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This manuscript is divided up into four files (Parts A-D). Each part starts with a new pagination. 
Chapter 12: Dialogue and the brain

12.1. Introduction: The biological foundation. Dialogicality in humans must have a biological foundation. For example, Trevarthen (1992), Bråten (2004) and others (§ 12.3) have argued for the existence of largely innate, neurologically based functions in terms of an altercentric participation, which would constitute the basis for communication, interaction and language understanding. In this chapter, I shall argue that the brain is designed to control and monitor the interaction with the environment. Brains are interactive (”dialogical”) in several respects 

However, it has often been assumed that brains, which are by necessity individual possessions, must be ‘monological’. Let me therefore take my point of departure in the individualism of modern psychology.

12.2. Monologism, representationalism, individualism. 

But before going into the dialogical (i.e. dialogistic
) concepts in more detail, I will briefly discuss and partly dismiss some monologistic approaches. Let us then take our point of departure in the individualism of modern psychology. For most psychologists, their discipline is per definition concerned with individual, mental phenomena. Furthermore, since the mind is understood as something lodged inside the skull, theories of the human brain easily invite individualist interpretations and thus reinforce individualism in psychology and cognitive science. After all, only individuals have brains
, and therefore, it is argued (although sometimes only implicitly), mental phenomena are by necessity individual, subjective or, with another term, ‘monological’ in nature. From a dialogical point of view, this appears to be a misleading argument and a fallacious conclusion; even if only individuals have brains and minds, it does not follow that we are indulged only in truly individualised activities, in monologue or solipsism. In fact, the most fruitful assumption is arguably the opposite: the brain is dialogical!

Cognitive science has for a long time been dominated by approaches based on assumptions of information processing and mental representations of the world. Thagard (2002), cited by Potter & de Molder (2005: 15), says that ”[t]he central hypothesis of cognitive science is that thinking can best be understood in terms of representational structures in the mind and computational procedures that operate on those structures.” Cognition is seen here as information processing, with ‘information’ taken to be items in a representation of the world, these items being deprived of agency, embodiment and culture.
 Other monological assumptions include language as a fixed code, and communication as information transfer from individual to individual (the ‘autonomous transmission’ account in the terms of Pickering & Garrod, 2004). Some more recent trends in cognitive science have modified the picture with claims that thought is embodied and imaginative (not just mirroring or representational), and it has gestalt properties (it is not atomistic) and ecological validity (Lakoff, 1987). But these variants too suffer from an interactional deficit, and do not seem to be dynamic enough.

12.3. Towards a more dialogical stance in cognitive science and neuro-biology. 

We should contest the cognitivist assumption that the brain is primarily engaged in modelling, imaging and imagining the outside reality. Instead, the brain is designed to serve as a means for the individual to relate to his/her environment, including social situations. Brains are interactive (”dialogical”) in several respects, in terms of their embodiment as well as their social embeddedness:


the brain interacts with the rest of the body; ”the mind is embodied, not just embrained” (Damasio, 1994: 118), and the body is mindful;


the brain analyses and evaluates incoming signals from the environment, monitors responses to others in the social situations, and plans and controls interventions into the environment.

The brain connects with the body not only through the neural system (which could in some ways be seen as an extension of the brain). For example, pre-conceptual and pre-conscious meaning is bodily influenced, and feelings have a bodily basis to be found outside of the cerebrum, in the mid brain and indeed outside of the brain and the nervous system; feelings are induced not only by neural routes, but also by chemical routes (Damasio, 1994: 157). These are the two ”main routes of interconnection within the organism”, between the brain and (the rest of) the body. The biochemical signals include hormones, neurotransmitters etc. travelling in the bloodstream. Thus, Damasio talks about the mind´s relation to the ‘organism’, which comprises both the brain (neural system) and the rest of the body. ”The mind is embodied, in the full sense of the term, not just embrained” (p. 118); it needs information about the viscera, muscles and joints, and it needs endocrine and chemical signals reaching the nervous system via the blood and other routes (e.g. p. 145). With Damasio (op.cit.: 229), we should see the ”mind [as] aris[ing] out of an organism rather than out of a disembodied brain”. Similarly, others (Thibault, 2005) talk about ”the body-brain system”. Among the reasons for this is that ”rather than being the seat of epistemically private mental representations, the brain functions to regulate the body´s interactions with its ecosocial environment” (p. 152). 


Furthermore, the mind is not contained in the individual brain; instead, it is ”inextricably interwoven with body, world and action” (Clark, 1996: xvii). Clark and others therefore suggest that we could talk about an ”extended” mind, distributed over self and others, body and environment (including artifacts), etc. The mind is dynamic, not static; for example, memory is not like a dead ”filing-cabinet” (Clark, op.cit.: 67; Love, 2004). ”Memory is not […] based on the storage and coding of static items of information in the brain, bit on processes of dynamic and continual re-categorisation (Edelman, 1992: 102)” (Thibault, 2005: 119). Nor can cognition be ”compared with the sequential analysis of symbols by a digital computer” (Lewis, 2002: 177). Brains can very well be apt, or adapted, for dialogue, social interaction and partially shared and emotionally driven cognition; indeed, there is ample empirical evidence for this, from specialist research on early interaction (Bråten, 2002;  Halliday, 1975; Tomasello, 2003, 2005) as well as in neuro-sciences (see below). 

According to this conceptualisation, dialogical theory combines variants of naturalism and social constructionism. The mind is embodied and spoken language is bodily behaviour with a temporal dimension, and they are dependent on neuro-biological realities. At the same time, language and discourse are embedded in social actions and associated with social values.

Most neuroscientists would probably agree that the brain is ‘dialogical’ roughly in the general sense sketched above. Similarly, within cognitive science and usage-based linguistics, there is a wide-spread understanding that spoken language is designed for interaction. However, it is still justified to say that in general, the consequences of the insight that language, mind and brain are all essentially contextual and interactional are far from sufficiently heeded within these disciplines.

If we take the brain to be dialogical
, this thesis should arguably be supported by, or at least compatible with, solid neuro-biological insights and findings. The purpose of this text is therefore to bring up a number of dialogical core concepts, and discuss them in relation to some ideas in modern neuro-sciences, as described by e.g. Damasio (1994) and Solms & Turnbull (2002). I will do this in full awareness that these scientists are somewhat controversial in their field, and despite the fact that they do not embrace dialogical theory explicitly. One neuro-scientifically informed psychologist, however, who does take up dialogical theory, is Lewis (2002: ”The dialogical brain”), to whom I will also refer.
I will be particularly concerned with issues of language and communication, highlighting some points of a dialogical linguistics (Linell, 2006a) that are often quite divergent from the stances of mainstream linguistics. I shall compare them with (what might seem to be) central insights of modern neuro-biology. This makes my project rather similar to that of Thibault (2000: 293f; 2005: 118, 120), who argues for the convergence of Hallidayan systemic functional linguistics and insights from modern neuro-science. Also, some of my points turn up in ‘integrational linguistics’ (Harris, 1997; Love, 2004).

12.4. Other-orientation and relationism

13.4.1. Other-orientation. Other-orientation is a key concept, perhaps the key notion, in dialogism. In talk-in-interaction, the individual responds to an other and his or her prior actions or utterances, addresses the other and anticipates possible next actions from him or her. External dialogue gets internalised, when we learn to indulge in disciplined thinking, especially when it is supported by language. Even in solitary thinking, there tends to be some kind of other-orientedness. Lewis (op.cit.: 179) talks about the experience of our own acting and thinking, ”as if someone might be listening to us, evaluating us and ready to act verbally.”

Consciousness has a sociodialogical basis. It 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 (or may do so) in specific and sometimes divergent ways. Social apperception and recognition are important for understanding. You cannot begin to understand that you are somebody (who can think) until you have been approached and greeted as somebody by the other.
 Many studies of infants´ behaviours and interactions have shown that infants react differently to other human beings than to dead objects.

Pickering & Garrod (2004) talk about mutual and partly automatic interactional alignments between co-present individuals in dialogue. As regards possible connections between dialogical other-orientation and brain structures, we might look at both micro-structure and overall functional systems (Thibault, 2005: 151). As for the former, we can point to the discovery of mirror neurons (in apes) by Rizzolati & Arbib (1998), and others. These are neurons which have been shown to fire in partly the same ways when the individual him- or herself is doing something particular and when he or she observes someone other doing the same thing. 

The studies by Bråten (2002), Trevarthen (1998) and others of very early infant interaction suggest that dialogical imitation is innate, There seems to be an inborn capacity ”for dialogic attunement to the vocalisations and gestures of others” (Thibault, 2005: 150). As Bråten (2005) notes, this ”virtual co-authoring” is ”supported by the capacity for other-centred mirroring and resonance that we see at play in protoconversation and response to motherese”. These processes of altercentric mirroring and self-with-other resonance, exhibited soon after birth, will facilitate the infant´s ontogenetic path to speech in the culture into which the infant is born.

At the level of functional systems (see also below), we find that our perception of complex situations is directly linked to sets of response options that are immediate and highly automatic, and often come with somatic markers. Later in ontogeny, we learn partly to inhibit some of these responses. Lewis (2002) talks about ‘attentional systems’, described as partly different in function, and related to different phases of a perception-action cycle. One of them, the orbitofrontal cortex, with its connections, is characterised as responsive and input-driven, tuned to immediate reactions of rewards and punishments to the immediate environment (p. 183). The other system, which Lewis localises to the anterior cingulate cortex (plus various limbic connections), is less responsive, and instead more projectional and geared towards ”coherent or packaged motor plans”. In suggesting a dialogical interpretation, Lewis himself associates these with the expression of dominant ”semi-autonomous” (dominant vs. alternate) I-positions. I would venture to suggest another link, namely, to responsive vs. initiatory aspects of contributions to dialogue (see next section). More complex initiatives based on deliberate decision-making and self-monitoring would of course involve the prefrontal cortex.

As I mentioned earlier, Pickering & Garrod (2004) argue for extensive mutual alignments in dialogue.
 But other-orientation in communication and thinking is not only about intersubjectivity, but also about alterity, in the sense of our being capable of responding to and (partly) understanding others´different (”alien”) perspectives. Hence, dialogism must also account for asymmetries in knowledge and participation, and complementarity in the division of communicative labour in actual interactions.

12.4.2. Responsive understanding.  If languaging and thinking are other-oriented, it means that actions and cognitions are both responsive to prior events and actions, and anticipatory to possible next actions (on the part of oneself and the other). This in turn means that there is a close relationship between understanding and responding. The distinction between (utterance) production and comprehension is not as radical, as has traditionally been assumed in models of senders (speakers, actors) and receivers (listeners). Preparing a response also involves stance-taking and perspective-setting, and we can, at least in part, take the other´s perspective. Arguably, this explains the origin of self-monitoring in one´s own utterance production (Pickering & Garrod, 2004). 

To understand the other´s utterance in real time, we must, to some extent at least, be able to predict the continuation of the other´s utterance and the upcoming sequence of acts. The study of the grammatical and semantic-pragmatic properties of utterances in different languages have shown that they have been designed to allow for a fair amount of projectability (Auer, 2005). (Within more experimental pradigms, the same phenomena are dealt with in terms of ‘syntactic priming’.) If listeners can, within limits, project upcoming parts of others´ utterances, they can also complete others´ utterances, and they can respond relevantly and promptly to others´ utterances, latching their responses to these preceding utterances without any interjacent pauses (Goodwin, 1981; Schegloff, 1996). The interdependence with the other in an external interaction is shown in the two-sidedness of utterances, which are both responses to prior contributions and contain new initiatives by the speaker (initiatives that anticipate possible responses from the other). Conversation analysts talk about the ‘recipient design’ (Sacks et al., 1974: 727) of utterances and other commmunicative actions.

Again, this resonates rather well with modern neuro-biological assumptions. The role of the immediate evaluation (relative to bodily needs) of incoming ”information” from the environment implies that responding is part of the apperception process.  Lewis (op.cit.. 180) points out, with reference to Neisser (1978), that from a neural perspective, action is always guided by anticipation, and anticipation always take place in the context of perception. ”Actions begin with global, gist-like intentions that can be rapidly refined into specific motor plans and finally into a sequence of muscle movements (including speech)” (p. 180). Perceptions also ”remain gist-like for some time but then shift to a rapid extraction of the specific features of a situation (e.g. the actual words in the case of dialogue).” Emotions motivate actions, and attention towards outer situations, and thus anticipate responses. Lewis points to circuits between frontocortical and limbic regions in the brain that support these processes (see above).

12.4.3. Potentialities. In dialogical theories of language and languaging (i.e. the dynamic use of linguistic (and other semiotic) resources in cognitive and communicative activities), language is conceptualised in terms of potentialities, rather than as fixed structures. This is opposed to the common assumption of language as a set of fixed abstract forms, or even as a(n infinite) set of sentences (Chomsky, 1957). 

According to a ‘potentiality approach’, languages are constituted by resources to be used in producing utterances and in associating understandings with utterances. These resources are characterised by partial openness, i.e. they are designed to be completed only in situated meaning-making. They do not ‘encode’ or ‘contain’ their meanings; rather, they index, cue or prompt understandings in terms of reference, conceptualisation and intervention. Potentiality is related to creativity and adaptability, to the principled capacity of language to meet the communicative needs of ever changing situations.
 

In the tradition of Michael Halliday, semantic potentialities are usually ascribed to an entire language or language variety (Thibault, 2005), but we can also talk about the meaning potentials of specific lexical items or grammatical constructions. A given word admits of many situated interpretations, as aspects of its meaning potential obligatorily combine with various contextual factors, which are, in turn, different in different situations (Norén & Linell, 2006). For example, the word new can, when used in an utterance like This is a new idea, mean different things in different interactional contexts (the idea ‘has never appeared anywhere until recently’, ‘is new to me’, ‘is new for us (or you) in this context’, etc). Rommetveit (1974) launched the idea of the dialogical (i.e. sequential, interactional) constitution of situated interpretations, given particular semantic potentials of words.

But if meaning potentials are dynamic, they are also relatively stable, thus not endlessly open-ended. Meaning potentials must be decoupled from specific situations (cf. Ross, 2005: 4), and robust (they must not be useless in new situations, and situations are always at least partly new). But they are not decoupled from types of situations; meanings are always made (or at least completed) in contexts, and abstracted linguistic resources are designed to be used in and adapted  to contexts. Aspects of meaning potentials cue or prompt situated meanings; the relative stability pertains to regularities in cueing. Ross (ibid.: 6) suggests that this is the nearest you can get to a notion of a linguistic ‘code’: ”similar public linguistic representations cue similar behavioural responses in individuals with similar learning histories, as a result of conventional associations established by those similar histories”. 

Turning now to neurobiology, we find Solms & Turnbull (2002: 11) saying that in general, the brain is built in such a manner that many neurons have an inbuilt ability to develop interrelations in many different ways. These are potential networks that are not always actualised; in reality, only a few of the potential interconnections are actually activated (ibid., 147). They are aggregates of dispositions to interact with stimuli and experiences from the body and the environment. Damasio (1994: 102) speaks about ‘dispositional representations’ that ”exist as potential patterns of neuron activity in [the] small ensembles of neurons [he] call[s] ”convergence zones”.” These convergence zones are located, according to Damasio (p. 102) ”throughout the higher-order association cortices (in occipital, temporal, parietal, and frontal regions), and in basal ganglia and limbic structures.” A dispositional representation, in Damasio´s account, is not a picture or an image per se, but ”a means to reconstitute a ”picture” ” (p. 102). Dispositional representations are ”dormant firing potentialit[ies] which come to life when neurons fire” (p. 103-4). Actualised ”representations” such as images ”are constructed momentarily under the command of acquired dispositional neural patterns elsewhere in the brain” (p. 102; italics in original).

We might venture to transpose Damasio´s notions of dispositional and actualised representations into dialogical-linguistic terms, according to which situated meanings of utterances are constructed by exploiting (more abstract) meaning potentials that exist (”elsewhere”, as it were, in Damasio´s wording) in the language processing system.

Another field in which theorising in terms of potentialities is central is individual development, e.g. of linguistic, cognitive and communicative abilities. 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, by contrast, needs concepts which are more interactional in nature. Therefore, a metalanguage of ‘potentialities’ and ‘vulnerabilities’ is near at hand.

Vygotsky´s (1978) theory of the zone of proximal development (ZPD) 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. The most obvious applications of ZPD pertain to children´s development. But it can also apply to other levels. 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). Relatedly, individuals with weaknesses are usually not just incapable or incapacitated tout court, but they may quite vulnerable to unfavourable circumstances.

12.4.4. Affordances in a relational world.  By way of a provisional summary, we can speak of a dialogical stance of relationism
; sense-making (understanding) is neither contained in an ‘inner (subjective) world’, nor in an ‘outer (objective) world’, but it lives in the relations between these, in an  ‘inter-world’ (Merleau-Ponty, 1955) between the organism and the external world (see Linell, 2006b, for further references). This somewhat peculiar notion of the ‘inter-world’ should be adopted, because we want to avoid the choice between complete subjectivity (meanings are ”in the head”) or external radical objectivity (meanings are ”out there”) in theorising meaning and meaning-making; rather, meanings are (largely) intersubjective, linguistically and pragmatically established and sustained in and through interactions within cultural communities. Participation in communicative activities, games of coordination (Ross, 2005), becomes possible because members of the communicative community partially share the habits of meaning-making established in and through which we relate to each other and to objects, processes and circumstances around us. The external world offers ‘affordances’ for categorisation in the form of salience patterns (Gibson, 1979). These affordances and patterns are out there, in the world; they are what the environment provides or furnishes, but they must be dialogically recognised and appropriated by human subjects (Hodges, 2005). Hodges, following Reed (1991), characterises human cognition as the ”collective appropriation of affordances”. Thibault (2005: 124) and Hodges extend the theory of social affordances to utterances: ”In talking with each other (and ourselves) we create affordances, opportunities that invite the other into seeing and moving in certain directions that look promising.” (Hodges, 2005:  12). 

This is the dialogical stance. It does not posit an abstract, spiritual or Cartesian, mental world; on the contrary, it insists that meanings cannot occur unless there are human beings with their bodies, brains and minds acting in the external world. This holds, a fortiori as it were, to cognitive processes in thinking, imaging etc., which are distributed over brain, body, and world. This implies a thoroughly contextual theory of sense-making.

12.5. From representation to intervention
12.5.1. Interaction and intervention.  If we abandon cognitive internalism, the emphasis shifts from representation to control, interaction and intervention. The mind´s relation with the environment is built on interaction with it, rather than only on the representation of it. While we surely need knowledge of and assumptions about the world, the various corresponding ‘representations’ are largely subordinated to interaction and intervention in the world. Monologism, by contrast, has split phenomena, and reversed priorities, putting representation, logic and an abstract notion of language in the position of primacy.

Our consciousness is relational, intended (or directed) to something in the world or in the body; the very motivation of the brain is to relate apperceptions of the world to the bodily states, to evaluate objects by means of affectual and attitudinal reactions. ”The brain works to regulate the body´s sensori-motor activity in its ecosocial environment.” (Thibault, 2005: 150). In doing so, the mind/brain constructs, rather than registers, the environment (e.g. Solms & Turnbull, 2002: 155).

Speaking of languaging in terms of interaction and intervention, we recall that responsive and projective links are ubiquitous in sequences of connected, interlocking utterances in talk. But if utterances are interlocking links in chains, so are ideas and thoughts in thinking. There is no such thing as the self-contained ‘complete thought’. Yet, this has been a much cherished notion in the history of psychology, where it has been supported by literate practices; sentences in writing propositionalise thought (Linell, 2005: 66, 108).

Neurobiology too stresses interaction, as we can see from the various points taken up in this paper. However, it must be conceded that many neuro-scientific accounts still contain a lot of talk about mental representations and images. For example, Damasio (1994: 90) argues that we have (mental) images which are based on neural representations and raised to consciousness, and these images are ”manipulated in a process called thought” (p. 90) (on ‘perceived’ vs, ‘recalled’ images, p. 101.). This kind of discourse appears to me to be rather static in character, and one may miss the point that representations are there to serve the superordinate purposes of interaction with and intervention into the world. 

12.5.2. Facilitation and inhibition.  Once the emphasis has been shifted to interaction and intervention, it becomes natural to highlight the balance (or tension) between facilitation and inhibition. While we all agree (I think) that brains allow us to inhibit, code models of language have missed out on this point. Inhibition allows dynamics and adaptability in different scales, and related neural processes occur in invertebrates as well as in full-blown dialogue. One function of interaction is to allow us to learn where not to go and what not to do (Stephen Cowley, pers. comm.).

The tension between facilitation and inhibition is ubiquitous in brain functioning, from the neuronal level, strengthening vs. weakening of synapses (Damasio, 1994: 104), to more global levels. At the behavioural level, we may compare tendencies towards both fight and flight as reactions to threatening situations (Solms & Turnbull, op.cit.: 126). There is a struggle to strike a balance between reinforcement and inhibition. In dialogue and discourse, we have a tension between the will to select-and-display and the will to conceal-and-silence. Related to this are contradictions and tensions in meanings and messages (Hermans & Kempen, 1993), and in social representations that characterise human discourse and thinking (Marková, 2003). 

Another important point is that inhibition does not imply eradication or elimination; traces can be resuscitated. The inhibition of a certain interpretation does not preclude its possible appearance in later moments or situations (cf. below on unfinalisability).

Related to these issues are the implicit-explicit distinction and different levels of awareness. A lot of meaning is conveyed indirectly, shown rather than said, given off rather than given; we may try to inhibit expression at one level, while the appearances of these very attempts leak out at other levels. Related to this are aspects of vagueness, indeterminacy and even ineffability in communication, phenomena which have usually been underestimated or even ignored in semantics, especially of course in formal semantics.

When we look for counterparts of implicitness and indeterminacy in neuro-scientific theories, what comes to mind is perhaps the varying levels of consciousness: many psychic processes are not conscious or ‘explicit’. There are differences between immediate and later responses by ‘attentional systems’ (Lewis). In the domain of emotions and feelings, vague sensations may alternate with or develop into conscious perceptions, the latter corresponding to the engagement of more brain structures. Similarly, many aspects of meaning are only pre-conceptual or pre-conscious. Processes in language use are also in many respects rapid, automatic and ‘reflexive’, rather than ‘reflective’ (Carston, 2005). This applies to the appearance in consciousness of word recognition and meaning assignment in listening; one cannot describe introspectively how these apperceptions arise. On the other hand, there is also consciousness that is (per definition?) linguistically explicit, and interdependence with social, other-oriented processes. In discourse, we argue and negotiate meanings. Yet, these explicitised meanings presuppose a multitude of tacit meanings. 

12.5.3. Unfinalisability and never terminating activities. Networks are a fundamental principle of neural organisation, and so are lexical networks in semantics. All of the brain´s components are characterised by continuously ongoing activities (Damasio, 1994: 87) in these neural networks, which have a potential for parallel processing. In the same spirit, Hodges (this journal issue) points to Gibson´s (1979) remarks on perceptions as endlessly exploring the environment.

 
The multiple parallel and converging streams of neural signals never ”terminate”, says Damasio (p. 93); processes are not completed, nor simply switched on and off. We might compare this to the Bakhtinian notion of ‘unfinalisability’ (or ‘openendedness’; Bakhtin, 1981: 426), which implies that there is no finalised, complete (correct, etc.) interpretation of a given utterance. Of course, in practice we do not keep on interpreting a normal mundane utterance in conversation for very long, but we rather leave it, seemingly also forgetting it, as we go along. But there is always a possibility that the mind keeps working for extended time periods on some topics or problems brought up in interaction. Examples can be drawn from the continued unconscious word searches that take place when we have not been able to retrieve words (the tip-of-the-tongue phenomenon); words may pop up in consciousness minutes, hours, even days later. Other examples come from other phenomena, such as dreams during sleep processing experiences of the previous day, etc. 

Going back to Damasio´s ”streams of neural signals” that ”never terminate”, he explains this in the following terms: ”because, from the vicinity of each point to which project forward, there is a reciprocal projection backward. It is appropriate to say that signals in the stream move both forward and backward. Instead of a forward-moving stream, one finds loops of feedforward and feedback projections, which can create a perpetual recurrence.” (p. 93; italics in original). Brains are not just reactive or responsive, but anticipatory too. Similarly, in a sense, you do not just begin and complete insulated utterances in conversation, but utterances are in interaction with prior events (actions and utterances), responding to them, and they anticipate possible subsequent actions and utterances. As we have pointed out earlier, there is an anticipatory dynamics in the interactional potential of the utterance; rather than being merely representations of something in the world, utterances exhibits an explorative orientation to future potentialities, to possible courses of upcoming developments of discourse (Thibault, 2005). 

12.6. Functional systems
12.6.1. Constrained holism. The history of neuropsychology and neurolinguistics partly revolves around the issue of modularity vs. holism. Currently, most neuroscientists seem to adopt a modularity view; brain parts are functionally specialised. However, these parts contribute to large, integrated and dynamic ‘functional systems’, which are systems dispersed over many brain regions but forming structural and functional ‘ensembles’ in continuous interaction (Damasio, 1994: 14, 14, et passim). Thus, we are at the same time faced with a form of constrained holism.

Most psychic functions depend on the operation of highly complex functional systems, involving both ‘high-level’ and ‘low-level’ brain regions, such as cortices, in particular prefrontal cortices, and the hypothalamus and brain stem, respectively. There is an integration of different levels, of different ‘systems’, and this claim holds for language, just like for reason and emotions (at least according to nerurobiologists like Damasio, op.cit.). Edelman (1992) speaks of ‘neuronal group selections’ responsible for higher-order consciousness, that is, our ability of being conscious of being conscious (Thibault, 2000). 

In this context, we also recall Lewis´s (2002) discussion of the dialogical self, with its two frontal attentional systems of the brain, ”the orbitofrontal system and the anterior cingulate system” with their connections in the limbic system. Language and languaging involve many types of linguistic resources and communicative abilities, and these too involve many parts of the brain. Nonetheless, formal and representational theories of language based on structural (including generative) linguistics have often assumed the existence of highly circumscribed ’modules’ of language, allegedly corresponding to brain ‘modules’ or ‘centres’, exclusively responsible for language. This theory does not seem to do justice to the above-mentioned ‘constrained holism’. Functional systems were assumed already by Luria (who had an intellectual heritage in (partly) dialogical theories, such as those of Vygotsky), and their existence have become further substantiated by modern neuro-biology (neuro-physiology), e.g. in the ‘dynamic’ theories of Damasio, Solms & Turnbull, and others, etc. 

12.6.2. Redundancy. From a neuro-biological point of view, we can say that the brain is characterised by plasticity. This builds upon parallel processing (Damasio, 1994: 84) at several levels. Information is encoded at many places (Solms & Turnbull, 2002: 149). This is what linguists and information theorists would call redundancy. 

Redundancy is a property that is often highlighted in usage-based linguistics, i.e. theories contending that most of the properties of languages can be explained in terms of how humans use language in thinking and communication.
 Languages do not just exhibit generalised patterns, but also a large amount of item-specific knowledge (Bybee & McClelland, 2005). Many theories, e.g. construction grammar, meaning potential theory, and lexical network theory, go for some kind of semantic ‘maximalism’, arguing that the meanings that language users must have access to are both abstract and overly rich (Recanati, 2004: 140-1). 

In various branches of formalist linguistics, by contrast, we have been brought up to prefer and prioritise full explicitness (formalised description) and parsimony (maximal economy). Similarly, semantic ‘minimalism’ (lexical and grammatical resources are abstract and minimally specified) remains a preferred stance for many, such as relevance theorists, or the ‘insensitive semantics’ of Cappelen & Lepore (2005). However, it seems unlikely that natural language in real social life and in real brains fits such descriptions. These theories face difficulties to handle such phenomena as inhibition, varying levels of awareness, the embeddedness of languaging in pre-conceptual processes etc. (cf. above).

12.7. Specialised competences. Language is amazingly heterogeneous, varying across pre-linguistic forms, primarily conversational activities, written artefacts and literate practices. Partly specialised languages are used in different communicative activity types. Thus, language is not a coherent, monolithic system (of systems), based on abstract forms. 

If we turn to reading, writing and other literate practices, it seems mandatory to understand them as specialised competences, with their own premisses. This is another point on the dialogical agenda. Specialised semiotic practices include logical step-by-step thinking and calculation, that is, some of the prime examples of applying representational models. Literate practices are of course dependent on language, but on literate (writing-derived), highly constrained forms of language. In addition, they are dependent on external artefacts – pen-and-pencil, books, libraries, computers – which have been instrumental in developing the forms of language just alluded to, and the artefacts are most of the time highly involved in the continued use of specialised language (formalisation, technical language and terminology). Semiotically and technologically mediated cognition must be understood precisely as such, and not by bracketing the impact and affordances of the artefacts. 

Mainstream linguistics has been strongly writing-biased; it has used methods and models more apt for analysing (certain kinds of) written language. Somewhat similarly, mainstream psychology has been strongly biased towards intellectual functions. Yet, talk and interactional language must be analysed in partly other terms than normatively constrained written language; they invite a distinctly dialogical theory. Linguists have more often than not ignored their own writing bias, pretending instead that they study natural language tout court. Thus, the writing bias is largely unacknowledged (Linell, 2005). In addition, linguists have neglected the role of artefacts in specialised competence (writing has enhanced capacities for concept formation, logical argumentation, calculation, etc.; Olson, 1994).

From a neuro-biological point-of-view, reading and writing engage highly specialised cortical areas, in addition to other language-oriented systems. Thus, the specialisation of literate capacities has its neurobiological substrate. 

 12.8. Summary and conclusion
What does it mean to have a mind? Damasio (1994: 90) argues that it means that we have (mental) images (which are based on neural representations and raised to consciousness). These images are ”manipulated in a process called thought” (p. 90) (on ‘perceived’ vs, ‘recalled’ images, p. 101.)

To us in the beginning of the twenty-first century, it may seem obvious that bodies and minds go together. At any rate, this seems to a point of common conviction for modern neuro-scientists. But the questions ”Why does a person need a body?” and ” Why does the body have a soul?” are not as nonsensical as they may appear. 

The questions are answered by Solms & Turnbull (2002) approximately along the following lines. The mind needs a body to get data about the environment (and the body itself), to provide its cognitive processes with content, to develop embodied feelings as a fuel for actions and to evaluate the incoming information about the environment (and the body itself). In this way, we answer questions like: Which things and events in the world useful for us, good or bad? Conversely, the body needs a mind/consciousness in order to be able to remember events and experiences of the environment, and to monitor and plan interventions into the environment. We need a consciousness, or mind, to connect, on a moment-to-moment basis, our internal states (bodily processes) and the external circumstances that we live in.

Language is inextricably intertwined with the mind, and cannot be exclusively spiritual; it is embodied. Yet, we must remind ourselves of the the time-honoured rationalist assumptions in mainstream philosophy (Descartes etc.), according to which language, and mental phenomena in general, have been treated, in practice, as purely ‘spiritual’. Descartes suggested only a truly ad hoc answer to the question ”How do body and mind communicate?”, in his pineal gland theory (cf. ‘Descartes´ error’; Damasio, 1994). And psychology has for long been plagued by a dichotomy between ‘mindless’ neuro-psychology and ‘bodyless’ psycho-analysis (cf. Sacks, 2002; Solms & Turnbull, 2002). Within linguistics, particularly structuralist and generative theories have portrayed linguistic structures as purely abstract, mental (or spiritual, to use a somewhat more loaded term). For example, in the history of phonology, some theoreticians have proposed that phonology has nothing to do with phonetic substance. The theorisation of purely ‘mental’ structures is even more evident in syntax and semantics. So the body has indeed been a problem in the human sciences.

Language and meaning are not exclusively spiritual, nor are they completely localised in a few cortical areas. For example, pre-conceptual and pre-conscious meaning is bodily influenced, and feelings have a bodily basis to be found outside of the cerebrum, in the mid brain and indeed outside of the brain and the nervous system, in hormonal states and processes. Feelings are induced not only by neural routes, but also by chemical routes (Damasio, 1994: 157). (These are the two ”main routes of interconnection within the organism”, between the brain and (the rest of) the body. The biochemical signals include hormones, neurotransmitters etc. travelling in the bloodstream.) Thus, Damasio talks about the mind´s relation to the ‘organism’, which comprises both the brain (neural system) and the rest of the body. ”The mind is embodied, in the full sense of the term, not just embrained” (p. 118); it needs information about the viscera, muscles and joints, and it needs endocrine and chemical signals reaching the nervous system via the blood and other routes (e.g. p. 145). With Damasio (op.cit.: 229), we should see the ”mind [as] aris[ing] out of an organism rather than out of a disembodied brain”. Similarly, others (Thibault, 2005) talk about ”the body-brain system”. Among the reasons for this is that ”rather than being the seat of epistemically private mental representations, the brain functions to regulate the body´s interactions with its ecosocial environment” (p. 152). 
Psychology has for long been plagued by a dichotomy between a rather ‘mindless’ neuro-psychology and a ‘bodyless’ cognitive psychology. To some extent, this is the heritage from what Damasio (1994) calls ‘Descartes´ error’, the complete separation of mind and body.
 Within linguistics, particularly structuralist and generative theories have portrayed linguistic structures as purely abstract, and dubbed them ‘mental’ (i.e. ‘spiritual’, to use a somewhat more loaded term). For example, in the history of phonology, some theoreticians have proposed that phonology has nothing to do with phonetic substance (Linell, 1979). The theorisation of purely ‘mental’ structures is even more evident in syntax and semantics. But dialogism and neuro-biology both argue that language is inextricably intertwined with the mind, and cannot be exclusively spiritual; language, mind and brain are embodied.

The abstract structuralism of monological cognitive science and mainstream linguistics, in particular generative linguistics, actually has a long past in the history of linguistics. There has been a ‘written language bias’ (Linell, 2005) (or ‘scriptism’, in Taylor´s (1997) terms) in the language sciences, which comes from the traditional preoccupation with written language and other static modes of representing phenomena, including picture theories of language. These approaches are not viable as theories of embodied, interactional languaging.

It has been suggested in this chapter that there is a powerful convergence between neuro-biology and cognitive dynamics, on the one hand, and dialogism on the other. This comprises points like other-orientation, relationism and context-interdependence, embodiment of language, responsive understanding, potentialities, unfinalisability, implicitness and degrees of awareness, and redundancy of processing. A general dialogical framework has something to offer to cognitive science and evolutionary psychology, not in the least because dialogue and dialogical interaction appear to be more fundamental than language (at least if language is traditionally defined as a system of resources or even as abstract objects).

Language develops in the presence of interaction and dialogue (Tomasello, 2003; Spurrett & Cowley, 2004). How basic is dialogue then? The answer depends on what we take the term ‘dialogue’ to mean. Certainly, the concrete situated interactions – by various semiotic means – between two or more mutually co-present individuals remain important. But what we have really been arguing for is a more abstract notion of ‘dialogue’, or rather: ‘dialogicality’: the dynamic abilities to take part in interactions with others and with sociocultural contexts as well as physical environments.

Chapter 13: Dialogue and language: Towards a dialogical linguistics

Despite a fairly broad outlook, this book is geared towards focusing particularly on language and languaging. A relevant question is therefore: What would a dialogical linguistics be like? This is the topic of this chapter.

The chapter will have the following structure. First, I will make a brief thumb-nail sketch of some basic features of language and languaging, and their treatment within the dominant traditions of mainstream linguistics (§ 13.1). I will then briefly suggest what the substantial, theoretical consequences of adopting dialogical insights could be for a usage-based (empirically oriented) linguistics (§ 13.2). After that, I will proceed to a more specific part, in which I will focus on a couple of aspects of lexis and grammar, traditionally the core areas of linguistics, and provide some concrete illustrations of what a dialogical analysis might include (§ 13.3-4). I will end with some general conclusions (§ 13.5).

13.1. The background: Monological linguistics. There is a relative consensus across disciplinary divisions that language contributes to many aspects of human life, and should be studied relative to problem areas such as the following:

1.
concept formation, and its linguistic conventionalisation in terms of lexicalisation.

2.
the formation of complex signs, in the syntactic configurations of meaningful (linguistic) resources;

3.
the (partly) digital organisation of phonetic behaviour (segments and prosodies);

4.
the pragmatic principles and practices organising communication and dialogue, and the ability to infer from and recontextualise, rather than being entirely dependent on, specific signals and contextual factors; here we also have the human narrative capacity, and the ability to adjust and conform to images of the self and others;

5.
the transformative role on language, cognition and communication of linguistic technologies, notably writing and computer-borne media.

Present-day specialists on language will naturally differ in their relative weighting of these different domains, and in conceiving of their mutual relationships, but most would still, I believe, acknowledge their prime importance. Nonetheless, some domains – particularly (4) and (5) – have been largely ignored in mainstream linguistics, and the others have often been assigned quite narrow-minded interpretations. Mainstream linguistics is ‘monological’ (Linell, 2005a) and belongs to the tradition of rationalism (or sometimes empiricism) and objectivism going all the way from Plato and Aristotle via, for example, Descartes and Frege to Chomsky.

Examples of monologism in linguistics can easily be multiplied. Here are some (cf. the numbering of points above):

1.
The lexicon is conceived of as a fixed code, and lexical meanings only encode (fixed) sets of abstract semantic properties, decontextualising from most aspects of language as experienced in social life. This is linked to the notion of unitary languages (e.g. at the national level).

2.
There is a strong tendency to posit linguistic expressions (words and syntax) as primary, and try to assign (or derive) linguistic functions and meanings to these forms. Language is described in terms of inventories of abstract forms: units and rules, especially compositional rules for how to build up larger units from smaller ones (compositionality, hegemony of constituent structure in syntax and, to some extent, in (structural) semantics). Sharp boundaries between lexis and grammar, between units and rules, have usually been set up.

3.
Phonology has traditionally been segment-based, and has grossly underestimated the importance of prosodies.

4.
The pragmatics of communication and cognition has often been relegated to other disciplines such as anthropology, social psychology and cognitive psychology, implying that pragmatics is not really part of language (or the system).

5.
In theory, writing and written language have usually been treated as more or less trivial secondary representations. At the same time, however, theories and methods in traditional, structural and generative linguistics have been throroughly dependent on models of written language (a ‘written-language bias’ in linguistics; Linell, 2005a). This has generated a paradox in modern linguistics; spoken language is regarded as the primary form of language, yet it is studied by the use of theories and methods that are heavily biassed towards written language.

13.2. Dialogical linguistics: Six general points. I will now list six general characteristics of what I take to be a dialogical linguistics (note that these numbered paragraphs do not corrrespond to points 1-5 of § 13.1):
13.2.1. Praxis and the principle of double dialogicality: 

At one level, language consists of and lives through interactional structures and processes in situated use. But language must seen as doubly dialogical, in terms of situated interaction and situation-transcending practices. When we think, act and communicate, we are always in one or the other particular situation; we can never be ”not in a situation”. But situations are linked to each other, through our habits, experiences and memories, and what we do in specific situations is therefore also part of situation-transcending socio-cultural practices. The linguistic (and other semiotic) resources we rely on are paramount examples of such socially shared, situation-transcending belongings. Therefore, we need – in our analysis – both situation and tradition, both interaction and institution.

Language use, or ‘languaging’, consists of the primary activities of cognising and communicating in and through linguistic resources. We must therefore give priority to the theory of linguistic praxis (language use, communication and cognition, ‘parole’) rather than to a theory of of abstract units and system-internal rules (structure, ‘langue’).  Users´ knowledge of language is emergent from praxis. Emergent regularities (‘rules, constructions, analogies’) cluster around different types of model utterances and utterance parts. Furthermore, linguistic knowledge is largely procedural, pertaining to methods of doing things in the world (§ 13.4 below). It is crucial that theories of praxis and linguistic knowledge be interpenetrating; we cannot develop one without the other. In Bakhtin´s terms, we must do both ‘linguistics’ and ‘meta-linguistics’
 in tandem. 

13.2.2. Dynamic construals in contexts and interaction: 

We must take our point of departure in interaction, sequences, activities and larger units, and in terms of other-oriented (dialogical) inter-acts rather than monological speech acts (Linell & Marková, 2003; § 8.1). Situated meanings (interpretations) are to be seen as actions and movements (Salazar Orvig, 1999); they are not driven by lexical semantics, i.e. they are not given before-hand as static, context-free meanings, nor are they entirely established by the local talk-in-interaction (Deppermann, 2005). Rather, lexical meanings are potentials that combine with various contextual factors to produce situated interpretations. Contexts comprise linguistic co-texts, situations, knowledge about relevant communicative activity types (genres), topics and interlocutors, and so on. Situated sense-making always involves ‘pragmatic inferencing’; they are the result of dynamic construals (Croft & Cruse, 2004) of the interplay between meaning potentials and contextual dimensions. 

Parties to communication engage in linguistic work and efforts for meaning, they monitor the processes of becoming (utterances-in-progress), and they position themselves with respect to the world, the other, the self, the discourse and its movements, the shifting attunements to the attunement of the other (Salazar Orvig, 1999: 9).

13.2.3. Holism: 

The basic phenomena of language and linguistic practices are not primarily the traditional constituent types like morphemes, phrases and sentences (these are theoretical entities derived by abstraction), but holistic entities, such as communicative projects, episodes in discourse, communicative activity types, and ‘social representations’.

In talk-in-interaction and texts, there are (more or less) coherent, sequentialised interactional structures, such as sequence types, (topical) episodes and activity phases which result from the accomplishment of communicative projects of varying extensions (Luckmann, 1995). Communicative projects are typically collectively accomplished but with an asymmetric division of communicative labour (Linell & Luckmann, 1991), and are nested within other (communicative or non-communicative) projects, etc. (Linell, 1998: 11).

Discourses instantiate recurrent communicative activity types and communicative genres (Luckmann, 2002). Individuals and communities of individuals differ in their communicative repertoires, i.e. the sets of different activities, genres and language games with which they are familiar.

We also need some notion of ‘social representations’ (Moscovici, 2000) (or ‘discourses’ or ‘orders of discourse’ in a Foucaultian sense), which are bodies of partly systematised domain-specific knowledge and assumptions (especially of a common-sense type), belief systems, ideas and ideologies, attitudes and dispositions to act, ways of thinking and talking about specific issues (for example, topical domains such as opera, biotechnology, air pollution, AIDS/HIV, etc.). Social representations are part of our ‘encyclopedic’ knowledge about the world. This is intertwined with language, with our experience of using language in social life, something which many linguistic semanticists would now acknowledge (Fillmore, 1985; Carston, 2002: 321 et passim). Below I will suggest that the meaning potentials of linguistic expressions are used together with contextual resources, thus helping actors to make sense in situated discourse. Similarly, social representations are potentialities to evoke particular types of discourses, actions, attitudes etc.

13.2.4. Methods and potentialities: 

Linguistic resources are used in cognition and communication, in interplay with contextual resources. Linguistic items and processes are methods to accomplish actions, communicative projects, and to provide structure and meaning to utterances.

Linguistic entities are also to be seen as potential(itie)s (an idea going back at least to W. von Humboldt; e.g. Linell, 2005a: 82). In subsequent sections of this article, I will focus on the two basic components of language: grammar and lexis, and more specifically, two particular kinds of linguistic resources: grammatical constructions and lexical items, and discuss their semantics in terms of meaning potentials. Meaning potentials are affordances for sense-making that are relatively stable, yet partly open, multiply determinable in context, and dynamically modifiable over sociohistorical time. Meanings are susceptible to contextual modifications, expansions and enrichments, in partly different ways in different dialogical situations and communicative genres. For Bakhtin too, ”the language system is a potential that becomes realised in concrete utterances which utilise the meaning resources of a language” (Lähteenmäki, 2003:26).

The meaning of an utterance (or text) is often partly open and multiply determinable in the moment of production (and/or reception). In general, utterance meaning cannot immediately be fully determined, neither language-internally (say, by a principle of compositionality) nor by pragmatic inferential principles (as they are usually conceived in ‘linguistic pragmatics’: maxims, conversational implicatures, or a general principle of relevance). The relevant situated interpretation(s) must instead be dialogically determined and accomplished through the interaction (Rommetveit, 1974), including in particular the uptake of the utterance, by the parties to the communicative activity (or cognitive activity, as for example in text reading) (Linell, 1998a: 112ff). Meaning determination is usually done only up to a point or to a degree that is sufficient for current communicative purposes (cf. Garfinkel, 1967).

13.2.5. Heterogeneities and fuzzy areas: 

The holistic entities mentioned above (§ 13.2.3) often have fuzzy boundaries, and they include partial internal inconsistencies and heterogeneities, for example,


Heteroglossia in social languages (Wertsch, 1991) (as well as polyvocality in particular discourses)


Hybridity in communicative activity types

Also, the boundaries between lexical entries and grammatical constructions are fuzzy, at least in some areas.

13.2.6. The cultural construction of language in literacy and written culture has played an immense role in transforming cognition and communication (e.g. Olson, 1994). Literacy was of course also necessary for linguistics to develop as a discipline. Linguists came to be engaged in devising written languages, in unifying and standardising national languages, and in theorising language. This in fact involved a large-scale transformation of living language, which occurs in cognitive and communicative practices, to a kind of fictive language, strongly influenced by man-made standards for written language.
 This is what I earlier referred to as the ‘written language bias’ in the language sciences. 

These dialogical points, including praxis-orientation, dynamics, holism, potentialities and heterogeneities, are bound partially to turn mainstream linguistics upside-down or inside-out. However, many linguists will undoubtedly claim that these points involve quite general and often fuzzy phenomena that could not be made precise and are not susceptible to formalisation. I am quite hopeful, though, that such objections can be rebutted (although I am not certain that formalisation is always a self-evident goal beyond questioning). Let me therefore try to become slightly more concrete in the remaining part of my text. 

13.3. Grammatical constructions. In the following I will demonstrate a couple of examples of what a dialogical analysis might involve at a micro-level of linguistic detail. I will discuss a few aspects of lexis and grammar, that is, from the core areas of linguistics.
 As my case-in-point, I shall use a rather special and limited grammatical construction in Swedish, commonly called x-och-x (‘x-and-x’). As it turns out, this phenomenon can be used here for two different purposes, namely, demonstrating some properties of grammatical constructions, and illustrating the dynamic construal of situated interpretations of a specific lexical item. Let me start with the former problem.

Grammatical constructions are abstractions from utterances or utterance types (Ono & Thompson, 1995). They are relatively complex meaning-form configurations with their own meaning potentials (functional potentials
).  Examples range from very common constructions such as subject-predicate, passive, it-cleft, to specific constructions such as the incredulity response construction (what? me dance!?), do an X (where x is a proper name, e.g. do a Clinton),  various constructions that express affect (e.g. Wh + Pred (e.g. NP) + Subj + V: what a fool I am!), x-och-x, and countless others. 

13.3.1. An example. Let us look at some examples of x-och-x in Swedish. In (13: 1), the same example as (5:1) but repeated here for the sake of convenience, the verb flytta ‘move (house)’ is the x, whereas å is the most frequent conversational form of och ‘and‘ (see line 3):

(13:1) FLYTTA Å FLYTTA (SAM:V1: 989ff) (there is ongoing talk about a German family that was forced to leave Finland after WW II)

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

2.
ti (0.7) ti Hamburg (å)

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

4.
göra
Approximate translation:

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

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

In (13:2) and (13:3), x is många ‘many’ and normal ‘normal’, respectively:

(13:2) (TemaK: B9:4:6, from the beginning of a talk at a maternity clinic; the doctor (D) asks the pregnant woman (W) about her experiences of being tape-recorded): 

1. D:
=du har haft många inspelade samtal eller--?

2. W:
nja, många å många, men de e nåra stycken

2.
så de--
Approximate translation:

D: ”you have had many conversations recorded, or..?”

R: ”well (nja), many and many, but there are quite a few so that…”.

(13:3) NORMAL Å NORMAL (Swedish Radio; a H(istorian) is being interviewed by an I(interviewer) on the topic of elite schools in Nazi Germany and their possible role in promoting Aryan elitism) 

1. H:
[…] eh (.) °ja° de va (.) delvis normal skolgång

2. 
men-eh (.) eller ja, normal å normal °men° (.) 

3.
>man ägnade mycke tid< åt fysisk fostran å

4.
gymnastik å >sedan så småningom också< (.)

5. 
militära övningar.

6. I:
så man höll på å kasta handgranater å skjuta

7.
me gevär¿
Approximate translation:

H: ”ah well it was a partly normal schooling but ah or well, normal and normal but one devoted much time to physical education and exercises and then gradually also to military practices.”

I: ”so one was busy throwing hand-grenades and shooting with rifles?”

x-och-x (Lindström & Linell, 2007), which is a formal idiom in the terminology of Fillmore et al. (1988), can only occur following an utterance that includes x. Thus, it is a responsive construction in the strict sense; it has encoded a specific kind of dependence on a prior utterance. (Other constructions encode specific conditions on a possible next utterance, and are therefore projective in a corresponding sense; examples are many interrogatives.)

By means of x-och-x, the speaker comments on the situated use of a particular expression, in the case of (13:1): flytta ‘move (house)’, and suggests that it is not quite situationally appropriate, although not completely misplaced either. There is no direct counterpart of x-och-x in English; in our example, we could render the meaning of ”moved and moved” in (13:1) approximately as ”moved?, it depends on what you mean by that”. In other words, what one does with x-och-x is to take an expression x from an immediately prior utterance, and then to place a reduplicated copy of it (x och x) in the pre-front field of a new turn or turn-constructional unit, and follow this up with an utterance, in which the situated appropriacy of x is negotiated. The source of x is usually in the interlocutor´s prior contribution (as in (13:1) and (13:2)), but it can also be in the speaker´s own utterance (as in (13:3)), in which case x-och-x is self-responsive. 

Let me briefly consider what properties of x-och-x one might want to specify in a more precise analysis. I shall distinguish between formal-grammatical and semantic-pragmatic aspects. Among the former, I shall talk about conditions on the internal structure of the x-och-x segment, and conditions on ‘outer syntax’ (co-text) of three kinds: conditions on antecedent and subsequent contributions to discourse, and on co-occurring linguistic resources. 

The primary antecedent condition is of course the following:

(i) If an expression x (a morphological form of a lexical item x) occurs in the preceding turn constructional unit (TCU) or turn, x-och-x may be used.

This rule articulates a necessary condition in the sense that x-och-x is an option if and only if x does occur in the discourse. However, (i) is not a sufficient condition (nor are the other conditions below sufficient); that is, if an expression x occurs in an utterance, it is of course not necessary to follow it up with x-och-x.

Other, non-obligatory but enabling conditions (conditions of possibility) are:

(ii) x is focally stressed in the prior (source) utterance,

(iii) x is rhematic in that utterance,

(iv) if x-och-x is other-responsive, the source utterance is interrogative.

In our example (13:1), (ii) and (iii) are satisfied, but not (iv). In (13:2), (iv) too is partially satisfied. 

As regards the internal structure of the x-och-x segment, we might posit the following obligatory conditions:

(v) x in x-och-x is repeated (twice) in the same morphological form as in the source utterance,

(vi) x-och-x initiates a new turn or TCU; it usually occurs in the pre-front field, 

(vii) both x´s (or at least the second one) are focally stressed,

(viii) the x-och-x segment is prosodically integrated with the following segment, that is, there is no pause or prosodic jump in between.

Co-occurring constructions: When a speaker chooses to use a certain linguistic resource, such as x-och-x, he or she will typically select other linguistic resources to accompany it (‘co-selection’: Deppermann, 2005). Thus, x-och-x is preferably ”constructed with” other resources:

(ix) x-och-x often co-occurs with distancing responsive particles (in the examples here: nå, nja) and concessive markers, especially in self-responsive cases (eller ‘or’ (e.g. example (13:3): line 2), i alla fall ‘anyway’, etc.).

Moving on now to the subsequent contribution, we find:

(x) after the x-och-x segment, it is obligatory to proceed with an utterance that – for current communicative purposes – confirms (or foregrounds) some aspects of x´s meaning potential, and simultaneously cancels (or backgrounds) other aspects of x´s meaning potential. 

Note that unlike the antecedent condition, this subsequent part is obligatorily present: no x-och-x without this kind of continuation. (This fact, together with condition (viii), may be taken as an argument for regarding this subsequent segment as part of the internal structure of the grammatical construction itself.)

The subsequent segment is closely related to the semantic-pragmatic functions; what x-och-x does is usually to problematise one (central) sub-sense of the meaning of x, and enhance another as situationally appropriate. One might say that the construction is a grammaticalised method of initiating a local meta-linguistic discussion and semantic analysis of the situated use of x, something which necessarily involves x´s lexical meaning. In fact, precisely this may be seen as the core of the construction´s meaning. In our example (1), what is questioned is the appropriacy of using flytta ‘move (house)’ in a situation, when the people moving had no choice, while other aspects of the meaning potential are possibly supported (such as ‘changing one´s dwelling place’).

14.3.2. Generalising summary. I have drawn attention to at least five points in a dialogical (contextual, interactional) conception of a grammatical construction.

First, grammatical constructions are made to fit into sequences of real coherent sequences of sense-making in talk (or text). Contributions to interactions have backward- and forward-pointing  (responsive vs. projective) properties. As a consequence, many grammatical constructions, i.e. the linguistic items themselves, have encoded special responsive and/or projective  properties. (x-och-x is a case in point.) If we put it differently, grammatical constructions have an outside (‘outer syntax’), not just an internal structure. The outer syntax may include three parts: antecedent, subsequent, and co-occurring structures. This general point implies that if we want to understand the structure and function of a construction, we can not just analyse its internal composition, nor just consider it as an autonomous sentence out of context.


Secondly, and related to this, several linguistic resources are typically co-selected in discourse. Such resources will often mutually influence what aspects of their meaning potentials are reinforced in the situated utterance, ”they reciprocally constrain and specify each other´s local interpretation” (Deppermann, 2005: 306). The preference for certain accompanying resources is arguably part of the construction as a whole. 


Thirdly, grammatical constructions are concerned with actions and doings; they should be thought of in terms of methods, procedures or operations. Communicatively, they contribute to solving a communicative problem (x-och-x contributes to negotiating and determining a more precise, situated interpretation of x); they make a change, a ‘difference that makes a difference’, to the micro-situations in which they occur (Rommetveit´s, 1974: passim: the dialogically constituted, temporarily and partially shared social world). For example, x-och-x often performs a kind of ‘concessive repair’ (cf. Couper-Kuhlen & Thompson, 2005).


Linguistically, grammatical constructions are operations on form and meaning, operating on some linguistic material and returning something else. Hence, they have a structural, product-oriented side too; they are oriented to producing utterances or utterance parts with a particular linguistic structure.


Fourth, a grammatical construction involves a semantic operation; in the case of x-och-x, it negotiates the meaning of x. I will say more about this in section 5.


Fifth, grammatical constructions are used in local communicative projects and are often loosely coupled to communicative activity types. Hence, they are part of larger wholes in this respect too. 

All these points are included in what I would like to propose as a dialogical, i.e. contextual and interactional, and usage-based, approach to grammatical constructions.

13.4. Meaning potentials of lexical items
13.4.1. An example. We have just seen that the most salient feature of x-och-x is that it discusses the meaning of a specific lexical item, x, as applied to a specific context. In doing so, it exploits and negotiates parts of the meaning potential of this item. Thus, we are, one might say, faced with two kinds of interplay; the interaction between grammar (x-och-x) and lexis (x), and the local interplay between discourse and contexts. 

In order to study how the meaning potential interacts with contextual conditions in more detail, Norén & Linell (2007) assembled a corpus of x-och-x usage events involving the same lexical item in Swedish, the word ny ‘new’. These examples are drawn from the Internet, and thus originate in a written medium  – though the texts are stylistically rather speech-like most of the time – and they have presumably most often been composed by single authors (thus, they represent mainly self-responsive uses of x-och-x). 

Intuitively, Swedish ny or English new means something like ‘has only existed for a short period of time’. However, in no way does this account fully for how the word can be used. Just to take one (made-up) example, if somebody says ”I have a new favourite philosopher: Plato”, clearly ”new” is not meant to claim that Plato´s work has been around only for a short time. Instead, the utterance is probably meant to tell that Plato is a recent revelation for the speaker in his or her present predicament. Moreover, this interpretation is contextually triggered, by the words in the co-text: ”I have a favourite”. The semantic aspect ‘recently discovered by the speaker’ is one of those which appeared in our study of ny-och-ny ‘new-and-new’ events.
 

However, it is hardly surprising that the core aspect ‘short time of existence’ plays a major role in the x-och-x events. Thus, in our first two examples, the authors question if the period of time that has elapsed since the first occurrence of the referent, is really short enough for it to be called ny ‘new’. 

(13:4)
Hur som helst sitter jag här med mina nya snygga glasögon. Eller nya och nya, de har ju varit mina sedan den 8 mars [skrivet 20 augusti samma år]

”Anyhow, here I am with my new posh glasses. Or new and new, they have been mine since the 8th of March [written on the 20th of August the same year]”.

What the author of (13:4) calls into question is that more than five months may be too long for a pair of glasses to be called new. The problematisation is of course relevant only for the class of referents involved. So, in example (13:5), where the referent is instead a language, the questioned time span is much longer.

(13:5) [Artikelrubrik:] Esperanto – hela världens nya språk. 

[Kommentarinledning:] Nya och nya, har väl funnits ett bra tag ändå =) Mer än hundra år i alla fall.

”[Headline:] Esperanto – the new language of the whole world.

[Comment:] New and new, has been around for quite a while, hasn´t it =) More than a hundred years, anyhow.”

In (13:5), the second contributor comments on the use of ‘new’ in the headline. He (or she) questions if a language, Esperanto that is a hundred years old, can really be referred to as new. The problematisation of the core aspect is again valid only for a certain class of referents.


In the next three examples, the core aspect, ‘short time of existence’ is cancelled in its absolute sense in favour of another aspect. The first example, (13:6), illustrates a rather common case, a referent is not new in the basic chronological sense, but it is ”new” for its owner:

(13:6) …i min nya SAAB 9000…Eller ny och ny, för mig är den ju det, men det är en -88.

”in my new SAAB 9000 [a car]... Or new and new, for me it is, but it is an –88 [year of manifacturing]”

The semantic aspect of ‘recent acquisition for the owner’ is a fairly common feature of ny ‘new’, as evidenced by our x-och-x events. Thus, it is arguably part of the meaning potential of ny. The same is true of the other aspects I will exemplify.

In the next example, (13:7), a certain homepage is new primarily to the writer him- or herself, but otherwise it seems to have existed for a longer period of time.

(13:7)
Vad fin din nya hemsida är! Ny och ny… Jag förstår att du har haft den ett tag, men jag har inte varit in och tittat på den förrän nu.
”Your new homepage looks very nice! New and new… I can understand that you have had it for a while, but I have not gone in to have a look at it until now.”

The author of (13:7) cancels the core aspect, ‘short time of existence’ for the homepage in its absolute sense. The referent is only new to him or her in this specific situation. Yet, this kind of novelty is evidently enough to sanction the use of ny.

We have identified several other recurrent types of x-och-x events, in which the core aspect ‘having existed only for a short time’ is relativised in specific ways, which arguably reflect entrenched aspects of the meaning potential of ny (Norén & Linell, 2007).

In the remaining examples, other kinds of operations occur. The core aspect is either confirmed or denied, while different connotations are either backgrounded or foregrounded. This means that also connotations can be viewed as aspects of the meaning potential, although the examples of this are not so many in our corpus.

In example (13:8), a city district, La Defense in Paris, has existed for quite a long time, but it is described as still developing, something which can warrant the characterisation of it being ”new”. 

(13:8) La Defense […] är en helt ny stadsdel konsekvent byggd i mycket modernistisk stil. Eller ny och ny, det är väl över 30 år sedan den började byggas, men är ändå i sin början. Det finns byggkranar lite överallt. Detta skall bli ett nytt Manhattan men med Fransk stil och klass.
”La Defense […] is a completely new district, consistently erected in a very modernistic style. Or new and new, it’s probably more than 30 years since they started to build it, but it is still developing. There are cranes everywhere. This area is supposed to become a new Manhattan, but with French style and identity.”

Thus, here the short time of existence is denied (or questioned) in favour of a connotational aspect of the meaning potential of ‘new’, the referent´s potential for development. 

Example (13:9) is a case of irony: a new car is supposed to look fresh and to be in good condition; yet it is actually 16 years old and not in a very good condition.

(13:9)
 Jag skulle alltså vilja sälja min nästan nya Jeep Laredo pickup årsmodell -88. Ja ny och ny. Lite rost har den förstås. Sedan är den ju krockad och lite ramsned. Så nya bakdäck håller bara i 1000 mil. Men den är extrautrustad med radio som just nu är trasig men den går säkert att reparera.

”[ironic] You see, I want to sell my almost new Jeep Laredo pickup -88. Well, new and new, it has some rust on it. And more, it is crashed and its frame is a bit askew/distorted. So new rear tyres will only stay in good condition for about 7 000 miles, or so. But it is extra equipped with a radio set, which, that is true, doesn´t work right now, but it is surely possible to repair it.”

The connection between short time of existence and freshness is demonstrated in this example. Being fresh is related to being new, and here this connotation of  ‘freshness’ is foregrounded.

Another example of the actualisation of a connotation, this time however a case of backgrounding, can be found in example (13:10):

(13:10) Sidan uppdaterad. Med lite nya bilder [bild av skribenten med hår] … fast nya och nya…Mina kära elever har ju rakat av mig allt hår sen dess så speciellt aktuella är de kanske inte.

”Page updated. With some new pictures. [Pictures of the writer with hair.] …but new and new. Since then, my dear students have shaved off all of my hair, so they are not really up to date.”

In (13:10), the ‘short time of existence’ (the core aspect) of a couple of pictures is confirmed, but the writer obviously feels the need to disclaim the connotational meaning that often goes with new things: that they are also currently valid, or continuously updated. If this connotation is not true of the referents, they wouldn´t readily be called ”new”. Here, this connotation of ‘currently valid’ is backgrounded.

In (13:11) yet another kind of operation on the meaning potential  is illustrated. A pragmatic presupposition that comes with ny is that the new referent is one in a series (e.g. new wife, Happy New Year!). Although its salience differs across contexts, our hypothesis is that this presupposition is always present. 

(13:11) I augusti tillträdde det en ny Generalsekreterare för Svenska Scoutrådet, Johan Strid. Eller ny och ny, det har aldrig funnits någon förut.

”Last August a new secretary general of the Swedish Scout Council, Johan Strid, started his work. Or new and new, there has never been anyone before.”

In (13:11), the writer overtly cancels the presupposition, while confirming the ‘short time of existence’ for the secretary general.

The examples illustrate that the Swedish word ny can be used in situations where both some of its normal conceptual inferences, like ‘new to everyone’, ‘new in all contexts’, and some of its normal, at least in our kind of material, connotational meanings, like ‘updated’, ‘developing’ or ‘fresh’, are either not suited to the situation or regarded as more relevant to it than the core meaning. Pragmatic presuppositions can also be cancelled (cf. example 13:11). By these operations, the word can be dynamically adapted to new situations.

It should be pointed out that the ways in which x-och-x interacts semantically-pragmatically with ny are partly dependent on the affordances in the meaning potential of the class of words that ny belongs to. Other words behave in partly different ways, as Norén & Linell (2006) have shown. 

The study of the exploitation of the meaning potential of ‘new’, or rather Swedish ny, has illustrated three kinds of phenomena in lexical pragmatics:

a) Aspects of the meaning potentials, which are of at least three kinds: conceptual aspects (of which some are core aspects), connotational aspects, presuppositional aspects. 

In the case of ny in ny-och-ny events, the conceptual aspect ‘short time of existence’ comes out as the core aspect. This is shown in two ways. First, it is always included in the operations that language users perform on the meaning potential of a word. Secondly, when two (or more) sense aspects are input to the operations, one of them is always the core aspect.

b) Contexts interacting with potentials: Such resources include linguistic resources that are locally present (such as grammatical constructions and other words (cf. co-occurring resources)), global topics, relevant communicative projects, communicative activity types (and text genres) (although these have not been highlighted in this section).

c) Types of construals, i.e. operations applied to potentials in the situated contexts problematisation (relativisation) (e.g. of core aspects), foregrounding and backgrounding, confirmation and cancellation (denial), mutual enhancing and contrasting
.

13.4.2. Some possible extensions. The reader may perhaps find my exemplary case rather special. But I would propose that the kind of dialogicality that has been illustrated surfaces everywhere, or at least here and there, in discourse. It is just that one can see some processes nicely crystallised or materialised in the x-och-x construction.

Nonetheless, I would like to generalise from this single example to some issues in current semantic and pragmatic theory (cf. Carston, 2002, 2005). One issue is concerned with monosemy or polysemy (often understood as an issue of drawing the boundary between (lexical) semantics and pragmatics). On the one hand, a word, such as Swedish ny or English new, is intuitively perceived as one single word (with lexically more or less the same meaning) (cf. monosemy), but on the other hand, it is a fact that there is semantic variation across situations. Is this variation due to situated modulation (i.e. purely pragmatic enrichments), or is it present in the lexicalised (conventionalised) structure of the language in question (cf. polysemy)? This issue is usually treated in mainstream linguistics by arguing ”theoretically”, using only autonomous and made-up sentences in (likewise made-up) imaginary contexts. Such treatments are bound to make the analysis ‘monological’ (i.e. monologistic); they suffer from a lack of dialogical (i.e. contextual and interactional) data. We therefore need empirical data, based on language users´ actions and interaction in authentic discourse, as in our (admittedly quite modest) example. (I don´t think this argument implies a wholesale rejection of the use of intuition and ”theoretical” argumentation; they are necessary, but mainly as a supplement to usage-based methods.)

In our analysis, ny appears as monosemous at one level. The varying meanings that we have found (sub-sense units with near-sense properties, Croft & Cruse, 2004: 116) don’t affect the importance of the core aspect. But the meaning potential seems to involve more than this core aspect. The other semantic aspects are not simply contextual modulations or purely occasional conceptualisations; they are types of situated interpretations that have become entrenched and conventionalised. Therefore, the theory of meaning potentials, in our version, does entail at least some degree of polysemy. We have demonstrated that ordinary language users, in their daily practices, display an ability to to perform a kind of semantic analysis of the meaning (potential) of the lexical item as a resource in their language. They are aware of two (or more) more or less distinct senses that may be actualised in a specific context. At the same time, the theory of meaning potentials does not force to choose between monosemy and polysemy, and the issue therefore appears to be something of a theoretical ”pseudo-problem”. There is a monosemous tendency (presence of a core aspect, or a set of such aspects) living alongside with a polysemous tendency (presence of other lexicalised sub-senses, which may be actualised/exploited in context, e.g. by being foregrounded or backgrounded. It should be added, though, that words with other kinds of semantics than ny may of course be polysemous in a more radical way.

Another classical issue is whether utterance understanding involves both ‘reflexive‘ and ‘reflective’ processes of inferencing (Carston, 2005). The former would be primary, in some ways reflex-like, unconscious, fast, automatic processes (the immediate understanding that appears ”spontaneously”), the latter would be more consciously monitored and argued (making some aspects of logical inferencing overt and public. Some theories (Clark & Clark, 1977; Recanati, 2004; Recanati in Carston, 2005) argue that these processes are distinct and sequentially ordered in time, one dealing with explicit content, the other with implicatures. A dialogical theory argues that the situated utterance understanding is responsive, preparing for a response that can be made overt in an immediate contribution to discourse. Our little study of x-och-x indicates what we intuitively know; language is both ‘reflexive’ and ‘reflective’ in Carston´s terms; an instance of x-och-x is an immediate response to the partial situated inappropriacy of x, but the obligatory subsequent segment displays aspects of reflective considerations.

13.5 Summary. Lexical semantics is complex, and the analyses soon become quite technical. But I have tried to suggest some directions for a dialogical (lexical) semantics and pragmatics. According to this conception, lexical meanings (and grammatical functions) are not fixed meanings (bundles of semantic features that are always relevant), nor are they simply unstructured sets of concrete, occasional sense types. They are dynamic potentials that are part of a dynamic but relatively stable language. Speakers exploit these linguistic resources in their situated sense-making, in different ways, depending on the opportunities and constraints of contexts. 

In general, dialogism may be said to highlight interdependencies in communication, cognition and semiotic practices. Some of these concern:


the interaction between participants (selves and others, etc)


the interplay between particular acts and larger wholes (communicative projects, topics, communicative activities);


the interplay between linguistic resources and contextual resources, between potentialities (meaning potentials) and dynamic, situated construals;


the interplay between different co-selected linguistic resources;


the interplay involved in types of cognitive-communicative operations: foregrounding vs. backgrounding, mutual enhancing (e.g. by means of co-occurring resources) vs. contrasting, etc.


the interplay between lexicalised and grammaticalised meaning and encyclopedic knowledge.

These interdependencies are essential, and not phenomena that are only occasionally made relevant. However, the dialogical points are seldom properly honoured in mainstream linguistics. Bakhtin´s words still hold true:

‘Dialogue is studied merely as a compositional form in the structuring of speech, but the internal dialogism of the word (which occurs in a monologic utterance as well as in a rejoinder), the dialogism that penetrates its entire structure, in all its semantic and expressive layers, is almost entirely ignored.’ (Bakhtin, 1981, quoted by Côté, 2000; 38, n.8)

Chapter 14: Dialogue and artefacts

14.1. Dialogical conceptualisations of tools and artefacts. There are many kinds of artefacts. Even a simple object such as a piece of rock may be used as an artefact. On the other hand, there are many advanced technologies such as telephones, calculators, personal computers, anaesthesia machines (Karsvall, 2007) and angiographs (?) (Sutter, 2000). Computers are complex artefacts, and lots of technologically complex systems involve computers. I shall briefly deal with computers in a separate section (§ 14.3). Apart from material technologies, there are, for example, mathematical graphs, computer programs and language itself that can be understood as (systems of) abstract (‘cognitive’) artefactual resources.

Human beings use artefacts in complex and varied ways. They interact with them, and their interactions can be accounted for in dialogical terms. I shall summarise some points of such a dialogical conceptualisation:


There are many special kinds of artefacts, physical and abstract ones, aids for thinking and for acting physically, interactive artefacts etc. As examples, consider hammer, scissors, wheels (action-extending artefacts), glasses (perception-extending), written language, graphs (aids for thinking), tele-media, computers (interaction-extending).


There is an intricate interplay between, on the one hand, the human ability or skill of using the artefact and, on the other, the external artefactual object itself. There is an embodied part of the artefact use. Artefacts become like prostheses. The blind man´s stick is a classical example. Reading is but one of the more complex examples, involving both brain specialisation and written signs on paper or a computer screen.


Artefacts are not just (physical or abstract) objects to be conceptualised in isolation from their human users. Instead, they are inscribed with meaning or meaning potentials (affordances). Affordances are relational phenomena, not static properties of objects; they are opportunities for use (potentialities) that are selected and realised by human agents, who use and understand them in special ways (Gibson, 1979). Therefore, artefacts are not just artefacts ”as such” (an und für sich), physical objects (perhaps with inherent functions) taken in abstracto, but they become artefacts-in-specific-contexts with special affordances.


Artefacts are appropriated by users in different ways in different contexts. When they are appropriated, they are typically assigned local meaning. Appropriation implies making artefacts into something that users ”own”, and integrate with their activities. When practitioners appropriate technology, they use it creatively.


At the same time, artefacts partly externalise this meaning and knowledge (e.g. libraries and computers). Cognitive artefacts, like lexical resources in language, stand proxy for extensive knowledge (for those users who are acquainted with them). Other artefacts are associated particularly with procedural knowledge (about how to use them).


Artefacts have a sociocultural history and can therefore not be analysed exclusively in situation-bound terms (§ 4.2-3). Knowledge and experiences of generations of users have been invested and inscribed in the shaping of tools. (This point has been analysed more in sociocultural theory than in, say, CA, but cf. the work by Goodwin, Heath and others.). Artefacts have been inscribed into traditions of use; they carry along prior human experiences, but they are also contnuously updated with new inscriptions that anticipate and try to govern future use.


Artefacts are boundary objects (Wenger, 1998) connecting contexts and situations. They can be moved between situations, they bring along cultural knowledge, but they also acquire different meanings in different contexts, e.g. for experts and novices. For example, maps can be used as a ‘primary artefact’ in finding one´s way, or as a ‘secondary artefact’ in learning geography. Artefacts are not only what they seem to be designed for.


When artefacts are moved between activities and situations, they are typically subject to processes of  recontextualisation and decontextualisation. For example, a mathematical-graphical representation of an integral can be seen as stripped of a lot of its meaning.


Artefacts can be oriented to as ‘third parties’ (§ 5.7) or other ‘actants’ (Latour; Säljö, 2005: 169) in conversations etc. (dialogue with others). Compare the blank/form as a controlling party; consulting the anaesthesia machine during surgical operations (Karsvall, 2007), asking it for formation (to guide further actions).


Artefacts can be conceptualised as parts of the extended (or distributed) (§ 12.5) mind, extending into body and environment.

14.2. Artefacts and human users. There are dialogical interdependencies between artefacts and their design and use by human beings. It is therefore important to avoid the dangers of monologism as well as extreme interactionism (§ 4.6). A monological outlook tends to treat technology as objects out there, with its properties that may or may not be attended to by human users. For example, the notion of affordance (§ 11.8.2, 14.1) was in Gibson´s theory a truly dialogical concept (Hodges, 2006), but it has often been reinterpreted by monologists as properties in the stimulus (objects) for perception.


Conversely, some social-scientific studies of technology (SST, CHECK) runs the risk of defining technology only in terms of the use of technology (Latour, 1979), thus excluding technology itself from consideration. The dialogical alternative and remedy would be found in including the artefacts as affordances for human sense-making in design and use.

14.3. Dialogue and computers. Computer sciences, and particularly perhaps the more ambitious projects within the field of ‘artificial intelligence’, aim at simulating and enhancing human cognition and communication. We know that computers are capable of performing highly complex tasks in ways that the unaided human mind (or brain) could never achieve; this applies, for example, to information storage and searching in large data bases, statistical calculations, logical deductions, etc. But we also know that the human mind can accomplish tasks in ways that computers cannot, and – as many would argue – will never be able to do (Dreyfus, 1979). The reasons why computers cannot by themselves simulate the human mind have to do with the dialogical properties of human cognition and communication. Let us briefly recall some of these properties: 


The mind is not a self-contained system. It is embodied and interacts with the environment, through the senses. The senses are complex perceptual systems (Gibson, 1966).


The human mind can make global and intuitive assessments of entire situations, or rather: relevant parts of them. Such holistic judgments cannot be deduced from elementary sets of information; they are emergent, and contain a fringe of vagueness.


While computers must work with fixed and formalised meanings, humans make sense in and through pragmatic inferencing, enriching senses beyond what is given in and through the linguistic resources (e.g. word meanings).


Human cognition and communication are context-(inter)dependent in several other ways. For example, patterns of cognition and communication arise from the expectations associated with communicative activity types. These overarching structures give meaning to constituent acts.


Meaning-making is also dependent on sequences of actions; it emerges across interactional sequences.


Dialogue involves some measure of unpredictability, e.g. due to the contribution of strange perspectives (alterity: § 5.3).

It is possible that computers can be developed so that compensate for some of their necessary limitations. For example, their operations can be limited to certain well-defined, specific domains. Some of the moments of a complex work sequence can be formalised. However, this will necessarily involve recontextualisations and transformations of meaning and impact. Humans will still have to provide the inputs and to interpret the outputs of the complex technical systems, to put them in a human dialogical context.

14.4. Dialogical artefacts and language. Vygotsky proposed that language be regarded as a tool. This tool serves to extend the abilities to think and communicate on the part of individuals and communities. However, the view of language as a tool has been criticised by dialogically minded scholars like Rommetveit (REF) and Marková (2006). Rommetveit points out that language is not a tool that the human being can put aside; rather, language is a social prosthesis (cf. above). It is true that language is different from many artefacts. But it seems to me that some of the arguments against looking at language as an artefact is based on non-dialogical conceptions of artefacts. A dialogical theory does not regard tools as nothing but external objects. On the contrary, they become parts of an extended mind. This applies a fortiori to language. Language is also socioculturally shaped. Other points of § 14.1 also apply.

� This chapter is based on Linell (2007a).


� See note 2.


� As Floyd Allport put it in his handbook of social psychology, ”psychologists agree in regarding consciousness as dependent upon the functioning of neural structure. Nervous systems are possessed by individuals; but there is no nervous system of the crowd” (1924: 4-5).


� Boeckx & Piattelli-Palmarini (2005) claim that there are important parallelisms between theorising in ”the most successful natural sciences” (p. 462), i.e. physics, and in generative linguistics, but these are based on very abstract and disputable comparisons. For some discussion, see Linell (2005).


� It is not an easy task to combine naturalism with cultural theory. A telling example of a misguided attempt to neurologise socio-cultural theory is, in my view, the so-called ‘memetics’ (Aunger, 2000). The term ‘meme’ within ‘memetics’ comes from Dawkins (1982) and refers to a unit of cultural information that spreads through social transmission, leaping from minds/brains to other minds/brains. This seems to be a thoroughly monological approach.


� With regard to linguistics, this thesis is discussed at length in Linell (2005). (See also Linell, 2006a, 2006b). It should also be pointed out that neurobiologists such as Damasio and Solms & Turnbull, sources to be exploited in this paper, do not deal extensively or specifically with language. Indeed, despite the dynamics of their neuro-biological accounts, their accounts suffer from an interactional deficit and from bringing along several monological descriptions. 


� Strictly speaking, brains are not dialogical. It is people who are dialogical, and brains do not know that they contribute to meaning-making in context.


� Cf. § 8.4, n.11.


� The ‘mechanistic’ dialogue theory of Pickering & Garrod (op.cit.) takes ‘dialogue’ in the concrete sense of overt interaction between two co-present individuals. Cf. § 1.3.


� Chomsky´s notion of recursivity in syntax is, in this comparison, an impoverished notion of creativity, accounting for only some aspects of syntax and being entirely internal to the language system.


� Relationism is of course quite different from relativism (e.g. Linell, 2006b)!


� Some references are Halliday (1975), Langacker (1987), Hopper & Thompson (1984), Croft & Cruse (2004), Bybee & McClelland (2005), and Tomasello (2003, 2005).


� Descartes suggested an answer to the question ”How do body and mind communicate?” that was truly ad-hoc: the pineal gland theory.


� This chapter is an almost verbatim copy of Linell (2006a).


� In Todorov´s (1984: 24) rendition, ‘translinguistics’. Incidentally, seen from today´s point-of-view, Bakhtin still sticks to a rather conservative view of the scope of ‘linguistics’.


� By ‘fictive language’, I am here alluding to the fact that grammars have usually not been based so much on real written language (generalisations over authentic texts), but rather on selected norms for what (well written) language should be like.


� When dialogism has been applied to language, and linguists have done so only exceptionally, it has chiefly concerned levels and areas of language studies that have not been central to linguistics, such as polyvocality in discourse (Salazar Orvig, 1999, 2005) and heteroglossia in communicative communities and in languages. In our group in Linköping, Sweden, we have been mainly occupied primarily with communicative activities in professional-lay interaction, something which will also be ignored in this article.


� The term ‘functional potential’ is sometimes used about the meaning potential (as understood in this article) of a grammatical construction (as opposed to a lexical item).


� The aspects of ‘age’ and ‘familiarity’ have of course been noted by others, e.g. in FrameNet (2005) as regards English new.


� Enhancing vs. contrasting are not so salient processes in our x-och-x events, but they can be observed in semantic glides and reversals within text sequences (Deppermann, 2005).





