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Word, Dialogue and Novel

ritten in 1966, shortly after Kristeva’s arrival in m.ngnnv. this presentation
i dovelopmen, of Mikhail Bakhtin's central deas was published in Séméioris
(1969) and translated in Desire in Language Come. With her nomuwwﬁor
Tzvétan Todorov, Kristeva was among the first to introduce Bakhtin’s work
to a Western audience. I have chosen to reprint the essay r.Q.o both vonusmn
of its intrinsic interest as a presentation of the great Russian Eno_..ar .»s.a
because it demonstrates how Kristeva’s own linguistic and psycho-linguistic
work in the late 1960s and early 1970s can be said to be produced as a result
of her active dialogue with Bakhtin’s texts. o

‘Word, UEow_uomMa Novel’ is in many ways a divided text, go.g_@ poised
on an unstable borderline between traditional .Ewr..mn.:oznurma with its yearn-
ings for “scientific’ objectivity (as revealed by Kristeva’s use of Bmﬁrﬂ.w»aow
and set theory to illustrate her points) and a remarkably early ».55 of post-
structuralism’ or the desire to show how the pristine structuralist categories
always break down under the pressure of the o&% side of F.:m:»mo" ﬁ.vo
irreverent, mocking and subversive tradition of nE.EE_ and ZnEu.nag satire
as described by Bakhtin. In this context Kristeva’s insistence on the importance
of the speaking subject as the principal object mon. run_.mzno. wnm_wm_m would
seem to have its roots in her own reading of Bakhtinian ‘dialogism’ as an open-
ended play between the text of the subject and the text of n._.un »n&d%uo.. m.n
analysis which also gives rise to the Kristevan concept of —.bﬁnoxaurﬁ )

This fundamental essay also demonstrates how wwE.E.. provides Go starting-
point for Kristeva’s own work on modernist discourse in w.meoweg..ﬁ in .w&un
Language. Working from Bakhtinian terms such as dialogism’ and
‘carnivalism’, Kristeva turns them into allusions to the ER_, o.m textual v_&“
she was later to analyse through concepts such as ‘the semiotic’, E.n symbolic
and the ‘chora’ (see the excerpts from Revolution in mr.m.voo_o. It is therefore
not surprising to discover that her reading of carnivalism 2 a space swn—..o
texts meet, contradict and relativize each other Buozmr extensive use of repeti-
tion, illogical constructions and non-exclusive opposition 15 illustrated not 2.%
with references to Rabelais or Swift (as in Bakhtin’s own work), but also with
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allusions to authors such as Lautréamont, Joyce, Kafka, Bataille and Sollers,
which were all to provide important examples of the practice of writing analysed
not only in the Revolution, but also, from a different perspective, in Powers
of Horror (1982). Testifying to her early interest in the aspects of language
and the psyche which escape the dominant tradition of Aristotelian mono-
logism, ‘Word, Dislogue and Novel’ follows Bakhtin in insisting on the
subversive political effects of such language, and thus also comes to prefigure
Kristeva’s later analysis of the politics of marginality.

Word, Dialogue and Novel

If the efficacy of scientific approach in ‘human’ sciences has always
been challenged, it is all the more striking that such a challenge should
for the first time be issued on the very level of the structures being
studied - structures supposedly answerable to a logic other than scien-
tific.! What would be involved is the logic of language (and all the
more so, of poetic language) that ‘writing’ has had the virtue of bring-
ing to light. I have in mind that particular literary practice in which
the elaboration of poetic meaning emerges as tangible, dynamic gram.?
Confronted with this situation, then, literary semiotics can either abstain
and remain silent, or persist in its efforts to elaborate a model that would
be isomorphic to this other logic; that is, isomorphic to the elaboration
of poetic meaning, a concern of primary importance to contemporary
- serniotics.
~ Russian Formalism, in which contemporary structural analysis claims
_to have its source, was itself faced with identical alternatives when
_ reasons beyond literature and science halted its endeavors. Research
~ was none the less carried on, recently coming to light in the work of
. Mikhail Bakhtin. His work represents one of that movement’s most
~ remarkable accomplishments, as well as one of the most powerful
_ attempts to transcend its limitation. Bakhtin shuns the linguist’s
 technical rigour, wielding an impulsive and at times even prophetic pen,
~ while he takes on the fundamental problems presently confronting a
tructural analysis of narrative; this alone would give currency to essays
written over forty years ago. Writer as well as ‘scholar’, Bakhtin was
ne of the first to replace the static hewing out of texts with a model
here literary structure does not simply exist but is generated in relation
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to another structure. What allows a dynamic dimension to structuralism
is his conception of the ‘literary word’ as an intersection of textual surfaces
rather than a point (a fixed meaning), as a dialogue among several
writings: that of the writer, the addressee (or the character) and the
contemporary or earlier cultural context.

By introducing the status of the word as a minimal structural unit,
Bakhtin situates the text within history and society, which are then seen
as texts read by the writer, and into which he inserts himself by rewriting
them. Diachrony is transformed into synchrony, and in light of this trans-
formation, linear history appears as abstraction. The only way a writer can
participate in history is by transgressing this abstraction through a process
of reading-writing; that is, through the practice of a signifying structure
in relation or opposition to another structure. History and morality are
written and read within the infrastructure of texts. The poetic word, poly-
valent and multi-determined, adheres to a logic exceeding that of codified
discourse and fully comes into being only in the margins of recognized
culture. Bakhtin was the first to study this logic, and he looked for its roots
in camival. Carnivalesque discourse breaks through the laws of a language
censored by grammar and semantics and, at the same time, is a social and
political protest. There is no equivalence, but rather, identity between
challenging official linguistic codes and challenging official law.

The word within the space of texts

Defining the specific status of the word as signifier for different modes
of (literary) intellection within different genres or texts put poetic
analysis at the sensitive centre of contemporary ‘human’ sciences - at
the intersection of language (the true practice of thought)? with space
(the volume within which signification, through a joining of differences,
articulates itself). To investigate the status of the word is to study
its articulations (as semic complex) with other words in the sentence,
and then to look for the same functions or relationships at the articu-
latory level of larger sequences. Confronted with this spatial conception
of language’s poetic operation, we must first define the three dimen-
sions of textual space where various semic sets and poetic sequences
function. These three dimensions or coordinates of dialogue are writing
subject, addressee and exterior texts. The word’s status is thus defined
horizontally (the word in the text belongs to both writing subject
and addressee) as well as vertically (the word in the text is oriented
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towards an anterior or synchronic literary corpus).*

The addressee, however, is included within a book’s discursive
universe only as discourse itself. He thus fuses with this other discourse.
this other book, in relation to which the writer has written his own text.,
mmbno horizontal axis (subject-addressee) and vertical axis (text-context)
.85&%“ bringing to light an important fact: each word (text) is an
intersection of word (texts) where at least one other word (text) can
be read. In Bakhtin’s work, these two axes, which he calls dialogue and
ambivalence, are not clearly distinguished. Yet, what appears as a lack
of rigour is in fact an insight first introduced into literary theory by
~ Bakhtin: any text is constructed as a mosaic of quotations; any text is

the absorption and transformation of another. The notion of inter-

- textualiny® replaces that of intersubjectivity, and poetic language is read
as at least double.
~ The word as minimal textual unit thus turns out to occupy the status
~ of mediator, linking structural models to cultural (historical) environ-
- ment, as well as that of regulator, controlling mutations from diachrony
- to synchrony, i.e., to literary structure. The word is spatialized: through
the very notion of status, it functions in three dimensions (subject-
- addressee-context) as a set of dialogical, semic elements or as a set of
~ ambivalent elements. Consequently the task of literary semiotics is to
.&.mom%nn other formalisms corresponding to different modalities of word-
joining (sequences) within the dialogical space of texts.
: Any description of a word’s specific operation within different literary
_ genres or texts thus requires a translinguistic procedure. First, we must
~ think of literary genres as imperfect semiological systems ‘signifying
cwbnm_& the surface of language but never without it’: and secondly,
&mno«o-. relations among larger narrative units such as sentences,
ﬁsowﬂoum.m:n-»umsnav dialogues, etc., not necessarily on the basis of
linguistic models -~ justified by the principle of semantic expansion.
. We could thus posit and demonstrate the hypothesis that any evolution
_of literary genres is an unconscious exteriorization of linguistic structures at
their different levels. The novel in particular exteriorizes linguistic
dialogue.®

Word and dialogue

wzmamb Moaaw__.ma were engrossed with the idea of ‘linguistic dialogue’.
They insisted on the dialogical character of linguistic communication’
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and considered the monologue, the ‘embryonic form’ of common
language,® as subsequent to dialogue. Some of them distinguished
betwreen monological discourse (as ‘equivalent to a psychic state’)® and
-tistic imitation of monological discourse’).!® Boris

narrative (ss ‘ar
Eikhenbaurn’s famous study of Gogol’s The Overcoat is based on such

premises. Eikhenbaum notes that Gogol’s text actively refers to an oral
form of narration and to its linguistic characteristics (intonation, syntactic
coastruction of oral discourse, pertinent vocabulary, and so on). He
thus sets up two modes of narration, indirect and direct, studying the
relationship between the two. Yet he seems to be unaware that before
referring tc an oral discourse, the writer of the narrative usually refers
to the discourse of an other whose oral discourse is only secondary (since
the other is the carrier of oral discourse).!t
For Bakhtin, the dialogue-monologue distinction has a much
larger sigrificance than the concrete meaning accorded it by the
Russian Formalists. It does not correspond to the direct/indirect
(monologue/dizlogue) distinction in narratives or plays. For Bakhtin,
dialogue can be monological, and what is called monologue can be
dialogical. With him, such terms refer to a linguistic infrastructure that
must be srudied through a semiotics of literary texts. This semiotics
cannot be based on either linguistic methods or logical givens, but rather,
must be elaborated from the point where they leave off.

Linguistics studies ‘language’ and its specific logic in its commonality
(‘obshchnost’) as that factor which makes dialogical intercourse
possible, but it consistently refrains from studying those dialogical
relationships themselves. . .Dialogical relationships are not re-
ducible to logical or concrete semantic relationships, which are
in and of themselves devoid of any dialogical aspect. .. Dialogical
relationships are totally impossible without logical and concrete
semantic relationships, but they are not reducible to them; they

have their own specificity. 2

While insisting on the difference between dialogical relationships and
specifically linguistic ones, Bakhtin emphasizes that those structuring
a narrative (for example, writer/character, t0 which we would add subject
of enunciation/subject of utterance) are possible because dialogism is
inherent in language itself. Without explaining exactly what makes up
this doulle aspect of language, he none the less insists that ‘dialogue
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mm. the only sphere possible for the life of language’

ns._o.mﬁw.w relationships on several levels owwh&mwmﬁwmﬂnﬁw%ﬂﬂ
o combinative dyad, langue/parole; and secondly, within the @wﬁam ith :
coof _m:m_._n (as collective, monological contracts as well as syst s of
noﬂn_mgn .<m_=n m.ﬁEumNnm in dialogue with the other) or of wﬁnhwm of
essentially ‘combinative’, not pure creation, but individual My n.@m
cm%% oM: the exchange of signs). ration

1§ another level (which could be ¢ .
ambivalent space), this ‘double character of MMMHMM. %»“Maﬂoﬂm—o X
demonstrated as syntagmatic (made manifest through extension 9
sence and metonymy) and systematic (manifested through associ u.m oy
%mg.no Ewa metaphor). It would be important to analyse lingui M_ -M% v
~._M.u hﬁ_om_npm axormbmnm between these two axes of _mnmsmwmnzw“ Mm .
Mﬁanmcwoﬁ_ M mﬂﬂﬁzanuon. d.qn mroEm also note Jakobson’s nocm__w
g snmm MM ¢ n“n owan._mvvsmm.cmug .Sn code/message relation-
i mnm: el p to clarify Bakhtin’s notion of dialogism as inherent

Bakhtin moan.mrmnoém what Emile Benveniste has in mind when h
speaks mg_:. discourse, m._wﬁ is ‘language appropriated by the E&iw:h
wﬂ M %mmn%“”n ‘ s.\.wm Bakhtin EB««. If writes, ‘In order for dialogical rela-
. ps to arise among ?.@om_ or concrete semantic relationships]
they must clothe themselves in the word, become utterances, and doob .
_ﬂrn positions of various subjects, expressed in a word o wm_nre.uo
,_wcioénv born of a revolutionary Russia that was bnooco:nmma ith ¥
?oc_nn.? does not see dialogue only as language assumed vw«w_m:w..uomw
| M mﬁw M. nwwﬂu asa Sm.a.am «&_omn one reads the other (with no m:c_aom
Bl ). khtinian dialogism um_oummom writing as both subjectivity
hd communication, or better, as intertextuality. Confronted with thi

,(s_cmsau the notion of a ‘person-subject of writing’ becomes bl 1
felding to that of ‘ambivalence of writing’. Himec,

Ambivalence

he term ‘ambivalence’ implies the insertion of histo iety) i
text and of this text into history; for the writer, Enwnwzmmm““n»ﬁ%%ﬂho
&amw‘ .aS-ob .rn %o»_.a. of ‘two paths merging within the umﬁunsw.a
_:s considers writing as a reading of the anterior literary co :
_a the text 8s an absorption of and a reply to another text. He En%mg
e polyphonic novel as an absorption of the carnival and the wucuw_cﬁnw
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novel as a stifling of this literary structure, which he calls .ﬁnEvagm
because of its dialogism. In this perspective, text nmE.Sﬁm e mnn ww d
through linguistics alone. Bakhtin postulates the necessity mn_x. wha he
calls a translinguistic science, which, developed on the gmM o Ewﬁwﬁm&a:«i?.
dialogism, would enable us to understand Bﬁonﬂn.: “_ ok o“.
relationships that the nineteenth century labelled social v e i
literature’s moral ‘message’. bwﬁmgo.a .swjﬁn to %ﬁWo -
could submit himself to a high morality. Within his practice, p EBWU 2 »:N
is actualized as textual ambivalence: The msﬁ of Maldoror and the s
are a constant dialogue with the preceding Emg corpus, a voem e
challenge of past writing. Dialogue E.E chZEnsmo are WoBo o 12
the only approach that permits the writer to enter history by espousing
i ethics: negation as affirmation. o o
QHWM__MMMMMM ch?&nuMn lead me to conclude that, §95.EWM~83°M
space of the text as well as within the mcwn,a of texts, monan ! mm.wmn
is a ‘double’. Saussure’s poetic paragram m Anagrams v. nﬁowrm i
zero to two: the unit ‘one’ @amEEobm ..RE& ) aonm.woﬂ.acmﬂ ﬂ” is fie u.,
Consequently, the notions of definition, naﬁuBEmﬁ.ow_v e nm»_nmonan&v
and the very concept of sign, which m..nnmsgomn a vertic WE% o
division between signifier and signified, .n.EEQ be muv% - MM
language - by defining an infinity of pairings »EM com! Eﬂ o c .
The notion of sign (Sr-Sd) is a product of mo_nuchM a MRno
amouaﬁw-macmgann-nmcmn-mop_ as structure .o». Emw n %«Eﬂn%ﬂo.ﬂw
sentence), designating a vertically B_.a Eﬁﬁo?oéw near ! wnmmme
notion of double, the result of thinking over poetic AWoEmn ent
language, denotes .muwmm_ﬁmmo@, and non.&mcwum_o .ﬁn : uw%,n
(linguistic) sequence. This implies that the minim \Mwnam&ﬂo >
language is at least double, not in the sense of the signifier/sign ‘ %mmm
but rather, in terms of one and other. It mcm.m,ama .Em" poetic g_wc o
functions as & tabular model, where oa.nr ‘unit Eﬁm.ﬁ.oa nmw_uo w«m»m
be used without quotation marks, since every unit 1§ a.oc e) ac 28
a multi-determined peak. The double would be the BEEE_. Mnﬁ%onw
of a paragrammatic semiotics to wuo ,MOMMM M_M starting from the
in the ‘Anagrams’) an .
omMMWMMM MM Mwaaﬁm Enwnmﬂ thoughts to 9&« oojn._sm_on we mwmu oonnoa“
trate here on one of their consequences: the E».E__Q.& any pomﬁww Nw m
based on a zero-one sequence Q.EM.».&S“ McEEmunmm-uoﬁ
the operation of poetic language. .
uomn“w“ﬁ%m nnonomm“nm are indeed based upon a logical approach, itself
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founded on the Greek (Indo-European) sentence. Such a sentence begins
as subject-predicate and grows by identification, determination and
causality. Modern logic from Gottlob Frege and Giuseppe Peano to Jan
Lukasiewicz, Robert Ackermann and Alonzo Church evolves out of a
0-1 sequence; George Boole, who begins with set theory, produces
formulae that are more isomorphic with language - all of these are
ineffective within the realm of poetic language, where 1 is not a limit.

It is therefore impossible to formalize poetic language according to
existing logical (scientific) procedures without distorting it. A literary
semiotics must be developed on the basis of a poetic logic where the con-
cept of the power of the continuum would embody the 0-2 interval, a

- continuity where 0 denotes and 1 is implicitly transgressed.

Within this ‘power of the continuum’ from 0 to a specifically poetic

double, the linguistic, psychic and social ‘prohibition’ is 1 (God, Law,
- Definition). The only linguistic practice to ‘escape’ this prohibition is
_ poetic discourse. It is no accident that the shortcomings of Aristotelian
_logic when applied to language were pointed out by, on the one hand,
_ twentieth-century Chinese philosopher Chang Tung-Sun (the product
_of a different linguistic heritage — ideograms ~ where, in place of God,
_ there extends the Yin-Yang ‘dialogue’) and, on the other, Bakhtin (who

attempted to go beyond the Formalists through a dynamic theoriza-
tion accomplished in revolutionary society). With Bakhtin, who assimi-
ates narrative discourse into epic discourse, narrative is a prohibition,
a monologism, a subordination of the code to 1, to God. Hence, the epic
s religious and theological; all ‘realist’ narrative obeying 0-1 logic is
dogmatic. The realist novel, which Bakhtin calls monological (Tolstoy),
ends to evolve within this space. Realist description, definition of
personality’, ‘character’ creation and ‘subject’ development - all are
descriptive narrative elements belonging to the 0-1 interval and are thus
monological. The only discourse integrally to achieve the 0-2 poetic logic
s that of the carnival. By adopting a dream logic, it transgresses rules
of linguistic code and social morality as well.

In fact, this ‘transgression’ of linguistic, logical and social codes within
the carnivalesque only exists and succeeds, of course, because it accepts
another law. Dialogism is not ‘freedom to say everything’, it is a dramatic
‘banter’ (Lautréamont), an other imperative than that of 0. We should

particularly emphasize this specificity of dialogue as transgression giving
ftself a law so as radically and categorically to distinguish it from the

pseudo-transgression evident in a certain modern ‘erotic’ and parodic
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i . The latter, seeing itself as ,mwn.n.mba.. and ‘relativizing’,
wwwﬂﬂomooon&um va principle of Fa.e anticipating its own Qﬁ@%ﬂ
sion. It thus compensates for monologism, mo.nm not .&%Fn.n e 0-
interval nor has anything to do with the architectonics of &E.omamr
which implies a categorical tearing from the norm and a relationship

- i osites. .
om.mﬁw MWM% Wmmnﬂwwm&pm nﬁaﬁxmeuo.quaﬁn is called »ogwa.:ﬂ.

Bakhtin’s examples include Rabelais, wﬁw and Dostoevsky. ﬁm#. might
also add the ‘modern’ novel of the twentieth century ~ Joyce, Proust,
Kafka - while specifying that the Bono.nn v&«ﬁwoﬁo novel, m_ﬂwop.ﬁ%_
analogous in its status, where monologism is concerned, to dialogic .
novels of the past, is clearly marked off %.BE them. > break &oﬁmnwm
at the end of the nineteenth century: s..gn &n._..umso in Rabelais, Sw f
and Dostoevsky remains at a representative, mnacocm._nai., our century’s
polyphonic novel becomes ‘unreadable’ (Joyce) and interior to Fum_wm_mn
(Proust, Kafka). Beginning with this break - not only literary wﬁ S0
social, political and philosophical in nature - the un.ow,_n% o GMMM
textuality (intertextual dialogue) appears as such. Bakhtin’s umN__—_ﬂ i
(as well as that of Saussure’s ‘Anagrams ) nub.cn c”mno@ historically
this break: he was able to discover 851& dialogism in the innw%
of Mayakovsky, Khlebnikov and Andrei Bely, to mention .on_u~ M %:2
of the Revolution’s writers who made the .oﬁmﬁu&.um 5.:%53 %» s
scriptural break. Bakhtin then extended his theory into literary history
as a principle of all upheavals EE. defiant vncaznﬁsﬂx. doub)

Bakhtin’s term dialogism as a semic complex .95 implies the double,
language, and another logic. Using that as point of departure, we oﬁm
outline a new approach to poetic texts. Literary semiotics can mnomm
the word ‘dialogism’; the logic of distance and En.soﬁ\:m cuzw.ng he
different units of a sentence or narrative structure, indicating a M.Sﬂ_ﬁm

- in opposition to the level of continuity »sn.mccmﬁuon. doa.u o i_ cl

obey the logic of being and are thus muono_omsp_. Secondly, it —M_ J omﬂ

of analogy and non-exclusive %@e&.ﬁe:v .ovbom.om to n.po.uo_ﬂma. M‘M_ s

of causality and identifying determination. Finally, itis a .owuo o o

‘transfinite’, a concept borrowed from mnon.m Qbmob iEm . Mw e

basis of poetic language’s ‘power of z.wo continuum mo-NV, intr .E"nw

a second principle of formation: a poetic sequence 18 a n.auﬂ.ﬂﬂmon _mwmn

causally deduced) to all preceding sequences o.m the Eoﬁ an n& X

(scientific, monological or narrative). The novel’s ambivalent space thu

can be seen as regulated by two formative principles: monological (each
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following sequence is determined by the preceding one), and dialogical
(transfinite sequences that are next-larger to the preceding causal
series).!8

Dialogue appears most clearly in the structure of carnivalesque
language, where symbolic relationships and analogy take precedence
over substance-causality connections. The notion of ambivalence pertains
to the permutation of the two spaces observed in novelistic structure;
dialogical space and monological space.

From a conception of poetic language as dislogue and ambivalence,
Bakhtin moves to a re-evaluation of the novel’s structure. This investiga-
tion takes the form of a classification of words within the narrative -
the classification being then linked to a typology of discourse,

Classification of words within the narrative

‘According to Bakhtin, there are three categories of words within the
narrative,

First, the direct word, referring back to its object, expresses the last
possible degree of signification by the subject of discourse within the
- limits of a given context. It is the annunciating, expressive word of the
~ writer, the denotative word, which is supposed to provide him with
 direct, objective comprehension. It knows nothing but itself and its
_ object, to which it attempts to be adequate (it is not ‘conscious’ of the
~ influences of words foreign to it).

- Second, the object-oriented word is the direct discourse of ‘characters’.
It has direct, objective meaning, but is not situated on the same level
a the writer’s discourse; thus, it is at some distance from the latter.
t is both oriented towards its object and is itself the object of the writer’s
entation. It is a foreign word, subordinate to the narrative word as
bject of the writer’s comprehension. But the writer’s orientation
towards the word as object does not penetrate it but accepts it as a whole,
hanging neither meaning nor tonality; it subordinates that word to its
wn task, introducing no other signification. Consequently, the object-
riented word, having become the object of an another (denotative)
word, is not ‘conscious’ of it. The object-oriented word, like the
denotative word, is therefore univocal.

In the third instance, however, the writer can use another’s word,
iving it a new meaning while retaining the meaning it already had.
The result is a word with two significations: it becomes ambivalent. This
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ambivalent word is therefore the result of a joining of two sign-systems.
Within the evolution of genres, ambivalent words appear in Menippean
and carnivalesque texts (I shall return to this point). The forming of
two sign-systems relativizes the text. Stylizing effects establish a distance
with regard to the word of another — contrary to imitation (Bakhtin,
rather, has in mind repetition), which takes what is imitated (repeated)
seriously, claiming and appropriating it without relativizing it. This
category of ambivalent words is characterized by the writer’s exploita-
tion of another’s speech - without running counter to its thought -
for his own purposes; he follows its direction while relativizing it. A
second category of ambivalent words, parody for instance, proves to
be quite different. Here the writer introduces a signification opposed
to that of the other’s word. A third type of ambivalent word, of which
the hidden interior polemic is an example, is characterized by the active
(modifying) influence of another’s word on the writer’s word. It is the
writer who ‘speaks’, but a foreign discourse is constantly present in
the speech that it distorts. With this active kind of ambivalent word,
the other’s word is represented by the word of the narrator. Examples
include autobiography, polemical confessions, questions-and-answers
and hidden dialogue. The novel is the only genre in which ambivalent
words appear; that is the specific characteristic of its structure.

The inherent dialogism of denotative or historical words

The notion of univocity or objectivity of monologue and of the epic
to which it is assimilated, or of the denotative object-oriented word,
cannot withstand psychoanalytic or semantic analysis of language.
Dialogism is coextensive with the deep structures of discourse. Notwith-
standing Bakhtin and Benveniste, dialogism appears on the level of the
Bakhtinian denotative word asa principle of every enunciation, as well
as on the level of the ‘story’ in Benveniste. The story, like Benveniste’s
concept of ‘discourse’ itself, presupposes an intervention by the speaker
within the narrative as well as an orientation towards the other. In order
to describe the dialogism inherent in the denotative or historical word,
we would have to turn to the psychic aspect of writing as trace of a
dialogue with oneself (with another), as a writer’s distance from himself,
as a splitting of the writer into subject of enunciation and subject of

utterance.
By the very act of narrating, the subject of narration addresses an
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other; narration is structured in relati i
truc ation to this other. (On th ngth
m.m». Mﬂw M_ Mwm.asﬂ_nmconm Francis Ponge offers his Mﬂb <wnnmmwu of
ore I am’: ‘I speak and you hear thy
He thus postulates a shift from subjectivi e sl
. subjectivism to ambivale,

Mﬁm@. r%o may moumas. narration (beyond the a«im”m%“mﬁ
a&..%ﬂw AWW as ”r nw»_oﬁm:o c.muog the subject of narration (S) and the
. - other. This addressee, quite simpl i
M__M_nnr represents a n.o=E< oriented nnm&”" mmwamnn _M w%&h_mﬂﬂnsm
gmﬁm”p ”Mm %ﬂ.&oa in H.ro relation between the subject of :ms.mm.”m
and himsel . This entity is thus a dyad (A, and A,) whose two terms
| ooy ting .§9 nwor. other, constitute a code-system. The mnc.onm
| um ﬁoa (§)is &EMB in, wun,m therefore reduced to acode, to a u_ou.
,, Wﬂ.mcw : Eub. M MM_ aﬂaha.wﬂww\ %»M sﬂan. subject of enunciation) mediated

byath » th she character, the subject of

writer % E.ﬂﬂ“a ﬂwzgoa of narration transformed __% his H»ﬁﬂ“mnm“on._cﬁwm
: ‘EBS wi e narrative system; he is neither nothi

: 7 » sgs cg

W«%Moﬂvw but the ucmm&.EQ of permutation from S to A, mﬂ” Mﬂwo_,
o rse and from discourse to story. He becomes an anonymi 5

o E.Mnﬂmww »ov.fpw meon, thus permitting the structure to exist as mEN.
- rigin o narration, at the very moment when th iter
wMMoMMm, mwmnxwgﬂunm emptiness. We see the problems of momm. S_HMH

nd when literature touches upon this e poin
.sﬁiﬂuw becomes when it exteriorizes linguis ﬂm %ﬁnthHwomhM%ogsﬂ M.Eﬂ
_“WMWM.M MWMMMMV %u wrw MM&M of this anonymity, this zero where nMM

: e he/she of the character is born. A:
t will become a bw%% name (N). Th in o lterary. o 1
. : . Therefore, in a lite t .
not exist; emptiness is quickly r ‘ Wy A
; eplaced by a ‘one’ (a he/sh
name) that is really twofold, since it is subj cones. Tl i
e, e i nﬁnnmw ince it is subject and addressee. It is the

| rity (whose object is the subj narra
tion and who is at ﬁm.n same ti : S :

; t the time represented and representi
ﬂmzmmoaa the subject into an author. That is, who has mﬂ mmwwmwbm Ewoﬂwm
amm MMHMWMM Mm negation, of exclusion, constituted by the author. In

hit -and-going movement between subject and ;
writer 23.&5 reader, the author is mﬁnﬁﬁnr asa m_.wnno&o—r cnﬂcoo:
gmmr as a dialogue of two discourses. e and the

e constitution of characters (of ity’
, . . : personality’) also i
;.;mmwwgco: of .m into S, A..w,cgonﬂ of enunciation) and S, Aw“wﬂ_c“m ow.
it Eﬁaw. A diagram of this mutation would appear as diagram 1. This
gram incorporates the structure of the pronominal %ﬁoauw that
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S \mn
~ W (zero) — he = N = S
/mn

A
N
>— >N
Diagram 1

psychoanalysts repeatedly find in the discourse of the object of
psychoanalysis (see diagram 2).

1 S
e N
he, S;
(some) one I\WMI.
Diagram 2

At the level of the text (of the signifier) - in the S;-Sq relationship
— we find this dialogue of the subject with the addressee around which
every narration is structured. The subject of utterance, in relation to
the subject of enunciation, plays the role of addressee with respect to
the subject; it inserts the subject of enunciation within the writing system
by making the latter pass through emptiness. Mallarmé called this
operation ‘elocutionary disappearance’.

The subject of utterance is both representative of the subject of
enunciation and represented as object of the subject of enunciation. It
is therefore commutable with the writer’s anonymity. A character (a
personality) is constituted by this generation of a double entity starting
from zero. The subject of utterance is ‘dialogical’, both S and A are
disguised within it.

The procedure I have just described in confronting narration and the
novel now abolishes distinctions between signifier and signified. It
renders these concepts ineffective for that literary practice operating
uniquely within dialogical signifier(s). “The signifier represents the
subject for another signifier’ (Lacan).

Narration, therefore, is always constituted as a dialogical matrix by
the receiver to whom this narration refers. Any narration, including
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Eﬁo@ and science, contains this dialogical dya

in ooasbmmo: with the other. It is %“Em_uww% MMHM_«MWUWM:M_N_»MH»&M
m,\mn_. relationship, with S, and S, filling the roles of signifier and ot

fied in turns, but constituting merely a permutation of two mEEMMM.
&M is, rosm.<or only through certain narrative structures that _..Em
d mmoﬂmmoﬁmo MEHW M.M ﬁ%n“ Muhu as &.EE.P this ambivalence of writing
level of textual literary ooocﬁmwmwwﬁmcg of postic discourse an the

Towards a typology of discourses

quuEm“m :.,&ou..u undertaking — the dynamic analysis of texts resulting
in are .mﬁ&:ﬂo: of genres - calls upon us to be just as radical in
%Ma_wmsm mwm typology of discourses.
8 it is used by the Formalists, the term ‘narrative’ i i
r too ambiguous
to cover all of the genres it supposedly desi y oo
y designates. At
wam Mm narrative can be isolated. S
e have on the one hand monological discourse, includi
Mvnom.nbﬁ@ﬁ mode of description and umn.umouuﬁﬁo nmﬂmvmw.”wnﬁo
mawnnm_ discourse; and thirdly, scientific discourse. In all three Em
MMEQQ d..:w assumes and submits to the rule of 1 (God). The &Ewm:a
| :Mnoun in »: n.cwnoﬁmo is smothered by a prohibition, a censorship
MMM_ that a.um %wnoﬁwn refuses to turn back upon itself, to enter E:“
m, ogue with itself. To present the models of this censorship is to
; nmonwo the nature of the differences between two types of discourse:
the epic type (history and science) and the Menippean type An»naé__
Mwncn writings and novel), which transgresses prohibition. Monological
”MMMH% ooﬁm_m.uon% rMo Jakobson’s systematic axis of language, and
ogous relationshi i i -
- mouoﬂnn. onship to grammatical affirmation and negation has
On the other hand, dialogi 1 i i
) . gical discourse includes carnivalesque and
gmﬁ%@n—.am mm_wonwﬁmgﬁ as .4«: as 9% polyphonic novel. In its mqwngomv
! er writing, reads itself and ¢ i
process of destructive mghmmm. e fuosgh

Epic monologism

¢ %,um.v mﬁcnmﬁmm at the limits of syncretism, illustrates the double
alue of words in their post-syncretic phase: the utterance of a subject
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(‘I’) inevitably penetrated by language as carrier of the concrete,
universal, individual and collective. But in an epic, the speaker (subject
of the epic) does not make use of another’s speech. The dialogical play

of language as correlation of signs - the dialogical permutation of two
signifiers for one signified - takes place on the level of narration (through

the denotative word, or through the inherency of the text). It does not
exteriorize itself at the level of textual manifestation as in the structure
of novels. This is the scheme at work within an epic, with no hint as

yet of Bakhtin’s problematic - the ambivalent word. The organizational
principle of epic structure thus remains monological. The dialogue of
language does not manifest itself except within a narrative infrastructure.
There is no dialogue at the level of the apparent textual organization
(historical enunciation/discursive enunciation); the two aspects of enun-
ciation remain limited by the narrator’s absolute point of view, which
concides with the wholeness of a god or community. Within epic
monologism, we detect the presence of the ‘transcendental signified’

and ‘self presence’ as highlighted by Jacques Derrida.
It is the systematic mode of language (similarity, according to
within the epic space. Metonymic contiguity,

Jakobson) that prevails
specific to the syntagmatic axis of language, is rare. Of course, association
but they are never a

and metonymy are there as rhetorical figures,
principle of structural organization. Epic logic pursues the general
through the specific; it thus assumes a hierarchy within the structure
of substance. Epic logic is therefore causal, that is, theological; it is

a belief in the literal sense of the word.

The carnival: a homology between the body, dream,
linguistic structure and structures of desire

Carnivalesque structure is like the residue of a cosmogony that ignored
substance, causality or identity outside its link to the whole, which exists
onlyinor through relationship. This carnivalesque cosmogony has persisted
in the form of an anti-theological (but not anti-mystical) and deeply
popular movement. It remains present as an often misunderstood and

persecuted substratum of official Western culture throughout-its entire
history; it is most noticeable in folk games as well as in medieval theatre
and prose (anecdotes, fables and the Roman de Renart). As composed
of distances, relationships, analogies and non-exclusive oppositions, it
wmammoumw__w&&ommoa.# is a spectacle, but without a stage; a game,
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but also a daily undertaking; a signi
iking; gnifier, but igni i
WMMMWWM MMMM , contradict and relativize wmnr MWMM Mm%»ﬂ.“ﬂm_ﬂgﬂ.@
o NQ.oon m.ha mmonsﬂmn he loses his sense of E&i&:&guvgmas-
S oo of et vy o sl o i
. OLThe o . e. Within th i
B %mnwm_w mnmmwwna to nothingness, while the mR:nEnM MWMME“M%
| Brwiigatue mbaw”“ww that creates and sees itself created as mnm.: d
e - The cynicism of this carnivalesque scene. SM.—M-
o ooy g in rder to impose its own dialogical laws, calls ﬁw i
| Dl ysianism. H._.m carnival first exteriorizes the mﬁ:Mh:ua
[ el _Sn_ow_am Unonsnaﬁﬁv then inevitably brings to light nm«
Aoy rlying unconscious: sexuality and death. Out of :
o e m“.m Mﬂnwrmr& co@oan them, the struci : 1d Ma Em
S nE.mMm ; wﬂn low, birth and agony, food and nnnnWBM :
. Figures mnnBBNo Mﬂmo“m“mwwﬂ 85._ -
<2 ’ maﬂn i . iti
_ hﬂﬂwﬁmwmww ﬂwﬁvnmﬂa AsE&w are bﬂﬂ@nzﬁﬂmonmo“ m”ﬂ%nmnﬂwm_u.n“uﬁm
! text) and non-exc usive opposition, whi i
Lt _anwnwn mvmﬂw ﬂMM w%gnccn uan.rnom_mu produce a Bomn mw_mmwuwnhw_ﬂ%m fo
ey e scourse. Disputing the laws of language based om_MrB
) e :Jm &M_EE.<& nvm_.bobmom God, authority and social Fu. in
__m,_,., anq.nﬂm%“m“ Mw %MBSG Tﬁ_nmnco meaning F_u“wa.mmmwﬂ% " strongly
e sece of MW»MEﬁr where there is no stage, no ..Ennﬂ.n. i
7 fhus bort Howm and life, game and dream, discourse and spectacl By
et 8%? it is vno.monoa as the only space in which ?bmz»mn. R
e e ty amsv to live as drama in three dimensions. At a d :
> Ew.on : 2«:&8 the contrary: drama becomes _oo»sa._.b _»umﬁmnm 9
2 ﬁu“_ anunssu_a @Em emerges: all poetic discourse is dramatizati .
Sl QM“MBQMMMS (in a mathematical sense) of words ﬂwmww
i oqus o M.nma, we can already adumbrate that ‘as a.o mental
‘whose &,m%ﬂoB is npuM».EmBn i o A &Boum_v. Rl v
s rro e <m_8.n=o discourse, is the only di ion wh :
1o e might e the E&E.m of a book, its writing in o i oma
n tpotential mmn.mzmw “» scene is the only place where &SSMW» e
B T inity mﬂo use David Hilbert’s term), where oy
4 . ! mm_ozu monologism’) and their 55,% i i
y, ‘dialogism’) coexist. Carnivalesque tradition swwawwﬁ“_m%nwrﬂ,
0




50 Linguistics, Semiotics, Textuality

i discourse and put into practice by the mo_«ﬂroao JE.S_.
SMVE%%M&MEE& stage of carnival, _mam.cmmo. u»_.o&a.m Eﬁ nn_nﬁgmM
itself, repudiating its role in representation; in so doing, 1t c%umg
laughter but remains incapable of detaching itself w.oB Mnmnnmmw A »n..w
The syntagmatic axis of language cooon.bnm mxﬂono_.msa E& %4».
and, through dialogue with the systematic axis, constitutes the am i
lent structure bequeathed by carnival 0 the noﬁ,”_. Faulty 9& W, ich
I mean ambivalent), both representative and w_.,a.nmnnnmm_.:w%_,_aw the
carnivalesque structure is wbm.OE_.mmcmb Www pﬂMM»Mo””“_ﬂwn&vwn t
most important polyphonic novels are in. eri o %,

:valesque structure: those of Rabelais, Cervantes, m&. t, Sade,
M-w_nw_mm_m:ﬁmmaouf Dostoevsky, uﬁn.n and N»mﬁ Its Emﬂoﬁun.m M_M
history of the struggle against Christianity and its representatio m»mow
means an exploration of language (of sexuality and death), a consec

i d of ‘vice’. . .
om%ﬁﬂﬂd%“h“&nﬁﬁ. lends itself to an ambiguity one must m<o_n“
In contemporary society, it generally connotes parody, wmbmn_m smmqgmﬁ
thening of the law. There is a tendency to M_.oﬂ oﬁwa n“m Mﬂﬂuﬁ MN #..M“.N?

derous ical and revolutionary in the sen i .
i) i Tl o, o
in Meni writings or in Dostoevsky. ghter
wwnwﬂ &Hﬂwﬂﬂﬁo&nw itisno Bom«fmoﬂpmr Eﬂnb_ﬂwwwm w pﬂwﬂvmaw Mm M“_anm
i at it is serious. This 1s the : .
wﬁoﬁilmwﬁ MMWMW the scene of law or the scene of its vwno&w_E nﬁnom
to become the scene of its other. Zo%mu writing omonw 8“"2 |m iriga
examples of this omnified scene that is both law and ot Ma where
laughter is silenced because it is not parody but murder and rev
Aﬁuﬁmﬁw&_ﬁ carnivalesque are the two currents Eﬁ ?—.%Mn
European narrative, one taking precedence over ﬁr.n. oa—om. ﬁwonon m
to the times and the writer. The nﬁp@&nﬁﬂm c..w&ﬁoa of the vo.owa
is still apparent in personal literature o.m Fﬁm antiquity and has HBMM m
to this day, the life source reanimating literary thought, orenting
tives. .

sso_smsﬁam w_amﬁgaaﬁams helped dissolve the epic monologism emm w.u.asw
welded together so well, and that orators, nwﬂoﬂnﬁum and MM cnnpmn“o w
on the one hand, tragedy and epic, on the other, nuv_.oBM—R . ”Ms o
tively. Before another monologism could take root .?E_: _M tri av&é
formal logic, Christianity and Renaissance humanism),'” late antiq
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gave birth to two genres that reveal language’s dialogism. Situated within
~ the carnivalesque tradition, and constituting the yeast of the European
novel, these two genres are Socratic dialogue and Menippean discourse.

Socratic dialogue: dialogism as a destruction of the person

Socratic dialogue was widespread in antiquity: Plato, Xenophon,
Antisthenes, Aeschines, Phaedo, Euclid and others excelled in it,
although only the dialogues of Plato and Xenophon have come down
to us. Not as much rhetorical in genre as popular and carnivalesque,
it was originally a kind of memoir (the recollections of Socrates’ discus-
sions with his students) that broke away from the constraints of history,
retaining only the Socratic process of dialogically revealing truth, as
well as the structure of a recorded dialogue framed by narrative.
Nietzsche accused Plato of having ignored Dionysian tragedy, but
Socratic dialogue had adopted the dialogical and defiant structure of
the carnivalesque scene. According to Bakhtin, Socratic dialogues are
characterized by opposition to any official monologism claiming to
possess a ready-made truth. Socratic truth (‘meaning’) is the product
of a dialogical relationship among speakers; it is correlational and its
pelativism appears by virtue of the observers’ autonomous points of view.
{ts art is one of articulation of fantasy, correlation of signs. Two typical
ices for triggering this linguistic network are syncrisis (confronting
ferent discourses on the same topic) and anacrusis (one word
mpting another). The subjects of discourse are non-persons,
yms, hidden by the discourse constituting them. Bakhtin reminds
4 that the ‘event’ of Socratic dialogue is of the nature of discourse:
juestioning and testing, through speech, of a definition. This speech
actice is therefore organically linked to the man who created it
ocrates and his students), or better, speech is man and his activity.
¢, one can speak of a practice possessing a synthetic character; the
ess separating the word as act, as apodeictic practice, as articula-
i of difference from the tmage as representation, as knowledge and
Idea was not yet complete when Socratic dialogue took form. But
gre is an important ‘detail’ to Socratic dialogism,; it is the exclusive
ition of a subject of discourse that provokes the dialogue. In the
ogy of Plato, Socrates’ trial and the period of awaiting judgement
mine his discourse as the confessions of a man ‘on the threshold’.
exclusive situation liberates the word from any univocal objectivity,
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i ncti ing i the symbolic sphere.
representative function, opening itup to . hieee
Mm“nw_wwmmwaa death, measuring itself against another discourse; this
i on out. .
&%Mms%”uﬁﬂm%&u Socratic dialogue and the ambivalent word
is obvious. . oy
o».moﬁwnrn H%Mmeomao did not last long, but it gave birth t0 mﬁaB_ &&mﬁnw__
genres, including Menippean discourse, whose origins also lie
b
carnivalesque folklore.

Menippean discourse: the text as social activity

i i f Gadara, a
i :scourse takes its name from Menippus 0 .
www_ﬁn“%%ooww“w”nm&a century BC. His satires 2&%..”?. but %ﬁ“ﬂmﬂ
jti i rtius.
i+ existence through the writings of Diogenes
Mwmwr MM«MNW%W« Romans to designate a genre vom the first century BC
ius Varro’s Satirae Menippeae). .
ASMMM_H ﬂwawwﬂﬂﬂﬂaw:w appeared much earlier; _aaamaﬂ Rw”.MMo“ﬁMMM“
i dent of Socrates and one 0 (
was perhaps Antisthenes, a stul rates e of e acing
ic di enippean
of Socratic dialogue. Heraclitus also wrote D e arro gove
i he created an analogous genre called logts 3 v
MM MMMMMM MSGEQ. Other ogv._nm En_cmn. mnuu.om EW«*MQ mwnwmm”nsm
Apocolocynthosis, Petronius’ Satyricon, Lucan’s mwcnnmova rid's Mew
morphoses, Hippocrates’ Novel, 438%& mmB_.u_aw MannnoaSMnb Em
ical utopian novels and won..pn. oratian . .
%MMM% mcvrnna there evolve diatribe, moEoﬂsx and M&M“NHMMM
genres of controversy. It greatly g”ﬂ:%&%wﬁ Mu&n i
i 3 i ious forms, it surviv .
__anmﬁnw_.amwnﬂ MMMAM__M m&omumaon through to the present AEMMMMM_M
:l1e). This carnivalesque genre — as p.
of Joyce, Kafka and Bataille). This carniva s g e ad
i Proteus, capable of insinuating 1tsell in .
M“MM_MMM& Emcmuna on the development of European literature and
i formation of the novel. . L
8@83«255%&« discourse is both comic and tragic, or rather, it is &..”.MW
in the mMBn sense as is the carnivalesque; through the status of ﬁ%&&
it s poliiclly and socially disuring \ F2 WL ) and
ints, and this entails a thorou : : sophical
nggouﬂ.gmﬁ inventiveness. Bakhtin on.ﬁ_mmﬁa.&wﬂ exclusive BEEQMM
increase freedom of language in Menippean anoﬁnwa dwwg%mogmmuﬁ
and an often mystical symbolism fuse with macabre na .
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~ Adventures unfold in brothels, robbers’ dens, taverns, fairgrounds and
 prisons, among erotic orgies and during sacred worship, and so forth.
~ The word has no fear of incriminating itself. It becomes free from
 presupposed ‘values’; without distinguishing between virtue and vice,
. and without distinguishing itself from them, the word considers them
its private domain, as one of its creations. Academic problems are pushed
aside in favour of the ‘ultimate’ problems of existence: this discourse
. orients liberated language towards philosophical universalism. Without
_ distinguishing ontology from cosmogony, it unites them into a prac-
. tical philosophy of life. Elements of the fantastic, which never appear
in epic or tragic works, crop forth here. For example, an unusual

~ perspective from above changes the scale of observation in Lucan’s Icaro-
. menippea, Varro’s Endymion and later in the works of Rabelais, Swift
~ and Voltaire. Pathological states of the soul, such as madness, split

- personalities, daydreams, dreams and death, become part of the narra-
~ tive (they affect the writing of Shakespeare and Calderén). According
- to Bakhtin, these elements have more structural than thematic signifi-
~ cance; they destroy man’s epic and tragic unity as well as his belief in
_ identity and causality; they indicate that he has lost his totality and no
_ longer coincides with himself. At the same time, they often appear as

an exploration of language and writing: in Varro’s Bimarcus, the two
Marcuses discuss whether or not one should write in tropes. Menip-
pean discourse tends towards the scandalous and eccentric in language.
The ‘“inopportune’ expression, with its cynical frankness, its desecration
f the sacred and its attack on etiquette, is quite characteristic. This
scourse is made up of contrasts: virtuous courtesans, generous bandits,
ise men that are both free and enslaved, and so on. It uses abrupt
ansitions and changes; high and low, rise and fall, and misalliances
f all kinds. Its language seems fascinated with the ‘double’ (with its
wn activity as graphic trace, doubling an ‘outside’) and with the logic
f opposition replacing that of identity in defining terms. It is an all-
Iclusive genre, put together as a pavement of citations. It includes all
pnres (short stories, letters, speeches, mixtures of verse and prose)
those structural signification is to denote the writer’s distance from
is own and other texts. The multi-stylism and multi-tonality of this
Incourse and the dialogical status of its word explain why it has been
mpossible for classicism, or for any other authoritarian society, to
%press itself in a novel descended from Menippean discourse.

t together as an exploration of the body, dreams and language, this
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writing grafts on to the topical: it is a kind of political journalism of
its time. Its discourse exteriorizes political and ideological conflicts of
the moment. The dialogism of its words is practical philosophy doing
battle against idealism and religious metaphysics, against the epic. It
constitutes the social and political thought of an era fighting against
theology, against law.

2 Menippean discourse is thus structured as ambivalence, as the
focus for two tendencies of Western literature: representation through
language as staging, and exploration of language as a correlative system
of signs. Language in the Menippean tradition is both representation
of exterior space and ‘an experience that produces its own space’. In
this ambiguous genre appear, first, the premises of realism (a secondary
activity in relation to what is lived, where man describes himself by
making of himself an exhibition, finally creating ‘characters’ and
‘personalities’); and secondly the refusal to define a psychic universe (an
immediately present activity, characterized by images, gestures and
word-gestures through which man lives his limits in the impersonal).
This second aspect relates Menippean structure to the structure of
dreams and hieroglyphic writing or, possibly, to the theatre of cruelty
as conceived by Artaud. His words apply equally; Menippean discourse
‘is not equal to individual life, to that individual aspect of life where
characters triumph, but rather to a kind of liberated life that sweeps
away human individuality and where man is no more than a reflected
image.’ Likewise, the Menippean experience is not cathartic; it is 8
festival of cruelty, but also a political act. It transmits no fixed message
except that itself should be ‘the eternal joy of becoming’, and it exhausts
itself in the act and in the present. Born after Socrates, Plato and the

Sophists, it belongs to an age when thought ceases to be practice; the
fact that it is considered as a techne shows that the praxis-poiesis separa-
tion has already taken place. Similatly, literature becoming ‘thought’
becomes conscious of itself as sign. Man, alienated from nature and
society, becomes alienated from himself, discovering his ‘interior’ and
“reifying’ this discovery in the ambivalence of Menippean writing. Such
tokens are the harbingers of realist representation. Menippean discourse,
however, knows nothing of a theological principle’s monologism (or
of the Renaissance man-God) that could have consolidated its represen-
tative aspect. The ‘tyranny’ it is subjected to is that of text (not speech
as reflection of a pre-existing universe), or rather its own structure,
constructing and understanding itself through itself. It constructs itself
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- as a hieroglyph, all the while remaining a spectacle. It bequeaths this

ambivalence to the novel, above all to the polyphonic novel, which knows

neither law nor hierarchy, since it is a plurality of linguistic elements

in dialogical relationships. The conjunctive principle of the different

- parts of Menippean discourse is certainly simili mblan
similitude
~ dependence and therefore ‘realism’), but also nosmmmﬂwnmnmgw_omwo
H

juxtaposition and therefore ‘rhetoric’ - not in Benedetto Croce’s sense

- of ornament, but rather, as justificati i
: ; justification through and in langu
.M goEvmmmn ambivalence consists of communication between »mﬁmm
 spaces: that of the scene and that of the hieroglyph, that of represen-
_ ,wﬁon gB_MMmemn, mwa that of experience in language, system and
hrase or an i i i
Evoaﬁwuon. p. metonymy. This ambivalence is the novel’s

In other words, the dialogism of Meni; and i i
ourses, Qwum_.»mbm a logic of n&mnoumc%:a%. nsw_omwnﬂﬂw_owmmwmn&mm
:wmgna. and .Ems.gnov stands against Aristotelian logic. From sE%:
the very interior ..u». formal logic, even while skirting it, Meni
jalogism 8&3&2« it and points it towards other ».E.Bum of E%ﬂvo»wu
%Mon& N.Sn?gamn &mo.oE.mn develops in times of opposition »mmmahﬁ
- istotelianism, and writers of polyphonic novels seem to disapprove
the very structures of official thought founded on formal logic

The subversive novel

In the Middle Ages, Menippean tendencies w i
e um_nroaﬁ of the religious text; in the g:nmn.nwmw ohwmsamwgw o
uamﬂwwomwn_ EM. m_mw%hammB of individuals and things. OEW~ BanNMN
of ‘God’ - releases the Menippean force o
‘ ,,ch that modern, bourgeois society has not wu_u, »ooouﬂoam Mg:oﬂ Mwﬁ_m
O recognize itself in the novel,!® such claim can only nvonﬁ. to th
&&nmo«x of monological narratives, known as realistic, that o..bmon
g carnivalesque .Ea Menippean elements, whose structures se.n
M SE.& at the time of the Renaissance. On the contrary, the Meni m
ean, dialogical novel, tending to refuse representation and the e o
iy .2..% been tolerated; that is, it has been declared unreadable, i om._onm
# ridiculed. Today, it shares the same fate as the carnivalesque %9:8
sed by students %Eum the Middle Ages outside the Church
, e novel, and especially the modern, polyphonic novel, incorporati .
ppean elements, embodies the effort of European thought to w%



56 Linguistics, Semiotics, Textuality

out of the framework of causally determined identical substances and
head towards another modality of thought that proceeds through
dialogue (a logic of distance, relativity, analogy, non-exclusive and
transfinite opposition). It is therefore not surprising that the novel has
been considered as an inferior genre (by neo-classicism and other similar
regimes) or as subversive (I have in mind the major writers of polyphonic
novels over many centuries - Rabelais, Swift, Sade, Lautréamont, Kafka
and Bataille -~ to mention only those who have always been and still
remain on the fringe of official culture). The way in which European
thought transgresses its constituent characteristics appears clearly in
the words and narrative structures of the twentieth-century novel.
Identity, substance, causality and definition are transgressed so that
others may be adopted: analogy, relation, opposition, and therefore
dialogism and Menippean ambivalence.?’

Although this entire historical inventory that Bakhtin has undertaken
evokes the image of a museum or the task of an archivist, it is none
the less rooted in our present concerns. Everything written today unveils
either the possibility or impossibility of reading and rewriting history.
This possibility is evident in the literature heralded by the writings of
a new generation, where the text is elaborated as theatre and as reading.
Mallarmé, one of the first to understand the Menippean qualities of
the novel (let it be emphasized that Bakhtin’s term has the advantage
of situating a certain kind of writing within history), said that literature
‘is nothing but the flash of what should have been produced previously
or closer to the origin’.

2 I would now suggest two models for organizing narrative significa-
tion, based on two dialogical categories: (1) Subject (S) = Addressee
(A); and (2) Subject of enunciation = Subject of utterance.

The first model implies a dialogical relationship, while the second
presupposes modal relationships within this dialogical formation. The
first model determines genre (epic poem, novel) while the second
determines generic variants.

Within the polyphonic structure of a novel, the first dialogical model
(S = A) plays itself out entirely within the writing discourse; and it
presents itself as perpetually challenging this discourse. The writer’s
interlocutor, then, is the writer himself, but as reader of another text.
The one who writes is the same as the one who reads. Since his inter-
locutor is a text, he himself is no more than a text re-reading itself as
it rewrites itself. The dialogical structure, therefore, appears only in
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Wmﬁ light of the text elaborating itself as ambivalent in relation to another
In the epic, on the other hand, A is an extra-te
: : -textual, absolute enti
- (God or community) that relativizes dialogue to the mombﬂ 8&2&5%%
- cancelled out and reduced to monologue. With this in mind, it is easy
to understand why not only the so-called ‘traditional’ novel of the nine-
teenth century, but m_mo any novel with any ideological thesis whatsoever.
ﬂmuhw ﬁosmna_% Em_n epic, thus constituting a deviation in the very 3.:35“
of the novel; this is why Tolstoy’s monologism is epi ’
dialogism novelistic. ® e

Within the framework of .
be detected: work of the second model, several possibilities may

a The subject of utterance (S,) coincides with th
the subject of enunciation (S,), which can be m%ﬁ“ma”anmﬂmr”m %»,
z..n ‘he/she’ non-person pronoun or a proper name. This is EM
mnuc_n.ﬁ. technique found at the inception of the narrative
b ,_.,?..” subject of utterance (Sy) coincides with the subject of n.EE-
ciation A.mnv. This produces a first person narrative; ‘I’
¢ .;.n subject of utterance (S,) coincides with the addressee (A)
ﬁ:m produces a second person narrative: ‘you’: as for owan_m
MM__E w»mwo_a_mo<..m object-oriented word in Crime and Punishment.
P «Mwn& Butor insistently explored this technique in A Change of
d The subject of utterance (S,) coincides both with j
enunciation (S,) and the addressee (A). In such a MWM» N.WW-M%M
d.onojnm a questioning of writing and displays the staging of its
&Eoms.m_ structure. At the same time, the text becomes a reading
(quotation and commentary) of an exterior literary corpus and is
thus constructed as ambivalence. Through its use of personal pro-
nouns and anonymous quotations, Philippe Sollers’s Drame is an
example of this fourth possibility.

A i Bakhti digm
aa:nmaw.&bm of tin therefore leads to the para shown in
should finally like to insist on the im; i

. portance of Bakhtin’s concepts

_ .so status of the iwau dialogue and ambivalence), as well mmwu

:ﬁao:n.uon. of certain new perspectives opened up through them.
By establishing the status of the word as minimal unit of the text
tin deals with structure at its deepest level, beyond the mnuﬂnunm
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Practice mw_oa .
‘Discourse’ History'
Dialogism z_o:o_om_ma
Correlational logic Aristotelian logic
Phrase- System
Camival Narrative
Ambivalence
Menippean discourse
Polyphonic novel

Figure 1

i es. The notion of status has added to the .anmm of
MMM ﬂwﬁﬂ“.pmﬁ%wﬂ of atoms that of a text H.umna up of m.&ucoumﬂuwmu
within which words function as quantum units. If there isa model for
poetic language, it no longer involves lines or mzmmmaom, but rather, m»a&
and infinity — concepts amenable to moa&ﬁujob n_ﬁo:mr set theory
and the new mathematics. 08893_.5 g&.wem of parrative 8.:%
has been refined to the point where it can aarbnmﬁm ?amcobm AM.& 2
or catalytic), and indices (as such or as Emomamcoux. it can womou.“ oh
the elaboration of a narrative according to particular logical orr MMM_ :
patterns. Without gainsaying the undisputed value of n..:.m mo
research,?! one might wonder s.roﬂron.. the presuppositions of ”
metalanguage that sets up hierarchies or is heterogeneous S.nwﬁmﬁ._.«.a
do not weigh too heavily upon such mﬁ_&nm.. Hum%mbm .w.uE:E s naiv
procedure, centred on the word Eﬁ its E.,Eéﬁn_ m.vEQ to menES
dialogue (commentary of a quotation), is both simpler and more
EM.MMQMMMME of dialogism, which owed .,Bsnr. to Hegel, must not Ja
confused with Hegelian dialectics, based on a triad E.a thus on strugg m
and projection (2 movement of transcendence), which does not ﬂ“mum
gress the Aristotelian tradition founded on mzcmﬁ»unm m.a caus: &.m
Dialogism replaces these concepts by absorbing them within the noun%a
of relation. It does not strive towards transcendence but nﬁrn.n .828@
harmony, all the while implying an Emm of rupture (of opposition an
analogy) as a modality of transformation.

ialogi i i i thin language; more
Dialogism situates philosophical vmoEan wit : nore
cnmommn_ww within language as a correlation of texts, as a reading-writing
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that falls in with non-Aristotelian, syntagmatic, correlational, ‘carnival-
esque’ logic. Consequently, one of the fundamental problems facing
contemporary semiotics is precisely to describe this ‘other logic’ without
denaturing it.

The term ‘ambivalence’ lends itself perfectly to the current transitory
stage of European literature - a coexistence (an ambivalence of ‘the
_ double of lived experience’ (realism and the epic) and ‘lived experience’
. iwself (linguistic exploration and Menippean discourse) - a literature
_ that will perhaps arrive at a form of thought similar to that of painting:
~ the transmission of essence through form, and the configuration of
(literary) space as revealing (literary) thought without ‘realist’ pre-
tensions. This entails the study, through language, of the novel’s space
snd of its transmutations, thereby establishing a close relationship
between language and space, compelling us to analyse them as modes
of thought. By examining the ambivalence of the spectacle (realist
representation) and of lived experience (rhetoric), one might perceive
the line where the rupture (or junction) between them takes place. That
line could be seen as the graph of a motion through which our culture
orsakes itself in order to go beyond itself,

The path charted between the two poles of dialogue radically abolishes
roblems of causality, finality, etc., from our philosophical arena. It
uggests the importance of the dialogical principle for a space of thought
much larger than that of the novel. More than binarism, dialogism may
well become the basis of our time’s intellectual structure. The

redominance of the novel and other ambivalent literary structures; the
eommunal, carnivalesque phenomena attracting young people; quantum
#xchanges; and current interest in the correlational symbolism of Chinese
hilosophy - to cite only a few striking elements of modern thought
» all confirm this hypothesis.

NOTES

"The point of departure for this essay lies in two books by Mikhail Bakhtin: Rabelais
und His World. tr. Helene Iswolsky (Cambridge, Mass.:MIT Press, 1965), and
Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, tr. R. W, Rotsel (Ann Arbor, Mich.: Ardis, 1973).
khtin died in 1975, the year of the publication of his collection of essays, Voprosy
#ratury 1§ estetiki (Moscow), published in French as Esthétique et théorie du roman
Paris; Gallimard, 1978).

rrida uses the word gram (from the Greek gramma, ‘that which is written’) to
mignate the irreducible material element of writing, as opposed to the vast amount
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ofexuxneousconnotaﬁomcurtenﬂysummdingthatword. See his Of Grammatology,
tr. Gayatri Spivak (Baltimore, Md: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976).

3 Languageisasoldumnsdousnas,hnguageispmﬁcdmnsdousnessthatexists
also for other men, andforthatmsonaloneitreallyexistsformepemnallyas
well.” Karl Marx, The German Ideology, tr. S. Ryazanskaya, in The Marx-Engels
Reader, ed. Robert C. Tucker (New York: Norton, 1972), p. 122. [The French
translation quoted by Kristeva is less faithful to the German text, although, in the
latter part of the sentence, the German word for ‘genuine’ does modify ‘conscious-
ness’: “. . .auch fir mich selbst echt existierende Bewuftsein;’ The French version
begins ‘Le langage est la conscience réelle. ..’

4 1 shall refer to onlyafcwofBakhtin’snotionsinsofarastheyarcoongmemwith
the conceptions of Ferdinand de Saussure as related to his ‘anagrams’ (see Jean
Starobinski, Les Mots sous les mots, Paris: Gallimard, 1971) and suggest a new
approach to literary texts.

5 See Julia Kristeva, La Révolution du langage poétique (Paris: Seuil, 1974), pp. 59-60.

6 ‘Indced, when structural semantics refers to the linguistic foundations of discourse,
it points out that ‘an expanding sequence is recognized as the equivalent of a
syntactically simpler communication’ and defines ‘expansion’ as ‘one of the most
impormntaspectsofthcoperaﬁonofmmmllanguags’. A. ]. Greimas, Sémantique
structurale (Paris: Larousse, 1966), p. 72. I conceive of the notion of expansion as
the theoretical principle authorizing me to study in the structure of genres an
exteriorization (an expansion) of structures inherent to language.

7 E. F. Boudé, K istorii velikoruskix govorov (Towards a History of Russian Dialects)
(Kazan: 1869).

8 L. V. Czerba, Vostotchno-lushickoe narechie (The Eastern Loujiks’ Dialect)
(Petrograd: 1915).

9 V. V. Vinogradov, ‘O dialogicheskoj rechi’ (On dialogical discourse), in Russkaja
rech, 1, p. 1440.

10 V. V. Vinogradov, Poetika (Moscow: Nauka, 1926), p. 33.

11 It seems that what is persistently being called ‘“interior monologue’ is the most in-
domitable way in which an entire civilization conceives itself as identity, as organized
chaos and finally, as transcendence. Yet this ‘monologue’ probably exists only in
texts that pretend to reconstitute the so-called physical reality of ‘verbal flux’.
Western man’s state of ‘interiority’ is thus a limited literary effect (confessional
form, continuous psychological speech, automatic writing). In a way, then, Freud’s
‘Copernican’ revolution (the discovery of the split within the subject) put an end
to the fiction of an internal voice by positing the fundamental principles governing
the subject’s radical exteriority in relation to, and within, :

12 Bakhtin, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, pp. 151-2.

13 “Shifters, verbal categories and the Russian verb’, in Selected Writings II (The Hague:
Mouton, 1971), pp. 130-47.

14 Bakhtin, Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, p. 151.

15 I should emphasize that introducing notions of set theory into considerations on
poetic language has only metaphorical value. It is legitimate to do so because one
can draw an analogy between the Aristotelian logic/poetic logic relationship on the
one hand, and the quantifiable/infinite relationship on the other.

16 See Luce Irigaray, °
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e his Of Luce Irigaray, ‘Communication linguistique et communication speculaire’, in
ty Press, 1976) pour I’Analyse, 3, (May 1966), pp. 39-55.

nsciousness that exisex puld like to stress the ambiguous role of Western individualism. Involving the
s for me personally = : ofidcnﬁty,itislinkedtothesubstanﬁalist,cauaalandatomistthought
t. in The Marx-E ,ﬁristotdianGreeoeandhassnmgthenedthmughoutcenmﬁuthisacuwst,
P. 122. [The Frenc: tistic or theological aspect of Western culture On the other hand, since it is
text, although, in the onﬂ:epréndpleofadiﬁemmebetweenthe‘selt’andthe‘world’,itpmmpm

search for mediation between the two terms, or for stratifications within each
‘them, in order to allow the possibility of a correlative logic based on the very
Enponents of formal logic.
'was perhaps this phenomenon that Bakhtin had in mind when he wrote, “The
1age ofthcnovdcanbclocatedneitheronasurfacenoronaﬁne. Itis a system
surfaces that intersect. The author as creator of everything having to do with
novdeannotbelocatedonanyofthaelinguisticsurfacs. Rather, he resides
within the controlling centre constituted by the intersection of the surfaces. All

ail, 1974 . § 5
) PP- 59-60 these surfaces are located at varying distances from that authorial centre’ (‘Slovo

adations of discourse,

the equivalent of 2 romane’, in Voprosy literatury, 8 (1965), pp. 84-90). Actually, the writer is nothing
as ‘one of the most more than the linking of these centres. Attributing a single centre to him would
Greimas, Sémantique be to constrain him within a monological, theological position.
stion of expansion as ﬁxspmntofvxewiss}mmdbyalltheonstsofthenovel.A.Thibaudet,Réﬂmom
ucture of genres an | sur le roman (Thoughts on the Novel; Paris: Gallimard, 1938); Koskimies, ‘Théorie
uage. des Romans’ (Theory of the novel), in Annales Academiae Scientarum Finnicae, 1,

series B, 35 (1935), pp. 5-275. Georg Lukscs, Theory of the Novel (Cambridge:
MIT Press, 1971), and others.

An interesting perspective on the concept of the novel as dialogue is provided by
~ Wayne Booth’s The Rhetoric of Fiction (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1961).
. His ideas concerning the reliable and unreliable writer parallel some of Bakhtin’s
 investigations into dialogism in the novel, although they do not posit any specific

.  relationship between novelistic “illusionism’ and linguistic symbolism.

gue’ is the most in- 4 ’SuchamodcshowsupinmodemphysicsaswellasinancientChinaethought,

dentity, as organized . 2 the two are equally anti-Aristotelian, anti-monological and dialogical, See S, I
bably exists only in fIayakawa,‘WhatismeambyAﬁs:oteﬁanmucmreinhnguage’,inLauguage,
¥ of ‘verbal flux’. - Meaning and Maturity New York: Harper, 1959); Chang Tung-sun, ‘A Chinese
effect (confessiona} - philosopher’s theory of knowledge’, in S. I. Hayakawa, (ed.), Our Language and
- way, then, Freud’s - Our World (New York: Harper, 1959); Joseph Needham, Science and Civilization
subject) put an end in China, vol. II (Cambridge: Cambri University Press, 1965).
ﬁnﬁipl&sgoveming Seethcimpormmmﬂecﬁonofnudiuonnamﬁvemmrein&nmmkadm,
guage. 8 (1966), which includes contributions by Roland Barthes, A. J. Greimas, Claude

Bremond, Umberto Eco, Jules Gritti, Violette Morin, Christian Metz, Tzvetan
ngs 17 (The Hague: Todorov and Gérard Genette.
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