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we will not engage them here. For us the following is important:

whatever these meanings turn out to be. jn order fo enter.our ex-

perience (which 1§ Social experience) they must take on the form
of a sign that is audible and visible for us (a hieroglvph. 2 mathe:
matical formula, a verbal or linguistic.expression, a sketch, etc..
Without such temporal:spatial expression..even abstract thought

' is impossible. Consequently, every entry into the sphe ean-
ings is accomplished only through the gates of the chronotope.

* % ¥

As we stated in the beginning of our essay, the study of temporal
and spatial relationships in literary works has only recently be-
gun, and it has been temporal relationships by and large that have
been studied—and these in isolation from the spatial relation-
ships indissolubly tied up with them. Whether the approach taken
in this present work will prove fundamental and productive, only
the further development of literary research can determine.

1937-1938"

19. The “Concluding Remarks” were written in 1973.
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could not stand in a dialogic interrelationship with other lan- that one gets in stylizatj
guages. From the point of view of stylistics, the artistic work as a forms of verbal 1sn ylizations, in skaz, in parodies and j
whole—whatever that whole might be—is a self-sufficient and more complex art.énguemde, "ot talking Straighali in V.arious
closed authorial monologue, one that presumes only passive lis- tion, forms that o llitlc forms for the s t,” and in the
teners beyond its own boundaries. Should we imagine the work in all CharaCterisi chestrate their themes by meancsm f(;f contradic-
as a rejoinder in a given dialogue, whose styleis determined by its Grimmelshausen lcc; and profound models ofing 19 anguages—
interrelationship with other rejoinders in the same dialogue (in and others, » .ervantes, Rabelais, Fieldin se 1stic prose, in
the totality of the conversation)—then traditional stylistics does The problem of g Smollett, Sterne
not offer an adequate means for approaching such a dialogized necessity of en s_tYhStlcs for the novel inevitab]
style. The sharpest and externally most marked manifestations cerning the phﬂg:gmg a series of fundamenta] y IEE.ldS to the
of this stylistic category—the polemical style, the parodic, the those aspects in tISIOL)ll}Y of discourse, questions CCIUesuons con-
ironic—are usually classified as thetorical and not as poetic phe- on them by lingui:t'lfe of discourse that have hagn;le?ed with
nomena. _S_;yhsncs__lg_g];a_,emyﬁ_sicwtm phenomenon into the deal with the life andlg ;nd.styhstic thought—that i0 ight cast
monologic context of a given self-sufficient and hermetic utter- multi-languaged wo lde avior of discourse in a cont fi' we must
ance, imprisoning it, as it were, in the dungeon of a single con- S5 Tadictory and
text; it is not ahle. to exchange messages with other utterances; it
is not able to ;ealigg,j;s_mmglistiggg}pligggggg in a relation- Discourse i
ship with them; it is obliged to exhaust itself in its own single 1n Poetry and Discourse in the gl
_hermetic context. For the phi
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pean verbal-ideological life—have sought first and foremost for these include the st entirely beyond the realm of na have there-
unity in diversity. This exclusive “orientation toward unity” in Course and\tﬁfares‘g‘e cific phenomena that are ionmderatmn
the present and past life of languages has concentrated the atten- amid others’ utters etermined by its dialggic OHP resent in dis-
tion of philosophical and linguistic thought on the firmest, most dialogism of & ances inside a single lan .;mg.u.ggtau'on st
stable, least changeable and most mono-semic aspects of dis single nationgl lan Iicna £ "nn?lOI"dial
course—on the phonetic aspects first of all—that are furthest re- guages within he s and fially a s W'
moved from the changing socio-semantic spheres of discourse. Ciiﬁggnqemwnmw'
Real ideologically saturated “language consciousness,” one that In recen't“decades . ] 3
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i es
We will focus our attention here on various forms.alild ;1;%:31 o
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?ec:lll?:foangicallz agitated and tension-filled environment f alie
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D i i its entire stylistic profile. ¥

pli its expression and influence rc sty p _
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consciousness, to origin
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alogue as a continuation of

approach the obj he sidelin

The way in which the word conceptualizes its object is a com-
plex act—all objects, open to dispute and overlain as they are
with qualifications, are from one side highlighted while from the
other side dimmed by heteroglot social opinion, by an alien word
about them.® And into this complex play of light and shadow the
word enters—it becomes saturated with this play, and must deter-
mine within it the boundaries of its own semantic and stylistic
contours. The way in which the word conceives its object is com-

plicated by a dialogic interaction within the object between vari-

ous aspects of its socio-verbal intelligibility. And an artistic repre-
sentation, an “image”

of the object, may be penetrated by this
dialogic play of verbal intentions that meet and are interwoven in
it; such an image need not stifle these forces, but on the contrary

may activate and organize them. If we imagine the intention of
such a word, that is, its directionality toward the object, in the
form of a ray of light, then the living and unrepeatable play of col-
ors and light on the facets of the image that it constructs can be
explained as the spectral dispersion of the ray-word, not within
the object itself {as would be the case in the play of an image-as-
trope, in poetic speech taken in the narrow sense, in an “autotelic

word”), but rather as its spectral dispersion in an atmosphere
filled with the alien words, value

which the ray passes on its way

mosphere of the word, the atmosphere that surrounds the object,
makes the facets of the image sparkle.

The word, breaking through to its own meaning and its own
expression across an environment full of alien words and vari-
ously evaluating accents, harmonizing with some of the elements
in this environment and striking a dissonance with others, is

able, in this dialogized process, to shape its own stylistic profile
and tone.

it and as a rejoinder to jt—it does not

o

Such is the image in artistic prose and the image of novelistic

8.(High1y significant in this respect is the struggle that must be under-
taken in such movements as Rousseauism, Naturalism, Impressionism, Ac-
logous schools with the “qualified” na-

gele occasioned by the idea of a return to primordial
al consciousness, to the object itself in itself, to pure

Jjudgments and accents through
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pletely shot throu, ith di
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prose in particular. In the atmosphere of the novel, the direct and
unmediated intention of a word presents itself as something im-
permissably naive, something in fact impossible, for naiveté it-
self, under authentic novelistic conditions, takes on the nature of
.. an internal polemic and is consequently dialogized (in, for exam-

¥« ple, the work of the Sentimentalists, in Chateaubriand and in uttered,” the “already kn ;

‘:‘5‘ y Tolstoy). Such a dia%ogized image can occur in all the.poetic forth. tl"he dialogic on};nt S’WH, tl}e “common opinion” and so

4 .y sgenresas well, even in the lyric (to be sure, without setting the is, of course, a propert fa 1on Of discourse is a phenomenon that

T +  tone)’ But such an image can fully unfold, achieve full complex- tion of any l,].Vln ﬂ1 y of any dlscourse) It is the natural orie ta

? K ity and depth and at the same time artistic closure, only under the object, in all itsgdirsco'urse On all its various routes towar dn ﬂ:-

¥ conditions present in the genre of the novel. and canmot help en 26t10n§, the ‘word encounters an alien wo s
» In the poetic image narrowly conceived (in the image-as-trope), tion) Only the thicl:g;tfé:i it 11}11 a living, tension-filled interat:—

Who approa g

¥ 1
- ¢ all activity—the dynamics of the image-as-word—is completely
i exhausted by the play between the word (with all its aspects) and

4 ;

M@E&M}l&_aspects). Thaﬁ%‘ri\o;‘?plunges into the inex-
haustible wealth and contradictory miuitiplicity of the object it-
self, with its “virginal,” still “unuttered” nature; therefore it pre-
sumes nothing beyond the borders of its own context (except, of
course, what can be found in the treasure-house of language it-

vet verbally unqualified - Lzinal and as
.haV? escaped from start Z) ﬁnisl:tltt};ﬁtshe -ﬁrSt.W9rd could really '\

e
d.1alog1c inter-orientation 9

Certain degree.
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self).&The word forgets that its object has its own history of con- phy of discourse have b > that

tradictory acts of verbal recognition, as well as that het sia th1s artificial, Precondit'een c%’rlmanly oriented precisely toward

that is always present in such acts of recognition. from dialogue and takel.}toflz)i tlsltatus e rhle word, a word excised
: € norm (although the pri

primacy of

For the writer of artistic prose, on the contrary, the object re-
veals first of all precisely the socially heteroglot multiplicity of its
names, definitions and value judgments. Instead of the virginal
fullness and inexhaustibility of the object itself, the prose writer
confrongs a multitude of routes, roads and paths that have been
laid down in the object by social consciousness. Along with the
internal contradictions inside the object itself, the. prose writer dialogi ;
witnesses as well the unfolding of social heteroglossia surround- ogism of the word, which does not

speech, but the internal dialogism of

monologic utter.
ance as well as in a rejoj
. : : re o
Penetrates its entire structure, all it101nder), the dialogism that
7

ing the object, the Tower-of-Babel mixing of languages that goes
on around any object; the dialectics of the object are interwoven
with the social dialogue surrounding it. For the prose writer, the
object is a focal point for heteroglot voices among which his own
voice must also sound; these voices create the background neces-
sary for his own voice, outside of which his artistic prose nuances
cannot be perceived, and without which they “do not sound.”

The prose artist elevates the social heteroglossia surrounding
objects into an image that has finished contours, an image com-

9. The Horatian lyric, Villon, Heine, Laforgue, Annenskij and others—de-
spite the fact that these are extremely varied instances.

pendent a
ik C!ilcipjzo(:é;;lia;?: frc;;n the word’s ability. to form a concept
£ism that has such ;ns object—it is precisely this internal dialg-
dizlogism of the word (;irnn?ious power to shape style. The internal
tures in semantics, synt S €Xpression in a series of peculiar fea-
e C,on};nlax allnd styhst?lcs that have remained up to
HCs (nor, what is mofeefa};;n litudled l.)y linguistics and stylis-
Jidimary dialogue been étudied)t. € peculiar semantic features of
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cadylirdthe object.
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But this does not exhaust the internal dialogism of the word. It
encounters an alien word not only in the object itself: every word
is directed toward an answer and cannot escape the profound in-
fluence of the answering word that it anticipates.

The word in living conversation is directly, blatantly, oriented
toward a future answer-word: it provokes an answer, anticipates
it and structures itself in the answer’s direction. Forming itself in
an atmosphere of the already spoken, the word is at the same
time determined by that which has not yet been said but which is
needed and in fact anticipated by the answering word. Such is the
situation in any living dialogue.

All rhetorical forms, monologic in their compositional struc-
ture, are oriented toward the listener and his answer. This onen-
tation foward the listener la usualy SooCane et 3 the listener iz ysually considered the basic SO
stitutive feature of rhetorical discourse. It 1s v significant

for rhetoric that this relationship toward the concrete listener,

taking him into account, is a relatio At enters into the
very internal construction of i isc i i -
tion to i blatant and concrete.

This open orientation toward the listener and his answer in ev-
eryday dialogue and in rhetorical forms has attracted the atten-
tion of linguists. But even where this has been the case, linguists
have by and large gotten no further than the compositional forms
by which the listener is taken into account; they have not sought
influence springing from more profound meaning and style. They
have taken into consideration only those aspects of style deter-
mined by demands for comprehensibility and clarity—that is,
precisely those aspects that are deprived of any internal dialo-
gism, that take the listener for a person who passively under-
stands but not for one who actively answers and reacts.

The listener and his response are regularly taken into account
when it comes to everyday dialogue and rhetoric, but every other
sort of discourse as well is oriented toward an understanding that
is “responsive”—although this orientation is not particularized
in an independent act and is not compositionally marked. Re-
sponsive understanding is a fundamental force, one that partici-
pates in the formulation of discourse, and it is moreover an active

10. CE. V. Vinogradov’s book On Artistic Prose, the chapter “Rhetoric and
Poetics,” pp. 75ff., where definitions taken from the older rhetorics are

introduced.
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In the actual life of speech, every concrete act of understanding
; ﬂa@qé”i;h”éfi&ﬁr_imﬁfﬁe understood into its own

ig active: it assi
conceptual system ﬁl}ed with specific objects and emotional ex-

ffféfs:smiogs‘,._‘ dis mdissé}}}bly merged with the response, with a
motivated agreement or disagreement. To some extent, primacy
belongs to the response, agvﬁﬁwggéﬂfgi\‘raﬁ@g prin€iple: it creates the
ground for understanding, it prepares the ground for an active and
éngaged underst nding.” tindetstanding comes to fruition only
in the response. Understanding and response are dialectically
merged and [ mutually condition s3ckothet;-one is impossible -
without the other. - E
Thummwndﬁr&tandin&mng th,gLa,ssimilg_,teg,;he word
under consideration into a new conceptual system, that of the
one striving to understand, establishes a series of complex intet:
relationships, consonances and dissonances. with the word and
enriches it withnew clements. It is precisely such an understand-
ing that the .speakerﬂmumswan“',]?herefore his orientation toward

the listener is an orientation toward a specific conceptual hori-

zon, toward the specific world of the listener; it introduces totally
it is in this way, after all, that

new elements into his discourse;
various different points of view, conceptual horizons, systems
for providing expressive accents, various social “languages” come

to interact with one another. The speaker strives to get a read-
ing on his own word, and on his own conceptual system that
determines this word, within the alien conceptual system of the
understanding receiver; he enters into dialogical relationships
with certain aspects of this system. The speaker breaks through
the alien conceptual horizon of the listener, constructs his own
utterance on alien territory, against his, the listener’s, appercep-
tive background

This new form of internal dialogism of the word is different

from that form determined by an encounter with an alien word

within the object itself: here it is not the object that serves as the

arena for the encounter, but rather the subjective belief system of
the listener. Thus this dialogism bears a more subjective, psycho-
logical and (frequently) random character, sometimes crassly ac-
commodating, sometimes provocatively polemical. Very often,
especially in the rthetorical forms, this orientation toward the lis-
tener and the related internal dialogism of the word may simply
overshadow the object: the strong point of any concrete listener
becomes a self-sufficient focus of attention, and one that inter-
feres with the word’s creative work on its referent.
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style. (ﬁtyle organically contains within itself indices that reach
outside itself, a correspondence of its own elements and the ele-
ments of an alien context. The internal politics of style (how the
elements are put together) is determined by its external politics
[its relationship to alien discourse). Discourse lives, as it were,
on the boundary between its own context and another, alien,
context.

In an® actual dialogue the rejoinder also leads such a double
life: it is structured and conceptualized in the context of the di-
alogue as a whole, which consists of its own utterances (“own”
from the point of view of the speaker) and of alien utterances
{those of the partner). One cannot excise the rejoinder from this
combined context made up of one’s own words and the words of
another without losing its sense and tone. It is an organic part of a
heteroglot unity.

The phenomenon of internal dialogization, as we have said, is
present to a greater or lesser extent in all realms of the life of the
word. But if in extra-artistic prose (everyday, rhetorical, scholarly)
dialogization usually stands apart, crystallizes into a special kind

of act of its own and runs its course in ordinary dialogue or in
other, compositionally clearly marked forms for mixing and po-
lemicizing with the discourse of another—then in artistic prose,
and especially in the novel, this dialogization penetrates from
within the very way in which the word conceives its object and
its means for expressing itself, reformulating the semantics and
syntactical structure of discourse. Here dialogic inter-orientation
becomes, as it were, an event of discourse itself, animating from
within and dramatizing discourse in all its aspects.

In the majority of poetic genres (poetic in the narrow sense), as
we have said, the internal dialogization of discourse is not put to
artistic use, it does not enter into the work’s “aesthetic object,”
and is artificially extinguished in poetic discourse. In the novel,
however, this internal dialogization becomes one of the most fun-
damental aspects of prose style and undergoes a specific artistic
elaboration|

But interhal dialogization can become such a crucial force for
creating form only where individual differences and contradic-
tions are enriched by social heteroglossia, where dialogic rever
berations do not sound in the semantic heights of discourse (as
happens in the rhetorical genres) but penetrate the deep strata ol

discourse, dialogize language itself and the world view a particu-
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“agonies of the word” the poet endured in the process of creation,
in the finished work language is an obedient organ, fully adequate
to the author’s intention,
The language in a poetic work realizes itself as something
about which there can be no doubt, something that cannot be
disputed, something all-encompassing. Everything that the poet
sees, understands and thinks, he does through the eyes of a given
language, in its inner forms, and there is nothing that might re-
quire, for its expression, the help of any other or alien language.
The language of the poetic genre is a unitary and singular Ptol-
emaic world outside of which nothing else exists and nothing
else is needed. The concept of many worlds of language, all equal
in their ability to conceptualize and to be expressive, is organical-
ly denied to poetic style.

The world of poetry, no matter how many contradictions and
ingohible ~conflicts the pOCt wirhin-i is.-always i
lumined by one unitary and indisputable discourse. Contradic-
tions, conflicts and doupts remain in the object, in thoughts, in
living experiences—in short, in the subject matter—Dbut they do
even discourse about

not enter into the language itself. In poetry,
doubts must be cast in a discourse that cannot be doubted.

To take responsibility for the language of the work as a whole
at all of its points as its language, to assumea full solidarity with
each of the work’s aspects, tones, nuances—such is the funda-
mental prerequisite for poetic style; style so conceived is fully ad-
equate to a single language and a single linguistic consciousness.
The poet is not able to oppose his own poetic consciousness, his
own intentions to the language that he uses, for he is completely
within it and therefore cannot turn it into an object to be per
ceived, reflected upon or related to. L. is prese i
only from inside, in the work it does to effect its intention, and
Tiot from outside, in its objective specificity and boundedness)
Within the limits of poetic style, direct unconditional inten-

tionality, language at its full weight and the objective display of
language {as a socially and historically limited linguistic realityl
are all simultaneous, but incompatible. The unity and singularity
of language are the indispensable prerequisites for a realization !
the direct {but not objectively typifying) intentional individuality
of poetic style and of its monologic steadfastness.

This does not mean, of course, that heteroglossia or even a for
eign language is completely shut out of a poetic work. To be sut¢

navezam
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tieth century began to show a profound interest in dialects and
ov) and later the Futurists

skaz, the Symbolists (Bal’mont, V. Ivan
dreamed of creating a special language of poetry,” and even made
experiments directed toward creating such a language (those of
V. Khlebnikov).
The idea of a special unitary and singular language of poetry is
a typical utopian philosopheme of poetic discourse: it is grounded
in the actual conditions and demands of poetic style, which is al-
ways a style adequately serviced by one directly intentional lan-
ther languages (conversational,

guage from whose point of view 0
business and prose languages, amaong others) are perceived as ob-
jects that are in no way its equal.*{The idea of a “poetic language”

is yet another expression of that same Ptolemaic conception of
the linguistic and stylistic worl

Language—like the living concrete environment in which the

consciousness of the verbal artist lives—is never unitary. It is
unitary only as an abstract grammatical system o normative
forms, taken in isolation from the concrete, ideological con-
ceptualizations that gll it, and in isolation from the uninter-
rupted process of historical becoming thatisa characteristic of all
living language. Actual social life and historical becoming creatt
within an abstractly unitary national language a multitude oi
concrete worlds, a multitude of bounded verbal-ideological and
social belief systems; within these various systems (identical in

f language filled with various seman-

the abstract) are elements 0
tic and axiological content and each with its own different sound.

Literary language—both spoken and written—although it i
unitary not only in its ghared, abstract, linguistic markers but
also in its forms for conceptualizing these abstract markers, isit
self stratified and heteroglot in its aspect as an expressive system,
that is, in the forms that carry its meanings.

This stratification is accomplished first of all by the specific or

ganisms called genres. Certain features of language (lexicological

semantic, syntactic) will knit together with the intentional aim

and with the overall accentual syst
genre: oratorical, publicistic, newspap
the genres of low literature (penny dreadfuls,

em inherent in one of another
er and journalistic genres

13. Such was the point of view taken by L
in the Middle Ages.

for instance} or,

atin toward national languags
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as the oral and written language of a dominant social

group, there is nevertheless always present, even here, a certain

degree of social differentiation, a social stratification, that in
other eras can become extremely acute.)Social stratification may
ic and professional stratifica-

here and there coincide with generi
tion, but in essence it is, of course, a thing completely autono-
mous and peculiar to itself.
Social stratification is also and primarily determined by dif-
ferences between the forms used to convey meaning and between
the expressive planes of various belief systems—that is, strat-
ification expresses itself in typical differences in ways used to
conceptualize and accentuate clements of language, and strat-
ification may not violate the abstractly linguistic dialectological

unity of the shared literary language.
What is more, all socially significant world views have the ca-
pacity to exploit the intentional possibilities of language through

the medium of their specific concrete instancing. Various tenden-

cies (artistic and otherwise), circles, journals, particular news-
papers, even particular significant artistic works and individual
persons are all capable of stratifying language, in proportion to
their social significance; they are capable of attracting its words
and forms into their orbit by means of their own characteristic
intentions and accents, and in so doing to a certain extent alienat-
ing these words and forms from other tendencies, parties, artistic
works and persons.

Every socially signi

mogeneous,

Scant verbal performance has the ability—
sometimes for a long period of time, and for a wide circle of per-
sons—to infect with its own intention certain aspects of language
that had been affected by its semantic and expressive impulse,
imposing on them specific semantic nuances and specific ax-

iological overtones; thus, it can create slogan-words, curse-words,

praise-words and so forth.

In any given historical moment of verbal-ideological life, each
generation at each social level has its own language; mOICOVE:
every age group has as a matter of fact its own language, its owi
vocabulary, its own particular accentual system that, in their
turn, vary depending on social level, academic institution (the
language of the cadet, the high school student, the trade scheol
student are all different languages) and other stratifying factois

All this is brought about by socially typifying languages, no mat
ter how narrow the social circle in which they are spoken. It is

D
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for conceptualizing the world in words, specific world views,
each characterized by its own objects, meanings and values. As
such they all may be juxtaposed to one another, mutually supple-
ment one another, contradict one another and be interrelated di-
alogically. As such they encounter one another and co-exist in the
consciousness of real people—first and foremost, in the creative
consciousness of people who write novels. As such, these lan-
guages live a real life, they struggle and evolve in an environment
of social heteroglossia. Therefore they are all able to enter into
the unitary plane of the novel, which can unite in itself parodic

stylizations of generic languages, various forms of stylizations
and illustrations of professional and period-bound languages, the
languages of particular generations, of social dialects and others
(as occurs, for example, in the English comic novel). They may all

be drawn in by the novelist for the orchestration of his themes
and for the refracted (indirect) expression of his intentions and

values.

This is why we constantly put forward the referential and ex-
pressive—that is, intentional—factors as the force that stratifies
and differentiates the common literary language, and not the lin-
guistic markers (lexical coloration, semantic overtones, etc.) of
generic languages, professional jargons and so forth—markers
that are, so to speak, the sclerotic deposits of an intentional pro-
cess, signs left behind on the path of the real living project of an

intention, of the particular way it imparts meaning to general lin-

guistic norms. These external markers, linguistically observable
and fixable, cannot in themselves be understood or studied with-
out understanding the specific conceptualization they have been
given by an intention.

Discourse lives, as it were, beyond itself, in a living impulse
[napravlennost’] toward the object; if we detach ourselves com-
pletely from this impulse all we have left is the naked corpse ot

the word, from which we can learn nothing at all about the social

situation or the fate of a given word in life. To study the word a

. such, ignoring the impulse that reaches out beyond it, 1s just as
( senseless as to study psychological experience outside the cow
text of that real life toward which it was directed and by whichi!

is determined.

By stressing the intentional dimension of stratification in liter

ary language, we are able, as has been said, to locate in a singie
series such methodologically heterogeneous phenomena as pit
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the word does not existina neutral and impersonal language {itis
not, after all, outof a dictionary that the speaker gets his words!),
but rather it exists in other people’s mouths, in other people’s
contexts, serving other people’s intentions: it is from there that
one must take the word, and make it one’s own And not all
words for just anyone submit equally easily to this appropriation,
to this seizure and transformation into private property: many
words stubbornly resist, others remain alien, sound foreign in the
mouth of the one who appropriated them and who now speaks
them; they cannot be assimilated into his context and fall out of
it; it is as if they put themselves in quotation marks against the
will of the speaker\Language is nota neutral medium that passes
freely and easily into the private property of the speaker’s inten-
tions; it is populated—overpopulated—with the intentions of
others. Expropriating it, forcing it to submit to one’s own inten-
tions and accents, is a difficult and complicated process.

We have so far proceeded on the assumption of the ab tract-lin-
guistic (dialectological) unity of literary language. But even a Lit-
erary language is anything but a closed dialect. Within the scope
of literary language itself there is already a more ot less sharply
defined boundary between everyday-conversational language and
written language. Distinctions between genres frequently coin:
cide with dialectological distinctions {for example, the high—

Church Slavonic—and the Jow—conversational—genres of the
eighteenth century); finally, certain dialects may be legitimized
in literature and thus to a certain extent be appropriated by liter
ary langunage.

As they enter literature and are appropriated to literary lan
guage, dialects in this new context lose, of course, the quality of
closed socio-linguistic systems; they are deformed and in fact

cease to be that which they had been simply as dialects. On the
other hand, these dialects, on entering the literary language and
preserving within it their own dialectological elasticity, theil
other-languagedness, have the effect of deforming the literat§
language; it, too, ceases to be that which it had been, a closed st
cio-linguistic system. Literary language is a highly distinctive
phenomenon, as is the linguistic consciousness of the educaicd
person who is its agent; within it, intentional diversity of speech
[raznorecivost’] (which is present in every living dialect as !

closed system) is
jazy¢iel; what res
languages.

transformed into diversity of language [zazne
ults is not a single language but a dialogue &
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ourth language (the official-literate language, “pa-
different languages, even from the
.dialectological markers. But these

languages were not dialogically coordinated in the linguistic con-
sciousness of the peasant; he passed from one to the other with-
out thinking, automatically: each was indisputably in its own
place, and the place of each was indisputable. He was not yet able
to regard one language (and the verbal world corresponding to it}

through the eyes of another language (that is, the language of ev-
eryday life and the everyday world with the language of prayer or

song, or vice versa)."*

As soon as a critical interanimation of languages began to occur
in the consciousness of our peasant, as soon as it became clear
that these were not only various different languages but even in-
ternally variegated languages, that the ideological systems and
approaches to the world that were indissolubly connected with
these languages contradicted each other and in no way could live
in peace and quiet with one another—then the inviolability and
predetermined quality of these languages came to an end, and the
necessity of actively choosing one’s orientation among them
began.

The language and world of prayer, the language and world of
song, the language and world of labor and everyday life, the spe-
cific language and world of local authorities, the new language
and world of the workers freshly immigrated to the city—all

1ds sooner or later emerged from a state

these languages and wor
of peaceful and moribund equilibrium and revealed the speech di-

versity in each.

Of course the actively literary linguistic consciousness COmes
upon an even more varied and profound heteroglossia within hit:
erary language itself, as well as outside it. Any fundamental study
of the stylistic life of the word must begin with this basic fact
The nature of the heteroglossia encountered and the means by
which one orients oneself in it determine the concrete stylisuc

life that the word will lead.
The poet is a poet insofar as he

singular language and a unitary,
ance. These ideas are immanent in

speaking yet a f
per” language). All these are
point of view of abstract socio

accepts the idea of a unitary and
monologically sealed-off utter
the poetic genres with which

14. We are of course deliberately simplifying: the real-life peasant coulé

and did do this to a certain extent.
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words that are already populated with the social intentions of
others and compels them to serve his own new intentions, to
serve a second master. Therefore the intentions of the prose
writer are refracted, and refracted at different angles, depending
on the degree to which the refracted, heteroglot languages he
deals with are socio-ideologically alien, already embodied and al-
ready objectivized.

The orientation of the word amid the utterances and languages
of others, and all the specific phenomena connected with this ori-
entation, takes on artistic significance in novel style. Diversity of
voices and heteroglossia enter the novel and organize themselves
within it into a structured artistic system. This constitutes the
distinguishing feature of the novel as a genre.

Any stylistics capable of dealing with the distinctiveness of the
novel as a genre must be a sociological stylistics. The internal so-

cial dialogism of novelistic discourse requires the concrete social
context of discourse to be exposed, to be revealed as the force that
determines its entire stylistic structure, its “form” and its “con-
tent,” determining it not from without, but from within; for
indeed, social dialogue reverberates in all aspects of discourse,
in those relating to “content” as well as the “formal”’ aspects
themselves.

The deve tion of the
dialogic essence, its increased scope and greater recision. Fewer
#nd Tewer neutral, hard elements ('rock bottom truths”) remain
_E_at are not §rawn int§ dial ﬁ, Dialogue moves into the deep-
st molecular and, ultimately, subatomic levels.

Of course, even the poetic word is soci
Tocesses, i.e., those

requiring centuries to unfold,

“isters with extreme subtlety the tiniest shifts and oscillations ol
wﬂm Tiere, it does so. moreover, while tegistering. i
as a whole, in all of i s
When heteroglossia enters the novel it becomes subject to an
artistic reworking. The social and historical voices populating
language, all its words and all its forms, which provide language
with its particular concrete conceptualizations, are organized in
the novel into a structured stylistic system that expresses the dif
ferentiated socio-ideological position of the author amid the het-

eroglossia of his epoch.

ingof

tende
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The com iee
positional forms f
glossia in th s for appropriatin .
€ g and or
genre’s histori ;‘1)";61:,‘, gorked out during the longgalggz&;g heftiﬁ)-
their variet Opment, are extremel e
y of generic t emely heterogeneoys j
connected with 1C types. Each such compositi in
: particula e ‘compositional form j
Particular forms for the T stylistic possibilitie, g
guages” introduced into i

artistic treatment of the
basic forms that are typical

Comic-parodic re-process-
age, both conversa-

language"
Uage"—usually the aver
Zuage tor a giv : age norm of spoken i
the commfn 5?;: cial group—is taken by the auil?grwlfltt.en lan-
» 3 the verbal approach to peoplepasgliﬁias
gs

normal for 3 gj
given sphere of saciety, as the going point of
Of view




[302] DISCOURSE IN THE NOVEL

and the going value. To one degree or another, the author dis-
tances himself from this common language, he steps back and
objectifies it, forcing his own intentions to refract and diffuse
themselves through the medium of this common view that has

become embodied in language (a view that is always superficial

and frequently hypocritical).

The relationship of the author to a language conceived as the

common view is not static—it is always found in a state of move-
ment and oscillation that is more or less alive [this sometimes isa
thythmic oscillation): the author exaggerates, now strongly, now
weakly, one or another aspect of the “common language,” some-
times abruptly exposing its inadequacy to its object and some-

times, on the contrary, becoming one with it, maintaining an al-

most imperceptible distance, sometimes even directly forcing it
to reverberate with his own #tyuth,” which occurs when the au-
thor completely merges his own voice with the common view. As
a consequence of such a merger, the aspects of common language,
which in the given situation had been parodicall exaggerated or
had been treated as mere things, undergo change. he comic style
demands of the author a lively to-and-fro movement in his rela-
tion to language, it demands a continual shifting of the distance

between author and language, sO that first some, then other as-
pects of language are thrown into relief) 1f such were not the case,
the style would be monotonous 0Or would require a greater indi-
vidualization of the narrator—would, in any case, require a quite
different means for introducing and organizing heteroglossia.
Against this same backdrop of the “common language,” of the
impersonal, going opinion, one can also isolate in the comi
novel those parodic stylizations of generic, professional and other

languages we have mentioned, as well as compact masses 0f

direct authorial discourse—pathos-filled, moral-didactic, sentl’

mental-elegiac or idyllic. In the comic novel the direct authorial
word is thus realized in direct, unqualified stylizations of poetit
genres (idyllic, elegiac, etc.) or stylizations of thetorical genes
(the pathetic, the moral-didactic). Shifts from common language

to parodying of generic and other languages and shifts to the d
rect authorial word may be gradual, or may be on the contraly

quite abrupt. Thus does the system of language work in the

comic novel.
We will pause for analysis on several examples from

from his novel Little Dorrit.

Dickens
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Here, in the italicized portion, another’s speech in another’s
(official-ceremonial) language is openly introduced as indirect
discourse. But it is surrounded by the hidden, diffused speech of
another (in the same official-ceremonial language) that clears the
way for the introduction of a form more easily perceived as an-
other’s speech and that can reverberate more fully as such. The
clearing of the way comes with the word “Esquire,” characteristic
of official speech, added to Sparkler’s name; the final confir-
mation that this is another’s speech comes with the epithet
uwonderful.” This epithet does not of course belong to the author
but to that same “general opinion” that had created the commo-

tion around Merdle’s inflated enterprises.

{3} Tt was a dinner to provoke an appetite, though he had not had one.
The rarest dishes, sumptuously cooked and sumptuously served; the
choicest fruits, the most exquisite wines; marvels of workmanship in
gold and silver, china and glass; innumerable things delicious to the

senses of taste, smell, and sight, were insinuated into its composi-
tion. O, what a wonderful man this Merdle, what a great man, what
a master man, how blessedly and enviably endowed—in one word,

what a rich man! [book 2, ch. 12]

tylization of high epic style. What

follows is an enthusiastic glorification of Merdle, a chorus of his
admirers in the form of the concealed speech of another (the ital-
icized portion). The whole point here is to expose the real basis
for such glorification, which is to unmask the chorus’ hypocrisy:
nwonderful,” “great,” “mastet,” uendowed” can all be replaced by
the single word “rich.” This act of authorial unmasking, which is
openly accomplished within the boundaries of a single simple
sentence, merges with the unmasking of another’s speech. The
ceremonial emphasis on glorification is complicated by a second
emphasis that is indignant, ironic, and this is the one that ul-
timately predominates in the final unmasking words of the
sentence.

We have before us a typ
hybrid construction.

The beginning is a parodic s

ical double-accented, double-stylet

What we are calling a hybrid construction is an utterance that
) and compositional mark:

belongs, by its grammatical (syntactic

ers, to a single speaker, but that actually contains mixed within
it two utterances, two speech manners, two styles, two “lan
guages,” two semantic and axiological belief systems. We repea!

.
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as aforesaid, knew what he had done; but everybody knew him to be
the greatest that had appeared. [book 2, ch. 13]

Here we have an epic, #Homeric” introduction [parodic, of

course) into whose frame the crowd’s glorification of Merdle has

been inserted (concealed speech of another in another’s lan-
course; however, the au-

guage). We then get direct authorial dis

thor gives an objective tone to this “aside” by suggesting that ey-
erybody knew” (the italicized portion). It is as if even the author
himself did not doubt the fact.

at national ornament, Mr. Merdle, con-
tinued his shining course. It began to be widely understood that one
who had done society the admirable service of making so much
money out of it, could not be suffered to remain a commoner. A bar-
J onetcy was spoken of with confidence; a peerage was frequently men-

tioned. [book 2, ch. 24]
We have here the same fictive solidarity with the hypocritically
ceremonial general opinion of Merdle. All the epithets referring
to Mexdle in the first sentences derive from general opinion, that

is, they are the concealed speech of another. The second sen-
tence—"it began to be widely understood,” etc.—is kept within
the bounds of an emphatically objective style, representing not

subjective opinion but the admission of an objective and com-

pletely indisputable fact. The epithet “who had done society the

admirable service” is completely at the level of common opinion,
repeating its official glorification, but the subordinate clause at-
tached to that glorification (“of making so much money out of
it") are the words of the author himself (as if put in parentheses in

the quotation). The main sentence then picks up again at the

(6) That illustrious man and gre

level of common opinion. We have here a typical hybrid con:
is in direct authorial

struction, where the subordinate clause
lse’s speech. The main

speech and the main clause in someone €

and subordinate clauses are constructed in different semantic and

axiological conceptual systems.
The whole of this portion of the novel’s action, which centers

around Merdle and the persons associated with him, is depicted

in the language (or more accurately, the languages) of hyp>

critically ceremonial common opinion about Merdle, and at the

same time there is a parodic stylization of that everyday language
of banal society gossip, or of the ceremonial language of officii!

pronouncements and banquet speeches, or the high epic style of
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to insert such marks, since,

ord often figures both as the
ther—and at the

would have been impossible actually
as we have seen, one and the same W
speech of the author and as the speech of ano

same time.

Another’s speech—whether as storytelling, as mimicking, as
the display of a thing in light of a particular point of view, as 2
speech deployed first in compact masses, then loosely scattered,
a speech that is in most cases impersonal (“common opinion,”
professional and generic languages}—is at none of these points
clearly separated from authorial speech: the boundaries are delib-
erately flexible and ambiguous, often passing through a single
syntactic whole, often through a simple sentence, and sometimes
even dividing up the main parts of a sentence. This varied play
with the boundaries of speech types, languages and belief sys-
tems is one most fundamental aspects of comic style.

Comic style (of the English sort) is based, therefore, on the
stratification of common language and on the possibilities avail
able for isolating from these strata, to one degree or another, ong’s
own intentions, without ever completely merging with them. i
is precisely the diversity of speech, and not the unity of a normd-
tive shared language, that is the ground of stylejIt is true thai
such speech diversity does not exceed the boundaries of literary
language conceived as a linguistic whole (that is, language de-
fined by abstract linguistic markers), does not pass into an a
thentic heteroglossia and is based on an abstract notion of lan
guage as unitary (that is, it does not require knowledge of various

dialects or languages). However a mere concern for language is

but the abstract side of the concrete and active (i.e., dialogically

engaged) understanding of the living heteroglossia that has been

introduced into the novel and artistically organized within it.
In Dickens’ predecessors, Fielding, Smollett and Sterne, the

men who founded the English comic novel, we find the same p&

rodic stylization of various levels and genres of literary languae

but the distance between these levels and genres is greater T

it is in Dickens and the exaggeration is stronger (especially i

Sterne). The parodic and objectivized incorporation into thelt

work of various types of literary language (especially in Ster¢
penetrates the deepest levels of literary and ideological thought
of the logical and expressive StIUCtis

itself, resultingina parody
of any ideological discourse as such (scholarly, moral and rhetor

cal, poetic) that is almost as ra
Rabelais.
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not as much in direct utterances as in stylistic practice—has had
enormous influence on all consequent novel prose and in particu-
lar of the great representative forms of the comic novel; with that
in mind we bring forward the purely Rabelaisian formulation of
Sterne’s Yorick, which might serve as an epigraph to the history
of the most important stylistic lines of development in the Euro-

pean novel:

ght be some mixture of unlucky wit at the
to speak the truth, Yorick had an invincible

nature to gravity;—not to gravity as such;—

for where gravity was wanted, he would be the most grave or serious of
mortal men for days and weeks together;—but he was an enemy to the
affectation of it, and declared open war against it, only as it appeared
cloak for ignorance, or for folly; and then, whenever it fell his way, how:
ever sheltered and protected, he seldom gave it much quarter.
Sometimes, in his wild way of talking, he would say, That gravity was
an errant scoundrel; and he would add,—of the most dangerous kind
too,—because a sly one; and that, he verily believed, more honest, well-

meaning people were bubbled out of their goods and money by it in one

twelve-month, than by pocket-picking and shop-lifting in seven. In the
naked temper which a merry heart discovered, he would say, There was
no danger,—but to itself:—whereas the very essence of gravity was de
sign, and consequently deceit;—'twas a taught trick to gain credit of the
world for more sense and knowledge than a man was worth; and tha
with all its pretensions,—it was no better, but often worse, than what
French wit had long ago defined it,—viz. A mysterious carriage of tht
body to cover the defects of the mind;—which definition of gravitj
Yorick, with great imprudence, would say, deserved to be wrote in letier
of gold. [Bakhtin does not locate citation; it is from Tristram Shands

vol. 1, ch. 11, tr.]

For aught I know there mi
bottom of such Fracas:—For,
dislike and opposition in his

but in certain respects even exceeding hin

Close to Rabelais,
in the decisive influence he had on all of novelistic prose, is C&
vantes. The English comic novel is permeated through am -

through with the spirit of Cervantes. It is no accident that b
same Yorick, on his deathbed, quotes the words of Sancho Panz
While the attitude toward language and toward its stratifitd
tion (generic, professional and otherwise) among the Germ
comic writers, in Hippel and especially in Jean Paul, is basicall
of the Sternean type, it is raised—as it is in Sterne himselt-—#
the level of a purely philosophical problem, the very possibility &
literary and ideological speech as such. The philosophical &
|
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greedy, limited, narrowly rationalistic, inadequate to reality. In
most cases these languages—already fully formed, officially recog-
nized, reigning languages that are authoritative and reactionary—
are (in real life) doomed to death and displacement. Therefore
what predominates in the novel are various forms and degrees of
parodic stylization of incorporated languages, a stylization that,
in the most radical, most Rabelaisian®® representatives of this
novel-type (Sterne and Jean Paul), verges on a rejection of any
straightforward and unmediated seriousness (true seriousness is
the destruction of all false seriousness, not only in its pathos-
charged expression but in its Sentimental one as well);*' that is, it
limits itself to a principled criticism of the word as such.

There is a fundamental difference between this comic form for
incorporating and organizing heteroglossia in the novel and othet
forms that are defined by theiruse of a personified and concretely
posited author (written speech) or teller (oral speech).

Play with a posited author is also characteristic of the comic
novel (Sterne, Hippel, Jean Paul), a heritage from Don Quixote.
But in these examples such play is purely a compositional device,
which strengthens the general trend toward relativity, objectifica-
tion and the parodying of literary forms and genres.

The posited author and teller assume a completely different sig-
nificance where they are incorporated as carriers of a particular
verbal-ideological linguistic belief system, with a particular point
of view on the world and its events, with particular value judg:
ments and intonations—*particular” both as regards the author,
his real direct discourse, and also as regards #normal” literary nar
rative and language.

This particularity, this distancing of the posited author or teller

from the real author and from conventional literary expectations
may occur in differing degrees and may vary in its nature. Butin
every case a particular belief system belonging to someone else, 4
particular point of view on the world belonging to someone else

is used by the author because it is highly productive, that is, it
able on the one hand to show the object of representation in ¢
new light (to reveal new sides or dimensions in it) and on

20. It is of course impossible in the strict sense to include Rabelais him
—-amoii

self—either chronologically or in terms of his essential character

the representatives of comic novelists.
21. Nevertheless sentimentality and

eliminated (especially in Jean Paul).

“high seriousness” is not completell
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are to one or another extent objectivized, objects of display) but
also in his effect on the subject of the story—as a point of view
that differs from the point of view of the narrator. Behind the nar-
rator’s story we read a second story, the author’s story; he is the
one who tells us how the narrator tells stories, and also tells us
about the narrator himself. We acutely sense two levels at each
moment in the story; one, the level of the narrator, a belief sys-
tem filled with his objects, meanings and emotional expressions,
and the other, the level of the author, who speaks (albeit in a re-
fracted way) by means of this story and through this story. The
narrator himself, with his own discourse, enters into this au-
thorial belief system along with what is actually being told. We
puzzle out the author’s emphases that overlie the subject of the
story, while we puzzle out the story itself and the figure of the
narrator as he is revealed in the process of telling his tale. If one
fails to sense this second level, the intentions and accents of the
author himself, then one has failed to understand the work.

As we have said above, the narrator’s story or the story of the
posited author is structured against the background of normal lit-
erary language, the expected literary horizon. Every moment of
the story has a conscious relationship with this normal language
and its belief system, is in fact set against them, and set against
them dialogically: one point of view opposed to another, o
evaluation opposed to another, one accent opposed to anothet
(i.e., they are not contrasted as two abstractly linguistic phe

nomena). This interaction, this dialogic tension between two lan-

guages and two belief systems, permits authorial intentions to b

realized in such a way that we can acutely sense their presence

every point in the work. The author is not to be found in the la®
guage of the narrator, not in the normal literary language

which the story opposes itself (although a given story may be
closer to a given language)—but rather, the author utilizes no¥
- one language, now another, in order to avoid giving himself u
wholly to either of them; he makes use of this verbal give-and
take, this dialogue of languages at every point in his work, @
order that he himself might remain as it were neutral with regat
to language, a third party in a quarrel between two people &

though he might be a r@é§éd’third party).
All forms involving a narrator or a posited author signify 106
degree or another by their presence-the author’s freedom from
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characters introduce into it; they are infected by mutually contra-
dictory intentions and stratifications; words, sayings, expres-
sions, definitions and epithets are scattered throughout it, in-
fected with others’ intentions with which the author is to some
extent at odds, and through which his own personal intentions
are refracted. We sense acutely the various distances between. the
author and various aspects of his language, which smack of the
social universes and belief systems of others. We acutely sense in
various aspects of his language varying degrees of the presence of
the author and of his most recent semantic instantiation. In
Turgenev, heteroglossia and language stratification serve as the
most fundamental factors of style, and orchestrate an authorial
truth of their own; the author’s linguistic consciousness, his con-
sciousness as a writer of prose, is thereby relativized.

In Turgenev, social heteroglossia enters the novel primarily in
the direct speeches of his characters, in dialogues. But this het-
eroglossia, as we have said, is also diffused throughout the au-
thorial speech that surrounds the characters, creating highly par-
ticularized character zones [zony geroev]. These zones are formed
from the fragments of character speech [polurec’], from various
forms for hidden transmission of someone else’s word, from scat-
tered words and sayings belonging to someone else’s speech, from
those invasions into authorial speech of others’ expressive indica-
tors (ellipsis, questions, exclamations). Such a character zone is
the field of action for a character’s voice, encroaching in one way
or another upon the author’s voice.

However—we repeat—in Turgenev, the novelistic orchestra-
tion of the theme is concentrated in direct dialogues; the charac:
ters do not create around themselves their own extensive of
densely saturated zones, and in Turgenev fully developed, com:
plex stylistic hybrids are relatively rare.

We pause here on several examples of diffuse heteroglossia it
Turgenev.®

(1) His name is Nikolai Petrovich Kirsanov. Some ten miles from the
coaching-inn stands a respectable little property of his consisting 0%
couple of hundred serfs—or five thousand acres, as he expresses !
now that he has divided up his land and let it to the peasants, an
started a “farm.” [Fathers and Sons, ch. 1]

¢. Citations from Fathers and Sons are from: Ivan Turgenev, Fathers 408
Sons, tr. Rosemary Edmonds {London: Penguin, 1965 ).
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D
ISCOURSE IN THE NOVEL [317]

Here th,
€ new express;j
Ss :
style of the I - 10ns, characterj

stic o :
S, are put in quors f the era and in the

tion marks of otherwise

: he
Swers, and there wyg pobally returned abrupt

[Fathers ang Sons, ch. ‘i ]C]lllrll'sb, almost insolant no

te in his voice,

{3) Pave] Petrovich sat down at the table. H
. He

cut in th : s '
€ English fashion, and 5 gay little ;Vas Wearing an elegant sujt

and the care],

PN ess] €z graced hj
€ in the count);ykn?litiﬁ Cravat carried a sugistignh;? hhe s
true, but striped gg 45 © stiff collar of his shir. the more free
Y a5 ever againet [ correct for morning Wear—gt (Iilot Wh}te, it is
This i 18 well-shaven chin, [Fathers azcz); Sup e

S Ironic T ons, ch,

characterization of Pavel Petrovj h R
ch’s

the norm of » 4 simple authorial state

ically. Ope might with som : gentlemanly circle

e justi it i
818 an example of Ssbid Justice put jt ip quotation marks

o-objecti ;

& Matvei Ilyich's syay; objective underpinning,
Stately manner. He
._‘shade of disgust i
lant, “un vraj cp
tnually bursting
else took part, as

evalier francais ”

into hearty resoundi
; ing lay i
befits a high officia]. [Fatberih at.:z S

Her
€ We have an analogous cag

2iven from the pa; e of an ironj
€ point of v; , Jf tronic characterizati
Hhe nature of thig f view of the high officia] ol o don

: f : hi i
fits 2 high ofﬁcial,"orm of pseudo-objective undemill?rfiﬂg. ﬁ:l:l]l) is
- [+

1 : mornin,
‘OWn residence, and 4 N.eZh

;i ?
L-:JIICIQH al:ld ”l()deln gEHtIEHZGHu .. Dzzglu 0. 1 l[
6 [ . . S .
. 1 , €A, 4]




[318] DISCOURSE IN THE NOVEL
DI
SCOURSE IN THE Novzr, [319]

This is an analogous pseudo-objective construction.
a
(6) Semyon Petrovich was in the ministry of the Court, he had the title tl:PC.Cts of someone else’s speech i
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varying degrees of activity and may introduce into the transmit-
ted speech a second accent of its own (ironic, irritated and so on).

The same hybridization, mixing of accents and erasing of
boundaries between authorial speech and the speech of others is
also present in other forms for transmitting characters’ speech.
With only three templates for speech transcription (direct speech
[priamaja re¢’], indirect speech [kosvennaja red’] and quasi-direct
speech [nesobstvenno-prjamaja red’]) a great diversity is nev-
ertheless made possible in the treatment of character speech—
i.e., the way characters overlap and infect each other—the main
thing being how the authorial context succeeds in exploiting the
various means for replicating frames and re-stratifying them.

The examples we have offered from Turgenev provide a typical
picture of the character’s role in stratifying the language of the
novel and incorporating heteroglossia into it. A character in a
novel always has, as we have said, a zone of his own, his own
sphere of influence on the authorial context surrounding him, 2

sphere that extends—and often quite far—beyond the boundaries
of the direct discourse allotted to him. The area occupied by an
important character’s voice must in any event be broader than his
direct and “actual” words. This zone surrounding the important
characters of the novel is stylistically profoundly idiosyncratic:
the most varied hybrid constructions hold sway in it, and itisal
ways, to one degree or another, dialogized; inside this area a di
alogue is played out between the author and his characters—noté
dramatic dialogue broken up into statement-and-response, but
that special type of novelistic dialogue that realizes itself withia
the boundaries of constructions that externally resemble mon¢:
logues. The potential for such dialogue is one of the most funda:
mental privileges of novelistic prose, privilege available neither
to dramatic nor to purely poetic genres.

Character zones are a most interesting object of study for
stylistic and linguistic analysis: in them one encounters Coi
structions that cast a completely new light on problems of syntat
and stylistics.

Let us pause finally
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ality, the full semantic charge, of poetry. Such, for example, are
the verses Goethe introduced into Wilhelm Meister. In such a
way did the Romantics incorporate their own verses into their
prose—and,ﬂ s is well known, the Romantics considered the pres-
ence of verses in the novel (verses taken as directly intentional
expressions of the author| one of its constitutive features) In other
examples, incorporated verses refract authorial intentions; for ex-
ample, Lensky’s poem in Evgenij Onegin, “Where, o where have
you gone. . . .” Although the verses from Wilhelm Meister may
be directly attributed to Goethe (which is actually done), then
“Where, o where have you gone. . . . can in no way be attributed
to Pushkin, or if so, only as a poem belonging to a special group
comprising “parodic stylizations” (where we must also locate
Grinev’s poem in The Captain’s Daughter). Finally, poems in-
corporated into a novel can also be completely objectified, as are,
for example, Captain Lebyadkin’s verses in Dostoevsky’s The
Possessed.

A similar situation is the novel’s incorporation of every possi-
ble kind of maxim and aphorism; they too may oscillate between
the purely objective (the “word on display”) and the directly in-
tentional, that is, the fully conceptualized philosophical dicta
of the author himself (unconditional discourse spoken with no
qualifications or distancing). Thus we find, in the novels of Jean
Paul—which are so rich in aphorisms—a broad scale of grada-
tions between the various aphorisms, from purely objective to
directly intentional, with the author’s intentions refracted in
varying degrees in each case.

In Evgenij Onegin aphorisms and maxims are present either on
the plane of parody or of irony—that is, authorial intentions in
these dicta are to a greater or lesser extent refracted. For example,

the maxim

He who has lived and thought can never
Look on mankind without disdain;

He who has felt is haunted ever

By days that will not come again;

No more for him enchantments semblance,
On him the serpent of remembrance

Feeds, and remorse corrodes his heart.’

e. Citations from Eugene Onegin are from the Walter Arndt translation
{New York: Dutton, 1963), slightly modified to correspond with Bakhtin's re-
marks about particulars.
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language that defines such a relativized consciousness. This rela-
tivizing of linguistic consciousness in no way requires a corre-
sponding relativizing in the semantic intentions themselves:
even within a prose linguistic consciousness, intentions them-
selves can be unconditional. But because the idea of a singular
language (a sacrosanct, unconditional language) is foreign to
prose, prosaic consciousness must orchestrate its own—even
though unconditional—semantic intentions. Prose conscious-
ness feels cramped when it is confined to only one out of a multi-
tude of heteroglot languages, for one linguistic timbre is inade-
quate to it.

We have touched upon only those major forms typical of the
most important variants of the European novel, but in them-
selves they do not, of course, exhaust all the possible means for
incorporating and organizing heteroglossia in the novel. A com-
bination of all these forms in separate given novels, and con-
sequently in various generic types generated by these novels, is
also possible. Of such a sort is the classic and purest model of the
novel as genre—Cervantes’ Don Quixote, which realizes in itself,
in extraordinary depth and breadth, all the artistic possibilities of
heteroglot and internally dialogized novelistic discourse.

Heteroglossia, once incorporated into the novel (whatever the
forms for its incorporation), is another’s speech in another’s lan-
guage, serving to iall tions but in a retracted
way. Such speech constitutes a special type of double-voiced dis-
course. It serves two speakers at the same time and expresses si-

multaneously two different intentions: the direct intention of the
or, In such discourse.there are two voices, two meaningLH
two expressions. And all the while these two voices are dialog
cally interrelated, they—as it were—know about each other (just
as two exchanges immﬂ%
tured in this mutual kngWledge of each other); it is as if they ac.
tually hold a conversation with each other. Double-voiced dis
L e e e T L TS e S
course is always internally dialogized. Examples of this would be
comic, ironic or parodic discourse, the refracting discourse of &
narrator, refracting discourse in the language of a character and
finally the discourse of a whole incorporated genre—all these dis-
courses are double-voiced and internally dialogized. A potentil
dialogue is embedded in them, one as yet unfolded, a concen-

al argume
nt and con-
ons, even while the exchanges in the

altogether. Th
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damental, socio-linguistic speech diversity and multi-languaged-
ness. True, even in the novel heteroglossia is by and large always

personified, incarnated in individual human figures, with dis-
agreements and oppositions individualized. But such oppositions
of individual wills and minds are submerged in social heteroglos-
sia, they are reconceptualized through it Oppositions between
individuals are only surface upheavals of the untamed elements
in social heteroglossia, surface manifestations of those elements
that play on such individual oppositions, make them contradic-
tory, saturate their consciousness and discourses with a more fun-

damental speech diversity.
Therefore the internal dialogism of double-voiced prose dis-
course can never be exhausted thematically (just as the meta-
be exhausted thematically);

phoric energy of language can never
ivation or subject for a

it can never be developed into the mot
ly embody, with no residue,

manifest dialogue, such as might ful
the internally dialogic potential embedded in linguistic hetere-
glossia. The internal dialogism of authentic prose discourse,
which grows organically out of a stratified and heteroglot lan-
guage, cannot fundamentally be dramatized or dramatically re-
solved (brought to an authentic end); it cannot ultimately be
fitted into the frame of any manifest dialogue, into the frame of a
mere conversation between persons; it is not ultimately divisible
into verbal exchanges possessing precisely marked boundaries.”
This double-voicedness in prose is prefigured in language itseli
(in authentic metaphors, as well as in myth), in.language as a ¢
that is becoming in history, socially stratified

cial phenomenon
and weathered in this process of becoming.
guistic consciousness, its crucial pa

The relativizing of lin:
ticipation in the social multi- and vari-languagedness of evolving
languages, the various wanderings of semantic and expressive Ui
iousness through various

tentions and the trajectory of this consci
languages (langu ly well conceptualized and

ages that are all equal
equally objective), the inevitable necessity for such a conscious
ness to speak indirectly, conditionally, in a refracted way—thest
are all indispensable prerequisites for an authentic double-voice!
prose discourse. This double-voicedness makes its presence fek
by the novelist in the living heteroglossia of language, and in th¢
24. The more consistent and unitary the language, the more acute, it
matic and “finished” such exchanges generally are.
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into the two exchanges of a dialogue, that is, two meanings par-
celed out between two separate voices. For this reason the dual

meaning (or multiple meaning) of the symbol never brings in its

wake dual accents. On the contrary, one voice, 2 single-accent

system, is fully sufficient to express poetic ambiguity. It is possi-
ble to interpret the interrelationships of different meanings in a
symbol logically (as the relationship of a part or an individual to
the whole, as for example a proper nout that has become a sym-

ip of the concrete to the abstract and so on;

bol, or the relationsh:

one may grasp this relationship philosophically and ontologically,

as a special kind of representational relationship, or as a relation-
e and so forth, or one may

ship between essence and appearanc
shift into the foreground the emotional and evaluative dimension
of such relationship—but all these types of relationships between

various meanings do not and cannot go beyond the boundaries of
the relationship between a word and its object, or the boundaries
of various aspects in the object. The entire event is played out be-
tween the word and its object; all of the play of the poetic symbol
is in that space. A symbol cannot presuppose any fundamental re-
lationship to another’s word, to another’s voice. The polysemy of
the poetic symbol presupposes the unity of a voice with whichit
is identical, and it presupposes that such a voice is completely
alone within its own discourse. As soon as another’s voice, ar
other’s accent, the possibility of another’s point of view breaks
through this play of the symbol, the poetic plane is destroyed and
the symbol is translated onto the plane of prose.
To understand the difference between ambiguity in poetry and
double-voicedness in prose, it is sufficient to take any symbol an¢
give it an ironic accent (ina correspondingly appropriate context,
of course), that is, to introduce into it one's oWn voice, to refract
within it one’s own fresh intention.”® In this process the poetic
symbol—while remaining, of course, a symbol—is at one and the

same time translated onto

26. Alexei Alexandrovich Karenin had the habit of avoiding certain words
and expressions connected with them. He made up double-voiced o0&
structions outside any context, exclusively on the intonational plane: Well
yes, as you see, your devoted husband, as devoted as in the first yeat of mit
riage, is burning with impatience to see you,’ he said in his slow high-pitche*
voice and in the tone in which he almost always addressed hey, a tone of den
sion for anyone who could really talk like that” (Anna Karenina [New Yo
Signet, 1961] part I, ch. 30; translation by David Magarshack).

the plane of prose and becomes a dit
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voiced double or multiple meaning

that finds expression in the purely poetic symbol. The ambiguity
of double-voiced discourse is internally dialogized, fraught with
dialogue, and may in fact even give birth to dialogues comprised
of truly separate voices (but such dialogues are not dramatic; they
are, rather, interminable prose dialogues). What is more, double-
voicedness is never exhausted in these dialogues, it cannot be ex-
1, logical count-

tracted fully from the discourse—not by a rationa
by drawing distinctions between

ing of the individual parts, nor
the various parts of a monologic unit of discourse (as happens in
rhetoric), nor by a definite cut-off between the verbal exchanges
of a finite dialogue, such as occurs in the theater. Authentic dou-
ble-voicedness, although it generates novelistic prose dialogues,
is not exhausted in these dialogues and remains in the discourse,
in language, like a spring of dialogism that never runs dry—for
the internal dialogism of discourse is something that inevitably
accompanies the social, contradictory historical becoming of

Aanguage.
If the central problem in poetic theory is the problem of the po:
etic symbol, then the central problem in prose theory is the prob-
lem of the double-voiced, internally dialogized word, in all its di-
verse types and variants.
For the novelist working in prose,

tangled in someone clse’s discourse about it, it is
ct of dispute that is concep

tive practice, and the single-
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