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Preface

In recent years, what some (e.g. Soler-Gallart, 2004: 159) have called a ‘dialogical turn’ seems to be gaining ground in the human sciences, and perhaps even more generally in society. This might then be analogous to the ‘linguistic turn’ that many proposed as a movement in the social sciences of the 1970´es. That referred to the idea that language was acknowledged as having a decisive role in the constitition of knowledge and reality. However, the claims about this linguistic turn were at the same time too broad and too narrow. Language does not function by itself; it is interdependent with the world ‘out there’, and with the body, human action, interaction and thought. Therefore, dialogue (as it is going to be described here) is more fundamental than language. Language is simply one of the semiotic means by which humans are in dialogue with their environments.

Whether there is in fact an imminent dialogical turn in the human sciences is of course disputable. Speaking from a personal point-of-departure, I believe that the interest in dialogical theory has been growing in wide circles, since I became first acquainted with it in the late 1980´es (cf. Marková & Foppa, 1990). And I do believe that the dialogical paradigm has a powerful potential, not in the least as a transdisciplinary approach, with repercussions on several disciplines. But seriously, nobody can have a clear stance on the issue whether there is a dialogical turn, unless we know what dialogue means. There are both convergences and divergences among informed people on what dialogical theory should amount to.  

Accordingly, the purpose of this text is to summarise in a concise manner some aspects and elements of ‘dialogical’ or ‘dialogist(ic)’ approaches to language, communication and thinking. To some extent, it represents my own struggle to formulate a version and vision of dialogism, a synthesis which still provides space for several internal tensions. The text can be seen as an introduction to a number of ‘dialogical’ themes. It goes without saying, therefore, that it cannot explore or explicate all these themes in any particular depth. For that, the reader should go on to consult the references made in the text. 

Chapter 1: Conceptual and terminological preliminaries: Dialogue, dialogism, dialogicality

1.1. Dialogos. The term ‘dialogue’ has a rich and diversified meaning (or meaning potential
) in most European languages. Let us start our exploration with a small etymological exercise. The Greek word dialogos is derived from the verb dialegesthai ‘to conduct a conversation’, which in turn is related to legein,  meaning ‘to speak, to talk’ but also (originally) ‘to assemble’. This origin in a concept expressed by a verb may remind us of ‘dialogue’ being a process or practice, rather than an abstract thing.


However, there are at least two other time-honoured associations with, and quasi-etymologisations of, with the word dialogos ‘dialogue’. In common usage, ‘dialogue’ means ‘conversation, or verbal interaction, between two or more participants’. (As we shall see (§ 1.2), ‘dialogue’ has sometimes also come to mean ‘good dialogue’.) This definition ties up with the meaning of ‘interaction in contexts’, which will be central in my exploration of dialogism. However, the explication of the term ‘dialogue/dialogos’ has sometimes been associated with and supported by a false etymology, namely, that dia- is related to dya- (duas) ‘two’ (as in dyad). This interpretation has of course been strongly reinforced by the contrast to ‘monologue’, ‘discourse by one speaker/writer’. However, dia- in dialogos is the prefix meaning ‘through’ or ‘by’. Therefore, dialogos could be analysed as dia ‘in and through’ logos. The latter Greek word is notoriously ambiguous, at least from our anachronistic point-of-view; it can mean (e.g.) ‘word(s), talk, thought, reason, knowledge, theory’.


I shall be interested in a rather broad sense of ‘dialogue’ (§ 1.2), which does not involve the limitation to dyadic interaction. I shall also avoid the term ‘polylogue’ (or ‘multi-logue’) (”interaction between three or more participants”), since it strengthens the contrast to a notion of ‘dialogue’ as ”interaction between two”. If we want to focus on the nymber of participants, I would prefer terms like ‘dyadic’ (‘two-party’), ‘triadic’ (‘three-party’) and ‘multi-party’.


The second etymological account, which stands up better to a historical probing and is therefore somewhat closer to ”truth”, picks up another important aspect of ‘dialogue’. We are faced with meaning-making activities that are mediated in and through language, words, signs, symbols or concepts; it is not just (semiotically unmediated) behaviour or practical action. The aspect of semiotic mediation will be highlighted in the following as one of the basic properties of dialogical activities, alongside with the two mentioned above: interaction and context-interdependence.


In the following sections, I shall follow up on these meanings of ‘dialogue’. I shall also add a more abstract interpretation, which is in fact the most relevant one for dialogical theory and for this treatise.

1.2. Three senses of ‘dialogue’. The most down-to-earth meaning of ‘dialogue’ is what might be called the concrete, empirical sense: According to this definition, a dialogue is a direct interactive encounter between two or more, mutually co-present individuals who interact by means of some semiotic resources, such as spoken language (and the accompanying body language) (Luckmann, 1990; Linell, 1998: 10). Here, ‘dialogue’ comes close to ‘face-to-face interaction in and through talk’. This concrete sense could easily be extended in basically two different steps. First, we may include also interaction via telephone, radio, television and computer-borne communication in real time. A second extension would involve the inclusion of delayed interaction, as when responses are normally not given immediately, in real time (e.g. e-mail, chat systems, SMS, etc.).


What has here been called the empirical sense of dialogue is of course closely linked to everyday usage. In everyday language, the words ‘monologue’ and ‘dialogue’ are often by reference simply to ‘speech or discourse (in a lengthy turn) by a single speaker’ and ‘verbal interaction with (relatively frequent) turn-taking by two or more participants’. These extensional, rather physicalistic meanings are rather different from the abstract, theoretical sense to be introduced below (the third sense of ‘dialogue’ linked to dialogism). Before coming to this, however, we will note another (second) sense of the term ‘dialogue’.


Empirically attested, concrete interactions of the kinds referred to in the first paragraph vary in terms of asymmetry-symmetry, degree of interaction, occurrence of monologising practices etc. However, there is also a normative sense of  ‘dialogue’, which is quite common in mundane language, in social philosophy, and in society at large. It involves the idea that a “true dialogue” must be some kind of “high-quality interaction” (§ 7.3) aiming at a high degree of mutual empathy and/or open interaction characterised by symmetry and cooperation, with equal opportunities for participants to take turns and develop topics, and without coercion from any party (cf. Linell, 1998: 11). While this notion might be useful in some contexts, it cannot serve as the basis for an empirical, dialogical theory. Real interactions between mortal human beings vary along many dimensions. The normative theories of  ‘dialogue’ stress clarity, symmetry, egalitarianism, mutuality, harmony, empathy, openness, consensus, and agreement. At the same time, they suppress or ignore the misunderstandings, conflicting interests, concealment, opposition, power, domination, fragmentation of knowledge and participation, multivoicedness, vagueness, ambiguities, and negotiations of meaning, all of which are amply represented in real social life (Linell, ibid.: 11-12).


This book is about dialogism, which means that we will be concerned with a more abstract (and comprehensive) sense of ‘dialogue’. This third sense of the term would refer to any kind of human sense-making, semiotic practice, action, interaction, thinking or communication, as long as these phenomena are ‘dialogically’ (or ‘dialogistically’) understood. In this connection, we may talk about ‘internal dialogue within the self’ (§ 6.2), ‘dialogue between I-positions’ (§ 6.4), ‘dialogue between ideas’ (Marková et al., 2006: ch. 6) or ‘paradigms’ (Linell, 2005. ch. 6), and ‘dialogue with artefacts’ (Chapter 15). There are two ways of looking at these meaning extensions, either as metaphorical extensions from the concrete core meaning (‘Grundbedeutung’) or as an abstract basic meaning (‘Gesamtbedeutung’) (which is abstract, having a limited intension, due to its wide extension).

When we are concerned with the general theoretical framework or paradigm (our subject matter in this book ), we may wish to prefer terms like ‘dialogical theory’, or ‘dialogism’. However, the term ‘dialogue’ is often deployed in this abstract sense too, and this usage can hardly be completely avoided here. For example, we sometimes speak about ‘internal dialogue’ within a single individual, or ‘the dialogue’ between ideas or discourses. 

The terminological usage is compromised by the fact that ‘dialogue’ and ‘dialogism’ share the same adjective ‘dialogical’ (unless, of course, one prefers the somewhat pedantic ‘dialogist(ic)’ for ‘related to dialogism’. What dialogism involves is something which I shall devote most of the subsequent chapters to.

1.3. ‘Dialogue theory’ vs. ‘dialogical theory (dialogism)’. Many scholars in, particularly in linguistics and computer sciences (e.g. Pickering & Garrod, 2004), use the term ‘dialogue’ basically in the first-mentioned empirical, ‘extensional’ sense For them, ‘dialogue theory’ is a theory which deals with concrete interactions between (two) individuals who are mutually co-present in real time. Possibly, the definition can be extended to cover also polyadic interactions, interactions with delayed responding, and interaction via other channels, including also written texts (and computer-supported ”dialogues”), in which the contributions of two or more (mutually co-present) participants can be clearly discerned (cf. § 1.2). The meaning od ‘dialogue´ is therefore rather close to the everyday meaning of the word. However, such a ‘dialogue theory’ need not be ‘dialogistic’ to any significant degree; indeed, theories in computational linguistics are often quite monologistic (although Pickering & Garrod and similar approaches are in part exceptions). 

I shall avoid the term ‘dialogue theory’ (with the noun dialogue), when I refer to dialogism.
  As already indicated, I shall instead sometimes adopt the term ‘dialogical theory’ (with the adjective dialogical). In this book, I deal with dialogism in the more abstract and comprehensive senses, referring to the abstract, epistemological and (meta-)theoretical framework which is generally applicable to human sense-making. It is only in this abstract sense that ‘dialogical theory’/dialogism can be taken as an integrating framework of a kind that will be further explored in the text to follow. This is not to deny that the concrete, empirical sense of ‘dialogue’ is somehow present in dialogism too (e.g. § 2.6), but one can dispute how basic this notion is (§ 17.4).  

1.4. Dialogism and dialogicality. Words like ‘dialogue‘ and ‘dialogical’ are frequently used about both ‘dialogism’ and ‘dialogicality’, often in a confusing manner. In my view, these terms are not equivalent or synonymous. Dialogism is an epistemological (or even ontological) framework; it concerns the most general (‘metaphysical’) categories in terms of which dialogically (or with a more pedantic term: ‘dialogistically’) minded researchers think about human action, cognition and communication. In other words, such an ‘epistemology’ is, roughly, a general (meta-)theoretical framework for how we – in different capacities and at different levels: as ordinary human beings and as researchers – acquire knowledge about the world and ascribe meaning to the world. As we will see, this framework highlights the role of interaction and contexts, as well as language and the contribution of ‘the other’. 

The term dialogicality (sometimes given in the form of ‘dialogicity’), on the other hand, refers to some essences of the human condition, notably that our being in the world is thoroughly interdependent with the existence of others. More concretely, one can often point to the dialogicality of specific discourses. So, if dialogicality is a property of the subject matter of the human and cultural sciences, then dialogism is an epistemological framework that takes dialogicality systematically into consideration.  While ‘dialogism’ is mainly epistemological in orientation, ‘dialogicality’ is more ontological. But the two are therefore closely related. I hope to tease out some of the interpenetrations in the following
. So I hope the reader will have some patience.

1.5. The diversities of dialogism. If ‘dialogue’ has many meanings, ‘dialogism’ is more precise. But this term too can be used in many ways. Some scholars use it in a rather narrow sense, referring, first, to the philosophy of human relations (‘dialogue philosophy’) in the work of Martin Buber, Franz Rosenzweig, and others in early 20th century Germany, and secondly and above all, to the work of the Russian literary scholar Mikhail Bakhtin (cf. Holquist, 1990) and the so-called Bakhtin Circle (Brandist et al., 2004).
 While Bakthin, and especially Bakhtinian concepts, will obviously play a salient role in my account here, my topic is dialogism, rather than Bakhtinology.

I shall join those who use ‘dialogism’ in a broader, much more comprehensive and ecumenical way, referring to several mutually related (or sometimes not so very much related) approaches to language, communication and cognition. Some of the adherents of these approaches refer to the Bakhtin circle, others do not. Yet, I argue that they share many understandings of the activities and processes of sense-making, albeit not always exactly the same set of understandings. Among the approaches to language and mind that I will sometimes refer to are phenomenology, pragmatism, symbolic interactionism, and socio-cultural theory.
 Among relevant empirical approaches to discourse are Conversation Analysis, ethnomethodology, discursive psychology, contextual discourse analysis, social pragmatics, socio-cultural semiotics and neo-vygotskyan activity theory, social representations theory, and interdisciplinary dialogue analysis (Linell, 1998: 40-54). I will therefore claim that ‘dialogism’, or ‘dialogical theory’, in a wide sense has become strongly empirically substantiated; it is not just a ‘philosophy’. At the same time, this means that ‘dialogism’ is not one coherent school, or theory, not even something that ‘dialogists’ of different persuasions would necessarily agree upon. However, what the various ‘dialogistic’ approaches have more or less in common is their opposition to another paradigm, nearly as comprehensive, which I will call ‘monologism’ (see chapter 4). 

However, my approach here will be somewhat less widely extended than that of the Bakhtin circle in another sense; I shall be mainly concerned with dialogism within linguistics (and more broadly within language sciences), psychology and social sciences, and I will say very little about the arts, literature, entertainment, computer games and cyber-reality, to mention a few domains to which (Bakhtinian) dialogism has been extensively applied. This explains why I will not discuss such central notions in Bakhtinian theory as chronotope and carnival.

It follows from this introduction that it would be a misguided and gratuitous endeavour to try to classify thinkers into groups of more or less ‘dialogical’ scholars, let alone into just two distinct classes: those who are ‘dialogical’ and those who are not. What we are faced with are a number of ‘dialogical’ ideas which the scholars mentioned below endorse to varying extents, sometimes very much, in some cases to quite a limited extent. There might be among them some individuals for whom one might dispute their ‘dialogism’ altogether. Nevertheless, I shall treat dialogism as a fairly coherent theoretical framework, because arguably, the ideas do exhibit clear family resemblances, or they may be organised in terms of a (hopefully) coherent network. Only towards the end, in chapter 17, shall I dwell upon some of the internal controversies, dilemmas and challenges.

Chapter 2: Dialogism and its axiomatic assumptions.

‘Dialogism’ may be taken as a name for a bundle, or combination, of theoretical and epistemological assumptions about human action, communication and cognition. To these fields we may add others: language and languaging, knowledge about the world, human sense-making in general. The assumptions involved can be seen as axiomatic principles
, and are sometimes called ‘dialogical principles’. These pillars of dialogism are aimed at describing and explaining human action and language use in real mundane life. Hence, ‘dialogism’ should not be assigned any metaphysical or idealistic features (allong the lines of a normative sense of ”ideal dealogue”, § 1.2).

It should be noted in particular that dialogism is not just about talk-in-interaction (”dialogue” in the concrete sense of § 1.2) or other types of overt ‘languaging’ (language use). It also deals with (human) thinking and sense-making in general. In this connection, a terminological point should be made right here at the outset. Many dialogists would prefer the mundane word ‘thinking’ to the more ”scientific” term ‘cognition’, which – in modern cognitive psychology – has become strongly associated with (intra-)individual processes. The dialogical perspective implies that thinking, such as intelligent action and problem-solving, takes place in the world, rather than in autonomous individual brains (for more discussion, see in particular Chapter 13). Nevertheless, I shall keep the term ‘cognition’ at many places, partly because this term needs to be reclaimed from monologism. 

2.1. The role of the other: Responsivity and anticipation in action and interaction. A definitional point in dialogism is the assumption that human nature and human life are constituted in the interrelations with ‘the other’. Humans are always interdependent with others, although the degree and kinds of interdependencies will of course vary with cultures, individuals and situations. 

Accordingly, dialogism denies the autonomous subject who thinks, speaks and acts in and by himself.  Our actions, thoughts and utterances are imbued with dependencies with what others have done, are doing, and could be expected to do in the future. Here, it might be appropriate to quote a key passage from Bakhtin (1981: 280):


”Every word is directed towards an answer and cannot escape the profound influence of the answering word that it anticipates. […] Responsive understanding is a fundamental force, one that participates in the formulation of discourse.” (italics in original) 


What Bakhtin points to is that responsivity and anticipation are part and parcel of all pieces of discourse (and here ”discourse” must be assumed to include thinking and other communicative activities than verbal communication (as well as some behaviours that are not primarily communicative in nature). I shall flesh out these conceptual basics in many of the subsequent chapters and sections. 

In contrast to this fundamental point of dialogism, the opposed (mainstream) paradigm in the human and behavioural sciences, ‘monologism’, assumes that the individual human being experiences and understands the world (objects as well as other persons) entirely from the vantage point of his or her own ‘ego’ (one´s own self as a subject), from his or her ‘monological’ perspective (see chapter 3).

Who is the other then? There are of course many ‘others’ around: concrete others (persons we communicate with directly), ‘generalised’ other(s) and those who might also be called ‘third parties’. These distinctions will be explored in chapter 5. 

Beyond these points about the other, there are different opinions about exactly which the basic dialogical assumptions should be. If, however, we were to propose something as a first approximation to the essence of dialogism, it would be reasonable to suggest interaction and contexts as the key concepts. That is, action, communication and cognition are thoroughly relational (or inter-relational) and interactional in nature, and they must always be understood in their relevant contexts. As a third point, one which is almost as central, we should mention semiotic mediation; human activities are mediated by language or other semiotic systems; as I noted in § 1.1, the Greek term dialogos could be translated as dia ‘in and through’ logos ‘language, discourse (words) and thought’. (I say ”almost as central” here, because there are interactions with the world that involve at most pre-conceptual (and hence ‘pre-semiotic’) mediators.) 

In the following, I shall elaborate on these abstract points, adding a few more things, notably ‘communicative construction’ (which, however, is to be analysed partly in terms of the others). At the same time, I should point out that an argument can be made that the ‘axioms’ actually reflect sometimes more basic in human life and the world, namely its dynamism (see chapter 8). 

2.2. Interactionism: Communication and cognition (or thinking) always involve interaction with others: other persons, other systems, other dimensions of one´s self, others through texts and other artifacts with ‘inscriptions’
, etc. A difference between communication and cognition is that the former, by definition, involves interaction, especially interpersonal interaction. However, cognition, roughly to be defined as intelligent or non-random coping with the world (in perception, thinking, acting and preparing to act etc.), also involves interaction with the world, albeit not always (i.e. not in each and every moment) with other human beings. Thus, it turns out that the concepts of communication and cognition are dialogically intertwined. They are aspects of partly the same phenomena, rather than referentially distinct phenomena (Linell, 1998: 36).

Dialogical interactions involve interdependencies that cannot be reduced to outer cause-effect relations. The basic constituents of discourse are interactions (exchanges, inter-acts), rather than speech acts or utterances by autonomous speakers (authors, communicators). Also the single utterance by one utterer is interactive in nature. (Below, I shall go more into the role of the other, and the co-authorship of situated meaning.

 
Note that interaction takes place, at least in a somewhat stretched sense, in such a seemingly solitary activity as reading too; the reader interacts with the printed text (and perhaps with images), with elements, parts and wholes of texts. The meanings of a text result from the reader´s interaction with and reconstruction of the author´s construct (the text with its ‘inscriptions’). This is of course not just a re-construction of the author´s meaning; the reader relates and reacts to the text, develops an active responsive understanding. Reflected considerations, that is, interactions with the text, give rise to deeper understandings. Reading a particular text involves relating it to previous knowledge and to other texts read before (‘intertextual reading’). The ‘interaction’ with a cognitive artefact, such as a printed text or a computer interface, is therefore a ‘dialogical’ activity. 

2.3. Contextualism: Situated discourse is interdependent with contexts. One cannot make sense of a piece of discourse outside of its relevant contexts, and, at the same time, these contexts would not be what they are in the absence of the (particular) discourse(s) that takes place within them.

 
Contexts include the following major classes of phenomena (Linell, 1998a: ch. 8): situational observations and perceptions (‘situations’
), co-texts (that is, the surrounding texts, in particular those which have already been attended to; these include non-verbal aspects too), (knowledge of) activity types, interlocutors´ knowledge about referents, their interactional biographies and (partly common) cultural knowledge (the latter including language, encyclopedia, discourses in a Foucaultian sense).

There is no such thing as a message without a context. While we seem to be able – under the right circumstances – to understand a decontextualised sign (e.g. a sentence presented without context), it turns out that this sign is after all not completely decontextualised; it has its ‘circumstances’. For example, we can understand what a sentence occurring in a grammar book, say ”Peter loves Mary” might mean in abstracto, that is, when it is decontextualised from normal communicative contexts and is presented in a situation where one is supposed to focus on its purely ‘linguistic’ meaning only; under these circumstances, we don´t know who Peter and Mary are, in what respects he ”loves” her, where the sentence was uttered, or why it should be uttered at all. Still, we can imagine what the sentence as such would ‘mean’ ‘linguistically’
; this includes, for example, what referring expressions are about (including names like Peter and Mary), what the lexical meaning of love might be, and what the present tense means, and what the indicative assertive syntax involves. But then this act of understanding is still embedded within some relevant communicative activity context, e.g. that of learning something about grammar, or something similar. In such cases, we might therefore talk about a ‘situated’, i.e. contextualised, ‘decontextualisation’ (Linell, 1998a: 280).

2.4. Communicative constructionism.  The meaning of discourse and texts is (partly) accomplished in and through the active and formative sense-making which is part of the linguistic, cognitive and communicative processes themselves (dialogos ‘in and through words’); communication is not a transfer of ready-made thoughts, nor does cognition simply copy, reproduce or reflect a pre-given extra-discursive reality. ”Every authentic function of the human spirit […]  embodies an original, formative power” (Cassirer, 1953: 78, quoted by Lähteenmäki, 2002: 130). On the sociohistorical plane (§ 4.3), knowledge is largely communicatively constructed in and through its sociohistorical genesis. This also applies to routines and (meta-)knowledge of language and communication (communicative activity types, communicative genres, etc.).

Communicative construction presupposes interaction with others. It does not just refer to the individual´s active construction of the environment (the latter would be individual constructionism, cf. § 5.1). The point of communicative constructionism also goes against a long ‘monologistic’ tradition in Western philosophy of language and communication (Chapter 3), according to which words and languages do not contribute anything essential to meaning and communication; they are, according to this latter view, just labels for things or thoughts that exist as such before they are brought into language.  An early and quite explicit proponent of this view was St. Augustine (Peters, 1999: 67ff.). For him, a word is just a sign that points to external or internal realities. 

The literature offers many interpretations of the term ‘(social) constructionism’. In § 4.5 I shall be more precise, and suggest a version that I term ‘contextual social constructionism’. Here, it should just be pointed out or recalled that the term ‘construction’ may invoke unfortunate associations of ‘fabrication’, as if our understanding of the world is entirely fictive, just ”stories” told by people who hold certain interests. Surely, there are myths and fantasies, individual as well as collective, that are at best indirectly related to anything ”real”, but this is not true of most of our everyday practical knowledge, nor of course of scientific knowledge. When we ‘construct’ the world, it is a question of intersubjective co-construction with the help of others and artefacts. It is also a partial construction in the sense that the world itself provides the material for construction. This is a form of relationism in combination with realism, which I shall discuss further in § 2.6.

2.5. Semiotic and other types of mediation. In view of the liability of the term ‘construction’ of being misinterpreted, many dialogists prefer the term ‘mediation’. Our understandings of the world come to us in a necessarily mediated form, never ”immediately” (in a strict sense). It seems reasonable to distinguish between basically three or four (interrelated) types of mediation. 

2.5.1. Forms of mediation. First, there is perceptual mediation; the world is perceived through our bodies and senses, with their potentials and limitations. Our perceptual and cognitive explorations of the environment, and the inherent structuring of the perceptual input, make certain categories and structures ‘emergent’. For example, one may argue that phonological categorisation emerges from phonetic signals, under subtle influences from the cultural and linguistic environments (Anward & Lindblom, 2000). In other domains of perception, there are stronger components of cultural influence. For example, Charles Goodwin (1994) has provided several examples of what he calls ‘professional vision’.

Secondly, there is practical mediation; we get used to ways of practically handling objects and events in the world. This is of course closely related to perception and cognition, and also to linguistic categorisation, to ways of talking about the objects and events. But many habits of coping with particular environments, and the resulting social representations of aspects of these environment, are only partly brought into language. For example, Denise Jodelet (1991) studied the ways people in rural French communities coped with the mentally ill, and found that many patterns of conduct were often not talked about. There are many more commonplace and seemingly completely trivial bodily techniques (Mauss, 1999 [1936]; ‘techniques du corps’) that people from different cultures perform in slightly different, culturally determined fashions: walking, sitting, lying down, touching others, swimming, eating, defecating, copulating, giving birth, breast feeding, carrying babies, etc., and deviations from received practice (i.e. enactments mediated by the ”right” routines) are assigned social meaning and may be sanctioned.

Thirdly, there are linguistic and other semiotic kinds of mediation. Here, perceptual and cognitive categories are supported by languages, especially their lexical repertoires, and other symbol systems. We ‘co-construct’ the world with the help of our communicative practices (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). This is semiotic mediation in its most pregnant sense.

Finally, there is artefact-based mediation. Here, I am thinking primarily of modern technologies, for example, calculators, personal computers, digital media, teletechnology, various medical technologies, etc, which all provide us with information and knowledge which we could not have acquired or mastered only with our bodies, senses and languages.

Dialogism deals primarily with semiotic mediation, and this is also the form of construction/mediation that will receive most attention in this book (cf. also § 2.5.2). But I shall deal a little bit with ”biological” means of mediation in Chapter 12 and with artefacts in Chapter 14. 

2.5.2. Semiotic mediation. Most accounts of dialogism require that the phenomenon of dialogue, as they conceive of it, involve the use of language or some other semiotic system. That is, the interactional and contextual construction of meaning builds on the use of signs: words and other symbols, on semiotic mediation (Wertsch, 1997). This links up with the etymology of dialogos as ‘in and through words’.  Semiotic systems, such as natural language, may be understood as some kind of abstract third party in the dialogue, to which primary parties must relate (§ 5.7). However, not only language in talk and writing, and other symbols (images, sign language), can qualify as such ‘third parties’. For example, social knowledge (‘social representations’; Moscovici, 2000; Marková, 2003a) of something (e.g. madness; Jodelet, 1986), especially if understood in dynamic (i.e. dialogical) terms (Linell, 2001; Marková et al., 2007), can build upon routinised ways of thinking and acting that are not necessarily (fully) couched in discourse. Accordingly, there might be some differences of opinion as to where ‘dialogue’ and ‘discourse’ end. 

2.6. Relationism and realism. Dialogism, as I approach it, while emphasising the linguistic, communicative and cognitive construction involved in the dialogical appropriation and recognition of the world, does not deny the ”reality” of things (the body, nature, space, social conditions, etc.). Human life, or at least human awareness, always involves the dialogical construction of a real, natural world that exists, at one level, independently of the construction. In other words, there is a world around us which exists irrespectively of its being perceived or cognised by human subjects and their cultures. Various forms of ‘constructivism’ and postmodernism have contributed quite a lot of unnecessary and abstruse mystification of these matters. 

Aspects of this physical world can of course be studied scientifically, for example, by natural sciences, although these studies are in themselves a constructive enterprise.
 Despite occasional setbacks, and of course regular reconsiderations and reevaluations of prior theories, the progress of (natural) sciences have led to the accumulation of enormous amounts of robust discoveries and reliable knowledge about the physical worl, and in this way made tremendous technological developments possible. 

 Meaning is both cognitive-referential and socio-historical; it is dialogically constituted, made in dialogue (cognition and communication), but this dialogical construction takes place with reference to the world and against the background of the world, which is in some sense already there. I prefer to talk about ‘the world’ (the Umwelt), rather than about ‘reality’ (as in everyday language). In one sense, ‘reality’ is a way of talking and thinking about aspects of the world, conceiving them as (more) ”real” than merely imagined or dreamed up. Jonathan Potter (1996) has talked about constructing different kinds of ‘out-there-ness’. 

Out-there-ness is a complex matter,
 more so than we might think in everyday life. On the one hand, it is in and through cognitive-communicative construction that phenomena in the world assume gestalts and conceptual forms. On the other hand, we (or at least, many of us) assume that the material for these conceptualisations is already there in the world; most constructions are not simply fabrications or forgeries (though some are). In addition, patterns of conceptualisation too are largely already there in the sociocultural practices (§ 4.3), when new individuals gradually become acquainted with them and appropriate them, perhaps in modified forms.

As Steiner (1978: 44) observes, laying out what he takes to be Heidegger´s position, perceptions and cognitions vary ”according to individual vision, social points of view, angles of interest and historical convention”, but this is not to deny that the world is ‘there’ to be appropriated and understood, a ‘thereness’ which ”wholly antecede[s] any particular or general act of cognition”. Nonetheless, human beings can also construct, in and through language and communication, ‘out-there-ness’ (Potter, op.cit.), making things appear as if they were ”real” (when they really (sic!) aren´t), but this is different from appropriating what is already out there before being subjected to human construction. The physical nature of things obviously contributes to giving shape to what we perceive in the world; they set constraints on what we can see with our eyes open. 

Despite all the above-mentioned caveats, I conclude that the world is necessarily dialogically appropriated and dialogically recognised, but that this is not incompatible with some kind of realism (Bhaskar, 1993)
. Similarly, relationism – that we are bound to perspectivise the world, apprehend it and respond to it in particular and different ways, depending on e.g. cultural traditions, languages, situated commitments and concerns etc. – does not imply relativism across the board. 

It follows from the considerations just put forward that a human being must be viewed as biologically determined, socioculturally interdependent and equipped with an individual consciousness (responsibility and conscience). For example, it would be cynical to look at handicaps as ”only” ‘socially constructed’ and to disregard physiological, perceptual and cognitive disabilities as really limiting conditions. As Rommetveit (2003: 205) and Hagtvet & Wold (2003: 186), among others, have emphasised, it would amount to an unethical stance to look upon the human being as either only biologically determined or only socioculturally interdependent 

2.7. Talk-in-interaction as metaphor and metonymy. The four or five principles above (§ 2.1-6) may be dubbed fundamental ‘dialogical principles’ (although there are several other proposals as to what the appropriate dialogical principles are
). In addition, one might say that dialogism uses talk-in-interaction (dialogue in a concrete sense (§ 1.2), Swedish: samtal) as a model and metaphor (or metonymy) for human communication and cognition in general
.  That is, with suitable accommodations of the dialogue metaphor, dialogical analysis can be applied also to written texts (their production as well as consumption), Internet- and computer-mediated communication, use of artefacts (e.g. in work activities, learning situations) by both individuals and in teams, distributed cognition, individual cognition (‘solitary thinking’), as well as to public discourse in society and culture on a particular issue/domain over long periods (from, say, a few days to several centuries
).

That dialogism is applicable to all forms of communication, including what Peters (1999) calls ‘dissemination’ (communication to broad audiences), is important. It means that ‘dialogue’, when conceived of as or within ‘dialogism’ and understood as a metaphor, has an abstract meaning (cf. above, and fn. 14); it is a generalised way of theorising about language, communication and cognition. Consequently, we do not adopt an externalist definition, starting out from the outer form of the communicative processes; ‘dialogue’ is not simply equal to two-way communication between co-present interlocutors (as in Peters, 1999: 34 et passim) (i.e. a concept defined as different from, for example, the one-way communication of the mass media)
. Yet, the metaphor of dialogue, which is so central to dialogism, has of course its source in precisely these more concrete forms of dialogue between human beings. But note here that if, accordingly, we use talk-in-interaction as a model and metaphor, we must not assign too much importance to such sociohistorically quite specific communicative genres as, e.g., argumentative (‘Socratic’) dialogue (argumentation) and sociable (phatic) ‘conversation’ (polite leisurely talk), i.e. (the) two genres which have sometimes been taken to be prime examples of ‘dialogue’.  These cannot be taken as broadly valid models of human dialogue. In addition, dialogists may have reasons not to assign exclusive relevance to linguistic interaction (as I will argue in Chapter 8).

2.8. Dialogism: epistemology or ontology? By way of summary, dialogism is a general epistemological and/or ontological framework for sociocultural (human) phenomena: semiosis, cognition, communication, discourse, consciousness, i.e. for the social, cultural and human(istic) sciences (and arts). We are concerned with meaning and mind, not directly with ‘matter’ (the physical constraints affecting life and existence, the object of the natural sciences
). Dialogism becomes a theory of the meaningful world, seen as consisting of cognitions (ideas, thoughts), communicative processes and meaningful actions, all of which are anchored in both a sociocultural and a physical world. 
Dialogism has been described both as a general epistemology for the human sciences (Marková, 1990) and as an ontology of the human mind (Marková, 2003a, 2006). On the one hand, dialogism accounts for how human beings relate to the world, how they use language to intervene in the world as apperceived, and how they acquire knowledge about the world in divergent ways (‘appropriating’ it). This applies especially to the world of meaning, as opposed to ‘matter’; culture is epistemologically more complex than nature
. Marková (2003a: 90ff.) however, regards dialogicality in ontological terms too. In this context, ontology is not taken so much in metaphysical terms, but it is a theory of how the mind actually works, about the mind´s nature and essence. Marková´s claim is that the human existence is based on the Ego-Alter relationship. And it is this dialogicality that explains human sense-making; the ontology implies the epistemology (Marková, 2006: 128).

That the human nature is dialogical has in fact been substantiated by several empirical findings. One is that infants indulge in interaction virtually from their first moments in life (on this, see § 12.3); thus, dialogicality must be biologically endowed. Infants are also at an early age capable of distinguishing between monological objects (that don´t respond as other human beings) and minded dialogical subjects (who enter into dialogical interaction with the self), and this is dichotomy remains universally fundamental to human cultures. In addition, many feelings, so basic to human nature, are other-interdependent (see § 9.7).

2.9. Summary: Interaction, contexts, semiotic mediation. It is important that dialogism is taken to refer to all, or at least most of, the points of § 2.1-6 together.
 However, if, in addition to other-orientation, we were to single out just two or three characteristics, we would undoubtedly say that the essence of dialogism resides, on the one hand, in its interactionism and contextualism, and on the other, in semiotic mediation (the communicative construction through signs). Contexts include both situations (with their situated interactions) and sociohistorical praxis. This last point is what I call ‘double dialogicality’; dialogue in both situations and within sociocultural practices (traditions, cultures) (see Chapter 4). We saw these components already in the sketch of the conceptual history of the term ‘dialogue’ (§ 1.1). They seem to carry equal weight. Yet, I have sometimes highlighted mainly interactionism and contextualism (Linell, 1998a, 2005a), when I have wished to focus on the contrast with monologism. The function of dialogism as a counter-theory to monologism will be brought into focus in the next chapter, and later throughout the book. 

Chapter 3: Monologism.

3.1. Dialogism as a counter-theory to monologism: ‘Dialogism’ is defined in contrast to an alternative. This is of course ‘monologism’ (Heen Wold, 1992). In other words, dialogism is a counter-theory to monologism. If we are to understand and evaluate dialogism, we must also understand and evaluate monologism. ”What is being argued against must be understood, in order to understand what is being argued for” (Billig, 1991: 19/italics in original).

3.2. The constituent theories of monologism. What then is monologism? The brief answer is this: the constituent theories of monologism (Linell, 1998a: ch. 2) are the information processing model of cognition, the transfer model of communication (communication is a transfer of messages from senders to recipients), and the code model of language (language consists of static signs, i.e. stable combinations of expressions and fixed meanings). We might add to this a theory of contexts as external to language, language use, thinking and communication. 

These constituent theories of monologism are clearly interrelated, and they go far back in history. For example, Aristotle launched a theory that the real world is structured in terms of substances and accidences. Such ideas, things and categories have linguistic names; language is a code (a theory known as ‘nomenclaturism’). Augustine argued that words and languages are just signs, passive vessels for the communication between individual minds that struggle to make contact; the only realities of meaning are in the things themselves or in ideas interior to individual mind. The medieval modists argued that the modes in which the world exists (‘modi essendi’) are reflected, making imprints rather than being creatively constructed, in categories of thought (‘modi intelligendi’), which in turn are reflected in their linguistic labellings (‘modi significandi’). Such ideas have been legion in virtually all traditional grammars and many schools of linguistic philosophy. In addition, many scholars, particularly within linguistics, argued or at least implicitly assumed that the categories of language are best represented in written language. Monologism is linked to a ‘written language bias’ (Linell, 2005), and a literate, scholarly, philosophical culture (‘scholasticism’; Bourdieu, 2000). 

It is noticeable that there is no place for constructive processes of communication in monologism. Cognition precedes communication, and ideas (‘thoughts’) (and possibly ‘emotions’) are represented and transmitted in communication. (According to dialogism, meanings cannot be transferred; only sign-vehicles can.) Little is changed, if – within monologism – language is regarded primarily as a means of communication rather than of thinking. As a case in point, one may take Haapamäki´s (2002) study of over 40 traditional grammars of the Swedish language from the late 17th to late 20th century. She notices that the overwhelming majority of these grammarians regard language as a medium for representing thought. However, more significantly, when, according to Haapamäki, interpersonal communication is indeed given priority (mainly by some late 19th century linguists and onwards), it is characteristic that for them, language in communication is still taken simply to express ideas and thoughts, i.e. (in modern terms:) products of cognition. Thus, we are still faced with a transfer model of communication, in which cognition is the only fundamental phenomenon, and language is a code ancillary to this. Dialogism would of course hardly deny that we communicate ideas and thoughts, but it assumes that language contributes to sense-making of what is said in the situated interpersonal interaction itself (and, of course, in the sociocultural history of linguistic resources used to support ‘ideas’ and ‘thoughts’). By contrast, the traditional conception shows no recognition of the dialogical idea that meaning is, at least partly, communicatively constructed, i.e. constituted within the process of signification and expression (e.g. by verbal means), rather than simply cognitively constructed prior to communicative processes.

Monologism conceives of the relation between discourse (language use, thinking, communication) and contexts as purely external, as contingent rather than intrinsic and conceptual. This means that, according to monologism, one should be able to predict or derive behaviours or discourse from contextual factors (plus internal facturs such as individual drives and intentions), the contexts themselves being independent of the discourse. Dialogism, by contrast, assumes that there is a dialectical, intrinsic relationship between discourse and contexts; they mutually shape each other.
 This is not to deny that behavioural patterns can sometimes be grossly predicted from contextual factors on a general, aggregated level. When we treat discourse and thinking in this way, we monologise dialogical data, something which can be fruitful and necessary within some scientific and technological projects (chapter 15).

3.3. Theories of communication. Monologism is founded on the following, rather wide-spread idea of what communication comes down to ultimately. Communication is aimed at achieving shared and mutual understandings. If two parties, the sender/speaker and the recipient/listener, are to attain this goal, they must interpret actions and utterances in precisely the same way. This is not possible, unless the speaker has a specific and precise intention with his or her message (the utterance is intended univocally), the words (and other parts of) language have stable meanings (i.e. language is a code), and the speaker uses words in the correct (sincere, truthful, appropriate) way. In addition, the listener must subjugate him- or herself to the speaker in order to retrieve and reconstruct the speaker´s intention accurately. In other words, the authorities that determine the meanings of communicative acts are two: the speaker/sender and the language code (and, by extension, other cultural routines, common knowledge of the world, etc.).


The monological meta-theory of communication has been dominant in most philosophies of language and communication, as well as in several forms of mainstream linguistics (Linell, 2005). It is also underlying many mundane ideas of ”good” communication in our cultures at large. Now, of course, neither philosophers nor ordinary people would believe that communicative exchanges leave up to this ideal in practice. But the monological assumption is that (sincere, benevolent, rational, and open) communicators work to achieve perfect communication, or at least to come close to it. When we fail to do so, this is due to individual shortcomings and situational problems of various kinds.


The dialogical counter-theory of communication is rather different. First, its fundamental assumption is not about perfect communication or understandings, but about sufficient understandings for current, practical purposes (Garfinkel, 1967). That is, people must be content with understanding each other sufficiently well in order to proceed further in their communication or other current doings. If communicators discover that there are, or seem to be, important and relevant points of misunderstanding or lack of understanding, and if they have the competence (for example, sufficient knowledge of a common language), time and willingness to do something about this there-and-then, they can use the power of the continued dialogue, with resources such as repair, responsive questions and candidate understandings, probing the issues in current focus and negotiating the use of particular words or concepts. This theory of communication, and its critique of monologism, has been articulated in detail by Talbot Taylor (1992).


Secondly, dialogism denies that speakers always have univocal intentions. Instead, they often have partly ambiguous, vague or non-reflected goals, and they may have to admit that the uptakes and externalised interpretations of their interlocutors are sometimes unexpected. Sometimes, speakers have to acknowledge in retrospect that their prior utterances could be justifiably understood in ways that their partners hint at, or they (the speakers) have to indulge in further verbal interaction in order to negotiate interpretations or make their ideas more explicit. Thus, speakers cannot by themselves determine all aspects of interpretation of their own utterances.


Thirdly, languages are not codes with stable links between expressions and meanings. Words do not have fixed, unique meanings. Rather, they have partly open meaning potentials, that is, they can be used in contexts to guide users to particular interpretations. Sense-making is always an interaction between the potentials of the linguistic resources and various aspects of contexts that are made relevant in situations of use. As I will explain later (§ 11.8.1, 13.4), the theory of meaning potentials does not mean that these potentials are endlessly open; on the contrary, they exhibit structure and constancy too.

3.4. The ontology of monologism. Monologism presupposes an ontology according to which there are only individuals and their cognitions. For example, Floyd Allport, in his influential handbook of social psychology (1924: 6), ”defines ‘the social’ or ‘the group’ as a simple aggregate, which serves to indicate an ensemble of individuals who come together (who find themselves in a situation of a special proximity in the case of masses)” (Moscovici & Marková, 2006: 44). Allport (op.cit.: 4) maintains that ”there is no social psychology of group that is not essentially and entirely a psychology of individuals”.

So, if groups and societies are nothing but ensembles of individuals
, the only authoritative meaning-makers are of course the individual subjects, supported by an objectivised language and culture. Cognitions take place in individuals, who are autonomous sense-making systems. Communicative acts are done by individuals in their capacity of senders or speakers. Complex cognitions and communicative exchanges (‘dialogues’) can be explained or derived from these individual cognitions and actions. There is no active role for recipients who only have to understand, that is (according to this theory), retrieve and reconstruct the sender´s intentions. A conversation is a series of one-way speech acts (from speaker to listener), rather than a jointly accomplished meaning-making in concert (between interlocutors).


As indicated (§ 3.1), monologism stresses the processing and transfer of information, coded in language (or in other forms). Dialogism would of course not deny the necessity to assume that information is represented and processed by human beings. Some kinds of information processing clearly operate within individuals, but these individuals must actively interact with the environment in order to understand the world (and the ‘information’ it provides). Participants in communication give and give off various signals to others, but these others are not pure recipients, but must work actively with the signals. Languages are of course partly code-like; individuals use linguistic expressions in partly similar ways, due to their similar learning histories and their tendency to mutual accommodations in interaction. But a language cannot literally be a code, in which signs contain stable meanings, since it must allow users to creatively accommodate limited linguistic resources to new and varying situations which may involve challenges to existing routines and demands for partly novel solutions to communicative aqnd cognitive problems.

Monologism is part of a major tradition in Western philosophy and science, which has tried to reduce the world to rational individual subjects, on the one hand, and verifiable objects, on the other. The only options, which are often made compatible to each other, are subjectivism and objectivism, respectively. Linguists, psychologists and sociologists usually assumed that there are objective, i.e. supraindividual, linguistic and social structures existing already ”out there”; for example, sociologists have spoken about irreducible social structures (Durkheim).
 Consequently, psychologists had to ”concentrate on how individuals ”acquired” these systems, how they made them their own, much as we would ask how organisms in general acquired skilled adaptations to the natural environment” (Bruner, 1990: 11).

Despite the ontology based on individuals, monologism seeks to construct language and knowledge (of language, of the world), moral systems, etc., as independent of (single) subjects (objectivism). (There are different opinions as to whether language and knowledge are there by nature (e.g. ‘wired in’ in the brain) or as a result of prior human creation.) While single subjects (actors), qua individuals holding intentions, knowledge etc., are the sense-making organisms, these individuals are, according to monologism, often mistaken in their actual performance; they do not always live up to the requirements of the supra-individual system (language, culture). (Hence the attitude to language ‘performance’ as full of errors, for example in Chomsky, 1965.) Dialogism, by contrast, looks upon knowledge as necessarily constructed, circulated, negotiated, and (re)contextualised (a) in situ and in socio-cultural traditions, and (b) in dialogue with others; individuals are never completely autonomous as sense-makers. Hence, the normative, ‘fault-finding’ perspective is tuned down, and it becomes a moot point who has the right to determine what is mistaken and ‘faulty’.

 Briefly put, monologist ontology assumes that there are individual subjects and objective structures, and the origin of action and language use must be sought in one or the other (or both). Dialogism, by contrast, would contend that in an important sense, this is not all there is. There are also the relationships between the individual subject and the other(s) (on intersubjectivity and alterity, see ch. 5), and between the individual and the world. These relations are primary, rather than merely derived; relationism is basic to dialogism (§ 2.5). Meanings – so crucial for human life (ch. 9) – are not either subjective or objective; they are intersubjective, based on individuals´ participation in culture and communication, that is, in largely public and shared procedures of interpretation and negotiation.

Monologism tends to think of unilateral causality and ‘independent’ vs. ‘dependent’ variables in scientific models. It goes back to Hume´s theory of causation (§ 16.1). Dialogism, on the other side, insists on interdependencies between dimensions.

3.5. Cognition and communication.  We saw (in § 3.2) that for monologism, cognition and communication are separate processes, cognition being prior and intrapersonal (individual), communication being entirely secondary and interpersonal; communication concerns the transfer between individuals, either of thoughts and ideas or of signs and signals (the latter being what Pickering & Garrod, 2004, call the ‘autonomous transmission’ account). The dialogical stance serves to keep together cognitive structures and processes and interactional processes; they are aspects of partly the same dialogical processes.

In monological research traditions, e.g. in cognitive psychology (especially ‘cognitivism’) and at large within the discipline of mainstream psychology which tends to be very individualistic, cognition is taken to be an internal individual phenomenon
. In addition, the term ‘cognition’ is often used about processes that are not part of people´s consciousness
, whereas conscious phenomena may be termed ‘mental’ (as pointed out by Potter & de Molder, 2005: 12). Cognition is portrayed in terms of materialised (neurophysiologically based) structures and processes in the individual brain. 

Within dialogism, some scholars prefer the term ‘thinking’ to ‘cognition’. It seems that there are two related reasons for this choice of terminology: ‘cognition’ as a term has become closely associated with cognitivism, and ‘thinking’ is perceived as more sociocultural and comprehensive in its associational content. Nevertheless, I shall use both terms more or less interchangeably
. Anyway, in a dialogist perspective, thinking (or cognition) is concerned with sense-making in and of the world, in relation to the world and with the help of communication, language, and the use of artefacts (e.g. Wertsch, 1997). This, of course, is not to deny that cognition needs a neurophysiological substrate. I shall discuss this issue more extensively in chapter 12.

 
Another difference in relation to monologism is that dialogism takes the distinction between doing and thinking to be blurred. Indeed, thinking, talking, writing and reading are all actions and activities, i.e. ‘doings’, and must be analysed as such. Languaging is closely linked to interventions in the world. Furthermore, note that the concept of dialogue covers both ‘inner dialogue’, in e.g. solitary thinking or individual problem-solving, and ‘outer dialogue’, in externalised interpersonal communication (see Chapter 5).
Chapter 4: Situations and situation-transcending practices.

4.1. Double dialogicality. As Norman Fairclough (2003: 206, CHECK REF) notes, dialogue and discourse may be said to contribute to social construction at three levels. First, the communicative practices, such as teaching, interviewing or conducting small talk, are of course in themselves social and socially constructive. Second, communicative practices are involved in constructing identities and social relations between people. They contribute to social roles and activity roles (positionings and patterns of positioning), what it means to be a teacher, a journalist or a co-conversationalist. Third, discourse contributes to the creation and consolidation of knowledge and belief systems within communities (REF TO Dufva?). All these activities and processes exhibit ‘double dialogicality’.

‘Double dialogicality’ refers to, in the terms of Nystrand (1992), the combination of interactionism and social (i.e. sociohistorical) constructionism. In and through communicative and cognitive activities, there is dialogue within both situations and traditions, i.e. participants deal with both situated interaction and sociocultural praxis (situation-transcending practices). These are located on different ‘time scales’ (Lemke, 2000). Sociocultural practices are sustained by social life, whether everyday or not so literally everyday, and sociohistorically maintained over more or less longues durées.
 Dialogue concerns both ”the freedoms and constraints governing the social interactions through which human beings create the world in which they live and, conversely, the processes through which the historical worlds thus created in turn create the human beings born into them” (Luckmann, 1992: 4). Double dialogicality makes us see an act or utterance both in its singularity and in its wider socio-cultural and historical belongingness.

4.2. Intertextual aspects of dialogicality. The notion of dialogicality at the two levels (”double dialogicality”; § 4.1) is perhaps most familiar in the analysis of the arts, literature and scholarly texts, in which we can talk about dialogical relations within a given text or piece of art or music, but also about dialogue between generations of texts and authors (artists, composers, other writers, etc.). Many activities involve the participants relating to some kind of master text or model, which usually (as the term suggests) exists in a written form. Such interpretive practices include bible exegesis, the interpretation of poems, or expository and explanatory exercises and critical analysis of scholarly texts. Participants are ”in dialogue with” their models and (absent) masters, a dialogue with ”traditions”, while at the same time of course interacting amongst themselves there and then, in situ. Of course, these interpretative activities vary greatly in character, from exegesis faithful to the spirit of the master text to critical and challenging discussion, sometimes damaging critique. These poles correspond to what Bakhtin has called centripetal and centrifugal processes in discourse, respectively. These concepts are also related to what we will discuss in terms of intersubjectivity and alterity (see § 5.2-3).

Dialogue with the traditions does not only comprise relating to specific master texts. There are also kinds of intertextuality that rather concerns relations to general patterns, that is, genres or communicative activity types
; in their situated interactions, participants may try to live up to the expectations and norms of established genres, or they may try to question genres, breaking them up, protesting by overtly flouting their norms, or creating new ”cross-over” genres. This applies to verbal as well as non-verbal genres (e.g. music or cooking).   

So, intertextuality has been mainly discussed in terms of quotes, allusions, commentaries of other texts, authors, composers, etc. broadly in the field of arts (cf. § 10.9). But dialogism in general is interested in double dialogicality of a partly different character, as a distinction applicable to all kinds of sense-making, communication and cognition.

4.3. Situations and situated meaning-making. The terms ‘situated’ and ‘situation’ mean that reference is made to specific occasions or encounters, specified in terms of particular times and places and specific participants (speakers, recipients).
 All sense-making, that is, all communication and cognition, is situated in this sense. That is, you can never not be in a situation. It is in the situated and practical accomplishments of social actions and activities that communicatively relevant meanings are made. That is, these are the meanings that are present and relevant to participants on a moment-to-moment basis. But meanings can never be made unless parties have access to (sociocultural) resources for making meaning: language, concepts, (tacit or explicitised, biographical and theoretical) knowledge about the world, social knowledge, norms (conscious or unconscious), identities, etc., which govern expectations  and efforts for meaning in concrete situations. This brings us to the problem which of the two sets of phenomena, situated sense-making and the sociocultural resources (for sense-making), is primary. This is a variant of the problem of the relation between agency and structure in sociology (Giddens, 1984; Layder, 1994; Carter & Sealey, 2000), or between language use and language system in linguistics. I shall deal with it in the next section.

4.4. Sociocultural resources for sense-making. We are accustomed, in the language sciences, to thinking of language, or the linguistic ”resources for sense-making”, as the ‘language system’. What is the relation of this language system to ‘language use’ (or, as I prefer to call it, ‘languaging’)? The mainstream position in linguistics is that the system is primary to language use, which is merely the situated application of the system. For example, this position is shared by Saussure and Chomsky, who, in addition, despite many mutual differences, tend to think of ‘language use’ (‘parole, performance’) as an affair for individuals (a typical monological standpoint, § 3.3).


Another position, partly diametrically opposite to that the assumption of system primacy, is that the language system is (merely) emergent from the practices of languaging. For example, according to this view, we do not first have a grammar a priori, and then start building utterances in accordance with it. Instead, we are always immersed in languaging, in and through which we develop habits of using and reusing elements of language and routines of enacting communicative projects through linguistic and other semiotic means. As a result of this continuous process, regularities emerge and rules of linguistic behaviour get established and conventionalised; an ‘emergent grammar’ (Hopper, 1998; Tomasello, 2003) is produced through languaging, partly as a by-product. Similar ideas have been adopted from autopoietic theory (Maturana & Varela, 1992) by theorists of communication, notably Niklas Luhmann (1995 [1984]). Luhmann argues that social systems reproduce themselves from within themselves; they are self-organising. The endlessly ongoing situated acts produce and reproduce practices (‘systems’), and at the same time, these practices make new situated acts possible and relevant.


Luhmann´s theory of communication and social systems have some things in common with dialogism (interactions as basic; double dialogicality)
. Nevertheless, there are important differences. One point is that Luhmann´s theory of communication seems to leave little room for individual agency (§ 6.3). Another problem with radically emergentist positions is the fact that we are born into sociocultural environments in which linguistic and other semiotic practices, ways of thinking, acting and talking, are in one sense already there; we are ”thrown into” (Heidegger!) a social world, in which we can appropriate other´s habits. The established social world is of course strongly supported by the built environment and the written culture, which function as a huge set of enabling and constraining conditions, encompassing, for example, systems of sanctions (socially established rewards and punishments), masses of physical tools and cultural artefacts, and written attempts at standardising language.


So, dialogism tries to overcome the vexed problem of assigning primacy to either of situation or system, or agency and structure. There is an interplay between situated interactions and sociocultural resources and practices.


One can imagine situated interaction and the semiotic sociocultural practices as dynamic processes of different time scales (Lemke, 2000; Thibault, 2006; § 8.2 below). Paul Thibault (2006) talks about (what I just termed) the sociocultural resources as ”the global order of the system”, and emphasises that ”global order is created through repeated acts of meaning-making in particular local contexts [i.e. situated interaction/PL]” (p. 138).
 For example, ”what the child knows about the language at any given moment is the result of the history of the child´s experience of, perception of and participation in embodied acts of meaning-making” (p. 139). ”The global order of the system is realised in and through the myriad and messy details of very many local acts”, and at the same time, ”the knowledge afforded by the system potential […] is only made manifest in real-time contexts of semiotic activity.” (p. 138).

The sociocultural resources for meaning-making (Thibault´s ”knowledge afforded by the system potential”) are of course in themselves inscribed with meaning. It is therefore a moot point if ‘situated meaning’ and ‘resources for making meaning’ are objects of the same kind. I shall in fact suggest that they are partly different; the latter are abstract meaning potentials (§ 11.4.1), rather than concrete meanings. But even so, they are of course geared precisely towards making it possible for words, or rather: people, to make meaning in situ. Situated meanings are then the products of interactions between resources of different kinds, for example, on the one hand, meaning potentials of linguistic items and social representations of specific topical domains and, on the other hand, various dimensions of contexts. Certainly, situated meanings are not simply tokens of invariant linguistic meanings, as has sometimes been assumed in linguistics (cf. Linell, 2005; Thibault, 2005: 138).

If meaning and sense-making are always situated, the resources for meaning-making have largely been constructed over time, within the socio-cultural practices (§ 4.4). It would therefore be misleading to claim that there can be no meaning and no understandings beyond the specific, occasioned talks and communicative events. Situated meanings are not constructed from scratch. Opportunities, affordances, for meaning are largely already there in linguistic resources and contexts, but the situated actions selects and fills in, ”completing” meaning (for current purposes) (Linell, 1998a: 115). On the other hand, situated negotiation and completion is ubiquitous and necessary. Similarly, in perceptual activities, subjects perform pattern completion, rather than (as previous theories of perception often put it) simple pattern recognition (Clark, 1997: 83). 

So, situated interaction and sense-making are not all there is. Moreover, researchers remain of course (and should remain
) interested in describing and accounting for not only occasions and occasional situations, but also for the resources without which communicative meaning would be impossible. (In addition, there are many things which are not explicitly communicated in the situation, and we are also interested in that which remains unsaid but is still implicit and relevant. Cf. § 8.3-4.)

When people communicate in situated interaction, their dialogue is not only with their actual interlocutors. There are also ‘third parties’ (§ 5.6) of different kinds, and one could also talk about a dialogue with, not only within (§ 4.5), sociocultural traditions. While this might seem to be a metaphorical way of speaking, it might be concretised in such aspects of discourse as quotations from virtual participants (§ 5.6) and points of common sense, when actors fall back on or problematise elements of doxa (Sarfati, 2002).

4.5. Sociocultural practices. Dialogue takes place not only in interpersonal exchanges between co-present participants and other situated interactions, but also at the level of praxis, i.e. in sociocultural practices, communities, institutions, etc. which transcend situations. Such practices involve the use, development, circulation and modification of linguistic resources (e.g. words, grammatical constructions, discourse-structuring devices), interactional routines, ways of thinking, talking and acting, social representations (Marková, 2003a; Linell, 2001) etc. 

Situated interactions and sociocultural practices can be thought of as occurring on different time scales (Lemke, 2000). Sociocultural practices and institutional routines have a longue durée (Giddens, 1984: 35). In accordance with this distinction between the ‘dialogue of the situation’ and the ‘dialogue of the tradition’, Malinowski (1972) talked about contexts of situation and culture. In Bühler´s (1934) partly different terms, signs are defined both in a Zeigfeld (situated, referential field; ‘deictic field’; ‘index field’ (Brandist, 2004: 109)) and a Symbolfeld (network of linguistic meanings).


Sociocultural practices involve sociocultural resources, that is, first and foremost, language, but also genres, communicative activity types (situation definitions, § 9.3) and content-based social knowledge (e.g. social representations as dialogically conceived; Marková, 2000, 2003). These are ‘relatively stable social product[s], embedded in [their] socio-historical background, [but they] change through communicative practices’ (Marková, 2000: 452). They live in the present, remember their past, and have potentials for future change.


Language and knowledge about communicative activity types belong to the situation-transcending, sociocultural resources that we are concerned with here. And so does mundane (‘common-sense’) knowledge about social scenes, i.e. (types of) localities and environments with their specific affordances and constraints as regards what communicative genres or activity types are allowed within them, which people can meet and in which ways can they communicate (or do other things), who can do what, in which capacity and at what time of the day (or night). Thus, scenes are spatially, temporally and socially defined. Cultures contain many such scenes: the church, the restaurant, the street, the park, the beach, somebody´s home (kitchen, drawing room, bedroom, etc.). Scenes, in this sense, combine specifications of space, time and social rules, and they must necessarily be understood in their sociohistorical context; they can only be established over time (short times or longer periods, e.g. decades, centuries or more). Scenes can be analysed on different time/space scales, from specific localities at particular times and within particular social communities, to comprehensive sociocultural and political epochs in particular parts of the world.

4.6. Dynamics and sharedness at two levels. Both situated interactions and situation-transcending practices are dynamic, never static or frozen, although the latter are often relatively stable and thus changing more slowly. Both are evolving and emergent phenomena in the process of becoming, rather than ready-made products or systems in particular states (ch. 11).

At both planes of situated interaction and sociocultural praxis, interaction with others (and their communicative products) is pertinent and incessant. (I will say more about individuals and the role of the other in ch. 5.) 

First, we can talk about the co-authorship of situated meaning in situations; all parties to an interaction contribute in some way or another, but typically to different extents (asymmetrically), to sense-making. For example, in the local communicative project of asking a question and getting it answered, the asker and the answerer makes quite different contributions, and the asker has the instigating role. Or to take a more extreme example, a severely aphasic person may have something specific to communicate but largely lack the communicative means (e.g. language), and hence his or her communicative partner has to invest a lot of communicative labour in order to understand the meanings (Goodwin, 2003). Linell (1998a) discusses communicative projects in terms of the co-construction of meaning and discourse, and the asymmetrically distribution of communicative labour. ‘Complementarity’, not ‘symmetry’, is a fundamental property of communicative activities. 

Secondly, on the sociohistorical plane, we have other forms of shared interactions, biographies and responsibilities. With Rommetveit (2003), we can talk about the socially distributed ‘shareholding’ in a common language (or culture) (or in several partly common languages and cultures). The ‘share-holding’ of course applies to all kinds of sociocultural resources (§ 4.4); they are if not common to participants, normally (”by default”, to use a popular expression) taken as shared by them. They can be regarded as sedimentations of aspects of co-authorships in participants´ biographies; as members of cultural communities, in the sociohistorically sustained continuity of praxis, we partially share meanings, and we inherit and reinvest in them (Rommetveit, 2003).

In addition to the sociocultural history of developing partly shared languages and interactional routines, parties to a communicative encounter may have a partly common biographical history, which allows them to communicate on specific premisses. 

4.7. The balance between situated interaction and situation-transcending practices. Dialogically conceived theories of cognition and communication differ with regard to the relative importance they assign to situated interaction and socio-cultural (situation-transcending) practices, respectively. For example, one may argue that Conversation Analysis (CA) focuses more or less exclusively on interactive processes in situ (e.g. Schegloff, 1991), whereas theories as different as Cassirer´s (1953) theory of symbolic forms (which is clearly neo-Kantian) and Foucault´s theory of discourse are mostly concerned with socio-historical traditions. While these theories would regard language, knowledge and routines as socially constructed by origin, they tend to argue that these resources are simply taken-as-shared by participants in situated activities.

I argue that dialogism must integrate both perspectives of situated interaction and socio-cultural (situation-transcending) practices. One field where this can be done (and is being done) is the theory of communicative activity types, and the attempts at combining theories of interactional order with theories of institutional order (cf. Sarangi & Roberts, 1999). Indeed, I take such ‘double dialogicality’ to be something of the distinctive hall-mark of full-blown dialogism. 

4.8. Towards a contextual social constructionism. As I have argued in the previous section, a dialogistic conception of social constructions and social constructionism must include both situated interaction and socio-cultural practices, not just either/or. (In Nystrand´s (1992) terms, it involves both interactionism and constructionism.) Human beings are embedded in social environments whose traditions have already constructed meanings, but these meanings, norms and expectations live on only to the extent that they are actually oriented to in new situations. It is in the situations that people negotiate and complete the actual situated meanings of their actions and behaviours. These determinations of meaning take different shapes in different contexts: different concrete situations, different communicative activities and activity types (situation types). In contrast to this ‘contextual social constructionism’
, a lot of social theory of the postmodernist type, which often pays lip service to ‘social construction’, is a-contextual.


Another aspect of this contextual theory concerns the fact that communicative construction takes place in the real world (as already argued in § 2.4), in interaction with the physical and social environments with the things, people, events and circumstances present there. These have structures in themselves, and afford substance for meaning-making, even if they can be recognised and understood only dialogically. Language use does not happen in a closed, self-contained world of text or discourse.

4.9. A note on ‘rampant situationalism’. In the preceding sections, I argued that dialogism must comprise assumptions about both sociocultural and situated construction (cf. ‘double dialogicality’) and that it is compatible with some form of ontological realism. Therefore, it is quite different from the kind of radical interactionism – what Goffman (1983: 4) called ‘rampant situationalism’ – which would claim, in its vulgarised form, that there is no meaning and knowledge except in the occasioned, situated interactions themselves
. Others would talk about the world as if it was just ‘social constructs’
. This, we would argue, amounts to loose and sloppy thinking, a kind of acontextual constructionism that is alien to dialogism (Linell, 1996, 2006b; Danziger, 1997). Even if radical interactionists or ‘rampant situationalists’ would not deny the existence of language, the mind, sociocultural institutions, social knowledge, attitudes, identities and memories, they have nothing to say about these phenomena, unless they (the latter) are manifestly oriented to or indeed created in specific situated interactions (e.g. talk or texts). One may say that they have no theory of language, no theory of the mind, and no theory of socio-culture and society. Dialogism, as conceived here, would insist that the phenomena just mentioned are indeed communicatively constructed, but construction transcends occasions and belong to socio-cultural practices and traditions. In addition, theories are the products of analysts´ constructions, even if the data are based on ‘actors´’ or ‘members´’ meaning-making.
 

Chapter 5: Dialogue and the other.

In chapter 2, an attempt was made to formulate some fundamentals of dialogism in quite abstract, general terms. The picture will be given some more substance in several of the chapters to follow. I will start with the point that many would take as definitional of dialogism, namely, the role of the other (§ 2.1). This other is first and foremost the one whom many dialogists, notably Buber (1962/1923), calls ‘thou’ (German du). But we meet many others, and we can also talk about the generalised other. 

Humans attend to and treat others in ways which are different from how they attend to and treat inanimate objects. This applies also to very young infants; dialogue with others appears to be innate (§ 11.3). We ascribe intentionality to conspecifics and causality to inanimate objects.

It is also through others that we become persons. In particular, we learn to language. It is therefore quite appropriate to begin this chapter with a quotation from Mikhail Bakhtin, one of the passages most often cited:

”The word in language is half someone else´s. It becomes  

‘one´s own’ only when the speaker populates it with his own intention, his own accent, when he appropriates the word, adapting it to his own semantic and expressive intention. Prior to this moment of appropriation, the word does not exist in a neutral and impersonal language (it is not, after all, out of a dictionary that the speaker gets his words!), but rather it exists in other people´s mouths, in other people´s concrete contexts, serving other people´s intentions: it is from there that one must take the word, and make it one´s own.” (Bakhtin, 1981: 293-4)

And rather similarly:


”[the] word is a two-sided act. It is determined equally by whose word it is and for whom it is meant. As word, it is precisely the product of the reciprocal relationship between speaker and listener, addresser and addressee. […] A word is a bridge thrown between myself and another. If one end of the bridge depends on me, then the other depends on my addressee. A word is teritory shared by both addresser and addressee, by the speaker and his interlocutor.” (Voloshinov, 1973: 86/italics in original)

As we easily realise, these quotes express the idea that we borrow or ”rent” (Holquist, 1981) meaning and expressions from others, in the specific situated interaction as well as within the sociocultural tradition, in our linguistic biography (§ 4.6).

5.1. Individual vs. social construction. Let me first make a couple of additional remarks on construction and constructionism in relation to dialogism. There are many varieties of the idea that the human subject ‘constructs’ or ‘interacts with’ the environment as part of his or her cognitive activities and in accumulating knowledge of the world. One distinction is that of individual construction vs social construction; construction is done by individuals qua individual agents, or by (individuals as part of) social groups, communities and activities.

5.1.1. Intrapersonal (individual) construction of meaning. In the philosophy of knowledge and the psychology of perception and cognition, many theories emphasise that the individual acquires knowledge in and through ‘interacting with’, organising and ‘constructing’ his or her environment. For example, this is true of pragmaticists like John Dewey (1938) and psychologists like Jean Piaget. At the same time, these scholars concentrated very much on the individual´s struggle to achieve understanding. 

Theories of individual construction can take many forms. In Immanuel Kant´s philosophy, it was a question, more or less, of all individual minds exercising their universal capacities of conceptualising the world in terms of a priori categories. (In terms of the categories of § 2.5.1, this is primarily perceptual-cognitive mediation, with little attention to culture-specific forms of mediation.) Piaget partly followed up the Kantian legacy (and so does Chomsky). ”Piaget typically depicts the developing child as a lone, inventive young scientist, struggling to make independent sense of the surrounding world” (Phillips, 1995: 9). This form of constructivism places enormous stress on the individual knower, but pays scant attention to the social processes in knowledge construction (Phillips, ibid.). 

Neo-Kantians and Piagetians acknowledge that different cultures and languages may have some, although limited, impact on individuals´ constructions. Yet, in these theories of individual construction, other individuals and sociocultural phenomena like language and institutions enter the picture only secondarily; the individual baically remains the sole constructor. By contrast, in dialogism, social constructionism is essential; the other is there from the very beginning. Individual construction may mean that different individuals end up differentiated constructions.  But for Voloshinov (1973), talking about ‘individual consciousness’ would still amount to a contradiction in terms. Consciousness is ‘knowing with’ others (con-scientia, Ru. soznanie). The individual´s mind is social (knowledge, norms, concepts and language originate in the social world) and interactional (including several voices when the individual engages in reflective thinking or self-talk). Individual cognition and learning are impregnated with sociocultural phenomena, that is, with shared, or rather partially shared, language, norms, knowledge and conceptual systems, all of which have a sociocultural origin and are communicative sustained. The individual´s unreflective cognition (‘subcognition’) too is imbued with social influences (e.g. Rommetveit, 1992: 38). 

All these points will be elaborated below, in due course. However, we may conclude this section by emphasising that social construction (and structures) and individual variation are coevolutionary, in all genetic perspectives (§ 11.2). We can develop a sense of mutually distinct others (and selves), and types of others, only if we have accumulated knowledge of their different ”track records” within a socially constituted world. Other people sometimes simply talk, act and seem to think differently from ourselves. In Ross´s (2005: 11) evolutionary-theoretical account, ”the main selection pressure that gave rise to enhanced representational capacity was the need for organisms in social groups to remember different conspecifics and their variable track records with respect to reciprocity and tendencies towards sociopathy and violence.” 

5.1.2. Interpersonal (communicative) construction of meaning. Social constructionism would stress the role of language, culture and communication more than individual constructivism
.  Then, there is past construction, which is assumed to have taken place prior to the present interaction, and present ongoing construction, which takes place in the situated interaction at hand (here-and-now). The combination of past and individual construction might be exemplified by individual, biographical history, as in life narratives, often researched with inspiration from Paul Ricoeur and other dialogically minded scholars. (However, narratives are of course often told in situ, for particular situated purposes.) Otherwise, the second-mentioned distinction applies primarily to social construction, where it corresponds to (what is normally termed) sociocultural (sociohistorical) vs. situated (social) construction, respectively (§ 4.4). Many theories, which would call themselves ‘discourse theories’, belong to the sociohistorical branch. They often portray ‘discursive formations’ and ‘orders of discourse’ (Foucault´s concepts, Fairclough, 1992: 40, 43) as fairly objectified and solidified; they have already been socioculturally constructed. They same applies to the discourse theory of Laclau & Mouffe (1986), which is less concerned with language and tends to obliterate the boundary between ‘discourse‘ and ‘non-discourse’.  By contrast, Fairclough´s (1992) ‘text-oriented discourse analysis’ is clearly text-based. However, none of these have been very much concerned with situated construction in actual talk-in-interaction, as has CA (§ 4.2-3)

I believe that a full-blown dialogism would assign important functions to all four kinds – intrapersonal and interpersonal, present and sociohistorical – of construction. At the same time, dialogists would hold that individual construction too is covertly social, since the individual human being is (almost) always implementing habits and concepts acquired in sociocultural environments. For dialogism, social and situated construction is certainly the home base of meaning-making. But this need not deny the role of individual agency (§ 6.1).

5.2. Other-orientedness I: Intersubjectivity. Other-orientedness has two sides, commonality and difference. On the one hand, there is (the strive for) intersubjectivity, rather than subjectivity and/or objectivity. On the other hand, there is alterity (§ 5.3)
. 

Intersubjectivity has been stressed by many, as different as, for example, (social) psychologists like Baldwin, Mead, and Vygotsky, and philosophers of communication like Grice. Often, intersubjectivity is explicated in terms of mutuality, reciprocity and ‘attunement to the attunement of the other’ (Rommetveit, 1990. 21).  

Intersubjectivity is a defining property of communication; there must always be intersubjectivity at some level; some common knowledge, assumptions, norms and commitments (Clark, 1996: ‘common ground’). In addition, this ”intersubjectivity [at some level] must be taken for granted in order [for intersubjectivity at other levels] to be achieved” (Rommetveit, 1974: 56). In other words, we must trust that there is some kind of common ground; otherwise, we cannot communicate or go on communicating.

Another influential (social) scientist who stressed the notion of intersubjectivity, particularly in relation to socially shared knowledge, was Alfred Schutz (1962), a predecessor of, among others, Berger & Luckmann (1967). Schutz emphasised the importance of reciprocity of perspectives, ‘taking the other´s perspective’ (Graumann, 1990: 111), in interactions. As in the case of Rommetveit, Schutz thus prioritised intersubjectivity over alterity. However, he did underscore that socially shared knowledge is far from totally socially shared. On the contrary, within this social-constructionist theory, knowledge is socially distributed, that is unequally accessed by different people, due to the vast differences in their life experiencies and biographies (Marková et al., 2006: ch. 1). Similarly, Rommetveit (2003) refers to this differentiated knowledge when he employs the metaphor of ‘shareholding in a common culture’ (§ 4.4) but stresses that different individuals and groups have different amounts of shares, and not all shares are of the same value.

5.2.1. Against the idea of ‘the group mind’.  Dialogism assumes that meaning lives in an ‘inter-world’ (§ 5.7), which exists ‘in between’ and is (partially) shared by individual human beings. People develop their understandings of the world by relating to, interacting with, the world, including that of other human individuals. But this does not imply that we must assume the existence of a ‘group mind’, in addition to the dialogical minds of individuals. Intersubjectivity does not reside in a collective mind (Volksgeist, Volksseele, collective representations), but in the inter-world connecting individual minds. Talking about a collective mind of the community is at best a metaphorical way of talking about intersubjectivity, and a rather misleading one at that. Only individuals have bodies and brains, and there are no such things as bodiless minds.


The mysterious entity of the group mind has haunted social psychology. It was a reason for American psychologists to abandon the ”social” aspects of (social) psychology (Greenwood, 2004; cf. also Farr, 1996). Floyd Allport, one of the most influential scholars in American social psychology, defined a ”group as any aggregate of two or more persons who are assembled to perform some task, to deliberate upon some proposal, or to share some affective experience of common appeal” (Allport, 1924: 260). This is the other extreme: groups as mere aggregates of autonomous individuals, without any dialogical interdependences with the surrounding world.


Groups, or better: social encounters and joint activities, have emergent properties (that cannot be entirely reduced to autonomous individuals and their self-contained contributions), not because there is a ”group mind” (the reason for Allport and others to reject the ”social”
), but because cognitions are made of interrelational stuff, of individuals´ interactions with others and with the world. There is nothing mysterious about that.

5.3. Other-orientedness II: Alterity. Apart from intersubjectivity, there is the somewhat opposed strand of alterity (cf. Marková, 2003a: 103ff., 2003b): dialogical tensions and differences between people and traditions, boundaries between communities (and reaching across these boundaries), knowledge, norms and expectations at variance. With this tack on dialogue, otherness introduces strangeness (Bakhtin: ‘estrangement’, Ru. ostranenie), in the form of oppositions, disagreements, different perspectives, evaluations and accounts
. It is the disruptive influences of the other which introduce tensions; the other brings in extra (‘surplus’) knowledge other than you had before or you had expected to encounter; she may see things from points of view that are so far strange or unfamiliar to your self, which forces you to reflect and try to understand, thereby possibly enriching your, and our collective, knowledge and language. The other´s discourse may function as a counter-point. It gives the individual opportunities for integration of others´ knowledge and, hence, for the development of socially partially shared knowledge, which amounts to an antidote to solipsism (selves totally closed within themselves, which is a problem possibly inherent in monologism.

Bakhtin talks about the role of the alien, foreign or strange word (Ru. chuzhoje slovo), the discourse of the other, as multi-functional and appearing at several levels
. For example, whenever I utter something, not only do I talk about something in the world, but I also consider what others have already said, or could have said, or may be about to say (that which has not yet been said) about the things involved. ‘The word is half someone else´s’ (Bakhtin, 1981: 293-4).   

The differences in perspectives, the asymmetries inherent in alterity relations, are important for the creativity in social life. If we want to acquire something new and productive from our participation in discourse, we must actively struggle with the other´s strange contributions. ”It is the impossibility of a total consensus that is the basis of all dialogues; indeed, the lack of consensus keeps the dialogue going.” (Marková, 2003b: 256). That fruitful communication presupposes respect for the other´s different, sometimes even alien, contributions is a key point for the dialogist philosophers Franz Rosenzweig (1921) and Emmanuel Lévinas (1961), and also for Bakhtin (in contrast to Buber; Marková, 2000: 424). Marková (2003a: 69) also sees W. von Humboldt as an important precursor on this point (as well as on other points of dialogism). Yet another philosopher who has stressed a similar point emphatically is Jacques Derrida; difference (in Derrida´s new French coinage; différance) is the necessary prerequisite and product of movement and dialogue.

A fairly well-known application of the dialogist idea of the other´s contribution to an individual´s development is contained in Vygotsky´s notion of the ‘zone of proximal development’, defined as ”the distance between the actual developmental level as detsrminas by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined by problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (Vygotsky, 1978: 86). That is, in and through the interaction, the other helps the individual to develop his or her ideas or competences, both in microgenesis (the single situated interaction) an in ontogenesis (the individual´s development over time). This has been applied to relations such as those of the child and its carer, the student and his/her tutor, and the client and his/her therapist (Leiman & Stiles, 2001). 

5.4. Complementarity as a bridging concept. Let me now recap the discussion of intersubjectivity vs. alterity. Communication is oriented towards shared knowledge (intersubjectivity), but there would be no point in communication if there were no differences and asymmetries of knowledge (cf. alterity). Dialogue is a site for the identification with others, as well as for the differentiation from others. The dialogical interplay involves taking the perspective of the other (Mead, Vygotsky), but also interpreting (the other) by responding (or preparing a response) on one´s own terms: imposing one´s own meaning (according to Marková, 2003a: 103, this is more of Bakhtin´s position).


One notion that appears to bridge the gulf between intersubjectivity and alterity is that of complementarity (Rommetveit, 1974, 1992). This is designed to capture the insight that parties to communication very seldom do the same things; usually, they do not simply imitate each other, but they perform complementary actions (CHECK Clark, 1996). One may ask questions, another will answer these questions. Participants do not occupy the same position regarding knowledge and participation, and these asymmetries (Linell & Luckmann, 1991) can often be organised so as to end up in some kinds of complementary actions. Experts and lay people meet with divergent predicaments and interests, and contribute different things to their common discourse. Different persons voice different perspectives, which together may provide a more complete picture than what transpires from one person´s discourse. 

Dialogists vary in their tendencies to stress either intersubjectivity or alterity, or both. Those who emphasise the effort for intersubjectivity (Buber might be an example) seem to be inclined to tie up with associations of ‘dialogue’ like consensus, communion and equality (more or less exclusively), whereas those who honour alterity (Rosenzweig, Lévinas etc.) also provide space for differences of perspectives and opinions, asymmetries and argumentation, competition and conflict, as well as misunderstandings and misalignments. Cf. § 8.12.  

5.5. Equilibrium vs. tension: Dialogue as unfinished. One element in communication seems to be the strive, on the part of participants, to strive towards intersubjectivity, commonality, communion and equilibrium. Kurt Lewin, a social psychologist who had much in common with dialogism, described interaction as movements within a field, which strives – after having been interfered with or disrupted – to arrive again at a state of equilibrium. That is, when the equilibrium gets disturbed, elements strive to reorganise themselves so as to end up in a new equilibrium or homeostasis. This obviously reminds of Hegel´s dialectics. However, as we have seen, alterity is not something which is just a transient period between situations of homeostasis. Serge Moscovici (1979) has stressed the dynamics resulting from breaking symmetry and equilibrium; the appearance of minority opinions often result in major changes (Marková, 2003). Tensions are a source of movement in individuals as well as in dialogue and society (chapter 11). According to dialogists like Bakhtin and Lévinas, the Hegelian model of thesis-antithesis-synthesis, with synthesis implying homeostasis, does not hold for dialogue and communication, which are necessarily ‘incomplete’ and, therefore, in a sense ‘unfinalisable’ (Russian:  nezavershennost, ‘openendedness’, Bakhtin, 1981: 426).

The insistence on the incompleteness of dialogue is related to the point of alterity, as it was laid out in § 5.3. First of all, thought is not ready-made, it does not come entirely prior to the communicative acts themselves, but it is conceived, accomplished, and temporarily completed, when – in a dialogue – another mind transgresses the boundaries of your own (Merleau-Ponty). But, secondly, the dialogue is not finished with the communicative act, because the addressee will carry it forward by providing an active responsive understanding. (The speaker herself may also come up with second thoughts, as she is still speaking, or after her speech act.) We never arrive at a final and entirely conclusive interpretation. Interpretations can always be questioned and expanded; there are always tensions and room for potential changes. There is always a ‘loophole’ (Bakhtin) for some interpretations and significances that have so far not occurred to us, a loophole for the introduction of new, so far unintegrated elements (cf. the alien perspective, § 5.3). At some level, this is even true for formal logic or mathematics. 

New contributions to dialogue engender new responses. In this way, dialogue is never-ending and uncompletable. To indulge in cognition or communication is to ‘move beyond’ what is already given. However, we cannot go on talking for ever, in any single situation. Normal social life would be impracticable and uncontrollable unless we take measures and make decisions quite frequently, in mundane life as well as in institutional encounters. Imposing a final answer to somebody´s wondering amounts to exercising cognitive power (authority, hegemony, colonisation).  This aspect is also part of human dialogue (§ 9.7).

5.6. Semiotic triads.

5.6.1. Introduction: More than dichotomies in communication. The classic contrast in monological theories of communication is that between the single individual and the world. Correspondingly, in the philosophy of epistemology (or ontology), there is a basic dichotomy between subjectivism and objectivism. Rommetveit (2003) contrasts the psychology of ‘the first person’ (‘I’) with that of the ‘third person’ (looking at people as objects in the world, which is of course grammatically in ‘the third person’; ‘he/she/it’). Indeed, radical objectivism may even construct the relation of language to the world as one between two ‘third person’-like entities, i.e. a linguistic representation (the constellation of symbols) and the organisation of the world; this is a theory cleansed from subjectivism (objectivism supported by scholasticism, cf. Bourdieu, 2000).

As an antidote to monologism, Rommetveit (op.cit.) proposes a psychology of ‘the second person’, which builds upon the interdependence between ‘I’ and ‘you/thou’. Thus, according to dialogism, an interaction or dialogue is first of all between ‘I’ and ‘you/thou’, or in Marková´s (2003a, 2006) terms between ‘Ego’ and ‘Alter’ (where these terms can stand for individuals, groups, cultures or even ideas and ideologies). But, at the same time, dialogue is about more than just these two parties (cf. Marková, 2003a: 80, 2003b: 256, on Rosenzweig). Nor is it only about ‘it’ and ‘me’, i.e. as in the mainstream (monological) alternative of objects and subjects. For example, communities and ‘third parties’ of several kinds (‘we’, ‘they’) are also involved, albeit often more indirectly. Dialogue and dialogism involve self and others, in the plural. This brings us to a discussion of so-called semiotic triads.

5.6.2. The pragmatic triad: ‘I-you-it’. There are many semiotic triads that have been proposed by dialogically minded scholars (Ongstad, 2004). Marková (2003a) devotes considerable space to this topic. Marková (2006: 125) claims that the ”basic unit of dialogical epistemology” is ”the triad Ego-Alter-Object/representation” (italics in original). Every communicative act, it is claimed, involves this triadic structure. However, I shall claim that there is more than this one triadic structure in communication and languaging. Let us look at some of these.


If we use pronouns (and pronominal adverbs) as convenient labels for the co-ordinates in the various triads
, we can characterise Marková´s triad as ‘I-you-it’ (even though she herself prefers more abstract terms) (cf. also Bühler, 1934; Voloshinov, 1973 [1929]; Marková, 2003a: 147ff, 2006, with references to Moscovici)
. I shall call this the pragmatic triad, and we note that it corresponds, at least superficially, to the three ”persons” in traditional grammar. However, we should note that in the monological theory which is implicit in traditional grammar, these pronouns (I, you, it) are supposed simply to refer to and label objectively identifiable persons or objects in the world (Linell, 2005: 77-78). But in a dialogical conceptualisation, language is not a mirror of the world. Instead, all three coordinates are mutually interdependent aspects of a communicative act, not simple reflections of parts of an objective world.


In accordance with the ‘I-you-it’ analysis, we can say that a communicative act has a ‘double directionality’ (Salgado & Gonçalves, 2005: 7); it is directed, by the speaker (‘I’), both towards the other (‘you’) and the object/referent (‘it’), the situation referred to. In this connection, we may also consider Bakhtin´s (1984) notion of the ‘hidden polemic’ in many discursive situations. Bakhtin calls attention to the fact that when a speaker topicalises a certain idea or opinion and critically comments on it, he or she often simultaneously attacks the persons, the stake-holders or opinion-bearers, associated with the idea, even if the people or the associations are never mentioned; the polemic remains hidden, but can be understood by those acquainted with the matter. In Bakhtin´s (1984: 195) words, ”a word directed towards its referential object [i.e. the topic] clashes with another´s word within the very object itself”. 

But the pragmatic triad is not enough. For example, it excludes words and concepts. I shall therefore proceed to some other proposals.

5.6.3. Other triads. Another triad is the situational triad of ‘now-here-I’ (time-space-speaker), the ‘coordinates’ of the communicative system. This too is often highlighted by dialogically minded scholars (Bühler, 1932; Rommetveit, 1974: 36; Valsiner, 2002: 252; Marková, 2003). Of course, this has to be complemented with the addressee (‘you’), as most of these authors have pointed out. These coordinates are necessary for us to assign a situated interpretation to any one utterance.


Yet, none of the triads so far introduced says anything about language, the semiotic means used in the communicative act. But then we have the ‘abstract semiotic’ triad: while in semantics and semiotics, we find some models that posit a basic interaction only between the word and the referent, others posit a triadic relation between the word/symbol, the concept/thought and the referent/object (cf. Ogden & Richards, 1923: 11). These are models of the abstract sign, used primarily in individual, cognitive models and monological linguistics. The abstract semiotic triad is abstracted from communicative situations (which are partly present in the situational triad) as well as from agents and actions (cf. the pragmatic triad). From the point of view of pragmatics and dialogism, it is therefore insufficient, in that it does not account for the communicative situated act. But the other triads do not suffice either. Surely, we must introduce knowledge about language, for example the meaning potentials of words and grammatical constructions, as a co-ordinate of the communicative act.


I shall argue that a single triad, like any one of those mentioned, is sufficient for a dialogical explication of the communicative act. In order to make this argument, I shall use a concrete example.

5.6.4. An example of a local communicative project. As my example I shall use a communicative (and meta-communicative) event type in which the use of a particular lexical resource is negotiated. It is based on the grammatical construction in Swedish (and several related languages) called x-and-x (Linell, 2006; Norén & Linell, 2006), which I will also use at some length in Chapter 14. The following is a short excerpt from an authentic (Finland) Swedish multi-party conversation (during a dinner):

(5:1) FLYTTA Å FLYTTA (SAM:V1: 989ff) (there is ongoing talk about a German family that was forced to leave Finland after WW II)

1. G:
sen så beslagtos huse å (0.5) dom flytta tilbaka

2.
ti (0.7) ti Hamburg (å)

3. M:
nå flytta å flytta men ja menar va (.) fan kan du

4.
göra
Approximate translation:

G: ”then the house was confiscated and (0.5) they moved back to (0.7) to Hamburg (and)”

M: ”well (nå), moved and moved but I mean what (.) the hell can you do”

The grammatical construction of x-and-x does a particular and partially meta-communicative job in the particular utterance sequence event or local communicative project in which it occurs. The speaker of x-and-x places a duplicated copy of the word x in the beginning (‘pre-front field’) of a new utterance (in this case: a new turn).  In and through this, and the subsequent utterance, he questions the situated use of a particular word x, in this case the Swedish verb flytta, which means ‘move (house)’ (among other things), but acknowledges that it is not entirely inappropriate either. In one sense, the word flytta ‘move’ could be used with reference to the situation talked-about, but other parts of the neaning potential of the word must be backgrounded or cancelled. That is, if somebody´s house is confiscated and the people are forced to flee from the country, you cannot talk about ‘moving house’, because that word usually presupposes that the movement is voluntary. On the other hand, in this case the people did change their residential location, which is another aspect of the meaning potential of flytta.


Let us see what is involved in this example in terms of its semiotic coordinates. First of all, there is of course an ‘I’–‘thou’ relationship. When G utters what appears on lines 1-2, in the ‘there-and-then’ utterance situation (cf. ‘here-now-I’), he refers to a referential situation or event (the German family that was forced to leave), and he proposes a perspective on that event (”they had to move back” using the word flytta). He thereby invites the addressee, M, to share this perspective. But M does not fully share G´s perspective; he objects (partially) to the word selected, or rather he negotiates the word selection. He acknowledges the possible appropriacy of x (flytta), in terms of some but not all aspects of its meaning potential.


So, we have not only G´s and M´s interpretations of the referent situation. Rather, in and through (implicitly) comparing their two interpretations of flytta, which is a word in the Swedish language, G and M collaboratively refer to something else, the meaning (potential) of flytta, which they take as (possibly) shared. We could look upon this as a possession of a generalised other, which is the linguistic community in which both interlocutors are included. We could call this pragmatic coordinate ‘we’ or ‘one’ (man, Fr. on, or generic ‘you’); it concerns how ‘we’ or ‘one’ would use the words in the common language.


We could think of the language, including the meaning potentials of all its lexical resources, as belonging to an ‘invisible third party’ (Salgado & Hermans, 2005), or a generalised other. In addition to ‘I’ and ‘you’, we seem to have a third party (‘we/they/one/generic you’). And it should be pointed out that references to meaning potentials are invoked not only in meta-communicative utterance events, such as those involving x-and-x, but they are always presupposed at some level in languaging.

5.6.5. Self and others: ‘I‘, ‘you’, ‘it’, and the complex of  ‘we’/‘one’/(‘they’)/generic ‘you’. We conclude that we need more than the pragmatic triad. Indeed, we need at least a quadruple, four co-ordinates of communication: ‘I, it, you (thou), we/one’. In a diagrammatic form, we could represent this as follows:

(INSERT DIAGRAM HERE)

We can say that the distinction between ‘you’ and ‘we/one/generic you’ here is implied by the double dialogicality (cf. § 4.1 above), the need to distinguish between the concrete other (‘thou, you’) and the generalised other. Communicative acts are addressed to ‘you’, but as we live in a world of sociocultural, conceptual webs woven together with many others, we must also count with these generalised others. We can proceed to distinguish between different kinds of such generalised others, who can, according to varying circumstances, be referred to with ‘one’, ‘we’, or ‘they’. On the one hand, we have an anonymised ‘one’, any human being in the relevant community of people. Alternatively, we distinguish ‘we’ (the community in which we are members) from ‘they’ (the community excluding ‘us’ or excluded from ‘us’). 

Indeed, the diagram above combines the three different main triads adduced earlier: the situational one, the abstract semiotic one, and the pragmatic one.

In sum, the analysis of the responsive understanding of real-interaction events that embody dynamic construals of meaning (as illustrated by the example (5:1) in § 5.5.4, see also § 13.4) therefore speaks for minimally a fourfold set of coordinates, plus of course, on the one hand, time and space, and, on the other, the word/symbol:

_
the speaker´s ideas that he wants to convey,

_
the addressee´s understandings,

_
the identities and the nature of the things referred to (as they are apperceived by the participants) (objects as perspectivised referents)

_
the meaning potential of the word used, and this may be thought of as (the participants´ assumptions about) the meanings that a generalised, abstract other (the generic ‘you’, the community at large, or perhaps ‘third party’, parties who are not physically present: ”we” or ”they”, or rather ”one” (French on)), would mean or associate with a particular word or utterance.


The analysis proposed here goes beyond that of Marková (2003a, 2006), i.e. the pragmatic triad. In addition to what has been said about this, it seems to me that Marková´s analysis fails to make the distinction between the objects talked-about, i.e. the ‘content’ of the discourse, and the social representations and semiotic means used in expressing and understanding, i.e. making sense of, the content (i.e. in my simplified terms: between ‘it’ and ‘we/one/generic you’). The introduction of ‘one/we/they’ implies that a third, potentially active party enters our analysis of communication. The roles of ‘third parties’ in dialogism has occasionally been discussed, often in somewhat other terms than I have just used. I shall therefore devote a special section to ‘third parties’. However, it should be pointed out that this will involve a whole lot of other things than the semiotic triads discussed in this section. This has dealt with ‘coordinates’, something that parties coordinate or are coordinated with in communication. The next section will deal with (third) parties, who are more or less active agents in communication. The issues are related but quite different.

5.7. Third parties. Communication and dialogue are not just between two parties. In § 4.1, the notion of double dialogicality was introduced. For example, in a conversation one does not just talk with some concrete other who is present there and then; as a participant, one also orients to, exploits and plays with ideas, traditions and communicative activity types that exist from before and which are carried further in and through the situated interaction. Perhaps even more significantly, what one says here-and-now may have consequences for possible future conversations and situations, in which the same participants will take part or be talked about. In other words, what gets said or done here-and-now (or of course: what does not get said or done) can be used and responded to at later opportunities, when speakers may not themselves be physically present. Thus, as participants in communicative activities, we also have to think of ‘remote audiences’ (Linell, 1998a: 107). One might have to think about possible future gossipers: one´s reputation may be at stake. All this means that we have to theorise the role of third parties in dialogue. 

Third parties play important roles in communication, e.g.  with respect to trust and confidence. The notions of discretion and secrecy presuppose categorisations of others into those with whom one shares knowledge and those from whom one hides (i.e. the more typical ‘third parties’). Therefore, the web of confidence vs. suspicion is sometimes woven to shield off third parties.


But there are also ‘third parties’ who are used as aids or partners in communication. Sometimes, we collude with such third parties. We often express ourselves not only with regard to the immediate addressee, but also with respect to (and in respect of) absent third parties. Bakhtin talks about the ‘word with a sideward glance’; while speaking, the speaker ”simultaneously addresses a third party as well: he squints his eye to the side, toward the listener, the witness, the judge” (Bakhtin, 1984: 237).
 Sometimes, there are several different (present and) absent recipients (‘split recipiency’), something which may force speakers to alternate between I-positions (§ 6.4). 

This already suggests that the domain of ‘third parties’ is quite a complex one. However, in order not to water down the notion of ‘third party’, we will define ‘party’ as somebody, or a more abstract virtual other, who thinks, says or does, or could think, say or do, something which is relevant for the primary parties (here-and-now) an to which they therefore orient in their discourse. Third parties are silent, or play more peripheral roles than primary participants, in the interaction. They are sometimes only virtually present, or at least less visible or less audible than the primary parties. But the primary parties (I, you) believe, or at least consider the possibility, that third parties could say or do something, either in the present situations or later (see below). 

The third party might either be a specific third, a particular individual or community of individuals, or it might be an abstract (generalised) third. If we want a preliminary taxonomy of third parties, the following springs to mind:

(i) Concrete third parties, who are physically present and usually intervene verbally in the communication between the two (or more) primary communicating parties: mediators and go-betweens (e.g. mediators in negotiations, dialogue interpreters, adjudicators), chairpersons, audiences, overhearers and eavesdroppers (cf. Goffman, 1981). We may also invoke the usual distinction between direct addressees (full-blown ‘second’ or even ‘primary’ parties) and other listeners.


The differences between addressees and other listeners in face-to-face communication have obvious concrete and partly ”automatic” consequences for the interaction. There is usually a closer alignment between speaker and addressee, than between speaker and other listeners (Pickering & Garrod, 2004: 174). 

Concrete third parties, present or absent (category (iii) below), may also give rise to ‘split audience design’ on the part of primary parties, who must orient to both what the interlocutor says or might say, and to how third parties might react. One case is the televised talk show, with both the interaction between parties on the stage, and the orientation of these to an overhearing audience present in the studio, as well as to the absent spectators, i.e. the large TV audience (category (iv) below).

(ii) Concrete artefacts may sometimes voice a (virtual?) third, usually an institution. (Thus, these are related to (v) above.) These artefacts are present in the situation and oriented to, or used as tools or aids, by the parties. They are oriented to as sources of information or agents which oblige the parties to interact in certain ways. Examples are images that are interpreted or texts that are read (or produced on-line), diagrams and maps to which you orient (Mondada, 1996), written reports, printed forms (to be filled in), questionnaires (governing how questions are asked and responded to in interaction), values shown by measuring instruments. (Numerical values given by ‘objective’ instruments are often given great authority in parties´ deliberations; Adelswärd & Sachs, 1996). Examples of texts used as carriers of authority are the use of police reports in court trials or diary notes in therapy sessions. Such tools and artefacts have in fact sometimes been analysed precisely as third parties in the discourse analyses of institutional talks. At the same time, though, artefacts can also be partners in a kind of dyadic interactions with only one single human agent. For example, we have media such as e-mail, chat systems, and SMS´s.

(iii) Absent concrete third parties who are possible distant recipients of information about the conversation here-and-now. These parties (Linell, 1998a: ‘remote audiences’) are often indirectly oriented to by speakers, who therefore may adopt a ‘split audience design’; speakers have both their interlocutors as their primary audience, and they sometimes also keep the absent third parties in mind. An obvious case is the broadcast (radio or TV) conversation as mentioned above; here interlocutors talk with one another in front of a listening remote audience. But the phenomenon of abstract concrete third parties generalises to many more situations. I say things to you here-and-now, and at the same time indirectly to all those with whom you might talk in the future, and these thirds will talk with other thirds, in principle infinitely. These thirds may, for example, become potential future gossipers. This category of absent thirds may also be those who are involved in or concerned about our topics, perhaps those who may be present at other times when we meet.

(iv) ‘Virtual’ (virtually present) third parties, i.e. parties who are not physically present but quoted or else somehow invoked by the communicating parties. They may also be referred to in the speaker´s ‘internal dialogue’ (§ 6.2). In the discourse, they are treated as agents (actants) or stake-holders. They can be subcategorised into actual (named) individuals (or groups), partly constructed collectives (‘the media’, ‘the politicians’) or constructed collectives (such as ‘people’, ‘the man in the street’). Chief among the latter abstract and generalised thirds are perhaps sectors of society (science, the media, the political system, the church, the legal system, the banking system, the market, the state bureaucracy) or other abstract institutions (money, the family, the language code, other norm systems). Such ‘virtual’ parties are sometimes explicitly invoked in conversations (e.g. Adelswärd et al., 2003, on focus groups), but they can also be concealed (anonymous but sometimes quite dominant) voices in the individual´s discourse (§ 6.2-3).

(v) Thirds like professions and institutions show up as perspectives or identities (‘voices’) voiced by the communicating parties, particularly perhaps in the contributions by professionals in institutional encounters (cf. § 9.7 on polyvocality). These voices are sometimes integrated and disguised, i.e. parties do not explicitly mention or thematise them.

(vi) Many dialogically minded thinkers have posited even more abstract and general third parties. One would be Mead´s ‘generalised other´. Other examples are Freud´s ‘super-ego’ or Bakhtin´s ‘super-addressee’ (1986) (Marková, 2006: 135), and the dialogist linguist-philosopher François (REF) has talked about ‘the wise third’ (le tiers savant). These, it is argued, are often implicitly invoked in the individual´s ‘inner dialogue’; I shall return to ‘super-addressees’ and ‘authoritarian voices’ in § 6.5.

5.7.1. The near omnipresence of ‘the third’. As we have just seen, third parties can be of vastly different kinds. They can be regarded as additional others: peripheral second parties (others). Thus, in discussing third parties, we are actually elaborating and differentiating the notion of the other.

However, speaking of third parties, one issue is whether communication should always be said to involve (a silent) third. Category (v), in particular, comes close to being always potentially relevant. Perhaps we can approach this question on two planes. In one sense, we try to restrict the notion of third parties to those that leave traces in parties´ manifest discourse (see below). On the other hand, we can adopt an abstract position and claim that, at an epistemological level, all communication involve third parties.

There is a risk that all kinds of conceivable entities or even mere dimensions become appointed ‘third parties’. For example, language(s), situations at large or time in general have been proposed. We therefore propose a somewhat narrower definition: third parties must be somehow demonstrably oriented to by primary parties, as being or representing somebody (or something?) with an agency and a mind. Often, third parties determine what you choose not to say, but also the ways in which you say that which you do in fact say. We noted above that Bakhtin (1984: 199) introduced the concept of the word with a ‘sideways glance’; the utterance, and its utterer, looks – in a ‘sideways’ manner – also at how indirect recipients (third parties) might understand it.

There are of course forms and situations of interaction in which the orientation to a real or virtual party is minimised in the primary parties´ dialogue. For example, the primary, immediate and intense interaction between an infant and his or her parent may be of this kind. Somatic aspects such as close physical proximity and mutual gaze may effectively exclude others and the attention to them. There is no Bakhtinian sideward glance. Close interactions as intimate conversations with friends or intercourse with a lover might be other eaxamples. (Or are we perhaps sensitive to third parties´ possible reactions here too?).

Finally, we should stress that third parties are not static entities. On the contrary, there are always dynamic negotiations and renegotiations, reconfigurations, of participant statuses in interaction and dialogue. For example, somebody can be reconfigured from being a direct addressee (thus a second party) to indirect addressee (third party), or vice versa: concrete examples are child patients and their parents in pediatric consultations, as described by Aronsson (1991).

5.8. Relations in an ‘inter-world’. Dialogism tries to transcend the dichotomies between objectivism and subjectivism, and between extreme empiricism and idealism-cum-rationalism, by stressing intersubjectivity and alterity in a real (material and social) world.

As was already pointed out, we can conceive of the role of the cultural collectivity in relation to individuals at two levels, the long-term perspective of sociocultural praxis and the here-and-now perspective of the specific situated encounter; Rommetveit (2003) talks about the (socially distributed) shareholding in a common language (languages, social representations etc.), and the co-authorship (or co-construction) of situated meaning in the situation, respectively (§ 4.4). At both planes, understanding is mediated by dialogue; understandings accomplished must be thought of as temporary, partial and only partially shared (§ 8.5).
 

Meaning resides in the interface between the culturally embedded subject and the culture itself (which contains other individuals embedded in the culture) (Rommetveit, 1998).
 Similar formulations about the human mind can be found in Bakhtin (1984: 287ff.). Husserl, in his late works, proposed that epistemology starts with intersubjectivity rather than in the individual subject. Another proposal of the same kind is Merleau-Ponty´s (1955) concept of intermonde (‘inter-world’) between subjects and the world. Buber (1962/1923) has, as pointed out by Marková (2003a: 79), ‘the sphere in between’. Heidegger (cf. Peters, 1999: 16) likewise stressed that being with others is fundamental to the human condition; we are ‘thrown into’ a world which is meaningful, and is incessantly being made meaningful in human intercourse. 

Dewey (1964 [1896]) points out that the term ‘interest’ has the etymology of ‘going between’ (Lat. inter-esse). To be interested is to relate to and interact with that which one is interested in. Another everyday social term related to the inter-world is that of German stimmung (Sw. stämning) (etymologically related to German stimme, Sw. stämma, ‘voice’), meaning social atmosphere or public sentiment. A related concept is that of tuning instruments, that is, calibrating their pitch in the same way. Rommetveit (1992: 23) speaks of verbal interactions, in which ”reciprocal adjustment of perspectives is achieved by an ”attunement to the attunement of the other” by which states of affairs are brought into joint focus of attention, made sense of, and talked about from a position temporarily adopted by both participants in the communication”. 

We should also remind ourselves that the words conscience and consciousness have their root in Latin con-scientia, knowing with (somebody other). Consciousness is intersubjective, an ”interpsychic event” (Salgado & Gonçalves, 2005: 21); it belongs to an inter-world between minds.

Lewin´s (REF) field theory of group interaction implies that individuals, groups and their actions must always be understood in inter-relational terms (Moscovici & Marková, 2006). Lewin´s ideas go back to gestalt psychology, a largely dialogical tradition (§ 16.2). Consider, for example, the perception of a configuration like Figure 1 (cited from Valsiner, 2006b):

INSERT  Fig. 1 HERE

Here, the perception of the two triangles is clearly a result of the interaction between the perceiving mind and the affordances (§ 11.8.2) of the physical figures on the paper as such. The latter simply consist of the black circles with indented wedge-shaped segments missing cleft and the lines forming pointed angles. The mind interacts with these affordances; gestalt psychology speaks about the tendency to closure, and the like (Valsiner, op.cit.). The triangles are inter-relational phenomena.

In general, the concept of the inter-world is of course a metaphor. But as such, it is significant. We need it to avoid being forced to choose between subjectivism and objectivism. According to dialogism, it would be a category mistake (in the sense of Ryle, 1949) to assign meanings to either of these, or to any physically defined location, meanings, understandings, contents (of thoughts) and ideas are interrelational phenomena between the subject (who thinks, understands, means) and her or his ecosocial world. It would also be a category mistake to ask where meanings are localised physically; they are neither in the head or out there in the environment. However, this os of course not to deny that the neurological substrate necessary for cognition is in the (embodied) human brains.

It is mainly in the discussion of the nature of meaning that the notion of inter-world has been evoked. Whereas monologists typically speak about meanings as appearing and residing in an ‘inner world’ of the cognising individual, dialogists would evoke the ‘inter-world’ between individuals and between the individual and the affordances of the encironment. As Putnam (1975) said, ”meanings just ain´t in the head”. However, a related discussion concerns the notion of the ‘extended mind’ that has been fairly hot in recent philosophical discussion. This will be brought up in § 6.8 (see also Chapter 12). 

Chapter 6: The dialogical self.

6.1. The presence of the other in the individual mind. One may conjecture that it belongs to the human constitution to be sensitive to other human beings (and sometimes other creatures) precisely as others, as beings rather like oneself, as agents and moral subjects, rather than simply objects in the world (§ 11.1). At any rate, in most religions (including the Judaeo-Christian-Moslim traditions) and in the common-sense of most cultures, we have concepts and metaphors that somehow presuppose that the individual
 has internalised voices, perspectives and stances of others. The two Latinate words conscience and conscious(ness) derive from the prefix con- ‘(together) with’ and scio ‘to know’. Having a consciousness implies being able to be aware of one´s own thoughts, feelings and behaviours, almost as if one had adopted and internalised the perspective of another, somebody observing ‘me’. A person´s consciousness (the conscious part of the mind) is ”knowing with (somebody else)”. There is a social aspect of consciousness that consists in two (or more) voices or perspectives addressing one another in internal dialogue. Likewise, having a conscience implies being able to ”hear” the admonitory voice of others, perhaps a generalised, ‘authoritarian’ voice (§ 6.5.5).


In other words, our culturally entrenched self-images include at least embryonic ideas of a split ego, a distinction between ‘I’ and ‘me’ (or what other terms one would prefer). In psychology and philosophy of kinds akin to dialogism, these ideas were theorised and developed in different ways by, among others, William James, G.H. Mead, Sigmund Freud and Mikhail Bakhtin.

6.2. Perspectives in one self´s discourse. In discourse, any participant constructs his or her contributions from one or the other point of view. All discourse is perspectivised. The various points-of-view may be the speaker´s own, but they are also dependent on others´ points-of-view. They often respond to other real or potential interlocutors:


”Each utterance is filled with echoes and reverberations of other utterances to which it is related by the communality of the sphere of speech communication. Every utterance must be regarded primarily as a response to preceding utterances of the given sphere (we understand the word ‘response’ here in the broadest sense). Each utterance refutes, affirms, supplements, and relies on the others, presupposes them to be known, and somehow takes them into account.” (Bakhtin, 1986: 91)


When the speaker positions him- or herself to other possible points-of-view, these latter stances have not necessarily been expressed in the the same situated interaction; they can be perspectives current or possible in the culture at large. A speaker´s discourse is interdependent with concrete interlocutors´ actual utterances, with other perspectives (objections etc.) in one´s ”inner dialogue” (§ 6.5) with oneself, and with other perspectives and voices of individuals or groups in the sociocultural environment (including the generalised other, the voice of ‘common sense’, etc.). One does not speak from a single, monolithic identity. On the other hand, this does not imply that the voices are easily kept apart; they sometimes shade into each other or merge.

6.3. Dialogical embeddedness and individual agency. The individual´s dialogical interdependences with others may call into question the traditional conception of the autonomous subject, which has been prevalent in educated circles at least from the renaissance. The ‘dialogical self’ is defined by the individual´s different social experiences, memberships and commitments. ”The dialogical self can be described as a dynamic multiplicity of I-positions in the landscape of the mind” (Hermans, 2002: 147). (An ‘I-position’ is a position that the ‘I’, i.e. ego, can occupy.) The self, e.g. the thinking ‘ego’, is not – or no longer – undivided. 

Dialogical and perhaps divided selves have been proposed by many. The ego was pictured as a battle-ground for different forces, ideas and wishes by Freud (who was perhaps not so dialogical after all). Other 20th century (and more dialogical) forerunners were William James (1890) (‘multiple selves’), George H. Mead (1934) (‘I’ and ‘me’, the ‘generalised other’) and Erving Goffman (1959) (all our various self-presentations and alter-castings). Later, Bakhtin´s work, when it was made available to Western readers, has been interpreted as promoting even more the idea of the split self, harbouring many different voices, which have been appropriated by the individual in different social contexts and activity types. Personal biography can be understood as a polyphonic novel (Salgado & Gonçalves, 2006: 10). The notion of the split self has perhaps been most radically expressed by some postmodernists (e.g. Gergen, 1994).


A problem in the theory of the split self is that it risks denying completely the individual´s own agency. Dialogism highlights the individual´s cultural embeddedness and interactional interdependencies, both sociohistorically and situationally (§ 5.1). One may ask oneself whether this amounts to denying the relevance of the individual subject, ascribing to the individual mere responsivity or even passivity. The answer is, I think, emphatically no. Action and talk are thoroughly socially permeated and interactionally accomplished, but they still derive much of their impetus from the subject him- or herself, or from the acting or speaking ‘consciousness’. Individuals are not entirely at the mercy of social or discursive forces. They are still to a large extent the origins of personal initiatives, and are accountable for their actions. They are agents with their own experiences and biographies, and they have (admittedly, to varying extents) capacities to participate in and contribute to their social circles (REF TO Dufva?). Individuals are morally responsible, as has been emphasised by several major dialogists, including in particular Bakhtin and Lévinas. So, what dialogism denies is the existence of the autonomous, i.e. socioculturally independent, subject. (This notion was epitomised in the image of the Cartesian ‘ego’: the independent ‘thinker’, cogito.) Rather, the ‘dialogical’ subject is both socially embedded and subjected to bodily constraints, and is a conscious, rational individual with a will and an ability to indulge in emancipatory action.

The individual is not split into a bundle of socially-determined, multiple selves, nor is it a monolithic, static property. Rather, we could talk of one dialogical self, contextually interdependent with others and with contexts, moving between different positionings but still part of continuities. Such a dialogical self must be accounted for in terms of concepts such as potentialities, context-interdependences and alter-orientations. It would combine continuities and discontinuities, unity and multiplicity, sameness and difference, potentiality and actuality (Salgado & Hermans, 2005). There is ”difference, duality, alterity, and culture” (Salgado & Gonçalves, 2006: 22), but the ”I emerges as a centre of subjective experience and agency, mutually dependent of (sic!) others” (ibid.: 22).

The continuous, relatively stable (core of the) self is sustained by (1) one single body (even though the body changes over time, there is still a continuity, which ceases only in and through death), and (2) a personal biography (even though one´s life is subject to dynamically changing interpretations, each individual has lived through a unique personal history of actual events and experiences).
 

6.4. The embodied self and the notion of voice. Many sections of this chapter present a person´s mind as culturally and socially embedded. It is important that this insight of sociocultural embeddedness be combined with that of embodiment. One´s self uses its body. A person´s language and languaging are incorporated into the mind/body of that same individual. It is here that the concept and phenomenon of ‘voice’ comes in (Bertau, 2007). Utterances in talk are always carried by the individual voice. The concept of voice involves at least three important dimensions: (a) material or physical embodiment, (b) personal signature, and (c) perspectives on topics and issues. I shall deal with these in this order.

6.4.1. Language and discourse as embodied. Within linguistics, language has nearly always been portrayed as something abstract, formal, immaterial and impersonal, as structures existing over and above individuals. But language lives in and through the languaging of real people, in their interaction with one another. The utterances of language users are always embodied; they consist of ‘material’ words enacted by embodied individuals and carried by their voices. Voloshinov (1973 [1929]) argued this emphatically in his ‘theory of the utterance’, which was of course a severe critique of formal linguistics.


When a person ”fills his language with life” (to use a distinctly Bakhtinian wording), he or she adds prosody (intonation, accents, rhythm, etc.) and voice quality to it, in producing utterances. These properties of the voice contribute to sense-making in communication, especially to the emotional flavours attributed to the utterances in context. But the material voice, with its dialectal features and voice quality, also gives off much information about the social and personal identities of the speakers (Scherer & Giles, 1979; Laver, 1980). This brings us to the next point.

6.4.2. Voice as personal signature. While the lexical words, the grammar and the overall discourse strategies of an individual´s discourse may show some personal characteristics, it is particularly the physical voice, its quality and dialect (geographical, social and individual ‘lect’), that provides the person with an individual spoken ‘signature’. 

Bertau (2007: 7, 10) states that the voice carries the subject out of her- or himself. In slightly different wordings, it provides a ”sound envelope of the self” (Anward, 2002, drawing upon Anzieu, 1979). A speaker´s utterances are signed (Morson & Emerson, 1990: 69), and the voice becomes a kind of personal embodied ‘signature’. As Bertau (op.cit.: 9) insists, the social nature of utterances and voices includes their addressivity. But if one speaks in one´s own voice, it is also a mark of authenticity. Jan Anward (2002) analyses particular types of predicament, under which speakers lose their own voices or have to use others´ voices. ”What would be worst, the discovery of a new nose on you or the discovery of a new voice from within you?” (Anward, 2002: 134) It is evidently more of a threat to one´s personal identity and authenticity to lose the voice than the nose.


The embodied voice is a thoroughly dialogical medium. The speaker can hear his own voice, almost as he hears the voices of others. Voices can be heard when visual contact is excluded, for examples through closed doors or in the dark. Farr (1990) argues that vision is primarily a medium for observing others (we are only rarely objects in our own visual fields), hence in a sense more monological, whereas the vocal-auditory channel is more dialogical. At the same time, however, this reasoning neglects the enormously dialogical and interactional functions of mutual gaze, seeing one another´s faces and eyes, explored in the writings of Lévinas (e.g. 1969).


Individuals use their signed utterances (sometimes) to express particular ideas and views. This brings us to another, somewhat metaphorical but characteristically Bakhtinian sense of the term ‘voice’, namely, an expressed opinion, view or perspective, something that the person would typically say and presumably (at least at some level of intention) stand for. This brings us to the third point.

6.4.3. Voice as perspective on topics. Ideas, opinions, and perspectives on topics are by and large socially and interactionally generated and sustained. They live in the ‘circulation of ideas’ in conversations, the media etc. (François, 1993; Hudelot, 1994; Salazar Orvig, 1999). Individuals appropriate many of these ideas and make them their own. They then indulge in voicing, i.e. expressing, these ideas themselves. One might say that they ”vote” for these ideas, and align with others who hold these ideas.


However, their are many opinions and perspectives available in the sociocultural environment around us. Any single human being will, over time, be acquainted with many (partially overlapping) sociocultural communities and pick up many ideas, sometimes partly conflicting perspectives on the same phenomena or issues. This gives rise to at least two, but related, extensions of the concept of ‘voice’. One is the idea of a generalised ‘voice´, or generalised perspective on a topic or topical domain, which is tied to a group of sense-makers, rather than a single individual. Such voices often meet and dialogue with each others in encounters between people. For example, we could talk about the ”voice of medicine” as the ways a typical physician would express him- or herself on medical issues in encounters with patients, and the ”voice of everyday life”, which are ways in which patients approach (what are in some sense) the same issues, at least as long as they stick to everyday life perspectives (Mishler, 1984).


The other aspect is that one and the same person may appropriate, internalise or express several different voices, whether these voices are taken from other individuals or they are generalised voices. Here, of course, ‘voice’ is taken in the abstract sense of ‘perspective on a topical domain’, but notice that these remain perspectives entertained by or associated with human beings, the stake-holders. Moreover, some speakers sometimes even imitate the actual physical voices of other (real or virtual) individuals. This brings us to the heart of the notion of ‘polyvocality’ (‘multivoicedness’) in the self´s internal dialogue or contributions to external dialogue (§ 6.5-6), and also to polyvocality and heteroglossia in texts and larger discourses (in a Foucaultian sense) (§ 10.7).

6.4.4. Voices and Goffman´s concept of the speaker. The three aspects of voices: embodiment, signature and perspective, can of course be talked about in alternative terms. One is emotional tone (intonation) of utterances, sources of utterances (who said this, who stands for that?) (Bertau talks about the agentive starting point of a message, p. 4), and the ideas behind people´s discourse. Erving Goffman (1981) made an analysis of the notion of ‘speaker’ that largely mirrors this threefold division: the speaker may be an animator (the physical source or sounding-box), an author (who puts together the words of utterances) and a principal (the authority whose opinions are expressed or who is ultimately responsible for them).

6.5. The subjectivity of the self as internal dialogue. The ability to think and reflect is largely acquired in social contexts. The same is true, a fortiori, for language. The child learns to internalise social language and dialogue from the environment in which it finds itself and participates (Vygotsky, 1934 [1986, 1987]). Bakhtin and his circle developed their theories around the internal dialogue of the individual. This is connected with the idea of polyvocality (multivoicedness). While polyvocality is of course trivially true of a conversation between two or more parties (‘external dialogue’)
, or of the linguistic activities that take place within a communicative community, the dialogical theory stresses the occurrence of several voices also within a single individual, as he or she is thinking, or engaging in an outer dialogue. This is what is usually called ‘internal dialogue’.


The term or concept of ‘internal dialogue’ is ambiguous, however. It can refer to the individual´s internal and normally tacit
, ”speaking with/to him/herself”, as well as to the fact that an individual´s contributions to a conversation can involve an embedded dialogue between different voices, either different ‘I-positions’ of the self or (often constructed) references or quotes, whether overt or covert, from or to other people´s utterances or thoughts. Salazar Orvig (2005, cf. also Marková et al., forthc.: 134-6), who discusses these phenomena and their interrelations at some length, proposes a terminological distinction between (the inner) ‘auto-dialogue’ and dialogue within ‘hetero-dialogue’ (i.e. a dialogue between I-positions and/or quoted others, all embedded within a monologically organised contribution to an externalised discourse), respectively. 

6.5.1. Hetero-dialogue: Polyvocality in an individual´s contributions. Monologically organised texts and utterances, i.e. contributions by one writing or speaking individual, are most often heterogeneous with regard to sources and positions. Single speakers use other people´s ideas, positions, thoughts and utterances, which they may quote more or less overtly (direct or indirect, ‘reported’ speech or thought) or reflect more implicitly, sometimes unwittingly. These ‘voices’, i.e. ideas and perspectives attributed to other people´s voices, are sometimes recruited by speakers as support for their (the speakers´) own views (e.g. use of authorities as support), or they can be used as (real or virtual) counter-positions that the speakers resist and argue against. In the former case, speakers become animators and (partially) authors of what other people, individuals or organisations, stand for as principals (in the terminology of Goffman, 1981).


As already indicated, the presence of others´ voices in a speaking or thinking individual´s discourse can be evident or masked. There are various ways of indexing others´ discourse within one´s own discourse; some different linguistic formats for this are what has been traditionally known as ‘direct’, ‘indirect’, ‘free indirect’ discourse, etc. These have often been analysed in explicitly dialogistic terms; the locus classicus is probably Voloshinov (1973 |1929]). Marková et al. (2006) look at various ways of embedding a dialogue of voices and ideas in the discourse of focus groups. Pascual (2006) analyses the frequent occurrences of direct speech forms which are morphosyntactically and prosodically integrated as constituents in sentences, phrases and even words without formal subordination (e.g. It´s like why not? I´m like Oh God!, Don´t you dare poor-thing me, It´s a calling plan, not a sorry-I-can-only-talk-during-obscure-in-convenient-off-the-peak-hours plan). Pascual argues for a dialogical analyses of such phenomena, which are seldom treated seriously by grammarians.

Turning to the term ‘hetero-dialogue’ as such (Valsiner, 2002: 252; Salazar Orvig, 2005) 
, it is hardly self-explanatory. As we have seen, what we are faced with are (often relatively) long (‘monologically organised’) turns at talk which contains an embedded – explicit or implicit – ‘dialogue‘ between voices or positions, and this turn is often part of an externalised dialogue with other interlocutors. One could therefore perhaps just as well propose the term ‘hetero-monologue’.  

When people talk, they often integrate, contrast, shift and swift between different ‘I-positions’ that they themselves adopt. This brings us to our next point: auto-dialogue.

6.5.2. Auto-dialogue: Internal dialogue in thinking. ‘Internal dialogue’ also covers what goes on in e.g. solitary thinking or individual problem-solving. Within limits, the individual may gradually, during his or her development, acquire an ability to conduct an internal dialogue, to introduce ‘virtual others’ in his or her argumentative thinking (Billig, 1987)
. In one´s thinking and discourse, positions give rise to counterpositions in a ‘dialogue of ideas’ (Marková et al., 2007). Often, these are different ‘I-positions’; the individual subject can look upon her- or himself from different points of view, for example, trying to adopt an outside observer´s view on the self, or trying to express one´s own ”true” subjective feelings and volitions.


However, auto-dialogue is usually not like full-blown external dialogue in its expression and nature. Already Vygotsky (e.g. 1986, 1987 [1934]) remarked that the ‘inner speech’ seemed to be less explicit, not involving full sentences (more of just predicates, in his view). Thus, he did not assume that external and internal dialogues are copies of each other; internalisation transforms the social, interindividual process and changes its structure and functions (Wertsch & Stone, 1985: 167). Lewis (2002: 179) elaborates the point, claiming that ”internal dialogues are real, but they are usually sublingual and inchoate”. They are varying ”on a spectrum from vague, gist-like sensations to articulated words or phrases”. The actual experience of someone other´s voice ”is a rare event, but it is not unexpected”. Rather, Lewis suggests that ”the experience of dialogicality [in one´s own thought/PL] may often be the experience of expecting dialogue, that is, the experience of acting as if someone might be listening to us, evaluating us and ready to act verbally” (italics in original).  

6.5.3. Internal (intrapersonal) dialogue accompanying external dialogue. There is an obvious link between auto-dialogue and hetero-monologue. One may argue that in using polyvocal and heteroglossic utterances (‘hetero-dialogue’ or ‘hetero-monologue’, § 6.5.1) in talk or in written texts, the speaker reveals some of his or her own auto-dialogue (§ 6.5.2). He or she is ”thinking aloud”. This has methodological implications. As Salazar Orvig (cf. Marková et al., forthc.: 136) points out, we often have to rely on the publicly available hetero-dialogue to make inferences about auto-dialogue, which of course otherwise remains basically inaccessible to observation and analysis. As we know, cognitive psychologists have sometimes used think-aloud protocols as a method to access people´s cognitions. 

However, public hetero-dialogue only partially reflects the speaker´s thinking. In many situations, people simply do not disclose very much of what they think. At the same time, the participation in an outer dialogue presupposes internal activities going on in the individual´s mind. Thus, one can speak about the individual being engaged in auto-dialogue also while she is taking part in a conversation with others (Marková, 2003a: 115). These cognitive ‘auto-dialogical’ activities take place before and after, behind and beyond what is made public in the individual´s contributions to ‘external dialogue’. In order to contribute to the outer dialogue, the individual must engage in responsive understanding of the other´s prior or ongoing utterances (and also his or her own prior or current utterances). Such responsive understandings are often externalised in the individual´s overt utterance; indeed, the latter is largely co-existential or intertwined with the responsive understanding. The processes involved are fast and immediate, and largely non-conscious, virtually automatic and next to ‘reflexive’ (reflex-like). However, there are also ‘reflective’ ingredients, processes involving more of conscious, inferencing and even calculating nature (Carston, 2005). ‘Reflexive’ and ‘reflective’ aspects mutually penetrate one another, but one might say that certain exchange types favour reflective processes more than others. Also, reflective processes may increase in importance, as the individual distances him- or herself from the ongoing exchange, for example, in moments or episodes when he or she is temporarily silent and takes more of an observer´s stance. This is sometimes more easy to do in a multi-party interaction than in an intense dyadic conversation. To put it in simple terms, one can think, while the others talk, which is one of the methodological arguments for using multi-party conversations like focus groups for studying people´s thinking and arguing (Marková et al., forthc.). In the next section (§ 6.5.4), I shall comment on a sequence from a focus-group discussion, in order to make the interplay between internal and external dialogues more concrete.

But before that, let me point out there is usually some fragmented auto-dialogue going on also when, for example, the individual is giving a talk. As a speaker, you hear yourself giving expression to ideas, and almost simultaneously, you may have the experience of tacitly generating responses, ‘second thoughts’ related to what you have just said. This may be just an internal affair, an auto-dialogue not necessarily triggered by reactions from the external audience.


The interplay between internal and external dialogue must also be invoked in the explanation of what we reveal and hide to others, what we choose to say, or are lured into saying, publicly. Words can be repressed or silenced, without being obliterated from the minds. What we choose to give overt expression to in interaction is not the totality of what we think or experience: we can often ‘see’ more than we give expression to (what Bakhtin (REF?) calls the ‘surplus of vision’ [Ru. videnie]). One could describe it as the result of a struggle between disclosure and non-disclosure, between revealing and hiding. Some things gets said, others not (but can perhaps be inferred) (§ 9.6).


One can look at the internal dialogue accompanying external dialogue as a dialogue of interpretations of what you hear others and yourself say in the external dialogue. Metaphorically speaking, it is also a dialogue between ideas (Marková et al., 2007). 

While this theory points to the intricate interpenetration of cognition and communication, it does not claim that internal and external dialogues are the same in structural or functional terms; for example, an auto-dialogue may not be entirely brought into verbal language (cf. Vygotsky, 1986). In addition, as I just suggested, there are undoubtedly different kinds of internal dialogue (auto-dialogue), just as there are many communicative activity types (§ 8.5) in talk-in-interaction.
6.5.4. The interplay between external dialogue and internal dialogue: An example. External dialogue in overt interpersonal interaction is observable, while a lot of people´s own thinking and internal dialogues is not. This is a methodological reason for Conversation Analysis to focus exclusively on external interaction. However, while one´s dialogue with oneself cannot be directly observed, there are traces of it on display in some situation types. This is particularly significant in the case of internal dialogue accompanying and underlying one´s own speech (§ 6.5.3). In addition, internal processes may be more externalised (in body language) in direct addressees in intense interaction, than in other listeners, especially those occupying retracted positions.


In this section, I shall comment on a simple example from a focus-group discussion, looking only on the verbal discourse. If we had had a video-recording, somewhat more might have been accessible to us.


The following excerpt has been drawn from a corpus of focus-group discussions dealing with gene therapy (Bakshi et al., 2001). The language of the original is Swedish. The excerpt comes from a group of four female nurses from neonatal ward, Anna, Lena, Sanna and Ulla. (There is also a moderator present, who stays silent in this episode.) When we come in, the discourse is drifting into a discussion of different methods of getting other people´s genome in one´s children;

(6:1) SOMEBODY TRANSPLANTS SOMETHING (LicTI: Tema K: GTD2; translated from Swedish)

1. Sanna:
yeah but-uh your husband is perhaps a bit sickly so he (.)

2.
won´t do as a father of children, (.)

3.
.hh bu[t then one would have to take Charlie]=

4. ?:
      [( xxx  xxx  xxx xxx  xxx xxx xxx  xxx]

5. Sanna:
=then who lives

6. Anna:
yes

7. Sanna:
four houses a[way sort of.]=

8. Lena:
             [((giggles)) ]

9. Sanna:
=it can y´know- that scenario can y´know so-to-speak (.)

10.
turn up in a fut[ure (xxx)

11. Ulla:
                [yes we HAVE] got it, haven´t we, in

12.
those sperm banks. .hh

13. Sanna:
ye:[s

14. Ulla:
   [isn´t it [there. (.) where you can- y- where you]=

15. Sanna:
             [but it´s still optional,  isn´t it?]

16. Ulla:
all the time you can .hh uh li- loo- choose what you

17.
[would] like

18. Sanna:
[yeah]

19.
(0.4)

20. Sanna:
but it´s you who choose after all it´s not little uh (.)

21.
°there is not somebody who tells you that° now [we´ll]=

22. ?:
                                               [(xx)]

23. Sanna:
see to it that °now y- we have drawn a lot that you will

24.
have° a child, .hh with ex wy zed an:,

25.
(0.7)

26. Sanna:
here.

27. 
(0.4)

29. Ulla:
but that is y´know happened already °how many hundred years

30.
ago;°

31.
(0.7)

32. ?:
°°@ @°°

33.
(0.9)

34. Lena:
.hh it´s ol[d after all (xx)]

35. Ulla:
           [yes it it is ] OLD THIS THING THAT- SOME- SOMEBODY

36.
OTHER uh transplants something an´ y[ou skall] give birth (i[t]

37. Lena:
                                    [mm]                    [mm

38.
(.)

39. Ulla:
#yeah.# 

40.
(0.6)

41. Sanna:
>go like during< nazi [times then

42. Anna:
                      [surrogate

43. Ulla:
God hhuh uh @Jesus@ uh [ha

44. Anna:
                       [surrogate oh I: see

45. Sanna:
during [nazi times ] there were y´know homes °then [for Ger]man=

46. Ulla:
       [(no but I- I went)]                        [ mm   ]

47. Sanna:
=women°, whe[re they] (.) well in fact picked out uh

48. Ulla:              [ mm:  ]

49. Sanna:
(0.6) goo:d (0.7) women so to spe[ak and] good #men”.

50: ?:
                                 [((coughs))]

51. Ulla:
[mm

52. Sanna:
[an´ these- these children they were born y´know at: in °these

53.
homes.°

54.
(0.4)

55. Sanna:
°became Aryan children.° so there they didn´t y´know have- there

56.
they didn´t have y´know this technique so they had to rely

57.
y´know on nature an´ take a look at people that they-

58. Ulla:
yeah

59. Sanna:
looked ok[ay

60. Ulla:
         [but it´s [of course a bit frightening] then that=

61. Lena:
                   [limping [xx]]

62. Ulla:
≈they can not take this into account [a bit here.

63. Anna?:
                            [mhh

64.
(0.4)

65. Ulla:
how it was.

66.
(1.0)

67. Sanna:
but it´s this

68. Ulla:
=but the sci[entists must]

69. Sanna:
            [THAT´S THE EVIL] side there an´ then it´s for the

70. 
good °that they try (.) then

71. Lena:
°h[m:°

72. Sanna:
  [°(bring) forth°

73. 
(0.5)

74. Lena:
°°mhm°°

75.
(2.4)

76. Ulla:
yeah one may of course hope that in the beginning it was thought

77.
out that way.

78.
(.)

79. Ulla:
.hh (.) with gene technology th- that one would then be able to

80.
cure diseases and the other things were

81.
(0.9)

82. Sanna:
the other things [you get on the bargain]

83. Ulla:
                 [just came along]       ah yeah

84.
(2.1)

85. Sanna:
°it´s like that I s´pose.°

86. Anna:
but the first [ (testing) (xx) (test-tube)]

87. Ulla:
              [an´ there will always be] scruply
 gynecologists

88.
who will carry out this kind of things an´ take babies away.

89. Lena:
mm

90. Anna:
ye:[s:

91. Ulla:
   [always there will be. >you can never safeguard yourself uh

92.
even if you legi-  if you legislate or whatever you do you´ll

93.
[never be able to safeguard yourself]=

94. Anna:
[I don´t think so either (.) no ]

95. Ulla:
=there always be such people.

96.
(2.2)

97. Ulla:
who will ear- for their own winning y´know °earn money on°

98.
°°such things.°°

99.
(0.3)

100. ?:
°°(.hm)°°

101.
(1.2)

102. Ulla:
°°(that)°°

103. 
(3.0)

104. Anna:
but <the bar> is raised
 all the time

105.
(0.5)

106. Anna:
°I think.°

107. Ulla:
mm:

108.
(1.8)

109. Anna:
what we tol- what we permit

110.
(0.9)

111. Ulla?:m[m: ]

112. Anna:
 [but the fir]st test-tube baby then one thought y´know

113.
like oh God, right?

114. Ulla:
°mhm:°

115. Anna:
but [now I (am)] so what then they do it with their left=

116. ?:
    [°°(sure)°°]

117. Anna:
=hand l[ike.

118. Lena?:       [(mm)=

119. Anna:
there is like nothing an: .hh it is very common that they

120.
bring us [babies who are]

121. Lena:
         [§§(it is near- mm mm)°°]

122.
(0.9)

123. Lena:
°nearly old- now no:w (0.9) new (0.7) test-°

124.
(1.9)

125. Sanna:yea:h

126. ?:
=.hyeah (xx)

127.
((four seconds of inaudible talk))

128. Sanna:so that- yeah but it becomes we get accustomed.

129.
(.)

130. Sanna:everything we get used to °after a while° 

Of course, a piece of multi-party talk like (6:1) may be analysed at several levels. If we look at the ”dialogue of ideas” (Marková et al., 2006) circulating in the nurses´joint discourse, we can see that it deals not only with gene technology, but also with the invention and application of this technology in comparison with activities in the past. One idea is that there are analogies with earlier practices, such as the use of sperm banks and the growth of test-tube babies, but also the ”breeding” practices of the Nazi era. Other ideas include the claim that the new technologies have both good and bad sides (e.g. lines 69-70), and that people, including the speakers, get used to and accept things they were hesitant towards in the beginning (e.g. lines 104-109, 130).

The primary speaker of excerpt (6:1) as a whole is clearly Sanna, although Ulla too is quite active, particularly in some episodes. Anna and Lena remain rather passive for a long time, until Anna comes in with her subepisode from line 104. If we disregard the brief continuers and acknowledgements by the others, there are several stretches that are more or less monologically organised. Roughly, Sanna have two stretches, lines 1 through 26, and lines 41 through 59, Ulla has her main contributions between lines 60 and 97, and Anna from line 104 to line 120. Often, a monological turn or turn sequence includes a main idea (or ‘voice’) and an opposed or complementary idea (or ‘voice’). The latter is often adopted from a co-participant. Thus, Sanna argues, in the first subepisode of (1), that in the future somebody else might want to decide who should be the biological father of your children, but she then takes up Ulla´s argument (lines 11-12, 14-15) that this situation is already here. However, she makes a distinction; in contrast to the future scenario (cf. lines 23-24), choosing another biological father is still optional (lines 15, 20-21). After this follows an overt polylogue, initiated by Ulla´s claim that outsiders could decide on how a woman could get pregnant ”many hundred years ago” (line 29); interestingly, an intended reference of this is ascribed in three different ways: the conception of Jesus (Ulla herself: lines 29, 43), surrogate mothers (Anna: line 42) and Nazi homes for Aryan women (Sanna: line 41 onwards). 


From line 60 onwards, Ulla is the main speaker for a while. This relatively monologically organised turn sequence is also two-voiced; Ulla´s main message is that people have not learnt from their bad historical experiences (e.g. lines 60, 62, 65), but she also entertains the idea that new technologies may have a good side (lines 76-79). Again, this idea in her own discourse was sparkled off or, as it were, imported from another participant, namely, Sanna (lines 69-70). However, it is also possible to argue that this short contribution (the two lines) of Sanna´s in itself includes the perspectival reversal, and thus contains the trace of an internal dialogue.


Anna´s subepisode (lines 104-120) is dominated by the idea that the moral stakes are raised all the time in the course of the invention of new technologies and practices. However, it contains the seed of an implication, the additional idea that ”we get used to everything”. But this idea is explicitly formulated by a co-conversationalist, namely Sanna (lines 128-130). Conversational partners can often identify traces of an internal dialogue in other people´s utterances, and they bring them to a more explicit verbalisation. This is part of the power of the dynamics of dialogue. When we think, we have imported this dynamics from external dialogue.


The example (6:1) shows a few glimpses of the intricate interplay between external dialogue and individuals´ accompanying internal dialogues. Our thinking and argumentative abilities get stimulated from experiencing other people´s partly ”alien” perspectives in interaction (§ 5.3). Our next example, taken from the same focus group as (6:1), illustrates how one individual voices several perspectives within her own monological turn, thus reflecting a dialogue she is conducting with herself (granted that here she is actually reviewing a text she has read). Sanna accounts for a number of pros and cons with regard to foetal diagnostics using gene technology.:

(6:2) WHERE WOULD YOU DRAW THE BOUNDARY? (LiCTI: Tema K: GTD2: 2ff., cf. Bakshi et al., 2000: 27, translated from Swedish. From the beginning of the session; Sanna is referring to a journal article which had been distributed to participants beforehand)

1. Sanna: yeah I read it this morning [(.) so that I would have it

2. Anna:
                           [yeah

3. Sanna:  fresh in my memory (.) but I think there are y´know like

4.         two sides of this thing, that you get rejected because of 

5.
your SEX [that´s like that´s y´know wr-

6. Anna:
         [mm

7.
(.)

8. Sanna:
WRONG then [but then it is the other side

9. Anna:
           [mm

10.
(.)

11. Sanna:
be rejected that´s as you say one can see certain grave

12.
disabilities diseases and such [the difficulty is then=

13. Lena:
                               [no but

14. Sanna:
=that I have to choose then to have (.)not have the strength

15.
of taking care of such a child for example

16. Anna:
mm 

17. Sanna:
then I may think that then it´s okay so to speak but yes

18.
is not ok- it´s not okay if if they take you away ((i.e.

19.
”kill”)) only because you´re a girl [but how could=

20. Anna:
                                    [no

21. Sanna:
=you be able to REGULATE that?=

22. Anita: =but where would you draw the boundary?  

Here, Sanna shifts between different perspectives while talking, as if there were several ‘I-positions’ arguing amongst themselves. The implicit argument of Sanna´s turn is that it is necessary to draw a boundary somewhere between permissible and non-permissible applications. Again, it is a conversational partner, Anna, who makes this explicit (line 22).

6.4.5. Authoritarian and authoritative voices in the dialogical self. Whether we are speaking of external or internal dialogues, the individual is dependent on concepts, ideas, knowledge and language of a social, communicative origin. These ideas can be of different characters, employed, as it were, by different voices in the individual´s mind. For example, Bakhtin (REF?) made a distinction between ‘authentic’ discourse (when one speaks unambiguously one´s sincere ideas) and ‘pedagogical’ discourse, when one talks about accepted ideas in ways that are considered suitable for the audience to be taught and educated. 

An authentic voice is undisputably the speaker´s or author´s own voice genuinely expressing his or her own ideas. But there are various ways of playing around with authenticity. One of Bakhtin´s concepts (1981) is that of ‘ventriloquation’ (Wertsch, 1990: 75ff.), referring to the situation when somebody speaks entirely as if all the talk originated in another speaker, from somebody other´s voice. In real ventriloquation, this is done openly, so that the audience (in one sense mistakenly) ascribes the voice to someone else than the physical speaker (Goffman´s (1981) ‘animator’). But a speaker may also claim to express ideas originating in his or her own mind, when in fact, he or she has appropriated (or expropriated, that is, stolen) them from somebody else. In this case, the ideas may or may not be genuinely shared by the speaker him- or herself.

Yet another distinction from Bakhtin´s circle (Brandist et al., 2004) is that between the ‘authoritarian/authoritative voice’ and the ‘internally persuasive voice’ (Ru. vnutrenne-ubeditelnoe slovo; Bakhtin, 1981: 424). The former is a dominant voice, consciously or unconsciously appropriated from authorities in the environment. ”The authoritative word (religious, political, moral; the word of a father, of adults, of teachers, etc.) […] demands that we acknowledge it, that we make it our own; it binds us, quite independently of any power it might have to persuade us internally; we encounter it with its authority almost fused in it.” (Bakhtin, 1981: 342). 

The authoritarian/authoritative voice can be very oppressive, working almost in a monological fashion (ch. 7); it tells the individual what he or she should think and say about him- or herself and others. The individual often makes it into his or her own, ‘appropriates’ it [Ru. osvoit´]. Lysack (2005) exemplifies with rapists who have internalised an authoritarian discourse and then voice the idea that they are entitled to dominate women. Similarly, the victims, the women who have been abused, may voice conceptions of their own incompetence and worthlessness. By contrast, the ‘internally persuasive voice’ is more geared to ”searching for one´s own (authorial) voice” (Lysack, op.cit.), ”a process of making a word ‘one´s own’, and the act of choosing a ‘language’”. In this framework, Lysack sees a connection between dialogism and a creative and generative psychotherapy.

James Wertsch (2002) analyses how in the Soviet era, Russians collectively remembered, or were forcefully made to remember, their own modern history. Authoritarian/authoritative versions were provided by the authorities, using many forceful means. As Wertsch (op.cit.: 118) says, with reference to Bakhtin (1981: 343), in such cases, ”one must either totally affirm [the authoritative word], or totally reject it”. Russians had to master and cite it in public, or else they might be arrested and even faced physical extermination. Many citizens undoubtedly sincerely believed these versions too; in other words, they had genuinely appropriated them. However, there were also unofficial versions living alongside with the official ones, but they could at most be aired under safe and private circumstances (”in the kitchen”). 

The ‘authoritarian/authoritative’ voice can sometimes be that of some kind of common sense, a ‘generalised other’ (a kind of third party, § 5.7) or ‘super-addressee’ (§ 6.5.6). This inner voice can also be discussed in terms of one´s ‘conscience’, the internal witness to what one says or does, and a tiers savant (François; cf. § 5.7: (v)). 

The ‘authoritarian’ voice is often akin to ‘common sense’ or cultural assumptions that the individual does not question, and when the individual  internalises the discourse, i.e. the ideas of this voice, it is often a kind of self-discipline in Foucaultian terms (§ 8.7). These are canonical (usually unquestioned) views that become incorporated in the individual´s self identity. For example, a very common idea in Western culture has been that sexuality and nakedness are potentially or even necessarily connected to shame. That is, some basic assumptions of this kind have been always been around, whereas of course different times and cultures have entertained specific ideas about exactly where, when and in which social contexts sexuality and nakedness are permitted or forbidden.

It is quite easy to come up with other examples of ‘folk psychology’ (Bruner, 1990), ‘common sense’ thinking or cultural ‘themata’ (Moscovici & Vignaux, 1994; Marková, 2003). For example, one idea in many modern Western cultures is that nature is good or even holy, which means that human beings should be allowed to manipulate it only within limits, for example, when developing genetic therapy and modification; however, where exactly the boundaries should be drawn is subject to considerable differences of opinion (Marková et al., 2007: ch. 6).

‘Common sense’, ‘themata’ and, in general, social representations are appropriated and sustained in human interaction. But dialogue, especially argumentative verbal interaction (e.g. in focus groups, cf. Marková et al., op.cit.), is also the locus where ideas may be questioned, particularly when others help individuals to become aware of alternative conceptions (§ 5.3: alterity). Thus, resistance to dominant voices and perspectives co-habits with these latter voices.

6.5.6. Super-addressees.  Third parties (§ 5.7) are not present as direct interlocutors in talk or texts; they are absent (in a concrete sense) or even virtual (imagined rather than objectively identifiable). An absent, ultimate authority has sometimes been called ‘super-addressee’ by dialogists (Bakhtin, REF?; Holquist, 1990: 38). One could also call this ultimate authority a ‘super-author(ity)’, an ultimate ‘principal’ in Goffman´s (1981) terms. We are speaking of the authority whose ideology is behind our own and all (properly socialised) others´ thinking and discourse. Individuals have appropriated certain ways of thinking and talking, thereby adopting the underlying ideology, although aspects of this adoptions sometimes remain implicit, and individuals are not always fully aware of them (§ 6.5.5). When members of such a cultural community speak and think, they do it with a ”sideward glance” (§ 5.7) at the super-addressee, the ideological authority, asking themselves: ”will he approve of what I am now thinking and saying?” At this level, the (super-) author and the (super-) addressee merge.

6.5.7. Thinking with the help of others. A dialogical theory of thinking does not portray the thinking person as autonomous, even if an individual may do a substantial part of his or her thinking in solitude and physical seclusion from others. We may still think like others, or against/counter others. But in both these cases, we think with the help of others. If we are basically positive to an other´s (X´s) ideas, we use and elaborate concepts by X, and if we are basically negative, we elaborate our own concepts and ideas by taking a stance relative to X, thereby using X.


Gillespie (2005) has made an interesting analysis of Descartes´Meditationes (1641), showing that the author (usually regarded as a die-hard monologist!) conducts a sophisticated auto-dialogue shifting between different I-positions (see § 6.6) (the ”naive meditator”, the ”sceptic”, the ”narrator”), which are dialogically contrasted in the text. In the Meditationes, we can identify all ”the twists and shifts of Descartes´ own self-reflective stream of thought” (op.cit.: 18). These positions are of course dependent on the philosopher´s membership in a long socio-cultural tradition, where such positions are ”in dialogue”; the various parts of his text ”reverberate with the echoes of the conversations of which [they are] a product” (op.cit.: 8). However, these positions have probably not been articulated in such an explicit and penetrating way as in Descartes´one work; the contribution of the eminent individual (§ 6.1) is of course always present.

6.6. The self at the cross-road of discourses in society and voices in the mind. There is a rather close connection between ”discourses” – different social representations: ways of looking at, thinking of and talking about particular topical domains (§ 10.8) – in society, on the one hand, and ”voices” in the individual mind, on the other. These discourses and voices meet in the individuals´ minds, largely through the use of language.


The self houses internal ‘auto’-dialogues (§ 6.5.1) between what can be called different ‘I-positions’, that is, different ways of ”looking at” and understanding oneself and one´s self. ”Positions” point to the relational character of ”being in the world”, and denies any autonomy or isolation of the self; I is neither auto-constitutive nor a-temporal. 

I-positions have their origin in one´s experiences of living in the social world. For example, they may involve ”inside” agent/subject positions, as well as outside (quasi-objective observers´) positions. George H. Mead (1934) explored these phenomena (‘me’ vs. ‘I’, etc.), and many dialogists have followed suit. In recent theories of the ‘dialogical self’ (e.g. Salgado & Ferreira, 2005), the theory of the self as hosting an internal dialogue between an ‘ego’ and internalised ‘others-in-the-self’ has been taken further. There seems to be a ‘double directionality’ (§ 5.5.3) in internal dialogue too: the I speaking to a responding I (the internal ‘other’ who is understanding by responding) about something (‘the object’).


Most people probably experience parts of their thinking in terms of a struggle between positions, such as those of an engaged stake-holder with strong feelings and a reflective sceptic/observer striving for impartial quasi-objectivism. For example, somebody who is in a state of deep love for a particular other may be able to see the loved one both from the stand-point of the passionate lover (he/she is unique and extraordinarily equipped) and that of the rational impartial sceptic/observer (he/she is actually a normal human being with strong and weak sides and the relationship of love can be given realistic psychological explanations). Similar ambiguities pertain to other passions, such as one´s belief in a scientific theory or a political ideology, or one´s role of a fan of a particular football club.


As we saw in § 6.5.6, even such an original, individual thinker as Descartes (who, in addition, propounds a very individualistic theory), has a membership in several social communities, which are partly constituted by their (partly) socially shared and communicatively sustained sets of knowledge, assumptions, attitudes and norms. At the same time, however, the individual´s mind has emerged from his or her own specific biography, the experiences he or she – qua individual in society – has had in interactions at particular locations in time and space. Thus, the individual´s identity is both unique and shared; the individual has a dialogical self (§ 6.2).


It is important to recognise that both discourses and voices, in the senses just alluded to, exhibit dynamic features of variation and change as well as dimensions of continuity, due to their belonging to socio-cultural and biographical history. In other words, stability and change are not limited to either of society or individual consciousness.

6.7. Feelings as dialogical. Feelings are subjective. Individuals feel in their (own) bodies. They are subjective interpretations of bodily states and processes, and they are dependent on somatosensory processing in the brain´s cortex (Damasio, 1994). One might therefore propose that feelings must be accounted for in individual terms; they belong to the individual´s ”inner life” (cf. § 6.1, 6.6, 16.2).


What this argument forgets about is that feelings are often (the interpretations of) the body´s reactions to the external environment. Even so-called basic emotions (or feelings) – fear, grief, anger, disgust, joy, surprise – usually have their stimuli or objects in the external world, often in other people´s doings and displayed feelings. More significantly, however, there are plenty of ‘social’ or ‘moral’ feelings that might aptly be called ‘dialogical’; they concern the perception of the self in relation to others. These feelings include shame, guilt, shyness, embarassment, contempt, indignation, bonding, love, jealousy, sympathy, empathy, respect, gratitude, pride, or feeling of threats to or violations of one´s personal integrity or dignity. A particularly interesting dialogical feeling is shame, which is linked to, or partly constituted by, its physiological manifestation: blushing. Indeed, Darwin (1872) proposed that shame is the most human of all feelings (Farr, 1990; Baneke, 2005). Blushing is a very direct and rapid reaction in a situation of embarassment in front of an other. But a person can blush when merely thinking of the embarassing or shameful facts, which indicates that the mind is profoundly other-oriented. 

In other words, feelings are like thoughts and understandings; they are constituted in a social ‘inter-world’ (§ 5.8) (although they are of course dependent on a bodily substrate, § 16.2).

6.8. Beyond the individual mind. The mind has usually been seen as a property of the single individual; this is part of the Cartesian heritage in Western thinking (§ 16.2). However, the fact that human minds are socioculturally embedded gives us reasons for questioning the time-honoured idea that the mind is something ”internal” to the individual, entirely subjective, and invisible to observers. 

It is a commonplace to exemplify ”mental” or ”psychic” phenomena with thoughts, feelings, fantasies, dreams, and abstract or symbolic thinking, i.e. phenomena located inside the body, or very often ”in the head or brain”. But talking, interacting with others, exploring the environment or navigating in the environment are also mindful activities (one might prefer the term ”mindful”, because ”mental” is already loaded with the wrong connotations, cf. Middleton, 1996). They show the mind being present and working in the world. The mind is designed to relate to the outer world (and the inner body). In fact, one might describe the function of mind (or consciousness) as one of relating experiences of the environment to one´s bodily states, thereby assigning evaluations to incoming information (Solms & Turnbull, 2002).
 

Accordingly, it is misleading to think of the mind´s products as being ”internal”. Seeing them as such seems to involve a category mistake; rather, meanings occur in an ”inter-world” (§ 5.7). Again, this is of course not to deny that the mind has a bodily substrate. Nor does it deny that there is thinking without interacting with external objects or other persons (‘internal dialogue’ or ‘auto-dialogue’; § 6.5.2); neuro-biologists, such as Damasio (1994), hypothesises that such thinking engages ‘as-if loops’ in the brain. Finally, we do not deny that the individual´s own body is important for his or her feeling of bodily (and mental!) integrity. 

The mind is not locked into the individual or his or her brain, residing only inside his or her skull or within the bounds of the skin. ‘Mental’ activities do not happen in an ‘inner world’; rather, they should be seen as taking place in an ‘inter-world’ (§ 5.7). In Thibault´s (2005: 149) words, ”[w]hile the brain-in-a-vat may be an attractive sci-fi proposition, real brains cannot exist or function on their own, cut off from the world of human social activity. Real brains set up cognitive-semiotic loops between body and world.”

6.8.1. The extended or distributed mind. Thibault and others talk about a distributed or extended mind (A. Clark, 1997), as well as the embodied mind (Varela et al., 1992). The mind extends beyond the skin, its work is distributed on the individual and his or her environment. One can think of brain, body and environment as a distributed cognitive system. 
 ”Semiosis and cognition are distributed among neural structures, ecosocial processes and bodily activity.” (Thibault, op.cit.: 149-150). The mind ”is distributed all along the extended loop of body-brain systems, artifacts, semiotic resources and the material world.” (ibid.: 151). To this list, we should add ‘the other’ and her actions and utterances (chapter 5). A conversation could be seen as a case of ‘distributed cognition’ (Linell et al., 2001). (See also Chapter 12 on the ‘dialogical brain’.)

The notion of the extended mind has in recent years been proposed by some neurobiologically informed philosophers, notably Andy Clark (1997). Many arguments are built around the intelligent use of external props and aids, tools and artefacts, used to enlarge the range of human perception, cognition and action: tools such as the blind man´s stick, scissors, calculators, computers, and of course, spoken utterances and written texts. Clark calls language ”the ultimate tool”.  In general, ”[…] selected extra-bodily resources constitute important parts of extended computational and cognitive processes” (Clark, op.cit.: 214). Where does the user end and the tool begin? Clark concludes, or at least suggests, that ”our mental capacities […] turn out to be properties of the wider, environmentally extended systems of which human brains are just one (important) point” (ibid.: 214). Clark (esp. pp. 217-218) discusses how far the image of the extended mind may reasonably be taken. 

6.8.2. The mind: body and culture. Let me summarise: the mind is ”something alive” (Marková, 2003a: 24), not a set of mechanisms. It is embodied and distributed, that is, characterised by both embodiment (cf. Merleau-Ponty) and cultural embeddedness, not primarily by abstract, universal ideas. The body is a necessary (but not sufficient) condition for meaning and consciousness; only individuals have bodies (there are no spirits without bodies, no collective souls). But the mind, though embodied, is a thoroughly relational phenomenon, and works as interaction between systems:

_
between different neurological systems (engaging different structures; not only representations; parallel distributed processing) and other bodily systems (e.g. hormonal systems) (Damasio, 1994: the ‘embodied brain’) (cf. ch. 12)

_
between individuals, generating meaning in the interface between individuals and cultures.

6.8.3. A note on ‘inner images’. One phenomenon that, on the face of it, seems to be entirely subjective and non-dialogical is our ability to imagine things and events, perhaps more or less visually, as ‘inner images’, as seen by our ‘inner eye’. It is sometimes argued that this kind of environmentally disengaged ‘pseudo-perceptual’ phenomenon would prove the theory that the content of the mind is internal to the individual (and perhaps even that the direct perception of the world too must be explained in terms of inner images). This way of trying to explain the basic phenomenon, direct environmentally engaged perception (and action) in terms of something secondary, ‘pseudo-perception’, seems to put things upside down. I shall also argue that the linguistic metaphors dealing with ‘the inner eye’ – quite common also among non-orthodox neuro-biologists (e.g. Damasio, 1994) – are misleading and unfortunate.


Suppose that I think of, recall and imagine the Eiffel tower of Paris. It may mean that I create a visual appearance, an illusion, of seeing the Eiffel tower with ‘my inner eye’, although probably only partially and vaguely. But this does not mean that the imagined Eiffel tower is ”internal” to me, ”in my head”, any more than the Eiffel tower is inside me, when I observe the real physical tower in Paris. The image is just a virtual image of the object imagined, an illusion that I see ”in front of me”, as if it existed there. But it is no more real that the mirror image I see when I look at ”myself” in the mirror. It is just a virtual object; I cannot go behind the mirror and find a real copy of myself there. In this case, there is an external artefact, the mirror, that crucially contributes to making the virtual image possible, although the eye and the brain are of course also engaged. In the case of the virtual Eiffel tower, only the brain is engaged.


What is ”internal” here are two aspects. First, some brain functions are necessary to evoke the illusion. However, the brain is likewise necessary for the direct apperception of the world (and the virtual image in the mirror). Secondly, the illusion is limited to myself; it is secluded, as if it existed in secluded space, inaccessible to others.


But the imagination of the Eiffel tower is made possible because of my prior experiences of the outer world; what is ‘environmentally disengaged’ is dependent on prior extensive and multi-faceted engagement with the world. I have seen the real Eiffel tower, and remember parts of my impressions. I have also seen material pictures (photos, drawings, paintings) of the Eiffel tower. I may also be helped by linguistic descriptions, mediated through talk or text, which make me able to construct a picture. All these experiences have been made in and through interaction with the world. They are neither exclusively subjective nor entirely objective; rather, these meanings, words and images belong to an ‘inter-world’. Therefore, the so-called ‘inner thoughts’ and ‘inner images’ do not testify to a world that is exclusively internal to the self. (What is inside me is only the bodily neurological substrate necessary.) 

Chapter 7: Monological and dialogical practices.

7.1. Treating the world as responsive or non-responsive. One of the ontological assumptions of dialogism is that there is a difference between monological objects and dialogical subjects. There is support for this in developmental data (§ 12.3); childen make distinctions between dead and living entities already at an early age. However, we can sometimes treat even other human beings as non-responsive objects. Also, there are cultures that treat non-human or dead objects (i.e. dead according to our world-view) as dialogical, as active and responsive. So, we can treat the world as non-responsive or responsive, and we can use monologising and dialogising practices, objectifying vs. attending to the other´s responsivity and potential for action. There are both monological and dialogical kinds of communicative practices.

7.2. Monological activities in a dialogically conceived world. As Hermans (2002: 148) puts it, dialogue in the real world is characterised both by ”opportunity for intersubjective interchange” and by ”dominance or social power” (italics in original). (I will discuss dialogue and social power in § 9.7.) Some individuals and groups in a society have ”more social power and influence”, and their voices are ”more easily heard”, and they have ”more opportunit[ies] for expression and communication than others” (ibid.). This gives rise to a range of more or less ‘monological’ (monologising), as opposed to more ‘dialogical’ discourses. In this chapter I shall deal with place of monologue in our dialogically constituted world.

7.3. Monological vs. dialogical organisation of discourses. A relatively trivial aspect of external interactions is that they can be (more or less) monologically vs. dialogically organised. That is, one speaker may speak alone, for a long turn or for a very long period (as when giving a speech or lecture). Conversely, a discourse may be dialogically (or polylogically) organised, if there are two or more speakers frequently taking turns. This dichotomy is largely orthogonal to other aspects of dialogicality. Thus, the monologically organised discourse may be responsive to many others, many contexts or sociocultural genres, and be oriented to heterogeneity, multivoicedness and heteroglossia (§ 10.7). It can therefore be quite polyperspectival, including an internal dialogue of many view-points and ‘voices’ (‘polyphony’) (§ 6.4). In addition, during a lengthy turn, the speaker may interact more or less intensely with the audience, for example, by mutual gaze and feedback and listener support items (‘continuers’; Schegloff, 1982). Conversely, several speakers may voice exactly the same perspective, in extreme cases even imitating or ventriloquating each other. Such discourses are monological in some relevant senses.

7.4. Monologue vs. dialogue as a matter of degree. Also according to a general dialogical framework (epistemology or ontology), there is a considerable variation among cognitive and communicative practices. Some texts and discourses are simply more ‘monological’,  and others more ‘dialogical’.  However, here we must be careful with our terminology and conceptual apparatus; at one level, all cognition and/or communication is dialogical, at another level, we can talk about a scale, or matters of degree, or of several dimensions ranging from ‘monologue’ to ‘dialogue’. This squares well with Bakhtin´s theories, as they have been explicated by Morson & Emerson (1990).

Morson & Emerson (1990) try to sort out things in terms of five different properties of discourse and communication. According to them, three conditions (a-c) of dialogicality are universal.

7.4.1. (a) Responsivity: No cognitive or communicative act is randomly related to the environment. Every act is selectively responsive to (a complex array of) contextual conditions, often including particular communicative actions by others.

(b) Addressivity: Every act is addressed to somebody, whether this addressee is individual or collective, real or imaginary, being an another person (or group) or an aspect of one´s own self. Addressivity in speaking involves the speaker´s anticipation of potential responses by particular addressees or recipients or particular communities of them, and it influences the speaker´s choice of particular linguistic expressions, topics and perspectives on topics, discourse types (genres) and communicative activity framings.

Responsivity and addressivity are thus related to the responsive and projective aspects of acts and utterances (§ 9.1).

(c) Genre-belongingness (and socio-cultural belongingness): Every cognitive and communicative act presupposes a history (or biography) of prior sociocultural praxis, of reliance on languages, routines and communicative genres. Thus, the situated act is ‘in dialogue with’ sociocultural practices.

These three properties define the dialogical basis of all cognition and communication. (We note that responsivity and addressivity together correspond to ‘interactivity’, and with ‘genre-belongingness’ (in a broad sense) we introduce other aspects of the ‘double dialogicality’ according to § 4.1.) Nevertheless, specific situated acts and activities may differ in degrees of dialogicality also on these accounts, especially as regards concretely manifest interactivity (in the situation where the communicative act is produced) (cf. § 7.3). 

All the forms of ‘dissemination’, in Peters´s (1999) terminology (see below), are characterised by their limited, displaced, deferred or suspended types of responses. However, this is not what Morson & Emerson mean by monologue. It is rather concerned with ‘monological organisation‘ in discourse (§ 7.3).

By contrast, for Morson & Emerson, there are two other conditions that can exhibit more or less of ‘monological’ vs. ‘dialogical’ conception and sense-making, and hence more or less of variation from ‘monologue’ to ‘dialogue’: (d-e).

7.4.2. (d) Perspectivity and voicedness: A text or discourse may (try to) express one and only one perspective on its topic. Such a text would be one-voiced (univocal). Many administrative, legal and scientific texts belong here. Note that also dialogically organised discourse can be monologically conceived in this sense, namely, if several speakers or writers express the same idea or perspective. Other discourses and texts harbour several perspectives or voices, that is, what Bakhtin and others have called polyvocality or multi-voicedness (§ 10.7).

Monoperspectivity is a form of monologicality, the author trying to authorise only one interpretation on the topic treated; the text is supposed to be, or aimed at being, unambiguous or univocal.

(e) (Non-)imposition of response: This fifth condition (e) is closely related to perspectivity (d); a text or discourse may be monological, authoritarian, in the sense that it tries to impose on the addressee only one possible way of understanding and, above all, only one option of responding. A military order is a case in point. Totalitarian political propaganda is another blatant case. On this point, by contrast, a dialogical utterance is non-imposing; it tries to open up for a wider range of responses, leaving to the addressee to choose more or less freely his understanding or responsive action, and perhaps to introduce his or her own alien, deviant ideas or opposing voices (cf. § 5.3: alterity).

A regime, that is, a society, a culture or a community of speakers, in which only one perspective on a topic is allowed to be overtly expressed (cf. (d)), will also work to impose (cf. (e)) that perspective on the members and their thinking so that they behave or respond accordingly. This is ideological hegemony (§ 8.7); the only ideology can be said to be both a ‘super-author’, an authoritarian voice or an omnipotent ‘principal’ (in Goffman´s, 1981, terms), and a ‘super-addressee’, a ‘third party’ to whose judgment all members´ actions and utterances must be submitted and subjugated (§ 6.4.6).

By way of general conclusion, there are vast differences between relatively monological and relatively dialogical activities. Often, we had better talk about both ‘monoperspectivised’ vs. ‘multi-perspectivised’ discourses and ‘monologically organised’ vs. ‘dialogically organised’ activities. For example, a single-authored (‘monologically organised’) text can be multi-voiced, and by contrast, an external ‘dialogically organised’ interaction can be quite monoperspectivised if the parties simply repeat what the others say. And if two parties simply hold on to their own opinions, without responding to the other, their dialogue will appear as two parallel monologues without contact. We are faced with two stances in conflict, in opposed positions, escalating and ending up into a dead end, a standstill allowing for no development.

7.5. Monologising practices. As we just noted, ‘monological’ texts and utterances authored and/or produced (animated) by one individual could preferably be characterised (only) as ‘monologically organised’ (§ 7.3) texts and utterances, since they too are ‘dialogical’ in the senses of (a-c) above. 
 A written text too, such as a book, ”responds to something, affirms something, anticipates possible responses and objections, seeks support, and so on” (Voloshinov, 1973: 95). 

On the other hand, ‘monological’ texts do frequently give expression to a ‘hegemonic’ discourse in Fairclough´s (1992) terms. If so, the text or discourse is monoperspectival and univocal; it contains only one voice (trying to be univocal, unambiguous, authoritative) and authorises only one interpretation. These ‘monological’ traits then pertain to points (d-e) above. These senses of ‘monological’ are opposed to (only) two of the senses associated with dialogicality; that is, they are not ‘dialogically organised’ (authored and produced by more than one writer or speaker) and multi-voiced (expressing several perspectives, being polyvocal or equivocal). 

Dialogical and polyvocal (§ 10.7) texts (even when they are monologically organised) may contain ‘discourses’ that contradict each other, indicating an unsettledness or a struggle of perspectives on the part of the author (whether this struggled is genuine or only feigned). Bakhtin also talked about centripetal vs. centrifugal forces, working in the service of dominance and authoritarianism vs. polyphony and dialogue, respectively. 

To repeat the point highlighted in (a-c) above, monologically organised acts and activities, including the use of monological texts, still take place in a dialogically constituted environment. Even a monological text or utterance involves rational calculations of the other´s situation and projected reactions. Thus, for example, there may be an ‘internal dialogue’ (§ 6.2), e.g. in choosing the best formulation, before the issuing of the monological utterance, and the recipients may indulge in their internal dialogues in silently (or overtly) taking a stance towards the utterance, also when they end up with the option of providing the overt response required by the speaker. It is mainly the overt act or text, the organisation on the surface, which appears to be monological.

The five conditions in § 7.4 correspond to different ways of ‘taking the role of the other’. Conditions (a-c) involve rational considerations of the other´s possible stances, reactions and understandings. However, when the speaker allows different perspectives and leaves room for the addressee´s own choice of action, thus avoiding ‘monological’ acts according to (d-e), (s)he also takes into account ethical aspects of communication.
 (Notice also the relationship between responsivity (a) and responsibility, which is related to (e).)

Morson & Emerson (§ 7.4) provided an analysis of the scale of dialogicality vs. monologicality in particular texts and discourses in terms of a few basic analytic dimensions. We shall now take a brief look at a couple of other attempts at coming to grips to the problems of dialogue vs. monologue as a matter of degree.

7.5.1. ‘Dialogue’ vs. ‘dissemination’. John Durham Peters (1999) draws a distinction between ‘dialogue’, which for him is ”dyadic, mutual, and interactive” (p. 34) (thus, ‘dialogue’ in an externalist sense, § 2.6), and ‘dissemination’, one speaker/writer´s broadcasting of a message directed to many, unspecific recipients. Dissemination would include teaching, preaching, informing, various forms of mass communication. Artefact-based communication is usually designed for displaced, off-line consumption and response. 

In education, traditional lectures are more or less monological in form (though not necessarily monoperspectival in content), while various forms in which students actively explore problems are more dialogically organised, and seminars are usually somewhere in between. As Peters himself notes (although he prefers a different terminology), dissemination is, or can be, dialogical too. For example, it can be multi-perspectivised (even though many rhetors aim for ”clear messages”, cf. ‘undialogising’ according to § 7.5.2), and there will be responses, although they are often deferred or postponed and may not reach the sender. Dissemination is ‘suspended dialogue’. As Peters´s discussion indicates, monological organisations are not inherently bad; desirability depends on situations and purposes.

7.5.2. ‘Dialogical contraction’ vs. ‘dialogical expansion’. P.R.R. White (2003) provides a more detailed analysis of the linguistic and rhetorical devices that authors can employ in order to constrain (‘contract’) or expand the dialogicality of (primarily) argumentative and persuasive texts.
 I shall not go into these details here, but merely account for the major analytic concepts.


White (op.cit.) is, in effect, mainly interested in texts that vary in their dialogicality, or in his terms: in their ‘engagement’ (p. 260) with other position(ing)s and with other social actors who hold these positions. (We are of course concerned with socially determined value positions, so the ‘engagement’ is really with other people: individuals and groups.) But White also acknowledges utterances and texts that are entirely ‘undialogised’ (p. 276). In the terms introduced above (§ 7.4), such texts are not only monologically organised, but also monological on the two other accounts (d-e). They occur in widely different contexts. A military order would be a cardinal example, but scientific texts – to take something usually regarded as diametrically different from such orders – can also be very monoperspectival (§ 15.1). Many persuasive texts using only ”undialogized bare assertion[s]”, typically presupposing some ‘common sense’ that is taken as shared (White, op.cit.; 276), also belong here. The use of ‘undialogised’ utterances is of course also a way of treating other people (and their ideas, opinions, values and feelings).


Argumentative texts usually engage with alternative positions, i.e. positions which are different from or opposed to those of the textual (author´s) own voice. But texts vary in this respect. In some texts, authors try to ‘contract’ the dialogical space; they take into account (explicitly or often more implicitly) possible responses to the author´s perspective in order to defeat, contain or forestall them. The text indicates that alternative positions and propositions are possible or even likely, but the author works to challenge, fend off or restrict their scope or validity (White, op.cit.: 262).


Other texts, or rather: their authors in and through the texts, engage with alternative voices and positions, treating them as real (but perhaps less desirable or plausible) alternatives in ways that give them some authority of their own. White calls this ‘dialogic expansion’. Other positions are acknowledged and entertained to some extent. However, White´s main point is that dialogical contraction and expansion often occur in one and the same text. Thus, an alternative position, opposed to the author´s own voice, may be entertained in parts of the text, only later to be questioned, restricted or denied. Thus, these positions become contained within a text with another dominant perspective.


A possible difference between (mainly) argumentative and (mainly) persuasive texts would seem to parallel White´s distinction between ‘dialogically expansive’ vs. ‘contractive’ texts. These texts are fairly ‘monological’ on several accounts, but it is obvious that nonetheless there are dialogical relations within them. The most ‘monological’ utterances or texts are those which are simply asserted, without any discussion or justification.

7.5.3. Monological texts as products of monologising (undialogising) practices. ‘Monological’ texts can be seen as the results of more or less conscious efforts to monologise something embedded in a dialogically conceived and constituted world. Such ‘situated but decontextualising’ (Linell, 1998: 280) practices have well established positions in various societies and communities. For example, they are legion in legal and scientific contexts. It is something of a defining criterion of ‘terminologies’ that they try to fixate the meaning, especially the referential meaning, of terms. In linguistics, (allegedly) ‘fixed’ meanings (e.g. of lexical items) are the products of fixation activities (e.g. in people´s compiling dictionaries, defining scientific terms). But, again, all these ‘monological’ texts and practices remain dialogical on the accounts of (a-c) above. Vygotsky is said (Bertau, 2005: 25) to have meant that monologue is the most complex form of speech. 

We have seen that participants in dialogical interactions and in their text-based practices can monologise their discourse by making it monoperspectival. It remains to point out that dialogists run the risk of monologise dialogism itself, if they create a meta-theoretical coherent framework that only recognises (certain forms of) dialogism (Valsiner, 2006a). This is an idea that I will return to in Chapter 16.

7.6. Dialogue as high-quality mutual interaction. In mundane language usage, ‘dialogue’, often connotes interactions with a high degree of contact and mutuality, or communion. In other words, ‘dialogue’ is or should be ”good” dialogue. In my approach to dialogism, the term stands out as a neutral term, covering many forms of dialogical relations, including many monologising ones. Nonetheless, the point concerning degrees of mutuality deserves mention.


In the theoretical exploration of interactions, the metaphor of attunement is often used. Attuning means tuning a musical instrument but also adjusting a radio receiver so that one finds the exact wavelength. But it is also used about people having or expressing similar views, feelings or thoughts. Rommetveit´s accounts of dialogue (e.g. 1992: 21) often refers to ”the attunement to the attunement of the other”. 


Interactions vary in their degree of mutual attunement. In some situations, parties may be highly mutually attuned, coming into close contact emotionally or intellectually, whereas in other situations, parties seem deaf and dumb to each other´s positions (or one of them is less attuned than the other). Lack of emotional or intellectual contact (communion) can characterising monologising activities (§ 7.2), where somebody is (wittingly or unwittingly) exercising social power, but it can also be due to a more psychologically or psychiatrically based incapability of attunement.


Mutual attunement in interaction can pertain to smoothness of interaction, emotional stances, and intellectual perspectives. It can vary between from the immediate intersubjectivity with an infant (Trevarthen, 1992; Bråten, 1992) to the development of shared forms of understanding in a highly reflected, and linguistically sophisticated exchange. Obviously, these are very different types of interaction, ranging over immediate vs. mediated intersubjectivity, premorality vs morally reflected discourse (Linell & Rommetveit, 1998) and primary trust vs. reflected trust (Marková et al., 2004). It is important to recognise that despite high degrees of mutual attunement on some level, some such encounters may be quite asymmetric in terms of the parties´competences and communicative labour invested. For example, interactions with a very young infant, an individual with severe mental retardation, or a person with a psychiatric condition involving communicative disorders will involve demands for much communicative labour from the partner.


However, if we appreciate the property of alterity more, the fruitfulness of a (partly) strange perspective (§ 5.3) will also enter normative notions of dialogue. According to this idea, dialogue should not be repetitive, but innovative. Positions are innovated on the basis of dialogical contact with counter-positions.

� Parts of this book script are based on lectures given at Växjö University, October 2000, Copenhagen University, March 2003, and Oslo University, September 2004, and at the XII Bakhtin Conference, Jyväskylä, Finland, July 2005 and the 4th Conference of the Dialogical Self, Braga, Portugal, June 2006.


Parts of the text have so far only been provisionally included. There remain a number of inconsistencies, partial repetitions between chapters, and the like. Some internal references have not yet been adequately updated. I should probably add some more examples from concrete interactions (although such can be found in many of the references provided). I welcome critical comments.


When I have successively added new sections to this text, I have profited from ideas propounded by Stephen Cowley, Michèle Grossen, Ivana Marková, Ulrika Nettelbladt, Anne Salazar Orvig and Joao Salgado. I am also indebted in more general terms to Ragnar Rommetveit. However, I take full responsibility for all mistakes in the text.


Work on this text was supported by research grants from the Bank of Sweden Tercentenary Foundation (no. J2001-0054) and the Swedish Research Council (no. 421-2004-1087). 


� On ‘meaning potentials’, see  § 8.1 and § 14.4 .


� Some French scholars, notably Roulet et al. (1985), have proposed a terminological distinction in French, between the adjectives dialogal ‘pertaining to a dialogue between two (or more) co-present interlocutors’ and dialogique ‘having to do with dialogism or dialogicality in the more abstract senses’. There is of course a corresponding distinction between monologal and monologique. See Salazar Orvig (2005: 4, n.5).


While ‘dialogal’ is obviously used with reference to external dialogue (talk-in-interaction), the term dialogique may be used also about internal dialogue (§ 6.5), something which presupposes an extended, abstract concept of ‘dialogue’.


� It should be mentioned that some scholars use the term ‘dialogism’ very much like how others, including myself, use ‘dialogicality’. For example, they may talk about the ‘dialogism’ of a particular utterance.


� See also Table 1 in § 16.6.


� There is a huge, and rapidly growing, scholarly literature on Bakhtin and the Bakhtin Circle. Of course, there are also many introductory textbooks, for example, Holquist (1990) and Vice (1997).


� Just to take one single example: one overview of different approaches to language and languages that does not explicitly refer to Bakhtin (except for a few scattered details) but has a great deal in common with some of the approaches I include as fairly ‘dialogical’, is The Material Word by Silverman & Torode (1980). This was published before the advent of Bakhtinian dialogism to the anglophone world.


� See e.g. Rommetveit (1990).


� ‘Inscriptions’ are signs, which can be taken to be meaning-carrying, that is, they do not have just a status as physical objects.


� For the meaning of ‘situation’, see § 3.3.  


� Many philosophers and linguists have argued that (abstract) ‘linguistic (semantic) meaning’ is ‘insensitive’ to context (Cappelen & Lepore, 2005). This is still compatible with arguing that meanings in actual communication are necessarily situated. But many dialogists would propose (what Cappelen & Lepore call) a ‘contextualist’ theory of linguistic meaning too (Recanati, 2004). Cf. chapter 14.  


� ”Reality” is always more or less constructed in and through language, and different languages, whether by ‘languages’ we mean natural languages or languages for specific purposes, such as theoretical paradigms in science. Thus, we endorse at least a mild form of linguistic relativism. But this is far from being ‘relativism’ tout court, a relativism that, for example, erases the distinction between fiction and non-fiction, or between discourse and extra-discursive phenomena. We would also denounce – as a general epistemology or moral philosophy – the position (Laclau & Mouffe, 1986) that although the ‘world out there’ cannot be denied, we ought to ignore it in science (because of various philosophical difficulties). 


� For example, I would not go along with Potter´s (op.cit.) rather radical relativism (e.g. Linell, 2005: 209ff.).


� It must be conceded, though, that (partial) realism is not an uncontested position among dialogists. See e.g. Brandist (2004). Cf. also chapter 17.


� Cf. ch. 5 and § 11.7 below.


� This raises the question what ‘dialogue’ or ‘conversation’ means when it is used metaphorically at this level. What is crucial is arguably a number of abstract conditions (exactly which may be disputed), such as (cf. above):


(a) meaning is produced in a dynamic interaction between parties to communication and in their use of contextual resources; thus, communication is situated interaction;  


(b) communication is mediated through, and embodied in, language or other symbolic resources;


(c) communicative practices are socioculturally produced and reproduced; 


(d) communication is not symmetrical between parties, but rather asymmetrical; it is made possible when parties complement each other (‘complementarity’, Linell 1998: 14).


These are conditions which are made visible in talk-in-interaction.


� A dialogical analysis to event sequences over long durations is Linell´s (2005a: ch. 6), analysis of the ‘conversation’ between ideas in the history of linguistics.


� One consequence of this is that ‘dialogue’ and ‘dissemination’, in Peters´s senses, are not as different as one might think at first glance. For example, ‘dissemination’ can be analysed in terms of ”suspension of reciprocity” (p. 53). Here, I agree with Peters.


� As Stephen Cowley (pers.comm.) has pointed out, one might regard ‘matter´ as a cultural construct, in his terms a ‘folk concept’. 


� That is, dialogism deals with processes in human sense-making in and through language, in thinking, communication and action, and with the products of such processes. Cultural sciences (the humanities, social sciences) and natural sciences are therefore different on a couple of related points:


(a)	The subject matter of the cultural sciences are (to a large extent) meanings, which are dialogically constituted, whereas the natural sciences deal with objects that must be assumed to exist without human attention, creation and intervention. 


(b)	The practices of doing science is itself a sense-making – and hence dialogically constituted – activity. This means that the cultural sciences exhibit dialogicality at two levels, both at the level of subject matter (people´s meaning-making in different activities, what Schutz (1970) called ‘first order phenomena’) and at the level of the analytic, scientific practices themselves (‘second order phenomena’). The natural sciences are ”dialogical” only at the analytic level. The corollary is that dialogism will be come relevant to the natural sciences too, namely, if and when we deal with the practices of doing natural sciences.


� More comprehensive monographs dealing with dialogism are Linell (1998) and Marková (2003a). Linell is occupied with talk-in-interaction as such, using many excerpts from authentic interactions to illustrate dialogical principles.


� Similar kinds of intrinsic relations hold within many other dichotomies that are usually set up as primacy relations, and so-called Cartesian dichotomies, in monologistic accounts. See § 16.1.


� One might regard objective and collectivist theories of society, e.g. Durkheim, as a deviant kind of monologism; here, it is the collective representations and social structures that act as monological sources of authority.


� However, Durkheim can be interpreted in more dialogical terms as well. For such an argument, see Garfinkel (2002).


� See Still & Costall (1991) for critical discussion of cognitivism.


� Some seem to prefer the term ‘subcognition’ for these processes (Pylyshyn, 1989).


� Cf. also terms such as ‘situated cognition’, ‘everyday cognition’ and ‘cognition in practice’, all used by scholars with a sociocultural outlook. Cf. Linell (1998a: 21, n.5).


� Using a time-honoured philosophical jargon, one could say that situated construction emphasises haecceity at the expense of quiddity, or, in other words, situatedness at the expense of essence. See e.g. Garfinkel (2002).


� This form or aspect of intertextuality is what Fairclough (1992) calls ‘interdiscursivity’.


� One should be aware that not all dialogically-minded scholars define ‘situatedness’ so narrowly. For example, Bruner (1990: 19) defines ”situated action” as ”action situated in a cultural setting”. ”Cultural setting” would then seem to refer to more long-term sociocultural practices (traditions), which I distinguish here from situated events and interactions.


� Cf. Luhmann (1995: 138).


� Halliday (CHECK  REF in Otnes) that situated interactions and sociocultural practices (i.e. for instance, the language system) are like the relationship between the weather (at a particular point in time) and the climate (in a particular region). But this is not an entirely felicitous analogy. The weather is not a human practice, and situated interaction involves constant active orientations to (different) practices.  


� Despite Garfinkel´s (2002) insistence on ‘haeccity’. Cf. Linell, 2005: 211).


� Note Bühler´s contextual, i.e. gestalt-psychological, term ‘field’.


� Here, a link may be set up with Bakhtin´s (1981) notion of ‘chronotope’ (§ 10.6).


� Although the terms ‘constructionism’ and ‘constructivism’ are often used interchangeably, there is sometimes a slight bias in the literature to use ‘constructivism’ about the individual´s active construction of his or her world, whereas ‘constructionism’ often implies that the world is already populated with ‘social constructions’, i.e. objects, people and events that have been assigned meanings in and through prior construction activities. For example, Wink & Putney (2002: 35) make reference to such a distinction between constructionism and constructivism. (CHECK Otnes) However, there are also examples of the reverse terminological usage. For more discussion, see Linell (2005, 2006c).


� It must be admitted that the vulgarised forms are often formulated by the opponents of relativism and then attributed by them to their enemies (i.e. the ‘relativists’).


� Gergen (1994), Shotter (1993) and even Potter (1996) come rather close to this position.


� This is subject to more extensive discussion in Linell (2005: ch. 8).


� Higher animals are often treated as an intermediate category in this regard. In many cultures, there is also the phenomenon of animism.


� Cf. § 3.5, incl. n. 24.


� Some use the term ‘alterity’ to refer to other-orientedness in general, thus including ‘intersubjectivity’ in the sense of § 5.2. I shall use ‘alterity’ in a more restricted sense, which emphasises the other´s (at least partly) different or strange perspective (§ 5.3).


� Some, like Floyd´s brother Gordon Allport, associated theories of socially engaged psychological states and behaviour with forms of subservience required by totalitarian communist and fascist states (Greenwood, 2004: 24).


� Bakhtin also talks about the tension between centripetal vs. centrifugal forces in dialogue, creating coherence vs. divergence, respectively. These correspond roughly to intersubjectivity and alterity, as explained here.


� See e.g. Møller Andersen (1998).


� However, pronouns have the potential to be used in many ways. There are several mixed categories and fuzzy boundaries. For example, you can, in many languages, be used about the concrete other (’thou’), a generic (generalised) other and sometimes about the Ego. Similarly, the generic pronoun (cf. German or Swedish man, French on, to some extent English one/you) can be interactionally employed in several ways. Here, I shall, for the sake of simplicity, refer to the core aspects of the meaning potentials of the respective pronouns: ‘I’ = the speaker, ‘you’ = the addressee, ‘it’ = the referent involved, ‘one’ (Fr. on) = generic person. Generic ‘you’ approaches anonymisation while retaining some reference to the class in which the addressees (and perhaps the speaker too) are included, and ‘one’ in many languages straddles the boundary towards ‘I’ and ‘we”’ on the one hand, and ‘they’ on the other.


� Voloshinov (1973) also adhered to a similar ‘theory of the utterance’. On Voloshinov´s relation to Bühler, see Brandist (2004).


� This is linked to the idea of ‘hidden polemic’ mentioned in § 5.6.


� For those who are familiar with Rommetveit´s  work and its exemplary stories, cf. ‘the man who was ignorant of carburettors’ (the point of which is: you can be share-holders in the same language and yet have varying amounts of shares, i.e. understandings) and ‘Mr. Smith who was mowing his lawn’ (point: diametrically opposite claims can be true of the same objective situation) (Linell, 2003b.).


� Kravchenko (2006), who subscribes to a partly quite different paradigm (Maturana´s autopoesis and Zlatev´s, 2003, ”biocultural theory of meaning”), similarly points out that meaning resides in the relation with the world. He suggests that ”meaning is the relationship between an organism and its environment, determined by the value which particular environmental aspects (falling into categories) hold for that organism” (italics in original).


� The term ‘individual’ is actually, I think, slightly biased, since it leans towards an individualistic, and hence monological, interpretation of the single person. Likewise, the term ‘subject’, as in the ‘autonomous subject’, is partly imprisoned within a subject–object dichotomy, rather than based on intersubjectivity and inter-world as basic notions (chapter 5). Therefore, dialogism might prefer the term ‘person’, or even ‘human being’, with their everyday associations of belonging to a sociocultural world. Nevertheless, I shall stick to the term individual in many contexts. (For a similar argument concerning ‘cognition’ vs. ‘thinking’, see ch. 2.)


� Bertau (2005), following Hermans & Kempen (1993), argues that W. James and G.H. Mead entertained opposite ideas about which dimensions constituted the continuity vs. discontinuity in the self.


� Most words in natural languages are polysemic; they have meaning potentials which, in combination with contextual factors, can give rise to many situated meanings. The term ‘voice’ and its counterparts in other languages are no exceptions. In the everyday usage of many languages, words for ‘voice’, such as Russian golos, German Stimme, Swedish röst or Finnish ääni, can mean both ‘the sounds carrying a person´speech’ and ‘the person´s expression of views and opinions’, also as expressed in political elections and the like (the verbs golosovat´, stimmen, rösta and äänestää, in the respective languages, all mean ‘to vote’).


� In many languages, the verb for ‘to vote’ is derived from the noun meaning ‘voice’. This is true of German stimmen (cf. Stimme, ‘voice’), Russian golosovat´ (cf. golos, ‘voice’), Swedish rösta (cf. röst, ‘voice’). 


� However, one might think of a single-voiced external dialogue, if two or more speakers voice the same perspective.


� There is also, as we know, overt ‘self-talk’, talking aloud to oneself. Here belongs the child´s ‘egocentric talk’, which has been so much debated in developmental psychology (Piaget vs. Vygotsky).


� To be sure, Salazar Orvig (op.cit.) uses the terminological variants ‘auto-dialogism’ and ‘hetero-dialogism’, which are slightly at odds with the terminology adopted here. The terms ‘heterodialogue’ and ‘autodialogue’ also appear in Valsiner (2002: 252).


� The role of the other is thus constitutive of social construction. The consideration of the estrangement introduced by others is comparatively absent in the theories of ‘individual constructivists’ like Piaget; despite being dynamic, his developmental psychology founded on processes of accommodation and assimilation is very much geared towards ‘equilibrium’. 


� The speaker probably means ‘unscrupulous’ (the substandard Swedish term used is skrupplig).


� I.e. the stakes are raised. The metaphor refers to the bar in high-jump competitions.


� For another attempt at developing dialogism in the interpretation of psychotherapy and psychodynamic processes, see Leiman & Stiles (2001). These authors demonstrate that a client in a psychotherapeutic encounter gives expression to several voices in his/her own discourse, e.g. a controlling, demanding ‘self-state’ vs. a ‘striving’ one (which (unsuccessfully) tries to fulfill demands), or a ‘blaming, critical’ voice vs. a ‘guilty’ one. The therapist can support the explicitation of these positions and counterpositions, possibly in ‘a regular developmental sequence of recognizing, reformulating, understanding, and, eventually, resolving the problematic experiences’ of the client (op.cit.: 311). In the explication of this dialogical process between therapist and client, the authors makes use of Vygotsky´s notion of ‘zone of proximal development’. 


� However, if, as Gillespie (op.cit.) shows, Descartes´ method was deeply dialogical, his substantive theory was radically ”monologistic”, acknowledging only (one´s own) individual mind.


� See also Marková (2006) and Salgado (2006) who also talk about inner third parties (cf. § 5.7), such as an ‘inner audience’. For my part, I am not yet convinced that talk about ‘inner’ third parties make empirical sense. It may amount to populating the self with too many internal agents.


� However, Solms & Turnbull (op.cit.) too speak, in my view somewhat misleadingly, about the mind (or consciousness) as an ‘inner world’.


� Cf. also the term ‘distributed cognition’ (Hutchins, 1995; etc.).


� If we wish, we can develop the taxonomy of the ‘forms of dialogical relations’ (Valsiner, 2002) further; Valsiner talks about ”mutual in-feeding, polyphonization resulting in proliferation, mutual escalation, de-coupling (neutralizing by separation), appropriating, expropriating, and ventriloquation” (pp. 257-258). Another sophisticated analysis of ways of appropriating and expropriating others´ voices is Anward (2002).


� Cf. fn. 4.


� On rational vs. ethical considerations of the other, see Allwood (1976).


� Cf. Bakhtin´s centripetal vs. centrifugal forces (§ 7.5.1). The ‘contracting’ and ‘expanding´ devices include modal, evidential and epistemic markers, hedges, mitigations etc. White (2003: 261) notes that in mainstream monological linguistics and psychology, these resources have been assumed to have ”the sole function” to ”reveal the speaker/writer´s state of mind or knowledge, to indicate that the speaker/writer is uncertain or tentative and is not committed to the truth value of the proposition”. The dialogical account must take into consideration the intersubjective positioning that takes place in the texts.





