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Chapter 8: Social interaction and power

In this chapter, I shall deal with the architecture of interaction processes. The next chapter will then consider products of interactions (but still in dialogical terms of course). 

I shall first consider elementary contributions to interaction and discourse, such as utterances and turns, and point to their nature of being communicative ‘inter-acts’. This is a conceptualisation that starts out from the assumption of the fundamental role of responsivity and anticipation in action, discourse and thinking (§ 1.1).

I shall then move on to the overall organisation in terms of communicative activities and activity types (§ 8.2). In addition to these, there are several intermediate levels of organisation of talk exchanges (local sequences, episodes, phases etc.) which I will not detail here (see Linell, 1998a: 203 et passim). In due course (§ 8.7), I shall also hint at issues of social power at macro-societal levels.

8.1. Inter-acts: Responses and initiatives. ”Meaning lies not with speaker nor the addressee nor the utterance alone […]  but rather with the interactional past, current and projected next utterance.” (Schegloff et al., 1996: 40).
 This is a fairly strong claim. I take it to refer primarily to interactional meaning, i.e. the intended and actually achieved interactional purport of the acts or moves in manifest dialogue. We must also concede that cognitive and emotive content, to which (the meaning potentials of) the linguistic resources deployed in the utterance itself contribute strongly, is interdependent with the past and projected future of that utterance.  

An interactive sequence involves responsivity, initiatoriness, projection (anticipation) and reciprocity of contributions:

- responses display candidate understandings and stances with respect to prior contributions to a dialogue;

- initiatives introduce new material into the discourse, and they foresee, anticipate and project possible next contributions (actions) to the dialogue;

- reciprocity lies in the interdependency between contributions to dialogue. (Reciprocity is not something different from responses and initiatives, but rather a slightly different perspective on the same phenomena.)

It is important that responses and initiatives are not separate acts; instead, they are aspects of each and every act (‘inter-act’), relating it to preceding and projected next acts (Linell, 1998a: 175ff.). They are simultaneously present, although responsive and initiatory dimensions may of course occur in different proportions, so that either of them can dominate at the expense of the other. 

Another important insight is that responsivity does not simply mean dependence on a given and fixed, prior co-text. Instead, responding involves an active selection and retroconstruction of aspects of prior co-text (and other contexts) as relevant for the response. In and through this ‘retroconstruction’ (Schegloff, 1996), these aspects are made relevant. For example, a speaker may initiate repair in the conversation, thereby treating something as an object of repair (‘repairable’); nothing is a repairable in and by itself.

Communicative acts are sequentially ordered. Contributions to dialogue have both responsive and initiatory (projective) aspects simultaneously (Linell, 1998a: 175ff.). A related theory is therefore that of the three-aspectual model of the utterance or contribution to dialogue; we see it in terms of its background (the utterance is made to respond to, understand, reinterpret and recontextualise the (other´s) prior utterance), its present (its substance, expressing the speaker´s own initiative), and its horizon towards the future (it projects further contributions to come). Other dialogical concepts that correspond to these three aspects are responsivity, expressivity and addressivity.

Another related theory is that of the three-step model of the minimal communicative interaction; if speaker A utters something and thereby indicates a targetted understanding, then B must indicate his understanding of this by some responsive action, typically another utterance, and then A has to show her reaction to B´s response by yet another action (utterance). Note that without the third step, while A has access to B´s understanding as displayed, or at least as partially displayed in his utterance, B has not yet received any reaction from A and hence cannot know whether his utterance, and its presupposed understanding of the A´s first utterance, fits with A´s ideas; hence, no mutual and shared knowledge has been established (unless, of course, there are contextually established routines which make such checking procedures unnecessary). This three-step model reflects Mead´s (1934) analysis of ‘the conversation of gestures’ in terns of three behaviours (‘gestures’).

This theory of communicative acts (‘inter-acts’) is opposed to ‘speech act theory’ (Searle, 1969), which has been a dominant, monologistic approach to language use. This theory has onesidedly discussed active initiatives (‘speech acts’) of the individual agent. But even such classical speech act types as to assert something, to ask a question, to issue an order, to thank, to promise, to accuse, etc., are part of more comprehensive communicative projects (Linell, 1998a: ch. 11). Communicative acts are not decontextualised assertions, questions etc., but acts made for some purpose (as parts of communicative projects), e.g. assertions in the service of making the recipient accept them or arguing for a point, or questions in the service of getting to understand something or checking somebody´s knowledge. 

In addition, there are countless acts that are even more clearly responsive: e.g. to answer a question, to reciprocate a greeting, to initiate a repair, to confirm what others have said, to make an assessment (or a second assessment), to make a counter-argument. These actions are obviously essentially interactional, whether collaborative or competitive. Examples of other other-oriented inter-acts are to joke, to tease, to insult and to respond to such attempts. 

8.2. Responsivity and responsibility. Words like ’response’, ‘responsivity’ and ‘responsibility’, ‘answer’ and ‘answerability’ (and similarly in other languages, e.g. Russian otvet ‘answer’ and otvetvennost´ ‘responsibility’, Swedish svar(a) ‘answer’ [noun, verb] ans ansvar(a) ‘responsibility, be responsible’) are closely related in form and meaning. Dialogists like Bakhtin emphasises responses; everything we say and do is a response to something. Lévinas (1961) argues most consistently that response, responsivity and responsibility are what makes us human. We become responsible, because we have to respond to other people. 

The issue of initiativity vs. responsivity, aspects of which are closely related to moral issues of responsibility, must be discussed at more global levels as well. Dialogism is not a social-determinist framework in which human individuals are reduced to crossing-points of various social influences. Dialogue is also the environment for processes in and through which individuals construct their (individual) identities and establish themselves as responsible social agents. According to Lévinas, responsivity in dialogue serves to stress individual responsibility. It is when the other looks at me and speaks to me that I become responsible (for acting with respect to him).

8.3. Sequentiality, joint construction and act-activity interdependence. These have sometimes been formulated as three reflexive ‘dialogical principles’ (Linell, 1998a: 85ff.), especially with reference to talk-in-interaction. Sequentiality means that the situated interpretations of utterances and other acts are partially dependent on their positions in sequences of actions (§ 8.1). Co-authorship (joint construction) implies that meanings are the products of the interaction between subjects. Act-activity interdependence, finally, means that acts and overarching activities (§ 8.3) co-constitute each other
.

Sequentiality implies that each utterance derives part of its meaning from its position in the sequence of utterances, actions and events, in which it occurs. Each action or utterance has a situated meaning of its own, interdependent with the particular matrix of contexts in which it occurs. Utterances are not simply instantiations of units belonging to the language. For example, a repetition in discourse does not only copy or repeat the original – it is not a simple duplication – but it constitutes a new action and a new version of that which is done or talked about. This is so partly by the action´s being sequentially positioned after a similar instance (”original”).

The three principles can serve as a summary of basic dialogical claims, but they constitute only a partial definition of dialogism. They amount to a counter-theory to speech act theory, which can be said to claim that each communicative act is (a) an autonomous act (against sequentiality; cf. § 8.1), (b) produced by a single speaker (against co-authoring), and (c) independently of any overarching activity type.

In order to substantiate a theory of more global units in discourse, we need to develop the notions of ‘communicative project’ and ‘communicative activity type’.

8.4. Communicative projects in discourse
Action, communication and cognition are subordinated to or organised in terms of local and more global communicative projects (Luckmann, 1992; Linell, 1998a). Parties to interaction interact, over sequences of inter-acts, to establish something as a communicative fact, i.e. have something something said and (possibly) mutually understood; this amounts to, in other words, carrying out a communicative project. Luckmann (op.cit.: 225) developed the notion of communicative project from Schutz´s (1962: 67ff.) ‘project in action’, which was part of the latter´s general theory of action. The theory of nested communicative projects is a dialogical alternative to a monological theory of sequences of monological speech acts (§ 8.1). Talking is not just coordination, cooperation, control, truth-telling etc; these are only means to the goal of way-finding (Hodges, 2007) or, in our terms, solving local (and global) communicative projects.

8.4.1. An example. Discourse is organised in terms of communicative projects.
 Let us, as an example, look at an excerpt from a phone call between two persons, here called C and D. D, who works with public transportation, has talked about some problems he has got in his job. At this point, C comes in with a contribution in which he expresses sympathy (lines 1-3): 

(8:1) NOT FUNNY AT ALL (LiCTI: TTC x) [translated from Swedish] 

1. C:
=y´know I feel sorry for you it´s only because it´s

2.
(.) such old shit you´re driving around with, you

3.
don´t know if you arrive home at all sometimes

4. D:
this, yeah

5. C:
yeah

6. D:
yeah sure

7. C:
it´s

8. D:
it´s worthless y´know

9.
(1.0)

10. D:
it´s damn me it´s like sitting on pins an´ 

11.
needles every day when you go to work

12. C:
yeah

13. D:
it´s not funny at all (.) you get y´know (.) they

14.
don´t do anything about it y´know (.) or

15. C:
no that´s what is so sad too

16.
(0.8)

17.
y´know I have a mate who´s working for UR ((the

18. 
company)) in Charlestown up there

19. D:
yeah

20. C:
we live in Danby (.) the Can ((nickname of work-mate))

21. D:
exactly

22. C:
an he uh also feels y´know that it´s becoming a bit

23.
miserable sometimes

24. D:
yeah but it´s (.) so to speak it´s so much y´know

25. C:
((sighs)) it´s y´know

26. D:
there´s not a uh (.) there´s not a thing it´s

27.
y´know (.) hell it´s y´know all the time

28. C:
yeah

29.
(.)

30. C:
listen, I have to take a look at, hang on for

31.
a moment

(Here follows the Swedish original; T corresponds to C in the above English translation, F to D:)

T: 
asså ja tycker synd om er ibland för de ä (.)

fan gammal skit ni får köra ni vet inte om ni

kommer hem en gång ibland

F: 
de här ja

T: 
aa

F: 
javisst

T: 
de ä ju

F: 
de här e ju värdelöst vettu (..) de ä ju 

man sitter ju för fan å på nålar varenda da 

man ska gå till jobbet

T:
aa

F: 
de e inte alls rolit (.) man blir ju (..) 

men dom gör ju inget åt dä heller va (.) 

de e ju de

T: 
näe de ä ju de som e lessamt mä (..) ja har ju en kompis som jobbar på VT* i Bergåkra där ((* Samma företag som föraren.))

F: 
aa

T: 
vi bor i Borgehamn* (.) Burken ((* Stad i närheten av "Bergåkra"))

F: 
a just dä

T: 
å han eh känner väl också att de börjar bli lite eh eländit ibland

F: 
amen dä men de e ju (.) om man säger de e ju så

mycke va

T: 
((suck)) de ä ju

F: 
de e ju inte eh (.) de e ju inte en eh grej

de e ju (.) de e ju jämt för fan

T: 
aa (.) hörrö jag får ta å kika på de 

häng kvar i luren du

One can treat this episode as one comprehensive but local communicative project, in which the two parties express their consensus on the evaluation of the troubles D has told of before the spate of talk cited here occurs. This is simultaneously an opportunity for C to express his sympathy, which is a typical feature of ‘troubles-telling’ in conversation (Jefferson & Lee, 1992). The episode can be more or less divided into three subsequences, which are constituent CPs within the whole CP (which, of course, is embedded in its turn within a overarching CP, which is not cited here). The three constituent CPs are roughly lines 1-8, lines 10-15, and lines 17-28, respectively. 

The three constituent CPs makes up a three-part sequence in which the parties take turns at introducing new subtopics. The first CP (lines 1-8), with C as the main speaker, is about communicating sympathy with D´s misgivings about his circumstances at work, and D´s response to this is to confirm the evaluation (”it´s worthless”; line 8). The message that the second CP (lines 10-15), with D as the main speaker, is aimed at getting across is D´s daily anxiety at work (”sitting on pins an´ needles every day”; lines 10-11) and his claim that the employer doesn´t do anything about it (”they don´t do anything about it y´know”; line 14). C provides an appropriate and sympathising response to this in line 15: ”that´s what is so sad”. This remark also serves as a link to the third CP, with C as the instigator and perhaps main speaker; C reports about a work-mate who has similar experiences as D. This inspires D to conclude the account with a couple of rather ‘extreme formulations’ (Pomerantz, 1986) (”there´s not a thing, it´s all the time”; lines 26-27). In and through this, D formulates a conclusion, which, as it appears, also becomes the closing of the whole episode, since C initiates a different topic on lines 30-31.

There are other parts of the sequence in (1) that could be analyzed as separate, still smaller CPs. For example, C´s reference to his work-mate (lines 17-18) receives a rather uncommitting response from D (line 19), which seems to make C insert a somewhat more specific reference (mentioning the mate´s nick-name ”the Can”; line 20). Now, D indicates that he understands who is meant (”exactly”; line 21). Thus, lines 20-21 comes out as an extra CP, which revolves around repair. 

8.4.2. Communicative projects: Some general principles. As was already pointed out, the concept of communicative project (CP) was inspired by the work of Alfred Schütz and Thomas Luckmann (Schutz & Luckmann, 1962; Luckmann, 1992).
 CPs can be characterised in terms of:

a)
Dynamic progression: CPs emerge in the flow of action, interaction and migrating attention, where they originate, develop, and are brought to completion (at least temporary completion). While in progress, CPs are usually open-ended and multiply determinable. 

There may be conscious plans or intentions involved in CPs, but many are only marginally planned; we can sometimes unexpectedly find ourselves involved in beginning to do something, in saying something, or we retrospectively discover that we have just done or said something we had not wittingly planned.

b)
Asymmetrical participation and collective accomplishment: A CP is dialogical: responsive, addressed, involving an implicit or overt co-action between two or more parties. The notion is opposed to monological ideas that individuals perform autonomous speech acts. CPs are (partially) shared between speaker and others; it takes two to communicate. But partial sharedness is usually combined with an asymmetric distribution of communicative labour: parties make mutually complementary contributions.

c)
Nestedness: CPs are embedded within other, successively larger projects. The ‘utterance act’, the ‘project’ of getting something said and understood linguistically, is always done in the service of an overarching communicative project: ”Do you have a match?” is said when the speaker wants matches to light a cigarette or a candle. The communicative project is regularly embedded within a larger non-communicative project. Hence, CPs are context-interdependent.

Large CPs may cover whole encounters, and series of encounters. With suitable modifications, even traditions, biographies and historical epochs.

d)
Multi-functionality: Typically, CPs are multiply purposeful and multi-functional. This complexity applies to CPs at all levels, but perhaps most conspicuously to those at more global levels.
e)
Variation in awareness

f)
Variation in size, from the speaker´s attempt at finding the right word in the appropriate moment or repairing an occasioned mishearing, to carrying out extensive and complex tasks that may require a whole encounter or series of encounters with other people.

Capitalising on the last-mentioned point, we can focus on local CPs in which participants accomplish a communicative task over a limited sequence. As an example of such a local project, we can take the project of establishing the defendant´s stance on the issue of guilt, which is a core project within a criminal court trial (Linell et al., 1993). It can be expressed in different ways, as in the following examples (translations from Swedish courtroom interactions):

(8:2) (LiCTI: Tema K: A5: J = judge, D = defendant)

1. J:
okay, does John Sigurdsson admit or deny all these

2.
deeds?

3. D:
yes, I admit it.

4. J:
admits?

5. D:
yes.

(8:3) (LiCTI: Tema K: A36)

1. J:
okay, is it correct, this, John Eriksson?

2. D:
yes, I have admitted it, haven´t I, so—

3. J:
you admit it.

(8:4) (LiCTI: Tema K: A21)

1. J:
okay, then I am going to ask you, John Gregersson,

2.
what is your stance with regard to this first act?

3. D:
it is true.

4. J:
you admit it?

5. D:
yes.

Establishing the defendant´s stance exhibits some features that are quite common in local communicative projects, for example:

a)
it consists of complementary actions, two parties making different contributions over a sequence of initiatory and responsive actions (cf. Clark, 1996: ‘joint projects’ with ‘instigating event’ and ‘reaction to event’ (p. 193); also Clark´s ‘contribution to discourse’ with two ‘phases’: presentation and acceptance (p. 227));

b)
parties´ contributions are asymmetrically distributed (J is more explicit than D);

c)
the local project is embedded, nested, within a much larger project, the whole court trial, and ultimately within even larger projects, the judicial process in the individual case and in general

d)
it occurs in a dialogically established (and in this case: normatively specified) position, namely, directly after the prosecutor´s reading the charge (which explains the anaphoric references in the judges´ first turns in (2-4)).

As I pointed out earlier, examples ((.1-4) were focused only on quite local commuunicative projects. But there are much larger CPs, covering whole social encounters, or series of encounters. Such comprehensive contacts may be conceptualised in terms of their dominant purposes and projects too. For example, Bredmar & Linell (1999), in a basically conversation-analytic study, analysed series of encounters between midwives and pregnant women within maternal health care. These authors argue that there are some recurrent themes running through these encounters, for example, the idea that pregnancy is a natural process and that various problems and symptoms be conceptualised in terms of ‘normality’. A superordinate goal of the overall CP, at least on the part of the midwife, is reassurance: inducing self-confidence on the part of the expectant mother in her capacity to carry through pregnancy and child-birth.

8.5. Communicative activity types
I shall now move to what might be the most central notion in a more global analysis of discourse: the notion of communicative activity type (CAT). These are kinds of large overarching communicative projects. Let me start by introducing a few relevant quotations:

”I assume that when individuals attend to any current situation, they face the question: ”What is it that´s going on here?” Whether asked explicitly, as in times of confusion and doubt, or tacitly, during occasions of usual certitude, the question is put and the answer to it is presumed by the way the individuals then proceed to get on with the affairs at hand.” (Goffman, 1974: 8)

”In particular, I take the notion of an activity type to refer to a fuzzy category whose focal members are goal-defined, socially constituted, bounded, events with constraints on participants, setting, and so on, but above all on the kinds of allowable contributions. Paradigm examples would be teaching, a job interview, a jural interrogation, a football game, a task in a workshop, a dinner party, and so on.” (Levinson, 1992: 69; italics in original)

”Knowledge of the conversational activity entails expectations about possible goals or outcomes for the interaction, about what information is salient and how it is likely to be signalled, about relevant aspects of interpersonal relations, and about what will count as normal behavior.” (Gumperz, 1982: 101)

As regards the history of the concept of CAT and some related notions, we may recall the following: language game (Wittgenstein, 1958), situated activity system (Goffman, 1974), activity type 

Levinson, 1979 [1992], Gumperz, 1982), speech event (Hymes, 1972), activity and activity system (neo-Vygotskyan activity theory,  Engestrom, 2000), speech genre (Bakhtin, 1986), communicative genre (Luckmann, 1989, 2002; Marková, 2003a), joint activity (H. Clark, 1996), activity language (Allwood, 2000), as well as some notions from the Halliday tradition (e.g. Sarangi, 2000). Activity types are also a central concept in Conversation Analysis, especially in its application to talk at work (Drew & Heritage, 1992: 22). 

Communicative activities are subject to habit (routines, norms, rules), physical and social constraints and impositions, intentions (e.g. conscious decision-making), and chance. They differ with respect to e.g. degree of ritualisation, interactivity, dependence on artefacts, built and written environments etc. Communicative activity types are defined by ‘frames’ (Goffman, 1974). (However, instead of Goffman´s rather static conception of ‘frame’, one may prefer a more dynamic notion of ‘framing’, cf. MacLachlan & Reid, 1994.) Prime examples of communicative activity types are criminal court trials, doctor-patient encounters, psychotherapy sessions, calls for emergency assistance, classroom lessons, job interviews, focus group discussions, TV talk shows, but also various kinds of so-called ‘ordinary conversations’, and their various subtypes.

The prototypical CAT has properties like the following:


it is related to a social situation and encounter, whose nature is recognised by participants and often has a conventional name (i.e. there is a folk concept tied to it, e.g. ”job interview”);


it is framed by specific expectations and purposes;


although there are often sequentially ordered subactivities (= phases), each instantiation is temporally contiguous, and involves (at least partly) the same primary participants;


some are linked to, and administered by, institutions, specific profession(al)s and societal organisations.

CAT is a meso-concept, providing a link between situated micro-processes and societal macro-structures.. It links ”interactional order” (Goffman) with ”institutional order” (Sarangi & Roberts, 1999).

8.5.2. Communicative activity type analysis. CATs can be analysed in many conceptual and empirical dimensions, which we can group under three headings, in three families of concepts (some of which are given here): 


framing dimensions (demarcating the specific CATs): situation definitions in terms of (prototypical) purposes & tasks, activity roles, scenes, times, medium, role of language (central vs. subsidiary), specific activity language


internal interactional organisations and accomplishments (in the specific CATs): phase structure, core communicative projects, agenda, topics, turn organisation & feedback patterns, topical progression methods (e.g. question designs), dominance patterns, positionings, (in)formality, role of artefacts


sociocultural ecology (of specific CATs): sociocultural history, relations to societal organisations, to larger activity systems, and to neighbouring activity types, positions in chains of communication situations, hybridities, discrepancies in participants´ understandings.

It is of course difficult, if not impossible, to sort aspects into two or three families, since they are so clearly overlapping and interdependent. But very roughly, framing dimensions are basically pre-given, either physical resources or culturally determined premisses, which, in actual situations, are invoked or ”brought along” and oriented to (to varying extents), but cannot be easily changed in the single instance. However, some of them can occasionally be actively bracketed or even ignored in the single instance, and they may of course change with time, within longer sociocultural traditions. (What is seen as a proper court trial, for example, may vary across cultures and times.)

The second family of aspects, the ‘interactional accomplishments’, are things that are necessarily ”brought about” in situ; they differ between concrete instances, although there are of course emergent patterns that become characteristic of the communicative activities considered as types.

The third category concerns larger surroundings, which are (I argue) necessary for the full understanding of CATs (although they have often been neglected in CA studies).  

A CAT analysis can give substance to considerations of ”organisations in discourses”, and and the role of ”discourses in organisations”. It is necessarily concerned with the overall organisation of an encounter and its embedded discourse. As an example, doctor consultations in primary care (Heritage & Maynard, 2006) has an overall structural organisation (= phase structure) (op.cit.: 14) (slightly different divisions possible):

1.
Opening

2.
Presenting complaint

3.
Examination (verbal, physical)

4.
Diagnosis

5.
Treatment (discussion)

6.
Closing

In the doctor consultation, there is a core communicative project running through the whole encounter: presenting patient´s medical concerns, diagnosing, proposing treatment. But there are constitutive parts which are fairly comprehensive projects of their own, for example, the above-mentioned phases and within the verbal examination: the examination of the acute problem, vs. the general (background) history taking (these two involving different questioning strategies).

 
CATs can be researched with the help of both qualitative and quantitative methods (as regards news interviews, cf. Clayman, 2006; Heritage, 2002??). As indicated above, CAT analyses can study many specific details, although of course no single study can go into all dimensions at the same time. This applies to the specific example(s) I can give here and now.

As a specific example, I shall use calls between train drivers and line controllers on the Swedish national rail net.  ‘Safety calls’ (Sw. säkerhetssamtal) is the official name for these phone calls (Andrén & Linell, 2006). According to written regulations, they must take place to regulate certain tasks, such as notifications of train meetings, entries into long-distance controlled line section from adjacent line sections that lack automatic traffic control (ATC), giving and receiving orders concerning changes of train meetings, changes of train identification numbers, timetable modifications, changes of routes, etc. Safety calls are also used for (drivers´) reporting problems and emergencies or (dispatchers´) passing on information on movements of other trains on the same routes.

The above-mentioned are the official purposes and some of the factual functions of the safety calls. One significant feature of this kind of communicative activity is that it requires formality in at least some of its constituent tasks. Formality can be defined as follows:  A certain type of communicative project is considered to be ”formal” if 

(a)
it must obligatorily be carried out on every occasion when a specified type of situation is at hand, and 

(b)
it must be carried out in a particular manner:

(b.i) in a specific position within a pre-defined sequence, and 

(b.ii) in a certain linguistic form (”formal”) (although of course allowing for minor variations in performance), irrespective of what the specific circumstances in the individual cases are (i.e. even if some aspects would be completely predictable in the specific individual case, they have to be included).

Some examples from the train traffic safety calls: 

(8:5) (LiCTI: TTC 45) Arrival notification [driver-initiated]

((telephone rings))

1. C:
line control in Newbury

2. D:
yeah hi (tjena), the driver on ninety-five zero eight

3. C:
hi there hi (hejsan hejsan)

4. D:
at last arrived Oakdale

5. C:
at last arrived in Oakdale yes

6. D:
yes

7. C:
uh thou- uh thou- uh Patterson´s thanking so much

8.
here yeah (ja)

9. D.
Schegloff here yeah (ja)

10. C:
Schegloff yeah (ja)

11.
(0.5)

12. D.
yeah

13. C:
thanks bye

14.
(0.5)

15. D:
thanks bye

16. C:
bye

((click))

((telefonton/ringsignal))

T:
fjärren i Järnberga

F:
ja tjena föran på nittifem noll åtta

T:
hejsan hejsan

F:
äntligen ankommit till Åkersby 

T:
äntligen inkommit till Åkersby ja

F:
ja

T:
eh tu- eh tu- eh tackar Pålsson så mycke här då ja

F:
Bengtsson här ja

T:
Bengtsson ja

(..)

F:
ja

T:
tack hej

(..)

F:
tack hej

T:
hej

((klick))

This excerpt starts with the line controller answering the phone and identifying himself in line 1. The driver acknowledges this by a greeting and his own self-identification (giving the train service identification number; line 2). The line controller then reciprocates the greeting in line 4, whereupon the driver introduces his reason for calling in line 5.

In general, the opening sequence of a safety call, considered as a CAT, consists of a summons-answer pair, followed by two other mutual actions (identifications, greetings), each often consisting of paired components. In terms of turn design and sequential organisation (the distribution on turns), we often find the following sequence: 

1.
recipient’s identification

2.
caller’s greeting + identification

3.
recipient’s greeting

According to this pattern, we have a mixture of serial organisation (one action (per part) per turn) and moderately compressed, interlocking organisation (two actions per turn). However, as we shall see, the sequence can often be more compressed than this, the parties can rush into the main activity, and there may be more than two actions performed in the same turn.

 
The main activity is governed by one or several of a limited number of reasons for calling (we will soon see a few examples). The main categories of reasons for calling are (a) issuing a formal request of certain actions (measures) and/or obtaining permission (clearance) (e.g. passing a red light signal under certain circumstances), (b) information transfer (concerning decisions on cancelled train meetings etc.) (plus acknowledgement) in certain prescribed tasks; e.g. filling in a form with reading back (repetition) according to a prescribed routine, or (c) reporting problems, incidents and emergency situations, providing useful information on the development of problematic situations (e.g. the line controller informs the driver about features of the overall traffic situation in the area, location of ongoing maintenance work on the rails etc.). 

The sequential layout of the main activity usually covers more turns than the opening sequence above:

4.
[reason for calling:] caller’s message initiation + (if the message is short) delivery;

5.
(in some cases:) controller’s dictation of a message to be entered on a pre-printed form and the driver’s repetition of this (accompanied by writing) (as we will see, this often involves several subphases); note that this necessarily involves a turn exchange sequence (both parties are active);

6.
recipient’s acknowledgement of receipt + signing (giving one’s family name) (also usually accompanied by writing)


7.
caller’s signing.

These four turns, or turn exchanges, usually receive at least short acknowledgements by the recipient.


Finally, the closing sequence is usually short and comprises two, or sometimes three, exchanges of paired components:

8.
mutual thanking

9.
(optional) (unilateral or mutual, often routinised) assessments (e.g. A: that’s fine, B: okay)

10. mutual leave-taking (bye, bye)

Even if example (8:5) is a short call, it is relatively exemplary, with all the obligatory phases present. However, in the safety calls at large, there is quite often a compression of actions, so that several prescribed actions are ”batched” within the same turn, as in example (8:6):

(8:6) (LiCTI: TTC 97) Driver-initiated arrival report:

((telephone rings))

1.
C:
line control Newbury

2.
D:
yeah hi this was the driver on eigh- eighty-seven 

3.

eighteen
then it was arrival report in Oldtown an’ 

4.

my name was Heath

5.
C:
Heath there and Drew here du
6.
(..)

7.
D:
Drew?

8.
C:
yeah

9.
(..)

10. D:
yeah thanks

11. C:
then we say thanks for that

12. D:
mm [bye ]

13. C:
   [okay]

((click))
((telefonton/ringsignal))

T:
fjärren Järnberga

F:
ja hejsan de här va förarn på ått- åttisju arton då va de 


ankomstanmälan i Åsta å mitt namn va Kallén

T:
Kallén där och Strid här dö

(..)

F:
Strid?

T:
ja

(..)

F:
ja tack

T:
då tackar vi för dä

F:
mm [hej ]

T:
   [okej]

((klick))
Here, the driver manages to do a greeting, self identification, communication of main message and signing in one single turn (lines 2-4).

The next example is a slightly more complicated call, in which the controller gives an order by dictating material which the driver is obliged to copy into a printed form, called ”S 16”:

(8:7) (LiCTI: TTC 68) Dispatcher´s message transfer (in a driver-initiated call;  D = female driver)

((telephone rings))

1. C:
line control in Newbury

2. D:
mm yeah ninety-five forty-five

3. C:
yeah hi there (.) [hi

4. D:
                  [hi

5. C:
then [let´s see

6. D:
     [S sixteen you said

7. C:
S sixteen yeah exactly=

8. D:
=.yeah [.hja]

9. C:
the back side there then ((referring to the sheet))

10. D:
the back side

11. C:
yeh (0.5) for train ninety-five forty-five then

12.
yes

13. D:
yes

14. C:
date of the day zero four zero three seventeen=

15. D:
<zero four zero three seventeen> ((writing))

16. C:
then we hop down to uh section twenty-one there

17. D:
twenty-one yes

18. C:
yes and Bert ((i.e. ”B”)) then K-meeting 

19.
with train ninety-five eighty-two ninet- 

20.
ninety-five seventy-six

21. D:
<ninety-five seventy-six>

22. C:
in Danby drops off

23. D:
<ye:s>

24. C:
that will be cancelled today there so

25. D:
yes exactly

26.
(0.5)

27. D:
then it´s for train ninety-five forty-fi::ve zero

28.
four zero three seventeen and then twenty-one B

29.
(.) ninety-five seventy-six in Danby drops off

30. C:
that´s correct yeah. the time is thirteen zero

31.
four then an´ my name is Smith

32. D:
<Smith> (0.5) my name is Erickson

33. C:
Erickson yeah

34. D:
mm

35. C:
thank you so much there okay

36. D:
thank you too

37. C:
yeah okay=

38. D:
bye

39. C:
bye

((telefonton/ringsignal))

1 T:
Fjärren i Järnberga

2 F:
mmja nittifem förtifem

3 T:
ja hejsan hejsan (.) [hej]

4 F:
                     [hej]

5 T:
då [ska vi se     ]

6 F:
   [S sexton sa du]

7 T:
S sexton ja precis=

8 F:
.hja

9 T:
baksidan där då

10 F:
baksidan

11 T:
ja (..) .hh till tåg nittifem förtifem då ja

12 F:
ja

13 T:
dagens datum noll fyra noll tre sjutton=

14 F:
<noll fyra noll tre sjutton>

15 T:
så hoppar vi ner till eh avdelning tjugoett där

16 F:
tjugoett ja=

17 T:
ja och Bertil då K-mötet med tåg nittifem åttitvå nitt-


nittifem sjuttiosex

18 F:
<nittifem sjuttisex>

19 T:
i Söderås bortfaller

20 F:
<ja>

21 T:
dä blir inställt idag där då så

22 F:
a just dä

(..)

23 F:
då ä de till tåg nittifem förtifem::: noll fyra noll tre sjutton och sen tjugeett B (.) nittifem sjuttisex i Söderås bortfaller

24 T:
de ä korrekt ja klockan är tretton noll fyra då o ja

heter Folin

25 F:
<Folin> (..) ja heter Eriksson

26 T:
Eriksson ja

27 F:
mm

28 T:
tackar så mycke där ja

29 F:
tack ska du ha

30 T:
a okej=

31 F:
hej

32 T:
hej

((klick))

Example (8:7) begins with an abbreviated opening (the driver is calling back after an interruption) and a mutual naming of the task (lines 6-7). The controller C then guides the driver D to the appropriate slots of the form (lines 9 ”back side”, 11 ”train”, 14 ”date”, 16 ”section 21”, 18 ”Bert”) and dictates pieces of information to be entered, and D repeats certain parts of this in a confirmatory manner (lines 10, 15, 17, 21). The driver then makes a comprehensive repetition in one turn (lines 27-29), which is acknowledged by C (line 31), and then follow notification of the exact time, signings, and the usual closing sequence. 

If we set ourselves the task to account for safety calls in terms of a CAT, there are of course many more points to bring up than can be done here and now. However, the following points can be noted:

Agenda: there is a clear action agenda (rather than a topic agenda)

Phase structure: there is a core activity, plus other activities subsidiary to this core activity (a sequentialisation of the action agenda):

Identifications

Greetings

Message (reason for calling), e.g.

Order-giving + repetition (by installments)

Comprehensive repetition

Signings

Thankings

Leave-takings

Sequence structure (turn sequences): Paired actions, but often batchings

Activity roles: who says what? Asymmetry and complementarity of activity roles: the line controller decides, gives orders, the driver requests permissions, repeats dictated orders, etc.

Hybridity: The safety calls have specific transactional functions. But this is not all there is. They are also a special activity embedded within a wider organisation or community with social relations between members, and this leads to certain informalisations. The parties often know each other personally, they have frequent contacts over the phone, and the phone calls are the main channel for social contact between them. 

There are various features of informalisation in the safety talk, which indicates that these talks do not only have transactional functions (Andrén et al., 2007). There is often a mixture of transactional and social-relational talk. When the CAT is actually implemented, participants engage in various kinds of relational talk, which is only indirectly related to professional tasks and work. Indeed, example (8:1) comes from one conversation in our corpus; C and D in (8:1) are a line controller and a train driver.

Sociocultural history: The calls are somewhat analogous to and historically modelled on military communication.

8.6. Asymmetries, boundaries and tensions are essential in communication. As parties to communication, we do not share all assumptions about the diverse activities we get involved in, and we normally do not communicate out of situations of equal opportunities (§ 7.2). Instead, analysts need to discuss authentic communication in terms like:

· asymmetries, power, and domination;

· boundaries between cultural communities, and the necessary transgressions of boundaries between genres, activity types, and communities.

8.7. The power of continuous sense-making in dialogue. The force of each contribution to dialogue – externalised dialogue as well as internal dialogue – to invite or solicit a response provides dialogue with an inherent power. Although interaction involves sequences of contributions, each such contribution is endowed with an interactive power in its responsive-initiatory relations; each contribution responds to something prior, and may give rise to some possible next. Communicative initiatives have two aspects (in different proportions in individual cases): to invite or solicit contributions from the other (or further contributions from oneself), and to introduce new topics and topical aspects, new perspectives on topics, etc., which require further responses with new initiatives. A dialogue provides opportunities to co-construct meaning, and to co-author and even co-produce its expression. Hence, there is a power in the dynamics of dialogue (Linell, 1990) to generate more sense-making; we go on interpreting the world, because our ideas are in dialogue and invoke new ideas. At the same time, this shows the importance of dialogue in the concrete sense for dialogical theory in general.

8.8. Power and resistance in social life. Associations to notions of ”ideal dialogue” (§ 1.2) may lead interpreters and commentators to think or even claim that dialogical theory is only about open, symmetrical, rational interaction with equal opportunities for all participants. But it is not; dialogism (at least as many specialists would now understand it, cf. § 17.1-2) is about action, thinking and communication between people in the real social world. It is not supposed to be an idealising or idyllicising account of human behaviours. (On the other hand, it may of course be expected to be able to distinguish, say, democratic forms of interaction from dictatorial ones.)


Issues of dialogue and power can be treated at many levels and approached from several angles. At the micro-level, we have characterised the ‘power of dialogue dynamics’ (Linell, 1990) in terms of intiatives and responses (§ 8.1, 8.6). To issue an utterance in interaction is to try to influence the other´s (and one´s own) thinking and future actions (and rethink prior actions). Some initiatives are stronger than others; the speaker then tries subjugate the other, to impose thoughts on him or her, and constrain his or her options for action. Some responses in interactions imply more of subordination, than other ways of reacting and responding. Utterances, or contributions to interaction, can be coded in terms of interactional strength, to what degree the speakers try to control others or let themselves be controlled by others.
 Interaction is an interplay in which participants not only try to take the perspectives of others (thus aiming for intersubjectivity); they also try to set perspectives on topics and trajectories of action for others and themselves (Graumann, 1990).


In other words, a contribution to interaction is always a social action, and as such, it has a power aspect. Many contributions by the same actor, or community of actors, and with the same perspective may result in monologisation and hegemony in discourse. At least if the communicative actions are backed up with other sanctions (the potential for material rewards and punishments), such discursive hegemony implies social power, and may, under specific conditions, even result in dictatorship. Sanctions need of course not involve physical action. Within organisations of education, the practices of official evaluation, marking (grading) texts and achievements, have a strong impact on behaviour. More generally, the influence of absent third parties (§ 5.7) is strong; we monitor our utterances and behaviours here and now, bearing in mind what others might say about us in the future, whether what we do now will contribute to a good or bad reputation. 


Physical or official sanctions are, speaking generally, not so common, nor are they necessary for people´s adoption of others´ views and perspectives. The socialisation into what are routinised ways of action, the ‘habitus’ (Bourdieu) and ‘common sense’ ways of thinking within a culture, may be sufficient. Individuals often internalise and appropriate others´ views. Often, such views are not explicitly verbalised, but are to a considerable extent ideas which people think ”from”, rather than ”about” (Rommetveit, 1992). They may be called ‘common sense’, ‘doxa’ or cultural ‘themata’ (Moscovici & Vignaux, 1994; Marková, 2003). Sometimes, others communicate views in an authoritarian manner. So, dialogue is by no means always liberating in itself; if people appropriate views without questioning them, we are faced with self-disciplining processes of kinds (and ‘technologies of the self’) that have been described by Michel Foucault (e.g. in the discourse on sexuality; Foucault, 1979). For example, throughout Western Christian culture, sexuality has, at least in certain forms and contexts, been regarded as shameful.


However, authoritarian voices may also give rise to rebellion and resistance (§ 6.4.5). Indeed, power and resistance are social, relational phenomena. They are dialogically related. Power emerges from interaction, and is executed in and through interaction, but dialogue is also the locus where resistance is born and developed. Mikhail Bakhtin paid a lot of attention to this aspect of dialogue, particularly in the analysis of carnival (Bakhtin, 1984b).
Chapter 9: Meanings and understandings

”The central concept of a human psychology is meaning and the processes and transactions involved in the construction of meanings.” (Bruner, 1990/italics original) According to Bruner, meaning is central, ”not stimuli and responses, not overtly observable behavior, not biological drives and their transformations” (op.cit.: 2), and not information and information processing, as in an extreme cognitivist paradigm.

9.1. Action and meaning: Cognition and communication involve interventions in the world, engaging with the world. Action in the world is a more basic semantic-pragmatic function of language and communication than is representation of the world. Language is not primarily a language of representation; rather, representing something can be reanalysed as a kind of action.

Basic to action is interaction. The constituent actions (communicative acts) of a conversation are (social) ‘inter-acts’
, rather than (individual) ‘speech acts’ in Searle´s (1969) sense. Turn-taking is a fundamental phenomenon. Social other-orientation permeates also the content/substance of basic action. In arguing against the view that individual actions are done by autonomous subjects, Jaan Valsiner (cf. Thompson & Valsiner, 2002) proposes the term ‘peracting’: acting through each other. A dialogical theory of action does not disavow the agency of the individual (§ 6.3.).

Actions must be meant and understood. Meaning and understanding are absolutely central concepts in a dialogical approach to the world. Bartlett (1932: 44) claimed that one can ”speak of every human cognitive reaction – perceiving, imagining, remembering, thinking and reasoning – as an effort after meaning”. The same can be said, of course, about communicative projects and activities. 

The above-mentioned concepts exhibit a number of characteristics, some of which we have already seen exposed, and some of which need some further exploration in the following.

9.2. Sense-making in situ. Meanings are made in situated interaction and discourse. They reside in situations. However, they make use of semiotic resources (except perhaps in very early infancy). Linguistic resources have meaning potentials (§ 11.8.1), rather than meanings.


Sense-making in situ is an affair för both speaker and interlocutor(s). In producing an utterance, the speaker affords material for making sense
, for guiding the interlocutors in their efforts after meaning and interpretation. They too contribute to sense-making. Indeed, at one level, it is often the interlocutor´s uptake and interpretation, made manifest in his or her following utterance(s), that counts in the interaction as the communicated meaning (Sacks et al., 1974). Luhmann (1995), in his rather different ‘autopoietic’ theory of communication, also expresses the same view on collective sense-making. In his terms, furthermore, the speaker´s ”utterance is nothing more than a selection proposal, a suggestion” (p. 139); the speaker selects his utterance against the background of many other things that could have been said, and the interlocutor then has to select one understanding or the other. (The term ‘select’ may invoke ideas of a choice within a set of pre-defined options, which, in my view, amounts to too strong a theory. Sometimes, ideas of what to say and how to interpret others´ and one´s own utterances are things that sawn upon participants, as it were out of a rather dim background.) 

Sense-making is – for both speaker and recipient – a dynamic undertaking involving communicative activities and discursive movements (§ 11.1); it is not a matter of producing and perceiving mappings of reality. Salazar Orvig (1999: 9) writes: ”Saisir le sens d´un  énoncé, c´est aussi rendre compte de son avènement, de la façon dont il vient s´inscrire dans un espace discursif, qu´il complète, modifie, infléchit, dans la façon dont il construit une progression de dire, dans les changements qu´il introduit…”

Sense-making is therefore in principle a never-ending process; meaning is never finished (§ 5.4), but in practice, of course, it may be provisionally finalised at a given point in interaction (we cannot go on talking for ever, sometimes we must rest and go to sleep, eventually we die).

9.3. Implicitness: We can never say explicitly (in words or other symbols) everything we want to say. Utterances or texts do not ‘contain’ meaning, but they prompt people to make meaning. Signs are used as navigational aids when we try to make sense of the world. Language is fundamentally allusive and incomplete (Merleau-Ponty, 1962). Carston (2002) talks about this as essential underdeterminacy of semantics (or alternatively, a principle of obligatory pragmatic inferencing); ”linguistically encoded meaning never fully determines the intended proposition expressed” (p. 49; italics original). Explicit expressions do not represent but help prompt situated meanings. We have contexts (and interlocutors) to rely on, and we always do so. Communication has to build on many aspects of trust (trust that other people have rational purposes for their actions, that they mean something, that they use language ‘normally’, etc.).


A considerable part of meaning in interaction is inferred, implicit rather than explicitly expressed.
 This is tantamount to saying that much is shown, rather than said (Wittgenstein), in interaction. In Goffman´s (1963: 13) terms, some information is ‘given off’, rather than clearly ‘given’. In conversation-analytic terms, shared understanding is displayed in and through interaction, rather than explicitly claimed (e.g. Schegloff, 1991b). The French François tals about significations that are said vs. only sketched (e.g. by various figures of speech) (Fr. significations dites et dessinées).

9.4. Vagueness: Implicitness is also related to vagueness. Apart from the fact that speakers sometimes remain conspicuously vague for strategic reasons (Adelswärd & Linell, 1994), there is normally a considerable amount of vagueness in normal language use. Vagueness is essential if we are to adapt to the changing external and interactional conditions on a moment-to-moment basis. Suchman (1987) has pointed out that in mundane life, people must be prepared to reconstruct their plans and intentions continuously, in a partly ad-hoc manner, as they get responses from others or encounter new and unpredictable problems (however small) in their situated activities. This goes against cognitivist assumptions of explicit plans in goal-directed behaviour. Potter & te Molder (2005: 29) summarise Suchman´s stance as follows: ”[V]agueness is not a flaw when compared with full specification; rather the vagueness is precisely what makes plans useful for their projective and reconstructive tasks – they can be applied to an indefinite number of situations in deft and locally specific ways.” Linell (1998a: 219) has explicated the openness and multiply determinable indeterminacy of communicative projects in interaction in similar terms; communicative projects are continuously dynamically updated.

9.5. Partial understandings: Situated understandings are partial and fragmentary, dialogically constituted and only partially shared (Rommetveit, 1974: 51). Understanding one another in a real communication  situation is not a matter of achieving ‘complete and completely shared’ understandings, but we work with understandings ‘for current (practical) purposes’ (Garfinkel); when we understand what we need, we can go on to other points in our business. Communicating in dialogue is a practical accomplishment from moment to moment. Just like understandings are partial, knowledge about the world is not absolutely certain. The quest for absolute certainty, often at the top of philosophers´ agenda (Descartes etc.), is unrealistic; in order to act, we need relative certainty (e.g. Latour, 1999:12).

9.6. Misunderstandings and miscommunication. In monological models of communication, misunderstandings are often attributed to recipients exclusively; it is assumed that they, the listeners, fail to understand what the speakers mean. However, empirical studies of misunderstandings in talk-in-interaction have frequently shown that miscommunication is collectively and reciprocally generated, often the products of the intricate interaction of participants´interpretations of each other´s utterances and the ensuing new utterances, which may build upon divergent parts of the semantic-pragmatic affordances of self´s and other´s prior utterances (Linell, 1995). Miscommunication often involve mismatches of participants´ purposes and situation definitions; it is not just utterances in themselves that can be ”misunderstood”, but rather utterances in relation to framing assumptions and expectations. Hence, miscommunication is dialogically generated and accomplished.

9.7. Showing and hiding in communication. We do not say everything we think. At least, this applies to most people in (perhaps) a majority of social situations. Valsiner (2006b) says ”we lie – therefore we think”. Perhaps, one would want to reverse this saying. In any case, there is a constant struggle between revealing and hiding, between disclosure and non-disclosure in communication; Ducrot (1972, 1984) talks about le dit vs. le non-dit.
 We are more or less skilled in inhibiting the impulses to give overt expression to all kinds of responses. Some things get said, others not (although they can sometimes be inferred) (§ 9.3). At the neurological level, we may talk about this in terms of facilitation and inhibition (§ 12.5.2). 

One may argue that we need a dialogical theory of inner dialogue (§ 6.4.3) to account for the struggle between disclosure and non-disclosure. Monological theories of communication, with their conception of external dialogue as a mechanical transfer of messages produced by the individual, do not seem to develop the point.

9.8. Understandings that are not made public. One of the corner-stones of CA methodology is its ‘next turn proof procedure’ (Sacks et al., 1974: 729). This refers to the insight that participants express their understandings of prior turns, usually the turns by others, in their responses to them (‘in next turn’). Therefore, analysts can use next turns (and also later, subsequent turns) of the actual interaction as a procedure for ”proving” the validity of the (analyst´s) interpretation; the next turn demonstrates what the prior turn has come to mean in the actual interaction, for the participants themselves.


Dialogical theories align with CA in regarding responses as embodying interpretations of prior contributions. But overt contributions in public discourse do not display the full extension of speakers´ understandings (or misunderstandings). As CA puts it, speakers often ‘claim’ understanding without ‘demonstrating’ it. But parties to communication conceal much more of their understandings, in their ‘internal dialogue’, than is usually acknowledged in CA studies. (CA has good methodological reasons for ignoring ”private” understandings, because they are not accessible to analysts, especially if they stick to the analytic ‘discipline’ of CA (cf. Schegloff, 1998).)


Understanding others´(and self´s) utterances involves much more than what is public in external dialogue. There are several reasons for this:

1. Not all understandings are fully conscious, or they can not easily be brought into language.

2. There is no space on the floor of overt discourse for externalising all understandings. For example, in a multi-party conversation, all participants can not speak at the same time, lest the conversation ends up in cacophony. (At the same time, it is an advantage of some multi-party exchanges that singular participants can take some time off from the active turn-taking and use this for reflecting about the issues talked about.)

3. For various social and face-preserving reasons, much knowledge and many opinions are not public expressed in many social settings. For reasons of conflict avoidance or political correctness, one may not be willing, brave or competent enough to make things public.

4. There are many communicative projects, whose intended effects depend precisely on not making everything explicit. For example, when somebody tells a joke in a conversation, interlocutors are supposed to laugh. On some occasions, people do so, irrespective of whether they have understood the joke or not. Nor is any party to the conversation supposed to make explicit publicly all the steps in the (intended or actualised) interpretation of the joke, although something like this happens in exceptional cases.
 

9.9. Perspectives and conceptual networks: The sociocultural nature and historicity of meaning (Vico) (cf. § 11.2) implies that knowledge is subjected to perspectives; the same data or topics could have been conceptualised otherwise. Nietzsche stressed the indeterminacy of interpretations and multiplicity of perspectives (Nehamas, 1985: 100). The ways in which the world appears to us, the versions and visions of the world, are dependent on positions, perspectives and interests. While this theory goes against universalism, it does not follow from it that all the versions are worth the same (or ‘true’ or ‘false’ to the same extent). Contextual constructionism may be compatible with some kind of (moderate) realism; relationism is not the same as relativism (§ 2.4).

Thinking in oppositions is another central point; talking about X makes non-X relevant (Marková, 2003a). Thus, we do not just think in categories. Other important dialogical concepts in the characterisation of thinking are aspects and perspectives (§ 9.8), in addition to entities, figure – (back)ground relations, and semantic reversals (Marková, 1990). These may be thought of in terms of semantic and conceptual networks.

Chapter 10: Utterances and texts as dialogical entities
The previous sections have mainly dealt with the dynamic processes of interaction, communicating and understanding. We will now turn to phenomena that seem to involve products rather than processes, and may invite a more structural interpretation: utterances, texts, knowledge, and their interrelations. We will see how dialogism will assign a dynamic interpretation here too.

10.1. Utterances: Many dialogists use the notion of ‘utterance’ as a basic concept; for example, this is true of Voloshinov and Bakhtin (Ru. vyskazyvanie). Especially Voloshinov developed a ”theory of the utterance” (Todorov, 1984: 41ff.
). However, the term ‘utterance’ is often used rather loosely (and this may also apply to Voloshinov and Bakhtin). 

First of all, English does not make a distinction between the utterance act (which is what is most relevant here) and the words uttered (here, French linguistics distinguishes between énonciation and énoncé.) An utterance act is a situated (inter-)act (see § 4.3 and § 8.1, respectively, for the meanings of ‘situated’ and ‘inter-act’). Secondly, the extension of the single ‘utterance’, as distinguished from a sequence of several utterances, is often unclear in talk-in-interaction. However, linguists often take the ‘utterance’ to be a limited act, a sentence- or clause-shaped enunciation (or its functional equivalent). ‘Utterances’ then become the situated tokens corresponding to abstract sentences (types) in the linguistic system. (The matter becomes more complicated, when pragmaticians like Levinson (2000) introduce the notion of ‘utterance type’, i.e. an act (type) which is not situated.) Others use ‘utterance’ in a loose sense, simply referring to almost any (‘(piece of) discourse’. 

10.2. Thoughts and intentions:  ‘Thoughts’ (or ‘cognitions’) are – just like utterances – processes in which the thinker relates to something in the contexts, often to other ‘thoughts’ (as in activities of ‘thinking’ or argumentation). Clark (1997), in expounding his philosophy of the extended mind (§ 6.5), contends that ”[t]he flow of reason and thoughts, and the temporal evolution of ideas and attitudes, are determined and explained by the intimate, complex, continued interplay of brain, body, and world”. 

‘Thoughts’ are not self-contained units. It is often unclear how much ”belongs to” a ‘thought’ (§ 9.3-4); for example, how many presuppositions and implications should be included?


By contrast, many accounts of ‘thoughts’ in linguistic pragmatics (e.g. Carston, 2002) still have a ring of a ‘monological’ ‘picture theory’ of language; a ‘thought’ is a representation of something, and it is assumed that it is determinate (rather than indeterminate, cf. § 9.4) what is included, or not included, in its ‘content’.


In monologism, ‘intention’ is also a priviledged concept. Intentions are thoughts and goals that individuals ”have in mind” and express in their utterances and texts. Intentions are appealed to as ”explanations” of what people say and mean. In dialogism, conscious intentions do not occupy the same hegemonic position in the pragmatics of action and discourse.


It is not that dialogical theory would deny the significance of the individual speaker´s or writer´s ideas, thoughts, plans and goals altogether. But at least three points must be made. First, the individual´s ideas and assumptions are strongly dependent on experiences that the individual has had in the social world; meanings have a largely social origin. Secondly, some aspects of linguistic actions (and other behaviours) are highly routinised and even automatised, so that the individual does not and need not entertain conscious or pre-formed plans for them. Utterances often come with potentials for many different  interpretations, and speakers may occasionally find out afterwards, after the utterances, that these utterances can reasonably be assigned interpretations they as speakers had not thought of in the situation (nor, sometimes, earlier in their discursive biography). Apart from the fact that an utterance need not be consciously reflected-upon in advance, it can also be ‘ventriloquated’ and ‘inauthentic’ (§ 6.4.5) in the sense that it is not the externalisation of the individual´s own meaning. Thirdly, even when participants can account for their utterances, these are strongly other-oriented at a more general level; they are not expressions of autonomous individual intentions, but have responsive and anticipatory relations (§ 8.1).


From a dialogical point of view, it seems tempting to reinvest the term ‘intention’ with some of its archaic meaning of ‘turning to’ or ‘direction’. The utterance stretches out, is turned, directed or intended, to the other´s prior and possible next actions. Within dominant monological theories, utterance intentions are understood solely within an inward-outward dimension with the autonomous individual, the single subject, as the reference point. According to this conception, the utterance expresses the intention, or conversely, the intention is something that is extended and directed outwards through the utterance. For the dialogist, by contrast, the utterance does not only point to a subjective meaning that the individual entertains or comes up with (something which in itself is imbued with social meaning, cf. above), but it points and is connected to prior and possible next actions (usually by somebody other), as well as, of course, to the various extra-discursive referents.

10.3. Knowledge. The body is a prerequisite for consciousness, and (some degree of) consciousness is necessary for knowledge. So-called ‘tacit knowledge’ is pre- or sub-conscious. At the same time, consciousness has a sociodialogical basis
, and the same applies to knowledge; knowledge has a social nature, and is closely related to communication and action (some prefer terms like ‘(social) understanding’ or ‘knowing’ to  ‘knowledge’).  Duveen (2000: 2) explains:


”Knowledge emerges from the world in which people meet and interact, the world in which human interests, needs and desires find expression, satisfaction and frustration. In short, knowledge arises from human passions and, as such, is never disinterested; rather, it is always the product of particular groups of people who find themselves in specific circumstances in which they are engaged in definite projects.”

Knowledge is socially generated, socially sustained, socially negotiated, transformed, confirmed and censured, socially distributed.
 Accordingly, it is dependent on communication between individuals for its genesis, evolution and maintenance, and for its disappearance; knowledge wilts away if it is never communicatively sustained across generations. 

Dialogism, at least as I understand it, rejects Descartes´s general claim that there can be some kinds of knowledge of the world that are absolutely certain, but maintains that we can have reasonably certain knowledge, on the basis of empirical and reflective evidence (Peirce). 

10.4. Logic. Representational and rationalist theories of language and thought have their perhaps most applications in the analysis of logical, step-by-step thinking and calculation. Are these clearly language-borne and consciously monitored activities counter-examples to a dialogical theory, which – at least at face value – seems more apt for language use in interaction, with a large proportion of implicit meanings and non-conclusive argumentation? The answer is no. Dialogical theory would treat these activities as highly specialised cognitive (and communicative) activities, prevalent only under specific conditions (§ 8.3). They are strongly dependent on language, and more specifically, on highly constrained forms of language. These forms are based on written genres. Indeed, logic and mathematics are most often carried out with the help of external artefacts, such as pen-and-pencil or computers. Neuro-biologically, they seem to be supported by activity in specialised cortical areas. All this squares well with dialogism.

10.5. Language and narrativity. We create order in life through dialogue and language. Less coherent and less meaningful structures of pre-linguistic perception and cognition become more coherent and more meaningful in and through being brought into language. Humans have a ”readiness or predisposition to organize experience into a narrative form” (Bruner, 1990: 45). This is an idea that has perhaps been articulated most clearly by scholars within narrative theory, but it is fully compatible with dialogism. 

A major form for bringing coherence into one´s life is to tell stories (to others and oneself) about significant events and experiences therein (e.g. Polkinghorne, 1988). Narratives bring coherence to life, time and existence (Ricoeur, 1983). Coherence is brought about by embedding events within an overall ‘plot’ (or fabula), a process we could call ‘emplotment’.

Jerome Bruner (1990: 47ff) points out that narratives build upon ”the forging of links between the exceptional and the ordinary”, between the exception or the extraordinary and canonality. Tellable narratives deal with the unexpected, create a viable account or a good story by showing the deviance in relief to the normal order of things. A good story presupposes some ”normal” background setting, introduces certain complications, and then accounts for the resolution of the problems and the restoration of normality (it accounts for why the deviation from the norm occurred). We might say that deviance and normality are in a dialogical tension with each other.  

Performed narratives are not just retrospective accounts of past events, but they involve active attempts to shape the present and the future (cf. § 8.1: responsive and projective aspects). We remember our pasts in order to make sense of the present, and vice versa, in an ”effort after meaning” (as Bartlett, 1932, put it, in his pioneering study of social remembering) (Wertsch, 2002).

A famous Bakhtinian concept in the area of narratology is that ‘chronotope’. A chronotope is space, a milieu, at a certain (period in) time. But it is an interpreted or imagined time/space, rather than objective or external time and space. It is time/space as made sense of in a narrative or memory. According to Holquist (1990: 111), ”the chronotope provides a means to explore the complex, indirect, and always mediated relation art and life”. In narration and memory, different chronotopes are often brought into a dialogical relation, for example, between the narrated world, the remembered events, in its time/space, and the situation of narration in its meaningful and meaning-making time/space. As Holquist (op.cit.: 112) puts it, the chronotope has an ”ability to be in dialogue with specific, extra-literary historical contexts”. Chronotopes may also be conceived at a ”transhistorical” level as archetypal time/spaces (Holquist, p. 112: the road, the trial, the provincial town, etc.).

10.6. Texts. Superficially, it may appear that dialogism focuses mainly on talk-in-interaction and dialogue between mutually co-present individuals.  However, many dialogists, including of course Bakhtin, actually focused on written (and even printed) texts. They have regarded texts virtually as utterances that readers respond to. This dynamic conception of texts has been enhanced, as new media technologies have developed: the web with its opportunities for infinitely many reading paths, linked texts, hyper-texts, interactive texts, etc. A dialogical consideration of texts, also of traditionally printed texts, stresses intertextuality, and internal as well as external dialogue.

Basically, there appear two dialogical (dialogistic) ways of analysing written, artefact-based texts. One is to study the life of texts within series of communication situations: how texts are conceived, tried out, formulated, written and edited, often over a series of situations and sometimes with several producers active, then how texts are forwarded and distributed to other situations, and by whom, then how texts are consumed, read or consulted, perhaps reformulated, in short used, in different situations, by different actors, for different purposes. This amounts to studying texts in social life, within communicative activities where people typically also talk (perhaps about the texts) and do other things. Texts are regarded as text events and text practices, rather than as static structures.

The other way of exploring texts dialogically would be to study (just) the texts themselves, but in a dialogical perspective. Texts are usually replete with references and allusions to other texts (intertextuality), to various situations and different sources (writers, speakers). They contain traces of prior communication situations, of different sources and voices; there is often polyvocality in texts (§ 10.7).

Texts also exhibit different forms of addressivity, in that they (or their authors) try to direct different parts to particular recipients or general audiences, which presupposes taking into consideration various interests held by self and others. The analysis of texts in terms of responsivity and addressivity is of course eminently Bakhtinian in character (e.g. Bakhtin, 1984). 

10.7. Polyvocality and heteroglossia: Texts and utterances are not the speaker/writer´s own products; they typically contain (explicit or implicit) elements from other sources (Anward, 2002), traces of others´ texts and utterances (other ‘voices’). The term polyvocality (or ‘multi-voicedness’) is usually used about particular texts or utterances. When more comprehensive sociocultures display blends or struggles between different discourses (different ways of talking about the ‘same’ topical domain) or social languages, the preferred (Bakhtinian) term is ‘heteroglossia’ (Ru. raznorecie, Bakhtin, 1981: 430). I will deal with them separately.

10.7.1. Polyvocality in single utterances and texts. An utterance or a text (physically) produced by a single speaker/author can contain several voices, especially if it is somewhat extended. For one thing, the speaker can argue with him- or herself, or with different dimensions of his or her self, thus indulging in ”auto-” or ”self-dialogue”. Secondly, there may be others´ ‘voices’ present, either manifest or masked, explicitly quoted or implicitly invoked (Salazar Orvig, 2004). For a few examples, see § 6.4.4.

It has often been pointed out, especially by Francophone dialogists (Ducrot, 1984; Vion, 1992; Salazar Orvig, 2004), that even a short utterance can echo, reverberate or invoke other (actual or possible) utterances (Salazar Orvig, 2004: 11: ”l´imbrication du discours de l´un dans le discours de l´autre”). Thus, a negative statement such as ”It´s not raining” suggests a (prior) assertion or question (”It is/Is it raining”), especially if prefaced with ”no”. When President Nixon allegedly said about himself ”I´m no crook”, he (unintentionally?) made the non-negated claim relevant in the situation. Also, consider such a seemingly self-contradictory statement as the following, uttered by a member of nudist community in a Swedish TV report (the reporter (dressed) was interviewing a group of people in the nude) (here translated):

(10:1) A: we are not naked, we are simply not dressed.

What A does here is obviously to object to a previous characterisation of him and his company as being ”naked”. Thus, the first part of the utterance is covertly negating a previous utterance, while the second negation applies to the state of affairs dealt with. Obviously, the premisses for using utterances with a ”double enunciation” (Vion: dédoublement, dualité énonciative, double énonciation) are usually generated over dialogical sequences. A´s utterance above is made as a response, at the same time anticipating the other´s responsive understanding (§ 8.1).

10.7.2. Heteroglossia in communities. Nations, and to some extent other linguistic communities, have often developed relatively unified, written standard languages. This has fostered the idea in monologism that languages form unitary and completely integrated systems (Linell, 2005). The dialogical idea of heteroglossia, by contrast, emphasises that – in particular – spoken varieties and languages for specific activities form fuzzy sets of (largely overlapping) social languages. With this outlook on the world of languages, unitary languages are not given by nature but the products of people´s active unifying practices. 

10.8. Discourses and discursive orders. Ways of thinking and talking about things within specific domains, such as madness or sexuality, get organised or ‘ordered’ within sets of patterns over time. Foucault called these ‘discourses’ or ‘discursive orders’ (e.g. Fairclough, 1992). Some of these discourses are dominant, others subordinated, within a community or society for certain times. Subordinated discourses or ‘voices’, in turn, may be suppressed (but implicit due to contextual interpretation), backgrounded or clearly visible. 

If a certain discursive order gets cemented and even hegemonic, we are faced with monological practices in the sense of § 6 (d-e). Yet, there is dialogue going on, at least within limits, within and across the boundaries of such discourses. Foucaultian discourse theory is almost exclusively concerned with sociocultural processes of the social, collective kinds (sociohistorical dimension) in the taxonomy of § 5.1.

10.9. Recontextualisations and intertextuality:  Specific utterances, thoughts or texts are almost always dependent on the subject´s prior acquaintance and use of similar phenomena. Expressions, ideas and messages often travel between texts and contexts (‘recontextualisations’, Linell, 1998a: 140ff.). Such recontextualisations bring along some aspects of meaning from the ‘quoted’ sources/contexts, but they also bring about new meanings in the new, ‘quoting’ contexts. Some kinds of recontextualisations are basic constitutive features of most or all communicative processes. Most commonly, relations between (and within) texts are called ‘intertextuality’, but the concept of ‘recontextualisation’ is arguably more dynamic and more fundamental (Linell, 1998b).

 
There are at least three types of recontextualisations, operating as it were on different time scales (or within different scopes of globality). First, there are relations of recontextualisation within the same conversation or text; participants make use of the same or similar ideas or expressions several times within the same stretch of discourse (intratextuality). Secondly, one text or piece of spoken discourse may re-use or allude to elements of other specific texts or discourses. These types of recontextualisations form more concrete forms of intertextuality; they index relations between specific discursive events (‘tokens’ of discourse), i.e. particular texts or talk exchanges. But thirdly, there are also more abstract forms of recontextualisations; orders of discourse (Foucault), genres or activity types, may also borrow from other genres or activity types (Bakhtin, 1984; Morson & Emerson, 1990). This abstract inter(con)textuality (partly on the ‘type’ rather than ‘token’ level) is what Fairclough (1992) terms ‘interdiscursivity’, something which is linked to what I called ‘situation-transcending (socio-cultural) practices’ in § 4.3.

In somewhat more abstract terms: events of using language (or other cultural forms), in short: discursive events, can be interdiscursive with (an)other discursive event(s), or genres, in that it/they index or iconically take up features from these events or genres. Most often, such relations are discussed in terms of ‘intertextuality’, whereas others (e.g. Linell, 1998a,b) have preferred the more processual term ‘recontextualisation’.

10.10. Multiple channels of mediation. Language in use is always indexical, allusive and incomplete; utterances must rely on contexts of various kinds. But utterances also involve the concomitant use of ‘non-verbal’ signs (voice characteristics, gestures, facial expressions, body movements and postures, etc.), as well as the meaningful manipulation of objects (cf. § 5.6 on artefacts as ‘third parties’). Sense-making is often mediated by artefacts (e.g. cognitive artefacts, inscriptions, tools, instruments). The use of tools and objects create meaning outside of talk itself; the neglect of these aspects of communication has sometimes been called ‘talk bias’ (Hak, 1999) or ‘language bias’. There is a risk that dialogism itself falls into this trap.

Sense-making must also make use of (partially) non-linguistic resources such as background presuppositions, implicit meanings, and preconceptual structures. As for the latter: e.g. experiencing ‘blue’, or feeling attraction or disgust involve bodily reactions and non- or pre-linguistic perceptions; ‘the mind arises out of an organism, not a disembodied brain’ (Damasio, 1994: 229).

Chapter 11: The role of dynamics

11.1. Dynamics as a basic property. According to monologism, the human world, as least when it is scientifically conceived and understood, contains stable structures and general mechanisms, and firm or certain (or less certain) knowledge about these (Descartes, Newton, etc.). Thus, the monological ontology is based on substances: objects, elements, categories and other entities. In addition to this, we have, on this view, the phenomenon of subjectivity, that is, the apperceptions of (individual) human beings. The dialogist world-view would rather emphasise intersubjectivity and an ontology of dynamic processes and relations (Salgado & Ferreira, 2006: 143).

Dynamics is basic. If objects and entities seem to be fundamental in our understanding of the world, they should be thought of as contextualised phenomena supported by a categorising, typically literate culture. That is, although there are objects in the phenomenal world, many abstract phenomena have become (like) objects, have been made to appear as entities, through processes of objectification. Such reifications and entifications are hard to avoid, if we are stuck, as indeed we largely are, with a language centred on nouns and nominalisations (Linell, 2005: 10, 156f). Nonetheless, more basic than objects and categories are the dynamic processes: movements, actions, interdependencies, potentialities (in addition to actualities)
, contextualities, tensions, oppositions and antinomies (Marková, 2003a). These are essential and constitutive dimensions of phenomena; they are not only events and processes that objects and subjects happen to enter into. An influential theory in social psychology based on an ontology of relations was Kurt Lewin´s (1939) field theory (Moscovici & Marková, 2006: 42). Similarly, an important characteristic of dialogism is its insistence on dynamics, emergence and provenance, change and evolution. To live is to interact with an environment (Kravchenko, 2006). One can think of dialogism as an ontology for living organisms, and more specifically, for those which have a living mind, lodging semiotic (and sense-making) processes.

Dialogue and discourse must be seen in terms of ‘coming into being’, ‘becoming’ (and iterated becoming) (Salazar Orvig, 1999: 9: ”le devenir du discours”), and ‘in the making’ (and remaking), rather than ‘being’. We are confronted with ‘movements’ and ‘moving beyond what is given’ (Bostad et al., 2004). In French dialogical linguistics and psychology (Hermans & Kempen, 1993; François, 1998; Salazar Orvig, 1999), there are frequent references to meaning as movements. Processes and actions are more fundamental than (their) products (which are often perceived as objects).

11.2. Genetic explanations of complex behaviour. The emphasis on dynamics is linked to a belief within dialogical theory that behaviours in cognition, interaction and language use can partly be explained in terms of their developmental pre-cursors. Vygotsky (1986, 1987 [1934]) stated the ‘genetic principle’ that in order to understand a phenomenon, one must study its development. These ‘genetic’ explanations are particularly important in the case of complex behaviours, when they point to the origins or provenance (‘genesis’) of the more advanced competences and skills.
 

The genetic perspectives in dialogism include phylogenesis (the evolution of the species based on the biologically innate, predisposition for dialogicality in humans), ontogenesis (the individual´s development and biography), sociohistorical genesis (sociogenesis, within the overarching sociocultural practice), and microgenesis (the unfolding of dialogical interaction from-moment-to-moment in the single situation).
 Lemke (2000) talks about these developments as occurring on different ‘time scales’.

It is worth pointing out that genetic explanations are basically Darwinian in nature; actions appear in interaction, patterns emerge, some of these survive by (partially natural) selection and will be continuously modified in interaction with new environmental demands. This is quite different from the idea of innateness in Chomskyan theory of language, in terms of which structures are simply wired in in the brain. (Admittedly, there are some partly Darwinian-style interpretations of Chomskyan ideas, for example in the work of Bickerton, 1990.)
 

We shall presently revert to the genetic analysis, especially as regards ontogenesis (§ 11.3). But before that, it is worth pointing out that this explanatory paradigm is fundamentally opposed to the structuralist, ‘synchronic’ paradigm, in terms of which components of a system must be explained exclusively in strictly system-internal relations, not in terms of pre-cursors of the system (cf. Saussure´s strict separation of synchrony and diachrony). This structuralism found some of its most expressions in generative linguistics. Here, one typically works by trying to find the maximally exhaustive and formally coherent, and therefore also abstract system.
 From a usage-based perspective, there is no reason to believe that language users seek maximal generalisations (Linell, 2005: 50); rather, linguists tend to posit more abstract structure than is necessary. However, apart from this, this monological tendency to theorise only in terms of one system, the full mature system (if there is such a thing), leads to unnecessary assumptions of inexplicability and innateness; basically, Chomsky´s argument has been that language is so complex that it cannot be learnt. In such a paradigm, one seeks to infer properties of language from ”logical” considerations only, neglecting genetic processes. It amounts to an underappreciation of the formative and explanatory potential of ontogenetic and other genetic systems and processes (Tomasello, 1999: 50). Let us now turn to some examples of such processes. 

11.3. A developmental perspective: Precursors of language, conceptualisation and consciousness. Dialogical perspectives emphasise dynamics and ‘genetic’ aspects of language, cultures, and cognitive and communicative practices. Phenomena like language, conceptual understanding and consciousness can be better understood if we consider them in a developmental perspective; if individuals or communities first do certain, in some respects simpler things, we can understand how they later acquire abilities to do more complex things. Such processes, especially within ontogenesis, are facilitated if they take place under the guidance of co-present, more competent or skilled partners. The more complex abilities emerge from precursors. I shall provide some examples of this.

Cognition and communication involving language have precursors, which are pre-conscious, pre-conceptual and pre-verbal. This applies to the micro-genesis (§ 11.2) of responsive understanding, as well as to the individual´s ontogenetic development. Indeed, the same logic would be applicable to phylogenesis and socio-cultural history (think of the role of writing and other technologies!) too. 

Damasio (1994) points to pre-conceptual and pre-conscious processes in the bodily origin of the affects that start up cognition and communication (§ 12.5), and Johnson (1987) argues that meaning is dependent on a background of preconceptual and preintentional structures of bodily experiences and image schemata. When we engage in something, with incipient attention and interest, the process starts with pre-conscious feelings and a pre-conscious engagement that is inseparable from affect. Feelings are not induced only by neural routes, but also by biochemical routes, as Damasio (1994) explains. When these processes reach various brain parts, attention and interest may become more focused, impressions and volitions acquire pre-conceptual and pre-conscious meaning, and later they may be brought into language and give rise to conscious thinking and externalised in interpersonal communication.

A related kind of example is Carston´s (2005) analysis of reflexive and reflective elements and stages in sense-making. When we think, speak or understand, these processes often starts in implicit, affective and pre-semiotic phenomena which are not conscious at all (Salgado & Goncalves, 2006: 22), but which gradually become more so, when they are partly brought into language. Stern, Trevarthen, Bråten and other students of early dialogical development of infants have demonstrated this (see below). 

In other words, dialogicality is not something which operates exclusively at the level of conscious cultural meaning. Many automatised processes in perception and cognition cannot be consciously monitored but are nevertheless culturally penetrated. For example, processes revealed in experiments on binocular rivalry (Rommetveit & Kleiven, 1979) or in everyday mishearings (‘slips of the ear’) (Linell, 1983) have ‘dialogical’ properties involving linguistic knowledge and pragmatic (contextual) appropriateness.


The previous examples apply to the micro-genesis of momentary situated actions and the flow of pre-conscious and conscious processes in actual cognitive and communicative actions and co-actions. We can also think of conceptualisation processes at a larger time scale, when individuals or communities gradually acquire more understanding of aspects of their ecosocial environment. This of then starts with pre-conceptual understanding, when we only vaguely apperceives something as something. Only later do we acquire words and other symbols (and artefacts) to be used in stabilising understandings. Here, we deal with ontogenetic and socio-cultural developments.


However, the most persuasive case for precursors of languaging comes from infant development. Vygotsky (1986, 1987 [1934]) saw imitation as a form of collaboration between the child and others. Other-orientation is there, virtually from the beginning of life. Moreover, ”the child never imitates movements of nonliving objects, for example, the swing of a pendulum. Obviously, his imitative actions arise only when there is personal communication between the infant and the person whom he imitates” (Vygotsky, 1998: 236). Thus, the new-born infant distinguishes between living conspecifics and dead objects. 

We now know quite a lot about very early infant development: new-born infants engage in imitation, involving in particular tongue protrusion. They respond to the adult´s behaviour by imitating it, later they will be able to initiate behaviours, which are perhaps reciprocated by their caregivers. This has been interpreted as evidence for an innate capacity for dialogue (Bråten, 1992, 2004; Trevarthen, 1992). Gradually, the infant will engage in activities which require joint attention with the caregiver on objects and events in the environment (Tomasello, 1999, 2005). The infant develops its arm movements and hand gestures, soon differentiating them into reaching-and-demanding (‘give me that’) and pointing (‘look at that (X)’, that´s an X’, X = birdie, lamp, etc.) gestures, often combined with vocalisations. These may be regarded as early precursors of requesting and asserting acts. The adults reinterpret gestures and particularly vocalisations, so that they latter are slightly modified to fit words of the mother (or father) tongue. They teach the child how to mean (Halliday, 1974), and the child learns how to ascribe intentionality to actions and utterances. A parallel line of development involves collaborative games, such as peekaboo, in which infant and caregiver enacts primitive forms of turn-taking (response, initiative, reciprocation) (D. Stern, 1985). All this is infused with dialogue and interaction, and is evidence that dialogue precedes language. This pre-linguistic interaction involves pre-cursors of active imitation, turn-taking, active gesturing, combining gestures with vocalisations, etc.


The general argument is that what is linguistic, cognitive, conceptual and conscious can be partly explained in the developmental perspective. Within the dialogue, the infant and its partners develop successively more complex forms of joint attention and joint activities (Tomasello, 1999; cf. concepts in Clark, 1996), which leads to verbal interaction, which supports the evolution of language appropriated for and appropriated within these activities. Gradually, the child also acquires abilities of internalising the dialogue, in language-supported thinking. In terms of language complexity, e.g. simple vs. complex syntactic constructions, one can also see how complex structures are naturally developed out of more simple ones (Tomasello, 2003). This whole paradigm presupposes that language is embodied and embedded in interaction and culture; it is not a mental (‘spiritual’?) ability, a ‘language module’ (or a set of such modules) dismembered and discontinuous from other embodied and interactional phenomena.   

11.4. The development of different forms of language. Genetic explanations could also be applied to different forms of language, as they appear in conversation, in internal dialogue, in interactive artefact-based (e.g. electronic) language, and edited written language (e.g. in print), in professional language (‘language for specific purposes’, as opposed to common everyday language). Indeed, it is a common type of explanation in grammaticalisation theory (Hopper & Traugott, 2003) and interactional linguistics that linguistic phenomena often move from interactional, spoken language to edited written (monologically organised) language, nowadays perhaps sometimes via interactive, written (especially electronic) language. (Sometimes, there are of course influences in the other direction, from written to spoken language.) As part of these recontextualisations, phenomena change their forms and functions. For examples, parenthetical clauses may develop into discourse particles, which become more integrated into basic clause syntax, etc. 

11.5. Change and stability in language and culture. Linguists have had notorious difficulties in tackling change and stability in language and languages (Linell, 2005: ch. 9). Some have correlated considerations of change and stability with the analysis of diachrony and synchrony, respectively (i.e. diachronical change is opposed to stable synchronic systems). This view has often been attributed to Saussure. Yet, languages must display considerable stability also across time, between situations and across generations, and our knowledge of linguistic resources must allow for dynamic accommodation to new situations of use. 

Dialogical perspectives emphasise dynamics and ‘genetic’ aspects of language, cultures, and cognitive and communicative practices. As we have seen, the genetic perspectives in dialogism include phylogenesis, ontogenesis, sociohistorical genesis, and microgenesis. The genetic aspects of mind and language have been highlighted by Vygotsky (e.g. 1978) and in post-vygotskyan theorising (e.g. Wertsch, 1985), but also more generally in dialogical theory (Marková, 2003a). The emphasis on evolution, relativity, and interdependence exhibits similarities with the ideas and theories of e.g.  Darwin, Einstein, Heisenberg, Bohr, and Bateson. A modern neuro-biological account has been provided by Damasio (1994).

One can think of micro-genetic and the other levels above as having different time scales (Lemke, 2000). ”Dynamical processes of the body-brain system in the course of the organism´s material interactions with its immediate environment on the here-now are faster, smaller-scale processes as compared to the slower, larger-scale processes that characterise a speech community, a social network, or an entire cultural system.” (Thibault, 2005: 121).

It is important that dynamics and change apply to both situated interaction and sociocultural (situation-transgressing) practices (praxis), although the latter are long-term developments with relatively more of stability and robustness (toughness, viscosity, inertia) (§ 4.1). From the point-of-view of the situated interaction, linguistic resources have already emerged in and through the biography of the individual or the community, but they are creatively used, negotiated and possibly transformed in the situated events.  

The nature of praxis has often been overlooked or mistreated in monologism, with its often quite rigid dichotomies of structure vs. agency in sociology and system vs. use (langue vs. parole, etc.) as well as synchrony vs. diachrony in linguistics. Language has thereby been divorced from praxis (Linell, 2005). A similar argument can be raised with respect to conceptions of ‘culture´ as a system of norms and meanings divorced from dynamic social life (such an argument was voiced by representatives of German Lebensphilosophie, e.g. Simmel).

Bakhtin (1986: 135) says about culture and language (here: the language system, rather than the situated communicative events): ”The study of culture (or some area of it) at the level of system and at the higher level of organic unity: open, becoming, unresolved and unpredetermined, capable of death and revewal, transcending itself, that is, exceeding its own boundaries.” Thus, dynamics pertains to the language system: it is not a structure in which all the relations have already been fixed (the conception attributed to Saussure (1964 [1916]), by e.g. Voloshinov (1973 [1929]).

In Thibault´s (2005: 123) terms, there is no ”opposition between a static system and a dynamic (textual) process. In my view, there are only processes at different rates and scales on many different levels of organisation.” 

However, even dialogists can reflect traditional dichotomies, as when Bakhtin (1986: 134) argues that elements of speech are experienced in two ways: through the repeatability of the language and the unrepeatability (uniqueness) of the utterance. In fact, language is also dynamically changeable (though usually rather slowly), and utterances too display some recurrent features; stability and change are attributes at both levels.

The emphasis on dynamics will be a recurrent feature of the following sections. For example, instead of looking at knowledge exclusively in terms of states, representations and stocks of knowledge, we conceptualise cognition as communicative (dialogical) activities, as ongoing processes with a moving focus. A conversation is a form of distributed cognition (Linell, 1998: 224). Individuals´ communicative abilities are understood as dynamic potentials and vulnerabilities (§ 11.8.3).

If dialogical theories emphasise the dynamic progression of communication, this does not mean that movements in the situated talk-in-interaction or in the sociohistorical tradition necessarily lead to improvements. The ‘alien’ elements (§ 5.4) coming in may lead to detours and backlashes (depending on one´s perspectives, of course). We are not faced with a theory of a unidirectional evolution towards progression. However, here one must make important distinctions between ontogenesis, microgenesis and sociohistorical genesis.

11.6. Embodiment, time and historicity. Formalist linguistics have always started out their analyses from full-blown systems of language, conceptual systems, or logic. Moreover, their analytic endeavours have remained within these systems, trying to explain the properties of the systems in terms of their own systematicity. This applies both to Saussure´s langue (a system defined of coherence and simultaneity, i.e. synchrony) and Chomsky´s ‘competence’ (and later generativist assumptions of language modules). If, accordingly, the analysis is mutilated by the self-chosen exclusion of developmental perspectives, the complexity of the systems seems over-whelming and mysterious. In the case of Chomsky and his followers, they simply resort to an ad-hoc assumption of innateness for language in isolation.
 

By contrast, we insist on a focus on the dynamics in the sociohistorical development of language, communicative genres, cultural activities, work etc. Thus, for example, language is not simply a system outside of the flow of social history, linguistic structures are not atemporal, abstract, spiritual or mental, but organised in time and embodied by real people. Acts of cognition and communication are embodied semiotic activities in real time. Signs and signing acts have a material reality. Language derives from languaging, rather than the other way around. 

Mind and body go together, a position which is opposed to both the assumption of the mindless body (empiricism; learning based on merely associations between sense data) and the assumption of the bodiless mind (rationalism; learning results from pure thinking). The dissociation of the mind from the body was embraced by Descartes (who of course built on a long tradition), and was later supported by Kant, in his individual constructivism (§ 5.1.1). Latour (1999: 6) talks about Kant´s ”mind-in-the-vat”: ”Kant […] invented a form of constructivism in which the mind-in-the-vat built everything by itself but not entirely without constraints: what it learned from itself had to be universal and could be elicited only by some experiential contact with a reality out there, a reality reduced to its barest minimum, but there nonetheless.” In the 20th century, this view was championed chiefly by Chomsky.

Time, and temporal structures and processes are absolutely crucial to situated interaction; talk exchanges are organised in terms of sequences. Contributions derive parts of their meaning and significance from their sequential positions (§ 8.2). This is a point which has been a corner-stone of theorising within Conversation Analysis (Schegloff et al., 1996). A dialogical outlook on language and mind draws attention to the historicity, temporality, and embodiment (corporeality) of (spoken) language.

11.7. Time and language. Mainstream structuralist and generativist linguistics have had great conceptual problems with language change and, more generally, with temporal dimensions of language. As was mentioned in § 11.3, Saussure (1964 [1916]) made a sharp distinction between synchrony and diachrony, and has been interpreted to mean that language change cannot be part of language itself (the system, la langue). Other linguists, both before and after Saussure, have cast serious doubt on the radical interpretation of Saussure´s distinction. As Marková (1992), many Prague semioticians (who were dialogist in orientation) argued for a dynamic interpretation of both ordinary situated language use and the long-term historical development of language and linguistic practices; these theoreticians included Karcevskij, Mathesius, Mukarovsky and Roman Jakobson
, among others.


The key interpretation of language in dynamic terms may reside in systematically conceptualising linguistic resources as potentialities and affordances, as explained in § 11.6. Words and grammatical constructions do not form inventories of ready-made units (or rules in the form of abstract structures) which are used as static building-blocks in assembling utterances, as if the situated token utterances were just concretised copies of abstract linguistic types (cf. the classic token-type distinction in linguistics). Instead, linguistic resources are realised in dynamic construals of expression and content, utterances and meaning, in multi-dimensional contexts. That is, language can be actualised exclusively in interaction with contexts.


If by its very nature, language is made to interact with contexts, this means that there is a dynamic interplay in each and every communicative event. Contexts, including situations (§ 4.2), are by definition varying, and they are made relevant in different ways across different specific situations. The situated interaction unfolds over time, in a dialogical interplay of initiatives and responses. When participants arrive at new situations, they have to contextualise, or rather: recontextualise, and accommodate their linguistic resources in at least potentially new ways. Hence, the inherent dynamics of situated language use also explains why language and linguistic practices can change over longer time periods, in the sociohistory of situation-transcending practices (§ 4.3). 

11.8. Potentialities. 

Potentialities are central in dialogism. Potentialities refer to underlying capacities that can only be actualised, activated, exploited and developed in contexts. The notion of potentiality goes back to Aristotle. In relation to language, it was developed by Wilhelm von Humboldt (e.g. the notion of language as energeia) (Marková, 1990). 

Potentialities are often discussed in relation to the individual´s mental development (cf. Vygotsky´s notion of the zone of proximal development, § 5.3). The individual´s opportunities for development can be described with the help concepts like potentialities and vulnerabilities (§ 11.8.3).

In dialogical theories of linguistic resources and linguistic practices, recent proposals have often involved theorising in terms of potential(itie)s. The most obvious case in points is meaning potentials; we can think of word meanings as meaning potentials, that is, as structured resources that prompt situated interpretations in combination with contextual dimensions. 

11.8.1. Meaning potentials. The terms ‘meaning potential’ and ‘semantic potentiality’ have a history in linguistics of at least a century, but in recent decades, they have become more popular in lexical pragmatics and elsewhere in the language sciences. A locus classicus in the dialogical literature is Rommetveit´s (1992, and other works) discussion of Mr. Smith, who is mowing his lawn outside his house in the fashionable neighbourhood of Scarsdale on a Saturday morning. Rommetveit discusses what Mr. Smith is actually doing in and through his mowing: getting some physical exercise, beautifying his garden, keeping up property value, matching the standards of his neighbours, avoiding his wife, or simply cutting grass. However, what interests us here is whether he is actually ”working”. Rommetveit sketches a situation in which Mrs. Smith receives two phone calls, while her husband is out there toiling on their common lawn. The first is from her friend Betty, who thinks that Mr. Smith is a rather lazy fellow. So she asks: ”What about Smith, is he lying in bed as usual?”. Mrs. Smith responds: ”No, he is working, he´s mowing the lawn.” A little later there is another call, this time from a work-mate of Mr. Smith at the fire brigade, who asks if Smith is on duty, working, this morning or if he is free to go fishing with a friend. And Mrs. Smith´s reply is: ”No he is not working, he´s mowing the lawn.” The point of this is of course: How is it possible for Mrs. Smith to issue truthfully two opposite claims about the very same situation, about the same activity (mowing the lawn)? Is she using two different (homonymic) words ‘work’? No, Rommetveit argues, and so would probably most people, she is using the same word, but in different ways. This is possible due to essentially two different, but related, circumstances. First, we have two different, interactionally (dialogically) established social situations, one which makes talk about physical labour relevant (Betty´s phone call) and one which raises the issue if the referent is at his work place or on duty (the work-mate´s call). Secondly, the word ‘work’ has a meaning potential that allows for these two (and other) situated meanings to be activated, given different contextual conditions. 

The meaning of a lexical item, that is, a word, is not a fixed set of semantic features, but a ‘meaning potential’, which can be thought of as a structured set of semantic resources that are used in combination with contextual factors to prompt and give rise to situated meanings.
 It is part of the theory that potentials obligatorily interact with contextual factors. If the principle of obligatory pragmatic inferencing (§ 9.3) is correct, it means that meaning potentials are abstract, rather than fully developed meanings.

Meanings are always finally constructed and completed (for current purposes) in situ.
 Thus, the word does not contain finalised meanings. Meaning potentials of linguistic resources are never sufficient in themselves; they can only contribute to language users´ meaning-making in contexts.

But if meaning potentials are abstract in some respects, they are also ”overly rich” in some ways (Recanati, 2004: 20-22, 146). This means that they do not simply consist of minimal definitional parameters, as in a conventional dictionary or in many linguistic-semantic theories, but they also contain the competent language user´s comprehensive knowledge about how the word can be used about referents and referential circumstances in the world, that is, what Carston (2002) refers to as ‘encyclopedic knowledge’. For example, with reference to Rommetveit´s example cited above, we know a lot about the contextual uses of ‘to work, be working’, including ‘to have a paid job’, ‘to be at one´s workplace’ and ‘to indulge in hard (physical) labour’.

The notion of potentials can be invoked in other parts of language theory too. Within a theory of communicative activity types (§ 8.3), we can regard typifications (situation definitions, framings) as open and dynamic, as potentials for being actualised in different ways, depending on the situated circumstances.

The semantics and pragmatics of language and communication revolve around notions like polysemy, vagueness, ambiguity, multiple perspectives, multiple interpretations, redundancy, pragmatic enrichment (e.g. Carston, 2002; Fauconnier & Turner, 2003). ‘Meaning potentials’ have often been appealed to in connection with these phenomena. However, as Norén & Linell (2006) show, the notion has been applied, often in rather vague ways, to various levels and units of language and language use. Some apply the notion to utterances or texts (e.g. in Hallidayan linguistics), others to linguistic resources, such as lexical items (words) and grammatical constructions. Norén & Linell (2006) tries to make the notion more precise and to apply to it authentic data. Since meaning potential is arguably a central notion in a dialogical linguistics, I shall deal with it in more detail in Chapter 13.

11.8.2. Affordances. A concept which is akin to potentials is that of ‘affordance’. This terms was coined by James Gibson (1966, 1979) within his ‘ecological psychology’ of perception. For Gibson, objects and other phenomena in the environment have ‘affordances’, which means that they offer material for the perceiving subject to interpret them as something. Affordances are ”what it [the environment] offers the animal, what it provides or furnishes, either for good or ill” (Gibson, 1979: 127). The affordances are ‘out there’ in the world, but they can only be realised in the perceptual act of a perceiver. Affordances are used by our senses (which are, in Gibson´s terms, ‘perceptual systems’) to make perceptual meaning of the phenomena. They are ‘enabling conditions’. People configure meanings and understandings from arrays of affordances. According to a late interview with James Gibson, he thought of his ecological theory of perception as a ”psychology of values instead of a psychology of stimulus” (Hodges, 2005: 2). Human cognition, supported and mediated by language, could be described as a ”collective appropriation of affordances” (Hodges, op.cit., with reference to Reed, 1991). This means that the affordances are really in the inter-relations between object and subject, in the ‘inter-world’ (§ 5.8).


Affordance as a concept is similar to meaning, or more precisely: meaning potential. The notion has also been extended to human actions and utterances (contributions to dialogue). In terms of affordance, utterances afford the hearer (and the speaker herself) with certain possibilities of interpretation (Thibault, 2005: 124; Hodges, op.cit.).

11.8.3. Potentialities and vulnerabilities: Mainstream clinical psychology, and related specialities, often concentrate on trying to identify and measure communicative and cognitive abilities and disabilities in terms of context-free (in)competences and (in)capacities tied to and inherent in the individuals themselves. A dialogical approach needs concepts which are more interactional in nature. A metalanguage of ‘potentialities’ and ‘vulnerabilities’ is suggested.


Vygotsky´s (1978) theory of the zone of proximal development (ZPD) (§ 5.3) assumes that an individual can sometimes perform over his or her normal level, if he or she is supported by a partner, who is more competent or can fulfil a complementary (scaffolding) role in interaction. This can function as a stage in the individual´s development towards more advanced levels of competence. For example, a client who needs help in grasping the nature of personal, psychic (or psychiatric) problems or experiences, may be supported by a sensitive therapist in the process of ”recognising, reformulating, understanding, and, eventually, resolving the problematic experiences” (Leiman & Stiles, 2001: 311). The most obvious applications of ZPD, however, pertain to children´s development. 

The concept of ‘vulnerability’ comes with ‘potentiality’. Individuals vary in their abilities to carry out communicative or cognitive tasks. Relative problems, such as linguistic disabilities and psychiatric disturbances, may be understood in terms of vulnerabilities, the liabilities to perform more or less poorly (or well) in different situations. Individuals´ potentialities are vulnerable in the sense that they may not suffice for certain activities types, while the same individuals could cope well with other tasks
.

11.9. Dynamics as more basic than dialogue? Dialogue and languaging are more basic than language per se. This is an argument often raised by dialogists against Chomsky´s form of nativism (see § 12.3). But is there also something which is more than dialogue, namely dynamics? The answer depends on what we mean by ‘dialogue’. If we take it in its concrete, empirical sense (§ 1.2), that is, roughly: verbal interaction between two or more mutually co-present individuals, the answer is arguably yes. For example, there is pre-verbal interactions between infants and care-givers, we have pre-conscious cognitions prior to thoughts that are linguistically mediated, language and culture are embodied and limited (and empowered) by bodily processes, etc (Chapter 12). Similarly, actions are more fundamental than words an linguistic representations. (The ‘written-language bias’ in the language sciences (§ 12.8) may have strengthened the hegemony of representations – words, texts, lists, graphs – also in our outlook on dialogue.)  What seems basic than dialogue (at least in its most concrete and language-oriented sense) is the dynamic construal of the world that is typical of human beings (and to some extent, other animals).


However, what if we take ‘dialogue’ in a more abstract sense (cf. again § 1.2)? We can take dynamics as a defining property of dialogicality, along with other axiomatic assumptions in dialogism: interactivity, responsivity, addressivity, contextuality, interdependencies and heterogeneities, and the dialogical appropriation and construction of the world through semiotic means (some of which more basic than language).
� Cf. Sacks et al. (1974: 722) on the three-part structure of the turn.


� Sometimes, the (Bakhtinian) term ‘interpenetration’ is preferred to ‘interdependence’, since the latter may suggest that the entities that are interdependent exist as autonomous units, and depend on each other from that point of departure (Putnam, 1995: 57f).


� The following two sections are reproduced, except for some details, from Linell (2007b).


� Compare also Clark´s (1996: ch. 7) notion of ‘joint project’.


� The examples have been translated from Swedish, cf. Andrén et al. (2007). Here, originals are given after the translations.


� This is the idea of the so-called IR (initiative-response) Analysis developed by Linell et al. (1988). See also Linell (1990).


� This term is a back-formation from ‘interaction’ and is intended to stress than also the elementary contribution to a dialogue, e.g. an utterance by a single speaker, is permeated by social, sequential and interactional interdependencies. The utterance act has both responsive and projective properties (§ 8.1). The term ‘inter-act’ has been used by both Halliday (1994:68) and  Linell & Marková (1993).


� Although the notion of ‘affordance’ is often applied to the situated utterance (cf. also Rommetveit´s notion of ‘message potential’), it is usually used about the linguistic resources at the level of language (§ 11.8.2).


� Accordingly, there is an extensive discussion in linguistic pragmatics about the ‘said vs. implied’ distinctions, explicatures and implicatures, etc. (Grice, 1975; Levinson, 2000, Carston, 2002; Recanati, 2004).


� Cf. Petitat´s (1998) treatise on secrets and its social forms. Petitat also points out: ‘Si nous exprimions tout ce qui nous passe par la tête, les autres auraient la tâche impossible de démêler le chaos mental qui nous habite’ (p. 158). The communication process helps us to bring order to our thoughts, partly because we cannot, in each and every moment, bring into language everything we experience (‘la présence de non-dit’, p. 159). This idea, that language brings order to a pre-linguistic chaos, has of course been proposed by others too.


� Suppose someone tells the following joke in a conversation (an example provided to me by Per-Anders Forstorp):


A group of philosophers (say A, B, C, D, E) are gathered. A says: ”We are all individualists. Each of us always has his own opinion”. E: ”Not me”. All the others (A, B, C, D) shout ”boo” at E.


When such a joke is told in a social encounter, listeners usually laugh. But is this a demonstration that they have all understood it? In any case, it is only seldom that the logic is made explicit afterwards. (Like many other jokes it builds on an internal self-contradiction. What B and the others show in their utterances of the second and third turns (”Not me”. ”Boo”) is inconsistent with the content (the claim) of those same utterances of theirs.)


� Todorov makes his references to ”Voloshinov/Bakhtin” (written that way), although most quotes regarding ”the theory of the utterances” are from works now attributed more unambiguously to Voloshinov (in particular Voloshinov, 1973 [1929]).


� This brings intentionality closer to indexicality, a conception which is of course not unknown.


� Consciousness involves reflecting on one´s  own position, and this is dependent on experiences of alterity, on the realisation that others understand you and the world in specific and sometimes divergent ways. The Lithuanian-French philosopher Emmanuel Lévinas has reportedly claimed that human understanding does not start out from the Cartesian Cogito, but from Bon jour! You cannot begin to understand that you are somebody (who can think) until you have been approached and greeted as somebody by the other.


� `Social´ is  a better term than `collective´: `social´ connotes asymmetrical distribution and avoids some of the unfortunate loadings of `collective´ (e.g.  actions carried out by collectives (rather than individuals in interaction), consciousness associated with a collectivity (collective representations, Volkseele)).


� Here, we use a distinction from Aristotle!


� Thus, in this context, ‘genetic’ should be associated with ‘genesis’, not ‘genetics’ and the biological genome. 


� One might possibly add the level of picogenesis, referring to the subcognitive, neural processes in the brain giving rise to specific bodily events involving emotions, cognitions and actions. This was suggested to me by Stephen Cowley. 


� As Tomasello (1999: 49f.) argues, the mere reference to ‘innateness´ is not helpful to biologists. Biology has not remained pre-Darwinian. See also Elman et al. (1996).


� An extreme example is the ’main stress rule’ of English, as proposed by Chomsky & Halle (1968).


� Other problems with this approach are that formalists do not realise their dependence on a ‘written-language bias’ (Linell, 2005) and that they ignore the effect of formalisation itself, that it easily assigns more (abstract) structure than is needed.


� It is significant that Roman Jakobson´s partial dialogism was attenuated after his move to the U.S., where his theories in phonology were fundamentally reinterpreted and transformed by Chomsky & Halle (1968). 


� Some scholars (e.g. Allwood, 2003) suggest that the meaning potential of a word is simply the sum of all recognised and remembered usages of the word that the individuals (or the members of the linguistic community) have registered, while others (e.g. Norén & Linell, 2006) hold that meaning potentials are structured, not just unordered sets of usages.


� Similarly, one could argue in the theory of designed artefacts (cf. chapter 15), the user completes the design when the artefact is put to use (Karsvall, 2007).


� As implied by § 2.4, diagnoses understood as vulnerabilities do not of course deny the physical or psychological reality of disabilities. Such a denial, sometimes made by reference to a vulgarised version of ‘social constructivism’, would amount to a very severe cynicism (Linell, 1996).





