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1. Introduction: Dialogism. My plan for this contribution is quite simple. I intend to take a number of key notions in dialogical theory (or ‘dialogism’), and look for possible counterparts in recent neuro-science. My claim will be that many insights in modern neuro-biology resonate quite well with dialogical concepts.

Dialogism is a general framework for the understanding of human action, cognition, communication and language, and may be construed as a counter-theory to monologism, which is associated with individualism (Linell, 2005b). Dialogism stresses relational processes in the individual´s interaction with others and in general with the environment. Such interactions are carried out in different ways in different contexts. Hence, interaction, contexts and other-orientation are key concepts. This framework applies to solitary activities such as reading a text or thinking by oneself, just as much as to interaction between several mutually present individuals. Furthermore, I take a somewhat eclectic approach to what constitutes dialogism, including far more than the theories of the Bakhtin circle, for example, some applications of present-day empirical approaches to talk-in-interaction (Conversation Analysis, contextual discourse analysis, interactional (socio)linguistics, social pragmatics, activity theory, discursive psychology, social representations theory, etc.) (Linell, 1998: 40-54). 

But before going into the dialogical, or dialogistic
, concepts in more detail, let me first briefly discuss and partly dismiss some monologistic approaches.

2. Monologism, representationalism, individualism: Let me take my point of departure in the individualism of modern psychology. For most psychologists, their discipline is (per definition) concerned with individual, mental phenomena. It also seems that theories of the human brain, and theories of the mind as something lodged inside the 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 or even fallacious conclusion. In fact, the most fruitful assumption is arguably the opposite: the brain is dialogical! The brain is designed to serve as a means for the individual to relate to his/her environment, including social situations. (The other side is to relate to inner bodily states.) That is, even if only individuals have brains and minds, it doesn´t follow that we are indulged only in truly individualised activities, that is, monologue or solipsism. The mind is not contained in the individual brain; instead, 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” (Love, 2004). Brains can very well be apt, or adapted, for dialogue, social interaction and partially shared cognition; indeed, there is ample empirical evidence for this, from specialist research on early interaction (Bråten, Tomasello) as well as in neuro-sciences (see below).

Thus, we should contest the cognitivist assumption that the brain is primarily engaged in modelling, imaging and imagining the outside reality. Rather, it is designed to control and monitor the interaction with the environment. Brains are interactive (”dialogical”) in several respects, in terms of their embodiedness as well as their social embeddedness:

∑
brains interact with the rest of the body (Damasio, 1994: 118, et passim) (”the mind is embodied, not just embrained”, and the body is mindful);

∑
brains analyse and evaluate incoming signals from the environment, monitor responses to others in the social situations, plan and steer interventions into the environment. 

Cognitive science has for long 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): ”The 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.” These theories are strongly based on computer metaphors. Central notions are modularity, representations, etc. 

These approaches are thoroughly monological in nature. For example, a time-honoured idea is that the individual receives signals from the environment and process them as information to retrieve meaning (”from signal to meaning”), for example, in perception or utterance comprehension. The reverse process takes place in e.g. utterance production (”from meaning to signal”). (This is, for example, John Locke´s conduit model of communication, what Roy Harris (e.g. 1997) has called ‘the telementational model’.)  In interpersonal exchanges, this theory assumes a series of processes, each unidirectional (monological) in character; for example, A issues an information-seeking utterance (question, request), which elicits B´s information-giving response, which, from A´s perspective, is an incoming signal that is subjected to information processing and interpretation. Thus, even an external ”dialogue” is conceptualised in monologistic terms.

There is some truth in this information-processing model of cognition and the associated transfer model of communication. Communication is indeed a directional process. Neuro-psychologically, information transfer occurs at the extreme micro-level, between neurons. But the conduit model cannot account for the brain´s interaction with the environment at an integrated level. Nor can the monological models capture the interplay involved in real sense-making practices. People´s interaction with the environment in, for example, perceptually exploring a situation or talking with others, is characterised by plasticity and adaptability, in the ad hoc adaptation to, and interaction with, local and temporary changes in the dynamic environment. At the conceptual and linguistic levels, we find integration, interaction, and context-interdependence. The same, I will argue, is true of many functional systems and different brain structures that are involved neuro-biologically. 

Cognitive science was, as far as language is concerned, for some time strongly influenced by generative linguistics and representational theories of meaning. However, it is now widely recognised that these are rather sterile approaches; they have little to offer in the way of explaining real living language. Thus, for example, they have no theory of communication; for Chomsky, communication is simply not an interesting or relevant dimension of language. In a generative-linguistic approach (which is heavily biassed towards syntax), explanations in terms of cognitive or communicative processes (or processes in language use) are ignored, in favour of abstract formal-structural descriptions, which are declared to be ”explanatory”. Generative linguistics (and many other forms of mainstream linguistics) is based on methods involving the linguist´s intuitions about grammaticality (the grammaticality of invented sentences out of context, or in default contexts), which are clearly filtered through and permeated by cultural, man-made standards designed for normatively regulating languages to be used for literate purposes (”the written language bias in linguistics”; Linell, 2005a). Such practices of judging the grammaticality or meaning of sentences out of context are not even ”usage-based”, and are hardly adequate for exploring language (except possibly for some very abstract features of clause structure). (If we are really interested in finding out the nature of, say, relative clauses, or constraints on reflexive pronouns, we would have to investigate naturally occurring language.)

However, 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 modern ideas in the neuro-sciences, as described by e.g. Damasio (1994) and Solms & Turnbull (2002). I will be particularly concerned with issues of language and communication.

3. Dialogical concepts vs. neuro-biological assumptions:
In the following, I shall bring up points of a dialogical linguistics (Linell, 2005c) that are often quite divergent from the stances of mainstream linguistics. On the other hand, some of these points turn up in ‘integrational linguistics’ (Harris, 1997; Love, 2004). I shall compare them with (what seems to me to be) central insights of modern neuro-biology.

Let us start with the two interrelated notions of interactionism and contextualism:

(1) The mind´s relation with the environment is built on interaction with it, rather than only or primarily the representation of it. We may need to represent the world, and we need knowledge of (or assumptions about) the world, but the various kinds of representation are subordinated to interaction, action and intervention. Representation is not primary, but it is there to serve the needs for action. (Monologism, by contrast, has split phenomena, and reversed priorities, putting representation, logic, abstract language in the position of primacy.)

Neurobiology too stresses interaction, as we will see later when we consider the other points. However, it must be pointed out that many neuro-scientific accounts still contain a lot of talk about mental representations and images. Such talk 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. (Incidentally, the situation mirrors that of mainstream linguistics, in which language is not consistently understood as a means used to serve cognitive and communicative purposes.)

(2) 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 etc) between the organism and the external world (see Linell, 2005b, for further references). This somewhat peculiar notion of the ‘inter-world’ should be adopted, because we want to avoid both a thoroughly subjective position, and an entirely objective one: meanings are rather (largely) intersubjective and sociolinguistically established and socially sustained. On this view, it is a category mistake to talk about meanings and meaning potentials (see below) as either internal (”in the head”) or external (”out there”). Participation in communicative activities, games of coordination (Ross, 2005), becomes possible because members of the communicative community partially share the meanings established in and through how we relate to each other and to objects, processes and circumstances around us. This is the dialogical stance. Note that this does not, as far as I can see, amount to positing an abstract, spiritual world (or a Cartesian mental world); on the contrary, we insist 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” (Wheeler, this conf.)

From a neuro-biological point-of-view, we could first observe that mental functions are not localised to bounded structures or modules, but to the interplay between them (Solms & Turnbull, 81). Secondly, our consciousness is relational, intended (or directed) to something in the world or in the body; according to Solms & Turnbull, 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 (S&T´s terms??)

Relationism is linked to construction(ism): it is central to socio-cultural theory, as well as to theories of interaction (CA, etc.), that individuals, largely in concert with others, construct and reconstruct their apperceptions and understandings of the world. At the same time, the external world offer affordances for categorisation in the form of salience patterns (cf. Gibson). These affordances (cf. Hodges, this conf) and patterns are there, in the world, but they must be dialogically recognised and appropriated. (By the same tokem, we must reject the excesses of the most radical forms of constructivism and postmodernism, cf. discussion in Linell, 2005b.). Neuro-biologists also claim that the mind/brain constructs, rather than registers, the environment (e.g. Solms & Turnbull, 166)

(3) Holism: Formal and representational theories of language based on structural (including generative) linguistics do not fit insights in modern neuro-sciences. Thinking in terms of ‘functions’ and ‘centres’, presumably corresponding to, among other things, language ‘modules’, is now outdated in neuro-biology (Sacks, 2002), and largely so are fixated structures and representations too. It is true that brain parts are functionally specialised, but 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, the holism is constrained. 

Most psychic functions depend on the operation of highly complex ‘functional systems’ of the brain (and body), involving both ‘high-level’ and ‘low-level’ brain regions, such as cortices, in particular prefrontal cortices, and hypothalamus and brain stem, respectively. There is integration of different levels, of different ‘systems’, and this claim holds for language, just like for reason and emotions (Damasio, op.cit.), for language, at least if we assume a broad enough notion of linguistic resources and communicative abilities. (That is, we are not talking about language only in terms of abstract syntax, for example.) While this was emphasised already by Luria (who had an intellectual heritage in (partly) dialogical theories, such as those of Vygotsky), it has been further substantiated by modern neuro-biology (neuro-physiology), e.g. in the ‘dynamic’ theories of Damasio, Solms & Turnbull etc. 

Yet, Potter & de Molder, in their recent book on ”Conversation and Cognition”, say (2005: 12): ”The centrality of modularity and representations is something well established in much of recent cognitive science.” But this is ”cognitive science” based on AI, computer science and formal linguistics, which comes from a monological tradition. There, the process of utterance comprehension is often portrayed as a series of stages in monological accounts (e.g. Clark & Clark, 1977):

Signal >> phonological representation >> lexical identification >> syntactic representation >> sentence meaning >> (situated) utterance meaning.

(This model (which is paralleled by its mirror image in utterance production, according to e.g. Clark & Clark) is still at least partly alive (e.g. Recanati, Carston, 2005).) It assumes that phonology comes in early. This is undoubtedly true, but contrary to what this linearly organised model suggests, pragmatic aspects too are integrated in the early and basic processes, such as word identification. For example, research on misperceptions in authentic interaction (Linell, 1983) shows that a listener who cannot adequately identify a speaker´s intended words tends to hear words that would somehow fit the current communication situation. Similarly, various psycholinguistic experiments, such as association tests and experiments on binocular rivalry (Rommetveit & Blakar, 1979), show subjects coming up with responses that are clearly prompted, e.g. in terms of semantic contiguity, by the contexts provided.
, pragmatics comes in very early and permeates processes of language use, it is not a secondary process as in the classical psycholinguistic models (Clark & Clark, 1977; also many ‘theoretical’ semantic models, Carston, 2005).

(4) Potentialities: This is a key concept in dynamic theories of language, with a bearing on both communicative acts and semiotic resources, and their interrelations. 

Potentiality implies partial openness, and interdependence with contexts. It is opposed to the common assumption of language as a set of fixed structures, or a set of sentences (even if infinite). Rather, according to a ‘potentiality approach’, languages are constituted by resources that can be used in producing utterances and in associating understandings with utterances. Linguistic expressions 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. (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.)

Turning first to neurobiology, we find Solms & Turnbull (p. 30) saying that in general, the brain is built in such a manner that many neurons could 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 (S&T, 159). Damasio (1994: 102), on his side, speaks about ‘dispositional representations’ that ”exist as potential patterns of neuron activity in small ensembles of neurons I call ”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).

The cognitivist assumption of fixed structures is especially ill-suited in semantics and pragmatics. Here, instead, a prime example of thinking in terms of potentialities is the concept of ’meaning potential’ of linguistic resources. In particular, we talk about the meaning potentials of words (lexemes). 

[EXX: This is a new idea. RR: work / not work]

The concept of meaning potential, which appears as parts of many semantic-pragmatic theories (though so far often just as a pre-theoretical concept, as pointed out by Norén & Linell, 2005), implies that aspects of lexical meanings (the potentials) combine with various contextual factors (different in different situations), thus giving rise to situated meanings (of utterances). Meaning potentials are open-ended and dynamic, but they are also relatively stable, not endlessly open-ended. Aspects of meaning potentials cue or prompt situated meanings; the relative stability pertains to regularities in cueing. Ross (2005:6) says 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”.

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 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. This can function as a stage in the individual´s development towards more advanced levels of competence. For example, a client who needs help in grasping the nature of personal, psychic (or psychiatric) problems or experiences, may be supported by a sensitive therapist in the process of ”recognising, reformulating, understanding, and, eventually, resolving the problematic experiences” (Leiman & Stiles, 2001: 311). The most obvious applications of ZPD, however, pertain to children´s development. 

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

(5) Unfinalisability and ever terminating activities: Networks are a fundamental principle of neural organisation (Solms & Turnbull, 161) (and so are lexical networks in semantics). Neural networks have a potential for parallel processing and are characterised by continuous activities. There are patterns of ongoing activity in all of the brain´s components (Damasio, 1994: 87); processes are not completed, or simply switched on and off.

The multiple parallel and converging streams of neural signals never ”terminate”, says Damasio (p. 93). We might compare this to the Bakhtinian notion of ‘unfinalisability’ (REF?), which implies that there is no finalised, complete (correct, etc.) interpretation of a given utterance. That is, even if we of course do not in practice stay on interpreting a normal mundane utterance in conversation, but rather (seem to) forget it as we go along, 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 search when we have not been able to retrieve words (they may pop up minutes, hours, even days later; the tip-of-the-tongue phenomenon), or from the phenomenon of dreams at night 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). Similarly, in a sense, you don´t just begin and end insulated utterances in conversation, but utterances are in interaction with prior events (actions and utterances), responding to them, and with new potential subsequent actions and utterances. Indeed, they are most often followed by a few actualised ones. Responsive and projective links are ubiquitous in sequences of connected, interlocking utterances in talk, as has been extensively shown in Conversation Analysis.

(6) The point of other-orientation is a key concept, perhaps the key notion, in dialogism. It is of course closely related to relationism (#2). Conversation analysts talk about the ‘recipient design’ of utterances (and other actions).

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

What can neuro-biology say about other-orientation? One point may be the discovery of mirror neurons (in apes) by Rizzolati et al. (1999), and others (see Bråten, this coference). Bråten´s study of very early infant interaction suggests that dialogical imitation is innate, which will facilitate the infant´s ”ontogenetic path to speech in the culture into which the infant is born” (Bråten, this conf).

(7) The preceding point takes us directly on to another one, the close relationship between understanding and responding: 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 upcoming sequence of acts, to take the other´s perspective. It also involves stance-taking, preparing a response. 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. (These are matters that have been described in detail in Conversation Analysis.) As Bråten (this conf) 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”. The distinction between (utterance) production and comprehension is therefore not as radical, as traditionally assumed.

Again, this resonates rather well with modern neuro-biological assumptions. The role of immediate evaluation (relative to bodily needs) of incoming ”information” from the environment implies that responding is part of the apperception process. Here, again, we can, with Bråten (this conf), refer to dialogical concepts like ”altercentric mirroring and self-with-other resonance”, i.e. processes present soon after birth (# 6 on mirror neurons).

*******

In various branches of linguistics, we are have been brought up to prefer and prioritise full explicitness (formalised description) and parsimony (maximal economy). There are reasons for these theoretical preferences, but the question is: Does natural language in real social life and in real brains fit such descriptions? Next come three points having to do with varying and often lacking explicitness (e.g. embeddedness in processes that are pre-conceptual, non-conscious) and redundant organisation:

(8) Redundancy: Often highlighted in usage-based linguistics; many theories, e.g. construction grammar, meaning potential theory, lexical network theory, go for (semantic) maximalism (even though minimalism remains a preferred stance for many, such as relevance theorists, or Cappelen & Lepore, 2005, ‘insensitive semantics’).

Neuro-biology: the brain builds upon parallel processing (Damasio, 1994: 84) at several levels, and information is encoded at many places (Solms & Turnbull, 161).

(9) The balance between facilitation and inhibition: This is ubiquitous in brain functioning, e.g. at the neuronal level: strengthening vs. weakening of synapses (Damasio, 1994: 104), and at more global levels. One may compare, at the behavioural level, e.g. tendencies towards both  fight and flight as reactions to threatening situations (Solms & Turnbull, 140). There is a struggle to achieve balance between reinforcement and inhibition.

Another point is that inhibition does not imply eradication, elimination; traces can be resuscitated.

In dialogue and discourse, we have the tension between the will to select/display/reveal and the will to hide/conceal. Related to this are contradictions and tensions in meanings and messages, and in social representations that characterise human discourse and thinking (Marková, 2003). The inhibition of a certain interpretation does not preclude its possible appearance in later moments or situations.

(10) Implicit-explicit distinction and different levels of awareness: 

A lot of meaning is conveyed indirectly, shown rather than said, given off rather than given. 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’. Similarly, many aspects of meaning are only pre-conceptual or pre-conscious. Many aspects of processes in language use are also rapid, automatic and ‘reflexive’, rather than ‘reflective’ (Carston, 2005); this applies to the appearance in consciousness of word recognition 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. 

Memories vary in awareness. According to memory research (Solms & Turnbull, 107), it is mainly episodic memories that are explicit. 

(11) As far as language is concerned, it is mandatory to try to understand reading, writing and other literate practices 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 (terminology)). Semiotically and technologically mediated cognition must be understood precisely as such, and not by bracketing the impact 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, linguists have more often than not ignored this writing bias, pretending instead that they study natural language tout court. Thus, the writing bias is largely unacknowledged (Linell, 2005a). 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).

But talk and interactional language must be analysed in partly other terms than normatively constrained written language; they invite a distinctly dialogical theory (Linell, 2005a).

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) The mind-body relationship: embodied minds and minded bodies. 

[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. The questions ”Why does a person need a body?” and ” Why does the body have a soul?” are answered by Solms & Turnbull (107) approximately like this: The body is built to house feelings and allow us to have feelings, which in turn are used to evaluate information and experiences; in this way, we answer questions like: Which things and events in the world useful for us, good or bad? 

So, why does the body need a mind/consciousness? Answer: to remember events and experiences of the environment, and to monitor and plan interventions into the environment. Conversely, why does the mind a body? Answer: 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). 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 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”.

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, Solms & Turnbull). 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.

4. Conclusion: It must be admitted that neither Damasio nor Solms & Turnbull deal extensively or specifically with language (but see Pulvermüller). In addition, despite the dynamics of their neuro-biological accounts, their accounts suffer from an interactional deficit (as pointed out by e.g. Crafoord, 2002). But so do most theories of language, even most so-called usage-based theories, such as construction grammar, and theories of language within cognitive linguistics.

Monological ideas of lainguistic structures and processes are based on fixed representations and source-to-destination processes, associated with code models of language and conduit models of communication. Such theories do not sit well with facts and hypotheses about the brain (and the organism in general). In addition, monological approaches are of course opposed to dialogical ones (Linell, 2005a). If there is this great divide between dialogical neuro-biology and dialogical theories of language and communication, on the one hand, and monological cognitive science and mainstream linguistics, on the other, why do we have all these monological objectivist theories? Where did they come from? My hunch (Linell, 2005a) is this: these ideas are based on specific literate practices, on our dealings with written language and other static modes of representing phenomena (such as the picture theory of language). There is a ‘written language bias’ (or ‘scriptism’, in Taylor´s (1997) terms) in the language sciences.

This contribution has merely glossed over many concepts and arguments. With regard to the overall theme of the conference, I have perhaps made two particular claims, which I also believe are in accordance with several of the other contributions. First, 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 (as it has been conceived most often). Secondly, as far as language is concerned, writing makes a difference. But this difference has not been properly understood in the history of the language sciences. 
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�  Most of the time I will use the adjective ‘dialogical’, even though I – strictly speaking – mean ‘dialogistic’.


� For example, when the subjects´eyes are tachistoscopically presented with the two competing Norwegian words SUR ‘sour’ and SUP ‘drink, shot’, they will see either of them (but not both). If, however, they have just before seen the prompt  SØT, ‘sweet’, they go for the former alternative. (If they are presented with nonsense words like SAR and SAP, they might see either of them, or SARP, which is another possible word in Norwegian; they will not see SAPR, which is phonotactically impossible in Norwegian.) 


� The point of the necessity of the body is not necessarily distinctly dialogical, but is, I think, resonant with dialogical theory. C. Emerson (2005, Bakhtin conference) asked herself ”Why do we need a body?”:


∑	to provide a place for eyes and ears (etc.); we need sense organs;


∑	to fix a person in time and space;


∑	to provide opportunities for people to communicate;


∑	(ideas in Christianity): to pin down, sacrifice and resurrect individuals.





