n v o l v e d ) .  The 

s p e a k e r  does  no t  r e l y  on one case, such  as J e s u s  r a i s i n g  

Laza rus ,  bu t  th rough  c a s e s  where p e r s o n s  b e n e f i t e d  f rom 

a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  ones  a l r e a d y  b l e s s e d .  These inc luded  t h e  

a c t i o n s  of  t h e  d i s c i p l e s  ( l i n e s  6 1 - 6 8 ) ,  and t h e  examples from 

t h e  O l d  Testament where t h e  unb le s sed  ga in& through 

a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  godly ( l i n e s  7 4 - 8 3 ) .  For t h e  p r o c e s s  of 

o v e r s p i l l  t o  occur  r e q u i r e s  an a c t o r  c a p a b l e  of accomplishing 

t h i s  a c t i o n .  Mor t a l s  a r e  i ncapab le  of accomplishing such an 

a c t i o n  on t h e i r  own: w e  cannot w i l l  someone t o  good h e a l t h  o r  

p r o s p e r i t y .  That  t h e  speaker  is  a b l e  t o  demons t ra te  such 

occur rences  i n  bo th  b i b l i c a l  and contemporary t i m e s  implies 

t h e  a c t i o n  of an e n t i t y  capable  of do ing  s o .  That  t h e  a c t i o n  

took  p l a c e  requires t h e  a c t o r  t o  be  p r e s e n t .  

The contemporary period 

The work done by t h e  p a s t o r  i n  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  o v e r s p i l l  

p r o c e s s  and t h e  subsequent  connect ion between s p i r i t u a l  and 

p h y s i c a l  b l e s s i n g s  produces a l e n s  th rough  which t h e  audience  

can i n t e r p r e t  contemporary occurrences .  The p a s t o r  m a k e s  t h e  



continuing activity of God available through two primary 

means : reference to physically present evidence and the 

invocation of observable instances. 

Lines 106 through 112 discuss how the Lord's supper, or 

comu~ion, acts as an agent of the overspill procesS. 

Communion is perhaps the central ritual of Christianity, where 

the faithful either physically (through transubstantiation) or 

symbolically receive their God into thernselves. In our 

transcript, lines 109 through 112 imply that the primary 

benefit of communion is a spiritual one, "For where the sou1 

is healed the body .... here He personally assures each one of 
US Our sins are forgiven." It is stated tnat the body also 

benefits from this blessing. As communion consists of a thin 

wafer and a half ounce or sc of wine, it would be ludicrous to 

suggest the pastor is implying a nutritional benefit from the 

Lord' s supper . 
The inclusion of communion as an a g e n t  of overspill 

provides physically present evidence of God's work, as the 

sermon was delivered on a day when cornunion lias observed. 

Later in the service, nearly every member4 of the congregation 

actually performed the act described, allowing them to "see it 

1 Say nearly every rnember because some (perhaps not 
baptized) did not take communion. I myself did not 
participate out of respect for the meaning of the ritual which 
1 do not ascribe to. 



for tnemselves" so to speak. 

The a u d i e n c e  is  g iven  f u r t h e r  examples in the next f e w  

sentences. They are g iven  a n  oppor tun i ty  to experience the 

blessings of God through a closer understanding of the 

sc r ip tu re  (lines 112-114) . Note t h a t  it is n o t  t h e  speaker  

from which this a u t h o r i t y  derives but from the scripture 

itself. A course of action is ther! prescribed w h i c h  can 

accomplish t h i s ,  t h a t  is by joining one of the bible  study 

groups sponsored  by t h e  church. Access t o  these g r o u p s  is a s  

s imple a s  walking through t h e  foyer where t h e  t i m e s  and 

locations are posted, o r  read ing  t h e  church  newsletter for 

i n f o r m a t i o n  regarding them. 

Specific persons are t h e n  employed as  examples of t h e  

overspill process. Lines 119 th rough  128 describe an a c t i v i t y  

which will occur l a t e r  in t h e  service: the recognition of the 

rnembers of t h e  C h r i s t i a n  e d u c a t i o n  department of  the church. 

B y  doing so, the pastor identifies actual warm bodies p r e s e n t  

i n  t h e  chapel, who many of t h e  audience know personally.' 

L i n e s  127 and 128 t h e n  imply t h a t  a grea t  deal of 'love 

overspillr r e s u l t s  from the actions of t h e s e  people .  The 

members o f  t h e  audience can t h e r e f o r e  put faces t o  ac tors  

For those of u s  p r e s e n t  who d i d  not know them, there  
was a pamphlet naming them handed out  as people entered t h e  
chapel .  After t h e  sermon, these individuals were called 
forward to receive recognition. Even if you d i d  n o t  reâd the 
names, you could see the i n d i v i d u a l s  t h e m s e l v e s .  
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involved in the overspill process. Anyone present who has 

children in or has ever attended, or even has knowledge of, 

Sunday school or a bible study can thereby attach the work of 

Godls overspill to his or her own experiences. The speaker 

thus draws on the experience of the congregation itself to 

demonstrate the process of Godls actions. In a sirnilar 

fashion, the pastor presents the audience with what I refer to 

as an observable index by which the Godls blessings can be 

identified. In lines 129 and 130 the pastor retums to the 

overspill of spiritual blessings into physical ones. Lines 

130-132 state "Medically speaking. you too probably know 

people who have made miraculous recovery £rom physical 

ailments or accidents." By describinç the recovery as 

miraculous the pastor implies that medical knowledge is 

insufficient cause for the recovery. The phrasing also places 

the audience i n t o  the position where they themselves supply 

the instances which confirm the pastorls suggestion. The 

audience can therefore provide evidence which is independent 

of the pastor. As it was demonstrated earlier that spiritual 

blessings may show themselves through physical blessings, the 

audience is provided with an index with which to observe the 

presence of spiritual blessings which they themselves provide 

confirmation of. This index is supported with one further 

example (lines 135-139), and an invitation to the audience to 
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experience this themselves. The pastor invites the audience 

to try praying for relief of physical ailments (lines 139-142) 

implying that such prayers do indeed succeed. 

TRANSCRIPT TWO: A ROY?& INViTATION 

My second analysis will be concerned with the following 

transcript: 

Our text the Gospel lesson's taken from Matthew chapter 
11 verses 25 to 30 which reads as follows 
And Jesus prayed this prayer. Oh Father Lord of Heaven 
and Earth. Thank  you for hiding the truth from those whc 
think themselves so wise and for revealing it ..to little 
children. Yes Father..for it pleased you to do it this 
way. Everything has been entrusted to me by my Father. 
TOnly the Father knows the Son and the Father is known 
only by the Son and by those to whom the Son reveals 
him.. . .Corne to me, and 1 will give you rest al1 of you 
who work  so hard b e n e a t h  a heavy yoke. Wear m-y 
yoke.. .for it fits per5ectly. And Let me teach you f o r  
1 am g e n t l e  and humble.. . and will find rest f o r  your 
souls ... for 1 give you only light burdens .... So far t h e  
words of our text. 
In Christ Jesus dear Christian friends. What happens at 
your home when an invitation arrives? You wonder from 
where its from?..or f o r  whom?. ..or who . is invited to 
attend? And What are they invited to attend? What's the 
big occasion? And will you accept ..the imitation? Now 
what if the envelope were oilt e d a ?  and had a return 
address of..the Premier, >Priminister< or 
even. . . T Buckingham Palace?. . . That would m a k e  it a royal 
invitation. Now in our today's gospel lesson we have a 
special invitation. Please think through this invitation 
with me this rnorning .. as w e  look at our gospel lesson 
and ask some questions about it..because it this is 
a...royal invitation. Yes 1 said r o y a l  invitation..how 
so? Well let's see who sent it. In verse ... in the first 
verse of our text we read..Oh Father Lord of Heaven and 
Earth.. .Thatls as lhigh as royalty can get. King of 
Kings and Lord of Lords. ... You know those first few 
verses of our text the word father is used five times. 
Jesus speaks o f  God as his father. THis father is the 
God who created and -fuies heaven and earth. This Father 
sends us..an invitation through his son ... Jesus Christ. 



We think of this as the trime god >Father Son and Holy 
Spirit<. In our text we read ... everything has been 
e n t r u s t e d  to me by my father. Jesus says . . . o n l y  the 
F a t h e r  knows his Son and the Father is known only by the 
Son..and by those t o  whom t h e  Son reveals him .... Anyone 
who s p e a k s  this way must be God..Jasus God. This Son 
took on a human body.. was born..lived..died..and rose 
again. We can trust him..he comes to you and me not as 
an advertising gixrunick..but as > t h e  Son of Gad<. Next w e  
asked. .wjaçl is invited? Only us? In verse twenty eight 
we read.. .corne to me 311. .al1 who labor and heavy ehr 
laden and 1 will give you rest. Thatts those who are 
weary ... and tired .exhausted from carrying the heavy 
burden as we saw demonstrated in oux children's lesson 
this morning. Those wno are working hard. trying to 
keep the law of God. T h e  ones who fee l  guilty because 
t h e y  canlt keep t h e  law. The law is t o o  heavy f o r  them 
to carry. Remember i n  o u r  e p i s t l e  lesson..there we heard 
read > t h a t  the good things I want to do 1 don't do and 
the evil things I donlt wanr to do those are the things 
1 quite often find myself doingc ... People are n a t u r a l l y  
sinful. .we t r y  so hard to serve God. .but we keep making 
mistakes . .And our conscience keeps on accusing us. We 
feel g u i l t y .  And yet Godts standard is still perfection. 
But there's no way we can be. that good. Why not? 
Because we are born..sinful. We have three strikes 
against us from the v e r y  beginning. . w e  arenw t born 
neutral..capable of deciding whether we w i l l  serve God or 
Satan..by nature w e  are already on the wrong side. 
That's why we need baptism. In Baptism God adopts us as 
his children..he accepts us. Not to be accepted..is one 
of the most f r u s t r a t i n g  and  moddening t h i n g s  t h a t  we 
could experience. Being accepted by God does not depend 
on us..it depends solely or? God alone. Jesus was tâlking 
to a group of people that includes some proud . fault 
f inding Pharisees. They thought they were so good . . 
they would Se automatically a c c e p t e d  into heaven. They 
lived by the ten commandments .. and n o t  o n l y  t h e  t e n  . 
they a l s o  made for themselves s i x  hundred thirteen 
additional c o m n d m e n t s .  And besides this ..werenwt they 
descendants of Abraham? Surelv God would accept them as 
descendants of Abraham. T h e r e  a re  people also today who 
feel something l i k e  that .. They think they are so good 
. .They are so proud they think they don't need Godws 
forgiveness .. or ..lWell my parents used to go t o  
church  .. isntt t h a t  good enough for me. And as you and 
1 know .. wi thou t  forgiveness of s i n s  t h e r e  is no 
salvation . . For al1 are sinners. People can work as 



h a r d  as they can .  The r e s u l t  
. weary s i n n e r s .  And it is 
come to m e  . come to me al1 
laden . . 1 will give you 
i n v i t a t i o n -  T h e  invitation 

is b e i n g  burdened . t i r ed  
t o  such t h a t  J e s u s  says . 

you who labor and are heavy 
rest .  That's the r o y a l  

t o  w h a t ?  Whatrs t h e  b i g  
occasion? to al1 who are s i c k  and t i r e d  of t r y i n g  t o  
e a r n  God's favour in a good life the i n v i t a t i o n  reads 1 
w i l l  g i v e  you rest.  Everyone knows what rest means. it 
means t o  s top working .. >Have a< have a c c f f e e  break .. 
go on a v a c a t i o n  .. t a k e  a nap. G o d  wants  you and me t o  
rest. Rest f o r  o u r  s o u l s  .. Labor o r  work p r o d u c e s  a 
weary hopeless e f f o r t  i n  its place  J e s u s  w i l l  remove o u r  
heavy l o a d  of g u i l t  a n d  s i n  and punishrnent and f o r g i v e  u s  
. . o u r  s i n s .  T h i s  r e s t  for our sou1 is available to 
everyone  who believes and trusts in Jesus. He lived the 
perfect l i f e  f o r  u s .  He p a i d  the price o f  sin . . h i s  
c r u c i f i x i o n  . d e a t h  . h i s  v i c t o r i o u s  resurrection on  
t h e  third day .. J e s u s  exchanged u s  per fec t ion  f o r  our 
imperfection. O h  h o w  good t h a t  f o r g i v e n e s s  .. that 
releases u s  f rom s i n  feels .  When w e  are t i red  . feel 
d i r t y  or sweaty .. we apprech >we appreciate< a h o t  b a t h  
o r  a c l e a n s i n g  shower. 1s it any wonder that p e o p l e  l i k e  
t o  s i n g  i n  t h e i r  shower . thrilled a t  the c l e a n s i n g .  So 
a l so  o u r  s o u l s  are cleansed i n  J e s u s  st(?) J e s u s  C h r i s t .  
We want t o  l i v e  i n  this s t a t e  of rnercy and f o r g i v e n e s s .  
J e s u s  s a y s  w i l l  give y o u  . . - rest .. r e f r e s h i n g  
fo rg iv ing  rest . rest for you s o u l s .  So what lya  think he 
wants from us? W e  g e t  n o t h i n g  fo r  f ree  do w e ?  T h e r e ' s  
a l w a y s  a catch i s n ' t  there? like t h e  i n v i t a t i o n  f o r  a 
free t r i p  o r  a free weekend o r  a t h r e e  day free v a c a t i o n .  
The catch is t h e y  want you t o  buy some l and  .. o r  a 
condo . o r ,  i n v e s t  i n  a r i m e  s h a r e .  In o u r  text 
h o w e w r  we read . . . Wear my yoke f o r  it f i t s  p e r f e c t l y  . . 
a n d  let me teach you . for 1 am g e n t l e  and humble ... 
and you w i l l  find rest f o r  y o u r  s o u l s  .. for I give you 
o n l y  . l i g h t  . b u r d e n s .  Notice t h e  word yoke is used  
here. the word yoke is a f a m  word. a yoke i s  a wooden 
f rame that fits around the oxen's neck f o r  p u l l i n g  a 
heavy load. Chances are you've seen a yoke a t  H e r i t a g e  
pa rk .  Its a c r o s s p i e c e  w i t h  two bows that fit a round  t h e  
n e c k s  of  t h e  animals. So Jesus is a s k i n g  u s  . . t o  be 
yoked t o g e t h e r  w i t h  him. God's yoke however is n o t  a set 
o f  r u l e s  and r e g u l a t i o n s  .. but it fits u s  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  
the l o r d  J e s u s  so w e  can  b e t t e r  walk w i t h  him. When we 
W e a r  the yoke w e  are p u l l i n g  together wl,th J e s u s .  For my 
yoke is easy a n d  my burden  is  l i g h t  h e  says. t h i s  yoke 
t ies  u s  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  him. A cer ta in  young lady w r o t e  i n  
a p e r i o d i c a l  what w a l k i n g  w i t h  J e s u s  d id  fo r  h e r  l i f e .  



She started a t t e n d i n g  worship  . . s h e  s t o p p e d  g o i n g  t o  
bars ... h e r  circle of f r i e n d s  changed .. s h e  s w i t c h e d  
jobs  because  h e r  o l d  job p r e v e n t e d  h e r  from w a l k i n g  w i t h  
t h e  l o r d .  H e r  p r i o r i t i e s  changed- I n s t e a d  o f  t r y i n g  t o  
p l e a s e  p e o p l e  now s h e  was w a n t i n g  t o  p l e a s e  G o d .  i t s  
more i m p o r t a n t  t o  l e a r n  t o  walk  w i t h  J e s u s  . . t o  Se 
yoked w i t h  hirn. A k i t e  won ' t  f l y  w i t h o u t  a s t r i n g .  
Unless  i t  i s  i n  p a r t n e r s h i p  w i t h  a s t r i n g  it w i l l  sirnply 
f a 1 1  back t o  t h e  e a r t h .  Cut t h e  s t r i n g  and  t h e  kite 
c r a s h e s ,  So a l s o  J e s u s '  yoke. T t  is i s n ' t  burdensome 
i t s  b e n e f i c i a l .  H e  w a l k s  b e s i d e  u s  and h e l p s  us .  He 
keeps  us  g o i n g  t o  c a r r y  on. W e  a c c e p t  h i s  r o y a l  
i n v i t a t i o n .  W e  walk  w i t h  h i m .  H e  makes t h e  yoke  e a s y  
and  l i g h t .  W e  l e a r n  from him. J e s u s  a c c e p t e d  t h e  yoke 
f rom G o d  t h e  F a t h e r  t h a t  he  had p l a c e d  on him. Be 
s u f f e r e d  t o r t u r e  from h i ç  enemies. when w e  arc to ld  what 
t o  d o  . . w e  may sometimes r e s e n t  i t  . . b u t  when J e s u s  
i n v i t e s  u s  t o g e t h e r  t o  walk w i t h  him w e  humbly and 
w i l l i n g l y  obey.  Can w e  r e f u s e  t h i s  r o y a l  i n v i t a t i o n ?  
We8re e x p e c t e d  t o  obey. Would you r e f u s e  t h e  i n v i t a t i o n  
o f  honor t o  b e  t h e  pa rade  Marshall of  t h e  Ca lga ry  
Stampede P a r a d e  . l a s  was Dennis  Weaver? Would you 
r e f u s e  an i n v i t a t i o n  t o  have d i n n e r  w i t h  Ralph K l i e n  . .  
o r  TQueen E l i z a b e t h ?  Few people  ever r e f u s e  . . b u t  some 
d o .  There  w e r e  p e o p l e  i n  J e s u s '  d a y  . . t h e y  t h o u g h t  
t h e y  were good . . l t h e y  d i d n ' t  med J e s u s  > t h e y  
d i d n ' t  have t o  obey him<. - They had t h e i r  qwn way of 
d o i n g  t h i n g s .  T h e r e  a l s c  some l i k e  t h a t  t o d a y .  t h e  
m y s t e r i e s  o f  God are hidden from thern because  they are .. 
s e l f - c e n t r e d .  m e y  want t o  do it . . 1 t h e i r  way. Such 
peop le  reject t h e  i n v i t a t i o n .  .. t h e y  send t h e i r  r e g r e t s  
t o  God . . no . . 1 won ' t corne. They make e x c u s e s .  WeLl 
t h e r e  rernains o n l y  one q u e s t i o n .  W i l l  you? a c c e p t  t h e  
r o y a l  i n v i t a t i o n .  W e  have t o  examine o u r s e l v e s  t o  see 
whe the r  w e  s i m p l y  have membership > i n  a  c h u r c h c  . o r  
whe the r  w e  h a v e  a c c e p t e d  J e s u s  C h r i s t  a s  o u r  lords and 
s a v i o u r .  I c a n  a s k  t h e  q u e s t i o n  b u t  o n l y  you c a n  answer 
i t .  Th i s  morning he  a l s o  i n v i t e s  u s  t o  something s p e c i a l  
. . t o  receive h i s  body and b l o o d  i n  t h e  L o r d ' s  supper  
f o r  t h e  s t r e n g t h e n i n g  of  Our f a i i h  > t h e  s t r e n g t h e n i n g <  o f  
o u r  C h r i s t i a n  l ives.  Here J e s u s  ( ? )  h i s  i n v i t a t i o n .  
May you a n d  1 t o g e t h e r  a c c e p t  t h e  r o y a l  i n v i t a t i o n  . . 
b e l i e v i n g  and t r u s t i n g  i n  J e s u s  as our s a v i o u r  a n d  Lord. 
May w e  each day w a l k  w i l l i n g l y  . j o y f u l l y  yoked t o g e t h e r  
w i t h  him. And t h e  peace  o f  God t h a t  s u r p a s s e s  al1 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  .. keep your  h e a r t  and minds i n  C h r i s t  
J e s u s  u n t i l  l i g h t  e v e r l a s t i n g  .. Amen 



Accomplishing an i n v i  ta t i o n  

As is typical of al1 sermons transcribed, chis piece of 

data begins with an overview of a biblical text. Immediately 

following this overview, the speaker asks a series of 

questions which an individual would putatively ask upon 

receiving an invitation. The pertinent lines are displayed 

below for ease of reference. 

In Christ Jesus dear Christian friends. What happens at 
your home when an invitation arrives? You wonder from 
where its from?..or for whom? ... or who . is invited to 
attend? And What are they invited to attend? Whatls the 
big occasion? And will you accept ..the invitâtion? Now 
what if the envelope were ailt edaed? and had a return 
address of.. the Premier, >Priminister< or 
even ... TBuckingham Palace? ... That would make it a royal 
invitation. Now in our todayls gospel lesson we have a 
special invitation. Please rhink through this invitation 
with me this morning .. as ne look at our gospel lesson 
and ask some questions about it..because it this is 
a..-royal invitation. Yes I said royal invitation..how 
so? 

After the initial questions about an invitation (lines 

16-20),the speaker asks the audience to consider the reception 

importance, a "royal invitation" (lines 20-24) . The speaker 

then describes the biblical passage as not only an invitation, 

but a royal invitation. 

The metaphor of invitation allows the audience to make 

use of their everyday life experience. As with the instances 

of Sunday School and 'miraculous recoveries', discussed in the 



last analysis, invitations are something which nearly everyone 

is familiar with either directly or indirectly. The series of 

questions which are asked (who is it from? what is the 

occasion?) denote actions which the audience can envision 

themselves performing. Finally, "invitation" references 

certain types of things which have been apprehended by the 

audience in previous times. By describing the biblical 

passage as an invitation, the speaker reflexively delineates 

a means of interpreting the passage. This is not the ancient 

words of a prophet written d o m  several hundred years age, or 

least it is not just these words; it is an invitation, 

sonething 1 have seen, touched, held in my hands and responded 

to, and seen others do likewise. 

Describing the passage as an invitation allows the 

speaker to do several things. First, he is able to ask and 

answer questions straightforwardly in the same manner a person 

would any other invitation. Consider the excerpt below: 

27 .................................because it this is 
28 a...royal invitation. yes I said roya l  invi~ation..now 
29 so? Well let's see who sent it. In verse ... in the first 
30 verse of our text we read..Oh Father Lord of Heaven and 
31 Earth.. .Thatls as Thigh as royalty can get. King of 
32 Kings and Lord of Lords .... 

In this portion of the sermon, the speaker 1s  concerned 

with portraying the passage as not just an invitation, but a 

royal invitation. The speaker is able to do this by simply 

'reading the invitation' to see who it is frorn. It is, of 
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c o u r s e ,  from t h e  "Lord o f  Heaven 2nd E a r t h  ... T h a t ' s  a s  f h i g h  

a s  r o y a l t y  can g e t . "  B y  r e a d i n g  the passage as an  i n v i t a t i o n ,  

t h e  s p e a k e r  h a s  no need t o  delve i n t o  any t h e o l o g i c a l  

c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  o f  t h e  passage. ft can be read a s  e a s i l y  a s  

t h e  "Jon Doe i n v i t e s  you t o  X" p a r t  of a n  i n v i t a t i o n .  As  w i t h  

t h e  n o t i o n  o f  o v e r s p i l l ,  t h e  mecaphor o f  i n v i t a t i o n  is  

r e p e a t e d  numerous t i m e s  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  sermon, r e i n f o r c i n g  i t s  

e f f i c a c y .  

The Fnvitation a s  a g e n u i n e  i n v i t a t i o n  

Dur ing  the  c o u r s e  o f  t h e  sermon t h e  s p e a k e r  c o n s t a n t l y  

e l a b o r a t e s  on the  i n v i t a t i o n  t h e  a u d i e n c e  h a s  received. 

Through t h i s  p r o c e s s ,  the g e n u i n e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  i n v i t a t i o n  i s  

e s t a b l i s h e d -  As w i l l  be demons t ra ted  below, t h e  s p e a k e r  makes 

t h e  i n v i t a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  a s  a n  i n v i t a t i o n  from God i n  b o t h  t h e  

s o u r c e  and t h e  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e  i n v i t a t i o n .  L e t  u s  look a t  some 

of t h e s e  instances. 

L i n e s  32 t h r o u g h  45 work t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  s o u r c e  of t h e  

i n v i t a t i o n  a s  b e i n g  God. I t  i s  n o t e d  t h a t  Jesus n o t  o n l y  

speaks  of God as h i s  f a t h e r ,  bu t  does s o  on m u l t i p l e  o c c a s i o n s  

and in a br ief  amount of tirne ( l i n e s  3 2 - 3 4 ) .  The u s e  o f  t h e  

t e r m  ' fa ther '  i s  n o  mere e x t e n s i o n  of t h e  concep t ,  a s  when a 

c o n g r e q a t i o n  p r a y s  "Our F a t h e r ,  who a r t  i n  Heaven." R a t h e r ,  

J e sus  i s  n o t  m e t a p h o r i c a l l y ,  bu t  a c t u a l l y ,  t h e  Son of God, 

part of t h e  Holy Trinity of F a t h e r ,  Son, and Holy S p i r i t  



(lines 37-38). As the son of God, Jesus serves as the 

messengor for the invitation (lines 35-36). But he is more 

than  this. As "everything has been ~ n t r u s t e d  to himm and only 

"the Son can know the Father", J e s u s  must be and is God. As 

will be demonstrated below, this is accomplished in a series 

of moves. 

38 .......... In Our text we read ... everything has been 
39 entrusted to me by my father. Jesus says.. .only the 
40 Father knows his Son and the Father is known only by the 
4 1  Son..and by those to whom the Son reveals him .... Anyone 
4 2  who speaks , u . w a y  must be God..Jesus God. This Son 
4 3  took on a human body.. was born..lived..died-.and rose 
4 4  again. 

In this excerpt, the speaker establishes the necessity of 

Jesus1 divinity as apparent in the way Jesus describes 

hiniself. He then makes a flat out statement of the divine 

nature of Christ, treating it as a simple matter of fact. 

This is immediately followed by a demonstration of this divine 

nature: Jesus took on a human form (implying a non-human 

existence prior to this), died and rose a g a i n .  

The speaker makes the divine origin of the invitation 

apparent in the nature of the invitation as well. The 

invitation is established as one which is in accordance with 

the teachings of Christ. "We can trust him. He comes to you 

and me not as an advertising gimmick . . >but as the Son of 

Gode" (lines 4 4 - 4 5 )  . This line establishes that the 

invitation is not mere hype or exaggeration, but one delivered 
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i n  t h e  way t h a t  a b e n e v o l e n t  God would  deliver i t .  T h i s  i s  

made 

111 
112 
113  
1 1 4  
115  
116 
117 
118 
119 
1 2 0  

a p p a r e n t  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  e x t r a c t :  

................,....-...-........>O w h a t l y a  t h i n k  h e  
w a n t s  from u s ?  W e  get n o t h i n g  f o r  free do w e ?  T h e r e ' s  
a l w a y s  a c a t c h  i s n ' t  t h e r e ?  l i k e  t h e  i n v i t a t i o n  f o r  a 
f r e e  t r i p  o r  a free weekend o r  a t h r e e  d a y  f r e e  v a c a t i o n .  
T h e  c a t c h  is t h e y  want you t o  buy  sorne l and  . . o r  a 
c o n d o  . or .  i n v e s t  i n  a tirne s h a r e .  I n  o u r  t e x t  
however w e  read ... W e a r  my yoke f o r  i t  f i t s  p e r f e c t l y  .. 
a n d  l e t  me t e a c h  you  . for  1 am g e n t l e  and humble . . . 
a n d  you w i l l  f i n d  rest f o r  y o u r  s o u l s  . .  for 1 g i v e  you 
o n l y  . i i g h t  . burdens .  

The s p e a k e r  h e r e  d e m o n s t r a t e s  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  

i n v i t a t i o n  of J e s u s  and  a human one ,  a n  " a d v e r t i s i n g  gimmick." 

J e s u s  d e m o n s t r a b l y  h a s  n o  ü l t e r i o r  m o t i v e  t o  h i s  a c t i o n s .  The 

s p e a k e r  r e m i n d s  u s  t h a t  when w e  receive a n  i n v i t a t i o n ,  t h e r e  

is o f t e n  a d u b i o u s  motive b e h i n d  i t .  T h i s  i s  t h e n  c o n t r a s t e d  

with t h e  i n v i t a t i o n  as  p r e s e n t e d  b y  t h e  b i b l i c a :  p a s s a g e .  I t  

would seem p e r v e r s e  for God t o  h a v e  some h i d d e n  agenda  for 

naking a n  offer .  L i n e s  116-120 c l e a r l y  e s t a b l i s h  t h a t  t h i s  is  

n o t  t h e  case. The i n v i t a t i o n  here i n v c l v e s  only benefits f o r  

t h e  receiver. The b e n e f i t s  o f  a c c e p t i n g  t h e  i n v i t a t i o n  are 

t h e n  l i s ted  ( l i n e s  131-1371 i n  t h e  c o n c r e t e  example of a young 

woman. 

C i  ting the nega t i v e  

One v e r y  i n t e r e s t i n g  a s p e c t  o f  t h i s  sermon is t h e  way t h e  

s p e a k e r  ci tes n e g a t i v e  c o n d i t i o n s  as  a r e s o u r c e  fo r  makinq God 

a v a i l a b l e .  P e r h a p s  t h e  best example  of t h i s  i s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  

e x c e r p t  : 



..-................................... Jesus was talking 
to a group of people that includes some proud  . fault 
finding Pharisees. They thought they were so good . . 
they would be automatically accepted into heaven. They 
lived by the ten conrmandments .. and not only the ten . 
they also made for themselves six hundred thirteen 
additional commandments. And besides this ..werentt they 
descendants of Abraham? S u r e l v  God would  accept them as 
descendants of Abraham. There are people also today who 
feel something like that .. They think t h e y  are so good 
. .They are so proud  they think they donft need God's 
forgiveness .. or ..TWell my parents used to go to 
church .. isn't that good enough for me. And as you and 
I know . . without forgiveness of sins there is no 
salvation . For al1 are s i n n e r s .  

The excerpt describes the Pharisees and their rejection 

Jesus or, in the sermon's termino?ogy, rejecting the 

i n v i t a t i o n .  The  reasons for which the invitation is rajected 

are cited and described as erroneous and faulty. For 

instance, the Pharisees are "fault f inding", "they thought 

they were so good . . they would be automatically accepted 

i n t o  heaven." What is implied here is that the r e j e c t i o n  of 

Jesus1 word is based on a failure of character, namely self- 

importance. 

The speaker elaborates this in the subsequent lines: 

"SurolvGod would accept them as descendants of Abraham. " The 

speaker then establisnes a parallel with individuals of today, 

who reject God1s forgiveness due to pride or lack of effort. 

The style in evidence here is remarkably similar to what 

Mulkay and his colleagues ( e . g .  Mulkay and Gilbert 1981; 

Gilbert and Mulkay 1983, 1984; Mulkay, Potter and Yearley, 



1983)  have  

contingent 

83 

referred to as 'accounting for error' or the 

repertoire' . In their analysis of scientists 

discourse, Mu1 kay and Gilbert state that : 

Correct belief is treoted as the normal state of affairs. 
it is regarded as relatively unproblematic and, on the 
whole, as requiring no special explanation. In contrast, 
error is almost without exception portrayed as due to the 
intrusion into research of non-scientific i n f l u e n c e s  
which have distorted scientists' understanding of n a t u r a l  
phenomenâ (1382 :166)  .' 

I n  the case we have ât hand the Pharisees a n d  certain 

individuals of today reject the need for Godls forgiveness out 

of pride and a fa l se  sense of worth, when "You and I both know 

without forgiveness....there is no salvation." 

We can see this method deployed again later in the 

sermon. In lines 152-157 we are presented with situations 

where it would seem odd if the p e r s o n  re fused  the proffered 

invitation. The statements which follow are given again 

below . 

. . . . . There were  people in Jesus ' day . . they thought 
they were SQ good . . Tthey didn't 'ged Jesus Xhey 
didn't have to obey hirn<. mey had their own w a y  of 
doing things. There also some like that today. the 
mysteries of God are hidden from them because they are .. 
self-centred. n e y  want to do it .. 1 their way. Such 
people reject the invitation. .. they send their regrets 
to God .. no .. 1 won't corne. They make excuses. 

In this excerpt, the people are described as continuing 

The authors explain that ' correct ' 
their determinations but the scientists'. 
rny own analysis. 

and 'error' are not 
This is the case of 
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to do things "their way" because they are self-centred. There 

can be little doubt that "their way" is implied as 'not the 

right way', as it is not God's way. Rather than having an 

acceptable reason for their rejection, the people are jusr 

"making excuses". 

What is interesting about these fomulations is the means 

by which these negative conditions (people rejecting God or 

Jesus) objectify the opposing condition. For example, in the 

excerpt immediately above, when we are told that "they thought 

they were so good they didn't need Jesus, they didn't have to 

obey him", the implication is that, in reality, they did 

indeed need Jesus and also needed to obey hirri. 

The need to accept the invitation represented bÿ the 

biblical passage is made manifest throughout the entiroty of 

the sermon. Humans are simply unable to withstand the laws of 

God (lines 51-54). This need is not presented as a point of 

theology-, but as simple facts of life: 

. . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . P e o  p l  are naturally 
sinful..we try so hard to serve God..but we keep making 
mistakes. .And Our conscience keeps on accusing us. We 
feel guilty. And yet god's standard is still perfection. 
But there's no way we can be. that good. Why not? 
Because we are born..sinful. We have three strikes 
against us from the very beginning. . we aren' t born 
neutral..capable of deciding whether we will serve God or 
Satan..by nature we are already on the wrong side. 
That's why we need baptism. In Baptisrn god adopts us as 
his children..he accepts us. Not to be accepted..is one 

- See Mayer (1956: 1 4 8 - 4 9 ) .  



68 o f  t h e  most f r u s t r a t i n g  a n d  maddening t h i n g s  that w e  
69 could exper i ence .  Being a c c e p t e d  by God does n o t  depend 
7 0  o n  us..it depends  s o l e l y  on  God a l o n e .  

The  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  as  p r e s e n t e d  here, rnakec t h e  error of 

those who reject the i n v i t a t i o n  al1 t h e  more a p p a r e n t ,  and 

hence  the c o r r e c t  p o s i t i o n  of a c c e p t i n g  t h e  i n v i t a t i o n  a l 1  the 

more c o r r e c t .  

TRANSCRIPT !FEREE: ANGELS AMûNG US 

The t h i r d  and  f i n a l  a n a l y s i s  l o o k s  a t  t h e  t r a n s c r i p t  

b e l o w .  I t  d i f fers  f r o m  t h e  p r e v i o u s  t w o  i n  t h a t  it i s  

concerned less with e x p l i c a t i n g  t h e  t e a c h i n g s  of the Bible 

w i t h  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  single t o p i c :  

Our t e x t  t h i s  morf i ing i s  t a k e n  from Psalm o n e  hundred  
t h r e e  ... r e a d i n g  f rom verses n i n e t e e n  t o  >22 a s  
f o l l o w s < .  
The Lord made the h e a v e n s  h i s  t h r o n e  . . . f r o m  there h e  
rules over everything there  i s .  - Bless the Lord  you 
mighty  a n g e l s  of h i s  who carry out b i s  o r d e r s  . listening 
t o  each o f  h i s  ccmmands. T Y e s  bless t h e  Lord you amies  
of h i s  a n g e l s  who serve hirn c o n s t a n t l y .  L e t  e v e r y t h i n g  
everywhere b l e s s  t h e  l o r d  .. and  how I bless him too. So 
f a r  t h e  words of o u r  text. 
I n  C h r i s t  Jesus dear C h r i s t i a n  f r i e n d s .  I n  o u r  A p o s t l e s  
creed w e  c o n f e s s  .. 1 believe in God t h e  father almighty 
.. s e a t o r  . o f  heaven  and  earth. >Gad c r e a t e d <  al1 
things seen and u s e e n  . the  wind the atom distant gala 
g a l a x i e s  .. t h e  visible and t h e  inv i s ib le .  Now of t h e  
invisible c r e a t i o n  . . . w e l s  are undoubtably . t h e  Tmost 
i m p o r t a n t  of  God ' s  c r e a t i o n .  Our top ic  this morn ing  is 
.. God's .. h o l y  .. a n g e l s .  T h i s  i s  a second i n  a series 
o f  sermons QQ t h e  apostles creed. > L e t ' s  first o f  ail< 
consider t h e  = t u e  o f  a n g e l s .  The creation of =gels 
not l i s t e d  i n  Genesis chapters one  o r  t w o  . . but s i n c e  
god ended (cough) the work of c r e a t i o n  on t h e  s e v e n t h  day 
.. w e  conclude  . t h a t  t h e  angels were c r e a t e d  l somet imes  
during those first s i x  days of creation. Angels . . . Twhat 
are . angels? W e l l  f i rst  w e  n o t i c e  .. t h a t  angels are 
u v i s i b l e  a i r i t s  .. t h a t  i s  . t h e y  d o n v t  have f l e s h  a n d  





and what  t h e y  d o n r t  d o .  TSecondly .. angels serve 
eswecially Tbelievers. Thatrs t h e i r  . çeecial 
ass ignment .  I n  Hebrews chapter one w e  read .. a n g e l s  are 
s p i r i t  m e s s e n g e r s  . . s e n t  ou t  t o  h e l p  . care for t h o s e  
who i n h e r i t  k a l v a t i o n .  I s n r t  t h a t  a nice term f o r  
Christians . t h o s e  who i n h e r i t  . s a l v a t i o n s .  CI 

,r or 
example  . . i n  Baby lon ian  capt ivity . . D a n i e l  . . a h  . . 
x a k e  w a s  t a k e n <  from Judea  i n t o  Babylonian c a p t i v i t y  and  
u e r e  because he prayed ~ e e n l y  to che t r u e  God w a s  thrown 
i n t o  the l i o n ' s  den  . . b u t  an Tangel . . kept the l i o n s  
from h a m i n g  him. And t h e y  t h r e e  c o n t e m p o r a r i e s  o f  
Daniel . . the t h r e e  men i n  t h e  f i e r y  f u r n a c e  were a l so  
p r o t e c t e d  f r o m  t h e  f i r e  .. t h a t  t h e i r  h a i r  w e r e n ' t  even 
s i n g e d  . a n  ange l  was p r o t e c t i n g  them. When King Ahab of  
Israel wanted t o  k i l l  t h e  p r o p h e t  E l i j a h  .. the p r o p h e t  
. escaped i n t o  t h e  desert. He w a s  fed .. by a n  a n g e l .  
Remember S a i n t  Peter i n  p r i s o n  be t  b e h i n d  l o c k e d  d o o r s  
s l e e p i n g  between t w o  s c h u r  s o l d i e r s  who were g u a r d i n g  him 
.. he w a s  awakened by a n  ange1 .. his c h a i n s  fell off h i s  
hands .. and  t h e  gate  opened .. and t h e  a n g e l  led him .. 
o u t  of p ra  p r i s o n  t o  f reedom.  Looking a t  a wrecked  car 
.. . have you ever said t i t s  a miracle that a n y o n e  came 
o u t  of the re  a l i v e ?  lMayDe i t  was a n  a n g e 1  ... who was 
protecting them. III Psalm t h i r t y  f o u r  w e  r e o d  . t h e  
Tange: of t h e  lo rd  guards a n  r e s c u e s  a l 1  who r e v e r e n c e  
him. Maybe you have memorized t h a t  wonderfiil p r o m i s e  i n  
psalm n i n e t y  one .. he  w i l l  give his angels c h a r g e  of you 
. t o  guard you i n  al1 your  ways . . on ~ h e i r  hands  . . t h e y  

w i l l  bear you up .lest you dash your f o o t  against a 
Stone .  >Have you n o t i c e d <  .. how c h i i d r e n  e s p e c i a l l y  w i l l  
f a l l  a g a h  a n d  agair !  .. even tumbling down . s ta i r s  .. 
withoüt s e r i s u s  i n j u r y ?  T h e  b i b l e  t e l l s  u s  . .  t h a t  they 
have Tangels  . p r o t e c t i n g  them. >But t h a t r s  f i n e <  .. b u t  
how about t h e  tirnes we are injured . . . when w e  break a 
bone a bone i n  ou r  body .. o r  are S u n g  by a wasp .. or 
are sick i n  t h e  h o s p i t a l  o r  have a n  accident .. maybe .. 
j u s t  maybe .. angels l e t  u s  g e t  h u r t  .. t o  keep u s  o u t  of  
T g r e a t e r  danger o r  .. t o  change t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  our life 
. . t o  r eca l l  u s .  Maybe by o b s e r v i n g  Our s u f  f e r i n g  o u r  
p a t i e n c e  a n d  o u r  f a i t h  .. o t h e r s  w i l l  be able t o  see . 
a n d  b a r n  . . and t u r n  t o  the lord J e s u s .  TMaybe w e  
f o r g o t  t o  ask God for h i s  p r o t e c t i o n  o f  h i s  a n g e l s  i o n  
t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  d a y .  T h e r e  are many reasons . . ( t u r n s  
page) w e  d o n ' t  have a l 1  the answers.  O r  maybe G o d  w a n t s  
u s  t o  a p p r e c i a t e  o u r  good h e a l t h .  I t  seems w e  a p p r e c i a t e  
good h e a l t h  t h e  most  ... Twhen we're sick .. you n o t i c e  
t h a t ?  T h i r d l y  .. angels . =aise God. Again  w e  read i n  
o u r  X e x t  Tyes< . bless the Lord you armies o f  his angels 



who serve h i m  c o n s t a n t l y  l e t  s e r y t h i n g  a e r y w h e r e  bless 
t h e  Lord .  Th ink  a l s o  o f  t h e  p r a i s i n g  t h e  a n g e l s  did i n  
Bethlehem two thousand  y e a r s  a g o  .. t h e  n i g h t  J e s u s  . w a s  
born .  And t h e r e  t h e y  were s a y i n g  g l o r y  t o  God i n  t h e  
h i g h e s t  and  on  e a r t h  p e a c e  g o o d w i l l  toward rnankind. I n  
R e v e l a t i o n  c h a p t e r  seven S a i n t  John wrote .. b l e s s i n g  and  
g l o r y  and  wisdom and t h a n k s g i v i n g  and honor and power and 
might be t o  G o d  for  ever and e v e r .  Four th ly  . and l a s t l y  
. , a n g e l s  c a r r y  Our s o u l s  . . t o  heaven. Again t h e  teevee 
program Touched by  a n  Angel  .. d o e s  j u s t  a T b e a u t i f u l l y  
and s c r i p t u r a l l y  a c c u r a t e  j& i n  d e p i c t i n g  t h i s .  I n  t h e  
s t o r y  o f  t h e  r i c h  man and L a z a r u s  . . as J e s u s  to ld  . . Tthe 
a n g e l s  .. carried L a z a r u s l  s o u l  . t o  heaven. T h e  a n g e l s  
have done t h e  same . w i t h  t h e  s o u 1  o f  my fa ther  - and 
mother  l and  y o u r  p a r e n t s  .. a n d  o t h e r s  who h a v e  d i e d  i n  
t h e  l o r d .  I f  1 remember c o r r e c t l y  Canadian A i r i i n e s  k a s  
a p p r o x i m a t e l y  e i g h t e e n  f l i g h t s  g o i n g  t o  Edmonton e v e r y  
weekday. TThink of t h e  t h o u s a n d s  o f  m u s a n d s  o f  f l i g h t s  
a n g e l s  t a k e  t o  heaven t e v e r y d a y .  >And t h e y ' r e  a l1 f r e e <  
.. j u s t  a s  o u r  s a l v a t i o n  i s  free. And t h e n  on the l a s t  
day . . s o u l  a n d  body w i l l  be r e u n i t e d .  I n  o u r  g o s p e l  
l e s s o n  t h i s  morning t h e  p a r a b l e  o f  t h e  s e d s  among t h e  
wheat. D i d  you n o t i c e  a n g e l s  i n  that g o s p e l  l e s s o n ?  
TThey a re  t h e  r e a p a s  . . as it is ment iuned i n  t h a t  
l e s s o n .  A s t o r y  i s  to ld  a b o u t  an  e l d e r l y  g r a n d m o t h e r  
away f rom home .. v i s i t i n g  h e r  s o n  .. who S e c m e  . a n b  
s h e  w h i l e  v i s i t i n g  there s h e  became s e r i o u s l y  ill. T h e  
d o c t o r  s u g g e s t e d  .. t h a t  s h e  flu back home. However t h a t  
was n o t  p o s s i b l e  h e r  i l l n e s s  was t o o  s e r i o u s .  U s t e a d  
she  responded . . 1 don1 t want t o  f l y  a  p l a n e  . 1 want t o  
f l y  Tan a n g e l  . . and s h e  d id .  A f e w  m i n u t e s  l a t e r  s h e  
d i ed .  Goci . has b l e s s e d  u s  richly . .  with ange l s .  I f  
you want t o  l e a r n  more a b o u t  a n g e l s  t a k e  a cornmentary and 
r e a d  t h e  v a r i o u s  p a s s a g e s  i n  t h e  s c r i p t u r e  w i t h  a n g e l s  
Tor a n o t h e r  o n e  . . B i l l y  Grahamls  book . . God'u secret 
Agents  a lso g i v e s  u s  some . . v e r y  r i c h  i n f o r m a t i o n  on 
a n g e l s  . . g o d l s  secret a n g e l s .  mess t h e  Lord you migh ty  
a n g e l s  o f  h i s  who c a r r y  o u t  h i s  orders l i s t e n i n g  t o  e a c h  
o f  h i s  cornrnands. Yes b l e s s  t h e  l o r d  you amies of h i s  
a n g e l s  who serve him c o n s t a n t l y .  L e t  e v e r y t h i n g  every 
everywhere  bless  t h e  Lord.  Oh how 1 .. bless him t o o .  
Amen. And t h e  p e a c e  o f  God h a î  s u r p a s s e s  a l 1  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  . . keep y o u r  h e a r t  and minds i n  C h r i s t  
J e s u s  u n t i l  l i g h t  e v e r l a s t i n g  .. Amen. 

The f i r s t  t h i n g  w e  n o t i c e  a b o u t  t h i s  sermon i s  t h a t  t h e  



b i b l i c a l  e x t r a c t  which b e g i n s  t h e  sermon i s  much s h o r t e r  t h a n  

t h e  o t h e r  t w o .  T h i s  is  most l i k e l y  d u e  t o  t h e  sermon b e i n g  

p a r t  of  a series on t h e  a p o s t l e ' s  creed. Unfor tuna te ly ,  t h e r e  

w a s  a  m a l f u n c t i o n  i n  t h e  t a p i n g  of t h e  first  of t h i s  series o f  

sermons,  r e s u l t i n g  i n  o n l y  a p o r t i o n  o f  t h a t  sermon b e i n g  

a v a i l a b l e  f o r  review. There  is no barr ier  t o  l o o k i n g  a t  t h i s  

sermon on its own, however. I n  t h i s  t r a n s c r i p t  1 w i l l  be m o s t  

i n t e r e s t e d  i n  how t h e  s p e a k e r  m a k e s  t h e  f a c t u a l  s t a t u s  of  

a n g e l s  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  a u d i e n c e .  

Introducing ange1 s 

The t a l k  d i r e c t l y  f o l l o w l n g  t h e  b i b l i c a l  p a s s a g e  

4 - 1 0 )  i n t r o d u c e s  t o  t h e  aud ience  t h e  copie of  t h e  sermon. The 

r e l e v a n t  s e c t i o n  is  given Selow. 

I n  C h r i s t  Jesus d e a r  C h r i s t i a n  f r i e n d s ,  I n  Our A p o s t l e s  
creed w e  c o n f e s s  . .  1 believe i n  God t h e  f a t h e r  a l m i g h t y  
. . - c r e a t o r  . of heaven a n d  e a r t h .  >God created< a l 1  
t h i n g s  s e e n  and unseen . the wind t h e  atom d i s t a n t  g a l a  
g a l a x i e s  . . t h e  v i s i b l e  and t h e  a v i s i b l e .  Now o f  t h e  
i n v i s i b l e  c r e a t i o n  ... =els are undoubtably . t h e  Ymost 
i m p o r t a n t  of God's c r e a t i o n .  Our t o p i c  t h i s  morning i s  
.. God's .. h o l y  .. angels. 

We n o t i c e  h e r e  t h a t  t h e  s p e a k e r  s t a t e s  t h a t  God c r e a t e d  

b o t h  s e e n  a n d  unseen  t h i n g s .  T h e  s p e a k e r  t h e n  l i s t s  some 

i t e m s  which have  been c r e a t e d :  t h e  wind,  t h e  atom and  d i s t a n t  

g a l a x i e s .  These  c l e a r l y  are meant t o  e x e m p l i f y  t h e  c a t e g o r y  

of  t h e  unseen  c r e a t i o n .  The s p e a k e r  t h e n  r e p e a t s  t h e  

dichotomy between t h e  v i s i b l e  a n d  i n v i s i b l e  a s p e c t  of 

c r e a t i o n ,  A n g e l s  a r e  t h e n  i n t r o d u c e d  a s  t h e  most i m p o r t a n t  



member of t h e  i n v i s i b l e  c r e a t i o n  ( l i n e s  1 5 - 1 7 ) .  

T h e r e  i s  one  p a r t i c u l a r  a s p e c t  t o  t h i s  p i e c e  o f  t a l k  

which I want t o  d r a w  a t t e n t i o n  t o .  By a r r a n g i n g  c r e a t i o n  i n t o  

i n v i s i b l e  a n d  v i s i b l e  a s p e c t s ,  and p l a c i n g  a n g e l s  in the 

fo rmer ,  the s p e a k e r  places angels i n t o  a category of t h ings  

and e n t i t i e s  which  includeç such i t e m s  as t h e  à t o m  a n d  t h e  

wind. Membership i n  a c a t e g o r y  implies s h a r i ~ g  f e a t u r e s  with 

o t h e r  members of t h e  same category (Benson and  Hughes, 1983:  

1 3 3 - 3 4 ) .  T h e  a t o m  a n d  wind are o b j e c t s  which,  w h i l e  unseen ,  

a re  p a r t  o f  oür g e n e r a l  knowledge of t h e  w o r l d .  We al1 know 

about the wind ,  w e  h a v e  f e l t  i t;  w e  a l 1  know a b o u t  a toms ,  we 

l e a r n e d  about them i n  school and are aware of n u c l e a r  r e a c t o r s  

and weapons. T h i s  makes a n g e l s  ava i l ab le  as e n t i t i e s  s i m i l a r  

t o  t h o s e  l i s t e d  above. A n g e l s ,  l i k e  atoms, are things we 

cannot  see, but know t o  exist. 

Discernabl e propert i  es 

The majority of t h e  sermon is concerned w i t h  examining 

t h e  na ture  and work of angels. A s  h a s  been  n o t e d  i n  the 

prev ious  s e r m o n s ,  t h e  method of p r e s e n t i n g  t h i s  c o n s i s t s  of 

ba ld  s t a t e m e n t s  of f a c t .  C o n s i d e r  t h e  example below: 

1 9  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . > L e t ' s  f i r s t  of ail< 
20  c o n s i d e r  the m t u r e  of a n g e l s .  The c r e a t i o n  of =gels & 
2 1  n o t  listed i n  G e n e s i s  c h a p t e r s  o n e  or  two . . b u t  s i n c e  
22 god ended (cough) t h e  work of c r e a t i o n  on  the seventh  day 
2 3  .. w e  c o n c l u d e  . that t h e  angels were created Tsometimes 
24 during those first s i x  d a y s  of  c r e a t i o n .  Angels  . . . T  w h a t  
25 are . angels? 



Note here, in lines 20 to 24, that while the creation of 

angels is not listed in Genesis, they must have been created 

during t h e  six days of creation; that is, it is  l o g i c a l l y  

n e c e s s a r y  f o r  them t o  have been so.  T h e  statement does not 

s u g g e s t  ' i f  angels exist, t h e y  would have been created in the 

f i r s t  six days,' b u t  s i n c e  angels exist, t h e y  inüst  have been 

created in those first six days. 

T h e  speaker t h e n  a s k s  t h e  question: what are angels? 

T h i s  leads t o  a series of answers which take up a l a r g e  

p o r t i o n  of the total sermon. Each of tnese answers comes to 

the social audience as simple answers to this simple question. 

T h e  f irst  answer comes immediately a f t e r  the question is 

stated: 

2 4  ...................................-..... Angels ... 1 what 
2 5  are . angels? Well first we no t i ce  .. t h a t  a n g e l s  are 
2 6  u v i s i b l e  z i r i t s  .. t ha t  is . t h e y  donlt have f l e s h  and 
27 bu blood >they  donlt< have bodies l i k e  we do. THowever 
2 8  .. there are times when angels may and have t a k e n  on . a 
29 human form and made chemseives visible- 

That angels are invisible spirits is s o m e t h i n g  which i s  

noticed, presumably t h r o u g h  r e f e r e n c e  t o  s c r i p t u r a l  a u t h o r i t y .  

Throughout t h e  course of t h e  sermon numerous other aspects of 

angels are presented to the audience. Angels are in great 

number (line 41). and they are powerful  ( l i n e  5 5 ) .  Ange l s  are 

a l s o  stated to perform some specific purpose.  As with t h e  

time of their c r e a t i o n ,  the purpose of angels i s  a lso  given as 

logical necessity: 



63 . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . - - . . - . - - . . > L e î  us also consider the work< 
64 of angels . . since God madg them nagnificently and in 
65 such great nurnber . .  we conclude .. that they must serve 
66 some good Tgreat purpose >and they do<. 

The speaker is able to list Che functions which angels 

perfom in the same manner that he can their specific 

features. Angels carry out God's cornmands (lines 66-67). 

They also serve people who believe in God (lines 7 5 - 7 6 ) .  

Angels praise God (line 121), and they carry souls to heaven 

The formation of a list, such as the speaker has done in 

this sermon, perEorms a specific function in discourse. I t  

objecis as known details. It does the same thing as telling 

someone "1 have a oak coffee table which is stained dark Srown 

in my living room." This statement does not merely describe 

a coffee table, it makes available to t3e reader the existence 

of a coffee table in my living room. Or, if the reader xoüld 

prefer something less made up (1 do not have a sîained brown 

coffee table in my living room, unless you count the stains 

from spilt coffee. It most assuredly is not made of oak. 

Nor, considering the size of the apartment, could 1 be said to 

even have a living roorn), let us take an example from the 

anthropological literature: 

Any Dene Tha account of reincarnation is likely to 
include a combination cf several of the following 
elements: (a) annunciatory drearns that tell a mother-to- 



be, a father-to-be or other close relative that someone 
is about to be reincarnated; (b) visions of a dead person 
roaming public places or private nomes in the hopes of 
entering a womanls body; (c) waking recollections of past 
lives. ... (Goulet, 1996: 695; the cornplete list had three 
more items) . 

The quotation above, taken from a paper concerninç Dene 

Tha beliefs on reincarnation, makes available: (a) that there 

are a people called the Dene Tha; (b) that they Selieve in 

reincarnation; (c) that the author, Goulet, has knowledge of 

ïhis as he is able to list these things in the first place 

implying (d) that other perçons would be able to encounter 

these items themselves. In relation to this final point, let 

us consider the extract below. 

154 ...........................-......-.**..-...........If 
155 you want to learn more about angels take a commentary and 
156 read the various passages in the scripture with angels 
157 Tor another one .. Billy Graham's book .. Godls secret 
158 Agents also gives us some .. very rich information on 
159 angels .-god's secret angels. 

In this extract, the speaker refers the audience to other 

sources, including Billy Graham's book on angels, which 

contains "rich information" on angels. This of course implies 

that there is information to be had on angels, the facts are 

'out there* to be found. We see a similar effect created 

through the citation of a television program about angels. 

The program is described as doing a good job of showing angels 

at work (lines 71-74) and as being scripturally accurate 

(lines 131-133). This implies that such programs can be 





from its documents, the pattern also tells us what the 

documents are documents of. Following Smith (1990: 139), 1 

wish to designate a sub-type of this method where a pattern or 

schema (e-g. angels are invisible but have taken on physical 

f o m )  is used textually to organize a group of individual 

incidents. This 1 refer to as the documentary method of 

presentat ion,  acknowledging its primary effect is geared to an 

audience- By acknowledging this "...the documentary method of 

interpretation appears as an active process not just in the 

[hearer's] head but as a social course of action (Smith, 1990: 

For example, the first characteristic of angels which the 

speaker attends to is their invisibility. While nornally 

invisible, angels may take on a hurnan f o m .  

24 .......................................... hgels ... Twhat 
25 are . angelç? Well first we notice .. that angels are 
26 invisible sirits .. that is . they don't have flesh and 
27 bu blood >they donlt< nave ~odies like we do. Tiiowever 
28 .. there are times when angels rnay and have taken on . a 
29 human form and made themselves visible. 

The speaker then recounts specific occasions when angels 

have made themselves visible to individuals. These include: 

infoming Abraham and Sarah they would have a son (lines 30- 

31); warning Lot about the destruction of t w o  cities (lines 

31-33)and; Gabriel infoming Zacharius and Mary respectively 

of their impending and important future parenthoods (lines 34- 

40). The speaker t h e n  concludes in lines 40 and 35 "But 



g e n e r a l l y  .. a n g e l s  are i n v i s i b l e  w e  can't see them." 

I n  t h i s  p o r t i o n  of t h e  discourse, t h e  s p e a k e r  m a k e s  

a v a i l a b l e  t h e  invis ible  n a t u r e  o f  a n g e l s  t h r o u g h  t h e  t i m e s  

t h a t  t h e y  are v i s i b l e .  The i n s t a n c e s  cited a r e  a l 1  s p e c i a l  o r  

u n u s u a l ,  r e p r e s e n t i n g  s i g n i f i c a n t  e v e n t s . '  These a r e  

c o n s t i t u t e d  as such bÿ t h e  c l o s i n g  s t a t e r n e n t  "but  g e n e r a l l y  

. . . a n g e l s  are i n v i s i b l e . "  The r a r i t y  of t h e s e  c a s e s  

t h e r e f o r e  u p h o l d s  t h e  o r g a n i z i n g  p r i n c i p l e  o f  i n v i s i b i l i t y .  

We can  i d e n t i f y  t h e  documentary  form of p r e s e n t a t i o n  

t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  e n t i r e t y  of t h e  t r a n s c r i p t .  For  example i n  

l i n e s  7 5  t o  7 9  we a r e  t o l d  t h a t  a n g e l s  serve believers. I n  

l i n e s  80  t h r o u g h  95 we are g i v e n  s e v e r a l  e x m p l e s  o f  a n g e l s  

p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  f a i t h f u l :  D a n i e l  and h i s  c o n t e m p o r a r i e s  i n  

l i n e s  8 1  t o  88; t h e  p r o p h e t  Elijah i n  l i n e s  88-90; and S a i n t  

Peter i n  l i n e s  91-95. 

A n g e l s  in a c t i o n  

While  i t  would be p o s s i b l e  t o  a n a l y s e  t h i s  f u r t h e r ,  1 

b e l i e v e  it would be more i n s t r u c t i v e  t o  l o o k  a t  some of  t h e  

e f f e c t s  c r e a t e d  v i a  t h e  documentary  method of p r e s e n t a t i o n .  

Through t h e  c o u r s e  of t h e  sermon, a n g e l s  a r e  r a r e l y  p o r t r a y e d  

a s  i n a c t i v e ;  t h e r e  i s  always a  v i s i b l e  consequence  t o  t h e i r  

p r e s e n c e .  The speaker  t h e r e b y  is a b l e  t o  d e m o n s t r a t e  b o t h  t h e  

F c r  a more d e t a i l &  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  p h y s i c a l  
a p p e a r a n c e  of  r e l i g i o u s  e n t i t i e s ,  see Berryman ( n . d . 1 .  



o b j e c t i v e  n a t u r e  of a n g e l s  ( ie.  t h o i r  a c t i o n s  have  p e r c e i v a b l e  

c o n s e p e n c e s )  a n d  make a n g e l s  a v a i l a b l e  a s  a n g e l s  t h r o u g h  t h e  

a c t i o n s  t h e y  p e r f o r m .  T h i s  w i l l  be examined  i n  n o r e  d e t a i l  

be low.  

. . . . .Ange l s  G e  . p o w e r f u l .  They are rnighty.  J u s t  as  
t h e  i n v i s i b l e  wind has power > s o  a n g e l s c  have Tmore 
power .  Our t ex t  ca l l s  them . Tmighty a n q e l s  . a n g e l s  
t h a t  e x c e l  i n  s t r e n g t h .  When S y r i a  . . Iias a t  war 
a g a i n s t  S u m e r i a  . . t he  p r o p h e t  E l i j a h  p r a y e d  t o  God t o  
s e n d  u r  a n  anny o f  a n g e l s  . . who s t r u r  t h e  enemy 
soldiers w i t h  b l i n d n e s s .  T h e s e  i n v i s i b l e  a n g e l s  e x e r t e d  
g r e a t  power . .  over t h e  v i s i b l e  .. S y r i a n  army .. a n d  
t h e y  went home i n  defeat . 
I n  t h i s  e x t r a c t  t h e  s p e a k e r  is d e m o n s t r a t i n g  t h e  power 

which a n g e l s  have .  H e  cites a h i s t o r i c a l  i n c i d e n t ,  a b a t t l e ,  

w h e r e  angels t o o k  a p a r t .  T h e  c o n s e q u e n c e  of  t h e  a n g e l s '  

p r e s e n c e  was t h e  enemy b e i n g  defeated. There  is no mention of 

t h e  Sumer i an  army m a r c h i n g  inro b a t t l e  o r  n e e d i n g  t o .  It is 

t h e  a n g e l s  who win  the  day h e r e .  

We a l s o  n o t i c e  t h e  means b y  w h i c h  t h e  a n g e l s  a c h i e v e  

v i c t o r y :  they s t r i k e  their opponents b l i n d .  T h i s  d e m o n s t r a t e s  

t h e  superhuman a b i l i t i e s  which a n g e l s  s h o u l d  p o s s e s s .  A n g e l s  

need n o t  don a rmor  a n d  sword to d e f e a t  a human army, t h e y  c a n  

m a n i p u l a t e  t h e  material  w o r l d  i n  ways humans can n o t .  A l s o  

n o t e  h e r e  t h e  c o n t r a s t  between t h e  visible Syrian army and t h e  

invisible a n g e l s .  This i m p l i e s  t h a t  t h e  S y r i a n s  were n o t  

aware  t h e y  faced angels i n  t h e  b a t t l e ;  t h e  a n g e l s  were a b l e  t o  

make u s e  o f  t h e i r  superhuman a b i l i t i e s  w i t h o u t  t a k i n g  on  



v i s i b l e  form. The effect ,  however,  was v i s ib l e .  That the 

S y r i a n s  were struck blind i s  u n d e n i a b l e ,  whe the r  o r  not anyone 

s a w  the a n g e l s  perform t h e  feat.  I t  c o u l d  be s e e n  as eas i ly  

a s  t h e  massed f o r c e  of t h e  Syrians c o u l d  be s e e n .  

A similar p r o c e d u r e  i s  e v i d e n t  i n  the d i s c u s s i o n  of how 

angels serve believers. I n  t h e  excerpt below,  t h e  speaker 

discusses how an angel aided Danie l ' s  c o n t e m p o r a r i e s  while i n  

c a p t i v i t y  i n  Baby lon ia .  

82 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . A n d  t h e y  three c o n t e m p o r a r i e s  o f  
8 3  D a n i e l  .. the three men i n  the f i e r y  fu rnace  were a l s o  
84  protected from t h e  fire .. t h a t  t h e i r  h a i r  w e r e n ' t  even 
85 singed . a n  ange1 w a s  p r o t e c t i n g  them. 

I n  t h i s  i n s t a n c e  the angels are d e m o n s t r a t e d  as a n g e l s  by 

t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  p r o t e c t  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  f r o m  heat e n e r g y .  W e  

see h e r e  t h a t  t h e  angels d i d  n o t  need t o  p u l l  t h e  t h r e e  p e o p l e  

from the f u r n a c e  nor d id  they neod to put the furnace out. 

T h e  â n g e l s  were able t o  keep  t h e  t h r e e  safe by means 

u n a v a i l a b l e  t o  h u n a n i t y .  Ne âlso see t h a t  the angel's power 

was sufficient t o  p r o t e c t  t hem from al1 harm. T h e  three 

persons did not merely survive t h e  f i e r y  f u r n a c e ,  t h e y  d i d  n o t  

e v e n  s i n g e  their h a i r .  

The s p e a k e r  a g a i n  demonstrates the abilities o f  a n g e l s  i n  

the means by which t hey  free S a i n t  Peter i n  l i n e s  9 1  t o  95 .  

Here t h e  c h a i n s  "fa11 o f f "  his hands rather t h a n  t h e  l o c k  

being p i c k e d .  They are  able t o  wake Peter w i t h o u t  disturbing 

the guards he i s  sleeping between.  The gate merely opens, t h e  



a n g e l s  do not have 

Angel  s everyda y 

Through t h e  

bash through 

documentary method 

f o r c e  

p r e s e n t a t  i on ,  

way . 

t h e  

s p e a k e r  demons t ra tes  how the aud ience  may see, o r  nay  have 

a l r e a d y  seer., t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of a n g e l s .  For example, when 

d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  l a r g e  number of a n g e l s ,  i n  l i n e s  4 1  t c  50,  

a n g e l s  are l i s t e d  a s  i n  t h e  church,  i n  your c a r  and s o  f o r t h .  

1 w i l l  now look a t  how t h e  s p e a k e r  accomplishes t h e  p re sence  

of a n g e l s  i n  the everyday world  i n  more d e t a i l .  

95 ......................,.........Lookin g a t  a wrecked c a r  
96 ... nave you e v e r  s a id  Tits a m i r a c l e  t h a t  anyone came 
97 o u t  of there alive? 1Maÿbe I t  was an ange1 . . . who was 
98 p r o t e c t i n g  them. In P s a l r n  t h i r t y  f o u r  w e  r e a d  . the 
9 9  Tangel of t h e  Lord guards  an r e s c u e s  a l 1  who r eve rence  
100 him. 

T h i s  excerpt, d e l i v e r e d  d i r e c t l y  a f t e r  t h e  ep i sode  

invo lv ing  Sa in t  P e t e r ,  i s  p a n  o f  t h e  d i scuss ion  of how ange l s  

s e r v e  b e l i e v e r s .  I n  t h e  e x c e r p t ,  t h e  speaker  draws upon t h e  

a u d i e n c e ' s  memories and imâgina t icns  t c  scpply  the s i t u a t i o n .  

H e  does  not  need t o  g i v e  a d e t a i l e d  d e s c r i p t i o n  of  which c a r  

o r  w h a t  i n c i d e n t ;  t h e  aud ience  can provide  them f o r  

t h e m s e l v e s .  He t h e n  c i t e s  a p robab le  r e a c t i o n  t o  such an 

occas ion ,  "have you e v e r  s a i d  lits a m i r a c l e  t h a t  anyone came 

o u t  of t h e r e  a l i v e ? " "  I t  i s  t h e n  sugges ted  t h a t  perhaps  an  

ange1 p ro t ec t ed  t h e  p e r s o n ( s )  i n  t h e  automobile. A passage of 

can t h i n k  of two such occas ions  involving mernber's o f  
my f a n i l y  where 1 stated almost  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  speake r ' s  words. 



100 

the Bible is then referred to to demonstrate that angels 

indeed do this. 

The speaker in this portion of the sermon uses the 

already demonstrated f a ce  (i.e. lines 75 through 95) that 

angels serve believers as a means to explain a potentially 

anomlous circumstance. Lines 75 through 79 deliver what càn 

be referred to as an underlying pattern, that being that one 

of angelsr chief activities is to serve believers. Lines 81 

to 95 give instances which demonstrate this pattern, also 

informing the audience what is meant by serve. In line 95, 

the example of the ruined car begins. The lack of a break in 

the talk implies this is another instance of the pattern. The 

only notable difference between this extract and the others is 

the inclusion of the word "maybe" in line 97, suggesting a 

more tentative conclusion. However, l i n e s  95-100 provide 

reasons for arriving at such a conclusion, and thereby shore 

UP both  tne p a t t e r n  and t h i s  instance a s  a document of if. 

This is aided by the type of situation cited, where the only 

competing explanation is chance or simply luck, which is 

implied by the phrase "lits a miracle that anyone came out of 

there alive." 

The consequence of this formulation is to make the 

actions of angels available in the daily life of the social 

audience, providing the mernbers a means to identify these 



a c t i o n s .  W e  see t h i s  a g a i n  i n  t h e  nex t  e x c e r p t  which  was 

d e l i v e r e d  i m e d i a t e l y  f o l l o w i n g  t h e  p r e v i o u s  one .  

1 0 0  ,,.... Maybe you have memorized t h a t  wonderfu l  p r o m i s e  i n  
101 psalm n i n e t y  one .. h e  w i l l  g i v e  h i s  a n g e i s  c h a r g e  o f  you 
102 . CO guard  you i n  a l 1  y o u r  ways .. on t h e i r  hands .. t h e y  
103 w i l i  b e a r  you up . les t  you d a s h  your  f o o t  a g a i n s t  a  
104  S tone .  >Have you n o t i c e d c  .. how c h i l d r e n  e s p e c i a l l y  w i l l  
105  f a 1 1  a g a i n  a n d  a g a i n  .. e v e n  tumbl ing  down . s t a i r s  .. 
106  wi thou t  s e r i o u s  U u r y ?  The b i b l e  t e l l s  us  .. t h a t  t h e y  
1C7 have  Tangels  . p r o t e c t i n g  them. 

I n  t h i s  e x c e r p t  w e  have  a c o n t i n u a t i o n  of t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  

o f  how a n g e l s  serve b e l i e v e r s  ( l i n e s  1 0 0 - 1 0 4 ) .  We t h e n  have 

a n o t h e r  s i t u a t i o n  d e s e r v i n g  o f  a n  explanation: "even t u m b l i n g  

dom . s t a i r s  .. w i t h o u t  s e r i o u s  U u r y . "  Once a g a i n ,  t h i s  is 

p r e s e n t e d  a s  a document o f  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  p a t t e r n  by r o s t a t i n g  

t h e  p a t t e r n ,  f o r  " t h e  b i b l e  t e l l s  u s  .. c h a t  t h e y  ( c h i l d r e n )  

have a n g e l s  . p r o t e c t i n g  them. 

There  are t w o  more i n s t a n c e s  which mke a n g e l s  v i s i b l e  i n  

t h e  everyday.  The f i r s t  o f  t h e s e  i n v o l v e s  a n g e l s  t a k i n g  t h e  

s p e a k e r ' s  and p e r h a p s  some members o f  t h e  a u d i e n c e ' s  p a r e n t s  

t o  heaven ( l i n e s  135-138) .  Of n o t e  h e r e  is  t h e  s i m p l e  

a s s e r t i o n  t h e  a n g e l s  t o o k  t h e  s p e a k e r ' s  p a r e n t s  t o  heaven.  

Th i s  pe r sona1  r e f e r e n c e  d e m o n s t r a t e s  t h e  s i n c e r i t y  w i t h  which 

the sermon i s  given. The s p e a k e r  is n o t  r n e c h a n i c a l l y  

d e l i v e r i n g  c h u r c h  t e a c h i n g s ,  b u t  p r e s e n t s  h i m s e l f  as  

p e r s o n a l l y  h o l d i n g  what h e  s p e a k s  o f  t o  be  t r u e .  The second  

i n s t a n c e  i n v o l v e s  t h e  s t o r y  o f  t h e  d y i n g  grandmother  ( l i n e s  

1 4 7 - 1 5 4 ) .  Note here how t h e  grandmother  s t a t e s  t h a t  s h e  



wishes  " t o  f l y  a n  ange l" ,  a n d  t h a t  s h e  gets h e r  wish. 

1 s h o u l d  n o t e  t h a t  imrnedia te ly  following t h e  l a s t  

e x c e r p t ,  t h e  speaker notes that w e  are not always  p r o t e c t e d  

from injury ( l i n e s  107  t o  1 1 0 ) .  N o t i c e  h e r e ,  however, t h a t  

t h e  s p e a k e r  is a b l e  t o  supply r e a s o n s  f o r  t h i s .  The reasons  

are  f o r  o u r  own b e s t  i n t e r e s t ,  o r  t o  t h e  advantage  of o t h e r s ,  

o r  t h e  result of our own i n a c t i o n .  F i n a l l y ,  it is c la imed  t h a t  

there may be r easons  which w e  do n o t  know. Thus, instances 

which do not s u p p o r t  t h e  p a t t e r n  as  s e t  o u t  rnay uphold it in 

other ways o r  be d e s i g n e d  for à s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  p i i rpose .  

L i k e  t h e  case of Zeitlyn's ( 1 9 9 0 )  d i v i n e r s ,  t h e  p a t t e r n  is 

uphe ld  by b roaden ing  its p o s s i b l e  pa r ame te r s .  

DISCUSSION: S-NS ïN CûNTEXT. 

1 have s o  f a r  dealt with each sermon as an isolate. T o  

conc lude  t h e  a n a l y s i s ,  I w o u l d  now l i k e  t o  a d d r e s s  some 

aspects w h i c h  a l 1  t h r e e  analysed h e r e  share i n  common. 

The reader should n o t e  t h e  u n i n t e r r u p t e d  nature of t h e  

discourse w h i c h  h a s  been analysed. A s i d e  from t h e  o c c a s i o n a l  

cough o r  q u i c k l y  s i l e n c e d  child, t h e  speake r  i s  t h e  so le  

p r o d u c e r  of sound i n  t h e  church. Even t h e  o rgan  h a s  stopped 

during the sermon. T h e  speaker need no t  worry t h a t  the 

s t a t e m e n t s  made w i l l  be c o n t r a d i c t e d  by someone i n  the 

audience, no r  debated afterward by an opponent. T h i s  a l s o  

a l l o w s  the speaker t o  decide w h i c h  p a r t i c u l a r s  will be 



relevant to the discourse. 

The speaker's ability to control the floor derives from 

the occasion in which the talk is being performed and his 

station in that occasion. The speaker's station is made 

apparent through the title of Pastor and the speakers 

vestments, which are of course dissimilar from those of Che 

social audience. During the course of the service, the 

speaker, a lone individual, faces the entirety of the social 

audience and the social audience in Its entirety faces him. 

These make available the speaker's role as an expert. Like 

possessing the title of Ph-D. (or M.A. supposedly), the right 

to use the title 'pastor' and wear the vestments associated 

with that office comes £rom holding specialized knowledge. 

The pastor is considered to be knowledgable in scripture and 

its meanings. It is from this designation of special 

knowledge that the speaker's authority to speak uninterrupted 

comes. 

The reader will have probably noted that each sermon 

begins with a scriptural passage. Usually the sermon will be 

based upon one of the biblical readings delivered during the 

day's service, though this need not be the case. In sermon 

rhree, the scriptural passage was not mentioned earlier in the 

service, for example. It seems that there need not be a 

scriptural passage included in the sermon, but there always is 



one.  

The sermon s h o u l d  n o t  be  s e e n  as p r o d i c a t e d  upon t h e  

s c r i p t u r e  which i n t r o d u c e s  i t .  I n  t h e  second  sermon,  f o r  

example, t h e r e  is v e r y  l i t t l e  i n  t h e  s c r i p t u r a l  p a s s a g e  which 

unambiguously s u g g e s t s  t h a t  i t  i s  an  i n v i r a t i o n .  Nor i s  t h e  

s p e a k e r  limited t o  t h i s  one passage  i n  p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  sermon. 

The b i b l i c a l  p a s s a g e  i s  made a v a i l a b l e  a s  a n  i n v i t a t i o n  

through t h e  work o f  t h e  speaker ,  b u t  t h e  s u b s t a n t i v e  q u a l i t i e s  

of t h i s  i n v i t a t i o n  are grounded i n  t h e  p a s s a g e ,  a s  i n  t h e  

f o l l o w i n g  e x c e r p t :  

45 ............................................ . . . . . Next w e  
46 asked..whg is  i n v i t e d ?  Only u s ?  I n  verse t w e n t y  e i g h t  
47 w e  r e a d . .  .corne t o  m e  a. . a l 1  who l a b o r  a n d  heavy e h r  
4 8  laden and 1 w i l l  g i v e  you res t .  

I n  the p a s s a g e  h e r e ,  t h e  q u e s t i o n  about  t h e  i n v i t a t i o n  i s  

answered by t h e  s c r i p t u r e ,  bu t  t h e  s c r i p t u r e  c a n  o n l y  p r o v i d e  

such an  answer  Secause t h e  s p e a k e r  is  a s k i n g  s u c h  q u e s t i o n s .  

The s c r i p t u r a l  a n d  t h e  n o n - s c r i p t u r a l  components  o f  t h e  

sermon a r e  t h e r e f o r e  r e f l e x i v e l y  t i e d  t o  one a n o t h o r .  The 

n o n - s c r i p t u r a l  cornponents e l a b o r a t e  upon and p r o v i d e  meaning 

r o  t h e  s c r i p t u r a l  ones ;  t h e  s c r i p t u r a l  components  a c t  a s  a  

g round ing  a u t h o r i t y  f o r  t h e  n o n - s c r i p t u r a l .  Thus t h e  sennon 

makes t h e  p a s s a g e  i n t o  an  i n v i t a t i o n ,  y e t  t h e  passage  

a u t h o r i z e s  what t h a t  i n v i t a t i o n  is r e p o r t e d  a s  s a y i n g .  

T o  examine the p o i n t  which 1 am t r y i n g  t o  make h e r e ,  l e t  



u s  consider w h a t  t h e  s p e a k e r  does  not do. H e  does n o t  S e g i n  

a sermon by quo t ing  a newspaper o r  a n o v e l .  N e i t h e r  does he 

b e g i n  w i t h  theological w r i t i n g s  which he may have  s tud ied  

d u r i n g  h i s  tenure a t  a seminary .  H e  begins w i t h  w h a t  the 

a u d i e n c e  h a s  corne t o  e x p e c t  i n  a sermon; that is,  h e  designs 

h i s  t a l k  f o r  t h e  a u d i e n c e  a t  hand. T h i s  is referred to as 

recipient d e s i g n  (Watson, 1994 :  4 1 6 )  . Xe knows h e  s p e a k s  t o  

a g a t h e r i n g  of t h e  f a i t h f u l ,  and s p e a k s  a c c o r d i n g l y .  U n l i k e  

W o o f f i t t ' s  i n t e r v i e w e e s ,  he does  not d e s i g n  h i s  t a l k  a r o u n d  

the e x p e c t a t i o n  that he will be d i s b e l i e v e c !  ( 1 9 9 2 :  9 2 ) .  

Rather ,  t h e  t a l k  c e n t e r s  around t h e  e x a c t  o p p o s i t e  assumpt ion .  

T h e  s p e a k e r  assumes what he  says t o  be t r u e  and, more 

i m p o r t a n t l y ,  assumes nis audience does as well. This is most 

readi ly  a p p a r e n t  i n  the i n s t a n c e s  when t h e  s p e a k e r  s p e a k s  f o r  

the a u d i e n c e .  C o n s i d e r  t h e  fo l lowing  i n s t a n c e  from t h e  second 

sermon : 

...... ..........................It is isn't burdensome 
its b e n e f i c i a l .  H e  walks b e s i d e  u s  a n d  h e l p s  u s .  He 
keeps  u s  g o i n g  t o  carry on.  W e  a c c e p t  h i s  r o y a l  
i n v i t a t i o n .  W e  w a l k  with him. He rnakes t h e  yoke e a s y  
and  l i g h t .  We l e a r n  from him. J e s u s  a c c e p t e d  the yoke 
f r o m  God t h e  F a t h e r  t h a t  h e  had placed on him. He 
s u f f e r e d  t o r t u r e  from h i s  enemies. when w e  are t o l d  what 
t o  do . . w e  may sometimes r e s e n t  i t  . . b u t  when J e s u s  
invites u s  t o g e t h e r  t o  w a l k  with hirn w e  humbly and  
willingly obey. 

That the speaker is able to assume that his a u d i e n c e  

b e l i e v e s  a s  he d o e s  allows h im t o  Say much o f  what h e  s a y s .  

That  h e  is able t o  assume t h i s  is d e p e n d e n t  upon t h e  o c c a s i o n  
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o f  t h e  speech. The sermon, of course, o c c u r s  w i t h i n  a c h u r c h  

on Sunday, d u r i n g  the time d e s i g n a t e d  f o r  worsh ip .  Thus  t h e  

audience could be c o n s i d e r e d  as being i n  attendance f o r  t h i s  

purpose .  While there may be other r e a s o n s  for an individual 

to be in attendance (1, for example, Seing  there t o  x i t n e s s  

che service and  g a r n e r  recordings for transcripts), none of 

t h e s e  reasons are made manifest during t h e  course  of t h e  

service. Everyone p r e s e n t  p a r t i c i p a t e s  i n  t h e  ac t ions  which 

d e n o t e  a member of the church ( t h e y  s i n g  the hymns, recite t h e  

p r a y e r s ,  and m o s t  i r n p o r t a n t l y  the A p o s t l e r s  Creed a t  t h e  

service's end) - 
T h e  speaker also receives support f o r  h i s  statements by 

assuming that the audience holds t h e  same b e l i e f s .  While t h e  

audience never  speaks out l o u d ,  t hey  are still p a r t  a n d  parce1 

of  t h e  overall process. The speaker does not speak i n  o rde r  

t o  hear himself talk; he is obviously aware t h a t  t h e  a u d i e n c e  

is paying a t t e n t i o n  t o  what  he  is  say ing ,  as is  evident in the 

e x c e r p t  above where h e  includes them i n  thê talk. T h e  speaker 

therefore is monitoring the a u d i e n c e ' s  reaction t o  his speech, 

and knows t h a t  they are m o n i t o r i n g  what  h e  i s  saying (Watson 

and Irwin, 1996: 98-99). Through their lack of negative 

r e a c t i o n ,  the speaker may assume  that t h e y  agree w i t h  his 



." 
s t a t e m e n t s .  - ' -  

T h a t  t h e  s p e a k e r  presumes t h a t  t h e  a u d i e n c e  s h a r e s  h i s  

b e l i e f s  i s  a l s o  e v i d e n t  i n  t h e  b a l d  a s s e r t i o n s  which are made. 

1 have n o t e d  t h i s  i n  t h e  a n a l y s e s  p r e v i o u s i y ,  and so I w i l l  

n o t  b o r e  t h e  r e a d e r  w i t h  examples. What s h o u l d  be noted 

however,  i s  how these s t a t e m e n t s  c a n  be made o n l y  w i c h  t h i s  

p resumpt ion  i n  o p e r a t i o n .  Hence, t h e  s o c i a l  s e c t i n g  is a n  

i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  t h e  s p e a k e r ' s  s u c c e s s .  For r h e  s p e a k e r  t o  

make s t a t e m e n t s  r e g a r d i n g  a n g e l s  p r o t e c t i n g  c h i l d r e n  w h i l e  at 

a m e e t i n g  o f ,  Say, a p a r e n t  - t e a c h e r s  ' a s s o c i a t i o n  would 

p robab ly  n o t  go u n i n t e r r u p t e d .  If t h e  s p e a k e r  were t o  d i s r u s s  

a n g e l s  r i d i n g  w i t h  u s  i n  Our c a r s  t o  a  g roup  of  p e r s o n s  on a 

Street c o r n e r ,  t h e  e f fect  of t h e  t a l k  would be r a d i c a l l y  

d i f f e r e n t .  F i r s t  of  a l l ,  t h e  l i s t o n e r s  would not know who t h e  

s p e a k e r  was; t h e y  would n o t  be  aware  t h a t  t h e  s p e a k e r  does 

t h i s  on a  weekly b a s i s .  Hence, t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of  h i s  p o s i t i o n  

would be e n t i r e l y  a b s e n t ,  and t h e  l i s t e n e r s  would judge  t h e  

t a l k  on a n  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  b a s i s .  Secondly ,  t h e  a u d i e n c e  

would n o t  know why t h e  s p e a k e r  is s p e a k i n g  as h e  is. B e i n g  

o u t s i d e  o f  t h e  church  would rob t h e  s p e a k e r  o f  t h e  s e t t i n g  i n  

which s u c h  d i s c o u r s e  would be  e x p e c t e d .  T h e  a u d i e n c e  would  

then  be look ing  f o r  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h e  t a l k ,  seek ing  t o  n o r m a l i z e  

" A t  l e a s t  n o m i n a l l y .  He i s  a b l e  from t h i s  t o  assume 
t h a t  no one finds what h e  has  said t o  be m o r a l l y  questionable 
(Watson a n d  I r w i n  1996 :  9 9 ) .  



it ( G a r f  i n k e l ,  1967 : 4 7  1 . F i n a l l y ,  a n d  most i m p o r t a n t l y ,  as  

t h e  a u d i e n c e  would n o t  be a t  t h e  street c o r n e r  f o r  t h e  e x p r e s s  

purpose of w o r s h i p ,  t h e  s p e a k e r  c o u l d  not assume t h a t  t h e  

a u d i e n c e ' s  members s h a r e d  h i s  b e l i e f s .  As  n o t e d  above ,  i t  i s  

u n l i k e l y  t h a t  h i s  p r o n o u n c e m e n t s  would p a s s  w i t h o u t  comment. 

It i s  a l s o  less l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e  membersh ip  o f  t h e  a u d i e n c e  

would r e m a i n  t h e  same t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  l e n g t h  o f  t h e  s e rmon .  

The sermon g i v e r  o n  t h e  street c o r n e r  wou ld  more l i k e l y  be i n  

t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  W o o f f i t t ' s  i n f o r m a n t s ,  a n d  s u b j e c t e d  t o  

a s s u m p t i o n s  a b o u t  t h e  a d e q u a c y  o f  h i s  o r  h e r  f a c u l t i e s .  

The o c c a s i o n  of t h e  sermon i s  t h e r e f o r e  i n t e g r a l  t o  i t s  

accornpl i shments .  I w i l l  now c o n c l u d e  w i t h  a d i s c u s s i o n  o f  

t h e s e  a c c o m p l i s h m e n t s .  



In this t h e s i s ,  I have argued in favour of the social 

constructionist position that reality is socially constructed, 

and have sought to demonstrate how it is constructed in a 

particular setzing. In chapter one, 1 introduced the problem 

which I would focus on: the means by which "invisible" 

spiritual entities are made available to and by believers. In 

chapter two 1 outlined the theoretical position of social 

constructionism. Chapter three was dedicated to examining 

some methodological and analytic concerns and precedents which 

inform this research. In the preceding chapter I analyzed in 

detail the data provided from three sermons. 

OVERVIEW OF ANALYSES 

To sumrnarize t h e  analysis, 1 will discuss some of the 

means by which the speaker accomplished the task of making 

divine and spiritual beings available. The list below is by 

no means meant to be exhaustive, and suffers from the 

irreparable property that a l 1  lists share: one can always add 

anorher item. The items are not mutually exclusive. 1 

present this list to discuss some of the comrnonalities al1 

three transcripts demonstrate. 

1. Taken for granted exposition. Throughout al1 three 



transcripts, the speaker assirmes, and assumes that the 

aüdience assumes, the existence of the  beings aad û c c ü r r ~ r ~ c ~ ~  



1937: 330) are able to maintain the notion of an infallible 

oracle through 'secondary elaborationst, and the Mambila 

diviners are able to discover patterns arnong possibly 

contradictory answers from their spider oracles, so in Our 

case the pastor able find good reasons for instances 

which do not fit the pattern he has maintained. For example, 

in the first sermon when the speaker discusses how the 

physical body may receive benefits form the overspilI of 

spiritual blessings, he notes that: 

93 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . S  G physical blessings 
94 followed as a result of Tspiritual blessings. The body 
95 is part of the total person . . it is important . . but 
96 this does not mean that there will aways be total 
97 healing for the body ~n every case. We still have sin in 
98 Our lives we are net perfect beings we're born that way. 
99 We have limitations we have weaknesses and Fllnesses. 

And so, like the person who multiplies six by six and 

gets 32, we assume that we have comitted an error somewhere, 

fcr the math itself cannot be wrong. 

1 have paid particular attention to the speaker's 

assumption of the divine for the simple reason that al1 other 

work done through his discourse is dependent upon it. 1 will 

2 .  The documentary method of presentation. Earlier 1 stated 

that the documentary method of presentation was a means of 

organizing individual incidents in order to show how they 

represent an underlying schema. The schema and the document 



of it are reflexively tied together, as the document heips the 

audience to understand the schema while the schema informs us 

what the document is a document of. Th.is was discussed in 

relation the third sermon with regard the how 

speaker documents the work of angels. It should be clear, 

however, that a great deal is accomplished through this means 

of presentation in al1 three transcripts. Let us look again 

at an excerpt from the first sermon. 

72 .............................. Now mankind's physical . 
73 mental and emotional rnake up woüld enjoy the toverspill 
74 of Jesus1 love and blessing. We see how this happened in 
75 old testament times . when for example Joseph became a 
76 slave in the house of ( ? )  in Egypt and the Lord blessed 
77 the house of Potiphar we are told in Genesis chapter 
78 thirty-nine ... that's blessing by association . or the 
79 overspill .. cf God's Slessings. 

In this which was originally discussed to point 

out the numerous instructions it gives ?O read events as part 

of the overspill process, w e  can also note how these 

instructions make these instances instances of the overriding 

schema of overspili. Examples of such instances are nurnerous 

throughout each transcript . This is hardly surprising given 

the inescapable nature of the documentary method of 

interpretation, of which I include the above excerpr as a sub- 

Through the documentary method of presentat ion, the 

speaker accomplishes several tasks in making spiritual 

entities available to the audience. He provides a schema by 



which to organize numerous particulars; through the 

exemplification of the particulars, the viability of the 

scberna is endorsed. 

3. Consequential Implication. Closely associatod with 

the documentary method of presentation is a device which 1 

have termed consequenrial implication. To refresh the 

reader's mind, consequential implication is a device whereby 

the speaker uses a consequence or effect to warrant the 

presence of its putative source. It can  Se seen as one form 

of documentary presentation. 1 have already looked at this 

device in t e m s  of its use in the first sermon. Let us look 

at an example frorn transcript two. 

..............................................,... Fcr my 
yoke is easy and my burden is light he says. this yoke 
tios us together with him. A certain young lady wrote in 
a periodical what walking with Jesus  did for her life. 
She started attending worship .. she stopped going to 
bears .. her circle of friends changed .. she switched 
jobs because her old job prevented her frorn walking with 
the Lord. Her priorities changed. Instead of crying to 
please people now she was wanting to please God. 

In this excerpt, the consequence is the arastic changes 

in the young lady's behavior, the source is walking with Jesus 

(accepting his invitation ir, the metaphor of the se-mon) . 

Notice that the audience receives only one possible source to 

explain the change in the young lady. 

Consequential implication is a very common f o m  of 

rhetoric, and therefore could easily be adapted to the 
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analysis of various other foms of discourse. Ir! particular, 

acadernic discourse seems highly likely to m a k e  use of such 

arguments. Many sociobioIogical arguments regarding kin 

selection theory ( e . g .  Daly and Wilson, 1983: 45-51) employ 

this device. That Japanese macaques groom kin more than non- 

kin, and close kin more than t hose  more distantly related, 

implies the presence of a genetic predisposition to nepotism. 

It must be implied, for it can certainly not be demonstrated 

in the black box of the chromosomes. 

4. Contemporary Relevance. 1 have noted several occasions 

where the speaker pays attention to demonstrating the presence 

of the divine in contemporary situations. This was most 

notable in the first sermon, where the process of overspill 

was demonstrably present in the work of the church's Christian 

Education staff. This was also evident in regard to the work 

of angels, where the speaker demonstrates how angels a r e  

present and active in the here and now; they don't just render 

ancient amies blind and Save Daniel from the lions, but also 

Save people from car accidents and keep overactive children 

from serious harm. We can also consider  again the excerpt 

above, as it dernonstrates the effect of a contemporary 

individual accepting Jesus' invitation. 

I have argued that the work that such formulations 

accomplish is to let the audience "see it for themselves." It 



allows the audience to make use of instances from their own 

e-eïiences and memories as a means cf making spiritual beings 

availab2.ê; Such instances thereby Secome docments of the 

work of the divine. 

1 have also noted ho-d th2 speaker ernploys contemporary 

imagery in the construction of the semons. This is 

particularly transcript, 

biblical passage is described as an invitation. We can also 

note the employment of for 

purposes. Accepting Jesus' invitation is like having a coffee 

break, or as cleansing as a shower, The tels:-isiûz Frûgrarn 

"Touched by an Angel" is cited as an acceptable means to learn 

about angels and so forth. These images perfom tth s a e  

function as the more demonstrative enamples above: they allox 

the audience to provide the documents for the scherria b s i i q  put 

forth. The use of contemporary imagery is notable in another 

transcript below: 

............. The invitation to what? Khat's the big 
occasion? to al1 who are sick and tired of trying to 
earn Godls favour in a good iife the invitation reads 1 
will give you rest. Everyone knows what resc means. it 
means to stop working . . >Have a< have a coffee breôk . . 
go on a vacation .. take a nap. God wants you and me to 
rest. Rest for Our souls . . Labor or work produces a 
weary hopeless effort in its place Jesus will remove our 
heavy load of guilt and sin and punishment and forgive us 
. . Our sins. 

In this extract the speaker uses such commonplace activities 
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as "ccffee breaks" and "vacations" to render understandable 

the actions of spiritual beings. In other words, contemporary 

imagery is used as a frame to understand biblical scripture, 

and the scripture in turc serves as a frame to interpret the 

contemporary imagery. 

The demonstration of contemporary relevance and 

contemporary imagery accomplishes one final task. As the 

audience is able to draw upon their own experience to "see it 

for themselves", the speaker thereby makes the uork of 

spiritual beings a p u S l i c l y  shared phenornenon. I t  is no 

longer within the realm of the speaker's discourse, Sut 

available outside of the church in the lived-in world. 

5. Making the Spiritual Recognizable. The speaker makes the 

actions of spiritual entities actions recognizable as such; 

they are describably not human actions. Berryman in.d,: 2901 

notes that his informant describes Christ as somewhat 

translucent. Jesus does not walk, but slides. Further, ïhe 

vision is a "vision" by the fact that her husband cari not see 

the apparitions. In our case, the speaker makes divine 

actions available as divine actions through contrast with the 

mundane. Whole amies are struck blind, miraculous cures 

occur, or people corne our of situations unscathed where they 

should not. This is also accomplished through reminding the 

audience of Jesus' miraculous actions, as in the case below 



f rom t r a n s c r i p t  two: 

99 ......................,......-............. He lived t h e  
100 p e r f e c t  life f o r  u s .  H e  p a i d  t h e  p r i c e  of  s i n  . . h i s  
101 c r u c i f i x i o n  . death . h i s  v i c to r ious  r e s u r r e c t i o n  on 
1 0 2  t h e  t h i r d  day . 

The c r u c i f i x i o n  s to ry  i s  rnentioned often i n  both the 

f i r s t  and second  t r a n s c r i p t s .  I t  makes J e s u s  a v a i l a b l e  a s  

divine J e s u s  r a t h e r  t h â n  h i s t o r i c a l  J e s u s .  

6. Exclus ionary  Expos i t i on .  I n  sermon two I described how 

the speaker ci ted  p o s i t i o n s  counter t o  his own in order to 

make God (as  C h r i s t )  a v a i l a b l e .  The speake r  accomplished t h i s  

by  demons t ra t ing  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  of a c c e p t i n g  God and C h r i s t .  

Those who did not accept  this were d e s c r i b e d  by the speaker as 

s u f f e r i n g  from various f l aws  o f  c h a r a c t e r .  In  so  doing, t h e  

speaker demonstrated a method of speech remarkably similar to 

Mulkay and G i l b e r t ' s  (1982 ;  G i l b e r t  and Mulkay 1 9 8 4 )  

contingent r e p e r t o i r e .  It should also be noted that 

th roughou t  the  e n t i r e t y  of a l1  three t r a n s c r i p t s ,  ~ h e  s p e a k e r  

i s  firmly i n  what t h e  self-same a u t h o r s  would term the 

empi r i c i s t  r e p e r t o i r e ,  which rnerely r e p o r t s  t h i n g s  s u c h  as  

t h e y  a r e  with no q u a l i f i e r s .  Dur ing  t h e  course  of the 

s e m o n s ,  t h e  speaker r a r e l y  cites p o s s i b l e  evidence a g a i n s t  

what h e  i s  say ing .  The c a s e s  where h e  does have been dealt  

with u n d e r  heading one,  and these instances a c t u a l l y  support  

the p r o p o s i t i o n s  be ing  made i n  t h e  same way cha t  e x c e p t i o n s  



are s a i d  to prove the rule. 

This manner of presentation stems of c o u r s e  from the 

speaker assuming t h e  truth of what  he speaks of. The a u d i e n c e  

t h e r e f o r e  never receives any reason to suspect otherwise. The 

sermon t h e r e f o r e  cornes across as a c o h e r e n t  2nd logically 

whole exposition. 

7 .  Citation of Proper Authority. I noted  in t h e  last chapter 

t h a t  the speaker  c o n s i s t e n t l y  draws upon a scriptural passage 

in the construction of each sermon. I h a v e  argued t h a t  t h i s  

passage lends a u t h o r i t y  to t h e  s e rmon ' s  content. I n  t h e  f e w  

cases that it is not the s c r i p t u r e  which is c i t e d ,  we have 

M a r t i n  Luther, whose historic and theological s i g n i f i c a n c e  are 

no: i n  need of discussion, and B i l l y  Graham, a well known 

evangelist. These of c o u r s e  serve the same purpose as my 

c i t i n g  of G i l b e r t  and Mulkay o r  Bruno Latour. They both serve 

to demonstrate the speaker's knowledge and authorize w h a t e v e r  

is being said w i t h  e x t e r n a l  validation. 

THE AVAfLABILITY OF SPIRITUAL BEINGS 

Through this thesis, 1 have reconsidered a question posed 

by Berryman: how do believers objectify an empirically 

unavailable God? The p r e c e d i n g  analyses have suggested some 

of the rnethods by which this was accomplished in a single 

s e t t i n g .  I now w i s h  t o  advance some conclusions which t h e  

analyses suggest. 



Berryman s u g g e s t s  t h a t  r e l i g i o u s  v i e w p o i n t s  r equ i re  a 

m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f  the i n t e r c h a n g e a b i l i t y  o f  s t a n d p o i n t s .  TG be 

everywhere, t h e  b e l i e v e r ' s  G o d  must be i n v i s i b l e .  To b e  2.11- 

p o w e r f u l  t h e  believer must n o t  be a b l e  t o  see God àct. 

However, Berryman somehow cornes t o  t h e  u n f o r t u n a t e  c o n c l u s i o n  

t h a t  : 

Rel ig ion i s  n o t  a t  t h e  c e n t e r  of a concep t ion  of C h e  r e a l  
t h a t  would be  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  one  a c h i e v e d  t h r o u g h  
mundane r e a s o n .  Religion is simply not i n  the bus iness  
of producinq descriptive accounts of the m p i  ri c a l  worl d 
( n . d . :  302,  emphas i s  added) . 
My own m a l y s i s  tioes n o t  s u p p o r t  s u c h  a  c o n c l u s i o n .  The 

s p e o k e r  i n  t h e  c a s e s  examined i s  m a n i f e s t l y  d e s c r i b i n g  t h e  

e rnp i r i ca l  world.  Pieces o f  b i b l i c a l  h i s t o r y  a r e  no t  p r e s e n t e d  

ES a l l e g o r y  n o r  as  myths,  but a s  h i s t o r i c  o c c a s i o n s  which  

i n d i c a t e  the a c t i v i t y ,  power, and p r e s e n c e  of an o b j e c t i v e  

d e i t y .  They i n d i c a t e  i t  i n  t h e  same way t h a t  h a b i t u a 1  forms 

o f  ac r ions  between a man and h i s  s i s t e r ' s  son  i n d i c a t e  a  

s t r u c t u r a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  (Radcliffe-Brown, 1 9 5 2 ) ,  o r  t h e  Dene- 

Tha u s e  o f  v a r i o u s  m a r k e r s  t o  o b j e c t i f y  t h e  r e a l i t y  o f  

r e i n c a r n a t i o n :  

If sorneone l i k e  you h a s  d o u b t s  abou t  i t  [ r e i n ~ a r r ~ a t i o n ] ,  
t h e r e  a r e  s i g n s  t o  show you, s i g n s  t h a t  p e o p l e  can  show, 
t o  make you b e l i e v e  ( G o u l e t ,  1996:  6 9 5 ) .  

Berryman h e r e  seems t o  make t h e  same t y p e  o f  s t a t e m e n t  a s  

Southwold (1979)  . Southwold,  i t  w i l l  b e  remembered a r g u e s  

t h a t  r e l i g i o u s  b e l i e f s  a r e  h e l d  t o  S e  s y m b o l i c a l l y  a s  opposed  



to factually true. T h e  distinction between the two is based 

upon the empirically indeterminate and axiomcltic nature of 

religious beliefs. He then States: 

I have little doubt that many, if nct most, religious 
believers take the simples and more robust view that 
their tenets are factually true as well as symbolically 
true. This is but subtly different from the appropriate 
view, and we should hardly describe people as irrational 
because they fail to mark such a difficult distinction 
(Southwold, 1979: 643, emphasis added).  

1 agree that we should hardlÿ c a l 1  these people 

irrational, but we should question any researcher who presumes 

to instruct his or her informants on how they a c t u a l l y  hold 

their beliefs! Ethnomethodologists have forcefully repeated 

that the orientations of the analyst should not replace those 

of tne subject (e-g. Watson, 1992: 5). Even granting the 

discinction between "symbolically" versus "factually" held 

truths (which 1 cio not) , such a distinction is one to be made 

by rnembers and not the analyst. My own data suggest tnat the 

empirical world is an indispensable part of the speaker's 

resources in making the divine available. That he makes 

claims about this world is indisputable. That he holds the 

existence of God, the resurrection of Christ, and t h e  actions 

of angels to be factually and empirically true is also self- 

evident . 

Berryman and Southwold appear to set limits on how 

empirical claims can be made. Such limits are not the 



business the researcher, but the themselves . 

Whether or not any such claim is empirically r e f u t a b l e  is a 

problern to be addressed by rnembers, not the analyst. 

As was noted in chapter one; antr!~z;ufr,gists have been 

proposing ideas about the nature of religious belief since the 

discipline's foundation. The approach adopted here has 

differed from previous approaches in that it l o o k s  at beliefs 

as works in progress. Contrary to Geertz (1966: 4 ) ,  religious 

beliefs do not corne clothed i r i  an aura of factuality which 

makes them "uniquely realistic." This clcthing is  pernaps 

there, but it is wover, by the believers themselves. As i s  

evident from the transcripts analyzed here, the bible does n o t  

speak for itself. S c r i p t u r e  is embedded in the sermon, it 

authorizes it, but the sermon itself is constitutive of the 

meaning of that scripture. I have demonstrated some of the 

methods by which a pastor works on providing the "cloth of 

factuality" to his audience. As Rue1 (1982: 28) argues, what 

should be important to the anthropologist is "the task of 

construing the sense of reality of what it is they believe, 

and it is one of the s k i l l s  of anthropology to do precisely 

this by contextual explication." The approach of social 

constructionism provides a means to perfom this task. 
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